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found both types of parables in his tradition: parables which had remained true
parables, ic., in which the story conveys one basic point which it is up o the
hearers themsclves to grasp, and parables which had already been converred into
allegories. The cvangelist has preserved boch types of parables. The allegorized
parables admirably suited the catechetical purpose of his gospel.  The secre, alle-
gorical explanations served the same function as the other secret instructions
piven 1o the disciples™

Bozh types of parables have a punitive character (see Mark 4:11b-12). But
God's judgment agains: his uabelieving people and irs leaders is inflicted differ-
encly in each case. When Jesus” opponents hear his kerygmatic parables, their
evil dispositioas prevent them from acknowledging and responding to the truth
which the parables conrain. I the case of the didacric parables, God's judgment
is executed by excluding all but the disciples from the allegorical interpretation
which reveals the parables’ true meaning.

This paper has been primarily concerned with chis second category of parables,
and it has been our contenrion that the parables conrained in Mark 4 are of this
didactic variety. Consequently, "the secret of the kingdom of God” (4:11) must
be understood o refer to secrer instruction confined to the circle of the disciples
who, in the post-Easter period, will have the responsibility of instructing the com-
munity, even as Jesus had instructed them.

® Gnilka suggests (Verstockung, 79) thar the reason why Mark retained the allcgorical
interpretation which he found in his source was breanse it resembled the seeret instructions
o the disciples which play so important a part in his gospel.  However, this insight does
not lead him to admit 2 differenciated understanding of parahics on the part of the evan-
gelist,
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QUALITATIVE ANARTHROUS PREDICATE NOUNS:
MARK 15:39 AND JOHN 1:1

PHILIP B. HARNER
HEIDELBERG COLLEGE, TIFFIN, OHIO 44883

HE purpose of this study is ta examine the type of clause in which 2a anar-

throus predicate noun precedes the copulative verb. Two examples of this
word-order are especially imporeant in NT interpretation. In Mack 15:39 the
centurion standing before Jesus' cross says, dAnbés odros & vfpeos vios Beott .
And John writes in his prologuc, feds 9v & Adyos (1:1). These of course are oot
the only examples of this word-order in Mark or Joha, or elsewhere, but we shall
focus on them and try to interpret them in relation o the stylistic characreristics
that Mark and John exhibit throughour their gospels. This study will suggest
thac anarthrous predicace nouns preceding the verb may funcrion primarily to ex-
press the nature or character of the subject, and this qualitative sigaificance may
be more imporiant than the question whether the predicate noun itself should be
regarded as definite or indefinite.

We may begin by referring o the two general principles concerning predicate
nouns that are usually accepted as axiomatic in NT study. The first is char a
predicate noun in Greek is anarthrous when it indicares the category or class of
which the subject is a particular example. Thus when Mark, for instance, writes,
7 88 yuy 7y “EAyeds (7:26), he means thac chis particular woman was a Greek,
although other women would also belong to this category. The second principle
is thar a predicare noun is arthrous when it is interchangeable with the subject in
a given context. It may be identical with the subject, the only one of its kind, or
something well-known or prominent. In che parable of the vineyard, for instance,
Mark represents the tenants as saying © one anather, oirds éoroy & xAypovdgos
(12:7). He means that in this context there is oaly one heir under consideration,
and this man alone is that heir.!

! For these two principles ¢f. F. W. Blass and A. Debrunner, A Greek Grammar of :he
Neow Tesiament and Otber Early Christien Literaiure (1c. and ed. R. W. Funk; Chizago:
University of Chicago, 1961} §252, 273; A. T. Robeewson, A Grammar of the Greek New
Teszament in the Light of Hissorical Research (4th ed; New York: Hodder & Swughton,
1923) 767-68; C. K. D. Mouls, An Idiom-Book of New Tesiament Gresk (Cambridge:
Cambridgs University, 1953) 115.16; J. H Moclon, A Grammar of New Testameni
Grsek: Vol. 111, Syniax (by Nigel Turner; Edinburgh: Clazk, 1963) 182-84. For = gen-
eral summary of the use of the artcle with substantives, scc Robert W. Funk, The Symiax
of the Gresk Arsicle: Its Imporiance for Critical Pauline Problems (Nashville: Vanderbilt
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These two principles seem to be valid criteria for interpreting a writer’s mean-
ing when a sentence follows the usual word-order — i.e., when the copulacive verb
precedes the predicate noun.  Burt they may nced to be refined further in those
instances whea the predicate aoun precedes the verb. In an article some years
ago E. C. Colwell examined this type of word-order and reached the tentative con-
clusion thar “"definite predicate nouns which precede the verb usually lack che
article.”®  In accordance with this rule he regarded it as probable that the predi-
care nousns in both Mark 15:39 and John 1:1 should be interpreted as definite?
Colwell was almost eatirely concerned with the question whether anarthrous
predicate nouns were definite or indefinite, and he did not discuss at any length
the problem of their qualitative significance. This problem, however, aceds to
be examined as a distinct issue. W shall look ac it as it appears first in Mark
and then in John.

It is clear that Mark is familiar with the usual word-order in which the verb
is followed by an anarthrous predicate noun, for he uses this sequence nincteen
times® According to the general rele we would expecr these nouns to be indefi-
nite, and in most instances we may judge that this is the case. These passages
are of the type, “for they were fishermen™ (1:16), or “whoever wishes to be firse
among you will be a slave of all” (10:44). In a few instances the nouas are not
indefinite, but in these cases chere is some reason why the nouss have a specific
reference even though they are anarthrous® The important point is that Mark
uses quite frequendy the word-order in which the verb precedes an anarchrous
predicate noun.

In 2 similar way it is clear char Mark is familiar wich the type of clause in

Univessity Diss., 1953) 31-71, esp. pp. 43-44, 61-63. The two principles discussed above
are also descriptive of classical Greek vsage; sce H. W, Smyth, Greed Grammar (rev. G. M.
Messing: Cambridge: Harvard Universicy, 1959) §1150, 1152,

*E. C. Colwell, "A Definite Rule for the Use of the Article in the Greek New Tesea-
mene,” JBL 52 (1933) 12-21; the quotation is from p. 20.

*Colwell, “A Definite Rule,” 21.

! Colwell, "A Definite Rule,” 17, asd esp. n. 12.

*Mack 1:16, 17; 3:17; 6:34, 44; 7:11, 26; 9:35; 10:8, 43, 44; 12:23, 27, 37, 42
13:19; 15:16, 22, 42. In some of these passages the subjece procedes the verb, in some it
follows the verb, and in some it is not expressed.  These variaduns do not seem w affect
the meaning of the predicate aoun.

For this List and others throcghout the study | have couarsd only dlausces in which the
verb is expressed and the predicate is 2 noun or an arthrous participle. | bave excluded
clayscs in which the predicare is an adjective, anarthrous pacticiple, adverh, prepositional
phmsc, proper noun, or relative clause. The texe is E. Nestle, Novum Testamentam grasce
(rev. E. Nesde and K. Aland; 25th ed.; London: Uniwd Bible Societies, 1969).

®Thus in 6:44 and 10:8 the predicare noun is modified by 2 numeral. In 12:27 the
predicate is sheos, which, like £yrivs, often tomes close to being a personal name and as
such may omir the article; of. Blass-Debrunner-Funk, A Greek Grammar, §254, 260; Moul-
wn-Turner, SHymiax, pp. 165-66, 174. Note also the v. 1. bo before theos in #CL & In
15:16, 22 the predicate noun occurs in a relative claose explaining the meaning of an
arthrous noun, and Mark evidently thought it unnecessary to repeat the article
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which che verb is followed by an arthrous predicate noun or other substantive ex-
pression.  He uses this sequence twenty times.” The general rule for predicace
aouns would indicate that these predicates should be definite, and in every in-
stance we may judge tha this is the case.  The force of the article is evident, and
the predicate substantives all refer to some specific person or group, thing or idea.
A number of times Mark uses this word-order in statements of a confessional type
referring o Jesus, such as “you are the son of God" (3:11) and “you are the
Christ” (8:29). The presence of the article with these predicare nouns indicates
thar Mark was thinking of only one son of God or only one Christ, so thac the
subject and the predicare were equivalent and interchangeable.

Qur analysis so far suggests thar Mark was a carcful writer who always had
some reason to leave oot or insert the arvicle in predicate expressions. When the
verb preceded the predicate, he used an anarthrous predicate to indicate a gencral
class and an arthrous predicare o state a convertible proposition. The fact chac
Mark uses these two types of construction so carefully makes it all the more im-
poreant to ask why he occasionally uscs the third type of clause, in which an anar-
throus predicate precedes the verb.

Mark uses this type of clause eight times throughout his gospel® Because of
the importance of these passages we shall discuss cach one bricfly. In each case
we shall ask not only whether the predicate nouan is definite or indefinite, bur also
whether it bas a qualitative force in indicating the nature or character of the sub-
ject.

In a debate concerning sabbath observance Mark reports Jesus as saying, dore
xipids oy & vivs Tob dvfpdmor xal o8 ce88drov (2:28). Mark certainly does
not mean that the Son of Man is “a lord” of the sabbath, onc lord among others.
Possibly he meaas that the Son of Man is “the lord” of the sabbath. Bur this
wranslation would shift the emphasis of the whole passage dealing with sabbath
observance (2:23-28). The question is not who the lord of the sabbath is, but
what che narure or authority of the Son of Man is. Thus it appears more appropri-
ate o say that the Son of Man is simply “lord"” of the sabbath. The predicate noun
has a distinct qualitative force, which is more prominent in this coatext than its
definiteness or indefiniteness.

The second example occurs in the passage in which Jesus’ mother and brothers
are looking for him (Mark 3:31-35). When Jesus learns of this, he comments,
is éorwe 5 pajrp pov xai of ddeddol- (3:33). The predicate nouns are definite
here, but the question implies that Jesus is using them in 2 figuradive sense. Then

TMark 1:11; 3:11, 33; 4:15, 16, 18 (&), 20; 5:14; 6:3; 7:15; 8:29; 9:7, 10; 12:7;
13:11; 14:22, 24, 61; 15:2.

* Mark 2:28; 3:35; 6:49; 11:17, 32; 12:35; 14:70; 15:39. These clauses do oot appzarc
to have any common characteristics apart from the facr that an anarthroes predicane precedes
the verb, Four of them are substanrive clauses introduced by bo#; but so are 3:11 and
12:7, which have the verh preceding an arthrous predicate. The bosi clause, that is, does
not require that the predicate precede the verb.
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1 che close of the passage he says tha whoever does the will of God, siros 83eipds
ov xat aBeidy; sl pifrys da=lv (3:33). Here &t is especially dlear thas Jesus is
wsing the words beocher, sister, and mother in 2 figurasive sense.  Colwell's role
wouid require that we interpres these nouns ss definice, especially sinoe they have
as been nsed with the arvicle in vs 33, Bue the development of thought in this
sge, from lizeral ro figurative meanings, saggests thst the emphasis ar this
foint Bies on the nature or churscrer of the person who does the will of God
such & pervon shows what it meass w be "brocher” of Jesus. Again the question
of definizencss or indefinitencss appears © be less importast than the qualicative
dgnificance of the noun,

The rhitd example ocours in the sccocnt of Jesus' walking on the water (Mack
5:45-52). When the disciples soc Jesus, they dhink 3n ddrraond doror {6:43).
fark’s meaging here probably is that they chink Jesus is “s ghost™ or an appari-
on of some kind.  There is no basis in the consext, at any rave, for regarding the
-oun as definite. The gualitative significance appears 1 be secondasy in this
danse, since it is concerned with the idenrification of a Fgure who is dimly per-
ceived by the disciples rucher than sotne strribine or quality of Jesus himself,

The next example is more complicased because it is a quosation from the TXX
After Jesus had expeiled the money changers from the temple, Mark repores thar
ke s2id, "In it noc writcen char & olkde pov olkos spoveuyiis KAzferu micw Tois
fireons™ (11:17). These words ure an accurate quocation from the LXX of 1=
6:7* The LXX ia rurn mranslares the Hebeew wexr accurately and sven follows
3 word-crder.  The peedicate expression “house of prayer” is indecerminare in
Hebrew.’® The face that &t precedes the verb in Greek may be due only to slavish
«mitation of word-order on the part of the LXX translarors, The only inference
#r can make with any degree of corminey is thar the LXX tanslators did mot feel
they were making the predicate definize by placing it before the verb.  Although
we cannee be cerrain, it 15 Iikely shar Mack understoed the predicate in the same
way. His meaning, thar is, seems 1o be thas the Jerusalem remple should have the
‘incrion or nature of being a house of peayer for all the narions.

The nexr example lustzames the difficulty of deciding whesher o pradicare
Ao is sinply Sodefinit= of is wsed primerily in o qualitative sesse. o dhe coorse
+f a discussion about Jesus' authority Murk adds an explanawmsy sote sbous the
|¢>ple‘smirudetowndjohn the Bapriss: Zmovees vip elyor wiv Tudiop Srres o
podaeys v (11:32). The predicate here may be regarded as indefinite in the
xmcdmmcpmpkresnrdodjohnnsap:oybcz. Bue it also has a qualisative
Joree, since the context indicates thae this view of John as “prophet” made the
Jewish leaders zeluctant 1 speak disparagingly of the baptism that he adminie
fered. There is o bssis for regarding the predicate as definire, for the passage
does not deal with any particular figure who is wo be idensified a5 “the prophee”

*Only gar is caniteed, the second word in the clause in the LXX.
“The word “hoase” necessarily lacks the article becawse iz & in the comstruct stare But
b whale opression ks Indememinae becauss the woed “prayes” also lacks the arricle,

=

e oy WS amde

& NS Ry

ey

ig
(e 2
&
=
=

A

HARNER: QUALITATIVE ANARTHROUS FREDICATE NOUNS 2

In the next example the predicsre noun oould be interpreted 2s definite, in.
definite, or qualimtive, depending on the particelar meaning or emphasis which
we understand the passape w0 have  Jesus raises the question how the scribes can
say 6 & ypurrds wWlis Sawd evo (12:35). The predicate would be definite if it
signified “the son of David™ 2 some well-imown figure of Jewish expectmion.
Iz would be indefinite if it simply meant someone descended from Dusid. It
wonld be quatitative if it emphasized Davidic descent as sn aspece or condition of
messinhship. The first or the second passthility, of course, does not preclude the
third The primary emphasis of the povage as 2 whole {12:35.37) seens w le
in the question of Davidic descent  The passage gives no forther clues, on che
ocher hand, whether Mark was thinking of "the” son ar "a” son of David® Agsin
the qualitarive force of the predicate nonn sccms to be more prominenr than is
definiteness or indefiniteness.

Mark’s seventh example of an unarthrous predicate preceding the verb occurs
in the sccount of Peter’s denial of Josus.  The bystundess ounside che courtyard of
the high priest say to Peser, "Cermainly you are oue of them; swi y2p Toluhaios
{14:701. It is uncerrain bere whether we should regard the predicate “Galilean™
25 a noun or an adjective.  If it is che lartes, it would fall outside the scope of the
preseat study. The RSV regards it 4s 2 noun, giving the transtazion “for you are
2 Galilean™ In any event the word has some quuliratise force in this context be-
cause it suggests char Pecer, being from Galilee, must be one of Jesus” disciples
Theze is 0o basis, we should note, for reparding the predicate as a definite noun.

In the fighs of cor discussios = far we turn again t Mack 15:39, in which
the centurion standing before Jesus' cooss says dAgfds ofrag § dvflpuros vlds feol .
Although the exscr meaning of che passage sall remains uncernin, we may caise
some questions and make several observarions abour it on the basis of Mark's syn-
actical usage throughout his gospel.

(1) We may ask whether Mark wanted t0 represent the centurion ss saying,
“Truly this man was a son of God™  If this was Mark’s meaning, then possibly
bLe was influenced at chis point by the hellenistic and Romas practice of deifying
2 preac leader or wise man of the pese’® The face thar these words appesr a5 the
sterement of a Roman soldier could give some support o this fnterpretarion
Mark, then, would be inteotionally drawing wpon hellenisde forms of thonght ar
this poine as an spproprizte way of presenring Josus o Genedle-Cheistian readers.

In terms of our presemt study che chief objoction o this inrerpretstion is
thue Mark could have expressed chis iden differendy. If he meant thar Jesus was
"z son of God,” be could have said so unambigucasly by placing the verb befoce

¥ Mo:k's other seferemcrs ™ Twca of David are equally ambigusus in this respecc
(10:47, 48), Maubew alone < she goags] wiiters apenks caplicitly of “the" aon of David
{12:25; 21:9,15).

= For a tecent discussion of. H C. Kee, Jerer s Hinory: As Approsch to sbe Study of
the Gospelt (New York: Hurcourt, Broce, & Watkd, Inc, 1970) 134, Kee secopniaes
same Geatile backgroend ot thiz poin: in Mark, githaugh he belicves thar Mark's primary
[ricpose was to prestae Josus as the bringer of eschuredopion! salvation,
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e anarthrous predicate poun.  He cosld bave used, that is, 3 word-osder thar he
1358 Dinereest umes cisewhere io his gospel.  The wozd-order thae he chooses 10
cade in 15039, with the asarthrous predicates before the verb, does not preciude the
zossibilicy chat the noun 13 indefinite.  Bur our examinasion of this rype of word-
order in Mark has showa ther in mast instances the question of defimiteness or
wdcfiniteness 18 secondary o the qualitarive significance of e predicse I
Mark wanted 1o say char Jowis was 2 son of God, one divine being smong others,
< is puzzling thar he did not simply pur the verb before the prodicate noun.

{2) The quastion then arises whether Mark wanted w0 the centurion
& saying, "Troly chis man was the son of God™ In this sense Mark would be
making a sarement of Christian faith sbous the unique relationship of Jesus o
30d the Facher.  Possibly be intended this statement to be 3 pacallel 1o the open-
ag words of his gospel, which designared Jesus, according w some ancient manc-
scripts, 45 the swon of God (1:1) %' Possibly be intended it as an affirmacing of
what the high perest had regarded a5 blasphemous {314:61).%%  Possibly he was
referring, us in 1:11 and 9:7, o the phrase "you are my son" in Ps 2:7 and apply-
:0g it o Jesis as the escharological king who inangurates the era of wlvation. in
wny cven, in 13:3% Mark would be emphasizing especially thar Jesus, as the son

of Guod, brings safvation w Genriles 23 well as Jews

in rerms of Mark’s syncacricul msage, however, there are two problems with
2is interpretation of che verse. The first is that be could have used g different
word-order @ siste wmmbigoously thur Jesus was “the son of God" He could
have placed the verb before an asthroes predicats o make his meaning completely
ear. As we have seen, be uses this rype of word.erder twenty times clsewhere
2 his gospel  In pacticular, he uses it with “my son” in 1:1] and 9:7 and with
the s00 of God" in 3:11. Tt would bave beea natural for Mark to use chis word-
rder again in 15:39 if be had wanted to staze 2 convertible proposicion defining
jzsus 25 the son of God. The fact thac he did not use this word-osder in 15:39
saguests thar he had anoder invenrion ac this point.

The second problem with the mangasion "the son of God" in 15:39 is chas
1:¢ word-order of this verse emphasizes the qualittive significance of the predi-
«4te rather than its definitencss or indefinicensss, This dnes oot actuslly preciude
e possibility that Mark regarded the predicate ax definite ac this poine.  In this
jnse we mug keep chis translation in mind as onc of the possible aspears of the
weaning of the verse. Butr the word-oeder suggests that Mark was primarily con-
wrned 10 say something about the measing of Jesus' sonship rather than simply
i1 designate or define him #s the son of God 22 this point

As we have seen, there ate seven other verses in which Mark uses this word-
sder, with uo enarcheous predicate preceding the verh  In most of these passages
e predicate serves primarily to cxpress the nature or character of the subjece. [n

= This is the coading of B and D, as well a3 the Knins seqeasion,
30 E Lohmeyer, Dar Heamgelivm de: Mardss (Meyer 172, Gieingen: Vasdenhoerk
Ruprechs, 1939) 347.
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three of the passages there is no basis wharever for reguding che predicsee as
definite (6:4%; 11:32; 13:70}. In the remaining passages the predicare could
be definite, bur chere is po spesific reason for reparding it as dofinite (2:28, 3:33;
T1:17; 12-35). Murk's csage. thar is, gives licde if any suppost o the ides thae
an ananheous predicare noun preceding the vaeh is necessarily definice,

We should notice shat it is not a question at this poin: wherher Mark acoually
tegarded Jesus a5 "the son of God” It is dear from other pesages thar he did
(1.17; 9:7; 3:11). The problem is 0 undesstand whae Mark means in 15:39
The translation “the son of God”™ is somewhar mesleading in the sense thas it em-
phasizes the definiteness of the proficace noun.  The word-order cthar Mack ses
in 15-39, in conmase, clls areention to the gualitasive sigaificance of dhe predi-
care rather than its definireness or indefiniteness,

(3) The question remains whar Mark sdught © cxpress ie 15:39. The word-
ceder of the verse suggess thas he was primatily concerned t say something abour
the mesning of Jesus’ sonship mrher chan designate him 23 “2" son ar “che” s
of God ar rhis poinz T this sense it is significant thar Mack represents the cen-
turion as saying these words ar the moment of Jesus' dearh.  Mark may wish 1o
emphasize, that is, thar Jesus' sonship to God involves suliering and desth, 1
underwene these experiences, expressed ftself through them, and revealed itsclf
to men in rhis way. Thus the cenmarion is the fisst human being whom Mark
fepresents as pereeiving and affisming Jowus' swonship.  Ir is only at this poinr,
Mark is suggesting, thar men can understand the eanire and meaning of this kind
of sonship,

If this understanding of the verse is correct, it has two implicazions coacenn-
ing Mark's parpose in writing and the avdience thar he was addressing Ina
general sense it indicates that he was concerned to present an spofogia crucis, an
explanstion why Jesis suffered and died on the croms.  The sarare of Jesus' son-
ship, Mark cugpests, was such rhat it nvolved suffering and death and can be per-
ceived by men only in ¢his contexe More specifically, this understanding of the
verse sepports the view thar Mack was writiag to & church facing persecutian,
reminding his readers thar suffering and cven desth were a pars of Jesus’ own role
=5 God's son.

Ir is doubtful whether any Englich trandation can adequarely represent the
qualicative emphasis that Mark cxpresses in 15:32 by placing an enartheoes predi-
cate befoze the verh.  Perhaps the verse could tese be translased. “Truly this man
was God's son.”  This has the advanzage of calling areation to Jesus' mle or o2
ture =5 son of God. [t minimizes the questiva whedter the word “son” should be
understoad 2s indefinite or definite. At the same time it leaves open the possi-
bifity thae Mark was chinking of Jesus at this poine w "a" scn of Ged in the hel-
leniscic sense, or “the™ son of God in 2 specifically Christian sense, of possibly
both ' In all of chiese ways the rragsharion "God's son” would reflect the various
shades of meaning that may be present in Mark's word-order

" Some fommensators resolve this ambiauiey of the nhrae Bo vargreioe thar = meee
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We may surn now to the Fourth Gospel 2nd ook st Joha's use of predicace
wuns, with special strention 1 anasthrous prodicares preceding the verb  Joho
185 nearly thres timss 25 many predicate exprossions as Mark, although his gospel
¢ only shoor opefourth longer. In particular, he has 53 snarthroas predicates
sefore the verb, in contrast o Mask's eighr.  For this reason we muss limi oar
liscussion to representative examples of John's ussge.

It & clear that John, like Mark, is familiar wich the type of clause in which the
rezb precedes an snarthrous predicate. He wses this conseruction eighteen times '
According 10 the genersl rule we would expect these predicates t be indefinite,
and in mose instances we may judge thar this is the case)™ In a similar way it is
dear thar John is familiar with the type of clause in which the verb precedes an
arrhrous predicare. M wies this construction 66 times®® As in Mark, the force
of the article is evident, snd we may regard all of these predicure expressions ss
definite  John's usage, tha: is, is consistent with the two general principles for
.merpreting predicate nouns when they follow the verh,

Joha has 53 cxamples of an anarchrous predicses preceding the werb™® In
Inalyzing these cxpressions we are most inveresred in asking whether the qualita-

dark; soe Lohmeyer, Markws, 37; V. Taylor, The Gaspel according sz St Mark (24 od;
New York: So Marde's Press, 19683 597; F. C Grant, The Geaped sccording to Sr. Mark
1B 7; New Yock: Abingdon-Caokesbuoy, 1931) 909-9. For an argumens in favoer of the
raaslotios "the Sem of Ged.” sor I G. Baarcher, "A Note on wiés deod (Mark vy, 32},
22T 68 (1963-57) 27.28. Bmecher suppors this muzslaton perdy by referring 1o Col-
=ell’s peinciple, which he accepts witkont raising the question of the qualitative mezning
of this oype of clames.  He alvo azguey thug rhis mandation alone estseetly rrpecscnts Mark's
nr=nzion, especilly in the fronion narmrive

‘The ohisction has been mised that with che 155 ainwé anel the 2 ag 05, 2 definiee prodi-
ars noun precedes the verb and foscy the assicle waless the subjecr promcun is expeessed;
ad that the ssme taocformarion is obliganry with the impetfea, with o withooe the sob-
cct oxpressed,  Bat the Greek NT also bas s number of examples of such clagses in which
he ansrchrons pesdicats is imdefinit= The snartheous prodicare preceding ofewd ( wichon:
126} Iy indefiniee in Luke $:8; Rom 1:14; Rev 13:7; 19:11; 22:9; perhaps alss in joha
1837, The snosthroos peedients preceding of (without s3) | fndefinke in Mag 16:23;
Mack 14:70; Luke 19:21. Similurly, the snarthmoos peedicane peeceding ea imperfece focm
o eioni s indefinite in Man 2535, 43; Mask 11:32; Joba 8:46 9:8; 12:4 Rom 6:20; 1
Zor 12:2; Gal 1:10; Jas $:17. Thes & clause such s dostay dasor theow ém cocld be s
Tansform of bostor & Bwior ibeos as well 2y bowtos #w B9 Boior tow teos. The question
3f defimitoncss and qualismcive significince mue be Jedded in cach individesl e whes
umn avasthrons predicar precedss che vorb.

* Joha 1:41; 4:14, 1B, 25; 6:35 (dir); 8:55; 9:28; 10:12; 11:38; 15:8; 18:13 (5d),
LS, 38, 40; 15:12, 38

*The only exceptions appear tn be pentberor and srchicvesr in 19:13, which zcfer
spocific individuals withost nccesacily mbing the amicle.

*Juha 1:4, 8, 19, 20, 2%, 33, 34, 49; 3:10, 19, 28; 4:10, 29, 37, 42; 5:12, 13, 32, 35,
39, 43; 6:14, 29, 33, 35, 39, 40, 41, 48, 50, 51, 58, €3, 64 (B}, 6%; 7:26, 36, 40, 41;
8:12, 18, 54; 5:8, 19, 20, 10:7, 9, 11, 14, 24; 1L:2, 25, 27; 12:34; 14:6, 21; 15:1, 5, 12;
17:3, 18:14, 33; 20:51; 21:12_ 24,

" Jobn 1:1, 12, 14, 49; 2:9: 3:4. 6 (his). 29; 4:5, 19; 3:27; 6:63, 70; 7:113; 6:31, 33,
34, 37, 39,42, 44 (bdir), 48, 54 9:5, 8, 17, 24, 25, 27, 28, 31; 10:1, 2, 8. 13, 33, 34, 36;
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tive aspect is prominent and whether the predicares sre definite.  Some degree of
subjectivity is unavoidable in dealing with these questions, and the inrerpretion
of some exsmples is uocertsin  Bue | wouid judge that in 40 of these cases the
qualitative force of the predicser is more prominene than its defisiteness or in-
definitesess™ 1n 26 of the 53, the predicate ix cleazly not definire, and in 11 it
wuld be definite but there 8 no dear indicstion thar it is™  We may look sr
seveeal examples from John thae ilustraze these dusa

In 1:14, for example, john writes & Adyns oipf &pdrera. He mesns that the
Ward took on the nature of flesh, and he can hardly be thinking of any apecific
suhstance that we would eanslate ss “the” flesh The qualirative force of the
predicaze is most promineat. and in this instsnce it could not be translated a8
cither definite or ipdefinite. [n 8:31 John weites hat Jesus ssid to the Jews who
belicved in him, “If you shide in my word, d\gBSs palfiyzal ot éore” By doing
this, thar is, the Jews truly assame the character or funcsion of being his disciples.
Bur these Jews ate not his only disciples, and thus the predicate cannor be definite
In 9:24 John wrires that some Jews wid of Jesus, "We know that ofrac & drfperos
dpaprsiss s Again the qualitacive aspect of the predicate is most promi-
neat; they think ther Jesus hes the nacure or charscrer of ose who iz “sinner”
Thete is no basis for regarding the predicate a1 definite, aithough in this instance
we would probably use the indefinite article in English eranslation.

These illustrations suggest thar Joha uses this type of synwactical construction
in essenrially che same way os Macke  In inzerpreting them, char is, we have rea.
son 0 lock for some qualitative significance in the predicate poun, and we canne
assume that the predicate is necewarily definite. These peinciples will be im-
portans when we examine the meaning of John -1 First, however, we muse
lock ar :wo nthes vesses in John that pose special prohlems in interpeetatinn.

In 1:49 John writes thar Nathsnee] said © Jesus, ob Bacikels o rod Tapasfh
With this we may compsrc the sztement thar Nathanacl has just made in the
same verse: ob of & wids ol Gl And in 55 John represents Jesus as saying, ¢ds
clen 708 xdorpon. With this we may compare his statement in 8:12: &d e w0
Sds vot koopow. 10 1:4% and 9:9, thue is, we find an anarchroas predicate peeced-
ing the verb, Bur in gach case we find a similar or parallel starement that has the

11:49, 315 12:6, 38, 50; 13:3%; 13:14; 17:17; 18:26, 35, 37 (&ar); 19:21 Onc of thee,
10:34, is a quotation from the LXX. Jobn also has two cxzmples of the type of clacss in
which ao arthrous pesdivues prevedes the verb: 6:91, 15:1,  The facr that John sometimes
s this type of clause sapports rhe view rhat he did aoe mecessaeily ropard en opartheous
pezdicars 2¢ definite simply breaose i precedey the verh

® Joha 1:12, 14; 2:9; 3:4, 6 (his), 25; 4:9; 6:6G3, 7¢; 7:12; §:31, 33, 34, 37, 39, 42,
44 (i), 45; ©:17, 24, 2%, 27, 28, 31; 10:1, 2, B, 13, 33, 34 35 12:G, 36, S0; 13:3%;
1%9:04; 17:17; 18:35.

"1 woald judg thas the predicare sould noe be definiee in Jokn 1214 2:9; 3:4, 6 (bir):
4:9; §:63; 7:12; B:31, 44 (kir), 48; ©:8, 24, 25, 27, 28, 31; 10:1, B, 33, 34; 12.6, 3%
18:26, 5%, In other cases the predicate could be dedinise, but rhege s nn clear Indicutica of
definfeness: John 1:12; 6:70; R.23, 34 37, 39; 9:17; 12:50: 13:3% 1514, 1717,
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‘erb preceding an nrchrous predicate, which is clearly definite Do these parallels
neza that the anarchrous predicsees in 1:99 and 9:5 musr also be regarded s
lefenmite?

In his study of this type of construction Colwel! argued tha the anarthrous
wedicares in these two verses should be regarded as definire.®® The pamlics are
ndeed persmasive, and it is quite poswsible thes Colwell is righe ac this point.  As
nartheous prodicate preceding the verb, tha i5, may be definite if there is some
pecific reason for regarding it as definite. But the present study would indicare
bar the nouns in thicse two verses are excepronsl cases.  The majority of such
redicares in the Fourth Gospel are like 1: 14 8:31, and 9:24, which were dis-
ussed shove There is no besis for regerding such predicares as definite, and it
rould be incorrec: to translste thom as definiee ®

In bghr of this examination of Joha's usage we may turn o the verse in which

e are especially inverested, 1:1. Our stedy 30 far suggests thar the anarthrous
yeedicate in this verse hug primasily 3 qualitative significance and thar it would
be definite cnly if dhere is some specific indicarion of definiteness in she mesning
st context As an aid in endesstanding the verse it will be helpful o ask what
Jobn might have written as well #s what be did write. In rerms of the types of
weed-order and vocabulary available ro him, it would appear thar Jobo could have
written sny of the following:

A6 Aiyeg o & Seds
B, feds fir & Myos
C & Adyas Brix v
D. & Adyos v Seds
E & Myos i fios®

= Colwell, “A Definite Rule” 13-14

“WVazianr resdicgs for predicn expresions io John reprosent four iypes of modifica-
iza: (1) {averion of the anarhrous predicnes — vech sequence, with sddition of e ani.
le {1:49; 10:2); (2} sddizden of dw article w an soarthrous predicats poeceding the verh
8:54; 10:34; 17:17); €3) imveesion af the ananthrons peedivete — verb sequencr, without
ddition of the aricle (13:35); (4) laverson of the verb — amerdons predicase saquence
IB:IS). The first two typer of modificstion make the predicate noun wasmbdgocasly
iefinien, Colwell dscussed only the Brst typr, with wofereose o John 1:49; Msr 23:10;
od Jos 2:19. Thess indicased, be believed, that “the scribes foir char 2 definice prodicae
inan did not aned the article bedore sthe verb sed did aced it sfier the werl (YA Definite
tole” 15). Bar the firse two types of modificaion Lieed abeve conld alsn mean rhar she
cribes believed char the definittness of o anarthrons predicare wis oot sufficensty rxplicit
wfure the verb, and so they modified the claues m make the ooun ueambigovesly definice

" The word fheicr appoass o0l & fow mmes in the NT: Acss 17:27 (v, 1 3, 29; T 19
v. lj; 2 Per 1:3, 4 Jtis not med in the Fourth Guepel Bat presumably Joho could
ave used iz o some ather word mesniog “divine,” if be had wished w &0 o
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Clause A, with an arthrous predicate, would mess thar logos and rheos are
equivalent and interchangeable  There would be no o 7hear which is not alse
o logos. But this equation of the two would contradice the proceding clause of
1:1, in which John writes that § Adyos §r mpoe ror feds, This clause suggests re-
Istionship, and thus some form of “personal” differenciation, berwesn the rwo.

Clanse D, with the verhs preceding an anarthrous peodicate, would probubly mean

thm:helogmwu“ugod“orndwmcbdngnlsomckind.bebngmgwrhegea-
eral category of sbeos but as & distiner being from bo sbess. Clagse B would be
an atenusred form of D It would mepn thar the fogos was “divine” withour
specifying further in what way or o what exrene it was divine. It could wso im-
ply that the logos, befag only sieios, was subordinace to theos.

Joba evidenly wished o0 say somcrhing abour the Jogor thar was other than
A and more chan D and B Claoses B and €, with an asarthrous predicaze pre-
ceding the verh, are primarily qualitstive in meszing  They indicate that the
Jogos has the narure of thes:  Thers i no basis for regarding the predicate sbes;
as definite. MuwldmkerdComﬁvalmmA,umH&hArﬁqwamd
then contradics the preceding clause of 111

As John has jast spoken in terms of eelasionship and differcacistion berween
bo logos and Ba iheos, he would imply iz B or C that they share the same nanire
as belongiog m the reality rheos. Clauses B and € are identical in meaniog hoe
differ slightly in emphasis € would mean that the fogar {athes than someshing
else) had the nanwe of sheos. B means that the logos bas the narre of theos
{rather than something else). In this clouse, the form thar John actually uses,
the woed zbeor is placed ac rhe beginning for emphasis.

Commentarors on the Fourth Gospel; as far as T know, have 1ot specifically
approached the meaning of this clause from the standpoin: of the qualitacive force
of sheor as an anartheous predicase proceding the verh. In many cases their in-
terpretations agree with the explanudion thar is gives above, Bue considerarion
of the quslinrive meaning of siesr would lesd furcher dasificarion and supgore
1o their undersanding of the clause. ], H Bernard, for example, poinrs cur thse
Codex L reads bo sheos insead of shses. “Bur this,” he motinues, "would jdent-
fy the Logos with the somlity of divine existence, and would conadic: the pre-
ceding clavse.™* In a similsr wey W F Howard writes thar shess and bo lagas
are not interchangeable. Otherwise, e continues, "the wrizer coald not say “the
Word was with God™"?® Hoch wrners, ia effect, are arguing thes the prodicace
#baas cannot be regarded as definite in chis classe. In terms of our amalysis sbove
this would mean thar clause B should not Be assimilited © dause A

Bruce Vawter explains the meaning of the clavse succincedy and Jucidly: “The

=) H. Betnacd, £ Crigzeal avd Exegesical Commonviery on the Gospel secordeng 5o 55,
Jobw (New York: Scobaer, §9790 1,2,

"W F Howsrd, The Guape! accordse o St foba { (B 8 New Yak  Abingdon-Cokes.-
bury, 1932) 464 ’
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Weord is divine, bat he is not all of diviauy, for be has already been disunguished
irom another divine Person ™™ Bur o terms of cor analysis it is imporsane chat
we understand the phrase “the Werd is divine” 35 an arzmpt to represeat the
meaning of clause B radher thae D ar B Undoubeedly Vawter means thas the
Waed is "divine™ i che sume sense tee bo sbepy is divine.  Bug the English lan-
guage is pot as versarile at chis poine as Greck, and we can avoid misunderstand-
ing the Engiish phease oaly if we are aware of the pardcular foree of the Greek
expression thst it represents.

In his discussion of this clacse R. E. Brown regards the translation “the Word
was God" a3 corcece “for 3 modern Christran reader whose erinivarian background
hsas accestomed him o chinking of ‘God’ as 2 larger concepe than 'God the Fa-
ther” ™ Yer be also finds it sipnificanc thst soeor is anastheous.  Larer hie adds,
“In vs. le the johannine hymn is bordering on the usage of ‘God for the Son, bat
by omirting the article it svoids any suggestion of persanal idestificetion of the
Word with che Facher. And for Genrile resders the Line also =voids any sapges-
tion that the Word was 2 second God in say Hellenistie sense™™®  In 1erms of our
analysis ahove, Brown is arguing in effecr thar dause B should be differsatiared
from A, on the one hand, and D and E on the other.?

Rudolf Bultmann's explumation of the clanse also roflecss an appreciazion of
the qualitative force of theos without specifically recognizing it ss such. The
claose means firar, be suggests, thur the Logos is equaeed {gloichgeresz) with
God; “er war Gozt,"¥  Bultmann meaas by this chat we must not think in terms
of two divine beings, in a polychetstic or gnostic sense™  Thus he guards agsinst
assicmilaring clause B e D or E B he explains farthee thar this equasion be-
rween the two 5 0ot a simple identification {esmfache Idensfitasan) , hecause the
Logus was pros com pheos™  In this way he guards pgaine assimilating B o cowe
A Bulmmann’s interpretive iastiner st chis poiat is unquestionsbiy sound.  In
terens of the analysis that we have proposed, a recognirion of the qualicarive sig-
nificance of réeor would remove some ambignity in his interpretaion by differ-

"B Vawter, The Gorpel eccordimg jo Jobn {JBC; Eagleaood (liffs, N. J.: Preatice-
Hall, 1968) 422,

*R. E Brown, The Gorpel accordmy Jo Jabn, 1-Xi! (AB 13; Gaxdea City: Docbloday,
19€8) 3.

= Beown, Jobs, I- X2, 24

“Browa (Jobw, I-XI, 25) alse mentivas the view of De Aussjo thar througbous the
profogee the rorm “"Word™ mtans Jesss Christ, the Wosd-beccene-flesh. "I ehis is 30," he
comtrcns, "then perhaps there is justification for steing in the asc of the sparthrom Mdeer
somerhing more Bumble than the we of bo tdeor for the Fathes ™ Bot if theos is qualica-
tivr in foocs, it I oot cootmasd direerly with 89 ghocr.  Johr evidemely wished w0 say that
the Jogus was 0o less thaa 2deas, just as bo Jhevs (b7 imgplicstion) had the narare of theos.

=R, Bohipann, Da:r Evengalisn dos Jokamse: (Meyer 2; Giuingen: Vandenhook &
Rugrecht, 1968) 18

= Bulrnann, Jobewwe:, 16-17.

© Bultmans, Jobauass, 17.
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ectiacing hesween sbess, as the nature thar the Loges shated with God, and bo
theos 25 the "persoa” to whom tae Lagos s0ad in relation Only when this dis-
tinction is clear can we say of the Logos chat “he was Gud.”

These examples illumrace the difficulty of tmoslacing the clacse accurately
inw English  The RSV and The Jermsalem Bibie wransiate, “the Word was God ™

" “The New Englich Bible bas, "wia: God was, the Word was” Good Newr for

Moders Man bas, "he was the same as God.”  The problem with all of these
trunslations is that they could represent clanse A, in our amlysis above, as well as
B. This dots oot mean, of cousse, thar the translstors were not awire of the issues
invoived, nor docs it necessarily mesn that they regarded the anasthrous sheor as
defimite because it precedes the verb. Buc in sl of these cases the English reader
might not understand exactly wha fofn was aying to express. Perhaps the clause
could be translaced, “the Word had the same narure as God ™ This would be one
way of representing John's thoughe, which is, 23 1 andersand it, thar bo logas, 1o
less than /o theos, bad the cature of tbess.

Arlnumbcroipnim;inlhi;uudywhaveseeadmmndmmsptﬂkm
touns preceding che verb may be primarily qualicarive in force yet may also have
mess, chat is, are cot mursally exclusive, and frequendy it is a delicae exegecical
fssue for the incesprecer 10 decide which emplhiasis 8 Greek writer had in mind.
As Colwell called sitention to the possibilicy thar such nonas may be definise, the
present study bas focused oo chelr qualitacive

In interprering clavses of this fype it is importuns w0 recall thar Greek writess
:._bohadodw types of ward-veder availsble. If a writer simply wished repees
sent the subject as ooe of & class, he could usc an anarthrous predicacs poun after
the vech.  If he wished to cmphasize that the predicaze noun was definite, he
pould supply the article The amilability of these ciher types of wosd-order
strengthens the view thar in many insunces we may look primanily for a qualina-
tive emphiasis in anarhrous predicate novas dhat precede the verh.




