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found both types of parables in his tradirion: parables which had remained true
parables, ie, in which the story conveys one basic point which it is up o the
hearers themselves t grasp, and parables which had already been converted into
allegories. The evangelist has preserved both types of parables. The allegorized
parables admirably suited the catecherical purpose of his gospel. ‘The secrer, alle-
gorical explanations served the same function as the other secret instructions
given to the disciples™

Botk types of parables have a punitive character (see Mark 4:115-12). But
God's judgment against his unbelieving people and its leaders is inflicesd differ-
endy in each case, When Jesus’ opponents hear his kerygmatic parables, their
evil dispositions prevent them from acknowledging and responding ro the truth
which the parables contain. In the case of the didactic parshles, God’s judgment
is executed by excluding all bur the disciples fram the allegorical interpretarion
which reveals the parables’ true meaning

This paper has been primarily concerned with this second eategory of parables,
and it has been our contention thar the parables contained in Mark 4 are of this
didactic variety. Consequently, "the seeret of the kingdom of God” (4:11) must
be understood to refer to secrer instruction confined o the circle of the disciples
wha, in the post-Faster period, will have the responsibility of instructing the com-
munity, even as Jesus had instrucred themi

™ Goilka suggests (Versiockung, 79) that ehe reason why Mack rerained the sllegorical
interpreeatinn which he found in his source was becanse it resembled the secset instructions
to the disciples which play so important a part in his gospel.  However, this insight docs
oot lead bim o admit 2 differendated uodersmoding of parables on the part of the evan-
Relist,
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QUALITATIVE ANARTHROUS PREDICATE NOUNS:
MARK 15:39 AND JOHN 1:1

PHILIF B. HARNER
HEIDELBERG COLLEGE, TIFFIN, OHIO 44883

HE purpose of this study is t0 examine the type of clause in which an anar-

throus predicate noun precedes the copulative verb. Two examples of this
word-order are especially important in NT interpretation. In Mark 15:39 the
centurion standing before Jesus' cross says, dAqf@s obros & dvfpuwus vits feofi Hp.
And John writes in his prologue, feis §v & Adyos (1:1). These of course are oot
the only examples of this word-order in Mark or John, or elsewhere, but we shall
focus on them and try to interpree them in relation t the stylistic characteristics
thar Mark and John exhibit throughout their gospels. This study will suggest
ﬁfﬁ&%ﬁémemmwmmmﬂmpmﬂywm

significance may
memmmmmmmh
regmhl as definite or indefinite.

We may begin by referring to the two general principles concerning predicate
nouns that are usually accepted as axiomatic in NT study, The fitst is that a
predicate noun in Greek is anarthrous when it indicates the category or class of
which the subject is 4 particular example. Thus when Mark, for instance, writes,
# 88 ywi) fv “EAdgsls (7:26), he means thar this particular woman was a Greek,
although other women would also belong to this category. ‘The second principle
is that a predicace noun is arthrous when it is interchangeable with the subject in
4 given context It may be identical with the subject, the only one of irs kind, or
something well-known or prominent. In the parable of the vineyard, for instance,
Mark represents the tenants as saying to one anather, olrds dorw & xhgpovdpos
(12:7). He means that in this context there is only one heir under consideration,
and this man alone is that heir.!

i ‘Fm:ﬂnmcmmmuplucf F. W. Blass and A. Debeunner, 4 Greek Grammar of the
Nmfwmmﬂoﬁarﬁwly Chritian Literatgre (12 and ed. . W. Funk; Chicago:

* University of Chicago, 1961) §252, 273; A. T, Robertson, A Grammar of the Greek New

Tastament in the Light of Hirtorical Resoarch (4th ed: New York: Hodder & Swoghon,
1923) 767-68; €. B. D. Moule, An Idiom-Book of New Testament Gresk (Cambridge:

.Gunl:uldg! Unlvtt.l_, . 1953) 115-16; 1. H. Movlton, A Grammar of New Testament

Greek: Vol. HI, Syntax (by Nigel Turoer; Edinburgh: Clark, 1963) 18284 For = gen-
eral summary of the use of the article with substantives, soc Robert W. Funk, The Syusex

0! ﬁe Gresk Article: Irs Importance for Critical Potline Problems (Mashwille: Vanderhilt
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These two principles seem to be valid ceiteria for interpreting 8 writer’s mean-
ing when a sentence follows the usual word-order — i.e;, when the copulative verb
precedes the predicate noun. But they may aeed to be refined further in those

instances when the predicate noun precedes the verb. In an article some years |

wncmﬂmmw&mmmwumum-
article” In accordance with this rule he regarded it as probable that the predi-

care nouns in both Mark 15:39 and John 1:1 should be interpreted as definite?

@Ndlwﬁﬂmeqﬁtdymﬂedwiﬂltheqﬂhnw
predicate nouns uns were definite ot indefinite, and he did not discuss ar any length

be cxamined as a distinct issue. We shall look ar 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 anasthrous predicate noun, for he uses this sequence nineteen
times® According to the general rule we would expeet 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 fisheemen™ (1:16), or “whoever wishes to be firsc
among you will be a slave of all” (10:44). Ina fow instances the nouns are ot
indefinite, but in these cases there is some reason why the nouns have a specific
reference even though they are anarthrous? The important point is that Mark
uses quite frequently the word-order in which the verb precedes an anarthrous

predicate noun.
In a similar way it is clear that Mark is familiac with the type of clause in

University Diss., 1953) 31-71, esp. pp. 4344, 61-63. The two principles discussed abowve
are also descriptive of classieal Greek nsage; soc Ho W, Smyth, Greek Gramimar (rev. G M.
Messing: Cambridge: Harvard University, 1959) §1150, 1152,

1| (. Colwell, "A Definite Role for the Use of the Article in the Greek New Testa-
ment” JBL 52 (1933) 12-21; the quotatien is from p. 20, :

3 Colwell, “A Definite Rule,” 21.

* Cotwell, “A Definite Rule,” 17, dod esp. 8. 1%

SMark 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 subject precedes the verh, in some it
follows the verh, and in some it is pot expressed.  These variations do not seem o affect
the meaning of the predicate noun.

For this List and others throaghout the study 1 have counted only clauses in which the
verb is expressed and the predicate is & noun or aa arthrous participle. 1 have excluded
cliuscs in which the predicam is an adjective, anarthrous pardciple, adverb, prepositional
phrase, proper nou, of relative clavsc. The wexr is B Nestle, Novem Testemeontum grasce
(rew. B Nestle and K. Aland; 25th ed.; London: United Bible Societies, 1969 .

" Thus in 6:44 and 10:8 the predicare noun is modified by a numenl. In 12:27 the
predicate is theos, which, like kyréos, often comes close o being a personal name and as
such may omir the article; d._Blnss—chru.nw-Fu.nk, A Gresk Grammar, §254, 260; Moul-
ton-Turner, Sywas, pp. 16366, 174. Note also the v. 1. bo before theos in #Cl. &. In
15:16, 22 the predicate moun. oocurs in 2 relutive clause explaining the meaning of an
grthrous noun, and Mark evidently thought it unnecessary to repeat the article.

the problem of their qualitacive significance This problem, however, neods to
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which the verb is followed by an arthrous predicate noun or other substantive ex-
pression.  He uses this sequence twenty cimes? The general rule for predicace
nouns would indicate thar these predicares should be definite, and in every in-
stance we may judge that this is the case. The force of the article is evident, and
the predicate substantives all refer to some specific person or group, thing of idea.
A mimber of times Mark uses this word-order in statements of a confessional type
referring to Jesus, such as "you are he son of God" (3:11) and “you are the
Christ” (8:29). The presence of the article with these predicare nouns indicates
that Mark was thinking of only one son of God or only one Christ, so that the
subject and the predicate were equivalent and interchangeable.

Onr analysis so far suggests thar Mark was 2 careful writer who always had
some feason to leave out or insert the article in predicate expressions. When the
verh preceded the predicate, he used an anarthrous predicate o indicate a general
class and an arthrous predicate to state & convertible proposition.  The fact that
Mark uses these two types of construction so carefully makes it all the more im-
portant to ask why he occasionally uses the third rype of clause, in which an anar-
throus predicate precedes the verb.

Mark uses this type of clause eight times throughout his gospel 3 Because of

the importance of these passages we shall discuss each one briefly. In each case
swe shall ask not only whether the predicate noun is definite or indefinite; bue also
whether it has a qualitative force in indicating the nature ot charactet of the sub-
jeet.
In & debate concerning sabbath observance Mark reports Jesus as saying, dore
wipuds doroy & vlds Toi dvflpdmor xal rob oaffdrou (2:28). Mark certainly does
ot mean that the Son of Man is "a lord” of the sabbath, one lord among others.
Possibly he means that the Son of Man is “the lord” of the sabbath. But this
cranslation would shifc the emphasis of the whole pessage dealing with sabbath
ohservance (2:23-28). The question is not who the lord of the sabbath is, but
what the navare or authority of the Son of Man is. Thus it appeafs more appropti-
ate to say that the Son of Man is simply “lord" of the sabbach. The predicate noun
has a distince qualitative force, which is mote prominent in this context than irs
definiteness or indefiniteness.

The second example occurs in the passage in which Jesus' mother and brothers
are lnoking for him (Mark 3:31-35). When Jesus learns of this, he comments,
is &rrer § pirp pov Kak of ddeAdol: (3:33). The predicate nouns are definite
here, bur the question implies that Jesus is using them in a figurative sense. Then

TMark 1:11; 3:11, 33; 4:15, 16, 18 (Bir), 20; 5:1% G:3; 7:15; B:29; 9:7, 10; 12:7;
13:11; 14:22, 24, 61; 15:2

* Mark 2:28; 3:35; 6:49; 11:17, 32; 12:33; 14:70; 15:39, These clauses do ot appear
o have any common charicteristics apart from the fact that an anarthrous predicar precedes
the verb. Four of them are substntive clauses introduced by bosi; but so are 3:11 and
12:7, which have the verb preceding an asthrous peedicate, The bos clause, that is, dues
nntrtqniucthldwpudimpwcedeﬂzrverh
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t ehe chose uf the passage be mys thar whoever does the will of God, slvos S8ciubds
i @Bk wal e dosly (3:33). Here it is especially clesr thas Jesus is
wsing the words beother, siser, and mother in & fignracive sense, Colwell's role
woid require that we nterpret these nouns as definite, especially since they have
st been nsed with the amicle in va 33. Bue the development of thoughs in this
passzge, from literal o figuracive meanings, soggests thet the emphasis o this
foint Tiex o the nature of chursceer of the person who does the will of God
siuch & person shows whar it means o be "brocher” of Jesus.  Again the question
of defindtencss or indefinfreness appenss to he less important than the qualicstive
sgnificance of the noun.

The third example coues in the secount of Jesus' walking on the water {Mack
©45.52). 'When the disciples see Jesus, they think Ir ddirasnd dore (6:49).
fark's meaning here probably is that they chink Jesus = "s ghest” or an appari-
‘on of some kind. There is no besis fn the context, at any tate, for regarding the
voun as definite. ‘The qualicative significance appears 1 be secondasy in this
danise, since it is concerned with the idenrificarion of a figare who is dimly per-
ceived by the disciples rather than some atrribine or quality of Jesus himself,

The next example is more complicated because it 5 4 quoradion from che T
After Jestn had expeiled the maney changers from the temple, Mark reports that
Eﬂ“ﬁﬁﬂmmioﬂnmmr‘-ﬂﬂﬂimm:ﬁrﬁ
freous” (11:17). Thess words are an accurate quotation from the LXX of Is
6:7. The LXX in marn rranshares the Heheew e aocurately and even follows
i word-order.  The peedicate expression "house of prayer” is indeerminare in
Hebtew The fact that it precedes the verb in Greek may be due only to slavish
imitstion of word-order on the pant of the LXX translators. The anly inference
e can make with any degree of cormlngy is thae the LXX wanslatoes did not feel
we cannee be eereain, it is likely chae Mark undersmood the predidate in the same
ny. His meaning, thar is, sesrns o be thas the Jeruslem remple should have the

or narure of being o house of peayer for all the narions.

The next example illusteares the difficulty of deciding whesher o predicare
woun is simply indelinite or is used peimarily in o qualitative sense.  In the tourse
of a discussion abour Jesus' amboricy Mark sddy an explanamey mote aboue dhe
peaple’s ueritude coward Jobin the Baptiss: &mavres yip dyow vbv Todrge Srres dn
spodafrys 4 (11:32). The predicate here may be regarded a5 indefinite in the
smse thar the people regarded John as & propher.  Bue it also has a qualimtive

since the context indicates thar this view of John ss “propher” made the
ish lsaders selucrant m spesk disparagingly of the baptism that he adminis-
does it deal with any particular Fgure who is o be identified as “the prophet.”

"Omly por §s omined, che second word o the clause in the LXX,
®The word “hous™ peressarily backs the article beouse iz s in die comruce sme. Bur
be whale exprcssion ks Indereminee because dhe woed “peayes” alo bieks the articls,
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In the next example the predicace nonn could be interpreted as definite, in-
definite, or guatimtive, depending on the particular meaning or emphasis which
we understand the pasage w have  Jesis raises the question how the scribes can
say bn & ypurrds siby Sawdd oro (12:35). The predicate would be definice if it
signified "the son of David” as some well-known figure of Jewish cxpecmtion.
It would be indefinite if ie simply meant someone descended fromn Duvid. Tt
womld be quatitative if it emphasized Davidic descent a3 &n aspece or condition of
messishehip. The Frst or the secand passibility, of course, does not preclude the
third The primary emplesis of the possape 05 2 whole {12:35.37) seems w lie
in the question of Davidic descent.  The passape pives 0o fordier clues, on che
miﬁhbd.wh:ﬂnrﬂ_ﬂimﬁ:inﬁugnf'wmm"g'mufmﬁu Again
the qualitarive force of the predicate noun secms 1o be moce prominent than s
definitencss or indefinitencs:

Mark's seventh example of an wnarthrous predicate peeceding the verb ocours
in the sccount of Peter’s denfal of Jous. The bystandess outide the courtpand of
the high priest say to Peter, "Cermainly you are one of them; <ol yap Tadikaies
(14:70}. Tt is uncerrain here whether we should regard the predicace “Galifean”
a3 & noun or an adjective. If it is the larrer, it would fall outside the scope of the
presenc study. ‘The RSV regands bt a5 & noun, giving the translarion “for you are
a Galilean" Tn any event the word has some qualirative force in this comext be.
caume it supgpests char Peter, belog from Galilee, must be one of Jesus discples.
These 15 oo basis, we should note, for regarding the predicate as a definite noun

Tn the Tighs of our discussion o far we turn again t Mark 15:39, in which
the centurion standing before Jesus' ens saps dhgls abrag § Duflpuros el foall §
Although the exscr meaning of the passage srill remaine uncermin, we may raise
some questions and make severs] observarions ehout it on the basis of Mark's syn-
ractical usage throughout his gospel.

(1) We may ask whether Mark wanted to tepresent the centurion ss saying,
“Truly this min was 4 son of God™ If this was Mark's meaning, then pozsihly
be was influenced ¢ this point by the hellenistic and Romaa practice of deifying
a great leader or wise man of the past™ The face char these words appesr ss the
stpement of o Roman soldier could give some support m this incerpretrion
Mark, then, would be intentionally drawing upon helleniscie forms of thought ac
this point as an sppropelste way of presencing Jesos o Genelle-Cheinian readers.

In terms of our presews study the chief objection w this inrerpresation is
&ulﬁ&mﬂdhﬁ#ﬁmﬂ&kﬁud:&uﬂdy If he meant chae Jasiss was
" son of God,” he could have said 50 unambignously by placing the verh before

" Mark’y ocher referemors 0 “son of Devid” are equally ambigwous in this respec
(10:47, 48}, Matihew slone of the goape] writers apeaks cxplicily of "ihe" son of Duvid
{12:35; 219, 15}.

P Far a twoent discussion of, H. €. Kee, Jerer in Hivtory: Aw Approach to the Sredy of
ibe Gorpels (New York: Hascourr, Brace, & Workl, Inc., 1970) 134 Koo recognbies
some Geotile backgronnd 1 this poing in Mark, slibough he belicvey that Mark's primary
prepess was 1o presene Josus o vhe beinger of cacharodopieal sabvstion.




ng words of hi md.whi:hd:.ﬁgmmﬁma.mdhgnmmm
s:ﬁpq-udumnfﬁudil:lj.“ Poasibly he intended it ns an affirmation of
what the high priess bud regarded ws blasphemeus {14:67 ) 3 Possibly be was
iederring, us in l_1l1md?:?,mﬁrphm"rmmmym“inh!:?lﬂdlpﬁr
-'hgkhlmuﬁem;imkingwh!mm:HMmﬁm in
wminii:iyﬂukmtdbeﬁnpaﬁm' especially that Jesus, as the son
dﬂﬂkhﬂﬂnﬁwmﬂmﬂnuw:ﬂatlm !

In terms of Mark's mgr,hwm,ﬂmmlwpmhhmwl:h
his interpremation of the verse. The firse is that he could have used o different
m}ﬂEmmwm;ﬂrﬁ#Jmm":hmndﬁud" He could

T-Jdﬁgmuﬂmhimuwhmnfﬁuduthﬂpﬂiu
Muﬂm&mmmmmhwﬁt&lﬁrﬁm:ﬁhm

sader, with an anarthrous predicate preceding the verh Ba most of these passages

&mmmﬁmwhwmmdehh In

'Mh_mmwulnuan.unuumm;mm

‘hlmm.ﬂuh-mhm (Meyer 1/2; Giningen: Vansdenhoeds
Ruprechs, 1935) 347,

B

quﬁunammmusmwm Bl

mamwhammmmhm&mmmu
definite (6:4%; 11:32; 14:70). TIn rhe remaining pasages the predicare could
heﬂﬁnig,bwrﬂnuhmlpmiﬁrmnﬁuwmiu;kudcﬁniu{1:28;5:5_5;
TLAT; 12:35), Muek's asmge, that is, gives linde if any muppoct m the ides thar
mmpnﬁmmupmdhgmmhwl;dnﬂdm
Weﬁmhdu&#ﬁ:ithm:qmﬁudnhmhrwﬁnhuhﬁﬂmﬂy
regurded Jesus 04 "the son of God™ It is clear from other passages that he did
(L:11; 9:7; 3117, The problem is to undessrand whar Mack means in 15:389.
mmm'ﬁ:mﬂﬂﬂ'hmﬂwﬂhﬁqin&mmﬂmkm
Phasizes the definiteness of the predicate noun. The word-order rhar Mark uses
hiﬁ:ﬂhmma:mmhm&vg.uignifmﬂﬁpﬂ-
care rather than its definiteness or indefiniceness.
{3}mmmmmmmmh 15:3%. The word-
oeder of the verse suggesss thar he was concetied o sty something abour
hmﬂﬂ}:ﬂ.l&nﬁpnmurhndﬁigmuhimn“:"mm‘ﬁ'm
of God ar rhis pofac hthhmhhﬂgnﬁiumdntmlwuﬂ:cm-
Mhﬂﬂﬂngﬁmﬂ&uﬂmof]mfdnm Mark may wish o
Wﬁhh.}uﬂ'sﬂpmmm“nﬂuﬁ;mﬂﬂh I
wmwwhﬂfmﬂmﬂmﬂm
o men in this way. 'Md:emmimhﬂ::ﬁmhmmhdngtmm
mnmnpmeim‘mdﬂﬁmlng]wmﬁp. It is only ax this poine,
Mhﬂmh;ﬂdmmmmdmwﬁemmdnmiqofﬂmhud
of sonship,
H&:umdumnﬁgnfdrmhmm.khumimpthﬁutgm
hmmhuﬁngmdmrmﬁmd:uhm%nhm Ina
M‘ﬂi:hﬁﬂtﬂﬁuhmmﬂmmmuwmm
e:phuﬂnnwhrjwhﬂuedmd&}dmﬂnm The nature of Jesus' sop-
wihﬂﬂﬂwwhthdmhmﬂudﬁd&rh;mddnimdmhm
ceived by men only in this concexr. Moze specifically, this understanding of the
m%mﬁ:rhﬂmﬁﬁmwﬁﬁngmn&mchb&ugm
uﬂalﬂn;bduudmtﬁﬁﬂdﬁuingmdnmdwﬂtwertlpmofjm'mm&
23 Gad's son,
lrilMWq&ﬂhﬂﬂhmmmﬁc
qﬂimwtﬁhmupminﬁ:ﬁhrpdﬁqumpnﬁ-
care before the verh M-phmmﬂhh:ﬂm&.Tm&hm
wis God's son” nhhmdwﬂnﬂhglmﬂmm]wmmu
fue #s so0 of God. Te mifimizes che question whether the word “son™ should be
a¢ indefiniee or definize. At the same time it leaves open the pogsi:
bﬂky:h:ﬂa&mﬁiﬁuguf]ﬂuﬂd;pohru'n‘mﬂﬁndinﬂum
istic sense, or “the” som of God in & it i
Bodh!¥ hlﬁﬂmwmm‘mhm"wmddmﬂmdwmm

5

shades of meaning that may be present in Mark's word-arder

“mm‘dﬂﬂﬁlmﬁmﬂhﬂrhhm.—ﬁ--ﬂu.:.m
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We may turn now to the Fourth Gospel and kook ar Joha's use of predicate
10uns, with special attention w anarthrous predicaces preceding the verh.  Joha
18 nearly thres times 3¢ many predicate expressions as Mark. although his gospel
s ooly sbour coe-fourth longsr. In particular, he bas 33 snarthmos prediceces
sefoce the werb, in contrast m Mark's cighe.  For this peason we must limie om
liscussion to representative examples of John's usage.

Yt is clear thee John, like Mark, bs Funiliar wich the type of clause in which the
verb procedes an anarthrous predicate. He mses this construction eighteen times !
According o the genersl sule we would expect these predicares w0 be indefinire,
o fn most Instunces we may judge that this is dhe case’™ o a similzr way it s
dear thar John is familisr with the type of clause in which the verb precedes an
arthrous predicate.  He uses this consruction 66 times ' As in Mark, the force
of the article is evident, and we may regard all of these predicure expressions as
definite  Joha's nsage, thar is, is consistent with the two genesal principles for
\stespreting predicate nounis when tey follow the verb,

Joba bas 33 cxamples of an anarthrous predicate precading the verb™ [n
analyzing these cxpressions we are most interesred in asking wheeher the qualita-

ulark: soe Lohmeyer, Marbnr, 347: V. Taplor, The Gaspel scconding ta 5. Mack (24 ol
Few York: B Martie's Fress, 1966) $97; F. C. Grant, The Goupraf aeeonding to 5r. Mark
1B 7: Mew Yook: Abingdon-Cokesbury, 1931} 908-9. For an argamens in favor of the
ranshution “the Son ol God® see I G, Brarcher, "A Mot on wldy #eoll (Mack wx. 30),"
LT 68 (196557} 27-28. Branher suppara this msslation pardy by referring o Cal-
well's peinciple, which he accepts without mising the question of the qualitave mesning
of this aype of clanse.  He aleo azguey that this wansasion alone ergeetly peproacns Mack's
mi=nsion, especially in the peasion narmsive

T ohiection has been cuised thar with the 1 sz #imd andd the 2 ap. i, & definke prodi-
ats noun precedes the verb and boses the acticle unlesy the yebjecr pronoun b cxpressed;
and dhiay the me mapsformarion s obligaory with the impedfecr, with or withont the sob-
oot cxpressad, Bt the Greek M also bas & number of emmples of such lanses in which
he anerchrous peedicats s indefiniee.  The anartheons predicare preceding wised {welthoeae
1) b indefimive in Loks 3:8; Ram 1:14; Rey 18:7; 19:10; 22:%; perhaps also in Jchn
[8:37, The sparthmot peodlents preceding of (without sy) iy indefinie in Ban 16:23;
Viack 14:70; Lukes 19:21. Similarly, the snarthrous predicae precediisg em imperfoct focm
of s B indefinite in Man 25:35, 43; Mark 11:33; Joba gy 9:8; 1245 Rom 6:20; 1
Zor 12:3; Gal 1:10 Jas 5:17. This & closse sach &s damns bior thaow &m cocld be s
sunafarm of Bostor ow buior theow ns well 2 bowdo: 3w bo bedas fon Hhees. The question
3 definltensss and qualitmrive significance mu be decidod in cach individual e whes
i aeasthrons predicse précedes the verb.

= poha 1:41; 4114, 18, 75;: 6:95 {ﬁl:}} A:55; 9-28; 10:12; 11:38; 13:8; 18:13 (&%),
15,38, #0; 19:12, 36 .

®The anly cacepdions appear o be pentberor and archismenr in 18:13, which refer ©
wpecifie individualy withoor necemarily mhing the amice.

® yohe 124, B, 19, 20, 29, 33, 34, 45; 3:10, 19, 28; 4:10, 29, 37, 4% 5:11, 15, 32, 35,
39, 4% 6:14, 20, 35, 35, 39, 40, 41, 8, 30, 51, 58, 63, 64 (hi), 65; 7:36, 36, 40, 41;
B:12, 18, 54 9:6, 19, 3%; 10:7, 9, 11, 14 24; 1152, 25, 27; 1284, a6, 115 13:1, 5,15
175, 18:14, 33; 2030 2102, 34,

oo 1:1, 12, 14, 49; 2:9; 304, 6 Chr), 20; 429, 19 3:27; G063, T 71 8:31, 35,
3, 57, 39, 43, 44 (hisy, 4B, 54: 9.5, 8, 17, 3, 25,27, 28, 31; 0.0, 308, 13,33, 34, 36
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tive aspect is prominent and whether the predicaces are definite.  Some degree of
subjectivity is unavoidable in dealing with these questions, and the interpresation
af some examples is uncertain.  Bue | would jadge thar in 40 of these cases the
qualitacive fosce of the predicate is more prominent than fts definiteness or in-
definiteness® 1n 26 of the 53, the predicate is clearly noe definite, and in 11 it
could be defindre but these is no dear indication char it i£™  We may look ar
several examples from John thac ilbosecare these dar

Tn 1214, for example, John writes & Adyes aiipd épérero. He mesns that the
Ward wok an the nature of flesh, and he can hardly be chinking of any apecific
substance that we would eranslate a8 “the” flesh  The qualitative force of the
predicars Is most prominenr, and in this insegnee it could por be cnslated 23
cither definite or indefiniee. Tn 8:31 John weines thar Jesus ssid w the Jews who
belicved in him, “If you sbide in my word, dhqfis pafyral poé drvc” By doing
this, that is, the Jews truly assome the character or fanction of being his disciples.
Bur these Jews are not his only disciples, and thus the predicate cannor be definite.
In9:24 Joha weites st some Jews suid of Jesus, "We know that sbroc & deffpasne
dpaprukds dorne”  Again the qualitasive aspect of the predicate ks mos: promi-
mwmummmmmﬁmﬁmmhﬂmr
Thete is ao basks for regarding the predicate aa definite, although in this inssance
we would probably use the indefinite article in Enplish translation.

These illusrations suggest thar John wses this type of synmctical eonstruction
Tn essenddally dhe sume way as Mark  In inzerpreting them, ehar is, we have sea-
son 0 Inok for some qualitstive significance in the predicate noun, and we cunnoe
assume that the predicate is necewarily definite. These peinciples will be im-
portans when we examine the meaning of John 1:1. Firt, however, we muos
look ar owo other verses in John that pose special problems in interpoetarion.

In 1:49 John writes thar Nathaneel said oo Jesos, ob Bambeis o rof Topagh
With this we may compare the sstement that Marhanael has just made in the
samne verse: b of & wlbe vob feof. And in 905 John represents Jesus as saying, gés
i 1of xdopew.  With this we may compare his statement in 8:120 &pd el v
il mod cdomee. 1o 1349 and 9:9, thae is, we find an anarvhmus predicate peeced-
Ing the verh. Bt fn ach case we find a similar or parallel satement thar has the

1049, 915 1206, 36, 90; 13:3%; 15:04; 17:17; 18126, 34, 37 (hi); 19:21  Ome of thee,
10:34, is o quotation from the LXX.  Jobn abo has two examples of the iype of classs in
which sn arthmoos predioie precedes the werb: 6:41; 15:1, The fact that John sometines
nses this type of clume uif the véew that he did not secessarily segacd en anartheous
peedicate as definie Tbecoase i peecedes the werh

= Noke 1012, 14 2:9 304, 6 (bir), 29; 4:9; 6363, 70 7:1; B:31, 33, 34, 37, 39, 42,
44 (i), AB: 9017, 2 2%, 27, 28, 310 1oL, 2, B 13, 33, 34, 3 1246, 36, 305 13:35;
19:04: 17:07; 18:35.

5 | wonbd judge chat the peedicare ool nne be definite in Jobn D214 2:9; 3:4, 6 (Bin);
£y 6:63; 7:12; B3 A (BL), 4B; 008, 24,25, 37, 28, 3; T0:L, B, 3%, M 126, 35
18:26, 3%, In other cases the peedicare could be definite, bt there b o clear indicution of
definfteness: John 1:12; 6:70; B:33, 34, 37,39, 9:17; 12:50; 13:3% 13:04; 1700
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erh precoding an ardhrous predicate, which is clearly definite. Do these parallels
nesn that the anarthrous predicsrs in 1:49 and 85 meise al be regurded ns
|efinine?

In his srudy of this' type of conseruerion Cobwell argued thae the anastheous
wedicaces in these two verses should be regarded us definire®® The paraliels are
ndeed pecsuasive, and it is quite powible that Colwell s right &
s e prcin . e .y bedefe |
St et dabinhe. "Bt the preasa pady would fnd
wedicares in the Fousch Gospel are lke 1:14; 8:31, and 9:24, which were dis-
ased above, “There is oo basis for regarding such predicares as definite, and it
roubd be incorrecs ro transdase them as definie

In ligh of this examination of Joha's usage we may tum 1o the verse in which
e are especially inferesred, 1:1.  Our soady 5o far suggests tha

icate i this verss hag primarily a qualitarive s S,
be definite caly if there is some specific indicatinn of definiteness Tn the meaning
of comtext.  As an aid in understanding the verse it will be helpful m ask whar

might have written as well ss what be did weite. In verms of the types of
word-order and vocabulary aveilable to him, it woald appear thae John could have
wiritten any of the following:

A & Niyog dp B s
B. Bubs de & Adyer
C. & hnyng Bels
D & Adyos v fesie
E & Myos fr fios®

® Colwell, “A Definite Ruls,” 13-14,

* Variane resdings fo¢ prédicsis expressions in Joho rep forur iypes of modifica-
ign; (1] lmvemion of tho anarthrous predicuss — veeh seqeence, with adidition of the art.
e (1:49; 10:2); (2} sddidon of the acdele 0 an snsctherms predicacs preceding the verh
BBy 1034 17:17); (1) inversion af the anarthoous predicene = verb sequence, withoae
ddition of the aricle (13:35); (4) lnversion of the wich — pawrilwows predicee seqience
AB:I5). The first two types of modificsion make the predicars moun unsmbigosuly
Iefinies, Cotwell disussed only the et oype, with seference 1o John 1:49: Mot 23:10:
el s 2:19. These indicsmd, be believed, that “the scribes felt char & definice predicare
wan did not aeed the article befoee the verb and did need it sioer the verh” (A Definie
Lale” 16). Bt the firsr rwo rypes of mediflcedon Heeed above could also mean char the
ﬂhmwﬁmﬂndumm“#ﬂﬁm&ﬁl
wefare the werh, and 5o they modified e cause W make the aoon wom] definire.

" The word theior appesazs only @ frw cmes io the NT: Acs 17:27 (% 13, 29; Ta 1:9
Wl 2 Per 13, 4 lris not med in the Found Grapel. Bt presumably Jobo could
wve used i, or same other word meening “divine,” i be had wished 10 do 4o

HARNER: QUALITATIVE AMARTHROUS PRENCATE NOUNS 83

mﬂw There would be oo bo thaos which is por also
ka logar. But this equation of the mwo would costradice the preceding clause of
1:1, in which John writes that & Adyoe 3r wpde rov fede, This clause suggeses re-

: with thie verh preceding an anmsthrous predicate, would peobably mean
that the Jogos wus “s god” or a divine being of some kind, beloaging to the gen-
eral caregory of shear but as & distiner being from bo sbeos. Claose B would be
an ustennared form of I3 Ir would mean that the logos was “divine withour
specifying further in what way or w what extent it was divine, It could also fm.
ply that the logos, befng only sheios, was subordinnee 1o thear.
mumm_m_wm%_mrmnm thar was other tdun
A end more than D and B Clanses B C, with an anarthrous predicace pre-
ceding che verb, are primarily qualinative in mesning 'They indicate that the
Jogos hus che narure of theos, Thers ie oo basis for regarding the predicace sbony
a5 definite. This would make B and C equivalent 1o A, and like A they would
then comtradice the peeceding clanse of 1:1.
Mmmm-ﬁminmmﬁmﬁwm&mm
4o lagos and ko sheos, e would imply in B or C that they share the same nansre
a5 belonging m the realicy rheos, Clayses B and € are idensical i meaning bue
differ slightly in emphasis C would menn that the Isgar ( rather than somehing
else) had the matwre of sbeor. B means that the loges has the marare of theos
{nd:urhmmmﬂcj. lulhkdim:.ﬁbf_nm:lu]ulmmm?m
the woed sheor is placed at the beginning for emphasis
Ehnmeﬁ:ﬁnnhiﬁ:humﬁuqﬂ._ufxnimmhmuwiﬁmﬂr
Wmmﬂmmmmmmummmm
of sheas as an anartheous predicace proceding the verh. In mmny cises cheir in-
terpretations sgree with the explanasion thar i given sbove. Bue considerarion
dﬁeqmﬁﬂmnﬂu‘n{lﬁmwﬂhﬂlmdlﬂhﬁmﬂm
10 their understanding of the clause. ], H. Bernard, for example, poinrs our thar
Codex L. rends bo theor ingead of thens. “But this,” he continues, "would identi.
fy the Logos with the mmlity of divine exissence, and would conteadicr the pre-
ceding clause”=5 lﬂtiﬁnﬂme.F.Hnurdwhu&uM;mdhhgw
are not interclangeable. Drhmh;h:mﬁmmq"meh#mrmddmt-]'th:
Word was with God' 30 Both wrivers, in effect, are arguing thae the predicare
#hoor cannot be regarded as definite in this clanse. In terms of our analysis shove
this would mean thar clause B should not be nssimilated w dause A
Ewr‘-'lmnphiiﬂmmmﬁngnldudmmhcdymﬁndﬂ;“n:

el 5 Em,amﬂdwmuﬁmwgua
fﬂ: [Mew York: E:l:lhhﬂ, 29) 1,2,
W. F. Howaed, The Goapel according 1o 50, fobn (1B 8 New Vork: Abi
i s Goapel Abingdon-Cnles-
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Wend is divine, but heis not all of divinity, for be bas alzesdy been disdnguished
from snother divine Person  Bur in terms of oor analysis it is imporcans chae
we understand the phrase “the Weed is divine” a5 an asemips w0 represent the
meaning of canse B miber than D or B Undoubeedly Vwser means thar the
Word is “divine” In the sume sense that bo rheor is divine, Bt the English Jan-
ginge s not o versaclle at ehis poine as Greek, and we con avoid misunderstand-
ing the English phease oaly if we are awate of the pasticulsr force of the Greek
expression that it represents.

I his discussion of this clause R. E. Brown regards the tranglation “the Word
was God” a3 correct "for & modern Christian reader whose trinitarian background
hes acemmmed him oo dhiinking of 'God' as a lager concepe than 'God the Fa-
thee' ™ Yer he also finds it significant that #beos is snarthoous. Later he adds,
“Invs. I¢ the Johannine hyma is bordering on the wsage of 'God' fox che Son, bat
by omining the article it wvoids wny suggestion of perssnal Identificscion of the
Word with the Facher, And for Genrile readers the line alss svoids any sugges-
tion that the Word was & secund God in aay Helleniwic serise ®  In rerms of our
analysis above, Brown is arguing in effect thae clause B should be differentiated
from A, on the one hand, and D ansd E on the other™

Rudolf Bultman's explaration of the clanse also meflecss an appeeciarion of
the qualisative force of pheor withour specifically recognixing it as such.  The
clunse means firse, be suggpesd, thar the Logos is equured  { gloichgersize) with
God; "er waer Gost Bultrmann meang by this char we mest aor think in terms
of two divine beings, In a polycheistic or gnostic sense™  Thas he guards againg
susimilaring clavse B m D or E Bue he explains further that this equasion be-
twecen the two is not 4 simple identificaion {einfeche Identifikasion ), becauss the
Logos was pros iom theon™ o this way be guands ajgaine asimilaing B o dowse
A Bulmmann’s interpretive instinct o1 chis point is unquestionably sound. In
terms of the analysis that we have proposed, o recognition of the qualiscive sig-
nificance of tbeor would remove some ambignity in his interpretacion by diffe-

"B Vewser, The Goipel ascording to Jobn (JBC; Englewond Clith, N. J.: Prentics-
Hall, [968) 412

=0, B Brown, The Gerpel accordimg bo Jobe, 1-XI { AB 19; Garden City: Doubleday,
1966) 5.

* Brown, Jobs, X0, 24

™ Bevan {Jobe, X, 35) also mentions the view of De Auscjo that througheus the
prokogie the term "Word™ mwans Jeses Christ, the Word. become-Tlesh,  “IF this is s0,” be
mmmmnpﬁmmmummghmm
something more bumble than the we of bo theor for the Farker,” But if e is qualioe-
tive In furce, it s mor contrassed direcely with Bo theor,  Jobo evidendly wished w sy that
the lipos wan 10 less than theas, just as bo sheoi (by fmplicasion) lad rhe namee of Ao

=R Pubmenn, Da: Evengalist oy Jobawses (Meyer 3 Goningen: Vandeohoock &
Rupeeche, 1068) 16

= Bulomann, fobamey, 16-17.

= Bulpmann, Jobaunes, 17.
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entincing besween thaos, as the nature chat the Logos shared with God, and #o
#hoos a5 the "person” t0 whom the Logos stood in relasion.  Only when this dis-
tBﬂrﬁndu:mwﬂﬂhhpdmﬁtwﬂud.‘

_ glivk Bible hus, “whar God was, the Word was” GﬂHNms,fnr
-Muﬂﬂhﬂ.'ﬂﬂdﬂmnﬁﬂ The problem with all of thess
ummum:ﬁqmumdrmkhmmbmm“ﬂu
~B. This does noc mean, of course, that the translkioes were nor aware of the issees
invalved, nor docs it necessarily mean that they regarded the anartheous sheor as
mbu;wnpmthwh But in all of these cases the English reader
ot undersand y wihat John was w0 express,  Perhaps the clanse
mﬂdhmww«dhddumﬂnﬂnd This would be one
way of cepresenting John's thought, which is, as | undersnd it, thar bo logos, mo
'-lu&nnhﬁn; bad the naturs of thear,
At & number of poiaes in diis srudy we have seen dhas anarchrous predicare
nouns preceding che verb may be peimarily qualitacive in force yer may also have

some connotation of definizeness. mmﬂmmdiﬁh
Phﬁ,f:;ﬂm mﬂhﬁmﬂ iy it is 4 delicue

. W0 which emphssis o i
M#M:Mmhhmﬂmﬁmmhm
E:nunmd,luﬁmdmd:d:mnhmvem I{Hﬂljﬁ&!‘ﬁdu—

h : , although thete may alw be some conne-
u é‘r IJIME-mupmﬁ-emamym
e 5 50 noun cannot be rearded as definize

Sl W
In interpreving claises of this type it is imporeuns o recall thar Greek writerss

- al had other types of ward-oeder available. If 2 writer simply wished o repre-

iun.’umh-}mumuhdm.hemld use an anarthross predicate poun after
‘the verb, If he wished o cmphasize that the peedicate noun was definite, he
could supply the asticle  The vailability of these other types of woed-ordes

d jfﬂ:wﬂwrkwﬁdmmrmnmnmrhukpmﬂy for & qualin-

hmﬁlﬂhlﬂ“pﬂmmmmﬁﬁkﬂh

;|



