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found both types of parables in his tradition: parables which had remained erue
parables, ie, in which the story conveys one basic point which it is up to 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 catechetical purpose of his gospel. ‘The secrer, alle-
gorical explanations served the same function as the other secret instructions
given to the disciples ™

Both types of parables have a punitive character (see Mark 4:11b-12). But
God's judgment against his unbelieving people and its leaders is inflicted differ-
ently in each case. When Jesus' opponents hear his kerygmatic parables, their
evil dispositions prevent them from acknowledging and responding to the truth
which the parables contain. In the case of the didactic parables, God's judgment
is executed by excluding all but the disciples from the sllegorical interpretarion
which reveals the parables’ true meaning.

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

® Guoilka suggests (Versrockwng, 79) that the reason why Mark remined the allegorical
interpretation which he found in his source was because it resembled the secret instrucrions
to the disciples which play so important a part in his gospel.  However, this insight does
not lead him to admit 2 differendated naderstanding of parsbles on the pare of the evan-
gelist,
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HE purpose of this smdy is to examine the type of clanse in which an anar-

throus predicate noun precedes the copulative verth. Two examples of this
word-order are especially important in NT interpretation. In Mark 15:39 the
centurion standing before Jesus' cross says, dhgfis ofros & dvfpuwos vits feof .
And John writes in his prologue, feds v & Adyves (1:1). These of coutse are not
the only examples of this word-order in Mark or John, or elsewhere, bat we shall
tocus on them and oy to interpret them in relation to the stylistic characreristics
that Mark and John exhibit throughout their gospels. This study will suggest
tﬁnmﬂunmpra&mmmprmﬂgthevuhmﬁmmmp:mﬂymm
press the nature or character of the subject, and chis qualitarive significance may
be more important than the question whether the predicate noun irself should be
regarded 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 first is thar a
predicate noun in Greek is anarthrous when ir indicates the category or class of
which the subject is a particular example. Thus whea Mark, for instance, writes,
# 88 ywy f “Eddgels (7:26), he means thar this 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 the parable of the vineyatd, for instance,
Mark represents the tenants as saying to one another, olrds dorw & xAppovduos
(12:7). He means that in this context there is only one heir under consideration,
and this man alone is that heir?

*For these rwo principles of. F. W, Blass and A. Debrunner, A4 Greek Gramssar of the
New Teortgment and Other Barly Christian Literature (1. and ed. B. W. Funk; Chicago:
University of Chicago, 1961} §252, 273 A. T, Robereson, A Grammar of the Greek New
Testament fn the I.:gfa: of Hirtorical Research (4th ed; New York: Hodder & Swoughron,
1923) 767-68; C. E. D. Mouale, An Idiom-Book of Nm Teriament Gresk (Cambridge:
Cambridge Universicy, 1953) 115.16; 1. H. Moolton, 4 Grammar of New Testament
Greek: Vol. I, Syntax (by Nigel Turner; Edinburgh: Clack, 1963) 18284, For s gen-
en.lsummu.r_l.rnfthnuuol’ the article with substantives, see Robere W, Funk, The Symiax
af nﬁa Gresk Article: Its Importance for Critical Pauline Problems (Mashville: Vanderhils
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These two principles seem to be valid criteria for interpreting & writer's mean-
ing when a sentence follows the ususl word-order — i.e, when the copulative verb
precedes the predicate noun. Bur they may need to be refined further in those

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

agoECCanelimmiuadthistgpeufwur&rm‘dmandreﬂhﬂd the rentative con-
clusion thar "definite predicate nouns which precede the verb usually lack the
article”® In accordance with this rule he regarded it as probable that the predi-
cate nouns in both Mark 15:39 and John 1:1 should be interpreted as definire?
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 signiﬂcm.‘ This problem, however, needs 10

be examined 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 anarthrous predicate noun, for he uses this sequence nineteen
times® According to the general rule we would expect these nouns to be indefi-
nite, and in most instances we may judge that this is the case, These passages
ate of che 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 nouns are not
indefinite, but in these cases there is some reason why the nouns have a specific
ceference even though they are anarthrous? The important point is that Mark
uses quite frequently the word-order in which the verh precedes an anarthrous

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

University Diss., 1953) 31-T1, esp. bp. 4344, 61-63. The two principles discugsed above
are also descriptive of classiea]l Greek osage; see H. W, Smyth, Greek Grammar {rev. G M.
Messing: Cambridige: Harvard University, 1959 §1150, 1152.

SE. (. Colwell, “A Definite Rule for the Use of the Asticle in the Greek MNew Testd-
mene,” JBL 52 (1933} 12-21; the quotation is from p. 20, :

* Colwell, “A Definite Rule,” 21.

¢ Colwell, “A Definite Rule,” 17, dnd esp. 0. 12.

thack 1:16, 17; 3:17; 6:34, 44; 7:11, 26; 9:35; 10:8, 43, 44; 12:23, 27, 37, 47
13:19; 15:16, 22, 42. In some of these passapes the suhject procedes the verb, in some it
follows the verh, and in some it is pot expressed. These variativns do ot seem. 1o affect
the meaning of the predicate noun.

For this list and others throoghout the study 1 have counted only clauses in which the
verh is expressed and the predicate is @ noun of an arthrous participle. [ have excluded
clisuses in which the predicare is an adjectve, anarthrous pardciple, adverb, prepositional
phrase, proper nouf, o relative clamse.  The texe is B, Mestle, Novem Teitariontum grasce
{rew. B MNestle and K. Aland; 25th ed.; London: United Bible Socicties, 19697,

® Thus in 6:44 and 10:8 the predicacs noun is modified by & numernl. In 12:27 the
predicate is theos, which, like kyrsos, often comes close o being a personal same and as
such may omit the article; cf. Blass- Debrunner-Funk, A Greek Grammiar, §254, 260; Moul-
ton-Turner, Syntax, pp. 165-66, 174, Note also the v, 1. bo before theos in #Cl. &, In
15:16, 22 the predicate noun occurs in & relutive clanse explaining the meaning of an
srthrous noun, and Mark evidently thought it unnecessary to fepest the article.
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which the verb is followed by an arthrous predicate noun ar other substantive ex-
pression. He uses this sequence twenty times? The general rule for predicare
nouns would indicare that these predicares 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 w some specific person or group, thing or idea.
A number of times Mark uses this word-order in statements of 2 confessional type
referring to 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 predicate 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.

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

Mark uses this rype of clause eight times throughout his gospel.® Because of

the importance of these passages we shall discuss each one briefly. In each case
we shall ask not only whether the predicate noun is definite ar indefinite, but also
whether it has 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
wipubs dorw & vids Tob dvflpirov kal toff cafiBdrov {2:28). Mark certainly does
not 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. Bur this
wranslarion 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 the narure or authority of the Son of Man is. Thus it appeats more appropri-
ate to say that the Son of Man is simply “Jord" of the sabbath. The predicate noun
has a distinct qualitative force, which is more prominent in this context than its
definireness or indefiniteness.

The second example occurs in the passage in which Jesus' mother and brothers
are looking for him (Mark 3:31-33). When Jesus learns of this, he comments,
ris dorw § pjrgp pov Kak ol ddehdol: (3:33). The predicate nouns are definite
here, burt the question implies that Jesus is using them in a fignrative sense. Then

TMark 1:11; 3:11, 33; 4:15, 16, 18 (Bdr), 20; 5:14; 6:3; 7:15; B:29; 9:7, 10, 127
13:11; 14:22, 24, 61; 15:4

* Mark 7:28; 3:35; 6:49; 11:17, 32, 12:35; 1470, 15:39. ‘These clauses do oot appear
o have any common characteristics apact from the face that an anarthrons predicas: precedes
the verb. Four of them are substantive clauses introduced by bo#i; but so are 3:11 and
12:7, which have the verb preceding an arthrous predicate, The bosi clanse, that iz, does
pot require that the predicate precede the verh.
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t the close of the pasage he says thar whoever does che will of God, siros d8cidds
wv wal dBehidy wal pifrgp donly (3:33). Here &t Is especially clesr tha: Jesus is
using the words brocher, sister, and mocher in a figoracive sense, Colwell's role
wotid require that we interpret these nouns as definite, especially since they have
st been nsed with the arvicle in va 33. But the development of thought in this
pasmage, from literal to figurarive meanings, soggests thet the emphasis ar this
point lies on the nature or chursczer of the person who does the will of Ged
such & person shows whar it means w be "brocher” of Jesas. Again the question
of definiteness or indefiniteness appenss w be less important than rhe qualitstive
significance of the moun;

The third example ocoers in the scoount of Jesus' walking on the water ( Mark
£:45-52). When the disciples soe Jesus, they think &n ¢dvraopd dorroe (6:43).
fark’s moeaning here probably is that they chink Jesus is "s ghest” or an appari-
on of some kind. There is no besis in the context, at any oare, for regarding the
voun as definive. The qualicative significance sppears w0 be secondasy in this
dlause, since it is concerned with the idenrificarion of a figore who is dimly per-
ceived by the disciples racher than some strribure or quality of Jesus himself,

The next example is more complicated because it i a quossdion from the TX3C
After Jesus had expelled the money changers from the temple, Mark repores that
H’Hiﬂ."llitmrwﬁltﬂlMin!ﬁupﬂﬂmufﬂﬂnﬂlﬁhﬂjﬂm'ﬁ“rﬂi
freows™ (11:17). Thess wosds are an accerate from the LXX of I
6:7.* The LXX in rurn rranslores the Hebeew texr accurately and sven follows
% word-order. The peedicate expression “house of prayer” is indeerminare in
Hebrew." The facr that it precedes the verb in Greek may be doe only o slavish
imitstion of word-order on the part of the LXX translators, The only inference
e can make with any degree of corminey is thar the LXX translators did not feel
they were making the predicace definice by placing it before the verd.  Although
e cannoe be cereain, it is likely char Mark undersrood the prediéace in the same
wuy. His meaning, thar is, seems to be thas the Jerusalem remple should have the
zrlminlmumnfheinglhmudpﬂyufmn]lﬂ:m

The next example ithisteates the difficulty of deciding whether o predicace
mouin is simply indefinite or is used primarily in o qualitative sense.  In the course
of a discussion abour Jesus' axthority Mark adds an explanamsy pote abour dhe
jeorple’s amirude woward John the Baprss: Srovres vip elyor wir Todway Srres dn
podefeys 4w (11:32). The predicate here may be regarded as indefinite in the
iense thar the people regarded John ss & propher.  Bue i also has o qualimtive
Yorce, since the context indicates thar this view of John ss "prophet” made the

idh leaders relucrant w speak disparagingly of the baptism that he adminis

There is no basis for regarding the predicace as definire, for the passage
does not deal with any particular figure who is 1o be idensified a5 “the propher”

Oy por 15 cmined, the socond word fa the clowse in dhe LXX,
" The word “house”™ pecessarily lacks the articls beonuie iv b in 'che comtruce gaee. Bur
be whobe expresalon b Indemrmineme becase the weed “peayec” also bicks the arnicle,
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In the next example the predicate nonn could be interpeted as definie, in-
definite, or qualimtive, depending on the paricular meaning or emphasis which
we understand the pastage 1o have  Jesus raises the question how the scribes can
zay 6 & ypurriy sl Aol drro (12:35). The predicare would be definie if it
signified "the son of Duvid” as some well-known figure of Jewish cxpectation.
It would be Indefinite If It simply meant someone descended from Duvid Ik
would be quatitazive if i emphasized Davidic descent a3 an aspect or condition of
messinhship. The first or the second possikility, of course, does not preciude the
third The primary emphacic of the pasage a5 a whole {12:35-37) seems w lie
in the question of Davidic descent.  The passage gives oo further cines, on the
other hnnd, wherther Mark was thinking of "the” soo or "0 son of David Again
the qualitative force of the predicnte noun serms to be mope prominent than j=s
definitenes or indefinftencss

Mark's seventh example of an wnarthrous peedicare preceding che verb ocours
in the account of Peter's denial of Jesus. ‘The bystunders outside the courtyard of
the high priest say 10 Peter, “Cerrainly you are one of thent; xal yap Tolihaios
(14:70}. Tt is uncerrain here whether we should regard the predicate "Galilean™
as & ooun or an adjective.  1f it is the larer, it would fall outside the scope of the
present study, The RSY reginds it 48 & poun, giving the translacion “bor you are
a Galilean " Tn any event the word hat some qualisative force in this comext be-
cawse it supgests char Pecer, being from Galilee, must be one of Jesus' disciples
There is oo basis, we should note, for regarding the predicate as o definicee noun.

In the Bighs of our discussion so far we turn again m Mark 15:39, in which
the centurion standing before Jesus' crusy saps digBs ofres § Beflpuro; elliz frall 4.
Although the exsct meaning of the passage srill remaine uncermin, we may raise
some questions and make severn] observanions ebout it on the basts of Mark's &yo-
eactical nsape throughout bis gospel.

(1) We may ask whether Mark wanted to represent the cenrurion as saying,
“Truly this man was & son of God™ [f rhis was Mark's meaning, then possibly
be was influenced ac this point by the hellenistic and Roman practice of deifying
a grear leader or wisé man of the past.™® The facr dhar these words appesr as the
smtement of o Roman soldier could give some sapport @ this inrerpremrion
Mark, then, would be intentionally drawing upon hellenisde forms of thought st
this point as an appropeiste way of presenting Jesus m Gentile-Christian readers.

In terms of our presete study the chief objecrion m this inrerpretation is
thar Miark could have expressed chis iden differendy. If he meant thae Jesis was
“a son of God,” be could have said so unambiguously by placing the vesh before

B ark’y other referemoes w0 “30n of Devid” are equally smbigwous in this respece
(10:47, 483, Maukew slone of the goape] writers apeaks explividy of "ihe™ son of Dvid
{12:25; 71:9, 15},

P Far a teoent discussion of, H. €. Kz, Jarar 30 Hivlory: s Approsch fo the Sredy of
e Gospals (Mew York: Huscourr, Brace, & Workl, Ine, 1970) 134  Ked recognbiss
some Geotile backgronnd a1 this poing in Mark, slthough he believey that Mark’s primary
purpese was o present Josun me the beinger of sschuedagical salvaion.
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the anarthoous predicate noun He could have used, that is, & word-order thar he
umﬂ-innmﬁmuchwbminhisgmpﬂ The word-order that he chaoses to
:'ueinU:H.wim:hlmﬂumpﬁh:whm:huﬁb_duﬂu preciude the
cessibiliey char the noun is indefinite. Etuumﬂmlmdnnnfﬁhnpeuﬁmd-
m&uinmmmmmmnmﬂ:mmhu{dﬁﬁﬁmu

Mark wanted w0 say char Jovus was a sun of Gad, one divine being smong others,
¢ is puraling thar he did not Smply pur the verb before the predicate nousn.
{IJTh@mmmmwhﬁm&uMukwmmdmmhmim
& 'Tldrllﬂtmh-ﬂn“u[ﬁﬁ.' In this sense Mark would be
ﬂqswﬂwmmhm:wpﬂjmm

#hat the high pries: had regarded as blasphemeus {14:61).1¢ Possibly he was
1'E\‘EIﬁnﬁ..Hil1lflllﬂdﬂ:?.mrh:pﬁﬂ#'rmm:mrm"i.nl’hl:?luﬂlppir-
='D3hmjmludlemdmhgkdkiugwhﬂimugmmhmnihfmim in
wﬂenr.iulJ:E&Hukmldheuanﬂngnpnchltythnjum,u:hem
dﬂ-ud.hin,;ndﬂﬁmmﬂemﬂuuwrna:jml
Inmnfhkhthumﬂgm,m“:wpuhhmm
his interpresation of the verse. The first is thar be could have used & different
m&-nrde:mmamh{gmudrfhujmﬂm"rhmnﬂﬁud" He could
hwplmdmewhh&m:mminmpm!hu mtﬁﬂhhhlmhgmpclﬂﬂf
cheas. m“mmhmrhhqpe#mmmﬂmmm
3 bis gospel In particular, be uses it with “my 500" in 1:11 and 9:7 aod wih
the so0 of God” in 3:11. Tt would bave been natural for Mark 0 use this wosd-
ceder again in 15:39 if he had wanted wm stare o convertible proposicion defining
[sus 25 the son of Gaod. The fact thar be did not use this word-oeder in 15:39
wgpests thar he had anothes incention ar this podnr.
mmmﬁiﬁ:mﬂnﬁm“hmﬁﬁuﬂ“hﬁ:ﬂhmﬂ
uae word-order of this verse emphasizes the qualitative significance of the predi-

wermed 0 say something about the meaning of Jesus' sonship rather than simply
Txdﬁgnﬂcmhfuuhimufhemniﬁudurhﬁpniu
ﬂ:w:hﬂeum,ﬂm:mmmh:rmmwﬁthﬂukuﬂthj:wmﬂ-
:ﬂu,wi:hmmﬂrumwndiuauprueﬂngﬂumh In most of these passages
-.-&Fﬁmmthﬂrmupmﬂ:mmmu“umhm In

*This is the meading of B and D, ss well ay the Knins secention,
%50 E. Lohmeyer, Dar Beangolivm des Marbsy (Miyer 1/2; Gimingen: Vondenboeck
Ruproche, 10719) 347,

I——*
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rhmenf:hepuﬁ,gulhthmbuiswh:rmhmguihgdupdiﬂun
definive (6:49; 11:32; 14:70). Tn che remalning passages the predicate could
mdeﬁmwm&mwifkmmuﬁu:eprdiugitudnﬁnm{1:23;5:.‘-.5;
H:17; 12:35).  Murk's ssage, that is, gives lirde if any sipport (o the ides thas
mmnlwmupdimwnnﬂnpmmdingrhrmﬂinnmmlgdcﬁnim
Wcﬂmldmt&rﬂmithuﬂlqu&:hmumhpniﬂrwhnhuhﬁﬂxmtﬂf
regarded Jesus a9 "the son of God™ It is cleas from other passages thar he did
(LI 97 3:11). The problem is to understand what Murk meuns in 15:39,
ﬂumm]uim“dumufﬂu&'hmmcwimmiﬂudin;inth:mﬁukm
Hnﬁmﬂ:cd:ﬁnimufdue;ndu:um The word-order char Mark uses
in 15:39, in conrrase, calls atrention ko the qualitative significance of the predi-
caee rather than its definireness or indefinireness.
H}ﬂquuimmmﬁmmh!ukmuglumnpmiuﬁ:}?. The word-
nnl:tm‘ﬂmrmcnmuﬂmhwmpﬁmuﬂfmmd w sy something ahour
rhemmhgnfjuu'mshipnmur}nn:hiﬁumhimﬂ":"mm-"rh:"'m
of God ar this poinz. T this serse it is sign; thar Mark represents the cen-
wimunﬁngmmuhmﬁ]m‘dnm Mark may wish
mphmiag:hﬂh,thﬁ]mu'mhi_ph}ﬂudinwﬂmnﬂningmddﬂnh I
wmmw,mﬁhﬂhhnmgtmmmdmk&ihﬂ
to men in this way. Thnthttmminuiarh:ﬂﬂthummhnhskhnmﬂ:ﬂ
rl;!uumupunﬂtingmd!lﬂrming]m'n:ﬁﬁp. It is only ar this poin
hﬁrki:mmﬁtiu;ﬂmmmmuudmmdmemmmdm:mlngufdmﬁrﬂ

lfd:ilmdmun&{ngnfdrvm‘u:mm.hhumimpﬂudmumm
En,ubh:k‘:;mpmaiuniﬂngmdﬁ:w&im:huh&mldd:min& Inu
gmﬂmi:hdiuumuhmmnndmmmmqﬁughmﬁ,m
explanacion why Jesus suffered and died on the cros The nature of Jesus' son-
mihuﬂmmmdmithmfvdmﬂuin;mddumm:mhp&
ceived by men only in this contexr More specifically, chis understanding of the
vmmppuruthvhﬂmﬂﬁmwﬁﬁngmnm&ciugm
lminiingHar:ﬂmﬂqndfuinguﬂmdnﬂlm:pmﬂjum'mm
&3 God's son.

Iri!dmhdxdwtduuw&ﬂiﬂ:mmnmﬂqundyrmﬂr
qdimﬁummumkminu:whypl:ingumﬁmwnﬂv
cate before the verh, M-puh:mmuidtmbctruﬂamd."Trﬂ;thhmn
wias God's son.” Thiah.:h:admgem'nﬂinglminnm]m‘mhuu
ture as son of God. It minimizes the question whether the word “son” should be
undumuduhxhﬁu_iuudrﬁnlm Aultmu&nehinmnpmdmpmi-
th]rr.'m:Had:wuﬂ:iﬁﬁuguf]emuﬂﬂlpnhru'n'mufﬁudinﬂuh&-
Jmhd:mgm"ﬂw"mafﬂndh:npeﬁﬁuﬂyﬂrinimmﬁpmiﬂr
both 18 hlﬂﬂfd:ﬂthltbculmhﬁnn"ﬂudﬁm"wmﬂuﬁmﬂwmhm
Ihldnufmﬂn;d'mmfteprmnrinm-w&-nnﬂm

"mm‘mﬂmmﬁm l"ﬂ!h‘.hfil!hhm_in. e Ta doalrly




12 JOURMAL OF BIBLICAL LTTERATUEE

We may turn pow to the Fourth Gospel and look ar John's use of predicate
wuns, with specisl sttention 10 anarthrous predicares preceding the verh.  John
18 nearly thres times 2c many predicate expresions as Mark, although his gospel
s only abour one-fourch longer. In particular, he has 33 snarthroos predicares
sefare the verb, in contrast o Mark's eighr.  For this reason we must limir oor
liscussion m tepresensative examples of John's usage.

It is clear that John, like Mark; is familiar with the type of chause in which the
verh precedes an snarthrous predicate. He mes this construction eighteen times®
Accoeding 1o the general sule we would expect these predicates w0 be indefinire,
and in mose instances we may judge thar this is che case)™ o a similar way it is
clear that John is familisr with the rype of chause in which the verb precedes an
artheous predicate.  He wses this consruction 66 times ™ As in Mark, the force
of the article is evident, and we may regard all of these predicare expressions as
definite.  Joha's usage, thar is, is consisrent with the two general principles for
‘nterpreting predicate nouns when they follow the verh,

Jobn bas 33 examples of an anarchrous predicss peeceding the vesb'® In
analyzing these expressions we are most inreresred in ssking whether the qualita-

ark: sce Lohmeyer, Marbar, 347; V. Tayloc, The Gospel scconding 5o 5t Mark (2d ol
Jew York: S Mardin's Press, 1966) 537; F. C. Grant, The Gorpol sreonding 00 1. Mark
"IB 7 New York: Abingdon-Cokesbrcy, 1931} 908.9. For an atgumens In favor of the
ranslation “the Son of Ged” see W G Brascher, “A Mot on wils #el (Mck v 39},
14T 68 {1963-57) 27-28. Beatchér suppory this masslation pardy by referring to Col-
well's peinciple, which he accepns withont mising the question of the qualitatlve me=aning
of thls oppe of chnpe.  He alo argoey tho thip mansliion alone enigeetly eproacndy Sdack's
miention, esprcsidly in the pesaben narmnve

‘I'ee hietion hay been maised thar with the 1 sz #iwed and the 2 3 o, & definive predi-
ar= noun precedes the verb amd loscs the asticle valess the webjecr proncun b sxpressed;
£id et the pmme maccfoemarion Iy obligemry with the impecfeer, with or withoot the smob-
ect expremed, Bt the Greck NT also bas o number of exnmples of guch clauses in which
he anertheoos peedicats is indefiniee  The anarthrons predicare preceding simed { withoas
g5} by indefiniee in Loke 5:8; Bam 1:14; Bev 18:7; 18:10; 22:5 perbaps el in John
[8:37, The sparthrons peodiemts preceding o (without sy) i indefinfe in Man 16:23;
Mark 14:70; Luke 19:21. Similarly, the snarthrous predicass precediing an imperfect focm
o wiei s indefinite in Mart 25:35, 43; Mark 11:32; Joha $:44 9:8; 12:4; Rom &:20; 1
Zat 12:2; Gal 1:10: Jag 5:17. Thes a clase puch ws bomter bwdor Mvow én could be &
sunsfarm of bontor im Faor theow as well ny bowdos dw Bo bodar tom fhwos. The question
f deBaltencss and qualiterive significance mus be decided in each individual e whes
i peasthrony predicste précedes the verbe

® Joha 1:41; 4:14, T8, 25; 6:99 (bir); R:55; 0:28; 10:12; 11:38; 13:8: 18:13 (hir),
15, 38, 40; 19:12, 38 :

* The only exceprions appear o be pensberor and erchisrenr in 18213, which refer 1
specific individualy withoot necemacily whing the aricle.

®Iohn T-4 B, 19, 20, 34, 398, 34, 4% 5:10, 19, 28; 4:10, 29, 37, dir 5:13, 15,32, 35,
35, &%: B:14, 20, 3%, 35, 39, 4o, 4%, 48, 50, 51, 58, 63, 64 (B}, 65 Toa6, 36, 40, 41;
8:12, 18, 54 9:6, 19, 30: 10:7, 9, 11, 14, 24; 11:2, 7%, 27; 12:54; 146, 215 13:1, 5,13
17ehy 1814, 3%; 20805 21002, 34

®iokn 101, 12, 14,49 2:9; 304, 6 Cha), 200450, 19, 50T Gl T Ti1d; 8231, 33,
34,47, 80, 43, 44 (hi), 4B, 54 9:5,8, 17, 24, 25,27, 28, 31; 10:1, 208, 13, 33, 34, 36
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tive aspect is prominent and whether che predicares are definite.  Some degree of
subjectiviey is unavoidable in dealing with these questions, and the inrerpretation
of some examples is uncermin.  Bue | would jodge thar in 40 of these cases the
qualitacive force of the predicate is more prominent than its definiteness or in-
definiteness® 1n 26 of the 53, the predicate is cleazly noc definite, mnd in 11 ic
could be definire but there is oo dear indication char it is™  We may look ar
several examples from John rthat illosirare these dam

In 1:14, for example, John writes & Adyes adpf épivern.  He mesns that the
Woard took on the nature of flesh, and he can hardly be chinking of any apecific
substance that we would rranslate as “the” flesh The qualitative force of the
Fadiuuhmmm:ndinlmisiuﬂmitmﬂdmhuﬁﬂdu
cither definite or indefinice. Tn 8:31 John writes thar Jesus smid 1o the Jews who
beliewed in him, “If you shide in my word, digfss pafyral pod forc” By doing
this, that is, the Jews truly assome the character or funcrion of being his disciples.
Bur these Jews are niot his only disciples, and thus the predicate cannot be definite.
In 9:24 John writes that some Jews said of Jesus, "We know that alvoc & Srfiperes
dpaprakdy dorm”  Again the qualitative aspect of the predicate is most promi-
neat; they think thet Jesus has the narure or charsceer of one who is “sinner.”
Thete is no basis for regarding the predicate a1 definice, although in this insmnce
we would probably use the indefinite asticle in English translation.

These illustrations suggest thar John wses this type of synactical construction
in essentially che sume way as Mack  In interpreting them, har is, we have rea-
son e look for some qualitstive significance in the predicate noun, and we cannoe
sssume that the predicate is necesmarily definite. These principles will be im-
portant when we sxmamine the meaning of John 1:1.  Fimst, however, we mus
look at two other verses in John thet pose special problems in interpreterion.

In 1:49 John writes that Nuthaneel suid o Jesus, ob Bambeds off rod Topagh.
With this we may compare the satement that Narthanael has just made in the
same verse: ob of & vils b dof.  And in 905 John represencs Jesus as saying, gids
dis Tof sdopev. With this we may compare his statement in B:12: &yl el v
éids vod wbowow.  In 1:49 and 9: %, thar is, we find an anarthmus predicate preced-
ing the verb, Bur in each case we find a similar or parallel stacement thar has the

11:49, 31: 1206, 36, 305 13:0%; 15:14; 17:17; 18126, 39, 37 hir); 19:21  One of thes,
10:34, is o quotation. from the LXE.  Jobn abo has oeo exampley of the iype of classe in
which an arthrouy predicite precedes the verb: 6:31; 15:1, The fact thar John smetiines
naes this type of clame wipports the view that he did not seoesssrily regard 20 snarthrous
peediciie as definie dmply beesase §n precedes the werh

= Yok 1012 Tdp 255 Bed, & hir), 20 4:9; 6003, Py 7012 5:31, 33, 54 37,35, 42,
A4 (bix), 48; 9:17, 24, 28, 27, 28, 3 1000, 2, B 13, 33, 34, 36 12:6, 36, M 13:35;
19:04; 17:07; 18:35

"]mHHﬂdﬂthmmuml-lnu:l::d:ﬂm'ntinhhnt:l-l:!:ﬂ;!-:-’l,ﬁ {dir);
§e0n 6083 7112 B3, 0 (B, AB; 08, 24, X5, 27,28, 3); 10:1, B, 33 M; 1165 35
18:28, 5%, In other cises the predicate could be defindee, bt there b no clear indicution of
definfenes: John T:13y 6:70; B:35, 34, 37,39, 0:07; 12:50; 13:3% 1304 1700




“ JOURNAL OF BIBLICAL LITERATURE

*erb preceding an archrous predicate, which is clearly definite. Do these parallels
nean that the anarthrous predicares in 1:49 and 9:5 mase also be regarded ns
lefinive?

I his srudy of this type of construction Cobwell argued thaz the anartheous
wedicares in these two verses should be regarded us definie®® The parallels are
Adeed pecuasive, and it is quite powible thar Colwell is right at this point. An
magthieous predicare preceding che verb, that is, may be definite if there is some
pecific renson for reganding it as definite.  Bur the present study would indicure
bar che nouns in dhése two verses arc exceptiomsl cases.  The majocity of such
wecicanes in the Pourth Gospel are Wke 1:14; 8:31, and 9:24, which were dis-
assed above. There is no basis for regarding such predicates as definire, and it
rould be lncoerec: ry trandate them as definde ™

hliguufmhuuﬁmﬁﬁlhﬁ!mym&rmrmmﬂ!muiﬂwﬁd:
Nt are ially interesred, 1:1. Our soady 80 suggests ﬂﬂ'ﬂitﬂ]l.tﬂlﬂui
be definite only if there is some specific indication of definiteness in the mesning
of context.  As an aid in understanding the verse it will be helpfil m ask whar
jﬂhumigh:hmmiﬂ:uuwd!uwhuhe:hﬂwrﬂe. In serms of the types of
word-crder and vocabulary available w him, it would appear that John could have
writeen any of the following:

A & Niyoq 8 Beds
B. Bebs dy & Adyes
C. & Miyoy e o
D. & Mdyos v Beds
E & Myos Jv Geios™

*Colwell, “A Defimite Rule,” 13-14
-?mmﬂﬂpmwﬁmtmiu]mwﬁwmﬁmﬂkf
icn: (1} lavemion of the anartheous predicwic — veeh soquence, with addition of dhe ar.
R LR wmﬁ“mmmlmpﬁmm#?ﬂ
Sy 10:34: 17:17); (3) inversion of the anarthrous peedicete — verb sequencr, without
deditron of the article (13:35); (4) Inverfon of the vech — pamredlmom predicare sequence
1B:I5). The fest two types of modificstion make the predicae poun unembigoouly
iefinits.  Cotwell disussed only the st rype, with refesence 1o John 1:49; Mam 23:10;
ol Jox 2:19. These indlcated, be believed, that "the scribes felr char & definice predicars
ingn did nor oeed the article befoee the verb and did netd i s the werh” (™A Definie
Lale,™ 16}, Bat the firse own types of modiflcadion Hyeed above conld also mean char the
ﬂhmmmmjlmdmmm“mﬂdmdjtnﬂiﬁl
whare the vorh, and so they modified the clavee W maks the aoon usdsbigaosly definive.

" The word kheior appears only & Few dmes o the NT: Acs 17:27 0w L), 2: T 129
wolpp 2 Per 123, 4 Itis not meed in che Foursh Grapel. Bt presumably Jobo could
ave osed it or some ncher word meening “divine,” if be had wished t do o,
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-Mﬁuﬂ_ﬁi"iﬂm:mwdhmmdmlhrhgmmr&m:m
equivalent and intérchangeable There would be no bo shear which is pot alss
b logos. Mﬁ:md&mwﬂmﬁhmmdmd
1:1, in which John writes that § Adyos & npde rav fede, This clause suggeses re-

_hhﬁnui!hﬂmﬁ:maf'pmmrdﬁfﬂmjﬂm,hﬂwmﬁtm.

fh’l'ﬂiﬂﬁﬁtrﬂhpﬂrﬁuﬂmmpﬁdﬁmwmﬂyﬂhﬂym
that the logor was “s god” or a divine being of some kind, beloaging to the gen-
eral cacegory of #bear but as & distincr being from bo sbeos. Claise B would be
an actenvared form of DX I would mesn chat the logos was “divine” wirthour
specifying Further in what way or w whar excent it was divine, It could also jm-
Ply thas the fngor, befng ooly tdeior, was subordinate o theos.

Joba evidendy wished 1o say something about the fogor thar was ocher dun
A and more than D and E Clavses B and C with an anarthrous predicate pre-
Hihgdlvﬂhmphudl}'quﬂjrﬂjmhmﬂnﬁ They inclicare chas the
Jegos hus the narure of fheor. There is no basis for regarding the predicate shooy
as definite Thil'mﬂnuhﬁmdtrqlﬁrdmmﬂ.mdﬁh&thqmﬂ&
then comtradicy the preceding clanse of 1:1

As Joho has just spoken in terms of relationship and differencistion berween
bﬂfﬂgﬁ:ﬁihﬁﬁm;hmﬂdimﬁyinﬂmﬂthﬂrhﬂr:hnﬂrmm
as belonging m the reality rbeos. Clauses B and C are identical in meaning bue
differ slightly in emphasis C would menn that the lagor ( rather dan somehing
else) had the mure of fheor, B means that the loges has the naore of theos
{rather than something else ). In this cliuse, the form thar John acreally uses,
the word séeor is placed at the beginning for emphasis.

Eﬂnmmmmlﬁeﬁmthwnh:uiim,hwmwiﬁumy
approached the meaning of this clause from the standpoins of the qualitarive fore
of sbear as an anarcheous predicare proceding the verh In many cazes their in-
terpretations agree with the explanation thar is given ebove. But considerarion
dﬂuquﬁmtiumﬂqnilﬁrwnuuﬂlmdlmdnﬂﬁuﬁmmdmppm
o their undersmnding of the clause. J. K. Bernard, for example, points our thae
Codex L rends bo thear Insead of thens. “But this," he continoes, "would identi-
fyﬂutugmwhhfhtmﬁtyﬂfdiviueninm:.ﬂﬂwuﬂmmdhtlwm
ceding clause  In g gimilar way W, F Howard writes thar shesy and be lagas
are not interchangeable.  Otherwise, he continues, "the writer coald not say ‘the
Word was with God' " Borh wrisers, in effect, are arguing thas the predicate
#hoar cannot be regarded as definite in this clanse. In terms of our amalysis above
this would mean thar clause B should not be assimilated w dause A

Bruce Vaoter explains the meaning of the clause wuccincdy snd lucidly; “The

% 1. H. Bernard, 4 Critsead and Bxogavical Comsrentary ou the Gorpal svcording 0 55
Jobw (Mew Yook: Scibaer, 1929) 1, 2.

“W. F. Howard, The Goupel according io 5o, Jobn {IB §; New Yok Abingdon-Colees.
by, 19523 464
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Word is divine, but he is not all of divinity, for be has alzesdy been disdnguished
from another divine Person ™™ Bur in terons of oor analysis it is imporans chae
we understand the phrase “the Weoed is divine” as an amempt o represent the
meaning of classe B mher than D ar B Undoubeedly Vawter means thas the
Word is "divine” in the sume sense thar bo theos is divine. Bat the English lan-
gunge is not as versarile at chis poing as Greek, and we con avpid misunderstand-
ing the English phrase oaly if we are awate of the parricular force of the Greek
exporession that it represents

In his discussion of this clause B. E. Beown regands the translation “the Word
was God" a3 coreect "for & modern Christian reader winse trinitarian background
has accosmomed him o chinking of 'God” as a luger concepe than 'God the Fa-
ther.' ™ Yer he also finds ft significant that sheor is anarthoous.  Later he adds,
“la v I¢ the Johannine hyma is bordering on the usage of "God’ for che Son, bat
by cmiring the article it avoids any suggession of personal identificarion of the
Word with the Facher, And for Genrile readers the line also avoids any sagges-
tion thar the Word was & second God in sny Hellenistic sense. "™ In verms of our
analysis above, Brown is arguing in effect thar clavse B should be differentiated
from A, on the oo hand, and D and E on the other

Rudolf Bultmann's explanation of the clanse also meflecss an appreciarion of
the qualitative force of Hheor withour specifically recognizing it as such.  The
clunge means first, he sugpests, thar the Logos is equarsd (gleichgersizz) with
God; “er wer Gost™  Bultmenn mesns by this char we must aoe think in perms
of rwo divine beings, in a polycheistic or gnostic sense™ Thas he guards against
sssimilaring clawse B eo D or B Bue he explains further thar this equation be-
tween the two is 0ot a simple identification ( esnfache Identifibation ), becanse the
Lowos was pros fom tbeoe™  [o this way he gumnds againe asimilaing B m dsuse
A Bultmann’s interpeetive instinet ot this point is unquestionably sound. In
terens of the analysis that we have proposed, o recognition of the qualisrive sig-
nificance of theor would remove some ambignity in his interpretacion by differ-

" B Vewter, The Goipel ascording fo Joba (JBC; Eaglewond Cliff, K. ].: Prentice-
Hall, 1968} 422,

= 5. E Brown, The Gorpel accordmg lo fobn, X { AB 1% Garden City: Doubleday,
1968) 5.

™ Boown, Jobs, X1, 24.

™ Bepmn | fobe, XTI, 25 also mentioos the view of De Ausejo that throughous the
peokogue the term "Ward™ means Jesus Christ, the Wond-become-flesh,  “IF chis is 30," be
commenis, "then perhups there i3 jostifoton for steing in he uso of the soarthrous Bwos
someching more bumble than the we of bo theor for the Farher.” Bt if sbeer is qualin-
e In feree, it b soc contrasted dicecely with o gheor.  Jobo evidendly wished w0 say hat
the Jogos was o less than theas, just as bo shent (by implication} bad the namme of theo

SR Bobmeann, Da: Evanpeliem day Jobawssr (Meyer I; Giningen: Vandenhosck &
Ruprechr, 1968) 16

= Bolmmaon, fobeawwdy, 1G6-17.

= Bulmans, Jobaowser, 17.
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Enﬁldngbuﬂmlhqgﬂrhtmuuth:ﬂanlqgmlhﬂdﬂﬂ:ﬁﬂ,nﬂbﬂ
theos as the "person” to whom the Logos stood in relation.  Only when this dis-
tinction is clear can we sy of the Logos thar “he was God.”

These examples illumrnse the difficulty of wanslacing the clavse accaratcly
inm English. Thm The Jermnalem Bibie rranslace, “the Word was God "

 The New Englivk Bible has, "whar God was, the Word was™ Good News for

Hadtmﬂdflhﬂ."hiﬂdmmn&:i The problem with all of these
trunslacions is that they could represent clanse A, in our analysis above, as well as

- B This dots mot mean, of course, thar the transtators were not aware of the issues

involved, nor does i necessarily 1nean thar they regarded the anarthrous sheor as
definite because it precedes the verb. Bur in all of these cases the English reades
might not understand exactly what John was oying w express. Perhaps the clause
couldd be translaced, “the Word had the same nanure 05 God ™ This would be one
mufmmﬂm]'uhn:dlmgln which I3, a3 | undersmnd it, thar bo logos, o

' less than bo theor, had the nature ol theos.

At a number of poines in this study we have seen thar anarchrous predicate
nouns preceding the verb may be peimarily qualitarive in force yet may also have
same connotation of definiteness.  The categories of qualisativencss and definite.
-'-hﬂ.ﬂtmﬂmmﬂj:ﬂlmqﬂ&n}mhhlﬂmmpﬂm
‘Issue for the interprecer w decide which emplisls o Greek writer bad in mind
As Colwell ealled attention to the possibilicy that such nouns may be definire, the
" peesent study has focmsed on cheir qualitacive force.  Tn Mark 15:39 [ would re-
gard the qualitarive emphasis & primary, although there may alxo be some connc-
“tation of definitencss. In John 1:1 T think char the qualivative frece of the predi-
cate is 50 promincor that the noun cannot be regarded as definie.

In interpreving claisses of this type it is importane o recsl] thar Greel writers
‘also had other types of word-veder available, If o writer simply wished o repre-
“Sent the subject a3 one of & class, he could use an anarthrous predicate noun alter
the verh, If he wished o emphasize that the peedicate noun was definite, he

~tould supply the article The availability of these ocher types of woed-order
g ngﬁmﬁ:rﬂ&ummymnmw:m&yhn&pmﬂyﬁqumﬂm-
; “tive emphasis in anarheous predicae nouns that precede the verh.




