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ABSTRACT

Hayes, Michael, E. “An Analysis of the Attributive Participle and the Relative Clause in
the Greek New Testament.” Ph.D. diss., Concordia Seminary, 2014. 379 pp.

Many New Testament Greek grammarians assert that the Greek attributive participle and
the Greek relative clause are “equivalent.” A survey of those assertions reveals a lack of
comprehensive and original research with respect to this grammatical “rule.”

James W. Voelz originally asserted that the two constructions were equivalent. In recent
times, however, he has made exploratory observations concerning the restrictive nature of
attributive participles and the possible nonrestrictive nature of relative clauses, thereby
questioning the notion of equivalence. His observations have served as an impetus to reassess
these grammatical constructions especially with respect to the restrictive/nonrestrictive
distinction.

The present work puts forth the findings of an analysis of every attributive participle and
relative clause in the Greek New Testament. The linguistic categories of restrictivity and
nonrestrictivity are thoroughly presented. Multiple restrictive and nonrestrictive clauses (both
attributive participles and relative clauses) are analyzed and general tendencies are noted. The
Accessibility Hierarchy provides a helpful framework for accurately comparing the two
constructions, focusing the central and critical analysis to the subject relative clause and the
attributive participle.

The analysis of the present work leads to the conclusion that with respect to the
restrictive/nonrestrictive distinction these two constructions could in no way be described as
“equivalent.” The attributive participle is primarily utilized to restrict its antecedent except under
certain prescribed circumstances, and when both constructions are grammatically and
stylistically feasible, the relative clause is predominantly utilized to relate nonrestrictively to its
antecedent. As a result, this study serves as a call to clarity and correction for New Testament
Greek grammarians, exegetes/commentators, and modern editors and translators of the Greek
New Testament.

XV



CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION: AN ANALYSIS OF THE ATTRIBUTIVE PARTICIPLE AND THE
RELATIVE CLAUSE IN THE GREEK NEW TESTAMENT

And let us be sure of this: we will not long preserve the gospel without the
languages. The languages are the sheath in which this sword of the Spirit is
contained; they are the casket in which this jewel is enshrined; they are the vessel in
which this wine is held; they are the larder in which this food is stored; and, as the
gospel itself points out, they are the baskets in which are kept these loaves and fishes
and fragments. If through our neglect we let the languages go (which God forbid!),
we shall . . . lose the gospel.'

Martin Luther, in “To The Councilmen of All Cities in Germany That They Establish and
Maintain Christian Schools,” asserts the necessity for studying the Scriptures in the original
languages.” Luther condemns the Waldensian brothers upon their disregard for the Biblical
languages when he states, “In short, they may lead saintly lives and teach sacred things among
themselves, but so long as they remain without the languages they cannot but lack what all the
rest lack, namely, the ability to treat Scripture with certainty and thoroughness and to be useful to
other nations.™ This sentiment demonstrates the underlying motivation for this dissertation,
namely to treat Scripture with “thoroughness.”

This thoroughness is not an end in itself but exists “to be useful to other nations” by
bringing clarity not only to the exegesis of the Greek New Testament but its translation into other

languages. The theologian and pastor must not merely utilize translated texts but must work in

' Martin Luther, “To The Councilmen of All Cities in Germany That They Establish and Maintain Christian
Schools,” in The Christian In Society Il (ed. Walther I. Brandt; vol. 45 of Luther’s Works, ed. Helmut T. Lehmann;
Philadelphia: Muhlenberg, 1962), 360.

2 LW, 45:357-66.



the original languages of the Bible with thoroughness. Our study aids exegetes to interpret the
text more readily with thoroughness so that all nations might be able to rightly understand its
message.

Amongst its many roles, the Church serves as steward of the Scriptures. If the Church does
not seek linguistic clarity at all levels, it neglects its duty to preserve, guard, and bring the
message of the Scriptures to all nations. This study seeks to add to this linguistic understanding
through analyzing the attributive participle and the relative clause in the Greek New Testament.

The problem we aim to address consists of a lack of clarity concerning how rightly to
interpret certain adjectival clauses (both attributive participles and relative clauses). For example,
the exegete/translator has some decisions to make with the relative clause in Rom 11:2a: odx
dndooto 6 850 TOV Aadv avtod dv mpoéyve. The NIV translates the clause, “God did not reject
his people, whom he foreknew,” while the ESV translates the clause, “God has not rejected his
people whom he foreknew.” By placing the comma after people, the NIV seems to be saying
something additional about God’s people. That is, God did not reject all of his people, and by the
way, he foreknew all his people. The ESV, however, by not placing the comma after people,
seems to be saying that God may have rejected some of his people, but the ones he foreknew, a
subset of all of his people, those he did not reject. So, did God not reject all of his people or did
he not reject only a remnant of them?

Another example to illustrate the problem comes from 1 Thess 2:14—15 and the usage of an
attributive participle: 1a a0td €ndBete Kol VUEG VIO TAV 1diwV CLUPLAETHY KBRS Kai adTol VIO
1@V Tovdaimv, TV kai TOV Kiplov dmoktevavimy Inocody kai Tovg tpoeritag. How should the

exegete interpret the attributive participle? The ESV translates, “the Jews, who killed both the

3 Luther, “Christian Schools,” in LW, 45:366.

* ESV: “You suffered the same things from your own countrymen as they did from the Jews, who killed both



Lord Jesus and the prophets,” while GWN translates, “the Jews who killed the Lord Jesus and
the prophets.” By placing the comma after the Jews, the ESV seems to be saying something
additional about all Jews. In essence, it assigns the killing of Jesus and the prophets to the Jewish
people as a whole. The GWN, however, by not placing the comma after the Jews, seems to be
limiting the referent of the Jews to a subset of the Jewish peoples as a whole. Such a reading
assigns the killing of Jesus and the prophets to a limited number of the Jewish people not the
Jewish people as a whole.

Scholars have looked at examples such as these and taken either side, or they are oblivious
to the distinction and don’t address it at all. The exegete must decide whether or not the clauses
are to be taken as restrictive or nonrestrictive. The purpose of this study is to bring linguistic
clarity and provide direction for the exegete/translator when confronted with such interpretive

difficulties.

The Thesis
Many scholars (Chrys Caragounis, Ernest Burton, Friedrich Blass, BDF, Archibald
Robertson, Nigel Turner, and James W. Voelz’)° assert that the Greek attributive participle and
the Greek relative clause are “equivalent.” This study demonstrates, however, that the attributive
participle is primarily utilized to restrict its antecedent except under certain prescribed
circumstances, and that when both constructions are grammatically and stylistically feasible, the

relative clause is predominantly utilized to relate nonrestrictively to its antecedent. It is proposed

the Lord Jesus and the prophets.”

* James W. Voelz changes his initial assertions on this topic in later years. This will be discussed below. His
later observations are the primary impetus for this dissertation.

® See “Explicit Assertions of Equivalence™ section on p. 6.



that a comprehensive survey of the relative clause and the attributive participle in the Greek New

Testament demonstrates the limitations of their purported equivalence.

The Restrictive/Nonrestrictive Distinction

While the nature of restrictive and nonrestrictive strategies will be further addressed in
their respective chapters, it will prove helpful to offer an introduction into this often confused
distinction. Generally speaking, in linguistic typology, various restrictive and nonrestrictive
modifying strategies can be employed to modify a head-noun: words, phrases, or clauses. “In
‘restrictive’ modification, the linguistic identity of the head is dependent upon the accompanying
modification; if it is not, the modification being inessential, the term non-restrictive is used.” So,
nonrestrictive modifiers add nonessential descriptive detail to their heads but do not limit,
specify, or identify them; they can be eliminated from the sentence without changing its basic
meaning.® In English and Spanish, nonrestrictive clauses are set off by commas. In the following
examples, the nonrestrictive strategies (in italics) could be eliminated from the sentence without
changing the essential meaning of the sentence:

1. My father, who was here yesterday, is fine.

2. My father, hale and hearty, was here yesterday.’

3. Mi hermano, que vive en México, tiene dos hijos.'® Translation: My brother, who

lives in Mexico, has two sons (i.e. there is only one brother, and he lives in
Mexico).

" David Crystal, A First Dictionary of Linguistics and Phonetics (Boulder, Colo.: Westview, 1980), 305.

¥ Arnold Lazarus, Andrew MacLeish, and H. Wendell Smith, Modern English: A Glossary of Literature and
Language (New York: Grosset and Dunlap, 1972), 407.

° English Examples taken from Arnold Leslie Lazarus, Andrew MacLeish, and H. Wendell Smith, Modern
English: A Glossary of Literature and Language, 407.

' Example taken from Benjamin F. Elson and Velma B. Pickett, Beginning Morphology and Syntax (Dallas:
Summer Institute of Linguistics, 1988), 132.



Restrictive modifiers limit the head concept, narrowing or specifying the meaning of the
noun-phrases they modify. The information provided is essential to the meaning of the sentence.
In English and Spanish, restrictive clauses are not set off by commas. In the following examples,
the restrictive clauses (in italics) could not be eliminated from the sentence without changing the
essential meaning of the sentence:

1. The car that I bought yesterday is newer than my other one."

2. Linguists who tire easily never finish the job."

3. Mi hermano que vive en México tiene dos hijos. Translation: My Brother who
lives in Mexico has two sons (i.e. other brothers live elsewhere)."”

The major part of our study looks at the restrictive and nonrestrictive tendencies of the attributive

participle and the relative clause in the Greek New Testament.

The Current Status of the Question
An analysis of a variety of factors and fields of study with respect to the purported
equivalence of the attributive participle and the relative clause in the Greek New Testament
reveals a somewhat convoluted state of affairs. Many grammarians explicitly state that the
attributive participle and the relative clause are equivalent while others seem to imply it.
Grammarians treat the relative clause quite extensively, but not consistently. Less attention has
been given to the attributive participle when compared to the relative clause, but grammarians do

analyze it. However, like the relative clause, they do not do so consistently.

"' Example taken from Lazarus, MacLeish, and Smith, Modern English, 432.
'* Example taken from Elson and Pickett, Beginning Morphology and Syntax, 132.
'3 Example taken from Elson and Pickett, Beginning Morphology and Syntax, 132.



Attributive Participle Equivalent to Relative Clause

Since the turn of the 20" century, a variety of scholars have explicitly stated that the
attributive participle and the relative clause are equivalent in the Greek New Testament.
Additionally, others do not assert this conclusion explicitly, but an analysis of their work
demonstrates they do so implicitly.

Explicit Assertions of Equivalence. In his treatment of the attributive participle,
Caragounis maintains that the New Testament follows Classical Greek by often substituting a
relative clause for the attributive participle." To illustrate his point, Caragounis cites John 12:1:
Aalopog, v fiyepev ék vexpdv 'Incods. He maintains that this relative clause takes the place of
the participial form éyepOeic.'” Additionally, he contends that analogically the phrase o0
népyovtog pue matpds found in John 14:24 “could have been substituted for by the relative 6g
Enegpyev pe.”'® Furthermore, he asserts, “This parallel use of the attributive participle and its
equivalent, the relative clause, continues to obtain in literary compositions until B[yzantine]
times.™"

Many grammarians since the turn of the 20" century have purported, similar to Caragounis,
that the attributive participle is equivalent to the relative clause. In the following paragraphs the
assertions of Ernest Burton, Friedrich Blass, BDF, Archibald Robertson, Nigel Turner, and

James W. Voelz will be considered.

" Chrys C. Caragounis, The Development of Greek and the New Testament: Morphology, Syntax, Phonology,
and Textual Transmission (WUNT 167; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2004), 175.

' Caragounis, Development of Greek, 175.
' Caragounis, Development of Greek, 175.

' Caragounis, Development of Greek, 175. Caragounis abbreviates the Byzantine phase (A.D. 600—1000, Early
Neohellenic) of Modern Greek (A.D. 600-2000) with B. See p. xx.



Burton contends that an “attributive adjective participle” is equivalent to a relative clause.'
He actually makes a distinction between two types of attributive participles; they are either
“restrictive or explanatory” (nonrestrictive)."” Burton highlights the restrictive attributive
participle stating that “an attributive Adjective Participle [sic] may be used to define or identify
its subject, pointing out what person or thing is meant. It is then equivalent to a restrictive
relative clause.”™ Burton then cites John 6:50 as an example of such a restrictive attributive
participle: “o0tdg éotv 6 &ptog 6 £k Tod 0Opavod xatafaivav, this is the bread which cometh
down out of heaven.”* Notice that in his translation he utilizes an English restrictive relative
clause (the bread which cometh down out of heaven), further illustrating his assertion of
equivalence for the attributive participle and the relative clause. The relative clause limits the
idea from all bread to only that bread that comes down out of heaven. After addressing the
restrictive attributive participle Burton continues on to address the “explanatory” (nonrestrictive)
attributive participle, stating that it is utilized to “describe a person or thing already known or
identified. It is then equivalent to an explanatory relative clause.”?

Blass, similarly to Burton, states that attributive participles are equivalent to relative
clauses in a section heading: “Participle as attribute (or in apposition) with or without an article,
equivalent to a relative sentence.”” He cites the attributive participle found in Matt 25:34 and

gives what its relative clause equivalent would be as follows: “ti|v fitowwoopévny Opiv Baciieiav,

'8 Ernest De Witt Burton, Syntax of the Moods and Tenses in New Testament Greek (3d ed.; Edinburgh: T&T
Clark, 1898; repr., 1955), 164, 166.

' Burton, Moods and Tenses, 164.
® Burton, Moods and Tenses, 164.

2! Burton, Moods and Tenses, 165. We will take note of this example below. Burton also cites Jude 17 as an
example.

22 Burton, Moods and Tenses, 166. It should be noted that the four explanatory attributive participle examples
cited by Burton modify proper nouns and one of his examples may be considered to fall into a different category.

3 Friedrich Wilhelm Blass, Grammar of New Testament Greek (trans. Henry St. John Thackeray. rev. and enl.
ed.; London: Macmillan, 1911), 242.



= v B. fj Oiv froipactor.”* Furthermore, Blass also cites Luke 6:48 and Matt 7:24 where the
synonyms &vOpwnog and aviip, in the context of direct parabolic speech, are modified by an
attributive participle and relative clause respectively:

Luke 6:48: avOp®dn® oikodopodvTt oikiav

Matt 7:24: avdpi gpovipw, dotig Grodouncev’

These same assertions are maintained in the later edition of Blass’s work, BDF, which
states that the attributive participle is “equivalent to a relative clause.”

Robertson refers to Blass and states that the “articular-attributive participle . . . is
equivalent to a relative.””” Robertson cites proof for this by referring to Acts 10:18 and 10:32,%
which Blass had also cited.” He maintains this notion of equivalence based upon the observation
that Peter’s name is clarified by an attributive participle in Acts 10:18, Zipwv 0 €mcaiodpevog
[Métpog, and then by a relative clause in Acts 10:32, Zipwva 6¢ emkaksiton [1érpoc.”® He also
repeats Blass’s claims with respect to the synonymous words &v0pwmog and avrp, in Luke 6:48
and Matt 7:24.%'

Turner follows suit and contends that the attributive participle “is equivalent to a relative

clause.™ Turner also cites Luke 6:48 and Matt 7:24 as the prime example that attributive

H Blass, New Testament Greek, 242.
3 Blass, New Testament Greek, 242.
% BDF, § 412.

27 Archibald Thomas Robertson, A Grammar of the Greek New Testament in the Light of Historical Research
(Nashville: Broadman, 1934), 1105.

% Robertson, Grammar, 1105.
2 Blass, New Testament Greek, 242.
30 Robertson, Grammar, 1105.

3 Robertson, Grammar, 1105. Robertson also utilizes the following verses: Luke 6:49, Rom 8:24, Matt 27:33
and Mark 5:25, 27.

32 Nigel Turner, Syntax (vol. 3 of 4 Grammar of New Testament Greek; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1963), 152.



participles and adjectival relative clauses are equivalent.”> Turner puts forth a number of
examples of attributive participles without giving much explanation as to how or why they might
be equivalent to a relative clause.** Following that section Turner states, “Also equivalent to a
relative clause is the very frequent apposition 6 Aeydpevog, (énxaiovpevog, with proper name
following, always with an article after the person or object named.”** Following Blass and
Robertson, Turner claims proof for this reality by also claiming that the attributive participle in
Acts 10:18, Zipwv 6 émkarodpevog [MéTpog, is equivalent to the adjectival relative clause found
in Acts 10:32, Zipwvo 8¢ émxodeiton [1érpog.®

Similarly, though with slightly different terminology than the aforementioned scholars,
Voelz states, “An attributive position participle is the equivalent of a subordinate clause
introduced by a relative pronoun. Thus, when interpreting such participles, one tends to use a
relative pronoun in English translation.”” Voelz has composed two sentences to show how
essentially the two constructions are equivalent. The first is an attributive participle: 6
oTpaTIDTNG O Sidkwv TOV dobAov gids TOv Anotiv.*® He provides a translational equivalent as

follows, “The soldier pursuing the slave saw the bandit.”

Voelz then puts forth the equivalent
phrase in the form of a subordinate clause introduced by the relative pronoun as: 6 ctpoaTidTng 6¢G

£diwke TOv dobAov €ide TOV Anot)v.*® He translates this sentence as follows: “The soldier who

3 Turner, Syntax, 152.

34 Turner, Syntax, 152.

3 Turner, Syntax, 152.

% Turner, Syntax, 152.

37 James W. Voelz, Fundamental Greek Grammar (2d ed.; St. Louis: Concordia, 1993), 139.
8 Voelz, Fundamental Greek, 139.

3 Voelz, Fundamental Greek, 139.

0 Voelz, Fundamental Greek, 139.



was pursuing the slave saw the bandit.”*' Both Voelz’s Greek sentences, and English
equivalents, demonstrate his assertion that the attributive participle and the relative clause are
equivalent constructions.

Implicit Assertions of Equivalence. As we have considered the explicit assertions
concerning the equivalence of the attributive participle and the relative clause, some scholars
lean toward this assertion of equivalence even though they explicitly do not use such
terminology. The work of Herbert Smyth, James Boyer and Daniel Wallace will be considered
below.

Smyth states, “Relative clauses correspond to attributive adjectives (or participles), since

2942

like adjectives they serve to define substantives.”** Smyth provides an example from Xenophon’s
Cyropaedia 3.1.33: “cbv 10ig Onc0VPOTG 0iG O RATP KATEMTEY . . . With the treasures which my
father left.”? Smyth basically contends that this relative clause’s equivalent consists of, “toig Vo
100 TaTPOG KatarelpOeion.”

Boyer examines the participle, and with respect to its adjectival use he states that it can
usually be translated into English as a relative clause, but he makes no explicit statement of the
purported equivalence to the relative clause.* However, further analysis of his work on the
participle as compared to his work on the relative clause reveals an implicit adherence that the

two constructions are equivalent. In his work on the participle, with respect to the adjectival

functions of an attributive participle, Boyer contends, “As an adjective it stands in gender,

' Voelz, Fundamental Greek, 139.

> Herbert Weir Smyth, Greek Grammar (rev. ed. by Gordon M. Messing; Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1984), § 2488.

“ Smyth, Greek, § 2488.
44 Smyth, Greek, § 2488. Sec n. 29 of ch. 6, which mentions attributive participles of this nature.

* James L. Boyer, “The Classification of Participles: A Statistical Study,” Grace Theological Journal 5 (1984):
163-79.

10



number and case agreement with a noun or other substantive, and in some way modifies,
describes, or limits that substantive.”* Essentially he is stating here that attributive participles
modify a substantive either nonrestrictively (“describes™) or restrictively (“limits”). Boyer
contends that attributive participles modify their substantives in both of these ways. Then, when
one analyzes his work on the relative clause, one sees that he describes it similarly, “Adjectival
relative clauses may be descriptive or restrictive (identifying), just as other adjectives. Adjectival
clauses are descriptive when they ascribe a quality or attribute to the antecedent, and restrictive
when they define or identify the antecedent.”*’ Boyer essentially asserts that both the attributive
participle and the adjectival relative clause modify their substantives in an identical manner and
there exists no difference between the two in respect to the nature of their modification,
especially in terms of the restrictive and nonrestrictive distinction.

Wallace also states that with respect to translation one “should normally translate the
attributive participle as though it were a relative clause (e.g., 6 Tatiip cov 0 Aérev v 1@
KpuTt® dmoddoel oot [‘your Father who sees in secret will reward you’] in Matt 6:4).”* While
he makes no explicit statement of equivalence, in his discussion of adjectival clauses (which
include adjectival participles and relative pronoun clauses, among others) he states that, “Every
adjectival clause describes, explains, or restricts a noun, pronoun, or other substantive. It has no
functional subcategories.” Wallace then cites examples of the various adjectival clauses, two of
which are the “adjectival participle” and the “relative pronoun clause.” Essentially, therefore, he

would maintain that his cited examples in 2 Cor 3:3, 8g0b {@vtog, and in Eph 6:17, tiv péayapav

* Boyer, “Classification of Participles,” 163-64.
47 James L. Boyer, “Relative Clauses in the Greek New Testament: A Statistical Study,” G7J 9 (1988): 235.

*® Daniel B. Wallace, Greek Grammar beyond the Basics: An Exegetical Syntax of the New Testament (Grand
Rapids, Mich.: Zondervan, 1996), 617-18 .

¥ Wallace, Greek Grammar, 662.
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10D TVvedpatog, 6 otwv pijua Osod, are equivalent. That is to say, they both modify their
substantives, the first is restrictive and the other is nonrestrictive. He makes no distinction as to
whether one tends toward one modifying strategy or the other; so, one could infer that Wallace
implicitly contends the two constructions to be equivalent in their function as adjectival clauses.

Summary of Explicit and Implicit Assertions of Equivalence. The survey of the
aforementioned grammarians has revealed a recurring consensus concerning the nature of the
attributive participle. Caragounis, Burton, Blass, BDF, Robertson, Turner, and Voelz explicitly
asseverate that the attributive participle is equivalent to a relative clause. While not explicitly
stating this grammatical assertion, Smyth, Boyer and Wallace all seem to imply that there is no
difference in the nature in which attributive participles modify their respective substantives in
comparison to relative clauses.

Evaluation of Assertions of Equivalence. An analysis of the assertions of equivalence
reveals some items of concern. First, Robertson’s argumentation seems to rely heavily on Blass.
He also repeats Blass’s claims with respect to the synonymous words GvBpwmog and avijp in
Luke 6:48 and Matt 7:24. Turner also cites these two verses as the prime example that attributive
participles and relative clauses are equivalent. In fact, as one looks at the argumentation from
Blass to BDF to Robertson to Turner, one notices a very similar line of reasoning with
practically identical argumentation and proof texts. This gives the appearance of a lack of
original research by multiple grammarians. Additionally, all of the scholars in the above two
sections give limited examples of the phenomenon and there exists no reference to
comprehensive studies that could validate their assertions. This seems to indicate that no
comprehensive analysis exists to verify their conclusions. Furthermore, Burton is the only

grammarian that makes reference to the restrictive and nonrestrictive (his term is “explanatory™)

30 Wallace, Greek Grammar, 662.
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distinction. And, although he seems to be somewhat aware of this linguistic category, he still
contends that they are fully equivalent constructions yet he does not provide substantial data to
back up his claim. All of these items of concern demonstrate that valid questions need to be
answered with respect to the equivalence of the attributive participle to the relative clause. These

issues underscore the need for this inquiry.

Relative Clause

When examining the syntactical functions of the relative clause, several grammarians assert
both parallel and contradictory ideas. We will consider assertions pertaining to restrictive and
nonrestrictive relative clauses. Additionally, the concept of a relative connective will be
presented (also labeled relative continuative or continuative relative clause).

Restrictive and Nonrestrictive Relative Clauses. In their respective treatments of the
relative clause, Burton, Boyer, Wallace, and Stephen Levinsohn all comment on the nature of the
adjectival modification in which relative clauses participate.” Their language and terminology
vary but they all essentially assert that the relative clause modifies substantives both restrictively
and nonrestrictively.

In his treatment of the relative clause, Burton contends that relative clauses may be either
“restrictive or explanatory. A restrictive clause defines its antecedent, indicating what person,
thing, place, or manner is signified. An explanatory clause adds a description to what is already
known or sufficiently defined. The former identifies, the latter describes.”® Burton cites John

15:20 as an example of a restrictive relative clause as follows: pvnuovevete 100 Adyov ov &yed

*! These scholars are highlighted because of their direct assertions regarding nonrestrictive and restrictive
modification.

52 Burton, Moods and Tenses, 119.
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ginov Opiv, remember the word that I said unto you.> As far as explanatory (nonrestrictive)
relative clauses are concerned, Burton cites Eph 6:17 as follows: “mijv payoipav tod avedpatog,
& gomwv pRiua Bgod, the sword of the Spirit, which is the word of God.”**

Similarly, as we noted above under our treatment of the participle, Boyer treats adjectival
relative clauses and states that they “may be descriptive or restrictive (identifying), just as other
adjectives. Adjectival clauses are descriptive when they ascribe a quality or attribute to the
antecedent, and restrictive when they define or identify the antecedent.” ** Boyer maintains that
the categories are not mutually exclusive and can overlap, which requires the reader to deduce
from context the intended meaning of the author.”® He asserts that the relative clause found in
Matt 1:16 could go either way and that the interpreter must judge from context alone. He
maintains that the phrase, Tov &vdpa Mapiag, & g éysvviOn Incodc, could be either describing
Mary as Jesus’ mother, nonrestrictive, or it could be identifying her as distinct from other women
who have the same name (“the Mary who bore Jesus™), restrictive.”” Additionally, he cites Matt
2:9, Koi 10D 6 dotip, Ov €ldov &v Tij dvatoAfi, and maintains that the relative clause is clearly
restrictive.” One can readily determine that Boyer contends that relative clauses can be translated

either restrictively or nonrestrictively; he holds that one must determine this solely from context.

% Burton, Moods and Tenses, 119. We agree that this classification is true but also point out that it would be
stylistically awkward to construct this phrase with an attributive participle. See ch. 6 and the discussion of the
Accessibility Hierarchy. Furthermore Burton also cites Matt 28:6 and Mark 2:20 as restrictive relative clauses.
Burton’s scope of analysis is somewhat broader then the concerns of our study since these examples utilize
subordinating conjunctions, dmov and &tav, respectively.

3% Burton, Moods and Tenses, 119. Eph 6:17 will be discussed further below. It should be noted that Burton
also cites Luke 4:16 as an explanatory relative clause. This modifying clause, however, utilizes the adverb of place,
ov. This type of phrase lies outside the area of our study which focuses primarily upon relative clauses that contain a
relative pronoun.

5 Boyer, “Relative Clauses,” 235.
% Boyer, “Relative Clauses,” 235.
37 Boyer, “Relative Clauses,” 235.

58 Boyer, “Relative Clauses,” 235.
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Wallace speaks along similar lines, though somewhat more generally, in his discussion of
the relative pronoun Og. He states that the relative pronoun “is routinely used to link a noun or
other substantive to the relative clause, which either describes, clarifies, or restricts the meaning

of the noun.”™

In this statement Wallace upholds that relative clauses qualify substantives both
restrictively (“clarifies, or restricts™) and nonrestrictively (“describes™). Wallace provides a
number of examples; two of which he presents as follows:*

Rev. 1:1: Anoxdivyig ' Incod Xprotod fjv Edwkev avtd 6 Bedg

The Revelation of Jesus Christ, which God gave to him

Matt. 1:16: lox®dB 8¢ Syévwnoev 1oV Toch tov 8vdpa Mapiag, &€ fig éysvvien 'Incoig

Jacob became the father of Joseph, the husband of Mary, by whom was born Jesus

Wallace also cites three other verses explicitly: John 1:26, Acts 4:10 and Eph 2:2-3.
Wallace then invites the reader to independently consider “also Mark 14:71; Luke 2:11; John
1:13; Acts 17:3; Rom 1:2; 2 Cor 7:7; Eph 1:6; Phil 3:8; 1 Pet 2:22.7%* On the whole, Wallace
contends that relative clauses are capable of both restrictive and nonrestrictive modification,
even though he does not use that specific vocabulary.

Levinsohn follows current linguistic typology in dividing the relative clause into restrictive
and nonrestrictive categories stating, “Linguists commonly divide relative clauses into two types:

restrictive and nonrestrictive.”® He cites linguist Bernard Comrie and maintains that a restrictive

clause, “‘serves to delimit the potential referents’ (Comrie 1989:138).”* He gives the following

*® Wallace, Greek Grammar, 336.
% Wallace, Greek Grammar, 336.
* Wallace, Greek Grammar, 336.
2 Wallace, Greek Grammar, 337.

% Stephen H. Levinsohn, Discourse Features of New Testament Greek: A Coursebook on the Information
Structure of New Testament Greek (2d ed.; Dallas: SIL International, 2000), 190.

% Levinsohn, New Testament Greek, 190.



English example to illustrate this, “The man {who arrived yesterday} left this morning,”®

Levinsohn defines a nonrestrictive clause by citing Comrie again, “A nonrestrictive relative
clause ‘serves merely to give the hearer an added piece of information about an already
identified entity, but not to identify that entity.’ (loc. Cit.), as in: Mr. Smith, {who arrived
yesterday}, left this morning.”* With respect to the Greek New Testament, Levinsohn contends
that both restrictive and nonrestrictive relative clauses are contained therein.*’” To illustrate a
restrictive relative clause he refers to Luke 1:26, “sic né\w tiig Talihaiog ) dvopa Nalapih,”
and maintains that, “The clause ‘whose name is Nazareth’ delimits the potential referents of ‘a
city of Galilee’.”*® As far as nonrestrictive clauses are concerned, he cites Acts 9:36, “Tafi04, #
Sigpunvevopévn Aéysrar Aopxdg .”* He maintains that “the clause ‘which means Dorcas’ adds a
piece of information about an already identified entity.”” We should point out that Levinsohn
labels the simple nonrestrictive adjectival modification strategy for relative clauses as
“appositional.” Acts 9:36, quoted above, is an example of this. He then cites three more
examples that fall into this “appositional” category: Acts 8:27¢c; Acts 8:27d; and Acts 16:12b.”"
Summary and Evaluation of Restrictive and Nonrestrictive Relative Clause
Assertions. While they state it differently and may have slightly different nuances, Burton,

Boyer, Wallace and Levinsohn all maintain that relative clauses can be either restrictive or

% Levinsohn, New Testament Greek, 190.

% Levinsohn, New Testament Greek, 190.
¢ Levinsohn, New Testament Greek, 190.
o8 Levinsohn, New Testament Greek, 190.
69 Levinsohn, New Testament Greek, 191.

" Levinsohn, New Testament Greek, 191. Additionally, Levinsohn’s analysis of the relative clause goes beyond
classifying adjectival modification as restrictive or nonrestrictive. We will deal with that aspect of his analysis in the
“Relative Connective/Continuative™ discussion below.

" Levinsohn, New Testament Greek, 193-95.
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nonrestrictive. A cursory evaluation of some of their assertions, however, supports the need for
our study.

Boyer demonstrates unclear and inconsistent reasoning when he addresses the
restrictive/nonrestrictive nature of the relative clause. For example, when he states that the
categories are not mutually exclusive, it would benefit the reader if he had provided examples.
Does he mean that there exist relative clauses that are both restrictive and nonrestrictive? Or does
he assert that there exists another category somewhere in between restrictive and nonrestrictive
modification? His assertion remains nebulous. Furthermore, when Boyer cites Matt 2:9, kai idov
6 dothp, Ov sidov év Tij &vatoAij, and maintains that the relative clause is clearly restrictive,” it is
ironic that he chooses to provide the following translation from the NASB’, “the star, which
they had seen in the East.”” The NASB clearly translates it as nonrestrictive, as one can easily
determine from the comma placed after the substantive and before the relative clause.™ This
coupled with his elusive assertion above causes one to wonder if Boyer readily understands the
restrictive/nonrestrictive distinction. Boyer’s inconsistencies support the need for further clarity
in this study.

With respect to Wallace, the two cited examples above, Rev 1:1 and Matt 1:16, both
modify their substantives nonrestrictively. Wallace also cites three other verses explicitly: John
1:26, Acts 4:10 and Eph 2:2-3.7 John 1:26 falls outside of our study because the relative clause
is functioning substantively with no explicit antecedent. Additionally, the other two verses

modify their substantives nonrestrictively. Then, out of the additional nine verses that he invites

2 Boyer, “Relative Clauses,” 2335.
3 Boyer, “Relative Clauses,” 235.

7 Sec the section titled “Translation Practices of the Greek New Testament™ on p. 50 of this chapter. The
necessity of this study is discussed with respect to a lack of consistency in translations depicting the
restrictive/nonrestrictive distinction.

7 Wallace, Greek Grammar, 336.
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the reader to independently review, only two of the relative clauses that they contain could be
possibly considered restrictive:

Mark 14:71: tov GvBponov todtov Ov Afyete.”

2 Cor 7:7: &v tij mopaxAfoet 1| mopsihién é¢° dpiv

On the whole, Wallace seeks to demonstrate that relative clauses are capable of both
restrictive and nonrestrictive modification. However, one should note that of the examples
provided and referred to, eleven are nonrestrictive, two are possibly restrictive,” and one
functions as a substantive with no antecedent.

Levinsohn’s assertions also give rise to questioning. He gives only one explicit example of
a restrictive relative clause. However, for nonrestrictive adjectival relative clauses, he presents a
total of four examples.” In addition he labels this type of adjectival modification “appositional.”
In fact, Levinsohn has two categories for nonrestrictive relative clauses, which he bases on
George Winer’s assertions.” Levinsohn states, “Nonrestrictive relative clauses in Greek are
traditionally subdivided into appositional (as in Acts 9:36) and continuative.”® Levinsohn’s
nonrestrictive appositional category seems to be tantamount to nonrestrictive adjectival

modification. This choice of terminology seems somewhat confusing. At first it appears that

7 Boas, “Deep and Surface Structure Problems of Restrictive and Non-restrictive Constructions,” Folia
Linguistica 21 (1977): 39, and Jespersen, The Philosophy of Grammar (London: Allen & Unwin, 1968), 112, assert
that with determiners like obtog, restrictive modification is impossible.

7 Note that the nature of the relative clauses cited: Mark 14:71 contains a direct object relative clause and 2
Cor 7:7 an oblique relative clause. This will be discussed more thoroughly in ch. 6.

78 Levinsohn also gives more examples of nonrestrictive relative clauscs; these are discussed in the section
titled “Relative Connective/Continuative” below.

7 George B. Winer, A Treatise on the Grammar of New Testament Greek: Regarded as a Sure Basis for New
Testament Exegesis (trans. W. F. Moulton; 3d rev. ed.; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1882), 680.

8 Levinsohn, New Testament Greek, 191. We will discuss this second category, continuative, in the next
section. Matthews states that apposition differs “from modification (or attribution) in that there is no clear tendency
for either element to qualify the other.” Matthew Peters, The Concise Oxford Dictionary of Linguistics (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1997), 22. However, it should be noted that T-G (Transformational Grammar) linguists
often utilize the term appositive to refer to nonrestrictive clauses.
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Levinsohn ostensibly subsumes both adjectival modification and apposition under the category
“appositional.” However, when one looks at Winer’s definition of appositional, it appears that
Winer is referring to adjectival modification alone (which would include both restrictive and
nonrestrictive types), but his assertions are somewhat cryptic when he describes appositional
clauses as “more or less essential to the integrity of the sentence.”®'

This brief evaluation of the aforementioned scholars demonstrates that some work needs to
be done with respect to grammatical assertions concerning the restrictive and nonrestrictive
relative clause. There seems to exist a lack of clarity with respect to the application, parameters
and definitions of the terms. Furthermore, we should note the nature of the majority of examples
utilized by these scholars. Most of these examples relate to their substantives nonrestrictively.
This raises the question as to whether or not this is a tendency in the Greek of the New
Testament. Do relative clauses tend to relate to their substantives nonrestrictively as this subset
of examples seems to suggest?

Relative Connective/Continuative. Another category of relative clause classification
exists beyond that of strict adjectival modification. Though they articulate the phenomenon
differently, essentially Boyer, BDF, Levinsohn, Winer, and H. E. Dana & Julius Mantey provide
argumentation for an additional category to be considered in a taxonomy of the relative clause.

While speaking about restrictivity and nonrestrictivity with regard to the adjectival relative
clause, Boyer highlights another category, which he describes as the “relative connective,” a
term that he borrows from BDF.* He cites the treatment of sentence structure in BDF for this

category.®” BDF, based on Aristotle, distinguish two types of style in Greek when it comes to

81 Winer, Treatise on the Grammar, 680.
8 Boyer, “Relative Clauses,” 235.
¥ BDF, § 458.
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sentence structure, “the running or continuous and the compact or periodic.” In the running or
continuous style, elements “are strung loosely together one after the other,” which normally
characterizes “plain and unsophisticated language.”® BDF maintain that a form of this “running
style” of Greek occurs when “the first sentence is extended by means of a participial phrase, a
clause introduced by 611, a relative clause, or a similar construction”.* BDF assert that a relative
connective can be characterized by “a loosening of the connection of the relative clause to the
preceding complex sentence; something intermediate between a relative clause and a
demonstrative clause: “6¢ = and this, but this, this very thing.”® BDF cite a number of examples
of this. Acts 3:15, they maintain, has two occurrences of the relative clause functioning in the
relative connective capacity: Tov 8¢ dpymyov tiig (wijg drekteivate Ov O Be0¢ fysipev ék vekpdY,
0¥ TuEic paprupés éopev.”® Another example they provide is 2 Tim 4:14—15: AL&Eavdpog 6
XOAKEVG TOAAG POt Kok Evedei&aTo- dmodmaogt avTd 6 kOprog KaTh T& Epya adToD- OV Kai o
puAdooov, Aiav yap avtéot toig fuetépoig Loyors.* The ESV translates as follows: “Alexander
the coppersmith did me great harm; the Lord will repay him according to his deeds. Beware of
him yourself, for he strongly opposed our message.” Notice how the translators highlight the
loosening of the connection to the referent of the relative clause; they start a completely new
sentence. This highlights the emphasis that perhaps the relative clause here has moved beyond a

function of pure adjectival modification of a substantive.

% BDF, § 458.

% BDF, § 458. While BDF maintain this we do not necessarily agree with the conclusion that this style is *plain
and unsophisticated.” Both Lysias and the author of Hebrews exhibit this style and would not represent such a
categorization.

% BDF, § 458 (emphasis mine).
8 BDF, § 458.

% BDF, § 458. ESV: “and you killed the Author of life, whom God raised from the dead. To this we are
witnesses.”

% BDF, § 458.
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Boyer highlights this phenomenon as well in his comparison to English translations. He
contends that “long sentences are broken down into many shorter ones in conformity to modern
style” when one looks at more recent translations as compared to older ones.” Boyer cites Paul’s
long sentence in Eph 1:4—-14, where the KJV makes it into three sentences, and more modern
translations such as the NASB” and the NIV break it into six sentences.” He notes that in the
KJV the last two sentences of the three-sentence division are started by a relative clause. With
respect to the NASB”” and the NIV, he notes that after the first sentence “all but two breaks
come at a relative.””” Boyer then highlights that “even the Nestle26 Greek text divides the
passage into four sentences; after the opening one each begins with a relative.”” Boyer also notes
that in an analysis of the translations of relative clauses in the NASB'’, nearly 10% of them are
translated with a personal or demonstrative pronoun or an actual noun.”* Boyer highlights all of
this to reinforce his claim that this separate category should be recognized because these relative
clauses of the relative connective type go “beyond the functions of regular adjectives.”

We have previously discussed Levinsohn’s assertion of relative clauses functioning
restrictively and nonrestrictively. Levinsohn, as noted earlier, also further divides the
nonrestrictive category, stating, “Nonrestrictive relative clauses in Greek are traditionally

subdivided into appositional (as in Acts 9:36) and continuative.” He cites Winer as his

authority for the appositional and continuative category (Winer’s position is discussed below).”

® Boyer, “Relative Clauses,” 235.

ol Boyer, “Relative Clauses,” 235.

2 Boyer, “Relative Clauses,” 235-36.

% Boyer, “Relative Clauses,” 236.

9 Boyer, “Relative Clauses,” 236.

93 Boyer, “Relative Clauses,” 235.

% Levinsohn, New Testament Greek, 191.

" Winer, Treatise on the Grammar, 680.
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Levinsohn contends that continuative relative clauses “typically describe an event that involves
the referent of the relative pronoun and occurs subsequent to the previous event or situation in
which the referent featured.”” His nonrestrictive continuative category seems to go beyond
adjectival modification and demonstrates similarities to Boyer’s relative connective
classification. Levinsohn contends that Acts 28:23 provides an illustrative example of this
phenomenon: §A8ov mpdg adTdv gig Tiv Egviav mheioveg olg &Eetifeto SrapapTupdpevog TV
Bactieiav Tob H00.” Levinsohn maintains that the referent of the relative pronoun is the people
who came to Paul in his lodging and that the continuative relative clause “describes an event that
involves these referents and that occurs subsequent to the event of 23b.”'® Whether one agrees
with Levinsohn’s conclusions or not, one can agree that something more is happening with these
relative clauses than mere adjectival modification. For our purposes it is important to observe
that his continuative relative clause distinction appears to be a valid distinction and something
more akin to coordination rather than modification seems to be present.

Winer, from whom Levinsohn bases his continuative relative clause category, states that
“¢ is continuative, and can be resolved into xai ovtog; examples of this kind are mainly found in

192 He cites Acts

narration.”"" Winer provides 14 examples, all from Acts except one from Luke.
16:23-24 as follows: £Bakov gig puiaxtv mapayyeilavteg 1@ deopopdraxt . . . Og mapayyeiiov
towdvmv.”'® The NASB’ reads as follows: “they threw them into prison, commanding the jailer;

4 and he, . . . such a command.” The NASB”’ translation demonstrates what Winer contends.

% Levinsohn, New Testament Greek, 191.

% Levinsohn, New Testament Greek, 191. KJV: “There came many to him into 4is lodging; to whom he
expounded and testified the kingdom of God.”

19 1 evinsohn, New Testament Greek, 191.
! Winer, Treatise on the Grammar, 680.

102 Winer, Treatise on the Grammar, 680. Acts 13:43; 16:23-24; Luke 10:30; Acts 3:2-3; 13:30-31; 14:9;
16:14,16; 17:10; 19:25; 21:4; 23:14; 28:23.
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Essentially, when the relative clause continues the idea beyond adjectival modification, it
functions more like coordination with a demonstrative or personal pronoun. Winer seems to
describe a relative clause’s restrictive or nonrestrictive adjectival modification as whether or not
the relative sentence is “more or less essential to the integrity of the sentence.”'™ When the
clause seems to go beyond this definition, then it falls into the continuative category, according
to Winer.

Comparable to Winer, Dana, and Mantey assert, “The relative was originally identical with
the demonstrative.”'” They summarize the relative’s diachronic history stating that while in
Sanskrit the relative lost its demonstrative force, in Greek it has persisted.'® Dana and Mantey
maintain that in Homer 0g is used both as demonstrative and relative, and that in Attic prose it
sometimes retains its demonstrative nature.'” This demonstrative usage of the relative “continues
into the Koine, and is found in the New Testament.”'® Essentially, Dana and Mantey have
established a relative connective category for the relative clause that goes beyond normal
adjectival modification and resembles coordination.

Summary and Evaluation of Relative Connective/Continuative Assertions. Upon
surveying the aforementioned scholars, a congruency and similarity between their assertions is
evident. Levinsohn’s continuative category demonstrates similarities to Boyer’s relative
connective classification (following BDF) and similar to Dana and Mantey’s contentions.

Winer’s diachronic and synchronic summary of §g also lines up well with these assertions. On

19 Winer, Treatise on the Grammar, 680.
1% Winer, Treatise on the Grammar, 680.

195 H. E. Dana and Julius R. Mantey, A Manual Grammar of the Greek New Testament (New York: Macmillan,
1927), 125.

1% Dana and Mantey, Manual Grammar, 125.

97 Dana and Mantey, Manual Grammar, 125.

1% Dana and Mantey, Manual Grammar, 125.
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the whole, according to these grammarians, one could reasonably establish that when analyzing
relative clauses, one might not only utilize the restrictive and nonrestrictive distinction to
describe adjectival modification but could also consider the relative connective/continuative
clause as an aspect of the taxonomy.

However, while a certain level of congruency exists among these scholarly assertions, a
lack of clarity and consistency can also be discerned. Boyer, for example, claims relative clauses
of the relative connective type go “beyond the functions of regular adjectives.”'” However, in
what appears to be a somewhat contradictory statement, Boyer contends that “such relative
connectives are still adjectival and could probably be classified as either descriptive or
restrictive, but the consideration that has prompted their separate treatment is the fact that they
move the thought of the sentence into a new area.”''° Boyer seems to indicate that an analysis of
the adjectival relative clause should account for those clauses that seem to go beyond merely
modifying a substantive, but are more readily functioning as demonstrative or personal pronouns.
The assertion, however, that these clauses go beyond the regular function of adjectival
modification and yet at the same time are still simple adjectival clauses (functioning both
restrictively and nonrestrictively) does appear inconsistent.

Whereas Boyer contends that the relative connective can be classified as either restrictive
or explanatory (nonrestrictive), Levinsohn maintains that continuative relative clauses can only
be nonrestrictive in that they are a subset or extension of the nonrestrictive typology. So,
Levinsohn, contrary to Boyer, contends that a continuative relative clause is incapable of being
restrictive. Furthermore, Levinsohn makes no statement as to the adjectival nature of the relative

continuative. Boyer seems to assert two contradictory truths: that the relative connective goes

109 Boyer, “Relative Clauses,” 235.

"% Boyer, “Relative Clauses,” 236.
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beyond adjectival modification and yet still modifies adjectivally. Levinsohn, however, gives no
explicit indication about the adjectival nature of the relative continuative. The fact that he bases
his continuative category on Winer’s assertions that “0g is continuative, and can be resolved into

xai ovtog,”'"!

seems to indicate that adjectival modification is not in mind here.

We contend that a relative connective/continuative category exists; our study will provide
clarity to the contradictory and vague assertions above through a clear framework for
understanding such constructions.'"

General Summary and Evaluation of Approaches to the Relative Clause. Some level
of agreement exists in the classification of relative clauses in that grammarians utilize the
categories restrictive (identifying, clarifying) or nonrestrictive (explanatory, descriptive). A
certain level of congruence exists also with Levinsohn’s continuative relative clause category
(based on Winer), Boyer’s relative connective classification (based upon BDF) and Dana and
Mantey’s assertions.

So, while most grammarians treat the various functions of the relative clause that are
pertinent to our study (restrictive and nonrestrictive adjectival modification and relative
connective/continuative clauses), uniformity does not exist in the terminology, definitions,
application, and parameters of these categories. For example, the relative clause in Eph 6:17, tiv
péyaipav Tod Tvedpatog, 6 ot pijpa Beod, is labeled as “explanatory” by Burton, which would
be considered as an adjectival relative clause modifying the substantive nonrestrictively.'"

Boyer, however, categorizes this clause as a relative connective but does not state whether or not

he considers it to be restrictive or nonrestrictive (Boyer contends that relative connective clauses

m Winer, Treatise on the Grammar, 680.
"2 See section titled “Continuum of Nonrestrictivity—Modification to Coordination” on pp. 163-68 of ch. 4.

'3 Burton, Moods and Tenses, 119.



could be considered either way)."* Additionally, Wallace labels this as an adjectival clause
(“Relative pronoun clause”) but does not designate whether or not it is restrictive or

nonrestrictive.'"® Our study will help to bring clarity to analyses such as these.

The Attributive Participle

When examining the attributive participle and its syntactical functions, grammarians do not
treat it as extensively as they do the relative clause. In our initial analysis of explicit assertions of
attributive participles being equivalent to relative clauses only Burton made the distinction
between restrictive and nonrestrictive attributive participles. The other grammarians made no
such mention of that classification. Other scholars, though, do assert that the attributive participle
exhibits some of the same functions as the relative clause. We will consider the nature of the
adjectival modification of the attributive participle, its status compared to the relative connective
clause, and its possible designation as a substantival participle standing in apposition.

Restrictive and Nonrestrictive Attributive Participles. Various assertions regarding the
type of adjectival modification that the attributive participle participates in will now be
considered, especially with respect to the restrictive/nonrestrictive distinction. Stanley Porter,
Wallace, William MacDonald, Burton and Richard Young all assert slightly different
perspectives with respect to this distinction.'*

Porter states that a “participle may serve as a modifier of verbal and substantival elements

in a Greek clause.”'” Qur study concerns itself with how participles relate to substantival

' James L. Boyer, Supplemental Manual of Information: Relative Clauses (Winona Lake, Ind.: Boyer, 1988),
23.

5 Wallace, Greek Grammar, 662.

"'® These grammarians have been selected for analysis due to the fact that they speak directly to the concept of
restrictive and nonrestrictive modification. The other grammarians highlighted thus far in our study make no explicit
identification of this linguistic distinction.

"7 Stanley E. Porter, /dioms of the Greek New Testament (Biblical Languages: Greek; 2d ed.; Sheffield:
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elements. Concerning this, Porter contends that they, “like an adjective, may modify substantives
(adjectival, attributive, restrictive use).”''"® Porter notes in his introduction to his grammar that the
words he places in parentheses consist of “the labels and categories often found in other, similar
grammars.”'"” Porter explicitly states that attributive participles function adjectivally, modifying
their substantives. He also, in a somewhat passive manner, agrees that the nature of that
modification can be labeled as restrictive in that he cites that parenthetically. Porter cites five
different verses to demonstrate how participles can modify substantives as follows:

Matt 17.27: tov avafavta npdtov iyBov (the fish coming up first).

Mark 3.22: oi ypappateig oi and ‘Iepocorduwv katapavieg Eleyov (the scribes
coming down from Jerusalem were saying).

Rom 3.5: pr| &dwog 0 0€d¢ 6 Empépav tv Opynv; (the God who brings wrath is not
unjust, is he?).

1 Tim 1.18: tdg mpoayovoag éni o& mpopneiag (the prophecies previously made
concerning you).

2 Tim 2.6: 1oV xomdvta yewpyov (the hard-working farmer).'*

The first two verses and the last two verses are clearly modifying their substantives
restrictively. With respect to Rom 3:5, Porter seems to translate the attributive participle
restrictively.

Wallace, as stated above, includes the adjectival participle in his discussion of the
adjectival clause, which “describes, explains, or restricts a noun, pronoun, or other
substantive.”'*' This statement indicates that Wallace contends that attributive participles

participate in both nonrestrictive (“describes, explains™) and restrictive (“restricts) adjectival

Shefticld Academic, 1994; repr., 1999). 186.
"8 porter, Idioms, 186.
"% porter, Idioms, 14.

120 Porter, Idioms, 186. Translations are Porter’s.

27



modification. He cites 2 Cor 3:3 as an example. This verse reads as follows: gavepovuevor 6t
go1€ €motoln Xprotod dakovnBsica VY’ HUBV, Eyyeypappév ov pélavi dAAL Tvevpatt 6eod
L@®vTog, ovk v mAaiv MBivoug GAL" év mhaéiv kapdiog capkivaig.'

Additionally, MacDonald has three categories for “Adjectival Participles:” “Ascriptive
Attributive,” “Restrictive Attributive,” and “Predicate Attributive.”'” MacDonald’s observations
with respect to participles that directly modify substantives, his first two categories, pertain
directly to our study. MacDonald connects the nature of modification to syntactical construction.
He contends that an adjectival participle functions as an “ascriptive attributive” when it “occurs
anarthrously somewhere after the word it modifies, or it comes before the word it modifies, but
always without an intervening article.”'* He then cites the following two verses as examples:

John 6:57: kabag anéoteirév pe 6 {@v matnp

Luke 6:48: 6po16¢ éotv GvBpdnw oikodopodvre oikiav'*

For his second category, “Restrictive Attributive,” he also cites syntax and states that
restrictive attributives have a set order to demonstrate “emphatic distinctiveness,” which is:
“article + noun + article + participle.”'* He advises to “translate this construction into English by

a restrictive relative clause or by an adjective.”'*” MacDonald then cites John 6:27 as an example

21 Wallace, Greek Grammar, 662.

122 ESV: “And you show that you arc a letter from Christ delivered by us, written not with ink but with the
Spirit of the living God, not on tablets of stone but on tablets of human hearts.”

12 William Graham Macdonald, Greek Enchiridion: A Concise Handbook of Grammar for Translation and
Exegesis (Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 1986), 58.

' MacDonald, Greek Enchiridion, 58.
125 MacDonald, Greek Enchiridion, 58.
1% MacDonald, Greek Enchiridion, 58.
127 MacDonald, Greek Enchiridion, 58.
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of this category: “gpyalec0e pi) v Bpdcw v arorlopsviy dAAd Tiv Ppdctv Tiv pévovoav
gig Lonyv aicdviov.”'*

Like his statement for the relative clause, Burton asserts that an adjective participle used
attributively “may be either restrictive or explanatory.”'” As noted earlier, Burton cites John 6:50
as a restrictive attributive participle as follows: “obtd¢ éotv 6 &ptog 6 £k Tob 0Opavod

”130 He also cites Jude 17 as an

KataPaivav, this is the bread which cometh down out of heaven.
example of a restrictive attributive participle: “Opeig 8¢, dyamntoi, pviiodnTe OV PudTLV TOV
TPOEPNUEVAV VO TAV ATooTOAMVY TOD Kupiov U@V Incod Xpiotod, remember the words which
have been spoken before by the apostles of our Lord Jesus Christ.”"'

Burton also deals with the nonrestrictive attributive participle. He labels it the “Explanatory
Attributive Participle.”**> As we highlighted earlier, Burton maintains that these participles
“describe a person or thing already known or identified.”'** His first example comes from 2 Tim
1:8, 9. He cites it as follows: “katd dOvapw 8god, 100 cmOGavTog NG Kai KaAEGUVTOG KAOEL
ayig, according to the power of God; who saved us, and called us with a holy calling,”"*
Additionally in this discussion, Burton cites 1 Thess 1:10 as follows: “’Incobv 16v pvopevov

Nuag €k tig OpYiig Tii Epxonévng, Jesus, which delivereth us from the wrath to come. In this

example pudpevov is explanatory, épyopévng is restrictive.”'”

' MacDonald, Greek Enchiridion, 58.

129 Burton, Moods and Tenses, 164.

%% Burton, Moods and Tenses, 165.

B Burton, Moods and Tenses, 165.

132 Burton, Moods and Tenses, 166.

133 Burton, Moods and Tenses, 166.

34 Burton, Moods and Tenses, 166.

135 Burton, Moods and Tenses, 166. He also cncourages the reader to look up Acts 20:32 and Heb 7:9.
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Young, in his treatment of the participle, upholds the restrictive and nonrestrictive
distinction with respect to the nature of attributive participle adjectival modification. In his
discussion, “Participles Functioning in Adjectival Phrases,” Young asserts, “Participles often
function in adjectival phrases, modifying a noun or pronoun . . . as restrictive adjective phrases,
as descriptive adjective phrases, and as predicate adjectives.”" In his treatment of the adjectival
attributive participle he discusses restrictive adjective phrases and provides a helpful definition:

A restrictive adjective phrase is one that is essential for the proper identification of
the head noun. It will limit the noun to a particular individual, thing, or group in
order for the readers to identify it. Without the modifier, they would not know for
sure which of the many possible referents of the noun is being discussed. Such
modifiers are therefore essential to the meaning of the sentence. The restrictive use is
by far the most common type of adjectival participle. When it is transformed into a
restrictive relative clause in English, it is not to be set off by commas."”’

Young then proceeds to state that restrictive adjectival participles occur in three basic

syntactical forms and cites them with examples as follows:

Article-participle-noun—Examples include Rom 3:25 t&v npoyeyovitwv
apaptnudtov (the sins which happened before) and Luke 15:12 16 émPaiiov pépog
(the part which belongs to me).

Article-noun-article-participle—This is the most common position for
adjectival participles: John 6:50 6 &ptog 6 €k 100 ovpavod kataPaiveyv (the bread
which comes down from heaven)

Noun-participle—Gal 5:3 mavti avOpdne neprrepvopéve (to every man who
allows himself to be circumcised).'*®

While Young contends, “The restrictive use is by far the most common type of adjectival
participle,” '** he also maintains that nonrestrictive adjectival participles exist as well.'"*° He

states:

13 Richard A. Young, Intermediate New Testament Greek: A Linguistic and Exegetical Approach (Nashville:
Broadman & Holman, 1994), 150. Young’s predicate adjective category falls outside the scope of this study.

137 Young, Intermediate New Testament Greek, 150.

138 Young, /ntermediate New Testament Greek, 151.
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When the readers already know what is being discussed, a modifier is not necessary

to identify the head term for them. When a modifier does occur it simply gives

additional description. This is called a descriptive or nonrestrictive adjective phrase.

A non-restrictive adjective is not essential to the meaning of the sentence: Matt 16:16

100 80D 10U LAVTOG (the living God). Phrases with words meaning ‘surpassing’ are

descriptive: “the surpassing grace of God” (2 Cor. 9:14), “the surpassing greatness”

(Eph. 1:19), and “the surpassing riches” (Eph. 2:7)."*'

Young contends that both modification strategies are represented with the attributive
participle but that the restrictive adjectival participle is the most common.

Summary and Evaluation of Restrictive and Nonrestrictive Attributive Participle
Assertions. Porter, Wallace, MacDonald, Burton and Young all assert slightly different
perspectives with respect to adjectival modification of attributive participles, especially with
reference to the restrictive/nonrestrictive distinction.

Porter contends that attributive participles modify substantives adjectivally. He also
described the nature of this modification as “restrictive” in that he cites that label parenthetically.
While too much should not be deduced from his parenthetical categories, it should be noted that
he did not include the nonrestrictive category for classification. Furthermore, of the five
examples that Porter cites, four of them are clearly restrictive. The debatable example he cites as
follows, “Rom. 3.5: un &dwog 6 6€d¢ . . . O Emeépwv myv 0py1v; (the God who brings wrath is
not unjust, is he?)."* This verse could possibly be considered nonrestrictive but notice that
Porter translates it with a restrictive clause (he does not place a comma after “the God”). It seems
somewhat incongruous, however, that he capitalizes god, “God.” Perhaps he is emphasizing the

different aspects of God, or the different parts of his personality; it is hard to determine from his

translation. For the purposes here, it is noted that four of his examples are restrictive and the

139 Young, Intermediate New Testament Greek, 150.

140 Young, /ntermediate New Testament Greek, 151.

"' Young, Intermediate New Testament Greek, 151.
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other seems to be translated restrictively. Does Porter contend that attributive participles may
modify substantives nonrestrictively? He does not speak clearly to this question and his
examples leave the reader uncertain as how to answer that question.

Wallace seems to contend that attributive participles participate in both nonrestrictive and
restrictive adjectival modification, though he does not use that terminology. Wallace treats this
topic in a very general and sparse way. In fact he leaves the reader somewhat wanting when he
cites 2 Cor 3:3 as an example but does not describe which participles he is focusing on.'* This
verse reads as follows: gavepobvpevol 6Tt €éoté Emotol Xpiotod dwaxovndeica Vo’ Mudv,
gyyeypappévn o0 pélavi GAAa nvedpatt 8sod {HVTOog, ovK &v mhaiv MOivaig aAX’ év mhaiv
Kapdiag capkivaig.' It is plausible to consider the participle to be functioning restrictively in
the phrase 0g0b (®vTog; however, Wallace does not explicitly declare what he has in mind when
quoting this verse. We might also wonder how he considers diakovnO¢cica and yyeypappévn to
be functioning. Wallace does not indicate if he is including those participles under the adjectival
clause category, though they may be functioning in that capacity. For such a comprehensive
grammar one would think that Wallace would be more explicit and more aware of the
restrictive/nonrestrictive distinction.

MacDonald’s observations concerning participles that modify substantives directly appear
to be unique in that he connects the nature of modification to syntactical construction. His
assertions, however, are questionable. He cites the following as examples of his ascriptive
category:

John 6:57 kaBdg dnéoterrév pe 6 {@v natnp

12 porter, Idioms, 186.
13 Wallace, Greek Grammar, 662.

' ESV: “And you show that you are a letter from Christ delivered by us, written not with ink but with the
Spirit of the living God, not on tablets of stone but on tablets of human hearts.”
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Luke 6:48: 6p016g éotiv avOpmng oikodopodvrt oixiav'*

Without presenting a complete analysis of each of these verses, it is noted, however, that
both of these adjectival participles, which he labels as “Ascriptive Attributive,” appear to be
modifying their respective substantives restrictively. This seems to contradict the label of his
second category, “Restrictive Attributive.” Then, he seems to limit himself when he cites John
6:27 as an example of this “Restrictive Attributive” category as follows: “gpyalecfe pun v
Bpdow v arorlvpévny dAAL v Bpdow Tiv pévoveay &ig Loy aidviov.”'* He correctly
identifies these participles as restrictive but he seems to contradict and constrain himself by
limiting restrictive attributive participles to a certain syntactical construction, especially since the
two “ascriptive” examples he provides appear to be modifying their substantives restrictively.

Concerning Burton’s assertions, initially his analysis of the restrictive attributive participle
seems in agreement with current linguistic categories. However, Burton then moves his
discussion to participles functioning substantively. He states, “The subject of the Restrictive
Attributive Participle [sic] is often omitted. The participle is then an Adjective Participle [sic]
used substantively.”"” The problem with this assertion is that no other grammarian or modern
linguist researched thus far has utilized the notion of restrictive modification with respect to a
substantive. Usually when a participle functions substantivally, one does not speak of adjectival
modification because there does not exist a relationship to another substantive that it modifies.
Usually it is just labeled as a substantival participle. Additionally, it is noted that with respect to
the nonrestrictive attributive participle, three of his four examples have a proper noun (two of

which are divine) as the substantive ostensibly being modified (2 Tim 1:8, 9—6go0®; 1 Thess

14> MacDonald, Greek Enchiridion, 58.
16 MacDonald, Greek Enchiridion, 58.
147 Burton, Moods and Tenses, 165.
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1:1—Incodv; Heb 7:9—Acvi)."*® While Burton contributes much to the discussion, clarity in
terminology and further analysis would enhance his assertions. This dissertation contributes in
this manner.

Young brings the most sophisticated and linguistically sound argumentation of the
aforementioned scholars. He offers a new perspective, and one that we agree with, when he
states that the restrictive use of the attributive participle is the most common type. He does,
however, maintain that nonrestrictive adjectival participles do exist as well (see examples
above)."”

Though Young contends these examples to be nonrestrictive, one could reasonably argue
that the few examples that he provides should be put into the restrictive category. The living God
example, 100 000 T0b {BVvTOC, can plausibly be taken as restrictive. In the Old Testament,
Yahweh stood distinct from dead gods of wood and stone because he is the god that lives, not the
god that is inanimate. TWOT confirm as much when they state, “In contradistinction from all
false “els” (gods), he is declared to be ’&l hay the ‘Living EL.””'”® Hezekiah’s prayer illustrates
this quite well from Isa 37:16-20:

O LORD of hosts, God of Israel, enthroned above the cherubim, you are the God,
you alone, of all the kingdoms of the earth; you have made heaven and earth. Incline
your ear, O LORD, and hear; open your eyes, O LORD, and see; and hear all the
words of Sennacherib, which he has sent to mock the living God. Truly, O LORD,
the kings of Assyria have laid waste all the nations and their lands, and have cast
their gods into the fire. For they were no gods, but the work of men's hands,
wood and stone. Therefore they were destroyed. So now, O LORD our God, save us

"% The unique nature of attributive participles with proper/divine names will be treated in ch. 6.

14 Young, Intermediate New Testament Greek, 151.

' TWOT, o7%%. They also put forth the following verses for consideration: “Josh 3:10; 1Sam 17:26, 36;

2Kings 19:4, 16; Psa 42:2 [H 3]; Psa 84:2 [H 3]; Isa 37:4; Jer 10:10; Jer 23:36; Dan 6:20, 26 [H 21.27]; Hos 1:10 [H
2:1].” See also TWOT, . They state that the modifier “living” is often used with God “in contrast to what is
dead.”
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from his hand, that all the kingdoms of the earth may know that you alone are the
LORD.™

The usage of this modifier with “God” in the New Testament seems to carry the same
restrictive and confessional force.

Young’s analysis of verses with “surpassing” also could be questioned. The writer clearly
differentiates different levels of grace, greatness, and riches. So, if the few examples that Young
provides are possibly untenable, this begs the question as to whether or not nonrestrictive
attributive participles are prevalent in the New Testament.'”* Furthermore, how does this
purported tendency toward restriction compare to the pattern of modification with regard to the
relative clause? Are they equivalent in this distinction? Young does not answer these questions
but his work does support the necessity of them. This dissertation will confirm his observation
that restrictive attributive participles are more common than nonrestrictive ones. It will also bring
clarity to the specifics, peculiarities and nuances of this assertion.

When looking at all five of these grammarians as a whole, they exhibit similarities and
disparities. They all contend that attributive participles modify substantives adjectivally. Porter
seems to imply that this modification can be described as restrictive and at least four of his five
examples are restrictive. Wallace brings little sophistication and lacks depth on this topic. He
implicitly contends that the nature of the modification is both restrictive and nonrestrictive
without saying much more. MacDonald seems to be aware of the restrictive attributive participle

but rigidly connects the occurrence to a set syntactical pattern and contradicts himself with his

'3! Taken from the ESV. Also, consider Isaiah 41—48, which contrasts Yahweh with idols/gods of other nations.
For example: “They have no knowledge who carry about their wooden idols, and keep praying to a god that cannot
save . . .. And there is no other god besides me, a rightcous God and a Savior; there is none besides me” (Isa 45:20-
21).

152 Young, Intermediate New Testament Greek, 151.



nebulous “ascriptive” category. Burton is aware of the restrictive/nonrestrictive'”® distinction yet
lacks precision. Additionally, his nonrestrictive examples primarily modify proper nouns, which
begs the question as to whether attributive participles modify common nouns/substantives
nonrestrictively. Young contradicts MacDonald’s syntax/structure assertions (and rightly so) by
demonstrating that restrictive attributive participles take on a variety of different syntactical
structures. According to our analyses, his observation that restrictive attributive participles
represent the majority of attributive participles demonstrates a clearer understanding than most.
His nonrestrictive examples, however, can plausibly be contested. In addition to these five
grammarians, the work of Boyer should also be considered. As seen in the section on the relative
clause, Boyer widely utilizes the nonrestrictive and restrictive distinction. In his analysis of the
participle, however, he makes no mention of it at all. The variety of perspectives, lack of
perspective, varying degrees of sophistication, and both congruous and incongruous assertions
all demonstrate that further study needs to be done to bring clarity to these varying observations
with respect to the restrictive/nonrestrictive distinction and the attributive participle.

Attributive Participle as “Relative Connective/Continuative” in Running Style. With
respect to the relative connective/continuative classification that was explored with the relative
clause, one might consider whether or not the attributive participle functions in a similar manner.
As stated earlier, BDF speaks of the “running style” of Greek wherein “the first sentence is
extended by means of a participial phrase, a clause introduced by 611, a relative clause, or
similar construction” (emphasis mine).'** Boyer highlights that BDF’s discussion of the relative

connective'” functions in this “running style.”'* So, as Boyer interprets BDF and by what we

'3 His term for the notion of nonrestrictivity is explanatory.
"> BDF, § 458. Both Lysias and the author of Hebrews exhibit the running style.
' BDF, § 458.
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also believe BDF to be asserting, it appears that both contend that the participle can function in a
capacity equivalent to the relative connective running style of Greek. Ironically, however, as
BDF give numerous examples of the relative connective,'’ they cite no examples of the
participial phrase functioning in the running style of Greek. Additionally, Boyer, who brings this
distinction to the fore in his examination of the relative clause,'*® makes no such assertion in his
treatment of the participle.'® No other grammarian seems to speak explicitly of this category and
our analysis suggests that the attributive participle does not function in this capacity.

Attributive Participle or Substantival Participle in Apposition? When considering the
attributive participle, one must also consider the substantival participle in apposition to another
substantive. Both MacDonald and Young speak of this category.

Beyond the notion of adjectival modification, MacDonald speaks of an “Appositive”
category, which he describes as one of seven different types of “Substantival participles.”'® This
assertion is not in his section on adjectival participles.'®' He puts forth the following verse as an
example of an appositive substantival participle: “x0Opiog 6 8gd¢, 6 &v . . . xkai 6 $pyouevog (Rev
1:8).”1

Young also treats the appositional substantival participle and places it under the overall
category labeled: “Participles Functioning in Noun Phrases.”'® Young’s appositional

classification differs from adjectival modification, which he further supports when he states that

136 Boyer, “Relative Clauses,” 235.
17 BDF, § 458.
158 Boyer, “Relative Clauses,” 235.

'*% Boyer, “Participles,” and James L. Boyer, Supplemental Manual of Information: Participles (Winona Lake,

Ind.: Boyer, 1986).
160 MacDonald, Greek Enchiridion, 55-56.
'®! MacDonald, Greek Enchiridion, 55-56.
'2 MacDonald, Greek Enchiridion, 56.
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substantival participles “function as subject, direct object, indirect object, object of preposition,
apposition, or predicate nominative.”'* Furthermore, it clearly represents a category distinct
from restrictive and nonrestrictive modification in that he thoroughly addresses this under a
separate section.'® Young provides an example of an appositional substantival participle in 1
Thess 1:10 as follows: “’Incodv tov pudpevov Nudg €k Tig Opyig Tiig Epxonévng (Jesus, the one
who delivers us from the coming wrath).”"* Young contends that tov pvépevov functions
substantivally in apposition to 'Incobv.'”” He also gives two other examples of substantival
participles functioning in apposition: “Matt 1:16 'Incodg 6 Aeyduevog xprotdg (Jesus, the one
called Christ); Mark 6:14 "lodvvng ¢ BantiCwv (John the Baptist).”'®® Young seems to contend
that these participles are not functioning adjectivally but rather are independent substantives. He
demonstrates this by treating them in separate categories and in his translations when he utilizes
“the one who . . .” and not a relative pronoun alone, “who .. ..”

The reason this discussion is applicable to our study has to do with how certain scholars
apply these categories to the text. So, while Young cites the participle in 1 Thess 1:10 as an
appositional substantival participle,'® Burton classifies 1 Thess 1:10 differently. Burton cites it

(134

as follows: “Incodv 10v puduevov NS €k Tiig OpYiic Tig Epyopnévng, Jesus, which delivereth us
from the wrath to come. In this example pvdpevov is explanatory, pyopévng is restrictive.”'™ So,

Burton contends that tov pvdpevov is an attributive participle adjectivally modifying Incodv

'3 Young, Intermediate New Testament Greek, 148.
164 Young, /ntermediate New Testament Greek, 148.
165 Young, Intermediate New Testament Greek, 150.
166 Young, /ntermediate New Testament Greek, 150.
167 Young, Intermediate New Testament Greek, 150.

168 Young, /ntermediate New Testament Greek, 150.

%> Wallace seems to indicate substantival usage as well. Wallace, Greek Grammar, 620.

170 Burton, Moods and Tenses, 166.
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nonrestrictively, while Young states they are two substantives standing in apposition to each
other. This demonstrates a lack of consistency in application and demonstrates the necessity to
investigate the implications (or lack thereof) of classifying certain participles as a substantive in
apposition to another substantive or in attributive position to a substantive. Furthermore, an
understanding of whether or not one could describe the nature of the relationship between two
substantives in apposition as restrictive or nonrestrictive will prove relevant to this study as well.

General Summary and Evaluation of Approaches to the Attributive Participle. As
stated earlier, when examining the attributive participle and its syntactical functions,
grammarians do not treat it as extensively as they do the relative clause. The case may be that
since many assert it to be equivalent to a relative clause that one would then refer to their work
on the relative clause to see how an attributive participle functions. However, no references as
such have been noted by grammarians thus far.

Additionally, as with the relative clause, uniformity does not exist in the terminology,
definitions, application, and parameters for the functions of the attributive participle. So, as with
the analyses of the relative clause considered above, the question at hand is whether or not
grammarians contend that the attributive participle modifies substantives both restrictively and
nonrestrictively, and is there a tendency toward one or the other. Furthermore, a consideration of
the classification of participles as substantival in apposition to a substantive may help illumine
the assessment of the purported equivalence of attributive participle and relative clause in the
Greek New Testament.

To put forth another illustration that demonstrates some of the inconsistencies, we might
look to Matt 1:16. Young asserts that 'Incodg 0 Aeydpevog xpiotdg is an example of an

appositional substantival participle. This seems to differ from Blass, Robertson and Turner, who
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categorized such attributive participles as equivalent to adjectival relative clauses.'”" Turner
states, “Also equivalent to a relative clause is the very frequent apposition 6 Aeydpevog,
(ém)xkarodpevog, with proper name following, always with an article after the person or object
named.”'” Though Turner utilizes the term apposition he clearly speaks of this in terms of
adjectival modification not two substantives standing side by side. This can be discerned by the
fact that he essentially starts with a “Substantival Participle” category, moves to the “Attributive
Participle” category, and then to the “Adverbial Participle.”'” His discussion of “the frequent
apposition 0 Agyopevog, (ém)xaiovpevog” is included in the attributive participle section not the
substantival section.

The information we have presented so far in this analysis of the attributive participle serves
to highlight a lack of clarity among scholars on how to classify certain participles. Are they
functioning adjectivally, modifying a substantive? Is that modification restrictive or
nonrestrictive? Or, is the participle substantival standing in apposition to a substantive? Could
that appositional relationship still be categorized as restrictive or nonrestrictive? Our study seeks

to bring more clarity and comprehensiveness to the analysis.

Necessity of This Study
Thus far the assertions of a variety of grammarians have been surveyed. A summary
evaluation of their work and an explicit call for inquiry will further demonstrate the need for this
research. Furthermore, an analysis of related fields of study will demonstrate both the need for

the study and the implied benefits beyond the area of grammatical analysis.

! See section titled “Explicit Assertions of Equivalence” starting on p. 6. This section deals with explicit
assertions stating that attributive participles are equivalent to relative clauses.

172 Turner, Syntax, 152.
13 Turner, Syntax, 150-53.
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Grammatical Necessity

A summary of our evaluations from the Current Status of the Question section will be put
forth below. Additionally, James W. Voelz’s later assertions regarding our topic of inquiry will
be considered.

Grammatical Evaluations. The grammatical analysis presented thus far has centered on
grammarians’ assertions that the attributive participle is equivalent to a relative clause and
respective individual treatments of the relative clause and the attributive participle.

An analysis of the assertions of equivalence reveals some items of concern. There appears
to be lack of original research by multiple grammarians. Additionally, scholars give limited
examples of the phenomenon and no comprehensive studies exist that could validate their
assertions. Furthermore, among those grammarians who explicitly contend the equivalence of the
attributive participle and the relative clause, Burton is the only one that makes reference to the
restrictive and nonrestrictive (his term is “explanatory”) distinction. And, although he seems to
be somewhat aware of this linguistic category, he still contends that they are fully equivalent
constructions without providing substantial data to back up his claim.

With respect to grammatical analyses of the relative clause, some level of agreement exists
among grammarians. The categories “restrictive” (identifying, clarifying) or “nonrestrictive”
(explanatory, descriptive) are employed. Furthermore, a certain level of congruence exists also
with Levinsohn’s continuative relative clause category (based on Winer) and Boyer’s relative
connective typology (based upon BDF). However, while most grammarians treat the various
functions of the relative clause that are applicable to our study (restrictive and nonrestrictive
adjectival modification and relative connective/continuative clauses), uniformity does not exist

in the terminology, definitions, application, and parameters of these categories.
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As stated earlier, when examining the attributive participle and its syntactical functions,
grammarians do not treat it as extensively as they do the relative clause. Additionally, as with the
relative clause, uniformity does not exist in the terminology, definitions, application, and
parameters for these functions. There exists a lack of clarity on how to classify certain
participles.

All of these items of concern demonstrate that valid questions need to be answered with
respect to the ostensible equivalence of the attributive participle to the relative clause. Our study
aims to bring clarity to the variety of grammatical analyses as we seek to determine the
differences and similarities of the two constructions especially with reference to the
restrictive/nonrestrictive distinction.

Explicit Call For Inquiry. Young, in his treatment of the adjectival attributive participle,
discusses restrictive adjective phrases and states, “The restrictive use is by far the most common
type of adjectival participle.”"” The previous evaluations of other grammarians coupled with
Young’s observations establish and support the need of this study.

Additionally, however, Voelz’s insights into this question should be noted. As cited above,
Voelz, in his Greek grammar, contends that “an attributive position participle is the equivalent of
a subordinate clause introduced by a relative pronoun.”'” Over the years, however, Voelz has
reconsidered this notion and has asked whether there may be more to the two constructions than
previously considered. His observations are the primary starting point for this dissertation and his
summary of the situation follows:

But are these two formulations, i.e., a participle and a clause headed by a relative

pronoun, actually full equivalents? That is an important question with exegetical
implications. Generally, the answer given by grammarians, including myself, has

174 Young, Intermediate New Testament Greek, 150.

175 Vocelz, Fundamental Greek, 139.
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been a strong “Yes” . . ., but | have increasingly been led to question the assertion of
equivalence. Indeed . . . Michael Hayes is currently working on a dissertation that
focuses on this point.'

Voelz raises the initial question in this journal article entry and then further elaborates upon
this question in the subsequent issue of that same journal.'”” In that subsequent issue Voelz
defines the restrictive and nonrestrictive distinction and, as does this dissertation, asserts that the
attributive participle tends to modify restrictively and the relative clause nonrestrictively under
certain prescribed circumstances.'”

Voelz’s examples and analyses will be considered in more detail in chs. 3 and 5 of this
dissertation.'” However, a couple of examples serve to highlight Voelz’s assertions. Voelz cites
Matt 21:15 as an example of a restrictive attributive participle as follows: “id6vteg 8¢ ol
apyrepeis kai ol Ypoppatelg T Oavpdota . . . Kai To0g Taidag ToUg Kpagovrag &v 1@ isp®d.”'®
Voelz translates as follows: “And the chief priest and the scribes, upon seeing the wonders . . .
and the children crying out in the temple.”"®' Voelz points out that, “the clause represented is
properly understood to be restrictive, i.e., the entity in the clause represents a smaller
subcategory of a larger group.”"® So, in the example above from Matt 21:15, “the children who
were crying out were a subgroup of all children in Jerusalem at the time.”'® Voelz also gives
examples of nonrestrictive adjectival relative clauses. He cites, “John 8:53: uf o0 peiov i tod

noTpOG UGV ABpady, doTig anébavev; ‘You are not greater than our father Abraham, who died

1 James W. Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part I1,” ConcJ 32 (2006): 314.

"7 James W. Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part II1,” ConcJ 32 (2006): 401-3.
178 Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part 111,” 401-3.

' See pp. 98 ff. of ch. 3 and pp.178 fT. of ch. 5.

% Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part 111,” 401.

181 Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part 111,” 401,
82 Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part 111,” 401.

183 Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part I11,” 402,

43



are you?""'* Clearly, 6otig anébavev does not restrict the proper noun ABpadp but adds
explanatory nonrestrictive adjectival modification to it.

Finally, Voelz observes that “the analysis we suggest is not without its minor problems,
especially attributive position participles . . . that seem to be a restriction, not on what they
modify directly but upon all other alternative possibilities.”'® Voelz cites | Pet 1:3 as an
example as follows:

Evloyntog 6 Be0g kai matip 10U kupiov Nudv 'Incod Xpiotod, O kKatd tO ToAL advToD
&leog avayevviioog Nuag ig éAnida (doav.

“Blessed be the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, the one who has, according
to his great mercy, begotten us again unto a living hope (as opposed to anyone else
who might attempt such a salvation).”'®

Said “problems™ and other clarifications will be addressed in ch. 6. So, as Voelz highlights
areas that need further investigation, he indicates the necessity of this dissertation: “This is why
Mr. Hayes is doing his in-depth analysis.”"’

On the whole, grammarians have more thoroughly expounded upon the relative clause than
the attributive participle. So not only does a lack of clarity exist in the terminology, definition,
application, and parameters of the categories that describe the function of the relative clause;
there is also a lack of clarity as to whether or not the attributive participle (though purported to
be equivalent) functions in the same way as the relative clause in all its possible functions.
Furthermore, no comprehensive or exhaustive study has been done heretofore that seeks to verify

the equivalence of these two grammatical constructions. Young makes a helpful distinction (and

perhaps new insight) when he states that adjectival participles are commonly restrictive. Though

184 Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part 111,” 402.

185 Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part 111,” 403.

1% Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part 111,” 403. Voclz also notes a possible minor problem with
respect to relative pronouns in the accusative.

187 Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part [11,” 403.
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his examples are few and cursory, his statement alone fosters and supports the need for an
inquiry and investigation into the veracity of the purported equivalence of the attributive
participle and the relative clause in the Greek New Testament, and specifically with respect to
the restrictive/nonrestrictive distinction. Additionally, Voelz’s later work explicitly reinforces
this necessity and in essence calls for such a study to be done to analyze every occurrence of the
attributive participle and the relative clause in the Greek New Testament, especially with respect

to the restrictive and nonrestrictive distinction.

Related Fields of Study

Not only does an analysis of the work of Greek grammarians and their assertions prove the
necessity of this study, but a cursory look into other related fields of study further supports the
need for this inquiry. Related areas of exegesis, punctuation practices for Greek New Testament
texts, and translation practices will be considered.

Exegesis. While the primary focus and analysis thus far has consisted of work mainly with
grammar, a look into other exegetical disciplines demonstrates a need for an analysis of the
attributive participle and the relative clause in the Greek New testament. Specifically speaking,
commentary work, as it ties together multiple disciplines, could benefit from the analysis of this
dissertation.

Commentators look at a text and use all sorts of tools to enable them to bring out the
meaning of the text. Douglas Moo does this in his exegesis of Rom 11:2a': ovk dndoato 6 856

TOV MoV avTod Ov mposyvm.'® While he utilizes theology, cultural context, biblical context, etc .

'8 Douglas J. Moo, The NIV Application Commentary: Romans (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2000), 354.
" NIV: “God did not reject his people, whom he foreknew.”
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. ., he also seeks linguistic understanding as to the nature of the relative clause in Rom 11:2a
especially with respect to restrictive and nonrestrictive modification as follows:

The placement of the comma in this statement is critical. Some commentators
remove the comma and so treat “whom he foreknew” as a “restrictive” clause—that
is, a clause that restricts the word it modifies by identifying it. On this view, Paul is
asserting that God has not rejected the people whom he chose. Such a statement
would build on the “remnant” idea of 9:6-29, claiming that God remains faithful to
that “Israel within an Israel” whom he has chosen for salvation. But almost all
modern versions, following most of the commentaries, rightly add the comma,
making the clause nonrestrictive. “Whom he foreknew” does not identify the
“people” Paul is talking about; rather, it explains why God remains faithful to that
people.'”

Without assessing all of Moo’s exegetical and theological claims, we should note,
however, the importance of being able to determine if a clause modifies a substantive
restrictively or nonrestrictively. Moo rightly demonstrates how exegetically significant this
choice can be for the interpreter. This study helps answer the question as to whether or not the
interpreter is merely confined to context to determine this, or if syntax can play a role. We
maintain that at times one can only determine the nature of modification from context. However,
this study will help determine when one can confidently say that an attributive participle or
relative clause is restrictive or nonrestrictive and when context alone must decide. Commentary
work would greatly benefit from being able to confidently know how to handle the restrictive
and nonrestrictive nature of the attributive participle/relative clause and the potentially
significant exegetical implications.

Punctuation Practices for Greek New Testament Texts. Most early manuscripts of the

Greek New Testament contained very little, if any, punctuation.'”' As a result, editors of modern

19 Moo, Romans, 354.

"' “The scriptio continua of the original texts not only ignored the division of words, but naturally also lacked
any punctuation. Occasionally this can be critical for the interpretation of a sentence . . . . The difference can be
quite significant exegetically and theologically, e.g., in John 1:3—4.” Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland, The Text of the
New Testament (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1989), 287.
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editions must make choices as to where punctuation marks should be placed. As Voelz points
out, modern editors of Greek New Testament texts essentially utilize four punctuation marks. He

lists them with their English counterparts as follows:

—

. . (period) = . (period)

2. ,(comma) =, (comma)
3. ; (semicolon) = ? (question mark)
4. ‘(raised period) = : (colon) or ; (semicolon)'**

A variety of issues that come about when considering the punctuation of the text could be
explored. However, for the purposes here, the usage of the comma relates directly to this study.

As has been noted earlier, the usage of the comma in English and Spanish relative clauses
determines whether or not the relative clause modifies its substantive nonrestrictively or
restrictively.'” In the German language, however, commas are not used in this manner. DuVal
makes no mention of a differentiation in restrictive and nonrestrictive clauses and asserts that in
the German language “a relative clause is separated from the rest of the sentence by a comma (or
commas).” '™ Additionally, when we consider the well-respected German grammar, Duden,
Grammatik Der Deutschen Gegenwartssprache, in the section “Relativsitze,” no mention is

made whatsoever to restrictive or nonrestrictive adjectival modification.'” In fact the very first

922 ~
2 Voelz, Greek Grammar, 20.

"% This is also the case for Modern Greek. Sce pp. 62 and following of the section titled “Restrictivity in
Modern Languages” in ch. 2.

% F. Alan Duval, Moderne Deutsche Sprachlehre (New York: Random House, 1967), 521. Duval then gives

two examples as follows: “Kennen Sie die Frau, dic cben cingesticgen ist?” “Der Mann, der das Geld verloren hatte,
war der Wirt.” Both of these examples are restrictive relative clauses yet, unlike English, the comma has been
utilized. This illustrates how German does not employ commas to demonstrate whether or not a clause functions
restrictively or nonrestrictively. A quick survey of a basic German grammar also illustrates this point quite well.
Consider Annemarie Kiinzl-Snodgrass, Upgrade Your German (London: Arnold, 2003), 44—48. Snodgrass puts
forth 17 examples of relative clauses, representing both restrictive and nonrestrictive clauses. Every example utilizes
commas to set off the relative clause.

%5 Giinther Drosdowski, ed., Duden, Grammatik Der Deutschen Gegenwartssprache (5th ed.; Mannheim:
Bibliographisches Institut & F.A. Brockhaus AG, 1995), 730-37.
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sentence of the section demonstrates the differentiation in punctuation between English and
German: “Ein Relativsatz ist ein Nebensatz, der durch ein Relativpronomen oder eine
Relativpartikel eingeleitet ist . . . .”'* The relative clause, set off by a comma, clearly modifies its
substantive restrictively. In English, no comma would be present. Furthermore, the introduction
to NA?" does not explain the nature of the punctuation at all. A reasonable question directed to
the editors of NA?’, a modern edition with a German introduction and an English introduction,
would be to ask how the comma should be considered with respect to the Greek text.'” Is it a
German comma, an English comma, or something else? Unfortunately the introduction of NA%’
states very little regarding the punctuation and merely indicates that the text of NA? “reproduces
that of the 26" edition unchanged. Consequently, with rare exceptions, the paragraphing and
punctuation remains the same, avoiding the necessity for altering the page makeup.”'”® So, how
should one understand the punctuation of NA?’? To further complicate matters, a vague
statement regarding the punctuation of NA?® can be found by two of its primary editors in their
work, The Text of the New Testament." Aland and Aland contend that “GNT followed the rules
of English usage until the revised third edition, and Nestle-Aland*® attempted (with success, we
dare hope) to represent Greek usage, departing from it only when strict consistency might cause
difficulties for the modern reader.” This statement is completely vague and gives no clarity as to
what “Greek usage” is.

Punctuation of a text does affect how a translator or exegete should treat the text. Robinson

and Pierpont acknowledge this in the introduction of their edition of the Greek New Testament.

'% Duden, 730. Notice the lack of the presence of the comma in the restrictive clause in the English translation:
“A relative clause is a subordinate clause that is introduced by a relative pronoun or a relative particle.”

7 NA? contains first a German Introduction and then an English one. However, we know that this text has a
rich history in Germany and with German scholars as editors.

ENAY, 46*,

' Kurt Aland and Barbara Aland, The Text of the New Testament: An Introduction to the Critical Editions and
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“Although alternative accentuation, aspiration, or punctuation could alter the interpretation of
many passages and affect exegetical comprehension, the editors have followed the general usage
found in standard printed editions.”*® They acknowledge exegetical implications of punctuation
marks and then contend they have followed “general usage.” What is “general usage?”
Furthermore, if different editions of the Greek New Testament are compared, differing
punctuation practices are found. For example, notice the differences between Robinson and
Pierpont’s Byzantine edition (BYZ) and NA? in Matt 24:45:

BYZ: Tig Gpa £otiv ¢ motdg dodA0g kai PpovIN0G, OV KATESTNGEY O KUPLog adTod £l
Tiig Oepansiog avTov, ToD SddvaL aOTOIG TV TPOPTV &V Kopd;

NAY: Tig &ipa €0Tiv 6 TOTOC SODAOC KA PPOVIOC BV KATEGTNOEV O KUPIOG &M TG
oiketeiag avTOD TOD doDvar AVTOIG THY TPOPTV v Kalpd;

Notice how the substantive 6 moTdg doDA0G Kai pdvipog has a comma following it in

BYZ and no punctuation following it in NA?”. Consider Matt 2:9 in the following three editions:

BYZ: Oi 8¢ dxovoavteg 100 Paciiéng énopevdncav- koi 1800, 6 dotrp, 6v €idov &v
Tfj GvaTold], mpofiyev avTovg, Emg EM0mV Eotn éndve od Nv T raudiov.

NA27: oi 8¢ dxovoavteg Tod Pacihéwg nopevbnoay kai iSod 6 dotip, Ov gidov &v Tij
GvaToAf], Tpofiyev avtovg, Emg ENBv £0TabN éndve o0 v TO Taudiov.

SBLGNT: oi 8¢ dxovoavteg 10D Baciléng énopeidnoay, kol idod 6 dotip ov eidov
&v ] GvoTolf] Tpofiyev avtove, Eng EABGY EoTdln éndvm ob fv 1o Tondiov.”!

In this example, we are considering the substantive 6 aomp. Notice how in both BYZ and
NA?" a comma follows the substantive. However, in SBLGNT, no punctuation follows.
These two examples serve to illustrate two points. First, the punctuation of the Greek

Text is inconsistent in modern editions. Secondly, the nature of the punctuation is nebulous,

to the Theory and Practice of Modern Textual Criticism (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1995).

2% Maurice A Robinson, and William G. Pierpont, The New Testament in the Original Greek: Byzantine
Textform (Southborough, Mass: Chilton, 2005), xvii. Referenced in the body of this work as BYZ.

21 Michael W. Holmes, ed. The Greek New Testament: SBL Edition (Atlanta, Ga.: Society of Biblical
Literature, 2010). Referenced in the body of this work as SBLGNT.
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especially with reference to the restrictive/nonrestrictive distinction. These two points
demonstrate a need for consistency in punctuation and also transparency with respect to the
nature of such punctuation. This dissertation helps clarify the nature of modification for certain
clauses. This in turn also serves as a call to editors, for the sake of exegesis and translation, to be
aware of these issues and address them clearly in future editions.

Translation Practices of the Greek New Testament. A look at various translations into
different languages reveals discrepancies in translation with respect to the restrictive and
nonrestrictive distinction, especially as it relates to the attributive participle and the relative
clause in the Greek New Testament.

As has been noted under the preliminary discussion of nonrestrictive and restrictive
clauses, in English a nonrestrictive clause is set off by a comma (or commas). A restrictive
clause has no comma after the antecedent. With this in mind we consider Mark 12:38: Aénete
and TV ypappatéwv TdV Behdviov v oTolaig mepmaTeiv Kai Aomacpovs év Taig dyopoaic. The
attributive participle t@v ehovrav adjectivally modifies t@v ypappatéwv. How is the English
translator going to portray this modification in the English language? A look at three very
reputable translations reveals a fascinating disparity. The ESV renders the modification
nonrestrictively, “Beware of the scribes, who like to walk around in long robes and like greetings
in the marketplaces.” The ESV essentially contends that all scribes like to walk around in long
robes and like greetings in the marketplaces. The NIV, however, seems to render it almost like a
relative connective in that it starts a new sentence, “Watch out for the teachers of the law. They
like to walk around in flowing robes and be greeted in the marketplaces.” The NIV, then,
contends that the participle is not functioning restrictively or necessarily nonrestrictively in an
adjectival sense, but something more akin to a demonstrative pronoun. Finally, the NASB®

renders the adjectival modification restrictively, “Beware of the scribes who like to walk around
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in long robes, and like respectful greetings in the market places.” The NASB®® seems to indicate
that there are scribes out there that do not walk around in long robes and do not like respectful
greetings in the market places. That is to say that not all scribes behave in this manner but
beware of the ones that do. Three major English translations all interpret and translate the
attributive participle differently.

A look at Col 1:29 also reveals some similar disparities with respect to translation:
dywvilopevog kota T évépyelav adTod TV évepyovpévny v guoi év duvapel. The attributive
participle tijv évepyovpévnyv adjectivally modifies mv évépyeiav. Different English and Spanish
versions handle the translation of this adjectival modification differently. The ESV renders the
modification restrictively, “struggling with all his energy that he powerfully works within me.”
The ESV, therefore, depicts Paul speaking of the energy of Christ that is working in him, not the
energy that is working in another believer, or in creation, or to heal someone, etc. Paul limits and
restricts the subset of Christ’s energy to specifically that energy directed to and working in him.
(Notice how this attributive participle has been interpreted restrictively by the ESV but the one in
Mark 12:38 was taken nonrestrictively.) On the other hand, both the NASB® and the NIV, contra
the ESV, render the attributive participle in Col 1:29 nonrestrictively:

NASB®: striving according to His power, which mightily works within me.

NIV: struggling with all his energy, which so powerfully works in me.

(Notice that the NASB®’ renders the attributive participle as nonrestrictive but in Mark 12:38 the
NASB? translates the construction restrictively.) A confusing disparity also occurs when one
considers the Spanish counterpart to the NIV, the NVI (Nueva Version Internacional).® The

NVI, opposite of the NIV, renders the adjectival modification restrictively, “fortalecido por el

22 I.a Santa Biblia, Nueva Version Internacional (Colorado Springs: International Bible Society, 1999).
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poder de Cristo que obra en mi.” Furthermore, another Spanish translation, Reina Valera,’”
renders the attributive participle with a nonrestrictive relative clause, “luchando segun la fuerza
de él, la cual actiia poderosamente en mi.”

A quick survey of the various renderings of adjectival clauses in Mark 12:38 and Col 1:29
demonstrates a lack of consistency in multiple translations in both English and Spanish. This
study aims to provide clarity for translators, especially those who work in languages that have
restrictive and nonrestrictive strategies. Such clarity will allow the translator to know when a
Greek attributive participle or relative clause can be confidently translated restrictively or
nonrestrictively based on syntax and when context alone must be considered.

Summary of Related Fields. While other related fields may also benefit from this
dissertation, it has been cursorily demonstrated that commentary work, punctuation of modern
editions of the Greek New Testament, and translation work into languages with restrictive and
nonrestrictive strategies will all benefit from a clearer understanding of the relationship between

the attributive participle and adjectival relative clause in the Greek New Testament.

The Plan of the Dissertation
The dissertation seeks to clarify the nature of the relationship between the relative clause
and the attributive participle within the scholarship of Hellenistic Greek Grammar (specifically
that of the New Testament as a representative of Koine). It assesses the various explicit and
implicit statements of those scholars discussed above and seeks to provide clarity in the
terminology and typology of these two grammatical constructions especially as relates to the
restrictive/nonrestrictive distinction and their supposed equality. The dissertation offers a survey

of every example found in the Greek New Testament. No study heretofore has sought to analyze

% La Santa Biblia, Antiguo y Nuevo Testamento, Antigua Version de Casiodoro de Reina (Miami: United
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every attributive participle and relative clause in the New Testament in order to assess their

similarities, differences and purported equivalence.

The Methodological Procedure Employed
Following the methodology of current linguistic scholarship, the dissertation consists of a
synchronic analysis of the corpus of the Greek New Testament, specifically the text of NA>, 2%
Porter states in his Greek grammar that “the Greek of the NT . . . constitutes an established
corpus suitable for linguistic analysis.”*” He maintains that the New Testament is representative
of the Hellenistic Greek of the first century and should be analyzed synchronically in accord with

modern linguistic practice.”®

Additionally, Karleen limits his study on the participle to the New
Testament maintaining that “The New Testament is a significant body of ancient Greek
literature™ and it offers “a varied, yet coherent and easily accessible corpus of material for

analysis.”®" Palmer follows a similar approach by limiting the corpus of study to the New

Bible Society, 1995).

4 NA” will be the text utilized for this inquiry. It should be noted that variants have been checked in NA” and
no significant syntactical variants that would greatly affect our study were observed. Furthermore since ECM has
replaced NA?" in the Catholic Epistles, the approximately 54 differentiations from the NA*" text were checked and
no significant variants to our study were observed. Additionally, a sample test was executed on the examples located
in 1 Corinthians. Variants in SBLGNT and in Swanson’s work on 1 Corinthians were checked and no significant
syntactical variants were identified: Reuben Swanson, ed., New Testament Greek Manuscripts: Variant Readings
Arranged in Horizontal Lines Against Codex Vaticanus: | Corinthians (Wheaton, Ill.: Tyndale House, 2003).
Additionally, thorough research has been conducted and no significant variants have been identified with respect to
the specific examples cited in the body of this dissertation.

205 Porter, Idioms, 13.

¢ See Porter, Idioms, 13, 15, and 18. The synchronic approach originates in Ferdinand de Saussure, Course in
General Linguistics (eds. Charles Bally and Albert Secheaye; trans. Roy Harris; La Salle: Open Court, 1986), 81,
89. A synchronic study limits the analysis of language to one time period, for our purposes the first century. That is
to say, our study does not analyze the linguistic patterns diachronically. A diachronic analysis would compare, for
example, the grammar of 1* century A.D. Greek to the grammar of 5" century B.C. Greek and to the grammar of 5"
Century A.D. Greek.

7 Paul Stuart Karleen, The Syntax of the Participle in the Greek New Testament (Ph.D. diss., University of

Pennsylvania, 1980), 3.
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Testament books of Luke-Acts and the undisputed letters of Paul, also utilizing a synchronic
approach.*®

Furthermore, Voelz has also considered the place of the Greek of the New Testament
within the context of Hellenistic Greek and has demonstrated that “there is no single NT usage of

2% and that the various features of New Testament Greek are “in evidence in

the Greek language’
both standard and not so standard Hellenistic Greek.”*'® Voelz’s assessment includes both overall
structural features®"’ and specific linguistic features.”'* He concludes that “the authors of the NT
wrote a language that is fully representative of Hellenistic Greek.”"” He continues, “we may
assert that in the NT there are only various linguistic manifestations in parole of the langue of
Hellenistic Greek, the presence of Semitisms notwithstanding.”*'* On the basis of the
investigations of the aforementioned scholars we will undertake a synchronic analysis of the
corpus of the Greek New Testament as representative of Hellenistic Greek.

Confined to the NA?’ corpus, all relative clauses and attributive participles were identified

by means of comprehensive manual readings of the text.””” This comprehensive identification of

% Micheal W. Palmer, Levels of Constituent Structure in New Testament Greek (New York: Peter Lang, 1995),
18-20, 29.

29 James W. Voelz, “The Greek of the New Testament: Its Place Within the Context of Hellenistic Greek,”

Pages177-198 in Greek: A Language in Evolution: Essays in Honour of Antonios N. Jannaris (ed. Chrys C.
Caragounis; Hildesheim, Germany: Georg Olms, 2010), 185.

210 Voelz, “Greek of the New Testament,” 185.
M Voelz, “Greek of the New Testament,” 185-88.
212 Voelz, “Greek of the New Testament,” 188-90.

213 voelz, “Greek of the New Testament,” 195.
" Voelz, “Greek of the New Testament,” 195.

213 These examples are listed in app. 1 and 2 of the dissertation. App. 2 includes every relative clause in the
Greek New Testament. Furthermore, app. 1, in addition to attributive participles, also includes every substantival
participle and predicate adjective participle. Additionally, many adverbial participles and a few periphrastic
participles have been included in this appendix due to the debatable nature of their classification (this allows for
independent assessment by those studying this dissertation). All of the additional examples beyond the primary
focus of attributive participles and adjectival/adnominal relative clauses have been identified and included in these
appendices for the sake of thoroughness and transparency. These appendices, which in total contains 4,185
examples, will allow for scholars to independently assess the assertions maintained in this dissertation and
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every example in the corpus was then compared to Boyer’s classifications®® and searches
performed with BibleWorks 7*"" in order to determine if any relative pronouns or participles were
overlooked in the manual identification.

Once this pool of examples was established, each participle and relative clause was
analyzed with respect to its function. For relative clauses the following designations were
utilized: adjectival/adnominal, substantival, and adverbial.*'® For the participles the following
designations were used: attributive (adjectival), substantival, predicate adjective, periphrastic and
adverbial.*"

Next, every adjectival clause (both attributive participle and adjectival/adnominal relative
clause)*® was analyzed and preliminarily categorized as either restrictive or nonrestrictive.”' The
primary assertions of this dissertation find their basis in this comprehensive analysis. Additional
categorization and work has been done to note the specific nuances and intricacies to our thesis

and will be further developed in subsequent chapters. Some examples of such categorization

include: noun-phrase formation pattern; location of clause within the hierarchy of subordinate

understand how cach occurrence has been categorized.
*1% Boyer, Relative Clauses, and Boyer, Participles.

217 BibleWorks 7: Sofiware for Biblical Exegesis and Research (Norfolk, Va.: BibleWorks, LLC, 2006).

213 Additionally an “alternating” category was utilized with the relative clause to designate those examples

where the relative pronoun is utilized with the particles pév and 8¢ to express alternatives. For example in Matt 22:5:
anijAOov, 8¢ pév €ig TOV idov aypov, o¢ 8¢ &xi tyv Eunopiav adtod. Furthermore, the limited amount of sentential
relative clauses are subsumed under the adjectival/adnominal designation.

219 As noted earlier, every example of an attributive, substantival, and predicate adjective participle were

identified. Additionally certain adverbial and periphrastic participles were included for the sake of thoroughness and
transparency allowing for independent asscssment of the assertions maintained here.

20 Approximately 800 attributive participles and 1,040 adjectival/adnominal relative clauses have been
identified.

2! Both nonrestrictive adjectival clauses and those clauses of the relative connective or relative continuative
type have been assumed under the general label “nonrestrictive” (following the pattern of Levinsohn; see p. 22 of
section titled “Relative Connective/Continuative™ above). See also section titled “Continuum of Nonrestrictivity—
Modification to Coordination” on pp. 163 ff. of ch. 4.



relative constructions;** nature of substantive modified; nature of verb in clause and various

grammatical considerations.

Essentially the method could be described as follows:

1.

6.

Investigate a tentative thesis: attributive participles are restrictive and relative clauses
are nonrestrictive.

Identify every attributive participle and relative clause in order to test the tentative
thesis.

Classify each attributive participle and adjectival/adnominal relative clause as
restrictive or nonrestrictive.

Identify exceptions to tentative thesis.

Categorize exceptions.

Establish overall thesis that accounts for taxonomy of exceptions.

The tentative thesis has merely served as a starting point to begin to test the leanings of

Voelz*” regarding the necessity to reevaluate the purported equivalence of the two constructions

with respect to the restrictive/nonrestrictive distinction.*** It has logically followed that one must

then identify every example to be analyzed within the established corpus. Upon identification,

classification in order to test the tentative thesis has helped to reveal the patterns and tendencies

of each grammatical construction. Exceptions to the tentative hypothesis have been categorized

and have informed the actual thesis of this dissertation. Further analysis of the data then revealed

other patterns that further clarify the specifics of the thesis. In this sense the process has been

cyclical.

222 The linguistic term for this phenomenon is “Accessibility Hierarchy.” This linguistic universal will be
thoroughly explicated in ch. 6.

3 See section titled “Explicit Call for Inquiry” starting on p. 42 for a presentation of Voelz’s position.

224 Young’s assertions regarding the dominance of restrictive adjective participles also serve as impetus for this



The Outcomes Anticipated

The dissertation assesses the purported equivalence of the attributive participle and the
relative clause. In so doing it makes several contributions to the scholarly study of New
Testament Greek grammar and linguistics. It contributes to a typology of the relative clause and
the attributive participle of the Greek New Testament by clarifying, modifying, and further
understanding restrictivity/nonrestrictivity, relative connective/continuative clauses, and
apposition as they relate to these two constructions. In addition, it offers an analysis of every
example of the attributive participle and relative clause in NA%.

The dissertation seeks to establish the rationale for the presence of the attributive participle
instead of the relative clause (and the relative clause instead of the attributive participle)
specifically in those instances where either construction references an antecedent. The
dissertation seeks to establish that the attributive participle tends to be utilized to restrict the
modified substantive, except in various cases where the usage of said construction is not feasible

225

due to grammatical and stylistic reasons.”” Furthermore, when both constructions are
grammatically and stylistically feasible, the relative clause is predominantly utilized
nonrestrictively.

In general, the following seem to obtain: when both constructions are feasible, the
attributive participle is utilized to modify substantives restrictively and the relative clause relates
to its antecedent nonrestrictively. The dissertation, then, assesses the purported equivalence of

the attributive participle and the relative clause. It demonstrates that on certain levels they may

be considered equivalent. However, the dissertation seeks to demonstrate that when an author

tentative thesis.

** For example, it is grammatically impossible to render the relative clause in Matt. 11:20 into an attributive
participle (tiig mOAEIG v aig £yévovto ai mheiotan Suvapelg avtod/the cities in which most of his miracles were
done). Additional examples and categories will be explored more thoroughly in ch. 6.



had a choice between the two constructions, certain factors, “rules” or tendencies of the language
influenced his utilization of one construction over the other. These factors serve to highlight the
aspects in which the attributive participle and the relative clause in the Greek New Testament are
different. On the whole, the dissertation aims to provide a comprehensive depth and clarity
toward understanding the restrictive/nonrestrictive nature of the attributive participle and the

relative clause toward an assessment of their purported equivalence.
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CHAPTER TWO

RESTRICTIVITY

Introduction
An analysis and examination of restrictivity as a linguistic category coupled with a general
survey of restrictive clauses will be presented. This exploration of restrictivity establishes a
necessary foundation for the survey of restrictive clauses in the Greek New Testament in chapter

3.

Restrictivity as a Linguistic Category
An exploration of the validity of restrictivity as a linguistic category, a clear definition of
restrictivity, an understanding of the constraints of an antecedent upon modification, and an
awareness of various restrictive strategies all contribute to developing an understanding of

restrictivity.

Validity of Restrictivity as a Linguistic Category

A review of the history and acceptance of restrictivity as a linguistic category coupled with
a brief presentation of restrictivity in modern languages helps establish the validity of this
linguistic distinction and underscores the need to explore restrictive tendencies in the Greek New
Testament.

History and Acceptance of Restrictivity as a Linguistic Category. The concept of

restrictive (and nonrestrictive) modification originated in areas of traditional grammar, yet the



notion has been widely embraced and utilized in formal linguistic studies as a valid distinction.'
Brock Haussamen puts forth a helpful summary of the history of the restrictive/nonrestrictive
distinction:

The contrast between restrictive and nonrestrictive has historically been one of the
most successful conceptualizations of recent grammar theory. It is relatively young as
grammar terms go, dating back to Goold Brown’s first use of the term restrictive in
1823. The term emerged from discussions of the lightening of punctuation. That is, in
the 17th and 18th centuries, all relative clauses were bordered by commas. An
example from a 17835 book on punctuation: “Never open your heart to persons, whom
you do not know.” But ten years later, in 1795, Lindley Murray included in his great
grammar text a mention of an exception in the changing practice of the time. “When
two members are closely connected by a relative, restraining the general notion of the
antecedent to a particular sense, the comma should be omitted.” Murray’s word,
restraining, was replaced by Brown’s use of restricting in his version of the rule
shortly after, and the new term stuck. So the inconvenience of having a positive term,
restrictive, refer to an absence of punctuation arose from the description of conditions
under which certain traditional commas should be left out. Without shifting patterns
of punctuation in the 18th century, we might not have the terms at all.

One sign of the success of the two terms is that they have spread from conventional
grammar to linguistics, a field which has been very careful about its terminology.
Linguistic grammars use the terms, as conventional grammars do, to describe not
only relative clauses but modifiers of all kinds in their relation to the term they
modify. The main idea is that all modifiers have one of two qualities--they are either
essential, tightly bound, defining . . . or they are unessential, parenthetic, loosely
bound.’

Haussamen demonstrates that initially the term and the category came about with respect to
English grammar, but also that both have been accepted widely by traditional grammars and

linguistic studies across many languages.’

' Brock Haussamen, “Between Restrictive and Nonrestrictive: Amplifying Clauses” (Williamsport, Penn.:
NCTE Assembly for the Teaching of English Grammar, 1995), 2.

2 . . - .
“ Haussamen, “Restrictive and Nonrestrictive,” 2.

3 Crystal states, “The contrast between restrictive (or defining) and non-restrictive (or non-defining)” is widely
“recognized in traditional as well as linguistic grammars.” David Crystal, A Dictionary of Linguistics and Phonetics
(4th ed.; Cambridge, Mass.: Blackwell, 1997), 329.
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Additionally, Michael Lucas contends that “almost all grammarians have accepted without
question the traditional binary classification” (most notably he cites Poutsma, Kruisinga and
Jespersen).* With respect to modern linguistics, he asserts that linguists of T-G (Transformational
Grammar) also uphold this distinction (most notably Lees, Carlota Smith, Bach, Jacobs and
Rosenbaum, Langendon, as well as Chomsky himself).’

The assertions of Haussamen and Lucas establish that a vast number of grammarians and
linguists uphold the existence of a restrictive/nonrestrictive distinction that aids in analyzing a
variety of strategies for adnominal modification (and coordination) in any language.

Restrictivity in Modern Languages. A presentation of a few restrictive strategies within
modern languages serves as a beneficial heuristic to validate the restrictive distinction.® The
restrictive tendencies of English and Spanish that were introduced in chapter 17 will be
expounded.® Additionally, some brief illustrations of restrictive strategies cited in the literature
will be presented. Finally, the restrictivity of relative clauses in Modern Greek will be presented
with the consideration of how the restrictive tendencies of Modern Greek might be relevant to
our study of the Greek of the New Testament. The analysis of these languages will consider, to

varying degrees, the orthographic, syntactic and prosodic® nature of restrictivity.

¢ Michael A. Lucas, “The Surface Structure of Relative Clauses,” Linguistics 139 (1974): 83.

* Lucas, “Relative Clauses,” 83-84. It should be noted that T-G grammarians utilize the terms restrictive and
appositive as opposed to restrictive and nonrestrictive. This has to do with their analysis of deep structures, which
goes beyond the scope of this dissertation.

® A more detailed survey of strategies will be presented later in the chapter; highlighting a few strategies from a
variety of languages here helps demonstrate the validity of the restrictive/nonrestrictive distinction.

7 See section titled “The Restrictive/Nonrestrictive Distinction” on p. 4 ofch. 1.

® Since English speakers represent the major readership for this dissertation and since Spanish is the second
most spoken language in the U. S. A, a consideration of the restrictive tendencies of these languages proves to be a
beneficial heuristic to validate the restrictive distinction and to elucidate the assertions made throughout this
dissertation. For this reason, English and Spanish examples will be utilized often in the dissertation.

? In the field of linguistics prosody refers to the rhythm, stress and/or intonation of speech. Most native
speakers employ quite naturally the restrictive prosodic strategies of English and Spanish. Most, however, are not
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In English, as was noted in chapter 1,' relative clauses serve as a restrictive strategy.
Orthographically this is noted with the absence of a comma before and after the entire relative
clause (e.g. The boy who raised his hand is well-mannered). One also observes this distinction
prosodically. There exists a very distinct prosodic variance between restrictive relative clauses
and nonrestrictive relative clauses. Jespersen states that there is “a marked difference in tone, a
non-restrictive clause beginning on a deeper tone than a restrictive one; besides, a pause is
permissible before a non-restrictive, but hardly before a restrictive clause.”"' So, essentially
Jespersen notes that when voicing a restrictive relative clause, one will not pause and the tone
remains constant, but when voicing a nonrestrictive clause one normally pauses, and the tone one
utilizes for the relative pronoun will be deeper."” If a native English speaker naturally speaks the
following sentences, Jespersen’s assertions are confirmed: “John likes the girl who plays

soccer.” “Mary, who plays soccer, is a nice girl.”"

aware or conscious of the restrictive/nonrestrictive distinction, linguistically speaking. The awareness of this reality
helps to confirm the validity of the restrictive/nonrestrictive distinction within English and Spanish and
demonstrates the need for precision in translating Biblical texts with respect to restrictive and nonrestrictive
strategies.

1% See section titled “The Restrictive/Nonrestrictive Distinction” on p. 4 of ch. 1.
" Otto Jespersen, The Philosophy of Grammar (London: Allen & Unwin, 1968), 112.

12 Randolph Quirk, Sidney Greenbaum, Geoffrey Leech, and Jan Svartik, eds. 4 Comprehensive Grammar of
the English Language (New York: Longman, 1985), 366, confirm as much: “restrictive relative clauses arc closely
connected to their antecedent or head prosodically.” With respect to nonrestrictive relative clauses he asserts that
their “‘parenthetic’ relation is endorsed by being given a separate tone unit (frequently with reduced prominence and
narrow pitch range),” 1242. Edward L. Keenan, “Relative Clauses,” in Language Typology and Syntactic
Description Vol 2. Complex Constructions (ed. Timothy Shopen; New York: Cambridge University Press, 1985),
169, notes that in English (and modern Hebrew) nonrestrictive relative clauses differ from restrictive ones by
parenthetical intonation..

' Kleanthes K. Grohmann, “Clause.” Pages 21011 in A~N (vol. 1 of Encyclopedia of Linguistics, ed. Philipp
Stranzy; New York: Fitzroy Dearborn, 2005), 211. One should also note that this prenomenon applies to restrictive
and nonrestrictive appositional constructions. One observes this phenomenon when voicing the following: “John the
Baptist” (restrictive) and “Jesus Christ, the Son of God” (nonrestrictive).
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Syntactically speaking, Borsley states that “English restrictive relatives fall into two broad
types: those that contain a wh-word (wh-relatives) and those that do not (non-wh-relatives).”"
Those that do not contain a wh-relative “fall into two subtypes: those that contain that (that-
relatives) and those that do not (zero relatives).”" Essentially, restrictive relative clauses in
English can employ a variety of strategies (wh-relatives, that, zero relatives), but when the
strategy consists of the relativizer that or a zero relative, the relative clause must be restrictive
(nonrestrictive relative clauses can only utilize wh-relatives).

English adjective modifiers may also function restrictively, which is discerned
prosodically. Crystal asserts: “The contrast is illustrated by the two meanings of the sentence
Look at John's black dog; with the [prosodic] emphasis on dog; the implication is that John has
one dog with him, which happens to be black (i.e. the modification is non-restrictive); but with
[prosodic] emphasis on black the implication is that John has more than one dog with him, and
our attention is being drawn to the black one (i.e., the blackness is crucial to the identity of the
dog, and the modification is thus restrictive).”'®

With respect to the Spanish language, orthographically speaking, similarly to English,
restrictive relative clauses in Spanish are not set off by commas. Pountain and Solé & Solé
address the prosodic restrictive tendencies of Spanish. Pountain contends that Spanish

nonrestrictive relative clauses “are characterized in speech by a falling terminal juncture . . .

" Robert D. Borsley, “Relatives Clauses and the Theory of Phrase Structure,” Linguistic Inquiry 28 (1997):
630.

13 Borsley, “Relatives Clauses,” 630. A zero relative describes a relative clause where the relative pronoun is
only implied and is not explicitly present (i.e., Jack built the house I was born in or He is the person I saw).

' Crystal, Dictionary of Linguistics and Phonetics, 332. Quirk highlights this distinction: “restrictive
modification tends to be given more prosodic emphasis than the head, since there is a built-in contrast.” He cites,
“Susan is my ELDER daughter” and “John is my LAZY son.” With respect to nonrestrictive modification, he states it
tends “to be unstressed in prehead position.” He cites, “My beautiful WIFE.” Quirk et al., Grammar, 1242. Also,
see Talmy Givon, Syntax: A Functional-Typological Introduction (Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 1990), 2:473.
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Restrictive relative clauses have no such terminal juncture.”'” He cites such a restrictive clause:
“;Conoces el restauraunte que estd en la Calle Argiielles?”'® Additionally, Solé & Solé assert
that restrictive relative clauses are not voiced with a pause." The prosodic assertions of Pountain
and Solé & Solé closely parallel those assertions made above with respect to relative clauses in
the English language.

Syntactically speaking, Solé & Solé address the restrictive nature of adjectives. They
contend that in Spanish post-nominal adjectives tend to be restrictive.” They cite the following
restrictive example: “Conoci a un violinista famoso en casa de unos amigos.”'

Nikolaeva and Wellens highlight a few restrictive strategies in Persian, Somali and Nubi.
Nikolaeva examines the restrictive/nonrestrictive distinction quite thoroughly and notes the
universal nature of the distinction. She maintains, “In some languages, restrictive and
nonrestrictive clauses have a consistently different surface structure. For example, in Persian the
suffix-i can only be hosted by the head of a restrictive relative. In Somali . . . the restrictive
clause is not” preceded by the “conjunction 00.”* With respect to Nubi, Wellens notes that

923

“Nubi adjectives often modify the noun in a kind of relative clause construction;”* restrictive

adjectives are connected by a relativizer (such as al).*

'7 Christopher J. Pountain, Exploring The Spanish Language (London: Arnold, 2003), 87—88.
'® pountain, Spanish Language, 88. “Do you know the restaurant that is on Argiielles street?”

' Yolanda R. Solé and Carlos A. Solé, Modern Spanish Syntax: A Study In Contrast (Lexington, Mass.: D. C.
Heath and Company, 1977), 116.

2 Solé and Solé, Spanish Syntax, 234-35.
3I'Solé and Solé, Spanish Syntax, 234-35.“l met a famous violinist at the house of some [riends.”

22 Irina Nikolaeva. “Relative Clauses.” Pages 501-8 in Encyclopedia of Language and Linguistics. (ed. Keith
Brown. 2d ed.; Amsterdam: Elsevier, 2006), 502.

% Inneke Hilda Werner Wellens, The Nubi Language of Uganda: An Arabic Creole in Africa (Boston: Brill,
2005), 105.

* Other relative markers in Nubi consist of “‘ali, a’li, al, ‘abu, a’bu, or ab.” Wellens notes that the difference
between ‘ragi ke'bir and ‘ragi al ke’bir “is related to the distinction between non-restrictive and restrictive modifiers
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Finally, relative clauses in Modern Greek may function restrictively. In fact, these relative
clauses exhibit prosodic and orthographic tendencies similar to those of English and Spanish
relative clauses. Aikaterini Chatsiou states with respect to Modern Greek that “in order to
disambiguate between a restrictive or a non-restrictive reading of the relative clause, speakers
rely heavily on prosodic/intonational information.”” David Holton et al. maintain that restrictive
relative clauses in Modern Greek lack prosodic pauses and orthographic commas.* Conversely,
they state that “non-restrictive relative clauses are set off by pauses (and by commas in written
discourse).”” Consider the following respective restrictive and nonrestrictive examples of
Modern Greek relative clauses as set forth by Holton et al.:

O KaBNYNTAG TOL Lo €KoVe LOTOPLE NTOV TOAD KOAOG

‘The teacher who taught us history was very good’

O kaivolpylog pog kadnyntig, Tou omovduce oto Reading, elvat moAD koAog

‘Our new teacher, who studied at Reading, is very good’*

In Modern Greek relative clauses are introduced by “the relative complementizer wov” (as above)
or by “the pronoun phrase o omoto¢” (as below). Consider two additional examples of restrictive
relative clauses in Modern Greek:

H ocu(#tnon tnv omolo kavepe mpémel v pelver petafl pog

‘The conversation which we had must remain between us’

respectively.” “Thus beside ‘ragi ke 'bir, we often find ‘ragi al ke bir, where the noun ‘ragi ‘man’ and the adjective
ke 'bir ‘big’ are linked with a relative marker . .. al...” (Nonrestrictive: ‘ragi ke bir. Restrictive: ‘ragi al ke 'bir).
Wellens, Nubi, 105.

5 Aikaterini Chatsiou, “A Lexical Functional Grammar Approach to Modern Greek Relative Clauses,” (Ph.D.
diss., University of Essex, 2010), 63.

2 David Holton et al., Greek: A Comprehensive Grammar (2d ed.; New York: Routledge, 2012), 532.
" Holton et al., Greek, 532.

28 Sentences and translations taken from Holton et al., Greek, 532.
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Kotadofoive mavta toug avBpwmouc oL omolor Aéve Yépato

‘I can always tell people who lie’*

The orthographic, prosodic, and syntactic manifestations of restrictivity (and
nonrestrictivity) presented above illustrate the reality of this linguistic distinction in modern
languages, a linguistic distinction that is at the very least potentially valid for the analysis of
older languages, including ancient Greek. Furthermore, the analysis of Modern Greek presented
above is very important. According to Caragounis, Greek has “never given birth to any daughter
languages... [And] the changes it has sustained are far smaller than the changes that have come
over other languages with a much briefer history, as e.g. German and English.”*® Caragounis
maintains that “much of the life-stream of the ancient phase still forms the backbone of present
Greek, and that the modern user is no stranger to the ancient form of Greek.”' Modern Greek
“has its roots in the Koine period. The basic changes, morphological and syntactical, that
differentiate it from ancient Greek, actually go back to the 900 year period from Alexander to
Justinian, during which the NT came into being.”** On the whole Greek has changed relatively
little (in linguistic terms), less than virtually any other language. Caragounis asserts “that Greek
has changed less over the past two thousand years, and that N [Neohellenic/Modern Greek] is
much closer to the New Testament than is generally supposed.” Thus, if restrictive (and

nonrestrictive) strategies exist not only in many modern languages but also in Modern Greek, it

% Sentences and translations taken from Holton et al., Greek, 533.

3 Caragounis, Development of Greek, 2. For a very thorough presentation of this reality see Caragounis,
Development of Greek, chs. 1 through 6.

3! Caragounis, Development of Greek, 7. Emphasis mine.
32 Caragounis, Development of Greek, 7.

33 Caragounis, Development of Greek, 89.
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is entirely proper to seek to discern the restrictive (and nonrestrictive) strategies of the Greek of
the New Testament.**

Summary of the Validity of Restrictivity (and Nonrestrictivity) as a Linguistic
Category. A review of the history and acceptance of restrictivity (and nonrestrictivity) as a
linguistic category has demonstrated the universal acceptance and application of this distinction
across a wide variety of languages and strategies. Furthermore, the examples of these strategies
presented above help establish the validity of this linguistic distinction and support the inquiry
into the existence of specific restrictive/nonrestrictive strategies for the study of any language.
Furthermore, for the sake of exegesis and translation of the New Testament, a study that takes
this grammatical/linguistic classification into account is necessary, even if the Greek of the New
Testament may not seem to have specific orthographic, prosodic or syntactic strategies to
demonstrate the restrictive/nonrestrictive distinction. Our study cannot take into account
orthographic considerations, as punctuation was not prevalent in ancient Greek texts.*
Furthermore, while it is difficult in this study to take into account prosodic research due to the
nature of dead languages, the presence of prosodic (and orthographic) restrictive (and
nonrestrictive) relative clauses in Modern Greek provides an impetus to discern the
restrictive/nonrestrictive strategies of ancient Greek. We will, therefore, attempt to demonstrate
that on a syntactic basis the Greek of the New Testament does exhibit certain restrictive

tendencies, especially with respect to the attributive participle.

3 Furthermore, it is probably true to say that it is likely that what Modern Greek evidences can be seen already
in Koine Greek, rather than that what Modern Greek evidences is probably fundamentally different than what is true
of Koine Greek.

35 See section titled “Punctuation Practices for Greek New Testament Texts” on pp. 46-50 of ch. 1.
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Clarification of Terminology

At a basic level the definition of restrictive and nonrestrictive modification has been
presented. However, the terminology and definitions utilized by traditional grammarians and
modern linguists vary with respect to, specifically, restrictive modification. A clarification of
terminology related to relative clauses coupled with a more comprehensive definition of
restrictive modification benefits the study of restrictive modification as it relates to the attributive
participle and the relative clause in the Greek New Testament.

Definition of Relative Clause. One of the difficulties encountered in our study has to do
with an inconsistency of terminology in modern linguistics and traditional grammar.
Specifically, the term relative clause has a different usage in traditional and linguistic grammars.
Most grammarians of the Greek New Testament operate with a traditional understanding of the
term and apply it to a finite clause that begins with a relative pronoun and modifies a
substantive/antecedent (e.g. Matt 1:23: kai kaAécovoty 10 Svopa avtod Eppavovni, O €otv
uebeppunvevopevov Meb’ fudv 6 Bedg). However, in modern linguistics the term relative clause
has come to cover also various (other) strategies that modify substantives. So, sometimes when
linguists make assertions about relative clauses, they may also be speaking of attributive
participles (or other modifying/relativization strategies), which they consider to be a type of
relative clause (e.g. Matt 3:7: tig Ynéder&ev Opiv Quyelv and tijg perhodong opyiig;).
Consequently, some scholars use the term relative clause yet are referring to adjectival clauses in
general.’

In the context of modern linguistics, therefore, a broader understanding of the term relative

clause would include the modifying strategy of the attributive participle. For example, Nikolaeva

36 See Platzack and Safir below.
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states that, “the term ‘relative clause’ may be misleading.”*’ She maintains that in a large number
of languages “participial constructions . . . conform to the functional definition of the R[elative]
C[lause] but are not clauses from a syntactic viewpoint. Some languages have no clear
distinction between RCs and attributive modification, so that RCs and what can be referred to as
adjectives show identical patterns.”® She cites the phrase “the book written by me” as a prime
example of a relative clause in this broader sense, which, in traditional grammatical form, is an
attributive participle.”

Edward L. Keenan and Bernard Comrie address this terminological challenge as well when
they note that “our semantically based notion of R[elative] C[lause] justifies considering as RCs
certain constructions that would perhaps not have been so considered in traditional grammar.
Thus, in German, alongside the traditional RC in (1) we also count the participial construction in
@

(1) der Mann, der in seinem Buro arbeitet

37 Nikolaeva, “Relative Clauses,” 502.

3 Nikolaeva, “Relative Clauses,” 502. She demonstrates this implicitly in a Finnish example that includes a
participle that she labels as an RC [Relative Clause], 503.

¥ Nikolaeva, “Relative Clauses,” 502. Matthews confirms Nikolaeva’s assertions regarding participial
constructions when he puts forth the term participial relative clause. He claims that these are forms “with a
participle whose role is like that of a relative clause.” Matthews, Linguistics, 267. Avery Andrews utilizes the
terminology: “nonfinite (participial) relative clauses.” Avery D. Andrews, “The Major Functions of the Noun
Phrase,” in Clause Structure (ed. Timothy Shopen; vol. 1 of Language Typology and Syntactic Description; 2d ed.;
New York: Cambridge University Press, 2005), 172. Matthew Dryer asserts that participial modifiers are tantamount
to relative clauses. Matthew S. Dryer, “Noun Phrase Structure,” in Complex Constructions (ed. Timothy Shopen;
vol. 2 of Language Typology and Syntactic Description; 2d ed.; New York: Cambridge University Press, 2007),
192. Downing highlights this terminological problem as well when he states, “Linguists tend to use the term
‘relative clause’ as if it referred to a universal grammatical entity.” He notes the difficulty with this when he states
that “attempts to justify a common deep syntactic representation for relative clauses have not escaped arbitrariness.”
Finally Downing observes that when pushed to the cross-linguistic extreme, “a universal characterization of the
notion ‘relative clause’ can only be given in semantic terms.” He finally concludes that while “a universal semantic
definition can be provided for the notion ‘relative clause,’ there is no single set of syntactic properties by which
RC’s can be identified as a universal syntactic category.” Bruce T. Downing, “Some Universals of Relative Clause
Structure,” in Syntax (ed. Joseph H. Greenberg; vol. 4 of Universals of Human Language; Stanford; Stanford
University Press, 1978): 377-80.

% Edward L. Keenan and Bernard Comrie, “Noun Phrase Accessibility and Universal Grammar,” Linguistic
Inquiry 8 (1977): 64.

69



the man who in his study works
‘the man who is working in his study’

(2) der in seinem Buro arbeitende Mann
the in his study working man
‘the man who is working in his study’*'
As a result of this data, Keenan and Comrie further note that “not only do different languages
vary with respect to the way RCs are formed, but also within a given language there is often
more than one distinct type of RC.”** They refer to these “distinct ways of forming RCs as
different relative clause forming strategies™ or relativization strategies.* Keenan and Comrie
note that “many European languages (e.g. German, Russian, and Polish) have participial RC-
forming strategies that apply only to subjects; cf. (2) above.”* This observation will prove
relevant to our study of the Greek New Testament and will be elaborated upon in subsequent
chapters. It will be seen that the Greek of the New Testament also employs this “participial RC-
forming strategy” to subjects only. This fact will prove relevant to the comparison of attributive
participles and relative clauses and the Accessibility Hierarchy discussed in chapter 6 of the
dissertation.
The assertions of Nikolaeva and Keenan & Comrie* demonstrate that a lack of clarity
exists with respect to the term relative clause and what exactly constitutes one. Traditional

grammars for the Greek New Testament (and any other language) would normally not include

participial constructions under relative clauses, but some modern linguists do. An awareness of

*! Keenan and Comrie, “Noun Phrase Accessibility,” 64.
“2 Keenan and Comrie, “Noun Phrase Accessibility,” 64.
4 Keenan and Comrrie, “Noun Phrase Accessibility,” 64.

* Paul R. Kroeger, Analy=ing Syntax: A Lexical-Functional Approach (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2004), 176.

4 Keenan and Comrie, “Noun Phrase Accessibility,” 70.

“ Also Matthews, Downing, Andrews, and Dryer; Cf. n. 39 above.
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this difference helps inform the nature of scholars’ definitions of restrictive (and nonrestrictive)
modification. So, some of what is stated linguistically about relative clauses refers to a broader
category that includes a variety of modifying strategies such as, for our purposes, the attributive
participle in Koine Greek. An awareness of this ambiguity will add clarity to the assertions
regarding restrictive modification set forth by scholars such as Platzack and Safir below.

Definition of Restrictivity. Many scholars define restrictivity similarly, yet not all
assertions are completely identical. It is our contention that the concept of “limiting” describes
the nature of restrictive modification most accurately.

Platzack asserts, “The restrictive relative clause is a necessary modification, delimiting the
set of elements referred to by the relative head and thereby determining its referent.”*’ Jespersen
speaks of restrictive modifiers and states that “their function is to restrict the primary, to limit the
number of objects to which it may be applied . . . .”** Limiting describes the nature of restrictive

modification, which then has the effect* of specializing,” contrasting,’' classifying,*

qualifying,” determining,* defining,’® and/or identifying.*

47 Christer Platzack, “A Complement-of-N° Account of Restrictive and Non-Restrictive Relatives: The Case of
Swedish,” in The Syntax of Relative Clauses (ed. Artemis Alexiadou, Paul Law, Andre Meinunger and Chris Wilder;
Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 2000), 268. Similarly, the terms narrowing and restricting describe the act of
limiting. Christian Lehmann, “Relative Clauses.” in Mande Languages—Selection (vol. 3 of International
Encyclopedia of Linguistics (ed. William Frawley; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003), 460—62, likewise writes,
“A Rlelative] C[lause] is restrictive if it narrows the head concept,” like in the example, “the book which you are
consulting.”. Givon, Syntax 2, 473, too, writes, “Restrictive modifiers restrict the domain of the noun.” See also
Matthews, Linguistics, 319 and Downing, “Relative Clause Structure,” 379.

8 Jespersen, Philosophy of Grammar, 108. John Butt and Carmen Benjamin, A New Reference Grammar of
Modern Spanish (4™ ed.; San Francisco: McGraw-Hill, 2004), 518, state that “restrictive clauses limit the scope of
what they refer to.” Cf. also Pountain, Spanish Language, 87-88.

* Or as Nikolaeva states, “serves the purpose of .” Nikolaeva, “Relative Clauses,” 501-2.

%0 Cf. Jespersen, Philosophy of Grammar, 108.

3! Cf. Crystal, Dictionary of Linguistics and Phonetics, 332.

52 Cf. Ray Jackendoff, X Syntax: A Study of Phrase Structure (Cambridge, Mass.: The MIT Press, 1977), 194.
53 Cf. Jespersen, Philosophy of Grammar, 108.

3% Cf. Platzack, “Restrictive and Non-Restrictive Relatives,” 268.
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Christian Lehmann considers the limiting nature of restrictive modification and describes
the effects of such limiting by means of a scale between two poles: “eine Skala von der
Begriffsbildung bis zur Gegenstandsidentifikation.”” Lehmann’s assertions represent a more
detailed perspective in contrast to other linguists. The continuum between these poles extends
from generic (concept formation) to specific (entity identification). At the concept formation
pole, one observes a concept that is general in nature; at the entity identification pole, one
observes a concept, but since it is limited so specifically it identifies the precise entity intended
by the author/speaker. An example of restrictive modification toward the concept formation pole
would consist of: the man who works hard (the hard-working man). Consider a similar example
from the New Testament in 2 Tim 2:6: tov Kom@vta Ye@PyOv O&l TpAHTOV TRV KOPRHDHY

netarapPavew (ESV: “It is the hard-working farmer who ought to have the first share of the

crops.”).”® An example of restrictive modification toward the entity identification pole would
consist of: the man whom we met yesterday. Consider a similar example from the New
Testament in John 5:12: 1ig éotv 6 8vBpwmog 6 sindv cot- dpov koi mepimdret; (ESV: “Who is

the man who said to you, ‘Take up your bed and walk’?”). So, Lehmann’s contention that the

“function of restrictive RCs® varies between the poles of entity identification and concept

%5 Cf. Brown and Jackson: Keith Brown, ed. Encyclopedia of Language and Linguistics (2d ed; Amsterdam:
Elsevier, 2006), 1:111; Howard Jackson, Key Terms in Linguistics (New York: Continuum, 2007), 51.

% Keenan, “Relative Clauses,” 142. Keenan focuses on this notion of identification in his analysis of noun
phrases. He refers to noun phrases with “a common noun and a restrictive clause . . . Semantically the common
noun determines a class of objects™ which he labels “the domain of relativization, and the restrictive clause identifies
a subset of the domain, those elements which satisfy the condition given by the restrictive clause.”

57 Christian Lehmann. Der Relativsat= (Tubingen: Gunter Narr Verlag, 1984), 189. “A scale from concept
formation to entity identification.”

%8 Note that the use of a participial construction as restrictive under the rubric of relative clause conforms to the
modern linguistic proclivity to widen the definition of relative clause beyond a relativizer plus a verb. See the
discussion in “Clarification of Terminology™ section above on pp. 68 fI.

% 1t should be remembered that Lehmann uses the term Rfelative] Cflause] in the wide sense, which includes
constructions such as the attributive participle in Greek. See discussion in the “Clarification of Terminology” section
above on pp. 68-71.
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formation” details more precisely some of the specific effects of the limiting nature of restrictive
modification. *

Along with the notion of limiting Platzack asserts that “the restrictive relative clause is a
necessary modification.”' Safir speaks of this necessary modification as follows: “It has often
been noted that restrictive and nonrestrictive relatives crucially differ in that the head of a
nonrestrictive relative has reference independent of the modifying clause, whereas the head of a
restrictive relative does not.”®* Safir contends then that a restrictive modifier is necessary in that
the antecedent is dependent upon the modification for reference. Collectively the two units
(antecedent and restrictive modifier) constitute a noun phrase that refers to one specific
entity/concept.® For example, consider the noun phrase ta tékva 100 80D 0 SlECKOPTICHEVQL
in John 11:52. The antecedent ta tékva 10D B0V, by itself, refers to the children of God (in
general). The intended referent, however, consists of the children of God who are scattered
abroad; the restrictive participle & disokopmicuéva provides the necessary modification. The
antecedent and restrictive modifier together refer to one specific entity; the antecedent depends
upon it for reference.

We may say in summary, then, that restrictive modifiers limit their antecedents and can be
characterized as necessary to the linguistic identity of the noun phrase. Lehmann’s continuum of

entity identification and concept formation accurately describes the effect of this modification.

¢ Christian Lehmann, “Relative Clauses,” 461.
! platzack, “Restrictive and Non-Restrictive Relatives,” 268.
2 Ken Safir, “Relative Clauses in a Theory of Binding and Levels,” Linguistic Inquiry 17 (1986): 668.

® Similarly the term essential has been utilized to treat this concept of necessary modification. Cf. Grohmann
and Haussamen: Grohmann, “Clause,” 211; Haussamen, “Restrictive and Nonrestrictive,” 2, The necessary and
essential nature of restrictive modification has led some scholars to focus on the connection between the antecedent
and modifier and describe it as tight. Cf. Lucas, who speaks of tight (restrictive) and /oose (nonrestrictive) clauses.
Lucas. “Relative Clauses,” 117. Cf. Haussamen, who utilizes “tightly bound.” Haussamen, “Restrictive and
Nonrestrictive,” 2.
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Restrictivity and the Nature of Antecedents

Certain types of substantives or noun phrases tend to attract or accept either restrictive or
nonrestrictive modification. We label this the “continuum of acceptability.”

Continuum of Acceptability. Generally speaking Nikolaeva states, “Restrictive R[elative]
C[lause]s are headed by common nouns, whereas nonrestrictive RCs can modify personal
pronouns and proper nouns.”* Nikolaeva contends that the semantic identity of the substantive
plays a role in whether restrictive or nonrestrictive modification is acceptable. In many ways
there seems to be a continuum of acceptability for restrictive (and nonrestrictive) modification.
Substantives that are very generic represent one extreme and substantives that are very specific
represent the other. The farther to the generic extreme the more acceptable is restrictive
modification. The farther to the specific extreme the less acceptable is restrictive modification. ¢

The General Extreme of the Acceptability Continuum. Quirk and Lucas discuss the
type of modification that generic antecedents tend to attract.

Quirk labels the most generic of substantives as nonassertive heads. This would include
such generic nouns as GvBpwmog, avip, yovi|, Aadg, Tpdyua, etc. He states, “Nonassertive heads
cannot have nonrestrictive modification.”™® In his treatment of the role of determiners, however,
he asserts more accurately the tendency of generic antecedents toward restrictive modification
and states that “nonspecific determiners like any, all, and every usually have only restrictive

modification.”™” Additionally, Quirk in his discussion of compound pronouns, asserts that very

64 Nikolaeva, “Relative Clauses,” 502.
% Exceptions do exist, but Nikolaeva points out that these are the general tendencies within languages.

% Quirk et al., Grammar, 124 1. Quirk overstates himself in that his assertion does not allow for exceptions
(e.g., All people, whom God created, bear the image of God in their being).

67 Quirk et al., Grammar, 124 1. Emphasis mine. Also see Grosu, who also asserts similar ideas with respect to
certain determiners that are utilized to disambiguate readings toward restrictive modification. Grosu, “Relative
Construction,” 115-16.
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generic substantives tend to attract restrictive modification. Such compounds “are the least
problematic of the indefinite pronouns, since they behave in general like noun phrases of very
general meaning . . . everybody, everyone, everything.”*® He puts forth the following as
examples, the first of which is a restrictive relative clause and the second a restrictive participial
construction: “Everyone (that) you meet” and “anything made of silver.”®

Lucas deals with generic antecedents in his treatment of what he calls “categorical
nominals.” He describes these as “any-, no- and every-nominals.”” He asserts, “It seems to be a
general rule that these nominals do not occur with loose [nonrestrictive] clauses, although they
freely occur with tight [restrictive] clauses.””' For the Greek New Testament, most substantives
that are coupled with the determiner ndg fall into this category (see examples below).

Whether it is the nature of the noun itself or the nature of the substantive as qualified by
certain determiners and quantifiers, the more generic the substantive the more probable that
restrictive modification will be employed. The Greek of the New Testament conforms to this
tendency, as the following examples illustrate:

Matt 13:52: ndg ypappatedg pabnrevdeis i) Paciieiq Tdv ovpavdv
(ESV: “every scribe who has been trained for the kingdom of heaven™)

Luke 1:1: té®v nerhnpogopnuévav &v Nuiv npaypndtov
(ESV: “the things that have been accomplished among us”™)

o8 Quirk et al., Grammar, 378

% Quirk et al., Grammar, 379. Quirk’s assertions are supported by other authors. Cf. also: Greg N. Carlson,
“Amount Relatives,” Language 53 (1977): 520; Jackendoff, Syntax, 175. Quirk addresses another class of
substantives that leans toward the more generic extreme of the acceptability continuum for restrictive and
nonrestrictive modification. He states that “demonstrative pronouns, that and those can function not only as
coreferential pro-forms but as substitute pro-forms. In this latter function, they are always followed by restrictive
postmodification, and are equivalent to the one and the ones respectively.” He puts forth the following example to
illustrate: “The paintings of Gauguin’s Tahiti period are more famous than those [= the ones] he painted in France.”
Quirk et al., Grammar, 872.

7 .
0 Lucas, “Relative Clauses,” 93.

n Lucas, “Relative Clauses,” 94.



Luke 12:36: avOpodmolg mpoodexopnévorg Tov Kopiov Savt@dv
(ESV: “men who are waiting for their master™)

1 Cor 11:4: méig avip TPOCGELYOUEVOS T} TPOPNTELMV
(ESV: “Every man who prays or prophesies™)

Heb 5:1: Iag yap dpyepedg €€ avBpdnwv Aapfoavépevog
(ESV: “For every high priest chosen from among men™)"

The Specific Extreme of the Acceptability Continuum. Substantives that stand on the
specific end of the spectrum tend to attract nonrestrictive modification, for example, proper
nouns.” Keenan contends that “non-restrictives modify fully specified, definite N[oun] P[hrase]s
such as proper nouns.””*

Schachter has indicated “that the reason that proper nouns without preceding determiners
do not occur as heads of [restrictive] relative constructions . . . is that they are in themselves
interpreted as complete designations for specific people, places, etc.”” While Schachter labels
the proper noun as a complete designation, Quirk speaks in terms of unique denotation, “When
they have the normal unique denotation,” proper nouns can be modified only by nonrestrictive

modifiers, such as a nonrestrictive relative clause or nonrestrictive apposition:™”’

Dr. Brown, who lives next door, comes from Australia.

7 Consider also: Acts 9:7: oi 8¢ &v8peg oi cuvodevovieg avtd (ESV: “the men who were traveling with us”);
Acts 16:13: taig cuverBovoaig yovaugiv (ESV: “the women who had come together™).

3 Keenan, “Relative Clauses,” 169, states that personal pronouns attract nonrestrictive modification as well.
He contends that these substantives, like proper nouns, stand toward the very specific extreme of the acceptability
continuum. However, instances do exist when personal pronouns may require restrictive modification. Quirk et al.,
Grammar, 352, points out, “In modern English, restrictive modification with personal pronouns is extremely
limited.” He does. however, note a few examples: “He who hesitates is lost. She who must be obeyed.” Quirk notes
that “Here se and she are cataphoric in that their meaning is defined by the following post modifier, which is a
restrictive relative clause.”. See also Lucas, “Relative Clauses,” 92.

* Keenan, “Relative Clauses,” 169.

"5 Paul Schachter, “Focus and Relativization,” Language 49 (1973): 43. Jespersen, Grammar, 108-9, states
that “proper names are highly specialized.”

7 Rarely, very specific entities, such as proper nouns, will attract restrictive modification. See add. 2-A for a
discussion of this phenomenon.

7 Quirk et al., Grammar, 289-90.
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Theseus, a Greek hero, killed the Minotaur.”
Consider the following New Testament correlatives to Quirk’s examples. Second Peter 2:15
contains a nonrestrictive relative clause modifying a proper noun:
g&axorovdricavteg i) 68 Tod Boradp Tod Boodp, dg piobov adwkiag fyanncsv
(ESV: “They have followed the way of Balaam, the son of Beor, who loved gain

from wrongdoing™)

Matthew 1:1 contains an example of nonrestrictive apposition with a proper noun:

‘Incod Xpi1otod viod Aavid vioh APpadp (ESV: “Jesus Christ, the son of David, the
son of Abraham.”)

Summary of Restrictivity and the Nature of Antecedents. The semantic identity of the
substantive being modified places some constraints upon whether restrictive or nonrestrictive
modification will be utilized. There seems to exist a continuum of acceptability in which the
more generic substantives tend to attract restrictive modification, and the more specific
substantives lean toward nonrestrictive modification.” The semantic identity of the substantive
should be considered when seeking to understand restrictive and nonrestrictive modification

within a given language.

Specific Restrictive Strategies

A survey of restrictive strategies reveals that restrictive modification exists on multiple
levels. A few examples of restrictive (and nonrestrictive) modification strategies were considered
in the section titled Restrictivity in Modern Languages, above. It was asserted that to varying
degrees adjectives, participles and relative clauses exhibit restrictive (and nonrestrictive)

modification in English, Spanish and Modern Greek. Furthermore, it was noted that Nikolaeva,

8 Quirk et al., Grammar, 290.

™ Rarely, in certain semantic contexts very specific substantives are capable of accepting restrictive
modification. See add. 2-A.
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citing examples in Persian and Somali, asserted that “in some languages, restrictive and
nonrestrictive clauses have a consistently different surface structure.”® Alexiadou et al. confirm
as much and state, “The semantic distinction (restrictive vs. non-restrictive modification) is
reflected in differing syntactic properties in different languages.”

Though it is not possible to produce an exhaustive analysis of all restrictive modification
strategies cross-linguistically, a survey of some of these strategies reveals just how widespread
this linguistic category reaches. The following restrictive modification strategies will be
considered: articles, demonstrative pronouns, adjectives, prepositional phrases, genitive
constructions, appositional constructions, relative clauses, and attributive participles.

Articles. While different determiners exist at different levels across languages, Downing
notes that, generally speaking, the article participates in restrictive modification cross-
linguistically. He notes the usage of the article as restrictive in that it can limit the referent to a
previously identified class.® Jespersen also places the article in the “restrictive adjunct” category
and gives an example from English. “In the rose, rose is restricted to that one definite rose which
is at this very moment in my thought and must be in yours, too, because we have just mentioned
it, or because everything in the situation points towards that particular rose.”® Though Wallace
does not use the term restrictive in his discussion of the article, he does speak restrictively when
he states that the article in the Greek New Testament “is used predominantly to stress the identity

of an individual or class or quality . . . it may distinguish one entity (or class) from another,

% Nikolaeva, “Relative Clauses,” 502.

8 Artemis Alexiadou, Paul Law, Andre Meinunger, and Chris Wilder, eds., The Syntax of Relative Clauses
(Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 2000), 21. Crystal, Dictionary of Linguistics and Phonetics, 332, also asserts that
“several areas of grammar illustrate this contrast.”

8 Downing, “Relative Clause Structure,” 379.

8 Jespersen, Philosophy of Grammar, 109. It should be noted that this example falls toward the entity
identification pole of restrictive modification. The Rose could also restrictively fall toward the concept formation
pole.
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identify something as known or unique, point to something physically present, or simply point
out. The identifying function of the article covers a multitude of uses.”* His usage of such
descriptors as distinguish, identify, point to, and point out demonstrates he is referring to
restrictive modification. Wallace puts forth John 4:50 as an example: Aéyet adt® 6 'Incoic,
[Topevov, 6 vidg cov {ij. rictevoey 6 avBpwnog . . . .%° Wallace states that the article modifies
and identifies to “us which man is in view.” On the whole, the article is capable of participating
in restrictive modification.

Demonstrative Pronouns. Jespersen includes demonstrative pronouns (that adjectivally
modify a substantive) in his analysis of restrictive adjuncts. He contends that “among restrictive
adjuncts, some of a pronominal character should be noticed. This and that, in this rose, that rose”
modify their substantive restrictively in that “what they do . . . is to specify.”® Though Young
does not explicitly address this issue, he implies restrictive modification when he states that the
demonstrative pronoun in the Greek New Testament “points out or specifies something . . . as

adjectives that point out the noun they are modifying.”* Consider Matt 3:9: d9varon ¢ 6g0g &k

@OV MBwv TovTV gysipot tékva 1@ APBpadp (ESV: “God is able from these stones to raise up

children for Abraham™). The assertions of Jespersen and Young confirm the restrictive nature of

demonstrative pronoun modification.

8 Wallace, Greek Grammar, 209-10.

8 ESV: “Jesus said to him, ‘Go; your son will live.” The man belicved.”
8 Wallace, Greek Grammar, 219.

¥ Jespersen, Philosophy of Grammar, 109.

88 Young, New Testament Greek, 78. In the New Testament, when a demonstrative functions as a restrictive
modifier it is in predicate position.
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Adjectives. The restrictive nature of adjectives has been addressed in the section
Restrictivity in Modern Languages above, but, further consideration will elucidate this
phenomenon.*

Jespersen contends that “red in a red rose restricts the applicability of the word rose to one
particular sub-class of the whole class of roses, it specializes and defines the rose of which I am
speaking by excluding white and yellow roses . . . . Consider Matt 17:5: vepéhn ¢utevi
énsokiacev avtovg (ESV: “a bright cloud overshadowed them™). The adjective gwtev limits
the head noun vepéhn to a certain type of cloud (bright) and excludes other types of clouds (dark,
black, faint, normal, etc . . . ). Consider also Matt 7:13: Eicé\0ate 18 Tfig oteviig moing (ESV:
“Enter by the narrow gate”). The adjective oteviig limits the head noun ToAng to a certain type of
gate (narrow) and excludes other types of gates (specifically, in this context, wide gates).

The assertions of Solé and Solé stated above’ deal primarily with the Spanish language and
contend that post-nominal adjectives tend to be restrictive while prenominal adjectives tend to be

nonrestrictive.”? For example: Esta mafiana vimos al profesor anciano. This morning we saw the

% While many adjectives clearly modify a substantive restrictively, occasionally an ambiguity can exist. Peter
Sells, Restrictive and Non-restrictive Modification (Stanford, CA: Center for the Study of Language and
Information, 1985), 30, states that “the ambiguity of the phrase the industrious Swedes derives from interpreting the
relation between adjective and noun as either restrictive or non-restrictive.” This phrase could refer to all Swedes
and describes them all as industrious. Or it could refer to the subset of Swedes that are industrious, implying that
some Swedes aren’t industrious. Cf. also Jespersen, Grammar, 112. As has already been stated, for English,
prosodic stress upon the adjective signals restrictive modification. Furthermore, Grosu contends that
authors/speakers can utilize determiners to denote restrictive modification; such constructions signal to the
reader/hearer that the adjective modifier must be restrictive. “The restrictive reading can be teased out by using
certain D[eterminer]s or particles that are inconsistent with appositive [nonrestrictive| readings, yielding such
unambiguously restrictive constructions as the only industrious Japanese, every industrious Japanese, and no
industrious Japanese.” Alexander Grosu, “Type-Resolution in Relative Constructions,” in The Syntax of Relative
Clauses (ed. Artemis Alexiadou, Paul Law, Andre Meinunger and Chris Wilder; Philadelphia: John Benjamins,
2000), 115-6. Though outside the scope of this dissertation, an area of beneficial study would be to determine how
these assertions play out in the Greek of the New Testament.

% Jespersen, Philosophy of Grammar, 108. Cf. Matthews, Linguistics, 319.
°! C. section titled “Restrictivity in Modern Languages” on pp. 61-67 above.
%2 Solé and Solé, Spanish Syntax, 234-35.
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elderly professor.”” They contend that the syntax of the adjective, being post-nominal, conveys
restrictive modification in Spanish.

While not a comprehensive analysis of the nature of adjective modification, these examples
demonstrate that the adjective should be considered a valid strategy for restrictive modification.

Prepositional Phrases. Prepositional phrases represent another strategy for restrictive
modification. Jackendoff asserts that prepositional phrases can be “interpreted as restrictive
modifiers.” Lehmann provides an example of a restrictive prepositional phrase: the “book on
the table.”” In the Greek New Testament Young contends that most prepositional phrases
function adverbially but they do function adjectivally as well.”® The adjectival prepositional
phrase “is usually in the attributive position.” He cites the following examples: “Romans 11:21
1AV Kot O KAGdwv (the according to nature branches) means ‘the natural branches,” and |
Timothy 6:3 1ij xat’ ebcéPerav hdaokariq (the according to godliness instruction) means ‘the
godly instruction.”””® He also cites | Pet 1:10, ntepi tiig &ig Opdg ydpirog, and Matt 3:17, ovi €k
®v ovpavdv.” Adjectival prepositional phrases represent a viable strategy for restrictive
modification. Furthermore, Young’s examples seem to indicate that attributive prepositional
phrases tend to be restrictive in the Greek New Testament.

Genitive Constructions. Jespersen contends that a genitive construction serves as a

strategy for restrictive modification. He states that “an adjunct consisting of a genitive or a

% Solé and Solé, Spanish Syntax, 234-35.
% Jackendoff, Syntax, 179.

% Christian Lehmann. “Relative Clauses,” 461. Quirk et al., Grammar, 1321, likewise provides the example
“the car outside the station.”.

% Young, New Testament Greek, 87-88. These prepositional phrases are generally deemed to be in predicate
position and attributive position respectively.

%7 Young, New Testament Greek, 88.
%8 Young, New Testament Greek, 88.
99 Young, New Testament Greek, 88. Cf. also Luke 9:38 and Matt 27:21. Young, New Testament Greek, 91.
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possessive pronoun always restricts.”'® Wallace evinces a restrictive understanding of the
genitive when he states that the genitive “defines ... qualifies, restricts, limits.”' Wallace
demonstrates the restrictive nature of the genitive with an example from John 2:16, olkov
gumopiov. “The idea is ‘a house in which merchandise is sold.”'” Notice that he interprets the
phrase with an English restrictive relative clause. Additionally, Stanley Porter, basing his
findings on such scholars as Dana & Mantey,'” Roberston,'* and Louw,'” describes the genitive
as a strategy for restrictive modification by using such descriptors as definition, specification and
restriction respectively.'® Genitive constructions represent one more strategy for restrictive
modification.

Appositional Constructions. With respect to appositional constructions serving as a
strategy to highlight the restrictive/nonrestrictive contrast, there seems to be some debate among
scholars.'” Matthews states that apposition is “distinguished from modification (or attribution) in
that there is no clear tendency for either element to qualify the other.”'® Crystal highlights the
notions above but also asserts that problems exist with such a definition of apposition. He states,

Apposition(al) [is] a traditional term retained in some models of grammatical

description for a sequence of units which are constituents at the same grammatical
level, and which have an identity or similarity of reference . . . There are, however,

100 Jespersen, Philosophy of Grammar, 110.
" wWallace, Greek Grammar, 76.

"2 Wallace, Greek Grammar, 80.

'% Dana and Mantey, Manual Grammar, 72.

104 Robertson, Grammar of the Greek New Testament, 493.

195 ). P. Louw, “Linguistic Theory and the Greek Case System,” Acta Classica 9 (1966): 83-84.
19 porter, Idioms, 92.

107 Maitthews, Linguistics, 22.

'% Matthews, Linguistics, 22. Similarly, Matthews, Linguistics, 22, states that “apposition” refers to a
“syntactic relation in which an clement is juxtaposed to another eclement of the same kind. Especially between noun
phrases that do not have distinct referents.” Jackson, Linguistics, 23, secms to agree with these sentiments when he
states that apposition refers to “two contiguous linguistic items with the same reference, usually two noun phrases .”
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many theoretical and methodological problems in defining the notion of apposition,
because of several constructions which satisfy only some of these criteria, and where
other semantic or syntactic issues are involved.'”

Crystal highlights the problem with Matthews’s assertion that appositional constructions do not
qualify each other in any way, and Crystal eventually directly contradicts the assertions of
Matthews. He does so in his discussion of the restrictive/nonrestrictive contrast by stating,
“Several areas of grammar illustrate this contrast, such as relative clauses and appositional
constructions.”''

Quirk affirms Crystal’s assertions and contends that “apposition may be nonrestrictive or
restrictive.”"! Quirk gives the following example of restrictive apposition between two
substantives: “Mr. Campbell the lawyer was here last night. (i.e., Mr. Campbell the lawyer as

22112

opposed to any other Mr. Campbell we know.)”'"* Quirk contends that this example of apposition
is an instance “where the first appositive is the name of a person and the second is the
designation of an occupation, relationship, etc.”'"* For the purposes of this dissertation, this type

of apposition describes certain substantival participles that exist in apposition to a proper noun.

' Crystal, Dictionary of Linguistics and Phonetics, 24.
"' Crystal, Dictionary of Linguistics and Phonetics, 332.

"' Quirk et al., Grammar, 1303—4. Quirk applies this assertion to nouns juxtaposed to each other, nouns

coupled with personal pronouns, nouns with complex noun phrases, and nouns with infinitives and participial
clauses.

""* Quirk et al., Grammar, 1303—4. Quirk elaborates on this relationship for the English language and
highlights three types of restrictive apposition. “The first appositive is preceded by a definite determiner (and
possibly premodifier) and is more general than the second appositive,” for example, “That famous critic Paul Jones”
and “The soprano Janet Baker.” “The second [type of restrictive] appositive is preceded by the determiner the, and is
more general than the first” appositive, for example, “Paul Jones the critic” and “Janet Baker the soprano.” The
third type of restrictive apposition, according to Quirk et al., Grammar, 131617, is like the first one “but with
omission of the determiner,” for example, critic Paul Jones and “Soprano Janet Baker.” Quirk et al., Grammar,
1317, also notes that personal “pronouns followed by noun phrases, such as you girls, you British, and we men, can
also be analysed as restrictive apposition.” Additionally, Quirk et al., Grammar, 1321, details the restrictive contrast
with respect to common nouns that are specified with complex noun-phrases in apposition. “Restrictive apposition is
common with such general nouns as the fact, the view, the question, your duty: The fact that she wouldn’t betray her
friends is very much to her credit.”

"3 Quirk et al., Grammar, 1319.
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A clear New Testament example of this phenomenon comes from Mark 6:14, "lmdvvng 6
BantiCwv. Clearly, the participle 6 Boarti{wv stands in apposition to ‘lwavvng. The nature of the
relationship between the two substantives appears to be restrictive. 0 Bantilwv seems to limit the
referent 'lwdvvng, which has the effect of identifying which 'lwdvvng is being discussed, John
the Baptizer.

Quirk also asserts that appositive modification by infinitives and participial clauses can be
either restrictive or nonrestrictive.'* Additionally, Porter speaks of the appositional nature of the
infinitive and notes its ability “to serve as a modifier, specifying or defining the modified
element.”"" Though he does not use the term restrictive, Porter does speak of restrictive
modification when he utilizes the terms specifying and defining.

Young treats the topic of apposition and states that “apposition occurs when one nominal is
followed by another that explains or identifies the first one by giving more specific information.
The two nominals are usually of the same case, whether nominative, genitive, dative, or
accusative.”''* The way he speaks of apposition seems to highlight the restrictive (identifies) and
nonrestrictive (explains) contrast. Additionally, the examples that he gives highlight this as
well.'"” As we have noted earlier, Young additionally speaks of apposition with respect to
substantival participles. He states, “Some examples of participles functioning in appositional
noun phrases include Matthew 1:16, 'Incotg 6 Aeyopevog xpiotdg (Jesus, the one called Christ);

Mark 6:14, Twavvng 6 Bartilwv (John the Baptist); and 1 Thess 1:10, ‘Incodv tov pudpuevov

" Quirk et al., Grammar, 1271.

3 porter, Idioms, 198.

e Young, New Testament Greek, 12.

"7 Young, New Testament Greek, 12.
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Mg &k Tig 0pyiig Tig Epxopévng (Jesus, the one who delivers us from the coming wrath).
Matt 1:16'"° and 1 Thess 1:10'®, he translates as nonrestrictive, but he translates Mark 6:14 with
a restrictive contrast as is noted by the omission of the comma after Joan. So, while Young does
not explicitly state it, his usage of identifies and examples like Mark 6:14 indicate that he
includes apposition as a strategy to demonstrate the restrictive/nonrestrictive contrast.

While some debate does exist as to how to describe the nature of apposition, we contend
that appositional constructions are capable of demonstrating the restrictive/nonrestrictive
contrast. The relationship between the two substantives can represent one of contrast and that for
examples like Mr. Campbell the lawyer and 'lwdvvng 0 BantiCwv (John the Baptizer) the second
appositive limits the domain of the first noun to one specific entity. Appositional constructions
represent one more restrictive strategy.

Relative Clauses. Whether it is in the broad sense of the term, which covers a variety of
strategies (including nonfinite participial clauses), or in the narrow, traditional sense of the term
(relativizer + finite clause),"' it has been demonstrated that the relative clause serves as a
strategy for restrictive modification. In this section, the focus centers on the narrow definition of
relative clause. For the English language it has been noted that restrictive relative clauses can
employ zero-heads, wh-relatives and the relativizer that. Specifically, in English, zero-heads and

that can only be employed for restrictive modification.'* It has also been demonstrated that in

"8 Young, New Testament Greek, 150.

''® One could argue this to be restrictive, an example of entity differentiation, identifying which particular

Jesus is being discussed.

12 This seems to be an example of what Voelz would call “attributive position participles . . . that seem to be a
restriction, not on what they modify directly but upon all other alternative possibilities.” Voelz, “Grammarian’s
Corner: Participles, Part 111,” 403. This will be discussed more thoroughly in ch. 6.

1! See section titled “Definition of Relative Clause” on pp. 68-71 above.

122

61-67.

Keenan, “Relative Clauses,” 169. Sce also section above titled “Restrictivity in Modern Languages™ on pp.



English, Spanish and Modern Greek restrictive relative clauses lack both commas (orthography)
and parenthetical intonation (prosody).'”

Relative clauses that are introduced by an adverb of place may also modify substantives
restrictively. Quirk notes that in English where is equivalent to in which. His example is: “That’s
the place where/in which she was born.”'* In the Greek of the New Testament o0 exists as an
adverb of place and functions in the same way as év @ (as in Acts 4:31 6 t6m0g &v @ ooy
ouvnypévor: “the place in which they were gathered”). Consider the similar usage of oV in verses
such as Rom 9:26 (&v 1@ ton® ob &ppébn avToic: “in the place where it was said to them™) and
Luke 4:17 (tdv témov o0 fv yeypappévov: “the place where it was written”). Each of these Greek
relative clauses modifies the substantive restrictively. Other examples of adverbs of place used in
relative constructions could be noted cross-linguistically. However, the examples above
demonstrate one more strategy for restrictive modification.

Relative Clauses will be treated more thoroughly in subsequent chapters. It is noted,
however, that examples like Acts 4:31 (above) demonstrate that, under certain prescribed
circumstances, Greek relative clauses do modify substantives restrictively.' Consider also Rom
4:6: 1OV pakapiopdv 1od avlpdnov @ 6 Bsdg hoyiletat Sikaocivny ywpig Epywv.'*

In English, Spanish, Modern Greek and Koine Greek, relative clauses represent one of

many strategies for restrictive modification.

123 Keenan, “Relative Clauses,” 169. See also section above titled “Restrictivity in Modern Languages™ on pp.
61-67.

124 Quirk et al., Grammar, 1254.
123 This will be surveyed more thoroughly in ch. 3 and 6.

1% ESV:: “the blessing of the one to whom God counts righteousness apart from works.”
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Attributive Participles. As noted above, in much of modern linguistics, adjectival
participial constructions fall under the more general category of relative clause.””” The focus in
this section, however, centers on the traditional understanding of participial constructions, which
have been labeled as “attributive™ participles.

As far as English is concerned, Quirk notes the restrictive nature of attributive participle
modification. He labels post-modifying attributive participles as “-ing clauses” and “-ed

clauses.”'*®

Quirk maintains that both of these “postmodifying -ed and -ing participle clauses are
. . . usually restrictive.”'* This includes, however, both post- and pre-modifying constructions.
Consider, for example, the restrictive attributive participles in John 8:31 and Luke 18:31: tovg
nemotevkdTag avtd Tovdaiovg (John 8:31 ESV: “the Jews who had believed in him”) and t®
aidvt 1@ épyxopéve (Luke 18:31 ESV: “the age to come”).

The analysis in chapter 3 will consider restrictive attributive participles in greater detail; for
our purposes at this point, we note that participial constructions (attributive participles) represent
one more strategy for restrictive modification.

Summary of Restrictive Strategies. A cursory survey of several scholars dealing with
different aspects of grammar and linguistics has demonstrated that restrictivity finds
representation through a variety of strategies. Articles, demonstrative pronouns, adjectives,

prepositional phrases, genitive constructions, appositional constructions, relative clauses, and

attributive participles all participate in restrictive modification.

17 See “Clarification of Terminology” section above, pp. 68 ff.

128 Quirk et al., Grammar, 1264—65. These attributive participles correspond “only with relative clauses that
have the pronoun as subject.” He states it another way, “The antecedent is always identical with the implied subject
of the -ed postmodifying clause, as it is with the -ing construction.” This reality also corresponds to the Greek of the
New Testament, a fact that is very important for our purposes and that will be highlighted in subsequent chapters.

12% Quirk et al., Grammar, 1265. We maintain that the attributive participles of the Greek New Testament are

usually restrictive as well.
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Restrictive Clauses

A preliminary survey of a variety of restrictive clauses reinforces previous assertions on
restrictive modification and makes preparation for a survey of restrictive clauses in the Greek

New Testament (chapter 3).

Attributive Participles and Relative Clauses.

The restrictive clauses specifically referred to in this dissertation consist of both restrictive
attributive participles and restrictive relative clauses.' It has been demonstrated that these
clauses are two of many different syntactical strategies that are capable of the semantic notion of
restrictive modification. English, Spanish, Modern Greek and Koine Greek all exhibit some form
of attributive participle and relative clause.”' As a result, there exists some freedom to utilize
these terms (attributive participle and relative clause) somewhat universally and interchangeably

with respect to these languages.

Examples of Restrictive Clauses

A variety of examples of restrictive clauses will be set forth in order to reinforce the
existence of clausal restrictive modification and to specifically introduce an analysis of the
restrictive clauses in the Greek New Testament. English, Spanish and Modern Greek restrictive
clauses will be considered. Additionally, examples from the Greek New Testament coupled with
English, Spanish and Modern Greek translations of the Bible will be presented.

English. While discussing restrictive modification above, many examples of English

restrictive participial constructions and restrictive relative clauses were utilized by scholars to

130 The traditional definition of relative clause is in mind here: relativizer + finite clause.

13 Spanish only utilizes the past participle as an attributive. Modern Greek actually uses the relative clause
more often than the attributive participle. See further discussion in the section titled “Modern Greek™ on pp. 90-91.
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demonstrate their assertions."? Consider this brief sampling of examples to reinforce the
existence of restrictive modification via two types of adjectival clauses in the English language.

Attributive Participles:'"’

The dog barking next door sounded like a terrier.

A tile falling from a roof shattered into fragments at his feet.
The car repaired by that mechanic . . .

A report written by my colleague appeared last week.

Relative Clauses:'*

The woman who is approaching us seems to be somebody I know.
The book which I was reading . . .

They are delighted with the person that has been appointed.

The woman whose daughter you met is Mrs. Brown.

Spanish. In the discussion of restrictive modification above, a few examples of Spanish
restrictive clauses were utilized by scholars in their assertions. Consider this brief sampling of
examples to reinforce the existence of restrictive modification via two types of adjectival clauses
in the Spanish language.

Attributive Participles:
Hay tres personas heridas."”
La oficina tiene dos puertas abiertas."

Compre la casa renovada."’
Los viajeros llegados fueron al restaurante.

138

Relative Clauses:
dejamos las manzanas que estaban verdes.'”
Las muchachas que vinieron ayer son mis primas.'*

132 Examples of English restrictive relative clauses (zero-relatives, that-relatives, wh-relatives) and restrictive
attributive participles have been presented above.

133 Examples of English attributive participles taken from Quirk, Grammar, 1263-65.
134 Examples of English relative clauses taken from Quirk, Grammar, 1247-49.

13% “There are three wounded people.”

136 «“The office has two open doors.”

B7 bought the renovated house.”

138 «The passengers who had arrived went to the restaurant.”

1% Butt and Benjamin, Modern Spanish, 518. “ We left the apples that were unripe’. This refers only to the
unripe apples and therefore implies that some of them were ripe.”

"% Eduardo Neale-Silva and John M. Lipski, £/ Espafiol En Sintesis (New York: CBS College Publishing,
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Esta es la habitacion en la que murié Felipe 11"
Mi hermano que vive en México tiene dos hijos.'*

Modern Greek. Modern Greek utilizes specific orthographic and prosodic means to
indicate restrictive and nonrestrictive relative clauses. Modern Greek, however, seems to differ
from Koine Greek with respect to the usage of the participle. All active voice, passive present
and passive past participles that are found in Modern Greek “are those introduced into Standard
Greek from the learned tradition.'’ They are found in older written texts and even today in
journalistic writing or in discourse which uses learned features to achieve high style, formality or
irony.”"** So, while restrictive attributive participles are present in Greek, their utilization seems
to be due to the author/writer’s choice of register. For this reason, the relative clause is utilized
more often than the attributive participle. Nevertheless, restrictive attributive participles do seem
to exist in Modern Greek, though to a lesser degree and for different purposes than Koine
Greek." Consider this brief sampling of examples of these two types of adjectival clauses.

Attributive Participles:

Aev BéreL voo avatpéfer to tpéyor youoro.'

Ot emgrioavres mpookuvnTés evicEvony ouTHY TNy utoic.
Ta ayyiokparovueve ebdgn . . .'*

147

1981), 263. “The girls who arrived yesterday are my cousins.”
! Pountain, Spanish Language, 87. “This is the room in which Philip 11 died.”

"2 Elson and Pickett, Beginning Morphology and Syntax, 132.“My Brother who lives in Mexico has two sons
(i.e. other brothers live elsewhere).”

"3 Holton et al. utilize the terminology learned tradition to denote borrowing grammar and vocabulary “from
katharevousa or directly from Ancient Greek.” Holton et al., Greek, xxxiii.

4 Holton et al., Greek, 307-9.

'3 While the literature clearly states that relative clauses in Modern Greek function restrictively and
nonrestrictively, grammatical assertions pertaining to the restrictive/nonrestrictive nature of the attributive participle
do not appear to be readily available.

146

307.

“He does not wish to overturn current taste.” Example and translation are taken from Holton et al., Greek,
"7 “The surviving pilgrims strengthened this suspicion.” Example and translation are taken from Holton et al.,

Greek, 308.

18 <“The British-occupied lands...” Example and translation are taken from Holton et al., Greek, 309.
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Relative Clauses:

"Hpbe 71 xoméla mov elbaue ylec.'™

O avépwrog mov 1pbe ke o€ yupeve. . . !

H ougritnon tnv omoia kdveue tpémer vo pelver petafld pog.'*

ATérvoaw Tous kabnyntés ket tic KkabnyitpLes oL omoiot éxavev amepyin.'”

Greek New Testament. An introductory sampling of restrictive attributive participles and
restrictive relative clauses from the Greek New Testament will be presented below. They are
followed by English, Spanish and Modern Greek translations. The restrictive clauses present in

the translations support the restrictive assessment of these Greek examples.

Restrictive Attributive Participles

Matt 11:21

ai duvauelg ai yevopevat &v Huiv

the miracles that were performed in you (NIV)

los milagros que se hicieron en medio de ustedes (NVI)
ot Bavpatovpyikes dvvausig mov ywvav ¢’ eadg (MET)

Mark 11:10

1 épyopévn Paciieia T0d matpdg Hudv Aavid (Mark 11:10)
the kingdom of our father David that is coming (RSV)

the coming kingdom of our father David (ESV)

el reino de nuestro padre David que viene (LBA)

n epyouevy faciisio tov matépa pog dofio (MET)

Luke 7:32

nondiolg Toig &v dyopd kabnuévolg Kai TPooPwvodoty AAAGA0LG
children who sit in the market place and call to one another (NASB
children sitting in the marketplace and calling to one another (ESV)

los nifios sentados en la plaza y que gritan unos a otros (CAB)

los muchachos que se sientan en la plaza y se llaman unos a otros (LBA)

77)

49 «“The non-collected debts of the state.” Example and translation are taken from Holton et al., Greek, 309.
130 “The girl [that] we saw yesterday came.” Example and translation are taken from Holton et al., Greek, 355.
3! “The man who came looking for you. ” Example and translation are taken from Holton et al., Greek, 536.

152 “The conversation which we had must remain between us.” Example and translation are taken from Holton
et al., Greek, 533.

13 «“They fired the male and female teachers who went on strike.” Example and translation are taken from

Holton et al., Greek, 534.
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ToudIa Tov KaBovral oty ayopd kol pwvalovy 1o éva tpog 1o cAlo (MET)

John 15:2

AV KA €v Epoi i} eEpov Kaprov

Every branch in me that does not bear fruit (ESV)

Toda rama que en mi no da fruto (NVI)

KaOe kinua evaugvo u’ euéva wov de pépet kapro (MET)

Rom 8:24

EATiG 38 PAemopévn

hope that is seen (ESV)

una esperanza que se ve (RVA)
EArida opuwg wov frérerar (MET)

1 Cor 1:2

i ékkAnoig Tod 6god Tij ovon év Kopivly

to the church of God that is in Corinth (ESV)

a la iglesia de Dios que esta en Corinto (NVI)

Tpog ™V exkinaio tov Ocob mov ivar otyv Kopivlo (MET)

1 Tim 5:17

Ot koAdg TpoeoTAdTEG TPEGPUTEPOL

the elders who rule well (ESV)

Los ancianos que dirigen bien (NVI)

Ot mpeafitepor mwov vanplav kodoi (MET)

1 Pet 1:10

Tpo@ijTal oi mepi TiiG £ig VUAG XAPITOG TPOPNTEVCAVTEG

the prophets who prophesied about the grace that was to be yours (ESV)
Los profetas que profetizaron de la gracia destinada a vosotros (R95)
TPOPNTES TOV TPOPHTEWAY Yo TH YXApn mov Ba dwvdtav ¢’ soag (MET)

Restrictive Relative Clauses

Luke 13:1

16 Fodhaiov v o oipo Tidtog EuEev petd v Buoidv odTdY

the Galileans whose blood Pilate had mingled with their sacrifices NASB'")

los galileos cuya sangre Pilato habia mezclado con los sacrificios de ellos (R95)

tovg I'adidaiovs Twv omoiwy to aiua o Iidrog avaueile pali pe tig Gveisg tovg (MET)

John 17:22

v d6&av v dEdwKAG pot

The glory that you have given me (ESV)
La gloria que me has dado (CAB)

™ 06éa mwov uov greic dwoer (MET)

Acts 4:22
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the man on whom this sign of healing was performed (ESV)

el hombre en quien se habia realizado este signo de la curacion (CAB)

0 avBpwnog aTov omoio gixe yiver avté to Gavuarovpyixo onueio (MET)

Rev 7:2

T01¢ Té50apaoty dyyérotg oig £568m avtolg ddudicar Tv Yiiv xod Tv Bdhaccav

1o the four angels to whom it was granted to harm the earth and the sea (NASB®)

a los cuatro dngeles a quienes se les habia permitido hacer dafio a la tierra y al mar (NVI)

OTOVG TEOOEPIS AYYEAOVS OV TOVS 000nKE va PAlayovv t yn kot T BdAdacoa (MET)

It is significant to note the nature of the restrictive modification in the Modern Greek verses
cited above. Every relative clause in Koine is represented by a Modern Greek restrictive relative
clause. Of the eight attributive participles presented above, the Modern Greek orthographically
represents seven of them as restrictive relative clauses. Mark 11:10 is the only example where
the attributive participle has been retained. While Modern Greek tends to utilize the relative

clause instead of the attributive participle, the fact that the Modern Greek restrictively renders at

least seven of the eight participles is significant.'*

Summary of Restrictivity

The restrictive (and nonrestrictive) distinction has been widely embraced and utilized in
linguistic studies. Restrictive modifiers limit their antecedents and can be characterized as
necessary to the linguistic identity of the noun phrase. The continuum of acceptability describes
the tendency for general antecedents to attract restrictive modifiers. As a result, the semantic
identity of the substantive being modified should be considered when seeking to understand the
variety of restrictive (and nonrestrictive) strategies within a given language. The restrictive
clauses set forth above confirm the existence of restrictive modification by attributive participles

and relative clauses in English, Spanish, Modern Greek and Koine Greek. We will now look

134 It should be noted that this is not to say that Modern Greek translations of the New Testament always
portray the restrictive nonrestrictive distinction accurately.
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more closely at the restrictive clauses present in the Greek of the New Testament, specifically the

attributive participle and the relative clause.
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ADDENDUM 2-A

RESTRICTIVE MODIFICATION OF VERY SPECIFIC SUBSTANTIVES

Normally, very specific substantives (e.g. proper nouns) tend to attract nonrestrictive
modification. In certain semantic contexts, however, these very specific substantives are capable
of accepting restrictive modification.'”® Such restrictive modification can be classified in two
different ways: entity differentiation and partitive restrictive modification. It should be noted that
these occurrences are very rare.

The first category, entity differentiation, is represented in the following English example:
“The Dr. Brown I know comes from Australia.”'"*® Here the speaker differentiates between two
different doctors named Dr. Brown, a very specific substantive. Matt 11:14 contains a similar
example of entity differentiation: avté¢ Eotv HAiag 6 péhiwv Epxecdar (ESV: “he is the Elijah
who was to come™). Jesus differentiates the identity of 'Hiiag, denoting not the prophet Elijah of
the Old Testament, but rather John the Baptist, the Elijah to come.'”” Each of these examples
differentiates between two or more entities (proper nouns) that bear the same designation.

The second category, partitive restrictive modification, splits up the very specific

substantive into parts or aspects in order to limit to one of those parts or aspects at the exclusion

155 Though proper nouns are very specific, Jespersen, Grammar, 108-9, maintains that “it is possible to
specialize them still more by adjuncts.” Lucas, “Relative Clauses,” 91, also treats this topic in a similar way.
Schachter, “Focus and Relativization,” 43, speaks of the presence of determiners and contends, “When a determiner
precedes the proper noun, the noun is no longer interpreted as necessarily expressing a complete designation, and so
may be used as the head of a [restrictive] relative construction, e.g. the Marsha that John loves, every Marsha that
John loves.”

156 Quirk et al., Grammar, 290.

'7 Consider also the following possible examples: John 11:2: Mapiay 1 dAsiyaca oV kipiov pipe (NASB®:

“the Mary who anointed the Lord with ointment™); Acts 7:37: 6 Mwiofig 6 gimag Toig vioig Topanh (“the Moses who
said to the Israelites”); Matt 28:5: 'Incobv 1Ov Eotavpopévov (ESV: “Jesus who was crucified™).
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of the others."*® Consider the following example put forth by Jackendoff: “the Paris that |
love.” This could refer to an aspect of Paris, for example its embrace of the arts, as opposed to
an aspect that the speaker does not love, for example the city’s lack of efficient infrastructure.
“The Paris that I love” could also refer to a part, for example the North part as opposed to the
South. A possible New Testament corollary can be found in | Cor 1:23: fueic ¢ knpvccouev
XproTov éoTtavpopévov, Tovdaiog pév okavoarov, Edvecty 8¢ pwpiav (ESV: “but we preach
Christ crucified, a stumbling block to Jews and folly to Gentiles™). Paul appears to refer to a
teaching or perspective about Christ that focuses on the reality of his crucifixion. The emphasis
does not lie with Christ the great teacher, Christ the miracle-worker, Christ the King, etc. The
preaching of a crucified messiah did not exist in the frame of reference to the typical Jew and

sounded like pure foolishness to the Gentiles. Paul preaches of this type of christ/messiah.'®

158 Quirk et al., Grammar, 290, labels this partitive meaning and states it has “the effect of splitting up the

unique referent . . . into different parts or aspects.” He contends that in English “in such cases, a determiner
(especially the) is usual.”

1% JackendofT, Syntax, 177.

10 Eor further discussion on the relationship between partitive restrictive modification and metonymy, sce
Antonio Barcelona Sanchez, “Partitive Restrictive Modification of Names in English: Arguments for Their
Metonymic Motivation,” Quaderns de Filologia. Estudis Lingiistics 19 (2009): 33-56.
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CHAPTER THREE

RESTRICTIVE CLAUSES IN THE GREEK NEW TESTAMENT

Introduction

In chapter 2 restrictive modification as a linguistic category was presented. A variety of
strategies were considered across languages and it was demonstrated in a cursory manner that
restrictive clauses exist in the Greek New Testament. Here, in chapter 3, the restrictive nature of
two major subordinate clauses of the Greek New Testament, the attributive participle and the
relative clause, will be considered. First, grammatical assertions pertaining to these restrictive
clauses are presented. Next, a thorough survey of restrictive attributive participles will be
presented followed by a survey of restrictive relative clauses. Finally, an observation of the

general tendencies of these restrictive clauses in the Greek New Testament will be offered.

Grammatical Assertions of Restrictive Clauses in the Greek New Testament

Grammatical assertions previously presented with respect to the restrictive nature of
attributive participles and relative clauses in the Greek New Testament will be summarized.
Furthermore, the grammatical assertions of James W. Voelz will be explored more
comprehensively. These assertions underscore the need to understand the restrictive nature of

attributive participles and relative clauses in the Greek New Testament.

Summary of Previous Grammatical Assertions

The grammatical assertions regarding the attributive participle and its relation to restrictive

modification vary amongst grammarians. In chapter 1, it was established that there exists a lack
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of clarity among scholars with respect to syntax/semantic issues of the attributive participle.'
While grammarians such as Porter, Wallace, MacDonald, Burton, and Young all at varying
levels deal with restrictive modification of attributive participles, their treatments vary
considerably and demonstrate the need for this dissertation. Young’s observations of the
attributive participle stand above the others when he states, “The restrictive use is by far the most
common type of adjectival participle.”” The evaluation of grammatical assertions coupled with
Young’s helpful observations establish and support the need for this study. Additionally,
however, as will be demonstrated below, Voelz’s later observations stand, in essence, as an
explicit call for inquiry.

The grammatical assertions regarding the relative clause and its relation to restrictive
modification vary as well. In chapter 1, we noted that grammarians such as Burton, Boyer,
Wallace and Levinsohn all essentially assert that relative clauses in the Greek New Testament
function both restrictively and nonrestrictively.” With that said, however, no scholar makes any
statement of tendencies or patterns as Young and Voelz have for the attributive participle.
Additionally, most of their examples are nonrestrictive. Voelz, however, cursorily indicates some
of the tendencies of the restrictive relative clause and his assertions will be considered below.
The paucity of examples and the general cursory nature of these grammatical assertions support
the need to consider the relative clause and its restrictive tendencies.

Grammatical Assertions of James W. Voelz. In chapter |, we noted that Voelz, in recent

years, has observed that the assertions of grammarians regarding the attributive participle lacked

' See “The Attributive Participle” section of ch. 1.
2 Young, Intermediate New Testament Greek, 150.

3 See “The Relative Clause™ section of ch. 1.
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precision. In fact Voelz observes that attributive participles tend to modify their antecedents
restrictively. He thereby questions the generally accepted “assertion of equivalence” that states
that an attributive participle is tantamount to an adjectival relative clause.” Voelz provides four
primary examples from the New Testament to illustrate this reality: 1 Cor 12:22, Acts 9:7, Heb
11:10 and Matt 21:15.° Consider his translations and observations below:’

1 Cor 12:22: 1t dokodvra pén 100 chpaTog acdevisTepa LITdpyev dvaykaid oty
“The members of the body seeming actually to be weaker are necessary”

Acts 9:7: oi 6¢& avdpeg ol suvodebovres avTd eloTriKecoy €veol
“The men travelling with him were standing speechless™

Heb 11:10: é£edéyeto yap tiv Tovg Beperiovg Exoveay moAY
“For he was looking forward to the city having the foundations”

Matt 21:15: iddvteg 8¢ ol dpyiepeis kai oi ypaupateilg @ Oavpdowa . . . Kai Tovg
naidag Toug kpalovrag év @ iepd
“And the chief priests and the scribes, upon seeing the wonders...and the children
crying out in the temple”
Voelz contends that each of the attributive participles in these verses “is properly understood to
be restrictive, i.e., the entity in the clause represents a smaller subcategory of a larger group.™
Voelz explicates the restrictive nature of each attributive participle in these verses. For 1

Cor 12:22 he notes that “the members of the body that seem to be weaker are a subcategory of all

members of the body, some of which are not weaker.” In Acts 9:7 Voelz asserts that “the men

* See “Explicit Call For Inquiry™ section of ch. 1.
3 Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part 11,” 314.

® Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part 11,” 312 and Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part
IL,” 401.

7 Verses and translations are from Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part [1,” 312 and are
reconsidered as well in Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part 111,” 401. Bolded emphasis is from Voelz.

8 Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part I11,” 401.

® Voelz notes, “Put another way, ‘weaker’ does not apply to all members of the body as it would in a non-
restrictive clause,” Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part [11,” 401-2.
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who were traveling with Paul were a subgroup of all men.”'® With respect to Heb 11:10 he states
that “the city which has foundations is a subcategory of all cities.”"" Furthermore, Voelz contends
that in Matt 21:15 “the children who were crying out were a subgroup of all children in
Jerusalem at the time.”"? Voelz’s examples are drawn from a wide variety of New Testament
texts and clearly illustrate the restrictive nature of attributive participles.

Voelz also notes the restrictive nature of attributive participles located in Col 1:12, Luke
20:46 and John 6:27.

Col 1:12: gdyaprotodvreg @ motpi T@ iKavdoavtt VUGS gig Tiv pepida tod Khjpov

ThV ayiov &v 1) eoti

“giving thanks to the father who has made you sufficient for the/your share of the

portion of the saints in light™"

Luke 20:46: ITpocéyete amd 1®dV YpappUaTéE®OV THY BEAOVIWV TEPIMATELV €V GTOAUIG
“Beware of the scribes who desire to walk around in flowing robes™"

John 6:27: €pyalecOe un v Ppdotv Tv drorivpévny dAra Tv Bpdow Thv

pévovoav gig Loy aidviov

“Do not work for food that spoils, but for food that endures to eternal life”"

Voelz notes the limiting nature of the attributive participle in Col 1:12 when he states, “There is
only one father who has made us sufficient (it’s not our earthly one), hence, the attributive
position participle providing a restrictive clause.”" In Luke 20:46 Voelz observes that Jesus is

advising his disciples to beware “of the (subcategory of) scribes who desire to walk around

' Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part 111,” 402.
" Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part [11,” 402.

" Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part [11,” 402. These assertions pertaining to Matt 21:15 have
been explicated in ch. 1 as well; see “Explicit Call For Inquiry” section of ch. 1.

1 Translation is from Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part II1,” 402,
" Translation is from Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part 11,” 401.
1® Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part 111,” 402. English translation has been taken from NIV.

'® Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part 111,” 402.
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gaining attention.”"” In John 6:27, two restrictive attributive participles limit the concept of food.
The first identifies perishable food, which merely feeds the body for a moment. The second
participle limits to food that does not perish but feeds the whole person forever. Notice that these
two examples from John 6:27 represent the aspect of restrictivity that falls toward the concept
formation pole (contra the entity identification pole, which is clearly presented in Col 1:12
above).

Voelz considers the restrictive nature of the attributive participle in relation to the relative
clause and in the context of questioning the assertions of grammarians who assert that the two
constructions are “equivalent.” With respect to the relative clause he states that “subordinate
clauses headed by a relative pronoun seem to be non-restrictive in their meaning.”'® Voelz does
note, however, that on one level restrictive relative clauses do exist. He refers to “relative
pronouns in the accusative” and states, “See e.g., John 6:51c¢: xai 6 dptog 6¢ Ov &yd dDow M
cap& pov éotwv. This seems to be restrictive, but, it should be noted, one could not use a
participle to convey this idea unless it were in the passive voice (future tense!), viz., 6
dobnodusvog v1” éuod.”"® Voelz indicates that restrictive relative clauses do exist but that certain
factors, constraints and tendencies may need to be considered.

On the whole, Voelz puts forth an introductory and compelling case for the restrictive
attributive participle in the Greek New Testament. Our study, which examines every example in
the Greek New Testament, confirms Voelz’s general assertions. Furthermore, his statements with

respect to restrictive relative clauses support the need for a more thorough analysis of the

17 Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part 111, 402.
'8 Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner; Participles, Part 111,” 402.

19 Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part I11,” 402.
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tendencies of the Greek language with respect to every restrictive relative clause in the Greek

New Testament.

The Restrictive Attributive Participle in the Greek New Testament

The validity of restrictive modification as a linguistic category and the existence of this
modification through various strategies cross-linguistically have been established. A general
survey of restrictive clauses has confirmed the existence of restrictive attributive participles in
English, Spanish, Modern Greek and Koine Greek. A presentation of restrictive attributive
participles in the Greek New Testament will demonstrate the reality of these constructions.
Restrictive attributive participles exist in multiple noun-phrase formation patterns, in various
genres, among all authors of the New Testament, and with antecedents that range from very

generic to very specific.

Noun Phrase Formation Patterns Containing An Attributive Participle.

Restrictive modification is commonly done through attributive participles. Four major noun
phrase formation patterns containing an attributive participle can be discerned in the Greek New
Testament:*

1. Article + Substantive + Article + Participle (ASAP)

2. Substantive + Participle (SP)

3. Atrticle + Participle + Substantive (APS)

% Young treats noun phrase formation patterns containing attributive participles and states, “The restrictive
adjectival participle occurs in three basic forms.” He describes them as follows: article-participle-noun; article-
noun-article-participle (which he claims is “the most common position for adjectival participles); and noun-
participle. He neglects to mention the SAP category but the three he does cite (which correspond to APS, ASAP,
and SP) do represent a large number of attributive participles. Young, New Testament Greek, 151.

Wallace, Greek Grammar, 618, highlights four different noun phrase formation patterns containing attributive
participles that correspond to the designations set forth here: first attributive position (APS), second attributive
position (ASAP, which he claims is “the most common construction for attributive participles™), third attributive
position (SAP, he states this is *“a frequent construction with participles, but not with adjectives™) and fourth
attributive position (SP).
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4, Substantive + Article + Participle (SAP)

An assessment of each of these formation patterns, noting frequency of occurrence, will be
presented.”’ Additionally, multiple examples from each formation pattern will be offered to
demonstrate a wide variety of restrictive attributive participles from various authors, genres, and
books of the Greek New Testament.

Article + Substantive + Article + Participle (ASAP). The ASAP formation pattern
occurs more frequently in the Greek New Testament than any other formation pattern. The Greek
New Testament contains 296 occurrences representing 37% of all attributive participles in the
Greek New Testament.

Restrictive attributive participles of the ASAP pattern are distributed evenly throughout the
Greek New Testament. They find representation in the Synoptic gospels, the gospel of John,
Acts, Pauline Epistles (Romans, 1 & 2 Corinthians, Galatians, Ephesians, Philippians, 1
Thessalonians, 2 Timothy, and Titus), Hebrews, James, | Peter, 1 & 2 John, Jude, and
Revelation. Various examples that lean toward concept formation and entity identification from a
cross section of these books will be presented in order to demonstrate the existence of these
restrictive participles and to familiarize the reader with this formation pattern.

First, a few examples will be presented and analyzed thoroughly to demonstrate the nature
of these participles. Second, a succinct list of examples will be presented to familiarize the reader
with a wide variety of occurrences. Finally, a few notable examples will be presented.

Matthew 7:13—14 contains two attributive participles of the ASAP formation pattern, both
modifying two separate occurrences of the common noun 1} 680¢: Eicé\Oate d1i Tiig oTeviig

TOANG: 6T MAatela 1) TOAN Kol 0pvYWPOG 1} 060¢ 1) drayovea ig TV arndigtav kai moAhol

?! The data put forth for each noun phrase formation pattern has been determined from the comprehensive list
of verses located in app. 1.
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giow ol elogpyopevol d’ avtiig: ti otevn 1} mOAN Kai teblpupévn | 0806 1) drdyovoa gig Tv
Eonv kai OAiyot siciv oi edpickovteg adThv.” In the first instance the participial phrase
andyovca gig Tiv dndAielay limits the referent to the road or way that leads to destruction as
opposed to the road or way that leads to life, which is demonstrated by the second restrictive
participial phrase 1 dndyovoa gig Tijv wnv. Both participial phrases limit the possible referents
of 1 6860¢. Therefore, they function restrictively. This restrictive modification sets up a contrast
between two opposite roads/ways.

John 6:27 contains two examples of attributive participles of the ASAP formation pattern.
In one of the few instances where grammarians deal with restrictive attributive participles,
MacDonald cites this verse as his lone example.” Both participles modify the common noun tiv
Bpdowv: gpyalecde un v Bpdowv ThHv arordlvpévny aArd Tiv Bpdowv Tijv pévovoay gig Lo
aidwviov....”* The participle v drollvpévny limits the referent to physical earthly bread that
spoils. The participial phrase mv pévovcav &ig Loy aidviov limits the referent to a type of bread
that supersedes this-worldly bread and remains forever, pointing to a figurative interpretation of
the complete noun phrase. Both restrictive participles limit the referent of the antecedent to set
up a contrast between two different types of bread; therefore, they both function restrictively and,

furthermore, lean toward the concept formation pole.

2 NIV: “Enter through the narrow gate. For wide is the gate and broad is the road that leads to destruction,
and many enter through it. But small is the gate and narrow the road that leads to life, and only a few find it.”

B MacDonald, Greek Enchiridion, 58. See also ch. 1, section titled “Grammatical Assertions Concerning the
Nature of the Attributive Participle’s Adjectival Modification.” MacDonald erroneously equates restrictive
modification solely with the ASAP noun phrase formation pattern. Additionally, see Voelz’s treatment of this verse
on p. 101 of this chapter

2 ESV: “Do not work for the food that perishes, but for the food that endures to eternal life.”
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In 1 Thess 4:5 consider the modification of the specific noun td £€6vn: un év nabet
gmbopiog kabdnep kol Ta £0vn Ta pi) €id6Ta TOV Oév.” The participial phrase ta pf €iddta OV
Bebv limits the referent from all Gentiles to that subset of Gentiles who do not know God.*
Therefore, it functions restrictively; and, furthermore, it leans toward entity identification. The
context of 1 Thessalonians supports this restrictive understanding. In 1 Thess 2:16 Paul
implicitly states that Gentiles are capable of knowing God and that he in turn desires for them to
do so: toig £Bveowy Aaiijoat iva cwbdow.”

Consider the following additional restrictive examples of the ASAP formation pattern:

Mark 3:22: kai ot ypappateig ol and Tepocordpwv katapavres Eheyov?

o limits referent to specifically those scribes that came down from Jerusalem
e leans toward entity identification

Mark 4:15: 0mov oneipetar 6 Adyog kai dtav dkovomoty, 080G Epyetatl O Zatovag
Kai aipel Tov Adyov TOv Eorappévov gig avTovg”

o limits the referent to that word that is sown in the ones along the path*

o leans toward entity identification

Luke 7:39: idav 8¢ 6 ®apreaiog 6 karéoag avTov’
¢ limits referent to the Pharisee who had invited him
¢ leans strongly toward entity identification

5 ESV: “not in the passion of lust like the Gentiles who do not know God”

% Consider also the attribute participles of the SAP formation pattern with the substantive v in the Pauline
epistle to the Romans in Rom 2:14 and 9:30, which appear to function restrictively. See p. 128.

T ESV: “speaking to the Gentiles that they might be saved”
** ESV: “And the scribes who came down from Jerusalem were saying”

¥ ESV: “where the word is sown: when they hear, Satan immediatcly comes and takes away the word that is
sown in them.”

30 If the restrictive participial phrase were left out it remains possible that from context the reader could deduce
that TOv Aoyov refers back to 6 Adyog in the preceding clause. However, the restrictive participial clause definitively
limits the referent to that word that is sown in the ones along the path.

3! ESV: “Now when the Pharisee who had invited him saw this”
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Luke 9:32: &ldov . . . Todg 800 avdpag ToVG GUVECTTUG AVTH.
¢ limits referent to specifically the two men standing with him*
o leans toward entity identification

John 6:22 : 6 dyhog 6 E6TnKGG TEPav TiG Bahdconc™
¢ limits referent to the crowd that remained on the other side of the sea
¢ leans toward entity identification

John 6:58: 6 Gptog 6 ££ ovpavod kataPas”
e Limits referent to the bread that came down from heaven (metaphorical
application)
e Leans toward entity identification

John 11:52: té tékva 100 00t Ta dicokopmopsva’®
¢ limits referent to those children of God who are scattered abroad
o leans slightly toward entity identification

John 21:24: 6 padnti|g 6 papropdv mepi TovTOV Kai 6 Ypayag Tadta’’
¢ limits to the disciple who testified to these things and wrote them down
e leans strongly toward entity identification

Acts 21:38: 0Ok dpo. oV €1 6 AiydnTiog 6 TPd TOVTOV TAOV NEp®Y dvacTathoag
Kai Eayaydv &ig iy Epnpov Tovg tetpakisidionvg avépag TdV cikapiov;®
¢ limits the referent to identify specifically the Egyptian who some time ago
stirred up a revolt and led 4,000 assassins out into the wilderness
e leans strongly toward entity identification

Rom 7:23: t@® vép® tijc apaptiag td dvri év toig péhesiv pov.”
¢ limits to specifically the law of sin that exists within the apostle Paul
¢ |eans toward entity identification

2 ESV: “they . . . saw his glory and the two men who stood with him.”

33 Similar to Mark 4:15, above, the restrictive modification serves to reinforce the identity of the referentto a
previously established entity in the immediate context of the pericope. The cardinal d0o coupled with the participial
phrase solidify definitively for the reader the two men who are standing (and talking) with Jesus, Moses and Elijah.

34 ESV: “the crowd that remained on the other side of the sea.”
35 ESV: “the bread that came down from heaven”
3 ESV: “the children of God who are scattered abroad.”

7 NASB”: “the disciple who is testifying to these things and wrote these things™ Note that two restrictive
attributive participles modify one substantive. This commonly occurs with attributive participles.

¥ NASB®: “Then you are not the Egyptian who some time ago stirred up a revolt and led the four
thousand men of the Assassins out into the wilderness?”

¥ ESV: “to the law of sin that dwells in my members.”
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1 Cor 1:2: 7fj éxxAnoig Tod 0co® Tij odon év Kopivoe.*
e limits to the church that exists in Corinth
¢ leans strongly toward entity identification

2 Cor 1:8: tijg Ohiyemg NudV i Yevopévng &v i Aciq.”
o limits referent to the affliction that happened to them in Asia
¢ leans toward entity identification

Eph 2:2: 0% avedparog ToD viv Evepyodvtog &v Toig violg Tijg ansifsiag.
¢ limits to specific spirit that is currently working in the sons of disobedience
o leans toward entity identification

Phil 4:17: Tov kapzmov Tov mheovalovra gig Adyov DpuGv.”
¢ limits fruit to metaphorical meaning: “advantage, gain, [or] profit” that was
“accruing to the Philippians fr{om] their generous giving.”*
o leans toward entity identification

Col 1:5: 510 Thv $éAmida Tiv drokséviv duiv v Toig ovpavoic.”
¢ limits to the hope that is laid up in heaven for the Colossian believers
o leans toward entity identification

Titus 1:9: év tij S16aokarig T vyruvevon.*
o limits to teaching that is sound/healthy
¢ leans toward concept formation

Heb 9:4: 1 papdog Aapdv 1 prasticaca’’
¢ limits complex substantive to identify Aaron’s staff that budded*®
o leans strongly toward entity identification

‘0 ESV: “to the church of God that is in Corinth”

*' NASB®: “our affliction which came fo us in Asia.”

2 ESV: “the spirit that is now at work in the sons of disobedience.”
> ESV: “the fruit that increases to your credit.”

* BDAG, s.v. Kapmdg, 2.

* ESV: “because of the hope laid up for you in heaven....”

“ ESV: “in sound doctrine....”

7 ESV: “Aaron's staff that budded...”

“® See Exod 7 and Num 17 for reference to the staffs of Aaron. This example of restrictive modification could
be partitive, distinguishing from the normal functions of Aaron’s staft or the role it played as a serpent in Exod 7.
However, in Num 17 Aaron’s staff buds and is placed before the testimony permanently (according to Heb 9:4).
Thus it is assumed that Aaron must have had another staff after the one in Num 17. Additionally, it is likely that
Aaron had other staffs at different periods of his life.
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Jas 5:4: 1600 0 m600G TV EpyaTdy T@Y aunoavI®Y TAS YWHOPas VUDY O
ancorepnuévog a’ dpudv kpalel.”’

o the first participle limits to workers who mowed their fields; the second
participle limits to specifically the pay that the rich oppressors fraudulently
withheld from them

¢ both participles lean toward entity identification

1 Pet 1:25: tobto 8¢ gotiv T0 Pijpa 10 cvayyeleOiy gig Dpag.™
¢ limits to the word preached to the recipients of Peter’s epistle
o leans toward entity identification

1 John 5:4: ol attn éotiv 1] vikn 1 viKijoaca TOV KGGpov.”!
¢ limits to specifically that victory which overcomes the world
¢ leans toward entity identification

2 John 2: &1t THv @Aisway iy pévovoav &v Huiv.”
o limits referent to specifically that truth that remains in John and all believers
o leans slightly toward concept formation

Rev 10:8: “Ynoye LaPfe 10 Brfriov 1o fvemypévov &v tij xepi 100 ayyérov T00
$oT®T0¢ émi Tijg BuAacong kai £mi Tijg Yijg.”
e second participle limits to the angel who is standing on the sea and the land;
first participle limits to the book that is open in the hand of that angel
o both participles lean strongly toward entity identification

Rev 11:4: obtoi cicv ai §vo Ehaian kai ai d0o Avyviar ai tvédmiov 10D Kupiov Tig

viig soTdTeC>
e limits to the two olive trees and two lampstands that stand before the Lord of
the earth

e leans strongly toward entity identification

¥ “The pay of the workers who mowed your field that was fraudulently held back from you cries out.”
% NASB®: “And this is the word which was preached to you.”

' ESV: “And this is the victory that has overcome the world.”

52 ESV: “because of the truth that abides in us.”

3 ESV: “Go, take the scroll that is open in the hand of the angel who is standing on the sea and on the
land.”

3 ESV: “These are the two olive trees and the two lampstands that stand before the Lord of the earth.”

Notice that the article of the participle is feminine while the actual participle is masculine. “Revelation exhibits
a quantity of striking solecisms which are based especially on inattention to agreement (a rough style), in contrast to
the rest of the NT and to the other writings ascribed to John . . .. The masculine is often substituted for the feminine
or neuter: 11:4 ai 0o Avyviou ai. . . Eéotdteg,” BDF, § 136. Or it could refer to the two witnesses of verse three
(constructio ad sensum).
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Rev 14:13: oi vekpoi oi &v kvpi® anodvijokovreg an’ GprL.”
e limits to people who die trusting in the Lord from the present time onward
¢ leans toward concept formation

Rev 16:2: Tovg avOpdmovg Tovg Exovrag T0 yapayna tod Bnpiov kai Tovg
TPOSKLVODVTAS Ti} sikévi adTod.”
e limits to people who have the mark of the beast and worship its image
o leans slightly toward entity identification

Rev 22:8: 1@v 1030V 10D Gyyélhov Tod dsikviovrég por tadra.”

o limits to that angel that was showing to John the visions of the future *
¢ leans toward entity identification

Rev 22:18: g aAnylg Tig yeypappévag év 1@ Prprio tovtw.”
o limits to plagues written about in the book of Revelation
¢ leans toward entity identification

Having surveyed a wide variety of examples of restrictive attributive participles of the
ASAP formation pattern, a few notable examples will be presented and more thoroughly
discussed.

In Acts 3:2, 11, the modification of two attributive participles seems to coordinate well
with archaeological evidence. In Acts 3:2 a participle limits a complex substantive: ov €tifovv
K00 Nuépav npdg Tifv 00pav Tod iepod v Aeyouévnv ‘Qpaiav.® First the genitive modifier
1o igpod limits the referent of v BVpav from all gates to a gate of the temple. Then the

attributive participle Tv Aeyopévnv limits the reference further to the gate of the temple called

Beautiful. A non-contemporary reader of the text who is unfamiliar with the physical layout of

55 ESV: “the dead who die in the Lord from now on.”

* ESV: “the people who bore the mark of the beast and worshiped its image.” In this context, Todg
avOpwmovg represents all of humanity, persons “of either sex, w[ith] focus on participation in the human race.”
BDAG, s.v. avBpomoc, 1.

7 ESV: “the feet of the angel who showed them to me.”

% ‘T'his angel stands in contrast to, for example, one of the seven angels with the seven bowls (21:9) or one of
the twelve angels at the gates (21:12).

* ESV: “the plagues described in this book.”
% ESV: “whom they laid daily at the gate of the temple that is called the Beautiful Gate.”
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the temple would not know whether or not there would be one or more gates to the temple. With
respect to Herod’s temple Bimson et al. assert, “Four gates gave access on the N[orth] and
S[outh] sides and one on the E[ast]. This last had doors of Corinthian bronze-work and may be
the Beautiful Gate of Acts 3:2.”°' From these assertions one can readily conclude that there were
at least five temple gates. The attributive participle limits the complex substantive to one specific
entity thereby identifying the gate where the lame man was daily placed (entity identification).
Thus, it functions restrictively. The restrictive participle points the reader toward an
understanding of more than one gate and the archaeological evidence corroborates this view.

In Acts 3:11, the attributive participle also seems to coordinate with archaeological
realities: cuvEdpapev ndg 6 Aadg TPdG aVTOVG 7l T 6T0d T Kelovpivyy Loropudvroc.” The
attributive participle tij kahovuévn appears to limit the reference of tij otod to that portico
(porch) that is called Solomon’s. This implies that more than one portico exists. Bimson et al.
confirm as much, “As described by Josephus (4nt. 15.410-416), the S[outh] porch had four rows
of columns and was called the Royal Porch. The porticoes of the other sides each had two rows.
Solomon’s Porch stretched along the E[ast] side (Jn. 10:23; Acts 3:11; 5:12).”* This example of
restrictive modification lies toward the extreme of entity identification and corroborates well
with the archaeological realities as attested by Josephus.

Acts 17:24 contains a unique example of modification with the substantive 6 6g0g: 6 8g0g 6

noujcag TV Kéopov kai wdvra Té &v avt®.* In the middle of the Areopagus, the apostle Paul

oy . Bimson, J. P. Kane, J. H. Paterson, D. J. Weisman and D. R. W. Wood, eds. New Bible Atias (Downers
Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity Press, 1985) 111.

52 ESV: “all the people . . . ran together to them in the portico called Solomon's.”
* Bimson et al., New Bible Atlas, 111.

% ESV: “The God who made the world and everything in it” Notice that the translation for ¢ 8gdg here is
capitalized “God.” This tendency for translations to capitalize any reference to the Christian god diminishes and
contradicts the function of the restrictive clause to identify the god referenced to be God.
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speaks to the men of Athens after encountering an altar for “the unknown god.” In the New
Testament, the term 8g6¢ does not only refer to the Christian god (God)* but can also refer to
any “transcendent being,” non-transcendent being “considered worthy of special reverence or
respect,” or even the devil himself.*” With the usage of the attributive participial phrase ¢
Tomoag TOV KOopov kai mhvta td &v avt®d Paul seems to identify the unknown transcendent
being (Ayvaote 0ed) in the previous verse to be the god/God who made the world and
everything in it. The usage of ¢ 6€dg in this context, in and of itself, refers to a transcendent
being. While Paul clearly holds to the tenets of monotheism, he speaks to a polytheistic culture.
His use of the participle limits the referent to the sole transcendent being that has created
everything. Therefore, it is taken to be functioning restrictively. The restrictive participle coupled
with the antecedent collectively refers then to the Christian god (God), but ¢ 8g0g alone does not,

contrary to the assertions of Johannes Louw and Eugene Nida.®*

% See Acts 17:22-23. ESV: “So Paul, standing in the midst of the Arcopagus, said: ‘Men of Athens, I perceive
that in every way you are very religious. For as I passed along and observed the objects of your worship, I found
also an altar with this inscription, “To the unknown god.” What therefore you worship as unknown, this I proclaim
to you....””

% BDAG, s.v. 6g6c, 3. This is the predominant usage in the New Testament.

% BDAG, s.v. 6gdc, 1,4, 5. Consider the following respective usages. First, in Acts 28:6 we see people
claiming Paul to be a God: oi 8¢ Tpocediok@v adToV PEAAEY THUTPACOUL T} KATATIRTEY APV VEKPOV. ETL TOAD 3¢
AVTOV TPOGSOKOVIOV Kai OEwpodviwy undév Gromov €ig avTdV Yvopevov uetaBaAidpevor Eleyov avtov eivat Be6v
(ESV: “They were waiting for him to swell up or suddenly fall down dead. But when they had waited a long time
and saw no misfortune come to him, they changed their minds and said that he was a god™). Second, Phil 3:19
contains a reference to the stomach as god, an example of a nontranscendent entity receiving special reverence or
respect: Qv 10 T6A0g A, OV O D8dg 7 kothia kai 1) 36Ea &v i) aicydvn adtdv, ot T Eniyeln ppovodvieg (ESV:
“Their end is destruction, their god is their belly, and they glory in their shame, with minds set on earthly things™).
Third, 2 Cor 4:4 contains a reference to the devil as god of this world: €v oig 6 98¢ Tob aidvog TovToV ETHPAMGEY
TG VONHOTA TRV GTICTOV €ig TO P ayacal TOV QUTICHOV ToD dayyeAiov Tiig 30&ng Tob Xpiotob (ESV: “In their
case the god of this world has blinded the minds of the unbelievers, to keep them from secing the light of the gospel
of the glory of Christ™).

¢ Louw-Nida describe this usage of 8ed¢ to be “the one supreme supernatural being as creator and sustainer of
the universe,” Johannes E. Louw and Eugene A. Nida, Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament: Based on
Semantic Domains (New York: United Bible Societies, 1989), s.v. 0e6¢. However, in the context of this verse this
meaning appears to be derived not from 0g6¢ alone but from 8e6¢ coupled with the restrictive modification.
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Attributive participles of the ASAP formation pattern occur throughout the New
Testament, among different authors and various genres. Many of these constructions occur with
very generic and common nouns, as well as with specific nouns and complex substantives.

Substantive + Participle (SP). The SP formation pattern occurs more frequently in the
Greek New Testament than the APS and SAP formation patterns and slightly less frequently than
the ASAP pattern. The Greek New Testament contains 244 occurrences representing 3 1% of all
attributive participles in the Greek New Testament.

Restrictive attributive participles of the SP pattern are distributed evenly throughout the
Greek New Testament. They find representation in the Synoptic gospels, the gospel of John,
Acts, Pauline Epistles (Romans, 1 & 2 Corinthians, Galatians, Ephesians, Philippians, 1 & 2
Thessalonians, 1 & 2 Timothy, and Titus), Hebrews, James, Petrine Epistles, Jude and
Revelation. Various examples that lean toward concept formation and entity identification from a
cross section of these books will be presented in order to demonstrate the existence of these
restrictive participles and to familiarize the reader with this formation pattern.

First, a few examples will be presented and analyzed thoroughly to demonstrate the nature
of these participles. Second, a succinct list of examples will be presented to familiarize the reader
with a wide variety of occurrences. Finally, a few notable examples will be presented.

Matthew 2:23 contains an example of a common noun modified by an attributive
participle: xoi éA0dv Kat@rnoev gig wéAv Aeyopévny Nalapér.” Jesus went and lived in a city.
The author/narrator limits the referent from a (any) city to that one which is specifically called

Nazareth. This example of restriction modification leans toward the entity identification pole.

% ESV: “And he went and lived in a city called Nazareth.”
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First Corinthians 11:4-5 contains two very generic substantives that are coupled with the
determiner néig and modified by two attributive participles: wég avnp mpocsvydépevos 1
TPOPNTEVOV KUTE KEQPAAT|G EYWV KATAIGXOVEL TV KEQPAAT)V avTOD. Tdca OE yovi
TPOGEVYONEVT] 1] TPOPITEVOVGO AKATAKAAVATE Ti| KEQUAT) KATAIGYVVEL TV KEPAATY OOTHG.”
It is noted that when the determiner ndg modifies a substantive, further adjectival modification
tends to be restrictive. In both cases the participial forms of mpocevyopar and Tpoentedw limit
the reference of the two very generic substantives dvnp and yovn; therefore, they function
restrictively. Both examples lean toward the concept formation pole of restrictive modification
describing a type of person, not necessarily pointing out one entity in particular.

James 1:6 contains a complex substantive modified by two participles: ¢ yap
Soxprvopevog Eoikev kMHdmWL Bahdoorg avepilopéve kai prmiiopéve.” The participles
aveplopéve and pumlopéve limit the referent of KAvdwvi Baidoong to a certain type of wave of
the sea, a wave that is driven and tossed by the wind, as opposed to, for example, a small, calm
wave that barely disturbs the surface; therefore, they are restrictive.

Consider the following additional restrictive examples of the SP formation pattern:

Matt 13:24: Quowmon 1} Baciieia T@V 00pavdv avOpdOTQ ereipavt KaAOV GrEPpa.

&v 1® ayp®d avrtod.”

¢ limits from all men to specifically one who sowed good seed in his field
o leans slightly toward entity identification

" ESV: “Every man who prays or prophesies with his head covered dishonors his head, but every wife
[woman] who prays or prophesies with her head uncovered dishonors her head.”

"' ESV: “for the one who doubts is like a wave of the sea that is driven and tossed by the wind.”

"2 ESV: “The kingdom of heaven may be compared to a man who sowed good seed in his field....”
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Matt 13:47: [Tahw Opoia €otiv 1 Paciieio T@v ovpavdv cayijvy BAnBeion sig v
0dlacoav Kai £k Tavtog yévoug cuvayayoven.”
¢ limits to net that has been thrown into the sea and gathered fish of every kind
e leans slightly toward entity identification

Mark 6:34: ficav ¢ npéParta piy Exovra mowpéva™
o limits to sheep not having a shepherd
e leans toward concept formation

Luke 2:23: Iav Gpoev Swavoiyov pjtpav”
e limits to every male that opens the womb, which means the firstborn son
e Jeans toward concept formation

Luke 12:33: moujcate £avtoig arravria pi maharovpeva.™
e limits to money bags that do not grow old, metaphorical application
¢ leans toward concept formation

John 4:10: xai £8wkev dv ol Hdwp {Ov.”
e limits to living water, water that gives life, metaphorical application
o |eans slightly toward concept formation

John 15:2: v khfjpa &v poi i @épov kaprov aipst avTd.™
o limits to those branches in Jesus that remain fruitless
e leans slightly toward concept formation

Acts 7:38: 6¢ €6¢Eato Aéyra {@vra dobvar fpiv.”
o limits to words that are not dead but living and effective.®
e leans toward concept formation

7 ESV: “Again, the kingdom of heaven is like a net that was thrown into the sea and gathered fish of every

kind.”

M NKIV: “they were like sheep not having a shepherd.”

> ESV: “Every male who first opens the womb.”

7 ESV: “Provide yourselves with moneybags that do not grow old.”
"7 ESV: “and he would have given you living water.”

ESV: “Every branch in me that does not bear fruit he takes away.”
P NIV: “he received living words to pass on to us.”

8 ESV translates Aoy as oracles. BDAG translates saying but notes in the Greek New Testament it is found

only in the plural and refers specifically here to “the revelations received by Moses.” See BDAG, s.v. Ady1ov.
Additionally BDAG states that one could describe these as words that “offer life” or “words that meant life,”
BDAG, s.v. {aw, 5.
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Acts 15:22: ’Tovdav . . . kai ZiAGv, Gvdpag nyovpsvoug &v Toig aderpois.”
o limits to the type of men that are leaders among the brothers
e leans slightly toward concept formation

Rom 8:24: é\mig 8¢ Phemopévn odx Eotiv éhmtic: 6 yop PAéner tig dhniler;™
¢ limits to the idea of hope that is seen
e leans toward concept formation

Rom 10:21: npdg Aadv ancr@odvra kai avriréyovra.”
¢ limits to a type of people that are disobedient and opposing (obstinate)
e leans toward concept formation

Gal 5:3: mavti avOpdne ncprrsuvopsve®
¢ [imits to a subcategory of men who accept circumcision
e leans strongly toward concept formation

Gal 5:6: mioTig 8u” Gyamng évepyovpsvn.®
¢ limits to a faith that manifests in love
e leans toward concept formation

1 Tim 2:10: yovauéiv érayyerlopévarg Ococéferav....*
¢ limits to subset of women who profess godliness
¢ leans toward concept formation

Titus 1:14: avOpdn@V anoctpepopévov Tiv alijdsiav.”
e limits to subset of humanity typified by a disposition to turn from the truth
¢ leans toward concept formation

Heb 4:15: apyepéa pn dvvapevov supradijcar taic dodeveiong pdv....»
e limits to high priest that is unable to sympathize with human weaknesses
e |eans toward concept formation

81 ESV: “Judas . . . and Silas, leading men among the brothers.”

82 ESV: “Now hope that is seen is not hope. For who hopes for what he sees?”
8 ESV: “to a disobedient and contrary people.”

¥ ESV: “to every man who accepts circumcision.”

% GWN: “a faith that expresses itself through love.”

¥ ESV: “for women who profess godliness.”

8 ESV: “people who turn away from the truth.” In this context, GvOponog represents all of humanity,
persons “of either sex, w[ith] focus on participation in the human race.”BDAG, s.v. avBpwmnog, 1.

8 ESV: “a high priest who is unable to sympathize with our weaknesses.”
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Heb 12:29: kai yap 6 00 Hudv nvp katavarickov.”
o limits the type of fire to one that is not weak and diminishing, but consumes
o leans strongly toward concept formation

Heb 13:15: xoprdv gerdé@v oporoyodvrov @ évopart avtod.”
o limits to lips that confess the name of God (example of synecdoche)
o leans strongly toward concept formation

1 Pet 5:8: 6 dvtidikog Vu@V daforog g Aémv dpvopevog Tepuratsl.”
e limits to a certain type of lion, one that roars
e leans strongly toward concept formation

2 Pet 1:19: dog MOyve @aivovtt &v adypnpd tone.”
¢ limits to lamp shining in a dark place
e leans toward concept formation

Rev 3:18: cupuBovledm oot dyoplcal map’ €uod xpueiov nervpmpévov K Tupdc.”
e limits from all types of gold to that which has been refined by fire
e leans slightly toward concept formation

Rev 6:14 — xai 6 o0pavodg dneywpiodn g Pifriov séMeodpevov.™
e limits to a scroll that is being rolled up (simile with vivid imagery)
e leans strongly toward concept formation

Rev 12:1: yovi) mepifepinuévy Tov filov.”
e limits from all possible women to one who is clothed with the sun
o leans slightly toward entity identification

Rev 19:13: kai nep1Befinuévog ipaniov Befappévov aipat.”
e limits to a robe/garment that is dipped in blood
e leans slightly toward entity identification

% ESV: “for our God is a consuming fire.”

% ESV: “the fruit of lips that acknowledge his name.”

' ESV: “Your adversary the devil prowls around like a roaring lion.”
ZESV:“astoa lamp shining in a dark place™

% ESV: *I counsel you to buy from me gold refined by fire.”

** ESV: “The sky vanished like a scroll that is being rolled up.”

% ESV: “a woman clothed with the sun.”

% NASB®: “He is clothed with a robe dipped in blood.”
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Having surveyed a wide variety of examples of restrictive attributive participles of the SP
formation pattern, a few notable examples will be presented and examined.

In Acts 27:2 and Acts 27:6, two similar attributive participles of the SP formation pattern
occur. Both instances contain complex substantives that consist of the noun Aoiov coupled with
adjectives that designate cities of origin. In Acts 27:2 the author describes not only an
Adramyttium ship but one that specifically was about to set sail along the coast of Asia:
empPavreg 8¢ mhoi® AdpapvrTnv® pérlovrt ALl £ig ToVg Katd THv Aciav Témovg.” In Acts
27:6 the author describes not only an Alexandrian ship, but one that specifically was sailing for
Italy: kdxel ebpdv 6 Exatoviapyng wroilov AreEavdpivov whéov gig v Trariav.” In both cases
the attributive participles, péAlovti and miéov, modify their antecedents by limiting the referent
to one specific ship; therefore, they function restrictively. These examples lean toward the entity
identification pole of restrictive modification. A look at English translations of these two verses
reveals the inconsistencies of translators with respect to the restrictive and nonrestrictive
distinction. For Acts 27:2 the RSV translates the attributive participle nonrestrictively, “And
embarking in a ship of Adramyttium, which was about to sail to the ports along the coast of
Asia.” The later edition of this translation, the NRSV, translates the verse restrictively.” The
ESV translates the participle nonrestrictively, “And embarking in a ship of Adramyttium, which
was about to sail to the ports along the coast of Asia.” Ironically, the ESV then translates the

nearly identical construction in Acts 27:6 restrictively.'®

” NRSV: “Embarking on a ship of Adramyttium that was about to set sail to the ports along the coast of
Asia....”

% ESV: “There the centurion found a ship of Alexandria sailing for Italy.”
7 See n. 97 above.

190 See n. 98 above.
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First Corinthians 1:23 contains a rarely occurring example of an SP formation pattern with
a very specific noun: Nueig 8¢ knpvocopsv Xprotdv éotavpopévov, lovdaioig pév oxavdaiov,
g6veow 8¢ pwpiav.'” Since Xpiotov stands toward the very specific extreme of the acceptability
continuum the tendency for restrictive modification decreases. However, in this case, an example
of partitive restrictive modification with the participle éotavpopévov seems to occur. ' Paul
appears to refer to a teaching or perspective about Christ that focuses on the reality of his
crucifixion. The emphasis does not lie with Christ the great teacher, Christ the miracle-worker,
Christ the King, etc. The preaching of a crucified messiah did not exist in the frame of reference
to the typical Jew and sounded like pure foolishness to the Gentiles. Paul preaches of this type of
christ/messiah.

First Thessalonians 1:9 contains an attributive participle coupled with an adjective: kai n@g
EneoTpéyate TPog TOV OOV And TdV siddAwv dovisvey Bed (vt kai aAndwv®.'” The first
mention of God, TOv Bgdv, clearly refers to the god of the Old and New Testaments, that is, “God
in Israelite/Christian monotheistic perspective.”'* The second mention ultimately references this
same god but does so by means of restriction in contrast to T®v €idmAwv. In the New Testament,
the term 8gd¢ does not only refer to the Christian god but can also refer to any “transcendent
being,” non-transcendent being “considered worthy of special reverence or respect,” or even the
devil himself.'” The attributive participle and the adjective, {®vti kai dAndwv®, limit the broad

reference of Be@ to the deity that never dies and is true. This stands in direct contradiction to the

107 EQV: “but we preach Christ crucified, a stumbling block to Jews and folly to Gentiles.” This verse has
been treated briefly on p. 96 of add. 2-A, “Restrictive Modification of Very Specific Substantives.”

%2 For a discussion of partitive restrictive modification see add. 2-A.

' ESV: “and how you turned to God from idols to serve the living and true God.”
'% BDAG, s.v. 0edc, 3. This is the predominant usage in the New Testament.

' BDAG, s.v. 0gdc, 1,4, 5. See n. 67 above.
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idols, or “fabricated deities”'® that are by nature dead and completely false. As a result, the
participle and the adjective function restrictively.

Attributive participles of the SP formation pattern occur throughout the New Testament,
among different authors and various genres. As can be expected many of these constructions
occur with very generic and common nouns, while also occasionally occurring with very specific
nouns and complex substantives.

Article + Participle + Substantive (APS). The APS formation pattern occurs less
frequently in the Greek New Testament than the ASAP and SP formation patterns. The Greek
New Testament, however, does contain 108 occurrences representing 14% of all attributive
participles in the Greek New Testament.

Restrictive attributive participles of the APS pattern are found in the Synoptic gospels, the
gospel of John, Acts, Pauline epistles (Romans, 1 & 2 Corinthians, Galatians, Ephesians, | & 2
Timothy, Titus), Hebrews, Petrine epistles, and Jude. A cross section of examples that lean
toward concept formation and entity identification will be presented to demonstrate the existence
of these restrictive participles and to familiarize the reader with these constructions.

First, a few examples will be presented and analyzed thoroughly to demonstrate the nature
of these participles. Second, a succinct list of examples will be presented to familiarize the reader
with a variety of occurrences. Finally, a few notable examples will be presented and discussed.

In Mark’s account of Jesus’ triumphal entry into Jerusalem the people shouted out these
words from Mark 11:10: EbAoynuévn 1y épyopévn Bacirsia tod matpog udv Aavid: ‘Qoavva
gv 101G Vyiotoic.'” The genitive modifier 100 matpog udv Aavid limits 1 Paciieia, creating a

specific complex antecedent. This specific complex antecedent, The kingdom of our father

1% BDAG, s.v. cidwiov, 2.

197 ESV: “Blessed is the coming kingdom of our father David! Hosanna in the highest!”
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David, could refer to the actual kingdom over which David (or one of his descendants) reigned in
history or it could refer to the prophesied messianic kingdom of David. The attributive participle
gpxouévn limits the complex substantive 1 Baciieia tod natpdg Hudv Aavid indicating that the

kingdom referred to is in the future and is coming. Therefore, it functions restrictively. In fact it

appears to limit the referent to the coming (D"R3) days of the kingdom prophesied about in Jer

23:5:
NP P30T 77 T PIR MY TITy "HRPM IO DRI OV, N3
PR3 NPTY LIV
Luke’s prologue (Luke 1:1) provides us with an occurrence of an APS construction that
contains the very generic neuter noun IpayuaTOV: ... U yNcwv nepl TOV TETANPOPOPNPEVOY v
fjuiv apayparwv.'” The attributive participle nenrhnpogopnuévev modifies npaypdrwv and
limits this nonassertive head to refer to those things that have been accomplished among the
author and his associates. Therefore, the participles functions restrictively. Furthermore, since
the substantive being modified stands toward the very generic extreme of the acceptability
continuum, restrictive modification is expected.
In Rom 8:18 one observes an attributive participle coupled with the common noun d6&a:
Aoyilopat yap &t o0k G&a T mabpata Tod VOV karpod tpog Ty pérdoveay d6Eav
aroxkalvOijvan ig uac.''° The modification is necessary and appears to limit the potential

referents of the substantive. The modification seems to limit the glory chronologically (to a

198 EQy: “Behold, the days are coming, declares the LORD, when 1 will raisc up for David a righteous Branch,
and he shall reign as king and deal wisely, and shall execute justice and righteousness in the land.” All Hebrew
Scriptures cited in this dissertation come from BHS.

1% ESV: *“a narrative of the things that have been accomplished among us.”

" NIV: “I consider that our present sufferings are not worth comparing with the glory that will be revealed in

*»

us.
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future moment) and also to something that will be manifested within Paul, the Roman Christians
and all who exist in Christ.'"" Thus, the participle functions restrictively. Furthermore, in this
example a common structure that occurs with participles in the APS formation pattern can be
discerned. péilovoav plus drokaAv@bijvat gig Nudg constitute a restrictive participial clause that
collectively modifies the substantive. However, notice that droxaivbijvor gig nudg comes after
the substantive syntactically. Voelz notes this to be quite natural in the New Testament, “Not
infrequently Greek allows portions of the participial phrase in the ‘sandwich’ [APS] position to
extend beyond the article and noun.”""

Consider the following additional restrictive examples of the APS formation pattern:
Matt 3:7: tig Onéder&ev vuiv Puyeiv 4nd Tijg perdodong opyiis;'"”

e limits from the concept of wrath in general to specifically the coming wrath
e leans toward entity identification

John 8:31: "EAeyev ovv 6 Incolc tpdg Tovg memotevkotag avtd Tovdaiovs. '™
e limits from all Jews in general to those Jews who had believed in him'"
¢ leans toward entity identification

Acts 16:13: xoi koficavteg dhalobpev Taig svverdovoarg yovanliv.'*
e limits to the women who came “together w[ith] others as a group.
¢ leans toward entity identification

*2117

"1 Glory in this context refers to the followers of Christ and explains their “state of being in the next life . . .
described as participation in the radiance or glory,” BDAG, s.v. 86&a, 1.

"z Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part [1,” 312. Though quite rare, it has also been asserted that at
times the actual participle will extend beyond the article and the noun while the dependent modification will remain
between the article and the noun. Acts 26:6 contains such an example: Tijg €ig TOUG matépag NudvV Enayyehiog
yevopévng... (ESV: “the promise made by God to our fathers™). See also Acts 13:32. See Burton, Moods and
Tenses, 166-17.

" NIV: “Who warned you to flee from the coming wrath?”
4 ESV: “So Jesus said to the Jews who had believed him.”

'3 These Jews most likely consist of the many who believed in Jesus in the previous verse (John 8:30: moAkoi
£nicTEVOQY EIC AVTOV).

"¢ ESV: “and we sat down and spoke to the women who had come together.”

"7 BDAG, s.v. cuvépyopai, 1.
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Acts 23:11: Tij 88 émodon vokTi émotag adTd 6 1oprog simev.'®
¢ limits chronologically what night the Lord stood by and spoke to Paul
e leans strongly toward entity identification

Rom 10:5: Mwboiig yap ypheer v dikarocvvny v £k [tod] vopov 611 6 moujcag
avtd avlpomog {ioetan &v avtoic.'”’
e limits to the type of person who does these things (i.e. the commandmenits)
e leans toward concept formation

I Cor 7:26: Nopilm odv 10010 KaAdV VRApYEY S10 TiV £vE6TAOAV AVayKNY, OTt
KoAOV &vOpdRE TO 0bT™G stvan. '™

o limits to the very distress that stands presently before Paul

e leans toward entity identification

1 Cor 12:22: A& moAA® pérdov Ta dokodvra péin Tod cdparog aodeviotepa
Vapyewv dvaykoid otiv.'?!

o limits to specific parts of the body that seem to be weaker

e leans slightly toward concept formation

Heb 12:12: Awd tag napeipévag xeipag Koi Ta taparelvpéiva yéovara
avopbmoare.'?
e both napepévag and naparervpéva limit the possible referents to hands and
feet that are respectively weak and feeble
e both examples lean toward concept formation

""® ESV: “The following night the Lord stood by him and said.” Though Boyer’s identification of attributive
participles are quite comprehensive, he neglects to identify this example in Acts 23:11. See Boyer, “Participles” and
Boyer, Participles.

" NIV: “Moses describes in this way the righteousness that is by the law: ‘The man who does these things
will live by them.” avBpwmog is by nature a very generic noun and in this context even more so. It functions as a
basic place holder for any person or human being. BDAG, s.v. avBpwnog, 4.

120 ESV: I think that in view of the present distress it is good for a person to remain as he is.” Paul is not
speaking of any past distress or a distress that may be looming in the distant future. He speaks of the present or
impending distress. See BDAG, s.v. évictnut, 2 and 3. See also NRSV: “[ think that, in view of the impending crisis,
it is well for you to remain as you are.”

2! ESV: “On the contrary, the parts of the body that seem to be weaker are indispensable.”

Voelz highlights this verse as well. See Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part 111,” 401-2 and “The
Grammatical Assertions of James W. Voelz” section, above. Additionally, similarly to Romans 8:18 above, note that
part of the attributive participial phrase (doOevéstepa vVdpyew) falls outside of the APS structure. Voelz highlights
this tendency of the Greek language and cites this verse specifically to illustrate this reality. Voelz, “Grammarian’s
Corner: Participles, Part 11,” 312.

122 NASB®: “Therefore, strengthen the hands that are weak and the knees that are feeble.”

122



Heb 2:2: &i yap 6 81" éyyéhov haindsig Aoyog éyévero PéPatog.'”
e limits to word or message that was spoken through the angels
e leans toward entity identification

1 Pet 4:3 yap 6 mapeinivdaxg ypévos.'™
e limits to the time that is past
o leans slightly toward entity identification
1 Pet 5:1: 6 xai tijg peArovong drokarvnmTesdar 66Eng kowvwvog.'”

¢ limits to a specific glory, one that is to be revealed
e leans toward entity identification

2 Pet 1:12: év Tij mapodon din0scig.””
¢ limits to the truth that remains in the possession of the Petrine readers
e leans toward entity identification
Having surveyed a variety of examples of restrictive attributive participles of the APS
formation pattern, a couple notable examples will be presented and more thoroughly examined.
First, consider John 6:57: kafmg dnéotelhév pe 0 LAV matip kayd {H Sue TOV matépa, xai
0 TpdYywV pe Kakeivog {fioet 3t €ué.'” In the immediate context the most recent preceding
reference to matp occurs in John 6:49: oi matépeg vudV Epayov &v Tij EPUe 10 pdvva Kol
dnédavov.'® In verse 49 the context coupled with the personal pronoun clearly helps determine
the fact that notépeg refers to mortal human beings, ancestors, men “from whom one is
descended and generally at least several generations removed.”'” In John 6:57, {®v appears to

limit the referent of natnp. Jesus identifies not just a living earthly father, in distinction from the

mortal fathers who ate manna and died, but the eternal father. In this context {aw refers to

' NASB”: “For if the word spoken through angels proved unalterable.”

124 ESV: “For the time that is past.”

123 NASB®: “and a partaker also of the glory that is to be revealed.” Compare with Rom 8:18, above.
126 NASB®: “in the truth which is present with you.”

127 ESV: “As the living Father sent me, and 1 live because of the Father, so whoever feeds on me, he also will
live because of me.”

128 ESV: “Your fathers ate the manna in the wilderness, and they died.”
12 BDAG, s.v. natip, 2.
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“life in contrast to death” and here specifically refers to “beings that in reality... are not subject
to death.”"*® Immediately following in John 6:58 the noun matépeg occurs again and denotes the
same referents of John 6:49. 6 {&v natp stands in the middle of these two occurrences with the
effect that (@v appears to limit atip to identify the only eternal father, God the Father, in
contrast to the earthly fathers/ancestors who die. Therefore, a restrictive reading is understood.
Second Corinthians 3:10 contains an example of an attributive participle of the APS pattern
that modifies the common noun 36&ng: xai yap ov dedo&actat 10 dedofacuévov v ToHT® T
népel givekev tijg vepparrovong d6&ns.”*' Young contends that “phrases with words meaning
‘surpassing’ are descriptive [nonrestrictive].”"” Young’s general observations have been noted to
be quite helpful in that his work (and that of Voelz) concerning restrictive attributive participles
is unique to the field of New Testament Greek grammar. Nevertheless, Young seems to
misunderstand the nature of restrictive modification in this instance. The attributive participle
vrepParlovong appears to limit 36&ng in that the linguistic identity of this noun is dependent on
the modification. If one were to remove the attributive participle, this sentence would lack
semantic precision. The participle limits the potential referents of 86&ng and thereby
distinguishes it from the referent of 10 dedo&aopévov and points to a glory that is “surpassing,
extraordinary, [or] outstanding.”'* This glory consists of a glory that is superior to any other sort
of glory in existence. The limiting nature of this participles points to its restrictive function.
Attributive participles of the APS formation pattern occur throughout the New Testament,

among different authors and various genres. Many of these constructions occur with very generic

1 BDAG specifically cites this usage in John 6:57. BDAG, s.v. {ao, lac.
3V NIV: “For what was glorious has no glory now in comparison with the surpassing glory.”
132 Young, /ntermediate New Testament Greek, 151.

133 This is especially the case when this verb is used in participial form. See BDAG, s.v. bmepBaiio.
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and common nouns, while also occasionally occurring with specific nouns and complex
substantives.

Substantive + Article + Participle (SAP). The SAP formation pattern occurs less
frequently in the Greek New Testament than the ASAP and SP formation patterns and slightly
more frequently than the APS formation pattern. The Greek New Testament contains 122
occurrences representing 15% of all attributive participles in the Greek New Testament.

The attributive participles of the SAP pattern that are restrictive are distributed somewhat
evenly throughout the Greek New Testament. They find representation in the Synoptic gospels of
Matthew and Luke, the gospel of John, Acts, Pauline Epistles (Romans, Galatians, Colossians
and 2 Timothy), Hebrews, James, 1 Peter and Jude. Various examples that lean toward concept
formation and entity identification will be presented in order to demonstrate the existence of
these restrictive participles and to familiarize the reader with this formation pattern.

First, a few examples will be presented and analyzed thoroughly to demonstrate the nature
of these participles. Second, a brief list of examples will be presented to familiarize the reader
with more occurrences. Finally, a few notable examples will be presented and discussed.

Luke 23:49 contains an attributive participle of the SAP formation pattern that modifies the
very generic substantive yovaikes: kai yovaikeg ai cvvakolovdodoat aOTd and Tijg
TalAaiag.' The participial phrase ai cuvaxolovBodoar adtd dno tijg Maihaiag limits the
antecedent yuvaikeg from all women to specifically identify that group of women who followed
Jesus from Galilee; therefore, it functions restrictively. This example of restrictive modification

leans toward the entity identification pole.

134 ESV: “and the women who had followed him from Galilee.”
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Matthew 4:18 contains an example of modification in the SAP formation pattern with a
proper name: £idev 500 adehpovg, Tipwva Tov Aeyépevov Iétpov kai AvEpéav ToV 4SEAPOV
avtod.'” The participial clause Tov Aeydpevov IMétpov limits Zipwvo from all men named Simon
to one who is not only named Simon but also called Peter; therefore, it functions restrictively. As
has been stated above, very specific antecedents, such as proper names, tend to attract
nonrestrictive modification. However, when they are modified restrictively, they tend to exhibit
either a partitive meaning or, as is the case here, entity differentiation.'® This can be readily
demonstrated in another SAP formation example in Luke 6:15: xai Ma88aiov kai Owpdv Kai
TakwBov Algaiov kai Zipwva Tov kaehovpevov Znhwthv.'”” The participial clause tov
Kahovpevov Znhwtiv limits the referent from all men who are named Simon to specifically the
one who is called Zealot and distinguishes him from Simon Peter in Luke 6:14, the previous
verse. Therefore, it functions restrictively in an instance of entity differentiation.

Gal 3:21 contains an SAP formation pattern with a common noun: &i yap £366n vopog 6

Suvépevog {momorijoan, viwg &k vopov dv v 1 Sucarootv '

Paul limits the potential
referents of vopoc from all possible aspects, notions, or realities of law to form the concept of a
law that is able to give life. Therefore it functions restrictively, leaning toward the concept
formation pole of restrictive modification.

Consider the following additional restrictive examples of the SAP formation pattern:

Luke 7:32: pouoi siow tandiorg toig v ayopd kadnuévorg Kai Tpoce®vodoLv
aijhorg. '’

135 NASB”: “He saw two brothers, Simon who was called Peter, and Andrew his brother.”
136 See add. 2-A, “Restrictive Modification of Very Specific Substantives.”
137 ESV: “and Matthew, and Thomas, and James the son of Alphaeus, and Simon who was called the Zealot.”

1% ESV: “For if a law had been given that could give life, then righteousness would indeed be by the law™ (or
alternatively: “if a law that could give life had bcen given™).

13 NASB®: “They are like children who sit in the market place and call to one another.”
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limits to the type of children that sit in the marketplace and call to one another
leans toward concept formation

John 11:2: fjv 52 Mapuap 1) dreiyaca T0v KOprov pope Kai tKpatuco Todg 16dag

avtod Taig Opiéiv avrijc.

Acts 7:35: ovv xeipi @yyéhov Tot 0¢BEvTog AT £V Tif BaTw.

140

limits to specifically the Mary who anointed the Lord with ointment and
wiped his feet with her hair'*'
exhibits entity differentiation representative of proper noun modification'*

143

limits to the angel who appeared to Moses in the bush
leans strongly toward entity identification

Acts 11:21: ohdg te ap1Bpdg 6 moetedoag Enéotpeyey £mi TOV Koplov.'*

limits the complex substantive to that great number (of people) who believed
leans slightly toward entity identification

Acts 20:19: mewpacudv Tdv copfavrov por év taig émpoviais Tdv Tovdainv.'”

Col 4:

Limits to specifically the trials that happened to Paul through the plot of the
Jews
Leans toward entity identification

11 xoi ‘Inoodg 6 Aeydpevog Toverog.'*
limits from all men named Jesus to the one specifically called Justus'’
leans strongly toward entity identification

Heb 6:7: yij yap 1} motca Tov £n’ avTijc £PpYopevov TolhaKig VETOV Kai TikTovGQ

Botavnyv.

148

10 NKJV: “It was that Mary who anointed the Lord with fragrant oil and wiped His feet with her hair.”

"I The narrative of the New Testament presents various women with the name Mary: Mary the mother of
Jesus, Mary Magdalene, Mary the mother of James and Joses, Mary the wife of Clopas, Mary the mother of John
Mark, the Mary of Rom 16:6, and the Mary presented here in this verse (sister of Martha). See BDAG, s.v. Mapia.

142 See add. 2-A, “Restrictive Modification of Very Specific Substantives.”

13 EQV:
14 EQV:
145 ESV:

146 EQV;
S.V. Ay, 4.

“by the hand of the angel who appeared to him in the bush.”
“and a great number who believed turned to the Lord.”
“Trials that happened to me through the plots of the Jews....”

“and Jesus who is called Justus.” For the usage of Aéyw to specifically identify an entity see BDAG,

"7 The name ‘Incotg was “common among Jews” and this example confirms the existence of other men named
Jesus besides Jesus Christ. 'Incodg is tantamount to the Hebrew y1w»/33wim (Joshua). Furthermore, other instances
of "Incoig that do not refer to Jesus Christ are found in Luke 2:39, variants of Matt 27:16 and some have conjectured
in Phlm 23. See BDAG, s.v. Incoig.

8 NIV: “Land that drinks in the rain often falling on it and that produces a crop useful.” Notice the
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e limits to the type of land that is both able to receive the rain that often falls on
it and to produce a useful crop
e |eans toward concept formation

Jas 4:12: &lg gotv vopo@éTng kal kpiTig 6 Suvapevog cdoal kai arorécar.'
e limits to the concept of a lawgiver-judge that is able to save and destroy
e leans toward concept formation

1 Pet 1:10: Mepi fig cotnpiag eEelimoay kai Enpodvnoay mpogijtal oi wepi Tijg sig
Opig yaprrog TpognTsvcavres. '
e limits to the subset of prophets who prophesied about the grace that was for
the recipients of Peter’s letter
e |eans toward entity identification

Jude 1:6: ayyéhovg € TOVG pi} TNPIGAVTAG THY EQVTAHY PNV GAAE drolrovrag
70 id10v oikmmijprov.””
o limits to precisely those angels that did not keep their own sphere of influence
and left behind their own (proper) dwelling place
e leans toward entity identification

Having surveyed examples of restrictive attributive participles of the SAP formation
pattern, a couple notable examples will be presented and examined.

Romans 2:14 and 9:30 both contain examples of the SAP formation pattern with the noun
£€0vn. In both instances Paul appears to speak of a limited subset of all Gentiles. Consider Rom

2:14: &av yap £0vn ta pi) vopov Exovra @HoEL TO TOD VOUOL TOIRoY.'

The participial phrase
70 pn) vopov &yovta limits the referent from all Gentiles to precisely those that do not have the
law. Gentiles that do have the law would consist of Gentile God-fearers and proselytes.

Consider, also, the similar example in Rom 9:30: Ti odv 8podpev; 611 £6vn T& i) Subkovra

restrictive attributive participle of the APS formation pattern within this SAP pattern: tov én’ adtijc Epydpevov
TOALAKIG VETOV.

"9 NRSV: “There is one lawgiver and judge who is able to save and to destroy.”

150 ESV: “Concerning this salvation, the prophets who prophesied about the grace that was to be yours
searched and inquired carefully.”

"5 NIV: “And the angels who did not keep their positions of authority but abandoned their own home.”

152 NASB®: “For when Gentiles who do not have the Law do instinctively the things of the Law.”
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Sdwarocvvnv katélafev dikarocdvny, dikarochviy 8¢ Thv ék miotems. ' The participial clause Td
un dwdkovta ducatocvvny appears to limit the referent from all Gentiles to specifically that
subset of Gentiles who did not pursue righteousness (from the law). Paul speaks of Gentile
Christians (and possibly some God-fearers and proselytes) who have attained righteousness by
faith. Both of these examples limit their referents and, therefore, function restrictively.
Furthermore, they lean toward the concept formation pole of restrictive modification.

Restrictive attributive participles of the SAP formation pattern modify very generic,
common and at times very specific substantives. These participles occur throughout the New
Testament, among various authors and genres.

Less Frequently Occurring Formation Pattern: Participle + Substantive (PS). The PS
formation pattern occurs very infrequently within the text of the Greek New Testament. The
analysis performed for this dissertation has revealed only 18 occurrences in the New Testament.
As can be inferred from above, Young and Wallace do not treat this formation pattern at all.'
Boyer, however, does identify this “extremely rare” formation pattern in his discussion of
“Adjectival Uses” of the participle.'?

Restrictive participles of the PS formation pattern are found in Mark, John, Acts, 1 & 2
Corinthians, Galatians, | & 2 Timothy, Hebrews and 2 Peter. A representative sample will be
presented to demonstrate their existence and familiarize the reader with these constructions.

Mark 15:23: kai 88iSovv avtd dopvpvicpévov otvov- 8¢ 8¢ ovk ElaPev.'*

e limits from wine in general to specifically wine that is mixed with myrrh
e leans toward concept formation

133 ESV: “What shall we say, then? That Gentiles who did not pursue righteousness have attained it, that is, a
righteousness that is by faith.”

1% See section titled “Noun Phrase Formation Patterns Containing An Attributive Participle” on p. 102 above.
1% Boyer, “Classification of Participles,” 164, 167.
1% ESV: “And they offered him wine mixed with myrrh, but he did not take it.”
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Acts 2:2: fixog donep @epopévig mvoijs Praiag.'”’
e limits to a rushing mighty wind
e leans toward concept formation

1 Tim 6:3: vywaivovotv Aéyorg 10ig 10D Kupiov UGV Incod Xpiotod.'

e limits to those words that are correct/sound
¢ leans toward concept formation

Heb 6:5: kai kaAov yevoapévoug Bgod pripa duvapelg te pédovrog aidvog, '

e limits from all possible ages (past, present, etc...) to the coming (future) age
e leans toward entity identification

Heb 7:8 dexdtag anodvijekovreg avOpmmor happavovow.'®
o limits to specifically that subset of men who die'®'
e leans toward concept formation
2 Pet 1:16: O0 yap eeco@iopévorg podorg Eaxolovdricavrsg. '
e limits from all types of myths to specifically those that are cleverly devised
e leans toward concept formation
Every participle of the PS formation pattern participates in restrictive modification. These

participles modify both common and generic substantives. Though only 18 examples exist, these

participles occur fairly evenly throughout the New Testament.

Summary of the Restrictive Attributive Participle in the Greek New Testament

A presentation of restrictive attributive participles in the Greek New Testament has

demonstrated the reality and prevalence of these constructions. Restrictive attributive participles

157 ESV: “a sound like a mighty rushing wind.”

' ESV: “sound words of our Lord Jesus Christ.”
'Y NIV: “who have tasted the goodness of the word of God and the powers of the coming age.”
10 KJV: “men that die reccive tithes.”

' The restrictive modification sets up a contrast with Melchizedek who has “neither beginning of days nor
end of life, but resembling the Son of God he continues a priest forever” (Heb 7:3, ESV).

12 ESV: “For we did not follow cleverly devised myths.”

130



exist in multiple noun-phrase formation patterns, in various genres, among all authors of the New

Testament, and with antecedents that range from very generic to very specific.

The Restrictive Relative Clause in the Greek New Testament

The validity of restrictive modification as a linguistic category and the existence of this
modification through various strategies cross-linguistically have been established. A general
survey of restrictive clauses has confirmed the existence of restrictive relative clauses in English,
Spanish, Modern Greek and Koine Greek. The relative clause in the Greek New Testament
participates in two noun-phrase formation patterns and five different types of subordinate
relgtionships.‘“ Restrictive relative clauses find representation in both patterns and all five types
of subordinate relative clauses. The thesis of this dissertation contends that when both the
attributive participle and relative clause are grammatically and stylistically feasible, the relative
clause is predominantly utilized to modify a substantive nonrestrictively. It is, therefore,
maintained that restrictive relative clauses exist within certain grammatical and stylistic
parameters. A presentation of these restrictive relative clauses in the Greek New Testament will

demonstrate the reality of their existence and familiarize the reader to these constructions.

Relative Clause Formation Patterns

While the above analysis of the attributive participle indicated four major formation
patterns, the relative clause exhibits only one major noun-phrase formation pattern. Linguists
normally speak of three patterns of relative clauses when considering the position of the relative
clause with respect to its antecedent: pre-nominal, post-nominal, and internally-headed.'** Of the

approximately 1,040 restrictive/nonrestrictive relative clauses in the Greek New Testament, the

'3 This will be explicated more thoroughly in ch. 6.

14 Martin M. Culy, “A Typology of Koine Relative Clauses,” in Work Papers of the Summer Institute of
Linguistics (University of North Dakota, 1989), 3:76.
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post-nominal type “is by far the most common, encompassing more than 95% of the relative
clauses found in the New Testament.”'* Internally-headed relative clauses make up the
remainder.'® An example of a restrictive post-nominal relative clause can be found in Matt 2:6:
gk o0b yap €€eledoeTan TYOVUUEVOS, HoTIc Totpavel TOV Aadv pov Tov Topan).'*’ The relative
clause follows (post-) its antecedent 1yyovpevog. An example of the rare restrictive internally-
headed relative clause can be found in Mark 4:24: &v @ pétpe petpeite petpndnceTar Hyiv.'s
The head-noun pétpe stands in the middle (internally) of the relative clause. While internally-
headed relative clauses exist and are considered in this study, the majority of relative clauses in
the Greek New Testament stand in post-nominal position and as a result make up the primary set

of examples considered for analysis in this dissertation.

Types of Subordinate Relative Clauses

Whereas the attributive participle functions in one type of subordinate clause, the relative
clause is capable of representing five different subordinate relationships. All attributive
participles essentially function as subordinate subject clauses; the antecedent always functions as
the subject within the subordinate participial clause. With respect to relative clauses, not only can
antecedents serve the role of subject in the subordinate clause, but they can also serve as direct

object, indirect object, oblique, or possessor. Restrictive examples of these five types of

1% Culy, “Koine Relative Clauses,” 76.

166 Culy, “Koine Relative Clauses,” 80. Additionally, Culy notes that while “some linguists have posited that
Koine does in fact have prenominal RCs...all verses that are putative examples of prenominal RCs can be analyzed
as I[nternally] H[eaded] R[elative] C[lause]s.” He also notes that “the majority of the traditional Greek grammarians
have treated what appear to be prenominal RCs as [HRCs (e.g., Robertson 1934:718; Blass and Debrunner
1961:154).”

'87 ESV: “for from you shall come a ruler who will shepherd my people Israel.”

168 «with the measure with which you measure, it shall be measured to you.”
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subordinate relative clauses will be presented in order to demonstrate their existence and to
familiarize the reader with these types of subordinate relative clauses.'®’
Restrictive Relative Clauses—Subject. Subject relative clauses occur slightly less

frequently than direct object relative clauses'”

and more frequently than the rest of the other
types of subordinate relative clauses. The Greek New Testament contains 364 occurrences
representing 35% of all restrictive/nonrestrictive relative clauses. In each of these occurrences it
can be readily discerned that the antecedent referenced within the subordinate clause fills the role
of subject within that clause. All relative pronouns in subject relative clauses stand in the
nominative case.

Restrictive subject relative clauses are distributed somewhat sparsely throughout the Greek
New Testament. They find representation in the Gospels, Acts, Romans, | Corinthians,
Philippians, 2 Timothy, Hebrews, James, | John and Revelation. A representative sample of
examples that lean toward concept formation and entity identification are presented in order to
demonstrate the existence and familiarize the reader with these restrictive subject relative
clauses.

Matt 2:6: fyyodpevog, 66TIS TOLpavel 1oV Aadv pov Tov Tepaniir.'”

e Limits to a ruler who will shepherd/lead Israel

e Leans slightly toward entity identification

Luke 8:2: xai yovaikég Tiveg al foay TE0epamsvpivar 4md TIVEVRGTOY TOVP®OY Kal
acOeverdv.'”

1% The categorization of the five types of subordinate relative clauses stems from linguistic universals
established by what linguists refer to as the Accessibility Hierarchy. The linguistic realities of this hierarchy will be
fully explicated in ch. 6.

"0 One might think that there would be more subject relative clauses than direct object relative clauses. While
this will be treated more thoroughly in ch. 6, it is noted here that only one strategy for relativizing direct object
clauses exists, the relative clause. Attributive participles do not directly relativize direct object clauses; they only
relativize subject clauses. So, two strategies for relativizing subject clauses exist, the attributive participle and the
relative clause. As a result, overall, there are more subject clauses than direct object clauses.

"7V ESV: “a ruler who will shepherd my people Israel.”
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e Limits to women who had been healed
o Leans slightly toward entity identification

Acts 7:40: [Toincov Mpuiv Beovg ot TpomopcicovTal NUGV...'"”

e Limits to tangible “gods™ who will go before the Israelites, ultimately referencing

idols/statues that can be seen

e Leans toward concept formation
1 Cor 6:5: oitmg odK Evi &v VUV 00OELG G0YHG, b duvijeeTar Srakpivar Gvit pécov Tod
adcrpod avrodv;'™

e Limits to a wise man that will be able to judge between his brothers

e Leans toward concept formation

Restrictive Relative Clauses—Direct Object. Direct object relative clauses occur slightly

more frequently than subject relative clauses'”

and more frequently than the remaining types of
subordinate relative clauses. The Greek New Testament contains 369 occurrences representing
35% of all restrictive/nonrestrictive relative clauses. With direct object relative clauses the
antecedent referenced by a relative pronoun fills the role of direct object within that subordinate
clause. Accusative relative pronouns make up the majority of relative pronouns utilized in these
clauses. Genitive and dative relative pronouns also occur in direct object relative clauses due to
attraction of the relative pronoun to the case of the antecedent and due to the fact that certain
verbs require the genitive or dative case for the direct object.'”

Restrictive direct object relative clauses are distributed evenly and quite prevalent
throughout the Greek New Testament. They find representation in the Synoptic Gospels, John,

Acts, Pauline Epistles (Romans, 1 & 2 Corinthians, Galatians, Ephesians, Philippians,

Colossians, 2 Thessalonians, | & 2 Timothy, Titus, Philemon) Hebrews, James, 1 Peter, | & 3

' ESV: “and also some women who had been healed of evil spirits and infirmities.”
'3 ESV. “Make for us gods who will go before us.”

174 «s0, there is among you no wise man that will be able to judge between his brothers?”
'3 See n. 170, above.

176 See add. 5-A, “Relative Pronoun Agreement.”
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John, Jude and Revelation. A representative sample of examples that lean toward concept
formation and entity identification are presented in order to demonstrate their existence and
familiarize the reader with these restrictive direct object relative clauses.

Luke 15:16: kai éngfopet yoptachijval £k Tdv kepatiov GV fjediov oi yoipor.”
* Limits to pods that the pigs ate
e Leans toward entity identification
o Relative pronoun genitive by attraction to antecedent

John 17:22: kdyd v d6&av fjv 8£dwKag pot dédwka avtoig.'™
o Limits specifically to that glory given to Jesus by the Father
o Leans toward entity identification
e Relative pronoun accusative

Acts 7:7: xoi 76 0vog @ 2iv S0vA£vG0VGLY KPVED EYHD.'”
e Limits to the nation that the Israelites serve
e Leans toward entity identification
¢ Relative pronoun dative; verb takes direct object in the dative

Rom 16:17: mopd Tijv Sidayjv fijv vpeis Epaoere.'™
e Limits to the teaching that the Romans learned
o Leans toward entity identification
e Relative pronoun accusative

2 Cor 12:21: &ni 7] axaBapoig kai Topveig kai dochysig N) Enpatav.’™
e Limits to impurity, sexual immorality and sensuality that many of the Corinthian
believers practiced
Leans toward entity identification
e Relative pronoun dative by attraction to antecedent

Col 4:17: BAéne Thv draxoviay fjy mapshafeg év Kvpio, tva adTiv Tinpoic.'™
e Limits to the ministry that Archippus received in the Lord
e Leans strongly toward entity identification
e Relative pronoun accusative

"7 ESV: “And he was longing to be fed with the pods that the pigs ate.”

' ESV: “The glory that you have given me | have given to them.”

7 ESV: “But I will judge the nation that they serve.”

180 NASB®: “contrary to the teaching which you learned.”

181 ESV: “of the impurity, sexual immorality, and sensuality that they have practiced.”

'82 ESV: “See that you fulfill the ministry that you have received in the Lord.”
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Heb 2:13: éyd xai T& wardia & por EdwKev 6 0£6¢.'™
e Limits to the children God has given to Jesus
e Leans toward entity identification
e Relative pronoun accusative

| Pet 4:11: ioybog NG xopnysi 6 Bebg.'™
e Limits to the strength that God supplies

e Leans slightly toward concept formation
e Relative pronoun genitive by attraction to antecedent

Rev 3:8: 00pav five@ypévny, iy 00dsig dvvarar kheiooa avTiv.'®
e Limits to an open door that no one is able to close

o Leans toward concept formation
e Relative pronoun accusative

Restrictive Relative Clauses—Indirect Object. Indirect object relative clauses occur less
frequently than any other type of subordinate relative clause. The Greek New Testament contains
only 11 occurrences representing 1% of all restrictive/nonrestrictive relative clauses. With
indirect object relative clauses the antecedent referenced by a relative pronoun fills the role of
indirect object within that subordinate clause. Dative relative pronouns make up the majority of
relative pronouns utilized in these clauses.'®

Only three restrictive indirect object relative clauses exist in the Greek New Testament;
they are found in Luke 19:15, Rom 4:6 and Rev 7:2. Rom 4:6 serves as a representative example:

Rom 4:6: To® avBpdmov @ 6 Bedg AoyileTan Sikaroovvny xwpig Epywv.'”
e Limits from anyone to the one to whom God credits righteousness apart from works

'3 ESV: “1 and the children God has given me.”
'8 ESV: “the strength that God supplies.”

'% NASB”: “an open door which no one can shut.” Notice the combination of restrictive stratcgics. The
attributive participle limits the door to an open door and the restrictive direct object relative clause limits to an open
door incapable of being closed by anyone.

' The nonrestrictive indirect object relative clause in Acts 26:17 utilizes a preposition with the accusative to
indicate the indirect object: £k T@v £Bvadv €ig obg &yd anootédhm oe (NASB”: “from the Gentiles, to whom | am
sending you™).

'7 ESV: “the one to whom God counts righteousness apart from works.”
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e Leans toward concept formation

Restrictive Relative Clauses—Oblique. Oblique relative clauses occur slightly less
frequently than subject and direct object relative clauses but more frequently than indirect object
and possessor relative clauses. The Greek New Testament contains 253 occurrences representing
24% of all restrictive/nonrestrictive relative clauses.

In an oblique relative clause the antecedent referenced by a relative pronoun fills the role of
an oblique within that subordinate clause. Genitive, Dative and Accusative relative pronouns are
utilized in these clauses. The oblique category contains a variety of roles which are not covered
in the direct object, indirect object, and possessor categories. Roles such as locative, instrument,
means, source, etc... describe this category. Oblique relative clauses often utilize prepositions
with the pronoun in the subordinate clause (e.g. €ig, &v, d1d, &ni, 4o, mEPL, TPOG, NETA, XWPIG,
KaTd, VEP, €K, TapdL).

Restrictive oblique relative clauses are distributed somewhat evenly throughout the Greek
New Testament. They find representation in the Synoptic Gospels, John, Acts, Romans, | & 2
Corinthians, Ephesians, Hebrews and Revelation. A representative sample of examples that lean
toward concept formation and entity identification are presented in order to demonstrate their
existence and familiarize the reader with these restrictive oblique relative clauses.

Matt 18:7: mhijv odai T® avlphae i’ o0 Td okavdarov Epyerar.'®

e Limits from any man to the type of man through whom an offence comes
e Leans toward concept formation

Luke 22:10: dxolovBricate adtd &ig Tiv oikiay &ig fiv sicmopeverar.'”

e Limits to the specific house the man enters into
e Leans strongly toward entity identification

'8 ESV: “but woe to that man through whom the stumbling block comes!”

' “Follow him into the house into which he enters.”
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John 13:5: kai fip€ato vintew 100G T6d0G TBV MaONTAV Kol SKUATCEW TG AevTiey @ 1V
dielowopévog.'”

e Limits to the towel that was wrapped around Jesus

e Leans strongly toward entity identification
Acts 9:17: 'Incodc 6 6¢Bsic cot &v Tij 68® 1 Tipyov.”'

e Limits to the specific road by which Paul came to Damascus

e Leans toward entity identification
1 Cor 7:20 — ...év i) kMjost ) ékAj0n)....'"

e Limits to the condition in which the believer was called

e Leans slightly toward concept formation
Heb 13:10: &xopev Bucractipiov £E 00 @aysiv ovk Exovoiy dEovoiav oi Tij oknvij
AaTpevovres.'”

e Limits to an altar distinct from the one from which those who serve the tent have a
right to eat to an altar from which they do not have a right to eat

e Leans slightly toward concept formation
Restrictive Relative Clauses—Possessor. Possessor relative clauses occur slightly more
frequently than indirect object relative clauses and less frequently than the other types of
subordinate relative clauses. The Greek New Testament contains 43 occurrences representing 4%
of all restrictive/nonrestrictive relative clauses. In a possessor relative clause the antecedent
referenced by a relative pronoun fills the role of a possessor within that subordinate clause. Only
genitive relative pronouns are utilized in these clauses.

Restrictive possessor relative clauses are distributed sparsely throughout the Greek New

Testament. Mark, Luke, Acts, Romans, 2 Corinthians, and Hebrews contain one occurrence each

" ESV: “and began to wash the disciples' feet and to wipe them with the towel with which He was girded.”
Robertson labels this relative pronoun as “instrumental.” Robertson, Grammar of the Greek New Testament, 716.

'V ESV: “Jesus who appeared to you on the road by which you came.” Robertson, Grammar of the Greek
New Testament, 716, labels the relative pronoun as “locative.”

192 ESV: “in the condition in which he was called.” Robertson, Grammar of the Greek New Testament, 716,
describes this relative pronoun as “locative.” Maximilian Zerwick and Mary Grosvenor, 4 Grammatical Analysis of
the Greek New Testament (vol. 2; Rome: Biblical Institute, 1979), 510, describes the relative pronoun as an
“instrumental dative.”

1% ESV: “We have an altar from which those who serve the tent have no right to eat.” Robertson describes
the preposition as the “partitive use of éx.” Robertson, Grammar of the Greek New Testament, 599.
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and Revelation contains two occurrences. Consider Luke 13:1 and 2 Cor 8:18 as representative
examples:
Luke 13:1: t@v FaMiaiov Gv o aipa IMAdreg Emiev peta 1OV Buetdv avTdv.'™
e Limits from all Galileans to those whose blood Pilate mixed with their sacrifices
e Leans toward entity identification
2 Cor 8:18: 1ov adeh@dv 0 6 Emavog &v TG sdayyehie) S1d TAGHY TOV EKKANGIDV.'*

e Limits to the brother whose fame in the gospel is through all the churches
e Leans strongly toward entity identification

Summary of the Restrictive Relative Clause in the Greek New Testament

A presentation of restrictive relative clauses in the Greek New Testament has demonstrated
the reality and existence of these constructions. Restrictive relative clauses exist in two noun-
phrase formation patterns (post-nominal and internally-headed) but find representation primarily
in the post-nominal pattern. Restrictive relative clauses exist in all of the five types of
subordinate relative clauses: subject, direct object, indirect object, oblique and possessor. These

restrictive clauses, to varying degrees, exist among all authors of the New Testament.

General Tendencies of Restrictive Clauses in the Greek New Testament

Having surveyed restrictive attributive participles and restrictive relative clauses in the
Greek New Testament, a presentation of the general tendencies of these restrictive clauses
contributes to the analysis of these two constructions toward an assessment of their purported

equivalence.

' ESV: “the Galileans whose blood Pilate had mingled with their sacrifices.”

'% “the brother whose fame in the gospel is through all the churches.”
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Restrictive Attributive Participles

The general tendencies gathered from a thorough survey of noun phrase formation patterns
that contain an attributive participle demonstrate the strong proclivity of the attributive participle
toward restrictive modification.

Article + Substantive + Article + Participle (ASAP). The ASAP formation pattern
occurs more frequently in the Greek New Testament than any other formation pattern and
demonstrates a high percentage of restrictive modification. At least 240 of the 296 occurrences
modify their respective substantives restrictively, representing at least 81% of all occurrences.

Substantive + Participle (SP). The SP formation pattern occurs more frequently in the
Greek New Testament than the APS and SAP formation patterns and slightly less frequently than
the ASAP pattern. This syntactical pattern demonstrates a very high percentage of restriction. At
least 234 of the 244 instances participate in restrictive modification, representing at least 96% of
all occurrences.

Article + Participle + Substantive (APS). The APS formation pattern occurs less
frequently in the Greek New Testament than the ASAP and SP formation patterns. This
syntactical pattern also demonstrates a very high percentage of restriction. At least 96 of the 108
instances are restrictive representing at least 89% of all occurrences.

Substantive + Article + Participle (SAP).The SAP formation pattern occurs less
frequently in the Greek New Testament than the ASAP and SP formation patterns and slightly
more frequently than the APS formation pattern. Overall, this syntactical pattern does not
demonstrate as high of a percentage of restrictive modification when compared to the other

formation patterns.'* Only 59% percent of participles in the SAP formation pattern (72 of 122

1% Additionally, it does not demonstrate as high a percentage as the infrequent PS formation pattern, which
will be treated in the next section.
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occurrences) could be described as restrictive. Many of the exceptions to the rule are located in
this formation pattern. The tendencies of these exceptions are consistent and quite revelatory;
they will be explored more thoroughly in chapter 6. For now, two statistics demonstrate some of
the interesting tendencies of this formation pattern. First, 100% of all common or generic
substantives modified in the SAP formation pattern are restrictive. Second, Only 11% of divine
names'’ modified in the SAP formation pattern are restrictive.

Less Frequently Occurring Formation Pattern: Participle + Substantive (PS). The PS
formation pattern occurs very infrequently within the text of the Greek New Testament. While
the number of occurrences is small (18), 100% percent of these participles modify their
respective substantives restrictively.

Summary of General Tendencies of Restrictive Attributive Participles. It has been
demonstrated that a high percentage of attributive participles in the Greek New Testament
participate in restrictive modification. 81% of ASAP formation pattern participles restrict their
antecedents. 96% of the participles in the SP formation pattern participate in restrictive
modification. 89% of the participles in the APS formation pattern are restrictive. 100% of the
participles in the PS formation pattern are restrictive. Overall, approximately 84% of the nearly
800 attributive participles in the Greek New Testament participate in restrictive modification.
These tendencies of the attributive participle support the assertion of this dissertation that the
attributive participle is primarily utilized to restrict the substantive except under certain

prescribed circumstances.

%7 For example: Jesus, God, Holy Spirit, etc. This will be treated more thoroughly in ch. 6.
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Restrictive Relative Clauses

The existence of five different types of subordinate relative clauses contributes
significantly to the analysis undertaken in this dissertation. The general tendencies of restrictive
relative clauses within the respective types of subordinate relative clauses will be considered.
Specifically, the tendencies of restrictive subject clauses significantly contribute to the analysis
of this dissertation.

Restrictive Relative Clauses—Subject. Subject relative clauses occur slightly less
frequently than direct object relative clauses and more frequently than the rest of the other types
of subordinate relative clauses. Only 68 of the 364 definitively function restrictively,
representing merely 19% of all subject relative clauses.

Since attributive participles participate solely in subject relativization, the category of
subject relative clauses is of primary significance. While the specific nature of restrictive subject
relative clauses will be discussed more thoroughly in chapter 6, some generalizations are noted.
The restrictive subject relative clauses tend to exhibit one or more of the following
characteristics:

1. Verb constructions that are incapable of participial representation

2. Semitic Vorlagen

3. Very generic antecedents

4. Unique usage of doT1g

5. Idiomatic usage of ovdeig éotiv

Restrictive Relative Clauses—Direct Object. Direct object relative clauses occur slightly
more frequently than subject relative clauses and more frequently than the remaining types of
subordinate relative clauses. 223 of the 369 instances modify their antecedents restrictively,

representing 60% of all direct object relative clauses.
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Restrictive Relative Clauses—Indirect Object. Indirect object relative clauses occur less
frequently than any other type of subordinate relative clause. 3 of the 11 occurrences are
restrictive, representing 27% of all indirect object relative clauses. Due to the paucity of
occurrences the percentage is almost inconsequential.

Restrictive Relative Clauses—Oblique. Oblique relative clauses occur slightly less
frequently than subject and direct object relative clauses but more frequently than indirect object
and possessor relative clauses. 84 of the 253 occurrences participate in restrictive modification,
representing 33% of all oblique relative clauses.

Restrictive Relative Clauses—Possessor. Possessor relative clauses occur slightly more
frequently than indirect object relative clauses and less frequently than the other types of
subordinate relative clauses. 9 of the 43 instances restrict their antecedents, representing 21% of
all possessor relative clauses.

Summary of General Tendencies of Restrictive Relative Clauses. Relative clauses
exhibit a wide range of participation in restrictive modification across the five types of
subordinate relative clauses. The percentages vary from 19% for subject relative clauses up to
60% for direct object clauses. Overall, only 37% percent of all relative clauses participate in
restrictive modification. Since all attributive participles function as subordinate subject clauses,
the tendencies of subject relative clauses contributes significantly to our thesis. While 84% of all
attributive participles are restrictive only 19% of subject relative clauses participate in restrictive

modification.'”

Summary of Restrictive Clauses in the Greek New Testament

The presentation of restrictivity as a linguistic category in chapter two and the grammatical

% This will be explicated more thoroughly in ch. 6.
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assertions pertaining to restrictive clauses presented here have revealed the need for studying the
restrictive nature of attributive participles and relative clauses in the Greek New Testament. For
both constructions the scholarly research with respect to restrictive modification is both cursory
and inconsistent.

The writings of Young and Voelz have suggested the restrictive nature of attributive
participles but no comprehensive study has been done to confirm these observations heretofore.
Our survey of the attributive participle has confirmed the inclinations of Voelz and demonstrated
that overall the majority of attributive participles (84%) participate in restrictive modification,
particularly those of the ASAP (81%), SP (96%), APS (89%) and PS (100%) formation patterns.

Grammatically speaking much less has been asserted regarding the restrictive nature of the
relative clause. Our study, however, has demonstrated that overall only 37% of relative clauses
participate in restrictive modification. Since all attributive participles are subordinate subject
clauses, it is quite significant that only 19% of subject relative clauses modify their antecedents
restrictively. The specific nuances of these tendencies will be explored in chapter 6 of this
dissertation in connection with the explication and application of the Accessibility Hierarchy.

The goal of this dissertation to assess the purported equivalence of the attributive participle
and the relative clause in the Greek New Testament has led us to assess their respective
restrictive and nonrestrictive tendencies. The nature of restrictivity has been explicated in chapter
2 and those findings have been applied to the attributive participle and relative clause here in
chapter 3. The other side of that inquiry involves the nonrestrictive nature of these grammatical
constructions. In chapter 4, nonrestrictivity as a linguistic category will be explored, and in
chapter 5 the nonrestrictivity of the attributive participle and the relative clause in the Greek New
Testament will be presented. In chapter 6, the specific nuances of these tendencies will be

presented toward a final synthesis.
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CHAPTER FOUR

NONRESTRICTIVITY

Introduction
Restrictive modification as a linguistic category was presented in chapter 2, which laid a
necessary foundation for a survey of restrictive clauses in the Greek New Testament in chapter 3.
Nonrestrictivity as a linguistic category will be explored in this chapter, coupled with an
introductory presentation of nonrestrictive clauses. This exploration of nonrestrictivity
establishes a necessary foundation for the survey of nonrestrictive clauses in the Greek New

Testament in chapter 5.'

Nonrestrictivity As A Linguistic Category
A study of the validity of nonrestrictivity as a linguistic category, a clear definition of
nonrestrictivity, an understanding of the nature of antecedents connected to nonrestrictive
strategies, an awareness of a variety of nonrestrictive strategies, and the framework of a
continuum of nonrestrictivity contribute to an overall understanding of the concept of

nonrestrictivity.

Validity of Nonrestrictivity as a Linguistic Category
A review of the history and acceptance of nonrestrictivity as a linguistic category coupled

with a brief presentation of nonrestrictivity in modern languages helps establish the validity of

" In many ways this chapter mirrors the structure of ch. 2, but from the perspective of nonrestrictivity instead of
restrictivity. As a result, some of the information will be redundant.
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this linguistic distinction and underscores the need to explore nonrestrictivity in the Greek New
Testament.

History and Acceptance of Nonrestrictivity as a Linguistic Category. As was asserted
in chapter 2, the nonrestrictive/restrictive distinction originated in areas of traditional grammar,
yet the distinction has been widely embraced and utilized in formal linguistic studies.? Consider
Haussamen’s helpful summary:

The contrast between restrictive and nonrestrictive has historically been one of the
most successful conceptualizations of recent grammar theory . . . . One sign of the
success of the two terms is that they have spread from conventional grammar to
linguistics, a field which has been very careful about its terminology. Linguistic
grammars use the terms, as conventional grammars do, to describe not only relative
clauses but modifiers of all kinds in their relation to the term they modify.’
It has been established that a vast number of grammarians and linguists uphold the existence of
nonrestrictivity (and restrictivity) as a helpful distinction for analyzing a variety of strategies for
adnominal modification (coordination) in any language.*
Nonrestrictivity in Modern Languages. A presentation of a few nonrestrictive strategies
within modern languages serves as a beneficial heuristic to validate and clarify the existence of

the nonrestrictive distinction.” The nonrestrictive tendencies of English and Spanish that were

introduced in chapter 1° will be expounded.” Additionally, some brief illustrations of

? See section titled “History and Acceptance of Restrictivity as a Linguistic Category” on pp. 59-61 of ch. 2.

3 Haussamen, “Restrictive and Nonrestrictive,” 2. For more details of Haussamen’s assertions see section titled
“History and Acceptance of Restrictivity as a Linguistic Category™ on pp. 59-61 of ch. 2.

* For a more detailed presentation see section titled “History and Acceptance of Restrictivity as a Linguistic
Category” on pp. 59-61 of ch. 2.

3 A more detailed survey of strategies will be presented later in the chapter; highlighting a few strategies from a
variety of languages here helps demonstrate the validity of the restrictive/nonrestrictive distinction.

® See section titled “The Restrictive/Nonrestrictive Distinction” on p. 4 of ch. 1.

7 Since English speakers represent the major readership for this dissertation and since Spanish is the second
most spoken language in the U.S.A, a consideration of the restrictive tendencies of these languages proves to be a
beneficial heuristic to validate the nonrestrictive distinction and to elucidate the assertions made throughout this
dissertation. For this reason, English and Spanish examples are utilized often in the dissertation.
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nonrestrictive strategies cited in the literature will be presented. Finally, the nonrestrictivity of
relative clauses in Modern Greek will be presented with the consideration of how this might be
relevant to our study of the Koine Greek of the New Testament. The analysis of these languages
will consider, to varying degrees, the orthographic, syntactic and prosodic® nature of
nonrestrictivity.

In English, as was noted in chapter 1,’ relative clauses serve as a nonrestrictive strategy.
Orthographically this is noted with the presence of a comma before (and after if necessary) the
entire relative clause (e.g. My father, who was here yesterday, is fine.)."” One also observes this
distinction prosodically. There exists a very distinct prosodic variance between nonrestrictive
and restrictive relative clauses. Jespersen states that there is “a marked difference in tone, a non-
restrictive clause beginning on a deeper tone than a restrictive one; besides, a pause is
permissible before a non-restrictive, but hardly before a restrictive clause.”"' So, essentially
Jespersen notes that when voicing a nonrestrictive relative clause, the tone of the clause is deeper
than the intonation of the rest of the sentence and one may voice a pause.'” If a native English

speaker naturally speaks the following sentences, Jespersen’s assertions are confirmed: “Mary,

¥ In the field of linguistics prosody refers to the rhythm, stress and/or intonation of speech. Most native
speakers employ quite naturally the restrictive prosodic strategies of English and Spanish. Most, however, are not
aware or conscious of the restrictive/nonrestrictive distinction, linguistically speaking. The awareness of this reality
helps to confirm the validity of the restrictive/nonrestrictive distinction within English and Spanish and
demonstrates the need for precision in translating Biblical texts with respect to restrictive and nonrestrictive
strategies.

? See section titled “The Restrictive/Nonrestrictive Distinction” on p. 4 of ch. 1.
10 Lazarus, MacLeish Smith, Modern English: A Glossary of Literature and Language, 407.
' Otto Jespersen, The Philosophy of Grammar (London: Allen & Unwin, 1968), 112.

12 Randolph Quirk, Sidney Greenbaum, Geoffrey Leech and Jan Svartik, eds. A Comprehensive Grammar of
the English Language (New York: Longman, 1985), 366, confirm as much: “restrictive relative clauses are closely
connected to their antecedent or head prosodically.” With respect to nonrestrictive relative clauses he asserts that
their ““parenthetic’ relation is endorsed by being given a separate tone unit (frequently with reduced prominence and
narrow pitch range),” 1242. Edward L. Keenan, “Relative Clauses,” in Complex Constructions (vol. 2 of Language
Typology and Syntactic Description; ed. Timothy Shopen; New York: Cambridge University Press, 1985), 169,
notes that in English (and Modern Hebrew) nonrestrictive relative clauses differ from restrictive ones by
parenthetical intonation.
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who plays soccer, is a nice girl.” “John likes the girl who plays soccer.”" Syntactically speaking,
English nonrestrictive relative clauses must contain a wh-word (wh-relatives: which, who, whom,
whose). Consider Eph 4:30 (ESV) as an example: “And do not grieve the Holy Spirit of God, by
whom you were sealed for the day of redemption.” Relative clauses “that contain that (that-
relatives) and those that do not (zero relatives)”' cannot be nonrestrictive.

English adjective modifiers may also function nonrestrictively, which is discerned
prosodically. As was asserted in chapter 2: “The contrast is illustrated by...the sentence Look at
John’s black dog; with the [prosodic] emphasis on dog; the implication is that John has one dog
with him, which happens to be black (i.e. the modification is non-restrictive)....”"

With respect to the Spanish language, nonrestrictive relative clauses in Spanish are set off
by commas (orthography). Prosodically speaking, Spanish nonrestrictive relative clauses “are
characterized in speech by a falling terminal juncture”'® and the presence of a pause.'” Notice the
pauses present when voicing: “Madrid, que es la capital de Espaiia, es una ciudad muy
interesante.”'® The prosodic and orthographic tendencies of Spanish relative clauses closely

parallel the tendencies in English. Additionally, syntactically speaking, the relative pronoun e/

" Kleanthes K. Grohmann, “Clause” in Encyclopedia of Linguistics (ed. Philipp Stranzy; New York: Fitzroy
Dearborn, 2005), 1:210-11. One should also note that this phenomenon applies to restrictive and nonrestrictive
appositional constructions. One observes this phenomenon when voicing the following: “John the Baptist”
(restrictive) and “Jesus Christ, the Son of God” (nonrestrictive).

" Borsley, “Relatives Clauses,” 630. A zero relative describes a relative clause where the relative pronoun is
only implied and is not explicitly present (i.c., Jack built the house [ was born in or He is the person I saw).

3 Crystal, Dictionary of Linguistics and Phonetics, 332. Quirk highlights this distinction: “restrictive
modification tends to be given more prosodic emphasis than the head, since there is a built-in contrast. He cites:
“Susan is my ELDER daughter” and “John is my LAZY son.” With respect to nonrestrictive modification, he states it
tends “to be unstressed in prehead position.” He cites, “My beautiful WIFE.” Quirk et al., Grammar, 1242. Also,
see Talmy Givon, Syntax: A Functional-Typological Introduction (Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 1990), 2:473.

'® Christopher J. Pountain, Exploring The Spanish Language (London: Arnold, 2003), 87-88.

' Yolanda R. Solé and Carlos A. Solé, Modern Spanish Syntax: A Study In Contrast (Lexington, Mass.: D. C.
Heath and Company, 1977), 116.

'® Solé and Solé, Spanish Syntax, 116. “Madrid, which is the capital of Spain, is a very interesting city.”
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cual (and its derivative forms) can only be utilized for nonrestrictive relative clauses. Consider
Eph 4:30 as a representative example: “No agravien al Espiritu Santo de Dios, con e/ cual
fueron sellados para el dia de la redencion” (NVI)."

Additionally, prenominal adjectives tend to be nonrestrictive in Spanish. Solé & Solé put
forth the following example: “Conoci a un famoso violinista en casa de unos amigos.”* They
maintain that this example would be the equivalent to the following nonrestrictive relative
clause: “Conoci a un violinista, que es famoso, en casa de unos amigos.”'

Nikolaeva, Wellens and Keenan highlight a few nonrestrictive strategies in Somali, Nubi,
French and Modern Hebrew. Nikolaeva maintains: “In some languages, restrictive and
nonrestrictive clauses have a consistently different surface structure . . . . In Somali the
nonrestrictive clause is preceded by the conjunction oo, whereas the restrictive clause is not.”* In
Nubi, nonrestrictive adjectives are not connected with a relative marker to the substantives they
modify.” Additionally, in Nubi, “Very often, non-restrictive relative clauses (head + relative
modifier) are modified by the definite article, or a demonstrative.”** Also, similar to English (wh-
relatives) and Spanish (e/ cual and derivative forms), in French, Keenan notes that the relative

pronoun lequel (and derivative forms) is used solely in nonrestrictive clauses.” Consider Eph

' ESV: “And do not grieve the Holy Spirit of God, by whom you were sealed for the day of redemption.”

% Their translation: “/ met a famous violinist at the house of some friends.” Solé & Solé, Spanish Syntax, 234—
3s.

2! Their translation: “/ met a violinist, who happens to be famous, at the house of some friends.” Solé & Solé,
Spanish Syntax, 234-35.

22 Irina Nikolaeva. “Relative Clauses.” Pages 501-8 in Encyclopedia of Language and Linguistics. (ed. Keith
Brown. 2d ed.; Amsterdam: Elsevier, 2006), 502.

2 Inneke Hilda Werner Wellens, The Nubi Language of Uganda: An Arabic Creole in Africa (Boston: Brill,
2005), 105-7; 127-36. See Adjectives section below for an example of this phenomenon.

** Wellens, Nubi, 126. Additionally Wellens, Nubi, 136, states, “Non-restrictive relative clauses are often
marked by a determiner while restrictive relative clauses are not.”

B Keenan, “Relative Clauses,” 169.

149



4:30: “N'attristez pas le Saint -Esprit de Dieu, par lequel vous avez été scellés pour le jour de la
rédemption” (NEG). Furthermore, Keenan Keenan notes that in Modern Hebrew nonrestrictive
relative clauses differ from restrictive ones by parenthetical intonation (prosody).*

Finally, as was briefly asserted in chapter 2, relative clauses in Modern Greek may function
nonrestrictively (and restrictively).”” In Modern Greek “speakers rely heavily on
prosodic/intonational information.”® Furthermore, “non-restrictive relative clauses are set off by
pauses (and by commas in written discourse).”” These relative clauses exhibit prosodic and
orthographic tendencies similar to those of English and Spanish. Consider the following
nonrestrictive examples of Modern Greek relative clauses:*

O katvolpyLog pog kaBnynthg, mov omolduce oto Reading, elvar moAl kaAdg

‘Our new teacher, who studied at Reading, is very good™?'

O TMavvng, TOov OMOLOL T) TPOTAOY e CUYKLVNOE, . . .

‘John, whose proposal touched me, . . .”*

The orthographic, prosodic, and syntactic manifestations of nonrestrictivity (and
restrictivity) presented above demonstrate the reality of this linguistic distinction in modern
languages. As was asserted in chapter 2, this linguistic distinction is at the very least potentially
valid for the analysis of older languages, including ancient Greek. Furthermore, the analysis of

Modern Greek is very important since, on the whole, Greek has changed relatively little (in

% Keenan, “Relative Clauses,” 169.

7 See p. 65 of ch. 2.

2 Chatsiou, “Modern Greek Relative Clauses,” 63.
2 Holton et al., Greek, 532.

% In Modern Greek relative clauses are introduced by “the relative complementizer mov” or by “the pronoun
phrase o omolog.” Holton et al., Greek, 532.

3! Sentence and translations taken from Holton et al., Greek, 532.

32 Sentences and translation taken from Holton et al., Greek, 535.



linguistic terms), less than virtually any other language. “Greek has changed less over the past
two thousand years, and . . . N [Neohellenic/Modern Greek] is much closer to the New
Testament than is generally supposed.” Thus, if nonrestrictive (and restrictive) strategies exist
not only in many modern languages but also in Modern Greek, it is entirely proper to seek to
discern the nonrestrictive (and restrictive) strategies of the Greek of the New Testament.*
Summary of the Validity of Nonrestrictivity (and Restrictivity) as a Linguistic
Category. The review of the history and acceptance of nonrestrictivity (and restrictivity) as a
linguistic category has demonstrated the universal acceptance and application of this distinction
across a variety of languages and strategies. Furthermore, the examples of these strategies
presented above help establish the validity of this linguistic distinction and support the inquiry
into the existence of specific nonrestrictive/restrictive strategies for the study of any language.
Furthermore, for the sake of exegesis and transiation of the New Testament, a study that takes
this grammatical/linguistic classification into account is necessary even if the Greek of the New
Testament may not seem to have specific orthographic, prosodic or syntactic strategies to
demonstrate the restrictive/nonrestrictive distinction. Our study cannot take into account
orthographic considerations, as punctuation was not prevalent in ancient Greek texts.
Furthermore, while it is difficult to take into account prosodic research due to the nature of dead
languages, the presence of prosodic (and orthographic) nonrestrictive (and restrictive) relative
clauses in Modern Greek provides an impetus to discern the nonrestrictive/restrictive strategies

of ancient Greek. We will, therefore, attempt to demonstrate that on a syntactic basis the Greek

*3 Caragounis, Development of Greek, 89.

3% Furthermore, it is probably true to say that it is likely that what Modern Greek evidences can be seen already
in Koine Greek, rather than that what Modern Greek evidences is probably fundamentally different than what is true
of Koine Greek.
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of the New Testament does exhibit certain nonrestrictive tendencies, especially with respect to

the relative clause.

Strictly Defining Nonrestrictivity—Negatively and Positively

Scholars tend to describe nonrestrictivity in both negative and positive terms.* Since
nonrestrictive is a negative term (non), negative terms are to be expected. At an obvious, basic
level, as Lehmann asserts, a nonrestrictive strategy does “not further restrict the concept” of its
referent.” In line with our assertions regarding restrictive modification (/imiting), the concept of
non-limiting is preferred with respect to nonrestrictivity. Nonrestrictive strategies “do not limit
the scope of what they refer to.””” Positive definitions, however, provide clarity as well.
Positively speaking, a nonrestrictive strategy provides additional information to an established

(independent) antecedent.”® This additional information has been described as habitually

3 Additionally, traditional grammarians and Transformation Grammar linguists refer to nonrestrictivity
differently. “The traditional classification” utilizes the terms “restrictive and non-restrictive” while the “T-G
classification” employs the terms “restrictive and appositive.” Lucas, “Relative Clauses,” 83. (See also: Christian
Lehmann, “Relative Clauses.” 461; Jackendol¥, Syatax, 194; Mark De Vries, “The Syntax of Appositive
Relativization,” Linguistic Inquiry 37 (2006): 230, 267.) Joseph Emonds contends that appositive (nonrestrictive)
relative clauses are really main clauses in the deep structure and on the surface appear as parentheticals. Joseph
Emonds, “Appositive Relatives Have No Propertics,” Linguistic Inquiry 10 (1979): 21 1. Lucas elaborates stating
that “the view has emerged among T-G grammarians that restrictive and non-restrictive clauses are quite different
constructions in that, although they may have identical internal surface structures, the former type derives from a
sentence embedded within a noun phrase and the latter from a sentence in apposition to a noun phrase—hence the
latter being termed ‘appositive’.” Lucas, “Relative Clauses,” 100. Similarly, Matthews states that nonrestrictive
clauses may also be called appositional. Peter H. Matthews, The Concise Oxford Dictionary of Linguistics (New
York: Oxford University Press, 1997), 246. Additionally, Levinsohn utilizes the term appositional for nonrestrictive
adjectival modification. See his assertions on p. 16 of ch. 1. While there is much to be commended with respect to
Transformation Grammar distinctions, the usage of the term appositive/appositional to denote nonrestrictivity offers
confusion. In ch. 2, it was demonstrated that a variety of appositional constructions participate in restrictive (and
nonrestrictive) modification. The preferred nomenclature in this dissertation remains with the terms restrictive and
nonrestrictive. Awareness, however, that linguists often utilize the term appositive/appositional instead of
nonrestrictive proves beneficial when surveying the literature.

36 Christian Lehmann, “Relative Clauses.” 461. Matthews similarly states, “does not restrict the reference.”
Peter H. Matthews, The Concise Oxford Dictionary of Linguistics (New York: Oxford University Press, 1997), 246.

37 Butt and Benjamin, Modern Spanish, 518. Furthermore others describe the nonrestrictive distinction in
negative terms as follows: “non-defining” (Jackson, Linguistics, 51); “do not further define” (Quirk et al., Grammar,
366); “not essential for identification™ (Quirk et al., Grammar, 1239); “not required for identification” (Grohmann,
“Clause.” 211); “not distinctive” and “inessential” (Wellens, Nubi, 105).

3 See Lucas, “Relative Clauses,” 85; Jackson, Linguistics, 51; Christopher J. Pountain, Exploring The Spanish
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known,” ornamental,’ or parenthetical.*’ So, nonrestrictivity is defined negatively by the notion
of a non-limiting relationship between nonrestrictive strategy and referent, and positively by the

notion of providing additional information.

Nonrestrictivity and the Nature of Antecedents
Certain types of substantives tend to attract or accept either restrictive or nonrestrictive
strategies. This topic was dealt with in chapter 2 in the section titled “Restrictivity and the Nature

242

of Antecedents.”* A summary and expansion of those assertions will be presented below as they
relate specifically to nonrestrictivity and both nominal and non-nominal antecedents.

In chapter 2 it was asserted that the semantic identity of the referent places constraints upon
whether or not restrictive or nonrestrictive strategies will be utilized. In general, there seems to
exist a continuum of acceptability in which generic substantives tend to attract and accept
restrictive modification and specific substantives tend to attract and accept nonrestrictive
strategies. For example, consider the very general substantive with a restrictive attributive
participle in Luke 1:1 and the very specific substantive with a nonrestrictive relative clause in
John 4:12:

Luke 1:1: t®v nemnpogopnuévav év fuiv mpayudtev.” (Note that many matters

exist. The participle limits those many matters down to specifically matters that have

been accomplished, and specifically “among us.” Context requires a restrictive
reading.)

Language (London: Arnold, 2003), 87-88; Platzack, “Restrictive and Non-Restrictive,” 268.

% Talmy Givon, Syntax: A Functional-Typological Introduction (Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 1990), 2:473.
He also contends that this information may be described as “part of the normal characterization” of the referent, “a
habitual generic quality.” See also Quirk et al., Grammar, 366. Similarly Jespersen, Grammar, 112, contends that
nonrestrictive strategies “characterize” their referents.

0 Jespersen, Grammar, 112.
4 See: Jespersen, Grammar, 112; Quirk et al., Grammar, 366.
* See pp. 74-77 of ch. 2.

“ ESV: “the things that have been accomplished among us.”
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John 4:12: natpog quev ToakdP, 6¢ Edmxev Nuiv 10 @péap.* (Note that there is not

another father named Jacob for the Samaritan people. Context requires a

nonrestrictive reading)

We will consider the continuum of acceptability with respect to nominal and non-nominal
antecedents, especially as it pertains to nonrestrictivity.

Nominal Antecedents and Nonrestrictivity. As was stated in chapter 2,
substantives/nominals that stand on the specific end of the continuum of acceptability (e.g.
proper nouns) tend to attract nonrestrictive strategies.* Quirk cites the following nonrestrictive
examples coupled with very specific substantives:

Dr. Brown, who lives next door, comes from Australia.

Theseus, a Greek hero, killed the Minotaur.*’

Consider the following New Testament correlatives to Quirk’s examples. 2 Pet 2:15 contains a
proper noun modified by a relative clause that is naturally understood as non-restrictive:
gEakorovbnoavteg Ti) 00® 100 Baradp 100 Boodp, 6¢ pobov ddwciag ydnnoev

(ESV: They have followed the way of Balaam, the son of Beor, who loved gain from
wrongdoing)

* NIV: “our father Jacob, who gave us the well.”

%5 See pp. 74-77 with subsections “Continuum of Acceptability,” “The General Extreme of the Acceptability
Continuum™ and specifically the section titled “The Specific Extreme of the Acceptability Continuum.”

% Schachter and Quirk refer to proper nouns as “complete designations” and “unique denotations”
respectively. See also Jespersen, Grammar, 112. Butt & Benjamin also contend that “A relative clause which refers
to the whole of a unique entity is bound to be nonrestrictive.” Butt and Benjamin, Modern Spanish, 518.
Furthermore Solé & Solé assert, “Unique referents, such as proper names and pronouns, can only take non-
restrictive clauses since the antecedents are already identified and cannot be further restricted.” Solé & Solé, Spanish
Syntax, 116. Keenan contends that “non-restrictives modify fully specified, definite N[oun] P[hrase]s such as proper
nouns.” He also states that personal pronouns attract nonrestrictive modification as well. He contends that these
substantives, like proper nouns, stand toward the very specific extreme of the acceptability continuum. However,
instances do exist when personal pronouns may require restrictive modification. Keenan, “Relative Clauses,” 169.
Quirk points out, “In modern English, restrictive modification with personal pronouns is extremely limited.” He
does, however, note a few examples: “He who hesitates is lost. She who must be obeyed.” Quirk notes that “Here Ae
and she are cataphoric in that their meaning is defined by the following post modifier, which is a restrictive relative
clause.” Quirk et al., Grammar, 352. See also Lucas, “Relative Clauses,” 92. See also add. 2-A.

a Quirk et al., Grammar, 290.
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Matthew 1:1 contains an example with nouns in apposition that are naturally understood as

nonrestrictive;

‘Incob Xpiotod viod Aavid viod APpadp (ESV: Jesus Christ, the son of David, the
son of Abraham.)

Generally, the more specific the antecedent, the more likely it will attract strategies that are
nonrestrictive.

Specific antecedents have also been described as “independent entities.”® A substantive
coupled with a nonrestrictive strategy is not dependent upon that strategy (modification) for
reference;” the substantive is “independently established.”* Otherwise expressed, the
nonrestrictive adjunct merely provides additional information to an already established concept
or entity.”' To see what this means, consider, for example, Mark 15:43: loong 6 and
Apwyabaiog, O¢ kai adTdG NV TPocdeydpuevog T Paciisiav Tod Bg0d.% The substantive lootip 6
éno Apwabaiog is independently established, referentially unique. It does not depend upon the
non-limiting relative clause 8¢ xai adTog NV TPocdeyduevog TV Bactisiov tod god for entity

identification. Certainly only one Joseph of Arimathea is referenced here; the relative clause

* Quirk describes these substantives as assertive heads and contends they accept nonrestrictive strategies.
Quirk et al., Grammar, 1241.

* This is unlike the case of restrictive modification, in which the referent is not known apart from the
modification.

50 Platzack, “Restrictive and Non-Restrictive,” 268. Safir also states “that the head of a nonrestrictive relative
has reference independent of the modifying clause.” Safir, “Relative Clauses,” 668. See also the section titled
“Definition of Restrictivity” on p. 71 of ch. 2.

5! Wellens rightfully notes that the substantive referred to “is referentially unique, which implies that it belongs
to the culturally or textually shared information, or that it is deictically available.” Furthermore, he observes that the
nonrestrictive clause “is not distinctive but may have some value for the hearer[/reader].”Wellens, Nubi, 127.

S2ESV: *“Joseph of Arimathea . . ., who was also himself looking for the kingdom of God.” As Wellens notes,
the nonrestrictive clause “is not distinctive but may have some value for the hearer{/reader].” Wellens, Nubi, 127.
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provides additional non-limiting information about him in order to further describe this very
specific entity to the hearer/reader and is, therefore, nonrestrictive.*

On the opposite side of the continuum exist more generic substantives/nominals.** With
respect to these types of antecedents, Nikolaeva observes that “nonrestrictives are generally
unavailable for nominals combined with negative and indefinite determiners™* (for example ndg,
Tig, ovdeig, etc.).”* Quirk similarly observes that “nonspecific determiners...usually have only
restrictive modification.”” Generally, the more generic the antecedent, the less likely it will attract
a nonrestrictive strategy.

Non-nominal Antecedents and Nonrestrictivity. Non-nominal antecedents can only
accept nonrestrictive clauses.” Essentially, when “the relative clause refers to the ‘contents of a
whole sentence or clause,’” which is a non-nominal antecedent, the clause must be
nonrestrictive.” Quirk says as much when speaking about restrictive clauses, “Nor are restrictive
relative clauses possible with non-nominal antecedents (‘sentential relative clauses’).”® Consider
Eph 6:2: tipa 1oV matépa cov xad v untépa, fTig €otiv Eviohn npd &v rayyehiq.' The

relative clause headed by 1itig clearly refers to the entire preceding clause and is naturally

% 1t should be noted that the restrictive element here is the prepositional phrase 6 6nd Appadaiog. This
restrictive prepositional phrase coupled with lwo) constitutes a very specific entity. Thus the following relative
clause does not limit but provides additional information.

3% Quirk labels these substantives as nonassertive heads and contends that they do not attract nonrestrictive
strategies. Quirk et al., Grammar, 1241.

% Nikolaeva, “Relative Clauses.” 502.

% Similarly Alexiadou states that nonrestrictive “relative clauses may not attach to certain quantified heads.”
Alexiadou, Relative Clauses, 31.

57 Quirk et al., Grammar, 1241.

% This topic will be treated more thoroughly below in the discussion of sentential relative clauses. See section
titled “Continuum of Nonrestrictivity: Modification to Coordination,” specifically pp. 164 ff., below.

% Lucas, “Relative Clauses,” 85.

% A relative clause coupled with a non-nominal antecedent is categorizes as a sentential relative clause. Quirk
et al., Grammar, 1241.

¢! CSB: “Honor your father and mother, which is the first commandment with a promise.”
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understood as nonrestrictive. A restrictive clause would be impossible with such a non-nominal
antecedent.”

Summary of Nonrestrictivity and the Nature of Antecedents. The nature of the
antecedent places some constraints upon whether or not a restrictive or nonrestrictive strategy
will be utilized. For nominal antecedents, as was asserted in chapter 2,* a continuum of
acceptability seems to exist. Generally, the more specific the antecedent, the more likely it will
attract a nonrestrictive strategy; the more generic the antecedent, the less likely it will attract
such a strategy. Non-nominal antecedents can only accept nonrestrictive clauses. The nature of
the antecedent should be considered when seeking to understand nonrestrictive strategies within

a given language, including ancient languages.

Specific Nonrestrictive Strategies

A survey of nonrestrictive strategies reveals that nonrestrictivity exists on multiple levels.
Some examples were considered in the section titled “Validity of Nonrestrictivity as a Linguistic
Category,” above.* It was demonstrated that nonrestrictive strategies exist in English, Spanish,
Modern Greek, Somali, Nubi, French, and Modern Hebrew.

Though it is not possible to produce an exhaustive analysis of all nonrestrictive strategies
cross-linguistically, a survey of strategies coupled with additional analysis of strategies already
presented reveals just how wide this linguistic category reaches. This reality underscores the

need to understand the possibility of nonrestrictive strategies in the Greek of the New Testament.

5 As Quirk et al., Grammar, 1118, point out, sentential relatives refer to non-nominals that are “the predicated
or predication of a clause,” “a whole clause or sentence,” “a series of sentences,” or in theory *“could refer back to
the whole length of [a] story.”

% See section titled “Summary of Restrictivity and the Nature of Antecedents” on p. 77.
* See pp. 145-52.



The following nonrestrictive strategies will be considered: adjectives, prepositional phrases,
appositional constructions, relative clauses, and attributive participles.

Adjectives. The nonrestrictive nature of certain English, Spanish and Nubi adjectives was
considered above,” but additional consideration will further demonstrate the existence of this
nonrestrictive strategy.

With respect to Nubi, Wellens notes that “Nubi adjectives often modify the noun in a kind
of relative clause construction.”® Thus beside ‘ragi ke 'bir, we often find ‘ragi al ke ’bir, where
the noun ‘ragi ‘man’ and the adjective ke 'bir ‘big’ are linked with a relative marker...al. ..
.”67
Wellens notes that the difference between ‘ragi ke 'bir and ‘ragi al ke 'bir “is related to the
distinction between non-restrictive and restrictive modifiers respectively.”® Essentially, Wellens
states that nonrestrictive adjectives do not have a relativizer.

Nonrestrictive: ‘ragi ke 'bir
Restrictive: ‘ragi al ke’bir

With respect to English, Jespersen observes the nonrestrictive nature of adjectives in noun
phrases such as: my dear little Ann.*’ Furthermore, in line with the assertions above concerning
the nature of antecedents and nonrestrictivity,” he states that nonrestrictive adjectives modify
very specific antecedents, very often proper names: “Rare Ben Johnson | Beautiful Evelyn Hope

is dead (Browning) | poor, hearty, honest, little Miss La Creevy (Dickens)...””" Consider a

% See pp. 148—49 above.

% Wellens, Nubi, 105.

%" The relative markers in nubi consist of * ‘ali, a'li, al, ‘abu, a'bu, or ab.” Wellens, Nubi, 105.
% Wellens, Nubi, 105.

6 Jespersen, Grammar, 112.

7 See section titled “Nominal Antecedents and Nonrestrictivity” on p. 154 above.

" Jespersen, Grammar, 112.



similar adjective that appears to function nonrestrictively in Rom 16:9: Ztéyvv tov dyanntév
nov.” Also, a comparable example exists in 3 John | coupled with a similar relative clause: ‘O
npecPotepog Caiy 1 dyannTt®, dv éyd dyand &v dAndsig.”™

Quirk notes the role of context with respect to nonrestrictive adjectives and illustrates that
in a monogamous society, “the premodifier beautiful is understood as nonrestrictive: Come and
meet my beautiful wife.”” In John chapter 17, Jesus addresses his father in prayer in verses 1, 3,
21 and 24. The context of prayer and the broader theological context of Jesus relationship with
the heavenly father within the triune God-head dictate that the recipient of this prayer is God the
Father, not Jesus’ earthly father. Jesus also addresses God the Father in John 17:11 and 25.
Given the context, in both instances a nonrestrictive adjective modifies matep:

John 17:11: Tétep ayre, Tipnoov avtovg &v 1d dvopati cov™

John 17:25: natep dikaug, xai 6 KOGPOG G€ 00K Eyve™

While not a comprehensive analysis of the nature of adjective modification, these examples
demonstrate that the adjective should be considered as a valid nonrestrictive strategy.

Prepositional Phrases. Prepositional phrases represent another strategy for nonrestrictive
modification. Like other nonrestrictive strategies, nonrestrictive prepositional phrases provide
“supplementary information, not essential information.””” Consider the following English

example in the context of a graduation ceremony: “The graduates, in black robes and

"2 ESV: “my beloved Stachys.”

3 ESV: “The elder to the beloved Gaius, whom [ love in truth.” Consider also Luke 1:3, Acts 19:35, Acts 24:3,
and 1 Cor 15:58.

7 Quirk et al., Grammar, 1240.
> ESV: “Hely Father, keep them in your name.”
76 ESV: “O righteous Father, even though the world does not know you.”

" Gary Lutz and Diane Stevenson, The Writer's Digest Grammar Desk Reference (Cincinnati: Writer's Digest
Books, 2005), 223.
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mortarboards, looked quite ceremonial.” The prepositional phrase in black robes and
mortarboards does not limit the meaning of the graduates.

In chapter 2, the assertions of Young pertaining to adjectival prepositional phrases in the
Greek New Testament were noted.” While Young does not indicate whether or not prepositional
phrases tend to be restrictive or nonrestrictive, the examples he utilizes modify restrictively. It
appears that most adjectival prepositional phrases in the New Testament participate in restrictive
modification. Some examples of nonrestrictive prepositional phrases may, however, exist.
Consider John 11:1: Adlapog and Bnaviog, £k tijg kdpung Mapiag kai Map0ag tijc 4dehoiig
avtijs.” The prepositional phrase appears to be non-limiting and provide additional information
about the specific entity Adlapog dnd Bnbaviag. Prepositional phrases represent another strategy
for nonrestrictivity.

Appositional Constructions. In the presentation of appositional constructions in chapter 2
it was asserted that while some debate exists as to how to describe the nature of apposition,
Crystal, Quirk and Young contend that appositional constructions are capable of demonstrating
the restrictive and nonrestrictive distinction. ®

Quirk puts forth the following English example of a noun in nonrestrictive apposition: Mr.
Campbell, a lawyer, was here last night.®' Consider Matt 1:1, which contains an example of
apposition with a proper noun: 'Incod Xpiotod viod Aavid viod ABpadp.* Clearly, only one

'Incod Xpiotod exists; therefore, viod Aavid and viod APpadp stand in nonrestrictive apposition.

7 See section titled “Prepositional Phrases™ on p. 81 of ch. 2.

™ ESV: “Lazarus of Bethany, of the village of Mary and her sister Martha.”

8 See pp. 82-85 of ch. 2, section titled “Appositional Constructions,” for a more detailed analysis.
81 Quirk et al., Grammar, 1303—4.

82 ESV: “Jesus Christ, the son of David, the son of Abraham.”
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Additionally, Young speaks of apposition with respect to substantival participles. He states,
“Some examples of participles functioning in appositional noun phrases include Matt 1:16,
"Incotg 6 Aeyopevog yprotog (Jesus, the one called Christ)...and 1 Thessalonians 1:10, 'Incodv
1OV pvduevov Nudg & Tiig Opyiig Tiig Epyonévng (Jesus, the one who delivers us from the coming
wrath).”® Whether or not one completely agrees with Young’s assessment, it is noted that at
least one New Testament Greek grammarian considers nonrestrictive appositional
constructions.* Luke 9:35 also seems to contain an example of a substantival participle standing
nonrestrictively in apposition: OUtdg é5Ttv 6 Vi6G pov 6 khereypévog, 0dTOD dkovere.®
Consider also Acts 18:7: Tivog ovopatt Titiov Todetov ogfopévov Tov 06v.* Appositional
constructions represent a viable nonrestrictive strategy.

Relative Clauses. In chapter 2* and in the section titled “Validity of Nonrestrictivity as a
Linguistic Category,” above,* it was demonstrated that nonrestrictive relative clauses exist in a
variety of syntactical forms in English, Spanish, Modern Greek, and French.* Nonrestrictive
relative clauses will be treated more thoroughly below® and especially in chapter 5. Quirk puts

forth the following example of an English nonrestrictive relative clause: “They operated like

8 Young, New Testament Greek, 150.

¥ One could argue Matt 1:16 to be restrictive, an example of entity differentiation, identifying which particular
Jesus is being discussed. 1 Thess 1:10 could be considered an example of what Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner:
Participles, Part 111,” 403, would call “attributive position participles . . . that seem to be a restriction, not on what
they modify directly but upon all other alternative possibilities.”

8 CSB: “This is My Son, the Chosen One; listen to Him!” Multiple scholars view this participle as a
substantive. See: Darrell L. Bock, Luke. Volume 1 (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Baker Books, 1994), 874; Arthur A.
Just, Luke 9:51-24:53 (St. Louis, Mo.: Concordia, 1997), 401; I. Howard Marshall, The Gospel of Luke: A
Commentary on the Greek Text (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1978), 388.

% ESV: “a man named Titius Justus, a worshiper of God.”

%7 See the section titled “Restrictivity in Modern Languages™ on pp. 61-67 of ch. 2.

% See pp. 145-53.

% It was also asserted there that scholars note certain strategies for Somali, Nubi and Modern Hebrew as well.

 See section titled “Nonrestrictive Clauses” on p. 169 below.
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™ Consider the relative clause in

politicians, who notoriously have no sense of humor at all.
Luke 6:16:

Koine Greek: kai Tovdav lokapid8, 8¢ &yévero mpodérne.” (NAY)

Modern Greek: kot tov [00da loxapid, 0 omoiog éywe npodétne. (MET)

As in the English example, the relative clauses headed by 0¢ and o onoiog respectively do
not seem to restrict the noun they reference and so are nonrestrictive. Relative clauses represent
one more strategy for nonrestrictivity.

Attributive Participles. As was noted in chapter 2, in much of modern linguistics,
adjectival participial constructions fall under the more general category of relative clause.” The
focus in this section, however, centers on the traditional understanding of participial
constructions, which have been labeled as “attributive” participles.” Consider the following
English example: The apple tree, swaying gently in the breeze, was a reminder of old times.”
While the thesis of this dissertation contends that attributive participles in the Greek New
Testament are commonly restrictive, nonrestrictive attributive participles do exist (as attested by
the English example above involving the apple tree). In the New Testament, consider 1 Thess
2:4: oby, g AvOpOROIG dpéoovieg AAAYL O® T® doxydlovre Tag kapdiag udv.”

Nonrestrictive attributive participles will be considered more below and more thoroughly in

o Quirk et al., Grammar, 366.
%2 ESV: “and Judas Iscariot, who became a traitor.”
% See “Clarification of Terminology™ section in ch. 2, pp. 68 ff.

o4 Quirk states, “Nonrestrictive postmodification can also be achieved with nonfinite clauses,” which includes
attributive participles. Quirk et al., Grammar, 1270.

% Quirk et al., Grammar, 1270.

% NASB”: “not as pleasing men but God, who examines our hearts.” 1 Thess 2:4 could be considered an
example of what Voelz would call “attributive position participles . . . that seem to be a restriction, not on what they
modify directly but upon all other alternative possibilities.” Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part I11,”
403. While we agree with some of the sentiment of Voelz’s assertions here, we prefer to use the term “restriction” to
refer specifically to strategies that limit referents. This will be considered in ch. 6.
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chapter 5 and 6; it is to be noted, however, that at times attributive participles can function
nonrestrictively.

Summary of Nonrestrictive Strategies. A survey of nonrestrictive strategies has revealed
that nonrestrictivity exists on multiple levels in a variety of languages.” Adjectives, prepositional
phrases, appositional constructions, relative clauses, and attributive participles can be considered

viable nonrestrictive strategies.

Continuum of Nonrestrictivity—Modification to Coordination

In our study thus far, when referring to the restrictive/nonrestrictive contrast, restrictive
strategies have often been labeled as “modifiers.” Hence, the terminology restrictive
modification has been employed. While restrictivity can be described as a type of modification, a
description of nonrestrictivity that utilizes the terminology of “modification” alone is deficient.

A continuum of nonrestrictivity, from nonrestrictive modification to nonrestrictive coordination

provides a clearer framework for understanding this linguistic distinction. Many nonrestrictive
relative clauses fall under the classification of coordination rather than modification.”
Additionally, certain nonrestrictive relative clauses seem to lie somewhere toward the middle of

the continuum.” See the following chart:

°7 English, Spanish, Modern Greek, Somali, Nubi, French, Modern Hebrew and Koine Greek have been
considered above.

% For example consider the following English sentence with two coordinate clauses linked with and: This is
John, and he will be managing our new store. Or the two coordinate clauses can be linked with a relative pronoun,
thus the relative clause leans toward coordination: This is John, who will be managing our new store.

% It appears that nonrestrictive appositional constructions and nonrestrictive attributive participles span across
modification and coordination as well. See fig. 1 below.
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CONTINUUM OF NONRESTRICTIVITY

MODIFICATION COORDINATION
PROPER RELATIVE CLAUSES
ADJECTIVES CONNECTIVE RELATIVE CLAUSES
PREPOSITIONAL PHRASES APPOSITIONAL CONSTRUCTIONS e Continuative RC

ATTRIBUTIVE PARTICIPLES o Sentential RC

Figure 1. Continuum of Nonrestrictivity: Modification to Coordination.

Figure 1 above helps to provide some clarity and order to the understanding of
nonrestrictive strategies (including nonrestrictive relative clauses) and their place on the
continuum of nonrestrictivity.'® Nonrestrictive adjectives and prepositional phrases lie toward
the modification pole."' Appositional constructions and attributive participles stand toward the

middle and can lean toward either pole.'*

As far as relative clauses are concerned, proper
nonrestrictive relative clauses (e.g., Give this to John, who sorely needs it'”) stand toward the
middle of the continuum and may lean to greater or lesser degrees to either pole. Connective

nonrestrictive relative clauses (which include continuative relative clauses [e.g., he gave the

letter to the clerk, who then copied it'*] and sentential relative clauses [e.g., Pam didn’t go to the

1% [ ch. 1 it was demonstrated that a lack of clarity exists with respect to terminology referring to relative
clauses. See section titled “Relative Clause” (and subsections) in ch. 1 on pp. 13 (1.

19! See sections “Adjectives” and “Prepositional Phrases™ on pp. 15960, above.
192 See “Appositional Constructions™ and “Attributive Participles™ on pp. 160-63, above.

' Lucas, “Relative Clauses,” 84-85. Lucas also describes the following as an example of a proper relative
clause: The soldiers, who were brave, ran forward.

1% Jespersen, Grammar, 113.
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show, which is a pity'”]) are always nonrestrictive and fall toward the coordination pole of
nonrestrictivity.'*

Concerning proper nonrestrictive relative clauses, Lucas states that these “offer additional
information about the antecedent.”’ An example from the Greek New Testament can be found
in Matthew 1:23: ’I300 1| mapBévog &v yootpi EEet kai Té€eTan vidv, Kai karéoovov 10 Svoua
avtod Eppovovid, 6 éottv pebepunvevdpevov Meb’ fudv 6 0£d¢.'”® The relative clause & éotiv
nedepunvevopevov Med’ fjudv 6 6dg refers to ‘Eppavovni in a non-limiting capacity, providing
additional parenthetic information for the benefit of the hearer/reader. This example seems to
lean strongly toward modification (though not as much as a nonrestrictive adjective would).

Certain proper nonrestrictive relative clauses, however, seem to stand somewhere in
between or only lean slightly toward one extreme or the other. The notion of a continuum allows
for flexibility and ambiguity while still striving toward clarity in exegesis and translation. For
example, consider Luke 23:50-52: (50) Kai 1600 avip évopatt Toone Bovievtng vmapywv [kai]
avip Gyabog Ko Sixatog (51)—odtog ovk fjv cuykatatsdepuévog tij Bovhii koi Tij Tpdear
aOT@AV—Aamd Apipadaiag toreng TdV Tovdaiwv, 0¢ tpooedéyeto v Paocticiav Tod Bod, (52)
00106 ... fiTcato T odpa tod Incod. Does the relative clause d¢ mpocedéysto Tv Pactheiov

10D B0 represent modification or coordination? It seems that the ESV and NIV lean toward

105 Quirk et al., Grammar, 983.

1% Levinsohn subdivides nonrestrictive relative clauses into two different categories, appositional and
continuative. Levinsohn’s division points to a helpful understanding but his terminology is lacking. See ch. 1, pp.
18-19 for Levinsohn’s position. Lucas also points to a subdivision of nonrestrictive relative clauses. He contends
that one can “subdivide non-restrictive clauses into two, or sometimes three, types: non-restrictive clauses proper...;
continuative clauses... And...a type of clause...where the relative clause refers to the ‘contents of a whole sentence
or clause’.” Lucas, “Relative Clauses,” 85.

197 Lucas, “Relative Clauses,” 85. These proper clauses appear to be equivalent to Levinsohn’s appositional

clauses. See ch. 1, pp. 18-19.

1% NRSV: “*Look, the virgin shall conceive and bear a son, and they shall name him Emmanuel,” which
means, ‘God is with us.””



coordination when they translate, “...and he was waiting....” However, NASB®> and NKJV
appear to lean toward modification in their respective translations: “...who was waiting...” and
“...who himself was also waiting....” The framework of a continuum helps to provide categories
to classify this example. One could plausibly argue that this relative clause may lean slightly
toward either end of the continuum. The continuum, however, allows the exegete to entertain a
certain amount of ambiguity and place the example toward the middle. The clause may simply be
described as a proper nonrestrictive relative clause that stands in the middle of the nonrestrictive
modification/coordination continuum.

Connective relative clauses, by contrast, lean strongly toward the coordination pole of the
nonrestrictive continuum.'”® BDF’s description of the connective relative clause is to be
embraced. It states that connective relative clauses can be characterized by “a loosening of the
connection of the relative clause to the preceding complex sentence.”'" It conceives of them as

two conjoined sentences;'"' indeed, at times a connective relative clause could be considered

equivalent to an independent clause following the main clause.'” Consider Eph 1:6-7:
gig Emawvov 36Eng Tiig x&ptrog adTod g Exapitwcsy Hudc év 1@ Myamuéve.’ &v @

gyopev TV AnoAvTpmOtY d1dt Tob aipatog adTol, TV deeoty TV TaPUTTOUATOY,
Katd 10 TAOVTOG TiiG XApLtog adToD.

' This position is contra Boyer, who contends that relative connective clauses can be both restrictive and
nonrestrictive. See sections titled “Relative Connective/Continuative™ and “Summary and Evaluation of Relative
Connective/Continuative Assertions” on pp. 19-25 of ch. 1.

""" BDF, § 458.

""" Schachter states that “constructions involving non-restrictive relative clauses may be closely related to
conjoined sentences.” Paul Schachter, “Focus and Relativization,” Language 49 (1973): 19.

"2 peter Sells has gone so far as (o say that the “interpretation of a non-restrictive appears to be practically the
same as the interpretation of a following independent clause.” He contends that the following are equivalent: Every
rice-grower in Korea owns a wooden cart, which he uses when he harvests the crop and Every rice-grower in Korea
owns a wooden cart. He uses it when he harvests the crop. Peter Sells, Restrictive and Non-restrictive Modification
(Stanford, CA: Center for the Study of Language and Information, 1985), 2-3.
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ESV: to the praise of his glorious grace, with which he has blessed us in the Beloved.

7 In him we have redemption through his blood, the forgiveness of our trespasses,

according to the riches of his grace.

The relative clause év @ &yopev . . . seems clearly to go beyond modification to coordination.
Notice that the ESV translates this relative clause with a new sentence. Similarly, NA* has a
period after yamnmpéve.

Continuative clauses are a subset of connective nonrestrictive relative clauses. As Lucas
asserts, “continuative clauses . . . are used to convey information temporally subsequent to the
information in the clause containing the antecedent.”'"* Levinsohn presents Acts 17:10 as an
example of a continuative relative clause: Ot 0¢ adelgoi 00Ewg 610 VLKTOG EEEmepyav TOV TE
[Mavlov kai TOv Zihdv gig Bépowav, oftives' mapaysvopevor gig ifv cuvaywyrv t@v lovdaicnv
amfjeocav.' He states that “the effect of the relative pronoun is to background the journey with
respect to the event performed on arrival at the destination.”''¢

"7 are also a subset of connective relative clauses.'® Similar to

Sentential relative clauses
continuative relative clauses, they are always nonrestrictive and stand toward the coordination

pole of the nonrestrictivity continuum. A sentential relative clause “refers to the ‘contents of a

s Lucas, “Relative Clauses,” 85.
' Note that “quite oft{en] domig takes the place of the simple rel[ative] 6¢.” Cf. BDAG, s.v. dotig, 3.

"5 ASV: “And the brethren immediately sent away Paul and Silas by night unto Beroea: who when they were
come thither went into the synagogue of the Jews.”

116 | evinsohn, New Testament Greek, 192. See also Acts 12:13-14, Additionally, see Levinsohn’s assertions
on p. 22 of ch. 1 where Acts 28:23 is referenced. Additionally, Jespersen affirms our assessment of the
nonrestrictive nature of continuative relative clauses and states, “A so-called continuative relative clause is, of
course, non-restrictive: ke gave the letter to the clerk, who then copied it.” Jespersen, Grammar, 113.

""" See Quirk et al., Grammar, 983, 1048, 1118, 1245.

ns Quirk et al., Grammar, 983, highlights the notion of nonrestrictive coordination and the sentential relative
when he states that certain “nonrestrictive relative clauses have also been considered semantically equivalent to
coordinated clauses. Such a classification seems particularly appropriate in the case of sentential relative clauses,
where the relative clause has the rest of the superordinate clause as its antecedent.”

167



whole sentence or clause’.”'"® The antecedent does not consist of an individual substantive (noun,
noun phrase, substantival participle, etc.); the antecedent is non-nominal.'® An example of such
a clause in the Greek New Testament can be found in Eph 6:2: tipa tov motépa cov xoi v
untépa, NTig Eotiv vioAn mpd &v érayyehie.?' The sentential relative clause refers to the
entire clause tipa 1oV natépa cov kai Tv untépa. Consider also Phil 1:28: xai pf rrvpdpevor dv
undevi Ko 1AV dvTikeluévav, {Tig €otiv avTols Evdeillg dnweing.'” Robertson affirms this
analysis of Phil 1:28, stating that “the antecedent is the general idea of the preceding clause.”'*
Quirk puts forth the following English example of a sentential relative clause being equivalent to
a coordinate clause: “Pam didn’t go to the show, which is a pity. (‘. . . and that is a pity’).”"*
These examples demonstrate that the relationship between the relative clause and its non-
nominal antecedent goes beyond modification and is more akin to coordination.

The modification/coordination continuum of nonrestrictivity helps categorize a variety of
nonrestrictive strategies, in particular both proper relative clauses and connective relative
clauses. The continuum of nonrestrictivity allows for a certain level of ambiguity when
classifying proper nonrestrictive relative clauses. Furthermore, all connective relative clauses
(including continuative and sentential relative clauses) stand at the coordination pole of

nonrestrictivity.

"% Lucas, “Relative Clauses,” 85.

10 See “Non-nominal Antecedents and Nonrestrictivity” on pp. 156 ff. above. Quirk et al., Grammar, 1048,
further explain the sentential relative and its non-nominal antecedent, “The sentential relative clause does not
function as a modifier of a noun phrase; its relative item refers anaphorically to a unit larger than a phrase, usually to
a clause but sometimes even to a series of sentences.”

1! CSB: “Honor your father and mother, which is the first commandment with a promise.
"2 NKJV: “and not in any way terrified by your adversaries, which is to them a proof of perdition.”

'3 Robertson, Grammar of the Greek New Testament, 729. Furthermore he states that the gender of the relative
pronoun (feminine) reflects the gender of the predicate noun &véei&ic.

124 Quirk et al., Grammar, 983.
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Nonrestrictive Clauses
A preliminary survey of a variety of nonrestrictive clauses reinforces previous assertions on
nonrestrictivity and makes preparation for a survey of nonrestrictive clauses in the Greek New

Testament (chapter 5).

Relative Clauses and Attributive Participles

The nonrestrictive clauses specifically referred to in this dissertation consist of both
nonrestrictive relative clauses and nonrestrictive attributive participles.'® It has been
demonstrated that these clauses are two of many different nonrestrictive strategies. English,
Spanish, Modern Greek and Koine Greek all exhibit some form of relative clause and attributive
participle.'”® As a result, there exists some freedom to utilize these terms (relative clause and
attributive participle) somewhat universally and interchangeably with respect to these three

languages.

Examples of Nonrestrictive Clauses

A variety of examples of nonrestrictive clauses will be set forth in order to reinforce their
existence and to specifically introduce an analysis of the nonrestrictive clauses in the Greek New
Testament. English, Spanish and Modern Greek nonrestrictive clauses will be considered.
Additionally, examples from the Greek New Testament coupled with English, Spanish and
Modern Greek translations of the Bible will be presented.

English. Consider this brief sampling of examples to reinforce the existence of

nonrestrictive clauses in the English language.

123 The traditional definition of relative clause is in mind here: relativizer + finite clause.

26 Spanish only utilizes the past participle as an attributive. Modern Greek actually uses the relative clause
more often than the attributive participle. See further discussion in the section titled “Modern Greek” on pp. 171-72
below.
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Relative Clauses:

Mary, who plays soccer, is a nice gir
My father, who is very sorry, can’t come.
They acted like children, who are known to be immature.
The Bible, which I often read, is my favourite book.'”

I 127
128

Attributive Participles:

Jonathan Smith, described as eccentric, achieved great success as an investor.
The quarterback, wearing number 15 on his jersey, threw for a touchdown.
The living room, recently remodeled, looked great.

My mother, sitting by the window, is talking to herself.'*

Spanish. Consider this brief sampling of examples to reinforce the existence of
nonrestrictive clauses in the Spanish language.

Relative Clauses:

Dejamos las manzanas, que/las cuales estaban verdes.

las piramides egipcias, que/las cuales son uno de los monumentos mas visitados por los
turistas.'”

Fuimos a visitar el Prado, que es el museo mas conocido de todo Madrid.'*

Juan, que no es tonto, se dejo convencer por ese hombre.'**

131

Attributive Participles:
La Guardia Civil, reconocido y valorado por los ciudadanos, es muy importante en este

pais.'

El Papa, conocido previamente como el cardenal Jorge Bergoglio, es un hombre humilde.'*

7 &
127 Grohmann, “Clause.” 211.

2% peter H. Matthews, The Concise Oxford Dictionary of Linguistics (New York: Oxford University Press,
1997), 246.

1% Crystal, Dictionary of Linguistics and Phonetics, 329.

139 Martha Kolln, Rhetorical Grammar: Grammatical Choices, Rhetorical Effects (New York: Longman,
2003), 274.

"' Their translation: “‘we left the apples, which were unripe.’” Butt and Benjamin, Modern Spanish, 518.

132 Their translation: “the Egyptian pyramids, which are one of the monuments most visited by tourists.” Butt
and Benjamin, Modern Spanish, 518.

133 “We went to visit the Prado, which is the most well known museum of all Madrid.” Pountain, Spanish
Language, 88.

134 Their translation: “John, who is not stupid, let himsell be convinced by that man.” Solé and Solé, Spanish
Syntax, 116.

133 «“The Civil Guard, recognized and valued by the citizens, is very important in this country.”

136 “The Pope, known previously as Cardenal Jorge Bergoglio, is a humble man.”
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El vicepresidente asisti6 a la ceremonia de asuncidn del Presidente, realizada en el Palacio
Legislativo nacional."’
Santa Ana es una gran Santa de la Iglesia catélica, conocida por los fieles como madre de
la Virgen Maria.'®
Modern Greek. Modern Greek utilizes specific orthographic and prosodic means to
indicate nonrestrictive and restrictive relative clauses. Modern Greek, however, seems to differ
from Koine Greek with respect to the usage of the participle. All active voice, passive present
and passive past participles that are found in Modern Greek “are those introduced into Standard
Greek from the learned tradition.' They are found in older written texts and even today in
journalistic writing or in discourse which uses learned features to achieve high style, formality or
irony.”'*® For this reason, the relative clause is utilized far more frequently than the attributive
participle. While restrictive attributive participles seem to exist on a limited basis in Modern
Greek, this does not appear to be the case for nonrestrictive attributive participles. Utilization of

141

the relative clause appears to be preferred.'' For this reason a brief sampling of only

nonrestrictive relative clauses will be presented:

137 «“The Vice President attended the inauguration ceremony of the President, held at the national Legislative
Palace.

”»

1% «Saint Ana is a great saint of the Catholic Church, known to the faithful as the mother of the Virgin Mary.

*% Holton et al. utilize the terminology learned tradition to denote borrowing grammar and vocabulary “from

katharevousa or directly from Ancient Greek.” Holton et al., Greek, xxxiii.
% Holton et al., Greek, 307-9.

"I While an exhaustive study of the existence of nonrestrictive attributive participles has not been done, it is
noted that every example of an attributive participle put forth in one of the definitive grammars of Modern Greek is
restrictive. Furthermore, while a discussion exists as to the restrictive and nonrestrictive nature of relative clauses,
no such discussion exists regarding attributive participles. See Hotlon et al., Greek. In general, while the literature
clearly states that relative clauses in Modern Greek function restrictively and nonrestrictively, grammatical
assertions pertaining to the restrictive/nonrestrictive nature of the attributive participle do not appear to be readily
available.
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Relative Clauses:

O matépag Mov, 0 omoLog/Tou nTay edw xBec, etver kaAd.'*

H Maopta, n omoie/mov moiler modoodarpo, ewvor kadd kopitot.
H Ayia Cpodn, v omoie/mov Siofafw ouyve, ewvor to aymnuévo pou Buprio.'
Kaieoav tov ¢pido toug, mou vopilw 6Tt poévo autdc Ba propécel ve toug Pondrioet.'*

143

Greek New Testament. An introductory sampling of nonrestrictive relative clauses and
nonrestrictive attributive participles from the Greek New Testament will be presented below.
They are followed by English, Spanish and Modern Greek translations. The nonrestrictive
clauses present in the translations support the nonrestrictive assessment of these Greek examples.

Nonrestrictive Relative Clauses

Mark 15:43

Toone [6] &nd Appobaiag..., O kol adTdg v TPocdexdpusvog TV Pactisiav Tod Beob

Joseph of Arimathea..., who was also himself looking for the kingdom of God (ESV)

José de Arimatea..., que también esperaba el reino de Dios (R93)

o0 Iworng...mov karayoray and tny Apwuabeie, o omoloc mpoodokovoe emione tn Pactiein
tov Geov (DNT)

(There clearly was not a Joseph from Arimathea who was not anticipating the Kingdom of
God)

2Cor4:4

10D Xpiotod, d¢ €otiv gikdv TOD BE0D

of Christ, who is the image of God (ESV)

de Cristo, el cual es la imagen de Dios (R95)

tov Xpiorou, o omoiog eivar ewkove tov Beob (TGV)

(Paul clearly is not distinguishing from Christ who is not the image of God)

John 14:26

10 mvedpa 10 dyov, 6 Tépyel 0 matip &v T@ OVOpaTI MoV

the Holy Spirit, whom the Father will send in my name (ESV)

el Espiritu Santo, a quien el Padre enviard en mi nombre (R95)

10 ITvebua to 10, mov OBa o1silel o Ilatépoag ato ovoua uov (MET)

(Jesus is not distinguishing from the Holy Spirit whom the father will not send)

142 «“My father, who was here yesterday, is fine.”
143 “Mary, who plays soccer, is a nice girl.”
144 «“The Bible, which I often read, is my favourite book.”

3 “They called their friend, who[m] I think is the only one who can help.” Example and translation are taken
from Holton et al., Greek, 536.
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Gal 2:10'¢

uévov T@dv TTwY®V Vo pPVNROVEVMUEY, O Kai €6Tovdaca avTd TOUTO Totioat

only they would that we should remember the poor; which very thing I was also zealous to
do (ASV)

Solamente ... que nos acordaramos de los pobres; lo cual también me apresuré a cumplir
con diligencia (R95)

Zntnoeav uovo va Bouotuaste T00S PTWY0UG, TO OTOI0 KOl PPOVTIEA OVTO GKPIBHS VO KAV
(MET)

(sentential antecedent requires a nonrestrictive reading)

Rom 4:24

60 ko St Mpdic, oig példet hoyileoBat

but for our sake also, to whom it will be credited (NASB®)

sino también para nosotros, a quienes nos habria de ser contada (RVA)
0AAé kat yia guag, otovg omoiovg ueAier va Aoyapiaerar (MET)

(Paul clearly does not distinguish two different types of fuéc)

Luke 8:2

Maypia 1} kohovpévn MaySonvi, 4o’ fig Sapdvia énta EeAnivdet

Mary who was called Magdalene, from whom seven demons had gone out (NASB®®)
Maria Magdalena, de la que habian salido siete demonios (PER)

n Mapia, mov kalsirar Maydainvij, axd v onoia siyav e&€A0st epta dayovia (MET)'Y
(clearly two different women called Mary Magdalene are not being referenced)

Jas 1:17

100 maTPOS TV PHTOV, Tap” @ odk Evi Tapaddaym 1 Tporiig drockiaoa

the Father of lights, with whom there is no variation or shifting shadow (NASB

del Padre de las luces, en el cual no hay mudanza ni sombra de variacion (R95)

tov [latéon twv ¢uitwy, orov omolo Sev vmdpyer Siaxiuavon 1 eudavion okieo efaitiog
k&nowag adiayrc orn Géon rov (DNT)

(clearly two or more different “Father of Lights” are not being distinguished)

95)

Matt 3:11

0 8¢ Omicm oV EpYOUEVOC IoYVPOTEPOG LoV 0TIV, OV OVK &ipi ikavog Té rodfpata
Baotdoo

but he who is coming after me is mightier than I, whose sandals I am not worthy to carry
(ESV)

pero el que viene tras mi, cuyo calzado yo no soy digno de llevar, (R95)

QAAG QVTOG TOV EPYETAL VOTEPA OTO EUEVA EIVAL IGYVPOTEPOS OV, TOV OTOLOD OEV EIUAL
ikavog va pactalw ta vrooruare (MET)
(there is clearly not being referenced here more than one man coming after John that
is mightier than him)

1%6 Gal 2:10 contains a sentential relative clause; therefore the antecedent is non-nominal.

"7 Note that MET seems to incorrectly render the attributive participle nonrestrictively.
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Nonrestrictive Attributive Participles'*®

1 Pet 1:3

6 0€0g kai mamyp Tod Kupiov HUAOV Tncod Xpiotod, O . . . avaysvviioag Nuag'’

the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, who . . . has caused us to be born again

(NASB%)

el Dios y Padre de nuestro Sefior Jesucristo, que . . . nos hizo renacer (R95)

0 O¢os kou Ioarépag tov Kvpiov uag Ineov Xpierov, o oroiog uag avayévvnoe (MET)

(there is not another God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ who has not caused us to be
born again)

Col 2:12

oD 00l 10D yeipavtog avTOV €K veKpdY

of God, who raised him from the dead (ESV)

de Dios, quien lo resucito de entre los muertos (NVI)

rou Geou, 0 omolog rov avéornoe ano tovg vekpous (TGV)

(Paul clearly describes the powerful working of God as raising Christ from the dead)

Acts 15:17

Aéyel KOprog mordv tadta

says the Lord, who does these things (NIV)

Dice el Seiior, que hace todas estas cosas (SRV)

Aéyer o Kiprog, o omoiog ta mpayuaromoiel ol avré (DNT)

(clearly a distinction is not being made between the Lord who does these things and the
Lord who does not do these things)

1 Tim6:17
AL’ &mi Be®d T mapéyovTt NIV TAVTH TAOVGING €ig ATOAaVoY
but on God, who richly provides us with everything to enjoy (ESV)

sino en Dios, que nos provee de todo en abundancia para que lo disfrutemos (NV1)
I d rd 7 4
aAAd oto Zwvravo Oed, o omolog pec Tapéyel ta mavte pe adbovia yia ve te

anoiaufevoyue (DNT)
(Paul describes God and does not seem to be distinguishing between multiples Gods)
Summary of Nonrestrictivity

The concept of nonrestrictivity (and restrictivity) has been widely embraced and utilized in

linguistic studies as a valid distinction and the existence of a variety of nonrestrictive strategies

"% These examples could be viewed as what Voelz would call “attributive position participles . . . that seem to
be a restriction, not on what they modify directly but upon all other alternative possibilities.” Voelz, “Grammarian’s
Corner: Participles, Part I11,” 403. Occurrences of this nature will be treated more thoroughly in ch. 6.

19 1t seems that Voelz would translate such an cxample as follows: “the God and Father of our Lord Jesus
Christ, the one (and not anyone else) who has caused us to be born again.” See Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner:
Participles, Part I11,” 403.
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establishes the prevalence of this grammatical category. Nonrestrictivity can be defined
negatively by the notion of a non-limiting relationship of the strategy to the antecedent and
positively by the notion of providing additional information to an independent antecedent.
Additionally, a continuum of nonrestrictivity, from modification to coordination, provides a
helpful framework for understanding this linguistic category and a variety of nonrestrictive
strategies.

The nature of the antecedent places some constraints upon whether or not a nonrestrictive
strategy will be utilized. For nominal antecedents, the more specific the antecedent, the more
likely it will attract a nonrestrictive strategy; the more generic the antecedent, the less likely it
will attract such a strategy. Non-nominal antecedents can only accept nonrestrictive clauses. The
identity of the antecedent should be considered when seeking to understand nonrestrictive (and
restrictive) strategies within a given language.

With respect to nonrestrictive clauses, the examples set forth above confirm the existence
of nonrestrictive clauses in English, Spanish, Modern Greek and Koine Greek. We will now look
more closely at the nonrestrictive clauses present in the Greek of the New Testament,

specifically the nonrestrictive relative clause and the nonrestrictive attributive participle.
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CHAPTER FIVE

NONRESTRICTIVITE CLAUSES IN THE GREEK NEW TESTAMENT

Introduction

In chapter 4, an exploration of nonrestrictivity as a linguistic category coupled with an
introduction to nonrestrictive clauses in English, Spanish, Modern Greek and Koine Greek was
presented. We now turn to consider specifically the nonrestrictive nature of two major
subordinate clauses of the Greek New Testament, the relative clause and the attributive
participle. First, grammatical assertions concerning these nonrestrictive clauses will be
presented. Next, a thorough survey of nonrestrictive relative clauses will be presented followed
by a survey of nonrestrictive attributive participles. Finally, an observation of the general

tendencies of these nonrestrictive clauses in the Greek New Testament will be offered.

Grammatical Assertions of Nonrestrictive Clauses in the Greek New Testament

Grammatical assertions that were previously presented pertaining to the nonrestrictive
nature of relative clauses and attributive participles in the Greek New Testament will be
summarized. In addition, the grammatical assertions of James W. Voelz will be explored more

comprehensively.

Summary of Previous Grammatical Assertions

In chapter 1, we noted that grammarians such as Burton, Boyer, Wallace and Levinsohn all

essentially assert that relative clauses in the Greek New Testament function both
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nonrestrictively and restrictively,' though, it was noted that a lack of clarity and continuity exists
among these scholars. Additionally, we observed that most of the examples of relative clauses
given by these grammarians modify their respective antecedents nonrestrictively. This raises the
question as to whether or not relative clauses tend to be nonrestrictive in the Greek of the New
Testament.

The grammatical assertions regarding the attributive participle and its relation to
nonrestrictivity vary amongst scholars as well. In chapter 1, it was established that there exists a
lack of clarity among scholars with respect to syntax/semantic aspects of the attributive
participle.” While grammarians such as Porter, Wallace, MacDonald, Burton, and Young all deal
with the nonrestrictive nature of attributive participles, their treatments vary considerably and
demonstrate a need for clarity. Most of the examples utilized by these scholars consisted of
restrictive attributive participles. Young’s observations of the attributive participle stand above
the others when he contends that the nonrestrictive use is the least common type of attributive
participle.’

On the whole, the paucity of examples, the general cursory nature of the grammatical
assertions, and the leanings of Young concerning the nonrestrictive capabilities of relative
clauses and attributive participles support the need for a survey which considers every example

in the Greek New Testament.

' See “The Relative Clause” section of ch. 1 on pp. 13-26.
? See “The Attributive Participle” section of ch. 1 on pp. 26-40.

* Young, Intermediate New Testament Greek, 151. Young implicitly contends this when he states that the
“restrictive use is by far the most common type of adjectival participle.”
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Grammatical Assertions of James W. Voelz

In chapter 1, it was noted that Voelz, in recent years, has observed that the assertions of
grammarians regarding the attributive participle and the relative clause lacked precision.* Voelz
notes that attributive participles tend to modify their antecedents restrictively and relative clauses
nonrestrictively. He thereby questions the generally accepted “assertion of equivalence” that
states that an attributive participle is tantamount to an adjectival relative clause.’ In so doing, he
considers the nonrestrictive nature of relative clauses and to a lesser degree the nonrestrictivity of
attributive participles.

Voelz states concerning relative clauses (in contrast to restrictive participles), “By contrast,
subordinate clauses headed by a relative pronoun seem to be non-restrictive in their meaning. A

clear example is 1 Pet 2:11:

Ayannroi, Tapakaid B¢ mapoikovg Kai mapemdrpovs dnéyeodut TdV GopKiK®dY
gmbvdv aitveg oTpaTELOVTOL KATE THS YOS

“Beloved, I exhort (you) as sojourners and exiles to abstain from the fleshly desires,
which war against the soul.”

Voelz explicates: “Are there fleshly desires that do not war against the soul? Most certainly not.
So, one could almost translate this verse thus: °...to abstain from the fleshly desires, which, by
their very nature/which, by definition, war against the soul.’””® Voelz puts forth other examples as
follows:

Luke 2:4: gig néAv Aavid fitig kaieitar BnOigep
“unto the city of David, which is called Bethlehem”

* Sec “Explicit Call For Inquiry™ section of ch. 1.

5 Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part 11,” 314.

® Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part I11,” 402,

7 Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part [11,” 402. Translation is from Voelz.

¥ Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part 111,” 402.
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John 8:53: 7 ob peilwv &l 100 moTpdg UMV ABpady, SoTig Anédavey;
“You are not greater than our father Abraham, who died are you?”

Acts 1:10-11a: xoi i8ov Gvdpeg dVo TapeicTiKaIGaY AVTOIS . . . O Kai slav
“and behold, two men were standing by them . . ., who also said””’

Voelz presents five examples of relative clauses. His treatment is not exhaustive and he
merely states that relative clauses “seem to be non-restrictive.”'® All his examples of
nonrestrictive relative clauses are subject clauses'' and he cites only one example of a restrictive
relative clause, which is a direct object clause.'” Voelz appears to indicate that subject relative
clauses lean toward nonrestrictivity.

Voelz’s initial inclinations and inquiry into nonrestrictive relative clauses support the need
to analyze every relative clause toward understanding the nonrestrictive nature and tendencies of
all types of relative clauses: subject, direct object, indirect object, oblique and possessor.

While Voelz puts forth many restrictive attributive participles and asserts their prevalence,
he also observes that nonrestrictive attributive participles exist. He cites 1 Pet 1:3 as follows:

Edloyntog 6 8g0¢ xai mothp 100 xupiov Nudv ‘Inood Xpiotod, 6 katd T mold adTod

gheog dvaysvvioag Mpdg eig EAmida Ldoav

“Blessed be the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, the one who has, according

to his great mercy, begotten us again unto a living hope (as opposed to anyone else

who might attempt such a salvation)”"’

This participle does not participate in the grammatical/linguistic notion of restrictive

modification. Voelz explicates the nonrestrictive nature of the attributive participle when he

states, “The sentence is certainly not implying that there are multiple gods and fathers of our

® Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part 111,” 402. Translations are from Voelz.
10 voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part 111,” 402.
"' The referenced antecedent serves as subject in a subject relative clause.

"> With respect to a direct object relative clause he states: “John 6:51c: xai 6 &ptog 3¢ v £yd ddcw 1) oapg pov
gotwv. This seems to be restrictive.” Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part 111,” 402,

1 Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part 111,” 403. Translation is from Voelz.
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Lord Jesus Christ so that it is restricting us to the one among these who did the begetting
anew!”" Voelz maintains the prevalence of restrictive attributive participles, but he also states
that this “analysis we suggest is not without its minor problems, especially attributive position
participles . . . that seem to be a restriction, not on what they modify directly but upon all other
alternative possibilities.”'"> Voelz interprets 1 Pet 1:3 in this way. In this statement Voelz seems
to preliminarily identify a classification of a small number of attributive participles that seem to
be nonrestrictive.

Voelz’s initial inclinations and inquiry support the need to analyze every type of relative
clause (subject, direct object, indirect object, oblique and possessor) and attributive participle

toward understanding their nonrestrictive tendencies.

The Nonrestrictive Relative Clause in the Greek New Testament
The validity of nonrestrictivity as a linguistic category and its representation through
various strategies have been established.'® As was discussed in chapter 3, the relative clause in
the Greek New Testament participates in two noun-phrase formation patterns and five different
types of subordinate relationships."” Nonrestrictive relative clauses find representation in both
patterns and all five types of subordinate relative clauses. A presentation of nonrestrictive

relative clauses in the Greek New Testament will demonstrate the nature of these constructions.

" Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part 111,” 403.

1% Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part 111,” 403.

% See ch. 4.

"7 See “The Restrictive Relative Clause in the Greek New Testament” on pp. 131-43 of ch. 3.
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Relative Clause Formation Patterns

As was discussed in chapter 3, the relative clause exhibits only one major noun-phrase
formation pattern.'® Of the approximately 1,040 restrictive/nonrestrictive relative clauses in the
Greek New Testament, the post-nominal type “is by far the most common, encompassing more
than 95% of the relative clauses found in the New Testament.”'* Internally-headed relative
clauses make up the remainder.”® An example of the former can be found in Mark 12:42: Aertx
800, 6 €e6Tv kodpavng.® The relative clause follows (“post-) its antecedent, Aentd dVo. An
example of the latter can be found in 1 Pet 1:10: mepi fig cotpiog Eeiitnoay Kai
EEnpadvnoay mpogijtan oi nepi tiig €ig VUG xaprrog tpogntevoavteg™ The head-noun
cwtnpiag stands in the middle (internally) of the relative clause. While internally-headed relative
clauses exist and are part of the data set considered in this study,” the majority of relative clauses
in the Greek New Testament stand in post-nominal position and thus make up the primary set of

examples considered for analysis in this dissertation.

Types of Subordinate Relative Clauses

As was discussed in chapter 3, the relative clause is capable of representing five different
subordinate relationships (whereas the attributive participle represents only one). Not only can

relative pronouns serve the role of subject in the subordinate clause, but they can also serve as

'8 See “Relative Clause Formation Patterns” on p. 131 of ch. 3.
% Culy, “Koine Relative Clauses,” 76.

2 Culy, “Koine Relative Clauses,” 80. Additionally, Culy notes that while “some linguists have posited that
Koine docs in fact have prenominal RCs . . . all verses that are putative examples of prenominal RCs can be
analyzed as I[nternally] H[eaded] Rlelative] C[lause]s.” Additionally he notes that “the majority of the traditional
Greek grammarians have treated what appear to be prenominal RCs as IHRC:s (¢.g., Robertson 1934:718; Blass and
Debrunner 1961:154).”

2! ESV: “two small copper coins, which make a penny.”

22 “[this] salvation, concerning which the prophets who prophesied of the grace to you searched and sought
out.”

 These constructions are present throughout app. 2.
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direct object, indirect object, oblique, or possessor. Nonrestrictive examples of these five types of
subordinate relative clauses will be presented in order to demonstrate the nature of these types of
subordinate relative clauses.*

Nonrestrictive Relative Clauses—Subject. As was asserted in chapter 3, subject relative
clauses occur slightly less frequently than direct object relative clauses and more frequently than
the rest of the other types of subordinate relative clauses.”” The Greek New Testament contains
364 occurrences representing 35% of all restrictive/nonrestrictive relative clauses. In each of
these occurrences it can be readily discerned that the relative pronoun fills the role of subject
within the subordinate clause. All relative pronouns in subject relative clauses stand in the
nominative case.

Nonrestrictive subject relative clauses are distributed extensively throughout the Greek
New Testament. They find representation in all the Gospels, Acts, Pauline Epistles (all except
Philemon) Hebrews, 1 & 2 Peter, 1 & 3 John, and Revelation. A representative sample of
examples that lean toward nonrestrictive modification and coordination will be presented.

First, several examples will demonstrate clearly the nature of these relative clauses.
Second, a succinct list of examples will familiarize the reader with a wide variety of occurrences.
Finally, a few notable examples will be analyzed more thoroughly.

Luke 17:12—13 contains a proper relative clause that refers to a specific noun-phrase: xai

sicepyopévo anTod &lg Tva kduny amivinoav [avtd] déka Aempoi avdpes, ol EsTnoav

 The categorization of the five types of subordinate relative clauses stems from linguistic universals
established by what linguists refer to as the Accessibility Hierarchy. The universal linguistic realities of this
hierarchy will be explicated in ch. 6.

2 See section titled “Restrictive Relative Clauses—Subject” on p. 133 of ch. 3. One might think that there
would be more subject relative clauses than direct object relative clauses. While this will be treated more thoroughly
in ch. 6, it is noted here that only one strategy for relativizing direct object clauses exists, the relative clause.
Attributive participles do not directly relativize direct object clauses; they only relativize subject clauses. So, two
strategies for relativizing subject clauses exist, the attributive participle and the relative clause. As a result, overall,
there are more subject clauses than direct object clauses.

182



n6ppwOeY Koi 0ol Hpav eovi|v Aéyoves, 'Incod émotdra, EAéncov Nudg.? The relative clause
provides additional information about the specific noun-phrase déica Aempoi avdpeg. The relative
clause does not limit the ten leprous men but provides the additional information that they stood
at a distance. Therefore, it functions nonrestrictively. Furthermore, this relative clause helps
move the thought forward as it leads into the idea that as a result of standing at a distance the ten
lepers needed to lift up their voices so that Jesus could hear them as they cried out for mercy.
This proper relative clause lies toward the middle of the nonrestrictive modification/coordination
continuum.

Consider the subject relative clause in Rom 16:12: dondoacbe Mepoida v ayanntiyy,
fiTic moAM £Komiaoev &v kKupi.” The relative clause provides additional information about the
very specific substantive Ilepcida v dyanntiv. Paul does not distinguish or limit to one of
many different beloved women named Persis. Paul provides additional information about the
beloved Persis, namely that she has worked hard in the Lord. This example of a proper
nonrestrictive relative clause conveys nonrestrictive modification

Luke 10:30 contains a subject relative clause: avBpwndg Tig xatéBavev and lepovcainu
&i¢ Tepiyd xai AnoTais neplémecey, ot Kai £kdvoavreg avTov Kai TAnyds émBivreg anijAbov
a@évreg MuiBavij.”® The relative clause refers to Anotaic and clearly conveys additional
information about the robbers that is temporally subsequent to the information in the clause of
the antecedent, namely that the man encountered the robbers. Therefore, it is classified as a

continuative nonrestrictive relative clause, which by nature leans strongly toward coordination.

% «and as he entered into a certain village, ten leprous men met him, who stood at a distance and they lifted

up their voices saying, ‘Jesus, Master, have mercy on us.””
2T ESV: “Greet the beloved Persis, who has worked hard in the Lord.”

28 «a certain man was going down from Jerusalem to Jericho and encountered robbers, who also, having

stripped him and inflicted blows, departed, leaving |him] half-dead.”

183



Consider the following additional examples of nonrestrictive subject relative clauses:

Matt 23:27: Tapoig kekoviapévolg, oitiveg EEw0Osv piv gaivovrar dpaior, E6w0ey
O% yépovoty 40TV vekpdV Kai mdong dxabapoiag.”
e describes commonly known aspects of tombs that have been white washed
e proper relative clause (RC):* lies toward middle of modification/coordination
continuum

Matt 27:57: fiA\@ev &vOpwmog Thovasiog md Apwadaiag, Todvopa Tooie, ¢ kai
avTog $padnredtn 7@ Incodv.”
e provides additional information about Joseph, the rich man from Arimathea
e proper RC: leans slightly toward modification

Mark 3:17: xai énébniev adroig dvopa[ta] Boavnpyis, 6 ¢oTiv vioi Bpovrijc.”
e parenthetically explains what Boanerges means
e proper RC: conveys modification

Mark 5:2-3: g060¢ dmiivinoey adTd €k TMV pvnueiov avlpwmog év avedpatt
aKadaprT®, oG THY KaToiknow siyev &v TOig uvijpacwy.”
e provides additional information about the man with an unclean spirit who had
met Jesus immediately as he was exiting a boat
¢ proper RC: lies toward middle of modification/coordination continuum

John 1:12—13: 8co1 8¢ ElaBov avtdv, Edwkev avtoig Eovciav Tékva Beod yeviécBal,
101G MOTEVOVGY €ig TO Svopa avTod, ot 0VK £§ aipdtwv 00dE £k Oshpatog capkic
003 £k Oshjpartog avdpdg dAL’ ik Bgod EysvviiOnoav.™
e describes the nature of the “birth” of the children of God, those who have
received/believed Jesus
e proper RC: leans toward modification

John 15:26: 6 rapaxintog...1d nvedpa Tijg dAndsiog 6 mapd Tod naTpdg
éxmopeveTan.”’

¥ ESV: “whitewashed tombs, which outwardly appear beautiful, but within are full of dead people's
bones and all uncleanness.” Notice that the substantive modified consists of a noun plus restrictive attributive
participle: tagoig kekoviapévorg (tombs having been whitewashed).

30 The abbreviation “RC” will be utilized in subsequent examples for the terminology “Relative Clause.”
3V ESV: “there came a rich man from Arimathea, named Joseph, who also was a disciple of Jesus.”
2 NIV: “to them he gave the name Boanerges, which means Sons of Thunder.”

33 NASB”: “immediately a man from the tombs with an unclean spirit met Him, and he had his dwelling
among the tombs.”

34 NKJV: “But as many as received Him, to them He gave the right to become children of God, to those who
believe in His name: who were born, not of blood, nor of the will of the flesh, nor of the will of man, but of
God.”
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e provides additional information about the Helper/the Spirit of Truth
e proper RC: leans slightly toward modification

John 21:20: Emotpageig 6 [1étpog Brénet TOV padnrijv ov yana 6 Incodg
dxolovbodvra, 6 Kai Gvéneosy &v 1@ dsinve &mi 10 oTiif0g avTod Kai siney,
Kopug, tig £6Tv 0 mapadidoig oc;*

o provides additional information about the disciple whom Jesus loved

e proper RC: modification

Acts 1:12: Tote dnéotpeyav gig Tepovcainiu arnd dpovg Tod karovpévov Elodvog,
0 ¢oTwv &yyvg Tepovoaip....”
¢ provides additional parenthetical information about the location of Mt. Olivet
e proper RC: modification

Acts 8:27: kai idov avip AiBioy gvvodyog dvvastng Kavddakng pacikicong
Aidnov, 8¢ Ny & waong Tig Yaing adtiic, 8 &AnAv0st TpookuviicwV &ig
Tepoveahnip.”®
o the first relative clause describes the Ethiopian eunuch and the second
describes his circumstances.
o first relative clause leans toward modification (proper RC) and the second
leans toward coordination (connective RC)

Acts 10:47 MAT1 10 Bdwp ddvotar kwhdoai Tig 700 ui Banticdijvar TevTovg, oitiveg
76 nvedpa 10 &yov EAafov d¢ kai Npeis;”

e describes these people (the gentiles who received the Holy Spirit)

e proper RC: modification

Acts 12:10: f\Bav émi THY TOANY THY 61dnpav Tijv @épovesay ig iy wélwv, fiTig
avropdty Nvoiyn avroic.”

35 ESV: “the Helper..., the Spirit of truth, who proceeds from the Father.”

36 “peter, turning around, saw the disciple whom Jesus loved following, who also reclined at the supper

upon his back and said, ‘Lord, who is the one who betrays you?” Notice that the noun-phrase referenced consists
of a noun with a restrictive direct object relative clause. Additionally, Boyer wrongly labels the subject relative
clause as restrictive. Boyer, Relative Clauses, 14.

37 ESV: “then they returned to Jerusalem from the mount called Olivet, which is near Jerusalem.”

38 «“And there was an Ethiopian, a eunuch, a court official of Candace, queen of the Ethiopians, who was in

charge of all her treasure, who had come to Jerusalem to worship.”

3% ESV: “Can anyone withhold water for baptizing these people, who have received the Holy Spirit just as

we have?” : James W. Voelz, “The Language of the New Testament,” in Aufstieg und Niedergang der Romischen
Welt (ed. Hildegard Temporini and Wolfgang Haase; New York: de Gruyter, 1984), 2:955, labels this verse
nonrestrictive.

© NASB®: “they came to the iron gate that leads into the city, which opened for them by itself.”
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e provides information regarding the iron gate that leads into the city; it is
temporally subsequent to the event in the preceding clause
e continuative RC: strong coordination

Acts 28.7: 1@ mpaT@ Tijg vijoov dvépati Momdie, b avadeEapevog Nuag Tpeig
Npépag eho@pévag sEéviosy. .. "
e provides additional information concerning the specific actions of Publius
e connective RC: strong coordination

Rom 1:25: kai éoefdodnoav kai ELdrpevoay tij kticel mapd TV Kricavra, 6g EoTiv
gVA0YNTOG €ig TOVG aidvag, duiv.*

e provides additional information about the Creator

o proper RC: modification

Rom 2:14-15: &tav yap £€0vn Ta pi) vopov Exovra ¢OceL Td TOD VOLOL TOIDGY,
0UTOL VOPOV [T} EYOVTEG £QVTOIG SiGTY VOMOG: ofTiveg dvdsikvovtan Td Epyov Tod
vépov ypantov év taig kapdiag avtdv.”
e provides additional information about gentiles who do not have the law
e connective RC: coordination

Rom 4:16: dAAd xai 7@ &k Tictewg ABpadp, 6g E6Twv Tatilp TAVTOV NUdV.*
e describes the patriarch Abraham as the father of us all
e proper RC: modification

Rom 5:14: dAAd éBacilevoev 6 Bavatog and Adap péxpt Moiotmg kai €ri Tovg un
apopticavtag &l 16 dpoubpatt Tig tapafdcsng Adap d¢ E6Tiv TOTOG TOD
példovroc.®

e provides additional information about Adam as type

e proper RC: modification

2 Cor 4:4: Tod sdayyehiov tiig 36Eng Tod XproTod, oG éoTwv eikdV ToD Bg0v.*
e describes Christ as the image of God
e proper RC: modification

*I ESV: “to the chief man of the island, named Publius, who received us and entertained us hospitably for
three days.”

2 ESV: “and worshiped and served the creature rather than the Creator, who is blessed forever! Amen.”

 «for when gentiles who do not have the law by nature do the things in the law, these, although not having
the law, are a law to themselves, who show the work of the law written on their hearts.” Voelz, “The Language
of the New Testament,” 955, labels this verse nonrestrictive.

4 ESV: “but also to the one of the faith of Abraham, who is the father of us all.”

* ESV: “Yet death reigned from Adam to Moses, even over those whose sinning was not like the transgression
of Adam, who was a type of the one who was to come.”

“ ESV: “of the gospel of the glory of Christ, who is the image of God.”
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Gal 1:6-7: €ig Erepov edayyéhov, 6 0VK E6Tiv dAro."
o describes the other gospel to which the Galatians were turning
e proper RC: modification

Gal 2:4: 100¢g maperodKTovg YevdadéApovg, oitiveg TapelcijAfov KaTacKonijcaL
Tiv £Aev0spiay Nudv 1jv Exopcey év Xprotd Incod.*
e provides additional information about the false brothers who were secretly
brought in
e proper RC: coordination

Gal 5:19-21: pavepd &€ éotv Ta Epya Tig 6UPKOG, GTIVE E6TIV MOPVEiaQ,
axaBapoia, doéhyera, sidwiorarpia, pappaxsia, Ex0par, Epig, Lijrog, Bupoi,
£prBgian, dryoostacian, aipécerg, eOOvoL, pédar, KGpot Kai Td dpora Tovrors.”’
e describes what are the works of the flesh
e proper RC: modification

Eph 1:22-23: 1fj ékkAnoig, fiTig é6Tiv TO 6ApO avTod.”
e provides additional information about the church, describing it as the body of
Christ
e proper RC: modification

Eph 5:4: xai aioypoétg kai poporoyia §j edrpaneria, & 0Ok dvijkev.’’
e provides additional parenthetical information
e proper RC: modification

Eph 6:17: Tijv payapav tod mvevparog, 6 £otiv pijua Hcov.™
¢ provides additional parenthetical information about the sword of the spirit
e proper RC: modification

Col 3:5: miyv mheovebiav, fjTig £oTiv idwAoraTpia.™

“NASB”: “for a different gospel; which is really not another.”

“* NASB®: “the false brethren secretly brought in, who had sneaked in to spy out our liberty which we
have in Christ Jesus.” Notice the example of a restrictive direct object relative clause: “rijv éhgv0epiav Hpdv fjv
£yqopsv év Xprotd ‘Incod.”

4% “and manifest are the works of the flesh, which are sexual immorality, impurity, sensuality, idolatry,

sorcery, enmity, strife, jealousy, fits of anger, rivalries, dissensions, divisions, envy, drunkenness, orgies, and
things like these.”

0 ESV: “to the church, which is his body.” Sec a similar example in Colossians 1:24: “Ongp 100 cHpatog
avtod, 0 éotv 1 EkkAnoia” (“for the sake of his body, which is the church™).

' NASB”: “and . . . filthiness and silly talk, or coarse jesting, which are not fitting.”

52 ESV: “the sword of the Spirit, which is the word of God.” See add. 5-A for treatment of the gender of this
relative pronoun.
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e describes covetousness parenthetically
e proper RC: modification

Col 3:14: Tijv ayamnv, 6 £¢oTv ovvdeopnog Tijg TehetoTrog.™
e provides additional information about love
e proper RC: modification

2 Tim 2:17-18: v éotv ‘Ypévarog kai ®idntog, oitives mepi Tijv dAjbsiav
notémoav, Aéyovieg [Thv] avaotacty 101 yeyovéval, Kot GvatTpEmovety Ty Tivev
mieTv.”

e provides additional information about Hymenaeus and Philetus

e connective RC: leans strongly toward coordination

Heb 7:2 Basirevg Zaijp, & ¢etiv Baciredg sipiivng.*
e describes what “king of Salem” means
¢ proper RC: leans toward modification

Heb 10:11: xai Tég avtag molAdxig mpoceépnv Bueiag, aitiveg 00démots dvvavran
nepredsiv apapriog.’’

e describes “the same sacrifices”

e proper RC: lies toward middle of modification/coordination continuum

Heb 11:32-34: I'ededv, Bapak, Zapydv, Tepdae, Aavid te kai Zapovih kai Tdv
TPOPNTAV, 01 Sl TioTEMS KaTNYWVicavTo Baciheiog, sipydcavro Sikaocvvyy,
¢néTuyov EmayyeMdv, £9patav otopata Asovrov, Eofesav dHvamv Tvpdc,
£puyov crépara payaipng, sdvvapdbnoav arnd acdeveiag, Eyeviibneav icyvpoi év
ToOAEp®, TapepPoriag Exhvav airotpiov.™

e describes what these men did by faith

e connective RC: leans strongly toward coordination

33 ESV: “covetousness, which is idolatry”

3 “love, which is the bond of perfection.” Sce add. 5-A for treatment of this relative pronoun.

3 “of whom are Hymenaeus and Philetus, who, concerning the truth, have swerved, saying the resurrection

to already have happened, and are upsetting the faith of some.”

% NASB®: *king of Salem, which is king of peace.” BDAG asserts, “The neut[er] is used . . . in explanations,
esplecially] of foreign words . . . which or that is, which means: Pociheds Zaiiy, 6 Eotv Paciiels sipivng.”
BDAG, &g, 1ga. Also, see add. 5-A.

7 ESV: “offering repeatedly the same sacrifices, which can never take away sins.”

%8 ESV: “of Gideon, Barak, Samson, Jephthah, of David and Samuel and the prophets--who through
faith conquered kingdoms, enforced justice, obtained promises, stopped the mouths of lions, quenched the
power of fire, escaped the edge of the sword, were made strong out of weakness, became mighty in war, put
foreign armies to flight.” Note that Boyer, Relative Clauses, 27, neglects to identify this example in his
examination of relative clauses.
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1 Pet 2:9~10: Ypeig 8¢ yévog ékhektdv, Baciieov igpdtevpa, E0vog dyov, hadg &ig
TEPUIOINCLY . . . 01 woTE 00 Adg VIV 88 Madg 0g0d.”

e describes the recipients of Peter’s epistle, 2" person address

e connective RC: leans toward coordination

1 Pet 2:11: T®v copkik®v émOopmdv ditiveg eTpaTedovrarl Katd Tijg Yoyiic.®
e describes nature of fleshly lust
o proper RC: leans toward modification

1 John 2:8: maAwv évrodiy kawwi}v ypdo Vuiv, 6 deTiv dAn0ig &v avTd Kai &v
LITTAAY

¢ provides additional information about the new commandment

o proper RC: leans toward modification

Rev 2:7: ddow ad1d Qayeiv &k Tod EVAov Tijg Loijg, 6 ¢oTiv v T® mapadeicw Tod
0g0v.*”

e provides additional information about the tree of life (location)

e proper RC: modification

Rev 5:6: képara £ntd kai 6@Oarpovs et ol sicw Ta [¢nTd] TVEbPRATA TOD
0c09.”

o describes the seven horns and seven eyes

e proper RC: modification

Rev 9:20: 1& €idmAa Td (pv6d kai Ta apyvpd Kai 1@ Yorkd kai Td Aibwva kai Ta
Ebohva, @ odts PAérey dOvavron ovte GKOVELY 00TE MEPITATEIV.™

o describes the nature of idols

e proper RC: modification

* NKJV: “But you are a chosen generation, a royal priesthood, a holy nation, His own special people . .
once were not a people but are now the people of God.” Note that Boyer, Relative Clauses, 28, neglects to
identify this example in his examination of relative clauses.

. who

% NASB”’: “fleshly lusts, which wage war against the soul.” See Voelz’s nonrestrictive assessment of this

verse on p. 179 above and as follows: Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part I11,” 402; Voelz, “The
Language of the New Testament,” 955.

¢! ESV: “On the other hand, I am writing a new commandment to you, which is true in Him and in you.”

Sec add. 5-A for treatment of this relative pronoun.

52 ESV: “To the one who conquers I will grant to eat of the tree of life, which is in the paradise of God.”

% NASB®: “seven horns and seven eyes, which are the seven Spirits of God.” Consider a similar example

in Rev 4:5.

* ESV: “idols of gold and silver and bronze and stone and wood, which cannot see or hear or walk.”
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Having surveyed a wide variety of clear examples of proper and connective nonrestrictive
subject relative clauses, a few notable examples will be presented and more thoroughly
discussed.

Luke 15:7 contains a unique example of a noun phrase with a subject relative clause that is
compared to a noun phrase with an attributive participle: Aéyw Opiv 6t obTwG Yopd &v T®
ovpav® Eoton émi Evi AUAPTWAG PETAVOODVTL Tj €Ml EvevijkovTa évvéa Sikaiolg oitiveg 00
ypeiav Exovew petavoiag.”’ The first complex substantive consists of the antecedent évi
apaptwrid modified by peravoodvti. The participle limits the referent to a sinner that repents as
opposed to one that does not, therefore it is restrictive.* This type of sinner is compared to 99
righteous [ones/men/people]. The relative clause ottiveg 00 ypeiav Exovov petavoiog refers to
the 99 righteous (&vevrjicovta évvéa dikaiotg). A righteous person, by definition, does not need to
repent, so, this proper relative clause, in a non-limiting manner, merely provides additional
information about righteous people. Therefore it functions nonrestrictively and furthermore, it
leans toward modification.

Additionally when considering translations of this text, most English and Spanish
translations do not punctuate the relative clause correctly. Consider the following:

ESV; NASB®; NASB’: ninety-nine righteous persons who need no repentance

NIV: ninety-nine righteous persons who do not need to repent

R95; LBA; NVI; PER: noventa y nueve justos que no necesitan [arrepentirse]

These translations, which utilize restrictive relative clauses, imply that there exists a certain type
of righteous person that needs to repent. This contradicts the very definition of what it means to

be righteous.

$ASV: “I say unto you, that even so there shall be joy in heaven over one sinner that repenteth, more than over
ninety and nine righteous persons, who need no repentance,

% An example of restrictive modification that leans toward concept formation.
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Consider two examples of subject relative clauses in | Cor 4:17: d1d Tobto Engpya Luiv
Tipu60eov, 6¢ £6Tiv POV TEKVOV AYaANTOV KAl TGTOV £V KUPIW, 0 DUES avapuvijost Tig 6600g
pov tag &v Xprotd [Inood], xadbg mavtayod &v naon ékkinoig s1d5aokw.” The first relative
clause seems to be an example of a proper nonrestrictive relative clause that leans toward
modification. The apostle Paul is not identifying Timothy but is providing additional
information; he describes Timothy as his beloved son and faithful in the Lord. The second
relative clause contains information that is temporally subsequent to the clause containing the
referent. In the clause with the antecedent (Tiud8¢gov), Paul sent Timothy. Temporally
subsequent to this sending, Timothy will remind the Corinthian believers of Paul’s ways in
Christ. The relative clause moves the argument forward and into a new direction; therefore, it is a
continuative nonrestrictive relative clause. As with all continuative clauses, it leans strongly
toward coordination. Notice the treatment of these two relative clauses in the following English
translation (NASB®), which seems to be correct: “For this reason I have sent to you Timothy,
who is my beloved and faithful child in the Lord, and he will remind you of my ways which are
in Christ, just as I teach everywhere in every church.” The first relative clause is translated with a
relative pronoun, “who,” and the second with a coordinating conjunction and personal pronoun,
“and he.” Both of these clauses demonstrate the nonrestrictive nature of subject relative clauses
as well as the continuum of nonrestrictivity from modification to coordination.

1 Pet 2:21—4 contains three subject relative clauses in series:

gig TodT0o Yap xAOnte, 011 Kol XproTodg Enabev HIEP VUGV DUV DIOMUTAVOY

droypappov va rakoovdijonte Toig ixveov avrod, 2 8¢ duaptiav odk &noinoev

000¢ gupébn dOLOG &v T oTOUATL 0DTOD, 2 8¢ hor8opovpevoc ovK avtehodopet
’ 9 2 2 r b3 ~ r ’ 2 Lo h L3 ’ L4 ~
néoxwv 0Ok freiker, Topedidov 8¢ 1@ kpivovtt Sikaing: > 8¢ Tag dpapriag HudV

% NASB®: “For this reason I have sent to you Timothy, who is my beloved and faithful child in the Lord,
and he will remind you of my ways which are in Christ, just as | teach everywhere in every church.”
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avTdg viveykev &v T@ ompatt avtod &ri 10 EVAov, tva Taig apaptiolg droysvouevol
H dicaocvvn {cmuev, 0b 16 pdiom 16enTe.*®

Each of the subject relative clauses refers back to Xpiotdg (and avtod) in verse 21. Since each
relative clause clearly provides additional information about Christ and keeps the narrative
moving forward building upon the previous clause, these are clearly connective relative clauses.
These three connective subject relative clauses demonstrate a unique aspect of the coordinate
capability and nonrestrictive nature of connective relative clauses. Most English translations
reflect this with either coordinate clauses (NASBgS, NASB") or independent clauses (ESV, NIV,

CSB, NRSV). See, for examples the NASB”” and ESV below:

Coordinate Clauses (NASB’"): For you have been called for this purpose, since
Chrlst also suffered for you, leaving you an example for you to follow in His steps,

22 who committed no sin, nor was any deceit found in His mouth; > and while being
reviled, He did not revile in return; while suffermg, He uttered no threats, but kept
entrustmg Himself to Him who judges nghteously, and He Himself bore our sins
in His body on the cross, that we might die to sin and live to righteousness; for by His
wounds you were healed.

Independent Clauses (ESV): For to this you have been called, because Christ also
suffered for you, leaving you an example, so that you mlght follow in his steps. 2 He
committed no sin, neither was deceit found in his mouth. > When he was reviled, he
did not revile in return; when he suffered, he did not threaten, but continued
entrusting himself to him who judges justly. * He himself bore our sins in his body
on the tree, that we might die to sin and live to righteousness. By his wounds you
have been healed.

Revelation 19:2 contains a notable example of a subject relative clause: 6Tt dAnfwvai kai

dikaion ai kpicelg avTod- 6TL EKpvev TV ApVNY TIV peYaAny fTig EQOcipev Ty Yijv &v Tij

% NASB”’: “For you have been called for this purpose, since Christ also suffered for you, leaving you an
example for you to follow in His steps 2 who committed no sin, nor was any deceit found in His mouth; 2* and
while being reviled, He did not revile in return; while suffermg, He uttered no threats, but kept entrusting Hzmself to
Him who judges righteously; ** and He Himself bore our sins in His body on the cross, that we might die to sin and
live to righteousness; [by whose] wounds you were healed.” Notice also the nonrestrictive oblique connective
relative clause in verse 24: ob 1@ pdiom iGONTe.
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mopveig avriic, kai dedinosy 1o alpa v SovAmv adTod &k xspdg adtic.”® NAY and most
English/Spanish translations seem to treat this relative clause as restrictive since no intervening
comma exists between the referent and relative clause. When one considers the context,
however, it is quite clear that this is a nonrestrictive proper relative clause that leans toward
modification; there is no other great harlot.

In Rev 17:1 the first mention of this prostitute occurs: Agbpo, dei&w oot 1o Kpipa Tijg
TopVNG TG neyaing Tiic kadnuévng &xi VéGTev ToAAGY.” The complex substantive occurs
with a restrictive attributive participle that helps to identify her as the one who is seated on many
waters. The subsequent narrative describes this great prostitute, the many waters, her actions and
her judgment.

In chapter 17, the kings of the earth commit sexual immorality with her and are intoxicated
with her wine (17:2). She is referenced in 17:15 where the waters are described as multitudes of
a variety of peoples; furthermore, she has dominion over the kings of the earth (17:18).

In chapter 18 she is identified as Babylon, where she is again described as follows: “all
nations have drunk the wine of the passion of her sexual immorality, and the kings of the earth
have committed immorality with her, and the merchants of the earth have grown rich from the
power of her luxurious living” (Rev 18:3 ESV). Chapter 18 continues to describe her fall and the
kings of the earth mourning over her: “And the Kings of the earth, who committed sexual
immorality and lived in luxury with her, will weep and wail over her when they see the smoke of
her burning” (Rev 18:9 ESV). God’s judgment over her is announced, “Rejoice over her, O

heaven, and you saints and apostles and prophets, for God has given judgment for you against

5 “for true and just are his judgments, for he has judged the great prostitute, who was corrupting the earth
with her immorality, and [he] has avenged the blood of his servants against her hand.”

0 ESV: “Come, I will show you the judgment of the great prostitute who is seated on many waters.”
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her! (Rev 18:20 ESV).” Additionally, the corruption of the earth by the great prostitute, Babylon,
is described again in 18:23, “all nations were deceived by your sorcery” (ESV).

So, when tiv wépvnv v peydiny is mentioned in 19:2, contextually speaking, this is a
very specific entity and there would be no doubt of her identity in the hearer’s mind. The proper
relative clause (fitig EpBeipev TV yijv &v Ti] mopveig avtiig) clearly modifies nonrestrictively,
providing additional, non-limiting information about her; she was corrupting the earth with her
immorality. By contrast, the modification of the great prostitute in 17:2 necessarily must be
restrictive, since this is the first mention of her; therefore, the attributive participial clause (tfig
Kabnuévng ént V3aTwv ToAA®V) is utilized.

Subject relative clauses occur throughout the New Testament, among different authors and
various genres. These constructions commonly relate nonrestrictively to their antecedents and do
so at all points across the modification/coordination continuum of nonrestrictivity.

Nonrestrictive Relative Clauses—Direct Object. As was asserted in chapter 3, direct
object relative clauses occur slightly more frequently than subject relative clauses’ and more
frequently than the other types. The Greek New Testament contains 369 occurrences
representing 35% of all restrictive/nonrestrictive relative clauses. In each of these occurrences it
can be readily discerned that the relative pronoun fills the role of direct object within the
subordinate clause. Accusative relative pronouns make up the majority of relative pronouns
utilized in these clauses. Genitive and dative relative pronouns also occur in direct object relative
clauses due to attraction of the relative pronoun to the case of the antecedent’ or due to the fact

that certain verbs require the genitive or dative case for the direct object.

™ See n. 25 above.

" See add. 5-A for more information on relative pronoun attraction.
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Nonrestrictive direct object relative clauses are distributed evenly throughout the Greek
New Testament. They find representation in the Synoptic Gospels, John, Acts, Pauline Epistles
(all except Philippians) Hebrews, James, | & 2 Peter, 1-3 John, and Revelation. A representative
sample of examples that lean toward nonrestrictive modification and coordination will be
presented.

First, several examples will clearly demonstrate the nature of these relative clauses.
Second, a succinct list of examples will familiarize the reader with a wide variety of occurrences.
Finally, a few notable examples will be analyzed.

John 12:1 contains a direct object relative clause that refers to the specific entity Lazarus:
‘0 ovv 'Incodg mpd EE uepdv Tod Thoya NIV gic Bnbaviav, dmov v Adlapoc, dv fiysipev ik
vekp®v Ineovc.” The immediate context of the verse establishes that this is the Lazarus from

Bethany. The context of the preceding chapter, however, definitively establishes this fact:

John 11:1 AaCapog and Bnbaviag
John 11:2 0 adehpog Adlapog
John 11:5 Tov Adlapov

John 11:11 Aaapog 6 pilog uddv

John 11:14 Adalapog anébavev

John 11:43 Adalape, 5ebpo EEm
So, when John 12:1 mentions Bethany, where Lazarus was, the relative clause in no way could
be construed as limiting. Rather, it provides non-limiting parenthetical information, presenting
again the facts of John 11. This proper relative clause is therefore nonrestrictive and leans toward
the modification end of the continuum of nonrestrictivity.

Titus 3:5-6 contains an example of a direct object relative clause coupled with a very

specific referent: avedparog dyiov, ov iEéysev 2@° Muig mhoveing d1d Incod Xpiotod Tod

™ ESV “Six days before the Passover, Jesus therefore came to Bethany, where Lazarus was, whom Jesus had
raised from the dead.” Boyer wrongly classifies this example as restrictive. Boyer, Relative Clauses, 13. See also
John 12:9.



catijpog qudv.” Clearly Paul does not limit the referent; more than one Holy Spirit does not
exist. The relative clause describes the source of the Holy Spirit (verse 4: 100 cwtijpog fjudv
Beov) and the vehicle through which the Holy Spirit was poured out (verse 6: 1 Incod Xpiotod
100 cwtijpog Nudv). This proper nonrestrictive relative clause lies toward the middle of the
nonrestrictive modification/coordination continuum. Additionally, the relative pronoun would
usually be in the accusative but stands in the genitive here due to attraction to the antecedent.”
Consider the following additional examples of nonrestrictive direct object relative clauses:

Matt 23:35: Tod aipatog Zayapiov viod Bapayiov, ov ¢épovevcare petadd Tod vaod
Kai Tod Bverastnpiov.™
e provides additional information about the specific entity Zechariah the son of
Barachiah
e proper RC: leans toward modification

Mark 2:26: Tovg @ptovg Tijc TPpodicewg Epaysv, 0dg 0VK EEEOTIV QAYELY &i pi) TOVG
iepsig.”

o describes an aspect of the bread of the Presence

o proper RC: leans toward modification

Luke 2:30-31: 76 coTiip16v 600, 6 NTOIHAGUS KATA TPOGOTOV TAVTOV TOV
Aa@dv.™

e describes God’s salvation

o proper RC: leans toward modification

John 6:27: iy Bpdorv Ti|v pévoveay &ic Loy aidviov, {jv 6 vidg To® avlpdrov
vuiv ddosr.”

™ ESV: “the Holy Spirit, whom he poured out on us richly through Jesus Christ our Savior.” Boyer,
Relative Clauses, 26, wrongly classifies this example as restrictive.

75 See Robertson, Grammar of the Greek New Testament, 716. Sec add. 5-A for treatment of relative pronoun
agreement.

7 ESV: “the blood of Zechariah the son of Barachiah, whom you murdered between the sanctuary and
the altar.”

77 “he ate the bread of the Presence, which it is not lawful to eat except for the priests.” See also parallel
verses: Matt 12:4, Luke 6:4.

BNIV: “your salvation, which you have prepared in the sight of all people.”

" ESV: “the food that endures to eternal life, which the Son of Man will give to you.” Voelz,
“Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part I11,” 403, labels this example specifically as “the relative pronoun
introducing a non-restrictive clause.” Boyer, Relative Clauses, 12,.erroneously labels this relative clause as
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e provides additional information about the food that endures to eternal life
e proper RC: coordination

John 17:11: év 7@ 6vépari 6ov @ Hédwkag por.™
e provides additional information about God’s name/authority
e proper RC: leans toward modification

Acts 3:15: Tov 8¢ apymyov Tiig {iig dnekteivats dv 6 Bedg fiysipev 2k vekp®Y, 00
Tiueis népropég eopev.®
¢ provides information about the author of life that is temporally subsequent to
event in clause where antecedent is located
e continuative RC: coordination

Acts 11:29-30: gig dwakoviav wépyar Toig karowovoy &v Tij Tovdaig adelgoic: 0
Kai éroinoav arocteilavreg mpog ToVg TpesPfurépoug Oul xe1pog BapvaPa kai
Zadrov.”
e provides additional information with reference to the act of sending relief
(non-nominal antecedent)
o sentential RC: coordination®

Rom 3:24-25: &1d tijg dmolvtphdoewg TiiG &v Xpirotd Incot- ov apoideto 6 0cog
ilacTiipiov... .

e provides additional information about Jesus Christ

e proper RC: leans toward coordination

1 Cor 6:19: 10 o®dpo DVuGY vadg 10d &v UiV ayiov AvedpaTég éoTy 00 ExeTe GTd
0g09.%
e provides additional information about the source of the Holy Spirit within the
believer
e proper RC: leans toward modification

restrictive.

% ESV: “in your name, which you have given me.” See also John 17:12. Boyer, Relative Clauses, 13,
erroneously labels this relative clause as restrictive. The relative pronoun is in the dative case due to attraction to
antecedent. See Robertson, Grammar of the Greek New Testament, 716. See also add. 5-A.

8! ESV: “and you killed the Author of life, whom God raised from the dead. To this we are witnesses.” BDF
label this a “Relative Connective.” BDF, §458. Boyer, Relative Clauses, 14, erroneously labels this relative clause as
restrictive. Notice the second relative clause is a sentential oblique relative clause.

32 ESV: “to send relief to the brothers living in Judea. And they did so, sending it to the elders by the
hand of Barnabas and Saul.”

¥ With sentential antecedents BDAG, ¢, 1gp, asserts that the neuter is used “when the relative pronoun looks
back upon a whole clause.” See also add. 5-A.

¥ ESV: “through the redemption that is in Christ Jesus, whom God put forward as a propitiation.”

8 ESV: “our body is a temple of the Holy Spirit within you, whom you have from God.”
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Gal 2:10: pévov T@V TTOYGV Iva pPviHoveEL®UEY, 0 Kai £6100d00a avTd TovTo
notfjoan.*
e provides additional information with respect to the request to remember the
poor (non-nominal antecedent)
¢ sentential RC: coordination®

Eph 6:21-22: Toyukog 6 dyanntog adeh@og Kai meTog Sidkovog év Kupi, ov
Erepya npog Opac®

e provides additional information about Tychicus

e proper RC: leans toward coordination

Col 1:5: 510 v éAmida Tv Grokelpévny VUiV &v Toig 0VPavois, Tjv TponKovoaTe
&v T® MOYQ Tijg GAnOciag Tod svayyeriov.”

e provides additional information about the hope laid up in the heavens

e proper RC: leans toward coordination.

1 Tim 6:14-15: uéxpt tijg émaveiog Tob kvpiov Nudv Incot Xpretod, fjv karpoig
idioig deiker.”

o describes the manifestation of Jesus Christ at his second coming

e proper RC: leans toward coordination

Phim 1:10-13: 'Owvijowpov, 6V 10T€ cOL AYpnoTov vuvi 8¢ [kai] ool kai Epoi
g0YPNOTOV, OV avérepya cor,"Ov £yd Boviduny apoc dpavtdv kaTéysw.”
e Both relative clauses describe Onesimus in relation to Paul
e connective RCs: coordination

Heb 9:7: &ig 8¢ v devtépav Gma& tod Eviavtod Hovog O apLEPELS, OV YWPIG
aipatog 6 mpoc@iper Vmip £avTod Kai TAOV TOD Aaod ayvonparwv.”

se “only that we might remember the poor, which also | was eager to do this very thing.”

%7 Robertson supports this assessment, “Once more, 0 is used to refer to a verbal idea or to the whole

sentence.” Robertson, Grammar of the Greek New Testament, 714. See also Acts 11:29-30, above, as well as add. 5-
A.

% «Tychicus the beloved brother and faithful servant in the Lord, whom I have sent to you.” See also a
similar example in Col 4:8.

% “because of the hope laid up for you in heaven, which you have heard before in the word of the truth of
the gospel.” Notice the antecedent is a noun phrase with a restrictive attributive participle of the ASAP formation
pattern. Boyer, Relative Clauses, 24, mislabels this relative clause as restrictive.

% ESV: “until the appearing of our Lord Jesus Christ, which he will display at the proper time.”

o “Onesimus, formerly he was useless to you, but now he is indeed useful to you and to me, whom I have
sent to you . . ., whom I wished to keep with me.”

2 ESV: “but into the second only the high priest goes, and he but once a year, and not without taking blood,
which he offers for himself and for the unintentional sins of the people.”
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e Describes what priest does with blood in the second tent
e proper RC: lies toward middle of modification/coordination continuum

Jas 1:12: tov etépavov tijg {oijg Ov énnyysidato Toig dyondow avTov.”
e provides additional information about the crown of life
e proper RC: lies toward middle of modification/coordination continuum

I Pet 5:8-9: 6 avriducog dpddv SraPorog @ avricTnre.”
e Describes relationship one should have toward the devil/adversary
e connective RC: coordination

1 John 4:3: kai T0016 éoTiv TO TOD AvriypicTov, & dxnkoéate o1 Epyeran.”
e provides additional information about the spirit of the antichrist
e proper RC: leans toward coordination

Rev 2:6: piogic 1 Epya T@dv Nikohoitdv & kéyd pod.”
e provides parenthetic information about Christ’s hatred of the works of the
Nicolaitans
e proper RC: leans toward modification
Having surveyed a variety of examples of nonrestrictive direct object relative clauses,
several notable examples will be presented and more thoroughly discussed.
Acts 3:20-21 contains two direct object relative clauses: kai amooteily TOvV

TPOKEYEIPIOUEVOV DTV AP10TOV Ineodv, v Ol 0vpavov piv dsEacOan aypr xpoévwv

AMOKATAGTACEMS TAVTOV OV EAdANcEY 6 BEdg d1d 5TONATOC TAV dyiwvy G’ aidvog adTod

npoontdyv.” The first relative clause goes beyond modification to coordination and moves the
thought process forward. The referent is definitely the specific entity of Jesus Christ; so, clearly

there is no possibility of a limiting relationship between the clause and referent. Furthermore, the

% ESV: “the crown of life, which God has promised to those who love him.”

% “Your adversary the devil . . ., whom you must resist.” The relative pronoun is in the dative case due the
fact that avBictnu takes the direct object in the dative.

% ESV: “This is the spirit of the antichrist, which you heard was coming.” Boyer, Relative Clauses, 29,
incorrectly classifies this example as restrictive.

% ESV: “you hate the works of the Nicolaitans, which I also hate.”

%7 “and that he may send the Christ appointed for you, Jesus, whom heaven must receive until the time of

the restoration of evervthing, which God spoke of through the mouth of his holy prophets long ago.”
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information provided leads into the explanation of the time of the restoration of everything at
Jesus’ second coming. So, this first relative clause is a connective nonrestrictive relative clause.
The second relative clause provides non-limiting information about the time of the restoration of
everything. This additional information partly modifies the referent yet also moves the argument
forward in a coordinate manner. Therefore, it is a proper nonrestrictive relative clause that lies
toward the middle of the modification/coordination continuum of nonrestrictivity. Additionally,
the relative pronoun would usually be in the accusative but stands in the genitive here due to
attraction to the antecedent.” So, Acts 3:20-21 contains two nonrestrictive direct object relative
clauses, a connective relative and a proper relative.

First Corinthians 15:1 contains two direct object relative clauses: I'vopifm 8¢ Opiv,
&dehpot, T ebayyéhov & gomyyehoauny Vuiv, O kai taperaBere.” The first relative clause, &
gimyyehoGuny vy, restricts its referent, 10 gbayyéhov.'® This complex and very specific
entity, “the gospel that | preached to you,” stands as the referent for the subsequent relative
clause.'® The direct object relative clause 6 xai mapehdfete contains additional information
about the antecedent that is temporally subsequent to the event of the preceding clause; therefore
it is labeled a continuative nonrestrictive relative. The progression of events is that Paul preached
the gospel to the Corinthians, who then received it. So, the first direct object relative clause

limits the referent to establish a very specific complex substantive and is thus restrictive. The

% See Robertson, Grammar of the Greek New Testament, 716 and add. 5-A.

% NASB®’: “Now I make known to you, brethren, the gospel which [ preached to you, which also you
received.”

1% Note that in order for this referent to be modified by a restrictive attributive participle, the participle would
have to be in the passive. Additionally it would have to be coupled with the indirect object vpiv and an expression of
agency such as On’ €uod. While one could argue the grammatical possibility of such a structure, it would be
stylistically awkward. See n. 29 on p. 234 of ch. 6.

' Note that two additional relative clauses follow and will be treated in a section below that treats oblique
nonrestrictive relative clauses. See p. 203.
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continuative nonrestrictive relative clause following moves the argument forward temporally,
providing additional information about the gospel that Paul preached to the Corinthians. This
example is particularly informative in that it shows two direct object relative clauses within close
proximity. It has already been demonstrated in chapter 3,' that restrictive direct object relative
clauses exist and here, in chapter 5, that nonrestrictive direct object relative clauses exist. Note
that in this example, context alone determines the restrictive and nonrestrictive nature of these
two direct object relative clauses.

Direct object relative clauses occur throughout the New Testament, among different
authors and various genres. These constructions are capable of relating nonrestrictively to their
antecedents and do so at all points across the modification/coordination continuum of
nonrestrictivity.

Nonrestrictive Relative Clauses—Indirect Object. Indirect object relative clauses occur
less frequently than any other type of subordinate relative clause. The Greek New Testament
contains only 11 occurrences representing 1% of all restrictive/nonrestrictive relative clauses. In
each of these occurrences it can be readily discerned that the relative pronoun fills the role of
indirect object within the subordinate clause. Dative relative pronouns make up the majority of
relative pronouns utilized in these clauses.'”

Only eight nonrestrictive indirect object relative clauses exist in the Greek New Testament;
they are found in Acts, Romans, Colossians, Hebrews and 1 Peter. Consider Colossians 1:26-27

as a representative example:

192 See pp. 134 and 142 of ch. 3.

' The nonrestrictive indirect object relative clause in Acts 26:17 utilizes a preposition with the accusative to
indicate the indirect object: £k TdV £0vaV &ig odc £yd amootélhw os (NASB®: “from the Gentiles, to whom 1 am
sending you™).

201



Col 1:26-27: vdv 8¢ épavepdbn Toig ayiowg adtod, oig §0éANceY 6 Oedg yvapicar Ti
10 ThoTog Tijg 86ENG Tod pueTnpiov TovTOV év TOIG EOvecy.'™

e Provides additional information about God’s saints

e connective RC: coordination

Nonrestrictive Relative Clauses—Oblique. As was asserted in chapter 3, oblique relative
clauses occur slightly less frequently than subject and direct object relative clauses but more
frequently than indirect object and possessor relative clauses. The Greek New Testament
contains 253 occurrences representing 24% of all restrictive/nonrestrictive relative clauses. In
each of these occurrences it can be readily discerned that the relative pronoun fills the role of an
oblique within the subordinate clause. Genitive, dative and accusative relative pronouns are
utilized in these clauses. The oblique category contains a variety of roles which are not covered
in the direct object, indirect object, and possessor categories. Roles such as locative, instrument,
means, source, etc... describe this category. Oblique relative clauses often utilize prepositions
with the pronoun in the subordinate clause (e.g. &ig, &v, d1d, i, anod, nepi, TPAOC, HETA, YWPIC,
Katd, VIEP, €K, Tapd).

Nonrestrictive oblique relative clauses are distributed fairly evenly throughout the Greek
New Testament. They find representation in the Synoptic Gospels, John, Acts, Pauline Epistles
(all except 1 Thessalonians and Philemon) Hebrews, James, 1 & 2 Peter, Jude, and Revelation. A
representative sample of examples that lean toward nonrestrictive modification and coordination
will be presented.

First, several examples will clearly demonstrate the nature of these relative clauses.
Second, a succinct list of examples will familiarize the reader with a variety of occurrences.

Finally, a few notable examples will be analyzed.

1% NASB®: “but has now been manifested to His saints, to whom God willed to make known what is the
riches of the glory of this mystery among the Gentiles.”
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Mark 16:9 contains an oblique relative clause modifying a very specific entity: Mapig tij
Maydainvij, map’ N éxPePrriket Enta doaupovia.'® The proper relative clause provides
additional information about Mary Magdalene. The context naturally dictates this relative clause
to be nonrestrictive as the narrator clearly does not distinguish between two different women
named Mary Magdalene. On the continuum of nonrestrictivity, this proper oblique relative clause
leans toward modification.

First Corinthians 15:1-2 contains two examples of oblique relative clauses: ['vwpilw o0&
Vpiv, 63eAgoi, Td sdayyélov & edrpyysMoauny Ouiy, d koi noperdPete, &v @ kai soTikare, SU
oV kai cdecBe.' This complex and very specific entity, “10 gboyyéhov O eonyyshoduny
vpiv/the gospel that I preached to you,” stands as the referent for the subsequent relative clauses.
The direct object relative clause, 0 kai naperdPere, leans strongly toward coordination and was
discussed above. The next two oblique relative clauses (év @ Koi éomikate'™ and i o0 xai
o®lecbe) function similarly by providing additional information that is subsequent to the event
in the immediately preceding relative clause; therefore, they are continuative. The progression of
events is that Paul preached the gospel to the Corinthians, who then received it and as a result
now stand in that Gospel and are saved by it. So, the first direct object relative clause limits the
referent to establish a very specific complex substantive. The following continuative direct
object relative clause and the following two continuative oblique relative clauses move the
argument forward temporally, providing additional information about the gospel that Paul

preached to the Corinthians. As continuative clauses, they naturally lean toward coordination.

19 ESV: “Mary Magdalene, from whom he had cast out seven demons.” See parallel example at Luke 8§:2.

1% NASB”: “Now I make known to you, brethren, the gospel which I preached to you, which also you
received, in which also you stand, by which also you are saved.” See the treatment of this verse with respect to
direct object relative clauses on p. 201 above. The first relative clause, 6 evnyyehohunv Opiv, restricts its referent,
70 gvayyEAlov.

'7 Boyer incorrectly classifies this example as restrictive. Boyer, Relative Clauses, 21.
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Consider the following additional examples of nonrestrictive oblique relative clauses:

Matt 1:16: Takdp 8¢ éyévvnoev 1ov loone Tov &vdpa Mapiag, £ fig &yevwiion
Incovg.'”®
¢ describes Mary, the wife of Joseph, as also the one who gave birth to Jesus
e proper RC: modification

Luke 1:78: 31& omhéyyva éAéovg 020D Nudv, &v 0ig EMOKEYETAL TG AvaTOM) £
VYoVG, EM@avaL TOTG £V 6KOTEL Kai oKL OavaTov kabnuévorg, oD Katevbival
TOUG HdAG UMV £ig 680V giprivng,.'”
o provides additional information about God’s mercy and loosens connection
with previous clause
e connective RC: coordination

John 5:45: éotv 6 xatnyopdv VUGV Moieiic, sig Ov psig NArikare.'"”
e describes hearer’s relationship to Moses
e proper RC: lies toward modification

Acts 3:15” Tdv 82 apynyov Tijg {wijg anexteivate dv 6 050G fysipey £k vekp@Y, 0V
TuElG paprovpéc éopey.'"

e describes Peter (and others) as witness of Jesus’ murder and resurrection

e sentential RC: coordination'"

Acts 13:22: kai petactioog adTov fiyepev Tov Aavid adtoic sig Paciiéo @ Kai simey
papTupricag: evpov Aavid Tov 1o Isccai, avdpa katda THY kapdiav pov.'"
e describes King David

1% ESV: “And Jacob begot Joseph the husband of Mary, of whom was born Jesus.”

19 ESV: “because of the tender mercy of our God, by which the rising sun will come to us from heaven to
shine on those living in darkness and in the shadow of death, to guide our feet into the path of peace.” Zerwick
identifies this as the instrumental use of the dative. See Zerwick, Grammatical Analysis, 175, and Maximilian
Zerwick and Joseph Smith. Biblical Greek: lllustrated by Examples (Rome: Scripta Pontificii Instituti Biblici, 1963),
40.

"9 ESV: “There is one who accuses you: Moses, on whom you have set your hope.”

! «and you killed the Author of Life, whom God raised from the dead, of which we are witnesses.” Note
that the antecedent consists of the entire clause: “and you killed the Author of Life, whom God raised from the
dead.” Note that this sentential antecedent contains a nonrestrictive direct object relative clause (v 6 0e0g Tiyelpev
£x vexp®v). See p. 198 for an analysis of this nonrestrictive direct object continuative relative clause.

"2 BDAG confirms the sentential assessment of this relative clause and cites this verse stating, “The neut[er] is

used...when the relative pron[oun] looks back upon a whole clause...” BDAG, ¢, 1gB. BDF confirm our assessment
and label this relative clause as a “relative connective.” BDF, §458. Boyer, Relative Clauses, 14, incorrectly
classifies this as a restrictive relative clause.

3 ESV: “Afier He had removed him, He raised up David to be their king, concerning whom He also
testified and said, 'l HAVE FOUND DAVID the son of Jesse, A MAN AFTER MY HEART.” The dative
relative pronoun, ¢, seems to be functioning as a dative of respect/reference.
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e proper RC: lies toward coordination.

Acts 26:26: énictatal yap mepi ToUTOV 0 Pacthedg Tpdg OV Kai mappnoralépevog
Aord.'

e describes relationship to the king

e proper RC: lies toward coordination

Rom 5:1-2: 81a To® kvpiov fiudv Tijeod Xpiotod i’ ob Kai THV TPoGayOYNV
soyikapey [rij miote] sig Tiv yapw TavTyy....'"
e Provides additional information about Jesus Christ and relation to believer,
loosens connection with previous clause
¢ connective RC: coordination

Eph 5:18: xai pi) pediokesde oive, &v @ soTwv dcwtia.'"
o describes being drunk with wine as an action in which debauchery may be
found
o sentential RC: coordination

Phil 3:20: ipdv yap T Tokitevpa &v 0dpavois HIapyEL, & 0D Kal caTijpa
anekdeyopeda koprov ITnoodv Xpretov.'’
e Provides additional information about heaven and loosens connection to
preceding clause
e connective RC: coordination

Col 1:28-29: iva rapactiicopey Tavra avlpomov Téheov &v XpLotd- £ig 0 kai
Kom® Gyovifopevog Kard Ty évépysway avrod.'®
¢ provides additional information about presenting everyone mature in Christ;
it is the reason for Paul’s work
o sentential RC: coordination

Col 3:5-7: mopveiav axadapoiav 7d0og émBuvpiav kaKv, kai TV TAsovediav . . .,
SU & Epyetan 1) OpyN) To® Be0® . . . &v 0ig Kal dueig neprenaTiicats mote.' "

"4 “for the king knows about these things, with whom also I speak boldly.”

''S NASB®: “through our Lord Jesus Christ, through whom also we have obtained our introduction by
faith into this grace.”

"¢ NKJV: “And do not be drunk with wine, in which is dissipation.”

""" NASB®: “For our citizenship is in heaven, from which also we eagerly wait for a Savior, the Lord Jesus
Christ....”

"8 ESV: «...that we may present everyone mature in Christ. For this I toil, struggling with all his
energy.” Robertson observes, “0 is used to refer to a verbal idea or to the whole sentence.” Robertson, Grammar of
the Greek New Testament, 714. See also add. 5-A.

'" ESV: “sexual immorality, impurity, passion, evil desire, and covetousness . . . . On account of these the
wrath of God is coming . . . . In these you too once walked.”
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o both relative clauses loosen connection to previous clause providing
additional information about the list of evils
e connective RCs: coordination

Col 4:10: xoi Méapkog 6 aveyidg Bapvapa (mepi oV EAafete vrohac)'™
e provides parenthetical information about Mark the cousin of Barnabas
e proper RC: lies toward modification

2 Thess 1:5: &ig 10 katafim0ijvor pdc Tiig Baciieiag Tod Beod, drp NG kai
naoyste'”

e describes Thessalonians as suffering for the kingdom of God

e proper RC: lies toward modification

Heb 11:4: IMicte mheiova Quoiav ABe) mopd Kdiv mpoctiveykev 16 0@, 81’ g
EnapTopidn sivar dikaog. '
e provides additional information about Abel’s more acceptable sacrifice
e proper RC: lies toward coordination

Jas 1:17: xatafoivov 4nd Tod Tatpdg TOV phTOV, Top  ® 00K EVi Tapaliayh §
Tporijs dnockiacpa.'”
e describes the Father of lights
e proper RC: lies toward modification
1 Pet 2:8: mpockénTovcy T@ Aoy dmerBoivreg gig 6 kai étédnoav.'”
o refers to complete clause, describing the unbelievers as being appointed to
stumbling and disobedience to the word
o sentential RC: coordination

Rev 17:1-2: d&iéw oo1 10 xpipa Tijg TOPVNG Tijg peyding Tijg kadnpévng éni
V3GTmV TOAGY, ped’ g inbpvevoay oi Pacireis Tiig yiic.'>

12 ESV: “and Mark the cousin of Barnabas (concerning whom you have received instructions).” Boyer,
Relative Clauses, 25, wrongly labels this as a restrictive relative clause.

12! ESV: “that you may be considered worthy of the kingdom of God, for which you are also suffering.”

122

“* ESV: “By faith Abel offered to God a more acceptable sacrifice than Cain, through which he was
commended as righteous.”

' NASB”: “coming down from the Father of lights, with whom there is no variation or shifting shadow.”

' NKJV: “They stumble, being disobedient to the word, to which they also were appointed.” “Once
more, § is used to refer to a verbal idea or to the whole sentence.” Robertson, Grammar of the Greek New
Testament, 714. See also add. 5-A.

125 ESV: “1 will show you the judgment of the great prostitute who is seated on many waters, with whom
the kings of the earth have committed sexual immorality.” Boyer wrongly labels this as a restrictive relative
clause. Boyer, Relative Clauses, 31.
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¢ provides additional information about the great prostitute who is seated on
many waters
e proper RC: stands toward middle of the modification/coordination continuum

Having surveyed a variety of examples of nonrestrictive oblique relative clauses, several
notable examples will be presented and more thoroughly discussed.

Luke 11:22 contains a proper relative clause: dtav 0 ioxvpdg kabomiiopévog uidoon v
govtod avlny, év giprvn éotiv 1a ddpyovta avTod- €rdv 8¢ ioyupdtepog avTod EneAbiv vikion
o016V, Tijv Tavomhiay adtod oipst ¢ 1) Enemoifsl koi T& oxdAa avTod S1didwow.'™ The
relative clause &’ 1) énemoifer provides additional information about the specific entity v
mavomAiov avTod. Jesus does not limit the referent with the usage of the relative clause; he does
not seek to contrast “the strong man’s armor that he trusted in” over and against, for example,
“his armor that he did not trust in.” The relative clause relates nonrestrictively to its referent.

Most English and Spanish translations, however, incorrectly translate this relative clause

restrictively:'”

ESV/NRSV/RSV/NKIJV his armor in which he trusted
NASB* his armor on which he relied
NVI/R95/RVG las armas en que confiaba
R60/RVA sus armas en que confiaba

Hebrews 12:14 contains a proper relative clause: Eipfjvnv dubkete peth nvtov koi Tov
ayacpov, oV yopic 003l dyerar Tov Kbpiov.'? First, notice that the preposition ywpig is post-
positive.' The relative clause headed by o provides additional information about the referent

tov aytacudv. The author of Hebrews clearly does not distinguish between a “holiness that

126 “When a strong man, fully armed, guards his own palace, his goods are in peace; but when a stronger man
than he attacks him, he takes away his armor, in which he had trusted, and he divides his spoils.”

127 Boyer, Relative Clauses, 9, agrees with our assessment of this verse and labels it as a nonrestrictive relative
clause that is descriptive in nature.

128 KJV: “Pursue peace with all people, and holiness, without which no one will see the Lord.”
129 Robertson, Grammar of the Greek New Testament, 648. BDAG, yopic, 2. BDF, §216.
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enables one to see the Lord” and “a holiness that does not enable one to see the Lord.” The
author of Hebrews provides additional descriptive information about the nature of
holiness/sanctification. This relative clause seems to lie in the middle of the
modification/coordination continuum of nonrestrictivity. One who has holiness/sanctification
will see the Lord. An assessment of English and Spanish translations reveals a noteworthy
incongruity. Most English translations incorrectly translate this noun-phrase restrictively while

most Spanish translations correctly render it nonrestrictively.

Restrictive English Translations:

the holiness without which . . . ESV/NRSV/RSV/NJB

the sanctification without which... NASB®/NASB’"/ASV
Nonrestrictive Spanish Translations:

la santidad, sin la cual . . . LBA/NBH/NVI/R60/R95/RVG/SRV
la santificacion, sin la cual . .. CAB

Oblique relative clauses occur throughout the New Testament, among different authors and
various genres. These constructions often relate nonrestrictively to their antecedents and do so at
all points across the modification/coordination continuum of nonrestrictivity.

Nonrestrictive Relative Clauses—Possessor. As was asserted in chapter 3, possessor
relative clauses occur slightly more frequently than indirect object relative clauses and less
frequently than the other types of subordinate relative clauses. The Greek New Testament
contains 43 occurrences representing 4% of all restrictive/nonrestrictive relative clauses. In each
of these occurrences it can be readily discerned that the relative pronoun fills the role of
possessor within the subordinate clause. Only genitive relative pronouns are utilized in these
clauses.

Nonrestrictive possessor relative clauses are distributed somewhat evenly throughout the

Greek New Testament. They find representation in the Synoptic Gospels, John, Acts, Pauline
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Epistles (Romans, 2 Corinthians, Ephesians, Philippians, 2 Thessalonians), Hebrews, 1 Peter,
and Revelation. Consider the following representative examples:

Matt 3:11-12: ’Eyo pév opdg Bartilm &v Vdan €ig petdvolav, 6 8¢ dmicm pov
£PYONEVOG iGXVPOTEPOG OV EGTLV, 0D OVK £ipi ikavdg Té Vmodparta Pastacar-
adTdg Vpdg Panticer v mvedpatt ayie xoi mopi- 00 T ATHOV EV Tij YEIPL AOTOD' Kai
dwakaBapiel Ty dAova adTod Kai cuvagel OV citov avTod £ig TNV Grobnikny, 16 6¢
dyvpov katakavoel mopi doPéot. !

e 1¥ RC describes the mightier nature of the one coming after John the
Baptizer; 2" RC refers to personal pronoun avtog (which refers to referent of
first RC) and describes what he has in his hand
1 RC: proper RC: modification

2" RC: connective RC: coordination

John 6:42: kai E\eyov- ovy 001G éottv Insotc 6 vidg Tooie, ob Nusis oidapsy TOV
ratépa Kai thy pnrépa;'?
e Provides additional information about the speakers relation to Jesus son of
Joseph
e proper RC: lies toward modification

Phil 4:3: adraig...peta kai KMjpevrog kai T@v Aowtév sovepy®v pov, @v T
dvopara v Bipro (wijc.”

e Provides additional information about Paul’s coworkers

e proper RC: modification

Heb 12:25-26: Tov &’ odpav@dv . . ., 00 1) povi| TV Yijv d6dAevosy ToTE, VOV 58
gmiyyehtar Aéywv- Ent Gnag gy ogicw ov pdvov Ty yiv dAAG kai Tov odpaviv.*
¢ describes the One from heaven’s voice and moves argument forward
¢ connective RC: coordination

1% Note the pleonastic use of the personal pronoun, which “above all is suggested by Semitic languages.”
BDAG, 6g, lca.

BUKJV: “I indeed baptize you with water unto repentance: but he that cometh after me is mightier than I,
whose shoes I am not worthy to bear: he shall baptize you with the Holy Ghost, and with fire: '> Whose fan is in
his hand, and he will thoroughly purge his floor, and gather his wheat into the garner; but he will burn up the chaff
with unquenchable fire.”

132 “Isn’t this one Jesus the son of Joseph, whose father and mother we know?” Boyer, Relative Clauses,
12, wrongly labels this as a restrictive relative clause.

133 ESV: “these women . . . with Clement and the rest of my fellow workers, whose names are in the book

of life.”

134 “the One from heaven . . ., whose voice shook the earth then, but now he has promised saying, ‘ Yet once

more | will shake not only the earth but also the heavens.™
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1 Pet 2:24: 6g t0¢ apaptiag NudV avTdg dviiveykey v TG cOUATL aVTOD £ml TO EHAoV,
o Toig Gpaptiong droysvopsvor Tij Sikaootvn {icwpey, 00 T@ pdrom iGdnte. '
e describes the wounds of Christ as means by which recipients of the letter
were healed

e connective RC: coordination.'*

Summary of the Nonrestrictive Relative Clause in the Greek New Testament

A presentation of nonrestrictive relative clauses in the Greek New Testament has
demonstrated the reality and existence of these constructions among all the authors of the New
Testament. Nonrestrictive relative clauses find representation primarily in the post-nominal
noun-phrase formation pattern and exist in all of the five types of subordinate relative clauses:
subject, direct object, indirect object, oblique and possessor. These nonrestrictive clauses are
both proper and connective (including continuative and sentential) and exist across the

modification/coordination continuum of nonrestrictivity.

The Nonrestrictive Attributive Participle in the Greek New Testament

A general survey of nonrestrictive clauses has confirmed the existence of nonrestrictive

attributive participles in English, Spanish and Koine Greek.'”’

As was discussed in chapter 3, the
attributive participle in the Greek New Testament participates in four major noun-phrase

formation patterns (and one less frequently occurring pattern).'®

5 NKJV: “who Himself bore our sins in His own body on the tree, that we, having died to sins, might live for
righteousness-- by whose stripes you were healed.” “who himself/3g . . . avt0¢” ultimately refers back to Xpiotog
in 1 Pet 2:21.

13¢ Notice the progression of connective relative clauses from 1 Pet 2:21-24, all referring back to Christ and all
moving the argument forward and loosening the connection with the previous clause.

137 See ch. 4 (p. 162, n. 96). It was noted there that Voelz describes many of these nonrestrictive attributive
participles in Koine Greek as “attributive position participles . . . that seem to be a restriction, not on what they
modify directly but upon all other alternative possibilities.” Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part Iil,”
403. This will be treated more thoroughly in ch. 6.

138 See section titled “Noun Phrase Formation Patterns Containing An Attributive Participle” on pp. 102 1. of
ch. 3.
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Noun Phrase Formation Patterns Containing an Attributive Participle

Four major noun phrase formation patterns containing an attributive participle can be
discerned in the Greek New Testament;'?’

1. Article + Substantive + Article + Participle (ASAP)

2. Substantive + Participle (SP)

3. Article + Participle + Substantive (APS)

4. Substantive + Article + Participle (SAP)

A fifth less frequently occurring formation pattern also exists:

5. Participle + Substantive (PS)

An assessment of each of these formation patterns is presented below.'*’

Article + Substantive + Article + Participle (ASAP). As was asserted in chapter 3, the
ASAP formation pattern occurs more frequently in the Greek New Testament than any other
formation pattern. The Greek New Testament contains 296 occurrences representing 37% of all
attributive participles in the Greek New Testament.

Nonrestrictive attributive participles of the ASAP pattern are distributed sparsely
throughout the Greek New Testament. They find representation in Matthew, Luke, Acts,

Romans, 1 & 2 Corinthians, Galatians, Ephesians, Colossians, 1 & 2 Thessalonians, 1 Timothy,

13% Young treats noun phrase formation patterns containing attributive participles and states, “The restrictive
adjectival participle occurs in three basic forms.” He describes them as follows: article-participle-noun; article-
noun-article-participle (which he claims is “the most common position for adjectival participles); and noun-
participle. He neglects to mention the SAP category but the three he does cite (which correspond to APS, ASAP,
and SP) do represent a large number of attributive participles. Young, New Testament Greek, 151.

Wallace highlights four different noun phrase formation patterns containing attributive participles that
correspond to the designations set forth here: first attributive position (APS), second attributive position (ASAP,
which he claims is “the most common construction for attributive participles™), third attributive position (SAP, he
states this is “a frequent construction with participles, but not with adjectives™) and fourth attributive position (SP).
Wallace, Greek Grammar, 618.

"% The data put forth for each noun phrase formation pattern has been determined from the comprehensive list
of verses located in app. 1.
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James, | Peter, and Revelation. A few examples will be presented in order to familiarize the
reader with the reality of this formation pattern.

Consider Matt 9:8: kai £36&ucav Tov Bov TOV d6vTa Eovaiav TowadTny TOig
avBpodmorwc.'' This verse occurs in the context of Jesus healing a paralytic in Jesus’ own town
(v idiav méAw)."** Because of this, the crowd present would be comprised of predominantly
monotheistic Jews. As a result, it appears that the crowd who observed Jesus’ healing and
glorified tOv Bedv were referencing “God” in the “Israelite/Christian monotheistic
perspective.”'* The attributive participle then provides additional information about God;
therefore, it is considered to be nonrestrictive.'* Notice that NA?” does not place a comma after
T0v 0e0v. Most English and Spanish translations, however, do render this verse nonrestrictively.

Consider the following additional examples of what appear to be nonrestrictive attributive

participles of the ASAP formation pattern:'*’

Col 2:12: cuvtopévteg adtd &v 1 PonTioud, &v @ Kai cuvnyépnte Sl Tiig TioTEwg
TiiG évepyeiag ToD 0ot Tob £ysipavrog avTOV EK veKpOV.'*

e provides additional parenthetic information about God

e leans toward modification

1 Pet 5:10: 'O 8¢ Bdg maong yaprrog, 0 KeAEcag VUG £ig TV aidviov gvTod
d6&av év Xprot® [Inood], dhiyov mabdviag adtdg kataptioel, otpi&el, cbevaoet,
Oepehmost.'’

“! ESV: “and they glorified God, who had given such authority to men.”
142 See Matt 9:1.
143 See BDAG, s.v. 8gdg, 3.

' 1t could be possible that the crowd is referencing 8g6¢ as “any transcendent being who exercises
extraordinary control in human affairs or is responsible for bestowal of unusual benefits.” See BDAG, s.v. 0gdg, 1.
This understanding would then make the attributive participle restrictive. It does not appear, however, that the intent
of the crowd is to single out one god of many, but rather thcy seem to be describing a specific entity, God, from their
monotheistic perspective.

5 Note that all four examples presented in this section occur with 6 8g6g as the antecedent. It appears that a

significant number of nonrestrictive attributive participles occur with divine names. See ch. 6 for further discussion.

146 ESV: “having been buried with him in baptism, in which you were also raised with him through faith in the
powerful working of God, who raised him from the dead.”
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e provides additional information about the God of all grace and his call to the
recipients of the epistle
¢ leans toward modification

Heb 13:20: ‘O 8¢ 0£dg Tijg €ip1ivng, 06 Gvayaydv £k vekp®OV TOV TOWNEVE TAOV
npoParmv Tov péyav &v aipat Sadjkng aiwviov....'?
e provides additional information about the God of peace, describing his
resurrection of Jesus
¢ leans toward modification

Substantive + Participle (SP). As was asserted in chapter 3, the SP formation pattern
occurs more frequently in the Greek New Testament than the APS and SAP formation patterns
and slightly less frequently than the ASAP pattern. The Greek New Testament contains 244
occurrences representing 31% of all attributive participles in the Greek New Testament.

Nonrestrictive attributive participles of the SP pattern are extremely rare in the Greek New
Testament. A very small number of possible examples exist in Acts, 2 Timothy and 1 Peter.'®
Consider, for example, the attributive participle in Acts 21:8: t{j 8¢ énavprov EEghBdvTeg iABouev
sic Karoépeiav koi sicer@6vieg sig 1oV otcov Phinmov Tod sdayyeMoTod, dvrog &k T@V EnTd,
gueivapey Tap” avtd.'” If the participle is taken to be functioning attributively, it modifies a
very specific entity, ®inmov 100 edayyehiotol. The narrator/author, Luke, clearly does not
differentiate between two (or more) men designated Ok inwov oD gvayyehotod. Rather, he
provides additional parenthetic information about Philip, namely that he is one of the seven

described in Act 6:3. Thus, the participle functions nonrestrictively.

47 ESV: “And the God of all grace, who called you to his eternal glory in Christ, after you have suffered a
little while, will himself restore you and make you strong, firm and steadfast.”

'“* NASB®: “Now the God of peace, who brought up from the dead the great Shepherd of the sheep
through the blood of the eternal covenant.”

149 See Acts 15:17, Acts 21:8, two occurrences in 2 Tim 1:10, and 1 Pet 1:12. Note the variant “6” for Acts
15:17, which could make this an example of the SAP formation pattern (See NA*).

159 ESV: “On the next day we departed and came to Caesarea, and we cntered the house of Philip the
evangelist, who was one of the seven, and stayed with him.”
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Article + Participle + Substantive (APS). The APS formation pattern occurs less
frequently in the Greek New Testament than the ASAP and SP formation patterns. The Greek
New Testament, however, does contain 108 occurrences representing 14% of all attributive
participles in the Greek New Testament.

Nonrestrictive attributive participles of the APS pattern are extremely rare in the Greek
New Testament. Two possible examples occur in Romans and 3 John. Consider Rom 8:11: &i 8¢
10 mvebpa Tod Eyeipavtog Tov Incodv €k vekpdv oikel &v LUIV, O &yeipag XploTtov ék vekp@v
Cwomomioel Kai T BvnTd chpata HUMY i T0D EvorkoHvTog avToD TVEVNATOG &V DUIV. It is
possible to consider this attributive participle to be functioning nonrestrictively as the NIV
translates: “And if the Spirit of him who raised Jesus from the dead is living in you, he who
raised Christ from the dead will also give life to your mortal bodies through his Spirit,"”' who
lives in you.” This interpretation would takes tod . . . a0T0oD TvedpOTOG as a very specific entity
with the attributive participle merely providing additional information about the referent.'*
Consider also 3 John 9: "Eypaya T T} éxkAnciq: AL’ 6 QrAoTpOTEV®MV aOTAV ALOTPEQPNG OVK
gmodéyeton Nudc. It is possible to consider the participle to be an attributive participle functioning
nonrestrictively as the ESV translates: “I have written something to the church, but Diotrephes,
who likes to put himself first, does not acknowledge our authority.” The ESV renders the
attributive participle as providing additional non-limiting information about a very specific

entity.'”

' The antecedent could also be rendered “the same Spirit.”

52 Though instances are very rare, it may also be possible to consider this participle to be exhibiting partitive
restrictive modification (see add. 2-A) as the NRSV may be rendering it: “his Spirit that dwells in you.” The
participle would be splitting up the unique referent into different aspects of the Spirit, focusing upon the role of the
Spirit living within the recipient of the epistle in contrast to, perhaps, the role of the Spirit living in others. Context
seems to suggest, however, that a nonrestrictive reading is preferred.

'3 It is also possible to consider 6 prhompwtevwV aOTOV as a substantival participle with Aotpéene standing in
nonrestrictive apposition to it. The MIT renders this understanding in the following translation: “I wrote something
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Substantive + Article + Participle (SAP). The SAP formation pattern occurs less
frequently in the Greek New Testament than the ASAP and SP formation patterns and slightly
more frequently than the APS formation pattern. The Greek New Testament contains 122
occurrences representing 15% of all attributive participles in the Greek New Testament.

Nonrestrictive attributive participles of the SAP pattern are distributed sparsely throughout
the Greek New Testament. They find representation in Matthew, Luke, John, Acts, Romans, 2
Corinthians, Galatians, Ephesians, Colossians, 1 Thessalonians, 1 & 2 Timothy, Hebrews, and 1
Peter. A few examples will be presented in order to familiarize the reader with the reality of this
formation pattern.

Consider 2 Cor 1:21-22: 6 3¢ Befoidv udg cvv VUiV gig Xpiotdv kai ypicag udg Oedg, 6
Kai 6Qpayloapevog Nuas kai dovg tov dppapdva tod mvedpartog v Taig kapdiorg Hpuav."™
Like the ASAP example in Matt 9:8 above, due to context, it is quite evident that the author’s
usage of 0gdg refers specifically to “God” in the “Israelite/Christian monotheistic perspective.”'**
This can be surmised in two ways. First, from the broader context, this is a letter from the apostle
Paul to the Corinthian church; both have the same understanding of “God.” This is established
from the outset of the letter in 2 Cor 1:1: [Tadhog dndoTorog Xpiotob Incod dud Oehipatog Ocod
kai Typd0gog 6 4derPOS Ti) EkkAnoia Tod Beod T1j obom &v Kopivbw ovv toig ayiolg ndictv 1oig
olov év 6\ Ti Axodq...." Secondly, the immediate textual context demonstrates this same

understanding of 6gd¢. Consider the following verses surrounding 2 Cor 1:21-22:

to the church. But the one who loves to be dominant among them, Diotrephes, does not accept our authority.”

134 NASB®: “Now He who establishes us with you in Christ and anointed us is God, who also sealed us and
gave us the Spirit in our hearts as a pledge.”

1% See BDAG, s.v. 0€0¢, 3.

18 ESV: “Paul, an apostle of Christ Jesus by the will of Ged, and Timothy our brother, To the church of God
that is at Corinth, with all the saints who are in the whole of Achaia.”
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2 Cor 1:18: moTog 8¢ O 0g0g God is faithful

2Cor 1:19 0 10D B€0® yap vidg for the Son of God

2 Cor 1:20 gnayyehion Ogod (the) promises of God
70 GuIV T® 0ed Amen to God

2 Cor 1:23 paptopa tov Ogov God as witness

These surrounding verses seem to utilize 8edg in the manner of monotheistic Christianity. So,
both the broad and immediate context support this understanding of 6gdg in 2 Cor 1:21. As a
result, the following participial constructions in 2 Cor 1:22, ¢ xai c@payioapevog s Koi ovg,

are understood as relating to 6g6g nonrestrictively.'”’

Notice that NA?’ places a comma after 6g6¢
and most English and Spanish translations render this verse nonrestrictively.

Consider the following additional examples of what appear to be nonrestrictive attributive
participles of the SAP formation pattern:

Gal 4:27: g0o@pavOnT, eteipa i 0V tiktovoa.'*

e provides pleonastic information about the barren woman
e modification

1 Tim 2:5-6: avlpwnog Xprotog Incote, 0 d00g £avtdv dvridvtpov vaEp

wavrov.'”
e provides additional information about the specific entity of the man Christ
Jesus

57 1t is also possible to understand this to be an example of nonrestrictive apposition. Rogers labels the

participles in this construction as substantival. Cleon L. Rogers Jr. and Cleon L. Rogers lIl, The New Linguistic and
Exegetical Key to the Greek New Testament (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Zondervan, 1998), 394.

BENIV: “Be glad, O barren woman, who bears no children.” This OT quote follows the Hebrew of Isaiah
54:1: ARy MRy )

' ESV: “the man Christ Jesus, who gave himself as a ransom for all.” It is noted that this nonrestrictive
attributive participle occurs in the context of verbless poetic/hymnic material. NA? renders this poetic cluster as
follows:

£i¢ yép Oede,

glg Kai pecitg Oeod kai avlpmnwv,

avOponog Xprotdg Incote,

0 d0vg £auTOV avtiluTpov VIEP TAVTOV,

10 papTiplov Kapoig idiolg.
For description of this material as poetic and hymnic see Gerald F. Hawthorne, Ralph P. Martin, and Daniel G.Reid,
Dictionary of Paul and His Letters (Downers Grove, 1l1.: InterVarsity Press, 1993), 664; T. Desmond Alexander,

and Brian S. Rosner, New Dictionary of Biblical Theology (Electronic ed. Downers Grove, IlL.: InterVarsity Press,
2001).
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e leans toward modification

2 Tim 1:14: v xaAny Tapadikny eUAAEOV S1d AVELRATOS yiov TOD £volkoDvTog
&v Nuiv.'®
e provides additional information about the specific entity of the Holy Spirit
e modification
Less Frequently Occurring Formation Pattern: Participle + Substantive (PS). The PS
formation pattern occurs very infrequently within the text of the Greek New Testament. The
analysis performed for this dissertation has revealed only 18 occurrences in the New

Testament.'*' Nonrestrictive attributive participles of the PS formation pattern do not exist in the

Greek New Testament,

Summary of the Nonrestrictive Attributive Participle in the Greek New Testament

A presentation of nonrestrictive attributive participles in the Greek New Testament has
demonstrated the reality and existence of these constructions. Nonrestrictive attributive
participles are quite rare in the New Testament and seem to find representation in a limited way
in the ASAP and SAP formation patterns. Additionally, a few examples may exist in the APS
and SP formation patterns, while no examples exist in the less frequently occurring PS formation

pattern. The antecedents of these attributive participles are often very specific.

10 “Guard the good deposit through the Holy Spirit, who dwells within us.” Most English and Spanish
translations punctuate this verse restrictively. This may be due to either a misunderstanding of the nature of the
restrictive/nonrestrictive distinction or the possibility that most translators do understand this attributive participle to
be functioning restrictively. One could argue that partitive restrictive modification is present here (see Addendum 2-
A), distinguishing between aspects/functions of the Holy Spirit. at the exclusion of others. If so, Paul is commanding
Timothy to guard the good deposit through that aspect/part of the Holy Spirit which dwells within the believer as
opposed to the other functions/roles of the Holy Spirit at work in the world and throughout the heavens. Context,
however, seems to favor the nonrestrictive reading rendered above.

61 Young and Wallace do not treat this formation pattern at all. See ch. 3, section titled “Noun Phrase
Formation Patterns Containing An Attributive Participle” on p. 102. Boyer, “Classification of Participles,” 164, 167,
however, does identify this “extremely rare” formation pattern in his discussion of “Adjectival Uses” of the
participle.
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General Tendencies of Nonrestrictive Clauses in the Greek New Testament
Having surveyed the nonrestrictive relative clauses and attributive participles of the Greek
New Testament, a presentation of their general characteristics contributes to the analysis of their

purported equivalence.

Nonrestrictive Relative Clauses

The characteristics of usage of nonrestrictive relative clauses within the respective types of
subordinate relative clauses will now be presented. Indeed, such characteristics contribute
significantly to the analysis of this dissertation.

Nonrestrictive Relative Clauses—Subject. As was asserted in chapter 3, generally
speaking, subject relative clauses occur slightly less frequently than direct object relative clauses
and more frequently than the rest of the other types of subordinate relative clauses.'? At least 291
of the 364 occurrences are nonrestrictive, representing at least 80% of all subject relative clauses.

Nonrestrictive Relative Clauses—Direct Object. Direct object relative clauses occur
only slightly more frequently than subject relative clauses and more frequently than the
remaining types of subordinate relative clauses.'®’ In 142 of the 369 instances the relative clauses
relate nonrestrictively to their antecedents, representing 38% of all direct object relative clauses.

Nonrestrictive Relative Clauses—Indirect Object. Indirect object relative clauses occur
less frequently than any other type of subordinate relative clause.' Only eleven examples can
be discerned in the New Testament and eight of these eleven occurrences are nonrestrictive,
representing 73% of all indirect object relative clauses. Due to the paucity of occurrences the

percentage may be inconsequential.

162 See p. 142 of ch. 3, section titled “Restrictive Relative Clauses—Subject.”
%3 See p. 142 of ch. 3, section titled “Restrictive Relative Clauses—Direct Object.”

'* See p. 143 of ch. 3, section titled “Restrictive Relative Clauses—Indirect Object.”
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Nonrestrictive Relative Clauses—Oblique. Oblique relative clauses occur slightly less
frequently than subject and direct object relative clauses but more frequently than indirect object
and possessor relative clauses.'®® 169 of the 253 occurrences relate to their antecedents
nonrestrictively, representing 67% of all oblique relative clauses.

Nonrestrictive Relative Clauses—Possessor. Possessor relative clauses occur slightly
more frequently than indirect object relative clauses and less frequently than the other types of
subordinate relative clauses.'® In 34 of the 43 instances the relative clauses relate
nonrestrictively to their antecedents, representing 79% of all possessor relative clauses.

Summary of General Characteristics of Nonrestrictive Relative Clauses. Relative
clauses exhibit a wide range of participation in nonrestrictivity across the five types of
subordinate relative clauses. The percentages vary from 38% to 80%. Overall, 62% of all relative
clauses relate to their antecedents nonrestrictively. Since all attributive participles function as
subordinate subject clauses, the tendencies of subject relative clauses are significant to our thesis.
A very high percentage (80%) of subject relative clauses function nonrestrictively; by contrast,

only 13% of attributive participles function nonrestrictively.

Nonrestrictive Attributive Participles

The general characteristics of usage gathered from a thorough survey of noun phrase
formation patterns that contain an attributive participle demonstrate the paucity of nonrestrictive
attributive participles in the Greek New Testament. The tendencies of each formation pattern is

as follows:

165 See p. 143 of ch. 3, section titled “Restrictive Relative Clauses—Oblique.”

166 See p. 143 of ch. 3, section titled “Restrictive Relative Clauses—Possessor.”
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Article + Substantive + Article + Participle (ASAP). The ASAP formation pattern
occurs more frequently in the Greek New Testament than any other formation pattern and
demonstrates a low percentage of nonrestrictivity.'”” In 47 of the 296 occurrences the attributive
participles relate to their referents nonrestrictively, representing 16% of all occurrences.

Substantive + Participle (SP). The SP formation pattern occurs more frequently in the
Greek New Testament than the APS and SAP formation patterns and slightly less frequently than
the ASAP pattern.'®® This syntactical pattern demonstrates a very low percentage of
nonrestrictivity. It appears that 7 of the 244 instances function nonrestrictively, representing
approximately 3% of all occurrences.

Article + Participle + Substantive (APS). The APS formation pattern occurs less
frequently in the Greek New Testament than the ASAP and SP formation patterns.'®® This
syntactical pattern also demonstrates a very low percentage of nonrestrictivity. It seems that 7 of
the 107 instances are nonrestrictive, representing roughly 7% of all occurrences.

Substantive + Article + Participle (SAP). The SAP formation pattern occurs less
frequently in the Greek New Testament than the ASAP and SP formation patterns and slightly
more frequently than the APS formation pattern.'” Qverall, this syntactical pattern exhibits the
highest percentage of nonrestrictivity among attributive participles. 38% percent of participles in
the SAP formation pattern (46 of 122 occurrences) could definitively be described as

nonrestrictive.'”!

67 See p. 140 of ch. 3, section titled “Article + Substantive + Article + Participle (ASAP).”
1% See p. 140 of ch. 3, section titled “Substantive + Participle (SP).”

189 See p. 140 of ch. 3, section titled “Article + Participle + Substantive (APS).”

10 See p. 140 of ch. 3, section titled “Substantive + Article + Participle (SAP).”

'7! Approximately nine examples of attributive participles of the SAP pattern are ambiguous constructions.
This will be treated more thoroughly in ch. 6.
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Less Frequently Occurring Formation Pattern: Participle + Substantive (PS). The PS
formation pattern occurs very infrequently within the text of the Greek New Testament.
Nonrestrictive attributive participles of the PS formation pattern do not exist in the Greek New
Testament.'”

Summary of General Characteristics of Nonrestrictive Attributive Participles. It has
been demonstrated that an overall low percentage of attributive participles in the Greek New
Testament function nonrestrictively, approximately only 13%. These tendencies of the attributive
participle support the assertion of this dissertation that the attributive participle is primarily
utilized to restrict the substantive except under certain prescribed circumstances.

Summary of Nonrestrictive Clauses in the Greek New Testament

The presentation of nonrestrictivity as a linguistic category in chapter 4 and the
grammatical assertions pertaining to nonrestrictive clauses presented here in chapter 5 have
underscored the need for studying the nonrestrictive nature of relative clauses and attributive
participles in the Greek New Testament. For both constructions the scholarly research with
respect to nonrestrictivity is both cursory and inconsistent.

With respect to the relative clause the observation was made that most examples put forth
by scholars function nonrestrictively.'” Furthermore, Voelz appears to indicate that subject
relative clauses tend to function nonrestrictively."” Qur survey of the relative clause has brought
clarity to these observations and inclinations. Relative clauses exhibit a wide range of

participation in nonrestrictivity. The percentages vary from 38% to 80% across the five different

12 See p. 217 above, section titled, “Less Frequently Occurring Formation Pattern: Participle + Substantive
(PS).” See also section titled by the same on p. 141 of ch. 3.

'3 See p. 177 above.

7% See p. 179 above.
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types of subordinate relative clauses with an overall 62% of relative clauses functioning
nonrestrictively.

Since attributive participles participate solely in subject relativization, the category of
subject relative clauses is of primary significance in the assessment of the purported equivalence
between the two constructions. The fact that 80% of all subject relative clauses refer to their
antecedents nonrestrictively supports the thesis of this dissertation, which states that when both
the attributive participle and the relative clause are grammatically and stylistically feasible, the
relative clause predominantly relates to its referent nonrestrictively.'”

With respect to the attributive participle, the assertions of Young and Voelz suggest a

limited participation in nonrestrictivity.'

Our survey of the attributive participle has confirmed
their inclinations and demonstrated that overall approximately only 13% of the nearly 800
attributive participles in the Greek New Testament seem to clearly function nonrestrictively:
ASAP (16%), SP (3%), APS (7%), SAP (38%) and PS (0%). These tendencies of the attributive
participle support the thesis of this dissertation, which states that the attributive participle is
primarily utilized to restrict the substantive except under certain prescribed circumstances.

The goal of this dissertation to assess the purported equivalence of the attributive participle
and the relative clause in the Greek New Testament has led us to assess their respective
restrictive and nonrestrictive tendencies. The nature of restrictivity has been explicated in chapter
2 and those findings have been applied to the attributive participle and relative clause in chapter
3. The other side of that inquiry involves the nonrestrictive nature of these grammatical

constructions. In chapter 4, nonrestrictivity as a linguistic category was explored, and here in

chapter 5 the nonrestrictivity of the attributive participle and the relative clause in the Greek New

75 “T'his topic will be treated more thoroughly in ch. 6 under the discussion of the Accessibility Hierarchy.

176 See pp. 177 and 179 respectively above.
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Testament was presented. Next, in ch. 6, the specific nuances of these tendencies will be

presented to move toward a final synthesis.
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ADDENDUM 5-A

RELATIVE PRONOUN AGREEMENT

Normally a relative pronoun agrees with its antecedent in gender and number while its case
is derived from its function within the subordinate relative clause. Exceptions to these
tendencies, however, do exist.'”” At times the relative pronoun will agree with the gender or
number of the predicate. Additionally, the neuter relative pronoun is utilized in certain prescribed
circumstances. Furthermore, the case of the relative pronoun will occasionally be attracted to the
case of the antecedent.

With respect to number consider Eph 3:13: 810 aitobpot pun €ykakelv év Taig Oriyesiv pov
VmEp dpudv, fiTig soTiv 565 dudv.'’® Note that the relative pronoun agrees in number with the
predicate.'”

Ephesians 6:17 may contain a case where the relative pronoun agrees with the gender of
the predicate: Tijv payarpav Tod avedparoc, 6 £oTIv pijpa Ocov.'™

Additionally, the neuter relative pronoun has some unique tendencies. “In explanatory

phrases Koine employs the  éotwv .. . . ‘that is to say’, a formulaic phrase used without reference

"7 For a more exhaustive treatment see: BDAG, 6¢; BDF, §123, 132; and Robertson, Grammar of the Greek

New Testament, 713f¥.

" NIV: “1 ask you, therefore, not to be discouraged because of my sufferings for you, which are your
glory.”

17 See BDF, §132 and Robertson, Grammar of the Greek New Testament, 729.

%0 EQV: “the sword of the Spirit, which is the word of God.” Citing this verse BDAG states that a “relative
pron[oun] somet[imes] agrees in gender and number not w[ith] the noun to which it refers, but w[ith] the predicate.”
BDAG, 6, 1dy.
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to the gender of the word explained or to that of the word which explains.”'®' Consider
Colossians 3:14, noting that the antecedent is feminine, the relative pronoun neuter and the
predicate substantive masculine.: Tijv &yazanyv, 6 ¢oTiv ocOvdeopog Tiig TeherdTyrog. '

Neuter relative pronouns are also utilized with sentential antecedents. Consider Galatians
2:10, where the antecedent consists of the idea of remembering the poor: pévov TGV ATOYGYV iva
pvnpovedmpey, 0 Kai éomovdaca avTd TovTo morijear.'®® Additionally, consider 1 John 2:8:
TAAY EVTOMY KAIVI|Y YPAem VUiV, 6 éoTiv GAn0ic év avT®d Kai év piv.'™ Robertson states
concerning the neuter relative pronoun here, “Sometimes also the relative agrees neither with the
antecedent nor with a predicate substantive, but gathers the general notion of ‘thing.” A good
example occurs in 1 Jo. 2:8 . . . ‘which thing is true.”'®

With respect to case, at times the relative pronoun will be attracted to the antecedent.
Consider Titus 3:5-6: avedparog ayiov, od &Eéxeev £ fpig mhovoing d1i Incod XproTod
Tod coTijpog Mudv.'™ The relative pronoun would normally be in the accusative but stands in

the genitive here due to attraction to the antecedent.'”’

"1 BDF, §123.

82 “love, which is the bond of perfection.”

183 «only that we might remember the poor, which also I was eager to do this very thing.” Robertson,

Grammar of the Greek New Testament, 714, supports this assessment, “Once more, 0 is used to refer to a verbal idea
or to the whole sentence.”

'% ESV: “On the other hand, I am writing a new commandment to you, which is true in Him and in you.”
185 Robertson, Grammar of the Greek New Testament, 713.
1% ESV: “the Holy Spirit, whom he poured out on us richly through Jesus Christ our Savior.”

187 See Robertson, Grammar of the Greek New Testament, 716.



CHAPTER SIX

FINAL SYNTHESIS, IMPLICATIONS AND PROSPECTS

Introduction

Many grammarians assert that the attributive participle and the relative clause in the Greek
New Testament are equivalent; the observations of Voelz and Young, however, have led us to
reassess those assertions, especially with respect to the restrictive/nonrestrictive distinction. A
thorough presentation of restrictivity and nonrestrictivity has been given. Numerous examples of
restrictive and nonrestrictive clauses in the Greek New Testament have been examined, and their
respective general characteristics illustrated. We now move toward a final synthesis by
indicating how the two constructions are equivalent and how they are not. We will do so by
employing the Accessibility Hierarchy, which provides the framework for accurately comparing
the two constructions. The Accessibility Hierarchy aids in accurately focusing the field of
comparison to the subject relative clause and the attributive participle. Finally, implications of

our findings will be presented along with prospects for further study.

The Question of Equivalence
In certain respects the attributive participle and the relative clause could be considered
equivalent, yet in many ways they function quite differently. Both constructions relate to
antecedents, participate in modification, and relativize subjects. Both constructions, however, do

not relate similarly with respect to coordination. While both constructions are capable of
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modification, relative clauses are also capable of leaning strongly toward coordination;'
attributive participles tend not to have this capability. Additionally, both constructions do not
participate equally along and within the Accessibility Hierarchy. We turn now to consider the

Accessibility Hierarchy more thoroughly.

The Accessibility Hierarchy
The Accessibility Hierarchy helps provide a structure for what has been observed
throughout the analysis of this dissertation; it provides a framework that aids in more clearly
assessing the purported equivalence of the attributive participle and relative clause in the Greek
New Testament. We will lay the foundation for the explanation of this hierarchy by considering

both relativization strategies and relativized positions.

Relativization Strategies

In chapter 2 it was observed that different languages employ different strategies for
forming relative clauses.” Alternatively, one could say that there are different relativization
strategies. Essentially, it was asserted there that the term relative clause often refers to various
relativization strategies beyond the traditional notion of a relative clause (relative pronoun +
finite clause). Keenan and Comrie assert that “our semantically based notion of Relative]
C[lause] justifies considering as RCs certain constructions that would perhaps not have been so
considered in traditional grammar.” Furthermore it has been widely established in linguistics
that “not only do different languages vary with respect to the way RCs are formed, but also

within a given language there is often more than one distinct type of RC.” The two main

' Sce section of ch. 4 titled “Continuum of Nonrestrictivity—Modification to Coordination™ on pp. 165 fF.
? See section titled “Definition of Relative Clause™ on pp. 68-71 of ch. 2.
3 Keenan and Comrie, “Noun Phrase Accessibility,” 64.

4 Keenan and Comrrie, “Noun Phrase Accessibility,” 64.
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relativization strategies (“RCs”) considered in this dissertation are what have been traditionally

labeled the attributive participle and the relative clause.

Relativized Positions

Relativized position refers to the role the referenced antecedent fills within the
relativization strategy.’ In general, linguists refer to six different relativized positions: subject,
direct object, indirect object, oblique, possessor and object of comparison.® For example in the
following clause the relativized position is subject: the man who stands in the corner.
Alternatively, one could say that the subject position is relativized (that is to say the man is the
subject of the action stands in the corner). Consider the following English examples of all six

relativized positions:

Subject: the man who walked to the store
Direct Object: the man whom I saw at the bank
Indirect Object: the man to whom I gave the check
Oblique: the man about whom I was talking
Possessor: the man whose car was stolen

Object of Comparison: the man who[m] Mary is taller  than’

* See, J. Albert Bickford, Tools for Analyzing the World's Languages: Morphology and Syntax (Dallas:
Summer Institute of Linguistics, 1998), 334. Alternatively, Kroeger utilizes the terminology relativized function.
Kroeger, Analyzing Syntax, 175.

® Sec Keenan and Comrie, “Noun Phrase Accessibility,” 66; Nikolaeva, “Relative Clauses,” 504; Bickford,
Morphology and Syntax, 340-41.

7 This example comes from Keenan and Comrie, “Noun Phrase Accessibility,” 74. They note that phrases like
these do occur in the English language, but they also allow for the possibility that some may consider them
ungrammatical when they state, “some find them rather uncomfortable.” Sec also Bickford, Morphology and Syntax,
340. Furthermore, it seems that perhaps the proper grammatical form should be rendered “whom” as in the brackets
above: “the man whom Mary is taller than.”
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The Accessibility Hierarchy Defined
The Accessibility Hierarchy observes what positions a given relativization strategy can
relativize, as well as the strategy’s distribution tendencies.® The Accessibility Hierarchy can be
depicted as follows:
Subject > Direct Object > Indirect Object > Oblique > Possessor > Obj. of Comp.
The symbol “>” signifies “is more accessible to relativization.” Thus, the Accessibility
Hierarchy generalizes that subjects are the most accessible to relativization, direct objects are the
next most accessible and so on down the hierarchy.
The following generalizations that stem from the research behind the Accessibility
Hierarchy have been noted by linguists:'’
1. Every language appears to have a relativization strategy for subjects but not necessarily
for the lower positions.
2. Any given strategy can only relativize a continuous segment of the hierarchy.
3. If alanguage can relativize a given position on the hierarchy, it can relativize all
positions higher up.
4, Strategies that can relativize a given position on the hierarchy may cease to relativize a
position at a lower point.
5. Primary strategies are those strategies that can relativize subjects.

a. A language is capable of having more than one primary strategy.

8 The seminal work for the Accessibility Hierarchy is Keenan and Comrie, “Noun Phrase Accessibility,” 63—
99. For further information and development see Nikolaeva, “Relative Clauses,” 504-5; Bickford, Morphology and
Syntax, 340—41; Kroeger, Analyzing Syntax, 180-84; Christian L.chmann. “Relative Clauses.” 462.

% Keenan and Comrie, “Noun Phrase Accessibility,” 66.

1% See works in n. 8 above.
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b. If a primary strategy in a given language applies to a low position on the
hierarchy, then it applies to all higher positions. "'

c. A primary strategy may cut off at any point on the hierarchy."

The Accessibility Hierarchy and Specific Languages

In order to understand the implications of the Accessibility Hierarchy for our study, some
observations with respect to modern languages will be considered. Next, the Accessibility
Hierarchy and its implications for the assessment of the attributive participle and the relative
clause in the Greek New Testament will be presented.

The Accessibility Hierarchy and Modern Languages. In general, the observation of the
Accessibility Hierarchy and relativization strategies in modern languages informs the inquiry of
this dissertation. For example, Keenan and Comrie have observed that “many European
languages (e.g. German, Russian, and Polish) have participial RC-forming strategies that apply
only to subjects.”"

Keenan and Comrie specifically cite the German language and note two different
relativization strategies and their participation in the Accessibility Hierarchy. As cited above,
they maintain that “our semantically based notion of R[elative] C[lause] justifies considering as
RCs certain constructions that would perhaps not have been so considered in traditional
grammar.”"* With respect to German they state, “Thus, in German, alongside the traditional RC

in (1) we also count the participial construction in (2):

"' Primary strategies may also relativize other positions on the Accessibility Hierarchy. However, to be
considered a primary relativization strategy it must at least be able to relativize subjects.

12 So, primary strategies may occupy only the subject position or may cease to occupy lower positions at any
point on the hierarchy.

13 Keenan and Comrie, “Noun Phrase Accessibility,” 70.

' Keenan and Comrie, “Noun Phrase Accessibility,” 64.

230



(1) der Mann, der in seinem Buro arbeitet
the man whoin his  study works
‘the man who is working in his study’
(2) der in seinem Buro arbeitende Mann
the in his  study working man
‘the man who is working in his study’"
Keenan and Comrie demonstrate that different languages vary with respect to how relativization
strategies are formed. Furthermore, within a language there may be more than one distinct
relativization strategy. Additionally they maintain, “Different strategies differ with regard to
which N[oun] P[hrase] positions they can relativize. Thus, the participial strategy in (2) above
can only relativize subjects (that is, the head NP can only be understood to function as the
subject of the main verb of the restricting clause), whereas the strategy in (1) above functions to

relativize'

all positions on the Accessibility Hierarchy except object of comparison."’

English also utilizes the traditional relative clause and a nonfinite participial clause as
primary relativization strategies. Like German, the traditional relative clause in English
relativizes the subject through possessor positions.'® Additionally, Quirk finds English participial
relativization strategies similar to German. He cites the following as an example of the subject
position relativized by a participial relativization strategy: “The person writing reports is my

colleague.”"” He notes that “In all instances, the antecedent head corresponds to the implicit

subject of the nonfinite clause.”® So, similarly to German, the participial relativization strategy is

' Keenan and Comrie, “Noun Phrase Accessibility,” 64.
16 Keenan and Comrie, “Noun Phrase Accessibility,” 64.
'7 Keenan and Comrie, “Noun Phrase Accessibility,” 77. See also Boas, “Restrictive and Non-restrictive,” 49.

'8 See section titled “Relativized Positions” on p. 228, above. It was noted there that English may also be able
to relativize the object of comparison position though some find these constructions to be ungrammatical or
awkward.

' Quirk et al., Grammar, 1263. As a relative clause: “The person who is writing reports is my colleague.”

2 Quirk et al., Grammar, 1263. See also Quirk et al., Grammar, 1264—65, 1270. See also Boas, *“Restrictive
and Non-restrictive,” 49 and Downing, “Relative Clause Structure,” 395.
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confined to the subject position on the Accessibility Hierarchy. Downing agrees with this
assessment of the English language and adds that in general, cross-linguistically, participial
relativization strategies tend to be confined to the subject position of the Accessibility
Hierarchy.*' Furthermore, Downing states, “The participial relative constructions of Dyirbal and
Turkish suggest the following generalization: the verb of a relative clause may assume a
nonfinite, participial form if the relative NP is the subject of its clause. If the relative NP is not
the subject, then either relativization is impossible or a distinct process is used.”

The observations of Keenan and Comrie, coupled with the English examples in the
presentation of relativized positions above, demonstrate the usage of the traditional relative
clause as a strategy capable of relativizing subject through possessor positions on the
Accessibility Hierarchy. Furthermore, Keenan and Comrie, Quirk, and Downing have all
demonstrated a tendency for participial relativization strategies to be confined to the subject
position on the Accessibility Hierarchy. We turn now to consider the similarities of these
tendencies to the Greek New Testament.

The Accessibility Hierarchy and the Greek of the New Testament. Two primary
relativization strategies exist in the Greek New Testament, the relative clause and the attributive
participle.” Their distribution along the Accessibility Hierarchy provides further clarity toward
assessing the similarities and differences of these two constructions.

The relative clause in the Greek New Testament is capable of relativizing the subject,

direct object, indirect object, oblique and possessor positions on the Accessibility Hierarchy. It

A Downing, “Relative Clause Structure,” 395-97.
* Downing, “Relative Clause Structure,” 395-97.

% The traditional understanding of these constructions is assumed here (e.g. relative clause = relative pronoun
+ finite clause).
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does not relativize the object of comparison position. This reality has been observed throughout
the dissertation, with multiple examples presented in chapters 3 and 5.%

The attributive participle is capable of relativizing the subject position alone.” Though he
utilizes a different grammatical framework and terminology, Karleen confirms as much and
essentially asserts that in the Greek New Testament a participial relativization strategy, such as
the attributive participle, is incapable of relativizing the direct object through object of
comparison positions on the Accessibility Hierarchy.*® He demonstrates this reality with a
relative clause that relativizes the indirect object position: “ho anér ho legd tauta/the man to
whom I say these things” (6 aviip @ Aéym tadta).”” Karleen shows the grammatical impossibility
of representing such a noun phrase with an attributive participle in the following ungrammatical
example: “*ho anér to legonti tauta” (*6 avip @ Aéyovti tadta).”

This assessment of the capabilities of these two strategies on the Accessibility Hierarchy
helps bring clarity to assessing their purported equivalence. The Accessibility Hierarchy reveals
a definite area of equivalence: both the relative clause and the attributive participle are primary

relativization strategies; they both relativize subjects. Indeed, this is one way in which it can be

** See section titled “The Restrictive Relative Clause in the Greek New Testament” on pp. 131-39 of ch. 3 and
section titled “The Nonrestrictive Relative Clause in the Greck New Testament” on pp. 180-210 of ch. 5.

% This reality has been assumed at various places in the dissertation thus far. See the following sections:
“Types of Subordinate Relative Clauses” on p. 132 of ch. 3; “Restrictive Relative Clauses—Subject” on p. 142 of
ch. 3; “Summary of General Tendencies of Restrictive Relative Clauses” on p. 143 of ch. 3; “Summary of
Nonrestrictive Clauses in the Greek New Testament” on p. 221 of ch. 5.

% Karleen’s assertions do not reflect the terminology or grammatical framework of the Accessibility
Hierarchy, relativization strategies or relativized functions. Despite this, his assertions essentially confirm the
singular capability of the attributive participle to relativize the subject position alone. He states that “relative clauses
are not paraphrasable by attributive participles and vice-versa™ with respect to “oblique cases.” He states, “If the
case of the noun in the subordinate sentence is anything other than nominative, a relative clause cannot be
transformed to an attributive participle.” Karleen, Syntax of the Participle, 88.

77 Karleen, Syntax of the Participle, 88. Transliteration is Karleen’s and Greek font is our rendition of the
transliteration.

28 Karleen, Syntax of the Participle, 89. Transliteration is Karleen’s and Greek font is our rendition of the
transliteration. * signifies ungrammatical.
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asserted that the two constructions are equivalent. On the other hand, the Accessibility Hierarchy
reveals a very significant area of nonequivalence. The relative clause is able to relativize the
direct object position through the possessor position, while the attributive participle is not.” It
appears that no grammarian heretofore has utilized the Accessibility Hierarchy to assert this
significant difference.’® Furthermore, no grammarian has made use of this significant difference
in order to assess the purported equivalence of the attributive participle and the relative clause in
the Greek New Testament.

Some significant conclusions can be drawn from this difference. First, it informs us that for
the exegete there are no predominant restrictive/nonrestrictive tendencies for relative clauses that
relativize the direct object through possessor positions. Second, when comparing the two
constructions, the tendencies of attributive participles should only be compared to the tendencies
of subject relative clauses. It is impossible to overstate the importance of these conclusions. The
following two paragraphs elucidate these two conclusions respectively.

So, our thesis states that the attributive participle tends to relate to an antecedent
restrictively and that when both the attributive participle and the relative clause are
grammatically and stylistically feasible, relative clauses are predominantly utilized
nonrestrictively. The attributive participle is grammatically incapable of relativizing any other
position than subject; therefore, relative clauses do and must relativize those lower positions. As

a result, since the relative clause is the only strategy utilized in positions other than subject for

¥ One could argue that direct object clauses could be transformed into attributive participle position by placing
the verb in the passive and expressing agency. Out of the approximately 800 attributive participles, however, only
22 of them do this. See, for example, 2 Pet 2:17: opiyiat 00 Aaidarog Edavvopevat. ESV: “mists driven by a
storm.” All 22 of these examples are restrictive and seem to be utilized for stylistic reasons. Furthermore, they are
still subject clauses with the verb in the passive and explicit agency expressed. These are marked in app. 1.
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both restrictivity and nonrestrictivity, there does not exist any predominant tendency toward one
or the other. In other words, there is an equal chance that direct object through possessor relative
clauses will be either restrictive or nonrestrictive. To see what this means, consider a question
that was surfaced in chapter 1°! about the restrictive/nonrestrictive nature of the relative clause in
Rom 11:2a: oVk dndoato 6 Hgdg TOV Aadv adTod Ov mTpodyve.” Moo’s treatment of this verse
was cited and is reproduced here:

The placement of the comma in this statement is critical. Some commentators
remove the comma and so treat “whom he foreknew™ as a “restrictive” clause—that
is, a clause that restricts the word it modifies by identifying it. On this view, Paul is
asserting that God has not rejected the people whom he chose. Such a statement
would build on the “remnant” idea of 9:6-29, claiming that God remains faithful to
that “Israel within an Israel” whom he has chosen for salvation. But almost all
modern versions, following most of the commentaries, rightly add the comma,
making the clause nonrestrictive. “Whom he foreknew™ does not identify the
“people” Paul is talking about; rather, it explains why God remains faithful to that
people.”

Moo demonstrates the exegetical significance of a restrictive versus nonrestrictive reading. In
chapter 1 it was noted that this study will help determine when syntactical tendencies can aid the
interpreter in determining a restrictive or nonrestrictive reading. Since an attributive participle is
grammatically incapable of relativizing direct object clauses, the exegete must discern the
restrictive/nonrestrictive nature of the relative clause in Rom 1 1:2a from context alone. Indeed,
the exegete must use context alone to discern restrictive/nonrestrictive readings of all relative

clauses that relativize positions lower than subject on the Accessibility Hierarchy.

% Though Karleen maintains this distinction, he does so with different terminology and grammatical
framework. He does not mention the Accessibility Hierarchy and furthermore he does not make his assertions with
respect to assessing the purported equivalence of the attributive participle and the relative clause in the Greek New
Testament.

3! See section titled “Exegesis” on pp. 45-46 of ch. 1.

2 NIV: God did not reject his people, whom he foreknew.

33 Moo, Romans, 354.
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The only area of overlap for the attributive participle and the relative clause on the
Accessibility Hierarchy, then, consists of subject position relativization. So, when comparing the
restrictive and nonrestrictive capabilities of these two constructions, one must compare
attributive participles to subject relative clauses only. This is to say, if an attributive participle is
grammatically incapable of relativizing any position lower than subject, there does not exist a
logical reason to compare it to relative clauses that relativize positions other than subject. To put
it another way, the question at hand is why the attributive participle is used in certain contexts
instead of the relative clause and vice versa (which implies they are both grammatically
possible). If the attributive participle cannot grammatically exist for certain relativized positions,
it cannot be compared to or analyzed with respect to the relative clauses that do relativize those
positions. In fact, this narrowing of the field of comparison informs a major part of our thesis
with respect to the restrictive/nonrestrictive distinction. It, in essence, dictates the central
analysis to be that of a comparison of subject relative clauses and attributive participles. It is to

this task that we now turn.

Subject Relative Clauses and Attributive Participles in the Greek New Testament

A consideration of the general characteristics of the subject relative clause and the
attributive participle is presented below. Next an examination of the specific nuances of each

construction is put forth followed by a presentation of illustrative examples.

General Characteristics

In general, there are approximately 360 subject relative clauses and 800 attributive
participles in the Greek New Testament. Furthermore, based upon our contextual analysis,
subject relative clauses tend to relate nonrestrictively to their antecedents (80%) and attributive
participles restrictively (84%). Concomitantly, subject relative clauses may relate restrictively

(19%) and attributive participles may relate nonrestrictively (13%), but in each case with much
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less frequency. Approximately 1% of subject relative clauses and 3% of attributive participles
are ambiguous.

Table 1. General Statistics for Subject Relative Clauses and Attributive Participles

% Restrictive % Nonrestrictive % Ambiguous
Subject Relative Clause 19 80 1
Attributive Participle 84 13 3

We turn now to consider the specific restrictive and nonrestrictive nuances of these two
constructions with an eye toward discovering other instances of when, according to our thesis,

both constructions might not be grammatically and stylistically feasible.

Subject Relative Clauses

Nonrestrictive, restrictive and ambiguous subject relative clause will be considered.

Nonrestrictive Subject Relative Clauses. As has been asserted above and in chapter 5,
80% of the approximately 360 subject relative clauses in the Greek New Testament relate
nonrestrictively to their antecedents.** A comparison to the relative clauses lower on the
Accessibility Hierarchy is revealing. While 80% of subject relative clauses are nonrestrictive
only 52% of the remaining relative clauses (direct object through possessor relative clauses)
definitively function nonrestrictively. Multiple examples of nonrestrictive subject relative clauses
have been presented in chapter 5. The question naturally arises as to the
restrictive/nonrestrictive nature of the remaining 20% of subject relative clauses (19% restrictive

and 1% ambiguous). This question is considered in the two subsequent sections.

34 See section titled “General Tendencies of Nonrestrictive Clauses in the Greek New Testament” on pp. 218-
220 of ch. 5.

3% See section titled “Nonrestrictive Relative Clauses—Subject” on pp. 182-94 of ch. 5.
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Restrictive Subject Relative Clauses. It was asserted above and in chapter 3 that, at most,
19% of the approximately 360 subject relative clauses function restrictively.” Comparing this
statistic to relative clauses lower on the Accessibility Hierarchy is revealing. While only 19% of
subject relative clauses seem to be restrictive, 47% of the remaining relative clauses appear to
function restrictively (direct object through possessor relative clauses). The question naturally
arises as to why 19% of subject relative clauses function restrictively.

Most subject relative clauses that are restrictive seem to require the relative clause
relativization strategy due to verb tense considerations. Additionally, some examples are
restrictive due to other grammatical and stylistic reasons: texts with Semitic Vorlagen, very
generic substantives, certain relative clauses headed by dotig, and possibly “the idiom oddeig
gotwv.””” Additionally, a few examples may be ill-formed. It is to these factors that we now turn.

Most restrictive subject relative clauses contain a verb tense that seems to require the usage
of a relative clause over an attributive participle. Most of these examples occur with the future
tense.”® In the New Testament, there exist only twelve total future participles and only one of
these is an attributive participle (1 Cor 15:37).° Except for this single occurrence, the usage of
future attributive participles in the Greek New Testament is not a grammatical reality. This
tendency of the Greek of the New Testament seems to necessitate the usage of a relative clause
with a future indicative even when the modification is restrictive. That is to say, the usage of the

future indicative allows the author to explicitly indicate future time, which is not convenient with

* See section titled “Restrictive Relative Clauses—Subject” on p. 142 of ch. 3.
37 Robertson, Grammar of the Greek New Testament, 726.

*® The future tense predominates but examples of subjunctive in various tenses and pluperfect periphrastics
exist, as well, as do a few examples with the imperfect and perfect.

3% “The twelve future participles can be found in Matt 27:49; Luke 22:49; John 6:64; Acts 8:27; 20:22; 22:5;
24:11, 17; 1 Cor 15:37; Heb 3:5; 13:17; 1 Pet 3:13.” Wallace, Greek Grammar, 567.
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the usage of available participial tenses. This appears to be a grammatical and stylistic reality of
the language. Consider 1 Cor 6:3: ...obtw¢ ovk &vi &v DUV 00d€lS 606G, 0 duvijoeTar
dlakpivan avix pécov 10 adehpod avToH;

It also appears that some texts seem to retain the Semitic Vorlage from which they are
derived.* Consider Rom 11:4 as it reflects the Old Testament: éntaxioyiiiovg Gvdpag, oiTiveg
0¥k Ekapwyav . . . tij Baol.” The Greek relative clause mirrors the syntax of the Hebrew relative
clause in 1 Kgs 19:18: Hya? w287 gx.”

Another small category of exceptions may be certain occurrences with the relative dotig,
where the sense is distinct from 6¢. Consider Rev 9:4: tovg dvBpmdnovg oitiveg ovk £YOVot TV
oppayida tod Ogod émi tdv petdnwv.* Thayer cites this verse explicitly to be an example where
dotig is utilized specifically to note “a general notion or class . . . and thus it indicates quality:
one who, such a one as, of such a nature that.”* This distinct semantic thrust appears to
necessitate the usage of a relative clause headed by dotig over an attributive participle.

A smaller number of restrictive subject relative clauses seem to exist with extremely

generic substantives (e.g. as GvBpwmog, avip, yovr, etc.).* Consider John 4:29: ‘8¢bte idete

% “Is it so that there is among you no wise man that might/will be able to decide between his brothers?”
Consider also 2 Tim 2:2.

*! The words of Jesus (and others) that surely have Aramaic roots could also be included in this category. See
Kenneth Bailey, who discusses the controlled nature of direct speech and the oral tradition behind it: Kenneth
Bailey, “Middle Eastern Oral Tradition and the Synoptic Gospels,” Expository Times 106 (1995): 363-67.

42 ESV: “seven thousand men who have not bowed . . . to Baal.”
4 ESV: “that have not bowed to Baal.”
4 ASV: “such men as have not the seal of God on their foreheads.”

% Joseph Henry Thayer, Carl Ludwig Wilibald Grimm, and Christian Gottlob Wilke, Thayer's Greek-English
Lexicon of the New Testament: Coded with Strong's Concordance Numbers (Peabody, Mass: Hendrickson, 2003),
dotig, 2.

% See section titled “The General Extreme of the Acceptability Continuum” on p. 74 of ch. 2, where Quirk
calls these “nonassertive heads.”
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avépamov d¢ cinév por mavra doa Emoinea.’’ BDAG cites this verse specifically and claims
that this usage of GvBpwmog is “practically equiv[alent] to the indef[inite] pron[oun], w[ith] the
basic [meaning] of G[vBpwnog] greatly weakened.”* These antecedents are so generic that any
modification is necessarily restrictive. It should be noted that most of these occurrences also
exhibit one of the other characteristics: verb tense incompatibility, Semitic Vorlage, and/or a
unique usage of dotig.*’

Additionally, Robertson notes “the idiom o0d¢ig éotv” as a stylistic reality of the Greek of
the New Testament.” Consider Mark 9:39: ...00dsig yap éotiv g moujoet dOvapwy Eni Td
ovopari pov kai duvijostal Tayd koxoloyiicai pe.* It should be noted, however, that most of
these examples exhibit verb tense incompatibility and/or a Semitic Vorlage. Additionally, 00d¢ig
is an extremely generic substantive.

The few exceptions presented so far are due to grammatical and stylistic reasons.* The
problem with corpus study of ancient languages consists in the fact that no native speakers exist
to confirm whether or not these exceptions are ungrammatical or ill-formed. Palmer notes this
reality when he states that “it is possible that some sentences may be included in the corpus

which the authors themselves would reject as ill-formed if they were to reread them. The

7 ESV: **Come, see a man who told me all that I ever did.”” This example also appears to have an underlying
Aramaic derivation.

“ BDAG, avOpwnog, 4ad.
* So, for example, John 4:29 cited above may reflect the Aramaic Vorlage of direct speech.
0 Robertson, Grammar of the Greek New Testament, 726.

' NASB”: “for there is no one who will perform a miracle in My name, and be able soon afterward to speak
evil of Me.”

%2 1t should be noted that many of these example seem to have more than one of the categories of exception
occurring at one time. For example Matt 2:6 utilizes a future verb and may occur with the unique sense of dotig
(BDAG, 60115, 2a): fyovuevog, 00Tt motpavel Tov Aadv pov tov Topani.
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grammarian must also be ready to characterize such sentences as ifl-formed.”* Since there does
seem to be some pattern for the restrictive subject relative clauses examined above, they may
very well be accepted as proper formations. There do seem to exist a few examples, however,
that may very well be considered “ill-formed.” Consider the two beasts found in Rev 13. One
rises out of the sea (13:1) and has a healed mortal wound (Rev 13:3). Then John sees another
beast rising out of the earth (Rev 13:11: Kai €idov &0 npiov dvafoivov éx tiig 7ic). In Rev
13:14 the relative clause appears to identify the first beast: 1@ Onpiw, g Exel v TNV TG
poyaipng xai Elnoev.* The restrictive relative clause does not appear to fall into any of the
categories of exception.

Ambiguous Subject Relative Clauses. In our classification of subject relative clauses,
approximately 1% remain ambiguous as to their restrictive/nonrestrictive nature.” Status as an

“amplifying clause™*

and multiple possibilities of interpretation account for their ambiguous
designation.

In the terminology of Hausammen, an “amplifying clause” occurs with complex
antecedents that exist with some sort of adjectival modifier. These examples seem to “spread the
task of description over both the general adjective . . . and the more detailed clause.” Consider 2
Tim 1:6 as a possible example: dvapipviioxw oe dvalnnvpsiv 16 yapropa tod 0cod, 6 LoTiv &v

ool S Tijg EémBiosmg TAV xeEWpdVY pov. Note the confusion on how to interpret this clause with

the difference between the NRSV and ESV. The NRSV renders restrictively: “I remind you to

53 Palmer, Constituent Structure in the New Testament, 26.
3% “the beast that has the wound of the sword and lived.”

% These have been labeled with a “?” in app. 2 under the restrictive/nonrestrictive column. It may very well be
that more examples could be considered ambiguous. For this reason, the appendices has been included to show how
every example has been categorized and allows the reader to independently examine our assessment.

s Haussamen, “Restrictive and Nonrestrictive,” 2.

7 o e s e )
5 Haussamen, “Restrictive and Nonrestrictive,” 3.
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rekindle the gift of God that is within you through the laying on of my hands.” The ESV
renders nonrestrictively: “I remind you to fan into flame the gift of God, which is in you
through the laying on of my hands.” On the one hand, the relative clause seems to amplify the
adjectival genitive modifier tob 8gob (“of/from God™), and could be seen to provide additional
information about the overall complex substantive 10 yapiopa tod 8gob. While it does not
grammatically modify the genitive modifier, semantically speaking the clause appears to amplify
or give more detail to how this gift came from God, namely through the laying on of hands. On
the other hand, the relative clause does not seem to be nonessential. Haussamen points out that
there seems to be, at times, difficult examples such as these that seem to lie in between a
restrictive and nonrestrictive reading. An example like this may slightly lean toward restrictivity
or nonrestrictivity. Since there seems to be some level of ambiguity, we have leftitina
questionable status, allowing for the exegete to take this into consideration when applying all the
tools of exegesis to the task of interpretation.

Additionally, see the discussion of the ambiguous example in Jas 5:10 below. Essentially, it

has been labeled ambiguous due to multiple possibilities of interpretation.®®

Attributive Participles

The majority of attributive participles modify their antecedents restrictively (84%). There
seems to be a smaller number of occurrences that function nonrestrictively (13%). Additionally,
some examples remain ambiguous as to their restrictive/nonrestrictive nature (3%).

Restrictive Attributive Participles. As was asserted above and in chapter 3, nearly 84%

of the approximately 800 attributive participles in the Greek New Testament restrictively modify

8 See p- 254 below under the section titled “Illustrative Examples.”
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their antecedents.” Numerous examples of restrictive attributive participles have been presented
in chapter 3 and should be familiar to the reader thus far.” The question naturally arises as to the
restrictive/nonrestrictive nature of the remaining 16% of attributive participles (13%
nonrestrictive and 3% ambiguous). This question is considered in the two subsequent sections.

Nonrestrictive Attributive Participles. It was asserted above and in chapter 5 that 13% of
the approximately 800 attributive participles appear to function nonrestrictively.® Some
examples were presented in chapter 5% and some initial patterns have been noted previously as to
why this may be the case.® We turn now to identify these patterns more comprehensively.

On the whole, most nonrestrictive attributive participles occur in the ASAP and SAP
formation patterns with divine proper names (e.g. 0 6g0g) and to a lesser degree with other
proper names of supernatural beings and humans. Additionally, some nonrestrictive attributive
participles occur with personal pronouns. Furthermore, at times a very small number of
nonrestrictive attributive participles occur in connection with adjectives and texts that reflect
Semitic Vorlagen. Additionally, a few examples may be considered ill-formed.

The majority of nonrestrictive attributive participles occur with a divine proper name.*

Specifically, most antecedents contain ¢ 6gd¢, 8e6¢, or some other denotation of God (the

* See section titled “Summary of General Tendencies of Restrictive Attributive Participles” on p. 141 of ch. 3.

% See section titled “The Restrictive Attributive Participle in the Greek New Testament” on pp. 102-31 of ch.

®1 See section titled *“Summary of General Characteristics of Nonrestrictive Attributive Participles™ on p. 221
of ch. 5.

82 See scction titled “The Nonrestrictive Attributive Participle in the Greek New Testament” on pp. 210-18.

% See sections titled “Summary of the Nonrestrictive Attributive Participle in the Greek New Testament” on p.
217 of ch.5 and “Substantive + Article + Participle (SAP)” on p. 140 of ch. 3.

A handful of examples occur with supernatural beings (Gabriel, Devil) and humans (Levi, Mary, Jezebel).
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Father), Jesus Christ, or the Holy Spirit.* It may be that this tendency reflects a stylistic
preference of the Greek of the New Testament and that, when considering relativization
strategies with divine names, either the attributive participle or the relative clause can be utilized.
Alternatively, the participle may be utilized in these instances to demonstrate an emphasis that
the relative clause would not convey. Furthermore, it may very well be that these examples
should be considered more akin to articular substantival participles that stand in apposition to
another substantive. The assertions of Voelz, Dana & Mantey, Wallace, Young, and Rogers &
Rogers will be considered with respect to these articular participles.

Voelz appears to label these participles as “attributive position participles . . . that seem to
be a restriction, not on what they modify directly but upon all other alternative possibilities.”*
Voelz cites 1 Pet 1:3 as an example:

EvAhoyntog 6 Bedg kai matip 100 kupiov Nudv Incod Xpiotod, 6 katd 10 ToAd adTod

£heog avaysvvioag Nudg ig EAmida Ldoav....

“Blessed be the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, the one who has, according

to his great mercy, begotten us again unto a living hope (as opposed to anyone else

who might attempt such a salvation).”’

Voelz’s assertions are by no means exhaustive and in many ways exploratory, calling for the
research done in this dissertation. After further analysis of these types of participles, it was

discovered that most of them (such as 1 Pet 1:3) consist of articular participles. An examination

of the tendencies of the article reveals a similarity between Voelz’s exploratory assertions above

% For example: ‘O 6edg Tiig £ipivg, Ocod marpdc, 6 ‘Incobc, ‘Incodg Xpiotdg, 6 kiprog, 6 vVidg Tob Og0d,
mvebpatog dyiov, etc. Note that most the examples of nonrestrictive attributive participles cited thus far in this
dissertation have a divine proper name as an antecedent. See “Attributive Participles” on p. 162 of ch. 4; p. 174 of
ch. 4; “The Nonrestrictive Attributive Participle in the Greek New Testament” on pp. 210-17 of ch. 5.

% Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part 111,” 403.

" Voelz, “Grammarian’s Corner: Participles, Part 111, 403.Translation is from Voelz.
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and the way grammarians speak about the individualizing use of the article with substantives.®®
Dana and Mantey assert with respect to the individualizing nature of the article: “Nearest to the
real genius of its function is the use of the article to point out a particular object.” In fact this
example from 1 Pet 1:3 seems to resemble a subset of the individualizing article, par excellence.
Wallace describes the par excellence usage of the individualizing article to be those instances
where the article is “used to point out a substantive that is, in a sense, ‘in a class by itself.” It is
the only one deserving” that designation.” It should be noted that this emphasis could not be
accomplished by means of a nonrestrictive relative clause. The article before the participle and
the participle itself are necessary to bring this emphasis to the fore. In fact, it should be noted that
93 of the 107 nonrestrictive attributive participles consist of articular participles of the ASAP
(47) or SAP (46) formation pattern.

Additionally, with respect to the SAP formation pattern, as was noted in chapter 3, 100% of
all common or generic substantives modified in this formation pattern are restrictive. On the
other hand, 89% of divine names modified in the SAP formation pattern are nonrestrictive.”

The question at hand, then, becomes whether or not these articular participles are
attributive participles, substantival participles standing in apposition to another substantive, or
something in between. From certain examples in the New Testament it is clear that the

substantival participle in apposition to another substantive does exist. This was treated more

® This is similar to our treatment of the restrictive nature of the article in ch. 2. See section titled “Articles” on
pp. 78 ff. of ch. 2.

% Dana and Mantey, Manual Grammar, 141. Emphasis mine.

™ Wallace, Greek Grammar, 222. Cyril of Alexandria. Commentary on John (vol. 1; ed. Joel C. Elowsky;
trans. David Maxwell; Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity, 2013), 26, may be highlighting this as well when he states,
“When Holy Scripture puts the definite article in front of nouns, it indicates the one entity that is called by that name
in the true and strict sense.”

7! See section titled “Substantive + Article + Participle (SAP)” on p. 140 of ch. 3.



thoroughly in chapter 2 and chapter 4 in the respective sections titled “Appositional
Constructions.” Mark 6:14 contains a clear example: lodvvng 6 Bantilov.”

Additionally, consider 2 Cor 5:5 as a possible example of the substantival participle in
apposition: ...0gd¢, 6 300 Huiv TOV dppaPdvae Tod Tvedpatog.™ It seems that the article could be
functioning in an individualizing manner. Furthermore, Rogers and Rogers contend that this is an
example of the “Substantival use of the part[iciple] to emphasize a defining character trait.” Not
only do they claim the participle is substantival and in apposition to 6gdg, but they also assert
that the substantival participle has been purposely utilized for emphasis. The example from Mark
6:14 also seems to fit this usage of emphasizing a defining character trait. Once again, a
nonrestrictive relative clause would not be able to so readily bring this emphasis to the fore.

In chapter 2, it was noted that Young cites Mark 6:14 (see above), Matt 1:16 (Incobg 0
Aeyduevog yprotdg/Jesus, the one called Christ), and 1 Thess 1:10 (Incodv tov pudusvov fudg ék
Thig Opyiic Tiig Epyopévng/Jesus, the one who delivers us from the coming wrath) as examples of
substantival participles in apposition.” It was noted, however, that Burton claims 1 Thess 1:10 to
be an example of a nonrestrictive attributive participle.™

In fact, this is where the difficulty lies. Some examples are clearly substantival participles
in apposition and others seem to be taken either way. Voelz appears to demonstrate this tension
in his citation of 1 Pet 1:3 above. He labels the participial phrase (6 katd 10 TOAD avTOd EAgog

Gvayevviicag Mpdg eig EAnida {Moav) as “attributive” but then translates it into English as a

7 See pp. 82-85 of ch. 2 and pp. 160-61 fT. of ch. 4.

7 See our treatment of this verse in section titled “Appositional Constructions™ on p. 84 of ch. 2.Additionally,
examples like these that are clearly appositional have been labeled as substantival participles and are included in
app. 1.

™ “God, the one who has given to us the pledge of the Spirit.”
7 See section titled “Appositional Constructions” on pp. 82-85 of ch. 2.

7 See p. 37 of section titled “Attributive Participle or Substantival Participle in Apposition?” in ch. 1.
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substantival participle with the apparent usage of the individualizing article par excellence: “the
one who has, according to his great mercy, begotten us again unto a living hope (as opposed to
anyone else who might attempt such a salvation).” If we are to take examples such as these as
substantival, then we can label the individualizing article as restrictive, limiting the substantival
participle. So, for example, in 1 Pet 1:3, it is not just any “one who has begotten us” but rather it
is “THE one who has begotten us.” The article serves “fo point out a particular object”” and
could, therefore, be considered restrictive. Whether or not, however, the articular participle as a
whole is described as an attributive participle or a substantive in apposition, the relationship
between the articular participle and the antecedent/substantive is nonrestrictive. For this reason
we prefer not to describe the actual articular participle as restrictive.

Overall, the usage of the articular participle in these nonrestrictive relationships with very
specific divine names seems to be utilized to emphasize something that the nonrestrictive relative
clause cannot. With the usage of the article an individualizing notion (perhaps par excellence)™
may be emphasized and with the usage of the substantival participle a characteristic trait may be
underscored. It remains difficult to discern whether one should categorize these participles as
attributive or substantival. In the end, a rigid adherence to such categories may very well be
unnecessary and pedantic. In our data set located in appendix 1, most of these examples have
been labeled as Voelz has described them, “attributive position participles,” and have been
categorized as nonrestrictive. If they were to be relabeled as substantival participles in
apposition, the percentage of attributive participles functioning restrictively would increase

significantly beyond 84%.

" Dana and Mantey, Manual Grammar, 141. Emphasis mine.

™8 See Wallace for more sub-functions of the individualizing article. Wallace, Greek Grammar, 216-27.
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A smaller number of nonrestrictive attributive participles occur with personal pronouns.
Consider 1 Thess 2:10: dpgic naptopeg kai 6 0gdg, (g 6ciwg kai dkaimg Kai AUEUTTOG DUV Tolg
moteoovey syeviinuev....” Paul does not seem to be singling out only those recipients of the
letter who believe, but describing those recipients as believers; therefore, the participle appears
to be functioning nonrestrictively. Karleen’s observations of the participle in the New Testament
reveal the stylistic preference of the Greek of the New Testament to modify personal pronouns
with attributive participles and not relative clauses. He goes so far as to say, “Whereas pronouns
can be followed by articular participles, there is no equivalent relative clause construction.”® It
should be noted, however, that some scholars consider these participles to be substantival,
standing in apposition to the personal pronoun. In fact, in Wallace’s treatment of the article as a
“Substantiver (With Certain Parts of Speech),”®' he specifically cites 1 Thess 2:10 as an example
of the article functioning in this capacity “with participles.”® In our data set located in appendix
1, these examples have been labeled as attributive participles and have been categorized as
restrictive or nonrestrictive depending on the context. If they were to be relabeled as substantival
participles in apposition, the percentage of attributive participles functioning restrictively would
obviously increase beyond 84%.

A couple of examples occurring in the SP formation pattern seem to be nonrestrictive due

to a connection to an adjective. Consider Col 3:12: ig ékhextoi ToD 0god Gytot kai

7 “You are witnesses, God also, how devoutly and righteously and blamelessly we were to you, the
believers.”

% Karleen, Syntax of the Participle, 90. While he may be overstating the case, this does seem to be the overall
tendency of the Greek of the New Testament.

81 Wallace, Greek Grammar, 231.

% Wallace, Greek Grammar, 234. Leedy also labels this participle to be in apposition with the personal
pronoun., Randy, A Leedy. BibleWorks New Testament Greek Sentence Diagrams in BibleWorks 7: Software for
Biblical Exegesis and Research. Norfolk, Va.: BibleWorks, LLC. 2006.
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fiyomuévor.® The attributive participle parallels the nonrestrictive adjective and functions
essentially as a nonrestrictive adjective. Stylistically speaking it would be awkward to utilize a
nonrestrictive relative clause in instances such as these.

Additionally, a couple of examples seem to reflect Semitic Vorlagen.* Consider the
quotation of Amos 9:12 in Acts 15:17: Aéye1 kOprog nodv tadta.® The participle does not seem
to be distinguishing between different Lords; therefore, it functions nonrestrictively. A
consideration of the Hebrew Text of Amos 9:12 reveals the Greek text to be mirroring the
Hebrew:

NRY TPy MoKy

Finally, as was noted above in our treatment of the restrictive subject relative clause, it is
possible that in any language some constructions are “ill-formed” and such occurrences are
normal for any language.”” A very small number of occurrences may very well be “ill-formed.”
For example Jas 3:9 seems to exist without parallel: katapdpedo Todg dvOpdmovg TOVE KOO’
opoimawv B0t yeyovotac.® Clearly, men who are not made in the likeness of God do not exist;

therefore a nonrestrictive reading is understood.®

3 NIV: “as God's chosen people, holy and dearly loved.”

% 1t should be noted that attributive participles reflecting Semitic Vorlage are very rare. They seem to be
confined to mirroring the text of the Old Testament. Subject relative clauses that reflect a Semitic Vorlage are more
prevalent and include both Old Testament texts and direct speech reflecting the underlying Aramaic.

BNIV: “says the Lord, who does these things.”

% «declares the LORD, who does these things.”

%7 See the discussion in relation to Palmer on p. 240 above.

% NASB®: “we curse men, who have been made in the likeness of God.”

¥t might be possible to consider this to be a casc where the articular participle is utilized to convey something
that the relative clause could not, similar to the participles with divine names discussed above. Consider the
following gloss: “we curse men, THE ones who have been made in the likeness of God (as opposed to everything
else that has been made, not in the likeness of God).”
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Ambiguous Attributive Participles. In our categorization of attributive participles, close
to 3% have been classified as ambiguous with respect to their restrictive or nonrestrictive
nature.” These examples are ambiguous due to multiple possibilities of interpretation,
amplification status, and/or long-distance dependencies.

For example, consider the attributive participial usage of néunw with matp in the Gospel
of John. Seven times this pairing occurs in John: five in the APS formation pattern’ and two in
the ASAP pattern.” Consider John 5:37: 6 néuyag pe matip.” It appears that this could be an
example of titular restriction, where the attributive participle may have originally distinguished
between Jesus’ earthly father, Joseph, and his heavenly father. In fact this usage seems to be
peculiar to the gospel of John. Alternatively, since this is a divine proper name, the usage of the
attributive participle could be a stylistic tendency of the language, as was presented above. Or, it
could just be that this is a nonrestrictive usage. On the whole, there are too many factors to
decide definitively without the aid of native readers from the first century. So, a small number of
examples such as these have been left in a questionable status.

Furthermore, a few examples remain questionable as to status and could be described, per
Hausammen, as “amplifying clauses.”* They occur with complex antecedents that are usually
modified by an adjective. These examples seem to “spread the task of description over both the
general adjective . . . and the more detailed clause.”” Consider 1 Pet 3:5: obtwg ydp note kai ai

aywon yovaikeg ai Ehrilovem gig 0edv éxdopovv £avtdg. Note the confusion on how to interpret

* These have been labeled with a “?” in app. 1 under the restrictive/nonrestrictive column.
*! John 5:37; 8:16; 8:18; 12:49 and 14:24.

” John 5:23 and 6:44.

% ESV: “the Father who sent me”

% Haussamen, “Restrictive and Nonrestrictive,” 2. See section titled “Ambiguous Subject Relative Clauses” on
p. 241 above.
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this clause with the difference between the ESV and NASB®. The ESV renders restrictively:
“For this is how the holy women who hoped in God used to adorn themselves.” The NASB®
renders nonrestrictively: “For in this way in former times the holy women also, who hoped in
God, used to adorn themselves.” On the one hand, the participial clause seems to amplify the
adjectival descriptor, &ywu, yet does not seem to limit the complex substantive ai &y yovaikes.
On the other hand, the participial clause does not seem to be nonessential. Haussamen points out
that there seems to be, at times, difficult examples such as these that seem to lie in between a
restrictive and nonrestrictive reading. Even though examples like these may slightly lean toward
restrictivity or nonrestrictivity, since there seems to be some level of ambiguity, we have left
them in a questionable status, allowing for the exegete to take this into consideration.

One last possible area of ambiguity lies with attributive participles in long distance
dependencies. Indeed these examples may very well be considered substantival participles.
Consider Phil 3:18-19: moAdoi yap nepinatodorv odg morrdkig Eheyov Dpiv, viv 88 kai Khaiwv
Aéym, ToG &xBpodg TOD oTavpod Tod XpioTod, ' dv 10 Téhoc drdieia, dv 6 Bedc 1 Kowkia Kai 1
d6&a v Tij aioydvn avTdV, oi Ta miyera @povotvres.”™ Three relative clauses intervene before
the occurrence of the participle. If we describe this as an attributive participle, it appears to be
functioning nonrestrictively, further describing the many who walk as enemies of the cross of
Christ. Boyer and Leedy, however, interpret this as a substantival participle in apposition to
morrol.”” Since there seems to exist a certain level of ambiguity, a few examples such as these

have been left to a questionable status.

% Haussamen, “Restrictive and Nonrestrictive,” 3.

% NASB®: “For many walk, of whom | often told you, and now tell you even weeping, that they are enemies
of the cross of Christ, ' whose end is destruction, whose god is their appetite, and whose glory is in their shame,
who set their minds on earthly things.”

7 Boyer, Participles, 64. Leedy, Sentence Diagrams.
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Summary of Subject Relative Clauses and Attributive Participles

In General, the subject relative clause predominantly relates nonrestrictively to its
antecedent. It is significant to note, that 80% of subject relative clauses relate nonrestrictively
compared to only 52% of the rest of the relative clauses on the Accessibility Hierarchy (direct
object through possessor). Furthermore, the attributive participle primarily modifies its
antecedents restrictively (84%).

Exceptions to these general tendencies exist and can be categorized relatively coherently.”
The majority of restrictive subject relative clauses seem to exist due to verb tense issues. Other
exceptions seem to exist with texts with Semitic Vorlagen, very generic substantives, a unique
usages of 6otig, and the idiom 00d¢ic éotiv. With respect to the participle, nonrestrictive
attributive participles occur predominantly with divine proper names and are articular (SAP and
ASAP formation patterns). The presence of the articular participle seems to be utilized to
demonstrate an emphasis that cannot be achieved with the relative clause. A small number of
nonrestrictive attributive participles seem to exist in connection with personal pronouns,
nonrestrictive adjectives and texts with Semitic Vorlagen, while a few may be considered “ill-
formed.”

A small percentage of examples remain difficult to categorize. The ambiguous examples of
subject relative clauses and attributive participles are due to multiple possibilities of
interpretation and possible status as an amplifying clause. Additionally, for attributive

participles, a few with long distance dependency may be considered nonrestrictive.

% Only a very small number of examples may be ill-formed.
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Illustrative Examples

Throughout the dissertation multiple examples of restrictive attributive participles and
nonrestrictive (subject) relative clauses have been presented; these have demonstrated the
tendencies of these constructions. We have noted above the patterns of exceptions with examples
of nonrestrictive attributive participles and restrictive subject relative clauses. We turn now to
examine some illustrative examples in light of the predominant tendencies of these constructions
along with the patterns of exception. We also consider the predominant example traditionally
used by grammarians to establish the ostensible equivalence of the attributive participle and the
relative clause.

In General, Luke 15:7 depicts the overall tendency of attributive participles to be restrictive
and subject relative clauses to be nonrestrictive: Aéym duiv 611 obtwg Xopa &v T@ ovpovd Ectal

£mi £vi papTei® petavoodvi ) €ni évevijkovra Evvéa dikaiong oiTiveg 00 ypeiav Exovery

netavoiag.” The attributive participle petavoodvn limits the referent to a sinner that repents as
opposed to one that does not, therefore it is restrictive.'® The relative clause oftiveg oo ypeiav
&yovaotv peravoiag, in a non-limiting manner, merely provides additional information about
righteous people; therefore it functions nonrestrictively. This simple verse illustrates the major
tendencies of these constructions. Multiple examples have been given in previous chapters and
the general statistics based on the data in the appendices greatly support this reality.

The general tendencies of attributive participles toward restrictivity and subject relative
clauses toward nonrestrictivity helps inform the exegesis of ambiguous examples. We turn now

to consider an ambiguous relative clause and an ambiguous attributive participle.

ASV: “I say unto you, that even so there shall be joy in heaven over one sinner that repenteth, more than over
ninety and nine righteous persons, who need no repentance.” See the treatment of this verse on p. 190 of ch. 5 in
the section titled “Nonrestrictive Relative Clauses—Subject.”

% An example of restrictive modification that leans toward concept formation.
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With respect to subject relative clauses, consider Jas 5:10: Tovg Tpo@iitag ol EéAdAncay &v
7@ dvopaTti kvpiov. At first glance, it seems to be that the relative clause should be taken
restrictively, as it is in most English translations. Consider the ESV: “the prophets who spoke
in the name of the Lord.” This would be a restriction from all prophets to only those who spoke
in the name of the Lord, i.e., contra false prophets. This may very well be the case. However, it
does not seem to fit any of the patterns of exception for restrictive subject relative clauses. It
could be the case that this example is ill-formed. Or, in light of the tendencies and patterns thus
far demonstrated, perhaps it should be considered to be nonrestrictive. The only English version
to render it thusly is the NKJV: “the prophets, who spoke in the name of the Lord.” Actually,
when considering the whole verse, this nonrestrictive reading, is conceivably plausible and
perhaps preferable: Ondderypa hafete, adehpoi, Tijg kakomadiag kai Tiig pakpodupiag Tovdg
po@riTag ol EAaincay &v 1@ dvépaT kvpiov.'' The recipients of the letter (68ehpoi) are
exhorted to take as an example of suffering and patience, the prophets. Most likely, false
prophets would not be considered an example of patience and suffering. So the immediate
context may very well limit the referent Todg npogijtag to the prophets of the Lord from the Old
Testament. The predominant tendency for subject relative clauses to relate nonrestrictively to
antecedents coupled with contextual clues plausibly supports a nonrestrictive reading, contra
most English translations.

Romans 16:11 contains an example of an attributive participle: dondcacds Tovg ik T@®V
Napkicoov Tovg Ovrag €v kupie. Context alone does not permit a definitive restrictive or
nonrestrictive reading. The NIV renders restrictively, “those of the household of Narcissus who

are in the Lord,” while the NASB®’ renders nonrestrictively, “those of the household of

19! “Brothers, as an example of suffering and patience, take the prophets, who spoke in the name of the
Lord.”
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Narcissus, who are in the Lord.” The attributive participle does not seem to fit any of the
exceptions to restrictivity. So, based upon the predominant tendency for attributive participles to
be restrictive, Paul seems to be indicating a Christian subset of the ones of Narcissus.'”

Not only might the general tendencies of the attributive participle and subject relative
clause inform the exegesis of certain passages, the patterns of exception may as well.

One of the most interesting and puzzling set of examples surfaced by the research of this
dissertation has to do with texts of the Lord’s Supper. Consider the following four participles
from Matthew, Mark and Luke:

Matt 26:28: TodT0 Yép 0TIV TO aipd pov Tiig S1abikng TO TEPL TOAAGOY
EKYUVVOUEVOV EiG AQPEGLY AUAPTIDY.

Mark 14:24: 10016 éottv 10 aipé pov Tiig Sradiikng Td Ekyuvvépevov dmep ToALGV.
Luke 22:19: 10016 €otiv 76 6®dUG pov 6 vrep Hudv S156pevoy.

Luke 22:20: TodTo T moTijprov 1| kawi) S1abkn &v 1@ aipati pov to vmep DudV
EKYUVVOuEVOY.

Clearly not one of these participles serves to restrict the antecedent. Furthermore, the
occurrences in Luke could not be designated as amplifying clauses. The examples in Matthew
and Mark could possibly be considered as amplifying clauses, but it seems unlikely. One could
assert that they are ill-formed. Since there are four similar examples, however, this too seems
unlikely. At first glance, these examples seem to be unique and without precedent. Upon closer
examination, however, they align rather well with the nonrestrictive articular participles that
accompany divine entities (God the Father, Son and Holy Spirit). These types of articular

participles make up the majority of exceptions to the tendency of attributive participles to be

192 Consider also Mark 15:39: iov 8¢ 6 KEVTUPIOY 0 TAPEGTNKDG E& Evavtiag avTod Ot obtwg sEénvevcey
ginev: GAN0DG ovTog O dvBpwmog vidg Oeod fv. Could the syntax be pointing to more than one centurion being
present at the crucifixion of Jesus?
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restrictive. Furthermore, such articular participles seem to be utilized with divine entities in an
individualizing and emphatic manner. As was asserted above, it is possible that such participles
may more appropriately be considered substantival participles or lie somewhere between an
attributive and substantival participle. However one classifies the syntax, the usage of the
articular participle in these verses of the Lord’s Supper may very well serve to elevate their
respective referents as the very divine “things™ or “entities” (par excellence) above all others that
might attempt to be poured out (10 éixuvvopevov) and given (10 S1d0pevov) for the forgiveness
of sins (gig dpectv apaptidyv), on behalf of the many/you (nepi moAhdv; OnEp MOAAGDV; VRLEP
vu@v). Furthermore, since most of these types of articular participles occur with divine entities,
they may very well be highlighting the divine attributes of the body and blood of our Lord Jesus
in the bread and wine of the Lord’s Supper. Certainly, there are many scholarly assertions about
the nature of these texts and multiple tools of exegesis should be applied. It appears, however,
that the exegete of these texts surrounding the Lord’s Supper should seriously consider the
individualizing and emphatic nature of these articular participles.

In chapter 1, it was demonstrated that multiple scholars asserted that the attributive
participle is equivalent to the relative clause.'” Furthermore, they all exhibited a very similar line
of reasoning with practically identical argumentation and proof texts, giving the appearance of a
lack of original research.'® The key proof texts consistently cited consist of Luke 6:48 (avOpdne

oixodopodvrt oikiav) and Matt 7:24 (avdpi epovipw, dotig Gxodouncev). We agree that both the

'% See section titled “Explicit Assertions of Equivalence™ on pp. 6-10 of ch. 1.

194 See section titled “Evaluation of Assertions of Equivalence” on p. 12 of ch. 1.
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attributive participle and the relative clause relate restrictively to their respective antecedents.'”

Luke 6:48 follows the predominant tendency for the attributive participle to relate restrictively to
its antecedent. Furthermore, Matt 7:24 seems to align well with the pattern of exceptions. In fact,
Matt 7:24 may contain a unique usage of the relative pronoun dotic. Robertson cites Matt 7:24
specifically as an example where the distinct meaning of the indefinite relative pronoun is
retained and states, “6otig is correctly used in connection with a substantive of indefinite
reference.”'® Additionally, since the text is a direct quote of a parabolic teaching of Jesus, it may
reflect a mirroring of its Semitic Vorlagen. Even if this example did not align with these patterns,
it seems that the grammatical “rule” of the attributive participle being equivalent to a relative
clause should not have been formulated upon this exception to the norm. Regrettably, it appears
that multiple scholars have repeated this “rule” without conducting independent and

comprehensive analysis.'”

195 Note the nebulous punctuation of NAY for Matt 7:24. Does the comma signify nonrestrictivity (as it does in
Modern Greek, English and Spanish) or does it merely signify a subordinate clause (as it would in German)?
Furthermore, some may argue that the adjective, gpovipw, restricts avdpi and the additional information provided in
the relative clause is non-limiting, and therefore nonrestrictive. The ASV, NASB’, and KJV render the relative
clauses nonrestrictively. Most English translations, however, translate it restrictively. The context of the following
verse seems (o require a restrictive reading.

19 Robertson, Grammar of the Greek New Testament, 153. While we may disagree with Robertson’s usage of
the word “correctly,” his assertions demonstrate a unique usage of dotig that is different from the common relative
pronoun 4.

17 Additionally the examples in Acts 10 could be considered as another case where the exception is cited to

establish a grammatical “rule.” See discussion on pp. 8 ff. of ch. 1. Acts 10:18 and 10:32 are cited to demonstrate
the two constructions as being equivalent. Admittedly there are some ambiguous occurrences in this section of
Scripture, which includes also Acts 10:5 and 11:13. Furthermore, the relative clause in Acts 10:5 also has multiple
variants with an attributive participle. As well there exist multiple levels of quotation and narration that further
complicate the analysis. Without addressing all the issues, it should be noted, however, that these verses should
never have been used as proof texts to establish the general “rule” that attributive participles are equivalent to
rclative clauses.
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Implications for Related Fields of Study
It was asserted in chapter | that related fields of study support the need for the analysis of
this dissertation.'”® The analysis performed in this dissertation has demonstrated this support and
in turn demonstrates implications for these related fields: exegesis, punctuation practices of
modern editions of the Greek New Testament, and translation practices of the Greek New

Testament.

Exegesis

In terms of exegesis, Moo’s treatment of Rom [ 1:2a demonstrated the importance of
determining the restrictive/nonrestrictive nature of adjectival clauses.'® The research of this
dissertation demonstrates that when considering subordinate subject clauses, the majority of the
time attributive participles function restrictively except under certain prescribed circumstances;
and the majority of subject relative clauses function nonrestrictively except under certain
prescribed circumstances. So, consider again Rom 11:2a: o0k dndcato 6 0g0¢ 1OV Aadv adTod
ov mpoéyve.''® When the exegete approaches texts like Rom 11:2a, it is known that there are no
major tendencies toward restrictivity or nonrestrictivity for a direct object relative clause such as
this.

Furthermore, in chapter 1, the restrictive/nonrestrictive nature of the attributive participle in
1 Thess 2:14-15 was discussed: ta@ a0td nadete Kai Vel VIO TAHV idiwv cCVUPVAETOV KAOMOS

Kai avTol Vo TAV Tovdainv, TAV Kol TOV KipoV dnokTevaviny Incodv kai Tovg Tpoeritac.'

18 See section titled “Related Fields of Study” on pp. 45-52 of ch. 1.
19 See p. 236 above and section titled “Exegesis” on pp. 45—46 of ch. 1.
"ONIV: “God did not reject his people, whom he foreknew.”

"' ESV: “you suffered the same things from your own countrymen as they did from the Jews, who killed both
the Lord Jesus and the prophets.”
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How should the exegete interpret the attributive participle?''? Despite the overwhelming
contextual evidence for a restrictive reading,'” the majority of commentators and translators have
interpreted the participle nonrestrictively.'* In essence, doing so assigns the Killing of Jesus and
the prophets to the Jewish people as a whole. The predominant tendency for attributive
participles to modify restrictively coupled with strong contextual evidence strongly support a
restrictive reading, assigning the killing of Jesus and the prophets to a limited number of the
Jewish people, not the Jewish people as a whole.

Additionally, with examples such as Rom 16:11, the exegete has precedence for relying on
the major tendencies discovered in order to interpret the text: dondoacde Tovg €k T@dV
Nopkicoov Tovg dvtag v kupim. As was asserted above,'” Paul seems to be indicating a
Christian subset of the ones of Narcissus. BDAG agrees with this restrictive understanding when

they gloss: “those belonging to the household of Narcissus who are Christians.”''®

Punctuation Practices for Greek New Testament Texts
In terms of punctuation, it was demonstrated in chapter 1 that, first, the punctuation of the

Greek Text is inconsistent in modern editions.'"” Secondly, the nature of the punctuation is

"2 This includes the subsequent participles as well.

'3 See Rom 911 and Gal. See also Frank D. Gilliard, “The Problem of the Antisemitic Comma Between |
Thessalonians 2.14 and 15,” New Testament Studies 35 (1989): 499-500.

" For a more thorough treatment of this reality see Gilliard, “1 Thessalonians 2.14 and 15,” 481--502.
Gilliard’s assessment of the restrictive nature of the attributive participle, though very limited in scope, aligns well
with our analysis. His assertions regarding the restrictive/nonrestrictive nature of the relative clause, however, lack
precision and neglect the distinctions provided by the framework of the Accessibility Hierarchy. His work was made
known to us through a congruent work to this dissertation: Stanley E. Porter, “Translation, Exegesis, and 1
Thessalonians 2.14—15: Could a Comma Have Changed the Course of History?” The Bible Translator 64 (2013):
82-98. Following Gilliard, Porter’s assertions regarding the attributive participle align well with our work; his
assertions with respect to the relative clause, however, like Gilliard, lack precision and inaccurately describe the
restrictive/nonrestrictive tendencies of relative clauses, especially with respect to the Accessibility Hierarchy.

"% See p. 254 above.
"1 BDAG, Népkioooc.

"7 See section titled “Punctuation Practices for Greek New Testament Texts” on pp- 46 ff. of ch. 1.
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nebulous, especially with reference to the restrictive/nonrestrictive distinction. These two points
demonstrate a need for consistency in punctuation and also transparency with respect to the
nature of such punctuation. Editors of the Greek New Testament need to determine whether or
not the comma functions as a restrictive/nonrestrictive designator, as in Modern Greek and
English, or whether it merely signals a subordinate clause, as in German. This should be made
explicit in introductions. Furthermore, the actual classification of attributive participles and
relative clauses in the appendices serves as a guide for punctuating these restrictive and
nonrestrictive clauses.

Consider the inconsistency of punctuation found in Luke 15:7."® NA?’ punctuates the
relative clause without a comma: éveviikovta évvéa dikaioig oiTiveg o0 ypeiav Exovov
petavoiog.' It was demonstrated in chapter 1 that the editors of NA?” do not clearly define the
nature of the comma when they claim to represent “Greek usage.”'** BYZ, however, punctuates
the verse with a comma: &mi évevijkovta gvvéa dikaiolg, oitiveg ov ypeiav Exovowv petavoiag. It
was also demonstrated in chapter 1 that the editors of BYZ acknowledge the exegetical
implications of punctuation but their claim to have followed the “general usage found in standard

printed editions” remains vague and unhelpful, especially since it does not align with the

"% See the treatment of this verse on p. 190 of ch. 5 in the section titled “Nonrestrictive Relative Clauses—
Subject” and on p. 253 above in the section titled “Illustrative Examples.”

" SBLGNT also punctuates this verse without a comma.

129 See p. 48 of ch. 1 in the section titled *Punctuation Practices for Greek New Testament Texts.”
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punctuation of NA%7, SBLGNT, or WH."' The apparent contradiction between “Greek usage”

and “general usage” further demonstrates the need for clarity with respect to punctuation.'?

Translation Practices of the Greek New Testament

In terms of translation practices for the Greek New Testament, languages that have explicit
strategies for demonstrating the restrictive/nonrestrictive distinction benefit greatly from the
major tendencies (and their exceptions) discerned in this study. Additionally, the appendices can
serve as a helpful tool to consult when translating these clauses. Multiple examples have been
presented that demonstrate that a variety of inconsistencies exist within and between translations
with respect to the restrictive/nonrestrictive distinction.'” In essence, the patterns discerned here
serve as a call to translators to consider more diligently the restrictive/nonrestrictive distinction,
especially in languages that exhibit specific restrictive/nonrestrictive orthographic, prosodic and
syntactic strategies.

To illustrate the inconsistency and necessity for more precision in translation, consider two
verses previously examined from Acts 27."* Both instances (Acts 27:2 and 6) contain complex
substantives that consist of the noun whoiov coupled with adjectives that designate cities of

origin. In Acts 27:2 the author describes not only an Adramyttium ship but one that specifically

121 See p. 49 of ch. 1 in the section titled “Punctuation Practices for Greek New Testament Texts.”
Furthermore, it is noted that SBLGNT claims that its punctuation “generally follows that of Westcott and Hort”
(Holmes, The Greek New Testament, xiv). WH make no explicit assertions concerning the nature of its punctuation.
See Brooke Foss Westcott and Fenton John Anthony Hort, The Greek New Testament: with Comparative Apparatus
Showing Variations from the Nestle-Aland and Robinson-Pierpont Editions (Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 2007),
introduction.

22 For an example with an attributive participle consider Col 1:29. NA* does not utilize a comma: tiv
gvépyeav avtod TV Evepyoupévny €v Epoi €v duvapel. BYZ, however, does: v €vépysiav avto, Thv
gvepyoupévny €v £poi €v duvapet

123 See pp. 50-51 of ch. 1, section titled “Translation Practices of the Greek New Testament,” where Mark
12:38 and Col 1:29 are treated. Consider also the treatment of Luke 15:7 (p. 190 of ch. 5), Luke 11:22 (p. 207 of ch.
5), and Heb 12:14 (p. 207 of ch. 5).

124 See a more thorough treatment of these verses on p. 117 of ch. 3.
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was about to set sail along the coast of Asia: émPavteg 6¢ mhoi AdpapvTTv®d péAdovTL TALTY
&€ig TOVG KaTd TNV Aciav Tomovs.'” In Acts 27:6 the author describes not only an Alexandrian
ship, but one that specifically was sailing for Italy: xdkel ebpdv 6 Exarovripyng mioiov
Ade&avdpivov mhfov gig Tiv Trariav.” In both cases the attributive participles, péAhovti and
nhéov respectively, modify their antecedents by limiting the referent to one specific ship.'”’ A
look at English translations of these two verses reveals the inconsistencies of translators with
respect to the restrictive and nonrestrictive distinction. For Acts 27:2 the RSV translates the
attributive participle nonrestrictively while the later edition of this translation, the NRSV,
translates the verse restrictively. The ESV translates the participle in 27:2 nonrestrictively, but

ironically, translates the nearly identical construction in 27:6 restrictively.'”®

Summary of Implications

While it may be discovered that other related fields may also benefit from this dissertation,
it has been demonstrated that exegesis, punctuation practices for modern editions of the Greek
New Testament, and translation practices into languages with restrictive and nonrestrictive
strategies all may benefit from the restrictive and nonrestrictive tendencies of attributive

participles and relative clauses discerned in this study.

Prospects for Further Study

Two potential prospects for further study consist of additional synchronic studies of the

Greek language and further analyses of restrictive/nonrestrictive strategies in the Greek New

123 NRSV: “Embarking on a ship of Adramyttium that was about to set sail to the ports along the coast of
Asia....”

126 ESV: “There the centurion found a ship of Alexandria sailing for Italy.”

'*" These examples Ican toward the entity identification pole of restrictive modification.

128 The RSV also punctuates these two verses as does the ESV.
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Testament. Multiple synchronic studies, similar to the one conducted here, covering different
time periods of the Greek language could help toward a diachronic understanding of the
tendencies of attributive participles and relative clauses throughout the centuries. Do the major
tendencies and their exceptions identified in this study exist in earlier and later iterations of the
Greek Language? How are they similar or different?

In establishing an understanding of the restrictive/nonrestrictive distinction, a variety of
strategies were identified: articles, demonstrative pronouns, adjectives, prepositional phrases,
genitive constructions, appositional constructions, relative clauses, and attributive participles.'’
No comprehensive studies heretofore have analyzed the restrictive and nonrestrictive tendencies
of each of these grammatical constructions in the Greek New Testament. Additional studies on
each of these constructions would be beneficial in and of themselves; furthermore, these
additional analyses coupled with the analysis of this dissertation would contribute to a
comprehensive synchronic understanding of restrictivity and nonrestrictivity in the Greek New

Testament.

Conclusion

The underlying motivation for this dissertation stems from Martin Luther’s elevation of the
church’s responsibility to serve as steward of the Scriptures. Luther writes, “And let us be sure of
this: we will not long preserve the gospel without the languages . . . . If through our neglect we

let the languages go (which God forbid!), we shall . . . lose the gospel.”"*® The pursuit of

1% See section titled “Specific Restrictive Strategies™ on pp. 77-87 of ch. 2 and section titled “Specific
Nonrestrictive Strategies” on pp. 157-63 of ch. 4. Furthermore, it seems that adjectives, prepositional phrases,
appositional constructions, relative clauses, and attributive participles are all in some capacity able to relate to
referents both restrictively and nonrestrictively.

139 Luther, “Christian Schools,” in LW, 45:360. See p. 1 of ch. 1.
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linguistic clarity has led us to reassess the often maintained assertion that the attributive
participle and the relative clause are equivalent in the Greek New Testament.

The writings of James W. Voelz have indicated that the two constructions may very well
not be equivalent, especially as it relates to the restrictive/nonrestrictive distinction. Voelz’s
work has clearly demonstrated the need for this study and in essence has explicitly called for the
inquiry undertaken in this dissertation. As a result, the linguistic realities of restrictivity and
nonrestrictivity as a universal reality have been thoroughly considered. Furthermore, every
attributive participle and relative clause has been analyzed with respect to this distinction.
Multiple examples have been presented to illustrate this reality and the general tendencies (and
exceptions) of these constructions have been presented.

It has been discovered that these constructions may be considered equivalent on some basic
fundament levels, but that in many ways they function quite distinctively. Attributive participles
are not capable of subordinate relationships on the Accessibility Hierarchy below the subject
position. This demonstrates a significant area where the two constructions are not equivalent,
which no grammarian heretofore has made explicit. The relative clause serves as the only
relativization strategy to relativize the direct object through possessor positions. The subject
position, however, is relativized by the two primary relativization strategies: the attributive
participle and the relative clause. Our analysis has led us to conclude that with respect to the
restrictive/nonrestrictive distinction these two constructions could in no way be described as
“equivalent.” The attributive participle is primarily utilized to restrict its antecedent except under
certain prescribed circumstances, and when both constructions are grammatically and
stylistically feasible, the relative clause is predominantly utilized to relate nonrestrictively to its

antecedent.
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Martin Luther not only asserted the necessity to attend to the languages of Scripture for the
sake of the Gospel, but also described this pursuit as “the ability to treat Scripture with certainty
and thoroughness and to be useful to other nations.”"' Not only have we endeavored to
thoroughly investigate the purported equivalence of the attributive participle and the relative
clause; we have also added more certainty toward the ability of the exegete to interpret Scripture.
In so doing our findings have demonstrated themselves to be “useful to other nations,” especially
those languages in which the restrictive and nonrestrictive distinction is made explicit through
orthographic, prosodic and syntactic means.

As aresult, our study serves as a call to clarity and correction for New Testament Greek
grammarians, exegetes/commentators, and modern editors and translators of the Greek New
Testament. Furthermore, this study provides a starting point for further synchronic studies of the
attributive participle and relative clause in the Greek language and further analyses of the various

restrictive and nonrestrictive strategies within the Greek New Testament.

Bl 1w, 45:366.
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APPENDIX ONE
PARTICIPIAL CONSTRUCTIONS IN THE GREEK NEW TESTAMENT

This appendix includes every attributive, substantival, and predicate adjective participle in
the Greek New Testament. Furthermore, many adverbial participles (including predicate position
participles of additional statement, idiomatic usages, object complement, etc.) and a few
periphrastic participles have been included in this appendix due to the possible debatable nature
of their classification.

All of the examples beyond the primary focus of attributive participles have been identified
and included in this appendix for the sake of thoroughness and transparency. This allows the
reader to discern the greater pool of examples from which the specific set for analysis has been
derived. This appendix, which in total contains 2,612 examples, allows for an independent
assessment of the assertions maintained in this dissertation and an understanding of how each
occurrence has been categorized. Furthermore, the data contained herein serves as a resource to
consult for modern editors, translators, and exegetes of the Greek New Testament.

Seven columns comprise the table of this appendix. The identification of each column and
its contents are explained below.

Verse (Column 1). This column identifies what verse is being considered and
follows the traditional ordering of the books of the New Testament.

Text (Column 2). This column contains the actual participial construction located in
the text.
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Case (Column 3). This column contains the case of the cited participle. The cases
are abbreviated as follows:

N: Nominative
G: Genitive
D: Dative

A: Accusative
V: Vocative

Fnctn (Column 4). The grammatical function of the participle is cited here and is
abbreviated as follows:

A: Adjectival/Adnominal/Attributive
B: Adverbial

I: Idiomatic

P: Predicate Adjective

PP: Periphrastic Participle

S: Substantival

?: Ambiguous

Rest (Column 5). The restrictivity/nonrestrictivity of the cited attributive participle
is identified here as follows:

NR: Nonrestrictive
R: Restrictive

- : Not applicable
?: Ambiguous

Ptrn (Column 6). The formation pattern of the cited participle is abbreviated here as
follows:

Attributive Participles:

ASAP: Article + Substantive + Article + Participle
SP: Substantive + Participle

APS: Article + Participle + Substantive

SAP: Substantive + Article + Participle

PS: Participle + Substantive

Substantival Participles:
AP: Article + Participle
P: Participle

PA (Column 7). This column identifies the small number of passive attributive
participles with agency (abbreviated by PA).
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Verse Text Case | Fnctn | Rest | Ptrn | PA
Matt 1:16 0 Aeydpevog N A NR SAP
Matt 1:20 10 . . . yevvn@ev N S - AP
Matt 2:2 TexBeic N A R APS
Matt 2:6 TjyoUpeVoC N S - P
Matt 2:7 aLvopévou G A R APS
Matt 2:15 10 prPev N S - AP
Matt 2:17 10 pndev N S - AP
Matt 2:18 KAoiouoo N B - -
Matt 2:20 ol {nTobvtec N S - AS
Matt 2:23 Leyopévny A A R SP
Matt 2:23 10 pndev N S - AP
Matt 3:3 0 pnbeic N S - AP
Matt 3:3 BoGvtog G S - P
Matt 3.7 peAdovorng G A R APS
Matt 3:10 moLoDV N A R SP
Matt 3:11 0. .. épyduevog N S - AP
Matt 4:3 0 meLpafwy N S - AP
Matt 4.4 EKTOPEVOUEVE) D A R SP
Matt 4:14 10 PNPeV N S - AP
Matt 4:16 6 koBuevog N A R | ASAP
Matt 4:16 TOLC KaONpUévoLg D S - AP
Matt 4:18 TOV AeyOuevov A A R SAP
Matt 4:24 TOUG . . . €XOVTOC A S - AP
Matt 4:24 OLVEY OUEVOUG A S - P
Matt 4:24 docLpovi{ opévoug A S - P
Matt 4:24 ceAnvLal OpeVoug A S - P
Matt 5:4 oL Tevbobvteg N S - AP
Matt 5:6 ol TELVROVTEC N S - AP
Matt 5:6 ol ...8WovTeg N S - AP
Matt 5:10 oL SedLwyuévol N S - AP
Matt 5:14 KELWEVT) N A R SP
Matt 5:22 0 OpyLlopevog N S - AP
Matt 5:28 0 BAéTWY N S - AP
Matt 5:32 0 GmoAlwY N S - AP
Matt 5:32 dmodeAupévny A S - P
Matt 5:40 16) BELovTL D S - AP
Matt 5:42 16 aitobvtL D S - AP
Matt 5:42 Tov Bélovta A S - AP
Matt 5:44 TGV SLWKOVTKY G S - AP
Matt 5:46 TOUG Gy mTVTOG A S - AP
Matt 6:4 6 BAéTwv N A R ASAP
Matt 6:6 0 BAéTwv N A R ASAP
Matt 6:18 0 BAémwv N A R ASAP

268




Verse Text Case | Fnctn | Rest | Ptrn | PA
Matt 6:30 dvta A B - -
Matt 6:30 BaAropevov A B - -
Matt 7:8 0 altdv N S - AP
Matt 7:8 0 (NTQV N S - AP
Matt 7:8 T¢) KPOLOVTL D S - AP
Matt 7:11 dvtec N B - -
Matt 7:11 toi¢ aitobow D N - AP
Matt 7:13 7 &mayovoo N A R | ASAP
Matt 7:13 oL €loepyOpevoL N S - AP
Matt 7:14 TeOALUPEVT N P - -
Matt 7:14 1) &moyousH N A R | ASAP
Matt 7:14 oL eDpLoKovTEC N S - AP
Matt 7:19 ToLobv N A R ASAP
Matt 7:21 0 Aéywv N S - AP
Matt 7:21 0 ToLGV N S - AP
Matt 7:23 oL épyafouevoL N S - AP
Matt 7:26 0 dxovwy N S - AP
Matt 7:26 0...TOLRV N S - AP
Matt 7:29 €WV N S - P
Matt 8:9 Exwv N B - -
Matt 8:10 TOL¢ GrorovBodoLy D S - AP
Matt 8:16 daLpovL opévoug A S - P
Matt 8:16 “TOUG . . . €YOVTHC A S - AP
Matt 8:17 T0 pndev N S - AP
Matt 8:28 daLpovt{GpevoL N S - AP
Matt 8:30 Bookopévn N A R SP
Matt 8:33 oi ... Bdokovteg N S - AP
Matt 8:33 doLpovi opévwy G S - P
Matt 9:2 BePAnuévoy A A R SP
Matt 9:8 OV SdvTR A A NR | ASAP
Matt 9:9 Aeyduevov A A R SP
Matt 9:12 ol Loyvovteg N S - AP
Matt 9:12 oL ... éyovtec N S - AP
Matt 9:20 aipoppoolon N A R SP
Matt 9:32 doLpovil opevov A A R SP
Matt 9:36 éokuApévol N PP - -
Matt 9:36 EpPLUMLEVOL N PP - -
Matt 9:36 éxovta N A R SP
Matt 10:2 0 Aeyduevoc N A R SAP
Matt 10:4 0 ... Tapadolg N A NR SAP
Matt 10:6 T0 GMOAWASTY A A R | ASAP
Matt 10:8 GoBevodrtag A S - P
Matt 10:20 ol AaAoDvtec N S - AP




Verse Text Case | Fnctn [ Rest | Ptrn | PA
Matt 10:20 70 AxAodv N S - AP
Matt 10:22 0 8¢ Lmopelvag N S - AP
Matt 10:28 TV GTOKTEVVOVTWY G S - AP
Matt 10:28 TGV . . . SUVOUEVWY G S - AP
Matt 10:28 TOV Suvapevov A S - AP
Matt 10:37 ‘O pLAGV N S - AP
Matt 10:37 0 PLAGY N S - AP
Matt 10:39 0 evlpwV N S - AP
Matt 10:39 0 dmoiéoac N S - AP
Matt 10:40 ‘0 dexopevoc N S - AP
Matt 10:40 0. .. 8exduevog N S - AP
Matt 10:40 TOV (MOOTELAVTY A S - AP
Matt 10:41 0 dexOuerog N S - AP
Matt 10:41 0 dexduevog N S - AP
Matt 11:3 6 €pyduevog N S - AP
Matt 11:7 ooA€LOUEVOY A A R SP PA
Matt 11:8 NudLeauévoy A A R SP
Matt 11:8 oL . .. popodvTeg N S - AP
Matt 11:14 0 PEALWY N A R SAP
Matt 11:15 0 Eywv N S - AP
Matt 11:16 keBnuévoLg N A R SP
Matt 11:21 ol yevopeval N A R | ASAP
Matt 11:23 ol yevouevol N A R | ASAP
Matt 11:28 ol KOTLAVTEC N S - AP
Matt 11:28 oL ... TehopTLOUEVOL N S - AP
Matt 12:10 Ewv N A R SP
Matt 12:17 0 pnoEy N S : AP
Matt 12:20 OUVTETPLUPEVOV A A R SP
Matt 12:20 TUpOUEVOV A A R SP
Matt 12:22 doctpovL Opevog N S - P
Matt 12:25 pepLodeion N A R SpP
Matt 12:25 pepLoBelon N A R SP
Matt 12:30 0 un v N S - AP
Matt 12:30 0 W1 ouvaywy N S - AP
Matt 12:32 T MEALOVTL D S - AP
Matt 12:48 TG AEYOVTL D S - AP
Matt 13:3 0 OTELPWY N S - AP
Matt 13:9 0 éywv N S - AP
Matt 13:14 7 Aéyouou N A R ASAP
Matt 13:18 to) omeiparToc G S - AP
Matt 13:19 10 €oTapUEVOY A S - AP
Matt 13:19 0...omapelc. N S - AP
Matt 13:20 0...O0TopeELg N S - AP
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Verse Text Case | Fnctn | Rest | Ptrn | PA
Matt 13:20 0. ..GaKovwy N S - AP
Matt 13:20 0. .. MpBavwv N S - AP
Matt 13:22 0...0mopelg N S - AP
Matt 13:22 0. .. dkolwv N S - AP
Matt 13:23 0...omepeLg N S - AP
Matt 13:23 0. .. dkobwy N S - AP
Matt 13:23 0...0ULVLelg N S - AP
Matt 13:24 OTELPAVTL D A R SP
Matt 13:35 10 pndev N S - AP
Matt 13:35 KEKPULLLEVR A S - P
Matt 13:37 0 GTELPWV N S - AP
Matt 13:39 0 omeLpag N A R | ASAP
Matt 13:41 TOUC TOLOVVTOC A S - AP
Matt 13:43 0 &wv N S - AP
Matt 13:44 KEKDUPUEV® D A R SP
Matt 13:45 {ntobvTi D A R SP
Matt 13:47 BAnBeLon D A R SP
Matt 13:47 ouvoyoyouon D A R SP
Matt 13:52 padnrevBelg N A R SP
Matt 149 TOUG OUVOVOKELUEVOUC A S - AP
Matt 14:20 10 TepLooedoV A S - AP
Matt 14:21 ol 6¢ €éoBlovtec N S - AP
Matt 14:35 TOUG . . . EXOVTOG A S - AP
Matt 15:4 0 KOKOAOYGV N S - AP
Matt 15:11 10 €eloepyOpevov N S - AP
Matt 15:11 TO EKTOPELOPEVOV N S - AP
Matt 15:17 10 elomopevuduevoy N S - AP
Matt 15:18 10 8¢ EKTOPEUOUEVD N S - AP
Matt 15:20 TO KOLVoDVTO N S - AP
Matt 15:24 T EMOAWAGTY A A R | ASAP
Matt 15:27 TRV TLTTOVTWY G A R | ASAP
Matt 15:30 éyovtec N B - -
Matt 15:37 70 TePLoceDOV A S - AP
Matt 15:38 ol &¢ &oBilovteg N S - AP
Matt 16:16 o0 (@vTog G A R ASAP
Matt 16:28 TOV 8 E0TWTWY G S - AP
Matt 17:5 Aéyouoo. N A R SP
Matt 17:17 SLeOTPapLLEVT) \ A R SP
Matt 17:24 oL ... AopBovovteg N S - AP
Matt 17:27 avafBovte A A R APS
Matt 18:6 TV TLOTELOVTWY G A R ASAP
Matt 18:12 TO TAAVWUEVOV A S - AP
Matt 18:13 TOLG W) TETAAVTUEVOLG D A R | ASAP
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Verse Text Case | Fnctn | Rest | Ptrn | PA
Matt 18:30 10 OQeLAdpevoy A S - AP
Matt 18:31 T Yevopeve A S - AP
Matt 18:31 T yeVOUeVR A S - AP
Matt 18:34 10 OdeLAbpevoV A S - AP
Matt 19:4 0 ktiong N S - AP
Matt 19:12 0 Suvapevoc N S - AP
Matt 19:21 0 bTapYOVTN A S - AP
Matt 19:28 ol dkolovBnoavTéC N A NR SAP
Matt 20:12 T0l¢ Baotacuot D A R SAP
Matt 20:30 KaOnuevolL N A R SP
Matt 21:4 10 pndev N S - AP
Matt 21:5 EMBePnrwe N B - -
Matt 21:9 oL TPOLYOVTEG N A R | ASAP
Matt 21:9 oL diorovBodvtec N A R ASAP
Matt 21:9 €OAOyNEVOG N P - -
Matt 21:9 0 épyopevoc N S - AP
Matt 21:12 TOUC TWAODVTAC A S - AP
Matt 21:12 TOUG . . . yopafovTeg A S - AP
Matt 21:12 TOV TWAOUVTWY G S - AP
Matt 21:15 TOUG KPA{OVTaC A A R ASAP
Matt 21:15 TOUG . . . AéyovTag A B - -
Matt 21:16 Onral dvtwy G S - P
Matt 21:42 oL oikodopodvteg N S - AP
Matt 21:43 TOLODVTL D A R SP
Matt 21:44 0 Teowv N S - AP
Matt 22:3 TOUC KEKANUEVOUC A S - AP
Matt 22:4 TOLC KEKANUEVOLC D S - AP
Matt 22:4 Teupéve, N P - -
Matt 22:8 oL 8¢ KekAmuévoL N S - AP
Matt 22:10 GVOKELUEVWDY G S - P
Matt 22:11 TOUC GUaKeLEVoUg A S - AP
Matt 22:23 A€yovteg N B - -
Matt 22:31 10 Pndev N S - AP
Matt 22:32 {WvTtwy G S - P
Matt 23:13 TOUG €10€EPYOUEVOUC A S - AP
Matt 23:16 oL A€yovTeg N A R SAP
Matt 23:17 0 QyLOo0G N A R | ASAP
Matt 23:19 70 ayLafov N A R ASAP
Matt 23:20 0 obv oudong N S - AP
Matt 23:21 0 duoong N S - AP
Matt 23:21 T KUTOLKODVTL D S - AP
Matt 23:22 0 Ouoong N S - AP
Matt 23:22 TG KEONUEVW D S - AP
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Verse Text Case | Fnctn | Rest | Ptrn | PA
Matt 23:24 ol SLbALlovtec N/V A R SAP
Matt 23:24 KOTTLVOVTEG N/V A R SAP
Matt 23:27 KEKOVLOEVOLG D A R SP
Matt 23:31 TGV GOVELCOVTWY G S - AP
Matt 23:35 €KY UVVOUEVOV N A R SP
Matt 23:37 1) &TOKTELVOVOL N ? ? ?
Matt 23:37 ALBoBorobon N ? ? ?
Matt 23:37 TOUG GTMECTUALEVOLC A S - AP
Matt 23:39 €DAOYTEVOC N P - -
Matt 23:39 0 épyouevog N S - AP
Matt 24:13 0 8¢ Lmopeivog N S - AP
Matt 24:14 TH) olkouuévn D S - AP
Matt 24:15 10 pnoEv A A R ASAP
Matt 24:15 0 GVoyLVLOKWY N S - AP
Matt 24:19 Talc . . . éxolonLg D N - AP
Matt 24:19 Tl OnAadovoalc D S - AP
Matt 24:47 TOL¢ LTAPYOUOLY D S - AP
Matt 24:49 OV pebuovtwy G S - AP
Matt 25:9 TOUC TWAODVTHG A S - AP
Matt 25:14 ATOSMUGV N A R SP
Matt 25:14 0 UTAPYOVTA A S - AP
Matt 25:16 5. .. Aopov N S ; AP
Matt 25:18 0 8¢ 10 v Aafwv N S - AP
Matt 25:20 0... Pwv N S - AP
Matt 25:24 0...elAnduc N S - AP
Matt 25:24 Bepilwv N B - -
Matt 25:24 oUVEYWV N B - -
Matt 25:28 16 €yovTL D S - AP
Matt 25:29 1) yap €XovTL D S - AP
Matt 25:29 10D 8¢ un éyovrog G S - AP
Matt 25:34 oL ebAoymuévoL \ S - AP
Matt 25:34 TTOLUOOPEVTY A A R APS
Matt 25:41 KOTTIPOUEVOL \'4 S - -
Matt 25:41 TO TTOLUXOPEVOV A A R | ASAP
Matt 26:3 70D A€yOUévou G A R ASAP
Matt 26:14 0 AeyOpevog N A R SAP
Matt 26:23 0 éuBaiog N S - AP
Matt 26:25 0 TopodLOUE N A ? SAP
Matt 26:28 TO TEPL TOAADV EKYLVVOUEVOV N A NR | ASAP
Matt 26:36 AeyOuevov A A R SP
Matt 26:43 Beapmpévor N P - -
Matt 26:46 0 TopadLdovg N S - AP
Matt 26:48 0 8 TopadLEoUC N S - AP
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Verse Text Case | Fnctn [ Rest [ Ptrn | PA
Matt 26:52 ol AaPovreg N S - AP
Matt 26:63 tob {Bvtoc G A R ASAP
Matt 26:68 0 Tatoeg N S - AP
Matt 26:73 0L €0TMTEC N S - AP
Matt 26:75 elpnKoTOC G B - -
Matt 27:3 0 TapadLdolg N A ? SAP
Matt 27:9 10 pNOEV N S - AP
Matt 27:9 70D TETLUMUEVOU G S - AP
Matt 27:16 Aeyouevov A A R SP
Matt 27:17 TOV A€yOHEVOV A A R SAP
Matt 27:22 TOV AeyOpevov A A R SAP
Matt 27:33 AeyOuevov A A R SP
Matt 27:34 HERLYUEVOV A A R SP
Matt 27:37 YEYPUUUEVTY A P - -
Matt 27:39 Ol 8¢ ToPOTOPEVOUEVOL N S - AP
Matt 27:40 0 KotoAbwy \ S - AP
Matt 27:40 0. .. olkodouRv \' S - AP
Matt 27:44 oL oVOTOUPWOEVTES N A R | ASAP
Matt 27:47 TV €Kel EGTNKOTWY G S - AP
Matt 27:52 KEKOLUTUEVWY G A R APS
Matt 27:54 oL ... TnpodrTeC N S - AP
Matt 27:54 T yevopeva A S - AP
Matt 27:55 Bewpodoat N B - -
Matt 28:1 1) émwokolon D S - AP
Matt 28:4 oL TNpolVTEC N S - AP
Matt 28:5 TOV €0TOUPWUEVOY A A R SAP
Matt 28:11 Tl yevdpeve A S - AP
Mark 1:3 Bowvtog G S - P
Mark 1:4 [0] BanTilwy N S - AP
Mark 1:4 KNpvecwv N S - -
Mark 1:22 éxwv N S - P
Mark 1:32 TOUG KOKGDE EXOVTHC A S - AP
Mark 1:32 ToUG S0LpovL{OpuéVOUg A S - AP
Mark 1:34 éxovtag A S - P
Mark 1:38 éyopévag A A R APS
Mark 2:3 aipopevov A B - -
Mark 2:17 ol ioyvovtec N S - AP
Mark 2:17 Eyovte N S - P
Mark 2:26 T0L¢ GLV alTQ OVOLY D N - AP
Mark 3:1 Exwv N A R SP
Mark 3:1 EEnpappévny A B - -
Mark 3:3 TQ) . . . éXOVTL D A R ASAP
Mark 3:22 oL ... kotafovteg N A R ASAP
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Verse Text Case | Fnctn | Rest | Ptrn | PA
Mark 3:34 TOUG . . . Ka@nuévoug A S - AP
Mark 4:3 0 omeiLpwy N S - AP
Mark 4:14 0 OTELPWY N S - AP
Mark 4:15 TOV EOTOPUEVOV A A R | ASAP
Mark 4:16 oL ... oTeLpouevoL N S - AP
Mark 4:18 OL . .. OmeLPOUEVOL N S - AP
Mark 4:18 oL ... dkoloaVTeg N S - AP
Mark 4:20 oL ... OMOPEVTEG N S - AP
Mark 5:11 Boakopévn N A R SP
Mark 5:14 ol Bookovteg N N - AP
Mark 5:14 70 yeyovog N S - AP
Mark 5:15 TOV dopovi{opevoy A S - AP
Mark 5:15 TOV éoymKdTa A S - AP
Mark 5:16 ol 180vtec N S - AP
Mark 5:16 T Sotpovi{opévw D S - AP
Mark 5:18 0 doLpoviaBeig N S - AP
Mark 5:25 ovon N B - -
Mark 5:26 ToeBobon N B - -
Mark 5:26 domavionow N B - -
Mark 5:26 wheAnBeion N B - -
Mark 5:26 £ABobow N B - -
Mark 5:32 v ToDTo ToLHoNoAY A S - AP
Mark 6:2 dkovovtec N S - P
Mark 6:2 7 60Belon N A R ASAP
Mark 6:2 yLvduevoL N P - -
Mark 6:9 UTTOSEBEUEVOUG A B - -
Mark 6:14 0 Bantiwy N S - AP
Mark 6:22 TOLC OUVEVOKELMEVOLG D S - AP
Mark 6:24 1o Bamtiovtog G S - AP
Mark 6:26 TOUG GVOKELILEVOUG A S - AP
Mark 6:31 ol épyduevoL N S - AP
Mark 6:31 oL LTayoVTeG N N - AP
Mark 6:34 &xovta N A R SP
Mark 6:44 ol doyovTeg N S - AP
Mark 6:55 TOUC KAK®DG EYOVTOC A S - AP
Mark 7:10 0 KOKOAOYGV N S - AP
Mark 7:15 T . . . EKTOPEVOUEVL N S - AP
Mark 7:15 T0 KOLVODVTQ N S - AP
Mark 7:18 10 . . . ELOTIOPEVOUEVOV N S - AP
Mark 7:20 10 . . . EKTIOPEVUOUEVOV N S - AP
Mark 8:17 TETWPWUEVTY A P - -
Mark 9:1 TRV €0TNKOTWY G S - AP
Mark 9:3 otiABovta N P - -




Verse Text Case | Fnctn | Rest | Ptrn | PA
Mark 9:7 émokiadovon N B - -
Mark 9:17 éxovta A B - -
Mark 9:23 T() TMLOTEVOVTL D S - AP
Mark 9:37 TOV GmooTeElAVTh A S - AP
Mark 9:42 TGOV TLOTELOVTWY G A R ASAP
Mark 10:23 oL...Eyovtec N S - AP
Mark 10:30 T EPYOUEV® D A R | ASAP
Mark 10:32 ol 8¢ dxorovBodrteg N S - AP
Mark 10:32 T PéALOVTOL A S - AP
Mark 10:42 ol dokolvtec N S - AP
Mark 11:5 TOV ékel E0TNKOTWY G S - AP
Mark 11:8 KOPovTeg N B - -
Mark 11:9 oL TPOXYOVTEC N S - AP
Mark 11:9 ol dkoAiovBobrteg N S - AP
Mark 11:9 €DAOYNUEVOG N P - -
Mark 11:9 0 €pyOuevog N S - AP
Mark 11:10 edAoynuévn N P - P
Mark 11:10 EpYOnEVT N A R APS
Mark 11:13 éyovoav A A R SP
Mark 11:15 TOUC TWAODVTOC A S - AP
Mark 11:15 ToUC &yopadovtag A S - AP
Mark 11:15 TV TWAOUVTWY G S - AP
Mark 12:10 ol olkodopodrteg N S - AP
Mark 12:27 {WrTtwv G S - P
Mark 12:38 TV GeAdvTwy G A R ASAP
Mark 12:40 oL KoTeaOlovTe N S - AP
Mark 12:40 TPOGEVY OUEVOL N S - AP
Mark 12:43 TGV Bailoviwy G S - AP
Mark 12:44 Toh TepPLOCEVLOVTOS G S - AP
Mark 13:11 ol AaAodvtec N S - -
Mark 13:13 6 8¢ Umopeivag N S - AP
Mark 13:14 0 AUy LVWOKWY N S - AP
Mark 13:17 T0A¢ €V yaoTpl €XovonLg D S - AP
Mark 13:17 Tal¢ OnAafolonLg D S - AP
Mark 14:3 éyouoo N B - -
Mark 14:4 dyovaktobvteg N P - -
Mark 14:13 Baotalwy N A R SP
Mark 14:15 EO0TPWILEVOV A A R SP
Mark 14:18 0 éoBiwy N S - AP
Mark 14:20 0 éuPantopevoc N S - AP
Mark 14:24 1O €KYUVVOUEVOV N A NR | ASAP
Mark 14:42 0 TapadLdolg N S - AP
Mark 14:44 6 mopadLéolc N S - AP
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Verse Text Case | Fnctn [ Rest | Ptrn | PA
Mark 14:47 TRV MUPECTNKOTWY G S - AP
Mark 14:51 TepLBePANIEVOC N A R SP
Mark 14:69 T0l§ TAPEOTWOLY D S - AP
Mark 14:70 oL TOPESTRITEG N S - AP
Mark 15:7 0 Aeyouevog N S - AP
Mark 15:21 TEPEYOVTR A S - P
Mark 15:21 épyopevoy A B - -
Mark 15:23 ECULUPVLOUEVOY A A R PS
Mark 15:29 0 KATOAVWY N S - AP
Mark 15:29 0lkodouGY N S - P
Mark 15:32 Ol OUVECTOUPWIEVOL N S - AP
Mark 15:35 TV TOPECTNKOTWY G S - AP
Mark 15:39 0 TOPETTNKWG N A ? ASAP
Mark 15:41 al ouvvowafBioot N S - AP
Mark 16:6 TOV €0TOUPWUEVOV” A S - -
Mark 16:10 TOLC . . . YEVOUEVOLC D S - AP
Mark 16:14 T0L¢ BeaoopuévoLg D S - AP
Mark 16:16 6 moteloong N S - AP
Mark 16:16 BomtioBeig N S - AP
Mark 16:16 0 8¢ gmothonc N S - AP
Mark 16:17 TOLC TMLOTELoUOLY D S - AP
Mark 16:20 énokoAouBolVTWY G A R APS
Mark 16:20 0 TOPNYYEALEVD A S - AP
Luke 1:1 TGOV TEMANPOPOPTUEVWY G A R APS
Luke 1:2 oL ... yevopevoL N S - AP
Luke 1:6 TOPEVOUEVOL N P - -
Luke 1:17 KOTEOKEVLOLEVOV A A R SP
Luke 1:18 TpoBepnkuin N P - -
Luke 1:19 0 MUPEGTNKGG N A NR | SAP
Luke 1:27 EUvnoTevpévny A A R SP
Luke 1:28 KEXOPLTWREVN \'4 S - P
Luke 1:35 YEVVWUEVOV N A R APS
Luke 1:36 8 KaAoupévn D A NR | SAP
Luke 1:42 €DAOYNUEVN N P - -
Luke 1:42 €0AOYNUéVOG N P - -
Luke 1:45 T TLOTEVOHON N S - AP
Luke 1:45 TOLG AeAoAnpévor D S - AP
Luke 1:50 T0L¢ POBOUREVOLG D S - AP
Luke 1:53 TELVOVTOC A S - P
Luke 1:53 TAOUTOUVTOC A S - P
Luke 1:65 TOUC TEPLOLKODVTOG A S - AP
Luke 1:66 ot GrovoovteC N S - AP
Luke 1:71 TGOV HLOOLVTROV G S - AP
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Verse Text Case | Fnctn [ Rest | Ptrn | PA
Luke 1:79 T0LC . . . KaBnpévoLg D S - AP
Luke 2:1 TNV OLKOLPEVTY A S - AP
Luke 2:5 f) &pvnoTeupévn D A NR | SAP
Luke 2:15 TO YEYOVOC A A R | ASAP
Luke 2:17 T0D AaAn@évtog G A R ASAP
Luke 2:18 oL GkoVoOVTES N S - AP
Luke 2:18 TV AaAnfévtwy G S - AP
Luke 2:21 10 KAnBEV N S - AP
Luke 2:23 dLavotyov N A R SP
Luke 2:24 10 elpnuévov A S - AP
Luke 2:25 TPOCSEY OUEVOC N P - -
Luke 2:27 10 €lBLopévoy A S - AP
Luke 2:33 TOLG AaAOUMEVOLC D S - AP
Luke 2:34 GuTLAeyOpevoy A A R SP
Luke 2:36 mpoPefnkula N P - -
Luke 2:38 TOLC TPOGSEY OUEVOLE D S - AP
Luke 2:47 ol dkovovteC N S - AP
Luke 3:4 BoGvtog G S - P
Luke 3:7 €KTOPEVOUEVOLG D A R APS
Luke 3:7 peAdovong G A R APS
Luke 3:9 TOLODV N A R SP
Luke 3:11 0 &wv N S - AP
Luke 3:11 TG WUn €xovtL D S - AP
Luke 3:11 0 éwv N S - AP
Luke 3:13 10 SLATETOYUEVOY A S - AP
Luke 3:14 OTPUTEVOUEVOL N S - AP
Luke 3:23 Qv N B - -
Luke 4:5 TfC OlKOUUEVTC G S - AP
Luke 4:16 10 €lwOOC A S - AP
Luke 4:18 TeBPUUCHEVOVE A S - P
Luke 4:22 TOLG EKTOPEVOUEVOLG D A R | ASAP
Luke 4:33 Ewv N A R SP
Luke 4:40 &oBevoiutog A S - -
Luke 5:24 TG TUPUAE AUUEVW D S - AP
Luke 5:31 oL UyLalvovTeg N S - AP
Luke 5:31 oL KOKQG €YovTeg N S - -
Luke 6:3 ol pet’ abtod [bvtec] N S - AP
Luke 6:8 16 Enpow éyovti D A R | ASAP
Luke 6:15 TOV KOAOUUEVOV A A R SAP
Luke 6:18 ol évoyiolpevol N S - AP
Luke 6:21 Ol TeELVQOVTEG N S - AP
Luke 6:21 ol kAaiovtec N S - AP
Luke 6:25 oL éumemAnopévol N A R SAP




Verse Text Case | Fnctn | Rest | Ptrn | PA
Luke 6:25 oL YeADVTES N S - -
Luke 6:27 TOLC GucovOUsLY D A R SAP
Luke 6:27 TOLG HLOODOLY D S - AP
Luke 6:28 TOUC KATOPWUEVOUG A S - AP
Luke 6:28 TGV émpealovtwy G S - AP
Luke 6:29 TG TUTTOVTL D S - AP
Luke 6:29 T00 oipovto G S - AP
Luke 6:30 altodvti D S - P
Luke 6:30 10D aipovtog G S - AP
Luke 6:32 TOUC QyomRUTaC A S - AP
Luke 6:32 TOUC QyOTRVTHC A S - AP
Luke 6:33 T0U¢ GyaBomoLobvtac A S - AP
Luke 6:38 TETMLEGUEVOY A A R SP
Luke 6:38 O€OUACVUEVOV A A R SP
Luke 6:38 VTEPEKY LVVOUEVOV A A R SP
Luke 6:43 ToLoby N PP - -
Luke 6:43 moLodV N PP - -
Luke 6:47 0 épyduevog N S - AP
Luke 6:47 dKkoVwY N S - P
Luke 6:47 TOLOV N S - P
Luke 6:48 olkodouodvTL D A R SP
Luke 6:49 6 8¢ dicovong N S - AP
Luke 6:49 TOLACOG N S - P
Luke 6:49 olkodopnoovti D A R SP
Luke 7:2 €y N A R SP
Luke 7:8 TOOGOUEVOC N A R SP
Luke 7:8 Ewv N B - -
Luke 7:9 &KoAoLBODVTL D A R APS
Luke 7:10 oL TepdOevTeg N S - AP
Luke 7:11 KOAOUPEVTY A A R SP
Luke 7:12 TeOUnKaC N S - P
Luke 7:14 ol & Baotafovrteg N S - AP
Luke 7:19 0 épyouevog N S - AP
Luke 7:20 0 €PYOueEVOS N S - AP
Luke 7:24 O0AEVOUEVOY A A R SP PA
Luke 7:25 AP Lecpuévoy A A R SP
Luke 7:25 oL ... dmapYoVTEC N S - AP
Luke 7:32 101G . . . KaBnpévoLg D A R SAP
Luke 7:32 TpocdhwroloLy D A R SAP
Luke 7:39 0 KoA€oHC N A R ASAP
Luke 7:49 Ol GUVOVOKELPEVOL N S - AP
Luke 8:2 1) KOAOUpEVT N A R SAP
Luke 8:3 TV HTEPYOVTWY G S - AP




Verse Text Case | Fnctn | Rest | Ptrn | PA
Luke 8:5 0 oTeELPWY N S - AP
Luke 8:8 0 Exwv N S - AP
Luke 8:12 ol GkoloaVTeC N S - AP
Luke 8:14 10 . . . TeaOV N S - AP
Luke 8:14 oL GKOVOOWTEC N S - AP
Luke 8:16 oL €LOTOPEVGUEVOL N S - AP
Luke 8:21 ol ... &rovovtec N S - AP
Luke 8:21 ToLODVTEC N S - P
Luke 8:27 Exwv N A R SP
Luke 8:32 Bookopuévn N PP - -
Luke 8:34 ol Bbokovte N N - AP
Luke 8:34 70 yeyovde A S - AP
Luke 8:35 70 Yeyovog A S - AP
Luke 8:36 ol iddvteg N S - AP
Luke 8:36 0 docLpoviaBeig N N - AP
Luke 8:43 oboo, N A R SP
Luke 8:45 0 ddpevdc N S - AP
Luke 8:56 70 Ye€YOVOg A S - AP
Luke 9:7 T yLVOpeva A S - AP
Luke 9:10 KOAOUUEVTY A A R SP
Luke 9:11 TOUG Ypeiav éxovtag A S - AP
Luke 9:17 10 TepLOoEDOAY N S - AP
Luke 9:27 TGOV adtoD €0TNKOTWY G S - AP
Luke 9:29 EENOTPATTWY N P - -
Luke 9:31 0pBévTeg N B - -
Luke 9:32 TOUC OLVEOTATAC A A R ASAP
Luke 9:35 Aéyouou N B - -
Luke 9:35 0 ékAedeyuévog N S - AP
Luke 9:41 SLeaTpoppérn \ A R SP
Luke 9:48 TOV dmooTel Aoyt A S - AP
Luke 9:48 0...UTapYWY N S - AP
Luke 10:8 T8 TPaTLOEEVE A S - AP
Luke 10:11 TOV KOAANOEVTL A A R | ASAP
Luke 10:13 ol yevopevol N A R | ASAP
Luke 10:16 ‘0 Gxovwy N S - AP
Luke 10:16 0 GOtV N S - AP
Luke 10:16 0 8¢ éue GBeTdv N S - AP
Luke 10:16 TOV GTooTel Aoyt A S - AP
Luke 10:23 oL BAémovTeg N S - AP
Luke 10:36 T0D éumeadrtog G S - -
Luke 10:37 0 ToLNong N S - -
Luke 10:39 KoAOLPEVT N A R SP
Luke 11:4 bdeldovtL D S - P
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Verse Text Case | Fnctn | Rest | Ptrn | PA
Luke 11:10 0 altdv N S - AP
Luke 11:10 o {nTdv N S - AP
Luke 11:10 T KPOLOVTL D S - AP
Luke 11:13 VTEPYOVTEC N B - -
Luke 11:13 tol¢ aitodoLy D S - AP
Luke 11:17 Sapeprobeion N A R SP
Luke 11:21 KXOWTALOPEVOC N B - -
Luke 11:21 10 UTAPYOVTH A S - -
Luke 11:23 ‘0 pn Qv N S - AP
Luke 11:23 0 Uh ouvaywy N S - AP
Luke 11:27 7 Baotacaoco N A R | ASAP
Luke 11:28 oL GKovovTeC N S - AP
Luke 11:28 puracoovtec. N N - P
Luke 11:33 oL €LoTOpPeuGpEVOL N S - AP
Luke 11:40 0 ToLnong N S - AP
Luke 11:41 T Evlrte A S - AP
Luke 11:44 [oL] mepLmaTobYTEC N A R ASAP
Luke 11:50 TO éKKeYUpévoy N A R | ASAP
Luke 11:51 700 GTOAOUEVOL G A R SAP
Luke 11:52 TOUG €L0€EPYOUEVOUC A S - Ap
Luke 12:4 TOV EMOKTELVOVTWV G S - AP
Luke 12:4 ExOVTWY G S - P
Luke 12:5 TOV . . . €XOVTR A S - AP
Luke 12:9 0 8¢ Gprmoopevds N S - AP
Luke 12:10 16 . . . BAaodnuioavTL D S - AP
Luke 12:15 TV LIEPYOVTWY G S - AP
Luke 12:19 KeLpeve A A R SP
Luke 12:21 0 Onoowpilwy N S - AP
Luke 12:21 TAQUTGV. N S - P
Luke 12:28 ovta A B - -
Luke 12:28 BaAAdpevov A B - -
Luke 12:33 T0 UTOPYOVTR A S - AP
Luke 12:33 TEAOLOUPEV A A R SP
Luke 12:36 TPOOSEY OUEVOLE D A R SP
Luke 12:44 TOLC UTAPYOUOLY D S - AP
Luke 12:47 0 yvoug N A R | ASAP
Luke 12:47 U7 ETOLURONG N A R | ASAP
Luke 12:47 TOLNONG N A R | ASAP
Luke 12:48 0 8¢ um yvouc N S - AP
Luke 12:48 ToLNoRC N S - AP
Luke 13:4 TOUC KATOLKODVTOC A A R ASAP
Luke 13:6 TepuTeupévTy A P - -
Luke 13:9 10 péAiov A S - AP




Verse Text Case | Fnctn | Rest | Ptrn | PA
Luke 13:11 éxovon N A R SP
Luke 13:16 odoov A B - -
Luke 13:17 oL AvTiKelpevoL N S - AP
Luke 13:17 TOLC YLVOUEVOLG D A R ASAP | PA
Luke 13:23 ol ou{ouevoL N S - AP
Luke 13:33 TH) &yopévn D S - AP
Luke 13:34 1) ATOKTELVOLON N S - AP
Luke 13:34 AL8oBoArodoon N S - AP
Luke 13:34 TOUC GTEGTUAPLEVOUC A S - AP
Luke 13:35 €DAOYNUEVOC N P - -
Luke 13:35 0 épyoduevog N S - AP
Luke 14:7 TOUG KEKANUEVOUG A S - AP
Luke 14:9 0... KaAEoOC N S - AP
Luke 14:10 0 KEKANKWC N S - AP
Luke 14:10 TGV OUVEVEKELPEVROV G S - AP
Luke 14:11 0 DYV N S - AP
Luke 14:11 0 TOTELVRV N S - AP
Luke 14:12 TG KEKANKOTL D S - AP
Luke 14:15 TRV CUVEVEKELPEVWOVY G S - AP
Luke 14:17 TOLC KEKATUEVOLE D S - AP
Luke 14:24 TOV KEKANUEVWY G A R | ASAP
Luke 14:28 BérwV N B - -
Luke 14:29 ol Bewpodyteg N S - AP
Luke 14:31 TOPEVOPEVOC N B - -
Luke 14:31 TG . . . EPYOUEVR) D S - AP
Luke 14:33 TOLG . . . DTEPYOVOLY D S - AP
Luke 14:35 0 &xwv N S - AP
Luke 15:4 Exwv N B - -
Luke 15:4 G TOAECHC N B - -
Luke 15:4 10 &TOAWAOG A S - AP
Luke 15:6 10 AMOAWAOC A A R ASAP
Luke 15:7 HeTavoodVTL D A R SP
Luke 15:8 €youon N B - -
Luke 15:10 HeTowooluTL D A R SP
Luke 15:12 émpBaiioy A A R APS
Luke 15:24 ATOAWAWC N P - -
Luke 15:30 0 KaTodaywy N S - AP
Luke 15:32 TOAWAWC N P - -
Luke 16:1 T UTAPYOVTX A S - AP
Luke 16:14 OTEPYOVTEC N B - -
Luke 16:15 ol dikarodvteg N S - AP
Luke 16:18 0 amoAbwy N S - AP
Luke 16:18 YUY N S - AP
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Verse Text Case | Fnctn | Rest | Ptrn | PA
Luke 16:18 0. .. youQv N S - AP
Luke 16:18 dmoAEAUpEVTY A S - P
Luke 16:21 TEV TLATOVTWY G S - AP
Luke 16:26 oL Bélovteg N S - AP
Luke 17:7 YWV N B - -
Luke 17:7 dpotpLdvta A A R SP
Luke 17:7 TOLUOLVOVTR A A R SP
Luke 17:9 10 SrLatoryBevto A S - AP
Luke 17:10 0 SLtoyBévta A S - AP
Luke 17:18 UTooTpEYaVTEC N S - P
Luke 18:2 $oBolpevog N A R SP
Luke 18:2 EVTPETOpEVOC N A R SP
Luke 18:7 TRV Bowvtwy G A R ASAP
Luke 18:9 ToUC TemoLOoTaC A S - AP
Luke 18:9 ¢EovPevobvtag A S - AP
Luke 18:14 0 VPGV N S - AP
Luke 18:14 0 6¢ TOMELVGY N S - AP
Luke 18:24 OL TO XPMMQTO €XOVTEC N S - AP
Luke 18:26 ol dKkoVooVTEC N S - AP
Luke 18:30 T éPYOUEVH) D A R ASAP
Luke 18:31 T YEYPOUUEVHL N S - AP
Luke 18:34 T0 A€yopevo A S - AP
Luke 18:39 Ol TPOLYOVTEC N S - AP
Luke 19:2 KOLAOUMEVOG N A R SP
Luke 19:8 TV LTAPYOVTWY G S - AP
Luke 19:10 10 &TOAWAGLC A S - AP
Luke 19:22 aipwv N B - -
Luke 19:22 Bepilwy N B - -
Luke 19:24 TOLG TUPETTWOLY D S - AP
Luke 19:24 TG . .. EXOVTL D S AP
Luke 19:26 T €YovTL D S - AP
Luke 19:26 ToD W €xovtog G S - AP
Luke 19:27 ToL¢ N OeArjoavtoc A A R | ASAP
Luke 19:29 70 KOAOUUEVOV A A R | ASAP
Luke 19:32 oL ATEOTAAUEVOL N S - AP
Luke 19:38 edAoynuévoc N P - -
Luke 19:38 0 épYOpeVoC N S AP
Luke 19:45 ToU¢ mwAodrtag A S - AP
Luke 20:2 6 dolc N S - AP
Luke 20:17 TO YEYPOUUEVOV N S - AP
Luke 20:17 ol oikodopobvrteg N S - AP
Luke 20:18 0 TEoWV N S - AP
Luke 20:20 UTOKPLVOUEVOUC A A R SP

283




Verse Text Case | Fnctn | Rest | Ptrn | PA
Luke 20:27 ol [dvTiL]AéyovTeg N A NR SAP
Luke 20:35 ol 8¢ kotoFLwOéVTEC N S - AP
Luke 20:38 {WvTtwy G S - P
Luke 20:46 TV BeAOVTWY G A R | ASAP
Luke 20:46 prLAovvTwY G A R ASAP
Luke 21:1 Badovtog A A R APS
Luke 21:4 700 mepLoceliovtog G S - -
Luke 21:22 T YEYPUUUEVLL A S - AP
Luke 21:23 Talc . . . éxolonLg D S - AP
Luke 21:23 tai¢ OnAadovonLg D S - AP
Luke 21:26 TRV EMEPYOUEVWY G S - AP
Luke 21:26 1) oilkoupérn D S - AP
Luke 21:35 ToUg KaOmuévoug A S - AP
Luke 21:36 T0 péAdovta A S - AP
Luke 21:37 T0 KUAOUUEVOV A A R | ASAP
Luke 22:1 1) Aeyopévn N A NR | ASAP
Luke 22:3 TOV KEAOUUEVOV A A R SAP
Luke 22:3 dvta A B - -
Luke 22:10 Baotafwy N A R SP
Luke 22:12 EOTPWUEVOV A A R SP
Luke 22:19 10 . . . SL60uevov N A NR | ASAP
Luke 22:20 10 . . . EKYLVVOUEVOV N A NR [ ASAP
Luke 22:21 T0b TapadLdovTog G S - AP
Luke 22:22 T0 WPLOEVOV A S - AP
Luke 22:23 0...HEAADY N S - AP
Luke 22:25 ot &ovoralovtec N N - AP
Luke 22:26 0 Tyoluevog N S - AP
Luke 22:26 0 SLaKoVEY N S - AP
Luke 22:27 0 dvakeipevog N S - AP
Luke 22:27 0 dLakoviv N S - AP
Luke 22:27 0 Grokeipevog N S - AP
Luke 22:27 0 dLaKovv N S - AP
Luke 22:28 Ol SLOMENEVTKOTEC N S - AP
Luke 22:36 0 Exwv N S - AP
Luke 22:36 0 un Ewy N S - AP
Luke 22:37 1O YEYPOULEVOY N S - AP
Luke 22:44 katofoivovteg N A R SP
Luke 22:47 0 Aeyouevog N S - AP
Luke 22:49 10 éopevov A S - AP
Luke 22:52 TOPILYEVOUEVOUG A A R APS
Luke 22:63 Ol OUVEYOVTEG N A R | ASAP
Luke 22:64 6 moioac N S - AP
Luke 23:14 &mootpédovta A S - P




Verse Text Case | Fnctn | Rest | Ptrn | PA
Luke 23:19 YEVOouévny A A R SP
Luke 23:25 TOV . . . BePAnuévov A S - AP
Luke 23:33 TOV KaAOUPEVOV A A R | ASAP
Luke 23:39 KPERaoBévTwY G A R APS
Luke 23:47 10 yevOuevov A S - AP
Luke 23:48 QUPTIPOYEVOLEVOL N A R APS
Luke 23:48 T yevopevo A S - AP
Luke 23:49 ol ouvvakolouBoboot N A R SAP
Luke 23:50 VTPY WV N A R SP
Luke 24:4 AoTPANTOUOT D A R SP
Luke 24:5 Tov (Gvta A S - AP
Luke 24:12 10 yeyovog A S - AP
Luke 24:13 &TEYOLOLY A A R SP
Luke 24:14 TGOV cuuBepnKdtwy G S - AP
Luke 24:18 T yevOueva A S - AP
Luke 24:21 0 AWV N S - AP
Luke 24:44 TO YEYPOUUEVL A S - AP
John 1:6 &meCTOAUEVOC N A R SP
John 1:12 TOLC MLOTEVLOLGLY D N - AP
John 1:15 0. .. épxopevog N S - AP
John 1:18 0 Wv N A NR SAP
John 1:22 ToL¢ TepooLY D S - AP
John 1:23 Bo®dvTog G S - P
John 1:27 0. .. épyopevog N S - AP
John 1:29 0 aipwy N A R | ASAP
John 1:33 0 mepdog N S - AP
John 1:33 0 Bomtilwy N S - AP
John 1:40 TRV GKOUGAVTWY G A R | ASAP
John 1:40 aKoAOUANCAVTOV G A R | ASAP
John 2:6 Kelpevo N PP - -
John 2:6 xwpolouL N A R SP
John 2:9 yeyeVNUEVOY A B - -
John 2:9 ol YutAnkoteg N A R ASAP
John 2:14 TOVC TWAOVVTHC A S - AP
John 2:16 TOLG . . . TWAODOLY D S - AP
John 3:6 TO YEYEVVTIUEVOV N S - AP
John 3:6 TO yeyevvnuévov N S - AP
John 3:8 0 yeyevvnuévog N S - AP
John 3:13 0...Kkoteog N S - AP
John 3:15 0 TLOTEUWY N S - AP
John 3:16 6 TMLoTebwY N S - AP
John 3:18 0 MLoTelWY N S - AP
John 3:18 0 8¢ un moTelwy N S - AP




Verse Text Case | Fnctn | Rest | Ptrn | PA
John 3:20 6 dabre TPAOOWY N S - AP
John 3:21 6 8¢ mOLQV N S - AP
John 3:29 0 Exwv N S - AP
John 3:29 0 €0TNKWG N A R | ASAP
John 3:29 Ak oVWY N A R ASAP
John 3:31 ‘0 &vwdev épyouevoc N S - AP
John 3:31 0 dv N S - AP
John 3:31 0. .. &pYouerog N S - AP
John 3:33 0 AoPwv N S - AP
John 3:36 6 mLoTebWY N S - AP
John 3:36 6 8¢ &meLBRV N S - AP
John 4:5 Aeyopevny A A R SP
John 4.9 WV N B - -
John 4:9 otiong G B - -
John 4:10 0 Aéywv N S - AP
John 4:10 Uwp GV A A R SP
John 4:11 10 (v A A R | ASAP
John 4:13 0 Tvwy N S - AP
John 4:14 AAAOUEVOU G A R SP
John 4:23 TOUC TPOOKUVODVTOG A S - AP
John 4:24 TOUC TPOOKLVODVTOG A S - AP
John 4:25 0 Aeyluevog N A NR SAP
John 4:26 0 AaAGV N S - AP
John 4:34 10D TeUPovToC G S - AP
John 4:36 0 Bepilwv N S - AP
John 4:36 0 omelpwy N S - AP
John 4:36 0 Bepll{wv N N - AP
John 4:37 0 omeLpwy N S - AP
John 4:37 0 Bepilwv N S - AP
John 4:39 HOPTUPOVOTIC G B - -
John 5:2 7 EmMAeyouévn N A ? SAP
John 5:2 €youow N I - -
John 5:3 TV GoevolvTwY G S - AP
John 5:5 Exwy N A R SP
John 5:7 0 GoBeviv N S - AP
John 5:10 T6) TeBePATEUEVK D S - AP
John 5:11 0 monoac N S - AP
John 5:12 0 eimdy N A R ASAP
John 5:13 O 6¢ lobeic N S - AP
John 5:15 6 mouong N S - AP
John 5:23 0 U1} TLUQV N S - AP
John 5:23 TOV mépdovTo A A ? ASAP
John 5:24 0... tkolwv N S - AP




Verse Text Case | Fnctn | Rest | Ptrn | PA
John 5:24 MLOTEVWY N S - AP
John 5:24 TQ mepdovTL D S - AP
John 5:25 ol GKkoVooVTEC N S - AP
John 5:29 oL ... TOLHOUVTEC N S - AP
John 5:29 ol 6¢ 10 pudAo TpafavTeg N S - AP
John 5:30 10D MEPPaVTOq G S - AP
John 5:32 0 HEPTUPGV N S - AP
John 5:35 6 kaLdpevoc N A R ASAP
John 5:35 Polvwy N A R ASAP
John 5:37 Tepog N A ? APS
John 5:39 ol peptupobont N S - AP
John 5:45 O KaTTyopGV N S - AP
John 6:2 TQV dobevolvtwy G S - AP
John 6:11 TOLG GUOKELUEVOLS D S - AP
John 6:12 TEPLOCEVONVTY A A R APS
John 6:13 T0i¢ BePpwkooLy D S - AP
John 6:14 6 €pyduevog N A R | ASAP
John 6:22 0 €OTTKWC N A R ASAP
John 6:27 TNV GToAAUpEVTY A A R ASAP
John 6:27 THV UEVOLOOY A A R | ASAP
John 6:33 6 kotafoivwy N S - AP
John 6:33 dLdoug N S - AP
John 6:35 0 épyopevog N S - AP
John 6:35 0 mLoTebwy N S - AP
John 6:37 TOV épYOUevOV A S - AP
John 6:38 10D Tépavtic G S - AP
John 6:39 100 TéuavToc G N - AP
John 6:40 0 Bewpdv N S - AP
John 6:40 MLOTEVWY N S - AP
John 6:41 0 Katofig N A R ASAP
John 6:44 0 mépag N A ? ASAP
John 6:45 0 dxovong N S - AP
John 6:45 HoBV N S - AP
John 6:46 6 v N S - AP
John 6:47 6 mLoTebwy N S - AP
John 6:50 0... kotafoivwy N A R [ ASAP
John 6:51 0 (v N A R ASAP
John 6:51 0 ... kotopag N A R ASAP
John 6:54 0 TPWywV N S - AP
John 6:54 TLVWY N S - AP
John 6:56 0 TPWYWV N S - AP
John 6:56 LWV N S - AP
John 6:57 {Qv N A R APS




Verse Text Case | Fnctn | Rest | Ptrn | PA
John 6:57 0 TPWYWV N S - AP
John 6:58 6 &€ odpowod katofdc N A R | ASAP
John 6:58 0 TPWYWV N S - AP
John 6:63 70 {(WOTOoLODY N S - AP
John 6:64 ol W) TMLoTeDOVTEG N S - AP
John 6:64 0 TopadWowY N S - AP
John 7:16 10D TepPoVTog G S - AP
John 7:18 0 G’ €xvtod AaAdv N N - AP
John 7:18 0 8¢ {nTQv N S - AP
John 7:18 T0oD méUPaVTOC G S - AP
John 7:28 O méubog pe N S - AP
John 7:33 TOV méubovta A S - AP
John 7:38 0 TMLoTebWY N S - AP
John 7:38 {Gvtoc G A R SP
John 7:39 oL moteloavtec N S - AP
John 7:49 0 P YLVWOOoKWY N A R | ASAP
John 7:50 0 EABGY N S - -
John 8:3 [[keteLAnuuérny]] A A R SP
John 8:9 [[obou]] N B - -
John 8:12 0 GKoAOVBGV N S - AP
John 8:16 0 mepdac pe maTnp N A ? APS
John 8:18 0 HapTUPGV N S - AP
John 8:18 0 TéUPC pe TaTHP N A ? APS
John 8:26 0 mepdoc pe N S - AP
John 8:29 0 Teudog pe N S - AP
John 8:31 TEMLOTEUKOTOC A A R APS
John 8:34 0 TOLRV N S - AP
John 8:47 0 v N S - AP
John 8:50 0 (nrdv N S - AP
John 8:50 Kpivwy N S - AP
John 8:54 0 dofalwv N S - AP
John 9:4 10D TMePPOVTOq G S - AP
John 9:7 G meoTaAUEVOC N S - P
John 9:8 oL Bewpodutec N S - AP
John 9:8 0 KoBMpevog N S - AP
John 9:8 TPOCULTDV N S - AP
John 9:11 0 Aeyduevoc N A R | ASAP
John 9:18 10D Guapléfovtog G A R SAP
John 9:32 YEYEVUTUEVOU G S - P
John 9:37 0 AXAGV N S - AP
John 9:39 ol un BAémovteg N S - AP
John 9:39 oL PAémovteg N S - AP
John 9:40 oi...0vtec N S - AP
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Verse Text Case | Fnctn | Rest | Ptrn | PA
John 10:1 0 un eloepyduevog N S - AP
John 10:1 avafoivwy N S - AP
John 10:2 0 8¢ eloepyopevog N S - AP
John 10:12 v N S - -
John 10:21 dotLoVL OUEVOU G S - P
John 10:33 WV N B - -
John 11:2 7 Greiaon N A R SAP
John 11:2 ékpaEace N A R SAP
John 11:16 0 Aeyopevog N A R SAP
John 11:25 0 TMLoTebwY N S - AP
John 11:26 0 (Qv N S - AP
John 11:26 TLoTeVWY N S - AP
John 11:27 0. .. ¢&pYouevog N S - -
John 11:31 ol Bvrecg N A R ASAP
John 11:31 TOPOUUBOUULEVOL N A R ASAP
John 11:33 oLVeABOVTOC A A R APS
John 11:37 0 dvoiag N S - AP
John 11:39 10D TeTedeutnroTOC G S - AP
John 11:42 TOV TEPLEGTHOTA A A R | ASAP
John 11:44 0 TeBUNKWG N S - AP
John 11:45 ol €A06vTec N A R SAP
John 11:45 BeaoopevoL N A R SAP
John 11:49 v N B - -
John 11:52 T0 SLECKOPTLOUEVL A A R | ASAP
John 11:54 Aeyouévny A A R PS
John 12:2 TGV QVoKeELPEVWY G S - AP
John 12:4 0 pEL WV N S - -
John 12:6 10 BoaAAdpeve A S - AP
John 12:12 0 €ABWV N A R | ASAP
John 12:13 €OAOYNUEVOG N P - -
John 12:13 0 &pyouevoc N S - AP
John 12:17 0 Qv N A R ASAP
John 12:20 TV GraBoLvovtwy G S - AP
John 12:25 0 GLAGY N S - AP
John 12:25 0 pLoGV N S - AP
John 12:29 0 €0TWC N A R ASAP
John 12:29 GkoVoKC N A R ASAP
John 12:35 0 TePLTATOV N S - AP
John 12:44 0 MLOTELWY N S - AP
John 12:44 TOV TéEMPOVTO e N S - AP
John 12:45 0 Bewpdv N S - AP
John 12:45 TOV TéUPoVTa pe. A S - AP
John 12:46 0 MoTebwY N S - AP
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Verse Text Case | Fnctn | Rest | Ptrn [ PA
John 12:48 0 aBetTV N S - AP
John 12:48 un Aopfavev N S - AP
John 12:48 TOV Kplrovto, A S - AP
John 12:49 el N A 2 | APS
John 13:10 0 AeAOUnévog N S - AP
John 13:11 TOV Tapadidovta A S - AP
John 13:16 100 TEUPOVTOC G S - AP
John 13:18 0 TPWYWY N S - AP
John 13:20 6 Aopfavwv N S - AP
John 13:20 6 O¢ &ue AopBovwy N S - AP
John 13:20 TOV TéudiavTa e A S - AP
John 13:28 TV GVAKELLEVOY G S - AP
John 14:9 0 €WPAKWG N S - AP
John 14:10 HEVWY N B - -
John 14:12 6 moTebwv N S - AP
John 14:21 0 éxwv N S - AP
John 14:21 TNPAV N S - AP
John 14:21 0 GyamQV e N S - AP
John 14:21 0 8¢ ayamRv pe N S - AP
John 14:24 O un dyanv N S - AP
John 14:24 toD méubovtdc G A ? APS
John 15:2 un dépov A A R SP
John 15:2 bépov A S - P
John 15:5 o pévwv N S - AP
John 15:21 TOV TEMpoVTe A S - AP
John 15:23 0 EuE ULOGY N S - AP
John 15:25 0. .. YEYPOUULEVOC N A R | ASAP
John 16:2 O dmokTelvag N S - AP
John 16:5 TOV mERYoVTa e A S - AP
John 16:13 T EpYOHEVLL A S AP
John 17:13 TETANPWUEVTY A P - -
John 17:20 TQV TLOTEVOVTWY G S - AP
John 18:2 0 mopadLdoie N ? ? ?
John 18:4 T EPYOMEVLL A S - AP
John 18:5 0 TapadLdoig N ? ? ?
John 18:10 Exwv N B - -
John 18:14 6 cuuPovielong N S - AP
John 18:21 TOUC dKTKOOTOG A S - AP
John 18:22 TOPESTNKWE N S - P
John 18:26 WV N B - -
John 18:37 0 Qv N S - AP
John 19:11 6 Topadove e N S - AP
John 19:12 o...TOLRV N S - AP
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Verse Text Case | Fnctn | Rest | Ptrn | PA
John 19:13 Aeyouevov A A R SP
John 19:17 Aeyouevov A A R APS
John 19:24 [ Aéyovon] N A "R | ASAP
John 19:32 10D GUOTUPWOEVTOG G A R | ASAP
John 19:35 0 EWPAKAG N S - AP
John 19:38 WV N B - -
John 19:38 KEKP ULLEVOG N B - -
John 19:39 0 €MDV N S - -
John 20:8 0 EABav N A R ASAP
John 20:24 0 Aeyluevog N S - -
John 20:29 oL un i6évTeg N S - AP
John 20:29 TLOTEUOAVTEC N S - AP
John 21:2 0 Aeyduevog N A R SAP
John 21:20 0 mopadidolg oe N S - AP
John 21:24 0 HapTUPGY N A R | ASAP
John 21:24 0 ypasog N A R | ASAP
John 21:25 ypopdueva A A R APS
Acts 1:11 0 GvaAnudBelc N A NR | ASAP
Acts 1:12 70D KOAOUUEVOU G A R SAP
Acts 1:16 10D Yyevouévou G A R SAP
Acts 1:16 T0l¢ ovAlafoloLy D S - AP
Acts 1:19 TOLC KOTOLKOUOLY D S - AP
Acts 1:20 0 KOTOLKQV N S - AP
Acts 1:21 oUVELBOVTWY G A R APS
Acts 1:23 TOV KOAOUUEVOV A A R SAP
Acts 2:2 Pepopévng G A R PS
Acts 2:3 SropepLlopeval N A R PS
Acts 2:7 oL AoAobvteg N S - AP
Acts 2:9 ol KOTOLKODVTEC N S - AP
Acts 2:10 oL émdnuodrteg N N - AP
Acts 2:14 ol KoToLkodVTeg N N - AP
Acts 2:16 10 elpnuévov N S - AP
Acts 2:22 anodedeLyuévoy A A R SP
Acts 2:23 WpLOMéVY D A R APS
Acts 2:41 oi ... &modefauevoL N S - AP
Acts 2:44 ol mLatelovTeg N S - AP
Acts 2:47 TOUG 0W(OUEVOUE A S - AP
Acts 3:2 bapywv N A R SP
Acts 3:2 Y Aeyouévny A A R | ASAP
Acts 3:2 TRV €LOTOPEVOUEVWY G S - AP
Acts 3:10 0. .. koBnuevog N S - AP
Acts 3:10 76 oUUPBEPnKoTL D S - AP
Acts 3:11 Tf) koAoupévn D A R | ASAP
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Verse Text Case | Fnctn | Rest | Ptrn | PA
Acts 3:20 TPOKEYELPLOUEVOV A A R APS
Acts 4:4 TRV AKOUCOVTWY G S - AP
Acts 4:11 0 &EovbernPelc N A R | ASAP | PA
Acts 4:11 0 yevduevog N ? ? ?
Acts 4:12 10 Sedopévov N A R SAP
Acts 4:14 TOV TeQEPUTEUUEVOV A A R | ASAP
Acts 4:16 TOLC KoToLKoDoLY D N - AP
Acts 4:21 TR yeyovotL D S - AP
Acts 4:24 0 Tonoag N S - -
Acts 4:25 0...elmdy N S - -
Acts 4:32 TRV TLOTEVOOVTWY G S - AP
Acts 4:32 TOV LTUPYOVTOY G S - AP
Acts 4:34 TOV TLTPLOKOLEVWY G S - AP
Acts 4:36 0 émkAnBeic N A R SAP | PA
Acts 5:5 TOUC BKOVOVTC N S - AP
Acts 5:7 10 yeyovoe A S - AP
Acts 5:9 TGV Bty G S - AP
Acts 5:11 ToUC dKovoVTHC N S - AP
Acts 5:14 TLOTEVOVTES N S - P
Acts 5:16 OYAoupévoug A S - P
Acts 5:17 oloa N A R APS
Acts 5:22 Topayerduevol N A R APS
Acts 5:25 TOPALYEVOUEVOG N B - -
Acts 5:32 Toi¢ meLBapyoloy D S - AP
Acts 6:3 MOPTUPOULEVOUC A A R SP
Acts 6:9 Tl A€youérng G A R | ASAP
Acts 6:15 ol kaBefduevoL N S - AP
Acts 7:10 fyoupevov A S - P
Acts 7:24 T 