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Wotcher  
Member 
  

  
  
 
Join Date: Jan 2006 
Posts: 788  

 15 Reputation Points 

  

Quote: 

I think each person's browser is showing fonts differently. To me what she wrote 
as a size 4 isn't monstrous, to me it looks more like a header. Try and get 
Firefox (http://www.getfirefox.com) You can set a default font size for any 
webpage by going into the preferences. (I don't know about IE since I don't use 
Windows). 
__________________ 
May Jehovah bless you and keep you. May Jehovah make his face shine 
toward you, and may he favor you. May Jehovah lift up his face toward 
you and assign peace to you. 
--Numbers 6:24-26  

Originally Posted by truffy   
Katie, this one I'm typing right now is the default, so you don't neet that 
bigger monstrous and mean-looking font to try to prove a circular 
discussion about the fonts. I asked you before if you can wait for my book 
ordered about John 1:1 and to be studied. So you didn't reply to my 
question. Are you in such a big hurry with me, for I know pressure is 
mounting on you for me to make a quick answer? Let's wait Katie and 
please be kind and patient. Patience is a virtue for me, patience is a 
virtuoso for you when it comes to your artistic talents with your fonts.  
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Join Date: Jul 2006 
Posts: 1,593  

 27 Reputation Points 

  

Quote: 

If you look up Revelation 1:8 you will see Jesus is called...8 "I am the Alpha and 
the Omega," says the Lord God, "who is, and who was, and who is to come, the 
Almighty." So I guess you think this Alpha and Omega who is, who was, and who 

Originally Posted by newWitness   
The point that you are missing is, Jesus is not God the Almighty whether 
in 1/3 part or the whole. My last thought on this line of reasoning will be 
the theos in John 1:1c doesn't not lead to Jesus being the Almighty. 
Please understand what we mean by the definition of theos in this 
particular verse. It means mighty one. He is not God. Katie, help me out 
on this one. 

1



is to come, the Almighty is a creature or an angel? What does that say about 
your Greek misinterpretation for John 1:1? And what about Elohim who is called 
a God all over the Bible, you still haven't argued over Jehovah called a God, who 
is also Mighty God and Almighty God like Jesus, so if a God or a god is destined 
as a creature or an angel like what you say about Jesus, wouldn't that be the 
same for Jehovah also? Katie is in a different time zone. 
__________________ 
Tim     
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Quote: 

Right...well will you be so kind as to tell Katie, since she put me on her ignore 
list, that I asked her 2 days ago to wait for my book to arrive? I asked her again 
and again but she is so persistent in getting my replies right away. I need to 
study it carefully before I can make a reply to her if this is at all possible. She 
will just have to wait. Sorry to put you in the middle of this tkkclark, but it 
seems Katie wanted it like this. Thanks. 
__________________ 
Tim     

Originally Posted by tkkclark   
Eh? 
 
Sorry, I really haven't been following that portion of the program. (Did I 
mention that I loathe grammar? LOL) 
 
Truffy, the subject of 1:1c is ho Logos, the Word. The predicate is theos, 
God. Literally, the Greek reads kai theos en ho logos or 'And God was the 
Word.' But we shouldn't read it that way (in English). Words are moved 
forward in a sentence to emphasize them in Koine Greek, as theos has 
been moved forward here in 1:1c. 
 
Per Katie's request, Vincent says on 1:1c in part, "...But θεὸς, God, is the 
predicate and not the subject of the proposition. The subject must be the 
Word..."  
 
Robertson's Word Pictures also says of 1:1c, "...The subject is made plain 
by the article (ho logos) [my insertion: the Word] and the predicate 
without it (theos) [my insertion: God]." 
 
Neighborhood kids just invaded, I'll print your reply to my post, KR, and 
maybe get to it tomorrow...If we're not floating down the river by then, 
that is. We needed rain, but not Ernesto-level rain.  
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Quote: 

Originally Posted by katierussell   
John did not write that the Word "shared the same nature of ho theos." 
He wrote simply that the Word was theos. But just before that he wrote 
the Word was with ho theos. So, he was writing in terms of theos. While 
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Katie, I've never argued that the theos of 1:1c was the same ho theos of 1:1b. I 
wish you'd stop repeating it as though I had. 
 

Quote: 

You're certainly free to draw that opinion, but frankly, I could say the exact 
same of you. This sort of thing (you are still reading into John's Greek what you 
already believe, blah, blah, blah) really isn't productive. 
 

Quote: 

Anarthrous nouns can be indefinite or qualitative. I believe theos in 1:1c is 
qualitative. 
 
Quoting from NWT with Ref (1984), Appendix 6A (p.1579): 
 

Quote: 

I confess myself confused. The NWT appendix quotes Harner speaking of the 
qualitative theos. Approvingly. In fact, earlier, in the same appendix: 
 

Quote: 

I think both the above quote and the Harner quotations are intended to argue 
against a definite theos (per Colwell's Rule, no doubt), but in doing so, both of 
the above quotations point to the qualitative theos in 1:1c by the NWT. 
 
But that's what you're arguing against...Right??? Please correct me if I'm wrong, 
but it seems (from below, re your alleged class of theos) to me that you're 
arguing for an indefinite theos...Which is confusing because the NWT appendix, 
at least as I understand it, argues in line with the qualitative theos... 
 
IF I'm wrong...Well, I just don't get it. Why on earth would the NWT quote 
Harner, who certainly doesn't hold to an indefinite theos and specifically wrote of
theos as qualitative in both of the quotations the NWT appendix cites? 

the Word was with ho theos he was himself theos. No, not the ho theos 
he was with but another theos. 

There is nothing in the Greek of John 1:1 that says anything about the 
Word's 'sharing the same nature of the theos he was with.' One has to 
accurately translate the Greek of John before one does what you are 
doing. You are still reading into John's Greek something you already 
believe. It may or may not be true. 

But you can't get "shared the same nature of the theos" from theos en ho 
logos! What we can only get is that the Word had the nature of theos. 

In his article "Qualitative Anarthrous Predicate Nouns: Mark 15:39 and 
John 1:1," published in Journal of Biblical Literature, Vol. 92, Philadelphia, 
1973, on p. 85 Philip B. Harner said that such clauses as the one in John 
1:1, "with an anarthrous predicate preceding the verb, are primarly 
qualitative in meaning. They indicate that the logos has the nature 
of theos. There is no basis for regarding the predicate theos as definite." 
On p. 87 of his article, Harner concluded: "In John 1:1 I think that the 
qualitative force of the predicate is so prominent that the noun 
cannot be regarded as definite." (Emphasis mine.) 

It merely expresses a certain quality about the Word, or Logos, but it 
does not identify him as one and the same as God himself. 
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Unless, of course, you disagree with the NWTTC. I suppose there's always that 
possibility. 
 
I'm baffled. Truly. 
 

Quote: 

Check your Websters. God is not always used as a proper noun. 
 

Quote: 

And the Word was God allows for the qualitative theos. And the Word was a god 
does not. 
 

Quote: 

Katie, I never claimed the NEB was a formal equivalent. Check what I wrote. If I 
remember right, I didn't even say I particularly liked the NEB. No, I don't 
particularly like paraphrased Bibles, either, but they have their purposes. (Feel 
free to disagree.) And as I said, the NEB in this instance, I think captures the 
thought of 1:1c. Thought does not = literal, formal equivalent. 
 

Quote: 

Emphasis above mine. And this is where we come into your demanded indefinite 
theos. John said the Word had the nature of theos, qualitative. There is no 
demanded "class of theos" in a qualitative theos. Class indicates an indefinite 
theos. Which I don't get, because the NWT appendix points to the qualitative... 
 
Unless the NWT somehow or another interprets indefinite as the same as 
(equivalent to) qualitative??? Or rather that qualitative must be equivalent to 
indefinite, which it is not. It would be difficult to believe the WTS made that big 
of a mistake in regards to what Harner wrote. Harner certainly doesn't say the 
qualitative theos in 1:1c is indefinite in his article. In fact, he specifically rules 
the indefinite out. 
 

Quote: 

I don't know why you're so het up about the NEB paraphrasing. I didn't say it 

Yes it does, because "God" in English is a definite noun. 

"God" in English is a who and when one says that someone "was God" 
you are identifying them as that definite being. Hence, the translation 
"and the Word was God" is undoubtedly a definite rendering. But the 
anarthrous theos in this construct is describing what the Word was. The 
translation "and the Word was God" then is incorrect. 

This is of course, not a literal translation. John does not say "what God 
was the Word was" for this would mean that he wrote something else 
than what he did! He did not write that what ho theos was the Word was! 

He simply wrote the Word was theos. This is not the theos he was with 
and it indicates that he had the nature of theos or was of the class of 
theos. 

One must be careful not to read something into John here as he does not 
say which the NEB's translation says he does. The NEB changes the 
anarthrous predicate theos into a definite subject and the copula "was" 
has no stated object! 
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was a word-for-word translation so why do you keep on about which words are 
there and which aren't, as though I did? 
 

Quote: 

Well, since I haven't "admitted" this is the proper translation, nor do I remember
seeing anyone here admitting as such, either, I can't rightly say what such 
motivations might be. 
 

Quote: 

EXACTLY! If you translate it: the Word was a god, you are demanding an 
indefinite translation of theos. The English indefinite article demands an 

What "bothers" me of course is that even those who can see that the 
literal translation "the Word was God" is incorrect can not bring 
themselves to admit that the best literal translation would be "the Word 
was god." 

But of course we do not write like this in English. One need an article 
before "god" in this sentence. As theos in the Greek is not definite then 
one has to use the English indefinite article. 

indefinite theos, which leaves no room for a qualitative theos. And the Word was 
God doesn't forbid a qualitative theos as the Word was a god does. 
 

Quote: 

Yes, it does. "a god" demands an indefinite: a member of a class. Qualitative 
does not demand class membership, but points to the nature of the noun. 
 

Quote: 

I really wish you hadn't used that as an example. It feels...wrong. I'll use it 
because that's your cited example, but I'm not comfortable with it. 
 

Quote: 

No, it isn't.  
 
Katie (subject) is (verb) stupid (qualitative noun). 
 
Now, you're example: 
 
Katie (subject) is (verb) a (article) stupid (adjective) girl (indefinite noun).  
 
Whereas "stupid" could be considered qualitative in your first example sentence 
above, in your second example sentence, "stupid" describes "girl." It doesn't 
describe Katie. And while Katie could certainly be said to have the nature of 
"girl", "girl" is an indefinite count noun whereas nothing in the context of 1:1 
demands theos must be an indefinite count noun. Unless I'm misundertanding 
what you intended with your examples, the two aren't comparable. 
 

Quote: 

Having the translation "a god" does not deny that theos is being used to 
describe the nature of the Word either. 

One can do that in English with a noun phrase. For example, as one could 
do it with "Katie is stupid" where "stupid" is a predicate adjective one 
could write "Katie is a stupid girl." 

It says the same thing. 
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I'm sure you believe so. I believe otherwise. 
 
So I've read, a rule of translation is to show how the original writer could have 
written the text to reflect the opposing translation. (I know I'm not wording this 
right, but bear with me.) 
 
If John had meant to include the Word in a class of theos, he could have written:
 

Undoubtledy then "the Word was a god" is the best literal translation 
there is. 

kai ho logos en theos 
 
I'm paraphrasing the above from Harner's article, mentioned in the NWT 
appendix, btw. 
 
Would you mind doing the same? If John wanted to say the Word had the nature 
of God (all of God, not a lesser god), but didn't want to make the Word and the 
God in 1:1b identically interchangable (reciprocal), how (else?) could John have 
written it? 

      

 09-03-2006   #85

katierussell  
Member 
  
 
Join Date: May 2006 
Posts: 1,481  

 16 Reputation Points 

  

I said what I did for you said John was showing that the Word was 
not the same "person" he was with. But John wrote in terms of 
theos. Hence, John was showing they were not the same theos. 
Now that you have agreed with this and stopped mentioning 
anything about John showing something about "persons" then you 
ought to prefer a translation that shows that. But what translation 
would do that and be literal? Not "the Word was God." So then, I 
will take it you will accept this does not show the differentation 
between the different senses of the word theos and does not show 
the Word was a different theos than the one he was with? 
 
When I wrote: 
 

Quote: 

You reply: 
 

Quote: 

This was no "opinion." And I hope this is not going to be a pattern 

There is nothing in the Greek of John 1:1 that says anything about the 
Word's 'sharing the same nature of the theos he was with.' One has to 
accurately translate the Greek of John before one does what you are 
doing. You are still reading into John's Greek something you already 
believe. It may or may not be true. 

You're certainly free to draw that opinion, but frankly, I could say the 
exact same of you. This sort of thing (you are still reading into John's 
Greek what you already believe, blah, blah, blah) really isn't productive. 
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in how you reply to what I write? Read me again, and if you 
disagree show why you do, don't just say you disagree. As I said, 
John wrote in John 1:1c that the Word was theos, had the nature 
of theos, not that he had the nature of the theos he was with. This 
is true. To say that John wrote he had the same nature as the 
theos he was with is adding and reading something into the Greek 
of John. 
 
You write: 
 

Quote: 

There is no such thing in NT Greek of a qualitative noun. A noun 
can stress a quality but a noun, a count noun, never loses its 
definitness. You then quote the NWT: 
 

Quote: 

And then comment: 
 

Quote: 

First, note that Harner says about theos of John 1:1c that "logos 
has the nature of theos." This is what I said John wrote and only 
wrote. And Harner says "are primarly qualitative in meaning. They 
indicate that the logos has the nature of theos. There is no basis 
for regarding the predicate theos as definite." Note here Harner 
says "primarily" qualitative in meaning. This does not preclude a 
noun that is primarily qualatitive having some definitness also. Of 
course, one also must not forget that here in John 1:1 we have two 
theos which are not the same theos so that while the anarthrous 
noun in this construct points to quality about the subject the 
context point to indefinitness for the second theos. I will come back 
to this point a bit later. 
 
You next quote: 
 

Quote: 

Anarthrous nouns can be indefinite or qualitative. I believe theos in 1:1c 
is qualitative. 

In his article "Qualitative Anarthrous Predicate Nouns: Mark 15:39 and 
John 1:1," published in Journal of Biblical Literature, Vol. 92, Philadelphia, 
1973, on p. 85 Philip B. Harner said that such clauses as the one in John 
1:1, "with an anarthrous predicate preceding the verb, are primarly 
qualitative in meaning. They indicate that the logos has the nature of 
theos. There is no basis for regarding the predicate theos as definite." On 
p. 87 of his article, Harner concluded: "In John 1:1 I think that the 
qualitative force of the predicate is so prominent that the noun cannot be 
regarded as definite." (Emphasis mine.) 

I confess myself confused. The NWT appendix quotes Harner speaking of 
the qualitative theos. Approvingly. In fact, earlier, in the same appendix: 
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You remark: 
 

Quote: 

You are right about this being against a definite rendering of the 
anarthrous theos, against the rendering "and the Was was God." 
And the quotation of Harner has this primary intention. But it does 
not mean that the NWT has to share with Harner what he mean by 
"qualitative" nor that the anarthrous theos loses any definitness 
because the NWT here is quoting Harner on what he says about 
singular anarthrous predicate nouns. But we also have in this 
instance, in John 1:1, a context where one theos is with a second 
theos, that there are two whom are theos. Hence while the 
grammar point primarily to a quality of the subject it does not 
preclude also indefinitness, The context point to an indefinite 
meaning because we have here a relationship between two theoi 
who are indentified and distinguished in terms of theos. There are 
of course many other "qualitative" nouns of Harner and how have 
they been translated? By an indefinite noun phrase and in fact it 
would be hard not to so translate them. 
 

Quote: 

Where you go astray is thinking that one can only opt for either a 
definite theos(but the above shows that the anarthrous theos is 
not) or a "qualitative" theos or an indefinite theos. No. One can 
have a noun that primarily stresses quality but does not lose its 
indefinitness. Of course, studies to determine this are rather 
subjective. But in the case of John 1:1c we have a context where 
there is a relationship between two beings in terms of theos and 
this indicates the anarthrous theos being indefinite. Lets look at an 
exact same sentence structure in the GNT as we have in John 1:1c. 
Acts 28:4 is another case of a singular anarthrous predicate 
nominative preceding the verb with an articulated subject. How is 
the qualitative-indefinite aspect brought out in English translation? 
By the English indefinite noun. Paul was deemed "a murder" but 
the qualitativeness comes from the noun for how could Paul be 
considered "a murderer" without also having the qualities of a 

It merely expresses a certain quality about the Word, or Logos, but it 
does not identify him as one and the same as God himself. 

I think both the above quote and the Harner quotations are intended to 
argue against a definite theos (per Colwell's Rule, no doubt), but in doing 
so, both of the above quotations point to the qualitative theos in 1:1c by 
the NWT. 

But that's what you're arguing against...Right??? Please correct me if I'm 
wrong, but it seems (from below, re your alleged class of theos) to me 
that you're arguing for an indefinite theos...Which is confusing because 
the NWT appendix, at least as I understand it, argues in line with the 
qualitative theos... 
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murderer? 
 

Quote: 

They simply quoted Harner for he was one scholar who argued 
against the translation of "the Word was a God" for this is a definite 
rendering.  
 

Quote: 

No, what I have said does not disagree with the NWTTC but simly 
expands on their short appendix. As they translated John 1:1c with 
a indefinite noun phrase then this shows they considered that this 
is one way to bring out the qualities of the Word being theos but 
also showing from the context that the Word was not the same 
theos he was with. 
 
When I wrote: 
 

Quote: 

You reply: 
 

Quote: 

No, Webster's under "God" shows it to be definite. Having a capital 
letter G this shows it is definite and in fact all scholars recognize it 
is a definite noun and when in "the Word was God" is a definite 
noun phrase. God is a definite English substantive! 
 
When I wrote: 
 

Quote: 

You reply: 
 

Quote: 

IF I'm wrong...Well, I just don't get it. Why on earth would the NWT quote 
Harner, who certainly doesn't hold to an indefinite theos and specifically 
wrote of theos as qualitative in both of the quotations the NWT appendix 
cites? 

Unless, of course, you disagree with the NWTTC. I suppose there's always 
that possibility. 

Yes it does, because "God" in English is a definite noun. 

Check your Websters. God is not always used as a proper noun. 

God" in English is a who and when one says that someone "was God" you 
are identifying them as that definite being. Hence, the translation "and 
the Word was God" is undoubtedly a definite rendering. But the 
anarthrous theos in this construct is describing what the Word was. The 
translation "and the Word was God" then is incorrect. 

And the Word was God allows for the qualitative theos. And the Word was 
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No, God is not a qualitative noun at all! Could you give me a 
qualitative noun in English that has a capital letter and does not 
identify? But that is what God does. It identifies a particular being. 
It is a 'who' not a 'what. However, the translation "the Word was 
god" does not indentify, as John does not himself at 1:1c, but 
describes what the Word was, as John does with his Greek at John 
1:1c. "god" is not a 'who' but a 'what'. This is what is predicated of 
the Word, his being no ho theos, "God", but theos, "god." 
 
As we can both agree that the NEB is not a literal translation we 
can set that aside. But of course it does make God the subject 
where in John's Greek in 1:1 it is not but the predicate. So this 
thought-for-throught translation makes John say something he did 
not write. But, as we agree that the NEB is not at all literal we can 
set that aside. 
 
I wrote: 
 

Quote: 

You reply: 
 

Quote: 

While syntax point to primarily a qualitative meaning but does not 
mean this count noun loses all definitness, the context points to an 
indefinite meaning so what we have here is a indefinite-qualitative 
noun. If one had the qualities of theos would not that make that 
one a theos? For how could one have the qualities of theos but not 
be of the class theos? So you see in English one can denote what 
quality the noun has by using an indefinite noun phrase.  
 

Quote: 

Harner rules out the indefinite understanding because of how he 

a god does not. 

He simply wrote the Word was theos. This is not the theos he was with 
and it indicates that he had the nature of theos or was of the class of 
theos. 

Emphasis above mine. And this is where we come into your demanded 
indefinite theos. John said the Word had the nature of theos, qualitative. 
There is no demanded "class of theos" in a qualitative theos. Class 
indicates an indefinite theos. Which I don't get, because the NWT 
appendix points to the qualitative... 

Unless the NWT somehow or another interprets indefinite as the same as 
(equivalent to) qualitative??? Or rather that qualitative must be 
equivalent to indefinite, which it is not. It would be difficult to believe the 
WTS made that big of a mistake in regards to what Harner wrote. Harner 
certainly doesn't say the qualitative theos in 1:1c is indefinite in his 
article. In fact, he specifically rules the indefinite out. 
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thinks the qualitativeness of theos makes the Word have the same 
nature of God, making the Word God. JW's do not have to go along 
with Harner's trying to fit what he feels is the meaning of the 
Word's having the quality of theos with his theological view but 
they do agree that the syntax points to a certain quality about the 
Word. However, it is true that an English indefinite noun phrase 
can bring out the qualities of the noun for if the Word had the 
qualities of theos in what way does the English "the Word was a 
god" deny he had the qualites of theos, god? It does not. And of 
course the context points to a relationship between two beings in 
terms of theos and this points to an indefinite meaning to the 
anarthrous theos but still does not exclude the syntax stressing the 
Word having the quality of theos, of god also. 
 
When I write: 
 

Quote: 

You reply: 
 

Quote: 

Its good to see you do not "admit" that the "Word was God" is the 
proper translation. But what then translation do you think is? You 
have yet then to express your preference when it comes to a literal 
translation. Which then is it? 
 
When I wrote: 
 

Quote: 

you reply: 
 

Quote: 

By now you will have been able to grasp that if the noun in this 

What "bothers" me of course is that even those who can see that the 
literal translation "the Word was God" is incorrect can not bring 
themselves to admit that the best literal translation would be "the Word 
was god." 

Well, since I haven't "admitted" this is the proper translation, nor do I 
remember seeing anyone here admitting as such, either, I can't rightly 
say what such motivations might be. 

But of course we do not write like this in English. One need an article 
before "god" in this sentence. As theos in the Greek is not definite then 
one has to use the English indefinite article. 

EXACTLY! If you translate it: the Word was a god, you are demanding an 
indefinite translation of theos. The English indefinite article demands an 
indefinite theos, which leaves no room for a qualitative theos. And the 
Word was God doesn't forbid a qualitative theos as the Word was a god 
does. 
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contruct stress qualitativness this does not exclude it having any 
definitness. In this case indefinitness. The context shows that while 
qualitativness is the primary meaning here it does not exclude it 
being also indefinte. Its indefinite-qualitative. The context points to 
a indefinite-qualitative sense. And how is this brought out by 
English Bible translations of this same syntax eleswhere in the 
GNT? By an English indefinite noun phrase! Here then also we can 
do so with "the Word was a god." For the Word's being of the class 
theos, god, the Word then would have the qualities of this class. 
 
So when I wrote: 
 

Quote: 

And to this you replied: 
 

Quote: 

you will see that they are not mutaully exclusive but an English 
indefinite noun phrase can bring out the quality what what is 
predicated. 
 
My example although ok was not nuanced enough. What would 
have been bettter is to use a singular count noun such as theos is 
in John 1:1c is. So, "Katie is girl" would not be good English. One 
would need the English indefinite article "Katie is a girl." This would 
also mean that if I was "a girl" I must have the qualities of the 
class "girl." It's the same with John's "the Word was god." This is 
what he wrote. But in English we would supply the indefinite article 
so that it would read "the Word was a god." As the Word was "a 
god" it would naturally follow the Word had the qualites of that 
class, god. 
Of course, this is an indefinite rendering of theos. But from the 
above though John is saying the Word had the qualities of "god" 
yet in English one can express this with an indefinite noun phrase. 
This translates the singular count noun theos with a singular count 
noun in English and so is very literal. Theos means "God" or "god." 
If one translates as "God" this is very literal but a definite 
rendering and make the Word the God he was with. To translate 
theos as "god" is literal, does not make the Word the God whom 
the Word was with and abley brings out not only that the Word has 
the qualities of theos, god, but shows the relationship of two theos 
who are not the same theos. 
 
You ask: 

Having the translation "a god" does not deny that theos is being used to 
describe the nature of the Word either. 

Yes, it does. "a god" demands an indefinite: a member of a class. 
Qualitative does not demand class membership, but points to the nature 
of the noun. 
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Quote: 

Well, he would not have written as he did! If anyone think he did 
when he wrote as he did they are wrong. Its really those who think 
that the Word had the nature of God that you should ask them this. 
However, I do not write Greek so my answer would not necessarily 
be correct. But he could have supplied words that mean "nature" 
and wrote in terms of person also so that in English John would 
have wirtten "the Word was with God the Father and fully shared 
God's nature." 

If John had meant to include the Word in a class of theos, he could have 
written: 
 
kai ho logos en theos 
 
I'm paraphrasing the above from Harner's article, mentioned in the NWT 
appendix, btw. 
 
Would you mind doing the same? If John wanted to say the Word had the 
nature of God (all of God, not a lesser god), but didn't want to make the 
Word and the God in 1:1b identically interchangable (reciprocal), how 
(else?) could John have written it? 

      

 09-03-2006   #86

katierussell  
Member 
  
 
Join Date: May 2006 
Posts: 1,481  

 16 Reputation Points 

  

From my previous post you had written and I had replied. 
 
You: 

Quote: 

I replied: 
 

Quote: 

Or you could go with the Word was Deity or the Word was Divine. 
Personally, I think the Word was Deity is awkward given how we speak 
these days and the Word was Divine doesn't quite cut it for me, either, 
because unless you understand Divine properly (as in entirely Divine, like 
the Father is entirely Divine, per the attributive theos), that can be 
misleading in the common venacular as well. 

But "Deity" and "Divine" are definite translations the same as "God" is. 
The anarthrous theos can not be considered definite. "deity" and "divine" 
would be better and so it would be "the Word was deity." But how is that 
different from "and the Word was a god" for "deity" means "a god." And 
of course its not very good English for one would usually need an article 
before it. It would be like writing "Katie was girl." And of course if John 
wanted to mean the "Word was divine" he had theios. But he did not use 
it. Theos here is undoubtedly substantival, either "God" or "god." But it 
cannot be "God" for that would mean theos would have to be considered 
definite. But it is not. This leaves us with "god." 

13



First, you did not reply to this. Second, you always seem to want a 
noun("Deity") or an adjective("Divine") with a capital! Never 
starting lower case! But as I said, capitalization makes the noun 
definite and "Divine" is not an adjective, but "divine" is. 
 
(If you think the use of capitals does not make a noun definite then 
could you please explain the uses of captials in English?) 
 
And getting back to my "Katie is stupid" and "Katie is a stupid girl." 
They mean the same thing. The first by using the predicate 
adjective "stupid," and so telling us Katie has the qualities that 
make her "stupid" and the second by the noun phrase "a stupid 
girl" means Katie is of the class of stupid persons. You take issue 
with this however. But they do amount to the same thing, as both 
places me in the class of stupid persons for how could katie be a 
stupid person and not be stupid, have the qualities that make her 
"stupid" and be "stupid" and not "a stupid person"? So they are 
just two ways of saying the same thing. One can see then that 
using a predicate adjective and an indefinite noun phrase can say 
the same thing. They are grammatically different, as you point out,
but no one argued they were not, but as to meaning they are 
indistinguishable. Hence, if one thinks in John 1:1c John used theos 
primarily qualitativley one can use a predicate adjective(such as 
"divine" perhaps, and certainly not "God"!) or an indefinite noun 
phrase "a god." So "the Word was divine" would be saying "the 
Word was a divine being"(as "Katie is stupid" means the same as 
"Katie is a stupid person.") But "the Word was a divine being" is 
the same as "the Word was a god" so that this shows that "the 
Word was divine" is the same as "and the Word was a god." 
And I wrote: "Theos here[in John 1:1c] is undoubtedly 
substantival, either "God" or "god." But it cannot be "God" for that 
would mean theos would have to be considered definite. But it is 
not. This leaves us with "god." This is true. Its substantival because 
John uses theos three times in quick succession, each time being 
substantival. One then ought to translate a substantive with a 
substantive. "God" is a definite noun. Those translations from the 
past considered that theos was definite some even using Colwell's 
Rule to show it is and hence the reason they translated how they 
did. Harris, whom you quoted some "second hand" quotes from 
says about the English noun "God" that it is a "definite English 
substantive." "God" then does not denote the qualities of theos but 
refers to the being who is ho theos. "God" then is not a qualitative 
translation of the anarthrous predicate nominative theos. But an 
indefinite noun phrase "...was a god" can acomplish what in the 
Greek primarily indicates the qualities the Word had as I have 
shown above. 

      

 09-03-2006   #87
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 Misunderstandings abound  

1. ttclark, right on! Thanks for the 2 posts that I read  
 
Now I turn my attention to Katie. 
 
Quote from Katie:"Your "argument" that "god" "either means sinful and against 
God, or the true God" is not based on scripture but on your presupositions that 
are against scripture."  
 
Wow... I really can't believe you just said that. I didn't want to use scriptural 
examples to prove you're wrong because I thought you would know what 
scriptures I would use against you... but apparently I'll have to. Ok, to be brief, 
if "god" can mean someone other than sinful as you say, then you're implying 
that people in the past weren't sinful when called gods eg, Exo 22:9("judges" in 
the NASB, NIV, KJV. NTW says "God" as does others but were not arguing about 
the one and only God so they don't matter in this issue). If you're refering to 
Jesus' quote in John 10:34 then that example would mean that the Pharisees 
weren't sinful. The quote that Jesus was using in Psalm 82:6 follows with in 
verse 7, "Yet you will die like mortal men" (sinful). The other gods have all lead 
Isreal away from God... sinful. 
 
You accuse my argument as not based on scripture. I have now proved you flat 
wrong. But I have yet to see you say "I was wrong" in any of these threads so I 
no longer expect to see a, "You're right". I guess that's why I'm so blunt with 
you. MOVING ON! 
 
Quote from Katie: "Wrong again, but worse. That "worship" of Satan is easliy 
applied by JW's is plain silly." 
 
Ok, I can see how you could misunderstood me when I said that JW's apply 
worship to satan more easily than to Jesus. I meant in translation, not in ritual. 
Like I said, go to http://www.carm.org/jw/nwt_proskuneo.htm. That's my 
argument and when you notice the graph, look up how many times the NWT 
uses proskuneo as worship to the devil and the great beast in revelation vs 
worship to Jesus Christ. Then you should understand why I say that JW's 
[scripturaly] apply worship to Satan more easily than to Jesus Christ. (I know 
JW's don't worship Satan). 
 
Quote katie: "What do the scriptures tell you that all you need to accept." 
I don't understand... but I think we can both agree that this sentence really isn't 
necissary to comment on, in light of the other comments. 
 
Quote Katie: "And just because the JW's do not "worship" Jesus as God, which 
the scriptures never ever so state one should, does not mean we do not give to 
him what the scriptures tell us to." 
I've been to a JW service... really not a lot of bowing down and confessing that 
Jesus Christ is Lord when his name was said. In fact, there was none of that. 
 
Quote Katie: "You are just arguing against the Witnesses position from your 
trinitarian one as you do not back up anything you say with scriptures."  
DUH! Of course I'm just arguing from a trinitarian perspective; I AM A 
TRINITARIAN! That's like saying "you're just arguing from a JW perspective". 
*LOL* *sigh, tear* Anyway, trinitarians do have scriptural references, so if I'm 
arguing from a trinitarian perspective I can also back up what I say with 
scripture as I already have done so. 
 
Quote Katie: "Did Jehovah want Abraham to "abuse" his son Isaac? That is what 
you have implied with your "[you] worship a child abusing god who sent his son 

15



[to die]" ! You also imply that the Father who sent his Son to die is also a "child 
abuser"!" 
 
I think it is interesting that you couldn't answer my charge but tried to throw it 
back at me and make it out like I have the problem. Nice try. If I have this 
problem between the example Jehovah and Abraham, then you have this 
problem. If you don't have this problem, then I don't. However you tell me. Is 
murdering someone abuse?  
(About the Father and Son part... I'll get to that later.) 
 
Quote Katie: "Is this what you believe??? And when you say "his son who 
showed more love than this god of yours did" you must think the Son showed 
more love than the Father did for the Father, God the Father, sent his Son, he 
did not come himelf to die! Is that what you want to believe? I will leave that to 
you!" 
 
So about your last charge on comparing Jesus and the Father's love (which you 
also tried to throw back at me)... Remember that my position is that of a 
trinitarian; whether it was the Father, Son, or Holy Spirit, it was still God. God 
literally died for our sins through Jesus Christ. You saying that, "you must think 
the Son showed more love than the Father did for the Father, God the Father, 
sent his Son, he did not come himelf to die!" just shows that you still have no 
idea what a Trinitarian perspective really is. Once you can understand this, then 
you will understand how the Father and Holy Spirit participated in dying more 
than just sending Jesus Christ. 
 
So, once again, since you do not worship Jesus as you should, you do not revere 
God, you do not respect God, and you do not have a loving relationship with God 
because you deny that God really loves you. 
 
I've spent too much time here. My time is up. 
__________________ 
Radvermin 

"I do not nullify the grace of God, for if righteousness comes through the Law, 
then Christ died needlessly." Galatians 2:21  

      

 09-04-2006   #88

tkkclark  
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Before reading further, a quick note… 
 
When I began composing my reply below, I only felt marginally sick. After 
awhile, I progressed from marginally sick to feeling utterly dreadful. I had 
intended to keep going until I’d addressed every point in Katie’s replies 
regardless of how long the series of posts amounted to, but that isn’t going to 
happen until I feel better. FWIW, Katie, here’s what I’ve finished thus far. Just 
keep in mind this isn’t my argument in toto. If I haven’t addressed an issue, I’m 
not dodging it. I’m sick. I’ll get to it later. 
 
Here you go: 
 

Quote: 

Originally Posted by katierussell   
I said what I did for you said John was showing that the Word was not the 
same "person" he was with. But John wrote in terms of theos. Hence, John 
was showing they were not the same theos. Now that you have agreed 
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Now that I have I agreed with WHAT??? 
 
Have you lost your mind??????? 
 
When have I EVER stated that I agree that ho theos of 1:1b does not reflect 
personal distinction??? I want specific, direct and explicit quotations here. 
 
You said, in part, “…No, not the ho theos he was with but another theos.” To 

with this and stopped mentioning anything about John showing something 
about "persons"… 

which I replied, “Katie, I’ve never argued that the theos of 1:1c was the same ho 
theos of 1:1b. I wish you’d stop repeating it as though I had.” (Emphasis 
mine.)  
 
Since I quite obviously had been arguing for a personal distinction in 1:1b and 
given that I directly stated that I hadn’t argued against the position mentioned 
in those comments, I very obviously was not addressing the personal distinction 
of 1:1b in those remarks.  
 
In using the words I did in that quote, I was not denying a personal distinction in 
1:1b or somehow, mysteriously, saying or in any way implying that I agreed with 
your position. Where in MY words do I say that???  
 
Did I use the word "person"?  
 
No. 
 
Is the lack in any way significant? 
 
No. 
 
It was a stylistic choice – NOT A THEOLOGICAL STATEMENT. 
 
Frankly, I’m more than a little disturbed – no, strike that, I’m INFURIATED – 
that you would leap so hastily to your own conclusions and make assertions as to 
what I have and have not agreed to – with absolutely NO credible basis or 
foundation. I certainly can’t imagine why you would unilaterally assert I agreed 
with your position on 1:1b. My last reply was in regards to theos in 1:1c as 
a qualitative noun. I didn’t address personal distinction in 1:1b at all 
within the contents of that post. Yet, you still nonetheless felt this was a 
basis to unilaterally proclaim I agreed with your position on 1:1b. 
 
Do NOT...EVER... presume to tell ME or anyone else on this forum what I do or 
do not agree with unless you have concrete, substantial and explicit reasons 
to do so. “you…stopped mentioning anything about John showing something 
about "persons…” is NOT a concrete, substantial or explicit reason. I didn’t 
“mention” "person" and personal distinction in 1:1b because that wasn’t the 
subject addressed in my post!!! 
 
For future reference, if and/or when I cede a point, I explicitly say so. For 
example, from this thread, post #71: 
 

Quote: 

and, 

You are absolutely right. Mondo and I got into a scrap over the very same 
thing… 
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Quote: 

That certainly was NOT the case with your claims and assertions in regards to 
MY position about personal distinction in 1:1b! You simply got some bizarre 
notion that since I didn't specifically say "person" in one of my posts that the 
omission was somehow significant. That is NOT a credible reason to restate my 
position for me and I EXPECT you to refrain from making such wildly unfounded 
assertions in regards to MY beliefs in future, thank you VERY much. 
 
If you can fault me for anything in regards to any of the above (personal 
distinction in 1:1b), it’s for failing to address personal distinction in 1:1b in that 
post. 
 
In my own defense…Hit print preview on the pg of the thread in which that reply 
appears? Scroll down.  
 
How many pages does my response come to? 4-5 printed pgs? 
 
Have I made my point? 
 
Honestly, if I addressed every point in every post to which I replied, I’d likely be 
banned for the encyclopedic (and indeed epic) nature of my posts. Or rather 
series of posts, for, indeed, to avoid length limitations, I would have to break my 
responses into multiple posts. Which says nothing of the fact that I don’t have 
the time to type 3 or more replies (each 4-5 pgs in length) to every post I 
respond to, addressing every point therein. 
 
Since the focus of my response was addressing what kind of noun theos in 1:1c 
is, I did not address 1:1b. 
 
That does not give you the right to restate my position for me.  
 
That does not justify your irresponsible behavior. 
 
You made wild inferences.  
 
You made assumptions based on those wild inferences.  
 
Then, you fed those ludicrous assumptions into my mouth as though I had 
spoken the words rather than... 
 
ARG!!! 
 
Don't Ever.  
 
Do it.  
 
Again. 
 
Since you have unilaterally asserted – wrongly – that I agreed to the lack of 
personal distinction in 1:1b, however, I will unequivocally state that I do not in 
any way concede that 1:1b doesn’t reflect personal distinction. 
 
The definite article ton used with theon is a simple identification of person. Given 
the preposition, pros, the personal identification is emphatic. 1:1b denotes 
personal distinction between ho logos and ho theos (ton theon). 
 

Point taken...You're right (don't fall off your chair), I withdraw the quote. 
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There. 
 
Barring you, Katie, putting any more words into my mouth, is my position NOW 
in any way or manner unclear?  
 
I certainly hope not!!! 
 
Reading further along… 
 

Quote: 

Oh?  
 
It’s no opinion, aye? 
 
1. So you can prove I’m reading my beliefs into the text? I’d like to see that 
proof. And until I see that proof – instead of your unsubstantiated accusations – 
OPINION is exactly what you expressed and OPINIONS ONLY. 
 
2. Any time anyone make an assertion s/he fails to support with quotations 
from authorities (or at the very least, references to authorities), I don’t 
consider the assertion anything more than an unsubstantiated assertion, i.e. 
an opinion. You did not support your assertion. Therefore, what you said was 
and remains an unsupported opinion. Unless, of course, you also assert your 
vast breadth of knowledge of grammar and of Greek, your NT scholarship and 
credentials somehow makes you an expert? An authority? 
 
Even experts and authorities have to support the positions they reach. 
 
You have not. 
 
So yes, what you said was an opinion. 
 

Quote: 

Yes, actually. It is a pattern of how I intend to reply to any comments that claim 
I’m reading my beliefs into the text, that I (or certain authorities) are 

When I wrote: 
 

Quote: 

You reply: 
 

Quote: 

This was no "opinion." 

There is nothing in the Greek of John 1:1 that says anything about 
the Word's 'sharing the same nature of the theos he was with.' One 
has to accurately translate the Greek of John before one does what 
you are doing. You are still reading into John's Greek something 
you already believe. It may or may not be true. 

You're certainly free to draw that opinion, but frankly, I could say 
the exact same of you. This sort of thing (you are still reading into 
John's Greek what you already believe, blah, blah, blah) really isn't 
productive. 

And I hope this is not going to be a pattern in how you reply to what I 
write? 
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theologically biased, ad nauseum. I hear these blanket accusations so often (at 
times, on both sides) as some sort of justification of this or that position, it 
triggers an internal filter in my mind: note the instance in reply, state my 
disagreement and otherwise ignore. I'm not going to participate in a juvenile 
knock-down/drag-out fight over whether or not I read my beliefs into the text. 
Arguing would be inane and pointless.  
 
What am I supposed to say?  
 
Do not? 
 
Do, too! 
 
If you want me to respond to an argument, you're going to have to do a great 
deal better than claim that I'm reading my beliefs into the text. For instance, 
providing support for your position would be helpful and productive.  
 

Quote: 

Katie, I prioritize whatever computer time I have and address what I feel is 
most important. If I don’t have the time or don’t feel the argument is a priority, 
I state that I disagree and move on to the next point in the post.  
 
If you can’t accept that, tough. 
 
My posts are quite long enough as is, thanks. 
 

Quote: 

Again, completely unsupported. Again, that is merely your opinion. 
 
Tell me, Katie. If the theos in 1:1c does not have the same nature as the theos 
in 1:1b...Why?  
 
To insist that the nature of theos in 1:1c is less than that of theos in 1:1b is 
unwarranted equivocation. Theos doesn't change characteristics. It simply 
changes referants.  
 
Can you give me one example from the NT in which a qualitative PN describes 
the subject as having less than the full measure of the noun's characteristics? 
 

Quote: 

Oh, really?  
 
The article cited by the NWT appendix by Harner is entitled, “Qualitative 
Anarthrous Predicate Nouns.” Yet, you claim there’s no such thing. Harner sure 
picked a strange title for his article then. 
 
Grammarians recognize nouns as either D[efinite], I[ndefinite] or Q[ualitative]. 

Read me again, and if you disagree show why you do, don't just say you 
disagree. 

As I said, John wrote in John 1:1c that the Word was theos, had the 
nature of theos, not that he had the nature of the theos he was with. This 
is true. To say that John wrote he had the same nature as the theos he 
was with is adding and reading something into the Greek of John. 

There is no such thing in NT Greek of a qualitative noun. 
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There is some admixing, as in Q-d (qualitative-definite), or I-Q (indefinite-
qualitative). Donald Hartley wrote his thesis on mass and count nouns, explains 
the semantics of D, I, Q, et al and an article summarizing his thesis that 
discusses his methodology is available on-line at http://www.bible.org/page.asp?
page_id=1812 . He also speaks of Harner’s study (quoted by the NWTTC): 
 

Quote: 

Hartley’s study, if nothing else, proves Q as a semantic category for single count 
nouns. 
 
Just to clarify, though…Are you asserting that no noun can be qualitative? Ever? 
Even mass nouns? 
 
For instance,  
 
John 1:14 And the Word became flesh… (NASB) 
 
Flesh is a mass noun. In case you (or anyone else) don’t know, mass nouns are 
nouns that cannot be indefinite or pluralized. Given my example of flesh, we do 
not say a flesh or fleshes. It can’t take the article or be pluralized. Therefore, 
flesh (sarx) is a mass noun. 
 
Anyway, flesh is certainly is Q in John 1:14. The Word did not become a flesh. 
The Word became flesh.  
 
Can we at least agree mass nouns can be purely Q? That the Q category exists 
at least for mass nouns? 
 

Quote: 

If you haven’t, I really do recommend that you read Hartley’s study linked 
above. 
 
Basically, a count noun is a noun that can be indefinite and be pluralized and as 
such, a count noun is always a count noun. Pneuma, spirit, for instance, is a 
count noun. Why? It can take an article and it can be pluralized. We can say a 
spirit or spirits. That makes it a count noun and nothing can change that. A 
count noun can, however, taken on the nuance of mass nouns as purely Q. For 
instance, grabbing from my examples of flesh and spirit… 
 

It is true that Harner opened up the possibility that a qualitative noun 
could include within it a semantic range of indefiniteness, but this in no 
way made qualitativeness intrinsically or necessarily bound to this 
semantic tag. Thus Harner showed that theoretically a noun could be 
among other things, indefinite-qualitative (I-Q or Q-I) or simply 
qualitative (Q) 

A noun can stress a quality but a noun, a count noun, never loses its 
definitness. 

John 3:6 "That which is born of the flesh is flesh, and that which is born of the 
Spirit is spirit. (NASB) 
 
Notice the parallel? The 2nd occurrence of flesh is a mass noun with the Q 
nuance (we don’t say a flesh) and it parallels the 2nd occurrence of spirit here, 
which should also be taken as Q. Sure, it can take the article being a count 
noun, but in this instance, it doesn’t because pneuma is speaking of nature. That 
which is born of Spirit is spirit or That which is born of Spirit is by nature spirit. 
The NWT doesn’t include an article in either the 2nd occurrence of flesh or the 
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2nd occurrence of spirit, either. Why? Because neither the second occurrence of 
flesh nor spirit are definite/indefinite. They are Q. 
 
Then in regards to the NWT appendix quoting Harner, you wrote: 
 

Quote: 

Actually, that’s not only what Harner wrote, which I’m sure you’re well aware. In 
fact, he specifically translated 1:1c as: 
 

Quote: 

Which lines right up with what I’ve been saying all along, but I digress. 
 

Quote: 

No, it doesn’t preclude definiteness, but it doesn’t require definiteness, either, 
which is precisely my point and actually, Harner’s as well, given that he rules out
the indefinite in the very same article. 
 
No, wait.  
 
Sorry. 
 
We were talking about the appropriateness of the NWT quoting Harner 
speaking of the qualitative theos while insisting on an indefinite theos in 1:1c, 
even though Harner specifically rules the indefinite out. 
 
I really don’t feel well.  
 
If it’s all the same to you, I’ll address this later. When I’m not feeling so 
wretched, preferably. 
 

Quote: 

How does the context point to indefiniteness for the theos in 1:1c? It doesn’t. 
The ho theos personally identifies. The anarthrous PN (Predicate Nominative) 
theos in 1:1c points to nature. Class membership is not required by the text. 
 
I suppose this would be a good time to explain why it is I believe theos in 1:1c is 
Q, not I-Q. 
 
Actually, explaining the whole lot of it would take too long. I’ll just snag a quote:
 

First, note that Harner says about theos of John 1:1c that "logos has the 
nature of theos." This is what I said John wrote and only wrote. 

”The Word had the same nature as God.” (p. 87) 

And Harner says "are primarly qualitative in meaning. They indicate that 
the logos has the nature of theos. There is no basis for regarding the 
predicate theos as definite." Note here Harner says "primarily" qualitative 
in meaning. This does not preclude a noun that is primarily qualatitive 
having some definitness also. 

Of course, one also must not forget that here in John 1:1 we have two 
theos which are not the same theos so that while the anarthrous noun in 
this construct points to quality about the subject the context point to 
indefinitness for the second theos. I will come back to this point a bit 
later. 
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Quote: 

The above is quoted from http://jude3.net/hartley_second_response.htm , 
“Rejoinder to Stafford’s Response to Hartley,” which is only one part in a 
sequential debate. I recommend reading the debate in its entirety for anyone 
who wants a thorough grammatical consideration of both sides of the issue. (Pt 
1: http://jude3.net/hartley_first_response.htm ; Pt 3: 
http://jude3.net/hartley_third_response.htm ; Pt. 4: 
http://jude3.net/hartley_fourth_response.htm . It’s a long debate, but well 
worth the read.) 
 
In any event, Hartley posits Q for flesh in 1:14, then notes the inclusio with 
theos in 1:1c, indicating it is to be understood as Q as well. Plus, you’ve got the 
statistics in his study wherein he states that, as regards eimi, Q occurs in the 
anarthrous PN 56%, as I(ndefinite) 17% and as I-Q (indefinite-qualitative) 17%.
 
There’s another reason, but I’m fighting off a wicked cold right now and my 
head’s fairly swimming. If I think of it later, I’ll add it. 
 

Quote: 

Thought so. 
 

Quote: 

I disagree with all of the above and have addressed many (if not all) of the 
issues herein previously, but I do want to note that I’ve cited one example above 
of a count noun, spirit, translated as Q by the NWT, namely John 3:6. 

There are several stated reasons why the noun in John 1:1c is to be 
understood as purely qualitative. The first is the statistical study in John 
of singular count nouns. It is simply the most probable semantic domain 
to be attached. The second is its discourse connection to John 1:14. The 
structure of these passages are deliberately construed so as to be 
connected. This is spelled out in the article [Hartley’s article, already 
linked]. To put a lexically qualitative noun (mass) in the Colwell 
construction is an odd phenomenon to begin with especially when 
considering that there would be no difference in meaning in 1:14 if the PN 
were to be placed on the post-copulative side of the sentence [after the 
verb rather than before]. One is lead, due to its invariable semantic 
nuance, to question its precopulative placement. The chiasm of subjects 
and the Colwell construction connects it directly to John 1:1…the passage 
is marked by an identical formula forming a semantic inclusion... 

You are right about this being against a definite rendering of the 
anarthrous theos, against the rendering "and the Was was God." And the 
quotation of Harner has this primary intention. 

But it does not mean that the NWT has to share with Harner what he 
mean by "qualitative" nor that the anarthrous theos loses any definitness 
because the NWT here is quoting Harner on what he says about singular 
anarthrous predicate nouns. But we also have in this instance, in John 
1:1, a context where one theos is with a second theos, that there are two 
whom are theos. Hence while the grammar point primarily to a quality of 
the subject it does not preclude also indefinitness, The context point to an 
indefinite meaning because we have here a relationship between two 
theoi who are indentified and distinguished in terms of theos. There are of 
course many other "qualitative" nouns of Harner and how have they been 
translated? By an indefinite noun phrase and in fact it would be hard not 
to so translate them. 
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Anyone who wants to look at other examples of Q count nouns can click on 
through to Hartley’s study (as opposed to the debate). He has a chart at the end 
for anarthrous PNs with eimi in John and one of the columns indicates the tag, 
whether D, I, Q, I-Q, etc. 
 
Katie, I intended to respond to each and every element of your replies, but for 
the time being, I’m sick. My head is buzzing, I’m going to bed. Or rather not. My 
kids would run amuck. No bed. Okay, I’m going to couch. ROTFL.  
 
I ask for patience. I will address the remaining points of your replies. Just not 
today. I feel wretched. 
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First, I am not going to get into who said this and who did not 
mean that! This has really nothing to do with John 1:1. You might 
have time to waste but I do not and will not. That John wrote in 
terms of the two subjects being theos but not the same theos then 
a translation should make that distinction. This is very simple. Yet 
the translation "the Word was with God and the Word was God" 
simply does not do it. 
 

Quote: 

Can you give me one example from the NT in which a 'qualitative' 
PNV describes the subject having the full measure of the noun's 
characteristics and being translated definitely or with a capital? Or 
are they translated indefinitely? John does say the Word was fully 
theos...but not fully ho theos. The Word had all the qualitites that 
make him theos, "god." So, I am not denying that the Word being 
theos "god" has not the "full measure of the noun's characteristics" 
but it is you, with no justification, is saying John says the Word has 
all the characteristics of ho theos! Ho theos is a god but this does 
not mean that any other which are described by the noun theos 
mean that they then have to be that same god, God in this case, or
have the all of the qualities that make God the God. Just as when 
Jesus said "one of you is a devil"(John 6:70) did not mean Jesus 
was saying that that one was the Devil or had all the qualities of 
the person known as the Devil. Only that he had some of the 
qualities of that person so that he could be called "a devil." 
Likewise, John wrote that the Word had all the qualities of theos so 
that the Word was "a god." 
Also, John 6:70 is of course an articleless PNV just as we have in 
John 1:1c.  
 
Yes, one can have the qualities expressed in the noun one is being 

Can you give me one example from the NT in which a qualitative PN 
describes the subject as having less than the full measure of the noun's 
characteristics? 
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described as having but this does not identify the subject with any 
other who has the same qualities. John 1:1c does not say the Word 
had all the qualities of ho theos but theos, all the qualities of the 
noun theos, which is "god." To think John wrote the Word had all 
the qualities of "God" would mean John wrote ho theos, meant ho 
theos. He did not.  
 
I also showed you that while the NWT appendix quoted Harner they 
did so to show that theos of John 1:1c was not definite(hence is 
not "God") but that it was "primarily" qualitative. It does not mean 
that definiteness is not in view either and I showed that the context 
where we have two that are theos then indicates, even demands, 
an indefinite sense to the second theos. You have not addressed 
this in previous posts! You simply misunderstood the reason why 
the NWT quoted Harner and the basis for the indefinite rendering 
 
I now see who you are relying on. Hartley. Mmmmm....however, 
 
You bring up though John 3:6 in the NWT where a count noun has 
been translated 'qualitatively'. But here pneuma has been 
translated "spirit" not "Spirit." So, in what way does this support 
rendering theos of John 1:1c as "God"? It does not. And of course 
some nouns can have both a count and non count sense. Pneuma, 
"spirit" being one of these. It can be pluralized, "spirits" but it can 
also denote a quality. But can theos, "G/god." No. It can only have 
a count noun sense. To consider it purely qualitative in John 1:1c 
one would have to translate it "divine." You can not have "God" for 
"God" is a proper name and hence is definite, it identifies, it is not 
a qualitative noun at all! But if one translates as "the Word was 
god" how would this indicate the Word had the qualities of "god." 
One would have to either translate "god" with an adjective, such as
"divine" or by an indefinite noun phrase and translating a Greek 
substantive with an English substantive. But what would "and the 
Word was divine" mean? Here we have a translation that uses a 
predicate adjective. But we can re-phrase it by using a noun 
phrase, "was a divine being." But this is the same as "and the Word 
was a god." ! 
 
You say: 
 

Quote: 

Could you cite me any grammarians that do please? And any Greek 
book of NT Greek?  
 

Grammarians recognize nouns as either D[efinite], I[ndefinite] or Q
[ualitative]. 

Last edited by katierussell : 09-05-2006 at 02:10 AM.  
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Quote: 

Yes, "flesh" here in John 1:14 is a mass noun, a non-countable 
noun. But it has a qualitative meaning. Nouns are either count or 
non-count in classification(and they correlate in distinction with 
that of concrete and abstract nouns to some extent), but there is 
no such thing as a qualitative noun. But each can have qualitative 
meanings(And this is the meaning of Harner's "Qualitative 
Nouns..). We can even get countability from non-count nouns with 
a partitive expression "bits of information." And count nouns are 
either indefinite or definite but each can also denote the quality of 
the predicate noun. 
But let us look at "flesh" of John 1:14. Here it means the Word 
became flesh in that the Word took on all the qualities of what is 
"flesh." This refers of course to becoming human. We can see that 
"flesh" refers to humans at Romans 3:20. Yes, the Word became 
human. But if he became human does this not mean also he 
became a human? Yes, it does. So I disagree that "flesh" here is 
purely qualitative in meaning but it is qualitative-indefinite. This 
ties in nicely with what John wrote in 1:1 so that we see that the 
Word existed "with God" as a divine being, "a god" and became 
"human," "a human being." 

Hartley’s study, if nothing else, proves Q as a semantic category for single 
count nouns. 
 
Just to clarify, though…Are you asserting that no noun can be qualitative? 
Ever? Even mass nouns? 
 
For instance,  
 
John 1:14 And the Word became flesh… (NASB) 
 
Flesh is a mass noun. In case you (or anyone else) don’t know, mass 
nouns are nouns that cannot be indefinite or pluralized. Given my 
example of flesh, we do not say a flesh or fleshes. It can’t take the article 
or be pluralized. Therefore, flesh (sarx) is a mass noun. 
 
Anyway, flesh is certainly is Q in John 1:14. The Word did not become a 
flesh. The Word became flesh.  
 
Can we at least agree mass nouns can be purely Q? That the Q category 
exists at least for mass nouns? 
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The context points to an indefinite sense because of their being two 
subjects here which have a relationship in terms of each other's 
'godship,' in terms of theos. There are two whom are theos but 
they are not the same theos. John tells his readers that the Word 
was with ho theos, and this use of the article identifies this one as 
the God they knew of from the OT scriptures. Then John uses an 
anarthrous predicate theos that precedes the verb to show that the 
Word was also theos, also a divine being, but of course, not the 
divine being the Word was with. So, two beings each identified and 
also distinguished in terms of theos. This demands an indefinite 
sense to the anarthrous theos. 
And at this point I would like to quote Beduhn on Harner. 
 

Quote: 

So, if one translate "the Word was God," which is a definite 
translation, one loses the qualitative sense. If one translates with 
an "a" one does not but conveys that qualitative sense with an 
English indefinite noun phrase.  

How does the context point to indefiniteness for the theos in 1:1c? It 
doesn’t. The ho theos personally identifies. The anarthrous PN (Predicate 
Nominative) theos in 1:1c points to nature. Class membership is not 
required by the text. 

Generally speaking, the function of the indefinite predicate 
nouns, before or after the verb, is to identify the class or 
category to which the subject belongs. Sometimes the 
emphasis is on identity or membership, and sometimes it is 
on character or quality. I think one function easily slips into 
the other, and that they really cannot be distinguished 
in any meaningful way. In any case, English indefinite 
phrases are more akin to Harner's qualitative meaning than 
are definite phrases, and Harner himself frequently dismisses 
the definite translation of passages conveying qualitative 
meanings as impossible. 
John uses this kind of sentence fifty-three times. From this 
sample, Harner contends that there are forty cases where the 
qualitative sense of the word is more important to the 
meaning than either its definiteness or indefiniteness. In 
most cases, however, a translator will be forced to 
choose whether to use "the" or "a." It simply cannot 
be avoided. Harner does his best not to directly challenge 
"Colwell's Rule," but in the final analysis one must do so in 
order to communicate the qualitative sense Harner argues for 
to an English-speaking audience. If "the" is used with 
these predicate nouns, the qualitative sense will be 
lost. The use of "a" conveys that qualitative sense. 

Last edited by katierussell : 09-05-2006 at 10:55 AM.  
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 Jesus!!!!!!!!! Who Is He?  

 jesus Is God"s Son And Appointed King!!!!!! 
 
Rev 3:14 
Col 1:15-17 
Ga 4:4 
Heb 2:9 
Mt 3:16, 17 
Php 2:9,10 
 
Jesus Said............john 10:31-37 You Blaspheme, Because I Said, I Am God's 
Son? Jesus Said I Am Not God But God"s Son.. 
John 10:6 Jesus Said I And The Father Are One. 
John 14:28 Jesus Said The Father Is Greater Than I Am. 
John 1:18 1john 4:12 Jesus Said He Is In The Bosom Position Of The Father 
 
I Can Go On & On With Scripture That Back Up The Fact That Jesus Is God Son. 
Please Look Up All These Scriptures, Pray, Meditate And Please Do Not Alow Our 
Enemy To Blind You To The Fact That Jesus Is God Son............. And Now The 
Appointed King!!! Praise Jah You People!!!! 
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Post someplace else. 
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Quote: 

no, not once, but at least 15 times that i can count. and EVERY SINGLE TIME ... 
the nwt mistranslated it. at the very least, this is an abomination. at the worst, 
its blasphemy (at least in my mind). how dare anyone espousing themselves as 
a Christian deny Jesus the honor and worship that our King deserves! 
 
here are the details: 
 

Quote: 

Originally Posted by newWitness   
Did Jesus say he(Jesus) was to be worshipped? NO, not once! 

In the NWT, every time the Greek word "proskuneo" ([proskuneo in Greek 
letters]) is used in reference to God, it is translated as "worship" (Rev 
5:14, 7:11, 11:16, 19:4, Jn 4:20, etc.). Every time "proskuneo" is used in 
reference to Jesus, it is translated as "obeisance" (Mt 14:33, 28:9, 28:17, 
Lk 24:52, Heb 1:6, etc.), even though it is the same word in the Greek 
(see Gr-Engl Interlinear). Especially compare the Greek word 
"prosekunhsan" used with reference to God in Rev 5:14, 7:11, 11:16, and 
19:4 and used with reference to Christ in Mt 14:33, 28:9, and 28:17. 
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What is the reason for this inconsistency? If the NWT was consistent in 
translating "proskuneo" as "worship", how would the verses above 
referring to Christ read? 
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Quote: 

Better look at Revelation 3:9. Kinda kills the idea of it being "mistranslated." 

Originally Posted by upnylou   
no, not once, but at least 15 times that i can count. and EVERY SINGLE 
TIME ... the nwt mistranslated it. at the very least, this is an abomination. 
at the worst, its blasphemy (at least in my mind). how dare anyone 
espousing themselves as a Christian deny Jesus the honor and worship 
that our King deserves! 
 
here are the details: 
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Quote: 

I have a question isn't bowing or kneeling a sign of worship? 
 
Acts 10:25-26 Cornelious fell down when Peter entered the room and Peter 
corrected him. Revelation 19:10 John fell down before an angel and the angel 
corrected him. Also Revelation 22:8 John fell down before an angel and the 
angel corrected him again. 
 
Remember the words of the devil in the temptation in Matthew 4:9 ? "And he 
said to Him, 'All these things will I give You, if You fall down and worship me.'" 
No possibility of mistaking that. Then Jesus said to him, "Begone, Satan! For it is
written, 'You shall worship the Lord your God, and serve Him only.'"  
 
Why didn't Jesus ever corrected anyone falling down or bowing before 
him? 
here are some examples: 
 
The leper came to Him and bowed down to Him, saying, "Lord, if You are willing, 
You can make me clean." In Matthew 9:18, "While He was saying these things to 
them, behold, there came a synagogue official and he bowed down before Him, 
saying, 'My daughter has just died; but come and lay Your hand on her, and she 
will live.'" In Matthew 15:25, we see a Canaanite woman whose daughter was 
demon-possessed bowing down before Him and saying, "Lord, help me!" In 
Matthew 20:20 the mother of the sons of Zebedee came to Him on behalf of her 
sons, bowing down and making a request of Him. 

Originally Posted by mondo   
Better look at Revelation 3:9. Kinda kills the idea of it being 
"mistranslated." 
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Quote: 

No, I recognize that there is a larger variety of semantic senses beyond D, I, and 
Q – including your position of I-Q/Q-I. That isn’t what I was confused about at 
all. I was confused because, given that the NWT appendix quoted Harner 
(twice), I thought the WTS held to Harner’s Q position. Meanwhile, at times you 
seemed to be arguing Q (in line with the position I believed held by the NWTTC) 
and at others, you were obviously arguing for I. Even understanding your 
position as I-Q/Q-I, it didn’t match up with what I thought was the NWTTC’s 
pure Q. 
 
My confusion wasn’t about the subject. My confusion was in regards to how your 
position (I thought) differed from the NWTTC. And admittedly, how Harner fit 
into either or both. Since I couldn’t fathom your position contradicting the 
NWTTC, that left me with puzzling out how/why the NWTTC contradicted Harner. 
And how the NWTTC could justifiably quote Harner given that contradiction. 
 
See what I mean? 
 
I understand the subject. My confusion involved who had what position, how 
each position agreed, how they differed and why. 
 

Quote: 

I agree. The I-Q/Q-I sense, nuance, semantic tag, whatever you want to call it. I
simply don’t agree that theos in 1:1c is in any way indefinite. 
 

Quote: 

Hartley’s methodology is clearly explained in the article linked in my previous 
post and further expounded upon his methodology in the debate linked in my 
previous post. As is Stafford’s for that matter (within the debate). That isn’t to 
say the sense, the nuance of the noun isn’t subjective. With anarthrous count 
nouns, we have to go to context to determine D, I, Q, etc, and that, of course, 
can be as you say “rather subjective.” Having a clear and consistent 
methodology, however, relieves some of that subjectivity, leaves less up to 
personal interpretation. 
 

Quote: 

No, we have a relationship between two persons in 1:1b. Ho is a personal 
identifier and it identifies the person of ho theos. If (ho) doesn’t identify the 
person of theos in 1:1b, then logically ho doesn’t identify the person of logos, 
either. 1:1b implies nothing as to the nature, or being, of ho theos or ho logos. 
John doesn’t address nature until 1:1c, wherein he states ho logos has the 

Where you go astray is thinking that one can only opt for either a definite 
theos(but the above shows that the anarthrous theos is not) or a 
"qualitative" theos or an indefinite theos. 

No. One can have a noun that primarily stresses quality but does not lose 
its indefinitness. 

Of course, studies to determine this are rather subjective. 

But in the case of John 1:1c we have a context where there is a 
relationship between two beings in terms of theos… 
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identical nature of theos – for there is nothing in the context that demands or 
implies the characteristics of the word theos has changed: 
 

Quote: 

John tells us one person, ho logos, was eternally in intimate fellowship (face to 
face) with another person, ho theos. He then tells us ho logos has the identical 
nature (characteristics) of theos. 
 
Two “beings” are not said to have a relationship in terms of theos. A person is 
referred to as theos in 1:1b and in 1:1c, the subject is said to have the nature of 
theos. Person (1:1b). Nature (1:1c). The only way you can arrive at “two beings”
in terms of theos is if you equate person with nature with being, which is in no 
way, shape or form grammatically required by the text. Certainly, you can 
interpret it that way. But the grammar of the text makes no such demands. 
 

Quote: 

No. It doesn’t. One personally identifies theos (1:1b) and another is said to have 
the same (identical) nature of theos (1:1c). 1 person + 1 nature does not 
demand, require, nor = 2 beings, unless you presuppose nature = person = 
being, which is not grammatically required in the text! 
 
To arrive at that conclusion (two beings), one must first presume nature = 
person = being, then search outside 1:1-18 to justify a required (secondary) 
theos and theos class. To do so requires an unwarranted equivalency between 
nature and person and ignores the context of John’s prologue – believed by 
many to be an early Christian hymn: 
 

Quote: 

Anyway, within the hymn – a Jesus hymn, I’ll add – there is no mention or 
allusion of this secondary class of theos. That’s something you have to import 
into this specific text. 1:1-18 forms a unit. The structure of it… 
 
Well, I’m digressing, but John 1:1-18 is a work of art. Truly, it is. Have you 
looked into this at all, Katie? Not speaking facetiously, but only because John’s 
precision, his use of the language…Wow. I mean, seriously. WOW. Our God is an 
Awesome God, isn't he? You don’t even have to agree that this was a Jesus 

There is no evidence that John intended to use the word “God” in an 
inferior sense. It is not “the Word was a god,” or “the Word was ‘like 
God,’” but the Word “was God.” He had just used the word “God” as 
evidently applicable to Yahweh, the true God; and it is absurd to suppose 
that he would in the same verse, and without any indication that he was 
using the word in an inferior sense, employ it to denote a being altogether 
inferior to the true God. (Barnes, John 1:1) 

…and this indicates the anarthrous theos being indefinite. 

Also significant is the undeniable rhythm that culminates in a climax at vs. 
18 where the truth is that now God is made known. This rhythm has lead 
to try and locate some extra-Johanine source for a hymn in the prologue. 
Carson’s designation of simply “rhythmic prose” does not seem to do the 
text justice. The themes and structure, the mention of John the Baptist 
which upsets the flow, all seem to point to hymnical structure. Ben 
Witherington suggests that it is based on Wisdom literature, though still 
not conclusively, and gives a plausible breakdown of the hymn into four 
strophes by taking out the references to John the Baptist…
( http://www.definitive.co.nz/essays/john1.pdf ) 
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hymn to appreciate the artistry, the precision and the beauty of John's Prologue. 
First, you’ve got the chiasm inside the first verse: 
 
Logos en theon 
theos en Logos 
 
See how Logos and theos forms an X, with the verb en at its center? The Logos 
of 1:1b parallels the Logos of 1:1c. Same goes with theos. The theos of 1:1b 
parallels the theos of 1:1c. That’s the chiasm and it’s only one of the rhetoric 
devices used in the prologue. (Which, btw, argues against the meaning of theos 
in 1:1c being in any way less than the meaning of theos of 1:1b. Such 
(unwarranted) demands destroy the balance of the chiasm here. The meaning of 
logos hasn’t changed in the chiasm, why should the meaning of theos? And don’t 
tell me the article changes the meaning of the noun used, either, not unless 
you’re willing to provide supports from authority to back you up. The article 
identifies the referent, but it doesn’t change the meaning of the noun used. 
 
Back to the beauty, the artistry of John’s prologue. 
 
Not only do you have this chiasm, but also stairstep parallelism: 
 
en arche en ho logos  
kai ho logos en pros ton theon 
kai theos en ho logos 
 
The stairstep repeats in 1:4, 5 with the words light and life. I won’t outline it as 
above, but…Well, wow.  
 
Which says nothing of 1-18 as a clear, thematic unit forming a larger chiasmic 
structure. The theos of 1:1 forms an inclusion with the theos of 1:18. 1:19 
breaks out of the theme, with This is the testimony of John… (NASB). And the 
overall structure: 
 
A. The Word with God (1,2) 
B. His role in Creation (3)  
C. Gift to Man (4,5)  
D. The Witness of John the Baptist (6-8)  
E. The Word enters the World (9-11)  
F. Children of God (12,13)  
E. The Incarnation (14)  
D. The Witness of John the Baptist (15)  
C. Gift to Man (16)  
B. His Role in Re-creation (17)  
A. The Son with the Father (18)  
 
(Sorry about the formatting above. I don't know how to indent properly on this 
forum.) If John 1:1-18 was an early Christian hymn, I certainly would’ve sung it. 
With tears of joy streaming down my face. I would’ve been singing it all the live-
long day. Just like I do now. (Not Jn 1:1-18, no, but I like singing and I like 
praising God.) The point is, early Christians were singing this hymn and 
nowhere within the context of this distinct unit (be it hymn or poetry, I don’t 
think anyone denies that John’s prologue is a distinct unit) is there any mention, 
implication or vague allusion to a theos class. You have to go outside the hymn 
(or prose) to import that concept in. 
 

Quote: 

Lets look at an exact same sentence structure in the GNT as we have in 
John 1:1c. Acts 28:4 is another case of a singular anarthrous predicate 
nominative preceding the verb with an articulated subject. How is the 
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qualitative-indefinite aspect brought out in English translation? By the 
English indefinite noun. Paul was deemed "a murder" but the 
qualitativeness comes from the noun for how could Paul be considered "a 
murderer" without also having the qualities of a murderer? 

Acts 28:4 When the natives saw the creature hanging from his hand, they 
began saying to one another, "Undoubtedly this man is a murderer, and though 
he has been saved from the sea, justice has not allowed him to live." (NASB) 
 
Yeah…So, what’s your point?  
 
1. I never said that precopulative (preceding the verb) anarthrous PNs must be 
Q, without exception never-ever. If you’ll check the statistics I cited in my 
previous post, Q wasn’t 100%. It was 56%, I think. It’s in the majority, sure. I 
think the two others with the highest % was I (17%) and Q-I (your position, also 
17%). Also, if I recall correctly, D was 10 or 11%. Q is in most likely sense, but 
it is not the only sense. 
 
2. In English, we usually use the indefinite article to reflect qualitativeness, but 
not always. Sometimes, Q is reflected as an adjective in English. Sometimes 
without the article altogether (as in Mark 2:28 "So the Son of Man is Lord even 
of the Sabbath." NASB, which we certainly wouldn't translate as a Lord of the 
Sabbath. The NWT doesn't insert the "a" either, btw.) 
 
Is Acts 28:4 Q? No idea. Don't know, don't care, and it doesn't really matter if 
it's Q or not in regards to my argument. Citing exceptions when I've already said 
there are exceptions doesn't damage my argument at all. So no, I'm not going 
to waste my time haggling over whether or not this is Q or Q-I. Sorry. 
 

Quote: 

Okay. 
 

Quote: 

You don’t have teenagers, do you? 
 
How many times have you heard kids or (regrettably) even Christian adults say 
OMG and variations thereof? I’ve heard this on the lips of atheists, pagans and 
Christians (tragically) alike. If you look at examples of this in contemporary 

They simply quoted Harner for he was one scholar who argued against the 
translation of "the Word was a God" for this is a definite rendering. 

When I wrote: 
 

Quote: 

You reply: 
 

Quote: 

No, Webster's under "God" shows it to be definite. Having a capital letter 
G this shows it is definite and in fact all scholars recognize it is a definite 
noun and when in "the Word was God" is a definite noun phrase. God is a 
definite English substantive! 

Yes it does, because “God” in English is a definite noun. 

Check your Websters. God is not always a proper noun. 
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fiction, God is in many cases capitalized in OMG (and variations thereof) and 
only rarely (if ever) does the speaker intend a definite, refer to any specific 
being. 
 
Not saying it's right. But it is an example of an indefinite capital G in an English 
setting. Which says nothing capitalization in poetry, used to emphasize and/or 
draw attention to words (John's prologue is poetry)... 
 
Of course, I'm not saying the predominant use of the capitalized God is any of 
those things. Just saying your assertion that the capitalized G is always definite 
is fallacious because there are exceptions. 
 

Quote: 

You can disagree all you like that theos in 1:1c is not a qualitative count noun, 
but I do not agree. As such, we are arguing at cross-purposes in regards to the 
English translation and what it could and should reflect. You see theos as Q-I 
and therefore, any translation that allows for class membership or is any way 
ambiguous in that respect is okey-dokey with you. I believe theos is qualitative. 
Not just qualitative, in fact, but emphatically so, given its emphatic position at 
the beginning of the clause. As such, I believe any translation that allows for 
class membership directly or through any ambiguity is wholly inappropriate. The 
“a god” translation reflects that ambiguity. So again, I believe “And the Word 
was God” is the best literal translation. Is it a perfect translation? No. I’ve never 
claimed it was. Which is why I suggested substituting Deity or Divine instead 
(though I don’t like them as well) and the NEB’s paraphrase. Why do I capitalize 
Deity and Divine? Because there is no grammatical reason for demanding the 
noun theos has different meanings in John 1:1! (In lieu of your citing/quoting an 
authority who states nouns change their characteristics when fronted by the 
definite article, at any rate.) A lowercase D (in both cases) would be ambiguous 
in that it might be interpreted as reflecting less than the characteristics of the 
theos in 1:1b. 
 

Quote: 

When I wrote: 
 

Quote: 

You reply: 
 

Quote: 

No, God is not a qualitative noun at all! Could you give me a qualitative 
noun in English that has a capital letter and does not identify? But that is 
what God does. It identifies a particular being. It is a 'who' not a 'what. 
However, the translation "the Word was god" does not indentify, as John 
does not himself at 1:1c, but describes what the Word was, as John does 
with his Greek at John 1:1c. "god" is not a 'who' but a 'what'. This is what 
is predicated of the Word, his being no ho theos, "God", but theos, "god." 

God" in English is a who and when one says that someone "was 
God" you are identifying them as that definite being. Hence, the 
translation "and the Word was God" is undoubtedly a definite 
rendering. But the anarthrous theos in this construct is describing 
what the Word was. The translation "and the Word was God" then 
is incorrect. 

And the Word was God allows for the qualitative theos. And the 
Word was a god does not. 
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Set it aside all you like. That doesn’t change the fact that I still believe that it 
provides the thought of 1:1c.  
 

Quote: 

It’s a PARAPHRASE, Katie. You do understand what a paraphrase is, right? When 
you take something and put it into your own words? As a PARAPHRASE, in 
rewording this text, the NEB translators can make the subject anything they 
want as long as it adheres to the thought of what they believe is being said in 
the original Greek. 
 
You disagree with what you think the Greek is saying and that’s fine. But I think 
your argument is more with the NEB interpretation of 1:1c, not so much their 
translation of that interpretation. 
 

Quote: 

See comments above regarding PARAPHRASE. The NEB expresses the 
translators’ belief in regards to John’s THOUGHT. 
 

Quote: 

Again, I prefer formal equivalents, but paraphrased Bibles don’t offend me, as 
they seem to offend you. If you don’t like them, fine. Don’t consult them. But I 
can and will whenever I think the paraphrase brings out the thought of a 
passage or verse, as I have done so here. 
 

Quote: 

I disagree and I’ve addressed this subject previously so I’ll not repeat the 
argument here. 
 
Moving on to part 3... 

As we can both agree that the NEB is not a literal translation we can set 
that aside. 

But of course it does make God the subject where in John's Greek in 1:1 
it is not but the predicate. 

So this thought-for-throught translation makes John say something he did 
not write. 

But, as we agree that the NEB is not at all literal we can set that aside. 

While syntax point to primarily a qualitative meaning but does not mean 
this count noun loses all definitness, the context points to an indefinite 
meaning so what we have here is a indefinite-qualitative noun. 
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You are seemingly just following Hartley. However,  
 

Quote: 

No, we have a relationship between two persons in 1:1b. Ho is a personal 
identifier and it identifies the person of ho theos. If (ho) doesn’t identify 
the person of theos in 1:1b, then logically ho doesn’t identify the person 
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What we have in John 1:1,2 are two who are theos. One is "ho 
theos," and the other "theos" and the second "with" the other 
"theos". The first is then "the god" and second another who is 
theos, "god." This shows that the second theos is indefinite. The 
anarthrous theos says nothing about the Word having the "identical
nature of theos," but the 'nature of theos' only! You are once again 
reading more into John's Greek than is there! Having the nature of 
theos, not ho theos, would make one a theos, "a god." Hence, 
though John's anarthrous theos is stressing the qualities of the 
noun being predicated for the Word this would also mean that the 
Word was "a god" for how could the Word have the qualities of 
theos without being a theos at the same time? And which the 
context shows is correct, that theos here is indefinite(as many 
PNV's are and have been translated).  
 
You quote Barnes: 
 

Quote: 

However, John's Jewish readers would have recognized ho theos as 
the God of the OT, Yahweh. But the Word was not this ho theos 
but was "with" this ho theos. Hence, there is every indication he 
used theos in a different sense than he did when he wrote of "the 
god" and as there is only one being that is "the god" and that is 
Yahweh, and that the Word was not Yahweh but was with Yahweh 
then the Word being theos must be inferior for Yahweh has no 
equal as to his being theos. The OT scriptures sometimes uses the 
word meaning "god" for those inferior to Yaweh and so do writers 
in the 2nd temple period. Likewise so could John and John did! As 
William Loader rightly observed about John 1:1,2: 
 

Quote: 

of logos, either. 1:1b implies nothing as to the nature, or being, of ho 
theos or ho logos. John doesn’t address nature until 1:1c, wherein he 
states ho logos has the identical nature of theos – for there is nothing in 
the context that demands or implies the characteristics of the word theos 
has changed: 

There is no evidence that John intended to use the word “God” in an 
inferior sense. It is not “the Word was a god,” or “the Word was ‘like 
God,’” but the Word “was God.” He had just used the word “God” as 
evidently applicable to Yahweh, the true God; and it is absurd to suppose 
that he would in the same verse, and without any indication that he was 
using the word in an inferior sense, employ it to denote a being altogether 
inferior to the true God. (Barnes, John 1:1) 

It is true on the more natural reading of the text, that there are two 
beings here: God and a second who was theos but this second is 
related to God in a manner which shows that God is the absolute 
over and against which the second is defined. They are not 
presented as two equal gods. 
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And E.Haenchen: 
 

Quote: 

Yes, the Word existed alongside and under God but as theos, as "a 
god" was not identical with him.  
 
Thats all the time I have for today but as Arnie said "I'll be back"! 

 

On the contrary, in the period in which the hymn took it's rise, it was 
quite possible in Jewish and Christian monotheism to speak of divine 
beings that existed alongside and under God but were not identical 
with him. 

Last edited by katierussell : 09-06-2006 at 10:01 AM.  
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Quote: 

You presume class membership. You also presume the class has more than one 
member. Neither of these are stated in the text of 1:1c. 
 

Quote: 

I never said that an indefinite English phrase couldn’t translate a qualitative. 
Qualitatives can sometimes be translated as an indefinite phrase in English, 
sometimes as an adjective and as I said in regards to the NWT of John 3:6, 
sometimes as definite. With the English translation of 1:1c, you demand that 
qualitatives can only be translated with an indefinite English phrase, but even 
the NWT translates qualitatives as definites at times, circa John 3:6.  
 

Quote: 

Emphasis above mine. I’d like to see evidence that Harner’s “theological view” 
dictated what he believed theos meant. Accusation without proof is just 
irresponsible slander and the accuation only serves as an excuse to NOT address 
the issues presented by the target of the slander. 
 

Quote: 

Originally Posted by katierussell   
If one had the qualities of theos would not that make that one a theos? 
For how could one have the qualities of theos but not be of the class 
theos? 

So you see in English one can denote what quality the noun has by using 
an indefinite noun phrase. 

Harner rules out the indefinite understanding because of how he thinks 
the qualitativeness of theos makes the Word have the same nature of 
God, making the Word God. JW's do not have to go along with Harner's 
trying to fit what he feels is the meaning of the Word's having the quality 
of theos with his theological view but they do agree that the syntax 
points to a certain quality about the Word. 
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In some instances, yes. Not in all instances, however, which is what I think 
you’re demanding here. 
 

Quote: 

But it also reflects one of a class and Q does not demand class membership. 
 

Quote: 

You’ve said this before, I’ve addressed this before so I’ll not repeat it again here. 
Suffice it to say I disagree. 
 

Quote: 

Once again, I BEG YOUR PARDON???? I “admitted” WHAT??? 
 
Katie, read the emphasized bit in your post. Please note the lowercase g, which 
I’ve repeatedly indicated I DO NOT agree with. The emphasized bit of your post 
is the immediate antecedent of “this” in my reply. I.e.: “Well, since I haven’t 
‘admitted’ this [from your post, ‘the Word was god’] is the proper translation…” 
 
I certainly did NOT “admit” yours was the proper translation. In fact, 
what I said indicated the exact opposite! 
 
Again, for future reference, when I cede a point, I explicitly say so. I certainly 
did not do so here! 
 
Reading my posts more carefully would go a long way in preventing further 
faulty assumptions (this would be faulty assumption #2 for those who may be 
counting) in future. 

However, it is true that an English indefinite noun phrase can bring out 
the qualities of the noun… 

…for if the Word had the qualities of theos in what way does the English 
"the Word was a god" deny he had the qualites of theos, god? 

It does not. And of course the context points to a relationship between 
two beings in terms of theos and this points to an indefinite meaning to 
the anarthrous theos but still does not exclude the syntax stressing the 
Word having the quality of theos, of god also. 

When I write: 
 

Quote: 

You reply: 
 

Quote: 

Its good to see you do not "admit" that the "Word was God" is the proper 
translation. 

What "bothers" me of course is that even those who can see that 
the literal translation "the Word was God" is incorrect can not bring 
themselves to admit that the best literal translation would be 
"the Word was god." 

Well, since I haven't "admitted" this is the proper 
translation, nor do I remember seeing anyone here admitting as 
such, either, I can't rightly say what such motivations might be. 
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Quote: 

You read carelessly. You are quite mistaken. My position has not changed. 
 

Quote: 

I grasp your position just fine. I don’t, however, agree with it. Q doesn’t not 
demand I. 
 

Quote: 

“Does not exclude” is not equivalent to “necessarily must include.” 
 
And I’m cutting out a few paragraphs of your reply here because they would only 
repeat the above-stated arguments. 
 

Quote: 

Q does not demand, nor require I-Q. 
 
Logically, yes, we know there is more than one girl in existence so on the basis 
of logical (extra-grammatical) considerations, sure, we can insert the indefinite 
article in your revamped sentence above. And if you extra-grammatically 
presume a class of theos in 1:1c, as you do, yes, you can insert that indefinite 
article as well. But it’s not based on grammar. It’s based on something you 
import into the grammar. 
 
…Omitting more to avoid repeating arguments already presented… 
 

Quote: 

But what then translation do you think is? You have yet then to express 
your preference when it comes to a literal translation. Which then is it? 

By now you will have been able to grasp that if the noun in this contruct 
stress qualitativness this does not exclude it having any definitness. 

In this case indefinitness. The context shows that while qualitativness is 
the primary meaning here it does not exclude it being also indefinte. 

My example although ok was not nuanced enough. What would have been 
bettter is to use a singular count noun such as theos is in John 1:1c is. 
So, "Katie is girl" would not be good English. One would need the English 
indefinite article "Katie is a girl." This would also mean that if I was "a 
girl" I must have the qualities of the class "girl." It's the same with John's 
"the Word was god." 

Well, he would not have written as he did! If anyone think he did when he 
wrote as he did they are wrong. Its really those who think that the Word 
had the nature of God that you should ask them this. However, I do not 
write Greek so my answer would not necessarily be correct. But he could 
have supplied words that mean "nature" and wrote in terms of person 
also so that in English John would have wirtten "the Word was with God 
the Father and fully shared God's nature." 

I said that if John meant to say what you believe in 1:1c, he would’ve written kai 
ho logos en theos. 
 
If John meant what I believe, what could he have written to say it? 
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You failed to answer the question. 
 
Katie, I see you've posted a few replies to part 1 of my response. I've printed 
them out and will get to them later. 
 
A couple of quick comments, though... 
 
You asked for quotes from grammarians in regards to D, I, Q, etc. The article I 
linked to in the first part of my response by Donald Hartley defines mass and 
count nouns, D, I, Q, Q-I and the remaining semantic categories. You can also 
go to http://www.forananswer.org/John/Jn1_1.htm which discusses and quotes 
quite a few grammarians in regards to the qualitative theos, including Hartley, 
Harner and Daniel Wallace. 
 
I'm not entirely sure what you mean by a "Greek book of NT Greek," but I'm 
relatively sure whatever it is you are referring to, I don't have it. I don't read 
Greek. I read English and a bit of French. The closest I come to having a "Greek 
book" is an interlinear. LOL. 
 
Also...You seem to take issue with my consulting Hartley as an authority. Why? 
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Quote: 

It seems that they displayed proskuneo to them (Peter and the angel) as a sign 
of reverence to someone superior than themselves (to which proskuneo was 
given). Since neither was in a superior position, they rightfully rejected it (the 
angel stating that he was a fellow bondservant with John, not in a superior role). 
Satan, on the other hand, wanted proskuneo in place of God. Jesus rightfully 
rebuked him. (BTW, I have a question that has never really been answered. The 
Hebrew text of Psalm 8:5 uses the word 'elohim' to describe the angels--a word 
that is translated most frequently as 'God' or 'god/s'. Therefore, the Bible does 
call the angels 'gods' (elohim). Now, scripture shows the angels received 
proskuneo from the Israelites (Genesis 18:2, Numbers 22:31, Joshua 5:14) 
which was not rejected. And since the Bible calls the angels 'gods' (elohim) at 
Psalm 8:5 (just as Jesus is called theos, which is the equivalent of elohim) and 
they received proskuneo from a number of God's people (with no rebuking from 
the angels, no dire consequences, etc.), how is it that the Israelites are not 
polytheistic? Could it be that God allowed those whom He has called gods 
(that are not independent of his authority) to rightly receive proskuneo 
as well (by virtue of the authority granted to them by God Himself) 
without his people being view as polytheistic? 

Quote: 

Originally Posted by steider2003   
I have a question isn't bowing or kneeling a sign of worship? 

Acts 10:25-26 Cornelious fell down when Peter entered the room 

and Peter corrected him. Revelation 19:10 John fell down before 

an angel and the angel corrected him. Also Revelation 22:8 John 

fell down before an angel and the angel corrected him again. 

Remember the words of the devil in the temptation in Matthew 

4:9 ? "And he said to Him, 'All these things will I give You, if You 

fall down and worship me.'" No possibility of mistaking that. Then 

Jesus said to him, "Begone, Satan! For it is written, 'You shall 

worship the Lord your God, and serve Him only.'"  

40



The fact that Jesus is Shiloh answers why he rightly receives proskuneo in these 
instances. But all of the proskuneo that he receives (now, after his resurrection) 
does nothing but bring glory to God the Father, not to himself. 

Originally Posted by steider2003   
Why didn't Jesus ever corrected anyone falling down or bowing 

before him? 

here are some examples: 

The leper came to Him and bowed down to Him, saying, "Lord, if 

You are willing, You can make me clean." In Matthew 9:18, "While 

He was saying these things to them, behold, there came a 

synagogue official and he bowed down before Him, saying, 'My 

daughter has just died; but come and lay Your hand on her, and 

she will live.'" In Matthew 15:25, we see a Canaanite woman 

whose daughter was demon-possessed bowing down before Him 

and saying, "Lord, help me!" In Matthew 20:20 the mother of the 

sons of Zebedee came to Him on behalf of her sons, bowing down 

and making a request of Him. 
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