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Abstract. This article provides a linguistic and redaction-critical study of
“inalienable possession” in the Gospel of Mark. “Inalienable possession” is a
common linguistic phenomenon that occurs in many Indo-European languages
but has rarely been examined in NT Greek. My contribution will inquire how
the Greek language of Mark codes inalienable possession and which objects
and relations of possession are conceptualised as inalienable. It will further
examine how Matthew and Luke redacted Mark’s coding of inalienable
possession.
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Introduction

My contribution will provide a linguistic and redaction-critical analysis of
“inalienable possession” in the Gospel of Mark. The first section will define the
linguistic phenomenon of “inalienable possession” and briefly discuss the findings
of previous scholars in relation to this category. The second section will explore
whether, and if so how, inalienable possession occurs in the language of the Gospel
of Mark. It will inquire how the Greek language of Mark codes inalienable possession
and which objects and relations of possession are conceptualised as inalienable.
The third section will examine how Matthew and Luke redacted Mark’s coding of
inalienable possession.The conclusion will briefly summarise the results and formulate
the relevance of the study of “inalienable possession” for NT scholarship.

! Funded by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Research Foundation) — 512257962.
Special thanks go out to Daniel M. Gurtner for proofreading the English of this article as well as
his valuable comments. The article is dedicated to the retirement of my colleague Erik Eynikel,
whom | have known as a respectable teacher of ancient languages and a scholar dedicated not
only to the Greek language of the LXX, but also to archaeology and many other aspects of ancient
culture. Fruere otio viventium!
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1. A Definition of “Inalienable Possession”

The notion of possession is remarkably difficult to define. It “potentially
covers a considerable range of conceptual relations such as ownership, availability,
kinship and part/whole relationships”.> Within this category of possession, linguists
distinguish between alienable (or established) and inalienable (or inherent) possession.
For the former, explicit morphological markers of possession (e.g. “my book™) are
used to indicate the possessor. The latter is often unmarked (e.g., “j’ai mal a la téte”).
To say in French that one has a headache, one does not have to use a possessive
pronoun (“j’ai mal a ma téte”); the article suffices. The possessive pronoun is
superfluous because the French language conceptualises the head as an inalienable
possession. Body parts, kin terms, part-whole and spatial relations often do not
require a morphological marker of possession in Indo-European languages and are
coded as inalienable possessions. These objects and relations of possession are
characterised by the fact that they cannot exist independently from their possessor.
Even when an arm is removed from the body, it is still someone’s arm. Languages
differ as to which objects or relations of possession are coded as (in)alienable. The
phenomenon is culturally conditioned.’

The linguistic phenomenon of inalienable possession in NT Greek was
initially studied by Chiara Gianollo, who observed the following constructions exhibit
inalienable possession: e.g., dedpLevol €ic T W€iv tudv 1 mpdownov (1 Thess 3:10);*

2 Maria C. BENVENUTO, “Possession,” in Encyclopedia of Ancient Greek Language and Linguistics,

ed. Georgios K. GiIANNAKis, published online 2013, http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/2214-448X_eagll COM_00000285

See e.g. Hansjakob SEILER, Possession as an Operational Dimension of Language, Language
Universals Series 2 (Tlbingen: Gunter Narr, 1983), 20—21; Johanna NicHOLS, “On Alienable and
Inalienable Possession,” in In Honor of Mary Haas: From the Haas Festival Conference on
Native American Linguistics, ed. William SHipLEY (Berlin: de Gruyter Mouton, 1988), 557-609;
Johanna NicHoLs, Linguistic Diversity in Space and Time (Chicago IL: University of Chicago,
1992), 116-123; Bernd HEINE, Possession: Cognitive Sources, Forces, and Grammaticalization,
Cambridge Studies in Linguistics 83 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997), 10-25;
Marianne MITHUN, “The Difference a Category Makes in the Expression of Possession and
Inalienability,” in Dimensions of Possession, ed. Irene BArRoON, Michael HersLUND and Finn
S@RENSEN, Typological Studies in Language 47 (Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 2001), 285-310;
Anne-Marie SPANOGHE, “(In)alienability and (in)determination in Portuguese,” in Dimensions of
Possession, 227-242; Jan Ki&ivan and Michal LAZNICKA, “Inalienable Possession,” in Encyclopedia
of Slavic Languages and Linguistics Online, ed. Marc L. GREENBERG and Lenore A. GRENOBLE,
published online 2020, https://referenceworks.brillonline.com/entries/encyclopedia-of-slavic-
languages-and-linguistics-online/*-COM_033708 On the phenomenon in Latin, see Bernard
BorTOLUSSI, “Esse + datif et ess + génitif en latin,” in Etre et avoir: Syntaxe, sémantique,
typologie, ed. Alain ROUVERET (Saint Denis: Presses Universitaires de Vincennes, 1998), 67-94;
Machtelt BOLKESTEIN, “Possessors and Experiences in Classical Latin,” in Dimensions of Possession,
269-283; Philip BaLpl and Andrea NuTi, “Possession,” in New Perspectives on Historical Latin
Syntax, vol. 3, ed. Philip BALDI and Pierluigi CuzzoLin (Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, 2010), 239-387.

*  “Praying that we may see your face.”
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i moteite Khaiovteg kai ouvOpOTTOVTES Hov TV Kapdiov; (Acts 21:13);° ovk sipt
ikavdg tva wov Vrd v otéyny eicéldng (Matt 8:8);° avrdv 8¢ dmvoixdnoav of
dp0aiuoi (Luke 24:31)." In these examples, the genitive case of the personal
pronoun precedes not only the noun to which it semantically and syntactically
belongs but also the article of this noun.? This so-called prenominal order is common
in Classical Greek, but quite rare in NT Greek.® Gianollo focuses especially on the
Gospel of John, where she finds additional examples to support her thesis: e.g.,
KOpLE, G ov Vintelg tode médag; (John 13:6);"° kotéatav avrod o oxédn (19:33);M
G €l TV oTpaTIOTOV Aoy avtod v mievpay EvuEev (19:34).% As we will
see, Gianollo’s thesis also applies to the Gospel of Mark.

Another indicator of inalienable possession in ancient Greek is the mere use
of the article. Stéphanie Bakker has noticed that kinship relations, body parts, and
weapons are coded as inalienable possessions in the Greek language of Herodotus:
e.g., ToLTOVC OV TOVG Bvdpag GLUBOLVAED® Tol PNdeptd] unyavi dyewv émi rodg
mozépagc (Hist. 7.51.2); oi 82 howmai yovaikes kai 8vdpeg deidovot kol zac yeipac
Kkpotéovot (2.60.1);* petd 8¢ aiyropdpot yikior, koi odtot £k TavTOY Gmokeleypévor,
tac Adyyoc kéto £¢ TV yijv Tpéyavieg (7.40.2)." She concludes that “possessive
phrases that refer to inalienable possession lack an overt possessive marker, but do

give expression to the identifiability of the referent by means of an article”.®

“What are you doing, weeping and breaking my heart?”
“T am not worthy to have you come under my roof.”
“And their eyes were opened.”

See Chiara GIANOLLO, “External Possession in New Testament Greek,” in Papers on grammar
Xl, ed. Gualtiero CALBoLI and Pierluigi CuzzoLiN (Rome: Herder, 2010), 101-129. The English
translations are taken from Gianollo.

®  According to Gianollo’s calculations, only 2.4% (Matthew), 2.2% (Mark), 6.7% (Luke), and 4.6%
(John) of the possessive genitives in the canonical Gospels are used in a prenominal word order
(see “External Possession,” 104).

0 “Lord, do you wash my feet?”

“They did not break his legs.”

“But one of the soldiers pierced his side with a spear.” See GIANOLLO, “External Possession,”
118-121 and Chiara GIANOLLO, “Competing Constructions for Inalienable Possession in the Vulgate
Gospels: Translator’s Choices and Grammatical Constraints,” Journal of Latin Linguistics 13/1
(2014) 93-114, at 108-112. The English translations are taken from Gianollo.

“T advise you by no means to lead these men against their fathers.”

“While the rest of the women, and the men, sing and clap their hands.”

11

12

13
14

5 «After them thousand spearmen, also chosen from all Persians, carrying their spear downward to

the ground.”
See Stéphanie J. BAKKER, The Noun Phrase in Ancient Greek: A Functional Analysis of the Order

and Articulation of NP Constituents in Herodotus, Amsterdam Studies in Classical Philology 15
(Leiden: Brill, 2009), 180-182. Quotation at 180. The English translations are taken from Bakker.

16

234



THOMAS TOPS

Traditionally, grammarians of Classical Greek call this the “possessive” use of the
article. The article (0, 1j, T0) often suffices when there is no doubt as to the possessor.
No additional pronoun or any other morphological marker of possession is required
in such instances.”” “[T]he possessive use of the article” also occurs in NT Greek,
but grammarians disagree on its frequency.*® In general, grammarians provide few
examples that are often limited to body parts and family relations.*

This particular use of the article, in which it has a deictic force to indicate
the possessor, has only been studied systematically in the Gospel of John. There, it
primarily occurs with respect to body parts and family relations,” but also for Jesus’
flesh (John 6:52)," mental states (16:21),% a fisherman’s net (21:6),% and clothes
(21:7).* The mere use of the article without additional morphological markers of
possession denotes inalienable possession in these examples. This is evident for

Y See Herbert W. SMYTH, Greek Grammar, rev. by Gordon M. MEssING (Cambridge MA: Harvard

University Press, 1984), §81121, 1199d and Evert van EMDE Boas et al., The Cambridge
Grammar of Classical Greek (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2019), 329.

On this disagreement, see Thomas Tops, “A Philological Study of the Reflexive-Possessive Use
of Personal Pronouns in the Fourth Gospel,” NovT 64/1 (2022) 18-35, at 21-24.

See Thomas F. MippbLeToN, The Doctrine of the Greek Article Applied to the Criticism and
Illustration of the New Testament, new 3rd ed. rev. by H.J. Rose (London: Rivington, 1841), 266;
Archibald T. RoBerTsoN, A Grammar of the Greek New Testament in the Light of Historical
Research, 3rd ed. (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1919), 684, 769-770; William G. MACDONALD,
Greek Enchiridion: A Concise Handbook of Grammar for Translation and Exegesis (Peabody MA:
Hendrickson, 1986), 115; Daniel B. WALLACE, Greek Grammar beyond the Basics: An Exegetical
Syntax of the New Testament (Grand Rapids MI: Zondervan, 1996), 215-216; Andreas J.
KOSTENBERGER, Benjamin L. MERKLE, and Robert L. PLUMMER, Going Deeper with New Testament
Greek: An Intermediate Study of the Grammar and Syntax of the New Testament (Nashville TN:
B&H Academic, 2016), 158.

E.g., xoi kAivag v kepalnv mopédwkev 10 mvedua (“And he bowed his head and gave up his
spirit”; John 19:30), obtwg yap Nydmmoey O 0edg 1OV KécUOV, Hote oV viov (+ owtov P& R° A et
al.) tov povoyevi] &wkev (“For God so loved the world that he gave his only Son”; 3:16).
Henceforth, the English translations are taken from the NRSV with some adjustments.

18

19

20

2 nidg Svvoton odTog v Sobvar v odpra goyeiv; Trans.: “How can this man give us his flesh to

eat?”

Z i yoviy tav tikty Aomny Exet, 6T fAOev 1 Gpa adtic tav 8& yevvion 1o moudiov, ovKETL

pvnuovebet tijg OQliwews S v yopav bt Eyevwn GvBpwmog gig tov koopov. Trans.: “When a
woman is in labour, she has pain, because her hour has come. But when her child is born, she no
longer remembers her anguish because of her joy of having brought a human being into the
world.”

2B Badete eig o deki pépn 0B ThOiOL 70 dikTvOV, KOl EdprioeTe. Trans.: “Cast your net to the right

side of the boat, and you will find.”

% Sipev odv Mépog drovoag 6t & KOpLOg oty oV émevdvmy deldooro [...]. Trans.: “When

Simon Peter heard that it was the Lord, he put on his clothes [...]". See Tors, “A Philological
Study”. On Jesus’ flesh in particular, see Thomas Tops, “Jesus’ Authority over All His Flesh: A
Linguistic and Literary-Historical Study of é£ovciav méong capkdg in John 17,2a,” RB 131
(2024) 236-259.
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body parts and Jesus’ flesh. Even when Jesus dies on the cross and sacrifices his
flesh, it is still his flesh, just as a person’s arm remains that person’s arm even if
severed from the body. Mental states like anguish and joy are intrinsic to a person
and depend on a person’s existence. They are therefore inherent to a person. A
fisherman’s net as well as a person’s clothes are always carried along by the
fisherman and a person, respectively. The durability of this type of possession is
coded in the language itself. Jesus is God’s son and cannot be his son independently
from God. It is thus not difficult to conceive why the Greek language of the Gospel
of John conceptualises these objects and relations of possession as inalienable.

As the observations of lImari Soisalon-Soininen suggest, the phenomenon of
inalienable possession has a much broader application in the LXX version of the
Pentateuch. The LXX translators of the Pentateuch often did not translate possessive
pronouns from their Hebrew Vorlage.”® Most of the examples that Soisalon-Soininen
enumerates are most readily accountable as forms of inalienable possession: (i)
body parts: e.g., émi Tov Opov (“on her shoulder”; Gen 21:14), tpdg Todg mddag (“at
his feet”; Exod 4:25), 10 ovc (“his ear”; Exod 21:6); (ii) blood and flesh: e.g., 10
aipa (“its blood”; Exod 29:16; Deut 15:23), td kpéa. (“its flesh”; Exod 29:31); (iii)
family relations: e.g., ék moatpdc... &k untpdc (“by my father... by my mother”; Gen
20:12), tékvov (“my child”; Gen 22:8); vié (“my son”; Gen 27:8); (iv) clothes and
objects that one always cares with oneself: e.g., v papdov (“your rod”; Exod 7:9),
0 modnuata. (“your sandals”; Exod 12:11), ta ipdto (“their clothes”; Exod
19:14; Num 8:21); (v) mental states and emotions: e.g., &v Muépa OAiyewg (“in the
day of my calamity”; Gen 35:3), évomviov (“his dream”; Gen 40:5); ai uépar 10D
névOoug (“the days of his mourning”; Gen 50:4), &v Boud xai opyf) (“in his wrath
and anger”; Deut 29:22); (vi) properties of people: e.g., £k vedmtog (“from his
youth”; Gen 8:21); and (vii) part-whole relations: e.g., £k mhayiov (“on its side”;
Gen 6:16), imnov kai dvapdarmv (“the horse and its rider”’; Exod 15:21).

As to (i)—(ii), it is clear that these categories can be understood as forms of
inalienable possession. Even when severed from the body, body parts still belong
to the person from whom they were removed. A similar argument can be given for
flesh and blood. As for (iii), family relations are inalienable in the sense that a
person remains someone’s mother even if that person dies or is taken away custody

% See llmari SoISALON-SOININEN, Studien zur Septuaginta-Syntax: Zu seinem 70. Geburtstag am 4.

Juni 1987 herausgegeben von Anneli Aejmelaeus und Raija Sollamo (Helsinki: Suomalainen
Tiedeakatemia, 1987), 86-103. Soisalon-Soininen counts about 170 examples in Genesis, 170
examples in Exodus, 191 examples in Leviticus, 80 examples in Numeri, and 60 examples in
Deuteronomy. Thus, it cannot be called a marginal phenomenon in the Greek language of the
LXX Pentateuch. However, Soisalon-Soininen does not associate it with “inalienable possession”.
To my knowledge, the only LXX study that briefly mentions “inalienable possession” is Theo
VAN DER Louw, “Constructions Denoting ‘To Have’ (Predicate Possession) in the Greek Genesis,”
JSCS 49 (2016) 5-21, at 8.
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over her children. For (iv), the “inalienability” is less clear at first sight. The idea
behind clothes or a walking stick as inalienable possessions seems to be that one
always carries them along. They have a certain permanency as one’s possessions.
As to (v) and (vi), one can say that emotions, mental states, as well as properties of
a person depend on the existence of that person. They are intrinsic to a person. A
similar argument can be given for (vii). Inherent to the whole of a thing are its
parts. The sides of an ark cannot exist independently from the ark itself. Similarly,
a rider cannot exist without the horse. In all these examples, one does not need an
additional morphological marker of possession to indicate the possessor. Even the
article is sometimes omitted.

Given the closeness of Mark’s Greek to the Greek of the LXX, it seems
reasonable to anticipate that Mark would exhibit categories of inalienable possession
similar to those recognised in the LXX.? That is the task of our next section.

2. The Gospel of Mark

Surprisingly, studies on the Greek language and the style of the Gospel of
Mark do not devote any detailed attention to how possession is expressed in the
Gospel.?” The only syntactical aspect of possession in Mark that has received
attention is the evangelist’s abundant use of personal pronouns with possessive
meanings. And this phenomenon is usually observed for its distinction from Classical
Greek, which would only use pronouns if they are necessary for clarification or
emphasis. A few examples from Mark illustrate this point: o0 odk eipi ixovoc
KOyog ADoat Tov ipdvo Tdv drodnudtev avtod (1:7), Kal Epyetor | uimp adrod
(— avtov 1 118 1582) kai oi ddehpoi adrod (— avtov O 565)... (3:31), ... 160V 1
uiTp oov Ko ol 4degoi cov [Kkai ai adelpai oov] ... (3:32), fig elyev 10 BvydTpLOV
avtiic (— o PP X D' D°W A © 1 13 28 69 118 346 565 700 788 1582 2358)
nvedpa addaptov (7:25).%8 This redundant use of personal pronouns with a possessive

% About 90% of Mark’s vocabulary can be found in the LXX. Almost all of the Markan words that
are not found in the LXX are compound or derivate words from roots present in the LXX. On this
topic, see Alfredo DELGADO GOMEZ, “The Vocabulary of Mark’s Gospel, the LXX, and the Greek
of Its Time,” Bib 102/3 (2021) 356-385.

See e.g. Maximilian Zerwick, Untersuchungen zum Markus-Stil: Ein Beitrag zur stilistischen
Durcharbeitung des Neuen Testaments, Scripta Pontificii Instituti Biblici 38 (Rome: Pontificio
Instituto Biblico, 1937); Marius REeISER, Syntax und Stil des Markusevangeliums im Licht der
hellenistischen Volksliteratur, WUNT I11/11 (Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1984); J. Keith ELLIOTT
(ed.), The Language and Style of the Gospel of Mark, NovTSup 71 (Leiden: Brill, 1993); Paul L.
DANOVE, Linguistics and Exegesis in the Gospel of Mark: Applications of a Case Frame Analysis,
JSNTSup 218 (Sheffield: Academic Press, 2001); James W. VOELz, “The Characteristics of the
Greek of St. Mark’s Gospel,” in Texts and Traditions: Essays in Honour of J. Keith Elliott, ed.
Peter DosLE and Jeffrey KLoHA, New Testament Tools, NTTSD 47 (Leiden: Brill, 2014), 137—
153.

% See John C. DoubNa, The Greek of the Gospel of Mark, JBLMS 12 (Philadelphia PA: SBL,
1961), 3639 and Elliott C. MALONEY, “A Study of Semitic Interference in Marcan Syntax” (PhD

27
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meaning can possibly be explained as a Hebrew influence on the Greek style of the
Gospel of Mark.® The Hebrew constantly uses pronominal suffixes to indicate the
possessor, even in cases in which the possessor is more than obvious to the reader.*
Another possible explanation, and not excluding the first one, is the almost vernacular
style oglthe Gospel of Mark. Vernacular Greek does not shun the use of superfluous
words.

Mark’s Greek has affinities with Attic/Classical Greek as well.** One of the
Classical Greek devices that Mark imitates is the anaphoric or deictic use of the
article. Quite frequently, Mark employs the article instead of proper names: e.g., 0
8¢ amokpiOeic imev (Mark 10:3), oi 8¢ eimav (10:4), oi 8¢ eimav odtd (10:37), 6 8¢
TOAAGD paArov Expalev (10:48), 6 d¢ éoioma (14:61). In all these cases, the article
anaphorically refers back to (an) earlier mentioned person(s) (e.g., Jesus, the
Pharisees).*® As the following subsections will illustrate, the deictic force of the

diss., Fordham University NY, 1979), 161-163, 169-172. The examples are culled from Doudna
and Maloney. Henceforth, the reading of NA? is taken as a starting point. The variant readings
that are relevant for my discussion are added between brackets. The latter are taken from Reuben
J. Swanson (ed.), New Testament Greek Manuscripts: Variant Readings Arranged in Horizontal
Lines against Codex Vaticanus, vol. 2, Mark (Sheffield: Academic Press, 1995) and the CNTTS
Greek New Testament critical apparatus (The Center for New Testament Textual Studies NT
Critical Apparatus by the New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary [2010]; consulted via
BibleWorks 10).

On this possible Hebrew influence, see further Nigel TURNER, “The Style of Mark,” in The Language
and Style of the Gospel of Mark, 215-237, at 219-231. The article was originally published in James
H. MouLToN, A Grammar of New Testament Greek, vol. 4 (Edinburgh: Clark, 1976). For a
critical evaluation of the view that Mark’s Greek contains Semitisms, see REISER, Syntax and
Stefan ALkIER and Thomas PAULSEN (ed.), Die Evangelien nach Markus und Matthdus: Neu
tibersetzt und mit Uberlegungen zur Sprache des Neuen Testaments, zur Gattung der Evangelien
und zur intertextuellen Schreibweise sowie mit einem Glossar, Frankfurter Neues Testament 2
(Leiden/Paderborn: Brill/Ferdinand Schéningh, 2021), 9-13. For a general discussion of the Semitic
features of NT Greek, see James W. VoeELz, “The Language of the New Testament,” ANRW
25.2:893-977, at 957-964 and Max WiLcox, “Semitisms in the New Testament,” ANRW
25.2:978-1029.

Cf. TURNER, “The Style,” 227: “The high incidence of the oblique cases of autos is a Semitic
tendency due to the pronominal suffix, although the similar tendency in the vernacular doubtless
exerted some influence.”

See the previous note.

% See VOELZ, “The Characteristics,” 149-152 and James W. VOELZ, “Standard/Classical Greek Construction
in the Gospel According to Mark and Their Importance for Interpretation,” NovT 62 (2020) 343—
360.

Mark’s use of this Classical Greek device was previously observed by TURNER, “The Style,” 233.
It is also used in other NT writings: see Heinrich voN SIEBENTHAL, Ancient Greek Grammar for
the Study of the New Testament (Oxford: Peter Lang, 2019), 183-184. On the “anaphoric” or
“deictic” use of the article in Classical Greek, see SMYTH, Greek Grammar, §1120 and VAN EMDE
Boas et al., The Cambridge Grammar, 337-338.

29

30

31

33
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article is also used to denote inalienable possession in the Gospel. These subsections
will provide an exhaustive discussion of inalienable possession in the manuscript
tradition of Mark, starting with the categories in which inalienable possession occurs
the most.

2.1 Body Parts

Among body parts, especially “hands” are coded as inalienable possession:

Mark 3:5 gxtewvov v yelpa (+ooo R ACD Y AOII1 13 28 35 69 118 124
157 346 579 700 788 1005 1071 1346 1582 2372).**

Mark 6:5 &l ui| OAiyorg apphotolg Embelg tac yeipoc £0epamevoey.®

Mark 7:3 Koi évteg ot Tovdoion & ) oy vivevta ie yeipac ovk éobiovow.*

Mark 7:32 Koi Topakarodow adtdv fva EmOTf avtd mv yeipa.’

Mark 8:23 gmOEic tac yeipoc avtd (— avtw + avtov A K 1071) émnpodra avtov [...J%°

Mark 8:25 elra ey Enébnkey i yeipac (+ autov N W) émi todg pBupong antod. >

Mark 10:16 Ko EVoyKaMOAUEVOS adTdt KaTevAdyel TIOELS tac yeipac &’ adtd.*

Mark 14:3 cuvtpiyaca Ty GAAPacTpov Katéyeev avtod tic kepalijc.t

Mark 14:40 foav yop adtdv of dpbaiuoi kataBapovopevor.*?

Mark 14:46" o 8¢ énéBatov i yeipac avTd Koi Ekplnoay adtov.*

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

Bx°DL W @ 565 700

ol 8¢ €nEParov Tag yelpag adT@v Kol EKPATNGOV oOTOV.

“Stretch out your hand.”

“Except that he laid his hands on a few sick people and cured them.”

“And all the Jews, do not eat unless they thoroughly wash their hands.”

“And they begged him to lay his hand on him.”

“He laid his hands on him and asked him [...].”

“Then he laid his hands on his eyes again.”

“And he took them up in his arms, laid his hands on them, and blessed them.”

“And she broke open the jar and poured the ointment on his head.” Only D changed the word
order to Ti|g KeEQAATG O TOD.

“For their eyes were very heavy.” The manuscripts DF* YK NU*M WT IT12 28 69 118 157
565 700 change the word order to ot 6¢Baipol odTdV.

The textual tradition of Mark 14:46 is presented interlineally because of its complexness.

“And they laid their hands on him and arrested him.”
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X*C
ol 8¢ énéPalov Tag yeipog avT@v €T’ aDTOV KOl EKpATNoay avTov.
AYKII
oi 8¢ éméParov En’ aOTOV TAG yelpas avT@v Kol EKPATNGAV AVTOV.
EFFGHM UT 118 124157 579
Mark 14:65 Ko FipEAVTO TIVES EPTTOEY oDTH Kl TEPIKUADTTEW abtod 10 Tpdowmov.*

Mark 15:19 Kol ETomtov adtod ™y kepodny KOAGU® Kol EVETTLOV aOT® Kol TIOEVTES Tl
’ , s~ 46
YOVOTO, TPOGEKHVOLV OOTE.

Mark 16:18 [kai &v tais yepoiv] 6@elg apodotv Kav BovAcIdy Tt TG 0V ] adTovg
BAAy, ML appdoTong yeipac Embfcovoty kai kohdg EEovot.*’

Many of these passages indicate that the article is sufficient to indicate possession. If
this is the case, the grammatical subject of the main verb in the sentence is the implied
possessor.® Some MSS add a personal pronoun with a possessive meaning, but this
pronoun is redundant. In the last example, the article is missing and a relationship of
possession is still implied. In 14:3, 40, 65; 15:19, we furthermore find illustrations of
Gianollo’s thesis that NT Greek codes inalienable possession by putting the personal
pronoun in a prenominal position.*

Other, less frequent examples of body parts that are coded as inalienable possession
also occur, as follows:

Mark 7:6 ovtog O hawdg oic yeileory pe Tud.>°
Mark 7:19 L odK eioTopevETaL AvTOD €ig TV Kapdiav AN €ig Ty koviow (+ avtov ©).
Mark 9:18 Kol appilet kol tpilel rovc 6ddvag (+ avtov ACCEFGHKLMN S

* «“And some began to spit on him and to cover his face.” The manuscripts ADKMNW I 10
565 700 change it into a postnominal construction.

“And they struck his head with a reed and spat on him, and bowing their knees worshipped him.”
The manuscripts C* and C° change the word order into v ke@ainv avtod.

“They will pick up snakes in their hands, and if they drink any deadly thing, it will not hurt them;
they will lay their hands on the sick, and they will recover.”

An exception to this rule is Mark 3:5.
For this thesis, see supra 1.
“This people honours me with their lips.”

“Since it does not enter his heart but his stomach.” Manuscripts D and A change the word order
into v kopdiov avTod.

46
47

48
49
50
51
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UYOIIQ22835118157 700 1005 1071 1424 2358 2372).%
Mark 13:17 00otl 8¢ T0iG & yaopi Exodcong ko Toic Omhalovoong v Eketvong Toic Huépoug >
Mark 15:29 KOl Ol TTopOTTOPEVOLEVOL EBAUCENLOVY ODTOV KIVODVTEG TOG KEPOAOS ODTAY

(~avtov D 1346) kai Aéyovreg [...]>

EE 1Y

The above-quoted passages conceptualise “lips”, “stomach”, “teeth”, “womb”, and
“head” as inalienable possessions by using only the article. Some MSS add a
personal pronoun, but these pronouns appear to be redundant. Especially for the
“head”, many MSS have a personal pronoun with a possessive meaning. Again, we
find an expression (év yaotpi) for which the article is missing but a relationship of
possession is implied. In 7:19, we furthermore find a corroboration for Gianollo’s
thesis: avtoD [...] ™V kapdiov. The heart is presented as an inalienable possession
of a person.

2.2 Family Members

A little less frequent than body parts, family members are coded as inalienable
possessions:

Mark 3:35 ¢ [yap] &v momjon 10 BéAnua Tod Beod, odTOg ASEAPAC OV Kol ddele
(+t+uww CEFGHKMSYIIQ235 124 157 1005 1071 1424 2358
2372) kod wijzyp (+ pov H* 35 1005 1071 2372) éotiv.>

Mark 6:4 ovK &oTv mPOoeNTNG Atog €l un €v T Totpidt ovtod kol Ev toig
ovyyevedo attod (—avtooX ACCDEFGHM*SUWYOIIQ12
133569 118 157 346 565 700 788 1005 1582 2358 2372) kai &v tfj oixiq
. 56
avToD.

Mark 7:11 gav ginn GvBpwmog 1@ mozpl (+ avtov D) | 7] unpi (+ avtov O Y K 157
565 700) [...]""

Mark 7:12 OVKETL AQieTe anTOV 00OV Totfjout 7@ matpl (+ cwvtov AEFGH KM S
UYII123335124 157579 1005 1071 1582 2358 2372) §§ 7] untpi
(+ovtoo AEFGHKM S UYII2 3335 124 157 579 1005 1071 2358
2372).%®

52 «“And he foams and grinds his teeth.”

%8 “Woe to those who have in their womb and to those who are nursing in those days!”

% “Those who passed by derided him, moving their heads and saying [...]”
“Whoever does the will of God is my brother, my sister, and my mother.”

“Prophets are not without honour, except in their hometown, and among their own kin, and in
their own house.”

“if anyone tells his father or his mother [...].”

55
56

57
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Mark 10:2 EEeotv avdpl yovaixa amoddoar.*

Mark 10:7 gvekev To0TOL KaTaAsiyel AvOpwnog oV matépa avtod (— avtov D M N
565) xai v unrepa (+ avtov X M 579) [kai TpockolAnOfcetol Tpog v
yovaiko avtod].

Mark 10:12 Kol €0V aDTh AmoAdcace. Tov dvipa avtis (— avtng ® 700) yaunon dAiov
~ 61
poydtodt.

Mark 10:19 tipa 70v mazépa sov (— cov D 579) kol v untépa (+ sov X CEN W @
28 124 565 1071).%

Mark 12:19 €4V TIvog Adel@Og dmobavn Kol KoToAiny yovaika Kol P aef tékvov, tva
AGPT 0 G0eAPOC avTod v yovaike (+ awvtoo ADEFGHKM S U Y IT
Q213 28 333569 118 124 157 346 579 788 1005 1071 1424 2358
2372) xai éEavaoTion oméppa @ GSEAP®d ovtod.®

Mark 13:12 Kol TopadMOEL AdEMPOG ddedpov gig Bavatov Kol ToTnp wrvov, Kol
5 ’ . PR ~ N . 5 , 4
EMOVAGTNCOVTOL TEKVA 7 YoVeIS Kol 00vaT®oousty avTolg.

The relations of kinship between parents and their children as well as the relationship
between man and wife in marriage are conceptualised as inalienable. In 3:35, the
inalienable relationship between brothers and sisters as well as the inalienable
relationship between mothers and their children are used to metaphorically represent
the relationship between Christ and his followers. In the passages quoted above, the
article suffices to denote the relationship of possession. Some MSS either add or
remove a personal pronoun. Yet, this makes no difference in meaning. In 3:35;
10:2; 13:12, the article is left out and only the bare noun phrase is used to denote
the relationship of inalienable possession between family members.

2.3 Teacher-Disciple Relationship

Although significantly less frequent than body parts or family relations, the
relationship of the teacher Jesus with his disciples is sometimes coded as a form of
inalienable possession:

% “You no longer permit him to do anything for his father or his mother.”

“Is it lawful for a man to divorce his wife?”

“For this reason a man shall leave his father and his mother and be joined to his wife.”
“And if she divorces her husband and marries another, she commits adultery.”
“Honour your father and your mother.”

“If someone’s brother dies, leaving a wife but no child, his brother may take his wife and raise up
offspring for his brother.”

“And a brother will betray his brother to death, and a father his child, and children will rise
against their parents and have them put to death.”

59
60
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62
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Mark 6:35

Mark 8:1

Mark 8:27

Mark 8:33
Mark 9:28
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Y®Pic 8¢ mapaforiig ovk EAdAel avTolg, Kot idiav 8¢ 7oig idioic (— 18101g
700) uabyraic Emélvey TOVTA.

Kol 10 dpog TOAARG yevopévng mtpoceABovieg avtd of ualdytai avrod (—
ovtov A W 128 1582) &heyov [...]°

npockarecapevog toog puabntos (+ wtoo ABEFGHKMSUWY @
IMQ 213333569 118 124 157 346 565 579 700 788 1005 1071 1424
2358 2372) Aéyet avtoig [...]%"

gmnpdTaL T0d¢ HodnToc avrod (— avtov A) [...]%°

N ) N N . sa s 69
Kol idwv tovg noldnrog ovtod (— avtov 579) Eretipnoey [étpw ol Aéyet [...]
Kai eloeh@ovTog avtod €ig oikov of uadytai avrod (— avtov W) kat idiav
. , . . 70

EMMPAOTOV ATV |...]

Inherent to being a teacher is that one has disciples. Thus, it is not surprising that
some MSS do not use personal pronouns but only the article to indicate to whom
the disciples belong. In such cases it seems that the use of the personal pronoun is

superfluous.

2.4 Clothing

Less frequent than the former categories, “clothing” is coded as inalienable
possession in (some of the MSS of) the following passages:

Mark 5:30-31

65

disciples.”
66

67

Kai g00v¢ 6 'Incodg Emtyvolg v £autd thv €€ antod duvauy EéEelbodoay
EMOTPAPEIS €V T® OyAw EAeyev: TiC wov yato @V iuotiov; Kol Eleyov
adT® ol pabnrtal avtod- PAnelg Tov Oyhov cuvOAPovTa o€ Kol Aéyelg: TiG
pov fyoro.”

“Without parables he did not speak to them, but he explained everything in private to his

“When it grew late, his disciples came to him and said [...].”
“He called his disciples and said to them [...].”

88 “He asked his disciples [...].”

69

70

71

“Looking at his disciples, he rebuked Peter and said [...].”
“When he had entered the house, his disciples asked him privately [...].”
“Immediately aware that power had gone forth from him, Jesus turned about in the crowd and

said, “Who touched my clothes?” And his disciples said to him, “You see the crowd pressing in on
you; how can you say, Who touched me?’”
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INALIENABLE POSSESSION IN THE GOSPEL OF MARK

Mark 6:8 Kol TapryyelAey ovToig iva undev aipooty gig 680V &l un papdov povov,
uf) Gptov, pn mhpav, P g v (dvipy (+ vpov A) akkov.

Mark 11:7 Kol @Epovaty TOv TdAov wpog OV ‘Incodv kol émPdilovow adtd Ta
iudrio abt@v (— avtov W 1 28 1582)."

Mark 11:8 Kol oMo 7 {udmia avt@v (- avtov L W) Eotpooay eig Thv 686v."

Mark 15:20 kol 0te évémauEav avt®d, E£E€dvoay avTov TV TopPLPAY Kol EvESvoav

Ny - 75
avTov 10 indrnio avrod (— avtov D).

Jesus’ clothes are conceptualised as inalienable possession in 5:30-31. They are
part of his being. Touching his clothes means touching Jesus. The prenominal
construction pov [...] t@v ipotiov validates Gianollo’s thesis that this type of
construction is used to express inalienable possession. The idea in 6:8 is that items
like a belt are always worn by a person. Therefore, virtually no MSS add a pronoun
to indicate the possessor; the article suffices. The iudrio, on the other hand, can be
taken off and thrown on a donkey (11:7) or on the road (11:8). Although some
MSS still omit the personal pronoun, there seems to be more need for it to indicate
the possessor. However, one can retort that also in the latter two passages the
article suffices and the personal pronoun is redundant. In 15:20, the purple cloak
that does not belong to Jesus is contrasted with his own clothes. Manuscript D
omits the personal pronoun without the contrast being removed. This indicates that
the pronoun is superfluous.

2.5 Spatial Relations

Spatial relations of left and right are often coded as forms of inalienable possession:

Mark 10:37 8oc UiV va €ic oov éx dedidv kai eig €€ dpiorepdv (+ cov ACEF G H
KMNSUYIIQ21328 3569 118 124 157 346 579 700 788 1005
1071 1582¢° 2358 2372) kabicopev &v Tij 56N cov.’

Mark 10:40 70 8¢ kaBioat €k de&1dV pov f €& edwviuwy (+ pov ¥ 2 35 118 157 1071,
+ Nuov 579) odk oty Eudv dodvar.”’

2 “He ordered them to take nothing for the road except a staff; no bread, no bag, no money in their
belt.”

“And they brought the colt to Jesus and threw their cloaks on it.”

“And many people spread their cloaks on the road.”

“After mocking him, they stripped him of the purple cloak and put his own clothes on him.”

73
74
%5

™ “Grant us to sit, one at your right and one at your left, in your glory.”

“But to sit at my right or at my left is not mine to grant, but it is for those for whom it has been
prepared.”

7
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Mark 15:27 Kol oV avt® oTovpodoy 600 ANotag, &va €k decidv kol Eva &€
ebwviuwmy abtod (—avtov C°D O 1 118 565 1582)."

Mark 16:5 kol siceAbodoon gic 1O pvnusiov £1dov veaviokov koffuevov v toic
Secioic mepiBePANUEVOV GTOMY AevKNv, Ko $Ee0auprioncay.”

Spatial relations like right or left are inherent to objects, people, and spaces. The
left and the right side of Jesus cannot exist independently of Jesus and are therefore
conceptualised as inalienable possessions. No explicit morphological marker of
possession is required. The article is missing in these examples probably because
the noun phrase is used in a prepositional phrase.?’ Only the last example of 16:5
has the article. There, the right side of the space of a tomb is articulated as inherent
to the tomb by coding it as a form of inalienable possession.

2.6 Jesus’ Spirit

In the manuscript tradition of two passages, Jesus’ spirit is coded as an inalienable
possession:

Mark 2:8 Kai e00V¢ Entyvoig 6 Incodc @ nveduon adtod (— avtov D W) 611 olitmg
SahoyiCovtar év avtoig Aéyer [...J*"

Mark 8:12 Kol Gvaoteva&ag @ mveduont adtod (— avtovo D M* W T' 1 118 1582)
Aéyer [ %2

Although only a few MSS omit the personal pronoun, it is probably not a coincidence.
Given that the spirit is inherent to a person in biblical anthropology (e.g., Matt 5:3;
Mark 8:12; John 11:33), the article suffices to indicate the possessor.

2.7 Jesus’ Elect

The ones that Jesus elected for himself are presented as inalienable possession
in the following passage:

Mark 13:27 Kol t0te AmooTelel TOVG AyyEAOLG Kol EmoVVAEeL Tovg Exlertovg [abTod]
(—ovtoo DL W W 1 28 565 1582%) ék 1@V T6060p®V AVEU®V AT’ EKPOL
¥iig Emg dixpov ovpavod.®

" «And with him they crucified two bandits, one on his right and one on his left.”

“As they entered the tomb, they saw a young man, dressed in a white robe, sitting at its right side;
and they were alarmed.”

Cf. SMYTH, Greek Grammar, §1128: “The article is very often omitted in phrases containing a
preposition.” This is also the case in NT Greek: see WALLACE, Greek Grammar, 247.

“At once Jesus perceived in his spirit that they were thus discussing among themselves; and he
said to them [...].”

8 «And he sighed deeply in his spirit and said [...].”

9
80

81
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The disagreement in the manuscript tradition about the personal pronoun might be
caused by the question whether the relationship between Jesus and his elect is
stable enough that it can be considered inalienable or not. In any case, the elect
cannot exist independently from Jesus. Even when Jesus dies, they are still the ones
elected by him.

2.8 A Branch and Its Leaves

As a part-whole relationship, the relationship of a branch to its leaves is coded
as a form of inalienable possession:

Mark 13:28 amo 8¢ Tig ovkic udbete v mopofornv: Stav 17O O KAASOG avTHG
amoAog yévntar kol Ekeoun ta pvlia (+ ev avtn D O 28 124 565 700),
ywookete 8L dyyde 10 B€pog Eotiv.®

The leaves are considered to be a part of the branch to the extent that they grow out
of it. Therefore, only the article is required to indicate that the leaves have the
branch as their possessor. Some MSS add ev avtn to indicate that the leaves grow
out of the branch but this information is superfluous for the reader.

2.9 Weapons

In one example, a sword is coded as the inalienable possession of one of the
bystanders of Jesus during Jesus’ arrest:

Mark 14:47 gic 8¢ [Tic] TdV mapeoTKITOV oTOUcAuEVoS TV (— v D W 118 124 565)
Uoyawpay Enoucey TOv 000AOV TOD ApylepEéms Kol AQEIAeV avtod 10
aTopiov.

As with clothing, the idea of a sword as an inalienable possession is to be understood
as an item that someone always carries with oneself. The article suffices to indicate
the possessor and some MSS even omit the article. The example of avtod 0
ataprov furthermore corroborates Gianollo’s thesis that a prenominal word order
designates inalienable possession.

8 «“And then he will send out the angels, and gather his elect from the four winds, from the end of

the earth to the end of heaven.”

“From the fig tree learn the parable: as soon as its branch becomes tender and puts forth its leaves,
you know that summer is near.”

“But one of those who stood near drew his sword and struck the slave of the high priest, cutting
off his ear.” Only 1071 changes the word order into a postnominal order.

84
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2.10 Testimonies

The following example illustrates how testimonies are coded as inalienable
possession:

Mark 14:56 TOALOL Y EYELSOUAPTUPOVY KOT aOTOD, Kol foar ai uaptopior (+ avtwv
69) ook foav.®

Essential to those who testify are their testimonies. Therefore, it is no surprise that
almost all the MSS do not add a personal pronoun to indicate the possessor. The
article suffices for this purpose.

To summarise our results. We have seen that Mark codes inalienable possession
by using: (i) only the article as a modifier of the noun phrase; (ii) the bare noun
phrase without the article; and (iii) the genitive case of a personal pronoun with a
possessive meaning in a prenominal word order. The objects and relations that
Mark conceptualises as inalienable possessions are body parts, family members,
clothing, weapons, testimonies, and spatial and part-whole relations. Additionally,
Mark conceives of the elect, the disciples, and the spirit in relation to Jesus as
inalienable possessions. The next section will examine how Matthew and Luke
redacted Mark’s coding of inalienable possession.

3. Matthew’s and Luke’s Redaction of Mark

My examination will restrict itself to the Markan passages of which Matthew
and Luke significantly changed Mark’s coding of inalienable possession.®” The first
subsection will list these passages and their Matthean and Lukan redaction (3.1),
while the second subsection will discuss them (3.2).

3.1 Significant Changes of Mark
(1) Mark 3:5 parr.

Mark 3:5 gxtewvov v yeipa (+coo R ACD Y AOTII1 1328 3569 118 124 157
346 579 700 788 1005 1071 1346 1582 2372).

Matt 12:13 EKTEWVOV gov TV YEpa.

8  “For many gave false testimony against him, and their testimonies were not the same.”

8  With “significantly” is meant for instance the addition of a personal pronoun with possessive

meaning or a change of Mark’s word order from a prenominal to a postnominal word order. The
textual variations in the manuscript tradition of Matthew and Luke are taken from the CNTTS
Greek New Testament critical apparatus as well as Reuben J. SwansoN (ed.), New Testament
Greek Manuscripts: Variant Readings Arranged in Horizontal Lines against Codex Vaticanus,
vol. 1, Matthew (Sheffield: Academic Press, 1995) and Reuben J. SwANsON (ed.), New Testament
Greek Manuscripts: Variant Readings Arranged in Horizontal Lines against Codex Vaticanus,
vol. 3, Luke (Sheffield: Academic Press, 1995).
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Luke 6:10 EKTEWVOV TV YEIpa 0OV.
(2) Mark 6:8 par.

Mark 6:8 Kol Tapryyelley avToic iva undev aipooty gig 680V gl pn papdov povov,
un dptov, pun mpov, U gig v {ovyy (+ opmv A) yohkov.

Matt 10:9 un ktnoncbe ypvoov unde dpyvpov UndE YoAkov €ig Tag {wvag Budv.
(3) Mark 7:11 par.

Mark 7:11 gav ginn GvBpwmog @ mozpl (+ avtov D) | w7 unpi (+ avtov ® Y K 157
565 700) [...]
Matt 15:6 oV WM TIUNGEL 70V Totépa obtod-(— avtov 0 1 118 1424 1582) [...]

(4) Mark 8:1 par.

Mark 8:1 npockarecapevog tovg puabntos (+ wtoo ABEFGHKMSUWY @
IMQ 213333569 118 124 157 346 565 579 700 788 1005 1071 1424
2358 2372) Aéyel avToig [...]

Matt 15:32 0 6¢ 'Incod¢ mpookakecaUeVOG Tovg uabntag abtod (— avtov 8 W @ 700)
gimev [...]

(5) Mark 10:2 par.

Mark 10:2 gEeoTv Avopl yovaixa AmoAdGOL.

Matt 19:3 el EEeotiv AvBpdT® AmoAboal v yuvaiko avTod KT Tacoy aitiav;
(6) Mark 10:7 par.

Mark 10:7 gvekev To0TOL KoTaAeiyel AvOpwmog 0V matépa avtod (— awvtov D M N
565) kai v unrepa (+ avtov X M 579) [koi TpockolAndncetal Tpog v
yovaika ovtod].

Matt 19:5 gveka To0ToL Katalelyel avOpwmog ov matépa (+ avtov CE AY 113 28
333569 124 157 346 788 1005 1071 1424 1582 2372) kai tpv untépa. (+
avtov W) kol koAAnOncetat Tfj yuvouki avtod.

(7) Mark 10:12 par.

Mark 10:12 Kol £0v vt dmolboaca tov dvope avtijc (— avtng ® 700) youron dilov
potyditot.

Luke 16:18 Kol O AmOAEAVUEVIV GO AVIPOS YOUDY LOTXEVEL.
(8) Mark 10:19 par.

Mark 10:19 tipa 70v matépa oo (— sov D 579) kai mjv untépa (+ coo X CFN'W @
28 124 565 1071).
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Matt 19:19 tipo 0V matépa (+ cov CC W'Y 13 33 69 124 346 565 788 1424 2372) xoi
v unEpe (+ cov 1424).

(9) Mark 10:37 par.

Mark 10:37 8o¢ Muiv tva elc oov éx decidv kai gig €€ dpiotepdv (+ coo ACEF G H
KMNSUYITQ213 283569 118 124 157 346 579 700 788 1005
1071 1582c° 2358 2372) xobicmpev &v tf 56En cov.

Matt 20:21 giné tva kaBicwot obtol oi §Yo viol pov €ic &k delidv gov (— cov X B)
Ko €1¢ &€ ebwviuwy oov (- cov D E 0 1 1582%) &v 1ij Pacireig cov.

(10) Mark 11:7 par.

Mark 11:7 Kol PEPOVCLY TOV TMAOV TTPOG TOV Incodv kal EmPBariovoy avtd Ta
indzio avr@v (—avtov W 1 28 1582).

o

Matt 21:7 fiyayov thv dvov kol tOov TdAov kol Emébnkav €n’ avtdv ta fudtio (+
awtov X CECFGHK K*LMNSUWYAIIQ12%13 28333569
118 124 157 346 565 579 700 788 1005 1071 1424 1582 2358 2372/ +

eavtov E*), kai énexdbicev Emdve adtdv.
(11) Mark 12:19 par.

Mark 12:19 €4V TVOg AdEAPOG amobdvn Kal katolinn yovoika Kol un aef] tékvov, iva
AGPT O G0eAPOC avTod v yovaike (+ awvtoo ADEFGHKM S U Y IT
Q213 28 33 35 69 118 124 157 346 579 788 1005 1071 1424 2358
2372) xal ¢éEavaotnon oo T® AdeAP@® adToD.

Matt 22:24 S1dGokare, Moivofic eimev: €av T amobdvy pn  Exov  tékva,
EntyapBpedoet 0 AdeApOg adTOD TV Yuvaike abTod Kol AVOCTHGEL GTEPLO,
@ AdEAP® 0O TOD.

(12) Mark 14:3 par.

Mark 14:3 cuvipiyaca Ty GAEPacTpov Katéyeey abtod tic kepalic.®
Matt 26:7 Kol KaTéYEEV ML T7]¢ Ke@alfj avTol AVAKELEVOD.

(13) Mark 14:47 parr.

Mark 14:47 elc 8¢ [11] TdV mopesTKdTOVY omacauevoc v (— mv D W 118 124 565)
Udyaipoy €moicev Tov dodAOV ToD Apylepémg Kol Aeeidev adrod 10
aTapIOV.

Matt 26:51 Kad 180V £lg TV petd Incod ékteivag TV XEipo AMEGTOGEY TV udyopay
ovTod Kol ToTdEag TOV SoDAOV TOD GpYLEPEMS APETAEY abToD TO WTIOV.

8 Tfic kepoic avtod D.

8 15 griov avtod 1071.
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Luke 22:50 Kol GQEIeV 70 08¢ abtod 10 dec1ov.
(14) Mark 14:65 par.
Mark 14:65 Ko FipEavTo Tveg EUTTOEWY oTd Kai TEPIKOADTTEW atbtod 70 mpdowmov.™
Matt 26:67 10TE EVETTLOOV EIG T0 TPSGWTOV AVTOD.
(15) Mark 15:19 par.

Mark 15:19 Kol ETUTTOV AvTOD TV KEPOAY KOAIU®D Kol EVETTUOV 0OTH Kol TIBEVTEG
70, YOVOTo. TPOGEKHVOLV 0OTE.

Matt 27:30 Kol ETVTTOV €ig )V Kepalny avToD.
(16) Mark 15:27 parr.

Mark 15:27 Kol o0V aOT@ OTOLPOVGLY dV0 ANoThG, &vo &k dedidv kol &va €&
ebviuwy attod (—oavtoo C°D O 1 118 565 1582).

Matt 27:38 TOTE GTOVPODVIOL GOV avTd SVo Anotai, €ic €k del1dv Kol eic &€
ELWVOUWVY.

Luke 23:33 €Kel €oTadpmOY aNTOV KOl TOVG KAKOLPYOLS, OV HeV ék delidv Ov O¢ €€
Ap1oTEPAOV.

3.2 Interpretation of the Results

One cannot draw broad conclusions about Luke’s and Matthew’s coding of
inalienable possession on the basis of the minimal evidence of the 16 examples
listed in the previous subsection. These examples only say something about how
Luke and Matthew redacted Mark’s coding of inalienable possession. For Matthew,
one can safely say that he has the tendency to add personal pronouns where Mark
uses only the article (see examples 1-5, 9, 11). In examples 6, 8, 10, and 16, we
meet with the reverse phenomenon: Matthew omits the personal pronouns that we
find in the Markan text. In examples 12, 14 and 15, Matthew adjusts Mark’s
prenominal order to a postnominal order. All in all, Matthew changes Mark’s coding
of inalienable possession to a fairly large extent. The most plausible explanation is
that Matthew’s Greek is more influenced by the Hebrew language than Mark’s. As a
result, Matthew adds personal pronouns with a possessive meaning where idiomatic
Greek could have done without them.

% 01od 1 00 AMUWT A®ITY 228 157 565 700 1424; avtod o driov D K.
% 10 Tpdowmov awtod A DKM N W T IT @ 565 700; 16 mpocdne adtod D.

% v keporv adtod C* CE,
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For Luke, less data is available. He adds a personal pronoun only once in
example 1 and removes it twice in examples 7 and 16. Only in example 13 does Luke
change Mark’s prenominal order to a postnominal order. In sum, Luke barely
changes Mark’s coding of inalienable possession. This agrees with Luke’s literary
Greek style and the scholarly view that Luke was a native speaker of Koine Greek.*
Luke does not abundantly add personal pronouns where idiomatic Greek does not
need them.

Conclusion

Within the manuscript tradition of the Gospel of Mark, inalienable possession
is certainly a linguistic phenomenon that is coded in the language. It is signalled by
the use of the article without any additional morphological marker of possession. In
some cases, the bare noun phrase without the article is used to denote inalienable
possession. Additionally, and characteristic of NT Greek in general, Mark employs
possessive genitives in a prenominal order to code inalienable possession. In this
fashion, Mark conceptualises the following objects and relations of possession as
inalienable: body parts, family members, clothing, weapons, testimonies, and spatial
and part-whole relations. He also conceives of the disciples, the elect, and the spirit
as inalienable possessions of Jesus. Matthew’s Greek has the tendency to remove
Mark’s coding of inalienable possession because it is strongly influenced by the
Hebrew, whereas Luke’s Greek preserves it in most of the cases in agreement with
its literary style.

The methodology adopted by the present study can be used to examine how
other NT writings code and conceptualise inalienable possession. As illustrated, the
phenomenon of inalienable possession is important for understanding the redactional
activity of Luke and Matthew as well as for explaining variations in the textual tradition
of the Gospels. This certainly applies to other writings as well. “Inalienable
possession” can further be a criterion to discern the authorship of a writing. For
instance, if one can establish how Paul codes and conceptualises inalienable
possession in the letters that are certainly Pauline (e.g., Galatians, 1-2 Corinthians,
Romans), this could be used as a criterion to evaluate whether Paul wrote the letters
of which the authorship is contested (e.g., 2 Thessalonians, Colossians, Ephesians).

% On the literary style of Luke’s Greek, see Sean A. ADAMS, “Atticism, Classicism, and Luke-Acts:

Discussions with Albert Wifstrand and Loveday Alexander,” in The Language of the New Testament:
Context, History, and Development, ed. Stanley E. PORTER and Andrew W. PITTs, Linguistic
Biblical Studies 6 (Brill: Leiden, 2013), 91-111 and Jenny READ-HEIMERDINGER, Luke in His
Own Words: A Study of the Language of Luke-Acts in Greek, LNTS 672 (London: T&T Clark,
2022). Despite that Luke was probably a native speaker of Koine Greek, there are obvious Semitisms
in his Greek: see Albert HoceTERP and Adelbert DENAUX, Semitisms in Luke’s Greek: A
Descriptive Analysis of Lexical and Syntactical Domains of Semitic Language Influence in Luke's
Gospel, WUNT 401 (Tlbingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2018).
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Thus, “inalienable possession” is a linguistic category that needs to be taken into
consideration by NT scholars.

Thomas Tops
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