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THE GREEK ARTICLE

Mw THE vocrnm of chuist's vejtv

(Part V)

With this issue we carry forward our consideration
of the Rule of Granville Sharp and of those four passages
which according to Sharp ascribe the title of "God" to
Jesus Christ. The previous four issues have dealt with
the subject as follows: 1) the presentation of the rule
and exegetical conclusions of this English philanthropist
and philologist, Granville Sharp; 2) an evaluation of
his findings in the light of the grammatical usage of the
Greek New Testament — leading to the tentative conclu
sion that the rule is a valid principle of syntax, and
that the four passages do constitute proof passages for
Christ's deity; 3) a summary of the detailed findings
of Christopher Wordsworth, who in six letters to Sharp
presented copious evidence from the Greek fathers in sup
port of the rule in general and also of Sharp's exegesis
in several of the passages in question; and 4) a pre
sentation and refutation of the negative findings of a
contemporary opponent of Sharp, Calvin Winstanley. Sharp
published his monograph in 1798, and the responses of
Wordsworth and Winstanley appeared in 1802 and 1805, re
spectively. It remains now to present and evaluate the
views of a number of grammarians and commentators who
have published their works since that time.

It will surely help in following the discussion be
low if the rule and passages are again repeated. First,
Sharp's Rule in its simplified wording:

When two personal nouns of the same case are
connected by the copulative MttC (and), if the former
has the definite article, and the latter has not/

they both relate to the same person.
By "personal nouns" Sharp means nouns which are descrip
tive of personal relations, qualities, offices, ranks,
and such like — common nouns of personal description as
opposed to proper names. Sharp specifically excluded
proper names from the application of his rule. It will
be noted, also, that the rule as worded excludes person
al nouns when they are foui^ in the plural number.
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The four passages which are part of our study are
the following:

Ephesians S:5 ... oCw fixei KXnpovouCcw 6v ttJ
3ooiXsi(j^ ToO XjpioToO xat 0eoO (does not have an
inheritance in the kingdom ^he Christ and God).

2 Thessalonians 1:12 ... xaxd Tfjv x^ptv to5
QeoG fipQv KUpfou »lnooO XptoroO ''(according to
the ̂ race of^ our God and Lord, Jesus Christ).

^ Titus 2:13 ... npooSGXcSiievoL t^\v liOMOpCav
cXTiiSa Hat trtLcpduciccu xf^Q ^^rig toO ysydlAoi) 6egO
2iSyi S22E5iB2£ XjpLOxoO 'IhodO (waiting for the
blessed hope and appearance^ of our great God and
Savior, Christ Jesus).of the glory

^  2 Peter 1:1 ... fev SLxaLOOtSvQ toO ©eoO fivioiv
^CLi cxjTTipog ItiooO XptOToO (by the righteousness
of our God and Savior. Jesus Christ).

The Grammarians

MIDDLETON. One of Sharp's most eminent supporters,
surely, is Thomas Fanshaw Middleton (1769-1822), an Eng
lish cleric who in 1814 became the first Anglican bishop
of Calcutta. Middleton attained distinction by his work
The Doctrine of the Greek Article Applied to the Criti
cism and Illustration of the New Testament, a significant
treatise which passed through a series of editions be
tween 1808 and 1858. i In a real sense, Middleton's work
was the forerunner of all subsequent scientific studies
of the Greek article. While some of his observations
are no longer part of current grammatical theory, his vo
lume has been cited with approval repeatedly by such mo
dem scholars as A. T. Robertson, C. F. D. Moule, and
Nigel Turner.

Middleton enters upon a discussion of Sharp's Rule
with the following generalization concerning the usage
of the article in classical and Koine Greek: "IVhen two
or more Attributives joined by a Copulative or Copula
tives are assumed of the same person or thing, before
the first Attributive the Article is insertedi before
the remaining ones it is omitted." (p. S6f.) Middleton
defends this principle on the basis of numerous cita
tions from Greek literature and by means of his own theo
ry concerning the fundamental nature and force of the
article. He concludes this section with the observation
that Sharp's Rule "accords with the usage of the best



23

Greek writers." (p. 60)
Several pages are then devoted to a discussion of

the limitations of the rule. Middleton finds that the
following types of nouns must be excluded: 1) names of
substances considered as substances (cf. 6 XCQoc wctt
ypvoSg, stone and gold, 2) proper names (cf. t6v *AX£g-
cwfipov ytai OCXltutou, Alexander and Philip), and 3) names
of abstract ideas (cf. ttVo dnELpCcw Mat finatfieuaCav, in
experience and ignorance).

Middleton then asks a very necessary question.
While it is true that when attributives referring to the
same person are coupled together by a writer of Greek he
prefixes the article to only the first, will it be true
conversely that when we find the article prefixed to on
ly the first of such attributives they are always to be
taken as referring to the same person? Sharp's Rule is,
of course, expressed in terras of this converse. Middle-
ton finds that Sharp was correct in excluding plural at
tributives from the application of his rule, for numer
ous exceptions involving such plurals can be found in
both the New Testament and in classical literature.
Moreover, while Sharp was unable to locate in the New
Testament any exceptions involving singular attributives,
Middleton does recognize their occasional occurrence in
the classics, such as this phrase from Plato: xoO
fiiMaCou MQL ASCmou (the just man and unjust man). But
in all such occurrences, Middleton notes, the attribu
tives thus coupled together "are in their nature plainly
incompatible; and we cannot wonder, if, in such instan
ces, the principle of the rule has been sacrificed to
negligence, or even to studied brevity, where misconcep
tion was impossible. The second Article should, in
strictness, have been expressed: but in such cases the
writers knew that it might safely be understood." (p.69)

Middleton concludes, therefore, that Sharp's Rule
is a valid principle of Greek grammar, and he continues:
"Having thus investigated the canon, and having explained
the ground of its limitations and exceptions, I may be
permitted to add, that Mr. Sharp's application of it to
the New Testament, is in strict conformity with the usage
of Greek writers, and with the Syntax of the Greek
tongue; and that few of the passages which he has cor
rected in our common version, can be defended without
doing violence to the obvious and undisputed meaning of
the plainest sentences which profane writers supply. ...
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That the Fathers understood such passages (as Ephesians
5:5 and Titus 2:13) in the manner in which Mr. Sharp
would translate them, and as, without doubt, they will
be translated at some future period, has been fully as
certained by the researches of Mr. Wordsworth: and
whatever may be thought of the Fathers in some other re
spects, it may surely be presumed that they knew the use
of one of the commonest forms of expression in their na
tive tongue." (p. 69f.)

In the second part of his book, Middleton examines
in detail Sharp's exegesis of the passages that we are
considering. With one exception, he concurs completely
with Sharp. First, in regard to Ephesians 5:5: "The
principle of the rule was sufficiently demonstrated in
Part i ; and it cannot be pretended that the pre
sent instance in any respect deviates from the condi
tions there prescribed, since both Xptoris and 6e6G» the
former retaining its more usual sense, and not being ta
ken as a Proper Name, are as plainly what I have denomi
nated Attributives, as are any of the words which appear
in illustration of the rule: indeed, is itself ad
duced in one or two of the examples." (p. 362) Middle-
ton recognizes that some people might think that Paul's
phrase, in a literal English translation, is somewhat
harsh: "the kingdom of the Christ and God." To ease
their concern he points out that "the Article of our
language [English] not being a pronoun, has little re
semblance to that of the Greeks; and the proper ren
dering of ToO XjptcrroO mt QeoO is not 'of the anointed
and God,' but 'of Him (being, or) who is the Christ and
God. "'(p. 363)

Middleton continues: "But not only the principle
of the rule ... and the invariable practice in the N. T.
with, respect to and all other Attributives, compel
us to acquiesce in the identity of XpiCTCoO MOtt 6eo0, but
the same truth is evinced by the examination of the
Greek Fathers so ably executed by Mr. Wordsworth; who
affirms, 'we shall have the consolation to find, that no
other interpretation than yours (Mr. Sharp's) was ever
heard in all the Greek churches.'" (p. 363f.) In con
clusion, Middleton states concerning Ephesians 5:5: "On
the whole, I regard the present text, as it stands in the
Greek, to be among the least questionable of the authori
ties collected by Mr. .Sharp, and as being, when weighed
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impartially, a decisive proof, that in the judgment of
St. Paul, Christ is entitled to the appellation of God."
(p. 367)

It is in regard to Sharp's exegesis of 2 Thessalo-
nians' 1;12 that Middleton feels compelled to express
several objections. The passage reads: MatA, t?|V Xt^Ptv
ToO QeoO xat KUp^ou 'InooO 3(ipLaToO. The problem,
Middleton believes, lies in the fact that the phrase
Hip^qu 'IrtooO XjotouoO (Lord Jesus Christ) is used in the
epistles quite frequently as a compound proper name, and
that if it is so used here, the verse would not be sub
ject to Sharp's Rule. A second concern of Middleton is
that there is no clear evidence from the writings of the
church fathers, on either side of the question, respect
ing the interpretation of this text. If the verse could
in fact be understood as a proof text for Christ's deity,
Middleton asks, why was it not more frequently cited as
such during the patristic period?

To the present writer it indeed seems that Middle-
ton has raised some valid questions concerning Sharp's
exegesis. That xOptOQ when used alone is commonly sub
ject to the rule must be admitted, if one examines the
evidence from the writings of the Greek fathers.2 But
it is perhaps impossible to demonstrate that in our
verse we must detach xuptou from 'ItkjoO I^jlotoO -- which
we would indeed have to do if we were to insist upon the
application of Sharp's Rule. For again, if xupCou
'IttooG ISptOToO be taken together, it would constitute a
proper name, and Sharp's Rule would not apply.

Yet, in support of Sharp's exegesis, it should be
pointed out — as Middleton himself does — that in at
least two passages of the New Testament it is possible
to divide the xiSpLoe from the 'InooCfe Xpiordc, namely,
1 Cor. 8:6 (els xupLOG 'InoDus Xptorcfe, one Lord, Jesus
Christ), and Phil. 2:11 (5tl KXPIOE mSOYD XPIETOE, that
Jesus Christ [is] Lord). It is true, of course, that in
these verses the division, if made, would be suggested
by the context — which is not necessarily so in our
verse. But it may be pointed out, as even weightier evi
dence in favor of Sharp, that if Paul had indeed intended
to refer to two persons in our verse, he could easily
have added a second article, thus: toO 6eo0 ffvx5v xat xoO
xijp(!ou 'IriooO JQdiotoO.^ That the phrase xi5plcdq 'IrpoOQ
3Qdlcjt<5c can have an article is clearly seen from Romans
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13:14 (AAPoSi fev5Ooaa0e iho HiJpLOV 'Itv3oCSv Xipicjidv, but
put on the Lord Jesus Christ). Compare also the well-
attested variant readings at 2 Cor. 16:23 (fi tcjO
HUpCou 'IrtooO lODLoroO yed' the grace of the Lord
Jesus Christ [be] with you) and at 2 Tim. 4:22 (6 HijpioQ
'iTpoOe XptCTTi^ PBTOL ToO TweOyoxdc OOU, the Lord Jesus
Christ [be] with your spirit). While it is true that
hOplos 'InooOs X0Lar(5s generally occurs in the epistles
without the article, most of the cases of such absence
of the article probably result from the fact that the
phrase is an object of a preposition.4 Paul, now, was
obviously well acquainted with that principle of syntax
which we have come to call Sharp's Rule. If he had
wished to refer to two persons in our passage, he could
have readily avoided ambiguity by inserting a second
article. Why did he not do so? May it not be that he
was in fact thinking of only d single person, thus: "The
grace of our God and Lord, Jesus Christ"?

But for Middleton an even stronger reason for
doubting the correctness of Sharp's exegesis was the fact
that 2 Thessalonians 1:12 was so seldom cited by the fa
thers in defense of Christ's deity. There may, however,
be' a reason for this silence. The chief opponents of
the orthodox Christians were the Arians, and the Arians
were quite ready to admit that the New Testament does
refer to Christ as Qe6g and HiSpiOQ (God and Lord).5 They
argued that Christ's deity was of a secondarg kind, and
our verse would not have furnished the fathers with any
effective defense against this assertion. May this not
e3q)lain why it was not used more frequently in the ear
ly church? It is clear why such verses as Ephesians
5:5 and Titus 2:13 were more commonly cited against the
Arians, for in the first "the kingdom" is ascribed to
Christ, and in the second He is galled "the great God."

Middleton concludes: "On the whole, then, I am dis
posed to think, that the present, text affords no certain
evidence in favour of Mr. Sharp. We have seen that the
words KOptOQ 'Iqa. XpiOT^Q are usually taken together;
and the a^cquiescence of antiquity induces a strong sus
picion, that in this instance such was the received con
struction." (p. 382) The present writer feels that this
appraisal of Sharp's exegesis here may be somewhat low.

With respect to Titus 2:13, Middleton concurs com
pletely with Sharp's interpretation, namely, that the
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words ToO iieYdA.ou 6eoO Mat cxjTffpOQ nvicliv XpLoroO 'IriooO
should be understood: "of our great God and Savior,
Christ Jesus." He says: "According to the principles
already laid down, it is impossibly to understand 6eo0
and cwTTipos otherwise than of one person ... the word
cwT^ip not being exempted from the operation of the
rule: nor is there a single instance in the "Vhote N.T.
in which owrffpoc ppcov occurs without the Article, ex
cept in cases like the present, and in 1 Tim. i.l.
wax' feniTOYT^v OeoO auxnpos ppdSv, where cwrnpos wants the
Article, on account of the preceding omission before
deoO, exactly as in the common forms, dnb QeoO ncctpic
flpdSv, fev deep naxpl etc. ... Accordingly, we leam
from Mr. Wordsworthf that all antiquity agreed in the
proposed interpretation; and many of the passages
which he has produced from the Fathers, could not have
been more direct and explicit, if they had been forged
with a view to the dispute." (p. 394)

Earlier in his book, Middleton makes this signifi
cant observation: "Almost every chapter of the N.T.
contains some exemplification of the rule in question
[Sharp's Rule], with which, therefore, the Sacred Writ-
ers were well acquainted, and must have supposed their
Readers to have been acquainted also; and if in Titus
ii. 13. they did not mean to identify the Great God and
the Saviour, they expressed themselves in a manner
which they well knew would mislead their Readers ..."
(p. 364)

Finally, 2 Peter 1:1; xou OeoO xal otoxfpos
'IrpoO XpLOToO (of our God and Savior, Jesus Christ).
Middleton says: "As this instance differs not in any
point of importance from Titus ii. 13. I can have little
new to advance with respect to its interpretation. The
passage is plainly and unequivocally to be understood as
an assumption, that 'Jesus Christ is our God and Sav
iour. ' The only difference between the present text and
Titus ii. 13. is, that fjixSv is here placed after the
first Noun, not after the second: but for a plain rea
son, the position of the Pronoun does not affect the
sense: in all such cases, strictly speaking, the Pro
noun ought to be repeated after each and every Noun,
(supposing more than two,) xoO deoO fiyfiSu mt awrffpoc
*HM®J waC, k.t.A. and if it be only once inserted, for
the repetition is unnecessary, it is wholly unimportant.



28

whether it be after the first or after the last Noun;
if after the first, then it is understood after the re
maining ones; if after the last, it comprehends those
which precede: the only mode, in the present instance,
of limiting the effect of flpiSSu to toO 6eo0, would have
been to prefix an Article to otofrfpos; and why that
second Article, on the supposition that two persons were
intended, was not employed, as (among a multitude of ex
amples) in 1 John ii. 22. xiw nax^pa xat xiw utdw, it
might be difficult to show: in that instance, indeed,
it may be said, that the very sense makes the distinc- ^
tion, and yet no MS. has ventured to read xiw nnx^pa wai
uL6v." (p. 433)

Middleton points also to the great similarity be
tween verses 1 and 11 — they differ only in one word:
QeoO in the former, xupCou in the latter. Even the po
sition of the pronoun i^jpffiw is the same! Surely no one
would doubt that in verse 11 "our Lord and Savior" are
meant of the same person. Grammatical consistency would
seem to require that "our God and Savior" in verse 1
likewise be taken of one person, namely Jesus Christ!

WINER. The first comprehensive grammar of New Tes
tament Greek to achieve widespread use was surely that
of George Benedict Winer, which appeared in a long series
of editions beginning in the year 1822.6 While Winer
does not refer directly to the rule of Sharp, there can
be no doubt that he came close to it in his own investi

gation of the article. He says in a footnote: "For a
repetition of the Article is not admissible before con
nected nouns which, for instance, are merely predicates
of one and the same person, as in Col. iii. 17 xij) QecJ
Kttl TTDXpC [to the God and Father], 2 Pet. i. 11 xoO
KUpCou fipfiSv; Kal cxaxfipog 'I. yp, [of our Lord and Savior,
Jesus Christ]. Eph. vi. 21; Mark vi. 3; Acts iii. 14."
(p. 126)

It is indeed strange, then, when Winer later refu
ses to accept Titus 2:13 and 2 Peter 1:1 as proof texts
for Christ's deity. The reason for this inconsistency
is his own theological bias. In regard to Titus 2:13 he
says: "... for reasons which lie in the doctrinal sys
tem of Paul, I do not regard aoxfjpOG [Savior] as a second
predicate by the side of SsoO [God], as if Christ were
first styled 6 Qedg [the great God] and then cxoxtVd
[Savior]. ... In the above remarks I did not mean to de-
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ny that OJcffpoQ can grammatically be regarded as a
second predicate dependent on the Article xoO; only, doc
trinal conviction, deduced from Paul's teaching, that this
apostle could not have called Christ the great God» in
duced me to show that there is also no grammatical obsta
cle to taking wal ctorr. ... JQolotoO by itself as a second
subject." (p. 130)

The attempt by Winer to show that one can take "Sav
ior Jesus Christ" as a second person separate from "the
great God" is indeed weak. He says: "The Article is
omitted before cwrfpos* because the word is made definite
by the Genitive [our], and the apposition precedes
the proper name [Jesus Christ]." (p. 130) Middleton dis
cusses the matter of the above, and shows that its
placement in Titus 2:13 does not invalidate the applica
tion of Sharp's Rule to this verse. Let it be added
that Winer might have done well to compare other passa
ges in the New Testament which are similar in form to
Titus 2:13. He would have found that the presence of a
genitive or other adjunct with either of the nouns in
no instance excludes a passage from the application of
the rule — so long as the basic pattern remains: defi
nite article + personal noun + wxC + personal noun.7
Whenever the holy writers wished to speak of two distinct
persons, they either omitted the article before both
nouns or inserted it before both.8 Compare 1 Thess. 3: •
11, which is similar in form to Titus 2:13 except for
the addition of a second article: 6 6g6c Mat naxf^p fipfiSw
Kat 6 kOploc 'InooOc (our God and Father .and our
Lord Jesus). Here Paul inserted an article before
hOploc — even though no ambiguity could have resulted
from its omission. Such passages show well how sensi
tive the apostle was to the force of the article and to
the effect of its use or nonuse.

Winer's attempt to avoid the clear meaning of
2 Peter 1:1 is even weaker: "Similar is 2 Pet. i^ 1,
where there is not even a pronoun with Oirrfipos." (p. 130)
But this lack of after OJiftpoc does not seem to
bother him in verse 11, which reads exactly the same as
verse 1, except for the substitution of KipCou for OeoO.
Note his words on verse 11, quoted three paragraphs
above, and see how he is not at all reluctant to apply
Sharp's Rule to this latter verse.

In Winer's treatment of Titus 2:13 and 2 Peter 1:1
we see the sad result when doctrinal considerations are
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permitted to have a bearing on grairanatical theory. The
following comments by A. T. Robertson indicate that Wi
ner may well be responsible for much of the confusion
that has surrounded the exegesis of these passages during
the generations since his time: "The simple truth is
that Winer's anti-Trinitarian prejudice overruled his
grammatical rectitude in his remark about 2 Peter i. 1.
The name of Winer was supreme in New Testament grammar
for three generations, and his lapse from the plain path
on this point is responsible for the confusion of the
scholars in the English Versions on 2 Peter i. 1. But
Schmiedel, in his revision of Winer (p. 158) frankly ad
mitted Winer's error as to 2 Peter i. 1: 'Grammar de
mands that one person is meant.'"9 After pointing to
Winer's admitted doctrinal bias, Robertson adds: 'The
grammarian has nothing to do per se with the theology of
the New Testament, as I have insisted in my grammar.
Wendland challenged Winer on Titus ii. 13, and considers
it 'an exegetical mistake' to find two persons in Paul's
sentence. ... It is plain, therefore, that Winer has ex
erted a pernicious influence, from the grammatical stand
point, on the interpretation of 2 Peter i. 1, and Titus
ii. 13. Scholars who believed in the Deity of Christ
have not wished to claim too much and to fly in the face
of Winer, the great grammarian, for three generations.
But Winer did not make out a sound case against Sharp's
principle as applied to 2 Peter i. 1 and Titus ii. 13.
Sharp stands vindicated after all the dust has settled.
We must let these passages mean what they want to mean,
regardless of our theories about the theology of the
writers." 10 In his Short Grahmar, Robertson rightly
questions the correctness of Winer's anti-Trinitarian
"doctrinal conviction": "... Paul's doctrinal system in
Phil. 2:9 and Col. 1:15-19; 2:9, not to mention Rom. 9:
5 and Acts 20:28, does not forbid the natural import of
the one article here [namely, in 2 Pet. 1:1 and Titus 2:
13]."11

Winer's comments on Ephesians 5:5 and 2 Thessaloni-
ans 1:12 are much briefer. He finds two persons in the
words ToO' 5{0LaToO wat QeoO (of the Christ and God) , and
assumes that the reason for the single use of the arti
cle is to mark the two nouns as "parts of one whole, or
members of one community." (p. 127f.) Similarly, he
finds two persons in the phrase toO QeoO Mat MtpCou
'InooO XiDLOTOO (of our God and Lord, Jesus Christ) , and
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assumes an ellipsis of a second article before Hiptou.
(p. 130) It is clear that Winer has little appreciation
for Sharp's Rule when it comes to the passages involving
Oirist's deity.

JONES. In 1827, a Unitarian minister by the name of
John Jones presented to the academic world of England An
Explanation of the Greek Article containing among
other things an "analysis and refutation of Dr. Middle-
ton's theory" and "an application of the article to ob
scure passages in the New Testament." We need not spend
much time in discussing Jones' work, for it is marred
by a number of questionable statements and conclusions,
the result probably of a rather obvious anti-Trinitarian
bias.

In discussing Middleton's defense of Sharp's Rule,
Jones proceeds on the unlikely assumption that the Greek
article is in its nature an adjective, and that if it
qualifies one noun it must, as an adjective, be extend
ed by the reader to qualify other nouns, if any such suc
ceed it. (p. 25f., p. 140) He does admit that when the
copulative wad connects nouns which are names of two dif
ferent persons, the article is more likely to be repeat
ed, "because being in themselves distinct subjects, the
writer must have felt desirous to convey that impression
to his readers." (p. 26) Jones, of course, assumes that
two persons, the Father and the Son, are spoken of in
each of the four verses which we are studying. How does
he explain the fact that the article is not repeated in
any of them? In each case he assumes ellipsis, and asks
the reader to supply an additional article, (p.. 142) And
how is the reader to know when to add an article in this
fashion? Jones' remarkable answer: "In every instance
of words thus conjoined, whether they mean the same or
two different persons or things, the reader must depend
not on the use of the article, but upon the exercise of
common sense, which he is supposed to possess." (p. 27)
Thus, for Jones, "common sense" must be used to direct
the course of exegesis — which is, as we know, a basic
hermeneutical principle for Unitarians!

Jones regards Sharp's Rule as "mere rubbish, with
out any foundation in truth." (p. 140) But he is not
really fair in his attack upon the rule, for he repeat
edly points to examples which Sharp and Middleton spe
cifically exclude from its application, such as those
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which involve proper names. Let Jones consider only
those passages in the New Testament which contain nouns
o£ personal description in the singular number and in
the form: article + noun + Mat + noun. He would find
use for his "ellipsis" argument only in our four passa
ges, for in each of the remaining passages it would be
abundantly clear, even to him, that only one person is
being designated by the holy writer. The fact that he
must insist on ellipsis in the four indicates, not
linguistic acumen or even common sense, but simple dog
matic bias!

(to be continued)

FOOTNOTES

C. Kudint

1. The citations made in this article are from the new
edition, with prefatory observations and notes by
Hugh James Rose, published by J. § J. J. Deighton,
Cambridge, and J. G. § F. Rivington, London, 1833.

2. For such evidence, cf. Journal of Theology^ March,
1974, p. 16f.

3. For the effect of a repeated article, cf. Journal of
Theologyf December, 1973, p. 27f.

4. According to a list of the appellations of Christ
compiled by Rose and printed in Appendix II, p. 9f.,
of the volume by Middleton (cf. footnote 1), the
phrase xOpiOG 'InooOs XpLcrr<^, without article or
modifier fipffiv, occurs a total of 17 times in the
epistles of Paul. In 11 of these instances it oc
curs after a preposition in the familiar phrase
&nJ) aeoO TOccpoc Mai MupCou 'InooO X0iotoO (from
God our Father and the Lord Jesus Christ), ̂ d in
two further instances it follows the preposition fev.
The absence of the articles in such prepositional
phrases is to be expected, as many grammars of the
New Testament will attest. (Cf. Blass-Debrunner,
edition of 1961, p. 133: "... the ̂ ticle appears
when the specific Jewish or Christian God or Lord is
meant ..., but it is sometimes missing, especially
after prepositions ... and with a genitive which de
pends on an anarthrous noun.") The remaining occur-
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rences of the phrase xOptoc 'InooOs 345LOT<5s located
by Rose in the Pauline epistles are found in Phil.
3:20, in 1 Tim. 1:1 and 5:21 (of. the readings of
the Textus Receptus), and in our passage. In 1 Tim.
1:1, the article is lacking because the phrase is a
genitive dependent on an anarthrous noun. (Cf. the
quotation from Blass-Debrunner above.) 1 Tim. 5:21,
in the reading of the Textus Receptus, is like our
passage. This leaves only Phil. 3:20: feE oi5 Kal
otiyrfipa dneM6ex<5pEOa H\2piov 'ItiooOv XjpLordw (from
which also we expect as a Savior the Lord Jesus
Christ). Thus there is very little pertinent evi
dence to support any assertion that the phrase
Hi5pLOS 'iTpoOs X0tar<5s normally occurs in the New
Testament without an article.
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