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ADVERTISEMENT.
et

THIS little volume cannot boast of much previous pre-
paration: the design of it was hastily conceived; and,
doubtless, marks of haste will appear in the execution.
Nevertheless my idea of the Greek Article has long been
fixed ; and I was able at any time to carry such a work
into effect.

The article is a word of constant recurrence; and yet
in very many places its use is doubtful and controverted.
The most effectual way to ascertain its true signification,
seems to me to bring in review before the reader the
mistakes of those who have written on the subject. The
theory of Dr. Middleton and the Dissertation of Matthiee,
prefixed to the second volume of his learned Grammar,
are highly esteemed and in general use. The estimation
in which these writers are held, render an examination
of them the more necessary: for if their speculations be
erroneous or defective or obscure, they not only mislead
the generality of readers, but dispose them by their high
authority to acquiesce in wrong notions with the confi-
dence of truth. In this work I am a mere directing-
post, warning the student against the mistakes into which









































































































34

evils.' Now according to our author’s theory, the articlei
put before adixia to mark it in its most compreheusive signié-
cation. “ In the same manner,” says he, ““ as of alixu wi
signify all who are unjust, so 4 afnua will mean every act, o
which injustice can be assumed.” But may not 5 adiua men
also some particular act of injustice * in other words, mayi
not have a reference retrospective or anticipative ? The artide
then prefixed to the names of qualities, has & particular and
general application. These constitute the first and fourth cass
laid down by our theorist : and they are manifestly not only
inconsistent with each other, but they completely neutralize
each other. For in the first case, the article is prefixed to
generalize the idea, in the last to circumscribe and recall it by
a renewed mention.

But let us bring the question to the standard of truth asd
common sense, and we shall immediately perceive the use of
the article. Adnua means injustice in its most comprehensive
sense ; 3 adnua may either mean any particular unjust action,
er generically injustice in general, contrasted with the principle
of justice : and this intended contrast or opposition conatitutes
the force of the article.

According to the second case, the article is prefixed to the
names of attributes personified. “The reason of this practice,”
says he, ‘“seems to be founded in the notoriety of these imas-
ginary persons. (p. 125.) How can thisbe? Personifications
are arbitrary creations of the fancy, invested with forms new,
and, until then, unknown to the reader. Besides, when the
name of an attribute is personified, it becomes, as far as the
personification goes, a proper name, and as to a proper name
the article is prefixed to it. Thusy Kaxia and 3 Agery, alluded
to in Xenophon (see Mem, lib. 2. c. 1. §. 22.), mean ¢ the
woman Kakia, the woman Arete.’ These therefore have the
article put before them, not because they are personified ideas,
but because they are represented as individual beings belonging
to a whole class.

““The use of the article before imaginary persons,” he adds,
‘“ may farther be explained from the perfect abstraciedness with
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subject, to which such manner is more especially attributable.
But the cuse may be otherwise : the manner may be advetd
to as being the attribute more especially of the subject in qu
tion : and then the article will be prefixed, and will, as in the
instances already mentioned, have the force of a possest
pronoun.”

Thus (Arist. Rhet. lib. ii. c. 15.) Jwo T pynpn parrer yi
eamdi, ‘They live by the memory more than by the hop'
Here the clause 777 wyyuy stands in immediate contrast wih
73 eAmii, the former being a character of the aged, who b
on the recollection of the past, the other that of the young, vio
dwell on the future. Each coalesces with the personal prows
implied in Jio, and in our own tongue the possessive tidr
becomes a substitute for the article—‘They live by their =
collection more than by their hope.’

Thucyd. 5. 72. 77] euweipia Aaxedaipovios shaoowderrss mm
7 ardpeiq edufay ovy Yooor wepryevopsvos, < The Lacedem:
nians though at this time inferior in skill, showed themselw
not less superior in bravery.’ On this passage Dr. M., hastht
following note. *“ In this passage, it may be supposed ts
both eumeigiz and avdgeig should, according to what has bees
advanced above, be anarthrous. Bauer, however, in his &-
cellent edition of Thucydides, has shown that 77 epxxsipig mmt
be rendered per arlem hostium, and by 7§ we must plainy
understand, by the bravery of the Spartans. The articles there-
fore are necessary, the nouns not being employed in the ad-
verbial sense, but with reference to particular subjects.’** (See
p- 131, note.)

How the articles became necessary, because the nouns not
being employed in the adverbial sense, but with reference to
particular subjects, is what I do not comprehend. Dr. M. seems
here puzzled, because the articles cannot take the sense of the
possessive without an evident absurdity. But had he attended
to the order of the words the difficulty would have vanished
The writer had mentioned rois woAeswiovs in the preceding
sentence, and in consequence of his arrangement, 5 suxapig
conlesces with them, and not with Aaxedaiporios which suc-
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to Homer, in both of whose poems, duros arpp and simix
phrases are sufficiently common. The article therefore in t
instance, as in some others, was not originally deemed necs-
sary. It is however not difficult to account for its insertins
a period when all nouns employed definitely came to have the
article prefixed to them : for they are never more restricted
sense, than they unavoidably must be, whenever they are joisd
with dvros.” (See p. 142.) Homer avoided the usage of i
aryp and the like, not because he was unacquainted withi,
but because as a poet he was raised above the minute distix-
tion which is implied in it, and which a prose writer foundit
necessary to mark.

In Chap. VIII. our author subjoins a few remarks on te
position of the article in the concord of the substantive and te
adjective. With regard to the position of the article, comme
sense requires that it should be placed immediately before te
word it is intended to define. If it define a noun, it is prefisd
to that noun ; if an adjective, it precedes that adjective. Ths
(Dem. de Cor. § 55.) éoa wpooijxe Tov aryalor worsryy. If in ti
sentence the orator meant to hold out some man as a citizas,
in opposition to others who had not that privilege, he woud
have said ayaloy 7oy moAiryy; but as he designates the gool
citizen, in contradistinction to one of a contrary character, ke
puts the article before ayafov.

Xenophon observes of Cyrus, that, though he spoke mud
and vehemently while a boy, he used fewer words and a gentler
tone of voice, as he grew older. Tois pev Aoyoss Boardrepms
expyT0 X 75 Quvy jouyurepa. The words which the writer
wished here to render marked and prominent, are Aoyoig and
@wyy ; he therefore distinguishes each by prefixing the article.
Had he put the article before Bpayurepois and jovxairspa, the
sense indeed would have been the same; but the prominence
and contrast, intended between the nouns, would have been
sunk out of sight.

Now let us see what the author makes of this plain and
simple principle when viewing it through the medium of his
own dark and confused system. ¢ The article,” says he, “as
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: every one knows, is found very commonly prefixed to ad-
= jectives ; but adjectives are not, strictly speaking, the predi-
: cates of the assumptive propositions, of which the articles are
. the subjects. In ¢ Sixasos avyp the construction is ¢ wr Sixaiog
. awyp, and in & dmaios alone there is no other difference than
: that awp is understood. This is sufficiently evident from what
. has been already shown. The predicate therefore in such cases

is always the substantive expressed or understood, conjointly
with its adjective, the two together being considered as forming
one whole. Of these two, however, the substantive is the more
important ; since it may alone be the predicate of the article,
which the adjective cannot. In the adjective some substantive,
if not expressed, will be understood ; and what is here said
respecting adjectives ‘will apply equally to participles. On
these grounds we may account for the position, which the Greek
usage has presented to the article in immediate concord, where
one article only is employed, and also for the order of the sub-
stantive and the adjective, where the article is repeated.” “In
concord then, where the attribute is assumed of the substantive,
supposing one article only to be employed, it must be placed
immediately before the adjective.”

" He illustrates this by an example from Herodotus: SopvaAw-
o govas Tijs ATTixys wpys, the land of Attica being thus
taken by the enemy ;' the object of the writer was to specify it
in contradistinction to other lands ; and this he does by means
of the adjective Az7ixys, which is rendered still more prominent
and distinctive by means of the article prefixed. Had however
the historian thus arranged the clause, the sense would have
been the same—dopvaiwrov eoveys 775 Xwpns Arrinys. On
the position, as it stands in Herodotus, our author observes,
“¢ The reason of this position is plain. If, for example, we had
read govovs 745 (wpys, the sense would have been complete ;

“the mind of tbe reader would be satisfied : the article would
have a sufficient predicate in xwpys, and we should look no
further. When Ar7ixys precedes xwpys, this does not happen ;
xwpvs or yis or something similar is expected.” (p. 146.)

“ We are next to consider what will happen, where both the



PART IIL

Analysis of Matthi®'s account of the Greek Article.

—

Division 262.—See vol. . p. 382. THIS learned grammariee
thus properly defines the article.—** It serves to signify it
the noun with which it stands, indicates either a determins
object amongst several, which are comprehended under te
same idea, or the whole species.” He next observes i
Homer and other old poets use it in the sense of the demos-
strative pronoun—¢his. Thus, in Il a. 12. 6 means ‘i
person,’ supposing that the poet points to Xpvows, and raf
azowe (v.20.) ¢ this ransom.’ This however is not correct; {
is an abbreviation for ¢ Xpvoys, to be repeated from the pre-
ceding clause, and 7o marks awova as the things which con-
posed the ransom—the ransom money. ¢Deliver the gil®
me and take the things which I bring for redeeming her—takt
the price of her redemption,’

These poets, he observes, never use the article before proper
names. But he limits this observation by remarking, that thert
are several passages where the article is put according to tht
Attic idiom, even in those poets in proper names, where it ap-
pears to signify a designation, e. g. Il. a. 11. vov Xpuayy yripye
apyripa. What the learned author here means, I do not know;
but he seems not to have been aware that 7or, placed where it
is on account of the verse, in reality qualifies apy77pa, as has
already been observed. ¢ He dishonoured Chryses Ais priest.’

Our author seems not to have been aware that a patronymic
name comprehends a whole class, and therefore naturally ad-
mits the article to distinguish one from any other of the same
name. Thus, Aiayri s parisa Saippovs Jupor opive 75 TeAas

—= 8
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czits of #py last, because he wished to render prominent, not so
= uch the measure which secured success, as the circumstance
-f that measure having been proposed by himself.

;= % Apollonius has remarked that guos ¢ waryp is not equivalent
22 § epes waryp: the difference is, that in the former position
." f the article, the verb ssu is to be supplied between spog and
« " waryp : 'and the sense is  mine is the father ;* whilst in the
zatter something is to be affirmed or denied of one, who is
Jdready assumed to be my father.” (p.145.) This remark is
.aypercritical, If I had to say simply that my father is dead, I
jsbould have written § epnos waryp awslave : but suppose I had
.20 say that my father was dead, and that in opposition to one,
mwhose father was not dead, I should then detach the possessive
1from the article, and make it prominent by placing it first or
'dast : thus, swos & waryp or § waryp spog awsdave, ‘my father ia
.dead,’ though his father be alive.
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principal subject of discourse, if it be necessarily known who
that agent is, if the frequent recurrence of his name cannot il
to recall the idea of him even in circumstances where he is
only alluded to. The Pythagoreans said and wrote, avrog efe,
he said it. 1t was not necessary on any occasion tq say the
avros he) meant Pythagoras. The speaker or writer, the subjet
of discourse, the constant reference which his disciples mad
to him as the highest authority, were sufficient to answer tie
purpose of defining him. In the same manner, it was a not>
rious fact that Jesus had shed his blood for the benefit of man-
kind ; and the Apostles were constantly speaking of the gene
Tous sacnﬁce which he made of himself in this respect. Ontie
notoriety of this fact, as sufficient to explain his meaning, the
Apostle depended, when, carried away by the current of b
ideas, without any suspicion of a grammatical incorrectness,
he said, * Feed the church of God, which he—he, who as w
all know died on the cross—secured with his blood.”

The writers of the Christian Scriptures were plain men, litte
studious of grammatical propriety, when they knew their mean-
lng to be such as could not well be misunderstood. 1 will give
in illustration of this disputed text, an example or two of their
carelessness in regard to what is called the nominative case.
John xix. 5. “ Jesus therefore went out bearing the crown of
thorns and the purple robe ; and he said, Behold the man.” ¥
we insisted on the grammatical construction, the italic ke must
mean Jesus, whereas the sense or context makes it to signify
Pilate inentioned in the preceding verse. Acts vii. 1. * And the
chief prlest spoke, if these things were 50 ; and he said” &c,
And again in ver. 4. ““ And the God of glory appeared unto
our father Abraham—and he left the land of the Chaldeans”
&c. In strictness, ke should be a substitute for God ; but the
context shows that the writer meant Adbraham.

My conclusion then is, that no argument against a verse or
a reading in the N. T\ can be drawn from a grammatical in-
accuracy, if similar inaccuracies occur, and frequently occur, in
the writings of the same authors.
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his own use. This is the meaning of the apostle, when apo-
strophizing him, he asks, ‘“ Thou that hatest idols, dost thou
profanely rob the temple * >

‘The Apostlein apostrophizing thiswicked Jew, ver. 17, prefixes
the article to youw, because he contrasts the law with the Gospel
mentioned in the preceding verse : butin ver. 25, where no such
contrast is intended, it is used anarthrous: Nepiropy wer yap
wPEAEI, Eav YooY Wpavons® av Oe wapalarys vouwou 75, 3 wepi-
Touy oo axpolusia yeyovey. ¢ Circumcision will avail thee, if
thou wilt carry the law into effect ; but if thou be a transgressor
of the law, thy circumcision becomes uncircumcision.” Here
wopos, though without the article, plainly means the law of

* The account which Josephus gives in his Jewish Antiquities, B, xviii,
€. 3, 5, is to this effect. “ A Jew resided at Rome, who having been accused
of transgressing the laws, fled from his country to avoid the punishment
which threatened him. He was wicked in every respect. During his resi-
dence at Rome, he pretended to unfold the wisdom of the Law of Moses,
in conjunction with three other men, who in every way resembled himself.
‘With these associated Fulvia (or Paulina), a woman of rank that had be-
come a convert to the Jewish religion, and whom they prevailed upon to
send for the temple at Jerusalem presents of purple and gold. These they
received, and converted to their own use.”

Now there is reason to believe that this wicked Jew was one of the
Gnostic teachers at Rome. He pretended to teach or unfold the wisdom
or philosophy of Moses. The religion of Jesus was the religion of Moses
developed and carried to perfection. All the Jewish believers considered
and spoke of the Gospel as the wisdom or philosophy of Moses, Josephus
subjoins the character of this man to that of Christ: and his object as-
suredly was to wipe off the disgrace which his misconduct had brought on
the fair name of Jesus and his religion, The Apostle Paul in his letter
expostulates with this Jew, telling him, ¢ Thou gloriest in the law, and
yet dishonourest God by transgressing his law ; for the name of God is
evil spoken of through you among the Gentiles.” chap. ii. 2. The as-
sociates of this impostor were the magicians to whom Tiberius was de-
voted. They represented to the emperor that Jesus was one of the pagan
Gods; and they prevailed upon him to propose his deification, and to place
him with the Gods of Rome in the Pantheon. This fact is laid open in
Jones’s Ecclesiastical Researches, chap. x. p. 248 ; and also more fully in &
small volume, entitled 4 Series of important Facts demonstrating the Truth
of the Christian Religion, chap, viii, p. 72, .
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70 xaAdy, OTé EMOl TO xaxoy wapaxsirai. 'This verse is wildy
mistaken by all the translators and commentators. The e
struction is this: Edgioxw apa dri 70 xaxoy spos vapaxsve-
2401 T JEAYTI XATA TOV YO0V TOEY To xaAoy. © | find therdwe
that evil is present to mme—to me when I wish accordmg to e
law to do that which is good’ Here the object of spruwi
671 ep0s To X0V TAGAXETAL,—EWO} IS repeated on account ofi
remoteness in the first clause from this verb on which it &
pends, and 7ov yopv is elliptical for xara rov vouor.

The Pharisaical teachers, or rather the wicked Jew, theirs
presentative in the church at Rome, while they confided in f¢
law for Jusuﬁcntlon with God, indulged in the grossest sins, &
is therefore a main point with the Apostle to hold forth the Jw
as making known the existence and evil nature of sin, snd the
to condemn the impostors as sinful on the very prineiple h
which they claimed acceptance with God.

This Jew, as Josephus informs us, associated with men lih
himself, ‘wicked in every respect: these were the Egypiis
priests and Chaldean astrologers, to whom Tiberius, thoughs
fatalist, had been exceedingly devoted. These men maintainel
that the Creator was an evil being, and that the Law which ke
delivered by Moses was arbitrary and unjust. Clement of Alex-
andria has recorded the sentiments which were afterwards taugh
in Egypt by these men and their followers : and Theodoret, b
his Commentary on this very place, furnishes us with a g
of the manner in which they blasphemed the Almlghty Cm
“ Those,” writes he, “ who live in indolence (meaning the
Gnostic monks of Egypt) and are averse to the painful toils of
virtue, blame the Lord God for having given (Adam) tbe com-

. mandment, For if, say they, he knew not what would cometo
pass, how can he be God who is ignorant of the things to come.
But if, while he foresaw the transgression he laid down the
commandment, he is himselt the cause of its violation.”

These impious sentiments were among the fundamental prin-
ciples of the Gnostic system ; and they appear to have been in-
troduced into the Roman church even before the Apostle wrote
this Epistle. Hence we feel the force and drift of his argument
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their own, who was perfect and supreme over all. Thee
positions of the impoutori';‘ﬂﬁl"ﬁrbceedl thus to set asie,
ver. 4,5, ‘Owiveg eimiy lv,ﬁana:, 'Q Noj orelesizsxat 4 Safe v
al adixas, xas v vopelemia:nas. ) Aapek, xas wisxmyppini
"QN & warpeg,xas .s'omxp.nm RMbZ TAPY R, G OV AT EDW
@uop sviroyyros sx Tevs umvas. - Who are-Israckisen 31 wasmi
the adoption, and the glory, and the covenants,.and theithg
of the law, and the service, and the: promises ;- 'win esn ure 't
fathers, and er wmox is Christ accordingito the: fiesh, W
is.the great reality, /God over all to be hlessed fos evens .-~
‘irHeret oocuss & remarkable: ellipsis, though . an ellipsis-tott
jusiified by & similar Me-m all Greek: writers.. The Aput:
woeld bave . written «» § wyy 8.5 ‘but’ perceivingt theral
oophony' this would have aceasioned, -he :omritted tdr wnd ¥t
the reader te supply the omission from -the preceding. clats®
whereiit occurs three times. The sentiment it-contains is,—#it
she. God of Israel is the only supreme God, and not ‘the Gl
whom the Gnostics pretended to have revealed : as if:lieseid,
5. This holy.and all-perfect Being is worthy to be praisediind
higssed, and not to be blasphemed as he is by: the-untichr’mih
teachers.’ - This seems to be the true solution of a
sehiich-beyond any other has occasioned dlspute and. perplexiu
amung -divines *,

B UL BTSN

LY

1is §%& impostors called their unknown Supreme God Buthos or Bathos;
atid Whe' Apostle mentions by name this fictitious being at the elose of-the
preceding chapter. ¢ For I am persuaded that neither. Death, ner Lify
oK Angefs, por. Principalities, nor Powers, nor things present, nor thing
to come, nor Height (Hypsoma), nor Depth (Bathos), nor any other being,
will be able to separate us from the love of God in Christ Jesus our Lord.”
“That the deceivers called their Supreme God Bathos, we learn from Iré
.meens, p. 7. In the Excerpta of Clemens Alexandrinus, he is styled Bathos.
‘H Xy (the fomale mate of Bathos) unrng sisw vdry warray wgolrnisrran im
«ov Bades. This Bathos they represented as higher than the Creasor-of the
world; SvmAersgn o xas pudor coii Tov eupareY X&) YAV Kt FEITT TH4 1P MOCH
mswpnxaves Os00.  In reference to a representation like this, the Aposde
bere gives it the name of iyaua. That he adverts to the Gnostic notioms,
aad that the names used in this place are copied-from the Gnestic school,
will appear evident, if we attend to the accounts given by Itenmdapad
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of Gnosticism. But the emissaries of that system lost no time
in introducing it; and to secure a temporary success to their
imposture, they presented to the church a letter which they hal
forged, as if they had received it from Paul himself. See 2 Thes
f. 2. This came to the knowledge of the Apostle, and was the
means under Providence of calling forth the Second Epistleto
.the Thessalonians. The manner in which he concludes this
letter is memorable : “ The salutation is by the hand of me
Paul, which is my mark in every Epistle, thus I write : Thefs
vour of our Lord Jesus Christ be with you all.”

Now the question is, how such a mark could secure this o
any other letter of Paul from interpolation or forgery. The
doctrine taught by the impostors furnishes the true answer to
this question. They maintained that the Christ was a god dif-
- ferent from the man Jesus ; and though they extolled him =
divine, they denied his claim as a Lord to be obeyed and imi-
tated by them. The mark then lay in the sentiment, whick
the deceivers would not avow, and not in the writing, which
they could easily imitate or forge. Here then we have a re-
markable fact : The wisdom of Providence had so ordained it,
that the very signature which established the authenticity of the
Epistles of Paul with the churches to which, at the time, they
were addressed, should become a pledge to us and to all nations,
that thore Epistles had been written in opposition to men who
tadght certain erroneous notions respecting Christ, as the meam
of subverting his Gespel.

THE END.

Printed by Richard Taylor,
Shoe-Lane.






















