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ADVERTISEMENT.

THE following tract being out of print in England, it was thought of sufficient value to be
republished in this country. It is an able examination of an intricate subject, the discussion of
which has excited considerable interest, and which is in it-self of sufficient importance to require
the attention of the theological student.

The remarks of Granville Sharp Esq. upon the Uses of the Definitive Article in the Greek
Text of the New Testament first appeared in the Museum Oxoniense. Two editions of them were
afterwards edited by Dr. Burgess, Bishop of St. David’s, and they were regarded by some critics
as affording to the Trinitarian an unanswerable argument in support of his creed. The following
are the alterations which Mr. Sharp would introduce into the Received Version on the authority
of the rules he advanced.

Acts xx, 28. (Adopting the reading Tov Kvprov kot ®gov) he would translate “The church of
him who is Lord and God.”

Ephes. v, 5. “In the kingdom of Christ our God.”

2 Thess. i, 12. “According to the grace of Jesus Christ our God and Lord.”

1 Tim. v, 21. }

2 Tim. iv, 1. } “Before Jesus Christ, our God and Lord.”

Titus ii, 13. “The glorious appearing of Jesus Christ, our great God and Saviour.”

2 Peteri, 1. “Of our God and Saviour Jesus Christ,.”

Jude 4. “Our only master Jesus Christ, both God and Lord.”

No alteration has been made from the English edition of Mr. Winstanley’s Vindication of the
common version of these texts, except the correction of numerous typographical errors. An
appendix has been added by a friend of the editor, containing some remarks upon Middleton’s
Treatise on the Greek Article, and such extracts from the notice of that work which appeared in
the Monthly Review for May and June 1810, as were thought applicable to the subject.






VINDICATION, &c.

SIR,

WHEN, I first perused your Remarks on the uses of the definitive article in the Greek text of
the New Testament, I confess, I did not see them in that imposing light in which they have since
been recommended to public attention. The tract appeared to my judgment to be defective in
several particulars; but my opinion of it was, for a time, considerably affected by reading
afterwards the strong and unqualified language of your learned editor, the present Bishop of St.
David’s. I determined, therefore, to bestow upon it as minute and careful an examination as [
was capable of, that I might not be led into error, either by a veneration for great names, or by,
what is not less common or less natural, a secret spirit of opposition to magisterial decisions on
subjects incapable of demonstration.

The following observations have lain by me for a considerable time, owing to causes which it
is not necessary to state; I only mention this circumstance as affording some presumption that
they have not been hastily prepared for the press, as I have had time enough to revolve and
review them; and that I may, without arrogance, propose them to your candid reflection, as
sufficient to convince you, notwithstanding the acknowledged authority of your learned editor,
that you have not “decidedly applied a rule of construction to the correction of the common
English version of the New Testament;” that there exists no necessity for correcting that version
according to your rule; and that it does not “conceal from the English reader any thing
discoverable in the original.”

In saying this, I incur the danger, it seems of being thought a partial reader, unacquainted
with the Greek language, or even blinded by unhappy prejudices, if I do not expose myself to the
imputation of Socinianism. But if you will peruse my remarks with patience to the end, though
you may not acquit me of the involuntary imperfections of error and ignorance, you will, I am
persuaded, not seriously charge me with wilful perversion of the sacred writings: o0 yap 6TeEVd®
VIKN OO KOK®G, dAAa {ntnoat aAnbwc.



Be this as it may, the question between us is simply concerning the accuracy and fidelity of
the common English version in those particular passages, which, you insist, ought to be
corrected; and which, I think, need no such correction. To defend them as they now stand, all
doctrinal inferences for the present being kept apart, should not be regarded as a useless labour,
when it is considered, that your censures tend to bring that version into disrepute, after it has
been read so long by authority in our churches, and been used with confidence and veneration by
a numerous body of unlettered Christians. Some inconvenience, not to say some danger, might
be apprehended from admitting alterations into it, or even from publicly proposing them as
necessary; and, therefore, they ought to be rejected, until their necessity be proved by
incontestible evidence. Whether you have yet done this will appear in the sequel.

But before your rules are examined, it will not be improper to takes some notice of a
principle of interpretation advanced by your learned editor, namely, that in all remote and written
testimony the weight of evidence must ultimately depend upon the grammatical analogy of the
language in which it is recorded. Admitting this to be true, for it is indisputable, yet if applied,
as it seems intended to be, to the examination of separate passages, uncompared with, and
uncontrolled by, other passages of similar import in the same author, it will sometimes
disappoint the student. Such passages, if the grammatical construction alone be considered, may
be ambiguous, and, by themselves, afford no satisfactory evidence. They want illustration and
solution; and the cardinal question is, Whence is this solution to be sought? Not ultimately from
critics and commentators, not from versions, nor yet from Greek and Latin fathers. The learned
Beza may be confronted with the no less learned Erasmus, the former versions with the present,
and to the opinion of the fathers may be opposed direct exceptions to your principal rule: so that
we are driven at last to that source of illustration, which ought never to be rejected, except in
cases of extreme necessity. If the sacred writers have expressed themselves ambiguously in
some instances, and on the same subject clearly in others, and still more in a great plurality of
others, we are bound, in exclusion of every extraneous authority, to consult them as their own
best interpreters; 0&tL yop VIEP TOV APOVOV TOIS PAVEPOLS LOPTVPLOLS YpNcOat.

Should this appear to be the real state of all the passages adduced for a corrected version, our
common version may be satisfactorily defended. This is all I undertake to do; and for this
purpose we may now proceed to the discussion of your rules. They are here transcribed for the
sake of more convenient reference.



RULE I. When two personal nouns of the same case are connected by the copulative xau, if
the former has the definitive article, and the latter has not, they both relate to the same person.

RULE II. If both nouns have the article, but not the copulative, they relate to the same person.

RULE III. If the first has the article and the second has not, and there is no copulative, they
also relate to the same person.

RULE IV. If the nouns are not personal, they relate to different things or qualities.

RULE V. If personal nouns of the same case are connected by the copulative, and the first has
not the article, they relate to different persons.

RULE VI. If they are connected by the copulative, and both have the article, they relate also
to different persons.

In this discussion I shall observe the following method:

First, I shall point out some sources of error common to all your rules.

Secondly, 1 shall consider a class of exceptions which are not repugnant to the conclusion you
would establish.

Thirdly, I shall produce such exceptions as are inconsistent with that conclusion.

Fourthly, 1 shall offer some remarks on the Syntax of the definitive article, and the
copulative.

Lastly, I shall examine the passages of Scripture, which are the objects of this investigation.

These rules are all founded on the presence or the absence of the copulative or the article;
and nothing can be more imperfect than such rules. Both the copulative and the article are
frequently suppressed by authors, and must be supplied by the reader’s understanding. As this
can only be done by attending to the context, and sometimes to the signification of the words
employed, so far as the construction (the presence or absence of the copulative, for instance,)
from being always the sole guide to sense, that an apprehension of the sense must frequently
precede our knowledge of the construction; as when we have to determine, whether two personal
nouns of the same case, gender, &c.. in immediate connexion,



are in concord or apposition, and, therefore, relating to the same person, or not. Thus, according
to your second and third rules taken together, and compared with your examples, personal nouns
connected without the copulative denote the same person. If you mean nouns in concord or
apposition, you beg the question, and nobody will oppose you; but if you mean simply nouns so
arranged in the same sentence, your rules are false: and that such is your meaning is evident
from your excepting nouns impersonal only, or genitives depending on each other in succession.
I will transcribe two of your examples, followed by two more of a different kind, but constructed
in the same manner.

KO YOAAMOGE TO TVELLLO LOV ML T® OE® T® GOTNPL LOV.

This example is intended to confirm your second rule. The next is to serve the same purpose
under your third; but they prove nothing but that nouns in apposition denote the same person or
thing.

[TowAog, doviog Beov, dmocorog o€ Incov.

But now let us compare these that follow.

TG 1] TOV TOCOVTMOV E£VMOIG, KOl OOPECIS EVOVUEVAOV, TOL TVELUATOG, TOL TOOOC, TOV
natpoc. — Athen. Leg. 49.

gav un dvayevvnOnte voatt LoV, €iG OVOLO TATPOC, VIOV, AYLOL TVEVUATOG, OV Un| eiceAOnTe
eig v Pactrielay tov ovpavev. — Clementina, 698

Here are nouns person, constructed according to your rules and genitive cases too, not
depending on each other, yet plain exceptions. They are instances of the copulative suppressed,
according the figure asyndeton, and very common with Greek writers, when several similar
words are used in succession. You must have read of such a figure, though you must as certainly
have forgotten it; for some of your examples adduced in confirmation of your rules are only
instances of it; and your fourth rule is nothing else. If nouns (connected without the copulative)
are not personal, they relate to different things or qualities. This is your fourth rule, and here is
your example:

YOPLS, EAEOG, €lpMVT ATTO BEOL TATPOG NUWV.

The copulative is here suppressed, and might as well have been so with nouns personal; or it
might have been used in either case, without any difference in signification. So little is to be
inferred from the omission of the copulative, without attention to the known sense of the words
employed.

Nothing, again, can be more fallacious than the manner in which you have arrived at the
formation of your rules; which is evidently by inferring a general rule of interpretation from a
prevailing mode of construction. Thus, having never found, that, when the same person is meant
by nouns joined by the copulative, the article is repeated before the second noun; you infer that
whenever the article is not so repeated, the same



person is meant. Let us then compare two examples from Aristotle’s Ethics:

0 dg yaplelg kot Erevbepog ovTmG EEEL.

This example agrees with your first rule, and would be considered by you as some
confirmation of it; but take the other:

TePL 4G (AMOANVGELG) AEYOUEV TOV GMOPPOVO, KO AKOAOSOV.

This is a plain exception to your rule; and is known to be so, not from the context, nor the
construction, but from the signification of the nouns themselves, which cannot be understood of
the same person; so that we must have recourse to a principle of interpretation distinct from any
mentioned by you, namely, a regard to the sense of the nouns employed. Simple, and almost
trifling, as all this may appear, yet it deserves to be repeated; for if you were to add this principle
as a limitation of your grand rule, by saying, the nouns relate to the same person, except where
their signification forbids it, all your criticisms would avail little, and you would be obliged to
examine the New Testament upon more enlarged and liberal grounds than you have taken.

To any rules founded on the use of the copulative, or article, or both, and directing us to
understand two persons to be intended, there is a whole class of exceptions, which, as they do
not affect your final conclusion one way or other, should be brought together, and set aside to
prevent embarrassment; I allude to nouns used as predicates of a proposition.

The predicate of a proposition is thus constructed in Greek. Of an incontrovertible
proposition the predicate never takes the article; as,

0 pev yap peyorompennc Ehevbeplog: 6 de Ehevbepiloc ov0ev poAdov peyolompennc. — Arist.

And, therefore, (excepting proper names, or pronouns having the force of proper names)
when two nouns are joined by a verb, one having the article, and the other not, that which has the
article is the subject, the other the predicate, as,

Bgog Mv 6 Aoyog

Though too much stress may have been laid on the omission of the article before 6cog; yet
that omission is by no means insignificant. It serves, according to the Greek idiom, to exhibit the
noun 0eog as an attribute of the Logos; not as an equivalent appellation that might be substituted
for it. In this sense the Greek fathers understood it, as is evident from their using the noun 6eog
as an adjective in allusion to this passage; the expression 6 6gog Aoyog being familiar to



them. The common version is inferior in precision to the original, nor could it be otherwise; the
English noun God not admitting the distinction preserved in the Greek. But if the word Deity
were substituted, the translation would approach as near to the precision of the original, as the
language would admit, as thus:

In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with the Deity, and the word was Deity.

Of a similar kind is the much contested text of St. Peter, Be6a10tepov £YOUEV TOV TPOPNTIKOV
Aoyov, which Sherlock has rendered differently, as he confesses, from all the Greek expositors,
and inconsistently with the construction. BebGaiotepov must be the predicate, and the whole
passage does not necessarily signify more than this, We have the prophetic word more sure, or, it
is more sure to us: whether in its own nature, or in consequence of the transfiguration and its
attendant circumstances, this is not the place to enquire. The above use of the verb &y, as well
as of its corresponding verb habeo, to connect a predicate to its subject is not uncommon, as in
Origen’s comment on this passage from the 54™ Psalm.

‘Idov yap 6 Bgog Bonbet pot, kKot 6 KVPLOG AVTIANTTOP THG YLYNG LOV.

The comment is this:

Bonbov dg €yev 6LOAOYEL TOV TOTEPQ, KOL KUPLOV AVTIAAUOOVOUEVOV TNG YOYIG aDTOL, tval
lmn Tov viov.

He confesses that he has the father his helper — that the father is his helper, &c. where it is
remarkable that Origen does not repeat the article before kvpiov, though it is repeated in the text.

Of a convertible proposition (that is when the predicate is equally comprehensible with the
subject) both the subject and the predicate have the article, or are both without it, as

®ce AoV, OTL Kot O d1kaiog EcTat O TE VOULULOG Kot O 160G, — Arist.

The words 0 dwaiog, 6 vopog, 0 icog, are all convertible terms in the philosophy of
Aristotle, and may be substituted for one another.

0 (v dptog 0 Vo Tov TaTPog dobelg 6 viog &ctv. — Origen.

KO 1] GULOPTLOL EGLV 1) TTOPAVOLLLAL.

On this passage, Pearson has somewhere remarked, that the two nouns are constructed as
perfectly convertible, as if there could be no sin, where there was no transgression of law.

1 TPOPT TV POBOVUEV®V TOV KLPLOV 1] GOPLa £GLV TOV Beov.

apym yop coplag podoc kuplov. — Origen.

Now two or more nouns may be connected as predicates of the same subject, and, therefore,
as relating to the same person in every form of construction, with or without, either copulatives,
or articles.

mavto yop 6 0€0¢ ECv aTOG ADT®, WS ATPOGITOV, KOGLOC TEAELOS, TVELLLA, OLVOULS, AOYOG.
— Athenag. Leg. 61.



You would regard this example as a confirmation of one of your rules, though it is nothing to
the purpose. There is no copulative; but there might have been four, as in the next;

o0K €Gv pov a&log, Aeyel tov givar viog Beov, kol poabntng Beov, Opov Kol ELAOG Kot
ovyyevng. — Clem. Alex.

GPYIEPEVG YOP TWV TPOCPOPMV MWV, KOl TPOS TOV TOTEPO TUPUKANTOS £GV O LIOG TOV Beov.
— Origen.

00 J0IU®OV O TOLG TOWOVLGOE EMUTPEYAG TTPOG ToV Beov, dAAa Beog Aoyoc, kot Bgov moug. —
Origen

BonBog pov kot dvtiinmTmp pov &l ov. — Psalm.

ioYVg LoV KoL AVTIANTTTOP Hov O Kuplog. — Psalm.

oL &l a0To¢ 0 Pfactievg pov, kat 0 Beog pov. — Psalm.

You have adduced some passages of the same kind, as exceptions to your fifth, and sixth
rules, as,

gym gipt To A ko To Q, dpym Kot TEAOC.

TOV 0PV TOV APYOL0V, OG €61 O16OA0G KOl GOTOVOC.

These (latter) you say, are two different names or appellatives, attributed (by the explanatory
words 6¢ €c1) to the same old serpent. That is, they are predicates of the same proposition. So
far your distinction is sufficiently correct: but you have not always been equally circumspect; for
under your third rule, according to which, The omission of the copulative between two or more
nouns (of the same case) even without the article before the second noun, will denote the same
person, you give this example,

nemolfog 1€ oeavTov OONYOV Eivol TLVEAMV, PMG TV £V GKOTEL, TUOELTNV APPOVOYV,
UCKAAOV VNTILOV, K. T. A.

The nouns, 0dnyov, ewg, &c. are certainly descriptive of the same person; not, as you think,
because the copulative is omitted; but because they are predicates of the same indirect
proposition; and would have equally described the same person, had the copulative been used, as
it might have been, as before;

0VK £V 1oL A&10G, TOL givat viog Bgov, Kot padng Beov.

OTL yeugng &6t Kot O TaTnp ovTOoV.

néet Beov viog, TV OGIOV KPITNG, Kol TOV ASIK®V KOAANG. — Origen.

I have added this last example, for the sake of observing, that the verb substantive is implied,
and must be understood: The son of God will come (to be) the judge of the holy, &c. The same
remark is applicable to these examples that follow, and many more:

€1g 0 £€1eOnV KNPLE Kot ATOCOAOG Kol S1000KAAOG EOVOV.

OTL KOl KUPLOV KOl PGSOV aToV O Be0g Emomaey.

TOVTOV O GPYNYOV Kol GOTNPA VYWOOE TN de&1g ahTov.



It is upon this occasion, that you bring in your Fourth Rule, namely, It is upon this occasion,
that you bring in your Fourth Rule, namely, Yet it is otherwise, when the nouns are not of
personal description or application; for then they denote distinct things or qualities, as,

YOPLS, EAEOG, €ipM v GO B0V TATPOG NUWV.

But these nouns are so many subjects of a sentence, divisible into as many sentences, the
copulative being suppressed; had they been predicates, they might have described the same
person, or thing, as,

mavto yop 6 0€0¢ ECv aTOG AT®, WS ATPOGITOV, KOGLOC TEAELOS, TVELLLA, OLVOULS, AOYOG.
— Athenag. Leg.

Or with the copulative,

io(VGg LoV KOt DUVNOIS LoV O KLPLOG.

The noun ioyvg and vuvnoig, separated from the context, are certainly names of different
things; but here they are descriptive of one person 0 kvplog, as much as nouns personal would
be; as for instance, fonbog kot avtiinmtop in a former example.

TOPESWKEV EAVTOV VIEP NUOV TPOCSPOPAV Kot Buciay T Bew.

And now, SIR, having collected, in order to set aside, that class of exceptions, which would
otherwise only perplex and embarrass our enquiry, I shall proceed to examine your several Rules
in their order, and prove them to be some defective, some fallacious, and others absolutely false.

RULE I. When two personal nouns of the same case are connected by the copulative ko, if
the former has the definitive article, and the latter has not, they both relate to the same person, as,

0 0g0g Kot TaTNP----0 KLPLOG KOl GOTNP.

This rule is generally true; but it is defective, inasmuch as it is liable to exceptions, which, if
taken together, and fairly considered, must be fatal to the inference you would deduce from it.
Nouns not personal are excluded by the terms of the rule: and your acknowledged exceptions are
of plurals, and proper names. Iadd, 1%, That national appellations must be excepted, as,

0 Moabumg kot Appavitng. — Origen de Orat. 229.

24, If one of the nouns be a plural.

mepPL 1oL Incov kat ypisiavmy. — Origen.

€ig Tag ABnvog é€emepye ouv ™ puntpt kot doviolg. Clementina, 718.

3d, If one of the nouns be impersonal.

HeTA TOL GEIOMPENECOTOL EMOKOTOV VUMV, KOl GELOTAOKOV TVELHOTIKOL GEQPOVOL TOL
TPESOLTEPLOL VU®V. — Ignat. epist. 21.



Aocmnalopot tov a&tobeatov EMGKOTOV, Kol 0E0TPENECATOV TPEGOVTEPLOV.

4™ If one of them be a proper name.

ol TG0t €lkova £(0VGL TOL APYOVTOG Beov TaTtpog, Kot Inocov Xpigov. — Ignat. ad Magn.

&v BeAnuatt Tov Tatpog, Kot Incov Xpiotov tov Ogov Nuwv. — Ignat. ad Ephes.

5™ When the signification of the nouns renders any farther mark of personal distinction
unnecessary.

nePL 4G (AMOANVCELG) AEYOUEV TOV GMOPPOVO, KoL dkoAagov. — Arist. Ethic.

TOV Yop EYKPOTOVG KOl AKPOTOVG TOV AOYOV EMOLVOVUEY. — Id.

TOTEPOV O EYKPOTNG KOl AKPATNG EICL T TTEPL G, ) TO TOGC, EXOVIESG TNV dlapopay. — Id.

0 & ayabog kot Kokog Kiga dtadnAot kad’ vvov. — Id.

1N T0L éAeVBEPOL AL SLUPEPEL TNG TOV AVOIPATOOIMOOVG, KOl OV TOV TEMALOEVIEVOD KO
amondevtov. — Id.

&V T® yop EXEW HEV, Un xpNodat Og, SPEPOVGAV OPOUEV TNV EELV- O TE KOl EYELV WS KoL
un €xewv- olov Tov KaOgudovTa, Kot LLOVOUEVOV, KOl Oiveuevov. — Id.

Ko 010 TOVT €IC TAVTO TOV AKPOTH KOl AKOAACTOV TIOEUEY, KOl £YKPOTN Kol GO@pova. — Id.

In all the above-cited passages from Aristotle, the nouns, though personal, are used in a
general or universal sense. In this respect, it must be confessed, they differ materially from those
of which you would correct the common version; and so far may be thought inapplicable to our
present purpose. But they are not totally inapplicable; as they prove, that when the signification
of the nouns renders any farther precaution unnecessary, the second article may be omitted,
without confounding the distinction of persons. They prove also that the article may be
understood after the copulative; for the same author as frequently repeats it with similar nouns,
as,

€170, TTEPL TTOLOL TOV AKPOTY KoL TOV £yYKpoTn OgTe0V.
And sometimes he omits it altogether, and also in the same sense, as,

0 0TOG AOYOC Kol TEPL OIVOUEVOD Kol KOELOOVTOC,.

0 pev ovv [lepowv 1 Pouaiov Bactiemg catpamng Kot VIEPOYOS, 1| SPATNYOGS. K. T. A. — Cels.
apud Orig.

I shall now subjoin several quotations, which come within all the limitations of your first
rule, and are direct exceptions to it.

Clemens Alexandrinus has this quotation from Plato:

TOV TOVTOV BeoV aiTiov Kot T8 1)YEHovVog Kot aiTi8 TaTEPU KUPLOV ETOUVUVTOG.

Here tov fjygpovog kot aitiov is an agreement with your rule, but



TOoV TovTOV Beov----Kat matepo kKvplov is in direct opposition to it. Origen has the same
quotation with some difference, but still without the repetition of the article before natepa, thus,

KOl TOV TOV TavTov 0gov, YELOVA TOV T€ OVIOV KOl TOV UEAAOVTI®OV, TOV TE NYEUOVOS KOl
QiTIOV TOTEPO. KOl KVPLOV EMOUVOVTOG,

Clemens observes, that Plato appears to be describing the Father and the Son; @oawveton
matepo Kot viov ugovov; and Origen makes a similar observation: so that neither of these
Greek fathers thought the repetition of the article so necessary to distinguish two persons. It may
be remarked also, by the way, that where Clemens writes matepo Kvplov, Origen writes wotepa
Kot kvplov, for one person; which is an exception to your fifth rule.

T e TOV OA®V TPOCEYETE Kol SOUCKAAD TOV TEPL OTOV padnpatov T Incov. — Orig.
contra Cels. 497.

This is surely a pertinent example. The attribute 61dackalog without the article repeated,
must be referred not to the preceding 0 6gog, but to the following 6 'Incovg as a distinct subject;
and in the same manner may five of your examples be understood. If you should object, that the
article, though not prefixed to ddackarog is to ‘Incovg, it may be replied, that it is not there a
mark of difference, but of identity with d1dackaroc, and being prefixed to a proper name might
as well have been omitted. That it is not, in such a situation, a mark of personal distinction,
might be shown in many instances, such as these,

Agyel Og O Kvplog MUV Kot cwtp Incovg 6 Xpigog &v evayyehorc. — Const. Apost. 258.

TOV KooV Umv Bgov Kat Kuplov Tov ypicov. — See Sharp, 110.

T d¢ Be@ TaTpL, Kot ViE TO KVPL MUV Incov Xpice cuv e ayww Tvevuatt doa. — See
note in Burgh’s Enquiry, 359.

In this example, as well as in the last one cited from Origen, the article is not repeated
immediately after the copulative, and is so far an exception to your rule. If it be objected, that it
is afterwards repeated, I reply, as before, that in such a situation it is a mark of identity with the
noun immediately preceding. Besides, if you should think it any thing more, you must give up
one of your own examples, namely,

Awpaptopopot ovv €ym Evomov tov Beov kat kvpov Incov Xpiotov TOY perliovrtog
Kpvew {ovtag Kot VEKPOLG.

YWVETOL 61 0LV TO TAVTO TOL AVOP®ITOV, OTL T TOVTO TOV B0V Kol KOWVA GOV TOWV GLAOLY
T0 TOVTO, TOV BE0V Kot dvBpwmov. — Clem. Alexand. 76.

10



If any objection should be made to this example, it must be, that the last noun, dvOpwnog, (by
which the author means a pious Christian) is used in a general sense. It is, however, a farther
proof that the repetition of the article is not so necessary, as you have supposed. The reason why
it is omitted in this particular instance, I shall consider hereafter; for the present I shall produce
some examples, to which no objection can be imagined.

ued’ ob do&a @ Be@ Kot maTpt Kat Ay wvevpott. Epist. Eccles. Smyrn. de Martyr. Polycarp

@oPov tov Beov, vie, kot Pacirea, Kot und’ Etep® avTeV dnelnong. — Parem. cap. 24, v. 21

This passage from the Septuagint, which I am surprised you should have overlooked, is thus
quoted in the interpolated epistle of Ignatius to the Smyrneans:

TIUO, ENOL, Vi, ToV Bgov Kot Pactiea.

It would be unnecessary to examine the rest of your rules, if you had not proposed them as
confirmations of the first: but this being the case, some notice must be taken of them; and it shall
be as short as I can make it.

Your second rule is, that when both the nouns have the article but not the copulative, they
relate to the same person.

I call this a fallacious rule, because, if by the copulative omitted, you mean neither expressed
nor understood, the rule is indeed true; but then it is no more than a common rule of concord,
and of much less importance, than you intended it should appear. It is founded on the manner in
which an attribute is connected in Greek to its subject; which is, by prefixing the article to the
attribute, wherever the latter is placed. One of your examples, and they are all alike, is, Tov
moeva Tov peyav, the great shepherd, which may be thus expressed, 0 peyog motunv----moyuny 6
peyoc----or 0 mowunv 6 peyoc. This last form of construction is the foundation of your rule. But
if from hence you would infer that the mere omission of the copulative between such nouns
shows them to relate to the same person, your rule is false; as for instance,

TV Z1I6LAL®V T0 TAN00G, 1) Zapa, 1 Kohopwvia, 1 Kopowa, 1 k. T. A. — Clem. Alexand.

TG 1] TOV TOCOVTMOV E£VMOIG, KOl OWPECIS EVOVUEVAOV, TOL TVELUATOG, TOV TOOOC, TOV
moTpoG. — Athenag. Leg. 49.

Your third rule is, that the omission of the copulative between two or more nouns (of the
same case) of personal description, even without the ar-
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ticle before the second noun, will have the same effect; namely, will denote the same person.

This rule is no more than an extension of the former, and equally fallacious, and for the same
reason. If you mean, when the copulative is neither expressed nor understood, you have only
given a common rule of concord, or apposition: if you mean any thing more, your rule is false.
Your first example is nothing to the purpose, the several nouns being predicates of a proposition;
and for that reason only are descriptive of the same person; not, as you suppose, because the
copulative is omitted, for it might as well have been inserted, meroiBog 1€ ceavtov GdNyoV givar
TVPA®V, PO TOV &V GKOTEL, TOLSEVTNV APPOVOV, SOUCKOAOV VNT®V. K. T. A. St. Paul might
have written, Kot @®G, Kot Todvtny, Kot ddackarov, without any difference of signification.

Your following rules are instances of concord or apposition, and are known to be so, not
from the omission of the copulative, but from that, and the signification of the nouns, taken
together; as will appear from the subjoined examples, which are direct exceptions to your rule:

Awokovog apoptlel VTOSOKOVOV, AyvmcnV, YOATNV, dlOKOVIGGOV, K. T. A. — Constit. Apost.
1.8.

gav un dvayevvnOnte voatt LoV, €iG OVOLO TATPOC, VIOV, AYLOL TVEVUATOG, OV UN| eiceAOnTe
eig v Pacirelay tov ovpavov. — Clementina, 698.

omov ovk évi ‘EAAnv kot Tovdaiog, mepttopn kot akpobugia, Popbdapoc, Xkvdng, doviog,
glevbepoc. — St. Paul

&V TAVTOLG KOTEKELTO TANOOC TOAL TV AGHEVOLVTOV, TVEAWMY, YOA®V, ENPOV, EKOEXOUEVMV
™V Tov VoUTOG Kvnotv. — St. John

Your fourth rule, relating to nouns not personal, may be passed over. It is sufficient to
repeat, that it is founded on the construction called asyndeton. Let us proceed to the fifth; viz.
When there is no article before the first noun, the insertion of the copulative before the next
noun, or name, of the same case, denotes a different person or thing from the first.

This rule, as it relates to things expressed by more than two nouns, is only the fourth rule
with the ellipsis of the copulative supplied. In your first example, all the copulatives might have
been omitted. I ought to have observed before, that the asyndeton never takes place, unless there
be more than two nouns; thus we have yopig vuwv ko gipnvn ano Bgov motpog, where the
copulative could not be omitted; yapic, €éieog, €ipnvn amo Oeov motpog, with the copulative
understood. If, therefore, you had restricted your second and third
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rules, to two nouns only, they would have been true; that is, they would have been rules of
concord; but that was evidently short of your intention: besides the concord may be carried
through several nouns.

But this fifth rule, as it relates to persons, is utterly false; nouns constructed according to it,
may relate to the same, or to different persons. Of different persons you have given examples;
my business is to adduce some, where the same person is described.

0V yap £G1V - ASGIKOVVTO, KOl ETLOPKOLVTO, Kol YEVSOUEVOV, duvauy Bebatav ktnoachat. —
Demost.

eVYOPICOUEV O MG Be® Ko TaTPL Kot Kuplw. — Origen.

gvyechol MUag ov del, AAAL O APYLEPEMS KOl TOPOKANTOV OUVOUEVOD GUUTOOEV TOLC
aocBeveloug nuov. — Origen.

mcevoov avlpore avlpon kol 0e- mcevoov AvOpwne T TOOOVTL KAl TPOCKVLVOLUEVE
Bew Lovtl. — Clem. Alex. 578.

TAPUBOANV KVUPLOV TIG VONGEL, €1 [ 0OQOG KOl EMICNUOV, KOl AYUT®V TOV KUPLOV a)TOV. —
Clem. Alex. 578.

Your exception is, “when the numerical adjective &€ig precedes the first noun; in which case
the copulative kot will have the same effect that it has between two nouns where only the first is
preceded by the article, agreeably to the first rule;” as, Eig 6gog kot motnp.

It is true that it will have the same effect; that is, it will generally denote the same person, but
not always; as,

VUELG OV, O E€MIOKOTMOL, €1G VO TOTEPO, KoL VIOV, KOL (YLOV TVELUO, TPITOV PONTICOTE. —
Constit. Apost.

Your sixth rule is, If both the nouns, connected by the copulative, have the article, they relate
to different person.

There is no more truth in this rule than in the preceding one. You should have said, the
nouns are distinct appellations, or attributes, generally of different persons, but sometimes of the
same person. You have, in part, acknowledged this, by saying, “except distinct and different
actions are intended to be attributed to one and the same person, that is, as far as may be
discovered by the context.” But there frequently occur passages, in which neither the context,
nor the grammatical construction, nor any thing present, without a previous acquaintance with
the usual application of the terms, can enable us to determine whether one person, or two, be
intended; as,

0 dg OUOAOYOLUEVOG VIO TOL TOONG KTIGEMC TPOTOTOKOV, KOl TOL VIOV TOV AvOpwmov,
oLVIGTATOL OO TNG TOV LIOL TOL Bgov, Kot TOL VIOV TOV AVOPOTOL OHOAOYIOG T® &V OVPOVOLG
motpl. — Origen.
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No reader unacquainted with the language of the Greek Testament, or of ecclesiastical
writers, could possibly discover whether the above genitives were appellations of one person, or
of two. It would be difficult to show, why the like previous knowledge must be abandoned
during our attempts to interpret passages constructed according to your first rule; in order to
determine whether they must, or must not be considered as exceptions to it. I add several more
exceptions to the last, or sixth rules.

TOV OVV £V O &V TOLG TPOPTTOLG AEYMV, KOl O TEPAGLO TEMOMKMG. — Origen.

Omep MV 0 LovoyevNg Tov Bgov, Kot O TPMTOTOKOG TOGNC KTIGEWG. — Origen.

tva - 0 Bgog do&alntal, Kot 6 povog ayafog Kot 0 povog cmtnp S’ viov £§ aiwvog &ig aiwva
gmywvookntot. — Clem. Alex. 723.

€1 0LV 0 KVPLOG NUWV, Kot O dSdacKAA0G, 0OVTMG ETanevwacey ovtov. — Const. Apost. 290.

kot £€opkil® € Kuprov Tov Beov Tov oVPavOL, Kat Tov Bgov ™G YNnG. — Gen.

0 Bgog AGpaap ko 6 Beog Naywp kpwvel dva pecov nuov. — Gen.

I should now proceed to the immediate consideration of the several passages of Scripture in
question, if I had not thought that the following observations on the use of the prepositive article,
and the copulative, might contribute to the elucidation of the subject. Some of them will contain
nothing but what must be familiar to most readers of Greek; but others I have reason to regard in
a different light, having never met with them in any grammatical treatise; and all of them may
convey information to those who have not paid particular attention to this portion of Greek
syntax. As I wish to make myself clearly understood, I must bespeak your candour in favour of
any little prolixity that may appear in them.

The definitive article denotes that appellation, whether single or complex, to which it is
prefixed, is peculiar to the thing signified, or not common to it with any other thing. Of course it
is used in the whole extent of its signification, including all and every thing, to which the single
or complex term can be applied. The article might, therefore, be defined to be, the symbol of
universality or totality. Accordingly, when it is prefixed to an appellative noun, without any
adjunct of limitation expressed or understood, it includes the whole genus, as, 6 avOpwmog, man;
in which case the article is frequently omitted, as,

TOMTIKOV Yop 0 AvOpmmog Kot 6LV TeEQPLKOG. — Arist.

(QVOEL TOMTIKOV AvOpwTOg — Arist.
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If the article with any term of distinction or limitation, is placed either before or after a noun
appellative, the words include as much of the genus, as they can be applied to, as, 0 dyafog
avBpowmnoc, the good man, i.e. every good man.

And if the appellation, whether single or complex, be peculiar to some individual, it will, of
course signify that individual only, as, AnpocBevng 6 pntop. IMiotov 6 eriocoeoc. In this case,
however, the adjunct of distinction is frequently understood, as 6 knpv&, the messenger, meaning
0 knpvg o0 mporeyouevoc. — Thucyd.

As to the copulative ka, in its proper sense of a copulative, it always implies plurality; and is
used to connect words of the same class, if not in grammatical, at least in logical consideration;
as, several subjects, several attributes, several predicates or affirmations, or words used as
subjects, attributes or predicates: nor does it ever connect dissimilar words, as an attribute to its
subject; whether these consist of an adjective and substantive, or of two substantives; as, 0
ayaBog avOpwmog. 6 Beog Aoyoc.

In like manner a proper name and appellative connected as subject and attribute, do not admit
the copulative between them, as [Thatwv 6 prioco@poc.

There are, however, two seeming exceptions to this rule regarding the copulative. The first
arises from the frequent practice in Greek of prefixing the copulative to all the words connected
by it, not excepting the first: and therefore, when an adjective agrees with two following
substantives, the copulative may be inserted between the adjective and the first substantive, in
the sense rendered by the particle both, as,

Agyopev — Tov BEATIOVOS GEL KO LOPLOV KOl AVOPMTOL GTOVSOIOTEPOY TNV EVEPYELNY. — ATist.

And when a substantive is followed by two adjectives agreeing with it, the copulative may be
inserted between the substantive and the first adjective, as,

€V TOIG GLVOALAYLLOGL KOL TOIC £KOVGLOIE KOl TOLG AKOVGoVC. — Id.

The other seeming exception, according to which the copulative may be inserted between an
adjective and substantive, is, when it is used as an amplification, expressed by vel, in Latin; or in
English by though, or by even placed after both the nouns, as,

a o0de Ogpig T coepovt kot avlponw Premewv. — Origen. Quee vel verecundo homni
adspicere nefas. Which things to behold would be abominable for a modest man even, or for a
modest person, though a man.

Except in the two cases above-mentioned, the attribute is placed, without the copulative, in
immediate connexion with its subject; the
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article, if it be used at all, being always prefixed to the attribute. When the attribute is the former
of the two nouns, there is only one article, as, 0 dyafog avOpwmog. When the attribute is in the
latter place, there may be one or two articles, as, dvOpwmnog 0 dyabog, or, 0 dvOpwmog O dyabog.
When the attribute is placed before the article and the subject, the words constitute a whole
proposition, as, dyafog 6 avBpwnoc, the man is good. The same may be said, when the attribute
without an article follows the article and the subject, as 6 avOpwmoc dyadog, the man is good: nor
is it agreeable to the general idiom of the Greek language to use this last arrangement to signify
the good man, unless there be another attribute or term of distinction inserted between the article
and subject, and something farther be expressly affirmed of the whole, as,

0 GOPICIKOC AOYOG WYEVOOUEVOG, Amoplo. — Arist.

1 HETO AO0YOL £EIC TPOKTIKY, ETEPOV £GL TNG LETOL AOYOV TTONTIKNG £Eewc. — Id.

1 0€ KOAOLLEVT YVOUT - 1] TOV EMIEIKOVS ECL KPLotlg 0pon. — Id.

When several attributes are connected by the copulative, the Greek writers seem to have been
directed to the use of the article solely by a regard to perspicuity; according to which, the general
rule is, to repeat the article when different things, and especially when different persons are
intended; and to avoid the repetition, when the same thing, and especially when the same person
is described: but to this rule there are frequent exceptions, depending often on the mere
arrangement of words. Thus, when two adjectives precede the substantive, though relating to
different things expressed by that substantive, the article is not always repeated, as,

0V YOp TOVTOYOL 150 TO OIVIPaL KOl GLTNPOL LETPQL. — AFist.

If the adjectives follow the substantives, though they relate to the same person or thing, the
article may be repeated or not, as,

Ogog O peyag kot ioyvpoc. — Jerem.

Beog O peyag kot 0 ioyvpog. — Genes.

&v N NUepPY Ekevn Emaéel 6 Beoc TNV poyapov TNV Ay, Kot TV LEYOANV, KOl TNV ioyvpay
€M1 TOV Opakovta. — Isaiah.

But if one, or all the attributes follow their subject, and relate to different things expressed by
the same noun, the article is invariable repeated; as,

70 O JEGTOTIKOV SIKALOV KOl TO TATPLKOV, OV TAVTO TOLTOLS, AAA’ OUol0V. — Arist.

TOL T€ YOp VIEPOAAAOVTA YOUVAGLO, Kot To EAAEmovTa @BgpeL TNV ioyvv. — Id.

KOL YOp TOV TPOTOV OP®V Kol TOV EGYATOV, VOUG €61 Kot 00 AoYos. — Id.
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The same rule is observed when any restrictive words are used as attributes, and in the same
order, as,
T OVTOLG dyaba, Kot To AvOpwmolg duvavtot Bempev. — Id.

When several words of the same class, as several subjects, attributes, predicates, stand in the
same relation with regard to each other, as when they all relate to the same thing, or each to a
different thing, it is the prevailing, if not the invariable practice, to connect them in the same
manner with respect to the copulative; so that if the copulative be omitted at all, it is omitted
altogether; and if it be used, it is repeated. In this particular, the Greek construction differs
materially from the English. Thus, we should write, grace, mercy, and peace, reserving the
copulative for the last place. The Greek would be yopig, €éleog, gipnvn, or xapig, Kot A0S, Kot
glpnvn, as,

Toykog 6 dyannTog AdEAPOC, Kot TGOS S10KOVOG, Kot GLVOOVAOG €V kupuw. — Coll. iv. 7.

AP0 TOL KLPLOY Kot BEov Ko cawtpog Nuwv Incov Xpigov — pabewv éyeg. — Clement. Epit.

0 moAvigop Kot Tolvpadng kot Tovdaroig Kot Xpislovolg apabioy Eykalmy Kot AToldenoioy
Keloog. — Origen, 529.

LLOVOV YOip TOV GOPOV 01 P1A0Go(pOoL Bactiea, vOpoBetv, cpatnyov, diKatov, 0610V, 0e0@iAn,
knpvttovot. — Clem. Alex. 351.

As several examples of the copulative omitted have been already adduced under my
occasional remarks on the asyndeton, it is unnecessary to multiply them here: 1 shall only add,
that the several particulars are sometimes collected into pairs, the copulative being inserted
between each pair, as in a former example from St. Paul.

omov ovk évi ‘EAAnv kot Tovdatog, mepttopn kot akpodugia, Popbdapoc, Xkvdng, doviog,
glevbepoc.

In the above remarks on the syntax of the article and the copulative, I do not pretend to have
produced anything more than must be familiar, and obvious, to every attentive reader of the
Greek language: but the following are such as I have reason to consider in a different light. They
are recommended to your particular attention, as they will afford additional evidence, that in the
use of the article and the copulative, the Greek writers were governed not so much by any
arbitrary rules, as by a regard to perspicuity and distinctness; and that, accordingly, there are
some cases, in which the article can not be repeated after the copulative, whether the nouns relate
to the same thing or person, or to different things or persons; there are others, in which it must be
repeated; and there are others
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again, in which the repetition depends on the pleasure of the writer, or perhaps, on prevailing
habit; but in all, the fundamental principle seems to have been a regard to perspicuity: where this
was sufficiently secured, either by the terms or the context, there was evidently a proportional
latitude allowed in the construction.

There are at least three cases, in which the article cannot be repeated after the copulative,
whether the nouns express identity or diversity of persons or things. That which shall be first
mentioned, is, when the nouns must be taken conjunctively; that is, when what is affirmed of
them, must be understood as affirmed of them all in conjunction, and cannot be applied to each
of them separately, or, when the nouns are not parts of so many distinct sentences, but of one
indivisible sentence, as,

0 T€ YOp TAVTO PEVY®V KOl POPOVIEVOG KOl UNOEV VTOUEVOV, OEIAOG YIVETOL. — ATiSt.

Here, indeed, the same person is intended; but it is not for that reason that the article is not
repeated; but because the several nouns connected by the copulative must be taken together to
make up the subject of the words deihoc yvetan, which could not be affirmed of each of the
preceding distinctly: so again,

TIBeact yop @lov, Tov BOvAOUEVOV KOl TPOTTOVTO TAYAOW, 1| POLVOUEVE, EKELVOV EveKA. — Id.

The words Tov BovAopevov kot mpattovia tayodo, must be taken together, to complete the
definition of 0 @1Aog. Had either of the terms been a sufficient description of a friend, the article
would have been repeated, to express, not different persons, but distinct and complete
appellations of the same person, as,

QOVEPOV O’ €K TOVLTOL KOl O EMEKNG TS €GV. O YOp TOV TOOVTMOV TPOUIPETIKOG Ko
TPOUKTIKOG, KOl O U1 AKPLOOSIKOLOG £TTL TO XEPOV, GAL" ELATTOTIKOC, Kol XmV ToV vopov Bonbov,
Emenc &gt — Id.

This example contains to descriptions of 6 €meikng.

&V 0ig yap UNOEV KOWVOV £GL T GPYOVTL KO APYOUEV®, OVOE LAt — Id.

Though different persons are here signified, yet the article is omitted before the second,
because the word kotvog, cannot be applied to each of them separately taken, but to them both in
conjunction; for whatever is common, must be so to two persons, or things, at least. Yet I would
not venture to affirm, that this is always the construction of the noun kowog, as the repetition of
the article could occasion no obscurity. The propriety of it, however, is evident; and receives
some confirmation from a passage already adduced from Clemens Alex.

YWETOL 61 0LV TO TAVTO TOL AVOP®ITOL, OTL T TOVTOA TOV B0V Kol KOWVAL GOV TOWV GLAOLY
T0L TOVTO, TOV BE0V Kot AvOpmTOL.
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In these instances, the copulative without the article following, has the same sense as the
conjunctive preposition cuv, or the Latin cum, commune est mihi tecum. From this application of
the copulative, the construction of some of the texts, of which you would correct the version
might be accounted for without going farther. Thus the words 1 Paciiela Tov ypicov kot Bgov
may be so constructed to express more emphatically the community of that kingdom — the
common kingdom of Christ and God. Had the adjective xotvrn been inserted in its proper place,
the construction would have been perfectly regular. If, however, you should consider this
remark as a refinement, you are at liberty to reject it; for I shall make no farther use of it; and we
will proceed with our examples.

Two infinitives are often comprehended under one common article, and for the same reason
as the nouns above, as,

yryvetor (1oyvg) yop €K TOL TOAANV TPOENV AQUBOVELV KOl TOAAOVG TOVOLG VTOUEVELY. —
Arist.

The author evidently means that strength is generated, not from each of the two actions
distinctly, but from them both in conjunction. The infinitives denote distinct actions, but the
words ytyvertat ioyvg €k Tov cannot be affirmed of each of them: so again,

N HEV ACOTLA, TQ HEV O1d0VaL Kot Un Aapboavely DepOaAlel, To de Aapbavew Eldeunet — Id.

70 €0OQOVELY £CLV €V T (R, Kot évepye. — Id.

ayaBov to un ev&acbat, 1 To ev&acOat kot un drodovvar — Ecclesiast.

When the infinitives are affirmed of distributively, the article is repeated, as,

YOAETOV OE YIVETOL KOL TO GUYYOUPELY, KOL TO GCUVOAYEWV OIKELWG TOALOLG. — AFist.

The author is plainly speaking of two distinct difficulties; so that the words yalemov oe
ywetal must be understood as separately affirmed of each of the infinitives.

A second case, in which the article cannot be repeated, arises out of the construction of
oppositions. A noun set in opposition to a preceding one has the article repeated, as,

000€ OO0V £GLV £TL TE TOV TEXVAOV, KOl T®V APET®V. — Id.

But when two or more nouns are collected together on the side of such opposition, the article
is not repeated on the same side, as,

0VOE YOP TOV DTOV EYEL TPOTOV EML TE TOV EMCNULMV KOl SUVAUEDV, Ko £ TV E&gwv. — Id.

The reason of this construction seems obvious enough. The nouns émcnuwv and dvvopewy
are not opposed to each other, but both
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of them to twv ££ewv; a distinction that would entirely vanish, if they were all constructed in the
same manner: for then the three nouns would stand in equal opposition to each other. The rule is
so general, that it is to be observed in the following example from the fifth book of Thucydides,
apparently without the same necessity.

N TOAG M LETOTEUYOALEVT SOOT® T LEV OTALTY Kot WIA® Kot To&0Tn TpElg OPoAovg, T® dg
e, K. T. A

Though the several nouns are used in a general sense, the construction is not reconcilable to
your rule, and so far furnishes another striking exception to it.

In such instances as this last, in which the whole context, especially with the particles pev
and og, renders an adherence to the above rule respecting oppositions less necessary, one might
naturally expect to meet with occasional exceptions to it; and therefore, though I have not met
with any, I have only called the rule general. But when there is nothing but the article to mark
the points of opposition, I have no doubt that the rule holds invariably.

A third case, and the last that I can discover, in which the article cannot be repeated after the
copulative, is, when between the article and the first noun there is an attribute, or any term of
limitation, common to all the following nouns, as,

N d0&a &’ avtn dokel yeyevnobot EK TV TEPL TNV TPOENV AVT®V Kot 1|100VmV. — Arist.

It is evident, that had the article been prefixed to the latter noun fdovewv, the words would
have signified pleasures generally, or universally, instead of pleasures mept v Tpognv. It is
omitted, therefore, to preserve the reference to the foregoing, and common restriction. As this
rule is founded on a cogent reason, I have no hesitation in pronouncing it invariable. Examples
are of frequent occurrence; such as these,

cuppatvetl on TEPL TOG EVEPYELNSG TOVVAVTIOV GO TMV OIKEIMV 1OOVOV TE KoL AVTmV. — Id.

TEPL TOL AVTO Ayobo Kot cvueepova. — Id.

TOIG GOETEPOLG TEKVOLG KOl PLAoLg. — Id.

Aeyopev — Tov BEATIOVOG GEL KOl LOPLOV KOl AVOP®TOL GTTovdatotepay TV évepystav. — Id.

olov To TEePL Tovg Bgovg Aavabnuoto Kot kataokeval kot Quctat. — Id.

It may be remarked from the last two examples, that the rule still obtains, though the nouns
be of different genders.

1 KOt YISOV AyomnTikn oV 01dackoAl T Kot ToAtela. — Clem. Alex.
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TeEKUNpLov €cecBat TG TOVTOL BpacLTNTOG Kot TOAUNG. — Lysias

JEYHOTA TG EKELVOV YVOUNG KO KOKOSaLoviog. — Demosth.

1N Makedovikn dpyn kot dvvapug. — Id.

It is very rare to meet with nouns personal of the singular number, thus constructed; the
following, however, is one:

0 pev ovv Ilepowv | Popoaov Baciiemg catponng kot vIepoyog 1 cpatnyoc. — Cels. ap.
Orig.

The following contains only one personal noun:

doL TOLTO €YM TO Ay Tovdaimv Bew Kot vopm mpocsepuyov. — Clementina, 655.

The next (to which a particular reference will be made hereafter) contains personal nouns
only, and completely overthrows the universality of your rule:

AiVOUVTOC EVYOPICELY, TM LOVE TOTPL KOl VIW, VI® Kol TOTPL, TodoymY® Kot S10acKOAD VIW,
oLV Kot T Ayl mvevpatl. — Clem. Alexand. 266.

It follows, that when the noun subjoined to the copulative is not subject to the preceding
attribute or restriction understood, the article must be repeated, as,

MOOTEP YOP €V TOLG TOAEGIY EVIGYVEL TOL VOO KOl TO. 101, OVT® Kot v OlKEWNG Ol TATPIKOL
Aoyot kot to 0. — Arist.

Had the adjective matpukog been understood with the second substantive, the article must
have been omitted before it, according to the former examples.

In all the above examples the application of the rule has been considered with relation to
different things or persons: when the same thing or person is meant, the rule is still the same,
provided the preceding attribute or restriction be common to all the nouns following; when it is
not common, and the same person meant, the connexion is made by the article without the
copulative; in which case the same person will be described by a second and distinct appellation,
of which the former makes no part, as,

0 LOKOPLOG KOl LOVOG duvacnc, 0 BacIAeng TV PACIAELOVI®MV Kol KUPLOG TOV KUPLELOVIMV.

The same construction is often used without the same necessity, as,

(GE6OVOLV €1G — TOV GYLOV SNULOVPYOV TOV TOVTOKPOTOPQ Lovov Ogov. — Clem. Alex. 441.

ATICEWY EMYEPOVVTOS AEIOTICH SIOUCKOAWD T® LoV coTnpt Bew. — Id.

As to the cases in which the repetition of the article after the copulative is especially
necessary, they all arise out of a regard to
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perspicuity, distinctness, emphasis, or the like; as may appear from a few examples.

dokel € ko dAalmv givor 6 Opacvg Kot TPOGTOMTIKOC TNG AvOpELag — Arist.

In this passage the words dAalwv and Tpoomomtukog are two predicates. Had the latter been
a second subject, the article must have been repeated. Accordingly, it will be found a very
general rule, that when a second subject follows the predicate, the article must be repeated after
the copulative, to distinguish it from a second predicate, with which it might otherwise be
confounded; or even to prevent its appearing to be constructed as one, as,

JOKEL 0€ O TE TOPAVOLOG AOIKOG EIVaL KOl O TAEOVEKTNG, Kol O Avicog. — Id.

TEPL TOVTA [LEV OVV 16V O TE OEIA0G, Kal O Bpacvg, Kot 0 avopelog. — Id.

TEPL TOC TOLOWTOG 1 HOOVAS 1] COPPOGLYN Kot 1] AKOAo1o, ECLv. — Id.

TOLOLTOV O PoAlSa 1) EmBupia kot 6 Toug. — Id.

TOVTEG AYOTMGL LOAAOV TO DTV £PY0, MOTEP Ol YOVELS Kot 01 ointot. — Id.

And yet with the same arrangement there are some, though very few, instances of the article
not repeated, where the omission can lead to no mistake, as,

gtvat 8€ TO10VTOVG 1YOLUEDN TOVG OIKOVOLIKOVG KOl TOATIKOVG. — Id.

TEPL NOOVOG KOl AVTOC €10V 01 T” £YKPATELS KO KOPTEPIKOL, KOl AKPATELS KO LoAakot. — Id.

In comparisons, distinctions, distributions, the article is especially repeated, as,

T1 0g Slopepel 1 APeTN Kot 1} dtkaoovvn, dniov. — Id.

dmpnrar to mabog, ki 1 Tpasls €ig avioa. — Id.

TO £KOVGLOV KOl TO AKOVGLOV SlaPEPEL TTOAV. — Id.

0 HEVTOL KVBEVTNG Kot O AWTodVTNG Kot O Angng TV dvedevbepwv giotv. — Id.

And when each of the nouns has the copulative with a particular emphasis, as,

€Kk yap Tov kiBaplev kot oi dyabot kat ol Kakot yryvovrol Kibapigot. — Id.

TEPL NOOVOG KOl AVTOC TAGOL 1] TPAYLLOTELD, KO TN OPETY KOl TN TOAMTIKY). — Id.

KOL T GO1K® KOl T® AKOAASH £ENV TolovTOoLg Un| yevesOat. — Id.

€0T0TOC TE Yap KO VIO TNG NAKLAG, Kot Vo TG dmoproc. — Id.

But where no obscurity could follow from a different construction, a greater liberty was
allowed; as you have seen in the several exceptions to your first rule: two examples shall be
transcribed, that you may compare them without farther trouble:

€170, TTEPL TTOLOL TOV AKPATT), KoL TOV £yKpatn Oeteov. — Id.

TOV YOp £YKPOTOLG KO AKPATOVS TOV AOYOV Emavopev. — Id.
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And now, SIR, if you have impartially considered the above remarks, and recollect the
several exceptions produced to your first rule, you may probably suspect, that the texts of
scripture which are the immediate objects of this inquiry, may be farther exceptions to the same
rule of interpretation: and if you will permit the sacred writers to be explained by themselves, in
preference to Chrysostom or Theophylact, that suspicion will approach very near to conviction.

Upon the supposition that your rule may be acknowledged not to hold universally, and that
the authority of a few of the Greek fathers is not finally decisive, I take it for granted, that any of
the ordinary sources of illustration may be applied to, in the prosecution of this inquiry: such as
comparing the author with himself, with the prevailing modes of construction, in the New
Testament, the Septuagint, the earliest Fathers, &c. and I shall have recourse to them
accordingly.

As the order in which the passages of scripture in question are examined, is of no importance
in itself, I shall follow that which seems most suitable to the purpose of illustration; and
therefore, begin with Ephes. v. 5.

0VK €xel KAnpovoulay €v 1 Pactiely Tod ypisov kat Oeov.

You insist that one person only can be intended here, because the article is not repeated after
the copulative. On the contrary, the insertion of the copulative is, I should think, a clear proof,
that two persons are meant, and for these reasons:

1. The noun ypisoc, though an adjective according to etymology, yet in use and application
assumes the nature of a proper name. In this respect it does not essentially differ from such
proper names as Justus, Clemens, Secundus, Tertius. It is used as a proper name in a multitude
of passages; such, for instance, as ypicog anebavev VIEP TOV AUAPTIOV NUOV. ---- QoTep yop &V
T Adop TOVTEG ATOBVNOKOVGOLY, OVT® KOl €V T® XPLoT® Tavteg {womombncovat. ----Mwong
LEV TICOG €V OA® T® 0IK® 00TOV, (O¢G Bepammv, Xp1cog d, MG viog £mtL Tov oikov awtov. In these
two passages the word ypisog performs the office of a proper name as completely as the words
Adam and Moses.

2. Accordingly the noun ypiwcog, whatever you please to call it, is constructed as a proper
name in every passage of the New Testament, with which the one before us can be compared: so
that wherever an attribute is joined to it, the connexion is made without the copulative. As
Herod the king, is ‘Hpwdng 6 Bacirevg; so Christ the king of Israel,

0 p150¢ 0 Pactrevg Tov Topani, katabatw vov dmo Tov cavpov. — Mark.
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The construction is the same with the attributes, Lord and Saviour, and with others, as,

T YOp KUpLw xp1s® dovAevete. — Coll. 3.

ot Incov Xpigov tov cwtnpog fuwv. — Tit. iii. 6.

€1g Ko peottng Bgov ko avBporwv, avbpmmog Xpicog Incove. — I Tim. ii. 5.

€l 00T0g éoTIv 0 Xp1cog 6 €kAekTog Tov Beov. — Luke xxiii. 35.

TAPOKANTOV EYOUEV TPOC TOV TATEPW, INGOLV Ypisov dikawov. — I John ii.1.

Many similar passages might be referred to, if it were not superfluous. Had there been in the
New Testament on such expression as 0 yp1cog kot kvptog, for Christ the Lord, or as Incovg 0
P0G kat Kvplog, Jesus the Christ and Lord, it would have been parallel to that under
examination, in the sense you ascribe to it. But as the case actually stands, the passage we are
considering must either be an exception to your rule, or a deviation from the constant form of
construction in every similar instance. The former supposition contains no improbability, as the
noun yplsog is a proper name, or cognomen; and we have seen that one proper name is sufficient
to except the passage in which it occurs from the operation of your rule: the latter is in the
highest degree improbable. It may be affirmed with confidence, that had one person been
intended, the usual construction would have been observed, and the author would have written
¥P1Sov Beov, or Tov Beov ypcov, or the like. Similar examples occur frequently in the earliest
writers, as mavta Vretagev Xpico T PactAel NUOV. ---- O KUPLOG UV XP16TOoG . . . . . . Expron.
— Clem. Alex.

£rolpong yvesbar gic Bgov ToL Yp1cov Tapovasiay. — Id.

KOTo SQUVOULY PGSOV ToL Bgov. — Ignat. ad Trall.

KOAMC £mooate VTOSEEAUEVOL (G SLKOVOVG ¥P1SoV Bgov. — Ad.Smyrn.

0 yop Bgog Nuwv Inocovg 6 Xpigoc. — Ignat. ad Mag.

€VPOLEV TO cOTNPLOV UV Incovv Xpigov, tov dpylepea TV Tpoceopwv Nuwv. — Clem.
Rom. Epist. 1.

TO OU ADTOL £dMKEV VTTEP MMV 0 XP1cog O KLplog umv. — Id.

yweohe Apecot &v TacL YPIC® T® Be® MUV —

But here I find from your third edition, which contains all that I know of the laborious work
of your diligent correspondent,* that I encounter the imposing and formidable authority of some
of the Greek fathers; who must certainly have understood the idiom of their own language. They
might have erred by not adverting to the idiom of the Greek Testament. The whole

[* The Rev. C. Wordsworth, who wrote Six Letters addressed to Granville Sharp, Esq. in which
he endeavoured to prove, that the early Greek fathers understood the controverted texts in the
sense which Mr. Sharp affixed to them.]
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weight of their authority may be removed without any mighty effort, either of intellect or of
criticism. They evidently understood the two nouns as attributes of a similar class, and therefore,
not less properly connected by the copulative to express one person in any situation, than the
nouns Lord and Saviour, or the like; but the sacred writers evidently regarded the noun Christ in
a different light, as appears by their constantly joining an attribute to it (when they join one at
all) in the same manner as an adjective to its substantive; not as a co-ordinate epithet. There is,
indeed, an instance of the words Lord and Christ, connected by the copulative, where they are
distinct predicates of a proposition and resolvable into two: but that instance is foreign to the
present argument.

1 Tim. v.21. — Atopoptopopan Evemov Tov Bgov kat kuplov Incov Xpigov Kot v EKAEKTOV
ayyehov. K. T. A.

It is very doubtful whether the noun kvpiog be part of the true reading or not; but upon either
supposition, your proposed version is exposed to insuperable objections. If the word in question
be omitted, the rest remaining in the same order as above, the passage is unaffected by your rule,
the proper name being immediately subjoined to the copulative. If you adopt the order of the
Alexandrian manuscript, and place the noun Xpwcog next after the copulative, the same
objections occur as to the former example. In no similar instance, of unequivocal signification,
do the sacred writers insert the copulative between an attribute and a name of Jesus, whether that
name be Christ, or Jesus, or Christ Jesus, or Jesus Christ; 6 0go¢ ka1 Xpiotoc ‘Incovg for one
person, is as little congruous to the style of the New Testament, as would be, 0 kvplog Kot
Xpiotog, or Incovg 6 kvuprog ko Xpiotog: and to suppose that St. Paul would deviate from the
usual construction, where an adherence to it would have prevented all ambiguity, is repugnant to
any principles of rational criticism. How easy, and how natural, would it have been for him to
write évomov tov Beov Muwv Incov Xpiotov, or Incov Xpiotov oL Beov, &c. as well as Tov
Kuplov Huev Incov Xpiotov----Tncov Xpiotov 1oL KLplov Vv, and the like?

As to the order of the words, it is evident that by inverting the two nouns, all ambiguity
would be removed, as EvoOmToV TOV KVPLOL Kot
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Beov Incov Xpiotov; and it is highly probable, independently of the advantage attainable by it of
greater perspicuity, that such an arrangement would have been observed, had the author intended
to describe no more than one person; because such arrangement would have been consonant to
that which constantly prevails throughout the New Testament in every parallel instance. Thus
when the two attributes Lord and Saviour, are together ascribed to Christ, the noun kvpiog is
never so placed as to be connected with the other following the copulative, as ic v ai®viov
Basctieloy ToOL KLPLOL U®V Kol cOTNPOS Incov Xpiotov. — 2 Pet. i. 11

In the same epistle there are similar examples; but it is useless to transcribe them, as the
arrangement, I am speaking of, is so familiar to every ear, that the contrary one would hardly be
tolerated even in English — our Saviour and Lord Jesus Christ. But as St. Peter is no rule for St.
Paul, I add one from the latter writer, which may afford some presumption for at least what sort
of arrangement would have suggested itself to him, had he been describing the same person in
the passage under examination: &ipnvn dmo Ogov moTpPoOC, Kot Kvplov Incov Xpiotov TOV
ocwtpog Nuwv. This arrangement would have removed all ambiguity; évomov kvptov Incov
Xpiotov tov Beov, as O kvplog Muwv kot Beog Incovg Xpiotog 0 viog Tov Beov oV {WVTOG
TpWTOV EMoMGe. — Ignat. ad. Ephes. interpol.

If, however, you should regard these remarks on the order of words as of little consequence,
you must be differently affected by comparing the two next examples.

2 Tim. iv. 1. Awpaptopopat ovv éym évomiov tov Beov kot Inocov Xpiotov Tov peALovVTOg
Kpwew {®vTog Kot VEKPOLGS, K. T. A.

This is the reading of Griebach’s Testament; the common reading has Tov xvpiov, after the
copulative; you prefer kvpiov, omitting the article, but without sufficient authority; the best
reading according the authority of the most ancient and valuable MSS. is Xpiotov 'Incov, not
‘Incov Xpiotov, the noun kvplog being omitted. With this reading we must understand two
persons to be intended for the reason already assigned, namely, that it is contrary to the
invariable construction of the New Testament to insert the copulative between the nouns, Incovg
or Xpiotog, or Incovg Xpiotog, and any of the indisputable attributes of Christ. But the next
parallel passage will decide the question, if any remain.

1 Tim. vi. 13. TlapoyyeAl® oot Evomiov tov 0gov Tov {®OTO0VVTOG T TOVTA, Kot XPIGTOV
‘Incov tov paptupnooavtog mt [Tovtiov [Tkatov v KaAnv Oporoyiay.
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You acknowledge, as you necessarily must, that in this last passage, the names of distinct
persons are connected by the copulative; and of course in the former one. For what is the
difference between them? In both, according to the most authoritative reading of the former, the
name Xpiotog Incovg is immediately subjoined to the copulative; and in both, that name is
immediately followed by the article and a participle; Tov peAlovtog----tov paptopnoavtog. If it
be admitted that the noun xvpiog should be rejected from the first of the three passages, (and so it
is cited by Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. 1.) then they are all equally descriptive of distinct persons by
construction, independently of the light reflected upon the two former from the last: but if you
will have the noun xvpioc to make part of the original context, (except in the last passage) you
are, I am persuaded, contending for two direct exceptions to your rule, provided St. Paul be
allowed to interpret himself. For what have we before us in the three passages? They are neither
more nor less than so many similar obtestations, from the same author, addressed to the same
person, comprising terms of the same import; - before God and Christ Jesus. 1 should think it
utterly repugnant to any rational principle of criticism to imagine any such difference of
signification in them, as you would ascribe to them; and upon no better evidence, than that of a
doubtful reading, interpreted by a rule that is liable to many exceptions, and not even applicable
to any of the passages hitherto examined, but upon the improbable supposition that they are
deviations from the form of construction observed in all similar instances: though that form has
the advantage of being in no respect ambiguous.

It may be added here, that St. Paul uses this expression, évomiov tov 0gov, where God the
father can only be meant, as & d¢ ypapw Vv, idov évomiov tov Beov, 0Tl 0V yevdopat. Gal.
1.20.----évomiov Tov cwtpog Nuwv Beov. — 1 Tim. ii. 3.

2 Thess. 1. 12. Kota v yopv tov 0gov umv kot kuptov Incov Xpiotov.

I cannot think that St. Paul intended to denominate one person only in this passage, because
first, in the Septuagint, when these words kvprog and Oeog are ascribed to one person, the
connexion is made without the copulative; kvplog 0 0gog, 6 Kvprog 6 Oeog, the Lord God----
Kuplog 6 Beoc Nuwv, the Lord our God. St. Paul had only to adopt this arrangement, with which
he must have been sufficiently acquainted, and the whole would have been incapable of any
other sense than that which you attribute to it: as kot TV Yoptv Kuplov
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tov Beov Nuev Incov Xpiotov, and, therefore, I apprehend that the insertion of the copulative
between the two nouns affords a strong presumption that he meant to separate the latter, Kvp1og,
from the preceding 0 Oeog, and assign it to the proper name, as a distinct subject.

But, secondly, had he preferred to insertion of the copulative to designate the same person, it
is highly probable that he would have chosen a different arrangement, so as to preserve the noun
KLPLOG in its usual construction, Tov kKvplov Ko Beov Inocov Xpiotov, which would also have
determined, beyond dispute, the application of 6gov.

On a former occasion, I forbore to urge, as far as I might have done, this argument founded
on the arrangement of the words, because it was there less necessary: but on this, where it
appears to me nearly decisive of the author’s meaning, if not entirely so, I think it expedient to be
more particular; and, therefore, I observe, that the noun kvprog being in an eminent degree the
discriminating and leading title of Christ, it always takes, in the New Testament, where there is
no room for doubt, an emphatical and prominent position; not the subordinate one, to which you
would reduce it. In the only passage that unequivocally applies the two nouns Lord and God , to
Christ, namely, the address of St. Thomas, the former preserves its proper position, though the
two are expressed distinctly, not conjunctively, my Lord, and my God.

Had all or any of the passages, we are considering, been understood from the first, in the
sense you impute to them, they must have found their way, as forms, I mean, or models of
construction, into the earliest writings of the Christian Church; because they would have been the
only models to be adopted. But in the earliest writings, whether genuine or spurious, those in
particular collected by Cotelerius, under the common title of Patrici Apostolici, though
containing several conjunctive applications of the titles Lord and God to Christ, the collocation is
never what it most probably would have been, had the authors understood St. Paul as you do;
take these examples:

0 €nog xuprog kot Bgog Tnoovg Xpigoc. — Mart. — Ignat. 163.

0 Kvplog Nuev ko Bgog Incovg Xpigcog 6 viog tov Beov tov {wvtog. — Ignat. ad. Ephes.
interpol.

PO, TOL KLPLOV Kot Beov Kol copog Muev Incov Xpicov — pabewv éxeic. - Clement.
Epitome.

EYouev latpov Kot Tov kKupov fumv Beov Incovv tov Xpigov. — Ignat. ad. Ephes. interpol.

ATEVAVTL YOp TOV TOL KVPLOV kot Beov éopev dpBaipuwv. — Polycarpi Epist. 186.
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In this last example the words are not apparently applied to Christ; but they serve to show the
order that would be observed in applying them to any one person.

Lastly, If to these arguments be added the consideration that St. Paul frequently employs the
noun 0eog absolutely in direct contradistinction to our Lord Jesus Christ, as in the benediction,
The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ, and the love of God, &c. that he tells us, we have one God,
the Father; and one Lord, Jesus Christ; and that your rule is liable to various and indisputable
exceptions, you may perhaps think that an impartial reader may have sufficient reason to add the
passage at the head of this discussion to those exceptions. In this light I shall continue to regard
it, until I meet with more convincing arguments to alter my opinion, than any you have been able
to advance; and in the same light I consider the following, without apprehension of error.

Jude 4. Kot OV povov deoToTnV Beov, Kat Kuptov Nuev Incovv Xpigov dpvovpevor.

In every point of view in which I can contemplate this passage, there occur to me insuperable
objections to your translation of it; whether I reflect upon the construction, or upon the sense of
the words employed. With respect to the former, you understand the three nouns doecmotny,
Beov, Kuplov, as so many attributes of Jesus Christ. Had this been the intention of the writer, it is
exceedingly probable, because much more agreeable to the idiom of the language, that he would
have inserted the copulative between each of them as in these instances:

avaykaiov 0 Nynoaunv Ema@poditov tov AdeApov Kol GUVEPYOV Kol GUCPATIOTIV LoV,
VUV O ATOGOAOV, KOl AEITOVPYOV TNG YPELNG LoV, TERYOL TPOG VoG, Phil. ii. 25.

Toykog 6 dyamnTog ASEAPOC, Kot TGOS S10KOVOC, Kot GVVOOLAOC €V Kupiw. — Coll. iv. 7.

Kot Emepyapev Tipobeov, Tov AdeAPOV UMV, Kot S10KOVOV ToV Bg0V, Kol GUVEPYOV NUOV. —
1 Thess. iii. 2.

On the other hand, if you should change your ground a little, and understand the noun
deomotnv as the attribute of ®¢ov, and, therefore, as performing the office of an adjective to it, in
the sense of the only supreme God; then it would have accorded better with Greek syntax, to
have made the connexion with the following xvpiov by the article without the copulative, tov
LLOVOV 0£GTOTNV, TOV Kuptov Numv; which was also very obvious and easy expedient to exclude
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all ambiguity from the passage. I believe you will find it to be a general, if not invariable, rule;
when the article, attribute, and substantive, are followed by another substantive, a farther
appellation of the same person or thing, the attribute not being intended as common to the two,
that the connexion is made by the article alone; of this construction I have already given some
examples, with reason of it, as,

0 LOKOPLOG KOl LOVOG duvacns, 0 Bactiens TV BOGIAELOVIOV KOl KUPLOG TV KUPLEVOVTIMV. —
1 Tim. vi. 15.

g€amecetle TOV LOVOYEVT AOTOV VIOV TOV Kuplov MUV Incovv Xpicov. — Clementin. 762.

In the former of these examples I suppose St. Paul did not intend the adjectives pokaptioc and
povog to be understood with PBacilevg; yet as there was no incongruity in the application, he
might have substituted the copulative for the article; but in the latter, the connexion could not be
made otherwise than it is, because the adjective povoyevn could not be applied to kvpiov.

The uncommonness of the construction in the passage from St. Jude, supposing only one
person to be meant, seems to have induced the Complutensian editors to put a correcting hand to
it. contra codices (see Griesbach’s Test.) thus, tov povov deomotnv kot ®gov Tov Kuplov NU®V
‘Incovv Xpigov, which indeed would render the whole clear and plain; and shews at the same
time that, understanding the passage as you do, they were dissatisfied with the construction.

However, taking the passage as it is given in our common editions, the former portion of it is
in construction exactly parallel with 6 cwtp fuov Ocog; which occurs several times in the
writings of St. Paul. Now 0 cmtnp, in this form of expression is not a discriminating attribute, as
if there was a Saviour God, besides other Gods not Saviours; but the noun ®egog is the
particularizing name; and performs the same office that a proper name would in the same place;
and the words may be rendered precisely, our Saviour, namely God: or, as they are rendered in
the common version, God our Saviour. In the same manner may the whole passage of Jude be
rendered:

Denying God the supreme governor, and our Lord Jesus Christ.*

And that such is the true rendering, as to the sense, whether ®coc be part of the original or
not, may be placed beyond all reasonable doubt, if we farther consider the signification of the
noun deomotng, as well as its actual application in the New Testament, and in the

* Since these remarks were written, I have, by accident seen an English version of the date of
1585, in which the passage of St. Jude is thus rendered, Denying God the only Lord, and the
Lord Jesus Christ.
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most ancient writings of the Christian Church. The noun deonotng is Herus, and is used by St.
Paul as equivalent to oikodecmotng, pater familias.

&V LeyaAn O€ olKly OVK €GL LOVOV GKELT XPLod Kol dpyvpd . . . . . €l ovV T1g €kkabapn Eavtov
(IO TOVTMV, £501L GKEVOG E1G TIUNV, 1YLICUEVOV Kot E0YPNGOV T® deomoty). — 2 Tim. ii. 20.

Now our Lord is not 6 decmotng, pater familias; still less is he ¢ povog decmotng, in his
father’s house, but the son and heir of all things: accordingly there is not a passage in the New
Testament that unequivocally ascribes this title to Christ; but several that do to God the Father,
as above, and,

VOV ATOAVELS TOV OOVAOV GOV, SECTOTA, KT TO Ppa 6ov. — Luke ii. 29.

opoBvuadov Npav eIV TPog Tov Bgov, Kat gitov- de6mota, 6V O BE0g, O TOINGUC. K. T. A. —

Acts iv. 24.

Clemens Romanus, whose first epistle approaches the nearest of all the ancient writings in
style, and therefore, in point of authority, to the canonical scriptures, uses the same noun as
equivalent to 6 ®¢oc, and in contradistinction to our Lord Jesus Christ, as,

dtecwoe 01’ avtov (Nwe) 6 deomotng Ta eicehbovta €v opovola {owa gig tnv xipwtov. — 151.

TOVTO TOVTOL O UEYAG OMUIOVPYOS KOl OECTOTNG TMV OTAVIOV &V €PNV Kol OUOVOLY
TPOCETALEV €ival, EVEPYET®V TO. TTAVTO, VIEPEKTEPIGGMG O MNUOG TOVG TPOCTEPEVLYOTUS TOLG
OIKTIPHLOLG ADTOV, 310 TOL KVPLov Ny Incov Xpigov. — 159.

KOTOVONOCMUEV, AYOMNTOL, MG O OEOMOTNG EMOEIKVLTOL OMVEK®MG MUV TNV HEAAOVCOV
avacaotv écecat, Mg TV dmoapynv Erocato tov Kvuptov Incovv Xpicov. — 160.

dtaL TOLTOL (YP1SOV) NBEANCEV O dEGTOTNG TNG AOAVATOV YVOCEWMS UG Yevoachat. — 167.

In the same epistle there are more passages of the same kind, one of which I will select, as it
is completely parallel with the former part of St. Jude’s.

néwoev (Ecbnp) tov mavtomomtny deomotnyv Ogov tov aiovov. — 178.

Justin Martyr uses the same word as distinct from viog,.

N TPOTN SLVOLULS, LETOL TOV TOTEPA. TOVTMOV Kot dE6TOTNV Ogov, Kat viog, 6 Aoyog otiv. — See
Clarke on the Trin. 119.

£V OVOLLOLTL TOV TTOTPOG TMV OAMV KOl dEGTOTOV B0V, KOl TOL COTNPOG UV Xpiotov Incov,
KO TVELUATOG (ylov. — See Bingham’s Antig. vol. iv. 191.

Not having the works of Justin Martyr, I am obliged to refer to Clarke and Bingham.

Two or three of the above cited passages from Clem. Rom. are also quoted by Clem. Alex.
Strom. lib. 4. whose authority may there-
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fore be added to that of his predecessors; and indeed the consentient language of antiquity, which
has appropriated the titles of supremacy, as ¢ povog ®gog, 0 €m moviov Ogog, Oegog O
TOVTOKPAT®P, O TovTemontng Ocog, to the God and father of our Lord Jesus Christ.

You are aware, as unavoidably you must be, that your interpretation of St. Jude, as well as of
St. Paul in another text, may prove rather too much for the credit of your rule, as it applies to our
Lord the titles of the only potentate God, and the great God; which are evidently titles of
supremacy, equivalent to 0 pokaplog kot povog dvvacng, and therefore incommunicable; for a
communicable supremacy, in the proper sense of the words, is a contradiction in terms. You
meet the objection by saying, “that the true Unitarian Christian, being convinced that the
supreme attributes of the divine nature are applied to each of the three divine persons in both the
Testaments, will, of course, be aware also that each of these divine persons must necessarily be
the great God, and the only potentate, as there is but one God, one only supreme power or
Godhead.”

This, Sir, is not the language of venerable antiquity, which has uniformly preserved the
distinction between 0 émt Toviov Ococ, and 0 povoyevng Ocog; without fearing the imputation of
maintaining the existence of a superior and inferior God. The unity of the godhead, 6gotng, was
secured by asserting one only fountain and root of Deity. Such words are figurative indeed, but
they are intelligible. From the supreme attributes, of which you speak, you must except, I should
suppose, that of underived self-existence, which is the basis of essential supremacy, and which
gives and appropriates the same quality of essential supremacy to all the attributes of the Father,
without derogating the divinity of the Son. The former, even in the Nicene Creed, is
distinguished by the title of @gog 6 Tavtokpatwp; the latter is there denominated, not 6 Ogoc, but
Beog €k Beov, in language as orthodox, guarded, and circumspect, as could possibly be put
together. You must acknowledge that the Father is the God of our Lord Jesus Christ, and that
our Lord is not the God of his father; that is, you must acknowledge a supremacy not
communicable, and which is the foundation of all those high titles of preeminence that are
appropriated to the Father: so that your observations do not remove the objection you have
stated. It exists in all its force, and, added to the arguments that have been brought forward,
proves, at least to my present conviction, that St. Jude speaks of two distinct persons, and
furnishes a direct, and fatal exception to your rule. If any thing farther were wanting to show the
fallacy of
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that rule, as an universal one, the following passage from Clem. Alex. will be abundantly
sufficient; which I have reserved to this place, for particular consideration, on account of its near
resemblance to that under examination:

AiVOVVTOG EVYOPICELY, TM LOVE TOTPL KOl VIW, Vi® Kol TOTPL, TodaymY® Kot S10acKOAD VW,
OLV KO TG Gy TVELUOTL.

This passage concerns an address of praise to the Trinity, at the end of his Pedagogue, in
which he represents the Trinity as being all one, €v, one thing or being, not one person. That the
article was not omitted after the copulative to express that unity, is plain from his speaking of the
Holy Spirit, in as strong a form of distinction as the language would admit: but the article was
omitted, as I understand him, for the same reason as in some former instances; because the
adjective pove is common to the two following nouns, Praising the only father, and (only) Son,
&c. but for whatever purpose the article was not repeated, the passage is another direct exception
to your rule: and this being admitted, the remaining texts will not give us much trouble.

2 Pet. i. L. év dikaroovvn tov Ogov MUV Kot cowtnpog Incov Xpicov.

The arrangement of the words suggests no objection to your rendering of them; on the
contrary they correspond exactly with what follows very soon after in the same chapter, verse 11.
€l¢ TV aimviov Pactleldy Tov Kuplov MUV Kot cmtpog Incov Xpigov: and this parallelism
would undoubtedly support you as a mere grammarian, or philologist. But on the broad
principles of general criticism, there arise very strong objections to your interpretation. The
attributes Lord and Saviour, applied to the same person are usually connected by the copulative;
but the nouns cmtp and Oeoc are as regularly connected without it, as Kot €mtaynv TOv
ocwtpog Nuev Ocov. Tit. i. 4. ---- iva TNV S10AGKOALOY TOL GOTNPOG NU®V BOgov. ii. 10. ---- )
QUavOpoIoL ETEPAVT] TOV COTNPOG MUV Ogov. iii. 4. and therefore the interposition of the
copulative must appear to render St. Peter somewhat ambiguous. It will be said , why then do
you not understand him according to the prevailing idiom of the language? I answer, because he
appears to me to have explained himself in the very next verse, év émyvmcel Tov Ogov, Kot
‘Incov tov kvprov Nuwv. It is not very probable that he would thus in immediate consecution,
use the words God and the Saviour Jesus Christ, and God and our Lord Jesus Christ, first to
signify one person, and then two; without any assignable reason for so remarkable a difference.
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Moreover, the righteousness of God, occurs so frequently in the writings of St. Paul, who is
quoted in this epistle of St. Peter, that we may be well justified in paraphrasing the passage, so as
to signify that justification which we receive from God through the mediator.

The reading is somewhat doubtful; some copies have the pronoun Muwv repeated, with other
varieties; but I pass over this circumstance, as of no great moment; though as far as it goes, it is
unfavourable to your interpretation. What I would farther observe is, that when you undertake to
inform the English reader of the true meaning of the words in a proper English idiom, by placing
the proper name first, you seem to forget, that such an arrangement is no more an English, than it
is a Greek idiom. It would be equally proper and equally unequivocal in the latter, as in the
former language. Had St. Peter only thought of doing for himself in Greek, what you have done
for him in English; not the least, even grammatical, ambiguity would have adhered to his words.
He might surely have written, ypicov tov ®gov kot cotnpoc Mumv, and I fear you will find it
difficult to assign any reason for his not so doing, that shall be so respectful towards him, as
acknowledging that he meant to denominate two persons. But of this more hereafter.

Tit. ii. 13. — TPOGOEYOUEVOL TNV LOKOPLOY EATTIO0. KOl ETIPOVELAY TNG 00ENG TOV HEYOAOL
®¢cov, ka1 cmTNPo¢ MUV Incov Xpigov.

In this passage the adjective paxapiov being common to the two following nouns, the article
is not repeated before the second, émeaveiwav — the blessed hope and (blessed) appearance. Of
this invariable rule of construction, we have had already many examples. I will add two or three
more from the New Testament, to save your time: - 1| T€ di010¢ 0DTOL SLVOIS KOl BELOTNG----TOV
®eov TV KOAOLVTOG VUAG €i¢ TNV EavTov Pactieloy kot do&av----gime 6 0 InGovg TPog Tovg
TOPOYEVOUEVOLG €T ODTOV APYLEPELS KO CPATNYOLS TOV igpov Kot Tpecbutepovg. Of the same
kind you will find several more.

Now, Sir, if you understand the adjective peyolov as common to the two following nouns, as
you must upon your won hypothesis, we have then a sufficient reason to assign for the omission
of the article before the second, whether one, or two persons be intended. The sense of the
whole might then be, looking for the blessed hope and (blessed) appearance of the glory of the
great God, and our (great) Saviour Jesus Christ. 1f it be said that our Lord is no where else
called the great Saviour; neither is he called 0 peyog ®<og, nor any thing like it.
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However it must be acknowledged, (for nothing, carrying the least appearance of subterfuge,
can be tolerated on such an occasion) that it is very rare to meet with nouns personal in the
singular number, constructed as above; I mean with an article and adjective common to two
following nouns, relating to different persons. But as instances of nouns not personal so
constructed are very frequent; as we have had one, in which the former is a personal noun, t®
ayio Tovdamv Os® kot vop, another just now from St. Luke, in which both nouns are personal
nouns, plural, Tovg mopayevopevovg €’ avTov ApylEpels Kot cpatnyovs. and a still more
remarkable one from Clem. Alex. in which both the personal nouns are singular, T® pove matpt
kot vie - with such instances before us, the application of the rule to the text under consideration,
will not be thought forced, in a grammatical point of view. But in the present case, though it
might suggest a plausible reason for the omission of a second article, there is no necessity for
laying any stress upon it: the words Tov peyoiov @eov have in themselves a just claim to be
considered as one of the preeminent and incommunicable titles of God the Father. It is more
agreeable to the general tenor and language of scripture so to regard them.

0 yop Kvplog 6 Beog WV, 0VToG O0g TV BewV, Kot KLPLOg TV Kuplwv, 0 Oeog O peyag
Kot ioyvpog Kot eobepog. — Deuter. x. 17.

There are many passages similar to this; which also accords with Paul’s King of kings, and
Lord of lords, necessarily understood of God the Father.

The observation that God is never said to appear, and that the word émpavewn is of no
consequence. St. Paul, is not speaking, of the appearance of God, but of the glory of God; and
our Lord has told us, that he will come in the glory of his father . The common version, which
renders tng 00&ng as equivalent to an adjective , the glorious appearance, is less suitable to the
context, as the noun émpavela, is already furnished with its proper adjective poaxapia: besides,
St. Paul says, that through Christ we rejoice in the hope of the glory of God, xovymueba &
gAmda g d0&Ng Tov Beov: a coincidence of expression, not a little illustrative of a passage from
the same pen.

The observation of Whitby that Clem. Alex. quotes this text of St. Paul, when he is asserting
the divinity of Christ, if it mean that he quotes it as an argument, or proof, is a mistake. Clemens
is all along speaking of a past appearance only, and therefore he begins his quotation with a
former verse. 1) yopig T0V A0V 1) GOTNPLOC TACLY
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avBpomoig Emepavn, &c. and then proceeds, TOVTO £€0TL TO AGUO TO KOVOV, 1| EMLPAVELD, T) VOV
KAy Oo0, &V MUV TOL €V Gpyn OVTOG Kol TPOOVIOG AOYOV. £me@avn Og €vayyoc O TPowv
Xomp, &c. so that his authority inclines the other way round: for he has not appealed to this
text, though he had it before him, when he was expressly asserting the divinity of Christ, as
®¢coc, and 0 Ogog Aoyog, but not as 0 peyoc Ocog. It may be added here, that as the gracious
appearance of Christ upon earth, is represented by St. Paul as the appearing of the grace of God;
so his glorious appearance hereafter, may well be described as the appearance of the glory of
God.

The authority of some of the Greek fathers, appealed to in your support, adds nothing to the
solidity of your inferences; it only serves to prove, what will not be contested, that your first rule
has a real foundation in the idiom of the language; but has no tendency to prove that this or that
particular text, cannot be an exception to your rule, or if you please a violation of that idiom.
The possibility of this seems never to have occurred to them, as a question to be examined on the
broad basis of general criticism. They read and understood the New Testament as any man
naturally reads and understands his native language; and for this reason especially, might
unwarily fall into mistakes in their expositions. What is called the natural and obvious sense of
an author, is not always his true sense; particularly when that author writes in a foreign language,
and clothes his own idioms in it. That such is the character of the Greek text of the New
Testament is maintained by the acutest critics of modern times; though some of them may
perhaps have been too fond of finding out Hebraisms, Syriasms, &c. Be this as it may, it is
because the Greek fathers, those of whom we are now speaking acquiesced without farther
inquiry in what appeared to them the natural sense, that they failed to ask themselves, why, for
instance, a copulative should be inserted between 6 Xpicog and ®goc, by St. Paul, who never
inserts one between Xp1cog and kvprog, though the construction ought evidently to have been the
same in both cases, had the same person been intended in both; and is found in fact to be the
same in the earliest writings of the Greek churches; Xpicog 6 ®cog , and the like, occurring in
them as familiarly, though not so frequently, as Xpicog 0 xvproc, &c. Even Theodoret, it seems,
has once inadvertently written ®gov tov Xpicov, so that according to him the copulative is a
redundancy, to say the least of it.

I regret that my little library will not enable me to trace the time when the form 6 Xpicoc kot
O¢og, as well as those of the other
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texts under discussion, began first to be used as indisputably descriptive of one person. Certainly
not in the Apostolic age, nor for a considerable time after. The discovery would throw some
light upon the history of sacred criticism, and some upon the present subject. As long as those
forms were not in use, they were either not understood in the sense you ascribe to them, or were
not thought sufficiently explicit and unequivocal.

What has been observed concerning those Greek fathers, whose authority is cited in support
of your opinion; that it does not appear to have ever occurred to them as an object of critical
investigation, whether the several texts, we have been examining, were particular deviations
from the prevailing idiom, is equally applicable to yourself. After having established, by a fair
induction of particulars, a general rule of interpretation, with the exception of plurals and proper
names only, you ought, I apprehend, to have inquired whether that rule was liable, or not, to
farther exceptions, and of what nature; so as to reduce them, if possible, to some common
character; and then to have stated, and fairly examined, the question, whether those passages, to
the interpretation of which you would apply your rule, belonged to the class of exceptions, or if
not, whether they might not be particular and anomalous exceptions. The neglect of this, I
regard, as a radical defect that pervades and vitiates your whole tract: a defect, which I have
endeavoured to the best of my abilities to supply. How far I have succeeded must remain with
others to determine.

As to the objection which has been deduced from the consideration that a different
construction would have been chosen to secure to the several texts the sense you ascribe to them;
I consider it as completely decisive, where the noun Xpigog is placed either immediately before,
or immediately after, the copulative: in the other passages, where the nouns 6gog and xvptog or
cotnp occur in direct consecution, that objection might claim but little respect, if applicable to
any one instance exclusively; but as applicable to them all, it must appear to carry too much
weight to be easily overruled. For why should the copulative be thrust between nouns, which in
other instances are placed in immediate connexion to express one person? Or if the usual
construction must, contrary to all probability, be abandoned without altering the sense, why
should the important noun 6gog be always on the unfavourable side of the copulative, and never
be joined immediately to the proper name, as it might have been in perfect conformity with the
idiom of the language, and as it
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was in the times immediately succeeding that of the Apostles? The construction to which I
object in your sense of the passages, was an innovation of later days; but when introduced, I have
already said, I possess not the means of determining with precision.

When to these reflections is added the sense of the words employed, together with the
various exceptions to your rule, I think I stand upon solid ground, when I assert, that there exists
no necessity for altering the common version in these particular passages; and that you have not
decisively applied a rule of construction to the correction of that version.

To all this, you have two main objections to urge, which you consider as decisive on your
part. The former is, that the several passages are in construction parallel with 6 ®gog kot Tatnp,
and ought to be interpreted accordingly. Now, Sir, if your rule and principles of criticism must
be permitted to close up every other source of illustration, there is an end of all farther enquiry;
but if not, we may observe, that the same Almighty Being is called indifferently 6gog, matnp,
Beog moatnp, 0 Beog ko matnp, and once 0 Beog matnp, but where do we meet with 6 6gog
Xpicog? Not in the New Testament, though frequently enough in other writings. And here I
cannot help remarking the strange, not to say, extravagant language of Beza on occasion of the
text, Tov peyaAov Ggov Kot cmTNPoc MUy Incov Xpicov; on which he goes so far as to say,
“dico non magis probabiliter ista posse ad duas distinctas personas referri, quam illam
locutionem, 6 ®cgog kot watnp Incov Xpiotov.” The latter cannot possibly be understood of
more than one person, independently of a grammatical rule; it is surely too much to say of the
former.*

Your second objection is, that if, in any of the texts that have been examined, distinct persons
had been intended, the distinction would have been preserved by the repetition of the article. But
it is not a little remarkable, that there is no instance in the New Testament, of such a distinction
being so preserved, between the particular nouns in question; I mean when the nouns 6gog and
KULPLOG Or GMOTNP are connect-

* It is not undeserving of notice in this place, that there is no such expression in the New
Testament, as 0 watnp Ogog or Beog 0 matnp. Of these expressions, the latter especially would
imply an acknowledgement of more Gods than one, contrary to the decisive tenor of the sacred
volume; the addition of 6 motnp, in such an arrangement, being, according to the idiom of the
language, constructed as a discriminating attribute. The use of this expression 6gog 6 matnp, was
another innovation of later days.
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ed by the copulative: the form of construction is then, 8eog kot Kvplog, 0 Beog Kot Kvplog, but
never 0 0eoc ka1 6 kvprog. The most probable reason that I can imagine for this peculiarity is,
that these particular nouns, when unequivocally descriptive of one person, being connected
throughout the Septuagint, and the New Testament, without the copulative, as kvptog 6 6gog in
abundance of instances in the former - 6 6gog 6 cmtp in several - &t KvplOv TOV BeOV AVTOV, ---
- ém 1 Oew T coTpPt pov. St. Luke ---- Tov cotpog umv Ogov. St. Paul. — the reason, I say,
may be, that the sacred writers naturally felt the interposition of the copulative, as a sufficient
mark of personal diversity, without being aware of the necessity of farther mark of
discrimination which you would require from them. There would be nothing improper , nothing
ungrammatical, nor a particle of ambiguity, in writing kvpio¢ 6 @go¢ 'Incovg Xpicog; and it is
quite as probable that, with these particular nouns, they would have omitted the copulative to
express one person, as that they would have repeated the article to express two. At all events, as
you have founded an argument upon what would have been the construction, to accord with a
presumed signification, you can have no just objection to the employment of the same kind of
reasoning on the opposite side of the question.

What has been observed concerning the manner of connecting the noun Xpigog with its
attribute, as well as the nouns kvplog and Beog or cwtnp, to denote the same person, viz. that
they are, throughout the Greek Bible, joined without the copulative, will furnish a satisfactory
answer to a remark of yours, which constitutes a prominent feature in your argument. There are,
you say, no exceptions, in the New Testament, to your rule; that is, I suppose unless these
particular texts be such; which you think utterly improbable. You would argue, then, that if
these texts were exceptions, there would be more. I do not perceive any great weight in this
hypothetical reasoning. But, however plausible it may appear, the reply is at hand. There are no
other words, between which the insertion of the copulative, would effect so remarkable a
deviation from the established form of constructing them to express one person; and of course,
would so pointedly suggest a difference of signification. Had the form 6 Ogo¢ kot Kvprog Huwv,
as well as Beog 0 Kvplog Nuwv, and, in the same sense, been used in the Septuagint, or the New
Testament, or 0 Xpicoc kot kKvplog in the latter, for one person, all this reasoning would have
been spared; but as the contrary is the fact, it is nothing surprising to find all these particular
texts in question appearing
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as exceptions to your rule, and the sole exceptions; I mean in the New Testament for we have
had an incontrovertible one from the Septuagint.

Throughout the whole of this discussion, I have purposely endeavoured, as far as your tract
would permit me, to render the argument and the inference inaccessible to the mere English
reader; because I consider him totally incompetent to estimate the force of the one, and of course
the justness of the other: except indeed, what could not be avoided, that I have distinctly stated
my present conviction, that the common version needs not those corrections you would bestow
upon it. This intermediate inference is expressed without reserve; but how far it may be
supposed to affect the evidence for a fundamental article of the catholic faith, he is not invited by
me to consider. [ would rather tell him, that he may rest satisfied with his Testament, and may
consult it with his habitual veneration; that a better translation upon the whole, and better
adapted to his purposes, will not easily be obtained. The learned will not acquiesce in the
authority of any version, however excellent, but will have recourse to the original for
information: so that I agree with you in deprecating all clamour, not Socinian only, about the
necessity of a new translation; all calumnious charges of corruption; and all arrogant attempts at
imaginary correction; and even all pretensions to a more close and literal rendering of the
original text. To give to certain words a new arrangement, that would be equally positive and
unequivocal in either language, and to call the process a necessary accommodation to the English
idiom, is to delude the reader into a belief that your rendering is in no respect more than
equivalent to the original. The authors of the common version seem to have been more
scrupulous. They had before them the older versions, to which you appeal; and had probably
better grounds for not adopting them, than ignorance or prejudice. They were men of learning
and integrity; they might have been acquainted with all the limitations of your rule; and must
evidently have thought, that the older versions had said more than they had a right to say. The
very circumstance of their having such versions to guide them, is in favour of their authority, if
an appeal must be made to versions at all; as it affords a fair presumption, that they had
religiously considered the subject, before they ventured to give the public a different rendering.

I place the whole of this discussion principally upon the footing of a defence of the common
version; and, I frankly acknowledge,
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for the purpose of screening myself, if possible, from uncandid insinuations. To submit to any
thing of the kind in silence might be injurious to my character; and to be put upon the defending
of myself would be painful to my feelings. Whatever public notice may be taken of this work, I
hope and trust, will be confined to the arguments, and the philological observations, and the
author left out of the question. It ought not to be represented as an invidious employment for a
clergyman of the Church of England, to vindicate an authorised version, which he is bound to
use in the discharge of his office, to appeal to in his public instructions, and which it is generally
thought unadvised in a preacher to censure and correct from the pulpit. Had I been prompted to
this investigation by no other motive than a wish to satisfy my conscience, and acquit myself of
blame, for having persisted, as an individual, in keeping your candle under the bushel, where it
has glimmered for centuries, unobserved, except through the spectacles of a few poring critics, [
should be perfectly justified; but I might, without affectation, ascribe this work to other motives,
more impressive in themselves, and of more general interest.

Your interpretation exhibits the sacred penmen in unfavourable colours, irreconcilable with
the uprightness and simplicity that characterize their writings. It represents them as varying from
their constant practice, and rejecting a positive and unequivocal mode of expression, upon
occasions, when such a mode must have forced itself upon their minds, from the inevitable effect
of habit. You will grant, that in the first example, St. Paul would have accorded better with
himself had he joined the attribute @cog to Xpisog in the same manner as he does those of kvpiog
or co1np, and that by so doing he would have been as explicit, and have left as little occasion for
doubt, in the one case as in the other. For my own part, I do not perceive the least ambiguity in
either case. But upon your hypothesis, he has varied from himself, and thereby has perplexed
and obscured his meaning; and for what conceivable end? Was an explicit declaration one of
those things that were lawful indeed, but not expedient? Was he afraid, by too bluntly disclosing
a sublime and astonishing mystery, of offending the prejudices of the Jews, or alarming the
wisdom of the Greeks? He was all things to all men, and fed his recent converts to Christianity
with milk; but he would not descend to a disingenuous artifice, a kind of pious fraud, to promote
the honour of his divine Master. But you will say, his words do clearly, and without any
obscurity or ambiguity,
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express the sense you ascribe to them. Let this be proved from principles of impartial and liberal
criticism with respect to any of the texts, and every syllable of this censure shall be cheerfully
retracted. I do not mean, that St. Paul, when teaching the divinity of our Lord was obliged by the
law of probity, to assert the doctrine in every or any instance, in direct terms, rather than by
necessary consequence; but I do say, that whenever he intended to assert it totidem verbis, he
would not obscure his language by a redundancy, which he never admits in any parallel instance.

Upon a comprehensive view of the subject, the conduct of your whole tract seems exposed to
the charge of indiscretion; and still more does the tone of exultation with which it has been
received and applauded by your abettors. Your work has been held up in terms of defiance, as
bringing to light the most decisive argument that ever was directed against the apostacy of
Socinius; one which our adversaries can neither gainsay nor resist. Never, it is said, was his
school attacked with so formidable a weapon. Thus, the old grounds, to which you must, at last ,
return, and where alone you can safely take your stand, are incautiously depreciated and
degraded. Should your remarks prove at last to be fallacious, the termination of this temporary
triumph may be eagerly received by the adversary as a final concession, and turned upon you,
perhaps, in the true spirit of party zeal. You may have reason, therefore, to be satisfied that they
are confuted, if they have been, by one who is no Socinian; and who thinks there are much more
cogent arguments in reserve, when your rule of interpretation shall be abandoned. Had you
succeeded in proving to a demonstration that the noun ®¢og was unequivocally applied to Christ,
in a dozen places of scripture, the Socinian would retreat under cover of an inferior sense. It is
well for our cause that we can pursue him with arguments, which, in a simple and honest mind,
admit neither of strivings about words, nor dividing about a name. There is more real, because
more practical consequence, in the plain and indisputable fact, that grace, mercy , and peace are
invoked from the Lord Jesus Christ in conjunction with God the Father, than in a hundred
grammatical or metaphysical subtleties.

There is as much zeal as circumspection in the laborious researches of your learned
correspondent, when he endeavours to prove not by express testimony, but by analogy, that all
the texts, which we have been discussing, were uniformly understood, as you understand them,
from the times of the Apostles. I think it fortunate
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that this can neither be demonstrated, nor even rendered probable. If it could, it might give
occasion to the adversary to insinuate, that a misunderstanding of the scriptures, easily traced to
its source in the prevailing idiom of the language, was coeval with the earliest direct and positive
assertions of our Lord’s divinity. It cannot therefore, be disagreeable to you, though it may be
unnecessary, to be told that his doctrine was received, and directly asserted, in the Greek
churches, long before these texts were called to its support, either directly, by way of appeal,
(which indeed is not the practice of the earliest writers,) or indirectly, by way of allusion,
adoption, or imitation. Hence it may be presumed that the doctrine then rested on other grounds.

I have nothing farther to add to these remarks than to recommend them to your serious
consideration; and to request that nothing contained in them may be considered as wilfully
disrespectful towards yourself, or the learned editor of your former editions. His character has
long stood high for extensive erudition directed to the best of purposes; and I understand, that
you are deservedly esteemed as a gentleman and a Christian. Of your talents and scholarship the
evidence is before the public. But when an election is to be made between personal respect, or a
deference to authority, and a veneration for truth, the preponderance of obligation is manifest,
and the decision ought to be immediate.

Ap@ot yap OVTo GIA0LY 0G0V TPOTIUAY TNV AAndsiav.
I am, Sir, with thanks for alluring me to an examination, which perhaps I should otherwise
never have thought of,

Yours,
C. Winstanley.
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