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“Middleton in Miniature”
A Synopsis of Part 1, Chapters 1–3 of:

Middleton, Thomas Fanshaw, The Doctrine of the Greek Article Applied to the Criticism and
Illustration of the New Testament. Edited by H. J. Rose. New edition. London: Rivington,
1833.

Originally published in 1808, this work defends the thesis of Granville Sharp’s “rule”1 against
the (Socinian) criticism of that rule by Winstanley.2 Middleton’s work, though now over 150
years old, remains “the most thorough treatment of the Greek article to date.”3 It has, however,
remained hard to find and relatively obscure. Few have even heard of it, let alone read it.4 This
paper summarizes the first three chapters of Middleton’s work. To provide an overview of the
entire contents, the chapter titles for all of part one are given below with page numbers in
parentheses. (Part 2, pp. 123–470, consists of notes on the New Testament in which Middleton
comments on the use of the article, chapter by chapter through the New Testament.) The
discussion and all the examples in part one are limited to classical texts. One of the reasons for
this is the intended purpose of answering Winstanley’s criticisms of Sharp from extra-biblical
Greek. The chief value of these initial chapters is to be found in chapter three where Middleton
presents a detailed classification of the use of the article with common nouns.

1. Opinions of Grammarians respecting the Greek Article (1–5)
2. The Article Defined (6–31)
3. Appellatives (32–70)

3.1. Insertions in Reference
3.2. Insertions in Hypothesis
3.3. Omissions
3.4. Insertions and Omissions combined

1Granville Sharp, Remarks on the Uses of the Definite Article in the Greek Text of the New Testament:

Containing Many New Proofs of the Divinity of Christ, from Passages Which Are Wrongly Translated in the

Common English Version (Durham: Pennington, 1798; 2d ed., 1802; 3d ed., London: Vernor and Hood, 1803 = 1st

American ed., Philadelphia: Hopkins, 1807).
2Calvin Winstanley, A Vindication of Certain Passages in the Common English Version of the New Testament:

Addressed to Granville Sharp, Esq. (Cambridge: Univ. Press, 1819).
3Stanley E. Porter, Idioms of the Greek New Testament (Sheffield: JSOT, 1992), 103 n. 1.
4In addition to the reference by Porter (see previous note), see also (listed chronologically): A. T. Robertson, A

Grammar of the Greek New Testament in the Light of Historical Research, 4th ed. (Nashville, Broadman, 1923),

780, 795; C. F. D. Moule, An Idiom Book of New Testament Greek, 2d ed. (Cambridge: Univ. Press, 1959), 94, 109,

et. al.; Nigel Turner, Syntax, vol. 3 of A Grammar of New Testament Greek by J. H. Moulton (Edinburgh: T. & T.

Clark, 1963), 165; C. Kuehne, “The Greek Article,” Journal of Theology  13.3–15.1 (1973–75), et passim; and

especially, Daniel B. Wallace, “The Article with Multiple Substantives Connected by KAI in the New Testament:

Semantics and Significance” (Ph.D. diss., Dallas Theological Seminary, 1995), chapt. 2. Interestingly, BDF does not

list Middleton’s work in the bibliography, and I found no reference to him in the section on the article—but neither

is Granville Sharp mentioned, nor even the important essay on the article by Colwell.
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4. Proper Names (71–90)
5. Abstract Nouns (91–97)
6. Anomalies (98–101)
7. With certain words (102–109)
8. Position in Concord (110–14)
9. How far the Classical Rules respecting the Article apply to the N. T. (115–20)

Chapter 1: Opinions of Grammarians respecting the Greek Article

In his first chapter, Middleton surveys the comments of several grammarians on the article,
including Apollonius Dyscolus (2d C.), Theodore Gaza (15th C.), a “Mr. Harris” (author of
Hermes), Lord Monboddo, and Horne Tooke. He is generally dissatisfied with all of their
treatments of the article.

Chapter 2: The Article Defined

Middleton defines the article as follows: “The Greek Prepositive Article is the Pronoun
Relative ÔO, so employed that its relation is supposed to be more or less obscure; which relation,
therefore, is explained in some Adjunct annexed to the Article by the Participle of Existence
expressed or understood” (6).

Translated into more familiar dress, that says that the article is actually a relative pronoun
used when ambiguity would otherwise result. It is a “shorthand” notation for a more explicit
statement. For example,5 oJ uJivo" (the son) is short for oJ w[n uJivo" (he being the son). This is
different from aujto" ejstin oJ uJio" as “Assumption differs from Assertion” (6). In other words,
the article with uJivo" does not make a statement (assertion), but assumes the relationship
involved. “Relation,” in the definition above, refers to the article/pronoun’s antecedent (or
referent?).

The five sections of the chapter address various aspects of or objections to this proposed
definition.

2.1: On the Article in Homer

Middleton next discusses the use of the article in Homer. This has apparently been a subject
of considerable dispute in classical scholarship,6 for Middleton refers to the position that the
article is an invention of later times—Homer’s use of the same form is the equivalent of aujtov"

or ejkei'no" (7). Middleton rejects the first part of this statement, but agrees with the second. He
asks, however, if that use has ever really changed? In his quest for an answer he illustrates
Homer’s use of the article with numerous examples, of which only two will be included here.

5The example is mine, not Middleton’s. I think this is what he intends to say.
6See the “Internet Notes” later in this regard.
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Iliad 1.9–10.7 oJ ga;r basilh'i> colwqeiv" nou'son ajna; strato;n w\rse kakhvn8 (for he, being
embittered against the king, let loose a bad plague upon the army). Homer’s use of oJ in this
example would normally be aujto;" or ejkei'no" in later writers.

Iliad 4.399–400. ajlla; to;n uiJo;n geivnato ei|o cereia mavch/ (but his son he begat is worse
than he in battle). It would seem that to;n uiJo;n could be translated simply “the son,” but
Middleton prefers “his son.”

He then asks how these uses are any different from later writers, arguing that the difference
between article and pronoun in the examples he cites is negligible. If this is so, he suggests that
the article should be considered a pronoun in both Homer and later writers (8). “The pronominal
nature of oJ is, therefore, in some instances, established beyond contradiction; and we have only
to ascertain whether this pronominal nature be ever lost” (9). He proceeds to argue that Homer
did not entertain any idea of a difference between the use of oJ as an article or as a pronoun,
concluding that “the difference between the Article and the Pronoun is not essential, but
accidental; and consequently, when we are speaking of the nature of the Article, that there is no
difference at all.… Homer’s Article, it is admitted, is a Pronoun: but so is the Article universally”
(10–11).

Since the article is a pronoun, then why use different names to describe them? The answer is
functional. Although they are “essentially the same thing,” the pronoun never has a nominal
adjunct (i.e., a noun that it governs), whereas the article may. “oJ is always a Pronoun, though it
usually retains that name, only when it is a defined Article, i.e. when the object of its relation is
so plainly marked, that no mistake can arise, and when, consequently, no Adjunct is requisite;
they called it an undefined Article, when such addition became necessary to the perspicuity of its
meaning” (13–14).

Pronouns
Article: undefined article antecedent unclear adjunct needed for clarity
Pronoun: defined article antecedent is clear no adjunct needed

2.2. Object of its relation

This section considers the antecedent of the article/pronoun, developing the point that the
undefined article is used rather than the defined article (= pronoun proper) for purposes of clarity
in identifying the proper antecedent (which may also, of course, be a postcedent; i.e., the article
may be either retrospective or anticipative—looking backward or forward, see 2.4.). The gender
is a key in proper identification because the article will always agree with its antecedent in
gender. Instances where this is not true usually require the reader to supply a noun that refers to
the proper object. One example he cites of this is the phrase hJ shvmeron—in which instance the
article is FSN, but it modifies an adverb (which does not decline). In this instance hJmera is to be
supplied:9 hJ hJmera w[n shvmeron. This exact combination is not found in the NT, but a genitive

7Middleton’s classical references do not use the standard method of citation currently employed. His references

appear, e.g., as Iliad A. v. 6. Translated, this reads: Iliad, book one, line six. He uses Greek uncial characters to refer

to the book number in which A = 1, B = 2, G = 3, etc. The v. stands for line (versus).
8colwqeiv" = aor. pass. ptcp. > colovw; w\rse = aor. > o[rnumi.
9Liddell & Scott, ab. ed., 633; Middleton, 15. Another example cited is to; ∆Aristavrcoi (neut. art. with masc.

noun). The full sense is probably to; ojnoma ejstivn  w[n ∆Aristavrcoi (= his name being ∆A.).
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is found in Matt. 27:8, dio; ejklhvqh oJ ajgro;" ejkei'no" ajgro;" ai{mato" e{w" th'" shvmeron. That
hJmevra" is intended is evident from the v.l. in the parallel passage, Matt. 28:15, oiJ de; labovnte"

ta; ajrguvria ejpoivhsan wJ" ejdidavcqhsan. kai; diefhmivsqh oJ lovgo" ou|to" para; ∆Ioudaivoi"

mevcri th'" shvmeron ªhJmevra"º.10

This principle explains why the article “is placed immediately, or almost immediately before
its Predicate; for the reference being anticipative, the mind of the hearer will not bear long
suspense; till the object of reference be known, every thing intervening will be disregarded” (17).
(The predicate of an article is the noun that it governs.)

2.3. Obscure reference

The referent of the article may be obscure if the adjunct is omitted, but this is not unexpected
or problematic to an explanation of the article as a pronoun. The pronoun itself often has an
obscure referent. Apollonius pointed out that,

pronouns are of no use, when deprived of the person indicating and the person indicated:
for when written, they are of all things the most indefinite, because then they are detached
from their proper subject-matter. Hence we see the reason, why perfect writing requires the
addition of the Nouns themselves. (18)

It is the nature of the article and/or pronoun that creates the obscurity. The inclusion of the
article’s adjunct is only the speaker’s/writer’s effort to achieve maximum clarity (19).

A key statement in this section, and one on which Middleton will build in the next section, is
that the article frequently is used as a symbol of what is primary in the speaker’s mind (and is
usually assumed to be uppermost in the hearer’s mind also) (20).

2.4. Anticipative reference vindicated

The thrust of this section is to demonstrate that the article (particularly viewed as a pronoun)
may refer not only to an antecedent referent, but also to an anticipative referent, that is, one that
he is about to introduce in the discussion but which has not previously been identified. The
article is thus a symbol for what is uppermost in the speaker’s mind in regard to previous
statements (see previous section) and may also serve as a symbol for what is about to become the
subject of a statement (25). He summarizes,

On the whole, it appears that the Article may be used, either when conjointly with its
Predicate it recalls some former idea, or when it is intended to serve as the subject of an
hypothesis. All the various uses of the Article will come under one of these two divisions.
(25)

2.5. Participle of existence understood

The final section in chapter two returns to the last phrase of his proposed definition that refers
to the participle of existence that is understood by the article. He explains that the article appears
to indicate an ellipsis of w[n and thus makes the same statement as if w[n had been written (“the
subintellection of the participle becomes a necessary consequence,” 26). Middleton’s example is

10The bracketed hJmevra" is omitted by Å A W 0148vid f1,13 33 ˜ e ff2. It is included by B D L Q pc lat. It is

interesting in this case that the Majority Text omits the word that makes the text smoother by explicitly identifying

the grammatical antecedent.
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of oJ ajnh;r (the man), which is the same as oJ w[n ajnh;r (he being a man). The difference between
assertion and assumption (referred to above) is expanded on the basis that “every Proposition
contains a Subject and a Predicate connected by a Copula; and that where this Copula is not
marked by a distinct word, it is implied in the Verb” (26–27).

Chapter 3: Appellatives

This chapter applies the definition of the article set out in chapter two to actual usage and
catalogs the various rules that reflect when the article is either used or omitted. Middleton gives
numerous examples in this section—all from classical writers. Examples cited below (where
given) have been supplied from the NT.11

3.1. Insertions in Reference

This section enumerates nine instances where the article is used (“inserted”). In most cases
the article recalls some familiar idea, whether the technical anaphoric use or a more general
relationship (ctr. with 3.2. below).

1. Renewed mention

This category is known in contemporary terminology as the article of previous reference (or
more technically, anaphoric) and is used “when a person or thing recently mentioned is spoken
of again … the Article … is inserted when the mention is renewed.” This may be the same noun
or a synonymous one may be substituted. It may also occur when there has not been a specific
noun used, “but the existence of such person or thing may be inferred from what has been said.”
(32)

John 4:7, gunh; … 4:9, h   J gunh; hJ Samari'ti"

John 4:10, u{dwr zw'n … 4:11, to   ; u{dwr to; zw'n

2. Well-known person or thing ( kat∆ ejxochn )12

The article may indicate an object that is preeminent in the mind of the hearer. This is not
necessarily “the best” of something (though it may be), but only what is uppermost in the mind at
the time. (It could also indicate the worst of something.) It is pressing the rule too far, however,
to argue just from the presence of the article that the object referred to is the ultimate in its
category. (This is frequently done with the reference to Nicodemus in John 3:10, su; ei\ oJ

didavskalo" tou' ∆Israh;l kai; tau'ta ouj ginwvskei"…)

John 1:21, oJ profhvth" ei\ suv… (As the religious leaders attempt to figure out who John is,
the possibility that he is the well-known prophet of Deut. 18 forms the basis of their
query.)

11These examples have been drawn from Wallace, Exegetical Syntax; Young, Intermediate NT Greek; Porter,

Idioms; or from acCordance searches (there are some from all four).
12hJ ejxochv = a standing out, prominence: metaphorically, eminence (L&S, ab. ed., 238); cp. Acts 25:23,

ajndravsin toi'" kat∆ ejxoch;n th'" povlew" (the prominent men of the city)—a NT hapax.
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Gal. 4:22, th'" paidivskh" … th'" ejleuqevra" (the slave woman … the free woman)

3. Monadic nouns

A monadic noun identifies a class of one: a unique, one-of-a-kind object of which there are
no other instances. [Although Middleton classifies them separately, it would seem that objects of
nature (#5) and proper names would fit here as well.]

Matt. 5:18, oJ oujrano;" kai; hJ gh'

Matt. 4:1 Tovte oJ ∆Ihsou'" ajnhvcqh eij" th;n e[rhmon uJpo; tou' pneuvmato" peirasqh'nai

uJpo; tou' diabovlou.

4. Possessive pronoun

The article frequently functions as a possessive pronoun. The context makes this clear; if it
does not, it is probably not legitimate to base an exegetical point on such a use.

Matt. 8:3, ejkteivna" th;n cei'ra h{yato aujtou' (stretching out his hand, he touched him)
Note that his is not the translation of aujtou' but of the article; aujtou' (= him) is genitive because
a{ptw takes its object in that case.

Matt. 13:28–29, o   J de; e[fh aujtoi'" … oiJ de; dou'loi levgousin aujtw/' … oJ dev fhsin (And he
said to them … but the slaves said to him … and he replied) [This example also illustrates the
use of oJ de; to change subjects in dialog.]

5. With objects of nature

[See under monadic nouns (#3).]

6. General or abstract qualities expressed by neuter adjectives

Matt. 5:39, ejgw; de; levgw uJmi'n mh; ajntisth'nai tw/' ponhrw/': (English would probably not
use the definite article here, but translate simply an evildoer.)

Matt. 7:6 Mh; dw'te to; a{gion toi'" kusi;n (Do not give what is holy to dogs.)

7. Correlatives in regimen having a mutual reference (genitive construction)

Correlatives are words in regimen, having a mutual reference; and consequently so
circumstanced, that if the first relate to the second, the second must relate to the first. The
Greek writers, it is observed, mark the relation in the second wherever it is necessary to
mark it in the first: in other words, where the first has the Article, the second has it
likewise. (36)
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This is Apollonius’ canon that states that when a noun is modified by a genitive noun, either
both will have the article or both will lack it.13 Middleton’s classical example is:

Plato, Theaetetus 2.126, hJ tou' gewrgou' dovxa (the opinion of the farmer)

Middleton notes a number of exceptions to this rule, including proper names in the genitive,
basileuv" (both noted by Apollonius), enumeration, gevno", and abstract nouns. The only Greek
writer who seems to disregard this use is Philo. NT examples where the rule is followed are
numerous; one contrasting pair will suffice:

2 Cor. 6:7, ejn lovgw/ ajlhqeiva", ejn dunavmei qeou'

Col. 1:5, ejn tw/' lovgw/ th'" ajlhqeiva" tou' eujaggelivou

8. Partitives and wholes

This is a specialized instance of the preceding rule (having similar exceptions). In this case
the noun in regimen is the partitive genitive14 and the governing noun is the part. Middleton
illustrates from:

Aristotle, Metaphysics lib. 10.100.1. aiJ maqhmatikai; tw'n ejpisthmw'n (the mathematicians
among the learned; = part > whole)

NT examples include:

Rom. 15:26, tou;" ptwcou;" tw'n aJgivwn (the poor among the saints; ptwcou;" is the part,
aJgivwn is the whole; both have the article)

Jude 13, kuvmata a[gria qalavssh" (wild waves of the sea; kuvmata [waves] is the part,
qalavssh" is the whole; neither have the article)

9. Pronominal sense (a mutual relation expressed with me;n  and dev)

When two things are contrasted with each other by the use of me;n … dev, the same pattern of
article use is observed as with partitives: either both have it, or neither do.15

13This generally holds true, though there are numerous exceptions. For a concise summary see Young,

Intermediate NT Greek, 67. Young suggests that the exceptions may be explained one of two ways: “(1) the head

noun may be anarthrous while the genitive qualifier is articular, especially if the head noun is the object of a

preposition, a predicate nominative, or vocative; (2) either may be anarthrous if it is a proper name (including

kuvrio") even though the other may be articular” (67). For more detailed discussion, see Wallace, Exegetical Syntax,

181–84; and Hull, TJ 7 (1986): 3–16.
14Partitive genitive denotes the whole of which the head noun is a part. Wallace suggests that wholative is a less

confusing term (ES, 68 n. 32), though the name is not likely to change.
15For additional examples with the article, see: Matt. 25:33 kai; sthvsei ta; me;n provbata ejk dexiw'n aujtou',

ta; de; ejrivfia ejx eujwnuvmwn; Matt. 26:41 grhgorei'te kai; proseuvcesqe, i{na mh; eijsevlqhte eij" peirasmovn: to;

me;n pneu'ma provqumon hJ de; sa;rx ajsqenhv"; Mark 14:38 grhgorei'te kai; proseuvcesqe, i{na mh; e[lqhte eij"

peirasmovn: to; me;n pneu'ma provqumon hJ de; sa;rx ajsqenhv"; Acts 22:9 oiJ de; su;n ejmoi; o[nte" to; me;n fw'"
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Rom. 7:25, ejgw; tw/' me;n noi÷ douleuvw novmw/ qeou' th/' de; sarki; novmw/ aJmartiva" (I, on the
one hand, with my mind serve the law of God, but on the other hand, with my flesh I
serve the law of sin.)

1 Cor. 1:23, hJmei'" de; khruvssomen Cristo;n ejstaurwmevnon, ∆Ioudaivoi" me;n skavndalon,

e[qnesin de; mwrivan

3.2. Insertions in hypothesis

1. Representative of something of which an assumption is to be made

In contrast to the previous section (3.1), these uses are instances in which the article is used
as a symbol or representation of something of which an assumption (hypothesis) is to be made in
the subsequent statement (39).

Demosthenes, de Cor. § 71, ponhro;n oJ sukofavnth" ajeiv. (A slanderer is always evil.)16

Middleton’s point seems to be that the article points to an assertion about a specific instance
of a class. This is usually referred to today as the generic article, though the singular and plural
are not differentiated (i.e., both this category and the next are combined). The definite article is
usually not used in English translation. NT examples of the singular include:

1 Cor. 7:28, eja;n ghvmh/ hJ parqevno", oujc h{marten (If a virgin marry, she has not sinned.)

1 Tim. 3:2, dei' ou\n to;n ejpivskopon ajnepivlhmpton ei\nai (Therefore a bishop must be
blameless.)

2. Inclusive sense: classes and descriptions of persons or things (plural)

As in the previous category, the article may also be used in the plural “to denote whole
classes and descriptions of persons or things” (40). Middleton gives an example from:

ejqeavsanto th;n de; fwnh;n oujk h[kousan tou' lalou'ntov" moi; Acts 27:41 peripesovnte" de; eij" tovpon

diqavlasson ejpevkeilan th;n nau'n kai; hJ me;n prw/'ra ejreivsasa e[meinen ajsavleuto", hJ de; pruvmna ejluveto uJpo;

th'" biva" ªtw'n kumavtwnº; Rom. 7:25 cavri" de; tw/' qew/' dia; ∆Ihsou' Cristou' tou' kurivou hJmw'n. “Ara ou\n aujto;"

ejgw; tw/' me;n noi÷ douleuvw novmw/ qeou' th/' de; sarki; novmw/ aJmartiva"; Rom. 8:10 eij de; Cristo;" ejn uJmi'n, to; me;n

sw'ma nekro;n dia; aJmartivan to; de; pneu'ma zwh; dia; dikaiosuvnhn; Eph. 4:11, Kai; aujto;" e[dwken tou;" me;n

ajpostovlou", tou;" de; profhvta", tou;" de; eujaggelistav", tou;" de; poimevna" kai; didaskavlou".

For additional examples without the article, see: Rom. 8:17 eij de; tevkna, kai; klhronovmoi: klhronovmoi me;n

qeou', sugklhronovmoi de; Cristou', ei[per sumpavscomen i{na kai; sundoxasqw'men; 1 Cor. 12:20 nu'n de; polla;

me;n mevlh, e}n de; sw'ma; 1 Cor. 15:39 Ouj pa'sa sa;rx hJ aujth; sa;rx ajlla; a[llh me;n ajnqrwvpwn, a[llh de; sa;rx

kthnw'n, a[llh de; sa;rx pthnw'n, a[llh de; ijcquvwn; 1 Pet. 3:18 o{ti kai; Cristo;" a{pax peri; aJmartiw'n e[paqen,

divkaio" uJpe;r ajdivkwn, i{na uJma'" prosagavgh/ tw/' qew/' qanatwqei;" me;n sarki; zw/opoihqei;" de; pneuvmati:
16The diachronic word sleuth could make a lot of mileage with the word sukofavnth". Its historical roots refer

to a “one who brings figs to light by shaking the tree,” (> su'kon, fig + faivnw, show) thus “a fig-shewer,” or “fig-

informer,” i.e., one who informed against persons exporting figs from Attica. It came to be used of any informer.

(L&S, ab. ed., 661.) Thankfully the word is not used in the NT and so its etymology will not likely be subjected to

pulpit abuse!
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Demosthenes, de Cor. § 58, ta rJhvgmata kai; ta spavsmata, o{tan ti kako;n to; sw'ma

lavbh/, tovte kinei'tai (When the body receives some injury, then fractures and spasms
are stirred up.)

Matt. 8:20, aiJ ajlwvpeke" fwleou;" e[cousin kai; ta; peteina; tou' oujranou'

kataskhnwvsei" (Foxes have holes and birds of the air have nests.)

Eph. 5:25, OiJ a[ndre", ajgapa'te ta;" gunai'ka" (Husbands, love your wives.)

3.3. Omissions

1. Propositions affirming or denying existence

Matt. 4:18, h\san ga;r aJliei'" (for they were fishermen)

2. Nouns preceding substantive or nuncupative verbs (or participles)

Middleton’s statement of this principle is as follows:
Another omission, which arises out of the nature of the Copula, is that which is observable
in all Nouns preceded by Verbs or Participles, Substantive or Nuncapative. In such cases
the Noun is always anarthrous.…

…In general they express some attribute or dignity possessed exclusively, and might
therefore be expected to take the Article kat∆ ejxochvn: but this is forbidden by the Verb or
Participle preceding; which is used to indicate, as hitherto unknown, the very truth which
the presence of the Article would imply to be known or supposed already: for such, as we
have seen, is the force of the assumptive Copula understood. (43)

[I must admit perplexity at this point. Nuncapative means oral as opposed to written. The
only possibility that I can conjure here is that it refers to an elided verb or participle that must be
assumed/supplied by the reader. Beyond that, the statement appears to relate to the syntactical
pattern verb > noun. But all but one of the examples cited (6 classical and 2 LXX] contain the
pattern noun > verb.  The best I can do here is to offer the examples with (very) rough
translations.17]

Demosthenes, de Cor. § 23, aijtio" eijmiv tou' polevmou (I am the cause of the war.)

Aesch. [= Aeschines or Aeschylus?], cont. Ctes. §20, tou;" konduvlou", ou}" e[laben ejn th/'

ojrchvstra/ covrphgo" w[n. (…the knuckles [?], which he received in the orchestra being
the chorus leader.)

Ibid. §43, oJ tolmw'n ejn tai'" ejpistolai'" gravfein o{ti despoth" ejstivn aJpavntwn

ajnqrwvpwn (the one who is bold to write in the message [command? declaration?] to write
that he is lord of all men.)

17Lack of any context renders this endeavor precarious. Underlining in these examples was represented by

uncial characters in the original. Please note also that I had only the abridged edition of L&S to work with, and no

access to the full texts.
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Ibid. §61, ∆Aristeivdh" oJ divkaio" ejpikalouvmeno" (A. is the one called righteous.)

Demosthenes, de Cor. §52, o}n oujk a]n ojknhvsaimi e[gwge koinon ajlithrion eijpein (???
ojknhvsaimi ? > ojknevw, to shrink, hesitate, aor. mi form? ??? e[gwge ??? koino", common;
ajlithrion, sinful)

Aesh., cont. Ctes. §47, prodota" tw'n ÔEllhvnwn tou;" Boiwtavrca" ejkalese (He called the
Boeotarchs [magistrates of Boeotia] of the Greeks traitors.)

Psalm 46:[7], o{ti basileu" (scil. ejsti*) pavvsh" th'" gh'" oJ qeov" (… that God is king of all
the earth.) [*i.e., ejsti is to be supplied.]

Isa. 9:6, kai; kaleitai to; o[noma aujtou' megavlh" boulh'" ajggelo", qaumasto",

sumboulo", ijscuro",… (His name will be called Messenger of Great Counsel,
Wonderful, Advisor, Strong One,…)18

3. After verbs of appointing, choosing, creating, etc.

With verbs of appointing, choosing, or creating, the noun that indicates the nature of the
appointment, choice, etc. is always anarthrous. (Nouns given in the examples include aiJrevw,

poievw, tivqhmi, and kaqivsthmi.)19

Demosthenes, de Cor. §59, hJgemwn kai; kurio" h/Jreqh20 Filippo" aJpavntwn (Philip was
appointed leader and lord of all.)

Acts 20:28, prosevcete eJautoi'" kai; panti; tw/' poimnivw/, ejn w/| uJma'" to; pneu'ma to; a{gion

e[qeto ejpiskovpou" (Watch yourselves and all the flock over which the Holy Spirit has
appointed you overseers.)

Rom. 4:17, kaqw;" gevgraptai o{ti patevra pollw'n ejqnw'n tevqeikav se (Just as it stands
written, “I have appointed you father of many nations.”) [Note that this is a double
accusative, which appears to follow the same rule.]

18Note that there are textual variants in this text; the transl. given is of the text cited by Middleton; both the

LXX  and MT differ.
19An exception appears in 1Cor. 12:18, nuni; de; oJ qeo;" e[qeto ta; mevlh, e}n e{kaston aujtw'n ejn tw/' swvmati

kaqw;" hjqevlhsen (God appointed the members…).

Other positive examples include 1Cor. 12:28 Kai; ou}" me;n e[qeto oJ qeo;" ejn th/' ejkklhsiva/ prw'ton

ajpostovlou", deuvteron profhvta", trivton didaskavlou", e[peita dunavmei", e[peita carivsmata ijamavtwn,

ajntilhvmyei", kubernhvsei", gevnh glwssw'n; 1Tim. 2:7 eij" o} ejtevqhn ejgw; kh'rux kai; ajpovstolo", ajlhvqeian

levgw ouj yeuvdomai, didavskalo" ejqnw'n ejn pivstei kai; ajlhqeiva/; 2Tim. 1:11 eij" o} ejtevqhn ejgw; kh'rux kai;

ajpovstolo" kai; didavskalo"; and Heb. 1:2, ejp∆ ejscavtou tw'n hJmerw'n touvtwn ejlavlhsen hJmi'n ejn uiJw/', o}n

e[qhken klhronovmon pavntwn, di∆ ou| kai; ejpoivhsen tou;" aijw'na". (This is a complete list for tivqhmi; no examples

were found using aiJrevw; other words were not checked.)
20h/Jreqh = 3SAPI > aiJrevw.
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4. Nouns in apposition that express the end or object

“Nouns in apposition, not explanatory of the essence of the preceding Noun, but of the end or
object, to which the person or thing implied in it is affirmed to be subservient, are always
anarthrous” (45).

Demosthenes, de Cor. §69, dunamin ei\cen hJ povli" tou;" nhsiwvta" (The city has power
over the islanders.)

5. Exclusive propositions

 In “exclusive propositions … the negation is meant to extend to every individual or to the
whole species in question, so as to exclude universally” (46).

The force of the negation will not be duly estimated, unless it be taken to exclude
universally the several objects spoken of.… In all of them the word any may in English be
supplied before the several Nouns, or (which is the same thing) the negative must be
rendered by no, in order adequately to give the sense. (47)

Demosthenes, de Cor. §28, ouj nau", ouj teich th'" povlew" tovte kekthmevnh" (not [any]
ship, not [any] walls of the city at that time had been acquired)

Heb. 8:2, tw'n aJgivwn leitourgo;" kai; th'" skhnh'" th'" ajlhqinh'", h}n e[phxen oJ kuvrio",

oujk a[nqrwpo" (a minister of the temple [holy things] and of the true tent that the Lord
set up, not [any] man.)

6. Nouns in regimen

This is the converse of 3.1.7. above; in this instance Middleton gives examples of the
omission of the article. (An example of each was included above.)

7. Indefinite governing noun

If the governing noun is both anarthrous and indefinite the governed noun will also be
anarthrous.

Plutarch, Conviv. p. 99, yuch" ga;r o[rganon to; sw'ma (For the body is an instrument of the
soul.) Here the governing noun is o[rganon which is both anarthrous and indefinite (an
instrument), thus the governed noun (yuch") is also anarthrous.

The editor (Rose) notes that there are a number of exceptions to this rule, particularly when
the governing noun is the anarthrous object of a preposition, but the governed noun that follows
in the genitive is arthrous.
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3.4. Insertions and Omissions Combined

1. Subject and predicates of propositions

The general rule is that the subject usually has the article and the predicate does not (51).
This may be seen in Mark 2:28, kuvriov" ejstin oJ uiJo;" tou' ajnqrwvpou (The Son of Man is Lord).
The article in copulative sentences therefore often serves as the indicator of the subject. There
are, however, other options involving convertible or reciprocating propositions “which are such,
that of either term taken as the Subject the other may be affirmed as a Predicate” (54). These may
take one of three forms.21

1. Both nominatives in a copulative sentence have the article.

John 15:1, oJ pathvr mou oJ gewrgov" ejstin (My Father is the vinedresser.)

2. Neither nominative in a copulative sentence has the article.22

Eph. 5:23, ajnhvr ejstin kefalh; th'" gunaiko;" (The husband is the head of the wife.)

3. Two nominatives in a copulative sentence are joined by a coordinating conjunction and
linked by the copulative to tautov.23

Aristotle, Top. lib. 1.c.5. tautovn ejstin aijsqhsi" kai; ejpisthmh (This is sensation and
knowledge.)

The fact that two nominatives do both have the article does not necessarily mean, even in a
copulative sentence, that it is a convertible proposition, for one of the articles may serve a
different purpose (e.g., article of previous reference) (55 n. 1 [Rose].)

2. Two+ attributives joined by a copulative assumed of the same person or thing

“When two or more Attributives joined by a Copulative or Copulatives are assumed of the
same person or thing, before the first Attributive the Article is inserted; before the remaining
ones it is omitted” (57). This is the Granville Sharp rule. Where two distinct people are intended,
the article is repeated. Middleton pursues an extensive theoretical explanation of the reason why
this is true (59–60) and also notes several limitations necessary to this rule (60ff). The rule
applies only to “assumible Attributives”—i.e., nouns of which attributes can be assumed

21Discussion of this subject may be explored further in Lane McGaughy, “Toward a Descriptive Analysis of

«Einai as a Linking Verb in NT Greek;” Wallace, Exegetical Syntax, 33–39; Porter, Idioms, 109–10; and Young,

Intermediate NT Greek, 64–66.
22This would be a profitable research topic; few discussion spend any time on this pattern. It needs to be asked,

do all such statements form convertible propositions? (Pronouns and proper names should be excluded, of course.)

Middleton cites Aristotle, de Interp. c. 6. katafasi" ejstin ajpafansi" tino" katav tino" as an example (55).
23tautov is an Attic crasis form for to; aujtov.  It does not occur in the NT. (taujta does appear in 4 v.l.) Using

aujto" instead, I did not find any instances of similar constructions in the NT, but my search was not exhaustive.
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(described). It does not apply to: “substances considered as substances, proper names, or names
of abstract ideas” (61).

In regard to the first exception, some nouns are used “to mark some attribute of the
substance,” their existence being pre-supposed. In this sense they function like adjectives since
the attributes of an object may belong to many objects. Proper nouns are also excepted because it
is impossible for the names of two distinct persons to be predicated of the same individual. The
names of abstract ideas are exempted for a similar reason which Middleton gives by citing
Locke: “Every distinct abstract idea is a distinct essence; and the names, that stand for such
distinct ideas, are the names of things essentially different” (63). Infinitives are also exempted in
that they are essentially names of abstract ideas (63). The rule is often true of plurals, but there
are a number of exceptions.

Middleton’s conclusion regarding the Granville Sharp rule is as follows:
Having thus investigated the canon, and having explained the ground of its

limitations and exceptions, I may be permitted to add, that Mr. Sharp’s application of it to
the New Testament, is in strict conformity with the usage of Greek writers, and with the
Syntax of the Greek Tongue; and that few of the passages which he has corrected in our
common version, can be defended without doing violence to the obvious and undisputed
meaning of the plainest sentences which profane writers supply.

Internet Info
In my perplexity over Middleton as I prepared this summary, esp. in his discussion of Homer, I
posted a query on the b-greek list. The following are two of the responses that I received.

Group: local.maillist.b-greek
Subject: Re: The article in Homer
From: Domenico LEMBO <lembodo@ds.cised.unina.it>
At least since Chantraine (1963), most scholars tend to think that 'Homer'
does know the article. This was clearly stated by M. Leumann (1950): "Die
Umgangsprache der homerischen Zeit besass den bestimmten Artikel...
Nichtgebrauch... also schon im Epos ein Poetismus; die Alltagssprache
kommt zum Durchbruch in den seltenen Faellen der Artikelsetzung" (p. 12,
n.2). Among Leumann's examples: Il. I 11, 33, 35, 54, 106,167, 185 etc.
On this matter the latest book(let) should be H.B. Rosen, Early Greek
Grammar and Thought in Heraclitus. The Emergence of the Article,
Jerusalem 1988. Less recent is L. Y. Beck, The use of the definite article in
Attic Inscriptions prior to 403/402 B.C., Albany 1977. More general
treatment in: A. Morpurgo Davies, Glotta XLVI (1968) 77-85; Kurzova,
Glotta XCII (1969) 198-205. But on the whole still useful are: Meillet
(1913) 187-193; Wackernagel II (1928) 125-152; Schwyzer-Debrunner II
(1950) 19-27; Moorhouse (1982) 143-153; Bornemann-Risch (1978) $$
146-153; Blass-Debrunner-Rehkopf (1990) $$ 249-276.
Hope this helps.
DL
==--==--==--==--==--==--==--==--==--==--==--==--==--==--==--==
       Domenico LEMBO                   Universita' di Napoli
                        lembodo@ds.cised.unina.it
==--==--==--==--==--==--==--==--==--==--==--==--==--==--==--==

Rod, you might want to look at a classic piece from about 40 years ago by
Bruno Snell in _Die Entdeckung des Geistes_, E.V. _The Discovery of the
Mind_. The particular chapter is entitled something like "The Invention
of the Article." Snell puts this "event" in the sixth c. B.C.E. and
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ascribes it to Ionian culture. There ought to be some bibliographic rfcs.
in his notes. Certainly it is evident that the normal use of HO,HE,TO in
Homeric epic is as a weak demonstrative. You might want to look at the
classic Homeric grammar (which I haven't looked at for ages): Chantraine,
I think.
Carl W. Conrad
Department of Classics, Washington University
One Brookings Drive, St. Louis, MO 63130, USA


