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in New Testament Greek

@ CrpssMark

In linguistic terms, a quantifier is an item that appears with a noun to specify the number or
amount of referents indicated by the noun. In English, various kinds of quantification are lexically
differentiated—universal quantification (all), distributive quantification (each), and universal-
distributive (every). In Greek, however, quantification is conveyed syntactically using primarily
one lexical item, namely ndc. In this article, we examine the syntactic patterns of ndg as a quantifier
from a linguistic point of view with attention to the determination of the noun (articular versus
anarthrous), the number of the noun (singular versus plural) and the phrasal word order. We
also examine the phenomenon of ‘floating” quantification in which the quantifier moves to a new
position in the noun phrase. Finally, we compare the patterns found in New Testament Greek with
those of the quantifier 7> in the Hebrew Bible in order to determine the extent and type of Semitic
interference with respect to quantification in New Testament Greek grammar.

Contribution: The syntactic patterns of ndg as a quantifier are identified and the semantic
import of each pattern is described. The relationship of ndg to the quantifier 7> in the Hebrew
Bible shows evidence of Semitic interference in New Testament Greek grammar.

Keywords: New Testament Greek syntax; quantification; quantifier; universal quantification;
distributive quantification; floating quantification; Hebraisms.

Introduction

In linguistic terms, a quantifier is an item that appears with a noun to specify the number or
amount of referents indicated by the noun. In English, various kinds of quantification are lexically
differentiated—universal quantification (all), distributive quantification (each), and universal-
distributive (every). In Hellenistic Greek, however, quantification is conveyed syntactically using
primarily one lexical item, namely nég, which occurs 1219 times in the New Testament.

In this article, we examine the syntactic patterns of ndg as a quantifier from a linguistic point of
view with attention to the number of the noun (singular versus plural), the determination of the
noun (articular versus anarthrous) and the phrasal word order.! Special focus will be given to
the phenomenon of floating quantification in which the quantifier ‘floats” (or moves) to a new
position in the noun phrase. We also compare the patterns found in New Testament Greek with
those of the quantifier 7> in the Hebrew Bible in order to examine the extent and type of Hebraic
interference in New Testament Greek grammar.

The article is organised as follows: In Section 2, we provide a brief description of the linguistic
features of quantification from the perspective of linguistic typology. In Section 3, we summarise
the previous research on niig by considering the historical development of grammatical knowledge
of mdg from both philological and linguistic viewpoints.? In the final section, we provide our
proposed analysis concerning the syntactic constructions of ndg and their meanings in New
Testament Greek and the possible connections to Biblical Hebrew quantificational constructions.

Linguistic features of quantification

We begin with a brief description of the relevant linguistic terms and concepts that will be used in
the following analysis of ndg as a quantifier.’ There are two general types of quantification (and thus

1.The Greek text used for citations from the New Testament is the 28th edition of Nestle-Aland (Aland et al. 2012).
2.In Naudé & Miller-Naudé forthcoming we analyse the syntactic patterns of ntdg in the Greek of the Septuagint.

3.The linguistic discussion in this section summarises previous research on quantification in linguistics and in pre-modern Hebrew (see
Miller-Naudé & Naudé 2020; Naudé 2011a, 2011b, forthcoming; Naudé & Miller-Naudé 2015).

Note: Special Collection: Historical Thought and Source Interpretation, sub-edited by Johann Cook (Stellenbosch University).
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quantifiers) in linguistics (see, e.g., Bach et al. 1995; Szabolcsi
2010). The first kind of quantification describes the amount or
the number of entities expressed by the noun. It is referred to
as NP quantification (because the quantifier modifies a noun
phrase) or D quantification (because the quantifier is a
determiner of the noun phrase). The quantifier modifies a
noun or noun phrase (e.g. the English quantifier all or every).
Quantifiers of this type can be divided into universal
quantifiers (e.g. the English quantifier all) and distributive
quantifiers (e.g. the English quantifier every). The second kind
of quantification describes a modification of a predication and
is routinely expressed with adverbials (e.g. the English
adverbial always or usually). For this reason, it is often referred
to as A quantification (i.e. adverbial quantification). The focus
of the analysis of mdg involves the first kind of quantification.

There is substantial cross-linguistic evidence (see Gil 1995,
1996) that the universal quantifier (all) is semantically and
syntactically the more basic (or, unmarked) quantifier in
contrast to the distributive quantifier (every).

Semantically, the universal quantifier may have either a
universal or distributive meaning, whereas the distributive
quantifier specifies distributivity and cannot be used as a
universal quantifier. Gil (1996:106) illustrates this semantic
difference with the following two sentences:

(1) (a) All the men carried three suitcases.
(b) Every man carried three suitcases.

In (1)(a), the sentence has two interpretations: either the men
acted individually with each man carrying a suitcase (the
distributive reading) or collectively with the three men
jointly carrying three suitcases (the universal reading). In (1)
(b), however, the sentence can only have the distributive
reading—the men individually carried three suitcases each.

Syntactically, the universal quantifier is also more basic
cross-linguistically (Gil 1996). If a language possesses both
a universal quantifier and a distributive quantifier and
the two are morphologically related, then the distributive
quantifier is derived by the universal quantifier by a
morphosyntactic process. If a language possesses both a
universal quantifier and a distributive quantifier and the
distributive quantifier is a native lexical item (i.e. it is not
a loanword), then the universal quantifier is native. If a
language possesses a distributive quantifier, it will also
possess a universal quantifier, but the reverse is not true—
in some languages, there is lexically a universal quantifier
but no distributive quantifier (Gil 1996:108-110). In
such languages, a single universal quantifier is used in
various syntactic constructions to convey both universal
and distributive meanings. Examples of these languages
include isiZulu, Maricopa, Malayalam, White Hmong,
Yukaghir, Arabic and Hebrew. In Modern Hebrew, for
example, there is only a single lexical quantifier 75, whose
meanings are distinguished based upon the syntax of the
noun phrase (see Gil 1996:110-113; Glinert 1989:70-80;
Netzer 2013:3, 111-115). When > modifies definite plural
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nouns, it means ‘all’. When it modifies singular indefinite
nouns, it means ‘every’. When it modifies singular definite
nouns, it means ‘the whole’. Earlier stages, however,
exhibit other syntactic patterns. In Biblical Hebrew and
Qumran Hebrew, %> is used in four different phrasal
patterns with four different nuances of meaning (see
Miller-Naudé & Naudé 2020; Naudé 2011a, forthcoming;
Naudé & Miller-Naudé 2015). When it modifies definite
plural nouns, it means ‘all” (the totality of the specific/
inclusive group). When it modifies indefinite singular
nouns, it means ‘every’ (in the sense of individualisation;
‘each and every’ individual) or ‘the whole’ (in terms of
indivisible or singular entities). With indefinite plural
nouns, it means ‘all’ in a manner less specific than that
found with definite plural nouns. With definite singular
nouns, it means ‘the whole’ (in the sense of the totality of
the individual members of the one entity).

A final significant feature of quantifiers involves the fact that,
in some languages, quantifiers can ‘float’ to outside of its
normal position with respect to the noun or noun phrase that
it modifies. In some cases, it may move to a position where it is
not contiguous with the noun or noun phrase that it modifies.
When a quantifier moves in this way, it is described as a
‘floated quantifier’. The following English sentences illustrate
the floating of the English quantifier all. In sentence (2)(a), all is
in its normal position modifying the noun phrase the students.

(2) (a) All the students should have been studying.
(b) The students should all have been studying.
(c) The students should have all been studying.

Sentences (2)(b) and (2)(c) illustrate that all can float to
multiple positions within the sentence. What is particularly
fascinating is that all is no longer associated with the noun
phrase the students but rather is embedded within the verb
phrase. Multiple analyses of the floated quantifiers and their
syntactic features have been provided in the linguistic
literature (e.g. Bobaljik 1998; Dowty & Brody 1984; Otoguro
& Snijders 2016; Sportiche 1988).

The emergence of grammatical
knowledge about nta¢ in Koine
Greek

Winer—Moulton tradition

In describing the distribution of néig in Koine Greek, the sixth
edition of the grammar of George Benedict Winer (1789-1858)
in 1866 provides the first information (Winer 1866:122-123).*

was written by Georg Pasor in Latin and published in 1655. George Benedict Winer
(1866:3, 5) published the first edition of his grammar (Grammatik des
neutestamentlichen Sprachidioms) in 1822, followed by a second enlarged edition in
1828. Winer broke with the prescriptive—evaluative grammatical tradition (‘an
alleged substitution of the wrong form for the right’) and chose instead a descriptive
tradition by viewing the Hebrew language and the Greek of the New Testament as a
living idiom, designed for a medium of human intercourse (‘compatible with the
essential principles of any human language intended for the ordinary purposes of
life’) (Winer 1866:3). The third edition reflects the result of extensive study of the
writings of the Greek prose authors and of the Hellenistic Jews. The sixth edition is
totally reworked in terms of the tradition followed in the previous editions and was
completed in October 1855 in Leipzig despite an eye infection that brought him to
total blindness (Winer 1866:6—7). The sixth German edition (1855), the last edition
by Winer, was translated by Edward Masson in English and published in 1866. It is
the edition used in this essay.
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He makes the distinction that ndg with a singular or plural
noun may be either articular or anarthrous resulting in four
syntactic constructions:

(3) (a) singular indefinite ndg Gvpwmog ‘every man’ (Jn 2:10)°

(b) singular definite ~ mdg 0 koéopog ‘the whole cosmos’
(Rm 3:19)°

(c) plural indefinite PpOG mavtog avOpdmovg ‘to all men’
(Ac 22:15)”

(d) plural definite navtog Tovg apyepeic “all (acc.) the

chief priests’ (Mt 2:4)

Winer (1866:123, 124) differentiates two special classes of
nouns. Firstly, a proper name denotes a definite entity and
does not require the definite article. As a result, when ndg
modifies a proper name, the quantifier must be translated as
‘the whole’. This construction is equivalent to the singular
definite noun with a quantifier as in (4):

(4) ndoa Tepoodivpa ‘the whole Jerusalem” (Mt 2:3)?

Secondly, an abstract noun denotes a whole. When modified by
ndg, the phrase must be interpreted/translated as ‘all” or “full’
not ‘every’ (see also Wallace 1996:253). This construction is
equivalent to plural indefinite noun with a quantifier as in (5).°

(5) Haoav yopav “All (full) joy” (Ja 1:2)

The use of ndg with the participle is also treated by Winer
(1866:123) as in (6).1!

(6) (a) miig opywlopevog ‘everyone that is angry (when, if,
while, he is angry)’ (no reference)
(b) miig 0 Opywopevog ‘every enraged person (everyone
who is angry)’ = ndig 0otig Opyileton (Mt 5:22).

SWmers example.}.[a;&.noMq everyuty is not attested in the NT. An example in the
NT that is not cited by Winer is néoa ypapn ‘every writing’ (2 Tim 3:16), not ‘the
whole writing” or ‘whatever is Scripture’ (Moulton & Turner 1963:199). The cases in
Matthew 3:10 (név ouv &évépov ‘every tree’) and Ephesians 3:15 (ndoa matpld

‘every ethnic group’) are referred to as support concerning the singular without the
article (Winer 1866:123).

6.Winer (1866:122) uses the example in Romans 3:19 to motivate his translation of
ndoa f mOAG ‘the whole city’ (Mt 8:34). Another example involves the Hebraism
TIAVTOG TPOCWTTOU mq vnq ‘the whole face of the earth’ (Ac 17:26). The cases in
Matthew 6:29 (é&v tdon tf 86€n avtod ‘in all his splendour’), Mark 5:33 (ndoav thv
AaArBelav ‘the whole truth’), Luke 7:29 (rtéig 6 Aadg ‘the whole nation’) and Romans
10:18 (gi¢ mdoav v yiv ‘into all the earth’) are referred to as further support
concerning the singular with the article (Winer 1866:123).

7.Winer (1866:122) also provides the exemplary phrase néoa yeveal ‘all generations
(whatever their number)’. The cases in Luke 13:27 (mdvteg €pydrtat adikiag ‘all
evildoers’) and Galatians 6:6 (év nédowv &yabolc ‘in all good things’) are referred to
as further support for the interpretation/translation of plural cases without the
article (Winer 1866:123).

8.Winer (1866:122) also provides the example nmdoat at yeveai ‘all the generations
(mentioned in the context, or known simply as a definite number)’. The cases in
Matthew 2:4 (ndvtag tol¢ dpxlepeis ‘all the chief priests’) and 2 Peter 3:16 (év
ndoalg talg émotolals ‘in all the epistles’) are referred to as further support for the
interpretation/translation of plural cases with the article (Winer 1866:123).

9.See also mag OLKoq Iopan?\ ‘the whole house of Israel’ (Ac 2:36, cf LXX 1 Sm 7:2) and
the Hebraism mdon coeiq Alyurtiwv ‘in the whole wisdom of Egypt’ (Ac 7:22)
(Winer 1866:123, 184—185). Winer (1866:123, 124) states that a proper name (such
as Jerusalem or Israel) denotes a definite individual and does not require the article.
However, it must be interpreted/translated as in (4)(b).

10.Wallace (1996:253) states that in these cases, the class as a whole (‘all’) is bemg
specified and does not need a definite article. Other examples include év mdon
codiq kai ppovioel ‘in all (full) wisdom and insight” (Eph 1:8); néoav 5[Kt1lOUUVnV
‘all (full) righteousness’ (Mt 3:15); naoca eovota ‘all authority’ (Mt 28:18); and év
nidon umopovii ‘in all patience’ (2 Cor 12:12).

11.Winer (1866:123) relates the cases in 1 Corinthians 11:4 (1é¢ &vrp TPOCEUXOUEVOG
‘every man who prays’) and Luke 11:4 (ravti 6dpeilovtl Apiv ‘everyone who has
wronged us’) to (7)(a) and the cases in Luke 6:47 (Még 6 €pxdpevog ‘everyone who
comes’) and Luke 11:10 (rtdg yap 6 ait®v ‘everyone who asks’) to (7)(b).
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According to Winer, the four Koine Greek constructions as in
(3) show the evidence of Hebraic influence. Winer’s argument
is strengthened by his observations concerning the collocation
of the negative with néig (Winer 1866:184-186). As illustrated
in (7), the New Testament uses the negative o0 (or pf) with
nig, a construction which is typical of Biblical Hebrew,
instead of ovdeic, undeic, which is typical of Classical Greek.

(7) 81611 &€ Epywv vopov ob dikonwbioeton oo oipé Evamiov avtod
‘therefore by the deeds of the law there shall no flesh/human
being be justified in his sight/presence’ (Romans 3:20)

Instead of meaning ‘every flesh will not be justified’, there is
negative polarity, meaning ‘no flesh will be justified’.'* These
uses of the negative with ndig are a calque of the Hebrew negative
with the quantifier %> and occur frequently in the Septuagint as
a translation of the Hebrew and in the New Testament.”®

Another argument advanced by Winer (1866:123, 131-137)
for Hebraic influence involves nouns expressing definite
objects. He claims that such objects in Koine have the definite
article, but in Classical Greek the article may be omitted
before words that signify objects of which there is but one in
existence and are nearly equivalent to proper names. In
contrast to Classical Greek, in the New Testament (and
Septuagint), these words with néig always have the article,
just as the corresponding Hebrew phrase does™

(8) (a) émi mioav v yijv ‘over the whole earth” (Mt 27:45)%
(b) v2R7722 0% 7Y 102 “he will give to you the whole land’
(Dt 19:8)
(c) maoav v yijv ‘the whole land” (Dt 19:8 LXX)

We agree with Winer that these Hellenistic Greek
constructions provide good evidence for Hebraic influence
and that the Septuagint and New Testament data are coherent.
Other scholars of Greek, however, have viewed the constructions
identified by Winer as ‘unclear’ or ‘blurred’, for example Turner
(Moulton & Turner 1963:20) and Decker (2014:203).

In 1882, William Fiddian Moulton (1835-1898) published a
third revised edition and translation of Winer (1855) (Winer
& Moulton 1882:XI-XX).!* The discussion on ndg is more

12.00 mdg (uA mdg) without an intervening word denotes not every (Winer 1866:184),
for example, 1 Corinthians 15:39 (00 ndoa o&pé N oturr] oapﬁ ‘not every flesh is the
same flesh’) and Matthew 7:21 (00 még 6 Aéywv pot- kUpLe KUpLE ‘not every one that
calls me (readily) Lord’). He does not agree with those who connect the negative with
the verb: ‘no Lord-sayer (no one who says Lord)’ (Winer 1866:184 footnote 1).

13.See also Matthew 24:22 (kadi €i pr) ékoAoBwBnoav ai nuépat éketvat, ouk Gv E0won
ndoa oapé ‘If that time were not shortened, nobody/no flesh would be rescued’);
Luke 1:37 (61t o0k &Suvartroet topd tol Beol név pnua ‘For nothing is impossible
for God’); Acts 10:14 (61t oU6énote Edayov Tdv KooV Kat akaeaptov ‘for | have
never eaten anythlng impure or unclean’); 1 Corinthians 1:29 (6nwg pry kKauxriontot
ndoa oapé évwriov tol Beol ‘So no human being can boast in God’s presence’); and
Revelation 21:27 (kai o0 pr) €lo€\Bn €ig UtV mdv Kowov kat [0] mot@v BEEAuypa
kat Petidog ‘And nothing unclean will ever enter it, nor anyone who does what is vile
and deceitful’). In the Septuagint, ndg occurs frequently as a translation o0 (un), for
example, in Judges 13:4 (kait vOv dUAagaL 61 kol pr mting olvov kai péBuopa kal pn
dayng név akdbaptov ‘Now therefore, be careful not to drink wine or strong drink,
nor eat any unclean thing’). Other cases are Exodus 12:16, 44; 20:10; Deuteronomy
5:14; 20:16; 2; Samuel 15:11; Psalm 33:11; 142:2; Ezechiel 30:14; and Tobit 4:7, 19;
12:11; but not Exodus 10:15; Deuteronomy 8:9; Josua 10:8; and Proverbs 6:85;
12:21, which have o0 —oU6¢ig or only oU8eig as in Josua 23:9.

14.See Naudé (2011a:418-419) for a discussion of the Biblical Hebrew quantifier
construction with unique entities.

15.See also Romans 10:18 (eig mdoav tyv yfjv ‘into the whole/entire earth’).

16.In 1870, William Fiddian Moulton published a translation and enlarged first edition
of Winer (1855), followed by a second edition (‘in the main a reprint of the first’) in



http://www.hts.org.za

nuanced and considerably expanded (Winer & Moulton
1882:31, 133, 137-138, 144, 214, 222, 285, 302-303, 309-310,
686—687, 694). Concerning the word order of ndg, he added
two additional constructions (Winer & Moulton 1882:686),
resulting in a total of six constructions. The first example
below (1 Cor 12:12) shows the unmarked construction with
nig preceding the noun phrase. This construction is very
frequent. Moulton noticed, however, that ndg may occur after
either a plural definite noun as in example (9b) (1 Cor 10:1) or
a singular definite noun as in example (9c) (Lk 4:6):

9) (a) mavta T péAN 10d oodpatog ‘all the members of the
body”’ (1 Cor 12:12)
(b) oi Tatépeg MudV mavteg “all our ancestors’ (1 Cor 10:1)
(c) v €€ovoiav Ttavty drocav ‘all this domain” (Lk 4:6)

The second and third constructions (examples [9b] and [9c])
add a special nuance.

Robertson—Stocks tradition’

In his exposition of ndg in 1919, Archibald Thomas Robertson
(1863-1934) added two additional constructions to the
paradigm, indicated in example (10), resulting in eight
constructions (Robertson 1919:419, 773).18

(10) (a) 6 mag vopog ‘the whole law’ (Gl 5:14).
(b) ot mavteg Gvdpeg ‘the sum total of the men” (Ac 19:7)"

Both the constructions occur rarely in Biblical Greek and
emphasise the sum total of the entities.®® With reference to
Classical Greek, Conybeare and Stock (1905:par 63) similarly
describe this attributive position of ndg as intensifying the
collective force; that is, there is an additional stress gained by
the unusual position assigned to md.

(footnote 16 continues...)
1876 and a third revised edition in 1882 (Winer & Moulton 1882:XI-XX). The
following goals were followed in the expansion:

(1) To supplement the author’s statements and bring them into accordance with
the present state of our knowledge.

(2) To show under the different heads of the subject how much may be regarded
as settled and how much is still disputed borderland.

(3) By means of continuous references to English writers on Greek grammar and
on New Testament Greek, to place the English reader in the position
occupied by one who uses the original.

(4) To call further attention to the many striking coincidences between Modern
Greek and the language in which the New Testament is written (Winer &
Moulton 1882:XV).

Moulton gives the opinion that the zealous and accurate study of the Greek of the
New Testament of the 10 or 20 years before 1880 yielded fruit (Winer & Moulton
1882:XV—-XVI). Moulton considers the most important work in this regard the
grammar by Alexander Buttmann 1859 (Grammatik des neutestamentlichen
Sprachgebrauchs) (Winer & Moulton 1882:XV).

17.The label of this tradition is suggested by Debrunner (Blass et al. 1961:ix).

18.Archibald Thomas Robertson and his father-in-law, John Albert Broadus
(1827-1895), decided in 1888 to revise Winer’s grammar. However, Robertson
became convinced that it was impossible to revise Winer’s grammar because of
the progress which had been made in ‘comparative philology and historical
grammar’ since Winer wrote it (Robertson 1919:vi). A new grammar on a new plan
was necessary ‘to keep in touch at salient points with the results of comparative
philology and historical grammar as the true linguistic science’ (Robertson 1919:vi—
vii). Robertson claimed to be a linguist by profession and could work with Hebrew
and Aramaic. He built on the view of Deissmann and Moulton for their use of the
Egyptian papyri as proof of the fact that New Testament was written in the
vernacular Koine Greek (Robertson 1919:x). The first edition was published in
1914. A revised and enlarged edition involving 500 changes and addenda was
published in 1915. In 1919, a third, revised and enlarged edition followed. The
addenda to the third edition contain tables of statistical knowledge of the Greek
New Testament (Robertson 1919:xvii).

19.0ther examples include Acts 20:18; 27:37; Romans 16:15; 2 Corinthians 5:10; and
Galatians 1:2.

20.Robertson (1919:773) claims that té& ndvta for ‘the sum of things’ or ‘the all’ is
more common and provides Romans 8:32; 11:36; and 1 Corinthians 11:12; 12:6, 19
as examples.
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Robertson (1919:772) claims that in modifying an abstract
word ‘every” and ‘all” amount practically to the same thing
and that ‘there is an element of freedom in the matter’ namely
that abstract substantives also may be used with or without
the article. He used 1 Corinthians 1:5 (example [11a]) and 1
Corinthians 13:2 (example [11b]) to illustrate his claim that
there is very little difference in the idea between mdon yvdoet
and ndoav ™V yvdo, respectively.?!

(11) (a) 611 év mavti émhovticnte év AT, &v TavTi AdY® Kol Thon
yvooet ‘for in all you are enriched by him, in every
word and all knowledge’ (1 Cor 1:5)

(b) xai éav &xo mpopnteiav Kol €id® TG PLGTAPLO TAVTO KoL
ndoav TV yvAOoLW Kai Eav £x® maoav TV tioTtv Hote Opn
pebiotavat, aybmmy 3¢ pr £y, ovbév gijn ‘And if I have
prophetic powers, and understand all the mysteries
and all the knowledge, and if I have all the faith, so as
to remove mountains, but have notlove, I am nothing’
(1 Cor 13:2)

However, he acknowledged that there may indeed
occasionally be a difference between a specific instance like
nhon i OAlye Nudv and a general situation like mdon OAlyet in
2 Corinthians 1:4 (Robertson 1919:772).

(12) 6 mopoxardv Huag Emi Taon Tf) OAlyel MUV, €ig 0 dHvachar
NG Tapokarelv tovg év mhor OAiyel ‘who comforts us in
all our afflictions so that we may be able to comfort those
who are in any affliction” (2 Cor 1:4)

Similarly, Moule (1953:93-95) grapples with the article-noun
unit: "When it means all or every it is not enclosed within the
article-noun unit (indeed, when it means every it is used with
an anarthrous noun).... Especially problematic for the
exegete are the instances of ndig with an anarthrous noun....”
Below, in the section on our proposed model, it will be shown
that the nature of the noun (proper names, abstract or
unique), the role of the article and word order play a crucial
role in the determination of the meaning of mdg.

Blass—Debrunner—Funk tradition

This grammar? does not provide a dedicated section on the
grammatical analysis of ndg. In their description of other
constructions, various aspects of ndg are included with the
result that the discussion of linguistic aspects of ndg is spread
across the grammar. Of interest are the examples that are
listed in the section on demonstrative pronouns (Blass,

7:22) as further evidence for his claim of the minor role the article is playing in
these cases. This evidence is not valid because Robertson did not take the full
construction into account, which makes the construction determined, namely
ndon codia Alyurttiwy ‘all the wisdom of the Egyptians’.

22.Friedrich Blass, Professor of Classical Philology at the University of Halle-
Wittenberg, published the first edition of his Grammatik des Neutestamentlichen
Griechisch in 1896 (second edition, with corrections and additions in 1902, and
third edition in 1911) and was continued by Albert Debrunner, Professor of Indo-
European and Classical Philology at the University of Bern. He revised the sections
treating phonology, accidence and word formation, which was published as the
fourth edition (1913). The grammar has passed through six more revisions from
1921 until 1959 of which only the seventh edition was thoroughly revised and
augmented. Debrunner passed away in 1958. Robert W. Funk revised and
incorporated the notes which Debrunner had prepared for a new German edition
and translated a new edition which was published in 1961.
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Debrunner & Funk 1961:150-152, especially paragraph 292).
It shows the various positions of demonstratives possible in
combination with zdg.

(13) (a) mavto tadto o Tovnpd Eowbev ékmopevetar ‘All these

evil things come from inside” (Mk 7:23)

(b) oot ddow TV €€ovoiov Tavty dnocoav kol Ty d0&av
avtdv “To you I will give all this authority and their
glory” (Lk 4:6)

(c) kol &év &\ tf opewd] tiic Tovdaiag diehaieito mhvta TO
pruata tadte ‘and through all the hill country of
Judea, they talked about all these things’ (Lk 1:65)

No new construction of ndg is suggested. The same pertains
to the Moulton-Turner tradition, which is discussed in the
next section.

Moulton-Turner tradition

Although some aspects of ndg are treated in other parts of the
syntax, Turner provides a dedicated section on the syntax of
ndg (Moulton & Turner 1963:199-205).2 Turner provides
further a statistical analysis of the various distribution types
of mdg (actual occurrences and percentage of each type within
each book, including the Septuagint and Papyri), which will
be adapted to our analysis below (Moulton & Turner
1963:202-205).

Turner remarks that ‘if ndg is placed after a noun with the
article, special stress is laid upon the noun, e.g. 1 Cor 15:7
(Moulton & Turner 1963:200).

(14) nerta dedn ToaxdPo eita oic dnoctololg micty- ‘“Then he
appeared to James, then to all the apostles” (1 Cor 15:7)

The claim is that ‘the Koine has developed the emphatic form ...
which incidentally is extremely popular in Biblical Greek
(LXX NT)” (Moulton & Turner 1963:201).

Turner claims that ‘the distinction of an anarthrous and
articular noun with ndg is not very clear in NT, even to the
extent that mdig with an articular noun can approach the
meaning of any: Mk 4:13 ndcag tag mapaBolag any parables,
not all the parables’” (Moulton & Turner 1963:200). This will be
addressed in our proposed model below.

23.For 35 years, the Winer—Moulton grammar was dominant, before a new ver5|on
was published by James Hope Moulton, son of W. F. Moulton. On the title page
of the first volume of the first edition of the grammar of James Hope Moulton
(1906), the claim was that it was ‘based on W. F. Moulton’s edition of G. B.
Winer’s Grammar’. However, from the second edition (also 1906) this statement
was removed because the grammar is considered to be entirely new and not
following the lines of its predecessor (Moulton & Turner 1963:vii). A third
edition of Volume 1 with corrections and additions was published in 1908. For
example, a note on the Hebraistic usage of mdg was added on the second
edition (Moulton 1908:245-246). Moulton nearly finished Volume 2 (Accidence)
when he fell victim in April 1917 to a German submarine in the Mediterranean
(Robertson 1919:xviii). Moulton finished the first two parts of the second
volume and had already written a chapter on word formation. His student
Wilbert Francis Howard finished the volume and published it in parts from 1919
to 1929 (Moulton & Howard 1929:v). While working on Volume 3 (Syntax),
Howard himself died in 1952. Nigel Turner completed the volume, which was
published in 1963 (Moulton & Turner 1963:v). Turner also produced a fourth
volume on style (Moulton & Turner 1976:vii). Turner reflected as follows on the
grammar as a whole: ‘Because the enterprise reflects so wide a passage of time,
it is inevitable that the viewpoint of the Grammar upon the nature of New
Testament Greek is not entirely a unity, and there are traces of the radical
development to be expected as the state of these studies has progressed’
(Moulton & Turner 1963:vii).
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Wallace

In 1996, Daniel Wallace published Greek Grammar Beyond the
Basics, a new, extensive grammar with particular attention to
syntax. Wallace considers ndg to be a special kind of adjective
along with &hog and i, namely what he calls a “pronominal
adjective’, a new grammatical category which he defines as
‘words that function sometimes as adjectives and sometimes
as pronouns’ (Wallace 1996:308). As he notes, so-called
pronominal adjectives do not behave like normal adjectives in
their phrasal syntax nor do they have the expected semantics
of attributive or predicative adjectives with respect to the
nouns they modify (Wallace 1996:253, 306, 308, 734). However,
his use of the category ‘pronominal adjective” is problematic in
that mig lacks many of the grammatical features of pronouns.?
In addition, the grammatical category “pronominal adjective’
is not in accord with normal linguistic categorisation.”
Nonetheless, Wallace’s contribution is thathe clearly articulates
some of the ways in which ndg has syntactic features that
distinguish it from ordinary members of the category
‘adjective’. Additionally, stronger syntactic arguments against
ndg as an adjective are provided by Whaley (2011).

Whaley

In 2011, the linguist Lindsey Whaley published an article
‘The Semantic Effect of Floating Quantifiers in New
Testament Greek’ (Whaley 2011), which contributes some
important concepts to the discussion. Firstly, Whaley
identifies ndig as a member of the category ‘quantifier’, which
he correctly defines as ‘nominal modifiers that indicate
quantity, contrasts in quantity or scope” (Whaley 2011:249).
Secondly, Whaley distinguishes two groups of quantifiers in
the New Testament—‘internal quantifiers” (6Alog ‘other’,
ékaotog ‘each’, &tepog ‘other, the other’, ohiyog ‘few, little’,
ovdeig ‘none, no one’, moAdg ‘many’, Tig ‘a, certain’, glg, dvo
‘one, two’) and “external quantifiers” (appdtepot ‘both’, dmag
‘all, every’, udvog ‘only’, 6hog ‘whole’, ndg “all, every’). These
two groups differ with respect to their syntactic features in a
number of respects. Most importantly, internal quantifiers
are like adjectives, whereas external quantifiers are not
(Whaley 2011:249-255). Whaley’s identification of mdg as a
quantifier rather than an adjective is a major contribution.

The focus of Whaley’s study is on ‘floated quantifiers” in
Koine Greek. He defines ‘floated quantifiers” as quantifiers
that have moved out of their normal position so that they
are syntactically disassociated from the noun phrase that
they modify. (We will provide a somewhat different
description of floated nig below.) Whaley proposes that
floated quantifiers do not move randomly but rather always
move to a position that immediately precedes the verb
phrase (i.e. the verb and its complements). For example, in

24 Whaley’s identification of possessive pronouns as belonging to the grammatlcal
category ‘adjective’ is also problematic (1996:348-350).

25.Devine and Stephens (2000:20-29) differentiate subtypes of adjectives in Greek by
dividing them into determining adjectives and qualifying adjectives (scalar
adjectives and quantifiers). These groups have different patterns with respect to
pragmatically unmarked word order. Specifically, qualifying adjectives are far more
likely to appear before the noun that they modify as opposed to determining
adjectives.
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(15), the quantifier névta is moved away from the noun
phrase it modifies (ta prjpoto tadta) to a position before the
finite verb (cvvernper)®:

(15) 7 8¢ Mapiap TavTo GOVETHPEL TO PILATO ToDTO GLUBGAAOVCO
&v 1] kapdig avtiig ‘But Mary treasured all these words,
pondering them in her heart” (Lk 2:19)

In (16), the quantifier navtav is disassociated from its genitive
pronoun to a position before a participial predicate®:

(16) mavtov te KoTamecOVIOV MUV €16 TV Yijv flKovsa Gmviv
Méyovoav mpog pe tfi EPpoidt Swudékte- ‘All of us having
fallen to the ground, I heard a voice saying to me in the
Hebrew language...” (Ac 26:14).

However, several examples in the New Testament do not fit
Whaley’s characterisation of movement of the floated
quantifier to a position before the verb phrase, as illustrated
in example (17)%:

(17) Koi éyéveto émi mavtag eopog Tovg teprotkodvag avtovg ‘And
fear came upon all those living around them” (Lk 1:65)

In this example, the quantifier névtog is disassociated from
the noun phrase that it modifies (todg neprouodvtag avTovg),
but it does not appear before a verb phrase. Furthermore, the
quantifier appears within a prepositional phrase, which
means that it cannot occur before the verb phrase. Another
unusual aspect is the fact that the subject (popog) of the verb
(éyévero) is also within the prepositional phrase.”

A recent analysis of the syntax of floated ndg in the Septuagint
also indicates that some, but not all, examples can be
explained by movement to preverbal position (Naudé &
Miller-Naudé forthcoming).

Whaley also provides an argument concerning the semantics
of floated ndc. He argues that floated ndg always indicates
focus in the sense of ‘unpredictable, and usually new,
information that is being introduced into discourse” and that
‘includes information being given in contrast to other details
of the text’ and ‘fills in a gap that exists in the readers’
presuppositions” (Whaley 2011:258). Thus, Whaley’s
linguistic description states that floated ndg indicates that the
noun phrase that it modifies indicates discourse-new
information in most cases.

We will provide a somewhat different, more comprehensive,
description of the syntax of floated ndg as well as different

26.Whaley (2011) does not provide a complete list of New Testament verses W|th
floated quantifiers that he has analysed. We have located the following additional
examples of g moving before a verb phrase with a finite verb: Mark 3:28; 12:43;
John 2:15; Colossians 4:9.

27.An additional example of mdg moving before a verb phrase with a participial
predicate is found in Titus 3:2.

28.Additional examples of floated mdg that are not before a verb phrase include
Matthew 4:9 and Mark 13:4. See also the floated uses of the similar quantifier
phrase toUtwv andvtwv in Matthew 6:32. An example that could be analysed
either as movement of the quantifier to preverbal position or as movement of the
quantifier to the end of the noun phrase is found in Matthew 13:34.

29.Precisely how to understand the syntax of this verse is not clear. One possibility is
that the phrase toUg meplowolvtag altolc is right dislocated outside of the
sentence with its antecedent (rdvtog) within the sentence.
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explanations of the meaning of floated mdg constructions
below.

Towards a new analysis of mag in
the New Testament

The grammatical descriptions as summarised above
demonstrate the identification of eight syntactic constructions
of mdg as part of a noun phrase. In this section, we propose the
framework for a new analysis of ndg in the New Testament.
We first propose two additional constructions to complete
the various syntactic configurations of ndc. Then, we
differentiate the resulting 10 constructions with respect to
pragmatically unmarked word order as opposed to marked
word order and differentiate their various meanings. Finally,
we differentiate constructions with floated mdg and their
meanings, resulting in a total of 11 constructions with mdg in
the New Testament.

We propose two additional constructions in which nég occurs
after an anarthrous noun. An example of nd¢ with a singular,
anarthrous noun is illustrated in (18):

(18) kot moMv micav ‘in every city (lit. according to city
every, i.e. city by city)” (Ac 15:36)

The singular construction occurs seven times in the New
Testament, but is very rare in the Septuagint, where it is
certainly a calque of the Aramaic source text.*® The plural
construction does not seem to be attested in the New
Testament, which is a small corpus, but it does occur in the
Septuagint. In some instances, the construction clearly
seems to be a reflection of the Hebrew source text, as in (19).
It also occurs where no Hebrew source text is extant, as
in (20):

(19) hooi mavreg “all people (lit. people all)” (Ps 66:4 LXX = Ps
67:4 Heb)*

(20) xoi cvAAMpyeTOL avTOLG TavTag év voktl g ‘and he will
apprehend them all in one night’ (1 Mac 9:58)*

In considering the 10 constructions of mdg, we first
confirm the observations of a variety of scholars that the
most common and pragmatically unmarked word order
involves the quantifier in initial position before the noun
(or noun phrase) that it modifies, whether the noun
phrase is articular or anarthrous. Not coincidentally,
these four constructions are the first constructions with
ndg that were identified by Winer (see examples [3] above)
and are the most numerous (see the statistics in Table 1).
We refer to the first group of mdg constructions as the
‘unmarked’ constructions. They can be schematised as
follows:

(21) quantifier + article noun (singular/plural)

30.Muraoka (2020:458) incorrectly states that the construction does not occur in the
Septuagint, but see LXX Ezra 5:7 eiprivn ndioa ‘all peace!” for the Aramaic 872 X7y,

31.See also Psalm 66:6 (LXX) = Psalm 67:6 (Hebrew); Isaiah 57:13 (LXX) = 57:13
(Hebrew); and Ezekiel 38:4. In the Septuagint translation of Psalm 81:6, the phrase
with the quantifier may belong with the following verse.

32.See also 2 Maccabees 9:15 and Judith 2:23.
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TABLE 1: Constructions of d¢ and their syntactic, pragmatic and semantic features.

Original Research

Definite plural—totality of the (specific/inclusive) group

Predicative Quantifier Article Plural noun Unmarked 221%
Predicative Article Plural noun Quantifier (floated) Focus on noun 29
Attributive Article Quantifier (floated) Plural noun Focus on total sum 5
Indefinite singular—each and every individual (universal-distributive) or the whole

Predicative Quantifier Singular noun Unmarked 256
Predicative Singular noun Quantifier (floated) Focus on noun 7
Indefinite plural—totality of individual items

Predicative Quantifier Plural noun Unmarked 32
Predicative Plural noun Quantifier (floated) Focus on noun 0 [LXX]
Definite singular—totality of the individual members of the one entity

Predicative Quantifier Article Singular noun Unmarked 143
Predicative Article Singular noun Quantifier (floated) Focus on noun 5
Attributive Article Quantifier (floated) Singular noun Focus on total sum 2

T, The statistics in this column are taken from Moulton and Turner (1963:202-205).

The quantifier ndg in the four unmarked constructions has a
different meaning or nuance depending upon the noun phrase
that it modifies and specifically whether the noun is singular
or plural and whether the noun is articular or anarthrous.
When ndg modifies a definite plural noun, the quantified noun
phrase refers to the totality of the (specific/inclusive) group:

(22) Kai ariidBev 1) ducony odtod gig GAn v Zupiav- Kol tpocveykoy
0O TAVTOG TOVG KOKMG EXOVTOG TOUKIANLG VOGOIS Kol facivolg
cuveyopévoug [kai] dorpovilopévoug kot oeAnvialopévong Kol
napalvTikols, Kot é0epamevoey avtovg “‘And his fame spread
throughout all Syria, and they brought to him all the sick
having various diseases and pains, demoniacs, epileptics,
paralytics, and he cured them’ (Mt 4:24).

When niig modifies an indefinite singular noun, the quantifier
adds the nuance of individualisation (each and every), as in
example (23), or the whole (in terms of single entities or mass
nouns), as in example (24):

(23) Kot meptijyev v 6 i Foldaig S1846KmV £V T0ig Guvaymyois
ovT®V Kol KnpOocmv 10 gvayyéMov T Pactlelog Kol
Oepamev oV micov vocov Kol tdcav poiakiov &v Td Aad ‘Jesus
went throughout Galilee, teaching in their synagogues
and proclaiming the good news of the kingdom and
curing every disease and every sickness among the
people” (Mt 4:23).

(24) dxovoog 68 O Pooheds Hpddng Eraphydn xoi mdoco
‘Tepocoropa pet” avtod “‘When King Herod heard this, he
was frightened, and all Jerusalem with him” (Mt 2:3).

When ndig modifies an indefinite singular noun, the quantified
noun phrase refers to each and every individual:

(25) 1§6m 8& M a&ivn mpdg TV Pilov TV dévipwv Keitar miv ody
5évopov pn moodv KopmOv KOAOV EKKOTTETOL Kol €ig mdp
Barieton ‘Even now the axe is lying at the root of the
trees; every tree therefore that does not bear good fruit is
cut down and thrown into the fire” (Mt 3:10).

When ndig modifies an indefinite plural noun (a relatively less
frequent construction), the semantic nuance conveyed by the
quantified noun phrase is very similar to a definite plural
noun with ndg. They differ only with respect to specificity:

http://www.hts.org.za .

(26) kai 2pel Méyov Dpiv: ovk oida [Oudic] mo0ev Eoté- dmdonTe
an’ €pod mavreg Epyarton adiciac. “And he will say to you, “I
do not know where you come from; go away from me,
all evildoers!”” (Lk 13:27).

These four unmarked constructions are the pragmatically
The same constructions with the same
semantic nuances are also attested in the Septuagint. The
Greek of both the Septuagint and the New Testament thus
bears striking similarities to the structurally identical
constructions in Biblical Hebrew and Qumran Hebrew, as
described above.

neutral ones.

We turn now to the three groups of constructions involving a
‘floated” quantifier. Each construction will have a different
semantic nuance, depending upon the position of the
quantifier.

When the quantifier follows rather than precedes the noun
that it modifies, the quantifier has ‘floated” to a post-nominal
position. This group can be schematised as follows:

(27) = article noun (singular/plural) ‘floated” quantifier

The position of the quantifier after the noun (or noun phrase)
focuses or highlights the noun phrase that precedes. An
example of the definite plural noun with quantifier floated to
the end of the noun phrase is shown below:

(28) OO Bl yap Vudg dyvoeiv, adehpoi, 6Tl ol motépeg NUDY
TaVTEC VIO TNV vEPEMY Noay kol mavteg S Tiig BuAdoonc
d1ijAbov ‘I do not want you to be unaware, brothers, that
our fathers all were under the cloud, and all passed
through the sea’ (1 Cor 10:1).

When the noun (or noun phrase) is determined with the
article, the quantifier may also ‘float’ to a position that is
between the article and the noun. This group can be
schematised as follows:

(29) article quantifier noun (singular/plural)

In this construction, the floated quantifier focuses on the total
sum of the quantified entity:

Open Access
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(30) tovg yap mavtog Mpdg eavepwbijvor del Eunpocbev O
Bupotog tod Xpiotod, iva kopiontar €kactog T St TOD
oopatog mpdg 6 Empatev, ite dyabov eite padiov. ‘For all
we must appear before the judgment seat of Christ, so
that each may receive recompense for what has been
done in the body, whether good or evil” (2 Cor 5:10).

In contrast to previous scholars, we therefore identify these
two kinds of floating that occur when the quantifier is
contiguous to the noun (or noun phrase) that it is modifying—
in the first group, the quantifier floats to a post-nominal
position; and in the second group, the quantifier floats to a
position between the article and the noun.

When the quantifier ‘floats’ to a position that is discontinuous
with the noun (or noun phrase) that it modifies, we describe
this group as ‘heavy floating”. It constitutes the 11th
construction of ndg.*® Most of the attested instances of heavy
floating in the New Testament involve movement of the
quantifier to a position before the verb phrase, as described
by Whaley (2011). But there are exceptions, as indicated
above. Furthermore, the much larger corpus of the Septuagint
displays a far broader range of locations to which the
quantifier can float in the ‘heavy floating” constructions (see
Naudé & Miller-Naudé forthcoming). This fact may highlight
the rather limited corpus of the New Testament.

We agree with Whaley’s (2011) explanation that the floated
quantifier in this construction conveys pragmatically
highlighted or new information. However, in contrast to his
explanation that the floated quantifier in this construction is
itself in focus position when it precedes the verb phrase, we
argue that the position of the quantifier before the verb
phrase indicates that it has scope over the predication and
functions adverbially to modify the predication as a whole.
For example, in (15), the position of the quantifier before the
verb phrase ‘treasured these words’ pragmatically highlights
itand not the quantifier itself—"Mary completely / thoroughly /
unexpectedly treasured these words’.

We summarise the syntactic configurations and meanings of
the 10 constructions in Table 1.

In summary, the uses of the quantifier néig can be divided into
the following general types on the basis of the number of
entities over which it has scope and their definiteness. The
difference between the distributive quantifier ‘every” and
collective quantifier ‘all’ is that the distributive ‘every” occurs
with indefinite nouns, is non-specific and implicitly inclusive,
while the collective ‘all’ is specific and inclusive. The
difference between the plural and the singular is motivated
by individualisation. In the plural, the focus is not on

adjacent to the noun phrase (i.e. after the noun phrase or between the article and
the noun phrase) as floating. However, such an analysis implies that there are three
pragmatically unmarked orders for the quantifier with articular noun phrases,
which is highly unlikely. What Whaley identifies as ‘floating’, we identify it as ‘heavy
floating’ because the quantifier has moved to a discontinuous position with
respect to the noun phrase. We do not include as examples of floated ntég instances
in which ndg serves as a resumptive element for a left dislocation construction, for
example kat ai adeAdat abtol ovxi ndoat tpog UG elowy ‘and his sisters, are they
not all with us?’ (Mt 13:56). Whaley (2011) also does not include such examples in
his description.
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individualisation. The singular focuses on individualisation/
individuation.

When the quantifier floats to a position at the end of the
quantified noun phrase, the pragmatic focus is on the noun
phrase itself. When the quantifier floats to a position inside
the quantified noun phrase, namely between the article and
the noun (or noun phrase), the pragmatic focus is on the total
sum. When the quantifier floats to a discontinuous position
that precedes the verb phrase, its scope extends to the
predication itself.

Conclusion

In conclusion, we have demonstrated that careful attention to
the syntactic distribution of the quantifier ndg allows us to
understand more precisely which constructions are unmarked
or neutral and which constructions carry additional semantic
and pragmatic nuances. Furthermore, we have demonstrated
that understanding the Koine Greek constructions depends
upon recognising the Hebraic constructions which seem to
have influenced the Greek expression of quantification, at
least in the Septuagint and the New Testament.* Finally, we
have shown that the Koine Greek system is not blurry but
rather coherent.

However, there are still outstanding matters concerning még
in the New Testament, which remain to be investigated.
These are as follows: (1) ndg with the negative and the issue
of negative polarity; (2) substantival uses of ndg; (3) ndg with
the participle; and (4) a comparison of the meanings and uses
of mdig with similar words such as 6log and dnag. Perhaps,
most important is the expansion of the analysis beyond
biblical Greek of the Septuagint and New Testament to other
varieties of Hellenistic Greek.
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