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CHAPTER 2: LITERARY PROBLEM

2.1 INTRODUCTION

An attempt to establish, define and describe the literary problem with regard to the explicit
KOptog and Ogog citations require a literary backdrop broader than just the Pauline literature
and even broader than the New Testament corpus itself. It would be imperative for this study
to discuss these citations against a much broader literary Jewish-Hellenistic backdrop than
what is offered by both the Old and New Testament text.* Pre-conceived parameters would
however be necessary to ensure specialised focus on the issue at hand. This chapter therefore
confines itself to the following restrictions to ensure that the literary problem is determined,
evaluated and discussed effectively. Attention will thus be given to the following:

a.) Biblical manuscripts (both Hebrew and Greek) dated between the 3™ century BCE
and 2" century CE;?

b.) testifying to either the terms >17x M7 272X and koOpog, o and deomothg;

c.) while cross-checking against a critical text edition, where available, Biblia Hebraica
Stuttgartensia 5" edition (Biblia Hebraica Quinta where obtainable), Vetus
Testamentum Graecum — Gottingensis editum and Nestle-Aland Novum Testamentum
Graece Editio XXVII (Editio Critica Maior, where available);

The reason for these parameters is based upon the generally accepted and undisputed
assumption that Hebrew and Greek manuscripts attesting to biblical content found in and
around the Judean desert dating back to the third centurion BCE, is the oldest available to
date.® Secondly, the manuscripts found in and around Upper Egypt attest to some of the
oldest known Greek manuscripts testifying to biblical content. Thirdly, translating the
Hebrew Scriptures into Greek, were most probably initiated from the middle of the third
century BCE onwards, * offering a wealth of information regarding the initiation and
development of theological concepts and ideas. Finally, the text critical editions would prove

1 Cf. Schnelle, Udo. Leben und Denken. Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2003, who states — and with good reason —
that the theological thought of Paul is rooted in Hellenistic Jewish context of his time, 56.

% The manuscript data will be sourced from the DJD (Documents from the Judean Desert) Series, published by
Clarendon at Oxford.

® These would also include Greek text fragments, which formed part of the same batch of data found.
Rasmussen, K. L. et al., “The effects of possible contamination on the radiocarbon dating of the Dead Sea
Scrolls I: Castor Oil.” Radiocarbon 43.1, (2001), 127-132, suggests that some contamination could have taken
place in the 1950’s with the dating of the DSS which, in his conclusion, might prove that some manuscripts
might be slightly earlier than expected.

* For a re-evaluation on the dating procedure and integrity of dating the DSS see Jull, A. J. T. et al.,
“Radiocarbon dating of scrolls and linen fragments from the Judean desert,” Radiocarbon 37.1, (1994), 11-19.
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to be of immense importance not just for cross-checking purposes, but also to point out
possible scribal and text traditional tendencies and practises. Some remarks should be in
order regarding the inclusion of the works of Philo and Josephus. The importance of these
authors’” work should not be underestimated, even though the ‘critical’ editions of their work
date back to at least the eighth century CE.>

The concepts and ideas formed as Hellenistic Jews, who wrote and communicated in
Greek, would at least assist one to construct a reasonable first century conceptual frame of
reference with regard to the terms xoproc and 0eoc,’ as well as with related terms. The works
of both Philo and Josephus would prove to be a fairly balanced view regarding theological
Jewish concepts within Hellenistic thought. Such a balanced view is dependant on the
acceptance of the presupposition that Philo represents Hellenized Jewish thoughts and
concepts from a philosophical perspective, while Josephus as historian would be
representative of Jewish thoughts with a Hellenistic colour. The inclusion of both the works
of Philo and Josephus should thus not be regarded as an indication to deviate from a
historical-critical, and in particular a text-critical approach of the New Testament documents
per se, towards a more conceptual-philosophical methodology — although the latter cannot be
completely dismissed.

These and other literary significant voices would prove to be invaluable in addressing
the multi-dimensional character of this proposed literary problem. In the first instance, one is
confronted with the problem relating to the prohibition in pronouncing the Tetragram,’

® The earliest and most complete compilation of Philo’s work, which includes the manscripts that supports the
best possible readings, is represented by Leopold Cohn, Leopold and Wendland, Paul (eds.). Philonis
Alexandrini opera quae supersunt. Berlin: G. Reimer, 1896-1915. A later, well know and often used edition is
preserved in the Loeb Classical Library, Colson, F. H. Hypothetica and De Providentia in the Philo—edition of
the Loeb Classical Library, vol. IX. Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press: Cambridge, 1941.
See also http://www.sacred-texts.com/bib/bap/bap04.htm (accessed on the 30th of May 2011) for a list and brief
discussion on the Philo manuscripts as well as http://www.tertullian.org/rpearse/manuscripts/josephus_all.htm
(accessed on the 30th of May 2011) for a complete list of Josephus manuscripts.

® For a thorough and an in-depth overview of the term k0piog in both the Hebrew and Greek OT as well as in
later Judaism and in the New Testament, see Foerster, W. “k0pioc.” TDNT 3, 1039-1058; Foerster, W. “kvp1og,
D. ‘Lord’ in Later Judaism.” TDNT 3, 1081-1085; Foerster, W. “kvpioc, E. xbplog in the New Testament.”
TDNT 3, 1086-1095.

" One of the most recent and thorough studies with regard to the pronunciation of the Hebrew deity as Adonaj
was done by Rosel, M. Adonaj - Warum Gott ,Herr’ genannt wird. Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2000. Rosel
constructed a strong case why the term >117& was regarded as the most suitable term when the ‘name’ of the
Hebrew deity, the Tetragram, had to be pronounced (contra De Troyer, Kirsten. “The Pronunciation of the
Names of God.” Pages 143-172 in Gott Nennen — Religion in Philosophy and Theology. 35. Edited by Ingolf U.
Dalferth and Phillip Stoellger. Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008, 145-146. Dating the prohibition of the Tetragram
see de Troyer, “The Pronunciation,” 146-148. The history of the Tetragram as the ‘name’ of the Hebrew deity is
complex in its own right as is clear from a fairly recent essay by Hartenstein, Friedhelm. “Die Geschichte
JHWH’s im Spiegel seiner Namen.” Pages 73-95 in Gott Nennen — Religion in Philosophy and Theology 35.
Edited by Ingolf U. Dalferth and Phillip Stoellger. Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008. Hartenstein managed to
achieve presenting a reasonable Religiongeschictliche backdrop against which the use and development of the
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which in turn had implications for the transmission of the Hebrew text, especially from the
third century BCE onwards.? Secondly, due to the intricacy in ‘naming’ the Hebrew deity,
this had an impact on the translation process; the issue surrounding the oral reproduction of
the Tetragram spilled over into the process of finding a theological suitable Greek equivalent
for the Tetragram (a ‘name’ for the personal Hebrew deity) in particular and for the
monotheistic Hebrew deity in general. It would be plausible to assume that the Greek
translators of the Hebrew text were familiar with the dilemma surrounding the pronunciation
and literary reproduction of the Tetragram.’ Thirdly, due to the multitude of Hebrew text
readings and the complexity surrounding such readings, one could expect the potential for
various Greek text traditions. Finally, the array of issues inevitably would have an impact on
the Vorlage(n) available to the New Testament authors, including Paul.
Approaching such a literary problem thus requires one to attend to all the dimensions
involved, through which a more filtered problem would manifest itself, whilst keeping focus
on the primary issue at hand; what could one deduce from the explicit xdpio¢c and fsoc

citations about the literary representation of the Hebrew deity in the Pauline literature?

Tetragram should be discussed. Uehlinger, Christoph. “Arbeit an altorientalischen Gottesnamen.” Pages 23-71
in Gott Nennen — Religion in Philosophy and Theology 35. Edited by Ingolf U. Dalferth and Phillip Stoellger.
Tlbingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008. Uehlinger takes a few steps back in history with his discussion on the
Gotterwelt im antiken Mesoptamien. Both these contributions, and other alike, emphasise the fact that one
should not attempt to deal with the Tetragram in particular or the ‘name’ of the Hebrew deity in general, in
isolation; see also Blum, E. “Der vermeintliche Gottesname >Elohim<,” in Gott Nennen.” Pages 98-119 in Gott
Nennen — Religion in Philosophy and Theology 35. Edited by Ingolf U. Dalferth and Phillip Stoellger.
Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008 as well as the discussion of Zeitlin, S. “The Origin of the Pharisees Reaffirmed.”
JOR, 59.4, (1969), 255-267, on this matter.

See Brotzman’s compact history on the transmission of the Old Testament Hebrew text prior to the third
century BCE up until 1450 CE in Brotzman, Ellis R. Old Testament — Textual Criticism — A Practical
Introduction. Michigan: Baker Books House Co, 1994, 37-62; see also the essay of Talmon, Shemaryahu. “The
transmission history of the text of the Hebrew Bible in the light of biblical manuscripts from Qumran and other
sites in Judean Desert.” Pages 40-50 in The Dead Sea Scrolls Fifty Years after their Discovery. Edited by L. H.
Shiffman et al., Israel: Israel Exploration Society, 2000.
® Pietersma, “Kyrios or Tetragram,” refers to the immense study undertaken by Wolf Wilhelm Graf Boudissin in
1929, who concluded that the LXX read kyrios as a surrogate for Yhwh and should not be considered as a from
of the Tetragram, 6; see Rostock, G. Quell. “xbpiog, C. The Old Testament Name of God.” TDNT 3, 1058-1081.
For a designation to ‘God’ in die Psalm™* see Steymans, H. Ulrich. “Die Gottesbezeichnung Kyrio im Psalter
der Septuaginta.” L’Ecrit et I’Esprit (2005), 325-338. In Steymans‘ own words: “Die Septuatinga gint Jhwh,
aber auch andere Gottesbezeichnungen, mit Kyrios wieder. Daher ist es keineswegs selbstverstandlich, in die
Septuaginta dieselbe konzentrische Struktur wiederzufinden,” 326; see alo Wevers, J. William. “The Rendering
of the Tetragram in the Psalter and Pentateuch: A Comparative Study.” Pages 21-35 in The old Greek Psalter —
Studies in honour of Albert Pietersma. Edited by Robert J. Hiebert et al., JSOTS 332, 2001. The article on how
the ‘Divine Name’ were read and translated in the Masoretic tradition and Greek Pentateuch, see Rosel, M. “The
Reading and Translation of the Divine Name in the Masoretic Tradition and the Greek Pentateuch.” JSOT 31.4,
(2007), 411-428.
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Formulating the question differently, what could one infer from the explicit képiog and Osog
citations about Paul’s literary induced concept of the Hebrew deity? The intent and

objective of this chapter would unfold primarily into the following sections:

a.) To determine a possible Vorgeschichte®® within a literary conceptual context™* of the:
a. Hebrew terms o°77%%, M7 and °178 (transmission or reproduction problem);
b. Greek terms xvprog, 0e6¢ and related terms such as deondtng (translation-
conceptualisation problem);
b.) To determine, if possible, text traditions and/or scribal trends concerning the term
kOplog and 6Og6g and its Hebrew counterparts are observable from the critical
constructed Greek and Hebrew Old Testament texts (transmission problem);*?

c.) To clearly describe and define the core literary problem at hand.
2.1.1 Examples

The inconsistencies and so-called discrepancies between the Hebrew and Greek versions of
the Old Testament (hereafter OT) originated with the complexity surrounding the literary re-
representation or reproduction of the Hebrew deity in the Hebrew text tradition. The
examples to follow will illustrate the supposed ‘transmission problem’. A comparison

between the MT and manuscripts found in an around the Judean desert,*® show that 11QLev?

(Lev 9:24) read =1=7 while the Masoretic text (hereafter MT) text testifies to the term m:.
Another example is attested in Deut 26:4 with the MT reading m» compared to the term

=137 presented in 4QDeut*’. Another two examples from the text critical data as presented

1% The Vorgeschichte entails a.) determing which Hebrew terms primarily used to reproduce the Tetragram and
related terms when referring to the monotheistic Hebrew deity from at least the 3™ century BCE onwards; b.)
determining which Greek term/s were used as suitable equivalent/s for the Tetragram in particular and related
Hebrew terms from the 3" century BCE — 2™ century CE.

LA “literary conceptual context’ should not be interpreted as a term synonomous with pericope, nor does it
designate structuralism in the true sense of the word. It is intended however, to describe the attempt in mapping
Paul’s mind, with regard to 6g6¢ and k0piog in relation to the ypiotoc term. The Vorgeschichte would therefore
describe the process of a much larger thought-structural map, extended over a far longer period of time. Per
implication, determining a possible Vorgeschicte would ultimately lead to different literary thought structural
contexts. Moreover, both the Vorgeschichte and literary thought context would in most cases be limited to
biblical texts, with the exception of Philo and Josephus, both of whom does refer and deal with biblical texts and
content to a larget extent.

12 Both the New Testament (data provided by Nestle-Aland 27 together with NT Transcripts, including, where
available, the Editio Critica Miaor editions) and Greek Old Testament (data used as supplied by the Géttingen
edition of the Septuaginta text) text critical data will be anaylised to establish if any variations, defiations and
alterations for the 6g6¢ and kvpiog terms exist; and if any trend or pattern could be deduced.

13 Ulrich, E., Cross, F. M, et al. Qumran Cave 4.VII: Genesis to Numbers (DJD XII). Oxford: Clarendon,

1994; reprinted 1999. xv + 272 pp. + xlix plates.
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by the BHS should suffice. The dynamics of the issue at hand is accentuated when closer
attention is given to relevant text critical data presented by the BHS. Take Gen 18:27 and
Gen 18:31 as an example: The MT reads the term °17% in both cases with a few Hebrew
manuscripts reading m*. Another example is Exod 3:4; the MT attests to the term mm while
the Samaritan Pentateuch (SamP) suggests reading o°7ox.** In other cases,’ the Samaritan

Pentateuch opposes the MT reading o°12x by suggesting the reading mm.
2.1.2 The General ‘Rule of Thumb’ — a Problem of Rendition

To truly grasp the complexity and admire the intricacies of a so-called problem or rendition, a
short introduction into the general ‘rule of thumb’ should be in order.™® First, if one compares
the eclectic texts of the Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia 5 edition (representative of the
Masoretic text) and the Septuaginta Vetus Testamentum Graecum auctoritate Scientiarum
Gottingensis editum (representing an authoritive construction of the translations made of ‘the’
Hebrew text from the 3™ century BCE onwards) with the manuscripts found in and around
the Judean desert, the traces of the complexity surrounding the reproduction of the Tetragram
as the personal deity of the Hebrew people, becomes evident. Some peculiar examples of how
the Tetragram was reproduced from the 3™ century BCE onwards are listed in the

comparative table below.

Reference LX X MT (BHS) DJD

Exod 8:1 %< - 4QExod' ==

Exod 12:27 |y = 2QExod” N

PS11825 | ¢ m 11QPs* ==

Non-biblical 1QS 8:14 "

Non-biblical 4Q365f2:6 M (with
open dots
above
every
letter)

' See also Gen 7:1; Num 14:17.

' See Gen 28:4; 31:7 and Gen 31:16.

'® The generally accepted rule is expressed by Fischer, J. B. “The Term AESITOTHZX in Josephus.” JQR 49.2,
(1958), 132-138, in his opening paragraph regarding the term decmotrc.
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Deut 19:14 xS a9 P.Fouad 266 7
Lev 4:27 XU 2 4QpapLXXLeV’ | JAQ
Hab 2:16 U At 8HevXlIgr ==

Inferred from the fragmentary data, the Hebrew text tradition attests to at least four variant
terms used to render the Tetragram from the 3™ century BCE onwards.)” The first, and the

most frequent use, is the square Hebrew characters m:, the second is four jod Hebrew
characters »», the third is old Hebrew characters =i=7 (also referred to as Paleo-hebrew) and
finally four dots.’® The Greek tradition from the same period, on the other hand, reproduces

the Tetragram using the following Greek or other equivalents: IAQ, open space, M7 and

=1=7.2 Apart from the latter evidence, the comparison between the text critical data provided
by the BHS and LXX®™ will auxiliarate the complexity in reproducing the Tetragram and
other terms used for the Hebrew deity. Some of these text critical variations and
discrepancies would be addressed later in this chapter.

Second, if one compares the eclectic Hebrew (BHS) and Greek (LXX® texts with
each other, in other words comparing text passages where the Hebrew terms o°17%% (translated
with ‘God’ in the English language) and m° (translated with ‘Lord’ in the English language)
and their Greek counterpart's 6g6¢ and k0Oprog appear, the problem intensifies. The general
accepted ‘rule of thumb’ among biblical scholars is that the term 0edg is the Greek equivalent
for the Hebrew term o°1%x, which would also apply to the term %x; while the equivalent
Greek term for mi is koproc.?’ The inconsistencies in applying the so-called ‘rule of thumb’
is visible throughout the constructed LXX®™ text, not to mention the variations and
discrepancies pointed out by the text critical data. As can be expected, the ‘rule of thumb’
presupposition is not impervious to scrutiny. The following four examples from four distinct

Hebrew texts confirm the fact that exceptions do exist and they require explanation.

Y Cf. Parry, Donald W. “4QSam® and the Tetragrammaton.” Pages 106-124 in Current Research and
Technological Developments on the Dead Sea Scrolls. Edited by D. W. Parry and S.D. Ricks. Leiden: Brill,
1996, 106-108.

18 See Zimmerman, F. “A Suggested Source for some of the Substitute Names for YHWH.” Pages 581-587 in
Studies in Jewish Bibliography, History, and literature in Honor of I. Edward. Edited by Berlin Charles. Kiev:
Ktav Publishing House, 1974 — a valuable attempt in arguing for a reasonable source or ‘reason’ for the
substitute names for YHWH.

19 Cf. De Troyer, “The Pronunciation,” 150-153.

2Cf. Rosel, “Reading and Translating,” 414 and Trobisch, D. Die Endredaktion des Neuen Testaments.
Gottingen: Vanderhoeck & Ruprecht, 1996, 22-25. See also de Troyer, “The Pronunciation,” 154-159.
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Example |

Isaiah 52:122%X

Isaiah 52:12M7

0Tl 00 peta Tapay’s

iR v

éfeeloeabe INYD
000t duyfj mopedaeabe, Pa{ebhtalnt
[Topevoetat T97NKR?

TpOTEPOG VWY

07197 772773

Kdpiog

aun

xal 0 émouvaywy Uuds

aRblohial

xUptog 6 Bedg Iopanh

R pi7aln il

addition to this, the text critical data presented by the LXX®™ notes that the hexapla
recension text, including recension L, ‘omits’ the term x0Optog; while other authoritive text
witnesses in turn, support the koptog 6 0edc reading.”* Why would some Greek manuscripts
read xvprog 6 Beoc and not the expected 6 Beoc? Should one consider a Hebrew Vorlage not
extant today? Is this a sign of the translator’s reworking of the text? Or is one persuaded to
re-evaluate the ‘validity’ of the critically constructed Greek text, such as is presented by the

LXX®"? The next example will further highlight the issue at hand.

Example Il
Psalm 7:7-%% Psalm 7:7""
avaatnb, xdple e
év 0pyJj gov EELS
0WwbnTt kil
év Tolg mépaat @Y éxBpdv pov ME N3
&eyépbnTi T
xUpie 6 Ogdg pwou i
&v mpooTdypatt, @ EveTellw 1% LRYN

2! The text reading is supported by Unicials A B Q S and V, including numerous minuscules (the latter which
includes papyri 965 and 958).
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In this case, the ‘rule of thumb’ seems to be upheld with the first occurrence of kvpie with its
Hebrew counterpart reading m:°; the same cannot be said for kopie 6 0e6¢ pov. The Hebrew

counterpart for the latter Greek phrase reads *x.%

A similar case is found in Ps 139:7, where
the Hebrew text reads *7x% mm2 with its Greek counterpart reading t® xvpim 0g6g pov [Ps
139:7]. The latter would imply, given the fact that one accepts that the constructed MT and
LXX eclectic texts are considered to be representative of a possible ‘Old Greek’ and its
Hebrew Vorlage respectively, that the >x term was reproduced using either a.) kOpie 6 6gd¢
pov (Ps 7:7) and b.) 8ed¢ pov (Ps 139:7).% In both these cases, when the Tetragram occurs, it

is inconsistently reproduced by the term kvpoc.

Example 111 (1 Kgdms 2:105* and 1 Sam 2:10M"):

1 Kingdoms 2:1-"% 1 Samuel 2:4M7

3 2enm

Kal eimev Eorependy Ty mxm

7 xapdia pov év xuple AR

0wbn xépag pov R R,

év Bed pov b

¢mAaTivly 7).

émi gxBpols T oTdua pov INRIY D

eddpavlny év cwmypla gov EfbgivakRigixfalivio)

The k0piog term in the dative case parallels the first preposition 2 + 737 combination, while
the second preposition ;7> combination is not reflected as the general assumption goes; the
Greek text utilises the 6g6¢ term in its dative case. The MT notes that a large number of
Hebrew manuscripts read *1>x3, including other versions such us G L*°S*¢ %" (not visible in
S and V™). The latter would suggest that the constructed Greek OT reading corresponds
with some Hebrew manuscripts and related versions. These text witnesses make it highly
plausible that a different Hebrew Vorlage could have been used by the Greek translator. The
final example taken from Genesis would indeed challenge Résel’s proposed solution, which

accounts for the deviations from the general ‘rule of thumb’. He proposes that the deviation

22 The text critical data produced by the LXX®™, xvpte ult. > S = 2, xupte o Beog pov > Sa, points out that the
Syrian translation, whose reading is uncertain, does correspond to the Masoretic text, while the Sahidic
translation does not read either of the terms.

2 Also see Ps 12:45%[Ps 13:4MT]; Ps 17:3% [Ps 18:3Y].
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should not be attributed to a different Vorlage, nor should one regard the transmission of the
Greek reading as being insecure. According to Rosel these deviations should be ascribed to

theological reasons such as, to avoid the impression that kVptoc, in cases where the kbpiog

term represents mi°, acts in an unjust way.

Example IV
Genesis 4:47% Genesis 4:4M7
xal APe) Aveyxey X271 2am

xal adToC

X703

amd TV TpWToTéXWY TAY TpofaTtwy adTol

TN NP3

xol @mo TRV oTEATWY VTRV

A0

xal émeldey 6 edg

T VYN

P

émi ABe)

2287

xal €mt Toig dwpotg avTol

Ualshlamrdy

Genesis 4:9-105%X

Genesis 4:9-10MT

AS ¢ 1
xal elmey 6 Bede

fabidelebsgl

mpog Katy

TR

ITo¥ éoTv APel 6 adeddis aou;

6 Ot eimev RIS
Od ywvwoxw Ry X7

w) dOAE ol d0eAdol pol el éyw;

wal elmev 6 Bebe RN

Ti émoinoag; nwy o

dwv) aipatos Tol &deddol oou IR DPYX AR N7 P
Bod mpds pe éx Tii¢ yiis piayt\le

In Gen 4:4-* the term 6edc, together with the definite article is used, while the MT (Gen

4:4) reads m. The action which the subject is acting out is éreidev or ¥ both of which can

be translated with an English equivalent ‘to observe, oversee’ or ‘look at.” In Gen 4:9 and

Gen 4:10 the LXX utilised the term 0edg twice as the one responsible for the act of speaking,

with the MT (only in Gen 4:9) again reading mm°. Rosel’s proposal, that the term xopioc is
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avoided whenever the text speaks of punishment and judgment,* does not hold water in these
instances. The text does not appear to speak of punishment nor judgment per se. It might be
interpreted as a premature reference to judgement or punishment, but such an interpretation
would reject what the immediate literary context intends to achieve. There are other examples
from the Pentateuch that could also be used as a critique against Rosel’s proposal (see Exod
3:4; Lev 2:13; Num 5:5-8; Deut 12:14; to mention only four). Another two interesting cases

should be noted, as they further demonstrate the inconsistencies and variations:

Genesis 15:2aMT Genesis 15:2a"*
Aéyer 0t ABpap 02X NN
Aéomota I

Genesis 15:8aMT Genesis 15:8a"%
eimey 0¢ pehsl
Aéomota xlpte o3

The term deondtng is used only in Gen 15:2 and Gen 15:8, together with Jos 5:14 in the
entire Greek OT corpus. In Gen 15:2 the term deondtng is used as the equivalent for both the
term °37% and M, while the term deomotng appears to be the equivalent for »17x in Gen 15:8
and Jos 5:14. In Gen 4:1 the LXX reads 6ec as opposed to 7.2 In Gen 7:1 an alternative
reading, opposing i is suggested by two Hebrew manuscripts, including the Samaritan

XC% reads

Pentateuch and a Syriac version.? The latter opted for o°7>x only, while the LX
KOp1og 0 B0g. Most of the ca. 36 text critical notes on the Tetragram presented in the Genesis
text are related to the LXX ‘additions’ or alternative readings such as 6g6¢ where one would
have expected the term kopioc.?’ Interesting is that in Exod 3:4b the data || ® G kvpiog; > V
suggests that the LXX®™ does not read the expected term 8goc,”® while the Vulgate attests to

no equivalent term. Another interesting discrepancy is presented in Deut 1:45. The MT notes

2 Rosel, “Reading and Translating,” 420.

% The LXX®™in turn notes that Epiph 11 76 (Epiphanius | —I11) reads tod] k.

%2 Mss wS ooy, ® ad 6 Bedg, see also text critical note on Gen 28:4, where the s« (Samaritan Pentateuch)
again proposes i as an alternative.

27 See for example Exod 4.1%; 8.25% ; 10.18"% 13.21% 14.31% ; 19.8% and 19.21%. Trobisch, Die Endredaktion, 20-
21, refers to L. Traube who indicated that the Tetragram was written using square Hebrew characters, but that it
was vocalised and pronounced as "17%. He also notes (see footnote 17, 21), that the latter is confirmed by the
documents found at Qumran. This would be true, as indicated, for the square Hebrew characters used to
reproduce the Tetragram, but it would be difficult to prove with a reasonable amount of certainty that the
Tetragram was pronounced as *17x at that time.

%8 See also the text critical data on i in Exod 4:1 (®* 6 0g6¢); the LXX text again opposes the general ‘rule of
thumb’; cf. The text critical data in Exod 4:11.
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on the second Tetragram reading, that G®™" ad reads to® 0co®d fudv (Ouév),?® with papyrus
963 attesting to kvpiov Tov Bcov vuwv.*® Finally, one or two examples from the text critical
data, represented by the LXX®™, should be in order. In Isa 22:12 B-Q™-109 403’ 538 reads
Kuplog kvptog which is considered to be “closer” to the MT. Minuscule 91 in turn, reads
Kuplog o Beoc. The text reading opted for xdpioc cofowbd. In Isa 40:10 the hexaplaric
tradition, together with Eusebius, accounts for two kvplog terms; whereas Hieronymus “adds”
deus equivalent for the term 0g6¢. The text reading again attests to a single kbpiog term.

The small number of cases presented above, is but a mere spec of dust in the vast
array of text critical discrepancies and variations noted by both Hebrew and Greek eclectic
text editions. This was but an introductory attempt to introduce the reader into the complexity
of the kbplog-0edg, o>ox-mi and *17x problem. These examples should be viewed as merely
introductory in nature. It presents but one aspect of the backdrop surrounding the literary
problem that there exists an inconsistency in reproducing the Tetragram in the Greek
biblical texts at least from the third century BCE onwards.® It is thus of imminent
importance as a first necessary step, to determine the extent of the alleged ‘transmission

problem’.

2.2VORGESCHICHTE AND LITERARY CONTEXT

2.2.1 The Transmission Problem: Hebrew Text Tradition %

The evidence to be dealt with here will be, for the most part, limited to the Pentateuch®,
Isaiah and the Psalms.® These three ‘sources’ are considered to be significant for this study

due to the overwhelming frequency of use in the New Testament. Moreover, the Pentateuch

 This data is confirmed by the LXX®™, while attesting to the fact that tov 8gov vpwv (Npov B 16*-52-529°
551 b—37 30" 71'-527 630 319 407 646) B C'" b 1%° s 71'-527 630 28 319 407’ 646: ex par. The latter clearly
indicates that codex Vaticanus not only read the kvpiog term, but also Tov 6gov vuwv; while other minuscule
manuscripts read the first person personal pronoun as opposed to the second person personal pronoun.

%0 See also Deut 2:14 (®%* ™" ¢ 9o = ooy of GMN™M) and Deut 3:20 (G¥*™" ad ¢ Bedc HudV (G™ DpdV).

%1 Scholars specifialising in Septuagint studies, are to a large extent in agreement that the Pentateuch was one of
the first compilation of manuscripts translated into Greek.

%2 Refer to addendum A for a more extensive list of occurrences and with that discrepencies regarding the terms
ook and mi; see also Ulrich, E, Cross, F. M., et al. Qumran Cave 4.1X: Deuteronomy, Joshua, Judges,
Kings (DJD XI1V). Oxford: Clarendon, 1995; reprinted 1999. xv + 183 pp. + xxxvii plates and Ulrich, E, Cross,
F. M. Qumran Cave 4.VII.

% Referred to the Torah or “first five books of Moses.’

% The reason for limiting the literary ‘source’ context for that matter to the Pentateuch, Isaiah and the Psalms is
for the simple reason that the explicit «bprog and 0dg citations found in the Pauline literature reflects content
from these source contexts in at least 98% of the cases.

33



O lay

UNIVERSITY Of PRETORIA
W VYUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA
or rather the ‘Torah’ would not only be considered as the so-called ‘authoritative scripture’
for the Hebrew tradition, but it would most certainly be regarded as the ‘flagship’ for the
Greek translation of the Hebrew Scriptures.®
Finally, it is the primary sources Paul referenced to when he cited Old Testament
content. Thus, in considering these three literary sources they would give one a fairly good
idea of what the most suitable terms were when reproducing the Hebrew deity, and more
specific the Tetragram available to Paul, in this particular case. Although countless text
fragments containing content resembling the Pentateuch have been found in and around the
Judean desert, not many contain the Tetragram. Those that do indeed present the Tetragram,
attest to square Hebrew characters with a limited amount of exceptions.* Selected evidence

and the alternatives are listed in the sequence of biblical books.*’

a.) Fragment 1-2 of 4QExod-Lev’ (Exod 8:1a) and f. 2 (Exod 12:27), 7 (Exod 31:16), 8
(Exod 34.10) of 2QExod®*® as well as 4QExod’ PAM 43.012:1, present the mm as
=1=42;%°

b.) 4Q158 f. 4-15 (alluding to Exod 3, 19, 20-21 and 30) testifies, in all cases, to the mm»
using square Hebrew characters; this is also true for 4Q365 f. 2, 6, 11 and 12 (Exod 8-
39) and 4Q174 (Exod 15:17-18):

% The Letter to Aristeas or Letter to Philocrates, dated the 2" century BCE, ‘introduced’ the idea that the Torah
was the first to be translated into Koine Greek. The letter also talks about the translation of the Hebrew law by
72 interpreters sent from Jerusalem to Egypt.

% See addendum A for a more extensive list on the reproduction of the Hebrew deity. This list includes both
biblical and non-biblical manuscripts found in and around the Judean desert; cf. Parry, “4QSam® presents a short
list of authors that dealt with surrogates for the Tetragram, footnote 1, 106. See also the introductory work of
Hoffman, Joel M. In the Beginning — A Short History of the Hebrew Language. New York: New York
University Press, 2004. Hoffman deals with the ‘Name of God’ or as he calls it ‘Magic Letters and the Name of
God’, among other things, 39-48.

%7 See Lauterbach, J. Z. “Substitutes for the Tetragramaton.” AAJR 2, (1930-31), 39-67, who dealt with some of
the substitutes used as opposed to the Tetragram while ascribing it to the hesitance of the scribes to insert the
Tetragram into writing; cf. Brownlee, W. H. “The Ineffable Name of God.” BASOR 226, (1977), 39-46, who
makes reference to 4QTestamonia, 1QS and CDC in his discussion of the verbal form ‘I am’ or ‘I exist’ and the
one that ‘brings into existence’ in relation to the name of God. In a more recent article Baumgarten, J. M. “A
new Qumran substitute for the divine name and Mishnah Sukkah 4.5.” JBL 83.2-3, (1992), 1-5, is of the opinion
that 7 X located at the end of 4Q266, should be viewed as a substitute for the Tetragram; cf. Parry, “4QSam?,”
106-108.

% Cf. P. Benoit, P., Milik, J. T. and de Vaux, R.Les Grottes de Murabba'at (DJD II; 2 vols). Oxford:
Clarendon, 1961. xv + 314 pp. + cvii plates.

% Cf. Perkins, L. “KYPIOX: Articulation and Non-articulation in Greek Exodus.” BIOSCS 41, (2008), 17-33.
Perkins considered Greek and Hebrew equivalents, 20 and also investigated the ‘original’ translation of the term
KOpog, 21-24; cf. Davila, James R. “The Name of God at Moriah: An unpublished fragment from
4QGenExod®” JBL 110.4, (1991), 577-582.

“Due to the reproductive nature of this manuscript, portraying a reworking of the Pentateuch, it will be dealt
with under the heading ‘biblical’ texts. This is also true for 4Q364, 4Q365 and 4Q367 in terms of the
Pentateuch. There is no distinction made here between the so-called ‘biblical’ or canonical texts and ‘non-
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c.) The manuscripts 4QLev® PAM 43.036 (Lev 7:25) and 11QLev® f. 2 (Lev 9:24 and
10.1)* are two other text witnesses which account for the Tetragram using square
Hebrew characters. Moreover, none of the ‘non-biblical’ material, in this case 4Q365
f. 23 (Lev 23:42 — 24.2) and 4Q367 (Lev 15:14-15), make use of any other form of
the Tetragram than square Hebrew characters;

d.) In further opposition to the use of ==, are 4QLev® f.1:16 (Lev 1:13) and 4QLeV .
4:4 (Lev 17:4), which implements square Hebrew characters;

e.) Manuscript 4QDeut® f. 5:6 (Deut 26.3) is the only text witness referring to
Deuteronomy, of which many were found in the caves of Qumran and in the Nahal

Hever area (see for example 4QDeut®", 4QpaleoDeut’ and XHevSeDeut), which

represents the Tetragram using =i=1%;*

f.) The representation of the Tetragram in the ‘non-biblical’ manuscript 4Q364
(fragments 14, 24, 25 and 26), which alludes to Deuteronomy, also implements square
Hebrew characters for the Tetragram;

g.) Another exception is found in 4Q174 (col. i:1, 19), another allusion to Deuteronomy,

presenting the mi using »».*

All Hebrew manuscripts associated with the Genesis text reproduce the Tetragram using
square Hebrew characters (see for example 4QGen® f. 1 col. 11:3 — Gen 2:16; 4QGen! f. 2, col.
| - Gen 41.25). The latter is also true for the text witnesses assigned to Numbers, which
utilised square Hebrew characters as a representation of the Tetragram. The text fragments
found, allocated to the Psalm text,** all represent the Tetragram using square Hebrew
characters, except for two instances in 11QPs® a.) fragment Ei (Ps 118:25-27) and b.) Eii (Ps

104:31) presents the Tetragram as =11=7.* The use of paleo-hebrew characters were not only

biblical’ texts when dealing with the representation of the m°; these categories established by scholars working
on the Documents from the Judean Desert to group manuscripts are necessary but not per se that relevant when
one deals with the representation of the m: in Hebrew. This investigation is focused on the core theological
content, which attests to the m7> as presented by the Hebrew texts in the inclusive sense of the word.

*L Cf. Garcia, Martinez F., Tigchelaar, E. J. C. and van der Woude A. S. Qumran Cave 11.11: (11Q2-18,
11Q20-31) (DJD XXIII). Oxford: Clarendon, 1998). xiii + 487 pp. + liv plates.

*2 Cf. Skehan, P.W., Ulrich, E. and Sanderson, J. E. Qumran Cave 4.1V: Palaeo-Hebrew and Greek Biblical
Manuscripts ( DJD I1X). Oxford: Clarendon, 1992. xiii + 250 pp. + xlvii plates.

*In col. i:1 of this manuscript the scribe assigns the citation to Deut 5.28-29 as “And JHWH spoke to Moses
saying:”. So technically it is not part of Deut 5.28-29, but as introductory formula to the citation. In col. i:19 the
blessing of JHWH is called upon “Bless, JHWH, ...” — which correlates with Deut 33.11.

“ Cf. Eshel, E et al., in consultation with J. Vanderkam and Brady, M. Qumran Cave 4.VI: Poetical and
Liturgical Texts, Part 1 (DJD XI). Oxford: Clarendon, 1998. xi + 473 pp. + xxxii pl.

*® Another manuscript from the same location indexed 11QPs° (11Q7) testifies to the use of square Hebrew
characters for the Tetragram. Noteworthy is also that from the so-called ‘non-biblical’ manuscripts indexed as
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limited to the mi7>; Paleo-hebrew characters were also used for >x in 6QCompositional Hymn
f. 6:5, f. 8:1 and col. ii:5 (Deut 8.11). Another employment of == for the Tetragram is
found in 3QLam 1:2 (Lam 1:11). Manuscripts 1QpMic, 1QpZaph and 1QpHab (Pesharim)
also attest to the Tetragram using =1=%, while 4QpsEzek® (Pseudo-Ezekiel) again used %
Another manuscript, indexed as Pseudo-Ezekiel, utilised square Hebrew characters for the
Tetragram.*” The same can be said for the Pesharim manuscripts found in Cave 4 (4Q168,
4Q169, 4Q170), which all attest to the Tetragram using square Hebrew characters. The latter
use is also attested in 2QJer f. 9:1 col. ii and f. 13 col. i as well as in 4QJer® col. iv f. 4:6 and
5QAmos 1:1.% One could thus deduce the obvious based on the manuscript evidence
attesting to the Pentateuch: the Tetragram is reproduced using square Hebrew characters,
with some exceptions. It should be noted at this point in time that there are principally three
terms used in the Hebrew dialect, deduced from the evidence produced in and around the
Judean desert, when and if reference is made to an omnipotent, transcendental, all-powerful
being (translated in virtually all English translations as “God” with a capital “G”): they are
oy, oox and 19R.* The use of o°aox and x does not seem to present a concept that one
would consider ‘out-of-the-ordinary’, except for the occasional use of palew-hebrew

characters for o7 or »X.

11Q5 (also referred to as 11QPs®) i is dominantly used for the Tetragram; cf. Wolters, A. “The
Tetragrammaton in the Psalms Scroll.” Textus 18, (1996), 87-99. Wolters focused his investigation on the
Psalms scroll and how the Tetragram had been dealt with. Wolters is of the opinion that the ‘original’ scribe left
blank spaces which were later filled with the Tetragram using paleo-hebrew script, 87-89; cf. Sanders, J.A. The
Psalms Scroll of Qumran Cave 11 (11QPs a) (DJD 1V). Oxford: Clarendon, 1965. xi + 97 pp. + xvii plates.

% Cf. Barthélemy, D. and Milik, J. T. Qumran Cave 1 (DJD 1). Oxford: Clarendon, 1955. xi + 163 pp. + Xxxxvii
plates.

*" The content of these texts allude to Ezekiel in general, but it is difficult to establish a specific text reference
with regard to 4Q386, 4Q388 and 4Q391. It is nevertheless possible to link the content with more certainty
where the m is also read in square Hebrew characters (see 4Q385 (Pseudo-Ezekiel), Ezek 37 (f. 2 and 3) and
Ezek 10 (f. 4).

*8 See the article of Siegel, J. P. “The employment of Paleo-Hebrew Characters for the devine names at Qumran
in the light of tannaic sources.” HUC 42, (1971), 159-172. Siegel intended to show how theological significant
considerations was translated into a scribal convention by both “normative” and “sectarian” Jewish scribes, 159
(see also a follow-up article “The Alexandrians in Jerusalem and their Torah Scroll with Gold Tetragrammata.”
IEJ 22, (1972), 39-43); see also Parry, D. W. “Notes on Divine Name Avoidance in Scriptural Units of the
Legal Texts of Qumran.” Pages 437-449 in Legal texts and Legal issues — Proceeding of the Second Meeting of
the International Organization for Qumran Studies. Edited by M. Bernstein, et al., Leiden: Brill, 1997. Parry
offers valuable notes on the avoidance of the Tetragram in legal text found in the caves near Qumran; cf. also
Tov, E. Scribal Practises and Approaches Reflected in the Texts found in the Judean Desert. Leiden: Brill,
2004, 218 — 221. Tov offers valuable insights into the scribal pratices surrounding the Tetragram, particularly on
the ‘divine name’.

* Cf. Gericke, J. W. “What is an 5x? A Philosophical Analysis of the Concept of Generic Godhood in the
Hebrew Bible. ” OTE 22.1, (2009), 21-46. Gericke offers valid and necessary argument ensuring nuanced
reference to a Hebrew deity. Also Noteworthy is the philological and literary approach of Murtonen, A. A
Philoloaical and Literature Treatise on the Old Testament Divine Names [El, Eloha, Elohim] and [Yahweh].
Helsinki: Societas Orientalis Fennica, 1952.
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The Isaiah text is no exception: the term o°n%x is used in 94 instances consisting of 84 phrase
structures, most of which occur in Isa 21-66; the term X in turn, is attested in more than ten
verses,” while m9x is deployed only once in Isa 44:8. The term 19X is used in correlation
with m7 in more than twenty instances,® with the term °17x deployed in 48 verses in
comparison to 7 utilised in 450 verses, occurring 394 times.** In addition to the use of the
term "17x in Isaiah, the author/s also made use of the term 17x.>® The so-called great Isaiah
scroll is a comprehensive manuscript found in Cave 1 and indexed as 1Qlsa®>* The
overwhelming evidence in this manuscript testifies to the Tetragram using square Hebrew
characters. What is of particular interest is how the Tetragram is presented in lines 20, 24 and
25 (Isa 3:15, 17 and 18 respectively). If one compares the MT with 1Qlsa®and other related
manuscripts found in and around the Judean desert, the Hebrew text tradition appears for the
most part intact. There are, however, some trivial variations that require some reflection. The
variants found in Isa 3:15-18 are classic examples of Hebrew variants used to represent the

Hebrew deity. The table below presents the Hebrew variants in comparison to the Greek

equivalents.
Reference 1Qlsa? MTBHS LXXC
Isa 3:15 (line 20) MY NI M BY IRITA DI | 7l el dduceite TOV
Aa6y pov
1MLA 07 "IN WIRN D7 I | yeal o mpdowmov TE
TTWYEY XQTAUTYUVETE
Ty X MY 7 S TRORy°
Isa 3:17 (line 24) e TR rowp M2 TRTR 378 MAWY | xal Tamevioer 6 Hedg
'y ) A ’
P M WX | apyotaoas Buyatépag
. 21wy,
kl ™ 1 (A 3 A
TS NS TIND SNTRY TR TIRETY | yt wdprog dmoxadiber
TO oyfjua adTEY
Isa 3:18 (line 25) TN 0> R P S§TN VD) XTI 02 | év ] uépa éxelvy wal
adeAel x0prog

%0 Cf. Isa 8:5; 10:21; 12:2; 40:18; 42:10; 44:10, 15; 45:14, 15, 20, 21; 46:6, 9.

L Cf. Isa 7:11; 17:6; 21:10, 17; 24:15; 25:1; 26:13; 35:2; 36:7; 37:4; 37:16; 37:20, 21; 40:28; 41:13; 48:1; 17;
49:4, 5;51:15, 22; 55:5 and Isa 60:9.

%2 The use of P& and *37x, in relation to M7 and mxax in Isaiah has been covered for the most part by Résel,
Adonaj, 78-124. See also Lust, J. “The Divine Titles 787 and 178 in Proto-Isaiah and Ezekiel,” Pages 131-149
in Isaiah in Context: Studies in Honour of Arie van der Kooij on the Occasion of his Sixty-Fifth Birthday. Edited
bsy M. N. van der Meer et al. Leiden: Brill, 2010.

¥ Cf. Résel, Adonaj, 79.

% Cf. Flint, P. W. and Ulrich, E. Qumran Cave 1.11: The Isaiah Scrolls (DJD XXXII). Oxford: Clarendon, 2010.
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The data suggests that the scribes responsible for 1Qlsa® as well as the Masoretes appear
inconsistent in applying the terms used when referring to the Hebrew deity. The underlying
issue at hand is one definable as the K°tib-Q°re problematic, which requires some
clarification. The standard explanation is represented by Rdsel: the Masoretes vocalised m:7
with the vowels assigned to °17x. The latter “forced” the reader to pronounce (Q°re — what
ought to be read) against what was written (K°tib — what ought to be written).>® The exception
would be that if and when i 178 is written in combination, the term > would be
vocalised to read o;ox. This would counter the duplicate reading of Adonaj Adonaj.>® An
opposing stance on this matter, of which De Troyer would be a representative, is that the
most “usual” form of the Tetragram in Codex Leningrad, as well as in Codex Aleppo,
testifies to mm> (shema — what ought to be read) and not 7 (adonaj), implying that the
vowels adopted from the Aramaic x»w indicated what ought to be read,”” given the fact that
there are exceptions to the rule.*®

Returning to Isa 3:15-18, it is thus reasonable to assume that a redactor of 1Qlsa®
wanted to make sure that the Tetragram in Isa 3:15a is pronounced adonaj, while the
Masoretes “wrote” what they in all probability heard, but wrote M as an indication of what
was implied by what was read.*® Isa 3:17a seems to indicate that the Masoretes copied what
ought to be read, while Isa 3:17b testifies to the fact that they interpreted the term 17X
(1Qlsa®) as an indication of what ought to be read, but wrote what was written. The reverse is
again evident in Isa 3:18, with 1Qlsa® bearing witness to the K°tib form mm, while the
redactor indicated what ought to be read: *17X. In Isa 3:18 the Masoretes thus “inserted” *17&
into the main body of the text — either based on the superscript or because they wanted the

% Cf. Résel, Adonaj, 2.

% Ibid., 3; cf. De Troyer, “The Pronunciation,” 144-145.
"De Troyer, “The Pronunciation,” 145.

% E g. Exod 3:2.

¥ Cf De Troyer, “The Pronunciation,” 144.
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K°tib form to be representative of the Q°re form.®® The latter explanation could be rejected as
mere speculation. It could also be argued that a Hebrew Vorlage was available to the
Masoretes from where they copied the text verbatim. A similar attested issue is found in Isa
28:16, where the MT reads mi 17%, while 1Qlsa* attests to m: with a superscript *17x.%* The
17%-m alternating reading continues in Isa 28:22 with 1Qlsa® reading m° in comparison to
the MT reading °17X. Furthermore, the MT appears to have “ignored” m° in Isa 30:19, while
1Qlsa® does indeed read the Tetragram.®? These »17x-mi alternating variants, particularly
attested to in Isa 3:15-18 (1QIsa®), confirm and reinforce Rosel’s position that the
vocalisation of adonaj testifies what ought to be read if and when m was written. ®
However, such alternating readings are very limited and should thus not be taken as the
“standard” practice of the time. The K°ib-Q°re problematic surrounding the “naming” of the
Hebrew deity might not have been a case of reading x»w, o°%X% or °178; but it is indeed
plausible that both practices could have been deployed simultaneously by different scribes or
scribal groups. It is nevertheless clear that “naming” or making a reference to the Hebrew
deity was a complex matter, at least from the 3" century BCE onwards.

Variant readings revolving around the term oz°nox also occur. 1Qlsa® (Isa 37:20)
accounts for o798 i, while the MT only reads mi.®* Furthermore, Isa 49:14 (1Qlsa®) reads
17X M with a superscript *m>x directly above 17X, presumably implying that Elohim is
to be read, which would support the argument that if and when ™7 and °17x are read
consecutively, mm should be pronounced o>79x to avoid the repetition of adonaj.®® A slightly
different but related issue is the MT reading in Isa 50:5 attesting to both -178 and m7
compared to 1Qlsa® reading a°>x *17%. The latter seems to indicate that the Masoretes wrote
what they considered to be an indication of what ought to be read with the term % in
1Qlsa®.% Finally, Isa 61:1 and Isa 61:11 furthermore testify to interesting variants, presented

in the table below.

8 Cf. Trobisch, Die Endredaction, 21 n. 19. Noteworthy is the fact that the Greek counterpart of Isa 3:18,
represented by the LXX®™, does not attest to any equivalent of these terms, while some Greek manuscripts read
KVprog koprog (cf. (% 22-48-763-96) enou(v) kvptog kuptog (> oll 233) while others read mum mun (cf. 2% gnot
Kvptog kvprog (adn. mum muwy). Similar cases of K°tib-Q°re “confusion” are detectable in Isa 6:11; 7:14; 8:7 (27X
as superscript in 1QIsa® with a probable reading of m); Isa 9:7; 21:16; 28:2, 16; 30:15; 49:7; 61:1.

%1 1Qlsa” however, appears to be closer to the MT with the second mi» reading, with an uncertainty of what term
is to be read in the first instance. Isa 30:15 attested to a similar issue; 1Qlsa® again reads mm> with *178
superscript, compared to 4QIsa® most probable reading i 7.

2 Additional discrepancies are found in Isa 9:7, where 1Qlsa® reads m° as opposed to "17x attested in the MT. A
similar case is found in Isa 28:2.

83 Cf. Rosel, Adonaj, 2ff.

% The Greek and Syriac equivalents in turn only account for the term o x.

% Both 1Qlsa’ and 4Qlsa” (4Q56) do not attest to any superscript.

% Cf. Isa 54:6 alternating between o>nox M (1Qlsa’) and o°iox (MT).
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Ref 1Qlsa® 1Qlsa” 4Qlsa™ MT
Isa61:1 ORI OIOR I N M OIR
Isa 61:11 QORI -- -- T O1TR

Thus both 1Qlsa®as well as the MT were consistent in applying the same terms in Isa 61:1
and Isa 61:11. The only plausible assumption one could draw from the data is that 1Qlsa®and
1Qlsa” present a particular text tradition, opposing the text tradition offered by 4Qlsa™and the
MT, if a mn° °17% reconstruction is accepted. The Greek text traditions might shed some light

on the matter; a possibility considered in the next section.

2.2.2 The Translation Problem: Greek Text Tradition (OG)

The translation of the Hebrew Scriptures into Greek was one of the biggest literary
‘hellenised’ undertakings of its kind. The project is not only known due to its sheer
magnitude, but also for its theological significance.®” A desire developed to translate the
Hebrew Scriptures, which were considered to be nothing other than ‘holy’, into a new idiom
using metaphors, rhetoric, allegory and typology as well as other known exegetical and
hermeuntical methods to make the Hebrew text accessible to the Hellenistic population,
whether they be Jew or Gentile. Such a translation process required a tremendous amount of
skilled, literate and knowledgeable people. Surely this undertaking was not considered to be
equal to any other ‘profane’ translation process; it demanded theological wisdom, sensitivity
and a mind which could conceptualise theological thoughts and ideas caste in the Hebrew
morpheme using ‘suitable’ Greek equivalent terms. The terms a°i%x, M and “nx would
have been considered to be of the utmost theological value and meaning which required
‘appropriate’ Greek equivalents such as 0gd¢, kOprog and deomdtng. This was, to say the least,
a complex task that necessitated theological-conceptual thought processes in the mind of
ancient theologians like never before. The investigated, structured and conversed data in this
regard would not prove otherwise.

The first problem one is confronted with is the limited data at one’s disposal. The

second issue that comes to the fore is the fragmentary nature of the data. Finally, the

87 Cf. Marcos, Natalio Fernandez. The Septuagint in Context — Introduction to the Greek Version of the Bible.
Leiden, Boston: Brill, 2000, 18-20; cf. Hengel, M. The Septuagint as Christian Scripture — Its Prehistory and
the Problem of its Canon. London: T & T Clark International, 2004, xi. Hengel also considered the introductory
remarks by Robert Hanhart, whose brief introduction proves to hold valuable insights, 2-18.
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fragmentary data does not attest to the terms kvpioc, Oeoc and/or related terms.?® The data
dated between the 3" century BCE and 2" century CE attesting to biblical content in Greek
(separate from the New Testament manuscripts), is nonetheless worthwhile investigating. The
validity of the investigation is confirmed by the data presented in the table below. The table
attests to an array of possibilities in representing the Hebrew deity with ‘suitable’ Greek or

related equivalents that would naturally instigate an enquiry into the matter. ®°

Text reference Identification Date Material Term
Deut 11:4 4QLXXDeut 2BCE pap. blank space left in
(4Q122), f. 1.5 recon
Deut 23 -28 P Ryl 458 (#957) 2 BCE pap.
Exod 28:4-7 7Q1 (4QLXXExodus) 2/1 BCE pap.
Lev 26:2 4QLXXLev? (4Q119) 2/1 BCE pap. blank space left in
f. 11 recon
Lev 26:13 4QLXXLev? (4Q119) 2/1 BCE pap. blank space left in
f.1:18 recon
Lev 1:11 4QpapLXXLevP 2/1 BCE pap. [law in recon]™
(4Q120) f. 1:11
Lev 2:3 4QpapLXXLev" 2/1 BCE pap. [law in recon]
(4Q120) f. 2:1
Lev 3:12 4QpapLXXLevb 2/1 BCE pap. law
(4Q120) f. 7:12
Lev 3:14 4QpapLXXLevP 2/1 BCE pap. [Tow]
(4Q120) f. 8:2
Lev 4:27 4QpapLXXLev" 2/1 BCE pap. Taw
(4Q120) f. 20:4
Lev 2:3 4QLXXLeV"f. 2 1BCE pap. [law in recon]’
Lev 3:11 4QLXXLeV"f. 2 1BCE pap. [law in recon]’
Deut 18:15 P.Fouad 266b col. 4, 1 BCE pap. 0gdg
f.5
Deut 18:16 P.Fouad 266b col. 4, 1 BCE pap. blank space
f.6
Deut 19:10 P.Fouad 266b col. 4, 1BCE pap. blank space...0g6¢
f. 10
Deut 19:14 P.Fouad 266b col.8, f. 1 BCE pap. mm
11
Deut 21:8 P.Fouad 266b col. 15, 1BCE pap. hiht
f.21
Deut 25:15 P.Fouad 266b col. 34, 1 BCE pap. i Bedg
f. 49
Deut 25:16 P.Fouad 266b col. 34, 1 BCE pap. hiht
f. 149
Deut 27:2 P.Fouad 266b col. 39, 1 BCE pap. i 0edg
f. 59

% Hurtado, L. W. The Earliest Christian ArtEfacts — Manuscripts and Christian Origin. Grand Rapids,
Michigan: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 2006, recognises the complexity of the issue when dealing with such data, stating
the difficulty is to determine if the artefact is indeed Jewish or Christian, 17. Those manuscripts that can be
dated prior to the Christian era that are written in either Hebrew or Aramaic are for obvious reasons posit as
Jewish, 18.

% For a more complete list of Greek manuscript readings see addendum B; see also Skehan, P. W., Ulrich, E.
and J. E. Sanderson, J. E. Qumran Cave 4.1V: Palaeo-Hebrew and Greek Biblical Manuscripts (DJD 1X).
Oxford: Clarendon, 1992. xiii + 250 pp. + xlvii plates.

" The manuscript allows enough space to insert the term wkOpiog in both 4QpapLXXLev® f. 1:11 and
4QpapLXXLev°2:1.

" There appears to be enough space to insert the term «vpioc.

"2 Again, the space used to reconstruct T Iaw does allow for the term kbproc.
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Num 3:42 4QLXXNum (4Q121) turn of century pap. blank space left in
col. I, f. 2:10 recon
Hab 2:16 8HevXlIgr' col. turn of century parchment —
18:24
Hab 2:20 8HevXllgr col. 18:39 turn of century parchment ==
Jonah 4:2 8HevXlIgr col. 3:36 turn of century parchment ==
Mi 1:3 8HevXllgr col. 4:33 turn of century parchment ==
Zeph 1:14 8HevXllgr col. 21:29 turn of century parchment ==
Zech 1:3 8HevXllgr col. 28:37 turn of century parchment ==
Job 42:11 P.Oxy 3522 1CE pap. ==
Es 8-9 P.Oxy 4443 1/2CE pap. 0edg
Gen 24 P.Oxy 656 2/3CE pap. 0edg Kdprog
Gen 2-3 P.Oxy 1007 2/3CE parchment 77

What the tabled data does suggest is that there appears to be neither a ‘generally’ accepted,
nor a standardised Greek translation equivalent for the Hebrew deity in general and the
Tetragram in particular, from the 2™ century BCE until at least the 3™ century CE. Second,
one could also deduce from the data that certain scribal practices regarding the Tetragram
were extant from the 3™ century BCE, even though their influence on other text traditions
appears to be non existent. Although, the data will not be dealt with in detail here, some
remarks would be made on key manuscript evidence.”

The Greek manuscripts found in and around the Judean desert, and in particular in the
caves of Qumran, is the oldest known literary evidence of the Greek version of the Hebrew
scriptures; 4QLXXDeut (4Q122) together with P. Ryl 458, both of which attest to content
resembling Deuteronomy, are the oldest of its kind. P. Ryl 458, however, does not attest to
the terms «vptoc or Ogdc,” neither does 4QLXXDeut. The latter does in turn attest to an
unusual blank space which might be an indication of the Tetragram reading at that particular
point.”® The 4QLXXLev* manuscript does present a Greek equivalent for the Tetragram,
which is Taw; the consistent and widespread use of such is in no way certain, neither could
one confirm its validity. According to Rosel, this scribal practise is not a translation of some

sort, but rather an indication of that which was spoken.”’

" The paleo-hebrew script used as representative of the Tetragram is characteristic of the entire Micah, Zeph,
Zech and Jonah manuscripts.

™ Cf. De Troyer, “The Pronunciation,” 156-159.

™ This is also true for 7Q1 (4QLXXExodus).

® Cf. Kraus, Thomas J. Ad Fontes: Original Manuscripts and Their Significance for Studying Early
Christianity. Leidein: Brill, 2007, 239-240.

" Résel, “Reading and Translation,” 416. Frank Shaw dealt with this issue in his unpublished doctoral
dissertation of 2002, in which he attempted to argue that it was an ongoing custom to pronounce the name IAW
within some lower class groups of Hellenistic Judaism, pp. 201-202 and that there was knowledge outside
Jewish circles that IAW was the name of the ‘God’ of the Jews. De Troyer, “The Pronunciation,” is of the
opinion that Iaw is a transliteration of 37, the three letter name of God, 153.
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Even though the Greek Exodus manuscript found at Qumran (indexed as 4QLXXExodus
[7Q1] and reflecting Exod 28), holds no reference to any form of the Tetragram, the character
count of between 19 and 20 per line provides enough space to fit in kOpiog based on the
provided reconstruction offered in the DJD Series. The Greek manuscript indexed as P.
Fouad 266a (Ralphs #942), which is dated to the middle of the first-century BCE, containing
sections of Genesis (Gen 3, 4, 7, 37, 38), would have been valuable in this regard.
Unfortunately the manuscript does not attest to the Tetragram (m17°), nonetheless it is noted
by Koenen that the use of the mi7» should be inferred due to the probability that it was written
by the same hand as P. Fouad 266b (Géttingen #848), which does attest to the Tetragram.”
Deduced from the table above, P. Fouad 266b, attesting to content from Deuteronomy, reads
in almost all cases the square Hebrew characters, where one would have expected either the
KOptog or equivalent term. Not only does this manuscript attest to the Tetragam in square
Hebrew characters, but it also produces a.) an uncontracted term 6g6¢ and b.) the Tetragram —
Bedg combination, signicant in terms of how the Tetragram — Elohim combination was dealt
with in the Greek. It seems to be quite obvious that the ‘original” scribe left a blank space
which was later filled, although not in all cases (e.g. col. 4, frg. 6 and col. 8, frg. 10), by a
later scribe who opted for the square Hebrew script. The latter was not necessarily the intent
of the first scribe due to the fact that there is ample room for both the Tetragram as well as
the Greek kvpuog to fill the blank spaces. Nevertheless, it does appear as if the Tetragram was
considered to be the most suitable term to reproduce the ‘name’ of the Hebrew deity.

Another extraordinary find, attesting yet again to a unique representation of the
Hebrew deity in a Greek manuscript, are those manuscripts from Nahal Hever indexed as

8HevXlIgr (content reflecting the minor prophets).”

"8 Cf. Koenen, L. Three Rolls of the Early Septuaginta: Geneis and Deuteronomy. Bonn: Rudolf Habelt Verlag,
1980, 3.

" See Koch, D.-A. “Die Uberlieferung und Verwendung der Septuagint aim ersten nachchristlichen
Jahrhundert.” Pages 42-65 in Hellenistiches Christentum — Schriftverstandnis — Ekklesiologie — Geschichte.
Gottingen: Vanderhoeck & Ruprecht, 2008. Repr. from Begegnungen zwischen Christentum und Judentum in
Antike und Mittelalter. Edited by D.-A. Koch and H. Lichtenberger. Géttingen: Vanderhoeck & Ruprecht, 1993,
215-244, for a comparative analysis between 8HevXllgr, the MT and LXX, 62.
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E. Tov, with the collaboration of Kraft, R. A. The Greek Minor Prophets Scroll from Nahal Hever
(8HevXllIgr) (DJD VIHI). Oxford: Clarendon, 1990; reprinted with corrections 1995. x + 169 pp. + XX
plates. Copyright the DJD Project.

The manuscript image above attests to Hab 2:20; interesting though is that this Greek
manuscript reads the conjunction xai + the definite article in addition to the term ===
signifying lordship in its defining form. The LXX®*in turn reads ¢ 8¢ koptog while the MT
supports m;m.as reading. The Hebrew counterpart found at Wadi Murabaat: Col. XIX: Hab
2:18-Zep 1:1 does not seem to attest to any related term with regard to Hab 2:20.
Nevertheless, these Greek manuscripts (found at Nahal Hever) attest to the consistent use of
paleo-hebrew script as a reproduction of the Tetragram.®® A similar scribal practise is
detected in P. Oxy 3522 (Job 42:11):%

POxy3522 |Goestingen #777] lob 42

Ashmolean Museum, Quford, England

vebs Lty sy arwraion
(pakeo Hetres)

author).

% See E. Tov, with the collaboration of Kraft, R. A. The Greek Minor Prophets Scroll from Nahal Hever
(8HevXllIgr) (DJD VIII). Oxford: Clarendon, 1990; reprinted with corrections 1995. x + 169 pp. + xx plates.

8 See Epp, Eldon J. “The Oxyrhynchus New Testament Papyri: ‘Not without honor except in their
hometown’?” Pages 743-801 in Perspectives on New Testament Textual Criticism — Supplements to Novum
Testamentum, vol. 116. Edited by M. M. Mitchell and D. P. Moessner. Leiden, Brill, 2005, 760. Repr. from
Journal of Biblical Literature 123.1 (2004), 5-55.
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The LXX®™is consistently applying the definite article in front of the term kvpioc,®® with the
MT consistently deploying the term . Another peculiar reproduction of the Tetragram

attested in a Greek manuscript is the letters ZZ identified in P. Oxy 1007 (Gen 2:18):

The Oxyrhynchus Papyri Project, Oxford. Copyright, the Oxyrhynchus Papyri Project (red block inserted by

author).

The first red block should indicate the ZZ- followed by 0 0C.* According to the Hebrew text
tradition these terms are the Greek equivalents for o°rbx mm.® If a 3" century CE dating for
this manuscript is accepted, it would indicate that sensitivity towards the pronunciation of the
‘name’ of the Hebrew deity remained an issue, even among the third and fourth generations
of Christ followers. The Greek manuscript indexed P. Oxy 656 (plate 2 fr. ¢ verso), dated to

the second-century CE, requires special attention.

POxy656 [Gostingen #905] Genesa 14- i ‘
Bodieian Library, (ndord, England e
Plate 2, fragment {c) verso Y ¥

The Oxyrhynchus Papyri Project, Oxford. Copyright, the Oxyrhynchus Papyri Project (red blocks and arrows
inserted by author)

%2 E.g. Job 42:7, 10, 11, 12, 17. )
8 The concept or idea of kbprog 6 Bedg is confirmed by the LXX®™,
8 Cf. MT, 4Q2 Gen®frg. 1 Col. Il and 4Q8a Gen"fr. 1.
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Gathered from the image above, at least one uncontracted kbpioc term in line 3 (Gen 24:39)
and another two in line 16 and 17 (Gen 24:42), as well as one uncontracted 6eé¢ term in line
16 and one contracted form in line 17 is visible. This is the only Greek witness of a biblical

text dated before or after the Christian era that presents an uncontracted form of the x0ptog

term.®®
Genesis 24:39, 40, 42
Index P.Oxy 656 (Gott #905) LXXCO MT
Gen  24:39 | EITIA AE Tw K]....] elma 0t 76 xvplew TTRTIN TN
(line 3)
Gen  24:40a | KAI EITIEN MOI O ®EO= xal eimév pot Kdptog, 5 SR R
(line 16)
Gen  24:42b | EIPAKY... O OC TOY eima Kbpte & Bedg to¥ xuplov 37y iR Y R
(line 17) KYRIOY

Both the first (Gen 24:39) and second (Gen 24:42) uncontracted kvptog are used to translate
17X, if one assumes that the MT is a plausible construction of a possible Hebrew Vorlage.®®
In line 16 (24:42), it seems as if the scribe left a blank space which was filled with KY by a
redactor. The latter is confirmed in that the shape of the kappa used for K.... in line 3 and
KY'... line 16, compared to the kappa in line 17 differ in shape. Moreover, O ®EOX in line 5
(Gen 24:40) diverge from the LXX®™ — which reads kopioc, while the MT reads mi. The
scribes of P.Oxy 656 appear to be of the opinion that O ®EOX was considered to be a
suitable term to reproduce the Tetragram. In this fragment we thus have at least three
possibilities to refer to the Tetragram: 1.) Blank space, 2.) contraction (Nomina Sacra) and 3.)

the term Beoc with the definite article.

% 4QUnidgr fr. 2.6 is another Greek fragment attesting to kOptog, and although it is not possible to assign it to
any biblical content that these terms might have been used in Qumran not only for profane purposes, but also as
an equivalent for m; cf. Pike, D. M. and Skinner, A. with a contribution by Szink, T. L. in consultation with J.
VanderKam and M. Brady, Qumran Cave 4.XXIII: Unidentified Fragments (DJD XXXII1). Oxford: Clarendon,
2001. xv + 376 pp. + xli plates.

8 1Q1Gen fr. 5, among the DSS, only accounts for Gen 24:22 and 24 not attesting to any term that might refer
to the Hebrew deity.
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2.2.3 Theological Explicit Renditions of the Hebrew Esther

The theological explicit renditions of the Hebrew Esther is included for the sole purpose that
it is highly plausible that the Hebrew Vorlage,®” irrespective of the amount of dependent or
independent narratives that were used to construct Hebrew Esther, did not contain any
explicit reference to the Hebrew deity. This implies that the theological concepts formed by
the Greek translators were not directly influenced by the Hebrew text; but the Greek
‘equivalent’ terms applied were constructed and conceptualised ‘purely’ due to the creative
and religious sensitive processes in the minds of the scribes. The latter could prove to be of
value in determining which Greek terms were conceptualised and used as most suitable in
reproducing the Hebrew deity; taking into consideration the dating of the Greek translation of

the narrative.®®

Term feég and xdpiog in the Esther narrative

LXX®™ (A-Text) | Term Josephus Term L-Text Term

2:20 wov Bedv ¥ | Jewish Antiquities X1 203. 5-8 2:20

4:8 TOV }a’)plov Jewish Antiquities X1 224 4:8 SEUTspwv
90

6:1 ‘0 ot Jewish Antiquities X1 247 Bedc 6:1 duvaTog
xUpLog

6:13 Bedg Lav®' | Jewish Antiquities XI 259 Bede 6:23 Bede

There are four occurrences of these explicit theological references, i.e. Esth 2:20; 4:8; 6:1 and
6:13. In Esth 2:20 the LXX®™ reads tov 06v, while the reading of Aquila and one Latin
source testifies to Tov koplov (and the Latin equivalent).*? Esth 4:8 reads tov koplov with the
text critical apparatus noting that the Aramaic equivalence for tov 6g6v was ‘added’. In Esth
6:1 'O kbOprog is used, while Esth 6:13, in turn, attests to 6gog {@dv. Josephus also accounts for
the Esther narrative. He, on the other hand, makes no reference to either 6g6¢ or to koprog in
Ant. 9.203 (Esth 2:20) and Ant. 9.224 (Esth 4:8) respectively. He does, however, read 6g6g
ch. 247 (Esth 6:1), where the LXX®® reads xvptog and 6coc in Ant. 9.259 (Esth 6:13).

Noteworthy is that the Lucian text also makes no reference to either terms in Esth 2:20; 4:8

¥ Tov, E., discussed this issue in an online published article dated 2008 on pp. 519-521, Internet Source:
http://www.emanueltov.info/docs/varia/est.varia.pdf (date accessed: 21 February 2011).

8 Kahana, Hanna. Esther — Juxaposition of the Septuagint Translation with the Hebrew Text. Leuven: Peeters,
2005 is of the opinion that the translation of the Hebrew Esther was completed by the beginning of the first
century BCE, XXVII.

8 a La™ tov xuplov.

% 0% A’a om tov; 0 Aeth (cf. praef p 31) Arm + tov Oeov; deum La"*= L.

9155 122 o Beog Lon; A o Bsog Lon; 311 o Beog; dominus Aeth; dominus deus Arm: cf L.

%2 1. 0g6v] 1. kvplov a La’
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and 6:1, except for 6:13 (L-Text 6.23) where it attests to the 6g6¢ term. The text witness P.

Oxy. 4443% presents an uncontracted 06g6¢g term found in line 7 (addition 8:12% of the Esther
narrative). The term 6g6g is also used in four instances of this addition, which ranges from
8:12%to 8:12. This might be an indication that the practise known as the nomina sacra, by
which sacred names are contracted, especially names such as Incovg, ypiotoc, kbplog and
0edc, had no influence in this particular text fragment. This could also have been true for
other parts of the Esther narrative, especially those sections within the main body of the
narrative where explicit reference has been made to 6=6¢ and kvprog. What could be deduced
from the data is that the constructed LXX®™ (A — Alpha text) does not draw a clear
distinction between the term k0piog and 0g6g; both these terms were used with consistency.
The L-text, however, opted for the term 6g6¢, and appears to be shying away from the use of
the term wbOpuog. Josephus agrees with this sentiment, by ‘ignoring’ the term wbvpuog (Esth

4:8), while ‘replacing’ the term k0prog with the 8edg.
2.2.4 Preliminary Conclusions

The Hebrew text traditions (notably deduced from the ‘Torah’, Isaiah and Psalms in
particular) appear, with regard to the reproduction of the terms 1%, mi> and °17x, intact for
the most part. There are alternative readings suggested and some minor discrepancies
compared to the DSS. Moreover, it does seem quite probable that the K°tib and Q°re
traditions played a major part in ‘forcing’ the discrepancies within the Hebrew text tradition.
It would thus be irresponsible to deny the integrity of the Hebrew text tradition; the data
confirms such a claim. The evidence furthermore highlights the complexity in choosing a
‘suitable’ Greek equivalent for the Tetragram in particular. One should, however, be cautious
not to over-emphasise the exceptions. The data is far too limited to come to a sound
conclusion regarding the Greek rendering of the Hebrew deity. There existed no systematic
approach, nor a general accepted method or rule, at least from the 3/2™ century BCE, for
rendering the Hebrew deity in general, and the Tetragram in particular, with a ‘most suitable’
Greek equivalent. The multitude of variations within the confines of the limited data is a
strong argument supporting such a premise. Second, it is plausible to infer — based on the
literary evidence at hand — that the translation equivalent for the Hebrew deity in general and
the Tetragram in particular, appears to be the term 0edc. Finally, the scribes (ad-hoc) seem

% This text fragment is dated to between the first and second century CE.

48



UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
W VYUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

O lay

uncomfortable with the term xbpioc as a Greek rendering for the Tetragram, especially in the
more ‘Jewish’ circles.®* What lacks in this chapter is a systematic compilation, in table form,
of all text critical variations regarding the terms in question of both the BHS and LXX®™
from where one could infer possible tendencies and text traditions and how they relate to
another. Compiling such a table extends far beyond the parameters of this study, even though

some tables have been included.

2.3 THE TRANSMISSION PROBLEM — NT TEXT TRADITIONS

2.3.1 Introduction

The secondary most important question for this particular research venture is how the use of
the terms 0ed¢ and kvprog, and the concepts underlying them are reflected in the Christian
era, especially in the first century Christian scriptures. It is noted that reflection of this nature
demands independent research ventures. It would, however be beyond the scope of this study,
not to even mention this chapter, to deal with all instances in the NT text where the terms
kOprog and 0eog were used including their variants. It is thus necessary to request for some
leniency while reflecting on some® text-critical issues regarding the terms 8e6¢ and koproc as
reflected in the NT text. The primary objective would thus be, while observing the history of
the text through a text critical lense,” to find possible tendencies, regarding the use of the
terms 0g6g and kovploc. In other words: what alternatives were proposed and should this
proposal be accepted. An exception will be made when dealing with the deutero-Pauline and
Pauline literature (non-citations) for the sole purpose that the point of departure for this
study is the explicit k0piog and Bedg citations. Discussions on these literature categories will
not only focus on the important text critical variants proposed, but consideration will also be
given to the immediate literary context in determining a possible concept underlying these.

% This would be in agreement with De Troyers’s ‘General Conclusion’ with regard to the pronunciation of the
Names of God, “ The Pronunciation,” 163-164; the concluding remarks are also considered to be of immense
value against which conclusions here could be compared and weighed. The insights inferred from the
conclusions made would also prove to be of importance for ‘controlling’ purposes.

% Those text critical variations that is considered to be noteworthy in determining a possible tradition or practise
that existed in the 1* century surrounding the use of the term kbpiog and fedc.

% The standard text critical apparatus developed at the INTF (Institut fir Neutestamentliche Textforschung;
Miinster, Germany) and presented by the Nestle-Aland 27" edition and, where available, the Editio Critica
Maior (http://egora.uni-muenster.de/intf/veroef/ausgaben.shtml) will be used.
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The reader’s expectation should thus not be an extensive and an in-depth reflection on the
term xvprog and Bgog and all the text critical alternatives. The author intends to entertain an

expectation that demands

a.) Reflecting on important text critical variations for the terms xbpioc and 6edc; and

b.) To also discuss these variations within its immediate literary context in determining a
possible kOpiog and 6g6g concept, when dealing with the Deutero-and-Pauline
literature.

2.3.2 The Terms xdpiog and Bedg — Reflecting on the Text Critical Variations

2.3.2.1 Synoptic Gospels

As an alternative for avtod (Mk 1:3) all the old Latin manuscripts’ read tov 6gov nuwv. The
text reading is supported by x A BT, while S A B°" supports the reading tov 6gov nuov.”’ In
Lk 1:9 some witnesses (C* D W 579. 1424. 2542) propose to read Ocov as opposed to
kvpiov.® With the second occurrence of the term kupiov in Lk 2:9, text witnesses x°E ¥ 892
pc suggest reading 0cov.” A strong group of text witnesses, x AW © ¥ f*, propose that

Incovv be read as opposed to kvprog in Lk 7:13; while the text reading is supported by B L =
f13 33 pc. The term Inoov as an alternative reading for koploc in Lk 10:41 does not hold
controversial theological significance for the text; neither does a similar alternative in Lk
7:13. Jesus as the kvplog and Xpiotog remains the theological concept underlying both the

terms kvprog and ’Incotc. An alternative reading for adtod in Lk 12:31 is proposed by the

witnesses P*° A D' Q W @ that reads tov 0cov (P’ excludes the personal pronoun).'®
When this alternative is considered within the immediate literary context, it appears as

referencing to the term 0edc in Lk 12:28.'% The text critical data presented by the synoptic

%7 See also text critical issues presented at Lk 1:9; 2:9; 7:13; 10:41 and 12:31; cf. Ehrman, Bart D. Studies in the
Textual Criticism of the New Testament — New Testament Tools and Studies 33. Leiden: Brill, 2006, 148-149;
Epp, Eldon J. “Textual Criticism in the Exegesis of the New Testament, originally... with an Excursus on
Canon.” Pages 461-496 in Perspectives on New Testament Textual Criticism — Supplements to Novum
Testamentum 116. Edited by M. M. Mitchell and D. P. Moessner. Leiden, Brill, 2005. Repr. from Handbook to
Exegesis of the New Testament. Edited by Stanley E. Porter; New Testament Tools and Studies 25; Leiden:
Brill, 1997, 45-97. Epp offers a brief discussion on the “Son of God” text critical issue in Mk 1:1, 463. For a
more in-depth investigation into this issue see Ehrman, Studies in the Textual Criticism, 149-154.

% The text reading is supported by x A B.

% The text reading is supported by x A B.

190 The text reading, however, is supported by x B D* L ¥ 579. 892 pc.

191 Metzger, B. M. A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament, second edition a companion volume to
the United Bible Societies' Greek New Testament, 4™ revised ed. London: United Bible Societies, 1994, states
that it is more likely that avtod was replaced by tov Ogov than vice versa; one of the idiosyncrasies of P’ is his
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gospel manuscripts does not seem to attest to an ‘authoritative’ nor to a ‘generally accepted’
scribal tradition regarding the terms xbvpioc and 6edc. All the noteworthy text critical
discrepancies in this regard appear to be within the ‘theological-conceptual’ norm, i.e. that
the terms ypiotdc and kopiog refer to the earthly Jesus, while the term 0edg is predominantly
used as a representation of the personal Hebrew deity.'* Noteworthy in the Markan gospel is
the infrequent use of the term kvpioc in comparison with the other synoptic gospels, 1® as
well as the overwhelming dominant and independent use of the term "Incovc. *** The term
0edc is used sporadically throughout the gospel. The Matthian gospel, testifies particularly to
the irregular occurrence of both the term 0e6¢ (cf. Matt 22:29-33) and kvprog (cf. Matt 18:24-
34; Matt 24:42-50). Moreover and striking is the clustered kOpiog terms in Matt 24:42-50;
25:18-26.

Feature 1: xoprov 10v B6v cov

Matt 4:7 (Deut 6:16) - &pn ovtd 0 Incodc: mdAv yéypomtot- ‘00K émtatpdcsatg‘ KUPLOV TOV
0gov Gov.
Matt 4:8 (Deut 6:13) - tote Aéyel avt® O Incovg: ﬁnaysT, oaTova: YEYpamTOL YOp: KOUPLOV

TOV 0€0V GOV TPOGKLVNGELS KOl AOTA LOVE AATPEVCELS.

Matt 22:37 (Deut 6:5) - 6 88 &on a0Td - dyamioelc KOprov TOV Bgdv Gov &v 8An “Ti) Kopdia

ol s Ol ~ NPT .
ooV kol &v OAn T yuyf cov kol &v OAn T  davoig Gov-

And

tendency to omit personal pronouns, 136; contra Royse, James R. Scribal Habits in Early Greek New Testament
Papyri. Leiden: Brill, 2008, whose critique is based on the general rule of lectio brevior potior (put forward by
Metzger himself), 11-13. Royse is of the opinion that the reading of 5])75 should be regarded as the original due
to the fact that it is the oldest available witness, and the shortest reading.

192 Matt 1:22-24 (among others), could be used as a contra argument; Matt 1:22 speaks of the prophets of «vptoc
that proclaimed that the virgin’s child should be named Immanuel, which means “0gd6¢ with us”, after which the
angel of kopiog visited Joseph. These thoughts might suggest that the kbpiog term cannot be referring to anyone
else either than the personal Hebrew deity. The citation in Matt 3:3 (cf. Mk 1:3) reflecting Isa 40:3, however,
suggests that conceptually the xOprog term for the author refers to Jesus (cf. Mk 5:19). The concept that kOprog
denotes Jesus’ authority is visible in MKk 2:28; 7:28 (the wbOpiog term is placed in the mouth of the
Syrophoenician woman, which can only imply the ‘profane’ concept of the term).

103 Cf. Mk 1:3; 2:28; 5:19; 7:28; 11:3; 11:9; 12:9, 11, 29, 36-37; 13:20, 35; 16:19, 20.

194 Not associated with the term ypiotoc and kbpiog as such.
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Feature 2: xopie kOple
Matt 7:21-22 (cf. Matt 25:11) - kopie kOpie,

The theological concept kvpiov tov 0g6v cov (Matt 4:7, and 22:27) is found only in the
Matthian and Lukan gospels (cf. Lk 4:12; 10:27) — and in all the cases the content precedes
the response of Jesus in the form of an answer, which in turn, is cited from Deuteronomy. It
is thus plausible to infer that such a concept could be regarded as Jesus logia or it might also
be a well established oral tradition, limited to the use of the Greek Deuteronomy. A second
distinct characteristic is the use of kvpie kOpie attested once in Lk 6:46, apart from those
occurrences in Matt 7:21, 22 and Matt 25:11. If one would interpret the two kvpiog terms in
Matt 7:21 and 7:22 through the lens of Matt 25:11, then the concept underlying the kvplog
terms in Matt 7:21 and 7:22 is profane in nature with the theological potential to imply more,
e.g. Jesus as the xbplog. The Lukan gospel attests to a fairly balanced frequency of the term
KOptog and Oebg, including the term ‘Incodg in comparison (with the exception of Lk 8:28-50
in terms of Jesus). What could be considered as ‘out-of-the-ordinary’ is the cluster of k0piog
terms that are observable in Lk 12:36-47, used exclusively with the definite article. Another

unique feature is the single occurrence of the term 8éomota in Lk 2:29.2%

2.3.2.2 Acts of the Apostles'®

In Acts 5:9 an alternative reading (to aytov) is suggested by P™ (a 7™ century papyrus) and
minuscule 1838, while the text reading is supported by <p8 X A B, among others. Some
dynamics become apparent when the alternatives for both tov koprov and 100 ‘Incod in Acts
9:27 is considered. In the first instance P’ suggests reading tov kbprov, with at least four

possibilities, of which one is the text reading, presented as alternatives for tod ‘Incod:*’

a.) Kvpwov - A pc
b.) Tov kvprov Inocov - (104). 326. 1241

c.) tov Incov Xpwotov - ¥ pc

1% The only other occurrence is attested in Acts 4:24.

1% See Dunn, James D. G. “KYPIOX in Acts.” Pages 363-378 in Jesus Christus als die Mitte der Schrift:
Studien zur Hermeneutik des Evangeliums. Edited by Christof Landmesser; Hans Joachim and Hermann
Lichtenberger, 1997.

197 The text reading is supported by P™ & E 33. 1739 In.

52



-

Fuid
LR Rt

Two opposing alternatives are given against the reading of xbpioc in Acts 12:11; the first is
suggested by 36. 323. 453. 945. 1739 — reading o 6coc; the second is kvprog o Beog proposed
by 1241, whereas B W 614 are sustaining the text reading. A third instance revolving around
the same issue is found in Acts 14:24. In this instance, the text reads tov Aoyov upheld by B D
1739 I co, while two alternatives are proposed. The first proposal is made by x A C ¥ 33.
81. 326. 614 al vg sy*™ reading tov kupiov after tov Aoyov, while P’ E gig bo™ suggests
reading tov Oeov after tov Adyov. The alternative suggestions proposed above are not
supported by strong manuscript witnesses to even consider altering the current text reading.
The proposed alternative found in Acts 15:40, however, is supported by §* (Chester Beatty
papyrus dated to the 3" century CE), among others (C E ¥ 1739 9¢ gig w vg® sy bo), to read
0eov as opposed to kupiov. The question, however, is to what extent does P*° weigh up to the
large codices and other manuscripts (P’* x A B D(*) 33. 81 pc d vg™ sa) which sustain the
text reading.®® Another proposed alternative with strong manuscript support is presented in
Acts 20:28. The text reading 6eod is supported by by x B 614. 1175. 1505 is opposed by
P™* A C*DE ¥ 33. 36. 453. 945. 1739. 1891, suggest reading xvptov. This alternative could
have been motivated by the fact that the scribe was either influenced by an OG manuscript or
by Paul, both of which testify to the concept ékxAnoia kopiov. %

The only scribal ‘tendency’ deducible from the data presented by Acts is that codex
Bezae (D®) appears more ‘comfortable’ with the term e6c as opposed to the term kopuog
(see for example the text critical notes on Acts 2:17; 6:7 in NA%).1% Other than the latter,
although interesting discrepancies do exist, a scribal or text tradition regarding the term 6gog
or kvprog cannot be deduced with certainty. A final case in point is found in Acts 2:17-21 — a
citation taken from Joél 2:28-32. The content cited is assigned to the words spoken by 0g6g
while the term kbplog dominates the cited content; this in turn corresponds to its Vorlage.
What appears to be obvious is that for the author (and/or sources) of Acts, in this particular
case, the term xbpioc is not regarded as a Greek equivalent for the Tetragram, but rather a
term used to refer to Jesus as the kvpiog. This would imply that a clear distinction is made

between the referent of the term 6g6c and xOproc. A thorough investigation is needed,

1% According to Omanson, R. L., & Metzger, B. M. A Textual Guide to the Greek New Testament: An
adaptation of Bruce M. Metzger's Textual commentary for the needs of translators. Stuttgart: Deutsche
Bibelgesellschaft, 2006, interprets this alternative as a scribal assimiliation to Acts 14:26, 389.

109 cf. Omanson & Metzger, A Textual Guide, 277; cf. Ehrman, Studies in Textual Criticism, 164-167.

10 Cf. Weiss, Bernhard. Der Codex D in der Apostelgeschicte Textkritische Untersuchung, TU 17. Leipzig: J. C.
Hinrichs, 1897.
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however, to determine if this is an isolated case, or if this is a well established theological

concept of the author.

2.3.2.3 Johannine gospel

In John 4:1 an alternative reading for the term "Incodc is suggested by p®*A B C L W° ¥,
among others, namely the term kopioc. The text reading, in turn, is upheld by P°* x D ©
086 f ! 565. 1241. A dominating feature of the Johannine gospel is again the infrequent and
very particular use of the term kvprog, while the almost complete absence of the term ypiotdg
is striking. Yet again, as with the Markan gospel, the term ’Incot¢ and 6g6¢ dominate as the

theological significant acting agents.

2.3.2.4 Pastoral letters
2.3.24.1 1and 2 Timothy

From the Pastoral Epistles, 1 Tim 5:5™* requires some attention. An alternative for the term
Beog is proposed by x* D* 81 which reads tov kvplov, with &* not testifying to the definite
article. Those instances where the term kbptoc is used in 1% Timothy are found within the
technical phrase xai Xpiotod Incod 100 kvpiov qudv (1 Tim 1:2, 12; 6:3, 14). This also
applies to the use of the term kvprog in 1 Tim 6:15, which refers back to 1 Tim 6:14, as well
as to the term wvpiog in 1 Tim 1:4, which in turn refers back to 1 Tim 1:12. The proposal to
read the term xOprog in 1 Tim 5:5, as opposed to the term 0gog, should thus be seriously
considered as the more probable reading — if the thought structure of the letter is considered
to be sufficient proof to alter the text. The text witnesses reading the term 6gog are
manuscripts dated to the 4™ century CE (attesting to the Bedg term together with the definite
article), while other manuscripts are dated to the 9™ century and later. The alternative reading,
however, is supported, among others, by a 4™ and a 5™ century manuscript, both of which are
‘first hand’ testimonies.'*? The latter is also in support of the dominant literary «vpuoc
context. These arguments could be sufficient to call for a serious consideration in altering the
current text reading. There seems to be no evidence to suggest that any ground breaking
‘new’ concepts are introduced relating to the term 0gd¢ and kvprog. The latter remains a title
assigned to Jesus as the ypiotdc, while the former would still hold the plausible potential to

1 ixt CF G P ¥ 048 pc (tov 6. 8% A D? 1739. 1881 ) lat sy co.
12 x> D*,
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refer to the Hebrew deity. The term xbOp1oc is not used that frequently, and if it is, it is limited
to the technical phrase tod kvpiov fudv Incod Xpiotod or variants thereof. What would be
an interesting and necessary investigation is how the deomotig terms in 1 Tim 6:1 and 2

conceptually relate to the term 6c6¢ and kvpuog respectively.'*?

2.3.2.5 General letters

2.3.25.1 James

st.ww

sy" sa bo™) propose 6edc as reading as opposed to the
term kopioc, which is supported by P x A B C P ¥ 33. 81. 945. 1241. 1739 pc ff t vg™ sy’
bo™. Again an alternative reading is suggested for the term wvpioc in Jas 4:10. Some text
witnesses (945. 1241. 1739. 2298) propose reading tov 8gov, whilst others (P*® ) only
suggest a definite article to be read before the term kvpioc. The text reading is supported by x

A B KP ¥ 33. 81. 614. 630. 1505 al. The variations and the witnesses supporting an

In Jas 3:9, some witnesses (IR vg

alternative reading in both Jas 3:9 and Jas 4:10 should not be regarded as sufficient enough to
propose altering the current text reading. The term 0e6g appears to dominate the first section
of James (cf. Jas 1 — 4:8), with the term k0piog in the leading position in the second and final
section of the epistle (cf. Jas 4:10 —5:20).

2.3.25.2 1and 2 Peter

The text critical discrepancy in 1 Pet 5:1 demands a closer investigation. The text reading
Xpiotod is supported by x A B, while P’ opposes such a reading with the suggestion of 8gov
as a more suitable term.*** The term 6edc is the dominating acting agent in 1 Pet 3:14 — 1 Pet
5:14, in most cases used in combination with the term ypiotéc.'*® In 1 Pet 4:13 the concept of
sharing in ‘Christ’s’ suffering is introduced (GAAd k000 xowwveite toig 00 XpioTod
nodnpoow yoipete). This concept is taken further in 1 Pet 4:14 with the reproach of suffering
in the name of ‘Christ’ (&i ovedileode v dvopott Xpiotod). It is thus highly plausible that
the term ypiotoc in 1 Pet 5:1 be read as is. What has been initiated in 1 Pet 4:13 is developed

further in 1 Pet 5:1, where the elders and fellow-elders, martyrs with ‘Christ’ are called upon

13 This would include the occurance of the term dsomdtng term in 2 Tim 2:19-21 and its conceptual correlation
with the term xbdpuog, especially in its immediate dominate xOprog context; an opposing and contributing
investigation into the deomotng use in 2 Tim 2:9 in correlation with its immediate dominate 6edg context, would
also hold valuable outcomes (cf. 1 Pet 2:18 and 2 Pet 2:1).

14 Cf. Royse, Scribal Habits, 833.

115 See 1 Pet 4:10-19; 3:16-22 as examples.
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(ITpecPutépovg 0OV &v DRIV TOPUKOAD O cLUTPEGPOTEPOG Kol UAPTLG TAV TOD XP1oTod
nabnudtwv). The term Bedc dominates the first epistle, while the term k¥piog dictates the
second epistle, especially from within the phrase tod kvpiov fudv Incod Xpiotod from
where the term kopuog is further developed.™® It would again be fascinating to establish the
conceptual intent with the term deomotnc in 1 Pet 2:18 and 2 Pet 2:1 and the impact of such

on the Bed¢-kvplog concepts.
2.3.25.3 Jude

Jude does not attest to an array of text critical discrepancies, but it does account for an
intriguing text critical note in Jude 4. The text reads " deomdtnV ™ Kai KOPLOV rf]u(bv ‘Incodv

Xprotov dpvovpevor — with the text critical mark ™ indicating the insertion of the first person
personal pronoun by 9% while ™ marks an insertion of the term 0e6¢ suggested by sixth and
ninth century manuscripts (P ¥ respectively). Even though the evidence is not in the least
sufficient to consider changing the current text reading, the conceptual undertone and
importance of the phrase is interesting, particularly with the use of the term deomotrg in

combination with the term kVptog relating to Jesus as the ypiotdc.
2.3.2.5.4 Johannine Epistles

A few manuscripts, including 1827, suggest avtov as an alternative for 6god in 1 John 2:17.
Another such alternative is found in 1 John 4:15, in which the avtw, supported by 614. 630
pc vg™ and ovte oty supported by P°are suggested alternatives for 0 in 1 John 4:15.
These third person personal pronoun suggestions would not alter the theological-conceptual
mindset and could be considered as noted, but irrelevant. A few alternatives are proposed for

0ed in 1 John 5:10"" and they have been listed below:

a.) To vl - A 81. 322. 323. 623. 1241, 1739*. 2464 al vg sy™

b.) T® viw Tov Heov - pc sa bo™

None of these suggested alternative readings is of any text critical value with regard to the
integrity of the text, nor do they possess the necessary authority to consider altering the text.
There seems to be little or no evidence that refutes the integrity of the Johannine epistles with

regard to the terms under discussion here. The Johannine epistles appear to be theologically

1 This is indeed an interesting observation; and observation that might support independent authorship of 1 and
2 Peter.

" The text reading is supported by txt x B P ¥ 0296. 1739™ 9 | r sy bo".
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(with regard to the relevant terms under discussion) on a par; the term 6e6¢ dominates, with

the term kvprog not used once.
2.3.2.5.5 Hebrews

There are no text critical discrepancies with regard to the term k¥piog and/or 0eog in
Hebrews. The book of Hebrews, however, is regarded as significant for establishing a literary
KOprog and Bedg context in the first century CE. The term 6g6g dominates, appearing 67 times
in 61 verses throughout the book. From the 67 occurrences, 10 instances form part of the
cited content. The term xvpuog, in turn, appears 15 times in 15 verses, of which 11 form part
of citations. It is thus obvious that the evidence from the cited content presented by Hebrews
is of great value and thus demands a thorough independent investigation. Some preliminary
and introductory remarks should, however, suffice here for the purposes of this investigation.

The term 0¢oc is clearly the theological significant term that is spear-heading
Hebrews. This is emphasised by the introduction of a string of citations in Hebr 1:1-14 in
which the term 0edg, as acting agent, dominates (cf. Heb 1:6, 8 and 9). Importantly would be
to determine how the term k0prog in Heb 1:10 conceptually relates with the term 0gog in Hebr
1:6, 8 and 9) and if they share the Hebrew deity as referent.*® Furthermore, it does appear as
if the term ’Incovg and ypiotog are used with a strategic intent, with the term xvpiog for the
most part confined to cited content (cf. Heb 1:10; 8:8-10; 10:16, 30; 12:5, 6; 13:6). The
introductory formula Aéyet kOprog, captured in Hebr 8:8-10 in particular, would also prove to
be of immense value, especially in assisting with determining the 0edg-kbplog concept in

Hebrews in relation to Jesus as the ypiotoc.

2.3.25.6 Revelation

Although text critical discrepancies are noted in Revelation, their significance regarding the
terms 0gd¢ and kvprog in particular, does not require a detailed investigation. What is of
interest and significant, is that it seems as if the author of Revelation decided on the k¥Opiog 6
Bedg (and variants) concept when referring to the monotheistic Hebrew deity (cf. Rev 1:8;
4:8; 11:17; 15:3; 16:7; 18:8; 21:22; 22:5, 6). The ypiotdc, together with the term *Incod¢ does
not figure at all, while the term x0prog is used on an ad hoc basis independent of the term

Beoc. Finally, the term deomotng in Rev 6:10 should be considered within the larger kvpioc-

18 Thematically it seems as if this is the case, but it cannot be determined as certain before an investigation into
this matter is undertaken.
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B¢ concept. Based on the final two verses of Revelation, it does seem plausible to infer that

the author shared the view that Jesus is the k0ptog (cf. Rev 22:20, 21).

2.3.3 The terms koprog and 0g6c — Reflecting on the Text Critical Variations and

Concepts (Deutero-Pauline)

2.3.3.1 Colossians

The term ypiotdg dominates the first three chapters, with the term 8e6¢ used ever so often; the
term k0Oprog, however, is clustered together in Col 3:18-25. Some manuscript witnesses, such
as x* C D' VP, insist on reading the term ypiotoc at Col 3:13, most probably due to the fact
that Col 3:15 and 3:16 read the term ypiotog in their Vorlage. The text reading, however, is
supported by P*® A B D* F G 1175 pc lat. Based on strong support for the text reading alone,
it should suffice to accept the reading as it is. Nevertheless, it appears to be obvious that the
concept that Jesus is the ypiotog and kdpiog is repeated here, while a close literary-conceptual
link between the terms ypiotoc and 0eog (cf. Col 1:24-2:2 and Col 2:16-3:12) could be
inferred. Furthermore, the text critical issues attested in Col 2:2; ' Col 3:15; **° Col 3:16;*
Col 3:22 and Col 4:3 requires some investigative reflection; the first of which is the text
reading tod 0go?, yprotod in Col 2:2. The text reading is in no way certain as is evident from

the possibilities listed below:

a.) tov Oeov D* H P 1881. 2464 pc sa™

b.) tov Xpiotov 81. 1241°, (1739) pc.

c.) tov Ogov o eotiv Xpiotog D* ar vg™,

d.) tov Bgov oV ev Xprotm 33.

e.) Tov Beov maTpoc Tov (—X* 048) Xpiotov ¥* A C 048", 1175 pc (m vg™™, syP) vg™*
sa™ bo

f.) tov Beov kat motpoc (° 075. 0208. 0278 pc) tov Xpiotov ¥ ¥ 075. 0208. 0278. 365.
945. 1505 pc vg™ (bo™)

g.) oV B0V Ko TATPOg Kot Tov Xpiotov DX m (vg®) sy™™

19 txt P x* B 0208, 6. 1241°. 1739 pc; Cl.
120 txt x* A B C* D* F G P 075. 81. 365. 629. 1175. 1241°. 1505. 1739. 2464 pc lat sy co; CI.
2L txt P 8 B C2D F G ¥ 075. 1739. 1881 I lat sy® sa bo™; Ambst.
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As mentioned before, it is evident that both the terms 8g6¢ and ypiotdc are dominantly used
in Col 1 — 3:17 while conceptually they appear to be closely related.*”> None of the above
proposed alternatives prove to suggest otherwise. What is obvious from the data, though, is
that two readings appear to be dominant: (1) on the one hand it is the term 6g6g in relation to
natnp and (2) on the other hand it is the term 6g6g in correlation with the term ypiotoc. The
literary inferred concept together with the strong textual witnesses supporting the current text
readings seem to suggest that the latter would be the more plausible of the two possibilities.
Another two independent alternatives for the term ypiotdc are proposed in Col 3:15, (a) 6g6g
— as supported by 8* C? D* ¥ and others,** while the term 6g6c in Col 3:16 is supported by A
C* (among others); and (b) the term xbpioc which is suggested by x* 1 1175 (Col 3:16). The
text reading, in the case of Col 3:15, is supported by P*® B 6. 1739. 1881 pc while the text
reading for Col 3:16 is supported by P*® x B C* D* F G 1175. 1241°. 1505. 1739 pc it vg*™™™
sy"; Cl. The following is deductable from the text critical data presented by Col 3:

1.) P* B and A represent the text reading for the most part, with the only exception of
Col 3:16a where A proposed reading the term 6gog against the term k0p1og;

2.) Codex Sinaiticus (X) ‘consistently’ varies between the term ypiotog, xvploc and
06 g;124

3.) Codex Ephraemi (C) and Codex Claromontanus (D%) do not show any consistency

with variations between the terms ypiotdg, 6e6¢ and kbHprog.

The evidence suggests that the text reading in Col 3:13, 15 and 16 should remain
unchangeable due to a.) strong textual witnesses supporting the text readings in all these
cases and b.) the theological concept inferred from the immediate literary context supporting
the current text readings. In Col 3:22 one is again confronted with strong text witnesses
suggesting an alternative against the «vptog reading. The term 0¢oc is supported by P*® x? D?
IR against manuscripts x* A B C D* F G L (among others). The later codices (dated between
the 4™ and 9™ century) are a combination of both byzantine and western text traditions

including the most authoritive of them all, B (codex vaticanus). On the other hand, the

122 See for example Col 2:8-20; 3:1-4; 1:24-28.

'2 The text reading is supported by 8* A B C* D* F G P 075. 81. 365. 629. 1175. 1241°. 1505. 1739. 2464 pc
lat sy co; CI.

1241 Col 3:13 the ‘original’ hand opted to read the term 6co¢ while the 2™ hand proposed to read the term
Xpiotdg. The opposite is true for Col 3:15: here the ‘original’ hand supports the Xpiotdg reading, whereas the
2" hand suggests reading the term 0coc. The 2™ hand also supports the text reading 0o in Col 3:16a, with &
supporting the Be6¢ reading in Col 3:16b.
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proposed alternative is supported by papyrus manuscripts dated to the 2" century CE,
supported by redactors of both codex sinaiticus and claromontanus. Evident from the
immediate literary context is that the term wkvpiog dominates as a theological significant
acting agent. If the proposed alternative made by *®and others is to be regarded to such an
extent as to adopt such a reading, it would then imply that the dominance of the k0ptog term
will be interrupted. The literary context, for example, reads yapiti for @ 6ed (Col 3:16) and
the evyapiotovvreg t@ 0e@®d (Col 3:17) refers to the same entity, different from the one to
whom O Ldyog belongs to and in whose name everything is done (Col 3:16). The entity tod
Xpiotod to whom the word belongs to, should also be regarded as kvpiov Incod through
whose name everything is done. The term kOpioc used in Col 3:18 and Col 3:20 seems to be
referring to the same entity ascribed to Jesus, who is the k0ptog and or ypiotdc. It appears as
if the term ypiotdc and kOplog were reserved, at least noticeable in these instances, when
referring to the theological significance and meaning of Jesus’ work. A varied use of the term
kopog is found in Col 3:22, where kvpioig refers to the ‘Masters’ in the secular sense of the
word. The kvpioig in Col 3:22 is referred to in opposition to the kvpov term in the same
verse (Col 3:22). The alternative reading 6sov proposed by authoritative text witnesses makes
this extremely intriguing. Why would the scribes of P*® and others regard the term 8dc to be
more suitable than the term xOpiog in this particular case? Was the logic behind such a
proposal to make a clear distinction between the terms xvpioig and kvpog, the latter which
appears to be generally understood as referring to a ‘master’ or one with authority over
another? The scribes of P* might have been of the opinion that a distinction is required
between the work done that will be visible for people in general (Col 3:23). This work will
also be visible to ‘a master’ in particular.

If one accepts the proposal, it would entail that the scribes of <p46 did not consider the
term k¥pog, at least deductable from this occurrence, as a suitable term when referring to the
Hebrew deity—if of course the Hebrew deity is implied with the term kvpiog in Col 3:22. One
could also interpret the alternative reading proposed by the scribes of 9546, that the scribes
considered the term k0piog as referring to Jesus as the kbpiog and the Christ, ‘lord’ above all;
the one being equal with the Hebrew deity and that they therefore opted for the term 6g6g.
Although the suggested 0eo¢ reading is appealing, both the manuscript and contextual

evidence weighs in on the current text reading.
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2.3.3.2 Ephesians

If the premise is accepted that the letter to the Colossians is a forerunner of the Ephesian
epistle, and if such a premise is based on the fact that these two epistles share a common
theological undertone, then it is indeed plausible that one would expect the theological
concepts supporting that the terms kvpioc and 0eoc in particular, to be on par.’”® As in
Colossians, the term ypiotog is predominately used in correlation with Jesus, especially in
Eph 2:6, 11, 13; 3:6, 11. As with Col 3:18-25, a cluster of k0piog terms is also observable in
Eph 6:1-10 with a high frequency of use elsewhere while closely associated with the term
yprotoc. The text critical issues surrounding the relevant terms, Eph 2:22; 5:10; 5:17; %
5:21%" and 5:29'%, requires some reflection.

The 0g6¢ reading in Eph 2:22 is supported by P* x A, while the term ypiotog is
suggested as an alternative by codex vaticanus. There is no obvious reason to alter the current
text reading, even though the suggestion by B is intriguing. Another alternative is suggested
in Eph 5:10, where D* F G 81* propose the 6sw reading as opposed to kvpim. The text
reading is supported by strong textual witnesses, P*® P* x A B. Based on the textual
evidence alone, the text reading should remain as is. Furthermore, two alternatives are
proposed for the xvpiov reading in Eph 5:17: the first is 6cov supported by A 81. 365, among
others, the second P* proposing Xpiotov as alternative. The text reading is supported by x
and B. The manuscript support appears to be swaying towards <p46 due its early date or
towards x and B, due to the authoritive nature of these codices. The difficulty is that P*°x B
all form part of category I, the latter which is the most likely to portray the ‘original’ text.
Due to the fact that both x B support the text reading and such reading would fit seamlessly
into the immediate literary context, the text reading should be accepted as the closest to the
original.

A further discrepancy is found in Eph 5:29 relating to the term ypiotogc. Text
witnesses D® IR propose kupiog in this instance, while such a reading is opposed by

numerous witnesses, 4])46 X ABD*F GP Y (to mention only a few) in support of the text

125 gee Schnelle, Udo. Einleitung in das Neue Testament. Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2007, 345 and
350-351 in terms of Ephesians reliance on Colossians in particular; cf. Schnelle, Udo. Theologie des Neuen
Testaments. Goéttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2007, 521.

12 txt P*° 8 A B P 0278. 6. 33. 81. 365. 1241°. 1739 pc; Hier Aug.
27 txt x A B D* ¥ 0278. 33. 1739. 1881 I f vg sy® bo™; Hier.

%8 txt P*® x AB D* F G P ¥ 048. 0278. 0285. 33. 81. 104. 365. 1175. 1241°. 1505. 1739. 1881. 2464 al latt sy
co.

61



UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
W VYUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

@

reading. The decision should be apparent, the text reading remains intact. One text critical
variation, found in Eph 5:17 requires however, further attention. An alternative for kvpiov,
supported by x and B, is proposed by P* reading Xpiotov. Even though all three these
witnesses testify to the nomina sacra form of the terms under discussion, P* supports the
oldest available reading in this case. Deduced from the immediate literary context there is no
apparent reason why the text should be altered. If the scribe/s of §* was influenced by the
phrase émeavoer oot 6 Xpiotdg (Eph 5:14), this might have had an impact to read the
Xpiotog term in Eph 5:17 (6AAa ovviete i 10 0éAnuo tod kvpiov). The latter would imply
that the same entity, namely the exalted Jesus, will not only shine upon someone as the
‘Christ’ (Eph 5:14), but the latter is also imperative to understand his will (Eph 5:17). A
similar concept of praising kopiog from the heart (Eph 5:19) is found in Col 3:16 (ydprtt
doovteg €v taig kapdiog vudv @ Bed) with the difference that in Col 3:16 praises are to be
directed to 0gog, although other text witnesses suggested the term kvptog. Thus, there appears
to be at least three distinct terms used by the school of authors responsible for the Colossian
and Ephesians correspondence when referring to the one to whom praises are to be directed,
KOp1og, Oedc and yprotog. It would therefore make no significant theological or Christological
impact to use either the k0piog or ypiotog term in Eph 5:17.

2.3.3.3 2 Thessalonians

The second Thessalonian epistle does not offer any text critical data with regard to the
relevant terms under discussion. Moreover, the epistle does not introduce any ground-
breaking, nor creatively new theological concepts that demand consideration. What could be
noted is that the term xvpiog is dominantly used in association with Jesus as the ypiotdc,
while the term 6g6g is utilised as expected, to function independently from the term xvpiog

and/or ypwotog.

2.4 THE TERMS KYPIOX AND GOEOX IN THE Pauline letters (non-
citations)

2.4.1 1 Thessalonians

The use of the term 0edg and kbpiog in the NT, in general in relation to one another and in

association with Jesus as the ypiotoc, appears to be in line with the Pauline thought; or rather
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that which can be inferred from the Romans and Corinthian, and the other ‘genuine’ Pauline
letters. The term Bedc is used when referring to the one that has raised Jesus from the dead
(cf. 1 Thess 1:10)."?° There are no new «kvpiog or c6¢ concepts deducible from this epistle in
comparison to the ones already discussed, except for 10 gvayyéhov tod 0god which only
occurs in Mk 1:14 and Rm 15:15, apart from its frequent occurrence in 1% Thessalonians.
Another interesting concept introduced is t@v ékkAnoidv tod 0god (cf. 1 Cor 1:2; 1 Cor
10:32; 1 Cor 11:16, 22; 1 Cor 15:9; 2 Cor 1:1; Gal 1:13) a concept that one can consider, with
a reasonable amount of certainty, as belonging to the thought factory of Paul. There are only
four references to the v éxkAnoidv 10D Beod concept in the New Testament text, separate
from the Pauline literature (cf. Eph 3:10; 2 Thess 1:4; 1 Ti 3:15); all of which are found in
the deutero-Pauline literature, except for the occurrence in Acts 20:28.

The term kvpiog is being implemented, for the most part, in association with Jesus (cf.
1 Thess 1:1, 3; 1 Thess 2:15; 1 Thess 2:19; 1 Thess 3:11, 13; 1 Thess 4:1, 2; 1 Thess 5:9, 18,
23 and 28). The exceptions focus primarily on the mapovacio of kbplog and related concepts (1
Thess 3:13; 1 Thess 4:15, 17; 1 Thess 5:2; 1 Thess 5:23). A final exception is that koptog will
punish wrong deeds (1 Thess 4:6). There are thus no new or innovative 6g6¢ and/or kvptog
concepts introduced in this epistle, other than what will be discussed in chapters three
(Romans) and four (1% and 2" Corinthians). Generally speaking, the integrity of the text
seems to be intact. The variant reading Tov Xptotov as opposed to tod Oeod in 1 Thess 2:8
should not be regarded as an ‘authorative’ alternative, for obvious reasons. Clearly, some
scribes, including church fathers Eusebius and Jerome, were of the opinion that 1o ebayyéiov
should not be regarded as ‘belonging’ to, so to speak, nor should it be regarded as the source
of Bebc; but it should rather be ascribed to ypiotdc. The alternative reading suggested in 1
Thess 3:9, is noteworthy and should be given due consideration. This verse reads: tiva yop
gbyapiotiov duvapeda @ 0e@d dvtomododvar mepi VUMV &mi mhon TH yopd 1N yoipouev S
Vudg Eumpocbev tod Beod Hudv. In both instances where the term 6gog has been used, the
‘original’ hand of codex Sinaiticus, together with other manuscripts, propose to read the term
KOprog. It appears as if such scribes intended to ‘hold on to’ the term kvprog used in 1 Thess
3:8, in which ‘they’ (most probably referring to the congregation) stand év kvpiw. For them it
made sense to rather read dvvdapebo kvpuw than dvvaueba @ Oed as well as Eunpocbev

kvptov rather than unpocOev 100 Oeod. It seems as if they wanted to remain literary-

129 In both instances where 06 is read in 1 Thess 3:9 codex x* D* suggest kvptog (1% instance), while only x*
suggest reading the term vptog in the 2" instance.
130 Only a few manuscripts, and with that non authority ones, propose reading the term ypiotéc.
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conceptual consistent by applying the term xvpiog in both these instances. They might have
been of the opinion that conceptually to ‘stand in the lord’, and anyone who shares ‘in the
power of the lord” should be rejoicing ‘before the lord’. If the term kvprog in 1 Thess 3:9
refers to the same referent as would the term k0piog in 1 Thess 3:11 (6 kvprog HudV Incodc)
and 1 Thess 3:13 (tod kvpiov fudv Inocod), which is related to Jesus, then it becomes evident
why the second hand of codex Sinaiticus, in collaboration with codex A and B, suggest

reading the term 6g6g.

2.4.2 Galatians

The terms 0ed¢ and ypiotog in the Galatian epistle are the dominating theological significant
acting agents. Established concepts associated with the term 6gog are: the will of 8eog (Gal
1:4, cf. Gal 1:20; Gal 2:6), the congregation of 0gog (Gal 1:13). The suggestion that 8edg is
pleased (Gal 1:15), while being the one that is glorified (Gal 1:24). The referent of the term
0edc remains the one that shows mercy (Gal 2:21; Gal 3:18), the one in whom one believes
(Gal 3:6), while declaring those that believe righteous (Gal 3:8, 11). The term 0gog refers to
the monotheistic Hebrew deity (Gal 3:20), the one to whom the kingdom belongs (Gal 5:21),
the 0g6¢ of the true Israelites (Gal 6:16). Chapter four testifies to a cluster of 0eog terms that
would require a more detailed discussion. Two primary concepts accompany the term 8edc in
this chapter; the first is the one that sends (Gal 4:4, 6); the second is the knowledge about
Beog (Gal 4:8, 9). What is also found in chapter four is that the angel of 6g6¢ is considered to
be on a par with Jesus as the ypiotog (Gal 4:14). The term kvpiog is used in the well known
and established phrase kai kvpiov Incod Xpiotod (Gal 1:2; Gal 6:14, 18); with one reference
made to James as the brother of kvpioc (Gal 1:19). One other reference is made to the term
KOprog With regard to being a slave. The latter most probably suggests a profane use of the
term xvprog (Gal 4:1). There seems to be no obvious or explicit literary and conceptual link
between the terms 0g6¢ and kOpiog; nor are there any apparent associations between the terms
KOprog and ypiotog other than what is presented in the phrase kvpiov Incod Xpiotod. A close
literary relation between Jesus and the term ypiotoc is deducible from a number of verses (cf.
Gal 1:1, 12; Gal 2:4, 16; Gal 3:1, 14, 22, 26 and 28; Gal 4:14; Gal 5:6, 24; Gal 6:14, 18).
Some further remarks are necessary on the literary connection between the terms 6g6¢ and

YP1OTAC.
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In chapter one there is no apparent literary correlation between the 6g6¢ and ypiotog term; a
conceptual association is deducible if one considers Gal 1:13 v ékkAnciav tod Bgod and
Gal 1:22 taic éxkAnoioug tiic Tovdaiag taig &v Xpiot® regarding the ‘possessor’ idea of the
congregation.™" Undisputed is the fact that for Paul 0cog is the matpoc who raised Jesus as
the xvploc and ypiotog from the dead, particularly inferred from the introduction to his
epistles. Two separate entities can also be assumed from Gal 2:19 - underlined by the concept
that one (in this case Paul) is dead for the law, but alive in 0g6c; while crucified in ypiotoc.'*
Paul would consider the latter as the law of ypiotog (cf. Gal 6:2). In Gal 2:20 the text reads
10b viod t0d Beod supported by X A C D, while P* B D* F G (b) suggest an alternative of
™ tov v kot ypv. Although the alternative reading presents strong manuscript support, the
theological concept “faith in...0co¢” is alien to Pauline thought."** The suggested ‘insertion’
of eig¢ Xpiotov in Gal 3:17 proposed by D F G |1 0176. 0278, although noted, the text reading

should remain due to the overwhelming manuscript support.***

Another ypiotdc induced
variant is found in Gal 3:21, where mss. 104 suggests reading tov Xpiotov as opposed to tov

eov.™*® Various possible readings are suggested for dw cod in Gal 4:7:

e ow Beov- FG 1881 pc

e dw Xpiotov - 81. 630 pc

e S0 Incov Xp. - 1739°

e 0gov S (+ Inoov P 6. 326. 1505 pc sy) Xp. - x° C> D 0278

Apart from the altered accusative reading against the genitive of 8edg in Gal 4:7, alternatives
read S Xpiotov or dw Inoov. ™ It is clear that the term xbpiog and 0eoc operate
independently, both literary and conceptually speaking. The same could be said for the term

yprotoc and Bedc, even though there might be sporadic tendencies to relate these terms most

B This concept (that of congregation or assembly ‘belonging’ to 0¢6¢) is a familiar concept for Pauline thought
(cf. 1 Cor 1:2; 1 Cor 10:32; 1 Cor 11:16, 22; 1 Cor 15:9; 2 Cor 1:1; 1 Thess 2:14; 2 Thess 1:1, 4); while this
concept, in association with the term ypistog, is only used in Rom 16:16; Eph 1:21; Eph 5:24, apart from Gal
1:22, in the whole of the New Testament.

132 Cf. the concept of descendants of Abraham in Gal 3:15-18, in which 0gdc is the one making the promise to
Abraham, while the promise is being fulfilled through ypiotdg; a similar concept which is presented in Gal 3:26.
133 Metzger, Textual Commentary, 524.

B4 p® & AB C P ¥; cf. Metzger, Textual Commentary, 525.

135 The text witnesses supporting the reading in the text are supported by x A C D (F G) ¥ 0278. 33. 1739. 1881.
13 The text reading is supported by P*® x* A B C* 33. 1739.
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probably due to the conceptual overlapping of themes and topics addressed. The correlation

between the terms kvprog and ypiotdc is centred upon the Jesus figure, as expected.
2.4.3 Philippians and Philemon

The introductory phrases on the subject of the terms 6g6¢ and kvpiog in relation to Jesus as
the ypiotdc suggest a certain consistency on the part of Paul. The striking aspect of the
Philippians’ epistle is the overwhelming and dominant use of the term ypiotoc. In no other
Pauline text had the term ypiotog been used with such emphasis as in this epistle. It is by far
the most dominant term used in most of the cases in association with Jesus. The terms
‘Incovg, kvuplog and Oedg are used with almost the same frequency, with the term ‘Incodtg in
most of the cases associated with the term ypiotoc, apart from its relational use with the term
koprog Which is limited to the technical phrase xvpiov Incod Xpiotod (Phil 1:1; Phil 2:11;
Phil 3:8; Phil 4:23). The only exception observable is found in Phil 2:19, where the term

137

‘Incodg is used in association only with the term kbpioc. Some manuscripts™" would argue,

however, for a ypiotog reading, possibly due to the dominant correlation between the term
Inoodg and ypiotoc, particularly in the Philippians epistle.**®

Irrespective of the ‘frequency’ statistics, the term 0gd¢ remains the referent towards
whom one should direct thanks and praise, together with glory (Phil 1:3, 11; cf. Rom 1:8; 1
Cor 1:4, 14; 1 Cor 14:18 and Philem 4 in terms of thankfulness). One of the most significant
literary and conceptual associations between Jesus as the ypiotoc and/or kdprog and 0edg is
found in the all well and frequently debated Philippus Hymnus (Phil 2:5-11); the latter which
demands an in-depth reflection. A first and necessary approach towards interpreting Phil 2:5-
11 with regard to the relationship between Jesus as the kvprog and Xpiotdg and Ogog, is to
understand the phrase Tobto @poveite &v vuiv O koi &v Xprot® Incod in Phil 2:5. The
potential meaning of ppovéw is to ‘have attitude’, ‘ponder’, ‘hold a view” and ‘honour’ which
includes the semantic possibilities of ‘to think thoroughly’, ‘to plan’; to have an attitude

characterised by wisdom, well thought through ideas.**® The second thought introduced by

means of a relative pronoun is dg &v popetj Heod vapywv — he who exist / is present in the

3"C D*F G 630. 1739. 1881.

38 An alternative reading for the phrase Ebdyopiotd 1@ 0ed pov is suggested by text witnesses, D* F G b
reading: eym pev gvyopioto T Kuplw nuev. Furthermore, the phrase xoi &rowvov 6god in 1:11 is opposed by
three independent alternatives (on emawvov Xpiotov - D*, kat enawov pot - F G, Ogov kau emovov gpot - P*°

(9)).
139 Cf. Louw, J. P. & Nida, E. A. “ppovéw.” Greek-English Lexicon Based on Semantic Domain 1, 259 and
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‘form’ of Bed¢ (Phil 2:6). An understanding of the popen concept is thus crucial to the whole
debate.!*°

In Homer, Greek Old Testament inscriptions, Philo and Josephus the meaning of
noper; would be something in the line of ‘form’, ‘outward appearance’ or ‘shape.’**! Plato
and Philo, among others, employed the popen concept in association with 0edoc.**? The
pivotal question is what was meant with the concept &v popet 6g0b? Was the intent morally-
ethical, socio-political or philosophical-existential, or a combination of these concepts? The
Greek Old Testament’s employment of popen is never done in association with the term 6g6¢
(cf. Jdg 8:18; Tob 1:13; 4 Mac 15:4; Job 4:16; Wis 18:1; Isa 44:13 and Da 3:19), while the
eikcdv term (which bears the potential meaning ‘image’, ‘likeness’, ‘form’, ‘appearance’) is
frequently used in relation to the term 6g6¢ (cf. Gen 1:26; Gen 5:1; Gen 9:6; 2 Ch 33:7) with
a similar underlying concept as with the case in Phil 2:6. The same term will also be used
when referring to the emperor’s head on a coin. The poper| term together with the év popofj
Beod concept should therefore be considered as a ‘visually reasonable and acceptable’
representation of the ‘genuine’. The ‘form’ describes the essence of an entity or person that is
reproduced in a ‘different form’ so to speak.

What Jesus as the ypiotog did not do, is to consider the &v popefi 6eod as a prize or
booty to be icog — equal to Oeog. The latter phrase or thought could primarily be interpreted in
two ways; the first possibility would be to consider the reason for the phrase ovy apmaypov’
nymoato (Phil 2:6a) in relation to to eivon ioa e (Phil 2:6¢), which implies that even though
Jesus is regarded v popef] 6o, he did not misuse it to consider himself to be on a par with
0edg. The second possibility would be to interpret the two concepts év popef) 0eod vrdpyov
and 10 eivar ioa 0@ as ‘parallel’ concepts, namely the ‘godly’ nature of Jesus. This would
suggest interpreting ovy apmayuov' nynoato as a thought that merely connects or facilitates
the ‘parallel’ concepts: a.) Jesus being in the form of 8ed¢c and b.) Jesus existing like 6goc.
The latter proposal is indeed plausible and is considered here as the most ‘obvious’ choice.
The former however, requires more explanation; this interpretive possibility pivots on how
the infinitive functions in Phil 2:6¢ on the one hand, and how the middle voice is perceived
on the other hand (Phil 2:6b).

140 cf. Bauckham, Richard. “Paul’s Christology of Divine Identity.” Pages 1-26. Cited 2" February 2012.
Online: http://www.forananswer.org/Top_JW/Richard Bauckham.pdf, 12-15; Schnelle, Leben und Denke, 414-
418.

141 Arndt, William F. and Gingrich, Wilbur F. “popei.” BAGD 2, 528.

142 Cf. Plato. Resp. 380D, 381B and 381C.
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It is reasonable, in the case of Phil 2:6¢, to regard the infinitive as the subject of the verb,*?
implying that the clause 10 eivan ioa 0g@ introduces a ‘new’ subject matter and not an
infinitive of cause or purpose. The implication of such is that the act of ‘considering’
(Mynmooro) refers back to év popeti Oeod vrapywv (Phil 2:6a). The middle voice, in turn, is a
much more complicated grammatical aspect to define and describe. Porter defines it as the
Greek middle voice expresses more direct participation, specific involvement, or even some

144 .
If one considers Porter’s statement as a

form of benefit of the subject doing the action.
working definition, then the act of ‘thinking’ or ‘considering’ apmoayuov — a prize (or rather
‘not’ considering), has to refer to ¢ &v popof Beod vrapywv (Phil 2:6a) if the phrase to
follow is indeed an infinitive of subject (Phil 2:6¢). The plausibility of the former suggested
interpretive option is strengthened by the fact that the concept underlying vmapywv (Phil
2:6a) and 1o ivon (Phil 2:6¢) revolves around ‘to be’, ‘existence’, ‘existentialism’, or does it?

The thought-structural context of Phil 2:5-6 could be structured as follows:

a.) Imperative clause v. 5a (the concept of thinking, considering)
=  Todto @poveite &v LUV
b.) Relative clause v. 5b (relative to the concept of thinking)
= 0§ Koi év Xplot® Incod
c.) Relative clause v. 6a (relative to Jesus as the Xpiotdc — V. 5b)
= 0G &V popoi) Beod
d.) Relative clause v. 6b (relative to Jesus as the Xpiotog, while relating to v. 6a)
" UTAPYOV OVY APTUYUOV 1YNOATO
e.) Subject clause v. 6¢ (open relating possibilities)

» 10 sivon ioa Oed

Based on the above proposed thought-structure, governed by the relative clauses, the
participle (vmapywv) in combination with the middle voice (nyfcato) not only ensures that
what is stated is related to the content of v. 6a and relative to Jesus as the ypiotog, but it also
opens the possibility, with the assistance of the infinitive as the subject of the verb to either
regard 1o etvor ico 0@ as the subject matter of fyfoato and to consider the concept d¢ &v
nopofi Osod being parallel with 10 eivan ica 0. This being said, the probability that

rapyov ody apmayudv iynoato as a subject clause relating to 1o eivou oo Osd as a purpose

143 Porter, S. E. Idioms of the Greek New Testament. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999,195.
144 Porter, Idioms, 67.
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clause should in no way be ruled out. The latter, which would imply that 6¢ &v popef] 6=od is
considered by Jesus as the ypiotdg not to be a prize that would ‘initiate’ him, or that he would
be led by such an idea that he is equal to 0e6c. The ‘comprehension’ of Jesus as the ypiotog
(Phil 2:5), he who was ¢ €v popoef) 6god (Phil 2:6a) did not ‘mislead’ him to think (Phil 2:6b)
that he is equal to 6g6¢ (Phil 2:6¢), but he considered himself humble and adopted the role as
a slave (Phil 2:7). Moreover, due to the reason that Jesus as the ypiotog did not consider his
&v popoi Oeod as a ‘pass’ to be understood as being equal to Oedc, he was exalted by 0edg
(Phil 2:9a) and given the name that is above all (Phil 2:9Db).

The ‘name’ concept is taken further in Phil 2:10 in that (or therefore, related to Phil

2:9) every knee shall bow ‘in the name of Jesus’ and every tongue will confess that:

a.) Jesus is the yptotog and kvpiog;
b.) Through whom 6¢6¢ will be glorified.

In summary, Jesus remains the kdpiog and ypiotoc in the Philippus Hymnus; the one that did
not consider his v popetj 0eod as being equal to 6g6g, but which made him humble enough
to adopt the role of a slave. Therefore, every knee will bow and every tongue confess that
Jesus is the kvplog and ypiotoc through whom 60gdg is glorified. Irrespective thus if the
Hymnus proves to be ‘early Christian’ in origin and not a Pauline creation as such, the
KOp1og-0edc-yprotdc concept would suit Paul’s theo-Christ and kyrio-logie perfectly.

The Philemon letter offers no new or alternative concepts with regard to the kbprog, 6ed¢ and
xplotog terms. The term ypiotog is again used in close relation with Jesus (see Phim 3, 9, 23,
25). The same could be said for the term kbvpiog (cf. Phim 3, 5, 24); also used in Phlm 16 and
20 as reference to being brothers in «oploc.'*

This chapter would be considered incomplete if the the works of Philo and Josephus,
as representatives of a more Hellenised and ‘conservative’ Jewish thought respectively, are
not included. These works might confirm or deny the claims made regarding the use of the
terms 0g6¢ and koprog. What the investigation into the use of the term 0g6¢ and kvpioc in the
works of Philo and Josephus would be able to achieve, is to point one to a reasonable general
sentiment regarding the use of the terms 8edg and kvpiog in the first century CE, as well as

the concepts that supported such terms.

5 Codex D" “inserted’ ev kvpiw (Phlm 19) at the end of the verse, while in Phim 20 an alternative reading

Kvpto is proposed by D? over and against Xpioto.
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2.5 THE WORKS OF PHILO®

2.5.1 Introduction

The reconstructed literary works of Philo is significant for the understanding of first century
BCE Hellenistic Judaism. Philo and his works and the ultimate understanding of this
literature are essential in grasping the Jewish thought within in the Second Temple period of
ancient Judaism. He is critical for understanding many of the currents, themes, and
interpretative traditions which existed in Diaspora and Hellenistic Judaism.™*’ Philo is also
noteworthy for understanding the early church and the writings of the New Testament,
especially those of Paul, John, and Hebrews.'*® He is also considered to be significant for
lexical and conceptual terms that are reflected in the language of the New Testament.
According to a computer generated concordance search, the term 6g6¢ occurs 2397 times in
1791 sections of text or paragraphs in the works of Philo of Alexandria, followed by k0ptog
with 479 occurrences in 409 sections and finally deomdtng occurring 218 times in 199
sections. Some of these instances will be discussed in more detail below. Significant however
for this study is how Philo related these terms with one another, and what theological
concepts he formed when he used these terms.™ Even though the explicit citations in the
works of Philo are necessary and would have produced interesting and valuable results, such
an endeavour justifies an independent study. However, if and where Old Testament texts are
cited which correspond to the explicit citations in the Pauline literature, due attention will be
given. The focus here would thus be on those texts from the Philo corpus which conceptually
deals particularly with the terms kbplog and 6g6c as reference to the Hebrew deity. The
intention is not to deal with all the instances where the terms kvpiog and 6g6¢ appear, but to
focus on those instances where one could deduce with certainty, conceptual processes on the

part of Philo.

198 For the Greek text of Philo’s work, the online version of Thesaurus Linguae Graecae (TLG) was consulted
(http://www.tlg.uci.edu/). The translations are my own, with assistance from links to online translations offered
by TLG as well as the work of Yonge.
i‘; Yonge, C. D. The Works of Philo: Complete and Unabridged. Peabody: Hendrickson, 1996, ‘Foreword.’

Ibid.
9 Ibid.; Niehoff, Maren R. “Questions and Answers in Philo Genesis Rabbah.” JSJ 39, (2008), 337-366,
suggests that Paul considered both the Hebrew Bible as well as its Greek translation as ‘Holy Scripture,” 339.
Niehoff, while referring to the works of Adam Kamesar, also states that Phile adopted certain methods of
Homeric scholarship. These suggestions and remarks would confirm the fact that Philonian thought is a valuable
conceptual commodity for Hellenistic Judaism in the first century CE.
150 The two names of the Hebrew deity, 66¢ and kvpiog, according to Mamorstein, A. Philo and the Names of
God JOR 3, (1932), 295-306, is one of Philo’s chief doctrines, 295; cf. Dahl, N. A. and Segal, Alan F. “Philo
and the Rabbis on the Names of God.” JSJ 9.2, (1978), 1-28.
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2.5.2  Quis rerum divinarum heres sit

In this book Philo’s objective was to write about who is the heir of the divine things (6€iog).
The backdrop against which Her. 22 is to be understood is the oracle initiated by Abram
introduced in ch. 1, where Philo quotes from Gen 15:1, which reads: 6 uic06¢ cov mToAvg
gotar 6odpa and Gen 15:2 reading déomota, ti pot dwoelg. The freedom of speech towards
one’s master (Her. 6) is based on love for his ‘master’, a yearning for knowledge. The
opposite is to be silenced, where Moses and the Israelites are considered to be exemplars of
the ignorant. As support for Philo’s criticism against the Israelites, he quotes from Exod 14:4-
5 (Her. 4). Philo’s critical stance against the Israelites is emphasised in Her. 19, with Philo
again quoting from scripture (Exod 20:19). Philo repeats the citation taken from Gen 15:2
(Her. 22), through which he poses the question: “what shall you give me?” This for Philo
shows confidence, but the addition “O Master” (deondtg), speaks of prudent confidence
(Gen 15:2).' He goes further by saying that a habit exists to use two appellations when
referring to the cause of the created things (siwbmg 6¢ ypfobar pdliota drrtaig Ext Tod aitiov
npoopnoeot, Tf 0e0¢ kai tf kOprog), namely: Beog and kOprog. He then says that he (the
person, Abram, who uttered deomdtng) used neither of the terms (ovdetépav vdv
napeilneev); although it is meant that the person calls them by the name of deondtng and
thereby speaking with caution and reservation. Philo continues saying that it is said that the
deondtng and kvpuog is regarded as synonymous, on which Philo reacts by writing in Her. 23,
that although the two terms are one and the same thing, they differ due to the meaning
assigned to them, after which he explains the origin of both words.

For Philo, xoploc and Seomdtng are referring to ‘the same’ (sivar Aéystar); but
underlying these terms are different thought concepts (ei kai 10 vmokeipevov &v kai TOOTOV
gotwv, €mvoialg ai kAoelg dapépovot-). Philo explains that the term xopiog derives from
KUpog (that which is firm), while deomdtng, in turn, comes from the word decpodv (fear). So
when one calls ‘Master’ (deondtg) it implies that such a person respects the sovereignty of
such entity (Her. 24). Critique from a semantic or linguistic-conceptual point of view against
such an interpretation of the terms k0Opiog and deomotrig is thus deemed irrelevant. For Philo
knowing the meaning of the ‘root’ Greek word is imperative for the understanding of the

terms xvprog and deomotng. It was clearly not necessary for him to explain what is meant or

51 Which could be considered as significant is the fact that the term Seomotiic in Gen 15:2 and Gen 15:8, apart
from the occurrence in Josh 5:14, are the only three occurances of the deomotig term in the entire constructed
Greek Old Testament text offered by LXX®®"; the latter is thus a strong argument a.) that they might have been
influenced by the same Greek Vorlage; b.) or that the Greek reading might be an indiction of inter dependence.
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how one should understand the term 6go¢, presumably because the risk for misunderstanding
or interpretation was far less, in comparison to the terms kvpiog and decmotic.

Philo’s discussion on the matter of Abram’s oracle, the freedom of speech, suggests
that conceptually for him both the terms 6e6¢ and kvprog refer to the creator and that if one
calls upon such entity using deomodtng, the latter term would imply everything the terms 0e6¢
and kvpiog stand for. Philo even went as far as to say that the term deondtng does not refer to
any other being, than the created one, the ‘Master’ of the universe (10 kpdtog avnuuévov
amévtov). Asondtg is also kbplog (Hote TOV deondy Koprov eivon), Her. 24. Philo thus
clearly differentiates in this case at least, between the referent (the entity itself), the terms
used when referring to such an entity and the concepts that are being called to mind when
these terms were used. Thus, the term 8e6¢ would be the literary term that was used when
referring to the entity ‘proper’, the Hebrew deity. The terms xbpioc and decmotr|g, in turn, are
used to refer to the same entity without embodying the essence of the Hebrew deity, while

transmitting a particular characteristic or aspect of the Hebrew deity.

2.5.3 Legum Allegoriae

Philo offers his own interpretation of the events as captured in Genesis 2. In Leg. 1, 88 Philo
wrote that ‘Adam’ was commanded to name all the living things, but that he did not name
himself. He explains this by saying that he (Adam) was ignorant of himself and his own
nature (Leg. 1, 92). He continues his explanation by saying that command, prohibition and
recommendation are different; command is for the intermediate character, neither good nor
bad (Leg. 1, 93). Prohibition is directed to bad men while recommendation is aimed at the
good person to prevent evil and to pursue that which is good (Leg. 1, 93-94). In Leg. 1, 95 it
is continued that with good reason the earthly mind is neither evil nor good, but in the middle
(Leg. 1, 95.1-2). Advice is therefore made possible by calling on two names: kvptog and 6gog
(Leg. 1, 95.3-4). Philo goes further by stating that kbpiog 6 6e6¢ commanded that whoever
pays serious attention to his advice could consider himself worthy of the blessing bestowed
upon him by 08e6¢ (Lev. 1, 95.5). The one that rejects his advice will be dismissed by kbpog,
who is his égondtng and who has authority over him (Leg. 1, 95.6).

Philo continues in Leg. 1, 96.1-3 by quoting from Gen 3:23 (kai é€anéotelhey avTOV KOPLOG O
0c0g éx 10D mapadeicov Tiig TpLEfig EpydlecsOon TV Yijv, €€ fig éAuedn-The Lord God drove
him out of the paradise of happiness to work the earth), after which Philo interprets this

citation by saying that xvptog as deondtng (Master) and 6 0gog as evepyétng (Benefactor) will
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both punish the one that disobeyed his command (Leg. 96.5-6). To understand Philo’s
concept underlying the terms 6g6¢ and kvprog, one has to grasp what Philo meant with méw
o¢ aupotepa — again like one or the other. For Philo it does not matter which term is used
when referring to the one that will punish the subject that disobeyed; because for Philo both
KOp1og as deomotng (Master) and 6 0edg as evepyétng (Benefactor) refer to the same entity
responsible to hand down punishment. It would thus be save to infer that for Philo the term
0eoc refers to the Hebrew deity ‘proper’, while the terms wvpiog and deomotng refers to
epithets in an attempt to discern how 6¢6g is involved in human reality.

2.5.4 De Sobrietate

Philo attempts to explain the ‘curses’ caused by sin in Sobr. 51. As an introduction to this
discussion, he cites Gen 9:25-26, of which v. 26 is of special importance: edbAoyntog Kdprog 6
Be0g XN, kai Eoton Xavaav dodrog avtoig (blessed be the kbprog, Oeog of Shem and Kanaan
will be a servant to them). He then goes further asking the question about what a good man
thinks of prayer, a man such as Shem (bearing the same name as good), saying that: tov yap
KOplov Kai BedV T0D 1€ KOGHOV Kol TAV &v avTd mhvtev idig Bedv kat’ E€aipetov xaptv ToD
Inup avaxodel (he calls upon koprog and g6 of the cosmos and all things in it, uniquely
according to the private thanks to the 6e6¢ of Shem). Philo continues by exploiting the
meaning of Shem’s name in terms of the created cosmos (Sobr. 52-55), followed by a
rhetorical question. In Sobr. 55 Philo makes a distinction between the deondtng (Master) and
evepyémg (Benefactor) of this world who is called by these two appellations: kvpiog and
0eoc, and the ‘good’ (most probably referring to Shem) is merely called the cwtp and
evepyétng, neither deomdtng nor kuploc. The referent of the kvprog and Oedg terms, in the
mind of Philo, differs from the referent of the cwtp and gdepyétng terms. The latter refers to
those doing ‘good’, appreciated for their intellect; while the former, kvprog and 6gdg terms,
including deomdtg, refer to the benefactor of the world. The functional distinction between
the terms wkvprog and Beoc is portrayed by the terms deondtc (Master) and evepyéng
(Benefactor), but not limited to these terms.

The terms deonotng (Master) and evepyétng (Benefactor) are epithets of the Hebrew deity,
‘named’ using the terms kvprog and Beoc. Philo draws a clear distinction that although the
epithet evepyétng could be ascribed to a mortal ‘good’ person, the latter should and would not
be called kvprog and Oedg. This is a clear indication, at least deductible from this instance,

which Philo considered both the terms kvpiog and 0edg as suitable terms used to refer to the
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Hebrew deity. This is not to infer that Philo shared the same concept when he used the terms
kVOprog and Beo6¢ when referring to the Hebrew deity. Philo makes it clear that both the terms
kOplog and Oedc are appellations (name, title or designation), the latter which does not
necessitate encapsulating the entire essence of the Hebrew deity; even though the term 6g6g
seems to have been the term opted for when referring to the ‘overall’ essence of such a deity,

is meant.

2.5.5 De Mutatione Nominum

Interestingly for Philo is that the true and living 6g6¢ could not be assigned a hame kbOp1og
(Mut. 11.1-2). He supports this statement by citing Ex 3:14 éy® siu 6 év. According to Philo,
the nature of 6g6¢g, cannot be named (Mut. 11.4). Philo goes further by stating that 6edc
allows one to use the term kvpiog as a name (Mut. 12.3-4). This being is the kvptoc 6 0edc of
three natures: a.) instruction, b.) holiness, and c.) practice of virtue. According to Philo the
best possible term to refer to such an entity, because his ‘proper name’ was not revealed
(Philo confirms by citing Exod 6:3) and based on his logic, is then kbpiog (ch. 13). In section
15 Philo explains how one should understand Gen 17:1 which reads ®e0n xvplog @
APpaap. The latter is not to say that Abraham saw the cause of all created things, but he was
surrounded by kingly power, because the appellation kvpioc belongs to authority and
sovereignty (Mut. 15.6-8). Thus, 0g6¢ can be called kOplog and deomotic of bad men, but
Beoc for those in a state of advancement and development (Mut. 19). For those who are
deemed to be most perfect, is 0edg at once 0gdc and kdprog (Mut. 19.3-5). The distinction
Philo is drawing appears to be based on virtue or stated differently, positivistic existentialism.
The referent becomes a k0ptog or decmotic and a 0gogc.

Philo continues with his line of thought by quoting from various Old Testament texts,
100 Aéyel kOploc (Exod 7:17), EMdAnce kvplog mpog Mmuoilv Aéywv: £yd KOplog, AAAncov
Dapad Pacirel Aiydmtov, 6ca £ymd Aodd tpoc o€ (Exod 6:29), through which he emphasises
the dominance of the rule of k0opiog in ch. 20. Philo then states that the term kbpuog used to
address such a being is not spoken of commonly, but it is to affirm that k0piog is the
deomotrg of all things.™ In Mut. 22 Philo states that there is no created kvptoc, only an
uncreated 0g6c, the real governor; for the one who despises 6<6¢ is therefore the kvpiog of the
foolish. But for those who improve, he is 6g6c, a statement confirmed with a citation taken

from Gen 17:1 and Gen 35:11 - £&y® ipt Be0¢ 60¢ Eym <6> Bed¢ Gov, avdvov kai TANBHVOoUL;

152 philo cites a few texts to strengthen his argument (Gen 7:1; 17:1; Exod 7:17; 6:29; 9:29; 20:2; Deut 4:1).
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but for those who are perfect, 6g6c is for those both kbpioc and 6go¢. Philo then confirms the
latter by citing from the Decalogue éya kidprog 6 0ed¢ cov (Exod 20:2) and kvprog 6 Be0¢ tddV
natépwv VUMV (Deut 4:1). It could thus be inferred from the above extract that the term 6g6g
for Philo refers to the one and only living entity, the Hebrew deity; whereas the term xbdpioc
could be used either negatively or positively, depending on the one using such a term. For the
immoral man, the foolish, those yet to comprehend 0g6c¢, 66¢ could be kbpiloc and deomotig,
in the generic sense of the word, due to the fact that 6eo¢ rules and is master over all. If one is
thus in a ‘perfect’ state, 0e6g becomes kvpioc and Oed¢ at once. Finally, the term kvpuog is not

the proper name of 0gdg, but it is the generally accepted term used to ‘name’ Oedc.
2.5.6 Summary

It would be premature to make absolute or final concluding remarks on how Philo
conceptualised both the term 6g6¢ and kvprog. Philo’s conceptualisation process with regard
to these terms is neither static nor fully developed. It is clear that his concept is developing
and adapting to the themes and issues addressed. What could be inferred with a reasonable
amount of certainty is that the term 0edc, in the mind of Philo, refers to the one created being,
the monotheistic Hebrew deity ‘proper’. The term 6e6¢ would be the most suitable term for
Philo when he intends to call the creator and all encompassing Hebrew deity into mind. The
term xbOpiog on the other hand would be a term not synonymous with the term 6g6c, in the
existential-conceptual sense of the word. Philo would, however, consider the term kbOpioc to
be a suitable term when ‘referring’ the Hebrew deity as the 8ed¢; but Philo would be opposed
to the fact that the xbpiog term is a ‘name’ for the Hebrew deity, while taking into
consideration that the potential ‘meaning’ such a term holds might overlap with the semantic
possibilities that the term deomotic embraces.

Another significant Jewish thinker would be Josephus, who did not conceptualise as

much in comparison to Philo, but the lack thereof will prove to be of importance.
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2.6 THE WORKS OF FLAVIUS JOSEPHUS™®

2.6.1 Introduction

Flavius Josephus (A.D. 37—¢.100) was a 1st century Roman-Jewish historian who recorded
Jewish history in the Greek language, with special emphasis on the first Jewish war. His work
became for Christianity perhaps the most significant extra-biblical writings of the first
century. They are the principal sources for the history of the Jews from the reign of
Antiochus Epiphanes (BCE 17-63) to the fall of Masada in CE 73, and therefore, are of
incomparable value for determining the setting of late inter-testamental and New Testament
times. ©* Together herewith is the importance and value of Josephus’ conceptual
interpretation and understanding of terms such as xbpioc, 6e6g and deomotnic. A computer
generated search reveals that the term «Opiog appears in eight instances used in seven distinct
sections (sections in this case should be regarded as a synonym for chapters). The term 6gdc,
on the other hand, is found in 223 sections occurring 291 times, followed by the term
deomotng used in 17 instances within 16 distinct sections. The intent with this section of the
study is to determine which terms Josephus utilised in reproducing the Hebrew deity, what
concepts underlie these terms and how commonly used and accepted were these terms and
underlying concepts. The attention will primarily be focused on those sections of texts not
only containing the relevant terms, but which were used in a literary-thought context from
where one could sufficiently deduce an underlying concept. The first of which is Antiquitates

Judaicae.
2.6.2 Antiquitates Judaicae

In his preface on the Antiquities of the Jews, Josephus states that while teaching others,
having Moses in mind, one should first teach that 8edc is father and deonotrc of all things. ™
This concept that g6 is the deomotmg over all, is confirmed in Ant. 1, 2.72,"° with the
phrase: 0cov fyovpevol deomdtmy givan TV SAwv; While the deomotr|g term is used in Ant. 1,

3.102 for mortal men having authority over all living creatures.” In Ant. 4, 8.202 Josephus

153 For the Greek text of Josephus’ work, the online version of Thesaurus Linguae Graecae (TLG) was
consulted (http://www.tlg.uci.edu/). The translations are my own, with assistance from links to online
translations offered by TLG as well as the work of Whiston.

% Whiston, W. The works of Josephus: Complete and Unabridged. Peabody: Hendrickson, 1996.

155 Philo would share Josephus® concept in this regard.

156 Ant. 2, 270.2 testifies to the term Seomotiic used in a similar as in Ant. 1, 2.72.

57 Cf. Ant. 1, 10.189, 190; Ant. 2, 11.7, 41.1; 128.2, confirming the ‘profane’ use of the term dsomot|c.
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states that if one blasphemes 6 6g6¢, such a person should be stoned to death. Josephus goes

further stating that 6 Ocioc (the deity)**®

- which probably refers to 6 6g6g in its dative case
(Ant. 4, 8.206) — will not be pleased with an improper sacrifice (Ant. 4, 8.206). Interesting is
that Josephus also forbids anyone to blaspheme any other 0gdg, neither should one take away
a gift offered to any 6g6¢ (Ant. 4, 8.207). Regarded the first fruits not being produced during a
seasonable time, such fruit is not suitable for 6g6¢ nor for the éeomotnc, the latter referring to
the owner (ch. 8.226). These fruits however, after the fifth year, belong to kvpiog, the latter
which also refers to the owner, who may do with the fruit as he pleases (Ant. 4, 8.227). Both
the kvprog and deomotng terms are used interchangeably in Ant. 4, 8.281-282 when referring
to the owner.™®

Significant is Ant. 5, 121, in which Josephus states that t@® Baciiel tdv ZePeknvdv
Adovilefék® (Andonibezek) v fyepoviav émrpéyavteg: 1O 0& dvopa TOoDTO onuaivel
ZeBexnvav kOprog (Whose name denotes ‘Lord’ Bezek) for adwvi (Adoni) yap i ‘EBpaiov
daAékte kOprog yiveton (signifies ‘Lord’ in the Hebrew dialect). The latter would appear to
affirm that °n7x transcribed as adwvi would carry the meaning xbOpiog (that could be
translated with ‘master’, ‘lord’, ‘ruler’ or ‘owner’)."*® The nominative plural form of the term
KOprog is used in Ant. 8, 8.216 to imply those who can judge — which might be an indication
of a ruler concept. In Ant. 9, 202 it is said that Joash overthrew the wall of Jerusalem and
stole the treasures of 8gd¢ becoming kboprog (master) of Jerusalem.*® Valuable is the cited
text taken from Isa 19:19 in Ant. 13, 68:

koi yap ‘Hodioag 6 mpopnng todto mpoginev: €otor Bucuactiplov €v
Alyonto kopio @ 0ed-

“because the prophet Isaiah foretold these things: ‘there should be an altar
in Egypt for the kbpilog Bed¢””

This is the only instance, in the literature assigned to Josephus, where the term xbHpioc

indirectly represents the Tetragram; the MT only reads m translated and represented with

188 cf. C. Ap. 1, 30.2, where the 0gd¢ term is used in relation to ‘divine” worship. Cf. Fischer’s, AEXTIOTHZ,
135-136, examples as an indication how stringently Josephus avoided the use of the Tetragram.

19 See Fischer’s, AEXTIOTHZ, valid critique against Briine B., who was of the opinion that Josephus used the
deomotng term intentionally as a counter messure against ‘God as father’ so often used by the Christians, 133-
134,

180 Wutz, Frans. Die Transkriptionen von der Septuaginta bis zu Hieronymus. Stuttgart: TUVMG, 1933,
represent the Hexapla rendition, which transcribes the Tetragram, in many cases, using adwvar, 146.

181 Cf. Ant. 1, 18.265, for a similar use of the term k0ptog, one who has dominion and authority.
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k¥ptoc in LXXCE 12 It s thus plausible to deduce that Josephus ‘added’ t@ 8. It is just as
possible to consider a Vorlage that read xvpiop t® 8e®. One could argue, based on Josephus’
use of the term 0gog that he did not consider the term xvpiog in this phrase as an equivalent
Greek term representing the Tetragram. The term k0piog should thus rather be considered as
the ‘inclusion’ while the dative use of the term 0g6¢ would be the equivalent term for the

Tetragram.'®®

Another interesting case is found in Ant. 20, 75-96 — the crisis of lzates and
how 6g6¢ delivered him, is narrated here. In Ant. 20, 89 it is written that he (lzates)
supplicated to 6g6¢ (Eleyev kpeicow tOV Bedv) and called upon 0gdg (évijotevey AvakoldY
1OV OgdV) saying:
gl pn pamv, ® déomota KOPLE, THC OTig £YEVOUNY XPNOTOTNTOG, THV TAVTOV 8¢ Stkaimg
povov kai TpdToVv flynuot kuplov

“O kovpiog (and) déomorta, if | have not committed to your goodness, but only
determined that you are the principal and kvpioc...”
One could infer from the supplication to 6g6¢ and how 0edc is addressed, that the concept
underlying the 8edg term is the monotheistic deity of the Hebrew people, while kopiog and
deomotng refer to the same entity but with the concept of ‘ruler’, ‘master’ and ‘lord’ in

mind.'%

2.6.3 De belle Judaico

Again the term Bedc is used when referring to the monotheistic Hebrew deity (B.J. 1, 84.1).1%°

In B.J. 5, 248.3 it is stated that £’ ol obtog Kvplog TV Shwv of which the 1% person
personal pronoun ovtoc, together with kbpog, refer to Simon. A similar underlying concept
is found with the term wopioc in B.J. 11, 134.6 which refers to Koioap.’®® In B.J. 2, 2.7 the
term deomotic is used to refer to the emperor, who is king and has authority.*®’ The term
deomotg IS in turn used in B.J. 2, 285.3 when referring to the owner of a piece of land.
Moreover and interesting is the use of the decmotic term in B.J. 1, 207.2. This term is used in
relation to an ‘absolute’ lord, who refers to Antipater.®® In B.J. 11, 350.3 the term Seomotiic

162 1QlIsa® (column XV) as well as 4Qlsa” (frgs. 10-13) confirms the 717 reading.

163 See also the use of the term 0gog in Vita 1.15; the one that has foresight into the future.

194 See Ant. 1, 272.2; Ant. 2, 263.2; Ant. 11, 63.7; 228.3; Ant. 12, 331.2; 390.7; Ant. 14, 162.3; Ant. 28, 213.5 for
similar meanings assigned to the term dsonotig, as well as Ant. 2, 174.4; 190.3; 193.1; Ant. 9, 201.1 for the term
KOptog; contra Fischer, AEXTIOTHZ, 135-136, who is of the opinion, deduced from the works of Josephus, that
man should use decmotrc in the dative case when addressing God.

5 Cf. B.J. 1, 148.6.

% Cf. B.J. 2, 69.3.

7 Cf. B.J. 1, 202.3; B.J. 3, 402.1.

1% See also C. Ap. 2, 209.5 and C. Ap. 2, 367.1.
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designates a household master. Finally, the term deomotig is employed as an epithet of 6g6g,

he who is the true ‘lord’ of all humankind.
2.6.4 Contra Apionem

The term 0g6¢ and its underlying concept, appears not to be different in this document,
compared to the others. In C. Ap. 1, for example, the term 6g6c is used to refer to both the
Hebrew deity (C. Ap. 1, 75.2) and to deities in general (C. Ap. 1, 76.2).1%° The same could be
said for the term kvpog, signifying kingship, being a ruler with authority and dominion (book
| 146.3). Josephus furthermore, calls the Romans the kvpioi of the habitable world (C. Ap. 2,
41.6). This document also attests to the profane use of the term deomotng term in C. Ap. 2,
210.4.1"°

2.6.5 Summary

Josephus went to great lengths to avoid the use of the term kvpiog, probably due to its literary
connection with the Tetragram that was made possible by the Greek OT texts.'”* He chose the
term 0eog if and when he wanted to refer to the monotheistic Hebrew deity. Evident from his
avoidance of the term xvpiog, it might suggest that such a term, within the Jewish-Hellenistic
frame of reference, was a Greek equivalent for the Tetragram. Even though, if and when
Josephus used the term kbOpioc, it appears as if he adopted the ‘generally accepted’ denotation
that such a term implies, authority, rule, kingship, being a master; Josephus opted for the term
deomotng in the majority of cases. The following chapter would also address the literary
problem, but from a New Testament text critical perspective. The extent and complexity of
the larger literary problem against which the explicit kbpiog and 0ed¢ citations will be
discussed will not be complete without reflecting on the significant text critical variants with
regard to the term x0Oprog and Oedg. Attention has been given to the suggested ‘transmission’
or ‘reproduction’ problem regarding the terms i, *37x% as well as o’iox. Consideration was
also given to the so-called ‘translation’ or ‘rendering’ problem; the complexity in deciding on
the best possible Greek equivalent for these Hebrew terms, especially m:» and "17x. These
literary problems will again come to the fore when the explicit xoprog and 6gog citations are

dealt with in-depth in chapters 3 and 4.

19 Cf. C. Ap. 1, 167.5; 225-227; 237.3. The term 0g6c is also used when referring to the Egyptian gods (C. Ap.
2, 48.4).

Y0 Cf. C. Ap. 2, 174.4; 241.2.

'L Cf. Fischer, AEXITOTHZ, 138.
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