UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
W VYUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

@

CHAPTER 3: EXPLICIT KYPIOX AND O@EOXZ CITATIONS IN
THE LITERARY CONCEPTUAL CONTEXT OF ROMANS

3.1 INTRODUCTION

The explicit kbpioc and Bed¢ citations in the Romans epistle account for eighteen of the
twenty-six citations found in the Pauline literature. The primary objective in this chapter will
be to determine to what extent the explicit kbpiog and 0edg citations influenced the immediate
literary concept of Paul and vice versa. Attention will thus be given to the intertextual
influence with regard to conceptual meaning underlying the kOpio¢ and Bed¢ terms, as well as
the intratextual impact. The intertextual influence will not be the primary focus, since chapter
I was devoted to determining the influence of such. The evidence from the latter as well as
the underlying arguments will therefore be referred to, while special attention will be given to
the intratextual impact. The first necessary introductory steps would be a.) to relate the
Romans epistle to the literary problem formulated in chapter 2, and b.) to establish explicit

citations.

3.1.1 Relating Romans to the Literary Problem

How does data discussed in chapter 2 relate and influence the explicit koplog and 6gdc
citations in the Romans epistle? Eighteen of the twenty-six indentified explicit citations are
found in Romans, all sourced from Isaiah, Psalms and the Pentateuch with the exception of
three citations; Rom 9:26 is citing content taken from Hos 2:1c-3, Rom 10:13 [Joel 3:5a] and
Rom 11:2c-3 [3 Kgdms 19:10]. In answering the question how influential the literary
problem would be for the explicit kbpiog and 0ed¢ citations, one should at least summarise
the extent of the problem attested in each source. The tabled summary would form the outline

and frame of reference in determining the extent of the sourced influence.
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Tabled summary: Literary problem

Isaiah Psalms Pentateuch

Hebrew Greek Hebrew Greek Hebrew Greek

1QIsa® > /°11x | LXX®™ not = 11QPs? == No manuscript | 4QGen-Exod® / | P.Ryl 458
MT evidence 4QExod® mm Lacuna (either

KOPLOg OF 1)

4Qlsa° == 11QPs® i 4QExod / P.Fouad 266

2QExod® === | blank  space /
i

Not = MT =MT 4QExod-Lev’ | 4QLXXLeV?
11QLev? =i=7 | probably kopiog

4QDeut® === | 4QpapLXXLev’
IAQ

P.Oxy 3522

HiFH

At first glance the evidence put forward in the table above portrays a somewhat grim picture;
three crucial aspects come to the fore. The first is the obvious limited evidence in terms of the
Greek OT manuscripts. Even though one could make some preliminary suggestions, any
attempt to make a conclusive assumption based on the limited and scattered evidence would
prove to be futile. The Greek manuscripts investigated are the only available Greek
manuscripts which do not seem to show Christian contamination. Secondly, the translation of
the Greek OT is not, to say the least, rooted in a unified and standardised Hebrew text,
especially with regard to the Tetragram and the ‘naming’ of the Hebrew deity. Although
square Hebrew characters were used, for the most part, as a reproduction of the Tetragram,
the evidence shows numerous variations and alternatives—especially when one includes the
so-called non-biblical manuscripts. Therefore, making unqualified claims that the term xbpioc
was considered to be the suitable Greek equivalent for the Tetragram, or that the term 6g6¢
was regarded as the most suitable Greek term for o°n%x would be irresponsible. Finally, the
MT (as represented by the BHS) and the Greek OT text (best represented by the critical
Gaottingen edition) in comparison does show several discrepancies and deviations from the
so-called ‘rule of thumb.” The explicit kOpiog and Ogdg citations are thus rooted in a complex
literary environment demonstrating multifaceted problems with no immediate solutions on

the horizon. The ultimate effect on the explicit kOpiog and 8edg citations due to the limited
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availability of Greek manuscripts, is that one is forced, for the most part, to rely on critical
eclectic text editions, such as the LXX®™ constructed from manuscripts and codices that
originated from within the Christian tradition.* The latter is evident from the contracted or
abbreviated forms of the terms k0piog and 6edg, among many others, signifying its sacred
character.> The most responsible manner in which one should deal with these citations is, a.)
to establish each explicit citation with a reasonable amount of certainty, while b.) determining
the most plausible text reading of the citations within, c.) its immediate literary context or
literary conceptual context. This would at least ensure a plausible setting from where one
could determine with a credible amount of certainty to what extent these citations influenced
the underlying concept of the Greek equivalents for the Hebrew deity in the mind of Paul.

The first necessary step would thus be to establish the explicit citations.
3.2 ESTABLISHING THE EXPLICIT CITATIONS

3.2.1 Citations with Introductory Formulae

There are citation markers, so to speak, assisting one in determining if a certain text can be
classified as a citation. One such marker is the so-called introductory formula,® which is a
phrase or word within a text that clearly distinguishes the content it introduces as a citation.
Below is a list of such formulae present in the Pauline literature in which the citation under

discussion here has been grouped.”

KaBmg YE€ypamTol n ypooen vé€ypomTol
Yé€ypamTol Yap Aeyel yap / 6t
Aéyel KOpLog
Rom 2:24 Rom 14:11a | Rom 4:3 Rom 12:19
Rom 3:11,18 Rom 14:11b | Rom 10:13 | 1 Cor 14:21
Rom 11:8 1 Cor 3:20
Rom 15:9, 11

! The key argument in considering the available Greek OT text witnesses as being Christian in origin is the
practise referred to as the nomica sacra, cf. Hurtado, L. “The Origin of the Nomina Sacra: A Proposal.” JBL
117.4 ,(1998), 655-673, 658.

% Cf. Hurtado, “The Origin,” 655.

¥ Koch, Schift, 13-20, lists six other markers that are of importance and value if and when content are to be
qualified as an explicit citation.

* Cf. Koch’s, Schrift, 25-32, discussion on the introductory formulae.
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1Cor 1:31
1Cor 2:9
Aowid &V 1@ "Hoalog 0¢ KaOmg ‘Hooalag yap | év HAlg ti
Aéyel Qone kpalelvmep | mposipnkev Aéyel Aéyeln
Aéyer 100 Topoani "Hoalog YPOON
Rom 4:8 Rom 9:26 | Rom 9:28 Rom 9:29 Rom 10:16 | Rom 11:3

A concordance search indicates twenty six instances in the New Testament (NT) where the
introductory formula kabmg yéypamtor has been used, nineteen of these appear in the Pauline
literature. The introductory formulae yéypamton yap, or yéypamton without the conjunction, is
also a popular formula utilised by Paul. Peculiar is the formula Aéyel kvpiog that trails the
cited content in combination with yéypamton yap as an introduction formula in Rom 12:19 as
well as in 1 Cor 14:21. The phrase © ypaen Aéyer is not used that often — of the nine
occurrences and variations thereof in the NT, five can be assigned to the Pauline literature.
The remaining introductory formulae, especially those in Rom 9:26-29, are uniquely Pauline.
The five citations (Rom 11:34, 1 Cor 2:16, 1 Cor 10:26 and 2 Cor 3:16), identified as explicit
in nature, are not introduced with a formula defining it as such. Thus, some remarks

regarding these are necessary.

3.3 EXPLICIT CITATIONS WITHOUT INTRODUCTORY FORMULAE

3.3.1 Romans 11:34 and 1 Corinthians 2:16

Rom 11:34 1 Cor 2:16 Is 40:13
tig yop Eyve vodv Kupiov; tig yop Eyve vodv Kupiov, tic &yvm vodv
Kupiov,
1} Tig sOpPovrog avTod 0¢g cvppifdocet avtov;
Kai Tig aTod cvpuPoviog
€YEVETO; NUETS 8¢ vodv Xplotod
EYOLEV. €yéveto, 0¢ cuUPPa avTov;
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The reason why the content of these two references (Rom 11:34 and 1 Cor 2:16) have been
grouped as part of the explicit citations, is because the content-match-ratio is more than 80%°
and secondly, there are two dissimilar references to the content from the same corpus,
emphasising the fact that a definite Greek Vorlage could be assumed, even though they might
have varied from one another. Finally, these phrases do not appear in any other Greek
constructed Old Testament text, which strengthens the assumption that the content was not
just taken from memory based on a random text. It is plausible to assume that Rom 11:34 and
1 Cor 2:16 reflect a certain wording that resembles Isa 40:13"*. Koch is of the opinion that
if the word order under question deviates noticeably from the stylistic content within its
immediate literary context, one could regard such a phrase as an explicit citation.® He referred
to Rom 11:34 and 1 Cor 10:26 in this particular case, but it is suggested that 1 Cor 2:16 be
included here.

3.3.2 1 Corinthians 10:26

In 1 Cor 10:25 reads: ITav 10 &v pokéAAg mowAovpevov Ecbiete undev avokpivovieg o Ty
ovveionow- ending with a semi-colon. The phrase to follow: tod kvpiov yap 1 yi] kol 10
mMipopa adtig (1 Cor 10:26) is a genitive clause of origin and relationship,” which appears
to be logically cohering with the preceding phrase, although the stylistic nature of the phrase
deviates from the remaining sections of the text. This genitive clause seems to interlace
seamlessly with the content of 1 Cor 10:25, making it extremely difficult to determine for
both reader and or hearer whether the content to follow is indeed a quoted content or not.
However, one could say with a comfortable amount of certainty that the phrase in 1 Cor
10:26 taken from Ps 23:1a, would have been noticed and regarded as nothing other than cited

content, even with its seamless integration into a literary context.

3.3.3 2 Corinthians 3:16

The text reads (2 Cor 3:15) aAA’ Emg onuepov (but until today), fvika v dvaywvodokntal
Maobotic (whenever Moses reads), kdAvppo €mi v kapdiov avtdv keitatl- (a veil covers
their hearts). After which the author interprets the latter by citing content from Exod 34.34a:

nvika 6¢ €av €motpéyn Tpog KHPLoV, TEPLotpEiTol TO Kavpupa. The connecting words fvixa,

> See also Koch, Schrift, who makes it clear that a cited text without a clearly defined introductory formula
could be regarded as a citation if the text is syntactically not in accordance with the broader context and the
reader is able to realise that the text does not form part of the actual context, 13.

® Koch, Schrift, present Rom 11:34 as an example, 14.

" Blass, F., Debrunner, A., & Funk, R. W. “(A) The Adnominal Genitive — 162. Genitive of Origin and
Relationship.” BDF, 89-90.
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10 k@Avupa and weproapeitan (the opposite of keiror) ensures the effectiveness in recognising
the cited content.® For the interim, the identified explicit kOpioc and 6edc citations have been
established and confirmed. With the explicit citations established and confirmed, the focus

will now shift to each explicit citation.

3.4 ESTABLISHING THE KYPIOX AND OEOX TEXT IN ROMANS

3.4.1 Romansl1

The introduction to this letter is characterised by the typical formulae and phrases expected
with the opening of an epistle.’ The phrase ebayyéhov o (Rom 1:1), which forms part of
the introduction of the epistle, is not typically used within the opening phrases.’® This
grammatical phrase appears only twice in the New Testament text and does not form part of
the Pauline literature. The first is found in Mk 1:14 where Jesus, after arriving in Galilee,
proclaimed the ‘good news’ of Ogdgc. The second instance is found in 1 Pet 4:17, which
revolves around the judgement of the house of 0e6¢ and the implications when the ‘good
news’ of Ogdc is not adhered to.'* Another interesting introductory phrase is nept tob viod
avTod 10D yevouévov €k omépuatog Aowid kata capka, of which similar phrases are present
in Jh 7:42 and 2 Tim 2:8. For the author of the Johannine gospel the scriptures foretold that
yprotoc will be a descendant from David, being born in the village Bethlehem. Paul would be
in agreement with this when he states that the holy scriptures foretold, through the prophets,
that the son of avtod (which would be referring to the term 6g6¢ in Rm 1:1) will be born as
descended from David, according to the flesh (Rom 1:2-3). What the scriptures
prognosticated, for Paul, is the ebayyélov Bgod. In comparison to the Timothy account, the
fact that Jesus Christ is a descendant from David is not rooted in the scriptures per se, but it is
considered as kot to evayyéAMov pov; the first person pronoun which, in this instance,

implies Paul. The idea that the proclamation about Jesus as the ypiotdg, as being the good

& Koch, Schrift, argues that the interpretation that follows in 1 Cor 3:17 indicates that 2 Cor 3:16 might present a
cited text, 13.

% Schlier, H. Der Romerbrief. HThK 6/3; Freiburg: Herder, 1987, 17.

10 Ct. Dunn, James D. G. Romans 1-8. WBC vol. 38a; Dallas, Texas: Word Books, 11.

1 Wilckens, U. Der Brief an der Rémer. EKK 6/1; Zirich: Benziger and Neukirchener Verlag, 1973 suggests
that eic ebayyéhov Beob is employed in two ways: 1.) through the relative clause in Rm 1:2, and b.) by the
content of the v. 3f that does not belong to v. 2, 56; Kdsemann, E. Commentary on Romans. Grand Rapids,
Michigan: SCM Press Ltd, 1980 refers to the Calendar inscription from Priene (dated to circa 9 BCE). This
inscription, according to Késemann, does not sufficiently explain the absolute and technical use of ebayyéiiov
0god in the NT, 7.
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news Paul is decreeing, is not foreign to Paul.*® What would be foreign, is vrakodew @
edayyeM® Tod kupiov Hudv ‘Tnood,*? in that 1@ edayyelio is implied with Tod kvpiov Hudv
‘Incod. There should be little doubt that for Paul the declaration that Jesus as kbvpioc and
yprotoc has been raised from the dead, is the edayyéhov 0e0d.™* Jesus would thus be,
according to Paul, the predetermined son of 8e6¢ (Rom 1:4). The latter concept is therefore
associated to both the phrase in Rom 1:4c (¢ dvaotdoemg vekpdv, Inocod Xpiotod 10D
Kupiov Hudv), as well as Rom 1:3 (repi tod viod avtod Tod YeEVOUEVOL €K OTEPUATOS Aid
Katd oapia).’®
The standard technical phrase ydpic duiv kai €ipvn anod 0god maTpOc MUdY Kol
kupiov Inocod Xprotod is undisputed of course. This particular phrase confirms the fact that
Paul conceptually regarded the term 6g6g as referring to an entity separate from Jesus as the
yplotoc and kvploc. The mediating character of Jesus as the ypiotdg and kvpiog is also
introduced in, but not limited to, Rom 1:8; the concept of directing thanks towards gdc is,

furthermore, not something new to Paul.*’

The remaining part of ch. 1 is entirely dominated
by the term 0ed¢ as the primary acting agent, through whom Paul initiates concepts such as
the will of 6e6¢ (Rom 1:10); the anger of 66¢ (Rom 1:18); the truth of 6e6¢ (Rom 1:25) and

Bedg as the one that provides or delivers (Rom 1:26-27).

3.4.2 Romans 2
3.4.2.1 Romans 2:24

There seems to be no obvious text critical issue attested in Rom 2:24. However, if the text is
closely scrutinised with a comparison between the immediate thought-structures of both the
source®® (Isa 52:5¢) and target texts (Rom 2:24) such a view rapidly changes. It becomes
apparent that the former clearly shows that the 2" person personal pronoun pov in the phrase

Sl uag 010 TovTog TO Gvoud pov Pracenueitar v toic EBveotv refers to kbpilog (téde Aéyet

12 Cf. Rom 2:16; Rom 16:25 for the use of evayyéhov pov and 2 Cor 4:3; 1 Thess 1:5 for the use of evayyéhiov
NU@V.

" Cf. 2 Thess 1:8.

' Cf. Rom 15:16; 2 Cor 11:7; 1 Thess 2:2; 1 Thess 2:8; 1 Thess 2:9.

1> Cf. Michel, O. Rémerbrief. KEK 4/14; Géttingen: Vanderhoeck & Ruprecht, 1978, 70. See also the excursion
on Apostleship and the gospel, 70-72. The association of the concept in Rm 1:4 with Rm 1:2 and Rm 1:3
remains valid, even though Rm 1:3ff is considered pre-Pauline material, Michel, Romerbrief, 72-73; see also
Schlier, Der Romerbrief, 23-27.

16 cf. Rom 5:21; Rom 7:25; Rom 6:27; Gal 1:1; Phil 1:11; 1 Thess 4:14

" Cf. Rom 14:6; 1 Cor 1:4; 1 Cor 1:14; 1 Cor 14:18; Phil 1:3-6; 1 Th 1:2-4; 1 Th 2:3; Phim 4-5.

18 With source text is meant any Greek version of the Old Testament Hebrew text. This study utilised both the
Ralhfs and Gottingen eclectic texts (also referred to as the LXX), together with other Greek manuscripts
reflecting content from the Old Testament.
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K0p1og), associating pracenueitan indirectly with xbpioc; while in the latter text (Rom 2:24)
Bracenueitar is associated with 66¢ (6vopa tod Bgob). The term kvprog in Isa 52:5c¢, in turn,
correlates with its Hebrew counterpart™®-if the general consensus that the latter term is the
Greek equivalent for the Tetragram is accepted.

Literary comparison (Rom 2:24 and lIsa 52:5c)

NA 27 (Rom 2:24) LXX®*"(Isa 52:5c) MT®"™ (Isa 52:5c)
t4de Aéyer xbptog.” ahiahe

70 yap dvopa toli feol o Db O1a TavTog

v Opés Bracdnueital T6 dvopa pov PAacdnueital TR RV

ey oy ovI72 TR
év Tol¢ Ebveaty, év Tolg €0veat

xaflg yeypamtal.

GREEK TEXT WITNESSES HEBREW TEXT WITNESSES
NT oT oT
P x, AB| ABQSV ‘a 1Qlsa® 4QlIsa®t | Cod™" Cod""
- Bu pov (xg) TTIT1I e == mm mm

The textual evidence seems to be suggesting that the earliest Jewish text witnesses attest to
the Tetragram (m7°), whereas k0ptog and 0edc, or rather the nomina sacra of these terms, are
represented in the Christian tradition. The Greek OT text witnesses appear to be in agreement
on this matter. Traces of a possible separate Jewish-Hellenistic tradition can be found in the
Anonymous dialogues cum Judaeis [Scripta Anonyma Adversus Judaeos], (ch. 13.68-69)
which reads the term déomotng In this instance, which is also characteristic of Josephus’ work

as opposed to implementing the term kvproc.?? The evidence thus suggests that the underlying

9 The enigma and complexity surrounding the Tetragram and the ‘naming’ of the Hebrew God cannot be
avoided when dealing with the issue at hand.

? The Aquila recension offers an alternative reading ITITII within the phrase xat vov 1o pot mde ¢not mumt
presented by codex Marchalianus. This is a clear indication of the intent to follow the Hebrew, without the
proper background knowledge to do so.

! This manuscript only accounts for Isa 52:10 - Isa 53:3. The manuscript dominately applied == for the
Tetragram, from where one could infer that it would have been the case with Isa 52:5.

22 See for example Josephus, Ant 1 ch. 20 line 4 (8eomomg 6 edc); B.J. Book II section 3 line 1 (81a67Kag wév
6Awv deomdg); Vita section 346 line 5 (mpog tovg deondrac), to mention only three.
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theological issue pivots on an ancient theological significant problem, namely the blasphemy
of the Hebrew deities’ ‘name’, the Tetragram. If then the issue of blasphemy revolves around

the Tetragram, %

and the term 0edc is regarded as the commonly accepted Greek
representation of o>n%x, then the phrase to yap 6vopo 1o 6god in Rom 2:24 would not, from
a Jewish-religious point of view, make sense. How should one then comprehend the
implementation of tod 0eod in terms of blasphemy in Rom 2:24? It is possible that both the
term 0g6¢g and kvplog, at the time of Paul, were accepted, used and thus conceptualised as
suitable terms in ‘naming’ the Hebrew deity; the latter would weaken the thrust of the
literary-theological problem. If both these terms were accepted suitable Greek equivalents for
‘naming’ the Hebrew deity, then it would not have been a problem using them
interchangeably.?* One would still have to account for the fact that the Hebrew concept of
blaspheming the ‘name’ of their deity related to the Tetragram, the latter of which, among
scholarship in general, is not well represented in the Greek text with the utilisation of the
term 0edg. This evidently makes Paul’s use of the term 0gdg problematic. It is thus necessary
to determine whether this was a theological conceptual shift in the minds of early Christian
thinkers, an alternative text tradition, or merely a concept coined by Paul.

Although no text-critical evidence exists to suggest a different text Vorlage, this
possibility should not be ruled out. Howard would argue that the use of the term 0ed¢ had to
be due to the practise of replacing the Tetragram in the Greek Old Testament with terms such
as koprog and B¢, which in turn, spilled over into the New Testament.?® Howard could be
correct in stating that both the xvpiog and 6eog terms were used as substitutes for the
Tetragram.?’ The core issue is to establish practically how Paul dealt with the Isaiah scroll
which was at his disposal. Did he quote the content of Isa 52:5¢ from memory or did he use a
physical Isaiah scroll as a reference? Was he reminded by a phrase, thought, or concept after
which he consulted his text and reworked it on a ‘wax note pad’, altering the Greek text while

ignoring the Hebrew counterpart, which he might have known well, at least the topic

28 Cf. Exod 20:7 using m with regard to blasphemy, who is o ox.

2 Cf. Koch, Schrift, 87, suggests that Paul was conscious of the fact that whenever he explicitly cited an Old
Testament text containing the kopiog term, the M and therefore the Hebrew deity (Koch uses “Gott™).

% stanley, Language of Scripture, 85-86, assigns this change to a Pauline adaptation.

% Howard, G. “The Tetragram and the New Testament.” JBL 96.1, (1978), 63-83, 77; cf. Koch, Schrift, 143,
who suggests that Paul opted for the 2™ person personal pronoun, the latter which implies 6goc, ensuring a
literary link with Rom 2:23, 143; cf. Stanley, Language of Scripture, 86; cf. Wilk, Die Bedeutung, 391,
interprets the citation as Paul’s attempt to indicate the universal character of sin, the latter which includes the
Jews. Shum, Paul’s use, 178, suggests that the implementation of the 2™ person personal pronoun is due to the
fact that the kvprog term is almost exclusively used for Jesus as the ypiotoc.

" Howard, “Tetragram,” 77.
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surrounding the blasphemy of the name of the Hebrew deity. More likely however, is the

possibility that the cited phrase was reworked to suit Paul’s theological paradigm.?®

The Hebrew as well as the Greek text tradition of text reference Isa 52:5c¢ reads mi» and
K¢ respectively (with the exception of ITIIII), while the Greek text tradition of the text
reference Rom 2:24 reads Ov. There are thus four distinct terms, if one includes
0éomoTi|g, implemented as reference to the ‘one’ who’s name is blasphemed.

~ A translation and theological conceptual problem ~

The evidence appears to be relatively clear: Paul deviates from lIsa 52:5¢.2° He seems not to
be interested in the immediate literary context of his source text (Isa 52-53), nor does he
appear to be interested in the theme addressed in Isaiah 52-53. % What is of value to Paul is
that the Jews are dishonouring 6gog by boasting in the law (Rom 2:23). He then used Isa
52:5c¢ as support for his argument, well aware of the literary context it was taken from; an
eminent ‘positive’ and ‘uplifting’ approach towards the Jews in captivity. Paul then
interpreted the blasphemy of xvpiog (Isa 52:5¢) in such a way that they, the Jews, are
portrayed as the ones causing the blasphemy. *! The question still remains, why did Paul

conceptually deal with the blasphemy theme in relation to 6g6g and not k0Optog, if KOplog was

% Linddrer, M. “Das Schriftgemasse Evangelium des Paulus nach dem Zeugnis des Rémerbrief — Funktionalitat
und Legitimitat des Romerbriefes.” Ph.D. diss., University of South Africa, 2006, would concur that the change

from the personal pronoun pov to Tod 0god should be assigned to Paul, 239.

2 Cf. Stanley, Language of Scripture, 85-86; Wilk, Die Bedeutung, 18; 49.

% Contra Wagner, Herhalds of the Good News, 176-178. Wagner is of the opinion that Paul is not only aware of
the literary context underlying Isa 52:1-10, but he (Paul) appears to be influenced by the ‘original’ setting of
both Isa 52:5¢ as well as Isa 52:7; cf. Moyise, S. “Quotations.” Pages 15-28 in As it is Written — Studying Pauls
use of Scripture. Edited by Stanley E. Porter and Christopher D. Stanley. Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature,
2008. Moyise concurs with Hays’ opinion that Paul had indeed respected the context of Is 52 and the
implementation of such a text, in this case Isa 52:5. The citation and its source context could only be understood
from multiple readings of the text, 23. Fisk, Bruce N. “Synagogue Influence and Scriptural Knowledge among
the Christians of Rome.” Pages 157-185 in As it is Written — Studying Pauls use of Scripture. Edited by Stanley
E. Porter and Christopher D. Stanley. Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2008, on the other hand affirms
that Paul diverges to a great extent from the context of Isaiah 52, forcing one not to assume that he was
engaging his audience on the level of biblical exegesis, 158.

31 Cf. Koch, Schrift, 105, who indicates that Paul connects the citation taken from Isa 52:5¢ with Rom 2:23 to
such an extent, that he (Paul) even postponed the introductory formula to be read at the end of the verse. Koch
furthermore suggests that by introducing the verse with to yap 6vopo tod 0god Paul has successfully increased
the importance of the content that follows, 105; see also Stanley, Language of Scripture, 85 and Wilk, Die
Bedeutung, 231. It is generally accepted by scholars that Paul interprets the blasphemy of ‘God’ by the Jews as
disobeying the law (Rom 2:23), cf. Schlier, Der Romerbrief, 87; Wilckens, Der Brief, 150 and Lohse, E. Der
Brief an die Rémer. KEK 4/15; Géttingen: Vanderhoeck & Ruprecht, 2003, 112. Malina, B. J and Pilch, J. J.
Letters of Paul — Social-Scientific Commentary. Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2006, formulates it as follows:
“That non-Iraelites dishonour the person of the God of Israel is due to Israelites living among non-Israelites. It is
those Israelites living among non-Israelities who have been Paul’s target audience of the innovation he
proclaimed, 235.
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the ‘accepted’ Greek equivalent for the Tetragram? The crux of Paul’s intent with the cited

content in particular, but not limited to, is found in Rom 2:9-11 and Rom 3:27-31.%

Chapter 2

9 OATy1C Kol oTEVOYMPia ML TAGAY YUYV
avOpdmov Tod KotePYalOUEVOL TO KAKOV,
‘Tovdaiov te mpdTOV KOl "EAANVOC:

10 06&a 6¢ kai Tn Kol glpnvn movtl T®
gpyalouéve 10 ayabov, Tovdaim te TpdTOV
kol "EAAnvi-

11 o0 yap éotiv mpocommornpyic mapd Td
Oed.

Chapter 3

27 Tlod ovv 1| xodymoig; dEerxheicOn. dia
noiov vopov; TdV Epymv; ovyl, GAAL Ol
vOUOL THoTEWG,.

28 hoylopeba yap dwarodohor miotet
dvBpomov ywpig Epywv vOUOUL.

29 1) Tovdaiwv 6 B0g povov; ovyl Kol E0varv;
voi kol £0vdv,

30 &inep gig O Oedg ¢ Skardosl TEPLTOPNY 8K

niotemg kol akpoPuotiov o1 THg mioTEMGS.

31 vopov ovv katapyoduev Sid Tiig micTemC;
U1 Y€vorto: dAAL VOOV IGTAVOLEV.

Hope and distress is upon every living human
to achieve evil, first the Jews and then the
Greek;

Glory and Honour and Peace is the outcome
for whom does good, first the Jews and then
the Greeks:

Because favouritism is not found with Theos

How then should one boast? By excluding
through what type of law? Through works?
No, rather through the law of faith.

A man who believes is considered righteous
separately from the works of the law

Is Theos only for the Jews? And not for the
Gentiles? Indeed also for the Gentiles

If indeed firstly Theos, does show justice for
circumcision out of faith and uncircumcised
through faith

Thus, do we regard the law of no value
through faith? Although we stand by the

law.

This is the literary platform from where Paul is constructing his argument, the fact that both

Jew and Greek are viewed by 0go¢ as being equal. Paul considers 6go¢ to be the righteous,

tolerant, powerful, glorified Judge; the beholder of truth, who delivers his verdict; both Jew

%2 \/egge, T. Paulus und das antike schulwesen — Schule und Bildung des Paulus. Berlin: Walter de Gruyter,
2006, suggests that Paul relied on his early Pharisaic training when he utilised the model for a fictional dialogue

character in Rom 2:17-29, 491.
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and Greek are equal. Boasting in the law, according to Paul, excludes people.® Ironically
Paul is using the very scripture the Jews boast about knowing so well, hence through which
they perceived themselves as not being equal with others, against them.** The law for Paul
appears to be a dividing factor, rather than a uniting subject. Faith, on the other hand is the
unifying element planned by 6g6¢ (Rom 3:30). Even though the nature of the source context
for the Isaiah text appears to be positive and optimistic, the opposite is being reflected in the
cited content. Clearly Paul is not allowing his Vorlage to dictate to him; he does however
implement scripture to serve the purpose of his argument. Moreover, Paul intentionally
employed the term 0e6¢ to emphasise the cosmic, general (in the sense of accessibility and
dominion) and universal character of 6e6c.®® The term xkvpioc would not have had the same
impact, presumably due to its possible profane use or that it was indeed an accepted and
conscious Greek equivalent for the Tetragram, which might have had an ‘exclusive’ Jewish
resonance to it. Paul required a term that would call a deity into being that both Jew and
Greek could relate to, while attaching a more universal character to the monotheistic Hebrew
deity. The term 0edc, in both Ps 13:2c and Ps 35:2b (cited in Rom 3:11 and 3:18
respectively), suited Paul’s objective well, while the term xvpiog in Isa 52:5c, for Paul, would
have had a reverse impact on his argumentation.

It appears as if Paul’s argument gained more than it lost with the conceptual shift
from kbOpioc towards Bedc. He disregarded the fact that the concept of blasphemy is to a great
extent connected to the Tetragram, while the term xvpog transferred the blasphemy concept
better than the term 0edg. It seems as if Paul got away with this by ignoring the blasphemy as
a dominant theme on the one hand, and by primarily using the term 8edg, in the literary
conceptual context, on the other hand. It would be premature at this point to say with
certainty, but 0e6¢ might have been the more ‘accepted’ Greek term for the ‘personal’
Hebrew deity in which the essence of o°1%x and mi culminated. Nevertheless, it is the
opinion held here, that Paul’s Vorlage (Isa 52:5c) did read the term kvptog. He intentionally
altered the term to read 0edc, the latter which suited his objective best. Based on the evidence
at hand one could with a reasonable amount of certainty assert that in this case,*® the cited

% Rom 3:27 speaks boasting as excluded.

* Michel, Rémerbrief, 131-132 confirms Paul’s reworking of the citation, has the effect of increasing the
theological weight of the content; while xafwg yeypartor emphasises the authority of the content of the citation;
cf. Ridderbos, H. Aan de Romeinen. Commentaar op het Nieuwe Testament; Kampen: J. H. Kok, 1959, 66, with
regard to Paul’s reversed deployment of Isa 52:5¢. Schlier, Der Roémerbrief, 87; Wilckens, Die Romer, 150.
Schmithals, W. Der Romerbrief - Ein Kommentar. Giitersloh, 1988, comments that Rom 2:24 is the climax and
third section of his Synogogue sermon (Rom 2:17-24), 98.

% Cf. Wilk, Die Bedeutung, 391.

% Which is most likely also true for the cited text in Rom 3:11 (Ps 13:2c) and Rom 3:18 (Ps 35:2h).
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content was integrated into the target context with the primary objective to support Paul’s

concept of 6go¢ as the Hebrew deity, accessible not only to Jews but also to Greeks.

3.43 ROMANS3
3.4.3.1 Romans 3:11 and Romans 3:18

Both these verses contain explicit citations reflecting content from Ps 13:2b and Ps 35:2
respectively. Rom 3:11 reflects, among others, content from Ps 13:2b reading ék{nt@®v tov
Bedv with its Hebrew counterpart reading o°;28-n% w7, Rom 3:18, in turn, mirrors content
from Ps 35:2b, which reads ovx &otiv @6Bog 00D, assumable with o9y 1m9-1°% as its Hebrew
Counterpal’t.37 This clearly shows that the ‘traditional’ and generally accepted view that the
term Bedg is the Greek counterpart for o°1%x appears to be intact. The term 6g6¢ in Rom 3:11
and Rm 3:18 also slots in well within the target context in which the term 0edc is the
dominating acting agent; seemingly utilised without any immediate theological-relatedness,
other than the appearance of 'Incot Xpiotod in Rom 3:22 and Rm 3:24. In both these cases,

justification by 8edg is through faith and redemption in Jesus as the Xpiotog respectively.

Literary comparison (Rom 3:11 and Ps 13:2/14:2)

NA“" (Rom 3:11) LXX® (Ps 13:2b) MT®™ (Ps 14:2)
x0plog €x Tol odpavod aUrlvi Ralalizzahi b
Otéxuey

€Ml Toug viods TV avlpwmwy NINY? D87 1270Y

Tol {0€lv

3 b4 ¢ 14 3 i 2 4 N ) ~ \
OUX 0TIV O OUVIWY, OUX ECTLY EL EOTLY TUVIWY ¥ E%:Y)TOOV TOV

6 éx{nTddv Tov Beby Bedy
GREEK TEXT WITNESSES HEBREW TEXT WITNESSES
NT oT oT
p* X, A B ABS”T Cod™" Cod™™
By By DOR DoR

¥ Koch, Schrift, 182, is of the opinion that a Florilegium (a compilation of excerpts from other writings) in Rm
3:10-18 is not plausible, neither does the passage, and changes thereof, indicate that Paul is following a
transmitted Uberlieferung. For him this distinct passage should not be considered as coincidence, but rather a
well planned and structured portion of litetature, 183; Linddrfer, “Das Schriftgemésse,” presents the arguments
for and against a pre-Pauline composition, 242-243; see also Schlier, Der Romerbrief, 99. For Lohse, Der Brief,
the citation is reproduced freely and in a shorter form, 123.
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Literary comparison (Rom 3:18 and Ps 35:2/36:2)

NAZ™ (Rom 3:18) LXX® (Ps 35:2b) MT™ (Ps 36:2)
Dyoiv 6 mapavopos Tol °27 27932 YU YURTON)
QUAPTAVELY €V EQUTE,

29N TIRTTR

oOx €Ty $6Pog Beol o0x €aTv $6Bog Beol
. o . s . " TPY T
amévavtt T6v 6dhaiuidv amévavtt T6v 6dBaiuidy o
avTéV. avToU-
GREEK TEXT WITNESSES HEBREW TEXT WITNESSES
NT oT oT
P*e X, A B ABS 55 Cod™" Cod"*®®
- Ou fu x| DR DR

The text critical notes presented by the NA*' do not provide any evidence beneficial to this
particular discussion. The LXX®™ does not present that much either, only that a Coptic
papyrus (U) dated to the 7" century, assigned a definite article preceding the term kvpuoc.
This is true for all the papyri excluding minuscule 1221. The MT, in turn, points out that Ps
53:5 (a replica of 14:2) implemented o°7%% in comparison to the mn° in Ps 14:2a, while Ps
52:3“% reads the ‘expected’ term fedc. The implementation of the different terms when both
the Greek and Hebrew versions of Ps 13:2°* (Ps 14:2M™) and Ps 52:3"* (Ps 53:3"") are
compared, indicates that o°7%x and mn> were interchangeable, at least in this instance. The
dissimilarity between the content of Rom 3:11 and Ps 13:2b requires some reflection; Rm
3:10a assigns what is to follow to scripture, with Rom 3:10b reading ovk £otv dikaiog 00SE
eig (he is not righteous, no one is) followed by Rom 3:11a ovk #ctv 6 cuvimv (the one
comprehending, does not exist) as well as ook £otv 0 ék{nt®dv OV BedV (the one seeking
Theos, does not exist). Psalm 13:2a suggests that k0piog broke through heaven upon sons of
man, to see if he comprehends (tod 1d&iv &i éotv cuviev) and if he seeks Bedg (Ekintdv OV
0edv). The author of the Psalms ensured that the emphasis is centred on Ps 13:3; while Paul
distributed the emphasis equally between both dikaioc, 0 cvviov and 0 ék{nt®dv, made

possible by ook &otwv.*® Apart from the shift in emphasis, it seems as if both the Greek and

% See Metzger’s A Textual Commentary, note on ook &otiv (Rom 3:12), 448-449. Schlier, Rémerbrief, states
that Rom 3:10 has not originated with Paul, while referring to 1QH 1X 14f as well as 1QH 1V 29f; 1QH V11 17;
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Hebrew eclectic texts traditions are intact, with the exception of one OT minuscule® reading
kv (Ps 35:2). There are thus, with regard to the term 8gdc, no immanent literary problems or

issues that present itself.

Both these citations, which attest to the term 0go6c, would blend in well with its
immediate literary context, leaving not much room for theological or Christological
scrutiny. These citations would play a vital role when terms such as ypwstog and ‘Incovg
are considered within a dominate 0g6g literary conceptual context.

~ A theological conceptual problem ~

The use of the term 6g6¢ in Rom 3:11 and Rom 3:18 suited Paul’s implementation of the
more controversial term 8edg in Rom 2:24 well. This chapter (Rom 3) is introduced with the
concept émiotevOnoav ta Aoyla tod Ogod (they believed in the oracles of 6g6¢ — Rom 3:2),
followed by v wiotv tod Ogod (faith in Bedc — Rom 3:3). The term 0eog also refers to the
one who is truthful, with the unrighteous associated with 6gog as being righteous (Rom 3:5).
The rhetorical question, un dducog 6 0g0g 6 Emeépwv v opynv (isn’t Oeog unjust if he who
is angry about ‘our’ nature?). The answer to the rhetorical question is given, while stating that
it is 0g6¢ that will judge the world (Rom 3:6); moreover, the concept of 6g6¢g’ truth is
mentioned in Rom 3:7. This literary conceptual context leads up to the cited content in Rm
3:11 and Rom 3:18; both of which seamlessly integrate with the 6g6¢ concepts already

introduced. Most of these concepts are repeated in Rom 3:19, 21, 26 and 30. The concept that

1QH XII 311f, 99. For Schlier, righteousness is not only a focal issue Paul deals with there, but is for Paul the
sum of everything; cf. Michel, Romerbrief, 142-143. Hays, Echoes, regards the quotations in Rom 3:10-18 as a
powerful rhetorical warrant, 50; cf. Koch, Schrift, 179, with regard to the rhetorical value of ovx £otwv and
Stanley, Language of Scripture, 91. For a detailed investigation on the possibility of a vorpaulinsche Herkunft,
see Koch, Schrift, 180-184. Koch states that Rom 3:10-18 is, if not anything else, a planned composition,
composed by Paul which, considered within Romans as a whole, does not appear to be that out of the ordinary,
185-186; cf. Stanley, Language of Scripture, 88-89 and Watson, F. Paul and the Hermeneutics of Faith.
Londen: T & T Clark, 2004, 58. Contra Dunn, Romans 1-8, who suggests that the catena of scriptural passages
attested in Rom 3:10-18 can be compared to contemporary parallels such as CD 5:13-17 and 4 Ezra 7:22-24,
145; see Woyke’s, Gotter, response to Scott’s conclusion in this regard, 291-292. According to Keener, C. S.
The IVP Bible Background Commentary: New Testament. Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity Press, 1993, Rom
3:9-19 (Proof of Scripture), indicates that the proof texts in Rom 3:10-18 are similar to the rabbinic principles of
gezerah shavah (rules of Jewish hermeneutcis), 420. For Porter, S. E., “Paul and his Bible: His Education and
Access to the Scriptures of Israel.” Pages 97-124 in As it is Written — Studying Pauls use of Scripture. Edited by
Stanley E. Porter and Christopher D. Stanley. Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2008, it is clear that Paul
had to have a Psalm scroll at his disposal when he composed Rom 3:10-18, 123. Michel, Rémerbrief, states that
Codex B** adopted the Pauline text, Ps 14:1-3 (Rom 3:12) ovk eotwv Sikatog ovde g1g and ovk 6Ty gofog
365901)... (Rom 3:18) so that they function respectively as Uberschrift and Resultat, 143.
Mss. 55.
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Beoc is not limited to Jewish people (Rom 3:29), hence everyone should be punished by him
(Rom 3:19), are central theological themes.*°

The cited content, reflecting Ps 32:2b and Ps 35:2b, continues on the same line of
thought, which is a plausible indication that Paul dealt with these texts extensively. It is no
coincidence that the cited content reads that no one seeks (Rom 3:11) and fears 6g6c (Rom
3:18). These passages have been hand-picked by Paul, while ignoring Ps 13:2a k0p1og £k tod
ovpavod diékuyey &t Todg viodg v avlpdrwv,*t in support for his justification-righteous
argument as well as his theological concept that 6=6g is the only one capable of considering
one righteous. In addition to the latter, this is made possible through Jesus as the ypiotog
(Rom 3:22 and Rom 3:24).*? The affiliation between 6ed¢ and Jesus as the ypiotoc is one of
righteous 66¢ mediating through faith in Jesus as ypiotdc. The conceptual context in chapter
three thus confirms why it was of utmost importance for Paul to employ the term 6g6¢c in Rm
2:24. The well thought-through Rom 3:10-18 composition, with its admirable rhetorical
thrust, especially visible in Rom 3:10-11 and Rom 3:18, suits Paul’s theo-logie extremely
well. The literary conceptual context attested in Rom 1:1 — 3:31 demanded a ‘universal’
deity; a deity accessible for both Jew and Gentile, one whom the term 66 calls to mind.

3.44 ROMANSA4
3.4.4.1 Romans 4:3

The text witnesses for both the NT as well as the Greek OT, including Philo who also quotes
content that resembles Gen 15:6"%, all read To 6w with an overwhelming amount of
manuscripts supporting such reading.*® The parallel NT references Gal 3:6 and Jas 2:23, both
read t® Oe®d with their respective manuscript support intact. The Hebrew equivalent reads
M with no text critical data to prove otherwise. The text critical evidence for and against
various readings is presented in table below.

0 Klumbies, Paul-Gerhard‘s remark in “Der Eine Gott des Paulus - Rém 3,21-31 als Brennpunkt paulinischer
Theo-logie.” ZNW 85 3/4 (1994), 192-206, that the ‘one’ God concept forms the Continuum between the Old
and New Testament; would suit this literary context well, even though his investigation focused on Rom 3:21-
31, 192; see also the discussion on Rom 3:10-20 in Keesmaat, Sylvia C. “The Psalms in Romans and Galatians.”
Pages 139-162 in The Psalms in the New Testament. Edited by Steve Moyise and Maarten J. J. Menken. London:
T & T Clark, 2004.

! The term k0piog in Ps 13:2a would not have suited Paul’s theo-logie; the latter which required, it seems, a
‘universal’ deity accessible to both Jew and Greek.

%2 Cf. Késemann, Romans, 86, confirming the fact that the cited content attested in Rom 3:11-18 could not have
been sourced from Paul’s memory.

3 See Koch’s, Schrift, 48-88, presentation of the Textgrundlage of the Pauline citations; cf. Stanley, Language
of Scripture, in the case of Rom 4:3, 100.
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Literary comparison (Rom 4:3 and Gen 15:6)

NA?" (Rom 4:3) LXX®™"(Gen 15:6) MT®P™ (Gen 15:6)
Tl yap 9 ypadh Aeyer;

é¢mioTevoey 0t ABpaap T@  xai émiotevoey APpap T6 QAERIEh )
9:—:6‘3 eEC‘B,

Y B bl e o VY Bl i RTE W7 TV
xal éhoyladn adTd eig xal eoylaly adTé eig T
OLxalogUvyy. dxalogvny.

GREEK TEXT WITNESSES HEBREW TEXT WITNESSES
NT oT OTHER oT
p* AL 905911961 0586 | Philo (Quis rerum divinarum Cod™"
P C” bdf-5 nstyz al verss heres sit) 90.6; (De
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pA) (Ach) Sa SyhOT migratione Abrahami) 40.5
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The imminent problem in this particular case seems to be more related to the process of
transmission of the Hebrew text and the translation thereof. Résel would argue that the
variation, with regard to the terms xvpioc and 6eoc, is due to the fact that the Greek
translators avoided the use of the term kbOpioc if and when the text speaks of righteousness
and judgement.** The topic under discussion in Gen 15:6, however, does not seem to focus on
the suspected themes underlying Rdsel’s proposal; attention is rather given to the faith of
Abraham in 0gdg (énictevoev ABpap @ 0e®) and how Ogdc considered Abraham as living in
righteousness (kai éAoyicOn avtd &ic dwkonoovvny). The author continues in Gen 15:7 by
introducing 0eoc again in the 1% person, speaking to Abraham and how he (6g6c) delivered
him from the region of the Chaldeans.

As mentioned above, in both these cases the MT reads m.* If the ‘rule of thumb’ is
accepted, then it is possible that a Greek OT manuscript, not in extant today, existed which
testified to a Hebrew Vorlage reading o°%x were available to the Greek translators. It is also
plausible that the Greek translators theologically reworked their Hebrew Vorlage opposing
the ‘rule of thumb’ that the k¥Oprog term is the most suitable Greek equivalent for the

Tetragram. As it was stated earlier on in this study, there appeared to be no evidence

“ Résel, “Reading and Translating,” 414.
** In Achim’s B., investigation “Gen 15,6 und das Vorverstandnis des Paulus.” ZNW 109.3, (1997), 329-332), he
consistantly refers to Jahweh even though the Greek text witnesses reads 6eoc, 329 -332; cf.
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suggesting that an officially-structured rule existed implying that the term xOpioc is the
‘accepted’ Greek equivalent reproducing the Tetragram. Plausible however, is that the term
0edc was opted for at the beginning of the first century CE, if not earlier? It is, therefore,
recommended that the literary problem should not be interpreted as a transmission or source-
target text issue between Rm 4:3 (target text) and Gen 15:6 (source text), but rather a
translation-conceptualisation issue involving the Hebrew and Greek OT texts.*® Nevertheless,
this might have had an indirect impact on the theological concept formed by the NT thinkers,

and for Paul in particular.*’

The LXX®%™ reads 0g6¢ in Gen 15:6 where one would expect kbpuog, if the rule of thumb
is upheld that the latter term is the generally accepted Greek equivalent for mm. This
poses an indirect theological problem concerning the conceptualisation of the Hebrew
deity.

~ A translation or rendition problem ~

Paul continues with his line of thought initiated in the first three chapters, by addressing the
issue of AoyiCopon (reckon, consider, think), relating the latter concept with righteousness
(Rom 4:3, 5, 6, 9, 11). In Rom 4:3 0ed¢ is the acting subject responsible for Loyiopau in
terms of righteousness, the latter of which is confirmed in Rom 4:6. These concepts
associated with 0eog blend in well with the immediate literary context. According to Paul it
could only have been 6e6c who has the ability and wisdom to consider one righteous.*
Rotzoll, referred to by Achim, is of the opinion that “Paulus tue Gen 15,6 u.a. »gemessen an

zeitgendssischen jiidische Verstandnis dieses Verses« Gewalt an.”*® In Rom 4:8 however, it is

% Cf. Achim, “Vorverstandnis,” refers to Oemings‘exegetical conclusion, who is in turn concerned about the
interchangeable subject, Abraham, being both believer and ‘regarder’ of righteousness, 330. For Achim, the
subject of both Gen 15:6 and Gen 15:7 is Jaweh, 331.

*" Tronically enough, for Achim and others like Oemings and Rotzoll, the issue revolving around Paul’s
Vorverstandnis is not so much the altered term used to refer to the Hebrew deity as subject; but rather Abraham
as the subject of both the one acting out faith and the one to regard himself as righteous, 329 — 334.

*8 Cf. Kasemann, Romans, 112-113. For Schlier, Romerbrief, Paul did not understand faith as the opposite of
accomplishment, 124; in fact he penetrates such Judaistic understanding (cf. Koch, Schrift, 133) and thus returns
to the OT understanding that faith is neither to be understood as psychological nor as a fulfilment of a covenant
promise. Dunn, Romans 1-8, indicates that the same appeal is found in 1 Macc 2:52 and Jas 2:23 does show that
Paul is not idiosyncratic, 202.

* Achim, “Vorverstandnis,, 335; Contra Holst, R. “The Meaning ‘Abraham believed God’ in Romans 4:3.”
WTJ 59, (1997), 319-326. Holst does not openly critique Paul’s use of Gen 15:6 as such, for him the citation
indicates that Paul showed that he understood the difference between “believing God” and “believing in God”,
between subjective faith and its objective content, 319. From the moment God spoke to Abraham, specifically in
this context, God was no longer dyvmotog 0e6g and Abraham no longer doefng, 320. Aletti, “Romans 4 et
Genese,” proposes the context of Gen 17 as a possible solution to the problem posed in Rm 4; the solution of
faith of which Abraham is considered to be normative, 325. Such a background demanded that Aletti had to
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KOprog who does not consider one’s sin, making a person blessed. For the translator of Ps
31:2"% it is also koploc who is the acting agent, and for the MT it is the generally expected

.

3.4.4.2 Romans 4:8

Literary comparison (Rom 4:8 and Ps 31:2)

NA?" (Rom 4:8) LXX® (Ps 31:2) MTE™ (Ps 31:2)

UaxapLog avyp paxaplog avip, DX YR
00 00 N Aoylonrar xdplog ol o wi) Aoylonral xbpiog Ty 7 mm 38m X7
apaptiav. apaptiav,
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adtod ddAog.

GREEK TEXT WITNESSES HEBREW TEXT WITNESSES
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If one considers Rom 4:3 and the citation taken from Gen 15:6 in combination with Rom 4:8

(Ps 31:2) within its immediate literary context, the problem becomes noticeable.

Agent responsible for the act of reckoning

NA27 LXXGﬁtt MTBHSSth
Rom 4:3 6eé¢ (citation) Gen 15:6 Bedg Gen 15:6 mm
Rom 4:6 Beég
Rom 4:8 xptog (citation) Ps 31:2 x0ptog Ps 32:2

account for the explicitness found in Rom 4:3 (Gen 15:6) and Rom 4:7-8 (Ps 31:1-2) and how they correlate to
form part of the proposed solution of faith against the backdrop of Gen 17; Michel, Romerbrief, formulates the
‘Abraham background’ as follows: “Es kommt Paulus also nicht so sehr auf ein logisches Schema an, aks
vielmehr auf die Herausarbeitung des Glaubensbegriffes,” 162; see Lohse’s, Der Brief, discussion on rwictig /
motedey, 156-158 as well as Woyke, Gotter, “Der Glaube and Gott — die Abrahamstradition,” 122-127. For
Woyke it is important to note that the content of both Rom 4:3 and Rom 4:11 calls Philo in mind and that Paul
connects the idea of Abraham, being the father of all the believers, with 1 Thess 1:8, 123-127; “fur Paulus
kommt nun noch hinzu, das ser seine Rede von Heil und Rettung christologisch fullt — in 1 Thess 1:8 korreliert
der Glaube an Gott mit dem Aoyog 0D kvpiov,” 127.
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The dominating, theological significant, acting subject remains 6oc, the term referencing to
the one Abraham believes in, the latter through which he will be considered righteous. In
Rom 4:6 David is the one proclaiming that the one is blessed whom 0e6¢ declares righteous,®
while in Rom 4:8 the man is blessed whom «vpiog declares free from sin. The Greek text
tradition, supported by both the NT and OT manuscripts, the 6g6¢ (Rom 4:3) and kbHpioc
(Rom 4:8) terms appear to be equally suitable when dealing with the act of reckoning. The
latter is true for both the OT source context (Gen 15:6 and Ps 31:2) as well as the NT target
context (Rom 4:3 and Rom 4:8). The Hebrew tradition attests only to the i as the primary

acting subject with regard to the act of reckoning.

The Hebrew text tradition regard m: as the primary agent responsible for the act of
reckoning, while for the Greek text tradition both the 0gdg and ki¥prog terms refer to a
deity who could act-out reckoning.

~ A theological conceptual problem ~

Paul capitalises on the concept of boasting introduced in Rom 2:17 and developed further in
Rom 2:23. In Rom 4:1 the concepts boasting, righteousness and faith culminate in the person
of Abraham. Paul thus laid a solid foundation in ch. 1-3, from where he intended, it seems, to
build his argument that a man is considered righteous based on faith in 6g6c, a concept
previously introduced in Rom 3:28. For Paul’s argument to be effective he required more
than mere critique of what the Jews considered to be righteous and what they boasted of,
namely the law. It was necessary for Paul to first present an alternative, which he has done in
Rom 3:28, but the concept of righteousness through faith further necessitated an authentic
example, Abraham.™

Again the dominating acting agent inferred from the immediate literary context is
Bedc. The cited text (Gen 15:6) thus suited Paul’s theos-concept well. The problem is that the

%0 Kasemann, Romans, states the quotation in Rom 4:6ff does interrupt the argument from the example of
Abraham, but it does not end it, 113. According to him, the Gen 15:6 and Ps 31:1f citations, which are taken
further in Rom 4:9, is an indication that Paul is proceeding according to the gezera sawa, the second rule of
Hillel’s seven criteria of exposition, 113; cf. Koch, Schrift, adds that “Im Rom 4 liegt eine der wenigen
umfangreicheren Exegesen eines einzelnen Schrifttextes bei Paulus vor.” Koch continues by stating that the
string of citations Law — Prophet — Text of venerated persons (such as David in the Psalms) is not limited to
Rabbinic literature (cf. Keener, IVP — Background, S.d. Rom 4:3), but it is also attested in the Jewish-Hellenistic
Homilie, 221-223; see also Koch’s discussion on the structure of a Homilie and Midrash in Pauline text analises,
224-2217.

> Wilckens, Der Brief, notes that Gen 15:6 is self-evidently understood in Judaism that Abraham’s faith in God
is safeguarded despite onslaughts; in other words, he is considered righteous through his works, 262. Wilckens,
also points out that such an understanding would correlate with a Rabbinic understanding of crediting
righteousness, 262; cf. Kdsemann, Romans, 112 and Koch, Schrift, 221.
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MT reads m);7°2 and not the expected oon%x. If Paul knew this, which is in doubt, it would
have had an impact on his use of Gen 15:6. What is of interest is that the immediate literary
context of the MT is dominated by m:, while the LXX®™ varies between the term x0piog and
Oedc. It does appear as if the Greek translators opted for the term 6g6¢ when the Hebrew deity
as the ‘most high’ (100 vyictov) was referred to as is evident from Gen 14:18-20 and 22. The
Hebrew counterpart reads, in all cases, >X. The implication is that the term 6g6¢ in Gen 15:6
is the Greek equivalent which reproduces the Tetragram, while the term 6g6¢ in Gen 14:18-20
and 22 specifically refers to the Hebrew deity as the ‘most high’. One could thus assert, with
a reasonable amount of certainty, that Abraham had faith in 6ed¢, the ‘most high’ the personal
Hebrew deity m:.

Paul interrupts this seemingly perfect theos-concept supported by four citations thus
far (Isa 52:5 [Rom 2:24]; Ps 13:2 [Rom 3:11], Ps 35:2 [Rom 3:18]; Gen 15:6 [Rom 4:3]). He
does this with the citation taken from Ps 31:2 which reads the term k0ptog. There is ample
proof that the Bed¢ concept dominates at least the first eleven chapters of Paul’s epistle. It is
therefore palpable that 6€6c is the term Paul applies when referring to the Hebrew deity, the
latter is confirmed by the cited texts dealt with thus far. Why then would Paul cite a text,
which supposedly read kvpioc, as support for his dominating 6e6g concept argument? For
one, this could be regarded as obvious proof that Paul followed his Vorlage, due to the fact
that he had a good enough reason to alter his Vorlage to be more ‘in tune’ with his theos-
concept.

The question thus is, how does the term kvptog in Rom 4:8 relate to the term kbdprog in
Rom 4:24; 5:1 — including Rom 4:3? Furthermore, how does this term relate to the term 0g6¢?
Conceptually speaking, based on the theos-concept in the immediate literary context of
Romans 4, the term 0ed¢ appears to be referring to the personal Hebrew deity. Secondly, the

term k0ptog in Rom 4:8 does indirectly represent the Tetragram (cf. Ps 32:2M7

). Conceptually
however, it seems as if Paul did not share the view of the LXX in this particular case, that the
term xvpog is a Greek equivalent for the Tetragram. In other words the concept underlying
the term k¥prog in Ps 31:2 was not adopted by Paul. It is highly unlikely that the cited text (Ps
31:2a) coincidentally dealt with Aoyionton and apaptiov. Paul hand-picked this citation,
together with Ps 31:1 as words spoken by David regarding the act of reckoning; what could

be considered to be coincidence is that Ps 31:2 read the term xvpioc.>? The latter term suited

%2 According to Michel, die Rémer, the two citations in Rom 4:3 (Gen 15:6) and Gen 4:7 (Ps 31:1) determines,
S0 to speak, the first section of Rom 4:1-8, 160. In Michel’s own words: Nach Rabbinsche Methode wird das
Torawort durch das Psalmwort bekraftigt, 160.
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Paul’s literary conceptual context of faith in 6g6¢ who is responsible for the act of reckoning
and making one righteous with faith in the resurrection of Jesus as the ypioto¢ and xvpiog,
through whom they (the believers) will be considered righteous (cf. Rom 4:23-24). Thus, the
term wvplog in Rom 4:8 does not conceptually imply anyone else other than Jesus as the
KOptog in Rom 4:24.

Third, the term 0go¢ refers to the one that is the giver of peace through Jesus Christ
the kOpioc. Jesus as the kvpuog is thus the direct object of the actions of 6g6¢ (Rom 4:24) and
the mediator through whom 6g6g acts. It seems as if Paul, literary-conceptually speaking, did
not make a distinction between the k0piog as a term that indirectly reproduces the Tetragram
(Rm 4:8) and the term kvpiog as title for Jesus as the ypiotdg (Rom 4:24). Paul’s distinction
between the term k¥piog representing the Tetragram in particular and Jesus in general, and
the term Oedc referring to the personal Hebrew deity, is not yet clear.*®

345 Romans5

The first phrase of Romans 5 confirms the fact that the term 6g6¢ refers to the one that gives,
with Jesus as the ypiotdc and kdprog through whom 6g6¢ mediates (Rom 5:1). The mediating
quality is again qualified in Rom 5:11 where the phrase 610 T0d kvpiov U@V Incod Xpiotod
is used in correlation with the idea of boasting in 8edg through Jesus as the ypiotog and
koploc.>* The boasting concept is again present, occurring in association with the hope and
glory of 66¢ (Rom 5:2). Two other concepts related to the term 0eog are also introduced; the
one being the love of 6g6g in Rom 5:5 and second the grace of 6gog in Rom 5:15. The term
xp1otog is brought into play as the one mediating between mortal beings and 6g6¢ (cf. Rom
5:6 and Rom 5:8), which would have the effect of reconciliation with 6g6¢ (Rom 5:10). The
righteousness and grace of 0gog is visible in and through one ‘mortal’ being Jesus as the
yprotoc (Rom 5:15 and Rom 5:17). It would thus be safe to assume on the one hand that the
mediating eminence of Jesus as the ypiotdg is confirmed here; and on the other hand that the
term 0Oegoc is referring to the one who is governing, overseeing and facilitating such

mediation.

> Interestingly though, is that Michel, die Rémer, does not make a distinction between the kvptog and 0eog term
when he deals with Rom 4:6-8; he merely refers to Gott as the acting subject, 165. The latter is true for most
commentators.

* Cf. Rom 5:21 with regard to the mediating quality of Jesus as the xpiotoc and kbproc.
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3.4.6 Romans 6

The concept underlying Jesus as the ypiotog and kbpioc, being the mediator, is slightly varied
in Romans 6. The deviation is made possible by the implementation of the dative case proper
as well as with the prepositional phrase led by the preposition £v. It is almost as if the
conceptual-substantive ‘distance’ between mortal subjects and Jesus as the ypiotog and
KOprog, Who mediates between human beings as the referent of the term 0edc, is ‘shortened’.
The gift of eternal life comes from 6g6¢ and is embodied in Jesus as the ypiotdg and kHpiog
(Rom 6:23). One is therefore enslaved to 8gd6c, to whom gratitude should be directed (Rom
6:17), to whom righteousness belongs (Rom 6:13). For Paul one who is dead for sin is living
for 6e6¢ (Rom 6:10), dead for sin but alive for 6ed¢ in Jesus as the ypiotdc and kvpiog (Rom
6:11). The mediating functionality is no longer being a mortal being boasting through Jesus
as the ypiotog and kbdpiog, but the mediating subjective substance has been united with such
mortal beings who then receive the ability to live with 6g6c.

The mortal subject is being baptised into the death and resurrection of Jesus as the
xprotog; the latter which results in the glorification of the matpog (Rom 6:3-5). The concept is
that the mortal being becomes one with the risen ypiotdg, over whom death has no power.
The ‘internalisation’ of Jesus as the ypiotog is introduced with the ultimate effect of living in
or for Oedc. By initiating the internalisation concept, Paul achieved moving Jesus as the
yprotog and kvprog, and ultimately also the mortal subject, closer to the living 6e6¢. The
introduction and development of Paul’s concept of death, being a mortal reality, and life in its
eternal form, assists Paul in connecting ypiotoc as referent for Jesus and 6g6¢, who is in turn

the referent for the monotheistic living deity of the Jews.
3.4.7 Romans7

The initiated and developed concept through the mediating function of ypiotog and the
internalisation of such a concept is carried over into Romans 7. Paul states that the mortal
being is also dead for the law, due to the death of ypiotog which has the effect that one will
bear fruit for 6e6g (Rom 7:4). The delight of the law is thus internalised (Rom 7:22). Again
the gratitude is towards 6g6¢ through Jesus as the ypiotog and kbdprog, because conceptually

for Paul he is a slave of the law of 8edg, but in flesh he is a slave to sin (Rom 7:25).
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3.4.8 Romans 8

The first two verses of this chapter follow through the concepts already introduced by Paul;
those in Jesus as ypiotog will not be condemned, because one is set free through the spirit of
the law of the living in Jesus as the ypiotog (Rom 8:1-2). The solution according to Paul was
for Bedg to send his own son as a mortal being to do what the law could not do (Rom 8:3). As
mortal beings, humans are slaves of the law, impossible to please 6g6¢ because the mind is
focused on the flesh, causing hostility towards 66¢ (Rom 8:7-8). The concept Paul is thus
propagating is that if one follows the law, one’s mind is then automatically fixated on the
flesh which ultimately causes hostility towards 6e6g. The solution thus for Paul is that a
‘representative’ of 0g6¢g should become ‘flesh’ to give spiritual substance to those enslaved by
the law. Therefore those living in Jesus as the ypiotdg are not considered to be of the flesh,
but of the spirit. The concept is that the spirit of 0c6g dwells within them and if they do not
have the spirit of ypiotog in them, they do not belong to him (Rom 8:9). The latter would also
imply that the body is dead for sin, but the spirit is alive due to the righteousness of the spirit.

It does appear as if Paul conceptualised the spirit of 6g6¢ and ypiotog to be of the
same substance, from where one could infer that the referents of both the 6g6¢ and ypiotog
terms are the same. One should, however, have to make a distinction between nvedpo 6eod as
a genitive of origin and relationship and nvedpo Xpiotod as a genitive of object (Rom 8:9).>
The term ypiotdg refers to the one that constitutes the substance of the spirit as the living
spirit of the law (Rom 8:2). This spirit is the object sent by 8eog as His son (Rom 8:3). The
term ypiotog in nvedpa Xprotod thus, does not refer to the originator of the spirit, but it
rather presents the objective genitive.® The concept introduced in Rom 8:11 that the spirit of
Him who raised Jesus from the dead dwells within a mortal body, together with the genitive
of quality®’ used in relation to the spirit confirms that the origin of the spirit should be traced
back to 8edc and that Jesus as the ypiotoc is both the object of the workings of the spirit of
0edc, while becoming the subject. The spirit of 6g6¢ is thus qualified by ypiotoc to such an
extent that if one is led by the spirit of 0g6g, which is ypiotoc, one could be called a child of
0eog (Rom 8:14). Moreover, as a child of 6g6¢ one is also an heir of 0go6g and co-heir of

yprotoc (Rom 8:17).%8

% A suggested translation for the genitive of object in terms of nvedpa Xpiotod would be spirit about Christ’.
° Arndt, BAGD, 163.

*" Arndt, BAGD, 165.

% The concept of being children of 86 is further developed in Rom 8:19 and 21.
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3.4.9 Romans 9°°

This chapter is characterised by a multitude of citations.®® The focus though, would only be
directed to those explicit citations attesting to either the term k0Opiog or 6gdc. The first of
which is Rom 9:26 reflecting content resembling Hos 2:1b-c=**. The readings of both the
NA? and LXX®" seem to be intact, both implementing the term 8edc. The dynamics of this
verse and its cited content comes into play once it is considered within the immediate literary
conceptual context; the latter would include the explicit citation taken up in Rom 9:28 and
Rom 9:29 both of which account for the term kvpiog.

3.49.1 Romans 9:26

Literary comparison (Rom 9:26 and Hos 2:1b-c)

NA 27 (Rom 9:26) LXX®*" (Hos 2:1b-c) MT®™ (Hos 2:1b-c)

xal gotal év T6 Témw ob xal gotal &v 16 Témw, ob D77 TR DPna ma)

Eppéhn avTols: gppébn adtols

00 Aad¢ pnou VUElS O Aade pov Vuels . .
o VUELS, {oU VUELS, QBN YNy

éxel xAnBnoovtal viol beol éxel xAnBoovtal viot feol

., ~ N AR 07 N
{&vrog. {Gvrog.

*° For a detailed analysis of the problem and objective related to Romans 9-11 and how Rom 9:6-29 is viewed as
a key element in the understanding the divine promise in Romans 9, see Brandenburger, E. “Paulinische
Schrifauslegung in der Kontroverse um das Verheilungswort Gottes (Rém 9).” ZTK 82.1, (1985), 1-
47.Brandenburger, did not adequately account for the catena of citations, particularly in Rom 9:26-30 in
addressing the issue of divine promise. Quesnel, M. “La figure des Moise en Romains 9-11.” NTS 49.3, (2003),
321-335. Quesnel, did not focus on the citations in question, but investigated those passages where the figure of
Moses was presented (e.g. Rom 10:5, 328).

% Michel, Rémerbrief, suggests that the citations used in Rom 9:25-29 had to have a commen denominator. For
him Paul intentionally structured the citation as a proclamation composition, the latter which did not only play a
significant role in the communication of the message, but in the liturgy as well, 317. Cranfield, C. E. B. The
Epistle to the Romans. ICC 1, Romans I-VIII; Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1975, comments that the alternating
reading for épd (Hos 2:25), kaiécom (Rom 9:25) ensured that a link with Rom 9:24 as well as with Rom 9:26,
499; cf. Schlier, Der Rémerbrief, 303; Moo, Dougles J. The Epistle to the Romans. Grand Rapids, Michigan:
Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1996, calls this a ‘chiastical’ link, 611. There appears to be a general consensus among
commentators that the Hosea citations, re-conceptualised by Paul, refers to the Gentiles, while the citation taken
for Isaiah had the ‘remnant’ of the Israelites in mind, cf. Schlier, Der RGmerbrief, 303-304; Michel, Rémerbrief,
316; Cranfield, Romans, 499; Fitzmeyr, Joseph A. Romans — A New Translation with Introduction and
Commentary. AB 33; New York: Doubleday, 1993; van Bruggen, J. Romeinen — Christenen tussen stad en
synagogue. Commentar op het Nieuwe Testament 3; Kampen: J. H. Kok, 2006, 143. Moo, Romans, suggests
that Paul not only structured the catena of citations in Rom 9:25-29, but that he also systematically moved
through the ‘canon’: partriarchal narratives (Rom 9:7-13), events of the Exodus (Rom 9:14-18) followed by the
prophets (Rom 9:24-29), 610. Wilk, Bedeutung, notes that the citation in Rom 9:25-27f draws from Rom 9:24,
which draws from Rom 9:23, 130. Paul’s use of Isa 1:9 is supported by his thoughts introduced in Rom 9:23,
which is also a logical justification for Rom 9:22. Longenecker, Biblcal Exegsis, calls the catena of citations in
Romans 9 a “pearl stringing” one example of Paul’s Pharisaic background and midrashic heritage, 99.
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In this case the term 0edc is used as the Greek representative for 7% and not the masculine
plural form of the term, as the general assumption goes. The Hebrew text tradition together
with the text transmission appears to be intact, if one compares e.g. Hos 1:7ff with 4QXI!°
(Hos 1:7) and 4QXI1° (Hos 2:24) with the MT including the LXX®*" resulting that in almost
all instances where the discussed and related terms are present, they correspond.® There is no
textual evidence to suggest an alternative reading for what is currently presented by the
LXXGOH.

~ A theological conceptual problem ~

3.4.9.2 Romans 9:28

The cited content taken up in these verses is complex to say the least. The phrase éav 1} 6
ap1Opog Tdv vidv Topoani dg 1 Gupog Tiig Boddoong, to vVroAelpo codfoetar: (Rom 9:27b-

DX which in turn, reads Koi fjv 6 apdpog

c) seems to be reflecting content from Hos 2:1a
OV VBV lopank @¢ M dupog tiig Boidoonc. It could also reflect content resembling Isa
10:227 reading gav yévnron 6 hadg Iopomh ¢ 1 Gupog Tig Bardoong, TO KoTAELO
avt®v cmbfoetat. One can argue that it is highly probable that Paul cited Hos 2:1a due to the
fact that he was working from Hos 2:1b-c in Rom 9:26. The critique against such an
argument is the introductory formula through which the content is assigned to Isaiah.
Although Hos 2:1a as source used in Rom 9:27 and Rom 9:28 cannot and should not be ruled

out. The author opts for Isa 10:22ff as it is set out in the table on the next page.®?

®1 See also the text critical comments on Rom 9:26 in Koch, Schrift, 54 (refer to footnote 33).

82 Cf. Koch, Schrift, 167-168; Wilk, Die Bedeutung, 225 as well as Shum, Paul’s use, 210. Seitz, E. “Aoyov
ovvtépvev — eine Gerichtsankiindigung? (Zu Roémer 9,27/28).” BN 109, (2001), 56-82. Seitz offers a
comparison between Isa 10:22, Hos 2:1 and Rom 9:27, 58 as well as between Rom 9:28 and Isa 10:23, 61-62.
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Literary comparison (Rom 9:27, 28 and Isa 10:22, 23)

NA?’ (Rom 9:27, 28)
27 Houalag 0¢ xpdler vmep Tod
‘TopanA-

éav 9 6 aptbuog T vikv

TopanA

wg 7 dppog Tis Baraaarg,

76 OMoAelppa cwhoetal-

28 Adyov yap cuVTEAGY xal
quvTéuvay®

ToTEL XUPLog

el TS Yis.

LXX®™ (Isa 10:22, 23)

22 xal éav yévntat 6 Aads
Lopanh

wg %) appog Tis Baiaaars, To
XATAAELLpL QDT
cwbnoetat:

Abyov yap cUVTEAGY xal
TUVTEUVWY €V Olxaloaivy,

23 8Tt A6yov qUVTETUYWEVOY

I ¢ 1
motaet 6 Bedg

- 6
&v 1§ olxovpévy SAn.>*

MT®™ (Isa 10:22, 23)

R Iy A%oN 02 22

AT 172 13 20 W 03 22
RT3 AR

%09 72272 23

iy M2y 7 TS

0 IINT72 2P

GREEK TEXT WITNESSES HEBREW TEXT WITNESSES
NT oT oT
P*e XAB SAQ C BV |[1Qlsa Cod™" Cod""™
%< s 0 B¢ wC %S | %¢ MR M ONIR | M nRAZ M
nRY MR
MR

According to the Hebrew text critical data, the phrase mXax ™ was deleted by two LXX

manuscripts, which most probably refers to codex B and V.®° The latter also implies that B

and V considered the term kbOpuog as a suitable representation for the Hebrew term *117x.

This would imply that the Greek text tradition regarded the following as suitable

representatives, in this instance, for its Hebrew counterparts:

% Schlier. Der Rémerbrief, notes that cuvteAdv and cuvtépvav are also closely related in Dan 5:27 and Dan
9:24, 304; cf. Cranfield, Romans, 502 footnote 1.
% For an explanation on the variation between £xi tiic yiic and &v tfj oikovpévn 6An see Koch, Schrift, 245-146.

® The BHS text critical apparatus note that ni&ag = has probable been deleted (2 Mss &, prb dl). See also

Metzger’s response to the cuvtéuvev term in, A Textual Commentary, 462.
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o 0g MRIX M7 NI
K¢ MIR2X 7 NI

An underlying, and with that a significant issue is that m was vocalised when used in
combination with "117x, to read (Q°re-tradition) Elohim, and when presented alone, it was
vocalised to read Adonaj.?® The evidence at hand appears to suggest that two text traditions
developed within the transmission of the mi°> and related terms. The first opted for 6g6¢ with
the definite article, while the second decided on kbOpioc. A third could also be distinguished
presenting two kvpiog terms for both °n7x and m. The NT text witnesses give the
impression that they chose only the term «0Opiog as representation of >117x together with the
M. The Hebrew text tradition appears to be intact, while the Greek text tradition struggled,

evident from the inconsistency, to render the Hebrew terms under discussion.

The culminating problem is the literary missing link between s:x-mms, (between
ADONAJ and JHWH) and the OT Greek represented terms. Finding the ‘missing link’
would be important to establish a theological-conceptual link between the Jewish
concept of the Hebrew deity and early Christian Christology.

~ A translation and Greek transmission problem ~
3.4.9.3 Romans 9:29

This verse, for the most part, appears to be intact. The textual integrity is undisputed,
although internally the cited text taken from Isa 1:9 might pose some challenges.

Literary comparison (Rom 9:29 and Isa 1:9)

NA?" (Rom 9:29) LXX® (Isa 1:9) MT®™ (lsa 1:9)

xal xafig mpoelpnxey

Hoalag-

el un xbprog caPawd xal el W) xdprog oafBewd MIRIX M 0

, , Ce , , Ca T 1R M
gyxatéMmey WiV omépua, gyxatélmey NV omépua,

oy
wg Tédopa av eyevndnuey xal s Sodopa Qv éyevibnuey xal

% Cf. Rosel, Adonaj.
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Deduced from the evidence it is apparent that the text transmission and translation appears
intact. The ‘general accepted’ Greek equivalent terms were used reproducing the Tetragram.
The cited text in Rom 9:29 (Isa 1:9), together with Isa 10:23 in Rom 9:28 would nonetheless
ensure conceptual dynamics once the impact of these cited texts are considered within their
immediate literary context.

~ A theological conceptual problem ~

The term ypiotdg introduces this section of text, with 6eog as the primary acting agent, while
the term x¥prog dominates the cited content. The first four verses of chapter nine are
dominated by the term ypiotoc.®” Paul declares speaking the truth in Christ (AMfeiav Aéym
év Xpiot®) [Rom 9:1], while longing to be cursed himself, one without Christ for the sake of
his brothers (Moyounv yap avédepa eivar avtdg €y dmd 10D Xpiotod VRep TOV ASEAPDV
pov) [Rom 9:3]. This introduction is followed by the intensely debated and highly intriguing
Rom 9:5.% The latter verse provides the literary context in which the intriguing trust of the
inter-relatedness of the ypiotog and 6g6¢ are put to the fore. This verse thus demands special

consideration.
Romans 9:5 can be divided into three parts:
ba OV oi motépeg

b xai &€ v 6 XproTdg TO KT GapKL

®7 Cf. Rom 9:1, 3 and Rom 9:5.

% See Kammler, Hans-Christiaan. “Die Pradikation Jesu Christi als »Gott« und die paulinische Christologie.”
ZNW 94.3/4, (2003), 164-180. Kammler presents a list of sources against and for a Christ reading of Rom 9:5,
164-166.
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5¢c 0 MV £€ml whvtev Bg0g DAOYNTOG €1 TOLG AUMVAS, AUNV

The grammatical-syntactical framework of this verse is introduced in Rom 9:4.% The phrase
ov ol matépec (Rom 9:5a) would function on the same grammatical level as ov 1} vioOeoia
(Rom 9:4b), which refers back to oitwvég gictv TopoanAiton (Rom 9:4a) and kai 1 66&a kol ol
Siadfikon kol 1| vopodesio koi 1 hotpeio kai ai émoyyedion (Rom 9:4c) respectively.” The
relative pronoun in its genitive case @v does allow scope to relate what precedes it with what
follows using both the impersonal ‘which’ as well as the personal ‘who’ pronouns. Thus, Gv
oi mtotépec (Rom 9:5a) is not merely saying something about the subject, but it also defines
the object (Rom 9:4c).” The relative pronoun in Rom 9:5b kai &€ dv 6 Xpiotde 10 KoTd
odpka does not refer to ‘something’ or ‘someone’ other than what has been presented in Rm
9:4c (object) and those introduced in Rom 9:5a (subject).”? What it does allow is for a
secondary subject to be introduced, 6 Xpiotog, without misplacing sight from the immediate
literary context. The phrase in Rom 9:5¢ (0 ®v &ni mavtwv Oe0g eDAOYNTOG €ig TOVG OHMVOG,
aunv) deviates from the ®v phrase pattern, while Paul ingeniously uses the participle of &ip,
which appears very similar to the relative pronoun ®v. By doing so, Paul intelligently remains
within the literary conceptual context, while introducing on the one hand, what would have
been highly controversial, ypiotdc being 0gog; and on the other hand accomplishing with this,
an open-endedness of this concept.”® The nominative participle v could therefore either refer
to 6 Xpiotoc (Rom 9:5b),”* or one should regard it as an independent clause which will imply
that &v refers to 6 ... &mi mévtov 0edg (Rom 9:5¢).” Paul’s intent was not to conceptually
regard ypiotog to be or to become 6 0gog; neither was his aim to address this issue for it to be
an open and closed case. Paul’s objective, which he accomplished up until this very day, is

for this theological concept to be open-ended; a literary ‘peak’ into the mind of Paul.

% Cf. Michel, Rémerbrief, is of the opinion that Paul reworked old Jewish-Hellenistic material, 296.

"0 Cf. Cranfield, Romans, 465-466.

™ See also Schlier’s, Der Romerbrief, summary of interpretations by scholars on the ‘whom’ the doxology
relates to, 288; cf. Michel, Romerbrief, 296-297.

"2 A significant aspect with regard to Rom 9:5a is whether one opts for a comma or full stop or semi-colon after
10 katd oapka; cf. Metzger, Textual Commentary, 460.

™ Cf. Kammler, “Die Pridikation,” 166.

" See Kammler’s, “Die Pradikation,” summary of the main arguments for such a view, 166-169.

" bid.,171-172.
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What is of importance is that the term ypiotog in Rom 9:5 should not be considered isolated
from the term ypiotoc in Rom 9:1 and Rom 9:3.”° The same should be said for the term 8gdc,
which has to be dealt with in the context of the other 8e6¢ terms implemented in chapter 9.”
In Rom 9:6 for example, Paul says that the word of 0e6¢ should not alone be regarded as
invalid, because not all coming from Israel are Israelites, and not all descendents from
Abraham are his children (Rom 9:7); neither are these children from the flesh to be
considered as children of 6eog, but the children promised by 0ed¢c are Abraham’s offspring
(Rom 9:8). In Rom 9:11 the concept of predestination is brought into play by means of a
subordinate clause introduced by the conjunction iva. Furthermore, in Rom 9:14 Paul poses a
rhetorical question, through which he intends to disregard and nullify the fact that 6g6¢ can be
considered unjust. By doing so Paul sets the backdrop against which he wanted to show that
0edg is merciful (Rom 9:16). In Rom 9:20 Paul emphasises through yet another rhetorical
question the ignorance of man to argue with 0edg. Finally it is 0gog who desires to
demonstrate his anger in Rom 9:22.

This sets the immediate theos-kyrios conceptual context in relation to Jesus, or Jesus
as the ypiotog, if present. The remaining theos-kyrios literary conceptual context is made
possible by the three cited texts: Rom 9:26, 28 and 29.”® The literary integrity of Rom 9:26 is
shown to be secure. There is no reason to interpret the explicit 6gdg citation and with that the
term 0edg as referring to any other than the Hebrew deity. The continuity of the descent and
offspring theme related to Abraham and to 0¢6c, is accomplished by the implementation of
Hos 2:1b-c.” This verse clearly states that 8oc, the living one, called them (his people Rom
9:25) not his sons. The fact that the term 6ed6¢ in Hos 2:1b-c (Rom 9:26) is the Greek
equivalent for & confirms the premise that the term 6eog refers to the Hebrew deity. One
would not have expected any other term than 0g6¢, because 0gog is the one whose words are
commented on in Rom 9:6. The question of offspring in relation to 6gog is brought to the fore

in Rom 9:8; and it is the plan of 0gog that is introduced in Rom 9:11. There should thus be

"6 Cf. Késemann’s statement that which is addressed in Rom 9:5 should not be isolated from what precedes it,
Romans, 259; cf. Schlier, Der Rémerbrief, 288; cf. Metzger, Textual Commentary, 461.

" See Rom 9:6, 8, 11, 14, 16, 20, 22 and 26.

8 According to Schlier, Der Rémerbrief, Paul wants to appeal that the Gentiles belong to the people of God with
the Hos 2:1 citation, 303; the Isa 10:22-23 confirms the true Israel as the Ekklesia. These citations also confirm
the sovereign action of God, 304. For Schlier, it is also evident that ékel kKAn6fcovtot vioi Ogod {dvtog (Rom
9:26) indicates Paul’s opposing stance over and against the Jewish-Apocalyptic and Rabbinic position, 304.
Koch, Schrift, mentions that the suggested redaction of the Israelites in Isa 10:22 is a portrait of a legal act of
Yahweh. 146.

" Cf. Kasemann, Romans, notes that the citated content taken from Hos 2:1 does not denote Palestine as the
place where Gentiles will gather eschatologically. What Paul does is to take the promise made to Israel and
relate it to the Gentile — Christians, 274.
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little doubt that the concept underlying the term 6g6¢ in Romans 9 is the monotheistic
Hebrew deity.®°
The same cannot be said though for Isa 10:22c-23 in Rom 9:27-28.%" A variety of
possibilities are presented by the Greek text witnesses for both OT and NT texts. All the NT
text witnesses read kvpiog, while the OT text witnesses vary between 6 0gdc, kOprog kbHp1log
and kvploc. The attention towards the descent of Israel theme is kept with the citation from Is
10:22¢-23. Important is to first consider the concept/s underlying the phrase nmiR3y M7 378
presented in the MT. Three distinct, yet intertwining concepts can be deduced from the
Hebrew phrase. The first concept is represented by the term >j7% (Adonaj),® in the words of

Rosel:

Als zusammenfassung dieses Uberblicks ist festzuhalten, daR n7x offenbar dann
fir Menschen verwendet wurde, wenn es um die Beschreibung eines
Verhaltnisses zwischen Partnern unterschiedlichen Ranges geht...Damit wird
verstandlich, daB 17x zur meistgebrauchten Form der hoéflichen Anrede innerhalb
der biblischen Literatur wurde... Festzustellen ist zudem, daB bei der Anredeform
17% ‘mein Herr’ gelegentlich eine Erstarung der Bedeutung des Suffixes (Gen
44,7) zu notieren ist. Diese Beobachtung ist fur die Erklarung des °17x als Titels
JHWHSs von Bedeutung®

It thus seems plausible that the concept underlying the term 3% should be understood as
a term used when referring to m with the utmost respect and admiration on the one
hand, and courteous and respectful designation of a person belonging to a higher social
rank on the other hand. The second concept is presented by i vocalised to read either

Elohim 3 or Shema® both of which would support the concept as the personal

8 Koch, Schrift, rightly suggests that the objective in the literary conceptual context of Romans 9 is the freedom
of God to choose and to deny as he pleases. Israel, as a group of people, (Rom 9:25-27) is made out to be an
insignificant remnant, 303; the latter would be in line with the mainstream commentators such as Schlier,
Wilkcens, Michel, Kdsemann, Dunn, Cranfield to mention only a few.

81 Kasemann, Romans, suggests that the citation taken from Isa 10:22ff (Rom 9:27-28) if the association forms
the transition from Hos 2:1 (Rom 9:26), inferred from the content, it offers an antithesis, 275. Moreover,
Késemann confirms that cvvtelelv and cuvtéuvewv became an apocalyptic formula from the time of Dan
5:27-%% 275; cf. Schlier, Der Rémerbrief, 304; cf. Dunn, Romans 9-16, 575. Heil, John P. “From Remnant to
Seed of Hope for Israel: Romans 9:27-29.” CBQ 26.4, (2002), 703-720; see also the historical-theological
development of Isa 10:22¢-23 as it culminates in Rom 9:27-28 in Koch, Schrift, 146-149.

8 See Rosel’s, Adonaj, brief description of the proposals made for the epistemological understanding of *17x
after which he deals extensively with the possible background of the Hebrew form and the uses of such, 19-31.
& Résel, Adonaj, 31.

8 Cf. Rosel, “Reading and Translating,” 412-413.

111



UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
W VYUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

@

monotheistic deity of Israel, which is followed by the epithet mxax. The term > would
be considered to be the ‘proper noun’ used when referring to the ‘God’ of the Israelites
and Judeans,®® while o°79x in relations to x, are Hebrew terms used to express the
concept of a wise, creator deity with a variety of meanings, including the potential of
being a proper name.®” The most ‘suitable’ Greek equivalents for these terms, inferred
from the ‘general rule of thumb’ would have been either dgonotng xvprog cafad6d or
deomotng Oe0g caPamb. Deduced from the textual evidence it seems to be clear that the
nkax term was ‘ignored’ from a very early stage of transmission, or either by the Greek
translators. In combination thus, text witnesses S A Q produce the best possible
equivalent available, although with the reading o 6¢ the personal-courteous nature of the
phrase is lost. Paul’s inconsistent reference to the Hebrew deity can only be attributed to
the fact that he stringently followed his Vorlage, or that he intentionally wanted to deviate
from the 8edg concept and chose those Greek text readings at his disposal (Isa 10:23) and
(Isa 1:9) that read the term kvpioc. The latter would almost be impossible to prove, while
the former seems as if this is the more plausible of the two possibilities. This would imply
that conceptually Paul did not differentiate between who is referenced to when the term
Bedg or kopog is used; for Paul both these terms appear to be referring to the Hebrew
deity or does it?

In support of the proposed premise a thematical comparison between Rm 9:8 and
Rom 9:29 is helpful. The former speaks of todt’ &otiv, 00 10 TéKVO THC GOPKOG TODTA
téxva tod Ogod (the children of flesh not necessarily being children of Theos, see also Rm
9:7), while the latter confirms that ei prn kbplog cafamd éyxatéhmey fuiv onéppo (if
Kyrios, lord of hosts, did not leave a remnant behind). Both kbpioc (Rom 9:29) and 0ed¢
(Rom 9:8) reserve the right to decide which nation or clan to accept or deny; to include or
to exclude. Moreover, a thematical comparison between Paul’s commandment that o6
Loyog tod Bgod (Rom 9:6) should not be considered invalid and the statement that it will
come to fulfilment once and for all on earth (Adyov yap cuvteA®dv Kol GLUVTEUVOV TOMGEL
KOplog émt tig yfg) [Rom 9:28] strengthens the hypothesis that Paul might have
conceptualised both the terms kvpiog and 0ed¢ as the Hebrew deity, or at least the term
Koprog in Rom 9:28 and Rom 9:29. Finally, the fact that the term xbpiog does not appear
in Romans 9, nor is there a conceptual link between the term kvpioc in Rom 9:28 and

8 Cf. De Troyer. “The Pronunciation,” 144-146..
8 Cf. RGG. “JHWH,” 504; cf. DDD. “Yahweh,” 1711.
8 Cf. DDD. “God,” 352-353.
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Rom 9:29 and the term ypiotog in Rom 9:1, 3 and 5. One could also argue that Paul’s
Vorlage gave him ample scope to ‘alter’ the citation to read 0gd¢, but Paul allowed his
Vorlage to dictate to him, amidst the dominant theos-concept in Romans 9, because he
wanted to call Jesus as the ypiotog and kdpiog into mind. This line of argument can only
hold water if the premise that Paul’s Vorlage read the term k0piog is upheld.

A pertinent question therefore comes to mind: how do the considered quotations
and the conclusions drawn from their impact reflect on the interpretation and
understanding of Rom 9:5? The term ypwotog in Rom 9:5 should first and foremost be
understood in relation to the ypiotog terms in Rom 9:1 and Rom 9:3. In both these
instances the term ypiotog is presented within a prepositional clause: A fOsiov Aéyw &v
Xprotd and éym ano tod Xprotod respectively. It should further be noted that in both
cases the first person singular pronoun, which refers to Paul, is used. With this in mind,
the conceptual meaning of the term ypwotog in Rom 9:5 appears to be meditative in
nature. This is emphasised by the prepositional phrase & av 6 Xp1610g 10 kot cépka. In
Rom 9:1 Paul’s truth is considered to be justified év Christ (Rom 9:1), while dr6 again
infers a secondary position over and against someone that is év Christ (Rom 9:3).% The
preposition £ in Rom 9:5 would consequently also imply that Christ holds a mediating
function and role. One could thus, with a reasonable amount of certainty, conclude that
the concept underlying the term ypiotog in these verses is one of Christ being a mediator.
On the other hand however, it would be difficult to deny that through this mediating role,
yprotéc, in the mind of Paul, should be praised as 0coc, who is 0eo¢ over all.®® This
concept is strengthened when one considers the idea that éy® o 100 Xpiotod vrep tdV
adeAPdV pov T®V cvyyevdv pov katd cdpko seamlessly fits into the concept of 6goc’
free will to make or regard nations, clans or any group as ‘his sons’ or ‘his children’ as is
evidently assigned to both 8e6¢ and kvpiog in chapter nine. Deduced from this, not only is
the term Bedg and kvpilog used in conceptually referring to the Hebrew deity, but in this

case the term ypiotdc also belongs to such a concept.

8 Cf. Kasemann, Romans, 259.
8 To quote Kammler, “Die Pradikation:” ,,Der Begriff 0s6¢ ware dabei nicht im Sinne eines Nomen proprium
verwendet, sondern als Wesensbezeichnung, ,, 171.
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3.4.10 Romans 10%
3.4.10.1 Romans 10:13

The cited text visible in this verse bears a resemblance to content wording/phrasing of Joel
3:5a. Text critically speaking, no explicit issues are noted by the various eclectic texts, nor
are there any other text witnesses that would argue for a variant reading. Both the Greek and
Hebrew text traditions appear to be undisputedly in agreement. It seems clear that 6g6¢ (Rom
10:9) and kvprog (Rom 10:13, 16) are terms referred to the acting entity who raised xbpiov
‘Incovv from the dead (Rom 10:9 - 6g6¢), who is kbplog over all (Rom 10:12) to whom

everyone calls for salvation (Rom 10:13).%*

Literary comparison (Rom 10:13 and Joel 3:5a)

NA?" (Rom 10:13) LXX®*" (Joel 3:5a) MT®™ (Joel 3:5a)
méig yap 6¢ Qv émixaléonTal xal EoTal még, 0¢ av ROV 72 75
EmxaAéayTal

70 dvopa xuplov cwbnoetat. 70 vopa xuplov, cwbnoetal- 029! M OY3
GREEK TEXT WITNESSES HEBREW TEXT WITNESSES
NT oT oT
P XAB SAB Mur 88 Cod™" Cod™™
Col. I1:15
pay pay XU mhy mr mr

Based on the evidence at hand, it seems clear that both the Hebrew and Greek text traditions
are intact, moreover that the rendering from Hebrew into Greek with regard to the term

KOprog appears faultless.

The underlying issue would come to the fore once this citation is considered within its
immediate thought-structural context through which the inter-relatedness of the k¥plog
term with the 0g6g term as well as with Jesus of Nazareth and the Christ term.

~ A theological conceptual problem ~

% Dewey, Arthur J. “A Re-Hearing of Romans 10:1-15.” Semeia 65, (1994), 109-126. Dewey considers how
the “written’ text such for example Deut 30:12-14, among others, functioned in the ‘oral’ text (e.g. Rom 10:6-8).
%! The ‘ruler’ or the one with the appropriate ‘authority’ over Jew and Gentile is kvpiog; the latter which is a
strong indication of a literary situation, according to Schlier, Der Rémer, 314-315.
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3.4.10.2 Romans 10:16

The cited content resembles Isa 53:1a"**, the LXX reading does not agree with its Hebrew
counterpart reading > or any other related term. The Greek text tradition appears to agree
on the use of the term kbpioc in its vocative case, while the Hebrew text does not make any

reference to the mi> or any other term which might refer to the Hebrew deity in this particular

case.
Literary comparison (Rom 10:16 and Isa 53:1)
NA*" (Rom 10:16) LXX®™ (Isa 53:1) MT®™ (Isa 53:1)
AN’ 00 mavTeg OTROUTAY TG
edayyeliw.
"Hoalag yap Aéyet-
XUpLE, Tig EmioTevaey Tfj axof]  xUple, Tis émlaTevaey THj axof] NNYRY? TRRT D
Nudv; Nuésv;
xal 6 Bpayiwy xvplov Tivt N2 Ry MM N
amexaudbn;
GREEK TEXT WITNESSES HEBREW TEXT WITNESSES
NT oT oT
P XAB SAB Cod™®" Cod™*
XE XE XE - -

The vocative case of the term kvpiog is not attested in the MT, in any way or form. The use of
the term xkbOpuog in Isa 53:1b is represented in the MT with the ‘expected” m:7*. Conceptually
speaking, it does seem as if the Greek OT text shares, taking into consideration that the term
KVp1og is considered as the most suitable Greek equivalent for reproducing the Tetragram, the
same theological undertone, that the personal Hebrew deity is the primary theological
significant acting agent; represented by the mm and kvptog terms respectively.®” The extent of
the impact, of this seemingly insignificant discrepancy, will become evident when Rom 10:16
is considered within the immediate-thought structure which includes the cited text in Rom
10:13.

% |sa 53:4MT reads the o>>x term with no equivalent attested in the Greek counterpart.
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The deductible problem in this instance is two-fold: first, the ‘absence’ of the > or any
other related term, thus a translation or transmission problem. The second problem
would be the literary-conceptual integration of the cited text, particularly the term
KOprog, in its inter-relatedness with the term 6g6g and with Jesus as the ypwstog and
KVUPL0G.

~ A problem of rendition as well as theological-conceptual ~

Three theological significant terms equally dominate chapter ten—all of which are attested to
in four verses each; the first is the term 6g6¢ used Rom 10:1, 2, 3, 9, with the term xvpiog
implemented in Rom 10:9, 12, 13, 16, two of which form part of cited texts. Finally, the term
yprotog is deployed in Rom 10:4, 6, 7 and 17. The cited texts (Joel 3:5a and Isa 53:1) will
thus be evaluated within a dynamic literary conceptual context, in an attempt to establish to
what extent these terms are inter-related with one another and how they impact the
theological fibre of Romans 10.

The term 6¢6g is the referent to whom prayer is directed (Rom 10:1). It is pointed out
that the Israelites had a desire for 0e6g (Rom 10:2), but they were ignorant of his
righteousness (Rom 10:3). These concepts are introduced while the concept of 6gog being the
agent responsible for resurrecting kbpiov Incodv from the dead is confirmed in Rm 10:9. The
term ypwotog, on the other hand, is regarded as the fulfilment of the law in righteousness
through faith. The concept of faith and righteousness in relation to the term ypiotoc is further
developed in Rom 10:6 and Rom 10:7, through which ypiotog (Rom 10:4) is brought into
close proximity with the cited text in Rom 10:6 and 7. The mediator role appears to be the
primary function assigned to ypiotoc, who was the one who descended from heaven and the
one ascending from the depths; the one who was raised from the dead. The use of the term
xplotog in Rom 10:17 is more complicated than meets the eye. A significant text critical issue
is found at Rom 10:17 where the text witnesses supporting the ypiotod reading are 4]346"“’ X*
B C D* 6. 81. 629. 1506, while an alternative reading 6cov is supported by x* A D' ¥ 33.
1881 In. The papyri witnesses cannot be determined with absolute certainty, but the Uncials,
such as codex Sinaiticus, Vaticanus, Ephraimi and Claromontanus are of course strong text
witnesses supporting the ypiotod reading. This raises the question why some scribes deemed
it necessary to read 0eod and not ypiotod? In an attempt to answer the latter question, one
should first account for the term k¥Opiog in Rom 10:13 Rom 10:16; secondly it would be
necessary to understand the issue dealt with in both Rom 10:16 and Rom 10:17.
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The one who speaks in both Isa 53:1 as well as in Rom 10:13 is kOp1oc there should be little
doubt that the term xvpiog Isa 53:1 was intended to reproduce the Tetragram. The fact that
the term kvpiog is predominantly used in the source context (Isaiah 53), correlating with its
Hebrew counterpart in all instances (except for Isa 54:4), is a strong testimony supporting
such an argument. The latter does not necessarily imply that the conceptual undertone
supporting the term xbpioc in Rom 10:13 and Rom 10:16 was adopted by Paul, although
literary speaking it appears to be the obvious assumption. In other words, based on the
literary evidence at one’s disposal, the history of the text — both in its translation and
transmission phases—proposes that the term kvpiog in Rom 10:13 is the Greek equivalent for
the Tetragram.”® Even though this is the case, one cannot assume that Paul intended the term
kVp1og to call the Tetragram into mind. It does appear, however, as if one could argue for the
opposite if compared with Rm 10:9 and Rom 10:12. If Rom 10:13 is read in relation to Rom
10:12, given the fact that the term wvploc, text historically speaking, reproduces the
Tetragram, that the only logical conclusion is that Jesus as the kvpioc and ypiotdg is called to
mind in this instance.’ Could the same be said for Rom 10:16?

The concept of ‘hearing’ continues in Rom 10:17, while faith is possible through
hearing the message, and what is heard is the message about ypiotod. The role and nature
reflected by the term ypiotog is once more one of mediation. If one interprets the cited
content in Rom 10:18-21 as reflecting ‘words’ of 0gdg, then it is plausible to read the term
Bedc and not ypiotod in Rom 10:17. This might have been the way in which the scribes or
redactors of x* A D' ¥ understood the text. It does appear to be plausible that these scribes
interpreted the xvpioc who Isaiah is addressing (Isa 53:1) as the Tetragram and therefore
wanted to ‘alter’ the manuscript reading from ypiotdc to 6e6¢. One should, however, make a
clear distinction between ‘the message’ which in this case is that of ypiotdéc (Rom 10:17) and
the one addressed, namely k0piog, about proclaiming the message (Rom 10:16). If such a
distinction is valid and if the term xbpiog in Rom 10:16 represents the Tetragram, text
historically speaking, then it is most likely that Paul conceptualised the Tetragram when he
used the term xvpiog. If his readers, especially those from a Greek background, would share
such a concept, remains uncertain. If one argues that the term kopiog in Rom 10:16 refers to

the same entity as the term ypwotog in Rom 10:17, then it seems literary plausible and

% Rowe, “Name of the Lord,” 135, considers the term kvptoc in Rom 10:13 as ‘proof’ that Paul relates God of
the Old Testament with Jesus and that this holds profound implications for the understandingof the identity of
the God of the Old Testament.

% Metzger, Textual Commentary, ascribes the ‘omission’ of ypiotod in several Western witnesses as
carelessness, 463-464.

117



UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
W VYUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

O lay

cognitively logical that the term xvpiog in Rom 10:16 conceptually refers to the same entity
as in Rom 10:17; a conceptual model that will fit well into the Pauline christo-logie.

The literary inferred concept underlying this cited text (Joel 3:5a) is that everyone
who calls upon kbprog will be saved.” This idea is confirmed in Rom 10:12 whereby «vptog
is made to be the xvpioc of both Jew and Gentile. The concept of faith was introduced in Rm
10:9; when one confesses with the mouth that Jesus is kvpioc and believes that 6eo¢ raised
him from the dead, and then one would be saved. The kOpiov Incodv of Rom 10:9 and the
xprotoc in Rom 10:8, in particular, can thus be regarded as terms referring to the same being,
namely Jesus as both the xvpiog and the ypiotdc. Structuring Paul’s conceptual thought

regarding the 6=6¢ and kvplog would consequently present something as follows:

0gog

recipient of prayers (v. 1);

longed for by the Israelites (v. 2);
ignorance of theos’ judgment (v. 3);

raised Kyrios-Jesus from the dead (v. 9).

APLOTOG
The fulfilment of the law (v. 4);

Mediator (v. 6 and 7);
Faith through Christ’s message (v. 17).

KUPLog

used as a title for Jesus (v. 9);

over Jew and Gentile (v. 12);

salvation through calling on xvpiog (v. 13, Joel 3:5a);

addressee of the prophet Isaiah (v. 16, Is 53:1).

Inferred from Paul’s literary conceptual context it seems probable to suggest that the term
0edc is used when referring to the Hebrew deity as the righteous monotheistic deity of ancient

Israel; the only entity capable of raising a mortal from the dead. The term ypiotog can

% Interesting, though, is that Joel 3:1-5 is cited in Acts 2:17-21, and this citation is ascribed to what is said by
Beog (Acts 2:17), with the term kOplog suggested by codex Bezae, among others. In Acts we thus have the
concept that the citation content is the ‘words’ spoken by 0ed¢ and that these words also mentions that everyone
calling on the name «0piog will be saved (cf. Acts 2:21; Joel 3:5a).
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primarily be regarded as mediator, while the term xbpioc in Rom 10:9 in particular is used to
conceptually refer to a single entity, Jesus as the k0piog (cf. Rom 10:9 and 12). Calling on the
‘name’ k¥Oprog in Rom 10:13 could either imply Jesus as the kvpiog or the name of the
Hebrew deity, the Tetragram.® The term wvpoc in Rom 10:16 should however, be
considered as referring to the personal Hebrew deity. There appears to be more to the term
kOptog than merely an epithet or title for Jesus as the ypiotoc. The conceptual relatedness in
the mind of Paul remains for now enigmatic. Any concluding judgment in this regard would
be pre-mature and irresponsible. The two cited texts, Joel 3:5a and Isa 53:1, do introduce a
KOptlog concept which is not that obvious to determine, making the text critical proposal to
read the term 6g6¢ in Rom 10:17 even more intriguing.

Paul succeeded in conceptually relating the terms 0edc, kOpiog and ypiotdc by
deploying two common denominators and governing topics a.) compia and b.) motedw. The
theological concept underlying cotpia and motedw is that Ogdg is the initiator and therefore
acting agent (cf. Rm 10:3), while the resurrection of ypiotéc is the object or subject matter
through which 0e6¢ wanted to save humanity (cf. Rom 10:4-7). An addition to the latter,
those who claim that Jesus is k0piog, raised from the dead, will be saved. Paul achieved a
somewhat confusing conceptual coherence by his subtle juxtaposition of the 6g6¢, kOprog and
xprotog; such an assumed confusing conceptual coherence, especially with regard to the
relatedness of the term k¥piog attested in the citations (Rom 10:13 and 16) and the term

KVOptog in Rom 10:9 and 12.
3.4.11 Romans 11
3.4.11.1 Romans 11:3

Another interesting cited content variation and implementation is found in Rom 11:2b-3.%
This verse resembles content from 3 Kgdms 19:10“* and 1 Kgs 19:10 (1 Kgs 19:10)MT.%

% Cf.Rowe. “Name of the Lord,” 149-151.

% Cf. Bruggen, Romeinen, 157; Wilckens, Die Brief, 237. Cranfield, Romans, points to the fact that there are
many examples from the Rabbinic literature of reference to sections of Scriptures by means of titles derived
from their subject matter, 545-546; cf. Schlier, Der Rémerbrief, 322.

% See Stanley, Christopher D. “The significance of Romans 11:3-4 for the Text History of the LXX Book of
Kingdoms.” JBL 112.1, (1993), 43-54. Stanley presents the nature of the problem in terms of the History of
LXX Book of Kingdoms, 43-46. He also offers a comparison between the LXX, LXX,_ MT and Rom 11:3 and
Rom 11:4, 47-48.
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Literary comparison (Rom 11:2b-3 and 3 Kgdms 19:10)

NA?" (Rom 11:2b-3) LXX®*" (3 Kgdms 19:10) MT®™ (1 Kgs 19:10)
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To determine the rendition in Rom 11:2b-3 of content that resembles 3 Kgdms 19:10 is
complex. The tables above are an attempt to construct such a rendition. It is reasonable to
assume that fj ook oidate &v 'Hhig ti Aéyer 1 ypaoer (Rom 11:2b) correlates in conceptual
essence, bearing in mind that Paul’s intention is to clearly indicate that cited content is to
follow, with xoi eirev Huov Znhdv énimka (3 Kgdms 19:10) *nxip Xip™msn (1 Kgs 19:10).

Such an assumption, nonetheless, would require some form of verification.

INTRODUCTORY FORMULA [Rom 11:2b]

1} o0k oidate &v ' HAlg Ti Aéyel 1 ypoen

[but did you not know what the scripture say about Elijah?]

PAUL’S EXAMPLE (Indirect speech) [Rom 11:2c]

¢ &vtuyydvel T@® 0e® Kot Tod Topani

[such as his appeal to Theos about Israel]

FOLLOWED BY WHAT IS SAID (Direct speech) [Rom 11:3a]

KUPLE, TOVG TPOPNTOG GOV ATEKTELVAY

[Kyrie, they have Killed your prophets]

10 BLC1CTNPLE GOV KATEGKAYAY,
[they have destroyed your sanctuaries]

K&y® VmeheipOnv povog
Kol {ntodov

[I' was left behind and they are looking for me]
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LXX ACCOUNT
‘INTRODUCTORY FORMULA’ [3 Kgdms 19:9b-10a]

Ko 100V pRipa Kupiov Tpdg avTovV

[and behold the word of the Kyrios to him]

Kod eimev Ti ov évtadda, HAov;

[and he said: Why are you here Elijah?]

kai eimev Huov Znhédv Endoka

[and Elijah, the one striving strived and said:]

TG KUPI® TOVTOKPATOPL

[to Kyrios pantakrator]

THE EXAMPLE (Indirect speech)

ot éykatémdv og ol viol Iopani-

[that the sons of Israel have forsaken you]

WHAT IS SAID

10 Buc1oTNPLE GOV KATEGKOY AV

[they destroyed your sanctuaries]

K01 TOVG TPOPNTOC GOV AMEKTEVAY

[and they killed your prophets]

&V pouaiq, Kol VTOAEAEIUUOL EYD HOVATATOG

[with the sword, | was the only one who was left behind]

The premise is thus that Paul used 3 Kgdms 19:9-10 as Vorlage when he constructed Rm

11:2b-3. Based on the latter premise, it is plausible to interpret that Paul considered 3 Kgdms
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19:9b-10a as that what has been said about Elijah, or to put it differently, that which has been
ultimately written about Elijah (Rom 11:2b) on what he said. Moreover, it seems as if Paul
‘reworked’ the first three phrases of 3 Kgdms 19:9b-10a, as a build-up to the reason why
Elijah had to address either xbpioc or 0edc. Dependent on the premise that Rom 11:2b-3
reflects content resembling 3 Kgdms 19:9b-10 and that Paul used such a Vorlage and
reworked it, one could infer that Paul considered the term 6gog in its dative case, together
with the definite article as a suitable Greek equivalent for t® kvpim mavrokpdrtopt (3 Kgdms
19:10a).%° Second, it appears as if Paul did not want to use the 8edc in its vocative form to
indicate direct speech, and opted for the term k0piog. The latter should thus not be interpreted
as a representation of the term xbvpioc in 3 Kgdms 19:10a, but rather as a theological
reworking on the part of Paul. The Hebrew counterpart reads mm> in combination with >
miR3y; the Greek of which would be considered not to be a ‘suitable’ representation of the
Hebrew reading.

One cannot deny nor reject the possibility that Paul’s use of the term 6gdc is due to a
different Vorlage — a manuscript or traces thereof, not in extant today. What remains
undisputed is that Paul reworked his Vorlage for his own theological purposes.'®

The issue at hand is the use of the term 0goc, where the LXX consistently reads the term
kOprog. The issue is stretched even further with the phrase T® kvpi® mavrokpdaropy,
which does not seem to represent the Hebrew phrase niRax sivx 1m:7°2 all that well.

~ A rendition, Greek transmission and theological conceptual problem ~
34.11.2 Romans 11:8

The issue in this case revolves around the absence of kOpiog in Rom 11:8, which reflects
content from Deut 29:2. It could be assumed that the redactors of the Greek OT added the
term kvplog. The text variants indicate that some minuscule texts do not read xbdprog, while

some others ‘exclude’ the term 0eog from the text.

% Capes, Yahweh Texts, unqualifyingly mention that it is sufficient to say that Paul had ‘God’ in mind when he
quoted the Old Testament which contained the kopiog, 48. He also considered the term xvpiog in Rom 11:3 as
referring to Yahweh, 48. Despite the fact that one cannot prove with reasonable certainty what Paul had in mind,
Capes underestimated the complexity of the matter when he merely interprets Rom 11:3 as speaking of Yahweh.
100 see also the textual comparison between the MT, LXX and Rom 11:3 in Koch, Schrift, 74-77; cf. Stanley,
Langauge of Scripture, 151-152.
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Literary comparison (Rom 11:8 and Deut 29:3)

NA*" (Rom 11:8) LXX®" (Deut 29:3) MT"™ (Deut 29:3)
xabig yeypamtal-

Ewxev adtols 6 Oedg mvelpna  xal olx Edwxev xplog 6 Bedg NYT? 22 027 AV 13X

xatavigews, Opiv xapdiav eidévat
: P - \ g m¥T? oM
6d0aipots Tol uy BAéme xal 0pBarpods PAémety R

YRw DoAY

xal dta Tol wy dxode, xal ATa dxolew
o ana Ty
€wg T aNuepov NuEpas. €wg THs Nuepas TavTyg.
GREEK TEXT WITNESSES HEBREW TEXT WITNESSES
NT oT oT
P A C, X S,A B, F° | 730 | 42654- | 4QDeut Cod™" Cod"*®®
D, F& M 75'55

G

0 B¢ o B¢ 008 | xgobg 00c | % m m m

Once more the Greek text tradition displays three terms utilised as ‘suitable’ equivalents for
7, if indeed the constructed LXX®™ and MT®H are true representatives of an authentic Old
Greek text and Hebrew source text respectively. If one thus presupposes that the constructed
MTB"S text reflects a possible Hebrew Vorlage used by the Greek translators, and that the

constructed LXXC®

text replicates a possible Vorlage used by NT authors, in this case Paul,
then the latter would imply that the m is represented by o 0g, kg o 6 and k¢. Based on the
source (Deut 29) and target (Rm 11) context, the use of kg o 6g is consistent throughout Deut
29:1-17"* — which correlates with Deut 29:1-17M" consistently utilised'®* oomox mi» except
of course for Deut 29:3. The intensity of this issue weakens, when one realises that the term
Bedg in Rom 11:8 intertwines soundly within the immediate literary conceptual context, in

which the term 6g6¢ dominates (Rom 11:2, 8, 21, 22, 23).

Three distinct Greek terms have been implemented as equivalents for .

~ A rendering and Greek transmission problem ~

191 with varying use of pre-nominal suffixes.
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3.4.11.3 Romans 11:34

There are no text critical issues presented by the various eclectic texts. Even though this is the

3 LXX

case, the content of this verse which resembles that of Isa 40:1 , Will indeed prove to

highlight inter- and intra-textual issues.

Literary comparison (Rom 11:34 and Isa 40:13)

NA“" (Rom 11:34) LXX®" (Isa 40:13) MT=™>" (Isa 40:13)

Tig yap &yvw volv xuplov; Tl Eyvw volv xuplov, M 0TIR 107N
o A

7 Tig gV Povlog avTod xal Tig adtol cOpPoviog PWTYNRY WK

EYEVETO EYEVETO,

6¢ quufifa adtéy

GREEK TEXT WITNESSES HEBREW TEXT WITNESSES
NT oT oT
PNt XAB SAB 1Qlsa® Cod™" Cod"*®®
- XV XV bk M K

It can be deduced from the tables above, that both the Greek and Hebrew text traditions
appear to be intact. Furthermore, the text transmission also seems to show integrity, in other
words the general ’rule of thumb’ regarding the term kbOpioc as a suitable representation for
M is sustained. Rom 11:34 together with Rom 11:3 are the only two verses accounting for
the term k0plog within the immediate literary context where 0gog is the dominating acting

agent.

The inter-relatedness of the term wvpwog in Rom 11:3 and Rom 11:34 with the
dominating term 0g6g would be the ultimate issue to be dealt with here.

~ A theological conceptual problem ~

The literary theological conceptual context captured in chapter 11 again portrays 6eo¢ as the
primary acting agent. The term 0g6¢ remains the term that refers to the entity who accepts or
denies (cf. Rom 9:11, 16). It would not be without difficulty to interpret the term 6gog as
referring to any other, specifically in this case, than to the monotheistic Hebrew deity. The
only difference between the term 0gog in Romans 9 and Romans 11, is that in the former Paul
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clearly intended to emphasise that 8¢o¢ is not limited to any people, nation or clan, whereas
in Romans 11 Paul is preparing his rhetorically loaded imperative polemic grand finale
directed towards the Jews. This attempt, however, is more positive in nature. Paul confirms
that 6eoc did not reject his people (Rom 11:2). What would be unique in ch. 11 is not the fact
that the Beoc is the dominating theological significant agent, but that the only reference made
to the term xvpog is limited to cited content (cf. Rom 11:3 and Rom 11:34). The first of
which is a reference to Elijah’s words (Rom 11:2b-3 [3 Kgdms 19:10]). The thought
sequence, with regard to the term 0g6¢ and k0Opiog, for both the Greek and Hebrew OT texts

are as follows:

1 Kgs 19:9b M7 speaks to Elijah;
1 Kgs 19:10a Elijah then speaks to nik2x *77% 1M

3 Kgdms 19:9b KOprog spoke to Elijah;
3 Kgdms 19:10a Elijah speaks to T@® kvpi® moviokpdrtopt

Rom 11:2 Elijah’s appeal to Oedg
Rom 11:3 Elijah speaks to k0piog

A plausible inference would be that the Greek scribes were consistent in applying the term
kOprog as equivalent for mn» (cf. 3 Kgdms 19:9b [1 Kgs 19:9b]; 3 Kgdms 19:10a [1 Kgs
19:10a] and 3 Kgdms 19:11 [1 Kgs 19:11]). It does appear as if they did not account for the
term o°7%% in 1 Kgs 19:10a. They either ignored the term °;%%, or they regarded t@® xvpiep
novtokpdropt as a suitable equivalent for mikax ;7% Finally, it is also possible that the
translators had access to a Hebrew manuscript that did not read the status construct form of
o°12X. Paul also shows a few inconsistencies, if one accepts that 3 Kgdms 19:9b constitutes
the text in Rom 11:2b, when he compares Elijah’s words as an appeal to 0g6¢ for his people
in Rom 11:2b. According to Paul, Elijah’s appeal is directed to 6e6¢ (Rom 11:2b), which
seems odd compared to both the Hebrew and Greek versions of 1 Kings. The ‘oddness’,
however, is supported by the premise that the ‘general rule of thumb’ is that kOprog was
considered the most suitable term as a reproduction of the Tetragram. If such a premise is not
accepted, then Paul’s ‘out of the ordinary’ use of the term 6g6c—when his source text (3
Kgdms 19:9-10) clearly opted for the term xbdpiog when referring to the personal Hebrew

deity—appears to be ‘normal.’ It is suggested that Paul conceptually considered the term 6gog
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as a suitable representative for t® kvpim mavrokpdatopt not purely based on his interpretation
and understanding of the latter terms, but also, it seems, that the term 6eo6c for Paul
sensitively (towards both Jew and Gentile) transmits the essence of the personal Hebrew
deity best. It is, though, not essential to assume that when Paul implements two distinct, yet
‘generally accepted’ theological transposing terms such as the 6g6¢ and kOpiog, that these two
terms denote the same theological entity. Such an assumption might appear logical because in

the literary conceptual context their ‘being’ seems to be overlapping.

Varying terms = similar concept or thought does not necessitate a premise that the

alternating terms conceptually refer to the same entity.

The evidence that supposes Paul’s loyalty towards his Vorlage does not necessarily demand
that concept transmission has taken place, the latter which is also true for the opposite. The
apparent deviation from the Vorlage does not imply that Paul diverges conceptually. In Rm
11:8 the term 6¢6g is yet again presented at this junction forming part of cited text reflecting
Deut 29:3. Paul does ‘deviate’ from his supposed Vorlage,**? but remains consistent in his
use of the dominant 0gog term (cf. Rom 11:1, 2, 8, 21, 23, 29, 30, 31, 32 and 33). The Greek
OT text witnesses, however, alternate between o, o 6¢ and k¢, while the Hebrew text tradition
IS intact with its reading of . The terms kvprog 6 Beoc in combination dominate the literary
source-context in Deut 29 (cf. Deut 29:5, 9, 11, 14 and 17) which represents, for the most
part, M in correlation with o>n%x. Per implication, supported by the evidence in Rom 11:2b,
Paul does appear to regard the term 6gog in Rom 11:8 as a reasonable Greek equivalent for
the personal Hebrew deity, namely i, There is thus neither reason nor opposing evidence to
reject the interpretation that the term 6g6¢ in Rom 11:8 conceptually refers to the same entity
as the term 0edg in both Rom 11:1 as well as in Rom 11:2b. The latter is also true for the
remaining part of Romans 11. The question however remains: does the term kvptog in Rom
11:3, the term 6g6¢ in Rom 11:8 and the term k0piog in Rom 11:34 refer to the same entity?

It does seem plausible indeed, literary conceptually speaking, that the term 6goc in
Rom 11:2b and the term kbpiog in Rom 11:3a conceptually refers to the same entity, namely
the Hebrew deity. The same assumption can be made logically for the term 6e6¢ in Rom 11:8.
The latter argument is further enforced with the text readings in Rom 11:33 and Rom 11:34.

The latter two verses belong to the well known doxology as presented in Rom 11:33-36. In

1% This should again be made clear at this point. It is noted that Paul could have had access to a text that varied
from what has been constructed by the LXX®" text. There is enough text critical evidence confirming such a
possibility.
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Rom 11:33 the depth and richness of 6e6¢” knowledge is emphasised, followed by the cited
text taken from Isa 40:13 (Rom 11:34) that nobody could know the mind of kbpioc and could
be his advisor. The Greek text witnesses agree on the k0piog reading, the latter term which is
used at equal intervals within the source context as the term 6gog (cf. Isa 40:1, 2, 3, 5, 9, 10).
Thematically and literary conceptually speaking, it is doubtful that the term 6g6¢ in Rom
11:33 and the term xbdpioc in Rom 11:34 would refer to any other being than the Hebrew
deity. This could be an indication that Paul allowed his Vorlage to dictate to him, especially
because alternating terms when referencing to the Hebrew deity, suited Paul’s theological
intent in ch. 11. Jesus the ypiotdc and kvprog does not figure at all in this chapter. However, it
remains probable that Paul conceptually regarded the term k0Opiog as a designation denoting
the authority of Jesus as the Xpiotdg, even though the logical thought sequence might suggest
that Paul had to conceptualise the term 0eo¢ and k¥piog as referring to the same entity. It is
evident, though, that Paul does seem to show a certain sense of leniency towards the
interchanging of the terms 06g6¢ and kvprog when referring to the Hebrew deity — at least in

this instance.

3.4.12 Romans 12

3.4.12.1 Romans 12:19

The primary significance in this particular point is the phrase Aéyel k0piog trailing the cited
content. There are no apparent text critical issues noted in the constructed eclectic texts. The

text tradition thus appears to be intact.

Literary comparison (Rom 12:19, Heb 10:30 and Deut 32:35a)

NA? Rom 12:19 NA?"™Heb 10:30 LXX®™ (Deut 32:35a-  MT®™ (Deut 32:35a)
Ode 2:35)
YéypamTal yap- gv Nuépa o1
bt
guol exdixnols, éyw guol exdixnoig, éyw  ExONoEwS o7
dvTamodwow, AVTaTodWwaw dvTamodwow,
&v xalp@, ny»

Aéyet %plog
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GREEK TEXT WITNESSES HEBREW TEXT WITNESSES
NT oT oT
PAENT XA B SAB 4QDeut Cod™" Cod"eP

AEYEL %G AéyeLxg | -- - - -- --

In Deut 32:30 ¢ 0¢dc is the subject responsible for restoring them (personal pronoun probably
referring to Israel), while kopuoc is the subject responsible for deliverance. The LXX* (Deut
32:30a) does not read kvptog at this particular point. In the Hebrew tradition the only acting
subject in this literary context seems to be mm°. The author continues in Deut 32:31 by
comparing ¢ 0e6¢ with other nation’s deities. In Deut 32:36 k0Opiog is the subject that judges
his people, with 6gog as the one speaking in the first person, responsible for killing and
making alive (Deut 32:39). One can thus also assume that the 1* person singular presented in
avtamodmow (to repay) in the days of punishment, has to refer to 6edc (Deut 32:35). It is
therefore not clear if 6e6g and koproc were interchangeable terms used to refer to the i, and
thus to the personal Hebrew deity. This issue is thus indirectly related to Rom 12:19, and
specifically the ‘inserted’ Aéyet koprog. What remains consistent is the dominant use of the
term 0edc in Romans 12 and Romans 13, making the appearance of the term kvpiog in Rom
12:8 and Rom 12:19 noteworthy.

Paul assigns the cited content, which reflects Deut 32:35a introduced by the formula
véypomtor yap, to the words spoken by koprog. To what extent was Paul influenced by
his source-text (Deuteronomy 32) and target text (Romans 12) in his decision to utilise
Aéyer Koprog?

~ A theological conceptual problem ~

The term 6g6¢ in Romans 12 is again the dominating theological significant acting agent. In
the first two verses of this chapter the mercy and will of 6gd¢ are introduced, as well as that
which will be pleasing to 6g6c. Judgement of oneself should thus be regarded in the light of
the measure of faith distributed by 6e6¢ (Rom 12:3). The term ypiotdc is introduced in Rm
12:5, yet again with a mediator-corporate function, in whom many in the flesh exist; they are

in Xpot®. Paul calls for virtuous conduct in Rom 12:11, the conceptual-setting in which the
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term xvprog is introduced. According to Paul one should be enthusiastic by spirit, while
serving koptoc.*®

The ‘words spoken’ and cited in Rom 12:19 are attributed to x0prog. There is no
extant OT Greek text witness that could account for the Aéyetr kbprog which Paul presumably
‘added’ to the cited text. Deut 32:35a is also cited in Heb 10:30. Text critical notes suggest
that there are a few NT Greek text witnesses reading Aéyer koploc;*™ the latter suggested
‘additions’ could probably be ascribed to a later Christian tradition. The two citations in Heb
10:30a (Deut 32:35a), Heb 10:30b (Deut 32:36a) together with the citation in Rom 12:19
(Deut 32:35a) are consistent in that they both ascribe ‘the words’ to k0p1og, even though Deut
32:35a does not explicitly read Aéyer koproc.*® The immediate literary context (Deut 32:36-
37) does read the term xvprog, however the larger literary context is dominated by the term
0edc (cf. Deut 32:1-52) with the term kvpiog used frequently. Paul would thus agree with the
author/s of Hebrews that the one responsible for ékdiknoic and dvramodmow is indeed kvprog.

The concept introduced in Rom 12:5 is that all are one body in ypiotog, while those
(most probably referring to the ‘body of Christ”) should enthusiastically serve kbpioc. The
same group of people (the believers, the body of Christ) should not take justice into their own
hands, because such an action is reserved for kbpiog (Rom 12:19). If and to what extent Paul
conceptually differentiated between the referent of the term kvpiog in Rom 12:19 and Rom
12:11, remains debateable. What is certain is that Paul’s audience would not have made a
distinction, especially those with a Hellenistic background, even if Paul had such a division in
mind. The inter-relatedness of these terms with the term 6g6¢ might shed some light on the
matter.

In Rom 12:1-3, 0ed¢ is regarded as being merciful, the one willing to do good unto all,
while the ‘potential” wrath of kOpiog is placed at the centre in Rom 12:19. This is not to say
that conceptually for Paul 8eog refers to a merciful entity, while the term «bpuog is used when
denoting the negative aspects of the nature of the Hebrew deity, if he conceptualised the
personal Hebrew deity at all when he is using the term x¥piog. This might be mere
coincidence that these two terms portray what one would describe as the opposite natures of

the Hebrew deity in this case, due to the fact that Paul allowed his Vorlage in this particular

1% Interestingly the term kaipo is suggested as alternative reading against the kopiog term suggested by D*° F
G, among others. This term however is the term used in Deut 32:35a, cited by Paul in Rom 12:19, words he
assigns to kopoc.

104 The text witnesses supporting such reading are x> A D2 m b r vg™ sy" sa™®; while P*34¢ x* D* P ¥ 6. 33.
629. 1739. 1881 pc lat sy” sa™ bo uphold the text reading as is presented by the NAZ.

1% For a detail discussion on Deut 32:35, 36 cited in Heb 10:30, see Steyn, G. J. A Quest for the Assumed LXX
Vorlage of the Explicit Quotations in Hebrews. Gottingen: Vanderhoeck & Ruprecht, 2011, 300-310.
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case to dictate to him. The fact that the cited content is considered to be words spoken by
kopuoc, the phrase Aéyer kbptog — which appears only 11 times in the whole of the NT% -
could be a strong indication that this term wvpiog should be considered as referring to a
separate entity other than Jesus as the kbpioc. Therefore, one could infer at least three distinct
entities: the first is represented by the term 6g6c, which refers to the monotheistic Hebrew
deity, as is unambiguously the case throughout the Romans epistle. The second is the term
xplotog, correlating with the term kdprog in Rom 12:11, most plausibly referring to Jesus.
The third, is neither an open nor a closed case and highly debateable at that. The term xbp1oc
in Rom 12:19, might be referring to the personal Hebrew deity, the Tetragram. This is not to
say that the monotheistic Hebrew deity should be regarded as a separate entity other than that
of the personal Hebrew deity. At the most this might signify a nuanced nature of the Hebrew

deity.

3.4.13 Romans 13

The term 0eog is again the dominating theological agent in Romans 13, the only true
authority, the one that established all existing authorities (Rom 13:1-2). In Rom 13:4-6 Paul
speaks about the servants of 6g6¢, which most probably refers to those placed in positions of
authority by 6g6c. In the final verse of this chapter Paul calls for the addressees to put on tov
kOplov Incodv Xpiotov as resistance against the flesh (Rom 13:14). The distinction is thus
clear: the term 0gog refers to the Hebrew deity, while the term k¥piog refers to Jesus as the

YPLOTOC.
3.4.14 Romans 14
3.4.14.1 Romans 14:11

The citation/s captured in Rom 14:11 is complex to say the least. What makes these citations
(Rom 14:11a and Rom 14:11b) particularly significant, is the fact that Rom 14:11a attests to
the term koprog, while Rom 14:11b presents the term 6g6g. Determining the source of the
citation increases the complexity surrounding the text of Rom 14:11, as will become evident

from the tables listed below.

105 Cf. Acts 7:49; 15:17; Rom 12:19; 14:11; 1 Cor 14:21; 2 Cor 6:17, 18; Heb 8:8, 9, 10; 10:16; Rev 1:8. Three
of these references are authentic Pauline material (Rom 12:19; 14:11; 1 Cor 14:21), all of which are explicit
citations.
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Literary comparison (Rom 14:11, Isa 49:18c and lIsa 45:23c)

NA*"Rom 14:11 LXX®™ (1sa45:23c)  LXX®™(lsa MT®™ (Isa MT®™ (Isa
49:18c) 45:23c) 49:18c)
11a yéypamrat
yap-
{6 ey, Aéye gyw el 6 Beds, {6 ey, Aéyel WD
1 3 bl4 A ' ' 5=

%UpLOS, xal o0x 0TIy %UpLOG, o

dAAOS. y7om >
(44 3 1 A |44 ) 1 A q—lj-bg
OTL Epol xappel oTL Epol xappel TRF552 ywn
mév yévu mév yévu T
11b xal méoa xal
yAGooa égoporoynoetal
¢gopodoyijoeTal @  mhoa yAdooa T6
Beds. 0edd

Literary comparison (Rom 14:11, Isa 49:22c, 23c)
NA?"Rom 14:11 LXX®* (Isa 45:22bc-23c) MT®™ (Isa 45:22¢-23c)
11a yéypamral
yap-
~ s N1 WYY v sy ” T TR PRI

{6 ey, Aéye gyw el 6 Bebg, xal odx EoTiv dAAOG IR
%0pLog,

0TL €pol xaupet iy yovu 73759 ¥R 93
81 ol xdplet - '
TV YOVU

xal ¢gopodoynoeTal mioa yAGooa D702 vawn
11b xal méoa T8 0eéd
yAGooa
g¢gopodoynoeTal T4
Bed.

Ref. GREEK TEXT WITNESSES HEBREW TEXT
WITNESSES
NT orT oT
x,AB | SAB | A S B st s? 407 538 309 Codex"*" | Codex™*™
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Sa
Rom Aeyet Aeyel i
14:11a /| wpiog XUpLOG
Isa 49:18c
Rom AgYeL - AeYEL x0pLog XTI
14:11a /lsa | yypiog XUPLOS
45:22¢
Rom Tw few fw | Tovxy | Tov by | Tov By Tw fw -
14:11b/lsa
45:23c

The phrase {® &y, Aéyet koprog does not form part of Isa 45:22¢-**

, while many other text
references are familiar with such a phrase (e.g. Num 14:28; Sop 2:9; Isa 49:18c; Jer 24:22; Ez
5:11; 14:16, 18, 20; 16:48; 17:16; 18:3; 20:31, 33; 35:6, 11). What the evidence also points
out is the probability that for Paul the phrase {® éy® might have been a suitable Greek
equivalent for the phrase &yd el 6 0edg, kol ovk Eotiv dAAog (Isa 45:22¢). When the MT
text is considered, sourcing for Paul’s use of (® £ym, Aéyel kOprog evolves even further. In Isa
45:22 the text reads 7 1R 8% with its Greek counterpart reading £y® &ipu 6 0€dg, kai ovk

gotwv 8Ahoc. To put both the MT and LXX® phrases into perspective:

Isa 45:21MT Isa 45:21%

DR TWIPRY T AR gy i 6 Be0g, Kol ovk Eotv GALOC.

The possible sources for the cited text in Rm 14:11a are thus as follows:

a.) &yo &ipn 6 Bgdg, xai ovk Eotv GAhog (Isa 45:22c) — The problem is, why would Paul
alter his Vorlage to such a great extent (if the constructed LXX®™ is a true
representative of such a possible Vorlage), in order to read {® €yd, Aéyet kvprog?

b.) {®d é&ym, Aéyer kOprog (Isa 49:18c) — The issue here is, why would Paul ‘jump’ to Isa
49, when he is dealing with content from Isaiah 45?

c.) oy TWPRY My R (Isa 45:21c) — The problem is that one would imply that a
Hebrew Vorlage influenced Paul, and second the alteration of such to read {® &y,
Aéyel KOprOG;

d.) A fourth possibility is opened up by a 9™ and 12" century manuscript, hence 407 and

538 (which are in agreement with the Syrian translations). Both of which read Aeyst k¢
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in addition to &y® el 6 B€dg, kol ovk Eotiv dAlog (Isa 45:22¢) — The most probable

solution is that it reflects a tradition which adapted the Greek OT towards the NT text.

All these proposals are indeed possible, but some are more probable than others. It is the
opinion held here that Paul sourced the content of Rom 14:11a from lIsa 45:22c, while
combining the content with a ‘universal’ known and used phrase {® £y®d, Aéyet Kl')ptogl07 - the
latter which might have been sourced from Isa 49:18c due to the fact that Paul cited content
from Isa 49:8 in 2 Cor 6:2,'% as well as content resembling Isa 48:13 in Rom 4:17.)%° |t
should be noted that Paul did not disregard or ignore the phrase &y® &ipt 6 0ed¢, kol ovk Eotiv
aAalog (Isa 45:22c). It is possible that the phrase (& éyd, Aéyel kOprog served his theological
intent better, especially the term xvpiog, while encapsulating the theological-conceptual
essence of &yd el 6 0g6g, kai ovk Eottv dAlog. The phrase {d £yd, Aéyel kOplog was used in
combination with yéypomtat yap, to make it sound as if the cited content is the actual words
spoken by the lord, thus ensuring the authoritive nature of the content. What Paul meant by
the term ‘xOplog’ remains uncertain at this stage. As with Rom 12:19, Paul assigns the
content cited in Rom 14:11 not only to that which is written, but views it as words uttered by
kOprog. The integrity of Rom 14:11a appears intact with its implementation of k0puog (if Is
49:18c is of course considered as the possible Vorlage) while the Greek OT text corresponds
to the expected mn° in the Hebrew text tradition. The same cannot be said for Rom 14:11b.
The latter text reference presents various variations on the 0gog term in its dative case. At
least three variants come to the fore: 6g6c in its dative and accusative case, as well as k0ptog

in its accusative case without any Hebrew term as counterpart.**

The problem on the one hand is the source of the citation in Rom 14:11a. If Isa 45:22c is
considered a possible source, then the fact that the Greek OT does not account for any
related term whereas the MT does. Moreover, the challenge would be to relate the term
kOprog (Rom 14:11a) with the term 6gog (Rom 14:11b) as well as with such terms in the
remaining literary context of Romans 14.

~ A transmission (both Hebrew and Greek), rendition and theological conceptual

problem ~

197 see Koch, Schrift, 184

108 cf. Wilk, Bedeutung, 18.

199 Cf. Shum, Paul’s use, 187.

19765 Begy = Rom.] tov Beov O-88 L"*-46-233 C 407 410 449’ 538 544 Wirc. (per deum) Co Syl Eus. dem. Tht.
Cyr.; Tov xuptov S* O; + Tov aAnfivov L"*-233 544 Syl Eus. dem. Tht.: ex 65:16
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Within Paul’s immediate literary conceptual context, there appears to be no distinction made
between the referent of the term 6e6¢ and kvprog. They appear inter-twined and inter-related
with one another throughout Romans 14. The latter will of course be scrutinised and put to
the test in the remainder of the discussion. Moreover, they are also used with a greater
frequency than anywhere else in the epistle, while the term Xpiotdc is also implemented in
three instances.

Paul’s literary conceptual context could be summarised as follows:

3a 0 0£0¢ yap avTOV TPpoceAdPeto 0edc, the one choosing

4b 10 161 KVpi® otKel Tj TnTEL in kvpog he (the servant) stands or falls
4c 0 KOprog otijoat avTOV The kvprog will make him to stand

6a O EPovAV TV NUEPAY KOPL® QPOVEL He who determines the day as special,

does so in kHprog.

6b Kai 0 £00inv Kupi@ éobist he who eats, does so in kOplog

6c EVYOPLOTEL YOp TD 0@ because he is thankful to 6g6¢

6d 0 un €oBiwv Kupie ovk £cbict he who does not eat, does so in kbp1og
6e Kol e0YaploTel T@ 0@ he is thankful to Bedc

8a gav te yap (duev, T@ kopie {duev if we live, we live in kbprog

8b gav 1€ amobviokmpey, TA KVPim if we are mortal, then in k0pog

8d £av 1€ anobviokmpuev, Tod kKvpiov éopév  if we are mortal, we are of kbpioc

%9a €ig o010 yop Xprotog anébavev for that, Xpiotog was mortal

10c  mdavteg yap mapoactnodpedao @ Prpatt all will stand in the tribunal of
700 00D Be0¢

1lla (O gy, Aéyel KOprog | am the living, says k0ptog
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11b  «aimdoco yYA®ooa éEoporoynoeton T® 0e® every tongue will confess to Ogog

12 Eavtod Adyov dmoel [T@ 0@ ] give account before 0ed¢
14a  oido kol mémeiopon &v Kupim Incod knowledge to be in kvplog Jesus
15d  dmoAive vrgp o0 XproTog dnédavey Xpiotoc, the one who died

17a o0 yap éotv | Paciieio Tov Ogod Bpdoic  the kingdom of 6g6¢

18a 0 yap €v 100t dovAEVV T XPLoTd servant in Xpiotog
18b  evdpeotog TM Oed acceptable for 6g6g
20a 10 £€pyov Tod 00D work of 0edg

22b  évomov Tod Bgov before Ogdg

The nature and role imposed on the entity that is referred to by the term 6e6¢ remains intact;
the monotheistic Hebrew deity. The term refers to the one that holds the authority to choose
(Rom 14:3), thanks are directed to 6g6g (Rom 14:6¢c and Rom 14:6e). He will head the
tribunal (Rom 14:10c), which is also inferred in Rom 14:12 and Rom 14:18b, and to a lesser
degree in Rom 14:22b. @¢dc is the monotheistic Hebrew deity, to whom every knee will bow
and tongue confess (Rom 14:11b), who’s work should not be made undone through the
dispute over food (Rom 14:20a). The concept underlying the term xvpiog on the other hand
seems to be fluctuating. In Rom 14:4b the term k0Op1og refers to a “Master’ in the slave-owner
sense of the word. The term k0ptog in Rom 14:4c however does seem to refer to an entity that
might not be necessarily ‘different’ in nature, but an entity that appears to be superior to the
entity(ies) to whom the term wkvpioc in Rom 14:4b refers to. The distinction between the
concepts underlying the two terms is made possible by the definite article applied to the term
KOplog in Rom 14:4c. The intent with the definite article is to make a clear distinction
between ‘a’ kOprog in the socio-cultural sense of the word; a generic profane concept

assigned to the term in Rom 14:4b,*

and ‘the’ wOploc which is also ‘a’ ‘Master’, but
corporate in nature.
This k0prog concept or idea is further developed in Rom 14:8 and Rom 14:9. In Rom

14:8 living life as a mortal being, is to live for kvprog. The socio-cultural concept of slave-

L A synonymous term, dsomotig, designating a generic-profane meaning of the term is utilised in only eight
instances (1 Tim 6:1,2; 2 Tim 2:21; Titus 2:9; 1 Pet 2:18; 2 Pet 2:1; Jude 4 and Rev 6:10) in the NT text.
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benefactor or slave-master remains the construct Paul is working with as introduced in Rom
14:4. For Paul, however, being a servant of ‘the’ xbpioc demands a mortal-existential loyalty
that affects one’s life and death as a mortal. The social construct, that a servant belonged to
his ‘Master’ until his death, would not have been an alien concept for those whom Paul is
addressing. The key to understanding Paul’s theologically loaded concept is not only to
account for the definite article accompanying the term xvpiog in Rom 14:4c, but to also
interpret it in relation to Rom 14:9. For Paul ypiotog also died and was raised to be kvpiedon
(the ruler/the kvprog) of both the living and the dead. The term ypiotog in Rom 14:9 thus
refers to the same entity to whom the kvplog in v. 4c, v. 6 and v. 8 refers to; the latter of
which is enforced in v. 18a; that one is a servant of ypiotog and that ypiotoc died (v. 15d).
Who then is this kvpioc? Who is the ypiotog that would become the xbdpioc for all? The
answer might lie in the explicit citation presented in Rom 14:11a. As indicated before, the
phrase (& éyd, Aéyetl kOprog is either cited from a Greek text that resembled the reconstructed
Isa 49:18c or Isa 45:22c text, the latter which is considered to be the more plausible of the
two possibilities.

If Isa 49:18c is viewed as a possible Vorlage, then the term kvptog Rom 14:11a would
indirectly refer to . But if Isa 45:22b, éyd i 6 0gog, is considered to be the sourced text,
it would then suggest that the term k0pog indirectly refers to x. This might be an indication
that Paul used the terms 0g6g and k0Opiog interchangeably. The latter is confirmed by the fact
that Rom 14:11b attests to the explicit use of the term 6g6¢. For Paul the concept underlying
the term kvpilog in Rom 14:11a could either refer to the same entity the referent of the term
KVplog in Rom 14:8, but it could also refer to the monotheistic Hebrew deity as related in
Rom 14:11b; the one heading the tribunal in v. 10 and to whom everyone will be held
accountable (v. 12). It is the opinion held here that Paul intended to be ambiguous to the point
that one would consider Paul to be dubious. The phrase in Rom 14:11b confirms this, xai
ndoa yAdooo éEoporoynoetar Td Bed (Isa 45:23d) — every tongue would confess before
Bedc. To summarise, from the deployment of the terms 6g6¢ and xvpuog, it is possible to
deduce three distinct entities from Romans 14:

1.) Kdvpioc as a socio-cultural construct referring to the generic-profane ‘master’ (v. 4b);
2.) ‘The’ xbprog in v. 4c which is also the ypiotoc in v. 9, 15 and 18, both of which refers

to the same entity xvpio Incod (v. 14);
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3.) Finally, the term xbpioc in v. 11a could either refer to the same entity as does Rm
14:4c and others, or it could refer to the same entity that the term 6go¢ refers to in Rm

14:11b, namely the ‘living” monotheistic Hebrew deity.

Moreover, the referent of the term kvpioc in Rom 14:4b is subordinate to the referent of the
term xOpioc in the remaining part of ch. 14 (cf. Rom 14:4c, 6 etc.). The latter coincides with
the term ypiotdc in Romans 9, 15 and 18. This referent, Jesus as the ypiotdg and kvpiog, is in
the mind of Paul, either subordinate or on a par with the referent or entity referred to using
the term Bed¢ in Rom 14:11b.

3.4.15 Romans 15
3.4.15.1 Romans 15:9

The obvious issue at hand is the fact that Rom 15:9 does not testify to the kvpiog or any
related term, while the constructed Greek Vorlage (Ps 17:50) proposes the term kbpioc,
which would appear to be an agreement with its Hebrew counterpart testifying to the use of
the Tetragram. It is deemed important that a theological significant term such as kvpioc,

particularly while it holds the potential reproducing the Tetragram, is ‘omitted.’

Literary comparison (Rom 15:9 and Ps 17:50)

NA*" (Rom 15:9) LXX® (Ps 17:50) MT"™ (Ps 18:50)
T& 08 E0vy Umep Edéoug
dokdaat TOV Bedv,

xabwg yéypamtal-

o TodiTo dte ToliTo Egopodoynoopal T 1D TN 1727V
ggoporoynoopal got év oot &v EBveaty, xlple,
gbveay

TR TR

xal ¢ dvopati gov xal T6 dvépati gov Yald,
Yard.
GREEK TEXT WITNESSES HEBREW TEXT WITNESSES
NT oT oT
P XL A, X X’ SAB Cod™" Cod™™
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Even though this is not an explicit citation containing the term xvpiog nor the term 6eoc, the
content presented in Rom 15:9 does, however, hold significance due to the fact that the
content which this verse resembles (Ps 17:50) does read kvpie, with its Hebrew counterpart
(Ps 18:50) representing m°. There should have been a good reason why such a significant
term had been ‘omitted’, if of course the Vorlage used resembles that which is constructed in
the LXX®™text. The text critical data does show that a 2™ hand “altered’ the ‘original’ hand of
the NT Sinaiticus reading, probably towards the available Greek OT manuscripts that read the
term kopuog in its vocative form. This issue becomes even more intriguing when the citation
in Rom 15:11 is taken into account. The latter content, which resembles Ps 117:1, does
however present the term kvprog. It does appear as if Paul is inconsistent in applying the OT
content, especially with regard to the term xbpioc. What is deemed plausible is the fact that
Paul merely followed his Vorlage which did not read the term xbOpiog (Rom 15:9). It is
possible that Paul merely accepted the reading without considering altering his source text.
As mentioned, the text critical data could be used as proof for the existence of such a
Vorlage.

Two alternative readings are suggested: the first is to read nothing more than what is
presented by the eclectic text, supported by 9346 X A and B. The second option is to read
kvpte supported by NT manuscripts 8 33. 104. 1505, among others, and OT manuscripts S A
and B. If determining what could have caused the discrepancy is not complex enough, the
term kvOprog in Rom 15:11 does indeed correspond to the constructed Vorlage, which is

further evidence for inconsistency.
The focal issue thus is the possible ‘omission’ or absence of kvpie in combination with

the fact that some NT text witnesses suggest reading kopue.

~ A Greek transmission problem ~
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3.4.15.2 Romans 15:11

As mentioned in the previous section, the significance of the citation captured in Rom 15:11
would come into play if and when considered in relation to Rom 15:9 in particular, as well as
in the immediate literary context of Romans 15.

Literary comparison (Rom 15:11 and Ps 116:1)

NA*" (Rom 15:11) LXX®" (Ps 116:1) MT"™ (Ps 117:1)
xol TAALW - AdAndouia. 990
afvsw,s, navte ta Edvy, A‘wsws TOV xUplov, Tavta T .
TOV %VpLov Ta €bv),
xal émavesatwoay alTov  Emavésate adTOV, TAVTES aliot oy iR tisiol /g
TAVTES 0l Aatol. ol Aaol,
GREEK TEXT WITNESSES HEBREW TEXT WITNESSES
NT oT oT
P X, A B SA Cod™" Cod"*®®
TOV XV TOV XV | TOV %V i o

The primary issue at stake in this instance is related to the theological conceptual integrity of
the literary context regarding the term xbpiog and 6g6¢ and related terms as it presents itself
in Rom 15:1-33.

The ‘so to seem?’ intactness of the text traditions, raises suspicion and should undergo
further literary scrutiny.

~ A theological conceptual problem ~

When one considers the content of these two verses within its immediate literary conceptual
context, they appear to be out of sync. The literary context is dominated by the terms ypiotog
and 0edc, while the term kvprog only occurs within the technical phrase tod kvpiov fuadv
‘Incod Xpiotod (Rom 15:6). Conceptually, yprotdg is the one who does not consider himself,
the unselfish one (Rom 15:3), while 0edg is the one that is patient and that encourages (Rm
15:5). The same entity, 0go6g is also the one providing the ability to consider one another

according to Xpiotov Incodv (Rom 15:5). The objective of the latter is for 6g6g, to be
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glorified, as the father of 100 xvpiov U@V ‘Incod Xpiotod (Rom 15:6). The addressees
should accept one another as ypiotdc accepts them. The objective again is to glorify 6goc
(Rom 15:7). Xpwotog became as servant for the circumcised, on behalf of the truth of 6gog
(Rom 15:8). The nations will glorify 6e6¢ due to his mercy, confirmed by a string of citations,
the first taken from Ps 17:50. The concept of glorification, praise and hymns are used in close
relation with the term 6gog in both the target and source contexts (cf. Ps 17:47). It does
however appear as if Paul simply followed his Vorlage which did not read the term kvptog in
the case of Ps 17:50 (Rom 15:9b). Paul could have considered the term kvpiog not suitable at
this particular juncture, especially with the 66&av tod 6god (Rom 15:7), aAnOeiog Beod (Rm
15:8) and do&doon tov Beov (Rom 15:9) concepts already introduced. On the other hand, it
did not seem to inconvenience him in Rm 15:11 when he cites Ps 116:1.

It is, however, irrelevant if Paul’s Vorlage read the term k0ptog or not and if one
should actually read the term k0ptog in Rom 15:9a. The phrase t® ovopati cov should refer
to no other than kvpioc, the latter which should be interpreted as the same kvpiog as in Rm
15:11 as well as Rom 15:6. To confirm if this is indeed the case, it would be necessary to
establish the extent of the literary conceptual relationship between the term kbdpiog in Rom
15:11 and the term 6edg in the remainder of the literary context. Paul considers himself a
servant of Jesus as the ypiotdg for the nation, a priest for the good news of 6g6¢ (Rom 15:16).
The good news about ypiotog is proclaimed from Jerusalem to Illyricum (Rom 15:19). It
seems plausible to deduce that ®voudoOn Xpiotog (Rom 15:20) conceptually coincides with
1@ ovopati cov in Rom 15:9b. The logical conclusion is therefore that the ‘implied’ kVpiog
term in Rom 15:9b and the term ypiotdg in Rom 15:20 are conceptually for Paul referring to
the same entity, the resurrected Jesus (Rom 15:6). The argument that the two k0Opiog terms
(Rom 15:9, 11) imply Jesus as the ypiotdc — introduced in Rom 15:6 — is further supported by
the fact that Rom 15:9a makes a distinction between the one coming to the nations, ypiotoc,
and the one that would be glorified because of this, namely 6gdgc.

There are thus two separate entities referred to in chapter 15, the one is Jesus as the
yprotoc and kvprog. The second is the monotheistic Hebrew deity referred to using none other
than the term 6<6c. In addition to this it should be noted that it is almost as if Paul made a
distinction between the earthly Jesus and ypiotog who function on an equal “altitude’ as 6<oc.
It would not be fair, however, to reason that Paul conceptually assimilated the ypiotoc
substance to such an extent that in essence ypiotdcg is, or becomes 6goc. It does however

appear to be plausible to surmise that the substance of the earthly Jesus have been morphed
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into a ‘new’ being as the exalted ypiotog, who is neither the earthly Jesus nor 6ed¢, but Jesus

as the exalted kvpoc.
3.4.16 Romans 16

The interesting feature of this chapter is that it is the only chapter in the Roman epistle
dominated by the term ypiotog and kvprog. It is thus an invaluable chapter to determine the
concepts underlying the term xvpiog separate from the technical phrase xvpiov Tncod
Xpuotod in particular. In the first two verses the addressees are requested to receive Phoebe, a
deacon in k0prog (Rom 16:2). Another call is made to welcome Prisca and Aquilla in Xpiot®
‘Incod. It is also mentioned that Epaenetus was the first convert of Asia for ypiotdoc (Rom
16:5). Paul also says that Adronicus and Junia were in ypiotog before him (Rom 16:7). Paul
continues with this line of thought to greet and welcome a fellow follower of Christ who is
either in yprotdg or in koprog. The concept that Jesus as ypiotdg and kvprog to whom and in
whom one is converted to become a member of the church of ypiotog (v. 16), seems to be a
dominant feature of Romans 16 — especially attested in Rom 16:1-18. The concept of the
peace of 0c6¢ (Rom 16:20) is not foreign to Paul.*? However, the phrase tod aioviov Ocod
(Rom 16:26) and the dative phrase péve copd 0e®d in Rom 16:27 is not only foreign to Paul
but also to the New Testament. The concept of the wisdom of 6g6¢ is of course not unfamiliar

to Paul’s thought.113

3.5 Summary

One could infer at least four terms used to refer to two distinct entities, and one related entity
in the Romans epistle. The first is the term xbpiog used in referencing to Jesus as the ypiotog
and kvploc. The second and third is the term ypwotoc, referring to a.) Jesus as the koprog and
b.) transformed ypiotdc who is neither Jesus nor 6gdc. Fourth, is the term kopiog that refers to
the personal Hebrew deity, the Tetragram. Finally, the term 0ed¢ ultimately refers to the

monotheistic Hebrew deity.

"2 Cf. Phil 4:7, 9; Rom 15:33; 2 Cor 13:11; 1 Thess 5:23.
13 Cf. 1 Cor 1:18-25; it should be noted that 1 Cor 1:25-27 is considered by scholars as post-Pauline.
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3.5.1 Proposed Solution: Theological Conceptual Problems

Most of the explicit koprog and 06 citations posed a theological conceptual problem due to
the fact that evidence did not present any imminent text critical or text historical problems.
The theologically assumed conceptual problem presented by the citations in Rom 3:11 and
Rom 3:18 can be dismissed based on two criteria: a.) the cited content attesting to the 6g6g
term fits in seamlessly into Paul’s theo-concept in at least the first 11 chapters; b.) no text
critical or text historical issues were deductable from the available data. Moreover, there is no
other theological significant acting agent present in Romans 3 other than 6e6¢. The theo-
concept inferred from the literary context is the monotheistic Hebrew deity. The explicit
KOp1og citation in Rm 4:8 does indeed pose a theological conceptual problem. Even though
Paul follows his Vorlage and the term xkvpiog in Rom 4:8 would indirectly imply the
Tetragram, Paul does not share the conceptual value that the term kvpioc might have had in
the OG text. For Paul the term «0Opiog refers to Jesus as the ypiotog and kHpiog, the one raised
from the dead (Rom 4:24). Thus, the kyrio-concept is Jesus as the ypiotdc.

The 6g6¢g concept as represented by the explicit citation in Rom 9:26 is none other
than the Hebrew deity, for obvious reasons. The term k0Opiog presented in Rom 9:29, in
correlation with the term kvpioc in Rom 9:28, calls the personal Hebrew deity into mind. Paul
allowed his Vorlage to dictate to him and therefore the term xbOpiog in this case not only
designates the Tetragram but it conceptually relates to the theos-concept in its immediate
literary conceptual context. Although it is reasonable to interpret the term kvpiog in Rom
10:13 as referring to Jesus as the kvOptog, an uncomfortable ambiguity remains. The term
KVOptog in Rom 10:16 should be interpreted as a term representing the Tetragram. The same
applies to the term kbOplog in Rom 11:34. The underlying concept in this case remains the
monotheistic Hebrew deity. The phrase Aéyet xOprog, read in addition to the cited content in
Rom 12:19, refers to an entity other than Jesus as the kopiog. Words spoken and ascribed to
kOprog is well known in the OG text, but it only appears 11 times in the whole of the NT of
which most if not all, forms part of explicit cited content. The opposite is inferred from the
‘implied” kOprog term in Rom 15:11 and Rom 15:9 for that matter — the referent of this term
is indeed Jesus as the ypiotog. The theological conceptual problem thus remains: why did
Paul use the term kvpioc, separate from the explicit citation, when he referred to Jesus as the
Xpiotoc and the term xvprog as part of the explicit citations when he referred to the
Tetragram or the personal Hebrew deity? Was it because Paul implicitly wanted to draw a

literary conceptual line between Jesus as the kOptog and the personal Hebrew deity ‘named’
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kvprog? Or was Paul merely playing on the idea that the Hebrew deity, as the kvpioc, has the

authority to judge and is the ruler of all rulers?
3.5.2 Proposed Solution: Translation and Greek Transmission Problems

The explicit citations that present a translation problem are Rom 4:3; Rom 9:28; Rom 10:16;
Rom 11:3 and Rom 14:11, and/or those that present a Greek transmission problem are Rom
2:24; Rom 9:28; Rom 11:3; Rom 14:11 and Rom 15:9. This is where the Greek translators
opted for a Greek equivalent that is not the ‘expected’ term and that the NT text differs in
reading from the OT text. The problem in Rom 2:24 can at least be explained based on Paul’s
dominating theos-concept and that it was ‘required’ that the explicit citation read the term
0edc. What is more plausible is that Paul’s Vorlage read the term 0gog (Isa 52:5¢) especially
when dealing with the Isaiah text. The latter is made even more possible if one considers that
6vopa tod Ogod is in fact referring to the term k¥piog as the ‘name’ of Bedc. It should,
however, not be excluded that based on manuscript data that the term 6g6¢ might have been
considered as a ‘suitable’ Greek equivalent for the Tetragram. The translation or rendering
issue between the Hebrew and Greek text traditions has no effect on the explicit 66 citation
in Rom 4:3. The citation blends seamlessly into Paul’s theo-concept. Rom 9:28, also attests to
an lsaiah citation (Isa 10:22c-23c). The problem was initiated by the Greek translators who
battled with the rendering of the Hebrew deity in general and the Tetragram in particular. The
fact that Paul read kopioc and not Bedc as suggested by the LXX®™ should not necessarily be
interpreted as a conceptual shift made by Paul. It is highly likely, especially in this case, that
Paul followed his Vorlage that read the term kvpioc which also implies that this particular
term reproduces the Tetragram. Finally, the so-called ‘omission’ of the term k¥piog could be
explained that the Vorlage did not read the term. Paul clearly did not have a problem citing
this term (cf. Rom 15:11) and it would be mere speculation to assign such a variation

originating with Paul.
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