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K. G. APPLEGATE, ‘GOD THE FATHER AS GIVER OF LIFE: EXPLORING A
PAULINE MOTIF’

Scholarly scrutiny of Paul’s theology proper has recently produced a view that Paul’s
reflections about God are axiomatic. As an exploration of the apostle Paul’s creative
theologising, this thesis challenges this prevailing view that Paul assumed his theology
proper wholesale from Jewish thought that preceded him, especially as propounded in the
Old Testament. The thesis investigates how Paul develops the divine fatherhood
metaphor established in both Jewish and Greco-Roman sources, and how he intersects the
metaphor with concepts of life-giving. The first chapter introduces the state of the
question and elaborates the methodology used in the ensuing arguments, where emphasis
is given to metaphor theory and Relevance Theory, a framework taken from the field of
cognitive linguistics. The second chapter establishes background for the proximity of
divine fatherhood and the giving of life, arguing that Paul was the first to intersect these
two trajectories begun several centuries previously. Jewish sources from the Old
Testament, the deuterocanonical literature, and Second Temple literature are prioritised,
though a brief section on Greco-Roman thought is presented. The third chapter examines
how Paul relates God as Father to Jesus by analysing those texts where Paul intersects
God’s paternity with the resurrection of Jesus. The analysis seeks to show that Paul offers
a new identity for God as the Father who raised Jesus from the dead. The fourth chapter
presents the outworking of this new identity in demonstrating how Paul relates God as
Father to those who are ‘in Christ’ (¢v Xpioté), where the thesis seeks to show how the
apostle conceives of a derivative sonship that flows from Jesus to those who are in him. A
brief conclusion follows with suggested avenues of further research.
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Pro ecclesia

‘Zugleich wird die Beziehung der Texte zur gegenwirtig existierenden Kirche mitbedacht,
und insofern ist Exegese eine “kirchliche Wissenschaft” — natiirlich nicht in dem Sinne,
dass sie sich die Inhalte oder gar die Ergebnisse ihres Arbeitens von kirchlichen Instanzen
vorgegeben sein liefle, wohl aber in dem Sinne, dass sie den unmittelbaren Bezug ihrer
Texte zur gegenwirtigen Kirche erkennt und beachtet’.

—Andreas Lindemann, Glauben, Handeln, Verstehen: Studien zur Auslegung des Neuen
Testaments, vii.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. The Status Quastionis and Recent Scholarship

Exactly where God fits into Paul’s creative theologising has either exercised or passed the
notice of the apostle’s recent interpreters. There seems to be no middle ground: either
one claims that Paul pens precious little that is new about God, or that the apostle
differentiates his reflections about God significantly from Jewish writings that came before
him. Recent scholarship has increasingly viewed theology proper as foundational to Paul’s
theological programme such as it may be pieced together from the extant letters that bear
his name;' certainly Paul was no systematician. How Paul assesses this foundational
material has however been a point of contention. Is the apostle content to leave the
foundation as it lies, confident that he can build his more creative superstructures (e.g.,
Christology or justification) on what has been passed down to him from his Jewish
forebears? Or does Paul realise post-Christophany that even the foundation needs some
remodelling?

The uncurious’ interpreter has typically assigned Paul’s reflections about God to

theological axioms inherited from the apostle’s OT Jewish background,’ constituting what

! Guthrie and Martin 1993: 355-356, 367; Richardson 1994: 12-18; Dunn 1998: 28-31; Wright 2013: 2.616,
634-43; Schnelle 2014: 423; Sanders 2015: 708 (cf. his earlier statements in idem 1977: 509 and idem 1991:
41); Capes, Reeves, and Richards 2017: 339, 341; Gorman 2017: 166-67; Ware 2019: 11-14.

? That is, the interpreter who is not curious with respect to Paul’s God-language; framing this as a question
of ‘scholarly curiosity’ is a conceit adapted from Richardson’s dissertation published in 1994. I do not use
‘uncurious’ pejoratively. The interpreters I have in mind are usually keen to showcase other aspects of Paul’s
thinking, and their scholarly energies and insights are spent, not on Paul’s reflections about God, but
elsewhere; avoidance of Paul’s theology proper is usually seen as fidelity to Paul’s own perceived neglect.

3 Classically stated in Dunn 1998: 28, ‘Paul’s convictions about God are all too axiomatic. Because they were
axioms, Paul never made much effort to expound them’. See further the sources cited in Dunn 1998: 28-29
n. 4.



Andreas Lindemann has called a ‘theological deficit’. In a penetrating and thought-
provoking essay originally published in the late 1970s, Lindemann has suggested three
reasons for the treatment of Paul’s reflections on God as axiomatic by some of the apostle’s
recent interpreters. First, after Paul’s conversion, Jesus dominates Paul’s thought to such
a degree that all thought about God retreats to the background. Second, some interpreters
have assumed that Paul’s (so-called) doctrine of God possesses no special features but
moves entirely in paths prescribed by OT" or Second Temple Jewish tradition. Third, since
Paul’s addressees were already theistic prior to their conversions, Paul could assume his
‘doctrine’ of God without need for further development.*

The modern judgement that Paul’s reflections about God are merely unreflected
axioms dates back at least to the turn of the twentieth century. As early as 1904, William
Wrede had concluded that on the topic of Paul’s language about God one must keep
silent.” Wrede argued according to Lindemann’s second reason: Paul had nothing new to
say about God that his Jewish predecessors had not said already. A few years later, Adolf
Deissmann likewise could find no ‘new features’ in Paul’s reflections about God, only new
certainty in the apostle’s conviction of God—]Jesus had clarified and solidified Paul’s
previously held theological (in the proper sense of the word) beliefs. For Deissmann, Paul’s

Christology outshines his theology proper, which is transferred wholesale from his Jewish

* Lindemann 1999: 11-12. Cf. Flebbe 2008: 1-19.

> Wrede 1907: 80. The second edition was published posthumously in Tiibingen three years after the Halle
edition. Klumbies (1992: 13) notes the precedent of Paul’s theology proper as insignificant established by
Baur’s mere two-page treatise on the subject, but Baur’s analysis does not fit neatly into Lindemann’s three
reasons. Cf. Baur 1864: 205-207. Baur’s son published this work posthumously from his father’s lecture
notes dated 1852 to 1860. On the dating of the original material, see the foreword by Ferdinand Friedrich
Baur in Baur 1864: iii—iv. To the interpreters I have included here, Klumbies adds Johannes Weif}, Wilhelm
Bousset, and Paul Feine. Cf. Klumbies 1992: 11-19.



upbringing, thereby evoking Lindemann’s first two reasons.® A forthright conclusion of
the axiomatic position is that Paul has no standalone thoughts about God at all, a view
akin to that of Rudolf Bultmann, who preferred to glimpse Paul’s theological reflections
through the prism of anthropology, coupling assertions about God with assertions about
humanity and in the process deliberately subsuming the apostle’s ‘doctrine’ of God under
the ‘doctrine’ of man.’

More recently, the assertion that Paul’s reflections about God are axiomatic has
been clearly articulated by James Dunn. In his volume on Paul’s theology, Dunn contends
that Paul’s reflections about God are the obvious starting point for any theological analysis
of the apostle’s writings because of how frequently Paul refers to God in his letters and
because of Paul’s own view that God has legitimated his life’s work as apostle and
missionary to the nations.” Dunn also argues that Paul’s theological convictions are
axiomatic, lacking both development and exposure to view. Aligning himself with
Lindemann’s second and third reasons, Dunn indicates that Paul’s beliefs about God were
thoroughly Jewish, certain aspects of which were held in common with the addressees of
his letters. According to Dunn, Paul can thus take for granted his statements about God.
In a published dissertation on divine impartiality in Rom 2, Jouette Bassler has helped to
disambiguate the notion of theological axiom. She deems statements ‘axiomatic’ if they
meet the following criteria: appearance in writings of diverse provenance and genre;

flexibility in application to various situations; polemical potential when featured alongside

¢ Deissmann 1926: 187-89.
7 Bultmann 1984: 192-93. Cf. Moxnes 1980: 4-5; Klumbies 1992: 19-22. Bultmann emphasised
anthropology to the neglect of theology because of his concern not to introduce ‘objectifying’ language

about God that could stand apart from the encounter with God in the kerygma.
¥ Dunn 1998: 28-31. On the frequency of feés in Paul’s undisputed letters, cf. Klumbies 1992: 11 n. 2.



other characteristic doctrines; and relative fixity of expression.” Bassler’s focus is the
phrase, ‘for there is no partiality with God’ (00 ydp éoTv mpocwmodnuia mapa t6 beéd, Rom
2.11). Dunn provides a few more examples from Romans: ‘God who is blessed forever’
([Bedg] 8¢ eamtv edAoynTds eis Tovg aidvag, Rom 1.25); ‘God will judge the world’ ([6 Oeds
xpwel] Tov xdopov, Rom 3.6); ‘God who gives life to the dead’ ([6eds 6 {womoiéiv] Tobg vexpovg,
Rom 4.17); and, among other axiomatic statements, God ‘who searches the hearts’ (6 ...
épauv@dv Tag xapdiag, Rom 8.27)."°

The consignment of Paul’s reflections about God to theological axiom has at times
fostered the assumption that Paul offers no meaningful contribution to theology in its
proper sense as theo-logy, an assumption that is challenged by Bassler at the outset of her
dissertation."" Others have concurred with the spirit of Bassler’s challenge by questioning
the assessment of Paul’s reflections about God as merely axiomatic. Occasionally, the
challenge comes in the guise of describing Paul’s contribution to creative theology proper
as an economic definition of God—i.e., defining who God is by what God does."” For
instance, by the middle of the last century certain pockets of Germanophone scholarship
had noted the Pauline novum of God’s role in the resurrection of Jesus. Werner Georg
Kiimmel insisted that the starting point for understanding Paul’s theological thinking even
before Christology or justification must be God’s action in Jesus, particularly with respect

to God’s primary role in the resurrection of Jesus, convictions he had already published in

? Bassler 1982: 43-44, 66.
10 Cf. Dunn 1998: 29.

1 Bassler 1982: 1.

12 Cf. Rowe 2002: 296-99.



seed form by the mid-1940s."

Kimmel’s line of thought may be further seen in an article published by Franz
Joseph Schierse in the Lexikon fiir Theologie und Kirche in 1960 which summarises ‘God’
in the Pauline literature and declares that one may profitably read Paul’s reflections about
God chiefly from the crucifixion and resurrection of Jesus."* Schierse applies this especially
to Paul’s teachings on justification and to the apostle’s confrontation with what he terms
‘Hellenistic Gnostic Wisdom’ (original: hellenistisch-gnostische Weisheit). In Paul’s
teaching on justification, God demonstrates the satisfaction of his wrath and the bestowal
of his mercy upon sinners even as he orchestrates the atoning death of his own Son on the
sinners’ behalf. Through a pair of paradoxes in 1 Cor 1-3—wisdom and folly, strength
and weakness—Schierse argues that Paul appeals once more to the nature of God as seen
in the Christ event: God subverts the wisdom teachings that were confounding his
Corinthian addressees by displaying the folly and weakness of the cross as superior to all
human wisdom and strength.

With respect to the resurrection of Jesus, Paul-Gerhard Klumbies has gone slightly
turther than Kiimmel’s position by arguing that the reflections about God by the apostle
are Christologically interpreted.” He proposes a sixfold complex of ideas in which Paul

explicates God both soteriologically and Christologically, among which is God as the one

P Kiimmel 1969: 133-34, 136-37, 143-44; earlier: idem 1945: 40-68. Cf. Schelkle 1981: 185-88; Schrage
2001: 194-95; more pronounced in an earlier article: idem 1976: 121-54; Reinmuth 2004: 11-16; see further
Klumbies 1992: 24-30. Flebbe argues, however, that Kiimmel’s analysis still belongs to the line of thought
begun in Wrede and Deissmann because he subscribes to Lindemann’s first reason: Christology in Paul
overshadows theology proper. See Flebbe 2008: 11-12. My contention is that Kiimmel (and Schelkle after
him) both view Paul as innovating (however slightly) in his reflections about God, and thus differ from the
previous generations of Germanophone scholarship listed above, esp. in n. 5.

'* Schierse 1960: 1079-80.

13 Cf. the similar conclusions of Richardson 1994: 304; Starnitzke 2004: 478-92.



who raised Jesus from the dead. For Klumbies, God’s raising of Jesus is not an isolated act;
Paul is instead interested in the connection to and predictive power of Jesus’ resurrection
for the future resurrection of himself and his addressees as underscored in 1 Cor 15.12-
19, the key text.'® By prioritising Paul’s Christology over his theology proper, Klumbies’
work differs from Kiimmel and may yet be classified under Lindemann’s first reason, but
Klumbies’ thesis does not fit so easily into Lindemann’s schema because Klumbies engages
Paul’s reflections about God in their own right, rather than assuming or downplaying
them."”

Though he limited his investigation to Paul’s letter to the Romans, in retrospect
Halvor Moxnes precipitated a watershed moment in the revival of Paul’s theology proper
as a viable subject for scholarly endeavour with the publication of his Oslo doctoral thesis
as Theology in Conflict in 1980. Moxnes approaches Paul’s reflections about God as
statements embedded in contexts that address real situations faced by the apostle’s
addressees, rather than as isolated, theoretical expressions. He is especially keen to show
how for Paul God’s identity is closely bound up with the identity of the early Christians
comprised of Jews and gentiles. Where conflicts arose in these early churches, Paul
according to Moxnes centres the issues at hand upon the right understanding of God, and
how the proper understanding of God affects the unity of the communities the apostle
addresses. Crystallising a line of argumentation broached but underexplored in Kiimmel’s

earlier work, the analysis by Moxnes demonstrates that Paul’s theology proper may be

' Klumbies 1992: 153-63, 248-50, esp. 249.

'7 Flebbe (2008: 12) has pointed out the similarity of Klumbies’ position to that of Udo Schnelle, who
characterises Paul’s theology proper as a ‘decisive structural feature of [his, i.e., Paul’s] Christology’. Cf.
Schnelle 2014: 325; the original German with emphasis retained is: ‘entscheidendes Strukturmerkmal der
Christologie .



treated separately from the apostle’s Christology."®

Although his methods were not quickly utilised in the following years,"” Moxnes’
meticulous work has opened a way for a new generation of scholars to examine afresh
Paul’s reflections about God. An exhaustive examination of the designations for God in
the Judeo-Christian Scriptures (as well as extrabiblical Jewish and Greco-Roman sources)
has led Christiane Zimmermann to conclude that Paul’s formulaic vision of God as ‘the
one who raised Jesus from the dead’ proves central for Paul’s very idea of God.” The
phrase ¢ éyeipas tov Ingolv éx vexpdv (‘the one who raised Jesus from the dead’; cf. Gal 1.1;
Rom 8.11) according to Zimmermann derives from Jewish predications of the ‘living God’
and God ‘who gives life to the dead’. Paul gives new raiment to the Jewish predications of
God by vesting them with distinctly Christian relevance. Where other writers might prefer
the verb dvioetyut or its substantival form, dvaotacig, when discussing resurrection (cf. esp.
LXX and the earliest attestations for the resurrection of Jesus), Zimmermann argues that
Paul opts for the rarer verb éyeipetv because of his specifically theological interest: the
resurrection of Jesus is not an achievement of Jesus, but according to Paul (e.g., in Rom 6)
the raising of Jesus is accomplished by the glory of the Father acting on the Son.*'

Zimmermann has without fanfare substantially refuted the position of those who
view Paul’s reflections about God as axiomatic. Though she acknowledges that Paul’s key

phrase designating God as the ‘one who raised Jesus from the dead’ is derived from an

' Moxnes 1980: esp. 5-9; 283-90.

' Richardson publishing fourteen years later can still bemoan the lack of curiosity into Paul’s theology
proper. Cf. Richardson 1994: esp. 12; Zimmermann 2007: 38, who notes the ‘research deficit’.

20 Zimmermann 2007: 466. Cf. Hill 2015: 52.

! Zimmermann 2007: 504, 526-27; cf. 474-76, 496, 505, 521. Cf. Coppens 1976: 334.



axiom (‘living God’) easily located in the OT,** Zimmermann demonstrates that Paul’s key
phrase is the apostle’s own contribution to the distinctly Christian understanding of God.
Despite producing a work of breadth and quality, Zimmermann has yet overlooked a
crucial dimension to Paul’s description of God as ‘the one who raised Jesus from the dead’,
one that is indeed central to her own investigation. Though she occasionally notes the
importance for Paul of the resurrection of Jesus for defining the relation between the
Father and the Son,” Zimmermann does not explore in any depth the precisely paternal
colouring that Paul gives to his discussion of God’s raising Jesus from the dead. This
argument has instead been taken up by Francis Watson in an incisive article published in
2000, several years before Zimmermann’s volume appeared.”* Choosing Dunn as his main
discussion partner, Watson rebuts Dunn’s position that unlike Paul’s views on justification
and resurrection, the apostle’s thoughts about God are not made explicit in his extant
writings. Conversely, Watson contends that Paul indeed speaks explicitly about God
precisely in making known his views about justification and resurrection. Watson
continues in the line of defining God economically, that for Paul God’s action in the
resurrection of Jesus—which Watson reminds the reader is a verbal idea necessitating an
agent—is bound up with his identity. Here Watson’s trenchant analysis comes to the fore:
by raising Jesus, God’s identity has already been defined with respect to the Son, and ‘it is
this last divine action alone that finally identifies who God is. It is, we might say, the

unsurpassable, definitive divine speech-act of self-identification’.”’

22 Cf. God as 6edg {&v in the LXX: Deut 5.26; Josh 3.10; 1 Kgdms 17.36; 3 Kgdms 19.4, 16; Esth 6.13, 8.12q;
Pss 41.3; 83.3; Isa 37.4, 17; Dan 6.27; Hos 2.1; Bel 5, 25; 3 Macc 6.28.

3 Cf. Zimmermann 2007: 127, 139-40, 493-94.

2 Watson 2000: 99-124.

% Watson 2000: 111; cf. 113-14. Cf. Holtzmann 1911: 2.103; Hill 2015: 60-61 n. 38.



Watson has advanced in Anglophone circles the scholarly work of Moxnes and
those in his line of thought by shedding light upon an empty or false distinction between
who God is in se and what God does ad extra, a distinction not espoused by the apostle
Paul according to Watson. For Watson, such a division between being and act is a Platonic
imposition; to the contrary, the Jewish ontologies in Paul’s background equated the two.”®
Earlier, Schierse had similarly argued (though necessarily too briefly) that who God is and
what God does is seen primarily for Paul in the death and resurrection of Jesus, and that
Paul’s language about God showcases God’s identity as evidenced by Paul’s declaration in
Rom 1.20, for instance.”’” Kavin Rowe has reached similar conclusions, apparently
independently of Watson’s research.”® Arguing from Brevard Childs’ concept of ‘biblical
pressure’, Rowe deduces that ‘the two-testament canon read as one book pressures its
interpreters to make ontological judgments about the trinitarian nature of the one God ad
intra on the basis of its narration of the act and identity of the biblical God ad extra’.”’
From the view that Paul’s economic speech about God leads into deeper understanding of
divine immanence, that Paul is in fact concerned with God as he is in himself (or, that Paul
creatively theologises about God in se), and against the view that Paul’s reflections about
God are axiomatic, and thus implicit, underdeveloped, or hidden from view, I hope to
show by the test case of Paul’s writing on God’s action in raising Jesus that by writing of

God as the Father who raised Jesus from the dead, Paul adds new information about God’s

identity.

%6 Cf. Watson 2000: 105-106.

*7 Schierse 1960: 1079-80.

?% Publishing in 2002, two years after Watson’s article appeared in the Journal for the Study of the New
Testament, Rowe nowhere cites Watson or his earlier work.

*» Rowe 2002: 308, emphasis retained.



1.2. Method

Though my primary training is in the exegesis of biblical texts, to further my contention
that Paul introduces a new identification of God as Father in his act of raising Jesus from
the dead will require the inclusion of two supports to the exegetical task I have set for
myself. The first support will be the select application of recent advances in metaphor
theory that are oriented toward biblical texts. The second is the incorporation of certain
insights arising from discussions in the area of cognitive linguistic theory. These two
supports can illuminate select implicit qualities of the Pauline texts under observation that
could not otherwise be accessed by historical-critical exegesis alone. Understanding the
probable options for Paul’s addressees as they interpreted his letters can bring both focus
and clarity to my contentions about the apostle’s theology proper.

Studies in metaphor theory abound,” but I have chosen two dialogue partners who
have tailored their theories of metaphor for distinctly Christian texts. In 1985, Janet
Martin Soskice published her Oxford doctoral thesis as Metaphor and Religious
Language. As her title suggests, Soskice is concerned with what metaphor is and does, and
then how metaphor applies to specifically Christian language, particularly to language
about God. After summarising a few highlights in the history of metaphor theory from
Aristotle to John Locke, Soskice settles on a ‘working definition’ of metaphor built upon
the previous work of Max Black and especially Ivor Armstrong Richards: ‘metaphor is that

figure of speech whereby we speak about one thing in terms which are seen to be

0 Cf. the studies cited in Heim 2017: 3-14, esp. nn. 5-32; Imes 2019: 342-60, with citations.
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suggestive of another’.’! Not primarily a process or mental act,” metaphor as primarily a
figure of speech must according to Soskice have its definition distinguished from its
function. Metaphor works creatively by the union of tenor and vehicle to say ‘something
that can be said adequately in no other way’, yielding an interanimation of terms and
generating networks of associations that uncover the reliance of metaphor upon an
underlying model or models.”

Soskice helpfully defines several terms that I adopt in this thesis. Following
Richards’ Philosophy of Rhetoric, she writes of the tenor of a metaphor as the ‘underlying
subject’, which may or may not be mentioned explicitly in the figure of speech, and the
vehicle of the metaphor as the mode in which the underlying subject is expressed.’
Metaphor as speaking about ‘one thing or state of affairs in language suggestive of another’
is reliant upon a model, which is according to Soskice the ‘regard of one thing or state of
affairs in terms of another’.”” Thus, fatherhood can be a realistic model upon which the
biblical authors may base their reflections about God. Soskice labels fatherhood as a
paramorphic model for God because the source of the model (the relationship between a
human father and son or daughter) differs from its subject (the dealings of God with

humanity 6

*1 Soskice 1985: 15, emphasis omitted. Heim (2017: 52) lauds this definition’s suitability for exegesis in three
ways: its close attention to metaphor as a phenomenon of language; its close attachment of metaphorical
meaning to textuality; and its allowance for the presence of metaphor in a wide array of grammatical
structures.

%2 Here, Soskice differs markedly from the chief claims of Lakoff and Johnson 2003: esp. 1-6, and those who
have adopted their claims (e.g., Tilford 2017: 2-4, 13-17). See Soskice’s pointed critique in Soskice 1985:
78-83. Lakoff and Johnson in particular seem to confuse metaphor with model.

% Soskice 1985: 47-50; the quotation is from p. 48.

* Soskice 1985: 39.

¥ Cf. Soskice 1985: 50-51; on divine fatherhood, see p. 55. On speaking about God generally, see pp. 137-
41.

% Using the terminology of Romano Harré, models where source and subject are the same Soskice calls
homeomorphic. Soskice 1985: 102, 109-10, 112.
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Partially indebted to Soskice, Erin Heim published her own doctoral thesis (from
the University of Otago) in 2017 as Adoption in Galatians and Romans, in which she
applies metaphor theory to the Pauline viofecia language. Heim is concerned to show that
metaphorical meaning ‘occurs at the level of a complete utterance rather than an individual
word or lexeme’, where there is interplay between a metaphor’s focus (the word being used
metaphorically) and its frame (the remainder of the metaphor).”” Drawing upon Soskice’s
working definition of metaphor, Heim analyses the Pauline viofesic metaphorical
utterances (Gal 4; Rom 8-9) in a variety of ways. She argues that biblical metaphors can
have no stable meaning because of the uniqueness of the contexts in which they occur;
they are rather like ‘ragged edges’ revolving about a more stable centre. While metaphors
necessarily yield a modicum of indeterminacy, the sets of associations evoked by
metaphorical language uniquely provide for the biblical reader epistemic access to truth.
Via intertextual theory, she investigates Paul’s authorial intent”® and applies textual
restraints to the exegesis of the utterances. Heim evaluates the resonance and emphasis of
each indisputably Pauline viofesic metaphor before finally pondering how each metaphor
contributes to the formation of community identity between the apostle and his auditors.”

Both Soskice and Heim have furthered my thinking on how Paul uses metaphorical
language. Where metaphorical theory is adduced in this study, I will utilise the

terminology developed in their respective theses.* T will analyse the phenomenon of

7 Heim 2017: 36. The quotation comes from p. 19. Heim borrows the terms ‘focus’ and ‘frame’ from Max
Black’s Models and Metaphors.

% In this way, Heim is not far from the linguistic theories discussed below.

% Again following Max Black, Heim notes that for Black strong metaphors are characterised by emphasis—
the degree to which the metaphor’s creator will brook no substitutions for the words used—and resonance—
the degree to which the metaphor supports implicative elaboration. Cf. Heim 2017: 36.

* Examples include: tenor and vehicle; focus and frame; complete metaphorical utterance, etc.
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metaphor at the level of utterance, rather than at the level of lexemes. Soskice and Heim
are likewise helpful where metaphorical models or formation of community identity are
discussed. Metaphor theory by its emphasis on unique styling unavailable to other tropes
and by demonstrating the inventive intersection of terms may prove significant for its aid
in demonstrating my contention that Paul theologises creatively with respect to his
reflections about God as Father, as well as to the derivative sonship of Paul and his readers.

In addition to the findings of metaphor theory, what is further needed to explore
the foundations of Paul’s theology is a theory of relevance to make explicit any implied
connections between the exegesis of Paul’s letters and my contention (following Watson)
that the raising of Jesus is constitutive for the apostle’s identification of God as Father.
Such a theory has lately been proposed in the field of cognitive linguistics, having migrated
into biblical studies—especially those studies pertaining to the New Testament—via
several doctoral dissertations and articles beginning in the early 2 1st century. Observations
from a linguistic theory of relevance may be complemented by the findings from metaphor
theory."!

The seedbed for a theory of relevance may be traced to H. P. Grice, who compiled
a decade or more of research into his William James Lectures in 1967, which were
published in 1975. In these lectures, Grice proposes that conversation occurs according to
the dictates of a co-operative principle and certain maxims. He defines the co-operative

principle: ‘Make your conversational contribution such as is required, at the stage at which

* In fact, Soskice occasionally bridges metaphor theory and linguistic theory: she uses terminology that
comprises the jargon of Relevance Theory (e.g., her use of ‘ostension’, 1985: 53, 97, 137); she links metaphor
theory to Grice’s notion of conversational implicature (1985: 168 n. 50), to which Sperber and Wilson’s
Relevance Theory is indebted.
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it occurs, by the accepted purpose or direction of the talk exchange in which you are
engaged’.” Grice then develops the co-operative principle into a series of maxims in four
categories: maxims of quantity, quality, relation, and manner (see Figure 1.1 below).” To
preserve the application of the co-operative principle and the maxims when they appear
prima facie to have been violated, Grice suggests the need for sets of additional
assumptions and conclusions supplied by the communicator, which Grice calls
conversational implicatures. Through implicatures, Grice suggests that communication is
possible where there is some way of recognising the intentions of the communicator. Grice
greatly aided the development of a theory of relevance by his suppositions of a co-operative
principle in communication, buttressed by the nine maxims and conversational
implicatures.

Relevance Theory (RT) finds its genesis as a coherent communication theory in
the experimental linguistic research of Dan Sperber and Deirdre Wilson. Collecting
several years of previous analysis in their work Relevance (released as a second edition in
1995; the first edition was released in 1986), Sperber and Wilson are concerned to provide
an inferential process better designed to interpret non-textual utterances as an alternative
to the prevalent code model of communication, or semiotics.” By developing an
inferential process, the authors hope to progress toward a set of warranted conclusions

that follow logically from a set of premises.

* Grice 1975: 43. Cf. esp. Sperber and Wilson 1995: 32-34.

* The maxims are taken from Grice 1975: 45-46. Grice included maxim (2) to prevent derailment of the
conversation from its original purpose or direction.

* Cf. Pattemore 2004: 22, ‘Sperber and Wilson developed RT largely with reference to short utterances of
spoken language, in face-to-face contexts, and their spontaneous interpretation’.
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Figure 1.1. Nine Gricean Maxims
Maxims of Quantity

1. Make your contribution as informative as is required.
2. Do not make your contribution more informative than is required.

Moaxims of Quality: try to make your contribution one that is true

3. Do not say what you believe to be false.
4. Do not say that for which you lack adequate evidence.

Maxim of Relation
5. Be relevant.
Maxims of Manner, relating how what is sard is to be said
6. Avoid obscurity of expression.
7. Avoid ambiguity.

8. Be brief.
9. Be orderly.

Supported by the foundational work of Grice, Sperber and Wilson define several
concepts that will figure importantly in the work of later researchers who apply RT to
New Testament studies. The authors investigate inferential communication, where the
‘audience infers the communicator’s intention from evidence provided for this precise
purpose’.” They define at length the concept of manifestness, which describes a fact an
individual at a given time can represent mentally and can thereby accept as true or
probably true. The set of facts that are manifest to someone is defined as that person’s
cognitive environment. A mutual cognitive environment, then, refers to any ‘cognitive
environment in which it is manifest’ as to which people share the cognitive environment,

and in which every manifest assumption is mutually manifest.** Mutual manifestness has

* Sperber and Wilson 1995: 23.
% Sperber and Wilson 1995: 41-42. The quotation comes from p. 41.
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the advantage of allowing the interpreter to furnish more precise meaning to the notion
of overtness—i.e., the lack of concealment in authentic communication—without
speculating about the mental states or processes of the communicator. Mutual
manifestness may be assumed when the communicator occupies a position of authority
over the audience. Finally, behaviour by the communicator intended to draw the attention
of the interpreter to some phenomenon is labelled by the authors as ostension.

In addition to the concept of the mutual cognitive environment, I will utilise the
principle of relevance, which is the main thesis proposed by Sperber and Wilson. The
authors argue that new information may be derived from the combination of new and old
premises, the processing of which may elicit a multiplication effect; this effect the authors
call relevance. The principle of relevance, therefore, states that ‘an act of ostension carries
a guarantee of relevance’ that ‘makes manifest the intention behind the ostension’."’ To
recognise the communicator’s intent behind the ostensive act is to process information
efficiently. The communicator may engage in changing, not the thoughts, but the
cognitive environment of the audience.

The careful work produced by Sperber and Wilson has filtered down to New
Testament studies. The publication of Stephen Pattemore’s Otago doctoral thesis as 7he
People of God in the Apocalypse in 2004 advanced the case for RT as a viable method in
New Testament studies.* Pattemore chooses RT for its accounting of inference over
against the code model of communication. Pattemore further contends for the validity of

RT in the study and interpretation of ancient texts, not simply as a tool for interpreting

* Sperber and Wilson 1995: 50.
*# Cf. Pattemore 2004: esp. 13-50.
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(non-textual) utterances. Pattemore first notes that Sperber and Wilson were not averse
to the application of RT to literary texts.”” Changes of scale and medium from spontaneous
conversation to literary text present no problem for the interpreter according to
Pattemore. The chief difficulty in applying RT to texts is the change in communication
situation. Unlike conversation, literary texts are neither immediate, nor reciprocal; how
then can interpreters infer the intentions of the communicator?” For Pattemore, context
is key, signalling to the interpreter when to expend more processing effort and making
possible exegetical interpretations of texts.”' Treating the ‘text as a record of a genuine
communication event’, RT does not divorce the text from authorial intent, but entitles the
interpreter who is guided by the principle of relevance ‘to use the text within the mutual
cognitive environment’, which leads to positive cognitive effects through the achievement
of optimal relevance.”

Pattemore then turns to potential methodological pitfalls, arguing first that RT is
competent as a tool for literary interpretation where the reader recognizes the writer’s
communicative intentions. Pattemore notes that RT does not guarantee the recovery of
the writer’s intended meaning, only the writer’s intention to communicate. Pattemore

places RT in the context of other linguistic theories applied to biblical studies, notably

# Cf. Sperber and Wilson 1995: 75, where they state, ‘We assume, for instance, that the lengthy and highly
self-conscious processes of textual interpretation that religious or literary scholars engage in are governed
just as much by the principle of relevance as is spontaneous utterance comprehension’.

%0 See also Pattemore’s answer to the accusation that RT ‘tends to indulge the “intentional fallacy” in
Pattemore 2004: 23.

°! Here, Pattemore follows the work of Anne Furlong, who describes context as the concept which ‘includes
information drawn from the preceding text, and the situation in which an utterance is made’ (Furlong 1995:
60); exegetical interpretations are reached when the interpreter expends sufficient effort ‘to achieve an
optimally relevant interpretation of the text’. Pattemore 2004: 27, emphasis removed; cf. Furlong 1995: 194
98.

32 Pattemore 2004: 28-29. In addition to Pattemore and Furlong, Fantin (2011: 31 nn. 90-91) also mentions
the work of Seiji Uchida and Ian McKenzie in applying RT successfully to texts.
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‘search for optimal relevance’.” RT,

Speech Act Theory, which is complemented by RT’s
in which implicatures within shared cognitive environments contribute to meaning, also
dovetails with intertextuality, especially as developed in the pioneering work of Richard
Hays. The complementarity between RT and intertextuality figures importantly for
Pattemore’s larger foray into Revelation, a document rich in allusive relationships.

Gene Green has applied RT specifically in the Pauline corpus ‘as a framework
within which we may understand the way words mean in context’.”* Green arrives at the
method of RT through what he calls ‘ad-hoc concept construction’, where concepts are
modified in use. However, Green cautions that word meaning cannot be indeterminate.
To prevent the unrestrained assignment of meaning to words thereby making the meaning
indeterminate, the principle of relevance constrains the bridging of the gap between the
concept behind the word and the ad-hoc concept it expresses.”” As an example, Green
investigates the confession xptog ‘Inaolic Xptotds (‘Jesus Christ [is] Lord’) from Phil 2.11.
Green aims to demonstrate how Paul modifies the concept xVptog (‘Lord’) in use. The
apostle, Green contends, does not simply choose a meaning for xUptog from an available
semantic range. Rather, in addition to the purportedly usual conceptual schemas one may
tind in a lexicon, Paul adds to xdptog in Phil 2.11 the dimensions of Jesus’ divinity, universal
rule, and self-humbling. From his investigation, Green concludes that modifications of

concept schemas are ‘in accordance with the intentions of the speaker or writer (ostensive

communication) and are inferred by the hearer or reader (inferential communication)’.”

53 Pattemore 2004: 33.
* Green 2007: 800.

5 Green 2007: 804—807.
% Green 2007: 812.
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Two other noteworthy studies have followed Green in applying RT to the Pauline
epistles. Joseph Fantin likewise examines the lordship of Jesus, esp. in 1 Cor 8.5-6,” in his
published doctoral dissertation from the University of Sheffield, Lord of the Entire
World. Fantin is keen to discover how the lordship of Jesus would have been understood
in an ancient context by Paul’s addressees. He suspects a latent polemic in the early
Christian proclamation of Jesus as xUptog against the universal claims of Caesar as
preeminent lord over the Greco-Roman world. To aid his case, Fantin applies two
complementary principles from RT: relevance and efficiency. Concerning relevance and
following Sperber and Wilson, Fantin offers the following dyad: ‘Human cognition tends
to be geared to the maximization of relevance’, and ‘Every act of ostensive communication
communicates a presumption of its own optimal relevance’. To these, Fantin adds the
principle of efficiency: ‘communication generally uses only the word/sentences needed to
communicate the information desired in a given context’.’”® Fantin utilises RT to
determine the probability that the Pauline polemical use of xipiog is a relevant
interpretation. Fantin argues that RT can make explicit the implied relation between his
‘historical and lexical research and a possible Pauline polemic against the emperor’.””

Finally, Sarah Casson’s revised doctoral thesis appeared in 2019 as 7extual
Signposts in the Argument of Romans. Writing from a background in Bible translation,

Casson evaluates the function of the particle ydp in Paul’s letter to the Romans, arguing

%7 Fantin is particularly interested in the phrase xal €is x0ptog ‘Tnoolis Xpiotés (‘and [there is] one Lord, Jesus
Christ’). He cites four other passages of interest: Rom 10.9; 1 Cor 12.3; Phil 2.11; and Eph 4.[5]. Cf. Fantin
2011: 54.

% Fantin 2011: 34; cf. 220-23.

* Fantin 2011: 36.
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that the connective® consistently guides Paul’s Roman readers as a ‘signpost’ in drawing
inferences that augment the arguments already made by the apostle.”” Casson utilises
procedural meaning, first developed by Diane Blakemore, readied for biblical studies by
Stephanie Black.” Procedural meaning builds from the distinction between conceptual
information and procedural information; the former is interpreted by the reader to
construct mental representations, while the latter provides instruction and guidance for
the reader toward inferential procedures. Procedural meaning constrains the reader’s
inferential processes that arise in textual interpretation, thereby reducing ambiguity.®

A significant example to test Casson’s method is Romans 1.15-18. Beyond
traditional readings of Rom 1.15-18 either as thematic statement followed by the heading
of Paul’s main argument (which Casson rejects), or as programmatic statement of Paul’s
gospel followed by the apostle’s presentation of an opposing gospel (which she allows),
Casson argues that the four verses are intimately connected, and are indeed the revealing
of Paul’s carefully-tailored, context-dependent gospel in nuce, intended specifically for his
Roman addressees.” She simultaneously upholds the programmatic nature of Rom 1.16-
17 as glimpsing the developments of Paul’s later arguments in the letter. Thus, Romans
1.16-17 inferentially strengthen the previous verse, and are themselves strengthened by
Rom 1.18, where God’s faithfulness toward his people is disclosed in the divine wrath

upon unrighteousness and injustice.

60 Casson prefers ‘connective’ to the traditional ‘particle’ or ‘conjunction’ to describe ydp, citing recent
advancements in terminology and communication theory (e.g., RT). Cf. Casson 2019: 1 n. 1.

6! Casson 2019: 21-25.

62 Cf. Blakemore 1987: esp. 105-44; Black 2002: esp. 259-72.

¢ Casson 2019: 19, 35-40.

6 Cf. Casson 2019: 207-45.

20



My case builds on the strengths of these previous researches that have applied RT
to New Testament studies. I will selectively apply many of the methods from RT discussed
above to texts within the Pauline corpus. The shared cognitive environment between Paul
and his readers is of keen interest to this thesis. Either Paul’s authority is already
recognised, or he seeks to exercise it over congregations heretofore unknown to him
personally as apostle to the early gentile churches, as he thus testifies in several of his
letters.” We may assume, therefore, that Paul’s assumptions were mutually manifest to his
addressees. The principles of relevance and efficiency will weigh heavily in some of the
exegetical decisions to be made and in some of the arguments to be proffered. Thus, we
will argue on the basis of RT that Paul’s readers would infer from the apostle’s letters his
intention to disclose the constitution of God’s fatherhood in acts of life-giving,
culminating in the resurrection of Jesus. Of especial import is Paul’s use of ad-hoc concept
construction, which will figure prominently in the texts that contain viofecia language
(e.g., Gal 4; Rom 8), and will open the possibility that Paul’s readers ultimately would not
have interpreted these passages through the lens of institutional adoption practised widely
(though diversely) in the ancient world, but through that of a sonship derived from Jesus,
the unique Son.® Finally, procedural meaning will help to delimit the options Paul’s
readers would have had at their disposal when they interpreted his letters, particularly
those places where Paul writes of God’s action in raising Jesus from the dead and what

that action means for himself and his readers.

% Cf. Gal 1.1, 11-12, 15-16; 2.2, 7-9; 4.11-20; 1 Thess 1.4-6; 2.1-12; 3.1-12; 5.27; Rom 1.1, 5-6; 11.13—
16; 15.15-19. In the disputed letters, cf. Col 1.1, 24-29; 2.1-5; 4.8, 16.

66 Kaiser approaches ad-hoc concept formation (what she calls ‘catachresis’) from the side of metaphor theory
in her analysis of birth and generation language. Cf. Kaiser 2022: 95-110.
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Historical-critical exegesis lies at the heart of this study, and what follows is
presented with the aim toward historical plausibility, exegetical responsibility, and being
both theologically informed and hermeneutically useful.” My evaluations of the evidence
seek alignment with a plausible reading of the history in which each text originally
appeared.” Though traversing a minefield of many potential pitfalls, my concerted—and
sometimes lengthy—attention to issues of textual criticism, grammar, syntax, vocabulary,
validation, background, and genre (among other exegetical topics) will, I hope, reflect
deliberative and responsible decision-making. Engagement with important voices in the
study of Paul’s theology has been a humbling task, and my goal has been to draw nuanced
conclusions that show awareness and appreciation of those voices even when they are
dissonant from my own. Finally, I hope that my arguments and conclusions drawn from a
‘respectful, though not uncritical, reading of Paul’” may spur the thinking of later and
stronger voices to contribute to the study of the remarkable corpus we call the Pauline

letters.

1.3. Limitations and Roadmap of this Study

Paul’s textual intersection of divine fatherhood and the resurrection of Jesus is confined

almost without exception to the apostle’s undisputed letters.”” T have focussed my

7 Cf. Barclay 2015: 17.

% See Fantin 2011: 18-23, on the importance and proper execution of historical-critical methodology in
exegesis and the sources he cites there.

 Barclay 2015: 17.

" By ‘undisputed’, I mean the following letters: Rom; 1 Cor; 2 Cor; Gal; Phil; 1 Thess; Phlm. Cf. Patzia
1993: 85-92, esp. 86. One possible exception is Eph 1.20: “Hv évijpynoev [i.e., 6 beds ... 6 matip s 364, Eph
1.17] év 76 Xpiotd Eyelpag adTdv éx vexpldv xal xabicas év de&ié adtod év Tois émoupavio, ‘which he [i.e., God
... the Father of glory, Eph 1.17] produced in Christ by raising him from the dead and seating him at his
right hand in the heavenly places’.
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investigations, therefore, on the undisputed Pauline texts, especially Paul’s letters to the
Galatians and Romans, since in these two letters one may perceive connections between
Paul’s intersection of divine fatherhood and the resurrection of Jesus on the one hand, and
the derivative sonship that spreads from Jesus by faith to the apostle and his addressees on
the other. It is hoped that these connections will prove significant as Paul probes the full
meaning for his readers of his own creative theologising about God as Father. I do not
focus here on all Pauline texts that use matip but only those where there is an explicit or
implied collocation between the themes of the Fatherhood of God and life-giving or
resurrection. The avoidance of the disputed Pauline letters and of the accounts about Paul
in Acts”' is not meant to be a statement of the worthiness of these books for Pauline
study—in fact, I do examine select verses of the hymnic text in Col 1 in the third chapter
because this text offers a particular explanatory role for lines of thought that occur in Paul’s
undisputed letters, and (I hope to show) is seen to be a hinge passage between arguments
offered in Rom 1 and their consequences for Paul and his readers that the apostle
delineates in both Gal 4 and Rom 8. Certainly, given the thesis I seek to argue, I cannot
with any amount of justice appraise the individual cases for or against Pauline authorship
in these letters. Rather, I attempt to follow the evidence, which has led me largely toward
the undisputed letters and away from the disputed ones.

Paul of course writes in the Greco-Roman’ context in which he lives, which
includes Second Temple Judaism—the specific milieu in which the apostle seeks to situate

the gospel he preaches—where his creative theologising about God as Father can often be

' Cf. e.g., Quesnel 2001: 469-81.
2 By ‘Greco-Roman’ is meant the Greek-speaking world under the sway of the Roman Empire.
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found.” The apostle’s inclusion of himself and his message in an arc of thought stretching
back to the OT prophets has informed my selection of texts to reconstruct the cognitive
environment shared by Paul and his addressees with respect to divine fatherhood and
resurrection from the dead. In the second chapter, both the divine fatherhood metaphor
and the concept of resurrection are analysed across a range of texts sorted in diachronic
order, leading to and preparing for their intersection in the writings of the apostle Paul.
Though my analysis is skewed toward OT, Second Temple, and other Jewish
writings preceding or contemporary to Paul, I have included a small but important
selection of non-Jewish, Greco-Roman texts that discuss with uncommon explicitness and
proximity both divine fatherhood and the giving of life from the dead. Ancient, extant
literature on the two topics of divine fatherhood and resurrection is copious, but I have
searched for the collocation of divine fatherhood and lifegiving. I have further culled my
list of texts for analysis based on thematic and content-related aspects centred round the
ideas of interest, viz., the divine fatherhood metaphor and the concept of resurrection from
the dead.” Hence, I have not aspired toward exhaustive analysis of texts that relate divine
fatherhood to lifegiving; I do hope, however, that I have chosen for analysis paragons from
the voluminous data available. Finally, because of Paul’s creative theologising about God
as Father, 1 have decided in reconstructing the cognitive environment to give preference

to texts whose focus is divine fatherhood; texts discussing resurrection and life-giving are

7> Paul can thus write to the Romans in Rom 1.1-2 of the ‘gospel of God’ concerning his Son, which was
promised beforehand through God’s prophets in the holy writings [of the OT], and of which he has been
entrusted as apostle.

™ Cf. the similar criteria of Flebbe 2008: 19. Thus, I have excluded from exegetical analysis certain texts
from the Pauline letters that contain the term matrp (and its cognates). These include: Rom 1.7; 15.6; 1 Cor
1.3;8.6; 15.24; 2 Cor 1.2-3; 6.18; 11.31; Gal 1.3; Phil 1.2; 2.11; 4.20; 1 Thess 3.11; Phlm 3; from the disputed
Pauline letters: Eph 1.2-3, 17; 2.18; 3.14; 4.6; 5.20; 6.23; Col 1.2-3; 3.17; 2 Thess 1.1; 2.16; 1 Tim 1.2; 2
Tim 1.2; Titus 1.4.
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analysed as needed.

The third chapter is most central to my argument. I scrutinise the texts where Paul
intersects concepts of divine fatherhood and the giving of life in the epistles of Galatians,
1 Thessalonians, and Romans with a view to Paul’s creative, theological development of
God’s identity as Father. Attention is given to the cognitive environment shared between
the apostle and his addressees, as well as to the implicatures that these shared environments
evoke. The chapter closes with a brief discussion of Pauline Christological language in the
hymn near the beginning of the disputed letter to the Colossians. In revealing new aspects
of God’s identity, Paul raises certain questions with respect to God’s relationship to those
who follow Jesus. How do those who follow Jesus now relate to God as Father? Some of
these questions are entertained in the fourth chapter, focussed upon Paul’s viobesia
language in Galatians and Romans. The relationship of Paul and his readers to God as
Father is differentiated from that of Jesus, and the Spirit’s role in relating followers of
Jesus to God as Father is qualified. The thesis ends with a brief tying together of the

threads from the arguments pursued in the previous chapters.

1.4. Summarisation of Theses

We will proceed, then, by the testing of a series of interrelated hypotheses, which may be
summarised as follows:

o Paul stands at the intersection of a long tradition of development both in God-

language (speaking of the deity in terms of fatherhood) and in thoughts concerning

life after death (viz., resurrection, or something closely akin to it). Paul’s reshaping

of God’s identity as Father is not for the apostle a departure from his Jewish
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upbringing. Rather, there seems to be tolerance and even latitude where one can
innovate and yet remain within acceptable bounds of Jewish belief.”

o Paul decisively, significantly, and eschatologically identifies the Father as the one
who raised Jesus from the dead, building upon the traditional portrayals of paternal
creation and life-giving, while simultaneously seeking to move his readers away
from those traditional identifiers in favour of the constitution of the Father’s
identity in his act toward Jesus. Paul’s clearer, more expansive Christological
statements are mutually interpretative for his subtler statements about theology
proper.” For instance, by revealing Jesus as ‘Son-of-God-in-power’ in Rom 1, Paul
also subtly alters his view of God to the ‘Father-in-power’ in the context of the
resurrection of Jesus. This is not to say (e.g., with Klumbies) that Paul’s theological
statements may only be Christologically interpreted, but rather that hermeneutical
reciprocity exists between Pauline Christology and Pauline theology proper. While
Christological circumscription of Paul’s reflections about God may reflect modern
preoccupation with the human self, I propose contrary to this possible modern
preoccupation that Paul’s economic speech about God is actually a point of entry
into deeper understanding of the immanent God, that Paul does in fact have
something to say about God an sich.

e Paul’s creative identification of God as the Father who resurrected Jesus raises

questions about the relation of God in light of his newly revealed identity to both

Jesus and to Paul and his readers. Paul addresses these questions by positing a

> Cf. Schrage 2002: 135-84.
76 Cf. Coppens 1976: 333-34.
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sonship that is markedly affected by resurrection, both for Jesus and for those who
follow him. Jesus’ sonship differs from the sonship of his followers: the sonship of
Jesus is unique and primary; the sonship of his followers derives from Jesus. The
careful crafting of his views on divine sonship demonstrates that Paul practises ad-
hoc concept formation in the way he uses the keyword viobecia, and that God’s
newly-revealed identity as the Father who raised Jesus from the dead decidedly
impacts divine sonship so that prior to resurrection, divine sonship is framed as
sonship-in-weakness, and after resurrection, it is seen as sonship-in-power, both

for Jesus and for those who are ‘in’ him.
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CHAPTER 2. THE FATHER, THE GIVER OF LIFE, AMONG THE ANCIENTS

2.1. Introduction to Jewish Literature

The divine fatherhood metaphor and the concept of resurrection developed independently
as early as the Old Testament, the former quite early, the latter, rather late. Their
respective paths of development betray convergence, however slight, during the Second
Temple period, culminating in their intersection in the writings of the apostle Paul.
Others have carefully examined the occurrences of both divine fatherhood' and
resurrection’ from their earliest mention in Jewish literature down to New Testament
times. But while the development of these two has attracted significant scholarly attention,
the subset of texts in which they occur in proximity—what may be thought of as their
moments of convergence—remains to be studied.

The present chapter attempts such a study of this subset of texts where the divine
fatherhood metaphor and concepts closely akin to resurrection occur in near proximity in
pre-Pauline Jewish and Greco-Roman literature. If Paul is the first extant writer to relate
God’s fatherhood directly to resurrection from the dead, this does not mean that he made
this connection in a vacuum. On the contrary, there are several earlier texts which hint
that such a connection could be made. In these ancient texts, appeals to divine fatherhood
occur in proximity to divine creative power and generation of life, even to delivery from
(near-) death. These texts anticipate Paul in other ways. The earliest Jewish texts broach

the divine fatherhood metaphor in contexts referring to creation, or the generation of life.

I Cf. Strottmann 1991; Béckler 2000; Puech 2001; Schelbert 2011.
* Cf. Avery-Peck and Neusner 2000; Wright 2003; Nickelsburg 2006; Elledge 2017.
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Here, Israel’s connection to God as Father is conceived solely as a corporate relation,
especially where the origin of the nation is in view; only in later texts is this relation
individuated, when God becomes like a father to certain of the nation’s kings. This special
case of Davidic kingship may be pressed by later authors when they seek special
dispensation of divine favour, perhaps even the mediation of divine sonship to those
outside the regal lineage.’

Later Second Temple literature continues to shape the conceptual domain of
generative divine fatherhood, extending the metaphor toward divine restoration of life
from near death, or the resumption of life after a near-death experience. This development
coincides with a proliferation of theories on the resurrection among Jewish authors.
Another important step toward the formulation found in Paul’s writings comes as some of
these texts extend the paternal relation not only to the nation born outside the royal
family—there was no king in Israel when many of these texts were composed—but to the
individuals within it. This chapter contends: first, that the conceptual domains for the
divine fatherhood metaphor are rich and varied prior to the NT; second, that these
domains undergo discernible development, broadening with time; and finally, that this
broadening is of such a nature that the deployment of the divine fatherhood metaphor in
the Pauline epistles occupies space in a likely trajectory begun in the Second Temple
period. On this last point, a linear progression from OT to NT is not being proposed,
only that divine fatherhood in Paul’s writings may be better understood after consulting

both the OT and Second Temple literature.

 Cf. Ps 89.3-4, 15, 18, 49.
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2.2. Divine Fatherhood in the Old Testament—A Metaphorical Map

The portrayal of the moments of convergence envisioned below commences with a
metaphorical map of common cognitive domains around which divine fatherhood in the
OT is usually conceived. The map is based on the combination of ar with the divine titles
M, OR, 29K, and 2178 (LXX: matip with Beds and »0piog) occurring in the text, places
where the structure of fatherhood is mapped periodically onto the structure of divinity;
or, to say it another way, where the tenor of God’s relationship with humanity (or some
sector thereof) is expressed by the vehicle of fatherhood.* The map will provide both a
foundation and a terminus a quo for Paul’s later intersection of divine fatherhood and
resurrection. OT authors occasionally appealed to the divine fatherhood metaphor,
though not every occurrence is equally clear. Passages where divine fatherhood is implicit
are of little benefit for adjudicating how divine fatherhood was used in OT" times. The
indirect symbolisation of God as ‘God of the fathers’ is thus passed over.’ Similarly, though
they provide plausible signs that belief in God’s paternity was more widespread than its
scant mention in the OT, theophorous names (e.g., "8%a8 or aX"»K) attesting to divine
fatherhood are nonetheless excluded. So too are the several occurrences of sonship
language ignored when demonstrating mere formal significance: some passages intend
only membership in the divine species; others extol moral virtue by equating virtue to

divine sonship—both thereby eliminate the concept of fatherhood entirely.® A certain

* Where possible, OT Hebrew texts are from BHQ (as the most recent critical edition); otherwise, OT
Hebrew texts are from BHS.

5 Cf. Cudworth 2016: 483-91. See also Hamerton-Kelly 1981: 96.

% See Quell 1965: 966. On membership in the divine species, see Gen 6.2 (MT: arxm=213; LXX: oi viol Tod
Beol); Wis 5.5. Cf. Harl 1994: 125; Usue 2005: 810-25. On divine sonship as signaling moral virtue, see Esth
16.16 [8.12q] LXX ([viof] ToS tioTou peyioTou {Evrag Oeod).

30



amount of overlap occurs as the various properties of deity and paternity interact. The
research thus proceeds by locating the several passages attesting to the divine fatherhood
metaphor as it clusters around certain key themes.” One often finds a mixture of these
themes in the same passage, and it is not difficult to imagine that those expounded here
could easily be divided and further sub-divided. However, as a matter of convenience, the
key themes around which most OT appeals to divine fatherhood cluster have been

narrowed to just three—divine protection, divine authority, and divine generation.

2.2.1. Protection in the Divine Fatherhood Metaphor of the Old Testament

Fatherhood and divinity frequently interact in the domain of protection as expressed
through paternal care generally and in the special case of regal adoption. Divine paternal
care may manifest itself generally by restoring Israelite exiles to the land promised to their
fathers, or by championing those without rights. O'T authors also discuss divine protection
in contexts either of God’s fidelity or of his discipline. While the special case of regal
adoption relates God as Father to individuals, the general instances of divine paternal care
never do so, but only conceive of God as Father in corporate relationship.

This corporate relation is witnessed in Jeremiah’s poetic Book of Consolation.
Written in a frame of fatherly love where God will reveal his eternal love for his people
through restoration to the land, Jeremiah 31 attests to protection in a divine utterance:*

72 WY RY WY 72 2% HAITOR 29Y9IN 29I 2II7N2Y 1820 9022
(31.9) N7 9752 295RY AR RS 3D

"The chapter thus advances without the intent to exegete exhaustively the numerous texts among ancient
writers that discuss divine fatherhood. It is hoped, however, that the texts selected for comment are
sufficiently representative of those others that have been regrettably excluded from what follows.

¥ OT Hebrew texts are taken from BF.Sunless otherwise stated.
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With weeping they will come and with supplications’ I will lead them, I will bring

them to streams of water in a straight path [in which] they will not stumble, because

I have been like a father to Israel, and Ephraim [is] my firstborn.
After recounting his saving action in the past (Jer 31.2), God promises to demonstrate his
paternal care over Israel, first by his leading (%2 in the Aiphil stem) them in tears of joy
because of their return from exile.' In this new exodus, God will maximise their comfort
by choosing a straight path as the route for their return, one of considerable ease in
comparison to the previous journey out of Egypt and through the wilderness. Divine
motivation derives from long-standing covenantal kinship—God’s abiding fatherhood
over Israel, which would likely have served as background to the mutual cognitive
environment between author and addressee(s). The characterisation of Ephraim as ‘my
firstborn’ (*32) is reminiscent of Exod 4."" Within the frame of Moses’ return to Egypt to
deliver Israel, God there instructs Moses concerning an imminent conversation with
Pharaoh for the release of the people. God refers lovingly to Israel as ‘my firstborn son’
(oxw »32 "13),"” commanding Pharaoh to release the nation for divine worship. While
the use of 723 for Israel in Exod 4 is contrasted with Pharaoh’s firstborn son (presumably
an individual), the father-son relation between God and Israel is understood corporately,
signifying Israel’s pre-eminence in acknowledging mm and entering into special

relationship with him." ‘As such, Israel enjoys God’s devoted care and protection’."*

? The LXX reads z°m:n21 instead of 2"mn21 as in the MT, offering xal év mapaxjoey; contra Bright 1965:
274. Unless otherwise noted, all translations are my own.

' Reiter 1960: 302; cf. Holladay 1989: 168, 185.

'Exod 4.22. Cf. Allen 2008: 347.

"2 The special designation of God’s ‘firstborn’ (Gk. mpwtétoxos) would reverberate down the OT and through
the literature of the Second Temple period: e.g., Ps 89.28; Sir 36.11 LXX; Jos. Asen. 21.3; 4Q369 1.ii.6;
4Q418 81 + 81.5.

" The understanding of corporate sonship may be implicit in the textual variant of LXX, which reads tov
Aadv pou for °12 in Exod 4.23. Cf. Durham 1987: 53, 56; Sarna 1991: 24.

* Sarna 1991: 24, who cites in affirmation the medieval commentator Joseph ben Isaac Bekhor Shor.
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Elsewhere, ancient Near Eastern ideals accorded the title of ‘father’ to the one who
championed those without rights in a protective legal act.”” The title’s unique application
to God in the OT comes in the poignant expression of the ancient and notoriously difficult
Psalm 68, characterised by some as a triumphal hymn like the Song of Moses (Deut 32):'¢

(68.6) W7 WA TR NIRDN IITY 2IMINY AR

Father of the fatherless and defender of widows [is] God [who comes from]" his
holy habitation.

Among many other names attested in this psalm, God (@378 M'T; 6eég LXX) is described
as ‘father of the fatherless’ (@7 »a8, Ps 68.6)."° Leading his people, God rides through
the wilderness (Ps 68.5) and comes from his holy dwelling to help those in need. He brings
personae miserae without family into his sheltering household."” Similarly in Isa 63, by
calling God ‘Father’ and ‘Redeemer ... from eternity’ (Isa 63.16), the author ‘underscores
the intention to motivate [71977°] to take saving and merciful action, as Israel always hoped
he would’.”

The biblical authors occasionally express divine, paternal care in the frame of
faithfulness. The structure of the passage in Deut 32 that declares God’s fatherhood also
juxtaposes his faithfulness and reliability as =3% with Israel’s infidelity; =3¢ underlines the

unwavering protection of m toward his people.”’ There is a similar juxtaposition in Jer

'3 Cf. Job 29.16; Sir 4.10, where the would-be father to orphans is compared to a ‘son of the most high’ (&
vids WioTov). See also Kraus 1962: 1233.

' Albright 1950: 18; Scacewater 2017: 145-151. On the similarity to Deut 32, see Dahood 1968: 133; cf.
LePeau 1981: 79, 85.

17 Cf. Dahood 1968: 136-37, on the 2 preposition; Tate 1990: 163, 176.

' Cf. Vincent 2001: 44-52, on the variety and significance of divine names in Ps 68.

' Hossfeld and Zenger 2005: 164. Cf. Tate 1990: 177; Knohl 2012: 6, 10, who argue this family inclusion
extends beyond Israel to include all humanity.

20 Spieckermann 2014: 81.

! Deut 32.4-9. Cf. Grund 2006: 312, esp. n. 36 where she cites Phyllis Trible. The identity of m13 with God
may be betrayed by the reading 6eé¢ in Deut 32.4 LXX.
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3, a chapter whose initial verses recall ‘Deuteronomic’ language and concerns.”” Judah’s
idolatry is symptomatic of the nation’s overt infidelity. Severe drought comes over the
land during the rainy season, eliciting a hypocritical plea to God, ostensibly for his
provision of rain. The question posed in Jer 3.4 immediately follows Israel’s declaration
of God as "ax with her labelling of God as ‘close friend’ (7%98), whose faithfulness is
demonstrated by the long-term nature of the friendship (>ww1). Thompson notes that the
substantive 712X is a term of variety, perhaps chosen judiciously by Jeremiah to convey ‘the
wide range of functions that Yahweh had served since Israel’s youth’.”

Fatherly compassion as a manifestation of God’s covenantal relationship to Israel
also informs Psalm 89, which recounts GGod’s address to his faithful followers (>7%on, Ps
89.20) concerning his promise of paternal fidelity to David. The king will experience
God’s faithfulness (3uR, Ps 89.25), and will call God ‘my father’ (>ax, Ps 89.27). Divine
faithfulness extends to those connected to the Davidic king, to those who worship mm
(7990 sp7 ara, Ps 89.16). In like manner Psalm 103 makes a paternal comparison due to

divine compassion (an, Ps 103.13):

mm : father (28) :: those who fear 737 (R) : sons (2%13)

Jepsen has demonstrated that the OT usage of the term anm is mostly applied to God. He
argues that in Ps 103, God shows more than mercy; God actually keeps his faithful

followers alive.** Jepsen’s argument could be supported by the preceding verses, where the

2 Cf. Cornill 1905: 31; Bright 1965: 23, 26; Allen 2008: 54, who contend that Jer 3.1 approximates Deut
24.1-4. Contra Hobbs 1974: 23-29.

* Thompson 1980: 192.

# Jepsen 1961: 261-62. Cf. Deut 1.31.
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psalmist portrays God as the one who both redeems life from the pit (Ps 103.4) and does
not give sinners according to their just deserts (Ps 103.10)—implying perhaps that God
withholds the death penalty. Those who act in reciprocity by revering God and keeping
his covenant will receive back the mm 7om (Ps 103.17-18).

Divine paternal care is expressed negatively as fatherly discipline (cf. Deut 8.5).
Proverbs 3 details how children should treat their father. They are obligated to show trust,
to show respect for fatherly wisdom, correction, and authority, and to show filial
submission. In instances of waywardness, the text reassures:*’

(3.12) ;=275 727NK 2R 9010 7T 27N WK NN O

For YHWH reproves whom he loves, just as a father® [reproves] the son in whom

he delights.
Citing a hallmark of Semitic poetry, Bockler argues that 77 zeugmatically functions as
the subject of the verb 171 in the following colon.” If she is correct, this would allow s
to be much more closely connected to the term ar than the 3 preposition may originally
indicate. Rather than pointing directly to God, the imagery seems to come from the
everyday matter of parental discipline, which serves as the vehicle, mapping a property
from the structure of human fatherhood onto the lesser-known structure of divinity. The
theme of fatherly discipline occurs elsewhere in the OT. The warmth and paternal care of
Jer 31.9 anticipates the remembrance of divine discipline later in the chapter (Jer 31.18,

20). Ephraim had sincerely repented,” learning from previous discipline (79, Jer 31.18) at

2 The text is taken from BHQ.

*6 The LXX emends 2831 to a83m, translating the term by paoriyot 8¢. Cf. Fox 2015: 99-100.

*7 Bockler 2000: 182-83. She offers comparison with Job 5.17 as corroborating evidence.

*¥ Note the wordplay on 2w, which occurs three times in Jer 31.18-20, as well as the phrase 79°=% >np20, a
gesture of grief. Cf. Allen 2008: 349.
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the hands of 1197, whose rebuke yields to paternal compassion and fondness (Jer 31.20). In
a text replete with allusions to divine fatherhood, God executes his paternal duties by
warning of impending discipline (the participial form of 2w3, Mal 2.3) even to the offspring
of the priests in Mal 2, the climactic conclusion to the divine utterance begun in Mal 1.2.”

The relationship between God and certain kings of Israel (or Judah) demonstrates
a special case of divine, paternal care, characterised at times as regal adoption. Maintaining
preference for metaphorical language over against literal or legal, the reigning monarch
was ‘son of God’ by virtue of prophetic utterance. The biblical authors did not base the
Father-son relationship between God and king on a mythical begetting, but on an
historical and prophetic election, as when Samuel anointed David to be king over Israel (1
Sam 16.1-13). The coronation Adoptionsformel of the Davidic king in Ps 2.7 illustrates
this point. The immediately preceding verse may imply reciprocity between God and the
Davidide: God promises to build a house for David by establishing the Davidic throne
(x=Hy 9351 snov1 %Ny, Ps 2.6), and David’s son will build a house for God by erecting a
temple on God’s holy mountain (*@7p==7, Ps 2.6).”" At the outset of his rule (a1, Ps 2.7),
the king’s initiation into special relationship with God is compared to a father-son
relationship. The king would become ‘son of God’ through his role as the people’s
representative before God. This is the significance of 79 the king is not son by nature,
nor does his accession to the throne signify sharing in divinity; rather, he is declared son

of God by divine volition.”' Other regal adoption texts refer to the Father-Son relationship

* Note the presence of a1 (Mal 2.1) indicating climax or conclusion. Cf. Verhoef 1987: 173-74; Clendenen
2004: 287.

*Thus Wright 2013: 1.99 n. 102.

1 Noth 1950: 185-87; Dahood 1965: 11-12; Keel 1997: 247-68; Craigie and Tate 2004: 67.
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indirectly, usually via the % preposition. At the establishment of David’s reign, 2 Samuel 7
(// 1 Chron 17) reiterates Psalm 2 by describing David’s desire to build a temple for God.
Summary rejection of that desire precedes the divine promise through Nathan the prophet
to build David’s house instead:
$ ANSDARTNR SNIOT TYRA KXY MWK TR TYINKR SNROT TNIR-AR NISW O IRDRS 9D
(7.12)
: 29ID"TY NOYMAR RODTNN SNIIDY MWD N2 NI
(7.13)
QTR 12 PRI 2OWIR VAW PRSI NPT WK 27 9T R 2R 19NN IR
(7.14)
When your days are fulfilled and you lie down with your fathers, then I will raise
up [one of] your offspring, who will come out from your [own] loins,’ after you,
and I will establish his kingdom. He will build a house for my name, and I will
establish the throne of his kingdom forever. I will be like a father to him, and he
will be like a son to me; when he commits iniquity, I will reprove him with the rod
of instruction and with punishing blows [inflicted by] men.
Bockler has noted the two main streams of thought concerning the picture of God as
Father in 2 Sam 7.” The first views the image as a valid statement about the nature of
Davidic kings, or of an idealised successor, perhaps of a messianic stripe. The second
contends that the image serves as a warning or critique of regal behaviour. Both streams
contribute to the discussion; they do not seem to be mutually exclusive. The divine
promise to build the Davidic house—i.e., to establish his kingdom—narrows to David’s
seed (¥71, a partial synonym for house), who will be the actual builder of the house for

God, viz. Solomon.™ Singled out for divine sonship via adoption for his construction of

the Temple, Solomon would undergo divine discipline (729, in the Azphil stem) due to his

32 The term mw» usually denotes the internal organs. The suggestion of the locus of procreation in the male
body seems appropriate in this context. See DCH 5.382.

3 Bockler 2000: 211-19.

* Kruse 1985: 152-59. Paul will later apply the prophecy of 2 Sam 7 to Jesus in Rom 1.
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waywardness.

Despite facing divine discipline, and with his kingdom firmly established (cf. 1
Chron 28.7), the king would enjoy divine protection in additional ways. One may find
these promises of divine protection in the context of regal adoption elsewhere, often in
very comparable language.” In these passages, there is the assurance of rest from enemies;
this in turn ensures peace during the king’s reign (331 1% 19358552 2°28%, 1 Chron 22.9;
cf. Ps 89.22-24 MT). God guarantees the presence of his faithfulness and love with the
king (>namxy s1om ey, Ps 89.25 M'T). By virtue of nearness to God, the king experienced

God’s paternal care as security and occasional severe reproof (cf. Ps 89.33).

2.2.2. Authority in the Divine Fatherhood Metaphor of the Old Testament

Israelite fathers had authority over their children, and paternal authority was seen as the
predominant—even exclusive—characteristic of the father-child relationship.’® Not for
nothing was rebellion against one’s father a capital crime (Deut 21.18, 21). The priority
given to paternal authority was likewise mapped onto the metaphor for divine fatherhood.
Divine might and cosmic power accorded readily with Jewish paternal authority—the
Father in the heavens ruled with unrestrained sovereignty. God’s paternal authority
demanded the respect of sons, some of whom relied upon that authority in times of duress.
For instance, God commands Pharaoh to release Israel, his ‘firstborn son’, for service in

the desert (Exod 4.22-23; cf. Hos 11.1); this text demonstrates twin strains of authority—

¥ E.g., 1 Chron 22.10 (¥9=181 28% R¥ =777 12%) reverses the order of 2 Sam 7 and omits one verb; cf. 1
Chron 28.6, where the order of 1 Chron 22.10 is kept with slight variation. Anderson (1989: 122) points out
that father-son language was used in transactions of adoption, covenant, and royal grant; he applies all three
concepts to 2 Sam 7.14.

3¢ So Quell 1967: 971.
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divine lordship over world leaders (cf. Ps 2), and the link of sonship to service to the deity.”’
Pharaoh and others would learn: ‘It is foolish, the metaphor teaches, to resist the formative
grip of God’.”®

To be a father was to demand respect from one’s children. Malachi 1-2 records
God’s expectation of honour as a father, prominently displaying his authority over all.
Beginning with a maxim, m&ax M interrogates the wayward priests:”

2°371D77 23 NINDX T AN IR 7ON OIN 2IITRTANI 97122 7R VIN IRT2RY PITN 7YY 2N 7220 |2
(1.6) D TAWSNR I3 N2 ANTRRY R T2

A son honours [his] father, and a servant his master. If I [am your] father, where is
my honour? And if I [am your] master, where is my reverence? The Lord Almighty
says [this] to you priests who despise my name. But you say, ‘How have we despised
your name’?
The text gives the analogy of divine fatherhood to that of a master who elicits fear from
his servants. The epithet ‘Lord Almighty’ (nxax m7%) occurs no less than 24 times in Mal
1-3. The precise meaning of mrax is disputed, but most proposals highlight the (military)
might or cosmic authority of mm.* The LXX rendering as mavroxpdtwp is telling in this
regard and has been followed in the above translation. Instead of respecting God as father,
the priests despise his paternal authority, shirking their filial responsibilities even though
they are indeed sons. God reminds them that he is a great king (%»), reinforcing the image

of divine authority that characterises this passage. Rebellion against a father’s authority

would have astounded onlookers because of its disruption to social order. Overtones of

7 The divine imperative 7w is followed by Y-consecutive with the jussive of 72y, implying purpose. Cf.
Waltke and O’Connor 1990: 577, 650. Service may also be linked to sonship in Isa 44.21 LXX, though the
term is mais, which seems to denote a servant, rather than a child of God. If sonship were intended, one
could expect familial terms like viés or Téxvov. See further Muraoka 2009: 519-20.

¥ Quell 1967: 971.

39 The text is taken from BHQ.

* Cf. the similar conclusions in O’Kennedy 2007: esp. 83-84.
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hostility colour the opening of the book of Isaiah where God addresses the heavens and
earth to assert such staggering rebellion of sons (2712, ‘a collective image for Israel’," Tsa
1.2) against the one who raised them.*

Divine, paternal authority is showcased further in the 89th Psalm (LXX: Psalm 88),
where the psalmist calls on God as Father, appealing to divine authority when the king’s
authority appears to be threatened. The opening hymn of the psalm (Ps 89.3, 6-19) links
to the central divine discourse via the theme of Israel’s king.* In the ensuing divine
utterance (Ps 89.20-38) the king is reminded of divine support and strengthening,
including the divine promise to crush the enemies of the king. Being near to God by virtue
of regal adoption (perhaps a background concept that contributes to Paul’s creative
reinterpretation round those ‘in Christ’ when he engages in ad-hoc concept construction
to describe the derivative sonship of himself and his readers in places like Gal 4 and Rom
8) as divine son was thought to guarantee the king’s power and authority. Divine power
would redound to regal power, so the logic went.* Conversely, the revulsion at apparent
divine impotence seems to underlie the appeal to divine fatherhood in the prayer of Isa
63-64, where the authority of God as father is coupled with the property of divine

generation (as we shall see below).”

2.2.3. Generative Divine Fatherhood in the Old Testament

In the Old Testament the paternal conception of God is often paired with the conception

* Williamson 2006: 1.23.

*# Cf. Muraoka 2016: 37-38, who argues that the personal pronoun in the accusative case of Isa 1.2 LXX (ue)
zooms in on the actor (here, x0ptog) and brings out the hostile confrontation.

* Hossfeld and Zenger 2005: 410.

* Cf. Ringgren 1974: 18-19.

* Hiusl (2004: 270) sees pleading for renewed divine attention. Cf. Spieckermann 2014: 79-80.
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of God as creator. This connection continues down at least to the time of the apostle Paul,
who also conceives of divine fatherhood in terms of the giving of life (see the discussion in
Chapter 3). Surrounding ancient Near Eastern cultures could conceive of father deities as
the ‘cause and guarantor of descendants’ for their worshippers.* Since the biblical authors
proscribed any biological associations, they were free to speak of divine fatherhood in
metaphorical language, at times even portraying God in terms reminiscent of those false
gods and idols that drew Israel away, to demonstrate his superiority and ‘the inferiority of
these pretenders to divinity’."

In the mwn 9w (Deut 32) an initial question that frames God’s fatherhood over the
nation of Israel (228 ®y3=8¥97, Deut 32.6) is followed by a series of assertions.* Amidst his
dire prediction that after his imminent death, Israel will apostatize, manifesting the
nation’s infidelity to God, Moses appeals to divine fatherhood in a passage rich with
allusions to the generative capability of the divine Father:*

: HRPNDY WRY MT 28 P KD Y nnw
(32.5)
373100 TWY KT TIP TOAR KITTRDIT 0577 KDY D21 2p NRT-RRAD TNDR
(32.6)
They have behaved™ corruptly toward him. [They are] not his sons; [this is] their
defect. [They are] a crooked and perverse generation. Will you repay this to

YHWH, you foolish and unwise people? Is he not your’' father? He generated you.
He made you and established you to last.”

# Cf. Assmann 1997: 168-207; Neu 2009: 68. See also 1 Chron 22.9, where i promises David a son whose
reign will be under divine protection; Mal 2.15: ancestors sought (wp2 in the pie)) children from @v%x.

¥ Knowles 1989: 322; cf. Soskice 2007: 76.

*# Lundbom 2013: 875.

# The text is cited from BHQ.

**To solve an apparent corruption in the text, Deut 32.5 SP replaced the singular nnw of the MT with the
plural snmw. The translation has followed this emendation. For a discussion of the syntax and the scandal of
this interpretation—that Israel would forfeit sonship because of corrupt behaviour toward God—see
McCarthy 2007: 140*. Cf. Drazin 1982: 271 n. 15.

*! The singular prefix of MT (12R) is changed to the plural (12128) in T'g. Ps.-J.

2 See HALOT 1.464-65 on the sense of the polel of 175 here; cf. Lundbom 2013: 875.
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When one considers the evidence from this passage, the metaphor apparently refers to
God as creator and founder of Israel, whose generation derives from God’s loyal, covenant
love.”

Some scholars have argued that birth was assumed to be by the mighty effects of
God, and have accordingly translated the verb m1p as ‘to beget’, or ‘to generate’.”* Humbert
links the verb to the creation of the people, Israel, observing the parallelism among mip,
7wy, and Par.”’ Vawter challenges this translation, appealing to the ancient versions,
which retained the sense of ‘to acquire’, and connects P to the term '92an ‘which
immediately precedes’ mp.’® The nature of his assertion regarding the position of Y2wan is
unclear. Other terms are nearer to mp, including ax, which does in fact immediately
precede the verb. Based on structure, Humbert’s parallelism seems more tenable than
Vawter’s connection with 192an. One may observe further the sense of the final term in
Deut 32.6, the polel of the verb 13, which is closely aligned with mww, immediately
following it in the text (cf. the 1-consecutive). The collective weight of a8 combined with
verbal elements that bespeak creation suggest a strong connection here between divine
fatherhood and generation. To add to this connection, Vawter’s position could perhaps
benefit from consideration of the designations of God as both ax and =18, terms significant

for the birth metaphor for the nation of Israel.”’

% Cf. Ringgren 1974: 17.

* Cf. Burney 1926: 161-62; De Savignac 1954: 430, esp. 430-31 n. 1, who translates the verb as produire.
See also Kraus 1962: 1233. Some have suggested Ugaritic origin for mp (the meaning would then be ‘to
create’) as opposed to Semitic (‘to buy’ or ‘to acquire’), but this distinction is still uncertain as the Ugaritic
usage could also signify the act of acquiring.

 Humbert 1950: 260.

6 Vawter 1980: 211. Cf. Quell 1965: 972, who rejects the sense of begetting, but accepts creation.

7 Cf. Grund 2006: 305.
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Careful attention to the wider context may bolster the claim of generative divine
fatherhood in Deut 32. First, a strange metaphor that comes later in the mwn 99w further
supports the Father’s generative capacity: the M2 (Deut 32.18; cf. Deut 32.4, 15, 30, 31).
When the verb 79, of which 7% is the subject, occurs in the ga/stem, as it does here, the
meaning is parallel to the earlier usage of 7P, and may be translated as ‘to give birth to’,
or ‘to beget’.”® While this text has seemingly undergone corruption, the latter half of Deut
32.18 dispels any lingering clouds of doubt by mentioning the God (»X) who gave birth to
Israel: the verb is the pole/participial form of 1. The unexpected imagery—Grund calls
it erstaunlich—of the generative ™% ensures the begetting is not physical, but
metaphorical. One final piece of evidence is found toward the end of the song, where 7
himself declares his prerogative both to kill (n% in the causative Aiphil stem) and to give
life (77m in the pie/ stem, likewise denoting a causative idea; Deut 32.39).

Outside the Torah, the generative aspect of the divine fatherhood metaphor may
be seen in the parallel metaphor of God as 9%° (Isa 64.7), connected to the image of the
sovereign Creator. The sons become the work of God’s hands, in the context of pleas for
divine mercy, theophany, and intervention on behalf of the people.” Recalling the imagery
of Isa 45 and in combination with the divine fatherhood metaphor (Isa 63.16), the
petitioner reminds 7 that he ‘is in the process of making a clay vessel and is hardly in a
position to throw away the clay’.®’ With an eye to the future, God should at most compress

the clay to form the vessel anew. Malachi 2 witnesses once again the close connection

¥ HALOT 2.411. Cf. Grund 2006: 307, esp. nn. 9-10; Spieckermann 2014 75.

* Grund (2006: 312) declares this to be indisputable (unbestreitbar) evidence that God gives birth.

6 Hiusl 2004: 270-71. The occurrence of 7n¥ at the beginning of the verse may mark the transition to
pleading. So Goldingay 2014: 420.

! Goldingay 2014: 420-21.
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between divine fatherhood and creation. ‘Do we not all have one father’? the prophet asks.
‘Did not one God (98) create us’?* The occurrence of 812 (Mal 2.10) marks the only
instance in the entire book. Israel owes its very existence to God, the authoritative,
sovereign Father and Creator.”

The debt to divine generativity manifests itself in some passages that treat Israel’s
divine sonship (cf. Num 11.12). Isaiah 43 brings together the three major domains of the
divine fatherhood metaphor to make explicit God’s special creation of the nation. In a
touching monologue, God promises his enduring presence with Israel whom he created
and shaped (Isa 43.1). The use of both 872 and 9% reveal God’s authority over the nation.
Divine protection is evident when Israel will be safeguarded from threats of water or fire
(Isa 43.2). However, the text may contribute uniquely to the domain of divine generation
when it applies divine creation directly to Israel’s own being (Isa 43.1, 6-7).* God forecasts
his demand for the return of his sons and daughters whom he created (%93), formed (7x),
and made (;mw, Isa 43.7). The theme of familial restoration continues in Hos 2, where the
reported speech of God follows harsh judgement in Hos 1.2-9. The divine promise for
innumerable progeny will result in calling Israel the ‘sons of the living God’ (n=%& %23, Hos
2.1); the divine title ‘living God’ (*n=#x) distinguishes Israel’s deity from idols, as Stuart

argues, but also centres the source of the sons’ existence in the divine, generative Father.”

62 The order is switched in the LXX: Oty feds els &xtioey dpdc; odyl matip els mdvrtwy duév;

6 Cf. Clendenen 2004: 322-23, who labels as ‘complementary’ the conception of God as Father and Creator.
He notes further that God is the subject of 893 in each of its 45 occurrences in the OT, arguing that the use
in Mal 2.10 suggests divine sovereignty and authority over Israel.

# Goldingay 2007: 1.272-73, who also notes 17 instances of the J-suffix in Isa 43.1-5, stressing ‘close
personal relationship’.

65 Stuart 1988: 38.
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2.2.4. Conclusion to Divine Fatherhood in the Old Testament

The authors of the OT appealed to divine fatherhood when certain encountered
properties of fatherhood and divinity interacted. Common interactional properties
expressed by these authors include protection, authority, and generation. Protection
manifests itself as divine paternal care and faithfulness, taking on special significance in
the relationship between God and king. The structure of authority customarily possessed
by Hebrew fathers over their children could easily be mapped onto deity as God
commanded respect and was held to be the fountain from which regal power flowed.
Divine generation remained metaphorical, recalling the origin of the people and looking
to the nation’s assured future.

The divine fatherhood metaphor presses several theological points in addition.
The fatherhood metaphor discloses divine love, often through acts of goodness and
mercy.” Psalm 103, according to Spieckermann, intends ‘to underscore God’s goodness
and mercy which exceeds human comprehension’.” It is God who ‘crowns you with love
and compassion’ (2971 7o "37wwRn [2wy in the prel/ stem], Ps 103.4). He is described as
compassionate (2117) and abounding in love (7or=39, Ps 103.8). The love of God toward
those who revere him (189%) draws dual comparison from the psalmist: his love is over
them as the heavens are high over the earth (Ps 103.11), and his compassion toward them
as a father to his children (Ps 103.13).

Adding to divine love, the fatherhood metaphor communicates divine intimacy.

Indeed, the reality of divine intimacy seems to demand kinship imagery, which cannot be

5 Cf. Soskice 2007: 1.
67 Spieckermann 2014: 79.
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jettisoned—the father of a child is always just that.”® By speaking of the tenor of the
relationship between God and his people in terms of the vehicles of divine fatherhood and
divine sonship, the biblical authors highlighted their familiarity and intimacy with the
personal God.” In some instances, they implored God to cast off his hiddenness in order
to be present with his people once again (cf. Isa 64).”

The metaphor of divine fatherhood foregrounds the nearness, or immanence of
God. As father, God brings those near who were formerly far off. He advocates for legally
normative classification (Rechtscharakter) for the helpless, bringing them in from the
fringes of society (Ps 68.6).”' He acts on behalf of those who desire his proximity (197, Ps
103.13), and places the king as near to himself as possible through the adoption
metaphor.”” On occasion his seeming distance compels petitioners to remind him of his
fatherhood (Isa 64.7). The biblical authors expressed their yearning for divine immanence
by linking divine fatherhood to God’s role as &3 (Isa 63.16).

Paternal discipline also occurs in the context of divine love. This is Bockler’s point
as she endeavours to show that the God who disciplines in the initial half of Prov 3.12 is
at once the same God who in the latter half delights in his disciplined child by lovingly
attending to his correction, as an ordinary human father would do.” The divine love motif
continues in texts depicting God as both father and spouse (cf. Jer 3; Mal 2). Ricoeur

contends that the mixing of metaphors conjures up thoughts of fidelity. Thus, as father

¢ Cf. Soskice 2007: 2, 66.

% Grund 2006: 317.

"' Wilke 2014: 116, who notes that in Isa 64.7 the fatherhood and creativity of God is juxtaposed against his
absence and aloofness.

' Cf. Kraus 1962: 1233.

72 Occasionally, the metaphor is intensified to suggest birth, as in Ps 2.7. Cf. Spieckermann 2014: 75, 79-80.
73 Bockler 2000: 180-83; cf. Jenni 1997: 12.
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and spouse, God may be angry at his children no longer: ‘love, solicitude, and pity carry
him beyond domination and severity’.”

At times, the biblical authors rhetorically invoked divine fatherhood to urge the
repentance of the people in hopes of promised return from exile.” Significant conceptual
interplay between divine fatherhood and the promise of Israel’s return from exile occurs
in Jer 31. Here mm promises to bring his children to streams of water (272 “m1) in a straight
path, an expression Holladay interprets as prophetic ‘shorthand for the lovely land to
which they would return’.’¢ The prayers of Isa 63-64 hearken back to earlier chapters that
pledged the restoration of hope to exiles and the return to the gloriously reconstituted
holy city. The Father as potter would mould afresh the vessels of clay (Isa 64.7). He who
generated life is also the figure of new creation.”

Divine, paternal generation in the OT would be a wellspring for writers of non-
canonical Jewish literature prior to Paul. Where OT authors limit the application of the
metaphor largely to familiar lines of divine creation, the non-canonical writers would be
content to develop the metaphor in this domain toward divine delivery from death, or
near-death. The writers of extra-biblical literature would thus continue the mingling of
domains, blurring the lines between divine protection and divine generation. Canonical
authors also restrain generative divine fatherhood to Israel collectively. Earlier passages

allude to Israel’s divine generation in the frame of the creation of the cosmos; later

passages (e.g., Isa 43.1, 6-7) apply the domain exactly to Israel, emphasising God’s direct,

" Ricoeur 1974: 489.

> Hamerton-Kelly 1981: 97.
"6 Holladay 1989: 185.

77 Ricoeur 1974: 489.
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special generation of the nation. Non-canonical writers would broaden the metaphor,
relating generative divine fatherhood to individuals within Israel. The metaphorical
expansion of generative divine fatherhood in extra-biblical literature evinces a likely
trajectory of convergence between divine fatherhood and resurrection from the dead that

ultimately anticipates Paul.

2.3. Generative Divine Fatherhood in the Second Temple Literature

Generative divine fatherhood in the OT recalls the origins of Israel while simultaneously
looking ahead to the nation’s assured future. In these passages, God assumes the role of
Creator—his is the authority to grant life, and to take it. He is Father, not of the king
(though in some cases this is certainly the case: 2 Sam 7; 1 Chron 22, 28; Ps 89), but of
the nation, even when the nation is exiled for infidelity. This Father will cause the exiles
to return, and mould afresh the vessels of clay. The metaphor in the OT asserts that he
who generated life is also the figure of new creation. The Second Temple literature
continues this Janus glance in its appeals to generative divine fatherhood. Itis argued here
that in certain cases of Second Temple literature is seen a metaphorical extension in two
directions: the narrowing of the father-son relation from Israel understood corporately to
subgroups (even individuals in some cases) within Israel; and to the appeal to generative
divine fatherhood, the addition of the notion of delivery from death or near-death. Other
examples of Second Temple literature express what amounts to a reaction against the
narrowing of the father-son relation to individuals, preferring instead the attribution of
the divine fatherhood relation to a plurality. Likewise, some of the Second Temple texts

examined below lack the language detailing God’s gift of life to those who are dying or
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near death—i.e., resurrection language is scarce in these texts. Nonetheless, these rich and
varied texts contribute to the divine fatherhood metaphor that intersects with resurrection
language in the writings of the apostle Paul. It should be noted that I have arranged the
texts in the following sequence: those texts which are transmitted in manuscripts of the
LXX (but not the Tanak) are treated first; texts outside the LXX have been arranged
according to probable date (from earliest to latest) following consensus where possible.

One could assign this extension quite easily to divine protection or authority, but I
have chosen divine generation as the proper domain for two reasons. First, these passages
show striking similarities to the way in which generative divine fatherhood is attested in
the OT. The appeal to the Father often comes in places where the deity is also described
as the ‘living God’ (cf. Tob 13; 3 Macc 6; in the OT, cf. Hos 2). These appeals also occur
in proximity to the divine role in creation (see 3 Macc 6; Wis 2; in the OT, cf. Deut 32;
Isa 43, 64; Mal 2). They also look forward by their concern with the end state—‘afterlife’
is perhaps too strong a word to use here—of the one(s) perceived to be in filial relationship
with God, even as they are looking back toward creation.”® Second, the passages discussed
below portray a sense of the resumption of life, or the restoration of life, which seems to
accord best with God’s ability to generate life. That is to say, where canonical authors
appeal to God’s paternal generation of life initially in the act of creation, Second Temple
authors extend the appeal to a second gift of life to one who is near death.

Nevertheless, like their canonical predecessors, the Second Temple authors

78 For instance, cf. the mention of »8w or &dns in Tob 13.2 and Sir 51.6. In a more positive sense of one’s
future, see also the reported perspective of the ungodly concerning the beatific end state of the righteous in
Wis 2. These glances toward the future are analogous to Moses’ concern for the nation of Israel following
his death in Deut 32, or to the divine ingathering in Jer 31.
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occasionally blur the boundaries between domains—one writer appeals to generative
divine fatherhood in a context that could also be seen in terms of divine protection or
authority. The result of such blurring is a hermeneutical dilemma necessitating an
interpretative method which could assign the instances of the divine fatherhood metaphor
most plausibly to the conceptual domain of generation based on textual and contextual
evidence; the method should also account for literary device according to levels of
authorial ostension. The proposed methodological schema borrows the concept of
ostension from Relevance Theory, developed by Sperber and Wilson for lexical
pragmatics (see above, Chapter 1.2). For the purposes of this chapter, ostension denotes
authorial intention to make conceptual domains manifest.”” The proper assignation of
conceptual domains can be thought of as falling somewhere along an ostension
continuum, with some instances demonstrating the greatest authorial intention to make
generative divine fatherhood manifest, and other instances less so.

Semantic, syntactic, and lexico-grammatical devices which most clearly
demonstrate authorial ostension might include citation, immediate context, apposition,
attribution, predication, and certain subject-verb relations (e.g., when ‘Father’ is the
subject of a verbal element that could fall within the generative domain). Quotation
formulae generally introduce citations, which can contain extended verbatim quotation
from a source text.*® For the sake of convenience, ‘immediate context’ refers to devices in

the same line or verse as the appeal to generative divine fatherhood. By ‘apposition’ is

7 Sperber and Wilson 1996: 40, 49. The conceptual domain would be manifest to a reader at a given time
if and only if the reader is capable at that time of representing it mentally and accepting its representation
as true or probably true.

% The criteria for determining citation, allusion, and echo derive from Hays 1989: 29-32; idem, 2016: 10~
14.
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meant substantives in simple apposition across all cases.®’ Instances of apposition,
attribution, and predication are to be clearly marked for generative divine fatherhood.

Authorial ostension is less clear in devices which include allusions, near context,
near syntactical parallels, and simile. The device of allusion imbeds words from a source
text, or ‘explicitly mentions notable characters or events that signal the reader to make the
intertextual connection’.” Nearness refers to devices which occur in the same thought
structure (usually, paragraph) as the instance of the divine fatherhood metaphor. Simile is
the trope using ‘like’ or ‘as’ to make an indirect comparison between deity and paternity.
Ambiguous instances of apposition, attribution, and predication may also obscure
authorial ostension.

Devices which demonstrate authorial ostension least clearly might include possible
allusions (what Hays has called ‘echoes’),*’ remote context, remote syntactical parallels,
absolute (i.e., otherwise unmarked) uses of the Father designation, and appearances of the
Father designation in set formulae. An echo may exhibit only a single word in common
with the source text. Yet, an echo may impart semantic nuance and significance beyond a
plain reading of the text that would be missed by the inattentive reader. Remoteness refers
to devices that occur outside the thought structure of the instance of generative divine
fatherhood. The convenience of a continuum does not imply exact correspondence to
authorial ostension, and often multiple factors will need to be weighed before making

judgements in each instance of the metaphor. In certain cases, multiple, early textual

81 Cf. Wallace 1996: 48-49, 94-100, 152-53, 198-99.

%2 Hays 2016: 10. Allusive techniques in the Midrash required only two connected verbal elements from the
source text. Such will be the minimum requirement for allusion in this chapter. Cf. Tomson 2015: 437, esp.
n. 30.

% Hays 1989: 29. However, allusions may be intended by the author, while echoes may not be.
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traditions exist for passages that mention generative divine fatherhood. Because these
traditions contribute various insights and add nuance to the discussion, each tradition

merits separate examination.

2.3.1. Tobit 13

The only occurrence of generative divine fatherhood in Tobit appears in the longer song
of praise (cf. Tob 13.1; called ‘thanksgiving’ in Tob 14.1) that comprises the sixth formal
prayer of the book.* Writing as a devout Jew living in the diaspora, Tobit recalls his tale
of exile in Assyria. The spectre of death casts a pall over the book. On being discovered by
the Assyrian king in the charitable act of burying his Jewish kinsmen,” Tobit goes into
hiding to avoid his own death sentence (Tob 1.16-20). He wishes for death after hearing
false reproaches from his wife (T'ob 2.14; 3.6). Tobit’s relative digs a grave for Tobias,
Tobit’s son, preparing for his imminent death (Tob 8.9, 15-18); and Tobias’ mother
mourns her son, fearing that he has died on a journey (Tob 10.4-5, 7).* The realisation
that Tobias has been spared through angelic assistance (at the deity’s behest) results in the
prayer of Tob 13, where Tobit first delivers a song of praise (Tob 13.2-8), followed by a
song of restoration (Tob 13.9-18), specifically for Jerusalem.*”” While Tobit continues the
OT practice of applying the divine fatherhood metaphor corporately,” the book extends

the domain of generation to divine delivery in the face of death. Early versions include

% Indeed, this is the only instance of the divine fatherhood metaphor in the book. However, it could be
argued that appeal to fatherhood (both human and divine) occurs at critical junctures in the work (e.g., Tob
5.1; 7.5; 10.9; 11.6, 11).

% Alms, which include burying the dead, are described as delivering from death (Tob 4.10; 12.9). Tobit’s
custom of giving alms may be another instrument by which God delivers the devout person from death.

% Cf. Xeravits 2010: 91-93 regarding the emotional toll the episode has on Tobias’ parents.

¥7 See also Xeravits 2019: esp. 81-87.

% Puech 2001: 291, who argues that Tobit intends only diaspora Jews who will return to God.
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Hebrew-Aramaic texts from Qumran, the Greek short recension of Codices Vaticanus (B)

and Alexandrinus, ®', and the long recension in Codex Sinaiticus, ®".

2.3.1.1. Tobit 13 (4Q196, 4Q200)”

(13.1) INIDDR AR 2RI D100 WK i 29K T2
(13.2) [72% ]8T WN
[@]nm TowR AR NN ARIRY TV TR anan AR

172 FIRDY WR Y []97[]

(13.3) [*35% BR]w» %12 W 17
A2 2OMTI TANK WK [2737]

(13.4) [172722997 9793 NN 1]7D0 RN
[77229]9R R [772]2°378 K177 9D o1 9[10 9109 IR

[2omw] B[15Y]

(13.5) N2oR[un 92 Hy]

[Blessed be] the living [God] whose kingdom is for all eternity: because he [afflicts

and] shows mercy, brings down to lowest Sheol, and brings up from the [gr]eat

abys[s]. And who is there who can escape from his hand? Acknowledge him, O sons

of Israfel, in the sight of the sons of the nations], you who are banished among

them. And there [recount his greatness before al]l the living, because he is your

Lord, he is [your] God ... [for al]l [eternity]. ... [for] your [si]ns.”
Though there is no Father designation attested in the extant Hebrew and Aramaic texts
of Tobit from Qumran, a few items should be noted nonetheless. If one accepts Fitzmyer’s
reconstruction, the Greek versions follow these texts quite closely, where generative divine
fatherhood is more clearly attested. God*”' is described as ‘living’ (°n, Tob 13.1) and
showing mercy (amm, Tob 13.2). God* both brings down to the lowest Sheol (the hiphil
participle of 79 followed by 2w 7w, Tob 13.2) and raises up (the hiphil participle of 7%y,

Tob 13.2) from the great abyss*. More explicitly than the Greek, the Hebrew imports a

¥ The Aramaic text comes from 4Q196 (Tob 13.5), and the Hebrew from 4Q200 (Tob 13.1-4), given in
Broshi, et al., 1995: 25, 70.

% This translation is a lightly redacted conflation of the translations found in Fitzmyer 2003: 306-309 and
Vermes 2004: 600.

! Reconstructed elements will be followed by an asterisk (*).
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causative idea: God* causes one to be brought down to Sheol (cf. Tob 3.10, 6.15). These

key elements will be considered on the firmer ground of the Greek recensions below.

2.3.1.2. Tobit 13 (1)

(13.1) Eddoyntds 6 Bedg 6 (v eig Tobg aidvas xal ¥ Baciiela avTod,

(13.2) 67t adTds paotiyol xal éed, xatdyel eig @ONV xal qvdyel, xal olx E0Tv 8¢
éxdedetar TV xelpa avtod.

(13.3) é&oporoyeiohe adtd, oi viol Topani, évamiov T@v €0viv, 8T aldTos Siéomelpey Nuds
év avTolc

(13.4) éxet Omodetbate T peyadwadvyy” adtod, tolite adtdv évamiov mavtds {GvTos,
xaB6Tt abTdg xUptog N xal 6 Beds adTog maTnp NV eis mavtag Tolg aidvag.

(13.5) xal paotiywoet Nuds &v tals aduials nuév xal mdlv élenoet xal cuvagel nuds éx
mdvTwy TEY vy, ob €iv oxopmiabijTe év adTols.

Blessed be God who lives forever and [blessed be] his kingdom, because he afflicts
and shows mercy, he leads down into Hades and brings up, and there is no one who
will escape his hand. Acknowledge him, O sons of Israel, before the nations, for he
has scattered us among them; indicate his greatness there, exalt him before all the
living, because he is our Lord and God, he himself is our Father forever. And he
will afflict us for our injustices, and again he will show mercy and will gather us
from all the nations among whom you have been scattered.
Divine fatherhood in Tob 13 is adduced in a context in which God, who is clearly
connected to life, delivers from death.™ The subject of Tobit’s blessing is the living God
(6 Beds 6 (&v, Tob 13.1); the participle {&v is in apposition to Beds. A syntactical parallel in
the near context makes the Father’s connection to life explicit: he is ¢ 8ed¢ 6 {@v eig Tolg
aiévas (Tob 13.2), and ¢ 8edg adtds mathp nudv gis mavtag Tobg aidvag (Tob 13.4). Clearly

marked apposition with the near syntactical parallel suggests rather strong ostension for

the domain of generation.

2 The Greek texts of both ' and " are taken from Hanhart 1983: 165-67. English translations for both
®' and G" have followed those of Di Lella 2007: 474.

% OL reads misericordia.

% Zimmermann 1958: 27.
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Further evincing deuterocanonical development, Tobit 13 uses language of divine
delivery from the point of death, stopping just short of the language of resurrection.” The

% Elsewhere in the

present indicative xatdyet corresponds to the hiphil participle, 759m.
LXX, the verb expresses the action of God bringing down &ig &y (Tob 13.2).” God as
Father brings down to the place of the dead, but he also brings up (dvdyw, Tob 13.2),
though the destination in this instance is left unstated. The long recension seemingly
bolsters the xatdyw-dvayw dynamic with its explanatory phrase, discussed below.
Another factor to the xatdyw—dvdyw interplay in Tob 13 rests in a possible echo,
the Song of Moses (Deut 32). Like Moses, Tobit directs his song toward the people at the
end of his life. The lone shared verbal element between Tob 13 and Deut 32.6 is the
designation of God as Father.” Though verbs differ between the two texts, the xatdyw-
avayw dynamic in Tob 13.2 reminds the reader of God who slays and makes alive (Deut
32.39).” The allusive strategy in the book of Tobit proposed by Weitzman could augment
the case for assigning the domain of generation to Tob 13. By clustering patriarchal
allusions in the earlier parts of the work, the book of Tobit naturally concentrates

Deuteronomic allusions in the ending hymn to enclose his experiences ‘within

pentateuchal bookends’. The book of Tobit alludes to texts whose events occur outside

% However, cf. the remarks of D. N. Freedman related in Moore 1996: 278 n. 185.

% Cf. Griffin 1984: 239-40; Littman 2008: 149.

7 E.g., Gen 37.35; 44.29; 1 Kgdms 2.6; 3 Kgdms 2.9; Tob 3.10; Ps 30.18 LXX.

% Other elements of the Song of Moses are noteworthy in Tobit’s song. Both employ similarly operating
preludes (Deut 31.14-30; Tob 12.16-22): the relation between Raphael and Tobit (or his son, Tobias) is
analogous to that between God and Moses, as is the exhortation to ‘write down’ the song. Cf. Weitzman
1996: 50-51. Note the verb ypddw in Deut 31.19, 22 LXX and Tob 13.1 in B. The language of greatness
and exaltation (Tob 13.4) are analogous to Moses’ command to ascribe greatness to God (Deut 32.3). Cf.
Fitzmyer 2003: 307-309. Tobit is also Deuteronomic in its emphasis on the behaviour of God and men, and

in its eschatological focus.
% Cf. Strotmann 1991: 50-51.
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the land of Israel to reinforce the notion that God’s care for his people extends beyond
geographical borders to places of exile. Like the Song of Moses, Tobit 13 seems to argue
that Israel is once again at a turning point in its history when the nation’s sojourn in exile
is nearly at an end and return to the land is imminent.'”

Thus, Tobit directs the father-relation toward the viot Icpant (Tob 13.3; Heb.:
bR]w" %13). But it is not Israel in its totality that qualifies as sons of the Father. Rather,
Tobit narrows the filial relationship to his fellow Jews in the Diaspora, noting that God
‘has scattered us among them’ (Otéomepey Nuds [i.e., oi viot Iopand] év adtols [i.e., Tols
g€bveaw]). Tobit modifies the relation further by providing the expectation of return to
God by these would-be sons. God will surely turn his face toward those who turn back
(émotpédw, Tob 13.6) to him. Tobit thus adjures those who would enjoy the intimacy of
divine fatherhood: ‘Return, O sinners’! (Emotédarte, apaptwirol, Tob 13.8). Strong textual
evidence peppered with the language of qualified sonship and coupled with possible
Deuteronomic allusion—to a passage patently attesting to the generative Father (Deut

32.6)—gives the domain of generation high plausibility.

2.3.1.3. Tobit 13 (67)

(13.1) EdAoyntdg 6 fedg 6 (v eig Tov aidva xai % Bactieia avTod,

(13.2) 81 adtdg paatiyol xal Eled, xatayel £ws @00V XaTWTATW THS Yiig, xal adTdS Avayel
éx THis dmwlelag THg ueydAng, xal olx EoTiv 000y, 6 éxdevEetal TV xelpa adTol.

(13.3) égoporoyeiabe adtd, oi viol Topani, évamiov Tév €0vav, 8Tt adTos Siéomelpey Vb
év avToic

(13.4) xal éxel dmédeibev Oulv ™y pueyadwobvyy adtod, xal tolte adTdv évamiov mavtds
{BvTog, xaBéTL alTds NV xUpLds EaTiy, xal abTds Beds Ny xal abTds TaTHp HUEY
xal adToc Bede el mavTag Tove aldvag.

(13.5) paotiywoe dpds émt Tals @dikials D&Y xal mavtag Vuds EAeNTel Ex TAVTWY TEY
vy, émov &v diaoxopmiabijte év adTols.

100 WWeitzman 1996: 59.
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Blessed be God who lives forever and [blessed be] his kingdom, because he afflicts
and shows mercy, he leads down as far as Hades in the lowest part of the earth, and
he brings up from great destruction, and there is nothing that will escape his hand.
Acknowledge him, O sons of Israel, before the nations because he has scattered you
among them. Even there he has shown to you his greatness—exalt him even in the
presence of all the living because he is our Lord and he is our God, and he is our
Father and [our] God forever. He will afflict you for your injustices, and on all of
you he will show mercy from all the nations among whom you have been scattered.
Most of the discrepancies between ' and " are inconsequential. Important exceptions
occur in Tob 13.2. The qualifying phrase ‘to Hades, the deepest part of the earth’ (éws
ddov xaTwtaTw THS Vs, modifying xatdyw), makes explicit the destination to which God
brings down. The preposition €wg used with an adverb of place (here, xatwtatw) indicates
that God brings down to the very limit of the place of the dead, explained adverbially as
the deepest [part] of the earth. Where évdyw occurs without an object in ®', the long
recension offers the explanatory variant ‘he brings up from great destruction’ (dvayet éx
i amwlelas Ts peydAng). The phrase could refer to release from blindness (cf. Tob 12.20).
An allusion to 1 Sam 2.6 is not impossible here, though its pregnancy motif diminishes
such a connection.'”" To restrict the delivery to healing from blindness also ignores Tobit’s
suffering of poverty, loss of independence, and the uxorial insults that drove Tobit to pray
for his death (Tob 3.6). Furthermore, dvayw in psalms with xptog as subject can assume
the special connotation of bringing up from &3»s.'”” Finally, in the long recension dna)eia
parallels &dns.'” In the immediate context of casting into &dng, Tobit most plausibly praises

God for his ability to cause one to be brought up from ultimate destruction—death and

its concomitant residence in the place of the dead.

" However, one must not miss the theme of childbearing for Tobias’ wife (e.g., Tob 6.18; 10.12).
192 Ps 29.4 LXX; cf. Ps 70.20 LXX.
10 Cf. Griffin 1984: 240-42.
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Although ®" specifies the destinations to which God brings down and from which
he brings up, the long recension obscures the connections between divine fatherhood and
life made in ®". The syntactical parallel of Tob 13.4 in &' is lost in a sea of divine titles in
®". The long recension thus reduces the marking of mamip, relegating the generative
divine fatherhood metaphor to the least plausible end of the continuum for authorial
ostension. Nevertheless, generative divine fatherhood in Tobit glances backward to the
corporate relation in the OT while peering forward to later discussions of generative
divine fatherhood. Tobit contributes to the development of the metaphor by confining
the father-son relation to those Jews in the Diaspora—whom God chastens so that they

may return to him—and extending the metaphor to delivery from the point of death.

2.3.2. Sirach 51

In common with other texts in the deuterocanonical literature, Sirach often attests to the
divine fatherhood metaphor in the conceptual domain of protection. Sirach compares his
child to a son of the Most High (cws vids 0Wiorov, Sir 4.10) if the child’s future conduct is
characterised by delivering the poor from oppressors, and by being a father to orphans
and a husband to widows. Sirach pleads with God to deliver him from the designs of his
enemies and from worldly temptations (Sir 23.1-11), twice appealing to God as Father
(wOpie mdTep xal déomota [Beé in Sir 23.4] {wijs wov, Sir 23.1)."** Although Sirach 23 contains

an instance of genitive qualification, it is unclear which vocative is the head substantive.

19% Sirach 23 also attests to the conceptual domain of authority: Sirach calls several times for the discipline
of God. Doering (2014: 107 n. 5; cf. 128 n. 103) questions the text of Sir 23 as an instance of the divine
fatherhood metaphor, suggesting that Hebrew behind x0pie mdtep could be in genitive construct: thus, »&
o2k translated as ‘God of my father’.
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Nor does {wn seem easily to belong to the conceptual domain of generation here; the
domain of authority or protection is preferred. Divine protection is once more on the lips
of the supplicant in Sirach 51. The first section of this prayer (Sir 51.1-10) merits scrutiny

because of potential links to the domain of generation.

2.3.2.1. Sirach 51 (Ms B)'"”

(51.1) 2 9AR STOR PR W TR oK 2o %% axes 9
ST TR AW TDON
(51.2) SWS1 NIAR N9TD 9D

: 993 DT DINW TR DAWR WA nown
: 27D SV NDWRY PWD NAT VIR AY NATH SINIXD

(51.3) : 7701 2772 "INty Y% an{>}o g T
1 OWDI MWPIR 7O YYD IDIX WRmMn

(51.4) [.....]2m%w nIpInmY NPT M NIaan
(51.5) [..]R% 23[..] arm® 7D PRY WK Masn
: TN PRWY SXMY Ipw YD) BT Tnown

(51.6) : P1ARN DIRWD SN Wil NIk ¥am
(51.7) : PPRY TR0 FIDRNY 9 MY PRI 2920 TIDNY
(51.8) : Q9IPR MWK 1T 9 WA DR TIOTRY
1 7 9on 2RI 12 907 DR Doxnn

(51.9) D ONYIY DINW PR 9P PARR 2RI
(51.10) 2 ODWS 123 NN 52 AR SR 5N ARIINY
D IR IR QP2 77N 2192 91290 ON

(51.11) : 79BN TISTRY TN TR A9YIR

I will celebrate you, O God of my salvation, I will praise you, my God, my Father,
I will declare your name, O Fortress of my life, because you snatched my soul from
death, you spared my flesh from destruction, and from the hand of Sheol you saved
my foot, you protected me from public slander, against the scourge of the tongue,
and against the lips of those who pursue lies. You have been for me [a bulwark]
against my enemies; you saved me according to your great mercy, from the snare
of those who lie in wait on the rock, and from those who wanted my life; you
delivered me from numerous dangers, and from the torments of the flame that
surrounded me, from the middle of the fire which I had not lit, from the bosom of
the abyss ..., from infamous lips, from those who create lies, and from the arrows
of the deceptive tongue. My soul touched death, and my life [was] at the infernal
Sheol. I turned all around me: [there was| no one to help me; I waited for support:

1% The text is cited from Beentjes 2006: 91.
1% This term stands in for the Tetragrammaton 7. See Schechter and Taylor 1899: 11.
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nothing [happened]. Then I remembered the mercy of God and his eternal pardon,

of him who saves those who hope in him, and delivers them from all evil. I raised

my voice from the earth, and from the gates of Sheol I prayed; I proclaimed, ‘Lord,

you are my Father, the hero of my salvation; do not abandon me in the day of

trouble, in the day of desolation and adversity. I will celebrate your name forever,

and you I will call in prayer’. Then God heard my voice and listened to my pleas.'”
Hebrew Sirach 51 appeals to divine fatherhood in contexts of saving the supplicant from
the point of death and from his enemies. The Father designation in Sir 51.1 is uncertain.
The LXX does not attest it, and the relation between the terms %ar 57 is likely that of
genitive construct, as in Sir 23, such that "aR is in the genitive rather than in simple
apposition: ‘God of my father’ rather than ‘God my father’. The Father designation in Sir
51.10 is more substantial, functioning as the predicate for the pronoun 7nx, whose referent
is the divine diminutive ».'"

Even though =125 stands in apposition to "aR, the designation in Sir 51.10 is vague
with respect to authorial ostension because the precise meaning of 9133 is unclear. From
what does YHWH save the supplicant? The near context gives evidence of the
deuterocanonical development, where divine fatherhood occurs in proximity to rescue
from (near-) death. Thus, YHWH is said to have redeemed the supplicant from death
(nn) and from the power of Sheol (9w 7%, Sir 51.2), to have delivered from the enemies
who were seeking the life of the supplicant (Sws1 swpan 751, Sir 51.3) and less certainly,
anan (Sir 51.5).'” Sirach describes the dire situation in which he found himself (Sir 51.6)

before he remembered YHWH’s a»1en (Sir 51.8). He then winged his prayer from the

underworld (ya8%) and from the gates of Sheol (1w sawwn, Sir 51.9). Here, 2R signifies

7 This translation follows the emendations of Lévi 1901: 218-21.
198 Cf. Puech 2001: 293-94.
1% Ms B is lacunose here. The LXX has rendered this as éx fdfoug xotiag &dov.
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the underworld because the term is in synonymous parallelism with »ww."

However, the Father as =133 may also belong to the domain of protection,
specifically as deliverer from the slander of the supplicant’s enemies (Sir 51.2, 5-6). The
two domains of protection and generation appear to work in tandem in Sir 51. Slight
preference is given to the domain of generation because the more immediate context

surrounding the appositive M2 (Sir 51.9-11a) attests to the nuance of deliverance from

(near-) death.

2.3.2.2. Sirach 51 LXX)""

(51.1) "Efopodoynoopal got, xple Bacidel, xal aivéow e Bedv Tov cwTipd wov,
gégoporoyolipal T6 dvéuati gov,

(51.2) é71 oxemactis xal Ponbos éyévou pot xal EAuTpwow TO clud wov €€ dmwlelas xal
éx mayidog dtaPodiis yAwoays, amd xethéwv Epyalopévav Yelidos xal Evavtt Tév
TapeaTyrdTwy Eyévou Bonbds xat ElvTpwow ye

(51.3) xata 6 wAHbog EAéoug xal dvopatis aou éx Ppoxwv EToluwy el Ppdua, éx xelpds
Oyrodvtwy T Yuyy wov, éx mhetdvay BAibewy, @v Eayov,

(51.4) émd murypol mupés xuxdBev xal éx uéoou mupds, ob olx Eééxauvaa,

(51.5) éx Baboug xothiag ddou xal amd yAwaans axabdptou xal Adyou Yeudolis

(51.6) xai Poidos yrwaans édixov. Ayyiaey Ewg bavdtou 7 Yuy pov, xal 7 {wy pov R
cUVEYYUS GO0U XATW.

(51.7) mepiéayov pe mévrobev, xal 0dx v 6 Poybv: évéPAemov el dvtidnudw dvbpdmwy,
xal 00x Av.

(51.8) xai éuvnalny tol éXéous cou, xipte, xal Tig ebepyeaiag gou THg am’ aidvos, 6t
e&apfj Todg Omopévovtds oe xal o@lels adTols éx yelpds movnpdv.'"

(51.9) xal avipwaa amd yijs ixeteiav pov xal Omep avdtov ploews é0enbny:

(51.10) émexadecduny xVpiov matépa'’ xuplov pou wj pe éyxatalmely év Nuépaig
BAiews, év xalpéd vmepndavidy afBondnoicg:

(51.11) aivéow 76 vopd cou évdelexds xal Duviow év é€oporoyNaeL.

I will acknowledge you, O Lord [and] King, and I will praise you as God my
Saviour. I acknowledge your name, because you have been my protector and helper,
and you have redeemed my body from destruction and from a trap of a slanderous

"9 Di Lella 1986: 405; idem, 1987: 566. Cf. HALOT 1.90.

" The Greek is from Ziegler 1965: 362-64.

12 The variant éxfpév appears in 547 aeth, possibly an assimilation to Sir 30.6.
' Two minuscule MSS offer variants: mapd 755; fedv 336.
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tongue, from lips that fabricate a lie, and against those who stand by you have been
a help, and you have redeemed me, according to an abundance of mercy and your
name, from nooses prepared for food, from the hand of persons seeking my soul,
from rather many troubles, which I had, from a choking of a pyre all round and
from the midst of fire, which I did not kindle, from the deep of Hades’ belly and
from an unclean tongue and a lying word and a missile of a tongue of an
unrighteous person. My soul drew near to death, and my life was on the brink of
Hades below. They surrounded me on every side, and there was no one who
helped; I looked for assistance from human beings, and there was none. And I
remembered your mercy, O Lord, and your beneficence from of old, because you
raise up those who wait for you and you save them from the hand of wicked persons.
And I raised up my supplication from the earth, and I begged for deliverance from
death. I called upon the Lord, Father of my lord, not to forsake me in days of
affliction, in a time of helplessness from acts of arrogance. I will praise your name
continually, and I will sing hymns with acknowledgement."*

Like the Hebrew text, Greek Sirach 51 clearly attests to the divine fatherhood metaphor
only once (Sir 51.10), in the probable context of divine protection and in the possible
contexts of generation and authority. The directness of the Hebrew divine fatherhood
metaphor stands in stark relief to the LXX, which avoids relating divine fatherhood to the
supplicant. Rather than the forthright expression ‘[I will exalt] YHWH: You [are] my
Father’ (;7n& ax >, Sir 51.10) of the Hebrew text, the LXX gives ‘the Lord, Father of my
lord” (xprov matépa xupiov wov).'” The term xdpios is the only direct evidence linking the
Father designation to the domain of authority, which is quickly subsumed by other
domains due to considerations of the immediate context. Instead, the Father as Lord
belongs to the commingled domains of protection and generation. The x0ptog [xai] Tatyp
is the accusative subject of the infinitive éyxataiimelv. Elsewhere in Sirach, éyxataieinw

implies personal abandonment, often with the undertone of faithfulness, especially when

"% This translation is very lightly edited from Pietersma and Wright 2007: 761.

' The LXX also renders »ar »%x (Sir 51.1) as x0pie fagided, omitting fatherhood in favour of monarchy. As
noted previously, however, the Father designation in Sir 51.1 (MS B) is debatable. Cf. Nodet 2009: 137-41,
who argues that the LXX traces back to the original Hebrew.
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God is the subject.""® The supplicant entreats the Father not to abandon him in days of
oppression (év Nuépais BAiPews) and in a time of helplessness (v xap@d &Ponbyaiag, Sir
51.10), suggesting acute distress, both perceived and actual.

The supplicant’s distress features prominently in the text, though its extent is
debated.'’” Certain features of the text suggest its profundity. The call to God for help
comes from the depth (Bdbfog), a term used in the LXX to indicate calamity (usually
expressed as fdby addooys), finality, even death.'® Not entirely without precedent, the
vividness of the expression in Sir 51.5 evokes the entrance to the place of the dead in
classical literature.'” Calling to God from the depth of Hades’ belly (&x fdfoug xotiag ¢dou)
suggests that the author is as close as possible to death."”’ The supplicant’s request to the
Father as Lord thus entails demonstration of divine faithfulness in times of distress based
on the Father’s previous deliverance of the supplicant from the verge of death.

One must not overlook the overt tones of divine protection throughout the text.
The author praises God as oxemactis.”' God has been Bonfés to the author (Sir 51.2 bis).
He recalls the former mercy and munificence (EXeog [xai] épyaaia, Sir 51.8) of God, and
ends the passage by recounting divine deliverance from destruction (8§ dnwleiag) and an

evil time (&x xaipol movnpod, Sir 51.11)."** Divine care and protection permeate the text,

1% See God as subject in Sir 2.10; 23.1 (where God is called Father); cf. Sir 3.16; 4.19; 7.30; 9.10; 29.14, 16;
51.20. The only impersonal object of the verb is 6 véuog Beot (Sir 41.8).

"7 Cf. Zimmermann 2007: 55.

'8 Calamity: Ps 68.3, 15 LXX; Jonah 2.4. Finality: Amos 9.3, Mic 7.19. The connection of Bé&fos to death
(usually expressed as Babog (tfis) yfis) occurs especially in Ezekiel: Ezek 26.20; 31.14; 32.18, 24; see also Wis
10.19.

19 Cf. Aeschylus, Prom. 1029 (Bébn Taptdpov); Plato, Leg. 904d.

120 Cf. Sauer 2000: 346. To say more would approach irresponsibility, owing to the well-established fact of
Sirach’s avoidance (Elledge labels it ‘denial’) of the language of resurrection in favour of immortality of the
soul. See the recent discussion in Elledge 2017: 92-94.

"I See Muraoka 2009: 623 on this Septuagintal term.

122 Cf. Strotmann 1991: 89-95.
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while melding with rescue from the verge of death. Keeping in mind the entirety of the
passage, amwleia (Sir 51.11; cf. BAis and ¢Bonbyoic, Sir 51.10) seems to encapsulate the
supplicant’s experience of near-lethal distress. The author calls on God as Father in Sir 51

for protection, but also like Tobit to relieve his distress unto death.

2.3.3. 3 Maccabees 6

The instances of the divine fatherhood metaphor in 3 Maccabees attest to all major
conceptual domains, sometimes in the same passage. The Toudaiot beseech the Father as
the merciful protector, the almighty ‘Ruler of every power’ (duvactedwy mdong dvvapews),
to deliver them from ‘the final destruction’ (76 mépag ¥ dAebpiag, 3 Macc 5.5-7). The ‘sons
of the almighty, heavenly, living God’ (viol To8 mavroxpdtopog émoupaviov beod {@vtog, 3
Macc 6.28) are those who enjoy the protective stability accorded them by God. Muraoka
suggests that the string of ‘multiple attributive adjectives ... asyndetically added to a
substantive’ in 3 Macc 6.28 may indicate hierarchy, with the description of the deity as the
‘living God’ (6 8eés [6] {@v) taking primacy of place.'” When released, these sons erupt in
praise of God for having just escaped death (tov bdvatov éxmedevydtes, 3 Macc 6.29), a
motif already encountered in Sirach and Tobit. In a letter, Ptolemy Philopator
acknowledges that God defends the Toudaiot ‘as a father always comes to the aid of his sons’
(g matépa UmEp vV O mavtds cuppaxolvta, 3 Macc 7.6), bringing the domain of
protection to the fore. Similar to these occurrences, the prayer of 3 Macc 6 commences

by solemnly addressing God (3 Macc 6.2) then proceeds to make a preliminary request (3

12 Thus, 3 Macc 6.28 could be re-written as (to feol {Gvtog) + mavtoxpdTopos émoupaviov, where the post-
position of {&v is a probable Hebraism. See Muraoka 2009: 443.
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Macc 6.3) before recounting several vignettes from the history of Israel displaying the

) 124

protective might of God on behalf of his people (3 Macc 6.4-8

(6.1) EXedlapog 0¢ Tig avip émionpog TGV amo THg ywpas iepéwy, év mpeaPeiw THy NAxiav
709 Aedoyxws xal maoy T xata Tov Plov Gpetfi xexoounuévos, Todg mepl aldToV
xatagteilag mpeaPutépous émixaleloat Tov dylov Bedv mpooniEato Tdde

(6.2) Baoihed peyadoxpatwp, Uiote mavtoxpatwp et v mdoav OdiaxuBepviy év
oixTipuois xtiow,

(6.3) €mde émi APpaap omépua, éml nylaopévou Téxva laxwp, pepidos nytaouévng aou
hadv év Eévy vii Eévov &dixws dmoAldpevov, mdtep.'”

(6.4) ab Papaw mTAnHivovta dpuact, ToV mpiv AlydmTov TavTyg duvaatny, émapbévra
avopw Bpaget xai yAwooy upeyadopprmovi, obv Tf Umepndavw oTpaTid
movToPpoyous aTwecas dbeyyos embavag eréovs LlopanA yéver.

(6.5) aU oV dvaplbuytols duvayeat yavpwbévta Zevwaynpeip, Bapbv Accupiwy Padiréa,
ddpatt TV mhoav Vmoxelptov 10N AaPdévta Yiv xal petewpiobévra Eml Ty aylav
oou méAw, Papéa Aarolvra xdumw xal Bpacel, ab, déomote, Edpavoag ExdnAov
detvls EBveat moANolg TO ooV xpAToS.

(6.6) ab Tovg xata ™ BaBuiwviav Tpels étaipous Tupl TV Yuyny adbaipétwgs dedwxdTag
eig T0 un Aatpedoal Tolg xevols didmupov dpoaioag xapvov épplow wéxpt TPLXOS
amnudvTous dAGya maay EmmEupag Tois UTEVAVTIOLS.

(6.7) ab Tov dwePoraic dBévou Adouat xata yijg pidévra Onpot Popav Aavinh eig dbéds
avnyayes aowi,

(6.8) Tév Te Pubotpedolic év yaoTpl x)Tous Twvéy Thduevoy ddidwy amiuavtov Taaw
oixelows qvédeibas, mhtep.

Now a certain Eleazaros, a man well known among the priests of the country, who
had already reached old age and been adorned with every virtue throughout his life,
restrained the elders around him from calling upon the holy God and said the
following prayer: ‘O king, dread sovereign, most high, almighty God, who govern
all creation with compassion, look upon the seed of Abraham, upon the children of
sanctified Jacob, the people of your sanctified inheritance, strangers in a strange
land, who, O Father, are perishing unjustly. When Pharaoh, former ruler of Egypt,
was waxing with chariots, conceited in his lawless impudence and boasting tongue,
you destroyed him, drowned at sea together with his proud army, and showed forth
the light of your mercy on the race of Israel. When Sennacherim, dread king of the
Assyrians, gloried in his countless powers and, having already seized control over
the entire land by the spear, was poised also to march against your holy city,
speaking fiercely with boasting and insolence, you broke him, O Sovereign,
displaying your might to many nations. When the three companions in Babylonia
willingly gave their lives to the fire so as not to serve vain things, you sprinkled the
scorching furnace and rescued them unharmed, even so far as a hair, and sent the
flame upon all their enemies. When Daniel, through envious slander, was thrown

12* The Greek text is that cited from Hanhart 1960: 62-63.
1% Codex Alexandrinus omits mdtep, an omission adopted by Croy (2006: 24; cf. 99).
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to the lions below the earth as food for wild beasts, you brought him up to the light
unscathed, and when Jonah wasted away in the belly of the sea monster raised in
the depths, you looked to him, O Father, and revealed him to all his relations
unscathed’."”*
The prayer opens with several vocatives in apposition. Strotmann argues that mdtep in 3
Macc 6.3 is used absolutely, expanded neither through apposition nor through
attribution.'” This makes the term unmarked and difficult to assign to a conceptual
domain. Septuagintal vocatives are known to govern self-contained, entire clauses."”® Both
cases of the vocative matep (3 Macc 6.3, 8) are clause-final, and necessitate looking back
into the immediate context of the previous clauses for clues to authorial ostension.

From the preceding clauses, the term matep in 3 Macc 6.3 is almost completely
unassignable. Absoluteness with its attendant lack of grammatical modifiers means that
matep has few of the hallmarks essential to categorization. Without any discernible
citations or allusions, the discussion must be confined to matters of context. The clause-
initial positions of the other vocatives in the near context (Bagtiel, Oiore, B¢, 3 Macc 6.2)
argue for their governance of the clause over against the clause-final mdtep. The earlier
vocatives would thus more naturally be the subjects of the imperative mide (3 Macc 6.3)
with its successive dependent clauses. The immediate context mentions the unjust
perishing of the oméppa ABpaay (3 Macc 6.3), though this is not connected syntactically to
matep. The near context also references the domain of authority, as God is the governor

(the Platonic term diaxufepvéiv, 3 Macc 6.2) over the entire creation.'”’ Again, however,

the phrase is more naturally appositional to the earlier vocatives, and its connection to

1 This translation is lightly redacted from that of Boyd-Taylor 2007: 527-58.

"7 Strotmann 1991: 302.

128 Muraoka 2016: 188 n. 5.

122 Muraoka (2016: 463) labels méig (3 Macc 6.2) as ‘unquestionably attributive’, modifying xtioi.
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matep is unclear. The preceding context of matep (3 Macc 6.3) does not contribute
satisfactorily to the assignation of conceptual domains.

Some have argued that the cases of the vocative mdatep serve as framing devices to
introduce both the first and second parts of the body of the prayer.”” The string of
vocatives that begin the prayer (3 Macc 6.2) indicate that the occurrences of mdtep in 3
Macc 6.3, 8 are vocatives of redundant address. This special case of the vocative, even
when clause-final, can serve as a forward-pointing device."”! If the vocatives frame the
prayer, then they surround a series of allusions which recall God’s delivery of Israel (or
representatives thereof) from perceived certain death: Pharaoh (3 Macc 6.4; with his
dpuata, see Exod 14), Sennacherib (3 Macc 6.5; as Bagtleds Acoupiwy, see 3 Kgdms 18-19;
2 Chr 32), the three in Babylon (3 Macc 6.6; in the xdutvog o8 Tupés, etc., see Dan 3 LXX),
Daniel (3 Macc 6.7; cf. pinteiv eig Tods Aéovtag in Dan 6), and Jonah (3 Macc 6.8; év [T
xothia] Tod xnTovg, cf. Jonah 2). This claim may be further cemented when one reads later
in the chapter that the ‘sons of the ... living God’ bless him after having just escaped death
(3 Macc 6.28-29). While this suggests some plausibility for the domain of generation in
that God is called upon actively to oppose death, one should recall that the connection of
these allusions to the matep vocatives is not grammatical, but tenuously syntactical as
forward-pointing framing devices. Such gossamer threads of evidence must be handled

cautiously. The assignation of the Father designations in 3 Macc 6 to generation should

thus only be made with due reservation.

9 Strotmann 1991: 310. Though Croy (2006: 101) ultimately opts for omitting the term in 3 Macc 6.3, he
acknowledges that the framing of 3 Macc 6.4-8 with the vocative mdtep argues in favor of the term’s
originality.

51 Runge 2010: 117-22, esp. 122 n. 37. It should be noted that while Runge comments on Hellenistic Greek,
his sampling population with few exceptions is the Greek of the N'T rather than the LXX.
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2.3.4. Wisdom of Solomon 2

Protection and authority often mix in Wisdom’s portrayals of divine fatherhood. One such
case is God’s concern to appoint the proper vice-regent to rule over his sons and daughters
(vidv gov xal Buyatépwy, Wis 9.7). God is negatively compared via simile to a father who
protects his child by issuing a warning (&g matip, Wis 11.10). He cares for his sons because
he grants them repentance for sins, carefully judging and disciplining them (Wis 12.19-
21; cf. Wis 9.4; 19.6). The domain of protection is attested again in Wis 14, where the
Father is directly connected to divine providence, since he guarantees the safety of
seagoing vessels (Wis 14.3). When venomous snakes were unleashed upon the people (cf.
Num 21.4-9), God spared his sons by healing them (Wis 16.10). He teaches his sons, who
dispense his word to the world (Wis 18.4), to believe that their preservation is by the very
same word (Wis 16.26). Finally, God’s discipline of other nations reveals his own people
to be one corporate divine son (Wis 18.13).

Appeals to generative divine fatherhood also materialise throughout the book. In a
lengthy oration about his own pursuit of wisdom that begins back in the sixth chapter,
Solomon implicitly mentions generative divine fatherhood at the commencement of a
prayer to God in Wis 9."* Technically, the deity’s description by Solomon as ‘God of the
fathers’ (@et matépwy, Wis 9.1) would not qualify as an instance of the metaphor. What
comes after, however, is more apt for the domain of generation. Solomon addresses God
as ‘the one who made (6 motjoas) all things by your word’ (Wis 9.1). More specifically, God

is the one who constructed (xataoxevaiw, Wis 9.2) humanity to rule over the realm he

2 The proposed structure follows that of Winston 1979: 9-12.
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created.”’ As the paragon who would rule over the rulers, Solomon requests that God not
reject him from among his children (éx maidwv gov, Wis 9.4). The term mais can of course
mean ‘servant’ rather than ‘child’, but it seems both meanings are in view here. Solomon
describes himself as both do¥Aog and vids in the very next verse, seemingly attesting to the
two main senses of mais (Wis 9.5). However, Solomon revisits the sense of ‘child’ when he
recalls his own election by God to be ‘judge of your sons and daughters’ (dixaotyg vidv gov
xal Buyatépwy, Wis 9.7). The language of sonship brings the paternal dimension to a
context that easily fits into the domain of generation.

Perhaps generative divine fatherhood is best argued from Wis 2, however. Unlike
the instances discussed in the previous deuterocanonical books, God is portrayed as Father
ironically in Wis 2 by the ungodly (doefeis) who advocate the notion of death as finality
by gainsaying the concept of an afterlife, which notion the ungodly claim is held by the
righteous (dixatog). The passage presents the perspective of the ungodly—i.e., not the
direct speech of the righteous, but the imagining by the ungodly of what the righteous
would say. The ungodly consider both the beatific end state about which the righteous
boasts and the relationship to God as Father—ostensibly the exclusive perquisite of the
righteous—to be false. For the ungodly, it is inconceivable that even in death, God is
shown to be the Father of the righteous (cf. their surprise at divine sonship in Wis 5.5)."**
Though it appears to be ironic in its utterances about an afterlife, Wisdom 2 nonetheless

continues the OT theme of God as Father of the nation, developing the theme by explicitly

13 The presence of the verbs moiéw and xataoxevd{w (on this term, cf. Muraoka 2009: 383) echoes the appeal
to generative divine fatherhood in Isa 43. To advance the generative imagery, Solomon ascribes the existence
of the creaturely realm to direct creation by God—humanity is to rule ‘over the creatures that were made
by you’ (tév 0mé gof yevopévwy xtiopdtwy, Wis 9.2).

5% Strotmann 1991: 113.
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limiting the privilege of filial relationship to the righteous, who may hope in a blessed end
despite the possibility of an ignominious death.'”’

(2.1) eimov y&p év éautols Aoyrtaduevol odx 8pBEs ...

(2.12) évedpevowyey TV dixatov, ...

(2.16) €ig xifonrov Edoyiobnuey adTd, xal améyetal T6GY 606v NuEY wg amd axalapalév:
naxapilet Eoyata dixaiwy xal dralovebetar matépa Bedv.

(2.17) 1dwpev €l ol Adyot adTol dAnbeis, xal mepdowyey T év éxBdoel adTol:

(2.18) &i yap éotiv 6 dixctog vidg Beol, avtidquietar adtod xal phoetal adTédy éx Yelpds
avBeoTyndTwy.

(2.19) UBpet xal Pacdvew étacwuey adTéy, va yvidpev TV émieixeiav adtol xal
doxipdowpey ™ qvegixaxiav adTol

(2.20) Bavatw doynuovt xatadixaowuey avToy, Eotal yap adTol Emoxomy) éx Adywv
avTod.

(2.21) Talta éloyloavto, xal émhavndnoay: ametidrwaey yap adtols 1) xaxia adTdv,

(2.22) xat odx Eyvwoay puatipia feol 000¢ wiobov fAmioay ba1étnTos 000E Exptvay yépag
Yux&v auwpwy.

(2.23) 6Tt 6 Bedg Extioey ToV dvBpwmov ém’ ddbapaia xal eixéva Tig idlag 4io1dTHTOS
gémolnoey adTov" ...

For they said among themselves, not reasoning rightly: ... let us lie in wait for the
righteous one, ... we are considered by him [to be] base, and he keeps away from
our ways as from immorality; he blesses the ends of the righteous ones and boasts
that God is his Father. Let us see if his words are true and test the final affairs of
his life; for if the righteous one is the son of God, he will help him and will deliver
him from the hand of those set against him. With shameful insults and severe
torment let us afflict him, so that we might learn his goodness and put his patient
endurance to the test; to a shameful death let us condemn him, for according to his
words he will be visited [by God]’. They reasoned these things, and they were led
astray; for their evil blinded them, and they did not know the mystery of God nor
hoped for the reward of piety nor judged the gift [received by] blameless souls.
Because God created man [i.e., humanity] for incorruption and made him the
image of his own nature.

Upon consideration of the larger context, one could with some justification assign the
instance of divine fatherhood in this text to the domain of generation. The first chapter of
Wisdom is largely devoted to the author’s warning against unrighteousness and association

with the ungodly and their ways. The author admonishes his readers (oi xpivovtes v yijv,

15 The text is cited from Ziegler 1962: 98, 100-101.
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Wis 1.1) not to seek death by living in error because God did not make death, and the
deity takes no delight in the destruction of the living (Wis 1.13). Death belongs, not to the
works of divine creation, but to the sphere of the underworld."® Instead of originating
death, the author avers that God created (xti{w) all that exists, instilling wholesomeness in
the ‘generative forces of the world’."”’” Just prior to Wis 2, the point of view shifts from
primordial creation to themes of an eschatological nature. Those same salvation-bringing
generative forces stand in opposition to the ‘kingdom of Hades’ (¢dov faciAetov, Wis 1.14),
which finds no terrestrial quarter due to deathless (d8avatog, Wis 1.15), earth-entrenched
righteousness.

The conversation among the unrighteous at the outset of Wis 2 turns first to their
views of origin and destiny. The unrighteous initially assert the finality of death and the
inescapability of Hades (Wis 2.1) before attributing their own existence to chance (the
adverb adtooyediwg is used in Wis 2.2). The source of these avowals must be kept in mind
because the author—who aligns himself with the righteous—is better able to rebut the
contentions that fall from wicked lips. This last claim of accidental generation the author
of Wisdom is careful to refute: God is the agent responsible for the well-planned creation
(cf. Wis 2.23, discussed below). The author also counters the first claim, averring that the
immortal souls of the righteous are ‘in the hand of God’, and they will assuredly be present
to judge the nations and rule the people in the day of their visitation (see Wis 3.1-9)."*

The larger context where creation and fate are discussed in some detail set the reader up

136 Cf. Blischke 2015: 164-65.

B7 The phrase is: ai yevéoeg Tod xéopov (Wis 1.14). The phrasing is very slightly adapted from the NETS
translation. See also Niebuhr 2015: 9-13.

138 Cf. Blischke 2015: 166.
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for the appeal to generative divine fatherhood in the author’s answer to the allegations of
the unrighteous at the close of the second chapter.

The appeal to God as Father seems at first glance to be devoid of any richness
where the argument of this chapter is concerned. After all, the Father designation (Wis
2.16) as it stands cannot be assigned to any particular domain. One should not miss,
however, that appeal to divine fatherhood is ascribed to an individual. The unrighteous
report the utterance of the righteous one who boasts that God is his [own] Father."” The
source of this report may appear problematic: if the unrighteous are the ones making this
statement, can its veracity be seriously entertained? The apparent problem resolves itself
by two observations. First, the appeal comes in the reported speech of the righteous. It is
not the unrighteous who are laying claim to the fatherhood of God; they are merely
reporting what they consider to be the boastful assertions of the righteous. Second, when
repentance overwhelms the unrighteous (Wis 5.1-13), the author writes that in exquisite
reversal, the unrighteous will realise that they themselves were the ones boasting in vain
(Wis 5.8). These two factors may help the interpreter to decide the truth of the appeal in
Wis 2.16, making the report manifest to the reader. And if true, what was once the
privilege only of the nation considered corporately has now extended even to the righteous
individual within Israel—God is his own Father.

While the Father designation is unmarked, authorial ostension is more easily
discernible in the following attestation to divine sonship (Wis 2.18) where 0eds is the
subject of two verbal clauses. The first verb, dvridauBavoual, suggests the domain of

protection, though generation arguably lurks in the background. Elsewhere in the LXX,

% The verb dAafovedopar occurs in the third-person singular in Wis 2.16.
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the verb means ‘to hold fast to’ when 8eéc is the object (cf. Isa 64.6 LXX), or ‘to come to

)."* Both senses occur in Isa 63-64,

the assistance of’ when 0eds is the subject (cf. Isa 63.5
where, it has been argued, the author quite clearly appeals to generative divine fatherhood.
The second verb, piopat, is complicated by the modifying phrase éx yeipds avbeatyndTwy.
The near context helps define the intentions of the dvfeotyxdtes. Their stated intentions
are: to afflict the righteous with ‘insult and torture’ (OPpts xai Bacavos, Wis 2.19); and, to
condemn the righteous ‘to a shameful death’ (bavdtw doypuovt, Wis 2.20), which accords
with the metaphorical portrayal of God as the giver of life—in his delivery, God replaces
death at the hands of the unrighteous with life.""

Other factors also evince generation. Remarkably, the text claims that God created
humanity for incorruption (d$0apaic) and in the image of his own nature ([¢7’] eixéva g
idlag giowotyros, Wis 2.23). The use of ddbapoic moves near the dynamic contrast of
becoming/passing away.'* The phrase ‘God created humanity for incorruption’ (6 fedg
gxtioey TOV avbpwmov ém’ adbBapaia, Wis 2.23) implies according to Hiibner that humanity
partakes in God’s gracious action (past and present) and participates in the heavenly world

(in future)."” To be more precise one could say that humanity was crafted by God for

immortality; in a word, God made humankind to last."** Further defining this notion, the

140 Cf. Muraoka 2009: 59. It should be noted that 8eds is not strictly the subject of dvtidapBdvopar in Isa 63.5,
though the reported speech of the deity equates 8eé¢ with the non-existent dvtidyuéuevos whose role God
tulfills. See also Winston 1979: 120, who provides other Isaian examples.

" Strotmann (1991: 114-15 n. 347) maintains that resurrection is not in view, citing Wis 2.1-5. However,
the ironical nature of the text that she cites seems to argue against this. The preface of this very text alerts
the reader that the ungodly did not reason rightly in what they proclaimed (Aoyioduevor odx épbéig, Wis 2.1;
ct. also their mistaken view in Wis 2.16). More plausibly, immortality of the soul, rather than resurrection,
is in view in Wis 2, though the logic supporting Strotmann’s claim is inconsistent.

' Hiibner 1999: 46-47.

' Hiibner 1999: 47. He specifies that this participation occurs after the death of the righteous—which is to
say, being withdrawn from the perishing world of the unrighteous.

' Thus Muraoka 2009: 106, who defines éd8apoia as ‘immortality’. See also Blischke 2015: 162-63, who
speaks of immortality as man’s destiny in creation (Ger.: Schépfungsbestimmung).

73



verse ends with an allusion to the creation event in Genesis: ‘and he [i.e., God] created
him [i.e., man as representative of humanity] in the image of his [i.e., God’s] own nature’
(xai gixdva T idlag 4id1dTTOS EMoinaey adTév, Wis 2.23). Both motéw and eixwv are present
in Gen 1.27 LXX, and the clarifying term 0tog¢ may represent the y-suffix of the Hebrew
Vorlage (w933, Gen 1.27 MT)."¥ According to the author, the hallmark of the divine
image is characterised by eternality (cf. &idiétng, Wis 2.23). The unrighteous are mistaken:
those who belong to the righteous, and are related filially to God, understand that God
created humanity to be immortal and eternal; death is reserved for those outside the filial
relationship, those in league with the devil (Wis 2.24).

Generative divine fatherhood in the book of Wisdom is a latent trove waiting to be
mined. Offering prayer in Wis 9, Solomon the king attests to God’s special creation of
humankind to rule over the rest of the creaturely realm, simultaneously remembering his
election to reign over these sons and daughters of the deity. Wisdom occasionally displays
convergence between divine fatherhood and concepts closely akin to resurrection, moving
beyond implicit appeal through sonship (as in Wis 9) to direct designation of God as
Father. Examining Wisdom 2 in the frame of its wider context enables the reader to look
beneath the surface through to individuated filial relation with God (Wis 2.16) and divine
delivery from death or near-death (cf. Wis 2.20). The unrighteous are darkened in their
reasoning; they attribute life to mere chance and suppose that death means annihilation.
Their futile thinking invites the rebuttal of the author: God created humanity for

immortality, fashioning each person with his own eternal image. Despite the idle threats

% On reflexive or possessive pronominal suffixes in construct nouns that are the objects of prepositions, as
mbxa in Gen 1.27, see Waltke and O’Connor 1990: 302-305.
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of the unrighteous to deal a shameful death to the righteous, God will preserve the
righteous person through the prospect of death. The unrighteous appear to be incensed
at the righteous one’s boasting that God is his Father (Wis 2.16), but Wisdom insists that
they are mistaken. Like other Second Temple authors, the writer of Wisdom narrows the
filial relationship to the righteous within Israel—even to the level of an individual—and

appeals to generative divine fatherhood in contexts where God delivers from death.

2.3.5. Jubilees 1

Only two occurrences (Jub. 1.24-28; 19.29) of the divine fatherhood metaphor in the book
of Jubilees are worthy of note, and the occurrence in the prologue aligns most closely to
the present argument. However, the metaphor makes an intriguing appearance in Jub. 19.
The text innovates with the blessing bestowed upon Jacob, not mistakenly by his father,
Isaac—that episode comes in Jub. 26 as a retelling of Gen 27—but deliberately by his
grandfather, Abraham."* To conclude the word of blessing, Abraham expresses his hope
that God may become (from the common verb, ) Jacob’s father. With Jacob standing in
for his descendants, the blessing forms the end of a chiasm begun in Jub. 19.18 and echoes
the theme of Israel’s election.'”

The occurrence of the metaphor in the prologue follows as divine response to the
prayer of Moses (Jub. 1.19-21), which requests that God create for Israel a pure mind and

a holy spirit (Jub. 1.21)."* Israel’s adherence to God and his commands precedes the

14 Abraham will bless Jacob again in Jub. 22.

% Van Ruiten 2012: 247-48; VanderKam 2018: 601-602.

1% Cf. Endres 2007: 35-37. Charles (1902: Ixxxiv, esp. n. 2) even claims Paul’s dependence on the metaphor
in the prologue!
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revelation that God will relate to Israel as a father to his son(s). The text makes no mention
of any regal figure, the expected recipient of such an intimate relationship with God (the
purported setting antedates the monarchic period), but expands the divine fatherhood
metaphor, not merely to Israel corporately, but to the individuals within the nation.
Endres posits on contextual grounds that God as Creator is clearly in view in the prayer,
since Moses’ petition to the deity to preserve the lives of God’s own people immediately
precedes.'”

(1.24) otta = 15000 2 00 : OO = TAHHL @ @14 : AeoP- @ TRHHT? : OAh@-Gav- :
ANPY s OhovYE 1 QRO O =

(1.25) @@0avR. : ttdear- : (L = AJPAD : hPD- 1 MPATPCIP" : T : dPAAD : DOl : aP%4.0
! MPAICCLPav: : NaP : hav Tk @ D LP : DAY : AP : (1CTH0 : OONXLP : OhdPCav

(1.26) ORrF = 2ch& @ AD = T @ B2 2 114 2 HAT = A0200 @ WUk = &0C : HPRIL : OHLDS
: MHRAEPZTA : U : (th @ rdd @ PPOA : HOA : @HANIPO : OONO%GPav: :
AALOLALPT = AN : AGAI° = Adh : OO 2 ADCE @ OAILC = PO : (Tt : GAaD :
RVARE

(1.27) oghe = AgPAAD : 1 @ AhG @ AP (L, @ AIPPRTY, : &4t 2 hAD = AP @ @FAIR -
avp20P : 17TANACa>: : AGATD : GATY =

(1.28) oftrtCh. : AMLANMC = A0LT = it = OPAIPC = T = NaP : A AJPAN : AQG-HA :
DA : Altdear- : Qb @ QOB : OTF” : (LA 2 X7+ AGATP : GAI° : OFND-T : X7
! MALEANIC : PLOT =

“Their souls will adhere to me and to all my commandments. They will perform
my commandments. I will become their father, and they will become my children.
All of them will be called children of the living God. Every angel and every spirit
will know them. They will know that they are my children and that I am their father
in a just and proper way and that I love them. Now you write all these words which
I will tell you on this mountain: what is first and what is last and what is to come
during all the divisions of time which are in the law and which are in the testimony
and in the weeks of their jubilees until eternity — until the time when I descend
and live with them throughout all the ages of eternity’. Then he said to an angel of
the presence: ‘Dictate to Moses (starting) from the beginning of the creation until
the time when my temple is built among them throughout the ages of eternity. The
Lord will appear in the sight of all, and all will know that I am the God of Israel,

% The language of creation is also present. Cf. the two instances of émé (‘to create’) in Jub. 1.20, 21
respectively. In the background, Endres suggests both Deuteronomy 9 with Moses recounting his lengthy
intercession to prevent the people’s destruction at the Lord’s hand, and Psalm 51 with its language of divine
creation of a new spirit to indwell the psalmist. The text is taken from VanderKam 1989a: 5-6. On the place
of the prologue in Jubilees, see Monger 2017: 83-112.

0 MS 12 has A%°Ah (‘God’) in lieu of AN (‘father’).
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the father of all Jacob’s children, and the king on Mt. Zion for the ages of eternity.

Then Zion and Jerusalem will become holy’."

The prologue is reminiscent of 2 Sam 7, which may serve as the source text. As mentioned
earlier, 2 Sam 7 recounts the divine covenant with David where God promises to establish
the Davidic kingdom. A key component of the promise is the father-son relationship that
God vows to make with David’s progeny."”? Markedly similar language occurs in the
prologue to Jubilees, but with one noteworthy difference: in Jubilees, the relationship
extends to the nation, and is ‘expressive of God’s close relationship with all his children,
with no distinction made within Israel’."”’

Other contextual differences obtain.”* Presumably, there was no king over the
nation when Jubilees was written."”” Furthermore, Jubilees is set in an eschatological frame
in which God will purify his people, instilling his holy spirit in them. Nor is the promise
of the prologue unconditional as in 2 Sam 7. Rather, it is dependent upon the corporate

return to God by the nation."

The divine message to Moses at the outset of the prologue
reveals the conditional nature of the promise by stressing the pattern of God’s rejection
by the Israelite nation, followed by the nation’s exile and eventual return as the true and
faithful people of God (Jub. 1.7-18). The relation between God and ‘my people’ (Jub.
1.17) transitions to God and ‘my children’ later in the prologue (Jub. 1.24)."’

The Father as the ‘living God’ reflects the translation of the adjective hf@- (from

51 The translation is that of VanderKam 1989b: 5-6, emphasis original.

132 The text of 2 Sam 7.14 reads: 12% ¥9=7157° K371 2K Y9-8 %N,

13 VanderKam 2018: 160; see also Puech 2001: 296. Note the plural @-a-£ (lit., ‘sons’, Jub. 1.24); cf. the
singular 32(%) in 2 Sam 7.14. Cf. the similar extension of divine fatherhood to the nation in Jub. 19.29.

3% Cf. Strotmann 1991: 233-34.

133 VanderKam (2018: 25-38) deems the book to be written between the 170s and 125 BCE.

156 VanderKam 2018: 160.

57 VanderKam 2018: 160.
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the verb oo, ‘to live’). Dillmann and Bezold classify the adjective as strongly active,
signifying agency.”® One could therefore say that the Father is the agent of life, imparting
life to whom he wishes. This is quite significant: in Jub. 1 we find the strongly active role
of God in the generation of life connected to divine fatherhood. From such classification,
one could translate the adjective as the ‘one who lives’. Strotmann has circumvented the
Ethiopic, appealing directly to the Hebrew counterpart, sn. Following Helmer Ringgren,
she connects the term to God’s intervening and saving Israel from her enemies. In the
absence of a Hebrew Vor/age for this verse, it is difficult to evaluate the merits of such a
connection.

Strotmann distinguishes between divine designations in the prologue to Jubilees."”
She argues that ‘God’ (a9°Ah) and ‘king’ (71#”) are titles relating to the nation corporately,
while ‘Father’ (a1) relates to the individual members of the nation. Several factors seem
to frustrate her claim. The divine titles occur in series (Jub. 1.28). It is perhaps more
reasonable to conclude that these titles refer to one aspect of God’s relation to Israel,
rather than attempting to differentiate the elements of the series. Other occurrences of
divine sonship language in Jubilees (Jub. 2.20; 19.29) tend to emphasise the corporate
nature of the relation between God and Israel. Authorial consistency suggests that such
would also be the case in the prologue. Moreover, the references to Israel in the prologue
are consistently plural. The description of God as ‘Father’ in Jub. 1.28 surely relates
anaphorically to Jub. 1.24-25, where God twice refers to ‘sons’ (‘children’ in VanderKam’s

translation, the word is the plural form of ®A£; contraJub. 2.20; 19.29). We may conclude

%% Dillmann and Bezold 1907: §109.3.a, p. 229. VanderKam notes that the language is reminiscent of Hos
2.1 (n=%R "12). See VanderKam 2018: 160.
159 Strotmann 1991: 233, 245, 252.
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that God as the agent and giver of life relates to Israel corporately as a father to his

children.

2.3.6. 4Q416 2 iii (4QInstruction”)

Dated by consensus to the mid-second century BCE, and structurally framed by allusions
to the fifth commandment (both in Exod. 20 and Deut. 5), 4Q416 2 iii innovates in the
allusion to the Decalogue by the mention of poverty and indigence, repeating
characteristic themes begun in the first lines (cf. 4Q416 2.iii.3-8)."* Lines 15 through 19
are concerned with a child’s relationship with parents, an encouragement to filial piety.'”

The fragment continues with advice on marriage, which extends into 4Q416 2 iv.

(frag. 2 iii, line 15)'% TOWSM2 719%AN TIas...
(2.111.16) 52 MR 39 7237 DIITRDT 92N 0 WORY 2RD 9D I2OTYIN 2NN
(2.11i.17) c.. DT ID MM DY 35S ;7on mhbewnn WK 15017 N30
(2.111.18) TRTID ATA[ 9021 7757120 JYRD 2735 7971 T2 IOINN 19A
(2.111.19) ] 7w AR WA 2RI [vacat] 72°m0 TR 72907 Junb

Honour your father in your poverty, and your mother in your low estate. For as
[God] (in some MSS, ‘the Father’) is to a man, so is his own father; and as the Lord
is to a person, so is his mother; for they are ‘the womb that was pregnant with you’;
and just as He has set them in authority over you and fashioned you according to
the Spirit, so serve them, ... they have uncovered your ear to the mystery that is
to come, honour them for the sake of your own honour and with [reverence]
venerate their persons, for the sake of your life and of the length of your days.
[vacat] And if you are poor as we[re ... just as ...]'"

' On the dating, see Elgvin 1997: 183-85; Wold 2016: 329. For the fragment’s structure, see Rey 2009:
191.

151 Goff 2013: 109.

12 The text is from Strugnell and Harrington 1999: 110. The editors note (1999: 112) that %128 is a certain
reading, though a tear in the MS fragment runs through the word. The beginning of the pericope (at the end
of line 15) is supported by Rey 2009: 183.

' The term 23" (‘to form’, ‘to fashion’) listed in the critical edition could have 3, 3, or 7 standing for what
the editors have labelled as =: “all have the same descender, and most of the top of the letter is lost’. Strugnell
and Harrington 1999: 112.

1% Adapted from Strugnell and Harrington 1999: 113, emphasis retained.
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The ‘theological rationale’ for filial piety toward one’s parents is its similarity to honouring
God.'” Where 4Q418 9.xvii.2 has %83 (‘as God’), 4Q416 2.iii.16 has the Jectio ditficilior
ax>. The editors of the critical edition reject the reading in 4Q416 on grounds of
unnecessary verbal repetition (cf. the following ¥192K), tautology (‘like the Father [God?]
is to a man, so is his own father’), and scribal error: a8> ‘could have been written
accidentally under the influence of the following ¥1ax’.'* The editors further claim that
the epithet of ‘Father’ attributed to God is never paralleled with certainty in Biblical
Hebrew or in the Second Temple literature. Strugnell and Harrington propose the
rabbinical trope mTa, juxtaposing two titles for God, @178 and ®X: ‘a man’s father
represents 8 (God gua Creator, Sovereign, and Judge), and his mother (gua merciful,
loving, and gracious) represents a%17 (the non-suffixed form of the plural s278, which itself
is the late biblical substitute for, or pronunciation of, mm)”.'"” The editors’ interpretation
has several problems, however: the lectio difficilior is not accepted; the two titles are
contrasted nowhere else; and, there are no contextual clues suggesting the attributes
associated with the titles by the editors.'”

Rey largely follows the editors here, claiming that God is never referred to as
‘Father’ absolutely, but is only so designated with a personal pronoun (e.g., ‘our Father’)
or with the accompaniment of ‘God’ (i.e., ‘God and Father’).'” He argues that the author
places the accent upon the similarity between the relation which man has with God and

that which he must maintain toward his parents. The author of 4Q416 wants to signify

165 Goff 2013: 110.

1% Strugnell and Harrington 1999: 120. Cf. Caquot 1996: 14; Goff 2013: 110.

' Strugnell and Harrington 1999: 121.

1% Wold 2004b: 151-52.

1 Rey 2009: 185, esp. n. 12. He offers as possible exceptions Sirach 23.4 and Wisdom 2.16.
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according to Rey that man must have the same relation with his father or mother that he
has with God. He must honour his parents as he honours God, because his parents are as
God to him."”

With its similative construction, is 283 really an absolute designation for God? This
exact term is also found in 4Q415 2.ii.1, though lacunae prevent the precise identification
of the term’s referent there. Wold argues, however, that 4Q416 2 iii is better interpreted
in light of 4Q417 2 i, where a possible allusion to Gen 1.26-27 seemingly aligns with a
tradition that ascribes the creation of humanity both to God and to angels (where a»™x
from Gen 1.26-27 = awn7p in 4Q417 2.i.17). Wold further notes the cosmological
framing of the four columns of 4Q416 and concludes that 4Q416 2.iii.16 refers to the
creation of humanity by God (as ‘Father’, preferring the harder reading ax3) and the angels
(as ‘lords’, @217R). The simile of mothers to angels, rather than to ™, complements the
concern elsewhere to explain household order without appeal to Genesis 3."”" Whether
one accepts Wold’s intriguing case for the /ectio difficilior—indeed, regardless of which
reading is preferred—the simile relating fathers to God remains intact.'”?

Three important factors argue against detecting divine generation in this fragment.
The first factor materialises in the difficult phrase that describes one’s parents in lines 16—
17: v M3 man 99."7 The term M3 (‘crucible’, ‘oven’, or ‘womb’)'"* also seems to apply
to both parents in the text. Goff overcomes this difficulty by noting that the subsequent

instructions on marriage refer to husband and wife as ‘one flesh’ (7nx w2, 4Q416 2.iv.4,

170 Rey 2009: 186.

1 Cf. 4Q416 2.iii-iv. See also Wold 2016: 341-45.
172 Cf. Wold 2004b: 151.

173 Strugnell and Harrington 1999: 121.

" DCH4.377. See also Goff 2013: 111.
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a possible allusion to Gen 2.24 where the exact language is used)."”” The term M3 could
also be an allusion to 1QH* 11.8-9 (Hodayot), where the term has typically been applied
to the womb of a pregnant woman."® The second factor is the ambiguous term 72717,
from either 5777 or 77°. While the term could either mean ‘to bear’ (i.e., ‘to give birth to’)—
the verb does have the rare masculine subject (Num 11.12; cf. »17, ‘the ones who
conceived me’, a seeming application to both parents in Gen 49.26)—or, ‘to educate’, the
author in a case of deliberate ambiguity could have played upon both meanings of birthing
and educating."” The third factor concerns the varia lectio 93" (‘to form, to fashion’,
4Q416 2.1ii.17; with mm or @2 R as subject, ‘to create’: Gen 2.7 BHQ, cf. Isa 43.7, Jer
1.5). Rey argues against the reading of the verb 23" listed in the critical edition on three
accounts: (1) being a long letter, 1 would have touched the following ¥; (2) the pronoun
‘you’ is rarely omitted; and (3) as a grammatical matter, the verb 93> is never constructed
with the preposition »¥."” He proposes instead the reading 18" (pie/impf. of the verb mz,
‘to command’), which he claims is best paleographically. Contextual grounds further
strengthen Rey’s dissent. The verb mx would complete the parallelism begun by »wa,
supplementing the domain of parental authority granted by God."”” The use of m2 would

also form an inclusio with line 15 by its allusion to the fifth commandment. However, =33

'3 Goff 2013: 111-12. The allusion may signal authorial ostension. I could not verify Goffs second
argument by reference elsewhere in 4QInstruction’ to the concept of the wife’s womb belonging to the
husband. He cites 4Q415 9.ii, but perhaps by scribal transposition he intends comment on @779 in 4Q415
2.ix.

176 Bergmann 2008: 184, 187 esp. nn. 98-99; Goff 2013: 111, esp. n. 54.

7 DCH?2.591-92; 4.291-92; Rey 2009: 189.

7% Rey 2009: 190. Concerning the third point, he notes (2009: 190 n. 32) two exceptions: ‘En Is 54,17 et Jr
18,11 on trouve 93" suivit de I'accusatif puis de ¥ dans le sens de “créer quelque chose pour ou sur
quelqu’un™.

17 The term mm9 w7 is in the Aiphil stem, meaning ‘to cause to rule’. The subject is 8 (either as 28 or *17X),
and the object of place/thing is the inheritance of the children. See DCH 5.536. See also Goff 2013: 112,

who agrees with Rey on the reading 1.
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may also be supported by appeal to context and literary analysis. The notion of creation
and forming may be argued if one interprets W15 in the same line as ‘womb’, and if one
considers linkage between 4Q416 2.iii.17 and 4Q417 2.i.17, where 193° occurs as ‘his [i.e.,
God’s; cf. 98 in 4Q417 2.i.15] fashioning’ or ‘his formation’."*

We may tentatively conclude that 4Q416 portrays parents as creators in the image
of the Creator, i.e., God the Father." The /lectio difficilior ax> stands in a simile relating
God to fathers. The allusion to the fifth commandment occurs in a context that is overtly
(pro-)creative. If I have interpreted several difficult terms correctly, then parents are the
71> that birthed and educated their children; so, too, is one formed (9%%) and instructed by
God. By passing on knowledge and faith to their children—the second idea highlighted in
the passage, an extension of the main idea of lines 12—14—the parents may be closer to
the Creator than by the actual act of proper begetting.'” This means that whether one
accepts the reading 93 or Mz, the proximity of the parents to the Creator is maintained.
Though the immediate context seems to share the view of Sirach in rejecting bodily
resurrection (cf. 4Q416 2.iii.5-8), elsewhere in 4QInstruction, the logic of resurrection is
likely."” Once more, generative divine fatherhood is invoked in relation to small groups,

in the case of 4Q416 2 iii, parents and (secondarily) their children.

2.3.7. Targum Pseudo-Jonathan

I have chosen from the vast amount of targumim two texts that treat of divine, generative

180 Wold 2004b: 159.

"1 Cf. Rey 2009: 191, esp. n. 34, citing similar ideas in Philo, Spec. 2.224-25; Decal. 50-51.
"% So Rey 2009: 192.

'8 For example: 4Q418 69.12-14; 126.ii.7-8. See also Elledge 2017: 169-72.
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fatherhood. These texts are of interest to our argument not only because of their potential
antiquity (though the dating of targumim is fraught with difficulty and is thus a highly
disputed exercise—the targumic tradition may be considered to emerge after the
destruction of the Temple in Jerusalem), but also because of the divergence of their
treatment with some of the other selected texts from among the Second Temple literature.
Aramaic interpretive translations of the OT with occasional narrative insertions, the early
targumim travel in opposite directions relative to the previously indicated trends within
the other Second Temple literature in two ways. First, the targumim practise greater
restraint in addressing God as Father."™ Second, in those rare instances where God is
addressed as Father, the translators of the targumim seem reluctant to assign the Father-
relation to individuals."” One may see in these two tendencies the diversity of belief in the
Second Temple period, esp. in the earliest targumim. When attempting to date the oldest
targumim, generally held to be that of Onqelos and Jonathan, some have opted for a date
in the first century CE. However, Levey has argued for the terminus a quo of the targum
to the Latter Prophets to be comparable to that of the LXX: between 200 and 150 BCE."™
Targum Jonathan demonstrates the two tendencies of reluctance to address God as Father,
187

and to assign the divine fatherhood relation to individuals in the targum of Malachi.

QNI MATR PP PART IN RIN ARD AR 71O1020 27R 2 DTe RTAY) AR DY RIPOD BRR 802 DY N7
MW HY 7P02RT ROITD PIOD NINAX M AR MTP 32 JINNRT IN RIN P21

(1.6) : TR HY RI1902 K23 192N 2R

YT N2 RODRY SN2 723 IPWI PP RINY X2 77 719K K97 RI91DD 717 RaR K97

18+ Schelbert 2011: 85, 96.

"% An exception to this is the retention of the singular suffix for a8 in Tg. Onq. Deut 32.6.

'% Chyet 1998: 97; Schelbert 2011: 72. The discovery of targumim among the literature of Qumran lend
further credence to early dating, though these differ from the medieval targumic traditions. Levey argues
further (in Chyet 1998: 102) that the terminus ad quem cannot be earlier than the Arab conquest of
Babylonia in the sixth century CE. See also Flesher and Chilton 2011: 157-58, who argue for 400 CE as the
latest possible date; also favoured by Hayward 2010: 234-58.

87 The text is taken from Sperber 1962: 3.500, 502.
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(2.10) ! RINTAR
‘Behold, itis said concerning a son that he is to show honour to the father, and a servant
should show reverence to his master. Now, if I am like a father, where is it that you are
honouring me? And if I am like a master, where is it that you are showing reverence to
me’? says the Lord of hosts to you, O priests, who despise my name. And if you say,
‘How have we despised your name’? ... Have we not all one father? Did not one God
create us? Why then do we deal deceitfully each with his brother, so as to profane the
covenant which was with our fathers?'*®
The targum displays a concern for protecting divine sanctity. For instance, the translation
circumvents negative comments about God by re-framing the question ‘where is my
glory’? (7123 K, Mal 1.6, BH()), thereby eliminating an interpretation that supposes the
possibility of robbing God of his glory.'"” Likewise, in translation humanity (in this case,
the cohort of spiteful priests) is held at one further remove from God: where MT retains
the direct metaphor of divine fatherhood, the targum converts the metaphor to simile by
the term ax> (‘like a father’, Tg. Ps.-J. Mal 1.6)." This perceived remove is more difficult
to maintain when one considers the term Xax in Tg. Ps.-J. Mal 2.10, however. Here, we
seem to have the ‘Father’ designation directly applied to God. To overcome this difficulty,
Schelbert suggests that 8ax is applied to God in two different ways: as an address to God,
or as a statement or declaration about God, the latter (he argues) being the sense applied
in Tg. Ps.-J. Mal 2.10."”" Others have deemed Schelbert’s solution improbable due to

translational limitation.'” Nevertheless, one may see in several places in Tg. Ps.-J. the

abrogation of direct relation to God as Father in favour of similative language.

"% The translation is lightly adapted from Cathcart and Gordon 1989: 229-30, 233, and Wold 2004b: 156.
18 Cf. Cathcart and Gordon 1989: 230 n. 15; Gordon 1994: 128. See also Syr.

%0 Cf. Tg. Ps.-J. 2 Sam 7.14, where the ¥ preposition (designating ‘for a father’) is changed to the comparative
» preposition (‘as a father’); Tg. Ps.-J. Isa 63.16; 64.7. See also Schelbert 2011: 106-10, who also notes the
use of the distancing preposition, »27p. See also HALOT'5.1967; Joosten 2010: 91-93. Whereas MT directly
relates God to ‘Father’, the relation is comparative in Tg. Ps.-].

I Schelbert 2011: 110.

192 Cf. Jeremias 1966: 58-67, esp. 62.
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The targum usually opts for terminology that would emphasise the transcendence
of God over against his nearness, often changing language that may minimise God’s
transcendence, esp. with respect to the divine relationship toward humanity.'”” An instance
of this emphasis occurs in the section on Deuteronomy.'*

POIAR RYT KD 1729577 KDY RIIMIN 123221 POV N7 RAY KT PPORI PINKR 9907 R2M% 2057 DR
(32.6) 2N 99 1120 RI2 RIUT PON° RIPO7

Is it possible that for the Name of the Memra of the Lord you are recompensing

this nation who was foolish, and, having received the Law, has not become wise? Is

it not your Father who acquired you; him who created you and adorned you?'”
Two items of note in the Deuteronomy targum may be briefly discussed, one primary, and
the other secondary. The first noteworthy difference between the M'T and the translation
is the change from singular suffix (1°ax, Deut 32.6, BH(Q) to plural (12128, Tg. Ps.-J. Deut
32.6). This subtle alteration indicates authorial ostension as an address to the people,
rather than to any individual.”™ The consequence of the alteration is that divine
transcendence is favoured over divine immanence: God no longer relates as Father to an
individual within the Israelite nation but is Father only to the multitude. Paul seems to
counteract this trend by his discussion of God’s close relation to himself and his readers
as Father through connection to Jesus (e.g., in Rom 8). The second noteworthy difference
is the interpretative selection of the more explicit, technical verb 92 for the original 7wy

from M'T."” This selection carries the more specific nuance of creation, which occurs with

some frequency when God is designated as Father. Targum Pseudo-Jonathan thus

193 See Smolar and Aberbach 1983: 137-50.

19 The text is cited from Clarke 1984: 249.

195 The translation is taken from Clarke 1998: 90.

196 Schelbert 2011: 98.

"7 See also the alteration to 72y in Tg. Ong. Deut 32.6. Cf. Sperber 1959: 1.346.
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continues the discussion of generative divine fatherhood, even when the designation of
God as Father is comparatively rare, and the Father relation is withheld from individuals

in favour of larger groups.

2.3.8. Sibylline Oracles 3

Likely dating to the mid-first century BCE,""

the third Sibyl contains only one passage
attesting to generative divine fatherhood, implicitly through appeal to divine sonship. Two
major themes coalesce to form the contextual background of the passage. The third book
addresses the proper worship of the one God. Positively, this is expressed by the author’s
communication to God as Creator; negatively, this is expressed as repeated warnings
against idolatry."” Both facets, positive and negative, resonate through the implicit appeal
to generative divine fatherhood beginning at Sib. Or. 3.702. The third Sibyl also exhibits
an eschatological character. This is particularly the case in Sib. Or. 3.710-23, a passage
whose central motif is described by Buitenwerf as ‘God’s intervention in world history’.”*
Divine intervention alone would not satisfy the conditions needed for the passage to be
deemed eschatological. However, the author of the third book displays a definite concern
for the future, and particularly what the future has in store for humanity, whether pious

201

or impious.”” This concern is evident in the implicit appeal to generative divine

' Collins pinpoints the date of the third book thus, arguing that the book was written no later than the
latter years of the first century BCE. Cf. his comments in Charlesworth 1983: 1.354-55. Buitenwerf (2003:
126-30) argues that the work is of Jewish origin, composed between 80 and 40 BCE. Pace Nikiprowetzky
1970: 209-12.

' See Sib. Or. 3.275-79, 545-50, 601-607. Cf. Buitenwerf 2003: 334.

290 Buitenwerf 2003: 335, 342.

' God’s future destruction of sinners and exaltation of the righteous directly relate to Sib. Or. 3.702-709.
However, Buitenwerf cautions that the author’s main concerns are not eschatological per se but are rather
moral. See further Buitenwerf 2003: 346, 362-63.
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fatherhood, which occurs in the midst of the author’s discourse on divine action
accomplishing the salvation of the elect (Sib. Or. 3.652-731).%"

(3.702)  viol & ad peydroto Beol mept vady dmavtes

(3.703)  Wouxiwg (Moovt’ eddpatvdpevol Eml TovTOLS,

(3.704)  oic dwaer xtioTng 6 duxatoxpitng Te wdvapyos. ..

(3.724) taita Poncovaw Yuyal moTdy avbpwmwy:

(3.725)  oelite, Beol xata Ofjuov éml oTOMATETTL TEGTOVTES

(3.726) TépYuwpev Upvolal Oedv yevetijpa xat oixoug, ...

But the sons of the great God will all live peacefully around the Temple, rejoicing

in these things which the Creator, just judge and sole ruler, will give. ... The souls

of faithful men will cry out as follows: ‘Come, let us fall on our faces throughout

the people of God, and let us delight with hymns God the begetter, throughout

our homes’, ...*"
These lines support the third Sibyl’s prime consideration: that proper worship is the
deity’s due. As the object of proper worship, God is duly described. He is the active God
who protects, even vindicates his own (Sib. Or. 3.705, 708), while consigning the impious
to judgement and death (cf. Sib. Or. 3.669-701). Contrasting with the tableau of summary
judgement and execution for the impious is the author’s emphasis on divine deathlessness.
God is referred to as ““mmortal’ in poetic terms.””* He is the ‘eternal’ (&évaog, Sib. Or.
3.698, 717) God. The author insists on strict monotheism (cf. Sib. Or. 3.629, 760).
Mention of the Temple in Jerusalem (Sib. Or. 3.702) corroborates the author’s
conviction—the one Temple for the one God.*” The Temple would become the locus of

proper worship of the great Creator God by his own sons (vioi, Sib. Or. 3.702).

While ‘sons of the great God’ (viol peydoto Oeol, Sib. Or. 3.702) may be the

292 The text is from Geffcken 1902: 84-85.

*% The translation is by Collins in Charlesworth 1983: 1.377-78.

% The author refers to God as ¢favdtoo (Sib. Or. 3.672, 676, 679), &uppotos (Sib. Or. 3.693), and &6dvatog
(Sib. Or. 3.709).

205 Cf. Buitenwerf 2003: 335, 349-53.
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author’s circumlocution for Jews as opposed to non-Jews,”” one should not overlook the
generative nuances that attend this instance of divine sonship, since they can aid the reader
in determining authorial ostension. These sons of the future will live ({dw, Sib. Or.
3.703),”” having been sustained by their Creator (xtiotyg, Sib. Or. 3.704). The term
xtioTyg is attested variously throughout the Second Temple literature; when applied to
God, it always signifies his role as Creator.’” It is this Creator God who gives ‘these things’
(Sib. Or. 3.703)—which must certainly include life, perhaps even restoration of life—to
his sons. Buitenwerf argues that this passage (Sib. Or. 3.702-709) is an example of God

helping his sons as individuals.*”

If this argument is correct, we find in Sib. Or. 3 the
extension of the divine fatherhood relationship, not merely to a corporate body (e.g., the
pious), but to the very individuals within it. Still, the third Sibyl does not offer a coherent
view on the issue of resurrection. Though it seems that the Sibyl considers as likely some
kind of afterlife for the pious, one that takes the form of a return to the Garden of Eden,
it is less clear whether this afterlife is along the lines of bodily resurrection, or immortality
of the soul, or something else entirely.*"

Eschatological imagery abounds in the larger context in which the appeal to divine
sonship is situated. The author lists a chain of five future events: a king from the east will
conquer the world; the Temple will prosper, drawing the envy of rulers who conspire to

conquer Jerusalem; God will intervene and punish the impious; God will protect the Jews

during the intervention; finally, when confronted by Jewish worship, some non-Jews will

29 Thus Buitenwerf 2003: 280.

27 The abbreviated {joovt’ is written fully as {joovrar in @ .
2% So BDAG 573. Cf. Sib. Or. 1.158.

299 Buitenwerf 2003: 335-36.

*1% Cf. Nikiprowetzky 1970: 167-68.
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be converted to proper worship of the true God.*"" The last two events have direct bearing
on the appeal to divine sonship. After the terrible punishments meted out to the impious,
God will exalt the pious and the righteous, even as he destroys sinners. The appeal to
divine sonship in the frame of generation and giving of life by God demonstrates perhaps

in Sib. Or. 3 early glimpses of God’s divine fatherhood becoming individuated.

2.3.9. Philo of Alexandria

The writings of Philo of Alexandria present the reader with a bountiful lode—around fifty
of his more than seventy treatises have survived—from which to mine the rare theological
and cosmological opinions and arguments of a first-century Hellenistic Jew living in the
Diaspora. ‘Philo constitutes a fixed point of inestimable value in every study of first century
Judaism and Christianity, not only because of the volume of his extant writings, but
because he can be located precisely in place, time, and social class’.*"* To what extent Philo
typifies Hellenistic Jewish thinking is disputed among scholars, however. Philo has been
tethered to Jewish mystery religions, Palestinian rabbinic Judaism, Pharisaism, or the
Jewish wisdom tradition. Like other Jews of his day, Philo devoted himself to the
Scriptures, observed circumcision and the Sabbath, celebrated the feasts, and adhered to
the laws regarding food and sexual behaviour.”” Yet, he incorporates non-Jewish streams

into his religious thought and praxis, giving his own brand of Judaism a distinct profile.”**

'""This list is very slightly adapted from Buitenwerf 2003: 344.

212 Meeks 1976: 44. Because of the vastness of the Philonic corpus, I have only sparingly analysed individual
texts, having instead derived representative themes from across Philo’s works.

*3 See Philo, Migr. 89-93. Cf. Barclay 1998, esp. 540-43.

** Sandelin (2014: 46) comments: ‘Although Philo’s manner of articulating his religion differs from other
important trajectories of Judaism in his day, he does not stand isolated from other Jews, either in his thinking
or in his way of life’.
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The reader who approaches the Gedankenwelt of Philo looking for consistency
may come away disappointed. Philo’s baroque presentation of the Adyog serves as an

5 one does well to

example. Although his inconsistency may at times be explicable,
remember that the writings of Philo are not usually conducive to systematisation.*"®
Rather, he composes his thoughts with a view to the explication of Holy Scripture. At
times, his writings appear to address the occasional need of the moment. His
preoccupation with population control by means of infanticide—often discussed in
seemingly unrelated passages—comes to mind.””’ Thus, one may ascertain definite
positions in Philo’s thought only with some difficulty.

Notwithstanding this difficulty, certain threads do recur throughout his writings.
Provided one keeps in mind the caveat of Philo’s reluctance to systematise, one may
profitably expound upon these threads to portray general themes in Philo’s writings.
Sandmel makes the point effectively: ‘In presenting [facets] of Philo’s philosophy, we bring
together matters which are ordinarily not brought together by him, but are presented in
random ways in his various writings. ... [There] is a risk that is necessary to run in our

making his system possibly too neat’.”® What follows then is intended to be a careful

attempt to draw two threads of Philo’s thought together—divine creation and human

215 Cf. Philo’s dual presentation of Joseph in De Josepho (positive) and the sustained treatment in De
somniis, book 2 (negative); other instances of Philo’s negative portrayal of Joseph are seen in Leg. 3; Det. 7;
Sobr. 14; Agr. 56; Cont. 71. Philo’s purposes are manifestly different in these works, explaining the opposite
treatments of the same biblical character.

?16 An exception may be Philo’s systematic presentation in the series of texts labeled by Philo scholars as the
‘Exposition of the Law’.

7 For instance, Philo, Spec. 3.110-19; Virt. 131-33. Rheinhartz (2014: 194-95) suggests that Philo
expressed his concern for the actual or (more likely) the imminent implementation of such population
control practices within his own community. It should be noted that Philo’s concerns are expressed in
writings intended for a wide readership.

¥ Sandmel 1979: 89.
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procreation, themes which Philo links closely and about which he makes largely consistent
statements, often without regard to the genre in which he is writing.

The evidence adduced below suggests that Philo holds much in common with his
philosophical and medical fellow intellectuals on the subject of human procreation and
divine creation. Occasionally, he diverges from the communis opinio. The instances of
divergence examined below concentrate upon some of Philo’s Grundiiberzeugungen and
indicate logical extension by Philo beyond that of other comparable ancient thinkers.
These divergences are quite instructive in making comparisons between Philo and the

apostle Paul.

2.3.9.1. Philo on Human Procreation

Theories of how human life begins are not uncommon among ancient writers. One finds
discussions of conception in the extant writings of Pythagoras, Hippocrates, Aristotle,
Galen, the Hebrew Bible, Second Temple literature, and in various other sources. Philo
is situated well within this stream of tradition. In Opif. 65-67, a treatise now considered
to be part of the ‘Exposition of the Law’ and intended for wide readership, Philo
systematically discusses the Genesis 1 account of the creation of humanity. To underscore
the exalted place of humanity in the creation scheme, Philo emphasises the order of
creation. God made human beings last, who possess the highest nature and thus stand at
the apex of divine creative activity. Following this exposition on the created order, Philo
like other ancient theorists locates the starting point of life in the seed (oméppa).*”

The fundamental conviction that life begins in the omépua finds multiform

2 In Prov. 2.59, Philo calls creation a ‘seminal process’ (xata $iotv omeppatiny).
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expression throughout Philo’s works. On occasion, Philo echoes his Greco-Roman
predecessors.””’ He agrees that in human reproduction, the male sows his seed and the
female receives the seed. Descendants are thus said to be generated from the seeds of their
forebears. Writing perhaps to his widest possible audience, Philo gives the example of the
Israelites as those who are moulded bodily from human seeds, accounting for their
mysterious generation.””' Philo illustrates human procreation by appeal to a common
pastoral image: like a plough, the man sows the seed into the field of the womb, which
keeps the seed safe and moulds it into a human body (cf. Opi£ 14). By this continual
process of bringing living beings into existence, human parents achieve immortality for
the race—not an individual, but a collective immortality (cf. Spec. 2.225; Aet. 69).

When his basic convictions are threatened either by vocal opposition or by adverse
behaviour, Philo can respond with hostility. Parallel to his insistence that human
reproduction should be for the express purpose of bearing children, Philo scorns
engagement in sexual relations for pleasure. In the third book of De specialibus legibus,
another multi-volume treatise in the ‘Exposition’ presenting for wide readership Philo’s
thought at its most systematic, he appeals to the laws concerning sexual intercourse in Lev
18, writing that a man should learn (presumably before coupling with a woman) not to
throw away his generative seeds (yovas) for the sake of untimely and gross enjoyment.*”

The discussion lays the groundwork for Philo’s philippic against men mating with barren

20 Cf. Aristotle, Gen. an. 721b.7-8; 724a.18-21; 729a.10-11, 29-30; 729b.1-3; 730a.27-28; 736b.26-28;
741a.11-13, 14-16; 741b.6-8; 765b.11-15; Plutarch, Quaest. conv. 3.4.3. Galen, though later than Philo, is
also representative of this line of thinking. Cf. Galen, Nat. Fac. 2.3; Sem. 2.2.

221 Philo, Mos. 1.279.

*22 Philo, Spec. 3.32. The Greek is: xal dua mpodidaoxduevos wi dteleis yovag dxaipov xal dpodoou ydpw ndovij
mpoleaha ...
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women. Resorting to a metaphor occurring throughout his writings, he pours his
unvarnished reproach upon those lecherous wastrels who plough the hard and stony
ground.’” By this act of impiety—deliberately killing their seed—they prove themselves
to be the adversaries of God (&vtimadol beod). Like Paul, Philo writes of God as hostile
toward death and its emissaries (cf. the discussion of Rom 8 in Chapter 4.2.2.2.). Philo’s
prohibition breaks with several of his Greek counterparts. The apparent vitriol of Philo
here is instructive: he deemed the seed important because it brings about existence and is

therefore not to be wasted.

2.3.9.2. Philonic Connections from Human Procreation to Divine Creation

Philo sees a close connection between human procreation and divine creation. In the
second volume of De specialibus legibus, Philo turns his exegetical attention to the fifth
commandment, which, he explains, serves as a boundary between the human and the
divine (uebéprov avBpwmeiwy e xal Beiwv). Fulfilling their parental duties, parents partake of
two natures, human and divine. Parents are like God because they have brought non-being
into being.”* In this respect, parents are to their children what God is to the world (cf.
Decal. 106-108). Parents beget children just as God begets. Parents further reflect their
share in the divine nature in two distinct ways. Logically extending his previous point,

Philo labels parents as ‘benefactors’ (edepyétrar) who not only give existence to their

223 Philo, Spec. 3.34: 'Ovediotéov xal Tolg oxdnpdv xal Mbwdy yiv dpotiow ... Philo does however allow one
exception: men who married girls too young to bear children, and after discovering too late their wives’
barrenness, refuse to dismiss them. He reserves his contempt for those men who marry women known to be
barren, comparing their licentiousness to that of wild pigs or billy-goats (cuév ...  Tpdywv)!

*** Philo, Spec. 2.229. There is a slight textual difficulty here, however. The text reads: of xal uy dvras
eipydoavto. The editor Colson (1937: 448 n. 3; 449 n. b) suggests that the text should be emended to p dvrag
<Bvtag> eipydoavto, which would then read ‘brought them out of non-existence into existence’, rather than
the currently clumsy ‘made them to be non-existent’.
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children, but much more besides. Parents also receive authority over their offspring, the
just grant of perfect (divine) judgement.

Philo’s designation of God as the ‘Parent of All’ (yevwntig tév 6Awv) is perhaps the
human construct writ large (Mos. 2.209-10). In De vita Mosis, classified as an apologetic
text intended for the widest readership of Philo’s works, the exegete digresses from the
discussion of fedg in Lev 24.15-16 LXX to compare God and parents once more. Philo
proceeds by way of a fortiori—if a child reveres the names of its parents, how much more
should the name of God be revered! The natural segue is thus completed: God is the
YEVWNTNG TGV GAwY.

Philo utilises the comparison between God and parents elsewhere in his writings.
Three passages merit attention. In an allegory on the source of human virtue, Philo likens

God to human fathers, describing God as the Father who sows good seed and begets all

things (Cher. 44):

3 4

Tig 0VV 6 omelpwy &V adTals T& xadd ANV 6 TAY SvTwy TTaT)p, 6 dyévnTos Beds xal Ta
cUUTTAVT YEVWEY;

Who then is he that sows in them the good seed save the Father of all, that is God
unbegotten and begetter of all things?*”’

Philo’s primary concern in this passage is not necessarily divine generative fatherhood.**
However, the notion of divine generative fatherhood serves his argument when one
considers both the contextual frame of Philo’s question and the basis for Philo’s larger
point. The contextual frame in which Philo poses his rhetorical question is quite obviously

the procreation of children. In the lines immediately preceding the question, Philo refers

225 The text with translation is taken from Colson and Whitaker 1929b: 34-35.
26 Grelot 1972: 564-74; Janowitz 2011: esp. 355-57.
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to a man and a woman coming together to procreate children. Immediately following is
Philo’s comment on Gen 21.1, where the Lord ‘visited her [i.e., Sarah] in her solitude’ (§7¢
6 Beds admv povwbeioay émoxomel, Cher. 45). The import of God’s ‘visitation” according to
Philo is the conception of Sarah’s son, Isaac.””” The basis for Philo’s argument, then, is the
generative nature of the divine Father. Not only is God as Father the sower (6 omeipwv) of
intangible virtue, but he is also ‘the begetter of all things’ (¢ ... & chumavta yevwiv),
whether tangible or intangible. Philo again assumes divine generative fatherhood in
service to his greater argument when writing of the creation of the first man, the archetypal
parent of the human race and governor of all sublunar creatures, in Opif. 84:

map’ W aitiav xal yevwjoag adtov 6 Tatnp nyepovixdv dioet {Gov, odx Epyw wévov Al

xal Tf 0 Adyou yetpotovia xabioTyn T@Y OO ceMyny amavtwy Paciléa yepoaiwy xal

gviopwy xal depompwy-

On this account too the Father, when he [i.e., God the Father] had brought him

[i.e., man (&vBpwmog) as representative of humanity] into existence as a living being

naturally adapted for sovereignty, not only in fact but by express mandate

appointed him king of all creatures under the moon, those that move on land and

swim in the sea and fly in the air.”**
Beneath Philo’s greater point is an assumption to which Philo brings little elaboration: the
Father brings living beings into existence. At least from Opif. 65, Philo has been
commenting on the order of creational succession; here, he answers the question of

humanity’s place as the final creational act by referring both to Gen 1.28 and Ps 8.7 LXX,

where God places humanity in a position of sovereignty over the earth.”” At the

27 Cf. Sigal 1983: 225-26.

28 The text with translation is taken from Colson and Whitaker 1929a: 68-69.

% Intriguingly, by reference to the ‘express mandate’ (3 di&e Adyou yetpotovia) Philo primarily appeals to the
OT in Opif 84 for humanity’s central place in the created order, rather than to Greek philosophy (e.g.,
Plato’s 7imaeus; Stoicism), to which he has alluded in his earlier answers of this larger section (Opif 65—
88)—the possible Stoic technical term #yepovixdv notwithstanding (though Borgen also sees here a
paraphrase of Gen 1.26, 28). Cf. Jobling 1977: 53-54; Borgen 1995: 372-75; Runia 2001: 255-56. Cf. Hadas-
Lebel 2012: 128-31.
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foundations of Philo’s argument lies divine generative fatherhood consistent with the
development of the OT and previous Second Temple literature. Philo refers to the Father
absolutely (6 mat/p) and ascribes to the Father the actions of life-giving. The Father brings
the man into existence (yewdw) as a living being ({&ov). There is a causative element
wherein the Father imparts life to the man, and this is so fundamental as to be almost self-
explanatory; at least, divine generative fatherhood merits no explanation from Philo.
Finally, in a text intended for advanced instruction, Philo applies the fifth commandment
directly to God:

méuntos 0t 6 mepl yovéwv Tiudst xal yap o0Tog iepds Exwv THV dvadopdv odx ém’

avBpwmoug, GAN’ émi TOV gTopls xal yevégews Toig GAolg alTiov, map’ OV unTNp TE xal

matnp yewdv €0o&av, ol yewdvtes, GAN 8pyava yevésews BvTes.

The fifth [commandment] is about honouring parents. For this is also holy, not

referring to people, but to the One who causes procreation and existence for

everything, through whom also the father and mother appear to generate—though
they do not actually generate but are instruments of generation.”*

Again, God is closely related to the parents, and he is the ultimate cause for procreation,
existence, and generation. Elsewhere, the Father’s begetting even assumes an allegorical
dimension when Philo declares that ‘those furnished with the knowledge of the One are
suitably called “sons of God”.””! Thus, Philo closely connects human procreation with
divine generation, linking God to human parents and assuming the Father’s generative

nature when doing so supports a larger argument.

339 Philo, Her. 1.171-72. All translations are mine unless otherwise stated. Cf. Philo, Decal. 106-20; Spec.
2.224-48.

51 Philo, Conf 145: oi 6 émotruy xexpnuévor Tol évds viol Beol mpooayopebovratr dedvtws ...
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2.3.9.3. Philo on Divine Creation

Divine benefaction lies at the core of Philo’s theological construct. Essentially, God loves
to give. Speaking to an initiated audience in Leg. 1.31-42, Philo allegorises the creation
of the man in Gen 2.7. The advanced and sophisticated instruction provided here
represents an extension of the Quaestiones. In this passage (Leg. 1.33-34), Philo proceeds
by way of question and answer. He asks why God would deem worthy (d4téw) for divine
breath the mind which is earthly, devoted as it is to baser things, yet would pass over for
this honour the heavenly mind, which is stamped in his own image.”* In answer, Philo
asserts that God loves to give and bestow good things upon all. Through a divine display
intended to encourage humanity’s zeal for virtue ({jhog dpetfic) and participation in the
showcased divine wealth, this benefaction is the impetus for the Father’s gift of life to
creation, manifesting itself in many other ways.

In the context of divine creation, Philo employs various metaphors for God.* To
refute the fallacy that the world is eternal, and the resultant Naturverehrung the fallacy
engenders, Philo advocates in Opif. 7-12 the shift of adoration to the one who made the
world (6 xoopomotés). He introduces here the primary image of God as Father and Maker
([6ed5] wg momtng xat matnp).”* Philo claims to derive the metaphor directly from Moses.
Against Bos, who argues for an Aristotelian background to the metaphor indebted to the

minority view of the authenticity of De mundo, Philo denigrates Greek philosophy and

2 The Greek is: o1& Ti nélwaev 6 Oedg Shwg TOV ynyevij xal drdoswpatov volv mvedpatos Belov, GAN olyl ToV xatd
v i0éav yeyovéta xal Ty eixdva éautol- ...
*3 Caution must be exercised here: Philo prefers to conceive of the transcendent God apophatically, allowing

only as a concession the use of positive metaphor to articulate the ineffable.
3 Philo, Opif 7. Cf. Bos 2003: 312-15; Wyss 2014, esp. 165-66.
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its proposal of an eternal cosmos at this point, elevating Moses to a superior philosophical
position. According to Philo, Moses understood the dual nature of the universe: the active
Cause (Opaomyptov altiov) and the passive object (radntév). With Moses as his authoritative
source, Philo reveals here another essential divine attribute—the incessant activity of
God—criticising those who propagate the impious falsehood by postulating in God a vast
inactivity (ol 0¢ 6ol moAdny dmpatiav dvdyvws xateedoavto). God further demonstrates
the care of the Maker for what he brings into existence. By pointing to God’s providential
care for his creation, Philo echoes a distinctly Jewish view of divine fatherhood.

To emphasise the image of God as Father and Maker, Philo rewrites Genesis 2.2,
borrowing from the LXX. God did not rest on the seventh day, but rather caused to rest—
Philo carefully notes the use of the term xatémavaey, in lieu of éradoato—the mechanism
through which the world was made. The distinction is an important one because God
never ceases to make.”’ Related to the metaphor of God as Maker are the divine roles of
Protector, Arbitrator, and Judge. The Father functions like a king to the state—he is the
governor and guardian of the world.”* By bringing living beings into existence, God is the
author of life who sometimes begets via his knowledge like a wise architect (cf. Opif. 30;
Ebr. 30). Philo often expresses God’s relation to the world through the divine self-
originating power that streams from God and enables life for everything that exists. Philo

personalises this final metaphor by calling God ‘the Father who is the author of our being’

R4

23 Philo, Leg. 1.5-6. See esp. Leg. 1.5: madetar yip ovdémote moi&lv 6 Beds, AN damep 1dtov Td xatel mupds xal
xt6vog 6 Yuxew, oltws xai Beol T moieiv ... Philo subsumes divine creativity under the term 0edg, affirming
divine creativity as a knowable aspect of the unknowable God. Otherwise, God alone can apprehend God.
See Philo, Praem. 40: 0idt1 uéve Bépug adté 0 éavtod xatadapBdveshar.

36 Philo, Prov. 2.3-4. Wyss (2014: 165) comments: ‘Philon selber verwendet “Vater” als Bezeichnung
Gottes hiufig, etwa gleich hiufig wie 6 &v, 16 aitiov oder 6 Ayepay;’ ...
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(ToU yewwnoavtog matpds, Somn. 1.35).

The reader may also receive insight into a mechanism of divine creation, the first
component of which is the breath of God. The breath (and its related concept, dnp) is
understood by Philo to be a vital life force (Somn. 1.136). God breathes life into the man.
The divine inbreathing into the mind causes the earthly man to become a soul, able from
that moment to conceive of God (Leg. 1.33-42). The earthly man is thus moulded not
only from earth, but also from divine spirit.”’” Indeed, the essence of the human soul is
divine spirit (Spec. 4.123). Perhaps the most widely recognised component in the Philonic
creation mechanism is the Adyog, which figures importantly in Philo’s creation mechanism
in two senses. In the first sense, the Adyos is identified with the image of God according to
which the heavenly man was created in Gen 1 (cf. Leg. 1.92-94). In the second sense, the
Adyos is the instrument (8pyavov) through which God frames the universe (Cher. 124-27).

Philo is careful however not to anthropomorphise God too much, lest he transgress
his fundamental conviction of divine transcendence. Legum allegoriae 1.33-42 once again
offers insight. At the encounter of difficulties in the Genesis creation account, Philo refers
to the difficult text, rejects any appearance of anthropomorphism, and suggests a suitable,
non-anthropomorphic alternative interpretation drawn from contemporary philosophy.**
Philo finds anthropomorphism regarding divine inbreathing inimical. Hence, when he

breathes into the man, God does not use mouth and nostrils.”” In this way, Philo differs

from early Greek cosmology, which freely anthropomorphised deity, and hypothesised

57 Philo, QG 1.51. The Greek reads: O0 yap éx yijs diemhdadn udvov 6 dvbpwmos dAra xal Belov mvedpatos. See
also Wyss 2014: 166 n. 4, 167, who speaks of the ‘zeugenden Gott’.

% Tobin 1983: 36-55, esp. 36-44. He characterizes this interpretive process as ad hoc.

9 Philo, Leg. 1.36-37. The Greek reads: &motog yép ¢ eds, 00 udvov odx dvBpwndpopdos.
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about creation not as the result of divine breath, but as a procreative act on a cosmic scale.
Instead, Philo betrays his Jewish background, perpetuating the tradition against
anthropomorphising found in LXX, Aristobulus (especially fragments 2 and 4), the
Targums, the midrashic commentaries, and other Jewish writings. Rather than
anthropomorphize God, Philo allegorises, introducing deeper meanings into such texts.
Philo logically extends divine transcendence into the classification of divine
creation according to agency. God is wholly other in Philo’s construct. Since the Deity
does not belong to the sense-perceptible world, it follows that his creation of that world is
indirect, accomplished from his divine power, but not through his direct agency. Philo
gives the following distinction in Leg: 1.41: ‘For of the things which come into being some
come into being by God and through him, while others come into being by God but not
through him’.** On occasion, God creates directly. For instance, the heavenly man is not
moulded (mAdoow) like the earthly man but created via direct divine agency (cf. Leg:. 1.88—
89). At other times, God creates indirectly, using intermediate agents or attendant
circumstances. Human parents, for example, are cited as examples of intermediate agents
in the begetting of children. Philo posits putrefaction and perspiration as attendant
circumstances utilised by God for the lower orders of creatures such as reptiles (Prov.
2.59-61). Concerning other intermediate agents, Hadas-Lebel writes that the ‘Father of
all things is surrounded with “powers” [duvdueis] or angels who are continually at his
disposal’.**!

A clearer picture of divine agency in Philo emerges in his proposal of the double

0 The translation is slightly modified from that of G. H. Whitaker in Colson and Whitaker 1929a: 173.
The Greek is: Tév yap ywopévwy té pév xal Oé Beol yivetar xal o' adtol, Ta 02 Omd Heol uév, od or'adTol O¢- ...
! Hadas-Lebel 2012: 130.
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creation of humankind, an attempt to explain why the narrative occurs twice in Genesis.**
De opificio mundi 134-35 gives perhaps the plainest account. Coming to the
interpretation of Gen 2.7, Philo takes the occasion to distinguish between the two
creations. On the one hand, there is in Gen 2 the creation of the earthly man (y#ivos
dvBpwmog), the object of sense-perception, made from Ay. The earthly man has both body
and soul, is differentiated sexually (dvnp # yuv#), and is mortal by nature (¢pdoet fyntds).
Moulded from corruptible material, the earthly man is inbreathed by God. When God
breathes into the earthly man the power of real life, moulding ceases and the earthly man
becomes a living soul. God accomplishes this second creation through indirect agency. He
instils physical life through a projection of his power (d0vauig) proceeding from himself
through the mediating breath (01 Tol péoov mvedpatog) into the earthly man (Leg. 1.37).
Thus, the human being is a dual entity, having a body formed from earth and a soul formed
from the upper air, a ‘particle detached from the Deity’.”*

On the other hand, there is in Gen 1 the creation of the heavenly man (odpdvios
&vBpwmog), made in God’s image, an object only of thought (vontés). This first creation of
man, which mirrors the creation of the xéouos where the intelligible world is created prior
to the material world (Opif. 15-19), is undifferentiated sexually and incorporeal
(dowpatog), made from no corruptible or terrestrial substance (cf. Leg. 1.31-32: ¢pbaptiis
xal ... yewooug ovaiag). God’s impartation of existence is direct. The heavenly man is

stamped with the image of God, not moulded. However, one should note that the direct

agency of the Father results only in existence confined to the intelligible world. Physical,

2 Cf. Tobin 1983: 102-34.
¥ Philo, Leg. 3.161. The fuller expression of the Greek reads: # 3¢ Yuy3) aibépos éotiv, dndomaoua Betov. The
translation is that of G. H. Whitaker in Colson and Whitaker 1929a: 409.
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embodied life—life in the sense-perceptible world inhabited by the earthly man—is

realised through the indirect agency of God (the Father).

2.3.9.4. Conclusion to Philo

Philo’s theory of conception may be seen from the ground up. Comparable to the
generation theories of his contemporaries, Philo connects the gift of life to the (human)
father via the omépua. Continuing the development of his construct, he positively compares
human parenthood to God. Finally, he expounds upon God as the paternal giver of life.
This section has targeted two essential divine attributes which inform many other aspects
of Philo’s theological programme. Above all, God is the active Cause of the sensible and
intelligible world. Philo specifies the divine activity as giving, and he crafts the primary
metaphor of God as Father and Maker. God is also transcendent. As wholly other, God is
largely unknowable. Philo therefore prefers to proceed along the via negativa when
theologising, though he occasionally offers positive theological statements.

One may detect the following pentad of development in Philo’s theology:**

1. Philo commences with the simple premise that God gives. Reluctant though he
may be to define God positively, Philo marks out divine giving as essential to God’s nature.
God is essentially active, and divine activity manifests itself through giving. This is
uncontroversial. Indeed, the giving nature of the deity is enshrined in many ancient
theological constructs, whether Jewish or Greek. Paul would certainly affirm Philo’s

premise.”"

*# See the warnings about comparisons between Philo and Paul in Barclay 2006: 140.
¥ Barclay (2006: 140) comments: ‘Both Philo and Paul consider it the height of impiety to fail to
acknowledge the prior gracious action of God’, ...
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2. The first development of the premise by Philo is that God the Father gives.
Philo’s union of divine fatherhood to divine giving is logically prior even to the content of
the gift, or the stated relation between God and his creation. Philo makes this point in
Opif. 21-22%%

el ydp Tig E0eMjoete T aitiav g Evexa Téde TO mEv édnwiovpyeito diepevviiabat, doxel
wot Wi Sepaptelv oxomol ddpevos, Smep xal TEY dpyaiwy eimé Tig, dyabdv eivar Tov
matépa xal momTHY* 00 xdptv THs dplotns adtol dloews odx ébbBévnaey odala, undtv é&
alTjg Exovan xaldv, ouvauévy 0t mavta yiveahal.

For if one should be willing to search for the cause, for the sake of which this whole
was created, it seems to me that the searcher would not be wrong in saying what
indeed one of the men of old did say: the Father and Maker is good; for the sake of

this, he did not begrudge to a substance (odoia) a share in his own excellent nature,
which having from itself nothing beautiful, yet is able to become all things.

It seems the goodness of the Father and Maker is here portrayed prior to his giving.
Moreover, the designation of ‘Father and Maker’ (matépa xal momtiv) appears to be
assumed prior to the creative act, though perhaps these priorities should not be pressed
too much. That God as Father gives again appears uncontroversial. The fatherhood of
God in the act of giving life is common enough among the ancients, particularly the Jews.
As will hopefully be shown, divine fatherhood is essential to Paul’s argument when he
discusses the Resurrection.

3. A second development is that while he does give superabundantly, God the
Father also gives circumspectly—that is, without wasting. Philo betrays his own
unwillingness to conceive of divine gifts as arbitrary or negligent in considering the ‘worth’

of the recipient—tied to the recipient’s capability, and not to deserts—in his description

24 The text is taken from Colson and Whitaker 1929a: 18.
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of the Father as the discriminate giver.** Once more, Philo reflects a common unease
among ancient theorists of divine gift. Significant divergence occurs at this juncture,
however, between Philo and Paul, who ignores ancient qualms about arbitrariness in
divine giving.

4. Attending now to the content of the giving, the third development is that God
the Father gives /ife without wasting. At once the fons (totius) bonitatis, in the context of
creation the Father specifically imbues life. Philo portrays this memorably via the imagery
of bringing that which is non-existent into existence (cf. Rom 4.17¢c, where Paul describes
God as [6 xaA@v] Ta w) dvta wg dvta). He fits reasonably well within the ancient milieu in
which he writes, even as he devotes sustained attention to this development that is
cursorily treated by other ancient writers. Paul likewise elevates the Father’s giving of life.
The Father’s giving of life in creation would not be anathema to Paul, but the apostle often
carries the discussion forward to the giving of life after death (cf. Rom 4.17b: [6eds 6
{womotédv] Tovg vexpovs) and particularizes it by locating it in the resurrection of Jesus.

5. Philo adds one final element to the original premise: namely, that God the Father
gives life without wasting wza indirect agency. The differing identities of the agents
themselves notwithstanding, Paul follows a very similar line in his outworking of the
Father’s gift of resurrection life to those ‘in Christ’ through the indirect agency of the

Spirit.

7 Cf. Barclay 2006, esp. 141-48. Barclay (2015: 237-38) clarifies further that Philo is uninterested in worth,
‘especially if “worth” suggests comparability with God or human causation of the gift’, ...
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2.3.10. Conclusion to the Second Temple Literature

From among these texts written in the Second Temple period that I have examined above,
three items of note seem to emerge. To varying degrees, the instances of the divine
fatherhood metaphor in the Second Temple literature first develop the notion of divine
delivery from (near-) death. God as Father is acting in opposition to what certain authors
describe as the brink of death (e.g., Tob 13; Sir 51; Wis 2; possibly Sib. Or. 3). Divine
opposition to (near-) death may be seen as parallel to earlier OT instances that ascribe to
the divine Father the power of generating life. While the fit is not precise, a Second
Temple nuance of delivery from (near-) death best fits in the domain of generation rather
than protection, the previously normative domain when referencing divine deliverance.
The divine fatherhood metaphor in the Second Temple literature continues the senses of
generation inherited from the OT, while in some cases possibly opening the way to
resurrection language for later writers.

Other texts, however, do not discuss God’s gift of life in contexts of death or near-
death. Resurrection language is almost completely absent from the Qumran writings.**
Nor do we find divine generative fatherhood in frames of death or near-death in much of
the examined pseudepigraphical literature, the targums, or Philo. This trend of divine
generative fatherhood without recourse to resurrection language continues when one
examines certain relevant examples from Greco-Roman literature.””

The second, noteworthy item is the question of extent of the divine fatherhood

*¥ However, cf. 4QpsEz* 2.5-9, which may possibly mention resurrection. See also Zimmermann 2007: 478,
who argues one cannot ascertain the affinity of the Qumran community for the idea of resurrection.

¥ Greek gods bringing someone back from the realm of the dead is not wholly unprecedented. Cf.
Euripides, Alc. 840-54; idem, Herc. fur. 719.
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relation. Trends in opposite directions emerge. Some texts seem to keep the divine
fatherhood relation at some remove. In Jubilees, the author prefers to relate God as giver
of life to Israel corporately as father to his children. In Targum Jonathan, the author
prefers to couch the divine fatherhood relation in the trope of a simile, rather than using
the direct language of both the OT and the deuterocanonical literature. And in Philo, the
author writes of divine, paternal gift via indirect or intermediate agency. Still, the third
Sibyl represents an innovation from OT sources in opposing this trend by suggesting the
possibility of extending the divine fatherhood relation even to individuals (cf. Wis 2;
possibly 3 Macc 6).

Thirdly, certain texts from the Second Temple period may also look to parents as
representatives of God to their children by appeal to the fifth commandment. 4Q416
frames parents in the divine likeness not merely by birthing their children (thus engaging
in the (pro-) creative act of begetting), but even more by instructing their children in the
ways of God. Philo focusses on begetting to propose that when parents bring into being
that which did not previously exist, they are as God is to the world—parents beget children
as God begat the cosmos. Creative and thought-provoking exegesis of OT texts to further
define God’s relation to humanity as Father finds resonance in the later writings of the

apostle Paul.

2.4. God as Life-Giving Father in Greco-Roman Sources

Greco-Roman literature forms another component of the cultural domain of Paul’s
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readers.”’ Although divine generative fatherhood was not unheard of for Paul’s Greco-
Roman converts, it is more difficult to trace in Greco-Roman literature prior to Paul. One
cannot derive divine generative fatherhood from accounts of creation—this is more easily
done among Jewish authors—because those writing in Greek were inconsistent in their
conclusions. Among the Greeks, there was no fixed idea of a creator of the world or of
man, nor of a divinely-caused world origin. Rather, the N'T' term for ‘creator’ (xtioTy)
was usually reserved for those who founded communities or mysteries, or the term was
applied to heroes.””" ‘Creator’ thus carried a political connotation that was atypical of
Jewish literature, though Jewish writers occasionally used divine creative qualities to prove
that YHWH was indeed ruler over all.*”

Divine generative fatherhood is not completely absent from Greco-Roman extant
texts, however. The concept of life-giving may be witnessed from the way deities were
named in Greek religion. Furthermore, a choice few texts directly link divine fatherhood
with acts of life-giving in Greco-Roman literature. These texts are examined in some detail
below because as samples they show that the parallel concepts of divine fatherhood and
the giving of life were seemingly quite widespread phenomena not circulating only among
Jewish authors. However, one should note that the N'T terminology of giving life after or
on the verge of death was not used similarly among Greco-Roman writers, where such

terms were typically reserved for medical cases, or for a return to temporary life of those

29 Greco-Roman background will therefore be an indispensable consideration when reconstructing the
cognitive environment shared between Paul and his readers (an important RT tool), discussed at length in
chapter 3.

5! For xtlomns as ‘founder’: [Ps.?] Aristotle, Frag. 484, 507; Diodorus Siculus 5.74.6; OGIS 1.111.10; IG
12.2.202, 3.1098; 14.1759; S1G2.711.L.5; 2.839.8; SPAW 1903.85; Josephus, C. Ap. 2.39; as ‘builder’, cf.
Callimachus, Aet. 2.43.62, 69. For xtioctns applied to heroes: 1G 9.2.1129; CIG 2.934 (#3667.1); Mionnet
1833: 146 (#438); Prehn 1922: 2084-85; Head 1967: 512, 514, 516, 579, 621; cf. Strabo 14.1.6; Livy 40.4.9.
2 Zimmermann 2007: 358-59.
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who were exceptions to the rule of death.””

2.4.1. Plato

Some Greek authors supposed that the accusative case of the name of Zeus, Zfjva, indicates
the etymological relation of Zeus’ name to life (cf. the inf., {v). This supposition is
recounted in some detail in the Cratylus, which probably dates to the early 4th century
BCE.”* In Crat. 396, Socrates arbitrates a dispute between Hermogenes and the laconic
Cratylus about the propriety of names. The conversation progresses to Socrates’ inspired
conclusion (so opines Hermogenes, Crat. 396D) that the etymology of a name ‘provides a
true description of its referent’.”” Socrates and the disputants then turn to consider that
the names of certain fathers and sons reflect their very nature. An excellent example of the
maxim that a father’s name is according to his nature (cf. “Eoixev 0¢ ye xai ¢ matpt adtod
xatd dVow 6 Svopa elvat, Crat. 395A) is the name of Zeus, the father of Tantalus:
GTexvids yhp EaTwv olov Adyos TO Tol Atdg Svopa: dtehdvtes 08 adTd duxdj of v T8 ETépw

4 ¢ 1 ~C 4 U4 < 1 \ ~ ¢ 1 14 ~ 4 >] b 4}
UEPEL, ol Ot T éTépw ypwueba: of uev yap Zijva, ol 0¢ Aia xalolow: cuvtibéueva 0 eig €v
oot Ty daw Tol Beod, & 3% mpoarixety dauty dvduatt olw Te eivar dmepydleadat. ol

yap EoTiv Huiv xai Tois dAdoig méow SoTis 0Ty aitiog wdAAov Tol fjv % 6 dpywy Te xal
Baoikeds @y mavrwy. cupPaiver oty dpbéis dvopdleabar obtog 6 Beds eivat, O bv Gjv del

méal Toig (o Omdpyet. (Crat. 396A-B)

[Flor the name of Zeus is exactly like a sentence; we divide it into two parts, and
some of us use one part, others the other; for some call him Zena and others Dia;
but the two in combination express the nature of the god, which is just what we
said a name should be able to do. For certainly no one is so much the author of life
for us and all others as the ruler and king of all. Thus this god is correctly named,
through whom all living beings have the gift of life.**

3 Cf. Theophrastus, Caus. plant. 3.22.4; Diodorus Siculus 2.52; Cicero, Nat. d. 2.40; Cleomedes, Cael.
2.84; Thesleff 1965: 235; Theiler 1982: 1.320; 2.347; Zimmermann 2007: 437-38, 482-83. However, see
also Theophrastus, Caus. plant. 4.6.4.

2% So Luce 1964: 152-54; Smith 2022: 659-60. MacKenzie (1986: 124-50) argues that the Cratylusis a late
work of Plato.

253 Ademollo 2011: 179. Cf. Ketchum 1979: esp. 142; Barney 1998: 65; Long 2005: 36.

6 The text and translation come from Fowler 1939: 48-49.
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Socrates recounts that Zeus, himself the son of Kronos, is always the cause of all life by
recounting the two declensions of the name of Zeus.”” The first declension is the
accusative (or poetic*’®) form of the name of Zeus, Zfjva. The initial thread of Socrates’
analysis thus connects Zeus to life (cf. the similarity to the infinitive {fjv, from {dw), or life-
giving. The second declension of the name of Zeus is related to the preposition oia, which

1 259

Socrates interprets as causal.”” Though 0td can mean ‘through’ when followed by the
genitive case, the term can also mean ‘because of’ when followed by the accusative case,
paralleled nicely by the fact that a variant of Zeus’ name in the accusative is Ag.** In fact,
later in the dialogue (Crat. 413A) Socrates claims that he received the knowledge of the
etymology of Zets (Alg) secretly from certain physicists. Socrates thus connects two threads
together, causation and life, to describe Zeus as ‘the cause of life’ (6ot éotiv alTios ... Tod
&)

Missing from Socrates’ analysis of the name of Zeus is of course any explicitly
paternal dimension, despite the framing of the etymology in the discussion of the names

of fathers and sons. Perhaps Zeus’ role as father of both gods and humanity could be

assumed by Socrates and the disputants—Zeus’ paternity firmly belonged to the

%7 Though one may readily criticise etymology, the philosophical seriousness of Plato’s etymologising has
been argued by Barney 1998: 63-98; Sedley 1998: 14041 (on the etymology of Zeus, see p. 152).

»% E.g.: Homer, 7. 14.157; Hesiod, Theog. 479; Aeschylus, Suppl. 158; Euripides, Rhes. 359; Sophocles,
Phil 1324; Aristophanes, Nub. 564; Plato, Euthyphr. 12A, a quotation uncertainly ascribed to the poet
Stasinus.

% The method of rehearsing the two declensions of Zeus’ name is also seen in Philodemus of Gadara, Pret.
4.20-26. See also Ademollo 2012: 233-34, esp. 234 nn. 37-38.

%0 From Al: cf. Reeve 1998: 23 n. 35; Sedley 2003: 116; Ewegen 2014: 113, who prefers the genitive meaning
(‘Zeus is he through whom (8¢ 8v) all things have the gift of life’, emphasis retained) despite the accusative
form.
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foundations of Greek civilization.*®' Yet, Plato seems not to emphasise the fatherly relation
of Zeus toward humanity in any of his extant writings. The metaphorical emphasis lies on
the correspondence between Zeus’ name and his function as the author of life. Divine
generation is clearly present on the lips of Plato’s Socrates; divine generative fatherhood

will only be broached by later followers of Socrates’ etymologising, the Stoics.

2.4.2. Diogenes Laertius

Diogenes Laertius flourished in the third century CE likely during the middle decades of
the Severan Age (190s-230s CE), and purportedly more than a century after the apostle
Paul wrote his epistles. Diogenes Laertius is of interest, however, because he reports in his

*%) on the belief systems, philosophies, even theologies of

Brot (often without elaboration
much older Greek philosophers. To be sure, he devotes numerous pages of his ten-volume
work to the colourful aspects of the philosophers he profiles: families, personal character,
travels, achievements, students, etc. Of greater import to the present argument is
Diogenes Laertius’ investigation of the origins and development of ancient Greek
philosophy over (roughly) the first three centuries of its theory and practice (cf. Diogenes
Laertius 1.1-21). Diogenes Laertius reveals in the seventh volume his intention to

transmit the doctrines of the Stoics in the doxography inserted into his life of Zeno of

Citium, the Cypriot founder of Stoicism.”” Eventually, the reporting turns to the theology

1A brief list of foundational texts where Zeus is addressed or described as ‘father’ (cf. Ze¥ mdtep) may
include: Homer, 7. 1.503; idem, Od. 7.331; Hesiod, Theog. 47; idem, Op. 143; Aeschylus, Sepr. 116;
Sophocles, Oed. tyr. 202.

262 White (2020: 18) calls the works ‘philosophically jejune, long on facts or factoids and snappy vignettes
but short on sustained argument or analysis’. Mansfeld (1999: 22), argues that Diogenes Laertius’ intention
was to inform, rather than to take sides in the arguments he presents.

*6* Diogenes Laertius 7.38; cf. Mansfeld 1999: 25.
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proper of the Stoics. We read in book 7, section 147:

O¢cdv & elvar {Bov &Bavatov, Aoyid, Téletov [3] voepdv] év eddatpovie, xaxod mavtds
Gemidextov, TPovonTIXdY *opou Te xal TGV v xdapw: wy elvar puévtol dvBpwméuopdov.
elval Ot [a0]Tov pév dnuiovpydy TEY 8wy xal domep maTépa MAVTWY, XowWds T xal TO
wépog adToll T dufixov Ak mdvTwy, 8 moAAais mpoanyoplais mpogovoudleTar’™ xatd Tag
duvdyets. Ala uév ydp daat 8 dv Ta mavta, xai Zijva xalolotl map’ oov Tod (v aitids
goTwv 1) o1 Tol {fjy xexwpnxev, ... (Diogenes Laertius 7.147)

The deity], they say,] is a living being, immortal, rational, perfect or intelligent in
happiness, admitting nothing evil [into him], taking providential care of the world
and all that it contains, but he is not of human form. He is, however, the artificer
of the universe and, as it were, the father of all, both in general and in that particular
part of him which is all-pervading, and which is called many names according to its

various powers. They give the name Dia because all things are due to him; Zeus
insofar as he is the cause of life or pervades all life, ...*"

*% two factors bolster the assignment

While some may doubt Diogenes Laertius’ reliability,
of this particular quotation to earlier Stoic philosophy, one intrinsic, the other external.
First is the change from third-person singular reporting about Zeus to third-person plural
words—e.g., the enclitic ¢aat, as well as xadoloi—that convey the teachings about Zeus
passed down (presumably) from earlier Stoic philosophers, which may have included not
only Zeno, but his followers as well, a hypothesis strengthened by extrinsic evidence in the
second factor.”” The second factor has to do with potential attribution for the quotation.

Diogenes Laertius 7.147 is reproduced in SV#2.1021, where the editor Hans von Arnim

correctly labels the fragment as belonging to Diogenes Laertius’ seventh book. The

?6* The text edited by Cobet reads the present middle/passive infinitive, mpogovopd{esai—Cobet translates
the term into Latin as appellari. See Cobet 1878: 190.

265 The text is cited from Dorandi 2013: 560-61. The (lightly adapted) translation is cited from Hicks 1931:
250-51. Cf. the more dynamic translation in White 2020: 309, which immediately links Zeus as ‘creator of
the universe’ with being ‘the father of everything’.

266 Famously in Hope 1930: 204-208. On the recent (at times, turbulent) history of scholarly engagement
with Diogenes Laertius, see the comments of Mejer 1992: 3556-60.

27 Long and Sedley (1987: 1.323) attribute Diogenes Laertius’ words to ‘the Stoics’. Hahm (1992: 4145-73)
argues that the chief text for Diogenes Laertius’ doxography was Apollonius of Tyre’s life of Zeno,
supplemented at the very least by Diocles of Magnesia and Apollodorus of Athens.
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second volume of the SV, furthermore, collects the fragments of Chrysippus of Soli, who
flourished in the third century BCE.*® The singling out of Zeus and the attribution of
generation to him is also consistent with the ideas of those who influenced Chrysippus.*”
One may reasonably conclude, then, that Diogenes Laertius is drawing from the
philosophy of Chrysippus when he recounts the Stoic view of divine generative
fatherhood. A corollary follows: the ideas related in Diogenes Laertius 7.147 would likely
have been circulating in the Greco-Roman world well before the time the apostle Paul
wrote his epistles.

Parallel etymology between the Cratylus and the Stoics may betray Stoic reliance
upon Plato.””” Both texts assign the role of author (or cause) of life to Zeus based upon the
accusative forms of his name. Both texts, then, may be registered in the domain of divine
generation. The Stoic account proceeds slightly further, however, to include the explicit
mention of Zeus’ divine fatherhood—he is the ‘father of all’ (mamhp mavtwyv). While one
may be tempted to link the divine fatherhood metaphor mentioned here with the domain
of divine protection (after all, Zeus is the one who takes ‘providential care of the world
and all that it contains’, TpovoyTixdv xéopov Te xal T@v év xéouw), the phrase ‘father of all’
is more closely connected to Zeus’ role as the ‘artificer of the universe’ (9nulovpyos T@v

§Awv).”" The term dnwioupyds can refer to the divine role in creation, which, given the

*68 Cf. the comments in the preface to the second volume of SVF'in Arnim 2004: 2.iii. See also the assignment
to Chrysippus in the completed indices of the Marcovich edition of Diogenes Laertius by Girmer 2002:
3.105.

*¢ Cf. the memorable line of his teacher, Cleanthes, in which there may be implicit divine fatherhood: ‘we
are your offspring’ (éx ool yap yévog €ic’, from the Hymn to Zeus, in SVF 1.537), also with slight variation
on the lips of the apostle Paul in Acts 17.28.

% Cf. Long 2005: 38-39.

7' N.B. the intensified comparative conjunction phrase xai domep linking Zeus’ role as dnuiovpyés with the
divine fatherhood metaphor. See also Siebenthal 2019: 425; Rijksbaron and Huitink 2019: 578 (§50.37).
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etymology to follow, seems to be the proper sense in this passage.”’” Thus, Diogenes
Laertius likely records the Stoic view of Zeus in the specific framework of divine

generative fatherhood.

2.4.3. Conclusion to Greco-Roman Literature

The Greco-Roman writings examined above single out Zeus, the putative father of both
gods and men, for theological reflection. The concentration upon one deity is consistent
with the Jewish writings examined above but is noteworthy given the polytheistic
background in which the Greco-Roman authors wrote. The theologising occurs across
two major streams of Greek philosophy, one Platonic, the other Stoic. In the Stoic
account, the divine fatherhood metaphor is explicitly tied to Zeus, the ‘father of all’;
perhaps the Platonists could simply assume Zeus’ fatherhood given the metaphor’s
prevalence in texts considered foundational to ancient Greek culture. However, both
schools of thought unite—it could be argued one follows the other—about Zeus as the
cause of life. These two texts where divine generation is on full display thus serve as
pointed examples to show that lifegiving was not an uncommon attribution to (a fatherly)
god among Greco-Roman writers. While notions of restored or resurrected life are
missing from these texts, nonetheless Zeus (the all-father) as the generative source of life,

the cause of all life, is made abundantly clear.

72 For example, Xenophon, Mem. 1.4.7; Plato, Resp. 530A.
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2.5. Conclusion

My contention has been threefold: first, that the conceptual domains for the divine
fatherhood metaphor are rich and varied prior to the writings of the apostle Paul. The
metaphor begins in the OT with but a few stock categories, which I have labelled as
protection, authority, and (the focal point of this chapter) generation. Second, the divine
generative fatherhood metaphor undergoes discernible development in several intriguing
directions, broadening with time. Two of these developments are especially important for
the analysis of the Pauline literature to follow: the extension of the paternal relation from
the nation to individuals within it; and, the restoration of life at the point of (near-) death.
Third, the broadening of the metaphor in its development is of such a nature that the
deployment of the metaphor in writings of the apostle Paul occupies space in a likely
trajectory begun in the Second Temple period. I do not propose here a necessarily linear
progression from the OT to Paul, only that divine generative fatherhood in Paul’s epistles
is better understood by reference to those who treated similar topics before (or in some
cases, nearly contemporary with) the apostle. The above collection of relevant texts
purports to show that Paul’s creative theologising about God, novel though it may have

been, was neither wholly unexpected, nor scandalously innovative.
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CHAPTER 3. THE FATHER AND RESURRECTION: A PAULINE MOTIF

3.1. Introduction

What are the identifying acts of divine fatherhood? The answer may vary among biblical
authors, perhaps along the lines of domains suggested previously (creation, paternal care,
authority, and so forth). When the question is put to Paul’s writings, the apostle adds one
more act. In whatever ways the identifying acts of God’s fatherhood were conceived
previously—his creation of the xéouos, or his enthronement of a king for Israel, or his
protection of his people, or even his special relationship with Jesus during the latter’s
earthly ministry—important and formative though all such conceptions may be, they
culminate for Paul in one defining, paternal act: God’s raising Jesus from the dead. They
culminate because Paul places himself at the end of a line of thought that stretches back
into OT prophecy.

A decisive expansion and reinterpretation may be seen in Paul’s intersection of
divine fatherhood and the resurrection of Jesus, which Paul places at crucially important
junctures in certain letters. For Paul, the claim of the resurrection as a definitive (perhaps
even constitutive) paternal act denotes change in the Son’s status by means of the
resurrection. Natural questions arise over the exact nature of Jesus’ sonship, leading to the
erroneous conclusion that the resurrection signifies the moment when the Father adopted
Jesus as Son, the terminus a quo of Jesus’ divine sonship. Paul creatively theologises by
claiming that the resurrection correlates to a change in status of Jesus’ divine sonship,
rather than to its point of origin. Via connection to the resurrection, therefore, Paul refers

to Jesus, the once and future g0l vide, as the newly inaugurated ‘Son-of-God-in-power’
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(Rom 1.4).

Creative theologising does not end at Paul’s Christological formulations, however.
The apostle extends his creativity to theology proper, where the Father is freshly identified
through his action in the resurrection.! My central contention in this chapter is that Paul
decisively, significantly, and eschatologically identifies the Father as the one who raised
Jesus from the dead, building upon the traditional portrayals of paternal creation and life-
giving, while seeking to move his readers away from those traditional identifications in
favour of the constitution of the Father’s identity in his act toward Jesus. In several key
passages, Paul shifts his readers’ focus away from traditional categories of the Father’s
identity (paternal care, authority, etc.) toward the Father’s role in raising Jesus.”

Within the frame of RT, Paul’s ostensive communication of the shift to the
resurrection as a definitive act for God as Father occurs in several ways. The explicit
intersections of divine fatherhood and the resurrection of Jesus in the undisputed Pauline
letters find their place in structurally significant sections of each respective epistle. These
intersections are at times grammatically linked to an epistle’s main themes. Recent
scholarly consensus has sourced some of the material surrounding these intersections—
though, it is important to note, not necessarily the intersections themselves—to pre-

Pauline confessions or hymns. Such attribution can in fact contribute to the argument that

" Indeed, as Hurtado (2010: 3, emphasis retained) following Dahl’s earlier work reminds us, ‘just about every
christological statement is at the same time a profoundly theological statement as well’. Cf. Dahl 1991: 154;
Richardson 1994: 307, 312.

? This is not to dismiss those places where Paul (even in the disputed letters) refers to the Father in more
traditional ways. Cf. 1 Cor 8.6 (a possible creedal formulation); 15.24; 2 Cor 1.3; Gal 1.3; Eph 3.14; 4.6; 1
Thess 3.13; 2 Thess 2.16. I contend that Paul adds to the catalogue of ‘identifying descriptions’ (defined in
the discussion on Gal 1, Chapter 3.2) what he considers to be a definitive, significant description of the
Father as the one who raised Jesus from the dead—that God’s Fatherhood is somehow importantly bound
up in his action of resurrecting Jesus.
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Paul is shifting the Father’s identifying description away from traditional formulations and
toward the resurrection of Jesus. Adding the epithet majp to Paul’s gospel assertion that
God raised Jesus from the dead’ would have inferred the shift away from other associations
shared by Paul and his readers in their mutual cognitive environment (e.g., Creator, Ruler,
Caregiver) toward the fatherly, life-giving act in the resurrection of Jesus. For Paul, God
is no longer the distant Father of Creation, nor the still remote Father of the king, nor the
nearer Father Caregiver to his own people, but closer still, he is the Father who raised
Jesus from the dead. Paul redefines God’s identity round the content of his gospel, viz.

‘Jesus Christ our Lord’ (Rom 1.4).

3.2. Galatians 1.1

Tadog dméaTodos 0dx &m’dvBpwmwy 0032 o’ dvbpwmov GAAL di Tnaod Xpiotod xal Beod matpds’
Tol éyelpavtog alTOV €x VeExpQv, ...

Paul regularly places the intersection of divine fatherhood (sometimes implicit) and the
resurrection of Jesus in the opening sections of his epistles. In Galatians, Paul inserts the
letter’s sole mention of the resurrection into the opening section, which is both rich in the

language of divine fatherhood and strategic for the letter as a whole.’ Paul introduces the

Father as the one who ‘raised Jesus from the dead’ (Gal 1.1), who is a source of grace and

¥ That God raised Jesus from the dead is not a Pauline novum. For example, the apostle’s assertion is
consistent with the early preaching recorded in Acts. See Acts 2.24, 32; 3.15; 4.10; 5.30; 10.40; 13.30, 33,
34,37;17.31.

*The words xal Oeolf matpds are omitted in Mcion'™™", The view of van Manen (1887: 456-59) that Marcion’s
text is the original has not been followed by the scholarly community. The resultant clause, ‘who raised
himself [a0tév] from the dead’, would be completely foreign to Pauline idiom. Cf. Dunn 1993a: 23 n. 2.
However, note the caution given by Baarda 1988: 248-51, who concludes that the reading attributed to
Marcion is a non liguet for establishing the text of Gal 1.1. The original hand of & reads adtév for adtév,
giving the sense of ‘who raised from their dead’. See Carlson 2012: 83 nn. 83, 93.

> Cook has carefully demonstrated how the different parts of the opening section correspond to the major
themes throughout the letter. Cf. Cook 1992: 51119, esp. 515. Using rhetorical criticism, Bryant has argued
that the elements (or membra, as he terms them) of Gal 1.1 build to a crescendo, bringing full force to the
final phrase. See Bryant 2001: 28-29.
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peace extended to the Galatian readers (Gal 1.3), and who wills the work of Jesus in giving
himself for sins to free Paul and his readers from the present, evil time (Gal 1.4). Whatever
one may call this opening section—whether the epistolary prescript, or rhetorical
exordium, or greeting, or salutation, or prologue, or something else—Gal 1.1-5 is the very
first thing one reads when reading Galatians, and it prepares the reader for what follows.
As an example of the strategic importance of the opening section for the rest of the letter,
Andrew Boakye has argued that the resurrection of Jesus exerts an influence beyond its
single mention, witnessed in the interplay between Paul’s language of life/living and
death/crucifixion in the remainder of the letter.® Boakye proposes that God’s (i.e., the
Father’s) action in raising Jesus undergirds Paul’s argument in those passages which treat
‘the rectification of humanity in terms of life-coming-from-death’.” Paul also mentions
divine fatherhood in the midst of a lengthy discussion, which includes sonship through
Jesus (cf. Gal 3.6-4.30, esp. 4.5-7).

These intertwined concepts, divine fatherhood and the resurrection of Jesus, relate
to another major motif in the Galatian letter: viz., the issue of identity.® Early on, Paul’s
letter, it seems, is devoted to the question of the identity of his Galatian readers. Paul was
almost certainly writing against opponents who desired the newly-converted Galatians to

become the ‘people of God’ by being circumcised and adhering to (at least some of) the

% Boakye 2017: 1-4, esp. 2 n. 2. Boakye (2017: 4) comments: Jesus was crucified and God raised him; God’s
people are those who have shared in the crucifixion, and, through the Spirit, shared in the risen life of Jesus;
God’s new world has itself suffered crucifixion and been newly created’. Cf. Nanos 2002: 67-68. Nanos
(2002: 152) further argues that the ‘false brethren’ in Gal 2.11f. are ‘false’ because of their human agency,
thus drawing on terminology from Gal 1.1. See also Zimmermann 2013: 19-20.

" Boakye lists Gal. 2.19-20; 3.21; 5.24-25; 6.8, 14-15. Cf. Boakye 2017: 16.

¥ Cf. Esler 1998: 29-57; more recently, Buchanan 2020: 54-66; idem, 2021: 73-107, 150-83.
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law.” On the other hand, the apostle alternately exhorts and reminds his readers of their
recent identity shift on the basis of connection to Jesus. The first chapter alone testifies to
Paul’s concern about the Galatian identity crisis. The Lord Christ is the one who gave
himself for their (i.e., Paul’s and his readers’) sins to set them free from the present evil
age (Gal 1.4). The Galatians had been called in the grace of Christ (Gal 1.6). Paul then
illustrates such an identity shift by appeal to his own biography: from a violent persecutor
advancing in Judaism and against God’s church, to the one proclaiming God’s son among
the gentiles (Gal 1.13-16)! In fact, from the very start of the letter, Paul guards his own
identity by avowing that his apostleship is sourced, not by humans or through a human
being, but through Jesus and the Father (Gal 1.1). My proposal, however, is that more
than the Galatian identity crisis—i.e., Paul’s perception of his readers’ forgotten (or,
mistaken) understanding of their own (newly Christian) identity—is in view in the letter
to the Galatians.

By referring to the Father who raised Jesus from the dead (Gal 1.1), Paul at the
outset of the epistle offers his readers a new way of identifying God. A few scholars writing
recently on Galatians have recognised this. J. L. Martyn sees reciprocity in Paul’s writing:
Paul’s identity is given by God’s sending him; so also ‘God’s identity is here given by his
having raised Jesus from the dead. ... this one God has now identified himself by his act
in Jesus Christ, making that act, indeed, the primal mark of his identity’."" Similarly,

Brigitte Kahl proposes that the act of resurrection both confirms and defines God’s

? Barclay (1987: 87-88) labels these proposed tenets of the opponents to be ‘certain or virtually certain’ or
‘highly probable’.
' Martyn 1997a: 85.
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relationship to Jesus as Father." Richard Longenecker too has argued that Paul’s mention
of God the Father as the one ‘who raised him [i.e., Jesus] from the dead’ reveals that Paul
thought of God ‘principally in relation to what he accomplished redemptively through the
work of Jesus Christ’."?

I too would like to examine in more detail the chief evidence for such an identity
shift for God the Father wrought by Paul in Gal 1. Fundamentally, Paul’s mention of beds
nat)p presupposes as its referent the God of the OT; Paul would have shared this
assumption of reference with his Galatian readers.” I noted earlier (Chapter 2.2, above)
that the mention of divine fatherhood in the OT revolved around issues such as protection,
authority, and generation. It is highly likely that Paul’s readers—especially the Jewish or
God-fearing contingent of the readership—may have conjured up such associations from
Paul’s mention of feds matp in Gal 1."* Viewing the letter in its entirety, Martyn suggests
that Paul may have emphasised God’s paternity in relation to the identity crisis to illustrate
that the Galatians are the ‘liberated children’ of a gracious heavenly Father, or to contrast
divine fatherhood with Abraham’s fatherhood, perhaps a select emphasis of the opponents

against whom Paul conceivably drafts his letter."”

Whatever the previous associations with God as Father, Paul offers a new mark of

"1'Kahl 2010: 261-62.

2 Longenecker 1990: 5; cf. Dunn 1993a: 28; Wagner 2014: 239, 245-46.

B Cf. Ciampa 1998: 38.

'* Cf. Dunn 1998: 28-50, esp. 43-46, who cites inter alia the following contemporary, non-Christian
historical and philosophical accounts in support of the notion that generation was associated with the God
of the Jews: Philo, Opif 81; Cher. 125-26; Spec. 1.35. For God as generator in a non-Jewish context, see
Seneca (the Younger), Ep. 65.[9].

" Martyn 1997a: 84. Cf. Longenecker 1990: xcvii. The danger of ‘mirror-reading’ in Galatians has been
well-documented, and thus I tread very lightly when making assumptions about Paul’s opponents. See esp.
Betz 1979: 6, 56 n. 115; Barclay 1987: 73-93, esp. 80; Vos 1994: 2-3. I also use the conventional term
‘opponents’, though other labels have been proposed. Cf. Barclay 1988: 36 esp. n.1, who suggests ‘agitators’,
based upon Paul’s own designation for his opponents, oi Tapdooovreg (Gal 1.7, 5.10)—also adopted by Wright
2000: 208; Heim 2017: 14956, esp. 155. See Nanos 2002: esp. 193-99, who suggests the term ‘influencers’.
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identity: the Father is the one who raised Jesus from the dead. The participial phrase (to0
gyelpavtog adTov éx vexp@v) that follows Beol matpds in Gal 1.1 is what some have called an
identifying description: i.e., a commonly-used, participial form in the style of liturgy that

' First, Paul repeats this description of God at key

marks out one subject from another.
junctures in other letters.'” This means that the identifying description of God the Father
as ‘the one who raised Jesus from the dead’ can occur in a variety of contexts, and can be
used in a variety of applications, while retaining the stability of its referent, viz., God.

In addition to being repeated elsewhere, the description that follows beds matp in
Gal 1 is participial. The term éyeipw as used here is aorist in form and attributive in
function.' The participial phrase follows what James Boyer has called the ‘noun + article
+ participle’ (NAP) classification. Though uncommon for adjectival constructions, this
classification for participles is somewhat frequent, especially with nouns that are
considered as proper names. By Boyer’s reckoning, the aorist genitive type of this
construction is quite usual for the N'T." Thus, in its adjectival (i.e., attributive) function,
the participial phrase modifies its immediately preceding antecedent, 8edg matyp.

Finally, the identifying description will often occur in a context where the style is

liturgical or hymnic. These passages are sometimes debated as having confessional

16 See Jenson 2008: 44-45; Hill 2015: 65-66, esp. 66 nn. 10-11. Cf. Schreiner 2010: 72.

7 Cf. Rom 4.24; 8.11 (bis); 2 Cor 1.9; 4.14. Among the letters of disputed Pauline authorship, the lone
occurrence is Col 2.12. Outside Paul, the participial form of ¢yeipw as an identifying description of Beds
occurs elsewhere in the NT only in 1 Pet 1.21. For more references to this construction, see Keener 2019:
50 n. 27.

'8 Cf. BDF §412, p. 212; Wallace 1996: 618; Zimmermann 2013: 17-19. The presence of the article before
the participle and the concord of case with feds matp suggest that the participle is functioning attributively,
rather than substantivally. Thus, the phrase is usually translated as a relative clause in English.

' Boyer counts 97 instances of the NAP construction, of which he counts 32 instances in the aorist and 21
in the genitive case. See Boyer 1984: 165, 177. Cf. Hayes 2014: 306.
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material in their background.”” Martyn argues that confessional material lies behind the
identifying description based upon its equivalent appearance in other Pauline letters,
suggesting the description is a fixed expression. He adds that the ‘ring’ of the description,
together with its content, further contribute to the notion of confessional material in its
background.’' T wish to highlight two notable absences that imbue the verse with formal,
liturgical style.” Firstly, there is a conspicuous lack of articular nouns in Gal 1.1. The only
article in the verse belongs to the participle, tod éyeipavtos, where the article functions
anaphorically and indicates the attributive nature of the participial phrase, which modifies
beds matyp. Secondly, mention of the death of Jesus is missing from Gal 1.1. While these
elements (or lack thereof, as in the last two observations) do not in themselves prove the
presence of confessional material in Gal 1.1,” they may suggest at the least that Gal 1.1
exhibits the compressed, fixed style of liturgy, which further contributes to the suggestion
that the participial phrase therein functions as an identifying description of God the
Father.

But what exactly is the force of Paul’s identifying description in this act of
communication recorded in Gal 1?7 What are the implications of the identifying

description? How might the recipients of Paul’s letter to the Galatians have received the

' On Gal 1.1 as a confessional formula, cf. Mufiner 1988: 46; Dunn 1993a: 28-29; Martyn 1997a: 85 n. 12,

87. Schlier (1971: 28 n. 3) considers that the participial phrase is formulaic, yet without being clichéd.
Martyn (1997: 85-87) further sees a formal, liturgical context to Gal 1.1-5. In Gal 1.2, the lean

description of the recipients (in contrast to other letters where Paul characterises the recipients with positive

modifying phrases; e.g., 1 Thess 1.1; 1 Cor 1.2; Rom 1.7) strikes Martyn as Paul coolly holding his Galatian

readers at some remove. This is not surprising, given Paul’s imminent expressed shock in Gal 1.6. Bovon

(1995: 1-13, esp. 1-2) proceeds phrase by phrase through Gal 1.4-5, emphasising the confessional nature of

these verses by classifying each phrase as Pauline or non-Pauline.

! Martyn 1997a: 85. He notes in corroboration that another Jewish confession, the Amidah, contains the

description of God as ‘the one who raises the dead’.

T am indebted here to the careful work of Jewett 1985, discussed below in Chapter 3.4.

** Boakye in particular has noted that the crucifixion of Jesus features quite prominently elsewhere in the

letter.
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import of this new identifying description of God as Father? The judicious application of
Relevance Theory (RT) may serve us in approaching an answer to these questions. RT
can help to make explicit the implied non-linguistic detail that would be understood by
the original readers’ by positing an equation: on one side, the minimum processing effort
required by Paul’s likely Galatian readers to achieve maximum relevance; on the other, the
contextual effects produced by Paul’s identifying description.”* That is to say, Paul’s
identifying description in Gal 1 (in its explicit statements and its implications) has
relevance insofar as it includes both new information and connection to a surrounding
context. His identifying description in Gal 1 combines with this context to produce
contextual implications, and to strengthen certain existing assumptions among his
Galatian readers, while contradicting and eliminating other existing assumptions.

I have already examined in some detail the explicit statements of the identifying
description. To draw out what Paul implies in the identifying description, RT initially
proposes the definition of a mutual cognitive environment shared between an author and
the author’s likely readership.”” There are three major contributing factors to Paul’s
cognitive environment.”® The extent to which these factors existed among his readers may
serve to determine the mutual cognitive environment between Paul and the Galatians.

The first major contributing factor involves Paul’s Jewish background, especially his

**The quotation comes from Fantin 2011: 31. See also Pattemore 2004: 31-46.

» A cognitive environment for an individual represents that ‘set of assumptions that are manifest to an
individual at a given time’. Robyn Carston has further defined a mutual cognitive environment as ‘a cognitive
environment which is shared by a group of individuals and in which it is manifest to those individuals that
they share it with each other; every manifest assumption in a mutual cognitive environment is “mutually
manifest”. Likewise, manifestness indicates ‘the degree to which an individual is capable of mentally
representing an assumption and holding it as true or probably true at a given moment’. For these definitions,
see Carston 2002: 376, 378.

%6 Casson 2019: 45-46.
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Pharisaic training and knowledge of the Old Testament.”” The second factor involves
Paul’s Hellenistic background as a first-century diaspora Jew.*® The focus for the present
argument, however, is on Paul’s Christian faith, which serves as the third major
contributing factor to the apostle’s cognitive environment. Aside from regular references
to Xpiotés,” Paul’s Christian faith surfaces in Galatians especially in his use of crucifixion
language throughout the epistle. He declares himself to have been crucified with
(ovotavpéw, Gal 2.19) Christ. In a sharp rebuke, Paul describes his readers as those before
whose eyes Jesus was vividly portrayed (mpoypddw, Gal 3.1) as crucified.”® He announces
the end of the scandal of proclaiming a crucified Messiah were he still preaching
circumcision (Gal 5.11; cf. Gal 6.12). Those who belong to Christ participate in the
crucifixion by putting to death the influence of the flesh (Gal 5.24). Finally, the only basis
upon which Paul may boast is the cross of Christ, through which he has been crucified to
the world and the world to him (Gal 6.14). Paul also speaks of the danger of not inheriting
the kingdom of God (Gal 5.21)—language that is only rarely Pauline, but traditional in
the early Church. Craig Keener has further argued that the statement about leaven
leavening the whole lump in Gal 5.9 is likely an early Christian proverb, citing its exact

appearance only in the letters of Paul or other (later) Christian writings.”’ There is also

7 Cf. Dunn 1993a: 6; Martyn 1997a: 39; Keener 2019: 13.

% Cf. Betz 1979: 14-25; Porter 1993: 100-22, esp. 104; Barclay 1996: 92, 381-95; Weima 1997: 458-68;
Kern 1998: esp. 90-99; Tolmie 2005: esp. 31-37; Forbes 2002: 55, 71; Forbes 2013: 124-42. See also Vogtle
1936: 198-227; Betz 1979: 301, esp. nn. 76-79; Young 1987: 150-76; Longenecker 1990: 276; Engberg-
Pedersen 2003: 608-33; Goodrich 2010: 251-84; Lanzinger 2016: 200-36; Heim 2017: 130-47.

# In Gal 1 alone, Paul refers to Xpiotds in Gal 1.1, 3, 7, 10, 12, 22. The occurrence of Xpiotds in Gal 1.6 is
less textually certain.

30 Cf. DeSilva 2018: 268, esp. n. 12.

1 Keener 2019: 46364, esp. 464 n. 2322. The text is: pwxpa {ow) Shov 70 dlpapa lupol. This exact phrase
appears with an introductory formula (odx oidate étt) in 1 Cor 5.6. Keener has noted that the exact phrase
does not appear in any extant pre-Christian writings, nor do any statements with the combination of the
three words pxpés, fupn, and 8ros. These reasons lead Keener to conclude that the proverb is likely an early
Christian one.
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the mention of the resurrection of Jesus at the outset of the letter (Gal 1.1), a key
component in the Christian gospel.

Thus, Paul highlights the Christian faith he shares with his Galatian readers,
pinpointing the constituent elements of the Christian gospel by consistently referencing
the crucifixion of Jesus and by mentioning his resurrection in a beginning section that
frames the remainder of the letter; the resurrection motif may continue in Paul’s use of
‘life/living’ language (from {dw and its cognates), as some have argued. It is also possible
that Paul alludes to early Christian tradition at different points of his letter, whether that
be the inclusion of proverbs from among the early churches, or of language derived from
early Christian confessional formulae, which seem to evoke certain schemas of disclosure.
One such instance centres round Christian teaching of God as Father to the Galatian
converts of Paul’s initial mission: the inclusion of affa ¢ matip in Gal 4.6. This verse and
its immediate context correlate with the opening section in a few, distinct ways: these
passages are the only two places in the Galatian letter where matjp-language for God
occurs; both also specially contain the idea of sending, whether God sends Paul as an
apostle in Gal 1, or God sends first his Son and then the Spirit of his Son in Gal 4 to Paul
and his Galatian readers (note the presence of the cognates améorodog in Gal 1.1 and
¢gamootéMw in Gal 4.4, 6); and both indicate receiving from God, whether Paul’s
reception of his apostleship from God (not people!) in Gal 1, or the reception of the
inheritance by Paul and his Galatian readers in Gal 4. These correlations may suggest that
Paul’s reference to God as Father in Gal 1 anticipates the apostle’s record of the Spirit’s
cry afpa 6 matip in Gal 4.

The address of God as af3fa seems to function as an early Christian idiolect. The

126



presence of an Aramaic term in the shared cognitive environment between Paul and the
Galatians makes little sense for the primarily Greek-speaking Galatian readership unless
the designation traces back to the earthly Jesus.”” Addressing God as afpa was held by the
early Christians to represent a hallmark of the prayers of Jesus.” The form occurs three
times in the N'T in different genres, and by different authors, yet without alteration among
the occurrences.” The term affa also seems to be emphatic, with the full phrase
representing the different elements within the Aramaic form; thus affa is ‘literally to be
rendered “the father”.” This signpost which the Spirit cries out in the heart (Gal 4.6)
directs the reader back to the identifying description of this same Father in Gal 1. When
one comes across the emphatic, par excellence exclamation ‘[the] Father’! in Gal 4, one
may ascertain which Father is receiving the cry in the heart by the identifying description
of Gal 1—the Father who raised Jesus from the dead. The Christian idiolect af3a 6 matnp
in Gal 4 therefore brings out the relevance of the identifying description of Gal 1—that
the Father is to be identified most relevantly by his raising Jesus from the dead. This is the
Father whom the Spirit addressed by crying out in the hearts of Paul and his Galatian
readers.

The opening section of Paul’s letter to the Galatians, therefore, underlines that
when the Galatians think of God as their Father, they are to think of the Father as the one

whose fatherhood was most importantly revealed precisely by his act of raising Jesus his

32 Ruckstuhl 1994: 518. See also Obeng 1988: 364; Dunn 2003: 1.715-16; Zimmermann 2007: 127-29;
Szymik 2020: 494-96.

3 Cf. Jeremias 1966: 59. The address of God as apfa seems to be largely absent from other Jewish literature
prior to or nearly contemporary with Jesus.

**The phrase affa ¢ mamip occurs in Gal 4.6; Rom 8.15; Mark 14.36.

% Barr 1988: 40, emphasis retained. I take the article of ¢ matp in Gal 4.6 to be functioning as par excellence.
Cf. Wallace 1996: 222-23.
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Son from the dead. This is the Father of Jesus, who now sends the Galatians the Spirit of
his Son (Gal 4.6), and who is identified crucially as Father by his role in the resurrection

of Jesus.

3.3. 1 Thessalonians 1.9-10

1.” adrol yap mept Nudv dmayyéAhovaw émolav eloodov Eoyopey mpds pds, xal méis émeatpébate
mpds TOV Bedv dmd TAV eldwAwy dovAelew B (BvTt xal aAnBvé ' xal dvapéve Tov vidy adtod
éx TV olpaviv, ov Ayelpev éx [TAV] vexpdv, ‘Ingolv Tov puduevov Muds éx Tis Spyiis THs
EPYOULEVYS.

At the outset of the first epistle to the Thessalonians, Paul creates another intersection
between the resurrection of Jesus and the divine fatherhood metaphor. He does so here
by implication, writing of ‘his [i.e., God’s] Son ... whom he raised from the dead’ (1 Thess
1.10). The intersection occurs in what is widely held to be a thanksgiving section. A form
of edyaptotéw (in this case, edyapiotoiuev) plus the dative direct object ¢ 0eé begins the
section (1 Thess 1.2). The opening verb is modified by three participial phrases: ‘making
mention’ (uveiav motodyevot ..., 1 Thess 1.2), ‘remembering’ (uvnuovevovres ..., 1 Thess 1.3),
and ‘knowing’ (eidéres ..., 1 Thess 1.4).”* Characteristic of other Pauline thanksgivings, 1
Thessalonians 1 ends in eschatological climax.’” And like its counterparts in the epistolary
papyri, the thanksgiving of 1 Thess 1 focusses the situation of the letter by introducing its

vital themes.”® Johannes Munck has noted the former consensus view that 1 Thessalonians

1.9-10 represents a summary of Paul’s missionary preaching to the Thessalonians. Munck

% According to Schubert’s first type of elyapioté thanksgiving (though his model is not perfectly exact),
subsequent modifying participial phrases are a commonplace of Pauline thanksgivings. Schubert 1939: 35;
cf. Hooker 1996: 3.443.

37 Cf. 1 Cor 1.4-9; Phil 1.3-11; 2 Thess 1.3-12. See also Schubert 1939: 4; Hooker 1996: 3.444.

38 Schubert 1939: 180; Hooker 1996: 3.443.
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disagrees, arguing instead that these verses (i.e., 1 Thess 1.9b-10) are a summary, not of
Paul’s missionary preaching, but ‘of the subjects with which Paul is going to deal’ at various
later stages of the letter itself.”

Morna Hooker has taken Munck’s argument even further, applying the summary
aspects of 1 Thess 1.9-10 to the entire letter, not just to 1 Thess 4-5 as Munck originally
envisioned. She extends Munck’s summary to include 1 Thessalonians 1.9a (adtol yap mept
Nuév Gmaryyédhovaty émolay elgodov Eayouey mpdg Uuds), enabling her to show thatin 1 Thess
2, Paul reminds ‘the Thessalonians of the manner of his visit to them’, taking up the theme
of what happened since that visit in 1 Thess 3.* Munck’s argument serves to round out
the letter: the themes of serving the living God (1 Thess 1.9b; cf. 1 Thess 4.1-12; 5.12—
22) and waiting for the Son who will deliver from wrath (1 Thess 1.10; cf. 1 Thess 4.13—
5.11) are taken up throughout 1 Thess 4-5." I take the arguments of Munck and Hooker
to suggest that 1 Thessalonians 1.9-10 serve as summarising verses for the remainder of
the epistle.

These verses pose some challenges to the exegete. As a preliminary matter, 1
Thessalonians 1.10 presents a text-critical issue: the article in the phrase éx [T&v] vexpév.*

Weiss concludes that the ‘younger’ codices added the article in this phrase in the Pauline

% Munck 1963: esp. 104-110. The quotation comes from Hooker 1996: 3.447. Cf. Wanamaker 1990: 84—
89; Fee 2009: 46; Weima 2014: 115-18. Pace Bruce 1982: 17; Holtz 1986: 54-62, who exercises greater
caution; Haufe 1999: 23, 28-31; Green 2002: 106; Burchard 2005: 272 n. 1; Shogren 2012: 49-50.

* Hooker 1996: 3.445-47. The quotation is from p. 446. Cf. Kim 2005: esp. 519-23.

# Cf. Zimmermann 2007: 491, who argues that for Paul the resurrection of Jesus is the irrefutable
prerequisite of the Parousia awaited by the Thessalonian readers.

*# According to the textual apparatus of NA%, the article is omitted in the following Mss: $*"! A C K 323
629 945 1881* 2464 Eus. Best (1986: 85) calls this evidence for its omission ‘hardly sufficient’, though he
does not mention P* among the witnesses. The article is included in the following MS$: kxBD FGIL P ¥
027833 81 104 365 630 1175 1241 1505 1739 1881° M.
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texts; the ‘older’ ones omitted it.¥ I will discuss this issue more fully in dialogue with Paula
Fredriksen on Rom 1 (Chapter 3.4, below); Fredriksen argues that the inclusion of the
article means that Paul is not referring primarily to the resurrection of Jesus, but to the
general resurrection from the dead. In 1 Thess 1.10, the issue seems to be less clouded:
one may say with more certainty that the resurrection to which Paul refers is the
resurrection of Jesus, and that neither the inclusion nor the omission of the article changes
this referent.

Some have advanced the view that these verses record pre-Pauline material.
Certainly, there are Pauline distinctives that are notably absent. F. F. Bruce notes that
neither the cross nor divine grace are mentioned here.* The passage displays a rhythmical
structure reminiscent of creedal formulae, which Ernest Best divides into two stanzas of
three lines apiece: the first beginning after the verbal clause surrounding émotpédw (1
Thess 1.9b), and the second stanza commencing after the clause surrounding éyeipw (1
Thess 1.10).” The vocabulary is uncharacteristic of Paul: dvapévw (1 Thess 1.10), a N'T
hapax, replaces the more familiar compounds of d¢youat in the Pauline letters; Jesus as
pubuevos (1 Thess 1.10) appears where we might otherwise expect a participial form of
colw.

Others have sought to rebut these three arguments for a non-Pauline origin of this
material—viz., rhythmical and hymnic structure, uncharacteristic Pauline vocabulary, and

neglect of common Pauline themes. T'o summarise their arguments, one could begin by

® For instance, the phrase éx T&v vexp@v appears in Eph 5.14; Col 1.18. Cf. Weiss 1896: 76-77. See also
Gaventa 1998: 20, who notes that Paul usually omits the article from this phrase.

* Bruce 1982: 18.

* Best 1986: 86.

130



saying the passage in fact displays some grammatical disruption that would be surprising
to find in creedal formulae. At least three places are noteworthy: first, the shift from the
second-person to the first-person point of view (cf. émeotpéparte in 1 Thess 1.9 to Hués in
1 Thess 1.10); second, the rather ‘clumsy’ repetition of the term 6eds in 1 Thess 1.9; and
third, the seeming disruption to the train of thought caused by the clause surrounding
éyelpw (1 Thess 1.10).* While the use of dvapévw in 1 Thess 1.10 is unique, the concept of
waiting for the Lord’s return is certainly Pauline (cf. the use of dmexdéyopat in Rom 8.19;
1 Cor 1.7; Phil 3.20). And although Paul prefers c@wlw and its cognates to piopat,
nevertheless he occasionally uses ptopat in discussions of being saved from something.”
To these rebuttals, I would add that perhaps in the context of the return of Jesus and
divine, apocalyptic wrath, one would not expect to find statements about the cross (in light
of the anticipated return of the resurrected Son) or the grace of God (in light of divine
wrath). Nor would it be necessary for Paul to list all his common themes here, though he
does refer both to the death of Jesus (e.g., 1 Thess 5.10, a passage closely related to 1 Thess
1.9-10 in its exposition of the ‘day of the Lord’) and the grace of Jesus (in the closing, 1
Thess 5.28) elsewhere in the letter. Furthermore, the advocacy for pre-Pauline material
in 1 Thess 1.9-10 rests on the assumption that these verses reflect a summary of Paul’s
missionary preaching, an assumption which I do not espouse. Thus, it is not clear to me
that these verses evince pre-Pauline material. What may be said is that Paul is writing here

with hymnic style, perhaps using traditional language and elements, while taking these

% This and the following points are nicely distilled in Holtz 1986: 54-64; Wanamaker 1990: 85-88.
Wanamaker uses the term ‘clumsy’.

7 See e.g., Rom 7.24; 11.26 (where Paul quotes Isa 59.20 LXX to describe the puépevos in the context of
apocalyptic salvation); 2 Cor 1.10; in the disputed Pauline letters, cf. Col. 1.13.
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verses as his point of departure for the topics that he will discuss in the remainder of the
letter. Whatever their source, Paul uses these words for his own ends to indicate the
themes of the epistle and to create an intersection between divine fatherhood and the
resurrection of Jesus.

As he does in Galatians, Paul makes several more references to divine fatherhood
in 1 Thessalonians. He initially addresses his readers as the church ‘in God the Father’ (év
be@ matpl, 1 Thess 1.1). He next recalls his readers’ work of faith, labour of love, and
endurance of hope done ‘in the presence of our God and Father’ (8umpocfev tol beol xal
matpos Nuidv, 1 Thess 1.3). Two further references to divine fatherhood occur in the
apostolic benediction of 1 Thess 3.11-13, where Paul prays that the Father would direct
the way of the apostle and his cohort to his Thessalonian readers (1 Thess 3.11), whose
hearts may be strengthened to be blameless before the Father (1 Thess 3.13). The
references to divine fatherhood in 1 Thess 3 differ from that of 1 Thess 1.9-10 in that
they refer to ‘our Father’ (mat)p fuév) in each case rather than the Father of Jesus, and
they couple the Father with Jesus as Lord (xptog) rather than Jesus as Son. Also in parallel
to Galatians, reference to the resurrection of Jesus occurs very infrequently in the first
letter to the Thessalonians. Aside from reference to the Father’s activity in 1 Thess 1.10
(6v yewpev éx [T@v] vexpiv), the only other clear mention of the resurrection of Jesus occurs
in 1 Thess 4.14, where Paul argues from Jesus’ death and resurrection concerning the fate
of those believers who have already died. Similar to usage in Galatians, Paul concentrates
the divine fatherhood metaphor in the opening section, seldom deploying it elsewhere in
the letter. The resurrection of Jesus, too, is rarely mentioned after Paul intersects it with

divine fatherhood in the opening thanksgiving section.
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However, the relative scarcity of these two concepts belies their influence upon the
letter. For instance, Paul’s presentation of divine fatherhood in the letter correlates to the
apostle’s own posture as father to his Thessalonian readers (esp. 1 Thess 2.11) in at least
two ways. First, Paul’s paternal authority with respect to his readers derives from the
Father’s own authority, as though God had delegated the apostle’s authority to him. By
turning to the living and true God (1 Thess 1.10), the Thessalonians had placed themselves
under divine authority, having been called into God’s kingdom.* In turn, Paul
demonstrates his delegated authority by his moral instruction of the Thessalonian readers
‘in the Lord’ (1 Thess 4.1).* Secondly, Paul’s fatherly affection reflects the divine affection
God has for Paul’s Thessalonian readers.” Paul initially describes his Thessalonian readers
as ‘brothers beloved by God’ (adeAdot fyamyuévor Omd [Tol] Beol, 1 Thess 1.4). The apostle
later recounts his own affection (along with that of his co-authors, ostensibly) for his
readers by using similar terms: they longed for (6ueipopat, a term of affection, 1 Thess 2.8)
the Thessalonians, sharing their own lives with Paul’s readers because the Thessalonians
had become dear to Paul and (perhaps) his co-authors (dtétt dyamyrol Huiv éyevnbnte, 1
Thess 2.8).

Following Boakye’s thesis on Galatians, one could say that Paul uses the language
of resurrection—stemming from the resurrection of the Son by the Father (1 Thess
1.10)—to undergird other arguments in the epistle. To begin, there seems to be a twofold
delivery working through the final verses of 1 Thess 1: God the Father has delivered the

Son from death through the act of resurrection, and the Son in turn delivers Paul and his

* Cf. 1 Thess 5.1-12. See also Burke 2003: 133.
¥ Cf. Collins 1983: 34; Burke 2003: 137.
0 Cf. Heath 2009: 15.
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Thessalonian readers from the wrath to come. Boakye has noted the connection between
‘life/living’ language and the resurrection of Jesus in Galatians (see the discussion in
Chapter 3.2, above), and one may note the places where Paul uses similar language in 1
Thess, usually revolving round {aw and its cognates. Just before his wish prayer to ‘our
God and Father’ (1 Thess 3.11, 13), Paul recounts the refreshment given to him and his
cohort because of the good news brought by Timothy about the Thessalonians. Paul
contrasts the previous affliction experienced by him and his cohort with the life brought
about by Timothy’s tidings about the faith of his Thessalonian readers: Paul and his cohort
now live if the Thessalonians stand firm in the Lord (8t viv {@uev édv Opels omixete év
xuplw, 1 Thess 3.8). There is perhaps a resurrection motif here in that Paul and his cohort
were experiencing affliction (i.e., trending toward death), but now live (again)’" after the
refreshing news brought by Timothy.

Paul certainly relies on the resurrection of Jesus in his argument about the fate of
those who have ‘fallen asleep’ before the coming of the Lord (1 Thess 4.13-18). As is his
wont, the apostle argues a fortiori concerning the belief shared with the Thessalonians in
the resurrection of Jesus that God will bring those who sleep (oi xotunfévres, 1 Thess 4.14)
with Jesus at his coming. That resurrection is in view is further strengthened by Paul’s
contrast between ‘we who live’ (Wuels of {@vtes, 1 Thess 4.15) and the ‘dead in Christ’ (oi
vexpol &v Xptotd, 1 Thess 4.16). Paul avers that the latter will rise first, using a common
early Christian term (though not typically Pauline) for resurrection (avietyui, 1 Thess

4.16). Finally, Paul refers to resurrection by assuring his Thessalonian readers that Jesus

U A couple of English translations (NET, NLT) even bring out the sense of ‘live again’, a concept closely
akin to resurrection.
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died ‘so that whether we are alert or asleep, we will live with him’ (va eite ypnyop&uev eite
xafeddwpey dua obv adtd (owpey, 1 Thess 5.10). Even those who have died will live again
because Jesus died (for them)!”” The influence of divine fatherhood and the resurrection
of Jesus (manifested in the hope of future resurrection for those Thessalonians who have
already died by the time Paul pens his epistle), which is intersected only once implicitly in
the opening thanksgiving section, exerts an outsize influence on the letter.

Paul broaches the issue of identity in at least three ways in the opening thanksgiving
section. First, Paul’s readers had already marked themselves out sharply from
Thessalonian non-believers to such an extent that his readers likely endured substantial
abuse from their non-believing neighbours.”” Christian Blumenthal goes so far as to call
the Thessalonians’ turning from idols to the living and true God a ‘fundamental change
of existence’ in Paul’s view.”* Second, Paul identifies Jesus in several ways in 1 Thess 1.10.
He recalls his Thessalonian readers’ conversion which involved their awaiting God’s Son
from the heavens (6 vids adTol éx T@v odpavév, the only place where Jesus is called ‘Son’ in
the entire letter). This Son is the same one whom (the relative pronoun 6év has as its
antecedent ‘Son’, being in concord with vids in both gender and case) God raised from the
dead. Paul names the resurrected Son in the next clause: Jesus, the one who delivers us
from the coming wrath.” This last phrase (Inoolv Tov pubpevov Nuds éx Tijs dpyfic Tii

gpxouévns) resembles an identifying description (defined in the discussion of Gal 1, Chapter

52 LSJ 360 notes that ypnyopéw here signifies life as opposed to death (i.e., the euphemism xafeddw).

* Cf. 1 Thess 1.6, where Paul recalls how his Thessalonian readers had received the word of the gospel ‘in
circumstances of considerable affliction” (¢v 6Aier moAAf)); see also 1 Thess 2.13-16. See further Barclay
1993: 513-16; idem, 2011: 184-85; Benson 1996: 143; Still 1999: 208-27; Blumenthal 2005: 96-105.

** Blumenthal 2005: 105, where he states: ‘Paulus seinerseits nimmt die Wendung als grundlegenden
Existenzwechsel wahr ...” See also Zimmermann 2007: 399.

% Burchard (2005: 273) argues that ‘Jesus’ should come before ‘whom he [i.e., God] raised from the dead” in
translation. However, he can support this position only on extra-textual grounds.
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3.2, above). The term puduevos is participial in form and occurs in a passage whose style is
liturgical; it marks out Jesus both from the Father who raised him, and from any other
purported pudpevor known to Paul and his Thessalonian readers. One may question the
propriety of using the term ‘identifying description’ because this participle is not in
common usage, however. The only other place Paul uses puéuevos is in Rom 11.26, where
he quotes from Isa 59.20 LXX, a place in which the participle is applied to God (the
Father).’® In the Pauline epistles, the infrequent verb ptopat normally has God (the Father)
as its subject.”” However, given the preceding identifying phrases, the lack of common
usage need not disqualify the puduevos clause as an identifying description for Jesus. It also
seems in this case that Paul is transferring a role normally reserved for God (the Father)
to the Son.

This transfer frees up Paul to relate other ways of identifying God as Father. By
the time the Thessalonian readers come to 1 Thess 1.10, the apostle has prepared them
already for new thinking about the Father and his identity. At the very beginning, Paul
addresses the letter ‘to the church of the Thessalonians in God the Father’ (tfj éxxAncic
Ocooarovinéwy év Beid matpl, 1 Thess 1.1). This is an unusual expression, apparently
reserved only for the Thessalonians in the Pauline literature.”® Noting the rarity of the

expression, Best proposes that év has instrumental force here: the Thessalonian church has

% Some believe the participle is applied to Jesus in Rom 11. See e.g., Jewett 2007: 704, with further citations
in n. 94; Barclay 2015: 555, esp. n. 80. Others follow Isa 59 in applying puéuevos to God (the Father): cf.
Gaston 1987: 143, who gives approbation to the earlier work of Krister Stendahl; Stanley 1993: esp. 140—
42, who applies it to Yahweh.

*7 In addition to Rom 11.26, cf. 2 Cor 1.9-10 (Bds); Col 1.13 (mamjp). Outside the Pauline literature, cf. Matt
6.13 (mamip); 2 Pet 2.7 (Bebs). Where God (the Father) is not the explicit subject of ptopat, see 2 Tim 3.11,
4.17 (xbprog); outside the Pauline literature, 2 Pet 2.9 (xUptog [= 6eds? cf. 2 Pet 2.7]). See also Matt 27.43 (Bed),
a citation of Ps 22.9 (the Hebrew subject of the equivalent verb is m; in Ps 21.9 LXX, the subject is xptog);
also note the mention here of Jesus’ reported claim to be ‘Son of God’.

% The exact phrase occurs again in 2 Thess 1.1. Cf. the discussion in Bruce 1982: 7; Wanamaker 1990: 70.
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been brought into being by God the Father.”” If Best is correct, Paul may have introduced
divine fatherhood in the Thessalonian letter by the familiar conceptual domain of creation
or generation. Having thus been founded in (i.e., by) the Father, the Thessalonians are
remembered by Paul ‘in the presence of our God and Father’ (8unpocfev ol beol xal matpds
nuév, 1 Thess 1.3) for the living out of their faith.” By implication, Paul next identifies
the Father as the one who resurrected Jesus, his Son awaited from the heavens (1 Thess
1.10). The apostle has carefully though briefly laid out the life-giving and -affirming
identity of the Father through reference to the Thessalonians’ past (they were founded in
the Father, perhaps brought into existence by the Father), their present (for which Paul
by remembering their actualised life of faith expresses thanks to the Father), and their
future (awaiting the Son from the heavens, raised by the Father, and in whose resurrection
life they will ultimately share).

How might Paul’s description of Jesus as God’s ‘Son’ in connection with
resurrection from the dead have resonated with the author’s Thessalonian readers? Once
again, R'T" invites us to enquire into the cultural associations that might be shared between
Paul and his Thessalonian readers. We are invited to view Paul’s description through
Jewish, Greco-Roman, and Christian lenses due to questions about the cultural makeup
of Paul’s Thessalonian addressees, and to help us bring to the surface certain subtleties, or
implicatures, of Paul’s expression, which I hope to make clear in the ensuing analysis. I

would like to begin by noting the elements in the letter from Paul’s Jewish background

% Best 1986: 62-63.

60 Cf. the phrase ‘your work of faith and labour of love and steadfastness of hope’ (bpév To8 Epyou Tiig mioTews
xal o8 xémov THjg dydmng xal Tol vmopoviic T éAmidos, 1 Thess 1.3) with which Paul describes his Thessalonian
readers.
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with particular attention paid to 1 Thess 1.9-10 and its near context. Although it appears
that Paul addresses his readers as (primarily) gentiles (cf. 1 Thess 1.9), there seems to have
been a significant Jewish presence in the city of Thessalonica itself when Paul wrote to his
readers,”’ and the letter demonstrates several notable items of Jewish background.
Scrutinising 1 Thessalonians 1.9-10, Elizabeth Johnson has argued that there is an ‘echo’
(a term she uses interchangeably with ‘allusion’) of the first commandment in Paul’s
recollection of the Thessalonians turning to God from idols. Paul’s description of ‘the
living and true God’ mirrors two frequent, though separate, descriptions of God in the
OT.” Though Johnson cautions that Paul’s description does not satisfy the conditions of
conscious allusion to the OT, the description nevertheless is ‘simply one of the ways Jews
refer to God’. The mention of divine wrath (3 épy” 7 épxopévn, 1 Thess 1.10; cf. 2.16; 5.9)
is also a frequent O'T theme.” Paul does not seem to reference any of these items of Jewish
background explicitly, however. Coupled with the lack of any explicit OT citations in the
letter, Paul seems not to assume much depth of knowledge related to Jewish background
among his (likely) predominantly gentile readership.*

Greco-Roman background, which forms the second component of the shared

cognitive environment between Paul and his Thessalonian readers, is more difficult to

' Cf. Blumenthal 2005: esp. 100-104. While Blumenthal admits no archaeological evidence (which he
ascribes to the fact that ancient Thessalonica has not yet been fully excavated), he lists as literary evidence
the mention of a synagogue in Thessalonica in Acts 17.1, as well as the letter of Agrippa I preserved in Philo
Legat. 281-82, which mentions (among other locations) Macedonia as a place ‘full of [foreign] Jewish
inhabitants’ (ueotal Tév Tovdaixdv dmowidv). If Macedonia is listed as a homeland for Jews, Blumenthal
argues that the inclusion of its chief city (i.e., Thessalonica) can almost be taken for granted.

62 The descriptions are ‘adjacent’ in Jer 10.10. See Johnson 2012: 145 nn. 14-16 for other OT citations.

% Gaventa 1998: 21; Johnson 2012: 147 n. 26.

6* Pace Blumenthal 2005: 104 n. 47, who following Holtz argues that the language of 1 Thess 1.9-10 is very
Jewish Greek, to be traced through the early Christians back to the language of the synagogue. From this,
Blumenthal concludes that at least some of Paul’s addressees were ‘God-fearers’. This argument also seems
to cohere with the treatment of 1 Thess 1.9-10 as a summary of Paul’s missionary preaching, rather than a
summary of the major themes of the letter.
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trace in the epistle. Although one could predict the lack of OT quotations given the likely
composition of Paul’s readership, it is curious that there appears to be no citation of
Greco-Roman texts whatsoever in the letter either.” Nevertheless, 1 Thessalonians 1.9
seems to be a latent rebuke of Greco-Roman religion given from a Jewish perspective.
Here, Paul recalls the conversion of his Thessalonian readers: they turned ‘to God from
idols to serve the living and true God’ ([émeotpéate] mpds Tov Bedv amd T@v eidwAwy
dovAevety e (Bvtt xal aAnfwé). Inscriptional evidence from first-century Thessalonica
seems to reveal diverse devotional and cultic practices among the residents of the city. In
addition to epigraphs declaring devotion to various gods or goddesses, there are even
inscriptions devoted to the ‘highest God’.” If one equates these eldwAa with Greco-Roman
religion,” then Paul recounts positively the Thessalonians’ turn from one sort of cultic
practice to another in the testimony of those throughout Macedonia and Achaia (cf. 1
Thess 1.7): the Thessalonian converts quit worshipping the gods of Greco-Roman
religion in favour of worshipping the living, true God. This abandonment of the gods,
perhaps more than any other factor, led to the reported social harassment of Paul’s
Thessalonian readers at the hands of their cupdvAérar.”® Perhaps Paul hints at awareness
of the religious environment in Thessalonica, though his assessment thereof is thoroughly

Jewish.

The final component in the shared cognitive environment between Paul and his

6 Classically stated in Milligan 1908: lv; cf. Gupta 2019: 36.

6 Cf. 1G 10.2.1.68, which is addressed to ®eds “Y{iotos. See also the inscription in Nigdelis 2006: 168-78.
Nigdelis (2010: 18) considers such inscriptions as originating among those “Thessalonians with monotheistic
beliefs’. He further argues (2010: 22 n. 55) that these monotheists were quite numerous in comparison with
other voluntary associations in first- and second-century Thessalonica.

67 Cf. Barclay 1993: 514-16; idem, 2011: 184. See also Still 1999: 255-60.

% However, see other possible sources for the Thessalonian 8Aiyig in Still 1999: 228-67.
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Thessalonian readers is the presence of their mutual Christian faith in the letter. Nijay
Gupta, following George Milligan and his successors, has outlined a few places in the letter
where Paul seems to allude to dominical sayings as recorded in the Gospels (esp. 1 Thess
4.15-17; 5.1-7), which correspond to certain elements of Matt 24.” Following Munck’s
line of thought, these passages correspond back to 1 Thess 1.10, which provides in nuce
the statement of those themes that Paul will expound toward the close of the epistle. In
addition to these dominical sayings, Paul attributes to the living and true God the
resurrection of his Son from the dead (1 Thess 1.10). If scholarly consensus is correct, Paul
is likely proposing that the Father has achieved for the Son what is strictly impossible—
bodily resurrection seems to have been largely an impossible concept, particularly for
(Hellenistic) Greek audiences.”’ Reading Paul’s other letters, one may note that the apostle
engages in ad-hoc concept formation in the way he writes about resurrection; he diverges
further from usual Hellenistic sentiment on bodily resurrection in two key ways. First, he
seems to hold the view that one is resurrected into a new (i.e., qualitatively different)
body.”" Secondly, he espouses the permanence of Jesus’ resurrection—Jesus was raised
never to die again.”” That gods may occasionally raise their children from the dead was not

completely unattested in Greek literature.”

However, such raising was generally
understood as a ‘temporary reprieve’ from one’s ‘final lot’.”* That is to say, instances within

Greek literature suppose that those children of the gods who were restored (i.e.,

% Gupta 2019: 36-39. Cf. Keesmaat 2006: 204-208.

"0 Representative of this view are Wedderburn 1987a: 181-211 (with exceptions); Vorster 1989: 170; Wright
2003: 32-38.

' See esp. 1 Cor 15.35-44.

2 Cf. Rom 6.10, where Paul uses épdnaé to describe Jesus’ death. See also Rom 8.34; 14.9; 2 Cor 5.15; 1
Thess 4.14.

3 Cf. Euripides, Herc. fur. 718-19.

™ So Wedderburn 1987a: 183.
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resurrected) to earthly life would eventually die again.

Paul therefore distinguishes to his Thessalonian readers the Father as the one who
resurrected Jesus by linking Jesus’ sonship (or, his relation to God as Father) to his own
resurrection. The apostle gives these distinctions in verses that summarise and reveal the
motifs to be discussed in the remainder of the epistle. The two themes of divine fatherhood
and the resurrection of Jesus also undergird some of Paul’s remaining arguments,
reverberating throughout the letter: Paul links the Father to his readers’ past, present, and
future, while imitating the fatherhood of God in his own stance toward his readers; the
theme of resurrection, too, seems to be closely linked to Paul’s language of refreshment at
Timothy’s tidings, and certainly the resurrection of Jesus informs Paul’s statements about
the fate of those believers who have already died from among the addressees. Finally, I
have argued RT shows that, while Paul approaches his (presumably) gentile readership
largely from a Jewish perspective, he singles out the Father in a veiled critique of Greco-
Roman religion (prevalent in first-century Thessalonica), showing the Father to be the
one who raised his Son from the dead, a fantastical concept when one considers the
Hellenistic literary environment in which Paul wrote his letter. Paul places at the heart of
the saving, life-giving message of the gospel the raising of Jesus gua Son. It is here that the
definition of God as Father also takes special resonance and significance, having
repercussions throughout the theology of the letter. Yet, the Father’s implicit role in the
resurrection of Jesus is given a concrete reference-point right at the centre of Paul’s good

news.
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3.4. Romans 1.3—4

1.> mepl To viol adtol Tol yevopévou éx omépuatos Aauld xate odpxa, * Tol dpiobévtos viol
Beol év duvdyer xatd mvelipa aytwaivng €€ dvaotdaews vexpdv, Tnool Xpiotod Tol xupiov Hudv,
Once more, Paul opens the letter to the Romans by intersecting divine fatherhood and the
resurrection of Jesus. Variously labelled as the prescript, or superscriptio, or exordium, the
opening section of the epistle is acknowledged by consensus as strategically important for
what follows. Whether his convention is Jewish or Greek, Paul here transforms normal
letter writing convention from mere protocol outside the letter’s context to a series of
statements programmatic for and integral to the letter.” In addition to its significance for
the letter’s macrostructure, the opening section displays an internal order that reveals the
consequential nature of Paul’s gospel given in Rom 1.3—4. Michael Wolter conceives of
the letter’s opening as a series of concentric circles: the middle circle is the content of the
gospel (Rom 1.2-4), while the outer circles define Paul’s own apostolic self-understanding
(Rom 1.1, 5-6).”° If Paul’s expanded letter opening functions both epistolarily and
rhetorically, one could argue that it is in Rom 1.3—4 where the apostle summarises the
message of the entire epistle.”

For example, themes broached in this opening section extend even to the end of

7 Cranfield 1975: 1.48. Cf. Dunn 1988: 1.5, citing van der Minde 1976: 38; Jervis 1991: 42; Jewett 2007: 96.
76 Wolter 2014: 77, 82. Thus, he sees a break between the middle circle (Rom 1.2-4) and the outer circles,
achieved in the switch from first person plural inclusive ‘our Lord’ (xupiov #u&v, Rom 1.4b), in which
presumably Paul invites his readers to share his confession, and the first person plural exclusive ‘we received’
(éMdPouev, Rom 1.5a) in which Paul distances himself from his readers through his exclusive claim to
apostleship. Paul furthers the distinction when he refers to the Romans as ‘you’ by their inclusion ‘among
all the gentiles’ (év méotw Tois €bveay, Rom 1.5b).

7 Cf. Byrskog 1997: 39-41; Kirk 2008: 33-39, esp. 37-38; Twelftree 2019: 15764, esp. 157-58 n. 189. Cf.
Campbell 2005: 80-81, 253 n. 36 for the importance of these verses for the argument of the epistle.
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the letter.”® Of particular interest is the intersection of divine fatherhood and the
resurrection of Jesus, both themes recurring throughout the letter. Paul mentions God as
Father several times, sometimes explicitly, sometimes implicitly. Paul presents to his
readers God both as the Father of Jesus, and as the divine Father of the apostle and his
readers—in the latter case, alternately using the plural forms vioi and Téxva in texts
concentrated in Rom 8-9 (see details in Table 3.1, below). He likewise mentions
resurrection in several places. Paul refers either to the resurrection of Jesus, or to his own
future resurrection and that of his readers (see the details in Table 3.2, below). The
question is how these two themes might be connected to one another, and what such a
connection might reveal about Paul’s theology proper. The way I hope to approach these
questions is first by examining the immediately preceding context and showing how Paul’s
argument includes issues relating directly to the identity of the ‘Son of God’ (vids beol,
Rom 1.4). Then I will examine how these issues relate indirectly to the identity of the
Father before positing a possible mutual cognitive environment between Paul and his
Roman readers through the selective application of RT.

The content of Paul’s gospel (Rom 1.3-4) falls within a series of statements that
develop and modify the phrase ‘gospel of God’ (edayyéiiov beol, Rom 1.1).” Internal
evidence shows that Paul considered himself to be faithful to certain lines of thought

begun by the OT prophets.”

’8 For instance, Michael Wolter has linked the terms ebayyéhiov and Xpiotés (significant for Rom 1.1-4) to
Rom 15.19. See Wolter 2014: 76. Cf. du Toit 1989: 199-200. John Barclay further notes the ‘specifically
Jewish context’ of the frame of Rom 1 and 15. See Barclay 2015: 459-60.

" See Figure 3.1, below. Cf. Bates 2015: 107.

% By ‘lines of thought’ is meant, for example, the proclamation of good news, the resurrection and divine

sonship of the Messiah, Paul’s own personal descriptors, etc. See also Zimmermann 2013: 16; Eastman 2022:
58-81.

143



Table 3.1. Mention of Divine Fatherhood in Paul’s Letter to the Romans.

Type and Details of Mention

Location in
Romans

Explicit: matip modifying Oedg

1.7; 6.4; 8.15; 15.6

Implicit: God as Father of
Jesus via the phrase vidg feod

1.4

Implicit: Paul and his readers
as téxva Oeol

God as Father of Jesus:
Implicit: God as Father of ic:a(i;éi.ulfroo;ﬁfgt;izé?); ;f's_
Jesus via the phrase vidg adTod A
(attée = Bebo) cf. ol idlov viod,

8.32
Implicit: Paul and his readers 8.1%; 8'1?; cf. 9.26
ol Beod (a quotation of Hos

as viot 2.1 LXX)

God as Father of Paul

and his Roman

readers:

8.16 (cf. 8.17), 21,
cf. [t&] téxva Tol
feod, 9.8

One sees this in Paul’s letter to the Romans, to the first chapter of which I would like here
to devote careful attention. At the outset, Paul expresses the apparent desire to establish
his gospel’s continuity with OT scripture.” He initially modifies the ‘gospel of God’
(edayyéhiov Beoll, Rom 1.1) with the following phrase: ‘which was promised beforehand
through his prophets in the holy writings’ (6 mpoemyyyeilato ota Tév mpodpyTdv adTol év

ypadalis ayias, Rom 1.2). One should note that Paul does not argue for the content of the

81 Cf. Kirk 2008: 38.
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gospel he preaches already having been proclaimed in the OT.* Rather, his point is that
the gospel he proclaims now, which was promised beforehand in the OT, is in continuity
with what was expressed through the prophets in the holy writings.*’ So then, the message
Paul preaches is first promised, though not defined in any detail, in the earlier scriptures.

Avoiding the direct assumption of OT prophecy, Paul seems rather to reinterpret
the OT creatively. Paul’s creative innovation and his situating of the gospel he preaches
in continuity with the OT are not mutually exclusive phenomena. It is likely that Paul is
retelling some of the OT story through the lens of Jesus’ resurrection. Two likely
allusions—again at the beginning of Paul’s letter to the Romans—may illustrate this claim.
The first is a probable allusion to 2 Sam 7.12-14 LXX (cf. Table 3.3 toward the end of
this section). Verbally, this occurs by the proximity of the terms oméppa, Aaud,** and
aviomyut/dvaotactg. Furthermore, the coherence of Paul’s style in the coupling of the
phrases éx oméppatos Aavid and €§ dvastaoews vexp@dyv emerges because Paul has transferred
to the resurrection of Jesus the prophecy by Nathan that God will raise David’s seed.”
The second is a possible allusion to Ps 2.7 LXX, where verbal correspondence occurs
between the phrase Yiés pov and vids adtol (Rom 1.3). Later interpreters of Romans seem
to see the same allusion—perhaps this explains the curious variant yevwwuévou [= yeyévvnxal

for yevopévou,*® where a small number of copyists sensed Psalm 2 and its language of

%2 Hence the use of the word mpoemayyéAhopat, which connotes the idea of promise, but not proclamation.
Cf. BDAG, s.v. mpoemayyéAw, p. 868. Wolter 2014: 84-85.

8 Cf. Schneider 1967: 360; Wolter 2014: 84-85.

% 1In 2 Kgdms 7.12, Aauid serves as the antecedent for the double occurrence of the pronoun o0.

% Cf. Dunn 1988: 1.23; Juel 1988: 18; Wolter 2014: 86. The eschatological reinterpretation of 2 Sam 7.12—
14 LXX is evident already in the literature of Qumran (e.g., 4Q174 3.10-13; see Allegro 1956: 176-77; idem,
1968: 53-55), thus preceding Paul.

% Cf. n. 128 below for details. The variant could of course be explained away as homophony, itacism, or
some other similar scribal error.
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begetting in the background of Paul’s description of the Son in Rom 1.3. Conceptually,
Paul links Romans 1 to Ps 2 by outlining Jesus’ entrance into a new (form of) divine
sonship. The psalmist records his own new, divine sonship by the Lord’s declaration; Paul
creatively reinterprets this as a new degree of sonship and applies it to Jesus, who becomes
Son-of-God-in-power by virtue of his resurrection (Rom 1.4). Thus, through creative
reinterpretation of certain salient OT passages, Paul considers the gospel he preaches to
be very similar to the messages of the OT" prophets, yet new because it is defined in terms
of the resurrection.

Paul’s creative interpretation extends to the personal stamp he places upon his
gospel message written in continuity with the OT prophets. Though the apostle elsewhere
insists he received the gospel he preaches by direct revelation from Jesus (e.g., Gal 1.11-
12; ct. 1 Cor 15.3-4), in Rom 1 he places his own indelible mark upon the definition
thereof. He crafts a ‘very personal statement’ in this opening section, intended to be
understood as his own by his readers.” Paul envelops the definition of the gospel he
preaches with his own apostolic self-understanding (Rom 1.1, 5-6), an understandable
theme if, as many have supposed, Paul seeks to bring the Roman congregation—in
predominantly gentile territory—under his missional auspices. As the ‘slave of Christ
Jesus’ (doUrog Xptotol ‘Inool, Rom 1.1, the initial descriptor after his own personal name),
Paul places himself in line with the other OT prophets whom God sent to the nations so
that he might garner acceptance of his own apostolic authority by his Roman readers.*

He alters normal letter writing convention by significantly expanding the introductory

8 Dunn 1988: 1.7.
8 Cf. Roura Monserrat 2015: 19-20.
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section, keeping his personal statement in accordance with the OT by infusing it with key
OT phrases reimagined around the risen Jesus.

One such phrase occurs in Rom 1.3, where Paul describes the Son with these words:
ToU yevouévov éx améppatos Aavid xata oapxa. Several have viewed this phrase as linked to
Jesus’ humanity, a reference to his Jewish heritage and Messianic credentials.”” The
counterpart in Rom 1.4 (to0 épioBévros viol Beol év duvaper xatd mvelpa ayiwolvyg €€
avaotacews vexpdv) would thus emphasise the divinity of Jesus, a testament to his heavenly
destiny. Yet, such a view would set the second phrase over the first, wherein Jesus
transcends the limitations of his role as Jewish Messiah to be manifested as the Son of God
for the world.” By adding the phrase xatd gdpxa, Paul according to this view staves off
potential embarrassment over Jesus’ Jewish origins: Jesus is the seed of David merely
according to the flesh, with all its associated negative connotations.

However, the second phrase describing the appointment as Son does not diminish
the first; rather, the second phrase interprets the first.”" Paul references Jesus as ‘seed of
David’ neither to indicate Chalcedonian categories of Jesus” humanity and divinity, nor to
distance Jesus from his Jewish genealogical origins in an attempt to curry favour with
(perhaps) his predominantly gentile readership. Instead, the apostle demonstrates that in
fact the OT promises concerning the gospel he preaches have been realised in Jesus, the
Davidide who has been appointed Son-of-God-in-power. That is to say, Jesus is not for

Paul just any descendant of David, but the one whose resurrection and appointment had

% For example, Cranfield 1975: 1.60; Dunn 1988: 1.13.
% So Dunn 1988: 1.24. However, cf. Paul’s own usage of the phrase in Rom 9.5, where ‘the Christ according
to the flesh’ (6 Xpiotdg 0 xata oapxa) is listed among the privileges of Israel. Ehrman (1993: 99 n. 8) goes so

far as to reject both xatd phrases as original to Paul.
%1 Cf. Johnson 2017: 489.
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been foreseen in the salvation history of Israel as told by the prophets in the holy writings.”

Table 3.2. Mention of Resurrection in Paul’s Letter to the Romans.

Type and Details of Mention Location in Romans
GvaoTacig 1.4% 6.5
The Resurrection of ¢yelpw (and its cognates) $.24-25; 64,9 7%
Jesus: Vel 5 8.11 (bis), 34; 10.9
Zie (and its cognates) cf. 14.9, where a few
gh MSS have dvaldw”
Cf. dAha xat T
P avaotacews [Tol
E Xpiatol (6.4)] éodpehda,
6.5
The [future] resurrection 8.11 (lwomoiéw); cf.
of Paul and his readers: TLOTEVOUEY OTL Xal

cu{ioopey adTd, 6.8;
cf. 6 8t 3, (fj 6 Beds,
6.10, though this may
refer to Xptotés (6.9)
rather than Paul and
his readers

{aw (and its cognates)

Thus, xata gapxa is not a negative Pauline redaction per se, but a way of designating the
reality of Jesus available to human perception, just as xata mvelpa aywoivys (Rom 1.4)
represents reality from the Father’s perspective.” Paul’s opening statements in his letter
to the Romans (discussed in this section, below) seem to situate Paul in continuity with
the OT prophets. Yet, the apostle does not assume their message wholesale; rather, he

expands and reinterprets the message of holy writ.

2T am here indebted to the careful exegesis of Wolter 2014: 86-88.
9 Pace Fredriksen 2017: 133—45. See the discussion in this same section, below.
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The apostle’s development serves to identify and demarcate his gospel (and the
content thereof) from others. The ‘gospel of God’ which Paul preaches concerns the ‘Son’
of God (Rom 1.3). Presumably, there were many claimants to the title ‘Son of God’, which
would necessitate Paul’s identification and demarcation of the particular son of God
around whom the apostle’s gospel centred.” As he does in Gal 1, Paul also resorts to
identifying descriptions to single out the ‘Son of God’ around whom his gospel is centred
in Rom 1. One of these identifying descriptions concerns the resurrection of Jesus:
‘appointed Son-of-God-in-power according to the Spirit of holiness [as evidenced] by [his]
resurrection from the dead’ (to¥ épioBévrog viol Heol &v duvduer xata mvelya ayiwodvys €5
avaotacews vexpidv, Rom 1.4). The phrase meets most of the criteria for classification as an

identifying description. First, it is participial in form.”

Figure 3.1. A Proposed Syntactical Diagram for Romans 1.2-4.

[1.1] ... évayyéhiov Beol
1.2] 0 TPoETNYYElAQTO
oL Tév mpodnTév adTol
&v ypadalis aylalg
[1.3] mepl ToU viol adTol
Tol yevouévou
éx oméppatos Aavid
XaTQ TaApxa
[1.4] ToU opLabévtos viod Beol év duvdpet
xaTa TVETa aylwaivyg
¢¢ dvaoTdoews vexpv
‘Inooll Xprotod

Secondly, the phrase occurs in a passage noted for its liturgical style. Concerning the

9% Pace Fredriksen 2017: 133-45. See the discussion in this same section, below.

% pc. For details, see Tischendorff 1872: 2.439.

% Notably, some Roman emperors assumed the title ‘divi filius’. See Peppard 2011a: esp. 46-49.

7 The term 6piobévtog as the preceding, concordant article suggests is the masculine genitive singular aorist
passive participle of épilw.
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background material for this passage, the majority view seems to affirm that Paul is quoting
from a hymn, or some other liturgical material, in these verses. Chief among those in
support of sources prior to Paul is Robert Jewett, who has worked out a tradition history
for the supposed pre-Pauline material in noteworthy detail.”” He lists the many
observations that have led to the conclusion in favour of pre-Pauline material, though not
all these observations are of equal weight.” I will say more about the discussion regarding
background material when I examine the passage in light of RT.

Thirdly, the phrase marks out one subject from another, meeting another criterion
for consideration as an identifying description. Paul does not simply refer to one ‘Son of
God’ over against another. Rather, he singles out ‘Jesus Christ our Lord’ (Ingot Xptotod
Tol xuplov A&y, Rom 1.4) who has been appointed ‘Son-of-God-in-power’ as evidenced
by his resurrection from the dead. Recent interpreters have similarly argued that the
resurrection of Jesus inaugurates a new status or function for Jesus.'"” For example, Daniel
Kirk supports this claim by lexical investigation of the term 6pi{w, concluding that

synchronic and diachronic analysis, and especially usage in the N'T|, favour the meaning of

% See esp. Jewett 1985: 99-122; idem, 2007: 97-108.

* A summary list from his commentary contains the following observations: " the participial constructions
in Rom 1.3b and Rom 1.4a are typical of confessional material found elsewhere in the N'T; * participles at
the beginning of subordinate clauses indicate citation of traditional material; * the parallelism in Rom 1.3—
4 indicates a careful, solemn composition that is ‘typical of liturgical use’; ™ there is a lack of articular nouns;
* there is the presence of non-Pauline terms; ™ &£ dvaotdoews vexpdv means resurrection in a general sense
elsewhere in Paul, while here the phrase references the resurrection of Jesus; "' there is uncharacteristic use
of cdpf and mvebpa; ™" there are disparities with Paul’s own theology (such as mention of Jesus’ Davidic
descent); ™ there is no mention of Jesus’ death or the cross; * the confession sounds an adoptionist tone,
where Paul usually favours pre-existence; * Paul’s introduction of Rom 1.3-4 is comparable to 1 Cor 15.1-
4, which is considered traditional material; ¥ a smooth transition would result if Rom 1.3—4 were deleted.
See Jewett 2007: 98.

" Kirk (2008: 40 n. 31) provides a list of recent interpreters who hold this view, to which I would add Wolter
2014: 90; Moo 2018: 47-48.
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‘to appoint’ or ‘to set apart for’, rather than ‘to declare to be (something)’.'”" Kirk does not
closely investigate the modifying phrase év duvdpet, however."” Nonetheless, Kirk’s view
that the resurrection of Jesus is the point from which Jesus enters into a new mode of
spiritual existence is likely correct. Thus, it is my position that Jesus undergoes an
exaltation of status by virtue of his resurrection, but not an essential change: he is now
‘Son-of-God-in-power.”'””

These two concepts—‘Son of God’ and ‘in power’—are linked in ‘an informally
descriptive quasi-title’ that marks out Jesus from other so-called viot fe08.'” Such an
assertion requires that év ouvaper modify vids g0l (adjectival) rather than opiofévrog
(adverbial). From classical usage, the phrase év duvapet occurs within the articular phrase
when modifying an articular participle.'” For the current example, one might expect the
rendering Tol év duvaper piabBévtog were classical convention followed by Paul. This
construction is quite rare, however; indeed, the adverbial function of év duvduet modifying
a participle would only occur in Paul’s letters at Rom 1. The likelier option is that the
phrase év duvaper modifies the immediately preceding noun phrase, vidg feot (Rom 1.4).

Matthew Bates has argued for the adjectival function (against the adverbial) of the phrase

on two counts. First, the adjectival use of the phrase preserves a chiastic structure in Rom

%" Kirk 2008: 39-44, esp. 40-41. Several recent interpreters align with Kirk’s conclusions. Cf. Cranfield
1975: 1.61; Wolter 2014: 90; Moo 2018: 46. A few MSS (Lat pc) read mpoopiobévrog in Rom 1.4. See Cranfield
1975: 1.61 n. 1; Longenecker 2016: 46.

192 T take the phrase as modifying vids, rather than épiobévrog, for reasons of proximity and concord. I will
discuss these decisions presently, below. So Barrett 1962: 71; Cranfield 1975: 1.62; Kidsemann 1980: 12, who
notes that taking the phrase with the verb ‘would clash with the xatd construction’; Dunn 1988: 1.14; idem,
2009: 2.217; Burke 2006: 104; Wolter 2014: 90; Bird 2017: 11-23; Moo 2018: 46. Contra Sanday and
Headlam 1902: 9; Jewett 2007: 107; Morais 2019: 26-29.

1 Cf. Harris 2012: 111-12.

' The quotation comes from Bates 2015: 125, emphasis omitted.

19 Cf. Xenophon, Hell. 4.4.5.7; Aristotle, De an. 402a.25. In the NT, see 1 Pet 1.5.
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1.3-4 (see Figure 3.2, below) that the adverbial use of év duvduer would interrupt.'”

Second, similar ideas of the resurrection inaugurating for Jesus a new status are present
elsewhere in Paul’s letters. Most notable are two examples from Romans: one in Rom 8.34,
where the resurrection is cited in evidence for Jesus’ seat of honour at God’s right hand as
the one who both condemns and intercedes; the other is in Rom 15.12, ‘where the raising
up (resurrection) of a Davidide leads to his universal rule’ in a passage that I have already

indicated may be structurally tied to Rom 1.

Figure 3.2. A Chiasm in Romans 1.3-4.""

3b  Partciple

3c éx clause

3d xate clause

4ab  Participle + vioU Beol + év duvduet
4c xata clause

4d éx clause

The judicious use of RT may help us better understand how Paul’s Roman readers
could have responded to Paul’s connection of Jesus the Son to resurrection in Rom 1.3-4.
Once again, I wish to focus the discussion upon Christian background material.'” Several
Christian themes pervade Rom 1.3-4. Some have to do with (perhaps) Christian phrases
and terms, while others are concerned with Paul’s source material in writing these verses.

I have noted the recent majority opinion on pre-Pauline confessional material as

1% Notions that the inclusion of év duvduet would disrupt parallelism in Rom 1.3-4 have been rebutted by
Johnson 2017: esp. 482-90.

197 The participial descriptor in Rom 15.12 is 6 dviotdpevos (from dviotnut), a quotation of Isa 11.10 LXX.
The quotation above is from Bates 2015: 125. See also n. 78, above.

1% This figure is reproduced from Bates 2015: 125, emphasis retained.

' For Greco-Roman background considerations, which could be quite significant in a letter to believers in
Rome, see Scott 1992: 223-44; Burke 2006: 102-107; Barclay 2011: 364; Peppard 2011a: 133-60; Whittle
2019: 158-70; Harrison 2021: 399-414.
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background for Rom 1.3-4. Such opinion is not unanimous, however. Vern Poythress
entertains the idea that Paul may have composed these verses ex rempore using some
traditional expressions.''’ Wolter likewise martials a three-pronged argument, stating that
all attempts at reconstruction of any pre-Pauline confession behind Rom 1.3—4 must end
in failure: (a) first, because Paul’s redactions or additions cannot be identified with any
degree of certitude; (b) second, because one cannot rule out that Paul has shortened
traditional material, or perhaps has even omitted certain formulae; (c) and third, because
one cannot really separate Paul from ‘the Tradition’, so closely are they connected to one

another.!!!

Douglas Moo concludes: ‘we should be cautious about drawing exegetical
conclusions from this necessarily uncertain hypothesis. The meaning of these verses, then,
is to be determined against the background of Paul and his letters, not against a necessarily
hypothetical traditions-history’.!* Indeed it seems safest to remain agnostic about the
question of confessional material in the background of Rom 1.3-4, and I take the points
of Poythress, Wolter, and Moo. Theoretical reconstructions of pre-Pauline confessional
sources for the content of the Pauline gospel (Rom 1.3-4), no matter how well-devised,
can only be espoused with a great deal of uncertainty. Thus, I am content to leave the
question of pre-Pauline material behind Rom 1.3—4 open in the absence of more decisive
evidence. One thing is clear, however, in light of this discussion: Paul is writing these

verses in a compressed style founded mostly upon substantives and prepositions, largely

devoid of adjectives, and perhaps reminiscent of early Christian confessional formulae.

"% Poythress 1976: 180-83. Cf. Davies 1990: 22-23; Bates 2015: 114-26. The most thorough refutation of
Rom 1.3—4 as pre-Pauline material that I have seen comes in Scott 1992: 229-36.

"""'Wolter 2014: 78. Cf. similar warnings in Byrskog 1997: 41. On shortening traditional material, see the
solution offered in Schneider 1967: 362.

"2 Moo 2018: 43-44. Cf. the summary remarks of Scott 1992: 236.
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Other Christian phrases and terms seem to surface in the text. Perhaps the thorny
prepositional modifier xata mvelupa aywsivys (Rom 1.4) is one; this phrase has exact
correspondence only to pseudepigraphic literature, and several recent interpreters have
understood it as a reference to the Holy Spirit.'""” However, Paul elsewhere refers to the
Holy Spirit without recourse to the term &ywwotvy.'* The lack of the term could be
explained away by positing a creedal formula that Paul cites in Rom 1, though this
proposition as we have seen has its own set of problems. Paul does indeed use the term
elsewhere, where ayiwaivy seems to connote an ethical character, applying it, not to the
divine realm, but to personal holiness."” The only exact parallel occurrence is in T. Levi
18.11: ‘and the spirit of holiness will be upon them’ (xal mvelpa aywodvyg éotar ém’
atTolc),"'® though this Christian superstrate likely postdates Paul’s letters.'"’

The other major Christian phrase in this text concerns the resurrection of Jesus
itself, which Paul uses as an interpretative lens: é£ dvaotdoews vexpdv (Rom 1.4). Daniel
Kirk has argued that the resurrection of Jesus in Rom 1.4 is the ‘hermeneutical key by

which the prophetic voices of the Jewish Scriptures are to be understood’.'® One instance

'3 Representative of this view, Schneider has linked the phrase to the Holy Spirit poured out by Jesus at
Pentecost, as disclosed in Peter’s sermon from Acts 2. He also notes that mvelipa in the kerygmatic sections
of Acts refers only and solely to the Holy Spirit. See Schneider 1967: 373, 377-81, 386 n. 2.

1* Cf. Novenson 2012: 170.

5 Cf. 2 Cor 7.1; 1 Thess 3.13. See also Schneider 1967: 377 n. 1. The preposition xatd here likely denotes
relationship and could be translated ‘with respect to’. BDAG, s.v. xatd, p. 513.6.

" Though determining the origins of the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs is fraught with difficulty,
Jeffrey Lamp has noted conceptual similarity between T'. Levi and Paul. Cf. Lamp 2003: esp. 414-16. Baker
lists Ps 51.11 [50.13 LXX] and Isa 63.10-11 as parallels, but these are inexact: the texts do not appear to have
aywwovvy in their MS record, preferring the cognates of dytog instead. See Baker 2013: 154. The Greek text
is taken from De Jonge, et al., 1978: 49. Cf. Charles 1908: 64. The text reads mvelpa dyiov in £ mvedpa ayie
in g. On the occurrence of the parallel Hebrew phrase, @@ m, in the literature of Qumran, see Novenson
2012: 170 n. 134.

7 For this point, I am indebted to Jan Dochhorn. Some have suggested that the Christian interpolations of
T. Levi likely belong to a later period of Christianity, noting some commonalities with Hippolytus (flor.
early third century CE).

1% Kirk 2008: 45.
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discussed above is Paul’s use of the phrase éx oméppatos Aavid (Rom 1.3), which (following
Wolter et al.) I argued can only be sufficiently understood when interpreted by the
resurrection of Jesus. Kirk further argues that the resurrection of Jesus reconfigures God’s
justice and the vindication of his people. Because Jesus alone is raised, his resurrection
‘exacerbates the theodicy problem’ that in Jewish minds resurrection was supposed to
solve."” Instead, Paul reinterprets the OT in light of the resurrection of Jesus, arguing
(according to Kirk) that the resurrection of Jesus is a testimony of God’s faithfulness to
his people, who have been redefined round the risen Jesus.'* Kirk thus concludes that Paul
in Romans rereads the OT through the lens of the resurrection of Jesus which displays
God’s faithfulness to the newly redefined people of God comprised of both Jews and
gentiles.

Reminiscent of Pauline usage elsewhere,'*!

the phrase in Rom 1.4 has occasioned
debate about whether it is borrowed from earlier tradition. Robert Jewett contends that
the phrase is primitive, referring to resurrection generally, rather than to the specific case
of the resurrection of Jesus.'” If one assigns Paul’s preferred construction when referring

to the resurrection of Jesus (éyelpw + éx vexp@v) to a later stratum of Christian expression,

then Jewett’s allegation of primitiveness is quite likely. However, his contention that

19 Kirk 2008: 45, 47, who ties the vindication inherent in Rom 1.3—4 to the more overt statements in Rom
1.16-17. Cf. idem, 49: ‘(1) the Scriptures of Israel contain the prepromise of the gospel; (2) the content of
that scriptural witness is the resurrection of Jesus; (3) the resurrection itself thus demonstrates God’s action
in fulfilling his promises; (4) the gospel displays the (resurrection-[1:4]) power of God; and (5) this act of
God is for Jew and Gentile alike’. Defining God’s righteousness as his faithfulness to the promises he made
in the OT, Kirk (2008: 47) elaborates: ‘God’s righteousness is unveiled, not in a general resurrection of the
just and the unjust or in a resurrection of all the faithful law-keeping Israelites, but in the resurrection of the
one who showed his justice by becoming faithfully obedient unto death’.

120 Kirk 2008: 45-46.

12 Rather infrequent in the Pauline letters, the analogue dvédotaois vexpdv is concentrated in 1 Cor 15 (15.12,
13, 21, 42).

22 Jewett 2007: 105.
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avaotasts in Rom 1.4 refers to resurrection generally merits deeper examination, in part
because reference to a general resurrection in Rom 1.4 could strip the term of its
interpretative value for several other Pauline arguments in the letter and of its specifically
Christian content; a reference to general resurrection could also call into question any
specific connection posited between divine fatherhood and the resurrection of Jesus in
Romans.

Paula Fredriksen has taken Jewett’s argument further to suggest that dvaotasts in
Rom 1.4 must refer to the general resurrection of the dead. From this, she concludes that
the resurrection of Jesus is not unique for Paul at all, but merely the first in a series that
will culminate in the general resurrection of the dead in the Eschaton.'”’ She grounds her
argument by conflating the terms ‘Son’, ‘Christ’, and ‘Lord’, and by noting the Pauline
style which omits the preposition éx."”* She brings in Augustine’s reading of Rom 1 as
corroboration. Fredriksen’s position on the referent of dvastacis in Rom 1.4 may be
rebutted in the following manner.'” Stylistically, many have noted the summary, creedal
formulation of these verses. Certainly, the style of Rom 1.3-4 is compressed, devoid of
any adjectives and most articles, and largely structured round nouns with accompanying
prepositional phrases. For Paul to refer to the resurrection from the dead (i.e., to the
general resurrection in the Eschaton) would require greater precision in his language, a
precision which he is capable of elsewhere in his corpus. In Phil 3.11, for instance, Paul

refers to the general resurrection: ‘if somehow I may attain to the resurrection from the

'3 See esp. Fredriksen 2017: 133-45.

1** She seems to expect the following phrase: ¢ dvactdoews éx vexpdv.

' T am deeply indebted here to John Barclay, who gave several insights into this verse via personal
conversation.
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dead’ (el mwg xatavmjow eig TV egavdaTacty ™) éx vexp@v). Thus, more than the preposition
éx is required for the phrase to meet Fredriksen’s threshold; in fact, when discussing the
general resurrection of the dead Paul never seems to append the phrase €x vexpév to the
noun gvdoracis without inserting the anaphoric article before the phrase.””® One should
not expect the precision typical for Paul’s reference to the general resurrection in the

compressed environs of Rom 1.3-4.

Table 3.3. Verbal Correspondences between Select OT Texts & Rom 1.3-4.

2 Kgdms 7.8 LXX (cf. 7.5):
xal viv Tdde épeis TG doUAw pov
Aavid

2 Kgdms 7.12 LXX Rom 1.3-4

4 1 \ A ~oC 4
omépuatos Aauld xata aapxa, Tol optadévtog
viod feod év duvayer xata mvedua aytwoldvyg

[i.e., Aauld] peta of,

Ps 2.7 LXX HUPLOL PRV

dlayyélwy To TpdoTayua xuplov

aU, €yw aYUEPOY YEYEVYNXA TE

Instead, the style is in summary form, delineating the beliefs about the Son held in
common between Paul and his Roman readers, suggesting the referent is not to
resurrection generally, but specifically to the resurrection of Jesus, as the consensus of

early Greek commentators of Romans contends.'**

12¢ Augustine, who read and commented in anarthrous Latin, would not have been aware of the nuances
presented by that Greek innovation, the article.

127'The correspondence here is inexact since yewdw # yivopar. However, a possible allusion to Ps 2.7 LXX
occurs in the presence of the variant yewwpévou in certain later MSS of Rom 1.3 (e.g., 61 441); cf. Augustine,
Faust. 11.4. See the fuller MS listing in Tischendorf 1872: 2.364.

128 Origen and Chrysostom agree that Paul is referring to the resurrection of Jesus in Rom 1.4, though
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3.5. Romans 6.3—4

6. % dyvoeite 611, Soot éfantiochnuey eic XpioTov ‘Tnyoodv, els ov bdvatov adtod éRamtiohnuey;
* ouvetddnuey olv adTé Ok Tol Bamtiopatos el Tov bdvatov, a domep Ryépbn Xprotds éx
vexp@v 01& THis 06Ens Tol matpds, oUtws xal Nuels év xawdtytt {wiic TepimaThowpey.

Structurally and thematically, Rom 6.4 has presented some challenges for interpreters of
Paul, particularly with respect to the issue of baptism. How exactly does baptism function
for Paul in Rom 6? Perhaps few recent interpreters would claim outright that in Rom 6.3
4 one may find a summary of Paul’s teaching about baptism. However, it can be very
tempting to freight these two verses with just such a summary."” In Rom 6.3—4, one finds
‘the most specific information on Paul’s perception of baptism’."*" By making enquiry into
his readers’ ignorance (or lack thereof: # dyvoeite &7t ..., Rom 6.3), Paul seems to be
recounting common instruction about baptism shared between the apostle and his
readers.””! But is Paul really taking the occasion of Rom 6.3—4 to teach his readers about

baptism? What seems more likely is that these two verses are in the stream of thought that

seeks to answer the question posed at the end of Rom 6.1—‘shall we continue in sin, that

Origen’s commentary is no longer extant in Greek; the earliest copy seems to be Rufinus’ translation in
Latin. Somewhat later than Origen, Peter of Alexandria writing on the Resurrection in Coptic in (probably)
the early fourth century CE referred to Jesus as being from David’s bloodline (only the Latin is extant; here,
a sanguine David) and referred to Jesus’ changed state after his resurrection (Latin: verum et post
resurrectionem immutatus apparuit). For the Latin text of Peter’s De resurrectione, see Pitra 1883: 4.428.
Theodoret, following Chrysostom, adds this final phrase in his discussion of Rom 1.4: peta v éx vexpiv
avdotaoty adtol Tol Kuplov fuév Inool Xpiotol. See MPG 82: col. 51 B15-Cl1; see esp. Lorrain 2018: 303—
308. Photius of Constantinople, though writing much later (in the 9th century), comments thusly: ‘Now of
the resurrection he says, our Lord Jesus Christ arose’ (Avaotdoews 3¢ dyotv, g dvéary 6 xptog Huév Tnaol
Xpotdg). Cf. Staab 1933: 470. Though less explicit, cf. Ign. Smyrn. 1.1-2. Apollinaris and Pelagius are
unclear. Apollinaris’ extant commentary is quite fragmentary. Pelagius, who knew Greek (unlike Augustine),
apparently based his commentary on a Latin text. See De Bruyn 1993: 168.

"2 This seems to be a common premise behind several articles: Petersen 1986: 217-26; Wedderburn 1987b:
53-72; Betz 1994: 85; Esler 2003: 212. Cf. Eckert 1987: 204, who comments: ‘Der Text [i.e., Rom 6.1-11]
gilt weithin als locus classicus des paulinischen Taufverstindnisses und hat ohne Zweifel als letztes Wort des
Apostels zur Taufe sein Gewicht’.

% Mortensen 2018: 216-17.

P Cf. Moo 2018: 384.
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grace may increase’? (émupévwuey Tij apaptia, iva 1 xapis mAeovaay;)—a stream that runs at
least into Rom 7." It seems less likely that Paul would interrupt his train of thought to
expound upon the institution of baptism, especially if that institution were intended to
serve a greater rhetorical aim. This rhetorical dimension given to baptism provides
another instance of ad-hoc concept construction by Paul. Baptism, then, is not a subject

" Wolter goes on

for interpretation in Rom 6.3—4, but a means of interpretation instead.
to argue that Paul will not clarify the meaning of baptism here, but with the help of
baptism will make clear why Paul’s Roman readers have died to sin and no longer live in
it (Rom 6.2). Using baptism as a vehicle, Paul divides the life of the baptised into a pre-
Christian ‘before’ and a Christian ‘after’.

Therefore, rather than seeing Rom 6.2-11 as a summary of Paul’s teaching on
Christian baptism, perhaps a better way forward is to understand the passage as Paul’s
identification of those who are baptised. As he described the set of continuities that
constituted the Christian identity of his addressees, Paul also defined boundaries that
divided the present identity of his Roman readers from their past. For instance, among his
gentile readers, Paul could indicate the boundary between those readers’ collective past—
characterised as it was by social or cultural immorality, enslavement to the ‘flesh’, darkness,

the ‘world’, and so forth—and their present reality in Jesus. According to Judith Lieu,

baptism was for Paul the ‘primary symbol of crossing the boundary’ between this gentile

B2 Cf. Boers 2001: 664-71; Wolter 2014: 366. Gagnon (1993: 156-59) posits that Rom 6.1-7.6 is also
dependent on the question posed in Rom 6.15, which I would argue points back in both form and content
to the question of Rom 6.1.

13 Classically stated in Marxsen 1964: 169-77; cf. Thyen 1970: 194-217, esp. 194-96. Wolter (2014: 370)
differentiates by stating that baptism is not an Interpretationsgegenstand, but an Interpretationsmittel.
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past and Christian present.”* She argues that Paul invests the symbol of baptism ‘with the
imagery of non-negotiability’ of death and burial. Though Paul apparently conceived of a
continuity between his readers’ past and present, nevertheless he characterises a profound
break between that past and present as a ‘death’.”” Paul links the death and life of the
baptised with the death and resurrection of Jesus, a link mediated through baptism, which
Paul makes explicit in Rom 6.2-4."° The language of baptism ‘into Christ Jesus’
([BamTichnuev] eig Xptoov ‘Ingolv, Rom 6.3) portrays entry for the baptised into a life of
union with Jesus and his death and resurrection.””’” Formerly, Paul and his readers lived in
sin (Rom 6.1), but now they have died to it (Rom 6.2). Thus, the apostle takes it upon
himself to characterise their new life—their identity—which is mediated through baptism,
as a saturation into Jesus, and by extension, into his death and resurrection. The
assumption of the new identity is complete for Paul’s readers: having been immersed into
Jesus, they have gone down as it were with Jesus into death—evidenced by sharing in his
grave through burial (‘therefore, we have been buried with him through baptism into
death’, quvetddrnuey odv adTé die ol Bamtiopatos eis Tov Bdvatov, Rom 6.4)—and have been
created anew through participation in his resurrection life, to be delivered from
incorruption just as Jesus was ‘through the glory of the Father’."*®

This new identity is of course bound up with Jesus, characterised by a sharing in

the key events of his death and resurrection. The presence of suv— compounds in the near

B* Cf. Lieu 2004: 98-146. On Rom 6 specifically, see p. 130, whence comes the quoted phrases. See similar
ideas expressed in Taylor 2008: 47-48.

135 Thus, Wolter 2014: 366.

136 Cf. Schlier 1956: 48; Wolter 2014: 367.

B7 Cf. Morales 2021: 469.

1% Classically stated in Schlier 1956: 48-49. See also Blackwell 2010: 294-97.
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context illustrates this quite convincingly. Sharing in Jesus’ death has been demonstrated
by the co-burial of Paul and his readers through baptism into death (the passive of
cuvbantw in Rom 6.4 indicates that those who have been baptised into Jesus have also been
buried with him). The baptised are thus to be newly identified with the ‘likeness of his
[i.e., Jesus’] death’ (cOudutot’” ... 16 Spotwpatt Tod Bavdtouv adtol, Rom 6.5). Not only is
there a participation in the fact of Jesus’ death, but there is also participation in the way in
which Jesus died. Paul reminds his readers that ‘our old nature has been crucified with’
Jesus (6 madatds Nudv dvlpwmos cuvestavpwdn, Rom 6.6). Paul and his readers may also
anticipate sharing in Jesus’ resurrection life as a consequence of their dying with him: ‘now
if we have died with Christ, we believe that we shall also live with him’ (ei d¢ amefavouey
obv Xpiotd, motetopev 811 xal culijoouey adtd, Rom 6.8). The adjunctive uses of xai'* in
Rom 6.4-5 further illustrate the identity of the baptised in Jesus. The resurrection of Jesus
implies new life for Paul and his readers (‘so then we also should walk in newness of life’,
oltwg xal Nuels &v xawdmtt {wijs mepimatiowpey, Rom 6.4), a life they can expect to be
inaugurated at some time in the future through a resurrection like Jesus’ (‘we shall also be
of [Jesus’] resurrection’, dAA& xai T¥s dvaoctacews €oéueba, Rom 6.5). Thus, Paul ties
together the concepts of life (or living) with the resurrection of Jesus, such that the future,
general life-giving that he and his readers may expect from God the paternal life-giver
finds its type in the specific act of paternal life-giving, the resurrection of Jesus.

Jesus himself comes into clearer focus as Paul expounds further both upon his

resurrection and upon the identity of the agent of Jesus’ resurrection, viz., the Father, in

B9 BDAG, s.v. cbpuduros, p. 960, gives the primary gloss of cipudutos as ‘identified with’.
0 Cf, BDF §442, p. 227.
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Rom 6.4. Earlier, Paul could write of the resurrection as inaugurating a new status for
Jesus: he is identified as the one who is now ‘Son-of-God-in-power’ in connection with
his resurrection from the dead (Rom 1.4). There, Paul speaks of the resurrection of Jesus
as qvaoTaats vexpldv, a seemingly primitive phrase; in Rom 6, the apostle reverts to the

! where he details the

more familiar Pauline phrase #yépfy (from éyelpw) éx vexpdv,'™
mechanism of the resurrection—Jesus was raised ‘through the glory of the Father’ (dia ¢
06&ns Tol matpés, Rom 6.4). The term défax occurs 22 times in Romans and has many
possible referents. Some recent commentators have considered a link between the ‘glory’
of God and the power of God.'* Daniel Jackson has shown that some commentators base
the linkage in part upon Pauline idiom in 1 Cor 6.14 (‘Now God both raised the Lord and
will raise us through his power’, 6 8¢ beds xal Tov xUplov fyelpev xal Nuds egeyepel S i
duvdpews adtol).'¥ Others have connected glory to ancient Greco-Roman systems of
honour and shame.'** Jackson instead connects the term 3é¢a with divine presence: Paul
refers to divine glory against the background of the manifestation of divine presence in
the OT, particularly at Sinai. Ben Blackwell applies literary analysis to the occurrences of
06%a in Romans. He argues that dé¢a functions for Paul as polysemy dependent upon
literary context. Specifically for Rom 6.4, Blackwell ties d6§a to incorruption: ‘As the
5 145

personified agent of God, glory not only brings new life to Christ, but also to believers’.

I concur with Jackson and Blackwell that Paul’s use of d65a here indicates divine agency,

"1 Cf. Rom 6.9; 7.4; 8.11; 10.9; Gal 1.1; 1 Thess 1.10; in the disputed Pauline letters, see Eph 1.20; Col 2.12;
2 Tim 2.8.

2 Cf. Michel 1955: 130 n. 3; Schnackenburg 1955: 40; Cranfield 1975: 1.304-305; Moo 2018: 391 n. 376.
See further references in Jewett 2007: 399 n. 79.

1% Jackson 2018: 181.

* Recent examples include Blackwell 2010: 293-94; Goranson Jacob 2018: 98.

14 Blackwell 2010: 296.
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and is thus linked to the divine presence of the Father, a usage that is reflective of the
occurrences of 3¢6¢a elsewhere in Romans.'* It seems that Paul is saying Christ has been
raised from the dead by the divine presence (i.e., glory) of the Father. Romans 6.4 is
therefore a more explicit rendering of Rom 1.3-4, where Paul implies that the Father
raised the Son from the dead: Paul has identified more explicitly than in Rom 1 the agent
responsible for the resurrection of Jesus.

Here we have another echo of Rom 1, where the Father-Son relation is implied
through Paul’s explicit mention of one party—in the case of Rom 6.4, only the Father is
mentioned. Where one might expect the Son as the object of the Father’s raising, Paul
instead writes that Christ was raised by the glory of the Father. Why does Paul use Xpiotég
rather than vids, especially when listing the mechanism of the resurrection of Jesus as the
‘glory of the Father’? Of course, there is no certain way of answering this question, though
Pauline style elsewhere may give clues to the use of Xpiotés in Rom 6.4. Paul goes on to
write that he and his readers have had their old nature crucified with (suoTavpéw, Rom 6.6)
Christ. The inclusion of the crucifixion, and ‘cross’ language more generally, seems to
have for Paul a specifically messianic connection. For example, when writing about the
‘cross’, Paul usually refers to ‘the cross of Christ’ (6 atavpds ot Xpiorod).'*” Similarly,
Xpiotds is often the subject or object of gravpéw and its cognates in Paul’s letters.'* In

addition to the imagery of the cross, the combination of éyelpw + éx vexpdv in Romans

14 See e.g., Rom 3.7, 23; 5.2; 9.4, 23; 11.36; 15.7; 16.27. Cf. Grindheim 2017: 457-62.

%7 See e.g., 1 Cor 1.17; Gal 6.12; Phil 3.18; cf. Gal 6.14; Phil 2.8; in the disputed Pauline letters, see Eph
2.16; Col 2.14.

% See 1 Cor 1.23; Gal 2.19; 5.24; cf. Rom 6.6; 1 Cor 1.13; 2.2; 2 Cor 13.4; Gal 3.1; 6.14. An exception to
this is 1 Cor 2.8, where the object of stavpéw in the active voice is ‘the Lord of glory’ (6 xUptog Tiic 36&x).
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1.1* Messianic ties to

seems also to have a specifically Christological connection for Pau
divine sonship extend at least as far back to Ps 2, where earthly authorities conspire against
‘the Lord and his anointed one’ (6 xUptog xal ¢ yptotds adtod, Ps 2.2 LXX), to the latter of
which the Lord will declare, ‘You are my Son, today I have begotten you’ (Yids pov &l a0,
gyw onuepov yeyéwwnxa e, Ps 2.7 LXX). Paul also reserves for Jesus the singular term viés
in Romans.” Jesus as Son is the focus of the gospel proclaimed by Paul (Rom 1.9). His
death as Son reconciled Paul and his Roman readers to God (Rom 5.10, in a subsection
where it seems the initial subject Xptotés = vidg). Paul’s reference to Jesus as Son is most
concentrated in Rom 8. Here, Paul recounts how God (the Father) sent his own Son in
the likeness of sinful flesh to condemn sin (Rom 8.3), conforming those whom God
tforeknew to the image of his Son (Rom 8.29), whom God did not withhold, but freely gave
to all (Rom 8.32). Keeping the Christological connection to both crucifixion and
resurrection in view, Paul mentions the raising of Xpiotés by the explicit, glorious agency
of the Father. The apostle connects the resurrection of the Messiah to divine sonship
implicitly by referencing the Father as the one who raised Christ from the dead; in this
connection of messiahship and divine sonship, Paul joins Jewish conceptions stretching at
least as far back as Ps 2. In his implicit allusion to the Father-Son relation, Paul seems to
draw his reader back to Rom 1, where he explicitly expounds upon the resurrection of

Jesus as Son.

RT may serve in further shoring up the tie between Rom 6 and Rom 1. As he does

¥ In addition to Rom 6.4, cf. 6.9; 7.4; 8.11; 10.9. See also Kramer 1966: 19-38; Hurtado 2016: esp. 111~
13.

%% Paul deploys the plural viof in reference to himself and his readers. See Table 3.1, above. On the tie
between Xptotds and vids in Rom 1, cf. Novenson 2012: 167-72; see also Hooker 2001: 299-301, and note
the details in 299 n. 15.
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in Rom 1, Paul writes in a liturgical, almost creedal style, though the phrases should not
be traced to others.”' Wolter argues that Paul’s use of fantilev is metaphorical, connoting
a pars pro toto designation for an entire complex of ritual actions. Nor is the noun form
Bantiopa used in the whole of pre-Christian Greek language and literature prior to its
appearance in the NT, perhaps occurring for the first time in Rom 6.4.”° More
importantly, Paul’s explicit mention of the resurrection of Jesus through ‘the glory of the
Father’ (5 065a To0 matpés, Rom 6.4) draws his readers back to the opening section of the
letter. It is there that Paul initiates discussion of the Father-Son relation: the apostle
proclaims as the content of his gospel the Son, whose resurrection is linked to a new status,
his appointment as ‘Son-of-God-in-power’ (Rom 1.4). What was initiated by the identity
of the newly inaugurated Son in Rom 1 is completed in Rom 6 by the explicit mention of
the Father whose glory raises the Christ (i.e., the ‘Son’ of Rom 1) from the dead. In relation
to his powerful resurrection of Jesus, the divine Son and Messiah, God is finally and
decisively revealed as the Father-in-power.

Taking the occasion of Christian baptism as the metaphorical vehicle for
constructing the identity of his baptised Roman readers, Paul the apostle defines the new,
Christian identity of his readers around Jesus, the risen Christ. Paul then makes explicit
the agent of Jesus’ resurrection: the Father raised Christ through the personified agent of
his glory, which gives life to Jesus the Son in the resurrection and will give life to Paul and
his readers in the future because of their connection to the Son. RT further helps one see

that Paul closes the loop on the Father-Son relation begun implicitly in Rom 1 and ended

B ContraJewett 2007: 399, esp. n. 74.
12 So argues Wolter 2014: 371. This lends further support to BdnTioua as an instance of Pauline ad-hoc
concept construction.
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by the explicit mention of the Father as the agent of the Son’s resurrection.

3.6. Colossians 1.18-20

1" xal adtds éotv ) xebaln Tol cwpatos Tis Sxxdaias: 8s oty dpxy, TpwTdTOXOS EX TEV
vexp@v, o yévntal év miow adtds mpwrtelwy, ' 8t v adtd e0ddnoey MY TO mAjpwua
xatouddoar ** xal 0 adTol dmoxatadddéar T& mévta el adTdy, elpnvomovjoas dik Tol alwatos
ToU atavpol adTol, [0V adtol] eite Ta Eml THg s eite T& év Tols 0dpavols.

Four key passages in the undisputed Pauline epistles have marked Paul’s intersection of
divine fatherhood and the resurrection of Jesus. Although earlier (in Chapter 1.3), I noted
that the evidence for this intersection is largely confined to the undisputed Pauline letters,
introducing a text from the disputed letter to the Colossians can help us to find similar
connections between Jesus’ sonship (and implicitly via the term mpwtéToxos (discussed
below), divine fatherhood) and lifegiving made in ways that parallel and anticipate
arguments [ will make in the next chapter regarding Paul’s conceptions of how the Father
relates to believers through the Son. In Col 1, the author of Colossians"’ bridges together
the notion of Jesus as ‘Son-of-God-in-power’ (Rom 1.4) and the derivative sonship that
believers receive from the Father through Jesus by the description of Jesus as ‘firstborn
from the dead’ (mpwtéToxog éx Tév vexpdv, Col 1.18; cf. Col 1.15). Here in Col 1, an early
stream of Pauline thought expands the concept of Jesus as ‘Son-of-God-in-power’ by
tixing Jesus’ place at the forefront of resurrected sonship-in-power. The pre-eminence of

Jesus is established by connection to Rom 1 via sonship language and by delineating Jesus’

role in the future resurrection of believers as ‘firstborn’, a term that both reinforces Jesus’

153 The debate about the Pauline authorship of Colossians is beyond the scope of this chapter. To navigate
a course between those who accept Pauline authorship of the letter, and those who reject it, I will refer both
to the ‘author of Colossians’ and to the letter belonging to ‘an early stream of Pauline thought’.
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sonship (Col 1.13) and directs attention implicitly to God’s fatherhood in the larger
context (explicitly affirmed in Col 1.2, 3, 12).

Colossians 1 is related to Rom 1 textually by both subject matter and style. Written
in a compressed, liturgical style, the text of Col 1.15-20 like Rom 1 is a vivid and poetic
portrayal of Jesus the Son."”* The initial relative pronoun, the masculine 8 (Col 1.15),
refers back to the only mention of Jesus as vids in Col 1.13, which treats of the transferral
of author and addressees by the Father to ‘the kingdom of the Son of his love’ (3 Bacteia
0¥ viod THis dydmys adTol)."”’ Structurally, the text of Col 1.15-20 is divided into two parts,
both beginning with the formula ‘who [or, he] is’ (6 éotwv, Col 1.15, 18), and both
functioning anaphorically with respect to Col 1.13 and the mention of Jesus as viés."*
Thus, the latter part of the hymnic text in Col 1.18-20 like the elaboration of Paul’s gospel
in Rom 1 provides a colourful and theologically-rich description of Jesus as Son.

A second textual link occurs with the inclusion of the phrase ‘from the dead’ (éx
T6v vexp@v, Col 1.18; cf. ¢ dvactdoews vexpdv, Rom 1.4). I argued earlier (see Chapter 3.4,
above) that the use of the phrase in Rom 1.4 distinguishes the resurrection of Jesus from
all other resurrections, especially the general resurrection of the dead in the future (pace
Fredriksen). The phrase in Col 1.18 occupies a similar, discriminating role in that it too

distinguishes Jesus from the class of the dead. Jesus was dead following his crucifixion, but

13* Regrettably, we must also leave aside the form-critical question of Col 1.15-20 as the citation of an early
Christian hymn (or creed, or confession). The text as we have it functions integrally (as others since at least
Norden in 1913 (cf. idem, 1956: 250-54) have argued; see nn. 160-62, below) to several arguments
developed later in the letter.

5 The unusual construction has been considered a Semitism, where one might expect the adjective
dyamyTég, in lieu of the genitive of quality (or, attributive genitive), dyamns. Cf. Moule 1957: 58; BDF §165,
pp- 91-92; Dunn 1996: 79; Sumney 2008: 57. Nevertheless, the construction appears to be textually certain
and likely distinguishes Jesus’ sonship from all others. On &¢ referring back to the Son in Col 1.13, cf.
Lightfoot 1904: 140; Dunn 1996: 87; Foster 2016: 177; Fenik and Lapko 2019: 44.

156 Fowl 1990: 103, with caveats; Wilson 2005: 126-27; cf. Sumney 2008: 61, 72.
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is now raised; no longer being dead, he is marked out from the remainder of the class of
dead persons in whose company he belonged prior to his resurrection. Jesus’ distinction
from the rest of the dead is seen partly by his designation as ‘firstborn’ (mpwtétoxos, a term
which we shall shortly discuss), which prioritises Jesus as the first resurrected being."”
Grammatical matters also support the discriminating role of the phrase. Jesus as firstborn
éx TGV vexp@v signals a partitive idea, that the dead represent the group of which Jesus is
an exemplar.”® Resurrection is implicit in Col 1.18, though the concept is made explicit
elsewhere in the letter.”’

Finally, the hymnic text in Col 1.15-20 is linked to Rom 1 by its similar epistolary
function. A thread in recent scholarship has labelled the hymnic text as a foundation upon
which other parts of the letter build. Stephen Fowl contends that the arguments in Col
2.8-23 are drawn directly from Col 1.15-20, thus countering false teaching encountered

160 Christian Stettler has

in the congregation to which the epistle is purportedly addressed.
noted several passages in the epistle that develop themes from Col 1.15-20.""" Matthew
Gordley ventures further by specifying 25 places in the hymnic text that are alluded to

elsewhere in the letter, culminating in Col 3.16.'” The hymnic text in Col 1.15-20 like

the elaboration of Paul’s gospel in Rom 1 is seen to be foundational to the remainder of

7 So Foster 2016: 194.

58 BDF §164, pp. 90-91, who note that in Hellenistic Greek, greater use of the preposition éx + gen. was
gradually reducing the use of the simple case to denote the partitive genitive; cf. Siebenthal 2019: §183d, p.
263.

17 Cf. Col 2.12, where God is described as ‘the one who raised’ (6 €yeipag) Jesus from the dead, a construction
that is distinctively Pauline; cf. Col 3.1, where the protasis of the first-class conditional statement refers to
the possibility of having been raised with Jesus (cuveyeipw).

1 Fowl 1990: 123-54.

1! Stettler 2000: 75-76.

1% Gordley 2007: 26468, esp. 264 and the literature he cites there. See also idem, 2018: 111-43; Copenhaver
2014: 235-55.
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the letter. Thus, the connection between Col 1 and Rom 1 is forged both textually—with
sonship language, liturgical style, and the occurrence of the phrase ‘from the dead’ (éx Tév
vexp@v, Col 1.18)—and functionally, as the hymnic text in Col 1.18-20 expands upon Jesus’
‘Sonship-in-power’ first mentioned by Paul in Rom 1.

In Col 1, one key expansion of Rom 1 occurs in Jesus’ role as ‘firstborn’ (mpwtéToxog,
Col 1.18; cf. 1.15) in the future resurrection, the conceptual locus of the phrase ‘firstborn
from the dead’.'” What is the benefit of referring to Jesus as ‘firstborn’ in this verse? What
is the relation of the term mpwtétoxos to Jesus as xepary? And what precisely is the
significance of the term mpwtétoxos? Taking these questions in turn, one benefit of
describing Jesus as ‘firstborn’ is the metaphorical emphasis achieved by the term, whereby
no substitute may be had.'™ Jesus as “firstborn’ is a choice description because mpwrdroxos
helps to intersect several important concepts made manifest in the near context of Col
1.15-20. The addressees of the epistle are reminded immediately prior to the hymnic text
of their share in the ‘inheritance’ (xAfjpog, Col 1.12), which is tied in certain places to the
‘firstborn’. For instance, the pre-eminence of the firstborn son as heir is outlined in some
papyri—not necessarily as sole heir, but especially as representative of his other siblings
during probate.'” Aside from the use of xAfipos in Col 1.12, one further link to inheritance
is the mention of ‘the kingdom of the Son of his [i.e., God the Father’s] love’ (3 Baotiela

00 viod Tij¢ dyamns adTol, Col 1.13); Paul in the undisputed letters often ties his scant use

1% T will subordinate Kisemann’s provocative suggestion (and the swath of scholarship that has followed it)
that the proper locus of the hymnic text is the Gnostic redeemer myth to unmistakable early-Christian and
OT contexts. On this, see Lohse 1971: 45, 56; Fowl 1990: 114; Niles 2021: 406-407. Pace Kisemann 1964:
154-59; earlier in idem 1949: 133-48.

1% Cf. Black 1962: 29-30.

1% Mitteis and Wilcken 1963: 2.1.133-34.
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of kingdom language to inheritance through the agency of the Spirit.'"" Through
inheritance, the ‘firstborn’ is also linked to the bequeather, i.e., the Father.
Although God as Father occurs occasionally in Colossians, clustering esp. in the

first chapter,'”’

the only mention in the epistle of Jesus as ‘Son’ occurs in Col 1.13. The
brief mention of sonship language is a significant point of departure to expand upon Jesus’
sonship by reference to his status as ‘firstborn’. The connection between mpwtétoxos and
sonship stretches back at least to the Torah, where Moses reports to the Pharaoh
YHWH’s description of Israel as his ‘firstborn son’ (923 s13; LXX: Yids mpwtéToxds pov,
Exod 4.22). Paul also connects Jesus’ sonship to his status as firstborn, underscoring his
position among ‘many brothers and sisters’.'® Though rare, ‘firstborn’ can also be
associated with sonship outside the biblical literature.'”

A third intersection occurs with the concept of Jesus as the apyn (Col 1.18), a term
immediately preceding his description as mpwtdToxog éx T@v vexpév. Early usage of the term
apxy) suggests its marking not merely a beginning point in time, but the first link in a causal
chain.'” Precedence also exists for dpy» acquiring nuances of authority and rule, as is seen

in the hymnic text where Jesus’ agency in creation extends to the dpyai (Col 1.16).

Scholarship is divided as to the precise nuance for épy” in Col 1.18: is temporal priority,

166 See Dunn 1996: 79, with the references listed there.

17 Col 1.2, 3, 12; 3.17. Cf. Col 2.2 v.L (the cognates of) mamjp in 8*? A C D* K L ¥ 048" 075 0208 0278
104 365 630 945 1175 1505 vgvwvstmss guph™ gamss homs g,

1% Rom 8.29: &7t odig mpoéyvaw, xal mpowptaey quppbpdous Tiis eixdvog Tol viol adtod, els o elvar adTdv mpwrdroxov
év moAdols adeddoic ‘those whom he [i.e., God the Father; cf. Rom 8.28] foreknew, he also predestined to be
conformed to the image of his Son, so that he might be firstborn among many brothers and sisters’. Both
firstborn and eixwv language (Col 1.15) link Col 1.15-20 textually to Rom 8.29.

1 For example, the relation of mpwtéyovos (closely akin to mpwtdroxos; cf. Sir 36.11 v.L: mpwtéroxos for
mpwtdyoveg) to sonship in Philo, Conf 146; cf. CIG 3823, where one called Sextus Valerius Zosimus from
Cotyaeum in the northern reaches of Phrygia (Colossae was due south in the same district) is described as
mpwtéyov[og] T[&v] Téxv[w]v.

7" Homer, /7. 11.602-605; 21.114-17; idem, Od. 8.81-82; 21.1-4, 31-35; Hesiod, Theog. 43-45, 154-56;
cf. Classen 1996: 20-24.
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or source, or authority in view here?'”' Perhaps a way forward is to see the term as
signifying the status of Jesus. By referring to the Son by use of the multivalent (and
thereby, perhaps underdetermined) term &py», the author of Colossians can attest to both
the priority and supremacy of Jesus. Contextual clues from other parts of the hymnic text
may further contribute to such an attestation using similar status-elevating language. In
the immediately preceding verse, Jesus is said to be ‘before all’ (mpd mavrwy, Col 1.17),
which likely refers to temporal priority, though antiquity and pre-eminence often
coincided.'” Jesus is referred to as 7 xepads) (Col 1.18a), whose precise meaning though
disputed conveys undertones of high status. The most convincing evidence of status-
elevating language occurs in the use of the participle mpwtedwy at the end of Col 1.18, a
term whose meaning quite clearly speaks to the attainment of the highest rank within a
group.'” These three concepts—inheritance, sonship, and pre-eminence—are most ably
linked by the use of mpwtéToxos, a term meriting no substitution and requiring the least
amount of processing effort for the ancient reader when the three concepts are so
conjoined.'™

The choice of mpwtdtoxog is very likely coloured by its prevalence in the LXX,
where it occurs more than 100 times, almost always translating the Hebrew term, %3."”

Outside the LXX, mpwtétoxos is quite rare in literature preceding Colossians; mpwtdyovos

171 Representative of the temporal priority position, see Fowl 1990: 113-14; of source, Sumney 2008: 72; of
authority, Gordley 2007: 223.

'72 The phrase mpd mévtwy can indicate pre-eminence in rank. See Jas 5.12; 1 Pet 4.8; Did. 10.4.

' LSJ, s.v. mpwtebw, p. 1544; BDAG, s.v. mpwtebw, p. 892; Diggle 2021: 2.1234.

7 For mpwtétoxos indicating privilege (mpwtéyovos does not attest such a nuance), see Michaelis 1968: 872.
175 Paul uses mpwtdtoxos of course (Rom 8.29), but Colossians is written from a stance of unfamiliarity
between author and recipients (cf. Col 1.4), making Pauline usage more difficult to connect to the Colossian
usage. That is, it seems reasonable to conclude that the recipients of the Colossian epistle had greater
knowledge of the LXX than of Paul’s letters.
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is not much more prevalent, and it occurs only twice in the LXX (Mic 7.1; Sir 36.11). Is
the appearance of the Septuagintalism mpwtétoxos in the shared cognitive environment
between author and auditor surprising? I propose a negative answer to this question for
the following reasons. Jewish settlement in the Lycus valley probably occurred at least a

century or two before Colossians was written.'”

Significant participation in the Temple
tax by Jewish residents of the Lycus valley is also attested.'”” Internally, mention of the
Colossians keeping a ‘feast, or new moon, or Sabbath’ (¢opty # veounvia # cafpatov, Col
2.16) suggests measurable Jewish influence in Colossae at the time the epistle was
written.'”® The reference to ‘psalms, hymns, and songs’ (WaApol Suvor @dal) in Col 3.16
may reflect ‘the close association of the terms ... already adumbrated in the psalm texts of
the Septuagint’.'” Sepulchral inscriptions in the Lycus valley indicate that the Jews who
settled there had some facility with the Greek language." A rare inscription from
Laodicea alludes to Deuteronomic curses.'™ Jews memorialised in inscriptions ‘bore

indigenous [i.e., Greek] names’.'"”” The combination of Jewish piety with Greek language

proficiency rules out the verdict that the presence of the Septuagintalism mpwtéToxog in

176 Treblico 1991: 5-36; Barclay 1996: 261-64. Conclusions are drawn from the evidence of the nearby cities
of Laodicea and Hierapolis since Colossae remains unexcavated. On the similarity of the Jewish communities
of Laodicea and Hierapolis with that of Colossae, see Huttner 2013: 78.

17 Cicero, Flac. 68-69; see also Huttner 2013: 7072, esp. the citations in 70 n. 299.

178 On Col 2.16, see Barclay 1996: 415-16. The ‘Jew’ (Touddios) is also listed in a table of identities in Col
3.11.

17 Huttner 2013: 137.

'%0The 23 inscriptions from Hierapolis listed in Miranda 1999: 114-32 are entirely in Greek, though slightly
later than Paul (2d-3d centuries CE)—nevertheless, the inscriptions are likely reflections of the Jewish
cultural situation in the Lycus valley in Paul’s own day. On the difficulty of finding first-century inscriptions
in Colossae due to seismic activity and erosion, see Canavan 2012: 15, 21.

'8! Huttner 2013: 247, esp. n. 212. The use of LXX in Colossae is difficult to characterise in part because
there are no direct citations from it in the epistle, though there are a few allusions (e.g., Col 2.3, 11, 22;
3.20). However, the mention in Greek of Deuteronomy in the burial inscription from Laodicea may signal
some familiarity with the LXX. See also Rajak 2009: 210-38, esp. 230-31.

'8 Ameling 2009: 215-16.
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the shared cognitive environment between author and the Colossian recipients is an
anomaly. The choice of mpwtdToxos may also have had special resonance for the Colossians,
who dwelt in a centre for wool production; the term is often used of the firstborn from the
flock." We can conclude with some confidence that the Colossian readers would have
received the term mpwtétoxog with minimal processing effort, and that there could be no
other word so aptly suited to the author’s purposes.

Having established the metaphorically emphatic use of mpwtétoxos, the significance
of the term and its relation to Jesus’ primacy of place for resurrected sonship-in-power
continues the theme of Jesus’ priority of rank and supremacy.'™ His primacy over those
who will be resurrected in future is coloured by his relation to the bodyj, i.e., the church;
the ending of the first part of the hymnic text states, ‘and he is the xedpady of the body, the
church’ (xal adtés éotv % xedady) Tob cwpatos ths éxxdnaias: Col 1.18a2).'"¥ Another
multivalent term, xedpary usually refers to the physiological head, especially as
distinguished from the body; both terms (xepary and céua) occur in Col 1.18a. Anthony
Thiselton in a thorough survey has concluded that the term xedady) typically signifies
either headship, source (though this particular signification is highly disputed), or pre-
eminence.'® Taking Thiselton’s advice that multiple meanings should be consulted when
interpreting the term xedals, one may see the nuance of pre-eminence in each of the three

listed possibilities. The metaphorical use of xepary further contributes to this sense of

185 Cf. in the LXX: Gen 4.4; Exod 34.19; Lev 27.26; Num 18.17; Deut 12.6; 2 Esd 20.37. In extra-biblical
literature, cf. the similar mpwtotéxos in Homer, 7/. 17.5; Aristotle, Hist. an. 546a.

18% Cf. Fowl 1990: 108.

'8 The genitive &xxdyoias is to be treated as simple apposition, equalling the previous genitive to which it
relates, cwpatog. Thus, ‘church’ = ‘body’ here, and it is this particular body to which the author of Colossians
relates Jesus as xedbai. Cf. 1 Cor 12.15-23; Foster 2016: 192-93; Wallace 1996: 99.

186 Thiselton 2000: 812—22; cf. Horrell 1996: 170-72.
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pre-eminence, where synecdoche or primacy are the usual senses of such use."” That is to
say, when xedady is used metaphorically, the term conveys either primacy of the one to
whom it is applied, or the term represents the whole of which it is a part. Synecdoche is,
however, quite unlikely; Jesus as part for the whole of the church makes little sense in the
present context. Primacy seems to be the most likely force of the term xedary, and this
buttresses the sense of pre-eminence given by the use of mpwtdtoxos. Thus, Jesus as
“firstborn’ is supreme over those in the church who will be resurrected in future.'®
Further consideration that the hymnic text relates Jesus as ‘firstborn’ to priority of
time (cf. mpd mavrwy, Col 1.17) and to having first place in everything (cf. mpwtedw, Col
1.18) solidifies the notion that ‘firstborn’ indicates priority of rank or supremacy.
Procedural reading can also aid the interpreter in processing authorial ostension with
respect to the significance of mpwtétoxos. In this case, procedural information may help to
constrain the interpretation of Jesus as ‘firstborn from the dead’ (mpwtétoxog éx Tév vexpév,
Col 1.18) by the inferential strengthening that comes with the use of certain connectives.
The procedural information of interest follows in Col 1.19: ‘“for in him all the fulness was
pleased to dwell’ (67t év adté ebddxnoey miv 10 TAYpwua xatowxfioat). Procedural reading
allows that a text segment is interpreted by the segment nearest to it in discourse." For
our purposes, this means that Colossians 1:19 may have information determined by the
interpretation of Col 1.18."° These two verses (or text segments) are joined by the

connective, §tt, which may often function causally, though in certain instances can adopt

' Perriman 1994: 616-19; pace Murphy-O’Connor 1980: 492.

'8 An undisputed Pauline parallel is instructive here: Paul also views Jesus as supreme in the resurrection as
the ‘firstborn among many brethren’ (mpwtétoxog év moAlois ddeAdols, Rom 8.29; cf. 1 Cor 15.20).

'8 Blakemore 1987: 117.

' Bammel 1961: 89, who argues for agreement (in chiastic relationship) between the two verses.
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a subordinating function akin to the traditional interpretation of another particle, ydp.'”"
Whether one opts for the causal sense, or the subordinating, explanatory sense, the
connective 8t offers here further justification for the supremacy of Jesus portrayed already
in the previous clauses.'”

The éti—clause in Col 1.19 limits the reader’s implicatures of Jesus as ‘firstborn
from the dead’ by speaking of God’s investiture of his fulness in Jesus, once again
indicating Jesus’ supremacy and priority of rank. Whose fulness is in view here can be
answered later in Col 2.9, where similar phrasing to Col 1.19 explains to the reader that
‘all the fulness of deity’ (0 mApwupa tis Bedtyros) dwells bodily in Jesus. Some of the
murkiness, then, is dispelled by Col 2.9, which acts as a control on the interpretation of
Col 1.19: Jesus is indwelt by all of God’s divine fulness. One need not resort to an
exclusively Stoic background for the term mA%pwua because there is Jewish precedent for
divine filling."” The divine infilling sets Jesus apart from the rest of humanity in his own
place of supremacy. As confirmed by his resurrection (and the connection between Rom
1 and the hymnic text in Col 1), Jesus is the pre-eminent Son-of-God-in-power.

But Jesus’ sonship is not static—it extends in a similar form to other sons. One final
piece of procedural information in the hymnic text hints at this extension, framing it in
terms of reconciliation. The description of Jesus as ‘firstborn from the dead’ in Col 1.18

is conjoined to the utterance in Col 1.20 (via the connective xai), offering a causal

I BDF §456.1, pp. 238-39. On 811 as causal, see Fowl 1990: 114; Sumney 2008: 74; Foster 2016: 195, who
translates the particle as ‘because’, although he argues that the verse serves as an explanation of Col 1.18; on
subordination (i.e., 87t = ydp and is usually translated ‘for’), see Lohse 1971: 56; Dunn 1996: 99, though he
also mentions the causal element; Barclay 1997: 61; Wilson 2005: 123.

192 Miinderlein 1962: 265; Jeal 2011: 292-93.

19 Cf. Jer 23.24: ‘Do I not fill heaven and earth? says the Lord’. (LXX: w3 otxl Tov odpavdv xal Ty yiiv éya
TANP&; Aéyel x0prog); see also Ps 138.7 LXX: David asks, ‘where can I go from your Spirit’? (mof mopeubé dmd
Tol Tvedpatds oov ... ;).
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connection between the two text segments in which the implicatures of the latter are
constrained by the interpretation of the former (i.e., what significance could be implied
from Jesus as “firstborn from the dead’).'” What this means in application should now be
teased out. The final clause of the hymnic text states: ‘and through him to reconcile all
things to him, having made peace through the blood of his cross, [through him] whether
things on the earth or things in the heavens’ (xai 0’ adtol dmoxataArdar o mdvTa eis adTéV,
elpnvomomaag i Tod aipatos Tol otavpol adtol, [0 adtol] eite & émt Tijs yijs eite Ta év Toig
odpavois, Col 1.20). The neologism dnoxatairdoow (considered a Pauline invention)
intensely portrays the agency of Jesus in the divine reconciliation of heavenly and earthly
things following a period of multiform estrangement (e.g., from God and from one
another).'”

The universal facet of the reconciliation in Col 1.20 is localised to the Colossian
recipients in Col 1.22, where the same language describes the restoration of the Colossian
readers who were formerly ‘alienated and hostile in mind in evil works’ ([Opés mote dvtag]
amnAroTprwpévous xat éxBpols Tij davola év Tols Epyots ol movnpois, Col 1.21), but are now
those whom Jesus ‘has reconciled in the body of his flesh through death’ ([vuvi 0¢]
amoxatiAabey v 16 cipatt The capxds adtol did Tol Bavdtou, Col 1.22). T wish to emphasise

here that these final verses (Col 1.20-22) relate Jesus to the Colossian readers, who

collectively are the specific targets of the divine reconciliation to Jesus."”® God (the Father)

19 Cf. Blakemore 1987: esp. 111-25.

19 Hoehner 2002: 381-82; Turner 2006: 42-43.

1% This assumes the referent of eig adtév (Col 1.20) is Jesus. Were God (the Father) in view here, one might
expect the reflexive &i¢ éautdv; if Jesus is in view, however, the ‘triple parallel’ of ‘in him’ (¢v adt@, Col 1.19),
‘through him’ (8¢ adtol, Col 1.20), and ‘to him’ (gi¢ adtév, Col 1.20) remains intact. See further Dunn 1996:
83.

176



has reconciled all things (and specifically, the Colossian readers, Col 1.22) to Jesus, who
has made peace ‘through the blood of his cross’ (8t ol aipatos Tol oravpod adtol, Col
1.20), a graphic reminder of the crucifixion and death of the Son. But Jesus is also ‘firstborn
from the dead’, that is, his is the primacy of place for resurrected sonship-in-power. And
since it is part of the explanation through procedural reading of Jesus’ designation as
‘firstborn from the dead’, the reconciliation draws attention to the exchange of Jesus’ death
for the extension of resurrection life to the Colossian recipients, what is tantamount to
‘Christ among you, the hope of glory’ (Xpiotog év Opiv, % élmis tis 06Eng, Col 1.27). Paul
elaborates for his Roman readers that those in the Son’s image are so conformed that he
might be ‘firstborn among many brethren’ ([els T elvar adTév] mpwréToxov év moAlols
adeAdois, Rom 8.29). In both Rom 8.29 and Col 1.18, the uses of mpwtétoxos are inclusive,
indicating that Jesus’ resurrection ‘inaugurates the possibility of resurrection for others’."”’

An early stream of Pauline thought in Col 1 emphasises Jesus’ role in the future
resurrection, noting that Jesus’ sonship would be extended (in a like form; the differences
in sonship between Jesus and those ‘in him’ will be discussed in Chapter 4.2.1.2; 4.2.2.1,
below) to those who have undergone divine reconciliation to Jesus. Other textual
connections may emerge initially when discussing the hymnic text of Col 1.15-20, but I
have sought to show that a link to Rom 1 can be forged, thereby establishing ties with
sonship-in-power (the Pauline concept from Rom 1) and the hymnic portrayal of Jesus as
pre-eminent in Col 1."”® The many elements discussed above that contribute to the

elevation of status for Jesus fix the Son’s place at the forefront of divine sonship-in-power,

7 Foster 2016: 180.
1% Other ‘hymns’ (e.g., Phil 2.6-11; 1 Tim 3.16) are usually referenced in connection to Col 1.15-20.
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confirmed by his resurrection.'”” The pre-eminent Son-of-God-in-power is then joined
by the ending verses of the hymnic text to those among whom he is (cf. Col 1.27)—
specifically, the Colossian readers. This union of Jesus with the Colossian readers is
established through reconciliation language, which entails the exchange of Jesus’ death on
the cross (made vivid via the metonymy of blood, Col 1.20) for resurrection life.””
Therefore, a line is drawn in the hymnic text of Col 1.18-20 between Jesus as the ‘Son-

of-God-in-power’ and the derivative sonship that those associated with Jesus receive from

the Father through the Son’s agency by his description as ‘firstborn from the dead’.

3.7. Summary and Conclusions

In several texts, some serving key strategic roles in their respective epistles, Paul makes
central for his theology proper the designation of God as the Father who raised Jesus from
the dead. I have treated the texts containing these designations more or less in date order
according to scholarly convention. Identity is a key concern of these passages, whether of
Paul himself, his readers, Jesus, or God the Father. My contention has been the following:
whether explicitly or implicitly, Paul is picking out the Father as the one who raised Jesus
from the dead. In doing so, the apostle offers his readers a new and important way to
conceive of the fatherhood of God. That is to say, for Paul divine fatherhood is

importantly revealed in the act of the resurrection of Jesus, and he passes this revelation

T duly note Foster’s conclusions (2016: 194-95), though some of his premises are beyond the arguments
presented here: ‘By making these two aspects [i.e., Adam Christology in the first part of the hymnic text,
and the Christology of the Cross in the second part] conjoint the author may seek to avoid any
misunderstanding that the Son only gained preeminence through his resurrection. Rather, he occupied that
role from the very beginning of creation. What the resurrection does is to re-establish or confirm that he is
the one who retains such a priority of status’.

2% On the connection between Jesus’ resurrection and Pauline readership, see Zimmermann 2007: 496.
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on to his readers. God proved himself, in other words, to be the Father of the Son in the
resurrection; the decisive act of the Father on the Son is the resurrection of Jesus.””' More
than that, it is possible to speak of new status for both Father and Son that is confirmed
by the resurrection: God’s power and identity as Father (he may now be said to be the
‘Father-in-power’) is newly revealed in the resurrection of Jesus, who is himself ‘in power’
in a way that he was not prior to his own resurrection.

The novel identification of God’s role as Father in the resurrection of Jesus
presents certain problems that Paul seems to anticipate. First-century bestowals of new
forms of sonship were usually accomplished through the institution of adoption. Paul’s
readers may naturally have assumed that Jesus’ sonship was adoptive in character. I have
argued (see esp. Chapter 3.4, above) that Paul refers, not to a new origin of sonship, but
to a new status of sonship conferred upon Jesus with respect to his resurrection. Paul
therefore averts potential confusion by referring to Jesus post resurrectionem as ‘Son-of-
God-in-power’. As the Father gives life to the Son in the resurrection, the implications of
this supreme life-giving act will redound to those ‘in Jesus’, resulting in the attainment of
a sonship like that of Jesus. The apostle will engage in ad-hoc concept formation by
applying language normally reserved for the institution of adoption to himself and his
hearers who are connected with Jesus.””” Connection to the resurrection of Jesus enables
Paul to redefine God’s fatherhood round the gospel which Paul preaches, while

anticipating discussion of the sonship (viofeaia) of all who are in Christ.

20 Zimmermann 2007: 139-40. In fact, she argues later (2007: 505) that on the basis of Gal 1.1, the
resurrection constitutes the relationship between Father and Son.
292 Paul will connect those ‘in Christ’ (¢v Xpiot6) to sonship (vioBeaia, see e.g., Chapter 4.2.2.1, below).
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CHAPTER 4. DIVINE FATHERHOOD
AND THE SONSHIP OF BELIEVERS IN PAUL

4.1. Introduction

How are the language of divine fatherhood and the language of the sonship of believers
related to acts of life-giving in the undisputed writings of the apostle Paul? In the previous
chapter, I attempted to show how Paul intersects the language of divine fatherhood with
language of the resurrection of Jesus, thereby bringing into the foreground his
identification of the Father as the life-giver, specifically as the one who raised Jesus from
the dead. In doing so, the apostle focusses upon the relation between God and Jesus, an
essential component of his theology. However, the Father-Son relation that obtains
between God and Jesus creates certain accidents' for the apostle himself and for his
readers. When he writes of God’s relation toward himself and his readers, Paul uses similar
language to the description of the relation between God and Jesus—that of life and death,
of fatherhood, even of resurrection. What follows will examine in some detail those places
where Paul deploys similar imagery of divine fatherhood and the resurrection of Jesus,
applying that imagery and language to himself and to his readers, as centred round the
weighted word, vioOeaia.

The term vioBecia has engendered significant debate both as to its significance in
Paul’s letters and as to its best available translation. There are two main lines of thought
concerning these questions. After exploring each line, I will draw some preliminary

conclusions before turning to the exegesis of those passages in Paul’s undisputed letters

' ‘Accident’ is used in the philosophical sense of that which is not essential, but derivative.
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that contain the term. To begin the exegetical section, I will examine Galatians 4, which
contains the earliest instance of viofegia—language in the Pauline letters.” T will then move
on to a Pauline cluster of viofecia—language in Rom 8-9. In both Gal 4 and Rom 8-9, I
will apply Relevance Theory (RT) before drawing conclusions and offering some possible

avenues for further research.

4.1.1. The Significance of Yiobesia

What precisely are we to understand by Paul’s use of the term vioBecia? Several of Paul’s
recent interpreters have concluded or assumed that the best equivalent of the Greek term
is the word ‘adoption’, which is typically understood as the legal institution of becoming
an heir in the ancient world, whether Greek, Roman, or Jewish.’ James Scott in his seminal
monograph on the term gives two primary reasons for concluding that ‘adoption’ is the
best equivalent available: first, because of explicit definitions given in ancient Greek lexica;
and second, because the Pauline phrase d¢moAapBavety ™y viofeaiav (Gal 4.5) is paralleled
elsewhere in Hellenistic literature. His first reason is complicated by the fact that most of

the lexica he cites postdate Paul.* This would seem to suggest that the definition(s) for

2 Cf. Scott 1992: xv. See also Bernier 2022: 145-82.

¥ Payot and Roulet 1987: 100, 105-108; Scott 1992: 55, 267; Martyn 1997a: 390-91; Burke 1998: esp. 314—
18; idem, 2001: 119-33; idem, 2006: 21-22; idem, 2008: 259; Dunn 1999: 83 n. 2; Johnson 2002: 309-310;
Walters 2003: 42-76, esp. 55-66; Kirk 2004: 241; Rhoads 2004: 291; Watson 2005: 6-7; Aranda 2006: 604
605; Johnson Hodge 2007: 31, 50-51, 68-72; Peppard 2011b: 95-102; Macaskill 2013: 221-25; idem, 2014:
97-99; Eastman 2014: 118; Kim 2014: 133; Longenecker 2014: 71, 74-77; Vanhoozer 2014: 21; Venter
2014: 286; Barclay 2015: 285 n. 29, 301, 303, 310 n. 43, though Barclay is careful about committing himself
to either side of the debate—he is clearer about favouring viofesia as ‘adoption’ in idem 2017: 362-69, esp.
363, 368; Lewis 2016: 2; Robinson 2016: 125-41; Thiessen 2016: 111, 118, 213 n. 1; Trick 2016: 151-61;
Wehrle 2016: 26-28, with caveats; Berthelot 2017: 47; Coulson 2017: 87; Glass 2017: 48-50; Heim 2017:
21, 58, 112-47; Kowalski 2018: 648-53; idem, 2020: 56; Krahn 2018: 87-280; McCaulley 2019: 185-87;
Rambiert-Kwasniewska 2020: 209; Szymik 2020: 498; Kim 2021: 12-13, 165, 179-81.

* One exception may be Ptolemy of Ascalon whom Scott (following Stephanus) considers likely a student of
Aristarchus of Samothrace (d. 140s BCE); cf. West 2001: 82. Scott (1992: 52 n. 243) acknowledges the
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vioBeaia had stabilised only after the apostle had ceased writing letters. His second reason
is complicated by the lack of any exact lexical parallel in Hellenistic Greek.” Perhaps Scott
is correct that ‘the articular ™y viobeciav with a verb of receiving or accepting refers to a
particular adoption by someone’, indicating that Paul’s use in Gal 4 indeed refers to
adoption, though lexically there is only a modicum of evidence.’

A few scholars have pushed back on the rendering of viobecia as ‘adoption’,
however; alternatives offered include ‘sonship’, or ‘filial status’” Perhaps the most
recognised proponent of viofesia as ‘sonship’ rather than ‘adoption’ in Paul’s usage is
Brendan Byrne. He has suggested that for Paul viobecia, rather than denoting the process
of adoption, instead refers to the enduring status of a son.® Byrne arrives at this conclusion
by a lengthy examination of the Jewish sonship metaphor as attested in the OT and the
Second Temple literature. Problematic for Byrne is the lack of attestation for vioBecia from
the Jewish background literature he examines. To solve this absence, Byrne surmises that
without words such as viétyg (attested only after Paul), the term viofesia could have had
the double meaning of both the process of adoption and the status of sonship. Choosing

to emphasise the latter meaning, Paul (according to Byrne) borrows this term from Greco-

difficulty of dating Ptolemy with precision. Contra Albrecht Dihle (PW 23: 1863), who classifies Ptolemy
as ‘considerably younger’ (Ger.: erheblich jiinger) than Aristarchus’ students. Cf. Baege 1882: 2-6, who dates
Ptolemy either to the late first century BCE, or to the early first century CE; Geiger 2012: 186-87. If Ptolemy
is Paul’s contemporary, Scott’s claim (1992: 53, emphasis omitted) on the basis of ancient lexica that ‘vioBecia
is in common use and unequivocal in meaning [prior to Paul]’ may be called into question.

5 Scott admits as much. The only known ‘directly comparable’ expression is déxeabat Thv viobeaiav (Nicolaus
of Damascus, Vit. Caes. 55) referring to the testamentary adoption of Octavian by Julius Caesar. See Scott
1992: 54 (where he gives the quotation from the surviving fragments of Nicolaus), 176.

% Scott 1992: 176, emphasis retained.

7 Cf. Byrne 1993: 293, ‘sonship’; idem 1996: 249-50, ‘filial status’ and ‘sonship’; Scholtissek 2000: 201,
‘Sohnschaft’; Polaski 2005: 88, ‘sonship’; Mundhenk 2008: 170, ‘be recognized as God’s sons’; Gianoulis
2009: 74, ‘sonship’; Landmesser 2018: 2.139, who suggests ‘Kindschaft’; Kim 2021: 181, ‘sonship’, though
he notes the close linkage of the term to ‘adoption’; Ringleben 2022: 162, ‘[die wahre] Gotteskindschaft’.

¥ Byrne 1979: 79-81.
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Roman legal jurisprudence to extend the Jewish sonship metaphor, which Byrne
characterises as a ‘traditional way of speaking’ about God’s relation either to Israel (and
the individual members of Israel) or to Paul’s readers as sons.

Those who have followed Byrne’s position more closely than Scott’s argue that
the Pauline viobecia—metaphor is anomalous. For instance, Paul’s use of the term seems
not to be linked to the gender of those receiving viofesia.” In Rom 8, Paul reminds his
Roman readers of their reception of the ‘spirit of viofesic’, the same spirit serving as a
fellow witness that Paul and his Roman readers are the ‘children of God’ (téxva 6eol, Rom
8.16). Where one might expect the usual gendered noun viés in the context of ‘adoption’
language, Paul uses instead a gender-neutral term, téxvov."” This is curious because with
very few exceptions only sons were adopted, especially when the purpose of the adoption
was to establish heirs. Why then does Paul not consistently refer to himself and his
auditors as ‘sons’, rather than ‘children’?

Other anomalies obtain. In the Pauline scheme, slaves would be ‘adopted’ in the
presence of a legitimate heir who is already in place—]Jesus, the unique Son." In fact,
adoptees provided ‘a legal and socially-accepted stand-in for a natural son’,"” though in

Paul’s reckoning Jesus is already in place and thus the Father would need no proxy.

? Indeed, the corresponding phrase for the bestowal of daughterhood (or, the adoption as daughters), xata
Buyatpomoiay, is attested in certain pre-Pauline inscriptions. Cf. Deissmann 1897: 67; Walser 2004: 101-106;
Johnson Hodge 2007: 69. Crucially, the bestowal of daughterhood would not have included access to the
inheritance. See Polaski 2005: 71, 89.

12 Paul also adds to the quotation of 2 Sam 7.14 (widely believed to be an Adoptionsformel) the words xal
Buyatépas in 2 Cor 6.18. Cf. Kirk 2004: 241 n. 1, who cites Watson 2001: 53-56. On 2 Sam 7.14 as
Adoptionsformel, see Scott 1992: 96-117.

1 Against the adoption of (manumitted) slaves in the Roman world, see Lindsay 2009: 125-27; Kim 2014:
133-34; 140-42. Kim (2014: 141) argues further that in Rom 8, Paul ‘depicts God as adopting complete
strangers’, a phenomenon totally foreign to ancient adoption practice. An allegorical exception to this rule
is given by Rollins 1987: 108, who cites Herm. Sim. 5.2.7.

"> Heim 2017: 143. Cf. Johnson Hodge 2007: 31.
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Furthermore, Paul seems already to have labelled as sons those receiving viofeaia. For
instance, in Gal 3-4, Paul apparently addresses his Galatian readers as sons (ITdvteg yap
viol Oeol éote O Tijg mioTews év Xplotd ‘Inool, Gal 3.26), comparing them to heirs of
minority age who enter the full rights and privileges of sonship ‘at the time set by the
father’, i.e., at their reception of viobecia ([¢Saméoreidey 6 Oedg Tov vidv avTol] fva THV
vioBeciav amordBwpey, Gal 4.5). Thus, if the apostle uses viofeaic as ‘adoption’ here, it
seems to me that he would be addressing his auditors as sons logically prior to their
‘adoption’, a non sequitur."” Furthermore, Roman adoption typically involved the transfer
of a son from one paterfamilias to another.'* In Paul’s letters, it is not clear who the former
paterfamilias might be. One might expect some other figure as a contrast with God (the
Father), but in the frames of the vioBeaia passages, Paul does not offer such a figure. To be
sure, contrasting figures abound: in Rom 8, one finds a dichotomy between flesh and
Spirit; in Gal 3-4, between sin and law—but neither presents a definitive foil for God (the
Father). Finally, Paul’s deployment of the metaphor does not factor in the potential death
of the testator, i.e., the Father.”

Those who favour translating viofecia as ‘adoption’ seem to offer a prescriptive
analysis of the term, arguing from a position of how the word ought to be used in Paul’s
letters. Their rejection of translating viofecia simply as ‘sonship’ springs at least in part
from the well-founded wish to avoid the abundance of more general sonship material,

allowing them instead ‘to focus on “adoption” wherever it occurs in relevant primary

3 So Mundhenk 2008: 170-71, 176.

* Cf. Heim 2017: 247.

' Adoption inter vivos was common enough in Greco-Roman practice, albeit with the intent of ‘securing
care’ for the adoptive father as he approached the end of life. So Scott 1992: 4-5, 10.

184



sources’.'” Nonetheless, I much prefer to offer a description of how Paul uses the term in
fact. The apostle borrows a term that is usually (though, I would hasten to point out, not
always) found in the context of adoption, and this does not seem to be the central thrust
of his usage for the term. Rather, Paul seems to privilege other nuances to viofeciat above
what many consider the normal usage of the term."”

Certainly, Paul’s usage of the term viofegia accords with a significant facet of
adoption practice common in his own time: namely, connection to the inheritance."
Perhaps this is the chief Pauline link to the term’s usual meaning, where all other tethers
to the term’s normal deployment (e.g., with respect to issues of gender, slavery, legal
status, death of the testator, etc.) have been muted or dissolved outright. While the process
of adoption is almost certainly behind Paul’s usage, this is not where the apostle weights
the term. Out of due caution, one should probably not jettison the careful lexical
investigations of Scott (and others) pertaining to viofesic. However, the many anomalies
of Paul’s several usages (coupled with the fact that Paul is the first to use the term in a
theological context)" render the ancient lexica of little aid to resolve the matter, instead
suggesting a verdict that when the apostle Paul uses the term vioBecia, its range of meaning

only partially overlaps with the institution of adoption as expressed in an ancient form

' Scott 1992: xiii-xiv; the quotation comes from p. xiv. Thus, Scott (et al.) could restrict the scope of study
to the topic of interest, viz., adoption. To address ‘sonship’ more generally might require one to treat topics
only tangentially (or not at all) related to ‘adoption’, e.g., son as ‘student’, or ‘son of God’ as one having
superhuman abilities, etc. Cf. e.g. the sizable bibliography on viés in 7DN78.334.

7 Paul’s idiosyncratic usage of the term in my opinion thwarts the well-meaning strategy of beginning
analysis of Pauline usage of viofeaia from the ‘conventional use’ of the term in Greco-Roman sources. Cf.
Heim 2017: 117-22.

' Cf. Johnson Hodge 2007: 29-31; Peppard 2011a: 135-40.

" Cf. Scott 1992: 148 n. 96 (where he mentions ‘the fact that the theological use of viobeoia is first found in
Paul’), 175.
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(whether Greco-Roman, Jewish, or something else).”” That is to say, Paul rather seems to
pick and choose from what was likely a well-known institution in order to suit his own
metaphorical construction.”

As a working hypothesis, I would like to look at Paul’s own peculiar emphases,
wherein one might say that by viofecia the apostle engages in ad-hoc concept formation,
describing the status of one recognised as ‘son’, and consequently as ‘heir’. Paul does not
seem to emphasise the legal act or process of adoption, or even the mechanism for
becoming a son; rather, his focus is upon one’s status as son.”” Adoption is not for Paul the
source for sonship—i.e., his own and that of his readers. Their sonship has instead come
about through a gift of life, whereas adopted children are already alive. Yet, as we shall see
below, Paul situates his viobecia language in contexts of life-giving.

Paul connects the term viofecia to the status of Israel in Rom 9.4, a verse some have
seen as interpreting the previous uses in Rom 8, especially in terms of the giving of life.”
To lend credence to its role as hermeneutic lens, viobecia in Rom 9.4 is apparently given
special priority by the apostle over the previous discussions in Rom 8. That Paul would
frame Jewish viobecia prominently over that of the gentiles should come as no surprise—
even though viofeaia as applied to Paul and his Roman readers is discussed first in Rom 8.
Several times throughout the letter, Paul prioritises the Jew over the ‘Greek’ gentile, often

through the syntagm ‘the Jew first, and also the Greek’.** Priority may be glimpsed further

9 Even Scott (1992: 55) warns that ‘it must be emphasized that Paul’s religious use of viobecia is unparalleled’.
! Heim (2017: 280) comes close to the position I wish to argue: ‘one possible explanation for Paul’s use of
vioBecia as a term for Israel’s sonship is that Paul has coined a new term that possibly reinterprets facets of
the framework of sonship constructed by the “Israelite sonship” metaphors in the Old Testament’.

22 Cf. Gianoulis 2009: 74 n. 17; Kim 2014: 137.

¥ Cf. Gaventa 2010: 257-58; Kim 2021: 205-38.

** This phrase (Tovdaios Te mp&tov xai “EAAyv) is used throughout Romans, not always positively. See Rom
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in the primacy of place given to viofesia in Rom 9.4, where it leads a list denoting the
privileged status of Israel that includes ‘the glory’ (3 dé¢a), ‘the covenants’ (ai dixbfjxat),
‘the giving of the law’ (3 vopoBesia), ‘the temple worship’ (% Aatpeia), ‘the promises’ (ai
é¢mayyeliar), and even ‘the patriarchs’ (of matépes, Rom 9.5).”° At the head of this list, Paul’s
use of vioBegia sounds a distinct note both in terms of its unique grammatical construction
and in the place Paul affords the term in the history of Israel.

The apostle refers to the term viofeaia with the definite article in Rom 9.4, the only

place he does so in Romans.*

The article may be functioning anaphorically, referring back
to the occurrences of viofesia in Rom 8. Perhaps % dé&a, the following term in Rom 9.4,
also functions anaphorically: viofecia is the primary subject of Rom 8.12-17, while §6&a
governs the following section, Rom 8.17-30.”” More likely, however, Paul uses the article
par excellence in the construction % viobecia in Rom 9.4. One could say that of all the ways
God (the Father) relates to humanity, the best of this class of filial relations is Israel’s

relationship to God as sons.” The vioBeaia of Israel as par excellence (or, best of its class)

may be further demonstrated in two ways peculiar to Rom 9. First, Paul’s previously

1.16; 2.9-105 3.9, 29; 9.24; 10.12; cf. Gaventa 2010: 256. Kim (2021: 228-29) suggests that the prioritisation
scheme in Romans (i.e., Jew first, and [then] also Greek) may further include the manifold ‘advantage’ (1o
meploady, Rom 3.1-2), and the reference to Israel as the ‘natural branches’ (oi xatéd ¢pvaw xrddor, Rom 11.21)
in contradistinction to the gentiles as the wild olive tree ingrafted.

% Readers of Paul from differing perspectives have concluded that Rom 9.4-5 is a list denoting the privileged
status of Israel. Cf. Watson 1986: 161; idem 2015: 259-60; Wright 2013: 2.1012; Barclay 2015: 383;
Fredriksen 2017: 35; Heim 2017: 251-52; Kim 2021: 205-208. Grammatically, the polysyndeton in Rom
9.4-5 imbues this list denoting privileged status with dignity and rhetorical abundance. Cf. BDF §460.3, pp.
240-41; Robertson 1934: 427.

26 A few MSS lack the article: among the majuscules, A F G. Codex Alexandrinus deletes the entire verse, on
which see Porter 2002: 414, who hypothesizes a rhetorical scribal agenda. Paul also uses an articular form
in Gal 4.5.

*7 Indeed Wright 2013: 2.1012-13 has argued that most of the items in the list of privileged status have
already been discussed by Paul in Rom 5-8.

8 Cf. Jewett 2007: 563; Heim 2017: 257-62, where she suggests the tenor of vioBesia in Rom 9.4 is ‘Israel’s
ongoing covenant relationship’ with God.
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highlighted prioritisation scheme (i.e., Jews then Greeks) can make sense of the elevation
of Israel’s relationship to God over all others.”” Second, viobegia in the list of Israelite
privilege is to be viewed with greater priority than all others because Israel is the source
of divine sonship that comes to the rest of the world, since the Israelites are those ‘from
whom is the Christ according to the flesh’ (8¢ &v 6 Xpiotds 0 xatd gdpxa, Rom 9.5).%
Those in Jesus derive divine sonship from him, the unique Son, who himself comes from
Israel.

Paul gives viobecia priority even over the other privileges that Israel has enjoyed.
The apostle may list the term first in the privileges of Israel because of its importance for
the succeeding argument of Rom 9.”' The term heads the list in part because it serves as
the interpretative prism through which one may look back to the occurrences of the term
in Rom 8, and forward to God’s future for Israel, a future that involves the restoration to
life. Paul uses the hinge of viofecia to indicate Israel’s special relationship to God, a
relationship he subsequently qualifies with God as Creator.’ Paul establishes in Rom 9-
11 ‘that the only Israel that exists is the one God brought into being through promise and
call’.”” The apostle intertwines the concepts of life-giving and calling especially in the

verses that immediately follow Rom 9.4.

*? Cf. the presence of Jewish prioritisation language in the larger context of Rom 9-11 (esp. Rom 9.24; 10.12)
against which Paul is reacting in light of the death, resurrection, and subsequent lordship of Jesus. On the
Pauline reaction against Jewish priority (in Rom 2), see further Barclay 1998: 544-46.

0 Cf. Fredriksen 2017: 148-51.

’1 Elsewhere in Romans, Paul may list the most important element of a series first. For example, he lists t&
Adyia Tol Beod first perhaps because ‘the oracles of God’ (Rom 3.2) are the most important of the benefits of
being a Jew. This conclusion is strengthened by the presence of the adverb mp&tov in Rom 3.2b, a term
missing in the list of Rom 9.4. Nonetheless, Rom 9 recalls Rom 3.2 through the phrase 6 Aéyog To¥ 8ol (Rom
9.6). Ct. Gaventa 2010: 258, esp. n. 15.

% Gaventa 2010: 257, 259; Heim 2017: 280.

% So Gaventa 2010: 260, emphasis omitted. In this she follows Martyn 1997b: 173.
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In the argument that succeeds the list of Israelite privileges (Rom 9.6-29), Paul
mentions ‘calling’ (through his term of choice, xaAéw) five times. Some recent interpreters
of Paul have contended that the apostle’s usage of the word xaléw, a term little used
elsewhere in Romans, in Rom 9.6-29 recalls the original appearance of the term in Rom
4.17.”* Paul writes in that passage of God ‘who gives life to the dead and calls into being
what does not exist’ ([6eds] Tod {womotofvTog ToUg vexpols xal xarolivros T& wi) dvta e dvta,
Rom 4.17b). God’s ‘calling-into-being’ in Rom 4.17 anticipates the apostle’s similar usage
in Rom 9.6-29. By the language of calling, Paul refers to the creation of Abraham’s
offspring through Isaac in Rom 9.7; he differentiates ‘works’ (¢pya) from God who calls in
the discussion of God’s promise—the divine initiative to life-giving”—to barren Rebecca
concerning the sons she would shortly birth in Rom 9.12; and, he links the calling-into-
being of Israel (see esp. Rom 9.6-13) to that of the ones formerly ‘not my people’, the
gentiles, in Rom 9.24-26.%° Paul’s language of ‘calling-into-being’ reaches its crescendo in
Rom 9.26, where the apostle quotes from Hos 2.1 LXX, noting that those who were ‘not
my people’, Jews and gentiles alike, ‘will be called the sons of the living God’ (09 Aadg pov
Ouels, ... xAnbioovtar viol Beol {Gvros, Rom 9.26b). Bringing his argument full circle, Paul
using the language of ‘calling-into-being’ argues the Jews’ transition of status from ‘not
the people of God’ to sons of the living God, underscoring both the life-giving God and

completing the frame of Israel’s status as sons begun in Rom 9.4 by heading the list of

* Gaventa 2010: 260, esp. n. 23 on the scarcity of ‘calling’ language in Romans; Kim 2021: 217-24. The
noun xAntés occurs in Rom 1.1, 6.

% Cf. Watson 2015: 185-91 on divine versus human initiative in Paul’s reading of the Abrahamic narrative
in Rom 9 (and other places).

% This sentence is heavily indebted to the careful exegetical work of Gaventa 2010: 260-67.
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Israelite privileges with viofecia.”” Ultimately, Paul will predict the life-giving God’s
acceptance of Israel, which he equates to ‘life from the dead’ (tis % mpdoAunig ei wi L{wi) éx
vexp@v; Rom 11.15). Thus, Paul frames Rom 9-11 with viofegia at the beginning as the
hinge and hermeneutical prism of what those in Jesus presently enjoy, and of what will
come to Israel: acceptance at the end by God (the Father) as life from the dead, the
expected characteristic of Israel’s status as the son ever called into being by God (the
Father).

My hypothesis is therefore that Paul’s use of vioBeaia represents the status of those
who have access to and participation in divine sonship, a hypothesis which I shall check
against the available textual data of Paul’s undisputed writings in what follows. If the best
available gloss for this phenomenon is ‘adoption’, well and good; but I would propose that
Paul’s usage—and it is the apostle’s own deployment of the term with which I am
concerned here—is better served by a translation such as ‘sonship’ without all the other
attendant features of ancient adoption practice that previously freighted the term viobecia.
I realise this is quite a departure from what has become a consensus view on the meaning
of vioBeaia, and I shall attempt in what follows to demonstrate that Paul only partly
addresses the salient features of ancient adoption practice as we now understand them. In
other words, as Rom 9.4 suggests, even if viofeaia does often signify ‘adoption’, Paul picks
out from the term the more limited meaning ‘sonship’, because his focus is not on the

process or act of adoption-into-sonship, but on the resulting status of sonship.

7 Kim 2021: 234.
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4.2. Exegesis

What follows is a detailed analysis of how Paul writes of the Father’s relation to those ‘in’
Jesus, sometimes employing the device of metaphor. Through his use of viobecia language,
Paul adds to the Father’s identity as the one who raised Jesus from the dead by focussing
on the Father’s relation to Paul and his readers. The Father brings life to Paul and his
readers by extending sonship derived from the resurrected Son-of-God-in-power through
the Spirit. These conclusions may be prised out from Paul’s rather tight logical constructs,
often accompanied by the modification of terminology as he is using it, as well as subtlety,
where key points may be overlooked, or in one’s haste, missed completely. Therefore,
these passages beckon the interpreter to serious engagement and slow digestion of what

the apostle has to say.

4.2.1. Galatians 4

Galatians, it has been said, is Paul ‘in full flood’.”® What drove the apostle to such heights
of pique were the presence and teaching among his Galatian readers of certain opponents,
whose beliefs John Barclay has neatly summarised: as fellow Christians, Paul’s opponents
‘wanted the (Galatians to be circumcised and to observe at least some of the rest of the law,
including its calendrical requirements’; they questioned ‘the adequacy of Paul’s gospel and
his credentials as an apostle’. It is likely that Paul’s opponents attracted and persuaded

many within the Galatian congregation(s).” In part, these opposing doctrines led Paul to

% Dunn 1993b: xiii.

% Barclay 1987: 86-89 (the quotations are from p. 88). The list compiled by Barclay could hardly be a full
summary of the opponents’ teaching, but only of those topics to which Paul chose to respond. From Barclay’s
results, I have included only those items which he deems ‘Certain or Virtually Certain’.
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pen the letter to the Galatians. Certainly, these opposing doctrines form the motifs against
which the apostle chooses to respond in the middle of his letter. Of particular interest are
the apostle’s arguments and responses against the claim that the gospel he originally
preached to his Galatian auditors was inadequate.

Paul offers in Gal 3—4 an apology for the gospel he preaches.® Betz calls Galatians
3—4 the ‘proofs’ section (probatio), which substantiates the arguments broached at the end
of Gal 2, couched in a remembered personal rebuke of the apostle Peter.” There Paul
stakes out points of agreement between himself and his perceived opponents. The first
point of agreement has to do with the heritage of Paul and (perhaps)* his opponents. Paul
states, ‘We ourselves are Jews by birth and not Gentile sinners’ (Gal 2.15, NrRsV).” The
second point of agreement refers to the means of justification in response to the gospel
that Paul preaches. The apostle writes: idéteg [0¢] 67t 00 dixatobrar dvbpwmos € Epywy vépou
éav wi) die motews Tnool Xpiotol, Gal 2.16a).* Opinions diverge, however, beyond these
two points. Paul apparently suspects a claim that the gospel he preaches is incomplete.®
He defends the gospel he preaches against such a charge by way of argument about how
God (the Father)* has related to Paul’s Galatian readers. His defence explores the topics

of the Galatians’ reception of the Spirit (Gal 3.1-5), the divine blessing of Abraham and

% Cf. Martyn 1997a: 25-26; De Boer 2011: 12; Moo 2013: 177-79; Keener 2019: 203-205.

* Betz 1979: 113-14. Cf. Longenecker 1990: 97-98; Oakes 2015: 24-27, esp. 25; De Silva 2018: 263-64;
Moore 2022: esp. the bibliography on p. 462 n. 10.

* Barclay (1987: 88) considers the Jewish heritage of the opponents ‘highly probable’.

* The Greek is: Huelg dptoet Tovdaior xal ovx €€ Ebvav dpaptwol.

* A partial English translation runs thus: ‘Knowing that one is not justified ¢ &pywv véuov, but rather dix
miotews “Inool Xpiotol’. The untranslated phrases have engendered significant debate in recent NT
scholarship beyond the scope of our argument. For further information, see e.g. Hooker 1989: 321-42;
Schreiner 1993: 975-79; Hays 2002a: 141-56; Owen 2007: esp. 562—66; Easter 2010: 33-47.

® Cf. Vos 1994: esp. 2.

% Divine fatherhood is of course mentioned only in Gal 1.1 and Gal 4.6, but these references are so
dominating on the landscape of the letter, that I treat all references to ‘God’ (8eés) in Galatians as implicit
references to these two explicit mentions.
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its present application to the Galatian congregations (Gal 3.6-14), and finally two
illustrations in which Paul tells his Galatian readers what time it really is. In Gal 3.15-29,
Paul first declares that God’s promise to Abraham in due time has extended to those who
are ‘one in Christ Jesus’ (mdvres yap Ouels els ote v Xptotd Tnood, Gal 3.28). Reaching the
climax of his argument, the apostle then recounts how God (the Father) in the fulness of
time has redeemed Paul and his readers from slavery into freedom by the sending of the
Son and the agency of the Spirit (Gal 4.1-7).

Critically at stake in his defence of the gospel is the identity of Paul’s readers.
Interspersed in the discussion of the identity of the justified are elements of life-giving.
Paul connects dixatéw and its cognates to the giving of life in three key places in Gal 2-3.
The apostle begins by presuming a point of agreement: that the £pya vopov are negated as
a viable means of justification (Gal 2.16a)."” Paul concludes that death to the law results in
life (through Christ) to God (Gal 2.19-20). Repeating the point of agreement concerning
the non-viability of the law to justify, a position described as ‘evident’ (d%jAog, Gal 3.11),
Paul counters with the quotation of Hab 2.4 LXX: the righteous shall live, not by law, but
by faith. Paul remarks on the intimate connection between righteousness and life once
more in Gal 3.21b: ‘for if a law with the ability to impart life had been given, then
righteousness would indeed be from the law’ (i yap €960y véuos 6 duvapevos {womofjoat,
vt éx vépou &v Ay %) dixatootvn). Where Paul discusses the righteous in Gal 2-3, one may

see that the presence of life is indispensable to the righteous one’s identity.

7 The text is: eldéteg [0¢] 71 00 dixarodrar dvbpwmos €€ Zpywv vépov, ... (‘knowing that one is not justified ¢
Epywy vépov’, ...).
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Figure 4.1. Key Claims in Paul’s Argumentation in Galatians 3

faith
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Abraham
3.9  blessing faith $
believers (oi éx mioTews)

3.14  blessing of Abraham promise of the Spirit
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What further constitutes the sons of God as the ones justified (oi dixatwBévtes), a
part of whom Paul urges his readers to remain? On the one hand, Paul rebuts a claim that
the €pya vépov (Gal 3.2) are still requisite in marking the identity of the ones justified after
the resurrection of Jesus (Gal 3.1-5). The central issue in this section is the reception of
the Spirit by the Galatians. Paul enquires of his Galatian readers whether their reception
of the Spirit was accomplished €& &pywv véuou (Gal 3.2). The apostle expresses concern that
his readers are turning from their beginnings ‘in the Spirit’ to an end ‘in the flesh’
(évapkapevor mvedpatt viv capxi émitedeiohe; Gal 3.3b). Paul then addresses the issue of
descent as related to the identity of the justified. While Paul would agree that Abrahamic
descent is necessary,” the apostle scales the claim of descent from Abraham to descent
from God as further identifying the justified. Paul makes several key claims about the
identity of the ones justified (represented graphically in Figure 4.1, above): descent from
Abraham is by faith (Gal 3.7); blessing comes to believers (oi éx mioTewg, Gal 3.9) who are
linked to Abraham in faith; and, in Jesus the blessing of Abraham results in the promise of

the Spirit through faith. These three markers—descent from Abraham, participation in

#® Cf. Gal 3.29: ‘and if you are of Christ, then you are Abraham’s descendants, heirs according to promise’
(el 08 Opeis Xpiotol, dpa Tol APpady omépua EoTé, xat émayyeiiav ¥Anpovdyot).
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the Abrahamic blessing, and the presence of the promised Spirit—are fundamental
components for identifying the ones justified. At the end of Gal 4, Abraham figures
prominently again as Paul dismantles an argument that circumcision identifies the justified
(Gal 4.21-31). Paul refers to Gen 17 and concludes that, despite Ishmael’s own
circumcision by Abraham, Ishmael as the son of the flesh is excluded from identification
with the justified.* Negating the claims of his opponents (whether those claims are real or
perceived), Paul at the climax of the argument answers the crucial question of the identity

of the justified by introduction of the viofegia metaphor (esp. Gal 4.1-7).

4.2.1.1. The Yiobeoia Metaphor in Galatians 4

The viofeaie metaphor in Gal 4 has been called ‘the principal argument’ and the ‘crowning
theological statement’ of Paul’s letter to the Galatians.”” The centrality of this metaphor
is denoted by Paul’s tone. The apostle expresses measurable emphasis in deploying the
vioBecia metaphor.’! Max Black has defined metaphorical emphasis as ‘the degree [to which
the metaphor’s] producer will allow no variation upon or substitute for the words used’.”
Mining the Jewish background materials for similar divine sonship metaphors, Paul had
at least three other words he could have used and thus remained consistent with the

metaphor’s Jewish development: vids [Beol], mpwtdToxog, or povoyewis.” The first two terms

# Cf. Tedder 2020: 81-85.

**In order of quotation: Johnson 2002: 309; Heim 2017: 156 (note esp. the citations in n. 38). Cf. Payot and
Roulet 1987: 100, who term the metaphor section ‘one of the nerve centers’ of Galatians.

S Cf. Barclay 1987: 84.

32 Black 1993: 26.

%3 These words appear in various OT and intertestamental sources, from which I am listing a select few: viés
(Exod 4.22; Ps 2.7; Prov 3.12; Sir 4.10; Jos. Asen. 21.4; 4Q504 III, 6 [>13, ‘my son’]); mpwtéroxos (Exod 4.22;
Jer 38.9 LXX; Pss. Sol. 18.4; cf. Sir 36.11 LXX [mpwtéyovog]; 4Q504 111, 6 [*33, ‘my firstborn’]); povoyevis
(Pss. Sol. 18.4; cf. 4 Ezra 5.28). Cf. Heim 2017: 265.
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Paul reserves for Jesus; he will occasionally use the plural viof for himself and his readers,
and he uses the singular only in Gal 4.7 and then without the qualifier feo8.”* The term
novoyevis is absent from all of Paul’s extant letters. I am seeking to show that Paul uses
viofegia to denote the status of those who have access to and participation in divine
sonship. A better term for the status of a son, as Byrne has noted, is viétyg, though this
term is not extant among Paul’s contemporaries, and thus was very likely unavailable to
the apostle himself.”

Paul engages in an RT device that Gene Green has labelled ‘ad-hoc concept
construction’ by modifying viofesia in use.”® What one might expect (and indeed, what
recent interpreters have sometimes assumed) is that Paul would import wholesale from
ancient institutions of adoption the significance of viofesiz. But Paul does something
unexpected. From the various conceptual models that undergird viobecia (e.g., adoption,
change of status, inheritance, etc.), Paul can tailor the term viofecia to suit his own
purposes in writing to the Galatian churches. The terms vidg [0eol], mpwtdToxos, and
novoyevis rely upon quite different conceptual models than viofeaia, and this may explain
why Paul relies upon one term and its model(s), but not the others. Furthermore, Paul’s
argument is framed in the language of inheritance: Paul is concerned for instance with the
Abrahamic promise of the Spirit to his Galatian readers. Therefore, with its nuances of
sonship, status, and inheritance, no other term could achieve what Paul achieves by using

vioBeaia in the metaphor of Gal 4.5. Heim further notes the conceptual and theological

** Thus, we can say with a measure of certainty that Paul reserves the phrase 8eod vids (and its cognates) for
Jesus alone. Perhaps to conform to usual Pauline usage, syr reads ‘sons’ (~us) in both instances of Gal 4.7.
See Kilgour 1920: 116.

% Byrne notes the earliest occurrence of viétyg in Origen, Or. 22.4. See Byrne 1979: 80 n. 6.

% Green 2007: 804-807.
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importance when she comments that the viofesia metaphor ‘is the culmination of the Son’s
mission of redemption’, combining ‘the actions of the Father, Son, and Spirit within a
single metaphor (viofecia) that is grounded in the believers’ reception of the Spirit’.”
Thus, we may reasonably conclude that by emphasis, as well as by conceptual and
theological significance, Paul makes central the ad-hoc viobecia metaphor.

To clarify my forthcoming analysis, I need at this juncture to define the form and
the function of the viobecia metaphor. Following Janet Martin Soskice and Erin Heim,
what I mean by Paul’s ‘viobecia metaphor’ is the occasion in the letter where Paul writes
about the Father bringing Paul and his Galatian readers into new relationship with him in
terms which are said to be evocative of the metaphor’s vehicle, the term vioBesia.” Noting
the potential pitfalls of discussing the ‘metaphorical meaning’ of vioBecia in Gal 4, I will
follow Heim in distilling the metaphor down to the exact phrase tva ™) viobeciav

gmordBwpev (Gal 4.5b), which Heim terms the ‘complete metaphorical utterance’.”

Expanding the focus from viofecia to the fuller phrase in Gal 4.5b will foster analysis of

" Heim 2017: 156.

% Soskice 1985: 15; Heim 2017: 176. In metaphor theory, ‘tenor’ and ‘vehicle’ by way of reminder are
corresponding terms. Dawes has defined the ‘tenor’ of a metaphor as ‘the subject upon which it is hoped
light will be shed’. In my proposed schema, the ‘tenor’ in Gal 4 is ‘the Father bringing Paul and his Galatian
readers into new relationship with him’. The ‘vehicle’ of a metaphor according to Dawes is ‘the subject to
which allusion is made in order to shed that light [upon the tenor and the subject it represents]’. Dawes
1998: 27. Cf. Heim 2017: 42.

* Among the pitfalls are the requirement that lexemes be indeterminate, as well as term-for-term
substitution. An example from Black (1993: 21f,; the metaphor traces at least back to Plautus, Asin. 495) can
illustrate both pitfalls I have referenced. ‘Man is a wolf (Plautus: lupus est homo) cannot generate
metaphorical meaning at the level of words because both ‘man’ and ‘wolf’ retain their own discrete meanings;
i.e., neither word has an indeterminate meaning; however, the versatility of metaphor is linked to its natural
indeterminacy. The interpreter who insists on words themselves having metaphorical meaning is likewise
constricted to pondering just exactly in what ways ‘wolf” (and its attendant qualities) can be equated to ‘man’
(and its attendant qualities). In this discussion, I am indebted to Heim 2017: 34-36, 38-42.

% Heim 2017: 165. In this she follows Soskice 1985: esp. 45-46. Heim is careful to note that the viobecia
metaphor in Gal 4.5 is not in isolation but is related grammatically and conceptually to a cluster of metaphors
in Gal 4.5-7.
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the metaphor’s ‘interplay between focus and frame’, by which is meant how viofeaia as the
vehicle of the metaphor interacts with its immediately surrounding context, thus
producing meaning.”'

The tenor of the viofesia metaphor—the Father bringing Paul and his Galatian
readers into new relationship with him—contributes to defining the function of the
metaphor. Marinette Payot and Philippe Roulet have argued that the metaphorical
language in Gal 3—4 has a dual function. First, Paul uses metaphorical language to evoke
relationships. Payot and Roulet point to Gal 3.26, where they argue Paul infers that all

who are sons of God are sons through faith in Jesus.”

Second, Paul uses metaphorical
language here to define a legal status or condition, as he does (according to Payot and
Roulet) in Gal 3.29, where the apostle claims Abrahamic descent and inheritance
according to divine promise for his Galatian readers.” Payot and Roulet further argue that
this dual function reaches its climax at Paul’s exclamation that each of his Galatian readers
is no longer a slave, but a son (Gal 4.7a), just after the instance of the viobecia metaphor in
Gal 4.5.° T would counter that Paul is not necessarily interested in the legal aspects that
normally attend the term viofeaia, since he uses the term in an anomalous, ad-hoc way, as
I have argued above. Paul does seem, however, to link the function of the viobecia

metaphor to the status as sons of his Galatian readers. In a similar way, Heim argues that

the viofesie metaphor functions as Paul’s rebuttal to claims of an alternate spiritual

1 Cf. Heim 2017: 36.

62 TTdvtes yap viol Beol Eote Ak THig mioTews év Xpioté Inood. Some have interpreted the final clause in Gal 3.26
as objective due to the mioTis év Xpioté language (faith in Christ, as opposed to the faithfulness of Christ).
See Payot and Roulet 1987: 105-106. Others have argued that since Paul never uses the preposition év with
the verb motedw, the meaning is agentive (‘through Christ Jesus’). Cf. $*, which reads di& miotews Xpiotod;
Betz 1979: 186; Martyn 1997a: 375; De Boer 2011: 242.

3 Gal 3.29b: &pa Tol APpady omépua éoté, xat’ émayyehiav xhnpovépor. Cf. Heim 2017: 166.

% Hate oOxéTL €l doUAog GAN’ vide.
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lineage—that in fact, by appeal to viofesia the apostle writes of the creation of a new
spiritual descent such that he and his Galatian readers are newly connected to the Father
as sons.” I suggest two further refinements (or clarifications) to the positions of Payot,
Roulet, and Heim concerning the function of the viofegia metaphor in Gal 4: (1) it evokes
the specific filial relationship of Paul (and his Galatian readers) to God the Father, thus
speaking to their status as divine sons; (2) it serves as the acme of Jesus’ mission, whereby
Paul and his Galatian readers derive their new sonship from Jesus, who is the unique Son

sent from the Father.%

4.2.1.2. Derived Sonship in Galatians 4

The complete metaphorical utterance of the viobecia metaphor (iva T)v vioBeciav

gmordPwpev, Gal 4.5) occurs in a frame stretching back at least to Gal 4.3:”

[4.3] [8e Auev vimot ...]
[4.4] ... eaméaTetkey 6 Hedg TOV VIOV aldTod ...
[4.5] tva Tobg Ud véuov egayopaay,

tva ™ vioBeciav dmold fuwyey.

The tva—clauses of Gal 4.5 modify the main verbal phrase of the previous verse:

6 Heim 2017: 156. Though Heim does not cite the article by Payot and Roulet in her chapter on Galatians,
parts of her argument on the function of the viofecie metaphor in my opinion resume three decades later
their work, developing and clarifying their arguments. Heim (2017: 179) also argues that the viofeaia
metaphor aids Paul’s Galatian readers in understanding their shared experience of receiving the Spirit.

6 Grammatically, the fva—clause that comprises the complete metaphorical utterance serves as a purpose
clause modifying the sending of the Son in Gal 4.4.

¢ Cf. Hays 2002a: 95-102. Galatians 4.3-6 has engendered recent debate concerning its potential
background as a pre-Pauline confessional formula. To engage with the parties in this debate is beyond the
scope of the current argument. However, Heim’s statement is important to bear in mind: ‘even if these
verses are a pre-Pauline fragment, Paul has appropriated and fully integrated the text in order to make his
own point about the believers’ sonship in relation to the Son’. See Heim 2017: 157.
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¢améotehey 6 Oedg Tov vidy adtod (‘God sent his Son’, Gal 4.4).®® Paul ties the viobeoia
metaphor precisely to the sending of the Son, establishing the logical priority of the
sonship of Jesus: Jesus is ‘sent’ as Son ‘in order that we might receive viofecic’. The
language of Gal 4.4 is reminiscent of the language of gift. In the sending of Jesus, the
Father gives the Son; in the mission of Jesus, the Son gives himself and is received with his
work by Paul and his Galatian readers (note the verb of reception, édmodapfdvw, Gal 4.5).”
As a description of the ‘Christ-gift’, God sends his unique Son, whom Paul discusses first,
adding a couple of modifying phrases at the close of Gal 4.4. First, Jesus is ‘born of [a]
woman’ (yevéuevov éx yuvaixds, Gal 4.4¢). This phrase as applied to Jesus is unique in Paul’s
letters.”” Interpreters of Paul have generally understood this phrase as denoting certain
qualities of the Son sent by the Father, especially the Son’s assumption of humanity.”
Richard Hays questions whether the phrase yevéuevov éx yuvaixds truly qualifies the noun
vids.”” To qualify the Son, Hays argues the phrase would necessarily describe the Son’s
state of being. For describing states of being, one would expect the participle évta. The
participle that Paul uses in Gal 4.4, yévopevog, refers not to states of being, but to change,
which Hays phrases in terms of movement. Giving yévouevos its due weight, Hays

interprets the phrase as the Son’s movement from the heavenly realm to the earthly.” It

6 Lightfoot (1890: 168) noted a chiasm that directly related the vioBea{a—clause in Gal 4.5 to the main verbal
phrase in 4.4. Cf. Longenecker 1990: 166.

% This is developed further in Barclay 2015: 388-410, esp. 408; cf. L&N §57.128, p. 572.

0 Cf. Longenecker 1990: 166, who labels the phrase hapax legomenon.

! This interpretation goes back at least to Eusebius, Aarc. 1.27; Tischendorf also mentions Clement of
Alexandria, Origen, and Methodius of Olympus. Harink (2017: 109) describes the phrase as ‘the fullness of
the divine embrace of human nature’; cf. Scholtissek 2000: 200-201; Ringleben 2022: 154-58. For
background literature denoting the phrase as a Jewish circumlocution for human birth, see Dunn 1993a:
215; Keener 2019: 337 n. 1150.

72 Pace Dunn 1989: 40.

73 Hays 2002a: 96-97, esp. n. 64; cf. Ringleben 2022: 155 n. 52. Ringleben (2022: 151-54) calls this the Son’s
coming from afar.
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strikes me, however, that the rarer Pauline expression is not yevéuevos, but éx yuvaixds,

% Neither are the two

which Hays’ interpretation does not fully incorporate.
interpretations (the classical interpretation and Hays’ own) mutually exclusive. To
accommodate the full phrase, I would suggest that Paul is referring here to the Son’s
change from the divine realm to the human. The phrase contributes to the process of Jesus
identifying with humanity.

The second modifying phrase of Gal 4.4, yevéuevov Omd vépov (‘born under the law’,
Gal 4.4d), locates the sending of the Son within a specific timeframe with a particular
purpose (cf. ) mpoBecpia Tol matpds, Gal 4.2)” and within a particular line of descent. Again,
Paul is keen to show his readers what time it really is. The sending of the Son is stated just
after the temporal clause of Gal 4.4a, which begins with the temporal conjunction éte and
gives the time of the action.”® Paul’s letter oscillates between the present time and its
implications for his Galatian readers on the one hand, and the past (cf. 70 TAYpwpa Tol

xpévou, ‘the fulness of time’,”” Gal 4.4a) that has helped to usher in the present time—i.e.,

the time ushered in by the Father’s sending of the Son and commencing with Jesus’ death

" Paul uses yevduevos to refer to the birth of Jesus in two other places: in Rom 1.3, where one finds the only
other combination of yevduevos + éx in Paul’s letters, and which focusses upon the object of the phrase in
identifying Jesus as the Davidide whom God raised in fulfilment of Nathan’s prophecy in 2 Sam 7, as I have
argued previously (see Chapter 3.4, above); in Phil 2.7, which Hays mentions, and which also identifies Jesus
with humanity—]Jesus is év spotdpatt dvbpomwy yevduevos.

> Though I am mindful of root fallacy, it is intriguing that Chantraine (1999: 432) lists mpobeopia as a
derivative of feopds, whose relationship to its root, (mpo-)tibnw, he says, is ‘obvious’ (French: évideny);
however, I am not making a claim on word meaning (thus, avoiding root fallacy), merely on word history.
Cf. Beekes 2010: 1.543. Nevertheless, the time set by the Father provides the beginning of the frame with
the theme of purpose, which is taken up by both fva—clauses in Gal 4.5. Cf. Moo 2013: 263-66.

76 ‘But when the fulness of time came’, ... (6te 3¢ #ABev 10 TMpwpa ol xpdvoy, ...). Cf. BDF §455, pp. 237-
38; Wallace 1996: 677. Ringleben (2022: 145-46) argues that §te expresses that only then (and not before)
could the Father send the Son.

7 See Rambiert-Kwasniewska 2020: 208-11, who interprets this phrase as the end of the law’s domination,
set in motion by the pivotal moment of history when the Father sends the Son. Cf. Martyn 1997a: 389; De
Boer 2011: 262.
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and resurrection—on the other. By referring to the Son as yevéuevov 0o vépov, the apostle
reminds his readers that Jesus came into human existence (and therefore, temporality)
during the period of the old covenant between Israel and God, characterised as it was by
living under law, not yet having the possibility of living by faith in the resurrected Jesus.”

Several recent interpreters have suggested that the phrase yevéuevov Omd vépov
relates to Jesus’ role in redemption.”” Immediately after the phrase, the apostle gives the
purpose of the Son’s entrance into human existence under law: ‘in order that he [i.e., the
Son] might redeem those under law’ (iva Tobg Omd vépov égayopdoy, Gal 4.5a). Some
interpreters of Paul have reasoned that the participial phrase to end Galatians 4.4 and the
tva—clause to begin Galatians 4.5 are closely related on account of proximity and the use

of umd vépov language, forming the inner part of a chiasm:"

[4.4b] ¢gaméateiley 6 Bedg TOV vidy adTod, A
YEVOULEVOV €X YuVaXOG, YEVOUEVOY UTO YOUOV, B

[4.5] tva Tobg Umd véuov egayopaay B’
% \ ¢ ’ > A )

iva T)v vioBeaiav dmodaBwpey. A

Among those who have stressed the link to redemption of the phrase yevduevov Omd véuov,
some have argued that Jesus’ perfect obedience to the Father, or simply his subjection to
the law, allows Jesus by his death and resurrection to effect redemption from the law for

the rest of those who are ‘under law’.”' In a similar vein, Todd Wilson argues that Paul

78 Cf. Greene-McCreight 2022: 37; Ringleben 2022: 149, 159. Cf. the earlier covenantal language in Gal
3.15-18, where the term diaf%xy occurs twice (Gal 3.15, 17; cf. 4.24). Betz (1979: 207-208) argues that the
phrase speaks further of Jesus’ identification with humanity—]Jesus as born under human law, though he
specifies the law as Torah. This is also stated classically in Hooker 1971: 351 n. 1; cf. Martyn 1997a: 390.

7 Cf. Dunn 1993a: 216; Schreiner 2010: 270; De Boer 2011: 263-64; Moo 2013: 265-66; De Silva 2018:
355; Osten-Sacken 2019: 191-93. Detailed discussion about Paul’s use of the verb, é&ayopalw, follows later
in this section.

% Discourse analysis from various approaches has yielded similar structural results. See, for example: Pelser,
du Toit, Kruger, et al.: 1992: 24; Hong 1993: 47-48; Yoon 2019: 154, 166-67.

8 For Jesus’ perfect obedience to the Father, see Longenecker 1990: 171-72; Léhr 2002: 340. For Jesus’
participation in subjection to the law, see Dunn 1993: 216; Keener 2019: 336-38.
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uses the phrase Umd vépov in Galatians as a kind of shorthand for ‘under the curse of the
law’, referring back to Gal 3.13 (‘Christ redeemed us from the curse of the law, becoming
a curse for us’; Xpiotos nués éénydpacey éx tiic xatdpas Tol vépou yevdpevos Oep Ny xatdpa
...). Paul (according to Wilson) reckons that by taking on the curse, Jesus can thus redeem
his fellow humanity under the curse of the law.*” While one may quibble about Jesus’
stance toward the law in his own time, by the phrase yevéuevov vmd vépov Paul appears both
structurally and thematically to relate the Son’s coming into existence under law to his
role in redeeming those under law.

The majority view regarding the interpretation of yevéuevov vmo véuov seems to be
that by being ‘born under the law’, Jesus participates in the peculiar human experience of
the Jews.” To this interpretation I would like to stress two additional details regarding the
Son: this interpretation places Jesus in the line of Abraham, reinforcing Paul’s earlier
arguments (Gal 3.6-18), and allowing the blessing promised to the patriarch to ‘flow forth’
to the gentiles through Abraham’s seed, Jesus;* and, relating back to the earlier participial
phrase (yevépevov éx yuvaixds, Gal 4.4c), the interpretation indicates the Son’s
identification with a particular family of humanity, the family of blessing.*”’ In stressing
this further identification of Jesus with the family of Abraham, I will argue that Paul makes
possible the concept of Jesus as the source of sonship for the apostle and his Galatian

readers.

82 Wilson 2005: 372-73.

% De Silva 2018: 355. See also Betz 1979: 207-208; Longenecker 1990: 171-72; Dunn 1993a: 216;
Scholtissek 2000: 201; Keener 2019: 336-38.

* Cf. De Silva 2018: 355. Others have noted specific similarities (e.g., the language of redemption; the
presence of the aorist participle yevduevog; the successive tva—clauses denoting purpose) between Gal 3.13-
14 and Gal 4.4-5. See Lyonnet 1961: 88; Blank 1968: 260-62; Hays 2002a: 75-77; Moo 2013: 212.

% Cf. Betz 1979: 207-208; Greene-McCreight 2022: 36-38.
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The participial phrases at the end of Gal 4.4 reveal one line of Paul’s logic: that
Jesus comes into the realm of human existence and identifies himself as human, receiving
in himself the common humanity of those he seeks to redeem. And all of this, according
to the apostle, is initiated by the Father when he sends the Son at the apposite moment
(i.e., ‘in the fulness of time’). Though Paul initially presents Jesus as the object of God’s
sending, of God’s gift, Hays has argued through narrative analysis that the Son ‘assumes
the role of Subject’.” He acts to fulfil the mission on which God (the Father) sent him. In
the process, the Son engages in the act of self-giving (mentioned earlier by Paul in Gal
2.19-20). This mission is a life-giving one,*” described by Paul in two ways as the purpose
of the Father’s sending of the Son, and thus the purpose of the Son’s mission: redemption
for those under the law, and reception (by those same ones under the law) of sonship. The
first clause, pertaining to redemption, aligns with a negative axis in Paul’s logic where the
apostle relates the law to curse, sin, and ultimately death.” The second clause, which
contains viofeaia language, corresponds to an opposite, positive axis in Paul’s logic where
the apostle relates inheritance to justification, the reception of the Spirit, blessing, the
promise(s), and ultimately life. Therefore, Jesus receives humanity and special location
within the family of blessing, the family of Abraham, but he also gives, and his gift may be
perceived as life-giving, culminating in a sonship like his.

As Paul transfers the action from the Father to the Son, the apostle writes first that

Jesus came born of woman and under law ‘in order that he might redeem those under the

% Hays 2002a: 96. Cf. Wilson 2005: 371 esp. n. 24.

¥ Cf. Ringleben 2022: 163-66.

% Gal 2.19; 3.10-12, 19, 21. See also Boakye 2017: 112-17, 140-57. Paul esp. ties the law to dying
(@mobvijoxw) in Gal 2.19, 21.
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law’ (iva Tobg OTo véuov eéayopdoy, Gal 4.5a). Paul uses similar language in Gal 3.13, a
connection several have noted.* Here, Paul states that ‘Christ redeemed us from the curse
of the law by becoming a curse for us, as it is written: “Cursed is everyone who hangs upon
a tree”, ... (Xptotds nuds e&nydpacey éx tiic xatdpag Tod vépou yevéuevos Oep NU&Y xatdpa,
Stu yéypamrar: émxardparos was J xpeuduevos éml £ilov, Gal 3.13, emphasis retained from
NA®). Of the many noteworthy elements in this verse, I would like to analyse two that
have direct bearing on Gal 4.5: the term é§ayopd{w; and the description of the xatdpa Tol
vopou. I will analyse these elements in reverse order.

To what does the term xatdpa refer in Gal 3.13?" Recent suggestions have
included national exile for Israel,” failure to observe the (Mosaic) law,” even humiliation
at the hands of one’s fellow Jews.” The many creative suggestions are helpful in their way,
and their variance only reinforces the fact that Paul provides no clear referent for xatapa.
However, the immediate context, as well as the citation of Deut 21, seems to suggest that
Paul closely links the xatdpa Tol véuov to the language and imagery of death, specifically
to the crucifixion of Jesus.” Paul writes Galatians 3.13 in the midst of a very compressed,

asyndetic syllogism—some have admitted logical gaps in Paul’s thinking—that contrasts

% Note the literature cited above in n. 84.

% The term also occurs in Gal 3.10. I disagree with Brondos 2001: 22, who argues the ‘curse’ in Gal 3.10
and the ‘curse’ in Gal 3.13 are different curses. The term seems to be functioning metonymically: the ‘curse’
thus stands in for the one who has become the embodiment of the ‘curse of the law’, viz., Jesus.

! Cf. Wright 1992: 137-56. Hunn (2018: 142-44) seeks to rebut Wright’s position by pointing out that
national exile would have made little sense to Paul’s Galatian readers.

2 Moo 2013: 210.

” Streett 2015: 202-205.

* Cf. Martyn 1997a: 318; Mayordomo 2005: esp. 147-48. More specifically, by ‘curse’ Paul is referring to
Jesus’ embodiment of the ‘curse of the law’, powerfully demonstrated in his death by crucifixion. Death by
crucifixion would likely have been an anachronism when considering the original audience of Deut 21.23,
but would have been a likelier referent in Second Temple interpretation (cf. Philo, Spec. 3.152), and esp.
among Paul’s Galatian readers when describing Jesus.
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not only faith and the law but also life (or blessing) and the curse.” Life is emphasised by
the apostle when he cites in the immediately preceding verses two OT texts where the
verb {dw prominently features.” In Gal 3.11b, Paul quotes from Hab 2.4: ‘the righteous
will live by faith’ (6 dixatog éx mioTews (oetar). In the next verse, he cites from Lev 18.5:
‘the one who practises these things will live by them’ (6 motioas adta (oetal év adtols, Gal
3.12b). Following these two citations, the apostle writes of Jesus redeeming from the curse
of the law by becoming a curse ‘for us’.”” Jesus becoming the curse ‘for us’ is linked by the
apostle to Jesus’ death, reflecting Paul’s interpretation of Deut 21, not as death by hanging,
but as death by crucifixion.

What Paul seems to portray is asymmetrical exchange between Jesus and ‘us’, i.e.,
(in most cases) Paul and his Galatian readers.” Identifying with humanity in its frailty (cf.
yevéuevov UTo vopov, Gal 4.5; ‘under the law, we were held in custody, being imprisoned’,
Omd vépov Ebpovpolpeda ouyxdeiduevor, Gal 3.23),” Jesus assumes the curse of the law, which
had originally been the fate of others (‘for as many as are ¢£ €pywv véuov are under a curse’,

“Ocot yap €& Epywv vpou eioly, 0o xatdpav eiciv: Gal 3.10). In this asymmetrical exchange,

% So Burton 1921: 163-77; Brondos 2001: 3; Silva 2001: 253, 261-64; Sprinkle 2008: 137. Cf. Martyn 1997a:
365-66. In addition to the conceptual contrasts between faith and law, life and curse, the contrastive
conjunction @Aa occurs halfway into Paul’s argument, in Gal 3.12b.

% The only shared term between Paul’s citations from the two OT texts (excluding the article, 6), the verb
(4w in both Hab 2 and Lev 18 translates the Hebrew verb mm, ‘to live’. Cf. DCH 3.205-206; Sprinkle 2008:
31-33, 139, who thinks of physical life as an aspect of the eschatological life to which Paul refers; Hunn
2009: 228-30.

7 The identity of ‘us’ in Gal 3 has sparked much debate, with answers ranging from Jews only, to gentiles
only, or to some combination of both. For a brief overview, see Hunn 2018: 148-50. This question is beyond
the scope of the present argument; however, tentatively I have opted to view the first-person, plural
pronouns as Paul and his Galatian readers, unless there is decisive evidence to the contrary (e.g., ‘Hyeis =
"Toudaiot in Gal 2.15).

% T understand the referent for nuds in Gal 3.13 to be the same as the referent for Adfwpev in Gal 3.14 and
amordBwpey in Gal 4.5: viz., Paul and his Galatian readers. Cf. Yoon 2019: 204, esp. n. 8; 209 n. 24. For an
alternative view, cf. Hooker 1971: 350.

? Osten-Sacken 2019: 191.
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Jesus offers the blessing of Abraham and the promise of the Spirit. Paul writes to his
Galatian readers, ‘[Christ redeemed us ...] in order that the blessing of Abraham might
come to the gentiles in Christ Jesus, so that we might receive the promise of the Spirit
through faith’ ([Xpiotds nués é&nydpacey ...] va eig ta Ebvy 7 edAoyia Tol ABpadu yévntar év
Xptaté ‘Inaod, va v émayyeliav Tol mvebpatos AdPwuey o Tis miotews, Gal 3.13a, 14). In
fact, Jesus becomes the blessing, which allows him to bring blessing to others.'” If the
same logic holds, then the blessing about which Paul writes is linked to the opposite of the
curse and its attendant imagery: Jesus becomes the curse and is put to death by crucifixion;
by the Father raising him from the dead (Gal 1.1), Jesus overcomes the curse and becomes
the blessing. In the blessing, then, we can expect a connection to the imagery of life, with
which Paul describes the identity of the justified (Gal 3.11). By becoming the blessing,
Jesus shares with ‘us’ his life that has overcome the curse.'”! To restate: Jesus receives
human weakness and the curse—pointedly portrayed by his crucifixion—and gives in
redemption the blessing of Abraham and the promise of the Spirit to Paul and his Galatian
readers through faith.

The language of redemption points us forward to Gal 4.5, where Paul states that
God (the Father) sent his Son to redeem (¢ayopd{w) those under law, so that ‘we’ might
receive viobeaia. The rarely attested verb, é6ayopdlw, usually refers to buying or purchasing

in extra-biblical Greek literature contemporaneous with or prior to Paul.'”” In Paul’s

1 Hooker 1971: 351.

"1 Cf. Hooker 1971: 352, ‘Christ shares our experience, in order that we might share his’ ...

12 Lyonnet 1961: 85-88. Examples include Polybius 3.42.2; 30.31.6; Plutarch, Crass. 2.4; and in the obscure
periegete, Heraclides Criticus (3d century BCE; often falsely attributed to Dicaearchus of Messana), I7ep! aiy
&v 17 EAAd01 mddewy, 1.22; though the instance in Heraclides does indeed connote the idea of deliverance
from some penalty, rather than strictly purchasing. On Heraclides and Dicaearchus, see Keyser 2001: 371.
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writings, the verb is narrowed via ad-hoc concept formation from the more general
semantic field of purchasing to the more concrete concept of redemption; outside of Paul
such concreteness for the term proves to be exceptionally rare.'” In still more concrete
terms, Jesus redeems Paul and his Galatian readers by securing their deliverance from the
curse of the law, where the ‘curse’ is linked to death."™ This is essentially another way of
conveying what the apostle wrote in Gal 3.13: by his act of redemption Jesus delivers
others from the deadly curse, and offers in its stead a replacement—not in this instance a
blessing or the Spirit (as in Gal 3), but viobecia, which is hereby related to life-giving. In
the twin purpose of the sending of the Son, on the one hand ‘we’ experience the removal
of the curse of the law—tied to death—and on the other, the reception'” of viobegia—tied
to the replacement of the fatal curse of the law.

Relevance Theory (RT) can help at this juncture to make explicit the implied
connections between viofeaia and life-giving (esp. in its contrast to death) available to
Paul’s Galatian readers. RT suggests that every act of ostensive communication presumes
maximum relevance by the communicator and minimum processing effort on the part of
the addressee."”” Consulting the immediate context first when attempting to make sense

of Paul’s viofeaia utterance in Gal 4.5 will aid the interpreter in determining what may be

1% Lyonnet puts forward only two extra-biblical instances of the possible meaning ‘to redeem’ for é€ayopdlw,
both in Diodorus Siculus: 15.7.1 (which Lyonnet accepts); and 36.2.2 (which he rejects in favour of ‘to buy’).
The nuance ‘to redeem’ for ¢ayopd{w is listed neither in the Brill Dictionary of Ancient Greek nor in the
Cambridge Greek Lexicon; only tangentially in BDAG, which prefers the gloss ‘to secure deliverance of’.
" BDAG, s.v. ééayopdlw, p. 343.

% BDAG, s.v., dmodapfBdvw, p. 114, which offers the gloss ‘to obtain [something] from a source’ for the
instance in Gal 4.5.

1% Sperber and Wilson (1995: 49) define ‘ostension’ as: ‘behaviour which makes manifest an intention to
make something manifest’. On the main contention of RT (i.e., relevance and efficiency), cf. Sperber and
Wilson 1995: 158, 185.
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07" Various

the minimum processing effort on the part of Paul’s Galatian readers.
connections to viofecia could be proposed,'”™ but two particular links stand out when
examining the text surrounding the viobecia metaphor in Gal 4.5—the links to vioBecia of
inheritance and of the label ‘son(s)’.

Inheritance has been conventionally linked to viofeaia.'” Paul forges this link when
he writes in Gal 4, ‘So then, you are no longer a slave, but a son; and if a son, an heir also
through God’ (dote odxért el dodhog GAN vids: el Ot vids, xal xAnpovépos Sk Beol, Gal 4.7).
More immediately, he also writes of the reception (dmolapfavw) of vicBesia, where similar
reception terminology is employed by (near-) contemporary writers regarding
inheritance.'" Proximity to the viobeaia utterance in Gal 4.5 and shared terminology make
inheritance a likely link to vioBesiac when determining minimal processing effort on the
part of Paul’s Galatian readers. The inheritance language of Gal 4.7 refers the reader back
to Gal 3, where Paul situates his discussion of inheritance in recurring, multifaceted sets
of ‘polarities’, some of which are borne out of Paul’s remembered disagreement with Peter
in Gal 2.""

Though Galatians is rife with these polarities, those of interest for our present

argument come just after the points of shared agreement in Gal 2.16 when Paul raises

17 See Sperber and Wilson 1995: 187.

1% Heim (2017: 129) offers the following list of potential connections: establishing kinship apart from birth,
transfer from outside the family to inside the family, guarantee of inheritance, perpetuating the genius of
the paterfamilias, or means of transferring imperial power.

' For example, Byrne 1979: 97-103; Scott 1992: 7, 13; Lindsay 2009: 35, 48-54, on Greek adoption
practices; Heim 2017: 23, 129, 135-45.

10 Tn the LXX, see Josh 18.7; 1 Macc 2.56; Tob 6.13 (in the codices Vaticanus and Alexandrinus). In the
NT, see Heb 9.15; 11.8. An extra-biblical source is Epictetus, Diatr. 2.7.9. The sources cited typically prefer
the parent verb Aapfdvw, rather than drodapupdvw, whose connection to inheritance language occurs largely
after Paul’s lifetime.

"1 On these ‘polarities’, see Barclay 2015: 253-54.
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divergent opinions concerning the means by which one is identified as justified or
righteous.'? (The two terms ‘justified ones’ (Sixaiwbévres) and the ‘righteous’ (3txatog) seem
to be used by Paul almost synonymously in Gal 3; in any case, both terms belong to the
same word family.'"?) Within Gal 3, the polarities which garner the most mentions are:

114

(the reception of) the Spirit versus the (¢pya) vépov (Gal 3.2-3, 5, 14);'"* and the blessing
versus the curse (Gal 3.9-10, 13-14). Each pole of the most mentioned polarities in Gal 3
may be characterised further as positive (e.g., Spirit and blessing) or negative (e.g., law and
curse) and amalgamated into axes (see Figure 4.2, below). To the positive axis, Paul adds
the following concepts in Gal 3: the promise, seemingly in polar opposition to the law
(Gal 3.14, 16-19, 21-22, 29); and inheritance'"” (Gal 3.15, 18, 29). Paul finally adds both
redemption and viofecia in Gal 4.

"Thus, when viobecia in Gal 4 refers the reader back to Gal 3 via the inheritance,
there is an encounter with a nexus of terms—promise, blessing, and the Spirit—that has
grown out of Paul’s original discussion of how one is justified (Gal 2.16)."° Paul uses this
network to describe further the identity of those justified. The ones who are justified or
righteous are according to Paul the same ones who have received the Spirit, the same ones
who are blessed with Abraham, the same ones who have received the promise(s), and the

same ones who have been granted the inheritance. All of this builds upon the ‘revivification

framework’ of Gal 2.19-20 where the transformation of identity is described in terms of

12 Cf. Murray 2012: 78, 112, on éx and 84 as prepositions of means in Gal 2.16.

15 Cf. L&N §§34.46-47, pp. 452-53.

1* To both sides of this polarity should be added two important attendants: to the Spirit, dxon mioTews
(‘hearing with faith’); to the law, odpg (the ‘flesh’).

"' There is perhaps implicit polarization of inheritance and ‘nullification’ (46étyoig; cf. d6etéw in Gal 2.21;
see esp. GGal 3.15).

116 Cf. Fatehi 2000: 216-19 on the close interrelationship of Gal 2, 3, and 4, and esp. how Gal 4 is closely
linked to the ‘living” motifs in Gal 2.19-20.
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the imagery of life and death."” Death comes through law, and as Andrew Boakye has

demonstrated, ‘life to God’ is shorthand for resurrection. Paul refers here to present

animation by the risen Jesus, which propels his discussion of the identity of the justified in

the subsequent chapters.
Figure 4.2. Select Conceptual Axes in Galatians 3
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Because the identity of the justified is interspersed with elements of life-giving for
Paul (Gal 2.19-20; 3.11, 21), a point the apostle emphasises by the consensus that none is
justified by the law, life-giving is also therefore a critical accompaniment to the further

descriptions of the justified or righteous in Gal 3—4. The positive axis is importantly

"7 The language of ‘death’ or ‘crucifixion’ occurs four times in Gal 2.19-21: émobvijoxw (bis, Gal 2.19, 21);
ouoTavpdw (Gal 2.19); and figuratively, mapadidwut (Gal 2.20). Likewise, the verb {dw occurs five times in Gal

2.19-20. See Boakye 2017: 106-10.
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correlated with the impartation of life for the righteous. So then, when Paul’s readers were
informed that they had received viobeaia as the fulfilment of Jesus’ sending by God (the
Father), minimal processing effort was required to connect the concept of receiving
vioBeaia with the inheritance and the positive—axis terms of Gal 3. As descriptors of the
justified or righteous, the positive—axis terms accompanied the giving of life, allowing
Paul’s Galatian readers efficiently to connect the giving of life with their reception of
viofeaia.

Finally, Paul establishes a link between viobecia and the label ‘son(s)’ in Gal 4.6-7.
This link occurs in the context of the mission of Jesus, the Son sent by God (the Father).
In fact, viofesia in tandem with redemption is seen as the ultimate fulfilment of Jesus’
sending. The Son is sent ultimately so that ‘we might receive viofegia’, Paul writes in Gal
4.5. Immediately after, Paul references and relays the result of the sonship of his Galatian
readers. He writes, ‘Because you are sons, God sent the Spirit of his Son into our hearts
crying, “Abba Father”! ('Ot 0¢ éoe viol, é§améoteihey 6 Oedg T6 mvedua Tod viol adTol eig Tag
xapdiag nuiv xp&lov: affa 6 mathp, Gal 4.6). The link to sonship is made even stronger by
appeal to divine fatherhood. As a result of vioBesia, Paul and his Galatian readers are now
sons, and may freely relate to God as Father through the Spirit. In relating to God as
Father, the incipient viol imitate Jesus by their address of God both as Abba and as
Father.'™

Not only that, but Paul and his Galatian readers ‘receive’ viofegia from Jesus. The

term gmoAapPavw is an intriguing one. BDAG gives the gloss ‘to obtain [something] from

a source’ (BDAG, 115). Jesus is the source of vioBecia, which begs the question, “‘What

18 Cf. Dunn 1973: 54; see also Chapter 3.2, above.
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exactly does Jesus provide for Paul and his Galatian readers’? In this instance, adoption
would not make much sense, because Jesus would not be in the normal position of
adopting; if the metaphor were to make sense, Paul would place God (the Father) in this
position. I propose that Jesus as source of viofegia imparts to Paul and his Galatian readers
a sonship like his. Jesus possesses the prior sonship in that he is sent from the Father to
impart sonship to Paul and his Galatian readers. Paul and his Galatian readers imitate the
sonship of Jesus by addressing God in the language and style of Jesus. Finally, the verb
used to impart viofBegia contains the idea of source, with Jesus as the subject of the verb.

Paul and his Galatian readers derive their sonship from Jesus, the Son sent by God.

4.2.1.3. Sonship and the Sending of the Spirit

The Spirit’s role in the divine sonship of those ‘in Christ’ has elicited differing views
among recent interpreters of the apostle Paul. A strand of Pauline scholarship seems to
argue that divine sonship is tantamount to the reception of the Spirit.""” Grammatically,
the equation of the Spirit’s reception with sonship is possible by reading the term vioBecia
(in the phrase aAN éAafere mvelpa vioBesiag, Rom 8.15) as a genitive of apposition,
rendering the phrase ‘but you received the Spirit, that is to say, sonship’.'"*” The difficulty
of this grammatical solution is that one must equate the full verb phrase—rather than
simply the noun mvelpua—with the genitive vioBeciag, so that the approximate equality
would follow:

g\dBete mvelpa = vioBeoia

19 Cf. Dunn 1999: 84; Kim 2014: 140, who writes, ‘believers ... become sons of God in the way they receive
the spirit of adoption’, ...
129 On the genitive of apposition, cf. BDF §167, pp. 92-93; Wallace 1996: 95-100.
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by which is meant that receiving the Spirit is (approximately) equal to viofeaia. However,
the likelihood of this (approximate) equation is reduced due to the nature of the genitive
of apposition. Normally, the genitive of apposition only relates to the head noun (in the
case of Rom 8.15, mvelipa), so that vioBesia in genitive apposition to mveiua would render
the phrase ‘the Spirit, which is sonship’ rather than conveying the fuller, verbal idea ‘the
reception of the Spirit, which is sonship’.'”!

Another way of linking the sonship of Paul and his addressees largely to the
reception of the Spirit is to posit Jesus’ sonship as the pattern with respect to the Spirit for
the sonship of Paul and his readers. If the sonship of Jesus is constituted and determined
by the Spirit, and Jesus’ sonship is the paradigm for the sonship of Paul and his readers,
then it logically follows that the sonship of Paul and his readers is also constituted and
determined by the Spirit. James Dunn has argued thus by reducing'*’ Paul’s understanding
of Jesus’ sonship to (the reception of) the Holy Spirit, when he writes: ‘Jesus’ possession
and experience of the Spirit is what Paul called Jesus’ sonship ... The “deity” of the earthly
Jesus is a function of the Spirit, is, in fact, no more and no less than the Holy Spirit’."”’
Then, with the broader N'T understanding of Jesus as both épynyés (outside the Pauline
corpus) and dmapyyn (cf. 1 Cor 15.20, 23) for those who follow him, one may naturally
conclude that the sonship of Jesus’ followers—viz., Paul and his addressees—is likewise

‘no more and no less than the [reception of] the Holy Spirit’.'**

21 The genitive of apposition is an adjectival construct, not an adverbial one. For further discussion, see n.
228, below.

22 Dunn is careful to offer caveats regarding anachronism and the later theological debates over Trinitarian
orthodoxy—he claims for example that Paul would have used different wording had he been writing during
the later Sabellian controversies.

123 Classically stated in Dunn 1973: 58.

1% Cf. Scott 1992: 260-63; Wenham 1995: 346-48. Arguing thus would suggest that other entailments of
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To make sonship equivalent with (the reception of) the Spirit, however, does not
quite do justice either to Paul’s argument, or to the role of the Spirit in Gal 3—4. If sonship
amounts to the reception of the Spirit, why would Paul opt for the term viofecia? In terms
of RT, vioBeaia for the reception of the Spirit would require too much processing effort
on the part of Paul’s addressees. Metaphorically, vioBecia does not seem to conjure mental
simulations of the Spirit, but rather inheritance, status, and (ultimately) life. It seems to
me that identifying sonship with the reception of the Spirit diminishes the explanatory
power of vioBeaia in Gal 4. If sonship amounts to the reception of the Spirit, Paul would
then be conflating too closely Jesus’ experience of the Spirit with his own experience and
that of his readers. Rather, Paul avoids such conflation by referring to the Spirit as the
Spirit of Jesus (i.e., ‘the Spirit of his Son’, Gal 4.6), keeping the Spirit and Jesus to one side
of the proverbial ledger, and Paul and his addressees to the other. Nor would Jesus have
any ‘intrinsic qualities as God’s Son’ if his sonship is constituted and determined by the
Spirit.'*’

Lastly, the identity of sonship with the reception of the Spirit seems to confuse the
Spirit’s role in Paul’s discourse. It is not the Spirit, but God (the Father) who takes the
initiative and wilfully brings Paul and his readers into new relationship with him as sons.
Important though the reception of the Spirit for the identity of the justified may be, Paul
writes of the Spirit as the intermediate agent, and not the ultimate agent, of the sonship

mediated to the apostle and his readers. Thus, to paint Paul’s varicoloured portrayal of the

derived sonship of his addressees with the monochrome palette of the reception of the

Pauline divine sonship (e.g., the inheritance and change of status) also essentially equal the reception of the
Spirit.
125 The quoted text is that of Coulson 2017: 78.
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Spirit is to underplay key elements of the apostle’s argument. Indeed, Paul links the Spirit
to sonship at a considerable remove (Gal 4.6) from his commencement of the topic of
sonship in Gal 2."” When Paul at last emphasises the link between the Spirit and the
sonship of himself and his addressees in Gal 4, it seems best to say that this reception of
the Spirit is the evidence of the sonship of Paul and his readers, rather than its equal.'”’
An important facet of the Spirit’s evidentiary role further defines the mediating
agency of the Spirit in the sonship of Paul and his Galatian readers. One should note that
Paul portrays God (the Father) as the initiator of sonship, and that God initiates sonship
through the Spirit."”® If the Spirit does not wilfully make sons of Paul and his addressees,
nonetheless the Spirit is active as the binding and transferring agent of Paul and his
addressees from their former status as slaves to the status of divine sons. The metaphorical
language suggests that sonship is not a natural filiation or an attribute rightfully belonging
to Paul and his Galatian readers."’ Sonship is derived from the Father’s own Son, Jesus.
Therefore, the reception of the Spirit means that the Spirit binds Paul and his Galatian
readers to Jesus, uniting the cry of their hearts and effecting the transference to sonship
that Paul describes via metaphorical language."”” The Spirit brings Paul and his Galatian
readers from the status of slaves to the status of sons. The result of the sending of the

Spirit by the Father into the hearts of Paul and his Galatian readers is that they are no

longer slaves, but sons!"”! The Galatians have been transferred out of their former status

126 Cf. Gal 2.20d, where Paul writes of living in the Son of God by faith: év mioTet {8 7fj To0 viol Tol feol.

127 So Burke 1998: 317 n. 28; Fatehi 2000: 217.

128 Paul conceives of the Father’s initiative by use of his sending language. God sent his Son in order that we
might receive viofecia (Gal 4.4-5), and God sent the Spirit who inspires the ‘Abba’! cry.

12 Cf. Dunn 1999: 83.

1% Payot and Roulet (1987: 106) comment: ‘L’Esprit ... nous lie au Christ (“en Christ”, Ga 3, 26.28) de telle
maniere que lattribut qui vaut pour le Christ: “Fils”, devient vrai pour nous’.

B Gal 4:7a: doe ovxétt el Jolhog AN vids. Cf. similar language in Rom 8.15. See also Kim 2014: 140-42.
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into their current filial status by the Spirit, the intermediate agent who binds the slaves—
cum-sons to Jesus.

Paul binds Jesus and the Spirit closely together by his description of the Spirit as
‘the Spirit of his [i.e., (God) the Father’s] Son’ (t¢ mvelipa tol viol adtol, Gal 4.6). Aligned
closely with the earlier arguments of Max Turner, Mehrdad Fatehi contends that ‘the
Spirit of his Son’ refers to the Spirit’s ‘capacity of mediating the risen Son’s active presence
and power’, rather than demonstrating the imprint of the character of Jesus upon the
Spirit, and consequently, upon those in whom the Spirit works and in whose hearts the
Spirit cries the ‘Abba’! cry in close imitation of Jesus."”” By linking the Spirit’s description
in Gal 4.6 to the programmatic statements of Gal 2.15-21 (esp. Gal 2.19-20), Fatehi
maintains that the risen Jesus lives the resurrection life in Paul and his Galatian readers
through the mediating indwelling of the Spirit. The mediation of the risen Jesus’ presence
by the Spirit is further developed according to Fatehi in Paul’s declaration that his Galatian
readers have ‘put on Christ’ in Gal 3.26-29. Lastly, Fatehi rightly notes the source of the

133

‘Abba’! cry—the Spirit.”” That the Spirit addresses God as Father could make Paul
vulnerable to the charge of confusing the roles of Son and Spirit as they relate to the

Father. Fatehi claims Paul’s avoidance of such a charge by stating that the Son is the one

making the cry through the mediating presence of the Spirit.

132 Fatehi 2000: 216, emphasis omitted. See further Turner 1994: 433-34; Fatehi 2000: 215-20. I too am
dubious that Paul’s primary reference is to Jesus somehow defining the Spirit; pace Dunn 1989: 145-46.
However, elsewhere Dunn argues not so differently than (though also not as precisely as) Turner and Fatehi.
Cf. Dunn 1973: 66, where he writes that after the resurrection, Jesus ‘continues to be present with his
disciples as Spirit’.

"3 The neuter participle xp&{ov, usually translated ‘crying’, accords with the neuter noun mvefua to which it
refers. Cf. De Boer 2011: 266. However, Paul’s attribution of the cry to the Spirit need not indicate that
Jesus is behind the cry, rather than the Spirit. By xpd{w may be meant the Spirit’s inspiration of the cry to
the Father within the hearts of the newly related ‘sons’. See further Schlier 1971: 198-99 n. 2; Dunn 1999:
85, 91; pace Fatehi 2000: 219-20.
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Fatehi has done well in emphasising the living (i.e., resurrected) Jesus behind Paul’s
phrase ‘the Spirit of his Son’ and in connecting this phrase to the relevant passages in Gal
2-3, especially to the motifs of life-giving in Gal 2.19-20. However, it is not clear to me
that Fatehi’s view of the Spirit as mediator of the living Jesus’ presence is somehow
contradictory to or exclusive of the view that the Spirit is the channel of Jesus’ imprinting
upon the ‘sons’, as Fatehi maintains. Rather, it seems both views could be complementary.

134

In God’s (i.e., the Father’s) sending of the Spirit as a result™* of Galatian sonship (‘Ott 3¢

¢éoe viol, égaméateley 6 Hedg O mvelpa Tol viol adTol ..., Gal 4.6), Jesus instils his character
through the indwelling presence of the Spirit to the ‘sons’ who derive their sonship from
him, the unique Son. Evidence may be adduced for Jesus imprinting his character upon
the ‘sons’ through the Spirit: the ‘sons’ may now address God in the same fashion as Jesus
(afBa 6 matip, Gal 4.6; cf. Mark 14.36 parr.);'”’ Paul’s Galatian readers may now enjoy the
classification of ‘son’ with the concomitant rights to the inheritance, shared with Jesus
(Gal 3.29; 4.7, 30); and Paul can speak later to his Galatian readers of Jesus being ‘formed
in you’ (uéxpis o0 wopdwdfi Xpiotds &v Ouiv, Gal 4.19b).2% Both claims can be true
simultaneously: Jesus imprints his character upon the Galatians through the Spirit, and

the Spirit mediates Jesus’ presence to the Galatian sons.

* God’s sending of the Spirit follows the §ti—clause that begins Gal 4.6. Cf. Moule 1959: 147; Moulton,
Howard, and Turner 1963: 3.345; Zerwick 1963: §419, p. 143; Klaiber 2013: 126; von Siebenthal 2019:
§277, pp. 517-19.

3 Only Mark includes the Aramaism &fBa, which appears to be textually certain. The other parr. include
the vocative mdtep.

¢ Cf. Zimmermann 2013: 76, who writes: ‘Den Identititswechsel zu S6hnen Gottes und die Integration in
die Gottesfamilie verdeutlicht Paulus in Gal 4,1-7, indem er nun ausfiihrt, dass die Glaubenden nicht nur
“in Christus” und mit Christus “umkleidet” sind, sondern dass sie zugleich den Geist (Christi) in sich
aufgenommen haben und durch dieses “in Christus”-Sein und die Aufnahme des Geistes im Herzen nun
wirkliche, weil miindige “Kinder Gottes” sind, die Gott als “Vater” anrufen’.
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4.2.2. Romans 8

Romans 8 is like Galatians 4 in certain ways."’” Paul repeats in Rom 8 a ‘pattern of thought’
first established in Gal 4: God sends his Son to ameliorate the circumstances of the human
condition."”® In both places, the Father ‘sends’ (aorist forms of éamostédw in Gal 4.4,
méunw in Rom 8.3) the Son. The Son of the Father assumes certain characteristics of fallen
humanity: he is ‘born of a woman’ (yevéuevov éx yuvaixdés) in Gal 4.4, and ‘in the likeness
of sinful flesh’ (év opotwpatt gapxds apaptiag) in Rom 8.3. Leander Keck reveals the larger
pattern in these two chapters:

sending of the Son - soteriological result 2 ‘sons of God’ - Abba - heirs
Paul expands the pattern in Rom 8 by his discussion of life by the Spirit, and of the shared
inheritance with Jesus. Keck concludes that in Rom 8, Paul appears ‘to appropriate a
traditional way of speaking about God’s Son, as well as to rework his own pattern of
thought"* first outlined in Gal 4.

Interpreters have usually placed Romans 8 in a larger section (Rom 5.1-8.39) which
treats of the life of those who have been justified in Jesus. In fact, some have seen Rom 8
as the resumption of {ioetat in the quotation of Hab 2.4 (Rom 1.17), a quotation regarded
by some as thematic for the whole epistle.'* Generally, interpreters divide Romans 8 into
three or four subsections. The first (and by some reckonings, a second) subsection (Rom

8.1-17) contrasts the flesh and the Spirit, who is introduced as the ‘Spirit of life’ (Rom 8.2)

B7 Cf. Payot and Roulet 1987: 125-27; Moo 2013: 264.

1% This paragraph is indebted to Keck 1980: 44-45.

19 Keck 1980: 45.

% Cf. Byrne 1979: 87-91, esp. 88 n. 33. Paul also quotes from Hab 2.4 in Gal 3.11, a pattern of thought
resumed in the discussion of sonship in Gal 4.
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and linked with the ‘sons of God’ (Rom 8.14) in Jesus. The second (or third) subsection
(Rom 8.18-30) discusses the hopeful suffering of the ‘children of God’ which will lead
ultimately to their glory with Jesus, the unique Son. The final subsection concludes the
argument of the larger section (Rom 5.1-8.39) in a discourse on the secure position of the
‘children of God’ in Jesus.""!

The opening theme of Rom 8 sounds from its first verse: ‘there is no condemnation
for those who are in Christ Jesus, for the law of the Spirit of life in Christ Jesus has freed
you from the law of sin and death’ (Odd2v dpa viv xataxpipa ol év Xptotd ‘Ingol. 6 yap
véuog Tol mvedpatos Tis {wiic év XpioTd ‘Inaod nlevbépwady oe dmd Tod vépov i duaptias xal
708 BavdTou, Rom 8.1-2)."” One may detect life-giving motifs at the outset: Paul declares
no xataxptua, a word that Frederick William Danker interprets as the pronouncement of
a death sentence.'” One should not rule as accidental the fact that the opening statement

of Rom 8 closely follows Rom 7.24b;'* Paul answers the question of the second with the

'*! Representative of this structural layout are Cranfield 1975: 1.28-29; Jewett 2007: viii; Moo 2018: 316
23.

"2 T will discuss Rom 8.2 in some detail in Chapter 4.2.2.1, below.

' Citing Roman jurisprudence, Danker argues that Paul’s use of xatdxpipa in Rom 5.16, 18 encompasses
both the Roman legal concepts of condemnatio and actio iudicati, i.e., pronouncement and execution of the
sentence. See Danker 1972: 105-106, esp. n. 3. Cf. 7DNT 3.951-52; Keck 1980: 42, where he refers to
xataxpipe as God’s ‘negative verdict on human life’; Jewett 2007: 472; Venter 2014: 292; Kowalski 2021:
263, who ties the freedom from xatdxpipa to an implication of ‘eternal life and resurrection’.

™ tic ue pdoetar éx Tol cwpatos ol favdTou TovTou; The issue of which substantive the demonstrative pronoun
modifies may rest upon its function. If oitos is functioning here anaphorically, then the previous context
(where Paul develops body-like imagery though without using the actual word c@ue; cf. esp. Rom 7.23, in
which Paul might intend pé\y [to8 sdpatoc]; in Rom 7.14-23 some have posited that odp§ = cdua) dictates
the translation of the final phrase as ‘this body of death’; cf. Cranfield 1975: 1.366-67; Wolter 2014: 462 n.
75.If, however, the pronoun functions proleptically, the mention of xataxpiua in Rom 8.1 and the successive
life-and-death contrast imagery may necessitate the translation as ‘the body of this death’; so Moulton,
Howard, and Turner 1963: 3.214, where Turner treats the construction as a Semitism. The term dvatog
also occurs in Rom 7.5, 10, 13 (bis). In any case, Paul relates c@pa and avatos closely enough that one may
claim credibly that Rom 7.24 falls within a passage freighted with death imagery to which xatdxpiua (as
‘death sentence’) in Rom 8.1 contributes. Cf. Stowers 1994: 282; Longenecker 2005: 88-93; Giesen 2009:
183; Eastman 2014: 109, who writes: ‘the singular “you” [oe¢] in 8.2 must be given its due force; the
deliverance from condemnation brings good news precisely to the singular “I” that laments in Rom 7:7-24,
crying out, “Who will deliver me from this body of death”? See also King 2017: 262—64.
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statement of the first. Those who are ‘in Christ Jesus’ (Rom 8.1) receive delivery from the
‘body of death’ (Rom 7.24b) in the form of a nullification of the xatdxpipa.'” The ‘body
of death’ imagery that concludes Rom 7 evokes for Christian Grappe the cry of despair of
those in the first Adam, which Paul transforms into the cry of deliverance for those in the

second Adam, viz., Jesus.'*

Instances of life-giving continue throughout the remainder of
Rom 8. The triadic nature of these motifs is what I would like to emphasise in the following
discussion, especially as these motifs relate to: (i) identifying descriptions for the Father;
(i) Paul’s portrayal of the Spirit’s role in resurrection and similar life-giving; and
particularly (iii) the sonship both of Jesus and of the apostle and his addressees. Following
the opening statement of Rom 8.1-2, we shall see that Paul treats his readers to a series of
contrasts in which the life-giving Father offers decisive victory over death to those who
participate in the benefits of his Son. But first we need to clarify more precisely how Paul
portrays the relationship between Jesus as Son and the sonship of Paul and his readers.

Only after we have clarified this matter will it be possible to discuss how life-giving is

integral to the discussion of Rom 8.

4.2.2.1. Sonship Derived and Distinguished

The final phrase of Rom 8.1 (év Xptoé 'Inood) has occasioned voluminous scholarship, the
meticulous analysis of which goes well beyond the scope of this chapter. Nonetheless, close

examination of the ‘in Christ’ motif in Rom 8 is important for my argument at this juncture

% Some have argued that to be ‘in Christ’ is to be cut off from the former existence dominated by sin and
death. Cf. Grappe 2002: 488, citing the work of Brendan Byrne. Cf. Byrne 1996: 235.

"% Grappe 2002: esp. 475, where Grappe links this transformation with the creative act of God, ‘[qui] donne
au premier homme, corps mort, d’accéder 2 la vie’. Cf. Vollenweider 1989: 346.
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because Paul links the phrase to the relation of himself and his readers to God as Father.
Rather than wade into an extended discussion of ‘in Christ’ language in Paul’s letters, I
would like to focus upon two recent proposals: what has been called the ‘encheiristic’'"
use; and the more widely-held participation/union use. In a recent monograph, Teresa
Morgan has argued that Paul’s ‘in Christ’ language can best be interpreted as ‘in the hands
of Christ’: those who are ‘in Christ’ are his responsibility, under his authority, or in his
care. Morgan sees the ‘in Christ’ language of Rom 8 as closely linked to similar language
and themes in Rom 6-7. The corollary of the life ‘in Christ’ that Paul and his readers now
experience is that they have died to the (for Morgan, Mosaic) law, which had formerly held
sway over them. Paul and his readers are hence freed to serve (i.e., ‘bear fruit to’) God, a
connection Morgan draws from Rom 7.4: ‘so then, my brothers and sisters, you also were
put to death to the law through the body of Christ, so that you might belong to another—
that is, to the one raised from the dead—in order that we might bear fruit to God’ (dore,
aderdol pov, xai Vel edavatwdnte 16 vépuw de Tol swpatos Tol Xpiotol, eig T yevéahar vuds
ETépw, TG éx vexp@v eyepbévti, va xapmodopiowuey TG Bed). Morgan argues that the
‘encheiristic’ use of Paul’s ‘in Christ’ language ‘makes good sense’ in light of this context
of service, therefore translating Rom 8.1 as ‘there is no condemnation for those who are

in the hands of Christ Jesus’.'"* Her argument comes to a natural conclusion in her

treatment of Rom 8.2: ‘By living in Christ’s power and under his authority, the Romans

7 This adjective is close to the Greek éyyeipéw, a Septuagintal verb occurring in LXX at 2 Chr 23.18; Jer
18.22; 28.51. Morgan notes the proximity of the adjective to the phrase év [t§] xetpt [To/7H¢] (‘in [the] hand
[of]’; the plural is év [tais] xepol(v) [Tév], ‘in [the] hands [of]’). On the choice of ‘encheiristic’, see Morgan
2020: 14.

"% Morgan 2020: 84.
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are freed from the law and empowered to serve Christ’.'*

Morgan’s position is to be commended. She has, for instance, drawn attention to
the influence of Deissmann on later interpreters of ‘in Christ’ language in the letters of
Paul (whether or not his negative bias toward the ‘encheiristic’ meaning of the preposition
év is responsible for its enduring neglect). I welcome her contention that Paul’s usage of
év (+ the dative) can be compared profitably with that of his contemporaries. Her advocacy
of the ‘encheiristic’ meaning also gives good sense to some passages that could otherwise
be murky to interpreters. For instance, Paul writes in 2 Cor 13.4b, ‘for we also are weak
in him [i.e., Jesus], but in our dealings with you, we will live with him by the power of
God’ (xal yap Nueis dobevolyey v adTé, dAAd (oopey abv adT® €x duvapews Beol eig Duds).
What Paul means by being ‘weak in’ Jesus is not exactly clear.””” To this interpretive
conundrum, Morgan offers the following interpretation based upon the ‘encheiristic’
reading: ‘it is because he will live, and, in fact, already lives in Christ’s hands and allows
himself to be weak in relation to Christ’s power and authority, that Paul is able to exercise
authority over the Corinthians for their good’."”' Nonetheless, Morgan leaves a few
important questions unanswered. It seems to me that the advocate of the ‘encheiristic’
reading should seek to explain who Jesus is, what space he inhabits or what is the realm
over which he exercises dominion, what responsibility he shoulders, and what care and

power he exercises. Morgan’s argument could benefit from answers to such questions.

'* Morgan 2020: 84.

1% Paul’s meaning is further obscured by a variant reading: obv 2074 is read in 8 A F G pcr sy? bo. The
reading év a0t has the stronger external support and is found in B D K L P ¥ 0243 0278 33 81 104 365
630 1175 1241 1739 1881 2464 M ar vg sy" sa Ambst. The first reading can also be explained as assimilation
to obv adTé near the end of the verse. See further Harris 2005: 905 n. f.

51 Morgan 2020: 147.
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Hers is not the only contemporary view of év Xpioté in Paul’s writings, however.

The participatory nature of ‘in Christ’ language (esp. in Rom 8) has been well-
documented in the secondary literature.”* Though the adherents of participation or union
vary widely in their conclusions, some preliminary points of consensus may be

mentioned."?

By ‘participation in Christ’ is generally meant participation in or union with
the person of Jesus (upon which Romans 8 offers some intriguing developments), though
other elements of participation may obtain, such as participation in Jesus’ ‘body’, or
participation in Jesus’ ‘narrative’.” Furthermore, most interpreters who favour
participation or union reject meanings that seek to dissolve the personal distinctions
between Christ and those ‘in” him. In general, their interpretations require a locative (or,
occasionally an instrumental) function for év. Campbell is representative of the locative
view when he argues that to be ‘in Christ’ means to be located in the ‘sphere’ or ‘realm’ of
Christ as key concepts for Paul’s use of the phrase.”” Campbell intends that participation
in Christ signifies living ‘within the spiritual sphere of [Christ’s] dominion’ wherein those
who are ‘in Christ’ are characterised by submission to his lordship."*

Morgan challenges the prevailing participatory view of Paul’s ‘in Christ’ language

by scrutinising its philological basis, which she traces back to Deissmann. She believes

132 Recent examples include Campbell 2009: 6667, 817-20; Gorman 2009: esp. 40-103; Campbell 2012:
29-30, 412-14, where he posits the replacement of ‘participation’ with the fuller ‘union, participation,
identification, incorporation’; Macaskill 2013: 219-50; idem, 2014: 95-99; Wright 2013: 2.825-35 (where
he prefers the figure ‘incorporative’ in lieu of strictly ‘participatory’), 2.857 n. 239; Eastman 2014: 113-16;
Vanhoozer 2014: 6-7; Barclay 2015: 347, 367; Watson 2016: 33; McCaulley 2019: 144-90.

153 Adherents may use both ‘participation’ and ‘union’ to describe their position because the former captures
dynamic elements that the phrase can convey, while the latter represents static elements.

5% Cf. Campbell 2012: 408 n.5 (and the sources he cites there), 413; Harris 2012: 122-31.

55 Campbell 2012: 73, 119-20, 408. Here, Campbell (2012: 408) defines the ‘realm of Christ’ as ‘an
eschatological entity in which the future age of righteousness has broken into the present world, set in
opposition to the realm of sin and death’.

16 Campbell 2012: 408.
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Deissmann’s judgment of the ‘encheiristic’ reading as ‘specialized, rare, or simply a minor
form of the psychological meaning’ of év has unduly influenced later interpreters of Paul."”
Morgan’s claim of Deissmann’s philological influence on later interpreters is, however,
difficult to assess. Certain current trends seem to point in the opposite direction to
Morgan’s argument. For instance, a recent collection of essays on ‘in Christ’ language in
the writings of Paul devotes but one page to Deissmann—one page, I might add, where
pains are taken to reject his philological understanding of ‘in Christ’."”® To be sure, recent
interpreters of Paul have largely ignored the ‘encheiristic’ reading of év, but it is not clear
to me that philological reasons are responsible for their disregard, nor that Deissmann is
behind it."”” It seems to me rather that Deissmann is the source for modern, critical analysis
of the phrase év Xpiot@, of which his philology formed a part, and that his work spurred
later interpreters to conduct their own analyses and form their own conclusions.

Morgan further argues that recent participation/union interpretations of Paul’s ‘in
Christ’ language ‘suffer from two difficulties’: first, ‘in Christ’ as participation or union
with the person of Christ has little explanatory power; second, to justify the
participation/union reading some interpreters have broadened the idea to such an extent

that it becomes empty of any distinctive content.'® I tend to agree with her framing of the

7 So Morgan 2020: 17. Morgan (2020: 15) writes that in Deissmann’s taxonomy, év assumes a
‘psychological’ meaning when the action of the év—phrase takes place in one’s own mind. Deissmann provides
a psychological example of év (with which Morgan concurs) from Xenophon, Anab. 1.5.17: ‘On hearing
these words Clearchus came to his senses, and both parties ceased from their quarrel and returned to their
quarters’ (axovoas tadta 6 KAéapxos év éavrd eyévero xal mavaduevol Guddtepol xata xwpay €bevro ta SmAw).
The citation with translation comes from Brownson 1998: 98-99, emphasis added.

8 Vanhoozer 2014: 5, who eschews Deissmann’s consistently locative interpretation of ‘in Christ’ language
in Paul as curious and stilted. Nor does Campbell mention Deissmann’s philology in his analysis of
Deissmann’s position. See Campbell 2012: 32-34.

1% In fact, according to Morgan (2020: 17), most interpreters of Paul have rejected Deissmann’s own reading
of év Xptoté in Paul, finding Deissmann’s interpretation unconvincing.

1% Cf. Morgan 2020: 8, where she gives the following examples: ‘in Christ’ includes ‘being with Christ, in
faith, in the church, in the people of God, in a body, a marriage, or a temple’.
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first difficulty: to participate in something is understood readily enough; to participate in
someone evades explanation, and Morgan has rightly called attention to this void in the
secondary literature. Her argument is, however, itself in danger of succumbing to the
second difficulty: she has sometimes made the ‘encheiristic’ reading so inclusive as to

1! But this proclivity to broadening the concept of ‘in Christ’ may

become almost a cypher.
be due to three factors: the uncanny flexibility of the preposition év, the nature of
exegetical investigation, and deliberate ambiguity on the part of the apostle Paul.'”” To
confine the meaning of ‘in Christ’ to a narrow set of meanings has proven to be quite an
undertaking. Perhaps Paul uses the ambiguity of ‘in Christ’ language deliberately and to
his advantage, capturing several ideas in a single phrase.'”

Both the ‘encheiristic’ reading and the participation/union reading of év Xptoté
have their merits, and I would like to select from their respective strengths to suggest
another way of reading the phrase as it pertains to Rom 8, drawing from the immediate
context what the phrase may describe. I suggest that the phrase ‘in Christ’ at least partly

describes participating in Jesus’ identity as Son, i.e., participation in his sonship.'** Those

whom Paul labels as ‘in Christ Jesus’ in Rom 8 have a new identity that corresponds to

'! For example, Morgan 2020: 84, where in her discussion of Rom 8, she argues that those who are ‘in the
hands of Christ Jesus’ are ‘living in Christ’s power and under his authority’, which seems to me a slight
broadening of the term and a conflation of two distinct meanings.

1 Thus, I question Morgan’s ‘assumption that the phrase [év XpioTé] means something per sé, if by this she
means the phrase has one meaning in stsel/f(Morgan 2020: 10, emphasis retained). Rather, Paul seems to use
the phrase multifunctionally, and sometimes with deliberate ambiguity. See the conclusions of Campbell
2012: 68-73. On the plasticity of év, see also Murray 2012: 116-17, who cites 2 Cor 6.4b-7a and 1 Tim 3.16
as illustrative passages for the versatility of the preposition.

1 Cf. similar ambiguity in Paul’s use of év xupiw in Rom 14.14. Paul does not necessarily explain what he
means by év Xpiot; i.e., he does not define the phrase. Rather, he describes different aspects of the phrase,
which can be determined contextually.

1% T wish to stress that I am applying my suggested reading only to the context of Rom 8, though it could
pertain to other places in the N'T. After all, I have just mentioned that the phrase may contain several ideas
simultaneously.
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that of Jesus, which the apostle describes in part by a cluster of compounds constructed
from the preposition adv, especially first-person plural cuv— verbs and plural cuv—
substantives and adjectives: they are the fellow heirs of Jesus, participating in his own
inheritance as Son (cuyxAnpovépot Xptotol, Rom 8.17); they also share in his own suffering
and glorification (cupndoyopey ... xal guvdofachdpev, Rom 8.17);'” they are conformed to
the image of the Son (cupudpdous, Rom 8.29);'* they will receive the gifting of all things
with the Son, whom God (the Father) has already given and did not spare (s [i.e., 6 Oedg,
Rom 8.31] ye 7ol idiov viol odx édeiogato AN’ Omep NV TAvTwWY Tapédwxey adToV, Thg odxl
xal abv a0T® Ta Tdvta Nuiv xaplcetar; Rom 8.32); and they share (affa 6 matrip, Rom 8.15)
in what may be understood as Jesus’ own ‘vocative communication with God’.'*” By this
construction, one can discern in Paul’s argument a directional flow—the new identity
which the apostle and his readers now enjoy comes to them from Jesus. That is, the sonship
of Paul and his readers (and the attendant blessings thereof—divine heritage, glorification,
conformation, etc.) derives from Jesus and sharing ‘in’ him.'® In what follows, my aim is
to buttress my suggestion that Paul and his readers are ‘in Christ’ in the sense that their
sonship has derived from Jesus by close examination of relevant data from Rom 8.

The correspondence between the identity of Jesus and those who are ‘in” him is

165 Rom 8.17: ‘And if children, [we are] heirs also—heirs of God and fellow-heirs of Christ, if indeed we are
suffering with him [i.e., Christ] in order that we might also be glorified with him’ (i 62 Téxva, xai xAnpovéyor:
adnpovépor pév Beod, auyxdnpovépor 8t Xpiotod, elmep cupmdoyopey va xal cuvdobaahipey).

1% Rom 8.29: “Those whom he [i.e., God (the Father)] foreknew, he also predetermined as conformed to the
image of his Son, in order that he [i.e., the Son] might be the firstborn of many brethren’ (67t o8¢ mpoéyvw,
xal mpowptoey qupudpdous i eixdvos Tol viot aldTod, els T elvar aldTdv mpwTdtoxov év moANoTs ddeADOLS).

' Rom 8.15: ‘For you did not receive a spirit of slavery again to fear, but you received the Spirit of sonship
by which we cry, “Abba, Father”! (o0 yap éXdBere mvelpa Sovheiag mdhwv eic déBov GAN EAdBere mvelpa
vioBeoias &v ¢ xpalopev: afPa 6 matnp). Cf. Macaskill 2014: 97.

1% Cf. Thiessen 2016: 213 n. 1. The sharing is not one-sided with Paul and fellow believers ‘in Christ’: it is
also about ‘Christ in you’ (Xptotds &v Opiv, Rom 8.10).
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inexact; one might even say the correspondence is asymmetrical. Both Jesus and those ‘in’
him indeed are sons, but to Jesus Paul never applies the term vioBecia—for the apostle,
Jesus is simply vids.'” Paul may be subtly appealing to a minor connotation of adoption
language. Occasionally, ancient writers used language of adoption as shorthand for
‘second-handedness’ or derivation. Plutarch, Paul’s near-contemporary, compares
knowledge that one gains secondarily from the original discoverer to the parent who
adopts a child: ‘but the one who acquires it [i.e., knowledge of what is true] is rather he
who is not sure that he possesses it, and he acquires what is best of all, just as he who is not
a parent himself adopts the child that is best’.'”" Likewise, Philostratus of Athens, though
he wrote much later than Paul (likely in the early third century CE), uses adoption imagery
in a similar way: ‘Well, if you love the wisdom invented by the Indians, do you name it not
by its natural fathers but by its adoptive ones’?'”" Philostratus compares to adoptive fathers
those who did not invent the wisdom, but received it secondarily from the source.
Although the passages cited above reference derivation chiefly with respect to the concerns
of fathers, Paul applies viofeoia language to the perspective of sons.'”” In doing so, and

aside from the primary importance of viobesia denoting the new status of Paul and his

1 Paul frames his discussion with the description of Jesus as viés: Rom 8.3, 29, 32. Cf. Heim 2017: 20, who
notes that ‘Paul reserves the term mpwtétoxog (firstborn) for Christ in Romans 8:29’. See also Macaskill 2014:
97-98, who further notes that the identification of those év Xpioté ‘Incol with the identity of Jesus is never
expressed in terms of Jesus’ own baptism.

170 Plutarch Quaest. plat. 1.3: hapfdvet 0¢ uddov 6 i) memeiopévos Exew, xal Aaupdvel o BéATioTov €€ dmdvTwy,
womep 6 wh Texwv maida moteltat Tov dplotov. The quotation and translation are from Cherniss 1976: 13.1.26—
27.The language Plutarch uses for adoption is not viofeaia, but the verb motéw. Plutarch’s writings span from
c. 68-116 CE. See Jones 1966: esp. 70-73.

7! Philostratus Vit. Apoll. 6.11.9: godiag obv épéiv, #jv Tvdol ebpov, otx amd Tév dloet matépwy dvopdlets adtiy,
@A’ 4md Tédv Béoer; The quotation and translation are from Jones 2005b: 2.126-27. The language Philostratus
uses for adoption is the term 6éoig. On the dating of Philostratus’ Life of Apollonius of Tyana, see Jones
2005a: 1.2-3. On the second-hand connotation of adoptive language, see further Scott 1992: 55-56.

172 The sense of an adoptive father choosing a son from someone else (e.g., his birth parents) is absent in
Paul’s discussions about the Father.
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hearers as sons and heirs, perhaps the apostle chooses viofegia language to denote the
derived nature of the sonship he and his auditors now enjoy through Jesus, the unique
Son. That is, Paul and his Roman readers receive sonship derivatively from God (the
Father) through Jesus, a nuance Paul can adapt from similar (though limited) use of
adoption language.

The relationship of Jesus to the Spirit and to the Father also differs qualitatively
from those who are ‘in’ him. The inaugural pairing of Jesus and the Spirit in Rom 8 comes
in the difficult phrase ‘the law of the Spirit of life in Christ Jesus’ (6 véuog Tol mvedpatog
i {whic év Xptoté ‘Inool, Rom 8.2). My primary concern with this phrase is the precise
nature (so far as it can be traced out) of the relationship of mvepa with Inootis.'”’ The exact
referent of the prepositional phrase év Xpiotéd ‘Inool is unclear, but two options have
generally presented themselves: one adverbial, the other adjectival (of which there are at
least two further options): the readings could be either ‘the law of the Spirit of life has
freed you in Christ Jesus’ (adverbial), or ‘the law of the Spirit of life—the life that is in
Christ Jesus—has freed you’ (adjectival), or again ‘the law of the-Spirit-of-life-in-Christ-
Jesus has freed you’ (adjectival).

Concerning the adverbial option, the first potential referent is the immediately
following verb, éAevbepdw. On certain occasions where the apostle uses the shorter phrase

év Xptotd adverbially, it can precede the verb (or verbal element) that it modifies, as it does

'3 T am cognizant of the debate surrounding the meaning of véuos, as well as the textual variant in Rom 8.2.
I will address these issues only insofar as they impinge on the fundamental argument I am setting forth here.
For greater detail on these particular issues, see e.g., Keck 1980: 41-57; ibid, 2005: 196-97, where some of
his earlier opinions have changed; Jewett 2007: 480-81.

229



in Rom 8.2."* Furthermore, the liberation seems to be accomplished by the sending of the
Son in Rom 8.3, which is joined to the preceding verse by the connective ydp.'”
Concerning the adjectival option(s), the second potential referent is the full phrase which
é&v Xpiot6 ‘Inood follows, 6 vépos Tod mvedpatos tiis {wiis, or some part of this phrase.'”
Rather than stressing the connection between Rom 8.2 and 8.3, which accords with the
view that the phrase is adverbial, Rom 8.2 as a matter of context seems more naturally to
follow as an explanation or justification of Paul’s statement in Rom 8.1.""” Moreover, the
nearer parallel of Rom 6.23 (10 yapiopa ol Beol {w) aiwviog év Xpiotd Inood) with its
adjectival use of the phrase ‘in Christ Jesus’ favours slightly an adjectival use of the phrase
here in Rom 8.2; a more remote, less exact parallel exists for the adverbial usage of the
phrase in Rom 5.21 (o8tws xat % xdpis faciieboy o dixatoabvns eig {wiv aiwviov did Tnood
Xpiorod).'

These points lead me slightly to prefer the option that év Xpioté ‘Inoot modifies

the phrase that comes immediately before it. In fact, Paul may be looking backward to

7 Cf. 1 Cor 15.19, where the phrase precedes the participle, yAmxéreg; 2 Cor 2.17; 12.19. On the usual
construction of an adverbial phrase following the verb or verbal element, cf. Campbell 2012: 145, 154-57.
173 Cranfield 1975: 1.375.

176 Some have taken the phrase to modify # {w#; for a list of such proponents, see Cranfield 1975: 1.374 n. 3,
to which I would add Morgan 2020: 84. For the phrase to follow % {w¥, and in order to avoid ambiguity, one
might expect the addition of the feminine genitive article: ¢ véuog Tol mveduatos T {wijs g év Xpiotd Inood.
Cf. Rom 7.5; 8.39; 2 Cor 9.3; BDF §269. Exceptions to such an addition might include Phil 3.14; 4.7. Others
take the phrase to modify 6 véuos Tol mveduartos; for a list of proponents, see Jewett 2007: 481 n. 46. Keck
(1980: 50) relates the phrase to the fuller noun phrase 76 mvedua i {wiic; cf. Jewett 2007: 481. Those
espousing the full phrase include: Kuss 1959: 2.490; Schlier 1977: 239; Vollenweider 1989: 346 n. 298; Byrne
1996: 235; Bertone 1999: 77; Haacker 1999: 187; Coppins 2009: 137; Campbell 2012: 127-29; Landmesser
2018: 2.138-39. See further Moo 2018: 496 n. 891; Kowalski 2021: 263 n. 37.

77 Cf. NA”®, which provides a textual break between Rom 8.2 and Rom 8.3, suggesting that Rom 8.1 and
Rom 8.2 belong together, separated slightly in thought from Rom 8.3; Byrne 1979: 92; Giesen 2009: 182,
186-87; Wolter 2014: 473. Though Giesen (2009: 186) takes the phrase adverbially, he seems to keep the
full phrase together (2009: 192; cf. 209-10): ‘Deshalb formuliert er [i.e., Paulus] mit Bedacht: “das Gesetz
des Geistes in Christus Jesus” oder besser “durch Christus Jesus hat dich der Geist befreit™.
178 Cf. Wolter 2014: 474.

230



Rom 1.4 (as I shall contend below with respect to Rom 8.23) where I have argued he strings
together a new title for Jesus: from his resurrection, Jesus is now ‘Son-of-God-in-power’.
Perhaps here also Paul is formulating a new title for the Spirit who is closely linked to
Jesus as ‘the-Spirit-of-life-in-Christ-Jesus’. If I have chosen correctly, Paul seems to
indicate that the Spirit is operating here ‘in Christ Jesus’, thereby linking Jesus and the
Spirit in a way that is unlike the connection of the Spirit to Paul and his auditors.'”
Constantine Campbell even posits a parallel between ‘the Spirit and Christ’ on the one
hand, and ‘sin and death’ on the other. Elsewhere, Paul regards sin as both the instrument
and servant of death.' In parallel fashion, Campbell supposes that the Spirit is functioning
for Paul in Rom 8.2 as the instrument and servant of Jesus.'®! Paul can elsewhere attribute
to Jesus the action of liberation. The apostle’s opening words in Gal 5 come readily to
mind: ‘For freedom Christ set us free’ (T éhevfepia nuds Xpiotds RAevbépwaev). When Paul
writes of his audience’s freedom from sin and death in Rom 8.2, perhaps the Spirit’s
affinity is classed under the auspices of Jesus the liberator. To operate ‘in Christ’, then,
may mean that the Spirit who gives life is the proximate agent of Jesus—so closely linked
to Jesus in his role as liberator is the life-giving Spirit that the Spirit’s connection to
liberation is said to be ‘in Christ Jesus’.

Paul relates Jesus and the Spirit even more closely in Rom 8.9¢: ‘but if anyone does

17 Cf. Lohse 1973: 279-80; Bertone 1999: 80; McFadden 2009: 496; Kowalski 2021: 263, 267, who argues
that Paul ‘presents Christ as a space within which the Spirit acts’. However, it is not clear to me that the
adverbial use of the phrase would negate my conclusion that the Spirit is operating év Xpio7é ‘Incof.

'8 Cf. Rom 5.12: ‘For this reason as through one man sin entered into the world and through sin death, and
thus death spread to all people because all sinned’ ... (A ToliTo domep 31’ évdg avbpamou W auaptia eig TV
wbopov elofiMev xal di& Tiis dpaptias 6 Bdvatos, xal oltws el mdvtag dvbpwmous 6 Bdvatos difiAbev, éd’ & mdvTeg
fuaptov). Later, Paul will write of sin exercising dominion in death (¢Bacilevoey 7 auaptic év ¢ Bavdtw,
Rom 5.21).

'8! Campbell 2012: 128-29.
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not have the Spirit of Christ, that person does not belong to him [i.e., Christ]’ (i 0¢ Tig
mvedua Xplotod odx Exet, o0tos 0dx EoTv adtol).'” Once again, Paul writes of the Spirit’s
relation to Jesus asymmetrically from that of the Spirit’s relation to Paul and his readers.
The Spirit is ‘of Christ’ in a way that Paul does not speak about himself or his readers in
Rom 8, but in precisely the same way that he speaks of God in the immediately preceding
phrase when he describes the Spirit as mvedua 8eol (‘Now you are not in the flesh but in
the Spirit, if indeed the Spirit of God dwells in you’; “Yyels 0¢ odx €oté év gapxl AN év
mvebpatt, eimep mvelpa Beod oixel év Ouiv, Rom 8.9a-b)."”’ Paul seems to be arguing from
two different directions. Where Jesus is concerned, Paul argues that the resurrection of
Jesus is a prerequisite for the Spirit’s activity among his Roman readers. Yet, concerning
his Roman readers, Paul argues conversely that the Spirit is the agent and conduit of their
resurrection life."™

In fact, Gordon Fee has appealed to the broader context of Romans to argue that
what Paul predicates of Jesus in Rom 6 he then applies to the Spirit in Rom 8. Fee singles

out the ‘linguistic ties’ between Rom 6.4-14 and Rom 8.9-11. Two instances especially

relate Jesus in Rom 6 to the Spiritin Rom 8. According to Fee, the first link occurs between

'8 For other ‘christological’ definitions of the Spirit in Paul’s letters, cf. 2 Cor 3.17-18; Gal 4.6; Phil 1.19.
See also Fee 1994a: 313; Wolter 2014: 487 n. 76.

'8 This is akin to Vollenweider’s designation of the Spirit as ‘der Geist Gottes bzw. Christi’. See
Vollenweider 1996: 168-69, 173-76; earlier, Barrett 1991: 149. This is not, however, to imply an
identification between the Spirit and Christ (Paul is not saying that Xptotds = mvefua). Cf. Bouttier 1962: 84
n. 65; Dunn 1973: 58, though I do fundamentally disagree with Dunn when elsewhere he writes of Jesus’
relation to the Spirit as distinct from the Father’s relation to the Spirit; Turner 1975: 64; idem 1994: 431—
33; those cited in Fatehi 2000: 204-205.

One should note, however, that Paul elsewhere speaks of ‘spirit’ in terms of ‘my spirit’ and ‘your

spirit’. Examples include 1 Cor 5.4 (xai To¥ éuol mvedpatog) and 1 Cor 16.18 (dvémavoay yip to uov mvelipa
xal 6 Opéiv), though these uses seem more anthropological than theological.
"% Cf. Fatehi 2000: 206-209, where he argues that Paul’s purpose in writing of the mvedua Xpiotod is ‘to
connect the work of the Spirit to the Roman Christians’ belonging to Christ and his dwelling within them
as Christians (Fatehi 2000: 207, emphasis retained), and at last to bring the work of Christ and the work of
the Spirit together.
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‘the Spirit is life because of righteousness’ (his translation; the Greek is: 76 0¢ mvedpa {wy)
ot dxatoavvny, Rom 8.10c) and the phrase, ‘but present yourselves to God as alive from
the dead and your members as tools of righteousness to God’ (¢éA\& mapaotioate éauTolg
76 Bed woel éx vexpdv (@vtag xal T& wéAy Vudv SmAa dixatoactvns ¢ Bed, Rom 6.13b). The
second, more explicit link is between ‘he who raised Christ from the dead shall also give
life to our mortal bodies’ (Fee’s translation; the Greek is: 6 éyeipag Xpiotov éx vexpidv
{womoroet xal & Bvnta cwpate dYudv, Rom 8.11b)—where Paul speaks of the Father to
whom the Spirit belongs—and ‘Christ was raised from the dead through the glory of the
Father’ (Fee’s translation; the Greek is: #y£pbn Xpiotds éx vexp@v e g 86Ens Tol matpds)
in Rom 6.4b, as well as the phrase, ‘if we died with Christ ... we shall live with him’ (Fee’s
translation; the Greek is: ei 0¢ dmebdvopev abv Xpiotd, [moTetopey 67t xal] culioopey adTé)
in Rom 6.8. Fee concludes that Paul is tying together both the work of the Spirit and of
Jesus and the righteous living and final inheritance effected by the Spirit and by Jesus.'®
Perhaps Paul writes of the Spirit belonging to Jesus in the same way that having
the Spirit who belongs to Christ is a criterion of belonging to Jesus for Paul’s unidentified
subject (tig, Rom 8.9¢). To state it positively, the one who himself belongs to Jesus has the

Spirit who belongs to Jesus.'® The greater point, however, is that Paul writes of Jesus, the

Spirit, and God (the Father) in a way here that he does not write of himself and his

'8 Fee 1994a: 323-26, esp. 323-24 n. 46; cf. Kowalski 2021: 266, who sees the theme of connection to Jesus
through baptism and (future) resurrection in Rom 6 carefully developed in Rom 8 by Paul’s introduction of
the figure of the Spirit.

1% Thus, I am proposing that Xpiotod and attod have the same genitival force in Rom 8.9, i.e., each is in the
common category, genitive of possession. Cf. Fee 2007: 269-70. In this case, the second (adto¥) defines the
force of the first (Xptorol). One should not press too much the sense of the Spirit’s belonging to Jesus. Cf.
Wallace 1996: 82. Other possible options include the genitive of origin, such that the Spirit is ‘from’ Christ
in similar fashion to the Spirit’s being ‘from’ God (the Father). See for example Barrett 1991: 149; Fee
1994b: 517, 547-48; Fatehi 2000: 201-202; Coulson 2017: 79, 85. These two options (possession and origin)
do not necessarily negate one another.
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auditors. Reflecting on this divide, Max Turner has expounded the phrase ‘Spirit of Christ’
to mean ‘the Spirit who mediates the presence, character, redemptive activities, and rule
of Jesus Christ, in a way analogous to that in which he mediates God’s [presence, character,
etc.]”." Jesus and the Spirit also share the apostle’s description as being in some sense ‘in’
his readers, though Paul is careful to distinguish that the Spirit ‘dwells in’ (oixéw év) Paul’s
readers, a feature conspicuously absent with respect to Jesus in the discussions of Rom 8."

Asymmetry extends to Paul’s outworking of the relation between Jesus and the
Father in Rom 8. While it is true that both Jesus on the one hand and Paul with his readers
on the other are ‘sons’ (Paul seems to include himself in the ‘Abba’ cry, xpdlopev, Rom
8.15; cf. Table 3.1, in Chapter 3.4, above), Jesus’ sonship is described uniquely by Paul:
Jesus is the Father’s ‘own’ Son, expressed by the adjective idtog and the reflexive pronoun
éavtol.'"” Near the beginning of Rom 8, Paul writes that ‘God sent his own Son’ (6 fed¢
Tov €qutol vidy méudag, Rom 8.3). Toward the end of Rom 8, Paul calls to his readers’
attention God ‘who did not spare his own Son’ ([6 feds, Rom 8.31] 8¢ ye ToU idiov viol odx
édeloato, Rom 8.32). The apostle thus builds a frame (visually represented in Figure 4.3,

below) of Jesus’ sonship round the discussion of the sonship particular to Paul and his

"% So Turner 1994: 433-34, arguing from similar usage in Second Temple and rabbinic literature.

188 Rom 8.9b: elmep mvedua Oeol oixel év Opiv ...; Rom 8.10: ei 3¢ Xpiotds év v, ...; Rom 8.11a: &l 3¢ 10 mvelpa
... oixel &v Oy, ...; Rom 8.11b: ... G To¥ évoxodvrog (from the cognate évoixéw) attod mvedpatos év duiv. Only
once is Jesus said to be simply ‘in’ Paul’s readers (Rom 8.10); cf. Vollenweider 1996: 174. However, the
dialectic of Paul’s readers ‘in’ Jesus and he ‘in’ them corresponds to that of the Spirit—Paul’s readers are
said to be ‘in’ the Spirit (év mvedpatt, Rom 8.9) even as the Spirit dwells ‘in” them. The closest link between
Jesus and explicit indwelling in the Pauline corpus of which I am aware comes in Col 3.16, where ‘the word
of Christ’” (N.B.: not Jesus himself) is to dwell in the addressees: ‘O Aéyog To8 Xpiotod &voxeitw év Hyulv
mAovaiwg. Paul does of course say that ‘Christ lives in me’ ({fj 02 év éuol Xpiotés, Gal 2.20b), though one could
argue this is a slightly different nuance than indwelling. Others have, however, argued that in fact Paul
implies the indwelling of Jesus: see now Fatehi 2000: 213-15; Rabens 2013: 85; Kowalski 2021: 264.

' On the occasional proximity of meaning for these two terms (i.e., cases where g = éautod), see
Robertson 1934: 691-92; Moule 1959: 121; Moulton, Howard, and Turner 1963: 3.191, esp. the sources
cited in n. 2; cf. Moo 2018: 501 n. 912. Cf. 1 Cor 7.2: o 0¢ tag mopvelag éxaatog THY éautol yuvaixa éxétw xal
éxdoTy ToV 1010V dvdpa ExETw.
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readers in a way that emphasises the unique relation of Jesus to the Father and excludes all

other ‘children’, whether designated as viof (Rom 8.14) or téxva (Rom 8.16).""

Joseph
Fitzmyer argues that by so designating Jesus as God’s ‘own’ Son, Paul ‘highlights the
divine relationship of Jesus to the Father and the divine origin of the task to be
accomplished by one in close filial relationship with God. Implied is the unique bond of
love between the two’."" Jesus is emphasised above all other ‘sons’ as being God’s ‘beloved’
and ‘most precious’, as being God’s ‘own’."”?

So then, I propose that Paul makes a two-pronged argument in Rom 8. In a similar
way to the work of Grant Macaskill, I would submit that the first fork of Paul’s argument
implies that the sonship of Jesus is determinative for the sonship of those who are ‘in’ him.
This is one of the primary effects of Paul’s participatory language when he writes of
himself and his auditors as being ‘in’ Jesus: that is to say, the apostle and his readers are

‘sons of God’ because they participate derivatively in the sonship of Jesus. The second

prong of Paul’s argument is that in the midst of correspondence, asymmetry exists between

1% Whether the two terms éautol and 3iog function in the same way (i.e., reflexively: Jesus and the Father

participate in one another through relation as Father and Son; perhaps one might even say that what the
Father is or has, Jesus also is or has), or in different ways (¢avtod as reflexive, intensifying the Father’s relation
to Jesus as Son; {010g as possessive, such that Jesus in some sense belongs to the Father as Son—cf. # eixwv
709 viol adtol, Rom 8.29; Gaugler refers to Jesus as sein [i.e., des Gottes| Eijgentum—see Gaugler 1958:
1.260), they are terms of emphasis demarcating Jesus’ sonship from all others, including that of Paul and his
readers. Cf. Moulton, Howard, and Turner 1963: 3.190-92; Cranfield 1975: 1.379. Segal (1984: 169-84)
stresses that Paul (and others, esp. in the rabbinical tradition) interpreted the phrase ‘God’s own Son’ on the
basis of the Akedah in Gen 22; cf. Dahl 1969: 15-29. However, the Akedah tradition (early third century
CE) seems to have generated some time after Paul wrote, and I do not think (pace Segal 1984: 169) that Paul
is placing Jesus’ uniqueness as Son in the background.

Furthermore, because Paul’s concept of divine inheritance is inclusive of gender, he can refer to
himself and his readers—the ‘heirs of God’ and ‘fellow-heirs of Christ’ (xAnpovépor Beol [xai] auyxdnpovdpol
Xptood, Rom 8.17)—as ‘children of God’ (téxva Be08, Rom 8.16; cf. Rom 8.17) as well as ‘sons of God’ (vioi
Beoli, Rom 8.14): the latter phrase, de rigueur in discussions of ancient inheritance, beckons Paul’s auditors
to the apostle’s novel conception of the former, viz., that both sons and daughters (as téxva) are the divine
heirs with Jesus. Cf. Kuss 1959: 2.606; Mundhenk 2008: 172.

! Fitzmyer 1993: 484.
"2 Thus, Gaugler 1958: 1.260: ‘Gott sendet sein Liebstes, sein Kostbares zu uns’, ...
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Jesus and those ‘in’ him—there are in effect two classes of sonship: that of Jesus, the
Father’s ‘own’ Son, and that of the ones ‘in Christ Jesus’, where the second is derived from
the first. Hearkening back to themes first broached in Rom 6, Paul orchestrates a pattern
for himself and his readers—that of baptism, Spirit, then sonship—a pattern he alters (no

mention of baptism; sonship, then Spirit) for Jesus.

Figure 4.3. The Frame of Jesus’ Unique Sonship in Romans 8

8.3 6 Bedg Todv dautol vidy TEuPag

8.14  odtot viol B0l loty

8.15  é\dPere mvelpa vioBeaiag év ¢ xpdlopev: afBa & matip

8.16 éouév Téxva feol (cf. 8.17)

8.19 % yap amoxapadoxic Tis xticews THY dmoxdAvy TGV ViGY Tol Heol
AmeRdEYETAL

8.21 ... el ™y ékevbeplav THic 06&ns TaY Téxvawy Tol Beol

8.23  nueis xal adTol év éautols orevalopey viobealay dmexdexduevor

8.29 xal Tpowplaey cuppopdous Tis eixovos Tol viol adTod
8.31-32 6 Bedg ... 8¢ ye Toli idlov viod odx édeioato

Paul further demarcates the relation of Jesus to the Spirit and to the Father from
that which the apostle and his auditors experience. Paul links the Spirit to Jesus in
strikingly different ways than he writes of the Spirit’s relation to himself and his readers.
The apostle and his readers share ‘in’ both Jesus and the Spirit; they derive their sonship
from Jesus, and the indwelling Spirit serves as a guarantee of their future resurrection, for
instance. However, Paul does not write here of Jesus being ‘in’ the Spirit. Likewise, the
relation of Jesus to the Father is differentiated from that of Paul and his readers. Jesus’
relation to the Father frames the derived sonship of the apostle and his auditors, and Paul

uniquely describes Jesus’ relation to the Father as being the Father’s ‘own’. Those who are
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‘sons’, then, derive their sonship from Jesus and experience a kind of sonship that differs

qualitatively from Jesus, the unique Son.

4.2.2.2. The Father as Life-Giver and the Identitying Descriptions

As we re-focus our attention on the importance of life-giving in Rom 8, a curiously subtle
way in which the apostle Paul demonstrates the life-giving nature of God (the Father)
occurs in the logic of Rom 8.6-7."” In Rom 8.6a, Paul makes the following entailment:
‘the mindset of the flesh is death’ (76 dpévyua i gapxds bdvatog). We may thus represent
the entailment:
T6 dpbvnua Tis capxds = Bdvatog

In the following verse, Paul describes the very same phrase as ‘enmity with respect to God’
(T0 dpbvnua Tic capxods Exbpa i Bedv, Rom 8.7a). One explanation for such enmity of course
comes in the following phrase introduced by ydp: ‘for it (i.e., 70 $pdvyua Tijs capxds) does
not submit to the law of God, indeed it is not able to do so’ (¢ yap véuw Tod Heod oy
vmotacoetal, o0OE yap ovvatal, Rom 8.7b—c). However, the presence of the inferential
conjunction o167t in Rom 8.7a initially points the reader back to the previous entailment
in Rom 8.6a, furthering the logical point with a new entailment in Rom 8.7a:

TO dpovnua Tiis capxds = Exbpa eig Hedv
Placing these two entailments in transitive relation, then, we may write transitively a third
entailment that more clearly highlights the life-giving nature of God (the Father):

Bavatos = ExOpa i Heov

' Cf. Venter 2015: 1, 3, who via structural analysis of Rom 8.6-7 approaches the line of thought I am
propounding here.
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The apostle seems to convey that death characterises that which is hostile toward God (the
Father), or that death characterises that which sets itself up as an enemy of God."* If we
follow the logic to its conclusion, the converse holds that what is allied with God (the
Father) is characterised by life, or the giving of life. Of course, the explicit statement of
the immediately preceding phrase in Rom 8.6b is that the mindset of the Spirit (not the
Father) is life and peace: 76 0¢ dppdvyua Tol mvedpatos {w) xai eipivy. However, Paul closely
relates the Spirit to the Father, particularly highlighting the respective life-giving activity
of each. Paul calls the Spirit the ‘Spirit of God [the Father]’ (mvelua 6e0l, Rom 8.9b),
suggesting that the Spirit belongs (or is very closely connected) to both the Father and the
Son. Paul also writes of ‘the Spirit of the one who raised Jesus from the dead’ (i.e., the
Spirit of the Father; 76 mvelipa tol &yeipavtos Tov Ingolv éx vexpdv, Rom 8.11a) who will act
as the intermediate agent for the Father’s resurrection of Paul and his Roman readers.
The subtleties of the Father’s life-giving in Rom 8.6-7 are anticipated in the logic
of Rom 8.3, whose ‘essential background’ is the graphic description of the human plight
in Rom 7.7-25."” Paul writes, ‘for [because of] the impossibility [of condemning sin] for
the law in that it was weakened through the flesh, God sending his own Son as a sacrifice
for sin in the likeness of sinful flesh condemned sin in the flesh’ (Té yap ddtvatov ol vépou

) ) s \ ~ I ¢ \ \ ¢ ~ 3 s ] ¢ ’ \ ¢ ’ \
v @ Nobéver 0 T capxds, 6 Beds ToV Eautol vidy TEwag &v duotpatt caprds apaptias xal

1% One further connection is noted by Potgieter 2020: 173, where &xfpa is in opposition to eipyvy, which is
coupled with {wy in Rom 8.6b. Likewise, the one who ‘sees what is the mind([set] of the Spirit’ is ‘the one
who searches the hearts’, another participial descriptor of God (6 3¢ épavvév Tég xapdiag oidev T 6 dpdvnua
Tod mvedpatos, Rom 8.27a). This is yet another connection of the Father to the Spirit, and thus to life by the
only other use of ¢pévyua in the NT. On the link of the Spirit to life, cf. Kowalski 2020: 50-56. See also
Keener 2008: 224-25.

1% Byrne 1979: 86-87.
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epl qpaptias xatéxpvey T duaptiav év t§j oapxi, Rom 8.3)."”° Here the apostle creatively
brings to a logical conclusion the plight he has just described in Rom 7 by developing the
concept of impossibility (via the substantival use of the adjective, éd0vatog).'”” That is, the

8 God overcame the

achievement of life through the law proved to be an impossibility.
impossibility by sending his own Son—in other words, in his capacity as Father, God
extends life to those previously under law but now ‘in Christ’, overcoming the former
impossibility by sending Jesus, his unique Son.

In the third chapter (see Chapter 3.2, above), I attempted to demonstrate how
certain identifying descriptions of God as Father contributed to Paul’s portrait of divine
fatherhood, specifically with respect to the dimension of God as life-giver. The apostle
continues this practice of using identifying descriptions for God (the Father) tied to life-
giving in Rom 8.11: ‘Now if the Spirit of the one who raised Jesus from the dead dwells in
you, the one who raised Christ from the dead will also give life to your mortal bodies
through his Spirit who dwells in you’ (i 0¢ 76 mvelpa ToU éyeipavrog Tov Incolv éx vexpdv
oixel év Oulv, 6 éyelpag Xplotov €x vexpldv {womorjoel xal & Bvyta cwpate Hudv o Tol
gvoxolvtog adtol mveduatos év Ouiv). Here, God (the Father) is alternatively ‘the one who
raised Jesus from the dead’ (6 éyeipag Tov ‘Ingolv éx vexp&dv, Rom 8.11a) and ‘the one who

raised Christ from the dead’ (6 éyeipas Xpiotdv éx vexpdv, Rom 8.11b), the apostle making

an apparent equality by substitution of the terms ‘Jesus’ and ‘Christ’ (i.e., Inoolis = Xptotds).

1% On mepl apaptiag (‘as a sacrifice for sin’) conforming to both LXX and N'T usage, see Harris 2012: 182—
83.

7 BDF §263.2, p. 138.

1% Cf. Rom 7.9-10: ‘Now I was alive once apart from the law, but when the commandment came, sin came
alive again, but I died, and it was found in me [that] the commandment which was for life, this
[commandment was actually] for death’ (éyw 0t &lwv xwpls vépov moTé, éNBolorg 08 Tic évtodfjc % auaptia
avélnoey, éyd Ot dmébavov xal evpéhy pot % évtoln 1) els Lwv, ality &g Bdvatov).
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The identifying descriptions of Rom 8.11 may be profitably compared to those
Paul uses elsewhere in his undisputed writings (e.g., in Gal 1.1; cf. esp. Chapter 3.2, esp.
n. 17). Without rehearsing the qualifiers for an ‘identifying description’, I would simply
note the marked similarities: that again here in Rom 8.11, Paul refers to God (the Father)
by the aorist participle of &yeipw; that Jesus (or Christ) is the object of the Father’s action;
and that the domain of the Father’s action is ‘from the dead’ (éx vexpév). Strikingly
different than the other occurrences, however, is that Paul adds to the identifying
descriptions in Rom 8.11 another entity, viz., the Spirit (0 mvefua, Rom 8.11a)."” In this
addition, one may note yet another difference between the unique sonship of Jesus on the
one hand, and the derived sonship of Paul’s readers on the other: in the first phrase of
Rom 8.11a, the Spirit relates to the latter, God (the Father) to the former. The Spirit is
assumed to ‘dwell in/among you’ (ei 0¢ 70 mvedua ... oixel év vulv, Rom 8.11a), while God
(the Father) has already raised Jesus from the dead. The protasis of the conditional
statement in Rom 8.11, then, is that God (the Father) will secondarily’” give life to Paul’s
readers through the intermediate agency of the Spirit (0t To¥ évotxolvrog adTol mvedpatog
év Opiv, Rom 8.11b) on the condition that the Spirit dwells in them. The Spirit’s agency in
the giving of life is reserved only for Paul’s readers; only God (the Father) is said to be
active in raising Jesus in Rom 8, not the Spirit.””" Thus, Paul argues by way of identifying

description that God (the Father) gives life: first, by direct action to Jesus (or Christ);

1 Cf. Kowalski 2020: 47, on the introduction of the Spirit in Rom 8.

%0 As their sonship is derived from Jesus, so too is the giving of life (resurrection) for Paul’s readers
secondary, both in a logical sense—Jesus is raised (cf. Jesus as mpwtétoxos in Rom 8.29) before those ‘in’ him
can be raised—and in a temporal sense—]Jesus has already been raised (aorist participles usu. indicating
antecedent time; cf. Wallace 1996: 555), but Paul’s readers have yet to experience the giving of life (the
future of {womotéw is used in Rom 8.11) from God (the Father).

1 Contra Scott 1992: 262 n. 147; Hill 2015: 159-62; Kowalski 2018: 646. I submit that in Rom 8, Paul does
not write about the Spirit partaking in the resurrection of Jesus.
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second, to Paul’s readers by indirect agency through and on condition of his indwelling

Spirit.

4.2.2.3. Sonship Related to Life-giving

Interspersed throughout Rom 8 are subtle links between sonship and the giving of life.
Three instances are of particular import for my argument, one relating to Jesus as Son,
and two relating specifically to the term viofecia. In the first instance, we must travel back
to the difficult phrase of Rom 8.2: 6 véuog Tol mvedpatos Tiis Lwijs év Xpioté ‘Inood. In my
earlier discussion (see Chapter 4.2.2.1, above), I was concerned with how Ingof relates to
mvebpa. There I concluded (admittedly somewhat tentatively) that Paul suggests the Spirit
is operating ‘in Christ Jesus’. Now, I am interested in the referent of % {w%: does the term
relate to the preceding genitive (i.e., mvelipa), or to the object of the following prepositional
phrase (i.e., ‘Inoolic)? Marcin Kowalski has noted recently that the ambiguous placement
of the expression ‘suggests that the new life is a gift of both the Son and the Spirit’.**
However, for the sake of argument, let us assume that the expression relates to the Spirit—
at the very least, concord of case would favour this assumption. If my earlier conclusion
stands, that the Spirit is operating in Jesus, then Kowalski’s suggestion likewise stands: life
is related not only to the Spirit, but also to the Son in whom the Spirit operates.

The second instance also occurs in familiar territory. In Rom 8.11, the apostle
writes that ‘he who raised Christ from the dead will give life to your mortal bodies also’ (6
gyeipas Xpiotov éx vexpdv {womooet xai T fvyra cwpata duédv, Rom 8.11b). This phrase

comes near the very end of a lengthy passage that began with the declaration of no

202 Kowalski 2021: 263. However, cf. Morgan 2020: 84, who links {w to év Xpio7é "Inood.
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condemnation for those ‘in’ Jesus, since sin had already been condemned in the flesh when
the Son was sent from God (6 edg Tov éautol vidy méudag év dpobpatt gapxds apaptias xal
mepl apaptiag xatéxpvey ™ apaptiav év T§ oapxi, Rom 8.3). Jesus, the Son who was sent
from God (the Father) was also raised by God (the Father); and just as Paul’s auditors will
experience no condemnation because they are ‘in’ Jesus—they will be spared a death
sentence in spite of sin—so also will they be given life from God (the Father) who likewise
raised Jesus from the dead because they are ‘in’ Jesus as derived sons. Paul writes of the
‘body’ (cépea; the only plural form occurs in Rom 8.11) in the life-and-death dynamic he
explores near the middle of Rom 8. Earlier in his discussion, Paul links the body closely
with death, sin, and the flesh.””” The turn toward linking the body with life comes in Rom
8.11 and continues in Rom 8.13, where Paul avers that ‘if by the Spirit you put to death
the misdeeds of the body, you will live’ (ei 6¢8 mvedpatt Tés mpdéeis Tob cwpatos favatolte,
{oeobe). He further explains by recourse to sonship in Rom 8.14: ‘for as many as are led
by the Spirit of God, these are the sons of God’ (8ot yap mvedpatt Beol dyovrat, obTol viol
Beol eiow). Paul thus links sonship with the giving of life from God and his Spirit by way
of his discussion about the body.

However, a more explicit link exists between the sonship of Paul and his readers
and the giving of life from God (the Father). In Rom 8.23, Paul writes, ‘we ourselves also
groan inwardly while we await sonship, the redemption of our body’ (Wuels xai adtol év
éautols orevdlopev vioBeaiav dmexdexbuevol, Thv dmoddTpwoty Tol cwpatos Hudv). The term
vioBeaia is described as lectio difficilior because of a seeming logical impossibility: sonship

according to Paul comes through the possession of the Spirit; if Paul and his readers

203 Cf. Rom 7.24; 8.10.
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already possess the Spirit (cf. dAAa xai adtol Ty dmapy)v Tol Tvebpatos €xovres, Rom 8.23b),
how can the apostle imply that they must ‘await’ (dmexdéyopar) sonship?*** James Swetnam
attempts to resolve the difficulty by positing another meaning for the participle
amexdexduevol. Paul and his readers are not ‘awaiting’ sonship, according to Swetnam.
Rather, they ‘arrive by inference’ at the fact of their sonship because of their possession of
the Spirit.””” While this meaning for dmexdéyopar is attested prior to Paul, it is very rare,
and it seems to ignore the earlier and more clearly futuristic sense of dmexdéyopat in Rom
8.19.%%

There may be a better way to resolve the difficulty without either excising viofeaia
or resorting to a rare meaning for the participle.””” I propose that Paul and his readers are
indeed awaiting divine sonship while simultaneously living as sons of God in current
possession of the Spirit. How can this be? Paul is here repeating a pattern he ascribes first
to Jesus in Rom 1. There, Jesus was the Son of God (in weakness, as it were) who was
appointed ‘Son-of-God-in-power’ by virtue of his resurrection from the dead (Rom 1.3
4). Paul and his readers follow suit: theirs is a sonship derived from Jesus in whose steps
they tread. They currently experience divine sonship through their reception of the Spirit,
but it is sonship-in-weakness. They eagerly await the full realisation of their divine sonship
(in power, as it were) at the redemption of their body.”*

The phrase ™ é¢moliTpwaty Tol cwpatos nuév in Rom 8.23 serves as an ‘explicative

20% Cf. Benoit 1951: 275; Swetnam 1967: 103; Jewett 2007: 505 n. i.; Heim 2017: 230. The term viofeaia is
omitted in B D F G 614 d f g o t Ambst. The preponderance of witnesses includes the term.

5 Swetnam 1967: 105-108.

2% For an attestation of this meaning prior to Paul, cf. Hipparchus, 7dv Apdrov xal Edddéov ¢avouévwy
E&yysoews, 1.7.7, cited by Swetnam 1967: 104 n. 4.

207 Jewett (2007: 505 n. i) prefers to omit vioBeoia.

2% Cf. Dunn 1999: 83.
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apposition’ to vioBeaia.”” But the meaning of this phrase is not exactly clear. The singular
instance of ‘body’ seems to negate a link to individual resurrection. However, motifs of
life-giving may be evinced from similar ‘body’-language in Rom 8, from the nature of the
term amoAUTpwats, from the proposed corresponding pattern of sonship that exists between
Jesus and those ‘in’ him, and from the movement of dissimilarity to greater similarity
between the ‘sons’ and the ‘Son’ toward the end of Rom 8. Earlier, Paul establishes the
connection between life or life-giving and the body or bodies of his auditors. His Roman
readers in whom the Spirit of God dwells may expect that God who raised Jesus from the
dead will give life to their mortal bodies also in the resurrection to come (Rom 8.11), and
that they will live presently—if by the same indwelling Spirit they put to death the
misdeeds of the body (Rom 8.13).

Furthermore, amoAitpwoig signifies the freeing of the body from its earthly
limitations, the most decisive limitation being death.’" Prior to expounding viofecia by
the phrase ‘the redemption of our body’, Paul writes of the current decrepit state of
creation: ‘For the creation was subjected to futility, not willingly, but because of the one
who subjected it, in hope that the creation itself might also be freed from the enslavement
of corruption to the freedom of the glory of the children of God’ (t§j yap patatétyrt % xtiow
OmeTdy), Uy éxoboa dAAG Sie OV UmotdEavTa, éd’ EATIOL 6Tt xal adTY) %) xTiols éleubepwbioeTal
amd i dovAelas THs dbbopds eig T Edevbeplav THs 36Ens TGV Téxvwy Tol Beol, Rom 8.20-21).

The noteworthy phrase ‘the enslavement of corruption’ (¥ dovleia i $pBopéic) expresses

299 So Swetnam 1967: 106. See also Cranfield 1975: 1.419; Jewett 2007: 519; Burke 2008: 286; Moo 2018:
543; contra Benoit 1951: 279; Heim 2017: 212-13. Heim’s separation of the dmoAvtpwaig—phrase from the
vioBeoia—phrase is unwarranted on grammatical and contextual grounds, as I will argue further below.

0 BDAG, s.v. amolitpuwots, p. 117. Cf. the gloss ‘deliverance’ in LSJ, s.v. dmoldtpwoig, p. 208; Levison 1959:
281. See also Barclay 1964: 195, who argues that the term in Rom 8.23 looks ‘forward to a re-created life’.
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the idea of perishability.’'" The inability of all creation to overcome this perishability—
that is, to be enslaved to corruption—elicits within the creation a groaning shared by Paul
and his readers.””” Awaiting sonship is a concomitant of groaning.*"” Via shared groaning,
Paul links the corrupted and perishable creation with the expectation of sonship, which is
further explained as the freeing (or redemption) of the body. I conclude, therefore, that
Paul is writing of viofeaia as the freedom from perishability, the freedom from death.
Freedom from the clutches of death is hinted at earlier when Paul writes that ‘the law of
the Spirit of life in Christ Jesus has freed you from the law of sin and death’ (Rom 8.2).”"*
To be free from the body’s limitations, then, is most importantly to be free from death,
freeing one we might say to embrace the life given by God (the Father).

Finally, as I have argued above, Jesus’ sonship is determinative for the sonship of
Paul and his readers—two distinct sonships that move toward greater similarity as Rom 8
draws to a close. A question arises from the interpretation of Rom 8.23 that sonship
determined by and derived from Jesus may contribute to answering: how are the 8eo¥ viof,
so designated by their reception of the Spirit, still awaiting sonship? For the view that
vioBeaia is ‘adoption’, the question poses a problem that is practically insurmountable,

since (to my knowledge at least) there is no record of a two-stage adoption in antiquity.

' Holtz 1993: 423.

*2 Cf. Rom 8.22-23: ‘For we know that all creation has been murmuring a groan in common pain until now;
and not only the creation, but also we ourselves, who have the first fruits of the Spirit, we ourselves also
groan while we await sonship, the redemption of our bodies’ (oidapev yap 81t méoa % xticis cuotevdler xal
ouvwdivel dypt Tol viv: 0d uévov 8¢, GAAG xai adtol TV dmapynv Tol Tvedpatos Exovtes, Nuels xal attol év éauTols
otevalopev vioBeaiav dmexdeyduevol, TV amoAiTpwoy Tol cwuatos nudv). Overcoming impossibility via the
instantiation of life resumes a motif begun in Rom 8.3.

13 T understand the plural present participle dmexdexépevor to be contemporaneous with the plural present
verb otevd{opev. See further Robertson 1934: 1115-16; Wallace 1996: 625-26. I also define dmexdéyeobat as
‘to await eagerly’. Cf. BDAG, s.v. dmexdéyopat, p. 100; contra Swetnam 1967: 104-107.

1% In modern critical scholarship on Paul, the connection between dmoAdTpwois and élevBepdw is noted as
early as Deissmann 1909: 246.
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No one in the ancient world who was already adopted was awaiting further adoption by
the original adopter. Yet, Paul writes that those who have the first fruits of the Spirit (i.e.,
already viol according to Rom 8.14-17) are also awaiting viobecia. The verb ‘to await’
(amexdéxeadat) occurs regularly in the latter verses of Rom 8: the whole of creation eagerly
awaits the revealing of the sons of God (3} yap dmoxapadoxia Tijc xticews ™y dmoxaivy T@Gv
vidv Tol Beol dmexdéyetat, Rom 8.19); Paul recounts that we wait patiently when we hope
for what we do not currently see (i 02 8 00 BAémopey éamilopey, O Umopoviis dmexdexdueda,
Rom 8.25). In Rom 8.23, Paul again uses dmexdéyopat to describe how he and his readers
are eagerly awaiting viobecia.

Although I have found no evidence elsewhere of a second adoption, there is
precedent for a second sonship in Paul’s letter to the Romans. I submit that as he does in
Rom 1, Paul is writing of a different kind of sonship that is attained after the life-giving
act of resurrection. While Jesus’ sonship is couched in terms of his bodily resurrection
most explicitly in Rom 1, Paul does mention Jesus’ resurrection twice in Rom 8.11. The
logic, then, of Rom 8.23 is that just as Jesus attained a new and better status of sonship
through an act of life-giving—viz., resurrection by the Father—so too will the sonship
status for Paul and his readers (derived from Jesus) achieve its completion through an act
of life-giving, which the apostle describes as % éamoAiTpwoig Tod cwpatos Nudv—viz.,
resurrection by the Father.””

The similarity of entry into the heightened status of sonship for Paul and his
readers on the one hand, and for Jesus on the other, marks a flow of thought from

dissimilarity to similarity between Jesus and those whose sonship derives from him.

25 Cf. similar conceptual linkage in Kirk 2004: 241-42.
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Kowalski describes this as ‘assimilation’ to Jesus.*' Despite how Paul might distinguish
between his own sonship (and that of his readers) and the sonship of Jesus (as I have argued
above), those ‘in’ Jesus have a new mindset inculcated in them (cf. dpovéw, and esp.
dpovnua, in Rom 8.5-7, 27); they are expected to have the mvelpa Xpiotol and thereby in
some sense belong to Jesus (stated negatively in Rom 8.9); they address the Father in Jesus’
own fashion (Rom 8.15); finally, they are destined to be ‘conformed to the image of his
Son’ (cuppdpdous s eixdvos ol viod adtol, Rom 8.29).'" In Rom 8.29 we find the
culmination of the similarity between the Father’s own Son and the derived sons—it is a
similarity that does not venture into equality, but correspondence.””® The expectation of
sonship-in-power, entered into by a life-giving act, is thus a source of their groaning
(orevalw, an activity in common with creation personified). Paul’s chain of reasoning may
be thus explained: until he and his auditors have put on the new sonship (i.e., sonship-in-
power at the future restoration), they groan because while they see their full sonship-via-
amoMitpwots ahead, they are as yet unable to attain it. Rather, they are subject to suffering
with Jesus (his crucifixion preceded his resurrection) before they partake of the ‘glory
about to be revealed in’ them (¥ uéAhovoa 86&a dmoxadudbiivar els Huds, Rom 8.18).”"”
Sonship is thus related to life-giving in Rom 8. The ‘Spirit of life’ operates in the
realm of the Son. The ‘sons of God’ (vioi 6e00, Rom 8.14) are those whose ‘mortal bodies’

(Bvyra cwpata, Rom 8.11) will be made alive through the indwelling Spirit of the one who

216 Kowalski 2021: 265-70.

7 The Son’s present form is according to Paul as a resurrected body. Union with Jesus’ resurrection is
broached by Paul as far back as Rom 6.5, which in the NRSV reads: ‘For if we have been united with him in
a death like his, we will certainly be united with him in a resurrection like his’. The original is: i yap cUpuduTor
yeyovapey 6 duotwpatt Tod Bavatov adTod, dAAa xai Tis dvacTacews éodueda.

% Thus, Kiirzinger 1958: 296, who prefers to translate odppopdos as ‘Angleichung’ rather than
‘Gleichgestaltung’. Contra Niemand 2018: 92-101, esp. 94-97.

% Cf. Kowalski 2021: 271.
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raised Jesus from the dead. Theirs is a sonship to be fully realised at ‘the redemption of
our body’ (Rom 8.23), conceptually linked to Jesus’ own entrance into sonship-in-power,
viz., the life-giving act of resurrection by the Father. The detection of life-giving motifs
in divine fatherhood and divine sonship in Romans we have already seen. With Rom 8

comes the introduction of a new life-giving actor, the Spirit.

4.2.2.4. The Role of the Spirit in Resurrection and the Giving of Life

One important distinction between the sonship of Jesus and the derived sonship of Paul
and his readers regards the agency of the Spirit in resurrection. In Rom 8, Paul does not
write of the Spirit’s agency in the resurrection of Jesus, though some have argued in the
opposite way, particularly with respect to Rom 8.11.”° John Coulson has summarised one
such line of argument (viz., that of Peter Stuhlmacher): Jesus is the ‘real representative’ of
the Spirit, having ‘led the way for his people with respect to the Spirit. Thus, it is assumed
that Christ was raised through the Spirit, just as believers will be’.*”! Scott has argued
similarly that ‘participating in the sonship of the messianic Son of God by means of the
Spirit’ implies not only that Jesus pioneers the shared experience of the Spirit for Paul and
his readers, but that Jesus and Paul (with his readers) share in the resurrection experience
so completely that Rom 8.11 also implies Jesus’ resurrection by means of the Spirit.*** On
the contrary, I have argued that while the sonship of Jesus is similar to that of Paul and his

readers, the apostle frames the unique sonship of Jesus asymmetrically to that of the

*20T have noted some recent proponents in n. 201, above. See also Dunn 1998: 143; Stuhlmacher 1998: 112.
Dunn is however careful to note Paul’s evasion of Jesus’ resurrection by the Spirit in Romans; cf. Dunn
1989: 144. See further citations in Fatehi 2000: 204-205, and in Coulson 2017: 91, who both argue against
the Spirit’s role in the resurrection of Jesus in Rom 8.

! Coulson 2017: 91.

22 Scott 1992: 256-66 (the quotation is from p. 265).
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derived sonship of Paul and his readers. And this holds true, I maintain, to the mode of
resurrection described in Rom 8. So then, I take the dit—phrase of Rom 8.11 to modify,
not the participial identifying description é éyeipag, but the main verb of Rom 8.11b,
{womotéw. That means the intermediate agency of the Spirit functions in the making alive
of the mortal bodies of Paul’s auditors, not in the previous raising of Jesus by the Father.*”

Not linking the Spirit, then, to the resurrection of Jesus, Paul does give to the Spirit
a place of prominence in the future resurrection of the apostle and his Roman readers.
Like the role Paul assigns in Gal 4, the Spirit is the intermediate agent of the Romans’
future resurrection. “T'he one who raised Christ from the dead will make alive your mortal

bodies also’, writes Paul, ‘through his indwelling Spirit’.”** The Spirit also superintends

23 The accusative phrase di& 76 évoixotv adtod mvelua denoting the indwelling Spirit as reason or cause for
the Father’s future giving of life to Paul’s readers is found in BD F G KL P* ¥ 6 33 181 323 330 424 451
459 720 917 945 1175 1241 1398 1678 1739 1751 1845 1846 1874 1881 1908 1942 2138 2197 2200 2344
24642492 2516 2523 25442718 M ar b d g o vg sy” I Hipp¥ Ore"* Meth Did™ Chr Tert Hil Ambst Ambr
Hier Pel pc. The genitive phrase o tod évoixotvros adtol mveduatog v dulv denoting the indwelling Spirit
as intermediate agent in the Father’s future giving of life to Paul’s readers is found in 8 A C° P° 5 69 81 104
218256263 326436441 467 621 623 915 1243 1319 1505 1506 1563 1573 1718 1735 1852 1875 1959 1962
21102127 2495 159 1147 1249 alf mon sy" sa bo arm eth geo slav Cl Hipp Meth Ath Ps-Ath Bas Cyr] Did"™
Did™" Epiph Cyr Ambr Prisc Hier pc. The external evidence is strong and early for both readings and cannot
of itself offer a conclusive decision. However, see Metzger 1994: 456, who notes the UBS* grading of ‘B’ for
the genitive reading (an upgrade from the UBS’® grading of ‘C’; like the 4th ed., UBS’ also gives a grade of
‘B’ for the reading), indicating ‘that the text is almost certain’ (Metzger 1994: 14*%; pace Fee 1994b: 543 n.
205). Metzger further notes the decisive stroke for the Committee’s preferred genitive case reading: the
combination of text-types, positive for the genitive reading (strong representation from Alexandrian,
Palestinian, and Western readings), but negative for the accusative reading (the diminishing of B when
associated with D G). Transcriptional probability suggests that scribal assimilation may explain the change
from genitive to accusative to fit the uses of it in the previous verse (01 auaptiav and i dixatosdvyy, Rom
8.10). Intrinsic probability also favours the genitive reading; for instance, Paul identifies the Spirit with life
(e.g., 0 8¢ mvedua {wi), Rom 8.10), preparing the reader for the Spirit’s agency in resurrection in Rom 8.11.
The alteration from accusative to genitive is more difficult to explain, though concern for orthodoxy may
have influenced the change in order to emphasise the Spirit’s divinity and personality. In any case, it should
be noted that whatever reading is selected—whether the Spirit is the intermediate agent of or the ultimate
reason for the future resurrection of Paul and his Roman readers—has little bearing on my larger point: viz.,
the (lack of) the Spirit’s role in the resurrection of Jesus in Rom 8. See further Cranfield 1975: 1.391-92,
esp. 392 n. 2; Jewett 2007: 475 n. j; Venter 2014: 296, esp. n. 43; Hill 2015: 160-61; Moo 2018: 494 n. 883.
2% Rom 8.11b: ¢ éyelpas XpioTov éx vexpdv {womovjoet xal T Bvnta cwpatae Hudv St Tol évoixodvros adTol
mvevpatos év bulv. The preposition + gen. typically expresses intermediate agency. Cf. Robertson 1934: 582—
83; Wallace 1996: 368—69; Harris 2012: 70-72. The preposition 8t can express ultimate agency (as in the
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the transference of Paul and his Roman readers from one sonship to another. Dunn has
come quite close to this when he writes of the Spirit defining the ‘process which moves
believers from one “adoption” to another’.””” Dunn contends that the beginning of the
process (the mention of the Spirit and viofesiz in Rom 8.15) ‘establishes the status of
sonship’, while the final stage of the process (vioBecie in Rom 8.23) occurs in the future at
the resurrection of the body.

I would like to refine Dunn’s position on two points. First, this is not a two-stage
adoption that Paul posits for the first time in Rom 8. Rather, the apostle is repeating an
earlier pattern of sonship that began with his description of Jesus in Rom 1.3—4. In that
text, I have argued that Paul envisions a sonship-in-weakness during Jesus’ earthly life and
ministry (entering into a new state of being as seed of David according to the flesh),
followed by sonship-in-power with his resurrection from the dead.”** I propose that Paul
repeats that vision in Rom 8, where the Spirit leads Paul and his Roman readers inexorably
from their current sonship-in-weakness (cf. Rom 8.15, 18-27) to their ultimate sonship-
in-power at the future resurrection (esp. Rom 8.23). Theirs is a sonship derived from Jesus,
and the same pattern that characterises his sonship (transference from weakness to power
by resurrection) is imprinted on that of Paul and his Roman readers. My second point of
refinement is to suggest that the Spirit is the proximate agent of this transference. The

Spirit neither initiates nor (in the related sense of initiation) defines the transference of

phrase xAnpovépog dii Beoll, Gal 4.7; cf. BDF §223.2, p. 119), but this is not the case in Rom 8.11 where the
ultimate agent is contextually given as ¢ éyeipag. The Spirit is thus the intermediate agent in Rom 8.11.

35 Cf. Dunn 1999: 85-86.

226 See Chapter 3.4, above.

250



Paul and his Roman readers from sonship-in-weakness to sonship-in-power.*”” Rather, the
Spirit acts on behalf of God (the Father), fulfilling God’s mission as the one belonging to
God and sent from God (mvedpa Oe08, Rom 8.9b; cf. égaméoreidev 6 Bedg To mvelpa, Gal
4.6b). In this capacity, the Spirit is the one who confirms the sonship of Paul’s addressees
(Rom 8.15) and at the behest of the Father will make alive their mortal bodies (Rom

8.11).28

4.3. Conclusion

The apostle Paul in his undisputed writings treats of the relation between his readers and
God (the Father) via the metaphorical vehicle, viofeaia. Paul uses the term anomalously,
creatively investing vioBeaia with a theological tinge. Where other writers relate the term
to adoption, Paul only minimally borrows from the domain of adoption (e.g., access to
inheritance, second-handedness), preferring instead to relate the term to the sonship status
of himself and his readers via acts of life-giving, thus engaging in the RT device of ad-hoc
concept formation. Paul’s readers derive their status as sons from the Israelites, since from
this nation comes the Christ (Rom 9.5), who is the ultimate source of divine sonship for
Paul and his readers. Through the life-giving language of ‘calling’, Paul argues that God
(the Father) will in the future orchestrate Israel’s transition of status back to sons of the

living God. The status of Israel as sons thus becomes the paradigm that informs Paul’s

*7If by the Spirit ‘defining’ the process, Dunn simply means that the Spirit characterises the process of
transference, then I would concur that this is closer to the sense of the Spirit’s role in Rom 8. However, the
Spirit seems to play a larger role for Dunn in some of his other works. See the brief discussion and citations
inn. 132, above.

*** In Rom 8.15, this is the import of the genitive construction mvedua viobeslagc—the Spirit who confirms
sonship. That is to say, the Spirit is the primary evidence of the sonship of Paul and his addressees. Cf. Moo
2018: 524.
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usage of viofecia in Rom 8.

Grappling with the question of the identity of the ones justified (i.e., ‘the sons of
God’), Paul embarks upon a characterisation of the new relation between God (the Father)
and Paul’s Galatian readers in Gal 2—4 by way of the metaphorical use of viofecia. In Gal
4, the vioBeaia metaphor describes the specific filial relation (regardless of gender) of Paul
and his Galatian readers to God the Father, creating a new spiritual descent for those in
Jesus. Paul’s letter to the Galatians reveals the reception of viobecia as the culmination of
Jesus’ mission from God (the Father), wherein Jesus bestows upon Paul’s auditors a
sonship like his. The sonship of Paul and his readers parallels Jesus’ own, but theirs is not
congruent to his. The apostle notes Jesus’ placement within a particular human family,
Israel, descended from Abraham. Jesus shares in a common humanity and assumes the
same penalty that formerly overshadowed Paul and his Galatian readers, having become
the curse ‘for us’ (Gal 3.13). Important differences obtain, however, between Jesus’ sonship
and the sonship of Paul and his Galatians readers. Paul portrays Jesus as the conduit of the
benefits of divine sonship to the apostle’s auditors: the blessing of Abraham, the promise
of the Spirit, the inheritance—a nexus of entailments that points us back to the original
question of the identity of the ‘sons of God’, justified by accompanying acts of life-giving.
Finally, Paul represents (the reception of) the Spirit, not as the totality of sonship, but as
the evidentiary and mediating agent of sonship, acting at the behest of God (the Father).
The Spirit mediates the presence and power of the risen Jesus to Paul and his Galatian
readers, imprinting Jesus’ character upon those hearts indwelt by the same Spirit.

In Rom 8, Paul carefully and (occasionally) at length develops several themes

related to divine sonship first articulated in the seedbed of Gal 4. From the outset the
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apostle infuses the text with the motif of life-giving. He writes of no condemnation for
those ‘in Christ’, detailing the delivery from a death sentence of those who participate in
the sonship of Jesus. As in Gal 4, Paul posits an asymmetrical correspondence between
Jesus and those ‘in’ him. The preceding has largely underscored the differences between
the sonship of Jesus and the sonship of Paul’s addressees. Jesus is simply ‘son’, while those
‘in’ him receive their sonship from him second-hand, a notion Paul describes by recourse
to viofecia language, which he modifies in use. The important introduction of the Spirit
as an intermediate, life-giving agent provides Paul with another contrast between the two
types of sonship: the Spiritis ‘in’ Jesus and ‘of’ Jesus in ways that Paul does not write about
himself and his Roman auditors. The Spirit and Jesus are closely aligned on one side of a
divide from Paul and his Roman readers. Jesus, too, is the Father’s ‘own’ Son, a designation
not predicated of Paul and his auditors. Paul argues in Rom 8 that Jesus’ sonship is thus
determinative for those ‘in’ him, i.e., those who derive their sonship from him. Paul
likewise frames the relation between the life-giving Father and Jesus at some remove from
those ‘in’ Jesus. Death for Paul is enmity with respect to the Father. To the identifying
description of the Father from Gal 1 as the ‘one who raised [Jesus] from the dead’, Paul
adds the indwelling Spirit through whom the Father gives secondary life to the apostle
and his Roman readers: the Father directly raises Jesus (an act about which Paul is silent
regarding the role of the Spirit), but at the resurrection to come the Father indirectly
through the Spirit will raise Paul and his addressees. Paul then equates the future ‘sonship-
in-power’ for himself and his auditors with the resurrection life that Paul describes by ‘the
redemption of our body’ (Rom 8.23). In noting the transition from sonship-in-weakness

to sonship-in-power, the apostle repeats the pattern established for Jesus in Rom 1.
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CHAPTER 5. CONCLUSIONS

What began as a reaction against the modern judgement that Paul’s reflections about God
are imported by the apostle more or less wholesale from his Jewish forebears without due
deliberation—i.e., Paul’s theology proper may be characterised as a set of merely
unreflected axioms—has developed into an argument that Paul presents a new identity for
God as the life-giving Father in two significant ways. First, the thesis explored the relation
of the Father to Jesus through the lens of the resurrection. Second, the thesis explored the
relation of the Father to those ‘in Christ’ (¢v Xptot®), where sonship is extended from the
unique Son to many ‘sons’ in the context of life-giving acts. We may summarise the
distinctive contributions of the thesis under three headings. I will end by suggesting a few

avenues for further research.

5.1. Locating Paul’s Discourse on Divine Fatherhood and Resurrection

Divine fatherhood and acts of life-giving (specifically, the act of raising Jesus from the
dead) are uniquely intersected in Paul’s reflections about God, revealing a new identity for
God as Father. I have argued that this is a novel contribution to theology proper by the
apostle, an instance of Paul renovating his theological foundations. However, Paul’s new
identification of God as the Father who raised Jesus from the dead is by no means
composed in a vacuum, or untethered to any similar deliberations that preceded him.
Rather, Paul bridges two vast streams of thought, which developed language and reflection

about God in terms of fatherhood on the one hand, and about life after death (whether
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that be resurrection, or something akin to it)—and especially the divine role in generating
life after death—on the other.

Jewish reflection about divine fatherhood stretches back at least to the OT
(specifically, the Torah), where God’s paternity is interpreted within the related categories
of authority, protection, and care, categories that were privileged over others by the
authors developing the divine fatherhood metaphor. From these common cognitive
domains, we traced the rich and varied development of generative divine fatherhood from
OT texts through the deuterocanonical literature to other Second Temple sources. I
proposed that the development of this particular line of thought impinges upon the
analysis of the Pauline literature in two ways: the extension of the relation to God as Father
from the nation of Israel corporately to individuals within it; and the exploration of the
possibility of God restoring life at the point of death, or near-death, prefiguring the belief
in bodily resurrection by the time Paul wrote his epistles. At key junctures in his letters,
Paul could exploit this line of thought begun in the Second Temple period.

Greco-Roman authors, whose theological reflections followed different traditions,
nevertheless trained their discussions of generative divine fatherhood upon one figure,
Zeus, whom they cast as the author and cause of life. Missing from their accounts of the
one paternal, generative deity are developed concepts of restored or resurrected life. From
these two trajectories—one Jewish, the other Greco-Roman—Paul’s theological
reflections more closely align with those of his Jewish forebears, though he may have been
aware of similar developments within those traditions beyond the Jewish milieu. To
suggest the drafting of a straight line between these ancient authors and Paul is to draw a

conclusion that is beyond the evidence. However, Paul’s logic in the intersection of divine
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fatherhood and resurrection can be better understood by recourse to the relevant Jewish
and Greco-Roman literature and the trajectories of development they created.

Paul’s intersection of the divine fatherhood metaphor and the resurrection of Jesus
is an example of his theological creativity. Though he is representative of the theological
ferment in both Greco-Roman and Jewish circles of the preceding centuries, he has
something actually (though not scandalously) new to say about God. Therefore, the
analysis of the relevant Jewish and Greco-Roman literature is not an attempt to deny Paul’s
creativity or to ignore his Sondergut. Rather, the analysis of those authors and texts that
reflected on divine fatherhood and the generation of life prior to (or contemporary with)
Paul demonstrates that his intersective imagination remains faithful to the theological

developments of the cultures that informed and defined his own time.

5.2. Paul’s New Identity for the Father in the Resurrection of Jesus

Neither entirely surprising nor outrageously inventive, Paul’s theological reflections and
their contexts are carefully situated by the apostle in continuity with the OT" prophets. At
least, this is Paul’s claim: the gospel he preaches was promised before by the prophets in
the Scriptures. There is a distinction between proclamation and promise. Though the
gospel Paul preaches was promised beforehand, its specific content could not be
proclaimed without the resurrection of Jesus from the dead. While he claims fidelity to
the OT Scriptures, Paul simultaneously avoids the mere repetition of OT prophecy,
offering instead a creative reinterpretation. In Rom 1.3-4, for example, Paul recasts Jesus

as the resurrected Davidid who fulfils Nathan’s prophecy (2 Sam 7.12).
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Paul intersects divine fatherhood and the resurrection of Jesus at crucially
important junctures. The intersection often occurs in the programmatic opening sections
of his epistles, informing the agendas of major sections to come. Paul refers to the Father’s
raising of Jesus, for instance, in the beginning sections of the letters to the Galatians (Gal
1.1), the Romans (Rom 1.3-4), and the first epistle to the Thessalonians (1 Thess 1.9-10).
Paul also raises the issue of identity in the intersection—not only the identity of Paul’s
readers, or the identity of Jesus (though Paul certainly discusses both), but also the identity
of God as Father, whose self-revelation equates his being with his action in raising Jesus.
Paul concludes that the Father reveals a new dimension to his identity by the definitive
paternal act in the resurrection of Jesus, transferring his unique Son from one status
(sonship-in-weakness) to another (sonship-in-power). In this instance, Paul’s theology
proper and his Christology are mutually interpretative. Where the resurrection reveals a
new status for Jesus, so too in the resurrection of Jesus the life-giving Father decisively
shows himself to be the Father-in-Power. Paul emphasises this new aspect of God’s
identity, thereby demonstrating interest in creative theologising about God as he is in
himself.

An early stream of Pauline thought further relates the Father’s act in the
resurrection of Jesus to elements of life-giving as seen especially in the words that form
the final part of the hymnic text in Col 1.18-20. Attaining a new status of sonship in the
resurrection, Jesus now stands at the forefront of resurrection sonship-in-power. This
early stream is linked textually and thematically to Paul’s proclamation of the gospel he
preaches, defined around Jesus the Son. Jesus as ‘firstborn’, a metaphorically emphatic

term, undergirds Jesus’ priority of rank and supremacy over those included in the schema
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of divine sonship. In this early stream, these other divine sons are said to be ‘in Christ’, a
description that aligns with Paul’s own language for derived, divine sonship.

Paul’s identification of the Father through an identifying description as the one
who raised Jesus from the dead is therefore decisive (the resurrection of Jesus is seen by
Paul as God’s primary paternal act), significant (the identifying description occurs in
programmatic passages), and eschatologically-oriented (God’s newly-revealed identity is
linked to the future resurrection of those ‘in Christ’). Paul builds upon the traditional
portrayals of paternal creation and life-giving, while seeking to move his readers away from
those traditional identifications in favour of the constitution of the Father’s identity in his
act toward Jesus, a central piece to the apostle’s theology proper that is extended in an
early stream of Pauline thought (Col 1). In this, Paul redefines God’s identity round the

content of his gospel, ‘Jesus Christ our Lord’ (Rom 1.4).

5.3. Paul’s New Identity for the Father in Relation to Those ‘in Christ’

Paul’s new identification of the Father as the life-giver, most poignantly seen in the
resurrection of Jesus, informs not only Paul’s Christological reflections, but also his
conception of how God the Father relates to those who are in union with Jesus through
the Spirit. Here, the apostle creatively and theologically uses a term he borrows from the
domain of institutional adoption (and dependent upon the paradigm of Israel as sons),
viofeaia. Contrary to prevailing views on the significance of this term, which approach
Paul’s usage prescriptively, I have argued that Paul engages in ad-hoc concept formation,

modifying in use certain nuances of the term to suit his own purposes. In the Pauline
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letters, the language of viofeaia is concentrated in Gal 4 and Rom 8. Here, Paul’s usage of
the term is anomalous, highlighting not the legal act of adoption, but rather the transferral
of status for himself and his readers to derived sonship via acts of life-giving.

Because Jesus has been raised to the status of Son-of-God-in-power, Paul regards
the new sonship extended to those ‘in’ the Son—i.e., to those who participate in his
sonship—as deriving from Jesus, the conduit of blessing, Spirit, and inheritance. Paul’s
logic establishes relation to Jesus (phrased as ‘being in Christ’) as a concomitant of the
derived sonship that Jesus offers. That is, from the resurrection of Jesus the Father now
powerfully imparts a sonship like Jesus’ to those who are the ‘justified’ or ‘righteous’ (such
as, Paul and his readers) through the Son, whose logically prior sonship is framed in the
language of sending, gift, and mission. In this impartation, Paul conceives of a profound
exchange: Jesus assumes humanity-in-weakness by becoming the ‘curse for us’ and in
return bestows redemption (cf. the use of éayopdlw in Gal 4.5) as sonship-in-power, to be
fully realised by the new sons in Jesus at the future resurrection.

Paul differentiates between the sonship of Jesus and the derivative sonship of those
‘in Christ’. The apostle is careful to attribute to Jesus a sonship that is unique, where Paul
characterises Jesus as God’s ‘beloved’, God’s ‘own’. Relation to the Spirit also serves as a
distinguishing mark for these two types of sonship. The Spirit is said to be ‘of’ Jesus; Paul
and his readers, however, are said to be ‘in’ the Spirit. The Father is intimately related to
Jesus, serving as the agent of the Son’s resurrection, but stands, in a sense, at one remove
from those who are ‘in Christ’ by sending the Spirit as the intermediary of their
resurrection. Paul devises a distinction, on the one side of which belong Jesus and the

Spirit, and on the other, those who are ‘in’ them. He employs differing terminology to
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describe the two types of sonship. For Jesus he reserves the epithet ‘Son’ (vids, used
absolutely in the phrase ‘the Son of God’, 6 vids Tol Beol, Gal 2.20), and he occasionally
characterises Jesus as God’s ‘own’ son (Rom 8.3, 32), highlighting Jesus’ uniqueness
among many brethren. Only very sparingly applying this appellation to those who are ‘in
Christ’, Paul can refer to himself and his auditors not uniquely, but with the plural ‘sons’
(viol) or even ‘children’ (téxva), or especially the term vioBecia. We may speak of Jesus’
sonship as inherent, while those on the other side of this Pauline divide are only sons
derivatively through Jesus, the unique Son.

The life-giving qualities of the Father are subtly composed by a negatively-stated
series of equations and another positively-stated identifying description as Paul turns his
attention toward how the Father relates to those who derive their sonship from Jesus. In
Rom 8, Paul creates a scenario that makes death equal to the state of enmity with God.
Conversely, Paul portrays in the same passage the Father as the one who raised Jesus from
the dead, signalling again the Father’s generation and gift of life, not only to his own,
beloved Son, but even to Paul and his readers, who will be raised by the Spirit in the future
resurrection. Hostile toward death, the Father defines himself as death’s opposite, the
giver of life in the act of resurrection: directly, in the case of Jesus; mediately through the
Spirit, in the case of Paul and his readers. Thus, the Father as life-giver culminates in the
resurrection of Jesus, but also extends to those who are sons derivatively in Jesus and

through the Spirit.
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5.4. Avenues for Further Research

We have largely been preoccupied with the undisputed Pauline letters in an effort to
follow the evidence of Paul’s reflections about God and his creative theologising therein.
We have encountered an engaging, albeit incomplete, picture of Paul’s discourse on the
subject, and much work remains to be done. The scope of the current investigation has
been limited, and it is perhaps for others to explore the Pauline connection between divine
fatherhood and acts of life-giving where our research has not endeavoured to tread.
Further engagement could potentially come from several places, but I will mention two.
The book of Acts could perhaps be fertile ground for filling in certain gaps regarding
Paul’s creative theologising about divine generative fatherhood. How does the portrayal
of Paul in Acts vis-a-vis divine fatherhood and the resurrection accord with what the
apostle writes in his undisputed letters? T'wo instances of Pauline preaching come readily
to mind and could repay careful study: Paul’s sermon at Pisidian Antioch recorded in Acts
13.16b—41 and his sermon on the Aeropagus in Athens recorded in Acts 17.22-31. How
the Paul of Acts differs, expands, omits, or seconds the theologising of Romans and
Galatians, for example, could round out the picture of the apostle’s stated beliefs on God
as both Father and life-giver. The disputed Pauline letters could also provide greater
access to early streams of Pauline thought. In particular, more space is needed to delve
deeply into the significance of Jesus as the ‘firstborn of all creation’ in Col 1, and especially

how this phrase interplays with what we have found concerning Jesus as ‘firstborn from

the dead’.
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How Paul was received by subsequent generations of interpreters may also provide
a fruitful line of enquiry.' We witnessed in Col 1 certain clarifications and expansions upon
Paul’s writings. Perhaps in the writings of early Christianity after the N'T, especially those
writing from various perspectives about the miscellaneous beliefs now typically included
under the umbrella of Gnostic literature—or later still, those writing in the midst of the
Arian (or other Christological) controversies of the fourth and fifth centuries CE—the use
of the Pauline texts we analysed may be of interest. Early examples include: texts
(Valentinian or otherwise) on the resurrection of Jesus and divine motherhood and
femininity (e.g., the role of God as female in creation and the giving of life) from the Nag
Hammadi codices; the letters of 7 Clement, of Ignatius to the Smyrnaeans, and of Polycarp
to the Philippians; Irenaeus (esp. the Adversus haereses); Clement of Alexandria;
Hippolytus of Rome; Origen; and Methodius of Olympus (esp. the De resurrectione). The
reception of Paul’s theological reflections by later writers such as Athanasius, Marcellus of
Ancyra, Basil of Caesarea, Gregory of Nazianzus, John Chrysostom, Cyril of Alexandria,
and Theodoret may also merit sustained scholarly attention. What problems were these
writers attempting to solve by appeal to the Pauline reflections about God as they
scrutinised or clarified the texts of the apostle, or of those closely associated with him
during his life and ministry? I wonder if serious appraisal of this next generation of authors
might contribute to greater understanding of the dividing line between what came to be
known as orthodoxy and those views that were rejected as heterodox? If we extend this
line of enquiry even further, how did these Pauline texts, often composed in a liturgical

style, function in the development of the later Christian creeds? Analysis of post-NT early

' Cf. Zimmermann 2020: 106—13.
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Christian texts could provide greater nuance about the degree of Paul’s creative
theologising in his reflections about God.

My interests in this thesis have skewed toward the divine fatherhood metaphor in
the Pauline literature, to the neglect of what the apostle had to say about resurrection. Of
course Paul expressed many thoughts, both about the resurrection of Jesus and about the
future resurrection of those ‘in Christ’, but I have treated only those texts that have crossed
Paul’s statements on divine fatherhood. Discussion of Paul’s reflections upon
resurrection—in 1 Cor 15 and 1 Thess 4, for instance—could lead to greater insight into
his theologising upon divine generative fatherhood. All too briefly have I suggested that
Paul’s readers could conjecture the apostle’s ostensible transfer from the Father as Creator
to the Father as the Resurrector of Jesus. This idea in particular could benefit from deeper
investigation than I have been able to provide here. My sincere gratitude will be to those
who travel down the avenues I have suggested here, to those intrepid researchers who

bring to light the discoveries that await.
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