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A Dynamic Study of the Letter to the Romans
The Lordship of Jesus

Romans 1:3-4 Concerning His Son, who was born of David’s seed according to the flesh, and was appointed Son of God in power according to the Spirit of Holiness by the resurrection from the dead, Jesus Christ our Lord.
Designated, not Predestined
Let us discuss the various and correct translations of the underlined word in the above verse appointed, which is the Greek word horisthentos:
A. NIV declared Son of God
B. RSV designated Son of God
C. James Dunn, appointed Son of God

D. Robert Jewett, appointed Son of God

E. Joseph Fitzmyer, established as the Son of God

F. Old Latin translation as quoted by the 3rd century writer Origen of Alexandria, predestined Son of God.
Origen however takes blunt exception to this Latin translation:
“Let no one think that we are reading more into this text than the meaning itself permits. For although in Latin translations one normally finds the word predestined here, the true reading [from the Greek] is “designated” and not “predestined.”  For designated applies to someone who already exists, whereas predestined is only applicable to someone who does not yet exist, like those of whom the apostle said: For those whom he foreknew he also predestined … . Those who do not yet exist may be foreknown and predestined, but he who is and who always exists is not predestined but designated.  These things are said by us concerning those who speak blasphemously about the only begotten Son of God and ignoring the difference between designated and predestined think that Christ is to be numbered among those who were predestined before they existed.  But he was never predestined to be the Son, because he always was and is the Son, just as the Father has always been the Father.  The apostle makes an essential distinction when he says that from the seed of David according to the flesh Christ was made, but as the “Son of God in power” according to the Spirit of holiness he is designated.  And when he says “Son of God” it is not without reason that he adds “in power,” indicating by this that in substance he is the Son “according to the Spirit of Holiness.”  For Christ is called the power of God and the wisdom of God.” Origen, Commentary on Romans, 1:94

Jesus the Lord (Greek: Kyrios) and liberal understanding 
In 1913, W. Bousset published his book, Kyrios Christos, to advocate that this title for Jesus – “Jesus the Lord” – was adopted only under Hellenistic influence and in a Hellenistic environment to investigate this thesis in detail.  But in any case Bousset has directed our attention to the importance of the Kyrios in oriental-Hellenistic religions.

In the first place, we must not forget the obvious fact that in the Hellenistic world Kyrios was used not only in connection with certain religious conceptions, but also (as the equivalents of the word in all languages suggest) in the general sense of “master” or “owner.”  Especially as an address, Kyrie, it often became fixed as a mere form of politeness which meant nothing more than the French “Monsieur.”  Bousset’s thesis is faulty because:

1. He does not consider the connection between this secular use and the specifically religious use either of the Greek word or of its Semitic equivalents in Hebrew and Aramaic.

2. Bousset cannot deny that there is a bridge from the general expression of the superiority or ownership of a person called Kyrios to the absolute concept of the rule of the one divine Kyrios. 
3. There is no evidence in Christian Documents which prove that there was development from the first use of politeness to the second use in worship especially in the NT. 
4. There is no evidence that in Palestinian Judaism Jesus was called “Lord” only in the secular, commonplace sense.

5. In Greek we have inherited two words: Kyrios and Despotes, master (this word has no link with our modern word despot).  Thus we can understand without trouble how the expression Kyrios could designate deity with respect to its absolute power or superiority, and how it actually became a name which emphasized divinity in a unique way.  The word in this sense occurs frequently in the oriental-Hellenistic religions of the Roman Empire.  Various scholars have collected examples of it (See A. Deissmann from Ancient East, 1927, pp. 338fff). Here we need only mention that it was quite common.  Both the national and mystery religions of Asia Minor, Egypt, and Syria call gods and goddesses (such as Serapis, Osiris and Isis, for instance) Kyrios and Kyria.  When Hellenism speaks simply of “The Kyrios,” it refers to some especially revered divinity.

6. It is obvious that Christianity outside Palestine would encounter this use of the word and have to deal with it, but if special confirmation of the fact is necessary, we may cite I Corinthians 8:5, “ …  there are many ‘gods’ and many ‘lords’ – yet for us there is only one God and one Lord, Jesus Christ.” For the Christian who knows that power in heaven and on earth has been given to Jesus since his exaltation, the heathen kyrioi (lords) are no longer absolute lords, for their authority has been demolished by the one Jesus Kyrios.  Behind this statement of Paul lies of course also the faith that all these kyrioi, these “powers and authorities,” have been conquered by Christ, are subject to him, and just for this reason can for us no longer be kyrioi lords, in the absolute sense.  The paradox of Paul’s assertion that there are many kyrioi and yet that there are not points to the distinction we have made between the two uses of the word. The kyrioi of the heathen, who claim to be that in an absolute sense, are for the Christian kyrioi only in the ordinary sense and have claim to absolute rule over us.

7. The same is true also of the Roman emperor, the Kyrios who demanded special recognition of his “lordship.”  He was called Kyrios primarily in a political-legal sense, of course, and the title does not refer primarily to his divinity.  But we also know that long before Roman times oriental rulers were venerated as gods.  The Roman emperors inherited divine dignity from them.  They were worshipped because they were believed to be of divine origin and nature.  At first only dead Roman emperors were worshipped, but later also living ones.  The Roman Empire in the East was naturally the centre of this worship.  The emperors soon recognized the value this could have for the unity of the empire and began to demand it.  Thus divinity assumed a visible character in the person of the emperor.  When on the one hand the emperor was called Kyrios as a sign of his political power, and on the other hand was revered as divine, the title Kyrios must automatically take on a religious significance – especially where this name was a common designation for heathen gods.

8. NT scholars such as W. Förster and others (See Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, Vol 3, pp1052ff) are correct in emphasizing so strongly the fact that in secular texts the designation kyrios is applied to the emperor only as a political term and not in direct connection with emperor worship.  But in the light of what we have just said, one cannot conclude from this that the name kyrios applied to the emperor visualizes only the political ruler and not the god.  For it is a fact that the emperor was revered as god, and that in the common religious use of oriental-Hellenistic paganism kyrios was a designation for gods.  How could it have been possible for the absolute religious sense of the term not to suggest itself when the emperor was called by that name?

9. It is impossible to make a sharp distinction between acknowledgment of political subjection to the emperor and worshipful subordination to him as god.  Christian Martyrs such as Polycarp (Martyrdom of Polycarp, 8.2) but also non-Christians of this time thought of the absolute religious sense of the word when they heard the formula Kyrios Kaisar.  According to the ancient view, lordship over the world empire indicates lordship over the cosmos.  This in itself is an indication of how close the connection between the secular-political and the religious use of the term must have been.  The political recognition of the emperor as lord was inevitably religiously colored and approached the confession “the emperor is god.”  The latter expression may be the meaning of the number 606 (DIVI, a textual variant of 666) in Revelation 13:18).
Were the Jews exempted from emperor worship?

This question is not yet definitely settled, but these Jews were at least clearly aware of the consequences of the requirement that all those subject to the Roman Empire must recognize the lordship of the emperor.  Information from the Jewish Historian Josephus proves that the Zealots did not submit, but what about the rest of the Jews?
This brings us to the question of the Jewish concept of the word “Lord” in its Aramaic, Hebrew and Greek forms.  The Christian confession Kyrios as Jesus Christos in the New Testament writings is not closely related to the designation for both oriental-Hellenistic deities and the Roman emperor, and Bousset’s thesis lacks basic understanding of NT Worship.

‘Lord’ or ‘Kyrios’ in Judaism

The Greek word kyrios is Adon in Hebrew and Mar in Aramaic.  We now have to ask whether, like their Greek equivalent, the Hebrew and Aramaic words were used in the New Testament period in the absolute sense of “the Lord” as well as in the general sense of “master” or “owner.”  This is the decisive question for our inquiry.
1. When Adon was used in Judaism, the substantive does not stand alone, but is qualified by another substantive or suffix to indicate which lord is meant.  It is also applied in this way to God, for instance, “my Lord” or “the Lord of all the earth.”
2. It is important to note that the Jews did not speak the name of God, Yahweh.  After a certain time they replaced it with Adonai in their services of worship.  We do not know exactly when this substitution took place, but Adonai was certainly the characteristic Jewish designation for God in the first century before and even after Christ.  The substitution may have been made even earlier than this, perhaps even before the Greek translation of the Old Testament, the Septuagint.  In any case the use of Adonai for God was certainly accepted at the time of the rise of Christianity and was unquestionably a substitute for the name of God in the Jewish liturgies.  The Jews chose it for the highest possible function of replacing the unspeakable name Yahweh in the ceremonial reading of the Word of God in the service of worship; they must have considered Adonai the unsurpassable majestic name.
3. For the Greek-speaking Jews of the Diaspora who read the OT in Greek (the Septuagint) we find kyrios used not only in the secular sense, but also in the absolute sense actually as the name of God and as the translation for both  Hebrew words used for God, Adonai and Yahweh.  We do not know exactly how the translators came to use kyrios in this way. 

4. Of course the absolute application of Kyrios to God did not at first penetrate into the everyday language even of Greek-speaking Judaism.  It was understood and respected primarily as a sacral word.  We discover it in Josephus, for instance, but only in prayers and Old Testament citations; otherwise he does not usually speak of God as “O Kyrios.”  This use is more common in the popular Jewish writings which we call Greek apocryphal and Pseudepigraphic writings.

5. We conclude, then, that Adonai-Kyrios was a liturgical designation for God both in Palestinian and Diaspora Judaism of the New Testament period.

The Aramaic Mar?

It is especially interesting to us here, first, because Jesus himself as well as his first disciples spoke Aramaic; and secondly, because the New Testament has preserved the Aramaic liturgical prayer, “Maranatha,” of the early Church.  We must investigate this prayer presently, but first we must ask whether there is evidence that the Aramaic Mar, like the Hebrew Adonai and the Greek Kyrios, was used in the absolute sense of “the Lord” (i.e., God) as well as in the general sense of “master” or “owner” and in the sense of an ordinary polite form of address.  This precise point cannot be affirmed for the 
pre-Christian period; Mar does not occur as a divine title in this absolute sense, not even in the book of  Daniel 2:47 and 5:23.  But every Jew must have known that in Hebrew God is called “the Lord,” Adonai.  We must on no account forget this.  In everyday language “Mari” was a very respectful form of polite address similar to “Rabbi,” which means more than simply “Teacher” and may be translated as Kyrie in Greek.  “Mari” expresses even greater respect than “Rabbi.”  It was used to refer to king and emperor, but also to highly respected teachers.  The double form “Lord, Lord” (Mar, Mari), like double “Rabbi, Rabbi,” indicates very special respect.  But even this use is still far removed from the absolute sense.
We have seen that in Hellenistic thought Kyrios developed from the general meaning “lord” to the absolute meaning “the Lord.”  The same is true of Adon in Hebrew thought. If these two words manifest such a development from the one to the other meaning, then such a development cannot a priori be excluded for the transition from the Aramaic designation Mari (which originally expressed only the relation between Jesus and his disciples during his lifetime) to the one Kyrios Jesus (which was characteristic especially for the faith in Christ of Hellenistic Churches).  Therefore one cannot too quickly assert, as do W. Bousset and R. Bultmann (who agrees with him completely), that there is no development here, but only an immediate transition under Hellenistic influence to something completely new.  That is, one cannot say that Jesus was first worshipped as the Lord in a Hellenistic environment.
We can prove the existence of such a bridge from the general to the absolute in the case of Mar as a result of the Resurrection which is faith in the exalted Christ.  The same disciples who during Jesus’ lifetime had expressed only their role as followers with the address “my Lord.”  These disciples encountered him after his death as the exalted Christ who was present in the Church’s worship and who demanded absolute devotion of his people.  This is the real foundation for a linguistic connection between the Aramaic Mar and the Christian conception of the Kyrios.  In other words, the application to Jesus of the Hellenistic use of the Kyrios and of the Kyrios passages in the Septuagint does not mean philologically (linguistically) and theologically a new beginning, but is connected with the Aramaic use.
Bousset asserts without evidence that the actual foundation for the cultic worship of Jesus as Kyrios is to be found in a Hellenistic environment (first of all in Antioch), not in the original Palestinian Church.  This assertion is the basis of his rejection on principle of the linguistic derivation of the Greek “Lord Christ” from the Aramaic “Mar.”  We can therefore take a final position regarding his far-reaching thesis only in our next section when we speak of the faith of the NT Church in the exalted Christ.  Now we wish only to indicate that the development of the Hellenistic concept KYRIOS and of the Hebraic concept Adon suggests philologically an analogous development from the naive use of the Aramaic Mar to the Christian theological significance of the Greek KYRIOS the presupposition, of course, that this theological development to a cultic and individual experience and worship of the present exalted Lord had taken place already among the Aramaic-speaking Palestinian followers of Jesus.  We shall see that this is in fact the case.  The Aramaic  prayer Maranatha forms both a factual and a philological link between Mar and kyrios.

Did the Jews designate the Messiah as ‘Lord’? 
We can hardly consider the few rabbinical passages in which the Messiah receives the Yahweh name as examples of such a connection.  It seems to me that Jesus’ explanation of Psalm 110 in Mark 12.35 ff and parallels is more important for this question.  We have already spoken of this passage and shall speak of it again.  Jesus’ whole argument rests on the idea that David calls the Messiah his “Lord.”  One may of course not conclude from this that the Messiah bore that title as such in Judaism.  Nevertheless the passage in Mark seems to me to confirm once again that already in Judaism the word “Lord,” depending upon the circumstances in which it was used, could be given a special significance which makes possible a development from a secular meaning to the “name which is above every name.”
Kyrios Jesus and the NT Christianity

It is not necessary for us to devote a special section to the question whether and in what sense Jesus designated himself Kyrios.  We shall deal with this question in the context of the early Christian faith; for it is certain that the Kyrios title applied to Jesus received its full meaning after his death and exaltation.
It is characteristic of the expression Kyrios as Jesus that it refers to his Resurrection, and that his present work fulfilled our exaltation.  The title thus naturally developed with the salvation event itself.  The first Christians perceived this when they emphasized that God “has made him both Lord and Christ” (Acts 2.36).  God did not just exalt him but bestowed upon him this Kyrios name, the “name which is above every name” (Phil 2.9).  This name which is above every name is the same as Yahweh. Therefore we do not expect to hear the earthly Jesus compelling people to call him Kyrios in its full meaning. It does appear indirectly in the above-mentioned passage, Mark 12.35 ff and parallels, in which Jesus cites Psalm 110 to show the Davidic sonship of the Messiah.  It appears directly in Mark 11:3 (“… say ‘The Lord has need of it … .’”) and in Matthew 7:21 (“Not every one who says to me ‘Lord, Lord’ …”).
In these passages Kyrios has a clear divine implication and it is in the teaching of Jesus.  One cannot simply say that in all these cases Kyrios means only “Teacher.”  Mark 11:3 must be differently evaluated.  This passage even uses the definite article for Kyrios and that Jesus himself used the expression.
In Matthew 7:21 the doubled “Lord, Lord” corresponds to the Semitic form of polite address but the context does not say that it is about being polite for Jesus is the one who leads to the Kingdom of God.  Here as in John 13:13 (“You call me Teacher and Lord”) which proves that the disciple- rabbi relationship can give the designation Kyrios in particular significance which far exceeds the dignity of an ordinary teacher.   
Maranatha

The oldest liturgical formula we possess contains the title Kyrios in its Aramaic form.  It is the most ancient prayer of the Church, Maranatha, which we find in the New Testament in I Corinthians 16.22.
The early date of this formula is proved by the fact that the Apostle preserves its original Aramaic form in a letter written in Greek to a Greek-speaking Church.  He must have received it through the very earliest Church tradition.  In his Greek letters Paul preserves in Aramaic precisely the oldest characteristic prayers of the first Church.  Another prayer in Aramaic, “Abba (Father),” occurs twice in theological discussions of prayer (Rom 8:15; Gal 4:6).  This probably refers to the beginning of the Lord’s Prayer.
The formula Maranatha occurs at the end of I Corinthians in definitely liturgical context. It is transliterated into Greek.  Written in Hebrew characters the word reads mrnatha.  It is certain that it begins with the Aramaic “Mar” (“Lord”) and the context in which the expression is used shows that this cannot be just a title for polite use.  Before we can say what meaning the word “Lord” has here then, we must investigate the framework in which the Aramaic formula is spoken.  From the Aramaic verb “to come” arise two possible meanings according the way one analyses the formula.
One can propose either of the following divisions:

Maran-atha
or

Marana-tha 

In the first case the verb form is a third person indicative and the formula should be translated: “Our Lord comes.”  In the second case it is an imperative and the formula should be translated: “Our Lord come!”  The first would be a confession of faith; the second is a prayer.  Both possibilities are grammatically and theoretically correct; in both cases the formula would have a liturgical character.
Nevertheless, the second possibility seems to me the more probable.   We find in fact that in the New Testament many confessional formulas have been without exception translated into Greek.

The most popular confessional formula, as well as the briefest, in the New Testament is “Jesus is Lord.”  St. Paul states in 1 Corinthians 12:3), “No one can say Jesus is Lord except by the Holy Spirit,” and again in the mixed community of Jews and Gentiles Paul states in Romans 10:9), “If with your mouth you confess and believe in your heart that God has raised Him from the dead, you will be saved.”   The verse from Romans has been generally taken as an allusion to the acknowledgement of Christ’s lordship made at baptism.  The repeated description of baptism as “in the name of the Lord Jesus” (cf., e.g., Acts 8:16; 19:5; 1 Cor 6:11) certainly seems to imply that the formula “Jesus is Lord” had a place in the rite.  The words occur again in Philippians 2, where Paul speaks of every tongue confessing that “Jesus Christ is Lord,” the setting in this case being liturgical because it is common worship.  Again, that the tag was handed out to converts as a convenient epitome of their faith is suggested by such passages as Colossian 2:6, “You received Christ Jesus as the Lord,” and by the references in Acts to “believing on the Lord Jesus Christ” (e.g. 11:17; 16:31) and to “preaching the Lord Jesus” (cf.11: 20).
The Martyrdom of Polycarp reports that the imperial magistrate, doing his best to persuade the aged bishop to come to terms, asked him, “What harm is there in saying Caesar is Lord?” The acclamation Kyrios Kaisar would seem to have been a popular one in the civic cult of the Roman Empire, and Christians were no doubt conscious of the implicit denial of it contained in their own Lord Jesus.

Another formula with great depth and many contours of meaning, though equally concise and ancient, is simply – 
The Lord Jesus

1. All-embracing presence
Risen and Lord, Head of the body, Ever present in the Holy Spirit, Son of God, King

2. Life-enhancing presence
Victory over death, forgiveness of sins, Bread of Life

3. Illuminating presence
Light of the world, Teacher of new life, new love

4. Guiding presence
Way, Truth, Good shepherd, Wisdom of God

5. Empowering presence

Anchor and Rock

6. Freeing presence


Savior, lover of sinners

7. Mediating presence
Priest and sacrifice, Intercessor and Mediator, the Grantee of the Covenant, Advocate

8. Pleading presence


Suffering Servant, Lamb of God

9. Unifying presence
Head of His members the church, Giver of the Holy Spirit

10. Challenging presence

Holy One, Redeemer, Seeker of the lost
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