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In the debate concerning the faithfulness of Christ one finds, correctly,
reference to three types of Greek constructions. First is miotig Xpiotov, the
very subject of the debate. As most agree, its ambiguity calls the exegete to
search for arguments beyond mere syntax in order to establish the nuance of
the phrase.” Second are examples of miotic with avT®V, NUAY, VUAY or 6oV.
Typically these are not up for debate, being cited to demonstrate the extensive
use of the subjective genitive with miotig.* Third, one finds reference to
ToteVw/nioTig with preposition (€v, eic, Tpdc, or €ni). For the sake of this

1 Thanks are due to Professor Michael Vanlaningham for commenting on a version of this work
and also to the staff of the Feehan Memorial Library (University of Saint Mary of the Lake,
Mundelein, IL, USA) for library privileges graciously granted the author during the sabbatical
year 2008-2009.

2 ‘[Both the substantive meaning of ictig and the force of the genitive are ambiguous’, accord-
ing to Greer Taylor, ‘The Function of [TIXTIZ XPIXTOY in Galatians’, JBL 85 (1966) 58-76
(71). See also Sigve Tonstad, ‘TTiotic Xpiotol: Reading Paul in a New Paradigm’, Andrews
University Seminary Studies 40 (2002) 37-59 (45); Robert Jewett, Romans (Minneapolis:
Fortress, 2007) 277-8. Exceptions include Arland J. Hultgren, who claims that the subjective
genitive is excluded on the basis of syntax alone (‘The Pistis Christou Formulation in Paul’,
NT 22 [1980] 248-63). Similarly Gerhard Kittel concludes regarding miotig Tnood Xpiotod
in Romans that ‘die Ubersetzung “Glaube Jesu Christi” nicht nur zuldsst, sondern geradezu
fordert’ (‘TTiotig 'Incod Xptoto bei Paulus’, Theologischen Studien und Kritiken 79 [1906]
419-36 [426]).

3 E.g. Matt 9.2; Mark 2.5; Luke 5.20; 8.25; Rom 1.8; 4.5; 1 Cor 2.5; 15.17; Phil 2.17; Col 1.4; 1 Thess
1.8; 2 Thess 1.3; Phlm 6.

4 George Howard, ‘Notes and Observations on the “Faith of Christ”, HTR 60 (1967) 459-65
(459); Tan G. Wallis, The Faith of Jesus Christ in Early Christian Traditions (Cambridge:
Cambridge University, 1995) 69.
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discussion these present no real difficulty, being taken as explicit if not virtually
synonymous.®

Our contribution entails bringing into discussion another construction, going
beyond Paul to the whole NT. The construction appears in two forms. An example
of the first is Acts 24.24: 60 PNALE ... ustenépyorto tov TTodlov kol fikovosv
o100 TE Pl TG £1g Xplotov 'Incovv nictewc. Here the object of wioTig is clari-
fied, not by an objective genitive, but by an adjectival prepositional phrase in the
attributive position (AAPP).° Similar is the redundant Col 2.5: ...BA&m@v VU@V v
0 Kol 10 otepémuo s eig Xplotov ntictemg LU@V. The eig-phrase unam-
biguously clarifies the object of the verbal noun ntictig.” Various forms of this con-
struction are common in early Christianity.®

The second form is the converse of the first, appearing in Acts 23.21, though
without miotic. While in Roman custody, the son of Paul’s sister learns of a
group plotting his demise. Hoping to protect the apostle from the scheme, the
young man informs the centurion, saying: cb oOv un mewcsOig odTolc
€vedpeovoty Yap oOTOV €€ TV Avdpeg TAE10VG TeGoE PAKOVTO, OlTIVEG
dveBepdicay £00ToUg UNTE dOyEly UNTE TETY £0C 00 AVEALMGLY 0VTOV, Kol
vOv glow €100l Tpocdeyduevol Ty Omo 6ol €moyyeAlov. Our concern is
the AAPP &m0 ooV, which clarifies the subject or source of the verbal noun
€nayyeMo. Further, this type of AAPP can appear as £k 6g0V, as figures in Phil

5 For Williams they diverge. God is the object of Tiotig for Paul, while Christ is the object of
moteVw. To believe in (mioteVewv eig) Christ is to confess truths of the gospel (Sam K.
Williams, ‘Again Pistis Christou’, CBQ 49 [1987] 431-47 [442-3]). Contrast the more
nuanced discussion of K. F. Ulrichs (Christusglaube: Studien zum Syntagma mictig
XpiotoV and zum paulinischen Verstindnis von Glaube und Rechtfertigung [Tiibingen:
Mohr Siebeck, 2007] 13-28).

6 This is the most likely force for the uncommon mioTig ic + person (Acts 20.21; 26.18; Col 2.5; 1
Pet 1.21) even if, as asserted by C. K. Barrett, Luke’s mioTig does not have typical Pauline
content (Acts 15-28 [London: T. & T. Clark, 1998] 1114).

7 As is done elsewhere with Tp0dg. So, at Abr. 1.268, Philo refers to faith in God (1 TpoOg BeOV
niotig) as the only good (cf. Mut. 1.201; Praem. 1.27; Her. 1.94; Somn. 1.68); cf. 4 Macc.
15.24: because of her faith in God (3o v Tpog OOV micTwv); Josephus AJ 19.289: some
Jews worthy of favor because of their faithfulness to the Romans (8t v mpog Popoaiovg
niotwv). [1pdg marks the object with other verbal nouns as well. E.g. Acts 13.32: the
promise made to our ancestors (TNV TPOG TOVG TOTEPOG ETXOYYEMOY YEVOUEVIV); 22.1:
the defense I make to you (G:koVGOTE MOV THG TPOG VUAG VUL Omohoyiog); 26.6: the
promise given to our ancestors (Thg £1G TOVG TATEPOG NUMV ETOYYEAIOG YEVOUEVNG); 1
Pet 1.10: the prophets who spoke of the grace given to you (Tpo¢fitoit ol Tepi g e1G VUAG
XGPLTOG TPOYNTEVOUVTEG).

8 E.g. Clement of Alexandria Strom. 4.21.134.31: 1| £1g (p10TOV TioTIG; Justin Martyr Fragmenta
operum deperditorum 11.6: TG €1g XP1OTOV TioTe G Irenaeus Fragmenta operum deperdi-
torum 25.3: TV &lg XPLoTOV TioTy; Athanasius Confra gentes 1.17: TV &ig YPLOTOV
nioty; Origen Cels. Prooemium 6.6-7: TG €1g Xplotov Tiotews cf. 1 Clem 22.1: 1 €v
Xpot® mioTis.
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3.9: v €K B0 dikatocvvNy €ml T wiotet. Such ‘righteousness has God as its
source’.’ NT examples of such adjectival phrases with £x/&m6/mopd + person are
rare.'® Qutside the NT, one can cite numerous examples of which the following
are merely representative."’

Jeremiah 11.20 (LXX)

In light of evil schemes planned against him, the prophet cries: ‘Lord, you
are the one who judges rightly and who tests hearts and minds. May I see your
vengeance against them’ (1dowt ™y napo ooV €kdiknow €€ adt@v).'” Mopd
marks 6oV, that is kvpiov, as subject.

Prayer of Manasseh 11:

The writer laments having more sins than the sand of the sea (v. 9) and
being weighed down by God’s wrath (v. 10). Then comes the statement, ‘Now I
bend the knee of my heart asking for your kindness’ (koi vOv KAlve yOvL
Kopdiog deduevog g Topd 6o ypnototrog). Iopd marks cov, that is
Be0Y, as subject.

Josephus

AJ 7.147: After David took Bathsheba as a wife, God appeared to the
prophet Nathan and faulted the king (éuéuoeto tov PBaocilén). But since

9 Veronica Koperski, ‘The Meaning of Pistis Christou in Philippians 3:9', Louvain Studies 18
(1993) 198-216 (214), followed by Ulrichs, Christusglaube, 237-9; likewise Peter T. O’Brien,
The Epistle to the Philippians (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1991) 397.

10 E.g. Mark 5.30: Jesus knew power went from him (trjv £& o0100 dVvopy €é€gABovoov); Mark
7.20: what comes out of a person defiles (10 €k 100 GvOpOTOV £KTOPELOUEVOVY, EKETVO
Kowol 10V GvBpwrov); Rom 11.27: my covenant (1 Top’ €uod d1OnknN); 2 Cor 8.7: our
love which is among you (tf} €€ fu@v €v uiv aydmn); cf Mark 9.10: what is resurrection
from the dead (ti €oTv 10 €K vekp®V OvooThvo); Rom 10.6: righteousness from faith
speaks this way (1] 8¢ €k miote MG d1kal0oUVN 0VTOG AEYED).

11 Included could be Wis 9.6: the wisdom that comes from you (tig 010 600 60dioG GToVENC);
Thuc. 2.92.6.1: fearing help given by Athenians (¢oBovuevotl v &mo 1@V Abnvoiov
BonBeiow); cf 4.8.5.1, 4.105.1.1; Xen. Hell. 1.7.33: rather consider yourselves ignorant of the
necessities of God (Gvti 8¢ OV €k B0 dvaykoimv dyvopovely 86&nte); Plut. Agesilaus
4.1: relatives from his mother’s side (ToUg 0O PNTPOG Oikeiovg). Examples of non-person
adjectival prepositional phrases are numerous. E.g., Plut. Sulla 5.1: glory gained in battle
(Vv &mo 1OV ToAe kv d0Eav); Xen Hell 5.4.58.5: blood poured from the body (€ppun
10 €K 100 GMUOTOC odcy). Rarely the AAPP can designate both source and object. Thus
Cyrus was delighted when he saw the fear that the Greeks caused in the barbarians (Xen.
Anab. 1.2.18: KOpog 8¢ fjobn 1ov £k ‘EAMvov £1g toUg BapBapoug doov i8cv).

12 All translations are the author’s own. With Jer 11.20 compare the nearly identical Jer 20.12,
containing v wapd 6oV €kdiknoly €v avtolc. In both cases ™y Topd 6oV €kdiknoly
translates nnpl.
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Nathan was astute, he kept God’s threats (T0g uEV Top e 100 B0V YeyEVNUEVOG
ane\dg) to himself and decided to come to David with a pleasant message. Here
napo. 00 may designate source or it may be the virtual equivalent of U0 8g070,
marking 0g6g as subject.®

AJ 10.16: The king of Assyria writes a threatening letter to Hezekiah, saying it is
foolish to think Israel will escape Assyria’s power. According to Josephus,
Hezekiah is not intimidated, and despised the letter ‘because of God-given confi-
dence’ (To 0T Avoryvoug Kotahppovel 81t Ty o 1o B0 nenoibnowy). Source
is marked by &6 100 Og00.

AJ 10.277: Josephus holds the view that, long before the events, Daniel pre-
dicted the suffering under Antiochus Epiphanes and Israel’s desolation by
Rome. Those who read (tovg dvorywvwokovtog) the prophecies will be amazed
by how God honored Daniel (Bovudlewv €mi ™ mopd Oeod TR TOV
Aowviniov). Tlapd marks B0 as subject of the verbal noun Ty, which takes
TOv AovinAov as its direct object.

Philo

Virt. 1.46: The Hebrews, with few or no casualties, have defeated armies far
greater than theirs. Such events are proof of God fighting together with them
(niotig 8¢ g €k Be0o cuupayiog).'* Source is marked by £k Oe00.

Flacc. 170: At times Flaccus would see the beauty of the night sky and cry out,
‘King of gods and men! You are not indifferent to the nation of the Jews, nor do
they falsely tell of your providence’ (008 €mysvdoviol ™V €K G0V
npovolav).'® Although Philo makes frequent use of mpovoio, only here does it
figure with an AAPP, the preposition €k clearly marking 6o as subject (cf.
Mos. 1.67).*°

Legatio ad Gaium 1.88: Here we find the rhetorical question: ‘Certainly Asia
and Europe can hold the gifts which you have given, can’t they? (Acio xoi

13 A similar case could be made for the preposition marking the subject in AJ 2.164: rejoicing in
how things have worked out in the sovereignty of God (xcipovteg ov €mi 101G €K 080D
veyevNUEVoLg); 7.152: the immediate death of the child she bore to you (te®OvnEecOo 6e
Kol TOV TToAd¢ oot mopoyphiue Tov €€ aOThg YeYevNUEVOV); 11.145: Ezra urged them to
cast out foreign wives and the children they bore (éxBoielv abtog kol 00 €€ CUTOV
yeyevnuéva; cf. 11.152; JW 1.463.

14 Cf. Thuc. 1.89.2.6: having allies from the Peleponnese (€xwv tovg dmo TTedlomovvncou
ouUUdoVS); Jos JW 6.286: to wait on help from God (mpocuévetv v &mo 100 Be0D
BonBeiav); AJ 8.117: your [God’s] help given to all men in common (GALAL TAGL KONV
™mv Gmd 6ob Bondeiow).

15 For Josephus, mpovoio. as divine providence is distinguished from mtpovoio. as forethought.
The former is 1 100 800 Tpovola (AJ 2.349; 3.99; 4.60; 6.159; 13.80; 20.49, 168).

16 At Legatio ad Gaium 1.146 likewise €x clearly marks the subject: Augustus ended wars that
came about because of attacks by bandits (310 TG £k ANCTAV ENOECELC).
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Evponn 10 €k 600 yeyevnuEvos dmpedig 0V xwpel;).'” Similar to AJ 7.147, €K
00U may designate source or it may be the virtual equivalent of U0 60V, marking
007 as subject/agent. Certainly it is well established in NT usage that both €k and
Amo6 can be used causally or instrumentally with the passive.®

Mostly importantly, although they are rare, forms of 1) €« Tvog wioTiS can be
found. According to Polybius 23.7.1.4, when returning to Macedonia Demetrius
claimed that the Romans had shown him much favor and trust (ol ‘Popoiot
nacoy Ty €€ oDtV APy Kol ToTy £ig TOV Anuitplov annpeidovto). Very
similar is 23.10.5.1, where, in preparations for war with Rome, Philip expelled
from cities all politically powerful families, replacing them with Thracians and
barbarians whose loyalty to him would be more reliable in times of crisis (&g
BePootépog oOT® THG €K TOVT®V TOoTE®MS VAOPEOVONG KOTO  TOG
neplotdoelc).t?

As these examples demonstrate, the AAPP is good Greek, being found in a
variety of sources. Certainly the AAPP has its own ambiguities. Since only two
examples of 1 €k Tvog TioTic have been found, we cannot make a compelling
case that €k always marks the subject. With other verbal nouns €x, &mno, or
nop& can mark the subject; at other times it clarifies the source.*® Nevertheless,
in all cases the genitive as object is clearly excluded. Furthermore, a variety of
sources shows that €k/0mo/napd B0V is an acceptable modifier. Presumably,
€x/ano/nopo Xprotov would also be acceptable. But in Paul’s extensive discus-
sions of dikoiocvvn, Tiotig, and Xp1otog there is one construction he neglects to
supply: the unambiguously non-objective 1 £K/dm0/mopd XpLoTov ToTIC.

This is, admittedly, an argument from silence. Nevertheless, since this debate
is so well-traveled, others make arguments from silence asking why Paul did not

17 Cf. Virt. 1.122: freedom given by birth (thig €k Y€voug €re VOe plag); Mos 2.252: God’s uncon-
querable help (v antmrov €k 600 PonBe o).

18 C. F. D. Moule, An Idiom Book of New Testament Greek (Cambridge: Cambridge University,
1963) 73-4. Moule cites, amongst others, Luke 7.35; 22.45; Acts 4.36; 15.4. See also Jas 1.13
(undeic mepoalduevog Aeyétw Ot amod Beob mepdlopan) where in X, 429, 630, 1505 and
1611 Vo is substituted for &md. And designates the agent in the AAPP of Jude 23: the
garment dirtied by the flesh (TOvV G0 TG 0OPKOG ECTILOUEVOV (LTAVOL).

19 Similar constructions include Philo Joseph 1.127: without proofs given by me (Gvev t@v Top’
€100 mtiote®v); Diodorus Siculus 19.42.5.4: the trust that had been given by the kings (v
dedouévny Vo @V Pocléwv ToTwy); 19.86.2.2: the trust that had been given by
Antigonus and Demetrius (v dedouévnv U1’ Avtiydovou kol Anuntpiov micTwv);
Josephus JW 2.21: Ptolemy seemed to be important because of the trust Herod placed in
him (TTrolepodov porny eivon Sokodvo S v mapd ‘Hpddn nictiv). When Philip fol-
lowed the advice of Aratus, he guarded his loyalty to the Messenians (SiepOAo&e TV TpOg
Meoonvioug miotty, Polybius 7.14.2); but when he followed the advice of Demetrius, he
lost the loyalty of the other Greeks (v mopa 1015 GAA0G "EAANGLY dméPoie TioTLy, 7.14.6).

20 At other times the expression is partitive. E.g. Job 10.7 (LXX): who can rescue [someone] from
your hands? (tig €6t 0 €K TV YE1POV 60V EEQUPOVUEVOG;).
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use 1tioTig followed by Xp1ot® or by £1g Xp1otdv if he wanted to speak of faith in
Christ or why he did not use miote Vo with Jesus as subject if he wanted to speak of
Christ’s belief/faithfulness.>' These are reasonable questions, as is this: If, in Gal
2.16 for instance, Paul had wanted to speak, not of faith in Christ, but rather of
Christ’s faithfulness, why did he not say koi Mueig eic Xpiotov Incovv
énoteVoopev, vo dikoumbduev S g €k Xplotod Tioctews?** Such
wording would spark debate as to whether €k Xp1oto0 indicates the subject of
woTIG or its source, but Christ as object of wioTig in Gal 2.16 would be excluded
from consideration.

21 The former is asked by Wallis (The Faith of Jesus Christ, 70), the latter by Ulrichs
(Christusglaube, 47 n. 263).

22 Or perhaps even dikouwddpev do g €k Xplotod eig tov 1dtov mortépol mictemg (cf.
éAe10g &', otpon, kKoBapiopds 1 S vopov ko mpodnidv £ig 10 evayyéAoy micTig in
Clement Strom 4.25.159).
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