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Most organizations involved in new Bible translasdor the hundreds of language communities siiking
the Bible are committed to following some form afi€éaning-based” or “functional equivalence” trarislat
philosophy. The translation consultant standardee@forum of Bible Agencies International (FOB#d)
which the various Wycliffe Bible Translator orgaaiions, as well as SIL International, subscribaiiregthat
approved consultants “be committed to the prinsipiefunctional equivalence/meaning-based tramsidfi
There are Bible translators who do not agree vhithdpproach to translation, and instead feeldhbt a
“formal equivalence” approach constitutes faithfahslation However, the majority of the translators and
translation consultants who have been involvethéndiscussion over the past decade regarding the
controversial “Muslim-Idiom Translation” (MIT) appach to certain key terms, such as “Father” anah*So
used in reference to persons of the Trinity, haagnliranslators who hold a common commitment testade
the meaning of the original manuscripts, and nioharily the form?

Of course, in order to do “meaning-based transtatiee need to start by understanding the “meanafghe
original texts. Most Bible translators who affirtretdivine inspiration and inerrancy of the Biblitekts
identify the authoritative meaning of the textstes meaning that the original human authors intdrideir
audiences to interpret from the text. The authasdt necessarily assume that their readers atahbrs
would understand the full meaning upon the firadieg or hearing, or with inadequate backgroundh&a
the original authors intended their writings fodances whom they assumed would have a certaiayaegn,
adequate background information and truth commitsyeand a willingness to cooperate with the author
through careful attention and study and the erdigimient of the Holy Spirit.

! A pseudonym; the author is a translator working &ensitive location. The current paper is a rewief an earlier paper
written in March 2012, and revised based on thements of several reviewers. The author is gratefall reviewers,
including Rick Brown. The author acknowledges esmafrfact, judgment and spelling remain wholly &vgn.

2 The FOBAI “Statement on qualifications for trari&la consultants” states: “A consultant should...bmmitted to the
principles of functional equivalence/meaning-basadslation while also showing sensitivity to loadtitudes and
situations regarding specific translation stylésvailable online at:
http://www.forum-intl.org/uploadedFiles/about_ifdbaanslation%20Consultant%20Qualifications.pdf

3 A formal equivalence approach attempts to repredhe literary forms of the original texts as mastpossible in the
receptor languages, at times with the result o€otisg the original meaning, at least for thosa lesniliar with the
original Greek and Hebrew grammar, discourse pattend other literary forms. Of course, therespectrum between
formal equivalence and functional equivalence witier important variables as well, with many “megpbased”
translators holding to a philosophy that prioriizeon-substitution of (or formally equivalent trkati®n of) key thematic
elements, and maintenance of recognizable concoedanthese terms such that readers (listenezs)lae to perceive a
developing theme through diverse passages of thie.Btor a brief overview of some of issues invdlie formal and
functional equivalence approaches see D. A. Cassanticle: “The Limits of Functional EquivalenceBible
Translation—And Other Limits, Too” ifhe Challenge of Bible Translatiga003).

* For background on Muslim Idiom Translation, sez|tht of key articles at the end of this paperugim Idiom
Translation” has been defined by its proponentsaslation that is specifically contextualized kduslim people groups
by using Arabic style names (elga al-Masihvs. Jesus Christ), traditional Islamic honorifics prophets and other
respected charactewsllah as the name for God, “non-literal rendering” ahfar-son language in reference to God, and
natural syntax. Among translators following a megrbased (functional equivalent) approach, sontheasfe things are
non-controversial. The main controversy among negbiased translators has been concerning the ofgasn-literal
renderings” that have been considered to be fumalipequivalent to the original father-son langeiégr “divine familial
terms”).
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So how do we determine what meaning the authois asit.uke and John, who use the phrase “Son of’God,
expected their readers and listeners to receive thmse words? For example, did the original readéthe
gospels understand this term as a functional syndoy “Messiah” or “Christ” gpiot6c), as some Muslim
Idiom Translation (MIT) philosophy proponents wetgygesting a few years agdhe termypiotog ,
meaning “anointed” or “anointed one,” occurs fifityes in the Greek Old Testament (LXX), usually in
reference to priests and Davidic kings, so shduddl hackground be the primary context to inform our
understanding and translation of the phrase “Sdbaaf’? Or did the term “Son of God” primarily deiber to
the original readers the intimacy of Jesus’ retatfop with the father, such that terms like “beldver
“protégé” could be used as accurate translatidagflis term merely a metaphor which we can redoee
simile by talking about Jesus as being “like a gonGod? Not excluding the Messianic and relational
meanings, could this term have a broader, richdrd@eper meaning than any of these, including gihgt
human sons share with their fathers, such as loéitg same essence, resembling each other, amgl dfhe
same will?

One of the most recent articles by SIL translatonsultant and MIT proponent Richard Brown on th@d
appears in the Fall 2011 issue of the Internatidoainal of Mission Frontiers, co-written with LeiGray and
Andrea Gray. Entitled “A Brief Analysis of Filial and Patern@ierms in the Bible,” the article’s stated goal is
to “show that the Hebrew and Greek texts of thdeBaxpress divine familial relationships by usirgngral
and social familial terms rather than biologicainte,” as expressed in a different article by thmesauthors in
the same issue of IJFM. The methodology of thelaris to first examine certain anthropologicalecatries
for familial terms, then to present “filial and patal terms, as well as terms for generation irBibée.” The
implication of the article is that it will preseatcomprehensive look at the terminological systeebiblical
languages use for describing filial, paternal agwlegational relations. The authors attempt to dhestnate that
the biblical authors intentionally chose Greek &latbrew “social familial terms” over available “baglical
familial terms,” and therefore translators sholidase social familial terms in target languages tamilial
terms that are exclusively used for biological kipsrelations’ The authors state their objective as follows:

® For example, see Brown, Rick. 2005a. “Explaining Biblical Term ‘Son(s) of God’ in Muslim Contexts
International Journal of Frontier Mission22(3): 91-96 and Brown, Rick. 2005b. “Translatihg Biblical Term ‘Son(s)
of God’ in Muslim Contexts.International Journal of Frontier Mission22(4): 135-145. “In most of the occurrences in
which ‘Son of God'’ is used for Jesus, the usadédssianic, meaning the focus is on Jesus’ rolecad &nd Savior. But
as Jesus progressively reveals what it means tioeb€hrist, this concept enlarges to divine prapos...In Luke 4:41,
Luke quotes the phrase ‘Son of God’ literally igutation but immediately paraphrases it as medttiegChrist’. From
a linguistic perspective, this demonstrates thaelwanted his audience to understand that the mgarfi‘the Son of
God'’ is included within the meaning of the terme'tBhrist’. Again, this is enough to establish tinaty are
synonyms...The title ‘Son’ occurs more often in JehBpistles than in the rest of the New Testamehtir@es, largely
because John uses it in place of the title ‘Londiich never occurs in his Epistles. Neverthelesanhkes it clear that it
is synonymous with ‘the Christ’: Every one who beks that Jesus is the Christ is a child of God...\8liothat
overcomes the world but he who believes that Jissie Son of God? (1 John 5:1,5) There are adhditipassages in
John and the Synoptics (Matt. 16:16; Mark 14:61;@dahn 11:27; 20:31) where we find the extendel‘the Christ the
Son of God'. From a linguistic perspective, botlum@hrases must have the same sense in this usageey are fairly
synonymous.” “The Jews were using ‘Son of Goda éifle of the awaited Messiah, and it was showpairt one that the
New Testament authors use ‘the Christ’ and ‘the &dBod’ synonymously in regard to Jesus. In passaghere that is
the case, the terms ‘the Son’ and ‘the Son of Gad'be translated by terms like ‘the Christ’ a ‘Christ of God'. If
there is a passage in which ‘Son’ connotes belog®sirthen this can be communicated by saying ‘Gelsved
Christ’.”

® Brown, Rick. Leith Gray, Andrea Gray. 2011. “A BfiAnalysis of Filial and Paternal Terms in the BibInternational
Journal of Frontier Mission28(3): 121-125.

" The authors previously published a shortened mersi the same article based upon the assertiaritteaBible uses
the Greek and Hebrew social familial terms, notttiodogical ones. (Brown, Richard. Andrea Gray, Leith Gray. 2011
(Oct.) “Translating Familial Biblical Terms: An Omgew of the IssueMission Frontiers) This article includes a section
entitled “The Difference between Biological and Bb&amilial Terms” in which the authors introduteir proposed
dichotomy by stating that “The biological fatheth& one who begets the children. The social fathigre one who raises
the children as their father, looks after them, aslauthority over them...A similar distinction égibetween social son,
which signifies a filial social relationship to atlfier, and biological son, which signifies a filblogical relationship to
the source of one’s paternal genes.” This arteleurrently being hosted on several websites, dictuthe official site
for Wycliffe Global Alliance, formerly Wycliffe Bike Translators International, in which Wycliffe BebTranslators
USA is a member organization.
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“Through these examples, we will show that Hebred @reek use social terms for the divine familial
relations, arguing that modern Bible translatidmsutd follow the Hebrew and Greek by using exp@ssin
the target language for general or social famigédtions.”

The authors define “biological terms” as terms*“tanship relations based on procreation,” inclusore
exclusive of social relations. “Social familiattes” are described as any term that can includeils
relationship, possibly, but not necessarily, insle®f biological relations. Given the wide-rangiimfluence
these authors have over the translations and Segiptaterials being produced in many language @it
essential that we examine carefully their argumanssipport of applying this “biological sonshipénsus
“social sonship” dichotomy to the original Biblidaxts and the ramifications for our understandifigand
translation of, the terms “Son” and “son of God"agplied to Jesus, and “Father” as applied to God.

The present essay will limit itself to examiningithsummary of the Greek filial terminology empldyia the
New Testament and will focus on the question oftiwaethis “biological versus social kinship ternasialysis
is the most fitting way of analyzing the Greekdilterminological system, considering all the ralevdata.
Linguists agree that in determining meaning foagipular word or phrase, consideration of context
essential, and an important element of contextddull system in which a given term participat@sierefore
this present essay will consider some other aspéthe Greek filial terminological system that werot
included in the 2011 articles on this topic by Bmusray and Gray.

Brown and the Grays (hereafter “the authors”) write

"The usage dfiuiosin Judeo-Greek often followed that in Hebrew, sofind huioswhere Jesus
would have used the wolien or its Aramaic counterpabar. Examples are when he
mentioned “attendants of the bridegroom” (Mark 2;18hembers of the Kingdom” (Matt.
8:12), “officials of the king” (Matt. 17:25), “ped of this age” (Luke 20:34), “people who
belong to the evil one” (Matt. 13:38; cf. 1 Johta@; and “disciples of a teacher” (Matt. 12:27),
all of which translate Gredikuios Adam is presented as God'’s son, evidently becaoske
created him (Luke 3:38). In the wider Greek contexiters usedhuiosfor non-biological
relations as well. According to Irenaeus (180 A)hen any person has been taught from the
mouth of another, he is termed the son of him wistriicts him, and the latter [is called] his
father.”[1] In this vein Peter refers to Mark as Bon (1 Pet. 5:13), and Paul refers to Timothy in
similar terms (1 Cor. 4:17; 1 Tim. 1:2; 2 Tim. 1c2; 1 John 2:1; 3 John 4)."

They claim that Paul refers to Timothy "in simitarms" but fail to mention that the term Paul usedusively
for Timothy, Titus, Onesimus, and the Galatiansasowc (huiog buttékvov (teknon.’ In fact, the authors

8 The IJFM article explains that Rick Brown has weithn the Muslim world since 1977 and has a PhBilifical studies.
He has also held various leadership positions wiBiiL for the past several decades, has publisr@digally on the
topic of translating Trinitarian terms for Muslinortexts, and has been a leading proponent of Mifistation
philosophy. The IJFM article cites Leith and Aral@ray as being involved in “research, consultarg outreach
projects” in Asia and Africa.

° The apostle John, who uses the téréa (huios to describe Jesus’ relationship to God the Fatime than any other
NT author, like Paul, seems to prefer the te¢rvov (teknor) or its diminutivetékviov (teknior) overvwg (huiog to
describe the social sonship relationships, for etanof the recipients of his three epistles todeth(1 John 2:1, 12, 28,
3.7, 18, 4:4, 5:21, 3 John 1:4), the relationstiithe children of the “chosen lady” and her sig&dohn 1:1, 4, 13),
Jezebel's children (Rev. 2:23), the relationshipeifevers to God (John 1:12, 11:52, 1 John 3:1025:2) and
non-believers’ relationship with the devil (1 Jdii0). Although believers’ relationship to Godhés children is not a
result of biological procreation, John identifiesarigin not so much in a legal act of adoptiemRaul does) but rather in
a (metaphorical) process of birtfe¢vam, gennad that entails a transformation of their spiritnatures, not merely the
establishment of a new social relationship. Amdrgtexts just cited, John 1:12-13 affirms that éhatio have become
God’s children{ékva, tekng, who believe in his name, “have been batw{aon) from God.” John takes the metaphor of
birth a step further in 1 John 3:9-10: “Everyonerb@evvam, perfect participle) from God does not sin, beeshis seed
(oméppa, spermremains in him, and he cannot sin, because fronhii& has been borpe¢vao, perfect indicative).
By this the children of God and the children of tlexil are manifest: everyone who does not perfoginteousness is not
from God, also the one who does not love his brdikenot from God].” (author’s translation) In seraontexts, then,
John usesékvov to identify a social relationship (his relationtte recipients of his epistles), and in otherinkiests
tékvov With metaphorical overtones associated with adgiichl father’s life-imparting relationship to hahildren. Still,
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never refer to the terntxvov at all in their treatment of Biblical filial termalthough it is the second most
common Greek term for describing a child’s relagitip to a parent, used 99 times in the New TestanTdre
fact that this term, likéid¢, has various figurative and social senses, sutimlaabitant,” “disciple,” etc.
should not exclude it from consideration in a tneext of available Greek filial terms.

The authors go on to say:

"When the Greek Bible talks of people being “soh&od” it useshuios the broad word for son,
not gennémdoffspring.” Jesus is described as Gokigos“son”, but with regard to his
biological ancestors he is often described as peirma‘offspring” (Gal. 3:16, 19; 2 Tim. 2:8;
Acts 3:25; 13:23; cf. Gen. 3:15). To his stepfatheseph he is described, not as Joseph’s
sperma‘offspring,” but as hiswios“social son” (John 1:45). Again, in a normal bigilcal

family, the fathers and sons are both social aobbgical at the same time, but in some cases
they are not related biologically, and if they hseen disowned or abandoned, then they are no
longer related socially."

Actually, when the Greek Bible talks of people lopgsons of God’ it usegkvov (tékva Beod) more often than
it usesviog (vroi Beod). (téxvov in John 1:12, 11.52, Rom. 9:8, Eph. 5:1, Phil524.John 3:1ff, 5:2)10¢

in Matt. 5:9, 5:45, 14:33, Luke 20:33, Rom. 8:18, 9:26.) And it is not surprising that the Neastament
authors avoided referring to God’s chosen onegwas)po of God, given that this is a very marked and rare
term, used only twice in the Septuagint (LX3And four times in the NT, and all four of thosstamces refer
to the offspring of animals, specifically viper@¥att. 3:7, 12:4, 23:33, Luke 3:7.) The fact tHastword is
only used by NT authors in the single fixed phrdgeod of vipers," never by NT authors for humaoldgical
sons, strongly indicates that this was not a lipgom for the NT authors in expressing our reladitip with
God, and is not an argument in favor of preferring-biological, social relationship terms. Therefitiseems
unnecessary to includgévvnua (gennémain the article’s chart of Greek familial relatiterms, at least
assuming this chart is supposed to present NT uxa@eeek familial terms, which the context woudadl the
reader to assunté.

The chart is correct in treatingog as a broad enough term to cover biological, s@sidlsymbolic
relationships. However, by leaving agkvov, which is used by NT authors such as Paul and féwlanvariety
of social relational roles and figurative/symbalktations, the chart gives the false impressionitdg is the
only noun available in the “Greek lexical toolbdr”communicate a social son-like relationship.

John generally reservésic for prototypical biological sonship and descetdtienships (including when referring to the
“sons of Israel”) and for references to Jesus'ti@ship with the Heavenly Father.

9 The two LXX occurrences gfvvnua are in Judges 1:10 and in Sirach 10:18. The foapparently refers to the
“offspring of Enak” but with no counterpart in thizbrew Massoretic text for either LXX text, we cahstate
conclusively why LXX translators chose this ternthirs context. Clearlyévvnuo was not a natural option for NT Greek
authors to express a biological/ontological fatsmm/relationship in contrast to a “social sonsheationship.

™ The cognate verb gvvnuo (gennéma)yevvaw (gennad beget; be born; give birth”), on the other harsdyéry
common in the NT, used 97 times, often with Godgent. (See John 1:13, 1 John 2:29, 3:9, 4:7 4518, etc.) Of
course, to assume that the noun and verbal cogogtésine times share exactly the same semantgerand usage
would be to commit the etymological fallacy. EvEone were to use the cognatevéom to try to argue thatévvnua was
a real possibility for the NT authors in describthg Son’s relationship to the Father, it's hardde how this would help
the authors’ case. As the authors acknowledgesiin #nticle, this verb, which often describes tasult of sexual
procreation, is also extensively used for spiritsatial and symbolic relationships, such as thrétsal rebirth of
believers, as well as social sonship relationshils that of Paul to the Corinthians (1 Cor. 4:458f to Onesimus
(Philemon 1:10). It is also used for the Fatheglationship with the Son (Heb. 1:5, 5:5 quoting2g). So, similar to
the situation with the wordhog, we see the New Testament authors using the roaghon term with the broadest
semantic range to describe how God is a Fathestohildren (Son and sons), even though that tesmatso include
sexual reproduction. The NT authors apparently tisese terms trusting that those who read theiksvim good faith
would interpret them in the context in which thesed them, for example, John’s prologue to his gcepe Luke’s
description of Jesus’ conception.
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For example, as previously mentioned, Paul exdllgiuses the terméxvov when talking about "social,"
non-biological sonship of those whom he has diedip(1 Tim. 1:2,1:18, 2 Tim. 1:2, 2:1, 1 Cor. 4:Phjl.
2:22, Titus 1:4, Gal. 4:19 and Philemon 10), andnJand Paul frequently use the term to describe our
relationship to God as his children. This termlis®aised for various other types of symbolic (ndidgical)

and social sonship such as stones becoming chifdresbraham (Matt. 3.9), Jesus’ address to a ptcal
(Matt. 9:2, Mark 2:5), wisdom's children (Luke 7)36hildren of wrath (Eph. 2:3), children of ligt&Eph.
5:8), children of obedience (1 Peter 1:14), MhaBUerusalem's children (Gal. 4:25ff), childrerttoé devil

(1 John 3:10), children of the possibly symbolicreem mentioned in 2 John, and of Jezebel in Rew. 2:2
Téxvov is not used exclusively for symbolic or social sip; it is also sometimes used by Matthew and Luke
for biological children, e.g. Matt. 21:28, Luke 8;415:31, especially in the plural, when the gendearot
significant, or the focus is on descent, e.g. Lukk 20:31, Acts 7:5, 21:21. Butkvov appears to be the term
that the NT authors employed more commonly theiia when they want to focus on the relational aspect
(social, descent, symbolic, etc.) and the term #raployed less frequently thamwg when describing male
sons of the fathers who begat them (that is, tieddhately preceding generation).

In the section cited above, the authors imply thattermoiwog, which they later gloss as “social son,” was
chosen by NT authors over the “biological famitedm” onépuoa (sperma), to describe Jesus’ relationship to
God the Father by arguing that iti®c, rather than the more marked tesngppua, that is used of Jesus'
relationship to his adoptive father Joseph in Jols. But they fail to note thatoc is the word used for both
Jesus' (biological) relationship to Mary and alsbrithe Baptist's to his parents, in Luke 1 (vva8dl 13,
respectively). The fact thatog, rather thamnépua, is used of Jesus' adoptive father in no way @ divat the
NT authors actually had a lexical choice betwegsoaial sonship termbiog and a “biological sonship term”
onéppoa for their description of Jesus’ divine sonship.fdct, the ternonéppa has very marked usage in the
NT. When not used for plant seeds, it is used gilynéor the posterity of Abraham or David, andthre
parable about the seven dead brothers (becauke pbsterity issue associated with Levirate magriaws),
and in the very symbolic context of Rev. 12:17 &die symbolic, not biological, as it is tleeéppa of a
woman!). Though the authors gloss this term sinaglyoffspring,” Louw & Nida describe the sensé¢haf
word as: "posterity, with emphasis upon the aneisstole in founding the lineage - ‘posterity, desdants,
offspring.”*? Likewise, in addition to the two literal meaningfsthe seeds of plants and the semen of men,
BAGD provides two figurative senses: “survivorgrfrwhom a new generation will arise” and “desceitslan
children, posterity** So it would be quite unusual for the NT authorsge this term to describe the biological
relationship of any of the NT characters to theimediate fathers, and indeed we never see Jame®hand
referred to asnépua of Zebedee, nor John the Baptisbasppa to Zechariah and Elizabeth; and Jesus is
never described astépuo of Mary. Rather James and Johnqare to Zebedee, and Jesus is bl of

Mary. Neither Matthew nor Luke's genealogies hsetérmonéppa.'* The passages that the authors cite in
which Jesus is referred to as th&ppa of Abraham or David all deal with the specificfiliinent of OT
prophecy to long dead ancestors, not with an irnémalationship with a living father.

Joseph himself is referred to adiés rather than anéppa of David (Matt. 1:20). In theory we could integpr
this as “social sonship” also (that is, by the atghdefinition, a relationship including more thjaist

2| ouw, Johannes P., Eugene A. Nida. 199&ek-English Lexicon of the New Testament base®keamantic Domains.
United Bible Societies.

13 Bauer, Walter, W. F. Arndt, F. Wilbur Gingrich,g@lrick W. Danker. 1979 Greek-English Lexicon of the New
Testament and Other Early Christian Literatugecond Edition. University of Chicago Press.oAlsonsider the
social/spiritual usage of the temméppa in Gal. 3:29 as Paul addresses believers, induttiose with no biological
connection to Abraham: “And if you are Christ'sithyou are Abraham's offspringéppa), heirs according to
promise.” (ESV) This mirrors Paul's statement eairin the chapter: “Know then that it is thoseaitti who are the sons
(viof) of Abraham.” (3:7, ESV) Clearly the distinctiortiveensaéppa andiiog and the NT authors’ decision about when
to employ one over the other is not based uporgostss of “biological”’ versus “social sonship.”

% Matthew prefaces his genealogy by identifying emi“sonioc) of David, sonioc) of Abraham” (1:1). He then
traces the intergenerational chain of father-statiomships linking those notable ancestors togéseiMessiah using the
verb “begat” fevvaw) repeatedly. Luke’s genealogy opens with the ifieation of Jesus as “somipg), as it was
supposed, of Joseph” (3:23). Thereafter the neémis unstated but implied to relate son to fatheurizceding
generations. Thus neither Evangelist emplayppa to refer to the relationship between biologicahéas and their
progeny in the next generation.
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biological ancestry), but it's hard to see in wdatse Joseph, a carpenter who never sat on tme tbi tsrael,
and lived a millennium after David, could have laag kind of on-going social relationship with KiBgvid,
or why Matthew would want to focus on this hereedly the meaning has to be that Joseph was agimealo
descendent, a "great-grandson," to David, in otfweds a “biological son” (grandson) by the authors’
definition.

In the following verse (Matt. 1:21), the angel infs Joseph that his fiancée Mary vibi#lar® avioc, not a
onépua Or ayévwnua. Here the primarily biological meaning of the watdc would be difficult to contest as
the angel has just said "what has been concej¢edi) in her," and there is no focus or indication geto
what kind of on-going social relationship Mary wikve with her son. We know, of course, that Madyhéve
a biological relationship to Jesus and Joseph uadlya social relationship to Jesus, whereas Jaséphad a
biological relationship to King David, and no sderlationship. And yet the common Greek sonsérmt
0196 is used for all these three types of relationshiggardless of whether they are based on biolbgica
parenthood without social contact, social contatitaut biological parenthood or both social contautl
biological parenthood. Thus it would seem that t@the authors' claims, the gospel writer Mattloisvnot
have a real choice between the temsppa andoidg in this context® The authors’ distinction between
exclusively “biological familial terms” and “sociémilial terms” appears to be foreign to the Grékdd
terminological system and in fact does not fit@reek NT data well.

The authors summarize their argument as follows:

In summary, Hebrew and Greek have relational nthetssignify a biological son, but they are
not used in the Bible to express divine sonshig ddmmonly used filial terms, Hebrdogn

and Greelhuios signify a son, usually social, whether generétggrocreation, by marriage,
by inheritance, by adoption, by teaching and mémgoby patronage, or by faith and grace (Gal.
4:19). These are the terms used in the Bible toesgpdivine sonship, along with the terms for
an only son and a firstborn son. These are sosialedl, because they signify an ongoing
relationship regardless of its manner of origintramslation, if the target language has a filial
expression for social sonship or general sonsladp,dne that does not entail procreative
generation when used to express divine sonship,ttie would be the closest semantic
equivalent, whether it consists of one word or epé. The use of strictly biological terms to
express divine sonship is therefore inaccurate.

The authors have failed to show that the so-cdlielbgical relational terms cited heretéppa andyévvnua,
are valid choices for any of the contexts they hatesl. They have failed to mentieékvov and its diminutive
tékviov (teknion), that were available in Koiné Greek for use teatie various types of non-biological, social
son-like relations, such as the relationship betwegul and the Galatians described in Gal. ¥:1Phe

!> Tixto (tikto), used of biological childbirth in the NT in Matt:21, 23, 25; 2:2; Luke 1:31, 57; 2:6, 7, 11; J&Br21;
Gal. 4:27; Rev. 12:2, 4, 3, 13; of farmland “begtinrops in Heb. 1:15; and metaphorically of deSgenceiving” and
“giving birth to” sin, evoking childbirth imageryiJames 1:15.

'8 The fact that the LXX translation of Genesis 1%32s as the termmépuo does not support a claim that this was a
possible word choice for Matthew. In that conteletarly the focus of Lot's daughters’ statemerdrigpreserving an
offspring or posterity for their father’s familynke. (dedpo kol Totiowuev TOV TaTépa HUDV 0LVOV Kol KoLunOdUEY
uet’ avtod kol éEavaotionuey ék 1o matpdg NudVY oépua” Come,let us makeour fatherdrink wine, andwe will

lie with him, thatwe may preserveoffspring from our father. ESV)” Because the Sonship of Jesus to #tleefF has
nothing to do with the preservation of survivindspfing to outlive God the Father and carry onfaimily line, it is
unlikely that usingsnéppo to describe Jesus’ relationship to God the Fatlverd have even entered Matthew’'s mind as
a possible word choice.

" The authors here specifically list Gal. 4:19 agaample of the “Greek huios” signifying a “a saspally social”
generated “by faith and grace,” although Gal. 4&8s not actually contain the tetndg, but ratheréxva, the plural of
téxvov. A fuller treatment of the Greek words availaldahe authors for describing the social relatiopsifithe Son to
the Father should also include the tewis (pais) used of Jesus in Matt. 12:18; Acts 3:13, 26; 4387 with the sense of
‘servant,’” echoing the use of this term by the LXahslation of Isaiah 42-53 and other passagestitaNew Testament
authors been concerned to avoid a term with anpgical/ontological sonship associations, perhags (pais) was
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authors state that the Greek tandy, signifies “a son, usually social...” because thigtealong with those for
an only son and a firstborn son “signify an ongaielgtionship regardless of its manner of origiddwever,
the authors have not considered the significantbeurof the 377 occurrencestbc in the NT where the
focus appears to be purely biological, procreagweship, with no focus on social relations, ongang
otherwise'® Remarkably, the authors have made no referertbe standard tools for Koiné Greek such as the
BAGD and BDAG®® which certainly include various social and figiwratsenses, but do not support a claim
that0oc is being used in juxtaposition to other “biolodisanship terms” that only describe results of séxu
procreation with no ongoing relationship, nor supgite authors’ claim that a key semantic distiretf16¢

in comparison to other filial terms is a focus onomgoing social relationship. So the authors hrente
satisfactorily answered a key question regardinvg the meaning of the terms “Son” and “Son of Gdutiidd

be understood and translated, namely, that if thedthors actually wanted to convey to their reader
relationship between Jesus and God thatmare than an ongoing social relationship, that was in fadtpe

of eternal generation analogous to biological rdpotion, what Greek terother than v16g would they have
chosen? If they meant to say (as John 5:17-18gysrttesus’ hearers as understanding him to claie—se
below) that Jesus' relationship to God was whathigch has confessed it to be since its earlyuciest even
long before the councils of Nicaea and Constant&dapen what other word thamg was readily available to
them to express that unique Trinitarian identitiatienship?

The authors’ conclusion—that “if the target langeiégs a filial expression for social sonship oregeh
sonship,” this term should be used over a termeakelusivelyimplies biological generation because it would
be more accurate—is sound. However, becausedttigies have failed to consider all the componentke
Greek filial terminological system, an inaccuratgiession has been created that the NT authors were
choosingdiog over and against several available, common, exellysprocreative sonship terms, perhaps to
avoid a biological understanding of the term. Ictféhe NT authors were more likely choosingc, a term
whose prototypical, default meaning did indeedudel biological reproduction, over and against agotrm,
tékvov, a term more frequently employed thaéc when the focus was on purely social, non-ontolagic
(essential) relationships. The authors’ statenfeatit“the use of strictly biological terms to exgetvine
sonship is therefore inaccurate,” fails to recogrife fact that the most common sonship termsyn an
language will include biological, sexual reprodantas a semantic element in prototypical situatiaaghe
Greek terminog does. The translator’s job is not to avoid usimgterms that could, in a prototypical situation,
be perceived to be “strictly biological”but rather to translate using the most commoal fiirm and formula
that language possesses, just as the NT authose.csong understandings should be limited by prtése

another term they could have used more widely austd using the ternnédc (huios). (See BAGD senses faric #1 8

and #1y.) The fact that the NT authors did frequently cheto useiog rather thamoic in various passages to describe
Jesus' relationship to his Heavenly Father is agratidicator that the communicative intent in theagicular passages is
likely more than would be communicated by usingepgor language terms equivalent to “servant,” @Atie de Kuiper
and Barclay Newman, in their article “Jesus, So@ofl—a Translation Problem.Te Bible Translato28:4 (1977)
432-38.)

18 Consider the use o6féc in the following passages in which the focus dusisappear to be on an ongoing social
relationship: Matt. 1:1, 20, 9:27, 20:20, 20:31;22P23:35, 26:37, 27:56; Mark 10:35, 46, 47, 48352Luke 1:16, 3:2,
5:10, 18:38, 39, 19:9, 20:41; John 1:42; Acts 572216, 7:37, 9:15, 10:35, 13:21, 26, 23:16; RonY92Cor. 3:7, 13;
Heb. 7:5; Rev 2:14, 7:4, 21:12. While some of ¢hasich as “son of David” and “sons of Israel,”lddee argued to
represent a symbolic ongoing social relationshiglarf identity with the “social father,” even thduthere is no personal
social relationship, others, such as a “son ofr&kdy’ in Matt. 21:5, clearly denote nothing morartsimply biological
generation, with no ongoing relationship of anykifihe point is that the New Testament usage séesigpport an
understanding afio¢ as the most basic, most common, broadest tersofship in Koiné Greek, including the semantic
element in prototypical examples of biological degaesulting from sexual union.

9 Bauer, Walter, Fredrick W. Danker, W. F. ArndtVFilbur Gingrich. 2001.A Greek-English Lexicon of the New
Testament and Other Early Christian Literatufiéhird Edition. University of Chicago Press.

% Contra the original 2011 “SIL International Sta&of Best Practices for Bible Translation of DiziFamilial
Terms” which states: “Scripture translations shquidmote understanding of the term “Son of Godalirits richness,
including his filial relationship with the Fathevhile avoiding any possible implication of sexuefieity by God.” SIL
International. (http://www.sil.org/translation/dng_familial_terms.htm; accessed 21 January 20i2wibrding is no
longer available online, and wording in a new \a@msif the “best practices” document concludesgbigence with:
“...while avoiding the implication of sexual activiby God as much as possible.”)

7 © Copyright 2014. All rights reserved.



the terms within the contexts that the NT authbesrtselves provide (for example, Luke and Matthew’s

nativity narratives, and John’s prologue), as wslthrough extra-textual teaching by the churchtaraigh
appropriate media, including paratextual notesemsays. When the early church confronted varietetical
understandings of what is meant by the “God the’ 8od “God the Father,” they responded by teachind
explanation, not by changing the terminology of shered text.

Regarding the relationships of the Trinity, therciuhas historically interpreted the paternal alial ferms
used by the NT authors to be describing a relatipnsf shared nature (ontology, that is, not jusitmacy) that
is analogous to the relationship between biolodathlers and sons of created beings but also gadsahe
creaturely relationship in a way that we canndyfuhderstand or explain. For example, John’s gogoerds
that Jesus’ listeners understood Jesus’ refereacasd as his “Father” to imply a claim of equaliith God,
and considered this blasphemy (John 5:17-18, seelft28-33). As John Piper has recently writtelghn
has, in his prologue, already given his reader&dys to understand that Jesus’ listeners weravrmtg in
their understanding: in referring to himself as‘t8en” and God as “his Father” he was indeed clago be
equal to the Father ontologically, not just intimatith the Father relationally. The church has ustded that
God'’s description of his own nature in terms ofggiFather” and “Son” is not a anthropomorphisnidbom
God uses to condescend to our social environmetitather is an eternal reality that creatureliiéaihood and
sonship were created to mirror, albeit in a limiteady and since the fall, in way degraded by theat$f of sin.
In other words, just as we were created in Godagien and not the reverse, human fatherhood antlipons
were created in God's image—God as “Father” and &o'tbon” are not verbal creations modeled after
human society.

In summary, as has been clear to speakers anchsiuafeGreek for over two millenni&iog is the normal,
default Greek word for an intimate, genetic, biddadjfather-son relationship. As the most basid aatural
word for prototypical human sons in relation toitligthers (and mothers), it had developed a nurabether
social and figurative uses by Koiné times, inclgdieing used for adoptive sons and social relatioaisare
similar to a father-son relationship in some walye Tisage ofio¢ in the NT, when compared witlikvov,
onépua, andyévvnua, does not justify using a less natural, more iestt term for socially-focused sonship
when translating the terinég in reference to Jesus' relationship to his fatGed. If it were the objective of
the NT writers to focus specifically on the ongonetational aspect of Jesus’ relationship to GedRather,
and to carefully guard against any possibility nflerstanding the term to mean biologically-generate
sonship, it seems likely they would have used ardtiool” in their Greek “toolboxes,” that isékvov
(téxviov), the term more frequently used in the New Testarfar the type of on-going relational social
sonship such as Paul had with Timothy and Titud,Jamn had with the recipients of his epistles, Wetfind
that not one of the inspired Biblical authors reddrto the second person of the Trinitgéas/ov 6ot (teknon
of God), most likely because they found that theatdth and depth of the terindg could be matched by no
other word when speaking of the relationship of$ba to the Father in the Trinity. More restrictedns
might avoid certain wrong understandings, but walé leave out certain important semantic elements
essential to our understanding of the eternal Sprdtthe Son with respect to his Father.

So instead, in order to communicate the full ramigmeaning they understood to be inherent in Jadastity
as the “Son of God,” the NT authors found it sugab use the most natural and default, least nobakel
restricted, term for expressing a prototypical éatbon relationship that the Greek language posdasasc.
They were surely not naive to the wrong understaggithat the use of this term could cause among
Greco-Roman polytheists, as well as feelings afeen¢ offense and defilement the term did provokeragm
absolute monotheistic Jews. As the apostle Petewthe NT authors knew that the Scriptures caritaths
that “arehardto understand,and “whichthe ignorantandunstablewist to their own destruction” (I Peter
3:16). But as faithful witnesses, they did not fadiberty to reduce the revelation of the Triumature of God
that they had received in order to avoid those ndststandings and offenses. Therefore, in ordeatslate
this revelation from God that has been passed dows in a manner as faithful to the communicaititent of
the original authors (and Author) as possible, &hae not also select the most natural filial texvailable in

2 piper, John. 2012. “John’s SolutioMorld MagazineMarch 10, 2012.
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the toolboxes of the languages into which we tegréf and consistently and clearly use that in the tated
text itself?® and then pray and teach in faith that He will “opleeir minds to understand the Scriptures” (Luke
24:45)?

22 Our understanding of the semantics of the Gremktedc and the strong preference of the NT authors tdhisgéerm
over other available terms leads us to the cormiuiat our best strategy to avoid reducing thégomd meaning(s) of
this most important of key terms is to use the mastiral and common filial term that the languagssesses. However,
this conclusion should not be misunderstood adl doca strictly literal, grammatically word-for-erd, equivalent
translation of the phras@tog (tod) 6g0d” (Son of God) with something formally similar to tgohild.male + definite +
genitive/possessive + supreme deity.monadic” ifaaljluages. The author is personally acquaintéu lunguages in
which the natural, default word for “son” is notngler specific (gender is indicated elsewhere byquas or classifiers
when necessary) and has heard of reports of atdeaganguage in which the phrase closest to t8@wnd” is already a
common fixed phrase with a different idiomatic miegnIn such situations “child of God,” with the lagronouns or
classifiers when in reference to Jesus, or a farsuth as Peter’s “Son of the living God” (to avibiel indigenous idiom)
may be necessary (Matt. 16:16, also Rom. 9:26§00fse, there are other issues that must be coaedids well, such as
preserving recognizable concordance, such thaersdlisteners) are able to come to understandithiarities between
Abraham’s son, Isaac, and God’s son, Jesus.

% We do not find it sufficient to use a given lange natural filial terminology only in a footnote other paratextual
explanation. Footnotes and other paratextual natme often not considered to be inspired andagitthive. Brown and
the Grays write: “readers and listeners reverdggkiemore highly than the paratext, making it @ifiit for the paratext to
overrule any wrong meaning in the text." (“A Newdkoat Translating Familial Biblical Terms.”) Elseaie Brown
describes how Muslims feel that in a holy book, €Taxt of Scripture should be set apart by franitingth a special
border. Except for verse numbers, anything extxéutd should be outside the frame, including sectieadings and
notes.” Clearly this would seem to indicate a cliiatinction for Muslim readers between inspirext g&nd non-inspired
notes, and thus the common, natural filial ternt translate$6¢ cannot be relegated to the uninspired notes. (Byow
Rick. 2006. “Muslim Worldviews and the Bible: Bridg and Barriers.” (part 2 of 8)ternational Journal of Frontier
Missions,23(2):48-56)
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