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Aljaz Krajne

Aramaic Daniel Apocryphon (4Q246):

Its Interpretative Challenges Reconsidered
Aramejski Danielov apokrif (4Q246):

ponovni razmislek o njegovih interpretativnih izzivih

Abstract: The Aramaic Daniel Apocryphon (4Q246) is among the most discussed
Aramaic texts from Qumran, primarily due to its mention of a figure called the
“Son of God” (7% *7 1112) and the “Son of the Most High” (11"7% 12). The fragmen-
tary state of the scroll and its syntactic ambiguity have generated divergent
interpretations, with some seeing the figure as a blasphemous foreign king and
others as a positive, eschatological savior. This study re-examines 4Q246 thro-
ugh a fresh philological and structural analysis. It contains the edition, transla-
tion, and detailed linguistic commentary of the text, together with a new pro-
posal for dividing the work according to the alternation of positive and negati-
ve parts (A1-B1, A2-B2, A3-B3), which clarifies the internal structure of the
text. Although the text changes the period it describes three times, the logical
referents of the descriptions are only two periods, negative and positive. The
analysis supports understanding the “Son of God” not as a negative or arrogant
ruler, but as a positive, messianic figure who combines Davidic royal ideology
with Danielic apocalyptic themes. Finally, the paper points out similarities be-
tween 4Q246 and Luke 1:32-35, suggesting they share theological ideas rather
than having a direct literary connection.

Keynords: 40246, Aramaic Daniel Apocryphon, Qumran Aramaic, Son of God, Da-
vidic messianism, Son of Man, apocalyptic literature, Dead Sea Scrolls, Luke
1:32-35

Povzetek: Aramejski Danielov apokrif (4Q246) velja za eno najbolj diskutiranih
aramejskih besedil najdenih med mrtvomorskimi zvitki predvsem zaradi omem-
be osebe, imenovane ,Bozji Sin’ (7% »7 172) in ,Sin Najvisjega’ (7% 12). Fragmen-
tarno stanje zvitka in od tod izhajajoca sintakticna dvoumnost besedila sta vo-
dila v razlicne interpretacije, pri cemer nekateri vidijo to osebo kot bogokletne-
ga tujega kralja, drugi pa kot pozitivhega, eshatoloskega odresenika. Ta clanek
preucuje 40246 s pomocjo filoloske in strukturne analize. Vsebuje izdajo, pre-
vod in podrobni jezikovni komentar besedila, skupaj z novim predlogom razde-
litve dela glede na izmenjavanje pozitivnih in negativnih delov (A1-B1, A2-B2,
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A3-B3), ki pojasnjuje notranjo strukturo besedila. Ceprav besedilo trikrat za-
menja obdobje, ki ga opisuje, sta logicna referenta opisov samo dve obdobji,
negativno in pozitivno. Analiza podpira razumevanje »BoZjega sina« ne kot ne-
gativnega ali arogantnega vladarja, ampak kot pozitivhe, mesijanske figure, ki
zdruzZuje pricakovanje mesije iz Davidovega rodu z apokalipti¢no figuro Sina
clovekovega iz Danielske tradicije. Nazadnje ¢lanek opozarja na podobnosti med
4Q246 in Lukom 1,32-35, kar kaZe, da imata skupne teoloske ideje, ceprav je
nemogoce z gotovostjo sklepati na neposredno literarno povezavo.

Kjjucne besede: 4Q246, aramejski Danielov apokrif, kumranska aramejscina, Bozji
Sin, mesija iz Davidovega rodu, apokalipticna literatura, Mrtvomorski rokopisi,
Luka 1,32-35

Among the scrolls discovered in the Judean Desert, there is also one labelled
as 4Q246, which has been given various names, such as “Aramaic Daniel Apocry-
phon” (Puech 1996, 165), “Fragmentary Aramaic Apocalypse” (Kuhn 2007), or
“The Son of God Apocalypse” (Beyer 2004, 145).! The text was acquired in 1958
and entrusted to J. T. Milik, who was responsible for preparing it for publication.
Milik presented the text in a lecture at Harvard in 1972 but never published it.
However, he sent a partial transcription of the text to some scholars who were
present at the event, and Fitzmyer published this in 1974. Since then, the text has
been hotly debated by scholars, although the full text was not published until
1992 by Emile Puech, who also prepared an edition of the text for the collection
“Discoveries in the Judean Desert” (1996).

The text preserved in 4Q246 has attracted much attention because it mentions
the mysterious figure known as “the Son of God” and “the Son of the Most High”
(11, 1). However, the fragmentary nature of the text makes its interpretation un-
certain and difficult. The history of scholarly debate clearly illustrates this, and
Tucker Ferda correctly pointed out: “History has preserved less than two columns
of 4Q246. But of what has survived, it is hard to say anything without stepping on
some critic’s toe.” (Ferda 2014, 150)

This paper presents a new examination of 4Q246, highlighting its interpretive
challenges, which are reconsidered in light of a detailed analysis of the text. The
main goal of the paper is to review scholars’ opinions and determine which one
is most likely, while also providing additional arguments in support of that view.
The paper employs a philological-structural approach to 4Q246. By “philological,”
| refer to the close examination of the text’s grammar, orthography, and morphol-
ogy in light of other Aramaic texts and Aramaic grammar, in order to establish the
most reliable reading of each clause and to identify the places where the text al-

1 This article has been carried out within the framework of the research program P6-0262 “Values in
Judeo-Christian Sources and Tradition and the Possibilities of Dialogue” and the research project J6-
50212 “The Power of Emotions and the Status of Female Figures in Various Literary Genres of the Old
Testament”, co-funded by the Slovenian Research and Innovation Agency (ARIS). No new data were
generated in support of this research.
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lows for many readings. By “structural,” | refer to the analysis of the text’s internal
organization, its alternation of motifs of destruction and restoration, its recurrent
vocabulary, and its literary symmetry. Rather than reconstructing historical events
behind the text, this approach seeks to explain how the composition itself gener-
ates meaning through its linguistic and structural features. The integration of these
two levels of analysis enables a revaluation of the “Son of God” passage, clarifying
the relationship between linguistic detail, literary architecture, and theological
message. Consequently, the paper is divided into two main sections: the first sec-
tion includes an edition and an English translation of the text, along with a brief
linguistic commentary necessary due to its fragmentary nature. The second sec-
tion discusses the key interpretative challenges and presents the reasoning behind
what seems to be the most plausible explanation. The conclusion summarizes the
paper’s main findings.

1. TheText Edition and Linguistic Notes

1.1 Edition

The edition below was prepared using images of the scroll published on the we-
bpage The Leon Levy Dead Sea Scrolls Digital Library. In creating this edition, pre-
vious editions were consulted, including Puech (1996) for “Discoveries in the Ju-
dean Desert,” Fitzmyer (1993), Cook (1995), Beyer (2004), and Segal (2014). The
edition presented here suggests restorations of readings in lacunas only when they
are highly likely. When a letter is difficult to read or its corresponding consonant
is unclear, a dot is placed above it.

Column 1

1. X013 07 1w [y ][] Settled [u]pon it. And he fell down in front of
the throne

2. F30 2130 AnR ®n78[Y] ’59[2 ] [... The kling: Anger will come to the world and
your years...

3. X7y 78 ANk X9 i R[] [L..] Your vision. All will come (to happen) until
eternity.

4. KUK ¥ ’nn 7Py 29[ ..]  [.. Mighty ones, oppression will come upon the
earth.

&N 120 e And great battles to the provinces.

T[] ik on[ The king of Asyria and Egypt.

L]

L]
’yI[R] 5¥ M2 37[ ] [...] Will be great upon the earth.
nEHee X9 A ][] They will [ma]ke and all will serve.

e o N oW
[

7I0m° Anw2 80 837 ][] He will be called the [gr]eat one, and by his

name he will be named.

2 There is a small dot between 3 and 1, but probably this is a mistake and does not stand for any letter.
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Column 2

1. ROPITI NI 19Y 121 MR PR "7 772 He will be called the son of God, and they will call
him the son of the highest. Like strikes

2. 797 [{]*aw MmN maT 13 RN T that you saw, so will be their kingdom. For year(s]
they will reign over

3. A[]TnT AT YT oYY O T KN KR the earth and will trample everything. A people
will trample another people and a province
another provi[n]ce.

4. tacav 377 T2 1T X791 78 OY oM Tv tacav  vacat Until the people of God raises /Until he
rises the people of God/ and makes everything
rest /everything rests/ from the sword vacat

5. [T vvwpa nnmax 931 05y Mo ama%  His /their/ kingdom will be eternal kingdom and
all his /their/ paths in truth. He /they/ will jud[ge]

6. 0% K¥IX 12 277 072 T2 ®751 uEPA XY the earth with truth and all will make peace.
Sword will pass from the earth

7. 7RI K27 7R A0 7’0 7Y and all the provinces will prostrate to him /them/.
El, the great, will be in his /their/ strength.

3. 1931 572 0T pany 299 17 T2 XM He will wage war for him /they/. He will place the
people in his /their/ hands and cast all of them

9, "MIAN 731 07¥ 17w 1w M amY before him /they/. His /their/ dominion will be
eternal dominion and all the abysses

1.2 Orthography, Linguistic Observations, and Provisional Dating

The text is written in the Herodian style, named after King Herod the Great, as
numerous Hebrew and Aramaic documents from his reign are written in this style.
Milik’s dating of the text’s writing to the last third of the 1% century BC was ac-
cepted by most scholars (Puech 1996, 166; Machiela 2023, 254) and was not
questioned. The peculiarity of this text is that the letters 1 and * are difficult to
distinguish. As Machiela notes, “[t]he scribal preparation and script are among
the highest quality of the Qumran Aramaic corpus, and compare favorably even
with 1Q20 (apGen)” (2023, 254).3

The linguistic ambiguities of the text appear in column | due to the lacunae in
the text.? It is not known who are the logical subjects of the grammatical pro-
nouns employed in words >17[V (I, 1), N (I, 1), and 791 (1, 1), which begin the
text. It must be someone who falls down in front of a king, but it is not clear who
this person is. Furthermore, the text does not specify who the logical subject of
the verbs 717 (I, 7), X207 (1, 9), 7320 (1, 9), "X (11, 1) is. This poses a significant
interpretive challenge, as it is unclear whether this figure plays a positive or neg-
ative role. Once again, the problem of logical referents of the grammatical persons
is evident in the word 3701277 (11, 2), as it is not clear whether “they” are those
who call an unknown logical referent “the son of the Most High,” or another group
of people.

3 For basic information on 1Q20, see Skralovnik 2018, 707-710 and the forthcoming paper he wrote
together with MatjaZ (2025).

4 See Krajnc (2025) for a detailed linguistic, primarily syntactic, analysis of the text.
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While the second column is fully preserved, it still does not allow a straightfor-
ward interpretation of the logical referents of grammatical persons. The ortho-
graphical inconsistency in writing the letters 1 and * complicates the interpretation
even more, as it is difficult to know whether the hollow verbs 0%?” and 17’2 are
used in the C, D, or G-stem. G-stems of these two verbs are monovalent, while
the D and C-stems are polyvalent, which means that a verbal clause likely includes
two or more logical subjects. From the photography of the scroll published through
The Leon Levy Dead Sea Scrolls Digital Library, it is clear that the first and the third
letter of the verb 072 are written almost identically. Comparing the tail of this let-
ter to the tail of 1 in the word 7iM271 used in the following line, one can observe
that the tail of 1is substantially longer than the tail of the letter used in the word
0%, Furthermore, the scribe tends to write ” as slightly wider than 1, and the let-
ter in this word appears to be too wide for 1. While it is impossible to completely
exclude the reading of the word as 0177, from the orthographical point of view,
this is less likely. If one reads the verb with 7, then it must be interpreted as being
inthe D or preferably C-stem. The root Vgwm in C-stem has the meaning “to make
someone rise,” which would entail that 7X 0¥ is the direct object of the verb and
that the clause entails that someone raises the people of God. This person could
be the individual holding high titles in the foregoing. If, on the other hand, one
reads the verb as written with the letter 3, then it must be interpreted as being in
the G-stem; in this case, 7X 0¥ is the subject of the verb. As it is said, the former
reading is more plausible from the orthographic point of view.

Another example where it is not possible to determine who the logical subject

of the grammatical pronoun is, is the word 711277 (I, 5). Is it the people of God
(7x 0¥), God, or perhaps the one being attributed the high titles in |, 9-lI, 1 (if dif-
ferent from the one who raises the people of God in Il, 4)? The same holds true
for most of the remaining 3msg grammatical subjects (707X [II, 5], [11°7 (11, 5],
a2 [, 71, R [, 71, ) [, 81, 1230 [, 81, 7 [N, 8], 101 [I, 8], A7 a[ll, 8], in
[, 91, »mm7p [I1, 91, 77w [l1, 9]), which appear in the subsequent section. The
interpretation ultimately depends on the interpretation of 4Q246 as a whole, i.e.,
on the interpretation of its structure, which suggests that philological analysis
needs to be supplemented with structural analysis.

Even a quick glance at the text reveals that its vocabulary is highly repetitive;
the word 73 is used nine times, X271 six times, and XX five times (Sayyad Bach
2020, 225-26). The words 7X, 11°7¥, 0170, and 7°X are Hebraisms, and the word
17wl is a loan word from Persian (Puech 1996, 167). The performative of 3msg
is I- with the verbs from the root Vvhwy, as in BA and in other Dead Sea scrolls in
Aramaic (GQA, §37b10), and is formed to avoid writing God’s name (BARD, §268a).
The orthography of the text is sometimes not consistent, especially with regard
to matres lectionis: sometimes they are omitted (W2 in |, 5 vs. 0¥ in Il, 6); the
final € in lll-y verbs is written with ;1in 71777 (1, 7), 713207 (1, 9), and 117N (11, 2), while
in Xnn (1, 4) it is written with X (Beyer 2004, 2:145-146).F The 1 does not assimi-
late (J2 2771 [11, 4]; X¥IX 12 [11, 6]; ®¥n3*77 [1I, 7]; 1017 [II, 8]; ). Other examples from
QA show that the assimilation of n was widespread, and its absence (GQA, §3al)
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could perhaps indicate that the text was written in Aramaic closer to IA and BA.
The assimilation of n in the preposition jn is, for example, not attested in IA and
is only rarely attested in BA. In QA, however, it becomes common (GQA, §3al).
Linguistic evidence, therefore, indicates the text emerged at a certain point be-
tween 164 BC and the turn of the era. The proximity to BA regarding the non-
assimilation of n with the preposition 2 suggests an early date within this period,
or alternatively, that the text was written in a literal dialectal form and does not
reflect actual pronunciation in everyday life. This means that the terminus post
guem of the text is the death of Antiochus IV Epiphanes (164 BC), as the book of
Daniel to which the text is related was written after his reign. The terminus ante
guem is 30 BC, as the paleographical characteristics of the only known attestation
of the text indicate.

2. Discussion

As noted above, the text has been a subject of debate ever since Milik’s lecture on
it. Four main interpretative questions can be identified in the scholarly literature.
First and foremost, whether the figure called “the Son of God” is seen positively
or negatively. This question, as will be explained below, is closely linked to the
structure of the text. The second question, which relates to the first, concerns the
nature of the Son of God. This question is linked to the conceptuality of Second
Temple Judaism and, therefore, requires an answer that contextualizes the text
within its conceptual framework. Based on the answers to these two questions,
it appears that there are two additional questions. One addresses the relation-
ship between the Son of God and the People of God; the other focuses on the
connection between 4Q246 and the Gospel of Luke. The discussion that follows
explores these four questions, explaining why they arise, how scholars have previ-
ously addressed them, and what seems to be the most likely solution considering
the presented arguments.

2.1 Son of God: Positive or Negative Figure?

The initial interpretation of the figure of the Son of God was negative. Milik, the
first scholar to examine the text, interpreted the figure as referring to the Sele-
ucid king Alexander Balas in an unpublished talk he gave at Harvard University
in 1972 (Fitzmyer 1974, 392). This view was challenged by Fitzmyer, who was in
the audience when Milik presented his talk. Fitzmyer addressed the figure of the
Son of God in his 1974 paper, concluding that the text is an apocalypse and that
the figure of the Son of God is Jewish and therefore a positive figure (1974, 393).
However, he insisted that this figure is a historical heir of the throne of David, not
a messianic figure (393). Later, in 1993, after Puech had published the entire text,
he offered a more detailed analysis and again affirmed that the text is apocalyp-
tic and that the figure of the Son of God is a Jewish monarch, not the Messiah
(Fitzmyer 1993).
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The disagreement over the role of the Son of God first arose when the text was
introduced to the scholarly community. Since then, numerous papers addressing
this question have been published, yet there remains no consensus on whether
the Son of God plays a positive or negative role. Scholars who viewed the figure
as a negative character (Milik; Flusser 1980; Puech 1992, 1994, 1996, 19993,
1999h;% Cook 1995; Steudel 1996; Beyer 2004; Justnes 2009; Segal 2014; Kratz
2019) often emphasized that prior to ll, 4, the text discusses a period of chaos and
that the Son of God mentioned in this part must be a character responsible for
turmoil (Steudel 1996; Justnes 2009, 86, 150; Segal 2014; Kratz 2019). With the
exception of Flusser, who claimed that the Son of God is a negative eschatological
figure similar to Beliar in Martyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah (1980, 34), and Se-
gal, who argued that the Son of God is a heavenly representative of an evil earthly
empire (2014, 312), most scholars generally identified the Son of God as a Seleu-
cid king. They most often equated him with Antioch IV Epiphanes (d. 164 BC) or
Antioch’s son Alexander Balas (d. 145 BC).

The other group of scholars viewed the Son of God as a positive figure (Fitzm-
yer 1974; 1993; Zimmermann 1998; Garcia Martinez 1992; 2007, 2:20-32; Cross
2003; Kuhn 2007; Collins 2010; Knibb 2010; Ferda 2014; Kratz 2019; Schafer 2020,
38-44). Except for the aforementioned Fitzmyer, all these scholars agree that the
figure of the Son of Man is a messianic figure connected to the coming of God'’s
people and messianic peace. These scholars presented different arguments for
the positive view. They often referenced similar vocabulary in the Gospel of Luke
(1:30-35) (Kuhn 2007, 32—38; Brooke 2019, 31-32), similarities between the Son
of God and other Messianic figures found in Qumran (Garcia Martinez 1992, 173—
179; Kuhn 2007, 32), and the clear allusion of 4Q246 to the Book of Daniel and
the figure of the Son of Man who is given eternal kingship (Kuhn 2007, 26-32;
Knibb 2010, 416; Ferda 2014, 158). However, the strongest point from some of
these scholars is that the structure of 40246 shows evidence of the positive na-
ture of the Son of God (Zimmermann 1998, 181-182; Cross 2003; Kuhn 2007,
29-30; Collins 2010, 177; Schafer 2020, 43).

This means that both options refer to the structure of the text as evidence for
the positive or negative portrayal of the Son of God. Scholars who argue that the
Son of God is a negative figure typically see a clear distinction between I, 4-9,
which discusses the period of salvation, and I, 4-Il, 3, which covers the time of
destruction and chaos (Steudel 1996, 515; Puech 1996, 183; Justnes 2009, 86,
150; Segal 2014, 301; Kratz 2019, 12-13). However, this division is problematic
due to specific references to battles and destruction in ll, 8-9, as Zimermann has
pointed out:

“If a correct temporal sequence was involved, we would not expect to find,
after the description of the rule of peace in 11:4-7 (which encompasses the
establishment of peace for all and the ‘removal of the sword’), the subject
of wars and subjugation being brought up again.” (1998, 181-182)
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In other words, because Il, 4 mentions the times of salvation and the positive
character of the people of God, which is then followed by another mention of the
period of turmoil and battles, the argument that the text is divided into the de-
scription of the times of turmoil (I, 411, 3), where the Son of God is mentioned as
a negative figure, and the description of the times of salvation, is poorly suppor-
ted, since section Il, 4-9 contains descriptions of both the times of salvation and
peace and the times of battles.

Once it is shown that any argument that would be built on the structural divi-
sion of the text before I, 4, is ill-founded,’ it is incumbent upon scholars to ad-
dress the structure of the text, as this is crucial in determining whether the Son
of God is a positive figure. The fact that in Il, 4-9 the text refers to bhoth positive
and negative times suggests that the preceding text also oscillates between posi-
tive and negative times. This observation should be taken into account in any in-
terpretation of 4Q246 and clearly indicates that the text alternates between de-
scribing good and bad periods. In his 2003 paper, Frank Moore Cross divided the
text into the following parts:

Prologue (I, 1-3)

Al: War and perishing kings (I, 4-6)

B1: The coming of a Messianic king (I, 71, 1a)

Al: War and perishing kings (ll, 1b-3)

B2: The coming of the Messianic king (ll, 4-9)

Cross rightly noted the alternation between positive and negative parts in the
structure of the text. However, here it should be noted that Cross’s division is aga-
in making the same mistake of viewing Il, 4 as an absolute mark of a positive,
messianic period. His division should be further amended into the following:®

Prologue (I, 1-3)

Al: War and perishing kings (I, 4-6)

B1: The coming of a Messianic king (I, 71, 1a)
A2: War and perishing kings (I, 1b-3)

B2: The coming of a Messianic king (Il, 4-7)

A3: Waging of war (I, 8-9a)

B3: The victory of a Messianic king/people (l1, 9b)

5 The examples with EEE that Beyer (2004, 2:145-146) notices are probably not orthographic
inconsistencies as the word should not be interpreted as the personal pronoun with an assimilated n.

& In his publications, Puech changed his opinion regarding the nature of the Son of God. In his early texts
(1992; 1994; 1996), he concluded that the negative interpretation is preferable, whereas in later texts
(2004), he gave preference to the positive interpretation. It should be noted that, even in early
publications, he argued that both positive and negative interpretations are plausible.
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This division suggests that 4Q246 employs three narrative alternations between
positive and negative sections, preceded by a prologue that situates the text with-
in the context of other texts that speak of dream interpretations at the royal
court.” The narrative alternation does not imply that the text describes future
events in a linear, chronological manner, but rather should be interpreted as de-
scribing the times of turmoil, the battle through which they will end, and the times
of (messianic) peace in three sections, in which the description of negative and
positive events alternate. A similar approach to describing future events is also
evident in Dan 7, where the narrative order should not be equated with the chron-
ological order of the events described (Goldingay 2019, 350-351).

As for 4Q246, in the first alternation (Al [I, 4-6] and B1 [I, 7-1l, 1a]), the mention
of the kings of Assyria and Egypt, who are somehow linked to oppression, is followed
by a description of the defeat of those conquered by the Son of God, to whom all
will serve. Note that the elements from Al are alluded to in B2: 1727[27in Al are
echoed in the title 11 and X317 in B1; oppression upon the earth XyIX 7¥ (A1) is jux-
taposed with coming of the great upon the earth (X¥1X 7¥) (B1). The tyranny that
the mighty ones, who are somehow linked to the king of Assyria and Egypt, cause
is transformed into the true greatness of the Son of God to whom all serve.

The second alternation resumes with a description of turmoil (A2 [, 1b-3]), fol-
lowed by the appearance of God’s people and a period of peace (B1 [ll, 4-7]). This
section also shows that the author contrasts the negative period with the positive.
The kingdom of the oppressors will be brief, like the meteors seen by the supposed
dreamer (ll, 2-3), which sharply contrasts with the everlasting kingdom (ll, 5). The
trampling in I, 3 finds its counterpoint in the final rest from the sword (ll, 4) and
universal peacemaking (ll, 6). The chaotic people who trample each other (ll, 3)
are replaced by the mention of God's people (11, 4), and the provinces that trample
each otherin Il, 3 bow down to the Son of God/People of God in I, 7.

In the third alternation (I, 8-9), the passage clearly describes the battle that
ended the turmoil and brought about the peaceful days outlined earlier. The third
alternation is not well preserved, and, therefore, it is not possible to draw many
connections between the two parts. However, it is clear that the battle (ll, 8) re-
solves into the eternal dominion (ll, 9) and that the conflict is resolved.

The text presents two distinct periods in human history: a period of peace and
a period of oppression and war. The shift between describing the positive and
negative periods is a structural feature of the text, and the figure of the Son of
God appears in the part of the text that discusses the positive period (B2). Fur-
thermore, it should be noted that in the preserved section, the first and the sec-
ond alternations do not mention the battle itself, but only describe the days of
peace (B1 and B2) or the days of turmoil (Al and A2). The battle is mentioned
only in the third alternation (A3 and B3), which provides a backward explanation

7 Including the argument of Steudel (one the most convincing argument for the negative interpretation
of the Son of God), according to which the part after 11, 4 offers the salvific counterpart of the turmaoil
mentioned in I, 3—11, 3 (Steudel 1996, 515-516).
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of why and how the times of turmoil came to an end. Therefore, the text does not
straightforwardly mention the battle that establishes the days of peace, although
it presupposes this already in the first alternation, describing the days of turmoil
and the days of peace. The structure of alternation between positive and negative
periods makes it plausible that the figure of the Son of God is a positive figure, as
many scholars claimed (Fitzmyer 1993, 169; Zimmermann 1998, 181-182; Cross
2003, 152-154; Kuhn 2007, 29-30; Collins 2010, 177; Schiafer 2020, 43). This
shows that 40246 was intentionally crafted with internal parallelism; not just a
narrative switch, but a verbal and conceptual mirroring that emphasizes the con-
trast between the perishing kingdoms (A) and the divine/messianic kingdom (B).
Similar vocabulary functions as lexical hinges, illustrating the shift of human pow-
er into divine sovereignty. It should be noted that this cannot be proved beyond
a reasonable doubt, as the text is fragmentary. However, given the current state
of the text, which clearly presupposes the alternation of good and bad times, it
is the most plausible explanation and can be legitimately accepted. As will be
shown later in the paper, it alighs well with the Messianic interpretations of Sec-
ond Temple Judaism.

2.2 Whois the Son of God?

Once accepting that the Son of God is a positive figure, one should also explore
the question of this Son of God'’s identity. Who is he, and how should he be un-
derstood within the context of Second Temple Judaism? As the structure of the
text shows, the Son of God is a figure connected to the coming of a time of pea-
ce. Additionally, the text is called “Aramaic Daniel Apocryphon” because it clear-
ly demonstrates links to the canonical book of Daniel. These two points suggest
that the Son of God is a messianic figure in whom at least two traditions from the
Hebrew Bible converge.

The first tradition is linked to the promise of an eternal duration of the Davidic
monarchy presented in 2 Sam 7:12-16:

“When your days are fulfilled, and you lie down with your fathers, | shall
raise up your seed (V1IN *NH°pm) after you, who shall go out from you,
and | will establish his kingdom (17272271 *N3°27)). He shall build a house
to my name, and | will establish the throne of his kingdom forever (*n115
127 597 X371 287 7). If he commits iniquity, | will chasten him with the
staff of men and with the stripes of the son of men. And my mercy shall
not depart from him as | took it away from Saul, whom | removed from
before you. Your house and your kingdom shall be made sure forever be-
fore thee (77197 021977y JR27011 J0°2 12X1) ). Your throne shall be estab-
lished forever (071977y).”

In this text, the Lord gives a promise of the eternal duration of his kingdom to
David, which is stressed by the twice-repeated prepositional phrase 02197y (vv.
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12, 16) always said of the kingdom. The second element in this text, important
for the interpretation of 4Q246, is the usage of the metaphor father-son to de-
scribe the relationship between the Lord and the future king. This metaphor is
also present in some other passages of the Hebrew Bible. In Psalm 89:4-5, 26-27,
this theme is repeated when the text once again speaks of the eternal duration
of the kingdom of David’s seed (vv. 4-5) and links this with the vocabulary of di-
vine sonship:

“l made a covenant with my chosen one. | have sworn to David my serv-
ant. | will establish your seed forever (7¥71 1°2% 027377¥). | will build his
throne from generation to generation. Selah.” (vv. 4-5)

“He shall cry to me: ‘You are my father, my God (*7& 710X °2)), and the rock
of my salvation.” And | will give him the firstborn, the highest of the kings
of earth.” (vv. 27-28)

The depiction of the Davidic king as a son of the Lord is also found in the Book
of Chronicles, the post-exilic retelling of the Deuteronomistic history (1 Chr 28:6):

“And he said to me: ‘Solomon, your son, he shall build my house and my
courts for | have chosen him to be my son and | shall be his father (“71273
2% TN "1 132 32 92 °07).” (1 Chr 28:6)

Once again, the same metaphor of presenting the king as a Son of the Lord is pre-
sentin Ps 2:7, which is linked to the ceremony of the coronation of Davidic kings:

“I will declare the decree of the Lord. He said to me: ‘You are my son (]2
*I& 11PR); today | have begotten you.”” (Ps 2:7)

These texts lay the foundation for the connection between the eternal durati-
on of the Davidic kingdom and the theology of divine sonship, which is one of the
ways the Hebrew Bible refers to the king of the eternal Davidic kingdom. The Son
of God in 4Q246 represents such a royal figure, as highlighted by many scholars
who have also identified the link between the Son of God and the theology of
divine sonship described in the Hebrew Bible, especially in relation to the Davidic
kings (Fitzmyer 1993, 170-171; Puech 1996, 181; Kuhn 2007, 30).

Pace Fitzmyer, who insisted on a non-Messianic interpretation of the Son of
God and claimed that he is an expected historical Judean king, should be noted
that there is sufficient evidence indicating that even in pre-Christian Judaism, the
promise of a Davidic king was understood in messianic terms, as this is clear from
the Psalms of Solomon, which can be dated to a period between 112 BC and the
early first century AD (Wright 1983, 641):

“21. Behold, the Lord, and raise up for them their king, a son of David
(dvaotnoov autolg tov Bacidéa avthv: ulov Aauld), to rule over (tol
BacheUoal £mi) your servant Israel in the time that you know, O God.

/!
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32. He will be a righteous king over them, taught by God, there will be no
unrighteousness among them during his reign, because everyone will be
holy (6t mavteg ayiol), and their king will be the Lord Messiah (kal
BaciAelg aut@v XpLotog kuplog).” (Pss. Sol. 17, 32 [Wright 2007, 186;
194])

While Fitzmyer correctly notes that 40246 does not mention the word “Mes-
siah,” it is important to recognize that the language emphasizing divine sonship
clearly invoked promises of a future Davidic king, who was understood in a Mes-
sianic context at that time. This is further supported by 4 Ezra, a Jewish apocryphal
text traditionally dated around 100 AD (Metzger 1983, 520), where the Messiah
is also depicted as God’s son (13:21-56) and as originating from David’s line
(12:32).

The second tradition in the Hebrew Bible, as found in 40246, is attested in the
Book of Daniel. As all scholars agree, 40246 heavily relies on Danielic lore.? This
is most evident in the use of the same roots, words, and even entire clauses, as
shown in a comprehensive list by Reinhard Kratz (2019, 16):

Common element 40246 Dan
Vvims I, 8 7:10
Vdws 1,3 7:23
Vgwm I, 4 2:44. 7.4, 24
oy I, 4 [>% a¥] 7:27 [raioy g1 oy]
by mabn ohan 11,5 3:33;7:27
Vdyn 1,5 7:10,22, 26
P 11, 8 7:21
vntn/vwhb + 7772 11, 8 7:21
o7y Turw masw 1,9 4:31; 7:14

Table1l: The usage of the vocabulary from Daniel in 4Q246.

This correspondence of vocabulary makes it practically impossible that the au-
thor of 4Q246 would not have depended on the Danielic tradition. As evident
from the list, all the shared vocabulary appears in Dan 7, which therefore is a cru-
cial text for understanding 4Q246.

Although it is not possible to delve into the details of Dan 7 here,® it is essen-
tial to understand this chapter to interpret 40246 correctly. This chapter consists
of verses that narrate Daniel’s visions (vv. 2b-14, 21-22) and verses that provide
an interpretation of these visions (vv. 15-20, 23-27). Scholars noted that the text
is ordered in a repetitive way and that the content of the visions is repeated four
times: symbolic vision (vv. 2-14); framework of interpretation (vv. 17-18); further
symbolic vision material (vv. 19-22); interpretation of that detail (vv. 23-27) (Gold-
ingay 2019, 350).2° In this regard, it is crucial to note that the repetitive nature in
which Dan 7 is structured implies that the events which it is describing are not

& Asimilar structure of three parts that contain positive and negative events was suggested by Kuhn (2007, 30).
2 For the bibliography of scholarly literature on Dan 7, see Goldingay 2019, 329-332.

0 Goldingay (2019, 352—-353) mentions the disagreement among scholars about the composition history



Aljaz Krajnc - Aramaic Daniel Apocryphon 615

linear but rather four descriptions of the same event.

One of the main figures in Dan 7 is the Son of Man mentioned in vv. 13-14, who
is described as being given “dominion, honor, and kingdom” (127123 12" 107W); his
dominion is eternal and his kingdom will never be destroyed (v. 14). The act of
granting eternal kingship is repeated in v. 18, where it is said to be given to the
holy ones of the Most High (13779 *>7p) (v. 18). The same group is said to receive
the kingdom in the two other mentions of this act (vv. 22, 27). While this isn’t the
place to discuss who the Son of Man in Daniel is, it should be noted that he is
similar to the holy ones of the Most High, and the kingdom of the Son of Man
from v. 14 is the same as the one received by the holy ones of the Most High.

Considering that 4Q246 mentions the Son of God (ll, 1), followed by a reference
to the people of God (ll, 4), and that both figures are most likely presented posi-
tively, it seems probable that the figure of the Son of God in 4Q246 combines the
Son of Man from Danielic tradition with messianic expectations of a future royal
Messiah who will be the Son of God and reign over Israel (2 Sam 7:12-16; Pss 2:7;
89:4-5, 26-27; 1 Chr 28:6). This merging of two Old Testament traditions is also
reflected in the New Testament, where Jesus is described as the expected Da-
vidic Messiah and the Son of Man from Daniel, as seen clearly in Mark 14:61-62
and Luke 1:32-33. Additionally, this fusion is evident in the Book of Similitudes
and 4 Ezra, where a Danielic ruler appears as the Messiah (Kuhn 2007, 38).

This, however, raises the question about the relationship between the Son of
God as the royal Davidic Messiah and the people of God mentioned in 1l, 4. As will
be shown in the next section, this question is closely connected to how we inter-
pret who the referent or the logical subject of the grammatical personsin|ll, 4-9 is.

2.3 The Relationship Between the Son of God and the People of God

The question of the relationship between the Son of God and the people of God
primarily focuses on interpreting 4Q246 I, 4-6, where it is unclear who the logical
subjects of the grammatical persons are. The interpretation is further complica-
ted because it is unclear what the verb stems are used in the two verbs appea-
ring in ll, 4.

If one examines the history of scholarship on this issue, it becomes clear that
many scholars who interpreted the figure of the Son of God positively did not de-
termine who is ultimately the logical subject of the 3msg suffixed pronoun men-
tioned in Il, 5 (Garcia Martinez 1992, 167; Zimmerman 1998, 185; Ferda 2014,
158n34; Schiafer 2020, 43). Fitzmyer claimed that this pronoun most probably
refers to the Son of God, because the same logical subject is also said to be judg-
ing, and it is more appropriate to attribute judgment to an individual than to a
group (1993, 164). The same argument is repeated by Collins (2010, 177). How-
ever, it should be noted that in Dan 7:22 judgment is said to be given to the holy
ones of the Most High (277 X7 11179 *>727). While it is possible to interpret this

of the chapter. Some scholars, mainly European, view the fourfold description of the same event as a
mark of the original independence of these parts, while others stress the unity of the chapter.
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clause as “judgment was given in favor of the saints of the Holy One,” it also in-
vokes the possibility that the people are judging.

As shown in the linguistic commentary, the text of 4Q246 Il, 4-9, as it stands,
allows one to read it as attributing kingship to both the Son of God and the People
of God simultaneously. The second column of 4Q246 is well-preserved, and this
means that, nowadays, any reader familiar with Aramaic is in no better position
to understand the text than its ancient readers were. If the text allows for am-
biguous readings, then this should be taken into account when interpreting it.
One should consider the possibility that ambiguity was already intentional in an-
cient times, and the author of the text aimed to demonstrate that the kingdom
of the future Davidic Messianic king would be the kingdom of God’s people
(Schafer 2020, 44). Therefore, one should completely agree with Zimermann'’s
conclusion regarding this issue:

“lt is irrelevant in the final analysis whether a proclamation is made about the
sovereign or about the people as a whole, since what is said about the people
applies first and foremost to the people’s sovereign; and when the sovereign is
referred to, the people are also meant.” (1998, 185)

To this, one should add that the ambiguity is not an invention of the author(s)
of 40246, but is already present in the canonical Book of Daniel, where the eter-
nal kingdom of the Son of Man is the eternal kingdom of the holy ones.

A further clue to understanding the relationship between the royal Messiah
and his people may be found in the Psalms of Solomon mentioned earlier. In Psalm
17, which offers one of the clearest examples of messianic interpretations of the
promise of an eternal Davidic kingdom, the Messiah is depicted as the Davidic
king whom God will raise up to rule over Israel (Pss. Sal. 17:21). The rule of this
Davidic king will bring an end to injustice, because “all will be holy (6tL mavteg
aylot), and their king will be the Lord Messiah” (v. 32). In this passage, the Mes-
siah is the king of the people who will be holy. The kingdom where the holy ones
live is the kingdom of the Messiah, and ultimately, it is one kingdom, just as the
kingdom of the Son of Man and the kingdom of the holy ones of the Most High
are ultimately one kingdom. Considering this, it becomes clear why the author of
40246 felt no need to clarify the ambiguity in the text. The kingdom of God’s pe-
ople and the kingdom of the Son of God are, in the end, one and the same.

2.4 4Q246 and the Gospel of Luke

The Aramaic Daniel Apocryphon attracted most attention because it uses the
terms “great” (X27) (1, 9), “the Son of God” (7% >7:172) (I, 1) and “the Son of the
Most High” (11°7¥ 12) (I, 1) as referring to the same individual. The Greek text of
the Gospel of Luke employs the terms péyag (1:32), uiog Udiotou (v. 32), and ulog
BeoU (v. 35), which roughly correspond to the three Aramaic titles.

The correspondence between 40246 and the annunciation to Mary (Luke 1:30-
35) is too obvious to claim that they are not related in a certain way. Both texts
employ the aforementioned expressions, “the Son of God” and “the Son of the
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Most High,” to refer to the future Davidic king. Furthermore, both texts state that
this future Davidic king will be called the Son of God. In both texts, the kingdom
of the Davidic Son of God is described as eternal.

However, caution should be exercised when explaining the relationship be-
tween 4Q246 and Luke 1. The strong linguistic similarity and positive messianic
usage of the titles suggest that both texts share the same theological tradition of
expecting the Davidic king who will be the Messiah. Yet, it remains uncertain
whether the author of the Gospel of Luke directly relied on 4Q246 (Fitzmyer 1993,
174). Nonetheless, 40246 can be very helpful for understanding the worldview
and religious ideas of Jews during Jesus’s time and, therefore, of Jesus’s early fol-
lowers, as it provides insight into how they received the Hebrew Bible and how
two traditions merged: the expectation of a royal Davidic Messiah and the figure
of the Son of Man. The text is thus significant not only for interpreting Luke 1 but
also for understanding the broader context in which the New Testament devel-
oped, as there is abundant evidence within the New Testament of this merging
of two Hebrew Bible traditions (e.g., Mark 14:61-62; Matt 26:63-64). As Allen has
shown (2023), 4Q246 could also be of help in interpreting the Book of Revelation,
as both texts belong to apocalyptic literature and invoke the Book of Daniel.

3. Conclusion

This reevaluation of the Aramaic Daniel Apocryphon (4Q246) demonstrates that
a positive interpretation of the figure of the Son of God is preferable, as negative
interpretations rely on a clear division between the descriptions of positive and
negative time periods in I, 4. It has been observed that the text does not suggest
such a sharp division but instead presents a threefold alternation of descriptions
of positive and negative periods. This, however, is only a literary device and does
not indicate a threefold factual alternation in human history. It appears that the
text is repetitive, a trait also found in the similar text, Daniel 7. The figure of the
Son of God is mentioned in the section referring to the positive, messianic period,
which makes it a positive figure. The proposed division of the text and its expla-
nation constitute the main original contribution of this paper to the debate on
the nature of the Son of God in the text.

The study of the HB background of the title “Son of God” shows that the title
refers to the promise of an eternal Davidic kingdom (2 Sam 17:12-16), where the
king is regarded as the son of God (2 Sam 17:12-16; see also Pss 2:8; 89:4-5, 26-27;
1 Chr 28:6). The Psalms of Solomon (17:21, 32) suggest that when 4Q246 was writ-
ten, this promise was understood in messianic terms, and that the future Davidic
king was seen as a royal Messiah who would deliver his people from hardship.

The text of 4Q246 indicates it partakes at the same tradition as Dan 7, where
the eternal kingdom is granted to the Son of Man and the holy ones of the Most
High. Although 40246 does not explicitly mention the Son of Man or the Holy
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Ones of the Most High, it is important to note that the structure of 40246 and
the frequent use of terms found in Dan 7 suggest that the Son of God reflects the
Son of Man and that the people of God mirror the Holy Ones of the Most High.
The fact that 40246 does not refer to the Son of Man but instead speaks of the
Son of God indicates that the author combined the future Messianic Davidic king
with the figure of the Son of Man.

The Aramaic Daniel Apocryphon, therefore, provides insight into the merging
of two originally separate theological ideas: the eternal kingdom of the Son of
Man and the eternal kingdom of the Davidic Messiah, into one person who will
rule over God'’s people in the end times. Understanding this text is very helpful
for interpreting the New Testament, which also combines these traditions. It shows
that Jewish contemporaries of Jesus merged these two ideas, as seen in Mark
14:61-62. Additionally, the author of the Gospel of Luke kept a hymn similar to
4Q246, suggesting it was created using comparable ideas to address the Davidic
Messiah, who was merged with the figure of the Son of Man. There may even be
a direct connection between the Gospel of Luke and 4Q246, but we cannot con-
firm this with our current knowledge.

Abbreviations

BA —Biblical Aramaic.
BARD - Cook 2020 [Biblical Aramaic and Related Dialects: An Introduction].
GQA — Muraoka 2011 [A Grammar of Qumran Aramaic]).
IA — Imperial Aramaic
Pss. Sol. — Wright 2007 [Psalms of Solomon].
QA — Qumranic Aramaic.

References

Allen, Garrick V. 2023. Aramaica Qumranica —=—=—.2010. The Scepter and the Star: The Messiahs
Apocalyptica and the Book of Revelation. In: of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Other Ancient
Lorenzo DiTommaso and Matthew Goff, eds. Literature. 2nd Edition. Grand Rapids, MI:
Reimagining Apocalypticism : Apocalyptic William B. Eerdmans.

Literature in the Dead Sea Scrolls and Related
Writings, 403—428. Atlanta: SBL Press.

Beyer, Klaus. 2004. Die aramiiischen Texte vom
Toten Meer. Vol. 2. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &

Cook, Edward M. 1995. 4Q246. Bulletin for Bibli-
cal Research 5:43—66.

——=. 2022. Biblical Aramaic and Related Dialects:
An Introduction. Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-

Ruprecht.
versity Press.
Brooke, George J. 2019. Son of God, Sons of God,
and Election in the Dead Sea Scrolls. In: Gar- Cross, Frank Moore. 2003, The Structure of the
rick V. Allen, Kai Akagi, Paul T. Sloan, and Mad- Apocalypse of ‘Son of God’ (4Q246). I.n: ?ha—
havi Nevader, eds. Son of God: Divine Sonship lom M. Paul et al. eds. Emanuel: Studies in
in Jewish and Christian Antiquity, 28—40. Uni- Hebrew Bible, Septuagint and Dead Sea Scrolls
versity Park, PA: Eisenbrauns. in Honor of Emanuel Tov, 151-158. Leiden: Brill.
Collins, John J. 1995. ‘He Shall Not Judge by What His ~ Garcia Martinez, Florentino. 1992. Qumran and
Eyes See”: Messianic Authority in the Dead Sea Apocalyptic: Studies on the Aramaic Texts from

Scrolls. Dead Sea Discoveries 2, no. 2:145-164. Qumran. Studies on the Texts of the Desert of



Aljaz Krajnc - Aramaic Daniel Apocryphon

Judah 9. Leiden: E. J. Brill.

===, 2007. Qumranica Minora. 2 vols. Studies on
the Texts of the Desert of Judah 63—64. Leiden:
Brill.

Goldingay, John. 2019. Daniel. Revised Edition.
Word Biblical Commentary 30. Waco, TX:
Zondervan.

Ferda, Tucker S. 2014. Naming the Messiah: A
Contribution to the 4Q246 ‘Son of God’ De-
bate. Dead Sea Discoveries 21, no. 2:150-175.

Fitzmyer, Joseph A. 1974. The Contribution of
Qumran Aramaic to the Study of the New
Testament. New Testament Studies 20, no.
4:382-407.

——=—.1993. 4Q246: The ‘Son of God’ Document
from Qumran. Biblica 74, no. 2:153-174.

Flusser, David. 1980. The Hubris of the Antichrist
in a Fragment from Qumran. Immanuef 10:31—
a7.

Hengel, Martin. 2007. The Son of God: The Origin
of Christology and the History of Jewish-Hellen-
istic Religion. Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock.

Justnes, Arstein. 2009. The Time of Salvation: An
Analysis of 4QApocryphon of Daniel Ar
(4Q246), 4QMessianic Apocalypse (4Q521 2),
and 4QTime of Righteousness (4Q215a). Bern:
Peter Lang.

Knibb, Michael A. 2010. Apocalypticism and
Messianism. In: John J. Collins and Timothy H.
Lim, eds. The Oxford Handbook of the Dead
Sea Scrolls, 403—432. Oxford: Oxford Univer-
sity Press.

Kratz, Reinhard G. 2019. Son of God and Son of
Man: 40246 in the Light of the Book of Daniel.
In: Garrick V. Allen, Kai Akagi, Paul T. Sloan, and
Madhavi Nevader, eds. Son of God: Divine
Sonship in Jewish and Christian Antiquity, 9-27.
University Park, PA: Eisenbrauns.

Kuhn, Karl A. 2007. The ‘One like a Son of Man’
Becomes the ‘Son of God.” The Catholic Biblical
Quarterly 69, no. 1:22—-42.

Metzger, B. M. 1983. The Fourth Book of Ezra. In:
James H. Charlesworth, ed. The Old Testament
Pseudepigrapha. Vol. 2, 639—670. New Haven,
CT: Yale University Press.

Muraoka, Takamitsu. 2011. A Grammar of Qum-
ran Aramaic. Ancient Near Eastern Studies 38.
Leuven: Peeters.

Perrin, Andrew. 2015. The Dynamics of Dream-
Vision Revelation in the Aramaic Dead Sea
Scrolls. Journal of Ancient Judaism: Supple-
ments 19. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Rupre-
cht.

——=.2023. Daniel Traditions and the Qumran
Movement? Reconsidering the Interface be-
tween Texts, Traditions, |dentities, and Move-

619

ments. In: Lorenzo DiTommaso and Matthew
Goff, eds. Reimagining Apocalypticism : Apoca-
lyptic Literature in the Dead Sea Scrolls and
Related Writings, 403—428. Atlanta: SBL Press.

Puech, Emile. 1992. Fragment d’une apocalypse
en araméen (4Q246=pseudo-Dan d) et le
‘Royaume de Dieu’ (planche ). Revue Biblique
99, no. 1:98-131.

——=. 1994, Notes sur le fragment d’apocalypse
40246 — « le Fils de Dieu ». Revue Bibligue
101, no. 4:533-558.

———.1996. 4QApocryphe de Daniel ar. In: Ema-
nuel Tov, ed. Qumran Cave 4: XVII. Parabiblical
Texts, Part 3, 165-184. Discoveries in the
Judaean Desert 22. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

——=—.1999a. Le ‘Fils de Dieu’ en 4Q246. Eretz-Isra-
el: Archaeological, Historical and Geographical
Studies 26:143*-152*.

——=—.1999h. Some Remarks on 40246 and 40521
and Qumran Messianism. In: Donald W. Parry
and Eugene Ulrich, eds. The Prove Internation-
al Conference on the Dead Sea Scrolls: Techno-
logical Innovations, New Texts, and Reformu-
lated Issues, 545-565. Leiden: Brill.

———, 2004. Le fils de Dieu, le fils du Trés-Haut,
messie roi en 4Q246. In: Oliver Artus et al.,
eds. Le juge ment dans Tun et 'autre testa-
ment: Melanges offert a Raymond Kuntzmann,
271-286. Paris: Cerf.

Ryle, H. Edward, and James Montague Rhodes,
eds. 1891. Psalmoi Solomantos. Psalms of the
Pharisees: commonly called the Psalms of
Solomon: the text newly revised from all the
mss. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Sayyad Bach, Melissa. 2020. 40246 and Collective
Interpretation. In: Vision, Narrative, and Wis-
dom in the Aramaic Texts from Qumran: Essays
from the Copenhagen Symposium, 14-15 Au-
gust, 2017, 221-241. Leiden: Brill.

Segal, Michael. 2014. Who Is the ‘Son of God” in
402467 An Overlooked Example of Early Bibli-
cal Interpretation. Dead Sea Discoveries 21, no.
3:289-312.

Schéfer, Peter. 2020. Two Gods in Heaven: Jewish
Concepts of God in Antiguity. Princeton: Prince-
ton University Press.

Skralovnik, Samo. 2018. Podoba Abrahama v
kumranski apokrifni Genezi (1QapGen). Bo-
goslovni vestnik 78, no. 3:707-720.

———. 2025. Custvenizirana podoba Abrahama v
kumranski apokrifni Genezi (1QapGen). Bo-
goslovni vestnik, fortcoming.

Steudel, Annette. 1996. The Eternal Reign of the
People of God: Collective Expectations in
Qumran Texts (4Q246 and 1QM). Revue de
Qumran 17, no. 1/4: 507-525.



620 Bogoslovni vestnik 85 (2025) - 1

Wright, Robert B. 1983. Psalms of Solomon. In: Zimmermann, Johannes. 1998. Observations on
James H. Charlesworth, ed. The Old Testament 4Q246—The ‘Son of God.” In: James H. Charles-
Pseudepigrapha. Vol. 2, 639—670. New Haven, waorth, Hermann Lichtenberger, and Gerbern S.
CT: Yale University Press. Oegema, eds. 1998. Qumran-Messianism:

———.2007. The Psalms of Solomon: A Critical Studies on the Messianic Expectations in the

Dead Sea Scrolls, 165-1889. Tiibingen: Mohr

Edition of the Greek Text. Jewish and Christian i
Siebeck.

Texts in Contexts and Related Studies 1. Lon-
don: T&T Clark.



