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PREFACE

Why Christology?

Here is a group of essays — 24 in number. The first was initially published
in 1970, the Tast in 1997 — a span of nearly 28 years. And all of them on
different aspects of New Testament christology, that is, the earliest Christian
reflection on Jesus and his significance. Why this fascination with christology?
Why such a focus on Jesus, known from the beginnings of Christianity as
*“the Christ,” or simply “Christ”?

The question is a double one. It asks, first, why should anyone be curious
about a figure now distant from us by nearly two millennia. The answer is so
obvious that it hardly needs restating. As the founder of Christianity, or at
least the primary inspiration for Christianity, he set loose in the world a
movement of undoubted if incalculable influence, a movement which has
shaped whole civilizations and national (as well as individual) destinies more
profoundly than empires or democracies or warring hordes. Who would not
be curious about such a figure? As the one whose birth came to mark the
juncture between world epochs (BC and ap), for Christian culture and all
cultures affected in due course, he somehow stands above time as well as
within time. Who is he who could be accorded such significance?

Behind that broad-brush response there are equally profound answers,
which become the very warp and woof of christological reflection. One is
the power of the symbolic figure. These words are written in the week after
the amazing and unforgettable scenes of national and international mourning
over the sudden and tragic death of Diana, Princess of Wales, followed a
few days later by the death of Mother Teresa of Calcutta. Here were figures
who, despite any questions or controversy which surrounded them, were
widely seen to embody and enact an ideal of practical care and profound

vii
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concern for the poor, the disadvantaged, the afflicted. In so doing they
touched literally millions to the heart, in their challenge to seemingly less
caring authority and tradition, in their refusal to be numbed into stoic or
pious (or despairing) inactivity by (he overwhelming magnitude of the need
confronting Lhent. In the deeply felt and not easily understoud reaction which
their lives and deaths have aroused they demonstrate the power of the
symbolic figure, the figure who embodies an ideal which evokes almost
universal admiration, an ideal which both challenges and inspires millions
to some degree of imitation.

Jesus was evidently a symbolic figure something like this. The cxtent
of his personal influence is obscured as well as indicated by the records of
his life (the Gospels). Bul he too must have embodied and enacted a symbolic
ideal, particularly of insight, honesty, and compassion, which reached deeply
into the hearts of individuals and moved them o follow, which is still power-
fully reflecied in the stories about him in the Gospels, and which centuries
later through these same stories still jlluminates and challenges millions.
Within the sum total of human inquiry it would be astonishing if such a figure
did not command considerable artention. Christology as in part the attempt to
undersiand and appreciate the pewer of that symbolic figure is the aflirmation
by cach gencration of the power of what Jesus symbolized.

Beyond that we move on to particular aspects of the symbol and (o the
claims regarding his significance which he inspired. What was his status within
his native Judaism, and does it matter subsequently? How can it be that his
deuth makes a difference to the standing of countless millions before God, as
Chnistians have claimed more or less from the first? Above all, the Christian
claims that he was raised from the dead; the why and the what here become
increasingly difficult to handle as they move beyond (he more graspable
human analogies; but the power of the claim that death was conguered in
Jesus has been nmmeasurable. Equally difficult are the claims of Jesus’ pres-
ence still with those who meet in his name: and yet they have been such a
potent factor in the subsequent centuries, at Lhe heart of many a dispule among
Christians, and still today. And most profound of all. the claim that in and
through this Jesus God has somehow manifested himself in a definitive and
final way. If there is any substance in any of this, then the answer to the
question “Why christology?"” is still more obvious. Christology. but of course:
to make some sense of all this, fo grasp better its grounding in the historic
figure of Jesus and the first reactions to him, 1o attain a fuller appreciation of
why i1 all exerts such power: of course this is a necessary exercise, with
potenlially vital and crucial conseqences lor millions. Even if Christianity fell
into wtal decay. the hgure of Jesus the Christ would still exercise an endless
fascinaton.

The question ‘““Why christology?”’ is also a personal question: Why my
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own fascination with the subject? The answer comes partly in terms of my
own faith as a Christian. Who is this in whom I believe? What and why do I
believe it? In terms of Anselm’s famous tag (Credo ut intelligam) it has been
a case of faith in search of understanding. Not in the sense that faith has
simply sought for clarification and confirmation. For faith itself is expressed
in words and images which embody some kind of understanding. Con-
sequently, the process has been much more one of dialogue — of inquiry into
these words and images, their scope, their origin — the response clarifying
and sharpening the inquiry — the freshly posed inquiry eliciting a more
nuanced response — and so on, back and forth. A faith which sought under-
standing and ended up unable to express itself in different words and images
would not have understood very much.

At one and the same time, as an academic — publication of the first
essay coincided with my appointment to a lectureship in Nottingham, so the
28 years also span my career as a university teacher — I naturally had an
intense intellectual curiosity in the subject. Why has Christianity made so
much of this Jesus? How did Christian faith in and belief about this Christ
Jesus first take shape and come to the expressions which have been so central
in its confession and worship ever since? Why christology? Here the motiva-
tion moves beyond personal faith to one of legitimate intellectual inquiry,
appropriate and necessary within even a “‘secular™ university. As onc of the
great makers and movers of history. as one ol the most inspiring and influential
symbolic figures in world history, Jesus inviles, demands even, the scrutiny
that any significant individual or event calls for. Given the unique role of
university theology within British universities — that is, as an academic dis-
cipline within the Arts and Humanities, and not at all in the business of
confessional apologia, far less indoctrination — such an inquiry is bound to
be at the heart of the academic enterprise.

These two aspects, the personal and the academic, the inquiry of faith
and the inquiry into faith, I do not regard as contradictory or incompatible.
On the contrary, the one feeds into the other. Some would say that it is not
possible to critique a tradition except from outside that tradition. I refute that
view. There are many examples in many disciplines of paradigms of inter-
pretation and traditional perspectives being questioned and transformed from
within — and theology has a record second to none in this respect. For myself,
I have always been open to the possibility that my intellectual inquiry might
persuade me of the impossibility of faith on individual points or even in the
whole. Such openness I have deemed to be crucial not simply to the integrity
of the academic inquiry, but also to the integrity of faith. Love of truth,
commitment to truth is the great bond. I believe, not least because 1 believe
what T believe to be true. If it were not true, I would not want to continue
believing it. And if I were persuaded of the untruth of some statement of faith
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I would cease to assent to it. Such a dialogue between starting point of
presupposition and subject matter of inquiry I regard as the very heart of the
search for truth and of the academic enterprise at its most profound.

What follow, then, are the fruits (or fumblings) of nearly thirty years of
academic (but also personal) inquiry into the beginnings of christology. The
subjects are the particular aspects of the whole which caught my attention at
different times through these years. (I note with some curiosity that most
essays seem to have been produced in three bursts, at the beginning of the
"70s, ’80s, and ’90s respectively, though in some cases there was a gap of
some years between the writing and the publication). For any who might be
interested in tracing the developments in my thinking (and, hopefully, the
deepening of my insights) I have indicated on the Contents pages the dates
when the essays first appeared. But in arranging the structure of the volume
it seemed more sensible and more user-friendly to group them by theme rather
than to order them by date.

I am more ambivalent about whether I should have updated the essays
to indicate where | have modified my views and particularly to take account
of more recent studies. In the event, however, I decided against it. Part of the
value of a collection like this is case of reference: it brings together, between
a single pair of covers, contributions to earlier stages of various discussions,
several of which are referred to by other contributors to these discussions. It
is not unimportant for a proper understanding of these discussions that the
content and detail of the contributions be retained in their original form. Of
course, some additional notes could well have been incorporated at the end
of the earlier essays in particular. But in some cases the modification of
perspective or of presentation (I think particularly of chapters 4 and 7-9)
would have required too extensive an alteration to the text or a too lengthy
additional footnote — and | am well enough content that the essays in question
represent my developing views at the time they were written. In other cases
(the Pauline material) I can most simply refer to my Theology of Paul the
Apostle (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans/Edinburgh: Clark, 1997), where both dis-
cussions and bibliography have been fully updated.

There have been some minor alterations, including Americanization of
spelling and punctuation and regularization of footnotes. Where practicable
and necessary the language has been made more inclusive. That policy, how-
ever, became impracticable where Adam christology is involved (chapters 11
and 19). Where the theological point depends on a sometimes almost imper-
ceptible shift along the continuum Adam-man-Christ, we are more or less
locked into a historic cultural perspective. The point being made would be
lost if we substituted ‘‘human beings” for “man’’; the NRSV translation of
Heb 2:6-9 demonstrates the problem and cost of such “modernization” of an
ancient text. In such cases | can simply hope that the jolt of being confronted



Preface X1

by a perspective different from our own will help focus (rather than distract)
attention and help bring home the point being made.

The first three chapters (1-3) are survey articles for dictionaries. Coming
from my ‘‘more mature period,” they may provide a useful overview of where
my understanding and appreciation of the christological debate had reached
after twenty years.

The next three chapters (4-6) attest my enduring interest in what can
be said about Jesus himself, his own ideas and teaching. This area has not
been the primary focus of my research over the years, though [ hope to remedy
that as the first stage of my next large project on Christianity in the Making.
But I remain convinced that the symbolic figure (to hark back to my earlier
point) must embody and enact the symbol if the symbol itself is to have real
and lasting power. So the challenge of having to check the symbol (alterna-
tively expressed, the christology) against what may be known of the historical
actuality will never disappear and has to be addressed again and again. A
comparison of chapters 4 and 5, separated by about twenty years, will, I hope,
indicate the sharpening of perception which the years have brought.

Chapters 7-9 indicate the earliest phase of my interest in christology
and the angle from which I entered the larger dialogue on christology. My
earliest research and writing was on the Holy Spirit and the experience of the
Spirit. I will refer to this at greater length in the Preface to the second volume
of these essays, which will be on pneumatology. These three chapters could
have been included equally well in that volume, and in fact chapter 7 is not
really on christology. But the cumulative thrust of the three essays is toward
a clarification of the rather vital relation (for Paul’s theology, but also for
Christian theology generally) between the Christ and the Spirit, so it seemed
to make better sense, or as good sense, to include the essays in this volume.
The angle of this approach into christology is reflected in a distinct tendency
toward what can properly be called a Spirit-christology. And my subsequent
immersion in other aspects of christology have certainly qualified that view
and, I hope, given me a more rounded and more nuanced grasp of Paul’s
christology in particular. But I remain convinced that an adequate apprehen-
sion of the role of experience in the shaping of earliest christology and
pneumatology, as well as of the interaction of christology and pneumatology
in earliest Christian theology, remains fundamental to an adequate apprehen-
sion of both.

The chapters on Pauline christology (10-13) reflect the fact that in the
second half of the '80s and early *90s my research was intensively focused
on Paul, in preparation, particularly, for my commentaries on Romans (WBC
38; Dallas: Word, 1988) and Galatians (BNTC; London: Black/Peabody:
Hendrickson, 1993), though chapter 11 was a revision of an earlier 1974 essay.
Between them they seem to cover a large portion of Paul’s christology, from
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Jesus tradition 1o God in Christ. [ remain somewhat puzzled by several aspects.
particularly the question ot the controversial character of Paol’s christology.
The guestion which forms the title of chapter 12 remains a genuine question;
the essay is simply giving the question substance. rather than presentling any
kind of definitive answer. Here is one of the areas where [ would hope thai
dialogue can continue and prosper (but denunciation or dismissal is not dia-
logue!).

I welcomed the opportunity to slip in a late contribution on Acts (chapter
i4), which emerged from work (or a semipopular commentary on The Acts
ol the Apostles (London: Epworth/Valley Forge: TP1, 1996) and which helps
provide a little more balance for a volume which might otherwise be too
dominated by Paul.

The largest group ol essays revolve around my Christology in the
Malking (London: SCM/Philadelphia: Westminster, 1980). the debate it partly
contributed to and partly engendered. and the several spinoffs which resulted.
[ hope the sequence indicates something of the character of debate which 1
see to be fundamental to effective theologizing. The exchange with Maurice
Wiles was particularly fruitful for me (chapter 15); I have included his opening
review but only my side of the resulting corresponcence. which seemed
sufficiendy self-explanatory. Several of the reviews and critiques of Chris-
tology seemed to me to be so inadequate that a fairly robust response was
called for (chapters 16 and 17). But an author cannot wholly excuse himsell
for the misunderstandings of his readers, so T hope the responses provided
useful clarification and met at least some of the criticisms. The opportunity
for a second edition of Christology gave me opportunity 1o summarize and
extend these responses and to indicate where modification was called for as
a result (chapter 18). Further debate has not been as extensive as I had hoped,
but that may have been partly due to the lack of a North American version
of the second edition, a defect now happily resolved by Eerdmans (1996).

One feature of my attitude to theologizing is that I see what I write as
contributing to an ongoing dialogue. Which is also to admit that I do not find
it necessary to have reached a completely rounded conclusion or stasis before
I commit my research to paper. In writing | both clarify my own pereeption
(1 write in order to understand!) and invite those responses which will help
to further clarify, modify, sharpen, etc. that perception or its articulation. In
this case the lectures which make up chapters 19 and 20 gave me lhe oppor-
tunity to take further and already to modify the first edition of Christology
(this is why I have placed them after the essays on Chrisiology itself). The
growing appreciation of how crucial was the issue of monotheism in late
first-century Christianity as it emerged from second Temple Judaism and of
how crucial was the role ol John's Gospel in bringing this issue to focus and
in promoting a full-blown christology-within-monotheism has been for me



Preface Xiii

one of the most important insights to emerge from 28 years of research in
christology.

I remain of the strong conviction that getting it right at this point is vital
for several important aspects of Christianity and Christian theology. (1) It is
vital for our understanding of Christianity as a monotheistic religion. The
point is elaborated in chapter 21. The danger of a focus on christology is that
it obscures the primary context of theology. And too many branches of con-
temporary Christianity lean dangerously close to a form of christolatry for the
danger to be lightly dismissed. In the intensity of their focus on Jesus they
forget that even the confession of Jesus Christ as Lord is/should be ““to the
glory of God the Father” (Phil 2:11). A christology which forgets its mono-
theistic matrix is more polytheistic than monotheistic in inspiration.

(2) 1t is equally vital for our understanding of Christianity’s continued
relation with the Judaism within which it emerged. Hence the reaction in
chapter 22. The greatest stumbling block between Christianity and Judaism
today is still the question whether Christianity has in fact abandoned belief
that God is one. There is more to it, of course, given not least that Judaism
and Christianity have gone their independent ways for so many centuries; I
may refer simply to my The Partings of the Ways between Christianity and
Judaism (London: SCM/Philadelphia: TPI, 1991). But so long as Christian
theology remains ambivalent on its monotheism, and so long as any tendency
to christolatry remains strong in Christian worship, for so long will Jew and
Christian be unable to comprehend the other in regard to the most fundamental
root of their common religion. And for a Christianity three-quarters of whose
scriptures are the scriptures of Israel, that is a most serious crack in its own
foundations.

(3) Not least is an adequate appreciation of Christianity’s monotheism
vital for Christian understanding of the continuities between Jesus himself
and what was claimed for him subsequently. Without such continuity there is
another flaw at the heart of a Christianity which claims that the self-revelation
of God has been focused in a historical individual and particularly in his
three-year ministry in Galilee and Jerusalem. And without such continuity,
demonstrable or at least plausible, Christian apologetics on this crucial point
have an almost impossible task. Hence the importance of the concept of
incarnation (chapter 2) and of attempting to grasp why the concept and credo
was formulated (chapter 23). As one who has always seen the heart of the
Christian gospel in the proclamation of cross and resurrection, I confess to
being somewhat bemused to find that my own dialogue and research have
pushed me so far toward a strong affirmation of incarnation. And as one who
started with some difficulties over classic formulations of God as Trinity I am
amused that my work has progressed so consistently from Spirit, to Christ,
to God.
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Finally it seemed appropriate to include a lecture first delivered at the
Presbyterian Church (USA) Theology Convocation “We Believe in One Lord
Jesus Christ™ (Pittsburgh, April, 1995), on the second coming (chapter 24).
Oddly enough, this was a topic | had never addressed in depth until this lime.
But it gave me an insight into the character of Christian hope and of theological
intagery which closely correlated with the results of carlier swudy. 1 hope il
also gives a flavor of the dialogue which is faith in search of understanding
and understanding in scrutiny of faith. Tt is a subject which is bound o come
more and more to the fore at the tum of the millennium and which, one would
have thought, those engaged in the dialogue of christology ought to be ad-
dressing with some energy. But, most important here, it is part of a full answer
to the question “Why christology?” which in the end, as from the beginning,
confronts us with God.

James D. G. Dunn,
Durham
September, 1997
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New Testament Christology

The main object of New Testament christology is to trace the emergence of
Christianity’s distinctive claims regarding Christ as documented in the writ-
ings of the New Testament.

A. Introduction
1. Aim

Prior to Jesus’ ministry, we can speak only of a diverse Jewish hope of a new
age often involving one or more intermediary or redeemer figures — messiah,
prophet, exalted hero, archangel, even God himself. A century later all these
categories and more were either superseded or focused in one man, Jesus Christ.
Ignatius spoke of Jesus in straightforward terms as “‘our God, Jesus (the) Christ”’
(Eph. 18:2; Rom. 3:3) and showed how christology was well on the way toward
the classical credal statements of the ecumenical councils. “There is one phys-
ician, who is both flesh and spirit, born and yet not born, who is God in man,
true life in death, both of Mary and of God, first passible and then impassible,
Jesus Christ our Lord™” (Eph. 7:2). In the course of that hundred years, the claims
of Christianity appeared and began to take definitive shape. The New Testament
contains that first flowering and enables us to appreciate a good deal of how and
why it came about and took the forms it did.

Originally published as “Christology (NT),” Anchor Bible Dictionary 1, 979-91. Copyright ©
1992 by Doubleday, a division of Bantam Doubleday Dell Publishing Group, Inc., and used by
permission.



4 GENERAL ESSAYS
2. Method

Since a transition is involved, at the very least, from Jewish expectations to
Christian faith, a developmental approach has been chosen. This assumes that
a tradition-history analysis is able to uncover the main outlines of Jesus’ own
convictions and teaching and similarly that sufficiently reliable information
can be had about the beliefs of the earliest Christian congregations. Thereafter
we can trace the teaching and emphasis of the individual New Testament
writers themselves, following consensus dating and location where necessary.
This approach, of course, will not reveal all that Christians said about Christ
during that period, but the New Testament writings were obviously regarded
as of more than passing significance from the first and therefore can be said
to have preserved the most inlluential material from the foundational epoch.

New Testament christology could properly confine itself to a description
of the christology of each individual document, seeking to demonsirate such
correlation and coherence as seems appropriate. Several standard eatments
have focused on titles; and though titles cannot lell the whole story, the
cmergence and use of certain titles can tell us a good deal. Dissatisfaction
with an excessive emphasis on titles has more recently resulted in calls for
different approaches — motif-centered, transformation of categories, concep-
wial vajectories, and the like. The following analysis will use all these methods,
as seems appropriate.

Most altempts to write a New Testament christology also vse the benetit
ol hindsight and global perspective 1o trace the larger patterns and develop-
ments of which individuals were a part. They describe the process by which
the carliest ¢hristological formulations came to expression, as it were, from
“outside.” The danger of such an approach is that it reads back laler devel-
apments into the earlier material; it fails to respect the inevitably more limited
horzons of the writers themselves, We will attempt the more difficult task of
deseribing the process from “‘inside.” That should not prevent us from rec-
oghizing any new or previously unexpressed formulation. On the contrary,
we should be betler able to distinguish the genuinely new from mere variation
or transfer categories.

3. Chief Impulses

The principal tinwlas in the formuladng of New Testament christology was
threefold: (1) the impact of Jesus, including the impact of his ministry in style
and content as well as of his teaching in particular; (2) the impact of his death
and resurrection; (3) the experience of (rmany of) the first Christians in which
they recognized further evidence of Jesus’ power and status.
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The material with which New Testament christology worked was again
primarily the first Christians’ memories of Jesus and their own experience.
But a principal tributary was the various main features of Jewish hope seen
to cohere in Jesus. Also of increasing importance over the hundred-year period
under review were various categories of wider currency in the Greco-Roman
world.

B. Christological Claims Attributed to Jesus

Did Jesus have a christology? That is, did he make significant claims regarding
himself? The Synoptics and John’s Gospel are most markedly ditferent at this
poinl. Whereas in the latter Jesus’ claims for himsclf we a prominent fealure
chapter after chapter, in the former he seems on the cantrary to want 1o avoid
drawing attention to himsell. Since John’s christology is so distinetive in
comparison with the others, it is best to confine atiention heve to the Synoptics
and treat John separately below.

1. Jesus and Jewish Expectation

At the time of Jesus, Jewish hope embraced a variety of messianic and/or
prophetic categories.

a. Royal Messiah

A royal son of David (as in Isa. 11:1-5; Pss. Sol. 17:23: 4QFlor 1.10-13) was
probably the figure of popular Jewish hope — a new king to restore Israel’s
independence and greatness. It is likely thar anyone who roused the sort of
popular interest and excitement which John the Baptist and Jesus provoked
would have been regarded as a candidate for such a messianic role (¢f. John
1:20; 6:15). And a basic [act is that Jesus was executed as a messianic pretender
— King of the Jews (Mark 15:26 pars.). In the hearing before Caiaphas the
question was also probably raised, “*Are you the Messiah, son of the Blessed?™
— on the basis of the accusation about destroying and rebuilding the temple
seen in the light of 2 Sam. 7:13-14, interpreted messianically (as in 4QFlor).
The distinctive features of Jesus’ entry into Jerusalem and of his symbolic
action in the temple (“the cleansing of the temple’’) would almost certainly
have raised the same issue in broad (eschatological) or specific (royal messiah)
terms. It would hardly be surprising then if his closest followers had them-
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selves raised the question at an earlier stage of his ministry, particularly in
the light of the success and popularity it clearly enjoyed (so Mark 8:27-30
pars.).

The key question, however, is how Jesus reacted when this option was
put to him. And the answer of the earliest traditions seems to be not very
positively. He never once laid claim to the title on his own behalf or unequivo-
cally welcomed its application to him by others. Mark 6:45 strongly suggests
that he rejected the messianic role of popular anticipation (cf. John 6:15), and
Mark 8:30-33 and the entry into Jerusalem portray a rather dilferent model.
So far as we can tell, he did not reject the title “Messiah” outright when put
to him (Mark 8:30; 14:62; 15:2), but as currently understood it was evidently
unsuited to describe the role he saw for himself. It needed the events of the
cross and resurrection to reshape and fill the title with new content for the
first Christians.

b. Priestly Messiah

In one or mwore strands of pre~-Christian Judaism a priestly messiah was
accorded greater signilicance than the royal messiah (e.g., 70 712 P; 1QSa
2.11-22). But apparently this was never seen as an option for Jesus, presumably
because he was known to be of a tribe other than the tribe of Levi.

¢. The Prophet

Tewish expectation took various forms here — the return of Elijah (Mal. 4:5;
Sir. 48:9-10), the prophet like Moses (Deut. 18:15, [8), and an unnamed or
eschatological prophet (Isa. 61:1-2; 1QS 9.11; 11QMelch). Whether these
were different expeclations or variants of a single expecation is not clear, and
probably was not clear then either. What is clear, however, is thal there was
a readiness o recognize Jesus as a prophet or the prophet (Mark 6:15 par.;
8:28 pars.; John 6:14; 7:40, 52), though it should not be forgotten that others
were accorded the same Litle in this period (Mark 11:32; John 1:21; Josephus,
Ani. 18.85-87: 20.97f., 167, 169-72. 188).

Jesus himsell scems to have accepled the designation in sorne degree
{Mark 6:4 pars.; Luke 13:33) and in particular to have used Isa. 61:1-2 as a
program for his mission (Matt. 5:3-4 = Luke 6:20-21; Matt, [1.5 = Luke 7:22;
Luke 4:18-19). He also seems deliberately (o have engaged in prophetic or
symbolic actions (particularly the action in the temple and the Last Supper).
But at times there are hints that he saw his role as transcending thai of the
normal prophetic ligure: Mark 12:1-9: the claim, **I came,” rather than, I
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was sent” (as in Mark 2:17 pars.); and the use of the formula, “But I say,”
rather than the more typically prophetic, ““Thus says the Lord.”

d. Healer

Although miraculous restoration of physical faculties was expected to be a
mark of the new age (Isa. 17-19; 35:5-7), it was not particularly associated
with any of the above figures. Healings and exorcisms were widely practiced
in the ancient world, by pagans and Jews (Mark 9:38-39; Acts 19:13-19;
Josephus, Ant, 8.45-49). So although it is beyond dispute that Jesus was known
as a successful healer and exorcist, it is not clear whether much significance
would have been read into this activity by his contemporaries.

Jesus himself, however, seems to have seen in his own ministry clear
evidence that God’s final rule was already beginning to operate through his
exorcisms (Mark 3:23, 27; Matt. 12:28 = Luke 11:20; Luke 10:18) and healing
(Matt. 11:5-6 = Luke 7:22-23). This self-estimate included a claim to a plenary
anointing by God’s spiril, which marked out his ministry as distinctive and
which should have been sufficiently clear Lo his critical onlookers (hence also
Mark 3:28-29 pars.). Also distinctive was his exorcistic technique, since he
seems neither to have used physical aids nor to have invoked some higher
authority in a formula of adjuration. We may properly infer a consciousness
on his part of his own authority or of an immediacy and directness of em-
powering from God (Mark 11:28-33 pars.).

e. Teacher

Jesus is regularly called teacher in the tradition (Mark 5:35; 9:17, 38; 10:17,
20, 35, etc.) and his characteristic style as a *‘parabolist,” one who spoke in
parables and pithy sayings, is clearly enshrined in the Synoptics. This would
be relatively unremarkable in itself except thal the authority with which Jesus
taught seems to have provoked surprise and question (Mark 1:27 par.; 6:2
par.; |1:28 pars.). In a large part this must have been because of the same
immediacy and directnesy which his teaching style embodied — the lack of
appeal to previous authorities, the typical **Amen’’ with which he often began
a saying, and not least his readiness to dispute established rulings even if
given by Moses himself (as in Matt. 5:31-42).

As Jesus evidently saw himself as God’s ambassador and spokesman
(Mark 9:37 pars.) and as the climax of the prophetic tradition, so he may have
seen himself not simply as a teacher of wisdom but as the eschatological
emissary of divine Wisdom (Luke 7:31-35 pars.; 10:21-22 par.; 11:49-51 par.).
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Such self-understanding must lie behind his pronouncement of sins forgiven
without reference o the sacrificial cult (as in Mark 2:10) and the exclusiveness
of the claim he made for his teaching and call (Matt. 7:24-27; 10:32 pars.;
10:37 par.).

In short, none of these various categories available or applied to Jesus
seem to have proved entirely suitable to describe the role Jesus saw for himself.
Four of the five caught aspects ot his work, but only aspects.

2. Jesus’ View of His Own Role

The evidence reviewed above indicates that Jesus saw his ministry as having
a final significance for his hearers. He saw himself as the eschatological agent
of God. This self-understanding seems to have been encapsulated in two
modes of self-reference.

a. Son of God

This title, which eventually became the title for Christ in the classic creeds
(God the Son), at the time of Jesus had a much broader reference and simply
denoted someone highly favored by God. Hence it could be used of Israel (as
in Exod. 4:22), of angels (as in Job 1:6-12), of the king (as in 2 Sam. 7:14),
of the righteous man (as in Wis. 2:13-18), or of (other) charismatic rabbis (m.
Ta“an. 3:8). The process by which the first Christians commandeered this title
and gave it exclusive reference to Jesus is reflected in its increasing signifi-
cance in the Gospel traditions during the second half of the first century —
as indicated by the number of times Jesus speaks of God as his father (Mark
3 times, Q 4, Luke’s special material 4, Matthew’s special material 31, John
over 100).

There is sufficient indication that the process that permitted Christians
to call Jesus Son of God had already begun with Jesus himself. The basic data
is Jesus’ habit, as it appears to have been, of addressing God as “‘Father” in
his prayers (as in Matt. 11:25-26 = Luke 10:1-22; the only exception being
Mark 15:34). The word used was almost certainly the Aramaic ‘abba (so Mark
14:36), since it was evidently remembered and treasured in the Greek-speaking
churches as characterizing the sonship of Jesus (Rom. 8:15-16; Gal. 4:6). The
point is that “abba’ is a family word, expressive ol intimate family relation-
ship. So the deduction lies close to hand that Jesus used it because he undet-
stood (we may even say experienced) his relationship to God in prayer in
such intimate terms. And though he evidently taught his disciples so to pray
(Luke 11:2), the same Pauline passages clearly indicate that this mode of
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prayer was seen as something distinctive of the Christians in their dependence
on the Spirit of the Son. To that extent at least we can say that the process of
narrowing the concept of divine sonship by reference to Jesus did indeed begin
with Jesus. Whether Jesus made this a subject of explicit teaching, however,
may be doubted, since Matt. 11:27 and Mark 13:32 in particular may already
evidence some of the christological intensification which comes to full ex-
pression in the Fourth Gospel. But at least we can say that the directness and
immediacy of his relationship with God noted above seems to have cohered
for Jesus in his ‘‘abba’ prayer.

b. Son of Man

As our records stand, this seems to be the most obvious example of a self-
chosen self-designation (e.g., Mark 2:10; 8:31; 14:62). But the significance
of the phrase has been disputed in New Testament scholarship throughout this
century.

Certainly the phrase must go back to Jesus in some form. It belongs
almost exclusively to the Gospels (82 out of 86 times), and in the Gospels it
appears in effect only on the lips of Jesus. Apart from Acts 7:56 we cannot
speak of a “Son of man christology” outside the Jesus tradition. The most
consistent explanation is that the usage originated in the Jesus tradition, and
that means, in this case, with Jesus himself. That is not to exclude the likeh-
hood that a number of particular examples within the Jesus tradition reflect
some editorial reworking of the tradition (as in Matt. 16:28). But even that
reworking follows what was probably the established and therefore original
pattern of a speech usage confined to Jesus’ own words. It must have been a
firm and clear characteristic of Jesus’ speech.

In some instances at least he seems to have used the phrase in the normal
Aramaic idiom — “son of man” = man (cf. Ps. 8:4), though with something
of a seif-reference (the polite English style of referring to oneself by the
general “one” is a useful parallel). This usage is probably reflected in such
passages as Mark 2:10 (the use of the phrase occasions no surprise or offense
in the story) and 2:28, and the variant traditions of Mark 3:28-29 pars. are
best explained by an ambiguous son of man/man formulation in the original
Aramaic. It would also explain why ““I"” appears in place of “the Son of Man”’
in other parallel traditions (as in Luke 6:22 = Matt. 5:11; Luke 12:8 = Matt.
10:32). In such cases, of course, the phrase would not have had a titular
significance to start with.

The alternative suggestion that the phrase was already firmly established
in Jewish thought as a title for a heavenly redeemer figure is not securely
grounded. In Dan. 7:13 it is not a title: the manlike figure represents Israel
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over against the beastlike figures which represent Israel’s enemies in a creative
reuse of the familiar creation mythology — the saints of the most high ful-
filling Adam’s role of dominion over the rest of creation. Jewish apocalyptic
writers certainly interprel the Dan. 7:13 vision with reference to a heavenly
redeemer, bul in cach case (Similitudes of Enoch and 4 Ezra) the implication
is that this is a fresh interpretation of the Daniel passage. The daie of the
Similitudes is disputed, but a date prior (o Jesus cannot be assumed, and 4 Ezra
is certainly later than a.n. 70. Nor is there any indicarion whatsoever that
Jesus was thought to have identified himself with an already known redeemer
figure of Jewish expectation or that such an identification needed to be
confessed or defended. The likelihood that it was Jesus himself who first drew
upon Dan. 7:13 to interpret his own role is part of the larger question which
follows.

3. Jesus’ View of His Death

It is highly probable that Jesus foresaw the likelihood of a violent or igno-
minious death. This was the typical fate of prophet and righteous man in
Jewish tradition (Wis. 5:1-5; Matt. 23:29-37 par.), as his immediate predeces-
sor (John the Baptist) showed all too well. The hostility which resulted in his
eventual crucifixion must have been evident some time before that (cf. Mark
3:22 pars.; 14:8 pars.; Matt. 23:37 = Luke 13:34), and the prophetic action in
the temple certainly invited the retaliation which soon followed. The sayings
tradition which can be traced back to Jesus with some confidence suggests
that Jesus saw a fuller significance in his death. The *“‘cup” sayings (Mark
10:38 par.; 14:36 pars.) evoke the OT image of the cup of God’s wrath (as in
Isa. 51:17-23), and the “baptism’ and “fire” sayings (Mark 10:38; Luke
12:49-50) probably take up the Baptist’s metaphor of a fiery baptism to
represent the final tribulations which would introduce the end. In applying
such images to himself, Jesus presumably implied that his death was to have
some sort of representative or vicarious meaning.

If, in addition, the Son of man passion predictions (Mark 8:31; 9:31,
10:34) already contained, in their original form, an allusion to the manlike
figure of Daniel’s vision, an even more explicit representative significance
would be hard to exclude (= “the saints of the most high”). Similar implica-
tions are involved in Mark 10:45 and 14:24, though a more direct allusion to
the suffering servant of Isaiah 53 is harder to sustain at the earliest level of
the tradition.

It is also highly likely that Jesus expected to be vindicated after his
death. The pattern was already well established in Jewish reflection on the
suffering of the righteous (Isa. 53:10-11; Dan. 7; Wis. 5:1-5; 2 Macc. 7:23),
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and hope of vindication alter enduring the eschatological tribulation would
be an obvious way 1o correlate his expected suffering with his confidence in
God’s coming reign (us Mark 14:25 confirms). Il he did express this hope in
terms of resurrection (Mark 8:31: 9:31; 10:34), it would presumably be the
final resurrection he had in mind, since the concept of the eschatological
resurrection of an individual seems to have emerged as a Christian perception
of what had happened to Jesus.

In short, while we cannot say that Jesus placed himself at the center of
his own message or called for faith in himself as such, neither can we say
that Jesus simply saw himself as the eschatological proclaimer of the kingdom
of God. The claim to be the medium of God’s rule, the sense ol an immediacy
and directness in his relation with God and the expectation of representative
death and vindication, is well enough rooted in the Jesus tradition. It is also
the sort of base we both need and anyway expect if we are to explain the
subsequent development of christology.

C. The Beginnings of Christology Proper

Despite what has just been said, it is highly doubtful whether the movement
begun by Jesus during his lifetime would have amounted to anything without
the resurrection and the experience of the Spirit.

1. The Resurrection of Christ

The belief that God had raised Jesus from the dead was clearly foundational in
shaping christology. It is the most prominent feature in the sermons in Acts,
reflecting the emphasis both of Luke and of the material he uses (Acts 2:24-32;
4:1-2, 33; 10:40-41; 13:30-37; 17:18, 30-31). The pre-Pauline formula, “God
raised him from the dead,” may justly be described as the earliest Christian creed
(Rom. 10:9; 1 Thess. 1:10; Rom. 8:11 [twice]; Gal. 1:1; Col. 2:12; Eph. 1:20;
2 Tim. 2:8). The centrality of Christ’s resurrection for Paul himself is underlined
in 1 Cor. 15:12-20, particularly 15:17, and Phil. 2:9-11. In all the Gospels the
resurrection forms the climax to the whole presentation of Jesus. Its watershed
character in determining christology is indicated variously: in Mark it resolves
“the messianic secret”” (Mark 9:9); similarly it is the hermeneutic key in John
(John 2:22); Luke carefully monitors his use of the title “Lord” in reference to
Jesus in acknowledgment of the fact that the title only became his by reason of
the resurrection; and in Matthew it is only with the resurrection that the
commission of Jesus becomes universal (Matt, 28:18-20; cf. 10:5-6).
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Even where the concept “‘resurrection’ is not prominent, the significance
of what happened to Jesus after his death is central in assessments of Christ
and his significance, as in Hebrews (e.g., 9:11-12) and Revelation (e.g., 5:5).
And elsewhere there seems to be no attempt to distinguish resurrection from
exaltation (e.g., Acts 2:32-33; Phil. 2:9; 1 Pet. 3:21-22; John 12:32). Neverthe-
less, it remains a striking fact that the concept of ‘“‘resurrection” became
established from the first, rather than what might otherwise have been the
more obvious and recognized category of vindication in heaven of the dead
hero. Indeed the earliest formulations seem to have assumed that Jesus’ res-
urrection was the beginning of ‘“‘the resurrection from the dead” in general
(1 Cor. 15:20; cf. Matt. 27:51-53).

2. The Experience of the Spirit

That the outpouring of the Spirit expecled for the last days was already a factor
of their experience seems likewise to have been a basic and unifying claim of
the earliest Christians. What is most relevant here 1s that the perceived influence
of the Spirit seems also to have been a determinative lactor in shaping chris-
tology. The Baptist's prediction thal the coming oue’s minstry would be char-
acterized by baptizing in Spirit is retained by oll forms of the gospel tradition
(Mark |:8 pars.). The Pentecost outpouring is attributed explicitly to the exalied
Jesus (Acts 2:33). The identification of the Spirit as “‘the Spirit of Christ™
evidently became soon cstablished (Acts 16:7; | Petl. 1:12; | John 5:7: Rev.
19:11; on John see below). In Revelation the seven spirits of God (= the Holy
Spirit) are depicted as the eyes of the Lamb (Rev. 5:6).

3. Other Features of Early Christology

The search for scriptural explanations of what had happened must inevitably
have been a primary objective for the first Christians. To show that Jesus was
Messiah despite his shameful death would have been an urgent necessity,
reflected in such passages as Luke 24:26, 46 and Acts 3: 18, in the early formula
“Christ died”” (Rom. 8:34: 14:9; 1 Thess. 4:14), and in the established Pauline
emphasis on “Christ crucified™ (1 Cor. 1:23: 2:2; Gal. 3:1). Isaiah 53 un-
doubtedly came early into play (as in Rom. 4:25: | Cor. 15:3; | Pet. 2:24-25),
though allusions in Acts 3-4 highlight the suffering-vindication theme rather
than that of vicarious suffering.

On the theme of Jesus’ exaltation, Ps. 110:1 quickly became a basic proof
text (as, e.g., in Acts 2:34; Rom. 8:34; 1 Cor. 15:25; Heb. 1:3, 13; 1 Pet. 3:22).
Also, to a lesser extent, Ps. 2:7 (as in Acts 13:33; Heb. 5:5). The consequence of
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such usage was to give what could be later regarded as an *‘adoptionist” ring to
some early formulations (Acts 2:36; 13:33; Rom. 1:4). More important, how-
ever, was the fact that these texts gave added impulse to the two titles for Jesus
which were most capable of providing a bridge of communication for the gospel
from Judaism to the wider Hellenistic world — Jesus as Lord (1 Cor. 16:22; Jas.
5:7-8; and Acts 11:20; Rom. 10:9 = pre-Pauline baptismal confession; Phil.
2:9-11) and Jesus as Son of God (Acts 9:20; 1 Thess. 1:9-10; Heb. 4:14).

The early Christian use of these same texts left its mark on the Jesus
tradition itself (as in Mark 1:11; 12:35-37; 14:24, 62; Luke 22:37), obscuring
the issue of whether Jesus himself referred to them. The transformation of
various ‘‘Son of man” sayings within the Jesus tradition into full titular
self-references with consistent if often implicit reference to Dan. 7:13 must
also have happened early on.

At the same time the use and reuse of the Jesus tradition throughout this
whole period is sufficient indication of a lively desire to recall the words and
character of Jesus’ ministry because of their continuing relevance. This re-
mains a compelling deduction despite the relative lack of interest shown in
the content of the Jesus tradition outside the Gospels. The Q collection, for
example, reflects a strong concern to present Jesus as (eschatological) teacher
of wisdom (particularly Luke 7:35; 10:21-22; 11:31, 49; 13:34). Besides this,
it is inconceivable that substantial elements of the Jesus tradition were not
passed on to newly established congregations (cf. Acts 2:42; 1 Cor. 11:2; Col.
2:6; 2 Thess. 2:15). Such traditions must have provided a common ground
between writer and readers to which allusion need only be made (e.g., Rom.
13:8-10; 2 Cor. 10:1; 1 Thess. 5:2; Jas. 5:12).

A strong feature of the earliest period was also the expectation of the
imminent return of Christ. It was the corollary of the belief that Christ’s
resurrection was the beginning of the final resurrection (see above) and is
reflected in such early formulations as Acts 3:19-21; 1 Cor. 16:22; and
1 Thess. 1:9-10. The Son of Man material used by Q also reflects a keen
interest in his coming in glory and judgment (Matt. 19:28 par.; 24:27, 37, 44
par.). Such imminent expectation was slow to disappear, as the early letters
of Paul demonstrate (1 Thess. 4:13-18; 1 Cor. 7:29-31), and retained a par-
ticular vitality in Jewish-Christian circles (Jas. 5:7-8; Rev. 22:20).

The short time lag anticipated between Jesus’ exaltation and return may
be sufficient to explain why no interim function in heaven seems to be
attributed to Jesus in the Acts material. On the other hand, the understanding
of Jesus as heavenly intercessor must have emerged early, prior to its devel-
opment in Hebrews (Rom. 8:34), since the idea of heavenly intercession was
already well established in Judaism (e.g., Tob. 12:15; T. Levi 3:5; 5:6-7).

While it is impossible then to gain a detailed picture of this earliest stage
of christology, a sufficiently clear and coherent outline can be reconstructed.
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D. The Christology of Paul

The background of Paul’s christology has already in effect been given above. The
impact of the Damascus road experience should not be underestimated (in view
of 2 Cor. 4:6 and Gal. 1:16), though it can as easily be exaggerated. Likewise his
continuing experience of being *“‘engraced” or “enChristed” was fundamental
(see below). The most important other influences came through Hellenistic
Judaism (see below). The 20th-century entrancement with the hypothesis that
Paul adopted an already widely spread Gnostic redeemer myth is neither justified
by the pre-Pauline sources nor necessitated by the Pauline material itself.

The distinctive Pauline contribution can be summarized under three
heads.

1. Adam Christology — Christ as Man

It is a fundamental conviction of Paul that in his life and death Jesus was onc
with humanity in his fallenness and that his resurrection inaugurated a new
humanity. The latter is explicit in the passages in which he sums up the whole
sweep of human history in the two epochs of Adam and Christ (Rom. 5:12-21;
1 Cor. 15:20-22, 45-49). The former is implicit in his use of Ps. 8:4-6 (1 Cor.
15:27; Eph. 1:22; Phil. 3:21), as its fuller exposition in Heb. 2:6-9 indicates.
But it also comes to expression in Rom. 8:3 (“‘the actual likeness of sinful
flesh”); Gal. 4:4 (‘“‘born of woman, born under the law”); 2 Cor. 8:9 (“his
poverty”); and Phil. 2:7 (“form of a slave . . . as man”), though the majority
of scholars would question whether these last verses are properly to be seen
as expressions of Adam christology.

As many of the above references also indicate, this representative func-
tion of Christ’s life achieves its point particularly in his death; if this one man
dies, then all die (2 Cor. 5:14). This dovetails with Paul’s readiness to interpret
Christ’s death under the category of “‘sacrifice” or “sin-offering’’ (Rom. 3:25;
1 Cor. 5:7). As several passages clearly imply, Paul saw the “mechanism’ of
sacrifice in terms of representative “interchange’ (2 Cor. 5:21; Rom. 8:3; Gal.
3:13; 4:4-5), That is, the sinless one suffers the full effects of human sin
(death) in order, not that death might be escaped (= substitution), but that the
finality of death might be broken through a sharing in his death leading to
resurrection (Rom. 6:5-8; 8:17; Phil. 3:10-11).

Since the obedience of his death was primarily an undoing of Adam’s
disobedience (Rom. 5:19; Phil. 2:8), a voluntary embracing of the human lot
which was the consequence of Adam’s folly, it is more accurate to speak of
Christ’s role as inaugurator of a new humanity as stemming from the resur-
rection (1 Cor. 15:21-22; Rom. 8:29; Col. 1:18). It is as resurrected, as “‘spir-
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itual body,” that Christ is “‘last Adam” and pattern of the humanity which at
last fulfills the divine purpose in creating humankind (1 Cor. 15:45-49).

Somewhat surprisingly, some of Paul’s other distinctive emphases can
be included under this head. In particular, his intensive use of “Christ”
(already established as a proper name) in corporate imagery — the charac-
teristic “‘in Christ” (about 80 times), “into Christ” (as in Gal. 3:27), “with
Christ” (as in Gal. 3:20), and “‘through Christ” (more than twenty times), not
to mention the “body of Christ” (as in Romans 12 and 1 Corinthians 12).
The language refers to the identification with Christ made possible by Christ’s
identification with fallen humanity — the process of salvation understood as
a growing participation in Christ’s death with a view to a complete participa-
tion in his resurrection as the final goal (Rom. 6:3-6; hence also the creation
motif of “old nature/new nature” in Col. 3:9-11; Eph. 4:22-24). The Adam
christology corresponds with the understanding of the process of salvation as
corporate, more than individual (cf. Eph. 2:15; 4:13).

Other facets of Paul’s christology also cohere effectively under Adam
christology. For obvious reasons this applies to the relatively less important
theme of Jesus as God’s Son, as the prominence of this title in some of the
material reviewed above makes clear (Rom. 8:3, 15-17, 29; Gal. 4:4-7; Col.
1:13) — the risen Christ as the eldest brother in the eschatological family of
God. But it applies even more to an important aspect of Paul’s most prominent
designation for Jesus, that is ““Lord,” since it is only as risen Lord that Christ
fulfills God’s original intention in creating the first human — **to put all things
under his feet” (1 Cor. 15:25-27 referring to Ps. 8:6). This may include the
“Christus victor’ theme of Col. 2:15.

2. Wisdom Christology — Christ as Divine

Perhaps the most enduring development was the application of Wisdom
categories to Jesus. Divine wisdom had long served as one of the most
important bridge concepts for a Judaism seeking to present itself intelligibly
and appealingly within the context of the wider religiophilosophic thought
of the time. Within Judaism itself, Wisdom (along with Spirit and Word)
was one important way of speaking of God in his creative, revelatory, and
redemptive imminence (Proverbs, Sirach, Wisdom, Philo). Judaism’s distinc-
tive claim was that this wisdom was now embodied in the Torah (Sir. 24:23;
Bar. 4:1).

Already with Paul the equivalent association is being made between
Wisdom and Christ (1 Cor. 1:30) — that is, Christ as the embodiment of divine
Wisdom and thus as the definitive self-expression of God (Col. 1:19; 2:9).
Paul uses Wisdom terminology boldly of Christ, particularly speaking of his
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role in creation ([ Cor 8:6: Col. 1:15-17). Whether Paul meuns by this that
Christ himsell was preexistent. as most conclude, or. more precisely. that
Christ had assumed the role of preexistent Wisdom without remainder, is less
clear. At all events, he has no doubt that it 1s Christ crucified who is the
definition of divine Wisdom (1 Cor. [:24), the determinalive revelation and
redemptive act of God (2 Cor. 5:19).

The element of ambiguity here is not resolved by other references. The
concept of Jesus’ divine sonship provides an important bridge between Adam
and Wisdom christologies, but the usage in Rom. 8:3 and Gal. 4:4 seems as
close to the imagery of Mark 12:6 as to that of the Fourth Evangelist. Poten-
tially more revealing is the title **Lord,” since it was such an important
indicator of Christ’s status for Paul (note particuarly Rom. 10:9 and 1 Cor.
12:3; well over 200 times in reference to Christ). Its use in Hellenistic religion
for the cult god made it an important evangelistic and apologetic tool. Over
against Hellenistic tolerant syncretism Paul claimed exclusivity for Christ’s
Lordship (1 Cor. 8:5-6; Phil. 2:9-11; | Cor. 15:25). In so doing he did not
hesitate to apply OT texts referring to Yahweh to the Lord Christ (Rom. 10:13;
I Cor. 2:106; Phil. 2:10-11 — using the strongly monotheistic Isa. 45:22-23),
Yet. at the same time. Paul evidently did not sec such usage as an infringement
on traditional Jewish monaothelsm (1 Cor 8:60; also 3:23: 11:3; 15:24, 28). To
call Jesus Lord was as much a way ol distinguishing Christ from the one God
as of attributing to him God’s agency. Hence the frequent reference to ““the
God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ” (Rom. 15:6; 2 Cor. 1:3; 11:31; Eph.
1:3, 17; Col. 1:3).

The question whether Paul called Jesus “God” does not provide much
help on this point. For one thing, “God,” like “Son of God” did not have
such an exclusive reference at this stage, even in Jewish circles (cf. Pss. 45:6;
82:6; Philo Sacr. 9; Quaes. Gen. 2.62). And for another, the only clear occur-
rence comes in the later or deutero-Pauline literature (Tit. 2:13). In the strongly
Jewish context of the earlier Rom. 9:5 it is unlikely that any Jew would have
read the benediction as describing “‘the messiah” as ““God over all.”” The fact
that Paul evidently offered his prayers to God “‘through Christ” (Rom. |:8;
7:25; 2 Cor. 1:20; Col. 3:17) confirms that for Paul Christ’s role is charac-
teristically as mediator. In other words, neither Adam christology nor Wisdom
christology should be emphasized at the expense of the other.

3. Spirit Christology — Christ as Spirit
Although “*Spiril™ was virtually synonymous with “Wisdom™ in pre-Christian

Judaism (as in Wis. 9:17). Paul did not take what might have appeared to be
the logical step of identifying Christ with the divine spirit in the same way
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as he had identified Christ and Wisdom. The identification with Wisdom took
in Wisdom’s role in creation; but the identification with Spirit is dated only
from Christ’s resurrection (Rom. 1:4; 1 Cor. 15:45; but not 2 Cor. 3:17, where
“the Lord” is the Lord of Exod. 34:34), Hence the strong degree of syn-
onymity between Christ and Spirit in passages dealing with Christian expe-
rience (particularly Rom. 8:9-11 and 1 Cor. 12:4-6); it is in Christian experi-
ence of the divine that Christ and Spirit are one; Christ experienced not
independently of the Spirit but through and as the Spirit.

This also means that for Paul christology becomes a controlling factor
in pneumatology. Paul takes it for granted that the Spirit of God is known
now only by reference to Christ — “‘the Spirit of sonship™ voicing lesus’
prayer, “Abba. Father”™ (Rom. 8:15). the Spirit known by the confession
“Jesus is Lord™ (1 Cor. 12:3), the Spirit who transforms us into the imagu of
Christ (2 Cor. 3:18). The Spirit can now be defined as “the Spirit of Christ™
(Rom. 8:9; Gal. 4:6; Phil. 1:19). and spirituality must be measured againsi the
pattern of Christ crucified (2 Cor. 4:7-5:5; 13:4; Phil. 3:10-11). The Spiril is
thus redefined as the medium ol Christ's relationship with his people (I Cor,
6:17). Beyond that it is much less clear that we can properly speak of an
identification between Christ and Spirit. The Spirit is still preeminently the
Spirit of God (Rom. 8:9, |1, 14; 1 Cor. [:11. 14, cie.) and given by Gaod
(I Cor. 2:12; 2 Cor. 1:21-22; 5.5, etc.). To speuk of Christ as Spirit was
evidently not the same as speaking of him as Wisdom and Lord, Judging by
the convoluted syntax of Rom. 8:11. Paul did not perceive the relation between
Christ and Spirit in such clear-cut terms as that between Christ and Wisdom,
Ln other words, even at this early stage, the redefinition of God in his immanent
self-revelation, which developing christology was already occasioning, was
throwing up factors which were not going to find easy resolution either in
simple. polytheism or in some more sophisticated ‘“‘binitarianism” (God as
two in one).

E. Varied Emphases in Second-Generation Writings
1. Deutero-Pauline Letters

In Ephesians o distinctive note is struck immediately in the long opening
benediction focusing on the theme of Christ as Lthe predetermined redeemer
and focus of cosmic unity in “the tullness of time” (Eph. 1:13-14). The idea
of Christ as the revelation of God’s hitherto mysterious purpose. already
developed in Colossians (1:26-27; 2:2), is laken further and spelled out in still
more emphatic terms (Eph. 2:11-3:13). All this is a variation of Panl’s Wisdom
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christology (Col. 2:3; Eph. 3:10), integrating it more fully with Paul’s central
concern as apostle to the Gentiles. Note also the fuller confessional material
in Eph. 4:4-6 and the more elaborate images of the body of Christ (4:15-16)
and of Christ as husband of the church (5:23-27).

The Pastorals do not mark much further development in ways of speak-
ing about Christ. The talk is still of Christ’s predetermined appearing to fulfill
God’s purpose of salvation (2 Tim, 1:9-10; Tit. 1:2-3), and in Tit. 2:13 the
reference is not to Jesus as a second God but rather to “‘the appearance of the
glory of our great God and Savior” — Jesus’ coming as the manifestation of
the glory of the one God. The title ““Savior’ is much more prominent than in
the earlier Paulines and is used equally of Christ as of God (especially Tit.
1:3-4; 2:10, 13; 3:4, 6). But otherwise the christology is characteristically
contained in what are already well-established credal and hymnic formulae
(1 Tim. 1:15; 2:5-6; 3:16; 6:13; 2 Tim, 2:8; Tit. 3:5-7), “‘the teaching which
accords with godliness” (1 Tim. 6:3). So, too, the talk of the second appearing
has already assumed the more measured tones of a hope which no longer
expects imminent fulfillment (1 Tim. 6:14; 2 Tim. 4:1, 8; Tit. 2:13).

2. The Wider Circle of Pauline Influence

In | Peter we find the same conviction that Christ had been ™'predestined
before the loundation of the world™ and “*manifesied at the end of the imes™
(1:20) — clearly a widespread christological emphasis at this period. But
distinctive of | Peter is the continual focus on suffering. and this determines
the main christological concern. The Spirit is designated *‘the Spirit of Christ™
as having predicted the prophecies of Christ's sufferings (1:11). Christ was
the spotless sacrificial lamb (1:19). In the fullest use ol 1saiah 53 in the New
Testament, Christ’s patience in suflering is held up as an example (2:21-25;
similarly 3:17-18). In echo of the characteristic Pauline emphasis, experience
of *‘the Spirit of glory™ is linked with sharing in Christ’s sufferings (4:13-14).
The vicarious effect of Chris(’s suffering and death, however, is cvidently
linked in the author’s mind with Chris(’s resurrection. which he also regards
as @ medium of salvation (1:3: 3:18-21). At the same time he gives evidence
of the earliest speculation about Christ’s ministry between dealh and vesur-
rection — preaching to ‘‘the spirits in prison™ (3:18-20; 4:6). | Peter also
contains one of the best examples of a collection of OT texts used for evan-
gelistic or apologetic purposes — the “'stone testimonia®™ {1:6-8).

Next to the Fourth Gospel, Hebrews has the most carefully worked oul
and sustained christology in the New Testament. It includes two of the most
developed expressions of Wisdonr and Adam christologies (1:2-3: 2:6-17).
But its main objective is to present Christ as superior to all other potentiul
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mediator figures — superior as Son to the prophets (1:1-2), to the angels
(1:4-16), and to Moses (3:1-6). The principal thrust, however, comes in the
presentation of Christ as High Priest — not of Aaron’s line, though sharing
the very human characteristics required of a good high priest (5:1-10), but of
the order of Melchizedek (Ps. 110:4) “by the power of an indestructible life”’
(7:16). As such he is superior to the Levitical priesthood as a whole.

This central thesis is worked out in 8-10 by means of a magnificent
blend of Platonic idealism and Hebraic eschatology. As also in Philo, the
earthly world of everyday perception is only a shadow and imperfect copy of
the real heavenly world. So the tabernacle with its priesthood and sacrifice is
only a shadow of the real heavenly sanctuary, and Christ is the real High Priest
and his sacrifice (of himself) the sacrifice which alone suffices to purify the
conscience and make the worshiper perfect. In the blend with Hebraic escha-
tology, the shadowy “here below” is identified with the preparatory “‘then”
of the old covenant, and the heavenly real with the eschatological “now” of
the new covenant. Thus priesthood and cult are shown to belong to the
outmoded age of imperfect and preparatory shadow. Christ has opened the
way once for all into the real inner sanctum of God’s presence. By such
sophisticated means the writer clearly hopes to discourage his readers from
harking back to the tangibility of the Jewish cult and to persuade them of the
virtues of a Christianity whose only priest and atoning sacrifice is Christ, even
if it means social ostracism (13:8-16).

Of the Gospels, Mark most closely shares Pauline concerns. His aim is
to present Jesus as Christ, Son of God (1:1, 11). But if this claim is understood
in terms simply of mighty works (as in 3:11 and 5:7), it is misunderstood (so
also 13:22). Hence the secrecy motif (as in 3:12 and 5:43) and the theme of
the disciples’ dullness (as in 4:13 and 8:14-21). Hence, too, at what is ob-
viously the center and turning point of the Gospel, Jesus responds to Peter’s
confession, “You are the Christ,” by repeating the call for secrecy, and
immediately goes on to teach that the Son of man must suffer and be killed
(8:30-31). The second half begins with the heavenly voice once again hailing
Jesus as God’s Son (9:7), giving the stamp of divine approval to the christology
and its consequences for discipleship just expressed (8:31-9:1). Thereafter
the movement of the narrative is all toward Jerusalem, with repeated predic-
tions of the imminent passion (9:12, 31; 10:33-34, 38-39, 45, 12:8, etc.). In
the climax to the whole, the high priest poses the question of Jesus” messiah-
ship and divine sonship only to reject him (14:61-64), whereas, with supreme
dramatic effect, it is the Roman centurion who at last makes the right confes-
sion, “Truly this man was God’s Son” — speaking of the crucified Jesus who
has just died (15:39). In the light of this, several have concluded that Mark
wrote his Gospel with an object similar to that of Paul in 2 Corinthians 10-13
— to correct a christology of glory (a so-called ‘“‘divine man’ christology),
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which emphasized too much the mighty works of Jesus, by means of a
christology of the cross.

3. Luke-Acts

Any study of the theology of Luke must take account of the fact that he wrote
two volumes. The significance of this fact is not reducible to the tracing of
structural parallels (e.g., the two prologues and inaugural Spirit anointings —
Luke 1-2 = Acts 1 and Luke 3:21-22 = Acts 2:1-4; the journey framework
for narrative). Rather it implies that there is a continuity and interconnected-
ness between the two parts of Luke’s twofold composition which should
prohibit us from drawing conclusions regarding Luke’s christology from only
one part, or from one part independently of the other. So, e.g., Luke evidently
did not think it necessary to include much reference to the ministry of Jesus
in the sermons in Acts (only 2:22 and 10:36-39), since he could presume that
his readers already knew the Gospel.

In particular, the two-volume scope of Luke’s theology enables us to
recognize the governing claim of his christology: that Jesus Christ is both the
climax of God’s purpose through Israel and the center of history. Hence the
counterpoint themes of continuity and discontinuity by which Jesus both links
and separates the epochs which precede and succeed him. On the one hand,
the climactic note of fulfillment which marks not least the periods of transition
from one epoch to the other (from Israel to Jesus — Luke 1:67-79; 3:4-6;
4:16-22; from Jesus to church — 24:26-27, 44-48; Acts 1:16-20; 2:16-21,
25-36). Likewise the subtle evocation of the Exodus theme in Luke 9:31 and
11:20, and the maintenance of a Moses/Prophet christology across the divide
of his two volumes (Luke 24:19; Acts 3:22; 7:37). With similar effect, and
even more marked, his emphasis on the Spirit, as heralding the coming of the
Christ (Luke 1:15, 41, 67; 2:25), as distinguishing his ministry in special
measure (3:22; 4:1, 14, 18; 10:21; Acts 1:2; 10:38), and as poured out in
eschatological fullness on the first believers (Acts 1:5; 8; 2:4, 17-18, 33, etc.).

On the other hand, the period of Israel becomes increasingly superseded.
The Jerusalem temple, which provides an important focus of continuity (Luke
1:8-23; 2:22-51; 24:52-53; Acts 2:46; 3:1-10; 5:20-21, 42), is attacked by
Stephen as “made with hands™ (7:48; cf. v. 41) and becomes the occasion for
Paul’s final rejection and arrest (21:7-36; 26:21), a development comple-
mented by Paul’s own repeated turning away from “the Jews” and to the
Gentiles (9:15; 13:45-50; 22:21-22, 28:25-28). The discontinuity between
epochs is also marked christologically, in the depiction of the successive
modes of relationship between Jesus and the Spirit — first, as the one whose
human life is created by the Spirit (Luke 1:35), second, as the one who is
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uniquely anointed by the Spirit (3:22; 4:18; Acts 10:38), and third, as the
exalted one who in his exaltation has received divine power to bestow the
Spirit (Acts 2:33), so that, as with Paul, the Spirit can be designated “‘the
Spirit of Jesus” (Acts 16:7). The atterpt to mark off the epoch ol Jesus from
the epoch of the Spirit by limiting the resurrection appearances Lo forty days
so that there is a ten-day gap between ascension and Pentecost (Acts 1) is
particularly noticeable.

An important factor in this reshaping of the christological focus of
salvation history is the delay of the parousia. The extent of the delay envisaged
by Luke should not be exaggerated: he still uses the language of imminent
expectation in Luke 10:9, 11; 18:7-8; and 21:32. Nevertheless he does inject
clear warnings of delay into the earlier tradition at Luke 19:11: 20:9; and 21:8,
and in Acts a longer time scale does seem to be envisaged for the mission
(Acts 1:6-8), with the talk of Christ’s parousia reading more like a doctrine
of the last things than a threat pressingly close (Acts 10:42; 17:31; 24:25).
This stretching out of the period between exaltation and parousia reinforces
the impression that Acts has an “‘absentee christology,”” with no further activity
predicated of Christ other than through his name (Acts 3:6, 16; 4:10-12, 30;
10:43) or in visions (Acts 9:10; 18:9; 22:17-21; 26:13-19), in some contrast
to the more intimate “in Christ” and mutual indwelling emphases of Paul and
John.

Other distinctive features of Luke’s christology include his focus on
“salvation.” Of the Synoptic Evangelists, only Luke calls Jesus “‘Savior”
(Luke 2:11; in John only at 4:42) and attributes “‘salvation” to him (Luke
1:69; 2:30; 3:6; 19:9). The same emphasis is continued in Acts, in the use of
both nouns (Acts 4:12; 5:31; 13:23, 26; 28:28) and of the verb (particularly
2:21; 4:12; 15:11; 16:31). Equally striking is the surprising lack of any clear
atonement theology in Luke-Acts. As already noted, the references to the death
of Christ in the Acts speeches, including the allusions to Jesus as “‘Servant,”
emphasize the suffering-vindication theme rather than the motif of vicarious
suffering (Acts 3:13, 26; 4:27, 30; 5:30; 10:39-40; 13:29-30). The impression
that this feature may be indicative of Luke’s own theology of the cross is
strengthened by the absence of the clearest Markan expression of atonement
theology (Luke 22:27; cf. Mark 10:45) and by the textual confusion at the
other two most sensitive points in the narrative (Luke 22:19b-20; Acts 20:28).
Finally we may note that Luke’s depiction of the substantial and objective
nature of Christ’s resurrection appearances (Luke 24:39-43; Acts 1:3), which
in part at least may be simply the result of his own perception of the tangible
character of spiritual phenomena (e.g., Luke 3:22; Acts 4:31; 8:18-19; 12:9),
enables him to emphasize still further the contrast between the epoch of Christ
and that of the Spirit and marks off the ascension from the resurrection in a
way that is unparalleled elsewhere in the New Testament.
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4. Outside the Circle of Pauline Influence

James almost seems to lack any christology worth speaking of, though the
ambiguous “Lord™ of 5:7-8 probably also refers to Jesus. Bul he does draw
directly on the lesus wadition (c.g., 1:5, 22-23: 4:12, 5:12) and may refer 1o
Jesug as the “‘righteous one™ (5:6) in a fine blend ol Jewish wisdom teaching
and prophetic fervor against social injustice. This can quite properly be called
an implicit christology, since it shows huow these emphases of Jesus' ministry
were maintained, without necessarily having to be held all the time within a
Markan passion framework (as in all the Gospels).

The twolold emphasis of the birth narratives also provides Matthew
with his principal christological themes — Jesus as Son of David and Mes-
siah (121017, 20: 2:4), but also Son of God (1:18, 20; 2:15), Evidently within
a more Jewish context the assertion ol Jesus”™ messiahship was still a matter
ol apologetic importance (hence the redactional insertions at 11:2; 16:20;
23:10; 24:5). Matthew also makes more use of the “*Son ol David™ title than
any other New Testament writer (9:27; 12:23: 15:22; 20:30-31 pars.; 2119,
15). But *Son ol God™ is clearly the more important designation. For
Matthew not only rctains the high points of Mark’s presentation (3:17; 8:29;
[7:5; 20:63; 27:54) but takes pains to extend the molif (14:33; 16:16; 27:40),
43; 28:19).

On the one hand, this means that Christ recapitulates Israel’s history
to complete God’s purpose for Israel (2:15; 4:3-6 = midrash on Deuter-
onomy 6-8) — an lsrael christology rather like Paul’s Adam christology.
Hence also the implicit Moses typology (Jesus gives the first of tive blocks
of teaching on a mountain) and the sustained fulfillment of prophecy theme
(1:22-23: 22015, 17-18, 23:4: 14-16: 8:17: 12:17-21; 21:4; 27:9-10). Bul even
more. this means that Jesus, Son of God, is the divine presence among his
people (1:23; 18:20: 28:20). The process whereby “Son of God™ gains in
christological signilicance is already well advanced — as reflected also in
the marked increase in Jesus™ reference to God as “Father™ (as in 7:21;
10:32-33; 12:50; 16:17; 18:10, 19). Hence. too, the evidently deliberate
Matthean redaction whereby Jesus is presented not merely as the eschato-
logical emissary of Wisdom but as Wisdom hoyself (11:19, 25-30: 23:34-36,
37-39).

The most striking feature of the christology of the Revelation of John
is the relation cnvisaged between God and the exalted Christ — although the
full force of the christology involved remains unciear since the apocalyplic
imagery is open Lo diverse interpretations, The description of the initial vision
of Christ is a fascinaling mixlure ol elements drawn from previous apocalyptic
visions (particularly Ezek. 1:24; 8:2; Dan. 7:13; 10:5-6) and is of a piece with
the tradition of Jewish apocalyplic (or merkabah mysticism) in which a
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glorious angel seems to have the appearance of God (as in Apoc. Abr. 10).
The difference is that elsewhere in the tradition the angel forbids the offer of
worship, whereas in Revelation, Christ is as much the object of worship as
God is (5:13; 7:10).

Christ, initially introduced as the Lion of Judah and Root of David,
conqueror of death and lord of history (5:5), is referred to thereafter as the
Lamb once slain (5:6, 8, 12-13; 6:1, etc.), whose blood enables his followers
to conquer and who is the executor of divine wrath (6:16; 7:14; 12:11). More
significant is the fact that the Lamb is also said to be *‘in the middle of the
throne” (5:6, 7:17), whereas elsewhere it is God who is described as ‘““he who
is seated on the throne™ (4:9-10; 5:1, 7, 13; 6:16; 7:10, 15; 19:4; 21:5). The
one throne is evidently shared by both God and the Lamb (22:1). So, too,
each can equally be called “the Alpha and the Omega’ (1:8; 21:6; 22:13). In
other words, Christ has not simply been exalted alongside God as a second
divine power in heaven, but in the visionary imagery of the seer is somehow
merged with God. This makes the promise of salvation as being given to sit
on the same throne and as being given in marriage to the Lamb all the more
profound (3:21; 19:7-8; 21:2, 9-14).

F. The Christology of John

The Fourth Gospel has the most fully developed christology in the New
Testament. The contrast with the Synoptics is at once apparent in the public
roll call of titles which climaxes ch. 1 (““Lamb of God,” “Messiah,”” “Son
of God,” “King of Israel,” ““Son of Man”’). The style and content of Jesus’
teaching is strikingly different: in the Synoptics, Jesus speaks in epigrams
and parables, principally about the kingdom of God/heaven and very little
about himself; in John, Jesus speaks in long, often involved discourses,
principally about himself and very little about the kingdom. Jesus’ con-
sciousness of having preexisted, as Son with the Father, as Son of man
descended from heaven, as the eternal “I am,” confronts the reader
throughout. There is sufficient evidence that John’s presentation is rooted
in good tradition (ct., e.g., John 6:20 with Mark 6:50; John 6:51-58 with
Mark 14:22-24 = Luke 22:19-20; John 10 with Luke 15:4-6), but the above
emphases are so consistent in John and so lacking in the earlier Jesus
tradition that they have to be attributed to a developed reflection on that
earlier tradition,

The chief objectives of the Fourth Evangelist are clearly marked in the
Prologue, which must have a programmatic function since it matches the
subsequent emphases so closely, and in 20:31.
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1. The Word Incarnate

In the Prologue the line of earlier Wisdom christology is extended. The concepl
“Word™" is given prelerence over “Wisdom,” perhaps simply because the
masculine concept seemed more appropriate, but probably mainly because
“Word™ was the more serviceable concept Lo provide a bridge of communica-
tion between Jewish monotheism and Greek religious philosophy (as with
Philoy. In the line of Jewish Wisdom theology, the Word is not thought of as
being other than God. but as God n his self-revelation, God insofar as he
may he known by humankind. The Word was not a redemptive “aftesthought™
but was “in the beginning™ (1:1-2), God’s own power pul forth in creation
and revelation (1:3-5,9-10). Jesus Clrist is this Word become man. embodying
the divine glory (1:14). He alone reveals God (1:18).

Although the coneepl “*Word™ disappears aficr the Prologue, what fol-
lows is in effect & massive elaboration of Word/Wisdom christology. In varied
ways the message is constantly repeated — Jesus is the ane who has finally
and definitively revealed God. Nathanacl is a “rue lsraclite™ (= “onc who
sees God™) because he will see (he Son of man as the ladder between heaven
and carth (1:47-51). No one has ascended to heaven: only the Sen of man
who descended from heaven can bear witness Lo heavenly things (3:11-13).
He who comes from above is above all whose witness is from God (3:31-33).
Only he who is from the Father has seen the Father (6:46). The 1 am™
statements unique to John pick up Wisdom language (shepherd. light, ctc.)
and in echoing the “I am” of Yahweh (Exod. 3:14. Isa. 43:10, elc.) make the
claim even more emphatically — Jesus is the sell-revelation of the covenant
God (John 6:35; 8:12, 24, 28, 58, etc.), the definitive manifestation of that
divine reality (1:14, 17; 14:6). Isaiah saw Christ because he saw God in his
glory, God as manifested to humankind (Isaiah 6; John 12:41). Hence the
charge leveled against the Johannine Jesus by “thc Jews”’: he made himself
cqual with God. made himsell God (5:18: 10:33). John does nol dispute the
charge: rather he makes it an article of taith on his own account (1:18; 20:28):
only, Jesus as God must not be undersiood as another, a second God, but as
God himself incarnate, God making himself present and known to humankind
so far as that was possible within the confines of human expericnce.

This also is the function of the dominant category ol John's christolog
— Son of God. Although the designation **Messiah™ is still important (note
141l and 4:23). it is clear that he wants lhe Chrigt title to be understood in
the light of the Son of God title (11:27; 20:31). The reason is also clear from
the characteristic Joliannine elaboration ol the San language: ~Son™" expresses
well the intimate relation between Jesus and God und the authority of Jesus’
revelation of God. As “*Son of God,” Jesus is unique: he is the monogenés,
“one ol a kind™ (like no other son. 1:14, 18, 3:16, 18): his sonship cannot be
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shared (he alone is "son™; believers are “‘children™; contrast Paul). As *'the
Son,” he is nol a different divine being rom the Father. but God making
himself visible to people: he and the Father are one (10:30); 1o have secn him
is to have seen Lhe Father (14:9). Hence also the repeated note usually taken
subsequently as emphasizing the Son’s subordination to the Father, but better
understood as highlighting the continuity between Father and Son and the
authority of the Son’s witness on the Father’s behalf (e.g., 5:19-23, 26-27,
6:35-40, 57; 10:25, 37-38; 14:25-31; 15:26).

With this as the chief emphasis of John’s christology, the Christian
redefinition of Jewish monotheism can be said to be already well under way.
Clearly evident, too, are the strains which caused rabbinic Judaism to reject
such redefinition as in effect an abandoning of the unity of God. The danger
of an overemphasis on Jesus as God on earth is also evident, but John was
aware of it and took steps to guard against it.

2. The Son Glorified

Although the Fourth Evangelist has nothing like the Adam christology with
which Paul balanced his Wisdom christology, a somewhat different batance
is nevertheless provided by important other strands of the Gospel. In particular,
John takes pains 1o exclude the impression that Jesus was simply God in
human appearance, not really part of the human species. The Word became
“flesh®™ (1:14), that which constitutes the human born (1:13; 3:6). To have
cternal life one must believe in Jesus, that is, accept his fleshliness in all its
earthliness (6:53-56). He really died on the cross, as eyewitness testimony
confirms (19:34-35). The emphasis is not prominent, but it does come at
critical points in the Gospel, and John presumably thought the line was clearly
enough drawn,

The subject of Jesus’ rejection and death is, in fact, more intensively
elaborated, in its own way, than in any other Gospel. The theme of the light
opposed by the darkness, of the Word rejected by his own. first announced in
the Prologue (1:5, I1), becomes a leitmotil of the whole Gospel. The light
inevitably has a critical or divisive role. since somie accept it but many hate
it (3:19-21). “Judgment” as a sifling process separating into “tor” and
“against” s a thread which holds together the central section of the Gospel
(6--12), with only the inner circle left before Judas. too, goes off into the night
(13:30). The mention of “the hour™ sounds a steady drumbeat throughout,
heralding the coming passion (2:4; 7:30; 8:20; 12:23, 27; 13:1; 17:1). The
soteriological significance of Jesus® death is still prominent (1:29: 6:51: 12:32;
13:10; 19:34), but more prominent is the christological point that his death
forms a theological unity with his resurrection and ascension — a single act
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of being “‘lifted up™ (3:14; 8:28; 12:32), of ascension (3:13; 6:62; 20:17), and
particularly of glorification (7:39; 12:16, 23; 13:31; 17:1). As with Paul, the
glory of Christ does not come into focus apart from the cross.

As with Paul, the concept of the Spirit is drawn into close correlation
with christology. Despite the powerful Word/Wisdom christology, the Spirit
is still depicted as given to Jesus at Jordan, but given to “remain on him”
and “‘without measure” (1:32; 4:34). More to the point, the Spirit is now
clearly a gift to be given by Christ (1:33; 4:10, 14; 4:34f.[7]; 7:39; 15:26;
16:7; 19:34); and here, too, the unity of the salvation climax of Jesus’ ministry
1s underlined, since Jesus “hands over” the Spirit on the cross (19:30) and
the (Pentecostal) bestowal of the Spirit for mission is effected on the day of
resurrection (20:21-23). Most distinctive of all, the Spirit is described as the
“Paraclete’” or Counselor, or more precisely, as ““the other Paraclete™ (14:16).
That is to say, the Spirit is Jesus’ successor and takes Jesus’ place, so that the
promise of Jesus’ return to dwell in his disciples can be immediately linked
to the coming and indwelling of the Paraclete (14:15-26) — one of the most
striking features of John's “realized eschatology.” Significantly, the Par-
aclete’s primary role is to maintain and complete the revelation of Christ
(14:26; 15:26; 16:7, 10), to glorify Christ by taking what is Christ’s and
reproclaiming it to his disciples (16:12-15). Yet once again, as with Paul, this
does not mean that John’s christology hus absorbed the concept of Spirit
without remainder, as it has the concepts of Wisdom and Word. For distincet
functions are still attributed to both — to the Spirit in worship and to Christ
apart from the Spirit: despite his realized eschatology, John retains the promise
of a future parousia (14:3); and despite having already given the Spirit and
ascended, Christ reappears to Thomas a week later (20:26-29).

3. I and 2 John — Crisis over Christology

1 John was probably written after the Gospel and reflects a sitnation of some
crisis in the Johannine congregations which the Gospel and its presentation
of Christ may have helped bring about. A number of erstwhile members had
evidently left (I John 2:19), and the breaking point seems to have been a
matter of christology, since they are described as “antichrists” and accused
of failing to confess or acknowledge Christ (2:18, 22; 4:3; 2 John 7). In
particular, they claimed that Jesus Christ had not come in the flesh (1 John
4:2-3; 2 John 7), a form of docetism which, conceivably, they may have
derived from or defended by means ol a lopsided reuding of the Gospel.
Consequently this second member of the lohannine school draws back some-
what from the bolder synthesis attempled in the Gospel. The opening verses
clearly recall the Prologue to the Gospel., hut they also recall the older idea
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of Christ as the content of the word of preaching (cf. 1 John 1:1-3 particularly
with Luke 1:2 and Acts 10:36). And 1 John 5:20 probably refers to Jesus as
“the true God” (cf. particularly John 1:18). But the balancing emphasis is
more clearly and sharply drawn: the word of life had a tangible historicity
(1 John 1:1); the confession that ‘‘Jesus Christ has come in the flesh” is the
key criterion for testing the spirits (4:1-2); any suggestion that the Christ did
not really dic is emphatically ruled out (5:6-8).

In short, 1 and 2 John provide vivid indications of the hazardous frontiers
of reproclamation which christology at the end of the first century was begin-
ning to explore.

G. Conclusions
1. Continuity with Judaism

Throughout the various New Testament writings there is never any slackening
of a central claim: Jesus was a Jew and must be understood within the terms
provided by Judaism and its sacred scriptures. Most striking is the way in
which a range of diverse categories is focused on Jesus — Messiah and son
of man, Lord and son of God, Wisdom and Word, atoning sacrifice and priest,
Adam and Spirit, Servant and Lamb, Savior and God. Of course, most of the
categories are redefined in one degree or other — son of man becomes Son
of Man, son of God becomes only-begotten Son of God, Spirit becomes Spirit
of Christ, and so on. But the categories remain essentially Jewish, even when
they had wider currency in the Greco-Roman world, and it was evidently
understood to be important, even if not staled explicitly, that Jesus should
continue to be comprehended in Jewish terms — important that Jesus should
be seen in continuity with the purposes of God from creation and in the calling
of Israel. Clearly then the first Christians felt that Jesus was so much the
decisive and definitive fulfillment of Israel’s hopes that his significance could
not be adequately expressed without pulling in all available categories pro-
vided by Jesus’ own Jewish religion.

2. Continuity with Jesus’ Own Self-Understanding

This second aspect is not so easy to recognize. The important reason is that
so much of New Testament christology tumms on the event of the cross and
resurrection. That event so decisively reshaped the categories applicable to
Jesus that their occurrences on either side of that event are not strictly com-
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pavable. For example, it is only as Christ crucified that the Messiah claim can
be incorporated into christology. It is only as priest “in the order of Mel-
chizedek,” by the power ol an indestructible life.” that the category ol priest
can be taken over. Ll is only as the man whose obedience in death reverses
the disobedience of the first man that the titde “Adamn™ can be given to the
exalted Christ. Nevertheless. there are sufficiently clear antecedents within
the historical Jesus (radition itselt thal a continuity can properly be claimed

particularly in Jesus' consciousness of intimate sonship. his premonition
of suffering in a representative capacity, and his hope ol vindication lollowing
death. Consequently the clabm can justly be made thal the cross and resurrec-
tion were not a distortion ol Jesus® own claims for himself but an appropriate
outworking of them. So also the subsequent claims of New Testament chris-
tology can fairly be seen not as a wholly new departure withowt foundation
in Christ’s own ministry, but a fuller insight iuto the reality of that mission
in the light ol the cross and resurrection.

3. Unity and Diversity in New Testament Christology

At the heart of New Testament christology is the claim that the man Jesus
was raised from the dead to a status of supreme cxaltation. This is the most
constant element throughout all the New Testament documents. In its more
expanded form, it takes on a double aspect — Christ as the culmination of
God’s purpose for humankind (and Israel) in creation and salvation, and Christ
as the definitive revelation of God to humankind. The latter comes to increas-
ing prominence in the later writings, explicitly as a doctrine of incarnation in
John’s Gospel, but not at the cost of removing the earlier emphasis on Jesus’
death and resurrection as a decisive moment not only for Christ’s work but
also for his person. Neither aspect can be neglected and neither emphasized
at the expense of the other in any christology which claims to be rooted in
the New Testament, but consistently in the New Testament writings it is the
fact and character of Christ’s death and resurrection which provided the
criterion and control for christology.

Particular emphases of the individual writers by no means reflect a
uniform expression and weighting of this central core. Even the core itself is
something of an abstraction, since no two writers express it in precisely the
same terms. The differences of the writers themselves and the differences of
the situations they address inevitably made for a rich diversity of expression
of what nevertheless can be called a common faith in Christ. But beyond that
core the range of presentations includes a wide-ranging diversity of motif,
form, and image — wide enough to include the differences of Mark and
Matthew, the absence of significant christological features in James and Acts,
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and the idiosyncratic elements in Hebrews and Revelation. Evidently the
individual writers felt frec to reexpress (“reproclaim™ is John's word) the
gospel that is Jesus in different ways and with different emphases (o speak
more pertinently 1o their own diverse situations. In all cascs that included a
concern to be true o the insights which had already hbecome established. In
some cases thal concern dominated largely o the exclusion of all else (par-
licularly the Pastovals). For the most part, however, christology was seen as
no mere transier ol set (raditions from one church to another, but as a creauve
response to the exalted Christ and his Spirit, which could sometimes have
unpredictable results. But that, oo, is part of New Testament christology.

4. The Foundation for Subsequent Christology

The conlexi-specific and at the same time developing charactler of so much
of New Testament christology made it inevitable that not all elements within
New Testameni christology would be carried forward — particularly the
“adoptionist”-like notes in some of the ecarliest formulations and idea of
Wisdom as created which came in as part of the pre-Christian Jewish Wisdom
tradition. Some elements were caught up spasmodically — Paul's Adam chris-
lology is taken up in Irenaeus’s doctrine of “‘recapitulation.” Luke’s schema-
tization of the epoch of Chirist followed by the epoch of the Spirit reappears
in corrupt form n Montanism and modemn dispensationalism, and the vision-
ary magnificence of the Revelation of John relains its impact in the Byzantine
Pantocrator. But the main highway into the future was provided by the Wis-
dom/Word christologies of Paul and John. That way was by no means smooth.
The concept ol Christ us God's self-revelation not only had to skirt around
docetism (already in 1-2 John), but also resulted in an outright breach with
Judaism over the question mark it seemed to pose Lo the unity of God (already
foreshadowed in John), and it also gave scope Lo a modalist interpretation
later in the second century. In the event. as it happened, the New Testament
writings comtained sufficient safeguards to prevent Christianity from aban-
doning monotheism (Christ as God incarnate), but also sutficient dynamic in
the relationships implied between God, the exalted Christ, and the Spirit of
Christ Lo require redefinition ol thal monotheism in a trinitarian direction.
Whether subscquent formulations managed to take sufficient account of all
the balancing elements in New Testament christology. however, remains an
open question.
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Incarnation

“Incamation’” means literally “‘enfleshment” or, slightly more fully, “‘embodi-
ment in flesh.” The question of where the concept of incarnation is to be
found in the biblical texts is to a large extent dependent on whether that
definition is interpreted in a broader or a narrowcr sense.

A. Definition

Encvelopedia Britanrica defines “incarnation’™ as “a central Christian doc-
rine that the eternal Word of God (Logaos). the Son of God, the second Person
ol the Trinity, became man in Jesus Christ, who was then truly God and truly
man.” This certainly reflects what has been the dominant meaning of the term
itsell” within Christian thoughi. Bul it is doubtful whether the concepl in such
2 developed sense can be found anywhere within the Bible, since clearly
presupposed therein is the full-blown trinitarian doctrine as that came Lo
expression in the fourth and fillh centures of the Christian era.

The question then becomes whether the Christian concepl is present in
a less developed or undeveloped sense in the New Testament. Alternatively
expressed, it becomes a question of defining the beginnings or foundatiions
within the biblical writings of the doetrine as later formulated. To what extent
can these early adumbrations or embryonic formulations be described as
expressing a belief in “*incarnaton™?

In turn, this raises the question of how distinctive was that less clearly

Originally published in Anchor Bible Dictionary 11, 397-404. Copyright © 1992 by Bantam
Doubleday Dell Publishing Group, Inc., and used by permission.

30



Incarnation 31

defined Christian teaching. Is ““incarnation” a specifically ““Christian doc-
trine” as such? Or in its earliest form, was the Christian doctrine of incarnation
of a piece with a larger and vaguer understanding of incamation or of incar-
national possibilities? Can “incamation™ not be used quite properly lor other
forms of “‘embodiment in flesh™? And if s0, what were the distinctive fealures
of the early Christian use of this broader category which caused the Christian
conception to stand out from that broader usage and in due course to become
the dominant technical sense for the word itself?

B. Preliminary Clarifications

“Incarnation” could quite properly be used for any embodiment in any flesh.
But we can limit the inquiry to human flesh most of the time, since that is
the predominant range of reference. The incarnation of whar is another ques-
lion. Clearly implied is the assumption that the “what” is something other
than flesh and something *“higher’* than flesh. Tt would be unwise, however,
Lo limit the discussion to the ided of God or a god incarnate, even though that
would give the most promise of finding an anlecedent to the Christian doctrine;
for the concept can apply quite properly to the incarnation of any spiritual
entity or guality. More modern phrases, such as “an incarnate fiend™ or
“Liberty incarnale.” should provide sufficient warning against narrowing the
discussion prematurely. And it will soon become apparent that ancient usage
was as broad.

It would of course be possible to define all humanity in incarnational
terms — as offspring of the gods (cf. Acls 17:28). as sons of God by virlue
of sharing the one divine reason, or as possessing a divine spark. Bul in such
cases, the concept of incarnation has became so diluted as to require a quite
different inquiry: What is the “‘divine" in humankind? What is “human™? A
similar problem would arise where the embodiment was thought of in cor-
porale terms — a nation or a large group embodying some ideal. Important
as it is to bear in mind the continuity of conception among all these usages,
this study will have to be limited to the sense of incarpation as denoting one
individual or a number of individuals unusual in the degree or kind of their
embodiment of the divine.

Can we bring our question to sharper focus by delimiting the concept
of incarnation still further? The problems of conceptuality and definition can
be highlighted by noting the overlap and difference between ‘‘incarnation/em-
bodiment” on the one hand and “indwelling” and “inspiration” on the other.
In both cases it is a question of how the gap or difference between the higher
form of existence (spiritual, divine) and the lower (flesh) is perceived as
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capable of being overcome, so that the higher becomes embodied “in” the
lower in some sense.

1. Incarnation and Indwelling

In a dualistic system, where spirit and flesh are seen as sharply and irrec-
oncilably distinct and even antithetical, the resulting embodiment is prob-
ably more accurately described as indwelling than as incarnation. The point
is that Hellenistic religion and philosophy, which determined the dominant
worldview in the Mediterranean world during the period before and after
the emergence of Christianity, was characteristically dualistic. The con-
sequence was that in Hellenistic conceptuality the divine could manifest
itself in the flesh but not as flesh. The axiomatic structures of thought made
it literally unthinkable that the divine should become flesh, that the (by
definition) eternal and unchanging should become flesh, that the (by dcfi-
nition) eternal and unchanging should become that which (by definition)
changed, decayed, and perished. Gods might appear in the guise of human
beings, but they were still gods and not flesh. The divine reason was part
of the human species, but as ‘‘the inner person,” quite distinct {rom the
material body.

The extent of the problem here for Hellenistic thought is clearly reflected
subsequently in the Christian difficulty in correlating its own emerging doc-
trine of incarnation with the “given” of divine impassibility. Nor is it surpris-
ing that the option of docetism (the divine Christ only seemed to be a man)
proved so attractive to many Christians in the second century. And the Gnostic
systems of the second and third centuries simply serve to underline the fact
that Hellenistic dualism could only cope with the concept of divine indwelling
(the splinter ol light imprisoned within the mud of matter) and not with
incarnation as distinct from indwelling.

2. Incarnation and Inspiration

Here, the problem is more difficult than has usually been realized. What is
the difference between these two categories? — incarnation and inspiration
— the latter not dependent on Hellenistic dualism and very highly regarded
in Jewish thought. After all, the phenomenon of inspiration could be described
as ‘‘god-possession” (Gk entheos, enthousiasmos) or, in Jewish terms, as a
being filled or possessed by the Spirit of God (as in Judg. 6:34). An inviting
distinction might be developed in terms of inspiration as essentially a tem-
porary phenomenon; a prophet would not be described as an incarnation of
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the Spirit, a demoniac not as an incarnation of Satan. The difficulty arises,
however, il one wants to speak of inspiration as continuous or unique — as
indeed some Christians did (e.g., Acts 6:3, 5; Eph. 5:18). John the Baptist was
described as “filled with the Holy Spirit from his mother’s womb’ (Luke
1:15). And Jesus was accused of being possessed by Beelzebul (Mark 3:22
pars.).

The problem here is that incarnation and permanent inspiration would
be indistinguishable phenomenologically. This is illustrated by the fact that
the early Fathers of the Church did sometimes speak of incarnation in terms
of the Spirit rather than of the Son (e.g., Hermas Sim. 5.6.5; Tertullian Prax.
26; Cyprian Idol. 11). Consequently, there is a question as to whether the
distinction between the two can be maintained beyond the conceptual level
— rather like the distinction between ‘‘the eternal generation of the Son”
and “‘the procession of the Holy Spirit,” that is, a confession that there is
and must be an important difference, but we are not at all sure what it
amounts to.

Such reflection serves to emphasize the fact that “incarnation” was
neither a clearly conceived category ready to be used in reference to Jesus
nor an empty concept ready to be filled with specifically Christian meaning.
“Incarnation” evidently emerged within a world of meaning where other
concepts lay close to hand but which were not seen as adequate to express
the Christian perception regarding Jesus. In other words, if we may already
draw a preliminary conclusion, it looks as though it is not the overlap of
meaning between ‘‘incarnation’ and other categories such as “‘indwelling”’
and “inspiration”” which was important so much as the distinction between
them: incarnation being developed as a distinctive category in order to express
the distinctive way in which the divine and human were seen to have come
together in Jesus — incarnation as a particular way of conceiving the embodi-
ment, as the divine becoming human, rather than simply indwelling or inspir-
ing the human. This becomes clearer when we look for antecedents to what
became the later orthodox Christian concept.

<
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C. Antecedents

A representative range of ideas and idiom, all of which could warrant the
description “incarnation’ in some sense at least. would include those shown
below (fuller details in TONT VIII. 335-62: Boslooper, Virein Birth, 170-78;
Hengel. Son of God, 21-536; Dunn, Christology in the Making, 13-22). The
categories are in no sense mutually exclusive and indicate overlapping usage
along a more or less continuous spectrum of conceptuality:



(1) The gods themselves appearing in the form or guise of men, as recounted
classically in Ovid's Metamorphoses.

(b) Descent from the gods, particularly legendary heroes like Dionysus and
Herucles, sons of Zeus by mortal mothers,

(¢} Pharaohs, Kings, and then emperors as representatives of God/the gods,
whether by descent or by adoption, and thus embodying divine pres-
ence/authorily.

(d) The broad category often embraced by the phrase “divine men.” as
indicating individuals specially favored or empowered by God or the
gods, who thus warranted the epithet “divine,” Apollonius of Tyana
being a much cited case in point.

(e) Poetic hyperbole, sometimes used in incarnational categories, as classi-
cally in the case of Augustus, represented by Virgil as Apollo come to
ewrth (Ecl, 4.6-10) and by Horace as Mercury descended in the guise of
man (e 1.2.41-52),

() Individuals understood as the embodiment of divine wisdom (Sophia),
particularly as in Philo’s portrayal of Abraham and Moses as archetypes
of the wise man (Leg. All. 3.217, 244 Cher. 10, 18, 31, ete.; Leg, Al
2.87; 3.45, 140-47; Cher, 41 Sacre 9, ete,) and of Sarah as the embaodi-
ment of Wisdom hersell (Leg. All. 2.82; Cher, 2-10, 49; Der, 124, efc.).

In the light of our discussion above, however, we can put a guestion mark
against most of these categories, if it 1s indeed antecedents 1o the concept of
“incarnation” for which we are looking. Within Hellenistic conceptuality, the
dualism which allowed the thought of gods appearing in the guise of men (a
above) militates against the possibility of translating that into the idea of a
god become man. And the questionable category of the “divine man™ (d
above) is anyway better set under the heading of “inspiration™ (divine em-
powering).

It is equally doubtful whether the more intellectual circles of the tme
within the Hellenistic world would have recognized a category ol “incarna-
tion" as equivalent to other of the usages just listed. Whatever the popular
view of such matters, about which we huve only a few hints anyway, those
who determined the intellectual climate of the day saw the myths about gods
and demigods (a and &) as just that — myths and not facwal wuth, Likewise,
talk of king or emperor as divine or as son of God (c) was largely a matter
of palitical convention, and as such expressive of the symbolical power of
the head ol stale und of an underlying desire for divine legitimation for the
social and political structure; and as such regularly manipulated in bloody
power struggles. And the poetic hyperbole of a Virgil lauding Augustus’s
success (e) was presumably seen as such — the exaggerated description quite
proper in the eulogy of a remurkable man. Certainly, important attitudes and
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claims were embodied in all this language, but to use the word “incarnation”
to describe them is at best of doubtful value and probably serves more to
confuse than to help forward the discussion.

All this seems Lo indicate that while the “in”"-put of the divine to the
human was variously conceived within the wider Greco-Roman world, the
idea of incamalion in the sense of the divine actually becoming human was
nowhere formulated prior to Christianity. Whatever language might be proper
within myth and poetic eulogy, the inherent dualism of the Hellenistic world-
view was probably a decisive barrier which prevented such a narrower concept
of incarnation from emerging.

Within the more specifically Jewish milieu, there is a similar range of
usage:

(1) The anthropomorphism of early Hebrew thought facilitated the idea thal
God could appear in human form (cl. the appearance of “the angel of
the Lord’ in human form, as in Genesis |8; 32:24-30: Josh. 5:13-15).

(2) Equivalent to Heracles (descent from the gods) are the ““giants™ of Gen.
64,

(3) The king of Israel was occasionally called *“'son of God™ or *“god,
particularly in the Psalms (Pss. 2:7; 45:6; 82:6; 89:26-27).

(4) Fully equivalent (o any *“divine men’ in wider Hellenistic thought were
the charismatic leaders in the period of the judges and the laler prophets
{e.g., Judg. 14:19; | Kgs. 18:46; Jer. 20:9; Ezek. 2:2), not to mention
the righteous individual and charismatic rabbi (Wis. 2:13-18; m. Ta an.
3:8).

(5) As classic an example as Virgil’s eulogy of Augustus would be the
Wisdom of Solomon’s description of the plagues of Egypt (Wis. 18:15-
16).

¥

If parallels to or precursors of the subsequent Christian docirine of
incarnation are sought, similar qualificalions would have 10 be made. Although
later Christian thought took some of the anthropomorphisms as manifestations
of the Son of God (already in the second century in Justin Martyr’s Dialogue
with Trypho), there is nothing of this in the New Testament itself: there is
some christological use of angelomorphic language, particularly in the vision
of Rev. 1:13-16, bul not as a description of Jesus on earth or of incarnation.
In Jewish circles, the episode of Gen. 6:1-4 was taken as one of the major
sources to account for human sin (Jub. 5:1-10; | En. 6:10; T. Reu. 3). Use of
the language ol deily to speak of the king was the idiom of representation
and legitimation as much within Tsrael as beyond. Charismalic leadership or
prophecy likewise belongs more to the category of inspiration than to that of
mcarnation. And the imagery of Hebrew poetry was as vivid and as vigorous
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as any of its Greek equivalents. There is nothing in all this which leads us to
conclude that by a process of natural evolution any of these usages would
have given rise to the more specifically Christian idea of incarnation.

The one exception, or nearest thing to an exception, would seem to be
the talk of Wisdom noted previously under (f). Here, we cannot go into the
question of whether Wisdom was understood as a divine being other than
God, or as a hypostasis, or as a way of speaking (personification) of divine
action and immanence within creation; in the framework of Jewish mono-
theism, the last of these seems most likely, with the concept of “hypostasis”
a category which only emerged later in Christian theology, in large part at
least as a consequence rather than as a precursor of the idea of “incarnation”
(see Dunn, Christology in the Making, 168-76). The poinl here, however, s
that Wisdom certainly denotes the divine as over against the human, so that
a concept of divine ‘“‘in”-put or of incarnation in at least a broader sense is
involved. Even so, Philo’s portrayal of such a figure as Moses or Sarah as an
embodiment of divine wisdom does not actually bring us much further for-
ward, for it is an example of Philo’s characteristic use of allegorizing in his
handling of scriptural texts and so remains within the broader range of poetic
symbolism and hyperbole. Philo, himself, was too much influenced by Hel-
lenistic philosophy for the antithesis between divine and human, rational and
material, to be overcome so easily. Juxtaposed they were in the human mind
and identified in allegory they might be, but for the one to become the other
or be identified with the other in actual fact was probably a step beyond what
was yet thinkable.

If anything, the closer antecedent to the concept of “incarnation” is to
be found in the idea of divine wisdom as given to Israel, embodied in the
Torah, for in this case the language of actual identification seems to be used.
The clearest examples are Sir. 24:23 and Bar. 4:1. In the former, the hymn
where Wisdom praises herself in the first person is immediately followed by
the comment: “All this is the book of the covenant of the Most High God,
the law which Moses commanded us.” And in the latter, a description of
Wisdom is followed in just the same way by a similar comment: *“She is the
book of the commandments of God and the law that endures for ever.”” Of
course, we are still some way from a concept of incarnation, especially since
we have restricted the definition of the lerm to embodiment in human flesh.
Nonetheless, such usage of a word which so clearly betokens the divine, a
usage which includes both the descriplion of Lhe unique inspiration of Moses
and its identification with something as tangible as the book of the law, is
clearly not far from the idea of incarnation in the more specifically Christian
sense. All it needed was for the two to come together, unique inspiration and
identification, in reference to a single individual for the distinctive concept of
“incarnation’’ to be born.
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And this is what seems to have happened with regard to Jesus. But in
what way, and why, and how soon? Despite the well-known difficulties of
stratifying and dating the material, and although other ways of structuring the
examination are of course quite possible, we shall seek to maintain a chrono-
logical approach as the one most appropriate to an attempt to trace a con-
ceptuality in process of evolution.

D. Jesus

Is the word “incarnation” appropriate to describe Jesus’ self-consciousness
or claims he made regarding himself? Did Jesus think or speak of himself in
terms of the divine embodied in human flesh, whether as a divine being or
as God himself become man? The question, of course, is complicated by the
usual problem of distinguishing what in the Jesus tradition goes back to Jesus
himself and what expresses the later perspective of the earliest Christians or
of the Evangelists themselves. The Johannine portrayal of Jesus is the most
supportive of an affirmative answer, inviting the evangelistic-apologetic chal-
lenge: ‘““He who so speaks of himself is either mad, bad, or God.” But it is
precisely at this point, Jesus’ explicit claims to have preexisted with the Father,
at which the Fourth Gospel differs consistently and strikingly from the other
Gospels, so that it is precisely the overt incarnationalism of that Gospel which
is most likely to indicate a later perspective. As we shall also see later, there
are some features of Matthew’s portrayal which likewise seem to indicate a
developed christology, but for the most part the words of Jesus in the Synoptic
Gospels probably bring us closer to Jesus’ own self-assertions.

Almost all of that material, however, fits most naturally under the head-
ing of “possession’” (whether indwelling or inspiration) rather than of “in-
carnation.” This is certainly the case with the relatively strong use of prophet
categories, as in Mark 6:4 and Luke 4:18-19; and the implication is that Jesus
saw himself as spokesman for God and emissary of divine Wisdom, as in
Mark 9:37 and Luke 7:31-35. Even if Jesus occasionally spoke of himself as
“the son (of God)”” or God’s “beloved son” (Matt. 11:27; Mark 13:32), though
the point is disputed, there would have been no implication in the category
itself of any claim to preexistence, since divine and intimate sonship was
already attributed to a messianic king and the righteous person within Israel
(Ps. 2:7; Isa. 42:1; Wis. 2:16-18). And Jesus’ talk of himself as ‘‘the son of
man,” even where an allusion to Dan. 7:13 is given, would not be understood
as a claim to preexistence, since Dan. 7:13 was evidently not yet interpreted
as speaking of a divine individual (see pp. 9-10 above).

Does the authority expressed by Jesus not carry with it an implicit claim



38 GENERAL ESSAYS

to incarnation? The “‘But I say to you” of Matthew 5 seems to go beyond the
prophets’” “Thus says the Lord” and to set Jesus over against or above Moses.
Even so, however, it is some way from the absolute claim of the Johannine
"l am’™ formula, and it does not seem o have moved beyond the category of
inspiration. The most striking expression of divine authority on the part of
lesus would seemn (o be his claim to forgive sins in Mark 2:5, 10, especially
since in lhe narrative itselll it prompts the response, *'Who can lorgive sins
but God alone?"” The issue here, however, seems 10 be that of authorization.
After all, the priest was entitled to pronounce sins forgiven in the context of
the cult on the authority of Leviticus 5. The provocative feature of Jesus’
pronouncement was that he spoke neither as priest nor in the context of the
cult. To pronounce sins forgiven or even to forgive sins is not of itself an
indication of incarnation, since according to John 20:22 Jesus’ disciples can
do the same (Matt. 16:19, 18:18). Here again, we do not seem to have moved
beyond the category of inspiration or authorization.

It has been suggested that in Jesus’ parables he applied to himself OT
imagery which depicted God, indicating that Jesus thought of himself as in
some sense God. The [Taw in this reasoning is (he twofold non sequitur that
Jesus consistently intended his parables ¢ be understood allegorically and
that he consistently intended to portray himself in them. For example, is the
sower of Mark 4:3-8 a specilic person or anyone who preaches Lhe good news?
And the farmer of Mark 4:26-29, who sleeps and rises night and day, is hardly
to be understeod as a portrayal of God. If any identification is intended by
the Figure of the Father (as in Luke 15:11-32) or of the king (as in Luke
19:12-27), it is obviously God. The imagery of the shepherd (as in Luke
15:4-7) is certainly that of God, but in the same passages it is also that of
those set over Israel by God (Jer. 23:1-6; Ezek. 34:10-16, 20-24). Most striking
here is the use of wedding imagery (Mark 2:19; Matt. 25:1-13), but even here
it is by no means clear if Jesus intended to refer to himself as the bridegroom,
as distinct from simply using the symbolism of the wedding to denote the
new age of the kingdom (Isa. 49:18; 62:5), and the parable of the king giving
a marriage feast for his son (Matt. 22:1-10) hardly suggests an identification
between the bridegroom and God.

In short, within the earlier strata of the Jesus tradition there is substantive
evidence that Jesus laid claim to speak with divine inspiration and autho-
rization as in some sense the representative of God. But there is nothing of
consequence to support the thesis that Jesus saw himself in some sense as
God, as the incarnation of deity.
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E. Earliest Christianity

Here, the issue resolves itself down to the significance implied or understood
in the claim that Jesus had been raised from the dead and exalted to heaven.
The claim was clearly fundamental from the beginning of Christianity proper.
What were the incarnational corollaries of this claim?

It is quite often assumed that any affirmation of Jesus as exalted o
heavenly status would inevitably have carried with it the implication that he
had thereby been restored o or had resumed u status already previously
enjoyed (e.g., Knox, Dearh of Christ, 11; Moule, Origin of Christology.
138-40). Thus, it is argued that the assertion of Jesus’ postexistence, after his
life on carth, would have been seen Lo include as a corollary the assertion of
his preexistence, belfore his life on earth. The more exalled the claims made
regarding the risen Christ, or the more divine the functions attributed Lo the
exalted Christ, the more unavoidable thal corollary would have been. Con-
sequently. even though the concept of incarnation as such was not yet formu-
lated, its conceptualization must have been simply the outworking of that
earliest belief in Jesus as raised from the dead. In which case, incarnation
could be said to have been an integral part of Christian belief from the very
[irst. So the argument runs.

The argument has power, and since the belief in Jesus as incarnate deity
did emerge sooner or laler within early Chrslianity, it can hardly be disputed
that the doctrine of incarnation was in some sense a consequence of the Easter
[aith. But il our concern is to trace (he emergence of the Christian idea of
incarnation, the question to be asked is how soon that consequence was
perccived and affirmed. The argument just stated sees it as an almost imme-
diate consequence. Bul stated like that, il takes too little account of the range
of beliel” and conceptuality at the time. In particular, first-century Judaism
knew a good deal of speculation about hero figures who had been exalted to
heaven and given some participation in God’s judgment, e.g., Enoch. Abel,
and the mysterious Melchizedek (Jub. 4:22-23; T. Abr. 13:1-6; 11QMelch 10).
According to Matt. 19:28 and 1 Cor. 6:2-3, Christians themselves were to take
part in the final judgment. None of this would have been understood 1o imply
the deity or preexistence of the individuals named. The bestowal of the Spirit
(as in Acts 2:33) may seem Lo take a slep beyond anything affirmed of a
human figure in pre-Christian Judaism. bur John the Baptist attributed some
sorl of bestowal of the Spirit to the ““‘coming one” (Mark [:8). Even the
confession of Jesus as “Lord,” which is certainly very early, did not carry
with it a necessary implication that the one so confessed was thereby identified
with God, since (here were many “lords” (1 Cor. 8:5) and since in Paul at
least the confession of Jesus as Lord was bound up with the confession of
God as one (1 Cor. 8:6; Phil. 2:9-11; see p. 16 above).
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Itis uniikely. therefore. thal the thought of incarnation was part of earliest
Christian faith, or that the conviclion regarding Jesus’ exaltation to God’s right
hand would have heen seen more or less trom the first to carry that corollary
within it.

F. Paul

The issue of whether Paul’s christology included the thought of incarnation
has been obscured for most of the twentieth century by the debate regarding
a pre-Christian Gnostic redeemer myth. Bultmann especially argued that there
was already in existence before the emergence of Christianity the myth of a
heavenly redeemer figure sent from on high to awaken to their true nature the
sparks of light imprisoned within matter. According to Bultmann, early chris-
tology, including that of Paul, was indebted to this concept of a cosmic figure,
a preexistent Son of the Father, who came down from heaven and assumed
human form.

The fatal flaw in this whole thesis was that it read the fully developed
form of the myth, first clearly attested in the second century A.D., back into
the period before Christ. Elements of pre-Christian and early Christian
thought, which are better seen as the building blocks from which the Gnostic
redeemer myth was later constructed, were assumed o he the broken frag-
ments of an already existing myth whose fuller expressions have been lost o
us — a highly questionable argument from silence. In particular, the Christian
belief about Jesus probably provided one of the most imporant of thesc
building blocks, since Lhe aciual redeemer ligures of the second and third-
century Gnostic systems seem to be modeled on this Christian belief rather
than vice versa. The thesis is also basically unsatisfactory since the postulated
myth 1s fundamentally dualistic in character; that is to say, it would have led
if anything to a docetic rather than an incarnational christology; whereas, in
the event, Docetism seems to have emerged as an attempt to translate a newly
evolved concept of incarnation into the more characteristically dualistic cate-
gories of Hellenistic thought.

The passages in Paul on which the debate mostly focused are the Christ-
hymns of Phil. 2:6-11 and Col. 1:15-20. And even when the pre-Christian
redeemer myth has been dismissed from the debate, these passages seem to
offer the clearest examples of a preexistence and so incarnational christology
in Paul.
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1. Philippians 2:6-11

Here, the issue is largely reduced to the question of the christological imagery
being used and its significance. More specifically, to what extent is the imagery
that of Adam christology? The talk of being in God’s form (or image) and of
a grasping at equality with God (Phil. 2:6) certainly seems to be intended as
a portrayal of Jesus in Adamic terms (Gen. 1:26-27 and 3:5 are clearly alluded
to). But if that is the case, is it the preexistent Jesus who is in view (the
heavenly Christ chose to humble himself to become a man), or is it the epochal
significance of Jesus’ ministry expressed in Adamic terms (Jesus refused the
path of individual self-advancement and chose rather to identify himself
completely with humankind in its enslavement to sin and to the death which
is the consequence of that enslavement)?

Most commentators find the former more convincing. In which case,
the talk of “taking the form of a slave, being/becoming in the likeness of
men, and being found/having proved himself to be like man” (Phil. 2:7) is
probably to be reckoned the earliest expression of incamation christology. On
the other hand, Adam christology elsewhere in Paul focuses on Christ’s death
and resurrection, not on his birth, as the decisive moments of epochal signif-
icance (Rom. 5:15-19; 1 Cor. 15:20-22, 45-50). And the distinctiveness of
Adam christology from the Gnostic redeemer myth lies precisely in the fact
that the life, and death, of a historic individual (Jesus) is perceived as imbued
with suprahistorical significance for humankind as a whole, rather than that
a preexistent divine being entered the alien territory of a human form. (Adam,
properly speaking, was prehistoric rather than preexistent.) Moreover, the
regular link between Ps. 110:1 and Ps. 8:6 elsewhere in earliest christology
(1 Cor. 15:25-27; Eph. 1:20-22; Heb. 1:13-2:8; 1 Pet. 3:22; cf. Phil. 3:21)
suggests that Christ’s exaltation to lordship following his Adamic death was
also seen in Adamic terms; that is, not as a restoration to a heavenly status
previously enjoyed but as the fulfillment of God’s purpose in creating
humankind in the first place (*‘to put all things under his feet’’), “to the glory
of God the Father” (Phil. 2:11). So perhaps the issue is not so clearcut as is
usually assumed to be the case.

The debate is the same in other expressions of Adam christology. In
1 Cor. 15:47, “‘the second man, from heaven’’ is almost certainly the exalted
Christ. Although some have argued along the lines of the Gnostic redeemer
myth that *“‘the man from heaven’ is the spiritual, preexistent prototype of
Adam (the Primal Man), Paul explicitly denies this: the spiritual comes after
the natural; it is the risen Christ who is the prototype of resurrected humankind
(15:46-49). In 2 Cor. 8:9, on the other hand, there is an ambivalence similar
to that in Philippians 2. Is Christ’s richness his preexistent state, and is Christ’s
becoming poor his incarnation? Or is the richness that of unbroken fellowship
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with God (such as Adam had enjoyed before the fall) and the poverty the state
of separation from God, particularly in his death (cf. Mark 15:34)? The parallel
with 2 Cor. 5:21, if anything, suggests the latter.

In Gal. 4:4 and Rom. 8:3 the issue is again more open and depends on
how the talk of God sending his Son is to be correlated with Paul’s description
of the Son as ““born of woman, born under the law’ and as being sent “‘in
the likeness of sinful flesh.”” Again, the emphasis seems to be on describing
Christ’s complete oneness with the human condition (“‘under the law,” “‘sinful
flesh”), which made redemption necessary so that the redemption achieved
(on the cross) might be effective for that condition (“‘to redeem those under
the law,” “‘condemned sin in the flesh™). The language of “‘sending” may
have been drawn from the idea of commissioning a prophet (e.g., Jer. 1.7;
Ezek. 2:3; Mark 12:2-6), as in the case of Isaiah, conscious of his solidarity
with the sinfulness of his people (Isa. 6:5-8), or indeed of the Servant to bear
the iniquity of his people (Isa. 49:1-7; 53:4-6). Had Paul intended to evoke
the thought of a sending from heaven, it is questionable whether he would
have used the word ““likeness” in Rom. 8:3, since within Hellenistic thought
the word could lend itself too readily to a docetic-type interpretation — not a
genuine solidarity with human sinfulness, and so not an actual redemption.

2. Colossians 1:15-20

Here, the matter seems to be more straightforward. Christ is described as “‘the
image of God, the firstborn of all creation,” as the one in, through, and for
whom all things were created, the one who is “before all things™ and in whom
all things hold together (1:15-17). There is no reference to incarnation (a
descent from heaven, or becoming man), but the Janguage is clearly that of
preexistence, and since the preexistence is predicated of Christ himself, the
idea of incarnation, rather than that of indwelling or inspiration, must be
implicit. Much the same could be said of 1 Cor. 8:6: *“‘one Lord, Jesus Christ,
through whom all things. ., .”

There are some difficulties even in this case, however: (1) The language
is generally recognized to be that used of Wisdom in the Jewish wisdom
literature (Prov. 3:19; 8:22, 25, Sir. 24:9; Wis. 7:26). In the same passages,
Wisdom is spoken of as God’s first creation, which, if the language of personal
preexisternce is pressed, leaves us with a rather Arian understanding of ““first-
born of creation.” (2) Equally awkward for subsequent classic credal chris-
tology would be the assertion of the personal preexistence of Christ, since in
subsequent orthodoxy it is clear that Jesus Christ is the man whom preexistent
Wisdom became. The preexistence is attributed to Wisdom; Jesus is the
incarnation of preexistent Wisdom. (3) Within the Colossian hymn itself, there
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is the problem of the second half, often ignored in such discussions. There
Christ’s exalted preeminence is described as the result of his resurrection
(1:18) and as the consequence of God having been pleased to dwell in him
in all his fullness (1:19; cf, 2:9) — language more appropriate to the concept
of indwelling, or of adoption, than to that of incarnation.

Once again, therefore, the thought does not appear to be so clearcut as
it first appeared. The hymn writer does not seem to have been attempting to
achieve a consistent christological statement. If by reading the text as straight-
forward factual affirmation, we find ourselves with unlooked-for corollaries
and contradictory assertions, that may be sign enough that we are reading the
text with a different meaning than that the author intended, that the author
was simply drawing on diverse theological imagery and language to describe
the significance of Christ rather than to make a dogmatically coherent claim
of incarnation. Even so, the use of Wisdom imagery and language for Christ
in both 1 Corinthians 8 and Colossians 1 is striking. Never before, so far as
we can tell, had such affirmations been made of a man who had lived and
died within living memory. More is being said here of Jesus than Philo said
of Moses or the wisdom writers said of the law; more than Virgil said of
Augustus. At the very least, we have to say that Jesus’ life, death, and resur-
rection were being seen to possess a divine significance, a revelation of the
divine wisdom, a self-disclosure of God himself, so that it was taken as wholly
proper to speak of him as that Wisdom, as the manifestation of the one God,
with the death of Jesus in particular serving as a definitive expression of that
Wisdom (1 Cor. 1:22-25). The explicit concept of incarnation lies very close
at hand in such language; and in the way that language is used here we may
indeed even be able to observe the concept of ““incarnation’ on the point of
emerging into conscious thought.

G. Between Paul and John

In the period following Paul, the conceptuality is more varied, but the same
question as that posed by Paul’s Wisdom christology remains of uncertain
answer. Has the Christian understanding of Jesus begun to break through the
older categories, images, and hyperboles? The focus of such language on Jesus
certainly indicates that he was seen as the focus of divine revelation for the
first Christians. But has the conceptuality of indwelling and inspiration been
stretched to express a new category, that of incarnation? Here again, the answer
is more open than many have assumed to be the case.

For example, if the Pauline talk of the sending of the Son (Rom. 8:3;
Gal. 4:4) is read as an expression of Wisdom christology on the parallel of
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Wis. 9:10, then it should also be read in parallel with Philo’s description of
Moses, sent by God ““as a loan to the earthly sphere and suffered to dwell
therein” (Sacr. 9). If the latter is an expression of Philo’s allegorical hyperbole
(Moses as the archetype of the wise man; cf. above), what does that say of
the former? Similarly, the talk of the appearing of the one predestined from
the beginning of time, in passages such as 2 Tim. 1:9-10, Heb. 9:26, and 1 Pet.
1:20, seems to be a fairly clear expression of preexistence and incarnation,
until we remember that similar language is used of Moses in 7. Mos. (14:
“chosen and appointed. and prepared from the foundation of the world, to be
the mediator of the covenant™). The christology of Heb. 1:1-3 is aiso depen-
dent on Jewish wisdom language (e.g., Wis. 7:26; Philo, Plant. 8-9, 18) and
shares the same difficulty with Col. 1:15-20 as to how its reference o Chris
should be interpreted, particularly as later on (Heb. 2:6-9; 5:7-10) we find one
of the most fully developed expressions of Adam christology in the New
Testament. The language of Heb. 7:3 seems to envisage Melchizedek as un
ideal type of the Platonic model, while 10:5 assumes that the Jewish idiom,
“those who come into the world,” is a circumlocution for human beings.

Even the idea of virginal conception (and birth?), which may be thought
to have broken new ground, does not seem to have gone beyond Philo’s talk
of Zipporah as *‘pregnant through no mortal agency,”” and of Sarah as “ranked
as a pure virgin’’ even after giving birth (Cher. 47, 50). Of course, the birth
narratives of Matthew 1-2 and Luke 1-2 are not allegories such as those that
characterize Philo’s exposition of the Pentateuch. But the problem of discern-
ing where midrash and poelic imagery end and where literal claims begin in
the birth narratives permits of no easy resolution. To be sure, the imagery of
birth (the coming into existence of a new human being) does not immediately
mesh with the idea of incarnation (the enfleshment of one already preexistent).
But that is less of a problem if we recognize the metaphorical and midrashic
character which such descriptions would be assumed to have within a first-
century Jewish context. Whether fresh ground had in fact been broken would
only become evident when the idea of virginal conception was subsequently
integrated into the more powerful concept of incarnation.

Matthew, in fact, is not far off from doing just that. For not only does
he make good use of the virginal conception tradition (Matthew 1-2), but he
also goes beyond the earlier portrayal of Jesus as the emissary of Wisdom to
a portrayal of Jesus as Wisdom herself (Matt. 11:19, 25-30; 23:34-36, 37-39).
Not only so, but he also takes up the language of divine presence and depicts
Jesus as ““God with us” (1:23; 18:20; 28:18, 20). Here is confirmation that
Wisdom was not thought of as a divine being other than God (not even the
Son of God in that sense), but as God himself in his active concern for and
outreach to his creation and people. It is because Jesus was seen as the
complete embodiment of that concern and outreach that he could be spoken
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of in such terms with the function of the birth narratives used as much to
underscore the point that he embodied this divine presence from the first. In
this sense, at least, we can speak of a concepl of incamation in Malthew, even
if it does not come to explicit expression as such.

H. John

In the Fourth Gospel there is an extraordinary concentration of christological
claims. Individually they might be understood as still caught within the earlier
categories and structure of thought; but together they may well be judged to
express a breakthrough into a different conceptuality and a bolder claim.

The claim is posed at once in the prologue. The subject is God’s Word
— another way of speaking of God’s self-revelation, action upon, and com-
munication with the world of humankind, along with Wisdom and Spirit (e.g.,
Pss. 33:6; 107:20; Wis. 9:1-2,17; Philo, Somn. 1.65-69; Luke 1:2; Acts 10:36-
38). So in John 1 the Word was in the beginning, was with God, and was
God; all things were made through this Word (John 1:1-3). It was this Word
which ““became flesh” in Jesus Christ (1:14). The juxtaposing in this way of
the two concepts “Word” and ‘‘flesh” is very striking. For just as John is
clear that the Word belongs wholly to the realm of the divine, is theos
(God/god), so is he clear that flesh belongs wholly to this world, transient and
corruptible and antithetical to the other (1:13; 3:6; 6:63). The choice of verb,
therefore, is hardly accidental, and it cannot easily be diminished in signifi-
cance or rendered unwarrantably as “appear.” John evidently wanted to say
“the Word became flesh.” The concept of incarnation, as distinct from in-
dwelling or inspiration, has come to explicit expression. Jesus is being pre-
sented as the incarnation of the divine Word.

In the light of this, John’s other christological emphases gain a clearer
perspective. The characteristic talk of Jesus as the Son sent from the Father
is there to emphasize primarily that Jesus is the self-revelation of God, the
only one who can make God fully known (1:18; 6:46; 14:9). The less prom-
inent but equally striking talk of Jesus as the Son of Man descended from
heaven is used to emphasize that Jesus is the authoritative spokesman of the
mystery of God (1:47-51; 3:12-13; 6:60-62). The ‘I am” statements no doubt
deliberately echo the “I am” of Exod. 3:14 and Isa. 43:10 (particularly John
8:58); Jesus is the glory of God visible to humankind (12:41, referring to Isa.
6:1). Most striking of all is the uninhibited use of the title “God/god” to
describe Jesus (1:18; 20:28). That the title was provocative to his fellow Jews
was well known to the author (5:18; 10:33) and probably resuited within a
few years in the rabbinic charge that the Christians had abandoned belief in
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the unity of God (early second century). This is probably sufficient evidence
to confirm that the Fourth Evangelist was aware that in pushing such a
developed portrayal of Jesus he was going beyond what had previously been
acceptable or at least retainable within the hitherto accepted conventions of
Jewish talk of God and his self-revelation. To speak of God’s wisdom dwelling
in Israel or embodied iun thc Torah was one thing; to portray the man Jesus as
God’s Word incarnate was something else.

The matter seems to be put beyond doubt by the way in which John ties
the thought of incarnation tightly to the cross. The whole Gospel moves toward
the climax of Christ’s death. The glory of the Son is manifested particularly
in his death (12:23-24; 13:31; cf. 21:19). The lifting up, which corresponds
to his descent from heaven, is a lifting up on the cross (3:14; 12:32-33). Most
striking of all is the emphasis in 6:53-58 that the flesh of the Son of Man
must be chewed if it is Lo result in eternal life. The point of the incarnation
is the death of the incarnate one (6:51). Here, too, John was probably aware
that he was pushing into uncharted territory (6:60). A claim that God had
revealed himself in king, prophet, sage, or righteous man could be expressed
in a variety of hyperbolic language without breaching philosophic or theolog-
ical conventions. But to claim that the Eternal had become man in order to
die was a step beyond.

I. Conclusions

(1) Tt is difficult to draw a sharp line between a beforc and after in the
emergence of the concept of incarnation. All we can say with some confidence
is that before Christians began to express the significance of Jesus the concept
of incarnation as such is not yet attested; whereas at the end of the first century
the concept has been deliberately and provocatively put forward. Arguably,
the thought is implicit already in formulations used by Paul. But whatever we
make of these formulations, it does look rather as though the concept of
incarnation was the outcome of what seems with hindsight to have been an
inevitable and logical progression, as the first Christians found that previous
ways of speaking of the revelation of God were inadequate to express the full
significance of the divine revelation which was Jesus.

(2) The focal point of this being sent, coming under the law, as man,
becoming flesh, in all cases seems to be the death and resurrection of Jesus.
Within the New Testament there is no evidence of a concept of incarnation
as itself the decisive act of salvation — flesh redeemed by being assumed.
The moment of salvation remains decisively centered on the cross. At this
point, incarnation and Adam christologies readily blend into each other.
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(3) The recognition that Wisdom christology is the most obvious root
of incarnation christology also has an important corollary, particularly when
it is recalled that in Jewish thought Wisdom is not a being independent of
God but is God’s self-manifestation. The point is that Christ is the incarnation
of this Wisdom/Word. To speak of Christ as himself preexistent, coming down
from heaven, and so forth, has to be seen as metaphorical; otherwise it leads
nevitably Lo some kind of polytheism — the Father as a person, just like Jesus
was a person (Lumpe, God as Spirify. Whereas, what & Wisdom/Word chris-
tology claims is that Jesus is th: person/individual whom God's Word became.
Even to speak of the incarnation of the Son of God can be misleading, unless
the Son christology of John is seen as it was probably intended, as an expres-
sion of the same Wisdom/Word chrislology; otherwise, there is the danger of
a too literal translation of Father-Son language once again into a form of
polytheism — that very abandoning of the oneness of God of which Jews and
Muslims accuse Christians. The incarnation doctrine which comes to expres-
sion in the New Testament is properly understood only if it is understood as
the incarnation of God’s self-revelation, in the sense as that incarnation of
God himself. The issue which caused the breach with Jewish thought and with
Judaism is the charge against the Johannine Jesus that “you being a man,
make yourself God” (John 10:33).
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Interpreting New Testament Christology

The history of interpretation of New Testament christology has been marked
by the attempt, at best. to understand the New Testamenl texts within the
context of changing and developing philosophical and dogmatic structures; at
worst to use the New Testament 10 support ideas and teachings whose legiti-
macy and coherence were effectively unrelated 1o the New Teslament,

In the patristic peried discussion of christology returned again and again
to the key texts. Prov. 8:22: John 1:14; Phil. 2:6-11; Col. 1:15: and Heb. 131
[nitially. when Logos christology formed (he main stream of thought, the
principal issue was whether the Logos was created. Prov. 8:22 was a favorile
Arian verse and pointed to the equivalent interpretation of Col. 1:15 (*first-
born of all creation’). Opposition ro the idea of the Logos as “created”
resulted in a response Lo Arianism at these points characteristically dependent
more on dogmatic presupposilion and less on exegesis — e.g.. ktizein luken
in the sense “appoint’ rather than “create™; Col. 1:15 understood with ref-
erence Lo Christ's flesh: the prarotokos of Col. 1:15 understood within the
distinclion between “hegetting”™ and “creating™ (Grillmeier, Christ in Chris-
tian Tradition, 156, 174, 182, 213). In a similar way the virgin birth narratives
were soon absorbed into a larger doctrine of incamation and ceased lo have
independent signilicance excepl as they contributed 1o a different line of
dogmuatic development focusing on Mary.

Sull more important was John L: 14, which might seem (o speak straight-
forwardly of incarnation {*"the Logos became flesh™). but with the sense in
which the Logos became flesh being precisely the issue in dispute (e.g..
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Grillmeier, 245, 328). In this debate the alternatives centered on a Logos-
anthropos (Word-man) christology and a Logos-sarx (Word-flesh) christology.
The former was typical of the Antiochene school and focused on the human
Christ but left the unity of the divine and human in Christ in some question.
The latter was typical of the Alexandrian school and focused on the preexistent
Logos, leaving Christ’s humanity in some unclarity. Thus was formulated in
classic terms a tension which has been fundamental to christology from the
beginning, reflecting not least the different portrayals of Jesus in Synoptic
and Johannine Gospels.

When the focus was more on the issue of relationships within the
Godhead, the language of Phil. 2:7 and Heb. 1:3 came to the fore. The problem
was what terms like morphe, charakter, and hypostasis might mean (Grill-
meier, 365, 374). The resolution was provided by giving hypostasis a new
technical meaning relating to the distinctiveness of the three divine ‘“‘persons”
(allowing the new technical formula, one ousia and three Aypostases). The
solution, in other words, was not derived exegetically, but could call on Heb.
1:3 for support within a ‘‘language game” where semantic values were in
transition (cf. Grillmeier, 446).

In short, as the christological and trinitarian debate became more tech-
nical, with ever more subtle refinement, it moved further and further from
questions of exegesis as such and more toward a prooftexting for arguments
and positions determined by the different terms and logical constraints of later
debates. And so it has continued in greater or less degree since, at least to the
extent that the terms of the debates have been determined by the great credal
confessions hammered out in the early centuries.

Something of the same can be said of the other focus in New Testament
christology — on the soteriological significance of Christ. An early powerful
example of exegesis feeding theology was Irenaeus’s development of Paul’s
Adam christology in his theory of “‘recapitulation.” But for much of the time
the theme of atonement was subordinated to what was perceived as the more
important issue, the theme of incarnation — as in the classic epigram of
Gregory of Nazianzus, ‘““What has not been assumed cannot be restored’” (Ep.
101.7). The New Testament language of sacrifice and ransom in reference to
Christ’s death was taken seriously, with the usual exegetical assumption being
that “sacrifice” implied a theory of penal satisfaction and the image of ransom
raising the question as to whether a ransom had been paid to the devil. In his
classic study, Christus Victor (1931), G. Aulén also argued in effect for a more
definitive influence of Col. 2:15. But again the momentum and thrust of the
discussion usually depended more on dogmatic logic or “necessary reasons’’
(Anselm) than on exegesis or exposition of what was taken for granted to be
the authoritative scriptural text.

In all this the hermeneutical technique of allegorizing allowed a wide
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range of texts to be drawn in without anything approaching an adequate
exegetical or hermeneutical control. And while the Reformation brought a
renewed emphasis on exegesis and on the importance of rooting doctrine
firmly in the biblical text, in the area of christology the classical categories
and paradigms were on the whole too firmly established to allow any real
question to arise at the level of exegesis or interpretation.

With the rise of historical and biblical criticism in the post-Enlighten-
ment period, however, the philosophical and dogmatic frameworks of inter-
pretation soon came into conflict. The impact was first experienced in the
deist polarization of historical Jesus and dogmatic Christ, with the clear
presumption that the latter was no longer an acceptable hermeneutical option
and that the alternative framework of rationalism or idealism or liberal opti-
mism ipso facto provided a sounder interpretation.

The contrast between a historically rediscovered Jesus and a dogmati-
cally determined Christ thus became the modern expression of the older
tension between the humanity and divinity of Jesus (cf. the distinction between
Logos-anthropos and Logos-sarx). In the modern period it has reappeared in
many different forms as a hermeneutical key to the NT texts; e.g., the teacher
Jesus and the Hellenized Redeemer, the historical Jesus and the Christ of faith,
christology from below and from above, Jesus the Jew and Christ the Lord
of the Christian mystery cult, the Jesus of Bible story and the Christ of
doctrinal proposition. And it has been a factor in several important develop-
ments in biblical criticism, e.g., the emergence of Q as a non-miraculous
source outflanking the problem of the miracle-performing Savior; the
questioning of John’s Gospel as being a document of the Christ of faith rather
than a source for the historical Jesus; the evolution of form criticism of Gospels
and Epistles as a way of bridging the gap between the historical reality of
Christianity’s beginnings and the already theologized documents of the NT.

A consistent feature of the past two centuries is the search for parallels,
the assumption of the historical-critical method being that contemporary par-
allels in idea and idiom can be confidently expected to throw light on the
biblical data. In the case of the birth narratives, for example, comparisons
have been drawn with talk of demi-gods in Greek myth and of virgin mothers
in Philo. In dispute is precisely the question of the distinctiveness of the
Christian narratives — whether lack of an exact parallel is evidence of a new
category provided by revelation and divine act, or whether a historical context
in which similar ideas can be expressed is sufficient evidence of a way of
conceptualizing divine interaction with the human sphere within which the
thought of a virginal conception is simply a new variant of an older motif,
even if the emphasis comes on the word “new.” Within this larger exegetical
debate the influence of Isa. 7:14 in shaping the tradition and the extent to
which all or part of the narratives can be described as “midrash” are specific
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questions still under discussion. The most recent and thorough exegetical study
by R. E. Brown (The Birth of the Messiah) underlines the gap which still
remains at the end of the day between historical findings and dogmatic affir-
mation.

In the case of the historical Jesus the hermeneutical problem is equally
sharp, though often not perceived to be so. To what extent is the historical
method able to allow for a Jesus whose self-consciousness or claims regarding
himself transcend categories currently available, or does it inevitably reinforce
a polarization between historical Jesus and Christ of faith? The impact of
J. Weiss and A. Schweitzer undermined the liberal Protestant portrayal of
Jesus the moral teacher or social reformer and left twentieth-century research
with a still uncomfortable picture of Jesus the eschatological prophet, predict-
ing the imminent end of history, a stranger and enigma to modern suscepti-
bilities, as well as posing awkward questions to the dogma of Christ’s divinity.
In more recent years awareness of social unrest in first-century Palestine and
of similar structures of oppression in the twentieth century have encouraged
areexpression of the older Jesus-the-revolutionary model in terms of liberation
theology. And the continuing revulsion at the horrors of the Holocaust has
resulted in a restatement of Jesus-the-Jew, or even Jesus-the-Pharisee. In such
cases a christology from below is followed through to coherent and logical
conclusion, usually without regard to the gap it leaves between it and the
Christ of faith.

The search for parallels to the concept of Christ’s saving death has
regularly fixed on the myth of the dying and rising god as expressed in the
mystery cults of the period. And a “deemphasis’ on the importance of his-
torical reference, such as has characterized the theology of Karl Barth and the
current resurgence of narrative theology, provides a larger hermeneutic within
which such a historical assessment can be sustained. Otherwise the difficulty
of explaining how the mythological expression of the annual cycle of fertility
came to be a means of interpreting the death and resurrection of a historical
individual has usually proved to be a decisive consideration against such
hypotheses. A more plausible analogy/genealogy hypothesis has been per-
ceived in the martyr theology and the motif of the suffering righteous in
intertestamental Judaism, which seems to lie behind such formulations as
Rom. 5:6-11. With regard to the Gospels one of the chief ongoing debates is
whether the model of Suffering Servant (Isaiah 53) or Son of Man (Daniel 7)
provides the most important exegetical key to the central passion statements
(particularly Mark 10:45). Outside the Gospels the various disputes focusing
on Rom. 3:25 characterize the range of debate — whether and to what extent
there is a pre-Pauline formula to be discerned with a different theology of
atonement, whether the category of sacrifice was actually promoted by the
NT writers in discussing the significance of Jesus’ death (this is of interest
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particularly among German scholars), and whether the language of “‘propi-
tiation” or “‘expiation,” of ‘“‘substitution’ or “‘representation” provides the
more appropriate exegesis and interpretation (particularly among English-
speaking scholars).

Within each phase of biblical criticism the resurrection narratives have
come under renewed scrutiny: Which is the oldest source? How far do parallels
of translation to heaven and apotheosis help explain the data? How do form-
critical categories illuminate them? To what extent have the narratives of the
empty tomb been determined or redacted in the light of mythological or
kerygmatic considerations or by liturgical practice? The fact that belief in
Jesus’ resurrection was a central confession of faith from the first has been
widely recognized, with 1 Cor. 15:3-8 providing the decisive evidence. So
too the fact that this belief was rooted in resurrection “appearances.” For
those working with a narrowly defined historical method, the most obvious
explanations have been in terms of hysterical visions, the conviction that Jesus’
message could not die, or cognitive dissonance (the refusal to accept evident
disconfirmation of earlier hopes), though all such explanations labor under
the difficulty of explaining the striking differences between the pre-Easter and
post-Easter proclamation. For those with a more open model of historical
enquiry, however, the interpretative conundrum remains, characterized by the
description of the resurrection as ‘‘eschatological event”; how to speak mean-
ingfully within history of an event which by definition transcends or breaks
out of history, an event which is utterly unique, without parallel within history,
because it marks the end of history and forms a unique interface between this
world and the world to come? Where the dividing line between demonstrable
history and faith proclamation becomes thus elided, the only solution is to
maintain the integrity of the dialogue at both sides of the point of intersection.

On any reckoning the resurrection is the definitive moment of transition
from the historical Jesus to the Christ of faith and inevitably therefore stands
at the center of New Testament christology as the interpretative key, however
that key is formally expressed. That has also been brought home by another
major line of research during the same period, that is, into the titles of Jesus
— Messiah, Son of Man, Son of God, Lord, etc. This proved valuable as a
descriptive exercise, but unsatisfactory in terms of providing hermeneutical
keys for christology. The reason is presumably that the Christ event con-
tributed more to the titles than vice-versa. Titles like Messiah and Son of Man
proved incapable of carrying the growing weight of theological significance
accorded to Jesus; kyrios provided an invaluable transition from pre-Easter
(**sir” is its secular sense) to post-Easter (it also means “Lord’). Logos carried
the main christological weight into the post-apostolic period, and Son of God
proved the most durable title of all. But at each phase it was the burgeoning
christology itself which was decisive, either leaving the unadaptable titles
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behind or steadily transforming the significance of the more adaptable. As
labels by which to chart the progress and diverse emphases of earliest chris-
tology, titles have continuing interpretative value, but they do not themselves
explain that progress or its dynamic.

While such attempts were being made to explain and interpret chris-
tology ‘‘from below,” the classical creeds continued to provide a framework
for those who saw the deficiencies of the historical method as decisive and
who continued to interpret the biblical texts in terms of a christology “‘from
above.” Characteristic here have been the expositions of kenotic christology
and Barth’s christocentrism. The former, well regarded by many scholars in
the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, had its putative hermeneutical
basis in Phil. 2:7 (“*he emptied himself”), though the exegetical toehold was
tenuous and the debate on the meaning of kendsis, as so often before, depended
on dogmatic considerations well removed from the text of Philippians. Barth’s
theology of the Word, with its disjunction between the word of God and all
human thought, came to hermeneutical expression in his early emphasis on
the belief that historical criticism and exegesis are but preparatory to the task
of theology and the word of proclamation. Here once again any effective
historical control or check on dogma was effectively discounted. More recent
attempts to provide a systematic conceptuality in theology have made greater
attempts to root the theological paradigm in the New Testament, with varying
degrees of success: W. Pannenberg, recognizing the crucial interface character
of the New Testament accounts of Jesus’ resurrection; J. Moltmann with his
more dogmatically oriented focus on the cross; and E. Schillebeeckx trying
to work more fully with New Testament exegesis and scholarship and finding
the resolution in effect in Christian experience.

The most persistent attempt at bridging the christology-from-above/
christology-from-below divide has been the quest of the Gnostic redeemer
myth, which has dominated much of twentieth-century New Testament re-
search (particularly under the influence of R. Bultmann). Its attraction grew
partly from the observation of non-Christian features in the developed form
of the myth in the later Gnostic systems, suggesting the possibility of a
pre-Christian form, and partly from the historical method’s difficuity in hand-
ling the novum, the problem of explaining a historical datum which seems to
make a “quantum leap” beyond anything which came before. The presup-
position that already before the first century there was a developed myth of
a divine figure who descended from heaven to rescue spiritual entities (frag-
ments of light-souls) trapped within the prison of matter would certainly
explain how Jesus came to be spoken of as a descending/ascending redeemer.
The search for the pre-Christian myth has, however, had the character more
of a wild goose chase. The hypothesis that the pre-Christian indications of the
myth are fragments of an unattested whole has had to give way before the
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more credible hypothesis that these elements are building blocks which were
later put together to form the developed myih. The dualism of the reconstructed
myth fits poorly with the evolution in the Christian texts from a resurrection-
centered proclamation to a concept of incarnation {docetism coming later).
The key New Testament texts themselves arc better explained as distinctively
new developments of Hellenistic Jewish ideas of Wisdom and Adam provoked
by the impact of the whole Christ event.

In fact, in a rather striking way, the interpretation of New Testament
christology has come full circle, with the same texts which provided the
biblical subject matter for the debates of early centuries once again at the
center of hermeneutical debate, particularly John 1:14; Phil. 2:6-11; and Col.
1:15-20. As in the early centuries. other models have been taken up and (ried.
An angelomorphic christology can argue for exegetical support in the Son of
Man motif of the Gospels and paticularly in the visions of the seer of
Revelation; but the same fuctors condemn it w the cdges of the main stream
of developing christology. A spirit christology (as in Lampe, God as Spirit)
can build strongly on the calegory ol Jesus the prophet and on such texts as
I Cor, 15:45, bul fails 1o lake adequate account of why the category of prophet
proved unsatisfactory to the evangelists and of the dynamic within New
Testament christology. As the developing christology of the early centuries
also bears witness, it was the New Testament’s Adam christology and Wis-
dom/Logos christology which proved the most productive in drawing out Lthe
full significance of the Christ event. This should occasion no surise since
il is precisely the talk of divine image, common to both Adam and Wisdom,
which bridges the divide between human and divine and which expresses the
revelatory sienilicance which the first Christians evidently experienced in and
through Christ: Christ the wchetype of humankind and the window into Gad.

For the same reason it is the Fourth Gospel which serves as the indis-
pensable bridge between the historical Jesus and the Christ of dogma. For it
clearly indicates that stage in Christian reflection which was still rooted in
historical memory of what Jesus did and said (as more clearly expressed in
the Synoptic tradition), which (like the earlier New Testament writers) still
saw the primary revelatory and redemptive focus in Christ’s death and resur-
rection as illumined by the imterpreter Spirit, and which now saw the need to
bring his fuller significance o expression precisely in Gospel format, but
using language and categories which would have greatest impact on the
writer’s contemporaries and readers. To the extent that the Fourth Evangelist
was successful in maintaining that threefold tension, 1o that extent his Gospel
still provides the most imporlani single New Testament paradigm [or expound-
ing the significance of Gods revelation in Christ.
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The Messianic Secret in Mark

Despite the cool reception given to it by English scholarship when it first
appeared, it is now abundantly evident that Wilhelm Wrede’s Das Messiasge-
heimnis in den Evangelien (1901) marked a turning point of considerable
importance in the study of the Gospels inasmuch as Wrede was really the first
to recognize and appreciate the theological nature of the Synoptics. His specific
thesis (that the messianic secret motif in Mark has a theological rather than a
historical origin) has “mark” edly influenced the researches of those who came
after him, to such an extent that it is often taken for granted, a “given” in the
investigation of new propositions and theses.! His own statement of the thesis
has not escaped criticism and refinement, of course, but his main conclusion still
stands as proven for the majority of continental scholars. An investigation of the
messianic secret motif in Mark must therefore deal in the first place with Wrede
himself, and I will begin by briefly outlining Wrede’s argument.

He points first to the commands with which Jesus silences the messianic

1. For the influence of Wrede's work see, e.g., P. W. Meyer, “The Problem of the
Messianic Selfconsciousness of Jesus,” NovT 4 (1960) 122-38; N, Pcrrin, ‘The Wredestrasse
Becomes the Hauptstrasse,” Journal of Religion 46 (1966) 296-300. The continuing interest in
Wrede’s own thesis is illustrated by the reissue of a third edition of Das Messiasgeheimnis in
1963, with an English translation due shortly, and by the recent contributions of G. Minelte de
Tillesse, Le secret messianique dans I’ Evangile de Marc (Paris: Cerf, 1968), which unfortunately
I have so far been unable to consult; B. G. Powley, *“The Purpose of the Messianic Secret: A
Brief Survey,” ExpT 80 (1968-69) 308-10; D. Aune, “The Problem of the Messianic Secret,”
NovT 11 (1969) 1-31; and R. N. Longenecker, “The Messianic Secrct in the Light of Recent
Discoveries,” EQ 41 (1969) 207-15.

Originally published in Tyndale Bulletin 21 (1970) 92-117. Revised form of a paper given at
the New Testament Study Group of Tyndale Fellowship at Tyndale House, Cambridge, July,
1969. Copyright © 1970 by Tyndale House and used by permission. A briefer version was
published in The Messianic Secret, ed. C. Tuckeltt (Philadelphia: Fortress/London: SPCK, 1983)
116-31.
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confessions of the demons (1:23-25, 34; 3:11f.; c¢f. 5:6f.; 9:20). Since the various
explanations offered for the possessed individual’s knowledge are unsatis-
factory, we must recognize a legendary development in the tradition. When other
commands to silence are also taken into consideration — to those healed
miraculously (1:43-45; 5:43; 7:36; 8:26), the disciples after Peter’s confession
(8:30) and after the transfiguration (9:9) — as also the intention of Jesus to
remain hidden (7:24; 9:30f.) and the command addressed by the crowd to
Bartimaeus to be silent (10:47f.) — it becomes evident that what is being thus
guarded is the messianic secret. Wrede goes on to cite other evidence, the most
notable of which are the private instruction which Jesus gives to the disciples
(4:34; 7:17-23; 9:28f,; 8:31; 9:31; 10:32-34; 13:3ff.) and the saying about
parabolic teaching (4:10-13). On the basis of this Wrede delivers his judgment
— namely that for Mark there is no historical motif in question; rather the idea
of the messianic secret is a wholly theological conception. The key is Mark 9:9,
when Peter, James, and John are commanded not to speak of what they have
seen until the Son of man should have risen from the dead. Jesus’ messiahship
is and must be a secret. Only the inner circle can be let into the secret. But with
the resurrection comes the revelation to all. In short, the whole is a theological
construction. Jesus did not in fact claim to be Messiah during his ministry, and
it was not until after the resurrection that his messianic status was affirmed by
the Christian community. The messianic secret is nothing other than the attempt
made by Mark to account for the absence of messianic claims by Jesus himself.

An analysis of Wrede's thesis reveals three principal strands: (irst, the isolation
of a distinet motif in Mark which can be called the **messianic secret” ; second,
the argument that certain elements vl that motif, noticeably the exorcisms, are
nonhistorical. leading to the conclusion that the whole motif is the construction
of Christian or Markan theology tthe more recent rise of form criticism has,
of course, given more depth and consistency to Lhis argument); third, as the
raisan o étre, the complementary argument that behiel in desus as Messiah
was an Easter faith and that the messianic secret results from an attempt to
read back messiahship into the life of Jesus.

(1) If this.is a fair presentation of Wrede’s argument, it seems to me to
be open to several major criticisms. The first of these is that Wrede has
narrowed the scope ol Lthe secerecy motif 1oo much. | strongly question whether
the silences commanded by Jesus in connection with the healing miracles can
adequalely be brought under the category of messianic secret. What is there
about the healings that cannol be understood belore the cross and resurrection
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which is not publicly demonstraied in, for example, the healing of the paralytic
before the scribes in chapter 2 or the healing of the man with the withered
arm in the synagogue in chapter 37 What is there about the healing miracles
which particularly marks out Jesus as Messiah? According to Mark not one
of the miracles performed publicly led the spectators to conclude that Jesus
was the Messiah (though see below, p. 63), while several passages indicate
that their caution was often completely different. The people of Nazareth saw
only the carpenter. the member ol a well-known local family. despite the
public knowledge of his miracles (6:1-6). Herod and others thought he might
be John the Baplist resurrecied or Elijah or another prophet (6:14f.; 8:28).
The Pharisees judged him to be possessed by Beelzebub (3:22).2 Moreover,
the only recipient of Jesus’ healing who hails him in messianic terms (10:46ft.)
is not silenced by Jesus. So just what secret was being safeguarded by those
commands to silence? I am not altogether surprised therefore to note that
Ulrich Luz distinguishes the Wundergeheimnis from the Messiasgeheimnis,
though I would hesitate to follow him in linking the former to a 6elog éviip
christology as distinct from the latter’s Messiah-christology.> What I am more
certain of is that the attempt to bring all the healing miracle commands to
silence under the heading of “messianic secret” fails to carry conviction.
Despite Wrede’s belief that only one explanation must be applied to the
so-called secrecy passages, it is highly probable that in different situations
there were a variety of motives operative — and particularly in Jesus’ dealings
with the sick: e.g., desire for privacy and concern for the well-being of the
individual being cured (cf. 1:44; 5:40; 7:33; 3:22, 26; 9:25) as well as the
wish to discourage misleading ideas about himself from gaining [resh cur-
rency, and perhaps the strong sense that his destiny was completely in the
hands of God.# In this connection it is worth noting that there are grounds for
recognizing 1:21-45 as a pre-Markan block of material in whose construction
one of the determining motifs was the way in which excessive publicity
resulted in increasing restriction on Jesus’ movement and ministry (Caper-
naum, country towns, desert areas — 1:21, 38, 45).

I question also whether the saying about the use of parables can be
counted as part of the evidence for the messianic secret. In Mark 4:11 what

2. G. H. Boobyer, “The Secrecy Motif in St. Mark’s Gospel,” NTS 6 (1959-60) 232.

3. U. Luz, “Das Gehcimnismotiv und die markinische Christologie,” ZNW 56 (1965)
9-30. L. E. Keck further subdivides the Markan miracle material into a 8giog dvrip cycle and a
distinct “‘strong man’’ cycle (“"Mark 3:7-12 and the Alleged Dualism in the Evangelist’s Miracle
Material,” JBL 87 [ 1963] 40911

4. Cf., e.g.. R 1L Lightloot, The Gospel Mesvage of St. Mark (Oxford: Clarendon, 1950)
37, 46; 1. W. Leitch, 'The lnjunctions of Silence in Mark's Gospel,” ExpT 66 (1954-55) 178f.;
T. W. Manson, “Realized Bschawology and the Messianic Secret,”” Studies in the Gospels, ed.
D. E. Nineham (Oxford: Blackwell, 1955) 212f.; T. A, Burkill, “Conceming St. Mark’s Con-
ception of Secrecy,” I1J 55 (1956-57) 153, n. 2; Aune, 24f.
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Jesus says is that parables conceal the mystery ol the kingdom [rom ol Ew
— and while I would agree that the mystery of the kingdon is closely related
10 the historical status and ministry of Jesus, it is not 1o be wholly identilied
with the messiahship ol the earthly Jesus.® Besides. both 4:11 (to those who
are outside evervihing comes in parables) and 4:34 (he would not speak to
them except in parables) indicate that it was his whole ministry of word and
deed which had this parabolic effect — and his whole ministry cannot be
contained within the hounds of the messianic secret. In 7:17, for example,
the parable whose explanalion he gives Lo the disciples in private is his
teaching about inward cleanliness. One should also note that if 4:11 (the
iltumination of the disciples) is interpreted in terms of the messianic secret
it at once comes into conflict with passages like 9:32 (the incomprehension
of the disciples).6

Turning to this latter theme, the obtuseness of the disciples, which is
often cited as an important element in Mark’s theology of the messianic secret,
even this cannot be contained within its scope. I would be prepared to admit
the instance of the disciples’ astonishment and hardness of heart at the stilling
of the storm as part of the messianic secret (6:51-52). For I certainly see
messianic significance in the [eeding of the five thousand, although I am not
so sure that Mark wished w bring out that significance, and Mark does
specifically say that the disciples were dumbfounded “becanse they had not
seen what the miracle of the loaves meant™ (so Jerusalem Bible — o0 yo&p
ouviixov émi toic &ptoic). For the same reason | can see the justification for
including the disciples’ misunderstanding over the saying about the yeast of
the Pharisees and of Herod with the messianic secret, although the passage is
a difficult one. For once again their obtusencss is underlined by a reference
to the feeding of the five thousand and the feeding of the four thousand. and
the pericope ends with the words of Jesus obrw Guviete; but it is impossible
to bring 10:10 under the messianic secret — for what the disciples inquire of
Jesus in private (eig tfv oixiav) is the meaning of his saying about divorce
and murriage — hardly a distinclively messianic theme.”

Bearing in mind this diversity in the situations which demonstrate the
disciples’ obtuseness, il is more plausible to recognize in the motif a historical

5. Cf. Aune, 25,

6. T. A, Burkill’s rather cavalier reatmen of the point — “It is probable that the evan-
pelist was unaware of this problem™ — is no answer in view of the considerable skill which
fias otherwise gone into the construetion of the messianic secret motif (“The Cryptology of
Parables in S1. Mark’s Gospel.”™ Novl™ 1 [1956] 252).

7. Sec atvo 9:34 and 10:37. P. Vielhauer ulso points out tha the mlrequency of Mark's
use of yprotde shuws that i1 is not the most impartant title of Jesus for Mark and calls in yuestion
the use of the expression “‘messianic secret” (“Erwigungen zor Christologic des Markus-
evangeliums,™ Zeit und Geschicliwe., Dankesgabe an R, Bidonana, ed. E. Dinkler [Tibingen:
Mahr, 1964] 157).
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reminiscence of the very natural and unexceptional slowness of unlettered
men whose rigid and closed system of thought made it difficult for them to
adjust to new teaching. It was not simply the difficulty of coping with new
information but the impossibility of trying to assimilate that new information
into a system of thought and reference which had no place for such informa-
tion. The situation which would cause a computer either to admit defeat or to
explode caused only confusion and incomprehension on the part of the dis-
ciples. Such a situation can be resolved only by a conversion of mind — a
transformation of Weltanschauung — something which by all accounts did not
happen (o the disciples till the gift of the Spirit after Jesus’ resurrection. To
go to the other extreme and attribute the motif to a Markan polemic against
the disciples is certainly uncalled for.8

1 rather suspect that Wrede was misled by taking the exorcisms as his
starting point. It was natural that a nineteenth-twentieth century man should
fasten onto these incidents, which were to him among the most bizarre and
incredible and which for that very reason gave him immediate access to the
theological viewpoint of the primitive church — that is, to the way the primi-
tive church had viewed and worked over the historical facts. No psychological
argument could explain how, for example, the Gerasene demoniac came to
hail Jesus as Son of the Most High God, and recourse to a supernatural
explanation was unacceptable. Therefore, Wrede concluded, we are in the
presence of a legendary development in the tradition which leads us straight
into the heart of the messianic secret. Leaving aside the issue of demon
possession and the possibility of supernatural knowledge, which I personally
hold to be a far more open question than Wrede allowed, it still seems to me
that Wrede’s approach was methodologically suspect. For the exorcism nar-
ratives would not stand out so prominently in Mark’s time. The fact is that in
their manner of presentation they accord by and large with the standard pattern
of exorcism stories, even to the extent of the demon using the name of the
exorcist and the exorcist commanding the demon to silence,® and the knowl-
edgeable reader of Mark’s Gospel would see nothing out of the ordinary in
Jesus’ response to the demon’s cry in Mark [:25 — ¢yaddnte xod €Eehoe €€
avto. I recognize that there is weight to the counterargument that Mark
understood the injunction to silence in this first exorcism in terms of 1:34 and
3:11f., which could well be taken to indicate that demoniacs regularly hailed
Jesus as Son of God and that Jesus’ usual response was a strong warning that

8. Comrn J. B. Tyson, “The Blindness of the Disciples in Mark,” JBL 80 (1961) 261-68;
I. Schreiber, “*Die Christologie des markusevangehums,” ZTK 58 (1961) 154-83; T. ). Weeden,
“The Heresy that Necessitated Mark's Gospel.™ ZNW 59 (1968) 145-5%,

9. T. A. Burkill. ““The Injunctions to Silence in S1. Mark's Gospel,” TZ 12 (1956) 593F.;
also Mysterious Revelution: An Fxamination of the Philosophy of St Mark’s Gospel (Ithaca:
Cornell University, 1963) 72-78.



they should not make him known 10 Bat if Mark was tying (o “gel over™ (o
his readers the message of the messianic secret, the fest exorcism would give
no indication of it to his readers, In fact, the distinetive messianic secret motil
only appears in fhese Iwo summary statements, and there are no conumands
to silence in any of the olher exorcisms where the narrafive goes into any
detail (5:1-2(k 7:24-30; 9:14-29). [ question therefore whether Wrede was
right to single out the exorcisms as the decisive clue to the meaning of the
scereey theme in Mark, [ might also mention here hy way of support Eduard
Schweizer's argument against J. M. Robinson!! that the special theological
contribution of Mark lies in his emphasis on the teaching of Jesus, not on the
exaorcisms which came to him in the tradition. The function of the latter i4
much more to illuminate and characterize the teaching ol Jesus as an act of
divine authority. Thus we note 1:27: the people’s response 1o the exorcism i
to say, “Here is o teaching that is new and with authority behind i . .71

This then 15 my liest criticism of Wrede's thesis: that it fails to do
sullicient justice Lo the full scope of the secrecy mouf in Mark. The secrecy
motil is more complicated than Wrede allowed. And since those pussages
which give his thesis credibility are only part of a larger whole, it suggests
thut there is more o Mark’s picture of Jesus at this pont than the hypothesis
ol the messianic secret ullows — a “more” which puts a question mark against
thut hypothesis.

{2) If the first eriticism puts a question mark against Wrede's isolation
ol a specilically messianic secret, my second puts a question mark against his
calling the motil’ “messianic secrer.” For it appears 10 me that Wrede did not
give sulficient weight to what might be called a counterbalancing publicity-
revelation theme. Of course, it is part of the messianic secret, especially as
revised by Wrede's successors, that it holds in a certain tension the puradox
ol hiddenness und openness, of secreey and revelation, ™ But my point is this:
not only is the publicity theme quite as prominent as the theme ol seerecy,
but also. and more important, it seems frequently o run directly counter to
the secrecy motif, After the first exorcism Mark says “‘his reputation spread
everywhere (revrayo) throngh all (6Anv) the surrounding Galilean country-
side™ (1:28). After the healing of the leper we are told that the leper staried
talking about it freely and telling the story everywhere, so thut Jesus could
no longer go openly into any town but had to stay outside in places where

10 Burkill, Mysterions Revelation, 63-66, 71

1. The Prablem of Histery in Mark {London: SCM. 1957) 33-42.

12, E. Schweizer, " Anmerkungen zur Theologie des Markus.” Neotestumentica (Zunch:
Zwingli, 1963) 96f, The imperfect tenses of 1:21 and the general statement of 1227 (spiris —
phuraly indicate that the incident his (ypreal significance.

13, See, e.g., G. Strecker, "' Zur Messiasgeheimnistheorie in Markusevangeliom,™ Studio
Fvangelioa 3 (1964) 93
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nobody lived. Lven so. people from all around came to him (1:45). On another
occasion Mark says “once again such a crowd collected thal they could not
even have a meal’ (3:20). And far from commanding him to be silent Jesus
orders the Gerasene demoniac, now cured, to “go home to your people and
tell them all that the Lord in his mercy has done lor you.” So the man goes
off and procceds to spread throughoul the Decapolis all that Jesus has done
for him (5:191.).1* In Nazareth they certainly knew all about Jesus’ miracles,
were “scandalized™ at him (6:2-3), and so remarkable and public were the
miracles that all sorts of rumors were currenl about him — Elijah, a prophel,
John the Baptist risen from the dead (6:14fF.; 8:28). The feeding of the five
thousand was the result of an attempted escape to seclusion on the part of
Jesus and his disciples. because “there were so many coming and going that
the apostles had no time o eat™ (6:31). And in the region of I'yre and Sidon
he entered a house (elg olxiov) and did not want anyone to know it; but it
was impossible for him 10 be concealed (7:24). To cite but one other instance,
it is certainly remarkable, if we believe that the messianic secrel motif deci-
sively shaped the material, that Bartimaeus should be allowed to be depicted
as twice loudly hailing Jesus as Son ol David — and Jesus neither rebukes
him nor tells him to be silent {10:46[F.)! In view of the messianic signilicance
of the title Son of David (12:35-37a) it is surely guile inadequate to dismiss
this pericope as having nothing to do with the theory of the messianic secret,
as Wrede and those who follow him do. !5

So far as the messianic secrel is concerned the publicity theme is most
noticeable in the contexis where one would expect withdrawal and silence.
In the healing of the paralytic Mark alone says that the proof of the miracle
— his rising and walking ofl — happened Eunpocbev néhvtov — “in [ull view
of them all’” (2:12, New English Bible). And in the case of the man with the
withered arm. [ar from performing the miracle privately, Jesus commands him
gyeipe elg 10 néoov and there. having first drawn all eyes upon him, effects
the healing (3:3ff.). It is true that there is a secrecy, or better, privacy motif
in some of the healings: Jesus lets only Peter, James, and John accompany
him to Jairus's house and only the parents to enter the room (3:3711.): he takes
the man who was deal and had an impediment of speech away from the crowd
and performs the miracle xot’ 18loy (7:31-37); he also takes the blind man
out of the village before he heals him (8:22-26). Bul the womun with the

14, The argument of Wrede (140L) and Boobyer (230) that the command to go glg tov
olxov cou is a command to secrecy, since olxog denoles a place of conecalment from the public
elsewhere in the Gospel (cf. 7:17a, 24b; 8:26a), does nol carry conviction. oixog is most definitely
nor a place of concealment in 2:1{f. and 3:20; and what is more natural and ingeneous than to
encourage a man to “go home™ (5:19; 8:26)7 See also Burkill, Mysrerions Revelarion, 91, Note
also that the connecting participle in v, 20 15 %ol and not 8¢ as in 145 and 7:36.

15. Wrede. 278F.; and see E. Huenchen. Der Weg Jesie (Berling de Gruyter, 21968) 372.
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hemorrhage i1s healed in the crowd and it is Jesus himself who draws attention
to a cure which no one else had noticed. And Bartimaeus is healed in full
view of the crowd. Nor surely was Mark naive enough to impose a messianic
secret motif on a story like the raising of Jairus’s daughter. How could the
raising of a dead girl to life be kept silent when the mourning had already
begun? And why is it on several occasions after Jesus gives a slricl command
to silence that Mark immediately gocs on to tell how the news was broadcast
far and wide (1:25-28, 43-45; 7:3061.)7 If the messianic secret moltif was added
to explain why Jesus was not recognized as Messiah, and part of that motif
1s the command to demons and people not to tell of their cures, [ am at a loss
to understund what Mark was (rying 1o achieve by adding or at least retaining
the pubhicily sequel. For the whole point of these passages is that the secret
commanded was not kept. The commands to silence failed, and so the so-called
atiempl to keep his messiahship secret also failed. If the messianic secret was
a Markan theory. then these publicity passages are the reductio ad absurdum
of that theory.J This publicity motif may not simply be dismissed as though
1t lef the theory of the messianic secret unaffected.!” On the contrary, it shows
that at most we can speak of a messianic misunderstanding, but hardly of a
messianic secret.

There is also a very prominent theme of revelation which should not be
ignored, since it, too, runs counter to the straight messianic secret thesis. [
will not enlarge upon it but simply call attention to its various facets — the
authoritative claims made by the Markan Jesus for himself: to forgive sins,
no less (2:10); to have a mission to call (xcAéoon) sinners (2:17); to be
sovereign (#Vprog) over the Sabbath (2:28); to be the one who binds the strong
man (Satan) and ransacks his house (3:27); that loyalty to him will be the
yardstick of judgment in the parousia (8:38). Again there is the teaching Jesus
gives to his disciples in private about the true nature of his messiahship
(8:31-33; 9:31-32; 10:32-34, 45; 14:22-25). Schweizer justifiably notes the
concern with which Jesus brings God’s mystery to people, especially the
disciples (4:34; 7:17-23; 8:15-21, 27-33; 9:30-32; 10:32-34; cf. 5:37; 9:2;
13:3f.).18 Finally one might call attention to such passages as the parable of
the Wicked Tenants, where the Markan Jesus specifically claims a special
relation of sonship and where Mark tells us that the priests and lawyers
recognized that the parable was aimed at them (12:12); or again to the Bar-

16, My poing i ibustrated by Burkill's very unconvineing ireatment ot ;2371 Mark
“construes the injunction 1o silence in the sense ol o command 1o secrecy. and therefore takes
it for granted that the congregation does not hear what the demon says t Jesus. In other words.
on the evangelist’s inerpretation the story is not convincing; the injunction o stlence comes 100
late. singe the secret has already been divulged” (Myseeriouy Revelation, 717,

17. Contra Streckey. 94,

18. E. Schwiezer, “Zur Frage des Messiasgeheimnis bei Markus,” ZNW 56 (1965) 3.
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timaeus episode, where Jesus is twice hailed as Son of David (10:47f.), and
to 15:39, where the centurion confesses that the dead Jesus was truly a or the
Son of God. A theory of the messianic secret which does not take account of
these other themes, which are just as prominent, will inevitably give a distorted
picture both of the Markan Jesus and of the Markan theology.

(3) My third criticism of Wrede’s thesis is that it does not give sufficient
weight to the element of historicity which is firmly attached to the motif of
the messianic secret. As I have already indicated, Wrede believed that Jesus
did not claim to be Messiah during his life and that all messianic elements
were superimposed upon the tradition. And though his successors have ad-
mitted that the tradition had a messianic stamp at an early, pre-Markan stage,
they have not thereby commitied themselves any more Firmly to its historic-
ity.!” But in my opinion there are several incidents whosc historicity it is
almost impossible to dismiss and whose central significance has definite
messianic overtones — a significance which must have been known to and
intended by Jesus.

I think first of the feeding of the five thousand. As John O’Neill observes,

we may suppose that some extraordinary event will lie behind such a
miraculous narrative . . . it remains true that if Jesus did preside at a
communal meal in the desert places of Galilee and Judaea, this would have
had peculiar significance to his contemporaries. They would perhaps re-
member that Moses by praying to God was able to feed the people with
manna and quail in the desert; they would perhaps be reminded of the
promise that the desert would again be fruitful; and they would think of the
shepherd King as they were given food in the barren places (cf. Pss. of Sol.
17:45). The Qumran desert community placed great emphasis on communal
meals, and looked forward to the time when the Messiah of Aaron would
preside and the Messiah of Israel, whom God had begotten among them,
would come (1QSa 2.11-22).20

Even more to the point is the evidence of John 6:15 that the crowd intended
to “come and seize Jesus to proclaim him king.” C. H. Dodd argues, con-
vincingly I think, for the historicity of John 6:14f.2! Most noticeable is the

19. See, e.g., H. Conzelmann, “Gegenwart und Zukunlt in der synoptischen Tradition,”
ZTK 54 (1957) 294f.; Strecker, 89-93; and W. Murxsen, who follow Conzelmann in arguing that
it was not the nonmessianic nature of the tradition which troubled Mark but the messianic, i.e.,
the post-resurrection, kerygmatic character of the tradition (Introduction to the New Testament
[Oxford: Blackwell, 1968] 137).

20. J. C. O’Neill, “The Silence of Jesus,” NTS 15 (1968-69) 163f.; see also V. Taylor,
“The Messianic Secret in Mark,” ExpT 59 (1947-48) 149,

21. C. H. Dodd, Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel (Cambridge: Cambridge
University, 1963) 213-16.
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otherwise very odd use of nfivéyracev in Mark 6:45 — Jesus had to force the
disciples to put out into a difficult sea. The two independent traditions interlock
and together provide a very coherent picture. The crowd sees the messianic
significance of Jesus’ action and is so carried away on a wave of mass
enthusiasm that they attempt to make Jesus king by acclamation. The disciples
themselves are caught up in the excitement, and Jesus in order to forestall the
move has first to force the disciples to embark by themselves on an uninviting
lake. Only then is he able to turn to the crowd and with the voice of authority
to dismiss them (&moAvewv). He then goes off immediately by himself into
the hills to pray — and it is perhaps significant that Mark only mentions Jesus
praying three times and that on each of the other occasions the implication is
that Jesus resorted to prayer because of temptation: temptation at the time of
his early success to remain where he was so popular (1:3, 38) and temptation
in Gethsemane (14:351t.). So in 6:46 there is the implication that Jesus was
tempted to give way to the crowd’s demands — to be the Messiah of popular
conception and popular appeal and that he fled to the silence and loneliness
of the hills so that quiet communion with his Father might strengthen his
conviction concerning the nature of his mission and messiahship. Whether
Mark was aware of the messianic significance of the story he recorded it is
hard to say; but I would strongly maintain that that significance is inherent
to the historical incident he records.

[ think secondly of Peter’s confession in Mark 8:27ff. — a passage
which caused Wrede not a little difficulty.22 Points in favor of the substantial
authenticity of the pericope are: the specification and location of the place
of confession (none of the traditional resurrection appearances to the Twelve
took place so far north), the unique appearance of the title Xpiotdg
addressed to Jesus by a disciple, the evidence that Jesus was Preumatiker,
and the total improbability of the primitive church calling Peter *‘Satan.”
Nor should we ignore the otherwise surprising insertion xoi i8®dv Tobg
poontdg ovtod in verse 33a, which has the ring of an authentic remi-
niscence, and the Jewish character of verse 33.23 Grundmann also calls
attention to the thrice-repeated émitidv and to the §pEoato d1déoxerv, which
is not the normal Markan Semitism but indicates a particular point of time
at which for the first time the repeated teaching referred to by the §13&oxerv
received a concrete content.24

Bultmann treats the passage in his not unusual high-handed manner:

22. See A. Schweitzer, The Quest of the Historical Jesus (London: Black, 1910) 340,
V. Taylor, "W. Wrede’s The Messianic Secret in the Gospels,” ExpT 65 (1953-54) 248.

23. SB I, 748.

24. W, Grundmann, Das Evangelivnm nach Markus (Berlin: Evangelische, 21959) 167 —
referring to Riesenfeld, “Tradition und Redaktion im Markus-Evangelium,”” Neutestamentliche
Studien fiir R. Bultmonn (Berlin: Topelmann, #1957) 160f,



The Messianic Secret in Mark 67

Jesus obviously would not ask such a question of his disciples, since he was
bound to be as informed as they were, and the original narrative must have
contained an account of the attitude of Jesus himself to the confession he had
stimulated — a response which Bultmann finds not in verses 30-33, a Markan
formulation, but in Matthew 16:17-19!25 T consider that Ferdinand Hahn’s
description of the exchange as “‘a teaching conversation” is sufficient answer
to Bultmann. As a good teacher Jesus takes the initiative, but does not put the
answers into his pupils’ mouths. In a fascinatingly minute dissection of the
text Hahn goes on to reach the conclusion that Jesus originally rejected the
Messiah title as such with the implication that he did so because of its popular
secular-political connotations — rather unexpected support for the view that
Jesus himself counseled silence about his messiahship because of the popular
misconception of what it involved.26

Recent writers like T. J. Weeden have continued to draw particular
attention to the way in which Mark’s Gospel falls into two divisions, with the
episode at Caesarea Philippi as the beginning of the second part.27 While
disagreeing with Weeden’s acceptance of two opposing christologies in Mark
— a 9elog Gvrip christology and a suffering christology — there is some
justification for his opinion that in §:29 Peter makes his confession to a 6elog
ovrip Christ and that Mark presents Jesus as correcting this false christology
by expounding his understanding of a Messiah who mus! suffer, For it is a
fact that for the first ime Mark speaks ot Jesus teaching the disciples and for
the first time he speaks of suffering. The only thing I do not see is why we
have to attribute this decisive development to Markan theology or postresur-
rection apologetic. It seems to me that what we have here is a perfectly
understandable sequence of events which culminate in a turning point in Jesus’
ministry. The disciples have observed at first hand Jesus’ authoritative ministry
of word and action. And they have slowly come to the conclusion that he is
the Messiah — not the only conclusion possible, as the opinions of others
show, but a conclusion which is inescapable for his closest companions. When
Jesus at last brings them to the point of crystalizing their belief in open
confession, he sees the time is now come to take them a further step. For their
belief has been nourished almost solely on a diet of exorcisms and miracles,
and the authoritative teaching they have so far heard would do little to correct
a false idea of a messiahship which consists in the exercise of effective power.

25. R. Bultmann, The History of the Synoptic Tradition (Oxford: Blackwell, 1963) 258f.,
followed by E. Trocmé, La formation de ’évangile selon Marc (Paris: Presses Universitaires,
1963) 46, 96.

26. Hahn, Titles of Jesus, 223-28, cf. E. Dinkler, “‘Petrusbekenntnis und Satanswort: Das
Problem der Messianitit Jesu,” Zeit und Geschichte (see n. 7) 127-53.

27. Weeden, 145-58; see also, e.g., A, Kuby, “Zur Komposition des Markusevangeliams,”
ZNW 49 (1958) 52-64; Burkill, Mysterious Revelation, 143ff.; Luz, 29.
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And so they must be taught that for Jesus messiahship involves suffering.
Having at last got over to them the message that he is Messiah, he must now
explain what kind of Messiah. This, of course, does not exclude the possibility
that Mark used this narrative in particular and intended his Gospel as a whole
to combat a heretical 8eiog &viip christology, as Weeden argues. Theological
editing?® and historical reminiscences are by no means mutually exclusive
factors in the preservation and development of the primitive tradition, as for
example Wrede and more recently Ernst Haenchen seem to think.2?

I see no adequate reason, therefore, for separating 8:27-30 from 8:31ff,,
for the two passages cohere without any mark of artificial conjunction. It is
unquestionable in my opinion that Jesus saw (or at least came to see) his
mission in terms of suflering, and entirely probable that he should begin to
explain this to his most intimate followers al some stage in his ministry. Nor
do I feel it necessary o altribute verse 30 — the command to silence — to
the hand of an interpolator.3® For it is not the Christ of Easter whom Peter
confesses, or else why is he rebuked? And if it is the Christ of Jewish hope
and popular expectation whom Peter hails3! — as the rebuke requires — a
pre-Easter origin cannot so readily be denied to the confession. Thus far 1
have the support of Hahn and Dinkler. It is with the next step that we part
company. For if the confession is historical, then it seems to me that the
command to silence is best explained not as part of a secondary theological
motif but as a measure taken by Jesus to prevent this false idea of messiahship
gaining fresh currency.3? This misleading and dangerous half-truth must be
both silenced and corrected. Hence Jesus immediately responds both nega-
tively and positively. In this connection note particularly how closely Matthew
and Luke link the injunclion to silence Lo the subsequent passage. Luke makes
it all one sentence and Matthew indicates that Peter’s confession led to re-
peated teaching about the nature of messiahship. The evidence is very strong
therefore for seeing in this passage a substantially accurate account of an
actual event in Jesus’ ministry — an event which is obviously of messianic
significance.

28. Most noticeably the sudden appearance of the crowd caused by the Markan juxtaposi-
tion of the saying of verses 34ff. with 27-33.

29. Wrede, 115; E. Haenchen, “Die Komposition von Mk. 8.27-9.1 und Par.,” NovT 6
(1963) 81-109.

30. The Markan style of verse 30 is no proof of its redactional origin and speaks neither
for nor against the historicity of the command to silence (contra G. Stecker. “Die Leidens-und
Aufersteungs-voraussagen im Markusevangelium,” ZTK 64 [1967] 22 n. 16) since the whole
pericope has a Markan stamp. It suggests rather that Mark drew the story from oral tradition
(cf. Strecker, 32).

31. These are the two most plausible alternatives (see Dinkler, 131f.).

32. The other alternative — that Jesus denied the messianic title allogether (Hahn, Dink-
ler) — is shown to be inadequate by thc other passages under consideration.
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The third incident in which I believe historicity and messianic signifi-
cance go together is the entry into Jerusalem. On the score of historicity
Vincent Taylor points to

the local expressions at the beginning, the vivid character of the account,
. .. the description of what happened, the restrained nature of the acclama-
tion, and the strange manner in which the account breaks off without any
suggestion of a “triumphal entry” (as in Mt.).33

One might also note that the actions and shouts of those with Jesus create an
impression of authenticity, because though they conform in a general way to
Zechariah 9:9 they include details which are neither necessary nor even
particularly appropriate — a fact which makes it unlikely that the narrative is
a construction of the primitive church.34 Specially worthy of comment is the
appearance of ®covve, which is firmly embedded in the Synoptic tradition
and also in John's account, but which appears nowhere else in the New
Testament — a strong indication of authenticity. I therefore find Taylor’s
conclusion wholly justified: “These characteristics suggest the eyewitness
rather than the artist.”’33

As for messianic significance, we may note again that the passage caused
Wrede’s theory some difficulty. As R. H. Lightfoot observed: *‘St. Mark’s
doctrine of the secret Messiahship of Jesus is here strained to breaking
point.”’36 In the words of D. E. Nineham,

It is difficult to see why Jesus sent for the colt and entered the city on it
unless he intended to make clear the fact of his Messiahship. Pilgrims
normally entered Jerusalem on foot, so, as the story stands, the fact that
Jesus deliberate procured and rode an ass makes it impossible to think of
him as simply a passive figure in a demonstration which was none of his
doing.

The messianic associations of the Mount of Olives should also not go unob-
served. The fact is that there is no effort on the part of Jesus to keep his
messiahship secret — certainly not in Mark’s narrative, for Mark’s narrative,
and, I would add, the historical event, can only be construed as a clear assertion
of a kind of messiahship.

The fourth incident I want to fasten onto is the trial and condemnation

33. V. Taylor, The Gospel according to St. Mark (London: Macmillan, 21956) 452.

34. D, E. Nineham, St. Mark (London: Black, 1968) 293.

35. Taylor, Gospel according to Mark, 452.

36. R. H. Lightfoot, History and Interpretation in the Gospels (London: Hodder and
Stoughton, 1934) 121.

37. Nineham, 292.
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of Jesus. That Jesus was found guilty of claiming to be king of the Jews is
the testimony of all four Gospels (Mark 15:26; Matt, 27:37; Luke 23:38; John
19:19). The frequent repetition of the title in Mark 15 — verses 2, 9, 12, 18,
26, 32 — is particularly noticeable. Since it was not a title employed by the
early church there can be little doubt, Bultmann notwithstanding, that we are
on sure historical ground here: Jesus was crucified as a messianic pretender,
because of the political connotations of the title King of the Jews.38 But this
implies that there was some basis to the charge and the condemnation — that
there were substantial grounds for applying it to Jesus — that, indeed, the title
was in some sense accepted by him. The historicity of the trial scene in 15:2ff.
inevitably reflects favorably on the authenticity of the earlier hearing described
in 14:55ff., since it can be fairly argued that the question of Pilate (15:2) is
simply the Greco-Roman version of the question of the high priest (14:61) —
the blasphemy charge suitably nuanced for a Roman court.3?

Turning to that earlier hearing, the presumption is strong that Jesus did
actually speak the words about building the Temple, in some form at least.
Although Lohmeyer is probably correct in classifying yewpomointov and
dxelponointov as a Markan or community explanatory addition,%0 neverthe-
less the fact cannot be ignored that six New Testament passages testify to the
saying (Mark 14:58; 15:29; Matt. 26:61; 27:40; John 2:19; Acts 6:14); and if
the saying sometimes seems obscure, that speaks rather in favor of than against
its authenticity.4! Incidentally, the saying also attests to the power which was
ascribed to lesus — xoatadidow. It is not without relevance to the question we
are studying that such power could be ascribed to Jesus by way of accusation
— and it certainly testifies to some claim, by word or action, to messianic
activity and power. As attributed to Jesus by the witnesses it can only be
intended and understood messianically. The probability is high that it provided
the basis of the prosecution’s attack on Jesus, and Otto Betz in particular has
shown how naturally an examination at that point leads on to the direct
question of the high priest: ““Are you the Messiah, the Son of the Blessed?’"42
for the building of the Temple belonged to the messianic age (! En. 90:29;
4 Ezra 9:38-10:27; cf. Ezekiel 40-48; Jub. 1:17,27f.) and the saying involves

38, See, e.g. 12 Stauffer, " Massias oder Menschensohn?'” Nev? | (1956) 901, P, Winter,
Ou the Trial of Jesus {Berlin: De Gruyter, 1961) 108f.. Burkill, Mysierious Revelation, 2958
Dinkler, 148 R. H, Fuller, The Foundations af New Testewnent Christology (London: Luter-
worth, 1965) 110; O, Betz. Whar Do We Knew about Jesus? (London; SCM, 1968) 84,

39. Nole particularly 15:32 — 6 Xpiotog 0 Bacuiebe lopomA.

10, E. Lohmeyer, Das Evaigelinm dey dfarkuy (GBuingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht,
161963 |= 1937]) 326.

41, See also ). Blinzler. The Trial of Jesus (Cork: Mercier, 1959) 120.

42. Betz, "Die Frage nach dem messianischen Bewusstsein Jesu,” NovT' 6 (1963) 24-37;
see also Blinzler, 1021 Betz, Jesns, 8700 Aune, 230 cf. Lohmeyer, 330 Grundmann, 302;
Burkill, Mystertouys Revelurion. 2841,
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a claim to fulfil the prophecy of Nathan (2 Sam. 7:12-14) and so to be Messiah,
Son of David, and Son of God. In Bultmann’s opinion, however, the fact that
witnesses were not called for Jesus’ messianic claims as they were for his
saying about the Temple is an indication that the two accusations did not
belong together originally.4® The logic behind this line of reasoning eludes
me. If anything the absence of witnesses testifies to Jesus’ reticence about
messianic claims or to his complete failure to make an unequivocal claim, by
word of mouth at least.

But if we can find no adequate reason to dispute the authenticity of the
course of questioning, what are we to make of Jesus’ reply to the high priest’s
question? It is here that Wrede’s thesis breaks down completely. For however
affirmative or evasive were his opening words — and we shall return to this
point shortly — there is no doubt that the high priest understood the reply as
a messianic claim: the high priest’s tearing of his clothes was hardly prompted
by the silence of Jesus.#4 In the words of Montefiore, *“We must surely believe
that the Messiahship claim was at least ventilated, and that it was resolved
that Jesus was to be denounced to Pilate on that ground.”45 We need not
discuss at greater length the actual saying of 14:62. Among the indications of
authenticity one might mention the unique use of the motif of sitting on the
right hand of God and the divergence of 14:62 from Psalm 110:1. The sitting
motif is unusual, for if we take it as signifying a stage of exaltation before
and apart from the parousia, then it is unique in the Synoptic tradition;*¢ if,
on the other hand, we take it as referring to the parousia, what evangelist
would retain the &yecbe other than one very faithful to his sources? In addition
we have to reckon with Matthew’s &n’ &pti and Luke’s &nod 1o vdv, which
together suggest that they were both following a non-Greek source. Further,
with reference to the charge that 14:62 shows signs of a conflation of ideas
which can only be postresurrection in origin, we may refer to / En. 625,
which, as F. H. Borsch has recently pointed out, brings together seeing, Son
of man, and sitting in a manner very similar to that of Mark 14:62.47 I conclude
then that here we have another incident whose historicity is well grounded
and whose central significance is preeminently messianic.

43, Bultmann, 270.

44. Taylor, Gospel, 569.

45. C. G. Montefiore, The Synoptic Gospels (London: Macmillan, 21927y 1, 357.

46. H. E. Todt, The Son of Mun in the Synoptic Tradition (London: SCM, 1963) 39.

47. I H. Borsch, “Muwk xiv 02 and 1 Enach 1x1i 5,7 NTS 14 (1967-68) 565-67. Although
there is a very large question mak against the pre-Christian origin of the Similitudes of Enoch
(37-71), the two passapes in question are probably independent of each other,
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11

Wrede’s thesis that the messianic secret motif had a theological rather than a
historical origin was based on his conclusion that certain elements of that
motif were clearly unhistorical. We are now in a position to stand Wrede’s
line of reasoning on its head, for our conclusion thus far is that certain elements
of that motif are clearly historical; that is, that the messianic character of the
tradition is not the result of Mark’s redaction, or of pre-Markan but post-
resurrection Christian theology — it belongs to the incidents themselves. On
the basis of that conclusion we can now present the thesis that contrary to
Wrede the so-called “messianic secret” motif had a historical rather than
theological origin. To argue this thesis in depth is beyond the scope ol this
paper but the four ncidents already examined almost constitute proof cnough.

First the feeding of the five thousand. The important points which
cmerge here are. first, that there was abroad, in Galilee al least. a popular
conception of the Messiah as a political kingly figure — the sort of king of
the Jews that Pilate Felt justified in crucifying: that Jesus was a Messiah of
this type was the conclusion reached by those whom Jesus miraculously fed
in the desert. The second important point is the evidence of how Jesus reacled
against this attempt to force a false messianic role on him. He saw all too
clearly how politically inflammable the Galilean crowd was. The lesson
learned, or confirmed, by this effect of his display of authority would go a
long way toward explaining his reticence in other situations.

With regard to Peter’s conlession, the interesting thing is again Jesus’
reaction. Peter hails himn as Messiah, and how does Jesus respond? There is
certainly no question ol his denying the title — but there is also no indication
of his accepting it beyond the impersonal wepil odto® of 8:30. 8:30 is a word
neither of rebuke nor of congratulation. It is a command to silence followed
immediately by explicit and very pointed teaching about the nature of Jesus’
messiahship. The implication is strong that Peter was little further forward
than the Galilean crowd in his understanding of Jesus’ messiahship. The
commind to silence is given not so much because Jesus’ messiahship is secret,
but becausc it iy misunderstond 48

In the entry into Jerusalem three points call for attention. The first is
that Mark carefully avoids making the messianic character of the event fully
explicit. The Zechariah prophecy is not referred to; the ovation seems to come
from the disciples rather than the crowd, and the cries of welcome fall short
of complete messianic recognition and homage. The second is the manner of
Jesus’ entry: he comes as the humble king who speaks peace, not as the
political king of the Jews. The third is the fact that the authorities did not

48. Cf. O. Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament (London: SCM, 1959) 124f.
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immediately pull Jesus in and that no reference seems to have been made to
the entry at the trial — a fact which suggests that no political significance was
seen or could easily be read into the entry. In short, Jesus’ entry into Jerusalem
was an enacted parable about the nature of his messiahship. Those whose ears
were attuned to catch political overtones heard nothing. Those who looked
and listened for the coming of the kingdom saw something of eschatological
and messianic significance, but fell short of full understanding.4®

In the trial of Jesus once again interest centers on Jesus’ response to the
questions put to him by the high priest and by Pilate. I am much impressed
by the arguments in favor of the longer reading in 14:62. What scribe faced
by the triumphant and unequivocal £yd eipt would dilute it to the colorless
and equivocal ob elnag 611 &y elpt? And the longer reading certainly accounts
for the texts of Matthew and Luke. In that case Jesus’ reply to the high priest
is very similar to his reply to Pilate. To both questions — “Are you the
Christ?” and “Are you the king of the Jews?” — Jesus answers in effect,
“You could put it that way.”” He accepts the titles, but at the same time makes
it clear that he does not attach the same significance to them as do his
questioners (cf. John 18:33-37). These exchanges are important in that they
exemplify the dilemma which must constantly have confronted Jesus — could
he accept or use simpliciter titles which meant one thing to himself and
something very different to his hearers?

The conclusions | draw from studying these passages are that Jesus
believed himself to be Messiah, but that his conception of the messianic role
was an unexpected and unpopular one. Because the title Messiah had such
different connotations to Jesus and to those who heard him he never once
used it of himself or unequivocally welcomed its application to him by
others;30 and when his actions or words seemed to encourage the to him false
conception of messiahship he tried to prevent it by commands to silence.
Nevertheless he did not take what might appear the easiest course — that of
completely renouncing the title. He did not deny his right to the title, but
attempted to reeducate his hearers in the significance of it for him. And the
claims he made to messiahship and messianic authority were of a parabolic
sort whose significance was there, plain for all to see whose eyes were not
blinded and whose ears were not clogged by misconceptions (8:17-21).

These conclusions follow directly from the four passages we examined.
But I believe that they hold true for the whole of the Markan tradition, and
to round off the argument [ will merely illustrate the force of this contention
by drawing attention to three other motifs which shed light over the whole

49. See also Stauffer, 85ff.
50. Cf. Boobyer, 229-31; O’Neill, 159([. For supporting arguments from rabbinic tradi-
tions concerning Jesus see Stauffer, 94-102.
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Gospel. First of all, the motif of authoritative teaching and action. I refer in
particular to the section 2:1-3:6. There are good grounds I think for seeing
this as a pre-Markan block of material in which we are given a cameo of
Jesus’ whole ministry and of the impact made by his teaching on the Jewish
authorities — the decision on the part of the Pharisees and Herodians to
destroy Jesus is remarkably early and unproductive otherwise. In that case it
is worth noticing that Mark has made no attempt to impose any of the elements
of the “‘messianic secret’” on the section. On the contrary we have four very
definite claims made by Jesus to very considerable status and authority —
authority to forgive sins (2:10), authority to command and call (xoAgoor)
people (2:14, 17), status as bridegroom (2:19 — in the context of Old Testa-
ment thought a very pointed and meaningful metaphor) — and status and
authority as Lord over the sabbath (2:27; 3:4-6). In none of these incidents
could it be said that Jesus was explicitly claiming to be Messiah, but in each
case there were messianic overtones — overtones which the individual seek-
ing the truth and open 1o new revelation would be able to recognize.!
Secondly, there is the parabolic nature of Jesus’ teaching, to which
attention is drawn in Mark 4. T do not wish to become involved in a discussion
of the significance of the fvo in 4:10, with its seemingly double predestinarian
ring.52 1 would only draw attention again to the t& névto in 4:11: “to you
has been given the mystery of the kingdom, but to those outside all things are
in parables,”” or, as Jeremias translates, “all things are obscure.” Bearing in
mind 4:33f.,, I take the parallelism of this verse to signify that all Jesus’
teaching was in the nature of a parable; that is, to those who had ears to hear
(4:9) the parable unfolded its meaning; but to those whose ears were dulled
to the note of divine authority the parable gave no light. The saying has to be
read together with those of verses 21-22, as the repetition of the challenge to
hear aright makes clear (4:9, 23). Jesus came to give light, and his teaching
shed light enough; nevertheless that light was hidden for many, and would
remain so for the time being, till either the resurrection or the parousia. I have
no doubt that this double-edged quality of Jesus’ teaching was his own choice.
Rather than a straightforward statement of certain truths which would register
on most of his hearers’ understanding but make no impact on their emotions

S1. Cf. Burkill, Mysterious Revelution, 134, n. 37, On the messianic nature ol Jesus’
teaching sce Aune, 2641, Particularly worth noticing, as underlining the marked effecr of his
openly displayed authoriry, is the wmazement motif (1:2, 27: 2:12: 5:20, 42; 6:2, 51, 7:37; 9:15;
10:32; 11180 12:17; 15:5). In particular, 9:15; 15:5; and especially 10:32 bear witness to Jesus’
tremendous presence.

52, But see ). Jeremias. The Parables of Jesns (London: SCM, 91963) 13-18; and we
wottld do well w heed C. F. D, Moule's plea against interpreting the passage with ““prosaic
solewnnity™ (The Guspel acceording (o Mark [Cambridge: Cambridge University, 19651 36).
Among the marks of authenticity the most naticeable is the agreement of the reference to [sa.
6:9f. with the Targum rather than the Hebrew or the LXX (see Jeromias, 15).
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or their will, Jesus deliberately chose to speak in parables so that the truth
thus conveyed might have maximum impact, even if only on a few.53 Kierke-
gaard grasped the rationale behind Jesus’ method when he wrote,

Christianity, by becoming a direct communication, is altogether destroyed.
It becomes a superficial thing, capable neither of inflicting deep wounds,
nor of healing them.

Thirdly, I would point to the phrase “Son of man,” the self-designation
preferred by Jesus, as I believe it to be. Again we enter a much-plowed field,
and T will not attempt to plow a fresh furrow. Suffice it to say that the work
of Geza Vermes on the one hand and of Morna Hooker on the other serve to
underline how fully that phrase exemplifies the parabolic nature of Jesus’
messianic claims. Vermes cites several examples of Aramaic usage which
seem to support the view that bar nash(a) could have been used by Jesus as
a circumlocution for “I"” and that the phrase could have been understood by
his hearers in that sense.55 Nor can the link between the Markan Son of man
and the Danielic Son of man so well forged by Hooker be easily broken.5¢ In
the words of Matithew Black: “No term was more fitted both to conceal, yet
at the same time to reveal to those who had ears to hear, the Son of Man’s
real identity.”’57 Here is the real vehicle of the ‘‘messianic secret.”

Finally, attention should also be drawn to the parallel noted by Richard
Longenecker between the Synoptic Jesus on the one hand and the Qumran
Teacher of Righteousness and Simeon ben Kosebah on the other. Common
features in each case include (a) external acclamation, (b) reticence on the
part of the individual to speak of himself in terms used of him by others, and
(c) consciousness on that individual’s part of the ultimate validity of the titles
employed. The basis of this common pattern Longenecker finds not in any
“messianic secret’” theology but in the Jewish view that “no man can be
defined as a messiah before he has accomplished the task of the anointed.”’53
If this is so it certainly enhances the historicity of the Synoptic picture.

In short, I believe that to speak of a messianic secret is misleading and
unjustificd. So far as Jesus’ messiahship was concerned there was no secret

53. The objection that Jesus would have made it plain that he was nor a political Messiah
fails to reckon with the parabolic nature of all Jesus’ action and teaching.

54. Cited by V. de Waal, What Is the Church? (London: SCM, [969) 22.

55. G. Vermes in an appendix to M. Black, An Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and
Acts (Oxford: Clarendon, 1967) 310-28; although see J. A. Fitzmyer’s critical review in CBQ
30 (1968) 424-28.

56. M. Hooker, The Son of Man in Mark (London: SPCK, 1967).

57. Black, 329; see also I. H. Marshall, “The Synoptic Son of Man Sayings in Recent
Discussion,” NTS 12 (1965-66) 350f.; cf. E. Sjoberg, Der verborgene Menschensohn in den
Evangetien (Lund: Gleerup, 1955) 126; O'Neill, 161.

58. Longenecker, 211-14, citing David Flusser.



76 JESUS AND CHRISTOLOGY

as such, only a cautious disavowal of false views — those of the Galilean
wonder-worker and of the warrior or political king of the Jews — and an
equally cautious assertion and explication of his own understanding of mes-
siahship — that of service and suffering in this world and of exaltation only
after death. As to the reason for this, all the evangelists agree: Jesus was
indeed Messiah during his earthly life, but his messiahship was incomplete
and inevitably misunderstood during that phase. Only with the cross, resur-
rection, and exaltation would hc enter into the fullness of his messianic office,
and only then could its true nature be properly understood. John brings this
out through the do&é&lewv and xploig motifs. Luke brings it out by developing
his three-age presentation of Heilsgeschichte. In Matthew one sees it in the
kingdom sayings, for instance in the link between the Spirit and the kingdom
in Matthew 12:28: it is because and only because Jesus is the one who is
empowered by the Spirit that the kingdom can be said to have come upon
them and to be fully in their midst, though not yet fully realized. And in Mark
it is the “messianic secret” which is the vehicle of this themc. In other words,
the so-called secrecy motif in Mark is nothing other than Mark'’s method of
bringing home to his readers the programmatic nature of Jesus’ messiahship.

In conclusion, Wrede’s thesis has been subjected to many criticisms in
the course of its life. For example, form criticism has shown that the silencing
of demons is a feature antecedent to any “messianic secret” redaction,>® and
that the privacy motif (see pp. 63-64 above) has nothing to do with the
“messianic secret.”60 The conclusion that the messianic character of the
tradition belongs to a primitive form of the tradition (see p. 72 above) has
also reduced the form critic’s confidence when it comes to pronouncing on
the historical value of the tradition. Besides which it has become evident that
passages like 8:30 do not provide independent evidence for the redactional
nature of the secrecy motif since the more skeptical conclusions there usually
depend on a prior acceptance of the Wrede hypothesis.

However, the full significance for Wrede’s thesis of the post-Bultmannian
quest of the historical Jesus does not seem to have been fully appreciated. For
the nub of the debate is the messianic self-consciousness of Jesus and the
messianic character of his ministry, not the authenticity of this messianic title or
that command to silence. And the new questers have found that though they can
still pronounce a confident negative judgment on the authenticity of this messi-
anic title or that command to silence, it is almost impossible to deny that Jesus
saw his mission at least to some extent in messianic terms or that his authentic

59. See pp. 61-62 above; also H. C. Kee, “The Terminology of Mark’s Exorcism Stories,”
NTS 14 (1967-68) 232-46.

60. M. Dibelius, From Tradition to Gospel (London: lvor, Nicholson, and Watson, 1934)
73f.; Bultmann, 224.
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words and deeds bear an unmistakably messianic character.6! When one adds,
as one must, that Jesus’ concept and practice of his mission was popular with
the people but unpopular with the authorities, it becomes evident that the whole
“messianic secret” thesis has been stripped of the logical consistency which
bound it together and is in danger of falling apart at the seams. The ‘‘messianic
secret’” hypothesis in fact is now a theory searching for a rationale, and the recent
attempts to defend and define its raison d’étre in terms of an anti-8etog Gvrip
polemic (n. 3) or an anti-disciple polemic (n. 8) must be pronounced inadequate.
Since the “messianic secret” motif is part and parcel of the tradition itself we
are at the end of the day more or less shut up to the choice between the mere
“that” -ness of complete Bultmannian skepticism and a Jesus who was a secret
or rather a misunderstood Messiah.

We have not been able to study all the relevant data, and I do not want
to overstate my case. I would not deny, for example, that Mark may have
interpreted simple commands to silence demons in terms of the ‘“messianic
secret’” motif (1:34; 3:11f.) or that it is Mark’s own opinion about the disciples
which is being expressed in passages like 6:51-52; 14:40b. But the question
1s whether this interpretation and opinion expresses an understanding of the
material which is essentially foreign to it, or whether it is merely developing
a theme which is already native to the material. When one takes into account
the complexity of the secrecy motif (which reflects the complexity of life
rather than the artificial complicatedness of a theory — see for example nn.
6, 16), the counterbalancing publicity-revelation theme, the inherent messianic
character of the pericope we examined, and the very strong probability which
emerged from that examination that there were two understandings of mes-
siahship at issue, I cannot but conclude that the so-called “‘messianic secret”’
originated in the life-situation of Jesus and is in essence at least wholly
historical.

61. Sce, e.g., E. Kdsemann, “The Problem of the Historical Jesus,” Essays on New
Testament Themes (London: SCM, 1964) 37-43; G. Bornkamm, Jesus of Nazareth (London:
Hodder and Stoughton, 1960) [69-72, 178.
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Messianic Ideas and Their Influence
on the Jesus of History

Introduction

Jesus was a Jew. It is inconceivable that he was not “influenced” by Jewish
““ideas.” This uncontroversial a priori conceals potentially explosive 1ssues.
In particular, it leads naturally to a whole sequence of follow-up questions.
To what extent was Jesus’ whole message and ministry shaped and determined
by particular ideas which came to him as part of his Jewish upbringing,
character, and context? To what extent was the movement which sprang from
Jesus shaped and determined by these same Jewish ideas. and (o what extent
by other (non-Jewish) forces? Does Jesus belong more to the Judaism from
which he emerged or to the Chrstianity which resulted from his ministry?
Did Jesus inject something new and different into his ancestral faith and
practice, and can he therefore be credited (or blamed) for the consequent
transformation which within two or three generations led to the schism be-
tween (rabbinic) Judaism and Christianity?

Such are the wider issues with still wider ramifications which surround
the more specific issue. Was Jesus influenced by current Jewish messianic
ideas? Did he see himself or his ministry as the lulfillment of his people’s
hopes and aspirations for the future? Even this topic is luge and impossible
to tackle at more than an overview level within the scope of a single paper.
Nevertheless the issue is potentially of immense significance and it is impor-
tant that such a summary treatment be attempted as part of the wider inquiry
of this colloquy.

Reprinted by permission from The Messiah: Developments in Earliest Judaism and Christianity,
cd. J. H. Charlesworth, 146-62. Copyright © 1992 by Augsburg Fortress.
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Definitions

The terms used need to be defined with some care, lest we find ourselves
arguing at cross purposes. (a) What do we mean by “messianic ideas”? Are
we referring to: (i) Specific figures of whom the word “messiah” is used —
in Jewish circles prior to Jesus or also in the first century C.E. as a whole?
(ii) “Messiah” as redefined within earliest Christianity, not the least by draw-
ing in other motifs and passages of the OT not previously regarded as “‘mes-
sianic™? (iii) The range of Jewish eschatological expectation (the “messianic
age’’), including expectations where no figure as such is specified, as well as
the whole range of revelatory or redemptive or judgmental figures who feature
within the kaleidoscope of diverse Jewish hopes and visions? In short, what
can we say might have influenced Jesus (or any of his contemporaries) on the
theme of “‘messiahship”? Since the issues are mutually entangled and a too
narrow definition could shut off possible sourccs of influence too quickly, I
will try to keep the inquiry as broad s possible within the constraints of the
paper.

(b) “The Jesus of history™ as popularly used denotes the Jesus who
ministered within Palestine during the late 20s and/or early 30s of the
common era — “the historical Jesus,” “‘Jesus as he actually was.” New
Testament scholars sometimes disparage this more popular usage and insist
on a more restricted definition — “‘the Jesus of history,”” in some antithesis
to ““the Christ of faith/dogma,” or Jesus insofar as he may be reconstructed
by the tools of historical criticism. The problem with the former is that it
makes too sharp a distinction between the ‘‘before and after” of Easter; it
will hardly be disputed that Jesus made a considerable impact during his
ministry — that is, before Good Friday and Easter. It would be unwise to
predetermine what that impact could have involved in terms of “‘messianic
ideas™ or to assume that talk of either ““Christ”” or “‘faith” before Easter is
inadmissible. The problem with the latter is that methodological presupposi-
tions may impose a grid upon the text and prevent us from including within
our evidence matter which is highly relevant. For the purposes of this paper -
I prefer to attempt a more open-ended inquiry into what ‘“messianic ideas”
we can say with some historical probability actually did influence Jesus in
his ministry and in what he said about it.

Both these areas, of context and of methodology, need some fuller
exposition before we proceed. To avoid overextending this study, however, 1
will restrict the discussion of Jewish “messianic ideas” chiefly to those
sources and Jewish writings which most probably predated or were contem-
porary with Jesus. This is not to deny that later documents may contain earlier
traditions, but the need to demonstrate the earlier form of any tradition would
involve some complex analysis and disrupt the form of the overview here
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offered. Besides which the undisputedly pre-Jesus traditions already provide
substantial material and a relatively clear perspective on the range of options
which must certainly have been “‘availablc” to Jesus and his contemporaries.!

What “Messianic Ideas” Were in Current Use or Available as
Categories of Possible Definition at the Time of Jesus?

(a) The category of “‘messiah’ itself.

(i) Most important here is the hoped-for Davidic or royal messiah — so
designated explicitly in Psalms of Solomon 17 (see esp. 17:32; cf. 18:57), and
Shemoneh “Esreh 14, and almost certainly in view in the Dead Sea Scrolls’
designation of the “messiah of Israel” (1QSa 2.12, 14, 20; also 1QS 9.11; cf.
CD 12.23f,; 14.19; 19.10; 20.1).2 This more specific language is clearly part
of a richer strain influenced both by other “‘messiah” references with eschato-
logical overtones (1 Sam. 2:10; Pss. 2:2; 89:51; 132:17, Dan. 9:25-26) and
by specific promises regarding the Davidic dynasty — David’s son/God’s son
(2 Sam. 7:12-14; 4QFlor 1.10-13), the royal “branch” (Jer, 23:5 and 33:15;
4QPat 3-4 and 4QFlor 1.11), and the Davidic “‘prince’”” (Ezek. 34:24 and
37:25, CD 7.20,1QSb 5.20; IQM 5.1; 4Q161); see also Isa. 11:1-2; Hag. 2:23;
Zech. 3.8, 4; 6:12; Sir. 47:11, 22; 1 Macc. 2:57. We may conclude that these
passages must have nurtured a fairly vigorous and sustained hope of a royal
messiah within several at least of the various subgroups of Israel at the time
of Jesus, and that that hope was probably fairly widespread at a popular level
(such being the symbolic power of kingship in most societies then and since).3
Talk of an expected “coming of the Messiah” would have been meaningful
to first-century Jews and represented a major strand of Jewish eschatological
expectations.*

(i) “Messiah” is also used of a hoped-for priest figure. This is explicit
in the same “‘messiahs of Aaron and Israel” references from Qumran (1QS
9.11, etc.) and in 7. Reu. 6:8 (&pyrepede yprotéec) — the high priest being also

1. For a more extensive survey, see J. H. Charlesworth, “The Concept of the Messiah in
the Pseudepigrapha,” ANRW 11.19.1 (1979) 188-218.

2. L. H. Schithman’s cautions (during the colloquy? on identifying the Messiah of Israel
as Davidic are methodologicully commendable. but since a clear Davidic hope is entertained in
the Dead Sea Scrolls |see (1) ahove]|, and since the Messiah of Israel associated with a Messiah
of Aaron (1QS 9.11) would most naturally be understood as a reference to a royal messiah [see
(1) above], 1t 1s hard to know how else the “Messiah of Isracl” would be understood other than
as a way of designating the hoped-for Davidic branch or prince,

3. See further R. A. Horsley and J. S. Hauson, Bandirs, Prophers, and Messiahs: Popular
Movements in the Time of Jesus (Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1985), ch. 3.

4. See further E. Schiirer, The History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ,
rev, G. Vermes, et al, (Edinburgh: Clark, 1979) I[, §29.
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an anointed office (Lev. 4:3, 5, 16; 6:22; 2 Macc. 1:10; cf. Ps. 84:9). But it
is closely modeled on the Moses-Aaron and Zerubbabel-Joshua (Zechariah 4)
dual role, with 7. /12 P. showing a similar concern to rank the priestly figure
above the royal figure (particularly 7. Jud. 21:2-5), such as is also evident in
1QSa 2.11-22. The influence of this double expectation is indicated in the
possible association of the priest Eleazar with Bar Kokhba in the leadership
of the second revolt.> We should note also here T. Mos. 9:1 — the expectation
regarding Taxo, “a man from the tribe of Levi.” A further element which
should be reckoned within the total picture is the promise of a “covenant of
perpetual priesthood” made to Phinehas (Num. 25:10-13), which evidently
fascinated and influenced more than one branch of early Judaism (Sir.
45:23-24; 1 Macc. 2:54; pseudo-Philo, Biblical Antiquities 48:1), not least the
Zealots.0

(b) When the category of ‘“‘messiah™ broadens out, the first to be con-
sidered is the prophet, not least since anointing can be associated also with
prophets (1Kgs. 19:16; Isa. 61:1-2; Joel 3:1; CD 2.12; 6.1; ct. Ps. 105:15).
But beyond that, the expectation becomes diverse and unclear, with various
strands or fragments evident whose relation to each other is far from clear.
(1) Least problematic is the anticipated return of Elijah (Mal. 4:5; Sir. 48:9-10;
see also 1 En. 90:31; Rev. 11:3); but whether this was confined to the thought
of Elijah’s personal return (he had never died) or included the idea of a further
prophet, Elisha-like, “in the spirit and power of Elijah” (Luke 1:17; cf. 2 Kgs.
2:15) remains uncertain. (ii) The hope of a prophet like Moses (Deut. 18:15,
18) might have been expected to generate considerable expectation, but the
only clear evidence of its influence in pre-Christian Judaism comes in the
Qumran testimonies (4QTestim 5-8); though we should note that according
to Josephus, Ant. 20.97, 169-70, Theudas and the Egyptian saw themselves
both as “prophet” and as successor to Moses (dividing Jordan and causing
city walls to fall down). (iii) For the rest there is a scattering of evidence
difficult to correlate: “‘the prophet” (1QS 9.11 = the Moses prophet of 4QTes-
tim? cf. John 6:14; 7:40, 52; how different from | Macc. 4:46 and 14:41? cf.
Josephus, War 6:285); the anointed one of Isa. 61:1-2 (used in 1QH 18:14-15
and 11QMelch); “a prophet” (Mark 6:15; 8:28) or “one of the old prophets
risen” (Luke 9:8; cf. Matt. 16:14); Samaritan expectation focused particularly
on a prophet figure, but our evidence does not enable us to reach a firm
conclusion on whether such a hope was already entertained at the time of
Jesus.”

Whether these are diverse expressions of a single broad but vague

5. Schiirer, History 1, 544.
6. M. Hengel, The Zealots (Edinburgh: Clark, 1989) 171-77; Schiirer, History 11, 598-606.
7. Schiirer, History 11, 513.
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conviction that some prophet figure was bound to be part of any eschatological
climax is impossible to say. And how this variegated expectation related to
the hopes of one or more messiahs (§1.2a) is also obscure — even in the one
text which mentions all three together (1QS 9:11); perhaps it was simply an
expression of a similarly imprecise conviction that the three main offices in
Israel’s salvation history (king, priest, prophet) must surely be represented in
any new age. In particular there is no indication that the idea of Elijah coming
as the precursor or forerunner of another (the Messiah?) was already current
in pre-Christian Judaism outside Christian sources (particularly Mark 9:11);
the relevance and point of Mal. 3:1 is unclear (the forerunner of God?);8 and
though a forerunner role could have been claimed by the Baptist (cf. John
1:23 with 1QS 8:13-14; 9:19-20; and Mark 1:3 par.), the question both of
Christian editing and of whom he might have meant by ‘“‘the one stronger
than me”” (Mark 1:7 pars.) remains open.

(¢c) When we turn to OT motifs and passages which seem first to have
been given a messianic significance by application 1o Jesus, the focus of the
discussion shifts. For in this case we cannot speak properly of ‘“messianic
ideas” already abroad at the time of Jesus; though since, in the event, a
messianic significance has been claimed by Christianity, we should pre-
sumably allow a category of ““potentially messianic ideas” which might within
the constraints of the Jewish history of revelation, tradition, and hermeneutics
be candidates for application to a putative messiah. Here the whole range of
interest in the suffering righteous man would have to come under considera-
tion,? including not the least the “‘suffering servant” of Second Isaiah. It is
beyond doubt that Isaiah 53 in particular played an important role in earliest
Christian apologetic on behall’ of a crucified Messiah (Acts 8:32-33; Rom.
4:25; 1 Pet. 2:22-25, etc.); the real question for us would be whether it was
Jesus himself who first drew the passage as such, or the motif in general, into
play, or whether its potential as a messianic proof text only became evident
in the wake of Jesus’ death.

Under this heading should also be mentioned the figure of Daniel 7,
““one like a son of man.” The continued fecundity of this theme in New
Testament scholarship is remarkable,!® though too much of the debate is

8. See the brief review of the evidence in J. Jeremias, TDNT 11, 93 If.

9. See particularly G, W. E. Nickelsburg, Resurrection, lmmmortality, and Eternal Life in
Intertestamental Judaism (Cambridge: Harvard, 1972).

10. For example. R. Leivestad, *Jeaus — Messias — Menschensohn: Die Jiidischen Hei-
landserwartungen 2y Zeit der ersien rémischen Kaisor und die Frage nach dem messianischen
Selbstbewussisein Jesu,” ANRW 11.25.1, 220-64: B. Lindaes, The Son of Man (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1983): S. Kim., "The "Son of Man’ " as the Son of God (WUNT 30: Tiibingen: Mohr,
1983); M. Milller. Der Ausdruck “Menschensohn™ in den Fvangeticn (Leiden: Brill, 1984):
C. Caragounis, 7The Son of Man (WUNT 138: Tiibingen: Mohr, 1980); D. R. A. Hare. The Son
of Man Tradition (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1990).
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repetitive. 1 continue to see no evidence for the existence of a pre-Chris-
tian/pre-Jesus Son of Man expectation within Judaism. Daniel 7 is not itself
evidence of such speculation,!! though clearly it is a “‘potentially messianic™
passage. The Similitudes of Enoch, which do make messianic use of Daniel
7, cannot be dated to the period before Jesus’ ministry with any confidence;
they appear to be making a fresh interpretation of Daniel 7 (as also 4 Ezra);
and probable influence on the Synoptic tradition is confined to the later strata.
The tack of any clear confessional or apologetic identification of Jesus with
“the [well-known] Son of Man”” would be very surprising if such a powerful
image was already in use at the time of Jesus (contrast / En. 71:14, Knibb).12
Here, too, then the question is not of influence on Jesus of already recognized
and established ideas or categories. The question is rather whether an innova-
tive use of Daniel 7 can be ascribed to Jesus himself or can be traced back
only as far as the first Christians in the post-Easter Palestinian conventicles.
Here, too, earliest Christian thought (including Jesus?) has to be seen itself
as part of the development and transformation in the messianic ideas of the
period, and not merely as reactive to ideas already in existence.

(d) Beyond this, the category of ‘‘messianic ideas” becomes too ill-
defined to be of much use. Should we include glorification of heroes like
Phinehas (Ps. 106:30-31; Sir. 45:23-24; 1 Macc. 2:54; 4 Macc. 18:12), or the
idea of a human translated to heaven without death (Enoch — Jub. 4:23; 1 En.
12:4; T. Abr. 11) or after death (Ezra and Baruch — 4 Ezra 14:9; 2 Bar. 13:3;
25:1, etc.) or given roles in the final judgment {Enoch, Elijah, Abel — I En.
90:31; T. Abr 11; Melchizedek[?] — 11QMelch)? Should we include
heavenly intermediaries — angels (e.g., Dan, 10:13; Tob. 12:15;  En. 9:1-3;
T. Levi 3:5; 1QH 6.13) or the vigorous poetic imagery used of divine wisdom
(e.g., Prov. 8:30; Wis. 9:4; Sir. 24:5)?13 For myself I think not. The full
spectium of eschatological expectation within Judaism, so far as we know it,
should be borne in mind, including the visions in which no recognized or
potential messianic figure appears. For any or all of it could have influenced
Jesus and have interacted in his teaching and ministry with more specifically
“messianic ideas” to evolve a new formulation or idea. But in that case we

11. At this point | should register my cordial disagreement with colloquy colleagues
M. Black and A. Yarbro Collins: I do not see the manlike {igure of Dan. 7:13-14 as an “angelic
represenlative” of Israel, but as a symbolical representation of Israel, in which the creation myth
is reworked (Dan. 7:2ff.) by depicting Isracl’s enemies as the beasts (beastlike figures) over
which humankind (the manlike figure, Israel) is given dominion.

[2. See further my Christology in the Making (London: SCM, [980) 67-82. My point is
unaffected even if there is an emerging consensus on a pre-70 date for the Similitudes (Charles-
worth), sincc the other evidence just indicated would still point to a post-Jesus, post-earliest
Christian date for the document or its ideas coming to public attention.

13. See {urther chapter 20 below and my The Partings of the Ways berween Christianity
and Judaism (London: SCM; Philadelphia: TPI, 1991), ch. 10.
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are talking of the eschatological or apocalyptic context of the messianic ideas
more than the ideas themselves. In view of the limitations of this paper,
therefore, I do not propose to go into any detail on this broader area of interest.

Methodology and Perspective

A final word of introduction must be said about the perspective from which
I approach the Jesus tradition of the Synoptics, where the debate must ob-
viously focus most intensively. Such a declaration is necessary since it is very
clear from the study of the Synoptic tradition during the past sixty years that
the critical tools do not of themselves provide clear verdicts on most debated
passages. Agreed criteria for determining redaciion simply do not exist beyond
a few general principles — and when it becomes a question of distinguishing
multiple layers of tradition, the argument becomes increasingly circular and
the subjectivity factor unacceptably high. Probability judgment in most in-
dividual cases therefore depends on a broad presuppositional perspective
bolstered by a few key examples.!4

In my own work, not specializing on the Synoptics so thoroughly as
many of my colleagues, I have become increasingly persuaded that the best
starting point for study of the main body of the Synoptic tradition is to view
it as the earliest churches’ memories of Jesus as retold and reused by these
churches. The importance of teachers and of tradition is well attested in the
earliest documents of the New Testament (e.g., teachers — Acts 13:1; 1 Cor.
12:28; Gal. 6:6; tradition — 1 Cor. 11:2; Col. 2:6; 1 Thess. 4:1; 2 Thess. 2:15;
3.6). The Synoptics themselves conform surprisingly closely to the ancient
(not modern) biography (bios or vita);!5 and the a priori probability that the
carliest groups cherished and rehearsed the memories of the one whom they
now counted as Lord (rmar wOplog), that is, the traditions which gave them
reason for their distinctive existence, must be regarded as strong. This per-
spective differs significantly from the characteristically literary model which
has exercised far too much influence on tradition-history analysis of the
Synoptic tradition. The literary model envisages strata of tradition, and the
task as tracing the linear descent of a tradition down through successively
elaborated layers, each one dependent on the previous exemplar — much as
one does in textual criticism or in tracing the history of translations of the
Bible. But in oral transmission that model is inappropriate, for in oral tradition
we have to do with themes and formulae and core material which often remains

14. E. P. Sanders, Jesus and Judaism (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1985), despite his trenchant
criticism of his predecessors, provides a classic example.

15. D. Aune, The New Testament in Its Literary Environment (Philadelphia: Westminster,
1987), ch. 2.
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constant while quite a wide range of variations are played on them. The point
is that one variation need not necessarily lead to another; subsequent variations
may be derived directly from the central theme or core. Consequently tradition
history analysis seeking to penetrate back to Jesus himself need not consist
solely of pressing back through ditferent variations but can focus immediately
on the more constant material. For the probability is that the more constant
material is the living heart of the earliest recollections of Jesus which has
maintained the vitality of the tradition in all its variant forms.

In short I see the earliest tradents within the Christian churches as
preservers more than innovators, as seeking to transmit, retell, explain, inter-
pret, elaborate, but not to create de nova. All of which means that I approach
the Synoptic tradition with a good deal more confidence than many of my
New Testament colleagues. Through the main body of the Synoptic tradition,
I believe, we have in most cases direct access to the teaching and ministry of
Jesus as it was remembered from the beginning of the transmission process
{which often predates Easter), and so also fairly direct access to the ministry
and teaching of Jesus through the eyes and ears of those who went about with
him.

So much by way of introduction. What then of the issue itself: what
messianic ideas influenced Jesus and how?

Jesus within a Context of Eschatological Expectation

We can start by noting the likelihood that Jesus would have been aware of
such messianic ideas as were current at the time. The strong eschatological
note which is an undeniable feature of his preaching is of a piece with the
broader stream of eschatological and apocalyptic expectation which served as
the seed bed within which messianic ideas flourished during the various crises
of Israel’s history in the two centuries prior to Jesus’ ministry. No one, I think,
would dispute either that Jesus’ proclamation of the kingdom of God was
central to his preaching, or that his remembered utterances on the subject are
essentially eschatological in character. We need not even go into the still
contested question of whether he saw the kingdom as a future good (‘“‘the
restoration of Israel”)!6 or present reality, or both, though I would have to
contest any attempt to argue that Jesus saw it as a timeless symbol (and
therefore, properly speaking, noneschatological).

Given this eschatological context and emphasis, it would be utterly
astonishing if Jesus had not come into some sort of interaction with the

16. Sanders, Jesus, part one; Dunn, Partings, 47-49.
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messianic ideas which thrived in that same context. Without making any
prejudgment on the question of whether Jesus saw a role for himseif with
regard to the kingdom, it nevertheless remains highly likely that one who
proclaimed the kingdom of God in the way Jesus did would be faced with
the issue of how his eschatological ideas related to the other (messianic) ideas
cherished by others.

Moreover we must accept that Jesus made a substantial stir, even if only
for a short time, and that he gained a fair amount of publicity and/or notoriety,
however local or regional — he was, after all, condemned to death for causing
some sort of trouble. In such circumstances his fellow Jews (or Galileans)
were bound to attempt to categorize him, to fit him into an appropriate slot
in their perspective. And the available categorics would have included the
ones reviewed above: was he one of the looked-for anointed figures? was he
a/the prophet? In other words, the tradition of popular spcculation and
questioning which we find in Mark 6:15; 8:28; and John 1:19-22 is just what
we might have expected.

But can we be more specific? More important, can we say whether Jesus
reacted to these suggestions and questions? And if so, how he reacted? Only
thus will we be able to speak of any influence of such messianic ideas on
him. We naturally start with the messianic idea most narrowly defined as such
in the above review — Jesus as messiah.

Are You Messiah? A Question Jesus Must Have Faced

We can dismiss at once the second of the two messiah figures described above
— the priest messiah. There is no indication whatsoever that this was ever
canvassed as a possibility or seen as an option in the case of Jesus. Presumably
Jesus was known to lack the basic qualification of belonging to the tribe of
Levi, and so it was 4 nonstarter even for (or particularly for) those who would
have regarded the priestly messiah as more significant than the royal messiah,
Significantly when the attempt is subsequently made to present Jesus as high
priest, it is done by using the quite different and extraordinary order of
Melchizedek rather than that of Aaron (Heb. 5:7).

The picture is quite different, however, in the case of the royal messiah.
The fundamental fact here is that Jesus was put to death as a claimant to such
a role — executed as a messianic pretender for claiming to be king of the
Jews (so all four Gospels — Mark 15:26 par.). Since “‘king of the Jews’ is
not a Christian title and probably caused the Christians some political embar-
rassment, there is a general agreement that this much at least must be historical
of the passion narratives. But once that is granted, along with the fact of Jesus’
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crucifixion as a royal messianic pretender, a sentence carried oul as a formal
legal act on the authority of the Roman governor (cf. Tacitus, Annales
15.44.3),1/ we have established the core ol the hearing before Pilate described
in Mark 15:1-4. And when we press further backward to the issue of some
son of preliminary Jewish hearing, we find ourselves with an equally plausible
historical core — where an accusation that Jesus said something about the
destruction and rebuilding of the temple results in the question, “Are you
Messigh, son of the Blessed?” (Mark 14:57-61). For it was precisely this
association of ideas which the messianic prophecy (4QFlor 1.10-13) of 2 Sam.
7:13-14 would suggest — the son of David (royal messiah) who would build
the wemple and who would be God's son.!® In short, the evidence is strong
that at the end of his lile Jesus was confronted with the question, certainly
implicitly but probably also explicilly as well: Are you Messiah, son of David?

It is also unlikely that this was the [irst or only time in the course of
Jesus” ministry that this guestion was put 1o him or the issue confronted him.
Assuming that Jesus did say something about the future of the temple, on
which the later accusation was based (Mark 14:58 par.; cf. esp. Mark 13:2;
John 2:19: Acts 6:14), and that Jesus engaged in some sort of symbolic act
in the temple (Mark 1:15-17 pars.),!? the same correlation (Messiah = temple
builder) probably occurred to him and o others (hence the suhsequent ac-
cusation). Given too the excilement he engendered as a successful healer, it
would be of no surprise that one such as Bartimaeus should seek to attract
his attention or ingratiate himself with Jesus by hailing him as **son of David"”
(Mark 10:47-48 par.).20

The confession of Peter at Caesarea Philippi is a much contested peri-
cope (Mark 8:27[f. par.) whose detail we can hardly enter into here. Suffice
i 10 say its basic content carries with it a strong degree of probability: Jesus
had engaged for some time in what had evidently been overall a highly
successful and popular teaching and healing ministry. It would have been odd
incdleed il none of those who had invested their lives in following him had not
asked themselves whether Jesus might be the hoped-for leader from the house
of David and in due course expressed the beliet or hope to Jesus himsell.

To mention only one other episode. IT we allow that behind the “feeding
of the live thousand’ (Mark 6:30ff. par.) lies the memory of some symbolic
meal in the desert, such a meal would probably have evoked a very potent

17. See further particularly A, E. Harvey, Jesus and the Constraints of History (London:
Duckworth, 1982), ch. 2.

18. O. Betz, What Do We Know about Jesus? (London: SCM, 1968) 88-89.

19. See particularly Sanders, Jesus, ch. 1.

20. The argument here is not dependent on an early date for the Testament of Solomon
or for the traditions hchind ity David was already regarded as a healer (latpdg) and exorcist in
the case of Saul, as Josephus, Ant. 6.166-68, indicates.
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mix of messianic ideas — Moses and manna, the shepherd king feeding his
flock (Ezek. 34:23), perhaps the same association of eschatological banquels
presided over by the messiah(s) which we find in 1QSa. T is not surprising
then that John's Gospel contains the testimony that the crowd wanted to make
Jesus king by force (John 6:15), which meshes well in an uncontrived way
with the unexpected note in Mark’s Gospel that Jesus brought the occasion
to an end by forcing the disciples to leave by boat, before he dismissed the
crowd. There is a strong suggestion here of a crowd caught up on a wave of
messianic enthusiasm which affected also the immediate circle of Jesus’
disciples. Here too, in other words, Jesus was probably confronted in effect
with the same stark question, *‘Are you Messiah, son of David?”

This brief review of the most directly relevant evidence must suffice.
In my judgment it presents us with the: very strong probability that Jesus was
confronted with the category of royal messiahship and was forced, whether
he liked it or not, to respond to it. The more important question for us is: how
did he respond? What sort of influence did the prevailing or dominant expec-
tation regarding the royal messiah have on him?

The answer which emerges is consistent and striking. He reacted more
negatively than positively to it. As a possible role model he was more hostile
than welcoming to the idea of the royal messiah. The evidence can be reviewed
briefly.

A basic fact is that nowhere in the Synoptic tradition is Jesus remem-
bered as having laid claim to the title or role of messiah on his own initiative
{only John 4:26). Since the earliest Christians certainly wanted o claim the
title for him, the silence of the Synoptic traditon is striking: it confirms an
unwillingness to retroject material beyond whal Jesus was remembered as
teaching back into the Jesus tradition; and since the claim to such 4 role was
certainly a possibility for Jesus (as in principle for many first-century Jews),
the fact that no such claim is remembered suggests at least an unwillingness
on the part of Jesus to associate his mission with that particular role.

This inference gains strength from some of the episodes touched on
above. The “‘feeding of the five thousand” pericope has two points of interest.
First, it confirms that there was abroad, in Galilee at least, a popular conception
of the messiah as a kingly, political figure — the sort of king of the Jews, we
might say, that Pilate felt justified in crucifying. Second, it indicates that Jesus
reacted against this role and rejected it. The lesson learned there about the
inflammability of the Galilean crowd would certainly help explain Jesus’
reticence in other situations.

In the Caesarea Philippi episode the earlier account of Mark shows Jesus
as neither welcoming nor denying the confession of Peter (though Matthew
understandably develops the tradition to give Jesus’ response a warmer note
— Matt, 16:17-19). The command to silence of Mark 8:30, so often taken as
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part of a theological motif later imposed on the tradition,?! makes very good
sense if the category “messiah’ used by Peter was the same as that cherished
in the Psalms of Solomon and among the Galileans. Since that indeed was
what Messiah, son of David meant, the only content of the category “royal
messiah™ as then understood, we may assume that in any such historical
confrontation this would have been the prospect offered to Jesus. The am-
bivalence of his immediate response thus becomes indicative of a certain
unwillingness on the part of Jesus to entertain such a political role. And if the
immediately appended teaching on the prospect of his suffering and rejection
(Mark 8:31-33) belongs to the same sequence as remembered by those in-
volved, as is certainly arguable, then we would have to begin speaking of an
attempt by Jesus to redefine the category of messiahship.

Finally with the hearing and trial of Jesus the interest again focuses on
Jesus’ reply in each case. To the high priest’s question Jesus is shown as
answering “Iam” (Mark 14:62). But the more weakly attested longer reading
has a strong claim to originality — “You say that I am.”22 In which case it
matches more closely the reply to the equivalent question by Pilate, ““Are you
the king of the Jews?” To which Jesus is said to have responded oV Aéyeig
(Mark 15:2). In each case, therefore, the answer probably was ambivalent —
*“You could say so’’; *‘that is your way of putting it.”” In other words, we can
see here a further indication of an unwillingness on the part of Jesus to accept
the title of royal messiah, at least as understood by his questioners. For our
inquiry the exchanges are important since they exemplify the dilemma which
constantly must have confronted Jesus: could he accept or use categories
which, however desirable in themselves, were usually understood to describe
a role he did not or could not see himself as fulfilling?

In short, if the question is “‘Did the hope of a royal messiah influence
Jesus in shaping and executing his mission?” the evidence points to a fairly
negative answer. Jesus seems to have reacted against rather than to have been
influenced by the idea of a royal messiah as then conceived. The only quali-
fication we would have to add is that this title “‘messiah” was too potent and
resonant with theological significance for it to be rejected outright. And Jesus
may have attempted to redefine the content of the title in terms of the role he
saw himself as filling. The first Christians were certainly in no doubt that

21. 1 refer ol course to ‘‘the Messianic secret’; see ch. 4 above, on which this section
of the discussion is based.

22. The longer reading explains the Matthean and Lukan versions better than the shorter:

Mark oV elnog 611 &y el

Matthew o elrag

Luke VUEG Aéyete 6T gyd elut

And it is more likely that the equivocal longer text was abbreviated to the strong
affirmation (&yo eip) rather than the reverse.
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Jesus was Messiah and that the title had to be understood in the light of what
had actually happened to Jesus (“*Christ crucified’’). But the extent to which
we can say that the process of redefinition began already with Jesus himself
depends on our evaluation of other material within the Jesus tradition which
at the time of Jesus would not have been regarded as “messianic’” in the
stricter sense.

The Eschatological Prophet

In terms of messianic calegories properly so culled at the time of Jesus, the
only other category ol significance is that of propher. Of all the categories
available, it seems to have been the one which was used most often. It was
evidently applied to the Baptist (Mark 11:32, Matt. 11:9; Luke 7:26): it was
the category canvassed most frequently for Jesus, according to Mark 6:15 and
8:28 (cf. 14:65; note also particularly Matt. 21:11, 46 and Luke 24:19); and
there scems (o have been no lack of claimants (o the role of prophet during
that whole period (Josephus. Anr. 18.85-87, 20.97-98, 167-72, 188). Given
(he relaiive prominence ol Jesus as preacher and healer, it is wholly to be
expected that he would have been regarded by many as at least a prophel.
Jesus himself is remembered as accepting the designation for himself
in at least some degree (see particularly Mark 6:4 par. and Luke 13:33). But
more important is the evidence that he, like the Qumran scct, made use of
[sa. 61:1-2 as providing a program Tor his mission. The primary evidence is
not Luke 4:18-19. which looks too much like an elaboration of the briefer
account of Jexus' preaching in the synagogue at Nazareth as recalled by Mark.
It is rather the emphasis which comes oul both from the lirst beatitude (Luke
S:20/Matt. 5:3) and from Jesus® response 1o the guestion of the Baptist in
prison (Matt, |1:5/Luke 7:22) — viz. that Jesus saw one of his priorities as
proclamation of the good news to ““the poor.” 2 I this recalls one of Jesus'
own repeated assertions, as seems likely, then the implication is strong that
he drew on Isa. 61:1-2 to inform his own mission. This also makes best sense
of the Lukan account of Jesus’ preaching in Nazareth, for Luke 4:16-30 is
then best seen not as a complete fabrication by Luke but as the sort of
midrashic elaboration of a basic claim made by Jesus which we would expect
in the course of oral rctelling of the memories regarding Jesus, with Luke of
course setting it at the beginning of his account of Jesus’ ministry to give it
programmatic significance for his own retelling of the Jesus story.

23. The passages are discussed in more detail in my Jesus and the Spirit (London:
SCM/Philadelphia: Westminster, 1975) 55-60.
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Relevant here too is the fact that Jesus is remembered as having spoken
on more than one occasion of his sense of commission in prophetic terms —
as one ‘“‘sent’” by God (Matt. 10:40/Luke 10:16; Mark 9:37 par.; Matt, 15:24;
Luke 4:43).24 Also that Jesus evidently undertook what might be called a
self-consciously prophetic role — both in terms of his championing “the
poor” and in terms of such prophetically symbolical actions like the entry
into Jerusalem, the clearing of the temple, perhaps the meal in the desert, and
certainly the Last Supper.

All this is significant, for so far as the Evangelists were concerned, the
category of prophet was not particularly helpful and certainly not of sufficient
weight to embody the significance of Jesus. Part of the point of the Caesarea
Philippi episode in all the Synoptics is that prophet categories canvassed by
the crowds are less satisfactory (even that of Elijah) than the title ascribed by
Peter — *“You are the Messiah” (Mark 8:28-29 par.). The point of Matt. 12:41
(and Luke 11:32) is that something greater than Jonah is present among them.
According to Luke 16:16, the time of the law and the prophets has been left
behind by the new era in which the kingdom of God is preached. And most
striking of all, the category of prophet, even the prophet, has been completely
relegated by the Fourth Evangelist to the status of one of the less than
satisfactory opinions of the fickle crowd (particularly John 4:19; 6:14; 7:40;
8:52-53; 9:17). The implication is plain: it is unlikely that the category of
prophet was first applied to Jesus after Easter. 1n the wake of Easter even the
category of eschatological prophet would have been regarded as inadequate
to express his status and its significance. From this it follows that the attribu-
tion of a prophetic role to Jesus and the use made of Isa. 61:1-2 in describing
his mission is likely to go back to the pre-Easter period; also that Jesus himself
probably accepted the category of “‘prophet’ as a more adequate description
of his role (than messiah) and took Isa. 61:1-2 as at least to some extent
programmatic for his ministry.

To sum up: Of the range of options within the more diverse expectation
of a prophetic figure, the prophet like Moses has left least trace in the Synoptic
Gospel accounts (Mark 9:7 par.: John 12:47-48; cf. Acts 3:22; 7:37). And
though others may have proposed the category of Elijah for Jesus (Mark 6:15;
8:28), Jesus himselt is remembered as referring that designation to the Baptist
(Matt. 11:10/Luke 7:27; Mark 9:13). It is only of the less specific categories
of prophet and eschatological prophet that we can speak with some confidence.
But there it does seem possible to speak of an influence and a positive influence
on Jesus of the Jewish expectation that a prophet figure would be involved
in the last days.

24, For the prophetic significance of the claim cf,, e.g., Ps. 105:26; Jer. 1.7; Mic. 6:4;
Luke 4:26; 20:13.



92 JESUS AND CHRISTOLOGY

The Suffering Righteous Man

Of those reviewed in the first section, the only other category which calls for
consideration is that of potential messianic ideas, in particular the suffering
righteous man. The prominence of the motif in the Psalms and the Wisdom
ol Solomon and the variations on it in Daniel 7 and the martyr theology of
the Maccabean literawre are sufficient to indicale the strong probability that
wherever those of faith found themselves in a situation of oppression, the
theme of the suffering righteous man would be one which proved fruitful for
consolation and encouragement. Under the Roman occupation it must be
judged likely therefore that this strand of theologizing was still being actively
pursued in Jewish circles and was available to Jesus, or at least near to hand
for Jesus to use if he so chose.

That he did so choose is strongly attested in the Synoptic tradition.
Unfortunately this testimony has become for the most part inextricably bound
up with the much more specific issues of whether Jesus was influenced in his
own self-understanding by the suffering servant passage in Isaiah 53 and the
vision of the manlike figure in Daniel 7. [ say unfortunately, because the more
contentious features of these more specific debates have tended to obscure
the fact that both Isaiah 53 and Daniel 7 are quite properly to be seen as
particular expressions and outworkings of the broader and more pervasive
reflection in Jewish thought of the sufferings of the righteous.?S It may very
well be the case therefore thal what we should be looking for in the Jesus
tradition are indications of whether Jesus was influenced by that broader
stream of Jewish theologizing; and, moreover, we should bear in mind the
possibility that any use made of [saiah 53 and Daniel 7 in particular in the
Synoptic tradition is a Christian elaboration of a less specific strand within
the earliest memories of Jesus’ teaching. Alternatively, of course, the possi-
bility equally should be bome in mind that it was Jesus himself who saw the
value and importance of these particular crystallizations of the broader move-
ment of thought and saw their appropriateness to his own mission.

The debate on these issues is much too complex to allow a satisfactory
treatment here. I must confine mysell to three observations. First, it must be
judged highly likely that Jesus anticipated suffering and rejection for his
message and himself — that is, that Jesus saw himself in the tradition of the
suffering righteous. The expectation is clearly attested. apart from any influ-
ence of [saiah 53 and Daniel 7, in Mark 10:38-39 par. and [4:36 par.. the
facts that the prophecy of John suffering the same matyrdom was apparently
not fulfilled and that the anguish of Jesus in the gardeu is depicted in most
unmartyrlike terms (contrast Mark 14:33 with 2 Macc. 7:14) strongly suggest

25. See above, n. 9.
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that these formulations are based on firsthand memory of what Jesus himself
said. Moreover, as one who saw himself in the prophet tradition, Jesus must
have anticipated the possibility of rejection, as a firm strand of tradition
confirms (Mark 6:4 par.; 12:1-9 par.; Matt. 23:29-36/Luke 20:47-51; Luke
13:33; Matt. 23:37/Luke 13:34); the fate of the Baptist provided precedent
and warning enough; and the opposition which Jesus roused must have con-
firmed the strong likelihood that he would meet a similar fate. Moreover, if
Jesus did see the full consummation of the kingdom of God as imminent
(Mark 1:15 par.; 9:1 par.; 13:29-30 par.; Matt. 10:7/Luke 10:9,11; Matt. 10:23),
he would probably be aware of the apocalyptic expectation of a period of
extreme tribulation prior to the final climax (Dan. 12:1-2; Matt. 3:7-12/Luke
3:7-9; 16-17)26 and indeed probably shared it (cf. Mark 13:5-8, 17-20 par.
with Matt. 5:11-12/Luke 6:22-23; Matt. 6:13/Luke 11:4; Mark 10:39 par,,
etc.). That he himself would be caught up in that extreme suffering must have
been recognized as at least a real possibility. And when we add in the other
strands just referred to, the probability begins to become rather strong that
Jesus anticipated his own death and indeed saw it in positive terms as somehow
redemptive — as an eschatologically (or messianically) intensified expression
of the martyr theology which comes to expression elsewhere in 2 Macc. 7:38
and 4 Macc. 17:22. Certainly it must be judged improbable that Jesus saw his
likely death as a complete defeat (otherwise he could have stayed out of harm’s
way), and probable that he would see it as bound up with the coming of the
kingdom. The famous passage of Schweitzer, its rhetorical flourish
notwithstanding, looks more and more like a justifiable restatement of Jesus’
own hope and expectation — ““Jesus’ purpose is to set in motion the eschato-
logical development of history, to let loose the final woes, the confusion and
strife, from which shall issue the parousia and so to introduce the supra-mun-
dane phase of the eschatological drama.”?’

All this strengthens the likelihood that behind the passages influenced
more explicitly by Isaiah 53 and Daniel 7 stand utterances of Jesus himself,
remembered either as expressing his expectation of suffering by himself
drawing in these passages, or as expressing an expectation of rejection which
was illuminated and readily elaborated by the first Christians, who themselves
drew in these passages. In fact it is difficult to demonstrate use of Isaiah 53
at the earliest level of the Synoptic tradition: Luke 22:37, although found in
an obviously ancient context, does look as though it has been inserted into
preexisting material; Mark 10:45 is as likely to have been influenced by Daniel

26. Sanders notes that the “dogma’ that suffering sust precede the coming of the kingdom
is difficult to document before 135 c.E. (Jesus, p. 124). But the idea flows directly from Daniel
7 and 12:1-2 and is already implicit in such passages as Jub. 23:22-31; T. Mos. 5-10; 1QH
3.28-36; and Sib. Or 3.632-56.

27. A. Schweitzer, The Quest of the Historical Jesus (London: Black, 1910) 369.
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7 as by Isaiah 53; and the earliest form of the cup word in the Last Supper is
disputed (Mark 14:24 par,; | Cor. 11:25). And it is certainly argnable that
behind the three Son of Man passion predictions (Mark 8:31 par; 9:31 par;
10:33-34 par.) lie RWIR 3 sayings which of themselves contained no specilic
reference to Dan. 7:13;28 in which case they would quite likely have used the
Jewish recognition of human frailty (as in Ps. 8:4) as the means of expressing
expectation of the brevity of life and the expectation of it being soon cut off.2?
But even if our critical tools and methods do not permit firm conclusions that
Jesus himself made use of (and therefore was influenced by) Isaiah 53 and
Daniel 7, the probability remains strong that Jesus entertained an expectation
of rejection, suffering, and death, which was of a piece in his own perspective
with the suffering of the righteous man and the final eschatological tribulation
and which would play a positive role therein.

Conclusion

It would seem then that we can speak of the influence of messianic ideas on
Jesus in several ways. (1) Some ideas he reacted against. In particular, the
current view of the royal messiah was one which he did not find helpful as a
means of understanding or informing his mission. (2) Some he drew on and
used to inform his own vision of what he had been called to. This may not
be the same as saying that he applied clearly defined roles, let alone clearly
defined titles, to himself. It would be more accurate to say that particular
elements within a much more variegated spread of messianic ideas were taken
up by him. Isa. 61:1-2 is a good case in point. (3) Even thosc he did respond
to favorably and found inspirational or informative for his own mission he
adapted and molded by his own conception of his mission. This would apply
in greater or lesser degree to all the categories and motifs discussed above.
In every case, in fact, we have to avoid any impression of a fixed
category which Jesus filled (or fulfilled), of a sequence of clearcut “messianic
ideas” which provided the agenda for Jesus’ mission. It would appear that
Jesus was as much shaping the messianic ideas of the time as being shaped
by them. Certainly that has to be said of the totality of the Christ-event as
reflected on in earliest Christian theology; but it would be surprising if Jesus
himself had not begun the process of redefining the categories cither by
deliberate teaching or simply by the very shape of his ministry and its un-

28. See P. M. Casey, The Son of Man: The Interpretation and Influence of Daniel 7
(London: SPCK, 1980) 232-33; Landars, Sen of Man, ch. <.
29. See esp. J. Bowker. "The Son of Man,” /75 28 (1977) 19-48.
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doubted significance for many. In other words, Jesus is in no sense a tailor's
dummy draped convincingly or otherwise in the robes of Jewish messianic
hope. Rather he himself must be seen as part of the stream of Jewish messianic
reflection and one of the most important currents within thal stream during
the first half of the first century C.E., broadening the stream and quite soon
becoming the occasion of it splitting into two different channels.

A final point worth pondering is that the brief review of the Jesus
radition just completed has by no means encompassed the full sweep of that
tradition. We have had insutlicient occasion 10 comment on other aspects of
the Jesus tradition which certainly have christological if not messianic signif-
icance. [ think of the question of the unusually high degree of authority lesus
evidently ctaimed — as a spokesman for God who could pronounce authori-
tatively on the eschatological meaning of the Torah without having undergone
proper training. Or ol the significance of his sense of inumate sonship evi-
denced in his “*Abba™ praying to God — alived-oul “*claim’ to divine sonship
which secems surprisingly independent of any messianic son of God claim
(2 Sam. 7:14). The point is that il we are to have any hope of seeing Jesus
adequately we cannol confine the discussion to the question of the influence
of messianic ideas on him. That there was some such influence can be swrongly
affirmed, but the impact of Jesus and his own part in redefining several of
these ideas have other roots as well.



6

Jesus, Table-Fellowship, and Qumran

There can be no question about the importance of the meal table as a focus
of religous and social significance in the ancient Near East. J. Jeremias ex-
presses the point well:

to invite a man to a meal was an honour. It was an offer of peace, trust,
brotherhood and forgiveness; in short, sharing a table meant sharing
life. . . .l In Judaism in particular, table-fellowship means fellowship before
God, for the eating of a piece of broken bread by everyone who shares in
the meal brings out the fact that they all have a share in the blessing which
the master of the house had spoken over the unbroken bread.?

This, what we might call the sacredness of the meal table, is often lost
sight of in a Christianity where the link between sacrament and meal has been
long broken and the heightened sacredness of the sacrament has resulted in a
diminished religious significance for the ordinary meal. Nor is it sufficient to

1. The story is told of Lawrence of Arabia, who on one occasion was fleeing for his life
across the desert from the Turks. As he fled he encountered a Bedouin fumily who had just
made camp at in ouasis, [nvited to partake of their meal, Lawrence had scareely dipped his hand
in the communal dish when he reveided 1o them his plight. Without more ado his hosts struck
campr and ook Lawrenee with them. He had eaten with them. They were one with him,
chrettably [ have been unable to track down the source of this story.

L Jeremias, New Testament Theology 1o The Froclamation of Jesus (London. 1971)
115. ”L cHes appropric llCl\ 2 Kgs. 25:27-30 (par. Jer. 52:31-34) and Josephus, Anr. 19.321. Sce
also O Haolins, fesn 2 ; afi wiiv den Stindern (Stutrgan, 1967) 9-14; 1. H. Marshall,
Last Supper and Lord s Suppc: (Exeter. 1980) 18-20: X. Léon-Dufour, Sharing the Cucharistiv
Bread (Malwiah, 1987) 35-38.

s

Originully published in Jesus anel the Dead Sea Scrolls, ed. J. H. Charlesworth, 254-72. Copy-
right @ 1993 by James H. Charlesworth. Used by permission of Doubleday, a division of Bantam
Doublediy Dell Publishers Group, Inc.
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focus that significance in food taboos and dietary laws, much though a social
anthropological perspective sharpens our awareness of dimensions we might
otherwise have missed or disparaged.? It is much more, as Jeremias noted,
that in the sharing of everyday food which is blessed before God human
relationships can become an expression of the more fundamental divine-
human relationship. The ideal had long since been characterized in the Greek
legend of Philemon and Baucis (Ovid, Metamorphoses 8.613-70) and in
Judaism particularly in the story of Abraham’s entertaining the three heavenly
visitors in Genesis 18 (Philo, Abr. 107-14; Josephus, Ant. 1.196; Heb. 13:2;
1 Clement 10:7).4 Tt 1s against this background that any discussion of Jesus’
practice of table-fellowship has to be set.

Jesus and Table-Fellowship

The significance ol table-fellowship in the ministry ot Jesus has also been
recognized in recent years. It is obvious from the Gospel traditions that much
of Jesus" ministry took place in the comext of the mea! table. He is remembered
as one who often was a guest at another’s table (Mark 2:15-16 pars.; 14:3
par.; Luke 7:36; 10:39; 11:37; 14:1; 19:5-7), and he seems to have acted as
host on a number of occasions (Luke 15:2; Mark 14:22-23 pars.; cf. Mark
6:41 pars.; Luke 24:30-31).5 Evidently guest friendship as expressed in the
shared meal was so much a feature of Jesus’ ministry that it was regarded as
something notorious. Fasting was typical of other religious groups, but nol of
the group around Jesus {Mark 2:18-19 pars.). In contrast to John the Baptist's
asceticism, Jesus® enjoyment of the table was almost proverbial: “Behold, a
gluton and a drunkard™ (Matl. 11:19//L.uke 7:34). The accounts of the meal(s)
in the desert (Mark 6:30-44 pars.; Mark 8:1-10 par.)6 and of the Last Supper
(Mark 14:17-25 pars.) are best seen against this background. Against the same
background Mark’s repeated note that at times the demands on Jesus were so
intense that he had no time even to cat (Mark 3;20; 6:31) gains an added

3. The work of M. Douglas has been particulinly important here: Purity and Danger: An
Analysis of the Concepts of Pollution and Tubaa (London, 1966).

4. Also Job (Job 31:32; 7. Job 10:1-3; 25:5; 33:3). See further G. Stdhlin, TDNT V, 17-20;
SB 1, 588-84: IV, 563-71.

5. 1M Mark 2:15-17 was formed independently before being incorporated into the sequence
of controversy stories. the house would be most naturally understood as Jesus' own house (as also
2:1):see, e.g., V. Taylor. The Gospel According 10 St Mark (New York, 1966) 204; ). Jeremias, The
Parables of Jesus (London, 1963) 277, n. 92; Hollus, Tischgemeinschaft, 29, n. 42,

6. Even if the two accounts are daublets (see. e.g., ). Gnilka, Das Evangcliune nacl
Markus | {ME 1-8.26] |Neokirchen, 1978 25-26), the taet that the tradilion had so developed
and diverged indicates that it was a story much retold.
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poignancy, as do the Lukan accounts of renewed table-fellowship after Jesus’
resurrection (Luke 24:30; Acts 1:4). According to Luke, Jesus also com-
mended the model of itinerancy dependent on table hospilality to his disciples
(Luke 10:7-8). Although Luke has chosen to highlight this feature of Jesus’
ministry, the motif is sufficiently well rooted in the Synoptic tradition as a
whole. The probability is that much of Jesus’ remembered teaching began as
“table talk” (Mark 2:17; 14:6-9; Luke 7:36-50; 10:39; 11:39-41; 14:1-24; cf.
Mark 6:34).

The meal was also a feature of Jesus’ reaching, particularly the wedding
banquet with all its eschatological overtones of God’s final acceptance (Mark
2:19 pars.; Matt. 22:1-14; 25:10, Luke 14:16-24; 22:30).7 Hence, the power of
the parable of the prodigal son: the welcome back to the table of celebration
marks the son’s acceptance as “‘son,”’ the transition from death back to life again
(Luke 15:23-24, 32). Hence too the seriousness of the warning in Luke 13:26-27
— to have participated in table-fellowship with Jesus is no guarantee of final
salvation — and the significance of Matt. 8:11-12//L.uke 13:28-29 (also Luke
12:35-37). Not least in importance is the fact that Jesus saw it as desirable that
contemporary practice of table-fellowship should be determined by (and thus
foreshadow) the eschatalogical banquet in character (Luke 14:13, 21).

Particularly noticeable is the extent to which Jesus’ practice of table-fel-
lowship is remembered in the Synoptic tradition as a focus of controversy.
The fact that he ate with tax collectors and sinners was evidently a cause of
offense (Mark 2:16 pars.; Matt. 11:19//Luke 7:34; Luke 15:2; 19:7). The
Markan and Matthean traditions also record that the table practice of his group
called forth critical comment by its failure to observe purity ritual (Mark 7:1-5;
Matt. 15:1-2, 20). It will be no accident then that both evangelists immediately
present the story of the Syrophoenician woman,; it too turns very neatly on
the limits and significance of table etiquette as expressing much more pro-
found issues of mutual acceptance and of human acceptability to God (Mark
7:24-30//Matl. 15:21-28). Gentile inferiority (‘“‘dogs”) to the privileged
covenant relationship of Israel is characterized precisely by their unaccepta-
bility at the meal table of the chosen (“children”; cf. again Matt. 8:11-12//Luke
13:28-29).8

The picture provided by the Synoptics of this dimension of Jesus’ min-
istry is therefore clear and is consistent across all four strands of the Synoptic
tradition (Mark, Q, M, L).° If we were to summarize the evidence documented

7. No doubt in echo of such scriptural passages as Isa. 25:6; 54:4-8; 62:4-5; and Hos.
2:16-20. Sce also M, Trawtmann, Zeichenhafte Handlwngen Jesu. Ein Beitrag zur Frage nach
dem geschiclulichen Jesu (Witrzburg, 1980) 161-62, and those cited there.

8. See, e.o.. Taylor, Mark. 350: Guitka. Mearkus, 292-93,

9. M = material peculiar to Matthew, L = material peculiar to Luke. I do not envisage
M and L as wrillen sources.
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above it would be in terms of the coherence between Jesus’ teaching and his
own lifestyle. Jesus evidently saw the fellowship of the meal table as an
expression of life under the rule of God (particularly Mait. 22:2; 25:1); in his
own social relationships he sought to live in accordance with his vision of the
kingdom (cf. particularly Luke 6:20 with 14:13, 21). It was this lived-out
vision of acceptability before God as expressed in table-fellowship which,
according to the Synoptics, was one of the major causes of complaint against
Jesus among some of his contemporaries. 10

We should also note that the Synoptic tradition is inconsistent in attributing
such criticism to some Pharisees in particular (but certainly not all Pharisees).
The picture just sketched does not actually depend on such specific identifica-
tion, but though many of the references to Pharisees in the Synoptic tradition are
clearly redactional,!! on this point the testimony is unanimous (Mark 2:16 pars.;
7:1). In filling out the context of Jesus’ table-fellowship, therefore, we must look
more closely at what lies behind this element in the tradition.

A Focus of Controversy with Pharisees

The Synoptic picture of Jesus’ table-fellowship as something that drew fire
from Pharisees has been brought into sharper focus in recent years by the
work of J. Neusner. As is now well known, Neusner’s study of rabbinic
traditions specifically attributed to the period before 70 c.E. has produced a
striking conclusion:

Of the 341 individual Houses’ legal pericopae, no fewer than 229, approx-
imately 67 percent of the whole, directly or indirectly concern table-fellow-
ship. . . . The Houses’ laws of ritual cleanness apply in the main to the ritual
cleanness of food, and of people, dishes, and implements involved in its
preparation. Pharisaic laws regarding Sabbath and festivals, moreover, in-
volve in large measure the preparation and preservation of food.!2

10. Others who emphasize the importance of table-{ellowship in Jesus' ministry include
Hofius, Tischgemeinschaft, 16-20: N, Perrin, Rediscovering the Teuchings of Jesus (London,
1967 102-8: B, F Meyer, The Aims of Jesus (London, 1979) 158-62; 1. Riches, Jesis and the
Transformation of Judaism (1.ondon. 1980) 104-6; Trawtmann, Zeichenhafte Handhumgen Josn,
160-64: M. 1. Borg, Conflics, Holiness, and Politics in the Teachings of Jesus (New York, 1954)
73-121; R. Horsley. Jesus and the Spiral of Vielence: Popular Jewish Resistance in Roman
Pulestine (San Franciseo. 1987y 178-80; P. Stuhlmacher, Jesus von Nuzareth — Christus des
Glaubens (Stuttgart, 1988) 49.

11. Matt. 3:7;, 12:24, 38, 21:45; 22:34, though secondary redaction and sound historical
information need not, of course, be mutually exclusive categories.

12. ]. Neusner, From Politics to Piety (Englewood Cliffs, 1973) 86, being a more popular
statement of his The Rabbinic Traditions about the Pharisees before 70 (2 vols., Leiden, 1971).
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Neusner also draws out two points of particular interest to this inquiry.
First, that this concern to maintain ritual purity in respect of the meal table
was a primary expression of Pharisees’ desire to live as though they were
serving as priests in the Temple — to regard, we might say, the whole land
as sharing the sanctity of the Temple and thus requiring the same degree of
holiness as for the Temple priest. Second, that this concern did not focus on
special or ritual meals but came to expression in all meals; it was precisely
in their daily life, in the daily meal table, that the test of their priestlike
dedication would be proved.

The importance of Neusner’s work at this point is twofold: (1) It con-
firms the initial assumption that the daily meal table had a signilicance at the
time of Jesus which was much richer and deeper than typical Christian praclice
today. (2) It confirms in a swiking way the picture of the Gospels. that
table-fellowship would probably have been a sensitive issue between Jesus
and many of the Pharisees. This is perhaps the most significant feature of
Neusner’s work: Not only has he pioneered the critical analysis of the rabbinic
traditions — enabling us to gain a firmer “fix™ on those traditions which go
back to the pre-70 period!? — but he has also demonstrared that the Synoptic
Gospel tradition is to be regarded and used as a more valuable source for our
knowledge of pre-70 Judaism than most of his Jewish colleagues have hitherto
acknowledged.!4

Neusner’s conclusions, however. have recently come under heavy [ire
from E. P. Sanders.!s Sunders's argument has (wo major prongs. (1) The
sayings specifically attributed to the period before 70 cannot be regarded as
particularly characteristic of that period. since there are rumerous anonymous
laws which were equally charactedstic of the saime period.'® And while con-
cemn regarding the purity of the meal table can be aitributed to the haberim
(associates), it cannot be assumed that all Pharisees were haberim.17 In other
words, Sanders calls into question whether there was more than a small group
who at the time of Jesus sought to maintain such a degree of purity at the
meal table as Neusner has pointed to.

(2) Having called into question the significance of the pre-70 rabbinic
traditions, Sanders also diminishes the historical value of the Synoptic tradi-
tion which seems to mesh into the former so well. specifically, the Synoptic

13, It is worth recalling at this point the warnings, e.g., of P. Alexander, ‘‘Rabbinic
Judaism and the New Teslameni,” ZNW 74 (1983) 237-46.

14. See G. Vermes, “Jewish Literature and New Testament Exegesis: Reflections on
Methodology,”” Essays in Honour of Yigael Yadin, JJS 33 (1982) 361-76, reprinted in Jesus and
the World of Judaism (London, 1983) 74-88.

15. E. P. Sanders, Jesus and Judaism (Philadelphia, 1985).

16. Ibid., 388, n. 59.

17. Ibid., 187-88.
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attestation that Jesus’ meal table practice aroused criticism from Pharisees. In
particular, he notes the confusion between impurity and sin. Impurity merely
debarred from participation in the Temple cult for the duration of the impurity;
it did not constitute anyone a sinner. And since impurity only related to the
Temple cult, it would not be a cause for comment outside the Temple; lack
of concern for purity outside the Temple simply showed that one was not a
haber. What Jesus was criticized for was association with sinners — that is,
people who were generally regarded as ‘“wicked” or “traitors.” To make
purity and table-fellowship the focal points of debate, therefore, is to trivialize
the charges against Jesus.18 In fact, Sanders finds no evidence of substantial
conflict between Jesus and the Pharisees in respect of food and purity laws,
and traditions like Mark 7:1-23 must, in his view, be discounted as later
retrojections into the Synoptic tradition.!?

I have offered a fuller critique of Sanders elsewhere,20 and so can focus
more briefly on the main points that bear upon the present discussion. (1)
Although Sanders dismisses much of the Synoptic tradition as good evidence
for Jesus’ ministry itself, so far as it bears on the topic of our interest, he does
not dispute the basic facts outlined above in “Jesus and Table-Fellowship’:
that Jesus was notorious for his acceptance of “‘sinners,”” and that he probably
saw this as an expression of his understanding of the kingdom and of who
would be members of it.2! Sanders doubts whether this aspect of Jesus’
ministry had a lasting impact on Jesus’ followers. But the important point for
us is Sanders’s confirmation, as a historian, of this dimension of Jesus’ his-
torical ministry. What then of the more specific issue of whether Jesus was
in fact criticized by Pharisees, and if so on what grounds?

(2) Despite Sanders, it must be significant that those who passed down
the rabbinic traditions from the pre-70 period chose to retain the atttibution
of so many of them to that period. At the very least it indicates that the purity
of table-fellowship was recalled as a particular concern of the pre-70 prede-
cessors of the rabbis. And even if Pharisees and haberim are not to be
completely identified, the latter almost certainly constituted a significant pro-
portion of the former,22 so that once again the conclusion is probably sound
that the purity of the meal table was a very active concern among many or
most of Jesus’ Pharisaic contemporaries.

18. Thid., 177-87.

19. Tbid., 264-67.

20. J. D. G. Dunn, “Pharisees, Sinners, and Jesus,” in The Social World of Formative
Christianity and Judaism, ed, P. Borgen, J. Neusner et al. (Philadelphia, 1988) 264-89; reprinted
in my Jesus, Paul, and the Law (London, 1990), ch. 3.

21. Sanders, Jesus and Judaism, 206-9.

22. “Before 70, there was probably an appreciable overlap between Pharisees and hab-
erim’ (Sanders, Jesus and Judaism, 187).
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(3) Sanders completely ignores the fact that the term ‘““sinners” had a
well-established factional use within the Judaism of the time. The clear
testimony of the Jewish literature which dates to the two hundred years
between the Maccabean revolt and Jesus is that Judaism was lairly riven
wilh factions. Prouuinent among the factional terms was the description
“sinners.” The factions represented by such documents as / Enoch (1-5 and
81-82). or the Psalms of Solomon, or the sectarian scrolls from Qumran
clearly saw themsclves as “the righleous™ und condemned those outside or
opposed to their factions as “sinners™ (e.g.. / En. 111, 7-9; 5:6-7; 82:4-7;
Pss. Sol. 3013, 15: CD 1.13-21: 1QH 2.8-19). The point, of course, is that
the term “'sinners™ was being uscd by Jews of fellow Jews, and being used
10 designate what was regarded by the members of (he luction as unac-
ceptable conduct for a devoul Jew.23 This is precisely the position reflected
in the Synoptic tradition, where it is the Pharisees who are depicted as
condemning those whose conduct they counted unacceptable for a righteous
Jew. In short, within the context of late Second Temple Judaism, it is wholly
to be expected that Pharisees would characterize those who were outside
their circle and who disputed their understanding of what righteousness
involved and required as ‘“‘sinners.”

(4) Added to this firm historical data is the sociological probability that
such factions would draw clear boundaries around themselves to mark off
the righteous Iram the sinners and that the boundaries would most probably
have ritual expression. For example, in the case of Jubifees and {1 Enoch,
we know that the correct dating of the feasts was regarded as a crucial
houndary issue (Jub. 6:32-35; 1 L. 82:4-7).24 Into this background the
historical Pharisecs fit well. The very name “‘Pharisees™ (probably a nick-
name = “separaled ones™ ) indicales a desure for social distincliveness. And
one of the areas in which ritual could safeguard that distinctiveness where
it might be most threatened by careless conduct would be the food used in
a meal and its preparation. Despite his concern (o evaluate the Synoptic data
as a historian, Sanders has ignored these important dimensions of the his-
torical context.

23, We need not identify the uuthors or communities behind these dacuments, to which
we could add Jubilecs and (he Testament of Moses. The point is the clear intra-Tewish, faclional
character of the charges made. Insofar as opponents can be identified, most would accept thal
the likely targets of the Qunwan and Testament of Moses atlacks are the Pharisees themselves!
Particularly noteworthy is the fact that the eating habits of these opponents are at the very center
of the no doubt highly biased allick of T Mos. 7, -

24, In Jubilees, <f. particularly 6:35 and 22:16: to celebrate a feast on the wrong date
was o “torget the fensts of the covenant and walk according to the feasts of the Gentiles”
(6:35) separation from the Gentiles meant in parlicular not eating with them (22:16).

25. E. Schiirer, The History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ (175 B.C.-A.0,
135), ed. G. Vermes el al. (Edinburgh, 19793 I, 396-98,
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(5) Finally, we may simply note that the Synoptic traditions cannot be
dated after 70 c.E. with any probability.26 The traditions on which Mark draws
in chapters 2 and 7 must certainly be dated at the very least to the period
before 70. They therefore provide the confirmation that Neusner found in
them for a pre-70 group of Pharisees who regarded table-fellowship as very
important and who criticized the followers of Jesus for their slackness in this
respect. It is not necessary to hypothesize outright conflict between Jesus or
his disciples and all Pharisees (on the contrary, Luke 7:36; 11:37; 14:1). All
that is required for the Synoptic tradition to make good historical sense is that
at least some Pharisees felt their own understanding and practice of covenant
loyalty to be called into question and in some degree threatened by the lifestyle
and message of Jesus. That would be quite sufficient to explain the kind of
criticism and complaint attested in Mark (chs. 2, 7).

In short, Sanders’s challenge to the mutually reinforcing picture drawn
by Neusner’s analysis of the pre-70 rabbinic traditions and by the Synoptic
traditions must be judged to have failed. Table-fellowship was at the heart of
many Pharisees’ self-identity; for them Sirach’s counsel, “‘Let righteous men
be your table companions,” would be a basic rule of life.2” A practice of
table-fellowship that rode roughshod over and called into sharp question the
deeply held convictions of these Pharisees was liable to trigger a strong
reaction on the part of at least some of them. Jesus’ table-fellowship seems
to have been just such and was evidently perceived by at least some Pharisees
as a threat to their ritually expressed and maintained boundaries.?8

It is within this context that the question of table-fellowship as under-
stood and practiced at Qumran comes into focus.

Qumran and Table-Fellowship

The importance of the common meal for the Essenes is also beyond dispute.
It was a familiar feature of Essene life long before the discovery of the Dead
Sea Scrolls, since both Philo and Josephus draw attention to it. Philo comments
on how developed was the common life of the Essenes in this respect:

They all have a single treasury and common disbursements; their clothes
are held in common and also their food through their institution of public
meals. In no other community can we find the custom of sharing roof, life

26. Most scholars continue to date Mark to the period 64-70 c.E.; see W. G. Kiimmel,
Introduction to the New Testament (revised edition, Nashville, 1975) 98.

27. Hoflius, Tischgemeinschaft, 16.

28. See particularly Borg, Conflict, 73-143.
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and board more firmly established in actual practice. (Philo, Every Good
Man Is Free 86; LCL)

In Josephus the fullest description of the Essenes comes in Wur 2.119-61. He
describes their daily meal:

After this purification?® . . . they repair to the refectory, as to some sacred
shrine (eis hagion ti temenos). When they have taken their seats in silence,
the baker serves out the loaves in order, and the cook sets before each one
plate with a single course. Before meat the priest says a grace, and none
may partake until after the prayer. When breakfast is ended, he pronounces
a further grace; thus at the beginning and at the close they do homage to
God as the bountiful giver of life. Then laying aside their raiment, as holy
vestments, they again betake themselves to their labors until the evening,
On their return they sup in like manner. . . . No clamor or disturbance ever
pollutes their dwelling. . . . To persons outside the silence of those within
appears like some awful mystery. . . . (War 2.129-33; LCL)

Later on Josephus describes the probationary period for the novice: after one
year he is permitted *‘to share the purer kind of holy water,” but he is “‘not
yet received into the meetings of the community.” After a further two years,
if found worthy, he is “enrolled in the society. But before he may touch the
common food (tés koines trophes), he is made to swear tremendous oaths™
(War2.138-39; LCL). Still later Josephus notes that even the expelled member
still bound by his oath was *“not at liberty to partake of other men’s food”
and so often died of starvation (War 2.143) and that during the war against
the Romans the Essenes resolutely refused “to blaspheme their lawgiver or
to eat some forbidden thing,” despite horrendous torture (War 2.152; LCL).

The picture provided by Philo and Josephus received fairly detailed
confirmation from the Dead Sea Scrolls, confirming beyond a reasonable
doubt that the Rule of the Community (1QS) in particular is an Essene
document. We may note especially 1QS 6.2, 4-5:

They shall eat in common. . . . And when the table has been prepared for
eating, and the new wine for drinking, the Priest shall be the first to stretch
out his hand to bless the first-fruits of the bread and the new wine.30

The subscquent descriptions of the hierarchical character of the seating in
their assemblies (6.8-9) matches Philo (Every Good Man Is Free 81; cf.

29, “The obligation 1o take a ritual bath, instead of merely washing the hands, implies
that the Essene meal was endowed with a sacred character’ (Schiirer, History, 1I, 569, n. 44).

30. Translation from G. Vermes, The Dead Sea Scrolls in English (I.ondon and New
York, 1987).
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Josephus, War 2.150), and that of the orderly manner of their spoken
contributions (6.10-11) matches Josephus (War 2.132). Most striking of all,
the stages of novitiate are more or less just as Josephus described: a
one-year’s probation before the would-be member may ““touch the purity
of the Many’’; but “*he shall not touch the drink of the Many until he has
completed a second year among the men of the community” (1QS 6.16-17,
20-21).3!

It is clear from all this that the meal table was regarded by the Essenes
as of particular significance; it was a feature of their common life recognized
by others. Like (many of) the Pharisees, the Essenes clearly believed that the
character and purity of the daily meal table were an expression of and indeed
a test case for their devotion to the covenant as understood within the com-
munity. The purity rule governing their table-fellowship obviously functioned
as a boundary around the community — indeed as an inner boundary, requir-
ing not just separation from ‘‘the men of falsehood™ and devotion to the
covenant (1QS 5.10-11) but also a still stricter observance of purity rules than
among the haberim.32 Whatever the precise distinction between “‘the purity
of the Many”” and “the drink of the Many,”33 it is clear that full participation
in the common meal was reserved for the full members alone (*‘the Many™).
Acceptance into table-fellowship was the final hurdle by surmounting which
the novice became one of ““the Many.”

Particularly interesting is 1QSa; the Rule of the Congregation ““in the
last days” (1QSa 1.1). The interest for us is in two points. First, the community
was expected to function in the last days in the same way as it always had,
even when the Messiah of Israel was among them.

[When] they shall gather for the common [tab]le, to eat and [to drink] new
wine, when the common table shall be set for eating and the new wine
[poured] for drinking, let no man extend his hand over the first-fruits of
bread and wine before the Priest; for [it is he] who shall bless the first-fruits
of bread and wine, and shall be the first [to extend] his hand over the bread.
Thereafter the Messiah of Israel shall extend his hand over the bread. . . .
(1QSa 2.17-21)3

31. See further K. G. Kuhn, “The Lord’s Supper and the Communal Meal at Qumran,”
in The Scrolls and the New Testament, ed. K. Stendahl (London, 1958) 67-70.

32. Given the degree of antagonism that seems to have been cherished at Qumran against
the Pharisees (see above, n. 23), it is more than a little surprising that J. Jeremias should use
the Dead Sea Scrolls to illustrate Pharisaic practice (Jeremias, Jerusalem in the Time of Jesus
[London, 1969] 259-62).

33. See [urther A. R. C. Leaney, The Rule of Qumran and fts Meanings (London, 1966)
191-95; G. Vermes, The Dead Sea Scrolls: Qumran in Perspective (London, 1977) 95-96;
M. Newton, The Concept of Purity at Qumran and in the Letters of Paul (SNTSMS 53;
Cambridge, 1985) 10-26.

34. Translation from Vermes, Dead Sea Scrolls in English. See 1QS 6.4-5, cited above.



106 JESUS AND CHRISTOLOGY

At this point the parallel with Jesus’ table-fellowship becomes obvious. As
with Jesus, so also with the Essenes, the current practice of table-fellowship
seems to have been seen as an expression and a foretaste of the fellowship of
the future age.35 For both groups the meal table was an eschatological symbol,
an enacted conviction, commitment, and promise.

The other noteworthy feature of 1QSa is the list of those whom the
community excluded from its assembly, that is, from the community of the
last days, including by clear implication the common meal — an exclusions
policy presumably already enacted in the life of the community at the time
of Jesus.

3No man smitten with any *human uncleanness shall enter the assembly of
God. . . . °No man smitten in his flesh, or paralysed in his feet or Shands,
or lame (psh), ov blind ("wr), or deaf, or dumb, or smitten in his flesh with
a visible blemish (mwm) . . . for the angels of holiness are [with] their
[congregation] . . . let him not enter among [the congregation], for he is
smitten. (1QSa 2.3-10)3¢

The passage is obviously based on Lev. 21:17-24:37:37

17Say to Aaron, None of your descendants throughout their generations who
has a blemish (mwm) may approach to offer the bread of his God. '8For no
one who has a blemish shall draw near, a man blind (‘wr) or lame (psh),

. Bor a man who has an injured foot or an injured hand. . . . (Lev.
21:17-21)

Once again the significance is obvious: the Essenes saw themselves as a
priestly community who regarded the purity regulations governing priestly
service as binding on their community.38 Here a close parallel with (many of)
the Pharisees is evident: both groups sought to maintain in their daily meals
a level of purity required for the Temple and its service. In the case of the
Essenes, however, particularly in the closed community at Qumran,3® the

35. M. Black, The Scrolls and Christian Origins (London, 1961) 109-11; Vermes, The
Dead Sea Scrolls: Qumran in Perspective, 182; questioned by Marshall, Last Supper, 26.

36. Translation from Vermes, Dead Sea Scrolls in English.

37. 1. A. Fitzmyer, ‘A Feature of Qumran Angelology and the Angels of 1 Cor [1.10,”
in Essays on the Semantic Background of the New Testament (London, 1971) 198-99.

38. Sec further B. Gartner, The 1emple and the Community in Qumran and the New
Testament (SNTSMS 1; Cambridge, 1965) chs. 2 and 3; Newton, Concept of Purity, ch. 2, esp.
pp. 34-36.

39. I have left the question of other Essene communities open; but since Qumian is the
only obvious example known to us in any detail, the issues can be posed most simply and most
sharply by refercnce to it as such.



Jesus, Table-Fellowship, and Qumran 1077

purity norms and boundaries were intensified, and the purity of the community
more tightly controlled and safeguarded.

A final point worthy of note is how frequently the Dead Sea Scrolls make
a point of listing who is excluded from the community by virtue of physical
defect. As well as 1QSa 2.3-10 cited above, we may add the following texts:

“No man who is lame (psh), or blind {‘wr), or crippled (hgr), or afflicted
with a lasting bodily blemish (mwm), or smitten with a bodily impurity,
Snone of these shall march out to war with them . .. 6. .. for the holy angels
shall be with their hosts. (1QM 7.4-6)40

Fools, madmen, simpletons, and imbeciles, the blind (literally, those
who, being weak of eye, cannot see), the maimed (hgr), the lame, the deaf,
and minors, none of these may enter the midst of the community, for the
holy angels (are in the midst of it). (4QCD)4!

No blind people may enter it (the holy city and the sanctuary) all their
days lest they defile the city in whose midst I dwell, for I YHWH, dwell
amongst the sons of Israel for ever and eternally. (11QTemple 45.12-14)12

With these passages 1s confirmed the twin logic of Essene purity emphasis:
the community saw itself as representing and maintaining the purity of the
Temple, a community in whose midst God and his holy angels could dwell.
Moreover, the emphasis on exclusion of all impurity, including physical
blemish, was so consistently maintained that it would probably be well known
outside the community.

Since this was evidently a matter of major concern for the Qumran meal
table and may have been well known as such, and since Jesus seems to have
reacted against the somewhat similar concerns lived out by (many) Pharisees,
the remaining question is whether Jesus also knew of and reacted against the
Essene practice of exclusive table-fellowship as well.

Luke 14:13, 21 — A Critique of Qumran?

Only one passage provides support for the suggestion that Jesus did indeed
know of and react critically to the practice of table-fellowship which evidently
characterized the Qumran community. The passage is Luke 14:12-21, which
reads as follows:

40. Translation from Vermes, Dead Sea Scrolls in English.

41. Relerence and wanslation from J. T. Milik, Ten Years of Discovery in the Wilderness
of Judaea, tr. J. Strugnell (SBT 26; London, 1959) 114,

42.J. Maier, The Temple Scroll, tr. R. T. White (JSOTSS 34; Sheffield, 1985) 41.
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12Jesus said to the one who had invited him, “When you give a dinner or
banquet, do not invite your {riends, or your brothers, or your relatives, or
your rich neighbors, lest they too invite you in return, and you are repaid.
BBut when you give a feast, invite the poor (ptochous), the maimed
(anapeirous), the lame (cholous), the blind (typhlous); "and you will be
blessed, because they cannot repay you. . ..” 2. . . Then the householder
was angry and said to his servant, ‘Go out quickly into the streets and lanes
of the city and bring in the poor and the maimed and the blind and the lame’
(tous ptochous kai anapeirous kai typhlous kai cholous eisage).

The (contrasting) parallel between Luke 14 and 1QSa 2 has, of course, been
recognized,?3 but these were only brief references. The possibility that Jesus
actually had Qumran teaching and practice in mind deserves closer and more
careful scrutiny.

Two points of significance emerge immediately. First, the point already
noted, that the conjunction of 1QS 6.4-5 with 1QSa 2.17-21 is paralleled by the
conjunction of Luke 14:13 with 14:21. In both cases there was an explicit
intention that the practice of table-fellowship in the present should be determined
by and express already the eschatological experience of covenant fellowship —
community at table as it should be, as God intended it to be. Second, the clear
implication of Luke 14:12-24 that Jesus’ vision and recommendation would be
surprising to contemporary etiquette and probably to some extent offensive to
religious sensibilities. These observations suggest that the Jesus tradition was
formulated in opposition to an alternative practice and vision, such as we see in
the Dead Sea Scrolls. But whether we can say more than that depends heavily
on a comparison of the two sets of lists cited previously. Those explicitly
excluded according to the Dead Sea Scrolls from the meals of the community
(especially from the common meal) include those specifically named in the Jesus
tradition as the ones who should be invited to table-fellowship.

In comparison with the list of four groups in Luke 14, of course, the
Dead Sea Scrolls lists (and Leviticus 21) are more extensive and more varied.
But a close parallel is immediately evident in the case of two elements: the
“lame” and the “blind.” Cholos is the unvarying Septuagintal translation of
the Hebrew psh, and typhlos likewise of “wr. The association of the two

43. D. Barthélemy and J. T. Milik, DJD T (Oxtord, 1955) 117; E M. Cross, The Ancient
Library of Qumran and Modern Biblical Studies (London, 1958) 179; It is difficult to suppose
that the parable is not told in conscious reaction to sectarian doctrine™ (n. 89) — though Cross’s
translation of 1QSa 2.11, 13 as “the men of the name who are invited to the festival’ (to bring
out the parallel with Luke 14:21) was rather tendentious. M. Burrows was less confident: “No
specific reference to the Qumran sect in particular is indicated, but the contrast between its
attitude and that of Jesus is unmistakeable™ (Burrows, More Light on the Dead Sea Scrolls
[London, 1958] 91). Cf. A. Vogtle, Das dffentiche Wirken Jesu auf dem Hintergrund der
Qumranbewegung (Freiburger Universitdtsreden N.F. 27; Freiburg, 1958) 12-13.
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categories, however, is fairly common in the Old Testament; apart from Lev.
21:18, there are Deut. 15:21 and Mal. 1:8 (in reference to sacrifice); 2 Sam.
5:6, 8, 9 and Job 29:15 (linked with “the poor™ in a description of Job’s
righteousness); and Isa. 35:5-6 (a description of eschatological blessing). In
the New Testament, apart from Luke 14:13, 21, we can list Matt. 11:5//Luke
7.22 (reference to Isa. 35:5-6); Matt. 15:30-31 and 21:14 (further descriptions
of Jesus’ healing ministry); and John 5:3. Consequently, the association of the
two categories, the lame and the blind, cannot be said to demonstrate a specific
or distinctive link between Luke 14 and the Qumran texts. Nevertheless, it
may well be significant that in the various Dead Sea Scrolls lists it is these
two categories which appear most regularly. If Jesus had compared or con-
trasted his position with Qumran, he would most probably have included some
mention of the lame and the blind.

Working backward in the Luke 14 lists, the second calegory is anapeirous,
“the crippled.” Anapeiros is a variant form of anapéros, the former is attested
also in the Septuagint manuscripts of Tob. 14:2 (anapeiros tois ophthalmois, *“a
defect of the eyes’ or “an affliction of the eyes™ ) and 2 Macc. 8:24 (tois melesin
anapeirous, *‘the wretchedly wounded™), but the more common literary usage
is anapéros,* which has a more general sense, denoting physical disability of
an unspecific kind. A better translation, therefore, would probably be ““disabled”
or ‘‘seriously disabled” rather than the too-specific “‘crippled” and the some-
what emotive ‘“‘maimed.”” The point, however, is that anapeiros would naturally
offer itself as an appropriate equivalent to Hebrew Agr (cf. above 1QM 7.4
“crippled”’; 4QCD® ““maimed) or possibly also mwm, “blemish™ (Lev. 21:17-
18; 1QSa 2.5; 1QM 7.4) — since physical impairment 1s clearly in view in the
Dead Sea Scroll texts at least — or indeed as a general word to embrace a range
of physical disabilities such as featured in the Qumran texts.4> In other words,
behind Luke 14:13, 21 at this point may well lie a word that recalled or
specifically alluded to the list of disabilities which Qumran was known to
exclude from its community; Luke or his source saw anapeiros as the obvious
Greek equivalent 46

44. The same passage is cited in Eusebius, Praeparatio Evangelica 13.8.3. A brief exami-
nation of the TLG texts quickly shows how natural it was for anapéros to be associated with chdlos
and typhlos: Plato, Crito 53a (€ hoi choloi te kai typhloi kai hoi alloi anapérol, **. . . than the lame
and the blind and the other cripples”); Aristotle, Historia Animalium 585b (ginontai de kai ex
anapéron anapérui, hoion ok eholon chéloi kai tvphlon typhlol, *. .. the crippled give rise to the
crippled: such as is lame Lo the lame, the blind to the blind™): Diogenes Lacrtius, Vita 6.33
(enteperons elegen ow tous kiphons kai typlfous. wlla tows me echontas peran, *. . the deaf and the
blind should nat be said to be crippled, rather he who has no money bag™). See also Plutarch, Regum
194C; Galen, De usu partium 3.237; and Clement of Alexandria, Protrepticus 10.105.

45. Kyllos (*‘crippled, deformed”) is used in a similar unspecific way and in close
association with cholos and typhlos in Matt. 15:30-31, but it 1s not as widely attested as anapéros,
which was almost certainly better known to Luke.

46. 1 use “equivalent” deliberalely since more than translation as such may be involved.



110 JESUS AND CHRISTOLOGY

This means that threc out of the four items in the Luke 14 list are closely
matched by ilems in the typical Dead Sea Scroll lists. But what about the
other item — the “‘poor’” — which appears first on Luke’s list? It is obvious
that “the poor” do not feature in any of the other lists (Leviticus, Dead Sea
Scrolls, Qumran), although it may be significant that Diogenes Laertius cites
Diogenes redefining “‘the disabled” not as the deaf or blind but as ‘‘those
who have no wallet” (see above). More immediately to the point, however,
is the fact that “‘the poor’” feature prominently in both Jesus’ and the Essenes’
teaching. In the Synoptic iradition Jesus' concern for the poor is quite marked
(Mark tO:21 pars.: 12:42-43 par.; Luke 6:20/Matt. 5:3: Matt. [ 1:5/Luke 7:22;
Luke 4:18; 14:13, 21; 16:19-31; 19:8). [n the Dead Sea Scrofls “the poor™
seems Lo have been a favorite sell-designation Tor the sect itself (1QpHab
12.2-10: TQM 119, 13; 13,140 TQH 5.22: 4QpPs 37 1.9: 2.10 {= “the con-
gregation ol the poor”]; cf. in the singular 1QH 2.32; 3.25; 5.16, 1847 with
only the Damascus Document (6.21 and 14.14) using it in the more common
sense. Moreover, in 4QpPs 37 1.9 the motif of the messianic banquet appears
in the same context.

May it be then that we should see in the Lukan incluston of “the poor™
a Further allusion to (he beliel and practices of Qumran? Clearty, the Qumran
community delighted m the sell-designation “the poor.™ “The poor’™ desig-
nated the communily in assembly, at the communal meal, and i the eschato
logical banquet. *“The poor” designated their scrupulous exclusiveness from
the disabled, the lame, and the blind.

Jesus, in contrasl, was remembered as one who had been very open (o
the actoal poor, the very much wider circle of those living al or below
subsistence level. Jesus linked the poor equally with the disahled, the lame,
and the blind as special objects of God's [avor. The contrast was evident: A
self-styled “poor”” who lived by a scrupulous understanding of what and who
were acceptable 1o Gaod contrasis impressively with a lesus who lived by an
understanding of God’s grace s open precisely to those excluded by Qumran.
Whether it was Jesus himsell who Tormulated it fas is quite possible) or the
Lukan tradition (wilh is special interest in the poor), (he contrast was 100
inviting to remain unformulated. In the Palestinian Jesus movement the table
of God was open to all the poor, and not least to the disabled, the lame, and
the blind — those specifically excluded by the self-styled *“poor” of Qumran.

47. We need not speak of « title a5 such, but in some texts at feast the group behind these
lexts clearly identilied themsclves with “the poar™ of the biblical tradition; see furlher
AL Dupont-Sommer, The Essene Writings fiom Qumran, 1. G. Vermes (Oxford, 1961) ad loc.;
E. Bammel, ptachos. TONT VI 897, L. 2 Keek, "“The Poor among the Saints in Jewish
Christianily and Qumran.” ZNW 57 (1966) 54-78.
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Conclusions

We can summarize our findings very straightforwardly.

(1) Table-fellowship was an important expression of the teaching and
practice of Jesus, Pharisaic haberim, and the Qumran covenanters. It expressed
their understanding of communion with God, of the company of the kingdom,
an eschatological ideal to be prepared for and lived out now.

(2) For Pharisee and Qumran Essene the measure of acceptability of
such table-fellowship to God was the unacceptability at such table-fellowship
of those whose attitude or actions showed them to be “‘sinners.”” In contrast,
Jesus ignored, resisted, and even denounced such measuring of acceptability.
His table-fellowship was notable for its acceptance of the “‘sinner” and tax
collector. This brought him into controversy with at least some Pharisees, a
controversy whose traces are still clear in the Gospel traditions.

(3) Cumulatively, it is likely that Jesus’ table-fellowship would also be
seen as a point of comparison and contrast with the Essene common meal —
particularly as the Qumran practice and measure of acceptability were even
more tightly drawn than those of the Pharisees, excluding not just “sinners”
but also those physically blemished. This likelihood becomes a firm probabil-
ity when the close degree of parallel between Luke 14:13, 21 and the list of
those excluded from the Qumran messianic banquet is recognized. Jesus was
probably aware of the strictness of the Qumran ideal and, on at least one
occasion, deliberately spoke out against it. Those whom God counted accept-
able were not so much the self-styled “‘poor” as those who actually were poor,
together with the disabled, the lame, and the blind — the very ones excluded
by the Qumran ideal.

In short, Jesus’ table-fellowship must be seen as both a protest against
areligious zeal that is judgmental and exclusive and as a lived-out expression
of the openness of God’s grace.
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2 Corinthians 3:17
“The Lord Is the Spirit”

Does Paul identify the risen Jesus with the mvedpa in 2 Cor. 3:17? The debate
occasioned by this question is one of long standing. But so far as the present
century is concerned the majority of commentators have answered it in the
affirmative, albeit often with “‘ifs” and ‘‘buts” added in liberal measure.! In
view, moreover, of the fact that the most recent fullscale treatment of the
passage argues the affirmative case with great persuasiveness one who finds
himself still unpersuaded may well consider himself justilied in subjecting
the question to fresh scrutiny.

The monograph just referred to is Ingo Hermann’s Kyrios und Preuma
(1961), the first five chapters and fifty-eight pages of which are devoted to

1. See, for example, W. Bousset, Kyrios Christos (Germaan original, 1913) 112f., A. Plum-
mer, /I Corinthians (ICC; 1915) 102; E. E Scott, The Spirit in the New Testament (1923) 142ff.;
H. Windisch, Der zweite Korintherbrief (1924%) 123; E. Biichsel, Der Geist Gotres im Neuen
Testament (1926) 428, C. A. A. Scott, Christianity according to St. Paul (1927) 258; H. W.
Robinson, The Christian Experience of the Holy Spirit (1928) 11; A. Schlatter, Paulus der Bote Jesu
(1934) 253; J. S. Stewart, A Man in Christ (1935) 309(., R, H. Strachan, Il Corinthians (Moffatt,
1935) 88f.; C. H. Dodd, The Apostolic Preaching and Its Developments (1936) 124, W. Foerster,
TDNTII, 1091, F. Prat, Theology of St. Paul (1945) 11, 435-41; R. Bultmann, Theology of the New
Testament (1952) 1, 124; W. D, Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism (1955%) 196; E. Schweizer,
TDNT V1, 417(.; N. Q. Hamilton, The Holy Spirit and Eschatology in Paul (1957) 6f1.; H. P. van
Dusen, Spirit, Son and Father (1958) 66; A. Wikenhauser, Pauline Mysticism (1960) 81; A. M.
Hunter, Paul and His Predecessors (19612) 95; K. Stalder, Das Werk des Geistes in der Heiligung
bei Paulus (1962) 51, n. 23, 53f.; P. E. Hughes, Paul’s Second Epistle 10 the Corinthians (1962)
115; E. Késemann, Essays on New Testament Themes (1964) 113; H.-D. Wendland, Die Briefe an
die Korinther (NTD; 196410) 158; H. Berkhof, The Doctrine of the Holy Spirit (1964) 25;
W. Kramer, Christ, Lord, Son of God (1966) 165ff.; H. Ulonska, “Die Doxa des Mose,” Fvan-
gelische Theologie 26 (1966) 387, D. Hill, Greek Words and Hebrew Meanings (1967) 278ff.

Originally published in Journal of Theological Studies n.s. 21: 309-20. Copyright ® 1970 by
Oxford University Press and used by permission.
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the elucidation of 2 Cor. 3:17. He regards this verse as the key to and sum
total of all Paul’s theology regarding the relation of Kyrios and mvebuo, and
the conclusions he draws from it are the foundation for his other exegetical
and theological investigations. Briefly he argues that 2 Cor. 3:17 identifies
Christ and the Pncuma — an identification not in divine ‘“‘substance” but in
Christian experience. We experience the exalted Christ as Pneuma. Verse 17a
is an existential, not a speculative statement. For Paul mveBuo is a functional
concept and describes the means by which Christ is at work in the Church —
the dynamic presence of the xVproc. To ask about the Trinity and the per-
sonality of the Spirit is to raise questions which would never have entered
Paul’s head; it robs Pauline Christology of its fullness and life and throws his
whole theology into confusion. 10 nvebpe is for Christians above all a reality
of experience and Christ is real and present only rhrough the nveduo and as
TvEDLLCL.

Valuabie as this understanding is, its exegetical basis in 2 Cor. 3:17 must
be sharply questioned. Does xVplog in 17a in fact mean Christ? This question
cannot be answered at once, for it depends on the answer to another question:
To whom does the x0Opilog of verse 16 refer —to Christ (verse 14) or to
Yahweh? And this in turn depends on the answer to a further question: Is
verse 16 an Old Testament citation or not? The issue is therefore more com-
plicated than it appears at first sight, and to resolve it we must examine the
context in more detail.

The underlying theme which connects 2 Corinthians 3 with its context
is the diaxovic of the new covenant.2 The whole of 2 Corinthians 3 itself is
taken up with the contrast between the two dwxovio, the old and the new
covenants, the one epitomized by the law. the other by the Spirit.? the point
being that the superiority of the new covenant, of which Paul is a Sibxovog
and which the Corinthians have themselves experienced through Paul’s 8t-
oxovio. in itsell both validates his ministry over against that of his opponents
and makes it an imperative of the first priority for Paul.

2. G Kiwtel, TONT 1L, 2515 1. Jeremias, TONT TV, B6Y, Note how frequently Siosovio
and its substantives appear in ch, 3 (verses 3, 6. 7. 8. and 9) and the way in which 4:1 gathers
up the preceding argument. W. €, van Unnik shows the thematie importance of moppnata, which
relates the following midrash o the preceding context and indicates the Jormer to be a defense
of Paul’s “barefacedness™ as a minister of the new covenant (™ *With Linveiled Face': An
Excgesis of 1T Cor, §ii.12-18." NovT 6 [1963] 153-69), For other recenl anempts ta set this
passage in its polemical life-sewing see Ulonska. op. cit.. 378-8&.

3. Cf. M. Dibelius, “Der Herr und der Gerst bel Panlus.” Botschaft und Geschichte 2
(1956) 129, The ypéypipa/nvebio antithesis is not to be interpreted as o contrast belween letter
and spisit, that is, between the literal surface sense and the Jeeper spiritual sensc (contra Prat.
op. cit. 11, 440; E-B. Allo. Seconde Epitre aux Corinthieny [1956%] 95; ¢f. A. Richardson, An
litrodiction (o the Theology of the New Testament [1958] 1211.). The antithesis is rather between
the faw and the Holy Spirit, the regulating principles of the old and new covenants respectively
(see my Baptisia in the Holy Spivit | 19701 135-37).
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In the immediate context (verses 7-18) the theme being elaborated is
the temporary nature of the draxovia of death and condemnation over against
the increasingly glorious nature of the dtocovia of the Spirit and righteous-
ness. It is essential for the right understanding of these verses to realize that
Paul bases his argument throughout this section on Exod. 34:29-35,4 and
that his argument takes the form of a Christian midrash5 or interpretative
homily on the Exodus passage. The key words in this midrash are 3é&a and
wGAVLLLLO

In verse 7 Paul indicates that he is going to use the Exodus passage as
an allegory to draw out the antithesis between the two dispensations: the 36&a
of Moses’ face is, not just illustrates, the d6&a of the old covenant. Its fading
indicates that the old covenant’s usefulness to God is short lived. With this
Paul contrasts the greater 86&a of the dispensation of the Spirit? — a contrast
stylistically elaborated by the threefold ““if . . . much more™ (verses 7-11).

In verse 13 he turns again to Exodus 34, and takes up his second key
word (x&hvppa) by citing Exod. 34:33: “Moses put a veil over or on his
face.” But in Paul’s exposition the purpose of the veil is to prevent the Israelites
from seeing the fading away of the 86&a (= the temporary nature of the Mosaic
law and covenant). Notice that in both these key words Paul has gone beyond,
if not actually contradicted, the sense of Exodus:8 in the latter there is nothing
said about the d6&a fading away, and Moses uses the veil lest the people find
the brightness too unbearable and become frightened.

In verse 14 Paul extends his interpretation to his own time: the veil is
still there when the Jews read the old covenant/law, so that they still fail to
recognize that the law is temporary and finished.® They do not recognize its
temporary nature for only in Christ does it (the old dispensation with its
fading splendor) finally cease.!9 Notice that the veil which blinds their minds

4, Note the references to the Exodus passage in verses 7, 10, 13, 16, and 18.

5. Windisch, op. cit., [12.

6. CI. Windisch, ap. ¢it., 115,

7. Eoton should be taken as a logical future (Plummer, op. cit., 90f,; H. Lietzinann, An
die Korinther [HNT: 19497) 111). although the still future eschatological sense is present also
insofar as the glory increases as lhe consummation approaches (verses 8 and 18). C[. Windisch,
op. cit., 114f.

8. Lictzmann. op. cit.. 112: C. K. Barvett, IFrom First Aden to Last (1962) 52f,

9. Hermmann., op. cit.. 350, 461, Verse [4 does not mean that they fail to understand the
true meaning ol the law, as though the contradiction in verse 6 was between letter and spirit, It
is not a difference within the old dispensation that Paul is describing, but a difference between
dispensations (contra Liewmann, op. cit., 113 Prat, op. ¢it, 11, 440).

10, The subject of »atapyertor must be determined by the subject of the same verb in
verses 7. 11, and 13—, the old dispensation in its 86Ew, not the veil which hides the fact
denoted by watapyeiafan (cf. Liczmann. op. cit.. 113: Hermann, op. cit., 35f.; J. Schildenberger,
*2 Kor, 3. 17a: *Der Herr aber s der Geist,” ™ Stediortom Pandinerum Congressus Internationalis
Catholicus [1961] 1, 456; W. Schmithals, Die Gnosis in Korinth [19652] 299-308; NEB; contra
Kiimmel, supplement to Lietzmann, 200; RSV).
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is the same (10 aUTO xGAvUUe) as that which covered Moses’ face (verses
14-15).11

But now comes verse 16 — 18 it @ citation [rom Exod. 34:347 A litle
thought will show that it must be. For the wholc of Paul’s midrashic exposi-
tion of Exodus 34 has becen leading up to this point, We may cven say that
it is really because of Exod. 34:34 that Paul lighted on this passage in the
[irst place. He has not taken his idea of a fading 8§0&a rom Exodus, nor is
the funclion he ascribes o the xuivupo derived from Exodus. Why then
has he bothered with the T'xodus passage? Moses™ kdAvupa in itself would
make a wseful if rather forced illustration: but Paul wants more than a mere
illustration. His purpose is rather to use Exodus 34 as a hutlress Lo support
his central contrast between the covenant of Taw, which has been done away
év Xpiot®, and the covenant of the Spirit, which is ever more glorious.
Thercfore his aim is to show how the removal of this veil is linked with the
Spirit/law antithesis and the replacement ol the later by the former. and o
do so in terms of the passage he is using as hiy text. For unless he can show
from his text how the veil is removed his text has been of no real service
1o him.

That (his reasoning is on the right lines is confirmed by four facts.
First. there is the way in which he has used Exod. 34:29-35: he has taken
up the word 860, from LExod. 34:30 and elaborated it (verses 7-11); then
he has taken up the word sevhvupa from Exod. 34:3% and developed it
(verses 12-14). His interpretation of these two words has been preparatory
to the key sentence of Exod. 34:34, “Bot when he wurns 10 the Lord the
veil is removed.” [Uis as though he said: “Consider Exod. 34:29-35 — by
86&a | understand 1he temporary nalare of the old covenant: by xdAuppo
| understand that which blinds the Jews to this {act. With this understanding
in mind observe what the text suys about the way in which the veil is
removed.”’

Second. it is the same veil (T0 oOTd %x&Aope): 12 the veil which blinds
the Jews of his own day is the same veil as that which covered Moses’ face.
This being so, the action which will remove the veil is the same action as that
which resulted in Moses™ veil being removed — same veil, same removal.
Hence the key sentence in the midrash is Exod. 34:34: ““When he tums to the
Lord the veil is removed.” We may paraphrase Paul's train of thought thus:
Moses" veil hid the temporary nature of the old covenanl when it was used
by Moses. The same veil hides this fact from the Jew today. But the text shows

11. Not just “‘a veil having the same effect” (Plummer, op. cit., 99). Such an interpretation
betrays a basic misunderstanding of what Paul is doing here. See Windisch, op. cit., 121.

12. The two phrases which show most clearly that Paul is using Exod. 34:29-35 as an
allegory are 10 ad1d wdAvppo and 6 68 #Oprog Td TVEDUE EoTLy.
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that “when he turns to the Lord the veil is removed.””!3 And so, having
explained how he understands the terms of the Exodus passage and applied
them to the sad plight of his Jewish contemporary, Paul the preacher returns
triumphantly to his text to demonstrate the way of redemption revealed therein.

Third, since his midrashic exposition is not merely an illustration but
an argument, he now (verse 17) ties it in with the central thrust of the passage
— the contrast and replacement of the old covenant of ypduuc with the new
covenant of nvedpo. He explains what the key sentence in Exodus 34 means
in terms of his main argument: ‘‘Now the Lord of whom this passage speaks
is the Spirit” (NEB). “By ‘the Lord,” ”” says Paul, “I understand the nvebuo
I have been talking about in verses 3, 6, and 8.”’!4 This is precisely parallel
to his exegetical notes in his other allegories: Gal. 4:25 — 10 8¢ Aykp Ziwva,
&poc €otiv;!3 1 Cor. 10:4 — 7 nérpa 8¢ v & Xpiotéc.!6 As Moses turned to
Yahweh so the way of redemption for the Jew is to turn to the Spirit. It is
when he turns his attention and devotion from the ypéupa to the nvedua that
he will be freed from the bondage and condemnation of the law which kills
and experience the liberty and righteousness of the life-giving Spirit. For it
is the Tvedpo who opens people’s eyes to the bondage and fear (Exod. 34:30)
of the old covenant and brings them into the liberty and boldness (verse 12)
of the new.!?

Fourth, having made his meaning clear parenthetically he brings his
exposition of Exod. 34:29-35 to a glorious conclusion. As in verses 7-11 he
took up the theme of 86&a from Exodus and enlarged on it, and as in 12-15
he took up the idea of ®éAvppo and enlarged on it, so now in 18 he takes up
the key sentence of Exod. 34:34 and enlarges on it. This is clearly shown by

13. Paul deliberately does not specify the subject of émiotpéyn so that its ambiguity
might embrace both Moses and the Jews (cf. van Unnik, op. cit., 166). Schildenberger follows
Allo in understanding the subject as “their (i.e., the Jews’) heart” (op. cit., 457).

14. This has been a minority opinion on verse 17 in this century. See, for example, J. H.
Bernard, Lxpositor’s Greek Testament (1917) 111, 57f.; A. E, I. Rawlinson, The New Testament
Doctrine of the Christ (1926) 155, n. 6; V. Taylor, The Doctrine of the Holy Spirit (Headingley
Lectures, 1937) 46; Dibelius, op. cit., 129f.; F. W. Dillistone, The Holy Spirit in the Life of Today
(1947) 95; Kiimmel, op. cit., 200; K. Priimm, *‘Die katholische Auslegung von 2 Kor. 3.17a in
den lewzten vier Jahrzehnten,” Biblica 32 (1951) 22ff.; Schildenberger, op. cit., 456-59; van
Unnik, op. cit.,, 165; G. S. Hendry, The Holy Spirit in Christian Theology (19652) 24f.

15. Schweizer thinks that on the analogy of Gal. 4:25 we should expect 16 8 »(ptog
(TDNT VI, 4171f.). But an exegetical note does not require to be introduced by 16. See Gal. 3:16
(o i oréppartl cov, 8¢ totiv Xpiotdg) and 1 Cor. 10:4. The neuter 16 of Gal. 4:25 has been
dictated by the neuter 8pog, just as in Gal. 3:16 the §g following onépuo has been determiined
by the gender of Xpiotbc.

16. That Paul says “The rock was (fv) Christ” and not “is (ctfv) Christ” is not
significant. In 1 Cor. 10:1-5 the figures in the allegory lie wholly in the past, and he makes no
attempt to extend any of them into his own time — as he does in Gal. 4:25 and 2 Cor. 3:14.

17. The law is so much to be equated with death and slavery for Paul that in the Spirit/law
antithesis the keynote of the Spirit is life and liberty (Gal. 4-5).
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the continuity of thought between 16 and [8,!8 and by the fact that the veil
is considered once again in relation to the face.!9 The passage thus expounded
demonstrates clearly the contrast between the old and the new covenants.
When Moses removed the veil from his face he beheld and shone with the
glory of the Lord — only his reflected glory faded, and this fading splendor
which is hidden from its members is the mark of the old covenant. But
Christians, on the other hand, those who have responded to Paul’s ministry
of preaching and have entered the new covenant through the Spirit by turning
to the Lord (in terms of the present argument = the Spirit), behold and reflect
the glory of the Lord with unveiled faces. And in so doing they are transformed
more and more into his likeness from one degree of glory to another (cf. Gal.
4:19; Phil. 3:21). ““All this comes,”” says Paul, rounding off both his exposition
and his argument, “from the Lord of Exod. 34:34, who in our experience is
the Spirit.” .

This appears to me to be the interpretation which emerges most naturally
from the passage; but in order for it to be sustained there are three major
objections which it must meet: (a) verse 16 is not a citation of Exod. 34:34;
(b) #plog is Christ; (¢) the understanding and role of nvetuo involved in the
above interpretation is un-Pauline.

(a) Hermann argues that verse 16 is not a citation from Exodus but a
free play with a well-known idea from the Old Testament. His case rests on
a comparison between 16 and the LXX ol Exod. 34:34 —

2 Cor. 3:16 — fjvixa 8¢ &y EmoTpéyn mPOG HVUPLOV, TEPLOLPETTL TO
HAADUUCL,

Exod. 34:34 — Avixo & Gv eicenopevero Mwuofig Evavit ®vpiov
AOAETY 00T® epnpelto 10 nbhvpue Ewg Tod éxmopevecdor.

He notes the following differences: eiceropevero has been replaced with
gmotpéyn and the middle mepunpeito with the passive meploupeita; the
phrases AoAeilv ov1d and €wg 1o éxmopedesbor are omitted; the subject of
the Exodus sentence has disappeared; the action is transferred from the past
to the present (or future — Windisch).20 On the basis of these alterations

18. Dibelius, op. cit,, 129, n. 3. The fact that verse 18 joins directly on 10 16 is one of
the reasons why Schmithals takes 17 as an exegelical gloss (together with the last clause of 18)
added to the letter by Paul’s Gnostic opponents in Corinth!

19. The application of Exod. 34:34 1s slightly differemt therefore [rom the application of
34:33, but the differcnee is msignificant for Paul’s overall meaning.

20. But o take verse 16 as Forward-lacking is o Forget that for Paul the dispensation of
the Spirit is already present and wperative: Clristians are living in the eschatological “Now”
(6:2).
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Hermann concludes that it is hardly possible to describe 16 as a citation of
Exod. 34:34.

However, Hermann fails to reckon with the fact that verses 7-18 are a
Christian midrash on Exodus 34, and so he does not realize that 16 is a pesher
text. Without becoming too involved in this subject we may say that in the
New Testament’s use of the Old Testament there are two major types of
pesher:2!

(i) Where the Old Testament passage is cited, often at some length and is
followed by an exposition in which words and phrases are repeated and
interpreted;

(i) Where the interpretation or commentary has been written into the text,
modifying the textual form if necessary; or, more fully, where a text is
interpreted of and applied to a certain situation in the light of some new
revelation or from a new revelational standpoint, and both altered in
detail and modified in sense in accordance with that interpretation and
revelation.2?

The first type is the true pesher, with which the Dead Sea Scrolls have made
us familiar (see particularly the Commentary on Habakkuk). The best ex-
amples within the New Testament are Rom. 10:5-9 and Heb. 10:5-10. See
also Rom. 9:7-8 (101’ €otwv); 2 Cor. 6:2; Eph. 4:8-11; Heb. 2:6-9; 3:7-19.23
The second type is not properly a pesher, if we make the Qumran pesher the
determinative use;24 and it could be argued that it stands as much, if not more,
in the line of the interpretative translations of the Targum (and frequently the
L.XX).25 But we may say that “pesher’ as the title of the second type is a
legitimate (Christian) extension of its use — for even in the first type the text
cited has often been tendentiously modified prior to its exposition (cf. Heb.
10:5),26 and (ii) is just an extension of this — a choosing of the most suitable
text among possible variants and a modifying of the text as necessary to

21. “Pesher” means, of course, “exposition” or “interpretation’’ (see, ¢.g., Eccles. 8:1;
Dan. 2:4).

22. This understanding of “pesher” was popularized by K. Stendahl, The School of Si.
Matthew (1954, 21968). tollowing W. H. Brownlee, and applied by E. E. Ellis to Paul in Pauls
Use of the Old Testennent 11957); see also “A Note on Pauline Hermeneutics,” NT§ 2 (1955-56)
127-33.

23. See S. Kistemaker, The Psalm Citations in the Episile to the Hebrews (1961) 81-86.

24. B. Giirtner, ‘“The Habakkuk Commentary (DSH) and the Gospel of Matthew,” Studia
Theologica 8 (1955) 12, among others, has objected to Stendahl’s use of the word *‘pesher” for
the formula quotations in Matthew.

25. A striking example is the Targum on [saiah 52:13-53:12, where thc translation has
been so framed as to rule out a Christian interpretation; see The Targum of Isaiah, ed. J. F
Stenning (1949).

26. Gérter, op. cit., 13.
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embody the interpretation and convey the meaning intended. In any case, it
could equally well be argued that “pesher” can properly be used for a text
which is interpreted, whether the interpretation is embodied in the text itself
or stands outside.

The best example of this form of pesher is probably Matt. 27:9-10, where
the details of Zech. 11:13 have been greatly altered, probably in some com-
bination with Jer. 32:6-9, to fit with the events surrounding Judas’s death, as
Matthew understands them.?7 Matt. 2:23 is another good example, where
Samson is Laken as a type of Jesus and the pesher text is established by a play
on valip(oiov) (Judg. 13:5) and I%3 (Isa. 11:1).%% In Acts two less striking
examples are Acts 1:20 and 4:11. In the Pauline literature see Rom. 12:19;
1 Cor. 15:54-55; Eph, 4:8.2% A pesher quotation may, like Matt. 27:9-10,
involve a combination of texts (Matt, 21:5, 13; Rom. 9:33; 11:8; | Cor. 2:9;
2 Cor. 6:16-18; Gal. 3:8; Heb. 10:37-38), or like Matt. 2:23 involve the
development of a text which has no real parallel (I.uke 11:49; John 7:38; Rom.
11:35; Eph. 5:14; cf. Jas. 4:5). It may be that the text does not need to be
altered, even though the interpretation is quite different from the sense orig-
inally intended (Rom. 1:17; 10:18). And it may well be that different inter-
pretations are applied to the same passage (compare Heb. 2:13s use of Isa.
8:17-18 with Rom. 9:33 and | Pet. 2:8’s use of Isa. 8:14-15).

Paul’s treatment of Exod. 34:34 is quite in accord with this pesher
technique and takes no more liberty with the sense than many of these other
examples. The textual alterations and omissions are those and only those which
are required to bring the text into line with the interpretation and exposition
Paul has drawn from the passage.’0 In particular, in 2 Cor. 3:16 Paul alters
the historic tense (elcemopeveto) to a conditional or frequentative clause
(¢moTpéyn) in order to show how (af any time in the future) the veil may be
removed. NEB’s (pesher) translation is superb and excellently conveys Paul’s
meaning: “‘However, as Scripture says of Moses, ‘whenever he tums to the
Lord the veil is removed.” Now the Lord of whom this passage speaks is the
Spirit.”

(b) As noted at the outset, the majority of exegetes in this century have
taken xUplog of verse 17 = Christ. Kiimmel and Schildenberger, despite taking
xVplog in 17a as a reference to the xVplog (= Yahweh) of 16, join the rest in
interpreting the »0pog 17b as Christ. And xbpiog in 18 is likewise usually

27. Cf. Stendahl. op «¢it,, 120-26, 196ff, That modifications have beeu 1uade is best shown
by the very awkward pot which is left.

28. Cf. E. Schweizer, “Er wird Nazorider heissen,” Neotestamentica (1963) 51-55.

29. Ellis also refers to Rom. 10:11; 11:26; 1 Cor. 3:20; 15:45a.

30. Indeed, the textual modifications are no more drastic than those in many of Paul’s
“straight’” quotations (Rom. 3:10-12, 14, 15-17,; 9:9, 17, 25, 27-28; 10:15, 20 [clauses in reverse
order]; 11:3; 1 Cor. 1:31; 14:21).
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referred to Christ. The chief reason for this interpretation is that »6plog for
Paul, with only few exceptions, means Christ. The Jew of Paul’s time removes
the veil not by turming to Yahweh but by turning to Christ,3! who, after all,
has already been referred to in this connection (verse 14).

This interpretation, however, must be rejected. ®¥piog in verse 16 is
Yahweh, as we have shown; and 17a explains who this ®0ptog is in terms of
the present argument. While #0puog in Paul does usually refer to the exalted
Christ, in Old Testament citations »¥ptog is almost always Yahweh,32
Moreover, Nigel Turner has pointed out that normally 6 »0Oprog (witl article)
is Christ, while »0piog (without article) is Yahweh33 In this case, ax Twner
suggests, the definite article with xvpiog in 17 will be anaphoric. that is, it
tkes up the immediately preceding reference to ®x0piog (no article) = Yahwel,
and becomes virwally demonstrative: this sxipuwg (ol Exod. 34:34) is the
Spirit.34

It is not enough, therefore, to say that in Paul 6 ®#0plog usually equals
Christ and must do so in verse 17. The determinative factor in such discussions
is the context, and the context here is that of a Christian midrash on an Old
Testament passage where xGplog = Yahweh. Not only so, but the immediate
context (verses 16-18) is dominated by the Exod. 34:34 citation. On both
occasions in verse 17 xOpuog refers back to the Yahweh of 16,35 for 17b is as
important as 17a in relating the exposition ol Exadus 34 1o the theme of law and
Spirit, death and life, condemnation and righteousness, bondage and liberty.36
Likewise in 18 s«0piog (no article) is the Yahwceh of the Exodus passage.?? for

31 Hermann. op. ei., 39, CL Prat, op. it L 437,

32, See W. Foerster, TONT 1L, 10861 Thus Rom. 4:8; 9:28, 29: 10:16 (»Upe): 11:3
(wipie is added to the LXX): 1034 15:01:  Cor. 2:16: 3:20; 10:26; 14:21; 2 Cor, 6:17-18:
8:215 2 Thess. 1:9: 2 Tim. 2019 (LXX reads 6 8edc). Tn Rom, 10:13: 1 Cor. 11312 and 2 Cor.
10:17. Pau) may well intend the primary reference 1o be 1o the exalted Christ; but it is significant
that in the Jast twa of these three cases the text 1s much modified. and v 2vpio does not occur
in this form in the LXX.

33, But xOplog has the article in Rom. 15:11; | Cor. 10:26; and 2 Thess. 1:9, of the
references in n. 32 above.

34, N. Turner, Grammatical Insights into the New Testament (1965) 127. See his discus-
sion of anaphora in Grammar of New fesiament Greek T (1963) 1721,

35, It would just tee possible to fellow Kiimmel and Schildenberger and to see in Paul's
use of xOp1og somelhing of the variety of use already abservable in this chapter with ¢émoToA
and xdAvppe, but tu refer the #Hpog in 17h 1o Christ is to postulale an unnecessary confusion
ol thought.

36, As Galatians 4-5 and Romans 7-8 show clearly, these are all related coneepts in
Paul’s mind. so that Schmithals is quite wrong when he maintains that 17b is foreign o the
confext and that FagvBeplee is lelt emirely up in the nir (3031). Turner suggests reading ob instead
ol ob {"not’” instead of "where™) so that xopfou is separated from rvebpe and linked 10
ghevBepice, and we have the ranslation: *But the Spiritis notindependence of Yahweh™ (/nsights,
12R8). This is both unnecessary and vnconvineing. There is even less warrant for J. Héring's
conjectural emendation (Second Episile of S, Paul 1o the Corinthians [1967] 26f.).

37, Comtra Kiimmel, op, cir.. 2001 Schildenberger, op. cit., 460,
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18 takes up and enlarges on 16: it is the Lord to whom Moses tumed from whom
the glory comes, the Lord who in terms of Paul’s argument here is the Spirit. We
might well paraphrase the final clause of 18: “Such is the influence of the Lord,
who, as we have already said, is Spirit.” 38

{c) The final criticism we must consider is that the rofe given to the
Spirit in this interpretation is one wholly foreign to Pauline theology. By
translating ““Yahweh is the Spirit” we make an identification which Paul never
makes and put the Spirit in the place of Christ. Indeed Schmithals thinks it
self-evident that Paul would have said ¢ 8¢ x0prog 6 Xpiotde €otiv. That is
to say, he would have identified the Yahweh of Exod. 34:34 with Christ; but
that he should identify Christ and the Spirit is for Schmithals out of the
question, since Paul always “clearly distinguishes” the two.3

The fact is, however, that the central antithesis in this chapter is between
the law and the Spirit, not between the law and Christ. In the comparison with
Judaism the Spirit is the decisive factor; as the law was the regulating principle
and motivating power of the Old Covenant, so it is with the Spirit in the New
Covenant.*0 And the nveBpo which Paul equates with Yahweh is the nvedpa
of the preceding verses. Only as an attempt to relate Exod. 34:34 to his main
theme can verse 17 be properly understood; otherwise it is no more than “‘a
superfluous Christological digression.” 4!

Hermann is quite right at this point — Paul is talking in terms of expe-
rience and the nvebpo is a functional concept.#? Paul’s experience of the old
covenant was of death, condemnation, and bondage; but his expericnce of the
new covenant was of life, righteousness, and liberty. The Spirit for Paul was
above all a reality of experience — an experience of miraculous power
(1 Thess. 1:5; Gal. 3:5; 1 Cor. 2:4-5; Rom. 15:19), of moral transformation
(2 Thess. 2:12; 1 Cor. 6:9-11; Rom. 8:13), of enlightenment (1 Cor. 2:12), of
joy (1 Thess. 1:6), of love (Gal. 5:22; Rom. 5:5), of sonship (Gal. 4:6; Rom.
8:15-16), etc., so that the manifest presence of the Spirit determined whether
one was a Christian or not {Rom. 8:9).43 It was by receiving the Spirit that
Paul entered into the dispensation of the Spirit, and through the Spirit that he

38. See Plummer, op. cit,, 108, and Windisch. op. cit.. 1295, for the various possible
renderings of xuplov mvevprog. Windiseh and Wendland. op. cit.. 160, prefer the sense ““Lord
of the Spirit.”” Hermann suggests that there is a duality of meiuning intended: both “the Lord
who 1s the Spirit” and "*Lovi of the Spirit™ (op. cit., 535). The majority of commentators seem
to take the phrase in the sense of [ 7a.

39. Scluuithals, op. cit., 299f.

40. Cf. Schildenberger, op. cit., 452.

41. Kitmmel, op. cit., 200.

42. Hermann, op. cit., 28-31, 49ff., 57. Cf. Biichsel, op. cit., 428; Strachan, op. cit., 83f,;
Windisch, who speaks of a “‘dynamic identification” (op. cit., 124); Hamilton, “For purposes
of communicating redemption the Lord and the Spirit are one” (op. cit,, 8).

43. See also my Baptism in the Holy Spirit.
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cxperienced the life and liberty of the new covenant. He experienced God by
the Spiril, He experienced the e¢xalted Christ through the Spirit. This does nol
mcan that they are idemtical in all their functions (far less their “*beings™), as
though, for example, the Spirit had been crucified and raised from the dead.
It only means that they are identical in experience. Only so can we explain
such passages as Rom. 8:9-11; 1 Cor. 6:17; 12:4-6 — because the Spirit is the
Spirit of JTesus (Rom. 8:9: Gal. 4:6: Phil. 1:17). Christ lives in us by the Spirit
(Gal. 2:20), and our transtiguration inte his image is the dyioopde of the Spirit
(cf. Gal. 4:19; 2 Cor. 3:18). 4

This is not to deny the unusualness of the lormulation. But no inter-
pretation ol this passage escupes that charge, and the formulation here is
determined by the context and the type ol exposition employed by Paul.
Schildenberger wso reminds us that the teaching it expresses 1 genuinely
Pauline, the uniquencss of the expression notwithstanding: **The Spirit is the
Unveiler, the Revealer™ (1 Cor. 2:10, 12; 12:3; ¢f. Eph. 1:18).#5 When we
beuar these lacts in mind it does not seem odd that Paul should speak of the
Lord of the Exodus quotation in terms of the Spirit who gives life, brings
liberty, and transforms into the image of God in a way that Moses of old never
knew.

44. M. Bouttier, En Christ (1962), has pointed out that on balance Paul prefers to speak
of Christians év Xpiot®d and of the Spirit v Mpiv, rather than the reversc (see also C. F. D.
Moule, The Phenomenon of the New Testamenr [1967] 24£f.).

45. Schildenberger, op. cit., 459f.
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Jesus — Flesh and Spirit
An Exposition of Romans 1:3-4

How did the primitive church understand the relation between Jesus and the
Spirit? In the Pauline literature, 1 Cor. 15:45 apart, there is no more important
passage on this subject than Rom. 1:3-4:1

... mepl 10D viod avod
100 yevOLEVOL éX OTEPHLATOS ACVELD RAUTE GhpXAL,
100 Op1oBéviog vioh Oeod év duvdyler kot Tvebua
‘Incod Xptotod 10D xupiov Mudv.

It is now generally recognized that Paul has taken over an earlier state-
ment, presumably known also to his Roman readers, and so a guarantee of
Paul’s ““good faith.” The decisive pointers are: the parallelism of the phrases,
with the combination of participial and relative clauses characteristic of such
formulas, the Semitically styled and untypically Pauline emphasis on Jesus’
descent from David, the primitive “‘adoptionist”-like ring of 6p1o6évtog,? the
singular occurrence in Paul of the phrase viod @eod év duvéyer, the almost
unique Semitic form nvebpo dytwovvng,? and the absence of any mention of
the cross, elsewhere so central to Paul’s theology.4

1. T have shown in chapter 7 above that 2 Cor. 3:17 is not directly relevant.

2. Note the parallels in the other formations of the kerygma, particularly Acts 2:36; 10:42;
12:33; 17:31; Heb. 1:5.

3. The only exact verhal parallel is 70 Levi 18:11; but note also Isa. 52:10f.; Ps. S}:11.
In the Qumnran literature see QS 37 421, 8.10; 9.5, iIQH 7.6; 9.32; 12.12; 14.13; 16.7, 12,
{QSb 2.24; CD 2.12; 5.11: 7.4 ¢l. 1QH 8.12.

4. See, e.g., A. M. Huner. Paul and His Predecessors (11940, 21961) 24f.; G. Bornkarmm,
“‘Das Bekenntnis im Hebrderbrief,” Theologische Blitter 21 (1942), reprinted in Studien zu Antike

Originally published in Journal of Theological Studies n.s. 24: 40-68. Copyright © 1973 by
Oxford Unjversity Press and used by permission.

126
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More disputed is the question of how much Paul has added. There is a firm
consensus that the closing phrase 'Incod Xpiotod tod xvpiov fudv falls into
this category; it is unmistakably Pauline (Rom. 1:7; 5:1, 11,21, 7:25; 13:14; 15:6,
30; 1 Cor. 1:2f,, etc.). Similarly there is a more or less firm consensus that Paul
added the initial reference to “‘the Son” to counteract the suggestion of adoption-
ism in the second clause.’ There is less agreement with regard to év duvéper and
the wortd ohpro/notd nveduo Gyrwovvng antithesis. Some think év duvéet is
a Pauline addition, whether to soften the adoptionism of 6pi66évtog vioh Beod
... 8 bvootdacng vexpdv and complement (he nigpt 100 viod eHTo0.b or on the
ground that it spoils the antithetic parallelism of the clauses.” However, Ferdinand
Hahn argues that “the concepl of a sonship of superior degree™ implied in the
Juxtaposition of 1o? vioh 010D and viot Geod év duvaper is “hardly conceiy-
able within the puttern of Pauline Christology™ and concludes that év duvdpet is
a constituent part of the original formula.8 As for the xorté cépxo/xorTd nvedpo
antithesis, this too has been widely regarded as a Pauline interpolation, particu-
larly at an earlier stage in the discussion, as being Paul’s attempt to give sharper
definition to the confession.? But Schweizer has forcefully replied that whereas
Paul uses the antithesis to contrast humanity in the power of sin with humanity
ruled by the Spirit (above all Rom. 8:4f.), the xctd here must be understood as
“in the sphere of” rather than “in the power of.”’ !0 More recent commentators

und Urchristennon (1963) 199, . 25; E. Schweizer, *Ram. 1.3f, und der Gegensatz von Fleisch
und Geist vor und hei Pavlus,” Evangelische Theolngic 15 (1955), reprinted in Neotestamentica
(1963) 180: idem. Erniedrigung und Evhiohung bei Jesus und seinen Nachfolgern J1955: English
wanslation 1960: 2196, Se; W. Kratner, Christ, Lorel, Son of God (1966) 108 O. I. I. Scilz.
“Gospel Prologues: A Common Pattern?”™ JBL 83 (1964) 266, B. Schneider, Kol M o
Aymovvng,” Biblica 48 (1967) 370f, Already in 1914 Johannes Weiss had noted with reference
to Rom, 1231 that *‘the harsh construction . . . shows clearly enough that 1wo dilferent modes
of thought have collided at this point” (Earliest Christianity 1 [1937, 1959] 119).
5. Bultmann, however, suggests the original formula ran as follows:

(Jesus Christ) the Son of God,
Come from the seed of David,
Designated Son of God in power by his resurrection from the dead

(Theology of the New Testameni 1] 1952] 49),

6. Schweizer. Neotestamentica, 180; K. Wegenast, Das Verstindnis der Tradition bei
Paulus und in dea Dewreropandinen (1962) 71; Kramer, op. cit., 110; R. H. Fuller, The Foun-
dations of New Testamnent Christology (1965) 165.

7. C. K. Barrett. The Epistle to the Romans (1957) 18; for the same reason Barrett also
regards €5 avootdoews vexpdv as an interpolation. In terms of parallelism Barrett certainly has
the best primu facic case,

8. The Tithes of Jesus in Christology (1963, Linglish translation 1969) 247,

9. See especially Bulimann, Theology 1, 4910 N A, Dahl, “Dic Messianitit Jesu bei
Paulus.” Studio Pandine (3. de Zwaan FS: 19533 90; O. Michel, Der Brief an die Rémer (101955,
121963) 38: O. Kuss, Der Romerhrief (1957) 8. and now AL Sand, Der Begrifl” * Fleisel ™ i den
padinisclicn Hanpthriefen (1967) 161: sec also E. Linnemann (n. 11 below),

10. Schweizer, Neotestamentica, 181, 185, |R7, Ernivelrigung, 8¢ TDNT Vi, 416t VII,
126f.
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have generally accepled both this translation or its equivalent and the corollary
that the antithesis is pre-Pauline.!!

This brings us to the heart of the matter. Is Schweizer justified in drawing
such a clear line of distinction between the Pauline use of the antithesis
elsewhere and its occurrence here? The question is fundamental to the correct
exegesis of Rom. 1:3f., and its resolution will tell us much about the chris-
tology of the primitive church and of Paul.

Before taking up this question, however, there is a more basic method-
ological issue which must be settled. Most recent christological studies of this
passage have altempted to penetrate back to the pre-Pauline form and theology
of the lext before commenting on Paul’s use and understanding ol it. The
pre-Pauline significance becomes the conlrol which enables us to detcrmine
how much or how little Paul has added to, modilied. or subtracted from the
orighital form, This procedure is more suspect and speculative than necessary
andl detracts from whe weight of the conclusions reached. The fact is. putting
it in more general terms, hal we can never be so certain aboul the carlier
form of a saying or pericope as we can about the form in which it has come
down to us. We can never be so certain about its earlier context as we can
about its present context. And since exegesis and interpretation depend to a
crucial degree on form and context, this means that we can never be so sure
of a saying’s original or earlier meaning and significance as we can about its
present meaning and significance in the mind of evangelist or letter-writer.12
This being so, the present form and meaning of the saying must serve as a
control for and test of the more speculative hypotheses aimed at uncovering

Ut Barrett, Romans, [8: F ) Leenhardt. The Epistle to the Romeany (1961) 351, Hihn,
Titles, 247, 2497, Kramer, op. cit., 109; Fuller, Fowndanions, 1651 187, D, Hill, Greek Words
and Hebrew Meanings (19671 280 lexs certainly H. Conzelmann, An Ouwiline of tle Theology
uf the New Tesicanent (1969) 77, Schneider is sure thal 2ot ety copunotvig is pre-Pauline,
but less sure Tor xoxdr odpxa (p. 369). More recently E. Linnemann. “Tradition und Interpreta-
tion in Rom, .30, Evengelische Theologee 31 (1971) 264-75, has suggested this jmprobable
reconstuction of the Pauline Varlage!

niotevo elg Incotyv,

1OV YeEVOHEVOV €x OTEpLatog Aowid,

v Opiobévia vidv Ogod

¢v Suvdper TvedLLOTOg GYwouvTg

g€ AVUOTAOEWG VEXPDV.

As we shall see, 1l is unnecessary to argue that Paul made such alterations and unlikely that he
did so.

12, This Jine of reasoning apphies of cowse prunarily 1o sayings which have no precise
paralicl elsewhere in the records of the early church and whose earlier Toren and meaning must
be discovered by digging behind the one texl or passage which preserves it In other words, it
applies more to Mark, fohn. Paul, ete.. than it does to Matthew and Luke. who nse Mark as a
source and where Q can often be reconstructed with u high degree of probability by companng
Matthew wid Luke. Tt need hardly be added thai [ am speaking in relative erms here — “more
certain,™ “less certiin.”” We can never be absolutely certain that iny exegesis 1s carrect,
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the earlier form and its significance — the limiting factor always being: Could
Paul or the Evangelist reasonably be expected to have derived his form and
understanding of the saying from the proposed earlier form and understand-
ing? It necessarily follows that the first task of the exegete and student of
Christian origins is the uncovering of the meaning of the saying in the form
and context in which it has come down to us. Only when we are reasonably
confident at this point do we have an adequate control for our investigations
into the tradition history of that saying. The quite proper understanding of
redaction criticism as a task subsequent to form criticism, tradition criticism,
and source criticism must not become the illogical corollary that the exegete
should start his investigations at some uncertain point lost in the mists of the
past when he has betore him the concrete reality of the present text. So, for
example, any attempt to recover the historical Jesus, or any part of his life,
must start with the Gospel portrayals of him and is dependent on them and
to a considerable, often decisive, degree controlled by them.

So with our present passage. The hazard of starting our investigations
at a point prior to Paul is clearly highlighted by the disagreement over the
carlier form of the saying (particularly in relation to &v duvvéuer and the
capE/mveduo antithesis) and by the tact that the wotd cbpro/rotdr nveduo
antithesis itself is so peculiarly Pauline.!3 No, the primary object must be to
discover what Paul understood by the saying. Only then can we begin to ask
whether and how he has adapted and molded the earlier formula. And only
then will we be able to determine the significance of Rom. 1:3f. for our
understanding of the development of early christology in relation to the Spirit.
This is now our task.

There are two major arguments in favor of Schweizer’s interpretation of the
capE/nvebior antithesis. First, in normal Pauline usage »otd cépxo has a
distinctly pejorative ring,whereas herc, according to Schweizer, xotd céproa
can hardly “describe 1he life of one who trusts in his own possibilities and
capabilitics or is mastered by them, in contrast to another who trusts in God’s
Spirit or is mastered by him.” "' Second, the form and order of the verbs in
Rom. 1131 and the parallel with | Tim. 3:16 (also 1 Pet. 3:18) indicate that

13. Ct. J. A, T. Robinson, The Body (1952) 22, n. 2, citing E. Kiisemann, Leib und Leib
Christi (1933) 103; Linnemann, “Tradition," 265.

4. Neotestamentica, 185, and carlier H. Lietzmann, An die Romer (41933 =51971) 25;
cf. Sand, op. cit., 161,
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we have here a temporal sequence. The yevouévov clause therefore signifies
Jesus’ earthly existence in the sphere of the flesh, followed by his installation
as Son of God in the heavenly sphere. Contrary 1o earlier exegesis, which
referred »othr mvedpe to Jesus' earthly existence as well — where nveduo
was usually taken as a description of lesus’ divine nalure or human spiril
distinguished “from that of ordinary humanity by an exceptional and tran-
scendent Holiness’’ 15 — whut we have here is a two-stage christology, the
two stages being before and after the resurrection.!6

Both these arguments are open to criticism. The first makes too sharp
a distinclion within Paul’s use ol o@pg, and the second fails (o appreciate the
full significance of Paul's understanding of the aépl/mvetpe antithesis.

It is my contention that Paul does not and would not understand xotd,
oGpxo in a neutral sense. On the contrary, it has here its usual “*bad conno-
tation.” 7 Paul’s use of o6pé cannot be neatly classified into separate catego-
ries and pigeonholes, as is done for example by W. D. Davies into “places
where ‘flesh’ has a physical connotation” and “places where ‘flesh’ has a
moral connotation.” !® ¢é&p€ in Paul has a “spectrum’ of meaning, and in-
dividual uses are often less like a point in the spectrum and more like a range
of meaning within the spectrum.

(a) At one end of the spectrum there is the more or less neutral usage,
denoting the physical body, or physical relationship or kinship, without any
negative connotation — so Rom. 11:14; 1 Cor. 6:16; 15:39; Eph. 5:29, 31;
Col. 2:1; ¢f. 2 Cor. 7:1.

The meaning then broadens out in two closely interrelated directions.

(b) First, and still with primary reference 1o the physical, odp€ embraces
the typically Semitic thought of weakness: 1 Cor. 15:50, where oéipt »ol aluo
cannot inherit the kingdom of God precisely because it is perishable and
mortal; 2 Cor. 7:5, where the o&p€ is characterized as that which is subject
to affliction and weariness; Gal. 4:13f.,,*the weakness of the flesh”; ¢f. 1 Cor.

15. W. Sunduy and A. C. Headlam. The Epistle to the Romans (31902) 9. More recemt
exponents include M.-J. Lagrange, Epitre auy Romains (11914, ®1950) 7: F. Prat, La Théologie
de saint Paud 1 (1923) $13; A. Feuillet, “Le plan salvifique de Dieu d'apres 1Bpitre aux
Romains,” Rewvie Biblique 57 (1950) 338; ). Bonsirven. Theology of the New Testament (1963)
230, See also Kuss, op. cit., 6.

16. See n. 6 above. For carlicr expressions of the “two-stuge™ interpretation see G, Snea-
ton, The Doctrine of the Holy Spirir {1882, reprinted 1958) 72, referred 10 by F F. Bruce, The
Epistle of Paul 10 the Romans (1963) 73: G. Vos, The Panline Exchernlogy (1930) 155, n, 10;
also W, Manson, **Notes on the Argumcent of Rumans (Chaplers v}, New Testament Exsays:
Studies in Memory of T. W Manson (1959 153 ). Murray. The Lpistle of Pand tor the Romany
1 (1960) 7.

17. Contra Schweizer, ““The Concepl of the Davidic ‘Son of God’ in Acts and Its Old
Testament Background.™ Studies in Luke-Acts, e, L. E. Keck and J. L. Martyn (1966} 192, n. 4.

18. W. D, Davies, “Paul and the Dead Sca Scrolls: Flesh and Spirit,” The Scrolls and
the New Testament, ed. K. Stendaht (1957) 163,
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7:28. The range of meaning broadens still more in other passages where this
physical weakness gathers up into itself the further thought of moral inade-
quacy and imperfection: 6Gpé is not only weak by reason of being physical;
its weakness also means that it is unable to achieve righteousness and that it
has nothing in which to glory (Rom. 3:20; 1 Cor. 1:29; Gal. 2:16); the law is
unable to achieve its object precisely because of the weakness of the flesh
(Rom. 8:3), so that those év capx{ are by virtue of that very fact incapacitated
and unable to please God (Rom. 8:8); hence Paul’s condemnation of the
Judaizers (Gal. 6:12f.) and the need for the 6&p& to be destroyed (Rom. 8:3;
1 Cor. 5:5; Eph. 2:14; Col. 1:22); cf. 2 Cor. 7:1. Closely related is the under-
standing of c6pg as the sphere of sin’s operations, the instrument of sin (Rom.
7:18, 25; 8:3; cf. 7:5) — a usage which merges into the sense of cép& as itself
a source of corruption and hostility to God (Rom. 8:5, 7, 12; 13:14, Gal. 5:13,
24; 6:8; Eph. 2:3; Col. 2:11, 13, 18, 23). In all these passages c&pé has
broadened out in meaning well beyond the sense of the merely. physical: it
signifies all in humanity that makes for mortality and corruption; it is what
is human insofar as humans are in the world and belong to the world and are
determined by the world.!® Yet at the same time, the fuller meaning always
involves and revolves round the physical — human spiritual and physical
weakness are all of a piece; humans’ moral corruption and hostility stems
largely from their physical appetites and passions and their indulgence of
them.

(c) Second, this broadening out of the meaning of cé&p& from the simply
physical to include the sense of weakness, inadequacy, corruptibility, etc.,
carries with it also a further dimension — viz., cGp& as standing in contrast
to a superior realm, mode of being, or pattern of conduct. Thus in Gal. 1:16
“flesh and blood” is not simply humankind, but humankind in contrast to
God as a source of apostolic authority (cf. Eph. 6:12). Similarly in Gal. 2:20,
the life lived “in the flesh” is not simply physical, everyday existence; that
has been superseded, as the “‘I who live’” has been superseded by the “Christ
who lives in me.” Likewise in Philem. 16, Onesimus is to be a brother not
merely v copxi, but also év xvpiw — the latter being the more significant
and determinative relation (cf. Col. 2:5). That the weakness of c&p& is part
and parcel of this inferiority, and vice versa, is clear enough by implication,
and 2 Cor. 10:3; 12:7 only make this close interconnection of meaning more
explicit: 10:3, where év copx{ signifies both weakness and inferiority; 12:7,
where the “thorn in the flesh™ is precisely a weakness set in contrast to the
abundance of revelations from God and power of God.

As the idea of céip€’s physical weakness merges over into the sense of

19. Cf. W. G. Kiimmel, Man in the New Testament (1963) 62f; J. A. T. Robinson, The
Body, 19-21.
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its imperfection and corruption, so the sense of physical contrast merges into
that of spiritual antithesis between the two modes of existence. Rom. 6:19 —
the weakness of their flesh poses the constant danger of their abandoning their
service of righteousness and resorting to their old slavery Lo sin: 2 Cor. 411
— the Tife of Jesus manifested in the mortal 6épE is equivalent to the antithesis
between the inner person which is being renewed every day and the ouier
person which is wasting away (cl. Col. [:24); Phil. 1:22, 24 — life év copxi
stands in sharp contrast to being ouv Npwtes, “which is Tar beuer.” The
antithesis becomes most apparenl when aépd,. as not only mortal but defective,
disqualifying, and destructive, is set against the life-giving nvedue — Rom.
2:28; 8:6, 9; Gal. 3:3. 5:16. 17, 19: Phil. 3:3, 4; cl. Eph. 2:11.2¢

Again aép has broadened oul beyond the merely physical; but not so
as 1o leave the physical behind — for the antithesis between flesh and Spirit
comes to ils sharpest point asain and again preciscly when the emphasis is
placed on the physical. the external. the ritual 2

(d) Paul’s use of wotd odpxo in particular demonstrates the same
breadth of meaning, but is mainly negative in significance. Only in one passage
does it seem to be free of depreciatory overtones: 1 Cor. 10:18 — *‘Consider
Israel xotty obpra. .. .7

The other vecuasions in which wetd oépra describes physical kinship
with Isracl appear on the surface to be equally neutral: but in fact they are set
in conlexts of antitheses which give the phrase deeper resonance. Thus in
Rom. 4:1. where Abraham is deseribed as “our forefather kot cGpro,” the
context shows that the sense ol purely physical ancestry shades over into that
of “on the human level™ — thatis, the merely human level (of law and works)
as opposed to the spiritual (catds mvedpo) level ol grace and faith, For one
thing the phrase is used, in diatribe style, as an objection to Paul’s exposition
of justification by faith; the devoul Jew's uppeal to physical descent from
Abraham is an integral part of his defense of justification by works. And for
anather, Paul meets this argument by citing Abraham as a witness on /iy

20, Paul never guite says thal o6pE itself is evil. only thatin its wenlkness and eorrupiibility
it is the ready instrument of sin and that life lived anly “on that level™ is bound for death, Both
Paul and Qumyan. though influenced hy Hellenistic thought, stop short of the distinctively
Hellenistic wdea of the flesh as evil (Davies, “Flesh and Spirit.”™ 162, 105: see also pp. 146-47
below).

21, According w D, E. H. Whiteley, “Gal. v. 191, makes 11 ¢lear that when “flesh’ is used
in a moral sense it does not necessarily have any physical meaning, since most ol the siny
ascribed (o the lower nuture (sarx) could well be practised by o disembadied spivit” (The Thee
of St Paul 119641 39). Although it is a fair point in the context of Whiteley's discussion, xucll
a eurtahment in o@pE’s range of meaning would hardly occur w Paul. Indeed in the Galatian
siluation it cuts quite against the grain of his thought, since it 15 integral 1o his argument tha
odpg is used with its lull range of meaning — see particularly 3:3 0:12f0 As H. W. Rabinson
notes, “ln any moral conflict, the lower element will tead 10 be identified, in whole or in part,
with physical impulses . . " (The Christian Docirine f Man [71926] 111, see also p. 115),

I-\'v\
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behalf: both Abraham’s own justification and his fatherhood are primarily in
terms of grace (xortd yépiv), not of works or physical relationship (4:4, 16).
By way of immediate response Paul goes on in verse 2: “If Abraham was
justified by works, he has something to boast of, but not npdg Oebv”” — where
there is probably an implied contrast between xotd cépra and npdg Oedv.22

In Rom. 9:3 ot céipxa again denotes physical descent and kinship,
but again there are distinct overtones that this physical relationship.is wholly
inferior to relationship through the Spirit and promise — as 9:8 and the sim-
ilarly themed Gal. 4:13 make clear by setting physical descent in open an-
tithesis to sonship 81 tfic énoryyeriog. This context of antithesis in Romans
9 cannot but reflect on the other occurrence of ot oédpxa in that chapter:
verse 5 — “from them [the Israelites] comes 6 Xp1o10¢ 10 xortie cdpro.”
Here xotd odpxe. is obviously a qualification. Paul does not of course deny
that the Christ is an Israelite, but he implies that there is more to the Christ
who has come than his descent from Israel; that which is of decisive signifi-
cance about him is not his physical descent. As with Abraham in Rom. 4:1,
any emphasis on Christ’s relationship xotd céipro is inevitably negative since
it obscures the central message of the gospel. So here Paul, having mentioned
the Christ’s descent from Israel, immediately goes on to depreciate such
descent — (verses 6-8) ““it is not the children of the flesh who are the children
of God, but the children of the promise are reckoned as descendants.”

wo Tt oGpxo in the later Pauline literature is also used in a broader sense
of human relationships — that of slave to master — but on both occasions
(Eph. 6:5; Col. 3:22) in more or less explicil contrast to the more basic and
important (spiritual) relationship of earthbound Christian to heavenly Master,
the Lord Christ (Eph. 6:6-9; Col. 3:2-4:1).

Elsewhere the phrase broadens out more explicitly into the moral realm. In
the reference to “not many wise »ottn odpxa’” (1 Cor. 1:26) the context is
precisely that of contrast between merely human wisdom and the wisdom of God,
a wisdom of a totally different order (1:25). In 2 Cor. 1:17; 5:16 xotd cépxo
denotes a merely human attitude, inferior and inadequate, because it lacks the
superior insighl and deeper concern of the perspective xotty mvetuc. In 2 Cor.
10:2f. the ideas ol moral weakness and this-worldly imperfection are combined.
And in2 Cor. 11:18 and particularly Rom. 8:22f. xotte 66pro becomes positively
immoral and wrong — “if you live xorttr céiprea, you will die.”

(e) Finally, there are the three other passages which put the antithesis
most explicitly and sharply. Gal. 4:29 contrasts two types of people — the
Jew, born ot obpxo, with the Christian, born %ottt wvebuo. While Rom.
8:4f. contrasts two types of conduct — life lived »otd obpxo with life lived
HO T TVEDUCL.

22. See also Robinson, The Body, 23 and n. 1.
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Two important conclusions follow from this survey of Paul’s use of
ocbpt.

(a) First, the fact that c&p& represents a range of meaning rather than a
number of discrete points means that the full range of meaning often lies in
the background, even when the immediate emphasis is more narrowly defined
in a particular context, Thus, on the one hand, even when cé&p€ seems to have
left the physical connotation behind, there is still, embedded in the context,
the idea of flesh as the purely physical, whether in terms of ritual or relation-
ship — for it is precisely in these rituals and relationships that the fleshly
attitude comes to its clearest and grossest expression, as, for example, the
Galatians references make clear.

Conversely, regularly when Paul speaks of human o&pg or about
humankind in terms of its physical relationships, the overtones of the fuller
spectrum are not far below the surface. This helps to explain Paul’s attitude
to mairriage in 2 Corinthians 7: the physical relationship can never simply be
that; it means also concern about worldly affairs (10 100 xdopov — 7:33f),
which is equivalent (o an attitnde woerdy odipra (cf. 2 Cor. 1:27; also | Cor.
1:20 — codio 10D ndopov — with 1:26 — cool xotdr ohpxa). It explains
too why Paul can so rarely talk of physical kinship among Jews in neutral
terms — for it is precisely this physical relationship with Abraham, Jacob,
and David which was the cause of the Jewish rejection of the gospel: it was
this physical kinship in which they boasted and put their trust, and salvation
depended not on a gospel of grace and faith but on the reception of a physical
sign. The Jewish concept of election identified race with religion. Paul’s
rejection of that strict identity. and his recognition that election was by grace
not race, meant that he could seldom think of these racial ties without thinking
also of that other, more important relationship of gospel and Spirit, on which
the bulk of Israel had turned its back. This comes through again and again in
various passages in Romans.

(b) Second, because o6pg regularly encompasses such a wide range of
its spectrum of meaning it often has a depreciatory significance not apparent
on the surface. This is particularly true of the phrase xotd GGpro. With only
one exception (oul of 28 occurrences. not including Rom. 1:3) xatd obpxo
is always a phrase of contrast and antithesis. The contrast becomes explicit
in the open xotd odpro/xotd rvebpo antithesis, but it is present elsewhere.
And in all these cases xaté adpxe stands on the negative side of the contrast
denoting inferiority or inadequacy and usually bearing a distinctly pejorative,
somewhat derogatory note as well, soinetimes with the added implication of
blameworthiness. Again it is in the explicit o1& ohpro/xotd mvebuo an-
tithesis that the pejorative note sounds most clearly.

Moreover, this applies to the phrase denoting sarkical relationship (kin-
ship »ard obpra) as well as to that denoting sarkical attitude (conduct xotéx
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chpxa). It is not the case that the former is neutral and only the latter
depreciated. For, as we have seen, the two hang together, the meaning of the
latter often based in the former, the meaning of the former regularly spilling
over into the latter. Hence both carry the note of inferiority and stand on the
negative side of a depreciatory antithesis.23 The other attempt to distinguish
sarkical relationship from sarkical attitude by the phrases év copxi and ®ott
odpra (2 Cor. 10:3) also fails. In Rom. 7:5; 8:8f. év copxi embraces the full
range of meaning of o&p&, and in Rom. 8:5; Gal. 4:29 (in the application of
the allegory) »atte céipxo is used in a similarly all-embracing way.

In short, a simple distinction between physical and moral and between
neutral and pejorative uses of oGp& will not do. It holds only rarely.

If we turn again to Rom. 1:3f. in the light of these conclusions, what do
we find? Remembering that our concern is with Paul’s understanding of the
finished formula, it must be judged highly probable that for Paul notd cépxa
in Rom. 1:3 carries its normal note of depreciation. For one thing, the physical
relationship is precisely that which elsewhere in Romans is Israel’s stumbling
block — the foundation of its vanity, the source of its faith in works-
righteousness, and the cause of its rejecting the gospel. And, for another, ot
oGpxa here stands in open antithesis with xoté mveduo and so could hardly
lack a pejorative significance in Paul’s mind.24 .

It may be thought incredible by some that Paul should refer to Jesus’
descent from David in a somewhat derogatory manner. But the fact is that the
early church appears to have been in two minds about the value of claiming
Davidic sonship for Jesus. The Palestinian church was in no doubt about its
importance, as the oldest tradition and its popularity in Matthew’s Gospel
indicate.?5 And in the Jewish context where Messiah was expected to be a
successor of David this is wholly understandable. But outside Palestine, in
the Hellenistic communities, the identification of Jesus as Son of David seems
to have been more of an embarrassment and hindrance than a glad and central
affirmation.26

This conclusion is strongly suggested by the following facts:

(a) Paul never uses the title of his own accord, even in his exposition of
the true significance of Jesus to Jewish readers or to converts under pressure

23. Bultmann’s distinction between xoitd sépxo modifying substantives and kot obpxa
modifying verbs (p. 237) can hardly be pressed, as he clearly recognizes (p. 238) and as his
wider discussion of oép€ indicates (pp. 2341T., particularly 236f.).

24. Cf. the Johannine use of o&pé in reference to Jesus (John 1:14; 6:51-56, 63); see my
“John vi — A Eucharistic Discourse?” NTS 17 (1970-71) 331f.

25, Cf. Hahn, Titles, 240-46.

26. Linnemann’s distinction between ‘“‘descended from David” and “Son of David”
amounts only to a splitting of hairs (op. cit., 267ff.). See Schweizer’s reply in Evangelische
Theologie 31 (1971) 276; also 1. H. Marshall, *“The Divine Sonship of Jesus,” Interpretation
21 (1967) 101.
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from Jewish sources.?’” Even in the kerygma in Acts, where the audience
addressed is usually Jewish, the title receives no prominence (Acts 2:30; 13:23);
indeed Acts 2:29 may reflect a reaction against a too Jewishly conceived Davidic
messiahship. Certainly with the Epistle of Barnabas the repudiation of Davidic
sonship has become explicit and unequivocal (Barn. 12:10).

(b) The famous pericope Mark 12:35-37 is, to be sure, not an attempt
to refute the description of Messiah as Son of David; but nevertheless it is
evidence of some embarrassment within the Christian community about the
title: they do not deny it, but neither do they particularly wish to affirm it. It
must rather be set alongside the more important title x0ptog and so corrected
and replaced by the latter. It may also be significant that in Mark “‘on the only
occasion where Jesus is addressed as vig Aowid, the speaker of these words
is described as ‘blind,” a condition from which he is ‘saved’ by his faith in
Jesus whom he proceeds to follow ‘in the way’ (x.46-52).”28 Moreover, we
may note that wherecas Mark leaves the connection between the entry into
Jerusalem and the Davidic kingdom vague, no doubt deliberately, it is precisely
Matthew who makes the crowd’s acclamation an explicit recognition of Jesus
as “Son of David” (Matt. 21:9).

(¢) Equally relevant is the manner in which the Fourth Evangelist handles
the title. Reference to Davidic descent as an attribute of the Christ appears
only once, and that on the lips of the fickle, wavering crowd (7:42). John
himself never affirms it of Jesus, and he clearly regards the crowd’s under-
standing of the Christ as totally inadequate. For one thing, the fact that it is
the opinion of the crowd itself denotes, as one of John’s dramatic conventions,
an understanding of Jesus which falls misleadingly short of the truth to a
dangerous degree; this dramatic effect is best displayed in reference to the
title “prophet” (4:19; 6:14; 7:40). And for another, in the continuation of the
scene into chapter 8 Jesus denies that the Jews know his origin (8:14). How-
ever right or wrong such knowledge, it is irrelevant (cf. 7:28). Such evaluations
of the Christ are false because they are izt v cépxa (8:15) — a striking
parallel to Rom. 1:3.

Why the identification of Jesus as Son of David was so treated in the
Hellenistic church is not entirely clear — most probably because it was too
peculiarly Jewish to permit its easy translation into the wider world. The
Jewish hope of a messianic son of David was expressed in strongly political
and so nationalistic terms: the son of David was expected to introduce a
political kingdom and effect a this-worldly salvation.2? However amenable
this was to the gospel of the Palestinian church it cannot but have been an

27. Though in the wider Pauline corpus cf. the formulistic 2 Tim. 2:8.
28. Seitz, op. cit., 266.
29. Hahn, Titles, 2421f.
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embarrassment ouwside Palesting. In short, since both Mark and John. and
perhaps Luke, treat Jesus™ Davidic sonship in a somewhat pejorative fashion
as a wholly inadequate and defeclive understanding of Jesus. it should ocea-
sion no surprise that Paul reacts (o the title in similar manner.

Our conclusion thus [ar is therefore that “'in the sphere of™ as a trans-
lation of sotde (Gdpxe) is oo vague and colorless an interprelation ol Paul's
thought and that Rom. [:3 in Paul’s intention can havdly be understood as a
ncutral reference (o an acceptable christology. On the contrary, as elsewhere
in Paul. sced odpxo carries with it overtones from its fuller range of meaning
and is intended pejoratively. Paul does not alfirm the Davidic sonship of Jesus
without qualification. He does not deny it cither, but he makes il clear that fo
describe Jesus as “born of the seed of David™ is a dangerously deleclive and
misleading half-truth.

1

[f Schweizer’s interpretation of xotd oépxa is inadequate the same is Lrue
of his inlerpretation of the %ottt odpxa/naty rvedue antithesis. As a sharp
clistinction within Paul’s use of cépé is not possible, so oo it is impossible
10 take the aépt/avebpa antithesis so completely outside the normal Puauline
soteriological contrast of flesh and Spirit.

Paul’s soteriology at this poinl can be summuarized fairly briefly. Human-
ity in itsell, in Adam, is c@pg and ocGprivod/oaprixde, with all that that
implies in terms of the range of meaning already demonstrated. A person
becomes a Christian, *'in Christ,” by receiving the Spirit of Christ, the Holy
Spirit.A0 Bul this does not mean that the person thereby ceases 1o be odp€ and
év oopxl. At this point many commentators miss the way and misunderstand
Paul. Thus, for example, E. Brandenburger, in the most recenl study of the
terms flesh and Spint, writes that in Paul

Sarx and Pneuma appear as mutvally exclusive spheres ol power . . . : cither
one is in the sphere of power opposed to God év gopxi. or in the sphere of
power which brings salvation év nvedpon (Rom. 8:8f.). More precisely:
belicvers were once in the Sarx. but now find themselves in contrast in the
realm of the Pneumna. The change of state [Befindlichkeir] may be thought
of as a “being set free from™ or “wansfer™ (Gal, 1:4; Cal. 1:13).%

30. See my Baptism in the Holy Spirit (1970).

31. E. Brandenburger, Fleisch und Geist: Paulus und die dualistische Weisheit (1968)
45f.; cf., e.g., Lietzmann, Romerbrief, 79f.; C. H. Dodd, The Epistle to the Romans (1932) 116f.;
A. Nygren, Commentary on Romans (1952) 316.
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Two misinterpretations run together here. One is that év capxi and év Tvedpott
are successive states — the convert moves oul of one into the other. The
second, more fundamental error is that these spheres wholly absorb a person,
so that he or she is etther entrely in the Tlesh or ¢lse entirely in the Spirit.

Paul, however, secs the Christian as living in “the overlap of the ages.”
Where the Christian once was only in Adam, now he is in Christ as well;
where once the Christian lived ouly in the power of the cépf, now he
expericnces the power of the nvedpe as well. We should not make the mistake
ol taking Paul's metaphors ol liberation. transter. crucifixion, death and
burial, etc., too literally without reference to his fuller thought. The Christian
has indeed entered the new sphere of power (mvebpa), but not entirely; he
still belongs to the old sphere of power (cép&) at the same time — simul
peccator et justus. He is still bound to the world by the body of flesh, with
all that that involves. And the Christian will not leave the c&p€ behind until
his redemption is complete, when the body is redeemed as well and enters
the realm of Spirit as a odpo mvevpotedy. This is why the Spirit already
received is only the &ppofdv and &noapyr) of complete salvation. The in-
completeness of the Christian’s salvation is precisely because he is still a
person of flesh and blood, still bound up with the o@pf dpoptiog The time
will come when “‘the change of stale” will be complete, when the old nature
has been once and f{or all put off and put Lo death (Rom. &:17ft.; 2 Cor.
4:16-5:5), when the image of Christ is fully formed in couo as well as
nvedua (2 Cor. 3:18; Gal. 4:19; Phil. 3:21), but in the interval between
Pentecost and parousia the Christian belongs to both camps and cannot
escape the tension and warfare involved (Rom. 8:12f.; Gal. 5:17). The
alternative proposed by Brandenburger is an idealistic, docetic soteriology
which does scant justice to the realism of Paul’s thought.

It is true, of course, that in his moral exhortations Paul presents st
cdpra and xoto nvebuo as two opposing, alternative, and mutually exclusive
modes of conduct {(Rom. &:41f.). But the striking fact is precisely that he has
to exhort Christians not to live ot odpro (8:12f.) — the possibility of
conducting life on that level is aiways open to the Christian and is an ever-
present danger. Why xo? — - simply bhecause the Christian is human, and as
such cannot help living on the level of the c&p€ at least 1o some extent. The
Christian lives i1 the world and cannot help being determined by the world.
The danger is not that he returns from a total existence v mvedpLat to a partial
existence év copxi, but that he abandons the tension of the warfare between
o6pé and mvebue and returns to an existence exclusively xatd ohpxo. This
duality of existence both in flesh and in Spirit at one and the same time is
implied by a verse like Gal. 2:20 and comes to clearest expression in Rom.
7:25b and 8:10. Gal. 2:20 — although ‘it is no longer I who live, but Christ
who lives in me,” nevertheless I still “live in the {lesh’; the tension of living



Jesus — Flesh and Spirit: An Exposition of Romans 1:3-4 139

in the overlap of the ages is precisely that of having to express the life of the
Spirit in and through the body of death (Rom. 8:10). Rom. 7:25b — after
expressing the frustration inevitably involved in living in “‘this body doomed
to death,” Paul does not go on to imply that deliverance from it is achieved
before the resurrection of the body. Rather he affirms with calm realism that
the Christian living as he still does in this world is inevitably a person of
divided loyalties — serving the law of God with the mind, while at the same
time he serves the law of sin with his flesh.32 The body of flesh is doomed
to death and is steadily wasting away (2 Cor. 4:16), but it is not yet dead and
raised again; the mveduo has not yet brought the c®dpo under its sway (coua
nvevpatindv), and until that time the Christian lives both év copx{ and év
nvevuoTt, experiencing both death and life (Rom. 8:12f.; 2 Cor. 4:10-12; Phil.
3:10f.; Col. 1:24). He must minimize the extent of the flesh’s control and
power, and must maximize the extent of the Spirit’s (Rom. 8:12f.), but until
the Spirit reclaims the body the Christian can never wholly escape the domain
and influence of the cépé.

In short, a straightforward two-stage soteriology (from cép€ to nveduo)
is over-simple: the two stages overlap. A three-stage soteriology would be the
more accurate shorthand description of Paul’s thought at this point — flesh,
flesh and Spirit, Spirit. Similarly, to pose xotd cépxo and xotd Tveduo as
mutually exclusive options for conduct is over-simple: the Christian lives on
both levels at one and the same time.

Paul’s soteriology in terms of oép and mvebuo must have influenced
his christological use of the same terms. In particular it is highly probable
that Paul’s understanding of Rom. 1:3f. reflects his soteriology of flesh and
Spirit: that is, that ot oépxa, wotd mvedbue in Rom. 1:3f. denote not
successive and mutually exclusive spheres of power, but modes of existence
and relationships which overlap and coincide in the earthly Jesus.

(a) The principal justification for this claim is the fact that in Paul’s view
the Christian’s experience of flesh and Spirit is patterned on Christ’s. Not only
did Jesus come as man (Phil. 2:8), in the precise likeness of sinful flesh (8v
opouduatt copxdg Gpaptiog — Rom. 8:3),33 but his resurrection is the
omapy1) of the general resurrection (1 Cor. 15:20ff.), so that the resurrection
of the body as cdpe nvevpatindy is in fact the transformation of the body
of flesh into a body of glory like that of Christ (1 Cor. 15:441.; Phil. 3:21). It
follows that for Paul the earthly Jesus was the prototype of and example to

32 The antempt o excise 7:25D as a gloss (R, Bulunann. “Glogsen im Rémerbrief.™
Theolugische Literanozeitong T2 11947] 1986, G. Zuntz, The Text of the Episiles [1953] 16: ¢l
Leenhardt, Romans, 200) or o treat it as ransposed from an wriginal posilion between verses
23 and 24 (Moffua ranslation: Dodd. Romans, 11415 K. E. Kirk, The Ipisile to the Ronans
[ 1937] 208) lacks all manuscript support and totally misunderstands Taul’s thought,

33, For this sonse of dpolope see my Baprism. 142(.
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the Christian caught in the overlap of the ages — for it can hardly be argued
that in Paul’s mind Jesus™ experience of the Spirit only began with the resur-
rection.” This is not as clear as it might be since Paul says so Tittle about the
historical Jesus. But two clements in his thought make it clear enough.

The lirst is the link between the Christian’s experience of the Spirit and
his sense of sharing in Christ’s sonship and inheritance (Rom. 8:15fF.; Gal.
4:6f.). Sonship for Paul is clearly a function of the Spiril (nvetpa vioBeoiog,
10 Tveduo, 1od viod odtob), and the GPPE cry of the Christian son was almust
certainly recognized as a reproduction ol Jesus’ own experience of sonship
(Mark 14:36).33 Paul probably knew and accepted the “Q™ wadition. repro-
duced in Matthew and Luke. that Jesus® experience of the Spirit at Jordan
sealed Jesus' sense of sonship and equipped him for his mission. Certainly
the play on Xpiotég and gpiom in describing the Christian convert's reception
of the Spirit in 2 Cor. 1:21F. strongly implies that Paul recognized the parallel
beiween Jesus® experience at Jordan and conversion. The historical Jesus like
the Christiun experienced both the “flesh of sin’ and the Spirit of God.3¢

Second, there is the strand of imitatio Christi firmly embedded in Paul’s
thought — Rom. 15:2[.: 1 Cor. 4:17: ) 1:1; 2 Cor. 8:81.: Gal. 1:10: Eph. 4:20,
32-5:2; Phil. 2:5-8; Col. 2:6: 1 Thess. 1:6; also Rom. {3:14; Eph. 4:24. For
Paul “‘every Christian is pledged to an auempred ethical confomity 1o Christ:
the imitation of Christ is part and parcel of Paul’s ethic.” 3 The fact that Christ
stands as an example to the Christian caught as he is in the tension and conflict
of flesh and Spirit indicates clearly enough that in Paul’s view Christ too was
caught in the same overlap of the ages. As he had come to victory through
the suffering which being in the flesh involves, so the Christian must welcome
suffering as a stage on the way to glory (Rom. 8:17; Phil. 3:J0f; Col. 1:24).
As he had made an end of sin in the flesh, so must the Christian by the power
of the Spirit (Rom. 8:3f.). The disciple looks not only to the exalled Jesus tor
the power/Spirit to pursue his course. but also o the historical Jesus for the
example of one who has already won through to total victory.

(b) That Paul sees in Rom. 1:3f. the prototype of the Christian living
both »otd: cépro, and »otd Tvedua is borne oul by two Facts. First, there is
the twofold use of vidg. Withoul the [irst vidg the simple two-line formula in
the pre-Pauline form favored by Schweizer (see n. 6 above) is best understood

34. 1 Cor. 15:45 does nor imply hat the relation between Jesus and the Spirit began al
the resurrection. only that it was consummated then., when Jesus became oopoe mvevpoTixdy,
as the context makes clear — that is. when the torality of his being was “taken up mto the Iile
of the Spirit” (M. E. Dahl, The Resurvection of the Bady |1962] 81). Sce also n. 42 below.

33. See particularly ). Jeremias. The Prayers of Jesuy (1967) 54-65,

36. Note the sipnificance. if correct. of Michel's supgestion that in Rom. 1:3f, we have
an old baptismal confession (Rémerbrief, 39). lLimplics the recoguition that the haplizand enters
into the same lension between the Mesh and Spiril which Jesus experienced after lordan.

37. W. D. Davies, Panl and Rubbinic Judaism (1948, 11955) [47.
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as affirming that Jesus only became Son of God at and by his resurrection,38
But with the addition of the first vid¢ it becomes obvious that Paul refers
Jesus’ sonship to the whole formula — pre- as well as post-resurrection. In
the former stage the sonship has to be expressed through the flesh; only in
the latter stage is it sonship év duvéyier.3® We have here a striking parallel
with Paul’s understanding of the Christian’s souaship, for it too falls into the
same two stages — the adoption which comes with the Spirit of adoption
(Rom. 8:15) and the full adoption in glory which awaits the redemption/res-
urrection of the body (Rom. 8:23). Sonship in both stages is clearly a function
of the Spirit: insofar and only insofar as a person is controlled and directed
by the Spirit, to that extent he is a son (Rom. 8:14); only with the resurrection
of the body (c®pa mvevpatinév) does the Spirit assume full control. The
parallel between Rom. 1:3f. and 8:15, 23 is too close to admit any doubt that
the sonship of Jesus in the first stage is likewise a function of the Spirit.
Second, there is the use of ¢ dvootdoewe vexpdyv, instead of €§
dvaotdoeng antob or &€ dvaotdoeng gx vexp®dv. The reading in the text is
not to be taken as an abbreviated form of the fuller formula“® but as a deliberate
reference to the general resurrection of the dead expected at the end of the
age (cf. Acts 26:23). “For Paui the resurrection of Christ is the beginning of
the resurrection of the dead.”4! This expression at once calls to mind the fact
of the overlap of the ages; for it is precisely because the Christian lives between
the resurrection of Christ and the general resurrection that he experiences both
flesh and Spirit — Spirit, because he has received the Spirit of the risen Christ,
flesh, because the power of the resurrection has not yet extended to his body
to redeem and raise it from the dead. The implication is strong therefore that
in Paul’s mind was the thought that as Jesus’ resurrection is the forerunner of
the final resurrection, so Jesus in the flesh is the forerunner of the Christian

38. That dprobévtog signifies appointment and installation and not merely the declaration
or revelation of a previous appointment is shown particularly by M.-E. Boismard, “Constitué
Fils de Dieu (Rom. i.4),” Revue Biblique 60 (1953) 5-17. Tt is probably drawn from the adoption
formula of Ps. 2:7 (L. C. Allen, “The Old Testament Background of (ITPO)‘OPIZEIN in the
New Testament,” NTS 17 [1970-71] 104).

39, Cf. F. Biichsel, Der Geist Gottes im Neuen Testament (1926) 403; W. Grundmann,
TDNT 11, 304; O. Cullmann, The Earliest Christian Confessions (1949) 55; idem, The Chris-
tology of the New Testament (1959) 235, 292; D. M. Stanley, Christ’s Resurrection in Pauline
Soteriology (1961) [63ff.; Schneider, op. cit., 36 ff. év duvdyer is usually and rightly taken with
vio® Oeod rather than 6probivtog, although as Kuss, op. cit.,, 6, and Hahn, Titles, 249, point
out, there is no essential difference either way in the net result.

40. Conura Lietzmann, Romerbrief, 25; Hahn, Titles, 249.

41. Nygren, Romans, 50. See also M. Dibelius, “‘Glaube und Mystik bei Paulus,” Bor-
schaft und Geschichie 11 (1956) 103; Michel, Romerbrief, 40; Kuss, op. cit., 6; S. H. Hooke,
“The Translation of Rom. 1.4, NTS 9 (1962-63) 370f.; Schneider, op. cit., 365; cf. H.-W. Bartsch,
“Zur vorpaulinischen Bekenntisformel im Eingang des Romerbriefes,” Theologische Zeitschrift
23 (1967) 329-39.
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caught between the ages. As the Christian lives in the overlap of flesh and
Spirit so did Jesus.42

In short, we have in Rom. 1:3f. a reference to Christ parallel to the
reference to Christians in | Cor. 15:49. Both at f{irst glance seem to indicate
two mutually exclusive stages following one upon the other, whereas in
Christians the image of the man of heaven is already in process of being
formed even while they still bear the image of the man of dust (2 Cor. 3:18;
4:16), and in the case of Christ he lives xoctdx mvebuo even while his existence
is still xoTde oGpro.

111

It is entirely probable therefore that the woté cépra/xotd nvebuo antithe-
sis of Rom. 1:3f. not only describes two distinct and successive phases in
the life of Jesus separated by the resurrection, but refers also to the pre-
resurrection life of Jesus as a life lived both according to the flesh and
according to the Spirit. Insofar as Jesus lived on the level of the flesh, was
bound and determined by the weakness and inadequacy of the human
condition, allowed worldly considerations to determine his conduct, he was
merely Son of David and no more — Messiah indeed, but a disappointing,
ineffective, irrelevant Messiah, whether judged in terms of Jewish expec-
tations or in terms of the Christian Gentile mission. But insofar as Jesus
lived on the level of the Spirit, refused (o allow merely human considera-
tions, fleshly suffering, or Jewish expectations to determine his course or
deter him from his chosen ministry, he manifested that he was indeed Son
of God, and thereby proved his right to be installed as Son of God in power
as from the resurrection of the dead.43

It 1s clear therefore that Paul understands the formula of Rom. 1:3f. in
terms of a two-stage christology: but at both stages Jesus is Son of God, and
at both stages his sonship is determined by the Spirit and by Jesus’ response
to the Spirit. This point is of considerable importance for understanding the
relation of Jesus to the Spirit. In Paul’s view the sonship of the earthly Jesus

42. 1t 1s doubtful whether a two-stage christology was ever held aparl from the tradition
of Jesus being anointed as Messiah and Son of God at Jordan; that is, apart from some belief
that the ages overlapped in the Jesus of history, a belief which in its kernel almost certainly
went back w Jesus (L, c.g., G. Bomkamm, Jesus of Nazareth [1960] 51), see also n. 16 above
and pp. 150-51 below.

43. The primary signilicance of é§ is probably temporal (Lietzmann, Romerbrief, 25,
Barrett, Ramans, 20; Huahn, Tirles, 250f), although one is tempted to see in it a deliberalce
ambipuity, perhaps, as Lagrange suggests, something less than causal and more than temporal
(Romnains, 8, followed by Kuss, op. cit,, 6).
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was constituted by the Holy Spirit. He was Son of God because the Holy
Spirit was in him and because he lived in obedience to that Spirit.44

It will be recognized that this exegesis is to a certain degree a return to
the older interpretation represented by Sanday and Headlam. But there is a
significant difference. Whereas Sanday and Headlam recognized that ‘‘the
antithesis of oéip& and mvedpo requires that they shall be in the same person,”
they shrank from identifying the nvebuo with the Holy Spirit for that very
reason.?? Instead mvedpo dytwcvvng was identified in terms of later dogmatic
thought with the divine nature in Christ, or with the human spirit of Jesus.
Now it is no doubt true that the cép&/nvedpo antithesis has been the root of
the two-natures doctrine in later dogma (L.oofs).4¢ But the niceties of third-,
fourth-, and fifth-century controversies and formulations must not be allowed
to determine our interpretation of Paul or to force us into a clear-cut distinction
between Jesus and Holy Spirit where it does not exist in Paul. nvetpa
&yunodyng is unquestionably to be taken as a Semitic form for ‘“Holy
Spirit.”’47 And this simply means that Jesus’ possession and experience of the
Spirit is what Paul called Jesus’ sonship and what later dogma has called his
divinity. The “deity”’ of the earthly Jesus is a function of the Spirit, is, in fact,
no more and no less than the Holy Spirit.43

This line of interpretation would not, however, justify us in describing
the Jesus of Paul as the “first Christian,” as though his experience of the
Spirit was entirely on a par with the Christian’s. For there is a uniqueness in
the relationship between Paul’s Jesus and the Spirit which cannot be repeated.
This uniqueness comes through in a passage like Col. 1:19, where TAipouo

44, Those who in recent years have accepted that xotd mvedpe: refers also to the earthly
Jesus include Hunter, op. cit., 25f,, taking up a suggestion by T. W. Manson; J. M. Robinson,
A New Quest of the Historical Jesus (1959) 52f.; W. C. van Unnik, ‘“‘Jesus the Christ,” NTS 8
(1961-62) 108f.; Hill, op. cit., 280, n. 4; and especially P. Althaus, Der Brief an die Romer
(NTD; 61932, 191966); cf. Nygren, Romans, 53f.; Leenhardt, Romans, 37. Schneider argues
“that in primitive N.T. usage mvedpow Geywov as distinguished from mvedpo used alone, was
specific for the Spint of Pentecost” (op. cit., 380; ¢f. O. Procksch, TDNT 1, 104). 1 question
whether such a distinction was made by or was meaningful to the primitive church. But even
if it was, Rom. 1:3f. would simply underline that the early church looked back on the historical
Jesus in the light of the Spirit of Pentecost and that for the early church it was precisely the
Spirit which they themselves experienced which had dwelt so fully in Jesus. See further below.

45, Sanday and Headlam, Romans, 9. Though see W. Bousset, Kyrios Christos (21921)
125, n. 2. Later commentators, as we have seen, have tended to argue in the reverse direction.

46. J. N. D. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines (21960) 38; W. Pannenberg, Jesus God and
Man (1968) 119.

47. Procksch, TDNT 1, 114f,, contra L. Cerfaux who takes nvedue dywwodvng as “the
spirit of sanctification” (Christ in the Theology of St. Paul [1958] 315).

48. This is not to say that Paul would have so expressed himself in the context of the
christological and trinitarian controversies of later centuries, or that dynamic or modalistic
monarchianism (H. B. Swete, The Holy Spirit in the Ancient Church [1912] 96-101; Kelly, Early
Christian Doctrines, 115-23, 140) was an appropriate development of Paul’s thought. See pp.
144-45 below.
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may be a description for the Holy Spirit filling the eaithly Jesus in unique
measure,* and particularly in 1 Cor. 15:45 and in the Pauline descriptions of
the Holy Spirit as the Spirit of Christ, the Spirit of the Son, the Spirit of Jesus
Christ (Rom. 8:9; Gal. 4:6; Phil. 1:19). Jesus from being a man under the
direction of the Spirit, Son of God ot vebua, becomes by virtue of his
resurrection Son of God in full power of his sonship, that is, in full power of
the Spirit. The personality and the role of Jesus expand and swallow up the
less well-defined personality and more restricted role of the Spirit. Jesus
becomes the Spirit (1 Cor. 15:45) and the Spirit becomes the Spirit of Jesus.
It is not that Jesus usurps the role of the Spirit. Rather we have to say that in
Paul’s view, whereas the earthly Jesus was ruled by the power of the Spirit,
now the Spirit becomes the executive power of the exalted Christ. ““What the
nvedpo dytnotvng is for Christ’s own person, the mvebuo {monowody is for
humanity” (F. C. Baur). The uniqueness of Jesus was not that he was the first
to possess the Spirit in a distinctive (Christian) way, but that he was uniquely
“full of the Spirit” and that he impressed his character and personality on the
Spirit, so that thereafter the mark of the Spirit was his inspiration of an
acknowledgment of the Lordship of Jesus and his reproduction of the character
of Jesus in Christians (1 Cor. 12:3; 2 Cor. 3:18). In short, to express the point
in an epigram, if the Spirit gave Jesus his power, Jesus gave the Spirit his
personality.

If doubt is expressed about the validity of this interpretation of Paul’s
thought in view of his belief in the preexistence of Jesus,50 I have to reply: first,
that the idea of preexistence does not enter into the thought of Rom. 1:3f. Neither
#Uprog nor Son of God presupposes it, as verse 4 makes clear — 1od dproBéviog
VoD Oeod . . . €§ avaotdoeme verp@v. It is inappropriate therefore to speak of
a three-stage christology in this passage.3! Only two stages are apparent. Second,
and more generally, the preexistence of Jesus is an inaccurate description of the
Pauline theology. In Paul the only really explicit references to preexistence come
where Paul identifies Jesus with preexistent Wisdom (1 Cor. 8:6; Col. 1:15ff.;
cf. 1 Cor. 1:24, 30). Strictly speaking it is Wisdom alone which is preexistent.
The earthly Jesus was not preexistent: Jesus was the man that Wisdom became
(so also, probably, Phil. 2:6f.; cf. John 1:14). Thus, on the one hand, one can
affirm of Jesus what one affirms of Wisdom. But on the other, what one affirms
of Jesus is not necessarily true of preexistent Wisdom, only of incarnate Wisdom.
Hence Paul can apply the language of Wisdom to Jesus, just as we can make the

n

49 Cf G. Miinderlein, “‘Die Erwihlung durch das Pleroma. Bemcerkungen zu Kol. i.19,
NTS 8 (1961-62) 272.

50. Cf. P. Swhlmacher, “Theologische Probleme des Romerbriefpréskripts,” Evan-
gelische Theologie 27 (1967) 382f.; Linnemann, op. cit., 275.

51. Contra Stuhlmacher, “‘Theologische Probleme des Romerbriefpriskripts,” 382f.
Hunter’s threefold division of the text is rather different (op. cit., 25f.).
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perfectly sensible statement today that “‘the Prime Minister studied economics
at Oxford.” But the relation of the man Jesus to the Spirit of God was not that
of preexistent Wisdom.32

Third, Paul’s understanding of the earthly Jesus was not primarily an
extension forward in time of his belief in Wisdom as preexistent. Rather the
preexistence of Jesus — Wisdom, incarnate — is an extension backward of
his understanding of the exalted Jesus. Paul’s understanding of the historical
Jesus was rooted primarily in his knowledge, from the tradition, of the real
man Jesus of Nazareth and secondly in his own experience of the Spirit. The
concept of preexistence arose from reflection on this Jesus now exalted in the
context of Hellenistic thought and with the categories of Hellenistically in-
fluenced Wisdom literature. As the transformation from earthly Jesus is to be
explained in terms of the Spirit, so the transformation from preexistent Wis-
dom to historical Jesus is to be explained presumably in terms of a realistic
kenosis christology (Phil, 2:7).53

Iv

So much for Paul’s understanding of the formula in Rom. 1:3f. One question
remains. Is Paul’s interpretation of the formula different from that intended
by those who framed it? Has he significantly altered the formula?

In my opinion it is likely that Paul clarified the nature of the two stages
expressed in the original two clauses by prefacing them with mepl tod viod
ovTod. But it is very probable that he made no further alteration, apart from
adding the last five words, and that his understanding of the formula was of
a piece with a widely held christology in the primitive church.

(a) It is possible that Paul added év duvdylet to balance the insertion of
the first vid¢. Similarly the conclusion that kot cdpxo/xott. nvebuo fits
easily into the range of Paul’s use and thought could be taken as support for
the view that these words were added by Paul. But both suggestions must be
judged unlikely. The phrase vioD Oeo® ¢v duvdyier is unusual in Paul, although,
as we have seen, the underlying thought is consonant with his christology.
And there is no conceivable reason why Paul should introduce the unique

52. See also pp. 150-51 below.

53. [ must therefore express my dissatisfaction with K. L. Schmidt’s claim that in Rom.
1:4 “‘the appointment of Jesus (Christ) as what he 1s to be must be equated with what he already
is from the very beginning of the world, from all cternity in God’s decree’ (TDNT'V, 453). Not
only is his excgesis of dp1o6évrog inadmissible, but he fails completely to realize the significance
of the second slage of such a three-stage christology (preexistent Wisdom, the man lesus, the
exalled Lord).
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semitism mvedpoe dyiwosvvng. An origin in Jewish (though non-Palestinian)
Christianity is clearly indicated.

Moreover, while the addition of the first viég makes no essential alteration
to a formula already containing év duvéyie, the insertion of both would signifi-
cantly alter the meaning of the sentence. The same is obviously true if Paul added
the odpé/nvedpo antithesis, Since Paul is clearly using the formula as an
introduction card testifying that he shares the common faith by his affirmation
of a widely acknowledged confessional statement, and not throwing down the
gauntlet of his own distinctive faith, it would equally clearly defeat that aim if
he subjected a familiar and respected formula to too much alteration.

It follows that the original form of the sentence was more or less as we
find it here, apart from the opening and closing phrases.

(b) Is Paul’s interpretation of these words different from that intended
by those who framed it and accepted by those who used it? In particular, is
Schweizer justified in arguing for the more or less neutral sense “in the sphere
of flesh/Spirit” for the pre-Pauline stage?

The answer is a fairly clear-cut negative. The fact is that when we are
dealing with the obp&/nvedpo antithesis or its equivalent in pre-Pauline
literature, the ideas of “neutrality” and “spheres of power” do not go together.
Where flesh and spirit have a more neutral connotation (and it is never entirely
neutral) they denote actual beings or that which essentially constitutes and
characterizes actual beings (Num. 16:22; 27:16; I Enoch 15:8; see also Judith
10:13; Pss. Sol. 16:14). And where the antitheses can appropriately be de-
scribed in terms of ‘“‘spheres of power,” as in dualistic wisdom, the more
neutral significance has been lost in open opposition and hostility.5* With what
is probably the closest biblical parallel, Isa. 31:3, we stand somewhere in the
middle, neither neutral nor hostile. Indeed what we have is the same sort of
derogatory contrast between that which is mere oép€ and that which is Tveduo
with which we are familiar from our study of Paul,35

The closest parallels, however, are to be found in the Qumran literature.
Not only has “flesh” a very similar breadth of meaning to that found in Paul
and signifies “the realm where ungodliness and sin have effective power,”
but just as in Paul so in Qumran, ‘“‘the ‘neutral’ use of ‘flesh’ is completely
embedded (in) and overshadowed by the loaded meaning.”56 Even more

54. See Brandenburger, op. cit., 65-68, 75, and passim in the section on Philo (pp.
123-221).

55. For the negative range of oép€ see also Esther 4:17P; Wis. 7:1f.; Sirach 17:31; 28:5;
40:8; 4 Macc. 7:13.

56. K. G. Kuhn, “New Light on Temptation, Sin and Flesh in the New Testament,” The
Scrolls and the New Testament, ed. K. Stendahl (1957) 107 — see more fully pp. 101-7; also
Davies, “Flesh and Spirit,” 161f.; J. Licht, “The Doctrine of the Thanksgiving Scroll,” Israel
Exploration Journal 6 (1956) 10f.
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striking is the fact that Qumran dualism does not divide humankind simply
into two distinct groups belonging to two mutually exclusive spheres of power;
instead, as with Paul, the believer experiences the dualism within himself,
whether expressed in the antithesis of flesh and election37 or of the two spirits
dwelling in him.58

If anything, then, the immediately comparable material in non-Christian
pre-Pauline writings suggests that Paul’s understanding of the cépé/nveduu
antithesis was more widely rooted in Hellenistic Jewish Christianity, as in
Hellenistically influenced Judaism generally; and Schweizer’s attempt to drive
a wedge between the s&p&/mvebua contrast in Rom. 1:3f. and the rest of Paul
must be judged a failure.

While we have still to bring other Christian passages under scrutiny
the probability is gaining strength that Paul’s iuterpretation of the Rom.
1:3f. formula was precisely that of Hellenistic Jewish Christianity — for it
is certainly to that context that the formula belongs, as the almost unique
Jewish form nvedpa &ylwovvne and the Hcllenistic embarrassment over
Jesus’ Davidic sonship3® indicate. This probability is still more strengthened
by the likelihood that Paul quotes the formula where he does as proof that
he stands within and fully shares the faith of the wider church. Since Paul
understood the formula in the way indicated or at least was most liable to
be understood in this way (as his commentators demonstrate) ke must have
shared the faith of the wider church at this point also. If the wider church
understood the formula as a mere neutral, spatial, temporal contrast, and if
Paul read it as a pejorative, moral antithesis, then he did not share the faith
of the wider church, and his use of the formula as an earnest of good faith
was misleading, not to say deceptive. The more logical conclusion is that
Paul quotes a formula which expresses not only his faith but the faith of
the wider church.

(c) Within early Christian literature the most often cited parallel to Rom.
1:3f is the early Christian hymn contained in 1 Tim. 3:16, particularly the
first two lines:

57. “The belicver therefore belongs to both groups: inasmuch as he is man, that is,
inasmuch as he sins, he is ‘flesh of sin’; tnasmuch as he is ‘the elect of God’ (by strength of
the ‘spirit of truth” which dwells in him and determines his deeds according to predestination)
he belongs to the ‘eternal community’ . . . (Kuhn, “New Light,”” 103).

58. P. Wernberg-Mgller, “A Recconsideration of the Two Spirits in the Rule of the Com-
munity (IQSerek iii.13-1v.26),” Revue de Qumran 3 (1961-62) 422-24, 432; J. Pryke, ** ‘Spirit’
and ‘Flesh’ in the Qumran Documents and Some New Testament Texts,” Revue de Qumran S
(1964-65) 350f. See also A. A. Anderson, ““The Use of ‘Ruah’ in IQS, IQH and IQM," Joumnal
of Semitic Studies 7 (1962) 300f.; A. R. C. Leaney, The Rule of Qumran and Its Meaning (1966)
37. CI. the rabbinic docbiine of the good and evil impulse in humans (Davies, Pau/ and Rabbinic
Judaism, 17-35).

59. See pp. 135-37 above,
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0g édovepwydn év copxi

£01HOLWOY) €V TVEVLOLTL.

Without entering into the debate concerning the origin and meaning of the
hymn,%0 we may simply note that here too Schweizer finds strong support for
his interpretation of Rom. 1:3f. The first line describes the early life of Jesus
as an epiphany in the sphere of flesh; the second refers to his vindication in
the sphere of spirit and is equivalent to entry into the divine sphere.%! But
here too we must demur.

Certainly there is a stronger prima facie case for recognizing a broader,
more general use of the contrast, but once again there is the grave danger of
narrowing the meaning of oépf and nveduo too much. év copxl in first-cen-
tury Christian literature can often designate a person’s fleshly existence, but
it is always with a particular reference to that person’s flesh as an individual.62
That is to say, év copxni denotes mode of being rather than sphere of being.
It is more probable therefore that the first line of the hymn means that Jesus
was manifested as a man of flesh, that is, as an ordinary and real human being
— as the closest parallels (1 John 4:2; 2 John 7; ct. Rom. 7:3) strongly suggest.

Similarly év mvetpat in its regular use has a more specific reference,
describing individuals not in the sphere of mvebuo, but as detemined or
inspired by nvebpo.63 As always in these phrases nvebpo refers to a spirit
possessing or controlling a person, not the human spirit. Apart from a few
references to demon possession, év mvevpatt in the literature of our period
refers to possession by the Holy Spirit. So here.54 In that case, and assuming
that the ¢duondon refers to Jesus’ resurrection-exaltation,05> we can hardly

60. R. H. Gundry, “The Form, Meuaning and Background of the Hymn Quoted in
| Timothy 1ii.16,” Apostolic Histary ani the Gospel, ed. Wo W, Gasque and R. P Martin (F. F.
Bruce FS; 1970) 203-22, surveys recent work on the hymn very thoroughly. Mare recent are
the too brief comments of J. T. Sanders, The New Testement Christological Honns (19717 1501
94f.

61, Erniedrvignng, 8: see aiso Twao New Testament Creeds Compared: T Corinthians
xv. -5 and 1 Timothy 816" Curvenr Lssues in New Testament Interpretation. ed. W, Klassen
and G. [ Snyder (0. A. Piper 1'8: [962), reprinted in Neotestwamentica (1963) 1250 TWNT.
vii. 138, e is followed by G, Holws, Dic Pasieralbrief (19637 ODL. and Fuller, op. i, 218.
Linnemann, however, thinks the parallel here and in [ Pet. 3118 is not close enough (op. cit..
265).

62. See particularly Rom. 2:28; 7:5; 8:3, 8f.; 2 Cor. 10:3; Gal. 2:20; Eph. 2:11; Phil. 1:22;
3:3f.; Col. 2:1; Philem. 16; 1 Pet. 4:2; 1 John 4:2; 2 John 7.

63. E.g., Matt. 22:43; Luke 2:27, John 4.23{,, Acls 19:21; Rom. 8:9; 1 Cor. 14:16; Eph.
2:22; 4:18; Rev. 1:10; 17:3. The closest parallel to line 2 is 1 Cor. 6:11 — édiouddnze . . . év
1@ rvedpatt 100 Qo HOV.

64. Cf.,, c.g., C. K. Barrett, The Pastoral Epistles (1963) 65; contra Gundry, op. cit., 211.

65. So most commentators — contra Gundry, op. cit., 213f,, who refers line 2 to the
vindication of Christ during and by the descensus ad infernos in spirit-form between death and
resurrection {(cf. [ Pet. 3:18ft.).
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understand the év mveduomt as a description of the mode of being which follows
the vindication — since no Christian would have thought of the exalted Jesus
as empowered, possessed by the Spirit. The more probable interpretation is
that év mvevportt describes not the sphere or mode of being into which Jesus
entered, but the mode of being which was the cause of Jesus’ vindication.66
He was manifested as (a man of) flesh; he was vindicated as (a man of) Spirit.
In other words, it appears that here too there is the implication that cép€ and
mveduo overlap in the earthly Jesus and that his exaltation was somehow due
to his unique possession of the Spirit and brought about by the Spirit.67 That
we are back once more with the same sort of christology as we found in Rom.
1:3f. is confirmed by the contrast between the two modes of being implied
in the use of &dixonwdn and in the antithesis év capxri/mveduomt (cf. Rom.
2:28; 7:5; 8:8f.; Phil. 3:3f.).68

(d) The other parallel to Rom. 1:3f. frequently cited is | Pet. 3:18 —
Christ 8ovatwdeic wev coprl {womoinbelg 6e tveduott. We need not linger
over this passage. It is tempting to take the nvedpom as a simple instrumental
dative — giving us the only explicit affirmation in the NT that Jesus was
raised from the dead by the direct agency of the Spirit.6% But the NT’s coyness
about this affirmation and the fact that the parallel copxl cannot be taken
instrumentally militates against this interpretation. The more plausible sug-
gestion is that both copxi and mvedpot are datives of reference. In which
case it looks rather as though we are back in the same sort of christological
thought which finds more formalized expression in Rom. 1:3f. and 1 Tim.

66. Cf. J. Jeremias, Die Bricie un Timothens und Tius (NTD; 81963) 24. Schweizer’s
attempl o equate “vindicated in Spin’ with “enter into the divine sphere” is unconvincing,
sinee the paralle] references From the NT period and before “carry only the meaning of vindica-
lion, not entry into the divine sphere®™ (Gundry. op. cit.. 21(). Against the similar suggestion of
M. Dibelius and H. Conzelmann, Die Pastoralbriefe (1INT: 11966) that Suxonodobou here refers
0 “the entry into the divine sphere, the sphere of Sixcnoavvn™ (p. 50), see R. Deichgriiber,
Gotteshymnus und Christushymnus in der frithen Christenheir (1967) 134, n. 3.

67. A Jocal sense for ¢v should not be pressed here (Deichgriber, Gorteshymnus, 136,
n. 3). In such phrases év can often have an ambiguity which English’s choice of “in,” “by,” or
“with" cannol convey (see, e.p.. | Car, 6:11): and here the poctic paralle! lics in the word and
sound rather than an exacl and precise meaning, something which poetic form frequently prevents
anyway.

68. The more negative meaning of 6&p€ should not be pressed so far as to confine the
reference to Jesus’ crucifixion (contra Stanley, op. cit., 237; A. R. C. Leaney, The Epistles to
Timothy, Tius and Philemon | 1960 61). Similarly Schneider’s altempt © reler line 1 1o “the
glorious appearance of (he risen Christ™ {op. cil., 367, 3841 Tollowing A. Descamps und
J. Dupont) is an unjustified nwrowing of’ the meaning,

69. That rvedpoett means (Holy) Spirit rather than human spirit (Gundry. op. cit., 211)
or divine nawure (E. G. Selwyn, The Fiest Ipistle nf St Peter 121947] 197) is indicated by the
regular deseription elsewhere in the NT of the Spirtt as the “life-giver™ (John 6:33: Rom. §:11:
I Cor. 15:45; 2 Cor. 3:6). by the presence of the repular flesh/Spirvit antithesis, und by the paraliel
with Rom. 1:30 and | Tim, 3:16. CF. W, I, Dalton, Christs Proclamation 1o the Spirits: & Shady
of I Peter iii. 18—iv.6 (1965) 33, 124-34; Schueider, op. cit., 367f.
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3:16. Jesus was put to death as flesh: it was because he was flesh that death
was possible, indeed necessary, for him. But he was brought to life as Spirit:
it was because he possessed the Spirit, because the Spirit wrought in him and
on him, that {wonoincig followed death.70

Once again the vague sense of “in the sphere of” advocated by
Schweizer?! takes too little account of the individualistic reference of cép€
and nvedpo. It was not oép€ in general which was destroyed in Christ’s death,
but his c&p€ in particular. Any generalized sense in cép& here is focused upon
the particular cépé of Jesus. Likewise mvetpar signifies not the “sphere of
the Spirit”’ but the Spirit which possessed Jesus and which was instrumental
in his resurrection. In the parallel verse 1 Pet. 4:6 there is of course no thought
of overlap between oép€ and mvebpo, because the possibility of living
nvedpom 1s offered to those who are already put to death copxi, but in the
oGpf/rvedpo antithesis it is the particular reference to the individuals who
died and their mode of existence rather than the sense of spheres of existence
which is the more prominent thought. They were condemned and died because
they were flesh, and they lived solely on the level of the flesh. The purpose
of the proclamation is that they might live by the power of the Spirit, that is,
share in the actualization of the Christian hope, the whole redeemed person
alive and living by the Spirit of God.”?

{e) It remains simply to point out that the form of christology uncovered
in Rom. 1:3f. and 1 Tim. 3:16 and at least reflected in | Pet. 3:1873 is more
widely held within the NT. In particular it is related to the so-called “messianic
secret” in Mark, and it is clearly present in the more fully developed three-
stage or programmatic christology of Luke-Acts. As I have demonstrated
elsewhere,? the interaction between Jesus and the Spirit is the decisive ele-
ment in this christology. In the first stage Jesus is the creation of the Spirit
(Luke 1:35). In the second he is the uniquely anointed Man of the Spirit (Luke
3:22; 4:18; Acts 10:38). Only in the third does he become Lord of the Spirit
(Acts 2:33). In each case the changeover from one stage to the next (Jordan,

70. B. Rcicke speaks of “the intimate subjective meaning/function” of nvedpomn here
{The Nisohedient Spirits emd Christian Baprism [1946] 1061, However, that the overlap of the
two stages in the “two-stage christology™ was nol [ully recognized here is perhaps indicated by
the parallel in :6 (cl. Deichgriber, Gorneshyinnuy, 173),

7). Neatesiamentica, 185, 187: TDNT VI, 417, cf. E W. Beare, The First Epistle of Peter
(1947 143: Fuller, op. cit, 219, ). N. D. Kelly. The Epistles of Peter and of Jude (1969) 151;
Schneider, op. cit.. 368,

72. mvedpoe in 4:6 cannot have the same meaning as mveduacy in 3:19. since it is
precisely escape from their existence as mvedpotoe év pvioxi which life nvedport offers them.

73, Schneider also cites | Corinthians 15 as a parallel (op. cit., 365f.). But there the direct
contrast is between mvedpo and oy, and it sets in antithesis two different men, first Adam
and last Adam (verse 45), and two different bodies, copo woymdv and cdUe TVEDLOTIOV,
The xotd chpra/nott nvedpe antithesis in Rom. 1:3f. has a different connotation.

74. “Spirt and Kingdom,” ExpT 82 (1970-71) 38f.
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exaltation, Pentecost) is effected by a transformation in the relationship be-
tween Jesus and Spirit. What is to be noted in our present study is that the
second stage consists precisely in the sort of overlap between cép€ and
nvedpo,’S between kingdom present and kingdom still future, between already
and not yet, which we found both in Paul’s soteriology and in the christology
of Rom. 1:3f. Jesus’ anointing by the Spirit at Jordan is an indispensable
prerequisite not merely of his earthly ministry but also of his resurrection and
exaltation. It was because the old aeon (of Israel and law) was seen to overlap
with the new aeon (of Spirit) in the earthly Jesus that the early church’s
experience of the Spirit could be linked with and attributed to the exalted
Jesus. More briefly, it was because the historical Jesus was recognized as the
unique Man of the Spirit that the exalted Jesus could be acclaimed as Lord
of the Spirit. That is to say, Jesus’ exalted life in terms of the Spirit (xortt
nvebuo, v mvedpott, Tveduott) was recognized to be continuous with his
earthly life in terms of the Spirit (x0Tt mvedpo, &v mvedpoTl, TVEDHOTL), the
Jatter being the necessary presupposition for the former.76

The same sort of christological thinking also underlies the Fourth
Gospel’s talk of the Spirit as the &Ahog mopdrintoc. Jesus is the incarnation
of the Adyog; the author might almost as appropriately have said “of the
nvebpo,” or “‘of codla.”” Present with his disciples once as incarnate Logos,
uniquely anointed with Spirit (1:33; 3:34; 6:27), he continues to be present
with his disciples as Spirit — the same Spirit. Here again the idea of an overlap
between Jesus’ earthly existence and the disciples’ experience of the ascended
Jesus is integral to the christology and is expressed in terms of the Spirit.

\%

In conclusion, what we have seen in Rom. 1:3f. and these other passages is
the early church’s attempt to formulate the rclation between the historical
Jesus and the exalted Jesus: how could they cxpress their [aith concerning
both Jesus as they knew him to have been from the tradition and eyewitness
accounts, and the Jesus they now worshiped? That it was the same Jesus was
to them self-evident; but how to explain both the continuity and the transfor-
malion? The answer which the early theologians found was the Spirit. Jesus'
relation to the Spirit explained both the continuity and the difference. And it

75. Cf. L. Legrand, “‘L’arrigre-plan néo-testamentaire de Le. 1.35,” Revue Biblique 70
(1963) I81ff.

76. This being so, the paraliels cited by Schuneider from Acts (op. cit., 370-76) must be
understood in terms of our interpretation rather than of his,
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18 this continuity and difference between historical and exalted Jesus in terms
of the Spirit which finds expression in Rom. 1:3f. and the other passages
examined.

At its simplest this conviction is expressed in the belief that the Spinl
which dwelt in Christians was the Spirit of Jesus (Acts 10:7: Rom. 8:9; Gal.
4:6; Phil. 1:19; | Pet. 1:11, John’s orher Paruclete). But underlying this lan-
guage is the more difficult thought that somehow the Spirit which inspired
Jesus has become wholly and exclusively idenlified with himm — although only
Paul expresses it so boldly: “‘the last Adam became a life-giving Spirit™ (1 Cor.
15:45).77 That the transformation from Spirit inspiring lesus to Spirit of lesus
took place at the resurrcction of Jesus was axiomatic. Bul to express both this
transformation and the continuity more clearly was exceedingly difficult, and
il 15 obvious thal the carly church was content not to explore further in this
direction. This is why their writings shy away from the unequivocal affirma-
tion that Jesus was raised hy the Spirit (cf. Rom. 1:3f; | Tim. 3:16; 1 Pet.
3:18; ulso Rom. 6:4: 8:if: | Cor. 6:14: 2 Cor. 13:4) — although it would
appear to be the logical corolliry (o the twin proposilions that the resurrection
of Christians will be by the Spirii (Rom. 8:11) and that Chrisl’s resurrection
is the amopyr] of Christians” resurrection (1 Cor. 15:20, 141,07 Bt it was
precisely in and by the resurrection thal Jesus fully “took over™ the Spirit,
ceased to be a man dependent on the Spirit, and became Lord of the Spirit.
Hence the early church’s coyness at this point. It is for the same reason tha
we find in some passages, particularly John 19:30 and Heb. 9:14.7 as well
as 1 Tim. 3:16%0 and 1 Pet. 3:18,8! an inevitable, sometimes deliberate am-
biguity between Christ’s Spirit and the Holy Spirit — precisely because the
Spirit which empowered Christ from Jordan onward was now wholly iden-
tified with Christ as his Spirit, the Spirit of Christ. The complexity of this
relationship and the first Christian theologians’ reserve in speaking of it also
means that the charge of adoptionism cannot be luid against them, if only for
no other reason than its oversimplification and overdefinilion in an area where
the early church humbly acknowledged its inability 10 define and clarify the
more than human.52

In short, the failure (if that is the correct word) of the early church to
investigate more thoroughly the relation between Christ and the Spirit and its
transformation at his resurrection is measured by its failure to achieve greater

77. See also Hermas. Sin. 111 See further ch. © below.

78. Sce especially N, Q. Hamilton, The Holy Spirit and Eschatology in Paul (1957) 12-15.

79. See n. 49 above.

80. Cl. ). N, D. Kelly, The Pastoral Epistles (1963) 90f.

R1. CrLH. Windisch. Die katholisehen Briefe (HNT, 1911) 68,

82, CF Schweizer, TWN.T. viii. 368; see also the carlier objection by A. E. J. Rawlinson,
The New Textmmenr Doctrine of the Christ (1926) 263-69.
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clarity of expression in passages like Rom. 1:3f. But despite their ambiguity
and enigmatic quality, these formulations nevertheless express a clear enough
faith in the Jesus who once lived himself xoté nvedpa, whose resurrection
transformed their relationship, and who now directs his disciples by the same
Spirit, his own Spirit.



9

I Corinthians 15:45 —
Last Adam, Life-Giving Spirit

How did Paul relate his present experience of the exalted Lord to the historical
person Jesus? This is one of the key problems in Pauline christology and
soteriology. And probably no other verse in the Pauline corpus poses the
question more abruptly and more sharply than 1 Cor. 15:45:

oltwg ol Yéypontol,
"Eyéveto 6 npdTog GvOponoc Add elg yoymy (dcov-
6 Eoyortog Adau elg nvedpo {womotoy.

For in this verse Paul seems to say not only that the central, constitutive
element of the corporate Christian life is the experience of God’s Spirit; but
also that Jesus can be fully and adequately understood in terms of this Spirit.
Not only is the earthly Jesus lost in the shadows behind the exalted Lord, but
the exalted Lord seems to be wholly identified with the Spirit, the source of
the new life experienced by believers.

It is unfortunate that the theological implications of this passage have
not been more fully investigated in recent years, and that commentators seem
to have been concerned more with the origins of Paul’s ideas than with their
place in his overall theology. It is to this task — the elucidation of 1 Cor.
15:45 in its context within Pauline theology — that we now turn. I offer it to
Professor Moule, my Doktorvater, as a small token of appreciation with
warmest greetings and regards.

Originally published in Christ and Spirit in the New Testament, ed B, Lindars and S. S. Smalley,
127-41. Copyright © 1973 by Cambridge University Press and reprinted by permission.
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1

We take up first the exegesis of 1 Cor. 15:45 in its immediate context. As in
most of the letler, Paul is here addressing his Gnostic opponents at Corinth.
As part of their superior knowledge and higher wisdom it appears that they
have denied the resurrection of the dead (15:12). That is, presumably, they
denied that their spiritual state was incomplete; already they were mature,
already full, already reigning (3:1f.; 4:8; cf. 10:1-12); they were already
experiencing resurrection life in their experience of the Spirit; they had no
place for a still future resurrection.! Above all, they denied that full redemption
came through resurrection of the body, on the contrary, for a Gnostic salvation
would be wholly independent of the body; if anything was awaited as still
future it would be release from the body. In short, they denied both the somatic
and the future eschatological character of the resurrection.?

In refutation Paul argues first for a resurrection that is still future: as
Christ’s resurrection followed his death, so believers can look forward to
resurrection after death (15:13-23) (or transformation of o@po at the parousia
— 15:511.); he then goes on to argue for a resurrection of the body — not the
same body, though one in some degree of continuity with the present body
(15:35-50).3

The contrast between first Adam and last Adam occurs in the course of
this latter argument. Paul justifies his belief in the resurrection body by
contrasting the scriptural description of humankind’s creation (Gen. 2:7) with
the mode of existence now enjoyed by the risen Christ. Humanity was created
yoyxny {doav; Christ has become mvedua {womotodv. Or in other words,
humanity was created oc@pa Yoy by, Christ became o®pio tvevpotindv. The
order of events is clear — first psychical then spiritual — the one from dust,
the other from heaven. As the man made of dust is the pattern of psychical
humans, so the man from heaven is the pattern of spiritual people; that is, as
earthly existence is an embodiment of yuy®, odua yoxwxdv, so resurrection
existence is an embodiment of c@uo TvevpoTIHSV.

What has not been sufficiently realized in many expositions is the central
significance of verse 45 in Paul’s argument. The fact that verse 45 can be

1. Cf. 2 Tim. 2:18; 2 Clement 9.1, Polycarp, Philippians 7, Justin, Apology 1.26.4;
Dialogue 80; Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses 1.23.5; 2.31.2; Acts of Paul and Thecla 14; Tertullian,
De Resurrectione Carnis 19.

2. H. von Soden, Sakrament und Ethik bei Paulus (Marburg, 1931) 23, n. 1; H. D.
Wendland, Die Briefe an die Korinther (NTD 7; Géttingen, 1932, 101964) 125; Kiimmel in
H. Lictzmann and W. G. Kiimmel, An die Korinther Y11 (HNT 9; Tibingen, 41949) 192¢.;
W. Schmithals, Die Gnosis in Korinth (Gottingen, 21965) 1471f.; C. K. Barrett, The First Epistle
to the Corinthians (London, 1968) 347f.; J. H. Wilson, “The Corinthians Who Say There Is No
Resurrection of the Dead,” ZNW 59 (1968) 90-107.

3. Kiimmel, 194f; M. E. Dahl, The Resurrection of the Body (London, 1962) 94,
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treated as a parenthesis? and the recognition that Paul’s main concern
throughout this passage is anthropological rather than christological® obscures
how basic is the assertion of verse 45 to Paul’s whole case. The series of
contrasts of verses 42-44 have in themselves proved nothing, but were de-
signed to lead up to the key antithesis of verse 44 between oo yuyxdv
and odpo tvevpoatindv, and the key statement, el oty sduo woyxxov, Eotiy
KO TVEVUOTIHOV.

This simple affirmation is a classic example of Paul’s apologetic skill.
He appears to have taken over the ywuyuog/mvevpatinde antithesis from his
Gnostic opponents.6 But he subtly transposes it into his own terms. c®uo
woywdv and odpo tvevpotiedv. Such a use of odpa would normally have
been unacceptable to the Gnostics and his argument would have fallen to the
ground, for oduo in the general usage of the time in reference to the human
person means physical body and is not distinguished from c&p& — that is, in
Gnostic thought it stood together with c&pE and yuyn in denigratory contrast
to mvebpla.’ But Paul introduces a distinction between cépg and odo which
outflanks the Gnostics’ position and leaves them open to Paul’s counterattack.
He accepts the Gnostic antithesis yoyog/mvevpotindg and stands side by
side with them in affirming that “*cép€ i odpa cannot inherit the kingdom
of God” (15:50). But he affirms also that pneumatic existence is a form of
existence, neither physical/fleshly nor incorporeal. There are many kinds of
cwuota, heavenly as well as earthly, nonfleshly as well as fleshly (15:40).
So there is a oo yoyxwdy and there 1s a odpo mvevpotindy. In short, Paul
is combating the Gnostics on their ground, but in his terms.8 Given Paul’s
distinction between odua and o&p& and their own distinction between yuyt-
x0¢ and mvevpatinde, they are bound to accept the fuller Pauline distinction
between ocduc yuyxdv (bodily existence vivified and determined by yoyi)
and capo tvevuotxdv (bodily existence vivified and determined by nveducr).

The crucial step in Paul’s argument is the next one — for now he must
clarify and establish the relation between these two cduota. And this he does
in verses 45-49, where verses 46-49 are his exposition of verse 45. Verse 45
in other words is not the proof of verse 44b, contrary to common opinion;

4. A. E. J. Rawlinson, The New Testament Doctrine of the Christ (London, 1926) 129,

5. R. Scroggs. The Last Adam (Oxford, 19663 85, 87: Barratt, 376.

6. R Reitzenstein. Die hellenisiischen Mystervienrefigionsn (Leipzia/Berting 11927 74
1. Weiss, Der erste Korintherbrief (Gouingen, '1925) 37101 R. Bultmann, Theology of the
New Testament | {London. 1952) 174: E. Brandenburger. Adean und Christns (Neokirchen, 1962)
74f R Jewet, Paul's Anthropological Terms (Leiden, 1971), 34044, 3531

7. See E. Schweizer, TDNT V11 1025-57.

8. CI. L. C'lavier, “*Bréves Remarques sur la Notion de Zaua 1Tvevpotxdy,” in The
Backgronnd of the New Testament and lts Eschatology: Studies in Honour of C. H. Dodd, ed.
W. D. Davies and D. Daube (Cumbridge, 1954) 360; Jewett, 266f.
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verse 44b needs no proof as such, since it is common ground with Paul’s
opponents. As Lhe xadf, not y&p, indicates, Paul here takes the argument one
stage further: “*‘Moreover as Scripture says. ‘The first man Adam became a
living soul; the Jasi Adam a life-giving spirit.” ”* In other words he identifies
the two kinds of owpote with Adam and Christ. Once this position is gained
he has the upper hand over the Gnostics; and the rest of the argument flows
irrefutably on. If Christ is the lype of o@®po mvevpotxdv, then it is an
eschatological, heavenly mode ol existence which can be achieved only as
Jesus achieved it, after death, or at the parousia. Everything therefore hangs
on verse 45. The question obviously urises, Can Paul’s assertion in verse 45
bear the heavy weight Paul puts on it?

Verse 45 is introduced by Paul as a scriptural quotation, and the whole
verse stands under the oY1we yéypanton — including verse 450, as the absence
of 3¢ indicates.? Of course Gen. 2:7, to which Paul refers, reads only »oi
¢vévteto 6 BivBpwrnog elc yuyny {dcav. Verse 45 must therefore be understood
as Paul’s pesher or midrash on Gen. 2:7. But how does Paul achieve this
exegesis? It is unlikely that the only justification is the rabbinic hermencutical
principle of inferred antithesis.!0 It is possible bul unnecessary to assume thal
he is reworking a rabbinic midrash on Gen. 2:7.11 And it is probable that he
is consciously aware of the Adam or Primal Man speculation which was
current in his day (see below). But as with all Paul’s midrashim, the exegesis
of Gen. 2:7 in verse 45 is drawn principally from Paul’s own understanding
of Christ and the gospel (cf. 1 Cor. 9:8-10; 2 Cor. 3:7-18; Gal. 3:8; 4:21-31).12
This is clearly indicated by Paul’s insertion of mpdrtog (and Adéy) into the
Gen. 2.7 clause. The understanding of ““the man” in Gen. 2:7 as np@dtoc Addu
is determined by Paul’s understanding of Jesus as €oyotog Addu. In other
words, the point and force of the citation of Gen. 2:7 lies not in the actual
Genesis passage itself, but in the contrast between that Adam and the last
Adam — a contrast drawn from Paul’s own understanding of Christ.

Paul must play his trump card, Christ, at this point — for the argument
up to and including verse 44b has in fact proved nothing against the Gnostics.
Only in the case of Christ does the relation between o@®po yoyxév and odpo
nvevpotrdy become evident — their disjunction and temporal sequence.
Only by reference to Christ can Paul hope Lo prove that spiritual embodiment
is not something already enjoyed by the believer in the here and now, but a
mode of existence which lies the other side of death and resurrection.

9. Cf. Weiss, 373ff.; H. Conzelmann, Der erste Brief an die Korinther (Gottingen, 1969)
3371

10. Best exemplified in Matt, 5:43,

11. Scroggs, 86f.; cf. C. F. Bumey, The Aramaic Origin of the Fourth Gospel (Oxford,
1922) 46.

12. See J. D. G. Dunn, Baptism in the Holy Spirit (London, 1970) 126.
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This brings us to the crux of the debate and the heart of Paul’s theology.
For Paul’s whole case at this critical point rests on two assumptions. The first
is that the exalied Jesus is known 10 possess a spiritual body. The second is
that the exalted Jesus has a representative capacity in this mode of existence.
Without these two assumptions Paul’s case fails. But how well grounded are
they for Paul? We will examine them in turn.

II

As Adam became gig yuyv {hooy, so Christ became eig nveduo {womotodv.
Clearly nvebuo Cworowdy mcans also or at least includes the idea of odpa
mvevpoTixdy — olherwise the cilation would not really be relevant; as Adam’s
existence as yoyn {®oo means a bodily existence vivified and determined
by yuyH, so the risen Christ’s existence as rvebud, {worooiy mcans a bodily
existence vivified and determined by mvevua. Bul the reason why Paul writes
nvelpe (oonoioby is nol simply (o achieve an aesthetically pleasing parallel
wilh yuyg) oo, For that could have been achieved us well by writing rve U
Cav. The principal reason is that Paul wishes 0 ground his assertion about
the spiritual embodiment of the risen Christ in the experience of the believing
community. Hence he characterizes Jesus not simply as aveuplamnixdg but us
rveulies, not simply as C@v, but as {wonotoBv.1? In other words. the believer's
experience of the life-giving Spirit is for Paul proof thai the risen Jesus is
GO TVEULOTIHOV.

nvebuo (womotoby cannot be understood except us a reference to the
spiritual experience of the early believers. It is one of the chief merits of the
religionsgeschichtliche Schule that it demonstraled so clear]y the experiential
basis of carly theologizing. nvedua denotes neither a theological dogma nor
an idealized Zeirgeisr bul a spiritual expericnce — an experience ol being
taken hold ol by o mysterious power, of being overwhelmed or inspired or
directed or moved by a supernatural force.!¥ “Geist ist die gotliche. iiberir-
dische Mucht. . .. Die Wurzel seiner [Paul’s| nvedpa-Lehre liegl also in der
Erfahrung des Apostels™ (Gunkel, pp. 79, 82). In many cases in carly Chris-
tianity this experience of nveduo was marked by ceestatic phenomena (Acts
2:4, 33; 8:18; 10:46; 19:6: 1 Cor. 15, 7; Gal. 3:3; Heb. 2:4): in others by a
strong emotional content (Rom. 5:5; 1 Thess. 1:6: xpélewv — Rom. 8:15(.;

13, "Non soluny vivit, sed etinm vivificat” (Bengely; ¢, Schweizer, TDNT VI, 420.

14, See purvcularly H. Guakel, Die Wirkuugen des heiligen Geistes (Gottingen, 1888);
H. Weinel, Wirkingen ey Geisies und der Geister int nuchapostolischen Zeitalter (Ereiburg im
Breisgau, 1899,
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Gal. 4:6); sometimes it was an experience of liberation (Rom. 8:2; 2 Cor.
3:17; Gal. 5:18), sometimes of intellectual illumination (2 Cor. 3:16ff.; Eph.
1:17f.; Heb. 6:4); and so on.

Notice particularly the attribution of {wonoi{noig to rvedua in John 6:63
and 2 Cor. 3:6. For John Christianity was essentially a matter of **having life”
(20:31) — that is, the experience of sheer exuberant vitality, like a stream of
running water (7:38) or a well bubbling up within (4:14). So new and fresh
was this experience of life that it could be spoken of in terms of birth or
creation (3:3ff.; 20:22 — ¢veddonoev). And this experience John not merely
attributes to the Spirit (3:5f. — éx nveduorog) but actually identifies with the
Spirit (4:10 — ti)v Seapedy 100 OeoD; 15 7:39; 20:22 — M@ Bete nveduo &yov).
(Holy) Spirit is the name John gives 1o the experience of new fife — 16 mvedu&
¢oty tOv Lwomoniodyv (6:63). Likewise for Paul, the experience of life which
set him free from the law of sin and death and from the dispensation of
condemnation and death was the Spirit (Rom. 8:2, 10; 2 Cor. 3:7-9); 2 Cor.
36—

10 Y& ypupo dmoxteivet
70 8¢ nveduo Lworotel.

Hence in 1 Cor. 15:45 nvebuo {wonowobv can only refer to the early believers’
experience of new life.

The significant factor, however, is that Paul identifies the risen Jesus
with this life-giving Spirit; Jesus himself is the source of these experiences
of Spirit. or to pul it the other wuy, the experience of life-giving Spiril is
experience ol the risen Jesus. Morecover, and this is the crucial point, this
experience constitutes for Paul proof that Jesus is risen from the dead and
exists as odpo rvevpatxdv. How so? Because lor Paul that which distin-
guishes Christian experience ol nvebuo. from comparable experiences in other
religions is precisely its Christ-relatedness, its Jesus-content. Paul was of
course well aware that similar pncumatic phenomeni were present in other
sects, when worshipers “would be seized by some irresistible power” (NEB),
“irresistibly drawn . . . toward dumb idols™ (IB — | Cor. 12:2).16 1 ix pre-
cisely for this reason that at the beginning of his discussion of the spirituals
or spiritual gitts (chs. 12—-14) he suesses the distinctive Feature of the spiritual
experience of those “'in Chrisl™ — not more exalled experiences, or experi-
ences ol a totally different order, but experiences which are centered on Christ.
The test case he gives here is an inspiration which recognizes the exalted

15.J. D. G. Dunn, “A Note on dwped,” ExpT 81 (1969-70) 349-51.
16. See particularly E. R. Dodds, The Greeks and the [rrational (Berkeley, 1951) 64-101,
W. F. Otlo, Dionysius Myth and Cult (Bloomington, 1965).
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status of Jesus as KUptog — only that power is God’s Spirit which inspires a
person to confess “Jesus is Lord” (1 Cor. 12:3).

This Jesus-content of early Christian experience is even more marked
in the heliever's assurance of sonship. when the Spinit cries within and through
him “&BpG’ (Rom. 8:151; Gal. 4:6). Cor this experience reproduces what had
hitherto been the unprecedented and unique spiritual experience of Jesus
himsell.'7 The intimate &BP&-relationship with God which until then only the
historical man Jesus had enjoyed was now experienced by those "“in Christ,”
50 that they could think of themselves not only as adopted sons ol the Father
and heirs of God, but also as fellow heirs with Christ {Rom. 8:17). In con-
sequence of such experiences they believed not only that their relationship
with God was patterned on Jesus’ but also, as we shall see below, that their
whole character was heing transformed into the image of Christ.'® Such
expericnces they could only autribute to the risen Jesus acting upon them
through the Spirit: there was a spuritual power moving in them which they
could describe equally well as “Chirist in me™ or “the Spirit in me.” 1" or.
maosl stiking of all. as ““the Spirit of Christ” (Rom. 8:9). “the Spirit of his
Son™ (Gal. -1:6), *the Spirit of Jesus Christ™ (Phil, 1:19). The “intensive
feelmg of personal belonging and ol spiritual relationship with the exalied
Lord,” which Bousset rightly calls the “*dominant™ note in Paul’s picty.2® Paul
on severdl occasions likens lo the intimacy ol a marrtage relationship; most
striking is I Cor. 6:17 — as physical union means oneness ol {leshy, so union
with the Lord means a oneness of Spirit.2!

It was this Jesus-relatedness, this Jesus-content in their spiritual expe-
rience which constituted proof for the carly believers that it was the exalted
Jesus who was acting upon them — Jesus had become mveduo {womoiody.

17. J. Jeremias, The Prayers of Jesus (I.ondon, 1967) 54-65; New Testament Theology 1.
The Proclamation of Jesus (London, 1971) 63-68.

18, Professor Moule expressed this point well when he wroter "I'he diffused and hitle
defined and ficiully manilested Spiritnal presence of God {viz. as we meet it in the Qld Testamentd
hecomes stiarply contracied 1o a0 *battle-neck™ so as o he defmed and localized in Jesus ol
Nazareth: God who formerly spoke at various 1imes and in many different frmgments has now
spoken 10 ug in one who s 4 Son. Bul the pattern, thus contracted 1o a single individoal, widens
again, thirough his Jdeath and resurrection. w an indefinite scope. though never again to an
undefined quality. However widely diffused, however much more than individual, it bears
henceforth the stamp of 1he very character of Christ”™ (“The Holy Spirit in the Church,” an
unpublished lecture | 1963) quoted by E. M. B. Green. The Meaning of Salvationt [London. 1963
1758.).

19, Rom. $:10; Gal. 2:20; Eph. 3.17, Rom. 8:9, 1l; 1 Cor. 3:26; 6:19, etc. Ct. 1 Cor.
[2:6; Phil. 2:13; Col. 1:29; Eph. 3:20.

20. W. Bousset, Kyrios Christos (Goltingen, 61967) 104; English translation (New York,
1970) 153.

21. Nole also Gunkel’s comment on Paul’s conversion: “The first pneumatic experience
of Pan] was an experience of Christ” (p. 99) — a suggestion which may help to explain the év
épot of Gal. 1:16.
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That is, he was the source of the power of new life which moved in and
through them. The fact that Paul does not have to argue thc point indicates
that this type of experience was fairly general among believers, and perhaps
particularly among the Gnostics. Thus the affirmation of verse 45b is one
which would be both understood and accepted by the Gnostics at Corinth, It
is in the implied, but in the context of Paul’s argument, inevitable, corollary
that the punch comes — for existence as wveduo {woroiotv means also exis-
tence as mvevpotixdv. In short, the nature of the believing community’s
experience of Spirit enables Paul to affirm that Jesus has become mvebuo
{womorwo®v and thercfore also odpa nvevpaTixdy.

I

The second assumption which underlies verse 45b is that Jesus has a repre-
sentalive capacity in his existence as nveduo {wonowtv. The idea of Jesus
as representative man comes o expression in several places in Paul’s writings
(notably Rom. 5:12-21: | Cor. 15:20f1; Phil, 2:7f.;22 ¢f. Heb. 2:5-18). Paul
probably introduces the idea into | Corinthians 13 partly at least because his
Gnostic opponents were influenced by the speculation concerning the Primal
Man current at that time — as is shown particularly by Philo2® and the Her-
metic writings,24 not to mention the apocalyptic concept of the heavenly (son
of) Man.25 This external evidence, taken in conjunction with verse 46,26
certainly indicates that Paul was awarc of some sort of Gnostically influenced
speculation about Jesus as Man, although the more elaborate divine Urmensch
theses of Kisemann and Brandenburger both lack adequate foundation and
are unnecessary to explain Paul’s theology or argument at this point.27

22. R. P. Martin, Carmen Christi: Philippians 2:5-11 (Cambridge. 1967) 207-11.

23, De Opificio Mundi 134; Legrm Allegoriae | 3115 W, D, Davies. Paul and Rabbinic
Judaism (London, 21955) 44-52. Though see also Scrogas, 115-22.

24, Primandres 12-17; R. Reitzenstein, Poimandres {Leipeig, 1904) 81-116; though see
also C. H. Dodd, The Bible and the Greeks (London, 1935) 145-62. Cf. J. M. Creed, “The
IHeavenly Mun,” JTS 26 (1925) 113-30.

25, Dan, T T Enoch 48:210, 69:26-29: 71:14-17; 2 Esdras 13: ] Weiss, Ewrlicst Chris-
rigniry (New York, 1937, reprinted 1959) 4854 Rawlinson, 122-27; 3, Jeremias. TONT 1, 1421,
O. Culimann, The Christology of the New Testament (London. 1959) 166-70; W. G. Kiimme!, Die
Theologie des newen Testaments (Gottingen, 1969) 139, Thouph see also Brandenburger. 131-35;
R. H. Fuller. The Foundeations of New Testamens Christology (London, 1965) 2331

26. 1. Moifau, The Fivyt Episile of Paul 1o the Corinthians (London, 1938) 26X. 1. Méring,
The First Epistle of Saint Paul 1o the Covinthians (London, 1962) 178 Cullmann, 167
3o Jesvell, Tmago Dei (Gouingen, 1960) 258(f.. Brandenburger, 7411, 155[T; Barrett, 374{.
Jewett, 353.

27. The discussion is conveniently summarized and well assessed by Jewett, 230-36.
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However, what is all too often lost sight of in these debates is the fact
that Paul’s assertion here is again based on the believer’s experience. The
community’s experience of the exalted Jesus as mveduo Cwonowodv is what
enables Paul to affirm the representative significance of Jesus’ resurrection
and resurrection body. Paul’s affirmation of the representative significance
of Jesus’ risen state is not based merely on the belief that postmortem
existence must be somatic — for then he could have said merely, the last
Adam became eic mvedpo {odv. It is the Christian’s experience of life as
coming from the exalted Jesus which is determinative. Nor is he building
on the foundation of a (Gnostic) identity between Jesus and the Primal Man,
for it is precisely that equation which Paul severs in verse 46: Jesus is
Eoyotoc AdGu, not mpdtog AdG; it is the risen Jesus who is the image of
God, not any Urmensch, let alone the first Adam.28 Nor is he simply drawing
out corollaries from the sense of corporate oneness ““in Christ”” which the
worshiping assembly experiences, although that is undoubtedly important
for Paul and probably contributes to his thinking here. The primary focus of
his thought at this point however is the believer’s experience of the life-
giving Spirit. How so? Because in this experience the believer finds himself
being steadily transformed to become like Christ. Paul’s own experience of
the life of the Spirit bearing the imprint of Jesus’ character and conforming
him to that image is the ground on which Paul asserts the representative
significance of Jesus’ risen humanity.

We enter here the deepest waters of Paul’s Christ-mysticism. Paul’s
experience as a believer is not merely of new life; it is also of decay and
death. Although the Spirit is life S dwxctiosvvny, the body is dead Sux
dpoptiov (Rom. 8:10). The believer knows the life of the Spirit, but he has
to express it through the body of death (Rom. 7:24f.; 8:13; 2 Cor. 4:11f.). Day
by day he is being “inwardly renewed,” but at the same time his “‘outward
humanity is in decay” (2 Cor. 4:16). The suffering this involves is a necessary
preliminary to glory — suffering to death is the way to glory (Rom. 8:17).
The significant feature of this death-life experience is that for Paul both the
death and the life are Christ's — it is the outworking of Christ’s death and
risen life. Hence the perfect tenses in Rom. 6:5; Gal. 2:19; 6:14: the believer’s
experience is that of having been knit together with the 6pofope of Christ’s
death; not only does he experience the life of Christ within but there is also
a dimension to his experience which can be described as a state of having
been crucified with Christ — still hanging there! So, too, the significance for
Paui of his suffering is that 1t is a suttering with Christ (Rom. 8:17), a sharing
in Christ’s own suffering (2 Cor. 1:5). Paul can even think of his suffering as

28. Adam in Paul is always fallen man; only “‘the resurrected and exalted Christ is the
perfect realization of God’s intent for men” (Scroggs, 91, 100; cf. Jervell, 263-68).
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a continuation and completion of Christ’s (Col. 1:24). Most striking of all is
Phil. 3:10f., where Paul expresses his longing to know Christ more fully, that
is, to experience not just the power of his resurrection, but to share his
sufferings, and so be more and more conformed to his death; only in this way
will he attain the resurrection of the dead.

Integral to this whole wain of thought of course is Paul’s experience of
Christ as Spirit. For the Spirit is the &ppafav of full redemption (2 Cor. [:21;
Eph. 1:14); that is Lo say, the experience of the Spiril is the [irst installment.
the beginning of the process of lile and death which leads up and into the
“heavenly habitalion"* of the resurrgction body (2 Cor. 5:5).2* Or in equivalent
ferms, the Spirit is the dmopyt. the beginning of the full harvest of the
resurrection body, so that the groaning and frustration of life in the present
body of death is an expression of hope rather than ol despair (Rom. 8:231.).30
It is this death-life motif which lies behind Paul’s ralk of the continuing
Christian experience as one of more and more being transformed into the
image of Christ through the Spirit (2 Cor. 3:18; Col. 3:10: cl. Rom. 8:29;
12:2: 13:14; 2 Cor. 4:4; Col. 1:18) — the process of the full personality of
Christ coming as it were to birth in the believer with all the birthpuangs which
that involves (Gal. 4:19), a process which only ends when “the body belonging
to our humble state” is transfigured to become like Christ’s glorious resur-
rection body by the power of the Spirit (Phil. 3:21; Rom. 8:11). That this
whole train of thought is in Paul’s mind in 1 Cor. 15:45 is clearly indicated
by verse 49, with its talk of believers coming to “bear the image of the man
of heaven” as something still future (dpopécopev).3! What verse 45 affirms is
that this transformation into the image of the last Adam is the outworking of
the life-giving power of the last Adam, a power which believers already
experience.

It is to be noted that at no stage does Paul give way to the Gnostic views:
that a fully matured Christian experience and stale can be achieved here and
now, and that the body is wholly evil. He recognizes that the full Nowering
of the life of Christ in him involves the experience of death as well as of life;
he shares Christ’s risen life through the Spirit, but not fully; there is still a
future-ness in Christian experience, a not yet; he is in process of being
transformed into the image of Christ, but he does not yet fully bear that image;

29, Cf. C. E D. Moule, “St Paul and Dualism: The Pauline Conception of Resurrection,”
NTS 13 (1966-67) 106-23.

30. Cf. E. Kdsemann, “The Cry for Liberty in the Worship of the Church,” Perspectives
on Paul (London, 1971) 122-37. Notice also the use of moBelv in Gal. 3:4: believers £rncov the
Spirit and his Suvépei.

3] As most commentators agree, popéoopev is undoubtedly to be read rather than
dopéauyiev (contrn Héring, 179; Scroggs, 110); otherwise we have a Gnostic exhortation, not
an unti-Gnostic affirmalion, The believer lives his present life &v doBeveie, év ¢Bopd (verses
421).
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the Spirit is only the &ppaPdv and éropyn of a life fully vivified and
determined by the Spirit, that is, of the c®uo Tvevpotindy, otherwise “‘hope”
would be a meaningless concept (Rom. 8:241.).32 At the same time Paul’s talk
of decay and death does not express a dualistic pessimism with regard to the
body. For the full outworking of the Spirit’s life-giving power is precisely the
oduo nvevpatikév. The experience of decay and death of the body is a sign
of hope not of pessimism, for it is the converse side of the coming to be of
the spiritual body (2 Corinthians 4:7-5:5). The point is that it is the experience
of Christ as nvebua {wonototv which assures Paul that the present experience
is only a foretaste, a process of coming to be of the full life of the Spirit, the
full character of Christ — which assures Paul that Christ’s glorified state is
not an isolated or individual occurrence, but the beginning of a new kind of
humanity. As (Christ) the life-giving Spirit is the &ropy1] of the resurrection
body, so Christ (the life-giving Spirit) is the &ropyr| of the harvest of resur-
rected humans.

To sum up, the nature of Paul’s spiritual experience, with its distinctive
Jesus-content and Jesus-character, enables, even requires, Paul to understand
it not only in terms of the risen Christ, but also in terms of a Christ whose
risen state is archetypal for believers’ future state. Hence if Adam is the type
of psychic existence, then Christ, the risen Christ, is the type of pneumatic
existence. This experience of mvebua {wonowobv now implies oo mveL-
potxdv because that is the inevitable end result of a process already under
way, the process of being transformed into the image of Christ by his Spirit.
In short, verse 45b constitutes proof because Paul’s experience of the nvedua
fwomolodv convinces him that the exalted Jesus has a spiritual, somatic
existence and that in that mode of existence he is the pattern and forerunner
of a new humanity.

As we have already noted, the argument of verses 46-49 flows on directly
from the assertion of verse 45. If the Gnostics have appreciated the full force of
that one pregnant phrase, they cannot deny the rest, for verses 46-49 merely spell
out the principal implications in verse 45b. Verse 46: the life-giving Spirit they
all experience is the risen Jesus, the last Adam; the mvebuo {womooty, the oduo
nvevpotindv, does not precede the yuymy {doa, the odua yoyxdy, it succeeds
it — only after the decay and death of the latter does the former come into
existence. Verses 47f.; the last Adam has preumatic existence — it is in his risen

A2, Reitzensiein, Mysterienreligionen, 3331, und Bousset, though not without justifica-
tion. nevertholess seriousiy nusimerpret Paul and leave him with no reply to the Gnosties ar this
point (so. too. A, Schweilzer, The Mysiiciom of Peaul the Apostle [Londoen, 19311 167, 220). Paul
does ane vegard the “present Chnstian standing™ as one of “perfection™ (Villkemmenhiedt); on
the contrary, Phil. 3:8-14. Nor does he believe that “the namural being has completely died in
him Jthe pneumatic Christian|” {Bousset. 118, 122; English translation, 170. 174). On the
contrary, Rom. 8:13; Col. 3:5: Eph. 4:22.
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existence, as the heavenly man,33 séua nvevpotindy, that he represents a new
humanity; ““as we have borne the image of the man of dust (and still do), so we
shall bear (¢opécoiev) the image of the man of heaven” — ““such is the
influence of the Lord who is Spirit” (2 Cor. 3:18).

v

It remains simply to underline some of the christological corollaries which
follow from Paul’s experience-based christology.

(a) Paul identifies Lhe exalted Jesus with the Spirit — not with a spiritual
being (mvebuo {@v) or a spiritual dimension or sphere (mvevpotndv), but
with the Spirit, the Holy Spirit (mvebua {momotobv). Immanent christology
is for Paul pneumatology; in the believer’s experience there is no distinction
between Christ and Spirit.34 This does not mean of course that Paul makes
no distinction between Christ and Spirit. But it does mean that later trinitarian
dogma cannot readily look to Paul for support at this point. A theology which
reckons seriously with the éyéveto of John 1:14 must reckon just as seriously
with the &yéveto implied in 1 Cor. 15:45b.

Moreover, if christology is the key to Christianity, then the teeth of that key
are not only the historical Jesus and the kerygmatic Christ but also the life-giving
Spirit. The new “Quest” and interest in the “‘titles of majesty”” must not detract
attention from the further dimension of christology — ““Christ in me, the hope of
glory.”35 In the debate between those who seek to ground an understanding of
faith in the historical Jesus and those who start from “the kerygma,” the
experiential basis of early Christianity must not be ignored. People believed in
Jesus as Christ and Lord because they experienced a to them supernatural
vitalizing power — a power whose character, if Paul is to be our guide, directed
them to the conclusion that Jesus was its living source. Paul’s understanding of
the exalted Christ emerged out of his experience of the Spirit, not vice versa.3

(b) The antithesis in verse 45 and the context of verse 45 make it clear
that Jesus became Last Adam at his resurrection. As the first Adam came into

33, There may well be an allusion to the parousia here (Barrett, 375f.; D. M. Stanley,
Christ’s Resurrection in Pauline Soteriology {Rome, 1961] 126), making a smoother movement
in thought from Christ’s resurrection to that of believers.

34. 2 Cor. 3:17 should not be cited as a parallel; see chapter 7 above; contra particularly
1. Hermann, Kyrios und Preuma (Munich, 1961).

35, “This certainty of the nearness of Christ occurs far more frequently in Paul’s writings
than the thought of the distant Christ ‘highly exalted’ in Heaven” (A. Deissmann, Pau! [London,
21927, reprinted 1957] 140).

36. Cf. Gunkel, 100. The same is true Lo a sjgnificant degree of his understanding of the
earthly Jesus; see chapter 8 above.
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existence (¢yéveto) at creation, so the last Adam (as such) came inlo existence
(&yéveto) at resurrection (1 Cor. 15:20-22; Rom. 8:29; Col. 1:18). For Paul
“the resurrection marks the beginning of the humanity of the Last Adam.”’37
Christ’s role as “‘second man” does not begin either in some preexistent state38
or at incarnation.3? The “man’’ of Phil. 2:71., *‘that one man”’ of Rom. 5:15ff,,
strictly speaking is not identical with the “last Adam” of 1 Cor. 15:45. 1t was
not by incarnation that Christ became the image of God or sanctified humanity.
On Lhe contrary, in incarnation he took on the flesh of the first Adam, sinful
flesh, fallen humanity. and by his dealh he destroyed it — dust to dust (Rom.
8:3; 2 Cor. 5:14).90 For Paul the last Adam is precisely the “‘man’’ who died,
who brought to an end the ““old man,” destroyed sin in the flesh, in order that
the “new man’’ might come to be. The contrast in verse 45 is between death
and life, not between two stages of evolution (1 Cor. 15:22). In short, the new
humanity stems from the resurrection; only those participate in the Jast Adam
who participate in the life-giving Spirit; their hope of fullness of life, c@ua
TVELLLOITIXOY, is real only because Jesus has become mveduo {womolobv.

(¢) Interms of the modern debate and of our opening question the significant
{eature wa emerge rom our study is that although Paul thinks almost exclusively
in terms ol the present Jesus experienced now as Spirit, he does nol thereby ignore
or deny the relevance of the historical man Jesus. For it is precisely the Jesus-,
that is, the hislorical Iesus-conlenl and Jesus-character of the present experience
ol Spirit which is the distinetive and most important feature of the experience.
Christ has become Spirit. Christ is now experienced as Spirit — that 1s true. But
it is only because the Spirit is now experienced as Christ that the experience of
the Spirit is valid and essential Tor Paul. The centrality given to the experience of
the exalted Lord does not deny the relevance and importance ol the historical
Jesus for Paul; on the contrary it reinforces it, by binding the historical Jesus and
the exalted Lord together in the single all-important experience of the life-giving
Spiril. It is the continuiry between earthly Jesus and exalted Lord, denoted by the
cluause ¢ Eoyotog Adty elg nvebpo: {monotoby, which is the key to Paul's thought
here and to much of his christology and soteriology as a whole.

37, Scroggs, 92 (my emplwsis): see also F, Blichsel. Der Geist Gottes im Newen Testament
{Giltersloh, 1926} 4060 Kimmel. 195 Jervell. 258ff.; Hermanu, 6If.. Conzelmann, 341

38. Contra Weiss, Karintherbricl, 376, W L. Knox, St Paul and the Cluoeh of Jerusalem
(Cambridge, 1925) 134 Mottt 263; W, Munson, Jesus the Messiah (London, 1943) 180, 189,

39, Contra Collmann. 16611, Wendland, 136: Héring. 179; b W, Grosheide, The First
typristie 1o the Corfrithaans {London, 1953) 388,

40, lrenneus’s “recapitulation’ theory completely misinierprets Paul at this point (Bous-
set, 348-60: English wanslation, 437-50), ax do most incamation-hascd soterivlogies (see, e.g.,
A. R. Vidler's study of F, D. Maurice, Witness to the Light [New York, 1948] 29-57; R. C.
Maberly, Atencment aned Pevsonality | 19017 86-92). [l is only in virmue of reswrrection that He
became the archetype and head of a new race™ (H. R, Mackintosh, The Dactrine of the Ferson
of Jesns Christ [Edinburgh, 1912] GY). Sec also n. 28 above.
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Jesus Tradition in Paul

How much did Paul know about Jesus? How much did Paul want to know
about Jesus or think it necessary to know about Jesus? These questions have
been a burning point in New Testament rescarch for the lasl lwo hundred
years. with the issue sharpened successively in the latter half of the period by
repeated variations on the contrast between the Jesus of history and the Christ
of faith and on the “*Paul was the real founder of Christianity™ theme. The
largest consensus still maintains that Paul knew or cared little about the
ministry of Jesus apart from his death and resurrection, though the theological
corollaries of that conclusion are less often pursued.!

The reasons are not hard to find. Paul’s letters express only the most
basic knowledge of Jesus apart from the eschatological turning point of Good
Friday and Easter (Rom. 1:3; Gal. 4:4; 2 Cor. 10:1; | Cor. 11:23-26). And
apart from | Cor. 7:10-11: 9:14; and 11:23-25, he never relers ta Jesus’
teaching as such or cites Jesus as his authority for his own emphases. So the
basis for the consensus is clear.

There is, however, the further question as to whether there are echoes
of Jesus tradition in Paul’s letters, particularly in his parenesis, and if so
whether Paul was aware that he was echoing utterances of Jesus. This also
involves a long-standing debate? and one into which we must venture as our

1. But see S. G. Wilson, ““From Jesus to Paul: Contours and Consequences,” in P. Rich-
ardson et al., ed., From Jesus to Paul: Studies in Honor of F. W. Beare (Wilterloo: Witfrid Laurier
University, 1984) 1-21. According to Wilson: “Few would now deny that Paul's interest in the
person and teaching of Jesus is minimal’ (6-7).

2. See details in D. C. Allison, “The Pauline Epistles and the Synoptic Gospels: The

Originally published in Studying the Historical Jesus: Evaluations of the State of Current
Research, ed. B. Chilton and C. A. Evans (Leiden: Brill, 1994) 155-78. Copyright © 1994 E. J.
Brill and used by permission.
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first priority, both in terms of the a priori plausibilities of the case, and by
scrutinizing a sample of the evidence itself. But even if we could draw the
firm conclusion from such data that Paul did after all know a good deal more
ol Lhe Jesus tradition than his specific attribution at lirst suggests, he puzzle
still remains: why did Paul not cite Jesus as his authority on more occasions,
since an exhortation attributable to Jesus would presumably carry more weight
with his readers? Thix will have to lorm a lurther topic for reflection,

1. A Priori Plausibilities

It must surely be considered highly likely that the first Christian communities
were interested in, not to say highly fascinated by the figure of Jesus. Even
for any who were converted from mystery cults, the very bare form of the
kerygmatic outline such as we find in 1 Cor. 15:1-8 would be hardly satisfying,
since cultic myths, and so also the corresponding initiation rites, were usually
a good deal more elaborate and complex.3 And however much or little the
kerygma was seen as equivalent to such myths, the fact remains that the Jesus
who was featured in the kerygma had lived and ministered for a number of
years within the lifetime of the first generation of converts. Given the universal
curiosity in the prominent or hero figure which is as evident in ancient writings
as it is today, it would be surprising if those who claimed to have put their
faith in this Christ were not a little curious about the character and content of
his life and ministry prior to his death.*

Pattern of the Parallels,” NT5 28 (1982) 1-32, and [F Neiryack, “Paul and the Sayings of lesus,”
in A, Vanhoye, ed., L'Apdere Pard (BET1. 73 Lewven: Peeters, 1986) 265-321. In recent literalure
note particularly J. Piper, “Love vour Enenties: " Jesns” Levve Command i the Svnoptic Gospels
darniel the Barly Christian: Prraenesis (SNTSMS 38: Cambndge University. 1979), esp. 102-19;
P. Swhimacher, "Jesustradition im Romerbrief, Eine Skizze.” THei 14 (1983) 24-50; D, Wen-
liam, “"Paul’s Use of the Jesus Tradition: Three Sumples.’ in 1. Wenham, ed.. The Jesus Tradition
aniside the Gospels (Gospel Perspectives 5; Shefficld: JISOT, 1985) 7-37; 1. Sauer, “Traditions-
geschichtliche Crwiigungen zu den synuptischest und paulinischen Aussagen iiber Feindeliebe
und Wiedervergehungsverzicht,” ZNW 76 (1985) 1-28; A, J. M. Wedderburn, ed.. Puul and
Jesus: Collected Evsavs (JSNTSS 37; ISOT, 1989): M. Thompson. Clathicd swith Christ: The
Uxample and Teaching of desus in Romans 12.1-15.13 (JSNTSS 29: ISOT. 1991)% T. Holtz,
“Paul and the Oral Gospel Tradition,”” in H. Wansbrough, ed., Jisus and the Qrul Gospel
Tradition (JSNTSS 64: JSOT. 1991) 380-93. An eurlier version of this essay appeared as “Paul’s
Knowledge of the Jesus Tradition: The Evidence of Romans.” in K. Kertelge etal.. eds., Christus
Bezeugen. Festschrift fitr Wolfyang Trilling (Leipzig: St. Benno, 1989) 192-207.

3. Asis indicaled. e.p.. in the famons wall paintings in the “villa of mysteries ™ at Pompcii.
It should B remembered that the “mysteries”™ included public rites and processions as well as
secrcts for the initintes: see A. J, M. Wedderburn, Baptisin and Resarrection: Studies in Pauldine
Theology aguinst lts Graeco-Roman Buckground (WUNT 44: Tibingen: Mohr, 19871 98; also
idem, ~Paul and the Story of Jesus,” m Wedderburn, ed.. Paud, 161-89.

4. Note Tor exmnple the degree of biographical interest evident in Dio Chrysostom in the
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This basic plausibility is further strengthened by the sociological insight
that thc emergence of a new sect or religious community was bound to depend
in one degree or other on the formulation and preservation of the sacred
tradition by which it defined itself in distinction from other related or similar
movements or groupings.? Certainly the kerygma of the death and resurrection
of Jesus would be at the heart of this sacred tradition. But again it would be
surprising if carly congregations who placed themselves under the name of
Christ were not concerned to learn and cherish what was known about this
Christ, to rehearse it in their communal gatherings for worship, to draw on it
in instruction of new converts, and to use it in discussion with those outside
the group (in polemic or apologetic) and for the wisdom it provided them in
the ethical and practical problems of their own common and individual lives.

The evidence which we have is wholly consistent with this a priori
picture and confirms its strong credibility. I have in mind the emphasis which
we find, not least in Paul’s letters, on teaching and tradition. It is clear from
such passages as | Thess. 4:1 (moper&fete nop’ HUdY 1O mh del LUbG
nepinotely . . L), 2 Thess. 3:6 (nepwmatobvTog U ol v nopddoocty fiv
nopedéBooay nap’ Hudv); 1 Cor. 11:2 (xoBdg mopédmna VIV ThG Topo-
ddoeil watéyete); 15:3 (napédono DUV év mpdtolg, 6 kol mapérafoyv . . .);
and Col. 2:6 (&g 00V moperdBete TOV Xp1otdv "Incoby tdv xOpiov, &v odTd
neptrotelte) that Paul saw it as part of his own responsibility in founding a
church to bequeath it with the traditions which belonged to the new movementt
and which marked it out from synagogue, collegium, and mystery cult. These
would no doubt include the traditions which he himself had learned when he
“got to know” Peter in Jerusalem, three years after his conversion (Gal. 1:18),
a “getting to know’” which must surely have included ‘“‘getting to know”
Peter’s role as Jesus’ leading disciple during Jesus’ ministry in Galilee.”?

The central role of teachers in the congregation from which Paul began
his apostolic work (Acts 13:1) points to the same conclusion. Even in the
more charismatically structured churches of Paul the importance of teaching
was taken for granted from the first (I Cor. 12:28), and ‘‘teacher’ seems to
have been the first ministry to develop toward a de facto professional status
(Gal. 6:6). This must mean that the first Christian congregations, as we would
expect, recognized the need to maintain and pass on their characteristic and

life and teaching of Diogenes, or, on the Jewish side, in Jeremiah preserved (by his disciples)
i “The Words of Jeremiah™ (= canonical Jeremiah).

5. The emergence of the Pentateuch can be explained in such sociological terms.

6. See BAGD, nopodidout 3; noporoppbve 2g.

7. See further J. D. G. Dunn, ““The Relationship between Paul and Jerusalem according
to Galatians | and 2,” NTS 28 (1982) 463-66; idem, “Once More — Gal 1.18: lotopficon
Knodv,” ZNW 76 (1985) 138-39; both reprinted in Jesus, Paul and the Law: Studies in Mark
and Gualatians (London: SPCK; Louisvitle: Westminster, 1990) 108-28.
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distinctive traditions (what other functions would “teachers’ fulfill?). In an
oral community the treasury of sacred tradition and of tried and tested wisdom
would have to be largely entrusted to those whose special giff or responsibility
it was to retain and retell the tradition and wisdom on behali of the community.

Nor do we have to look far for examples of that wraditon. For it is there in
our Synoptic Gospels. As is now becoming more clearly recognized, the Gospels
themselves do display a biographical interest in Jesus — not in terms of modern
biography. but in terms of ancient biography. That is 1o say, they display a didaclic
concemn to portray the character of their subject malter by recounting things he
did and said.? To cite a variety of examples, Matthew 5-7 is clearly structured for
ease of instruction and learning: here is a body of Jesus' teaching, collected
together because ol its contnuing relevance to the churches. Luke was clearly
determined to portray Jesus as an example ol one who lived by prayer (Luke 3:21:
5:15; 6:12:9:18. 28-29, etc.). And Mark itsell can be regarded quite properly as
an example of the way a teacher presented the Jesus rradition in oral form.?

The same interest is evident in much of the earlier forms of the material
used by the Evangelists, cven when it was serving other functions as well, as
for example in the earlier blocks of material which we find in Mark’s Gospel
(2:1-3:6; 4:35-5:43, etc.)!V It would, of course, be ludicrous to assume that
all the Pauline congregations were wholly ignorant of such material until they
received their copy of Mark’s Gospel. As the variant forms of tradition be-
tween the three Synoptics clearly enough indicate, there must have been
different versions of much if not all of the Markan material circulating round
a wide range of churches before Mark ook the step ol gathering it into a
“Gospel.” Tt would be utterly astonishing then if the congregations io which
Paul writes did nol possess their own stock ol Jesus tradition. much of which
he would himsell probably have supplied.

Moreover, when we press the Fform-critical point about the oral nature
of the tradition behind the Gospels, it is hard to escape at least two firm
conclusions. First, that Jesus was remembered from the [irst, inter ulia, as
himself a teacher of parable and wisdom.!! And second, that this character of
teaching-worth-cherishing, because of its content and the authority of its
originator, is integral to the tradition itself (however much it may have been
elaborated in the course of transmission). It would be simply ridiculous to

B. See further D. E. Aune. The New Testament in lts Literary Esmviromnent (Philadelphic.
Wesuminster, 1987) 17-76: R. A. Burridge. What Are the Gospels? A Comparisen with Graeco-
Roman Biography (SNTSMS 70 Cambridge University, 1992),

9. T. P. Haverly, Cral Tradiiona Literatine and ithe Compaosition of Blark s Gospel (Ph.D,
dissertation, Edinburgh, 1983): against W. H. Kelber. The Oral und the Wrttien Gospel (Philadel-
phia: Fortress, [983).

10. See H. W. Kuhn, Altere Sammlungen im Markusevangelium (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck
und Ruprecht, 1971).

11. See the various essays in Wansbrough, ed., Jesus and the Oral Gospel Tradition.
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ignore such material when inquiring into the teaching which teachers must
have been responsible for in the earliest churches.

In short, the a priori plausibility outlined above is strongly confirmed
by the evidence of our earliest documentation and by the character of the
gospel tradition. But is it confirmed by specific evidence within the Pauline
letters? To address this question must be our next task.

2. Echoes of Jesus’ Teaching in Paul

There is little point in rehearsing the debate on whether allusions to Jesus
tradition are present in the Pauline letters. It never succeeded in achieving a
widespread consensus in the past and is hardly likely to do so now. The
traditional form of the debate is well represented in Victor Fumnish’s brief review
of the question. He recalls that at the beginning of the century Alfred Resch
claimed to have found no fewer than 925 parallels with the Synoptic Gospels in
nine Pauline letters.!2 Furnish himsell, however, could find only eight convine-
ing parallels to the Synoptics in the ethical teaching of Paul (Rom. 12:14, 17;
13:7; 14:13-14; 14:14; 1 Thess. 5:2, 13, 15).13 That there can be such a disparity
at once tells us how subjective the whole cxercise has been and still is.!4

The discussion, of course, has not been merely repetitive. For example,
Dale Allison was able to argue on the basis of a clustering of allusions that
Paul knew three collections of sayings — the sources behind Mark 9:33-50;
Luke 6:27-38; and Mark 6:6b-13 par.!> And more recently Michael Thompson
has attempted a more scientific analysis by setting out a sequence of criteria
for recognizing an allusion or echo — including verbal or conceptual or formal
agreement, common motivation, dissimilarity to Greco-Roman and Jewish
traditions, presence of dominical or tradition indicators, and presence of other
dominical echoes in the immediate context; though he too accepts that “‘in
most cases the judgment of the scholar is subjective.”” 16

12. A. Resch, Der Paulinismus und die Logia Jesu in ihrem gegenseitigen Verhdlinis
untersucht (TU 12; Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1904).

13. V. P. Fumish, Theology and Ethics in Paul (Nashville: Abingdon, 1968) 53-54; see
further Allison, “The Pauline Epistles and the Synoptic Gospels,” 10, who notes the same texts
most frequently cited as containing “‘firm echocs,” with 1 Cor. 13:2 replacing | Thess. 5:13 in
Furnish’s list, and with bibliography in n. 47,

14. For an in-between example sec A. M. Hunter, Paul and His Predecessors (London:
SCM, 1961) 47-51.

15. See n. 2 above; for a critique see Neirynck, “Paul and the Sayings of Jesus,’* 281-306.

16. Thompson, Clothed with Christ, 30-36 (quotation from p. 31); he acknowledges his
indebtedness to R. B. Hays, Echoes of Scripture in the Letters of Paul (London and New Haven: Yale
University, 1989) 29-32. Note also the distinction between Entsprechung (*‘correspondence’) and
Kontinuitdt (**continuity”) offered by Wedderburn, “‘Introduction,” in Wedderbum, ed., Paul, 13.
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It would seem, in fact. as though we have reached something ol an impasse
in the debate as carried out in traditional terms, and little would be gained by going
round the mulberry bush ycl once more with a “fresh” analysis ol the same
material. On individual passages there is little genuinely fresh to be said, and the
result would not change the complexion of the debate or its broad outcome.

Nevertheless, the very fact of the debate and the range of opinion arising
from it are of significance. For the character of the debate is itself a reflection
of the character of the evidence; the inconclusiveness of the debate reflects
the inconclusiveness of the evidence. All are agreed that Paul does cite or
refer to dominical tradition at two points at least (1 Cor. 7:10-11; 9:14).17 All
are agreed that there is a further group of passages in Paul which look very
much as though they contain allusions to or echoes of Jesus tradition.!8 And
all are agreed that there is a further group of passages of indeterminate
dimensions where there is at least some similarity of theme or wording with
elements of the Jesus tradition. In other words, there is a degree of consensus
— on the character of the evidence within the Pauline letters.

One could indeed plot a graph of Pauline parenesis containing echoes
of the Jesus wadition, peaking al the two or three clear citalions, hroadening
out to the small number which are widely regarded as containing allusions or
echoes, and with a still larger base of possible allusions merging imperceptibly
into the sull larger mass of Pauline parenesis. Hortzontal lines could then
simply mark out the various “‘cut-off”’ points where different individuals have
recognized more or less likely allustons to or echoes of the Jesus tradition.

To appreciate the force of this observation (the character and differing
strengths of the putative allusions) some documentation is called for before
we reflect on its further significance. We begin with a sample of the strongest
candidates and then as it were “slide™ gently down the graph.!®

(a) One of the most convincing examples would, by gencral consent, be
Rom. 12:14. Certainly, the echo of the saying of Jesus preserved in Luke
6:27-28 and Matt. 5:44 seems fairly clear.

Romans “Bless those who persecute you, bless and do nol
curse”

Matthew “Love your enemies . . . bless those who curse you”

Luke “Love your enemies and pray for those who persecute
you”

17, Others include | Thess, 4:15-17, but it is better undersiood as a pnaphieiic ulierance

rather than a dominical saying; see J. D. G. Dunn, Jesus and the Spirit (London: SCM; Philadel-
phia: Westninster, 1975) 230; cf. N, Walter, ““Paul and the Early Christian Jesus-Tradideon,” in
Wedderburn, Pawl, 66-67.

18. Neirynck is one of the most skeptical; see further below, p. 185.

19. In the following quotations italics indicate the parallel features.
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That this was, at least in some degree, a distinctively Christian teaching is
indicated by two factors. (1) The sense for evAoyém as “bless™ is charac-
teristically and distinctively Jewish rather than Greek, where it would more
naturally mean “‘speak well of, praise, eulogize.”?0 (2) But the thought of
returning blessing for cursing is something of an advance on the more
typical lex ralionis assumption of Jewish covenant faith that God would
curse those who cursed his people (Gen. 12:3; 27:29; Num. 24:9; 1QS
2.1-10; 10.17-21). Matt. 5:43-44 puts the claim to distinctiveness more
strongly.

Moreover the saying is hardly Pauline in formulation (Paul nowhere
else uses xotopdopor, “curse’), and has echoes elsewhere (1 Cor. 4:12;
1 Pet. 3:9; Did. 1:3). Clearly the sentiment that abuse should be met by
blessing quickly became an established part of Christian response to persecu-
tion. Since the testimony of the Jesus tradition is clear that Jesus was remem-
bered as saying something to this effect, it would be somewhat perverse to
look for a different source of this distinctively Christian teaching. And since
it is only in the Lukan and Romans form that we have the contrast drawn
between “‘blessing’ and “cursing,” the most obvious corollary is that it was
indeed Jesus who provided the decisive moral impetus for the conduct here
commended, and that the form known to Paul was expressed somewhat along
the lines of the Lukan version.

That Jesus was remembered as having said something along these lines
would therefore seem hard to dispute. The variation between the Pauline and
Gospel forms is no greater than the vartation between the Lukan and Matthean
forms. The fact that Jesus’ exhortation was remembered in different versions
simply indicates that the Jesus tradition was not yet in a finally fixed form,
but could be adapted to differcnt settings.

A second widely accepted example is Rom. 14:14, “I know and am
persuaded in the Lord Jesus that nothing is profane (008&v %01vév) in itself.”
There is a strong likelihood that the conviction so strongly asserted here is
dependent in some measure at least on the saying of Jesus as given in Mark
7:15: ‘““there is nothing outside a person . . . which is able to defile him”
(003v oty . . . O Svvaron wowvédoar). The issue is made more complex by
the fact that a “weaker’’ form of the saying appears in Matt. 15:11 and Gospel
of Thomas 14, and in view of the surprising unwillingness of the earliest
community of Jesus’ disciples in Jerusalem to follow what, according to Mark
7:15, was unequivocal teaching (cf. Acts 10:14; 11:2-3; Gal. 2:12). It is bes!
resolved by assuming both that Jesus’ original words had been more ambigu-
ous than Mark represents (closer to Matthew’s version) and that Mark 7:15
and Rom. 14:14 demonstrate the use made of the saying and interpretation

20. See details in H. W. Beyer, TDNT 11 (1964) 754-63.
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given to it when the question of clean and unclean foods emerged as a central
issue in the Gentile mission.2!

We should perhaps also note the emphatic use of éxeivog in the final
clause of the verse: ““to the one who reckons something profane, to that person
it is profane” (exeive ®xowov). The point is that such a use of €xeivog here
and in v. 15 is unusual in Paul, but may just be a further indication that Paul
knew and was drawing on, consciously or unconsciously, the tradition pre-
served in Mark 7:15, 18-20, where in 7:20 a similar emphasis is given to what
comes forth from a person as the defiling agent: ““that is what defiles a person”
(gxeivo xowoi).

(b) As examples which are also frequently cited, but which are slightly
more problematic, we may refer to 1 Cor. 13:2 and 1 Thess. 5:2 and 13.

1 Cor. 13:2 “1f I have all faith so as to move (ueBrotdvon) moun-
tains”

Matt. 17:20 “if you have faith . . . you will say to this mountain,
‘Move from here to there and it will move
(Metafriceton).”

The greater remoteness of Mark [1:23 (**“Whoever says to this mountain, ‘Be
taken up and thrown into the sca,” and does not doubt in his heart but
believes . . .””), and the possibility that there was a (Jewish) proverbial ex-
pression to the same effect reduces the strength of the case here.22 On the
other hand, one might well ask whether it is more likely that Paul echoes a
well-known proverb (whose attestation is all a good deal later than Paul) or
that his formulation reflects the force of a well-known saying of Jesus about
the efficacy of faith.

1 Thess. 5:2, 4 *“You yourselves know well that the day of the Lord is
coming like a thief in the night . . . you are not in
darkness that the day will surprise you like a thief”’

Matt. 24:43 “Know this that if the householder had known at what
watch the thief was to come, he would have watched.”

Here the wording is still less close, but the imagery is closely similar. We
should further note that Jesus was remembered as speaking in terms of similar

21. This case s argued in detsil in J. D. G. Dunn, “Jesus and Ritual Purity: A Study of
the Tradition History of Marl 7.15." in A Canse de L' Evangile. Metanges offerts i Dem Jacques
Dupont (Paris: Cerf, ID85) 251-76. reprinted in my Jesus, Paul and the Law, 37-60: ¢f, Waller.
“Paul and the Early Christian lesus-Tradition,” in Wedderburn, ed., Panl, 71-72: Thompson,
Clothed with Christ, 185-99; contrast Neirynck, “Paul and the Sayings of Jesus,” 306-8.

22. Sec esp. C. K. Barreu, / Corintlians (London: Black, 1968) 301.
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urgency on more than one occasion, or (alternatively expressed) that the Jesus
tradition has preserved similar warnings elsewhere: Matt. 24:43 is parallel to
Luke 12:39, and may therefore be reckoned a Q saying; and Mark 13:33-37
preserves a scatter of such warnings, which also have further parallels in Matt.
24:42 (where the wording more closely approximates to | Thess. 5:2 — “you
do not know at what day your Lord is coming”), in the parable of the wise
and foolish girls (Matt. 25:13), and in Luke 21:34-36. Moreover, 2 Pet. 3:10
has language precisely similar to 1 Thess. 5:2 (“‘the day of the Lord will come
like a thief’”), and Rev. 3:3 and 16:15 have combined the force of 1 Thess.
5:2 and the Gospel warnings in a saying of Jesus himself (“‘I will come like
a thief and you will not know at what hour I will come upon you”; “‘I am
coming like a thief”’). The most obvious deduction to draw from all this is
that there was a well-known tradition in at least many churches of Jesus having
given such a waming and that Paul reflects this knowledge in his formulation
in 1 Thess. 5:2.

| Thess. 5:13  “‘live at peace among yourselves™ (eipnvevete év éoo-
T01Q)

Mark 9:50 “live at peace with one another” (eipmvedete év
GAAGAOLS)

Here again we should note a certain parallel with Matt. 5:9 (*‘Blessed are the
peacemakers”) and the fact that Paul echoes the same exhortation in Rom.
12:18: “If possible, so far as it depends on you, live at peace with everyone”
(nette mhvtov dvBpdmwy eipnvetovies), and to some degree in 2 Cor. 13:11:
“live in peace’ (eipmnvevere). The ideal itself is a widely cherished one (e.g., Sir.
6:6; Epictetus 4.5.24), and that inevitably raises a suspicion as to the source of
Paul’s exhortations. But even so, Christians in affirming it on their own part
would be more likely to recall that Jesus had so encouraged his first disciples
and thus to cite him (were the need to arise) as their authority for it.23

(c) Three examples of passages which fall outside the strongest group
of eight or nine can be cited from my own work on Romans.

Romans 13:9: “You shall love your neighbor as yourself,” as the sum-
mation of the law. The issue here can easily be obscured by the debate as to
whether this is a distinctively Christian assertion. In fact it could equally well
be described as Jewish. For example, the famous episode about Hillel sum-
ming up the Torah in the negative form of the golden rule (b. Shabbath 31a)

23. Oddly enough, although Allison (“The Pauline Epistles and the Synoptic Gospels,”
13-15) makes a good case for the thesis that Paul knew the pre-Markan collection of logia
incorporated by Mark at 9:33-50, he makes no mention of the possible link here with Mark 9:50,
which would add further strength to his thesis.
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indicates clearly enough that the thought of focusing the whole law in a single
command was quite acceptable within a large sweep of Judaism. And accord-
ing to Sipra Lev. §200 (on 19:18) Rabbi Aqiva used to speak of Lev. 19:18
as “the greatest principle in the Torah.”24

At the same time we have to note Lhat the leaching was puarticularly
characteristic within earliest Christianity, with Lev. 19:18 the passage in all
the Pentateuch most frequently cited by New Testament writers (Mark 12:31
par; 12:33; Matt. 5:43; 19:19; here; Gal. 5:14; Jas. 2:8). And if we ask where
the impetus came for such a focusing on Lev. 19:18 in Christian parenesis the
answer is most likely to be Jesus. Paul would no doubt be well aware that
such a sentiment as Hillel’s was in no sense an exemption from the rest of
the law. Whereas his own use of Lev. 19:18 was-a way of relativizing the rest
of the law so that some could be set aside. The Jesus who was recalled in the
Synoptic tradition as sitting loose to the sort of laws which Paul is about to
discuss in Romans 14 (cf. Mark 2:23-3:5 par.; 7:1-23 par.) would be the
obvious source for his summary treatment of the law. Not that either used
Lev. 19:18 to relativize all the law (cf. after all Rom. 13:9a with Mark 10:19);
but it is just the degree of relativizing which Paul here commends for which
he could expect his readers to find support in the Jesus tradition.25

Romans 14:17: “The kingdom of God does not consist of eating and
drinking, but in righleousness, peace. and joy in the Holy Spirit.”” Kingdom
language is nol common in Paul, and where it does occur it usvally does so
in formulaic talk of “‘inheriting the kingdom™ (1 Cor. 6:9-10: 13:50; Gul.
5:21) or with similar future eschatological reference (1 Thess. 2:12; 2 Thess.
1:5). The only close parallel is 1 Cor. 4:20. This suggests that the category of
“the kingdom of God” lay near to hand in the common Christian tradition.
Paul chose to make little use of it, but could take it up as an obviously familiar
concept when it was appropriate to do so. The obvious source of this traditional
usage was Jesus, since it is clear beyond dispute from the Synoptic tradition
that proclamation of the kingdom of God was a characteristic feature of Jesus’
preaching and that the metaphors and emphases he used in connection with
it marked out that preaching as distinctive.

Moreover, unusually for him, Paul’s usage here reflects a central emphasis
in the Jesus tradition — that God’s eschatological rule was already being
manifested in the present, particularly in Jesus’ exorcisims (Matt. 12:28 = Luke
11:20) and table fellowship (Luke 14:12-24 = Matt. 22:1-10). Two points of
contact are noteworthy.26 (1) In both cases it is the powerful activity of the Spirit

24. See further [. Abrahams, Studies in Pharisaism and the Gospels: First Series (Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University, 1917) 18-29.

25. See also Thompson, Clothed with Christ, 121-40.

26. These are insufficiently recognized by G. Haufe, “Reich Gottes bei Paulus und in
der Jesustradition,” NTS 31 (1985) 467-72.
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which is presented as the manifestation of God’s (final) kingly rule. The thought
in fact is very much of a piece with the eschatological tension so characteristic
of Paul’s thought, where the Spirit is understood precisely as the first installment
in the present of the inheritance which is the future kingdom (1 Cor. 6:9-11; Gal.
4:6-7; also Eph. 1:13-14). In both the Jesus tradition and Paul the Spirit’s present
aclivity is an experience already of the kingdom whose consummation is not
yet.27 (2) The remembrance that Jesus likened the kingdom to a banquet does
not run counter to the disclaimer in Rom. 14:17. On the contrary, Jesus’ parable
of the banquet was remembered as a protest against the sort of restrictions on
table fellowship which characterized Pharisees (and Essenes) (cf. Luke 7:34-39
with 14:12-14; and Luke 14:13 with 1QSa 2.3-9).28 Paul here is making
precisely the same sort of protest — against a measuring of what is acceptable
to God in terms of rules governing eating and drinking.

Romans 16:19. The unusualness of the formulation in Paul, and the
similarity in emphasis and intent to a distinctive feature of the Jesus tradition,
together point more strongly than has usually been appreciated to the conclu-
sion that Paul here was dependent in substantial measure on a community
memory of Jesus’ preaching and enacting of the kingdom.29

Rom. 16:19 “] want you to be wise (copov¢) in regard to what is
good and innocent (Gxepaiovg) in regard to what is
bad.”

Matt. 10:16 “Be wise (dp6vinor) as serpents and innocent (Gocé-

parot) as doves.”

The sentiment is not distinctively Christian in character, and 1s typical of a
general exhortation of practical wisdom familiar not least in Jewish circles.
However, it may be significant that the word *‘innocent’ here occurs in biblical
literature only in these two passages and in the similar exhortation in Phil.
2:15. The best explanation is likely to be that Paul has drawn on the combined
heritage of Jewish wisdom, as added to by one who was also cherished as a
teacher of wisdom by the first Christians (as evidenced by the Q material);
but the evidence has hardly been sufficient to persuade most commentators.30

(d) With this last example our slide down the graph of plausible allusions
is already almost at the point where any distinctive echo of the Jesus tradition

27. See further J. D. G. Dunn, “Spirit and Kingdom,” ExpT 82 (1970-71) 36-40 (= ch.
10 in The Christ and the Spirit 11: Prneumarology); also idem, Jesus and the Spirit, 310-11.

28. See further below, pp. 183-84.

29. See also A. J. M. Wedderburn, “Paul and Jesus: The Problem of Continuity,”" in
Wedderburn, ed., Paul, 101-15; Thompson, Clothed with Christ, 200-207.

30. But see Hunter, Paul and His Predecessors, 50, and M. Black, Romans (NCBC;
London: Oliphants; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, [973) [84.
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is becoming almost inaudible. The echo is still fainter in cases like 1 Thess.
5:6 and 16:

1 Thess. 5:6 **So then, let us not sleep as others do, but let us keep
awake (ypmyop®duev) and be sober™
Matt. 24:42 “Keep awake (ypnyopeite) therefore” (cf. Luke 21:34-

36) o
1 Thess. 5:16  “Rejoice (yaipete) at all times”
Luke 10:20 “Rejoice (yoipete) that your names have been written

in heaven”

At most one can say in such a case that the number of possible allusions
within a few verses (1 Thess. 5:2, 4, 6, 13, 15, 16) strengthens the possibility
that Paul’s parenesis at this point was shaped by patterns and emphases of the
Jesus tradition. That is to say, the presence of stronger allusions may just be
sufficient to carry with them other weaker allusions (weaker in terms of the
actual evidence). The fact that similar clusters of allusions can be detected
(Rom. 12:14, 17,2131 13;7,329; 14:13,33 14, 17, 18, 15:1, 234) may strengthen
the case somewhat. Conversely, Allison’s argument suggests at least the possi-
bility that Paul made use of clusters of Jesus tradition.

Allison also cites the work of B. Fjdrstedt,3> whom he criticizes for
building too much on the coincidence of words between 1 Cor. 3:10-14 and
Luke 6:48-49 and between | Corinthians 4 and Luke 12:35-48 (25 shared
words and expressions). But when one who is as sympathetic to the enterprise
as Allison concludes that the sum of Fjirstedt’s lists is still zero, we may be
sure that we are near the bottom of the graph.3¢

31, With 12:17, 21 ¢f. again Mauw. 5:43-48 = Luke 6:27-28, 32-36: and see my "'Paul’s
Kuowledge,” 201, CT. Walter in Wedderburu, Pard, 56: Thompson. Clothed with Christ, 90-110.

32, With 13,7 ¢f. Mark 12:17 par. (note Luke 22:25). See also, c.g.. W, Sanday and A, C.
Headlam, Romans (1CC: 5th ed.. Edinburgh: Clark, 1902) 371 C. H. Dodd. Romans (MNTC:
Losidon: Hodlder and Stoughton, 1932) 205: H. W. Schmidi. Ramer (THKNT 6; Berlin: Evan-
gelische, 1963) 221-22: C. E. B. Craofictd, Romans (2 vols., 1CC: Edinburgh: Clark, 1979) 11,
669-70; Swhlmacher. “Jesustradition.” 248 Thompson, Clothed with Chrise, 111-20 Allison
notes that the sequence ol 13:7, 8-10 i puralleled by the sequeiiee Mark 12:13-17. 28- %4 par.
£ The Pauline Episties and the Syvoptic Gospels.™ 16-17), though » misprion of Luke 10 for
Luke 20 exaggerites the closeness in the ease of Luke.

33, With Rom. 14:13 ¢f. Matt. 7:1 = Lukc 6:37 and Mark 9:42 = Matt. 18:6; see discussion
in Thompson, Clothed with Christ, 161-84. Romans 13:7 and 14:13 are two of the eight or nine
widely accepted allusions (see above, p. 173).

34. On Rom. 14:18 and 15:1-2, see my “Paul's Knowledge,” 204-5 and below, pp. 181-83;
also C. Wolff, “‘Humility and Self-Denial in Jasus® |ife and Message and in the Apostolic Existence
of Paul,” in Wedderburn, ed., Pau/, 145-60, here 154-56.

35. B. Firstedt, Synopric Traditions in 1 Corinthians: Themes and Clusters of Theme
Words in 1 Corinthians 1-4 and 9 (Uppsala: Theologiska Institutionen, 1974).

36. Allison: “‘The Pauline Epistles and the Synoptic Gospels,” 6-8.
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3. Allusions to Jesus as Example in Paul

For the sake of completeness we should mention the [urther possibility that
Paul was influenced vy the Jesus wadition nol only in respect of Jesus’
teaching but also in regard to his conduct or lifestyle. Any appeal to the
example of Jesus would, of course. imply a presupposition on Paul's part
that his readers knew chavacteristic episodes [rom Jesus' ministry as well as
characteristic teaching. We have already noted that the Gospels display a
biographical interest in Jesus' behavior as much as in his teaching. And
passages like Rom. 6:17:37 8:15-16:3% 2 Cor, 8:9:39 10:1; Gal. 1:18;% and
Phii 2:5% strengthen the a priori likelihood that Paul would have shared a
similar interest.

The most striking instance, however, may well be Rom. 15:1-5. There
is no doubt that Paul appeals to the example of Jesus here: ™. . . let each of
us please his neighbor . . . for Christ did not please himself . . .7 (vv. 2-3),
The appeal is not to incarnation® but primarily to Christ's denying himself
by submission Lo the cross (2 Cor. 8:9; Phil. 2:5-8). This is confirmed by the
appeal to Scripure, Paul continuing, “*but as it is written, “The reproaches of
those who reproach you have fallen on me.” ™ The quotation is verbatim from
the LXX of Ps. 69:9 (LXX 68:10). As one of the most powecful cries of
personal distress in the psalter, it naturally commended itself to the [lirst
Christians as one of those Scriplures rendered prophetically luminous in the
light of Jesus’ sulfering and death. And so we find it quoted frequenltly in the
New Testament, the most explicit allusions usually with direct reference to
Christ’s passion and the events surrounding it (Mark 15:23, 36 par.; John 2:17;
15:25; 19:28-29: Acts 1:20).

Al the same time it is also probable that the relerence is not exclusively
to Jesus® death and included also the thought of the character of his ministry
as a whole. Here the case can be made by reference to the immediate context
of 15:2-3.

The thought of Jesus as example is probably present already in v. 1:
“we, the strong, ought to support the weaknesses of those who are without

37. See my Romans (2 vols., WBC 38; Daltas: Word, 1988) [, 343-44; also my “Paul’s
Knowledge,” 196-97.

38. See my Romans 1, 453-54; also *‘Paul’s Knowledge,” 197-98, where I also cite Rom.
13:14. So also Walter, ‘‘Paul and the Early Christian Jesus-Tradition,” in Wedderburn, ed., Paul,
59.

39. See my Christology in the Making (London: SCM; Philadelphia: Westminster, 1980;
2nd ed., 1989) 12]-23,

40. See above n, 7.

41. See, e.g., the review of discussion in P. T. O’Brien, Philippians (NIGTC,; Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1991) 253-66.

42. H. Lietzmann, Rémer (HNT 8; 5th ¢d., Tiibingen: Mohr, 1971) [19.
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strength.” Outside the context of the present discussion (14:1=15:6), the only
other passage where Paul speaks of people as “*weuk™ in the letter is 5:6. The
thought in fact is closely parallel, ol someone else acting with responsible
concern for the “weak’ — there Christ, here “*the strong™ (ot dvvatoi). The
implication is fairly obvious that Christ is the model of such concern — a
parallel perhaps strengthened by the description of the exalted Christ as the
Lord who “has powerfstrength™™ (duvetel) o uphold his servant (14:4). The
relerence of 5:6. of course, was again to Christ's death: and of 14:4 to the
exalled Christ. But again it may he judged unlikely that Paul would neatly
separatc the character of Jesus’ minisiry in death and exaltation from that of
his prior ministry or ol his ministry as a whole.

This a priori inference is streng(hened by his use of the word Bactélewy,
“earry, bear, support.” 3 For one thing it may well carry an allusion to {sa.
53:4 (“Surely he has borne our griefs and carmried our sorrows’), since
Bootélev was probably in current use to translate “bome” in that passage,
at least in the translations known to the early Christians, as Matt. 8:17 dem-
onstrates.*4 Here, loo, the primary thought in the earliest Christian apologelic
use of Isaiah 53 would be of Christ's death. But Matt. 8:17 is itself prool of
the a priori inference just drawn: that such a passage could be referred also
to Jesus’ healing ministry quite naturally and without any thought of it being
inappropriate so to do.

And for another the thought seems 1o be much the same as in Gal. 6:2
(“Bear [Pactélete] one another's burdens™), where Paul conlinues, ““and
thus fulfill the law of Christ.”” “The law of Christ’ is most naturally under-
stood by reference to the “fulfilled law’ of Gal. 5:14 (**You shall love your
neighbor as yourself”4%), since Jesus' summarizing of the luw by reference
to Lev. 19:18 would presumably be well enough known among the Christian
churches, as Paul’s own use of it (Rom. 13:8-10; Gal. 5:14) suggests.#6 Paul
was certainly recalling that use in Rom. 15:2, since the word “ncighbor”
occurs elsewhere in Paul only in the two passages which cite Lev. 19:18 (Rom.
13:9-10; Gal. 5:14).

So the further similarity between Gal. 6:2 and Rom. 15:1, 3, 5 suggests
that Paul here was following a familiar line of exhortation.

43. The sense ‘‘bear patiently, endure, put up with,” suggested by BAGD and used by
several modern English translations is too weak: a call for tolerance at this point would be an
anticlimax following the strong counsel of 14:13-2],

44. Boordlew becomes more prominent in the later Greek versions of the Old Testament,
and is used by Aquila in Isa. 53:11.

45. See particularly H. Schiirmann, ** *Das Gesetz des Christus’ (Gal. 6:2). Jesu Verhalten
und Wort als letzgitltige sittliche Norm nach Paulus,” in J. Gnilka, ed., Neues Testament und
Kirche (R. Schnackenburg FS; Freiburg: Herder, 1974) 282-300.

46. See ahove, pp. 177-78.
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Rom. 13:8-10 love your neighbor Gal. 5:14 love your neighbor

Rom. 15:1-2  bear with failings of Gal, 6:2  bear one another’s
weak and please the burdens and so fulfill
neighbor the law of Christ

In both cases the implication is strong that Paul was making an appeal to
fesus™ ministry, referring to the character of his loving concern which hoth
his teaching and example had brought to such clear expression, as, we may
assume, his readers would be aware from their own knowledge of the Jesus
tradition.

The overtone that Jesus serves as example for the conduct commended
is probably continued in v. 5: “to live in harmony among yourselves in
accordance with Christ Jesus” (xatd Xpiotov ‘Incodv). As the equivalent
naté phrase elsewhere indicates, the phrase here probably refers primarily to
the will of Christ (Rom. 8:4-5; 2 Cor. 11:7).47 But once again it would be
somewhat forced to exclude a reference also to the example of Christ as
encapsulated in the various Jesus traditions possessed by all of the earliest
Christian congregations.*8 Christ has just been evoked as un example in v. 3,
and, as we have seen. there are several echoes of such Jesus lradition in the
preceding exhortation (14:13-14, 17-18; 15:1-2). And in other similar »otd
phrases the double thought of “modeled on and obedient to™ seems likewise
implicit: Col. 2:8 follows 2:6: *‘as you received the (raditions concerning
Christ (nopeidBete 1ov Xprotdv tov #0plov), so walk in him,” and in Eph.
4:24 the thoughl, of course, is of “'the new person™ as modeled in accordance
with the image of God (cf. Col. 3:10) = Christ (¢t. Rom. 13:14: 2 Cor. 3:18;
4:4, 6).

What emerges from this brief discussion is the interesting likelihood
that a central feature of Paul’s parenesis was determined by a combination of
Jesus” leaching and example — Lhe two elements of the Jesus tradition (words
and deeds) mutually reinforcing one another, as we might expect.¥?

Another possibilily of a similarly combined influence of Jesus® words
and conduct has recently been suggested by both my colleague A. J. M.
Wedderburn and, independently, mysell3" This is the suggestion that Paul’s
attitude to Gentile ““sinners" was influcnced by an awareness of Jesus™ self-
chosen mission “‘to call sinners” (Mark 2:17). The case hcre is more allusive

47. W. Michaelis, TDNT IV (1967) 669, n. 18; E. Kdsemann, Romans (London: SCM,
1980) 383; Cranfield, Romans, 737.

48. So, e.g., Sanday and Headlam, Romans, 393; M. J. Lagrange, Romains (EBib; Paris:
Gabalda, 1950) 344.

49, See also Thompson, Clothed with Christ, 208-36.

50. A. J. M. Wedderburn, “Paul and Jesus: Similarity and Continuity,” in Wedderburn,
ed., Paul, 117-43, here 124, 130-43; Dunn, Jesus, Paul und the Law, 101.
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(further down the graph), but the cumulative weight is nevertheless quite
impressive.

We might note. first of all, that Paul combined stress both on Jesus’
Jewishness and on the effectiveness ol his ministry with regard o Gentiles
(Rom. 15:8-9; Gal. 4:4-7; note the interplay of “we™ and “you™). This is
signilicanmt when we also recall how little contact Jesus is remembered as
having with Gentiles within the Synoplic tradition.

Sceond, the fact that Paul walks of “Gentile sinners™ when (he issuve is
acceptable practiee of table fellowship (Gal, 2:11-15) cannot but recall the
fact that Jesus was remembered precisely as one who ate with “sinners™ (Mark
206-17, Matt. 1119 = Luke 7:34). II the Jesus tradition is historical at this
point (and few question it) and if Paul did indeed use the same language when
rebuking Peter over what in Paul’s eyes must have appeared as an equivalent
issue, 11w hard 1o n1magine that no echo ol the Jesus tradilion was hewrd or
intendded al this point.SH

Thirdly. we huve already noted?? that in Rom. [4:14 and 17 there are
probably eehoes of Jesus” leaching. Bolh, we should point oul, in relation 1o
the same set of tnterrclated questions: what may ohservant Jews cat and so
also with whom may they cat? And both reflect the more open attitude of
Jesus in respect of food, at least as remembered in the Markan form of the
tradition (Mark 7:15, 19), and in respect of the significance ol the kingdom
Far present conduct (Matt. 11:19; Luke 14:7-24).

Il all this ties in the background ol such Pauline passages, it would also
help explain what still seems something of a conundrum for most exegefes:
how it was thal the appearance of Jesus to Paul on the Damascus road should
point Paul so immediately 1o a nnssion to Gentiles (most explicitly Gal.
[:15-16 — note the “in order that™). The most obvious answer is probably
that the memeory of Jesus™ fax attitude (o “sinners™ was part ol the underlying
offense of the Jesus movement which stivred Paul’s perseculing wrath, cspe-
aially as he saw it wranslated into outreach 1o Gentiles (at least by the Hellenist
Christian Jews). Consequently the recognition and ucknowledgment of Jesus
on the Damascus road would have cairied with it the immediate implication
that the Jesus who had been friend of “siners™ must also wish to “call™
Gentile sinners.™

All this 1s, of course, highly speculative, and to talk of clear echoes of

51. Peter no doubt disagreed that the two issnes were equivalent. For the logic of Peter's
position, see, e.g., my The Partings of the Ways between Christianity and Judaism (London:
SCM; Philadelphia: Trinity Press International, 1991) 132-33; also my Galatians (BNTC,
London: Black, 1993) 141-42.

52. See above, pp. 175-76, 178-79.

53. For a fuller attempt to explicate the rationale of Gal. 1:15-16, see again my Partings,
119-24; also Galatians, 65-67.
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or allusions to the Jesus tradition would be to push the evidence too hard.
Nevertheless there are lines of connection here which should not be ignored
and which constitute a further reminder of the character of the range of
evidence relevant in this discussion.

4. The Influence of the Jesus Tradition

Why then did Paul not cite Jesus as his authority for so many of the points
of exhortation discussed above? Most would regard his failure to do so as a
decisively critical weakness in any attempt to argue for allusions to Jesus
tradition in Pauline parenesis. This consideration has weighed very heavily
with two recent contributions to the debate.

Nikolaus Walter tries to grasp the nettle by noting that, whatever allu-
sions lo the teaching of Jesus may be present in Paul’s letters, there is no
indication of a consciousness on Paul’s part that they were allusions.>* The
argument, if followed through, would suggest that the Synoptic-like traditions
used in the early churches were not remembered as stemming {rom Jesus, or
at least that the early churches did not think it necessary Lo retain the attribution
of them (o Jesus in their corporate memory. That would seem an odd conclu-
sion to be forced to, given the fact of the Synoptic Gospels. which presumably
constitute contrary evidence in themselves — that is, that such traditions were
remembered as explicitly attributable 10 Jesus and that {rom such traditions
Mark and the others were able to compile their Gospels.

At about the same time Frans Neirynck made a similar observation: that
in the Pauline letters, apart from 1 Cor. 7:10-11 and 9:14, *‘there is no certain
trace of a conscious use of sayings of Jesus. Possible allusions to gospel
sayings can be noted on the basis of similarity of form and context but a direct
use of a gospel saying in the formy it has been preserved in the synoptic gospels
is hardly provable.” 3 The final clause of this quotation. however, is a reminder
that NeiryncK's real concern is whether the Pauline letters provide evidence
of a pre-Synoptic Gospel or of Q or pre-Q collections. In such a discussion
the degree of similarity to the actual wording of the Synoplic parallels must
he a decisive consideration. Whereas for us the more productive question is
whether such ‘“‘allusions”™ within Paul, together with the Synoptic parallels,
constitute evidence of a Jesus tradition which was remembered and reused in
different forms.

54. Walter, *"Paul and the Early Christian Jesus-Tradition,” in Wedderburn, ed., Paul, 56,
78.
55. Neirynck, “Paul and the Sayings of Jesus,” 320.
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Sandy Wedderburn has suggested a further possibility: that Paul did not
cite Jesus explicitly as authority because the teaching of Jesus was largely, at
that time and in Paul’s eyes, “‘in enemy hands,” in that it was being used by
his opponents, whereas Paul was more concerned to maintain his own inde-
pendence.’6 This might help explain Paul’s reticence in a case like Rom.
14:14,57 but not in all cases; and an appeal to “opposition” teaching by allusion
would seem to be open to the same objection as an explicit appeal.’8

The real problem in all this, as the contributions of Walter and Neirynck
show, is that the issue is being posed in a too narrow or onesided way. If the
question is asked: Did Paul allude to or echo Jesus’ tradition? then the dis-
cussion is soon forced down the lines marked out by Walter and Neirynck.
But should we not rather be asking: Given such similarity and such differing
degrees of similarity between a number of Paul’s exhortations and elements
within the Jesus tradition, what does that tell us about the influence of the
Jesus tradition on Paul’s parenesis? And further: Given the character of these
allusions/echoes, what does that tell us about the way that influence worked?
Such questions are deserving of more consideration than they have so far been
given.

One conclusion which follows almost immediately from the variation
between the Pauline material reviewed above and the related Jesus tradition
is that the Jesus tradition was not yet set in fixed and unyielding forms. Rather
it was living tradition, tradition which was evidently adaptable to different
needs and diverse contexts. This character of the Jesus tradition was already
sufficiently obvious from the variations contained within the Synoptic Gospels
themselves. But its relevance to the present question has been too little rec-
ognized. In fact the variations between Paul’s usage and that of the Synoptics
are more or less of the same order. So we can speak quite appropriately of
pneumatic tradition, or of charismatic usage of the tradition,° or of targumic
paraphrase®0 of the tradition. The point being that it was cherished not merely
as something said two or three decades earlier, but as a living word; not merely
as a relic of a dead leader, but as still expressing the will of the living Lord.6!
And the force of each saying must have depended as much on its appropriate-
ness to the situation addressed by the apostle as on the fact that both writer
and reader knew that its original authority for Christian congregations

56. Wedderburn, “Problem of Continuity,” in Wedderburn, Paul, 100-101.

57. See above, pp. 175-76.

58. See also Thompson. Clothed with Christ, 73-76,

59. Dunn, Unity and Diversiry in the New Testament (London: SCM; Philadelphia:
Westminster, 1977; 2nd ed., 1990) 69, 77-79.

60. As do O. Michel, Romer (KEK; 13th ed., Gotlingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht,
1966) 386, and H. Schiier, Romerbrief (HTKNT; Freiburg: Herder, 1977) 379, in reference to
Rom. 12:14.

61. See further my study, The Living Word (London: SCM; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1987).
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stemmed from Jesus as recalled by both in the Jesus tradition which they
shared originally.

We are not entirely in the dark on this matter, for we know how Paul
used and how his thinking was influenced by his other great source of authority
— the Old Testament, or to be more precise, the Scriptures of his ancestral
faith and earlier training. Here, (00, an obvious parallel (influence of Scripture,
influence of Jesus tradition) has been often neglected because of an issue
focused too narrowly or approached only from one side. Of course the parallel
is not exact, because Paul makes so many explicit citations from his Scriptures.
On the other hand, we should note that Paul shows the same freedom in his
handling of the Scriptures®? as he does in his explicit references to the Jesus
tradition (1 Cor. 7:10-11; 9:14).63 More to the point here, however, there are
also riches of allusion and echo which have only recently begun to be explored
in a systematic way. Here credit must be given above all to Richard Hays,
who has been able to demonstrate from the four major letters of Paul (Ro-
mans-Galatians) how many such echoes there are in his writing, without
recognition of which the text would lose much of its spring and the argument
its force.®

Some examples from my own work on Romans may be appropriate.
One comes early on in Rom. 1:19-32, where, as has often been noted, Paul
echoes the language of Wisdom 13-15, even though he nowhere cites it
precisely. A second is the use of Deut. 30:11-14 in Romans 10. The passage
is quoted, of course, but appreciation of the full significance of that quotation
for Paul and his readers requires some awareness of the influence of Deuter-
onomy 30 within diaspora Judaism, as evidenced, for example, by the LXX
of Deuteronomy 30, by Philo’s use of the passage, and by reference to Deut.
30:7 in Jewish tomb inscriptions.®3 And for a third we might note that in Rom.
12:15-21 Paul echocs themes of traditional Jewish wisdom,%0 even though he
cites specifically only Deut. 32:35 and Prov. 25:21.

It should be evident in all this that we are witnessing established or
hallowed tradition which had become so much part of Paul that it influenced
him from within, not just from without. Its influence, in other words, is to be
recognized at the level of shaping thought, not so much as an external authority

62. See D. A. Koch, Die Schrift als Zeuge des Evangeliums (Tibingen: Mohr, 1986),
esp. 102-98.

63. Walter, ““Paul and the Early Christian Jesus-Tradition,” in Wedderburn, ed., Paul,
68-74.

64. Hays, Echoes. For an earlier list of allusions and paraliels see E. E. Ellis, Paul’s Use
of the Old Testament (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1957) 153-54.

65. For details, see my Romans II, 603-5,

66. 12:15 (Sir. 7:34); 12:16 (Prov. 3:7; Isa. 5:21); 12:17 (Prov. 3:4); 12:19 (Lev. 19:18;
Deut. 32:35); 12:20 (Prov. 25:21-22); 12:21 (T. Benj. 4:3).
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whose authority can be called on only by formal citation. Moreover, Paul
would almost certainly expect his readers to recognize some at least of the
allusions to and the echoes of well-known themes, since, in the examples just
cited, his indictment in Rom. 1:19-32 depends on their recognition that this
is standard Jewish polemic against idolatry and sexual immorality, the validity
ol his use of Deut. 30: 1 1-14 1n Romans 10 depends on an already widespread
perception ol the universal applicalion of the word, and in Rom. 12:9-21 he
would presumably not want to be thought of as giving wholly fresh advice.

The same we may observe is probably true of the already traditional
kerygmatic and confessional formulas which Paul seems to use on [requent
occasions. Here the parallel is closer. For, on the one hand, there is a similar
imbalance between the very few explicit citations of such formulas (notably
1 Cor. 15:3-4) and the more [requent allusions (Rom. 1:3-4; 3:25-26; 4:24-25;
8:11, 34; 10:9; 14:9.15; | Cor. [:13: 6:14: 115 13:12, ere.).%7 And, on the
other, there is a similar debate among contemporary scholars as to whether
the latter should be designated as “‘pre-Pauline formulas’ in the first place.6¥
The double parallel is not accidental; it reflects the same character in the
material. In this case, too, similarities in wording suggest a degree of inter-
dependence best explained in terms of a speech pattern ingrained by frequent
usage, the natural reflex of a habitual worshiper and indefatigable preacher
and teacher.®® Here, toa. Paul would presumably expect his readers to recog-
nize such echoes for what they were. even though the level of his explicit
argument does not appear 1o depend an such recognition.

In both cases what we are actually witnessing is the language of com-
munity discourse. We musi imagine Christians who were steeped in the lan-
guage and thought forms of the (Jewish) Scriptures (the only Scriptures they
had), and who had been deeply impressed, their whole lives transformed and
shaped afresh, by the message of Jesus. In communities bonded by such
common experience and language there is a whole level of discourse which
consists of allusion and echo. It is the very fact that allusions are sufficient
for much effective communication which provides and strengthens the bond,
recognition of the allusion/echo is what attests effective membership of the
group. Who has never belonged to a community where “‘in-jokes” and code
allusions or abbreviations both facilitated communication between members
of the group and left outsiders at best able to function only on the surface of
the exchange without recognizing implications and ramifications obvious to
the insiders? A community which can communicate only by citing explicit

67. See W. Kramer, Christ, Lord, Son of Gad (Laondon: SCM, 1966); K. Wengst, Christo-
logische Formeln und Lieder des Urchristentums {Giitersloh; Mohn, [972),

68. Notably questioned by M. D. Hooker,

69. Cf. also the “liturgical reflex” in passages like Rom. [:25 and 9:5,
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chapter and verse has no depth (o it. And the same assuredly applies in the
case of early Christian communities’ store of Jesus tradition.

In other words, what we find in the Pauline parenesis in terms of echoes
offallusions to the Jesus tradition is just what we would expect. It would be
surprising were it otherwise. The traditions of Jesus, no doubt well taught by
the first Christian apostles and teachers, would have been treasured, meditated
on, given prominent place in the reshaping ol life and conduct consequent
upon haptism. Such traditions would have entered into their own thinking and
quite quickly have begun (o shape their own language as well as their lives,
and so also to shape their discourse one with another.” The letter ol James
provides another clear example of the same phenomenon.”!

Here, then, emerges a surprising answer to our question, “Why was
Jesus not cited explicitly as authority for the exhortations which drew on the
Jesus tradition?’’ The answer is that to force, as it were, the web of allusion
and echo into the open may strengthen the explicit authority of a particular
exhortation,” but it also weakens the bonding effect of the web of shared
discourse. In communities of shared discourse allusions can be all the more
effective because they trigger off wider associations and communal memories
whose emotive resonance gives added motivation to the looked for response.”

In short, in each case (Old Testament, church tradition, and Jesus tradi-
tion), and particularly in the case of the Jesus tradition, whose form was not
yet finally fixed, what we see before us in passages like those discussed above
is evidence of Lhe Jesus tradition shaping Pauline parenesis at the level of his
own thought processes, and no doubt intended by him to be recognized as
derived from or indebted to the common memory of what Jesus had said and
done — a celebration and reaffirmation by means of their common discourse
of their shared indebtedness to their common Lord.

70. That Romans has such a high propertion of such allusions is significant, since Paul
could not have passed on such traditions to the Roman believers himself. He must have been
able to assume. nevertheless, that the churches in Rome, or elsewhere, had been furnished with
o stock of Jesus tand kerygmatic) tradition similar to that which Paul himself drew on. This
tells us much about the breadth and relative fixedness of the Jesus tradition pussed on (o new
churches.

71. Notably Jas. 1:5, |7 (Matt. 7:7, 11); Jas, 1:6 (Matt. 21:21); Jas. 1:22-23 (Matt. 7:21,
24-27); Jas. 4:12 (Matt. 7:1); Jas. 5:12 (Matt. 5:34-37).

72. In fact, however, in the two most cited cases (1 Cor. 7:10-11; 9:14-15), Paul quotes
a word from the Lord in order w qualify it

73. Hence the weakness of Furmish™s observinion: ' One must record with some surprise
the fact that the leaching of the carthly Jesus seems not to play a vital, or at least as obvious, a
role in Paul’s concrete ethical instructions as the Old Testament” (Theology and Ethics in Paul,

55).
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Paul’s Understanding of
the Death of Jesus as Sacrifice

The thesis put forward in what follows 1s that Paul’s understanding of Jesus’
life as having representative significance is the key which opens up to us his
understanding of the significance of Jesus’ death. Or to put the point in more
technical shorthand: Paul’s Adam christology is integral to his theology of
Jesus’ death as atoning sacrifice. The claim in essence is hardly a new one.
It has been familiar in systematic theology in one form or another, as we might
say, from Irenaeus (“‘theory of recapitulation”)! to Pannenberg.2 But it has
been largely ignored or overshadowed in recent decades in New Testament
scholarship, with the principal exception of M. D. Hooker,? and deserves more
attention than it has received. Independently of Hooker I had developed my
own version of the Lhesis? and now re-present it in an updated version.

Jesus as Representative Man

The fact that Paul tells us next to nothing about the historical Jesus has always
been at the heart of one of the most intractable problems in New Testament

1. 3. N. D. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines (2nd ed., London: Black, 1960) 170-74.

2. W. Pannenberg, Jesus God and Man {London: SCM, 1968) 260-69.

3. M. . Hocker, “lnterchange and Atonement,” BJRL 60 (1977-78y 462-80; idem,
“Interchange in Christ,” JT8 new series 22 (1971) 349-61; idem, “Interchange and Suffering,”
in Suffering and Martvrdem in the New Testament. ed. W Horbury and B, MeNeil (Cambridge.
Cambridge University, 1981), 70-83.

4. Dunn, “Paul’s Understanding of the Death of Jesus,” in Reconciliation and Hope, ed.
R.J. Banks (L. L. Morris FS; Exeter: Paternoster, 1974) 125-41.

Originally published in Sacrifice and Redemption: Durham Essays in Theology, ed. S. W. Sykes,
35-56. Copyright © 1991 by Cambridge University Press and reprinted by permission.
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theology and Christian origins — the relation between the gospel of Jesus and
the theology of Paul. The discontinuity between the two had been stressed by
Liberal Protestantism and by the history-of-religions school, particularly
W. Heitmiiller and W. Bousset.5 And although R. Bultmann® shared many of
their conclusions, he did attempt to demonstrate a significant element of
continuity between Jesus and Paul. More recently the probable influence of
particular sayings of Jesus on Paul has been highlighted,” and a link is stil
possible along the lines of imitatio Christi (1 Cor. 11:1; Eph. 4:20; Col. 2:6;
1 Thess. 1:6). Perhaps we should also mention that at the other end of the
spectrum Paul’s apparent lack of knowledge of the historical Jesus has been
made the main justification for a further attempt to revive the nevertheless
thoroughly dead thesis that the Jesus of the Gospels was a mythical figure.®

What does not seem to have been adequately appreciated 1s that for Paul
the Jesus of history is integral to his soteriology: it is of vital significance for
Paul that Jesus actually lived and died in history. Paul calls men not to take
up some timeless ideal, not merely to believe in a divine being contemporary
with him, but to believe in the Jesus who lived and died and now lives again.
The contemporary Christ is onc and the same as the Jesus of history. If it is
not the same Jesus, then his gospel falls in ruins. It is the Jesus of history
now exalted who challenges presumptuous and self-indulgent man; it is the
presence here and now of the Jesus who lived and died which brings men to
the crisis of decision. Paul’s soteriology therefore hangs on the wholeness of
his christology;? separation of the Jesus of history from the Christ of faith
does not characterize Paul’s soteriology, it destroys it.

5. W. Heitmiiller, “Zum Problem Paulus und Jesus,” ZNW 13 (1912) 320-27; W. Bousset,
Kyrios Christos (2nd ed., Nashville: Abingdon, 1970 [German original 1921]).

6. R. Bultmann, “The Significance ol the Historical Jesus for the Theology of Paul,” in
Faith and Understanding.: Collected Fssavs (London: SCM, 1969) 220-46; idem, “Jesus and
Paul,” in Existence and Faith (London: Fontana, 1960) 217-39,

7. D. M. Stanley, “Pauline Allusions to the Sayings ol Jesus,” CBQ 23 (1961) 26-39;
H. Riesenfeld, “Parabolic Language in the Pauline Epistes,”™ in The Gospel Tradition (Oxford:
Blackwell, 1970y 187-204: D. L. Dungan, The Servings of Jesus in the Churches of Paul (Oxford:
Blackwell, 1971); C. K. Barrett, ‘I Am Not Ashamed of the Gospel,” in New Testament Essavs
(London: SPCK, 1972) 116-43; D. C. Allison, “The Pauline Epistles and the Synoptic Gospels:
The Pattern of the Parallels,” NTS 28 (1982) 1-32; D. Wenham, ‘‘Paul’s Use of the Jesus
Tradition: Three Samples,” in The Jesus Tradition outside the Gospels (Gospel Perspectives 5;
Sheffield: JSOT, 1985) 7-37.

8. G. A. Wells, The Jesus of the Early Christiuns (London: Pemberton, 1971).

9. Cf. A.E. J. Rawlinson, The New Testument Doctrine of the Christ (London: Longmans,
1926). chapter 5; W. D. Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaixm (15t ed., Londou: SPCK, 1948)
41-42, 49-57; M. Black, “'The Pauline Doctrine of the Sceand Adam.” SJT 7 (1954) 170-79:
D. E. H. Whiteley, St Paul’s Thought on the Atonement,” JT5 new scries 8 (1957) 242-46,;
R. Scroggs, The Last Adarn A Sty in Panline Autliopolagy (Oxlovd: Bluckwell, 1960y 92-112,
A. L Huligren, Christ and His Benefite: Chnstology and Redemption in the New Testamen
(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1987).
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Why is this so? Because for Paul the earthly Jesus was not significant
primarily for what he said or did during his life, but for what he was. And what
he dlicl by his death and resurrection gains its significance for salvation primarily
from what he was. The key idea which runs throuph Paul's christology and binds
it to his soteriology is that ol solidarity or representation. '1'o udapt the words ol
lrenaeus, Jesus becane one with man in ovder to pur an end 10 sinfild man in
arder that o new man might conte into being. He became whar man is in order
that by his death and resurrection man might become what he is.

The most sustained expositions of Jesus' representative significance
come in Rom. 5:12-21 and 1 Cor. 15:20ff., 45-49. In both instances Jesus is
compared and contrasted with Adam. The point of the comparison and contrast
lies in the representative significance ol the two men, “Adam’ means “‘man,”
“humankind.™ Paul speaks about Adam as a way of speaking about mankind.
Adam represents what man might have heen and what man now is. Adam is
man, made for fellowship with God, become slave of selfishness and pride.
Adam is sinful man. Jesus, too, is representative man. He represents a new
kind of man — man who not only dies but lives again. The first Adam
represents physical man (psyché zdsa, soma psychikon) — man given over to
death: the last Adam represents pneumatic man (preuma zoopoioun, séma
pictmatiken) — man alive from the dead.

Now it is clear from the 1 Corinthians passage that Jesus only takes up his
distincrively last Adam/man role as [rom the resurrection; Christ is eschatological
Adam/man, ““the firstfiruits of those who have fallen asleep™™: only in and through
resurrection does he become life-giving Spirit. ' How then can we characterize
his representative function in his life and death? The answer seems to be that for
Paul the earthly Jesus represents frllenr man, man who though he lives again is
first subject to death. Adam represents what man might have been and by his sin
what man is. Jesus represents what man now is and by his obedience what man
might become. This is most clearly expressed in four passages:

(a) Rom. 8:3: ““What the law could not do, because it was weakened by
the flesh, God has done — by sending his own Son in the very likeness of
sinful flesh (en homoiomati sarkos hamartias). . .. Homoioma here as else-
where in Paul means a very close likeness, a mirror image. In Rom. 1:23 its
use with eikon must signify an intensifying of the idea of likeness/image,

), See chaprer 9 above: Dunn, Christology in the Moeking (ondon: SCM. 1980: 2nd
ed, 1989 R Martin bas recontly contested this interpretation by arguing that the passage
alludes 10 Chrisl's pretemporal existence’” tather than 1o his eschatological state (7he Spiri
and the Congregation: Sudies in § Corintltiany 12-15 |Grand Rapids: Eecdmans, 1984]). an
interpretation | find very odd. The whole topic is the resurrection body, und the logic v that
Clrist. the first resurrected person. sets the pattert Tor the rest, just as Adam set the pattern for
humaskind i this age el Rom, 8:29: Phil. 3:21). Martin’s rejoinder 1o me (Carmien Chrishi:
Philippions 2:53-11 iy Recent Interpretastems and i the Serting of Farly Christian Worship | 2nd
el Grand Rapids: Cerdimans, 1983 xxi) fills under the same critique.
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otherwise the phrase en homoiomati eikonos is merely tautologous — perhaps,
indeed, an example of the Semitic tendency to give added force to an idea by
repeating it.!! Thus: “changed the glory of the incorruptible God into what
was nothing more than the image of corruptible man. . . .” In Rom. 5:14:
‘“death reigned from Adam to Moses even over those who did not sin in just
the same way as Adam (epi 10 homoiomati tés parabaseds Adam).” In Rom.
6:5 the “likeness of Christ’s death’ does not mean baptism nor the death of
Christ itself but the converts’ experience of death to sin and life to God
beginning to work out in themselves, which Paul characterizes as a sharing
in Christ's death and so as an experience which is the mirror image and actual
outworking of Christ’s own death to sin within the present age (6:10).12 So
in Rom. 8:3 en homoiomati sarkos hamartias must mean “in the very form
of sinful flesh.”” 13

But is Paul saying then that Jesus became guilty of sin? No! As is
generally recognized, sarx in Paul is not evil, otherwise he could not use it
in a neutral sense, or speak of it being cleansed (2 Cor. 7:1).14 Flesh is not
evil, it is simply weak and corruptible. It signifies man in his weakness and
corruptibility, his belonging to the world. In particular it is that dimension of
the human personality through which sin attacks, which sin uses as its instru-
ment (Rom. 7:5, 14, 18, 25) — thus sarx hamartias. That is to say, sarx
hamartias does not signity guilty man, but man in his fallenness — man
subject to temptation, to human appetites and desires, to corruption and death.
The “‘sinful flesh” is nothing other than the “‘sinful body” (Rom. 6:6), the
“body doomed to death” (Rom. 7:24).

Thus in Rom. 8:3 Paul is saying simply that God sent his Son in the
very form of fallen man, that is, as representative of fallen humanity. Homoi-
oma in other words does not distinguish Jesus from sinful flesh or distance
him from fallen man, as is often suggested; rather it is Paul’s way of expressing
Jesus® complete identity with the flesh of sin, with man in his fallenness.!S So
far as Paul was concerned, Jesus had to share fallen humanity, sinful flesh,
otherwise he could not deal with sin in the flesh. It was only because he shared

11, Cf. J. H. Moulton and W. F. Howard, A Grammar of New Testument Greek 11
Accidence (Edinburgh: Clark, [929) 419-20.

12. Dunn, Baptism in the Holy Spirit (London: SCM, 1970) 142-43.

13. See (urther Dunn, Romans (Word Biblical Commentary; Dallas: Word, 1988), on
Rom. 6:5 and 8:3.

14. H. W. Robinson, The Christian Doctrine of Man (3rd ed., Edinburgh: Clark, 1926)
114-15; W. D. Stacey, The Pauline View of Man (London: Macmillan, 1956) 162; E. Schweizer,
TDNT VI1I, 135.

5. Cf. P Althaus, Der Brief an die Romer (10th ed., NTD 6; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck,
1966), C. K. Barrett, The Epistle to the Romans (London: Black, 1957); O. Kuss, Der Romerbrief
Il (Regensburg: Pustet, 1959); R. Jewett, Paul’s Anthropological Terms (Leiden: Brill, 1971)
1 50ff.
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man’s sinful flesh that his death was *“a sacrifice for sin™ and so served as
God’s act of judgment on sin in the lesh (sce further below, pp. 198-203).

(b) Gal. 4:4-5: **When the fullness of time had come, God sent forth
his Son, born of woman, born under the law. . . .”* The point is the same
here. “Born of woman™ was a fanuliar phrase in Jewish ears and denoted
simply “man” (Job 14:0; 15:14; 25:4; 1QS 11.20-21; IQH 13.14; 18:12-13,
16; Matt, 11:11). “Born under the law™ likewisc denotes the human condi-
tion, specilically rhat of the Jew (cf. | Cor. 9:20; Gal. 4:21), but of the Jew
in a state of tutelage and bondage which is typical of humankind generally
in its fallen enslavement under the “‘clemental spirits™ (Gal. 4:3, 9). Tt was
only by virtue of his identily with the human conditon in its cnslavement
that Jesus could (by his death and resurrection) “‘redeem those under the
law™ and enable them to share his sonship by adoption (Gal. 4:5-7; ¢f. Rom.
8:15-17).16

{c) Phil. 2:7-8. Tt is very likely that the Chrst-hymn of Phil. 2:6-1] uses
an Adam christology. patterning the descriplion of Christ on the well-estab-
lished strand of Jewish rellection on Adam and his fall, but in such a way as
to show how Jesus corrected the pattern. Adam, made in the image of God,
sought equality with God and became man as he has been ever since. enslaved
to corruption (cf. Rom. 8:18-21) and the elemental spirits (cf. Gal. 4:3), subject
1o death by virtue of his disobedience (cl. Rom. 5:15-19). Christ, likewise in
the form of God, relused Lo grasp at equality with God, but chose nevertheless
to embrace the lot of man, accepting his condition of enslavement (Phil. 2:7),
and submitting himself to death as an act of obedience rather than the con-
sequence of disobedience (Phil. 2:8).17

In particular we might simply note the two lines:

en homoidmati anthropon genomenos
kai schemati heuretheis hos anthropos.

This is the only other occurrence of homoidma in Paul; Jesus became the very
likeness of men; he became just what men are, Indeed, he came hds anthrapos,
that is, not just as one man among many, bul as man. as representative man!#
— man, who, be it noled, is immediately described as subject, obedient to
death.

(d) 1 Cor. 15:27: Paul explicitly quotes Ps. 8:6 — “He has put all things
in subjection under his feet” — and refers it 1o the exalted Christ. Since Ps.
8:4-6 was widely used in the early churches as a testimonium to Christ (Mark
12:36 pars.; Eph. 1:22; Phil. 3:21; Heb. 2:6-9: | Pet. 3:22). it is probable that

16. See further Dunn, Christology in the Making, 40-42.
17. See further ibid., xvii-xix, 114-19.
18. Cf. Mautin, Carmen Christi, 109-10.
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Paul had the whole passage in mind.!® That is to say, it is probable that Paul
understood Ps. 8:4-6 with reference to Jesus in the same way as did the writer
of the Epistle to the Hebrews. Jesus was the man who fulfilled the destiny
God had originally intended for man.2® Man had been made “*lower than the
angels,” bul had not yet been crowned with glory and honor and granted
Lordship over all things. Bul in contrast, Jesus had fulfilled that destiny, He,
too, was man ‘‘for a short while lower than the angels,” but had now been
crowned with glory and honor *‘because he suffered death’™ (Heb. 2:9). That
this train of thought is in Paul’s mind in 1 Cor. 15:27 is likely in view of the
explicit Adam christology in the immediate context of the quotation. In other
words, Jesus entered his role as New Man only after living and suffering as
Man. Adam had missed his destiny because of sin and his destiny had become
death (I Cor. 15:21-22). Only after Jesus lived out that destiny (death) and
through it created a new destiny (resurrection) could the original destiny be
fulfilled. Only by his living out the destiny of Adam could the destiny of the
Last Adam become a reality.

Space prohibits an elaboration ol this aspect of Paul's theology — that
Jor Paul Jesus in his life and death is representative man, representative of
fallen man — by living oul that fallenness to the death and overcoming it in
resurrection he becomes representative of new life, of new man, 1t must suffice
to refer briefly to other passages where the same christology is reflected: Rom.
1:3 — as man he lives, like man, kata sarka — through flesh, and to some
extent anyway, in terms of flesh;2! Rom. 6:9-10 — as man of flesh, like men,
he is subject to death. In short, as representative man he shares the weakness
and corruptibility of man’s flesh; as representative man he knows the power
of the powers, sin, and death, which enslave men. ““Christ dies the death of
the disobedient, of sinners” (Rom. 5:6, 8; 2 Cor. 5:21).22

We might mention also Paul’s use of the title Christos. It is frequently
assumed that Paul uses the title quite conventionally and adds nothing to it.23
This is not, however, true. And the way in which Paul does use it is of special
interest for us. For, on the one hand, he links it firmly to Jesus in his death:
the Christ is the Crucified One (1 Cor. 1:23 and 2:2; Gal. 3:1). And, on the
other, it becomes the chief vehicle for Paul’s expression of Christ’s represen-

19. Cf. C. H. Dodd, According to the Scriptures (London: Nisbet, 1952) 32ff., 120fF.,
126; B. Lindars, New Testament Apologetic (London: SCM, 1961 50fT., 168.

20. C. K. Bavreu, The First Episile to the Corinthiuns (Londow: Black, 1968); F. E. Bruce,
I & 2 Corinthians (London: Qliphanis, 1971); Dunn, Christology in the Making, 108-11.

21. See ch. 8 above.

22. G. Delling, “Der Tod Jesu in der Verkiindigung des Paulus,” in Apophoreta,
(E. Haenchen FS; Berlin: Topelmann, 1964) 85-96.

23. For example, R. Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament I (London: SCM, 1952);
O. Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament (London: SCM, 1959); R. H. Fuller, The
Foundations of New Testament Christology (London: Lutterworth, 1965).



{96 PAULINE CHRISTOLOGY

tative capacity, the solidarity of believers with the risen Christ: he is baptized
in the Spirit into Christ (Rom. 6:3; 1 Cor. 12:13; 2 Cor. 1:21; Gal. 3:27); he
has died with Christ, is crucified with Christ, his life is hid with Christ in God,
and so on (Rom. 6:3-4, 8; 8:17; Gal. 2:19-20; Eph. 2:5; Phil. 1:23; Col. 2:20;
3:1, 3; I Thess. 5:10); his present life in all its aspects is lived in Christ (for
example, Rom. 6:11; 8:39; 1 Cor. 15:22; 2 Cor. 5:17, 19; Gal. 2:4; Phil. 2:1;
Col. 1:28; 1 Thess. 2:14); he is a member of the body of Christ (Rom. 12:5;
1 Cor. 12:12, 27, etc.); Christ is the olfspring ol Abraham to whom the proise
has been made, and all who identify themselves with Christ are counted s
Abraham’s children (Gal. 3:16, 26-29). The two distinctively Pauline em-
phases in Paul’s use of Christos cannot be unrelated. Christ is representative
man precisely as the Crucified One.24

2 Cor. 5:14 now becomes clearer as one of the most explicit expressions
of Paul’s understanding of Jesus as representative man — ‘“‘one man died for
all; therefore all humankind [hoi pantes] has died.” When we talk of Christ
as representative man we mean that what is true of him in particular is true
of men in general. When we say Adam is representative man in his fallenness,
we mean that all men are fallen. So when Paul says Christ died as represen-
tative man he means that there is no other end possible for men — all
humankind dies, as he died, as flesh, as the end of sinful flesh, as the destruc-
tion of sin. Had there been a way for fallen man to overcome his fallenness
and subjection to the powers, Christ would not have died — Christ as repre-
sentative man would have shown men how to overcome sinful flesh. His death
is an acknowledgment that there is no way out for fallen men except through
death — no answer to sinful flesh except its destruction in death. ““Man could
not be helped other than through his annihilation.”’25 Only through death does
the New Man emerge in risen life. In other words, if we may follow the train
of thought a little further, Christ’s identification with fallen men is up to and
into death. But there it ends, for death is the end of fallen men, the destruction
of man as flesh — Christ died, all died. Beyond death he no longer represents
all men, fallen man. In his risen life he represents only those who identify
themselves with him, with his death (through baptism), only those who ac-
knowledge the Risen One as Lord (2 Cor. 5:15). Only those who identify
themselves with him in his death are identified with him in his life from death.
Hence it is a mistake to confine the “all”” of 5:14 to believers.26 The “all”” of

24. See further Dunn, Jesus and the Spirit (London: SCM/Philadelphia- Westminster,
19735) 324-3%; and tor turther material where Adam christology provides the basic structure of
the thought see also Black, “The Pauline Doctrine of the Second Adam’’; Scroggs, The Last
Adam.

25. Barth, cited in G. C. Berkouwer, The Triumph of Grace in the Theology of Karl Barth
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1956) 135.

26. Pace R. P. Martin, 2 Corinthians (Word Biblical Commentary; Waco: Word, 1986).
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4:14-15 are not identical with “the living” of 5:15. Jesus’ representative
capacity before resurrection (sinful flesh — Rom. 8:3) is different from his
representative capacity after resurrection (spiritual body — 1 Cor. 15:44-45).
All die. But only those “‘in Christ” experience the new creation (2 Cor. 5:17).27
In short, as Last Adam Jesus represents only those who experience life-giving
Spirit (1 Cor. 15:45).

Jesus’ Death as a Sacrifice

We must now attempt to view Jesus’ death through Paul’s eyes from another
angle and then bring the two viewpoints together to give us a fuller picture
of Paul’s thinking about the cross. I refer to Paul’s understanding of Jesus’
death in terms of cultic sacrifice. The idea of blood sacrifices and of divine-
human relationships being somehow dependent on them is so repellent to
post-Enlightenment man that many commentators have instinctively played
down or ignored this side of Paul’s theology. E. Kidsemann, for example, reacts
against undue emphasis being given to the idea of sacrificial death by firmly
denying that Paul ever definitely called Jesus’ death a sacrifice, and sums up:
“The idea of the sacrificial death is, if anything, pushed into the back-
ground.”28 Similarly G. Friedrich, in one of the most recent studies of the
topic, goes out of his way to play down any sacrificial significance in the
passages we are about to cite.?2 An examination of Paul, however, makes it
difficult to escape the conclusion that Késemann and Friedrich have fallen
into the trap of making Paul’s language less foreign and less distasteful and
so have missed both the offense of Paul’s thought and its point.30

In Rom. 3:25 hilastérion cannot have any other than a sacrificial
reference. Since the word is used so often in the LXX for the lid of the ark,
the “‘mercy seat,”” the only real debate has been whether it should be under-
stood as place or means of expiation/propitiation — the latter (““means’”)
being probably the more appropriate (cf. 4 Mace. 17:22; Josephus, Antig-
uities, 16.182; Gen, 6:16 Symmachus).?! And even if the verse is a quota-

27. Cf. Hooker, “Interchange and Atonement,” 479; “Interchange and Suffering,” 71.

28, E. Kidsemann, Perspectives on Paul (London: SCM, 1971) 42-45; cf. M. Hengel, The
Atonemernt (London: SCM, 1981) 45-46.

29. G. Friedrich, Die Verkiindigung des Todes Jesu im Neuen Testament (Neukirchen-
Vluyn: Neukirchener, 1982) 47, 66, 70-71, 75, 77.

30. See particularly P. Stuhlmacher’s critique of Friedrich in *‘Sithne oder VersShnung,”
in Die Mitte des Neuen Testaments, ed. U. Luz and H. Weder (E. Schweizer FS; Géttingen:
Vandenhoeck, 1983) 291-316, especially 297-304.

31. See L. Morris, “The Meaning of 'TAAXTHPION in Romans I11.25,” NTS 2 (1955-56)
435-43; K. Kertelge, Rechtfertigung bei Paulus (Minster: Aschendorft, 1967) 55-57; H. Schlier,
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tion.3? Paul gives it such a cenural place in a key passage of his exposilion
that it must be very expressive of his own thinking: indeed in such a case
one quotes from an earlier ext or source because it puts the point as well
as or betler than one can oneself.

The attempr has sometimes heen made to see as the immediate back-
ground ot Rom. 3:25 the martyr theology which finds its clearest expression
in 4 Mace. 17:21-22, where Ailastérion is used o describe the atoning signif-
icance of the Maccabean martyrs’ deaths. 3 This is certainly possible. Bul two
¢ualifications are necessary. First, martyr (heology is itself an application of
sacrificial metaphor; the reason why the death of the martyrs can be thought
to carry such weight of alonement is becanse their death can be seen as a Kind
ol sacrifice. Indeed in Diaspora Judaism martyr theology is sacrificial pre-
cisely because it served as one of the substitutes For the sacrificial cult in
faraway Jerusalem.™ Second, in Rom. 3:25 the hilasiérion is presented by
God himself. This thought is not present in Jewish martyr theology but is
quite commeon in connection with the sacrificial cult in the Old Testament.3?
Thus. whether or not Paul was consciously alluding (o martyr theology here,
it is most likely that the primary reference L his metaphor was to Christ’s
death as colt sacrifice. 30

Rom. 8:3: "God sent his Son in the very likeness of sinful Mesh and tor
sin (peri hamartias) ™, the New English Bible translates the last phrase “*as a
sacrifice lor sin.” And this is wholly justilied since peri hamartiay is regularly
used in LXX (o translate the Hebrew hata’th (sin offering — e.g., Lev. 5:6-7,
11:16:3, 5.9; Num. 6:16; 7:16; 2 Chron. 29:23-34; Neh. 10:33; Ezek. 42:13:
43:19: in Isa. 53:10 it wanslates the Hebrew “asham, guilt offering).37 1t is

Der Remerbrief (Freiburg: Herder, 1977); otherwise B, Janowski, Sithne als Heilsgeschehen
{(Neukirchen-Vinyn: Neukirchener, 1982) 350-54; A. J. Hultgren, Paul’s Gospel and Mission
(Philadelphiu: Farteess, 1985) 55-60).

32. See, e.g., P. Stuhlmacher, “Recent Excpesis on Romans 3:24-26," in Reconciliation,
Law, and Righteousness: Essays in Biblical Theology (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1986) 94-109;
S. K. Williams, Jesus' Death as Saving Eveny (Missoula: Scholars, 1975) 5-19. B. F. Meyer,
“The Pre-Pauline Formula in Rom. 3.25-26a,” N75 29 (1983) 198-208.

33. E. Lohsc, Martyrer und Gottesknecht (2ud ed., Géttingen: Vandenhoeck, 1963) 152
n. 4; D. Hill, Greek Words and Hebrew Meanings (Cambridge: Cambridge University, 1967)
41-45, Williams, Jestes' Death as Saving Event, 248,

34, Lohse, Martyrer und Gottesknecht, 71,

35, Cf. Kertelge, Rechifertigung bei Paulus, 57-58; idem, *‘Das Verstdndnis des Todes
Jesu bei Paulus,” in Der Tod Jesu. Deutungen im Neuen Testament, ed. Kertelge (Freiburg:
Herder, 1976) 114-36.

36. Ci. Kuss, Komerbrief, 165-66.

37. See particularly N. T. Wright, " Adam in Pauline Christology.” SBLSP 1983, 359-89;
U. Wilckens, Der Brief an die Romer |1 (Evangelisch-katholischer Kommentac zum Neuen
Testament 6; Zurich: Benziger, 1980); O. Michel changed his mind in favor of this view in the
fifth edition of his commentary (Der Brief an die Rémer |5th od., Géttingen: Vandenhocek,
1977] 251).
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likely that Paul drew the words from this background as a deliberate allusion,
since otherwise the phrase is unnecessarily vague.*® Some commentators
object thar such a reference confuses Paul’s thought at this point,? although
Paul is well known for his mixed metaphors (see. for example, Rom. 7:1-6;
Gal. 4:1-6, 19). But is the charge just? The logic of Paul’s thought is, in fact,
quite straightforward: the sin offering was just what the law provided to cover
the unwilling sins which Paul has been lamenting in chapter 7.4 And when
Paul says that God sent his Son peri hamartias (“in order thal the just
requirement of the law might be fullilled in us . . .”), does he not include the
law of the sin offering as parl of “*the just requirement of the law™?

I Cor. 5:7: Paul explicitly states, “Christ, our paschal lamb. has been
sacrificed.” 1t is frequently remarked that “the Paschal victim was not a
sin-offering or regarded as a means of expiating or removing sins.” 4! However.,
the Passover is already associated with atonement in Ezek. 45:18-22, and this
link was probably already firmly forged in the double association of the Last
Supper with the Passover and with Jesus® “blood poured oul [ekchunnontenon]
for many.” which we find in the Synoptic traditions (Mark 14:24 pars.), where
the language is unavoidably sacrificial and signifies atonement.32 The same
tendency to run together different metaphors and descriptions of Jesus’ death so
that old distinctions are blurred and lost is clearly evident elsewhere in the early
churches (1 Pet. 1:18-19; John 1:29), and Paul's language in | Cor. 5:7 and
elsewhere hardly suggests that it was otherwise with him.

2 Cor. 5:21: “God made him into sin, him who knew no sin.”” The
antithesis “‘made into sin™'/**sinless,”” makes it difficull to doubt that Paul had
in mind the cull’s insistence on clean and unblemished animals for the sacri-
fices.#* A more specific allusion to the Day of Atonement’s scapegoat is
probable.*! Perhaps there is also an allusion 1o the suffering servant of lsaiah

38. Among others Barrelt (Romans) thinks that Paul means nothing more precise than
Gal. 1:4 — Jesus Christ gave himsell **for our sins” (hyper 16n hanartion), Bul LXX in Ezekicl
usually uses hyper instead of peri in reference 1o the sin offering, and Paul may well regard peri
heamartias and hyper tén hamartién as equivalent phrases. In the mind of o Jewish Chrislian
could “for our sins” have any other reference thun to the cult? The NEB has. quite rightly,
“Jesus Christ, whe sacrificed himself for our sins.”

39. For cxample, A. Schlatter, Gottes Gerechtigkeit (Stuttgart: Calwer, 1935) 257, Lohse,
Martyrer und Gottesknecln, 132, n. 6; Friedrich, Die Verkiindigung des Todes Jesu im Neuen
Testament, 68-71.

40. N. T. Wright, “The Meaning of peri hamartias in Romans 8.3, in Studia Biblica
1978 11 (Journal for the Society of the New Testament Supplement 3; Sheffield: JSOT, 1980)
453-59.

41. G. B. Gray, Sacrifice in the Old Testament (Oxford: Oxlord University, 1925) 397.

42.J. Jeremias, The Eucharistic Words of Jesus (revised ed., London: SCM, 1966) 222(f.

43. R. J. Daly, Christian Sacrifice (Washington: Catholic University of America, 1978)
237, 239.

44. H. Windisch, Der zweite Korintherbrief (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht,
1924),
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53:4% bul this should not be seen as a way of lessening the sacrilicial allusion,
stnee Isaiah 53 isell s studded with sacrificial terminology and imagery, and
the role of the Servant cannot be Tully understood apart from the sacrificial
background ol his death.46

Similarly the several pussages in which Paul uses the phrase “in or
through his blood™ cannot be understood except as a reference o Christ's
death as a sacrifice (Rom. 3:25: 5:9: Eph. 1:7; 2:13; Col. [:20). Again altempts
have been made to avoid the tull offensiveness of the allusiont” Bul the
emphasis on blood can hardly have come from the adition ot Jesus’ death
since il was not particularly bloody,® and must be drawn from the under-
standing of Jesus™ death in terms of cult sacrifice#? Likewise Paul's talk of
Tesus” death as “for sins” (Rom. 4:25, 8:3: | Cor. 15:3: Gal. 1:4) or “for us,™
and so on (Rom, $5:0-8; 8:32; 2 Cor. 5:14-15, 21: Gal. 2:20: 3:13; Eph. 5:2,
25: 1 Thess. 5:9-10) probably reflects the same influence, even if. in the later
case. it is mediated through martyr theology.30

Paul’s Theology of Atoning Sacrifice

Granted then that Panl sees Jesus’ death as a sacrifice, what light does this throw
on Paul’s understanding of Jesus’ death? The obvious way to answer the quéstion
1s to enquire into the Old Testament or Jewish theology of sacrifice. But here we
run into a considerable problem. For, as is well known, there is no clear rationale
in Judaism concerning sacrifice. No doubt the sacrifices were very meaningful
to the pious and penitent worshiper in Israel.5! But just what the essence of
atonement was for the Jew remains an unsolved riddle. ““It seems necessary to
admit that we do not know or understand what the Old Testament and ‘Judaism'
really believed and taught about the mystery of expiating sacrifice.” 52

On the other hand, in view of the passages cited above, particularly Rom.

45, Cullmann, Christology of the New Testament, 76; ). Jeremias. The Servant of God
irevised eid.. London: SCM. 1965) 97, n. 441; Bruce. [ and 2 Coricthians: V. P. Furnish,
{1 Coritthians (Auchor Bible: Garden City: Doubleday. 1984); Martin, 2 Corinthians.

46, V. Tavlor, The Avemement in New Testwnent Teaching (3rd ed., London: Epworth,
1938y 190; M. Barih, Was Christ's Death a Sacrifice? (Edinburgh: Oliver and Boyd, 1961)
Y- 10.

47. E.g., those cited in Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism, 232ff.

48. E. Schweizer, Erniedrigung und Erhohung bei Jesus und setnen Nachfolgern (2nd
ed,, Zurich, 1560) 74.

49, For example. Taylor, Atonemen, 63-64: Davies, Pant and Rabibinic hdiivm, 236,
Lohse, Martyrer nud Gottesknecht. 138-39 Banth, Wos Christ's Death a Sacrifice™ 7.

50. H. Riesenleld. TONT VI 507-16: ¢f. Delling, *Der Tod Jesu.™ 87.

S1.H. H. Rowley. Worship in Ancienr Israel (London: SPCK, 1967). chapicr 4.

52. M. Barth. Was Christ’s Dewth « Sacrifice” 13,
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3:25 and 8:3 and 2 Cor. 5:21, it seems likely that Paul himself had a fairly
well-defined theory of sacrifice. Moreover, whereas rabbinic thought may already
have begun to play down the importance of sacrifice and to recognize other means
of expiation,3 Paul seems to retain an important place for the category of sacrifice
in describing the effect of Jesus’ death.>4 This, too, suggests that, however obscure
Jewish theology was, or at least now appears to our perception, Paul himself could
give a fairly clear exposition of atoning sacrifice. One possible way forward,
therefore, is to read back Paul’s understanding of sacrifice by correlating the two
conclusions we have already reached — that Paul thinks of Jesus dying both as
representative man and in terms of cultic sacrifice — and by examining the
sacrificial ritual in their light, The exercise is necessarily speculative, but it may
help to illuminate Paul’s understanding of Jesus’ death.

(a) First, we note that the sin offering, like Jesus’ death in Rom. 8:3,
was intended to deal with sin. In some sense or other, the ritual of killing the
sacrifice removed the sin from the unclean offerer. Now it is true that the sin
offering dealt only with inadvertent or unwilling sins — according to Old
Testament ritual there was no sacrifice possible for deliberate sins. But at the
same time the fact that a death was necessary to compensate for even an
inadvertent sin signifies the seriousness of even these sins in the cult. The
others were too serious for any compensation to be made. In such cases the
sinner’s own life was forfeit — no other life could expiate his sin.3>

(b) Second, as Jesus in his death represented man in his fallenness, so
presumably Paul saw the sin offering as in some way representing the sinner
in his sia. This would probably be the significance for Paul of that part of the
ritual where the offerer laid his hand on the beast’s head. Thereby the sinner
identified himself with the beast, or at least indicated that the beast in some
sense represented him;36 that is, represented him as sinner, so that his sin was
somehow identified with it, and its life became forfeit as a result — just as
Christ, taking the initiative from the other side, identified himself with men
in their fallenness (Rom. 8:3) and was made sin (2 Cor. 5:21).

[t is by no means universally held that this was the generally understood
meaning of the act. The laying of a hand on the head of the beast is sometimes
given a far less significant role — simply indicating ownership or signifying

53. Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism, 253-59; Lohse, Marryrer und Goutesknecht, 211t,

54, Cf. Barth, Was Christ's Death a Sacrifice? 33.

55. R. de Vaux, Studies in Old Testament Sacrifice (Cardiff: University of Wales, 1964)
94-95.

56. G. Nagel. Sacrifices.”™ in Vocabulury of the Bibte, ed. ). ). von Allmen (Lendon:
Lutterworth, 1958) 275-80, here 279; Rowley, Worslhup in Aucient Israel, 1330 H. Gese, FEssays
on Riblical Thealogy (Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1981) 105-6G: Daly. Christivn Sacrifice, 100-106:
Janowski, Siihue als Heillsgeschelien. 199-2210 0. Hofius. *Sihne und Vemséhnung., Zum paulin-
1schen Verstandnis des Kreuzestodes Jesu,” in Versuche, das Leiden und Sterben Jesu zu verste-
hen, ed. W. Maas, (Munich: Schnell und Steiner, 1983) 25-46, here 35-36.
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the reaciness of the offerer (o surrender that which belonged o him.57 But
this hardly seems an adequate ¢ xplanation ol the importance attached to this
action in the detailed tnstructions of Leviticus 4. And il that wax all the action
meant we would have expected it to be repeated in all sacrifices, non-bloody
ones as well. whereas, in fact, itonly occurs in (he case ol sacrilices involving
blood. Again, where Uie same aclion is used outside the sacrilicial ritual,
identification seems (o be the chief rationale. Thus, in Num, 27:18, 23 and
Deut. 349, Moses lays hands on Joshua, therchy imparting some of Moses’
authority to him, that is, conveying some of himsell in his role as leader o
Joshua. so that Joshua becomes in a sense another Moses. [n Num. 8:10, the
people lay their hands on the Leviles so (hat the Levites become Lheir repre-
sentitives belore the Lord, in particular tuking the place of their (irstborn.
Finally, in Lev. 24:14, hands are laid on a blasphemer prior to his execution
by stoning. The whole people performs the execution, but only those who
witnessed the blasphemy lay their hands on his head. This suggests that they
do so to identify (hemselves wilh the blasphemer insofar as by hearing the
Dlasphemy Lhey have been caught up in his sin.58

The only place where the significance ol laying hands on an animal in
cultic ritnal is explained is Lev, 16:21, where the high priest lays both his hands
on the sceond goat in the Day of Atonement ceremony — Lhereby explicitly
laying the sins ol Lhe people on the head of the goat. Ol course, it was the first
goat which was sacrificed as a sin offering, whereas the second goal was nol
ritually killed. only driven into the desert (and lefl to die). But were the two
layings-on of hands seen as quite distinct and different in significance? In the
most recent full-scale treatment B. Janowski would so argue against those who
have understood them to beur the same signilicance.?” But is the transfer of sin
and identification with the animal as sinner as different as Janowski suggests?
Is it not more likely that the two goats were scen as part of the one ritual,
representing more fully and pictorially what one goat could not? Perhaps,
indeed. part ol the significance ol the Day of Atonement ritual was that the
physical removal ol the sing of the people out of the camp by the second goat
demonstrated what the sin offering normally did with their sins anyway — sin
offering and scapegoal being laken as two pictures of the one realily.®® This is
certainly the implication of Mishnah Shebunoth 1:7:

57. See particwlaly W, Eichradt, Thealogy of the Ofd Testament | (London: SCM, 1961)
165, n. 2; de Vaux, Studies in Old Testamcnt Sacrifice, 28, 63, ol E. Schillebeeckx, Christ: The
Christian Experience in the Modern World (London: SCM., 19801y 487.

S8, Cf, D, Daube. The New Testumend and Kabbinie Judaism (London: Athlone, 1956)
226-27.

59. Janowski, Siihne als Heilsgeschehen, 219-20, disputes with P. Volz, R, Readtorff, and
K. Koch.

60. U. Wilckens, Der Brief an die Rimer 1 (Evangelisch-katholischer Kommentar zum
Neuen Testament 6; Zurich: Benziger, 1978) 237.
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R. Simeon says: As the blood of the goat that is sprinkled within (the Holy
of Holies) makes atonement for the Israelites, so does the blood of the
bullock make atonement for the priests; and as the confession of sin recited
over the scapegoat makes atonement for the Israelites, so does the confes-
sion of sin recited over the bullock make atonement for the priests.

And a similar merging is already implied in the Temple Scroll from Qumran,
where the same formula is used for both sin offering and scapegoat {cols.
26-27). Rom. 8:3 and 2 Cor. 5:21 strongly suggest that Paul, too, had in mind
such a composite picture of Jesus’ death as sacrifice.

Against this view, that the sin offering was thought to represent the
offerer, it has been argued that if the beast became laden with the offerer’s
sin it would be counted as unclean and so could not be used in sacrifice.5!
But does not this objection miss the point? The animal must be holy, wholly
clean, precisely so that priest and sinner may be certain that its death is not
its own, that it does not die for any uncleanness of its own. Only a perfect
beast can represent sinful man; only the death of a perfect antmal can make
atonement for imperfect man.

Alternatively the argument has been put that the sin offering could not
embody sin since the priests ate the meat left over from some of the sin
offerings. Since they could not eat contaminated flesh, the sacrifice could not
have been contaminated by sin.2 But again this seems to miss a key point —
namely that the life of the animal was regarded as its blood (Lev. 17:10-12;
Deut. 12:23). The priests did not, of course, eat the biood. On the contrary,
the blood was wholly used up in the ritual. Indeed, the blood played a more
important role in the sin offering than in any other sacrifice.%> And the sprin-
kling of the blood “was regarded as the essential and decisive act of the
offering up”’;64 ““it is the blood, that is the life, that makes expiation™ (Lev.
17:11). Thus, since the life is the blood, so the /ife of the sacrifice was wholly
used up in the ritual. The equivalence between the life of the man and the life
of the beast lay in the blood of the victim, not in the whole victim. And, since
the blood was wholly used up, the use made of the carcass did not affect its
role as sin offering; that role was completed in the blood ritual.

(c) Third, if we extend the line of reasoning in the light of Rom. 8:3
and 2 Cor. 5:14, 21, the conclusion follows that Paul saw the death of the
sacrificial animal as the death of the sinner gua sinner, that is, the destruction

61. Eichrodt, Theology 1, 165, n. 2; Nagel, ““Sacrifices,” 378.

62. Eichrodt, Theology 1, 165, n. 2; de Vaux, Studies, 94.

63. R. de Vaux, Ancient Israel (London: Darton, 1961) 418; Studies, 92; Daly, Christian
Sacrifice, 108.

64, A. Biichler, Studies in Sin and Atonement (Jews® College Publications 2; London:
Humphrey Miiford, 1928) 418-19.
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of his sin. The manner in which the sin offering dealt with sin was by its
death. The sacrificial animal, identified with the offerer in his sin, had to be
destroyed in order to destroy the sin which it embodied. The sprinkling,
smearing, and pouring away of the sacrificial blood in the sight of God
indicated that the life was wholly destroyed, and with it the sin of the sinner.
One can hardly fail to recognize what we may call the sacrificial chiasmus or
“interchange”’ :65

By the sacrifice the sinner was made pure and lived free of that sin;
by the sacrifice the pure animal died.

And we can hardly fail to fill out the rest of the second line by adding:
By the sacrifice the pure animal was made impure and died for that sin —

by its death destroying the sin. That this is wholly in accordance with Paul’s
thought is made clear by 2 Cor. 5:21, the clearest expression of the sacrificial
chiasmus/interchange:

For our sake God made the sinless one into sin
so that in him we might become the righteousness of God.

So too Rom. 8:3:

[God] condemned sin in the flesh [of Jesus]
in order that the just requirement of the law might be fulfilled in us.

So too Gal. 4:4-5:

God sent forth his Son,

born of woman,

born under the law,

in order that he might redeem those under the law,
in order that we might receive the adoption.

> oW

So too Gal. 3:13, although here the metaphor is not directly sacrificial:

Christ redeemed us from the curse of the law
having become a curse for us.

N ] ” [ ) | T R
In short, ro say that Jesus died as representative of fallen man aiid io

say that Jesus died as sacrifice for the sins of men is for Paul to say the same
thing. Jesus’ death was the end of fallen man, the destruction of man as sinner.

65. See Hooker (n. 3 above).
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But only those who, like the offerer of old, identify themselves with the
sacrifice may know the other half of the chiasmus and interchange, the life
of Christ beyond the death of sin, the righteousness of God in Christ.

Paul’s Theologia Crucis

We caonot go further into Paul’s soteriology in this essay. But since his
understanding ol the process ot salvation also falls under the heading of a
“theology of the eross.”” we should simply note the extent to which the above
exposition is confirmed thereby. | have develaped the point elsewhere® and
need only summarize it here.

For Paul, union with Christ in his death is not a once-for-all event of
initiation now past and gone for the believer. Despite the aorist tenses of Rom.
6:3-4, Paul also uses perfect tenses (Rom. 6:5; Gal. 2:19-20; 6:14): identifi-
cation with Christ in his death is a process as well as an event. The event is
more precisely to be defined as the event which sets the process in motion.
The believer has been nailed to the cross of Christ, and is still hanging there!
This is simply a vivid way of saying that the death of ““the old natre,” of
“the body of sin™ is not accomplished in an instant. Rather it is a lifelong
process, only completed in the resurrection of the body (Rom. 8:17-23: 2 Cor.
4:7-5:5). Only then will the union with Christ in his resurrection be complete
(Rom. 6:3-8). In Lhe between-titne of the present, the process of salvation is
(he outworking of Christ's death as well as of his life, a sharing in his sufferings
as well as in the power of his resurrection (Rom. 8:10-11; 2 Cor. 4:10; Phil.
3:10-11). Unless this two-sidedness of Paul’s soteriology is appreciated Paul’s
soteriology is bound to be misunderstood.6?

It is this soteriology which we can now see to be wholly consistent with
and indeed consequential upon Paul’s understanding of Jesus’ death as a
representative and sacrificial death of sinful humankind, One side ol the
process of salvation is the destruction of the sinner gua sinner, ol man in his
belongingness to this age, as deternined by the desires and values of this age,
“the old man.™ And this, il we are correct, is what the sin offering accom-
plished ritually or sacramentally. It is precisely by identification with Christ
in his death as a sacrifice that the process of the dying away of the believer
in his dependence on this age can be accomplished; only so can the destrucrion
of the sinful flesh, the body of death, be accomplished without destroying the

66. Dunn, Jesus and the Spirit, 326-38.
67. See further Dunn, “Paul’s Epistle to the Romans: An Analysis of Structure and
Argument,” ANRW 11/25/4 (1987) 2842-90, here 2858-64; idem, Romans, 301-3.
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believer at the same time. In short, the rationaie of sacrifice as expounded
above is integral to Paul’s whole gospel.t8

Conclusions and Corollaries

This recognition of the representative and sacrificial character of Jesus’ death
confirms the central importance of the death of Jesus in Paul’s understanding
of how God’s saving purposce actually works. Jesus® death as sacrifice is not
an incidental throwback to Paul’s pre-Christian faith which can be discarded
withoul affecting his theology as a whole. Sacrifice is not merely one metaphor
among many which can be sei aside without loss in favor of more pleasing
metaphors, such as “‘reconciliation.™ Il is, of course, a metaphor, but one
which goes so much to the heart of Paul’s understanding of the death of Jesus
and sheds so much light on Paul’s understanding of the process of salvation
that to set it aside would be to close an important window into Paunl’s theology.

Since Jesus’ death as sacrifice is such an important category for Paul’s
thought we should take special care to ensure that the key words used to
describe it reflect Paul’s emphases as closely as possible. Otherwise there is
a real danger that Paul’s theology as a whole will be skewed and the concerns
which the very metaphor was intended to express will be misunderstood. This
seems to me still to be a danger in the continued insistence on the part of
some scholars that the words “‘propitiation” and “substitution” are fundamen-
tal terms in any restatement of Paul’s theology.69

(a) Propitiation. Should we translate hilasterion in Rom. 3:25 as “pro-
pitiation” or “‘expiation”? The debate was reinitiated by C. H. Dodd more
than fifty years ago by his rejection of all propitiatory significance for the
hilaskesthai word group in the LXX.7® The most effective response came from
L. Morris and made unavoidable some retreat at least from Dodd’s overstate-

68, N. T. Wright crilicizes my rreatment o Admin christology in Christology in the Making
(Isted., 111-13) as “*a bare exemplarist view: Jesuy is the pattern to show people how 1o attain
1o the new sort of humanity.”™ "It is not elear. from tis account, why the cross should have
been necessary at all”™ (Wright. “Adam in Punline Christology,” 388). 1 find this caricatore
astonishing xince it has complercly ignored the refevences made in the passage critcized 1o an
earlier version af the present chapter (“iul's Understanding of the Death of Jesus™ ). 1 do not
expound the wholeness of Paul’s theology in every rreatment of a Pauline theme. The coherence
al'my exposition of Paul's undersiaiiding of Jusus” death and resurrechian as saving events should
be clear o anvone who has read my Jesus and the Sperit, 320-38.

69. E.g.. G. E. Ladd. A Theology of the New Testament (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1975)
427-33.

70. C. H. Dodd, “Atonement,” in The Bible and the Greeks (London: Hodder and
Stoughton, 1935) 82-95.
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ment.7! Particularly important was Morris’s reminder that context as well as
individual usage must always be considered.

Nevertheless, in view of the larger understanding of Jesus’ death which
we have gained above, and without neglecting the context, “expiation” does
seem to be the better translation for Rom. 3:25. The fact is that for Paul God
is the subject of the action; it is God who provided Jesus as a hilasterion.
And if God is the subject, then the obvious object is sin or the sinner. To argue
that God provided Jesus as a means of propitiating God is certainly possible,
but less likely. For one thing, regularly in the Old Testament the immediate
object of the action denoted by the Hebrew kipper is the removal of sin —
either by purifying the person or object, or by wiping out the sin; the act of
atonement ‘“‘cancels,” “‘purges away” sin. It is not God who is the object of
this atonement, nor the wrath of God, but the sin which calls forth the wrath
of God.”? So, for cxample, 2 Kgs. 5:18: Naaman prays, “May Yahweh expiate
[hilasetai] your servant”; Ps. 24:11: “For the honor of thy name, O Lord,
expiate [Ailase] my wickedness’’; Fcelus. 5:5-6:

Do not be so confident of pardon [exilasmou|
that you sin again and again.
Do mnot say, “‘His mercy is so great,
he will pardon my sins, however great |exilasetai).”

And for another, if we have indeed gained an insight into Paul’s understanding
of the rationale of sacrifice, then it follows that for Paul the way in which
Christ’s death cancels out man’s sin is by destroying it — the death of the
representative sacrifice as the destruction of the sin of those represented,
because it is the destruction of man’s sinful flesh, of man as sinner. The New
English Bible therefore correctly translates Rom 3:25: “God designed him to
be the means of expiating sin by his sacrificial death.”

On the other hand, we must go on to recognize that a secondary and
consequential result of the destruction of a man’s sin in the sin offering is that
he no longer experiences the wrath of God which his sin called forth. At this
point we must give weight to Morris’s reminder that this section of Romans
follows immediately upon the exposition of God’s wrath “against all ungod-
liness and wickedness of men™ (Rom. 1:18). Almost inevitably, therefore, the
action of God which makes righteousness possible for men does involve the

71. L. Morris, “The Use of (\GoxecBal etc. in Biblical Greek,” Lxpository Times 62
(1950-51)227-33; idem, The Apostolic Preaching of the Cross (London: Tyndale, 1955), chapters
4-5; see also R. R. Nicole, *‘C. H. Dodd and the Doctrine of Propitiation,” Westminster Theo-
logical Journal 17 (1955) 117-57, Hill, Greek Words, 23-36.

72. Dodd, “Atonement”; Schiatter, Gottes Gerechtigkeit, 145; F. Biichsel, TDNT 111,
314ft., 320ff.
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thought that wrath need no longer apply to them. As C. K. Barrett notes, “It
would be wrong to neglect the fact that expiation has, as it were, the effect
of propitiation: the sin that might have excited God’s wrath is expiated (at
God’s will) and therefore no longer does so.”’73

But we must be clear what we mean by this. As Rom. 1:18-32 shows,
God’s wrath means a process willed by God — the outworking of the destruc-
tive consequences of sin, destructive for the wholeness of man in his relation-
ships.™ Jesus’ death therefore does not propitiate God’s wrath in the sense
that it turns an angry God into one who forgives; all are agreed on that point
of exegesis. But, in addition, 1t is not possible to say, as some do, that Jesus’
death propitiates God’s wrath in the sense of turning it away. The destructive
consequences of sin do not suddenly evaporate. On the contrary, they are
focused in fuller intensity on the sin — that is, on fallen humanity in Jesus.
In Jesus on the cross was focused not only man’s sin, but also the wrath which
follows upon that sin. The destructive consequcnces of sin are such that il
they were allowed to work themselves out fully in man himself they would
destroy him as a spiritual being. This process of destiuction is speeded up in
the case of Jesus, the representative man, the hilastérion, and destroys him.
The wrath of God destroys the sin by letting the full destructive consequences
of sin work themselves out and exhaust themselves in Jesus. Such at any rate
seems to be the logic of Paul’s theology of sacrifice.

This means also that we must be careful in describing Jesus’ death as
penal, as a suffering the penalty for sin. If we have understood Paul’s theology
of sacrifice aright, the primary thought is the destruction of the malignant,
poisonous organism of sin. Any thought of punishment is secondary. The wrath
of God in the case of Jesus’ death 1s not so much retributive as preventative.”>
A closer parallel may perhaps be found in vaccination. In vaccination germs
are introduced into a healthy body in order that by destroying these germs the
body will build up its strength. So we might say the germ of sin was introduced
into Jesus, the only one ‘‘healthy”/whole enough to let that sin run its full
course. The “*vaccination” seemed to fail, because Jesus died. But it did not
fail, for he rose again; and his new humanity is “‘germ-resistant,” sin-resistant
(Rom. 6:7, 9). It is this new humanity in the power of the Spirit which he
offers to share with men.

(b) Substitution. As we have 1o seek for a sharper definition of hilasterion

73. Barrett, Romans, 78,

74. See particularly S. H. Travis, Christ e the Judgment of God: Divine Retribution in
the New Testament (Basingstoke: Marshall Pickering, 1986); also Morris, Apostolic Preaching,
161-66; D. E. H. Whiteley, The Theology of St. Pard (Oxford: Blackwell, 1964) 61-72.

75. Cf., for example, H. H. Farmer, “The Notion of Desert Bad and Good,” Historisches
Jahrbuch 41 (1943) 347-54, C. F. D. Moule, *'The Christian Understanding of Forgiveness,”
Theology 71 (1968) 435-43.
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than “propitiation” affords, so that of the two words “‘expiation” seems more
able to bear that fuller meaning, so we must examine ‘““substitution” to check
whether it is the best word to describe Paul’s theology of the death of Christ.
For many, ‘‘substitution™ is perhaps the key word in any attempt to sum up
Paul’s thought at this point. It is significant that D. E. H. Whiteley’s whole
discussion of the death of Christ in Paul’s theology is framed with reference
to this question (with chiefly negative conclusions).”0 Both Morris and D. Hill
argue from 4 Macc. 6:29; 17:21 that the idca of “substitution” is involved in
the thought of Rom. 3:24-25 — that for Paul Jesus’ death was substitution-
ary.”7 And Pannenberg gives the word ““substitution™ a central role in his
exposition of the meaning ol Jesus’ death, though he does take care to speak
of “inclusive substitution.””?8 So, too, for Morris, 2 Cor. 5:14, 21 can hardly
be understood except in substitutionary terms — “‘the death of the One took
the place of the death of the many.””? This is a very arguable case, and it
certainly gains strength from the theology of sacrifice outlined above — for
there it would be quite appropriate to speak of the death of the sacrifice as a
substitutionary death.

Nevertheless, although “‘substitution’ expresses an important aspect of
Paul’s theology of atonement, I am not sure that Paul would have been happy
with it or that it is the best single word to serve as the key definition of that
theology. The trouble is that “substitution’ has two failings as a definition:
it is too one-sided a concept, and it is too narrow in its connotation,

“Substitution’ is too one-sided because it depicts Jesus as substituting
for man in the face of God’s wrath. But we do no justice to Paul’s view of
Jesus’ death unless we emphasize with equal or greater weight that in his
death Jesus also substituted for God in the face of man’s sin — “God was in
Christ reconciling the world to himself”’ (2 Cor. 5:19). In other words, *‘sub-
stitution”” shares the defects of “‘propitiation” as a description of Jesus’ death.
It still tends to conjure up pagan ideas of Jesus standing in man’s place and
pleading with an angry God. *“‘Substitution’ does not give sufficient promi-
nence to the point of primary significance — that God was the subject: God
provided Jesus as the hilasterion; God sent his Son as a sin offering; God
passed judgment on sin in the flesh; God was in Christ reconciling the world
to himself — “God in Christ. No thought 1s more fundamental than this to
St. Paul’s thinking.”’8¢ Our carlier exposition of Paul’s theology of Jesus as

76. Whiteley, Theology, 130-48.

77. Morris, Apostolic Preaching, 173; Hill, Greek Words, 75-76; cf. . Jeremias, The
Ceniral Message of the New Testament (London: SCM, 1965) 36,

78. Pannenberg, Jesus: God and Man, 263-64.

79. L. Morris, The Cross in the New Testanient (Exeter: Paternoster, 1965) 220.

80. Taylor, Atonement, 75; the point is strongly reiterated by Wilckens, Brief an die Romer
I, 236-37, and Hofius, “‘Siihne und Verséhnung.”
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Man suggests that a much more appropriate word is representation: in his
death Jesus represented not just man to God but also God to man. And while
“substitution” is an appropriate description of Paul’s theology of sacrifice, it
is perhaps more definite than our knowledge of Paul’s thought, and the
sacrificial ritual, permits; whereas, in discussing Paul’s view of sacrifice,
“‘representation,” the identification of the offerer with his sacrifice, was a
word we could hardly avoid. So here, “‘representation” gives all the positive
sense of “‘substitution’ (a positive sense I by no means deny) which the
context requires, while at the same time bringing in the other side of the
equation which “substitution” tends to exclude.

“Substitution” is also too narrow a word. It smacks too much of
individualism to represent Paul’s thought adequately. It is true, of course,
that Paul can and does say Christ “loved me and gave himself for me” (Gal.
2:20). But his more typical thought is wider. For as we have seen, in Paul’s
theology Jesus represents man, not just a man, on the cross. Christ died as
man, representative man. As Adam represents man so that his fallenness is
theirs, so Jesus represents fallen man so that his death is theirs. The point
is that he died not instead of men, but as man, “he died for all, therefore
all have died” (2 Cor. 5:14). That is to say, fallen men do not escape death
— any more than they escape wrath: they die/ Either they die their own
death without identifying themselves with Christ; or else they identify them-
selves with Christ so that they die his death — his death works out in their
flesh. And only insofar as it does so do they live (Rom. 7:24-25; 8:10-13,
17; 2 Cor. 4:10-12; Phil. 3:10-11; Col. 1:24).8) Either way fallen humanity
cannot escape death; resurrection lite, the life of the Spirit, lies on the other
side of death, his death. Jesus’ death was the death of the old humanity, in
order that his resurrection might be the beginning of a new humanity, no
longer contaminated by sin and no longer subject to death (Rom. 6:7-10).
In short, Jesus dies not so much as substitute in place of men, but as man,
representative man.32

As I implied at the beginning of the second section, an emphasis on
Paul’s theology of Jesus as representative man and of his death as sacrifice
for sin increases the strangeness of Paul’s gospel to the twentieth century. But
if we can only do justice to Paul’s theology by highlighting these aspects of
it, then this is unavoidable. Indeed it is necessary to face up squarely to this
strangeness and not balk at it, for only by tracing out the warp and woof of
Paul’s thought wi 1 we begin to understand its overall pattern; and only by

thinking through his mind, so far as we can, will we be able to reiuierprei nds

81. See further Dunn, Jesus and the Spirit, 326-38; cf. Delling, “Der Tod Jesu," 91-92;
R. C. Tannehill, Dying and Rising with Christ (Berlin: Topclmann, 1966).
82. So also Hooker, “Interchange in Chiist,”” 358; idem, Suffering and Martyrdom, 77.
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thought to modern humankind without distorting its character and central
emphases.® [ do not suggest that that reinterpretation is easy, and to undertake
it requires a much fuller investigation of the other side of Jesus’ death — the
life ol the Spirit (Rom. & | ff.), the life-giving Spirit (1 Cor. 15:45). But that
is another story.

83. For examples of such an attempt, see J. Knox, The Death of Christ (London: Collins,
1959), chapter 6; Moule, “Christian Understanding of Forgiveness.”



How Controversial Was Paul’s Christology?

1. Introduction

1i is Christian belief in Jesus and particularly in the significance of Jesus which
most clearly marks amt Christianity from alt other religions, including its two
close relations, Judaism and lslam. Christology. in other words, marks the
natural fault hine and main breach between Christianity and Judaism in par-
ticular. A natural corollary to this indisputable fact is the inference that this
must have been wue of christology more or less from the first, Already with
the lirst christological claims, Jew and Christian, including not least Christian
Jew, were bound 10 have been at loggerheads. But is the corollary well
founded?

The deduction that Christian claims for Jesus were a bone of contention
from the first can, of course, find ready support within the New Testament.
The Gospel traditions are united in recounting how Jesus was rejected by
the Jewish auothovities in being handed over to the Romans for execution.
And Paul in particular notes how “*Christ crucified” was **a stumbling block
to Jlews and folly lo Genliles™ (I Cor. 1:23). Later on he castigates his
opponents in Corinth. probably influenced in at least some degree by the
Christian Jews of lerusalem and Palestune, for preaching “another Jesus™
(2 Cor. 11:4).) And his talk of Christ as having become accursed (by the
law) probably echoes some early internal Jewish polemic against the attempls
by the earliest Christian Jews to interpret Jesus® death in a positive way (Gal.

1. On Paul’s opponents in 2 Corinthians see, e.g., V. P. Furnish, 2 Corinthians (AB 32A;
Garden City: Doubleday, 1984) 49-54.

Originally published in IFrom Jesus to John: New Testament Christologies in Current Perspective,
ed. M. C. de Boer, 148-67. Copyright © 1993 by JSOT Press and used by permission.
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3:13).2 An obvious conclusion to draw from these texts is that already by
the time of Paul the claims made for Christ by the first-generation Christians
were highly controversial and made a breach with Judaism unavoidable.

The conclusion is reinforced by those who argue that the distinctive
features of christology were already present in Jesus’ own self-understanding
or that the most decisive developments in christology had already taken place
within the first generation of Christianity. Influential here has been M. Hen-
gel’s claim that “more happened in this period of less than two decades than
in the whole of the next seven centuries, up to the time when the doctrine of
the early church was completed.”3 If that is actually true, notwithstanding the
tremendous developments in christological thought from the second century
onward and the tremendous deepening of the breach between Christianity and
Judaism which took place during that period, then once again it is hard to see
how Paul’s christology in particular could have avoided being highly contro-
versial.

Congruent with Hengel’s thesis is the more recent restatement of the
older view that the payment of divine honors to and worship of Jesus was an
early feature of christology which must have been sufficient of itself to cause
a breach with monotheistic Judaism.4 Here again the argument is in effect that
the decisive make-or-break issues were already being posed during the time
of Paul’s ministry and writings. Indeed, it can hardly mean other than that
Paul himself, the most important and controversial of the early principal
figures in Christianity’s expansion and self-definition, played an active role
in sharpening the issues which focused in christology. On this reckoning, the
split between Christianity and Judaism over christology was all over bar the
shouting by the time Paul disappeared from the scene, with only the is to be
dotted and the ts crossed for the full extent of the divisions to become clear
to all.

But again we have to ask, is this an accurate reconstruction of the course
of events? The impression given in Acts is that while Christian preaching of
Jesus and the resurrection caused some embarrassment, it was not a make-or-
break issue (cf., e.g., Acts 5:34-39; 23:6-9). The first real make-or-break issue
seems to have been what was perceived as the Hellenists’ attack on the temple
(Acts 6-7). Not unnaturally, it was the more immediate political and economic

2. See, e.g., G. J. Brooke, ““The Terple Scroll and the New Testament,” in G. J. Brooke,
ed., Temple Scroll Studies (JSPSup 7; Sheffield: JSOT, 1989) 181-99, here 181-82, with bibli-
ography in n. 3.

3. M. Hengel, The Son of God (London: SCM, 1976) 2 (italicized in Hengel’s text); see,
e.g., 1. H. Marshall, The Origins of New Testament Christology (Leicester: Inter-Varsity, 1976).

4. See, e.g., various contributors to H. H. Rowdon, ed., Christ the Lord: Studies in
Christology Presented to Donald Guthrie (Leicester: Inter-Varsity, 1982); L. W. Hurtado, One
God, One Lord: Early Christian Devotion and Ancient Jewish Monotheism (Philadelphia:
Fortress, 1988).
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reality embodied in the temple as well as its power as a religious symbol
which proved the more sensitive and explosive issue.> Paul himself recalls
persecuting the church not out of disdain for the church’s christology, but out
of “*zeal” for the law (Gal. t:13-14; Phil. 3:6). And subsequently in Paul’s
own mission and writings the crucial issue vis-a-vis the parent failth (Judaism)
seems uniformly to have been the law (as in Galatians and Romuns, the two
Pauline letters in which the tensions between the gospel and traditional
Judaism come most clearly to the fore).® Nor should we forget the findings
ol recent research in the Corinthian epistles to the effect that social issues, as
much if not more than doctrinal issues, were al (he hearl of the problems
conlronting Paul there.?

So the guestion that arises is (o what extent was christology an issue
between Paul and his opponents? Was Paul’s christology quite so controversial
as the usval reconstructions of the Pauline controversies argue and as such
lexis as those cited above seem to imply? We can only answer this question
by looking afresh al the key christological molifs in Paul.

2. Jesus as Messiah

So far as the question of this essay is concerned, the most striking feature of
Paul’s christology at this point is the degree to which Messiah/Christ has
become virtually a proper name for Paul — *“Jesus Christ,” or ““Christ Jesus,”
with “Christ” having a titular significance (“‘the Christ””) only rarely. The
bare statistics are almost sufficient to make the point on their own (confining
the sample to the undisputed Paulines).

Christ Jesus/Jesus Christ 68

+ Lord 43
Christ (without article) 112
the Christ 46

That is, of some 269 occurrences of “Christ” only 46 (17%) speak of “the
Christ.” Moreover, in a high proportion of the 46 instances, the presence of the
definite article is dictated by syntactical convention;8 W. Grundman accepts a
titular significance in only seven of these cases (Rom. 9:5; 15:3, 7; 1 Cor. 1:13;

5. See further my The Partings of the Ways between Christianity and Judaism (London:
SCM/Philadelphia: Trinity Press International, 1991), chs. 3 and 4.

6. Sece my Partings, ch. 7.

7. See Furnish, 2 Corinthians, 53,

8. Cf. BDF §260(1).
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10:4; 11:3; 12:12),% and F. Hahn adds a further six (Rom. 9:3; 1 Cor. 10:9; 2 Cor.
11:2; Gal. 5:24; Phil. 1:15, 17).10 Even if one or two more should be drawn in
(Rom. 14:18), the disproportion between Paul’s use of “*‘Christ’ with the definite
article and without is still striking. Perhaps most striking of all is the fact that the
fuller name Jesus Christ/Christ Jesus never has the definite article in Paul; Paul
never says ‘‘Jesus, the Christ,” or “the Christ, Jesus,”

The situation is clear: the title (“‘the Christ’’) has been elided into a
proper name, usually with hardly an echo of the titular significance. That must
mean that the claim, or rather the argument, that Jesus is the Christ was no
longer an issue for Paul. To call Jesus “Christ” was not a controversial
assertion in the context in which Paul was writing. Had it been so Paul must
have argued the point or defended the claim. But nowhere does he do so, or
apparently feel the need to do so.

Here is an astonishing fact, but its astonishing character has been dulled
for modern students of the New Testament because it has been so familiar for
such a long time. We know that the claim of Jesus as Messiah was a controversial
matter during Jesus’ life — at least toward the end, since evidently it was the
political character of the claim which provided the justification for Jesus’
execution (Mark 14:61-64; 15:2, 26, 32 pars.).!! We also know that the claim
subsequently became decisive in the final break with the synagogue mirrored in
John 9:22.12 But at the time of Paul or in the context of Paul’s mission the
question of whether Jesus was indeed the Christ seems not to have been an issue.

The same point emerges from a glance at the earlier formulae which
Paul cites. In particular, in Rom. 1:3, a passage where Paul seems to be at
pains to cite something on which all were agreed as a sign of his “‘good
faith,””!13 Jesus’ Davidic pedigree can be simply taken for granted. It was
evidently noncontroversial across the spectrum of early Christianity and could
thus be used in a formula which united all who believed in Jesus. Subsequent
creedal formulae were the result of tremendous controversy and political
infighting in later centuries. But there is no trace of that here.

What is to be made of this? It can hardly be concluded that Paul was
simply operating (in the diaspora) far away from where the controversy
actually still raged, or that the controversy would have been so meaningless
to Greek-speaking Gentiles that it lost all point in the Gentile mission. For

9. TDNT IX, 541.

10. Exegetisches Worterbuch zum Neuen Testameni, ed. H. Balz and G. Schneider (Stutt-
gart: Kohlhammer, 1980-83) I, 1159.

11. See, e.g., A. E. Harvey, Jesus and the Constraints of History (London: Duckworth,
1982), ch. 2; M. de Jonge, Christology in Context: The Earliest Christian Response to Jesus
(Philadelphia: Westminster, 1988) 208-11.

12. On John 9:22 see particularly the linc of exegesis established by J. L. Martyn, History
and Theology in the Fourth Gospel (Nashville: Abingdon, 1979), ch. 2.

13, See, e.g., my Romans (WBC 38A; Dallas: Word, [988) 5-6.
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the Jewish and Gentile missions were by no means distinct in the diaspora,
as Galatians and Romans again remind us. The issues of Jewish conviction
and hope were by no means marginal among the early Gentile-dominated
churches, as we shall see in a moment. And in Paul’s letters we hear clear
echoes of other matters of controversy between Paul and his Palestinian and
Jewish interlocutors (principally regarding the law). Nor can it mean that an
earlier controversy had already died down, especially if the messianic hope
was so central to and significant for Jewish self-understanding.

The more obvious answer is that the identification of Jesus as Messiah was
not after all so controversial as a point of issue between Christian Jews and their
fellow Jews. For one thing, Jewish eschatological hope was not consistently
messianic in character as has traditionally been assumed. M. de Jonge has been
among those who have reminded us how diverse was Jewish expectation and
indeed how diverse were the hopes for an anointed one or anointed ones.'
Perhaps we should ask, therefore, whether the messianic status accorded to Jesus
was any more controversial than the significance accorded to the Teacher of
Righteousness at Qumran or to Phinehas by the Zealots or to bar Kokhba in the
second Jewish revolt. Or whether the claim of the first Christians to find Jesus
and his fate foreshadowed in the prophets was perceived as a threat to Jewish
identity and hope or simply as an invitation to recognize the wealth of meaning
in their common Scriptures {cf. particularly Acts 17:11). The answer seems to
be that it was quite possible to put forward Jesus as candidate for messianic status
without thereby undermining Jewish identity and the alternative (whether com-
peting or complementary) expressions of Jewish hope.

This conclusion is probably borne out by other indications. For example
the name by which the new movement was known within Judaism: “‘the Way”’
(Acts 9:2; 19:9; 22:4,22) or “‘Nazarenes™ (24:5). It was as those who followed
a particular pattern of life or teaching or who followed Jesus the Nazarene
that the first Christian Jews were known among their fellows, not because
their claim that this Jesus was Messiah made them so distinctive. On the other
hand, the title “*Christians’’ (Christianoi) is precisely not a Jewish title, but a
Latin formation (Christiani), coined no doubt by the Antioch authorities who
heard this word as characterizing this new group, without fully understanding
its significance — followers of “Christ,” Christ’s people, a political rather
than a theological designation — like Herodianoi, Herodians, those who iden-
tified themselves with the cause of Herod.!5

14. M. de Jonge, “‘The Earliest Christian Use of Christos: Some Suggestions,” NTS 32
(1986) 321-43, here 329-33; also idem, Chrisiology in Context, 166-67.

15. This point has been made by E. A. Judge in a paper presented al the New Testament
Conference in Sheffield (September, 1991) and to the New Testament Seminar in Durham
{December, 1991). He cites the further parallel of the *Augustiani” who demonstrated on Nero's
behalf (Tacitus, Annales 14.15.5).
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So, too, Paul can list “the Christ” (one of his few titular usages) as the
chiefmost of Israel’s blessing (Rom. 9:5) without any sense or hint that this
was a blessing different in character from the other blessings (*‘the adoption,
the glory, and the covenants, the law, the service, and the promises’), or that
the Christians had somehow stolen the title from Israel.!6 And subsequently
he can reexpress the Jewish hope in nonmessianic terms, indeed in unspecifi-
cally Christian terms, as hope for “‘the deliverer” to ‘“‘come out of Zion”
(Rom. 11:26). The fact that the Christians believed that the Messiah had
already come was of less significance at this point than the common hope for
the still future coming of the Messiah.

In short, it would appear that the claim to Jesus’ messiahship could be
contained within the spectrum of competing claims which were a feature of
the closing decades of Second Temple Judaism.

What then about 1 Cor. 1:23 — “Christ crucified, a stumbling block to
Jews”? To which we might add Rom. 9:32-33 — “They [lIsrael] have
stumbled over the stone of stumbling; as it is written, ‘Behold, I place in Zion
a stone of stumbling and a rock of offense. . . .””” Also Gal. 5:11 — “‘the
stumbling block of the cross.”” Clearly there was something offensive to Jewish
sensibilities about the Christian claims regarding Christ. But equally clearly
the offense lay more in his death, the manner of it (cf. again Gal. 3:13), than
in the attribution to him of the Messiah/Christ title. Or to be more precise,
the offense lay not in the fact that messiahship was attributed to someone, but
primarily in the fact that it was attributed to one who had been crucified. [
must therefore turn to this aspect of Paul’s teaching as the second main area
of inquiry.

Before I do so, however, 1 should clarify what the stumbling block
consisted of. At first it might seem that it was the very claim made by some
of their number which was offensive to the majority of Jews. But when we
look at Paul’s use of the metaphor elsewhere a rather different picture emerges.

Paul uses the same metaphor in 1 Corinthians 8 and Romans 14 when
talking about the problem posed to some Christian Jews by the fact that
Christian Gentiles (and other Christian Jews) ate food prohibited to devout
Jews by law and tradition (ido! meat and “‘unclean” food). “If food is a cause
of my brother’s stumbling, I will never eat meat, lest I cause my brother to
stumble” (1 Cor. 8:13). *“Itis right not to eat meat or drink wine or do anything
that makes your brother stumble” (Rom. 14:21). What was the stumbling
block? As with 1 Cor. 1:23, first impressions might be misleading. At first

16. 1t is the self-evidently Jewish character of the reference to ““the Christ” here which
makes it so hard to believe that Paul or his Roman readers would have taken the following
benediction as addressed to anyone other than the one “God over all”” (see further my Romans,
528-29).
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sight it appears that it was the simple fact that the “strong” felt free to eat
which was so offensive to the “‘weak’’; the more scrupulous would have been
offended simply at the sight of other believers eating what was unacceptable
to them. But on closer inspection it becomes clear that the only offense Paul
had in mind was when the weak actually ate the idol meat or unclean food in
spite of a bad conscience (1 Cor. 8:10; Rom. 14:23). In other words, the
stumbling block was not merely the strong sense of disagreement or distaste
on the part of the “‘weak” for the actions of the “'strong,”” but the action of
actually joining in a practice of which they did not approve.

The parallel can be drawn at once with 1 Cor. 1:23. The offense for
most Jews was not simply the message of a crucified Messiah, the fact that
some other Jews (and Gentiles) believed and preached (hat Jesus, crucified
and all, was Messiah.!'7 1L was the prospect of accepling that claim for them-
selves which was the stumbling block. They stumbled nol over the beliefs of
others, but al the challenge to share that helief for themselves. If we now link
this back into the picture already drawn, it becomes evident that there was a
much higher degree of tolerance among most Jews for the messianic claims
(at least) of the first Christians. They found the thought of accepting these
ctaims for themselves offensive and stumbled over them. But that did not
mean they could not entertain the thought with some equanimity that other
Jews held such beliefs. In the sectarian atmosphere of late Second Temple
Judaism there must have been some such degree of de facto tolerance for the
competing claims of the diverse groups among Jews as a whole. Disputes
regarding the law and the temple were far more serious. Disagreement regard-
ing the messianic status, or otherwise, of Jesus was evidently not a matter of
such central concern.

3. Jesus’ Death as Atonement

It is generally recognized that the cross stands at the center ot Paul’s gospel.
We need think only of such passages as 2 Cor. 5:14-21 and Gal. 2:19-3:1. as
well as those cited earlier.1® From this it 1s easy to deduce, and again partic-
ularly from 1 Cor. 1:23 and Gal. 3:13, that it was the proclamation not so

17. This is the usual way of taking | Cor 1:23: eg., G, D, Fee, ! Corinthiuns (NICNT;
Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1987); “To the Jew the message of a crucified Messiah was the
ultimate scandal” (p. 75).

I8, For recent detailed treatments see particularly K. Grayston, Dying, We Live: A New
Inguiry into the Death of Christ in the New Testament (London: Darton, Longman and Todd,
1990, ch. 2; C. B. Cousar, A Theolugy of the Cross: The Death of Jesus in the Pauline Letters
(Minneapolis: Foriress, 1990).
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much of Jesus as Messiah, but of Jesus as Messiah crucified which would
have been so offensive to Paul’s fellow Jews. It would be the significance
claimed for Jesus’ death, not least as validated by the resurrection, which
would have been so controversial among more traditionally minded Jews. But
again we must ask whether this conclusion represents a wholly rounded view
of Paul’s teaching on the subject.

The most striking feature here is the degree to which Paul’s theology of
the death of Christ is contained in pre-Pauline, that is, already traditional,
formulae. This is clearest of all in the letter in which Paul works out the
theology of his gospel at greatest length — Romans. It is generally agreed
that Rom. 3:21-26 is the theological heart of the exposition. And it is also
widely agreed that the core of that passage is an earlier formulation reworked
by Paul.!? What is noteworthy, and too little noticed by commentators, is the
brevity of the treatment. It is an astonishing fact indeed that after two full
chapters of carefully argued indictment, building up to the devastating climax
of 3:9-20, Paul can resolve the dilemma thus posed in the space of a mere six
verses, and by means of citing an established description of Jesus’ death.
Evidently the solution he was proposing was so uncontroversial that there was
no need for him to argue it in any detail. Evidently it was a way of under-
standing the death of Jesus which was widely shared among the earliest
Christian churches — by Christian Jews as well. Some would argue that Paul
has subtly shifted the terms of the formula he uses in Rom. 3:25-26.20 But
any shift could itself hardly have been controversial, otherwise the point of
citing the formula in the first place (to demonstrate common ground with his
readers and other Christians) would have been self-defeating. And the more
controversial a shift in emphasis, the more Paul would have had to argue for
or to defend it. The most widely agreed shift is the addition of “through faith”’
in v. 25.21 And Paul does proceed to argue for that emphasis (3:27-5:1); but
that is not properly speaking a christological issue, more one regarding the
relation of faith to the law, as the elaboration itself makes plain (3:27-4:16).

Moreover, we should note that there are many elements of conscious
controversy in Romans, as Paul’s frequent use of the diatribe indicates (2:1-5,
17-29; 3:27-4:2; 9:19-21; 11:17-24). And the chief interlocutor in most of
these cases is one whom Paul characterizes as a typical “Jew’ (2:17), where
it is clear that it is not just (or not at all) the Christian Jew whom Paul has in
mind, but his fellow countrymen generally. Paul was in no doubt that there
were features of his gospel which would cause offense among his fellow Jews.

19. See, e.g., my Romans, 163-64, and those cited there.

20. So, e.g., P. Stuhimacher, Der Brief an die Romer (NTD 6; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck
und Ruprecht, 1989) 55-56; see others in my Romans, 175.

21, See those cited, e.g., by B. F. Meyer, ‘“The Pre-Pauline Formula in Rom. 3.25-26a,”
NTS 29 (1983) 198-208.
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What is striking here, however, is that the death of Christ does not feature in
any of these diatribes: Paul does nol resorl to the diatribe when referning to
the cross as such. Again the implication is clear 'The busic understanding of
the death ol Christ. as widely agreed among the carly Christians generally,
including. presumably. those Christian Jews resident in Palestine. was not a
matter of particular controversy between Christians and Jews.

Much the same seems to be true of Paul’s other main documentation of
the controversy between Jew and Christian — Galatians. It opens with what
once again appears to be a common formula indicating the significance of
Christ’s self-sacrifice (Gal. 1:4).22 And once again we have to deduce that
Paul cites the formula in the introduction precisely because it indicated com-
mon ground, precisely because it was noncontroversial — and this in a letter
where, more than any other, Paul was conscious of the tensions between faith
in Christ and the traditional Jewish herituge. Controversy there was in plenty,
but, as the whole letter shows clearly, the controversy focused entirely on the
law. The cross was caught up in that, as Gal. 3:13 indicates. But here, too,
the brevity of the reference indicates that the controversy centered more on
the law than on the cross. That Christ hanging on the tree could be called
*accursed’ by the law (Deut. 21:23) was actually common ground between
Jew and Christian (cf. Acts 5:30; 10:39). The real dispute was whether that
fact said anything at all about Gentiles and the law.23

The evidence here is remarkably like the evidence considered above in
relation to Jesus as Messiah. In both cases there is a taken-for-granted quality
in Paul’s references. In both cases that could indicate an earlier controversy
which had already died down, with results so conclusive that they could be
assumed rather than argued for. But given the time scale and continuing points
of tension between Jew and Christian throughout that period such a conclusion
is hardly justified. The only other obvious conclusion is that the Christian
claims were in themselves not, or not yet, a matter of controversy. Even when
Christians themselves would see the controversial matters as direct corollaries
of their understanding of Jesus’ death (Rom. 3:27ff.; Gal. 3:14ff.), the chris-
tology as such was more the calm at the center of the storm than the center
of the storm itself.

The point at which we might have expected a breach to open up on this
front between the first Christians and the rest of Judaism is the attribution to
Jesus’ death of significance as a sacrifice, particularly if it carried the impli-
cation that. in consequence, the temple sacrifices were no longer necessary.

22. K. Wengst, Christologische Formeln und Lieder des Urchristentums (Giitersloh:
Giitersloher Verlagshaus, 1972) 56-57.

23. Gal. 2:21 has to be understood in light of 3:13; see my Jesus, Paul and the Law:
Studies in Mark and Galatians (London: SPCK/Louisville: Westminster, 1990) 230-32, 249, and
n. 34.
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This is certainly the conclusion drawn by the writer to the Hebrews, and the
polemical character of his exposition is clear (Heb. 8:1-10:18). But in Paul,
once again it is significant that his theology of Jesus’ dcath as sacrifice is
contained almost wholly in already traditional formulae (Rom. 3:25; 4.25;
8:32; 1 Cor. 15:3; Gal. 1:4; 1 Thess. 5:9-10), or in passing reference (Rom.
8:3; 1 Cor. 5:7), or in allusive references to Christ’s “blood" and to his death
“for sins” or ““for us”” (Rom. 5:6-9; 2 Cor. 5:14-15, 21; Gal. 2:20; 3:13).24
So much so that several have argued that Paul himself did not entertain a
theology ot Christ’s death as sacrifice,? or that at least the center of his own
gospel lies more in the concept of reconciliation than in atonement.26 Neither
deduction is justified. What is characteristic and central to someone’s theology
need not be distinctive; what is fundamental can also be shared, and as shared,
little referred to; what is axiomatic is often taken for granted. The more
appropriate conclusion is, once again, that Paul did not need to elaborate the
point because it was common ground, shared with other Christian Jews, and
as thus shared consequently noncontroversial.

It is not to be denied that there is something of a historical problem here
whose solution is far from clear. When was it that early Christian understand-
ing of Jesus’ death as a sacrifice became a make-or-break issue within
Judaism? It is frequently assumed that it was a factor of significance more or
less from the first — even already in Jesus’ own teaching. As soon as Jesus’
death was seen as a sacrifice for sins, the implication would be widely
understood that in consequence there was no need for other sacrifice. Jesus’
death made sacrifice and temple of no continuing relevance.?’ This was
certainly the case for Hebrews, as already indicated. But was it so from the
first among the infant Christian movement in Jerusalem?

A crucial consideration here must be the fact that the earliest Christians
stayed on in Jerusalem and evidently continued to attend the temple at the
hour of sacrifice (Acts 3:1). It would no doubt be they who also preserved
Jesus’ teaching about the conditions for acceptable sacrifice in the temple
(Matt. 5:23-24) — presumably because the tcaching was of continuing rele-
vance, that is, because they continued (o offer sacrifice in the temple. Since
Jerusalem was the temple, the holy mount of Zion, it would be primarily for
the temple that any Jews would stay in Jerusalem. Or to put the point the

24. See chapter 10 above.

25. E. Kédsemann, Perspectives on Paul {London: SCM, 1971) 42-45; G. Friedrich, Die
Verkundigung des Todes Jesu im Neuen Testament (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener, 1982) 47,
66, 70-71. 75, 77.

26. Sce particularly R. P. Martin, Reconciliation: A Study in Paul’s Theology (London:
Marshall, Morgan and Scow/Atlanta; John Knox, [981).

27. See particularly the discussion by M. Hengel, The Atonement: The Origins of the
Doctrine in the New Testament (London: SCM, 1981), ¢ch. 2.
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other way round, it is certainly hard to envisage a group who were at funda-
mental odds with the temple and its sacrificial cult staying on in Jerusalem,
or a group who made controversial claims regarding the cult, being allowed
to stay in Jerusalem as undisturbed as the continuing Christian community
evidently were (until the approach or outbreak of the Tewish revolt at least).
We know of two groups who did make such controversial claims regarding
the temple (the Qumran Essenes and the Christian Hellenists) and we know
how things worked out for them. They either chose to leave Jerusalem and
center their work elsewhere, or they were forced to do s0.28

It is hard to avoid the conclusion that whatever the first Christians believed
and taught about Jesus’ death, it was not sufficiently conuwoversial in character
for them to feel the need to abandon the temple. And that presumably was the
teaching which we find encapsulated in the formulac which Paul echoes on so
many occasions. Even in the case of Paul’s own potentially more controversial
views of Jesus’ death, or at least the certainly more controversial corollaries, Paul
himself, according to Act. was ahle to join in the temple ritual, including the
olfering ol sacrifice toward the end ol his career (Acts 21:26). 11 Acts provides
un accurate record of Paul’s linal days al this point {und why not? — ¢f. | Cor.
9:19-21), thar must mean that even Paul himsell did not think of his christology
in its implications Tor the cult as particularly controversial. 1t is true. still
according to Acts, that Panl’s tacue or compromixe on his lasl visit o Jerusalen
failed (Acts 21:27ff.); but the breaking point had nothing to do with christology,
it was rather, once again, all to do with Paul’s known openness to and involve-
ment with Gentiles and consequent breach of the law (Acts 21:28).

So the question still remains: how controversial was Paul’s undevstand-
ing of the death of Jesus in the eyes of his fellow Christians and other jews?

The position can be better understood when it is realized that the death
of a Jew of some public significance on a cross was nothing very unusual in
that period, 22 and also that there were other Jewish deaths which were seen
as having significance in terms of sacrifice.

In the first case, we may recall, in particular, that in the previous century
no less than about 800 Jews were crucified by Alexander Jannaeus in the
cemer of Jerusalem. What is ol special interest here is that the episode is
reculled in the Deuad Sea Scrolls. in 1QpNah, 1.6-8. The interest focuses in
lwo points. One is that the victims are described as *“‘those who seek smooth
things™ — usually laken as o reference to the Pharisees (regarded as opponents
by the Qumran wrilers).3 The other is that their execution (“*hanged alive on

28. See [wther my Parzings. ch. 4.

29. Details in M. Hengel., Crucifivion (London: SCM, 1977) 26, n. 17.

30. Sec, e.g., F. Schirer. in G. Vermes und 15 Millar, ed., The History of the Jewish
People in the Age of Jesus Christ (Edinburgh: Clark, 1973) I, 224 and n. 22,
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the tree”) recalls Deut. 21:23, just as is the case with Acts 5:30 and 10:39. 1t
is likely, then, that Deut. 21:23 was used to invoke a curse on various Jews
who had been crucified as part of the intra-Jewish polemic between different
Jewish factions during this period.3! And since so many Jews had fallen victim
to this barbaric Roman form of execution, it is quite possible that such polemic
was regarded as a piece of exaggerated rhetoric and “mud-slinging” more
than a serious point of real critique.32 The implication would then be as before
— that the death of Jesus on the cross allowed a good deal ol cheap propaganda
by the propagandists among the Jewish [actions hostile to the followers of
the Nazarene. Bul otherwise the death of Jesus on a cross would not have
been seen as a matter of major substance or in itself an occasion for con-
troversy for the majority of the first Christians’ fellow Jews.

If anything, indeed, the death of Jesus at the hand of the Romans gave
his death a potential significance in terms of martyr theology. We know that
the Maccabean martyrs were a focus of a good deal of reflection in such terms
(2 Maccabees 7; 4 Maccabees 6—18). Moreover, their deaths could be spoken
of in sacrificial terms (cf. particularly 2 Macc. 7:37-38; 4 Macc. 17:21). This
is the theology Paul echoes in Rom. 5:6-8 — Christ as the one who gives his
life willingly on behalf of others.33 The language in 4 Macc. 17:21 is in fact
the same as that used in the pre-Pauline formulation in Rom. 3:25 (hilaste-
rion),3* and the language of reconciliation is used in 2 Macc. 7:33 (cf. 8:29)
in a way not altogether dissimilar to that in 2 Cor. 5:18-20. Here again, then,
the implication must be that to see Jesus’ death in sacrificial and martyr terms
was not a claim which would necessarily cause much controversy within
Second Temple Judaism.

In short, despite its importance for Paul’s theology, it would appear that
his christology of the cross was not particularly controversial, either as be-
tween Paul and his fellow lews who believed Jesus to be Messiah, or indeed

31, CL Hengel, Crieifixion, 84835,

32. This remains irve despite Hengel's observation thut 'ihe cross never became the
symbol ol Jewish suffering: the influence of Deut. 21:23 made this impossible. So a crucified
messiah could not be accepted either. . . . the theme of the crocified faithful plays ne part in
Jewish legends about martyrs™ (Crucifixion, p, 85). Since so many loyal Jews had been subjected
o this cruelesi of punishments, including Jews on different sides of the various faetional
divisions. it would have been impossible Tor erucilxion to be used as u fully lNedged weapon
ol poicmic againsl a particular individual who had been erueified, without it being tumed against
the users. The comparative silence in our sources (o which Hengel draws attention) simply
reflects these sensitivities.

33, See my Romans, 254-57

34. D, Hill, Greek Words und Hehraw Mecnings: Studies fu the Semantics of Soterio-
togical Termys (SNTSMS 51 Cambridge. Cambnidge University, 1967) 41-48; S. K. Williams,
Jesus' Deuth s a Saving Event: The Backeround and Qrigin of « Concept (Missoula: Scholars,
1975) 76-90.
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as between Paul and those more traditional Jews with whom he maintained
debate and argument.

4. The Divine Significance of Jesus

Here controversy seems inevitable. The argument seems to be straightforward.
As soon as Jesus was seen as a heavenly figure, that must have begun to put
an unbearable strain on infant Christianity’s Jewish credentials. And particu-
larly when he was seen as a heavenly figure with divine significance, ranked
together with God in Christian piety and devotion; that must have been highly
controversial and unacceptable to the fundamental axiom of Jewish mono-
theism.35 But was it s0? We know that such claims became unacceptable to
the Jewish authorities reflected in John’s Gospel, making a breach with the
synagogue unavoidable: “This was why the Jews sought all the more to kill
him, because he . . . called God his own Father, making himself equal with
God” (John 5:18); “It 1s not for a good work that we stone you but for
blasphemy; because you, being a man, make yourself God” (John 1(:33). But
such texts certainly retlect a later situation than that of Paul.3¢ In contrast,
what is striking once again is the total absence of any indication that Paul’s
christology of exaltation was a sticking point with his Jewish (Christian)
opponents. “Christ crucified” was controversial, as we have seen; but we
have no indication that Christ exalted was seen as a problem for Jews as a
whole.

1 have already dealt with the key evidence elsewhere and can thus
prevent this essay becoming too long by summarizing it briefly.37 The point
is simply that the idea of a particular historical individual being exalted to
heaven, particularly a hero of the faith, was by no means strange to late Second
Temple Judaism. The hope of resurrection was shared with Pharisees (Mark
12:18-20: Acts 23:6). and the suggestion that a particular individual had been
raised [tom the dead could appuarently be entertained outside Christian circles
(Mark 6:14; Luke 9:8). Enoch and Elijah were thought to have been translated
to heaven (Gen. 5:24: 2 Kgs. 2:11). and the righteous expected to be numbered
with the sons of God/angels (Wis. 5:5, 15-16). Enoch was also thought to
have been transformed by his translation to heaven (Jub. 4:22-23; I Enoch
12~16; 2 En. 22:8), and Moses to have been made “‘equal in glory to the holy

? LA
{Sir. 45.2).

35. See again those cited in an. 3 and 4 above.
36. This judgment reflects the broad consensus; see, e.g., my Partings, 220-29.
37. For more detailed treatment see particularly Partings, ch. 10.
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We cannot even say that the claim that a historic figure was now par-
ticipating in divine functions would have heen regarded as especially contro-
versial and unacceplable in Jewish circles. Enoch and Elijah were both thought
10 have a part to play in the final judgment (/ En. 90:3 1 Apocalvpse of Elijah
24:11-15). In one of the Dead Sea Scrolls Melchizedek seems o have been
depicled as the angelic leader of the holy ones who execute judgment on Belial
and his host (11QMelch [3-14). And in Testament of Abraleon 11 and 13
Adam and Abel are depicted in similarly exalted roles. Nor should we Torget
that the Twelve and the saints generally are also said 10 have a share in the
final judgment according to Matt. 19:28/Luke 22:30 and | Cor. 6:2-3, Or that
power to hestow the Holy Spiril was attributed by the Baptist (o the Coming
One (Mark 1:8 par.) and by Simon Magus to Peter (Acts 8:17-20).

How much more than this was being claimed by hailing Jesus as Lord?
The echoes of Joel 2:32 in Rom. 10:13 and of Isa. 45:23 in Phil. 2:10 are
undoubtedly of tremendous significance in christology. But the question still
persists. How controversial was the atlribution of lordship 1o the exalted
Chirist’? Paul after all speaks of God as *‘the God and Father of our Lord Jesus
Christ™ (e.g.. Rom. 15:6; 2 Cor. [:3: 11:31): even Jesus as Lord has God as
his God. The climax ol the celebration of Christ’'s lordship is “the glory of
God the Father™ (Phil. 2;11). And the climax ol Jesus® own rulc over all things
is 1o be Jesus™ own subjection o the one who put all things under him. that
God may be all in all™ (I Cor. 15:25-28). Evidently there was in all this
nothing so threatening to traditional Jewish beliel in God, nothing so contro-
versial as (o have left any mark ol controversy between Paul and his fellow
Jews or Christian Jews in particular. The same is true of Panl's characteristic
“in Christ™ language.3® Quite what his fellow Jews made of this incorporative
and Adam christology is lar from clear. But they have left no record of any
criticism of Paul on the subject.

The Wisdom language used of Jesus, as is generally agreed, in I Cor.
8:6 and Col. 1:15, 203° leaves the same impression. Whether Jewish Wisdom
writers already conceived ol divine Wisdom as a ““hypostasis™ or simply as
a vigorous personification for divine action, the point remains the same. The
use of such lunguage in reference to Jesus does not seem o have crossed a
critical boundary in Jewish cyes. The fact that Wisdom had already been
identitied with the Torah in such circles (Sir. 24:23; Bar. 4:1) is clear enough
indication of how relaxed the Jewish Wisdom writers were on the subject. If
the identification of a boek with divine Wisdom could be taken easily in their

38. Cf. M. Casey, From Jewish Prophet to Gentile God: The Origins and Development
of New Testament Christology (Cambridge: Clarke/Louisville: Westminster, 1991) 129-31.

39, See now J. Habermaun, Prdexistenzaussagen im Neuen Testament (Frankfurt: Lang,
1990), chs. 3 and S.
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stride, would the identification of a man in a similar way be any more puzzling
or controversial? Paul himself evidently had no difficulty whatsoever in af-
firming the one lordship of Christ in such Wisdom terms in the very same
breath as he affirmed the Shema, the fundamental Jewish axiom of the oneness
of God (1 Cor. 8:6). Once again, where we would expect at least one indication
that this christology was controversial, had that been the case, we find abso-
lutely no hint or suggestion of it. Even to speak of Jesus in the language of
preexistent Wisdom was not particularly controversial in Jewish ears.

What then about the association of Jesus as Lord with the Lord God in
greetings and benedictions (as for example in Rom. 1:7 and 1 Thess. 3:11-13)?
And what of the devotion and prayer to Jesus?40 The most relevant point here
probably has to be that the devotion to Christ seems to have been contained
within the constraints of Jewish monotheism. It consists more of hymns about
Christ than hymns to Christ (especially Phil. 2:6-11 and Col. 1:15-20), more
of prayer through Christ than prayer to Christ (Rom. 1:8; 7:25; 2 Cor. 1:20;
Col. 3:17). At the time of Paul, therefore, should we speak, as does Pliny fifty
or so years later, of Christians reciting a hymn “‘to Christ as to a god” (Pliny,
Ep. 10.96.7); or is the parallel more that of veneration offered to and through
the Virgin and the saints in the still later church? Even after Paul, Judaism
could encompass the thought of Enoch or the Messiah as fulfilling the role
of the man-like figure in the vision of Daniel 7 (I Enoch 37-71; 4 Ezra
13:32),41 that is, one who takes the throne beside God and who can thus in
some degree be associated with God in devotion and in the bestowal of
blessing as well as in judgment. Within the “‘broad church” of that range of
Judaism, how controversial would have been Paul’s attribution of divine
agency to the exalted Jesus, how controversial would have been the degree
of devotion which he offered? Once again a crucial consideration must be the
absence of any protest within the sphere of Paul’s mission — no consciousness
of Paul’s part that he was transgressing some clearly drawn line; no suggestion
that other Jews must have found such language and devotion repugnant; in a
word, no hint of controversy.

If we were to broaden out the discussion to Paul’s interaction with the
wider Hellenistic world (rather than just traditional Judaism) the range of
discussion would be different, but the outcome would not. Thus, in 1 Corinthians
1-2 the issue is more one of what counts as “wisdom” than of christology as
such; the earlier attempts to demonstrate a counter-christology maintained by
Paul’s opponents have not been successful.42 As for 1 Corinthians 15, there is

40. See again particularly Hurtado, One God, One Lord, 11-15, 99-114.

4]. The tradition that Rabbi Akiba thought the second throne of Dan. 7:9 was for (the
son of) David is found in b. Hagigah 14a and b, Sanhedrin 38b.

42. So particularly U. Wilckens, Weisheir und Torheir (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1959).
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certainly controversy over the resurrection — that is, the (future) resurrection of
believers, whereas the belief that Jesus had already been raised seems to have
been common ground (15:5-12). In each case, as in 1 Corinthians 10-11, the
christology could be assumed; it was what the different opinions within Corinth
made of these common emphases in christology which caused the controversy.

In 2 Cor. 11:4 Paul does speak of “‘another Jesus’” and again there is
clear evidence of sharp controversy, as serious as that voiced in Galatians.
But in this case the “‘other Jesus” seems to be Paul’s way of describing what
he regards as an exaggerated emphasis on the resurrected and exalted Christ;
or to be more precise, the implications of such an emphasis for concepts of
apostolic ministry (2 Corinthians 10-13). In contrast, it is Paul who calis for
the stress to be laid elsewhere — on the cross, on the Christ crucified in
weakness; not as a way of defending a distinctively different christology (as
we have already seen, the fact of Christ’s death was part of the faith common
to all Christians at that time) but as a way of justifying a different model of
apostleship, not over christology as such.43

So I could continue. The issue in 1 (and 2) Thessalonians is not chris-
tological (the belief in the parousia is common ground), but chronological
(how soon will it happen). There is no apparent christological issue in Phil-
ippians at all. And in Colossians, speculation about the status of Jesus within
the heavenly sphere may be implied, but whether we can speak of “‘false
teachers” and “‘opponents” is far from clear.44

In general, within the context of Hellenistic syncretism it is not apparent
that the initial claims made by the first Christians for Christ would have been
so controversial. A society which could cater for ““many gods and many lords”
(1 Cor. 8:6) would not be particularly put out or nonplussed by the earliest
christological affirmations. In fact, it was only toward the end of the first
century and the beginning of the second that Christian assertions of the
lordship of Christ seem to have become a matter of controversy and persecu-
tion. But that was because of the political challenge which these Christian
claims were seen to pose. To affirm the lordship of Jesus was now to deny
the Jordship of Caesar and thus to challenge the empire which Caesar repre-
sented. To sing or speak to Jesus “‘as to a god” had the unacceptable corollary
that the local temples were being deserted and the sacrificial rites neglected,
with potential hazard for the civic and political constitution of the communities

43, “It is not even clear that this verse |2 Cor. 11:4] warrants the identification of
‘Christology’ as the basic difference between Paul and his opponents in Corinth . . . since
nowhere else in 2 Corinthians is Christology taken up as a 1opic in and for itsclf, not even in
3,7-18,4.4-6,9-14, [and] 5.14-19. where the real theme is the nature of Paul's apostolic service™
(Furnish, 2 Corinthians, 501).

44. See particularly M. D. Hooker, ‘““Were There False Teachers in Colossae?” in From
Adam to Christ: Essays on Paul (Cambridge: Cambndge University, 1990) 121-36.
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involved. Prior (o that, however, the points ol lension were not parlicularly
christological as such, bul simply the fact thal in the eyes of the Roman
intelligentsia Christianity was merely another example of a “pernicious su-
perstition™ imported from the Middle East.

5. Conclusions

This essay has been an attempt to bring more clearly into focus the extent to
which christology was at the center of earliest Christian controversy and
dispute with others. Its findings say nothing to disturb the centrality of chris-
tology for Christianity in general or even to question that christology inevitably
was (and is) the cutting edge of Christian theology and its distinctive claims.
It simply draws attention to the fact that the fundamental christological claims
do not seem initially to have created as much disagreement or to have provoked
as much hostility as we would have expected. Nor have I any wish to deny
that it was christology which became the absolutely crucial factor in the final
parting of the ways.45 However, it does seem that initially the foci of con-
troversy seem to have been elsewhere (the temple, the law).

Perhaps it is inevitable that it was the issues which impinged most
immediately on daily practice which became the points of tension. In the same
way, in the period prior to Jesus’ ministry, the various messianic (and non-
messianic) expectations of the various strands of Second Temple Judaism
seem to have functioned simply as part of the rich tapestry of first-century
Judaism. In these cases, too, the disagreements which touched the different
groups most directly were those relating to temple, festivals, and Torah.
Perhaps it is simply a reflection of how human dialogue works, that the course
of debate begins with the more immediate points of disagreement and only
thereafter presses back behind these more obvious issues into the underlying
presuppositions. That was certainly how the christological debates themselves
progressed in the subsequent centuries. Be that as it may, it does not appear
that the christological claims made by Paul were initially seen as particularly
controversial in themselves.

45. Precisely the contrary — see my Partings, chs. 11-12.
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Pauline Christology
Shaping the Fundamental Structures

In an influential monograph, Martin Hengel maintained that more develop-
ments in christology happened within the period of Paul’s ministry than in
the whole of the next seven centuries.! Hengel’s claims may be exaggerated,?
but they are truthful enough to underline the importance of Paul’s treatment
of christology and the extent to which subsequent Christian understanding of
Christ has been dependent on Paul’s formulations, like it or not.

How should we characterize and sum up Paul’s contribution to this
theme so crucial to Christian theology? What are the central emphases in this
Pauline christological thought that has had such an important role in shaping
Christian thinking?

The answer cannot be found in what Paul tells us about Jesus’ ministry
prior to Good Friday and Easter. It is well known that Paul says next to nothing
about Jesus’ life, apart from its final suffering. And although it is possible to
detect in Paul’s ethical exhortations an influence of the Jesus-tradition — both
Jesus’ example and his own teaching, which is stronger than is usvally ac-
knowledged? — Paul makes no attempt to focus his christology on the pre-
Good Friday Christ.

1. M. Hengel, The Sen of God (London: SCM, 1976), esp. 2 and 77.

2. See my Christology in the Making (l.ondon: SCM. 1980, 1989) 351, o. |; also The
Partings of the Ways (London: SCM, 1991). ¢hs. 9-11. I apologize for referring so often in what
follows to my own work. bul in @ summary trearment it seems 1o be the simplest way to document
both the detailed exegesis on which claims are based and the other secondary literature with which
I dialogue.

3. See, e.g., discussion in A. J. M. Wedderburn, ed., Paul and Jesus: Collected Essays
(JSNTSS 37, Sheftield: JSOT, 1989), and M. B. Thompson, Clothed with Christ: The Example
and Teaching of Jesus in Romans 12.1-15.13 (JSNTSS 59; Sheffield: JSOT, 1991).

Originally published in Christology in Dialogue, ed. R. F. Berkey and S. A. Edwards (Cleveland:
Pilgrim, 1993) 96-107.
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What then of Christ’s death? One thinks immediately of key texts such
as Rom. 3:24-26 and 2 Cor. 5:21. While such texts lie close to the heart of
any Christian doctrine of atonement, a notable feature of Paul’s treatment of
Christ’s death is the extent to which he relies on whal are generally agreed 1o
be earlier Formulations (e.g.. Rom. 3:24-25, 4:25; 8:34: Gal. 1:4; 2:20).4 Paul
did not seem to have much new 1o say about the death of Christ. For example,
in Romans, atler the lengthy indictment ol 1:18-3:20, the response ol 3:21-26
seems very brief. and presumably could be so brief because the understanding
of the death of Christ encapsulated Lhere could be taken as common ground
between Paul and even those churches he had never visited before. Of course
he preached *“Christ crucified”” and recognized that a crucified Messiah con-
stituted a scandal for most of his Jewish peers (1 Cor. 1:23: 2:2; Gal, 3:1),
hut alrcady the issue secms to be an echo of an older, intra-Jewish debate,
with Paul able (o lake the messiahship of Jesus so much for granted that
Christ™ functions Jor the most parl as a quasipersonal name throughout his
letters. Thix is not ta deny (hat the cross was very much at the center of Paul's
gospel, but if we are looking for the points at which Paul made his own
contribution to christological thought, we probably will have to search else-
where.

What then of Christ’s resurrection and exaltation? One thinks at once
al the fact that Lord™ is Paul's favorite title for Christ precisely because
Christ’s resurrection and cxaltation are the vilal presuppositons of his lord-
ship. Yet here. oo, the mosl relevant word may be “*presuppositions,” because,
once again. the key statements that “explain™ Christ’s lordship seem 10 be
pre-Pauline formulas that Paul inherited (Rom. 1:3-4: 10:9-10; Phil. 2:9-11).5
And even where resurrection is at the heart of the discussion (| Corinthiang
15), it is not the resurrection of lesus, either its facticity or its nature, Lhat is
al issue (15:3-8, 1.2.19). In other words, Christ’s resurrection and exaltation
can hardly be ignored as essential slarling points of Paul’s christology. but
they themselves do not provide its central thrust. Essential foundations. no
doubt, but for the Pauline superstructure we have to inquire further.

These considerations should not be perceived as polemical or unduly
radical. | am not denying the central importance of Christ’s death and resur-
rection behind and within Paul’s theology. But if we focus our attention on
them we run the risk of stopping short at where Paul started. The traditional
emphasis on these undeniably foundational elements of all Christian theology
may obscure Paul’s further contribution, which was to integrate the already

4. See particularly part 1 in W. Kramer, Christ, Lord, Son of God (London: SCM, 1966);
K. Wengst, Christologische Formeln und Lieder des Urchristentums (Giitersloh: Giitersloher,
1972).

5. See those cited in n. 4.
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established axioms of Christ’s atoning death and eschatological resurrection
into an overarching christological schema, and thus to secure the significance
ol these individuul elements within a larger 1heological framewaork.

Christ and Adam

We start with what Paul clearly sees as the Adamic significance ol Christ, a
significance for the history and salvation ol humankind equivalent to that of
the (mythical) Adam. Adam began the history of humankind and thus sums
it up. In parlicular, in accordance with a doctrine of human fallenness that
Paul can again assume (e.g., Wis. 2:23-24), Adam sums up humankind in its
mortality and submissiveness 10 human appetite and selfish desire. In Adam,
all die; death is the end lor all who share human traits and family likenesses.
Christ, in contrast, opens up the possibility of a new beginning — a humanilty
no longer enslaved by its animal nature, no longer subservient to selfish desire,
and no longer fearful of death. [n Christ, all shall be made alive (1 Cor. 15:22).

At first this seems a thin strand indeed out of which to construct one of
the principal load-bearing beams in the superstructure of Pauline christology.
The AdanyChrist parallel comes (o clewr expression in only two passages in
the Pauline letters, Rom. 5:12-21 and 1| Cor. 15:20-22, 44-49. Bul these
passages are more significant than at first appears and make explicit what is
more frequently implicit elsewhere.

For one thing, the passages constitute two of the most distinctive Pauline
elaborations of his two foundational axioms — Christ’s death and resurrection.
He characterizes the death of Christ in a sequence of striking, epigrammalti-
cally concise antitheses as the counterbalance (and more than counterbalance)
of Adam’s sin — the death that was an act of obedience outweighing the death
that was the punishment of disobedience (Rom. 5:15-19}. The resurrection of
Christ he characterizes in the epigram already cited as the definitive answer
to the last enemy, death: Christ’s resurrection does not make any dilference
to the fact that all die, but it does give hope of life beyond death. The last
Adam who became life-giving Spirit is a more powerful representalive figure
than the Adam who became a living soul (I Cor. 15:22, 45),

Thus it also becomes clear that il is precisely as last Adam that Christ
has undone the damage wrought by Adam. that in a figure equivalent in
significance to Adam the remedy to the cancer of human sin is presented.
Paul repeatedly reverts o the language and imagery of Genesis 2-3 in what
is his most sustained indictment and description of the human condition: a
humanity that has refused to rely on God and give God due glory (Rom.
[:19-25); a humanity thal has lost out on the glory initially given to Adam



232 PAULINE CHRISTOLOGY

(3:23); a humanity that has fallen victim to the enticing deception of sin
(7:7-12); a humanity that shares in the consequent futility and subjection to
decay (the opposite of glory) of the cosmos as a whole (8:19-23). The signif-
icance of this Chrisl is that he has made possible the restoration of that same
glory to humanity by himself receiving a glory which he seeks to share with
others (Rom. 8:29-30; 2 Cor. 3:18—4:6; Phil. 3:21).6

In a series of insightful studies, Morna Hooker has shown how far the
Adam/Christ parallel extends in Paul in terms of what she calls “interchange in
Christ.””” Adam exchanged his share in divine glory for slavery to sin and death.
Christ changed places with this Adam, sharing Adam’s subjection to sin and
death in order that Adam might experience Christ’s victory over sin and death.
The pattern of interchange is most obvious in passages referring to Christ’s death
(Rom. 8:3; 2 Cor. 5:21; 8:9; Gal. 3:13; 4:4; Phil. 2:6-8). But it embraces the
whole of Jesus’ life: it was because his life had a representative character that
his death could have the same character (Rom. 8:3; Gal. 4:4; Phil. 2:6-8).
Because of this Adamic character of Christ’s entire ministry, Paul thinks of the
process of salvation as a sharing in Christ’s sufferings, a becoming like him in
his death (as in Rom. 8:17; 2 Cor. 1:5; 4:10-12, 16-18; Phil. 3:10-11). Hooker
shows how the pattern of interchange extends even into ethical exhortation (e.g.,
Rom. 13:14; 15:1-3).8 At all events, an ethical dimension in Adam christology
1s very clear in Col. 3:9-11 (and also Eph. 4:22-24).

To an extent not usually appreciated, Adam christology also embraces
the thought of Christ’s resurrection and exaltation. More striking still, it
includes the affirmation of the lordship of Christ. This becomes clear in the
way Paul and his contemporaries freely ran together Ps. 110:1 (the key text
validating Christ’s lordship) and Ps. 8:4-6 (the key text for Adam christology):
in appointing Christ as Lord (Ps. 110:1), God had put all things under his feet
(Ps. 8:6; 1 Cor. 15:25-27; Phil. 3:21; Eph. 1:20-22; also Heb. 1:13-2:8; 1 Pet.
3:22). In other words, the exaltation of Christ as Lord was also the fulfillment
of the divine purpose in creating humanity; the lordship of Christ is the
completion of the lordship of Adam. The Creator’s program, which broke
down in Adam, has been “run through™ again in Christ and achieved its
original goal. Those “in Adam’ share in the tensions of a fractured creation;
those “in Christ”” (will) share in the fulfillment and completion of God’s
purpose for creation as a whole.?

6. On these passages, and Rom. 5:12-21 above, see my Romans (WBC 38; Dallas: Word,
1988)

7. Collected in M. D. Hooker, From Adum to Christ: Essays on Paul (Cambridge:
Cambridge University, 1990).

8. “'Interchange in Christ and Ethics,” Journal for the Study of the New Testament 25
(1985) 3-17; also in Adam to Christ, ch. 4.

9. See more fully my Christology, ch. 4.
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This last thought links us into one of the most pervasive (it occurs more
than eighty times) and characteristic motifs in Paul’s writings — the under-
standing of believers as “‘in Christ.”” A frequent variant is “‘in the Lord,” and
correlated phrases include “into Christ” (e.g., Gal. 3:26-28), *“through Christ”
(e.g., Rom. 5:1), “with Christ” (e.g., 2 Cor. 4:14), and “the body of Christ”
(e.g., 1 Cor. 12:27). It is no accident that there is a cluster of such phrases in
Rom. 6:1-11 — that is, immediately following the exposition of Christ in
Adam terms in Rom. 5:12-21 — because the “‘in Christ” language is a natural
outworking of Adam christology. The idea of Christ as in some sense a
‘““corporate” personl0 is part and parcel of Adam christology. So, too, is the
thought of Christ as the eldest of a new family of God, the firstborn of (the
new) creation (Rom. 8:29; Col. 1:18). In his parallel to and contrast with
Adam, Christ provides an alternative template for humanity.

Adam christology can thus be seen to form an extensive feature in Paul’s
theology. More important, it provides an integrating framework both for Paul’s
christology and for his entire gospel. In expressing the significance of Christ,
more than any other christological motif, Adam christology embraces Christ’s
entire life and ministry: Christ as sharing with the Adamic fallenness of
humanity; Christ as exchanging the death of sin for the death of obedience
leading to life; Christ as fulfilling the divine purpose for humanity through
his resurrection and exaltation to lordship. In broader terms, Adam christology
embraces the entire scope of salvation: the eschatological significance of
Christ’s actions as introducing a new and final epoch in God’s dealings with
humanity, which sees the final goal in terms of the fulfillment of the original
purpose; an individual salvation, which is a conformity to the last Adam’s
suffering and death with a view Lo the future full conformity to his resurrection;
a corporate salvation, which sees the embodiment of the divine ideal of
humanity only in a community of faith; a cosmic salvation, which does not
seek to escape the material and bodily but looks for the salvation of humanity
as part of a redeemed creation.

Not all these themes are unique to Paul. The Philippians hymn is prob-
ably pre-Pauline (Phil. 2:6-11), and one of the clearest expositions of Adam
christology is to be found outside Paul (Heb. 2:5-18). Nevertheless, several
of the extended features outlined above are both characteristic of and distinc-
tive to Paul. And the use of Adam christology to provide such an overarching
and integrating framework is certainly to be attributed to Paul. As such, Adam
christology must be counted as one of the central emphases in Pauline chris-
tological thought, an essential part of Paul’s contribution to Christian theology.

0. See particularly C. F. D. Moule, The Origin of Christology (Cambridge: Cambridge
University, 1977), ch. 2.
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Christ and Wisdom

The theme of Christ and Wisdom is even less evident in Paul than that of
Christ and Adam. It is explicit in only one passage, 1 Cor. 1:24 and 30: *“Christ
the power of God and the wisdom of God”’; “*Christ Jesus, whom God made
our wisdom.” But to anyone familiar with the Jewish wisdom tradition, it is
also evident in 1 Cor. 8:6 and Col. 1:15-17. In both passages Paul speaks of
Christ’s role in a relation to creation in terms that, in Jewish thought, were
most characteristically used for the personification of divine wisdom (as in
Prov. 3:19; 8:22, 25; Sir. 24:9; Wis. 7:26).!1 And anyone who was aware of
the way in which Deut. 30:12-13 was related to divine wisdom in Jewish
reflection (as in Bar. 3:29-30) would recognize that Paul was playing with an
identification of Christ and Wisdom in Rom. 10:6-8. Even so, the theme,
explicit or immediately implicit, is brief. Why then single it out as one of the
leading edges of Pauline christology? The answer lies not only in the fact that
the ramifications of the Christ-Wisdom association are far-reaching in Paul’s
own theology, but, still more, in the fact that Paul’s identification of Christ
and Wisdom constitutes the first statement of a motif that was 1o become the
principal focus in the burgeoning christology of the next two centuries.

The female figure of divine wisdom was familiar in religious thought
of the ancient Middle East as one of the chief ways of expressing belief in
the divine care and fruitful provision for creation. Particularly in the myth of
Isis the ancients expressed their convictions about the cycle of life and death
and their dependence on the natural cycle of fertility. The wisdom writers of
Israel had domesticated this widespread belief in divine wisdom, the key to
success in life but hidden from human eyes, by identifying her with the Torah
(Sir. 24:23; Bar. 3:9-4:4). In passages such as 1 Cor. 8:6 and Col. 1:15-17,
the first Christians in effect were doing the same thing, identifying this divine
wisdom with Christ. Where Jewish wisdom writers said to the wider world,
“Here in the Torah is the divine wisdom on which you depend and which
you seek,”” Paul and the first Christians could express the significance of their
gospel in similar terms: ‘““Here in Christ is the sum and epitome of the divine
wisdom by which the world was created and is sustained.”” In making this
identification between Christ and Wisdom, Paul and the first Christians were
using a theme that constituted a major element in the ancient Mediterranean
world’s search for meaning and a major element in Jewish diaspora apologetic.

Note the specific twist that Paul gave to this line of Christian apologetic:
his initiai and, as we have seen, only explicit identification of Christ and
Wisdom comes in 1 Corinthians 1. Here Paul shows that he was well aware
of the ancient world’s thirst for wisdom, whether in terms of human cleverness

11. For this and the supporting data for what follows, see my Christology, chs. 6 and 7.
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and rhetorical sophistication, or in terms of human perception of what is a
fitting outworking of the divine purpose of salvation. Such human estimates
of how divine wisdom comes to expression within human society Paul chal-
lenges boldly and bluntly with the cross. Christ is the measure of divine
wisdom; and by that Paul means not the Christ of creation or the Christ of
exaltation, but Christ crucified (1 Cor. 1:22-24). The significance of this
Wisdom-Christ spans all of time, from creation (1 Cor. §:6) to new creation
(Col. 1:15, 18); but the cross is the midpoint that symbolizes the character of
the whole. Thus Paul anchors this major theme in the religious self-under-
standing of the ancient world firmly in Christ, and stamps the whole with the
gospel of the cross.

At the same time, the identification of Christ and Wisdom provides a
crucial vehicle for expressing the divine, or more than human (more than
Adamic, we may say) significance of Christ, which was a feature of chris-
tology from the beginning. Because Wisdom, in Jewish thinking at least,
was a way of speaking of the one God’s care and provision for God’s
creation, the identification of Christ with this Wisdom becomes a powerful
way of expressing God’s care for God’s people and provision for their
salvation (most clearly in Wisdom 10-11). Hence it provides an even more
potent description of Christ’s significance than speaking of God’s putting
forward Christ as a means of atonement (Rom. 3:25), or even of God in
Christ as “‘reconciling the world to himself” (2 Cor. 5:19), which could be
interpreted simply in terms of divine inspiration rather than pushing toward
the thought of incarnation (as becomes clear later in John 1:14). So, too,
the affirmation of Christ as divine wisdom can be seen as an alternative to
speaking of Christ as proof of the divine faithfulness to all God’s promises
(2 Cor. 1:20) and thus plugs into one of the central themes of Romans —
God’s faithfulness to God’s promises to Abraham and Israel (1:17, 25; 3:3-7,
25; 4; 9:6; 15:7-13).12

The Wisdom-Christ identification also gives us the clue to how Paul can
speak so boldly about the divine significance of Christ in language that seems
at first to threaten the Jewish axiom of monotheism that he shared. Jewish
talk of Wisdom could be almost as bold, but it was clearly understood as
simply a way of expressing the one God’s care for creation and provision for
God’s people (as Wisdom 10-19 shows). Although the exalted Christ shares
in God’s lordship as object of devotion and source of divine blessing (as in
Rom. 1:7 and Phil. 2:9-11), Paul does not understand this as any sort of

[2. The point is more obscure for us than it would be for readers familiar with Old
Testament and L.XX thought, because in Romans the single theme of divine faithfulness is spread
among the several variations of the same theme — God’s faithfulness, God’s truth, and God’s
righleousness; see, e.g., my Romans, 41, 44, 63, 132-33, 135-36, etc.
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compromise with or even redefinilion of his faith in God as one (e.g., Rom.
3:30; 1 Cor. 8:6); Christ as divine wisdom is the Wisdom of the one God and
in no way an alternative, far less competing, source of authority (1 Cor. 3:23;
11:3; 15:24, 28). Even in the later Titus 2:13, Jesus Christ is thought of as the
glory of God, that is, the visible manifestation of God’s majesty, rather than
as (another) God alongside the one God. By formulating the divine signifi-
cance of Christ in wisdom language, Paul was able to retain the already
burgeoning christology within the constraints of the Jewish monotheism that
remains axiomatic for Christian theology.!3

Paul’s Wisdom christology thus serves as a fundamental and integrat-
ing structure in Pauline theology similar to that afforded by Adam chris-
tology. It secures the continuity of the Christian epoch not only with creation
(as does the Adam theme) but also with Israel (both Jewish and Christian
wisdom writers are speaking of the same Wisdom). It provides an apologetic
theme of tremendous power in the ancient world indicating the universal
significance of Christ. In Paul in particular it becomes stamped with the
theology of the cross, preventing any Docetic divorce between the human
and the divine in Christ. And it holds together the strongest assessments of
the divine significance of Christ and his work within the framework of the
common Jewish/Christian conviction that God is one. It is precisely for
these reasons that Wisdom (or equivalently expressed, Logos-Word) chris-
tology became the mainstream of classic christological reflection leading
up to the third and fourth-century creeds.!4 The character of christology
stamped on it by Paul’s development of Wisdom christology determined its
future.

Here, too, we cannot speak of exclusively Pauline contributions. With
Col. 1:15-20, as with Phil. 2:6-11, we are probably dealing with a pre-Pauline
formulation; and Heb. 1:1-3 is as manifestly a wisdom formulation as anything
in Paul. Nevertheless, as with Adam christology, our clearest and earliest
expressions of Wisdom christology come from Paul: several of (he emphases
are distinctive of Pauline theology; and the range of his theological writings
enables us to sée how widespread wee the ramifications of Wisdom christology.
Here, 100, Wisdom christology mus( be counted as one of the major emphascs
in Pauline christological thought, and his reworking of it an essential part of
Paul’s contribution Lo Christian theology.

13. See my Partings, chs. 10-12.
14. See, e.g., J. N. D. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines (London: Black, 1960), chs. 4
and 5.
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Adam-Christ-Wisdom

All that remains is to point out the importance of the fact that Paul called in
not just the (mythical) figure of Adam to illuminate the significance of Jesus
and his work, but also the (mythical) figure of divine Wisdom. He found it
necessary to use both integrating frameworks, not simply one or the other.

We can talk of the complementarity of the two themes and frameworks.
At this earliest stage, we may say, both the character of the Christ event and
the theological traditions available to fill out its significance pushed chris-
tology, as expressed by Paul, in a double direction. One highlighted what
might be summarized as the humanity of Christ, the other the divinity of
Christ. But it was not the significance of Christ as such, or of Christ in himself,
that was perceived to be at stake, but the significance of Christ in relation to
humankind and to God. In Adam christology we are speaking about Aumanity,
not about the humanity of Christ; and in Wisdom christology we are speaking
about deity, not about the deity of Christ.

This doubly representative significance of Christ comes to expression
in these christologies. Christ as Adam shows us what God intended humanity
to be. Christ as Wisdom shows us what God is like in God’s creating, sus-
taining, and saving concern for all creation. The recognition that both are
integral to christology, as Paul clearly demonstrates, prevents christology from
degenerating either into an idealist or exemplarist christology or into a Docetic
or Gnostic christology. Holding both together, in the tcrms that Paul was
already providing, ensured that classic christology always had the shape of
an ellipse, held in place by its twin foci, rather than a circle spinning off into
a christocentric humanism (Christ only as ideal humanity) or a christocentric
theism (Christ alone as God for us).

On the other hand, we have to talk of the overlapping character of the
two emphases. In Paul’s theology this comes out both in the conception of
Christ as the image of God and, once again, in the thought of Christ as Lord.
The latter, we have noted, can be referred both to Christ’s Adamic role as
crown and head of creation (1 Cor. 15:25-27) and to Christ as the one Lord
in his wisdom role as divine agent in creation (1 Cor. 8:6). Christ as Lord
thus represents both God’s purpose for the humankind God created and the
lordship of God in that act of creation. Paul does not allow the thought of
Christ’s lordship to spin free from the lordship of God (as 1 Cor. 15:28 makes
abundantly clear). In the concept of Christ as Lord, Paul is able to hold together
the divine significance of Christ, particularly in view of his resurrection, and
the oneness of the creator God.

Similarly, in the Pauline letters we find that the image of God is referred
both to Christ’s Adamic role and to Christ’s wisdom role. As to the former,
we may think of Rom. 8:29: the son is the image to which, as “firstborn
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among many brothers,” Christians are being conformed. Or 1 Cor. 15:49: as
believers have borne the image of the first, earthly Adam, so they will bear
the image of the last, resurrected Adam. As to the latter, the most obvious
example is Col. 1:15: “‘He is the image of the tnvisible God” through whom
all things were created. In 2 Cor. 3:18—4:4 the thought is both of believers
being transformed into God’s image and of Christ as embodying the image
of God, is this Adam or Wisdom? In Col. 3:10, is Christ the image of God
as Adam or Wisdom?

The point is that the concept of the image of God can be used both for
Adam and for Wisdom. H can denote both the image on the rubber stamp and
the image that the stamp puts on the page: it cun be used both for the agency
used in creation and for thal which is created. It is in this overlapping role
that it is referred to Christ. Christ as bearing the divine image is the One who
bridges the gap between creator and creation. In this supreme mediatorial role
the two central strands of Pauline christology overlap and intertwine. Christ
as the image of God, even more than Christ as Lord, is the nodal point at
which the two great arcs of Pauline christology intersect and which thus
prevents them from falling apart into a mutually destructive dichotomy.

In Christ as Adam and Christ as Wisdom we find the two major inte-
grating themes of Pauline christology, themes that integrate the other emphases
of Pauline christology and complement and overlap with each other in such
a way as to provide the basic framework for all future christology.
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KYPIOX in Acts

It is a curious fact that the use ol the term %Vplog in Acts has received so
little attention both in christological studies of the NT and in commentaries
on Acts itself. The surprise is occasioned partly. by the fact that the term
occurs more in Acts than in any other NT writing (though, of course, Acts
and the Gospel of Luke are the two longest texts in the NT). Moreover, it
is used as a title for Jesus more than any other title in Acts, apart from the
name Jesus; this remains true, however several disputed usages (whether
they refer to Jesus or to God) are resolved.! Not only so, but the character
of Acts (a late first-century document describing the beginnings of Chris-
tianity), with its balance between speeches attributed to the chief actors in
Christianity’s beginnings and Luke’s> own narrative, provides a unique op-
portunity to check whether any diversity or development of usage can be
detected across the period covered from the first beginnings to the time of
composition.

1. “The most frequently used title for Jesus in Luke-Acts” (J. A. Fitzmyer, The Gospel
according to Luke 1-9 [AB 28; Garden City, 1981] 200-201). J. C. O’Neill, *'The Use of KYRIOS
in the Book of Acts,” SJT 8 (1955) 155-74, counts 137 occurrences in all, including variants,
and excluding the 4 “secular’ occurrences (157-58).

2. 1 will speak of “Luke” as the author of Acts for convenience sake — indicaling my
acceptance of the consensus that Luke-Acts was written by the same person, probably during
the last two decades of the first century. No more specific assumption is necessary for the present
paper.

Originally published in Christus als die Mite der Schrifi, ed. C. Landmesser et al. (O. Hofius
FS). Copyright © 1997 Waliter de Gruyter and Co. and used by permission.
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When we sample major works of reference written over the past two or three
generations, however, the interest in this topic and its potential for shedding
some light on earliest christology is fairly minimal. One of the fullest treat-
ments is the brief analysis of H. J. Cadbury (3.5 pages),? which still provides
the best starting point for the present study. He noted the narrative use of
xVprog in the Gospel and observed that in Acts 6 xVpiog has become a fixed
surrogate for Jesus and is not a conscious litle.”” He pointed out the relative
insignificance of the vocative x0Opie: “it is much the same as ‘sir.” 7 And he
paid particular attention to the briel confessional assertion in 10:36: oVtéc
gomv mhvtov ®ipiloc. The accompanying commentary contains a number of
judicious notes: in particular, on 1:24 the authors observe that the name of
Jesus is invoked elsewhere in Acts (9:14, 21, 22:16; 7:59, 60; 14:23), showing
that he was regarded by his followers as able to help them, but then they add,
“but it is doubtful whether they [these passages] prove that he was prayed to
in the same way as God”’;* and at 9:17 they observe that whereas in 9:17
Ananias is sent by “‘the Lord Jesus,” in 22:14 Ananias comes with a message
from “the God of our Fathers,” with Jesus referred to not as “the Lord™ but
as “the Righteous One.”’$

In contrast, we may note first the sequence of christological studies,
W. Bousset pauses over ®0ptog in Acts only long enough to dispute the idea
that Acts proves a pre-Hellenistic use of the title: ‘it even appears likely that
the occurrence of xVprog in the first half of Acts can be used as a means for
precisely distinguishing the reworking done by Luke from the older sources
which he used.”® W. Foerster’s comments on the usage in Acts are scattered
across the nine pages of his TDNT article. His most significant observations
are that the usage in Acts confirms that the x0Opoc title in the NT is related
to Jesus’ resurrection,” and that 14 (out of 18 non-Pauline NT) references to
6 wOprogc (Mu@v) "Incotg occur in Acts and probably reflect the “missionary
character” of Acts.8 O. Cullmann’s use of the Acts material is restricted to
his argument that the conviction of 2:36 goes back to ‘“‘the very earliest
church,” in support of his thesis that the ‘‘original confession” was ‘‘Jesus is
Lord.” He adds: *“Itis probably no accident that in this passage the title Kuplog

3. H. J. Cadbury, “The Titles of Jesus in Acts,” in F J. Foakes-Jackson and K. Lake,
¢ds., The Beginnings of Christianity I. The Acts of the Apostles V (London, 1933) 359-62.

4. K. Lake and H. J Cadbury in Foakes-Tackson and 1ake Beginninge TV, 15 (also 8A)

5. 1bid., 104.

6. W. Bousset, Kyrios Christos (Nashville, 1970) 125, citing his “Der Gebrauch des
Kyriostitels als Kriterium fiir die Quellenscheidung in der ersien Halfte der Apostelgeschichte,”
ZNW 15 (1914) 141-62.

7. W. Foerster, xbplog, TDNT 111, 1089 and 1094 (referning in the latter to 2:36 and 10:36).

8. Foerster, 1092.
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comes before the title Christ; Jesus can be designated Messiah-King only in
view of his invisible lordship as xupiog. ™ F. Hahn's treatment is more or less
limited (0 a briel discussion of 2:36 and 10:36 in exposition of his thesis that
reference to the exalled Jesus as x0plog belongs to the Hellenistic Jewish
Christian stage of christological development, with its “quite characteristic™
“adoptionist” emphasis.'?

When we turn to the larger commentaries the picture is much the same.
E. Haenchen provides a brief Listing ol the »0pioc references which he thinks
refer 1o Jesus in his Introdoction, but his comments on individual passages
are usually brief: for example, on 7:59 — “the Lord Jesus, who here takes
the place of God (cf. Luke 23:46) "1 and on 10:36 — “‘Hence ndvtov is meant
personally. Jesus is Lord of all, Jews and Gentiles. Cf. Rom. 10:12.71T H. Con-
zelmann notes the issue whether 2:36 slems from tradition or from Luke
himsell, and that in 10:36 “né&vrov »xiplog ist eine Wendung der hellenis-
tischen, kosmologischen Religion,” 7 but says little more. In his excursus on
the christology of Acts, G. Schneider, like Haenchen. simply lists Lhe refer-
ences which use »0plog of Jesus. pausing only to distinguish those which
appear in the Missionsreden from those outside the Missionsreden.!3 His main
point of emphasis is that Jesus is clearly ranked under God, as seen parcticularly
in the heilsgeschichtlich function which God assigned to him; this excludes
any idea that Luke thought in lerms of a preexistence of Christ, but Luke's
porwrayal equally cannot be described as an “adoptionist™ christology.'?
A. Weiser does not seem (o add anything of weight to the discussion,!5 and
R. Pesch says nex! Lo nothing on the subject beyond a brief comment on 2:36,
but offers insightful opinion on disputed »Gpiog references at severul points. !¢

In English language commentares, F. F. Bruce and L. T. Johnson show
Jittle interest in the christological issues.!? C. K. Barrett in his superbly
detailed treatment, however. is notable for his willingness to read the early
rOPLoG passages with a strongly christological content. Against the strcam he
refers 1:24 10 Jesus. He has no doubt that 2:21 refers 1o Jesus. 2:30 is an

9. O. Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testamens (London, 1959) 207, 216-17.

10. F. Hahn, The Titles of Jesus in Christology (London, 1969) 106-7. Similarly R. H.
Euller, The Foundations of New Testament Christology (London, 1965) 184-86.

1. E. Haenchen, The Acts of the Apasties (Oxford, 1971) 92, n. 3, 293, 252, n. 4.

12. H. Conzelmunn, Die Apastelgeschichte (ANT 7, Tiibingen, 1963) 30, 65.

13. G. Schneider, Dic Apostelgeschichie (HTKNT 5; Freiburg, 1980, 1982) I, 333, n. 8.
But Schneider is assuming his previously more detailed study (see below n. 26).

14, Schneider I, 334-35; see also on 2:356 (I, 276-77).

15. A. Weiser, Die Apostelgeschichte (OTKNT 5; Giitersloh/Wiirzburg, 1981, 1985) 95,
268. Similarly G. Schille. Die Apostelgeschichte des Lukas (THKNT, Berlin, 1983).

lo. R, Pesch, Die Apostelgeschichie (EXK 5; Zirich/Neukirchen-Viuyn, 1986).

17. . F. Bruce, The Acts of the Aposties (Grand Rapids/I_eicester, 31990): L. T. Johnson,
The Avts of the Apostles (Sacra Pagina §; Collegeville, 1992). Contrast the brief notes of Fiizmyer,
Luke, 202-3.
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expression of “unreflecting Christology, not yet submitied to such theological
criticism as Paul was able to provide. He who shares the throne of God shares
his deity: and he who is God is what he is from and to eternity — otherwise
he is not God. This truth, evident as it is, was not immediately perceived. ...
The reference of 5:9 (**the Spirit of (he Lord™) and 5:19 (“an angel of the
Lord™) is uncertain. “The fear of Lhe Lord . . . now refers to, or gains some
definition from, the Lord Jesus.” '8

The only real exceptions Lo the minimal interest in Luke’s »iprog lan-
guage are a few specialist studies.'” J. C. O'Neill analyzes the use of ®xiptog
by speaker (Peter, Stephen, Paul), other direct speech, and narralive. He notes
that most of the ambiguous readings come in the narrative sections, concludes
that most ol them refer to Jesus, and draws the odd conclusion from 9:17 that
“Jesus was the Lord God's Name.”2! C, F. D. Moule responds to Conzel-
mann's “assertion of Luke's promiscuous use of titles,”2! by arguing that
Luke did make a distinction between before and afler resurrection by restrict-
ing ®x0plog on the lips ol human observers (o the postresurreclion context.??
Aguinst Moule, D. L. Jones argucs that Luke makes “no distinction between
the earthly and the exalted Lord . . . he is Lord even before his birth™; “the
resurrection only confirmed and vindicated him in rhat role.” In addition,
Jones maintains that the repecated phrases used by Luke in Acts (“the word
of the Lord,” “added lo/turning to/believing in the Lord.” and *‘the name of
the Lord™) all consistently refer to Jesus.?3 E. Franklin critiques Moule to
similar effect. Both 6 wOplog and »Vpie express the language of laith and
commitroent to the exalted one; but in resurrection “Jesus does not become
other than what he was before.”’ 2 Finally the article on which Schneider drew
lor his commentary. makes a carelul analysis of all ®x0plog uses in Luke and
Acts. lle separates out those which can be referred without dispute either to

18. C. K. Barrett, Acts 1 (ICC: Edinburgh, 1994) 103, 139, 152, 270, 284, 474.

19. Otherwise, 1. H. Marshall, Luke: Historian and Theologian (Exeter, 1970), makes
only brief comments (166): R. . O"Tonle, The Uniry of Luke's Theology: An Analysis aof
Luke-Acts (Wilmington, 1984), concentrates on refuting the claims that Luke has an “absentee
christology™ in Acts — ““Activity of the Risen Jesus as Lord” (40-43); R. L. Brawley (Centering
on God: Method and Message in Luke-Acts [Louisville, 1990]) has a briel analysis of Luke’s
usage (126).

20. O’Neill, 159-66, 167, 164-65.

21. Referring to Conzelmann, The Theology of St. Luke (New York, 1961) 171, n. [; cf.
Acts 8.

22. C. E D. Moule, “The Christology of Acts,” in Studies in Luke-Acts, ed 1. E Keck
and J. L. Martyn (P. Schubert ES; Nashville, 1966) 159-85 (here 160-61, 171-72).

23. D. L. Jones, “The Title KYRIOS in Luke-Acts,” SBLSP 1974, 11, 85-101 (here 96,
93, 94-95).

24. E. Franklin, Christ the Lord: A Study in the Purpose and Theology of Luke-Acts
(London, 1975) 49-55, here 52-54. He draws particular attention to Acts 20:17-35, where “‘the
designation [of Jesus as Lord] is found most frequently” (53).
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God or to Jesus and subjects the remaining disputed fourteen verses? to closer
analysis, in which he is able to make firm deduction as to reference. His
conclusion is that there is no *“‘Vermischung” in the use of x0Oplog in Luke-
Acts, since reference is either to God or to Jesus each time.26

All this seems a remarkably modest amount to glean from such a large
sample of data, and suggests that a little more scrutiny and reflection may be
fruitful.

II

A complete survey of uses of %¥plog in Acts is the appropriate place to start.
In the following table the columns are numbered thus:??

. vocative

. anarthrous

. articular

. narrative

. speeches (not conversation)

OoT

God

. Jesus — !the Lord Jesus, 2the Lord Jesus Christ
. Ambiguous

V0NN B W N -

1:6 X X
1:21 X X!
1:24 X
2:20 ) X
2:21 x) X
2:25 X X
2:34 X X
X
X

Pl T
o X X X

2:34 X
2:36 X
2:39 X (x) X

(x)

25. Acts 2:21; 2:47; 5:9; 5:14; 8:22, 24; 9:31; 11:23, 24; 13:2; 13:10; 14:3; 15:40; 16:15.

26. G. Schneider, “Gott und Christus als KYPIOZ nach der Apostelgeschichte,” in
Begegnung mit dem Wort, ed. J. Zmijewski and E. Nellessen (H. Zimmermann FS; Bonn, 1980)
161-73 (here 171).

27. The attribution to column 9 in particular is at this stage provisional.
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2:47
3:20
3:22
4:26
4:29
4:33
5.9
5:14
5:19
7:31
7:33
7:49
7:59
7:60
8:16
8:22
8:24
8:25
8:26
8:39
9:1
9:5
9:10
9:10
9:11
9:13
9:15
9:17
9:27
9:28
9:31
9:35
9:42
10:4
10:14
10:33
10:36
11:8
11:16
11:17

CHRISTOLOGY IN ACTS

2 3 4 5 6 7 8
X
X X X
x) X X X
X X X X
X X
X x!
(x)
X X x?
X
X X x) X
X X (x) X
X X X X
Xl
x?
X X x!
X
X
X X
X X
X X
X X X
X X
X X X
X X
X X X
X X
X X X
X X X
X X X
X X X
X X
X X
X X
X
X (x) x?
X X
X X X
X X x2

Mop o
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11:20
11:21
11:23
11:24
12:7

12:11
12:17
12:23
12:24
13:2

13:10
13:11
13:12
13:44
13:47
13:48
13:49
14:3

14:23
15:11
15:17
15:17
15:26
15:35
15:36
15:40
16:14
16:15
16:16
16:19
16:30
16:31
16:32
17:24
18:8

18:9

18:25
19:5

19:10
19:13

v.1.

v.1.

v.l.
v.1.

v.1.

masters
masters

v.l.
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I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
19:17 X X X!
19:20 X X
20:19 X X X
20:21 X x12 vl
20:24 X X X!
20:28 v.1. X X x?
20:32 v.1. X x?
20:35 X X X!
21:13 X (x) x!
21:14 X (x) X
22:8 X (x) X
22:10 X ) X
22:10 X X X
22:19 X (x) X
23:11 X X X
25:26 Caesar
26:15 X (x) X
26:15 X X X
28:31 X X X2 v

1

On the basis of this data we can draw some conclusions immediately.

a) The vocative use of x0Opie is unspecific as to the status accorded to
the one addressed. It is certainly used in prayer (1:24; 4:29) and certainly used
in prayer or invocation to the exalted Jesus (7:59, 60). But it is also used in
address to an angel (10:4) and an unknown heavenly voice (10:14; 11:8). This
helps clarify the significance of Paul’s address to the voice which addresses
him on the Damascus road. In that context it cannol be regarded simply as a
polite form of address,® since from the [irst the address is to a glorious
heavenly being. Bul since the initial use is a question, “Who are you. Lord?”
it can hardly be taken as a confession of Jesus® lordship.2

28. Cadbury, ““Titles of Jesus in Acls,” 360.

29. This may refer 1o all the uses o xope in the repeated accounts of the episode (9:5,
10, 13; 22:8. 10; 26:15) — “unknown apparitions” (Foerster, TDNT 111, 1086), but nol, pre-
sumably 22:19 (pace Fivzoyer, Lake, 2033, In 16:30 it is Paul and Silas who are so addressed.
Contrast Franklin, Chrisr the Lovd: “the vocative is given the full significance of ho kurios”

(52).
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b) Leaving aside genitival phrases for the moment (mveduo »vpiov,
Gryyerog nupiov, xelp xvplov), the only anarthrous uses which undoubtedly
refer to Christ are 2:36 and 10:36, which highlights the distinctiveness of these
two passages.

¢) The division between speeches and conversation is not a very precise
one. But in the above categorization an interesting feature does emerge: in
most of the set speeches xUp1og is almost always God (2:20, 21{?], 25, 34a;
3:20, 22; 4:26; 7:31, 33, 49; 15:17; 17:24); but in 10:36; 11:16-17; and
20:19-35 the reference is uniformly to the exalted Jesus. At the same time,
we have to observe that most of the former are scriptural quotations or
allusions (2:20, 21, 25, 34; 3:22; 4:26; 7:31, 33, 49; 15:17; 17:24), and none
of the lalter. The [act that the preponderance of xUpiog = God references in
speeches are derived from Scripture prevents us from making any deduction
about age or development in usage. But it also highlights the significance of
two verses in particular. One is 3:20, where it is clearly the Lord God referred
to: “‘turn again . . . that the Lord may send the Christ appointed for you,
Jesus.” The uniqueness of this usage supports the case for seeing primitive
tradition at this point.39 The other is 2:21, to which we shall return below.

d) It is also possible to clarify some of the ambiguities indicated (on a
first reading) in column 9. ““The spirit of the Lord” should almost certainly
be understood as the spirit of God: 5:9 could be taken as parailel to 16:7; but
8:39 looks as though it is part of the parallel with Elijah (2 Kgs. 2:16)3! which
features in the Philip sequence.3? The “angel of the Lord” likewise (5:19;
8:26; 12:7, 11, 23; cf. 7:35; 10:3; 27:23).33 Similarly “the hand of the Lord”
evokes strong scriptural echoes (11:21 =2 Sam. 3:12 LXX; 13:11 = | Sam.
7:13; 12:15).34 Also “‘the fear of the Lord” (9:31), evoking a powerful scrip-
tural motif,35 “‘the ways of the Lord” (13:10), similarly evoking scriptural
echoes,36 and “‘the will of the Lord™ (21:14), a traditional formulation (‘‘may
the will of God be done’).37 So too ‘‘the word of the Lord” (8:25; 12:24 v.1.;

30. See particularly J. A. T. Robinson, “The Most Primitive Christology of All?” Tivelve
New Testament Essays (London, 1962) 139-53; R. F. Zehnle, Peter’s Pentecost Discourse (Nash-
ville, 1971).

31. Pesch, Apostelgeschichte, 294,

32. E. S. Spencer, The Portrait of Philip in Acts: A Study of Roles and Relations (JSNTSS
27, Sheffield, 1992) 135-41.

33, Barrett is uncertain regarding 5:19 (284), but since “&yyshog xvpiov is a very common
OT expression . . . (it) will probably have its OT sense here” (422). “dryyehog xvpiov (nach LXX)
istbei Lk immer er Engel Gottes. Engel Christi kennt er nicht”” (Conzelmann, Apostelgeschichte, 41).

34. Haenchen, 366, n. 1; Pesch, Apostelgeschichte 11, 25. Note also Luke 1:66.

35. G. Wanke and H. Balz, TDNT 1X, 201-3, 216.

36. Haenchen, 400, n. 3 — *‘a blend of Prov. 10.9 . . . and Hosea 14.10.” Pesch 11, 25
refers also to Sir. 39:24.

37. See, e.g., BAGD, 8éinpa; G. Schrenk, TONT [, 53-54. O’ Toole, however, takes 21:14
as a reference 10 the risen Lord, citing as proof the commission referred to in 20:24 (Unity, 42-43).



250 CHRISTOLOGY IN ACTS

[3:44 vl 13:48 vl 13:49 vl 15:35, 36: 16:32 vl 19:10. 20), not least
since it seems to be equivalent o “the word of God™ (8:14; 13:5, 7,46 17:13;
18:11, and all the v.1.).38 Yet it would appear that “‘the name of the Lord”
should usually be referred to fesus 3t as also “the teaching of the Lord”
(13:12), particularly U (aken as an objective genitive, which seems most
natural.

Moreover, when we turn from genitival phrases to those where xVptog
is the ohjeet, there is a greater inclination to refer it to Christ. Talk of “*turning
to the Lord™ (9:35; 11:21), “believing in the Lord™ (9:42; 11:17; LG 1S, 31;
18:8; 20:21), added o the Lord™ (5:14; 11:24), “disciples of the Lord™ (9:1),
“remain in the Lord™ (11:23) and “committed to the Lovd™ (14:23) pre-
sumably all hang wogether. And several of the phrases are directed o the Lord
Jesus (Christ) specifically (11:17; 13:12; 16:15, 31; probably 18:8: 20:21).
Yel, at the same time, il is notable that several of the phrases have “God™
parallels: “turn to God™ (14:15: 15:19; 26:18, 20); “believed God” (16:34);
“remain in the grace ol God'™ (15:43); “commit to God ™ (20:32; ¢f. Ps. 31:6).

¢) Some passages, however. remain hard Lo categorize finally. For ex-
ample, 1:24: who is the “Lord who knows the hearts of all”*? Mosi assume
on the basis of 15:8 thal a reference to God would be taken for granted.?!
And the continuation of the usage in postapostolic Christianity is persnasive.4!
But the only “Lord™ so far mentioned in the text 1s Jesus (1:6, 21) and others
remain unpersuaded.#? In 2:47 “the Lord™ seems to be in syntactical contrast
with the preceding mentioned “God.” and the correlation with the *‘added
to™ language just mentioned would seem to suggest that lesus is in view. But
Schneider argues that 2:47: 5:14; and 11:23, 24 all refer 1o God, citing Deut.
211 (LXX).® Similarly with 8:22 and 24: is it lo God or to Jesus thal prayer
is 10 be offered regurding Simon? The only *Lord” mentioned in the preceding
context is Jesus (8:16), but in 8:25 “*the word of the Lord™ probably has God
in mind (cf. 8:14)% An intiguing reference is 13:2, with its talk of “wor-
shiping (Aettovpyém) the Lord.” Context does not help much here. but those
who raise (he issue mostly come down on the side of #Uplog = God here. 43

38. Contrast O’Neill, 168-70: Jones, 94.

39, See above n. 23.

40. Foerster, Haenchen, Conzelmann, Weiser, Schneider.

4], Haenchen, Apostelgeschichte, 162, n. 8.

42. Lake and Cadbury, O’Neill, Barrett.

43. Schneider, “Gott,”” 168.

4. Schneider, “Gott,™ 168-69. ngain argues for a God relerence, comparing Acts 5:1-10
and 13:101. (xeip #uplovy; also Pesch, Apostelgeschichie, 277.

45. Haenchen notes that ““Luke has borrowed an expression of special solemnity from
LXX" citing 2 Chron. 5:14; 13:10;, 35:3; Judith 4:14; Joet 1:13: 2:17: Ezck. 40:46: 44:16; 45:4;
Dan, 7:10 (Aers, 395 and n. 3). Schneider follows Haenchen and notes also the taditional worship
congext (fasting and praying).
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In 14:3 and 15:40 should the unspecified Lord to whom “‘grace” is attributed
be the Lord Jesus (15:11), or God, in accordance with the more regular phrase,
““the grace of God™” (11:23; 13:43; 14:26; 20:24; cf, 20:32)? Finally, in 16:14,
who opened Lydia’s heart? On one side could be cited 2 Macc. 1:4. But on
the other could be cited Luke 24:45. 16:15 does not help too much since, as
we have just seen, “faithful to the Lord,”” while more likely to refer to Jesus,
does have 16:34 as an alternative parallel.46

v

In the light of all this what can be said about the significance of Luke’s use
of ®vprog in Acts?

a) A striking feature, too little noted, is that Luke uses »vprog so
frequently for God in his own narrative section. [n Paul. the significance of
whose use of x¥Uprog has been subjected to endless analysis, the rule is
generally recognized: xUplog denotes xdplog "Incotic except in scriptural
quotations (where the reference may still be primarily to Jesus in two or three
occasions). So, for Paul, simply (o speak ol *‘the Lord” is to speak unequivo-
cally of Christ. Luke, writing later, observes no such rule or practice. It was
still as natural for him to speak of “the Lord,” or to have his characters so
speak, and thereby to denote God.4’

b) Still more striking is the way Luke can vary his usage within the
same context. The most remarkable sequence is 2:20-36, where God is pre-
sumably the reference in 2:20, 2548 and certainly in 34a, while Christ is clearly
in view in 2:34b and 36. In 2:21 “the Lord” is the Yahweh of Joel 2:32, and
the echo of Joel 2:32 in 2:39 suggests that *‘the Lord” of 2:21 is “‘the Lord
our God” of 2:39. On the other hand, the same verb in 22:16 presumably
speaks of a “‘calling upon the name (of Christ)” (cf. particularly 9:14, 21),
and those who respond to Peter’s Pentecost sermon are baptized “‘in the name
of Jesus Christ” (2:38).49 In the light of Rom. 10:13 it can hardly be doubted
that such a reference of a %¥plog = Yahweh text to the exalted Christ (2:36)
was possible and accepted in earliest Christianity. If that is what has happened

46. Schneider is happy to refer 16:14 to God, but 16:15 to Jesus (*‘Gott,” 163, 171).

47. Usually in a genitival phrase, but note 12:17 and 13:47.

48. Barrett, [38, argues thal Luke understands “the day of the Lord™ (2:20) as the day
of the Lord Jesus (1 Cor. 1:8: 2 Cor. I:14; Phil. 1:6, 10; 2:16). But in 2:25 it is the speaker
(David, foreshadowing the Messial) who sees *‘the Lord,” who can therefore only be God, who
raised Jesus from the dead (2:27-32).

49. Note also the other “name of the Lord™ references in Acts — 8:16; 9:28; 15:26; 19:5,
13, 17; 21:13. Those who think Jesus is the referent in 2:21 include Haenchen, 179; Schneider,
“Gott,”” 167-68; Apostelgeschichte 1, 270, Bamett, 139.
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in this case also (2:21), it should be noted that it is already a step beyond
2:36. 2:36, after all, was quite understandable in the light of 2:34 (Jesus had
been designated the second «Vpiog of Ps. 110:1). But to imply that this exalted
Lord was now the one on whom the first inquirers were to ““call” in place of
Yahweh (at Yahweh’s behest) would seem to be a major christological devel-
opment, analogous to Rom. 10:9-13 and Phil. 2:9-11. Since the application
of Yahweh texts to the exalted Christ is usually seen as marking a major
development in early christology, 2:21 should be given more weight than has
usually been the case.5® At any rate, we should note that Luke had no inhibition
both in citing what some have regarded as an “‘adoptionistic” formula (2:36)
and in implying that the exalted Christ would now be fulfilling functions
previously the prerogative of the one God, all within a few verses of each
other, and in what he presented as the first missionary speech of the infant
church.

Other examples are 10:33 followed soon by 10:36. In the former, Cor-
nelius presumably refers to God; he has not yet heard of Jesus. But in the
latter we have the most striking x0p1o¢ 'Incodg reference in Acts. Or 13:10-12,
where on the above discussion the first two references would be most naturally
taken in reference to God, but the last in reference to Christ. We noted above
the problems in deciding with regard to 16:14 and 15. Similarly with 16:31
and 32, the former specified as Jesus, but the latter a strongly attested “word
of God” reference (X* B). Also 21:13 and 14. However such issues are
resolved, it is evident that Luke was content either to vary his use of x0Gpilog
within the same narrative or to leave it ambiguous.

¢) What do we deduce from this? Luke clearly thought of both God and
Jesus as xVprog. Unlike Paul, he did not make any effort to distinguish the
one God and Father from the one Lord Jesus Christ (1 Cor. 8:6).5! But that
does not mean that he thought of them as two equal «0p1o1, or casually mixed
them up, or saw them in some sophisticated pretrinitarian way as expressions
of the one 8ed¢ xol nOprog. The care that Luke took in his use of ®x0Gp1og in
the Gospel>2 and the weight of 2:36 and 10:36 (whether old tradition or
insertions) indicates his awareness of the significance of the title as used of
Jesus.

Probably 2:34 is the best clue. Luke, I would suggest, simply took as
his starting point the well-established Christian reading of Ps. 110:1. That
enabled him to speak both of God as Lord and of Jesus as Lord within the
same breath. The same text made clear the relationship of the two lordships:

50. CI. Hahn, Tirles, 108: see also, e.g., M. Hengel, The Son of God (London, 1976)
77-80; P. Pokorny. The Genesiy of Christology (Edinburgh, 1987) 75-76.

51. Nowe also the regular formula in the Pauline letters: “the God and Father of our Lord
Jesus Christ”” (Rom. 15:6; 2 Cor. 1:3; 11:31; Col. 1:3; Eph. 1:3, 17; 1 Pel. 1:3).

52. Moule.
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Jesus had been given lordship by the Lord God (2:36). That also meant that
when both were spoken of as xVpiog within the same context there need be
no confusion, for the lordship of Jesus was a derivative lordship, but as derived
from the Lord God it was in effect an expression of God’s lordship. This is
presumably why within the same sequence (2:21, 39) there need be no con-
fusion or misunderstanding about “calling upon the Lord” since, as referred
to Jesus, this was part of the authority as x0Opto¢ which God had bestowed
on the exalted Jesus.>3

The conclusion we draw from this may be that Luke was rather naive
in his readiness to continue speaking in such a confusing way. Why did he
not, like Paul, give more thought to the relation of God to the exalted Christ?
But it would probably be fairer to see his usage as indicative of an unreflective
stage in early christology, where both the belief in the supreme God was
unquestioned and the belief that Jesus was Lord had become an established
and distinctive Christian confession. Both could be assumed and asserted
without provoking tortuous theological reflection or agonized questionings.
This was the level of firm and uncomplicated faith which, according to Acts,
lay behind Christianity’s earliest and most decisive expansion. It is a reminder
to us, not least, that Christ can be Lord, at the center of both Scripture and
faith, without in any sense challenging the lordship of God.

53. Cf. the brief comments of Marshall, Luke, 166; Franklin, Christ the Lord, 54.
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M. Wiles on Christology in the Making
and Responses by the Author

Reflections on James Dunn’s Christology in the Making

Maurice Wiles

James Dunn’s Christology in the Making (London: SCM, 1980) is a valuable
survey of the main New Testament evidence thal needs 10 be taken into account
in any reflection about the doctrine of the incarnation. His expressed aim is
“lo let the NT writers speak for themselves, to understand their words as they
would have intended, to hear them as their first readers would have heard
them™ (p. 9). The book combines, with greater success than most theologians
can command, scholarly erudition and clarity of expression. Moreover, in the
chfficult matter of the assessment of evidence, he seems to me to show good
judgment and a sure touch.! 1t ought Lo be required reading for all thosc who
wanl to take part in the continuing debate ahout christology and incarnation.

What he brings out time and again in the earlier chaplers of the book is
how the meaning of the words that most naturally springs to the mind of the
modern reader is unlikely 1o have been the meuaning intended by the author
or understood by the first readers. 1 give just two examples, ““Phil. 2:6-11
certainly seems on the face of it,”” he writes, “‘to be a straightforward statement
contrasting Christ’s pre-existent glory and post-crucifixion exaltation with his
earthly humiltation™ (p. 114). But when the Philippian hymn is seen aguinst

1. New Testament specialists will no doubt have many particular criticisms to raise, which fall
outside my compatence or cancern here. Frances Young’s review in Theology (July 1981, pp. 303-5)
embodies a number of such criticisme within the context of a general commendation of the book.

Originally published in Theology 85: 92-98, 326-30, 360-61. Copyright © 1982 by SPCK and
used by permission.
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the background of an Adam christology, he goes on to argue, the (to us) natural
incarnational understanding of it ceases (o be the most plausible interpretation
ol its original intention. So too with that other famous christological hymn in
Col, 1:15-20: “the thought is not of Jesus himself as there in the beginning,
despite what seems to us the ‘obvious’ meaning of the language used. ., . A
Wisdom christology does not assert that Christ was o pre-existent being™
(p. 212). This negative emphasis should not for a moment be allowed to
suggest that Dr. Dunn does not see these Adam and Wisdom christologies as
“high'" christologies; he most emphatically does. But he is equally clear that
they do not directly express belief in a preexistent personal divine being who
has become incarnate in Jesus.

This careful evaluation of the New Testament evidence which might on
the lace of it seem to suggest a beliel in the personal preexistence of Christ
but which in Dr. Duan's view does not makes his handling of the most overtly
incarnationda! writing in the New Testament, namely the Fourth Gospel, of
particular mterest. For here in John 1:14 he does find “an explicit statement
of incarnation, the first and indeed only such statement in the New Testament™
(p. 241).2 How is this explicit statement to be understood on the basis of Dr,
Dunn’s expressed objective of getting at the meaning the author intended to
convey to his original readers?

Dr. Dunn believes that the prologue embodies “a Logos poem which
originally had an existence independent of the Gospel™ (p. 23Y), and regards
it as methodologically important “to keep . . . discussion ol John's use of it
in relation to his Gospel™ (p. 349). The poem incorporates two important
features that seem to go beyond anything asserted in earlier tradition. In the
first place the Logos here is eternally preexistent. It did not come to be; it
was not “created.” not even as the first of created beings like the Wisdom of
Prov. 8:220 it was in the beginning. And secondly it did not simply enter into
a man; it became tlesh (pp. 240-41). What do these new developments imply?
The first does not appear 1o be of greal significance in this context. For if we
understand Logos in the poem as “God's utterance,” and like Wisdom, *a
personification of God’s own activity’” rather than a personal divine being,
then it is natural enough to speak of it as eternally coexistent with God. And
it is in those terms that Dr. Dunn does understand it (pp. 243, 210). The second.

2. As a footnote appended to this phrase, Dr. Dunn says: S0 Wiles 18 inaccurate when
he alfirms “the incaration, in its full and proper sense, is not something direetly presented in
Scripture” (Myrh, ed. Hick p. 3.7 But on m I of that article | had delined 2 narrower sense ol
incarnation which affirms *‘that Jesus of Nazareth is unique in the precise sense that, while being
fully man, it is true of him, and of him alone, that he is also fully God, the Second Person of
the co-equal Trinity.” In thar sense [ believe my initial statement 1o be accurale and not in
conflict with Dr. Dupn, for whom incarnation does not necessarily involve gven a preexistent
divine being, let alone a coequally divine one (see Christelogy in the Making [London: SCM,
1980], p. 212).
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with its identification of the Logos with an individua! human person, is more
striking. But except for its bolder form of linguistic expression, it does not
add much to what was already implicit in the earlier Wisdom christologies
(pp- 243-44). In Dr. Dunn’s judgment the identification of the Logos with a
human person asserted in v. 14 is not to be seen as requiring the Logos prior
to v. 14 to be understood as personal (p. 349). If that is right, as [ believe it
to be, the Logos poem taken by itself does not mark any decisive step beyond
earlier formulations.

But when the Logos poem is incorporated into the Gospel as a whole
the situation is very different. For John equates the Logos of the poem with
the Son of God of his own gospel tradition (p. 244). He does not even leave
open the loophole that Marcellus of Ancyra was later to exploit of restricting
the preexistence of this Logos-Son to his Logos aspect only. He is clearly
preexistent also as Son. As Dr. Dunn rightly puts it, “for the first time in
earliest Christianity we encounter in the Johannine writings the understanding
of Jesus’ divine sonship in terms of the personal preexistence of a divine being
who was sent into the world and whose ascension was simply the continuation
of an intimate relationship with the Father which neither incarnation nor
crucifixion interrupted or disturbed” (p. 59). So he concludes “only with the
Fourth Gospel can we speak of a full-blown conception of Christ’s personal
pre-existence and a clear doctrine of incarnation™ (p. 258). Finally, he reminds
us of the immense historical significance of this Johannine christology.
“Without the Fourth Gospel all the other assertions we have been looking at
would have been resolvable into other more modest assertions. The history
of christological controversy is the history of the Church’s attempt to come
io terms with John’s Christology — first to accept it and then to understand
and re-express it” (pp. 249, 250).

If this is a sound historical reconstruction, as I judge it to be, how are
we to evaluate it? Dr. Dunn’s purpose is a strictly historical one, but he
very properly offers us clues to his own evaluative judgments. ““It is,”” he
writes, ‘‘a lasting testimony to the inspired genius of the Fourth Evangelist
that he brought together the Logos poem and the Father-Son Christology
in such a definitive way”’ (p. 249). Certainly no one can doubt the historical
effectiveness of the Fourth Evangelist’s achievement. But are we right to
see it as an act of inspired genius? And if we are, what are the implications
of so seeing it? One might, for example, want to claim that it represents a
brilliant setting of the scene for a single inspired but idiosyncratic work of
the historical imagination, yet at the same time to question the appropriate-
ness of its subsequent role of providing guidelines for all future christo-
logical reflection.

Hesitations of this kind are reinforced for me by a warning to modern
christologians given by Dr. Dunn himself in the concluding section of his
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book. He warns us, as he did in an earlier hook.* against rying to put together
all the diverse chrislological approaches ol the New Testament into one single
whole. “*Madern Christology . . . should not insist on squeezing all the dif-
lerent NT conceptualizations into one particular “shape,’ bul it should recog-
nize that from the first the significance ol Christ could only be apprehended
by a diversity of formulations which though not always strictly compalible
with each other were not regarded as rendering cuch other invalid™ (pp.
266-67). But is it unreasonable to suggest thal what he warns us against is
Just what the Fourth Evangelist has done? The original Son of God chrisiology
carried no implication of preexistence; the original Logos/Wisdom christology
was not conceived in personal terms. Each by itsell can speak forcefully and
Fruitfully of the significance ol Jesus. What the Fourth Evangelist has done
is. in Dr. Dunn’s language, to complete a “backward extension of the Son of
God language™ (p. 236) and to present “‘the [.ogos-Son no longer as the
impersonal (even il personified) utterance of God but as the Son of God
conscious of his existence with the Father before the world was made”
{p. 258). And thesc he has then brought together in a form that Dr. Dunn
regards asg the successful synihesis of an inspired genius, but which T am
suggesting might equally validly be seen as an example of that “‘squeezing
... different N'T conceptualizalions into one particular shape,” against which
Dr. Dunn has put us on our guard. Bringing differeni conceptualizations
together is not, of course, wrong in itsell. But it is always necessary to test
the way in which such bringing together is done. Moreover lhe fact that the
bringing together occurs in this case in a work that itself falls within the New
Testament canon does not exempt it from the necessity of such testing. And
when the Fourth Gospel i1s looked at with this question in mind, the result is
hardly reassuring. The “backward extension of the Son of God language™
docs not simply enhance the stutus ol that language but radically alters i,
The Johannine Son who prays to his Father for the sake of the bystanders
(Jobn 11:41-42) or in full consciousness of a preexistent glory in the presence
of the Father (John 17:5) is a very different Son of God from the Markan Son
praying to his Father in the Garden ol Gethsemane (Mark 14:36). These
“docetic” endencies in the Johannine picture of Jesus. (o which auention has
requenty been drawn, are clear indications that the Fourth Evangelist has
not avoided the distorting effect that so easily arises when earlier distinct
conceptualities are squeezed into one particular shape.

Now that we are in a better position than most of our forebears were to
see something (even if still only 2 little) of the way in which the cluisiolugy
of the Fourth Gospel developed, how ought we to regard it in the context of
our own attempts at christological affirmation? Many Christian scholars of

3.1.D. G. Dunn, Unity and Diversity in the New Testament (London: SCM, 1977) 226-27.
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unimpeachable christological orthodoxy have already wholly abandoned the
view directly presented in the gospel of Jesus as a **Son of God conscious of
his existence with the Father before the world was made.”*# But they are much
more inclined to hold on to the idea of a personally preexistent Christ, even
though on Dr. Dunn’s evidence such a view only appears within the New
Testament in the seif-conscious form of the Johannine Christ. Dr. Dunn warns
that “‘the subsequent dominance of the Johannine presentation should not
blind us to the diversity of christological formulation which is a feature of
the first-century writings” (p. 265). But we will only be able to act on that
warning (as I believe we should) if we are prepared to adopt a much more
critical attitude toward that Johannine presentation. For if personal preex-
istence is anything more than a highly pictorial way of saying the same thing
as the earlier “impersonal (even if personified)” Wisdom christologies, then
it cannot coexist with the other christological formulations. It is bound in the
long run to distort and to devour them. So if modern christology is to draw
positively on the rich variety of approaches that contemporary New Testament
scholarship is increasingly drawing (0 our attention, it needs to distance itself
at least one stage lurther than it has yet done from the legacy of the Fourth
Evangelist’s synthesis and its dominant influence on all subsequent christo-
logical thought.

Some Thoughts on Maurice Wiles’s *““Reflections”

I am grateful to Professor Wiles for his perceptive account of my study. His
chief point is that my warning against “‘squeezing different NT conceptuali-
zations into one particular shape’ can actually be used as a criticism against
one of the New Testament writers themselves — the Fourth Evangelist. Con-
sequently modern christology must try to get behind the distorting effect of
John’s christology to an earlier, less distorted/distorting conceptuality — this
I take to be the thrust of his last sentence.

This critique and challenge, while not without some justification, is in
the end unfair to John. If I may put it so, it is the dogmatic John who is thus
criticized and challenged, not the historical John.

We should not exaggerate the size of the step John took., My strong
impression at the end of the study was that John was part of a wider and
developing movement of thought, that in the second half of the first century

4. This point emerged very clearly in the debate about The Myth of God I[ncarnate. See
my “A Survey of Issues in the Myth Debate,” in M. Goulder, ed., [ncarnation and Myth (London:
SCM, 1979) 4.
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A.D. the thought of the ancient world was expanding to embrace in particular
the concept of personal preexistence. We see this in the developing talk of the
Son of man in both Jewish and Christian writings, in the burgeoning an-
gelology of Jewish apocalyptic and Jewish mysticism, in the emergence of
the “two powers heresy’ rejected by rabbinic Judaism, in the developing
language of predestination and election in Christian and Jewish writings, as
well as in the Wisdom and Logos christology of Paul, Hebrews, and John.
However much we may see John’s christology as a “‘radical alteration” from
our perspective in time, it is hardly so within the historical context of the late
first century A.D.

For example, ““Son of God” was not a clear cut concept with well defined
boundaries — it simply denoted the fact or claim that someone stood in a
close or favored relation with God. So it had precisely the sort of elasticity
which John was able to make use of, and his use can be described as a “‘radical
alteration” only with difficulty. Moreover J. A. Biihner has recently shown
that the great bulk of John’s Son of God christology can be readily understood
against the background of Jewish speculation about prophetic commissioning.
And the opening of the first epistle of John shows how closely continuous is
the Johannine Word christology with the earlier theology of the word of
proclamation.

Again, we should not overestimate the significance of the category of
preexistence in any critique of John — something that can easily happen since
it rings so strangely in modern ears. The development of the language of
preexistence seems to have been one of the major elements in the much broader
development of thought in which John played a leading role. And while John’s
application of it to Jesus was distinctive, it was not the idea of preexistence
itself which marked John out. The rabbis could subsequently speak of various
preexistent entities, not least of the Torah, and there is language from first-
century Jewish writings which is not so very dissimilar in talk of the Son of
man and of Moses.

The chief problem confronting Jewish-Christian thought at this point
was rather the threat to monotheism. Elsewhere in the broader developing
trajectory rabbinic Judaism concluded that speculation concerning the Son of
man (and Enoch) had transgressed monotheism. Is John’s christology open to
a similar criticism? The answer depends largely on how John's combination
of Logos language and Son of God christology should be interpreted. I would
suggest that an affirmative answer can be given only if John’s concept of
personal preexistence is interpreted in terms of cur modern idea of personality.
Or in historical terms, only if John’s christology is interpreted in terms of the
Gnostic redeemer myth. Moreover I would like to suggest that Wiles’s criti-
cism of John is only valid against such an interpretation of John. But in fact
it was such an interpretation of John which the early church rejected. This it
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seems to me is in part at least the significance of the dominance of Logos
christology in the second and third centuries: in effect they interpreted John’s
Son of God categories by means of his Logos christology, and by thus iden-
tifying the redeemer with the creative energy of God they thereby demon-
strated their intent to remain within the bounds of monotheism. As I have
pointed out elsewhere, it is this monotheistic interpretation of John which
finally won the day against the more Gnostic syncretistic use of John, so that
when the Son of God language became the major christological motif from
Nicaea onward it is the Logos-Son who is in view, the Johannine Son of God
understood in the light of the Johannine Logos and not the Johannine Son of
God understood as an expression of the Gnostic redeemer myth, as a redeemer
who is not also creator.

In other words, I would judge it unfair to level a criticism against John
which was made with reference to later stages of christological discussion
when categories were much more sharply defined and alternatives more clearly
distinguished. The point is that John was at the vanguard of a developing way
of thinking, when categories were being framed and explored and not yet
precisely defined. John’s language and conceptualization set out the parame-
ters for the subsequent debate, but his words and images should not be read
with an anachronistic rigidity.

In short, the synthesis John achieves cannot fairly be said to “‘distort”
the categories taken up, and to claim that he has *‘radically altered” the
language used is a criticism directed more against the Gnostic interpretation
of John than against John himself.

I would not wish to deny that John’s christology does pose questions
and problems to twentieth-century conceptuality, but I doubt whether the
answer is to regret the fact that John’s christology was ever framed in that
way or to “distance’’ ourselves from it. Rather, I would suggest, we need to
take more serious account of the dynamic within earliest christology which
resulted in John’s christology. I refer to the dynamic set up by the recognition
that Jesus provides a definition of God as well as of what is human, the
dynamic between Wisdom christology and Adam christology, if you like,
which is there as much in Paul (however undeveloped) as it is in John, It is
that dynamic which caused Christian thinking to reexpress Jewish monotheism
in terms of Jesus while still affirming “God is one,”” and which has to be
taken more fully into account in modern christology — otherwise we distance
ourselves not just from John but from all the major Christian thinkers of the
first as well as of subsequent centuries.
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Christology — The Debate Continues

Dear Maurice,

I am glad the common ground is so substantial and am happy to continue the
discussion since I am sure it will help clarify my own thinking,

[ realized of course that the issue of monotheism was not the main thrust
of your article, but I brought it to the fore precisely because I believe you did
not give it enough prominence in your “‘Reflections.” And this I suspect is
true of most analyses of developments in christology over the first century or
two of Christian thought. The impression I retain from my earlier studies in
early Church theology is that the chief patristic debates really begin with the
apologists, and the New Testament writings and aposlolic fathers are viewed
{rom that later perspective, their texts quarried and discussed in the light of
these later dehates about the teaching ol Arius, etc. The implication usually
is that the main siream of’ Christian thought was moving inexorably toward
a full trinitarian statement and that the importance of the earlier contributions
was the extent to which they foreshadowed and prepared for the later crucial
definitions or redefinitions of key concepts.

My point however is that there 1s an earlier context of equally or even more
crucial significance and that to view the New Testament and early second-cen-
tury material only from the later perspective is to miss that earlier context and
so to misconstrue the material’s signilicance in what was its primary context.
That context is of a movement of thought seeking self-understanding initially
within Judaism and then in dialogue primarily with rahbinic Judaism. but at the
same time still part of a broader stream flowing from Judaism before a.p, 70 and
including strong strains of apocalyptic and mystical tradition. Within that
context the chief issue, so far as you and [ are now concerned, is monotheism
and whether this new movement focusing on Messiah Jesus could remain within
Jewish monotheism and properly lay claim to the heritage of Jewish mono-
theism. It seems to me therefore that the second-century apologists are better
understood as the latter stages of that debate than as precursors of the trinitarian
debate proper. As you will be aware, this is not the only area in earliest Christian
thought and Christian origins where the Jewishness of its context has been
astonishingly underplayed or misunderstood.

When viewed within the whole sweep of thought from Paul onward,
therefore, the transition from Logos christology to Son christology at Nicaea
is better seen as marking the transition from a debate oriented to the question
of monotheism to one oriented to the question of the internal relationships
within the Godhead. Expressing my point in too summary fashion, I would
want to put it this way: it was only when Christianity had been able to establish
itself sufficiently as a monotheistic faith through its Logos christology
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(without having to resort to the more obvious alternative of some form of
adoptionism) that it was able to switch the focus of its attention to a definition
of its monotheism as trinitarian monotheism. Where this point begins to bite
on our discussion 1s that Logos language was not well adapted to describing
relationship, not at least where the description is endeavoring to clarify what
distinguishes the partners in the relationship from each other. Logos ter-
minology is more fitted to expressing continuity between, the sameness of the
partners — and this is true whether we mean Logos as rational thought and
spoken word or Logos as the self-expression of God. This of course is precisely
why the Logos christology of the pre-Nicene period is best seen as an expres-
sion and defense of Christian monotheism and why it had to be superseded
when the object became the clearer definition of relationships within the unity
of the Godhead.

The bearing of all this on the christology of the Fourth Gospel will I
hope be fairly obvious. (1) Exegesis of John’s christology has to see part of
its primary context as what may be loosely called the debate between different
heirs of Second Temple Judaism on the crucial question of monotheism —
how far could one go in conceiving/speaking of God in revelation and re-
demption without transgressing the fundamental Jewish belief in God as one?
The question in this case is whether John’s Logos-Son was stretching Jewish
monotheism beyond the limits acceptable within the broad stream of Judaism
after a.p. 70. (2) Consequently also John’s Son language should not be inter-
preted as though the Nicene and post-Nicene question of relationship was in
view, but should be interpreted within the context of the earlier issue of
monotheism. Which is to say John’s Son language is best seen as an expression
of his Logos christology, that is, as a way of elaborating and illustrating the
continuity and sameness which the word Logos expressed in itself. The fact
that John already brings together the two principal categories of the pre- and
post-Nicene stages of the subsequent debates should not confuse us into
assuming that the post-Nicene questions or interests were already present to
John. John speaks as a Jewish-Christian monotheist trying to explore (among
other things) how Jesus/*‘the Christ event” has illumined and clarified the
Jewish understanding of God.

It is against this late first-century broad Jewish background that John’s
language of preexistence and in particular his presentation of Christ’s con-
sciousness of preexistence has to be understood. It was a way of elaborating
the primary Logos category, ol documenting and explaining in a sequence of
different discussions the continuity between the invisible Father and the visible
Christ: for example, the judgmental and illuminating impact of the Son is the
judgment and illumination of the Logos of God. As other strands of Judaism
presented the Torah as preexistent in order to claim its continuity with and
sameness as the archetypal purposes of God, so John presents Christ as
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preexistent, And since Christ was a conscious being, and not an inanimate
object like a scroll, it is a natural extension of the same parabolic logic to
present Christ as conscious of his preexistence. But the purpose of the language
was not to develop a definition of relationship between Father and Son as
“two distinct persons,” but rather to eliminate any thought of discontinuity
between the invisible Father and the revelation of Christ. Jesus’ consciousness
of preexistence in John therefore does not seem to me to be such a significant
step or “‘radical alteration’ as you claim. Given the logic of Logos language
as a way of speaking about God’s self-revelation, and given its natural exten-
sion in the concept of preexistence when that language is applied to an entity
within human experience, then consciousness of preexistence is simply a
further and equally natural extension when the concept of the preexistent
Logos of God is applied to a self-conscious being.

Itis an understanding of John along these lines, that is, within the context
of late first-century Jewish and Jewish-Christian exploration of the limits of
Jewish monotheism, to which I refer when I spoke of “the historical John.”
By “the dogmatic John” I refer particularly to the Johannine Son-conscious-
of-preexistence language taken out of that context and put to the service of
post-Nicene concemn about the internal relationships of the trinity (*“‘a free-
floating concept in their dogmatic constructions’ is not the way | would put
it, but I see what you mean). That becomes open to criticism precisely when
it ignores the context of John’s monotheism expressed most clearly in the
Logos prologue. And post-Nicene use of John’s Son language becomes open
to criticism precisely insofar as it ignores or forgets the first stage of the
christological debate, the debate about monotheism stage, precisely when it
understands the Son other than as the Logos-Son. But the chief misappropria-
tion of John’s Son language along these lines was by the Gnostics. John’s Son
language, when freed from its context as illustration of the Jewish Logos in
application to Christ, became vulnerable to pressures toward pluralism (poly-
theism or multiplicity of emanations). And that interpretation of John had in
effect already been defeated by the Logos christology before the Son category
became dominant in the post-Nicene period. That is to say, the Son of Nicene
orthodoxy was essentially the Logos-Son. The leading exponents of that
orthodoxy were presumably for the most part fully conscious that they were
operating within the constraints of monotheism — a consciousness always to
be borne in mind when interpreting the Son language of Nicene orthodoxy.
In effect, then, I am questioning the extent to which **Son-conscious-of-preex-
istence” was “‘a free-floating concept” within traditional trinitarian orthodoxy.
I suspect the criticism here is more appropriate to modern commentators on
patristic theology who have failed to appreciate the lasting significance of the
monotheistic stage of the debate not least on the meaning of the categories
used.
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Here I should perhaps try to respond to your description of John as a
work of “*dramatic irony.”” “Dramatic irony”’ I take to be a writer’s exploitation
of a difference between the character’s understanding of his own words and
the fuller understanding which the reader has because he is able to see the
larger context. 1 am uncertain how well that applies to John’s preexistence
language. Certainly it can be used in reference to other elements in John,
particularly his “‘signs” (including the footwashing, the blood and water from
Jesus’ side, etc.). The reader would be aware of their fuller significance. But
the difference between Jesus’ talk of preexistence and the readers’ understand-
ing of it is not quite of that order. Do you mean then the irony of the readers’
awareness that it was the man Jesus of Nazareth, the Messiah, who is shown
as saying such things? Or the “irony” between John’s intended use (Logos-
Son) and later use as a ‘‘free-floating concept™ free of the Logos and more
susceptible to pluralistic interpretation? And is your ‘“‘distancing” yourself
then an attempt to get back to *‘the historical John,” or to the historical Jesus
behind the Johannine Christ? If the former, my comments of the previous
paragraph become more relevant. If the latter, I refer back to my first response,
particularly the last paragraph. Or perhaps 1 have missed your point. Either
way 1 would welcome more clarification.

A few final thoughts on the concept of personal preexistence. 1 am very
conscious of my lack of philosophical equipment here, but what I am trying
to argue is that John’s concept of personal preexistence need only be a problem
for us either when we presuppose a polytheistic or emanatory model for God,
or when we presuppose a model definition of ““person.” As to the former, the
point is that early Christian thought rejected these models and opted to stay
firmly within a monotheistic framework. Within that framework the language
of Jesus’ personal preexistence has to be understood in the same way as, say,
Philo’s wide-ranging talk of the Logos in personal terms: that is, as a way of
expressing the personality of God, the personal nature of God’s interaction
with his creation. In other words, early Christian thought rejected the idea of
the Son as another person (in our sense of “‘person’’) other than the Father,
the invisible God. As to the latter, what we must constantly recall is that in
this whole debate we are dealing all the while with the mindset of the ancient
world, which found no difficulty in conceiving of power/energy extended or
dispersed throughout time and space as personal (divine Wisdom is a very
good example). Within the Christian tradition we have felt uncomfortable
about trying to hold onto such a way of thinking except in reference to God
— and even then with some discomfort! But there we have been left no choice
by the constraints of our tradition, our experience, and our logic. What the
basic understanding of Christ in terms of the Logos-Son is saying at this point
is that our understanding of God as personal and of the character of that
personality gains its greatest clarification and clearest definition from the



268 CHRISTOLOGY IN THE MAKING

person of Christ. In the last analysis the development of Logos christology
and Nicene orthodoxy is the attempt to explore and defend the logic of that
claim.

I have gone on long enough, and am probably well out of my depth,
but swimming strongly I hope.

Yours sincerely,
Jimmy

Christology Yet Once More:
A Further Letter to Professor Wiles

Dear Maurice,

Many thanks for your letter of April 19. 1 found your elaboration of my
suggested analysis of stages in the development ol early Christian thought
about God and Christ helpful. Presumably the lact that modalism was such a
serious option at the end of the second century is a further confirmation that
the decisive issue at the earlier stage was monotheism: modalism is an im-
proper corollary drawn from the assertion that Christianity is stll monotheist
(in the tradition of Jewizh monotheism), despite its pulling apart from Judaism;
modalism is one possible but inadequate way of spelling out Logos christology.
[ am less competent to cominent on your criticisms of Nicene orthodoxy,
though speaking personally I have found also helpful Lonergan’s observation
that the Nicene Creed is better seen as a heuristic statemenl than a finished
definition.

However, retwming to the (for me) more familiar territory of John’s
Gospel, on which our discussion has focused, I do agree that everything hangs
on how the Gospel is read. John, it seems to me, has been the victim of too
many harsh cross-examinations, where he has been forced to answer the
questions of his interrogators rather than being allowed to bear his own witness
in his own terms. ““Tell us about the historical Jesus.” urges one interrogator.
“Tell us about the Gnostic Redeemer myth,” insists another. *“Tell us about
the inner relationships of the true God,” requires a third. But what if John
was concemed wilh none of these things? What if he was simply following
the logic of Wisdom/Logos christology in reference 1o Jesus the Chyist,
elaborating the idiom of preexistence in a vivid and dramatic way? (there is
no question that John has a developed sense of the dramatic). He would have
thought he was sumply elaborating the earliest statements of Christian mono-
theism, but in the event he used language which left his presentation not a
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little vulnerable to interpretation in the direction of the Gnostic redeemer myth.
In that case his, too, is a heuristic statement and is open to criticism (in the
same way that Nicene orthodoxy is open to criticism) for using language
which could be so interpreted. But, as I suggested in Christology (pp. 264f.),
perhaps this is an inevitable characteristic of statements which explore the
frontiers of our thinking and conceptuality in a challenging way.

John seems vulnerable to criticism therefore because for us preexistence
in particular is a more significant factor than it was for John. So we see the
emergence of a concept of personal preexistence, expressed by John in a
“‘self-consciously incarnate Jesus™ (to use your phrase), as a step of some
magnitude. Whereas for John it was probably simply a not unnatural elabora-
tion of earlier Wisdom imagery, for us, aware as we cannot help being of the
later debates (agenétos or agennétos, elc.), it has a degree of epochal signif-
icance. Now if the meaning of a writing is the meaning it has actually had
over subsequent centuries, then John’s presentation forms that kind of water-
shed — *‘the dogmatic John.” And I would not deny that this dogmatic John
has misled not a few believers into what is in effect a kind of bi-theism or
tri-theism. But if the primary meaning of a writing is the meaning intended
by the writer (as I want to maintain), then John (the historical John) is less
vulnerable to that kind of criticism. I need not labor the point since we seem
to be in closer agreement regarding it than at first appeared.

May 1 attempt a kind of brief summing up? The primary claim which
John certainly makes is that Jesus shows us what God is like, more clearly
and definitively than anything or anyone else: the continuity between the
self-expression of God and Jesus is one of complete identity in the incarnation.
But does John simply fill out that prologue assertion with the developing
preexistence idiom applied reflectively and with midrashic elaboration to
episodes and sayings of Jesus’ life, or does he actually say something more,
requiring belief that Christ was himself preexistent and that Jesus was self-
consciously incarnate as a historical fact? Even if the hermeneutical answer
to this question is more disputed, at least his primary claim is clear enough,
however we (ry to restate it.

Many thanks for initiating the discussion. It has helped clarify my own
thinking at several points.

With regards and greetings,

James Dunn
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In Defense of a Methodology

Of all that I have written over the past ten to fifteen years, nothing has provoked
such vigorous reaction as Christology in the Making.! Whether it is that chris-
tology is such a central subject for Christian faith, or that I managed to touch
some raw nerves, or that I may possibly even have stimulated some fresh lines
of inquiry, [ am not sure. It is not that the hook drew a particularly noteworthy
selection of reviews: perhaps prediclably, criticism ranged [rom imputations that
1 had been too critical to accusations that | had not been critical enough. But
reviews are rarely long enough for any critique to be developed or Tirmly
grounded, and though I quite often reply (o them personally any luller response
would probably be unfair to most reviewers. But (M has also had the good
fortune, or misfortune (1 am not sure which), 1o provoke a fair amount of moyge
detailed response, both in periodical articles and in some recent books which
have devoted several pages to critiques of CiM. An author who feels he has been
unfairly handled in a book review may be best advised to fume quietly to himself
or to confine his rejoinder 1o personal correspondence. But if such fuller critiques
have missed key points. despite heing fuller, an author may be forgiven for
finding it difficult to restrain himself.

This is the position I {ind myself in and 1 am grateful to the editor for
permitting me to “blow off steam” in what follows. 1 have in fact been able
to respond already to the principal attack on one flank (that in effect I was
not critical enough).2 But criticisms have fallen even thicker and faster on the
other flank and these in turn do require some sort of response. 1 have in mind

1. London: SCM/Philadelphia: Westminster, 1980, subsequently CiM.
2. Ch. 18 below.

Originally published in ExpT 95: 295-99. Copyright © 1983 by T. & T. Clark and used by
permission.
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three publications in particular whose critiques, not all [rom the same per-
spective, nevertheless share the same basic flaws. These arc R. G. Gruenler,
New Approaches to Jesus and the Gospels (Baker, 1982), especially pp.
8&-107, several contributions to the Donald Guthrie Festschrilt, Christ the
Lord, ed. H. H. Rowdon (Inter-Varsity, 1982), and A. T, Hanson, The Image
of the Invisible God (SCM, 1982), especially chapter 3.

In all three cases basically the same point is made: that my hesitations
in tracing the emergence of a clear doctrine of the incarnation of Christ are
unfounded; the preexistence of Christ was already clearly in the mind of Paul
in several passages: and some would have little or no hesitation in tracing a
clear understanding of Christ's “*divinity” back to the earliest days of Chris-
tianity or to Jesus himself. In each case I have the same complaint: they have
not taken seriously enough what I regard and repeatedly stressed to be basic
axioms of exegetical method. What [ have in mind can be summed up in two
phrases —— “historical context of meaning” and ““conceptuality in transition.”
Unless these principles are taken with [ull seriousness a proper exegesis is
rendered impossible.

Historical Context of Meaning

To achieve a proper exegesis of a New Testament text we must ask what the
writer intended his first readers to hear — that also means, what he could have
expected his readers to understand by the language he used, given the way
words and concepts were understood individually and in combination within
the broader context of thought at that time and within the particular context
ol the situation in which or for which the text was written. Only when we
have some reasonably clear idea of the context of meaning in which the New
Testament texts were initially understood can we have any hope of recognizing
the distinctive and unique features of these texts which caused them to be
treasured and preserved. Let me illustrate this with three examples.

(a) Several contributors to the Guthric Festschrift argue in effect that
Jesus was regarded as divine from very early on because as exalted he wus
recognized to have divine status and/or because he exercised divine functions.
A crucial exegetical question, ignored by them all, however, is: How would
this sort of language have been understood in a historical context where similar
language was already being used of previous heroes of the faith — notably
Enoch and Elijah, but also others, including Abel, Moscs, and possibly Mel-
chizedek” For example, Josephus indicates that speculation could be enter-
tained as to whether Moses had been taken or had returned to ““the deity”
(Ant. 3.96f; 4.326). According lo Luke, the Palestinian crowd could readily
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entertain the notion that Herod Agrippa had been apotheosized into a god
(Acts 12:22). The role of Enoch (Gen. 5:24) as one not merely translated to
heaven but also transformed into a heavenly being and exercising a role in
judgment had already become the subject of much specunlation by the time ol
Jesus (Jub. 4:22-23. ) En. 12161 2 En. 22:8. 7. Abr: 11). In recent years we
have hecome aware of the mysterious Melchizedek ligure mentioned in one
Dead Sea scroll who also is envisaged as a divine being acting at heavenly
judge (11QMelch 10). Nor should we ignore the fact that Jesus himself seems
to have envisaged the twelve as involved in dispensing the final judgment
(Matt. 19:28/Luke 22:30; cf. 1 Cor. 6:2). And within a few decades both Ezra
and Baruch were being numbered among those who had been taken up from
earth to be preserved in heaven for the consummation (4 Ezra 14:9; 2 Baruch
13:3; 25:1, etc.).

My question to the contributors to the Guthrie Festschrift is this: How
would the language used of Jesus in the middle decades of the first century
have been understood when not so very different language was already current
in reference to others? If thought of apotheosis, of exaltation, of other in-
dividuals exercising such a divine prerogative as judgment, were already being
entertained in the first half of the first century, how significant and how
distinctive would talk of Jesus’ exaltation and heavenly session have seemed
to those alveady familiar with such ideas? My point should not be misrepre-
sented. | am not atlempting in any way o diminish or explain away the
distinctiveness of the Christian claims lor Jesus — such imputations of a
hidden agenda to undermine traditional heliefs | Ind deeply hurtful. Rather
my concern is precisely to clarify what was the distinctiveness, the real, the
historical distinctiveness of these Christian claims. And if the result is that
the Christian distinctives as initially formulated appear to be less clearcut, or
at a further remove from the fuller christological dogmas of subsequent cen-
turies, that may only be a truer reflection of how Christian thought actually
developed, and as such should help us to a clearer perception of the historical
link between Jesus of Nazareth and the Christ of dogma. Whereas any attempt
to exegete key christological texts by abstracting them from their historical
context is almost bound to misconceive the significance of the claims actually
being made for Jesus in these earliest years of Chiristianity and to oversimplify
the truth of these claims.

(b) A. T. Hanson’s enterfaining atlack misunderstands several points
and in the end descends Lo point-scoring and in dismissing my findings in
the chapter on “Wisdom™ manages to ignore caimpietely the wssue of [irst-
century context of meaning on which my conclusions entively turned. It
really will not do to speak simply of the “obvious meaning’ of a text without
reference to the historical context. Obvious — but to whom? It is certainly
not a priori obvious that what is “obvious™ to us now was equally “obvious™
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in the context of first-century Hellenistic Judaism. In the event it may prove
to be so; but it certainly cannot be assumed. So, in a context where typo-
logical or even allegorical interpretation would have been familiar (the
identification of what the scriptural text spoke of with a current, eschato-
logical reality), is it really “‘obvious’ “‘the rock was Christ” (1 Cor. 10:4)
refers to the preexistent Christ ““ ‘in, with and under’ that rock as the super-
natural source of drink” (Hanson, p. 72)? Likewise, to ignore so completely
the fact that my discussion of Col. 1:15-20 depends on its Wisdom content
and on the significance of the Wisdom allusions within the first-century
context of meaning is really to undermine the value of his own critique.
Professor Hanson later on shows that he is by no means unaware of the
Wisdom background to Col. 1:15-20, but in his critique of CiM he plays too
much the part of 2 man who thinks he can win the marathon by joining the
race over the last two miles!

Writing with regard to the same text in the Guthrie Festschrift, J. E
Balchin falls prey to the same seductive line of reasoning. “The vast majority
of scholars have recognized . . . the plain meaning here is that Christ pre-
existed the creation of the world . . .” (Rowdon, ed., p. 125; also I. H.
Marshall in Rowdon, ed., p. 9). But my question is ignored: Was it equally
“plain” to the hymn-writer and its first users, to Paul and his first readers? It
may have been, and I have no wish to force the evidence in any direction
whatsoever — despite several reviewers’ assumption that [ was determined to
prevent certain meanings emerging. But if writers like ben Sira and Philo used
similar language in reference to Wisdom and the divine Logos, without think-
ing of Wisdom and Logos as ““divine beings” or as anything other than a way
of speaking of God’s immanence, then the search for “plain meaning” has to
take that into consideration as a decisive factor in exegesis. Would Paul’s
readers, whose thought moved within that world of conceptuality, not simply
assume that the hymn was speaking of Christ in the same way — especiaily
in view of the more ‘“adoptionist”-like emphasis of the second part of the
hymn, which critics have conveniently ignored (CiM, pp. 191-93)? The sug-
gestion is certainly open to debate in terms of the first-century context of
meaning; but it certainly cannot be treated so dismissively as Balchin and
Marshall do.

(c) Most disturbing of all is Gruenler’s attempt to preempt the exegesis
of various Synoptic texts by application of what he describes as a ““phenom-
enological analysis,” which evidently allows the text to be treated in almost
total disregard for its historical context. This somehow justifies him in arguing
from Jesus’ use of “abba’ in prayer to God and from Jesus’ reference to the
Spirit in a passage like Matt. 12:28 that Jesus claimed to be ““on a parity with
Abba and Pneuma,” and that he “felt himself equal to God.” *“And if he is
aware of being equal to God, is he also aware of his pre-existence” (pp.
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93-95)? What sort of exegesis is this? Is it not even relevant to ask whether
that line of argument would have been meaningful to Jesus’ contemporaries?
What about the adequately well attested fact that there were one or two other
charismatic figures active in the Judaism of this period who also addressed
God in a similarly intimate manner, quite probably also using *“‘abba’™ (CiM,
p. 15)? What does the “phenomenology of persons” say about the prophet
who first uttered Isa. 61:1f.: “The Spirit of the Lord God is upon me . . .”"?
Why, one might wonder, does Gruenler {ind it so threatening to recognize the
prophetic categories which formed one remarkably resilient strand of first-
century christology and which must therefore have been of continuing impor-
tance and significance for the first Christians (CiM, pp. 137-41)7 The roots
of christology within Jesus’ own ministry and teaching have to be eased from
the soil of the Synoptic Gospels with much, much more care. Gruenler, by
claiming far more than the texts allow, when sel within their original context,
puts the whole endeavor in disrepute and only succeeds in setting back the
task of demonstrating the historical probability that the high christology of
subsequent years is continuous with and rooted in Jesus’ own self-assertion
and self-understanding.

I might simply add that his initial charge, that I rule out of consideration
Jesus’ own self-understanding as a starting assumption, I regard as a piece of
disinformation not worthy of Gruenler’s scholarship. That the historical Jesus
did not think or speak to himself as a preexistent being is, of course, an
exegetical conclusion. An introductory description of the ground actually
covered by the investigation should not be read as though it were an original
“game plan” for the investigation. As Gruenler must know, the Preface is
usually the last thing to be written!

The revived interest in the Bible as literature provides an attractive
temptation to abandon or disparage original context of meaning — as though
it inevitably meant shutting the text up in the distant past, as though a text
severed from historical context can float freely across the stream of time to
speak with its own logic to today. The trouble is that a free-floating text
severed from its historical context remains floating above history, its meaning
to be determined more or less arbitrarily by the context of whoever pulls it
to earth to use it. The only defensible check against imposing one’s own
meaning on a text is the meaning intended by the person whose text it is by
virtue of creation or formulation, But that means setting the New Testament
writings as wholly as possible within their own first-century context. When
we have begun to understand a New lestament text in the sense originally
intended, with the force it initially exerted, then we begin to appreciate why
it was preserved to become Scripture, and we free it to speak with its proper
force. To be thus subservient to the text of the New Testament is fundamental
to all teaching and preaching of the New Testament.
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Conceptuality in Transition

As is well known, the task of translating from one language to another is
never simple. The problem is that words are not single points of meaning, so
that each point in one language will have a precise equivalent in the other.
Words rather have a range of meaning, and the ranges of meaning of words
most nearly equivalent in two languages never fully coincide. In addition,
each culture and subculture will have its own patterns and structures, allusions
and overtones, idioms and taken-for-granteds which do not match across the
boundaries of culture. When we add the dimension of time, the position
becomes even more complex, since words change meaning, fresh concepts
emerge and develop, others degenerate or disappear, and so on. The con-
sequence is that to ask after historical context of meaning in another culture
and age involves a careful locating of words and ideas within the movement
of the thought of the time. The difficulty of entering empathetically into the
thought forms even of Victorian Christianity for late-twentieth-centlury Chris-
tians, or of prewar Nazi Germany for postwar Europeans, is sufficient example
of what I mean.

The point is that the first century of our era was no exception. On the
contrary, a relatively short span of decades saw the emergence of a whole
new religion of international significance (Christianity itself), not to mention
the emergence of rabbinic Judaism as the enduring form of the Jewish religion.
On any count, all this must have involved a substantial movement of thought,
a shaping of concepts and remolding of categories. We can see something of
this in the way the concept “Messiah’ became particularized (for Christians)
by reference to Jesus, redefined by reference to his death, and transformed
into a proper name (Jesus Christ). The phrase “the son of man’ probably
moved from being an indefinite personal reference (somewhat like “one™) to
a title with apocalyptic significance, 10 a theological assertion of Christ’s
humanity. We know that the Christian doctrine of the Trinity evolved over a
lengthy period with key words gaining special significance. We can trace with
considerable confidence the great burgeoning in the use of Father-Son imagery
1o describe Jesus’ relationship to God as we move from Mark and Q through
Matthew to John, or the greater freedom with which Christian writers spoke
of Jesus as ““God” as we move through the first century and beyond to Ignatius,
or the neat transition in Wisdom christology as we move from Q to Matthew
(CiM, pp. 197-206), or the tremendous blossoming in Jewish angelology in
the “intertestamental” period. So we can, even from our perspective about
two millennia later, actually see thought in movement, the development of
faith, conceptuality in transition. The finding of development in earliest chris-
tology is hardly a mere assumption on my part, as some reviewers have
suggested: the a priori likelihood is confirmed by good evidence.
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However, the task of locating any particular text within such a movement
of thought is very difficult. With only occasional access to what must, in the
nature of things, have been a much more complex process, we can never be
sure whether. for example. some text is an early foreshadowing of a later
theme. ar constitutes evidence Lhal the theme was already well developed, or
indeed whether the text itself is actually later. We have become properly
sensitized to the dangers here in one of (e debates which have dominated
twentieth-century scholarship on early Christianity — the origins ol Gnosti-
cism. And New Teslament scholars have become accusiomed Lo recognize
clements in the New Testament writings which became important 1o Gnosti-
cism but which in the New Testament writing itselt’ should be descrnibed at
most as “‘gnostic” or “proto-gnostic,” if the word is to be used at all.

CiM was an attempt to sensitize those concerned with the origins of
christology to the sume dangers (dangers to proper exegesis, that is). The
danger of reading what may have been an early formulation of a theme in the
light of its [ull development in subsequent decades. The danger of reading a
text whose lerms of reference were in process of transition as hough the
transition way already complete. Unless we locate ourselves within the fimited
horizans of a particular writer, so far as that is possible, seeing no further than
he saw, we cannot achieve u proper excgesis. Unless we wrestle seriously
with the phenomena of conceptuality in transition we will never escape the
danger of reading a text anachronistically.

So I still find myself asking with regard to several Pauline texts: How
did Paul intend his words to be understood, given his primarily Jewish mode
ol thought and the limitations of his own particular horizon? Did he think and
speak so clearly of Christ’s preexistence as now seems obvious to us from
our hindsight perspective? For example. with Gal. 4:4, given the context of
meaning outlined in CiM (pp. 38-44). and despite Marshali (Rowdon, ed.,
p. 7) and Hanson (pp. 59-62). I still ask whether Paul did not intend 1o speak
simply of Jesus as one who stood in uniguely intimate relation o God, sent
by God with eschatological commission, a person to bring people into simi-
larly intimate relation, a Jew to redeem his fellow Jews. In the case ol | Cor.
15:44-49 I remain puzzled at Hanson’s insistence that ““the man from heaven”
{(v. 47) must refer to Christ as preexistent (pp. 63f., 80), when the whole
context has in view the resurrection body and Christ as the first to be raised
and as thus providing a pattern for the final resurrection — he is the heavenly
man as all the resurrected will be heavenly people (v. 48), that is, by virtue
of resurrection {v. 45; cf. Rom. 8:11; Phil. 3.201). Even with 2 Cor. 8:9, and
once again despite Hanson's dismissive comments, 1 hardly think the matter
is 5o clearcut as be believes (p. 63). In a leter {or letters) which work(s)
regularly with contrasts between weakness leading to death and spiritual
weasure and glory, it would not be al all surprising it Paul refers to Christ's
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weakness and death under the imagery of poverty in contrast to the richness
of his intimate abba relationship with God, to which the Pauline churches
were no stranger (Rom. 8:15-7; Gal. 4:6-7). Historical context must be allowed
to determine the probabilities of exegesis more than rhetoric.

I have had to duck more brickbats regarding Phil. 2:6-11 and Col.
1:15-20 than any other texts. Disagreement over exegesis I do not mind. But
failure to take into account the considerations which weighed most heavily
with me I find harder to excuse. So I simply have to refer my critics back to
the not undetailed deliberations which elaborated the likely context of meaning
of these passages and posed with some care the conceptuality in transition
point. If, for example, Adam christology was as significant a factor in earliest
Christian thinking, as I believe I demonstrated, and if it provides the principal
context of thought for the Philippian hymn, as I still believe, then the extent
to which the Adam language and parallel inform the wording of the hymn
needs to be given more consideration than either Marshall or Hanson allows.
In particular, what would a Jewish Christian, familiar with the implied contrast
between Adam before his fall (Gen. 1:27 — image of God) and fallen Adam
(Gen. 5:3 — begetting a son in his own image), make of the contrast between
“form of God” and “form of men,” *“‘form as a man” (Phil. 2:6-7)? I still
remain doubtful as to whether he would have seen an assertion of preexistence
necessarily involved in the latter — even though I am sure it was not long
before the passage was read that way.

Balchin puts his finger on an important point when he asserts with great
conviction that Paul’s readers must have understood Col. 1:15-17 as talk of
Christ’s preexistence: ““The dangerous implications would have been obvious
to Paul’s monotheistic countrymen’ (Rowdon, ed., p. 125). Now we know
that a threat to Jewish monotheism was perceived by the rabbis, not least from
Christian claims regarding Christ — but our evidence indicates that the threat
only emerged at the end of the first century and beginning of the second
century (cf. particularly John 5:18; 10:33).3 So far as we can tell, it was only
Paul’s attitude to the law which put him in bad odor with his countrymen.
Even though monotheism was a fundamental axiom of Jewish faith, Paul was
never attacked for calling monotheism in question. The obvious deduction
from this is that Paul’s Wisdom christology was not read in the way Balchin
suggests. On the contrary, the evidence rather supports my suggestion: that
Col. 1:15-20 was not read as ascribing preexistence to Christ as such, initially
at least. Is this not precisely a classic case of conceptuality in transition — a
formulation which gathered meaning and significance to it as Christian un-
derstanding of Christ grew and which itself played an important part in that
growth of understanding? It would be pleasant to see the actual thesis dis-

3. See ch. 21 below.
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cussed rather than the particular suggestions as to how it bears on a passage
like the Colossian hymn so cavalierly dismissed.

I do not need to discuss all the points in dispute between CiM and these
vartous writers. | am not concerned to defend every excgetical observation |1
offered. My concern here is more to defend the methodological considerations
[ram which they were derived — particularly those summced up in the phrase
“historieal comext of meaning™ and “conceptuality in ransinon.”™ O1 course
I may not be reading the context aright, or may be misreading the pace of
transition. But that is where I would prefer the argument to focus — on such
key issues as the status of the Wisdom figure in pre-Christian Judaism, and
on the significance of the same language when first used of Christ.

One final reflection. Few crities seem (0 recognize the opposite danger
— of reading the talk ol preexistence in respect of Christ (™o preexisient
Being™) in a way which actually threatens Christian monotheisin. 11 my
investigation made me aware of anything, it is of the very tight course which
has to be steered between the Scylla of underestimating the divine in Christ
and the Charybdis of undermining Christianity as a monotheistic faith. In
steering too wide of the former, more than one self-styted “‘orthodox’ chris-
tology las come Lo gricf on the laller. IF my exegesis is at all on the right
lines. it shows thal the writers of the New Testament were o good deal more
sensitive 1o both dangers than they are usually credited with, Tt also sugzgests
that they would not altogether welcome some of the ways in which their words
are read by those who think to defend them!
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Some Clarifications on Issues of Method
A Reply to Holladay and Segal

I am grateful to Carl Holladay for doing me the honor of using my Christology
in the Making (CiM) as an occasion to raise some very important method-
ological issues, and I welcome the opportunity to respond both to him and to
Alan Segal’s review. Since Segal also presupposes Holladay’s critique 1 will
focus primarily on the latter.

Holladay gives a clear and, for the most part, accurate summary of the
argument of CiM. But he also makes three major criticisms. (a) CiM creates
a methodological tension berween history and theology which it leaves unre-
solved (p. 65). It looks “mare like an exercise in dogmatics based on histori-
cal-critical examination of cerluin canonical lexis™ (p. 78). (b) “It fails to
conceive the world of late antiquity with sufficient breadth, and insufficiently
recognizes the extent of interaction between religious traditions within that
world” (p. 78). (c) It depends too much on establishing a clear chronology of
traditions and writings, “and the result is that the evidence is often forced
into a chronological Procrustean bed” (p. 73). “The proper methodological
question here is . . . whether the nature of the evidence allows any termini to
be established with the degree of precision he needs” (p. 78).

As it happens I strongly agree with the main thrust of the methodology
Holladay outlines. So much am I in agreement, in fact, that I find a good deal
of his critique puzzling and misdirected. The two main points of my counter-
critique are: (1) that Holladay, and to some extent Segal also, has misrepre-

Originally published in Cheistology and Lxegesis: New Approaches, ed. R, Jewell, Semeia 30
97-104. Copyright © 1985 by Scholars Press and used by permission. Reference is made
throughout to C. Holladay, *"New Testament Chtistology: A Consideration of Dunn’s Chrisiology
in the Making,” and A. Scgal, “Pre-existence and Incirnation: A Response 10 Dunn and Hol-
laday,” pp. 65-82 and 83-95 in the same volume of Semeia.
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sented the task ! set mysell in CiM, and (2) that he has missed one important
qualification which I made in describing my own methodology. I will attempt
to pick up other points of criticism from both Holladay and Segal en passant.

I

My concern in CiM was to trace from “inside,” so far as that is possible, the
evolution of thought within earliest Christian circles by which the Christian
doctrine of incarnation came 1o expression. The only u priori assumplion [
made was thal there was somie evolution, whether an application or adaptation
of an already current conceptuality to Jesus, or an evolution within the first
century .k period itsell in which lesus and/or the first Christians may or
may not have played a significant role. It wus just that process whiclt | soughl
to clarify, The points of reference, the texts to be clarified. are 1he first-century
Christian writings — a fimited aim. | freely admit {though it engaged me for
mare than 350 pages). To attempl 10 (race the history ol relevant ideas across
the complete spectrum of the Hellenistic and Mesopotamian worlds from say
150 B.c.E. to 100 c.E., using all the available resources of literature, papy-
rology, art, and epigraphy, is a much vaster task. And however desirable it
may be (a ‘“‘systematic investigation of comparable notions in the world of
late antiquity” [p. 78]), it was not the task I set myself. My task was simply
that of New Testament exegesis — the attempt to understand the New Testa-
ment writers’ words as they would have intended, to hear them as their first
readers would have heard them. All this I hope I had made sufficiently clear
in my introductory statements (CiM, 9-10, 13).

In other words, CiM was not intended as a study of the beginnings of
christology as a whole, as Segal seems to think (nor do I find his reformulation
ol lhe issue on pp. 84-85 helplul). Nor was there any assumption of a doctrinal
uniformity on these points in primitive Christianity — despite Segal’s repeated
criticism 1o thal effecl (my Unity and Diversity in the New Testamenr s usually
criticized for overemphisizing the diversity of firsi-cenlury Chrislianity!), Nor
do Lihink I fall into Tiede’s “circular argument™ (referred w by Holladay, p. 80).
since I did not start by assuming clearly defined christological categories in the
New Testament but rather set out to discover how the Christian doclrine of
incarnation, whose distinctiveness certainly became more and more clearly
defined over the first four ceniuries of our era, first began to emerge as a
distinctive teaching. And the technique followed I would prefer to describe as a
survey of current options (categories or concepts) which might he used and/or
adapted to make sense of Jesus rather than “a meodified titutar approach”
(Holladay, p. 66), which is appropriate to only two or Lhree chapters of CiM.
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The task T set myself requires, of course, a very sensitive ear to the
first-century context of meaning. I stressed this too, repeatedly (CiM, index,
“context of meaning”). *‘To understand the language of the NT in its original
intention involves asking where that language came from, what its background
was, how it was being understood in the wider usage of the time . . .” (CiM,
10). 1t is here that Holladay’s methodological objective and my own are in
substantial agreement. I am sure that my ear is still not sensitive enough, that
I am not sufficiently immersed in the thought world of late antiquity to catch
all the overtones and ‘‘taken-for-granteds’ which even the moderately well
informed would have heard in any statement of the time. But, for better or
worse, a clear conclusion did emerge from my study — viz., that the primary
context of meaning for most of the key New Testament texts is Hellenistic
Judaism. Motifs and conceptuality such as we find expressed in the Roman
poets may be part of a much broader background, but such influence as they
did exert was mediated through the more proximate world of Hellenistic
Judaism, and not, so Tar as I can tell, directly.

To describe that finding as ““an unmistakable bias against pagan tradi-
tions” (Holladay, p. 76) is unjustified and potentially mischievous. If the
principal “‘source” and context of earliest Christianity is Judaism (both
Palestinian and Hellenistic Judaism), a conclusion to which I find myself
increasingly driven, then it is hardly surprising if an investigation of its origins
is “conspicuously one-sided’” in the proportion of space devoted to “‘Jewish
background.” And both Holladay and Segal seem to have confused the point
that when 1 occasionally speak of “‘popular superstition™ it is not intended as
a Christian (or Judaeo-Christian) critique of paganism. The critique referred
to initially was that of Seneca and Lucian. Plutarch’s account of the different
ways in which the Osiris myth was demythologized at that time would have
served equally well (De Iside et Osiride 32{f.); and I acknowledged an equally
popular piety within first-century Christianity but concluded that the expres-
sions in the New Testament must be regarded as rather sophisticated (CiM,
18, 251f.), though I do not recall using the phrase “‘respectable sophistication’
which Holladay attributes to me (p. 77).

It is unfortunate that so much of Holladay’s criticism seems to be
directed against the way I set out chapter 2 (13-22) in CiM. That was little
more than a preliminary and summary statement to illustrate the dimensions
of “‘the first century context of meaning,” to indicate the chief areas requiring
more detailed analysis, and to show that the title “Son of God™ was used with
such a broad sweep of reference in the ancient world that its application to
Jesus tells us little in and of itself. Even here, I simply have to deny the charge
that I was working with a set of ““inflexible” categories and “consistently”
classified my material as “‘Jewish” and “Graeco-Roman’ (Holladay, pp. 73,
76). It is a factually inaccurate description. And it is a rather serious misrep-



resentation of the subsequent important discussion of the influences bearing
on the language of “wisdom™ and “word"” which the first Christians inhevited
in chapters 6 and 7. How anyone can describe, for example, my necessarily
brief analysis of Philo’s logos concept as involving a “sharp dichotomy™
between Jewish and Greco-Roman influences which “‘are never seen to have
merged, or even interacted, in any genuine sense” (Holladay, p. 73) remains
a puzzle to me. To criticize CiM for insufficient breadth in its range of material
examined and for insufficient depth of exposure to the world of late antiquity
in its totality is one thing. But, when Holladay claims that CiM “radically
divorce[s] carly Christianity from its environment™ (p. 76). I think he must
have some other book in mind, since my concern throughout CiM was 1o trace
the process by which the characteristic Christian view of Christ emerged within
its environment; and every chapter repeatedly attests the interaction of Chris-
tian thought (the New Testament texts) with that environment. That I see that
environment primarily as Palestinian and Hellenistic Judaism may provoke
the charge that the environment is too limited, but in CiM there is nothing of
the rigid compartmentalization between Christian, Jewish, and Greco-Roman
which Holladay seems to find and which I would criticize as fiercely as he.
if it were there. Which brings me to my second point.

I

The chief weakness of Holladay's critique is that he has failed 1o note
the important qualification I made in describing the task of exposing the
first-century context of meaning (CiM, 14). And since the methodology oif
CiM cannot be fully appreciated apart from that qualification. much of his
critique misses the target. The qualification can be summed up in the phrase
“limited horizons.” By this I mean that it is very easy for us today to envisage
that world of late antiquity in foo broad and unified a sense and to fail to
appreciate how similar sounding motifs and conceptions would often carry
ditferent overtones and “taken-for-granteds™ in cultures and traditions heavily
influenced by their own more limited, more national or domestic, cultural
context. However far we may think the Hellenization of Jewish thought and
religion had already developed by the first century ¢.E., m Palestine as well
as the Diaspora of cowse, we can hardly deny the distinetive features which
continued to mark out that thought and religion within the Mediterrancan and
Mesopotamian worlds. Nor should we discount. as a methodological a priori.
the inevitable corollary that these Jewish distinctives must have modified in
one degree or another the ideas, concepts, and language which Jewish writers
drew from the common pool of the ancient world.
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I also had in mind & second aspect of the “limited horizons™ point:
viz., thal in tracing the evolution of any new molif or idea it is important
not to read the process of evolution from the perspective of its end, as though
that were the only and necessary outcome, which could therefore be dis-
cerned as already present implicitly at the earlier stages of the evolution. If
our concern is to understand a text in the way its author and first readers
would have understood it, then it would be methodologically improper to
read that text as it was read 300, 200, 100, or even 50 years later. Now I
have no illusions regarding the very great difficulty of this task, of getting
back within the limited horizons of particular writers in particular contexts
— it may even be impossible beyond specific details. But that is the experi-
ment I undertook.

The difficulty of the task lies in locating particular writings, let alone
their motifs, within sufficiently defined dates and locales. And here Holladay
is quite right to raise the issue of chronology, as other reviewers have. So let
me try to restate the nature of my experiment. | simply asked the question:
If, as a working hypothesis, we take the consensus dites for the most relevant
documents, what can we deduce from them for the currents and movements
of thought which we find in the New Testament texts? And to my surprise (I
kid you not), as the study proceeded, a rather striking phenomenon began to
emerge, a broad movement in patterns of conceptuality in the middle and
second hall ol the first century. most prominent in Christian writings, which
so far as consensus dates go may well have given the lead, but also in other
streams of Judaisi. particularly apocalyptic and mystical Judaism, and in the
emergence of belicts about the eurly Gnoslic redeemer figures. In other words,
it became my own thesis that there was a broader movement, with different
traditions interacting in ways that are not always evident on the surface (CiM,
259-61), contrary to Holladay’s critique. And my suggestion that Christian
thought was in the vanguard of that movement is much more tentative than
Holladay recognizes, based in large part on the simple observation that the
carliest firmly datable documents in which such conceptuality (individualized
Son of man, uniquely incarnate Wisdom/LLogos) comes to unequivocal ex-
pression are Christian. The methodological point about conceptuality in tran-
sition and limited horizons is an important aspect of CiM which remains valid
even if the date sequence of the relevant documents remains finally obscure,
though my particular suggestion hardly requires a second-century date for the
Similitudes of Enoch, as Segal insists (p. 93).

Holladay notes that “if any genuine conceptual or historical analogue
were found to be prior to the Christian formulation of the doctrine of the
incarnation, the whole thesis would collapse” (p. 80) — as though that were
a criticism of my method. But of course! That is the nature of a truly historical
investigation. Such an analogue would become part of the evidence which
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would have to be reassessed accordingly — just as our picture of pre-70
Judaism has had to be reassessed in the light of the Dead Sea Scrolls. The
question I was examining was precisely whether there was something prior
to first-century christology which could be called a “"genuine conceptual or
historical analogue” to the doctrine of the incarnation. My conclusion: that
so [ar ag the evidence is concerned. the most plausible hypothesis is that the
Christian idea of incarnation emerged in the second half of the first century
particularly through the use of wisdom language in reference to Christ. I am
gratified that Segal is able to endorse 1hat conclusion as far as be does (Segal,
p. 93), though I was surprised that he should think I was advocating “a single
historical development of the material™ (p. 94), despite my explicitly drawing
attention to the diversity of christological formulation in the New Testameni
writings (CiM, 265-67).

It was the attempt to attune myself to an emerging patiern of conceptu-
ality as it emerged, to follow a train of thought in transition as new formula-
tions came to expression, which explains the line of approach to such key
texts as Phil. 2:6-11 and Col. 1:15-20, for which I have been most heavily
criticized by reviewcers generally. It is not that I have any dogmatic ax to grind;
Segal misconceives the paint of my guotation from Uity and Diversity on
CiM, 6, and consequently distorts the logic of my discussion (Segal, pp.
83-84). Nor ix il the case conversely, that I was “‘keen to delay™ the formulation
of the idea of incarnation as such until as late as possible (which would have
been a piece ol illogical perversily on my part), as Holladay seems to think
(p. 74). It was sumply that | asked the questions: If Phil. 2:6-11 is so dominated
by Adum theology as it appears 1o be, how would its first readers have
understood it? T Col. 1:15-20 is chiefly determined by the category of Jewish
Wisdom, and Wisdom was understood within Jewish circles as a way of
speaking about God’s immanence, what meaning would these verses have had
for the first Christian congregations who used them, how would they have
understood this identification of Christ as divine wisdom? And my answers
tricd to take the methodological point about conceptuality in transition and
limited horizons as strictly as 1 could. I am certainly open to the possibility
that | have been overstrict in the application of that principle. But I would
find it easier to accept the charge from those who recognize the transitional
nature of so much of the evidence and who acknowledge the opposite danger
of reading too much into a text, where the overtones and ““taken-for-granteds”’
are those of a later perspective,

It is because of such considerations that I find myself at odds at several
points with both Segal and Holladay. Segal seems to think that I argue for a
Jesus who hinted at his own preexistence and who thought of himself in titular
terms as the Son of God (pp. 83, 86). This I find surprising in view of the
careful and cautious treatment in CiM (26-33) where I draw out what the
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evidence seems to indicate — a distinctive and even, properly speaking,
unique sense ol sonship on the part of Jesus — but stress that the evidence
does not permit us to say any more with confidence (Segal also ignores my
response to Morton Smith on the abba question — CiM, 27f.). And the asser-
tion that 1 want “to place everything of tmportance Lo christology in Jesus’
sell-consciousness’™ (Segal, p. 89) misses lhe whole point about categories
aund conceptualities in transition (the careful conclusions drawn on CiM, 253-
54, hardly warrant the jibe “*a catalogue of guesses™). | am equally surprised
al Holladay's dismissal ol my suggested exegesis of Gal. 4:4-5 as ““particularly
forced and rendered impossible by the language of verse 6™ (p. 74) — but
“impossible™ is too sweeping a condemnalion, surely! | can make my point
most simply by asking: What would a Jewish reader have made of similar
statements about God sending Elijah on his original mission to Israel and
subsequently sending the spirit of Elijah? That the original sending was ““from
heaven’ would hardly be a necessary deduction.

Another aspecl of the same methodological issue is the problem of
knowing whether and when we should presuppose the existence of earlier
versions of the same tradition behind a written tradition preserved for us. This
must be the case in at least some instances. But how are we to know? I mean,
how are we to know when we have no evidence either in the text itself or in
related strands of an earlier formulation of the same tradition? And why should
we assume that the written tradition is the ‘‘final form™ of the tradition, when
it is equally possible that a particular text before us was actually the catalyst
to a new tradition (albeit using older elements) and that it was preserved
precisely because of its ground-breuaking character? The principle of “limited
hortzons™ may cut quite deeply. Holladay needs to give more weight to Segal’s
claim that the first Christians created exegelical traditions to make sense of
their ‘‘historical experience of a dying and reviving messiah™ (Segal. pp.
91-92), a claim with which I am in considerable sympathy. as I hope my
treatment of such passages as Genesis 2-3; Deut. 6:4; Ps. 2:7; 8:4-6; and Dan,
7:13f., not to mention the whole Wisdom tradition, demonstrates. I did not
give enough weight 1o Psalm |10 or 1o the title ““Lord,” in Segal’s view, but
I explained the reason for that partly in CiM (271-72, n. 33) and partly in the
carly conclusion that the first thought of Christ’s preexistence was unlikely
to have been a deduction from his exaltation or simply a retrojection of his
resurrected state back before his earthly ministry (CiM, 63; contrary to Segal,
p. 85). In this context, I might simply add, I have no problem with Segal’s
advocacy ol the current social scientific understanding of myth (Segal, pp.
90-91): my point in CiM (262-63) was merely that to speak of “the myth of
God incarnuate’™ simpliciter takes too little account of the extent to which both
Jewish Wisdom and Christian writers had effectively demythologized the
wisdom imagery they actually used.
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A final thought on “‘the unresolved tension between history and theology”
(Holladay's Tirst point of criticism). Why should it be assumed that a tension
has to be resolved? Thal tension is present in the New Testament texts and
cannot be resolved without doing damage (o one or the other aspect (in Scgal's
terms the tension sel up hy Christianity’s hermencutical use of the biblical
text to understand its historical experience |p. 88]). Nor do 1 (speaking per-
sonally) want to “‘resolve” that tension in my own study of these texis. | want
my study Lo be as thoroughly historical as it can he, but a merely antiquarian
study ol the New Testanient texts as part of the world of late antiquity. while
fascinaling lor many. would hardly justify the Gme and cnergy still poured
into it in our universitics and seminaries. And however theological T want o
he inthe gquestions [ pul to these texts, a dogmalic use of them which ignores
guestions of authorial intention and context ol meaning 1 for one have certainly
no wish to defend. It is precisely the interaction between the two dimensions
of the text, and the two dimensions ol the theologian's concern lor the text,
which gives the whole dialogue of exegesis and interpretation its dynamic.
exciting, and perpetually challenging character.

I have not been able to take up oll the points raised by Holladuy and
Segal. L agree with Scgal that 1 should have paid more attention o angelology
and regret that Christopher Rowland’s work in particular appeared too lale
[or me to take properly into account. And I regret that T missed the work of
J. Z. Smith to which Holladay refers on p. 81. I am grateful to them for these
and other helpful comments, and above all for stimulating me to clarify my
thinking a little further on such important issues of method.
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Foreword to the Second Edition of
Christology in the Making

The necd for a further printing of Christology in the Making provides a
welcoe opportunity o add a fresh Foreword. The opportunity is welcome
for several reasons. Not least because it enables me to underline a feature of
oy writinge which perhaps should have been given a clearer expression before
this. That s, that 1regard any writing (and lecturing) which I do as part of
an eneoing dialogue. While striving 1o put my thoughts and insights in as
Fnished o form as possible, Thave never presumed [ was giving the final word
on aosibjeet. Writimg belps me o clarify my own thinking;, but my hope is
also to help clarify the particular issues and considerations most relevant to
these issues for others. Naturally 1 seek to find answers to my questions and
olfer up my own conclustons. But not in any attempt to bully readers into
agreement: more with the objective of provoking them to respond, to join in
the dialogue. 1 the hope that out of the continuing and larger dialogue a
clearer and fuller picture will emerge — for myself as well as for others
engaged in the dialogue. Christology was itself part of a dialogue on the
subject of earliest christology and the doctrine of the incarnation in particular,
and certainly provoked a number of responses in reviews, articles, and sub-
sequent monographs. But a dialogue which ends with a single statement and
various replies is no dialogue. And with eight years now passed and the first
wave (or should T say ripple?} of interest now subsided it is probably just
about the right time to attempt to carry forward the dialogue a stage further.

1 am glad to make the attempt for three further reasons. First, it is clear
from a number of these responses that the objectives and methodology of
Chrisiology have been often ignored or misunderstood. This suggests thal a

Originally published in Christology in the Making (London: SCM, 21989; Grand Rapids: Eerd-

mans. 1996) xi-xxxix, Copyright © 1989 by SCM and used by permisston.
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briel restatement ol these objectives and methods is desirable and might help
promote a fuller understanding and a better dialogue than we hawe so far
achicved. Second. as part of the ongoing dialogue, I naturally wish to respond
1o my critics — Lo point out where they have, in niy view al least, misperceived
my intentions, disregarded key Factors which ought 10 be determinative in the
exegesis of important New Teslament passages. or shown oo little awareness
of the historical context out ol which such lexts came. There are ulso. of
course, weaknesses in my own presentation, which have come to light as a
result ol the diulogue, as [ had hoped, and which 1 am happy to acknowledge.
And third, my own anderstanding of the meaning and significance ol the New
Testament data has not. ol course, remained static since 1980, The dialogue
has helped clarify and crystallize tuller insights into the beginnings of chris-
tology. particularly in the area of Johannine christology, und into the continu-
ing considerahle imponance of what happened in thal period for subsequent
theology and for Christianity's knowledge and understanding of God.

The starting point of Christology in the Making was the unassailable observation
that the New Testament documents cover an intense period of innovation and/or
development in whal we now call “christology.” Before Jesus, “‘christology”
either did not exist, or existed, properly speaking, only in different forms of
“messianic expectation.” At the end of that period an advanced and far-reaching
christology is already in place, which does not hesitate to speak of Jesus as
“God.” Before Jesus appeared on the scene we can speak of a wide range of
speculation within early Jewish thought about God and particularly about his
means of interacting and communicating with his creation and his people. At the
end of that period there is a clearly articulated Christian view that much or most
of that speculation has come Lo focus in Jesus Christ in a complete and final way.

In other words, the New Testament covers a period of development and
itself constitutes in some measure that development. There is presumably no
dispute here. The task I set myself, then, was simply to trace out, as best as
possible, the course of that development, without assuming that it was a regular
or even development,! and without predetermining whether it was an organic

I. Some reviewaers have eriticized me for an over-conlident scheme of development based
un inevitably uncertain dating of documents. | should nuke it elear therefore that for the mast pur
| take as my working hypothesis consensus daning for the relevant documents: the only signiticant
dispute would be aver the Simititudes of Gooch, though even here my tentative suggestion of a late
first-century A.n. date 18 one which commands wide support — see, e.g.. Hurtado (below n. 20),
149 0. B and 150, n. 17, See below n. 40 and iy response (1. 41): alse below n. §1.
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development (tree from seed) or an evolutionary development (mutation of
species). And the dialogue which has ensued has been most fruitful when it
has been clearly perceived that the issue under discussion is about how quickly
that development proceeded, not about whether it happened. I had and have
no doubts that “christology” developed very fast indeed, under the massive
stimulus of the Christ event (his ministry seen in the light of his death and
resurrection). My question was, and is, whether it developed quite so quickly
as, for example, Hengel has argued in his influential and otherwise wholly
excellent little study on The Son of God.2

In particular, with the debate about The Myth of God Incarnate’ still
very much alive (1978-79), it seemed both wise and desirable to focus this
analysis on the emergence of the Christian doctrine of incarnation. Here, too,
some kind of development had to be assumed. Whether or not we can properly
speak of a concept of “incarnation’ already in the thought world of the time,
Greco-Roman or Jewish, and if so, in what sense, was obviously one of the
questions which required scrutiny. In Christology I attempt to avoid prejudging
the issue by declining to define the concept of “incarnation” too closely at
the start: the word itself indicales with sufficient clarity the area under inves-
tigation — some [orm of “enfleshment” or embodiment — and any narrower
definition might have put “off limits” potentially fruitful lines of inquiry.4
But even so, some form of development must be presupposed — at the very
least from a non-Christian (or not yet Christian) concept of “‘incarnation’” to
a specifically Christian one, if not from more diverse envisagings of divine
embodiment and revelation to the specifically Christian concept of God in-
carnate in definitive and final form in Christ.

Here again the issue as it was envisaged at the time of writing and as
it has come to sharper focus in the ensuing dialogue is the speed of develop-
ment. There was no question in my mind that the doctrine of incarnation
comes to clear expression with the New Testament — certainly at least in a
sense which clearly foreshadows the further growth or evolution to the full-
blown doctrine of the historic Christian creedal statements. On almost any
reckoning, John 1:14 ranks as a classic formulation of the Christian belief in
Jesus as incarnate God. Assuming then, as most do, that John’s Gospel is one
of the latest documents in the New Testament, the question was whether John
1:14 is best understood simply as a variation on an already well formed
conception of incarnation or as itself a decisive step forward in the organic

2. M. Hengel, The Son of God: The Origin of Christology and the History of Jewish-
Hellenistic Religion (London: SCM, 1974). It was a particular pleasure that C. F. D. Moule took
the point so well in his JTS 33 (1Y82) 258-63 review (p. 261).

3. ] Hick, ed., The Myth of God hearnare (London: SCM, 1977).

4. One of the criticisms levelled wt Christology was this failure to define the key term. |
have altempled Lo a more careful delineation in chapter 2 above.
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growth or evolution of ithe Christian doctrine. Not whether, but how quickly
the {or a) Christian doctrine of incarnation ¢comes o expression within the
period and range of Christian teaching spanncd by the New Testament docu-
ments — that was the question.

Given that (on the basis of John 1:14) we can speak of the “New
Testameni doctrine of incarnation™ and (herefore of canonical authority for
the doctrine. the guestion as posed might seem o smack oo much of idle
academic curiosily. Does it matter whether Jesus believed himsell to be *'the
incarnate Son ol God™™ ? Does it matter whether Paul, and other New Testument
wrilers, mark an earlier stage in the development toward ihe full-blown Chris-
tian doclrine, or even stages in diverse developments and trajectories? Others
might answer in the negative: it does not matter. For myself it does. [l matters
what Jesus thought abour himself. For if we can uncover something at least
of that self-understanding. and if it ditfers markedly from subsequent Christian
doctrine of Christ, then we have discovered a serious selfcontradiction at the
heart of the Christian doctrine of incarnation itsell. For we then have to admit
that the doctrine of God submitting himself to the full rigors of historical
existence is not after all accessible to historical inquiry. This has been &
fundamental issue at the heart of christology in fact from the beginning bt
most pressingly over the pasl Lwo hundred years. [t will not go away. 1t matters,
100, whether Paul had a doctrine of incarnation. For the Pauline letters are the
only New Testament writings which belong indubitably to the first generation
ol" Christianity. And the later we have to postpone the emergence of the
Christian doctrine of incarnation the more real becomes the possibility that
the doctrine is the product not of organic growth (“‘development’™ as from
seed 1o plant), but of grafting a different growth on to the earlier (non-incar-
nation) stock, or of transmutation into a different species (by ““Hellenization,”
philosophization, or whatever). Besides which, it should mater o Christian
theology what Paul, the first great Christian theologian and most influential
ol all Christian theologians, thought and raught on the subject. Apart from
anything else. il there 15 a clear continuity between the earlier and the later
christological formulations. a right understanding of Paul may well help us
to a right understanding of the later texts. So [ make no apologies for posing
the question of how and how quickly the Christian doctrine ol the incarnation
emerged and developed m the first two or three generations of Christianity.

So much for the chief objective of Christology in the Making. As 10 the
method of pursuing this objective, thut can be most simply focused in (wo
phrases  “historical contexi of tucaning™ and “concepluality m transition.” |
had hoped that the first of these two in particular would have been clear in
Christology itsell'® Bul evidently not. and it became necessary to spell them out

5. See Christology in the Making, index, “Context of meaning.”
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with greater explicitness in ‘“‘In Defense of a Methodology.”¢ Here it must
suffice to repeat the central consideration in each case, which, to be sure, follows
as a more or less immediate corollary from what has just been said above.

By “‘historical context of meaning” T have in mind the task of trying to
hear the words of the text as the writer of these words intended those for
whom he wrote to hear them. That I continue to regard as the primary
exegetical (though by no means the only hermeneutical) task confronting the
New Testament scholar. Our only real hope of achieving that goal is by setting
the text as fully as possible into the historical context within which it was
written — both the broader context of the cultural, social, linguistic etc. con-
ditioning factors of the time, and the narrower context of the immediate
circumstances of writer and readers which must have determined in greater
or less degree the choice of themes and formulation of the writing. In all this
the text by itself cannot provide sufficient check on what we hear it saying;
for there are so many allusions and taken-for-granteds which depend on the
fact that the document is a historical document (a document of a particular
time and place in history), which would be wholly apparent to writer and
reader of the time, and on which much of its meaning depends, but which are
now hidden from us by our remoteness from that historical context. The text
does provide the check; but it is only the text set within its historical context
which can do so adequately.

If then it is legitimate, as it surely is, to distinguish, for example, what
Jesus said about himself from what subsequent believers said aboul him, or
between what Pau!l intended to say and what later Christian theology made
of his words, it is important and necessary for the exegete to undertake that
difficult task of getting behind subsequent interpretation and later context to
the original intention behind these words within their original context. Apart
from anything else, the very fact that these words were preserved and cherished
is indication enough that their original impact was significant and substantial.
Il cannot be unimportant for Christian theology to uncover as far as possible
that original “word of God” encounter which provided the decisive impulse
toward their being reckoned in due course as holy Scripture.’

The character of historical process and the implication of ‘‘develop-
ment”’ is that meaning changes and that language even while remaining the
same gathers to itself new meaning. Here the problem of relativity is as serious
for historical study as it is for scientific study. We the observers do not occupy
a fixed point from which to observe other fixed points in time and space. We

6. Reprinted as chapter 17 above. 1 other discussions, including New Testament Theology
in Dialogue, ed. with J. Mackey (London: SPCK, {988) 16, and The Living W (LLondon:
SCM, 1988) 11-12, I have put the same point in terms of the “‘limited horizons™ of the biblical
writer (as of anyone writing within history). See also below n. 49.

7. See further my Living Word (above n. 6).
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are caught within the flux of history, as were those to whom we look back.
To abstract the New Testament documents from history is not to exempt them
from the problem of relativity, it simply makes them historical vagrants and
mercenaries, vulnerable to anyone who takes them over. But to set them within
their original historical contexts underlines and brings to focus the problem
of relativity for the exegete. At least we can get some sort of “fix”’ on the
problem. For we can take cognizance of the relative character of our own
(twentieth-century) context; and by study of the first-century period we can
gain some overall impression of the social, cultural, intellectual flux from
within which the New Testament writings emerged, and which they bring to
expression in their own terms. In other words, the problem of historical
relativity is itself relative to the nature of the subject matter under investigation
and the amount of information available to us relating to both the subject
matter and its historical context.

All this I try to encapsulate in the phrase “conceptuality in transition.”
I use “conceptuality’” for the obvious reason already noted that words change
in meaning even when the words themselves remain unchanged. The task of
historical exegesis requires a recognition that important concepts will often
be in transition. They may be on their way to becoming something else,
something slightly but perhaps signilicantly different in the meaning they are
heard to express. This will be all the more likely in the case of documents
(e.g., Paul’s letters) which were recognized to have more than merely oc-
casional significance from the first, and especially where they deal with a
subject (christology) of particular and growing significance for the movement
(Christianity) within which these documents first emerged. For not all con-
cepts are in transition to the same degree; conceptuality in transition is also
a relative phenomenon. It is this fact which gives us some hope both of
recognizing the more volatile concepts and of gaining at least a relative “fix”’
on them through correlating them with the less volatile concepts. In short, the
task of tracing out the development of the Christian doctrine of the incarnation
may not be quite so difficult as at first appeared.

If then we bring together the task of historical exegesis, the problem of
historical relativity, and the fact of christology developing in or into a concept
of incarnation, it becomes an inescapable part of that task to try to get inside
the process of development. Here the important work is “‘inside.” To trace
the course(s) of developing christology from outside is comparatively easy,
especially when we allow ourselves to see the end from the beginning and
read the intermcdiate stages i ihe light of that end. But genuinely to locate
oneself within the process, and genuinely to take seriously the fact of con-
ceptuality in transition, is to limit oneself to the possibilities available at the
time of writing, to take a stand within the inevitably limited horizon of writer
and readers, who did not and could not know how the words written were
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going to be taken and understood in subsequent years and decades. This is
not to say that subsequent understanding of a text should be debarred from
contributing to a historical exegesis of that text. As a general rule one may
assume a continuity between earlier and later understandings within a com-
munity which cherished the text. In which case the understanding which
evolved must be able to illuminate the understanding from which it evolved.
But it does mean that subsequent understanding should not be used as a grid
to predetermine the scope of exegesis, to limit or elaborate what the text within
its original context was intended or heard to say simply by reference to the
subsequent understanding. Evaluation of the legitimacy of subsequent inter-
pretation is in large part the responsibility of the subsequent generation, but
partly also depends on the meaning of the text intended by the person whose
text it primarily is, the one who wrote it — always allowing for the fact that
contexts of meaning change and words and concepts evolve, and such eval-
uation has to take all that into account. If scripture is to have a continuing
critical (canonical) role, that depends in part at least on allowing the meaning
intended by Paul etc., and heard by those for whom they wrote, to exercise a
critical function in relation to the use subsequently made of what they wrote.8
This must suffice as a restatement of the objectives and methodology of
Christology. 1 wish 1 could feel confident that any further dialogue about
Christology or the issues it deals with would take account of these stated
objectives and methodology. But experience so far has not been very encourag-
ing. Nevertheless, may the dialogue continue.

II

In attempting to take the dialogue further it becomes necessary to respond to
those who have offered criticism of Christology in the Making. This is both
a welcome and an unwelcome task: welcome because it allows me to clarify
my position on disputed points, to set the record straight where appropriate,
to restate the most pertinent concerns in controverted passages, and to ac-
knowledge fresh indebtedness on issues which required more analysis than
they received in Christology; unwelcome because it means having to express
some sharpness of disagreement and counter-criticism in a public forum with
several whom I count as good friends and with whom I would much rather
have out such points of dispute in private, at least in the first instance.”

8. See further my *‘Levels of Canonical Authority,” HBT 4 (1982) 13-60, reprinted in
Living Word (above n. 6) 141-92.
9. Regrettably the dialogue has been almost exclusively an English-language dialogue.
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I have in mind, first of all, those alluded to earlier — those who have
failed, in my view, to take account of the methodological points elaborated
above. For instance, several critics and exegetes seem to have thought that a
straightforward appeal to the “‘obvious™ or “plain meaning™ of the text was
sufficient response to my discussion of such passages as Col. 1:15-20.!0 But
“obvious’ to whom? “Plain’ in what context? Obvious to us, who look back
to the text with the much developed hindsight of nearly two millennia. But
the question is surely whether that understanding of the text was equally as
obvious to the original author and readers, equally obvious when the text is
set into the context within which it was framed. Where we are attempting to
locate an original insight or statement within a process of developing con-
ceptuality, that is surely a necessary and important question for historical
exegesis.

For example, the talk of God sending his Son in Gal. 4:4 and Rom. 8:3,
Anyone reading these texts in the light of the similar sounding and prominent
Johannine formula would naturally understand Paul (or the formulation he
draws on) to imply a sending from heaven.!! But given (1) that John’s formu-
lation may well belong to his more developed (and later) christology, (2) that
talk of God sending could be used equally for the commissioning of a prophet
as of the sending of an angelic being from heaven,!? and (3) that the thrust
of the passage is directed to Jesus’ mission of redemptive death, I still find
mysell asking whether the formula would have been intended or initially heard
to carry with it the inevitable implication of the preexistence of the Son. Even
the emphasis in both passages on the Son’s humanity (to use later termin-
ology) may not be sufficient to clinch the point (sent his Son as a man),!?
for the force of the intermediate phrases in both instances is to point up
the significance of the Son’s death, not the mode of his being sent. So Gal.
4:4 may quite properly be paraphrased: God sent his Son, a typical human

10. See, e.g., J. I Balchin, “Paul, Wisdom and Christ,”” in Christ the Lord: Studies in
Christology Presented to D. Guthrie (Leicester: Inter-Varsity, 1982) 204-19 (here panticularly
p. 215). D. Hagner, Reformed Journal 32 (1982) 19-20: A. T. Hanson, The Imuge of the Invsible
God {(London: SCM, 1982), especially ch. 3; L. Morns, “The Emergence of the Doctrine ol 1he
Incarnation,” Themelios 8/1 (1982) 15-19, though in much more measurcd wone (here p. 19).
Moule (above n, 2), 260.

1L CLL, e.g.. Hanson {abave n. 10}, 59-62: L H. Marshall,  “tncamational Chiistology”
in the New Testament,™ o Chirist the Lord (above n. 10) 7-8; C. E. B. Cranficld, "Some
Comments on Professor J. DL G, Dunn’s Christolugy iv she Making with Special Reference o
the Evidence ol the Lpistle to the Romans." in The Glory of Christ in the New: Testament: Stelics
in Christology in Memory of G. B, Caird, ed. L. D, Hurst and N. T, Wright (Oxlord: Clrendon,
1vs2) 271,

12. See Christology in the Making, 38-39. Contrast R. T. France, *“The Worship of Jesus:
A Neglected Faclor in Christological Debate?™" in Christ the Lord (above n. 10) 34 — ““The idea
of Jesus ‘being sent’ . . inevitably implies his pre-existence™; similarly R. P. Martin, “Some
Reflections on New Tustament Hymns,” in the same volume, p. 48.

I3, See above n. 11,
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being,'* a Jew, that he might redeem Jews, and that we (human beings) might
become sons (note the a b b a structure). And the point of the equivalent
phrase in Rom. 8:3 (*‘in the likeness of sinful {lesh and as a sacritfice for sin™)
is not to emphasize the Son’s humanity so much as (o emphasize the degree
of his identification with sinfid humanity, so that his death might function as
a sin offering and effective condemnation of yin.

Another example is | Cor. 15:44-49. It is clear that several of my critics
simply take it for granted that “the man {rom heaven™ (15:47) mus( and can
only be understood in terms of Christ’s preexistence.!3 This, T must confess,
I find astonishing. For Lthe whole thrust of the argument in context is locused
on the resurrection and is built on a sequence of parallel contrasts — physical/
spiritual, earthly/heavenly. first man/second man — where it is clear enough
that the second half of cach contrast refers o the resurrection state. This
includes the description of the second man as **from heaven.” for it is precisely
his heavenly image which provides the pattern for the resurrection stale of
others (15:49). Puul has already made this clear earlier in the same chapter:
Christ in his resurrection is the “firstfruits of those who have fallen asleep™;
as risen he is the archetype of resurrected humanity (15:20-23). And in the
immediate conlext Paul has been at some pains (for whatever reason) to insist
thal the spiritual does nor precede Lthe psychical (15:46). Hence in relation to
(first) Adam, Christ is /ayt Adam (15:45). 1t would throw his argument into
complete confusion if he was understood (0 mean hat “the second man from
heaven’” was actually the preexistent one, and therelore actually lirst, before
Adam. In the other key texts I am more hesitant. with more open queslions
than firm answers. Bul here T must say there does not seem o be much room
for dispute. And if commentators can read such a clearly eschatological/
resurrection text as a reference to Christ’s preexistence it simply underlines
the danger we run in this most sensitive of subjects of reading the text with
the presuppositions of subsequently developed dogmas and of failing to let
the context (in this case the context of the argument itself) determine our
exegesis.

The dialogue has probably been more fierce over the christological
hymns, Phil. 2:6-11 and Col. 1:15-20, than anywhere elsc. 1t is clear from
comment and conversation that some regard the questions I pose and sugges-
tions | make in relation to these texts as insubstantial and wholly implausible,
it not absurd, if not perverse.'t [ am mildly surprised al this and wonder if

14, See Christology in the Making, 40).

15, Hapson (above n. 10), 63-64, 80; R. P. Martin, The Spirit uned the Congregation.
Stcics in 1 Corinthians 12-15 (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1984) 153-54,

16. Several have characterized the exegesis offercd as “minimizing” or "minimalist™ or
“reductionist” — e.g., T. Weinandy, 75 42 (1981) 293-95, here 295; Hagner (above n. 10), 19:
C. Stead. Religious Studies 18 (1982) 96: 1., Sabourin, Religiows Studies Bullerin 3 (1983) 113
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the weight of my questions and tentativeness of my suggestions have been
adequately appreciated. (For those who think the meaning “obvious,” alter-
native suggestions may be tiresome and irritating and deserve to be dismissed
as quickly as possible.) But perhaps I can try once more and focus on the
heart of the exegetical issues as I see them.

In the case of Phil. 2:6-11 it still seems to me that of all the contexts or
paradigms of thought within which the text may be read in the endeavor of
historical exegesis (Son of God, Servant, Wisdom, Gnostic redeemer myth),
the one which provides the most coherent and most complete (the claim is
relative) reading is Adam christology.

v. 6a — in the form of God (cf. Gen. 1:27),!7
v. 6b  — tempted to grasp equality with God (cf. Gen. 3:5);!8
v. 7 — enslavement to corruption and sin — humanity as it now is

(cf. Gen. 2:19, 22-24; Ps. 8:5a;, Wis. 2:23; Rom. 8:3; Gal.
4:4: Heb. 2:7a, 9a);!9

v. 8 — submission to death (cf. Wis. 2:24; Rom. 5:12-21; 7:7-11;
1 Cor. 15:21-22);

vv. 9-11 — exalted and glorified (cf. Ps. 8:5b-6; 1 Cor. 15:27, 45;
Heb. 2:7b-8, 9b.20

Others may *“fit” better at individual points; but I still await a demonstration
of another paradigm which “fits”’ so well aver all. Nor do I think it enough
to attempt a rebuttal by showing how poorly the paradigm actually fits the

and R. G Hamenon-Kelly in Virginie Seminary Journal (December 1983), 29-30. “The height
of implausibility . .. a crade adoptionism™ -— Hanson (above n. 10), 74-75. B, Demarest thinks
that “exegetical and theological fidelity have been saerificed on the altar of scholarly povelty™
Clournad of the FEvangelival Theolagical Socieny 25 | 1982 108), Contrast the sympathetic revicws
by H. Wansbrough in The Tablet 7 (19R81) snd D. Senior in CBQ 44 (1982) 320-22, and more
gualified ervicism by D. M. Smith on the same potnL, in nrerpreiation 37 (1982 293

[7. The case for recognizing the synonymity of eikon and morphé is conveniently
summarized by Kim (below n. 51), 200ff.

18. A reference to Gen. 3:5 still seems to me to shed most light on this disputed phrase.
In the recent most thorough discussion of the debate by N. T. Wright, “harpagnios and the
Meaning of Philippians 2.5-11,7 J7§ 37 (1986) 321-52, no real consideration is given to the
factors which weighed most heavily with me (see Christology in the Making, 116 and 311,
n. 73). Cf, Wanamaker (below n. 21), 187-88.

19. Despite Marshall (above n. 11}, 6, v. 7 seems to make sufficient sense as an elaboration
of the contrast of Adam’s tallen state — including the recapitulative “And being found in form
as man" (see further Christofogy in the Making, 117-18).

20 The interweaving of Ps. & and Pa. 1101 is u fenture of Adam chagtology as we find
W in Paul: see Christolags in the Making., VORIT. 1 thus find surprising the judgment of L. ).
Kreiteer, Jesus eomd God in Panl's Fschaiology (ISNTSS 19; Sheffield: JISOT, 19873 2241, n. 72.
that vv. 9-11 “breaks the mould of any Adamie motil.”” Contrast Fossum (helow . 60), 293-97
(partcatarly p. 296). Kreitzer has, however, taken the “context of meaning™ paint (p. 247,
u. {04),
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case of Jesus.2! As I tried to make clear in Christology,?2 the Philippians hymn
is an attempt to read the life and work of Christ through the grid of Adam
theology; the points of stress within the hymn are there simply because the
“fit” is not exact or precisc (though still closer than other suggested para-
digms). It is the Adamic significance of Christ which the hymn brings out, ol
his life and death and exaltation (as in Romans 5, 1 Corinthians 15, and
Hebrews 2), not necessarily a chronological parallel phase by phase. This is
why it still seems to me an open question as to whether the hymn contains
any thought of preexistence, other than the preexistence involved in the par-
adigm — that is, the metahistorical character of the Adam myth. The point of
the hymn is the epochal significance of the Christ-event, as determinative for
humankind as the “event”™ of Adam’s creation and fall, with the question of
preexistence rather more an urelevance and distraction than a help to inter-
pretation.23 It is because Christ by his life, death, and resurrection has so
completely reversed the catastrophe of Adam, has done so by the acceptance
of death by choice rather than as punishment, and has thus completed the role
of dominion over all things originally intended for Adam, that the paradigm
is so inviting, and so *‘fitting” in the {irst place.

With Col. 1:15-20 the issues of “‘context ol meaning’ and *‘conceptu-
ality in transition” become most acute. Hopefully, for the purposes of con-
tinuing the dialogue, it can be accepted that the language used of Christ in
this hymn is determined by the application of Wisdom categories to him, or
by the identification of Christ with Wisdom if you like. This claim was

21. As in the most thorough recent attcmpt to refute the Adam christology cxegesis,
by C. A. Wanamaker, “Philippians 2:6-11: Son of God or Adamic Christology?” NTS§ 33
(1987) 179-93; here pp. 182-83. In such a briet response 1 must, regrettably, confine myself
to the specific point at which Wanamaker has criticized my Christology in the Making.
Wanamaker’s suggestion (192, n. 14) that I have changed my mind on the subject of Adam
christology fails lo appreciate that Christology at this point deals with the full sweep of Adam
christology, including the stage prior to Christ’s exaltation in which his Adamic role is one
of identification with tallen Adam (“sinful flesh,” Rom. 8:3 and Gal. 4:4) prior to his role as
“last (= resurrected) Adam’ (1 Cor. 15:45). Likewise L. D. Hurst, ‘‘Re-enter the Pre-existent
Churist in Philippians 2:5-11,"" NTS 32 (1986) 449-57, has not really taken my point that the
language including the aovists is drawn from the Adam story and gains its force by velation
to (and contrast with) that story. If the language has point as a conrrast to the Adam tale, it
does not require a precise one-to-one reference to Christ’s life or elements therein. Morc
general charaeteristics can then be gathered into language whose form is determined primarily
by the Adam reference, Christ’s story told in the “'shape” of Adam’s in order to show how
the damage was undone.

22. Christology in the Making, 119-20.

23. It might be pointed out that a Jesus who makes an Adamic choice is more of a model
for Christian behavior (Phil. 2:1-13) then a preexistent Christ; but that would be to broaden the
discussion beyond whalt is appropriale here. T suspect the same is true of 2 Cor. 8:9. R. P. Martin,
2 Corinthians (WBC 40; Dallas: Word. 1986) 263, rejects my line of inquiry cursorily but does
not engage with the considerations which still seem to me to carry some weight; here I may
simply refer to chapter 16 above, pp. 276-77
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documented in sufficient detail in Christology® and is not the issue in dispute.
The issues are twofold: What was the understanding of Wisdom within
Judaism prior to this use of it in reference to Christ? And what is the signif-
icance of its use in reference to Christ?25

On the first [ remain persuaded that the Wisdom figure i pre-Christian
Jewish writing functions within the context of Jewish monotheism and would
be understood by the great bulk of Jews as poetical description of divine
immanence, of God’s sell-revelation and interaction with his creation and his
people; it was a way of speaking of divine agency rather than of a divine
agent distinct from God in ontological terms. I do not want to become em-
broiled in debate on this particular issue here, since it would become too
involved and since the case set out in Christology | regard as still sound.>0
Let it sufficc to say that this i1s at least a plausible context of meaning for the
Colossian hymn; that is to say, it is at least quite likely that m reading ol
1:15-20 Paul and his readers had in mind the uvaderstanding of Wisdom as a
vivid personification of God’s immanence.

But if that was the context of meaning, then how would the hymn have
been understood? Not as an identification of Jesus with a divine being or agent
independent of or distinct from God. But more likely in pavallel to the way
ben Sira and Baruch identified Wisdom with the Torah (Sir. 24:23: Bar. 4:1)

- that is, as a way of expressing (he divine significance ol Jesus. that the
Creator God had revealed himself and his divine wisdom in and through jesus
as nowhere else. But this is where the difficulty of locating the text within a
developing “conceptuality in ransition” becomes so ditticult. With Col. 1-15-
20 are we still at the beginning of the transition {rom poetic personitication
to Jesus understood as “God.” or are we already some way 1ito the transition”
Some think the answer obvious: it is Christ, Jesus Messiah, to whom is
attributed a role in creation. But is that so clear? Or 1s this basically a farther

24. Christology in the Making, 165-66. 189-93.

25. Since there seems to have heen some confusion on the point, may I simply note: |
do not question that the Colossian hymn speaks of the preexisience of Christ: my question is
what that means; my answer, that it is the preexistence of Wisdom which is attributed to Christ,

26. Chrisrology in the wiaking, 168-76. 1 am encouraged by suppott an this point (rom
L. W. Hurtado, One God, One Lord: Early Christian Devotion and Ancient Jewish Monotheism
(London: SCM/Philadelphta: Fortress, 1988) ch. 2. particularly pp. 46-48. Hurtado criticizes
purticutarly Fossum (below n. 60Y at this point. but his relerence o Fossuin s incorrect. Equal
criticism ean, however, be leveled we AL L Huoltpren, Chrise and His Beacfits. Chrisiology and
Redemption in the New Testnnent (Phitadelphia: Fortress, 1987 7. who fuils 10 appreciate the
richness and vigor ol the poctical mmagery uscd by the Jowish wisdon wiiters. Nor am 1 sure
what &, H. Fuller, "“I'he ‘theology of Jesus or Christology? An Evaluation of the Recent
Discusston,” Serneia 30 (1984) 105-16, means by his distinction of Wisdon as “"an aspect within
the very being of God” (109). I agree, of course, that the Wisdom language invites resolution
in terms of some kind of distinction in God, bul that it was perceived to do so, expericnced as
a possible embarrassment for monotheism, s something which only emerped later — partly, |
would suggest, as a result ol using the language of a historical person. Jesus.
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example of the vigorous poetic imagery of Wisdom applied to Jesus? The fact
that the language could be used of Jesus without any perceived threat to
monotheism is surely significant here (cf. 1 Cor. 8:6).27 As also the facl that
the same hymn goes on to speak of “God in all his fullness choosing to dwell
in Christ” and ol his preeminence being the consequence of his resurrcction
(Col. 1:18-19).28

[ hope I am not being perverse or unnecessarily awkward. But it does
still seem to me that there are legitimate questions here. I do not advocate my
suggested exegesis as though that is necessarily the correct one, even as
historical exegesis. But it surely cannot be simply dismissed or ruled out of
order by anyone who recognizes the relevance and importance of the “‘context
of meaning” and “‘conceptuality in transition” issues and who allows the
possibility that Jewish understanding of Wisdom had not yet moved beyond
the character of poetic personification.

Probably the most striking example of failure to take account of histori-
cal context of meaning is the assumption made by several critics that the
exaltation of Jesus would have been understood to camry with it the clear
implication of Christ’s divine status and preexistence.?® Such an assumption
seems to ignore completely the fact that in the Judaism of the time several
historical [igures were being spoken of in terms of exaltation and of exercising
functions hitherto attributed to God alone without similar implications being
drawn — for example, Enoch, Elijah, Abel, Moses, and possibly Melchizedek.
The issue is more complex, as we shall see later. All I ask here is whether it
is so clear as some evidently think that talk of Jesus’ exaltation and sharing
in God’s judgment would ipso facto carry with it thought of Christ’s divinity
and preexistence. After all, Jewish writing toward the end of the first century
could still speak of Ezra and Baruch being taken up from earth to heaven

27. Balchin (above n. 10) follows the logic of “‘the plain meaning” by arguing that “The
dangerous implications would have been obvious to Paul’s monotheistic countrymen™ (p. 215).
He has no evidence for the assertion. On the contrary, it is the lack of such evidence and the
facl that language like Col. 1:15ff. could be used of Christ without any sense of threat to Jewish
monotheism at that slage, which continnes to reinforce my serious doubts that “the plain
meaning” is the meaning first intended and understood. Similarly with D. Brown, The Divine
Trinity (London: Duckworth, 1985), who criticizes me for ignoring “the possibility that Paul
may have attributed pre-existence to Christ without realizing all its implications” (p. 157). But
implications as perceived by whom and when? Implications are as relative as the language and
concepts used.

28. These latter points have not been addressed by critics who have assumed my questions
and suggestions could be answered simply by reference to the first half of the hymn. See also
my Dialogue (above n. 6), 54-64. Similar points could be made with reference to Heb. 1:3-4,
but my exegesis of that passage has not drawn much fire, and see now L. D. Hurst, “The
Christology of Hebrews [ and 2,”" in The Glory of Christ (see above n. 11), 151-64,

29. In chapter 16 above, p. 271, [ refer particularly to several contributors to the Guthrie
Festschrift (above n. 10). See also Cranfield (above n. 11), 274.
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without any such implications crossing the horizon (4 Ezra 14:9; 2 Bar. 13:3,
etc.). And the (final?) saying of Q could envisage the twelve participating in
final judgment, where it would be ridiculous to read in any idea ol them
thereby being understood as divine (Matt. 19:28/Luke 22:30; cf. 1 Cor. 6:2).
So too the argument that Jesus is divine because he forgave sins or pronounced
them forgiven (Mark 2:5-10) must reckon with similar authority being exer-
cised by his disciples (according to John 20:23).30 Even in the case of the
exalted Jesus dispensing the Spirit (Acts 2:33), it has to be recalled that this
function of Christ is understood by Luke as fulfillment of the Baptist’s ex-
pectation of an unknown (but apparently not divine)3! coming one (Acts 1:5;
Luke 3:16).32

More recently a critic boldly asserts that the term ““Son of God’’ and
the concept of “‘preexistence’” belong together in the New Testament (*‘the
two cannot be separated’’).33 As a description of Johannine christology this
is a wholly legitimate summary, but as a general description of “New Testa-
ment christology’ il begs far too many questions and ignores the range of
meaning and application for language of divine sonship in Jewish as well as
the wider thought forms of the times.34 Still more striking is the claim: “The
idea of apotheosis was acceptable to pagans of the centuries before and after
Christ, but to one who has lived in the light of the OT can it be anything but
a nonsense?’’3 This has point only if we take “apotheosis” in a strict sense.
But the plain fact is that there were not a few Jews at the time of Jesus to
whom the concept of apotheosis, or at least transformation into heavenly
being, was by no means a nonsense. We need not depend on the disreputable
case of Herod Agrippa (Acts 12:22). Enoch and Elijah had both been taken
to heaven according to OT tradition (Gen. 5:24; 2 Kgs. 2:11), and speculation
regarding Enoch gave a major emphasis to the idea of such a transformation
(Jub. 4:22-23; 1 En. 12-16; 2 En. 22:8). Similarly with regard to Adam in

30. For the wilder argumenis of R. Gruenler, New Appraaches (o Jesus and the Gospels
(Grand Rapids: Baker, 1982), which do not warrant the title “exegesis,” Lrmust be content simply
to refer to my response in chapter 16 above, pp. 273-74. Equally implausible is the argument
of P. B. Payne, *Jesus” lmplicit Claim o Deity in His Parables.™ Tvinity Journal 2 (1981) 3-23,
thal because Jesus in his parables used imagery which in the OT refers to God he meant it to
refer to himself and therefore thought ol himsel in some seuse as God — a double non-sequitur.
However, since 1L is not. properly speaking, pust of the dialogue with Christology in the Making,
I will simply refer to my bricf comments oo it in chapter 2 above (p. 38).

31. “The thong of whose sandals I am not worthy to untie” (Luke 3:16) presumably
indicates a difference in status of degree rather than of kind; to deny, as though thinkable, what
would be regarded as unthinkable (the comparability of status of a human being and a divine
figure) would be a mark of impiety, not of humility.

32, Puce M. M. B. Turner, “The Spirit of Christ and Christology,” in Christ the Lord
(above n. 10), 168-90 (particularly 182-83).

33, K. Runia, The Present-Day Christologicat Debate (Leicester: Inter-Varsity, 1984) 93,

34, See, e.g., Christology in the Making, ch. 1.

35. Cranfield, “Comments” (above n. 11), 275.
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the Testament of Abraham 11, not to mention Isaiah in the (probably Christian)
Ascension of Isaiah (particularly 9:30). In 2 Macc. 15:13 Jeremiah appears in
a vision as one ‘‘distinguished by his gray hair and authority, and of marvelous
majesty and authority.” And according to Josephus there was speculation as
to whether Moses had been taken or had returned to the “the deity” (Ant.
3.96f; 4.326).36 This is the historical context within which emerged the par-
ticular claims of christology (arising out of the resurrection of Christ). To
disregard that context so completely leaves any argument which does so
without exegetical credibility and undermines any Christian apologetic using
such an argument.

If some have failed to grasp the method used in Christology in the
Making and what it means for exegesis, others seem to have misunderstood
its objective. In one case3? the brief review description fits quite well a
principal emphasis of my earlier Unity and Diversity in the New Testament.38
But it bears little resemblance to Christology. So much so that I am still not
sure which of the two volumes the reviewer intended to describe.3®

Much more serious and damaging has been the double critique of Carl
Holladay, first in his JBL review, and then in a followup article in NovT.40 1
have already replied in some detail4! and will have to refer those interested
in a more detailed response to that article with its regrettably necessary
somewhat forthright counter-critique. Here 1 will confine myself to one of
Holladay’s main points, which has been echoed more recently by Hurtado.42
The charge is (in Hurtado's terms) that I arbitrarily and incorrectly ignored
the pagan religious traditions of the Greco-Roman period, a charge to which
I am vulnerable particularly because I dated the emergence of the Christian
doctrine of the incarnation late in the first century C.E., when there would

36. See further Hurtado (above n. 26), 56-63.
37. G. L. Bray, “Recent Trends in Christology,” Themelios 12/2 (1987) 52-56 (here
. 53).
g 38. Unity and Diversity in the New Testament (London: SCM, 1977).

39. L. E. Keck, “Toward the Renewal of New Testament Christology,” NTS 32 (1986)
362-77, warns that ‘‘inquiring who first spoke of Christ’s pre-existence is no substirute (or trying
to understand what doing so entails” (p. 374). I should not assume. however, that this is aimed
at my Christology, since one of my concerns throughout is precisely "to undersiand what” use
of preexisience language for Christ “entails.”

40.JBL 101 (1982): “New Testament Christology: A Consideration of Dunn’s Christology
in the Making,” NovT 25 (1983) 257-78. reprinted in Christology and Exegesis: New Approaches,
ed. R. Jewel, Semeia 30 (1984) 65-82 (I cite the utle as given in the Semeia volume). The
contribution by A. Segal in the same volume. *Pre-esistence and Incarnation: A Response to
Dunn and Holladay,” 83-95. presupposes Holladay’s critique, is also weakened by a less than
adequate appreciation of the scope and objective of Christology in the Making (83-85), and fails
to appreciate the nuances of a ““conceptuality in transition” (*'Dunn wants to place everything
of importance 1o christology in Jesus’ self-consciousness,™ 89).

41. Chapter 18 above.

42. One God (see above n. 26), 6.
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have been several decades during which Christian thinking in this area could
have been directly influenced by pagan cults and myths.

Were the point simply that I had not provided anything like a thorough
investigation of what we may call here simply “‘pagan parallels,” it is, ol
course, wholly accurate. But that was not my objective. Nor was [ attempting
some grandiose overview of how divine-human interaction was conceived in
the world of antiquity.43 However desirable such an overview, it is not in my
competency to provide it. My concern in Christology was, and is, much more
limited: to trace the emergence of the Christian idea of incarnation from inside
(not the emergence of the concept of “incamation” per se); to [ollow the
course of development (whether organic or evolutionary), as best as possible,
whereby the concept of Christ’s incarnation came to conscious cxpression in
Christian thought.* As a student of the New Testament, not unnaturaily. it
was primarily an exegetical lask | set myself — the task of exegeting the most
importan{ New Testament passages on the subject.

That involved no “bias against pagan traditions’’4> — another charge I
found puzzling and misdirected.46 On the contrary, chapter 2 draws on such
traditions to demonstrate how broadly consistent within Greco-Roman as well
as Jewish circles was the context of meaning of the key concept “son of God.”
And 1 find it difficult to understand how Holladay could accuse me of radically
divorcing early Christianity from its environment4’ when the discussion of
(probably) the most important chapters, 6 and 7, is very much about a Hel-
lenistic-Jewish sophia and logos speculation which demonstrated to what
considerable degree Hellenistic Judaism was part of and indebted to the
broader Hellenistic thought world. At this point I really did begin to wonder

43. “It makes no concerted effort at systematic investigation of comparable notions in
the world of late antiquity” (Holladay, 78).

44. T can see now thal my italicization of 1he final sentence of §3.3 ol Chrivtology wr the
Makiig (p. 22) may have been misleading on this point: amd for this | apologize. The aim ol
$3 should have been elear, however (it is repeated in the next sentence). The summary of §32.1
(Christofogy, 351-53) would probably reinloree the misunderstanding, but is intended. of course,
as a swnmary ol the study wctually carried out. Readers should therefare note that the Tirst of
the agenda guestions asked on pp. 5-6 of Christology is more circumseribed than at [irst appears
by the lact that | regurd the primary context for earlicst Christianity as Judaism, including
Hellenistic Judaism. See also chapier 2 above

45. Holladay (above n. 40), p. 76.

40. Perhaps 1 should repeat that my occasional reference to *popular superstition™ was
not intended as a Christian “put-down™ (a similar criticism is made by F M. Young in Theology
84 1981 304), but as an echo of a common attitude among intellectuals in 1he Greeo-Roman
world, Cf. fur exanple G. W, Bowersock, "Greek Inteficctuals and the Imperal Cult in the
Second Century A..," in Le culie des souverains dans U Emipire Romain (Geneva, 1973) 179-206:
““As far as can be told, in the age from Augustus to Constantinw. no person in the Roman empive
addressed a prayer to a monarch, alive or dead™ (p. 180), “Domitian’s claim to be dens was a
genuine outrage” (p. 199). Note also Christology in the Making, 251-52,

47. Holladay (above n. 40), 76.
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whether Holladay had some other book in mind, since the book he was
criticizing seemed to bear so little resemblance to what I wrote, or whether
he had read much beyond chapter 2148

“Context of meaning,” of course, does not imply that every religious
attitude, practice, and form wherever expressed in the ancient world may have
had equal influence on earliest Christianity. It hardly needs arguing that there
will have been a more immediate context of meaning within the much broader
context of meaning. In the case of Christianity that more immediate context
is certainly Judaism, including Hellenistic Judaism. This is quickly and fully
borne out by each of the lines of inquiry pursued in the chapters of Christology
in the Making. I do not mind confessing that it was principally because the
emergence of the Christian doctrine of incarnation, as expressed in the New
Testament texts, found such ready and such complete explanation within that
context (however the exegetical issues of texts like Col. 1:15-20 are resolved)
that it seemed unnecessary and superfluous (not least given the length of the
book) to look further.4® In such study as I made of the broader context I found
no cause even to suspect that there might have been any other or more dircct
influence.30 Nor have I had my attention drawn, by Holladay or Hurtado, to
any other more direct influence from “pagan cults and myths’* (that is, other
than through Hellenistic Judaism). I am certainly open to persuasion on the
subject and would willingly discuss potentially significant texts like Justin,
Apologia 1.20-22. But so far no one has tricd to persuade me — by docu-
mented evidence at least.

A major problem about having to complete a manuscript and go to press
is that new items of major relevance come to hand in the period between the
completion of the manuscript and its publication. Reviewers, if they so choose,
can then indulge in some point-scoring by observing that the later volume has
not taken note of the earlier publication. Thankfully I did not suffer too much
on that account. Alternatively there are books which appear after one’s own
but which propose alternative theses or marshal other material of such rele-
vance to one’s own discussion that one cannot but regret having been unable

48. According to his JBL review (above n. 40), “Non-NT texts from Jewish and Greco-
Roman backgrounds are treated, but only indirectly” (pp. 610-11). I accept the reference to
Greco-Roman texts as fair comment. For the rest, words fail me!

49, In chapter 16 above, pp. 275-78, 1 express the point in terms of the “*limited horizons™
of the first Christian writers in contrast to the unlimited overview possible to us of later
generations. The point is well taken by P. R. Keifert, “Interpretive Paradigms: A Proposal
Conceming New Testament Christology,” Semeia 30 (1984) 203- 4 (here 206-7). See also above
n. 6.

50. The preliminary survey summarized in Christology in the Making, 19-22, provided
little encouragement to look in another direction. Of course [ took fully into account the main
hypothesis of the past two or three generations — viz., the Gnostic Redeemer myth (see the
index of Christology).
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to take fuller account of them before letting one’s own manuscript go. But
such is the nature of the dialogue by article and book, and the possibility of
continuing the dialogue here at least enables me to make some amends in at
least two cases.

I have in mind first S. Kim'’s The Origin of Paul’s Gospel.”! Kim’s thesis
provides a welcome reassertion of the importance of Paul’s conversion, or
shall we say simply, Damascus road experience, as a central and formative
influence on Paul’s theology. The only trouble is that he “*goes over the top.”
For he not only maintains that central features of Paul’s christology and
soteriology were derived from the Damascus road event, but he is even
prepared to argue that they were formed to a considerable extent in that event
itself. Where this bears on the discussion of my Christology is in the consid-
erable amount Kim builds on the “‘image” language of 2 Cor. 4:4. Paul not
only recognized Christ to be *‘the image of the invisible God,” but also as
“the em-bodi-ment [sic] of the divine glory’’; and the experience must im-
mediately have led Paul to Dan. 7:13, because he too had seen a heavenly
figurc “like a son of man” just as Daniel did.>2 But the logic is not entirely
sound. Others saw visions of glorious figures (angels, Enoch, Adam, etc.)
without the corollary of divinity being drawn, as we have already noted. And
Kim’s treatment of Dan. 7:13 takes no account of the considerations which
proved decisive for me in chapter 3 of Christology.>3 Even with the “image”
language itself (2 Cor. 4:4) it is by no means so clear that the thought is of
(divine) Wisdom rather than of (human) Adam, given that the context has in
view a growing Christian conformity to that image (2 Cor. 3:18), which seems
to tie in much more closely to the Adam christology of Rom. 8:29 and 1 Cor.
15:45-49. Kim in fact seems to be in some danger of amalgamating a number
of different motifs into another of those twentieth-century constructs (like the
Gnostic Redeemer myth or the ““divine man”) so beloved of scholars looking
for a source for earliest Christian theology. Without for a moment denying
that the Damascus road encounter was a formative factor of the first signifi-
cance in shaping Paul’s theology, or that there is a very complex interrelation
between the different motifs just mentioned, I remain unpersuaded by Kim’s
attempt to concertina such major developments in first-century christology
into that single event.>*

51. The Origin of Paul'’s Gospel (WUNT 2/4; Tiibingen: Mohr, 1981).

52. Kim (above n. 51), 226, 227, 251.

53. Of course Kim did not have Christology in the Making to hand either. But it is
suewid surprising it in his later monograph, “The "Son of Man™ " us the Sou of God (WUNT
30; Tbingen: Mohr. 1983). he pays no attention whatsoever to Christelugy, or, much more
important, 1o the discussion by M. Casey, The Son of Man.: The Interprettion and Influence of
Daniel 7 (London: SPCK, 1980).

54. See further my critique of Kim in “* ‘A Light to the Gentiles": Thc Significance of
the Damascus Road Christophany for Paul,” in The Glory of Christ (sce above n. 11) 251-66.
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My principal regret with regard to Christology is that I had been unable to
take proper account of the work of Christopher Rowland. I should have been
alive to his Cambridge Ph.D. thesis (1974),55 as Kim was, but his 1979 and 1980
articles>® only reached me when the manuscript was complele and at proof stage
(in pre-word-processor days that meant a text incapable of significant revision),
and the major publication which emerged from his thesis did not appear till
1982.57 This meant that I also failed to give enough attention to an important
strand in Jewish apocalyptic and merkabah mysticism in which visions of a
glorious archangel are prominent.58 The point is that the christological issue can
no longer be posed simply in terms of whether Christ was thought of as an
angel.59 Nor is it simply a question of whether the exalted Jesus was seen in
angelomorphic terms, as is clearly the case in the vision of Rev. 1:13-16. The
importance of Rowland’s work has been to raise the question as to whether there
was already in pre-Christian Judaism some kind of bifurcation in the conception
of God. In particular, the similarity in description between Ezek. 1:26 (God) on
the one hand, and Ezek. 8:2 and Dan. 10:5-6 (a glorious angel) on the other,
suggests as one possibility a readiness on the part of at least some to envisage a
merging, or transfer, of divine attributes between God and a grand vizier angel,
or a “splitting in the way in which divine functions are described.”¢0 All this
would make excellent sense as the context ol meaning of Rev. 1:13-14, with its
merging of features from the Ezekiel 1 and Daniel 10 visions as well as from
both figures of the Dan. 7:9-14 vision (*‘one like a son of man,” and ancient of
days — hair like pure white wool).5!

As should be already clear, I have found this whole line of investigation
very fruitful, and it has continued to influence my own further studies in the
area of earliest christology, as I shall indicate in the next section. A full
discussion of Rowland’s and Fossum’s work is beyond the scope of this
chapter, but a few brief comments are probably in order. Three main questions
arise. (1) How significant is it that the clearest evidence of influence from
this strand of Jewish conceptuality comes in Revelation — itself one of the
latest of the New Testament writings? Does it indicate a very early stage in

55. The Influence of the First Chapter of Ezekiel on Jewish and Early Christian Literature.

56. See Christology in the Making, 392.

57. The Open Heaven: A Siudy of Apocalyptic in Judaism and Early Christianity (London:
SPCK, 1982).

58. 1. Gruenwald, Apocalyptic and Merkabah Mysticism (Leiden: Brill, 1980), also
reached me too late; as also R. Bauckham, “The Worship of Jesus in Apocalyptic Christianity,”
NTS 27 (1980-81) 322-41.

59. Hurtado (above n. 26), 73, justifiably criticizes me on this score.

60. Rowland, Heaven (above n. 57) 94-113 (here p. 96). See also J. E. Fossum, The Name
of God and the Angel of the Lord (WUNT 36; Tiibingen: Mohr, 1985).

61. The [cature is consistent with others in Revelation — particularly the fact that the
Lamb shares the throne (7:17; 22:1) and that both the Lord God and the soon coming Christ
call themselves “Alpha and Omega” (1:8; 22:13).
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developing christology, or another expression of the very vigorous movement
of thought in this area which seems to have characterized both Jewish and
Christian understanding of divine self-revelation particularly in the decades
following the disaster of A.D. 70762 (2) How much of the similarity of language
used of glorious figures who appeat in apocalyptic and mystical visions 1s
due to the fact that there was, perhaps inevitably, a limited stock of imagery
available for such descriptions? In other words, may it not be that the similarity
of language betokens nothing more than a common dependence on a limited
number of traditional formulas or hallowed phrases used in the literary de-
scription of such visions, “‘a cliche-like description of a heavenly being” 763
To what extent in these descriptions was there a deep reflection on the being
of God, rather than conformity to a genre pattern? I do not pretend to know
the answers to these questions, but I do think they have to be asked, and if
necessary left open.64 The last question raises another line of questioning.
(3) Does the language used in these visions, or the appearance of an angel
“in whom God’s name dwells,” really signify a bifurcation in God within the
conceptuality of pre-Christian Judaism?65 Can we, should we, recognize some
sort of diversification within the divine unity, a kind of “‘binitarianism’ already
in Jewish thought before christology as such emerged? Alternatively ex-
pressed, is Rev. 1:13-14 simply a further expression of the sort of thing that
had been happening for some time in Jewish apocalyptic and mysticism, or
does it nark some new stage or departure or quantum leap, in that this language
was now being used of one who had lived on earth within living memory?
The question is similar to that which has to be posed with regard particularly
to the figure of Wisdom in pre-Christian Judaism. And I suspect the answer
is the same: that for Jews sensitive of the need to maintain their monotheism
within a polytheistic world, such language was not perceived as a threat to
their fundamental confession that “The Lord our God is one Lord” (Deut.
6:4).% Tt is to Hurtado’s credit that he has seen and discussed the issue so

62. See Chrisiology in the Making, §3. Fossum (above n. 60) assembles the material for
his discussion from such a broad canvas of time and context that it is very difficult to draw him
into a dialogue on development and on conceptuality in transition,

63. W. Zimmerli, Ezekiel ] (Hermeneia;, Philadelphia: Fortiess, 1979) 236, cited by
Hurtado (above n. 26), 76.

64, Cf. Bauckham (above n. 58): “the glory of all angels to some extent resembles the
glory of their Maker”” (327).

65. Eg., in Apoc. Abr. the angel Jacel, “a power by virtue of the ineffable name that
dwells in me” (10:2) and described in the samce sott of powerful bnagery (11:2), is alss noted
as worshiping God (17:2, 6ff.).

66. Rowland argues the parallel with Jewish Wisdom speculation the other way: “What
we have here is the beginning of a hypostatic development similar to that connected with divine
attributes [ike God’s word and wisdom” (Heaven, above n. 57, p. 100). But 1 suspect that Jewish
monotheists would have found the talk of ““hypostatic development™ meaningless and denied
what it attempts to affirm.
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much in these terms, and I find myself very much in sympathy with his main
conclusions.®7

We will have to return to the subject below. But perhaps we may
conclude here by simply noting that the angelomorphic description of the
exalted Christ, which is certainly a feature of Revelation and which certainly
came to powerful lasting expression in the Byzantine Pantocrator, does not
seem otherwise to have provided the high road for developing christological
thought in the intervening period.

I

Since the first edition of Christology my understanding of the beginnings of
christology has itself developed and become further clarified — not least as
a consequence of having had to interact with the critical responses discussed
above. The value of dialogue is in part that it forces dialogue partners to
sharpen their insights, to reformulate points which have miscarried or been
misunderstood, and to tackle issues which they had previously left fuzzy. But
in part also that it requires revision of previously inadequate formulations and
opens the mind to fresh insights and to alternative or complementary or fuller
perspectives. This I regard as the value and necessity of the collegial enterprise
of scholarship and, if it does not sound too pretentious, of the common search
for truth. In the present case I can briefly indicate three developments in my
own understanding of ‘“Christology in the Making” which should now be
incorporated into Christology in the Making to provide a more complete and
up-to-date expression of my views.

It soon became clear to me that I had given too little attention to John’s
Gospel. I had been too easily content to conclude that with John 1:14 the idea of
incarnation had been clearly expressed, so that after a careful study of that verse
in context there was little need for a fuller investigation of John’s Gospel. The
decisive step had been taken, and as a New Testament investigation the study of
the emergence of the doctrine of incarnation was more or less complete. The
question is certainly raised as to how the Fourth Evangelist held together the
Wisdom/Logos christology of the Prologue and the Son of God christology of
the rest of the Gospel,8 but left hanging, That is obviously unsatisfactory, and
the lingering dissatisfaction on this point, compounded with the sharpened
perspective provided by Gruenwald and Rowland, pointed the way forward.®®

67. Hurtado (above n. 26), ch. 4, with critique of Rowland and Fossurn on pp. 85-90.
68. See Christology in the Making, 244-45.
69. What follows is a summary of the main line of argument in chapter 21 below.
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Part of the context of meaning of the Fourth Gospel is provided by the
visionary and speculative concerns of Jewish apocalypse and mysticism. At
this period there was considerable interest in the possibility of gaining
heavenly knowledge through visions and ascents to heaven. Such ascents are
attributed to Enoch, Moses, Abraham, Adam, Levi, Baruch, and Isaiah.70 And
the practice of merkabah mysticism, particularly the desire to experience for
oneself a mystical ascent to or revelation of the throne of God, is too well
attested for the first-century period to be ignored.”! A similar concern is
reflected in the Fourth Gospel: both in the repeated inquiry as to Jesus’ origin
— the Evangelist’s answer, of course, is ‘‘from heaven” (see particularly
6:41-42; 7:27-29, 42, 52; 8:23; 9:29; 19:9) — and in the distinctively Johan-
nine emphasis on Jesus as the revealer of heavenly knowledge, both as the
Son of Man who has come down from heaven (3:12-13; 6:61-62) and the Son
of God sent from heaven (1:17-18, 49-51; 3:10-13, 32; 7:16-18, etc.). John’s
objective at this point is clearly to focus such yearnings on Jesus: he alone
has seen God and can thus make him known (1:18); the true Israelite will
recognize that the Son of man is the only link between heaven and earth
(1:47-51); ““no one has ascended into heaven bul he who descended from
heaven, the Son of man” (3:13); “he who comes from heaven is above all
and bears witness to what he has seen and heard”” (3:31-32); no one has seen
the Father except he who is from God; he has seen the Father” (6:45-46); etc.
Here the language of divine agency’? is centered on Christ in an exclusive
way as a major point of Christian polemic, apologetic, or evangelism.

What also becomes clear is that John is using this complex of motifs in
order to present Jesus as the self-revelation of God. The exclusiveness of the
claim made for Christ’s revelatory significance means that he also transcends
such other claimants to heavenly knowledge and divine agency by the unique-
ness of his relationship with the Father and by the closeness of continuity
between the Father and the Son. He and the Father are one (10:30). To see
him is to see the Father (12:45; 14:9). He embodies the glory of God (1:14;
12:41). He utters the divine “1 am™ (particularly 8:28, 58; 13:19). The Son’s
obedience to the Father is not so much a way of expressing his subordination
to God, as though that were already an issue; it is more a way of expressing
the authority and validity of the Son’s revelation of the Father, the continuity
between the Father and the Son (5:17; 10:28-29; 14:10).73

But this is simply to elaborate in other terms what the Prologue says by

70. Details in chapter 20 below, p. 359.

71. Details in chapter 20 below, pp. 359-61.

72. See particularly J. A. Bithner, Der Gesandte und sein Weg im 4. Evangelium (Tiibin-
gen: Mohr, 1977).

73. Cf. particularly M. L. Appold, The Oneness Motif in the Fourth Gospel (WUNT 1,
Tiibingen: Mohr, 1976).
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means of its Wisdom/Logos language: as the incarnate Logos Jesus is the
self-expression of God, God’s own *‘self-exegesis” to his human creatures
(1:18); as the Son of God he reveals the Father. In other words the question left
hanging at the end of the brief study of John’s Gospel in Christology about the
relation between the Wisdom/Logos christology of the Prologue and the Son of
God christology elsewhere in the Gospel can be resolved. Not by concluding that
they are two divergent and incompatible christologies, but by recognizing that
in the Fourth Evangelist’s hands they are mutually complementary. Behind the
Son language of John is not a concern to distinguish Jesus from God, by
subordination or however. It is not a concern with relationship between the
Father and the Son in that sense. The concern is rather to make clear that the Son
is the authentic, the only authentic representation of God to humankind. He is
God’s wisdomy/self-revelation incarnate. ‘““The Fourth Evangelist really did
intend his Gospel to be read through the window of the prologue.”74 To avoid
confusion, therefore, it would be better to speak of the Johannine Christ as the
incarnation of God, as God making himself known in human flesh, not as the
incarnation of the Son of God (which seems to be saying something other).”5
It also becomes clear from John’s Gospel, to a degree I had not appre-
ciated when I wrote Christology, that the main issue at that period was
monotheism. Was Christianity a monotheistic faith from the beginning ?7¢ The
question arises precisely because the development of christology was part of
(a) broader movement(s) of thought within the Judaism of the first century
and early second-century period. As we can now see, such reflection about
translated patriarchs, glorious angels, and heavenly wisdom was bound, sooner
or later, to put severe strain on Jewish monotheism, on the fundamental Jewish
belief in the oneness of God. But when did that strain become apparent, and
when did it become severe? I still see no evidence from the period prior to
the end of the first century that Jews in general, including Christian Jews,
perceived it as a threat to their monotheistic faith; and [ am delighted to find
Hurtado in agreement.”” Patriarchs were glorified, not deified; the glorious

74. Chapter 20 below. p. 370. P. Schoonenberg uses this as a springboard for further
theological reflection in his Bellarmine Lecture, “A Sapiental Reading of John’s Prologue:
Some Reflections on Views of Reginald Fuller and James Dunn,” Theology Digest 33 (1986)
403-21.

75. For Matthew [ may refer to an important thesis of one of my postgraduates, David
Kupp, Matthew's Emmanuel (Cambridge: Cambridge University, 1996).

76. Hence the title of the article which was my first attempt to reorder the findings of
Christology in the Making as a way of answering this question — **Was Christianity a Mono-
theistic Faith from the Beginning?”’ (chapter 20 below). The importance of the issue came home
to me particularly in my debate with M. Wiles (chapter 15 above).

77. This, indeed, is one of Hurtado’s main theses (above n. 26). In distinction from my
Christology in the Making he limits his discussion to “‘the very first few years of Christianity,
when it was thoroughly dominaled by Jews and functioned as a sect of ancient Judaism” (p. 6).
That is a description which actually takes us more or less up to the end of the first century, at
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angel forbade worship or joined in the worship; Wisdom was domesticated
as Israel’s Torah. Similarly in Paul: Jesus is Lord, but God is still his God
(“the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ”); his super-exaltation is *‘to
the glory of God the Father™ (Phil. 2:11); he can be confessed as mediator in
greation in the same breath as the confession that God is one (I Cor. 8:6): he
is divine Wisdom, firstborn from the dead, indwelled by God — all in one
hymn (Col. 1:15-20).78 All this makes me question whether it is historically
justified (o speak of a binitarianism or bifurcation in the conception of God
in Jewish thought in the period prior to the end of the first century A.D. Here
again the “concepfuality in transition” point needs Lo be taken with all seri-
ousness. We may say where certain trends were leading — or, to be more
accurate, where certain trends in the event led. That tells us nothing of the
self-understanding involved at the different stages within these trends. And
the crucial point for us is that al no time prioy 10 the end of the {irst century,
so lar as we can lell, was there any sense of mutual incompatibility or
self-contradiction within the Jewish and earlicst Christian understanding of
God and ol the various forms of divine agency.

Itis equally clear, however, that such sivains were becoming apparenl at the
cnd of the lirst century. 4 Ezra 8:20-2 1 seems 1o be directed against claims (o be
able (o see God and describe God’s throne: the rabbinic polemic against an-
gelology probably goes back o our period; there are explicit cationary notes
concerning the chariot chapter in the Mishnah: and the apostasy ol Elisha ben
Abuyah in recognizing a second divine power in heaven, thus denying the unity
ol God, 18 remembered as o notorious episode from this period in rabbinic
wadition.™ Here 100, however, the most striking altestation comes in the Fourth
Gospel. For it is precisely the Johannine claim that Jesus, as the incarnate
self-revelation of God, can himself be called “God” which evidently proved
unacceptable to “‘the Jews” of John's time (John 5:18; 10:33).80

Jeast so far as the New Testament documcnts themsclves are concerned. So far as [ can see, it
was only when monotheism was perceived to have become an issuc that the final split between
Christianity and rabbinic Judaism became inevitable and unavoidable.

78. Contrast again Balchin (above n. 27).

79. Details in chapter 21 below, pp. 360-61.

80. | am not really persuaded by Hurtado's argument that the Christian mutation ol the
ancient uoderstanding of divine ngency had a “bimtarian shape™ more or less Irom the first
(above n. 26, pp. 99-114), For all thal there was praise. invocation. acclamation of the exalted
Clirist from very carly on, il is less clear thal we can speak of warship of Christ as such prior
to, significantly, the Fourth Gospel (John 20:28) and Revelation (Rev. 5:8, 11-14, ele.). The
carlier devotional practices were evidently nol ver seen as n goalification, or threat i mone
theism; that presumably means thal they were sl nnderstood by Christian and other Jews as
within the bounds of what wis acceplable — a ransmuration under way. 1o be sure, bul whether
already deserving the deseniption “hinjtuian™ is another question. That apart, | naturally wel-
come Hunado's emphasis on the importance and thealogy-generative characier of the earlicst
Cluistiuns’ rehigious experience (114-24, partienlarly 121), conducive as it is to the main theme
al my Jesus and the Spivit (London: SCM, 1975).



Foreword to the Second Edition of Christology in the Making 311

It would appear then that the period between the Jewish revolts (A.D.
70-132) saw an escalation or intensification in Jewish (including Jewish-Chris-
tian) reflection on knowledge of God and divine agency — including talk of
glorious angels bearing the divine name, the quest for heavenly ascent and
vision of the divine throne, further speculation about the manlike figure in
Daniel 7,31 and the developing Christian devotion to Jesus and reflection on
the divine significance of Jesus.82 The rabbis in the post-70 decades began to
see this exploration of the limits of acceptable monotheism as no longer
acceptable, as increasingly a threat to the unity of God. And this seems to
have been a major factor in their successful attempt to define Judaism much
more tightly and to draw a much tighter boundary round Judaism thus rede-
fined. What needs to be remembered here, however, is that what was thereby
excluded or put under heavy suspicion was not simply emerging Christianity
but also these other strains of apocalyptic and mystical Judaism. The Christian
assessment of Jesus by John belongs within a broader spectrum of Judaism,
where such exploration of ways of conceptualizing God’s self-revelation was
acceptable and not perceived as a threat to God’s oneness. But it also belongs
to that transition of conceptuality and understanding where the strongest voices
within Judaism were beginning to see such theological and spiritual innovation
as just such a threat.

At the same time it has to be made clear that the Fourth Evangelist
himself would not have shared that view. He evidently continued to believe,
as those before him, that such reflection was consistent with Jewish mono-
theism. Even such talk applied to one who had been alive just sixty or seventy
years ago need not be seen as a threat to God’s unity, If this thesis is correct
it brings to focus several points of considerable importance. A make-or-break
issue between emerging rabbinic Judaism and emergent Christianity was the
significance attributed to Jesus, in particular the conviction on the part of the
rabbis that Christian claims for Jesus were now becoming too much of a threat
to the primary Jewish confession that God is one. Within the post-70 context
of broader Jewish speculation the exclusive claims made particularly by the
Fourth Evangelist and his circle were seen as too adventurous or too ir-
responsible to be tolerated; it had to become a choice between living as a Jew
and affirming such claims for Christ. John himself, however, saw the claims
he expressed as simply a focusing of these other speculations on Jesus and
as no more a threat to monotheism than they had been previously. His chris-

81. I include here not only 4 Ezra 13, but also John's Gospel and Revelation, and probably
1 En. 37-72; the degree to which the Son of man speculation of the Similitudes of Enoch ““fits”
within the other Son of man speculation which we know belongs to that period strongly suggests
that / En. 37-72 should likewise be dated to this period — that is. post 70 (see above n. 1).

82. 1s it significant that at about the same time the emperor Domitian caused outrage by
claiming to be deus rather than divus (see Bowersock, above n. 46, 198-99)7
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tology was still essentially an elaboration of Wisdom christology — Christ as
the embodiment (incarnation) of God’s self-revelation.83

If there is anything in this then it has important corollaries for our
understanding of the continuing development of christology in the period
following John, and indeed for our understanding of the classic doctrines of
God and Christ, The first great christological battle of the Christian period
was not over docetism (Ignatius) or modalism (Tertullian); it was over mono-
theism. The issue was whether in applying such earlier speculation about
divine revelation to Christ, and thus developing it further, Christianity had
moved beyond the bounds of acceptable diversity within Jewish monotheism
— whether, in a word, Christianity was still after all a monotheistic faith. As
we have just noted, the dominant Jewish view was that Christianity had lost
this struggle; it had succumbed to an unacceptable view of God; it was no
Jonger monotheistic; it believed that there were two divine powers in heaven;
it was (together with other Jewish subgroups) now a Jewish heresy. But in
Christian eyes the battle which the Fourth Gospel represents was a victory
for monotheism — for monotheism redefined, but monotheism nonetheless.
Christ was the incarnate Logos, a self-manifestation of God, the one God
insofar as he could make himself known in human flesh — not the incarnation
of a divine power other than God. Christianity was still monotheistic; the only
difference was the belief that this God had manifested himself in and as human
flesh; this Jesus now provided a definitive ““‘window” into the one God; he
was (and is) “God” as the self-manifestation of God, not as one somehow
other than God.

[t is of crucial importance to Christianity that this issue was the first
major christological dispute to be resolved, that Christianity, at least as rep-
resented by John, faced up to this challenge to its self-understanding and
resolved it within a monotheistic framework. The claim, of course, 1s still
disputed by both Jews and Islam, for whom Christianity is irretrievably poly-
theistic, or at least bitheistic or tritheistic — believing in two or three gods,
But in the face of the temptation to abandon monotheism and the charges that
it had done so, Christianity continued to maintain that its belief in Christ
amounted only to an accommodation within earlicr monotheistic faith, or,
more precisely, a fuller appreciation of monotheism in the light of God’s
self-revelation in Christ. This battle over monotheism has been largely lost
sight of in studies of the early christological debates, partly because it falls

83, Against Wiles, then (see chapter 15 above, pp. 261-63, 265-67), 1 want to emphasize,
more than [ do in Christology in the Making, the continuity between the Fourth Evangelist’s
chrislology and both what preceded John — here 1 am close to J. A. T. Robinson, “Dunn on
John,” Theology 85 (1982) 332-38 — and the “orthodox’ christology which built on John. But
see also M. Wiles, ““Person or Personification? A Patristic Debate about Logos,” in The Glory
of Christ (above n. 11) 281-89.
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awkwardly into the gap between the New Testament and the patristic era, and
partly because it was regarded as having been already won and settled by the
subsequent apologists.®8* That presumably is why the first internal debates
which capture the attention in the second and third centuries are those which
take for granted the deity of Christ (docetism and modalism), and why Logos
christology is the high road of developing Christian orthodoxy:.

The importance of this issue (Christianity as monotheistic) having been
faced and won is, not least, that it enables us the better to understand the later
developments in christological dogma, For it was only at Nicea that the
hitherto dominant Logos christology gave way to the dominance of Son of
God language. With Logos christology the emphasis is essentially the same
as that in John’s Gospel — on the continuity between the Father and the Son,
since the Son is the Word, the self-expression of God. With that emphasis
having become established beyond peradventure, that is, christology as an
expression of Christian monotheism, the debate could move on to the tricky
question of the relationship between the Father and the Son. But this is a shift
of emphasis, not any kind of abandoning of the monotheistic position already
so firmly established. The point can often be lost sight of (like the earlier
debate about monotheism) and attention be focused too quickly on the
awkwardness and, to our eyes, artificiality of the Nicene and subsequent
creedal formulations. And an emphasis on Christ as the Son, independent of
that earlier Logos christology, can easily become in effect an expression of
the very bitheism or tritheism of which Judaism and Islam accuse Christianity.
It 1s of crucial importance for a right appreciation of Christian orthodoxy,
therefore, to bear in mind that Father/Son trinitarian language has to be read
and understood within the context of Christian monotheism. If the creedal Son
of God language is not understood as an expression of Logos christology, it
is misunderstood.8

A final point of importance is the bearing of all this back on the inter-
pretation of the same key New Testament christological texts which provided
the focus of Christology in the Making and which have been so much at the
center of the continuing dialogue. What the dialogue soon brought home to
me with increasing strength is the serious danger to Christian monotheism
unperceived by several at least of my critics. The importance of setting these
texts within the historical context of meaning and of recognizing conceptuality
in transition is indicated by the correlative recognition that these developments

84. 1 have in view the internal debates within Christian self-understanding. The Jewish-
Christian option of Jesus as prophet or adoptionism was regarded (no longer) as a viable option
for Christian faith and treated as a heresy. That is, options which might have made possible the
continued unity of Jew and Christian were dismissed in mutual recrimination and in charge and
countercharge of heresy.

85. The point is developed in chapter 15 above, pp. 264-69.
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in earliest christology took place within and as an expression of Jewish-Chris-
tian monotheism. In contrast, the too quick resort to the “obvious’ or “plain”
meaning actually becomes in some cases a resort to a form of bitheism or
tritheism. So, for example, the assumption that the Logos of John 1:1 can be
substituted by “‘Christ,”86 or the argument that Col, 1:15 would have been
intended by Paul as a description of Chuist, that is, of Jesus Messiah.87 In
contrast, classic orthodoxy is that Jesus Christ is he whom the Word of God
became in the incarnation. The mistake, or so it seems to me, is the equivalent
of treating *“‘person’ in the trinitarian formula (““one substance, three per-
sons”) as ‘“‘person’ in the sense that we now understand ““person,’”” or, more
to the point, in the way that Jesus of Nazareth was a person. If the preexistent
Word of God, the Son of God, is a person in that sense, then Christianity is
unavoidably tritheistic.88 And if we take texts like Col. 1:15ff. as straightfor-
ward descriptions of the Jesus who came [rom Nazareth, we are committed
to an interpretation of that text which has broken clearly and irrevocably from
monotheism. Likewise if we assume that the Father/Son language of John’s
Gospel has in view more the relationship between the Father and the Son (of
Nicene and post-Nicene concern) than the continuity of Logos christology (of
pre-Nicene concern) we lose sight of the primary monotheistic control which
prevents such language slipping into polytheism.

Not for the first time, then, L find that a careful exegesis of scripture, which
takes the text with full seriousness in its historical context and which has seemed
to some an abandoning of cherished orthodoxies, is actually more faithful to
scripture, and in this case to trinitarian orthodoxy, than some of those who have
leveled such criticisms. The ironic fact is that disregard for questions of context
of meaning and conceptuality in transition has in some cases resulted in the
defense or affirmation of a christology at odds with that of the later creeds. What
has been understood as a defense of orthodoxy against the apparent reductionism
of Christology in the Making, has become, irony of ironies, a statement which
subsequently would have been regarded as heresy.

Well now, that should be enough for the moment to provoke another round
of dialogue — if anyone bothers to read this. Let us hope so, for I still do not
regard this as in any sense a final word on the subject and am quite confident that
I have still much to learn in this whole area. The first round of debate has been
personally highly profitable in instructing, correcting, and enlarging my own
theological thinking. I look forward to the next round with keen anticipation.

86. The Living Bible translation.

87. Marshall does not hesttate 1o speak of Christ as a “pre-existent Being” (above n. 11,
9, 13y ur as " personal agent of creation alongside the Father™ (7rinity Jowrnal 2 [1981] 245).

8%. This point was brought home 1o me by G. W. H. Lampe, God as Spirit (Oxford:
Clarendon, 1977) 135-36. In the same conncetion Schoonenberg (above n. 74) refers to
K. Rahner, The Triniry (New York: Herder, 1970) 105-15.



19

Was Christianity a Monotheistic Faith
from the Beginning?

Students of the New Testament will be familiar with the influential hypothesis
from the first half of this century usually known as the Gnostic redeemer myth.
This was the thesis, associated particularly with the name of R. Bultmann, that
already in the pre-Christian period there was a widely held belief in a divine
figure who came down from heaven and assumed human form in order to
redeem the souls trapped within human bodies.! They will also be aware that
while Bultmann’s thesis has come under heavy attack and is not widely held
today,? there are those who still attempt to argue for it, though usually in a
substantially modified form.* My purpose in this paper is to draw attention Lo
one of the side cffects of this whole debate, an important side effect which has
not been given the attention it deserves. For it is my belief that the quest of the
Gnostic redeemer myth within pre-Christian traditions, and the debate thereby
stirred up, have together confused the history of christology’s beginnings,

1. The clearest schematic statement is in R. Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament
I (London: SCM, 1952) 166f.

2. See, e.g., W. Manson, Jesus the Messiah (London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1943)
174-90; C. Colpe, Die religionsgeschichtliche Schule (Géttingen, 1961); J. Munck, “The New
Testament and Gnosticism,” in Current Issues in New Testament Interpretation, ed. W. Klassen
and G. F. Snyder (O. A. Piper FS; San Francisco: Harper and Row, 1962) 224-38; E. Yamauchi,
Pre-Christian Gnosticism (London: Tyndale, 1973); and below n. 14.

3. See K. Rudolph, “Stand und Aufgaben in der Erforschung des Gnostizismus™ (1964),
reprinted in Grosis and Gnostizismus, ed. K. Rudolph (Darmstadt, 1975) 510-53, particularly
547-49, and those cited below in nn. 9-12.

A lecture delivered to the Faculty of Theology, University of Aarhus, Denmark, in March 1981,
originally published in S/T 35: 303-36. Copyright © 1982 by T. & T. Clark and used by
permission.
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particularly in the key issue of Christ’s relation with God. Although principally
concerned with soteriology, the discussion roused by the hypothesis of the
Gnostic redeemer myth has raised the question of Christianity’s theology (in the
narrower sense of that term). In other words, it forces students of Christian
origins 1o ask whether Christicnity hegan as a departure from Jewish mono-
theism, whether Christienity was in fact a monotheistic faith from the beginning.

The question arises because in the most striking expressions of the
Gnostic redeemer myth, which we find in developed form in the second
century. the redeemer is presented as a heavenly being distinet from God. In
the Naasene hymn, for example. it is Jesus himself who appeals to God:

Therefore send me, Father;

Bearing the seals T will descend,

I will pass through all the Aeons,

[ will disclose all mysteries,

T will show the forms of the Gods

And the hidden things of the holy way,
Awaking knowledge, I will impart.4

Again. in the Song of the Pearl, the central character is the son ol the king
who is sent to Egypt to fetch a pearl, bul who eats their food and forgets who
he is, sinking into a deep sleep, and who has to be roused and recalled to his
true identity before he can accomplish his mission. Similarly in the Ascension
of Isaiah, the Most High, the Father of the Lord. is heard speaking “to my
Lord Christ, who shall be called Jesus: ‘Go and descend through all heavens;
descend to the firmament and to that world. . . . And thou shall become like
to the form of all who are in the five heavens." ™ Isaiah then witnesses the
descenl ol the Lord and his progressive ransformation, which hides his true
identity. till he becomes Mary's newborn child who “‘sucked the breast like
a baby. as was customary, so that he would not be recognized.”6

The point is this: if there was such a myth of a heavenly redeemer
Figure already in existence and widely known before Christianity, then one
of the most cricial steps in earliest christology was the identification of
Christ with this figure. If pre-Christian thinking had already embraced the
thought of a divine redeemer other than God himself. then the alinost inevi-
table conclusion 1s that the Christian idea of Christ’s divinity resulted from

4. Hippolytus, Refutatio 5.10, following lhe transtation in W. Foerster. Grosis I (Londen:
Oxford University, 1572) 282.

5. Acts of Thomas 108-13 (Foersier, Gnesis 1, 355-58).

6. Ascension af Isaialt 10=11 in E. Hennecke. New Testament Apocryphu 1, ed. W, Schnee-
melcher, tr. und ed. R. McL. Wilson (London: Luterworth, 1963) 659-6). See also, e.g.. Clement
of Alexandria, fxcerpta ex Theodoto 1.1, and the Paraphrase of Shem among the Nag Hammadi
codices.
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the equation of Christ with this divine redeemer. Christ could be thought of
as not simply a resurrected prophet, not simply an ascended hero, but as that
individual whose intervention from heaven was widely anticipated. That is
to say, the deity of Christ in its earliest formulation was nothing other than
the heavenly status of a being already conceived of as distinct from God. It
is not necessary to clarify how precisely the relation between God and the
redeemer was conceptualized at this earliest stage (the later Gnostic systems
are of course much more elaborate); it is sufficient for us to note how
exceedingly difficult it would have been for a Christianity which identified
Christ with this heavenly redeemer to retain its christology within a mono-
theistic framework,

A crucial question for Christian theologians therefore is whether there
was indeed something like the Gnostic redeemer myth already in circulation
in the first half of the first century aA.D. and whether earliest christology was
influenced by it to a significant degree, whether thought of Christ as divine
emerged by equating Jesus with this heavenly figure. Bultmann and those
who have followed him in the quest of the Gnostic redeemer myth have no
doubt as to the answer.

According to these (Gnostic) concepts the Redeemer appears as a cosmic
figure, the pre-existent divine being, Son of the Father, who came down
from Heaven and assumed human form and who, after his activity on earth,
was exalted (o heavenly glory and wrested sovereignty over the spirit
powers to himself. It is in this conception of him that he is praised in the
pre-Pauline Christ-hymn which is quoted in Phil. 2:6-11. This “mythos” is
also bricfly alluded to in 1T Cor. 8:9 . . . lurks behind I Cor. 2:8 . . . is the
subject of Eph. 4:8-10. .. .7

Similatly, behind the Fourth Gospel lies “‘the Gnostic myth . . . of a pre-
existent divine being, which in its metaphysical mode of being is equal to
God . . .,” in which the Father and the Son are two separate persons, and in
which talk of the Son’s preexistent relation with the Father “was originally
taken literally.”’8 To be sure, Bultmann believes that John had freed himself
from this mythology even while retaining its language, but even so it is hard
to avoid the conclusion that the attempt to incorporate the language of the
Gnostic myth into a monotheistic framework must have put severe strain upon
that framework.

Those who follow Bultmann continue to argue in similar terms. For
example, K. Wengst draws on the Song of the Pearl to illuminate Phil. 2:6-11:

7. Bultmann, Theology 1, 175.
8. R. Bultmann, John (London: Blackwell, 1971) 251-53.
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The redeemer abandons his original divine mode of being, betakes himself
into the humiliation of the human situation before finally returning . . . to
his divine position. . . . Phil. 2 has taken over this schema.”

S. Schulz argues that “‘the absolute personification” of the Logos in the
Johannine prologue must “go back to the speculation about intermediary
beings in Hellenism influenced by Gnosis.”” !0 And J. T. Sanders speaks more
cautiously of “an emerging mythical configuration” and a “tendency to hy-
postatize divine qualitics™ as the historical religious background of the several
New Testament christological hymmns. '

Even those who would distance themselves from Bultmann’s thesis find
that the Gnostic redeemer myth debate has influenced the language and cate-
gories available to them. Indeed it is not a little ironical that some who seek
to offer alternative hypotheses of christology’s beginnings find themselves,
perhaps despite themselves, talking of mythical figures, divine agents,
heavenly redeemers, and intermediary beings. For example, F. H. Borsch
rejects the thesis of a pre-Christian belief in a divinity descended from heaven
to become a humble human being, but he hypothesizes in its place a much
more diffuse myth of a Man who is variously first man, royal man, and
heavenly man.!2 F. Young maintains that

the descent of heavenly beings to intervene in earthly affairs, often to render
assistance, is clearly a feature of both pagan and Jewish legend, and certainly
pre-dates both the New Testament and the earliest traces of a Gnostic
descending redeemer.!3

And M. Hengel, despite his scathing dismissal of the Gnostic redeemer myth
hypothesis,!* nevertheless agrees that “‘Jewish wisdom speculation has a
mythological background,” and commends the older tatk of Bousset and
Gressmann about the ““whole host of intermediary beings” who “‘forced their
way in between God, who had become distant from the world, and man.”’13

The issue, I trust, is plain. If room had indeed been made within pre-
Christian Judaism for some such mythical figure or intermediary being, and

9. K. Wengst, Christologische Formeln und Lieder des Urchristentums (Giitersloh, 1972)
154.

10. S. Schulz, Johannes (NTD; 1972) 28.

[1. J. T. Sanders, The New Testament Christological Hymns (Cambridge: Cambridge
University, 1971) 96.

12, F H, Barsch, The Sun of Sun in iivile and History (London: SCM, 1967) 251f.

13,15 Youny in The Myth of Gad Incarnare, ed. J. Hick (London: SCM, 1977) 112.

14, M. Hengel, The Sen of God (London: SCM, 1976) 33-35.

15. M. Hengel, Jucaisin and Hellenism (London: SCM, 1974) 1, 155, citing W. Boussel
and H. Gressmann, Die Relicion dex Judentwms im spéithellenistischen Zeitalter (HNT 21; 41966)
31y,
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this heavenly redecmier was not merely of angelic rank clearly subordinate to
God, then Jewish monotheism was already under strain,!6 and the identifica-
tion of the resurrected and exalled man, Jesus of Nazareth, with this heavenly
redeemner must have increased that strain immeasurably, so much so that
Christianity’s claim to be a monotheistic faith is put in question from the start.
Two important issues therefore force themselves upon us. First, was there in
pre-Christian Judaism a concept of a heavenly redeemer, an individual figure,
conceived of in such terms of divinity that Judaism’s monotheism was thereby
threatened? And second, did earliest Christian thinking about Christ take up
or accelerate that threat so that Christianity’s own claim to be a monotheistic
religion is undermined at foundation level? To answer them we must look
first at the various figures suggested by Bultmann and others, either as evi-
dence of the pre-Christian Gnostic redeemer myth itself, or as evidence within
Judaism of the sort of thinking out of which the Gnostic redeemer myth grew.
We will then be in a posilion to assess, secondly, the impact of that pre-Chris-
tian Jewish thought upon the eariiest Christian understanding of Christ.

a

What evidence do we have of belief in heavenly redeemer figures and inter-
mediary beings in pre-Christian Judaism?
a) Glorified heroes. B. Lindars has argued that in pre-Christian Judaism

apocalyptic thought embraces the concept of an agent of God in the coming
judgment, who may be a character of the past reserved in heaven for this
function at the end time. . . . The identification of Jesus with this figure is
fundamental to widely separated strands of the New Testament.!?

The two most obvious candidates for such speculation were Enoch and
Elijah: they had both been taken to heaven without experiencing death (Gen.
5:24; 2 Kgs. 2:11), and therefore presumably could still play a role in the
body on earth. A belief in the return of Elijah certainly goes back as fur as
Mal. 4:5f. (““‘Behold, I will send you Elijah the prophet before the great and
terrible day of the Lord comes . . .”), and it certainly became a regular

16. Unlike some ol their successors, Boussel and Gressinann at least recognized the
consequences of Lheir findings lor our understanding of Jewish monotheisin: “ Wir sehen den
Monotheismus von allerei Rankenwerk umzogen. Und dieses Rankenwerk ist nicht ganz unge-
fahrlich. Hier und da beginnt ¢s den reinen Gottesglauben zu tiberwuchern™ (Refigion, 319)

17, B. Lindars, “Re-enter the Apocalyptic Son of Man,™ NT§ 22 (1975-76) 52-72 (heve
p. 54).
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element in Jewish expectation both before and after Chrisi (Siv. 48:10: / [in.
90:31; Mark 6:15 par.; 8:28 pars.: 9:11f. par.: John 1:21: Rev. 11:3: 4 Ezra
6:26; Sib. Or 2.187-89; Justin, Divlogue 8.4; 49.1: Apocalypse of Elijah
24:11-15).18 But there is no hint or suggestion in all this that Elijah was a
glorified or more than human figure or had become a divine being by virtue
of his translation to heaven.19 If he is to return to this world. the presumption
is that he will be just as he was when he left. Hence it is John the Baptist's
manifest likeness to Elijah in manner and physical appearance (haircloth,
leather belt — Mark 1:6; 2 Kgs. 1:8) which prompts the identification of the
two (Matt. 11:7-11/Luke 7:24-8).20

Enoch drew more varied speculation. In Jub. 4:23 his wanslation o
heaven is understood as a restoration Lo humankind's primeval glory: “‘he was
taken from umong the children of men. and we conducted him into the garden
of Eden in majesty and honor.™ In heaven his role is o record human sins —
hence his title “scribe of righteousness™ (Jub. 4:23; 1 En. 12:4; T Abr. 11).
His purticipation in the final judgment is assumed in / En. 90:3 1 in association
with Elijah, and later in association with Abel (7. Abr. [1).21 In the course of
this speculation his transiation to heaven came to be conceived in more
glorious terms: he is identified with the Son of man in the Similitudes of
Enoch (/ En. 71:14 — see below); he is stripped of his earthly garments and
appears like the angels in 2 En. 22:8 (cf. Ascension of Isaiah 9:8f. — like
Abel and all the righteous); he becomes Metalron, the Prince of the Presence,
in 3 Enoch 3-16. But such speculation takes us well beyond the earliest
Christian period.?Z Even the Similitudes cannot with any confidence be dated

18. Sece lurther J. Jeremias, TONT |1, 931-34, 936. Mark 15:35f, also reports the specu-
lation of the crowd around the cross as (o whether Elijah wouldl come and rescne Jesus. This
may be an early hint of the Liter rabbinic legends of Elijah's frequent. interventions on earth
(.. Ginzeberg, The Legends of the Jews [Jewish Publication Society] [V [1913] 202-35; VI [1928]
325423, but it is nol clear whether Mark's tradition presupposes such legends or thal such an
mtervention wis at that 1ime canceived ol as a real possibility.

19. CI. C. . Tulben, What Is a Gospel? {London: SPCK, 1978) 49f., n. 80.

20, Since the Baprist is identilied with Elijab (see below]. but is zof thaught of as having
precxisted before his birth or as having descended [rom heaven full grown, it may be doubted
whether the hope of Elijah’s retirn actually envisaged the personal return of the historical figure.
Did this earlier stage ol Elijah speculation envisage simply the raising up of another prophet
“in the spirit and power of Elijnh™ (Luke 1:17), a prophet like Elijuh = a propher Jike Moses?
And is this partly the reason for the appearance ol just these two in the account of the trans-
figuration {Mark 9:2-8 pars.)?

21. Following the destruction of Jerusalem in A.0. 70 speculation that particular heroes
from the past were being Kepl in heaven until the end of the age was extended to include others,
narticulorly Bav and Barech o Bara 14:9; 2 Baracl 13:30 251 43:2; 46:7: 48:30; 76:3). It is
probably significant that they were remembered more as seribes (like Enoch) than as prophets.

32 The Jewish Varlage of 2 Enech may go back before a.p. 70 (J. H. Charlesworth, 7The
Pyewdepigrapha aud Modern Researeh |SBL Septuagint and Cognate Siudies 7; 1976] 10310,
but 3 Enoclt 3-16 1s cerlainly much Jater — P S0 Alexander, “The Historical Seuing of the
Hebrew Book of Enoch.” /JS 28 (1977}, dates il between cu. A.D, 450 and ca. 850 (pp. 1641.).
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early enough to have influenced first Christian thinking about Christ (see
below). In the certainly pre-Christian documents Enoch, like Elijah, is just a
man taken to heaven.?3

Of other heroes from the past only Moses and Melchizedek need detain
us.24 Philo speaks of Moses leaving this mortal life for immortality *‘sum-
moned thither by the Father, who resolved his twofold nature of soul and body
into a single unity transforming his whole being into mind, pure as the
sunlight™ (Mos. 2.288). This sounds like apotheosis or deification, but only
if we 1ake it oul ol the context of Philo’s Platonic worldview. Within that
context it described Moses’ transition from the perceptible, material world to
the world of eternal realities, the ideal realm of pure rationality. That is to say,
it is what will happen to souls generally (Quaes. Gen. 3.11), but preeminently
to Moses because he is, for Philo, the supremely wise man (Sacr. 8-10), “mind
at its purest” (Mut. 208).25 There is no threat to Jewish monotheism here.
Josephus also reports speculation on the part of some that Moses “had been
taken back to the deity” (perhaps an allusion to Philo?), but it is a speculation
which in Josephus’s view is ruled out by the report of Moses’ death in Deut.
34:5f. (Anr. 3.96f; 4.326).26

As for Melchizedek, the fragmentary text from Qumran certainly seems
to use the name for a heavenly being, probably an archangel (“elohim’™ —
11QMelch 10). But it is by no means clear that a reference to the Melchizedek
of Genesis 14 is intended — the reference to Genesis 14 in the Genesis
Apocryphon gives no hint of such a speculation centering on that Melchizedek
(1QapGen 22.14-7; cf. Jub. 13:25), and no reference to Ps. 110:4 has so far
been discovered in the Dead Sea Scrolls. Since the name Melchiresha (king
of wickedness) was also coined by Qumran covenanters, it is quite likely that
the name Melchizedek (king of righteousness) was formed in the same way,

23, Sec also H. Odeberg, TDNT (1, 357f.

24, Jerermuli’s appearance in a dream (2 Mace. 15:12-16) was probably understood simpty
as u drewn’s recalling of figures from the past (Jeremiah is described better as dignitied and
venerable thun as glovified and exalied: and Onias appenrs as well). Mau. 16:14 may imply
speculation about the possible return of panticutar prophels. bul altermuively may simply be a
wity of expressing the beliel that Jesus was a prophet in the line of Elijah, Jeremiah. and John
the Baptist. Ct. ). Jerenuas, TRNT LT, 219-21,

25, See further €. H. Holladay, Theios Aner in Hellenistic Judaisim (SBL Dissertation
Seriey 40: 1977). ch. UL particularly p. 163, n. 287. Philo’s treatment of Moses is usclully
collocated and summarized in the index 0 Philo in the Loeb Classical Library, vol. X,
179-90. On Philo's application of Exed. 4:16 and 7:1 in reference to Moses (" You shall be
10 him (Aaron) as God™; 1 will make you a God to Pharaoh'™) see Holladay. Theios Anci;
108-55.

26. Despite his death, Moses is associated with Elijah in the account of the ransfiguration
(Mark 9:2-8 pars.). Presumably then the idea was that they had both become like angels
(according to Luke they appeared in glory” — Luke 9:31) and could ot least visit the earth.
Cf. Rev. 11:3-12. Bul see also 1. D. G, Dunn, Cliristology in the Making (= CiM) (London:
SCM, 1980) 277, n. 63, 304, n. 141.
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without any intended reference to the figure of Genesis 14.27 Nonetheless on
one quite possible interpretation of the text we have a (probably) pre-Christian
Jewish writer envisioning the exaltation ol the mysterious figure Melchizedek
Lo archangel status. What this means for Jewish monotheism will depend on
how we assess the angelology of pre-Christian Judaism. a subject o which
we must now turn,

To sum up for the moment, however, there is no clear evidence that
pre-Christian Jewish understanding of God was in any degree influenced or
affected by speculation concerning the fate and future role of any of the great
saints or heroes of the faith from the past.

b) Angels. If we are thinking of intermediary figures between God and
humans the most obvious candidates are angels. In fact, within the biblical
and intertestamental traditions that is precisely what angels are — intermedi-
ary beings, lesser beings who execute God’s will. From earliest times we have
“the sons of God” who are members of the heavenly council under Yahweh
the supreme God (Gen. 6:2, 4; Deul. 32:8; Job 1:6-12; 2:1-6; 38:7. Pss. 29:1;
89:6; 1 En. 13:8; 106:5). Presumably. as Israel’s conception of Yahweh de-
veloped into a cosmic monotheism, this was one of the chief ways of absorbing
the gods of other nations into their system — that is, by regarding them simply
as members of Yabweh's heavenly conncit.?8 Thus in the much more elaborate
angelology of the intertestamental period we have angels who have authority
under God over the various nations (Dan. 10:13. 20; Jub. 15311, 1 En.
89:59-65; 90:20-5: 77 Levi 5:6; T Dan 6:11; Ass. Mos. 10:1), as well as angels
who control the forces of nature (wind, seasons, stars) (Jub. 2:2f.: [ En. 75:3;
80:6; 82:10-20; IQH 1.10f.).20

With such a “‘population explosion’ in the heavenly host it is not
surprising that a concept of leading angels within an angelic hierarchy
emerges, with Michael, Gabriel, Raphael, and Sariel, Uriel, or Phanuel as the
most prominent of the archangels (Dan. 8:16; 9:21, 10:13; Tob. 12:15; / En.
9:1f; 20:1-8: 1QM 9.15; 4 Ezra 5:20). These are also called *‘angels of the
presence’” (Jub. 1:27, 29; 2:2, etc; T Levi 3:5: T, Jud. 25:2, 1QH 6.13),
presumably because they are depicted as forming Yahweh'’s inner council. As
such they are able to make intercession on behalf of Israel (Tob. 12:15; 1 En.
9:3; 99:3; 104:1; T. Levi 3:5; 5:6f; T. Dan 6:2). As such, too, they can act as

27. See J. T. Milik, "Milki-sedeq et Milki-reSa” dans les anciens écrits juifs et chrétiens,”
JJS 23 (1972) 126-37; G. Vermes. The Dead Sea Scrollc in Fnglish (Harmondswerth: Pelican,
21975) 253, 260.

28. See, e.g., G. von Rad, TDNT 1, 78; T. H. Gasler, Interpreter's Dictionary of the Bible
I 131.

29, See, e.g., H. B. Kuhn, “The Angelology of the Non-Canonical Jewish Apocalypses,”
JBL 67 (1948) 217-32; D. S. Russell, The Method and Message of Jewish Apocalyptic (London:
SCM, 1964) ch. IX.



Was Christianity a Monotheistic Faith from the Beginning? 323

captain of the Lord’s hosts in the cosmic battle against Israel’s enemies and
the hostile angels (Dan. 10:13, 20f.; Jub. 48:9-19; Ass. Mos. 10:2; Rev. 12:7-9).
It is such a role that Melchizedek fills in the Qumran document touched on
above, with “Melchizedek’ (king of righteousness) serving as another name
for Michael, also called “‘the Prince of Light,” ‘“‘the angel of truth,” and ““the
great angel” (1QS 3.20, 24; CD 5.18; 1QM 13.10; 17.6).

This whole conception of an angelic hierarchy is clearly modeled on the
oriental court, and the authority and status given to Michael, for example,
would not be seen in Jewish eyes as a threat to their monotheism. On the
contrary, the more servants and councilors attributed to Yahweh the greater
his majesty as the one true God supreme over all. And though of course angels,
in their role of Yahweh's messengers, did visit earth. such visitalions were for
that sole purpose; there is nothing here that provides a recognizable antecedent
to the Gnostic redeemer myth.

There is, however, one angelic figure who deserves a little more atten-
tion — “‘the angel of the Lord.” In the earlier stages of Jewish thought it is
clear enough that the angel of the Lord is simply a way of speaking about
Yahweh himself. For example, in the theophany of the burning bush he who
appears to Moses is described both as “the angel of the Lord” and as ‘“‘the
God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob” (Exod. 3:2-6); and in Judg. 2:1 “‘the
angel of the Lord” says “‘l brought you up from the land of Egypt — I will
never break my covenant with you.” The most obvious explanation of this
language is that it was an early, still unsophisticated attempt to speak of
God’s presence and activity on earth without resorting to even less sophis-
ticated anthropomorphism or abandoning belief in God’s holy otherness.30
Here then is a conceptualization of God and of God’s immanent activity
among his people which might seem to pose a potential threat to [srael’s
emerging monotheism — an angelic being who is Yohweh (cf. Exod. [4:19f.
with 14:24) and who yet can be distinguished from Yahweh (cf. Exod. 14:19
with 23:20, 23 and 33:2 with 33:3). Perhaps this is why the idea of the angel
of the Lord disappears from the later stages of pre-Christian Jewish thought,
and when it appears in the birth narratives of Matthew and Luke it is as “an
angel of the Lord” (Matt. 1:20; 2:13, 19; Luke 1:11; 2:9) — that is, pre-
sumably, simply one of the angels of the presence, whom Luke in fact names
as Gabriel (Luke 1:19, 26).

There is another strand of Jewish thought, however, which takes up
something that was said of the angel (of the Lord?) who went before Israel
in their wilderness wanderings -— Exod. 23:20f.: “I send an angel before
you. . . . Give heed to him. . . . For my name is in him.” In the Apocalypse
of Abraham we meet an interpreter angel Jaoel, ““a power in virtue of the

30. See further CiM, 150f.
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ineffable Name that is dwelling in me™ (Apoc. Abr 10).31 And subsequently
in the Merkabah mysticism of 3 Enoch, Metatron, the Prince of the Presence,
is called ““the lesser Yahweh™ (3 Enoch 12:5) — again with specific reference
to Exod. 23:21 (“for my name is in him™ — cl. b. Sanh. 38b). As we shall
see shorlly, this mystical speculation on Metatron does come to be regarded
as a threat o Jlewish monotheism by the rabbis. Whal may be significant then
is the fact that there is evidence of Merkabah mysticism already at Qumran
(4QS1 40.24).32 50 that some merging of the idea of the angel of the Lord in
whom is Yahweh’s namc with Melchizedek is just possible — though the
relation of the two documents within the Dead Sea Scrolls is far from clear
and the divine title used for Melchizedek is elohim (11QMelch 10). It may
even be that something of the sort has to be traced back to Ezekiel himself,
whose vision of the chariot-throne (Ezekiel 1) is the basis of the later Merkabah
mysticism. For in Ezek. 8:2 (he description of the angel is remarkably like
that of God himself in 1:261.33 But il that is the case, then we are dealing with
a thin strand of esoteric mysticism within Judaism which touched the Qumran
community, but so far as we now can tell only became more widely influential
from the late first century A.D. on.

In short, in the intertestamental period Jewish apocalyptic readily con-
ceived of angelic hosts in heaven marshaled by an angelic hierarchy, whose
number and majesty served not to threaten Yahweh's sovereign authorily but
to enhance it. Such intermediary figures neither threaten Jewish monotheism
nor provide much of a model for belief in a particular redeemer in heaven.
The very early idea of the angel of the Lord as a manifestation of Yahweh
is soon abandoned, and, insofar as it reappears in Merkabah mysticism, that
is a form of Judaism which influenced at most a small esoteric circle in the
period of Christian beginnings. Here the attempt to describe the glorious

31, The Apocalypse of Abraham is generally dated 1o about the end of the [irst century
A, (see Charlesworth, Psendepiyrapha and Modern Research, 68f.).

32, See ). Swugnell. “"The Angelic Liturgy al Qunran,™ Vetus Testamentiun Supplements
7 (1959) 318-45; 1ext also in Vermes. Dead Sea Serofls, 211-13. Strugnell dates the work as
pre=50 1. G. G. Scholem suggests that the beginnings of Merkabah mysticism may go back
to the Essenes (Majer Trends in Jewisl Mysticism [London: Thames and Hudson. 1955] 43),
Cf. Sir. 49:8.

33 C. Rowland, "“The Vision of the Risen Christ in Rev. 113l The Deb of an Early
Christology 1o an Aspect of Jewish Angelology,™ JT5 31 (1980) I-11 (here 4L.). It is doubrful,
however, whether the language of Dan. 10:5f. is deliberately dependent on Ezek. 1:26f. to a
significant extent. The differences between Ezekiel's viston of “a likeness as it were of a human
being” with a bronzelike top half and firelike bottom half (Ezck. 1:26f.) and Daniel’s vision of
“n man clothed in hnen™ with a beryllike body and bronzelike arms and legs (Dan. 10:51.) are
mofe significant than what may be no more than secidental or unconscious echoes of Ezekicl's
complete vision (against Rowland, 3f). And though / [n. 14:18-23 shows some possible
influence from Ezekiel 1, it is hardly clear that 14:21 is intended 1o indicate “that God resembled
human form™ (against C. Rowland, ““The Visions of God in Apocalyptic Literawre,” JS/ 10
[1979] 137-54. here 141). But sce the later response on pp. 305-7 above.
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figures who appear o the visionary may scem to threaten Jewish mono-
theism, though we may note also that the more serious the threat the less
readily can they be conceived as angelic intermediaries, still less as agents
of redemption.

¢) The Son of Man. No other figure has aroused so much interest in the
area of our inquiry as the figure of Daniel’s vision —

and behold, with the clouds of heaven there came one like a son of man,
and he came to the Ancient of Days and was presented before him. And to
him was given dominion and glory and kingdom. . . . (7:13f)

The view of S. Mowinckel, ‘‘that the Jewish conception of ‘the Man’ or ‘the
Son of Man' is a Jewish variant of (a1 widespread) oriental, cosmological.
eschatological myth of Anthropos,™ was very popular in the heyday of the
quest of the Gnostic redeemer myth. And in the most recent contribution to
the debate A. J. B. Higgins repeats the still popular view that “in Dan. 7 we
have in all probability a corporate interpretation of an older concepl of an
individual, transcendent agent of redemption.” 33

It is certainly probable that Daniel’s vision has some background in
myth. A vision which contrasls beast-like figures arising out of the sea
(primeval chaos) with a human-like tigure presented o God almost certainly
echoes the accounts of creation — humankind as the crown of creation given
dominion over the beasts and birds (Gen. 1:26f; 2:19f). And there are
interesting parallels with a postulated Canaanite myth in which the ancient
god abdicated in favor of a younger®® — although we can hardly think that
Daniel intended his vision to represent the human-like figure taking over
from the Ancient of Days! But in Daniel itself the meaning of the vision is
quite clear. The contrast between the beast-like ligures and the human-like
figure represents symbolically the ferocious hoslility of the nations against
[srael and Israel’s ulimate vindication and triumph over them. The beast-like
figures are specifically interpreted as Israel’s enemies, and in the interpreta-
tion it is repeatedly stated that what was given to the human-like figure is
given to the saints of the Most High (Dan. 7:18, 22, 27). The vision is fully
explained in these terms (the human-like figure as a symbolical representa-
tion of the saints of the Most High), and there is nothing to suggest that
Daniel thought of the “one like a son of man” as a specific individual (an

34. S. Mowinckel, He that Cometh (Oxford: Blackwell, 1956) 425.

35. A. J. B. Higgins, The Son of Man in the Teaching of Jesus (Cambridge: Cambridge
University, 1980) 12. For others who support this view see Higgins, 3.

36. See particularly J. A. Emerton, *“The Origin of the Son of Man Imagery,” JTS 9
(1958) 225-42; C. Colpe, TDNT VIII, 415-19. But see also A. J. Ferch, “Daniel 7 and Ugarit:
A Reconsideration,” JBL 99 (1980) 75-86.
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angel, the Messiah?). Nor is there any need to postulate a myth about the
first man (Primal Man, Anthropos myth) in order to make complete sense
of the passage.3?

It is true, however, that at a later stage Daniel’s vision is interpreted
in Jewish circles as a description of a particular individual, the Messiah, and
that this heavenly figure seems to be thought of as preexistent.’8 I am
thinking here of course of the Similitudes of Enoch (I En. 37-71) and 4 Ezra
13. But here we should note several points. First, in both writings the
suggestion that the human-like figure of Daniel’s vision is a specific in-
dividual, the Messiah, is made as though it were a fresh interpretation of
Daniel’s vision: / En. 46:1-2 —

And there I saw one who had a head of days, and his head (was) white like
wool (Dan. 7:9); and with him (there was) another, whose face had the
appearance of a man (Dan. 7:13). . . . And I asked one of the holy angels
... about that Son of man, who he was, and whence he was, (and) why he
went with the Head of Days. And he answered me and said to me, “This
is the Son of Man who has righteousness and with whom righteousness
dwells. . . .”

Similarly with 4 Ezra 13:1-3 —

After seven days, I dreamed a dream in the night; and behold, a wind arose
from the sea and stirred up all the waves (cf. Dan 7:1-2). And I looked, and
behold, this wind made something like the figure of a man (Dan. 7:13)
come up out of the heart of the sea (cf. Dan. 7:3). And I looked, and behold,
that man flew with the clouds of heaven (Dan. 7:13); and wherever he
turned his face to look, everything under his gaze trembled. . . .

In other words, here we have evidence that Daniel’s vision was subsequently
interpreted as speaking of a particular heavenly individual, the Messiah. But
the freshness of each interpretation tells strongly against the view that both
writings were drawing on an already established interpretation of Daniel 7 in
angelic or messianic terms. The very fact that the Similitudes speak regularly
of “that son of man’’ (of Dan. 7:13) and 4 Ezra speaks of ‘“‘the man coming
up from the heart of the sea” shows that “Son of man” was not yet a title

37. See more fully CiM, §9.1. Aund for further details in what follows see §89.2 and 9.3,
See aisv parlicuiarly 2. M. Casey, The Son of Man: The Interpretation and Influence of Daniel
7 (London: SPCK, 1980).

38. Though the identification of Enoch as the Son of man in / En. 71:14 probably implies
that the preexisience of the Son of man in the Similitudes is an ideal rather than a real preexistence
— denoling God's purpose “Irom the beginning” that Enoch should play a decisive role in the
final judgnment (see CiM. 296. n. 64).
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and that there was no clear ““Son of man concept™ already formulated for
these writers to draw on.3%

Second, the dating of both documents makes it very uncertain whether
we can use them as evidence ol Jewish speculation prior to the initial impact
of Christianity. 4 Ezra is dated by general acceptance in the period following
A.D. 70. And though the Similitudes are oflen taken as pre-Christian, this must
remain very doubtful. The evidence of the Dead Sea Scrolls is that the works
of the Enoch cycle were popular at Qumran.# The complete absence of the
Similitudes, a work which would hardly have been offensive to the Qumran
covenanters, cannot but suggest therefore that it was nol yet written by the
time the Qumran library was closed finally and forever (a.n. 68).4! It would
be unwise therefore to use a document which seems Lo be ollering a f{resh
interpretation of the Danielic vision and which cannot be dated before A.D.
70 with any assurance as evidence either for a pre-Christiun Jewish Son of
man concept in particular or for a more diffuse pre-Christian belief in a
heavenly redeemer figure.

There is, however, a strong possibility that Daniel’s vision played a part
in that development within early Merkabah mysticism, which the rabbis con-
demned as threatening their monotheism.#2 In a mystical contemplation of the
throne of God (Ezekiel 1) it was probably inevitable that attention would
sooner or later focus on Lhe thrones (plural) mentioned in Dan. 7:9. The
question would naturally arise, Who sat on the other throne(s)? Akiba an-
swered: David4? — an interpretation dangerous enough to be accused by one
rabbi of *‘profaning the Shekinah™ (h. Sanh. 38b). But one of his contem-
poraries. Elisha ben Abuya, is said to have been overwhelmed by the mujesty
of this second figure (Metalron) and Lo have cried, “Indced there are two
divine powers in heaven!” (3 Enoch 16:3; cf. b. Hug. 15a) — thereby
detracting from the glory and honor which is God’s alone. What is of particular
interest for us is that Enoch is caught up in this speculation. He is identified
with Metatron in the Palestinian Targum (Pseudo-Jonathan on Gen. 5:24) and
in 3 Enoch 4, as he was already identified with “that son of man” in the

39. The fact that the Son of man's role is one of judgmem (! En. 45:4; 49:2-4; 52:6-9;
55:4; 61:81.) tells us nothing w1 this point, since involvement in judgment is a teature of all such
speculation about the end (see, e.g.. above regarding Enoch, Elijah, and Abel),

40. Fragments of ¢leven separate manuscripls have been found; see particularly J. T,
Milik, The Books of Enoch: Aramaic Fragments of Quaran Cave 4 (Oxford: Oxford University.
1976).

41. A post-A.p. 70 date is argued for by, among others, M. Black, M. A. Knibb (editor
of the recent critical text of I Enoch), B. Lindars (below n. 63), J. T. Milik, and G. Vermes (see
CiM, 79).

42, See particularly A. E. Segal, Tivo Powers in Heaven: Early Rabbinic Repeorts about
Christianity and Gnrosticism (Leiden: Brill, 1977).

43. Perhaps thinking of 1 Chron. 29:23 — “Solomon sat on the throne of the Lord as
king instead of David his father.”
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Similitudes of Enoch (/ En. 71:14). So wo Lhe portrayal of the angel Jaoel,
in whom is Yahwch's name, in the Apocalypse of Abraham, may reflect a
similar willingness 1o stretch the categories ol divinity more than rabbinic
Judaism could bear®

It is cleqar enough then that in at least some Jewish circles there developed
a lorm of visionary wysticism which drew on earlier speculation ubout Enoch,
about particutar angels, and about Daniel’s vision of “one like a son of man™
being presented to God in the heavenly throne roont and that this speculation
soon came 1o be seen by those formulating rabbinic Judaism s a threat to
their monotheism, However, all the documentation and historical characiers
involved (Akiba, Elisha) helong o a period stretching trom the end of the
first century through (he first halt of the second century a.n. Whether they
mlluenced second-century Christian thinking about Christ is open 10 question.
but they can hardly be credited with ulluencing lirst-century christology. If
anything it was the Christian use of Dan. 7:13 in refercnee to Christ which
provided par. ol the stimulus for the Jewish mystical speculation and which
provoked the rabbis 1o such vigorous rejection of it.33

d) Aclam. We need mention Adam only brielly. One variation of the later
Gnoslic redeemer myth is the Primal Man myth — the beliet that the redeemer
is the first man or original heavenly man. 'The search for (races of such a lirst
man-redeemer figure in pre-Christian Jewish sources is, however. a complete
failure, particularly once the human-like figure of Daniel’s vision falis out of the
reckoning. 6 Adam is indeed an object of speculation in Jewish literature before
Christianily and in rabbinic literature of the Christian era, bub never as a
redcemer or suvior.47 He could be thought of naturally as “the image of God™
(Gen. 1:26; Sir. 17:3; Wis. 2:23): he is honored as the first patriarch (Sir. 49:16)
and as pattern for man in the age 10 come (/ £n. 85-90); he can be called an
“ungel” (2 En, 30: 110 el 4 Bn. 69:11). But none of Lhis is ever seen as any son
ol inlringement on the prerogatives or status ol God. The only foothold which
some questers of the Gnostic redeemer myth have been able to find in pre-Chris-
tian Jewish sources is Philo's distinction between heavenly man and an earthly
man. which scems to come out ol hix exposition of Genesis 1-2 (Leg. All. 1.31,
530 Opift 134 Quues. Gen. |.4). However, once agatn we musl recall Philo’s

44, Note the rabbinic polemic against angelology, which probably goes back to this same
period; see P. S. Alexander, “The Targumim and Early Exegesis of ‘Sons of God’ in Genesis
6, JIS 23 (1972) 60-71.

45. Segal, Tivo Powers, has shown that the earliest form of the heresy was more Christian
in character than Gnostic —- that is, it cnvisaged itwo cowmpiemeniary rather than opposing
powers.

46. E.g.. Mowinckel discusses “‘lhis oriental, cosmological, eschatological imyth of An-
thropos'” under the heading of “the origin of the conception of the Son of Man” (He that Cometh,
420-37).

47. See particularly R. Scroggs, The Last Adam (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1966) ix-xxiii.
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Platonic worldview. In that context Philo’s “heavenly man is nothing more than
the heavenly counterpart of carthly man, a bloodless idea, a blueprint man who
has neither cosmological nor soteriological functions.#8 There is certainly no
evidence here of Gnostic influence or of a pre-Christian redeemer myth, or of a
threat to Jewish monotheism.

e) Sophia and Logos. In the post-Bultmannian phase of the quest for
pre-Christian traces of the Gnostic redeemer myth the most promising inves-
tigations have focused on what Schulz calls “‘speculation about intermediary
beings™ and Sanders describes as the “‘tendency to hypostatize divine quali-
ties.”” The reference here is to Jewish talk of “‘the name of God,” “the glory
of God,” and so on, but particularly the Wisdom of God and the Word of
God.4 When, for example, Wisdom is spoken of as God’s *‘master workman”’
(or “little child” — Prov. 8:30), or described as “wisdom that sits by your
throne™ (Wis. 9:40), when Wisdom praises herself in such terms as Sir. 24:5,
““alone I have made the circuit of the vault of heaven and have walked in the
depths of the abyss,” or when the Word is depicted as leaping down [rom
Heaven as a stern warrior “into the midst of a land that was doomed” (Wis.
18:15), then it is not difficult to conclude that they are being regarded as
intermediary beings distinct from but closely related to God. And certainly
there can be little doubt that the prominence particularly of Sophia in later
Gnostic thought, especially Valentinianism, owes not a little to the Jewish
Wisdom concept.50

At this point, however, we need to pay more attention than history of
religions researchers have in the past to the judgment of rabbinic specialists. For
they have been telling us for some time that these concepts (name, glory, wisdom,
word) are not.to be understood within Jewish writings as “intermediary beings”
introduced as it were to mediate between God, conceived of as remote and distant,
and his creation. On the contrary, these so-called “‘intermediary beings” are better
understood as ways of asserting the transcendent God’s nearness to his creation,
his involvement with his people. They are ways of speaking about God in his
relation to the world; they serve to express his immanence without compromising
his transcendence.’! As A. M. Goldberg puts it forcefully:

48. See particularly, A. J. M. Wedderburn, ““Philo’s ‘Heavenly Man,” " NovT 15 (1973)
301-26.

49. Wisdom of God and Word of God are largely overlapping concepts, often virtually
synonymous (see particularly Wis. 9:1-2; and cf. Ps. 33:6 with Prov. 3:19; Philo, Fuga 97 with
108f.; and Somn. 2.242 with 245).

50. See G. C. Stead, “The Valentinian Myth of Sophia,” JTS 20 (1969) 75-104; G. W.
Macrae, “The Jewish Background of the Gnostic Sophia Myth,” NovT 12 (1970) 86-101.

51, See, e.p.. G. Dalman, The Words of Jesus (Edinburgh: Clark, 1902) 229-31: G. F.
Moore, “Intermediarics in Jewish Theology,” HTR 15 (1922) 41-85; SB 1], 302-33: E. E. Urhach,
The Sages: Their Conceprs and Beliefs (Jerusalem, 1975) ch. III; E. P. Sanders, Paul and
Palestinian Judaism (London: SCM, 1977) 212-15.
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The Shekinah is not and indeed cannot be an intermediary being, because
the term Shekinah always designates the immediately present God. In
contrast to the angels the Shekinah is the exact opposite of an intermediary
being; it is no “‘power of God detached from God,” no “‘personified ab-
straction.” 52

J. Marbock has taken the point when he concludes his study of wisdom in
ben Sira:

The Wisdom of God . . . is in ben Sira not to be conceived as an intermediary
being between God and creation or as an hypostasis. Wisdom in accordance
with the kaleidoscope of metaphors is to be taken rather as a poetic per-
sonification for God’s nearness and God’s activity and for God’s personal
summons.>?

The clue to a correct interpretation is to recognize the vigor of the Jewish
poetic imagery at this period — what Marbdck alludes to when he talks of
‘‘the kaleidoscope of metaphors.” Hebrew poetry was well accustomed to use
vivid apostrophes and personifications, for example to speak of ‘“‘steadfast
love and faithfulness” meeting, of “righteousness and peace’ kissing each
other (Ps. 85:10), to call on the Lord’s ““arm’ to awake and put on strength
(Isa. 51:9), to teach him dread deeds (Ps. 45:4), to talk even of “injustice”
dwelling in tents and “‘wickedness” stopping its mouth (Job. 11:14; Ps.
107:42). The Wisdom and Word imagery is all of a piece with this — no more
distinct beings than the Lord’s “arm,” no more intermediary beings than God’s
righteousness and God’s glory, but simply vivid personifications, ways of
speaking about God in his active involvement with his world and his people.54
The same holds true even for Philo in his admittedly much more elaborate
conceptualization of the Logos. In the end of the day the Logos for Philo is
the rational energy of God in the act of creating and sustaining the universe
(particularly Opif. 16-24), all that may be known of God even for the purest

52. A. M. Goldberg, Untersuchungen tiber die Vorstellung von der Schekhinah in der
friihen rabbinischen Literatur (Berlin, 1969) 535f. (against P. Volz, Der Geist Gottes [Tiibingen,
1910] 169).

53, J. Marbock, Weisheit im Wandel. Untersuchungen zur Weisheitstheologie bei ben Sira
(Bonn, 1971) 129f.

54. See more [ully CiM, §23, The much suggested aliernative, hallway between person
and personification — viz. “‘hypostasis™ (sec those cited in CiM, 325, n. 21) —is a doubly
anachronistic importation of i nineteenth-centory misunderstanding of a key technical term from
the tinitarian conioveisies of the thud sud fvurih cenwries A.D. ° The statemenl that hy postasis
cver recetved ‘A sense midway between “person” and “atribute,” inclining 1o the former” is
pure delusion. though it is derived ultimately from Harnack™ (G. L. Prestige. God in Patristic
Thouglt |London: SPCK, 1952, 21964 xxviii). See further CiM, 174 and n. 42. For the meaning
of hypostasis see R. E. Witt, “FHypostasis,” Amicitiae Coruila, ed. H. G. Wood (). R. Harns FS:
London, 1933) 319-43; Prestige. God, ¢h. 1X.
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mind (e.g., Somn. 1.65f., 68f.; Post. 16-20).55 In other words, Philo simply
elaborates the same basic insight of earlier Jewish wisdom, that God in himself
is unknowable, but has made himself known in, through, and as his wisdom
and rational power; which is to say that the Wisdom of God and Word of God
in Jewish thought are simply God insofar as he reveals himself to humans
and insofar as he may be known by humans.

In all this it is not to be disputed that many of the images and words
used to describe Sophia and Logos were drawn from the wider religious
thought of the time — the parallels with the worship of Isis in particular have
caught many scholars’ attention.>¢ But this is not to say that Yahwism inevi-
tably became syncretistic through incorporating motifs from Isis worship.
Israel’s writers were well able to take over and domesticate the myths of
polytheism and put them to the service of their monotheism. They had done
so with the myth of the sea dragon representing primeval chaos, making it
serve as a picture of the final conflict between Israel and her enemies (Isa.
27:1; Jer. 51:34-37; Ezek. 29:3f.; Daniel 7).57 So here too they took over
attractive and usable features in the cults of surrounding paganism and put
them to serve their own monotheism. If the other cults had their seductive
female figures, so had Israel (particularly Prov. 1:20-33; 8:1-35; 9:1-6).58 And
if any found the Jewish idea of a God without form too difficult and wanted
a more tangible focus for their faith, where else need they look than the Torah
— there preeminently was God’s wisdom (Sir. 24:23, 25; Bar. 3:36-4:4; cf.
Wis. 6:18; Philo, Migr. 130; Virt. 62-65). Nor should we at once jump to the
conclusion that they thereby deified the Torah; even when the rabbis later talk
of the Totah as preexistent that is simply a way of stressing the unsurpassable
importance of the Torah as the revelation of God.9

In the Sophia and Logos imagery of pre-Christian Judaism therefore we
find no thought of a real individual being, a heavenly redeemer in any sense
(beyond that of literary personification) independent of the one God — it is
Yahweh himself who alone is the Savior (e.g., Sir. 51:1; Wis. 16:7; Philo,
Mut. 56).90 Nor is there any real threat to Israel’s monotheism in the poetic
license of Israel’s Wisdom tradition. There is a tension between the conviction
of Yahweh’s transcendence and the perception of his immanence, but that was
present in Hebrew thought of God from a very early stage (cf. the angel of

55. See more fully CiM, §28.3.

56. See particularly B. L. Mack, Logas and Sophia (Géttingen, 1973) passim.

57. M. D. Hooker, The Son of Man in Mark (London: SPCK, 1967) 20{.

58. Cf. 4Q184 and 4Q185 (Vermes, Dead Sew Scratls, 255-59).

59. The seven preexistent things include the Torah, the throne of glory, the sanctuary, the
name of the Messiah, and repentance (b. Pes. 54a; . Ned. 39b: ‘Tarpum Pseudo-Jonathan Zech.
4:7); see SB I, 974f.; II, 334f.

60. See G. Fohrer and W. Foerster, TDNT VII, particularly 10]12-15.
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the Lord); the tension was not first introduced by the subsequent personifica-
tion of divine wisdom. Any problem which we today may see for Israel’s
monotheism in this and other personifications is the result more of our unfa-
miliarity with the vigor of the Wisdom tradition’s poetic imagery than of the
imagery itself.

f) To sum up this first section of our inquiry. We have been looking for
traces in pre-Christian Judaism of a concept of a heavenly redeemer figure
conceived in such terms of divinity as to constitute a threat in some degree
to Judaism’s monotheism. What have we found? First we have found no real
concepl of a heavenly redeemer other than God himself. We hear of glorified
heroes of the faith, one of whom was expected to return as herald of the end,
others to act as witnesses in the final judgment. We hear of angelic interme-
diaries, some of whom make short-term visits to earth as messengers of God,
others who intercede for the saints or direct the angels in cosmic conflict, and
the mysterious Melchizedek who shares in the judgment of the nations. We
know that at some stage the Messiah was identfied with the human-like figure
of Daniel’s vision, though we cannol be conlident that that step was laken
belore the first generation of Christianity. And the Sophia-Logos imagery is
simply a way of speaking ol God's own activily in creation, revelation, and
salvation. Material there may be in all this which the subsequent Gnostic
speculation could and did use. But there is no trace of anything which could
be called a Gnostic redeemer myth or even a close approximation to it.

Second, such threat as there was to Jewish monotheism came from two
directions. One was the language of personification used to speak of the
transcendent God’s involvement in his world and with his people. But that,
so far as we can tell, in the pre-Christian period was kept under control and
would not have been perceived as a threat to their monotheism by the writers
within the Wisdom tradition. The other was specuolation about a being other
than God (a human being, though not Adam, gods of other nations, angels,
the Messiah) who comes to be thought of as so much like God, sharing in his
glory and his functions, that he might be mistaken for God, or for a second
divine power in heaven. This too did not amount to any real threat to Jewish
monotheism, except in one strand of esoteric mysticism — a speculation in-
volving the ancient idea of an angel in whom Yahweh had put his name, the
human-like figure and the empty throne(s) of Daniel’s vision, and the trans-
lated Enoch. This potentially explosive mixture was already active in the early
decades of the second century A.D., but whether the elements had been brought
together much before that must be considered doubtful.
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We can now turn to the second question asked at the beginning: did earliest
Christian thinking about Christ take up any of this pre-Christian language in
such a way as to undermine Christianity’s own claim to stand in continuity
with Judaism’s monotheism? Did Christianity begin as a truly monotheistic
religion? In view of our findings in the preceding section we can rule out
some of the possible factors quite quickly.

a) The heroes of the past provided only limited models for earliest
christology and did so in ways that are not particularly relevant to our inquiry.
It is possible that John the Baptist thought of the one whose coming he
predicted as Elijah (cf. Mal. 3:2f.; 4:5 with Matt, 3:7-12/Luke 3:7-9, 16f.),6!
but such an equation is not an element in any extant christological reflection,
where the identification of the Baptist himself as Elijah is clearly established
(Mark 1:2; 9:11-13 par.; Matt. 11:10/Luke 7:27; Matt. 11:14; Luke 1:16f., 76).
Jesus is presented as the eschatological prophet (e.g., Luke 4:18; Matt.
11:5/Luke 7:22; Acts 10:38), and not least as the prophet like Moses (Acts
3:22; 7:37; Mark 9:7 pars.; John 7:52; 12:47f.) forecast long before (Deut.
18:15, 18f.), but never as Moses redivivus.%?

In view of the earlier discussion the two more interesting figures at this
point are Enoch and Melchizedek. As to the former, there is no suggestion
whatsoever that Jesus was ever linked with Enoch in earliest Christian
thought.83 With Melchizedek there is at least something to grasp hold of. For
in the letter to the Hebrews Christ is repeatedly designated *‘a priest for ever,
after the order of Melchizedek™ (Ps. 110:4; Heb. 5:6, 10; 6:20; 7:3, 17, 21).
However, Melchizedek’s role in Hebrews is limited to providing a pattern of
priesthood which is not confined to the line of Aaron and which belongs to
a different plane from the Aaronic priesthood. There may well be some
influence from Platonic idealism at this point — the Melchizedek of Genesis
14 as a glimpse of the real priesthood, prefiguring the ideal heavenly priest-
hood of Christ, beside which the Aaronic priesthood is but an imperfect and
now redundant shadow.54 But there is no hint of any influence from the

61. Cf. J. A. T. Robinson, ‘““Elijah, John and Jesus: An Essay in Detection,” NTS 4
(1957-58) 236-81; R. E. Brown, “Three Quotations from John the Baptist in the Gospel of
John (1960), New Testament Essays (London: Chapman, 1965) 138-40; otherwise Jeremias,
TDNT 11, 936f.

62. Sec further CiM, §19.1 and above n. 26.

63. R. Otto’s suggestion that Jesus’ self-understanding and expectation was influenced
by or patterned on the exaltation of Enoch to be Son of man (The Kingdom of God and the Son
of Man [London: Lutterworth, 1938] 237) depends on a firm pre-Christian date for the Similitudes
of Enoch and otherwise is without foundation. See the more measured judgment of B. Lindars,
“Jesus as Advocate: A Contribution to the Christology Debate,”” BJRL 62 (1979-80) 490f.

64.0n Hebrews’ Platonic character see CiM, 52-54.
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Qumran Melchizedek: Melchizedek is merely a pattern and is not depicted as
still exercising his priesthood in heaven;65 Christ is not identified with Mel-
chizedek; and any suggestion that Christ was an angel, even a superior angel,
would have been resolutely rejected by the writer to the Hebrews (Hebrews
1-2).66 The significance of Christ’s priesthood as an eternal priesthood follows
more from the author’s opening Wisdom christology than from his under-
standing of Melchizedek (see below).

In short, the model of the glorified hero seems to have played no
discernible role in shaping earliest christology. Christ was not identified with
any particular figure from the past, nor was thought of his exaltation modeled
on the translation or final ascension of any earlier saint. It is possible that
belief in his future return and role in judgment was in part determined by then
current beliefs about Elijah and Enoch, but otherwise it would appear that the
model of the glorified hero was ignored or passed over as inadequate to express
even the earliest Christian belief about the risen Christ.

b) Similarly with Jewish angelology. It evidently did not occur to Luke,
for example, to identify the angel Gabriel with the Son of God to be born to
Mary (Luke 1:26-38). And where there is some hint that in one or two instances
the exalted Christ was being compared to or thought of as an angel, the reaction
of the New Testament writers is clearly and emphatically hostile — *“To what
angel did God ever say, “You are my son, today I have begotten you’ . .. ?”
(Heb. 1:5ff; cf. Col. 1:15-20 and 2:8-10 with 2:18). Thought of him as an
intermediary figure in the sense that angels were intermediary figures was
also inadequate and where even considered was quickly rejected.67 Only in
the case of the Apocalypse of John is it possible to argue that there was some
influence from Jewish angelology on earliest christology, and to that possi-
bility we must return in a moment.

¢) We must say a little more about Jesus as the Son of man. Since the
evidence reviewed earlier tells against the thesis that there was a Son of man
concept in pre-Christian Judaism, we cannot say that in this phrase Jesus was
being identified with such a figure. This conclusion is confirmed by the
absence of confessional or polemical phrases like *“Jesus is the Son of man.”
For where a title or name had been current in Jewish eschatological expectation
we find just such identification formulas — “You are the Messiah” (Mark
8:29), “Can this be the Son of David?’ (Matt. 12:23), “Are you Elijah?”

65. Despite 7:3 — “‘neither beginning of days nor end of life”” — phrases best understood
as exegrsis of the silences of Gen, 14:18-20 using the rabbinic principlc “what is 1ot in the
text, is not” (SB III, 694f.).

66. See particularly F. L. Horton, The Melchizedek Tradition (Cambridge: Cambridge
University, 21976) 167-70.

67. See further A. Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition I: From the Apostolic Age to
Chalcedon (451) (London: Mowbray, 1975) 46-53; Dunn, CiM, §20.3.
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(John 1:21).68 If then there had been a widespread belief in a heavenly
redeemer figure known as the “Son of man’ and Jesus had been identified
or identified himself with that figure, some such identification formula would
inevitably have been in use. The total absence of such a formula identifying
Jesus as the “‘Son of man” (of popular eschatology) within the New Testament
documents confirms that whatever the phrase meant in reference to Jesus it did
not identify him with a particular heavenly being known as the Son of man.

Where the Synoptic Evangelists’ use of the phrase alludes to Daniel’s
vision (Mark 13:26 pars.; 14:62 pars.; Matt. 24:44/Luke 12:40; Matt. 10:23;
16:28;25:31; Luke 18:8), it is then simply a case of Jesus or the first Christians
taking over the Danielic imagery to describe Christ’s exaltation and/or return
on the clouds of heaven. And since in Daniel the “one like a son of man’’ is
a symbolical representation of the saints of the Most High and is not confused
with Yahweh (the Ancient of Days), the reference of the phrase to Christ does
not actually say anything about Christ’s being divine and neither aggravates
nor clarifies the issue of monotheism.®® He is to sit on the other throne (cf.
Dan. 7:9) at God’s right hand (Mark 14:62; cf. Acts 7:56); but as we shall see
in 2 moment, that is a privilege accorded to the last Adam. He is to judge the
nations (Matt. 25:31; cf. Luke 12:8f.); but that is a role which his disciples
and the saints will share (Matt, 19:28/L.uke 22:30; 1 Cor. 6:2f.). And the belief
in his return is at this point not so very different from the pre-Christian
expectation of Elijah’s return (cf. Mal. 3:1-3; Acts 3:20f.). It is true that in
the Fourth Gospel the idea of the Son of Man’s preexistence emerges (John
3:13; 6:62; cf. 1:51), but we shall have to leave this point until we can set it
within the context of the Fourth Gospel.

One other passage, however, does require closer scrutiny — the descrip-
tion of the exalted Christ in the vision of Rev. 1:13-16. Here “‘one like a son
of man” is described also as having “‘a golden girdle,” hair ““white as white
wool,” eyes “‘like a flame of fire,” feet “like burnished bronze,” and a voice
“like the sound of many waters.” We should note first the direct use of Dan.
7:13 without any apparent dependence on or knowledge of the Gospels’

68. Contrast John 12:34 — “Who is this ‘Son of Man’?”

69. According to the LXX of Dan. 7:13 (manuscripts 88 and 967) the one like a son of
man came “‘as the Ancient of Days’ rather than “‘to the Ancient of Days.” Perhaps a very early
scribal error (hos for heas) (J. A. Montgomery, Daniel [ICC; Edinburgh: Clark, 1927] 304). But
perhaps a morc deliberate modification (see the discussion by J. Lust, “Daniel 7:13 and the
Septuagint,” ETL 54 11978] 62-69 — I owe this reference to my colleague Dr. P. M. Cascy),
which may just reflect something of the same Jewish speculation at the end of the first century
A.D. 1o which we have already referred (note that second-century Thedootion translates heds).
The seer of Revelation could have known the reading (see below), but the use of the phrase
“the Son of man” in the Gospels stems directly from the Aramaic and shows no knowledge of
or influence from the Greek, and the Evangelists’ usage is confined to reworking and developing
the Jesus-tradition itself.
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usage’® — a direct use of Daniel’s vision in fact more like what we [ind in
the Enoch cycle than in the Gospels. More striking is the merging ol the
description of the Ancient of Days (*‘hair like pure wool”” — Dan. 7:9) with
the description of the angel of Dan. 10:5f. (golden girdle, cyes like flaming
torches, arms and legs like the gleam of burnished bronze, sound of his words
like the noise of a multitude), with an allusion to the visions of Ezekiel (the
sound of the living creatures” wings like the sound of many waters — Ezek.
1:24; the sound of the glory of the God of Israel’s coming like the sound of
many waters — Ezek. 43:2).7! Here it would appear we have the kind of
blurring of distinction between Yahweh, the one like a son of man, a glorious
angel, and the glory of God which we found also in Judaism at about the same
period,” and which the rabbis in the early second century a.D. condemned as
a threat to their monotheism.”3 Could it be that the seer of Revelation belongs
to or was influenced by that strand of esoteric Judaism which practiced
Merkabah mysticism? Could we even conclude that it was precisely the sort
of vision which the seer of Revelation describes in chapter 1 of his apocalypse
that the rabbis saw as a threat to their monotheism? If so, we have a type ol
early christology which may eventually have achieved a popular expression
in the Byzantine Pantocrator but which did not provide the high road for
christological thought in the intervening period, perhaps precisely because it
put too much strain on early Christian monotheism.

d) With the hypothesis of a pre-Christian Primal Man myth discounted,
Adam christology might seem irrelevant to our present inquiry, since almost
by definition Christ as last Adam is Christ as man, eschatological man, man
as God intended him to be, but man — Christ as model of a new humanity,
elder brother of a new family who will bear the image of God undefaced by
disobedience, but man. Such a christology is certainly present in Paul (Rom.
8:29; 1 Cor. 15:211,, 47-49; 2 Cor. 3:18-4:6; Phil. 3:21; Col. 3:10), and par-
ticularly in Heb. 2:6-18, where Christ is presented as the only one to have
fulfilled God’s purpose for man as set out in Ps. 8:4-6:

What is man that you are mindful of him?

You made him a little less than the angels,
and crowned him with glory and honor;

And you set him over the work of your hands,
having put all things in subjection under his feet.

70. The definite article, universal in the Gospels (‘‘the Son of man”), is absent here.

/1. Ct. Rowland, **Vision of the Risen Christ.” See also now R. Bauckham, “The Worship
of Jesus in Apocalyptic Christianity,” NTS 27 (1980-81) 322-41.

72. Revelation is usually dated toward the end of the first century A.D. (see, e.g., W. G.
Kiimmel, Introduction to the New Testament [London: SCM, 1975] 466-69).

73. See also the references collated in R. H. Charles, Revelation (ICC; Edinburgh: Clark,
1920) I, exif.
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The Adam parallel, however, becomes relevant as soon as we realize the
significance of these last two lines — Adam christology includes the thought
of lordship over creation; only Christ has been crowned with glory and honor
(Heb. 2:9); only Christ has had all things put in subjection under his feet
(1 Cor. 15:25; Eph. 1:22; Phil. 3:21; 1 Pet. 3:22). It becomes relevanl as soon
as we further realize that this is precisely what is predicted of Christ as kyrios
(Lord): Ps. 110:1 — ““The Lord says to my Lord: ‘Sit at my right hand, till I
make your enemies your footstool.” " In these same texts Christ’s lordship is
proclaimed by conflating Ps. 110:1 with Ps. 8:6, that is by conflating the idea
of messianic lordship (Mark 12:35-37) with the idea of humanity’s dominion
over the rest of creation.” That is to say, in the claim that Christ is ““Lord of
all” Adam christology and kyrios-christology are one and the same.

The point is that kyrios is a title which in several passages, particularly
in Paul, carries heavy overtones of divinity. As is well known, Paul refers
several OT passages which speak of kyrios Yahweh to kyrios Christ — notably
Rom. 10:13, “Everyone who calls upon the name of the Lord (Yahweh, Christ)
will be saved” (Joel 2:32), and Phil. 2:10, where Second Isaiah’s fiercely
monotheistic assertion of universal worship to Yahweh becomes an assertion
of universal worship to Christ (Isa. 45:21-23).75 However, the problem which
this causes for monotheism is eased as soon as we realize that for Paul the
kyrios title functions most often as a way of distinguishing Christ from the
one God. This we see clearly in the repeated phrase “‘the God and Father of
our Lord Jesus Christ” (Rom. 15:6; 2 Cor. 1:3; 11:31; Eph. 1:3, 17; Col. 1:3);
alsoin 1 Cor. 8:6, where Christ is professed as one Lord alongside the Shema’s
profession of the one God; and most notably in 1 Cor. 15:24-28, where Christ’s
lordship in terms both of Ps. 110:1 and Ps. 8:6 climaxes in the Son’s own
subjection to God the Father, ‘“‘that God may be all in all.”” Even the Philippians
hymn must be mentioned here; for in my judgment it is an expression of
Adam christology, so that Phil. 2:10 is best seen as a confession of Christ’s
lordship as (last) Adam,’¢ where, Paul makcs it plain, all creation acknowl-
edges Christ’s lordship “to the glory of God the Father™ (2:11).

It would seem then that Adam and kyrios christology as statements of
Christ’s cosmic lordship are best understood, not as any sort of threat to the
unity of God or as a diffusion of the one God’s sovereignty over creation, but
rather in terms of God’s purpose to share his authority as Creator with human-
ity, the crown of his creation, the image of God destined from the first to
share in his fuller glory. In short, the exalted Christ is Lord over all (perhaps

74. See more fully CiM, §14.2,

75. See further A. W. Wainwright, The Trinity in the New Testament (London: SPCK,
1962) ch. 5.

76. CiM, §15.1.
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even “‘god over all” — Rom. 9:577) not so much as a right of godhood, but
more as an authority given by God to the firstborn of a new race of resurrected
humanity, not only as representing God before humankind but also as repre-
senting humankind before God.

e) Finally, what of Sophia and Logos christology? There is no doubt that
some of the most profound christological assertions in the first century A.p.
were made in terms drawn from the imagery and language used for the
personified Wisdom and Word of God in pre-Christian Judaism. In particular
it is this language which enabled the first Christians to relate Christ to the act
of creation. Christ is not only thought of as Lord over creation; it is also said
of him that ““all things (came about) through him” (1 Cor. 8:6), that “in him
all things were created” (Col. 1:16), that “‘he is the radiance of God’s glory,
the stamp of his nature’ (Heb. 1:3). All this sort of language is very familiar
to us from the Jewish wisdom tradition and from Philo as description of the
Wisdom and Word of God.”® But, as we saw earlier, Sophia and Logos in the
pre-Christian Jewish tradition are simply attempts to speak of God, of God
in his relation to creation and to those who seek him; the Wisdom of God,
the Word of God is God in his sclf-revelation.

When such language is used of Christ then, what does it mean? Does
it mean any more than when the Torah was identified as the Wisdom of
God? That is to say, is it simply a way of asserting that Christ in his life,
death, and resurrection so embodied and expressed God’s wisdom that we
need look no further for our definition of God and our understanding of his
purposes (see particularly 1 Cor. 1:22-24, 30)? Was it simply a way of
asserting that Christ has superseded the Torah as the focus and norm of
divine wisdom? Such a case is certainly arguable. Even the language of
preexistencc can then be simply conceived as a way of expressing continuity
between God’s creative power and his saving purpose in Christ: it is the
same God, the same power, the same wisdom that created all things and was
active in and through Christ. Likewise with the prologue to John's Gospel.
The language of the first verses would be familiar to anyone who knew Philo
or the Wisdom tradition (John 1:1-11).7% The decisive advance would then
be that the creative and illuminating utterance of God was said to have
become flesh, to have become human, Jesus Christ (1:14) — which would
be a powerful way of asserting that Christ embodied the fullness of grace
and truth more than the Torah ever did or could (1:17), embodied the
self-revelation of God in a full and final way (1:18).

Yer at the same time there 1$ a cruclal ditference between Judaism’s

77. See the brief discussion in CiM, 45, with further bibliography in the notes.
78. See CiM, 165-66.
79. CiM, 1641, 241f.
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identification of divine wisdom with the Torah and Christianity’s identification
of Sophia-Logos with Christ. For the Torah in the end of the day is a book,
an impersonal object, and no matter how exalted became the description and
assessment of the Torah, it can never really become a threat to monotheism.
But Christ was a man, a human being. That of course is one important reason
why he provides a better definition of God — a person can better embody the
personal God’s self-revelation. But to attribute to a man Wisdom’s role in
creation, to assert that a Auman being is God in his self-revelation, that is
bound to have some repercussions for monotheism. After all, the reason we
could conclude that the talk of Sophia and Lo _os in pre-Christian Judaism
was not a threat to Jewish monotheism was simply that Sophia was a personi-
fication, not a person, and Logos was the personification of God’s immanence,
not a personal being other than God himself. But now the impersonal Wisdom
is identified as the exalted Christ, the personification Logos is identified as
the man Christ Jesus, and Christianity may seem thereby to be committed to
a belief in two divine beings, two powers in heaven — God himself and
Sophia-Christ. Was this not to put an unbearable strain on earliest Chris-
tianity’s monotheism?

The exegetical answer seems to be that the first Christians were to some
extent conscious of this danger.8® Thus when Paul attributes Wisdom’s role
in creation to Christ in | Cor. 8:6, he has already prefaced it with the strong
Jewish confession that God is one. Thus he must mean that the creative and
redemptive role of Sophia-Christ is nothing other than the creative and re-
demptive activity of this one God. That is to say, insofar as we can speak of
the preexistence of Christ, the deity of Christ at this point, it is the preexistence
and deity of the one God acting in and through Christ of which we are actually
speaking. Christ is divine in no other sense than as God immanent, God
himself acting to redeem as he did to create. In Col. 1:15-20, on the other
hand, it is important not to take the first half of the hymn in isolation from
the second half, for each half is evidently saying the same things but in
complementary ways. The first half speaks of Christ as the creative agency
and purpose of Wisdom — the activity of God in creation is identified as
Christ, whereas the second half attributes Christ’s preeminence over creation
to the fact that “God in all his fullness was pleased to dwell in him” and to
act through him (1:19f.). In other words, it is not enough to say that Christ is
simply an inspired prophet or glorified hero; rather he is incarnate Wisdom,
the embodied fullness of God’s self-expression. But also excluded thereby is
the idea that he is a god other than the God of creation, a divine being other
than the God of Israel; rather he is the God of creation, or more precisely, he
embodies the outreach of the one God in its most tangibly personal (i.e.,

80. For the following passages see the fuller exposition in CiM, §§24.2, 24.5, and 25.3.
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somatic) form (Col. 2:9). Likewise with Heb, 1:2f., he who is described as
God’s Son, as agent in creation, is also described as the radiance of God’s
glory, and subsequently as the Son who learned obedience and who was made
perfect through what he suffered, thus becoming qualified for his appointment
as High Priest (2:9-18; 5:5-10). That is to say, Hebrews similarly asserts that
that of God which is most visible to humans has become visible in and as
Christ, that is, in the suffering Christ, the last Adam, perfected through suffer-
ing. In other words, the deity of Christ is God himself reaching out to humans
through Christ to offer his costly forgiveness.

It is in the Fourth Gospel that the tension becomes most acute. At first
it seems if anything to have slackened, for the prologue does not speak
properly of Christ till v. 14. Unlike the passages just looked at we have no
statement of the form, “‘Christ through whom all things were created.” Prior
to v. 14 the thought is primarily of the Logos. It is the utterance of God that
John calls “God.” It is God’s word through which ail things came to be.
Christ is not the Logos per se; he is the Logos become flesh. We may quite
properly say that the personified Logos, the impersonal Logos first became
personal in the incarnation. But at the same time in the body of the Gospel
we have regular talk of the Son of God, who is conscious of having preexisted
with the Father before his entry into the world (e.g., John 6:38; 8:23, 38;
10:36; 16:28; 17:5, 24). No wonder Bultmann thought there was at the back
of this something significantly different from Judaism’s earlier theology of
the word;8! it is not altogether surprising that the Johannine discourses
provided the greatest scope for Bultmann’s reconstruction of the pre-Chris-
tian Gnostic redeemer myth.82 Here if anywhere in the earliest Christian
sources we have one who is conscious of having enjoyed a personal pre-
existence with the Father prior to his life on earth, one who like the king’s
son in the Song of the Pearl remembers his true status and identity even
while on earth.

Yet here, too, it must be important to retain a proper balance between
the different parts of the Gospel, between the prologue and the rest, between
the christology of the prologue and the christology of the discourses. After
all, it can hardly be accidental that the Logos christology, which reappears
nowhere else in the Gospel, is set as the preface (o the whole. The intended
implication presumably is that the Logos christology is the doorway or win-
dow into the rest, that we must interpret the Son of God christology in the
light of the Logos christology. In this case by preexistent Son John means
preexisient Logos; that is to say, the Son is not another divine power but is

81. Bultmann, John, 21f.
82. As Bultmann himself acknowledged (see R. H. Fuller, The New Testament in Current
Study [London: SCM, 1963] 136 and n. 1).



Was Christianity a Monotheistic Faith from the Beginning? 341

the immanent presence of him who alone is God {rom all eternity. Hence the
emphasis on the unity of Father and Son (particularly 10:30); hence the
numinous character of the repeated “I am™ (particularly 8:58);8 and hence
above all the emphasis that to see the Son is to see the Father (particularly
12:45; 14:9). For as the Logos is the self-manifestation of God, so the Logos-
Son incarnate as Jesus Christ makes God seeable.

What we seem to have in the Fourth Gospel therefore is not a taking
over of an earlier myth of a divine redeemer distinct from God, but rather a
fresh creation — a creative molding of categories and language from prophet
christology, Son of Man christology, and Sophia-Logos christology. From
prophet christology is derived talk of the Son being sent.84 From the tradition
of Jesus’ own words comes talk of the Son of man. From the Sophia-Logos
christology emerges the idea of preexistent presence with God. Consequently
in the composite christology the Logos is the Son, the Son is sent into the
world, the Son of man descends from heaven. But is this so very different
from pre-Christian Judaism’s talk of divine wisdom? The imagery is bolder;
it is used with respect to one who was a human being on earth. But is it any
more of a threat to Jewish monotheism than the Jewish Wisdom or the Philonic
Logos? 1t is true of course that the Gnostics were subsequently able to use
John’s composite christology as part of their own syncretism; John’s chris-
tology became one of the major building blocks in Gnostic speculation, a
crucial stimulus toward the Gnostic redeemer myth as such.8 But it is very
doubtful if John would have approved this use. More significant is the fact
that emerging orthodoxy worked primarily in terms of a Logos christology, a
christology which identified the redeemer with the creative agency of God —
thereby deliberately choosing to stay within the bounds of Jewish monotheism.
It is this monotheistic interpretation of John which finally won the day against
the more Gnostic syncretistic use of John, so that when the Son of God
language became the major christological motif from Nicea onward it is the
Logos-Son who is in view, the Johannine Son of God understood in the light
of the Johannine Logos (as John intended) and not the Johannine Son of God
understood in terms of the Gnostic redeemer myth, as a redeemer who is not
also creator.

83. E. L. Miller, “The Christology of John 8:25," 7Z 36 (1980) 237-65, suggests that
8:25 has the sense ‘I am the One at the Beginning, which is what I keep telling you,” which
would forge a strong link between 1:1 and 8:58.

84. Cf. particularly J. A. Biihner, Der Gesandte und sein Weg im 4. Evangelium (Ttbingen,
1977); E. Schillebeeckx, Christ: The Christian Experience in the Modern World (London: SCM,
1980) 313-22.

85. See further J. D. G. Dunn, Unity and Diversity in the New Testament (London: SCM,
1977) §64.
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IV

If earliest christology had consisted simply in one or other of the elements
examined above Lthere would be no difficulty in asserting Christianity s mono-
theistic status. The idca of the glorificd hero never provided more than u partial
model for the lirst Christians™ assessment of the exalted Christ. And where
the term “*Son of Man™ did give more scope, its reference Lo the glorified
Christ was not so very dissimilar to the role in judgment attributed to Enoch
in the carly stages ol the Enoch cycle. As last Adam the risen Christ was
himself thought of primarily as a pattern for a new humanity; even as Lord
his lordship over creation was of a piece with the dominion over all things
which God had originally intended for Adam. In all this Christ stands more
on the side ol creation than of creator. The christologies are not modeled on
eatlier ideus of a heavenly redeemer, and though Christ himsclf in his exal-
tation can now properly be called a heavenly redeemer figure he is so as
representalive man, not as a second god.#6

Alternatively the lirst Christians also idemilied Christ as God's creative
wisdom, as the Word of God become [lesh — that 1s, they recognized God
actung in and through Christ, they saw God in and through Christ, they
understood God more clearly hecause they understood him in tlerms ol Christ.
In other words. Sophia and Logos were not thought to be heavenly beings
distinct from God, and Christ identified as Sophia-Logos incarnate was not
thought of as being distinet from Gad. Rather as Sophia-Logos was a way of
expressing the one God’s inunmunent presence in the world, so Christ as
Sophia-Logos was understood as the focus und clearesi expression of Lthat
presence. the presence of God himselt.

The one model most firmly rejected within earliest Christianity was that
of angelology. Where the possibility of developing a systemalic identification
of Christ with an archangel was even considered il was dismissed. That is to
say the model which might have opened the door o a systemaltic christology
which set Jesus at the head of an angelic hierarchy or series of evolutionary
emanations in Gnostic Fashion, was precisely thal model on which the Tirst
Christiuns turned their backs.®7 There was, however, one strand within apoc-

86, | am less convinesd than C. Fo 12 Moule, The Origin of Christology (Cambridge:
Cambridge University, 1977). particularly ¢h. 2. (hal the incorporative inclusive categorics which
Paul uses to ~peak of believers' relationship to Christ (™in Christ.™ “the bady of Christ,” ete.)
take us heyond an Adum christology and “conceive of Christ us any thein) conceives of God”
(941., 138L.). Paul does afier all speak of fesus ag representative man prior 1o s resurreetion,
in his life and death (Rom, 8&:3; . Cor. 5.1 Gal. 3:16; Phil. 2.7,

&7, Contrast Jostin, Apofogia 102, and Athenagoras, Legare 10.3, where a ceadiness o
deaw in angelology o enrich their doetrine of Gud has laid theni open 1o the charge of “erypto-
polytheism™ (Loofs) — sce the recent discussion by WL R. Schoedel. A Nealeeled Muotive Tor
Second-Century Trinitavianism.”” JTS 31 (1980) 356-67.
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alyptic which shows the influence of Merkabah mysticism, where the vision
of the exalted Christ merged elements of earlier visions of Yahweh with earlier
visions of a glorious angel. But this made no lasting impact on either Chris-
tianity or Judaism; it was rejected by rabbinic Judaism but tolerated within
Christianity — a visionary ambiguity which was unacceptable to strict Jewish
monotheism was evidently not so unacceptable to Christianity’s redefined
monotheism (see again n, 495).

The problems of consistent expression arose, however, when these some-
what different christologies were brought together, to be plaited into a single
strand — when the idea of Christ as Adam-Lord had to be meshed into the
idea of Christ as Sophia-Logos — when the belief in one who represents
humankind to God had to be merged with the belief in one who represented
God to humankind. To put it another way, there is no final problem with the
idea of Christ’s preexistence — Christ’s preexistence is the preexistence of
Sophia-Logos, the preexistence of an impersonal personification for the out-
reach of the personal God. But it is more difficult to handle the idea of Christ’s
posrexistence. for this is the continuing existence not of an impersonal per-
sonification but of a person, Jesus of Nuzareth. He who worshiped and prayed
10 God is seen himself as God's sell-expression. The God who is God of our
Lord Jesus Christ is also God in and through Christ as God to us. Even his
retwrn as Savior is “'the appeuring ol the glory of our great God” (Tit. 2:13).88

To state it thus is about as far as we can go without passing beyond the
bounds of the New Testament and of my own competence. But at least two
points of importance for our understanding of the subsequent debates have
emerged from this analysis and are worth drawing attention to in closing.
First, we can sce that the complexity of the subsequent debates is already
determined by the first century’s attempts to assess and express the signifi-
cance of Christ. The complexity of the subsequent debates was not simply
the result of translating first-century language into the categories ol Hellenistic
philosophy. More important, it was the first Christians’ recognition both of
the reality of God in Christ and that Christ was wholly one with them. a man
among humans, that determined the course of future orthodoxy. Second, the
constraints and limitations within which the subsequent debaters found they
had to work were already there more or less from the beginning. The fact that
he is already conceived as Adam, as he who even as Lord acknowledges the
one God to be his God —- that fact ruled out the modalist and Sabellian options
from the start. At the same time, because he is Sophia-Logos and is not simply

88. CI. V., Hasler, “Epiphanie und Christalogie in den Pastoralbriefen,” 7Z 33 (1977)
193-209. particularly 199-2010 L. Oberlinner. ““Dic ‘Epiphaneia’ des Heilswillens Gottes in
Christus lesus. Zur Grundstrukuir der Christologie der Pastoralbriefe,” ZNW 71 (1980) 192-213,
particularly 197-202.
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a man who became Sophia-Logos (rather Sophia-Logos became him), the
adoptionist option is also ruled out. That is to say. the exalted Christ is not
any more divine than the earihly lesus — he is Sophia-Logos from the stait,
God comes to expression in and through him as much in his life and suffering
and death as in his resurrection and cxaltation. Stll less is he to be conceived
as a second divine being in heaven, a second power, or first in a scquence of
emanatory powers — the Gnostic option is even inore Firmly excluded. And
because as Sophia-Logos he is God himself in his outreach Lo the world, even
Arianism is in effect alrcady excluded. The sophisticated distinctions of the
Later debates are of course not yel formulated, sometimes arbitrary. sometimes
artilicial as they may now appear to us. Nevertheless the point remains that
within the context of the philosophic categories of these early centuries dis-
tinctions and definitions of that sorl were bound 1o emerge. if only because
the testimony of the first Christiang