MONOTHEISTIC DISCOURSE AND DEIFICATION OF
JESUS IN EARLY CHRISTIANITY AS EXEMPLIFIED
IN 2 CORINTHIANS 3:1614:6

by

DAVID KANE BERNARD

submittedin accordance with the requirements for the
degree of
DOCTOR OF THEOLOGY
in the subject of
NEW TESTAMENT
at the
UNIVERSITY OF SOUTH AFRICA

PROMOTER: DR G VAN DEN HEEVER

DECEMBER 2014



SUMMARY

One of the central issues of early Christianity wasdbatity of Jesus Christ.
Paul and other early Christians discussed this question within the framework of traditional
Jewish monotheism and used the language of deity to describe Christ. This thesis explores
how and why they integrated the two conceptsiohotheism and the deity of Jesus. As a
window into this process, it partidecul arly
employing grammaticahistorical exegesis with insights from rhetorical criticism and
Oneness Pentecostal Christology.

We considethree fundamental questions: Whatdoes the exalted language
concerning Christ in this text represent?K@w did Paul reconcile the deification of
Jesus with his monotheistic heritage?\{@)ydid Paul deify Jesus? What interests were
served, and wdit were the practical consequences?

The conclusion is that early Christians, prior to and including Paul, worshiped
Jesus within a Jewish monotheistic context and not as a result of Hellenization. They
viewed Jesus as the revelation of the one God, reosasond deity or a different
personage. Although they reinterpreted their core beliefs in light of Jesus, they did not see
their worship of Jesus as violating their
correspondence does not require an ekinitarian or trinitarian model, but it reveals
that many early Christians viewed God as both transcendent and immanent and worshiped
Jesus as the God of Israel manifested in human identity.

We identify four significant soctohetorical factors in thenonotheistic deification
of Jesus: (1) In a context of rapid social change it enabled Christians to combine Hebrew
monotheism with Greek longing for universals, thereby claiming both traditional heritage
and Christocentric distinctiveness. (2) It gave tleeamique social identity and
cohesiveness. (3) It affirmed their soteriological experiences, beliefs, and outreach. (4) It
positioned the movement to attract all people, moving the new faith beyond Jewish
ethnicity and traditional boundary markers so theecame a universal monotheism with
a missiological focus. The soerbetorically constructed identity of Jesus Christ defined
the identity of the early Christians. The result was a distinctively Christian faith.
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1

| NTRODUCTION

One of the central issues of early Christiadifyrobablythe central issu® was
the identity of Jesus ChrisPaul and other early Christians discussed this question within
the framework of traditional Jewish monotheism, and they used thedge®f deity to
describeChrist. We will explore hovand whythey integrated the two concepts of
monotheism and deificatn of JesusAs a window into this process, we will particularly
exami ne Paul2isr 3:d6i4:6. Eistuhoveeeer, wewill briefly consider the
background of Christian origins,h e br oader cont érsttentory Paul 6s
monotheismand the broader context of early Cstian discourse about Jesus.

Why is it worthwhile to look afresh at Christian origins and early Christian
discourse about Jesus? Filstrevisiting and redaxibing Christian origins wean
examinepossibilities for today. Tradition can be a positive force for communicating
beneficial concepts and solutions across centuries, but it can also be a restrictive force
that precludes consideration of optionsdontemporarygircumstances. As the Protesta
Reformers discoverededescribing Christian origins can be a wapyercomethe
potentiallystultifying effects of tradition and to subvert or overrtheological, political,
and social hierarchies.

SecondredescribingChristian orignsis instructve in the twentyfirst-century
context of rapid globalization, interconnectivity, and diversity. Traditional biblical
interpretations have developed in the matrix of Western theology and philobophy
contemporary Christianitig increasinty nonWestern RevisitingChristian origing
particularly early Christian discourse about Godl Jesuglaces us at the intersection of
Jewish, Hellenisticand emerging Christian thought and causetreconsidethe
connections between the OT and the NT bativeen Grec®Roman ad Christian
worldviews. This discus®n can generat&eshtheological and sociological insights for
today.

The materials for our study are ancient written texts, which desempsocial

processeandwere imbeddedn socichistorical contexts. Although associated with

1 BernardGreen Christianity in Ancient Rome: The First Three Centutidew York: T&T Clark, 2010),
60.
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individual authorstexts areessentially produced kyycommunity and read by another
community? In seeking to relate the past to the predgrthe study of textsve should
consider a range of sources and interpiata, not just those deemed authoritative or
orthodox. We neetb hear the voicehistory hasexcluded paying attention to competing
values, centers of powestruggles, and interests of past and present so weooarer

options forour day?

Christian Origins
Christianity emerged in a contest diversity and social change thefirst-
century GreceRoman world Beginning anong Jews in Palestiveho lived in a
Hellenized cultureinder Pman ruleit quickly spread in thancientMediterranean
worl d among Jews -Déatheg®i s miteadgatiraciédByp d we r ¢
Jewish monotheism, ardkllenistic pagans from a background of polytheism and
idolatry.
Recent scholarship has focused on the formation of early Chiggtaps, such as
the Pauline communities, #tey engaged and respondedhe challengesf social and
cultural diversity in the ancient Mediterranean woihdjuding social fragmeation and
loss or transformation of identifyAs noted by Cameron and Mir, the early @ristians
had to reconsider the significance of ethnicityandengaged icr eati ng a col |
social identity; making and marking boundaries; identifying group membership;
interacting with others; inventing and maintaining traditionrfisans and in spite of
change); and i magi YEkplomng tbesd processaslinvavesf f er enc e
categories such as attraction, social experimentation, reflexivity, mythmaking, social
formation, social locations, social logics, and social intefeBtem a historical
perspective, then, we can examihe formation ofChristianty asa collective
sociological procesgonsideing the humarinterests and benefits involvadthis

endeavar

2 Gina HensPiazza,The New HistoricisiGBS; Minneapolis: Fortress, 2002), 6.

3 HensPiazzaNew Historicism 12, 34, 39, 45.

“Ron Cameron and Merrill P. Miller, HRe@egcniingusi on: Re
Christian Origins(ed. Ron Cameron and Merrill P. Miller; SBLSymS 28; Atlanta: Society of Biblical

Literature, 2004), 503.

SCameron and Miller, fConclusion: Redescribing Chri.
Cameron and Miller, fiConclusion: Re d eTheChiistan ng Chr i
Myth: Origins, Logic, and LegadgiNew York: Continuum, 2001), 5405.

7 Mack, Christian Myth 58, 6869.
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Theearly Christians drew from both Jewish and Gréekight.Palestinian Jews
were Hellenizedeforethe emergencef Christianity, although they maintained their
distinctive monotheistic belief in Yahweh. The spread of Christianity to the Gentiles
brought further interactioaf Jewish andsreek thought. Sociologatly, the early
Christians integrated aspects of both culturesamewmodel. The nevecommunity
drew its theological and ideological authority froine HebrewScriptures, yet the
participantscould no longer define their identity in terms of ethnicithey faced the
challenge of forging a nemulticultural, multiethniddentity while maintaining
continuity with JudaismMack has explainediThe Christian experiment dislodged the
Jewish conception of the people of God from its national and ethnic ttoatgiht of
individuals on the Greek model as agents capable of changing their minds and social
identities, and rationalized both of these moves as essential ingredients of novel social
experim@ t %Thedearly Christians sought to define thegillective identity by
identifying themselves with Isrgelndtheyused the Hebrew Scriptures to establish their
claim® They needed tanswer the question: How coutlis new group of various
ethnicities still consider itself to be the people of Israel and thergfengeople of the one
God?° In other wordsit is important teexplore the Jewish backgrouatifirst-century
Christianity in order to appreciatelly the social interests involved in the claiwisthe

early Christians to bhelsraeflfue heirs of Godods

Paul 6s Discourse in Rhetorical Perspective
Since weare using a Pauline text as firdmary window into our subject, we need

to survey recent developments in Pauline scholarship. Traditional interpretations of Paul

were framed by the Reformati debate over justification by faith. In the latter half of the

twentieth century, however, scholars began to reexamine the exegetical basis of the

traditional formulations of justificatiorAs Sanders noted, ut her 6 s readi ng of

and Gal atians depended on the view that thi

believed in justification by wdes. Against this view Sanders séiict-century Jews based

their salvation in the grace of God, not human wofkh. u s Lut herds readin

8 Mack, Christian Myth 108.

Cameron and Miller, fiConclusion: Redescribing Chri.
10 Mack, Christian Myth 112.

HBurton L. QUasoR, TA®Wh@oci al Re as on Redésdhing Ch@stiame r on and
Origins, 372.
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t heology had more to do with Lutherds own
with first-century issue$?

According to Sander®aul was actually concerned with the Jewish concept of
Acovenant al n @& dews believed thel laad an iexslusive cbhvenant with
God based on the law of Moses, and early Jewish followers of Christ persisted in this
view. By contrast, Paul asserted that both Jews and Gentiles could enter into covenant
relationship with God. Therefey it was not necessary for Gentile believers in Christ to
keep the Jewish law. In particular, Paul taught that Christians did not need to keep the
boundary markers of the Jewish covenant with God, namely, circumcision, Sabbath
keeping, and the dietarylaw. For Sander s, Paul 6s fundamen
not over the law as such but over Christ.

To a great extent, Dunn followed thisanalysia d | abel ed it At he n
perspectivd®l n his view, fAWaulk&s owr it thien dgtea woe fi er s
legal obedience as a means of distinguishing Jews from Gentilest skews could
maintain national righteousnesss Goddés uni q ultNewerthelessplent peopl
acknowledgedhe Reformation dodtre of justification by faith to ba legitimate
cool | ary of Paulbds doctrine.

Several evangelical scholars have responded to this new perspective by saying we
can understand Romans and Galat@mly if we assume some firsentury Jews indeed
based their justification or salvation more on their workathaon Godos gr ace.
Paul 6s argument in Romans serves -to inval i
righteousnes¥ Gathercole agreed in part with the new perspective critique of traditional
Lutheranism, acknowledging that Jewish literature of thedestury emphasizes both
gracious election by God and obedience as a basis for vindication at the judgment, and the
NT does likevise. Nevertheles®aul and his Jewish contemporaries had significantly
different understandirggof obedience in this regard.liFo Pa u | , Godbés gracio
bath the source and the ongoioause of h e C h oliediende aPaudssood within
the overall tradition of firstentury Judaism as rightly understood. Witherington and

2E, P. Sanderfaul and Palestinian Judais(Minneapolis: Fortress, 1977);12, 41926, 492.

13 James D. G. DuniT,he New Perspective on Paul: Collected Es§#ySNT 185; Tiibingen: Mohr

Siebeck, 2005; rev. ed. Grand Rapilsrdmans, 2008).

14 James D. G. DuniiRomans 48 (WBC 38A; Dallas: Word, 1988), Ixv, Ixix, Ixxi, 158.

15 James D. G. Dunii;he Theology of Paul the Apostigrand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998), 366.

18 Douglas Moo;The Epistle to the Roma(iNICNT; Grand Rapids: &dmans, 1996), 217.
7Simon J. Gathercol®h er e | s Boasting? Early Jewish Soteriol o
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002), 63
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Hyatt similarly concluded that the new perspeeitorrectly criticizes the traditional
Protestant conception of justification, because Raldedexpectedhe savedo lead
righteous, holy lives and would have been appalled by any notion to the contrary. In the
final analysis, Witherington and Hyatsa saw the new perspective as irquege,
however. For therthe central thrust of Rom2is not against Jewish ethnocentrism or
boundary markers but against setfnteousnessoasting, and judgmentalidmased on
human works and achievementse disageement between Paul and his Jewish
contemporaries was not over obedience, for Balitvedmembers of the covenant
needed to obey whatever God reqdireather, the disagreement centered on whether
obediencavi t hout tr ansf or moultbethenbasks jor jBtfichiiod powe r
Despite these differing views over Paul
and critics of the new perspective of Paul agree that there is more continuity than
discontinuity between Judaism and Paul. Thus, we shatlpinPaul against first
century Judaism in toto, as if we were fighting the Reformation battles of Protestants
versus Catholics. A characteristic of the new perspective is thavieadd Jewish
beliefs and positions in a highly positive way, both befand after his faith in Chridtle
did not fight against the Jewish laigelf. The issue he faced whew toretain the law in
his theological scheme in light of his new understanding of salvation by faith in Jesus
Christ, including salvation for th@entiles, who did not live according to the Jewish
law.1°
Absent evidence to the contrary, then,
theological terms and concepts to be in fundamental harmony witedimsiry Judaism.
When he used the language of mdwatm and deification, we will begin with the
assumption that he meant much the same as his Jewish contemporaries unless he
indicated a change of meaning. We will then explore the function, purpose, and
significance of this language for Paul.
Drawing fromthe insights of the new perspective, our model is one of
simultaneous continuity and change. Paul appealed to traditional Jewish theology as his
source of authority while applyirthis theology in a new way to establish Christian
uniqueness and maintain tian identity. His main concern was not to void the law or

ongoing obedience to Gododos cammabotdidEwbut t o

18 Ben Witherington Ill and Darlene HyaR,a ul 6 s Lett er t eRhetotical Cdmentayn s: A S o ¢
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2004), 125, 24749.
¥ Troels EngbergPederserPaul and the Stoicf ouisville, Ky.: Westminster John Knox, 2000), 14.
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andGentle Smith described this model as dArelig
Abot h a r eandatreaffirmati@ntofanativeplacative, celebratory categories of
religious pra®tice and thought. o

By using the termdliscoursewedescribePaul 6 s | etters as part
discussion in the context of power relationge thereby recognizeuchfactorsasthe link
between interests and assertions, the exercise of symbolic powapseals to
credibility and authority in religious discour$eWe alsoacknowledge the role of
religious discoursen the construction, maintenance, and modification ofaso
identities?2 Our purpose is ndb revise Paubr usehim to support contemporary
dogmatic views but to understand his statemientiseir sociorhetorical context. We will
look beneath the discussion to investigate the unsta®anptionsthe beliés he
evidently held in common with his readessd the points heonsidered persuasivéhe
termdiscoursdurthersignifiesthatt o conceptuali ze whagwe was at
areanalyzinghis thought by means of a system of technical t€smsh asnonotheism
andhenotheismcreatedoy a historical process.Access to reality is mediated through
concepts and terminologies that are themselves products of histoocasses of
meaningmaking. Discourséhus implies that we encounter realitydugh
representational practicésat arehoroughlyhistoricized. Discourse is not juatterm for
the contents ddets ofrepresentations (whidhcludethe spoken word, text, gesture,
ritual, environments as arranged space, the rhythms e@fdifedde persuasions, and
symbolized capital). lhlsoencompassethe social location that forms the matrix for the
invention of the set of representatiorig social interessncapsulateth and giving rise
to the set of representations; the logic governieginterrelations between these factors
or aspectsandthe institutionaliation of such representations in canons of tradition,
schools of thought, habitus, social formations, cultimahs,and sociepolitical-

economic conventior’.

20 Jonathan Z. SmitiMap Is Not Territory: Studies in the History of Religighsiden: Brill, 1978), 186.

21 pierre Bourdieul.anguage and Symbolic Pow@xford: Polity, 1988), 16, 23, 1630.

22 Bruce Lincoln,Discourse and the Construction of Society: Comparative Studies of Myth, Ritual and
Classification(Oxford: Oxford Universiy Press, 1989), 23, 75.

BSee fADi scour s éouodauli: His TRoaght, His\ChayaotéCambridge, U.K.: Polity, 2010).
“Gerhard van den Heever, AfSpace, Soci al Space, and
Century AR4TA7 (ROLQ):R20., O
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Monotheistic Discourseand Deification Language

To speak of monotheism is already to engage in rhetorichigathoice of label
seems he best way to r edescrhetbreaworldéMestartn cept C
with the premise that monotheism isthe bestmodel | ens by which to wur
beliefs about God and thus the deification languagandeother early Christiansed for
Jesus. Whé it is beyond the scope of astudy to discuss this point exhaustively, we will
outline a threefold basis fonaking this assumptiomndexamine it further in ci8.

First,theprimary theological and culturabntextofPa u | 6 s wasSemmdu r s e
Temple Judaismandthe bedrock of this religious system was exclusive monotheism, the
belief in and worship of only onéod.Belief in God s o0 nvasiuadareental tdirst-
century Judaism; since it was not controversial it@da taken for granted.Scholars
debate the extent to which we should use the related terinemofheisnfpersonal or
group devotion to only ongodwithout denyingthe existence of other godsjonolatry
(worship of only one gd without denying the existence of other godsmonotheism
(belief in only one god), but for our purposhese nuances are second@We do not
usemonotheisnto denythat Judaism had concepts of other supernatural beings but to
emphasize that the various strandSe€ond Templdudaism agreed Yahweh was
supreme over all beings and Yahweh alone should be worsHipad. pointof our
describing Jewish monotheigsto highlight that Pail, in his socierhetorical context aa
first-centuryobservant Jew, hado alternatives if he wished tieify Jesus(1) He could
emphasize continuity bgonfestng Yahweh alone@ssupreme and worthy of worship
while somehowpresentinglesusas the manifestation of YahwegR) He could emphasize

discontinuity by modifying or abandonidgwish monotheisro allow theworshipof

%James D. G. Dunn, fiJudai sm i n tudasm inaatedAntiguitied. s r a e | i
Jacob Neusner et al.; Leiden: Brill, 2001), 1.2:253.

26 James D. G. Dunmid the First Christians Worship Jesus? The New TestaidenceLouisville,

Ky.: Westminster John Knox, 2010), 64.

27 Pieter CraffertThe Life of a Galilean Shaman: Jesus of Nazareth in Anthropoletfisibrical

PerspectivéMatrix: The Bible in Mediterranean Perspective 3; Eugene, Ore.: Cascade, 2@&)radffert

disagreed with the construct ofonotheisnespecially when used to deny belief in other supernatural or

divine beings but acknowledged the main point here: for most Jews God was the sole object of worship.
Fredriksenikewise objected to the efmonotheisnandexclusive monotheison the ground that early

Jews and Christians were actually henotheistic. They believed in the existence of other supernatural beings

but affirmed Aone god on topo; ot hghgoddauhs wer e | owe
Fredriksen, fiMandatory Retirement: |l deas in the Stu
SR35 (2006): 241. Our use of these terms allows for this construction, but we use them to emphasize that

almost all Jews acknowledged Yedh as supreme, the only being worthy of ritual worship, and the only

God one should serve. See Anders Runessdnhvent i ng Christian Il dentity: P
| , Explonng Early Christian Identityed. Bengt Holmberd?WUNT 226;Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck,

2008), 84 n.69.
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Jesus as a being different frofahweh.In either @ase we would expect some discourse
to explainhisinnovatiwe belief andpractice Since heattemptedo vindicate his apostolic
authorityby assertingcontinuity withthereceived traditiorof the OT, in the latter case
we would particularly expect some justification for the signifiaistontinuity The
evidence inttates that he chose the fornadternative

Second, monotheisas we have describedithe exclusive worship of
Yahwel® served as a boundary marker for ficseintury Judaism, and as we shall, see
Paul continud to usethis boundary markdor the emerging Christian communities he
established and nurtureBespite the strands of monotheistic thought witkiece
Romanpaganismgenuindy monotheistic statements by pagans were extremelyyare
especially prior to Christian origingvhen Jewsaid,i Gadad one, 0 both Jews
Jews recognizedhis Jewish devotion to only one Gasa chaacteristic factor
distinguishingghem from everyone else. Their exclusive worship of Yahweh, their
substantial unity on this core belief, and their reftsalffer sacrifices to any other deity,
ofteneven on pain of death, distinguishteém from mainstreameligionin Hellenistic
society?®

Third, there was anonotheistic strain in Greek philosophical thoygtitich
likely reinforced Padd s mo n anphblse iarsl tvhicthe used as a bridge to non
Jewish peopld=rom he beginning Greek philosophers sought for one ruling principle to
explain the world in its diversitygndthey described this principle aglivine substance
existing in everything® Indeed by late antiquitywWhich wasactuallyafter Paud s )t i me
monotheism was widespread, especialtyong the educatedite andin the Greek eas
consequently, some scholamgerpret Christian monotheism as part of this broader
development! The philosophical viewpoint d?lato, Aiistotle, Zeno, antheir followers
includingthe vast majority of philosophers in later antiqusas similar tothe Christian

positionas they believeth oneGod who ruleshe universe?

28Henk S. VersnelTer Unus: Isis, Dionysos, Hermes: Three Studies in HenotHgiEn of

Inconsistencies in Greek and Roman Religlagiden: Brill, 1990),194 n.322.

2% James F. McGratiThe Only True God: Early listian Monotheism in Its Jewish Contékirbana, Il.:

University of lllinois Press, 2009), 17, 3, 98.

OWol f Liebeschuetz, @dThe Si gni fPagareMogotheismfinLatthe Speech
Antiquity (ed. PolymniaAthanassiadand MichaeFrede Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999), 187.

31 PolymniaAthanassiadand MichaeFrede fil nt roducti on, 0 PaganAt hanassi adi
Monotheism in Late Antiquityl, 20.

2Mi chael Frede, fAMonotheism and Pagan Philosophy in
Pagan Monotheism in Late Antiqui/l, 43.
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We should not make toounh of this resemblance, however, as we see by
comparing Paul to the StoicStoicism was probably the most popular philosophy among
the educated Hellenistic and Roman elita P a y dndhewasliaflyencedy it to
some extent or at least haome affinity tat. According to the Stoicsverything is
controlled by reasoriqgos andthetask of humans is to discover and accept their role in
the scheme of things. Thus, the highest moral asset-ism@#lbl, and the goal of life is
for the hunan mindto conformto reason alon& Paul and the Stoics haémilar views of
anthropology, reasonijrtue, ethicsethical transformation, community formaticand the
universal application of their ided$At the same time we finsignificant diferences
especiallythar respectivaunderstandingg o f Go d ineivethenGnath theswvorld
Instead of a tily monotheistic faith centered evorship of the one God, &tism
equated God with reasanm fate, resulting ira pantheistic view of God as immaneBy
contrast, Paul held to the Hebraic concept of God as transcendent yeg¢dhwolkie
world. Specifically, hadentified reason with Jesus Christ, teacttmat God had
intervened in the world through the Christ ev&ri¥oreover, God itervenes irhuman
|l ives by Godoés Spirit, and this divine act:

Acts 17 depicts Paul agioting from Greek poetscluding the Stoic philosopher
Cleanthes (v. 28%° andappealing tdhe cult of Theos Hypsistgsfi Un k nmdvtn) G
lead people to the true G¢d 23). The Ge-he al e radirdadydnenotkeistic
wereconnected to local Jews, and had their own-Jmnish traditions to which feould
appeal’ Paul did not teach that people could worship the one Godcity mvays under
many names, however, but he sought to convert everyone to fdgkus Christ.

Ultimately, the contrast between pagans and Christians was not simply between
polytheism and monotheism, but® fithe real i

Early Christian Discourse about Jesus
A second premise of our investigatiorthatPaul and othegarly Christiansised
the language of deitipr Jesus. We will examine this presaiin cls. 4-6, particularly

33Konstantin KolendaP hi | osophyo6s Jour ney(ReadingHiass.t Auldisevtealdy, | nt r o d
1974),59-61.

34 EngbergPederserPaul and the Stoi¢83, 28792,

35 EngbergPederserPaul and the Stoic4,03, 287.

36 Aratus,PhaenomengEpimenidesCretica CleanthesiHymn to Zeus

St ephen Mitchell, AThe Cult of Thieosi dlypsositowmsAblea
and FredePagan Monotheism in Late Antiquity22.
%Frede, fAMonotheism and Pagan Philosophy, 0 67.
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with reference to the text we hasleosen as a window.o establish atarting poinfor

this investigationit is helpful to study théd me t a d i *® scholarl\sdesdoursefdhe

past one hundred yeara early Christian discourse about Jesus. By doing so, we are able
to delineate aange of interpretive opins andsituate ouchosertext within the larger

body of firstcentury Christian thoughBroadly speaking, there are two major

approaches: those who attribute the deification of Jesus to general influences in the
cultural milieu including pagan tlight,and those who seek éxplainit as a

phenomenon primarily within firstentury Judaism.

Early scholars who pioneered the histofyreligions approach
(Religionsgeschicl®) acknowledged that texts such as the one we have chosen exhibit the
deification d Jesusputtheyargued that this type of discourse did not come from the
earliest Christians. For example, Bougsedited that the shift from Palestinian Judaism
to Hellenistic Christianity explains the ascription of deity to Jesesause he did not
think Jewish monotheism was compatible with the deification of J&8Ridtmann
accepted this analyst$as did many others in the histesf:religions school. More
recently,Caseymade a similar argumefit.

Hengel and others showed, however, that we canakéra simplistic distinction
between Palestinian and Hellenistic Christianity. For one thing, all of Judaism was
already Hellenized by the first centurye., and the developments of Christology could all
have occurred within a Palestinian Jewish contdrteover, with regard to the concept
of God, the most significant changasChristian discoursander the influence of Greek
philosophical thought did not come until the second centittytive Gnostics and the
Greek pologists® According to Hengethe ckification of the crucified Jesysedated
Paul and had no true precedent or analagy, more development of Christology
occurred in the first two decades than in the next seven cerfttidesacknowledged that

a historyof-religions approach was helpfinl explaining terms, themes, and traditions,

39 Bourdieu,Language and Symbolic Poweérl.

40Wwilhelm BoussetKyrios Christos: A History of the Belief in Christ from the Begigs of Christianity

to Irenaeug5th ed.; trans. J. E. Steely, 1913; repr. Nashville: Abingdon, 1970), 421,..20

41 Rudolf Bultmann, introductory word to the fifth edition of Bous#atrios Christos 7; idem,Theology of

the New Testamef2 vols.; Newyor k: Charl es Scribnerdés Sons, 1951),
42 P, Maurice Casey;rom Jewish Prophet to Gentile God: The Origins and Development of New

Testament Christolog§iouisville, Ky.: Westminster John Knox, 1991), 37, 169.

“Martin Hengel,Thei He | | eni zati ono of Judae é&udene, Oreh WipfRi r st Cen
Stock, 1989), 556. See also our discussion in ch. 3.

44 Martin Hengel,The Son of God: The Origin of Christology and the History of Jett&tenistic

Religions(trans. Joh Bowden; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1976R,17. However, there are parallels in pagan
apotheosis stories such as Heracles and Dionysos.
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but it could not adequately account for the origin of Christianity as a wholieiawell
could have been an unprecederitetbvation? In particular, the earliest Christians
under st ood Jes us -carmunication irtao unbuepassable, inal fosne | f
They were intent on proclai mi ngwholhe uni que.
revelation of Godthewhole of salvatioinhis Chr i 8 Jesus. 0

As a startingpoint for our discussiorwe will use the work ofrinitarian Christian
scholarsBauckham, Hurtad@andDunn who in recent years have used a new histd+y
religions approach. These scholars formulated a respotise pogion of Bousset,
Bultmann,and Casey, and lrawing fromthe work ofpredecess's theyenunciatedc
more conservat i v ASmumarosissbnok ie\dewspdensonstydier n . 0
work is largely responsible for a new majority view among NT schitatsa high
Christology emerged in the first century from within a Jewish cofitdsar this reason
their work forms thdoundation for the present studyhey focugdon the Jewish
background of Christianity, seekibg understand theeification of Jegs within this
context. While they havieeencriticized for not considering the ancient world in a more
unified sense and for not considering more fully the pagan context for the concept of
incarnatior® thesdimitations arenot criticalfor our present studyhe ideas of
incamation and apotheosi¢early existedn first-centurypagan though©Our focus is not
on their possible originisut specificallyonthethree questionsf what the early
Christians said about Jesus, how they recodilevith their Jewish heritagandwhy
they said it

As Bauckham and Hurtadwmavedemonstrated ewincingly, Jesus was given the
status of deity in early Palestinian Jewish circles. BaucKbamd partial precedents and
parallels in Second Temple Judaigmough a study of principal angels, exalted
patriarchs, and personified or hypostatized divine aspettfaintainedhese examples
were not sufficient to explain the early deification of Jeblesassertethat the

deification of Jesus occurred theoutset of Christianitynd thisfhigh Christology)

45 Hengel,Son of Gog58-59. His focus was the influence of Judaism rather than paganism on early

Christianity.

46 Henge, Son of God90. Unless otherwise noted, all emphasis in quotations is original.

“CarlHol | aday, fANew Testament Ch rGhdstologyiothegMakilgoConsi der
Semeia30(1984): 747 7. See al so David Scaer, fARecent Research
Larry HGQTQG69420@b): 52, 58; Crispin H. T. Fletchero u i s , AA New Explanati on
Christological Origins: A ReVvIiynBué0 @G09):t16be Wor k by Lar
Andrew Chest er ,8 WhHeingche ,C hWhi esnE@al (R Yy ? , 0

®E. g., Holladay, #fANew Test amen tvie®bftdrrgW.vllrtadplprd o 77, 8
Jesus Christ: Devotion to Jesus in Earliest Chaistiy, JAOS124 (2004): 129.
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although novel, was consistent with Jewish monotheism. NT wdiensot consider
themselves to beepudiating theiheritage of Jewish monotheism lunderstood their
deification of Jesus to be tleschatological fulfillment of the expectation of universal
monotheisnt? Bauckham rejectedn incremental or evoluti@ny interpretation, arguing
for the deification of Jesuas the early, crucial steépatprovided the foundation for the
development of Clistology. In his viewdewish monotheism could not accommodate
Asednivi ne figures, subordinate deities, di v
early Christians were able to make a direct identification of Jesus with the one God in a
way consistentvith Jewish monotheisft Thus, ft he earl i est Chris
highest Christology. 0

Like BauckhamHurtado concludethat the worship of Jesus was an
unprecedented development in Judaism with no true parallel, althelugjigbestethe
Jewish onceptof divine agency helped prepatee way.Against Bousset he arguduht
Jewishmonotheism had not been modifiby Gentilethought; against Casey he argued
that the deification of Jesus occutriar too early to explain d@s the influence of
pagansm upon Christians; and against Dunm@mw we will consider shortjyhe argued
that within the first two decades Christians were offering genuine worship to Jesus in a
way novel and unprecedented for Judaism, being otherwise reserved for Gott alone.
Accord ng to the evidence in Paulds |l etters,
years, including among Jewish and Aramspeaking Christian¥. To demonstrate this
devotion to Jesus in the earliest Christian sourcesabiititedsix specific practies:
(1) hymns about Jesus, (2) prayer to God through Jesus and direct prayer to Jesus himself,
(3) invocation of the name of Jesus especially in baptism, healing, and exorcism, (4) the
sacred meal at which Jesus presides as Lord, (5) confession ofnJesuship, and
(6) prophecy from the risen Jesus, or Spirit of J&s8gynificantly,five of these
elements appean ithe Corinthian correspondender, the sixth,instead of hymawe

havesimilar early liturgical fragmergtin 2 Cor 5:19%nd 8:9 Also like Bauckham,

50 Richard BauckhanGod Crucified: Monotheism and Christology in the New Testaf@maind Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1998), 27.

51 BauckhamGod Crucified 27-28.

52 Richard Bauckhamlesus and the God of Isra&od Crucifiedand Other 8idies on the New
Testament s Chr i s t(Grdnd RapidsoEerdniansy2008)ix.| dent i t vy

53 Larry W. HurtadoOne God, One Lord: Early Christian Devotion and Ancient Jewish Monotigigm
ed.; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1998), ixii, 3-11.

54 Hurtado,One God, One Lord,00, 125.

55 Larry W. HurtadoHow on Earth Did Jesus Become a God? Historical Questions about Earliest
Devotion to Jesu&Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2005);245.
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Hurtado assertetthat the deification and worship of Jesus did not result from pagan
influences and was not a rejection of Jewish monotheism. Rather, it must be explained in
the context of Jewish devotion to the one Gultloccurred &r too early tdeexplaired
by an evolutionary process; it was fAa mor e
devel opment that was m0drheaeificatidnef Jesusas@l cani ¢
radical innovation best understbaot by doctrinal devepment but by the powerful
religious experiences of the early Christians, such as the resurrection appearances and the
conversion of Paul, which came as new revelation to those who experienced them.
Similarly, manycontemporary scholafeom across the @blogical spectrum
while notalwaysagreeindgully with Bauckham and Hurtado or each othesve agreed
that the deification of Jesus occurred very early, during or shortly after his life, in the
context of Jewish Christianity.abro Collins rejectedthe old historyof-religions idea
that the @ification of Jesus belongs &osecond stagef Christian eflection. Instead, she
proposedwo factors, oe internal and one external, that combite@romote the
worship of Jesus soon after his death: visiorth@fisen Jesuand thecultural influence
of theRoman imperial cult® From an anthropologicddistorical perspective, Craffert
argued that Paul and others could have equated Jesus with God in some way from the
very beginning® According toBoyarinwe can only understand the Nfboth Jesus and
his Jewish contemporariesnbraced&fi h i g h  C h in which tbd Megsiphowas
expected to be a divine man, and in fact many Jews already expected the Mdssiah to
figopdman. 0 He appe alsehas Daniel @D explairsttratthisamounted to
a form of #fAbinitariani s nbntreviewofCbateloh eness o1
Counet some Jews in the Second Temple Pewede inclusive monotheists who alled
the deification of human begs. Thust was possible for early Jewish believers in
Palestine to develop an understanding of Jesus as divine even before Hi$ death.

According to Mack, who has taken a nontheistic appréathe study of Christian

56 Hurtado,How on Earth?41-42, 111. We discuss pagan monotheism in ch. 3.

5" Hurtado,How on Earth?25.

8 Hurtado,How on Earth?8, 181, 186, 194.

%Adel a Yarbro Collins, fAThe WoheblewishRodisol esus and th
Christological Monotheism: Papers from the St. Andrews Conference on the HistoricalsQrigire

Worship of Jesuged. Cary Newman et al.; Leiden: Brill, 1999%11-42, 251.

80 Craffert, Life of a Galilean Shamai235-36.

51 Daniel Boyarin,The Jewish Gospels: The Story of the Jewish CfiMistv York: New, 2012), 558.

52 patrick Chatelion Cownt |, AiThe Divine Messiah: Early Jewi sh Mor
The Boundaries of Monotheism: Interdisciplinary Explorations into the Foundations of Western

Monotheisn(ed. AnneMarie Korte and Maaike de Haardt; STR 13; Leiden: Brill, 2009), 52
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origins Pauline writings such as Philippiadslemonstrate that many early Christians
viewedJesus as the cosmic Lord, tieavenly sovereigh From a more ceervative
Christian perspectiv@/right said,iiFrom the earliest days of Christianity we find an
astonishing shift, for which again nothingJewish traditionsf the time had prepared
J e sfallew@rs. They remained firmly within Jewisnonotheism; and yet they said . . .
Jesus was . . . the uni que®Thanbpoke ofdesust of t |
with the Jewish language of Spirit, Word, Torah, Presence/Glory, Wisdom, and
Messiah/ Son, fAas though they discovered Je:
they al rready had. 0

Dunn agreedavith BauckhamandHurtado in emphasiag Jewish monotheism as
the proper context for earljhdstological development and in discounting the influence
of paganism on the procegs the same time, he wanore cautious than they in finding
evidence of early deification of Jesdi® some exterte followedBousset and Caseay
saying the immediate deification of Jesus would have been startling or maybe even
impossible in the Jewisimonotheistic context, but he sayrocess by which the Jewish
prophet became the Jewish Gblé thus traced devebpment or unfolding of icks
throughout the NT leadini@ the decisive step of attributing true deity to Jesus and the
enunciation of a clear doctriné¢ incarnation, which he believedtid not fully occur until
the Johannine writings. For instance fbbend veneratioofJesis i n Paul 0s wr it
concludedt stogedshort of true worshif®

DunninterpreéddPaul 6 s di scourse about Jesus in
(Jesus as archetypical human) and Wisdom Christology (Jesus as embodiment and
expressionoGodos wi sdom). Char act eradftentinterpreteds hi s
to meanJesusvas a preexistent, second divine personntdentained(1) an exylicit
compromise of monotheism, such as speaking of Jesus as a different person from God,
was not an option for the early Christians; (2) an intermediate position of some sort of
hypostatization fAhalfway between a person
to them as firstentury Jews; and thus (3) these passagesetgphor and

peroni fication to speak of fAGodosIiSedomdr act i

83 Mack, Christian Myth 102, 139.

54N. T. Wright, Simply Christian: Why Christianity Makes SefiNew York: HarperCollins, 2006), 117.

N. T. Wright, AThe Divinity of TheMeansgablesust Twd. T. Wr
Visions(New York: HarperSanFrancisco, 1999), 163.

56 Dunn, Theology of Payl25960.

87 Dunn, Theology of PaulkR67-74.
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Temple Judaism, Wi sdom was not a being apal
manifestation. Speaking of Christ as somehow preexistent and coming from heaven was a
metaphorichway todescribeChristas the incarnation of Wisdom.|Reral interpretation
of a preexistent second person wolsddve ledo akind of polytheism.According to the
Wisdom/Word Christology of Paul and other NT writdhgn,Jesus wsa not a second
divine person but f@Athe per s decamelf dhewdiddat al whom
initially think of Christ as a divine being who preexisted with God as a heavenly
redeemer figure. Instead hasthe supremeevelatonof Gododés purpose and
was actuallGod who was reachi ng o lf¢, deathandh u mans t h
resurectonThey i dentified him with AGodds creat
purpose, Gododés revelatory word eweptthessed i
normative definitiorof divine wisdom and revelationGo d 6 s c |-expreassog,t s e | f
Goddés |l ast word. o The bG®ot hobandiviheiinteenediasy t h a't
known as Wisdom or the Son of G&d.

From this perspaive, when Paul spokef the preexistence of Chtise meant
Adam was a template for Christ and Christ communicates the eternal Wisdom 6f God.
Forexample,in1Cor88 (affirmation of fone God, the
Chr ijistt 0i)s At he preexistence ahraighClrristbfy of t F
which we are actually speaking. Christ is divine in no other sense than as God immanent,
God himself acting t 6ForRudnethispassagieihiee di d t o
significant step in the development of a full Wisdom Christologyihmimonotheistic
emphasis is still paramount. He similarbgarded® Cor 4:46 (Christs At he | mage o
Godo) as a key step i n t heatiohaend €dl ©hlEMment of
(Christs At he i mage of the i nvanspmdi2 Gor4@bdhdtdo) as
comes very close to the concept of incarnation, expressing essentially the same thought as
John 1. In Col 1:1R0, Jesuss the incarnation of Wisdom, tHall ness of- Goddés s
expression, the e mdsotheonesthdr tham the @d of 6reatios.e | f |,
AMore precisely he embodies the outreach o

68 James D. G. DunrGhristology(vol. 1 of The Christ and the Spirit: Collected Essays of James D. G.
Dunn; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998), 47.

59 James D. G. DunrGhristology in the MakingA New Testament Inquiry into the Origins of the Doctrine
of the Incarnatior(2d ed.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1989), 262; see itleenPartings of the Ways:
Between Christianity and Judaism and Their Signifteafor the Character of Chrsitiani{2d ed.;

London: SCM, 2006), 2582, 320. However, Dunn viewed the NT as a whole as supporting trinitarianism.
70 Dunn, Theology of Payl292.

" Dunn, Christology 339.
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(i.e., somatic) form (Col 2:9). . . . The deity of Christ is God himself reaching out to

humans through Christto offerhiss t | y f o’flgni vCeonl eossss.itans, t hen,

of éincarnationd is close to hand; but it |

(1.19), o6all t&e.foul,l nneosts oof f’® at hsee pdaeriattye O b e
Even when Dunilid find the languag of deification and incarnatiénpartially in

Colossians and more fully in the Johannine writhdge understoothese texts to mean

Jesus is theelf-revelation of the one Godotthe incarnation oh secongbreexistent

di vine AfAper s on.nothefefbre, it would bedetter torsdeak ofithe

Johannine Christ as the incarnatiorGafd, as God making himself known in human

flesh, not as the incarnation of the Son of God (which seems to be saying something

othé&dphads Gospel weosabandohmert of cnonotipeisro oot

actually a victory for monotheism as redefined in terms of Christ. It presents Christ as

God o6 smasneilffest ati on, Athe one God insofar as
human fl esh. 06 Consequomddhh lylordoltl:15tsattier ong t o
Messiah Jesus was preexistent. This would |

trinitarian formula . . . in the way that Jesus of Nazareth was a person. If the preexistent
Word of God, the Son of God, is a persorhattsense, then Christianity is unavoidably
tritheisti c. ectedamaordiradgionatanitariad ormimtarian
explanation of these texts.

In summarizing the work of these scholBlisholson offeredhree optiongo
explain the NT deifiation languagé® (1) The early Christians did not deify Jesus atfirst
because of their Jewish monotheistic beliefs. This is the position of Dunn with regard to
the earliest Christians, although $eewthe process of deification as gradually unfolding
within the context of Jewish monotheism. (2) The early Christians deified Jesus by
intentionally moving away from traditional Jewish monotheism. This is the position of
Bousset and Casey, whttributed the shift tthe influence®f pagan polytheism(3) The

early Christians deified Jesus but in doi ni

72 Dunn, Christology 339-40.

73 Dunn, Theology oPaul, 276 n.42.

74 Dunn, Christology 309; see iderRartings of the Way99.

S Dunn, Christology 31214; see idemPartings of the Ways31920. For a similar but even more forceful

explanation of John 1, see Frank Stafug Holy Spirit TodayNashville Broadman, 1973),221 8: A Jesus
Christ is God uniquely present in a trilymanlife, but he is not a second god nor only one third of God.

. . The Word which became flesh was God, not the
¢ Suzanne Nicholsoynamiceness: The Signi fi cane&edLanguhgeFl exi bi |
(Eugene, Ore.: Pickwick, 2010), 19.
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Jewish monotheism in a new way while simultaneously believing they remained faithful
to the tenets of Judaism. o0 Thi schdlsen t he pos|
herself

Recently Chester summarizdeetcurrent state of scholarship and assedhted
domi nant vi e vherbaafsr mach of the tevehtieth Geviury the dominant
view was that high Christology represented something that emerged relktieetnd
under Gentile or pagan influence, more recently it has been seen as coming about at an
early stage and WHaidentfied faur gositions: (1) Highet t i ng. o
Christology was foreign to the original Jewish context of Christiamtysovas a later
development under Gentile influengepresented by Bousset and Casg)) High
Christology evolved graduallyithin Jewish Christian thouglitepresented by Dunn).
(3) High Christology developed rapidly within Jewish Christian thought aepeed by
Paul 6s writings (represented @WHgHurtado, H
Christology was inherent in Christianity from the start and thus was essentially Jewish in

nature (represented by Bauckham and Boyarin).

The Question of How: Descriling Christological Monotheism

The guestion of what early Christians said about Jesus leads to a second gquestion
that has not been fully answered, namely, how did early Christians deify Jesus?
Bauckham strongly asserted that the early Christians did nopammise Jewish
monot heism but devel ope &Whi€drguingsthtatadéwsly i c a | m
monotheism did not recognize intermediary figures as divine, he pointed out that it did
not preclude the identification of a human being with the one deitther words, early
Christians simply applied monotheism to JeStBauckham thus rejected Greek
categories of substance and person in explaining early Christ§l8gynewhat
paradoxically, however, he statedndashsad di v i
but makes room for Adistinctionso within t|
worship of Jesus fné&fR&agsyde€dr Getdiahe Fathaeal

precisely and unambiguously, with?Tfhist he uni

“"Chester, fAHiIi gkoO.Christology,o 22
®Bauckham,JJesus and the God of Isradi8.

®Dan G. McCartney, review of Bauckha@od Crucified WTJ61 (1999):283-84.
80 J. Scott Horrell, review of Bauckhai®od Crucified BSac157 (2000): 113.

81 BauckhamGod Crucified 22.

82 Bauckham,Jesus and the God of Israét.
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Ai nclusion of Jesus in the identity of God:
person. Insteadt, leadstoit he i ncl usi on in God of the int
JesusandBi Fat her . 0 He a cakstartingldevalogreedh tt: h iAsSitnoac eb &
portrayal of God in the Hebrew Bible does, to a large extent, employ the analogy of a
human agent, this might seem such a radical innovation as to throw doubt on the
consistency of®the divine identity.o

Like Bauckham, Hurtado argued thhe early Christians did not accept Jesus as a
new god to worship but, in the words of on
wor s#fAp.dhe same time, he describ®&ddaarly
isignificantwi Grhutdatviodn @ n®MooJetolvee ron & h@ode. 0 S
functional subordinati®Cadeyf cléesisizedGoidr
binitarianas model ed on traditional trinitariani
descri pti on o % BgonRainGonte terminitariannwguldde an
anachronistic way of describing the beliéfNT authors, anéven the ternbinitarian is
not satisfactory? The problem ighat an explicit binitarianisrwas foreign to Jewish
thoughtandpr obabl y t o rhetorealwsdrid maregenkrally. 8Vbile there
were many examples of polytheism, ditheism, and subordinate deities, there was no clear
example of tk worship of two or morépersone who had distinct idertiies yet were co
equal, ceeternal, and consubstantial as snpremesod.As Hurtado acknowledgede
should not read NT texts in light of later doctrinal developments or through the lens of
latertheological controversies. Specifically, we should not thatlT as the initial stage
of thedoctrineof the Trinity or thinktheNT authors saw their statements as laying the
foundation for future doctrinal developmeritie explained that by using therd
binitarian he did not intend to project later ideas back into the NT but to acknowiedge
undeni aibhhesé 6ttavot he devoti onal l'ife refl ecte

understands the specific beliefs about Jesuavis s °GTbud,.indetent

83 Bauckham,Jesus and the God of Israéb.

84 Michael J. Kruger, review of Hurtadblow on Eath Did Jesus Become a Gqd¥TJ68 (2006): 370.

%Larry W. Hurtado, AThe Binitarian ShdgvishRodtsoEarly C
Christological Monotheisni87.

86 Larry W. HurtadoGod in New Testament Theolo@BT; Nashville: Abirgdon. 2010), 49.

87 Hurtado,God in NT Theology4.

8p., Mauri ter@asegusiaChrist: A RaSNPO(R094:8® Professor
®¥Paul Rainbow, fAJewish Monotheism As the Matrix for
NovT33(1991): 91.

90 Hurtado,God in NT Theology7, 1037, 113.
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publications he has chosemt s peak of a fdy anditcadr iraantoh edre vtoht
pattern?

Both Bauckham and Hurtado thus asserted that somehow the early Christians had
a twofold object of worship Jesus and the Fatldewhile still seeking to maintain a
monotheistic modeMhile emphasiimg continuity between Jewish and Christian
monotheism, thegcknowledgedheir model measa radical reinterpretation of
monotheism. Jesus is identified with the God of Israel, yet he is in some sense different
from and possibly lesser than the God of Israel. There issitehere, and iteeds to be
explored moe fully.

Dunn dealt withthis tension by sayintie first Christians did not see the worship
of Jesus as an alternative to worshiping God but as a way of worshipint Bockover,
the full worship of Jesus was a later development. As we have seen, diaexkphe
writings of Paul and even some statements in John in a way fully compatible with Jewish
monot heism without positing a second fAper s
of Jesus he suggested that i nesusasdbeingof usi ni
Ai denti fiedo with God it would be better t
seems to be a better way of saying that if Jesus is God he is not YHWH, he is not the
Father, he is not the source of creation, he will finally be stibpeGod so that God
(al one) wi PPHurtade citedlthis commentséemingby with apprdtal.
Bauckham presented a contrasting explanati
mani festation of YHWHO6s urique identity to

Building upon the work of thesmithors, Nicholson saidr Paul the oneness of

God did not primarily mean fAnumerical onen
Amul tiple participants in the diafirmne i dent |
Jewish mondt e i s mthesineldsiorfiof Jesuswiiti n t he di®WAsshe i dent it

poi nt e tielaiterd [qf Pafllthat contain the strongest monotheistic language

paradoxically also describe Christ in terms that are normally reserved for God. The Lord

Larry W. Hurtado, fARevelatory Experiencgpdimand Rel i
125 (2014): 469.

92 Don B. Garlington, review of Dunmid the First Christians Worship JesysBR21 (2011): 429.

93 Dunn, Did the First Christians Worship Jesysi44.

94 Larry W. Hurtado, review of Dunmid the First Christians Worship JesysITS61 (2010): 740.

9 Bauckham,Jesus and the God of Israd93.

9 Nicholson,Dynamic Onenes245.
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Yahwehisow t he Lor d¥Niecshuosl sCohnréiss tf.odor mul at i on

different from traditional Jewish monotheism, however. For instance, the OT passages we

discuss in ch. 80 use languagedicatingn u mer i cal onenefbys, such

mysel f eéd finkedihekere is no god, 0 Athere is

S

a

no

Ni chol sonds | anguage of Amultiple particip:

withinthe di vi ne i dent i t yfiost-cemuey dewishothougbtrindeed, nat e
the verynotorof pl ural actors dwelling fAwithinbo

concept of God. In Hebraic thought, God is a personal being who thinks, feels, speaks,
acts, and relates to other beings, noalastract, impersonal substance containing or

includingdistinct actors omultiple centers of consciousness Bauckham

W
G

acknowl edged, Athe anal ogy of human person.

with which to synthesize the biblical and Jewish understanding of God. It is the analogy
which is clearly awork in much of the literary portrayal of God in biblical and Jewish
literffature. o

When we read the early Christian discourse about Jesus in its rhetorical situation
and literary context, something still seems missing in the christological discussiate to
Against Bousset, Casey, and Dunn, Bauckbaoch Hurtaddave correctly identified the
deification languagesa very early, predating as well
their description ofbinitariard worshipdoes not seem to be the best wagl@éscribethe
textual evidence. Dunrals corredy saidthat when the NT uses deification language for
Jesus, it does so in a completely monotheistic sense, identifying Jesus as the self
revelation of the one God of the OT. Yet he did not compleityjoute this concept to
the earliest Christians such as Paul and his readers. We takestgatngpoint the
position of Bauckham, Hurtado, and Dunn (with qualification) that the earliest Christians
spoke of Jesus in divine terms and that the deification of Jesus was not a later

development under the influence of paganism. Yet all three concede eater gr lesser

degree, that the early Christians significantly modified their inherited Jewish monotheism.

Thisideais somewhat surprisingspecially since these scholars have emphasized
continuity with Judaismandtheevidence for it needs to be exp@d. In doing so, we

must becareful not to allow theevelopmenof explicit binitarianism in the second

97 Nicholson,Dynamic Onenes231-32.
%8 Bauckham,Jesus and the God of Israél.
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century and trinitarianism in the third and fourth centuriesvershadovthe meaning
and significance of discourse in the first century.

While accefing the basic position of Bauckham, Hurtado, and Dunn regarding
the early deification of Jesus, with great respect and iadedds for their
groundbreaking scholarship in thisld, we will attempt alescription using somewhat
different terminology.ti s c ommon t o Chrstelagid’® which deified h i g h
Jesus and elates him alongside God. But in framing the discusienwaywe should
not importthe complete doctrinef the Trinity ofthe fouth century. Later theologians
conceptualizethe Galhead as an abstract, impersonal, transcendent substance
instantiated in three distinct, eternal persons, only one of whom became incarnate as Jesus
Christ. Although thehree are in union as one Galdey are sufficiently distinct that one
became incarnatwhile the others did not. While the building blocks of fowentury
trinitarianism may bémplicit in the NT,this category is not explicit in firgtentury
Jewish and Christiadiscoursewhichcharacterize@&od as one personal being who is
transcendet and yet who intervenes personally in human lives and affairs. If we view
trinitarianism as the logical or providentially directed result of Christian discourse about
Jesus, then we are likely to see the foesitury discourse as a steppingstone towrzatl
outcome. But what if the subordinationism of the seewgmtury apologists had resulted
in the view of a supreme God and a lesser agent of Gd® if modalism, which
predominated in the third century, had prevailed? Or what if Arianism, which dasge c
to victory in the fourth century, had become Christian orthodoxy? Would we still look at
the firstcentury discourse in the same way? Would we instead see theefitsry
discourse about Jesus as the first step toward one of those solutionsihestigation,
we will attempt to examine the firsentury discourse in its own sociological and
historical setting without anticipating it as a development toward something else.

Bauckham, Hatado, and Dunn are correcttogajn er e i s ashrdeesfs ni t e
in the early Christian discourse about God and Jesukhey are also correct to sthe
early Christians sought to maintain the worship of only one God. Casey, Rainbow, and
Dunn are correct that an expli@tnitariansmwould have been a significant break with
Jewish monotheism, whialmdercus the conclusion that the early Christians deified
Jesus within a Jewish context. Indeed, as we will discuss in abc@,ding teevidence

from the late first century throighesecond centurgnany Jews and Christians

9 Dunn, Christology in the Making32, 63.
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considered the emerging binitarianism of that time to be incompatible with Jewish
monoteism. The affirmation of both oneness and twommgssduces a tension in these
descriptions of early Christology. The same t@m&ppears in the contrasting statements

of scholars who otherwise agree that a high Christology arose within Jewish monotheism,
namely, Baok h a mpdsisonthat the early Christians identified Jesus with or as Yahweh
and Dunnbés pos.i tistiaosbelievedlesustwaseYalevahtAhdy Ch
Dunnds st at ¢enmseomwithhis descaptian sf the Johannine Christ as the
incarnation of God in his fullnesspt simply the incarnation dhe Son of GodDo these
tensiors represent an inherentrmpadiction within the NT? If so, there may be no
comprehensive, consistent thetmyaccounfor all the evidence. Alternatively, is there a

way to describe or envision NT Christology that both preserves continuity with Jewish
monotheism and acknowledgibe early deification of Jesus? A full answer is beyond the
scope of this thesis, but as a secondary goal we will attempt to make some contribution to
this issue with particular reference to Pauline Christology as expressed in his Corinthian

correspondence

The Question of Why: Causation and Motive

An important critique has surfaced in the responses to Bauckham, Hurtado, and
Dunn, especially the first two in light of their advocacy of an immediate high Christology.
The question is one of causation andtive. If the earliest Christians came from an
exclusively monotheistic Jewish background, why did they take such a radical step of
deifying Jesus from practically the outset? Even if we posit supernatural experiences, they
do not fully explain why earlZhristians would have been prone psychologically and
sociologically to interpret supernatural experiences in this fashion and change their socio
religious locationl n response to Bauckhambés 1998 book
the question why Christes woul d have made the moves the
resurrecti o¥®i mifl asrol,y whiyioscal chi responded
with appreciation for his thesis of an immediate high Christology but observed that
Bauckham said little about caushlé or i e s : RnOne 1 s | eft wonder |

responsible for this radically abrupt change from Judaism to what we now know as

100 Charles H. Talbert, review of Bauckha@pd Crucified, PRS28 (2001): 309.
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Christianity. Bauckham admirably presents what happened in the first century but leaves

unaddressed key questions of how ang.wf'

Recently, Hurtado summarized his position, identifyimgy forces or factors

leadingto the early deification of Jesus:

(1) the Jewish monotheistic tradition with its ability to accommodate
Aprincipal agent o f i guangels OT pathiacchsc a n
such as Moses or Enoch, or even personified attributes of God (such as
Wisdom or Word); (2) the impact of
crucifixion; (3) the wider religious environment of the Roman era (the
influence of which is mar typically indicated, however, [by] reaction against
it); and (4) the crucial role of revelatory religious experiences, through which

earliest Christians came to the conviction that God now required them to

var

reverence Jesus as they .

Rainbow supporteiur t adods critique of Bousset a
Acdhi gh c |
butheideni f i ed some di f f iexpladatiomfecausationt® (h) Iftheir t a d 0 0 S

addressing the issue of how such a

Jewish concept ofidne agency did not cause firsentury Jews to reinterpret
monotheism by worshipingn agentf God, why did it have this effect for early

Christians? Or to put it in a slightly different way, why did not the Jewish concept of

limited divine agency preve early Christians from going so far as to worship Jesus?

(2) An appeal to experiences cannot provide the complete answer because experiences are

inherentya mbi guous and are interpreted

2009 FletcheilLouis saidHurtado had not fully addressed the problem of experience

identified by Rainbow and therefore had not fully answeredjtiestion of whyHe

n

i ght

referred to a sociology of knowledge whereby religious experiences are interpreted within

the confines oéxisting theologcal categories. &igious experiences can produce new

beliefs, but typically the parent body rejects the new beliefs and an individual founds a

new religious group. In this case, if Judaism was the parent, Jesus would be the founder.

101 Glenn B. Siniscalchieview of Bauckham)esus andhe God of IsraglAThR93 (2011): 160.

2Larry W. Hurtado, f@AEarly Devotion t &xplimlRd s :

(2011): 17273.
1BRainbow, fiJewi s-8. Monotheism, o 81
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ByHut ado 6s hhpweeetthe pasentgroup would be the early Christian
di sciples, who did not recognize Christos
group that deified Christ, and why did almost all the early Christians convert to this
belig? The implication is that all of them must have had the same experiences, which led
to the same beliefs and which in turn resdih a radical, costly break from their parent
groupl®To illustrate the problem, 1 Cor 15&says over five hundred discigleaw the
resurrected Christ, and Acts records visitmPeter and Patthat motivated the early
Christiangto extend the gospel to the Gentiles. If, as Hurtado maintained, the worship of
Jesus was an unprecedented development in Jewish monotheismastiotthe r Chr i st 6
death, then why are there no accounts of visionshar eevelatory experiences
specifically suppomg thisnew paradigm? In short, there is a lack of evidence that the
early Christians would have interpreted revelatory experiences ootdréneir
theological tradition. Thyd-letcherLouis proposedthe true source of Christevotion
must have baeJesus himseif not experiences of dreams and visions but a historical
experienceof Jesusn which he was perceived some sensasGod incanate®®

In rebuttal Hurtade@emphasized several points: (1uMple higorical factors
worked together. (2) fie religious experiences were shaped by theldlgecal and
historical context. (3) €casionally religious experieas do reconfigure belief§l) These
religious experiences were not restricted to visions. In sum, thitbegirious relevatory
experiences of many believers, early Christian groups becanwinced thaGod had
resurrected and glorified Jesus and thaexalted Jesus was worthywbrship©®

Ot her scholars such as Boyarin, Segal ,
Christology. 0 They ddsuecuredtedrinand withirea Jelvesh f i ¢ a
context but emphasized the role of angels in certantanonicalewish texts athe key.
We will examine the basic evidence for this view as part of our discussion of Jewish
monotheisn(ch. 3)and will examine the two contrasting views at the exegetical level in
the Corinthian correspondence (chs. 5 and 6). Similarly, Rainbow aitgated
eschatological figures in the OT, such as
mano in Dan 7:13 (NIV), prepgl4mhesel t he way f

04FletcherL o u i s, New Explanati olid8g8bf Chri st
05FletcherL e wi s, New Expl anati on -88,200Chr i st
6. arry W. Hurt ado,-Defioliom:eA R&pansg to ICsspiroFletchHEr 8 iMgmBuicl
(2010): 1016.

"Rai nbow, AJewi sh Monotheism, 0 88.
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explanations stress continuity with Judaism but do not fully address the unprecedented
character of the deification of Jesarsthe question of motivation.

While accepting the evidence for an early view of Jesus as divine, Mactere
explanations involvinghe historical Jesus, the miraculous, or the divine. Instead, he
focused on sociahterests, social formation, and social benetits early Christians
derived from adopting this @w. Moreoverpowerful motivations mst have been
involved, because speakingJesus athe cosmic Lordthe standarterm forYahweh in
the LXX) wasastartling and potentially offensiveinterpretation of Jewish belief€ As
these remarks indicate, the proposals advanced thus far have not fully explained why the
early Christians took such a radical step, and thus we should look for answers in the
larger sogo-historical context rather than sim@y the level of individual experiences. At
the same time, Dunn rightly responded to Mack and others that we cannot regard religion
solely as a social construct. We cannot completely discount religious expeagenn
explanatory factor, as it was obviously decisive in the case of Paul hiffself.

As we will discuss in chs. 3 and #here were various ideas in Jewish and
Hellenistic culturé such as deification, apotheosis, epiphany or manifestation,
incarnation, agelic intermediariesand exalted patriarcBsthat could have influenced
the thinking of early Christians ampdovidedconcepts and languafmr themto
employ!® However, the evidence for an early high Christology limits the impact of these
influences, besuse the earliest Christians identified with mainstream Jewish thgeght,
Jewish ideasid not rise to the level of the Christian deification of Jesus, and there was
nat a long evolutionary process by which these ideas dwaNé growrinto such a high
Christology. As FletcheLouis notedno one now suggests thwish worship of angels
offers a full explanation afarly Christology:!! Therefore, we must fadbe central
guestion of whylewish Christians deifiedesus in a manner unprecedented in Judaism.
For the earliest Christiansyotivating factors could have includdeeir encounter with
the historical Jesus, their religious experiencesettegesis of key OT texisnd some
cultural influences as just disesed. Howewvethese factors doot fuly explain how the

earliest Christians were able to forge a new movement andtriecthe worship of Jesus

108 Mack, ChristianMyth, 58, 6869, 83, 142.

109 James D. G. Dunn, review of Ron Cameron and Merrill P. Miller, #slescribing Christian Origins
JBL 124 (2005): 763.

110 See Burkett,aview of Hurtadolord Jesus Christ] 29.

MFletcherLoui s, fANew Explianalt i omi @gifn<hd i 56l og
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thousands of Jews aikntiles who did not have encounters with the historical Jesus or
special revelatorgxperiences.

Once again, Chester has provided a helpful summary. Like Hurtado and unlike
Bauckham, he agreed that principal angel traditions played soma thédevelopment
of a high Christology. Although Jewistermediary figureserved as a referea for
early Christiang o ex pl ai n C h theysanmoscongpietglynexpiaintha n c e
development of Christology. Other factors must also be considered, such as the ministry
of Jesus himself, the Jewish messiamigal traditions, and kescripturalpassages
Moreover, a catalyst was needed to connect these factors together, and revelatory and

visionary religious experiences sertbds function. Chester concluded that there is now a

Asubstanti al ¢ ons efatighordiviiedChridibdy\eery eanyeandg e n c e

mu

from a Jewish context, so that the questi ol
addressed successfully. However, dit 1is
it is indeed a question that has been addressed much less oftamanch | e s'¥ cl ear |

In short, the question of causation and motive has not been fully answered.
Thereforethe primary focus of this thesis will be to examihe evidence for the
deification of Jesum our selected texdnduse this informatiomo addess the question of
why the early Christians deified Jesparticularlyconsideing neglectedsocichistorical

factors

Significance of 2 Corinthians 3:16 4:6

The nine verses & Cor 3:164:6 are significant for the study of how the first
century church viewed Jesus. The passage provides insight into the thinking of early
Christians, how they spoke of Jesus Christ, why they did so, and what purposes this
discourse serek The Corinthian corrggndence is particularly helpful in this regard
because here we have an undisputed text written by a major leader, the apostle Paul, very
early in the history of Christianity, @ 55-56 c.E.'*3 Indeed, the undisputed epistles of
Paul arehe earliesChristian writingswe have!'*i Th ey a r-documemted b e s t

2Chester, fAHI gM3,@k0.i stol ogy, o 42

113D, A. Carson, Douglas Moo, and Leon Mor#s) Introduction to the New Testamé@trand Rapids:
Zondervan, 1992), 2833.

114) arry W. Hurtadolord Jesus Christ: Devotion to Jesus in Eatli€&ristianity(Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 2003), 81.
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segment of the early Christian movement. We have at least seven indubitable letters by
the principal figure . . . tthe earliest of
Information about Jesus as taken from@i@thians is especially illuminating
since Paul 6s purpose in writing this |ette]
views of Christ. He wrote 2 Corinthians to explain his ministry and defend his apostolic
authority*'®as we see in 2 Cor 36; 10-13. In order for a speaker to exercise authority
in a situation, both speaker and audience must have a foundation of shared'feliefs.
Thus, it is unlikely for Paul thave deliberately made controversial statements on
theological issues unrelated to hisgmse, such as making statements that could leave
him open to criticism by the Judaizers with whom he had already ceatémather
locales, notablysalatia. A faction in the Corinthian church followed Peter (1 Cor 1:12),
and some apparently valued the waw quite highly (2 Cor 3:18). Such people
would have been sensitive to any perceived deviation from Palestinian Christanity.
the diristological statements in the Corinthian correspondence to have noncontroversial
status, the basic concepts miiagve predated Paul and must have characterized, or at least
must have been compatible with, early Palestinian Jewish Christi¥tsul did not
attempt to justify his deification of Jesus but assumed it, evidently because it was not a
subject of dispute between Paul and his readers or between Paul and other Jewish
Christians'!® Significantly,we find no evidence of a debate inthedW er Paul 6s eX
view of Jesug?®
Finally, 2 Corinthians gives us a unique opportunity to observe the response to
Paul 6s t eeadylChristign conymuratyy, which after the writing of 1 Corinthians
had been influenced bival leaders who claimealithority as apostles and challenged
Paul 6 s 2a@ot11:6,113; 12y112). To the extent that any concepts in 1
Corinthians were confusing or controversial in early Christian circles, we would expect to
see some correction, clarification, explanationjustification in 2 Corinthians.
Accordingly, in Paul 6s @Cw38Ilhd6 eappaaledtast Chr |

115Wayne MeeksThe First Urban Christians: The Social World of the Apostle R2dled.; New Haven,
Conn.: Yale University Press, 2003), 7.

118 Robert H. GundryA Survey of the New Testaméd ed.; GrandRapids: Zondervan, 1994), 370.
117Bourdieu,Language and Symbolic Pow@&3.

118See Hengelil He | | e ni z at ,il8 HutadoHow dnEath?72%28, 37.

119 Hurtado,God in NT Theologyl07-8.

120 Craig Blombergreview of Hurtadolord Jesus ChristIETS47 (2004): 712.
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what he considered to be the common understanding of ¥¢3imsis, we can expect to
find descriptions of Jesus that were takengi@nted by a broad range of Christians at
this timed Palestinian Jews (such as Peter), Hellenistic Jews (such as Paul), and Gentiles
(such aghe Corinthiarbelievers).

From this perspective it is significant taCor 3:16 4.6 uses exaltedl even
divined language to refer to Christ, linking him in the closest possible way to God. That
this type of discourse would come from a monotheistic Jewish context is quite
remarkable. Analyzing this language in terms of ther liteologicaformulations of
orthodoxChristianity in the fourth century does not help us understand its meaning and
function in the first century?? Nor is it satisfactory to explain this languageaas
Hellenizing tendencintroduced by Gentile convertsSirstcenturyJudaism was already
Hellenized!?® and yet, as we will demonstratech. 3, exclusive monotheism remained
its theological foundatiot?* As contemporary Buline scholars acknowledge,a u | 6 s
thought wagundamentdy Jewish and includedn uncompromising monotheisi?.
Namely, the Jews worshiped only one God, Yahweh. Yet scholars have not given
adequate attenton®aul 6 s strong monotheistic assert.i
as a Jevsimultaneoushaffirm the exclusive worshipf the one God of Isragindyet
affirm Jesus Christ as LaPtf® In short, we will investigate the deification language of
Cor 3:16 4:6in the contekof first-century JudaismWe will attemptto understand the
role, purpose, and function of this significargaburse.

Summary: Questions Approach, and Goals
Paul 6s di s c o u2Core3:164l6 migesthrek &isdansentajuestions
1. Whatdoes the exalted language concerning Christ in this text repré&ent?
Paul and other early Jewish believers in Jesus truly begin to speak of him in terms of

deity otherwise reserved for Yahwehs 1t part of andaiunfol ding

121 Hurtado,How on Earth? 171.

22David Greenwood, AThe Lord I s t heCBRp4i(Il972:469 Some Con
72; Morna Hooker, fABeyond the Thi ngsNTI2FM@e81)Ar e Writt
301.

23Hengel,i He |l | eni z at i2,563; bester Grahb&ndirdredaction to FirstCentury Judaism:
Jewish Religion and History in the Second Temple PgEdihburgh: T&T Clark, 1996), 7.

124 Meeks,First Urban Christians 91-92; Bauckham@God Crucified 3-4.

125 Nicholson,Dynamic Onenes$, 10.

126 Nicholson,Dynamic Onenes2-3.
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developmenfromiid e wi sh prophe¥ Oroddewi PauGédsdo?P angu
into preexisting categories used to describe humans who are clearly not identified with
God?Wewilconcl ude that Paul 0sinJesasasghesefe expr es
revelation of God.

2. Howdid Paul and other early Christians explain, reconciletluerwise justify
the deification of Jesus in light of their monotheistic heritage? Can we reconcile this
language with the monotheistic background of early Christianity? Did Paul and his
audience explicitly modify or abandon the exclusive monotheismaufrfseTemple
Judaism? Or did they see this language as still compatible with Jewish belief? If the latter,
how did they reconcile their devotion to Jesus with the worship of the one God of the
Hebrew Scriptures? Will conclude that they affirmed their matheistic tradition and
incorporated devotion to Jesus by identifying him as the one true God of Israel revealed
in a new, unprecedented dimensipncoming into the world in human identity

3. Whydid Paul and other early Christians deify Jesus, giveddivsh insistence
upon the worship of Yahweh alone ™% motivated thisliscourse, \wat interests were
served and what were the practical consequencesWeconclude that the answer has
much to do with theological and sociological boundary settingishbemonotheism
served the function of setting theological and sociological boundaries, which in turn
establislkedauthority, group identity, and community. Paul was concerned to uphold his
Jewish monotheistic heritage, which was the sourtésaheologi@l authority, yet he
also was concerned to maintain a distinct group identity and community for the Christian
groups he was forming and leadingistinct from both Jews and pagans in their cultural
environs.He neededo communicate both continuity and distivenesswith respect to
Judaismand the identity of Jesus Christ became a focal point in this prédd¢dbs. same
time, hesought to broaden the appeal of his monotheistic heritage beyond Jewish
ethnicity, and again the identity of Jesus Christ wtd to this transformation.

As we investigate these questions, we will frame our discussitmms of the
following points:(1) In agreement with Bouss&auckham, Hurtado, and DunBecond
Temple Judaism was characterized by strict or exclusmmagotheism. For our purposes
we are not excluding the possibilities of henotheism or monolatry because our focus is on

| srael 6s exclusive worship of Yadsetleuhin as t h

27James D. G. Dunn, i BHEe oMakii g ofr Jedimdfiddzadeinlg@@y, 0 i n
and Christ: Essays on the Historical Jesus and New Testament Chrisfetbgioel B. Green and Max
Turner; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1994), 437, 447.
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agreement with Bauckham, Hurtado, and Dunn, e€aiystologyemergedvithin a
Jewish Christian context; it was reotlevelopment precipitated by Gentile inclusion in
the early church. (3) In agreement with Hurtado and especially Bauckham, the earliest
Christians spoke of Jesus as God and did so byifigagtJesus as the God of Israel.
(4) Inagreement with Dunn while avoiding the terminologyHoftado, the earliest
Christian discussion of thegnificance of Jesus was not binitatidnt in agreement with
Hurtado rather than Dunn, Paul clearly ddsed Jesus as deity @this development
clearly took pl acAghouglevwe startewvithpoirt 16 Isack@ond p e |
of Jewish monotheism) as a premise wiktconsider the evidence for this assumption
ch. 3 Using historicadkritical/grammatical exegesis with insights from rhetorical
criticism and Oneness Pentecostal Christology as described in ch. 2, we will test points 2,
3, and 4. We will do so by an investigati ol
particularly an examination &Cor 3:16 4:6in its historical and literary contexihich
we presenin chs. 4, 5, and 6. In ch. 7, we use the results of our investigatiolfiltahe
purposes of our study

Our primary purpose is xamine the deification of Jesus in our selectetaed
then toask why this development took place in early Jewish Christian thought,
particularly considering the type of sogioetorical issues raised by Mack, which have
not been fully considerdaeretoforan this discussionGi ven Paul OfBstiiackgr o
monotheism it is not obvious why he would begin speaking of Jesus in divine terms. Even
considering the diversity present in fantury Judaism, his language is extraordinary. |
is not enough to assert thadeified and worshiped Jesutwe are to defend this
interpreation as the best explanationtbé evidencewe need a more thorough
explanation of his motivseeand the motives of those who accepted his message

As a secondargurposeto describe the early Christian deification of Jesas
will seek language that expressesitinuity with Jewish monothsmrather than terms
suchas Abinitari a&n,na [vithinitheaivine aentity whihrstand in
tension with Jewish monotheisihile our investigation agrees in signifidavays with
Bauckham, Hurtado, and Dunn, we will suggest a somewfiatetit way of
understandinf aul 6 s dei f This@roposalwill oobe alefisitivesstatement
of Paul 6s Christology or a systagctientofi zati on
NT Christology, as such projeatsould go farbeyond the scope of this thesis. Instead,
based on our study of Pandespécally2Cornr3il6dt6hi an ¢ o

we will offer nuances or modificatiorie the currant discussion
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In short, we will look more closely at the questionsadfy Paul identified Jesus
with the one God of Isra@ndhowhe did soFrom our study we expect to obtain a fresh
view of Christian origins that has relevance for modern, global ChristianitgtisBancirg
early Christian discourse about Jesus from subsequent developments and controversies in
Western theology and by examining the satietorical strategies of Paul in the context
of his day, we willsuggesbr sketch ouhew wayso understand and interprearly
Christian discourse about the identity of Jesus Chnistesus Christ, Paul and otlearly
Christians believethey encountered divine presengewer,authority, and holiness, and
his identity became central to their own group identity. @wte they began to speak in
such terms, they had to deal with their received religious tradition, which did not allow
for other gods. Thus we see their attempt to speak of the identity of Jesus Christ in terms
of the one God of the Jews.

Quotation of 2 Corinthians 3:16i 4.6

(3:16) hBAika déeOaelpistre/yh| pro_v kon, periairei tai to_ ka&lummg17) o(
dekufiovt o_ pneu=maé& eOstd@tou[pnema kuri/ou, eOleugeri/d.8) hthei-ddpa&ntev
a)rakekalumme/nw| prosw&pwhtldatan kuri/oukatoptrizo/menoi th h auOtlim eiOko/na
metamorfoumeg a)po dothv eiOv dtan kaga&per a)pkuri/ou pnewmatov.

(4:1) Dia_ tous, e 1xontev th_n diakoni/an tdlan kaqwv hi&hfhmen, ou)k
efkakoumer(2) a)la_ a)peipa&mega ta_ krupta_vthisxuthv, mh_ peripatoutev eOn
panourgi/a]| mhdeolountev to_n logon tou= gaoa)lla_ thfanerwé&sei the a)lhgei/av
sunista&ontev QatouV pro v pa~san sunédhsin a)nqrw&pwn eOnwé&piorgemiE
(3) ei@ekai\elstinkekalumme/non &u)aggeibn h(mw~n, eOn toi=v a)pollume/nokr eOsti
kekalumme/nofd) eOn oi[\M@ed tou |aiOw~nov tdou eOtdilwsen ta_ nohmata tw~n
a)pistwn eiOv to mhau)ga&sai ton fwtisman tou =eu)aggeli/ou he dothv tou =
Xristou=, o#v eOstin eiOkw_nrefeowr(5) ou@a_r eQautou_v kissomen a)lla_hsourn
Xristo n kurion, e®utou Vv dédououv u Bhw~n didhsoun. (6) 08 0 Yedr o(eiOpw&rizk
skotouv fw~v la&myei, @ ellamyen eOn vakardi/aiv héhw~n pro_v fwtismo_nsth
gnw&sewv the dothv tou gleowa® prosw&mw | thsou=Xristou =

(3:16) But when one turns to the Lord, the veil is removed. (17) Now the Lord is
the Spirit, and where the Spirit of the Lord is, there is freedom. (18) And all of us, with
unveiled faces, seeing the glorytbé Lord as though reflected in a mirror, are being
transformed into the same image from one degree of glory to another; for this comes from
the Lord, the Spirit.
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(4:1) Therefore, since it is by Goddbés mi
we do notlose heart. (2) We have renounced the shameful things that one hides; we
refuse to practice cunning or to falsify G
we commend ourselves to the conscience of everyone in the sight of God. (3) And even if
ourgospel is veiled, it is veiled to those who are perishing. (4) In their case the god of this
world has blinded the minds of the unbelievers, to keep them from seeing the light of the
gospel of the glory of Christ, who is the image of God. (5) For we tiproclaim
ourselves; we proclaim Jesus Christ as Lor
(6) For it is the God who said, dALet | ight
hearts to give the light of the knowledge of the glory of Godeérfalee of Jesus Chris¥

128 Unless otherwise indicated, quotations of the Bible and the Apocrypha in English are from the New
Revised Standard Version.
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2

THEORY AND METHOD

History -of-Religions Approach(Religionsgeschicly
As exemplified by the discussion thus fae will incorporatea historyof-
religions approach, viewing the texbin the outside. ASmith pointed outhis approach
means the analysis must be morenTthéan a par.
i nt er p caarotebe sinply théidata writ large. .When map is the territory, it
lacks both utility and any cognitive advantadé Likewise,asvan derHeever
explainedif we merely take a text at face value and accept the insider viewpoint, we will
not be able to relate its statements to their com#éettively. To theorize about a
religious text, we must view it from a distance and translate i&sns#ats into language
foreign to the original author and audieré®
Thus Paul would probably be astounded to read a detailed discussion of his
thought in terms of A meE&mroitshtedlsong Y, & dreu d h clad
Abinitariramidsmdi@amiftm. 0 Yet i f we are to a
significance, we must find ways to describe it from a distaficthe same time, we
cannot study a text in isolatioRather, we must locate it within it@dition and seek to
explain itshistory of bothcontinuity and changé?!
By its very nature, religious discoursentains an appeal to authority. In the case
of 2 Corinthians, the appeal is quite specific; indeed, it is the main theme of the letter. To
understand how the text functioned & @riginalrhetorical situation, we mustalize
how difficult it would have beefor the original reads simply to dispute & and how
di fficult it would be for anipsteadetottd se who
extent that theologians may atien its ideas, they tend to express internal differences or
conflicts in a way that still shows respect for the presumed authority, thus displacing the
conflict to the arena of interpretation. Thagleo accept texts as having religious
authority seek taddress their concerns and strugg¥h reference to the teachings of

the text. In some cases, the difficulty of doing so elicits highly selective readings and

2Jonathan Z. Smit hBCS8R0inb.Ugo0A)Od. Rel i gi on, 0
Gerhard van den He e vRoman AntidigydOon KReligion and Higiory®F a e c o
Re |l i gR&DI2 (2005): 281.

Bl smith,Map Is Not Territory xi.
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creative lermeneutic$32 This characteristic of religious discourse makes it more
challenging ® work through various interpretations and traditions of interpretation
(discourse about disca#) in order to attain amderstanding of the text in its rhetorical
situation.

Lincolnds ATheses on Methodo +pffovi des f
religr ons approach: We should examine the Ater
human, and material dimensionso of'¥religiol
For example, waeed to ask such questions @3 Who is speaking(2) Who is being
addressed (which leads to an investmabf contexs)?(3) Why was the speech act
attempted (prpose of the discoursel®) What outcome is anticipated (i.e., who wins and
who loses if the persuasion succeedB)#s investigation leads to a holistic syuaf texts
as social discourse, which involves examination of appeals to authority and consideration
of views whether deemed orthodox or heterodox.

Paul appealed to what he regarded as authoritative traditions received through
Judaism (1 Cor 8:4) and thiglu the early church (1 Cor 154). According to Acts, he
defended the basic tenets of Pharisaic Judaism (Acts 23:6; 24:14), while obviously
moving beyond this position. Clearly, he used the rhetorical strategy of connecting
tradition to innovation. The dg Christians were engaged in tradition formatiaich

includes the development of

a set of practices, normally governed by overtly or tacitly accepted rules and
of a ritual or symbolic nature, which seek to inculcate certain values and
norms of behawur by repetition, which automatically implies continuity with
the past. In fact, where possible, they normally attempt to establish continuity

with a stitable historic past®*

In this sese, early Christians employ&arms of narrative discourspossessio
both credibility and authoritin thecultural contextBy appealing to seléed episodes

from the past, such discourseokes sentiments of attachmemhichestablish and affirm

132Bruce Lincoln,fi Co n f | Gritical TedmsifonReligious Studiésd. M. C. Taylor; Chicago:

University of Chicago Press, 1998), 66.

¥BBruce Lincoln, MTIRE/{2005):8% n Met hod, o

B4Eric Hobsbawmii| nt r oduct i on: | MhedénmentiomofTradlitioked. Ertci ons, 0 i n
Hobsbawm and Terence Ranger; Cambridge, U.K.:I€@ge University Press, 1983),
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social dentity and solidarity® To study this type of discourse, wemasb nsi der it ex
contexts, intertexts, pretexts, subtexts, and consequeiicesa n d Lincolnhdso s o

recommendethe following protocaf3®

1. Establish the categ@s at issue in the mythic text. . . .

2. Note whether there are any changes in the rartdilcgtegories between
the beginning of the narrative and its cisoon. . . .

3. Assemble a set of related matdsifrom the same culture area. . . .
Establish any connections that exist between the categories that figure in
these texts and those whicondition the relations of the social groups
among whom the texts circulate.

5. Establish the date and authorship of all texts considered and the
circumstances of their appearance, circulation, and reception.

6. Try to draw reasonable inferences abetinterests that are advanced,
defended, or negotiated through each aciaofation. . . .

7. Remember that to treat pointed issues, even in the most manipulative form,
is to acknowledge them and to open up possibilities for those with other

interests tadvance alternate interpretations and thematizations.

We will employ these concepas we study the selected text. We will use
cakegories such as monotheism arftti€tology; assemble related texts from Second
Temple Judaism as well as early Christiangstablish connections among the texts;
identify date, authorship, and other circums&s) consider the interests beadyanced;
and deal with the resulting issues in Christian theologlyoui allowing later orthodoxy
to predetermine the results of anvestigation Of coursepoth discourse and
metadiscourse cdre employed in ways different from original intentions, which in turn

can result in both theological conflict and scholarly dispute.

Historical -Critical/Grammatical Exegesis
The core of this thesis is an exegetical stud¥ Gor 3:164:6. To examine this

text we will use grammaticdlistoricalexegesis as a traditional, standard starting point

135 Lincoln, Discourse and the Construction of Socj@§-24.
136 Bruce Lincoln,Theorizing Myth: Narrative, Ideology and Scholarslfihicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1999)150-51.
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for interpretationExegesiditerally meansa bring meaning out of the text. Tfeemost
guestion is one of intentiohVhat did theoriginal author intendo communicate tais or
heroriginal reade(s)?'3’ Meaning relateboth to the use of particular words andhe
contextin which they appeafinterpretation entails literal meamgn. . . There is no such
thing as o6religious |l anguaged in need of a
must also hold firm to a second premise, the distinction between the meaning of a
sentence and its indefinite uses in a variety of contédt&xegetical questions include
those ofcontent(textual, lexical, grammatical, and historigailtural data) andontext
(historical and literary}3° This methoof interpretatioris grammatical because it derives
meaning from the grammatical contéxthe definition of words and their grammatical
forms and relationships. It is historical because it derives meaning from the historical
context, seeking to understand the words and expressions according to their meaning
when they were writterin short, the gnamaticathistorical method follows the usual or
normal implication of an expression, the ordinary and apparent meaning.

Blomberg called this methdihe historicalcritical/grammatical viewand
defineditasist udyi ng t he Dbi bl intsaligindl lestotical cootext any o
and seeking the meaning @&uthor(s) most likely intended for its original audience(s) or
addressees based on'sdeking authaiahimantisotrad sy nt ax
attempt to imagine internal mental processegddiscerrnthe probable meaning of a text
based on a study of the original author and the original audience in their historical, social,
and cultural contextd he interpretefocuses on the text in existence along with available
information concerning tcircumstances in which the text was produdée. proper use

of this method does not exclude other approaches texhenor does it establisine,

137 Gordon FeeNew Testament ExegesfsHandbook for Students and Past¢Philadelphia:
Westminster, 1983), 21.

¥¥Hans H. Penner , Guié tatheeStugyrofeReligiged. witli Braun ianRussell T.
McCutcheonNew York: Cassell, 2000), 680.

139 Fee,NT Exegesib.

¥CraigBl omber g, fAThet Hcat 6 Gi a mBilaitali Herméneutics: Eive,Vigwsi n
(ed. Stanley E. Porter and Beth M. Stovell; Downers Grove, lll.: IVP Academic, 2012), 27, 31, 46. See also
Grant R. Osbornél’he Hermeneutical Spiral: A Comprehemsiatroduction to Biblical Interpretation
(Downers Grove, lll.: InterVarsity, 1991); Hans Conzelmann and Andreas Lindemgemyreting the New
Testament: An Introduction to the Principles and Methods of N.T. Ex€gasis. Siegfried Schatzmann;
Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 1988); Bernard RaRratestant Biblical Interpretation: A Textbook of
Hermeneutic$3d rev. ed.; Grand Rapids: Baker, 197/prdon Fee and Douglas Stuatgw to Read the
Bible for All Its Worth(3d ed.; Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2003).
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fixeddiobj ectiveo meaning. Other appgheioaches

foundation or stamg point isthe historicalcritical/lgrammatical approact*

Philosophicaland TheologicalHermeneutics

In the twentieth century, postmodern philosophers challenged the underpinnings
of traditional hermeneutics. The prevailing modernist apprdzeded on the
Enlightenment, championedhbiased reason and assunagaeutral observer could
ascertain the intentions of an author and the firbgective meaning of a text lilge
straightforward use dfistoricatcritical tools. In contradteidegger Gadamer, and
Ricoeurheldit to beimpossible to havpresuppositionless thoughf More than anyone
else,Gadamenpverthrew the Cartesian and Enlightenment approach to meaning and truth,
emphasizindghat everything involves hermeneutics, everythieguiresinterpretation.
Everyone approachestext with pejudices or prgudgment,everything is driven by
tradition and interpretation, amutral reason is a falla¢§? Since every interpreter

brings a praunderstanding to a text, we must be sensitive to gtartie between the

C a

original context and the contemporary contekthei hor i zon of the texto

Afhori zon of the reader . 0 Werfuseue horimesgrk t o

b |

order forunderstanding, comamication, and learning to takdace!**Ga damer 6 s f usi

of horizonsis also cakkd thehermeneutical circleEvery reader is situatad a historical
tradition, which has interpretive powerhus,interpretation beginwith a pre

understanding based i n dskeetandsserd@estioneach r adi t |

other and the reader fuses the horizons, and ultimately produces a revised understanding,
which in turn cargenerate further preunderstandingf thetext4° The hermeneutad
circle is more accuratelyteermeneutical spal, as understanding is progressively revised
and as meaning develops in an iterative process.
Ricoeurspoke ofi d i s t a n c i haredtedlistance batden acdiscourse and

its readeland enables the text to have a life of its oilis followed by ppropriationo

YBl omber g, CiHitstcad i/ Galamatical View, o 28, 47.

“2Merold Westphal, fAThe Phil osophi cBilicdl Mienmeewoeltiosyi cal Vi
72.

143 Anthony C. ThiseltonHermeneutics: An Introdiion (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2009), 2118 226.

144 HansGeorg GadameRhilosophical Hermeneutigsrans. and ed. David Linge; Berkeley: University of

California Press, 1976), 824, 199211.

Roger Lundin, AlnterpretingsOamhdnadiHérome wmeldtni RD (

Clarence Walhout, and Anthony C. Thiseltdhe Promise of Hermeneuti¢Srand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1999), 57.
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which overcomes distanciatipenables the readto apply the textand functions
essentially I i ke GaBRlyshwmprocésthe téxtican be objeatiffed hor i z «
and the reader can achieve some distance not only from the téedrbutis or her own
tradition.Ricoeurviewed Gadamer as insufficiently critical of tradition ahdsprovided

a way to critique tradition from withitf® Healsoe x p | a iha sedse of feltext is not

behind the text, but in front of it. Itisnsto met hi ng hi dden, HKut s ome
The reader does not seek meaning in the hidden psychological processes of the author or

in atimeless meaning of the text itself but in his or her interaction with the text.

Consequently, neither Gadamer nordeiar looked to the author alone in fixing
meaningpput | ooked beyond. Within isQiusingaoiba 6 s f u s
objective and subjective, whidneates neworizon® newoptions for meaning and
understanding®® Similarly, forRicoeurtherei s a fAsur p,| & swhifc melasma chg
several potendil ways of understanding a texten though not all interpretations are
equally valid'*® In postmodern hermeneutics, theme reader is integrally involved in the
formation of meaning. Meaning resglm the interaction of writer, reader, context, and
society, and it is revealed by the impact the text makes on the reader. For this reason, it is
i mportant for interpreters to identify thel
make ourownsituation transparergo thatwe can appreciate precisely the otherness and
alterity of the texd that is, without allowing our unelucidated prejudices to dominate the
text unwittingly and & conceal what is pr.

These developments in philosophibarmeneutics have influenced similar
developments in theological hermeneutics, represented by scholars such as Thiselton and
Vanhoozet>! Theolodcal hermeneutics encompasses variaterpretive models and
practicesandappiesthese philosophical interests to biblical interpretation while

remaining in the Christian theological tradition. The result is to approach the Bible as a

146 Stanley E. Porter and Jason C. Robinstermeneutics: An Introduction to Interpretive The¢®@rand
Rapids: Erdmans, 2011), 1298.

147 Paul Ricoeur|nterpretation Theory: Discourse and the Surplus of Meafiwgt Worth: Texas
Christian University Press, 1976),-88.

148 porter and Robinsotjermeneuticsgé.

149 Porter and Robinsojermeneutics121-23.

150 Jean Grondinintroduction to Philosophical Hermeneutifisans. Jack Weinsheimer; New Haven,
Conn.: Yale University Press, 1994), 97.

%1See Anthony C. ThiseltoThe Two Horizons: New Testament Hermeneutics and Philosophical
Description with Special Refence to Heidegger, Bultmann, Gadamer, and Wittgené@iand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1980); Kevin J. Vanhoozés, There a Meaning in This Text? The Bible, the Reader, and the
Morality of Literary KnowledgéGrand Rapids: Zondervan, 1998).
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theological document, to recognize the importance etipderstanding, and to employ
the hermeneuta circle or spiral>?

At the level of exegesis, theological hermeneutics recognizes that the intention of
the biblical writer is still important and that critical historical inquiry is still ne€déd.
does not eliminate the original author and audience but recognizes that the meaning of a
text goes beyond the auth@ubsequent audiences are in different contexts and therefore
construe the text differentlAt the same time the original context prdes necessary
guidancea t&ext cannot simply mean anythingadsituation of the original discourse
serves as a guardrail. In this way a fgeices limits onts interpretationput it also
remains opn to other meanings in contexts not anticipatethéyauthor. We can speak
of original meaning and present meaanin the traditional terms of exegesis and
applicationaslongasve under stand that application
to practiceo b u¥Théafbllowingis onk aragimt fas then o w. 0

literary/postmodern exegesis of a téxt:

We begin by closely concentrating on the linguistic, stylistic, structural and
thematic elements of tHaal textunder investigation. From there, we widen

out to connectiveotextswithin the larger arrative or book; then to
suggestiventertexts especi ally those ripe for
conversati ono0; contaxemthetswrounding hetoncaltandv e
cultural environments; and finally, to expansive horizons of different readers
from diverse social locations and power positions, staking their distinctive
claims to a dynamiopen textBut no sooner do we fan out as far as we dare
than we are drawn back in, with centripetal force, bringing our enhanced

perspectives to bear on interpngtthe focal text.

Our survey of contemporary philosophical and theological hermeneutics does not
obviate the need for historieatfitical/grammatical exegesis but progglguidance for its
use and fothe evaluation of its resujtas demonstrated byeliollowing points

(1) Everyone comes to a text with theological, cultural, and sociological perspectives,

152 porter and Robims), Hermeneutics245, 251.
153 Thiselton,Two Horizons 10, 15, 20, 99.
BWest phal, f@dAPhil osoph-7%8&.l/ Theol ogical View,o 77
B’F, Scott Spencer, fAdThe

Page44 © University of South Africa 2015

Liter ar BiblidldHermeneutics68.n Vi ew, 0



presuppositions, assumptions, and beliefs. It is important to identify them, examine their
validity, discern how they affect thanderstanding of the text, allow the text to critique
them, and subject them to modification and reinterpretation through the iterative use of
thehermeneutical spiral, whiclhe apply to a single text or to a group of tex{®) Instead

of simply having aingle, fixed, objective meaning, a text can have multiple layers of
significance and many applications. The significance of a text can vary with the questions
brought to the text and therefore with the readers who bring the questioAsei®)

developsa life of its own and can be appropriated for different purposes. (4) We should
seek meaning through a humble, holistic approach in dialogue with the text and with

other interpreters of the past and present.

Rhetorical Criticism

As we examine our selectéekt closely, we will employ methods of rhetorical
criticism. Rhetorical criticism seeks to understand the purpose of an utterance or writing
within the overall situation in which it was created. This approach recognizes that
meaningcanrest as much irhe situation that generated the language as in the language
itself. As we have discussed, historigaltical/grammatical exegesiscuses on the
intention of the author, and while rhetorical criticism canimithis processt opens
additional avenuesf druitful investigation.It reveals thameaning can change radically
depending on the rhetorical situatfiomot just the verbal context of the words but the
situation that evoked the words, the purpose for which the words were communicated, the
effect tha the words were intended or expected to have. significance of a statement
becomes fully apparent only when we examine the total situation including the role of the
speaker, the role of the hearer, the need or condition of the moment, and theonteracti
between speaker and hearer.

For exampl e, a simple statement such as
different meanings depending on the rhetorical situation. Under a traditional analysis, it
might seem to hava fixedmeaning: A specific entran@g exit is presently in a state of
being apart, not closed, so as to allow unobstructed entrance or exit. Nevertheless, it is
possible to imagine circumstances in which this simple statement can have various
meaningslf a professor makes this statemen&atiomid student who is standing outside
her office seeking an audience, the meani n
makes the statement to a brash student who has intruded into the office and rudely

chall enged her, itceoalldf nmehe ,pridfeeasvseorata mc
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together in the office and a gust of wind blows some of their papers, the statement would
mean, fAPlease shut the door. o And these ex.
metaphorical uses of the phrase sasinh Col 4:3andRev 3:8.

In each case, the interpretation of these four words is tied to the same objective
reality, and the phrase cannot mean anything the interpregbt ambitrarily decide. In
other wordsin order to understand the phrage must firstunderstand the condition of
the door to which it refers. However, the openness of the door is only the starting point
for a proper understanding of the sentence. Indeed, the rhetorical situation is so crucial to
a proper understanding that the identidalgse in two different situations can have
diametrically opposed meanings, as in the first two examples we gave.

Turning to biblical hermeneutics, we see the importance of examining the
rhetorical situation in order to understand texts, especially ocehswitings such as the
letters of Paul. Vorster hggoposed the adoption ah interactional model in order to

analyze these lettets®

Meaning does not reside .only in the relationship of linguistic elements to

one another, but also and foremostly in the interaction of speech situation and

l inguistic elements. The question is n
or say, 0 but r at h e oprifitexdtie conextantinosanyut t e r
other, 0 or Awhat does this utterance d

In order to construct the rhetorical situation, it is necessary to construe the
audience. Once we identify the author and the implied reader, then we gresitian to
reconstruct the rhetorical situation. Bitzer explained that rhetorical discourse is created in
response to a specific situatidte then gave what has become a rgebted definition

of the rhetorical situatiofP’

Rhetorical situation may beetined as a complex of persons, events, objects,
and relations presenting an actual or potential exigence which can be

completely or partially removed if discourse, introduced into the situation, can

%3, N. Vorster, fAToward an | nt erNaot28 (1990):09. Model f or
BLl oyd Bitzer, @T hRhiloRiphy ind Rhietorik (1968)i6t uat i on, 0
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so constrain human decision or action as to bring ahewignificant

modification of the exigence.

Post modern thinkers have critiqued and mod,i
presumes meaning to reside in events. Instbag,have argued, @aning is nb
discovered in situations but creafég.

As Vorster explainetiis interactional model, the interpreter should focus on the
persuasive force oftext He or she should take into consideratioaneedof the
rhetorical situation, thetatusof the situation, theolesof persons within the sittian,
and the identification aiopoiand their relationship to the statlisthis model, the status
refers to the subject of the deed (person involved), the definition or naming of that deed,
the quality of the deed, and the questioning of the wholeepsothe topoiare
fundamentatategoriesinderlying the arguments tactical aidaused in the rhetorical
situation!®® Exampksarereputation, past acts, hierarchy, genealogy, and kif&hip

In sum, rhetorical criticism leads us to examine a text within its social context and
its rhetorical situation, rather than attempting to understand a text in the abstract. We gain
a greater awareness of the perspective and motives of the author, tleetpargnd
motives of the interpreter, and the gap between the two. We focus on what theetext
rather than merely whatig. We understand what the text meanterms not only of the
aut horos originally intende dipomikeantendedy but a
audience and the practical effect upon all audiences.

Ourmethod is both desptive and interpretive, namelyedescriptiveWhen we
exegetean ancient textwe are actually using our historical imagination to construct these
points, nd merely describing objective realityVe also seek to integrate these aspects to
drawour ownconclusions from the data before Esr instance, wiok atthea ut hor 6 s
stated purposddutwe also examine hisr herstatement as a rhetorical act and eatdu
his or herlarger purpose in this act.

We will also employ insights frorsociorhetorical criticism, which Robbins
describeca s f ol | ows: Al nterpretation is guided

negotiating meanings in and among the wontd&hich people live. This means

8Rji chard E.
BVorster, 0
1603, N. Vors
Exegesis and Methoded

Vat z, @AThe MyphildsopbyfandtRhesc 6RIOEY I&T, 16¢.al Si t u s
nteractional Model , 0 119, 124, 126.

er , A Rdécesingon the Mebsage:MNewt TiestamentrHemnenieutics,

B. du Toit; Pretoria, S.A.: Protea, 2009)
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interpreters are also asked to become aware of their own social location and personal
interests as they attempt to approach the social location and personal interests the text
embodies ' We will consider fivemajoraspect®f socierhetorical analysis identified

by Robbins'®2 (1) Inner exture features and relationships within the text. We will
consider the inner texture of t@®rinthian correspondence, dfCorinthians as a whole,

and of the selected passaf).Intertexure: relationships to other texts and the social,
cultural, and historical environment. We will consider the Second Temple Jewish literary,
historical, and cultural background of the selected text and its key wW8y&cred

texture communication abowtnd impact upon religious beliefs and praxis. We will
consider how the text both articulated and shaped the beliefs and practical piety of the
early Christians(4) Ideologicaltexture communication about and evocation of ideas,
viewpoints, and interprations. We will discuss how the text exemplified and synthesized
Hebrew and Greek thought in the first cent{y.Social andcultural texture impact

upon and interaction with social and cultural circumstances. We will consider the
significance of the td in the sociological setting of early Christianity and how it
influenced the involvement of Christians in their society and culture.

The Hermeneutical Context of Oneness Pentecostal Christology
In applying the hermeneutical principles we have discussisdmportant to
consider the context of contemporary Pentecostal Christology, including Oneness

PentecostaChristology, for three reasond:) As postmodern hermeneutics reminds us, it

161 See VernorK. Robbins Exploring the Texture of Texts: A Guide to SeRlwetorical Interpretation
(Valley Forge, Penn.: Trinity1996), 2.Combining the methods of rhetorical and sosigknce criticism, in
the past two decades soclwetorical criticism has devegbed into a major new approach of understanding

ancient texts by their use of conscious and unconsc
di stinctive mode of discourse through thetpaybital a
Obelief argumentsd ( c o MheilngentioroofGhjistiad Didceurg@hetaricdd. Robbi n

Religious Antiquity 1; Blandford Forum, U.K.: Deo, 2009). This approach has given rise to two new

commentary series, Rhetoric of Religioustignity (Deo), edited by Vernon K. Robbins and Duane F.

Watson, and The SociRhetorical Commentary Series (Eerdmans), with volumes by Ben Witherington I

and David A. deSilva.

162 Robbins Exploring the Texture of Text3. Recently, sociohetoricalcritt i s m has focused on

of social, cultural, and ideological placesinsecih et or i c al interpretatcdond and
Christian Arhetorolectsodo (rhetorical dialects) der.i
religious di scour se. ACurrently, incorporation of concep

geography theory are guiding interpretation of the blending in early Christian literature of six rhetdrolects
prophetic, apocalyptic, wisdom, precreation, prigsthd miraclé in the context of religious mantic

(divine communication), philosophical, and ritual d
Rhet or i cal THeBlackwelt Companioh toithe New Testan(edt David Aune; Chichester,

U.K.: Wiley-Blackwell, 2010), 192, 199. The five textures we have listed are more pertinent to our current

study.
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is essential for me as an interpreter and for my readersderstand my own background,
presuppositions, and theological cont€XtMy views have been informed and shaped by
Oneness Pentecostalism, and much of my work has taken place within or with reference
to this tradition® (2) From an academic perspective stedy of Pentecostal Christology

in general is underdevelop&®,and there has been even less scholarly examination of
Oneness Pentecostal Christology. The Pentecostal/Chari$deatiwalist movement is a
significant force in twentfirst-century Christiaity, larger than any other group except
Roman Catholicism, witbversix hundred million adherents worldwid®.It comprises
onefourth of all Christians and ov&rpercent of world populatiotf’ Oneness
Pentecostalare a significant part of thisovementnumbeing possiblyas many as thirty
million worldwide in 620 organization'$® Scholarly attention should be given to the
theological needsnterests, and formulations of such a grd@p It is important to listen

to voices from the cultural and theologlienargins, as they potentially have much to
contribute to the discussion even if we do not always accept their emphases or
conclusiong®® These voices help us consider new ideas, options, needs, and solutions and
can provide helpful reminders, correctivasgd balance. They cause us to examine
unconscious biases and presuppositions and hence to refine our views. In turn, they can
be more effectively challenged to consider their own suppositions and perceptions.
Oneness Pentecostalism is ktigely young novement; only recentligasit begun to

engage in selfeflective scholarship and schdarly conversation with other groups and

163 porter and StovelBiblical Hermeneuticss5, 7274, 205.

%¥Consequently, my hermeutical proposadmporanyave been d
EvangelicalPent ecost al her me n e utTheologial Hermenguticslinitree @las€idali v er i o
Pentecostal Tradition: A Typological Accouheiden: Brill, 2012), 165%7.

165 Sammy AlfaroDivino Compafiero: Toward a Hispanic Pentecogtristology(Eugene, Ore.: Wipf &

Stock, 2010), 1; VelMatti Karkkainen Christology: A Global IntroductiofiGrand Rapids: Baker

Academic, 2003), 110.

¥%Todd M. Johnson, @dThe DSpint&rgpoveerdChdstanity for the 8weetywa | , 0 i n
First Century(ed. Vinson Synan; Lake Mary, Fla.: Charisma, 2011), 62. This number includes classical
Pentecostals, Charismatics, Renewalists, and various similar groups that can be described @soquasi
postCharismatic, even if they do not identify tvithese labels. David Barrett and Todd M. Johnspn

AGl obal BThe Newdnternatisnal ®ictionary of Pentecostal and Charismatic Menés(rev.

and exp. ed.ed.Stanley Burgesand Eduard van der Ma&rand Rapids: Zonderva@002), 283302

Using a more narrow definition of Pentecostal, there may be only 10 percent of this number. Stanley M.
Burgess, fiChange and Cemntiunyi Pepopmesg oJpwite hei Sphrit,
Empowered Christianitys4. Nevertheless, for our parges the larger number accurately reflects people

with the type of theological and spiritual worldview we are describing.

187 Barrett and Johnson i Gl obal Statistics, o 287.
%Tal madge L. French, fGarfield Thoma®neitssywood and t
Pentecostalismo (Ph.D. diss., University of Birming

definition as described in n.16there are an estimated twelve to fifteen million Oneness Pentecostals.
169 See HendPiazzaNew Historicism12, 34 39, 45.
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movemend. It is important to include Oneness Pepttals in dialogué orderfor them
to examine their theologicab¢ationand to understand how they aafate to broader
Christian theology, as wedls for other Christian theol@gs to understand how to
address them.

In this regard, it is significanthat Pentecostalism is at the forefront of a dramatic,
rapid shift from Wetern to Southern Christianity in which ndvestern theology,
spirituality, and praxis are influencing, modifying, or replacing traditional Western
forms1’°Onehundred years ago, @®rcent of Christians livkin the West, but today 70
percent live in Afri@, Asia, and Latin Ameriéawhat we might call the Twd hirds
World or Majority World!"* Pentecostalism accounts for much of this cismore
theologically conservative, spiritually oriented, and culturally diverse forms of
Christianity around the globe,m=cially in Africa, Asia, Latin America, and urban North
Americal’?

Possibly even more than Trinitarian Pentecostalism, from its beginnings Oneness
Pentecostalism has epitomized this cultural and theological diversity. The three most
important theologicallsgpers of early Oneness Pentecostalism were Frank Ewart, a
Baptist bush missionary from Australia who immigrated to Canada and then to America,
G. T. Haywood, an Africa\merican pastor of a large interracial congregation in
Indianapolis, Indiana; and Arelv Urshan, an Assyrian Christian who fled from Turkish
massacres in his native Persia, converted to Pentecostalism in Chicago, and became the
earliest Pentecostal evangelist to Ru$§ia recent scholarly examination of early
Pentecostal theologies featdrevelve seminal thinkers of enduring relevance and
significance, and three of them were Oneness ledddaywood, Urshan, and R. C.

Lawson, AfricarAmericanfounder of achurch and denominatidn New York City

170 Philip JenkinsThe Next Christendom: The Coming of Global Christiaf@xford: Oxford University

Press2002).

"lDavid D. Ruiz efThards ®Wdsld Ghbhechwo(Lausanne Occa
Mass.: Lausanne Committee fétorld Evangelization, 2005), 8. Cited 19 December 2012. Online:

http://www .lausanne.org/docs/2004forum/LOP44_1G15.pdf.

172 Harvey Cox Fire from HeavenThe Rise of Pentecostal Spirituality and the Reshaping of Religion in

the Twentfirst Century(New York AddisonWesley,1995), xwxvi.

13 Frank J. EwartThe Phenomenon of Pentec@rsv. ed.; Hazelwood, Mo.: Word Aflame, 1992);

Talmadge L. Frenctiarly Interracial Oneness Pentecostalism, G. T. Haywood, and the Pentecostal

Assemblies of the World (190931)( Eugene, Or e. : Pickwick, 2014); Dani
Urshan: A Theol ogi cal Biographyo (Ph.D. diss., Rege
174 Douglas Jacobseithinking in the Spirit: Theologies of the Early Pentecostal Move(Béombmington,

Ind.: Indiana University Press, 2003).
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Around the world the vast majority of OnasePentecostals are nonwhite; many
are members of large indigenous churches such as the True Jesus Church (China and
Taiwan), the Apostolic Church of the Faith in Christ Jesus (Mexico), the United
Pentecostal Church of Colombia, and the Apostolic Churéthabpia. Of the seven
largest Oneness Pentecostal denominations in the U.S., four are predominantly African
American and one is predominantly HispalitThe largest Oneness Pentecostall
denomination is the United Pentecostal Church International (UP©GBt M its
constituents worldwide am@nwhite, and 2%o 30 percent of its U.S. constituents are
Hispanic, AfricanAmerican, AsiarAmerican, or Native Americat{® About 60 percent
of all Oneness Pentecostals in America are Afridarericant’’

The theologicband social location of most Pentecostdso has implications for
hermeneutics. We have based our hermeneutical method on the recognitiowvefytwo
different horizonsthe ancient biblical world and the modern Western world. For many
Pentecostals, haver, as well as for many Christians in the Majority World, odsand
extranormal phenomenare expectedyhich meanshey identify closely with biblical
contexts and worldviews foreign to modern and postmodern Westdm#rese
situationsthe Bible and the reader may actually share the samizon®’®

As is true of Pentecostalism generaffyOneness Pentecostalism is a
pneumatological, eschatological, restorationist, and missiological movement that
developed in the early twentieth centurgrir Pietist, Evangelical, and Wesleyan

175 All participate in the annual Apostolic Fellowship Summit hosted by Urshan Graduate School of

Theology, where | have served as president since 2000. The seven groups are Apostolic Assembly of the

Faith in Christ Jesus, Assemblies of the Lord Jesus C@hisi,ch of Our Lord Jesus Christ of the Apostolic

Faith, International Bible Way Church of Our Lord Jesus Christ, Pentecostal Assemblies of the World,
Pentecostal Churches of the Apostolic Faith, and United Pentecostal Church International.

8SeeDavidkBer nard, AThe Future of OSpidtEmmeere®ent ecost al i
Christianity, 518.The UPCI had constituents in 2@8tions and territories in 2014, including over 50,000
constituents in each of the following: Brazil, China, El Salvador, Haiia, Indonesia, Jamaica, Kenya,

Liberia, Madagascar, Mexico, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea, Philippines, Uganda, U.S., and Venezuela. |

have served as UPCI general superintendent and chair of the UPCI Global Council from 2010. In 1991 the

UPCI held what aparently was the first multiracial church conference in South Africa after the fall of
apartheid. Nathankyé MWNi. e wr cheatecostaifHevad&7sné.& (April

1992): 7.

Y"French, AGarfield Thomas Haywood, 0
St anley E. Porter, AA Single Horiz
McMaster Journal of Theology and Ministt3 (20112012): 47.

179 See Vinson Synarfhe HolinessPentecostal Traditiofrev. ed.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1997);
Donald DaytonTheological Roots of PentecostaligReabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 1987); D. William
Faupel,The Everlasting Gospel: The Significance of Eschatology in the Development of Pentecostal
Thought(JPentTSup 10; Sheffield, U.K.: Sheffield Acadeni@96; repr. Blandford Forum, U.K.: Deo,
20009).

9.
n
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Holiness root$8° The restorationist impulse caused sdPemtecostalt reexamine the
doctrine of the Trinity, and as a result in 191®&orschism occurrewithin the
movementA significant minority begantoteaeh doct ri ne call ed Athe
Jesus Name message, 0 or fAthe Oneness of Goi
label now usually considered inaccurate or pejorative), Jesus Name, Apostolic, or
Oneness Pentecostals. In response, the majoritynvé€estals emphasized the historical
doctrine of the Trinity. On a pofar level many Trinitarian Pentecostals asseatéarm
of tritheism, which further illustrated essential Oneness coné&rns.
After the split between Oneness and Trinitarian Pentecasta®l 6, there was
mutual respect and some interaction among-§jesteration leaders, but the two
movements went their separate ways. As a result, Oneness Pentecostals were generally
neglected and typically misunderstood by the larger theological corym@mi their part,
they did little to develop and explain their views in scholarly ways. Renewed discussion
and better understanding came through the Society for Pentecostal Studies (SPS), formed
in 19702 Since Oneness Christology is still not generalgfiwnderstood in scholarly
circles, we quote in some detail from the final report of ayser Onenes3rinitarian
dialogue sponsored by SPS from 2002 to 2007. The Oneness team members defined their

views on the Godhead as follows:

34. The Oneness Pentecostals stress that God is absolutely one (Isa

44:6, 8, 249 that is, one without distinction of persons. There are no

®pavidA.Reediil n Jesusd Nameo: The Histor@PedTitup3Bel i efs o
Blandford Forum, U.K.: Deo, 2008); J. L. HaRestoring the Apostolic Faith: A History of the Early

Pentecostl Movemen{Hazelwood, Mo.: Word Aflame, 2007); Robin Johnstdoward Goss: A

Pentecostal Lif¢dHazelwood, Mo.: WAP Academi2010).

BlEor example, a popular study Bible speaks of God a
Ai ndi vi dufad wn widrhs drnasl spirit body, personal soul,
human being, angel or any other being has his own body, soul, and spirit. . . . T@osdsdised either

as a singular or a plural word, likkeep 6 F i nD & k &@adtated Reference Bibjeawrenceville,

Ga.: Dakedés Bible Sales, 1963), NT: 280. Consequent |
believe in Athree Gods. 0

1821n 1973 Vinson Synan invited David Reed, who was writing a doctoral thesis on Oneness

Pentecostalism, to make the first presentation to SPS on the Oneness movement. In 1984, Harvard Divinity
School sponsored the First Occasional Symposium on Oneness Pentecostalism; presenters included Reed

and me. In 1989 Manuel Gaxiola, vice president db SRvited me to present the first paper at SPS from a

Oneness perspective, and in 1990 he became the first Oneness president of SPS. In 2002 SPS began
sponsoring a siyear dialogue between Oneness and Trinitarian Pentecostal scholars. Frank Macchia

chaired the Trinitarian team; | chaired the Oneness team.

81 On e {fTrnikadan Pentecostal Final Report, 2602 0 Pneuwma30 (2008): 21415; repr. in

Pentecostalism and Christian Unityol. 2: Continuing and Building Relationshiged. Wolfgang Vondey;

Eugene, Ore.: Pickwick, 2013).

Pageb2 © University of South Africa 2015



di stinctions in Godobés eternal being, a
centers of consciousness (as someitariians hold). Moreover, in Jesus
dwells all the fullness of the Godhead bodily (Col 2:9).

35. We affirm that God has revealed Himself as Father, in the Son, and
as the Holy Spirit. The one God can be described as Father, Word, or Holy
Spirit before Hismcarnation as Jesus Christ, the Son of God. While Jesus
walked on earth as God Himself incarnate, the Spirit of God continued to be
omnipresent.

36. We also affirm that the roles of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are
necessary to God o6 $allep humanitydrforder¢odaverys,t i o n
God provided a sinless Man who could die in our @attee Son, in whose
name we receive salvation (Acts 4:12). In foreordaining the plan of salvation
and begetting the Son, God is the Father. In working in our liveansform
and empower us, applying salvation to us individually, God is the Holy Spirit.

Il n sum, the titles of Father, Son, and
roles or works, but they do not indicate three eternal persons in God, just as
the incanation does not indicate that God had eternally preexistent flesh. . . .

40. In our understanding, all (whether Oneness or Trinitarian) who
experience a genuine work of God encounter one Spirit, not two or three. They
do not experience three personalitidsen they worship, nor do they receive

three spirits, but they are in relationship with one personal spirit being.

The Oneness Pentecostal team further describecthriitological views as follow&*

41. We affirm the genuine and complete humanityeofJu s . Christé
humanity means that everything we humans can say of ourselves, we can say
of Jesus in his earthly life, except for sin. Moreover, in every way that we
relate to God, Jesus related to God, except that he did not need to repent or be
born agan. Thus, when Jesus prayed, when he submitted his will to the Father,
and when he spoke about and to God, he simply acted in accordance with his

authentic, genuine humanity.

BaOneMesnitarian Pented@stal Final Report, o 215
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42. We regard the terms fAFather o an
serving to empasize the true humanity of Jesus, not to make distinctions
within Godds being. The title of Fathe
while the title of Son focuses on the incarnation. Any attempt to identify two
divine persons tends toward ditheism oradinationism. Moreover, in our
view, defining the Son as a second divine person results in tw@ Sons
eternal, divine Son who could not die and a temporal, human Son who did die.

43. Although we recognize both deity and humanity in Christ, it is
impossilke to separate the two in hitdumanity and deity were inseparably
joined in him.While there was a distinction between the divine will and his
human will, he always submitted the latter to the forrdesus was, and

remains, the one God manifested intiles

During and shortly after the SPS dialogseholarly books by Trinitarian
Pentecostalbegan to engage Oneness Pentecostal theology in irenic fashion. Reed
published the first comprehensive scholarly study of Oneness Pentecostalism, based on
his earlie dissertation. Historically, he explained it as a logical development from
nineteentkcentury evangelical, Jesasntric piety and from early Pentecostal impulses,
notably the Finished Work theology of William Durham. He described its Christology as

follows:

The Christology of Oneness Pentecostalism is ahistorical sectarian

expression of Jewish Christian theology. Its distinctive characteristics are a

t heology of the name of Jesus, a chris
t he fAGIl or yealau$ def@sedof tile manarchy and transcendence of

God, and the affirmation of the full humanity of Jesus reminiscent of the

Antiochene and particularly Nestorian traditidf.

I n making the identification of AJewi sh
Danél oubés threefold classification of early

who did not accept the deitf Christ; (2) the Jerusalem church and its leaders, who

BReedi |l N Jesu3®6 Naeed revi sed and updated his disse!
the Theology of Oneness Pent diss.oBostamn University, 1978).t he Uni t e
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implied the deity of Christand (3) people such as Paul, who accepted theRlewis
Scriptures and expressed their Chrisbahefsin Jewish formsut did not keep the

Jewish law!® Reed concluded that Oneness Pentecostals are an expression ofithe thir
category, as demonstratedthyeecharacteristially Jewish Christian themethename

of God, the ature of Godandthepresence® f Go we & § f'Rapd forther
distinguished the Omess view from the traditionaiew of the Trinityand from

traditional descriptions of ancient modalism:

The Oneness doctrine of Goddistinguished from the classical
Trinitarian doctrine primarily in its insistence upon permitting no distinctions,
especially Trinitarian ones, in the nature of God as God exists apart from
revelation. Since Oneness theologians hold to the monarchy asddra@ence
of God, the basic theological principle is that the THre®ne is a simply
dialectic of transcendence and immanence. . . .

Oneness theology satbnsciously teaches that in Christ we do
encounter the real God. Following Col. 2:9 . . . the @gssIposition is that the

Afullnessodo of God is encounfered in th

A recent comprehensive Pentecostal theology by Yong was one of the first works
to include a serious treatment of Oneness theology as part of its syHthidsisffered
Ajustification for engaging Oneness Pentec:
the task of Christian theological reconst r|
that the Adistinctive Onenessivecdantpetansoe s s er
the[twentieth] century as tritheistic interpretations of the Trinity, on the one hand, and
both Arian and modern theological l i ber al
He then identified several ways in which Onenesslttgy makevaluable contributions

to Christian theology generallfl) It serves as a reminder tt@hrisianity istruly

186 Jean DaniélouThe Theology of Jewish Christianityol. 1 of The Development of Christian Doctrine

before the Council of Nicaead. and trans. John A. Baker; London: Darton, Longman & Todd, 19&4), 7

Whil e Ddanmie®&liccudsd fAJewi sh Christian theologyo is di s
designation points out how Oneness Pentecostals seek to construct Christology using OT themes instead of
Greek philosophical categories employed in the second through foemturies.

18’Reedfi | n J e s uz3836.Name, O

188Reedfi | n J e s u256, 268.a me, O

189 Amos Yong,The Spirit Poured Out on All Flesh: Pentecostalism and the Possibility of Global Theology

(Grand Rapids: Baker, 2005), 204, 206, 287
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monotheistic. (2)titeaches a strgnincarnational Christology, whialpholds the deitpf
the historical Jesus. (3)rhakes an imortant contribution to glob&hristian theology by
providing bridges foChristianJewish ad ChristianMuslim dialogue.

While advocating the traditional doctrine of the Triniong soght a
formulationacceptable to both sideHe based his proposal a key insightin the view
of both sides God operates simultaneoaslyather, Son, and Spiin the economy of
salvation. Thudoth sides acknowledge, at leassome sense, the threefold
(At r i n)mamfesiatoomaid work of God galvation hiory.1%° Since the basic
difference in the viewpoints relates to eternity and ontology, and since eternity lies
beyond our present comprehension and experience, perhaps both sides could reach a
pragmatic agreement oneih understanding of God in the temgdaveder%*

Another recent work, by Macchia, sought to provide a pneumatological basis for
systematic theology. In his enterprise to formulate a distinctively Pentecostal theology, he
gave serious attention to Oneness views and recognized valuable Onetrésstioms
to Pentecostal soteriology and pneumatoftgy.

More significant than the mere fact of its ethand cultural diversityDneness
Pentecostalism owes muchrtonWestern categories of thought. Early Oneness thinkers
applied the restorationist impulse of early Pentecostalism to theological inquiry, seeking
to press behind Western creedal language and Greek philosophical categories to the
thought world of the Hilical text, particularly its Hebraic backgroutii One can makea
strong case for Oneness Pentecostalis@mneexpression or expansion of characteristic
Pentecostal spirituality, piety, praxis, and modes of thought. While Trinitarian
Pentecostals typicallyee themselves as the theological heirs of orthodox Western
Christianity, the motivating impulses of Pentecostalism led to new ways of thinking and
new trajectories that Oneness Pentecostals continued to foh@following canments

of trinitarian hstarians illustrate this point:

190Yong, Spirit Poured i, 213.

¥1Yong further argued that the economic Trinity implies the ontological Trinity. Oneness proponents have
responded that this argument is not persuasive because it is philosophical rather than biblical and is not
applied consistently. That is, God is revelflerough Jesus Christ, the Son, yet this revelation does not
require God to be ontologically human or the Son to be ontologically subordinate to the Father.

92 Frank D. MacchiaBaptized in the Spirit: A Global Pentecostal Theol¢@yand Rapids: Zondervan

2006), 116.

193 See David Norrisl AM: A Oneness Pentecostal Theolgbazelwood, Mo.: WAP Academi@009).
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The doctrinal departure aside, if one admits the strong restorationist
component at the heart of the definition of Pentecostalism, Oneness
proponents were more zealously restorationist, more doggedly congregational,
and more @ristocentrically spiritud in short, in some important ways more
essentially Pentecostal than the mainstr&¥m.

[The Oneness doctrihes more in accordance with religious feeling
and practice of Pentecostalism than a doctrine of the Trinity taken over
without understanding from the traditional churckes.

In a certain sense, the Oneness theologies of Haywood and Urshan
were also more distinctively pentecostal than anything that preceded*hem.

Although the New Issue was rejected by the majority of the mexmem
the fact remains that it was the logical and inevitable development of
Pentecostal theology. Pentecostalism emerged as a restorationist/
eschatological movement which saw its task as calling the Church to prepare
for its coming Lord®’

It can be arguethat Oreness Pentecostals .developed a theology
sui generighat was more compatible with their Pentecostal experience of
God. . . . Oneness worshippers are more characteristically Pentecostal than

most Trinitarian Pentecostal bodié8.

Not only doeOneness Christology appear to be more Hebraic than Hellenistic,
but it also appearstobe moreAe st er n t han Western. fAOnene:
may be more compatible in its core with an Aéentric worldview than with that of nen
Pentecostal whie e v a n'$ i bhort @nlereess &entecostalism in many ways
represents cultural, ethnic, and theological voices that haveniegimalized
historically. This is not to say that these voices are necessarily correct or superior but that

they need to beonsidered and evaluated in scholarly discussion.

194 Edith Blumhofer,The Assemblies of God: A Chapter in the Story of American Pentecostalism
(Springfield, Mo.:Gospel, 1989), 1:238.

95Walter J. Hilenweger,The Pentecostalieabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 1972), A7

196 JacobsenThinking in the Spirit259.

197 Faupel Everlasting Gospel304.

1%Reedfi | N JesuB3p82.Name, O

19%Reedfil n Jesu8806 Name, 0
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More specificallyOneness Pentecostalism is part of the reception history of early
Christian discourse, and as a restorationist movement it has a distinctive approach. It
seeks to replicate the religioastlook and views of the earliest Christians, especially on
the subject of Christology. In this regard, oral cultures ssthose in Africahave a
distinctive way of envisioning spirituality that is closer to Christian origins than Western
Christianity with its many centuries ofteraryand philosophical development. Because
of Oneness Pentecostalismdéds close connect i
World hermeneutical horizon, interaction with Oneness Pentecostal Christology is both a
legitimate scholarly endeavor in its own right and potentially a useful approach in the
larger scholarly discours# the origins of Christology

From this perspective, s observers have described Oneness theal®gye
Nicene or economiginitarianism incontrast to the more Hellenistic philo$ogal
formulation of classicakinitarianism as defined by the ecumenical creeds of the fourth
through seventh centuries. While Oneness theology bears affinity to modalistic thought,
unlike the typical descriptiorsf ancient modalism it affirmBather, Son, and Holy Spirit
assimultaneous, not sequential, manifestations of Godbgsert o d 6 s essence | S
hidden behind changing masks but is revealed in Christ. Faupel described the early

Oneness Pentecostaew of God as simultaneously unitarian anditarian:

It was AUNniIi t ar i aitansciously disboeidted thehiselvese nt s s
from traditional Trinitarianism rather than attempting to reinterpret the
doctrine from withi n. inthatpreponents,insisted wa s
on the significance of a thrdeld revelation of God. . . . They preferred to
replace the term Apersond with the ter

threef ol d di stinction, bel i evi.nfheiri t t o be
battle was to show the centrality of J
Godhead®

As Faupel indicated, much of the disdaosshinges on the worplerson which has
been the subject of considerable controversy and misunderstanding im&etit and

modern times. For example, one Trinitarian Pentecostal scholar recently criticized the

200 Faupel Everlasting Gospel86.

Pageb8 © University of South Africa 2015



Oneness refusal to believe Athé&TAodhead ex|
comment indicates the intricacpeesoofk, Dheéhei
many mainstreanrinitarian theologians would say such a formulatioabgctionable as
being tritheistic or tending toward tritheism. The more accuraiéarian
characterization would be fAdi skhy nftge ros cmmas a
he meant something less thmoderni per sonso (more | i ke the or
Latin personaor even the modern meaning of the Engpsinsong, his formulation may
be unexpectedly close to the Oneness conce,
Not only do some observers belie@meness theology was to a great extent
molded by noANesten thought, but some consider it todéelpful interpretation or
appropriation of the doctrine of the Trinity using Adfestern categories. Thus, Gill
describeditat he Oneness view of the Trinityo ani
potential in noAWestern and noeghristian context$?? He argued that it could be more
meaningful in the modern Twohirds World than a Western formulation based on
fourth-centuryHellenistic philosophy.
The core interest and concern of Oneness Pentecostals is not a metaphysical
description of the essence of God or the inner life of God. Rather, as Yong indicated,
Oneness Pentecostalgposedwo perceived dangergitheismandsulordinationism.
They sought to uphold three interrelated truths: Jesus Christ is the supreme revelation of
the one true God of the Bible; Christods sa
Godébés gift of salvation cocCmists to sinful hu i
From this brief survey, it appears that Oneness Christology could provide some
fruitful insights for our unthreaeasorsndi ng of
(1) As Reed suggested, Oneness thought has some affinity with Rholiggt,
considering botho haveforms of Jewish Christology. As such, it could be helpful as a
vantage point that does not involve Greek philosophical categories foreign-teefitsty
Christian thought. (2) #stmodern hermeneutics emphasizes thaimerpretations
should be meaningful and relevant to the diverse global readers of the-firgrtgntury

and that we should be open to diversity of meaning, significance, and applf€afibe.

2lIRi chard Shaka, AA Tr i nPreansd 008)P43nt ecost al Response
2Kenneth D. Gill, fiThe New | ssue Reconsidered: A Mi
the Trinityod (paper presented a ttal Stidies, Balas, 2@ | meeting
November 1990). See also idefimward a Contextualized Theology for the Third World: The Emergence

and Development of Jesus' Name Pentecostalism in M@é&w York: Lang, 1994).

203porter and StovelBiblical Hermeneutics68, 7780, 136, 205.
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inherent diversity of Oneness Pentecostalism can providanes for this task. Alsoth

Yong and Gill indicatd, Oneness thinking and language can be particularly useful in
contextualizing Christian theology imnWestern culture. To bring thteought full

circle, since firstcentury Christian discourse origilyaoccurred in a noitWestern

context, perhaps Oneness Christology can provide a lens or at least a backdrop by which

to appreciate Paul(8)dSncptherssbea af Christobogynsavhae f ul |
has separated Oneness Pentecostals from mdiotnal creedal forms of Christianity,

an investigation in this area could assist Oneness Pentecostals in a fresh examination of

their own beliefs and socieligious locatiorand promote fresh interacti@md dialogue

within the larger Christian commungit

Summary
Given my own theological and social location as a Oneness Pentecostal Christian,
it is important to identify some relevant pmaderstandings Oneness Pentecostals would
characteristically bring to a stuguchas this. While these prenderstadings are subject
to critique and modification through the hermeneutical spar@annot ignoreéhemif
this thesis is to succeed in generating dialogue within, about, and with Oneness
Pentecostalism. They include the following beliefs: (1) God existssagit being and
acts personally in human affairs in ways that modern Westerners would ljypmasider
miraculous or extraormal; (2) God has spoken progressively to the human race first
through the OT and then through the NT; and (3) God chosatoinf est Godds se
historically in the person of Jesus Christ, who is thereby central to the biblical story.
Methoddogically, these preinderstandings predispose Oneness Pentecostals to approach
the NT from the theological context of OT Hebraic thouglat tanbe cautious of applying
later philosophical categories to understand the NT. In appreciation of Oneness
Pentecostal interests and concernis,ttiesis will explore to what extent we can
understand Pa@d Christology as Jewish (as Reed suggestéathf Paul and Oneness
Pentecostals) and to what extent his Christology may relate to current Pentecostal options.
In this thesis, we will not seek to systematize Pauline thought, although we start

with the presumption that he had a coherent center of tinddNor will we draw

24pougl as A. @ainaptbhel&lty DfuT thea m: FAhedlieeleyy o Paule nn 6 s
Apostle 4SNT7 2 (1998): 94; J. Christiaan Beke-r, ARecastir
Contingency Scheme AFhessalians, Piplippiatsi Galatiand,dPdilenidpob 1 of n
Pauline Theologyed. Jouette M. Bassler; Minneapolis: Fortress, 1991), 85, Paul J. Acht emei ¢
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conclusions about Nghristological thought as a whole, much less attempt a synthesis.
The purpose is not polemical. We will not argue specifically for any particular theology
for todayo6s chur cH, rn dra sWwlidanbrmainve. Whileeve ar gue
will seek fresh insights, we will not advocate a different pgrador systematic
theology. Instead, our purposeisamorerdstdscd hi st or i c alangsageal ysi s
and thought. While we believe that his thought isvahé and instructive, any specific
applications for contemporary theology would be the subject of a different thesis. The
goal is to contribute tBauline ancahristologicalscholarship generally while speaking to
Oneness Pentecostals in a relevant wayfagititating scholarly dialogue with Oneness
Pentecostals

As we examine the evidence from Paul 0s
correspondence, we will use an inductive approach leading to tentative and modest
conclusions. Although no one caonapletdy step outsiddis orher own socierhetorical
situation, we will not impose a predetermined viewwsllit explore meanings that are
plausible, advance coherent thought, and provide insight. Since Oneness Pentecostalism
is a decidedly minority viewnd since Pentecostals in general have made relatively few
scholarly contributions, we will noely onOneness Pentecostal authors but on exegetes
and specialists who are recognized in their fields. We will seek scholarly corroboration
for every signifiant exegetical or hermeneutical point sd@minimize the danger of
eisgesis.Of course, the use of particulscholas does not mean theypport a larger
view being constructeblut simply present a relevambint in question generally we will
assumehey do not support Oneness Pentecostal theolWen proposing an alternative
view, we will support every link in the chain of reasoning with credible scholarship
although the resulting conclusion may be original and unique. While it is not pdssible
give the complete context for all excerptsoholarly discourseye will attempt to
convey a comxtually accurate meaning aagply the discourskirly andappropriately,
even though the scholar in question may not have fully foreseen or inteedadriner
in which his orher particular insight is employed. After all, as postmodern hermeneutics
teaches, a text cannot be completely restricted by the intention of the author but has a

surplus of meaning and takes a life of its own. Indeed, while audrial intent is a vital

Continuing Quest for Coher ence Thaologtand EtRiesinlPaul An Exp e
and His Interpreters: Essays in Honor of Victor Paul Furnjetl. Eugene H. Lovering Jr. and Jerry L.

Sumney; Nashville: Abingdon, 1996), 145; Halvor Moxriedgy e ol ogy i n Conflict: Studi
Understanding of God in Romafisiden: Brill, 1980), 5.
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part of meaning and scholarly endeavor, one could argue that all intellectual advancement
occurs by developing existing thought in new ways, connecting existing concepts in new
combinations, and using existing discourse to saythaws.Our hope isfor an
integrationof current ideaso result in a coherent whaqlprovide alternative lensgand
offer fresh insights.

In summary, we will use the conceptual frameworkhef historyof-religions
approach and of Lincoln to help us dkk overarching questions, discern the central
ideas, and lookrewat t he early discourse about Jesus
correspondence, we will use the historcatical/grammatical method of exegesis with
insights from postmodern hermeneatand methods of rhetorical criticism. We will
focus our questions on the rhetorical situation of Paul and hi€éngury Christian
readers, asking what understanding of the discourse makes sense in that context. We will
situate the discourse in ite@o-rhetorical setting, understand how it functioned
ideologically and culturally, and integrate this information to give us a more holistic

picture of the meaning and significance of this fashtury Christian discourse.
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3

MONOTHEISM IN PAUL 68 RHETORICAL WORLD

To investigate the contribution of the selected ®x¢or 3:164:6, to early
discourse abut Jesus Christ, we wileek to establish its firseentury theological context.
Since the text speaks about God and relates Jesus to §gdifitant ways, we must
examine what the author, Paalpracticing Jew of the first century, believed and assumed
about God. From his writings, it &pparenthat he shared and appealed to the
fundamental Jewish tenet mionotheismBecause this concepasfoundational
significance for our study, we will document and discuss it in some detalil, first looking at

the broader firstentury religious context and then examining Second Temple Judaism.

Pagan Monotheism

Most people in the Mediterranean wodfthe first centuryc.E. were polytheists.

On a philosophical level some thought in terms of the unity of the divine nature, but on a
practical level they acknowledged the worship of many gods in the world. Some
dedicated tamselves to the worship of onedy but in these cases it would generally be
more accurate to describe them as henotheists rather than monotheists.

Versnel deschied two pagan deities farhom claims of cosmitordship and
universalworshipwere made, Isis andionysos noting that theyvere rew types of gods
andnot typical oftheancient Greek god8® TheBacchaea play by Euripides produced
in Athens in 40%.C.E., present®ionysosas a foreign god who demanded reverence by
everyone. It thus sets up a classic conflict between the-potitical community and the
challenge of a new god and between institutional religion and a deviant sect. (Paul dealt
with this potential conflict in preaching to Jews and &afrers by explaininthatJesus
was not a new god but the manifestation ef@od they already worshiped.) Similarly,
from the third or second centusyC.E., but possibly later, devotees of Isis described her
as the one god who gives salvation, liberates humaoity €osmic despots, and

encompasses all other gods in her paesonFrom the first centuries.E., especially

205yersnel, Ter Unus 18990.
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from thesecond century, they considered her as victorious over fate amel tgsant of
those she liberated®

At hanassiadi and Frede cited evidence f.
being one, has may n a m.eAsstotle@d®Ld2,i The gods have one naf
namesg (Maxentius of Tyre 39.5);andh e goddess | sieeofaligesdsiit he un
and goddessé$Apuleius,Metam 11.15)?°’ The last example is from a statent bylsis

in asecondcenturyc.k. Latin novel

| come, . .. |, mother of the universe, mistress of all the elementdydimstof

the ages, highest of the gods, queen of the shades, first of those who dwell in
heaven, representing in one shape all gods and goddesses. khynivibls the
shining heights of heaven, the headiking seawinds, and the mournful

silences of hell; the entire world worships my single godhead in a thousand
shapes, with divers rites, and under many a different name. Honour me with
the worship whichs truly mine and call me by my true name: Queen Isis.
(Apuleius,Metam 1115[Kenney}).

While we see a monotheistic impulse, we should also note a syncaditisving
the worship of ther gods as subordinatesneanifestations of Isis. By contra$tst-
centuryJudaism and Christianity, while not denying the existence of other supernatural
beings, deniechat they should be worshipedweremanifestations of the true God. We
could perhaps identify these respectiwvews as a contrast between hergim and
monotheism. Indeed, the work contains a henotheistic protest agairgheism,
perhaps directed against Jews or even Chri.
spurned the heavenly gods, and in place of true religion she had falsely and
blaphemously set up a deity of her own whom
(Metam 9.14. We find a similar example Acts 19, where the worshipers Aftemis in
Ephesus o 5preabiegodf Hus.lLAs \ersnel notedoth werenenotheistic
attemps to stop an invadingionotheisnt® In classical times, thethe exclusive

devotion to one god was restricted tanginal groups. Henotheigimthe confession,

206\/ersnel,Ter Unus 4951, 88, 92.

27At hanassiadi and Frede, il ntPagandiomotheéisminlaie i n At hanas
Antiquity, 8.

208\/ersnel,Ter Unus 195.
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worship, and exaltation of one Guadhile accepting the possible existence of other
gods® was nota structural religious or cultighenomenoybutit became common ilater
religious thoughg®®

There was also a concept of deifiican in Hellenistic culture. People generally
believed in the existence of supernatural powers, and evidence of supepauaa
could indicate either a human whadhbecome a god or ad who had come in human
form. First-century Jews and Christians were familiattmthe concept of deificatiofiom
various sourceghilosoghical schools, rulecults, mystery religiog andveneration of
popular teacher&?

In a recent study, Vemsl described three pagan experimentsitine oneness
thefugwi t n di ver si t yhe Arohiic perdi i il @ gedesic device
exemplified by Herodotus in the Classical period, amaotheism centered on Isis in the
Hellenistic period!! Theseare examples of pagan monotheism or henotheissorhe
instancespagans held a conceptiithe one and the maathat bears some resemblance
to later Christian trinitarianism. In the first tve@amples, the divinity is depersonalized,
nameless, and not conceivasinteracting personally with humans. In the third example,
the supreme goddess was worshiped as a traditional god but did not completely eliminate
or absorb other deities. These pagpproaches demonstrate that there were options for
early Christians who wished to deifgsus while retaining a concept of divorenss
At the same time, pagans who proposed a formaiotheism did not challenge the
worship of the many deities of thewultural environment. fAeir phiosophical ideas did
not significantly influence popular religious beliefs and not even their own religious
practices!? The evidence is that early Christians chose a far differ®notheistic model
clearly derived from Judsm, nanely, the exclusive worship aine supreme God.

Monotheism in Second Temple Judaism
Firstcentury Judaism wapluralistic, yetits various forms were characterized by

monotheism. While acknowledging the existenca wériety of Judaisma that time we

209Versnel,Ter Unus 194.

210 Norman RussellTheDoctrine of Deification in the Greek Patristic Traditi¢g@xford: Oxford
University Press, 2004), 16, 50.

211Henk S. VersnelCoping with the GodsVayward Readings in Greek Theold&eligions in the
GraeceRoman World 173; Leiden: Brill, 2011251-306.

212 Hurtado,God in NT Theology28.
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shouldstill recognize that all of them were fundamentatignotheistic’'® Similar views
were held in ancient Egyptian cultupmssiblyinfluencingJudaismin the Grece
Egyptian magical papyri, many passages disfflaydeaof a supremegyod, a universal
supreme bing whose visible manifestation is the woitiThe Ten Commandments
establish the worship of only one God, Yahweh, whose name is sacred (Exdd.20:1
TheHebrew Scriptures do not describe God in theoretical or philosopéroa
Yahwehis not anabstract object with attributes baipersoal deity withemotionsHe is
the sole creator, ruler, and savior, and he is the one who acts in both nature and'history.
The Jews appealed Reu 6:4 as the classic statement of thaasition: fiHear, O
Israel: TheLorDour God, thdorDi S one o0 ( NI V) . LORBsSaur, O | sr ¢
God, theLorpa | o ne 0 DetRI5 ¥imilarly statedi T LLerpis God; there is no
ot her b e Mosdlews probabiy reditddeut 6:4 theShemaon a regular
basis?'® Devout Jewsjuotedit twice a day?'’ It functioned astte fundamental creed of
Judaisnd essentiallya confession of faith® as revealed by a broad spectrum of Jewish
sourcewve will discussWe cannot separate tBdem&rom the commantb love God
(Deut 6:5;inthiscontexfione 0 means o0 n aoaherdposrodriyal]s, uni que
no oneelse to worship. It signifiegi fere isnowhere else to go. . to look elsewhere
thanto YHWHi s mi s gui d%°Thusithece isfa oldseé doreespondence between
the Shemaand thdaterstatements of monotheism in Isaidcording to this analysis
Jewish monotheism was not panly philosophicabutwasclosely connected to
monolatry.
The ook of Isaiah proclaims a v d one God as ruler of the whole workthd
it speaks ofrahweh as unique and transcend@htts characteristic title for Yahweh is
At he Hol y Omview a Assylias and thdBabglonian aggression and

28G. Boccaccini, fAHistory of Judai Sudaismlinttate Per i ods i n
Antiquity, 1.2:298.

214 Jan Assmanriloses the Egyptian: The Memory of Egypt in Western Monott{€ambridge, Mass.:

Harvad University Press, 1997), 203.

2’°Bob Becking, fAThe Bound amKoresndddHadrdBouadariesof e Monot hei

Monotheism15.

26Dunn, fAJudaism in the Land of Israel,o 1.2:253.
217 Nicholson,Dynamic Onenes$5.

2BRai nbow, AfJemj 3h8Monot hei s

2R, W. L. Moberly, AHow Appropriate |Is O6Monothei s mgd
Early Jewish and Christian MonotheigdSNTSu@63; ed. Loren TStuckenbruck and Wendy E. S. North;

New York: T&T Clark, 2004)228, 230.

2203, Alec Motyer,lsaiah: An Introduction and CommentaffOTC 18; Downers Grove, lll.: InterVarsity,

1999), 1617.
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conquest, iassertd h at G o dudferdiyine jadgrheat because of their worship of
other gods. Consequently, it argues against polytheism and idolatry and strongly
proclaims monotheism, especiallythre portionknown as Deutertsaiah(lsa 4655).
Firstcentury Jews regardéke entire boolof Isaiahas divinely inspired Scripture, and
Paulfollowed this consensus, as shown by his quotations from all parts of the book

including Deuterdsaiah??! Here are examples of monotheistic proclamaitioisaiah

1 OLorDof hosts, God ofsrael, who are enthroned above the cherubim,
you are God, you alone, of all the kingdoms of the earth; you have made
heaven and eart(37:16)

1 Youare my witnesses, says therp, and my servant whom | have
chosenso that you may know and believe areunderstand that | am he.
Before me no god was formeubr shallthere be any after mg.l am the
LoORD, ard besides me there is no savi@3:1011)
| am theLoRD, your Holy Onethe Creator of Israglour King.(43:15)
Thus says theoRrb, the King oflsrael,and his Redeemer, th®RD of
hosts:l am the first and | am the lastesides me there is no gdiho is
like me? Let them proclaim ikgt them declare and set it forth before me.
Who has announced from of old the things to cobret?hem tell usvhat
is yet to beDo not fear, or be afraidiave | not told you from of old and
declared it?You are my witnessess there any god besides niEtere &
no other rock; I know not oné44:6-8)

1 Thus says the€orbD, your Redeemewho formed you in the wom | am
theLoRrD, who made all thingsyho alone stretched out the heavemiso
by myself spread out the ear{i4:24)

1 Iam theLoRrD, and there is no othdrgsides me there is no gdcrm
you, though you do not know me, so that they may know, fromigime
of the sun and from the west, that there is no one besides me; | am the
LorD, and there is no othg@5:56)

221 For example, Rom 15:12 quotes Isa 11:10; Rom 15:21 quotes Isa 52:15; Reh7 3udates Isa 59:8.
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1 For thus says thieorD, who created the heave(iee is God!)who formed
the earth and made(ite established ite did not create it ehaoshe
formed it to be inhabited!):am theLoRD, and there is no othg@5:18)

1 Declare and present your cak;them take counsel togeth&vho told
this long ago®ho declared it of oldWas it not I, thd.orRD? There is no
other god besides marighteous God and a Savidhere is no one
besides meTurn to me and be savedl| the ends of the eartRor | am
God, and there iso other(45:21-22)

1 Remember the former things of ofdyr | am God, and there is no othkr;
am God, and there is no erlike me. (46:9)

These passagesrticularly associatmonot hei sm and monol atry
roles as the only creator and the only savior. In Isaiah, especially Désaeah
salvation is not only present but eschatologiDaluterelsaiahaddressethe end bthe
Jewish exile anémphasizet h at s Uddiveraned w&notfrom the Persian king
Cyrus or hisgods, fcCyruswa si mply an i nstrument in Yahyv
is the true God, the real deliverer, anddihé/ one who is worthy of worship.

Zechariah, daterbiblical apocalyptiavriting from the postexilic period makes a
strong connection between nadtleltoroanills m and e:
become king over all the earth; on that dayltbebpwillbe one and hi s name
14:9).In a context of unrest and Gdatdominion oveisrael, the prophdbcused
messianic longings on the eschatalogical work of God in human history, extending the
Shemado all nations and thereby demonstratingthe utirea t r i umph of | sr ae
| s r ae I??§6Tee bGol envisiona movement beyond polytheism and henotheism to
monotheism.

Wefindst at e ment s oif suSeqdedtdewismtexts writen from
various perspectives. Theritersof the Apocryphaought to maintain the unique identity
of Judaism in a Hellenistic culture. While showing affinity to Stoic thought, they
continued to stress monotheism as a distinguishing charactérigid er e i s but on
is wise, greatly to be feared, seated uparttiondt he Lor ddO(Bordl: Bdrd

God, Creator of all things, you are awapiring and strong and just and merciful, you

222 Joyce G. BaldwinHaggai, ZechariahMalachi: An Introduction and CommentafJOTC 24; Downers
Grove, lll.; InterVarsity, 1972), 65, 204.
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alone are king and are kind, you alone are bountiful, you alone are just and almighty and

eternal 0o €% Macc 1: 24
A similar view appears ithe Dead Sea Scrolid Qumran.The authors were

separatists who opposed the Temple cult as corrupt but wished to affirm continuity as the

true heirs of the Jewish tradition. Consequently, freynotal the worship of the one

God of theBible, whose covenant name is Yahvi&hlrhe Thanksgiving Scroll

(Hodayo}, second centurg.c.E., states thereisonlyone G&di Thou art an et e

God . : . and there i s nonasodeetsicari bbemns ind en eT |

law from the math of God, . . the precept which is and shall be for ever and ever

without end. Without it nothing is nor shall be, for the God of knowledge established it

and there i s n &QHXK,9-&L).The Wards dféhe Heaverdy Lights

says, oimMdoartala | iving God, and tl8ere i s nc
In the first centuryc.E., the historianlosephusa selfidentified observant

Phariseesought teexplain and defend Jewish thought in the context of GRanman

culture.He was aHellenistic Palestinian Jew who evidently had some Greek education

from his youthg?® As an apologist, he could have been expected to minimize any strong

conflict between Jewish and Roman thought, but he provided fuvttreyssof

monothesm assofundamenal to Judaisnthat it could not be minimized or harmonized

with typical pagan thougH¢®

1 Before all else they were taught that God, as the universal Father and Lord
who beholds all things, grants to such as follow Him a life of klfsst
1.20
1 He [Abraham] washusthe firstboldly to declarghat God, thereator of
the universeis ong and that, ifany other beingontributeda ught t o man
welfare,eachdid so by His command and not in virtue of its own inherent
power. Ant 1.155)
1 The fird word teaches us that Gaslone and thaHe only must be
worshipped(Ant 391)

B2Edward M. Cook, fAWhat Did the Jews oJuda@uoimtagen Know
Antiquity, 3.5.2:14.

224 Quotations of the Dead Sea Stsalre fromThe Complete Dead Sea Scrolls in Eng(igv. ed.; trans.

Geza Vermes; New York: Penguin Classics, 2004).

2L ester Grabbe, fdAHel |l enilJsdaisntinLate AntiquigltB:63¥0.i n Neusner e
226 Quotations of Josephus are from Thaelye LCL.
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1 In no other city let there be either altar or temple; for God is ndete
Hebrew race is on€¢Ant 4201)

1 They [ancient Hebrew leadengcagnized but the one Godwned by all
Hebrewsalike. (Ant 5.112)

1 When the Israelites [in the time of Elijah] saw this, they fell upore#rth
and worshippetheone Godwhom they acknowledged dset Almighty
and onlytrue Godwhile the othersveremere namesivented by
unworthyand senselesspinions.(Ant 8343

1 He [Moses] representddim as One, uncreated and immutable to all
eternity; in beauty surpassing all mortal thought, made known to us by His
power, although the nature of His real being passes knowlg&tpap.
2.167)

1 We have but one temple fdre one God (for like ever lovdike),

common to all a God is common to allAg Ap. 2.193

Various other writings from Second Temple Judagsthibit monotheistic
thought Collectively theydemonstrate a desire taaintainJewsh identity in the
prevailing Hellenistic culture while speaking in teromgle@standable and credible to
pagan contemporarieghis strategy meant upholding belief in one supreme God while
de<ribing God in waysompatible withGreek philosophyTheLetter of Aristeasa
Hellenistic Jewish writingrom the second half of the second centigyE., states
concerning fAour Lawgivero (Moses): f@AHe pr o
and that his power is manifested throughout the univ@fé8odk 3 of the Sibylline
Oracles written by Jews of Alexandria in the second ceniuge.,says @A God, who
rules alone, is unique, immensely great, uncreated, almighty, and inaible.
a d mo n i Rebkeee him, who is the only one, the leader of the weétldis the only one
who exists forever and has existed from eternity. He isgeglérated, uncreated, he rules
everything forever.o Twice it af f?#®Thens, HfAHe
Apocalyse of Abrahamprobably from the latter part the first centuryc.E., describes
Godinasongashe #AEter nal One, Mi g ht yorighates , Hol y I

227 et. Aris 132.The Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testaffemts.; ed. R. H. Charles;
Oxford: Clarendon, 1913).

228Gib. Or fr. 1.7-8a, 1517, 3.629, 760Book llI of the Sibylline Oracles and Its Social Setting with an
Introduction Translation, and Commenta(irans. Rieuwerd Buitenwerf; Leiden: Brill, 2003), 145, 334.
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incorruptible, immaculate, unbegotten, spotless, immortalpsefécted, seltlevised,

without mother, wi t?A@hetmorothaististatementsorgener at e

decriptionsin the OT Pseudepigrapha inclutthe following At he name of
(CopticApocalypse of Elijal2:11, 50);avision of one God sitting on a heavenly throne

God

offre(lLad.Jac2 ) ; At he oniPhoGoydo deRsduwdg @At here i

and Athere Iis no god beside ydea SgnlPron e,
4:1, 2'728); adescription of one God on the heavenly throne as ruler (Psetpleus
3239); mMGed io:me in very trut ho -Heataefisp n e,
attributed to Sophocles aggioted in Clement of Alexandri§trom 5:113)%%°

A first-centuryc.E. witness is Philo of Alexandri&® Trained in Platonism and
Stoicism he wasa full partcipant inGreek cultureyet remained &ully observant Jew
who embraced Jewish theology He sought to explain Jewish thoughténms ofGreek
philosophy, thereby demonstrating its credibility in his cultural conkéxtwrote against
polytheism Flight 114,Names205) and used many phrases and statements to affirm
Jewish mondteism in clear terms. In cli, we will discuss possible qualifications to
monot hei sm i nneRehtheleshéexpresshdoaistgphgtcommitment to
monotheism, recognizetlas foundational to Judaism, and defined it in terms of

numerical onenes3he followingaremonotheistiqphrases he used to deberiGod

the one GodAlleg. Interp.2.51; Spec. Law4.52;2:258;3.29)

the One Alleg. Interp.3.126)

the Maker and Fathef all, . . . the One, the truly Existent,. a single
God(Virtues34-35)

one Godwho is theFather andiakerof the world Embassyi15)

He alone being wise, who is also aldded (Migration 134)

theGod who is the God of all, . . . tieme only andrue ruler Rewards
123)

the supreme GoRewardsl62)

the ondruly existingGod Spec. Law4 .65; 2:255

229 Apoc. Ab 17.810.The Old Testament PseudepigragBavols.; ed. James H. Charlesworth; Peabody,
Mass.: Hendrickson, 1983), 1:697.

Z00TP1:740, 743; 2:405, 576, 6881, 800, 825, 913.

231 Quotations of Philo are from Colson, LCL.

B2Gr abbe, fdAHellenistic Judaism, o 1.2:65.
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the trulyexistentGod Spec. Law4.313)

the one and trulgxistent BeindSpec. Law4.331)

the one true God. . the Being who truly existevenGod (Spec. Laws
1.332)

theOne the truly existingsod (Virtues40)

the oneand truly existingsod {Virtues102)

The following are more extensive statements ovlas/s in which he affirmed the
singleness of Godiicontrast to pagan thought and, like Joseptwsected the worship

of the one God tthe centralization of worshijp ancient Israel

God being Oneis alone andinique,andlike Godthere is nothing. . .
There is another way in which we may undanstthe statement that God is
alone. It may mean that neither before creation was there anything with God,
nor, when the universe had come into being, does anything take its place with
Him; for there is absolutely nothing which He needs. A yet better
intempretation is the following. God is alone, a Unity, in the sense that His
nature is simple not composite, whereas each one of us and of all other created
beings is made up of many things. I, for example, am many things in one. | am
soul and body. To soul lmng rational and irrational parts, and to body, again,
different properties, warm and cold, heavy and light, dry and moist. But God
is not a composite Being, consisting of many parts, nor is He mixed with aught
else. For whatever is added to God, is eituperior or inferior or equal to
Him. But there is nothing equal or superior to God. And no lesser thing is
resolved into Him. If He do so assimilate any lesser thing, He also will be
lesserd. And if He can be made less, He will also be capable ofmorny
and even to imagine this were blasphen
therefore, the only standard for determining the category to which God
belongs. Rather should we say, the One God is the sole standard for the
Amonad. 0 For , bdrisdulesequentioghe univérde; anduGod is
prior to the universe, and is its Maker.. Not that there is any other nigitost
Highd for God beingOne,fis in heaven above amh earth beneath, and
there is naebeside Himo . . . God is OneAlleg. Inerp.2.1-3; 382, 105)
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Moses teaches wnongmany other things fivéhat are the fairest and
best of all. Firstly that the Deity is and has been from eternity. This with a
view to atheists. . . . Secondthat God is one. This with aew to the
propouners of polytheismywho do not blush to transfer froearth to heaven
mob-rule, that worst of evil politiesThirdly, as | have said already, that the
world came into being. . . . Fourthly, that the world too is one as well as its
Maker, who made His workkle Himself in its uniqueness. . . . For there are
those who suppose that thame more worlds than one. .Fifthly, that God
al so exercises forethought on the worl
learning these things with his understandingeaathan with his hearing, and
has stampedn his soul impressions of ttuso marvellous and priceless, both
that God is and is from etety, and that He that realig One, andhat He has
made the world andas made it one world, unique as Himselingque, and
that He ever exerses forethought for His creation, will lead a life of bliss and
blessedness, because he has a character moulded by the truths that piety and
holiness enforcgCreation170-72)

Let us,then, engrave deep in our hearts thithadfirst and most sacred
of commandments, to acknowledge and honour one God Who is above all, and
let the idea that gods are many never even reach the ears of the man whos
rule of life is to seek for truth in purity and guilelessnéBgcaloguesb)

TheGodhead is without mixture or infusion or paftdeir 236)

This lesson hiMoses]continually repeats, sometimes saying that God
is one and the Framer and Maker of all things, sometimes that He is Lord of
created beings, because stability and fixity Emdship are by nature vested in
Him alone. . . . Since God is one, there should be also only one t¢Bye.
Laws1.30, 67)

The rabbinic tradition, properly speaking, dates after the first ceatgry
Nevertheless, it evolved at the same timéhadesus movement, developing out of
Pharisaic belief$>3 The rabbinic tradition strongly affirmed the monotheism of its roots.
According to the Talmud, the prominent rabbi Abika ben JosepbQl35cC.E.) died
with the affirmation othe oneness of God on his lifs Ber. 61b) Rabbinic workssuch

®Boccaccini, fAHistory of Judaism,o0 299.
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as the Mishnah and Toseftaintained the continuity of monotheistic thougis
exemplified bySifré Deuteronoms?*
Among first and secondentury pagans, the Jews were well known forrthei
adherence to monotheism and rejection of polytheism. The Roman senator @mahhist
Tacitus st actoendc,eifiviecheofJeowmse god onl (Hist and th
5.5[JacksonLCL]). In a sairical allusionto Jewish monotheism Juvemamarled
A S o happen to have been dealtather whaespectshe sabbath Theyworship
nothingexceptthe clouds and thepirit of the skp St 14[Braund LCL]). Origen
preserved the testimony of the secaeaahtury pagan writer Celsus concerning Jewish
belief:

The goatherds and shepherds who followed Moses as their leader were
deluded by clumsy deceits into thinking that there was only one God. . .. The
goatherds and sipherds thought that there was one God called the Most High,
or Adonai, or the Heavenly One, or Sabaoth, ordw@w they like to call this
word; and they acknowledged nothing mai@els 1.23-24)?%

The evidence is cledfirst-century Jews believed in aadvocated the worship of
only one God. In an attempt to explain the deification of Jesus within a Jewish context,
some have pointed to the exaltation of other personages withiodirgiry Judaism,
such as angelg&jngs, and priests. Although there @1 evidence of ¥erence, honor,
or praisegiven to exalted beings, there is no indicatioaitpersonal devotion, ¢tic
worship, or sacrifice wagffered to them. For instance, there waorganized, ritual
worship ofangelic being$®® In some cases there may have baéorm of worshipof
such personag®n the basis of their beinganifestatios of Yahweh. For instance,
FletcherLouis identifiedthe worship of Jesus as a new development but found a
precedent in the worship of rightedindividualsconsder ed t o be Godds |

AThe high priest wears the divibameprecisely because he is the visibr ritual

24Gary G. Porton, fAWho Wduslaism inlaewftiguin?.2:207, Ne.Thener et al
basic material o§ifré Deuteronompr obably comes from the editorial wo
the third c. I dem, 0 RabdludasmiolLaMiAmdiquinsit?310 i n Neusner e
235 Origen,Contra Celsunfed. and transHdenry Chadwick; Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge University Press,

1953), 2223.

2% oren T. Stuckenbruck, Ad6Angel sd and 6Godo6: Explor
Stuckenbruck and Nortlgarly Jewish and Christian Monotheis68.
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e mbodi me n$godli hislgddraadgewd@tudded garments he(ritually and
dramatically) Yahweh.. .In his official duies he plays theole of the creator and

s a v #*0We .naw discuss the possible role of exalted personages in greater detail.

The Possibility of Two Divine Beings in Second Temple Judaism

In recent decades, several deln® have argued fa significant modification
within Second Temple Jewish monotheism that could have set the stage for the
recognition of Jesus assecond divine being8 At the end of the first century and
beginning of the second centw ., Jewish rabbis such as Akigad Ishmael began to
oppose vehemently what they descr;i bed as
originally, this issue involved thidentity and exaltation o human figure in heaveii?
Againstthis viewthey cited classic monotheistic texts such asdE2Q Deut 4, Deut 6,
and Isa 4447 2%° Clearly hey argued against variations of this belief in both Christian and
Gnostic circls, butprobablythis controversylsoprovidesevidence ofirst-century
Jewish thoughold enough tdaveinfluence first-certury Christianity.

The background for this type of thinking includesious elements in the OT:
anthropomorphic language for Gozhntrasting descriptions of Goslich being just and
merciful, contrasting imagery for Goduch as (old) man ontArone andyoung)
warrior;descripo ns of God o s pusesobplural@renowns aheéngsifoo r y ;
Elohim in a few placeghe dual desigation of God as Elohim and YHWH; theophanies;
theangelof YHWHa nd fAdAone | i ke a human befi Airgdmi n
one like a son of man$*.Other elements come from Jewish writimjshe second
centurys.C.E. to the third centurg.E. or later These include theersonification or
philosophical abstraction of divine attributesach as Wisdom iisdom of Solmonand

Word in Philo; principal angelsuch as Yaoel (whose name is a variation of Yahweh) in

t |

Apocalypse of Abrahamnd Met at ron (it BEnodhans exalted Ya h we h ¢

humanssuch as Moses in Ezekiel the Tragedial x a g angjthe Son of kn inl

27CrispinH. T.FletcherLoui s, A Al exander the Greatds Worship
North, Early Jewish and Christian MonotheisBB.

238 See Charles H. Talbeifhe Development of Christology during the First Hundred Years and Other
Essays on Early Cistian Christology(NovTSup 140; Leiden: Brill, 2011), 1530. He cited works by

Fossum, Segal, Rowland, Barker, and Stuckenbruck while noting that Dunn and Hurtado critiqued their
position. Ibid., 15586 n.31. We discuss the evidence primarily as preddnt&egal.

23 Alan F. SegalTwo Powers in Heaven: Early Rabbinic Reports about Christianity and Gnosticism
(Leiden: Brill, 1977; repr., Waco, Tex.: Baylor University Press, 2012), 260.

240 gegal,Two Powers in Heaverd4952, 262.

241 Segal,Two Powers in Hezen 26061.
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Enoch?*? According toBoyarin theancient Israelites embraced the idea séeondieity
as viceroy tdhe suprem&od they worshipedel, the sky god of the Canaanites, and his
younger associate Baal, whom the Israelites called Yahwehe interests of
monotheisnthe biblical writers merged these two deities into dmg evidence of the
original separation remair$>

From a study of the rabbinical wnggsagainst he i dea of fit wo
heavero we can identify two different stras of thought ircertaindJewish writings(1) A
principal angeb e c a me Go dhelper andharedeide d 0 s ;caihuwmiamherd y
or exanplar could be exalted and could igentified with this angel. (2) Divine attributes
of mergy and justice were pgonified, associated with tiiames of Godand used for
stages on the journey to Gakhe rabbis opposed the first idea as a violatibbiblical
monotheism buaccepted the send asa description ofhe one God™

As we will discuss furthein ch. 4,Philo apparently dse from the same traditions
to speak ofogogodd&s awdseécpopnd Godo in the
manifestation, or emanation of God while in the same context insisting he believed in

only one God* As a follower of Greek philosogtand an apologist for Judaism in a

Hel l eni stic cultur e, his concern was to

PO W:¢

sen

pr

which Greek philosophy required, and to explain the anthropomorphisms and theophanies

of the OT, which seemed to contradict Greekgstuphy. To avoid the implicatioof the
perfect, unchanging God participatidgectly in the affairof the imperfect, transient

world, he used the concept of tlsgjost o e x p | a i n orGnthitbesnaterialt er ac t |

world.246While he spoke of thiegosasan intermediary, his concept was more
philosophical and allegorical than personal.
The rabbis labeled the idea of a principal angel loypostatic manifestation

equi valent to God as the her esyitownthe béstswo

of OT monotheistic texts and prow alternate explanations of the relevant biblical

passage$'’ In their explanationthe one God may be shown in various aspects; for

example, Dan 7 shows the one God may be manifested either as a young man or an old

242 Talbert,Development of Christology5356.

243Boyarin,Jewish Gospelst44 5. He call ed this #fithe hypothetic

Ibid., 167 n.27.

244 gegal,Two Powers in Heaverd80.

245 Flight 101;Dreams1.22939; QC 2.62.
246 gegal,Two Powers in Heavernl6465.
247 Segal,Two Powers in Heaveix-x, 264.
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man?*® The rabbis opposed any depiction of a separate, independent angelic or human
figure who seemed to be divine, who carried the divine name, or who acted as God. If this
figure could be ident i BbygamswichashekBahd 6s pr e s
(Hebrev, A d we fimanifesigdpresenggkabod( He b r e w, yeRal or y o) ,
( Ar amai c, mangd( Ar yadna, cd thef tvey wededw)lling to acceptit?
Indeed, they elabated ornthese terms to describe the manifestation ofregklation of
God.Targum Onlklosusesmemrafor a persnal encounter with Gogekarafor a visible
manifestation of God, arghekinatfor the presence of Gd&d®°Wher e |1 sa 6: 1 say
theLoRD sitting on a thron@,Targum Isaialts ay s, fAl s awoORDlegtinggl ory o
upon a Tarhumdsaiadalsointerprets the threefold agation of holinesso God
in Isa 6:3as adescrptionoft he h o us e sbekinalf ah wela@®en, Yahweh:¢
on earth, and Yahweh himsétt.

Since our focus is particularly on the thoughPaul, what influence could these
ideas have &d upon him? Itheir present fornthe descriptions of Yaoel idpocalypse
of Abrahamand of Metratron ir8 Enochc o me after Paul 6s ti me. Si
exegesis of the relevant OT materials doegesgtmble typicai t wo pexegesiss 0
but is much cleerto that of the rabbis. elemployed some of the same concepts as the
rabbis but ira uniqueway to describéhe significance of Jesus within the context of
Jewish monotheism. We note the followirgyallels between Paul and the rabbis on this
issue: (1) He consistently appealed to$hemgRom 3:30; 1 Cor 8-4; Gal 3:20).
(2) He united Elohim and &hweh; indeed, as we shall seeh. 6 he connected both
terms to Jesus iad Cor 3:164:6. (3) He rejected the concept of a principal angel (Gal 1:8,
12); contrasted angels to the one God and
a mediator 0 t o bdrectly rdmeGod (Gal 3:12@); opposgditeo mi s e
worship of angels (Col 2:}8warnedthatangelic appearancesuwd be deceitful (2 Cor

11:14);andheld Jesudo besupeior to the angels akeir creator andsthe dwelling

28g5eeMek. R. Shimon, Tract. Shirad®.2.MekhiltadeRa b b i S h i m¢trans.Wa DavidyNeléom;i
Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 2006),-882 Somethig similar occurs in Revelation, for Rev
111216 i dentifies Jesus as fone | i ke the Son of Manbo
AAnci ent Oneodo ( NRSightohlayse :, it Arusm r adifine manifestationgin b ot h
Dan7. Similarly, Rev 4:2 describes one being on the divine throne, yet Rex2h8aks of this one as

both God and the Lamb. One version of the LXX identifies the Ancient of Days as the Son of Man. Segal,
Two Powers in Heaver202.

249 gegal,Two Powers in Hean 52, 18283.

250 Targum Onkelos to Exodus: An English Translation of the Text with Analysis and Comntechtaryd

trans. Alexander Sperber, Abraham Berliner, and Israel Drazin; Jersey City, N.J.: KTAV, 1998), 27

21 The Isaiah Targunirans. Bruce Cliion; ArBib 11; Wilmington, Del.: Glazier: 1987), 14.
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placeofGod(Col1:220) . (4) He did not appeal to any
texts orexegeticad r gument s. Occasionally he spoke of
Godd bdu d not useabhbeot emak @ Sdrondlah 2&t ar gum
did speak of Jesus as a glorified man but described the reign of the Son as ultimately
merging into the ernal reign of God (1 Cor 15:22B). (5) He held that righteousness
(justice) and redemption (mercy) were united in God, specifically in Christ (1 Cor 1:30;
2 Cor 5:1921). (6) He used the languagkii g | or yo and fAdwel |l ingo tc
manifestatiorof God and indeed to identify Jesus with God (2 Cof4:€ol 2:9). In
short, there is no evidence that Paldnitified himself withJews who taughitwo powers
in heaveno; he would have denied the char g
in Acts, Paul took pains to identify himself with mainstreawhailsm (Acts 23:6; 24:14;
26:4-6; Phil 3:5-7) and with the earliest Jewish @&tianity (1 Cor 15:3; Ga2:2, 9). Both
Paul and the rabbis sought to affirm continuity with the received biblicalitradf
monotheism, so it is not surprising that both would use similar forms of exegesis and
argumentation.

It i s more plausible to posit some sort
and the Johannine community. A discussion of the Johanniretuiteris beyond the
scope of this thesis, but the Gospel of John demonstrates a conflict with Judaism over
claims of deity concerning Jesus Christ, and Revelation associates Jesus with divine titles
and with the divine throneret the Johannine literatuneaintairs some distinction
between God and Jest¥While these writings do not present Jesus as an angelic being,
they do present a concept of incarnation that could have led the rabbis to accuse them of
At wo power so her esy. dAchaptereegmninginthdmiddieafs s | a
the second centuryE. Justin and other Christian theologians explicitly adopted a form of
angel Christology, speaking of Jesus as an angel and anothebi@bd4), so by then
the rabbs evidently directed theidenunciations against Christians like thétJustin
essentiallyaccepted the charge and defended the position on exegetical grounds. Other
Christians opposed this view, however. ATh

witnessed an attempt to salvage labdi | monotheism in Christiani

252 Examples of identification with God: John 1:1; 5:18; 8:5659; 10:3039; 14:611; 20:2731; 1 John
5:20; Rev 1:78; 22:316. Examples of distinction from God: John 1:18; 53B7 8:1618; 14:2324;17:1-5,
20-26; 20:17; 2 John 3; Rev 16} 3:21; 5:67.

253 Segal,Two Powers in Heaver224; Eric OsborriThe Emergence of Christian Theold@ambridge,
U.K.: Cambridge University Press, 1993), 29.
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century modalistic Christians accused trinitarians such as Tertullian, Hippolytus, and
Origen of Dbelievingbbisaccusedvo godso just as
In summary, we have definite evidence of binitarianithredstic thought in
noncanonicatexts and in both Jewish and Christian thought of the second cergury
This way of thinkindikely had roots in the first century, although we do not have
evidenceof a Jewish grouptthat time worshimg a second divine being or congiihg a
second divine being to be eqti@lGod.In some firstcentury Jewish writings/e find
language thatsecormle nt ury rabbis would associate wit
do not findmuch evidencehoweverthatthe entities being described were sufficiently
independentoh ave caused a @t whuswecanaotsathesendi ct men
traditions were the roots of Christian docH
may be anachronistic when applied to the fissttury.Segal concludedi The most we
can say is that some kinds of Christianity
perspe®etive. 0
Other scholars are more definitesiayingthese Hellenistic Jewish ideas
influenced early Christology. For Teert, the text€oncerningexalted humans were part
of aHellenisticJewish concept of a descending asdending redeemavhichthe early
Christians adoptedHe cited the il dom tradition and traditions concerning archangels in
Hellenistic Jewish workef the first centurs.c.E. to thefirst centuryc.E. such asloseph
and Aseneth, Testament of Job, Apocalypse of Masé$estament of Abrahaf® For
Boyarin, there was an ancient binitarian elemedeivish tradition, and thus one can
view early Christianity as the continuation and further developmeat efrlystrand of
Israelite religion?®’ For Chatelion Counet, there was deification of intermediaries and
mediators other than Yahweh in gZéristianJudaism, involving glorification,
veneration, and even worship. He acknowledged, however, a significant diéferen

between these Jewish figures and Jé%us:

The deified and glorified beings from early Judaism are beings in which God

is so explicitly presat that their own identity falls away. They represent God

24 Segal,Two Powers in Heaver2293 0, 2 6 5.  Fristian appositior, se@iad. 128.
255 gegal,Two Powers in Heaver200, 201, 205, 215.

256 Talbert,Development of Christolog$6-96, 111.

257 Boyarin, Jewish Gospe)99-100.

%8Chatelion Counet ,-51.fiDi vine Messiah, o 50
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not as individual persons, but in the professional or mythical appearance. . . .
Through their profession or function (Henoch as the Son of Man, Adam as
Assistant of creation), they lose their indwality. The venerators do not see
this or that higkpriest nor this or that prophet, they see God represented in

them. This overshadows their person or mythical appearance completely.

In contrast, early Christians continued to regard Jesus astaal historicalhuman being
with a distinct human identity. Moreover, they did not worship him as a being other than
Yahweh but identified him with Yahweh. Therefore, these examples may provide a
backdrop for the development of Christologut there is not direct correspondencin
short,since none of these principal angels, agents of God, oedxXalimans were
considered asghtful recipients of worship, Second Temple Judaism does not provide a
precedent for the early Christian worship of J&ss.

What waild becomenrthodoxJudaism interpreted itsadition in opposition to the
idea of a second figure wlionctioned as an extension of God yet wyas numerically
distinct from GodP®® Some strandsf early Christianity did as well. Other strands of
Christianity probablynade use of suatoncepts, albeit in a unique way. Definitely in the
second century and possibly before the end of the first century we find some form of
angelChristology.This conceptvas likely in the background of Jewish Christigrand
could have influenasome Christians to thirdf Jesus in divine terms. It may have
contributed some exegetical ideas but apparently did not provide a specific model that
first-centuryChr i sti ans adopted or copo eplowdrosd he
terminology it had the effect of identifying Jesus as a manifestation of God rather than
making him a separate, subordinate divine |

Our discussiomt this point is preliminary, fave have yet to take dose look at
Paul 6s | anguage in the Corinthian correspol
dual lalguage for God and Jesus beasng me r esembl ance to Atwo p
yethe did san a unique wayand while still insistinghere is onlyone God. For our
analysis at this stage, there a® important points(1) Second Templdudaism was
strongly monotheisticWhile these examples reveakggnificant diversity in Judaism,

which could have encouraged the development of new forms (su€hressianity), we

259 Dunn, Did the First ChristiandNorship Jesus?®0; HurtadoGod in NT Theology28.
260 Talbert,Development of Christology 58.

Page80© University of South Africa 2015



still do not have evidence of an organized graino worshiped emeone other than
Yahweh oridentified someone other than Yahweh as the creator, the savioe, or
supreme rier of the world. Whenlitheistic or binitarian conceptid emegethey

arouse vociferous and united opposition from Jewish religiteaders. (2) When early
Christians worshiped Jesus, prayed to,lamd spoke of him as Yahweh, creator, savior,
and supreme ruler of the world, they not only went beyond mainstreaisidumlit also
beyond theseninority examples. While wenay find some analogies or contributing
influences in preChristianJudaismthe deification of Jesus was unique. He was not a
philosophical abstractioor a mythical figurdout ahuman who lived among them and
whomhundreda | i ve i n Paul 6s dpergona expefiedce (L€mme mber f
15:6). It is unlikely that earl{Christians encountered worshipefsAdam, Enoch, Moses,
Metatron, or Yaoel, and it is even ledeely that tley soughencouragemensupport or
approvalfrom such people. We still must address the question: Despite the significant
break from their own cherished theological tradition, their historic identity, and their

socioreligious group, what motivated Jewis Chr i sti ans i n Paul 6s des

Jewish Christian Scriptures

The NT contains a number of Jewish writings from the first century. From a
variety of these documents we see that, even as the early Christians developed a unique
view of Jesus, they maintad continuity with Jewish thought about Godhen we
examinethe overdirhetorical situation ofhe following quotedilocumentsye find that
Matthew connects Jesus to OT prophecies and motifs, Mark explains Jesus to Gentiles
while affirming his Jewish identityJames describeormative community life among
early Jewish Chstiars, and Revelation uses the Jewish apocalyptic genre to proclaim

Christ aghe ultimatevictor, King of kings, and Lord of lords

T Jesus said to him, AnAway with you, S
Lord your God, and s,guotingDeatlB)y hi m. 60
1 One of the scribes came near and heard them disputing with one another,

and seeing that he answered them wel |
commandment is the first of all?0 Je:

Israel: the Lord our God, tHeord is one; you shall love the Lord your God
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with all your heart, and ith all your soul, and with alfour mnd, and
with all y Mark12:2&30, quotiggtDet16:4-9 (

1 You believe that God is one; you do well. Even the demons béliand
shudder(James 2:1P

1 Atonce | was in the spirignd there in heaven stood a throne, with one
seated on the throne! . And the four living creatures, each of them with
six wings, ae full of eyes all around and inside. Day and night without
ceasing theysingi Ho | vy , httee ILord, Godhtloel Aymightywho was

and is and is to com&(Rev 42, 8)?%!

Of crucial import for our purposes, Paul interpreted the Jewish tradition
monotheistally. While he treated Jesus in a unigue fashion, at this stage of ousianal
it is important to note that he expligiappealed to Jewish concepts of GodHisr
foundation.In chs.5 and 6 ve will analyze the rhetorical background and significasfce
these statementmterestingly, Paul used a henotheistic formargumentation in 1 Cor

8:4-6 to affirmthe uniqueness of Yahweh and relate Jesus to Yahweh.

1 Oris God the God of Jews only? Is he not the God of Gentiles also? Yes,
of Gentiles also, sice God is onglRom 3:2930a)

T Hence, as to the eating of food off el

the world really exists, o0 and that

though there may be smlled gods in heaven or on edrths in fact there
are many gods and many lofilyet for us there is one God, the Father,
from whom are all things and for whom we exist, and one Lord, Jesus
Christ, through whom are all things and through whom we €gi§tor
8:4-6)

1 For the people of those regioreport abotius what kind of welcome we
had among you, and how you turned to God from idols, to serve a living

and true God, and to wait for his Son from heaven, whom he raised from

261SeeRev 7:1517; 22:34, which describe one divine Ingj on one divine throneho issimultaneously
God and the Lambn Rev 7:17 the Lamb i®onthet hr oned ( NLT) ; | icenteracithel y
throned (NLT note; Greekto a)name/son tom qro/ndu
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the dead Jesus, who rescues us from the wrath that is corflifichess
1:9-10)

1 Now amediator involves more than one party; but God is (Bal 3:2Q

Developmentsn the Second Centuryand Beyond

Although ourdiscussion focuses on the fusnturycontext of Paylit is helpful
to trace the trajectories of Christidiscoursan the secondentury as a means of locating
Paul 0 s.Weban tegur tonclusions about Papy considerindiow second
century concepts likely evolved from firséntury conceptdVe will briefly considerthe
early postapostolic writers, MarcioriValentinusand the Gnosti¢slustinand the Greek
apologists Irenaeusthe modalistsand the early trinitariar§?

Outside the NT itself, the earliest Christian writings available to us are letters by
three bishogd Ignatius of Antioch, Clement of Rome,d&Rolycarp of Smyrna;
fragments from a fourth bishop, Papias of Hieropdll®e Shepherd of Hermaan
allegorical book of visions by an otherwise unknown writer in Rome; and several
anonymous and pseudonymous writidd3idache, Second Epistle of Clemerpjdile of
BarnabasandPreaching of PeterThese early postpostolic writings (a 90-140)
follow the languag and teaching of the Ndlosely with little innovationThey
emphasize theeaching of one God and Lord of P At the same time, they proclaitne
deity of Christ as exemplifiecby the following phrase€*

1 The source of your unjitand election is genuine suffering which you
undergo by the will of the Father and of Jesus Christ, our God.Ejdn.
pref.)

1 ForJesus Chridtt hat | i fe fr om dihs cthheveF atamern
mind. (Ign.Eph 3.2)

262|n addition to the primary sources, see Bauckhksus and the God of Isra@reen Christianity in

Ancient RomeOtto Heick,A Historyof Christian Though(2 vols.; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1965); Hurtado,
How on Earth idem,Lord Jesus ChristOsbornEmergence of Christian Theolaglaroslav PelikarThe
Emergence of the Catholic Tradition (£600)(vol. 1 of The Christian Tradition: Adistory of the

Development of DoctrineChicago: University of Chicago Press, 1971)

263|gn. Magn.8; Herm.Mand.1; 1 Clem 19-20, 30, 5960; 2 Clem.20.

264Unless otherwise indicated, quotations of Polycarp, Ignati@ement2 Clementa nd J Gistt i n 6 s
Apologyare fromEarly Christian Fatherged. and trans. Cyril C. Richardson; LCC 1; Philadelphia:
Westminster, 1953).
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1 There is only one physiciénof flesh yet spiritual, born yet unbegotten,

God incarnate, genuine life in the midst of death, sprung from Mary as
well as God, firssubject to suffering then beyond ilesus Christ our
Lord. (Ign.Eph 7.2)

1 For aur God, Jesuthe Christ was conceived by Mary,i@od 6 s pl an
being sprung both fra the seed of David and from the Holy Spifign.
Eph 18.2)

1 For God was revealing himself as a man, to bring newness of life. (Ign.
Eph 19.3)

1 The divine prophets . . . were inspired by his grace to convince unbelievers
that God is one, and that he has revealed himself in his Son Jesus Christ,
who is his Word issumig from the silence and who won the complet
approval of him who sent hinfign. Magn 8.2)

1 Fareweld be at one with God, for you possess an unbreakable spirit,

which is what Jesus Christ hddr{. Magn 15,Richardson). &re ye well
in theharmonyof God ye who have obtaindtie inseparable Spirit, who
is Jesus ChrigtANF). Farewell in godly harmony to you who possess an
undivided spirit, which is Jesus Christ (Holm&3he last clause in Greek
is: kekthme/noi a)dia/kriton pneu=ma, o#v eOstin OXnisboiwy.)2%°
Let me imitate the Passion of my God. (Ifam 6.3)
This you will do by not being puffed up and by keeping very clo$euq
God,JesusChrist and t he bishop 4algndTratl,he apos:
7.1)

1 I extolJesus Christthe Godvho has granted you such wisdoftgn.

Smyrn 1.1)

1 It was good of you to welcome Philo and Rheus Agathopus as deacons of
the Christ God (Ign. Smyrn 101)
| bid you farewell as always in our God, Jesus Christ. gh.8.3)

The scepter of LdédoldsasChrisithdnet somg with theh e
pomp of pride or arrogancél Clem 16.2)

265The Apostolic Fathers: Greek Texts and English Transla{@dd.; ed. Michael W. Holmes; Grand
Rapids: Baker, 2007).
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T We are before the eyes of the Lord al
before the judgment seat of Christ ( Phd. 6.2)
1 Brothers, we oudtto think of Jesus Christ age do of God as the
Ajudge of the I|Iiving and the dead. 0
Father he has called us sons; he has rescued us when we were perishing.
... Now, if we say that the Church is the flesh and the Christ is the spirit,
then hewho does violence to the flesh, does violence to the Church. Such
a person, themwill not share in the spirit, which is Christ. This flesh is
able to share in so great a life and immortality, because the Holy Spirit
cleaves to it(2 Clem 1.1.4; 144-5)

|l gnatius was particularly (@Rompdkef)ani cal | i
sai d i n a | eBeondhe aldgrtdor Hihowhy is abavetime, the Timeless, the
Unseen, the One who became visible for our sakes, who was beyond touch ag passi
yet who for our sakes became subj éolt to sui
3.2). As this statement showthese writers, unlike those in later times, readily spoke of
Goddés direct participation i nofhuhapitySee | d i n.
alsol Clem.2.1.) They distinguishetetween the Father and the Son, relating the Son to
the manifestation of God in flegPf They used a few triadic statements such as we find in
2 Cor 13:1814 and Eph 4:46,2%" butthey did not make a clear distinction with regard to
the Holy Spirit.A few statementsould refer to a preéstent Son, althougthesemay
mean nothing more than an ideal existence in the mind and plan oh@Gxddlike the
church?®® As Osborn commentedhe writers of this age were witnesses rather than
interpreters; for exampl e, Ad. g. nthinks olome de s p |
divine monad and di f¥®&mn®hlecenwedlsocshavethe r evel af
testimony of a Romanayerror, Pliny the Younger, who saf@hristians sang hymns to
fiChristasft o a?%od. o

While these early writers worked primarily in tN& contexf later writers

increasingly drew from dominartteas of Greek philosophy, especidfiatonsm,

266 Exampks are IgnMagn 6.1, 7.12; Ign.Eph 21.2; Ign.Rom pref., 3.3; IgnSmyrn 1.1; Pol.Phil. 12.2.
2671 Clem.46.6, 58.2; IgnEph 9.1; Ign.Magn 13.%2.

268 Barn. 5-6; Herm.Vis. 2.4; HermSim 9.12.

269 Oshorn,Emergence of Christian Theolqgly7 7-78.

270Pliny the Youngerl_etters10.96 (Radice, LCL).
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Middle Platonismand Ne@latonism In Platonismthere are two worlds: the good, real
world of ideas or forms and the imperfect, physical world of phenomena that reflects the
world of ideas’’! The summit of the world of ideas is the ditst principle of all things,
thesupremendperfect God, who isemote fronthe material world and who is
impassiblé incapable of emotional feeling and suffering. The world of ideas serves as an
intermediary betweeGod and the physical worl&@imilarly, for Aristotle there is one
first mover,God whois perfect, unchanging, and therefore unmoved bwihréd and its
caresdesires, or emotiorté?2 Under the prevailing Greek view, then, God is intrinsically
unknowable, impassible, unchangeable, unapproachable, and uninvolved withdhe less
world of matter?’®

Influenced by this philosophicaldualism with its emphasis on the imperfection of
the material world, Marcion & 140)repudiatecdoththe OT and Jewish monotheism. He
taught there artwo deities: the Creator, or God of the OT, and the Redeemer, or God of
the NT. The Creator is anferior, evil deity known as the Demiurgghmiourgo/y, a
title bor r owmatusdndnoena nA Inagt ofidcsr af tOShmano or Aar
Redeemeis good is the only God worthy of worship, asdne to his world as Jesus
Christ,who wasa spirit being aly.?’*While Marcion shared the view of his
contemporariethat God was reveadl as Jesus, they rejected Hiandenying
monotheisnt.’®

Valentinus(ca. 100-160)was the most prominent teacher of Gnosticialthough
we knowhis views only from opponents such as Irenaeus and TertullleMarcion,
the Gnosticslrew fromGreek philosophicadualism, consideringpirit to be good and
matter to beevil. Thedivine fullness or perfectionplh/rwma) consists of the Father (the
supreme God), who is pure spirit and goodness, and the aeons, a progression of lesser
divine beings or powers who emanated friva Fathef’® The material world came into
beingbecause of thein of an aeomand its creator is a lowly aeon identified as Yahweh
or the Deniurge.Christis a high aeon whoameas aredeemeto emancipatédumans
from the material world through supreme knowledy@n(~siy rather than faithin some

versions of Gnostism, Christ had a spiritual body only; in others,via@s a spirit who

2KolendaPhi |l osophBG38. Journey

22KolendaPhi |l osophB®#55 Journey

213 Heick, History of Christian Thoughtl:25, 29.

2" Hurtado,Lord Jesus Christ550-54; Heick,History of Christian Thoughtl:77.
275 Green,Christianity in Ancient Romé’3.

276 Green,Christianity in Ancient Rom&5-76.
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identified with the human Jesus. Christ was thus neither the supreme God (because the
supreme spirit could not be directly involved with evil matter) nor a true human (because
only a irit being could be truly good).” According toMarcellus of Ancyra, a fourth
centuy opponent of AriusValentinus in his boolon the Three Naturg® w ahe first to
invent three hypostases9dposta/seiyand three persongio/swpa ] of Father, Son and
Holy Spirit, and he is discovered to have filched this from Hermes [Trismegistus] and
P 1 a#®@hristian writers of the second and third centuries rejebie Gnostics for,
amongother things, denying thacarnation of God in Jesus Chréstd the atoningehth
of Christ

In the middle of thesecond century & 130-180) apologistsvrote in Greek to
defendChristianity against pagan detractofihe most prominent dhe Greek apologists
wasJustin Martyr ¢a. 150), a converted philosoph&heyexplaired Christian concepts
in terms of the prevhang philosophy, nuch as Philo had done fdudaism. Somewhat
like Marcion and Valentinughey drew from Platonidualism identifying the Father as
the supreme God and characterizdgdas unchanging, impassiblend not directly
involved with the material worl&® They also drew from the Middle Platonic concept of
plurality in the om first-principle.Plato (ate fifth andearlyfourth centurie®.c.E.) had
spoken oflurality in the firstprinciple andof thefirst-principle as a complex unity.
Xenocrates (late fourth centusyc.E.) likewise affirmed furality in the firstprinciple,
Moderatus Gades (first centutrye.) taught pluralityin the One, and Numenium (late
second centurg.E.) posited three gods. Atescribed by Osborn, the chief problem
Mi ddl e Pl atonism Ais the relation between
simplicity and negativity of the first God and his designation as the mind which contains
t he worl d of i delssuseaitturns itsfirgrin€iples int@hypodtases i v e
and arranges t hem %Forexample Plotigus (thindscentuigg r ar c hy |
merged the hypostases into one, lamblichus (late third and early fourth cent)ies
established a hierarchy amulltiple triads, while Proclus (fifth centunye.) likewise

developed manyitds

217 Heick, History of Christian Thoughtl:6775.

28pA, H. B. Logan, dAMa+fAmdlhlimusgf, AOnyrntde( Moéd yddchur ch
Commentaryy JS2/51 (April 2000): 91, 95.

219 Heick, History of Christian Thoughtl:5961, 6465.

280 Oshorn,Emergence of Christian Theolqg$2-52, 63.
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In this intellectual environment, secerahd thirdcenturytheologiansdrew from
boththe Bible and philosoph’?! Like Philoand Johntheapologistsused the popular
Greek philosophical concept of the Log¥gdrd) to describe the interaction of the
transcendent God with the world. Unlike Philo and John, however, they aeadyibed
the Logos as a second, preexistpetsonabeing instead of personifiedattribute a
metaphoricatiescription oimmanenceor a manifestatiarOriginally the Logos was
impersonally inherent in God, but order to create thmaterialworld God first brought
forth, or begot, t doé¢hat Gadgsdhe creatortbytiddansGf@ad 6 s s e |
intermediary’®? The Logos is thus the Son of Gimda temporal yet spiritual senaad is
Goddbdés agent in creat i omBytlisddctrinerofthe pogos,dheanc e s
apol ogists sought to pr ot ermihg, iGappbditontd r ans c e |
Marcion and Valentinus, the supre@edas goodas thecreator, ands the God of the
OT.
Toact as Go d dirsthesalvatienof huendns, she lyogos canreflesh
as Jesus Chrig#2 Jesus is not the supreme Gtite Fatherbut a second person
subordinate to the Father in time, essence, and pduainidentifiedthe Logosas
A a n o e#tesy Godland Lord undertte Creator of all things. .: He . . . is distinct
from God, the Creator; distinct, that is, in number,rmitin mindo He sought to
maintainG o dtfalsscendence by saying the Logos, not the Fatheketo and appeared
to humansnthe OT:A You shoul d not i magine that the L
down or went up from any place. For the ineffable Fathdrlard of all . . . always
remains in his pl Z%neshort usinevassinitanan. Ononerhand b e . 0
he insisted on beligh only one God; yet on the other hamglsaid the Father and the Son
weretwo numerically distinct divine being&® In reference to JustitGreen concluded
that, althoughhe firstcentury Jewish concept of the Logos contained intimations of
plurality, the most startling innovation @thristianitywas the belief in two divine
persons, the Father and the Soivard 28

281 Osbhorn,Emergence of Christian Theolqgh09.

282 Justin,2 Apol.6; Dial. 61.

283 Justin,2 Apol.13.

284 Justin,Dial. 56.4, 11; 127.2Dialogue with Tryphdtrans. and ed. Thomas B. Falls, Thomas P. Halton,
and Michael Slusser; Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 2003), 88ectXIso
TheophilusAutol. 2.22.

285 Green,Christianity inAncient Rome90.

286 Green,Christianity in Ancient Rom@&1.
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Degite their differences, Valentinus, Marcion, and Justin shared common
philosophical pesuppositions about God. As a result, all of them made a personal

distinction between the supreme God anditpent of creation

All three theologians concurred that thesy god described as making the
material world in Genesipso factocould not be the high god. According to
their philosophical principles, the high god doesfito¢at®: he is instead
radically stable, because both perfect and changeless. The wardaafzing

matter was relegated to a lower dettye kosmokratoor demiurge?®’

Unlike the other two, Justin was willing to speak of the supreme God as the creator,
thereby preserving the OT for Christians, but like therbelievedthe actual work of
creation was performed by a second god under theFRiostall threea lower @d created
the physical world8

Irenaeus (dca. 200), bishop of Lyoywas the foremost Christian writer of the late
second centuryAgainst Mareon and Valentinuse stressethe unity of God and the
deity of Jesudl.ike Justin he equated thermsLogosandSonand applied both to Jesus
but unlike Justin helid not spek definitively of Jesus aa subordinate or numerically
distinct beingHe taughthere is only one God, whs thecreator, thd_ord, andthe
Father The Fathea | one i s call ed God, andslLbges i s al l
(Word orSon) is the revelation of the Father and as such is truly God. Jesus Christ is the
Word made flesh, and thus he is Lord and God. tgais i or , Son, Werd, Sp
isindeed our Father o thathe name of Jesus Christ belongs to the F&#&r.T h gho u
the Word made visible and palpable, the Father was revealed. The Father is the invisible
of the Son, and the Son is the visible of the Father. That is why, in His presence, all said
that He was Chr i s?PInafenwdpassagds,irendeusttibet aGo d . 0
threefold seHrevelation of God as Father, Son (Word), and Holy Spirit (Wisdom) using
the language of nmifestation or activityather than essence or eternal nature, similar to

®Fredri ksen, fAMandatory Retirement, o 242.
28 paula Fredriksemeview of Larry W. Hurtadol.ord Jesus ChristtECS12 (2004): 539.

28 [renaeusHaer. 2.1.1; 2.13.8; 2.28:8; 2.30.9; 3.9.33.10.2; 3.19.2; 4.17.6; 4.31.Zhe quote is from
Haer. 5.17.1, inThe Scandal of the Incarnation: Irenaeus against the Herésass. Hans Urs von
Balthasar; San Francisco: Ignatius, 1990), 47.

290 |renaeusHaer. 4.6.56, in Scandal of the IncarnatiofBalthasar), 50.
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some of the later apologist¥.He did not contribute significantlyo the development of
trinitariandogma butt mostexpresse@nfieconomie trinity, makingdistinctions with
respect t oongGrothkdveridon thesalvation of human¥?

Some Christian teachers rejectedi st i n 6 s dnithe grauadrthatatn i s m
compranised the oneness of God; thegre not willingsurrender their concept divine
unity and simplicity in order to protect his conceptofine transcendenc& Known to
church historians asodalisticmonarchians omodalists they emphasized that God is
absolutely ongthus upholding thenonarcly of God,and that Jesus Christ is the
manifestation or incaation of the one God, the Fath&ather, Son, and Holy Spirit are
not three persons but three waysnoodesin which Godhas manifesteo d 6 sor s e | f
relatedto the world. Aghe Wordof God, Jesus theselfrevelation of the eternal God,
the active expigsion of God in the world. Athe Sorof God, Jesuss a truehuman,
begotten of a virgin by the Spirit of Gatthe reelation of God in flesh, anbde suffered
and died as a humaheading teachers of modaligmthe late second century and early
third centurywere Noetus, Epigonus, Cleomenes, Praxeas, and Sabellius, with support
from Roman bishops Victor, Zephyrinus, &dllistus None of their writings have
survived,but their views are preserved in writingsopiponents such as Tertulliand
Hippolytus.In the second centuind early third centurye also havexpressions of
modalisticthoughtin fragments fronMelito, bishop of Sardisandin variouspopular
writings such as the apocryphal A The latterspeak of Jesuis terms of strict
monot hei sm such as ft helnteadpocrypba Acts weahave fit he
the best evidence of hogarly Christans communicated their faith to unbelieyeney
containappeals to turn from pagan polytheism to the worship of Jesish they present
primarily in terms ofmonotheistic worshig?® From180 to 30Qc.E., modalism seems to

have been the most seriaisgal to the emerging doctrine of trinitarianisif.Indeed,

291 renaeusHaer. 1.10.1; 5.20.1; Theophiludutol. 2.15; Athenagoras,eg 10, 12, 24. See also Justin,
Apol.6, 13.

292 Heick, History of Christian Thoughtl:1089, 127; Denis Minndrenaeus: An IntroductiofNew York:
T&T Clark, 2010),50, 56. Osborn implied the santemergence of Christian Theolaghy3436, 18283.

293 Green,Christianity in Ancient Romeé1, 102. As Justin acknowledged, some Christians rejected his
doctrine that God and the Logos were numerically distDietl. 128.

2Wil'liam Horbury, AJewish and Christian Monotheism
Early Jewish and Christian Monotheisg6. SeeMelito, frg. 7-9; T. 12 Patr 2.6;Acts Pet20-21, 30, 39;
Acts Paulffrg. 13;Acts Andr.18, 33;Acts Johm2-44, 7779, 85; ActsThom 2526. For the apocryphal
Acts, seeThe Apocryphal New Testamétrans. M. R. James; Oxford: Clarendon, 1924).

2% Bauckham,Jesus and the God of Israéi344.

2% Adolf Harnack,History of Dogmg6 vols.; London: Williams & Nagate, 1897), 3:554; Heick,

History of Christian Thoughtl:149.
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according tdts opponentsit was the majority view during much of this tirfié Pelikan
defined it fAas an effort to prowrdedte a t heol
safeguardoth monotheism and the deity of Chrissit is reported by Tertullian and
Hippolytus,he characterizeditas fisyst emati zation of popul ar

fir at h e 8 Greenanalyzeodalistc thoughtbased ora report byHippolytus:

Cleomenes . . attempted to preserve both the changelessness and the oneness
of God by considering the tension between them not in terms of the
relationship of God and the Logos but rather the relationship between the
divine and human in Christ. Thus he did sp¢ak of Father and Son as titles
describing God in himself but used them rather to draw the contrastdyet

God in himself and Chrigf?®

In the early third centurwriters such as Tertullian, Origen, Hippolytus, and
Novatian rejected the views of the dadists in fawr of a form of trinitarianism.
Tertullian was the firsivriter todescribe God by the Latin terminitas( it r i ni t yo) at
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit by the Latin phrass persona¢iit hr e e ).3°®hils o n's 0
the Son and Spirdresubordinate to the Father in time, rank, and potherthree
persons share n e i s u bubstaati®®¥' Eab Origenthe subordination was so
pronounced thdtelievers shoulgrayonly to the Father and not to Chrig€ir( 10)and
thosewho considered Jasthe most high God were in erraZ€ls 8.14) At this point
two generakchods of thoughs ought t o Areconcile belief in
beliefinadiv n e T& thersubbrginatiosts and the modalist§2 Bauckham has

described these two schools of thought as trétds:

297 Tertullian,Prax. 3; OrigenCels 8.14; HippolytusHaer. 9.2, 5; NovatianTrin. 23; Origen,Comm. Jo.

1.23; 2.3; Athanasiug)ion. 5.

2% pelikan,Emergence of the Catholic Traditioh78-79.

29 Green,Christianity in Ancient Rome 05.

300 Green,Christianity in AncientRome 111. Theophilus of Antioch, ca. 1
tria/v , in the genitive forntria/dov) t o descri be God, GoAufls21wor d, and G
Clemen of Al exandri a, ca. 200, used the same Greek te
Christian belief in the(gi/an tria&dg i hol y trinityo) of Stomt.h4el03,In Son, and
neither case is there a description of thdistinct persons or setfonscious actors.

301 Tertullian,Herm 3, 18;Prax.3-5,89,121 3. #iTertul l i an has not avoided :
substance, and . . . he may not have given the son
Emergence of Christian Theolog¥89.

302 Minns, Irenaeus 55-56.

303 Bauckham,Jesus and the God of Isradl748.
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By means of a necessary oversimplification, we can identify two
importanttrendsinamtdi cene Chri stianityodos reflec
Jesus to God. One trend remained close to thehigping life of the church
andto Jewish monotheism; it reflects very faithfully the evidence just
surveyed for the worship of Jesus and for the retention, in Christian witness, of
exclusive monotheistic worship against the polytheistic worship of paganis
It is easy to see how this combination might lead in the direction of modalism.
... If only God may be worshipped and if Jesus must be worshipped, then the
conclusion could be drawn that there can be no real distinction between God
the Father and Gaak incarnate in Jesus. . . .

The other trend is represented by the tradition of intellectual theology,
which was relatively more independent of the worship and witness of ordinary
Christianity. This tradition begins in the apologists of the second ceatary
continues in the Alexandrians and the Origenist tradition. . . . The result was
that they tended to use Platonic monotheism as the model for understanding
the relation of Jesus to God. God, the Father, is the supreme God, while
Christ, the Logos, is gbin a subordinate and derivative sense. . .. The
Christian practice of the worship of Jesus could be permissible as the relative
worship of the principal divine intermediary, while absolute worship is
reserved for the one who is God in the fullest sefise.danger in this

Christian Platonism was the loss of monotheism in the JGtheistian sense.

Ultimately thefisubordinationisior fii nt el | ect ual o0byschool w
significant modification in the late third amarly fourth centuriesnamey, by asserting
the ontological distinction and equality of thidigine personsit took about a century for
trinitarianism to attaints modern form exemplifiedby Athanasiué s t ecddthréei n g
co-equal, ceeternal, and consubstantial persbrad to beamethe prevailing viewlt
took almost another camy for it to be established @&xclusiveorthodoxy at the Council

of Constantinople in 381n short, it would takeenturiesof definition andcontrovery
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before the early Christian confession thesu<Christ is God developed intihne orthodox
doctrinesof the Trinity andthe person of Christ*

In reviewing thisdevelopment, Osborn noted thiaé question o6 o d uhisy had
two fundamental answer$he first answer involvedhe unity of Father, Sqo@and Spirit
in salvationhistory, while the second answemas the doctrine of therihity. He further
di fferentiated the choices: AThe explanati
salvatiorh i st or y, &YAttherisk of oversimplicationrabblurring important
overlaps and differencg perhaps we can identity Justin and the apologists with the
philosophicaloption; Irenaeus, the apgphal Acts, and the modalists with tkalvation
historyoption; and Tertullian, Hippolytus, and Origen witre trinitarianoption. Osborn
concluded, AThe concept of Christ as one o]
(personrelated) exegesis in Justin, leeus, Hippolytus and Tertullianyhere grson
related exegesim e a nhe iddga bf person is deed from the dialogue character of the
text, not from an explicit refereng@®

To summarize the development of Christian discourse about Jesus, in the first
century writers such as Paul and John affirmed monotheism while deifying Jesus. This
practice coribhued in the first half of the second century with perhaps even greater
emphasis on the deity of Christ by writers such as Ignatius. Under the influence of Greek
philosophy, in the middle of the second century different paradigms began to emerge. To
preservehe transcendence of God in accordance with Greek dualism, Marcion and
Valentinus bifurcated the deity, relegating tineator to an inferior role but continuing to
exalt Jesus in one way or another. Tigistian mainstreamltimately rejectedhese
viewsbecause they undermined the unity of God, the authority of the OT, the incarnation
of God, and the atoning death of Christ. Unwilling to abandon these tenets of faith and yet
desirous ofiddressing the same philosophical concern to preieewanscendence of
God, Justin and other apologists adaba binitarian model based the populaiGreek
concept of the Logos. The supreme God, the Father, retained transcendence but interacted
with the physical world through a secondary emanation calledates, who cam in
flesh as Jesus. In contrast to the viewMafcion and Valentinughis doctrine had the
advantages of affirming the unity of God, the truthfulness of the OT, the humanity of

Christ, and greater continuity with firsentury Christiarty, but it dd so at the cost of

304 pelikan,Emergence of the Catholic Traditioh7374.
305 Oshorn,Emergence of Christian Theolagy73, 194.
306 Osborn,Emergence of Christiafheology 191.
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modifying first-century Jewish and Christian monotheism. In the early third century,
Tertullian and others expanded this form of thinking into trinitarianism. Terms that first
century Jewish and Christian writers used foafr m God&6és | mmanence wi't
Godds tr anscendadSpid, wersnownterpratedo dgscriped a
individual persons who worked in harmony with the supreme GedFather, and yet
were distinct from the Father so that his transcendeaseundisturbedit the same
time, the modalists insisted that the Logos doctrine of the binitarians and trinitarians
compromised both theistoricmonotheism of the Christian faith and the full deity of
Jesus Christ®’ Essentially, the dispute was over alifaic concept of God as absolutely
one, transcendent, yet fully engageith creation versus a Hellestic concept of God as
impassible and incapable of direct interaction with the material world. Tértisllian
famoudy charge the modalistsviththefila s ur d 0 ctlmanircthe @xpeérienoe of
Chri st o6s d ésafftered ¢ h &mrehliked them for reverting to a deficient
Jewish concept of Got{®

This survey supports two conclusions: (1) Jewish monotheism was the socio
rhetorical context fofirst-century Christia discourse about Jesus, fart untilmuch
laterdo we findsignificantmodifications in favor of binitarianisrfta. 150) and
trinitarianism(ca. 200) (2) The deity of Jesus was a consisteatne in the major
branche®f Christianthought in the first two centurie.is somewhatnachronistic to
speako f A hi gh o stwlogy beforr thé miggtondicentury, becausese terms
imply a comparison between tviiperson® | nst ead of trwltipieki ng exp
divine personghe earliest Christians attempted to exptess God actedn Christ and
was revealed i€hrist. As we see from the proposals of Marcion, Valentinus, Justin, and
Tertullian,therelh i ssue was how to reconci lwgh Greek
theNT depiction ofinCGrisdbés i mmanence

Like BauckhamHorburyidentified two contrasting approaches to Christology in
the second centurgubordinatiorst andmonarchian. The former identifigde Father as
the supreme God but recognized the Logos as anothigrosgower associated with
him. The latteeffectively replaced God with Christ or at least envisioned Christ as the

manifestatio of the one God. fese two approaches represaminta-Christiandispute

307 Tertullian,Prax. 3, 20.
308 Tertullian, Prax. 29, 31.
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betweerrinclusived andfexclusivé monotheisnt® Dillon similarly contrastedi s o f t 0
versusihar d o mdétTohteh diihsam.id éxenplfiedy Jodaism, which

allows angelic beings but emphasizes the exclusive worship of the suganehonly God,

asstated bythe first of the Ten Commandments (Exod 28)3Th e fisof fs0 ver si o
exemplified byeducated Greeks in the NT era whiewed Zeuss the supreme cosmic

deity but recognized other godsho in turn could be viewed as aspects of the supreme

deity orasperforming specialized functions of the supreme delgmg this scheme,

Dillon concluded thasecondcenturyChiistianity developed into an intermediate fooh

monotheism

On the one hat it inherits the jealous and absolutist god of Judaism, but on
the other, at least after the first generation or so of its intellectual contact with
contemporary Hellenic philosophy (particularly Platonism and Stoicism), in
the second a#uryAD, it finds room . . for a secondary divinity, on the model
of the Platonic demiurge, in the person of Christ, who acts both as a world
creator and aa mediator between God and nfah.

Conclusiors

From aur review of firstcenturysourcesit is no exaggeration to speak of the
A r a ldromotheism of the Jevdsfor fit is the exclusiveness f | sr ael 6.s. monot !
which marked it out in the ancient worlend the intolerance of its attack on idolait¥/

Paulhimselfunquestionablyeld steadfastly tahe OTconfession of the one G4 He

S¥Hor bury, fJewi sh an #87.Agdinrsorsetséchaans pidfer mosdy Iscee groupso

within Second Temple Judaismandficst Chr i stianity pradtixcedsiiveol usi
monot hei sm. Chatelion Counet, ADi vine Messiah, o 49,
13. By this they essentially mean monolatry, henotheism, or the recognition of other divine beings

subordinate to the supreme God. Ourargurhne i s compati ble with this viewpo
simply describe the general consensus in Second Temple Judaism that Yahweh was the supreme God, the
creator, the ruler of the universe, and therefore the exclusive object of true worship. Theogoatady is

not merely to explore language identifying Jesus as a subordinate divine being like an angel or exalted

patriarch in some Jewish texts but language identifying Jesus as, with, or equal to Yahweh, which would

have been remarkable in the ficstJewish context. If Paul indeed used such language for Jesus, he used

| anguage otherwise resédheadefoxc| usievelfydekaet uvxalhwe

33John Dillon, fAMonotheism in the @PagasMonteeisiinadi ti on,
Late Antiquity 69
SMDil 1l on, fAMonotheisimorB.ndt he Gnostic Tradi

312 Dunn, Theology of Payl33.
3BB3Wolfgang SchrageJnt er wegs zur Einheit und Einzigkeit Gotte
seiner altestamentlicfriihjidischen Tradibn (BibS(N) 48; NeukirchetVluyn, Ger.: Neukirchener, 2002),
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and other NT writers deified Jesus within the context of an exclusive monotiasm.
shown by Versnel, there weepagan options for acceptifigd i wnityirediversity.o
From a firstcentury Jewislperspective, however, these options would not have
eliminated the perceived tension between the exclusive worship of Yahweh and the
deification of Jesus. A model involving an impersonal deity would have required a
significart reconception of¥ahwehfrom pasonal to impersonaWhile a henotheistic
modelwould still have required the worship ¥&hweh alone.

From aur review of secondentury sourcesii ncl usi veo or HAsoft
first becamecommon in Christian thought e midsecond centurywhenMarcion,
Valentinus, and Justiemployed concepts frof@reek philosophyThey were the first
Christian writers to speak explicitly of tvaeities ortwo divine beingsih Ex c | usi veo
Ahardo monotheism is thus the mashe approp
writings of Paul.

In the next chapter, we will investigate key term& iGor 3:164:6 that relate
Jesus to Gadcexamine possible challenges or qualificationsxcusivemonotheisnthat
these terms could indicatend drawfurther conclusions abotiter significancewithin

the monotheistic context.

4 3 Zu digsen Grundvoraussetzungen gehort aber fraglos, dafld Paulus unbeirrt an seinem alttestamentlich
judischen Erbe des Bekenntnisses zudearanGott f est h2 | t . 0
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4

DEIFICATION LANGUAGE IN PAUL 68 RHETORICAL WORLD

Much work has been done to elucidaterieaning and significance of the
possibledeification languageased to describe Jesus in our seletg@&tl These terms have
a rich history and theological significance in Second Temple Judaism, which can be
agcertained from a study of the Offie Apocrypha, and other Jewish writings. We will
seek to integrate this information, place it within the rhetoricahstn and literary

context of 1 and 2 Corinthians, and apply it to the &xXtand in a comprehensive w§.

Christ, Xristo&v

This title is the Greek equi vebimedt of t h
One 0 Ear | y CihtoJesus af Mamaseth ¢p @onfelssir beliefin Jesusasthe
anointed kingpf OT prophecyvho would bring deliverazeto his peoplé'® This
identificationwass 0 comp |l et e t h aasanéernameforslesas, A" Chri st o
undoubtedly reflecting early Chtiss an pr acti ce. In itself, ACLI
title, but the confession of Jesus as both Lord and GXristrves to infae it with divine
connotations, as do referaes to Christ as a (theavenly rulef!’ There is evidence that

some Jewsxpected the Messiah to be divine in some Wan example from the Dead

314\We will limit our discus3in to titles or descriptive phrases used for Jesus in 2 Co#3518Ve will not

provide a full catalog or discussion of divine epithets applied to Jesus. We do not intend a decontextualized
compendium of divine epithets as a summary of Second Templsduder do we intend a thorough

exegesis of each textual reference. Instead, our purpose is to examine how these epithets are used in Second
Temple Judaism in reference to God and how they are then applied to Jesus. For further discussion of these
and rehted epithets, see Oscar Cullmahhe Christology of the New Testam@&d ed.; London: SCM,

1963); Marinus De Jong€hristology in Context: The Earliest Christian Response to Jésussville,

Ky.: Westminster John Knox, 1988); Ferdinand Harime Titkes of Jesus in Christology: Their History in

Early Christianity(trans. Harold Knight and George Ogg; Cambridge, U.K.: Clarke, 1969); Huttadb,

Jesus ChristWerner KramerChrist, Lord, Son of Goftrans. Brian Hardy; SBT 50; Norwich, U.K.: SGM
Cantebury, 1966); Cary C. NewmaR,a u | 6 sChi@Gtology: Yradition and Rhetori@NovTSup 69;

Leiden: Brill, 1992); Newman et allewish Roots of Christological Monotheigdteil RichardsonP a u | 6 s
Language about GoSNTSup 99; Sheffield, U.K.: Sheffield Academic Press, 1994).

315 Matt 2:1-6; 21:45; 27:11; Mark 15:2, 32; Luke 19:38; 2332 John 1:49; 12:1:35; 18:3339; 19:1322;

Acts 17:7; Rev 17:14; 19:16. See Hurtadotd Jesus Christ98101.

316 E g., Acts 2:36Rom 1:4, 7; 1 Cor 1:3, 7-10; Col 3:24.

317 John 18:36; Rev 19:16.

318 Boyarin, Jewish Gospel$5-56.
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Sea Scrolls is 11QMelch, which speaks of the Messiah as God (Ef8fifiiere was

moreovera strong social interest in tlhise of this titlefor it connected the early

Christianswith the identity of Israel and enabled them to claim the heritage of Israel as

they formed a new communi®’Accor di ng t o Mack, itaok Paul 6s

on honorific connotations as well as sovereign, cosmiceaeadivine functions>?*

Yahweh, YHWH
The Hebrew name Yahweh (YHWH) was the unique covenant name of the God
of Israel in the OT. TheXX regularly useshe GreelKyrios (Lord) to substitute for
Yahweh. Thus it is not surprising that when early Christians began to speak of Jesus as
Kyriosthey also began to identify Jeddisectly with YahwehWh en t hey di d s o,
meant by that exactly what their Jewish contemporaries would have meant, namely, that
he was the God of Israel known in the Hebrew Scrigturea nd pr es?2nt i n Jes
NT authos sometimes appliedT passages about YahwiehJesus?® Paul
himself did s¢¢**i Paul consciously and unambiguously
and texts originally reserved for YHMV the unspeakable name of G&W& It is a matter
of debate as to whether he did so in 2 Cor-3716yet as we will discuss oh.6, a close
reading indicates that he did. Coupled with the language of image and glory, the

implication is that Jesus is the visible exgres or manifestatio of Yahweh.

31911QMelch2:161 1, in M. De Jonge and A. S. Van Der Woude,
T e s t a MewiTestament Studi@® (1966): 3083 . Howe ®en, of h&oldo in 4Q246 i s
a reference to the Messiah but to a negative figtoleiard M. Cookfi 4 Q 2 Buletid for Biblical

Researclb (1995): 4366.

20Merrill P. Miller, AThe An ®Rédastribing Clhristiarudsigs®09i n Camer o
2'Mack, Christbg, o 372.
Margaret Barker, fAThe High Pri estJlewishBootséfe Wor shi p

Christological MonotheispB3, 97.

323|n Isa 40:3 a voice in the wilderness will prepare the way for Yahweh. Matt & M%3; and Luke

3:4 apply this prophecy to John the Baptistds prepa
following OT statements by Yahweh: Exod 3:14 in John 8:58; Zech 12:10 in John 19:37; Isa 44:6 in Rev

1:8, 17. Also, Rev 22:6, 16 eates Jesus with the Lord God of the prophets.

324Rom 10:13 (Joel 2:32); 1 Cor 1:31 (Jer 9:24); 1 Cor 2:16 (Isa 40:13); 2 Cor 10:17 (Jer 9:24);-PPhil 2:9

(Isa 45:2123).

David Capes, AYHWH Texts and Monot hei Narh,Eady Paul 6s
Jewish and Christian Monotheisih20.
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Lord, kufiov

Thistermha&a wi de range of meaning, from the
equivd ent @fFTHRGodghout Paulprédomimpandmosdtes it i s
significant title for Jesus, as well as@entile Christianitygenerally®?” It had political
and royalconnotations since was used for civil rulers as well as deities. The confession
AfJesus is Lordo stood in direct contrast t
ACaesar i s Lor d. o sivdrepartofjanspiritual &imgdomtaradthatCh r i st |
Jesus was the ultimate sovereign, patron, and person worthy of¥ffonor.

Ofgreats i gni fi cance kubov (KRreosolKyrgos)iwtha t i ngs,
translation of the Hebrewdonaj which in the OTrefers toYahweh As a safeguard
against a ki ng Gio daih svhian ould violateahe Ten Commandmés) the
Jews deeloped the practice of substitutidglonaifor Yahweh, even when reading
scriptural passageGreekspeaking Jews, including the authors of the NT, continued this
practice by substitutingyrios for Yahweh when quoting the OT.

Given the strong monotheism of fisgntury Judaism and the strong association
of Kyrios with Yahweh,the basic functiowof the titleKyrios in the NTis to attribute the
works and role of deity to Jesughis point is evident in the Corinthian corresponagnc
aswe willdiscussincle.l ndeed, i n Lagdid@rsi fvii esaltet haet tiatthae
Jesus occupies the role®od himself in ruling over the worjdand in sone passages,
such as Phi2:6-11, isfielevated to the role of the Father himsét

In his earlyhistory-of-religions approacgiBoussetacknowledgedhat in the NT
the titleKyrios servedo ascribe deity to Jesumnd he regarded this usage asotation
of Jewish moantheism Thus he maintained thigle was not used by Palestinian
Christians but onlyater by Hellenistic Christian§° As wehavediscusged however,
according tanore recat history-of-religion studies firstcentury Judaism was already
thoroughly Hellenized by the time Christianity emerged. We cannot speak of a pristine
Palestinian Judaism or Palestinian Christianity in the first century that wasawiyh

influenced by Hllenism.

326 Caseyfrom Jewish Prophet to Gentile Gorb.

327 George Eldon LaddA Theology of the New Testaméetv. ed.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1993), 455.
328 Mack, Christian Myth 140.

329 _add, Theology of the N®56-59. He wrote from a trinitarian perspective.

330 BoussetKyrios Christos 28-29, 136, 14%1.
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The earliest Christian documents, such as 1 and 2 Corinthians, speak of Jesus as
Kyrios. There is n@ priori historicalreason tassert, as did Bousset, that only Jews of
the Diaspora would have adopted this terminolagg Palestinian Jews would not have
done soThe Christology of the NT could have developed completely within the context
of Palestinian Judaisfi' Indeed, we have strong evidence in 1 Cor 16:22 that Palestinian
Jewish Chrisansspoke of Jesus as Lorhe r e Paul wr ot e, ALet any
has no |l ove for the Lord. Our LoMadna come! 0
ga, taken from the Aramaic language spoken by thedestury Jews of Palestine. Since
Paul was writing in Greek to a Gresge&ing audience, the only plausible reason for his
use of the Aramaic phrase here is that it was alraditlyrgical formula well known to all
Christians at this time, including those who spokee®renuch ashe Hebrewderived
wordshallelujahandamenarein common use throughout Christianity todkgr this
Aramaicphrase to acquirguch stats by the writing of 1 Corinthiana 55-56 C.E., it
must have been current among Palestinian Jewish Christians fobgéanesthenin
short, speaking of Jesuslasrd dates back to the earliest Christians and was normative
by the time the earliest Christian documents were written.
Thus, as rast scholars today recognjzbe use oKyrios for Jesus goes back to
Palestinian Christianity??> Even Casey, who acceptBdussed s p otlsat Jeésusovas
regarded as deity only after the church left its original Jewish context eaachbe
Hellenized agreedhe titleKyrios was used by the earlieshfistians.He explained it as
signifying an intermethry being, although heoncededha in some contexts it
approachedthe level of deity?**3
Most scholars today agree that in at least some contexts the Kijeiad
signifies theworshipof Jesus as divin&* Since this use goes back to Palestinian
Christianity, it is evidenceof the earlydeification of Jesusi The ol dest | i turg
we possess contains the tigriosin its Aramaic form. It is the very ancient prayer of
the ChurchMaranatha . . .1t is an expression of the cultic veneration of Christ by the
original Aramaiespeaking Churcb®3® To summarizethe title of Lordwaspart of the

early Christian devotion to Jesti§

3lHengeliHel | eni zat 5 no of Judaea,

3%2E.g.,HengeliiHel | eni z at 5% HutadoLbrd Jesusl Gheast 10.

333 Caseyfrom Jewish Prophet t&Gentile God 110-14, 133.

334 Meeks,First Urban Christians 145.

335 Cullmann,Christology 108, 214.

336 Hurtado,How on Earth? 27-28; idem,Lord Jesus Christ10818; Bauckham@God Crucified 38.
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Jesus Olhsou=

On one level the name Jesus is simply the name of stezribal person from
Nazareth in whom Paul believed, the one he proclaimedteassen Lord. On another
level this name bore theological significance for early Christians.

The name | it er aib)kbawationg™aamdsmariyYeish wadeh
were giverthis name as a means of praisighweh. At leassome early Christians
began to view Jesus of Nazarethuagjuelypersonifying the meang of this name. In
some way he was actuaMahweh breaking into the human realm to bring salvation.
Matthew linkedthe name Jesus with the meaning of salvafioN:0 u aamehimt o
Jesusforhe wi |l |l save his peopMaeovertosmantehei r si n:
fulfilled the prophecy of Isa 7:14 that Goi
took place tdulfillwhathad been spoken by the Lord thro
virgin shall conceive and bearson, and theshall name him EBmanuel 6 wneans, h
0 Gasadvit h  us 6 0 -28)Mmadther wards 2He name Jesasresponds to God
(Yahweh)comm ng t o b e avior). Xedus ikiesally wijoahis name says he is,
the manifestation of Yahweh to save his people.

Did Paul attach this meaning to the name Je$ts®e isanindicationin Phil 2:9
11that heand other Christians before himdasimilar concept A Ther @$oor e God
highly exalted hinand gave him the name that is above every naatbat at the nam
of Jesus every knee should beimdheaven and on earth and under the earth, and every
tongueshouldconfess that Jesus Christ isrt, to the gloryoGod t he Mdstat her . 0
scholargdentify this passagasan early Christian hymn Paul quoted or adapted for his
purposes. lgquotesfrom Isa 45:23, in which Yahweh declarésp me every knee sha
bow; every tongue shativ e a r . dmmediatetctntexXYahweh also stateBAnd there
is no God apart from me, righteous God and a Savithere is none but m&urn to me
and be savedll you ends oftheearthor | am God, and t-here 1is
22). This pre-Paulinehymn thus linksthe name of Jesy¥ahwehSavior)with Yahweld s
identity as the onlyasyior. It takes a strongly monotheistic passage from the OT and
appliesittoJesuét That a Jew should use such a text

Palestineistrulyastni s B% ng. 0

¥, B. PaynBNOTH2Ylahweh, o
338 Dunn, Partings of thewvays 250.
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Mostcommentators dent i fy At heevnearnye ntaboepovithass ab o v
fi L o stahdingfor iYahwehd®*°T h us Go d éremesvhigh iis € arddYahweh, has
now been given to JestBaul was clearly writing within the context of Jewish
monotheism, predicting a day when the whole universe would confess one Lord and
thereby one Godl'he main point is nanerelythat everyone will one day confes$.ord,
but specifically that everyone lvone day confesdesusas Lord. For instance, Paul knew
the Jews confessed one Lord, but he did not confidagrconfessiotio be sufficient; he
wanted them to confegesusas the one Lord.
From a socierhetorical perspective, the focus of the passatiee name of Jesus
which Paul useds the functional equivalent of Yahwehis specificallyeOn tw-@nati
Olhsogfi N t he n a m@vhemfhe nhraesofiJesissmentioneg®*°that every
knee will bow and every tongue will confebe identity of the one Lord to the glory of
the one Godwho is revealed in or throughe one Lord)The hymn t hus #Api ct
heavenly enthronement of Chri st i n which, i
k n e é'litds.pnbably a reflectionfo héidultic invocatiom f J e s u svihere a me
the universal acclamation of Jesw®’°Fars Lor d
this reasorhe pointmaybeas follows Under the new covenant Jesus has become
Godds supr e me camaghtly cak Jesug by the OTwesignation of
Lord/Yahweh fiPerhaps it would be truer to early Jewish Christian thought to say that
since Jesus is the name of God, evidencing the presence and power of God, it is
appropriate that the Old Testament tfthe God be his as welf$* Applying this language
to Jesus clearly points to a time when all beings will worship3ifm.
Evenunderstandinghename her¢o befi L dYalkdweh de name Jesudearly
bears theological significance in the thinking of Paul, ntloa@ the generic title of Lord
and even more than the OT name Yahweh standing alone. To illustrate, the most powerful
office in the United States is that of presiddiite power and authority of the office is not
merely invoked by the genericlét but the bearemust $gn his or her personal name on

legal documents in order to make thepemtive. Perhaps we could sayithout negating

339 Cullmann,Christology 234, 237; G. W. H. Lamp&od As Spirit: The Bamptdrectures(Oxford:

Clarendon, 1977), 126; Richard LongenecRére Christology of Early Jewish Christian{{$BT 17;

Naperville, lll.: Allenson, 1970), 128.

340 fiolnomaBDAG, 71114, esp. 713.

341 Meeks,First Urban Christians 148.

Hurtado, fABinitarian Shape of Early Christian Wor s
343 LongeneckerChristology 128.

#Capes, AYHWH Texts, o 134.
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the name Yahwelthe namelesus hasow becometo \olnoma toiPe_r pa~nboma(fithe

namethat is above every namjebecause Jesus has beesibly exalted as Lordhrough

his dealh, resurrection, and ascensiofahwehhas become the eschatalogisalior in
JesusConsequently, the nanoé Jesus under the new convenant functioere

essentiallylike the name oiahwehunder the old covenad®The meaning of AJ
AYahw®Baki or 0 undoubtedly facilitated the tr
AYahweho t o t &@as stihmdpardessandsonfessesi Ya h we h 0

while investing théOT conception of @d with newsignificance

Spirit, pneuma

In the OT, the Hebrew wondiachmeansi wi nd, breath, mind, s
idea was fiair in motion, o and the connotat
denote At he entir eo iamarasemeliasd superoatusgalc i ous ne s
being®®The OT speaks of the Spirit of*TBeod as (
Spirit of Y¥anbivieglorpowerc@@ong@on Godds peopl e, p:
leaders®Godos Spirit i s Gsoedndcse aacnma nvge*Tededr ss opnead |
Spirit of Yahweh $ not a entity distincfrom Yahweh The ter m ref ers to
powebt he per sonal activity in Godos..umhel | ach
active principle that proceeds from God and givfestd the physical worl@**° fiSpirit of
God is in no sense distinct from Gdulit is simply the power of GoGod himself acting
powerfully in nature and upon men.God in effective relationship with (and within) his
creation. To experience the SpftGod is to experience God as Spifd The close
identification ofthe Spirit and Yahweh means is it virtually impossible to tloihthe

Spirit asmerdy a creatue in first-century Judaism

The Spirit is not a second heavenly being, butaway of sppagy of Godds
Avitality, &xiplriefss,i@ngro mmgelGlod hi mself

extension of his personality. . Whereas there is some evidence that

345 Norris, | AM, 76.

363 . B. rPaaydh e WOT 2: 836.

347 Gen 1:2; P404:30.

348 Judg 3:10; 6:34; 1 Sam 10:6; Isa 1+2;159:1921; 61:1.
3499Pps 51:11; 139:7; 143:10; Hag 2:5.

350 add, Theology of the NT323.

351 Dunn, Christology in the Makingl133.
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intertestamental Judaism hypostatized Wisdom and Logos, this never

convincingly happenwit h t he Spi r iistittuall@alvwbgsa A Spi r it
synecdoche foGod himself, and isusuallyvaay of speaking of (
presenceavhile preserving his transcendence (from Isa 63:10 and Ps 143:10

through to Josephuépt 8.114] and the rabbigkod. Rab1:22;Num. Rab

20:10;Deut. Rab 6:14;Ruth RabProem 7])°2

The LXX usespneuma(pneuma as the translation efiach In relation to God
pneumasfief f ect power. d.i vi nepeci ficall yiheiGerdds cr
nature of Godr>® In ancient GrecdRoman culture, the basic meaningpoumanvas
fiair in movementblowing, breathing, . .wind; it hat whi ch ani mates o
body, breath, (lifg¢ sg r i t 6 ; fAa p a dity, spiif. . .lautmeasourcepaadrsead n a
of insight, feeling, and will, gener. as the representative part of human ingefiliéen
independent noncorporeal being, in contrast to a being that can be perceived by the
physical s¥nses, spirit.o

The Greeks could speak pfieumaas divind not in thepersonal sense of OT
and NT thought but as immanemte Stoics thought gdneumaa s i a amdo S mi ¢
uni ver sal p 0 we useddthe wardiftiithet baingenamanifestatobn of
deity itselfo®>° They believed it was uwérsal; itpermeated the visible wid. More
generally, in Hellenisti cpnsumaeaphysidadrc and pl
physiological term remainsssentially materialistic and vitalistié® There are some
parallels in Grecd&Roman thought for the NT usepfieuma o r ef er tRlatoGod 6 s
spoke ofpneumaas the inspiration for pagtand prophecy. Quintilianoted that some
thought God was a spirigjpiritum), andsimilar to Plato, Plutarchsedpneuméfor the
divine spirit that inspires propheéy.

Inthe NT, A God i s 4:84p Halineds tormé theobhsisf Godoés mor al
nature while spirituality forms the basis

Spirito designates the invisible God, the

¥ 2Max Turner, AThe Spirit of Chr i s ter,Jasnsof Nafaiemni ned Chr
414, 422, brackets in original.

%Y. KI ei nk rpreg=ma, preumatkdTDNT 6332451, esp. 36B4.

%4 fpneu=mad B D A-86, esp. 8383.

355 Kleinknecht et al. TDNT 6:338-39.

3%6 |_add, Theology of the NT323.

357 Craig S. KeenelThe Spirit in the Gospels and Acts: Divine Purity and PofReabody, Mass.:

Hendrickson, 1997),-8.
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in spiritual essence and actidrperforming miracles, guiding people, speaking to them,
giving them words to say, dwelling in them, and empowering them for sérficeJohn
the Spirit gives believers a spiritual birth (3:5), comes to dwell in them in a new way
under the new covenant (7:3®), and is the presence of the ascended Christ in the lives
of believers (14:148).In Luke-Actst he phr ase i §meumakuriopf t he L
appearss t he equivalent of*® the OT fASpirit of
For Paulthe Spirit of ®d pours love into the hearts of believers, dwells in them,
imparts life, leads, adopts, bears witness, makes intercession, sanctifies, empowers,
teaches, bestows spiritual gifts, and produces spirituaPffuts in OT and firstcentury
Jewish use, Paul spoke of the Spirit as the presence, power, or manifested action of the
one God, not as an emntiistinct from the one God. For instanéeCor 2:11lcompares
persomand hisor herspirittoGod and (& dFdrovbat Bimpan being knows what
is truly human except the humapirit that is within? So also no one comprehends what is
truly Godoés exceoptl nt hteh eS psiarmet fcoomed@bdu: | Paul
Lor do thevsptritof Ydo we h 6 bngandDd eeps¢ i Who has direct e
oftheLorb, or as his counselor has instructed I
the mind of the Lord so as to instruct him
Not only did Paul equate the &pof God with God, bufrom the evidence id Cor
15:45 and 2 Cor 3:17, which we will discusshs. 5-6, heidentifiedthe risenChrist
fiwith the life-giving Spirit of God. . . Christ is experienced in and through, easithe
life-gi vi ng®*®Spirit. o
Il n sum, ASpirito in the Bible Astands f
in his personabletaweteinvdi tdye;i tnyot bauté6gdod hi mse
Creator, in his personal presence within his creati#ésn NT times, the concept was
reinterpreted: AGododés acti ve pundersteodioe i n a
terms of Christ. . . To experience God as Spirit and to experience the presence sif Chri

were one and the same thing. In Christ God the Spirit was concretely rifested 6°

38 Matt 1:18, 20; 3:11; 10:20; Luke 1:35, 67; 22%; 4:1, 18; John 14:17, 26; Acts 1842:4, 38.
359 Luke 4:18, quoting Isa 61:1; Ack9; 8:39.

360Rom 5:5; 8:911, 1416, 26; 15:16, 19; 1 Cor 2:13; 1213; Gal 5:2223.

361 Dunn, Theology of Payl26264.

362 _ampe,God As Spirit116.

363 _Lampe,God As Spirit62.
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Image of God eiOkwé&n tajeow

The wordeiOkw/fe i R @iirimarily a functional term for manifestation,
representati ot amef ecevel @ata omeal ity and #fi
eiOkw/toes not imply a weakening or a feeble copy of something. It implies the
il lumination of i £%Thdbibliva concepbof tike insagedf God s enc e
first appearsn the creation account, which says God created humans in the image of God
(Gen 126-27; 9:6). Paul alluded to this concept in 1 Cor 11ag did Philo irMoses2.65.
Thus, vhen the NT applies this phrase to Jesus, the implication i3akas is the
epitome of humanity as oiitplly created by Gadexpressing whate can call an Adam
Christology6°

Yet there is moréo the concept than thi¥heancient Greekuseal eiOkwho
describe the visible form @f godappearig in a theophansf’ In ancientNearEastern
and Hellenistichought, an image of a deity actually mediated the presarsrit of the
god; the divire being manifested hinor herselfin the idol®®® Images and statues were
typically understood as concrete vehicles of divine pres€idée OT rejects the idea
that idols could represent tiraage of ®d,3’° and Second Templaidaism as a whole
strongly rejeatdtheuse of idolss’* Paul and other NT Christians shared this abhorrence
of idols37?In the context of worshjjthe image of Goevould necessarily refer to @od s
selfd Godb6s at t-exprdssioh, aml mansestat@dmota substance or entity
different from GodIndeed Hebrew thought connected the essence of somethitgy to
appearancg’®In 2 Corinthiansthen thefimage of God likely refers more directly to
G o d 0 srevalagidn {deity), not merely reflection of Godhumanity), although it

includes the latter.

%4Seyoon KimT he Ori gi n o(fWUNT&2M;ITidbmge® dMehpSiebeck, 1981), 195.

¥5H . Kl e i eibkw/edDNT2:38890, esp. 389.

366 DunnChristology inthe Makingt 0 9; St anl ey J. Grenz, -ofiGoesus As the
Christology andthe Neh i near Li ne arJETS4r (2004): 62HR6e ol ogy, O

3%7Kim,Or i gin of ,AR2ul 6s Gospel

¥Grenz, fAJesus As22:;heEdweargcdo N.ei GCuwr t6i28D3:390; mage of Go
Kleinknecht, TDNT 2:389.

%Henk S. Versnel, fAWhat Did Ancient MaGrecBee When He
Roman Epi pgffigeanDei; Essays on the History of Religigad. Dirk van der Plas; SHR 51;

Leiden: Brill, 1987), 46.

370|sa 40:1819, 25; 46:59; Jer 10:116.

S71Wis 11:1516; 12:2327; 13:1019; 14:131; 15:717; Ep Jer &3; Sibylline Oacles3.11-46. See

Samuel Sandmeludaism and Christian Beginning®xford: Oxford University Press, 1978), 168; Dunn,
AJudaism in tA2258and of | srael, o

3721 Cor 8:46; 10:1422; Acts 15:20, 29; 1 John 5:21.

SBKim,Or i gin of R@ul odos Gospel,
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The development dhe concept of the image of Godthe intertestamental
Wisdom literature is significanib thisregardP a u |l 6 s u s probablyoweshhmeicht e r m
to the Wisdomtradition of Hellenistic Judam3"* For example, Wig:24-26 describes

wisdom as an imageilkwgmf Godoés character:

For wisdom is more mobile than any motion; because of her pureness she

pervades and penetrates all things. For she is a breath of the power of God,
and a pure emanation of the glory of the Almighty; therefore nothing defiled
gains entrance into her. Foresis a reflection of eternal light, a spotless mirror

of the working of God, and an image of his goodness.

Similarly, Phil dofopak e&Goadfé sGadmaggeworlch do

described t he wanind, sefrevel@iondabdneans oftcredtidiie c t |,

1 The Divine Word, Who is high above all these, has not been visibly
portrayed, being like to no one of the objects of sense. Nay, He is Himself
the Image of God, chiefest of all Beings intellectually perceived, placed
nearest, with nontervening distance, todfalone truly existent One. For
we read: Al will tal k -seat between thetwo f r o m
Ch e r u(Bx.xx021), words which shew that while the Word ie th
charioteer othe PowersHe Who talks is seated indlhariot, giving
directions to the charioteer for the right wielding of the reins of the
Universe.(Flight 101)

1 For itwell benefits those who have entered into comradeship with
knowledge to desire to see the Existent if they may, but, if they cannot, to
see at any rate his image, the most holy Word, and after the Word its most
perfect work of all that our senses know, et@s world. For by
philosophy nothing else has ever been meant, than the earnest desire to see
these things exactly as they ai@oniusion97)

1 Butif there be any as yet unfit to be called a Son of God, let him press to
take his pl ac-bornuthed\ond, wikochdlds the dfdership t

37 Hengel,Son of God75.
375 Quotations of Philo are from Colson, LCL.
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among the angels, their ruler as it were. And many names are his, for he is

call ed, fAthe Beginning, 6 and the Nam

Man after His i mage, and fheordishat
the eldesborn image of GodCorfusion146-47)

For i f the prameraltbyrmature, mdsybe scrtinized to |
see that it is not afflicted by any serious misfortune, much more is that
scrutiny needed for the immortal soul, which we &rd was fashioned

after the image of the Setiistent. And the image of God is the Word

through whom the whole universe was fram@&pec Laws1.81)

In other ways also it is easy to discern this by a process of reasoning. In

the first place: Godisgiht , f or there is a verse

S e

Lord is my illumination and my Savi o!

not only light, but the archetype of every other light, nqaigr to and high
above every @hetype, holding the position of theodel of a model. For
the model or pattern was the Word which contained all His fulinéght,

in fact; for, as the ilawtgiwveme tientl &

(Gen. i3), whereas He Himself resembles none of the things which have
come inb being (Dreamsl1.75)

He that is truly God is One, but those that are improperly so called are
more than one. Accordingly the holy word in the present inst@ee

31:13 has indicated Him Who isuly God by means of the artickaying

Al am t hie it Gatslthecartiole when mentioning him who is

i mproperly so call ed. . . . Her e i
Word. (Dreams1.22930)

t

k

AWhy does (Scripture) say, as i f (sp:

of God He madeHmanowandmageofii Most
veraciously this oracle was given by God. For nothing can be made in the
likeness of the most high One and Father of the universe but (only) in that
of the second Godd h deu/teron ged/rwho is His Logos. For it wa

right that the réional (part) of the human soshould be formed as an
impression by the divine Logos, since the-pogos God is superior to

every rational nature. Bite who is above the Logos (and) exists in the

best and in a special foérwhat thingthat comes into being can rightfully
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bear His likeness? Moreover Scripture wishes also to show that God most
justly avengs the virtuous and decent men because they have a certain

kinship with His Logos, of whichhe human mind is a likeness and image.

(QG262)
Some of Philods descriptions makdet a di s
least in concept if nohisubstanceThe use ofimaged i n t hi s context con

Phi bebsef that Godos theessehcenrechametdraof Gmlr mani f
this sense, humans were created in the likeness@®fitG® wor d .GoRdrs P mialgce,
can refebothto humaityas t he refl ecti onGotiéGaskhdos dc har ¢
personified divine attributer possibly an emanation from Gdehilo alsospok of God o6 s
image as a visible manifestation of God, such as God appearing in the form of an angel or
a man Dreamsl1:238-39). In other wordsin atheophanynumans see theiOkw/of God,
not the spiritual essence of God direcl¥
In the context oR Cor3:16 4:6, the image of Goa closelyconnected to the
gloryofGod( di scussed in the foll owi ngstagdoaaft i on) .
deityyGododés i mage here encompasses more than a
directlyto @ d 6 s , miad wisdoen, and selfevelation,or what we might calh form
of Wisdom Christologylf so, the pimary idea seems to be the followirlgsus is the
image of the invisible Gobdecaus€&od 6 s Spirit i ndwelt him and
In other words, Jesus the seHrevelation of Godnd as such is to be worshiped as God.
This worship is not in opposition to the wi
distinctively Christian way of offering worship to the one true Gdtk exalted Jesus
was worshippeda s t he O0i maged of Go¥ who reflects
This understanding correspab other uses of the image of GodheNT,
notablyCol 1:15203"8 This passage sWisdom poem presenting a traditional Jewish
concept: he wor |l dobs cr eeddemear and \sce \telgdBut aveveryl pdirdt s

of creation and redempt i on *be pdendescribese r no:

SKim,Or i gin of R22A3. 6s Gospel,

87" Hurtado,How on Earth? 137.

378 See Christian StettleRer Kolosserhymnus: Untersuchungen zu Form, traditionsgeschichtlichem
Hintergrund und Aussge von Kol 1,120 (WUNT 2/131; Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2000).

S®Wr i ght, ADivinity of Jesus, 0 161.
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Christasit he i mage of attribdesdivinecchasmactdristies to Gipand, O

concluds t hat al | doimGhsst f ul | ness dwe

He is the image of the invisible God, the firstborn of all creafionin him all
things in heaven and on earth were created, things visible and invisible,
whether thrones or dominions or rulers or po@weal things have been

created thragh him and for himHe himself § before all things, and in him all
things hold togethekre is the head of the body, the church; he is the
beginning, the firstborn from the dead, so that he might corhawue first

place in everything-or in him all thefullness of God was pleaséal dwell,

and through him God was pleased to reconcile to himself all things, whether
on earth or in heaven, by making peace through the blood of his (@oss.
1:15-20)

Thestatemenfii n him all the feudl It oasharedetl 0God we
of an even more direct statement later in the letter that ascribes complete deity to Christ as
the selfrevelation of theone Go&cFor i n him the whole full ne:
(Col 2:9).Both passagesommunicate a concept close to incarnatité not specifically
the incarnation of a second divine fAper son:
Wheter Colossians is a later writing PauP8! or a disciple of Pai?Col 1:15
shows howthédeaof Chr i st as At he i mage od Godo de
namely,as a deification concedt.n t hi s tGodatting afidloetgoing Jesus
brings to visible expression theiTkee ywpua p
eiOkwimere . . . implies that Christ, being the embodinuérthe fullness of deity (Col
2.9), is the perfect m&B4mithe same vaih of thoughoids t he |
Heb 1: 3, whi ch tdhees crrefbleesc tGhon saf a@wtfios gl or
[xarakth/r]o f Go d 6 s .0if, armanylsabadlars gonclude, Col 1:15 is part of an
early christological hymrthentheidea f Chr i st avas alady @ag ofi ma g e

380 Dunn, Theology of Payl276 n.42.

381 Carson et alIntroduction to the NT334; LampeGod As Spirit 135.

382 Raymond E. BrownAn Introduction to the NeWwestamen{New York: Doubleday, 1997), 600.
383 Dunn, Did the First Christians Worship Jesus25.

384Kim,Or i gin of ,RP%ul 6s Gospel
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early Christian liturgyand Palidrew upon thigradition in writingto the Corinthians®®
Whil e the | anguage of @AdAimageo identifies CI
distinction between the invisible God and the visible image of God, which we find in
these passages (e.g., Col 1:13; Heb 1:3b).

There is both continty and disconit nui t y i n firRagaifor Clwristansd e o f
the Hdlenistic Jewish use of for Go d 6osd angwisdom In bothcase, fimageis not
merely a faint copy, but it faithfully represents and embodies the originantrast to
Hellenistic Jewish usage, whdienage® is an emanatiowor a reflection from God and
thust he medi ating agency Pdulu@erstod® o qirisrsaegrecoe t ¢
primarily in terms ofrevelation, manifestation, and proclamatth

In a similar way, the Johannine literature depicts Jesus as embodying God or
bei ng Godo-evektionsinJohn ¢Jessieidhd Word oilGod God-0s sel f
expression(v.1) A TheéewWame fl|l esh, 0 Hsphayediviemong hum:
glory, bestowed grazout of fhis fullness) and revealed the invisible God (v.-18). The
Greek forfifu | | n epk/smvna,ithe same word decribing the fullness of the Godhead in
Col 1:19; 2:9andhereindicating divine abundance, completion, and perfection.

In John 12:45esus saidi Wh eesees meseeshimh o s ent Rhip. 0 Wher
askedlJesus to show him God the Fathestead of doing sor promising to do so at a
later time such as in heaven, Jesus mildly rebuked Philip for not understeunding

was

Have | been with you all this time, Philip, and you still do not know me?

Whoever has seen me hasrseet he Fat her . How can you
F a t R[Roryau not believe that | am in the Father and the Father is in me?

The words that | say to you | dotnspeak on my own; but the Fatherav

dwells in me does his workBelieve me that | am in the Father and the Father

is in me; but if you do not, then believe me because of the works themselves.
(John 14:911)

According to this passagep@® the Fathedwelt in Jesus, Jesas ahuman was united

with God in an inseparable way, and Jesiaifested diine words and works. Thus

385 Victor Paul Furnishll Corinthians: A New Translation with Introduction and Commen{&® 32A;
New York: Doubleday, 984), 248.
386 Furnish, Il Corinthians 248.
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Jesuswvas the definitive and visible revelation of the God who is otherwise invisible.
While we cannot directly read thisentiea c e pt | ret o fPaulhGs iureage o
we see a confluence of thought in 2 Corinthi®@wdpssians, Hebrews, and John, showing
how first-century Christians usdiimage of God languageo deify Jesus

According toRabbinic Judaismf the first threecenturiesc.E., no one could
actually see God in his imsible, spiritual essence;described the theophanies of the OT
interms ofbeholdng Godds i ma g describedhin achhman foren, asie b b i s
Ezek 1:5-283%'Thus, fAwhen Go dappearpmoth astleédkveh man h e
himsef and of ideal humanitg®®®as fibot h the manifestation o
h u ma¥ Thig understanding corresponds to our discussion of the foregoing NT
passages. Namely, the ultimate implication of speaking of Jefusdse i mage of G

to regard him as God in human form.

Glory of God, do¢a tou tjeow

In Jewish thoughthere is a close link between the image of God and the glory of
God. fA6GlI oryod i sseltnevetation of Godi& S$ o.tigtken t he
appearance of God, t he..tharaveldtienoftia Gddesi of Go.
The vision of God in Ezek 1:288 is the craial backdrop for this concept:

And above the dome over their [the |iwv
something like dhrone, in appearance like sapphire; and seated above the

likeness of a throne was something that seemed like a human form. Upward

from what appeared like the loins | saw something like gleaming amber,

something that looked like fire enclosed all aroundt} downward from what

looked like the loins | saw something that looked like fire, and there was a

splendor all around. Like the bow in a cloud on a rainy day, such was the
appearance of the splendor all around. This was the appearance of the likeness

of the glory of the_ORD.

¥'Anthony T. Hanson, fAThe Midr as RISNTN(1920):80r i nt hi ans 3
®Hanson, fAMidrash in 2 Corinthians 3,0 5.

¥Grenz, fJesus As the I mago Dei, 0 620.

¥Morna Hooker, fAThe Authority of ExAnd9(BD3yKe: A New T

391 BauckhamGod Crucified 67.
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This passage describ@edd s a p pie thefoanmmof aeman athe appearance
ofthe divineglory Th i sglooydwea so fl ait er associ a@kedif. cl os el
Theprophet described thgtory of God kabod Yahwehin detail andequatedt with the
human form seated on rdfeseot Goodnappé&eariendggl or §
that seemed | (vk26)3Lonkeguarlyiglofydesigdateshe presence
of God specificallyit is fia technical termtoerf er t o Godés visible, m
presence®*l't functions here as a term for the 0
l i kefess. o
TheLXX usesdota (doxg to translate the Hebrekabod! t i s A Godds hor
Apower , 0 fAdidvvineengt atmegiyire manffestation oo f
revel ation, 0 J%Padgad litevaiure aso usasdafoadivinesrevélation,
while epiphanyis the technical term for the visible manté#on of pagan deitie¥’
We can trac¢he background of this concegitglory throughoutthe OT. It uses
gloryt o descri be Go d bdisvannaswaysGosdigflesyh fpirthel sseon ¢ e
tabernacle in the wilderness, the temple in Jerusalemylamtelythe whole eartR% It
represent§s o didtervention in the human sphere by descending, rising, standing,
coming,anddeparting® Al t houg3 i ®dadds s inviasppear s Gotdd <
Godos “Weopl e.
WhenMoses aske&od to continue leading the people of Isaetn after they
sinned,as aconfirmationherequestedii Sh ow me YExedr33:1@) God y O
promised to aller the divineglory to pass by and then fulfilled this promise (Exod 33:22;
3456) . As a consequence, MosesO face shone
his face wha he spoke to the Israelites (Ex®42935 . Thi s st ory about
was in Paul 6s mi nd,fer 3:h5eheaeferramiit @ Mo Leog & nu dii la.l
Isaiahassociate& 0 d 6 s ith the nevelation of Godsod appearin a vision

to Isaiah surrounded with glorglepicted asmoke, and commissioned Isaiah to prophesy

Hanson, fMidrash in 2 Corinthians 3,0 5.

3% NewmanP a u | 6 sChi@&iology ¥4, 93.

3% NewmanpP a u | 6 sChi@fology 163, 19.

3% Margaret E. ThrallThe Second Epistle to the Corinthig@svols.; ICC; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1994),
1:319.

3G, Kidb/taedDNT2:23353, esp. 244.

3NewmanP a u | 6 sChi@&iology 151-52.

3% Exod 40:3435; Num 14:21; 1 Kgs 8:11; 2 Chr 5:14; 21Isa 6:3; Ezek 10:4; 43:5; 44:4.

39 Exod 24:16; Isa 60:1; Ezek 3:23; 9:3; 10:18; 11:23; 43:2, 4.

40Exod 16:7, 10; 24:17; Lev 9:6, 23; Num 14:10; 16:19, 42; 20:6; 2 Chr 7:3; Isa 35:2; 40:5; 60:2; Ezek
1:28; 3:23; 8:4.
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to his people (Isa)6According tolsa35, whenthe redeemed of Isradturn to
Jerusalemtheywill see the gloy of Yahweh, and Godill come to save thenSimilarly,
Isa40:5p r o p h e Iseiglerg of theAORD shall be revealed, and all people shall see it
t o g e tThese and other passages speak of diggahatological appeararsas the
revelation ofG o d gosy.*°L At the same time, &d 6 s g | o r ywith rone@thes o ci at €
t han God; God \wlorytdanyooetelseylsav42:8; 48d1).06 s

In theApocryphawe find references to Godds gl or
AdamandEvéis aw hi s gl orious majesty, and their
17:13)AFor as the neighbors of Zion have now
your salvation by God, which will come to you with great glory and with the splendor of
the Ever | as tintregseudépBraphalEhocl?*% God isbothit he Lor d of
theSpi ri tso arGrydfltEn.40:1-6 ) r d A & h eonashalybe victodowss
in the name of the Lord @he Spirits. . . He is righteous in his judgment and in the glory
that is bebre hind 1 En.50:24).He si t s Aon thebENB228)NOme of hi s
passagelescribesh e vi si bl e gl othrgneanrid Godle mtnidf iGeosdl 6Go d
Great Gl oryo:

And | observed and saw inside it a lofty thréniés appearance was like

crystal and its wheels like the shining sun; and (I heard?) the voice of the
cherubim; and from beneath the throne were issuing streams of flaming fire. It
was difficult to look at itAnd the Great Glory was sitting upo# ias for his

gown, which was shining more brightly than the sun, it was whiter than any
snow. None of the angels was able to come in and see the face of the Excellent
and the Glorious One; and no one of the fleshsesnhind the flaming fire

was round about him, and a great fire stood before ({difan.14:18223)

The Dead Sea Scrolls also asWeci ate gl o
Thanksgiving Scrobaysfi For God shall sound His mighty
shall thunder wi t hQHtlIHh3E[Vermes)timSomyé forthe s gl or y o
Holocaust of the Sabbatke find:Ai [ Pr ai se t he God of . of. W]

glory in the te[nt of the God of] knowledge. . The cherubim bless the imag&the

4INewmanP a u | 6 sChiiology 391.
4020TP1:21, 3132, 36, 43.
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thronechariot above the firmament, [and] they praise ftiages]ty of the luminous
firmament benehtHisset of gl or y @1-2004 Q405 20 I 1,

The glory of God is also significant 1in
writings and | ater mystical Hekhal ot I iter:

heaven tviewt he mani festation of God on Godds th

The goal of the ascent journey wexgry into the Holy of Holies in order to
gaze o Kavddgldrg, ®ften depicted as an anthropomorphic figure of
fire or light (cf. Ezek 1:228; Isa 6:14) seated on thmerkavahthe special
throne consisting of two cherubim with wings spread dvekapporet thelid

of the Ark of the Covenarit?

Like the other Jewish literature we have surveyed, the$¢€E glory terminology
to describe the manifestation of the divine presence: in OT tiRwes 0:4),in heaven (1
Tim 3:16), an dnamdestdtdnglitus 2013.UnrRem9s4@dulfreferred
generally to OT theophanies as revelations of divioeyd® The NT ascribeslgry to
God throughin, or by Jesué® and it ascribes glory directly to Je€d8It alsoassociates
gl ory wi tsarre@ibnand Hestfubuse appearant® Hebrews 1:3 (NIV)
describes Christ as ofapduasmathddo/aw).TreNDf Godods
appliesto Jesukey statements from Isaiah abolé glory ofGod thus indicating
Christian beliein Jesus a the revelation of God-ere are notable examples:

1 John12:40 quotes fronsa 6:10the vision of God in gloryand then John
12: 41 makes this remarkabl e statement
Jesusd gl ory a(@dVv). mnptoekveords babidentified i mo
the visiblemanifestation of God to Isaiats a revelation of Jestf$

1 Matt 11:16 applies to Jesus the prophecy of Isa 3df Godd s ¢ domi n g
s av e peapld @nd the people seeiGgo ddosy.

WApril D. DeConick. AHeavenly Temple Tr-@edtiry i ons and
Christology in the Sec dewish Roetsof Gistolpgical Monotheisng8¥ditla n et al
40%4NewmanP a u | 6 sChi@&iology 217.

405Rom 16:27; Eph 3:21; Phil 2:11; 1 Pet 5:10.

406 Heb 13:21; 2 Pet 3:18; 2 Tim 4:18.

407Rom 6:4; Phil 3:21; Col 3:4; 2 Thess 1:9.

408 Dunn, Christology, 45.
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1 All four Gospels identifyJohn the Baptist as the fulfillment thfe
prophecy ofilsa 40:35: a voice in the wilderness wouldgpare the way of
Yahweh, anatveryone would behold the glory of Yahweh (Matt-3;1
Mark 1:1-4; Luke3:2-6; John 1:123). Since the Gospels describehnas
the one whrepared the way for Jesulsetimplication is that Jesus is

Yahweh and reveald a h we h ¢ eris the visideymanifestation of

Yahweh
T I'sa 60: 19 @dorowilbse yosreverfasiimgdight, and your
God wi || b KRevl@R223 appliesdhis prophecy to Jesas,
the Lamb of God who is also God: dal

temple is the Lord God the Almighty and the Lamb. And the city has no
need of sun or moon to shine on it, for the glory of God is its ligick;ta

|l amp is “he Lamb. o

I n our selected text and its i mmediate
presenceinthe OT(2Cor3170) and then with the ministry
new covenant (2 Cor 3:81). He summarizethe gospel of Jesus Christ as theelation
of Godods gl4%y (2 Cor 4:3

Inshortt he wuse of A galtoereydof apohgdist & divind e s u s
appearances. In the OT God revealed divine gtotlge tabernacle or temple; now God
reveals divine Ipry in thepersonof Christ and irthe proclamantion abo@hrist.

Ultimately Paul, like apocaptic writers,assertedhatb y knowi ng Godds gl ot
believers can establish a relationship with Gd@®oth Josephus and Phiéxpressea

common Jewisidea: $nce theres only one God there should be only one tedhpae

dwel I i ng pl ace -oelelati®o. tWbhes eagyl Coristians appliectieel f

imagery of glory, temple, and tabermatb Christ, they identified Chrials the unique

visible manfestation or revelation of Gdd?

409Verse 22 uses the singularpelstin i ndi cating that #fAthe Lord God t he
being. The KJV, NKJV, and NIV do not give due recognition to the number of this verb when they translate

that the Lord God Al mighty and the Lamb fAared the t
4105ee NewmarRau | 6 s -CGBristology 220.

“I1NewmanpP a u | 6 sChiiology 223.

“2John 1:1, 14, 18 de&God bswevaladldafThesVord lsecame flksh Wor d o
(human), livedgkhno/w,J] i t er al | vy, itabernacledd) ammadg humans, r
known the invisible God.
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In the second centuiy.E. Justin identifiedGlory as one of the naméx Jesus
Christ,along with Lord,God the Son, Angel, Man, HumariBg, and/Nord. In this
context, Glorys it h evhigheovassemnt from the Fatherf al | , ®gawddiaxc h he
Asomet hing disodihrcomiinhgené&dddionethed-atmd He
conceded in a debate with a Jew, however,gbiateother Christians in his day regarded
this power as i ndi vhies iFbalDidi. aa8&iusserhistherar abl e
view, Jesus was the power of theléatrevealed in flesh as Gldoyt not as a being
distinct from God.

Hellenistic Influence
When discussing important terms related to the manifestation of God, such as the
image of God and the glory of God, we may well #skese conceptgualify the strict
monaheism we describeid ch. 3. Are our previous conclusiorncerning Jewish
monotheism untenablé¥Yere Bousseaind Casey correct to claithe deification
language foChrist reveals a Christian compromise of Jewish monotheism under the
influence of Hellenism?
In examiningthis possibility, we must remembéhnat Second Temple Judaism
was already thoroughly Hellenized by the first cent@xeekideas had progressively
influencel the ancient worldb such an extent that they werelaogerdistinctively
Greek but had been assimilated itttecommon cultural heritage. This Hellenizing
process encompassed the Jews as well ass6tA@he Jews in Palestine had lived under
Greek cultural domination forver three hundred years; in this sem&ecan think of
Palestinia Judaism itself as Hellenistic Judaisgontrary to the old historgf-religions
school, by the time of Christian origins we cannot make a meaningful distiragtween
Palestinian Judaism and Hellenistic Judaism for the purpose of tracing the development of
early Christology***
DespiteHellenistic influencefirst-century Judaism tained its exclusive
monotheism as a di ver sityApededtbeme ihalthslitehatunee not «
(Apocrypha, Pseudepigrapha, and RaWB¥binic) |

PostexilicJudaisndoes not represent a weakened forrfieatclusivist monotheisriy*®

413 Grabbe Introduction to FirstCentury Judaism?.
“4HengeliHel | eni zat,5%no of Judaea
415 sandmel,Judaism and Christian Beginningk9.

416 Hurtado,One God, One Lord22.
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Second Templ e Ju ctidosnamotheisrd!éfieSdt rhiecltd moon ofit hei s
only characterized the JewsRdlestine but also the DiaspdtéfiSt r i ct monot hei s
wasa pillar of Judaisnthroughouthe first centuryc.g.*1°

As we move forwaravith a new historyof-religions approacttiellenzed
Judaism rather than pagan Hellenism is the matrix in which to analyze the origins of
Christology?*?°In this Hellenistic milieu the early Christians likewise maintained the
strict monotheism of their Jewish herita§@eaking of anovementfrom Palestiniand
HellenisticJewish Christianityas Bousset dids problematic*?! In the first centuryand
early second centurgE., Christian writers expressed theoncept of God within a
fundamentally Jeish framework. Tiey spoke of God as one, unique, persawiye
thinking, and feeling. God created the world, deeply cares for it, and is actively involved
init. Godr eveal s Go d @rsatim)is grdcious and iBwng toveattumans,
calls them to personal and corporate holiness, and opposessewi discussed in ci3,
thisunderstandingf God contrasted sharply with treek philosophical concept of
Godastranscendentynknowable, impassiblenapproachabl@nduninvolved with the
world. Yetthe Greek apologists of the mid to latond centyrdeveloped their vievof
God primaily from the latteframework Their Hellenistic outlook caused themttuink
of Christ as aecond, subordinate divine bewfo emanated from God asdrvel as
Godds i nt e rimiedorld®nly thengl@vahave the distinctive Hellenization
of Christianity as it becamenostly detached from its Jewish ro6té

Conclusions
Whatarewetomak of Phi |l o06s wadefogbgiafsi o atei ain noafg e
Godo anhmksatseswdinGodo? Ilgostaudsse d btebh#Elbtdédr m
revelation it is not entirely cleawhether he regarded thegosas an actual reality or
simply aphilosophical construcg® If we takehis language literally, théogoswould

seem to be a distinct beingyt such a conclusias likely a misunderstanding of

417 BauckhamGod Crucified 3.
418 Meeks,First Urban Christians 36.

MJohn Collins, fAJewi sh Mo n oAspeets of Monaheism: Hblv Gaddst i an The
One(ed. Hershel Shanks and Jack Meinhardt; Washington, D.C.: Biblical Archaeology Society, 1997), 81.
20paul Rainbow, fAJewish Monotheism, o 81.
“lHengeliiHel | eni zat 5@no of Judaea,

422Hengeli He | | eni z at ,i5®, dting Addlf Haracka e a
423 sandmel,Judaism and Christian Beginning90, 298.
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allegoricalreligious languagé* According to Talbert, who describedconsensus of
modernscholars, for Philo thevgoswas not truly personal. It was a projection of God
rather than a distinct creature. Phdmployed thenyth of a divine redeemer figure and
interpreted it allegorically; in the end Hisgosis animpersonal philosophical entify®

In any casePhilo considered his views to be compatible withinstream, strict
Jewish monotheisnDecabgue65). To the extenthat they wer@ot, we cannot attribute
themto early Christians, for while the NT speaksChrist as théword, wisdom,image
gloryo of God, nowhere does it call hiafisecond Godor the equivalentinstead, its use
of these terms fits well within the mainstream of Second Temple Judakeed, there is
no Christian statement comparablehat of Philo untilabout150c.E., when Justirwent
even furthethan Philoby describinghelLogosa s f a Gool &andkeord wh o i s
numerically distinct fronand subject téthe CreatofDial. 56).

More generallyc an we think of the glaywass Awor d,
samehow representingdivine beings in Second Temple JudaidRabbinic specialists
maintaint hat the concepts of indewshvweaitingsg@lenot vy, wi s
intermediary beingp et ween God and humwaysdfasseitingshe ead, t
t r ans c e n dearnesdo Bocedtisn, his involvement with his peapléey are
ways ofspeaking abouBodin his relation to the world; they serve to express his
immanence withoutompromising his transcendem®®*T hey ar e fcircuml oc
Godd but in no way i prcrfreno@odt?’’idihei s@ibeitngd
and Athweofgl odod ar e s i noudhaatasuividrocpoatidas c ut i o n ¢
wisdom*?® In sum, these termsmply demte God as working in the world buoot a
personal distincheingfh within Godds own

A key insight here is toecognizethe significance oifvorship.To understand
religious terms and texts, it is important to connect them with actual practices in the
religious traditiorf'*® We cannot merely look at writteaxts in the abstract @olelywith

modern intellectual analysis, but we must exantireeset of practices that were crucial in

424Hurtado,One God, One Lor46.

425 Talbert,Developmenof Christology 20, 95.

426 Dunn, Christology 329.

427 Dunn, Christology in the Making130.

428 Dunn, Theology of Payl35.

“2°Rainbow, fAJewish Monotheism, o 80.
430Hurtado,One God, One Lordl16.
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forming and expressing beliéf Since the formation of tradition is a way of perpetuating
valued practices, we should consider what practices led to the formulation of theological
statements.

When we do so, we findo evidence in Second Templeddismof Name, Glory,
Wisdom, or Word beingvorshiped as deities. There were no temples, prigstgjies,
ceremonies, or rituals dedicatedsuch deitieswWhile Diaspora Judaism was not oriented
to temple worshippeverhelesgpersonabnd group devotions such aisyer, worship,
and other rituals abounded. Indeasye will discussn ch.5, we see such development
with regard to Jesus. The absence of direct prayer, ipotritualistic confession with
regard toName, Glory, Wisdom, and Woriddicates thatirst-century Jews usdtiese
terms as symbls or figurative expressiarior the one God but did not recognize them as
distinctdeities, beings, or persans

A corollary of Jewish monotheism was monolatry, wwship of Yahweh alone
Despite the diversity withidudaisnin many ways, the Jews agreed on monolatry.
Yahweh alone is the creator and ruler of the universe and assatbne is worthy of
worship When it came to wrship the Jewsnade a clear distinction between God and
everything else. God alone should be worstjpmothingand no one else should be
worshiped*®? For instance,hte exclusive worship of the one God dhdrefusal to
worship any other was the genesighe Maccabearevolt (1 Macc2:15-26).In sum
Second Temple Judaism wassentially monotheistic and monolatrous. dféenot find
clear evidence of firstentury Jews offeringultic devotion or worship tpersonified
divine attributes*3?

Hurtado methodically examinedrious entitiesn the texts of Second Temple
Judaisnthat have been proposad possible objects of worship ch. 3 we considered

muchof the evidence, but weows u mmar i z e coktlusionsa d o 6 s

1 Angelsare not substitutes for God but are clday  &eovdnés ssubject
t o Gwilld theassertion that some Jews worshiped angeist well

attested®* Although some texts attribute gdiéte attributes to principal

“lgeeHobsbawm, #Alnventing Traditions, o 1.
432 BauckhamGod Crucifed, 11, 13.

433 Hurtado,One God, One Lord39, 48.

434 Hurtado,One God, One Loid®5, 39.
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angels, they clearly distinguished thesgeds from the one God for in
themGodis the ste object of worshig>®

1 Personified divine attributesere vivid descriptions f Godo6s ow
gualitiesand activities. While some texts used the language of
personification for certain attributesiet Jews of this time did not regard
them ashypostasesand hey did not play an important theological role,
except possiblyn the thinkingof Philo.*3®

1 Exalted patriarchsThere is no evidence dewis groups worshiping

these historical figures’

In short, none of thproposedaegorie® angels or angelomorphieings, divine
personifications or hypostases, or exalted patriérébsatisfactory in explaining the
deification of Christ in early Christianit{?® There is some indication of veneratioh
exalted human or angelic beings in apocryphal, pseudepigraptabeshian writings
Theseinstances do not correspoaldsely to the Christian détfation of Jsus, however,
as these beings wectearly subordinate to Yahweh wherdlas combinedieification
language used for Jesus vadiserwise reserved for Yahweh Heif. For Segal, a Jewish
scholar,it is mostly correcto saythat Jewish ideas about angels, Spirit, Word, and
Wisdom do not adequately account fioe deification of JesudHe did not findit
surprising thathedistinctively Christian ideas weneotwell developed before
Christianity, forthe historical experience of a resurrectedddiahtransfornedearly
Jewish Christian thking and exegesis on this subjét

We draw the following conclusions from our preliminary analysis of the key terms
used forJesus Christ i@ Cor 3:164:6:

1. Early Christians used both the name of Jesus itself and the title of Lord to
attribute deity to Jesus of Nazareth and to identify him with Yahweh, the one God of
Israel. The title of Christ primaly communicated theiconvictionthat he was the
anointed king who would deliver Israel, but from early times it came to be another name

for Jesus, so that by association it too was infused with divine connotations.

4% Hurtado,How on Earth? 117.

436 Hurtado,One God, One Lord6, 41, 47.

437 Hurtado,One God, One Lordb7.

438 Nicholson,Dynamic OnenesS$2.

WAl an F. ®edgardnce APme I ncarnati on: ASRed8@p@8BHe t o
91-92.
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2.Pa u l used the terms ASpiriGodod fvi mage of
context of the strict monotheism of Second Temple JudBisapplying them to Jesus,
he did not designate Jesus ageond divine being. Rather, he identifiedudas the
closest possible way withhe one God of Israel.

3. The effect ofising these terms in this wasasto deify Christiiwithin a Jewish
monotheistic context, not by applying to Jesus a Jewish category ediserai
intermediary status, but by identifying Jesus direcit the one God of Israel¥® For
instance, regardingesus as the image of God alloviRall to maintain a strong
monotheism whilgroviding a paradigm for the worship of Jesus, whiels an essential
feature ofearly Christianiy.*+

At this point, our conclusions are tentative, for we have yet to investigate the
rhetorical situation of 2 Corinthians, the literary context of the Corinthian
correspondence, and the specific statemer2dor 3:164:6. We have explored the
Acat edadar ine Didtentgxtured r ( R o bf B Camirghjans in itdackground of
monotheistic Second Temple Judaism, but now we need to expldiarbe texture of
our selected passage to ascertain the significance and applicability of these preliminary

obsevations and to understand how the text functions within this milieu.

440 BauckhamGod Crucified 4.
41CrispinH. T.FletcheL oui s, @A The Worship of Divine Humanity as
Jesus, 0 i n JbdnskwRoatsof @hiologidal.Mpnotheisml25.
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5

DEIFICATION LANGUAGE IN PAUL &8 CORINTHIAN CORRESPONDENCE

With the theological antleologicalbackground in mind, we will now examine
t he dei fi cat i oCQorinthanemstieaTp eesdrive the ratorical situation,

we will first useB u r kpengadof act, agent, agency, scene, and purptise.

Rhetorical Situation of 1 and 2 Corinthians

Act, in the Burkeian pentadefers to the letter and its effect. Itinsportent to
understand that and 2 Corinthians afetters, written to a specific local audience for a
particular purpose. While they han®eny theological impdiations, we must not forget
their occasional naturm our attempt to understand theiessageMore particularly,
2 Corinthiangs the culminatiorof anextensivediscourse between Paul and the
Corinthian churchinvolving both letters and visits, whiete detail below**We base
thedatingon evidence in Actsthe Pauline Epistleandsecular histacal sources, but
regardless of the historicity of Actisere is ascholarlyconsensus that the Corirdhi
correspondence was written no later than50sc.E.444

1. First visit (founding of the churghAccording to Acts 18, Paul founded the
church during his second missionary journdg.stayed there one and a half years,
leaving probably in the spring 6fLc.E. In 1 Cor 9:1, he remindatie Corinthian
believers that they were the result of his missipmeork.

2. First letter (lost).Somédime after his departure he wrote #tde instructing the
Corinthianchurch not to have fellowship with professing Christians who lived immorally
(1 Cor5:9). This letter has not survived

442 See Kenneth Burkéy Grammar of MotiveéNew York: Prentice Hall, 1952), x; Bernard Brock,
ARhetorical Criticism: AM&hodslkfRhetorical EnqtigsmoAaTodntietRe vi si t e
Century Perspectivésd ed.; edBernard Brock, Robert Scott, and James Chesebro; Detroit: Wayne State
University Press, 1990), 187.

443 See Paul J. Achtemeier, Joel B. Green, and Marianne Meye Thompsomtestiucing the New

Testament: Its Literature and Theolo@yrand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2001), 333; Robert Guiglmgey of

the NT 37071; Brown,Introduction to the NJ51415, 54142; Carson et allntroduction to the NT264

67.

444 Our dating follows Carson et alntroductiontothe NT 283 ; Rai maeti Ree&€heonpofiBgy
The Blackwell Companion to Pafdd. Stephen Westerholm; Chichester, U.K.: Widgckwell, 2011),

23. For other scholarly alternatives, see Riesner,
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3. Second letter (1 Corinthres).Later, he wrote our 1 Corinthians from Ephesus
during his third missionary journey (1 Cor 16:8, 19; Acts 1%dgbablyin 54 or55C.E.
His purpose was to address church problems that had beered¢pdrim and to answer
questions (1 Cor 1:11; 5:1; 7:1; 11:18fter writing the letter, he sent Timothy &ssist
the church (1 Cor 4:17; 16:10ih the meantime, it appears, some Christian teachers came
to Corinth, held themselves to be apostles, amttaj the authority of Paul. They were
able to gain control of the church there.

4. Second visitin hissecondetter,Paulhadstated his plans to visit the church
soon(1 Cor 4:19; 11:34; 16:2, 5Jimothy was not successful dealing with the
problemsin the churchandreturned to Paul with negative reparPaulthenmadea
quick tripfrom Ephesuso confront thesituation Hewas not successfeither; thushe
spokeott he fApainful vidsito (2 Cor 2:1; 13:1

5. Third letter (lost).After hisunsucessfultrip, Paulwrote a tlird letter. The
purpose was toonfrontrebellion in the church arakk the church tdiscipline the
ringleademwho had opposed him during his vishhis letterhas been variously called the
grievous tearful or severdetter, and it was delivered by TituéSee2 Cor 2:39; 7:8-12.)
Some commentators conclutthet, because of its ton2,Cor 1013 s this letter, at least
in part**®If so,only 2 Cor 19, or maybe 2 Cor-f,wo u | d bfeurttPaadinald s
letter.

6. Fourth leter (2 Corinthian$. The church responded by disciplining the
rebelliousman, who then repentedfter Titus returned to RA with a favorable report
about t he c¢Haul wrotdo ZCornthiansvbile in Macedonialuring his
third missionary jarney, in55 or56 C.E. (2 Cor 7:515; 12:18).It was delivered by Titus
and twounnamed coworkeir(2 Cor 8:1624). In it, Paul asked the church to restore the
repentant man (2 Cor 2Hl).

Many scholars believe 2 Cor-1@ was originally a separate lettesm Paul,
because unlike chs:3, these chaptersanifest a negative, harsh toff€It may well be,
however thatin these final chapteiRaul responded to a further negative report he
received before completion of the letteftehnatively, he could havaddressed an
unrepentant minorityWWe can explain the difference in tone and emphasis if efis. 1

primarily address the repentant majority while chs13@rimarily address the obstinate

445 Eor discussion, see Murray J. Hariiie Second Epigtlto the CorinthiangNIGTC; Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 2005), 7, 34; Ralph P. MarfirCorinthians(WBC 40; Waco, Tex.: Word, 1986), xlvii.
446 Brown, Introduction to the NT548.
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minority. Or chs. 1013 could be a response to news of a reviygebsition?*’ Although
there isno manuscript evidence afdivision,**® basedn the internal evidence the
majority of commentators conclude that2C&81 ( or some portion ther
fourth letter to the Corinthians and that 2 CorlBwas a fifth letter b¥Paul after he
heardthe situation had gotten worse ag#itAnotherpossibility is that 2 Cor-¥ comes
at the end of the correspondence. In this case, after confroméimpgdblem in Corinth
andachieving reconciliation, Paul once again defended his apostleshimpastly
positive way, much as he did previously in Ir@o

As this discussion indicates, most commentators do not think our 2 Corinthians
was originally written as a whol&here are many theories of partition, focusing on four
major sections: 2:14:4; 6:147:1; 89; 1013. There is a general consensus #fiadf
the material isrom Paul except possibly 6:14:1, which is variously considered to be
Pauline, originally nofPauline but inserted by Paul, or RBauline but inserted by an
editor.In Thralld s p r thenoaterdal originally formed three Pawitetterd chs. 18,
ch. 9, and chs. 1033 in that ordef®° Harris presented a detailed discussion of the
various options but concluded in favor of the unity of the 1&tdfor our purposes, these
guestims are not of great importance,radengthy time sparatedhe proposed segments
and the ovall rhetorical situation remainazssentially the sameh@& exact timing or
sequence of these passadeesnot affect our analysigery much and we make no
significart use of the possibly neRauline pasage. Weentatively proceed withra
assumption that 2 Corinthians is a compositional unity but with the realizatib@ Cor
10-13 couldhave been written a short time before or after the main battéthat 2 Cor
1-7 or 2 Cor 19 could have been written last

Agentrefers to the author and audiences (both explicit and implied). The
undisputed author df and2 Corinthians is Paul, the Jewish apostle to the Genlfile®.
accept the biograpdal information about Paul in Acts and combine it vitformation in
Paul 6s [lgleah quiera it of infoemation concerning hifaul was a Jew, born in
Tarsus, a major city of Cilicia in southeastern Asia Minor, but brought up in Jerussilem

447 Gundry,Survey of the NT371.

448 Achtemeier et allntroducing the NT347.

449 See C. K. BarretfThe Second Epistle to the CorinthigBINTC 8; Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 1973),
9-10; Furnish]l Corinthians 3542; Martin,2 Corinthians xlvi; Thrall, Second Epistle to the Corinthians,
1:343.

40 Thrall, Second Epistle to the @nthians,1:43.

451 Harris, Second Epistle to the Corinthigr&51. For a concurring opinion, see Paul Barrigte Second
Epistle to the CorinthianéNICNT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1997);2%
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a Phariseand thoroughly trained in the Jewish law under Rabbi Gan{alots 22:3
23.6; 26:45). He was also &oman citizerfrom birth (Acts 22:2728). Although he
initially persecuted the Cistians,he received aewvelation of Jesus Christ on the
Damascusoad, whichcaused him to believe in Jeqésts 9; 22; 26; Gal 1:1-12). He
was befriended by Barnabas and became a Christian minister (Acts 9:272&).136
preached the good news of salvati@sedon the death, burial, and resurrection of Jesus
Chris® a message resserted waisi harmony with that of th@erusalenapostles (LCor
15:1-4; Gal 2:2. Paul was converted about 84. or earlier and conducted ministry in
Damascus and Arabia (the Nabataeagd#om ruled by Aretag)Acts 9:1925; Gal 1:15
17). After three yeardhe visited Jerusaleand met two importar€hristian leadrs, Peter
and James thierotherof JesugActs 9:2629; Galatians 1:189). Subsequently he
ministered inTarsus andater, at the invitation of Barnabas, in the cityAottioch in
Syria (Ack 9:30; 11:2526; Gal 1:2124). After fourteen yees (probably overlapping the
earlier three years), he madeegand visit to Jerusaletn provide famine relief to the
church thereActs 11:2730; Gal 2:]). This visitwas probably the occasion fois
encounter with thderusalem apostles @al 2::10.

Acts provides further i nf oincludingtheen about
missionary journeys, imprisonment in Caesavegage to Romeand imprisonment
there. The Acts account ends at this point. If we accept information from the Pastoral
Epistlesas historical, then Paul must have been released for a time and resumed ministry
in the east, including Ephesus and Crete (Phlm 22; 1 Tim 1:3; Titus 1:5). According to
early church tradition, Paul was arrested (again) and executed in Rome under Emperor

Nero. Below is achronologp f Paul 8% mini stry.

Conversion about 34.E.

Ministry in Damascus and Arabia 3537
First postconversion visit to Jeragem in 37
Ministry in Tarsus and Antioch iB7-46/47

Second postonversiorvisit to Jerusalem id7

= =/ 4 A A -2

First missionaryqurney (Acts 1314) in47-48. The church at Antioch sent

Paul andBarnabas to proclaim the gospelAsia Minor.

452 Based primarily on Carson et dhtroduction to the NT228-31. Riesner differs slightly in the early
years but is almost identical in the | ater years.
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Participation in the Jerusalem council (Acts 1648 or49
Secondnissionary journey (Acts 15:868:22) in 48/4%1. Foundng of
the church at Corinth.

9 Third missionary journeyActs 18:2321:17) in 5257. Writing of 1 and 2

Corinthians.

Imprisonmentn CaesaregActs 23:23 26:32) in 5759

Voyage to Romeo stand trial before Caesar t&27:1 28:15) in 5960

Imprisonment in Rme(Acts 28:1631) in 66362

Furthe ministry in the east in 684

Death in 64 or 65

= =2 =4 A -

Scholars debate whether all the foregoing information is historically accurate.
Despite disagreements over details and dates, a fairly good portrait emerges of a man who
was one of the earlieladers and proponerdg Christian belief After Jesus himself, he
was the mosinfluential preacher, teacher, missionary, and wafehe early Christians.

Paulwas a committed Pharisee, and this basic theological commitmematdid
change after his conversioRHil 3:4-6). At the same time, he was a Hellenistic Jew from
the Diaspora. Indeed, tiNT credits him withknowledgeof Greek poets and
philosophersand 1 Corinthians contains a quotation from one of f¥é/aul was a man
of the firstcentury Mediterranean world, and as such he was a member of a collectivist
culture. The defining attributes of collectivist cultures are family integrity, solidarity, and
keeping the primary hgroup ingood healthThus Paulvasgroup orientd,loyal,
obedient, angdeekingoboth to honor Godndto strengthen thgroup***

Paul wrotel and2 Corinthiango the Christian community in the Greek city of
Corinthas well ago believerghrougloutthe province oAchaia(2 Cor 1:1).The church
included both Jews and Gentilésit from the references to their péft of immorality
and idolatrythe intended readership was predominantly Gentile (1 CetH5:8:7; 12:2).
The extended discussion of wisdamd subsequent references isdem (1 Cor 1:1i7
2:16; 3:1820; 2 Cor 1:12) arprimarily a response to Gentile questi@amsl interestsas

453 Acts 17:28 (Aratus, Epimenides, Cleanthes); 1 Cor 15:33 (Menander); 1 Tim 6:10 (similar to statement
of Diogenes); Titus 1:12 (Epiméles).

454 Bruce Malina and Jerome NeyreéBprtraits of Paul: An Archaeology of Ancient Personafitpuisville,

Ky.: Westminster John Knox, 1996), 199, 203.
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noted in 1 Cor 1:22The encoded explicit readers, then, are the Gentile Christians in
Corinth

The eroded implicit readersf 1 and2 Corinthiansare the ideal or competent
readersWe can ascertain from the letteself what the reader is assumed to understand
or be like. For instance, the letter assumes GRmman culture, some knowledgetbé
HebrewScriptures, and knowledge of Paul and hisnistry. While he readers were
members of Corinthiasociety and culture, they were also memiods relatively small
sect who saw themselvas distinct from the surrounding socief\s such, a social
dynamic wasat work*®® Sectarian communities emergs a protest movemewithin a
larger bodyand gradually become marginalized and dissociated freroriginal group.
At this point they experiencgocial disapprovaharassment, and pressure to conform.
Consequently, theyavelop strategies to establigt@r collective identity, maintain their
own socid cohesion, and affirm their ideological commitmeFhey conceive of
themselves as a specially chosen group with a superior understanding of truth, a superior
moral code, and a unique identity. They avascious of a clear separation from the
outside world and expect strong commitment from those within the group

Agencyincludes social mechanisms, letter writing, and special literary forms.
While 1 and2 Corinthiansareliterary compositios, their primay effect was irord
reading. Paul did not write them @satises to be handed from individual to individual
arnd to beread silently. Insteadhe wrote thento be ead aloud to theongregation. Paul
dictated detterto a trusted mmaber of his local grqmand chose an emissary to
communicate ibrally to the recipientsThus the Pauline letter was supremneely
performance of Hellenistichetoric and orator§®

Sceneis the sociehistorical stuationor setting According to Acts 18Paulstarted
the Corinthian churcbn his second missionary journey. He joined forces with Aquila
and Priscila, a Jewish husband and wio had departed from Rome due to the
expulsion of the Jews there by Emperor Claudius in.d9As was his custom, Paul
initially taught in the Jewish synagogue, but afterst of the Jewsejected his message
he focused on the Gentiles and won many converts. Some Jews did accept his message,

however, including Crispus, the synagoguler.

485 John H. Elliot\What Is SociaScientific CriticismAGBS; Minneapolis: Fortress, 1993), 80.
®lucretia B. Yaghj i aithe Sdatial 8agencesahd NBve Testameny Interpreiéaahn
Richard Rohrbaugh; Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 1996), 217.
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Corinth was a wealthy city locateah the Isthmus of Corinttwhichconnects the
Peloponnesedninsulato the mainland oGreece. It was in a strategic position to control
both northsouth and eastest trade. The Romans destroyed the ancienstatgin 146
B.C.E, but in 44B.c.E. Julius Caesar refounded it as a Roman colony. From@8,, it
was the capital of the senatorial province of Aclzaidthe seat of a proconsut the
ti me of thecilylwasquite cosmopolitan, with people from many areas of the
Roman Empire. Jewseredefinitely part of the community. (In confirmation of Acts
18: 4, archeologists have di Syoggogueoféhd an i ns
Hebr é¥s. 0
In this cosmopolitan Hellenistic environment, we can see howikdom
speculatiorcommon inpaganism an#iellenistic Judaism could have inflaced the
Corinthian believersAccording to he predominant viewoday,the Corinthian opposition
drew from the Visdom traditiorin Hellenistic Judaisrf*® In this regard,hie opponents of
Paul in 2 Cor 1413 need special mentio Paul referred to them éss u-ap o s (inl e s o
theiropinionand Af al girehisapnod (11t5e18;432:11). Thelyad recently
come to Corintl{11:4)andjoined forceswith the false teachers Paul had opposed in
Corinthiars.**° They wereevidentlyHellenistic Jewg%°for they valued their Jewish
heritage (11:22) and, in contrast to Paul, were recognized for kilksriis Greek rhetoric
(11:6).
The immediatgourposeo f 2 Cor i nt hi ans was to foll ov
repot, to ask the Corinthian church to restore the opponent who had repented, and to
arrange an offering for the needy church in Jerusale®rd(28:6-11). Chapters 1413
may also address a subsequent, less favorable rBpatttook the opportunity to provide
a lengthy explanation of his ministmyhich is the larger purpos# the letter. (See 2:14
3:6.) Consequently,themainheme i s a defense of Thaul 6s aj
chiefissuewafau | 6 s a p o sty, andimuch ofdhe ketterogprovidesdefense
againset t acks on Paul 6s a authbritymganaposttey , f ai t hfu
In examining the rhetorical situation, we should consider the relationships

bet ween the el ement s todenaBtandlager, act gnd agenayd , s u-

457 Carson et alIntroduction to the NT263.

458 Carson et alIntroduction to the NT281.

459 Brown, Introduction to the NT55556.

460 Furnish, Il Corinthians 505.

461 Achtemeier et alIntroducing the NT34849.
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and so on. Indeed, to some extent we have already done so. For instance, we have
examined the relationship between the act (letter) and the agents (Pthé apadensin
the context of their total interactioWe canalso lookat how he scenaffected theact,
agency, angurposeThe sociehistorical setting of Hellenism, and specifically
Hellenistic Judaism, influenced both Paul and the Corinthians. As a product of Pharisaic
Judaism, Paul employed the Hebrew Sari@$ and rabbinic methods of interpretation,
such asnidrashin 2 Cor 3. Atthe same time, he both usddllenistic thought and
responded to distortions caused by Hellenistic thought, such as when he discussed
wisdom. In 1 Cor 1:185 he argued against mag wisdomsupremeyet in 1 Corl:30

he presentedesus Christs the true wisdom of Godlikewise, in 2 Cor 1:12 he warned
against earthly wisdonyget in 2 Cor 4:46 he availed himself afoncepts in wisdom
literature to describe Jesus Christdoing so, he drerom his owncosmopolitan
background and sought to establish his credibility irctiemopolitarenvironment of
Corinth.

Overview of 1 and 2 Corinthians

Before focusing on our selected text in 2 Corinthians, we need to investigate
literary mntext of the extant CorinthiaaorrespondencéVritten in response to church
problems.1 Corinhians has as its overall themewing into maturity in Christ.
Achtemeier et al. identifietivo related themes: (1) the contrbstween thatardards of
theworld and thestandards of Jesasd (2)thelordship of Jesu&? Followingis a brief

outline of the letter.

1. Openng, 1:19
2. Reprods in response to reports, 118320
a. Overcoming divisions, 1:1@:21
b. Disciplining of open immorality, 5:1.3
c. Settling disputes in the church, 681
d. Overcoming immorality in general, 6ZD
3. Answers to questions, 7:16:12

a. Marriage, 7:140

462 Achtemeier et alIntroducing the NT336-37.

Pagel30© University of South Africa 2015



b. Food offered to idols, 8i1l1:], including discussiond a ul 6 s
apostleshimnd examplg9:1-27
Distinction between male andnfi@lesymbolized by hajrl1:216

d The Lordo6és -Bupper, 11:17

e. Spiritualgifts, 12:1 14:4Q including discussion of the priority of love,
13:1-13

f. The resurrection, 15:568

g. Offerings and travel plans, 161P

4. Concluding exhortations and greetings, 16243

As we have discussgBaul wrote Zorinthians to explaiand defend his
ministry.*®® As a result of his passionate personal defeéh&eone of the most persuasive
ofPaul 6 s .*“Foliowirigis g twrief outline.

Opening: greeting and thanksgivirigl-11

Defese of Paul 6si213 avel plans, 1:12
Nature and purme of Paul 6184 mi ni stry, 2:14
P a u | 6defenseecontluded, 75

Offering for Christians in Jerusalei®:1i 9:15

Response to opponents, 1i0tB:10

Conclusion, 13:114

N o g bk~ w bR

Significant Language in 1 Corinthians
We now turn to an examination of the key statements in the two lettecerning
the identity of Jesus. Our purpose is to obtain a clear picture of Christ through the eyes of
Paul.We will seek taavoidanachronistiénterpretations thatis, to explain the texwe
will not employ later conceptuch as binitdanism, trinitarianism, anchodalism.
Nevetheless, we must recognize the embeddedneBsaobdysis; there is noeutral
placef r om whi ch t o e x ami n solaton ftom isthistéryoob j ect i v el
reception. At baswe can identify our locatioand proceed with grammatiehistorical

exegesis. We must also understand that the ultimafgose of exegesis and of the

463 See particularly 2 Cor 1:1%9, 2:17; 4:25; 5:1213; 1013.
464 Brown, Introduction tothe NT 541.
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presenthesis is to speak to contemporary issuesyso as we seek to exegete with
intellectual integrity and with respect for majorggholarship, we wilfelate our exegesis
to questionsof interest to contemporarglobal Christianity as explained in cB.

1:1-2. fiPaul, called to be an apostle Ghrist Jesus by the will of God, and our
brother Sosthenesy the church of God that is in Corinth, to those who are sanctified in
Christ Jesus, called to be saints, together with all those who in every place call on the
name of our Lord Jesus Christ, hdheir Lord and ours &rom the outset, Paul
identifiedb ot h hi msel f and his readers in relatdi
(messenger, ambassador, commissioner) of Jesus, and the church in Corinth was
Asancti fiedo ( smadeholy)bnledus. HecepPaud atibutedttoe)esyus
both commissioning authority and séfiing power, transcending the power that Jews
attributed tchumans.

Paul used t he epniistva-p et 61 8 p € sakingwotkorGo d 6 s

behalf of humangSee also 1 Cor 1:4; 2 Cor 2:14Nhe phrase fAoccurs in

suggest that it denotes the place.®ofield
He further identified the fAisaintso (san:t
on the name ofur Lord Jesus Christd6 I n t his context, to speal

to give him a divine title and, from Jewish perspectiyeven to identify hinwith oras
Yahweh*®Tofic al | on t he ntualmae df wdrship, foenal ineoking af
the name of a dsji particularly insacrifice,prayer, praise or worship?7In the OT,
people invoked the name of Yahweh in this fastf8indeed, there is little evidence that
for Jews this phrase ever appliecanyonether than Yahweff®

Sociorhetorically, Paul employed the name of Jesus as the functional equivalent
of Yahweh. D identify and defin€hristianbelieves, heused a formulaic phrase
indicating that believersverywheregrayed to and worshipelesus. Indeed, the phrase
may have been a common description for the entire Christian life or at [E@sn@on
description of Christian worshif3’ Some argue that in threligiouscontext of the NTto

worship proskune/w a deityis only complete when involves sarifice, and sinceo

4SRichardsonPaul 6s |2d5nguage

466 See our discussion in ch. 4 and of 1 Cor 16:22 in this chapter.

467 Dunn,Did the First Christians Worship Jesys? 16 ; Capes, HAYHWH Texts, o0 128;
Shape of Early Christian Worship, o 198.

468 E g., Gen 4:26; 12:8; 13:4; 26:25; 1 Kgs 18:24; 2 Kgs 5:11; Ps 105:1; 116:17; I¢a 12:4

¥Capes, AYHWH Texts, o 128.

47%Hurtado,One God, One Lordl09.
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sacrificeswereoffered to Christve have less than full worship offered to Chimsthe
NT.*"2 However, the ritualistic invocation of titivine names associatedith sacrifice
in the OT, andsacrifices were abolishethad r epl aced wi t h imthee fAsacrt
NT (Heb10:1-14;13:15. Here the ritualistic invocation of the divine name is transferred
to the name of Jesuim whatis the NT equivalent of sacrificialorship
1:.3.A1Grace to you anéathperemad et e olnp rGdo dJ eosuu s
As is standard in his letteBaulinvoked both God and Jesus in pronouncing grace and
peace upon the believers, a remarkable exmme$sr a monotheistic Jewrom the
outset we sea certain dality that goes beyond typical OT expressidbkearly, Paul
made some distinction between God and Jesus but at the saasgoniated ogquated
them in some wayPerhaps the best way to understdms phrases by examininghe
OT priestly invocationof Go 6 s n anGe dpieapte*’? It appears in Num 6:227:

TheLoRD spoke to Moses, saying: Speak to Aaron and his sons, saying, Thus
you shall bless the Israelites: You shall say to them LG®® bless you and

keep you; thé.orRD make his face to shine upgaou, and be gracious to you;
theLorb lift up his countenance upon you, and give you peaodhey shall

put my name on thenaelites, and | will bless them.

The priestspeifically pronouncedyrace and peace uponéé s peopl e by c
the divine namé&ahwehover themIn the NTrhetorical situationPauladapted this
blessingby using the name dfesus instead of Yahweh. To describe Jesus as separate
from Yahweh but performing the works of Yahweh would compromiseatineism, and
there is no indication that Paul intended thisaning The alternative is to view Jesus as
performing the works of Yahweh by beitige extension or expseion of Yahweh

This understanding gains suppaou from 2
Lord Jesus may be glorified in you, and you in him, according to the grace of our God
and t he L or dhelast slause inGreekkatat th_a xa&rtou geowr hv~n
kai\kuri/ou hsou=Xristou =There is one definite articket Htewf or bot h A Godo
(geor and A Lor dkudor ghsosXri§tduryi,stwohi(ch ar e separ at

413 . Lionel North, fJesus and Wor shi pEarlyGewdhaacdhd Sacr i
Christian Monotheism19899.

42Norris, | AM, 41-42. See Harry Wolfsorl,he Philosophy of the Church Fathevs). 1: Faith, Trinity,

Incarnation(3d ed.; Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1970), 147.
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(kai). Based onhis Greé& constructiorwe can translatthe phrase a®llows:iaccor di ng
to the grace of our God and Lotde s u s (Vi moig$’t o
Moreover,in 1 Cor 1:3iGodo u r  F antihLeorrod Chrigbshare one
preposition§ f r a)pg), and thust may meanChristis the mediator of divingrace
and peacé’® Paul didnot speak of gace an peace cominffom God and Jestasfrom
two different beings but from the one God of Israel as revealed in Jesus.
1:4.1l give thanks to my God always for you because of the grace of God that has
been given you in Christ JesuBlere Paul used dual language to speak of Jesus as the
agentomeans of Godos grace. He differentiated
attributed the action of God to Jesus.
1:7-8. fiSo that you are not lacking in any spiritual gift as you wait for the
revealing of our Lord Jesus Christ. He will also strengthamntpathe end, so that you
may be blameless on the day of our Lord Jesus GhRstul looked for the personal
return ofJesus Christ in the end of tinfeee also 11:26andhe spoke of the entiime
judgmentdagsof heuf L dorhedT Jpeaksudbt HCeh r d &grRO®T t h e
as the eschatological day of judgmdtdr instance, idoel it is a dayhen Yahweh will
come at the head of an army and thus a day of judgment but also a day of salvation for the
righteous*’®Here, Jesus fulfillsthe ol e of Yahweh in Paul 6s esc
199" God is faithful; by him you were cal/l
Christ our Lord @n addition to this verse, in the Corinthian copasdence Paul used
ASono standi ng e@dlCa h528) amhe spedic Hesignationi Bton o f
Go dodetime(2 Cor1:199He di d not use t*fRaultaelyspokéd Son of
of Jesus @&anly$eeedtées timGompared to over two hundred times for
Christ and over three hundred times for Lord. He did not use it primarildiama title
butto describdesuss a true human who was born, di ed.

plan of salvatiorfor humanity*’’fi Bt when the fullness of time had come, God sent his

43 See Longenecke€hristology 138. This verse is likely an example of the following rule in BDF, 276.3:

AThe article is (naturally) omitted wikdilho tBee sa&lcomd
Titus 2:13; 2 Pet 1:1.

4RichardsonPaul 6s |28lnguage

45E.g., Joel:15; 2:11, 3132.

478 Kazen concluded that the Pauline community did not use this term but had a similar concept of Jesus as
eschatological redeemer who would transform suffering into divine vindication. Thomas K8panpf

Man and Early Christian Identt y F o r nidemtity Bonmaton in the New Testaméed. Bengt

Holmberg and Mikael Winningd/UNT 227; Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008), 118, 121.

"Paul 6s use of ASono for Jesus is as follows: Rom 1
(gospel of); 5:10 (death of); 8:3 (in likeness of sinful humanity); 8:29 (firstborn within a large family); 8:32
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Son, born of a woman, born under the law, in order to redeem those who were under the
|l aw, so that we might r eecbei.veil Faodoptfi omhiase
enemies, we were reconciled@ad through the death of his Son, much more surely,
having been reconciled, wile be saved ByU0).Moreovet, Patle d ( Rom
connected thisitle with Go d 6 srevalatidn to hid fiGod, who had set me apart before
| was born and called me throughs gr ace, was pleased to rev
1:1516ap referringto his Damascusoadencounter with the exalted Chrf<g.

Theol ogi cal | gfGodt hxe rt vea an & SiotmeoNTd-iIrsy pur pos
by contrast wi t hundekcerestthe authenticchdimarity-cd lesuge r , 0
Christin submissiontb he transcendent God. fAWhile Son
signify divine nature, it was probably used in a more functional manner by the earliest
Jewi sh believers t doonsdigwito ®odtheFatkenandhisuni que r
obedi ence t o “°Atéhispomtthe dtlevdsprimarilylfunctioial,
speaking of auman appointed by God othaman to whonGod transferred royal

authority*®IntheNTi t refers to fAthe historical pers
b e i f!gecand, ly identifying the work of the Son as th@rk of Godthrough the
Son it describes Godods maniifPeasutlabtsi ol nha nagnuda gaec

both functionabnd wholy theocentric...06 That God t he Father hi ms
salvation in that whic has happened and will hapgérnough Jesus Christ is what Paul

wants to emphasizewhéne s peaks of “£TheNTdters,tbeh, God. 60
Areject efd dmet hareap®r son (in our sense of ¢
i nvi si B{Reat Giced ., oisfat Hiene $f@opih 0@ 0dd 6 s becausa fromc t i 0 n

Paul 6s monotheistic perspective Gofiscoul d |
6Sond is himself in his aspect as concerne

(giving of, in death); 1 Cor 1:9 (fellowship of); 15:28 (subjection to God); 2 Cor 1:19 (proclamation of);

Gal 1:16 (revelation of, in Paul);2:0 ( Peathui);&:4 (bdrn of a womand;:6 (Spirit of); Eph 4:13

(knowledge of); Col 1:13 (kingdom of); 1 Thess 1:10 (coming from heaven, raised from dead). The last use

has the clearest connection to deity but still occurs in the context of humanity

8Kim,Or i gin of ,Pauud®.s Heosmpernsi dered fAhis Sonodo in Gal
Godo i n -62lbicC,@56. 4: 4

479 LongeneckerChristology 98-99.

480Hahn,Titles of Jesus in Christolog$06, 340.

481 pelikan,Emergence of th€atholic Tradition 189. He stated that, whether correct or not, this conclusion
Afhas become part of the conventional schol arly wisd
4RichardsonPa ul 6 s | 2&0nafingaK gnamel.

483 Dunn, Christology 267. However, for Dunn the NT ultimately supisathe doctrine of the Trinity.
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creature man. So when we say God gave his only Son weth&abod gave
himself “8*

1:10.iNow | appeal to you, brothers and si
Christ, that all of you be in agreement and that there be no divisions among you, but that
you be united in the same mind and the same purpbsgeagainthe name of Jesus
functions socierhetorically justasthe name of Yahwedtlid in the OT.Paul invokedhe
nameof Jesusin an appeal founity in the church. Much likeaking an oath, the purpose
of invoking a name in this fashion is to rely upon the power and authotitg nameto
accomplish a work. Thancient Hebrewsimilarly invoked the name of Yaleh to
i nvoke Godod pronouneeblessirms) cursings, and a4thBaul believed the
name of Jesus was effectivethe same wagndbelievedthe Corinthiarchurchwould
acknowledgehe authorityof thename.

1:13-15. fiHas Christ been divided? W&sawl crucified for you? Or were you
baptized in the name of Paulthank God that | baptized none of you except Crispus and
Gaius, so that no one can say that you were baptized in mydhouking at the socio
rhetorical situationPaulwrote against famnalismin the Corinthian church, in which
various members were claiming to folldaul, Apollos, Cephas (Peter),©hristalone
The implication of his questions.i¥es, the Corinthiamhave (wrongly) divided Christ.

No, Paul was not crucified for the but Christwvas No, they were not baptized in the

name of Paul but in the name of Jesus Christ. Since Christ died for all of them and since
all of them had been baptized in his name, they should overcome diasidmnite

around Christ.

To make this pint, Paul appealed to the early practice of baptizing believers with
the invocation of the name of Je$#sThe name of Jesus was a prominent feature of their
sacred conversion rite. As such, it was closely associated with the forgiveness of sins and

the experience of salvatiof’'The | it er al phr as eiOvindetioneg. i s A1 n

484 Anthony T. HansonThe Image of the Invisible Ggdondon: SCM, 1982), 14@1. He wrote from a

trinitarian perspective.

485E g., Gen 31:4%3; Deut 21:5; 1 Sam 17:45; 20:42; 2 Sam 6:18; 1 Kgs 22:16; 2 Kgs 2:24.

486 Acts 2:38;8:16; 10:48; 19:5; 22:16; Rom 643 Gal 3:27. See Lars Hartmah| nt o t he Name of
Jesuso: Bapt i s m(EdinburghhT&T Eaaky 1997), 35h6621 LorfyeneckerChristology

44. For further discussion, see ch. 7.

487 Acts 2:21, 38; 10:3; 22:16; Rom 10:13.
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Firstcentury rabbis used the phrase for relig rites to idntify the god associated with
the particular rite?88
1:24.iBut to those who are the called, both Jews @neeks, Christ the power of
God and the wisdom of G@dThe OT describe¥ahwehas having all poweunlike
other godsandhis nameproclaimshis power®® Likewise, Yahweh has all wisdom,
unlike other gods, and he is the source of wisdom for huff3H& gives bothwisdom
and power (Dan 2:2@3). Here, Paul associated Christ with divine power and wisdom.
1:30-31.1iHe is the source of your life in Christ Jesus, who became for us wisdom
from God, and righteousness and sanctification and redemption, in thraters itis
wr i t ltetehe pne @ho boasts, boast in the Lod@\gain Paul associated Jesus with
divine attributesandworks In addition to wisdom, the OT describeaghteousness,
sanctification, and redempti@s comingrom Yahweh!®! Indeed, Exod ®-8 associates
the significance of the naméahwehwith the redemptive work of YahwehlerePaul
attributed Godds work of salvation to Jesu.
Since Jesuss the source of all these attributes, Paul admonished haliwvglory
only in him. To justifythis praise to Jesus, he quoted Jer 9:24, which advocates boasting
in Yahweh, and équoted the same statemaugtin in 2 Cor 10:17The latter portion of
Jer 9:24reveals Yahweh to ke source of righteousness, thus reinforcing the
identification of Jesuwith Yahweh hereBecause oPaub exalted view of Jesus he saw
no problem in taking a statemt about Yahweh frotihe Hebrew E&riptures and applying
it directly to Jesus withut justification or commentar§?? Moreover, he expected the
various factions of the Corinthian churichagreewith this practice
TheLXX no doubt facilitated thiglentification Instead ofeadng YHWH aloud
in Hebrew the Jewssubstitutedheword Adonai(Lord); and when theyranslaed the
Hebrew Scripturesito Greek they substitutethe wordKyrios (Lord).*® This usage of
the LXX caused some overlap betwdanguagdor Godandthelanguage applied to
Christ#9

“®Hartmanfil nt o t he Name 06of42tthe Lord Jesus

489 Exod 9:16; 15:3, 16; Num 11:23; Deut 4:39.

490 Job 11:59; 28:1228; Prov 3:1920; Isa 28:29; 33:8; Jer 10:12; 51:145.

4“1 Righteousness: Jer 9:24; 28533:16; sanctification: ¥bd 31:13; Lev 20:8; 21:8; 22:32; Ezek 20:12;

37:28; redemption: Exod 6&; Ps 130:7; Micah 4:10.

2David CapesPl d Test ament Yahweh (WoNTt287; TubingBnaMohrdos Chri st o
Siebeck, 1992), 134.

493 Cullmann,Christology of the N;T200-1.

4%RichardsonPaul 6s |28nguage
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28ANone of the rulers of thiteywogdknotunder s
have crucified the Lord of glory This verse gives Jesustheidme t i tl e of ALoOTr
gloryoltisequi val ent t &Kingohgoryd@dPs24t810) | aedofiGdd of
g | o ({P329:3 for Yahweh

2:16.fid~or who has knownthemindéfe Lor d so as to instru
havethe mindof Christ Thi s verse adapts I sa 40:13: A WF
Lorp, or as his counselor has instructed him
with the mindor spiritof Yahweh?*®From vw. 1016we see pl ainly that f
Spirit is not a third entity, a power or influence or even a personal being . . . but rather
that the Spirit is God: the inner personal being of Godicselfn s ci ous dei ty. G
consciousness has betiaclosed in Jesus Chrigt’

31l.AiAnd so, brothers and sisters, | coulc
rather as people of the flesh, as infants in CloiBta u | repeatedly used t
C h r i(e®nt Xdistw)-{o describe believersdicating that their spiritual life originated
with and was sustained by Chri§t.The effect is to elevate Christ above all other
humans.

3233 And you belong to Chr.itetheOTghad Chr i st
Israeltes werethe people of Yahweh; they belonged to HffFor Paul NT believers are
first and faemost the possession of Chritte leader of redeemed humaasg then by
extension of God.

445n1 am not aware of anything attgdai nst n
It is the Lord who judges me. Therefore do not pronounce judgment before the time,
before the Lord comes, who will bring to light the things now hidden in darkness and will
disclose the purposes of the heart. Then each one will receive commenaatiédod 0
In the OT, Yahweh is the judge of allthe edfhin  t h e eaoing tofjudgethei s
e a r (P99@13; 98:9) Paul placed Jesus in the position of eschatological jueigeand
in2Cor5:10He used t he OT ealificrappsasncetmidentibdesusGo d 6 s ¢
as theeschatological Lord whisz coming a significant attribution of thRunctions of
Godto Jesus®

4% CapesOT Yahweh Textd39.

4% | ampe,God As Spirit81.

4“97See also 1 Cor 4:10; 15:2; 2 Cor 1:21; 5:17.

4% | ev 20:26; Ps 100:3; Isa 43:1; Ezek 16:8.

49 Gen 18:25; Judg 11:27; 1 Sam 2:10; Ps 50:6; 82:8; 94:2; Isa 33:22.

WHurtado, ABinitarian Shape of Early Christian Wor s
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5:35. i Ier though absent in body, | am present in spirit; and as if present | have
already pronounced judgment in the name ofiLitse Jesus on the man who has done
such a thingWhen you are assembled, and my spirit is present with the power of our
Lord Jesusyou are to hand this man over to Satan for the destruction of the flesh, so that
his spirit may be saved in the day of toed.0 Paul usd the name of Jesus invoke
divine powerand authorityand to executdivine judgment, muchsin 1:10.Notably,the
believers gather to worship in the name ofltbed Jesusind issue judgment in the name
of the Lord Jesu®! Once again,ite name of Jesus functions as the rhetorical equivalent
of Yahweh in the OTand the eschatological day of Yahweh becomes the day of Jesus
(To make the thought explicit, some manusc.
6:11.An And t hi s ofysuused o be. Bubyouewere washed, you were
sanctified, you were justified in the name of the Lord Jesus Christ and in the Spirit of our
God @he name of the Lord Jesus was a key element in the conversion of the
Corinthians, including their washirigpm sins, sactification, and justificationThis verse
probably refergo the early practice of water baptism in the name of Jesus Gisrist,
1:13-15.°%2 Acts similarly links washing from sin, water baptism, the name of Jesds
the Holy Syrit (Acts 2:38; 22:16). Jesus wanvoked in the initiation rite as the divine
agent in conversioi.he duality here isonnected with the related but distinct initiatory
experiences of water baptism and Spirit bapfi€s in 1 Cor 1:2 and 5:4, the name of
Jesus factions like the name of Yahweh in the OT.
6 : 1AInd God raised the Lord and will also raise us by his powdiris verse
makes a distinction between God and Christ in the context of the resurrection of humans.
The title AGodo c¢ o mmdwmripotentegcwhilethe divinstitlee ndenc e
A L o idehtifies a human who dietbse againandis a forerunner for other humans
6:1517i Do you not know that your bodies ar
therefore take the members of Christ and make them mewftee prostitute? Never! Do
you not know that whoever is united to a prostitute becomes one body witfohériz
sai d, 6The t woBusahyare unitdd é the lbosd bdcomessohe. spirit with

Hurtado, fABinitarian Shape of Early Christian Wor s
502BoussetKyrios Christos 130-31; Hartmanfi | nt o t he Name 66;LongeheekerL or d Jesus
Christology 44.

503 See Acts 8:14.6; 10:4448; 19:56.
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him.0 Paul considered believetis bememberof the mystical body of Christ and united
with himinspiriti Chr i st hi msel f functioned n effec

7210ATo t he mar rri edoadnotlbutthedord thattee wfeo mma n d
should not separate from her husban&aul citedhe Lord Jesus as an authoritative
teacher. Like Yahweh in the QDeut 11:1) his commands must be obeyPdulmade a
di stinction b engams ainowdq teriving hisGasthotityefrane @hrist and
presenting his own instructions as an applicaon o f Ch (Sesals®%25) eachi n(

7:22.fFor whoever was called in éhLord as a slave is a freed person belonging
to the Lord, just as whoever was free when called is a slave of Clékibether slave or
free, believes belong to the Lord Jesysst as the OT Israelites belonged to Yahweh as
his peoplePaul thereby placed Christ in the unique categoynagersalowner or
patron, superior to all other humans.

7:3235.Al want you to be free from anxietie
aboutthe affairs of the Lord, how to please the Lord; but the married man is anxious
about the affairs of the world, how to please his wife, and his interests are divided. And
the unmarried woman and the virgin are anxious about the affairs of the Lord, so that
they may be holy in body and spirit; but the married woman is anxious about the affairs
of the world, low to please her husbandsay this for your own benefit, not to put any
restraint upon you, but to promote good order and unhindered devotion torthé The
ideal of the Christian life is to please the Lord JeBea$ievers are to establish their
priorities based on the will of Christ and strive to accomplish the work he has for them.

7 . 3Awife ifibound as long as her husband lives. But if tkbdnd dies, she is
free to marry anyone she wishes, only in the Lodg in 7:10, Christians are to live in
under the authority of Christ.

846.i Hence, as to the eating of food offe
the world reatl | §t kxriestiss 6n@an@od htaut one. 6 |
may be secalled gods in heaven or on eadtlas in fact there are many gods and many
lordsd yet for us there is one God, the Father, from whom are all things and for whom we
exist, and one Lord, Jesus @&, through whom are all things and through whom we
e x I Baul.apgpealetb theShemgDeu 6:4)to establish that there is only one Géld
consciously affirmedewish nonotheism and expectéis GentileChristianaudiencé
both supporters and detrac®rto agree The Greek form of th&hemauses botltheos

504 Dunn, Did the First Christians Worship Jesys?r.
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(qeo/) andkyrios (kuriov ) as titles for Yahweh, and ithe contexPauldenied that pagan
ddties deserved to be called by théifles. Yetheimmediatelygave the title okyriosto
Jesusthereby attributinglivine honorto him5% As in Phil 2:911, Paul took a strongly
monotheistic passage from the OT and applied it to JAgadn, it is remarkable that he
would identify God with a human who had recently lived in Palestine.

At the same time, Paul madeealdistinction between God and Chrititere is a
duality similar to that in 1 Cor 1:3he Father is the transcendent God, while Jesus is a
human who died, rose again, and became the exalted Lord. Yet somehow they are
identified as the one God of IsraBrom the context, it is unlikely th&aul intended to
describeChrist as a second dejtipr thenhis detractorsould have accused him of
compromisinghe monotheistic text he citelth 2 Corinthians, when he faced opponents
who appealed to the Jewish law, there is no evidence thathleyed him with violating
the fundamental confessiah Judaism Instead PaulpresentecChristasthe

manifestation or revelation of the one Godtfte purpose of salvation. He usedual

reference to unflereaxwiowevkofamd}t ,iswekddd, Ahi
through Christ®% In Rom 11:36 Paul described Godtls source, means, and objett
creati on: AFrom him and through him and to
in the middle of Goddés creative wealontok. The
two pars but to attribute the divine creative work to Chri3tinn suggested that Paul,

|l i ke Philo and the Wisdom tradition, was

ultimate and unknowable source of being, and God making himself known through his

actsof creaton and what he creatgdand in this contexfaulit hought of God

through Jesus and maki ng himahagsfve damsayw n
Paul expanded or amplifigbde Shema and thudi He lordship of Chrisis for Paul the

expression of his (Jewisimonotheism. . . .&th in Christ is an alvbviation for faith in

G o P®®For Schraggthe first commandment is not outmoded or dismissed, because the

acting God embraces the acting of the one Lord Jesus Christt Shot a second God

next to orundertheone God r at her |, God reveals Godo6s

505Hurtado,One God, One Lordl30 n.2.
S6RichardsonPaul 6s LakdgtagRi chardson did not reject

507 Dunn, Did the First ChristiandNorship Jesus?.0910. Talbert agreed that this statement at most speaks

in the manner of the Wisdom tradition and Philo, perhaps of a projection fronD@edlopment of
Christology 22-23.
S8 RichardsonPaul 6s J3@nguage
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wayin Christ Intheend we wi |l |l see Goddés unigqgueness,
Godhead®®
AccordingtoDunnt he A most nat wesaription of Ghasthera g o f t
would be to sayhe man Jesus was present with God at creationhiswtould be a
misinterpretationpfor then we would have polytheism rather than monotheism as the
passage clearly intends. kover, it would be a selective réagl because those who
view it as signifying distinct peosial preexistence generally interpitesdescribing
coequal personsvhereas a consistent interpretatweould resul in Arianism Thus, we
must look for anotheexplanation. The passage actually ysasonificatiorto identify
Jesus with divine Wisdom. Itisa way of expreveil agawawoll @s no ¢ |
establishing a new ontological categorya new divinebeing At he O6enti tyd we
hisselfr evel ati on, not s*¥Ymeone other than God.
As Nicholson explained this passa@eP a wnbtdifferentiating Christ from God
but rather is uniting them in his argument
salvific acts in history reach thaultimate conclusion in the work of Christ, and cannot be
separated from Christ.o Paul was®This ncl udi n
descriptionis an tnnecessaryancession to latenodes othought, however, as Jews did
not speak of someorasbed ng fii ncl ud e deéity. mstead) weicanhmora 0 t he
easily understand this passage to mean Jesus is the revelation or expression of the deity.
Elsewhere in the NT we find similar statements distingnghetween God and
Christ; their purpose is mt¢o bifurcatethe ceity but to identify Christ as the human

personification of God for the purpose of salvafitii The one Lord (of bel

9% pas Wi r ke n unlamnter das Wirken HesnenHerrn Jesu Christi. . . . Recht wird damit

das erste Gebot nicht Uberholt oder gar verabschiedet. . . . Es impliziert aber andererseits, dafd auch

Christus, der kein zweiter Gott unter oder neben dier@nGott ist, in dem Gt sich aber neu und

letztgultig offenbart hat und mit dem seit seiner Auferweckung die neue Schépfung und die Entmachtung

der Méchte begonnen hat, den eschatologischen Vorbehalt nicht Giberholt. Auch seine Herrschaft ist noch

nicht zu Ende gebracht und uarsal verwirklicht. Am Ende aber wird nicht nur Gottes Einzigkeit, sondern

auch Gottes Einheit und un eSchragelstenhegsizur Eibheitu®ot t hei t h
Einzigkeit Gottes171, 186. He did not reject a trinitarian explanation.

510 Dunn, Partings of the Way60-62. He did not reject a trinitarian explanation.

51 Nicholson,Dynamic Onenes$9.

5125ee John 17:3; Acts 7:58. John describes meditorial prayer in which Jesus said eternal life comes

from fithe only true Godo and himself as someone sen
mi dst of Godédés glory,Gddtandengesaponhnthedrbghpr dapinng o
spirit. The text gives no indication that Stephen saw two separate bodily manifestations of God. Rather, the
right-hand position signifies that Christ is the supremely exalted human, the divinelyeankimg, who
exercises the power and authority of the invisible,
AChri st ds exal ThaEpistesto the CBlossidns, to Bhilamone and to the Ephesians

(NICNT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 198433, also citing Martin Luther for this point.
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separable from the one God (the creator); the Lord through whom salvation comes is the
Lord through whonall things come °&° Later, in1 Cor10:26, which is still in the same
di scussion of eating food offeredLorpd i dol s
and al | ({THs&OMm verssidentifies Yahweb as the creator and ruler of the
world, and Paul applied it to JesuBontextually, thenl Cor 8:46 does not sagne being
called God is the creator and nuehile asecond being called Lord is the agent of
creation. Rather, we have a dual reference to the one God of Israel who is thebateator
who has been revealed in a new waaythe Lordlesus Christ

An examination of the socithetorical situation provides insight as to why Paul
used a dual reference to God in this pasdagegenecker suggested that for Paul to
identify Jesus as Lordnplied that Jesus was Galthy thendid not Paul directly affirm
Jesus as both God and Lord in this pasa#ége becaus®aul wanted to avoid a
polytheistic interpretation by Hellenistic reademhereby they would accept Jesus as just

another one of thgods®'4

In order to proclaim both the absolute lordship of Jesus and yet to preserve the
proclamation of Jesus from being accepted as another polytheistic
presentation, Paul empl oyed the bipart
ALor d J e s Ceor8:6phusingdhe title Godl to signal the note of

monotheism and the title Lord to designate absolute supremacy, though for

him they were roughly equivalent. But as occasionally the unitary confession

of the early church tibwritngsisbhisus i s Lor
consciousness of the nature of his Lord occasionally expressed itself in the
direct assertion that Christ is AnGod b
the titles ®d and Lord in respect to JegdsThess 1:12; Titus 2:13].

An alternate explanation is thBaul addedesus as a second object of worddyip
modifying or expanding thBhemaBauckham discounted this possibility on the ground
thathew ul d have b e e asmfandeagdicallyisubveiting gEhemaa f |
Paulwerefiaddingt he one Lord to the one God of whon

the perspective of Jewish monotheism, he would certainly be producing . . . outright

513Dunn, Christology in the Making180.
514 ongeneckerChristology 141. He supported the trinitarian perspective.
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ditheism. ... Thadditonof a wunique Lord to the wunique

contradictthe uniqueness of the lati@>

8:12 fBut when you thus sin against members of your family, and wound their
conscience when it is weak, you sin against Cbrlstthe OT, all sineven siragainst
another persons ultimatelyan offense to Gaef® Here Paul regarded sin against other
believers as siagainst Christ.

9:1-2. AAm | not free? Am | not an apostle? Have | not seen Jesus our Lord? Are
you not my work in the Lord? | am not an apostle to others, at least | am to you; for you
are thes e a | of my ap o sRall danted tp have sethe AseendedJesds. 0
as the Lord. Moreovethe exaltedlesushadworked through him to establish the

Corinthianchurch.

914l n the same way thattthose wHo @elagn treegagsaina nd e d

should get their living by h e g ®aulpcitet theoLord (Jesygrobably referring to

the tradition behind Luke 10%#’and h e e q u aauthodity with that df Gad tho s
Deu 254 (1 Cor 9:9). We see a paraliell Tim 5:1718, whichidentifies both the

words of God in Det25:4 and the words of Jesus in Luke 10:7 as authoritative Scripture

921iTo those outside the | aw I became

free from Goddés | aw but am undogtside@&dr i st 6 s

| a wPaw made a regdsubstitution ofChrist in place of Godf Paul has not completely
equated Christ with God, at leds$ expressiomdicates a movement thought in this
direction®!8

1 0 : 4&dr theyitirank from the spiritual rock that followed them, and the rock
was Christ h Exod 17and Num2@od br ought water from a
thirst. Paul drew a typological comparison to Christ as teens by which God quenches
spiritual hirsttoday At t he same ti me, At he Rocko
18. Paul used the same OT text a few verses later & spéhe worship of Christ (2 Cor
10:21-22), so he clearly intended a divine reference.

10:9.7n We mu st n tothe test s s@rfe ofithent did, and were destroyed
by s e rRad wsedsstoy in Num 21, in which Israel complained of lack of food

and water in the wildernesa@dGod sent serpents judge them. In the stothe

515 Bauckham,Jesus and the God of Isradi01.
516 Gen 39:9; Ps 51:4.

517 CapesOT Yahweh Textg9-80.
518RichardsonPaul 6s |28l guage
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Israelites tested Yahweh, but Paukrpreted it as a test of Christ, thus equating the two
While a textual variantpafi L o r d 0 ifi@®hEsD leeee dn thee icontext Paul referred
to Christ.
10:2022. fiNo, | imply that what pagans sacrifice, they sacrifice to demons and
not to God. | do not want you to be partners with deméas.cannot drink the cup of the
Lord and the cup of demons. You cannot partake of the table of the Lord and the table of
demonsOr are we provoking the Lord ThelOTj eal ous
forbids the worship of other gods or the making of idols because God is jealous (Exod
20:4-5; 34:14).In the OTthose who sacrificed to idols were worshiping demons instead
of Yahweh, thereby provoking him to jealougpeut32:16-17, 21). Those who offered
polluted food on the altar were despising the table of Yahweh (MalPad)applied this
teachingabout Yahweh to the Lord Jesus to expthiat Christians, who partake of the
Lordés Supper, should not part alkedordblesud oods
presides over the distinctive ritual meal of the early Christians explicitly like God in the
OT andlike the pagan gods of other religiott8 The Lord Jesus hostise Lords meal
just as SerapiBosted the meals of his cult, implyitigat Christians worship the Lord
Jesus like the devotees of Serapis worsthipm.>° Here, then, the equivalent of OT
sacrificial worships given to ChristMoreover,Paul equated Jesus with God in
opposition tdalse gods, who werdemonsl n Deut 32: 2 Theynaatlewmmeh s ay s
jealous with whatisnogog,r ovoked me with their idol so;
Yahwehoés identity.
10:26AFor Ot he dmessd rhe atnhlde Iinlthes sathéconte&t,oPaul
guotedPs24:1, a statement about Yahviee o wner s h japdappliedittbthe ear t h
Lord Jesu$?'Here Jesus assuséa hwe hdés role as the creater
1 1 : But | wdnt you to utkerstand that Christ is the heéaf every man, and the
husbands the head of his wife, and God is the head of Chi#e can also translatbe
middleclausei and t he head of t TisvemedsanguishesGodhan o (
Christ, man, and woman what sounds like a hierarchy. According to recent scholarship,
howevert he wor d t r &efadhl)a tmeeda nishirdiisdodnteXtaad not

®Hurtado, fABinitarian Shape of Early Christian Wor s
520 Dunn, Did the First Christians Worship Jesyss0.
521 Kramer,Christ, Lord, Son of Gqdl56; CapesQT Yahweh Text443.
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fi a ut h>?mTHe pojnt iodnot to establish a rigid hierarchy but to draw an an&iogy
creation and memptionbased on time sequendée transcendd God is the souecof
Christ as the manifested image add32 Cor 4:4). Christ is the source of humans both in
the original creative concept of God (1 Cor 8:6) and in the new creation (2 Cor 5:17).
Man isfirst of the human creation atige historical source of woman in the creation
account (1 Cor 11:8).
12223 A You know that when you were pagans,
idols that could not speak. Therefore | want you to understand that npealeirsy by
the Spirit of God ever says O6Let Jesus be
except by t koePatldhe fund&memntal and distnguishing confession of
Christians idilJesus is Lor@.(See also Rom 19, 13; Phil 2:911.) This confession
meanghey are not idolaters or polythtssSocierhetorically,it corresponds to
confessing the name of Yahweh in the QTKgs 8:3336; 2 Chr 6:2427). In the OT,
Yahweh is botiGod (Elohim) and Lord Adona) (Deu 10:17).For Paul, theSpirit of
Godpromps believers to acknowledge Jesus as |ardl thg also encounter Jesas
theimage of the invisible God (2 Cor#46; Col 1:15.A The uni ver s al | or ds
thenewepr essi on of J e3\his gassage depidtsmepeoplenas O
opposinghe deification of Jesus, biitalso depicts them amutside the Christian faith.
Paul expected the Corinthian c¢ hdinestatust o agr
12246.A Now t here are varietiandtherrbregi fts, b
varieties of services, but the same Lord; and there are varietediwities,but it is the
same God who acti vat dnghispdsdagepPfaul dsédearalldl n e v e r
statements to communicate tlzare basic ideaf unity amid dversity in the exercise of
spiritual gifts. From the parallelthe work of the Lord Jesus the work of Godthere is a
functional equivalencéHere we have Hebraic repetition for emphasis, not to make a
ontologicaldistinction®24 However,some see aitidic referencsupporing the
construction of a trinitarian model.
12:1213.AFor just as the body is one and ha

members of the body, though many, are one body, so it is with Christ. For in the one

522philip PayneManand Wenman, One in Christ: An Exegetical and T
(Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2009),12% . Thus fAGod is the head of Chri st
from God in the 3@carnation. o I bid., 138

523RichardsonPaul 6s 28nguage
524Norris, | AM, 59.
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Spirit we were all baptized ia one bod§ Jews or Greeks, slaves or féeand we were
al | made t o d Byparkaking 6f the Speit ofS5od, believers are
incorporated into Jesus Chridesus is more than a prophet or a rabbi, but in some sense
believersgdentify personally with him.
1 5 : 1Weaare evien found to be misrepresenting God, because we testified of
God that he raised ChristAs in 6:14, we have a distinction between God and Christ
based on Chri st 0s higreseractiontromtheddaa human and
15:2628 A But in fact Christ has been raised
those who have died. For since death came through a human being, the resurrection of
the dead has also come through a human being; for as all die in Adam, so all will be
made alive in Christ. But each in his own order: Christ the first fruits, then at his coming
those who belong to Christ. Then comes the end, when he hands over the kingdom to God
the Father, after he has destroyed every ruler and every authority and pawdre F
must reign until he has put all his enemies under his feet. The last enemy to be destroyed
is deat h[.GrFoek f&Gbidpal all things in subject
when it says, O6AlIl things adoesnopincludethe subj e
one who put all things in subjection under him. When all things are subjected to him, then
the Son himself will also be subjected to the one who put all things in subjection under
him, so that GoAdahman, Chrs the ldivinely anoindet king who
was born as a sodied, was raised from the deadhdreceivedauthority to defeat all
enemies of the human race. After completing this task, his final act as a son will be to
deliver the kingdom to God and subject hithtz God.
As in 15:15 we have a duaference to God and Christhd distinctiorbetween
the two isthat Christ $ a human who was raised from the d&sd.couldunderstandhe
ensuing discussion abinitarian description ofhe supreme God and a subordinate Son
who is distinct from God. ElsewheRaul affirmed botlmonotheism anthe divine work
of Christ so this passage could indicate an inconsistency in his thinking or expression
But according tdhe explanation of sontenitarian scholarshere may nobea
pronouncedlisaepancyif, instead ofinticipating the latedebates betweeithanasians
and Arianswe examine thpassage intermsafn fiapodal gptoil ©®og@. 0 The

i s on AChri st asGodhoe ameds sii Gond 6cs aaggeenntt offor a
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the entire cosmos®fiii s passage does not depict oOa s|
monarchso® but rather presents the exalted
divine plenipotentiaryholding dsolute swaydr a limited period &%t describes the end

of Chr i sahuinan mediatoebutal@es not speak concerning his divine ideitity.

For Nicholsonnhe Aapparently hierarchical | anguage
but unitegshem.Handing over the kingdom to God in the end is an affirmation that God

has fulfilled the original plan for creatiomad has f ul f iptomigesiThesohe of G

God is the Asource of alll reality, 0 and Go¢
fulfilled in Christ®®Paul | ater described the one God a
own presence: AThe one who raised the Lord
bring us with you i nfTustheGawhp is ewealethcCarst ( 2 Co
andwhoacts n Chri st is wultimately dall in all.o

Verse 25 says, AFor he must reign unt.il

Accor di ng t de dRhbjectofa.r28i€host the doritext requiresdtand if so
Paul ascribethe wok of Yahweh inPs110:1 directly to Christ?® Phil 3:21 similarly
says Christ subjects all things to himself. Dunn heard in 1 Cor-P8#4e c hoes of
Phil obs understanding of the Logos: that t|
can reach out to G and as far as God can come to humankind, but that God is always
beyond the Logos. So fith the Lordship of
In shorf we can understartlis passagasdescriling the activity of the one God
in Christ. It associates the title of Son witkeenporal roldor a specific purposevhich
fits well with PaS%Thesetermal God manifestesl bimselfinanchi s t |
as the human Son in order to give humans ultimate victory over sin, demonic powers, and
death itselfAs a result of the work in the end God, the Father, reigns over the entire
universe throughout eternity.
1545AThus it i6i wsitman, Adam, became a |
Adam became alifg i v i n g In some way €hrigi the divine Spirit who givelse,

Scott Lewis, fAiSo That God M3y SEBtA4A(I99)208410A1 | : 1 Cor
526 Hurtado,One God, One Lord86, citing D. M. HayGlory at the Right Hand: Psalm 110 in Early

Christianity (SBLMS 18; NashvilleAbingdon, 1973), 61.

527Kevin Giles,Jesus and the Father: Modern Evangelicals Reinvent the Doctrine of the T@nityd

Rapids: Zondervan, 2006), 114, 199.

528 Nicholson,Dynamic Onenes401, 103.

52%RichardsonPaul 6s |38 guage

530 Dunn, Did the FirstChristians Worship Jesus211.

531 See our discssion of 1 Cor 1:9 and see n.477
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a work that the OBscribes exclusively to Goth the beginningGod breathed intthe
first humanfithe breath of lifeandthe manbecame a living beirig(Gen 2:7) In a
metaphorical sens&o d 6 s b r e asante Hebrew Bopliach)iwbuld (esurrect
the nation of IsraglEzek 37:4).Under t he new covenant, #APaul
some sense the defiilwn of theSpirit; itisthe Jesus har act er of hi s and
experiences of the Spirit which marks them out as authe®fitin 1 Cor 15:45, Paul
identifies theexalted Jesus with the Spirit. .I.n  t he bel i evernos exper.i
distinci on bet ween CHiledusanhdi Bpdlrfitasd the arch
becomelifegi vi ng Spirit. 6 T hbeliev@rpis Christ,and @hsistis he n e
the Spirit %*J esus @i s otnheofi nchaer veétt y Spirit of Go
1558 Ther ef or e pbe steadfadinanovables adways excelling the
work of the Lord, because you know that in the Lord your labor is mot v @hristians
are working for Jesus Christ, and they can expect a reward from him.
16:7Al do not want to see you now just in
with you, i f JeshseChristaireds the évesof believers iarideir
authority for allplans and activities.
16:21-24. fil, Paul, write this greeting with my own hand. Let anyone be accursed
who has no love for the Lord. Our Lord, come! The grace of the Lord Jesus be with you.
My love be with all of you in ChristJesuBaul 6 s personal <c¢closing i
Jesus four times as many verses. He pronoungedgment on those who do not love
Jesus, dked on Jesus to return, commendhesireaders to the graceddsusand gave
them his love in JesuAs we have prewusly noted, Paul used an untranslated Aramaic
expression herd/larana tha whichis generally considered to beprayer or an
invocation formula, and is probabl Welt o be
before the date of the letter, it mustviealready been a standard worship phrase
which casegheworship of Christ was characteristicAfamaicspe&ing ChristiansIf so,
devotion to Jesuand a high view of Jesus emerged very exdflizooking at the
rhetorical situationMaranathais a prayer rather than a confessidfiThe mnfession

532 Dunn, Christology in the Makingl45.

533Dunn, Christology 165. Ultimately he did not reject an overarching trinitarian explanation.
534 Lampe,God As Spirit 79.

535 william Barclay, The Letters to the Corinthiarfeev. ed.; Daily Study Bible Series; Edinburgh:
Westminster, 1975), 157.

53 Hurtado,How on Earth?36-37.

537 LongeneckerChristology 121-22; Dunn,Did the First Christians Worship Jesusg.
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that Jesus is Lord wakerived from the practice of pray&iot vice versawith both
originating in ancient Palestinian Christiamit§ In turn, the brdship of Jesusnderlies
every NT passage thatentifies Jesus witbr asGod>3°
Godbds people were recipi efaseflectdd alsoins gr a
the greetings of RanelYétherBladsimplereferredograce | udi ng

from the Lord Jesus.

Significant Language in 2Corinthians
1:2. Grace to you and peace from God our Father and the Lord Jesus.Christ
As in1 Cor 1:3 Paulused a dual reference to spedilgrace and peace coming from the
one God of Israel as revealedaind throughlesusAgain he used onpreposition &)pa/
fifromo), which maysignifythatCh r i st medi at es dhdtdase,lgpthace a
grace and peace corfrem God the Father artle Lord Jeus Christ, with God as the
source ancChristas the mean¥! God the Father and the Loreslis Christogether
become theingle sairce of divine grace and peadéo r eov er , froingthei t e apar
theological implications of a single preposition, the deity of Christ is here implicitly
affirmed, for a monotheistic Jew would never juxtapose a maren beig with God as

acomparablefours f s pi ri tual bl essi*Therei®spmea | i ty be:
tension with the next verse, however, whicl
whole story.

1 : Blessdi be the God and Father of our Ldedus Christ, the Father of
mercies and the God of all consolatio®here isonly one article in the phras® geo_v
kai\path k; thusthe two titlesofi Go d 0 a n ddenfiffFtietsdmesubiiect
Consequently, God is not only the Father of Jesus batthé God of Jesi&® In other
words, when making thaistinctionbetweerthe Fatheand Jesusaul thought of Jesus
outsideor beyondhe identity of GodThis language indicates some type of subordination
of Jesus to GodVe might suppose God and Jegubetwo persons who are
ontologically equal, yet with Jesus being functionally subordinate in some sense, although

this type of explanation stretebJewish monotheism quite far and impoaealegree of

538 Cullmann,Christology d the NT 215.

539 Cullmann,Christology of the N;T218.

540See Gen 6:8; Exod 33:41%; Prov 3:34.

541 Barrett,Second Epistle to the Corinthigrss.
542 Harris, Second Epistle to the Corinthigris36.
543 Harris, Second Epistle to the Corinthigris2.
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philosophical complexity not immediately apparfnin the text. Perhaps an easier
explanationis that, for Paul, Jesus was a genuine human being who served God and yet in
whom God dweltthushe could be identified with Goak the manifestation of Go@lhe
significance of thelistancing language is toysaomething new about the identity of God
i n relati on The®TidzotitiedGod lpyeavenanerelationshipghe God
of Abraham, the God of Isradllow God is revealed b§ o dattns in and through
Christ Jesus Christ reveals both how God &l@nd how Gois Father*
1:13b-14. 1l hope you will understand until the ehds you have already
understood us in padtthat on the day of the Lord Jesus we are your boast even as you
are our boasb As in 1 Cor 1:78, Paul spokef the enetime dayofjdd g ment as At he
of the Lord Jesus. 0
1 : 1Fporthefdon of God, Jesus Christ, whom we proclaimed among you,
Silvanus and Timothy and |, was o0bhe Ob6Yes a
title ASon of Godo appearseospoydbdece, i al t e
appearsn 1 Cor 1:9; 15:28. As we discussed at 1 Cor 1:9, theutittkerscores the
genuine humardentity of Jesus, the one who diaad rose again, which is the content of
the proclamation about him (1 Cor 15t}
1:21-22. fiBut it is God who establishes us with you in Christ and has anointed us,
by putting his seal on us and giving us his Spirit in our hearts as a first instalirhkme
we have triadic laguage whichperhapsould support the construction of a trinitari
model As in 2:14 and 3:3, however, it is instrumental in natGed secures believers in
their union with Christ and i mparts Godods
2:10. Anfyone whom you forgive, | also forgive. What | have forgiven, if | have
forgiven anything, has been for your sake in the presence of Cl@Hatist is presenh
the lives of believerand obsergstheir conductlin this life believers stand before Christ
to gve account of their actions; thisalityfor e s h a d o wjsdgr@emtrtoi caned s
(5:10).
2:12 WIien | came to Troas to proclaim the good news of Christ, a door was
opened for me in the LordGhrist opened a door of ministry for PaNbt only did Paul
preach about Christ, but Christ was active in guiding his ministry
2:14. Bufithanks be to God, who in Christ always leads us in triumphal

procession, and through us spreads in every place the fragrance that comes from knowing

544Barrett,Second Epistle to the Corinthiarks.
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him. Believers enjoy present victoryibhe work of God in Christ, and their lives are
transbrmed by having a personal relationship v@thrist Roman generals celebrated a
foreign military victory by a procession in Rome upon their retlihe dual reference
describes one general, not two. God as manifested in Christ is the triumphant general.

3:3. Anil you show that you are a letter of Christ, prepared by us, written not
with ink but with the Spirit of the living God, not on tablets of stone but on tablets of
human hearts d@he Corinthian blievers are letterfrom Christ, written byPaul by
means ofG o d Spsit. Christ wa the true founder of the Corinthian church and the true
author of the new spiriall lives ofbelievers there. Paul was his agent or scrmeking
through the SpiritAs we will discuss in ch6, Pauldrewfrom OT passagas which God
promised to write Godds | aws on the hearts
31:33; Ezek 11:120; 36:2627). Here Christ assumes the funciohGod ancemploys
Godbs Spirit.

3:17-18. AiNow the Lord is the Spirit, and where the Spifithe Lord is, there is
freedom. And all of us, with unveiled faces, seeing the glory of the Lord as though
reflected in a mirror, are being transformed into the same image from one degree of glory
to another; for this comes from the Lord, the Spidts we will discuss in cl®, this
passage identifies Jesus with Yahweh and w

4:4-6. In their case the god of this world has blinded the minds of the
unbelievers, to keep them from seeing the light of the gospel of the glory of Christ, who
the image of God. For we do not proclaim ourselves; we proclaim Jesus Christ as Lord
and ourselves as yoursst hee6&o tiLethightGenea s d, s a |
out of dhohds sheng m pud hearts to give the light of the krdyelef the
glory of God in the face of Jesus Chridds we will discuss in cl6, this passage
identifies Jesus as the glory of God and the image of God.

4:10. Alays carrying in the body the death of Jesus, so that the life of Jesus may
also be made vilgle in our bodies desus is alive and lives in believerbe goal of
believers is to reveal the living Christ to others.

4:14.fBecause we know that the one who raised the Lord Jesus will raise us also
with Jesus, and will bring us with you into his ggaced This verse parallels 1 Cor 6:14
and 15:15, whicimamethe one who raised Jesus from the dead as God. Once tsi
dual reference distinguishes Jesus from Gowlégtifying Jesus with humans.

5:1.AFor we know that if the earthly tent we liveis destroyed, we have a
building from God, a house not made with hands, eternal in the heaydtimugh the
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reference is to the future resurrection body of believeesnay have here an allusion to
the descripti astheteniple@Bod 6 st PR Peomdgye .

5:8. Ye$, we do have confidence, and we would rather be away from the body and
at home withthe LordBa ul 6 s heatpwas ta diwelewith Jdsuss Lord.

5:10. Foiiall of us must appear before the judgment seat of Christ, soablat e
may receive recompense for what has been done in the body, whether goad dhevil
OT identifies Yahweh as fithe Judge of all
supreme judgéi®yet here (and in Rom 19+10) Jesus will behe judge of théiuman
race

5:11 Therefore, knowing the fear of the Lord, we try to persuade others; but we
ourselves are well known to God, and | hope that we are also well known to your
consciences n the OT, the fear of Yahweh is the beginning of knowledge and wisdom
(Prov 1:7; 9:10), yet Paul was motivated by the fear of the Lord Jesus.

5:17. Saif anyone is in Christ, there is a new creation: everything old has passed
away; see, everything hasdbme nevdIn the OT, Yahweh is thereator (Is 40:28
43:15), yet believers become a new creation in CHrist.life of believers is transformed
by their relationship with the living Chridgh v. 15 Paulsai€chr i st fAdi ed f or a
is anevent hat occurs to humans, whilesation is an actfasod. According to this
passage Christ has both divimelahuman functions

5:182 0 All this is from God, who reconciled us to himself through Christ, and
has given us the ministry of reconciliation; th&tin Christ God was reconciling the
world to himself, not counting their trespasses against them, and entrusting the message
of reconciliation to us. So we are ambassadors for Christ, since God is making his appeal
through us; we entreat youonbehal®h r i st , be r eThiopassagt ed t o G
further describes he si gni fi cance of Christds death
work of Christ is actually the work of God. God is the one who has reconciled us to
Godds self using Christ as the means. God
s ome h ow Edthiisia giving@ sventlthat brings sinful humans into relationship with
God and gives them new life.

Versel9 explains how the death of Christ can actually be the reconciling work of
God.Thefirst clausein Greek isw(v dBgeoV hh é Xristw~| k&man katalla&sswn

545 Scott Hafemann, review of C. Marvin Patglam Christology as the Exegetical and Theological
Substructure of 2 Corinthians 45:21, JBL 113 (1994): 347. See John 1:14; 2:21.
546 Gen 18:25; 1 Sam 2:10, 25; Ps 7:8; 50:6; 75:7; Isa 33:22.
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eAutw~|The most natural reading based on the word order would bea m ¢hht y50d
was in Christ reaaciling the world to Himselfo  ( N)ASiB- &od was in Christ
reconciling t he )wAnotkidthd NRS\baysi@r&ddfwasin( NL T
Christ reconciling the world to himsefTo most contemporary commentators, hogre
this meaningseems too incarnational for this early date, especially since the opening
words,w(v @ (fi t h a tndidateRayl was quoting a traditional ddoal confessior?*’
They typically concludéhat Pauprobably employed a traditional formulation but did not
intend it as an explicit incarnational statemieetause the idea of incarnation is not
otherwise present in Faulds letters or in

The question is how to translate the key warely hj e Xristw~| k&mm
katalla&sswn . Thetwo mast likely options are(1)i God was reconciling
(= through) Christ@@iiGod. waByihi €£hagsehcyogec:
w o r P*Linguistically, both are possible although BDF notes #@tdBgeoV hjn eOn
Xristw~|is equivalent tav(v geou= o!ntov ¥fstw~|( it hat God being i n C
which supports the second optioH.

The first option makesOn Xristw+|ifi Chrig ohke equivalent oflia_ Xristou=
(At hr ou g B! Thegrammatiaal)contetavors the second optiofi:a f t éAr t he
Xristw~| of v. 17 anddia_ Xristou=of v. 18, it would be confusing, to say the least, if
Paul did not inten@On Xristw+$ have itsnormal meaning in v. 198 A mediating
possibilityis thatel indicates instrumentalityhile alsoalludingt o Goddés presenc
Christ. If sothe concept of incarnation would be present although not stated expfititly.
For our purposes it is sufficietd note thgtunder any interpretation, this versdesignate
a unique, exalted status for Christirthermore, the second optisnmorecompelling,

namel y, @ Go d*Whe seasbns ar€ds followst

547 Furnish,ll Corinthians 334; Thrall,Second Epistle to the Corinthiaris433.

548 Furnish,ll Corinthians 318.

549 Martin, 2 Corinthians 15354.

550 BDF, 396.2.

551 Thrall, Second Epistle to the Cathians 1:434.

S2RichardsonPaul 6s |282nguage

53 Thrall, Second Epistle to the Corinthigris434. She presented but did not adopt this view.

554 Adopting this option are Karl Bartighurch Dogmatic$14 vols.; 19321977; repr., New York: T&

Clark, 2004), 4.2:86; GreenwoodPaidlhts [|38nBuonhget h
Christology 209; TalbertDevelopment of Christology 1 1 6 ; Larry W. Hurtado, A
Worship Jesus? A Re Febmiary 2818]sCnline: bttp:Marrghurtado.@lés werdpress
.com/2010/07/dunwasjesusworshippedreview.pdf.

Pagel54© University of South Africa 2015



First, while a full concept of incarnation may notdseinciatedn the context,
throughot the Corinthian correspondenaul used exalted languaigeequate Christ
with Yahweh. In the immediate context, he proclaimed Christ as the supremendige
as ceator(2 Cor 5:10 17),roles otherwise reserved for Yahweshowing Paul could
iment alsley t%e t wo. 0

Second, in the contexPaul declared the gospel has been revealed through Christ
as the image and glory of God (2 Cor-8}4 Later in the letter, h@escribed the genaus
act of Christ, who was richet who became poor for our salvationd@r 8:9). This verse
surelycommunicates incarnational concepfssowe cannot rule own incarnational

understanding of 5:18n contextual grounds

Third, when we examine the rhetorical situatiatnh e i dea t hat #fAGod v
isintertwinedwitht he 1 dea t haeéc doidl wag the worl d to
Pauline thought reconcilni £Lthiromsti, s n®p e aeniefr ied
onbehalfof God fABut God proves his |l ove for us ir

Christ died fidr gusv® (tRamks: 8)o. my God al way
grace of God that has been Fomhiseownyou i n Ch
conversion experience, which lies behind 2 Cor&816, Paul associated Y
revelation in Christ wi tfiThe¥raatomGothvias himéelr k o f
acting in and through Christ.s.o t hat Chr i st 6 san@mcnmehtofi n par i
Go d 0 s. *8ffid[2 @or 5:19]obviously means that all that God is, without either
needing or being subject to any change or diminution or increase, is characterized by the
fact that He is everything divine, not for Himself only, bubals his Sonfor the sake of
man and for hine>>®

Fourth the letter to the Colossiamsvhetherwe regardit as a letter from Paul
himself or somenewriting in the Pauline school of thgh® communicates a similar
conceptSpeaking of Christ t s a ynsim allitHe fuliness obod was feased to
dwell, and through him God was pleased to reconcile to himself all things, whether on
earth or in heaven, by making peace through the blood of hi®c§is1:1910) .For fi

in him the whole fullness of deity ddlis bodilyd  ( 2%°P° We see a clearonnection

Greenwood, AThe Lord Is the Spirit,o 470.

556 Barnett,Second Epistle to the Corinthigr06.

557 Dunn, Christology in the Making195; idemChristology 379.

558 Barth, Church Dogmatics4.2:86.

59 Barth connected 2 Cor 5:19 with Col 2@hurch Dogmatics4.2:86), and Dunn connected 2 Cor 5:19
with Col 1:19 Christology in the Makingl196).
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and development ofeistological thought n t he descri ption of Chr
Godo (2 Cor 4:4) and At he i Teagiealsod t he i nv
connection and development of thought fromm ma g e tod fGfowldol ness of d
b o d i swipadikwfy).>®°We can likewise see the connection and progragsom the
statementthabo d wa s 0 adKrist@) to thesstatemeft thaitl the fullnessof

the Deity a@auv-Moreoveln Cohtd920 makesexplicit what we are

arguing for 2 Cor 5:1%amely, God chose to dwell fully in Christ in order to bring

reconciliation ad peace by the cross of Christ.

In short, orthe basis ofhe Greek gramrar and contexthe preferable translation
of 2 Cor 5:1%ccording taNIDNTTis:A God was i n Christ, reconci
himselfo NIDNTT givesthis reasonfi tiwas only because God in all his fullnéssl
chosen to dwell in Christ, only because there dwelt embodied in Christ the total plentitude
of Deity (Col 2:9) that reconciliation was accomplishe After giving five detailed
grammati cal reasons to prefer tghhewotldt@ns| at |
hi ms el fsaidtheilaases nosa direct reference itecarnation because there is no
specific concept of dwelling or takingup residentdher e i s, however, fa
Christology [that] presupposes, dirtls its ultimate basis, anontological Christology.

Not only was Christ Godés agent in effecti]
divine presence, thus giving validity to his reconciliatory sacrifice. God was in Christ and
therefore act>>%dhistmhanmogu gfthi tG&h rwiesltl. owi t h Paul 0s
recounted in Acts. As an enemy of God, Paul was recortal€bdby a Chrisbphany,

the manifestation of God in Christ.

In the context, Padladalreadysaidiione PJesus<Chr i st ] has died for
andGod eiconci l ed us t o (\ai8mswel9lie did imaredhay h Chr i s
simply restate the thought of v. 18. He expanded it to the whole world (as already
indicated in v. 14), bute also explained the connectiore t ween Chri st 6s dea
Go d 6 s fweoconciiatian. The two statements are not in conflict, nor do they describe
two different acts. Instead, v. 19 explains how the two previous thoughts merge together
as one. Because God was in Christ, the dea:

reconciliation for the worlddiGod was doing the reconciling.

S60Kim,Or i gi n of ,R2ruHe éuggested sqpatisigmatikw~vto eiOkonikw-{imnagelike).
IMurray J. Harris, APrepositions N®NT@3:IM%%Beol ogy i n th
562 Harris, Second Epistle to the Corinthign#t1-43.
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G o dP®3Even if the full conception of incarnation comes later, the basic ideas are present
in 2 Cor 5: the human identitf Christ (v. 15), the divine identityf &hrist (v. 17), and
the integration of these two concepts with the reconciling work of God in Christ (vv. 18
19). Moreover, the passagses both Goedand Christanguage to convey the full idea
For Richardsorn?2 Ca 5:19 is highly significant imnders andi ng Paul 6s v
Christ:

| am suggesting, t WwEdat2dCore519divesausa Paul 0
remarkable glimpse into the mind of a Jew strugglint o expr ess t he

n e vand coming, in the process, to the verybmf incarnational language.

...MNamely t hat (as some putecondlingtheworldvas 6 G
t o hi mshellnfc.aor nati onal 6 | anguage of thi:
of Paul 6s ot heapose Galane @heastiangsiag€®h at | u xt

While Paul may have organized and expanded the undeirsgaof Christ in a
new way) exemplified by 2 Cor 5:19 and later Coll%199 as we have already noted
bothpassages happarentlyquoted from early traditional material such as a corgessi
and a hymn. Thus, the elemts for the deificationf Christ go back to the earliest strata
of distinctively Christian thought, even pl
Verse 20 continuewith the dual language of God and Christ, underscoring
Chr i st d@sthe recenailindgpwork of Godnl act i ng as CRauliwast 6s am
simultaneously acting as Gbds s p 0 k Eos hpng to sejresent Christ was to
represent God (as revealed in Christ).
6:1516.Ai What agreement does Christ have wit
share with an unbeliever? What agreement has the temple of God with idols? For we are
the temple of the Iiving God; as God said,
wilbethei r God, and t heGodbhsalde dpl enya rpee oGpd dkd O
dwel ling place, yet Godds temple is also e
the description of the church as fAthe body
communiolms t hefht &klCGorde:2d.o (

63 Barrett,Second Epistle to the Corinthigris77.
564 RichardsonP a u Ladgsiage 29596.
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8:9. iFor you know the generous act of our Lord Jesus Christ, that though he was
rich, yet for your sakes he became poor, so that by his poverty you might become rich
Here we have what is possilihe mostincarat i o n a | | anguage in Paul
correspondencén the rhetoricakituation it is not in an attempt to estash the identity
of Jesus bupart of an appeal for an offering. Paul did not consider the idea to be
controversial or innovate but expe&d the Corinthiant understand and acknowledge
the tuth of the statement. He stated the accepted lukltbke early Christians.
Paulprobablyg u ot ed it r a®forfi eBreedahdenteng®% at at teast
thisverseishi@ f r e e a d a p ttianal themlogical fatensent®®rThedise of the
full name ALord Jesus Chri st o Althoudh cat es a |
Furnish was reluctant to interpret 5:19 as incarnational, he acknowlgage3:9 speaks
of the incarnation of Chrisf® Indeed, this passage is typically seen as incarnafitthal
We should be careful not to read later ideas back into this text, howéeer.
verse seems to assupr@existence in some way, but it need not require the preexistence
of Christ as a divine beingsiinct from God the Father, for other passages of this nature
are fAallusive an.dlsidsuficiengtd upndenstant that, fooPadl, ¢tha |
Lord of glory was uniquely revealed in the humble human person of Jesus, and his
example is instruove for believersChr i st 6s sacri ficial gi ving,
ontological preexistence, is the basis for the appeal to give an offering.
82L Fér we intend to do what is right not
sight of others Ghrist oversees the life and ministry of believers, which implies the
divine attributes obmniscienceandomnipresenceOnce again, believers give account to
Christ as Lord in their daily live3his verse is parallel to Prov 3:4jtlwChrist assuming
Godd s :rSaiyoe will find favor and good reputen t he si ght of God a
10:4b5.A" We destroy arguments and every prou
knowl edge of God, and we t ak eChrstisdordlevenh o u g h 1
of the thought life of believer€hrist has power over all opposing forces, rational and

565 HansonJmage of the Invisible Go@64.

566 Martin, 2 Corinthians 263.

567 Furnish,ll Corinthians 417.

568 Furnish,ll Corinthians 417.

569 HansonJmage of the Invisible Go@63; Dunn,Theology of Payl291; BarnettSecond Epistle to ¢én
Corinthians 407-8; Barrett,Second Epistle to the Corinthiar#&3; Harris,Second Epistle to the
Corinthians 579.

570Dunn, Theology of Payl291.
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spiritual, and empowers believers to overcome thigymmplicationChrist has the divine
attribute of omnipotence.
10:8 Nadiv, even if | boast a little too much of outlzarity, which the Lord gave
for building you up and not for tearing you down, | will not be ashamed @litrist is
t he source of P a ChrigdworkathroughPaul to luild@athetchuch. i t y .
10:17. Leiithe one who boasts, boast in tlued. fin the context of describing
ministry for Chrst, Paul again quoted from Jer 9:24eTLord of this OT passage is
Yahweh, whom Paul identified with Jesus Christ.
10:18 Foiiit is not those who commend themselves that are approved, but those
whom tle Lord commends®he source of true commendation and apprev@ihrist,
here again identified as the Lord God of the T
11:2 | féel a divine jealousy for you, for | promised you in marriage to one
husband, to present you as a chaste virgin to Cbi@trist is the husband of believers.
In the OT, Yahweh was the husband of Israel (Isa 54:5; Hos 2:16). In Jer331.:31
Yahweh proclaned thatalthough he had been the husband of Israel, she had broken his
covenant. Nevertheless, he would establish agmw@nant in which he wouldrite his
laws on theheartsof his peoplePaul alluded to this promise 2nCor 3:23, but under the
new covenant Christ is the husband of Godéd:
fulfilling the role of Yahweh in th©T.
11:31.iThe God and Father of the Lord Jesus (blessed be he forever!) knows that
ldonotlieoAsinl:3t here is only one article for HfAGoO
accuratelysaySt he God and Feastuhseor fadfadd tnhodét bflthe Fét h e r
Lor d J%rsus whemoPaul distguished Jesus from the Father he shdwith
reference tadentificationoutside of divinity, namely, with reference to humanity.
12:8 fiThree times | appealed to the Lord about this, that it would leavelime
thecontext, the Lord is clearly Jesus Christ, for Paul requested divine petiehv. 10
identifiesfa<hiit s¢ . o Bprayedairedtctatimetposty | Paul
resurrection, exalted Christ. Moreover, he did not pray to Christ asiétesan
intermediate agent whoawld in turn present the request to a superior being, but he
appealed directly to ChristPaol 89l mendbdi bkeip:

heritage requiredim to addressuch prayers to Yahweh alone. Moreover, Paul

51 Barrett,Second Epistle to the Corinthigriz69.
572 Harris, Second Epistle to the Corinthigrél819.
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mentioned this practice in the context of vindicating his apostolic authority, exhibiting

confidence that none of the factiomsCorinth would find it innovative or objectionable.

12:But fhe said to me, OMy gr acepeifest suf fi
in weakness. 0 So, I owi || boast all the mor

Christ may dwell in me Baulreportedthat Christ answered his prayed imparted
power to him. He quoted@ophetic uttenace from Christ, much as theTprophets
recited words from Yahwelidere Christ acts as a divine figure to give revelation,
direction, grace, and strength to Paul, and by extension he can do so for all believers.
13:3a fiSince you desire proof that Christ is speakimgnied As proofd Paul 6 s
apostleship, the Corinthians expected Chaspeak in €8) himd for Christto dwell in
him in the sense of empowermeanrtdto speak from within him. Again, this concept is
notaninnovab n of Paul 0 bkeabdhis readersrheltichmmorgAnd again,
Paul derived his authority from the superior authority of Christ.
1 3 : For he Was crucified in weakness, but lives by the power of God. For we
are weak in him, but in dealing with you we will live with him by the power of Giede
Paul descibed Christ in a dual waynuch like 8:9 both weak and strongoth poor and
rich. He was cpable of dyingout of orbecause ofgQkhuman weakness, but he lives
because ofeQkG 0 d 6 s This duality of weakness and power reveals the charatte
the one Godavho is manifestd in Christ: God identified with weakness in the crucifixion,
which demonstrates divine grace, WwWRile the
13:5 Ex@mine yourselves to see whether you are living in the faith. Test
youselves. Do you not realize that Jesus Christ is in gawtess, indeed, you fail to
meet the tesblLikewise, Paul expected the Corinthidnsinderstand Christ was ie@n
them. They were to examine themselt@serify the indwelling presence of Jesus.
13:13/14 Thi grace of the Lord Jesus Christ, the love of God, and the
communion of the Holy Spirit be with all of yo®he equivalent statement at the end of 1
Corinthians is simply, AThe grlaz@®r of the L
13:13/14we have an expanded invocation of Jesusording to loth passagedivine
grace comes directly from Jesus, and the petition is directly toMnte thisphrase
makesa threefold referena® deityi n contrast to Paul 6s more t

references, we should nodad adevelopedrinitarianism back into this verssuch as

573 Barrett,Second Epistle to the Corinthigr33536.
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three persons in one substart®Doing so would be anachronistic, as these concepts
involved several centuries of wldopment, although we can traber rootsto texts such
as this2’® Paul did not use the traditiontainitarian designationsndorderof Father, Son,
and Holy Spiritbut variedhis language to highlight certain attributes and works of God.
Grace was particularly associated with the work of Gddhrist, love is the essence of
the one God, ahcommunion with God and fellobelievers comes through the action of
the one God in human lives, namdly, participation irthe Holy Spirit.Barthidentified
the focal point of the versesthe saving work bJesusThe second and thigghrase$oth
beginwith kai\(Ai a n,dmd theyexplan what the first phrase has already stalddisthe
meaning is: AThe grace of our Lord Jesus C|
and the communion of the Spidti scl osed and i mp/4Speakiyof be wi
andto Jesusinthiscorext i s a strong indication of de
for a monotheistic Jew to associate a mere mortal with God in a formal, religious
salutation ®0r benediction. o

Indeedit is not too much to say thate have here a genuine prayer to Christ, as
we see from a comparison wighmilar statements in the Thessalonian correspondéhice.
INn1Thess3:21 3 we have a prayer for direction, |

God and Fath r hi mself and our Lord Jesuso

Now may our God and Father himself and our Lord Jesus direct our way to
you. And may the Lord make you increase and abound in love for one another
and for all, just as we abound in love for you. And may hdrsagthen your

hearts in holiness that you may be blameless before our God and Father at the

coming of ourLord Jesus with all his saints.

While Paul referred first to God in transcendence and then to God as revealed in Jesus, he
clearlydid not envisiortwo differentbeings for the verbin v. 11lis singulad A may h e
di r e&ataudquhai). Moreoverthe subject in vwl213is also singular it he (@9or d o

kufiov ).l n v . 13 Paul di stinguished Aour God ar

57 Furnish,ll Corinthians 587.

5"SHurtado,God in NT Theology547.

576 Barth, Church Dogmatics4.2:766.

57 Harris, Second Epistle to the Corinthigr38. See Barret§econd Epistle to the Corinthiarg?5s.

578Hurtado,One God,Onelord 105; idem, fABinitarian Shape of Ear/|
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speaking of spirital presence and physical manifestation: Jesus will appear physically on
earth with his saints, and believers will stand in the presence of the Father.

In 2 Thess 2:147 there is a similar prayer for comfort and strength using the two
designationsinreves e or der : ANow may our Lord Jesus
Father, who loved us and through grace gave us eternal comfort and good hope, comfort
your hearts and strengthen them Blformevery g
are singulad literally, fithe [one] havindoved. . .and . . having give®o o%ypaph/sav .

.. kai\. . .dow), mdy hecomfort. . .and strengthen pafakale/sai .. .kai\
sthr i/cai). From the singulaverbs in these passages, see an identification ddod and
Christ to the extent th&@od acted in Christ’®

Conclusions

Our survey of the Corinthian correspondereeeals that Paul spoke of Jesus in
various ways: fundamentally as a human who died andagaa; sometimes as Yahweh,
the one God of Israeindyet somehow in distinction from GoHe expressecdts
distinction by two sets of titles: God and Father versus Lord, Chris{pandsionally)
Son.Even sohe oftenspoke of @sus Christ itermsotherwise reserved fateity. While
affirming Christ to bea true human being, he thought of him as resurrected, glorified,
dwelling in heaven, and manifesting all the characteristics and attributes of God. At the
same time, he dwells spiritually in belieseand gives them power for salvation, daily
life, and ministry.

Specifically, Paul identified Jesus as the Lord, using the title as the OT uses it of
Yahweh, the one true Gobh asserting the exclusive lordship of Jesus, Paul applied OT
texts about Yahweto the Lord Jesybut in doing so he did not perceive a violation of
historicJewish monotheisi#f° Indeed he and other early Christians made a direct
connection between the OT worship of Yahweh and their own worship of°3&€Shsy
appropriated OT langge about God to describe Jesus becaugdrotilis way could
they communicatéhe full reality of their experienogith Jesus. In doing so, they

expressed hat f@dto see Jesus in Fction . . . is

S®RichardsonPaul 6s |283hguage

580 Dunn, Christology 16.

lHurtado, fABinitarian Shap®.of Early Christian Wor s
582 Craig EvansFabricatingJesus: How Modern Scholars Distort the Gogjwners Grove, lll.:

InterVarsity, 2008), 1555.
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To illustrate, the Corinthian correspdenceattributesdeity toJesusn various

sociorhetorical contexts as follows

1 Salutations: identifyingesus as source @ivine grace and peac& Cor
1:3; 2 Cor 1:2)

1 Invocation of Jesus as Lofdl Cor 1:2) paralleling thenvocation of
Yahwehandsacrificial worshipo Yahwehin the OT. A similar parallel to
OT sacrificial worship is the recognition of Jesus as Lorth@fitual meal
(1 Cor 10:2).

1 Confession of Jesus as LdidCor8:6;12:3 2 Cor 4:5, paralleling the
Jewish identification of #¥hweh as Lord (BonaiKyrios)

1 Description of the eschatological judgment day of the Lord (day of
Yahweh in the OT) as the day of the tdlesus (1 Cor 1:8; 2 Cor 1:14)
Direct, persoal prayer to Jesyd Cor 16:222 Cor 12:8)

Authoritative, prophetic uttancefrom theheavenlyJesug2 Cor 12:9)
Benedictionsinvoking Jesus asnparterof divine grace(1 Cor 16:23;
2 Cor 13:1314)

Significantly,s o0 me o fdeifiPatiom thétgiccomes from prdauline liturgy
and thus reflects both early and widespread belief: 1 Cor 8:6; 16&2%;3219; 8:9 (as
well as Phil 2:911; Col 1:1520).In the foregoingu s age, wantensitgad t he fi
devotion to Jesu®®*We al so s ee t Heianis iow te beiespressed@mdo t

confessedathristologically.6°®* Elaborating on this concept, Richardson explained:

P a uded-kRnguage is dependent ¥nisto ¥-language for its full
explication . . .Paul had begun to think of God and Christ in such close
intimacy that the same qualities and et could be attributed to both .
There is a prima facie case for the view thatiov -language functions as
ged/-language. That does not mean thatehe a simple identification of
Christ with God. Rather, the exalted Lord staimd®co Dei®®®

583 Evans,Fabricating Jesus208.
S84RichardsonPaul 6s J|28nguage
S85RichardsonPaul 6s 285273 28§.e
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Paul did not simply equate Christ with Géte sometimes used dual referesime
distinguishChristfrom God It is possible to understand these dual refereases
i ndicating some inconsistency in Paul 6s th
monotheism. They could indicate an incipient or developed binitariaQsnthe other
hand, in some of these instances Paul clearly dedd&bd as acting through @kt.

Moreover, when making a distinction between God and Christ, Paul spoke of Christ as
manoutside the identity of God not as a secentity within God®®® The focus is on

Christ as a true human rather than a second divine person in a binitarianThadel.
Paul 6s mai n p o unddrthesnevwecovenant God lacts intariddhtough Christ
as Godobés mani fest.Becansenohu@addésdaertvi mgnn:
Godlanguage is needed to explain Christ and vice yensaeover, Godangwage and
Lord-language do not typically appear together, but alternatiféljhe reason is thahé

title of Lord now refergrimarily to Jesu€hristas the revelation of GoGodlanguage
refers primarily to God in transcendence, whited-language and I&ist-language focus

on the tangible, human Chrigts we discussed in cht, in human societyhe title of Lord
also had political and social implications.

In the Corinthian correspondendaul spoke of Jesus as participating in divine
titles, attributes, and activitieshushe did not think bJesus merely as an exalted human
or even an angelic beingor example, there is no indication he would have been
comfortable speakg of Abraham, Moses, Davitsaiah Michael or Gabrielin the terms
he used of JesuSimilarly, Paul 6s | anguage does not easil
interpretation, for he saw Christ as the source of divine grace and the direct object of
prayer. His portrait is not one of a second, subordinate &enfgether divine or
humard but of the one God acting in, through, and as Jesus Christ.

According to Nicholsonwhilet her e I s some fdAapparentl y h
concening God and Jesus, such adi6or 8:46 and 15:248, it does not define a
Asubordinat et rien aatt @ @ d s Hsaeg @i dn Whobpvewadiayei yo n 0
di sconnection between the two: fAThe exalte

Jesus is not a new God, nor is Yahweh an outmoded deity. . . . The plans of the one God

586 See our discussions of 1 Cor 6:14; 11:3; 15:15; 2 Cor 1:3; 4:14; 11:31.
587See RichardsolPau |l 60 s |288)2BL a g e
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have not changed. Instead t hey come t o t hWeaanndteepatei | | ment
God from Christ, for it is the one God whedeems humanity through Chri&t.

In latertrinitarianexplanationssod,Jesusand the Spirit arthreedistinct,
coequal persons. Sintee Corinthian correspondence does not emphasize a threefold
distinction binitarianism wouldoe moredescriptiveof most of the texts we have
examinedMoreover, Paul did not enunciade explicitconcept otcoequabpersors or
divine centers of consciongss.Suchideas would have been aignificantmodification of
traditionalJewish monotheisifitom the perspective botf Paul andf his readers. We
would thus expect an extensive explanation and defense of such a céscept.

Greenwood explainetf®

St.P a uChdssolggy was a functionalone. . The apostl e did not
divinity as a nature, but dke activity of God in Christ. . .Essential

Christology, with its division of God into a trinity of three persons, with two

natures in the second person, is géatiline. It is not meaningful to speak of
thebeingof t he Son of God in St. Paul 6s th

inseparatd f rom Yahwehoés revelatory action.

To summarize, Padlhought of Jesus as uniguas muchmore than an exalted
human,a proplet, apatriarch, or even an angelic being. At the same timdicheot
clearly describe plurality ofpersons or the Godheadan abstractiogontairing
multiple persons. Rather, God is persamln the OTJesus is the personal God
manifested, expressed, revealed, or extended into human flesh. In this way, Jesus is
equated to the one Goahd yet as a humadhere is a sense which he is dishct from
God. The distinctions not one ofeparate divinpersonhood, whicivasforeign to
Jewish mondteism. Rather, the distinctios between Gods rulingin heaverand God
as revealed iand working througldesus. If ouunderstandigof 2 Cor 5:19 and 8:9 is
correct, we can say the distinction is between God transcendent and God inGhisate
terminology raises the questionmkciselyhow the transcendent God can
simultaneously be the incateaGod The historical answer igrbtarianism or

trinitarianism, although the complet&planation from this perspective takesbeyond

58 Nicholson,Dynamic Onenes$7-38, 246. She wrote in a trinitarian context.
¥Greenwood, AThe Lord Is the Spirit,o 470.
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first-century thought. Nevertheless, the question itself is meaningtt ifirstcentury
rhetorical world becaudbe sane kind of language and thcutgppear in Gegek myths
and novelsvith reference tgods who appear as humans andars who are recognized
as the incarnated deit}° The Bibleitself contains examplesf such thought??

What are we t o makment®aboutRlasusP@bsre atkeast ous s
five options possiblywith some overlap

lPaul 6s description of ahepebapsvaseven not al
contradictory While this hypothesis could account for some of the evidence, it is not
sufficient to explain everythingeven when a writer seems to be smihtradictory we
still look for a central, coherent core of thougftMor e speci fical ly, i f
been confusing to the Corinthians or contradictory to preexisting Jewish Christian beliefs,
his opponents wdd have attacked him on this point, and he would have been forced to
correct, defend, or explahis christological statements. T@erinthiancorrespondence
provides neevidenceof his doingso, however

2. Paul essentially thought of Jesus as a humangbenly If there were only a
few divine allusions, this solution might be plausible, but Paul identified Jesus with God
too many times and in too many different ways.

3. Paul essentially thought of Jesus as a subordinate divine bEmege is some
languae of subordinationf Jesusvasthe divine equivalent ain angel or an exalted
patriarch thedewish monotheismoald be preserved at least from the perspectioé
somenoncanonicallewish textsalthough not from the perspective of late foenhtury
and early secondentury rabbisHowever, this hypothesis does not fully account for
passages in which Paul actually equated Jesus with Yahweh, ascribed worship to Jesus,
and ascribed to Jesus unique divine functions such as createnship,and salvabn.
As an alternate explanatigpthe subordinationistic language protects the authentic
humanity of Jesus and prevents a bifurcation of God from the OT to the Wd see
later inMarcionand Valentinus

4. Paul essentially thought of Jesus as a diviemgseparate or distinct from

God but equal to GadA separate divine beingould violate Jewish monotheism, but the

OF o r e x acopcepdon of the mirackworking divine man was . . . available in the Hellenistic

period and the first centuryD. @aapJan Flintermanfi The Ubi qui tous &6Di vine Manbod:
Numer43 (1996): 890.

591Dan 11:3637 (Antiochus Epiphanes); Joh6:33; Acts 14:1115; 28:36; Rev 19:10. The examples in

Acts are pagan.

592See n.204
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Corinthian correspondence gives no indicatée i t her Paul 6s support e
interpretng his wordsin this way If Jesuswere o me how di stinct yet fi
the Godhead, this concept would still be a significant innovation in the context-of first
century Judaismyhat we might anachronistically call binitarianism or trinitarianigm
historical queson iswhether firstcentury Jewish Christians such asiPaere prepared
to think intheimplied philosophical categories. For instance, this view requires a shift
from the OT analogy of God as a personal actor to a more abstract notion of God as a
substance within which muttie personal actors can be includeservinghe oneness
of Godonly at the impersonal level of essence
5. Paul essentidy thought of Jesussathe epiphany, manifestation, or incarnation
of the onéGod Jesus assod in selrevelation This view is constent with Jewish
monotheismuyses categories of thoughtailablein both Jewish and Hellenistic circles
and fits Paul s use of dual | anguage to di
identity. However, the concept of incation wouldstill be a significant innovation in the
context of Jewish monotheism@lthough it was prevalent in GreBmman cultureA
historical question is whether firsentury Christians such as Paul were prepared to think
of the one God as becomingarnateMor eover, on the surface, s
language lends itself more readily to optdB) and4). An exegetical and ultimately
theological questiors whethemwe can adequately explaiha u dud knguage by the
concept of one transcemtéGod who became incarnate as a human being, or whether
two divine personspersonalitiesgivine centers of consciousness, or eternal esaxf
beingare necessaryhe distinction between Hatr and Son impliesvo centers of
consciousness. If so, is thentrast betweedivine consciousnesand human
consciousnessr between two centers of consciousngsst hi n Godoés being?

trinitarians theologans differ m the answer tthesequestiors.>®*

¥see, for example, Norman Metzler, AThe Trinity in
Tri nCTE7,(AW03):27B87; John Hick, ATheA RegiRd4S2G{P8B:0od | ncar n
40923. Met zIl er described Barth and Moltmann as hol di
personalityd versus fAthree centers of conscious act
individual center of conscimuness and potential for actiond as oppo
ithree distinct and-83.épaeviaviohe [pgaostGodneanataby Thamas ( 2 8 2
Morris, Hick described ways in which theologians explain the Chalceddboietnine of Christ as having

two natures in one person. He agreed with Morris ab
becoming incarnate God the Son temporarily divested himself of such divine aspects as are incompatible

with beinggenmiel vy human. 06 However, hmi rmdsovicewtafqu@hr iMotr,r
God incarnate has fisomething |ike two distinct rang
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A final choice among these options would requiresiensive examination of all
of Paul 6s writings i n t heTandohthedirsttfourof t he o1
centuriesc.E., which isbeyond the scope of the present thé8@sed on the Corinthian
correspondenc®ptions (4) and5) are the mostlausible. Either one, however, involves
complexities that go beyond a surface readasgwe will explore in ch..Either one is
consistent withour inquiry into the motivatiofor the deification of Jesus, which is the
primary questionthat the presenhesis attemgtto address

In furtherdiscussion of option (1);albertmade a proposahatbrings coherence
to what may otherwise appear to be inconsistenbotradictory languag@amely,early
Christians used four different models drawn from contewamycculture to describe the
role of JesusThese models amot mutually exclusivéut complementary, culturally
relevant descriptions of the significance of Jesus for early Chrisfiaedour models
appeain two patterns:The first pattern is a human taken up into heaven in eoder
(1a) return as eschatological judge, savior, or helpetloyrdxercise present sovereignty.
The second pattern is a preexistent being who descends from heaven for a purpose and
then ascemslback again, eithers(2a) an epiphany of a true deity dly) the indwelling
of a human by a divinity>*

In Talberd s e s tPaulusetlbotlo models of the first pattern and one or both
models of the second pattern without trying to systematize tiggkit,which is why
putting all his statemesitogether seem&j ar r i n g 0 % bsingthese nsodels,f ac e .
we conclude thah the Corinthian correspondenaul used language related to all four
of these concept a functional rather thaan ontological descriptionof Jesus(1a) The
risen Jesus is the eschatological judge and saviGor 1:78; 4:45; 15:5157; 16:22;
2 Cor 5:10(1b) The risen Jesus is sovereigrthis present agd Cor1:10; 10:26; 2 Cor
8:21; 12:89; 13:34. This model als@xplairs 1 Cor 15:2428. (2a) Jesus is theeator
and theepiphany of Godl Cor 8:6; 2 Cor 4. (2b)Jesus is indwelt by Goavith the
implication of incarnation2 Cor 5:19; 8:9°Paul 6 s i dentwithorasati on of
Yahweh demostrateghe second patteto besignificant, even if not always clearly
defined.

5% Talbert,Development of Christology.

5% Talbert,Development of Chrislogy, 33.

5% This concept is developed in Col 1:19; 2:9; 1 Tim 3:16; Titus 2:13. In the last two, epiphany becomes
more than a change of f or m sDevelopnentofThristalogglnati on i s

Pagel68© University of South Africa 2015



In any casgwhatever the precise theological explanation of the dual references to
God and Christ i n Paué oreverGfdhere is holsystamaticc or r e s |
compehensive explanatiénfor the purposes of our study one point is cléaroughout
the Corinthian correspondence, Pspibke of Jesus in terms that monotheistic Jews did
not use of a mere human. Indeedattebuted to Jesus matiles and works that th@T
associates exclusively with Yahweh. Considered individually, some of his phrases are
subject to various interpretatioaadwould not compel this conclusion, but taken as a
whole theeffect is to deify Jesu3his pervasive deification languagethe Corinthian
correspondencgrovides the context for understanding the terms and phrases Paul used to
describe Jesus iCor 3:164:6.
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6
EXEGESIS OF 2 CORINTHIANS 3:1614:6

As we discussed in cb, Paul wrote 2 Corinthians to explain and defend his
ministry, particularly in response to opponents who had newly arrived at the Corinthian
church Our selected tex®, Cor 3:164:6, is embedded in the heart of the leff¥it is
part of alengthy section that discusse main theme of the letter, nametiige apostolic

ministry of Paul>%®

Immediate Literary Background
We will follow the decision of several commentataiso identify this section as
beginningat 2 Cor 2:14 and ending at 7:4. They hdescribedt asa lefigthy
articulation of the nature amulirpose of his ministrg®®® a fidefense of the ministry of the
new covenand®®andafidef ence of t h& apostolic ministri
Paul had previously experienced challenges to his authority in the Corinthian
churchand had responded iL Cor 9. There happeadd D hisauthorityas an apost|eis
personakncountervith the Lord, his establishing of the church, and their fellowship with
him in the Lord AAm | not an apostle? Have | not seen Jesus our Lord? Are you not my
wor k i n t he LButadfckmsantces ha@ changed with jhe arrival of
pseudeapostlesThey claimedheir understandg and experience were superior to his,
they asserted their alleged apostolic authority againgprobably claiming the authority
of the mother church in Jerusalerahd they cultivated their own relationship with the
Corinthians in his absencgéhe conflict hadnutated andhtensified due tahesenew

JewishChristian voies Consequently Paul was compellecexplainthe difference

597 Our exegesis of this passage refm®@mostly on BarnetSecond Epistle to the CorinthiarZarrett,

Second Epistle to the Corinthigns Joseph A. Fitzmyer, AGIl ory Reflect el
4:6) and a Pal e 3%4R (1988);furdisbliv\CorimthianyiGreenwo,dd A The Lord | s
Spirito; Hanson, A Mi dr 8ednd Epistle  th€@orinthigrs hH caonkse r3,0 ;A SHa.r r
Paul 6s Use of Scr ilf Cainthiads{NCBTr Gaimlgidgs, U.K.KGambridge ,

University Press, 2005); Marti@, Corinthians RichardsonP a u |l 6 s 1Raw G.uraskedhe Second

Epistle of Paul to the Corinthia@NTC 8; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1963); Thi3#cond Epistle to the

Corinthians Wi Il I em Cornelis van Unni k, A Wiianh3:1218v, e0i | ed Fa
NovT6 (1963).

5% Martin, 2 Corinthians vii-viii.

59 Carson et alIntroduction to the NT261.

600 Barnett,Second Epistle to the Corinthigridl.

601 Thrall, Second Epistle to the Corinthigrisxiii.
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betweertraditional Judaism and tlgospel of Jesus Christ atlte distinctiveness dfis

own ministryas apostle to the Gentildde again resortetb rhetorical questions to

establish his authority, but this tirhe citedthe Corinthian believers themselves as the

fruit and proof of his nmistry, something the new teachers could not cléime we

beginning to commend ourselves again? Surely we do not need, as some do, letters of

recommendation to you or from you, do wé®u yourselves are our letter, written on our
hearts, to be knownamde ad by a l2). Thus@ Zora4 4:6isdothl
apologetic and polemicf?If 2 Cor 1-7 came at the end of the Corinthian

correspondence, the purpose was more generally instructional than strictly polemical, but

Paul was still concerned to establishdg®stolic authorityhis ministry, and higospel

Because of the need to pesd totheseJewishChristian influences, the

engagement with Jewish ideas is apparent in 2 GorA3comparison with Qumran texts

underscores the Jewish conneci®tOf course, Paul used this occasion to do more than

respond to his opponents at Corirttle took the opportunity to explain more generally

why Jews, Gentile Gotkarers, and anghristians who observed or respected the law of

Mosesshouldnow focus their faith on Jesus Christ

Followingis a simple outline of 2 Cor 2:1%:4, with an expansionof part 2

because it contains our selected passage

Nature and Pur po,2€or®2I47#aul 6s

1.
2.

N o g M w

P a g Inrdistry among the Corinthians, 2:44

P a u | iissry ofrthenew covenant3:1i 4:6

a.
b.
C.
d.

Letters of recommendation, 33L
The new covenant icontrast to the old, 3:45
New covenant work aJesus Chridby the Spirit, 3:1618

The gospel of the new covenaatvealed in Jesus Chrigk1-6

Ministry of present distress and futurlexy, 4:7 5:10

Ministry of reconciliation 5:11-21

Appeal for an opn heart toward Paul, 6:13

Appeal toact asthe temple of5od, 6:147:1

Appealto eccept Pad s inistry, 7:24

502RichardsonPaul 6s ld4pigtage

3Fitzmyer,

AiGl ory Reflected, 6 631.

Pagel71© University of South Africa 2015

Ministry



To defend his ministry, Paul placed it in the context of the new covenant instituted
by Jesus Christ. He sought to frame the issue not irstefims personality or his
methodsut in terms of the gospel of Chriitwas the gospel that determinée t
character of his ministry. Thus, to accept
to reject his ministry wato reject the gospel.

This argument wadesigned to convince the Corinthian church in response to
arguments from the newly arrived opponents who were challenging his midtiig.
he did not identify a definitdoctrinal erroron their partfrom 2 Cor 3t appears the
opponatsemphasizedheir Jewish heritag®* and perhaps they evessertedhe
continuing validity of theJewishlaw asdid the false teachens Galatia®® In response,
Paulexplained that the newoegenant was superior the old, and thus his ministry was
supeior to that of his opponentsle appealed to the authority of the Hebrew Scriptioes
show that the old covenant itself pointed toward a new and greater covenant to come

First,he drew from the OT to describe the Corinthians as his letter of
recommendaton: AYou yourselves are our | etter,
read by all; and you show that you are a letter of Christ, prepared by us, written not with
ink but with the Spirit of the living God, not on tablets of stone but on tablets airhum
h e a (2tCer®:2-3). While not directly quoting from the OPaul alluded to propties
from Jeremiah and Ezekiel, whee®dpromisedtowrit6cod 6 s | aw i n the he
Godds people and to give toembletiera @ keepstheof f |

law:

T 'will put my law within them, and | will write it on their hearts; and | will
be their God, and they shall be my peofiler 31:38)

91 1 will give them one heart, and put a new spirit within them; I will remove
the heart bstone from their flesh and give them a heart of flesh, so that
they may follow my statutes and keep my ordinances and obey them. Then
they shall be mpeople, and | will be their GoEzek 11:1920)

1 A new heart | will give you, and a new spirit | willipwithin you; and |

will remove from your body the heart of stone and give you a heart of

604 Brown, Introduction to the NT555.
605 Achtemeier et alIntroducing the NT349.
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flesh. I will put my spirit within you, and make you follow my statutes and

be areful to observe my ordinancégzek36:26:27)

If the Corinthian believers agredtat they had received tipeophetic fulfillment
of these promises t hen t hey shoul d asthkenmeand by whicle Paul
t hey had done so. To desworkimithsirlivesBgmearisr y was
of his ministry, they becanree ci pi ents of fAa new covenanto
Anott todr |RutThios mwP@EWrdcaoveénantpreviosiscevanprg r i or t o
with Israel, the law of Mose§, f or t h e {the SpiriegivesKife (R Cos 3:6).b u
For people wio had sinnethe lawcould only offer death, but the new covenant brings
life through the Spirit. (See Rom8R2)To acknowl edge Godds Spiri
to acknowledge the existence of the new co"
under tke new covenant.

Second, Pawdmployed the story of Moses in Exod 3429, when he retued
from MountSinai to deliver the Ten Commandments to Isfaethe second timelhis
event instituted Godo6s covenantThematccount Mo s es

describes how the face of Moses shone from his encounter with God:

Moses came down from Mount Sinai. As he came down from the mountain
with the two tablets of the covenant in his hand, Moses did not know that the
skin of his face shone because he had been talking with God. When Aaron and
all the Israelites saw Moses, tsldn of his face was shining, and they were
afraid to come near him. But Moses called to them; and Aaron and all the
leaders of the congregation returned to him, and Moses spoke with them.
Afterward all the Israelites came near, and he gave them in commeandll

that theLoRrD had spoken with him on Mount Sinai. When Moses had finished
speaking with them, he put a veil on his face; but whenever Moses went in
before theLorD to speak with him, he would take the veil off, until he came
out; and when he canoait, and told the Israelites what he had been
commanded, the Israelites would see the face of Moses, that the skin of his
face was shining; and Moses would put the veil on his face again, until he
went in to speak with him. (Exod 34:3%)
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After giving the Ten Commandments to the people, Moses veiled his face,
apparently to shield the people from the brightness when in pérsenal interaction
with them, for they were afraiéror a timehe continued to speak to God and then to the
peopl e t o falanstiuciogns. Goocdnimsingith God, hewentintt he t ent 0O
me e t iutsigedhe oamp (Exod 33171). Whenever he wenhto the presence of the
Lord hetook off the vei] but when he emerged to talk to the people he put it back on.
In 2 Cor 3:716, Paulused a form of rabbinic exegesis knownradrashto
discuss the Exodus accolifft This approach is characteriziey careful attention to each
phrase of the texexplaining ambiguitiesgrawing out assumptions, implications, and
principles; and makingurrent application®’ We also see the use pésher particularly
in 3:16°%% This form of rabhnic interpretation focuses on tkentemporaryr imminent
fulfillment of the ancient texi®®
Paul used the Exodus accountcontrasttheold ovenant wi th the #fAn
covenant Bollowing the thought h at @At hdav. 6),becdlled the &dd covenant
ft he ministry of deatho (v. (v7).Nexertlelesst he mi n
this covenant came in glory, as demortstitdby theglory onM o s daselThis glory was
not permanent, however i t was 0 drentidraghis fastienpPaerived tiirge
relevant points from the OT account
1. The glory was temporary.hi€re is no indication in the teitat Moses wora
veil for the rest of his lifehe wore itonly during this time of giving the law to Israel.
From the rest of ¥odusit is apparent that his use of a veil was tempoiawentually, the
glory faded from his face. Paul concluded that if this temporary ministry weeug,
then how much more glorious is the permanent ministry of the new covenant, which he
call ed Athe minisfimiyniogt tyhheo fSBjll).s ttiof iamat it dr
2.Mosesiput a veil over his face tthe keep tt
end of the gl ory (v.13.Mosesavas uvalédnihen Bedinst spplei d e 0
to the people, so the veil did not compl et
t he gl or y. @animglicatiorthat\doges didenot want thepple to see the

Hanson, fAMidrash i n ChristOlogy 128; Kdened-2 €orirBhjags 160, Dun n,

607 See Richard N. Longeneckéiplical Exegesis in the Apostolic Peri¢2d ed.; Grand Rapids:

Eerdmans, 1999), 22 5 ; Porton, fARa#®dinic Midrash, o 222
5Hanson, fMidrash in 2 Corinthians 3,0 20; Hooker,
Corinthians 70.

609 ongeneckerBiblical Exegesis25.
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slow fadingawayof the glory®:° The use of the veil underscores not only the glory but
the temporary nature of the glory.

3Moseagl6bscured the peopleds vision and
understanding. Paul then likened the veih® obscurityn the minds of those who still
follow the old covenantheobscurityof whichis set aside only in Christ (vi216). Just
as the physical veil i n Mosesd day hid the
the old covenant, sotheem t a |l v e day hidithe tefponarly @ature of the old
covenant itself. Buivhen people come to Christ, theental veil is removed so they see
the permanent divine glory of Christ and the permanent nature of the new covenant in
Christ.In shot,thet e mpor ary gl ory on Manpaisndotifeace was
abiding glory ofthe ministry of the Spirit!

I n Paul 6s application, o(vwhld) Onlgwhemai s set
per son fit urdnis.totCbrisd itthe véiloemavedv. 16). In essence, Paul
argued that the OT could only be fully understood with reference to €1t
opponentsverewrong because they did not view the OT through the lens of Christ and
did notbase their ministry foremost @hrist. By contrast, Gfst had removed the veil
from Paul 6s e y.dndeed tenlne was healed tfeblindnesecaused
by the light fromheaven fisomet hing | i ke scales fell froc«
fulfillment of his ministry, allhis preachingo the Comthianswas based on fAJes
Christ, and hi m Rauwlpresanted henthistry ¢f Chrisias the trRe 2 ) .
fulfillment of thevery OT that his opponents tried to invoke as their source of authority

At this point, Paul described the new covemairtistry of Christ through the
Spirit (2 Cor3:16-18) and the gospel of the new covenant as revealed in Chri€)(4:1
which will be the subject afur detailed analysi$ie moved from a comparisofi the
two covenants or ministrige a comparisoof the ministers themselveand he moved
from past to presefit® By use of Scripture and experience (the work of the Spiritlzed
encounterwittGod és gl ory), he sought to demonstra
covenant is superior to ministry under thd obvenant. While Moses ministered only

temporary gloryPaulministerecthe permanent glory of God as revealed in Chtist

610 Barclay,Letters to the Corinthiang92.

S'Hooker, fSt. Paul dés Use of Scripture,o 297.
612 Tasker,Second Epistle of Paul to the CorinthiaBs.

813RichardsonPaul 6s |ld4dnguage

614 James M. Scott, review of Scott J. Hafemapawl, Mosesand the History of Israel: The Letter/Spirit
Contrast and the Argument from Scripture in 2 Corinthian3g2 115 (1996): 761.
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Paul defended himself not merely by denying the accusations against him but primarily
by presentings o dwiosk of salvation througldesusChrist, of which Paul was
minister®t®

Building onhis exposition of the new covenaimt4:71 5:21 Pau explained why
his ministrytook the charactethatit did, shaped by the death and life of Jesus Christ and
the love of God as revealed in Jestsi§t. Having thus demonstrated the validity of his
ministry under the new covenant, in response to his opponents who were apparently
judging him by old covenant standaras6:1i 7:4 Paul appealed tihe Corinthians to
receive his ministry and be trangfoed accordingly.

As we will discussn our commentson2Cor46f t he text indicate
own conversion experience, in which Christ appeared to him on the road to Damascus,
served as a backdrop for this discussion. If so, wetfilodmportantcomparison$®

First, Paul contrasted his experience with that of Masethe giving of the lawMoses

saw Godés glory, but it was only a partial
God responded by Il etting him E&Ex o@d.BBs 1Bb a
By contrast, Paul saw Athe glory of God in

Paul demonstrated the superiority of the new covenant and his ministry to the old
covenant and Mxhishehs 6ppanents has appepledc@do Paul
comparechis encounter with Christ to that of the origihaelve apostles (1 Cor 15:8),

which presumably the false apost<Corinth could not match.

SecondCorinthians 3:16
In the socierhetorical context o2 Cor 3:1618, Paul sought tpersuade his
readers that the new covenant of faith in Jesus Christ supersedes the old covenant based
on the | aw of Moses, and theref @rndactAitaul 6s |
is superior and enduring.
(16) h9ni/ka teDa_n eOpistrepyb| v ku/rion, periairei=tai to_ ka&lumnta.B u t
when one turns to the Lord, the veil I's r el
This versaefers back to theeil of Moses mentioned in vwL3-15, which in turn
is based orexod 34:2935. When Moses came down from Mount Sinai after comimg

with Yahweh, his face shone, although he did not realaefitst When he spoke to the

%Unni k, AWith Unveiled Face, 0 153.
66Kim,Or i gi n of ,P%488. 6s Gospel
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people, they were afraid to come near him. Therefore, when he finished speaking to them,
he veiled his face.

As wehave discussed Mo s es 6 p hy®hidedd glony shinihgfrene r v e d
his face and italsoobscured the fading of the gloyaul used this veil as a metaphor for
the mental veil pneening mostJewsin the firstcentury from recognizing thgassingof
theold covenantThis veil is removed wén peopldurn to the LordIn Exodus 34:34,
when Moses went back intbe presence of Yahwaetfter speaking to the people, he
removed theveil, so in reference to Moses the Lord is Yah®we€lContinuingP a u |l 6 s
contemporary applicatioanvhen people turn tohte Lord todayhe mental veil will be
removed.

Comment ators var i ounsvll§tomeartGod (Fahweh), it he L
Christ, or the Spirit'® The different interpretatiorisave arisen becausethe Exodus
background the Lord igahweh but inP a u dpgication the Lord is Christhile in vv.

17-18 the Lord ighe Spirit.The solution tdhis dilemmais to recognizé®aub s ofiteee
peshemethod; he mada contemporary application of the Exodus téxeffect, he
identified Jesus Christs thenew-covenant, eschatologicadvelaton of Yahweh andin

v. 17 he further statl that believers currently encounttee risen and ascended Christ

through the SpiritSo Hookeexplained®*®

|l nsofar as the words refer toBuMoses, i
Paul is also applying the passage to the present situation. And since the veil is

now on the heart of Israel, he must be thinking also of Israel turning to the

Lordd that is to Christ, with whom the vell is abolished. The text from Exodus

iS given a n& meaning, as it is applied to the time of fulfillment: Israel turns

away from the letter to the Spirit.

To under sdpplication iPsimportast to realizethath e p hrstose At u
t he L otectinical tersforaonversiorf?° The Greek wordhefeor fist ur n o

eOpistre/fw, which the NT uses frequentfgr Christian conversiof?! In the Gospelsit

7Unni k, AWith Unveiled Face, 0 165.

618 Thrall, SeconcEpistle to the Corinthiansl:27881.

%Hooker, 1St Paul d6s Use of Scripture,o 301.
620 Furnish,ll Corinthians 211, citing Bultmann.

621 Matt 18:3; Acts 3:19; 14:15; 15:19; 26:P8; 28:27; 1 Thess 1:9; Jam 5:20.
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appears three times in quotations of IsED&o describgeoplewho do not turn to Jesus
Christbecause of lack of spiritual desiperception, and understanditfigin Acts, he
phrase Aturn to t hw®bdcane ddscigoplesus GhiisEoan | | y

instanceafter Peter healed paralyzed man in the name of Jesus Christ, many residents

of Lydda and Shlarrodn A tA%rtkenSevlded Christians first

me a |

cane t o Anti och, A pr o.cdgaeatmimbegbetamebelieven ahd J e s U ¢

turned t (ctdlh:2021).lofr dBaul 6 s conversion is
then it is indeedikely thatthe ultimate meaning here is conversion by and to Christ as
Lord. AlthoughFurnishd i d not t hinw k6isfa tlifea reférencedodChrisie

acknowledgd that we must not discouthe dristological referencégil n Paul 6 s

turning to the Lord means accepting the gospel of Christ. . . . Tdaduhe Lordthen

t he

i e\

woul d mean, in the context of Paul s preacl

reconciliation with God through Christ&®

We find a similar example in 1 Cor 1% There,Paul aluded to the two
incidents wherod miraculously supplied water out of a rock to the Israelites in the
wilderness (Exod 17:6; Num 20:711). UsingpeshetinterpretatiorPaul saig hié fock
was Cmheiretetenc®is typologicaligt asunder he old covenanGod supplied
| srael 6s phnoyghd raclk saindeeteechew covena@od supplies the
spiritual needs dbelieversthrough Christ. Robablythere isalsoa stronger idetification
of Christ with God: m retrospectywe realize thathe Spirit of Christ preexisted the human
birth of Christ and, as God, supplied the need through the Irotthe same chapté&aul
guoted froma song oMoses(1 Cor 10:2622; Deut 32:1617, 21), andhis songalso
extolsYahweh as the Raéof Israel (Deut 32:4, 15, 18§ Thus it is likely we have the
same type of interpretation in 1 Cor 10:4 and 2 Cor 3:16. In both Ras¢sppliedhe
work of Yahwehin the OTto the work of Christinder the new covenant

Certainly in Exod 34 the LorgiYahweh, but the point of 2 Cor 3 is to apply

Exod 34 to Chri st and t he newnzQov3ehasn t .

describes Christian conversibit By turning to Jesus Christ, people acknowledge and

enter into the new covenaior theveil is set aside only i€hrist®?’ Verse18 also

622 Mat 13:15; Mark 4:12; John 12:40.

523 Furnish, Il Corinthians 235.
624RichardsonPaul 6s J|l1&nguage
625 Nicholson,Dynamic Onenes$2.

6James D. G. Dunn, A6The Letter Kheurhas5,01Bu173.t he

627 Barnett,Second Epistle to the Corinthigris99.
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speaks of Christian conversiand therdit he gl ory of the Lordo r e
Moreover, in the same literary context and still dealing with Ganistonversion, Paul

proclaimed Jesussdhe Lord (2 Co4:5). In short, 2 Cor 3:14, 3:18, and 4:5 all provide

the contextual meaning that Jesus is the Lord in %&or our purposes, it is important

to note that P aacibrbesoricaly oglyifrhis redderswagreekttat Jesus

is the Lord of the aw covenant and moreover tli@suss therevelation ofYahweh,the

Lord of the old covenant

Second Corinthians 317

(17) o(déku/riov to_ pneu=maé& eOstin:\twu[ deeu=ma kuri/ou, eOleuqérifd.o w
the Lord is the Spirjtand where the Spirit @fie Lord is, there is freedom.

Inv.17a we immediately faceaboh er i nter pretive dil emma
here?Again, commentators are divided on tlentification of the Lorcand the meaning
of this statementGreenwood summarizetthe six major exianations®®( 1) dALor do r e
to Yahweh. (2) ALordo refers to Christ. (3
refers to Aspirit,o i.e., the spiritual na:
(6) The verse is an interpolatid@nceagain, there are ga arguments for several
options particularly the first thredn the Exodus account the LoiglYahwehwhile in
Christian conversion the Loiid Jesusbutat the end of. 18 the Lords the HolySpirit.
As discussed below, theurth option seems to be motiedtbya concernto uphold
classicaltrinitarianism which isnotthe contextual issu&inally, & Greenwood noted
the fifth and sith options are inherently implausible and lack supporting eviddruall
analyzed the irpretive options somewhat differentff presentinghree main
i denti fi cat(l)GadE)Christ(with four sdbdption$3?), and(3) the
fiLordo of v. 16.Modern commentators, including Thrall, terodfollow herthird option
namely, the Loraf v. 17 is the Lord of v. 16yhoin turn is the Lord of Exod 3%?2

628 See Cape)T Yahweh Textd5657.

62°Greenwood, AThe L68&d |Is the Spirit,o 467

830 Thrall, Second Epistle to the Corinthigris27880.

81(a) fAChrist is the inward spiritual meaning of the
identicalw t h t he Holy Spirit.o (d) AChrist is active thr
Spirit. ®hrall, Second Epistle to the Corinthigris28Q Options (a), (b), and (d) seemed designed to

address trinitarian concerns that two persons oT théty could otherwise be confounded, as in option (c).
Thesefoursulo pt i ons correspond roughly to Greenwoodds opt
832 See Thrall Second Epistle to the Corinthigris274; RichardsoP a u | 6 s  |1&6nFumish e

Corinthians 202; Martin,2 Corinthians 70.
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Verse 16 itroduces the discussion idhe Lordp while v. 17 continues the
discussion. Thus the most natlreading is to say the Lord of v. 16 is also the Lafrd.
17.1In our discusi®n of v. 16fithe Lord originaly referred to Yahweh in Exod 38ut
Paul applied the statement to Jgdhe Lord of the new covenafliting 2 Cor 5:19 (with
t he meani ng of )fiG&enwootvarscluddgchh aGh rfiosrt oPhead | iYah
christologcal connotationd nst ead of sayi ahwehdr@hrisi Bamlr d 0 i s
wr o kugov in 17a with the notion ofahweh in Chrisattre back o0f*® hi s min
One expl anat i o istoesaywhéhaosesireturnedimthe gabernacle
he sawthe preexistent Christ andmoved his veit®* If so, Paul compared the experience
of Moses to that of a Jew today whwns to theglorified Christ, hashe veilremoved
from his heartand sees the Lord Jesus. This explanation is unlikeliZaul spokef

Jesus as fAborn eof tahevolmawq (o@iadinatidnof4l) . He g

(o))

believingJesugreexisedin the physical image born of Mary. Neverthelesshe
context of monotheisraul understoothe Lord to whom Moses tued and the Lord to

whom the Jews today should tuta beone and the same.

Tosummarize t he ALordo of v. 17a is indeed t
v. 160 namely, Yahweé but snce the contextof 2 Cor3idad i st ol ogi cal , t hi
v. 17a must be Yahweh as revealedesuhrist To put it another wa

v. 17a is JesuGhrist, specifically Jesus as the revelation of Yahweh. In a sdrese, t

whether we focus on tlentextof Exod 34 and think of Godahweh, or whther we

focus on theontextof 2 Cor3 and think of Jesus, in the end we come to the same

conclusionii I f o rkdfiovttaok ense an O6Yahweh, 6 the Pauline
the new dispensation He is inseparable from the risen Christ; if one takes the denotation

to be Christ, He is separable from Yahwel&

We stillfacet he question of what it nmRateohs to s
the problem for Christian interpreterstoday and part of the appeal
opton(t he ALordo i s t he osepant)isthelaelinthree tivinee of t
persond Father, Son, and Holy Spiditwi t h t he ter ms AGodo and 0
referring to the first person unless otherwise specified f t h ethefithedirstdrdo i s
second person of the Trinity, thenthest e ment At he Lord is the S
confounds two members of the Trinityhi§ concern is one of historical and systematic

53Greenwood, AThe Lord Is the Spirit,o 470.
8%Hanson, fAMidrash in 2 Corinthians 3,0 19.
65Greenwood, AThe Lord Is the Spirit,o 469.
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theology however, not of exegesis, as thereagxplicit discussiorof three coequal
divine persongn the contextTo preserve a trinitarian optiome could say the terms
ALor do and A Spintherealn ofaactienatierdhamipearsbrore d
substanc®% although theecategories of thouglare somewhat removédibm the text
itself. The immediate question is wiher Paul identified the risen Jesus with the Spirit
2 Cor3:17. Most commentatosayhe did®3” When we examine the Pauline corpus,
including the Corinthian correspondence, the logic for this interpretation is compelling.

First, the fundamental confesshn of Paul i ne Christians i s
AJes usi sChLroirsdto PHiIIRAIN Makihg tBis confession is an essential part
of conversion, or turning to the Lards indicated a few verses later (2 Cor 4Athe
same time, this confessioarconly be mad#éhroughthe HolySpi ri t . A No one ¢
6Jesus is Lordodo e{C€a p2t3)Thisconfession irdalveaptoByp i r i t O
human reason but inward spiritual experience.

SecondPaul 6s f undamen tospkl ofdessShristqaed havas t he ¢
preachedChrist inthe power of theHoly Spirit (1 Cor 2:24; 1 Thess 1:p Again, this
proclamation involved not only human reason but was accompanied by spiritual
demonstrationn ndeed, Chri st wor kwdldotvemuehoispeakiofy t he
anything except what Christ has accomplished through me to win obedience from the
Gentiles, by word and deed, by the power of signs and wonders, byviiee @f the
Spirit of Godso that . . . | have fully proclaimed the good news of Gh(iRdom 15:18
19).

Third, other statements ®&faul support the identification of Christ with the Spirit
He usedhetermdi Spi r i to oafn dChirChsrti st 06 i nterchangeabl
Christians as living in the Spirit and having the Spirit dwelimthem(Rom 8:910).
Moreover, in the same text he identified the SpifiChristas t he #ASMHer it of
spoke of Athe same Spirit, o Athe same Lord.
gifts, identifyingthese giffs s At he mani figdttat i(A)nHECavBn tlRe 4Sp
described the resurrectediCh s t  a gjivirtg Bp#rid (i Car 15258 Accor di ng t
the flesb Chmamaissta descendant of David, but HAaccoc

was declared to be Son of God with polwegresurrection from the deg®om 13-4).

636 Barrett,Second Epistle to the Corinthiari3,

837 Dunn, Christology 115. This is not tsay these commentators necessarily held Jesus and the Spirit to be
the same fApersonod in a trinitarian sense.

838 See our discussion in ch. 5.
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The fosfpihral i n pnewaa(giwsurhe whiclsis linguistically equivalent to
pneuna a#giofi Ho |l y 0®®andiitn the context it appears
identity.

The Holy SpiritisthéSpi rit of Chr$pitni (( Refm @Go®ds $
4:6) and the ASpi r i tThedspiritdwels un belie@ensr(liCort 6 ( Phi |
3:16; 6:19; 2 Cor 1:22), yet Christ dwells inthem (Col L:Z7/he bel i ever s ar e
Chr ilLCort:2;81;2Cor517) yet they are also Ain the
|l ndeed, they are joined with Christ so as
It is more reasonable to understand Paul to ieapirit is the presence of Christ
insteadof meaning two girits dwellin believers and believers dwatl two irits.

Moreover, while some translationév. 17as ay t he Lord i s fAthato Sj
narrow focus on the context, the Greek tex:
statementith the flexibility to encompass both the OT Yahweh and the NT Jesus as one

Spirit.

Consequentlya number oEommentatorbave mada direct identification of
Christ with the Holy Spirit in 2 Cor 3:1According to Gunkel, herandin some other
verses Paul simply identified the Spirit with ChrigheTSpirit does nanerelycome
through Christ; ratheGhrist isthe Spirit.54°With some qualificatiolBoussetccepted
this interpetation seeing 2 Cor 3:17 as teapreme example when for Palug Spirit
actuallybecomes the Spirit of Chri&t! Bultmann likewise followed this interpretatif?

For Barth,v. 17ameansfi T h e ¢ Uesus €hrist Himséif is that Spirit ®husfor the

early Christiangithe Spirit was simply and directly the existence of Jesus Christ as the

divine act of majestin its character of revelatioi®*® Consequently e coming of the

Spirit on the dy of Pentecost was tHalfilmentof Chr i st 6s promi se i n M
with you al ways, Puoe tshenpeéyd dadThee Lagedoi s
Christ, whom [ Pa u.l #owVethussee incve ll618sa Cliristiane Spi r i t
reinterpreaet i on of the OT concept of Godds Spiri

639%GordonFeeGod6s Empowering Presence: T(heabodydMass.: Spi ri t i1
Hendrickson, 1994%83; Moo,Epistle to the Roman80; DunnRomans 48, 24.

640 Hermann GunkelThe Influence of the Holy Spirit: The Popular View of the Apostolic Age and the

Teaching of the Apostle Pail888; trans. Roy Harrisville and Philip Quanbeck II; Philadelptaatréss,

1979), 113.

641 BoussetKyrios Christos 160.

642 Bultmann, Theology of the New Testameht1 24.

643 Barth, Church Dogmatics4.2:129. Of course, Barth wrote as a trinitarian.

64Fitzmyer, fAGlory Reflected, o 638.
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human beings was now understood in terms of Christ. . . . The Spirit comes as the new
mode of Christdés presence. . . . When we s|
6indwef |[img Spirité we are speaki.f of one

The point is not to obliterate all distinction between Christ and the Jqwrit.
Paul, Jesu€hrist was a historical person who was born, died, rose again, and dwells in
heaven. Th&pirit is the presence and active power of the eternal God. The pitiat is
believers now experience Jesus spiritéaliy and as the divine Spirit. Again, many
commentators have of f errPautho dsstinstionmanlbear expl an:
detectedinie beli ever6s experience bet.wewen exalt
Paul Christ can be experienced now only in and through the Spirit, indeeasoindy
Spirit. ®°Ai The experience of the Spirit is the e
thelLord is the Spirit. . . . The Spirit is the ascended Jesus in His earthly action. . . . The
Spiritis Christin His redemptive functiong®’fi Paul t h puegradsthe f t h e
functional means by which Jesus continued after éaghdto promote Christiait.54®
fAiThe touch of the Spirit becomes finally and definitively the touch of Christ. . . . As the
Spii t was the 6diveoni tg8uef bédeams t #%e persor
Thus there i s Aan 6édeconomicb6 identity bet wi
exper Pence. o

Paul did not wuse the term ASpirito to c
from the one GodAs we discussed in cl, in the OT andn otherJewish lteratureof
the first centurys.c.E. and first century.E., the Spirits Goddés pr epowarce, ac
and inner natur®! Paul compared God and the Spirit of God to a human being and the
spirit of that human (1 Cor 2:11). The spirit is the innerdiféhe person in disclosure
and interaction with others. The spirit and the person are not merely equated, nor are they
sepaated into two persons. Similarlydre is a concepalidistinction between God and
Godds Spirit. God igondaeodésdenteataboye wa

Godas mmanent , i nt eare;tot i ng with Godds

645 ampe,God As Spirit62, 92, 117.

646 Dunn, Christology in the Makingl46.

647 _Lewis SmededJnion with Christ: A Biblical View of the New Life in Jesus CHrigv. ed.; Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1983), 41, 48, 52.

98Greenwood, AThe Lord Is the Spirit,o 471.

649 James D. G. Dundesus and the 8jt: A Study of the Religious and Charismatic Experience of Jesus
and the First Christians as Reflected in the New Testa(fanhd Rapids: Eerdmans, 1975), 325.
®Hanson, fAMidrash in 2 Corinthians 3,0 20.
851RichardsonPaul 6s Jl184nguage
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Likewise, Christ is thehumanmanifestation angisible glory of theinvisible,
transcendent God. Sin€hristhas ascended to heaven, he is not visibly presene
flesh among his peopla this age The Spirit of Christ is Christ as he is present and
active among his people. As such, the Spirit of Christ iglifferent fromthe Spirit of
God or the Holy Spirit. Just as Christ is the new covenant revelati@odih flesh so
the Spirit of Christs the new covenant God as present and active among the people of
God.
We see a similar explanation of the i&pn the Gospel of John. According to this
text, afterJess ascendedsod wouldsend he b el i erv eArdsv oficaant cetoh;e i@ n  f
Advocate would comenly after Jesus departed from them physically (John 14:16; 16:7).
Yet this other Advocat enowntothemSApthattiméheof tr u
dweltil wi tpdradt hem but woul d (é)thengl417). Tkwel | Ai no
implication is that the other Advocate would actually be Jesus himself coming in another
form (spirit rather than flesh) and in another relationship (internally rather than externally
present). This implication becomes explicittwit t he pr omi se of Jesus i
wi || not | eave you orphaned; |l am coming t
Paul 6s wunder st mabablycangefromisconkesionSpi r i t
experiencé®? In the Corinthian correspondenaul testified that Christ had appeared to
him (1 Cor 9:1) yet he acknowledged his experience with Chodtedifferent from
ot her eyewitnesses who had seen Christ bef
unti mely born, he Ca p5BepAacording toahle Aats adcauntsne 6 ( 1
Paulencant er ed Chr i slightfrom hebvereflasBgo around hoandhé\
Aheard a voi ceo DB efa2R67n2A5.13t14). Pdulispoke(ofdtist s 9 :
encounter as a 0A249.\wastheyisible manifestatian of(CAristt s
to him(Acts 9:17; 22:14; cf. 22:18; 23:11)his was a spiritual event, different from the
physical interactionsf the other apostles with Christ in his earthly life or even after his
resurrection, whehe offeredriLook at my hands and my feet; see that it is | myself.
Touch me and see; for a gh¢spirit, pneungd does not have flesh and bones as you see
that | haveWhgnmnukeaul2 4f: Bl®dructiorsdo filladisciplé 6 s |
named Ananias, the man baptized him and prayed for him to be healed and to be filled
with the Holy Spirit, thus -8.mpl eting Paul

52GordonFeeii Paul 's Conversion As Key t bheRoakfronder st andi i
Damascus: The Impact of Paul's Conversion on His Life, Thought, and Mif@dtriRichard N.
Longenecker, Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1997);83%6
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Although Paul hagreviouslyencounterechristiang(Acts 7:58; Rom 16:7), the
primary motivatingfactorin his conversionvas not preachingeaching or
argumentatiorout his spiritual encater with the ascended Chri$he LordJesus
himself appeared to Paul in divine glory and arrektedm. P aandodnter with r s t
Jesus was an experience af Bpirit and vice versa. From that time forwaten, he
understood Christ as the Spfftt He experienced thglorified Christ through the [rit;

thus for him he Spirit is the Spitrof Jesu$>*fi On t he Damascus road

glorious Christasbeingpi ri tual, as a spiri®ual being,

Recent commentators have looked primarily to the backgt of Exod 34 to

explain2 Cor 3:17. Asve have seen, in Exod 84e Lord is Yahweh, and this

identification isindeedthe starting poinforunder st andi ng At4HA%R Lor do

Paul applied the OT text to the new covenant experience of the Holy Spirit. Richardson
par aphr as e d:thatiisdowhoen | hawerjudt éeferred in the Scriptural

quotatiord meanghe Spirit %° According toThrall, thei Lor do i n t he Exodu

stands for the Spitiandas shenotedthe LXX frequently usepneuma kuri/o i Spi r i t
the Lordo heuaghtht a hter airSoli.af¥iMartinexplaived h we h

concerning v. 17°8

of

Thiserseli s a parenthesis, with a consensu

peshemr i nterpretative comment on v 16.

turning to the Lord (=Yahweh). The
method is to refeokufiov, i t h e dih guotation marks . . . to the Spirit

(to \pneuma, with the copulativestin being treated as the exegetical
significat Ai t r e pr e siethetpassages jlst dited meaos [fdr @S]
the Spirit.

Martin thenoffered the following paraphras o f v . 17: ANow in the

Lord whom Moses approached means for us the Spirit who leads a person to turn to

653 Gunkel,Holy Spirit, 114.

854 Dunn, Christology 125.

5Kim,Or i gin of ,P2889. 6s Gospel
5% RichardsonPaul 6s J|l1&8nguage

557 Thrall, Second Epistle to the Corinthigris274.

658 Martin, 2 Corinthians 70-71, last brackets in original.
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Christandc onf e s's h®%°Shrall similadlysalrigpu.edd, @A The promi sed
has been inaugurated, and it is the powgnfesence of the Spirit which distinguished the
new order from the old. Entrance into relationship with God now requires entrance into
thislifeinthep her e o f *%Justeadvi@spsiturned ta Yahwebko people under
the new covenant should turntte Spiritfor redemptionDu nn par &Alpthis ased, i
comes . . from the Lord of Exod. 34:34, who in our experience is the St

While thisinsight is helpful, it does not obviate our previous discus$tan|
identified the OT Yahweh with the Lodesus and then proceeded to identify Jesus with
the Spirit.By speaking of the new covenant made effective through the §irig-3)
and then by saying Athe Lord is the Spirit.
identification of tothelLord Yabweldwoold ngtesigndyithe t ur ni |
new covenant. Turning to the Lord Jesus, who is also the Spirit, clearly brengew
covenant (w. 3, 6, 8By sayingithe L or d i $autpdinedtdstipeoutpouting of
the Spiritas the fulfilmenofGod 6s pr omi®es in the OT

In 2 Cor 3Paulcontrasted the old covenant with the new covenant in two
important wayseflected in v. 17: (1The new covenant is superim the old because it
leadsf r om t emporary mani festatapermanennf Godbés g
manifestation of God in Jesus Christ. (2) The new covenant is superior to the old because
believersno longer walk byhe letter of the lawput theynow walk in the SpiritThe hw
was weak because it dependedsinful flesh for fulfilmentbut the Spirit bestows power
for fulfilment and thus grantiberty. (See Rom 8:3.)

Verses 1617 arepivotal in making both points. We should not overstate the
parallel with Exod 34vi t hout ¢ o n s i-dogenantrcantex®? and apglisation.e w
While Exod 34:34 says Moséswe nt ithelLdrm foorié does not say h
theLOorRD.O The tiudrenai nogf i s specific to Paul 6s app
seen, it speaks of conversion to Christ as the Lord. The Lord to welewers ar¢o
turn is Jesus ChrisThe Lord is reinterpreted to refer to Chfst.

Once we understand this first point, then we are ready to proceed to the next point.
The waythat believersurn to Christ is by receiving the Holy Spirithe way they

59 Martin, 2 Corinthians 74.

560 Thrall, SecondEpistle to the Corinthiansl:281.

561 Dunn, Christology 119-20.

562 Barnett,Second Epistle to the Corinthigrz01.

663 Barrett,Second Epistle to the Corinthiari2; BoussetKyrios Christos 122, 145.
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experience Chst is in the Holy SpiritThey enter into the body of Christ by being
baptized in the Spirit (1 Cor 12:13). Only by receiving the Spirit of Christ do they belong
to Christ (Rom 8:9). When they accept the gospel of salvation and believe on Jesus, then
theyr ecei ve At he seal of t hdntpeNDwhenspeogle Hol y S|
responded to apostolic preaching about the Lord Jesus, they turned to Jesus and Jesus
bestowed the Spirit upon thefif.In shortwhenp e opl e fAturn to the Lor
directy with him, they encountehe Spirit of God®®

When Paul equated turningtteze risen Christ witleceivingthe Spirit he wasot
idiosyncratic but making a point similar to thatather NT writers such as Luke and
John. Luke recorded the expectatiorboth Peter and Paul that those who believe on the
Lord Jesus Christ would receive the Holy Spirit with miraculous confirmation as on the
day of Pentecost (Acts 11:457; 19:26). According to JohnJesus promisetthat after his
glorification the Holy Spiit would fill all who believe in him (John 7:339).

Since believers gerience the new covenant Lord (Jedis)he Holy Spirit, the
new covenant is characterized by life in the Sgayt.declaringthe Lord to be the Spirit,
Paul emphasizetthat the Lordo whom the Corinthias turned at their conversion was the
God of thenew covenantwhich works by the Spirind notby the lette£%® When
hearers turn to the Lord they receive the Spirit, and thus they rebeigkoty of the new
covenantwhich isinternal. In this experiencéé veil isremovel, as it was for Moses, so
theycanencounter the Lord directly through the SgititBy saying the Lord is the Spirit
Paulcontrastedhe letter gra&mmainder the old covenant (vv-=8 with the Spirit under
the new covenarif® Hooker helpfully summarizedhe interpretive dilemma and the main

point of v. 17°6°

Just as it seems as if the veil is being lifted from our minds, too, and we think

t hat we begin t o gonfeusds usRlbbydedlaajn me ani n g,
ANow t he L or Baulissot, bfftarsesqgmncerned her@ with the

niceties of trinitarian theology. Rather, he is returning to the contrast with

which he begad the contrast between letter and Spirit. The Lord is the Spirit

564 Barnett,Second Epistle to the Corinthigrz00.

Hooker, fAAuthority of the Bible,o 50.

566 Furnish,ll Corinthians 236.

667 Keener,1-2 Corinthians 169.

Unni k, fAWith Unveiled Face, 0 165.

°Hooker, fASt. Paul d6s Use of Scripture,o 301.
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who writesdirec§ on mends hearts. I n turning t
experiences the removal of the veil, but moves from a relationship with God

which is based on the lett&r one which is based on Spirit

To this explanation, we should add that, for Paul, thel tomwhom Israel (and the
Corinthians) must turn is the Lord Jesus Christ, the revelation of YaBydhrning to
the Lord,theveileer peopl e ds becauwsdthe sordmentioneel mthe e d
previous verse, who has already been interpreted as the Christ in whom the Old
Testament is fulfilledis also one with the Holy Spiritd

AANd where the Spirit of the Lord is, therefireedono (v. 17b).The reference to
fithe Shei riotr d® fsdnte distinctmbetwveemiSpiritoa n d DY !Same
even regard this phrase as meaningghera r e t w @ersoss& putthe idéaod
separate personhood is not apparent in the contexdistirectionhere more likely
relates taheJewishu s e of t he t er wmivirfe8nmamndetactivet o descr i
presence, and work in the human reaimwe discussed inl8 and4.

The OT frequently uses the title ASpiri:
presence, and power with no thoughmaking the Spirit a different person from
Yahweh. God worksbgo d®si ri t; the action of the Spir
in the story of the OtlUorpicame upontien. janddhg e, fit h
LorD gave King Cushanishah ai m of AramJudgo3hil®)hacodods
Goddbdés presence. When Samue Lormcaneimightigyd Davi d
upon David from that day forwar doLoEbl Sam 1
departed f r olfld)SVEhenfibe sgirit of tBeaarDO spoke through David,
it was actually the God of Israeho spoke (2 Sam 23:3). In messianic prophecigi&he
spirit of theLOrRDO ~ w orestl udon the Messiah (Isa 11c2;61:1).

In the Corinthian correspondeniaul exlibited tis understanding of the Spirit.

The Spirit is Godoés inner | ife -L3nidedhren i ng G
indicated that Chri steqwartks Iy éGrbasdsnr Sigs aoif
40: 13 with t he CdrhilenAdthedoéginring of the gresent(letter, Paul

explainedthaGod est abl i shes believers in Christ |
(2 Cor 1:2122). At the beginning othe presentchapter he i denti fi ed bel.i

670 Tasker,Second Epistle of Paul to the Corinthiags.
571 Furnish,ll Corinthians 213.
672 Barnett,Second Epistle to the Corinthigrz02.
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letter of Christ . . written not with ink but with th
havediscussed he drew from Jer 31 and Ezek 11, wl
laws in the hearts of people by the Spi@hrist fulfills the functions of God by means of
the Spirit.Already at the beginning dhis chapterthen, Pauindicated that promise of
God in the OTwas fulfilled by Christ in the new covenaartd specificallypy meanf
Goddés Spi mwtlel7fmuch as
Verse 17concludes by emphasizing the newnd freedom in Christ through his
Spirit. The early part of the chapter contrasts the old way of the letter with the new way of
the Spirit, the ministry of condemnation and death with the ministry of justificatidn
life. Sincebelieversare now underte new covenant instituted by Christ, which means
life in the Spirit,theyhave boldness (v. 12) and freedom17)
For the purpass of our study, the significanoef 2 Cor 3: 17 is Paul
of Jesus Christ within the context of monotheiént e is a thoroughgoing monotheist,
whose encouet with Christ on the Damascusad, and subsequent encounter with the
Holy Spirit, forever radically altered his understanding of God and of his (now Chyistian
existene.0® 3 First, Paul equated Jesus ChristhaY¥ahweh of the Old Testament. It is not
too much to say that #Afaith is for Paul i n
Christ Jesus as in Go&* Second, Paul equated the risen Jesus with the Holy Spirit.
Jesus works in the world asgecifically in the lives of believers through the Spirit of
God, which is his Spit. We cannot import latezategorie®f thoughtinto thetext. iWe
do not serve a biblical purpose by insisting on the Spirit as a person who is separate from
the person whsename is Jesu®’® The point of 2 Cor 3:188 is to describe how the

risen, glorified Jesus dwells powerfully the lives of believer®’® by oras the Spirit.

Second Corinthians 318
(18) h9mei=¥pd&ntev a)nakekalumme/nw| prosw&pwitiican kurgu
katoptrizo/menoi th h auOth eiOko/na metamoritmeqga a)mto/chv eiOv do/ckaga&per

a)pokuri/ou pneu/matovit And al | of us, with unveiled fa

%Gordon Fee, fAChristol ogy -ldhahd Bsanwherendome Reflegtipns onn  Ro ma n
Paul as a Trinit ardJesusnofNazarefi327Gr een and Turner,

574 BoussetKyrios Christos 204.

575 SmedesUnion with Christ 53-54. He did not deny the trinitarian distinctions, however.

676 Hurtado,God in NT Theology90-91.
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as though reflected in a mirror, are being transformed into the sangeifinam one
degree of glory to another; for this comes
Earlier in the chapter, Paul contrasted the inferior glory of the old covenant with
the superior glory of the new covenaatGor3:7-11). Moses saw only the partial glory
of God (Exod 33:123). By contrast, the new covenant britlgsprogressiveand
ultimatelythefullr evel ati on of Godods g/l aspreyiousiiwhi ch <co
indicated in 2 Cor 3, 6°77
As we discussed in ch. , Godo6s gl erevslaton, the Meanifstatons e | f
of Godpsahbdi hbus is closely | ilmthebXX, t o t he
dota (glory) describeghe nature of Godind the NT continues thisage®’®In this
versebelieverbehol d Godds glorymihasothoudhiset hed
parallel to that o Cor 4%"°which sayChristisiit h e i ma ¢gve4)andGodGo d o
givesint he | ight of the knowledge of (vtéhh&n gl or vy
other words, the man Christ Jesus is like a mirror reéfigthe glory of the invisible God.
When believers behold ChlyoryTheénelyelach d aGod ¢«
gloryasrevealedi®@od6s | mage, theylbied lo | idgloG@thé pesson;
of Christ58!
This idea of Christasreftet i ng Godés glory is rooted i
and has parallels ithe Dead Sea Scrolls of QumiEAThe OT background is Num 6:24
26, where the priests invoked the name of Yahweh upon the people and tekethy
Yahweht o bl ess them, fAmake his face to shine
upono Ps6l:E2m.i mi | ar |l y as s osingaithkisshining faceatddé s bl e
his delivering power: AMay God be gracious
upon usSelahthat your way may be known upon earth, your saving power among all
nationso0 | n -2, GGdoshinesdupon people throulsus Christ, who manifests
Godds transfor mi ng #pgospel)Under theloldcavenanb g me s s a-
Moses and Israel received a partial revelation through the name of Yahweh, but under the
new covenant believers receive a full revelation through the name of Jesus and by his
Spirit (1 Cor 6:11).

877 Keener,1-2 Corinthians 169.

58RichardsonPaul 6s |1&Mmguage

°Unni k, #AWith Unveiled Face, o0 169.

580 Thrall, Second Epistle to the Corinthian4:283.

581 Harris, Second Epistle to the Corinthigrl5, 947.

2Fitzmyer, fAGlory Reflected, o 639, 644.
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| n Qu nthaaksgivieg ScrallGad illuminates the face of a teaclraard

thereby illuminateshe entire community

| thank Thee, O Lord, for Thou haduinined my face by Thy
Covenantl seek Thee, and sure as the dawn Thou appearest as [perfect Light]
tome. ..

Through me Thou hagtumined the face of the Congregation and has
shown Thine infinite powe. . .

Thou hast done wonders before the Congregation for the sake of Thy
glory, that they may make known Thy mighty deeds to all the li{it@H
XIl, 5-6, 2728 [Vermes)

Similarly, in The CommunityRule the priests pronounce a blessing like that of Num 6:

AMay He bless you with all good and preser:’

heart with lifegiving wisdom and grant you eternal knowledge! May He raise His

merciful facet owar ds you f o (1Q® 24} Blessngsenradjunditoi s s! 0

theRule says: fAMay He make you holy among Hi s
illumine] the world with knowledge and to enlighten the face of the Congregation [with
wi s d o(biJSh=0Q28hV, 25-28).

Clearly, Paul 6s t h o ucgntuty menatiseistic contexaAti en t
the same time, there issagnificant differencé®? In the Qumran literaturehe lawof
Moses illuminates the teacher and is the means by which he in turn illuminates the
congregation. For Paul, however, Christ 1is

so as to illuminate believers. Moreover, illumination also involves transfamby the

power of the Spirit of Christ. Hexge s ee Paul 6 sheplddovenhantpvase ci s el

inferior because it depended upon the law of Moses, while the new covenant is superior
because it is based on the transforming gospel of Cimiisth bestowshe Spirit

We also find a parallel in Hellenistic Jewish literature, namely TA4S-26:
Wisdomiiis a breath of the power of God, and a pure emanation of the glory of the
Almighty; therefore nothing defitegains entrance into hdtor she is a reflectroof
eternal l' ight, a spotless mirror of the
Like 2 Cor 34, this passage connects the themes of divine glory, divine image, oceflecti

8Fitzmyer, fAGlory Reflected, o 643.
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of divine light, and mirror, but for Paul, Christ is the mirror thatperft | v r ef | ect s
glory®80Once again, the crucial diwbrks¢ordJesusce i s F
Christ as the human manifestation of God.

This themeappearsn the Pastoral Epistledso. B2 | i ever s fAwait for
manifestation of the gty of our great God and Savioesls Chrisi(Titus 2:13).Here,
Jesus Christ itherevealed glory of Godhe visibe mani f est ati on of God
anotherGod alongside the one G&%

By speaking in the f iPauprobglydadsmonmdtipel ur al |
congregation gathered for worship and so contraktdorporate Christiagxperience
with Jewishworship inthe synagogu® As believers worshiped Christ, they
experienced the glory of God and the transforming power of the Holy Spirit.

AAIl of us. . . are being transformed into the same image from one degree of glory
t o anot heBybehdlding thedi8ire )glory of God in Christ, believare
progressively transformed into the divineima@eo d 6 s nat utinGoa®d sr eveal €
image, Christ, is also revealed progressivielyhose who are transformed into the same
image®®’

Paul developed the thought of @Ai mageo m
Christ as fd.hee Asnawe difidhedlonasea @rMinompakss O
two related thoughts reflection of God (humanitygs in Gen 1:2€7amd God6s sel f
revelation (deityjs in Col 1:1519. Both ideas are preseintthis context: Christ is the
i deal human in whom we see fAthe mpdory of t|
(2 Cor 318), and Christistheselfevel ati on of God, who Ahas
give the light of the knowledge of the glory®bd in the face of Jesus Chdg$2 Cor
4:6). The latter predominates in Pauline thought ovefdlatissGod 6 s Spiri t i nd\
Jesus and was manifested in JelussJesuss God in human form and is to be
worshiped as GodChrist is the embodimentf Go d 0 s ®®4Thkis/peint is evidenn .
in the Corinthian correspondence. Jesuke flife-giving spirito andfi yst as we have
borne the image of the man of dust [Adam], we will also bear the image of the man of

684 Keener,1-2 Corinthians 170.

585 Dunn, Christology 236.

686 BoussetKyrios Christos 159.

587 Thrall, Second Epistle to the Corinthigris286.
688 Martin, 2 Corinthians 71.
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heaven

[1 Cdri5ids 49)Ad f ( aisinyGhnistehe isa new creation.. . God

wasinChrist econci ling the wad7,0l9NKiJo Hi msel f o

ElsewherdPaulspoke of Christ in divine terms as transforming belieaers

conformingthemt o h i sButglr oitizenship i in heaven, and it is from there that

we are expecting a Savior, the Lord Jesus Christ. He will transforbotheof our

humiliation that it may be conformed to the body of his glory, by the power that also

enables him to make all t21)iHe gl sppkefiGoce ct t

asmolding believers o Ch r i s Fodtkoseiwimendhe forekiiew hkso predestined

to be conformed to the image of his Son, in order that he might be the firstborn within a
fami IBaul(Rptmc 8h 2&i) ma g e 0s bbtmhedogiclo r i nt hi

| ar ge

andchristological.ln the words of Furnisiy Chr i s@ s i ism&@ge because

Son (see Rom 8:29) in whom God is beheld, and the image into which betisyéesing

transformeds thesameone they see mirrored thert®

The concept ofransformation bysodd s gl or y, lappgahsh gthera n d

literature of Second Temple Judajsmthe Pseudepigrapfi®f

T

For the light of the Lord of the Spirits has shined upon the face of the holy,
the righteous, and the ele¢t En 38:4b)

In those days, there will be a change for the holy and the righteous ones
and the light of days shall rest upon them; and the glory and honor shall be
given back to the holy ones, on the day of wearin@ssn 50:1)

Blessed are you, righteous and elect ones, for glorious is your portion. The
righteous ones shall be in the ligif the sun and the elect ones in the light

of eternal life which has no end, and the days of the life of the holy ones
cannot be numbered. They shall seek light and find righteousness with the
Lord of the Spirits. Peace (be) to the righteous ones ipahee of the

Eternal Lord(1 En 58:34).

Also, as for the glory of those who proved to be righteous on account of
my law, those who possessed intelligence in their life, and those who
planted the root of wisdom in their heaitheir splendor will then be

glorified by transformations, and the shapb¢heir face will be changed

689 Furnish,ll Corinthians 215.
6990TP1:30, 36, 39, 638.
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into the light of their beautyosthat they may acquire and receive the
undying world which is promised to them. . . . For they will live in the
heights of that world and they will be like the angels and be equal to the
stars And they will be changed into any shape which they wished, from
beauty to loveliness, and from light to the splendor of gl¢@Bar. 51:3,

10)

Indeed, the idea of transformation by the image of Godmidespreadn
Hellenistic culture. As exemplifieby the mystery religious, a common belief was that
beholding a god or goddess would be a transforming experience for a d8vstee!l-
known example is ilMetamorphoseby Apuleius Lucius, the narrator, wasagically
transformed into a donkey aheéldcaptive. Escaping at Corinth, he was transformed
back into a man by a vision of the goddess(ldistam 11).In Middle Platonism,
mentallyperceiving or beholding theupremedeity would cause a transformation into the
likeness of theldty.5%?

In both Jewsh and Hellenistiexamplestransformation takes place not merely by
an exemplary human such as a teacher or mentor but specifically by divine revelation and
divine adion.Paul 6 s t h o ubgthHellenigiccaadapolcasicd Jewishnotions
withthek ey di f ference bei ng Paudnétsthecrage ofe pt of
God in Chrisf®3 1t is not sufficient for believers to be transformed into the image of the
original Adam; they must be trafiosmed into the image of Chri&t* They specifically
share in the glory of Chris$f®

EngoergPederseias proposed somewhat different view of transformation
linking 2 Cor 3:18; 4:6, 10 with the resurrection of the dead in 1 Cor 15. Thus he posited
an initial, cognitive, complete transformi@nas i n Paul 6s edbgaver si on,
progressivephysical, material change through the recepdiah gradual fillingof
materialpneumabut which may alg involve further cognitive chang®/hile the bodies
of believers will gradually die awathey arebeing transformed into pneumatic bodies

891 Furnish,ll Corinthians 240.

692 Keener,1-2 Corinthians 170.

893 Furnish,ll Corinthians 241.

69 Dunn, Christology in the Makingl06.

69%5See Rom 8:17, 280; 2 Thess 2:14; Col 34, 1011.
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until afinal, complete material transformatioat the resurrection of the de®§lt is true
that both initial ad progressivéransformation isn view, as well as both cognitive and
(ultimately) physical transfonation.Pneumahere is not a material substance, however,
but the verypresence and power of the Lord, and the physical transformation at the
resurrection is instantaneous (1 Cor 1552).

AFor t hiosm ctohnee sL ofrrd, )tOmae adgaip,wfacethé (v. 18c¢c
guestion of identifying fALor do trangladionSpi ri t o
Should werenderkuri/ou pnematovasiit he Spirit of the Lordo (
Lord, who i s Eitheeis IBguisticallytpossikldiut mégt ddern scholars
follow the Greek word or der imeappositiofS’dtesi der il
option is more likely because of the contextual identification of the Lord with the Spirit in
v. 17.The meaning would thus lfet h e L o thelSpwth(oR SiVs, ESV)d, At he
who 1 s t he ofiptihrei tLoo r (dNNRBYMNASBE The altérrative (
identifies the Lord as the one who possesses the Spirit, which still carries much the same
theological meaning.

The last clause of v. Id@=scribesthe transforming work of Christs takingplace
progressively in the life of the believer by the power of the Holy Spine Spirit forms
Chr iimagebasd mp ar t sglogh ni s h & s b eAsinevvl&X70ne sek anf e
identification ofYahweh withthe Lord Jesuand also an identification of the Lord Jesus
with the Holy Spirit.The Lord ofthe old covenans also the Spiriat work undethe new
covenant® Moreover, he presence of the Spirit ihe lives of believers itheway in
which the Lord Jesus manifests himself to théaesus Christ bears the glory of Yahweh
and transf or ms dwaS3pirité®YGhanststransnyits Hshaoliness thyohs
Spirit. For Paul the glorified Christ and th@pirit are identical in experienc€hrist lives
in us by the Spirit, and we are transformed into his image by the holiness of thé’Spirit.

By speaking of ASpirito Paul thus appropri;

5% Troels EngberP e der sen, fCompl ete and |3nAPbilosophieal Readihg ansf or
of Paul on B oMeamaphasedReguiraction, Booly andriTransformative Practices in Early
Christianity (ed. Turid Seim and Jorunn @kland; Ekstasis 1; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2009139.38

697 Tasker,Second Epistle of Paul to the Corinthia88. Commentaries that agree include Bardlayters

to the Corinthians191:91; BarnettSecond Epistle to the Corinthigrisl0; Martin,2 Corinthians 57;

Furnish,ll Corinthians 202; HarrisSecond Epistle to the Corinthigns 3 1 7 . BDAG offers 0t he
the Spirito in twDpiprliatcee si ajpaft n BAO ADG gockniid,fi BhBeA G, 8 3 5.
5%RichardsonP a u |l 6 s L1&7n03pe asg Bunghristology in the Makingl44.

599 Hurtado,Lord Jesus Christ113.

790 Dunn, Theology of Payl125.
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activity, energy, and poweo describe how Jesus Christ transforms believers from
uncl eanness t o ooddegaer of glaysto aaatiddr. 186) P10 m

The language of Spirélso describes how Jesus will resurrect believers in the last
day.The ultimate degree of glowyill be resurrection in a spiritual bod{? In the context
of the resurrection PaghidC hr i st -giisvian ghlsipfie it , 0 and one ¢
Abear the i mage of t he mleEethoughtisdindlarioéatof (1 C
Rom 8:911: For thosen whomChrist dwells the Spiritwho raised Christ from the dead

will resurrect thenalsa’®®

SecondCorinthians 4:1-4

(1) Dia__tou=to, elxontev th_n diakoni/an/tan kagw hOleh/ghmen, ou)k
efkakou=m¢R) a)lla_ a)peipa&mega ta_ krupta_ th=v aiOsxumtth peripatou=ntev eOn
panourgi/a]| mhdeolou=ntev to_n lo/gon tou= geou= a)lla_ th=| fanerw&sei th=s\a)lhgei/
sunista&nontev eQautdpro v pa~san sunei/dhsin a)ngrw&pwn eOnwé&pion touidjjeou=.
ei0 drai\elstin kekalumme/nongon)agge/lion fmw~n, eOn toi=v a)pollume/noik eOsti
kekalumme/nofd) eOn oi[v@éd tou= aiOw~nov tou/tou eOtu/flwsennah/mata tw~n
a)pi/stwn eiOv tomhau)ga&sai ton fwtisman tou= eu)aggeli/ou th=v do/chv tou=
Xristou=, o#v e0stin eiOkw_n tou= geou=.

@QTherefore, since it is by Goddés mercy
do not lose heart. (2) We have renounced the shameful things that one hides; we refuse to
practice cunning or to falsify Gododés word;
commend ourselves to the conscience of everyone in the sight of God. (3) And even if our
gospel is veiled, it is veiled to those who are perishing. (4) In their case the god of this
world has blinded the minds of the unbelievers, to keep them from seeligitlof the
gospel of the glory of I@ist, who is the image of God.

Having established the superiority of the new covenant and therefore the
superioity of his own ministryin 2 Cor4:1-6 Paul describethe good newsf the new
covenantparticularly he divine glory revealed in Jesus Chrisg¢ first acknowledged his

ministry as completely dependent tire mercy of God, and leharacterized as the

lRichardsonPaul 6s 1@Znguage

Robet H. Gundry, fAThe Essential Physicality of Jesu
in Green and Turnedesus of Nazaret217.

703 John more directly states that Jesus raised himself from the dead and will also resurrect the dead in the
eschata by the lifegiving power and authority of the Father. See John-22,;&%:2129; 11:2526.
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open proclamation of truttather than the us# secret, shameful, deceptive, or dishonest
tactics. Ideed, if the gospel message is obscuiie,abscure to unbelievers wiahe

devil hasblinded. The truth is to be found in the light of the gospel of Chnst. 4and

in v. 6, Paul alludedo Isa 42:67 and 49:6, where God promisedjivte Go d 6 sntaser v a
fia | i ght ttooprovide bealingg deliverance tand salvatit.

In 2 Cor 4:14 themostsignificant statement for our purpossy. 4b:fit o keep
them from seeing the | ight of the gospel o
Here Paul described Jesugab ie mé& g e  oefOkwGondedy: As wediscussedn
ch. 4, thisterm identifies Jesus as the niastation of the invisible Gqdr God in human
foom.The A1 mage iscetsenGatlykequivdieatitberi g | af Gogoin v. 6,
both functioning as terms for the embodiment or visible manifestation of Ghds
probably equivalent in functioto the phras@ i nf 6 h ;m o EOm&th dgeohir
Phil 2:6.People in the GreeRoman world believed in divinmanifestations ranging
from tangible, personal appearances to visions to an awareness of overwhelming divine
presencé® P a u hn@umgelhere encompasseshake options in describing Jesus as
Godds revelation to humans.

In using these termBaul drew fron the theophanies of the OT, suchtees
depiction of Godn Ezekl. He alsoemployedhe language dirst-century Helenistic
Judaisnthat we explored in cil, suchasthe s e of fi magedogosamml descr i
theophanies Philo andto describe Widom in Wis. 7:2426. The difference is that Paul
presented Jesus as tupremdulfillment of this concept®’ Jesus becomes the one who
manifests the character and identityof Gédl he gl or i fi ed Chri st i s
eschatological revelation of God. There is nothing more that can or will be seen of
Godo'®®

In Jewish thoughof the OTandthe rabbinic tradition of the first three centuries
C.E., God is an invisible spirit, non@ cars e e  @ssehéeand wienhumansn
Scripture sawsod they must haveesn some kind of image, such as a human f8m.

The NTalsoreflects this type of thinkingith statements about the invisibility of God as

™peter T. OO0Brien, frkW¢adParadBxasof Pa@adb. A of Rustificaidnandd i n
Variegated NomisnD). A. Carson et al., eds.; Grand Rapids: Bakeademic, 2003), 69.
%5 Thrall, Second Epistle to the Corinthigris319.

%yversnel, fAWhat Did Ancient Man See?,0 47, 53.
“"Grenz, fJesus As the I mago Dei, 0 618.

%8 Barnett,Second Epistle to the Corinthigrl9.

™Hanson, fAMidrash-6n 2 Corinthians 3,0 3
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Spirit.”*%In this contextC h r i shte ii smafgte of t he i,nhewayi bl e Go

humans can see Gols we discussed in connection with 2 Cor 3:18, the Dead Sea

Scrolls describe Godos face as shining upo

with a new ful fidvéalmdthroughChGao dsds, ogwhoorop si sGord 6 s

Go d 0 s’ Thare isalsoa parallel inthe Hellenisticruler culs, in whichthegod-ruler

wasthefimageo f  GalkWtou= gegumeaning the visible manifestatiohthe

invisible deity’*?For Paulthen,.Chr i st is fAthe visibility of

of Godo’*®and as such he manifests the glory of Golufist reveals God in the greatest

way possibl e i n t h&odhassevealédeimsek soFullgthathen Chr i

could not havenanifested himself more clearly by any other medéfsi As God 6 s

eikw/n Christ . . . is the precise and visible eg®ntation of the invisible Gad*®He is

Athe (visible, therefore material) mani f es:!

embodi ment of divinity,o with th® implicat:
Insum,ii mage 0 M@hristis mateoalynttee full representation of God, but

the comingto-expression of the nature of God, the making visible . . . of who God is in

himsd f 0 ashdkindigrhesent i nt’¢t at btieahot med way,

Christ as the image of God men come to apprehen@dktéchkeit[divinity] of Godd

that is to under st and "f\oedveriPaul uses thatermr eal | y

A i ma gteivHcontext to connect creation with redemption. Christ not only epitomizes or

embodies Godds original creative plan for |

humans. Thus there is soteriologis@nificanceGod 6 s i mage, Godbés tru

includ i ng I@efdréenanity,isrevealed hr ough Chri stodos I|ife, |

burial, and resurrectioft?

70See John 1:18; 148 (implied); 1 Tim 6:16.

711 Martin, 2 Corinthians 81.

72 Kleinknecht, TDNT 2:390; BousseKyrios Christos 206.

"Hanson, fAMidrash 2xh 2 Corinthians 3,0 22
"4Hanson)mage of the Invisible Go®&9.

"5 Harris, Second Epistle to theorinthians 331.

6Kim,Or i gi n of ,AON%H26.Gospel

77 Martin, 2 Corinthians 79, quoting the last phrase from Vincent Tayldre Names of Jes(isondon:
Macmillan, 1954), 127.

78 Barrett,Second Epistle to the Corinthigrik32.

"®Hengel,Sonof God 14-15.
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Second Corinthians 45-6

(5) ou0 ga_r e9autou_v kksomen a)llaOlhsou=n Xristo ku/rion, e@aouV de\
dou/louv u9mw~n dithsou=i6.) o3ti o( q&oo(eiOpw&rgk sko/touv fw~vla&myei, 4
ellamyen eOn tai=v kardi/aiv h9mw~n pro_v fwtismo_n th=v gnw&sel\victiv tou= geou=
eOn prosw&y Olhsou= Xristou=.

A(5) For we do not proclaim ourselves; we proclaim Jesus Christ as dmadd
our sel ves as your(6)REolitashe Sodfwb r s dda iyt shine s a k e .
out of dhohds sheng m pud hearts to give the light of the knowledge of the
glory of God in the face of Jesus Christ. o

Paul 6s mi ni st r jroclamaionmroseélgloofinatonbut s e | f
proclamation of Jesus as Lotttk was only a slave in the process. It is God who
illuminates the hearts of people to receive the revelation of the glory of God in Jesus
Christ.

Paulshiftedf r om s peaki ng o f(3:17-Bpaspeakingoffesus e Spi |
a sthefiord (4:5), a consistent theme of hi€ Drawing a parallel with the creation
account in Genesi®aulfurther identifiedJesus withthé g1 or vy dofatolzod o (
geotk Just as God spoke light into existence at creation (Gen 1:3), so God speaks light
into the hearts of believers t oThaGodvha | God
manifested the divinglory at creation has now manifested the fullnesgiahe glory in
Jesu<Christ/?!

Inv.6A gl or yo f unfintagednvsd. Arfew werseseearlier, Pabhd
associated the two words in describing the
character (2 Cor 3:18; cf. Rom 8:29). Elsewhere he ud¢he terms together to debe
a man as the apex (bCorlEd. bhélabrew thaughty dotvordsr e at i o |
signify the visible revelation of God? Since Jesus is the image of God, he is the
revelation of the glory of God to humaff§ Glory is nothing less than th@anifestation
of Gododos™pT e e dokasi..ntke way God exists and acts, that is, God

720 Dunn, Theology of Payl290. See Rom 10:9; 1 Cor 12:3; Phil 2111

721 Keener,1-2 Corinthians 174.

722 Dunn, Christology in the Makingl15.

723 Barnett,Second Epistle to the Corinthians 206 ; Hurtado, @ABinitarian Shape
Worship,o 212.

724 Thrall, Second Epistle to the Corinthiaris246; NewmanP a u | 6 sChi@&tology 163.
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Himself. If thedoxaof Christ is mentioned, that means that God himself is present in
Christd’?®

The glory of Christ (v. 4) is thglory of God s 0 w nreveatet ifor oathe
face of Christ (v. 6)the description thaiidentifiesChrist with God This point is evident

from a comparison of the two verses:

T At he | i ght fithé glotylfeChrigtd\sopséhéimageofdGod
(v. 4)

1 Ate light ofthe knowledge /fothe glory of God /n the face of Jesus
Chr i(vs6) 0

Paul usedhe wordpro/swpon, whi ch | iterally means nf a
figurative meaning, wft dperayo@wod @shef@dpo reys einc
ofJesusChrisPaul 6s vivid depiction ofaChrist in
thedogical construct. It sounds as if Paul was describing a personal vision or encounter,
and the context supports this conclusion2 Cor3, hereferred to thelory of the Lord
revealedvisibly on the face of Moses (Ex@d). His main poinwas that theministry of
thenew covenant is superior to the ministry of the old covemanihis context, his
readers wouldhaveexpecedt he r ev el at i o nunderfthe ndweovdneanr d 6 s gl
likewiseto be visible bueven more gloriousgarlierPaultestified to the Corinthiansf
his seeinghe Lord Jesus (1 Cor 9:1; 15:80they probablyunderstood this description
as comingrom an actualvision of Christ

When dd Paul have suchn experiencg It seems he was speaking of his
encounter with theesurrected and ascended Christ at his convef&#tm made a
strong case thain the Damascus ro&hul saw the exaltedlorified Christas the@mage
of God’?’Act s records Paul 0s timesgActed; 22j26ffrome x per i e
the similarity of vocabulary i2 Cor4.6 and Acts it seemghe twoaccounts are

connected anthe Acts accounts have theirorigmP a ul 6 s :f® st i mony

725 Barrett,Second Epistle to the Corinthiari§2, quoting J. Jervellnago Dei(1960), 216.

726 Thrall, Second Epistle to the Corinthiaris284, 31718; HurtadoOne God, One Lordl19; idemHow
on Earth?,195; Martin,2 Corinthians 22425.

27Kim,Or i gi n of ,ABUForKin, 2&or8Mel6 i s t he stron
conversion experience was gbeo$0@odeéf o b
72 Thrall, Second Epistle to the Corinthigris31718.

eviden
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T ALiI g2hQCoret:6 fw~vandfwtismo/v) andActs 93; 22:6, 11; 26t3
(fw~v)
Gl odofap 2 Gor4.6 andicts2211( Aigl oryo i n NKJV an
brightnesso in NRSV)
T AShi oremoflqmp-): 2 Cor 4:6 [a&mpw 1t o arsl AGtsrR@ D )
(lamprothv,fi b r i g handperile&mpw &S hbne aroundo)

=
=1}

2

In each of the thee accounts in AstPaul saw not only a brilliant light but also
the Lord in human form, which he understood to be Jesus Christ manifesting the glory of
God. Accordingt)Act s 9: 17 Anani as t ol appe®reduolyouori The L
your way here, hadActs22:b4l 6 mbedosAcdor dirhg God
ancestors has chosen you to know his will, to see the Righteous One, and to hear his own
voice; for you will be his witness to all the world of what yowdseen and heard. And
now why do you delay? Get up, be baptized, and have your sins washed away, calling on
his name. 0 This acc o ursgeakingb®autags6dd € sowhev oioc «
(fwnh h d0tou=sto /matovaubu= i t er al | guto fA thhi es) ambbidbeeh o0
identifies the name of Jesus with God 0 w nAcco@ingetoActs 26:19 after
recounting how Jesus spoke to him, Paul told King Agrifipg, was no ttothdi sobed
heavenly vision. o

While this ex@rience was spiritual, Paul made a distinction between the
appearance of Chrigd himon the road to Damascus and subsequent visionary
experiences. He placed it in the same cat e
resurrected Christ so that hasva witness of the resurrection (1 Cor 18;5and he did
not cite it when relating the kind of charismatic visions that Christrageneramight
expect to have (2 Cor 122). In other words, he thought of it as a direct, objective
encounter?®

Regard ess of how we may interpret,tisaul s
eventdefined the rest of his life and ministry trsgnsforminghis religious perspective
Religious experiencescquire enduring significance by the way people interpret them

theistic terms3° Thus, for ar present purposes it is not helpfoilseek awenty-first-

729 Barrett,Second Epistle to the Corinthigr808; Kim,Or i gi n of ,B,&856.6s Gospel
Ti mot hy Fitzger &lidetothe Gudp & Religigadc Willi Braunand Russell T.
McCutcheon; New York: Cassell, 2000), 126.
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centuryneurological or psychologicakplanation. Instead,ewneed taunderstand how
Paul interpreted this experience and particularly how his interpretation was conditioned
by his ®cial and theological contextigdificant personal experiensdecome significant
because¢hey occur within and are interpreted bgpecificsocial, institutionatontext’3!
Paul was a theist who believedvithat modern Westerners might callipernatural events.
Whenhe perceivea light from heaven flashig around him and blindg him, he
understood it to be a supernatural, divine evidore ecifically, Paul was a
monotheistic Jew. For him, a divine encounter &f fort could only originateith the
one God of Israel; there was no other god. At the same tinetenpreted this
experiencetomeami s under st ailahd wok waihadeGuateHe $1ad
beentraveling on the road to Damascus to fulfill what he thought was the will of God by
persecuting Christians, bavidentlyGod was not pleased withhm. e fidds k ed, 06 Wh o
you, Lord?6 The reply came,utdlingadmHisi AUt ss, 9w|
guestion did not indicate a willingnessdeny his monotheistic faith, bbe sought new
understandingf the one God in light of hisnexpected, miraculous encounter with the
divine.
Heinferredthat he hadlirecly encountered the risen Jesus radiativegvery
glory of God. Since, according to his monotheistic fagbd could not share divine glory
with anyone elsécf. Isa 42:8) Paulidentified Jesus Chrisasthe eschatological
revelation of YahwehWhen Paul ha his vision on the Damascusadhe immediately
understood it tdbethe image of God, but thére realized it wathe glorifiedChrist./*?
He did not changdhis religious allegiancéne still worshiped the God of his ancestors and
adhered to the teachingbtbe Hebrew Scripture@\cts 23:6; 24:14)He concluded,
however, that the one God had reveal ed God:
prophecy for the | ast days. I n short, Paul i
him to identify Jesussathe image and glory of Gptthe visible manifestation of
Yahweh!33 It was the reason why he felt justified in applying to Jesus texts that clearly
refer to YahweHl3* Jesus was not merely a representativ@representation of God but

BlEitzgerald, ®Experience, o 128

#Kim,Ori gin of ,Pauidd.s KGompedmpared Paul 06s experience
call in Isa 6, which John 12:41 interprets asavisionofChs t . Thus Paul saw fAthe ent
Yahweh. Ibid., 94.

"3 Hurtado,One God, One Lordl18; Thrall,Second Epistle to the Corinthiaris318.

D, A. Carson, AMystery and Fulfillment: Toward a N
Understanding of the Ol &araaoxes ofttAyB99.New, 6 i n Carson et
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the fullness of God revealed in human flesh, as expressed later in Col 1: 192D e
Christophany transf or thlall pfechedJésgsaslordfi ct i on.
Yahweh)o'®
In2Cor456, Paul applied the revel petsonan of C
spiritual experience of Christiad® Christ was the supreme image of God during his
earthly life, and he is still the supreme image of God when he is known byfaltist as
God revealed the divinglory to Paul in the face of Jesus Christ bigexdl vision, so
now God reveals the divirgdory to believers througan inward experience desus
Christ. By turning to the Lorde$us and receiving his Spiribety can seéthe glory of the
Lord as though (348) aneegperierece h 8 BigGod #:§).oTheo
main emphasis of v. 8 onthetransformation of believers as they perceive and encounter
Godd s  gemanatiyg fronthe face of Jesus ChriSf Paul interpreted his vision of
Christ in terms of theophany, providing him witimewinterpretive paradigimHe
concluded that God was acting in, through, and as Christ. As he atsded2 Cor 5:17,
Goddos act in Christ was a new act of spiri:
physical creatior®®
In short, Paul drew from his own dramatic conversion experience to describe the
conversion of all those who turn to Jesus Christ in faitle key to hisonversiorwasa
vision ofthe glorified Jesus, whidei nt er pr et ed as t heryomani fest
or in Jesus. He perceived Jesus as be#mafyliness of divine glory° This vision is
|l i kely the source of Paul és description of
As we previouslynoted according to the Exoduts text
onlyasa parti al revel ation. God told him, AWh
cleft of the rock, and I will cover you with nhand until | have passed bixen | will
take away my hand, and you shall see my back; but my face shall nohbe seé¢ E x o d
33:2223).By saying God gave Athe I ight of the Kk
face of Jesus Christo (2 Cor 4:6), Paul cl

SNewmanP a u | 6 sChi@&iology 183.

736 Thrall, Second Epistle to the Corinthigris319; Martin,2 Corinthians 224-25.

737Hanson)mage of the Invisible Go®9.

738 Tasker,Second Epistle of Paul to the Corinthiag8.

¥ William S. CampbellPaul and the Creation of Christian IdentityNTS 322; London: T&T Clark,
2006), 142, 145.

"0Hurtado,How on Earth? 195; idemOne God, One LordL19.
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Godds glory under the new covemarmste.e B5o0 dersc

face.

Summary

In 2 Cor 3 Paul asserted that the new covenant, which he ministered, was superior
to that of the old, which his opponents ministered, in three Ways) The glory of the
Spirit is greater than the glory of the law (vv6)L (2) The ministry of justification/life is
greater than the ministry of condemnation/death (¥®).§3) The glory of the old
covenant was temporary, while the glory of the neweoant is permanent (vv-173).

Consequently, those who still adhere to the old covenant today do not have clear
understanding (vv. }45), while those who have entered the new covenant have a
superior position of enlightenment, freedom, glory, and pregresransformation into

the image of Christ (vw. 268).Pa ul 6 s a r genvas rohdnly th slenee his
opponents at Corinth but to provide a more general rationale for why the people of Israel,
and anyone else who appreciated the Jewish law, shouldollow Jesus Christ
according t.o Paul 06s gospel

What gives the new covenant its superiority and efficacy? The Lord Jesus Christ,
who is the Spirit. Christ instituted the new covenant by his death, burial, and resurrection
(1 Cor 15:14), which brings bout reconciliation with God and bestows the righteousness
ofGod (2Cor5:12 1) . But Christdés work did not end
to work in the lives of believers by his divine Spirit. When believers turn to Christ, they
are filled or aptized with the Spirif#?

Under the old covenant, only a few privi
moved upon by Goddés Spir i tartialandchnsiorye n t hes e
Under the new covenant, however, every believer can behold the glory of God and
experience the abiding, i ndwel |l ing presenc:
beheld the Lord face to face forrefecteshort t|
glory through a veil. Under the new convenant, all who turn to the Lord have an

741 Keener,1-2 Corinthians 168.
742 Barnett,Second Epistle to the Corinthigrz00 n.20. See Acts 1:5; 2:4; 11:1%; 1 Cor 12:1213; Eph
1:13.
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experience equivalent to that of MosebeTSpiit, which is the Lord Jesugivesthem
life and the assurance of salvation in the €dd.
Throughout 2 Cor 3 the basiassumption is that Jesus is the key to the
contemporary interpretation of the Hebrew Scriptiifés truepesherfashion, Paul
identified Christ as the Lord of the old covenant, who revealed his glory in a partial,
transitory manner to Moses but who hasvirevealed his glory in permanent fashion in
flesh and by the ongoing work of his Spiri:H
shaped by his experience of the risen Clomsthe road to Damascus amd subsequent
reception of the Holy Spirit (As 9:1:18). With his postonversonal perspective, he saw
Jesus Christ as both the wmarmwifngot Stpiian taf
Paul redefined the Old Testament concept of divine glory in terms of Chiist.
associating divine glory with a visioof the resurrected Christ, Pgubclaimedhis
gospelto bethe ultimate fulfillment of the old covenaand superior to the old covenant
He thereby sought to refute the claims of his opponentsoanddicate his minigy and
apostleshipTheGod whowas revealed on Mount Sinai bypartial glimpse oflivine
glory has now been revealed in Jesus Christ, who displagsuthe glorybut in full
measure By hi s use of A g WithOVtheophamiaslandas soci at ed
specificallywith the revelation o ahweh’4¢ The very God of creation is now active in
salvationinshortPaul 6 s conversion experience caused
of Christ/4’
We find a similar discussion the Gospel of Johrboth authorapparentlydrew
from a common Christiatradition’4® We note the following parallels between 2 Cet 3
and John 1:

Grounding inthe creation accouif Genl (John 1:13; 2 Cor 4:6)
Jesus as the true light of the wofldhn 1:4, 92 Cor4:4-6)
Appealto the giving of the law to Moses in Ex8d, making
contemporary application to Chrigtohn 1:172 Cor 3:3, 7)

743 Daniel Boyarin A Radical Jew: Paul and the Politics of Ident{erkeley: University of California

Press, 1994), 101.

*Hooker, #fSt. Paul s Use of Scripture,o 306
SRichardsonPaul 6s d@anguage

SNewmanP a ul 6 sChiGlology y 235, 246; Al @omaPneumatikdnaand itPhel 0s
Wor ship of Jes udewishRoots oNTheological Menothejdti4.

747 Nicholson,Dynamic Onenes$0.

“Hooker, fASt. Paul &s Usde nof ASAcurtihpotrurtey, @ f3 d2he Bi bl e
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1 Contrasb et ween Godds revelation of the |
selfrevelation in Chris{John 114-18;2 Cor 36, 1416)

1 Contrast between theagial divine glory revealed to desandthe
fullness of divine glory revealed in Chri{gtohn 117-18;2 Cor 3:711)

There are also similar parallels between 2 Gdrahd 1 John 1%°

Grounding in creation, the beginning (1 John 1:1; 2 Cor 4:6)

Jesus as the visible manifestation of Gbdohn 1:1; 2 Cor 3:18; 4.6)

Life through Qirist (1 John 1:22; 2 Cor 3:64:1012)

Jesus as the revelation of God (1 John 1:2; 2 Cor 4:6)

Declaration of the truth of Christ by the apostle (1 John 1:3; ZQar,

4:2)

T Fell owship with the Father and the S
(1 John 1:3; 2 Cor 4:6)

= =2 4 A -

For Paul Christ is theSpirit of the Lordtheimageof God the glory of Godand
spiritual life (2 Cor 3:17 4:4, § 11). For JohnChrist is the Wordnade flesh; the
revel ation of Gogahdlde agdtheonlg Sonwtha makes God fylly o r y
known(John 1:1, 14, 1,81 John 1:12). For Paul, believers are progressively transformed
into the image of Christ (2 Cor 3:18). For Jphalieversare being purified; and when
Christ, the manifestation of God, revealed they will become like him (1 John-3)1
Johnfurtherdescribe Jesus as the visible revelation of the Fativeo dwels in him and
works through hinso that the Father is glosfd in the Son (John 1483). The ultimate
significance of these descripten appear s at t hewhiehpreserdsfthed o hn o6 ¢
confession of Thomas as the climactic revelation of égus is, namely, therd God

of Israel manifested in the flestr, the Son of God:

Thomas answered him, AMy LorHhvegoaud my C
believed because you have seen me? Blessed are those who have antisee

yet have c¢ oNosvJdasus dithreahy other signin the presence of

"9 For a study of the structeiof 1 John 1:4, see Jeffrey E. Brickléural Design and Coherence in the
Prologue of First JOhfLNTS 465; New York: T&T Clark, 2012).
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his disciples, which are not written in this book. But these are written so that
you may come to believe that Jesus is the Messiah, the Son of God, and that

through believig you may have life in his name. (John 26329

While Paul and Johwerenot dependent uporaeh otherpoth evidently dre
from the bedroclof early Christian tradition to describe who Jesus is. The parallels
between the two are unmistakable. The deification language of Paul is not aberrational
but stands as an early expression of a strong Niftitra. It is not primarily Hellenistic
but rooted in Second Temple Jewish thoug¥hen Paul spoke of Jesus as the image of
God and the glory of God, the Jewish background of tleesestleads us to thirdd
deification. The subsequent language of Joherisects with the language of Paul and
gives further indication that the early Christians used these terms to speaktiorigest
possible way abouhe identity of Jesug-rom their expressions, a consistent portrait
emerges oflesus Christ as vieweldrbugh their eyeonewhowasborn as a true human,
whodied, andvhorose again, yaine whowasalsothe human embodiment or
personification of the one God of Israehul thus interpreted his conversion experience
and then applied this concept to tlumeersion of believer&Vhen believersinder the
new covenanteceive the Holy Spirit, they receive Jesus Christ in Spirit form, and

therebythey encountethe God of Israel in glorious selvelation.
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7

EXPLORING THE TEXTURES

To use the language of Robbinsdéscussed in cl2, we have considered the
inner texture and intertexture dfCor 3:164:6, andwe are row ready to look at the
ideolagical and sociatextures. Our goal is to use this text to help us understand the
thought and motivation of Paul and other early Christians. Our exploration of the textures
adequately demonstrates the validityledtwo main premises stated in ch. 1: (1) Jewish
monotheism is the best model or | ens by
and thus the language hed other early Christiansed for Jesus. (2) Paul and other
early Christiansisedthe language afeity with reference to Jesus.

Our exploration alsorebles us to address the thne@inquestions posed in ch.: 1
(1) Whatdoes the exalted language concerning Christ represen®PaDlcand othegarly
Jewish believers in Jesus truly begin to speakrofih terms of deity therwise reserved
for Yahweh? (2Howdid Paul and other early Christians explain, reconcile, or otherwise
justify the deification of Jesus in light of their monotheistic heritageW(8/did Paul
and otheearly Christians deify Jas, given the Jewish insistence upon the worship of
Yahweh alone? What motivated this discourse, what interests were served, an@mhat w

the practical consequences?

The Question of What: Significance of the Deification Language
Whatdoesthis text articlateconcerningearly Christian beliefabout Chris?
Specifically, how desit describe the identity of Christ in the context of Second Temple
Jewish monotheismow does i discourse about Jesugersect withthe prevailing
ideologiesof the timeZromourinnertextualand intertextual study & Cor 3:164:6,

we conclude(1) The textdeifiesJesusising the language and concepts of Second

Temple Judaism. Since Judaism in this period was strongly monotheistic, we immediately

face the challenge ainderstanding the relationship between monstheind the
deification of Jesug2) Paul and those he representi&d notrepudiate theidewish
heritage by espousiran esentially incompatible theologynstead, thegimultaneously
affirmedboth the oneess of God and the deity oh@stby presentingChrist as the

human manifestation of Yahwele will explore this concept later in this chapter.

Page208© University of South Africa 2015

wh |



While we must be cautious about generalizing from Paul to all of early
Christianity, his writinggrovideevidencehat most Christians in his day, both Jews and
Gentiles, held a similar view of Chtig1) Herelied on prePaulineliturgical material in
his deification of Christ> Indeed, this liturgical material contains some of the strongest
deificatonlam uage i n Paul s writings. (2) He pres
the Jerusalem churcand his opponents did not contest his Christology although they
challenged his authority in other ways and appealed to Jewish tradition for their alleged
autority. In other words, we find no significawbntroversywithin the early Christian
communityover Paul 6s dei fication | anguage. (3)
(Diaspora) Judaism, the Corinthians were m
arnved opponents were Palestinian Christians, thus representing the diversity of early
Christianity. I n short, our study supports
portrays Christ as divine emerges very early, in distinctively Jewish terrginatal

within a Jé&Wwish context. o

The Question of How: Redescribing Early Christian Discourse about Jesus

As we examine early Christian discourse about Jesus as well as recent discourse
on firstcentury Christology, we should not simply define the teofretudy based on the
usage of religious adherents themselves, but we should discuss the temporal and
contingent aspects of religious discouf¥eReligion is constructed as social discourse
andscholarship on religiois likewisesocial discoursé& Religion maps conceptual
matrices onto experiences, while scholarship on religiapstheoretical matrices onto
religious experience$* Both the scholarly study of religion and the practice of religion
are types of discourse and discoumsa&king. Religias speech is a form of mythic
discourse and is ideological in nature, but so is scholarship on reftgion.

Our study indicates the need to redescribe early Christian discourse about Jesus,
and this isasecondary focus of our investigatidgince we have @mined only one

segment of Paul dés discourse, our contribut

750 Probable examples are 1 Cor-$:416:22; 2 Cor 5:19; 8:9; Phil 2L, Col 1:1520.

®“l1Chester, fiHi88h Christology, o

™l incoln, fATheses on Method, 0 10.

™™Gerhard van den Heever ,Unt@grybadgkderMysteliéw snmperiali es: Fr om t h
Mysterie® Soci al Di scourse in Rel RgIldp(@05%:862. t he Study of
“Van den Heever, {RRendhaes Amithigugd t@r, de @d 9.

Gerhard van den Heever, fdUndoi ng &tTwoeMytBid ei ghts of F
Di s ¢ o WHergoarsle Teeologiese Studig3 (2007): 9414 3.
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and tentative. Drawing from our exegetical findimgshe Corinthian correspondence,
particularly our selected text, and employingights from Onerss Pentecostal
Christology, we will attempt to sketch what this redescription could look like. A full
devel opment would require not only an ext el
similar analysis of other NT discourse, further historical itigason, and engagement
with systematic theology, all of which are beyond the scope of this thesis. Since this
attempt at redescription does not correspond in every respect to traditional creedal
orthodoxy, it should simply benderstoods adding a voice® the ongoing conversation
in the global appropriation of historic Christianity for the twefitst century.When
considering the broad spectrum of scholarship on Christology and Christiandrigins
from the more conservative stance of Bauckham, HurtabPunn to the more
skeptical stance of Casey and Madkis attempt aligns much more closely with, and is
greatly indebted to, the former. While these scholars would not endorse our redescription
andprobablywould not wish to be associated with it, ie tlarger conversation the
differences amount to an intramural dispute. With these qualifications and caveats, we
will attempt a brief outline of a possible redescription.
Against the traditional historgf-religions school as exemplified by Bousset and
later Casey, Hurtado and Bauckham were essentially correct that from the earliest times
Christians spoke of Jesus Christ in terms of deity. In contrast to Hurtado and Bauckha
however, wesuggestnothemwayto describe the early deification of Jegustead of
Abi ni bradyiy adevotiodoridi st Daarcd i foinrst er per sonal rel
God Dunn more accurately described the early Christian view of Jesus as the revelation
of Yahweh, but he dated the worship and full deification of Jesus somewhat later and
ended up with a similar model désus as a secodivine persor(in some sense
Jomoés GYBuprechled Johnds view the extension of
binitarianismod and also said Philobds Logos
he meant the Jews traditionally understood @doke both transcendent and inmeat,
bothfarmad near, and experienced GodoSHpower ac
partially qualified his discussion by saying the early Christians did not view the Son as a

person other than the invisible FatGbder and

756 Dunn, Christology in the Making244, 250.
57 Dunn, Christology in the Making26364, 352 n.5; idenPartings of the Way£65.
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not as the i rftHowenea toie oecnently e wtotthatin Son o f

the NT fiJesus is not the God of #$™srael. He

One problem with this discourse is the danger of interpretingcinstury
evidene based on the assumption of a linearedopment toward later doctrinal
formulations Instead of studyinfjrst-century Christology as a logical precursor to third
and fourthcenturymodels of the Godhead, we should interpret and evailuareits own
terms. Bousset and Casey were righgaga truly binitarian model would have breached
Jewish monotheisrf? which is why they believed it must have developed later. In partial
agreement, Dunragd the notion of an actuasecondpreexistent peson would not have
intialyoccurred to the early Christians and wo
pol ytheismo i n "¥fBaeckham ahdHuitasthught to develpxmodels
thatrecognize distinctions within the divine identity gt not volate Jewish
monotheismNeverthelessBauckham acknowledged his proposabea @A r adi c al
i nnovat i odaiémand Huttadorackdowledgéils proposatobea fAsi gni f i ca
6mut ationdoodo ®ithin Judai sm.

Bauckham, Hurtado, @Dunn have correctlgointedoud ual i ty i n Paul
discourse about God and Jesus, but $esoth ainitarian unavoidablyimporttoo much
that is foreign to firstentury thaight.In the final analysi# we use the termbinitarian
andhigh Christologyto meanJesus is theuman personificatioof Yahweh, or the
incarnation othe fullness of the OT Gothen theydescribehe evidence. Othe other
handif we use them to mealesuss in some sese the manifestation of Yahwbht not
actualy Yahweld less than or equab, but a differenperson fromthe OT God then
theydonot adequately descr i bleanycasgiiisonet di scour s
accurate to characteriearly chrisblogical thoght as an evolution from a low to a high
Christology’®3

The real issue iBow first-century Christians sought to relate their encounter of
the divine n the fleshandblood Jesus tthe transcendent, singular God of Judaism. As
shown by our discussion in ch. 4, funtury Jews such as Philo had ways to descr

58 Dunn, Christology in the Makingxxviii; idem, Christology 267, 309. See iderRartings of the Ways
299, 320.

759 Dunn, Did the First Christians Worship Jesysi%2.

0CaseyiiLord Jesus Christ,o 94.

761 Dunn, Theology of Paul267-74; idem,Christology 47.

62BauckhamJesus and the God of Isragl; HurtadoGod in NT Theology9.

763 Talbert,Development of Christologg1.
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how the transcendent God operated in the world among humans, although these
categories did not allow for the worship of a second divine béffBauckham, Hurtado,

and especially Dunn recognized that early Christians used these categories to describe
Jesus, but their models go further thifwe evidence requiret is more fruitful to

consider early Christology in terms of the transcendence of God (being outside the
material world) and the immanence of God (involved with the material world, present and
working in human lives)As we have just seen, Dunn indeed mentioned this concept but
pressed it into the mold of binitarianism and did not employ its full explanatory power
especially as related to the humanJeShse key t o under sitaamadi ng P
language is not a new theory of the Godhead foreign to Second Temple Judaism and to
first-century thought generally, brgcognizing the human identity of Jesissthe

ultimate means by which the transcendent God became immanent. While this concept
involved some innovation as well, it was not explicitly incompatible with the tenets of
Second Temple Judaism, and it was current gt-éentury culture in the formasf

epiphany, apotheosis, and incarnation.

ToDunnfiequating or evem Gadchtwduwlid gi cdoersatsi
radical revision of the dogma of monotheism as to make a parting t h eéetweany s 0
Judai sm an dineGthbteiarslt.i a n &t y’?>@nhilatbid isstruebom the
perspetive of RabbinicJudaismearly Christians saw their doctrine of Christ as unique
and unprecedented but still within the biblical definition of Jewish monothd&ismunn
noted,to speak of the LogeSon as a different person from the Faihahe sense that
Jesus of Nazareth was a persvould be toabande monotheismbutthisis not what the
early Christians were saying, althougls possiblywhat the rabbis thought John was
saying.In actuality,the Wisdom Christology of Paul and John could be raaet in
harmony with the&shemaTheypresentediJesus as God, in the sense that the
Logos/Wisdom is G@dthat of God which may be manifested within the limits of human
history and flesh. . . The belief which triumphed was the belief in God as one and in
Jesus as the expression of the onG ¢®*tAccording to Dunn, in passages such as 1 Cor
8:6 Paul expressed the deity of Jesus in terms compatible with Jewish monotheism using
Wi sdom Christology, but Johnbés idea of i nc:

Jewish monotheism and thereédRa b bi ni ¢ Judai sm rejected it.

764Dunn,Did the First Christians Worship Jesus3, 8384, 90; McGrathOne Tre God,56.
765 Dunn, Partings of the Way£50.
766 DunnPartings of the Ways$19-20.
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