
[image: Cover picture]






  
[image: Christopher Bruno, John J. R. Lee and Thomas R. Schreiner, Divine Christology of the Apostle Paul]



  [image: Logo IVP Academic]






Acknowledgments


THIS BOOK HAS BEEN DELAYED a few times by moves, family emergencies, and a global pandemic. Nonetheless, we are grateful to the Lord for the ability to complete this project and pray that it might be a useful resource for students, pastors, and many other readers.

We would like to thank the editors at IVP along with several anonymous readers, whose comments improved this project. Special thanks are due to Rachel Hastings for her patience, support, and input.

Tom Schreiner provided editorial comments on the whole manuscript and penned the afterword himself. Both Chris and John would like to thank Tom for his generosity in being a part of this project, for writing the afterword, for editing the rest of this book, for offering helpful input and kind encouragement along the way, and for being an example of a Christian scholar and pastor to us both.

Chris would like to thank his wife, Katie, along with his sons Luke, Simon, Elliot, and Noah, for their constant support and encouragement. Thanks as well are due to his colleagues at Bethlehem College & Seminary, where this project began, along with Barbara Winters and the outstanding library staff at Bethlehem. He offers thanks as well to his colleagues and fellow ministers in Hawaii, especially those at Kailua Baptist Church and All Saints Anglican Church, Training Leaders International, and Oahu Theological Seminary.

John wants to express his deep gratitude to his wife, Sunny, and his son, Josh, for their unwavering love and kindness. Thanks as well are due to the great community at Midwestern Baptist Theological Seminary and especially President Jason Allen, Provost Jason Duesing, and Dean Thor Madsen, for their warm encouragement and constant support for research and writing. Also, John would like to appreciate Ross Harmon for his excellent help as research assistant and for his friendship.

Finally, like the apostle Paul, we have been gripped by the reality of the risen and exalted Lord Jesus. While neither of us share his brilliance or his calling, we have come to believe with him that Jesus is the Lord, the one God of Israel, who is the God of the world and who became a Jewish man in order to fulfill his covenant promises to the world. For this, he is worthy of worship!









  


  1


  Introduction


  

    AS SAUL OF TARSUS WAS TRAVELING TO DAMASCUS to arrest adherents of a new sect of Judaism having the audacity to claim that the Messiah had been executed and risen from the dead, he encountered the risen Christ and experienced a radical turning point (see the three accounts in Acts 9; 22; 26). Some years later, writing a letter to his ministry supporters in Philippi, he confesses: “Whatever gain I had, I counted as loss for the sake of Christ. Indeed, I count everything as loss because of the surpassing worth of knowing Christ Jesus my Lord. For his sake I have suffered the loss of all things and count them as rubbish, in order that I may gain Christ and be found in him” (Phil 3:7-9). As this passage and many other parts of Paul’s letters imply, Jesus was the center of the apostle’s life and ministry and the recipient of his unreserved devotion (e.g., 1 Cor 2:2).


    

      WHY THE DIVINE CHRISTOLOGY OF PAUL THE APOSTLE MATTERS


      In what sense, however, was Paul able to reconcile his Jewish monotheistic faith (or his commitment to the Shema of Deuteronomy 6:4 and the first two commandments of the Decalogue)1 with his devotion to Jesus as a divine figure? How could a teacher in Israel, who once was so passionately devoted to the worship of the one God and was willing to do violence against a perceived threat to this worship from the early Christians, see his faith in Jesus as the fulfillment of the Torah (Rom 10:4)? This was undoubtedly a crucial question in the first century, and it remains so two millennia later. Many people still claim—both at the scholarly and popular levels—that worship of Jesus as divine was impossible within Jewish monotheistic environments. Consequently, they argue the divine Christology of the New Testament reflects either a pagan influence over early Christians or an anachronistic projection of later theology into earliest Christian writings. Fortunately, we are not the first ones to wrestle with this important question of how Jewish monotheism and Christ’s divinity go hand in hand. The history of the church provides a rich pool of resources for this matter, and in recent decades, capable scholars, including the ones whom we will introduce in the subsequent chapters, have dealt with this very question intensely, advancing the conversation in meaningful directions.


      The current landscape of Pauline Christology studies can, however, be overwhelming for many. There are several monographs and PhD dissertations that provide meticulous treatments of some specific details. But the discussions and arguments in these studies are technical and sometimes convoluted, leaving the non-specialist at a disadvantage when trying to benefit from those treatments.2 There are, on the other hand, introductions to the issues of Christology and Pauline theology, but the discussions centered on Paul’s view of Christ, especially his divinity, are often not sufficiently specific, nuanced, or updated in those volumes.3


      Most of the literature gravitates toward the extremes on a spectrum, from intricate or complex treatments to broad or general overviews of various topics. Because of this, there is a need for books that fill the gap between the two extremes. This book seeks to help fill that gap on the subject of Paul’s divine Christology. While the conversations in the academy are robust, it is important that such conversations continue to shape what is happening in the church. Far from being an inconsequential matter in theology, how we interpret Paul’s understanding of Jesus shapes our personal spiritual formation as well as the very ecclesiology around which we build our Christian communities! The intent of this book is to guide the reader into the more detailed and often perplexing conversations surrounding the topic of Paul’s view concerning the divinity of Christ, and to do so in an accessible manner.4


    


    

    

      OUTLINE OF THIS BOOK


      This book seeks to introduce the topic of Pauline divine Christology by surveying recent developments on the subject (chaps. 2–5), by evaluating those developments (chap. 6), and by exploring the exegetical grounds for the divine Christology of Paul the apostle (chaps. 7–10) prior to drawing our conclusions (chap. 11).


      Following the introductory chapter, the first part of this book will survey the recent divine-christological proposals of Richard Bauckham, Larry Hurtado, Chris Tilling, and N. T. Wright (chaps. 2–5). We will observe many ways that the work of these scholars has advanced the conversation and provided profound insights into both the exegetical and theological foundations of Pauline divine Christology. Although we suggest several areas to sharpen their work (chap. 6)—and there are certainly areas of Pauline Christology that require further attention or more nuanced approaches—we nonetheless find many of their observations and findings helpful and remain grateful for the ways they have moved the conversation forward and shed light on various facets of Paul’s high or divine Christology.5


      It will be important to note at the outset of this book that we do not intend to offer a thorough overview of recent scholarship on Pauline Christology or even on Paul’s divine Christology. Readers who hope to have a more comprehensive survey on the subject should consult the history of research chapters in monographs and PhD dissertations or journal articles with a similar thrust. Our modest hope is to provide a representative overview of the recent arguments in support of Paul’s divine Christology, offering snapshots of the current conversations and preparing our readers for subsequent engagement. We have chosen to focus more substantially on Bauckham (chap. 2), Hurtado (chap. 3), Tilling (chap. 4), and Wright (chap. 5) based on both the distinctive nature and the scholarly influence of their respective paradigms among recent conversations on Jesus’ divinity in Pauline epistles and the New Testament. Along with our discussion of these scholars, we have also included an appendix that acknowledges other noteworthy contributors in this conversation (see appendix I). While not exhaustive, this appendix provides a broader overview of the recent research on Paul’s divine Christology.


      Some readers will regard our prioritization of the four scholars (Bauckham, Hurtado, Tilling, and Wright) in part one to be overly subjective or limited in scope, but the same readers will likely agree with us on the inclusion of these four, given the latter’s major contributions to the discussion of Pauline divine Christology. For Fee and Capes (see appendix I), we are of the view that their approaches are not sufficiently unique as compared to the four featured in part one; although these two scholars do not present their own unique paradigms, they leave us with rich exegetical data relating to Pauline Christology. Regarding the other scholars included in appendix I, their scholarly influences are not felt as strong as the four featured in part one of this volume, at least as of now, even if their approaches contain some distinctive characteristics.


      Even only with a brief survey that we intend to provide in this volume, one fact seems to be clear enough: many of the stronger and, in our view, more compelling proposals on Pauline/New Testament Christology in recent years arrive at what we might call orthodox conclusions. That is to say, the more we press into the Christology of Paul’s letters, the more we find that it presents a divine view of Christ, portraying Jesus of Nazareth as sharing in the very identity and authority of Israel’s God, that is, the biblical deity. Though it may seem unlikely, Saul of Tarsus, a former Pharisee, appears to equate the crucified Galilean rabbi with the God of Israel and of the universe at various junctures in his writings.


      In the second part of this book (chaps. 7–10), we will consider the relevant biblical data and highlight three aspects of Paul’s divine Christology. We will note that, throughout his letters, the apostle holds to what we might call the highest Christology, as he depicts Jesus (1) as the “one Lord” of Israel (1 Cor 8:4-6; Rom 10:9), (2) as the embodiment of God, who humbled himself through his incarnation (Phil 2:6-11; Rom 9:4-5), and (3) as the ruler and sovereign of the creation and the new creation (Col 1:15-20; 1 Thess 3:11-13; 2 Cor 5:10-11). Consequently, the Lord Jesus, according to Paul, is due the worship that is reserved for Israel’s God alone. As we consider each aspect of this divine Christology, we will largely focus on the text of Scripture itself, while still interacting with key scholars. Though one may disagree with some of our exegetical and theological findings, it seems difficult to dismiss their larger implications for Christology. Although there are a handful of texts that might be interpreted in a way that go against the high-christological conclusions we reach, we find that such objections tend to rest on faulty exegetical and theological underpinnings.


      Even with our relatively brief sketch of recent scholarship and exegetical overview of key christological texts in Paul’s letters to be presented across this volume, it seems evident that Paul the apostle equated Jesus with the divine Lord and the God of Israel and of the universe who became a Jewish man in order to fulfill his covenant promises to his people and to the world—for this, he is indeed worthy of worship.


    


    

    

      BROAD SCHOLARLY CONTEXT OF THIS BOOK


      This book does not intend to offer a thorough scholarly overview of the works for or against a divine Christology in the Pauline epistles.6 Instead, it focuses on reviewing the four representative proposals that find a divine Christology in Paul’s writings and on presenting key exegetical evidence for it. However, it is beneficial for the readers to understand the broad scholarly context of this book. The scholarly discussion surrounding Paul’s divine Christology is more complex and uneven than what we can afford to offer here; yet this brief section will provide at least a general picture of the broader setting in which the scholars whom we will highlight in the subsequent four chapters have made their contributions.7


      Perhaps the most influential voice among twentieth-century New Testament scholars on this topic was Wilhelm Bousset (1865–1920), who wrote the highly influential work Kyrios Christos: Geschichte des Christusglaubens von den Anfängen des Christentums bis Irenaeus (1913).8 Bousset was a German theologian who had formidable expertise in New Testament and patristic studies, and is often regarded as one of the founders of the so-called history of religions school. His work, like many who followed after him, utilized a comparative religions approach that studied late Judaism and early Christianity in relation to their contemporary Hellenistic religions.


      In his best-known work, Kyrios Christos, Bousset argued that early Christian devotion to Jesus originated from a Hellenistic setting where pagan religious influences such as Hellenistic mystery religions were more readily available to and accepted by Jesus-followers. Bousset suggested that early Christians appropriated the divine title κύριος for Jesus, incorporating syncretic practices. Therefore, in his view, the worship of Jesus was possible only in regions with minimal influence from Judaism—therefore, outside Palestine—such as Syrian Antioch, Damascus, and Tarsus.9


      Bousset’s proposal has been influential in scholarly circles since its publication. One of the most frequently quoted New Testament scholars of the twentieth century, Rudolf Bultmann, not only adopted Bousset’s reading but also promoted and popularized it.10 Bultmann’s introduction to the fifth German edition (1965) of Bousset’s Kyrios Christos opens with superlative praise: “Among the works of New Testament scholarship the study of which I used to recommend in my lectures to students as indispensable, above all belonged Wilhelm Bousset’s Kyrios Christos.”11 The publication of the book’s first English translation in 1970, over fifty years after its original German publication in 1913, and the reprint of the English translation by Baylor University Press in 2013, illustrate the continuing influence of Bousset’s study.


      There is, however, a reason to challenge Bousett’s distinction between Palestinian and Hellenistic Christian communities, which was also adopted by later scholars such as Bultmann. Here, Martin Hengel (1926–2009) is particularly helpful. Hengel was a prominent German scholar of the New Testament who served as professor of New Testament and early Judaism at the University of Tübingen. Hengel gave attention to Christian origins and early Christianity in his research, and his work was highly influential during the latter decades of the twentieth century.12


      One of Hengel’s key contributions was to show that Hellenistic influences were widespread, and that Palestine was not necessarily an exception to such influences. Thus, in his view, an acute distinction between the Palestinian and Hellenistic Judaism (or Christianity) cannot be sustained.13 Likewise, the thesis that devotion to Jesus as Lord originated only outside Palestine does not seem true.


      Another important contribution of Hengel concerns the chronology of divine Christology and the timeframe of Christian origins. By his close reading of the Pauline and other New Testament texts, and through his apt chronological analysis of the relevant data, Hengel refuted the notion that Jewish-Christian communities in Palestine, Jewish-Christian communities in the diaspora, and Gentile Christian communities were separated, and that there were distinct stages of christological evolution.14 Instead, Hengel has proved that the Pauline and other New Testament data show that the worship of the resurrected and exalted Jesus and the remarkable christological confession directed toward him already existed among his earliest followers in Palestine as early as AD 30–40.15 Hengel thus remarks, “The time between the death of Jesus and the fully developed christology which we find in the earliest Christian documents, the letters of Paul is so short that the development which takes place within it can only be called amazing.”16 Hengel, in summary, demonstrates that the origins of divine Christology are most likely both early and Jewish.


      We have, in fact, substantial evidence for liturgical devotion to Jesus as Lord among early Aramaic-speaking circles of Jesus-followers. As already noted by various scholars,17 Paul’s use of the Aramaic prayer μαράνα θά (“Our Lord, come”; see 1 Cor 16:22, which transliterates the Aramaic phrase in Greek) directed to Jesus implies that confession of his divine lordship was not necessarily a result of some syncretic activities under pagan religious influences but was a meaningful component of devotional practice among early followers of Jesus in Judean context.18 As Rawlinson notes, this Aramaic cry in 1 Corinthians 16 exposes “the Achilles heel of the theory of Bousset.”19 Indeed, Bousset himself acknowledges this Aramaic phrase as counter evidence against his case. However, instead of dwelling on its relatively plain christological significance, Bousset transitions to other topics.20


      The scholars who advanced Hengel’s argument for the origins of high Christology as early and Jewish include Richard Bauckham and Larry Hurtado, the best-known members of the so-called Early High Christology Club, a “self-designation coined by a group of scholars . . . who emphasize that an exalted place of Jesus in belief and devotional practice (including corporate worship) is evident in the earliest Christian sources and likely goes back to the first circles of Jesus’ followers from shortly after his crucifixion.”21 Bauckham’s and Hurtado’s influences are easily detected in recent discussions of Pauline Christology. A number of scholars have subsequently offered their own explanations of early and high Christology, but often their discussions revolve around the suggestions made by Bauckham and Hurtado. The two other scholars to whom we give substantial attention (Chris Tilling and N. T. Wright) and the various scholars we present briefly in appendix I are all in conversation with Bauckham and Hurtado in one way or another. In that sense, it is justifiable to begin our survey of recent scholarship on Pauline divine Christology with Bauckham (chap. 2) and Hurtado (chap. 3).


      We acknowledge that not everyone accepts the view that Christians held to a divine Christology in the earliest years following Jesus’ resurrection. To be fair, there are still tangible objections to and qualifications of it, often with various tendencies that regard divine Christology as incongruent with Jewish monotheistic sensibilities. Holding that Jewish people were repulsed by pagan notions, some scholars continue to question whether Paul’s/New Testament Christology could truly be divine, while others propose more nuanced positions which evaluate Paul’s/New Testament Christology as relatively high but not reaching a fully divine view of Jesus.22 Yet, an early and high Christology has attracted growing scholarly support over the last few decades partly due to the influence of Bauckham and Hurtado and has almost become an “emerging consensus,” using Crispin Fletcher-Louis’s phrase.23


    


    










  

  Part One


  Recent Proposals
for Pauline Divine


    Christology




  

    

      With the scholarly context reviewed in the introduction (chap. 1) in mind, and with a hope to provide an accessible entry point to the recent discussions of the crucial topic of Paul’s divine Christology, part one presents a survey of major proposals in chapters 2–5 and then an evaluation of those leading proposals (chap. 6). We begin with Richard Bauckham and his divine identity approach to New Testament Christology (chap. 2).
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  The Divine Identity Paradigm:


    Richard Bauckham


  

    RICHARD BAUCKHAM’S DIVINE IDENTITY MODEL is one of the most influential paradigms in the recent discussions of New Testament Christology. At the center of his model is the inclusion of Christ within the unique identity of Israel’s God, who is the sole Creator and sovereign of the universe and who alone is therefore worthy of worship. Bauckham introduces the divine identity paradigm in his short yet influential book on the relationship between Second Temple Jewish monotheism and New Testament Christology, God Crucified (1998).1 His subsequent volume on New Testament Christology, Jesus and the God of Israel (2008), expands on features introduced in God Crucified, which is incorporated as the very first chapter of this expanded volume.2


    What follows is an overview of Bauckham’s divine identity paradigm. The overview will first provide Bauckham’s explanation of the paradigm and then detail the application of his paradigm to the task of understanding Paul’s Christology.


    

    

      

        

          

          

          

          

            

              	Richard Bauckham’s Divine Identity Paradigm


            


            

              	Main Idea: Paul and other NT authors include Jesus in God’s unique identity, which is most clearly revealed through the OT and Second Temple Jewish emphasis that he is the sole Creator and sovereign of the universe and the only appropriate recipient of worship.


            


            

              	Representative Work: Jesus and the God of Israel (2008)


            


            

              	Listen to Bauckham: “Early Christians included Jesus, precisely and unambiguously, within the unique identity of the one God of Israel.”—Bauckham, Jesus and the God of Israel, ix.


            


          

        


      


    


    

      THE CHRISTOLOGY OF DIVINE IDENTITY


      The paradigm explained. Bauckham’s proposal, focusing on divine identity, offers a way past investigations of Jewish monotheism and Christology from the Greek philosophical perspective of function and ontology.3 Simply put, ontology deals with matters of being or essence. In relation to God, ontology focuses on the attributes that are seen as intrinsic to God’s essence or being, such as eternality or immutability. Function, on the other hand, deals not with intrinsic attributes but with actions.


      These philosophical categories, though impactful in later Christian theology, are still limited in helping to explain the biblical evidence. That is, Bauckham sees the traditional emphasis on ontology as exaggerated and thus unhelpful, as it gives precedence to essence over function. Correspondingly, Bauckham argues that New Testament scholars are missing what Jewish monotheism was about when they suggest that the New Testament avoids speaking of Jesus in terms of divine essence (ontology) but refers to Jesus only as exercising divine functions.4


      Bauckham proposes that questions about monotheism should move beyond matters of “what divinity is—divine nature,” and focus instead on the more encompassing matter of “who YHWH, the unique God, is—divine identity.”5 Bauckham explains what he means by identity, as he states: “Reference to God’s identity is by analogy with human personal identity, understood not as a mere ontological subject without characteristics, but as including both character and personal story (the latter entailing relationships).”6 While not diminishing the value of function and ontology altogether in describing God, Bauckham proposes that the divine identity paradigm includes both these categories along with other dynamic realities, such as the story of God’s relationship to creation and his people. Bauckham is quick to acknowledge that human identity only goes so far in describing the one God, who ultimately breaks the limits of such a description. However, the practice of using human identity as a starting point, Bauckham suggests, is in line with biblical and Second Temple portrayals of God.7


      Bauckham considers two relational dimensions to describe the unique identity of Israel’s one God (who YHWH is): God’s relationship to Israel and his relationship to all reality.8 While stressing the significance of both, Bauckham focuses more on the latter since it was God’s relation to all reality that ancient Jews used “to identify God as unique.”9 What makes God unique, especially in comparison to the deities of the nations, is his position as the Creator and ruler of all things.10 These characteristics, Bauckham clarifies, by no means exhaust God’s identity.11 However, God’s role as Creator and his universal sovereignty are essentially what makes him unique. While human and angelic intermediary figures may assist in the exercise of God’s rule and even take on strikingly similar roles to God’s (e.g., sitting on a throne in heaven) in a few limited instances,12 intermediary figures are necessarily placed under God as his subordinates and do not share in God’s unique identity.13


      In sum, with his proposal of a divine identity paradigm, Bauckham intends to provide an alternative to the functional and ontological categories that have dominated the discussion of New Testament Christology and Jewish monotheism. While not excluding those categories, Bauckham argues that since his divine identity paradigm adds the narrative of God’s relation to Israel and all reality to the equation and it presents a perspective more compatible with biblical and Second Temple depictions of God. While one might mention other specific aspects of God’s identity, it is his relationship to all reality as Creator and sovereign of the universe that stands out when early Jewish and early Christian authors identify him as unique, according to Bauckham.


      Bauckham’s paradigm and Second Temple Jewish Monotheism. Because Bauckham’s paradigm would derive from early Jewish conceptions of God, its validity depends on a proper understanding of early Jewish monotheism itself. At the risk of oversimplification, Bauckham presents two views advanced by scholars regarding Jewish monotheism, both of which he finds lacking in some way. The first view perceives Jewish monotheism in a “strict” fashion, with only one person able to possess divine characteristics.14 For those who take this approach, the Jesus of the New Testament cannot be truly divine, because such a view of Jesus would involve violating strict monotheism.15 The second view is more “flexible” than the first view and finds a blurred line between God and the rest of reality, with certain intermediary figures being able “to occupy a subordinate divine or semi-divine” position.16 According to this flexible view of Jewish monotheism, New Testament authors could present Jesus as somehow divine, since there already existed a category of intermediary figures who blurred the line between God and every other being.17


      As with his view on identity over against function and ontology, Bauckham offers a way past both approaches in accounting for Second Temple Jewish monotheism. Bauckham agrees with the first approach to the extent that Jewish monotheism “was indeed ‘strict,’” and there existed a clear line between God and all other reality, with human and angelic intermediary figures on the side of creation and not God.18 While viewing the second approach as misleading by exaggerating the significance of intermediary beings, Bauckham still differs from the first approach, arguing that, in the New Testament, Jesus is included within, and not added to, the strict divine identity, and that such inclusion, while remarkable, did not require a violation of Jewish monotheism.19


      Central to Bauckham’s proposal for a divine identity Christology is his reading of Psalm 110:1, the most frequently referenced Old Testament passage in the New Testament. Various authors, like all three Synoptists, Paul, Peter, and the writer of Hebrews,20 appropriate the text christologically to attribute divine sovereignty to the risen-exalted Christ, thereby including him in the divine identity.21


      Bauckham’s insistence on a Second Temple Jewish precedent for the Christology of divine identity is also a key component in his argument. He finds this precedent in figures that are “personifications or hypostatizations of aspects of God himself.”22 These figures include the Word and the Wisdom of God, who Bauckham suggests are “intrinsic to the unique divine identity.”23 Bauckham is undecided as to whether these figures should be seen as pure literary devices (i.e., personifications) or as having actually existed, but he suggests that “a good argument [can be made] for the latter” based on certain texts such as Wisdom 7:22–8:1.24 Still, for Bauckham, the crucial point is that these figures do not compromise Jewish monotheism, because they are intrinsic to the unique identity of God. Instead, they make it evident that there is at least some sense in which early Judaism allowed for “distinctions” within the divine identity.25


      One of the most significant potential problems for Bauckham’s case is the Son of Man’s portrayal in 1 Enoch. Bauckham sees this text as the only unambiguous case in early Judaism where a human or angelic figure is accorded the unique divine sovereignty and worshiped accordingly (1 Enoch 62:3, 6).26 Thus, this Son of Man figure could be taken as evidence against Bauckham’s view that the division between God and all reality was strict. Although the Son of Man figure is only revealed and delegated his exalted position in the eschatological future, it is clear that “the throne of [God’s] glory” (1 Enoch 47:3; 60:2; 71:7) is also the throne that the Son of Man sits on to judge (1 Enoch 62:5; 69:29; cf. 51:3).27 While all other human or angelic intermediary figures in early Jewish literature fall outside of God’s unique sovereignty and identity, Bauckham regards the Son of Man as somehow included within God’s divine identity and, therefore, “the exception that proves the rule.”28 More recently, however, Bauckham shifts his view on this matter.29


    


    

    

      THE SUFFERING OF JESUS AND THE CHRISTOLOGY OF DIVINE IDENTITY


      Bauckham’s christological approach not only includes the strict view of Second Temple Jewish monotheism and the inclusion of Jesus in that strict view but also addresses how to relate the suffering and death of Jesus to his inclusion within God’s unique identity. Based on an exegesis of Isaiah 40–55 with a view toward the eschatological new exodus, in which God saves Israel and extends his rule and salvation to the nations, Bauckham provides three key texts that he believes fueled early Christian interpretation to bind Jesus the sufferer with the God of Israel. According to this view, Jesus’ suffering and death on a Roman cross are not obstacles on the way to divine identity but rather proof of divine identity.


      

        	

          Isaiah 52:13: “Behold, my servant shall act wisely; he shall be high and lifted up, and shall be exalted.”


        


        	

          Isaiah 6:1: “In the year that King Uzziah died I saw the Lord sitting upon a throne, high and lifted up; and the train of his robe filled the temple.”


        


        	

          Isaiah 57:15: “For thus says the One who is high and lifted up, who inhabits eternity, whose name is Holy: ‘I dwell in the high and holy place, and also with him who is of a contrite and lowly spirit, to revive the spirit of the lowly, and to revive the heart of the contrite.’”30


        


      


      What is immediately evident when comparing these texts is the overlap between the “servant” of Isaiah 52:13 and the “Lord” in Isaiah 6:1—both of whom are described as “high and lifted up.” The “servant” finds a further connection to the “Lord” via Isaiah 57:15 since there the Lord appears simultaneously exalted and present with the lowly.31


      Bauckham asserts that a connected reading of these three Isaianic texts was instrumental for early Christian exegesis. To support this claim, Bauckham points to three New Testament books that utilize Christ’s humiliation-exaltation as a lens for reading Isaiah 40–55: (1) Philippians, especially Jesus’ humiliation and exaltation depicted in the Christ Hymn (Phil 2:6-11; this will be discussed further below); (2) Revelation, with attention to the exaltation and worship of the slaughtered lamb in Revelation 5; and (3) John’s Gospel, in particular, the “lifting up” of the Son of Man, the image that paradoxically signifies his crucifixion and exaltation at once (Jn 3:14-15; 8:28; 12:32-34).32 For Bauckham, these New Testament texts show that the crucifixion does not prohibit Jesus’ inclusion in the divine identity so that his suffering and death need not be regarded as problematic for the account of the divine identity Christology. Instead, the inclusion of the crucified Christ in the unique identity of God indicates continuity with the very identity of Israel’s self-giving God, while also revealing who God is in an innovative way.33


    


    

    

      PAUL AND THE CHRISTOLOGY OF DIVINE IDENTITY


      In applying his divine identity model to Paul’s Christology, Bauckham gives attention to three main elements.34 First, based on his understanding of the nature and thrust of Jewish monotheism and New Testament Christology as summarized above, Bauckham examines Paul’s use of Old Testament YHWH texts where the κύριος (the common translation of YHWH; that is, God’s name) is identified as Jesus. According to Bauckham, Paul employs this practice to “reformulate” Jewish monotheism into “christological monotheism.”35 From such practice, Bauckham finds a christological reformulation of eschatological and creational concerns of Jewish monotheism.36 Second, Bauckham examines three specific Pauline texts that integrate creational and eschatological aspects of Jewish monotheism with Jesus’ inclusion in the divine identity: Romans 10:13; Philippians 2:6-11; and 1 Corinthians 8:5-6.37 Third, Bauckham investigates the two intermediary figures sometimes said to parallel Paul’s christological utilization of Old Testament YHWH texts, that is, Melchizedek (11QMelch) and Yahoel (Apocalypse of Abraham), and interacts with William Horbury’s case for Jewish messianism as a precedent for New Testament Christology.38 While Bauckham evaluates the latter more positively, he does not find any of these three traditions to offer an example comparable to the Christology of divine identity that he detects from the New Testament in general and Paul’s writings in particular.39


      Paul’s christological use of Old Testament YHWH texts. Bauckham groups Paul’s use of Old Testament YHWH texts into two primary categories—those in which Jesus is the referent, and those in which God is the referent.40 Within these two main categories, Bauckham designates various subcategories, for instance, direct quotations, allusions, and stereotypical Old Testament phrases (e.g., the name of the Lord).41 Bauckham draws two chief conclusions from his investigation. First, in applying the Septuagintal κύριος language (as a rendering of YHWH) to Jesus, Paul was aware of the divine significance of such christological application.42 Second, Paul did not read the Scriptures in a “ditheistic” manner, taking God as the supreme deity and Jesus as a second, lesser deity.43 This is evidenced by the apostle’s use of the same divine κύριος language of Isaiah 40:13 for Jesus in one text (1 Cor 2:16) and for God in another text (Rom 11:34).44


      

        The Meaning of the Term Cultic


        

          The term cultic could pejoratively mean “relating to a religious group regarded as unorthodox.” However, the same word could also mean, in different contexts, “of or relating to formal religious veneration, that is, worship.” It is this latter sense that most biblical scholars, including the coauthors of this book, employ the term in their discussions of New Testament Christology and ancient Jewish monotheism.


        


      


      Before exploring the intersection of monotheism and Christology in Paul’s writings, Bauckham lays out categories for the expression of divine identity in keeping with creational, eschatological, and cultic concerns of Second Temple Jewish monotheism. That is, God alone created and is the sole sovereign over all things; he is the one who will establish his rule over the entire world in the future; and he alone is worthy of worship.45 Within Paul’s christologically appropriated YHWH texts,46 Bauckham detects both eschatological and creational concerns of Jewish monotheism.47


      Significantly, Bauckham finds that Paul frequently takes Jesus as the referent of eschatological YHWH texts, noting also that the pertinent Old Testament texts often exhibit specific monotheistic concerns in their original contexts (e.g., Is 40:13 [1 Cor 2:15; cf. Rom 11:34]; Is 45:23 [Rom 14:11; Phil 2:10-11]; Zech 14:5 [1 Thess 3:13; cf. 2 Thess 1:7]).48 Given that God’s eschatological rule of all things is intimately linked with his creation of all things (e.g., in Is 40–55 and especially Is 45:18-25),49 it is no surprise that Paul associates YHWH texts with an emphasis on creational monotheism for Jesus and not just those expressing the concerns of eschatological monotheism (1 Cor 8:6 [cf. Deut 6:4]; 1 Cor 10:26 [cf. Ps 24:1]).50


      Key Pauline texts in support of Bauckham’s case for christological monotheism. Having discussed the christological significance of creational and eschatological YHWH texts ascribed to Jesus, Bauckham turns to three specific passages to further his case for Paul’s christological monotheism, and particularly the inclusion of Jesus in the divine identity: Romans 10:13; Philippians 2:6-11; and 1 Corinthians 8:5-6.


      Romans 10:13. Bauckham begins with Romans 10:13, a text that quotes Joel 2:32: “Everyone who calls on the name of the Lord will be saved.”51 He points out that the monotheistic concern expressed in the immediately preceding verse (Rom 10:12: “For there is no distinction between Jew and Greek; for the same Lord is Lord of all, bestowing his riches on all who call on him”) mirrors monotheistic rhetoric found in an earlier passage of the same letter (i.e., Rom 3:29-30: “Or is God the God of Jews only? Is he not the God of Gentiles also? Yes, of Gentiles also, since God is one—who will justify the circumcised by faith and the uncircumcised through faith”).52 Bauckham observes that the immediate literary context of Romans 10:12 emphasizes the importance of confessing Jesus as Lord and believing in/calling on him (Rom 10:9, 11, 14), thus concluding that the “Lord” in Romans 10:12 must refer to Jesus. He then observes the alternation of “Lord” Jesus and “God” between these two texts that share a similar monotheistic notion (Rom 3:29-30 [“God”] and Rom 10:12 [“Lord”; i.e., Jesus]), proposing that their combined force is similar to the christological exegesis of the Shema in 1 Corinthians 8:6, which accommodates “one God” (the Father/God) and “one Lord” (Jesus) within the monotheistic confession of Deuteronomy 6:4 (discussed further below).53


      Philippians 2:6-11. In considering Philippians 2:6-11, Bauckham finds within this passage a convergence of monolatry (i.e., offering worship only to God) and eschatological monotheism as well as their christological appropriation. That is to say, Jesus is presented as the one participating in God’s universal sovereignty, granted with the divine name (YHWH/κύριος) and with monotheistic rhetoric, and worthy of worship (cf. Rev 5).54 Bauckham rejects the reading of Philippians 2:9-11 with the lens of Adam Christology, in part due to “the clear allusion to Isaiah 45:23,” which speaks of YHWH’s sovereignty appropriated for the risen-exalted Christ, and due to the contrasting lack of any tangible Adamic reference in the text.55


      

        Adam Christology


        

          “Adam Christology” is a term used by scholars to describe Jesus as a new Adam or the antitype to Adam—yet with different nuances, inclinations, and associations. According to Adam Christology, Jesus is seen as achieving the full potential prescribed to humanity at creation (e.g., ruling over creation), which Adam never realized because of his disobedience to God.


        


      


      Furthermore, Bauckham proposes that Philippians 2:8-9 could very well allude to Isaiah 52:13; 53:12, where the Suffering Servant’s humiliation leads to his exaltation.56 By the rabbinic principle of gezera shawa (i.e., one text with similar wording interprets another), these Isaianic verses can be seen to relate to the exalted enthronement of God himself in Isaiah 6:1; 57:15 (see above for the discussion of these Isaiah texts).57 Bauckham argues that early Christians did not consider the emphasis of eschatological monotheism and other themes found in Isaiah 40–66 in isolation from one another but instead in organic connection with each other.58 Thus, in Philippians 2:6-11, the allusion to Isaiah 45:23 (cf. Phil 2:10-11) is linked with Isaiah 52:13; 53:12 (cf. Phil 2:6-9), such that Jesus’ humiliation and exaltation are understood as the means by which God’s universal sovereignty is revealed to all.59


      1 Corinthians 8:5-6. Regarding 1 Corinthians 8:6, a verse that is presented in the context of firm Jewish monotheism (1 Cor 8:4) contrasted with pagan religious rhetoric and practices (1 Cor 8:5), Bauckham remarks, “This is probably Paul’s most explicit formulation of what we have called christological monotheism.”60 Bauckham holds that, were Paul simply adding Jesus to the unique divine identity accentuated in the Shema rather than including him within it, he would be guilty of “outright ditheism.”61 Notably, Paul’s restatement of the Shema in this text contains creational monotheism (i.e., the notion that God alone created the universe without any assistance),62 a hallmark feature of God’s absolute uniqueness.63 Bauckham asserts that Paul divides the unique divine work of creation between God and Jesus in 1 Corinthians 8:6 (“yet for us there is one God, the Father, from [ἐκ] whom are all things and for [εἰς] whom we exist, and one Lord, Jesus Christ, through [διά] whom are all things and through [διά] whom we exist”). He supports this assertion by observing how Paul applies the descriptions ascribed to “one God” and “one Lord,” respectively, in this Corinthian text to God alone in Romans 11:36: “For from [ἐκ] him and through [διά] him and to [εἰς] him are all things.”64 For Bauckham, the comparison between these two Pauline texts reveals that 1 Corinthians 8:6 reflects a remarkable christological exegesis of the Shema (Deut 6:4). Paul’s interpretation of Jewish monotheistic language in 1 Corinthians 8 presents the pre-existent Christ as an active participant in God’s work of creation especially in designating him as “the instrumental cause of creation”—a notion indicated by the preposition “through (διά).”65 Thus, Paul includes Jesus within the unique divine identity.66 Bauckham does not consider it possible to determine whether, in his christological reformulation of the Shema in 1 Corinthians 8:6, the apostle had in mind a Word or Wisdom tradition as featured in Jeremiah 51:15 (28:15 LXX), Wisdom 9:1-2, Psalm 104:24 (103:24 LXX), and 2 Baruch 14:17.67 He is, nevertheless, inclined toward that possibility, for it would not damage his case because the Word and Wisdom in these texts are included within the unique identity of God.68


      Bauckham’s response to the alleged Jewish precedents for christological use of YHWH texts. Turning to potential objections to his case for Paul’s christological monotheism, Bauckham considers two figures from Second Temple Jewish literature who are often regarded as precedents for New Testament Christology (i.e., Melchizedek and Yahoel) and examines an argument for Second Temple Jewish messianism as a basis for the New Testament presentation of Jesus.69 He finds that none of these offer a foundation for the Christology of the New Testament.


      Melchizedek (11QMelch). Qumran texts that refer to Melchizedek, according to Bauckham, cannot be a precedent to Paul’s inclusion of Jesus within the unique divine identity. 11QMelchizedek 2:10 provides an interpretative citation of Psalm 82:1, in which the singular elohim of the scriptural text is understood as a reference to Melchizedek.70 11QMelchizedek repeats a similar pattern of interpretation when citing other Scriptures (Ps 7:7-8 [= 7:8-9 MT/LXX]; Is 52:7). Bauckham points out that, while this Qumran text presents Melchizedek, the referent of the singular elohim, as a prominent figure, there is no identification between YHWH and this figure. Such an observation is in line with what one finds from the Old Testament, in which the divine name YHWH is never appropriated for anyone except Israel’s one God, whereas the term elim/elohim is used flexibly, sometimes with reference to figures other than the God of Israel—yet without identifying the two.71 In contrast to the figure Melchizedek in 11QMelchizedek, Paul’s Christ is repeatedly made the referent of Old Testament YHWH texts and is thus included in the identity of the sole Creator and Lord.72


      Yahoel (Apocalypse of Abraham). Bauckham also dismisses the figure of Yahoel from its candidacy as a precedent for Paul’s christological use of YHWH texts. The Apocalypse of Abraham depicts Yahoel as a heavenly high priest figure, bearing the divine name.73 Remarkably, the name Yahoel is used with reference to YHWH himself in Apocalypse of Abraham 17:13, among other writings.74 Nevertheless, Bauckham finds name-sharing between God and this angelic figure unsurprising, because Yahoel is linked to the angel of Exodus 23:21,75 who is said to bear God’s name (Apocalypse of Abraham 10), and because the name Yahoel (which couples YHW[H] and el and reverses the name Elijah) itself corresponds to other angelic names ending with el (e.g., Michael).76 Furthermore, Yahoel is presented as someone on par with Michael rather than God. That is to say, this angelic figure appears to be God’s servant with only “delegated authority.”77 Yahoel does not share in God’s creation or his universal authority. Yahoel is depicted as God’s worshiper (17:3) and there is no indication that this angelic figure is ever a recipient of worship. Notably, Yahoel disappears entirely in the latter chapters of the Apocalypse of Abraham (chaps. 19–32).78 Thus, in Bauckham’s view, Yahoel—just as the figure Melchizedek in 11QMelchizedek—does not offer a foundation for Paul’s christological interpretation of Old Testament YHWH texts.79


      Jewish messianism. A third possible precedent for Paul’s christological appropriation of YHWH texts that Bauckham examines is Second Temple Jewish messianism. In conversation with William Horbury, in particular,80 Bauckham examines 1 Enoch 52:6 (cf. 53:7) and 4 Ezra 13:3-4, where some of Old Testament theophany images extend to the Messiah.81 While Bauckham admits that these texts reflect some “functional overlap between messianic agent and God,”82 he also points out that such overlap is limited only to the work of judging the wicked. In Bauckham’s view, the portrayal of the messianic figure in Second Temple texts does not come close to the inclusion of Jesus within God’s identity as found in Paul’s writings. The apostle includes Jesus in the divine identity through “the identification of the YHWH of many biblical texts as Jesus” and the extensive application of divine works to Jesus in the matters of creation, universal sovereignty, salvation, and judgment.83


    


    

    

      CONCLUSION


      Bauckham proposes the divine identity paradigm as the primary way to account for New Testament Christology. He claims that his approach goes beyond the categories of function and ontology and provides an understanding that is consistent with biblical and Second Temple Jewish views of God, giving proper attention to God’s relationship to Israel and to all reality. According to Bauckham, it is God’s relationship to all reality that most clearly distinguishes him as unique, specifically the fact that he is the Creator and ruler of all things. Over against the two basic approaches of viewing Second Temple Jewish monotheism as strict or flexible, Bauckham affirms its strictness and goes on to argue that the New Testament authors included Jesus within that strict view of Jewish monotheism—within God’s unique identity.


      Bauckham argues that the divine identity paradigm is well-illustrated in Paul’s writings. The apostle uses Old Testament YHWH texts with Jesus, along with God, as the referent. Paul’s writings (i.e., Rom 10:13; Phil 2:6-11; 1 Cor 8:5-6) signify Jesus’ inclusion within God’s identity by appropriating for him creational, eschatological, and cultic associations reserved only for Israel’s one God. Supposed precedents in Second Temple Jewish literature suggested by various scholars fall short of Paul’s presentation of Christ. While figures such as Melchizedek and Yahoel, and some depictions of God’s messianic agent in Second Temple Judaism, exhibit a few remarkable features, those instances do not amount to the inclusion of such figures in God’s unique identity, nor do they offer a foundation for New Testament Christology in general and Paul’s Christology in particular.
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  The Corporate Worship Paradigm: Larry Hurtado


  

    BASED ON NEARLY FOUR DECADES OF CAREFUL STUDY, Larry Hurtado’s contribution to the study of Paul’s Christology has become impossible to ignore. Hurtado’s work can be seen from two angles: (1) a response to Bousset’s influential history-of-religions approach that situated the emergence of devotion to the divine Christ in the Hellenistic context, and (2) a continuation and development of the scholarship of Hengel1 and the early works of Bauckham2 that provided a nudge toward early and high Christology in a Jewish context.3


    According to Hurtado’s own words, the focal point of his 1988 One God, One Lord is to point out “the religious devotion to the figure of Christ in first-century Christianity, especially the reverencing of Christ in ways that connote a view of him as in some way divine.”4 Hurtado maintains this focus in subsequent publications, not least his magnum opus, Lord Jesus Christ (2003), and How on Earth Did Jesus Become a God? (2005).


    Unlike many other scholars working in the field of New Testament Christology, who tend to focus primarily on theological categories, confessional rhetoric, and christological titles, Hurtado gives his primary attention to corporate worship practices of the Roman world and, particularly, of ancient Judaism and early Christian movements. In other words, he intends to approach this subject matter “in historical terms.”5 Hurtado discovers the central attention to a cultic or liturgical sense of devotion (i.e., worship of a deity) and, most particularly, sacrifices in both pagan and early Jewish religious environments that are roughly contemporary to Christian origins.


    Additionally, Hurtado finds in Second Temple Jewish writings the presence of both intermediary figures (exalted angels and patriarchs) and the personifications of divine attributes (especially Word and Wisdom) with unusually lofty language applied to some of those figures. Hurtado, however, still argues that Second Temple Jews regarded Israel’s God as the only legitimate recipient of their worship (i.e., sacrifices and other liturgical acts including prayers and hymns). In his view, such strict reservation of worship is, in fact, the fundamental and determinative criterion for ancient Jewish monotheistic commitment and the distinguishing mark for Second Temple Jewish devotion as compared to the pagan religions. Exalted angels serving the very purposes of Israel’s God—not to mention the deities/idols that pagans worshiped—were no exception to this strict Jewish reservation of worship.


    Hurtado argues that, in light of the strictness of Jewish worship, it is extraordinary to find a “binitarian” or “dyadic”6 devotional shape in “earliest Christian texts and evidence”7 (i.e., Pauline writings)8 and other New Testament documents. This shape of devotion includes Jesus along with God as corecipient of cultic veneration/liturgical acts,9 particularly in the early Jewish-Christian matrix close to the time of Jesus’ resurrection. It is this devotional pattern, which is attested in various and extensive liturgical components within Pauline and other New Testament writings, that displays a remarkable innovation or, using Hurtado’s own term, “mutation” of Hellenistic/Roman-era Jewish monotheism. According to Hurtado’s account, this unique devotional pattern provides the most crucial and clear evidence for divine Christology on the part of Paul the apostle and other New Testament writers.


    

      

        

          

          

          

          

            

              	Larry Hurtado’s Corporate Worship Paradigm


            


            

              	Main Idea: The corporate and public devotional pattern in which worship is offered to Jesus alongside God (the Father) is the clearest and most determinative proof of Jesus’ divine status and significance in Paul and other New Testament writings.


            


            

              	Representative Work: Lord Jesus Christ (2003)


            


            

              	Listen to Hurtado: “Indeed, the key distinguishing feature of the early Christian circles was the prominent place of Jesus Christ in their religious thought and practice.”—Hurtado, Lord Jesus Christ, 1.


            


          

        


      


    


    

      GENERAL SKETCH: A WORSHIP-FOCUSED PARADIGM


      As noted above, Hurtado’s motivation to pursue New Testament Christology stems, at least in part, from the problems or deficiencies he observes in Wilhelm Bousset’s work and other scholars belonging to the so-called religionsgeschichtliche Schule (a “history of religions school,” largely based in Göttingen, Germany). In his landmark publication, Kyrios Christos: A History of Belief in Christ from the Beginnings of Christianity to Irenaeus (1913),10 Bousset gives central attention to the worship of Jesus (or the “Kyrios cult,” according to Bousset’s own term) and argues for a very early date for its emergence (within a few years following Jesus’ crucifixion, if not even earlier).11 While Hurtado agrees on those points, he differs from Bousset notably on the location and reasons for which the worship of Jesus emerged. According to Bousset, cultic devotion offered to Jesus was a phenomenon that began in a Hellenistic milieu and among Gentile Christians who were under pagan religious influences. In contrast, Hurtado locates the origins of worshiping Jesus in a thoroughly Jewish context, for instance, in the Jerusalem church.12


      To be clear, Hurtado was not the first scholar who put forth an argument in favor of both an early date and a Jewish context for the emergence of the worship of Jesus. Hurtado himself acknowledges Hengel’s and Bauckham’s influences on the formulation of his own thinking.13 Nonetheless, Hurtado has contributed significantly to the advancement of this increasingly widespread view in recent scholarship on New Testament Christology.14


      Although Hurtado uses material gathered from throughout the New Testament, he prioritizes the Pauline letters that date approximately AD 50–60, viewing those letters as the earliest available data and as a representative of the early Jesus movement.15 Hurtado states,


      

        Paul’s Letters afford us our earliest Christian texts and evidence. . . . I emphasize also that Paul’s acquaintance with the beliefs and practices of the young Jesus movement was both early and wide. His own initiation into faith in Jesus was within the very earliest years (or months) after Jesus’ execution, and his personal contacts included believers in Jerusalem and Judea, Damascus, Antioch, and the various cities where he then established churches. So, unless there is good reason not to do so, we are entitled to take Paul’s evidence as widely representative of the early Christian movement.16


      


      In considering Pauline evidence, Hurtado focuses on the set of data revealing a pattern of early Christian beliefs and especially worship practices where the risen Jesus has a unique place with a divine status and significance alongside God. Such a focus in Hurtado’s account of Pauline Christology is in line with his primary interest in the pursuit of ancient Jewish monotheism and religious devotion of the earliest Jesus-followers, that is, corporate and cultic sense of worship practices.17


    


    

    

      SECOND TEMPLE JEWISH MONOTHEISM


      Hurtado’s account of Pauline/New Testament divine Christology has his understanding of Second Temple Jewish monotheism as its background. Hurtado finds Second Temple Judaism to be singularly monotheistic in its worship practices with allowance made therein for exalted intermediary figures (both angelic and human).


      Jewish monotheism in the context of the Roman world. Unlike many scholars pursuing early Christology with a primary concentration on theological categories, appropriation of certain titles, and confessional language, Hurtado gives his prior, though not exclusive,18 attention to the cultic dimensions of liturgical practices, especially ones conducted in communal settings. In Hurtado’s own words, “New Testament scholars have tended to focus almost entirely on the christological terms and beliefs expressed in New Testament texts.” But he contends that “the place of Jesus in early Christian worship practice is even more remarkable in its cultural context.”19 Hurtado finds worship, that is, cultic/ritual practices offered to a deity, especially sacrifice, as the central factor in the religious piety of the Roman era, regardless of Jewish or pagan contexts.20 Hurtado does not dismiss the significance of religious beliefs and related theological rhetoric in his study of early Christology. Thus, he pays his attention to, for instance, appropriation of Old Testament YHWH language to Jesus21 and christological application of Psalm 110:1 to the exalted Jesus,22 among other christological themes and motifs found in the Pauline writings.23 Nevertheless, in Hurtado’s account, those themes and motifs are not the most crucial and central factor for the Roman-era Jewish monotheism and early Christology; rather, cultic and corporate worship is.


      For Hurtado, it is crucial to understand the central place that religion played in the Roman world. Every aspect of Roman culture is shrouded in religion, which includes military, political, and social dimensions of life.24 Religion was also prominent through the showcasing of temples in central parts of Roman cities.25 Within the religious milieu of Rome, Hurtado notes that sacrifice (an offering or gift to a deity) was an especially common attribute of worship and demonstration of religious piety.26


      Hurtado admits that, at first glance, pagan religions bear some resemblance to Jewish devotion to the one God of Israel.27 Both the pagans and the Jews had a high god on top, above other transcendent beings in some sense.28 The central place given to worship, especially sacrifice, presents another point of similarity between pagan and early Jewish religious practices that are roughly contemporary to Christian origins. Yet, for Hurtado, Second Temple Jewish piety was distinct from its pagan counterparts, given its strict requirement to worship Israel’s God alone.29


      This kind of exclusive worship stands out because, in pagan contexts, it was regarded legitimate to offer sacrifice to plural deities and to accept foreign gods—such flexibility exhibited religious diversity in the Roman era.30 Non-Jews would freely participate in worshiping one another’s gods, and one could add a new deity to cultic life without much difficulty or hesitation.31 In contrast, ancient Jews condemned the sacrifice offered to foreign deities as idolatry.32 While they did not necessarily reject the existence of other deities altogether, they did reject “offering worship to any being other than the one biblical God.”33 This tendency is illustrated by the firm Jewish rejection of the Seleucid king’s endeavor to urge Jews to offer a pagan god sacrifice (1 Maccabees 2).34


      Second Temple Jews were unique in these exclusive worship practices as compared to the neighboring pagans, and, in that very sense, Jewish worship is distinct from the pagan religious practices in the Roman era. The exclusivist nature of Jewish worship practices as such had social implications for the Jewish people in their relationships with pagan neighbors. That is, the rejection of other deities was perceived to be offensive to those outside Jewish piety.35


      Interest in exalted figures in Second Temple Jewish monotheism. In his account of ancient Jewish monotheism, Hurtado highlights two characteristics of Second Temple Jewish piety: “(1) a remarkable ability to combine a genuine concern for God’s uniqueness together with an interest in other figures of transcendent attributes described in the most exalted terms, ‘principal agent’ figures likened to God in some cases; and (2) an exhibition of monotheistic scruples particularly and most distinctively in public cultic/liturgical behaviour.”36


      Hurtado classifies intermediary figures “associated with God in a unique capacity in the manifestation of his sovereignty”37 according to the following three categories: “divine attributes and powers (e.g., Wisdom or Philo’s Logos),”38 “exalted patriarchs (e.g., Moses and Enoch),”39 and “principal angels (e.g., Michael, Yahoel, and [probably] the Melchizedek of the Qumran fragment 11QMelch).”40


      While observing that unusually lofty language is applied to some of these intermediary figures, Hurtado still discovers a resolute Second Temple Jewish restriction of cultic/liturgical worship to the one God of Israel. Exalted angels and other impressive intermediary beings still served the purposes of Israel’s God. Though exalted angels and patriarchs might display the majesty of God as the universal sovereign in various ways, they were nevertheless viewed as his servants and subordinates and not his rivals. Sacrifices and various liturgical acts (e.g., prayers and hymns) were directed to Israel’s one God alone, not his exalted agents.41


      In Hurtado’s view, such an exclusivist stance on the object of worship is, in fact, the fundamental and determinative criterion for the ancient Jewish commitment to Israel’s God and the distinguishing mark of Second Temple Jewish monotheism in the context of Roman religion.42 According to Hurtado’s own words, “This exclusivity in worship practice is what [he means] by referring to ‘ancient Jewish monotheism.’”43


    


    

    


      DYADIC PATTERN OF EARLY CHRISTIAN CULTIC DEVOTION


      Hurtado assigns the central place of his divine Christology account to the early Christian pattern of worship where Jesus, God’s Son, is featured as the corecipient of a liturgical sense of worship (not just homage paid to him) alongside the Father. This specific point demands further explanation.


      Early Christian “mutation” of Jewish monotheism. Hurtado’s examination of Second Temple Judaism, especially its firm cultic stance, is inseparable from his account of early Christology, because he understands devotion to Jesus particularly within the background provided by Second Temple Jewish monotheism and the latter’s firm reservation of worship for the biblical deity alone. On the one hand, Hurtado accounts for the emergence of the worship of Jesus in the context of Second Temple Jewish traditions relating to the agency of the exalted figures (rather than the pagan idea of the heroes’ deification). Indeed, Paul and the New Testament authors appear to portray Jesus as God’s (ultimate) agent (e.g., Phil 2:9-11, esp. Phil 2:11; 1 Cor 15:20-28; Acts 2:33-36).44 On the other hand, Hurtado identifies from early Christian devotion to Jesus a “mutation” of Jewish traditions in that the risen Jesus is worshiped alongside God.45 Hurtado calls this early Christian innovation that includes Jesus as a corecipient of worship together with God a “binitarian” or “dyadic” devotional pattern.


      Given the commitment within Second Temple Judaism to worship Israel’s God alone, it is extraordinary to find such a devotional shape extensively and widely in “earliest Christian texts and evidence”46 (i.e., Pauline writings) and other New Testament documents. In Hurtado’s view, this remarkable devotional pattern emerged in the early Jewish-Christian matrix close to the time of Jesus’ resurrection and soon after became the norm among the communities of his Jewish and Gentile followers, as implied in Paul’s writings (e.g., 1 Cor 11:23).47 Hurtado stresses the significance of this devotional shape, quoting David Aune, “Perhaps the single most important historical development within the early church was the rise of the cultic worship of the exalted Jesus within the primitive Palestinian church.”48 Hurtado himself adds, “In historical terms the eruption of this cultic veneration of Jesus is perhaps the most significant development in emergent early Christianity, particularly in the first century.”49 It is this striking devotional pattern attested in Pauline and other New Testament writings that displays a remarkable innovation or, using Hurtado’s language, a “mutation” of Hellenistic/Roman-era Jewish monotheism.50 In his view, this unique devotional pattern that includes both Jesus and God as the object of worship provides the most crucial and clear evidence for Jesus’ divine status among his first-century followers.51


      Hurtado suggests that the emergence of this remarkable devotional shape took place very early in a genuinely Jewish context, that is, among Judean believers in Jesus. Consequently, the position that New Testament Christology slowly emerged through a kind of evolutionary process is unlikely. Hurtado contends that the extremely early emergence of worship directed to Jesus, alongside God, was innovative in the sense that there is no precedent to it within ancient Jewish tradition; no evidence exists for a cultic and liturgical sense of veneration offered to any human beings (including messiah and martyrs)52 and angels within Second Temple Jewish piety.


      This early Christian innovation cannot be accounted for simply as an inference from theological convictions (e.g., of Jesus’ heavenly enthronement)—unlike, for instance, Bauckham’s suggestion. Rather, Hurtado stresses, revelatory experiences (e.g., Jesus’ post-resurrection appearances; cf. 1 Cor 15:1-11)53 must receive more adequate attention as the causes of the worship of Christ alongside God.54


      Six notable features of early Christian worship of Jesus. In light of the obvious concern on the part of ancient Jews “to avoid compromising God’s uniqueness by including any other figure as a recipient of worship, the place of Jesus in earliest Christian devotional practice is remarkable.”55 Hurtado claims that innovation of the Jewish tradition is observable not within a single proof-text but within a series of devotional practices,56 which involve both inward thoughts and outward behaviors,57 namely


      

        	

          1. “hymnic practices” that give central attention to Jesus and his salvific work (e.g., Phil 2:6-11; Col 1:15-20; Eph 5:14; cf. Rev 4:11; 5:9-10, 12-13);


        


        	

          2. “prayer and related practices,” in which the risen Jesus is featured as a mediator of prayers (e.g., 2 Cor 1:3-4; Rom 1:8) and as a recipient or corecipient of prayers (e.g., 1 Thess 3:11-13; 2 Thess 2:16-17; 2 Cor 12:8-9; cf. “grace and peace” greetings at the openings of Paul’s letters and “grace benedictions” at the closings of his letters);


        


        	

          3. “use of the name of Christ” in baptismal rites (e.g., Acts 2:38; 8:16; 10:48) and other related references (e.g., Rom 6:4; 1 Cor 6:11; Gal 3:27);


        


        	

          4. “the Lord’s Supper,” i.e., a liturgical meal of early Jesus-followers, whose practice predates Paul’s own teaching and ministry (1 Cor 11:17-34) and in which Jesus has a central role (1 Cor 10:14-22);


        


        	

          5. “confession of faith in Jesus” (e.g., 1 Cor 1:2; Rom 10:9-13 especially with the YHWH/Lord language of Joel 2:32 [MT 3:5] appropriated for Jesus;58 cf. 1 Cor 16:22 containing the Greek transliteration of the Aramaic phrase μαράνα θά,59 which means, “Come, Our Lord!”)


        


        	

          6. “prophetic pronouncements of the risen Christ” either given or inspired by him (e.g., 1 Cor 12:10 in the context of 1 Cor 12:4-11; Rom 12:6; 1 Thess 4:2, 15-17; cf. Rev 2–3 in the context of Rev 1:9-16),60 which display an extraordinary aspect of early Christian worship behavior especially when such oracles are appreciated against the backdrop of Old Testament warnings about speaking prophecies in the name of any other figure but Israel’s God (e.g., Deut 13:1-11).61


        


      


      Hurtado emphasizes that these six features, which overlap with one another to some degree, reflect not only remarkable beliefs about Jesus among early Christians but, more significantly, the latter’s common liturgical practices in public settings. Early Christians rejected the veneration of other deities—in line with the Jewish tradition (cf. 1 Cor 8–10)—yet they offered Jesus a cultic and liturgical sense of worship as to a deity.62 These features of worship capture the innovation of ancient Jewish monotheistic tradition, which does not have any precedent or parallel within Second Temple Judaism.63


    


    

    


      CONCLUSION


      Hurtado’s key contribution to the study of Pauline and New Testament Christology appears in his distinctive attention to the cultic and liturgical sense of corporate worship offered to Jesus as a corecipient together with God. The worship devoted to Jesus is the clearest and most central evidence for his divine status and significance in Pauline and other New Testament writings. Hurtado finds Second Temple Jewish confinement of worship (i.e., sacrifices and other liturgical acts such as prayers and hymns) only for Israel’s one God as the fundamental criterion for ancient Jewish monotheism.


      With that specific Jewish background in view, it is truly remarkable to find a dyadic devotional pattern (i.e., the shape of liturgical worship that places Jesus, along with God, as corecipient of cultic veneration) as practiced by Jewish followers of Jesus close to the time of his resurrection and as reflected in Pauline writings (that is, earliest Christian evidence) and other New Testament documents. This striking devotional pattern, attested in six distinctive yet overlapping liturgical features, signify an innovation of Second Temple Jewish monotheistic tradition. Hurtado proposes that this unique and innovative devotional shape that includes both Jesus and God as the object of worship provides the most crucial and clear evidence for a divine view of Jesus in the Pauline and other New Testament writings.


      Hurtado suggests that the cause of this remarkable worship pattern was the conviction among the earliest Christians that God exalted Jesus to universal lordship, requiring them to reverence him accordingly. This conviction resulted from revelatory experiences (e.g., visions of the exalted Jesus and his post-resurrection appearances) and from charismatic interpretation of Old Testament texts with a notable christological leaning (e.g., Phil 2:9-11; Acts 7:55-56; cf. Is 45:22-23).64


      Finally, Hurtado clarifies that his case for a binitarian or dyadic worship (devotional acts directed to God and Jesus) is not a critique of “the later and more developed trinitarian worship practices of Christian tradition.”65 Hurtado readily admits that a trinitarian perspective was part of the “earliest Christian religious experience,” deducing that the interchangeable use of all three persons of the Godhead indicates the exalted place of Jesus (note also a triadic pattern found, for instance, in 1 Cor 12:4-6).66 With those specifics acknowledged, Hurtado still finds that earliest Christian worship was offered to God and Jesus as a corecipient and was thus binitarian in shape.67


    


    

    

      FURTHER READING


      Hurtado, Larry. Honoring the Son: Jesus in Earliest Christian Devotional Practice. Bellingham, WA: Lexham Press, 2018.


      ———. Lord Jesus Christ: Devotion to Jesus in Earliest Christianity. Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2003.


      ———. One God, One Lord: Early Christian Devotion and Ancient Jewish Monotheism. 3rd ed. London: T&T Clark, 2015.
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