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Preface

THIS BOOK RESULTED FROM THE confluence of three streams of concern that fed
into it for over a decade. The first stream was an invitation to present a paper
on the theology of 1 Corinthians at the SBL seminar on Pauline theology
(1991). The several years during which this seminar convened at the annual
meeting of the Society were at once an experience of delight and frustration.
The delight came from the energy experienced in sitting at table and talking
about Paul’s theology in four of the seven letters of unquestioned authentic-
ity (1-2 Corinthians, Galatians, and Romans). The frustration came in our
use of the word “theology,” where at times a great deal of energy was ex-
pended on items that appeared to be more cultural and sociological than
theological. So here I discovered that Christology as such was simply not an
issue to be brought to this “theological” table, since Paul’s presupposed theol-
ogy tended to be ruled out of bounds.

The second stream was related to what T had experienced in the writing
of God’'s Empowering Presence. Similar to that situation, where I had been
asked to do a dictionary article on the Spirit and Paul and discovered that
there was no existing book on the subject, in this case the invitation to pre-
sent papers at the interconfessional “summits” on Paul’s understanding of
“the Trinity” and “the Incarnation” resulted in the discovery that neither did
a full-fledged study of Pauline Christology as such exist. The two books on
the subject that do exist in English are quite limited in what they attempt to
do. Werner Kramer's Christ, Lord, Son of God (1966) is not a truly Pauline
Christology, since over half the book is devoted to “The Pre-Pauline Ma-
terial,” even though that material is ferreted out of Paul himself; and
Jennings Reid’s Jesus: God’s Emptiness, God's Fullness (1990) is more popular
and very narrowly focused. There are, of course, as with the Spirit in Paul,
several books on New Testament Christology with Pauline chapters, and
now we also have J. D. G. Dunn’s and Tom Schreiner’s theologies of Paul,
with chapters on Christology. So part of the reason for this book is an
attempt to fill this void.

The third stream, directly related to the second, came from the actual
writing of the papers for the two summits, held the week after Easter at St.



xxviii PAULINE CHRISTOLOGY

Joseph’s Seminary in Dunwoodie, New York, in 1997 and 1999 respectively.
Both of these were delightful experiences of learning and enjoyment, as we
read and interacted with papers from the biblical, theological, philosophical,
and practical disciplines in a context of uncommon collegiality. I am grateful
to the conveners of these summits (Steve Davis, Dan Kendall, and Gerald
O’Collins) for the privilege of being invited, and to the members of the sum-
mits for the kind and generous interaction with both of these papers.! But
these papers also got me involved in christological questions in ways that [
had not had opportunity or inclination to do theretofore. And thus these two
streams, especially the lack of such a book, were the primary impetus that
set this study in motion.

The nudge that abetted this impetus came from a deep sense of unease
in the course of research for the two summits over what has appeared in the
literature during the last quarter century. In some quarters of New Testa-
ment scholarship there had developed a strong tendency to play down or
minimize Pauline Christology. That led to my twice offering a seminar at Re-
gent College on Pauline Christology (spring term 2002 and 2004), the latter
during my second year of “retirement.” The 2004 seminar in particular gave
a jump-start to the present book.

Having written the big book on the Holy Spirit in Paul also led to one
of the several frustrations that I experienced along the way. I realized that
a book modeled after the first one was simply not feasible. Even if I limited
myself only to the exegesis of passages that appeared to have christological
content/presuppositions, the size of the volume would make such a study
prohibitive. Thus I knew from the outset that it would require a much more
focused exegesis of the passages involved.

The question then was how to proceed at all. In the end, and under the
influence of God's Empowering Presence as well as the SBL seminar, [ chose to
write a book that goes through the letters individually and tries to ferret out
the Christology of each one before attempting a synthesis of the exegetical
work. But unlike the seminar, I did not limit myself either to the “unques-
tioned seven” of Paul’s letters or to any one of the letters in isolation from
the others. That is, at any one time I was well aware of the whole corpus.
Nonetheless, [ tried to keep the exegesis to the contingencies of the letter
under study. And unlike in God's Empowering Presence, 1 chose to group texts
under various themes, as they seemed to be dictated by the individual let-
ters—thus I do not always cover the same themes in each of the letters.

1Subsequently published as “Paul and the Trinity: The Experience of Christ and
the Spirit for Paul's Understanding of God,” in The Trinity: An Interdisciplinary Sympo-
sium on the Trinity (ed. S. T. Davis, D. Kendall, and G. O’Collins; Oxford: Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 1999), 49-72; and “St Paul and the Incarnation: A Reassessment of the
Data.” in The Incarnation: An Interdisciplinary Symposium on the Incarnation of the Son
of God (ed. S. T. Davis, D. Kendall, and G. O'Collins; Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2002), 62-92.
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Since I anticipate this will be a cause of frustration to some readers, and es-
pecially to those who try only to “consult” this work, I have offered a
detailed table of contents at the beginning.

Those who take the time to read portions of the book may experience an
unevenness in detail and presentation. In part this is related to the recog-
nized significance of some passages over against others. But some discus-
sions also grew a bit disproportionately when 1 finally consulted the
literature. (It has been my lifelong habit to do the exegesis without consult-
ing the secondary literature along the way, and then spending many days
reading the literature and going back to the manuscript to make corrections
or to note agreement or disagreement. In this case I read the literature for
each letter at the conclusion of writing that chapter, while I waited until I
had finished my own attempt at “synthesis” before reading more widely on
the topic itself. This, then, has led to some obviously disproportionate han-
dling of some texts over against others, and it is also the cause of some repe-
titions that I tried to weed out in the final reading, although I have no
confidence that [ did so thoroughly.)

I have tried my best to acknowledge helpful insights that have come to
me from others, but I am not sure that I totally succeeded. The careful
reader will recognize that I owe a good deal to two scholars in particular:
Larry Hurtado, a close friend over many years, who was engaged in
christological questions long before I have been, and whose masterful Lord
Jesus Christ is a model of scholarly endeavor and gracious handling of differ-
ent opinions; and Richard Bauckham, with whose small programmatic God
Crucified I found myself in agreement over and again, and whose language
regarding the divine identity I find especially helpful to get past the centu-
ries-long difficulties in dealing with the ontological questions per se.

It will also be obvious that on the other side I find myself often in dis-
agreement with another acquaintance (and friend) of long standing, James
Dunn. In the second edition of Christology in the Making (1989), he had
openly invited further conversation on this issue, which I do in this study.
even though I am joining the conversation at a later stage. If at times it looks
as if we are only sparring partners and not friends, I take the blame for that
and apologize in advance to fimmy himself if my rhetoric is too much, and
especially if my reporting of his positions is inadequate.

I need here to thank others who have helped along the way. First, the
members of the seminar, whose papers and enthusiasm helped to give the
manuscript its needed push: David Cameron, Nathan Carson, Brenton
Dickieson, Kevin Duffy, Bryan Dunagan, Joyce Forrester. Nikola Galevski.
Matt Johnson, Jun Son Jung, Claire McLean, Scott Scruggs, and Aaron
Sherwood. Three of these students (Dickieson, Galevski, Sherwood) also read
a chapter or more during the rough-draft stage and offered helpful critique.
As with all these projects, my wife, Maudine, read through every word on
every page to see whether someone not trained in New Testament studies
could read with a measure of understanding; she also contributed long
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hours gathering the material for the indexes. Her “longsuffering” through
the year and a half during which this book was the only thing I was doing,
and her patient listening to my occasional “ranting” during a meal, were
both noticed and deeply appreciated.

In what turned out to be my penultimate reading of the manuscript,
which was intended as the final one, I was a bit abashed by the frequent
rhetoric that occasionally emerged when engaging in debate with some with
whom I disagreed. Not only so, in my reading of the literature for the appen-
dix on Wisdom, I was equally taken aback by how often what appeared to
me as especially weak arguments by others were put forth as “clear,” or with
the adverbs “clearly” or “surely.” This required a “spell check” of my own
manuscript, where I had clearly (!) done the same thing. I do not suggest
here that I have successfully removed all such rhetoric; therefore, knowing
my own weaknesses and my bent toward overstatement for effect, I apologize
in advance to any who might be offended by it, especially when the rhetoric
appears in the context of their names. If this study has exegetical or theolog-
ical merit, I wish that to be demonstrated in the exegesis and theology, and
not to be pushed by putting down the opinions of others. It is all too easy for
some of us to engage in such an enterprise in the same way as the preacher
in the apocryphal story who made a note in the margin of a sermon manu-
script: “Shout loud; point weak here!” (But I should point out that the nature
of the enterprise has caused me very often to point out what I see as “Paul’s
high Christology.” I do not intend that repetitiousness as a rhetorical ploy; it
is rather an awareness that many may wish only to consult the book on a
given passage, not to read much of it in a consecutive way.)

Since I have been dealing with things Pauline for much of my academic
life, it is inevitable that I should have occasion to refer to earlier work at
times, simply as a way of trying to keep from reinventing the wheel. Besides
the two major commentaries (NICNT on 1 Corinthians and Philippians) and
the large study of the Holy Spirit in Paul noted above, a number of textual,
exegetical, and theological studies that appeared originally in a variety of
places have been collected by Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Company and
published in 2001 under the title To What End Exegesis? Studies Textual,
Exegetical, and Theological. Whenever 1 have occasion to refer to one of these
studies, I give only the publishing data in this volume; for anyone who might
be interested in the original publication data for any of these studies, that
can be found on pages ix—x in the volume of collected studies.

One of the joys of this enterprise was how much I learned along the
way, since many of these texts I had not had occasion to work closely with
before. This learning includes some surprises: for example, that 1 Corinthi-
ans not only has the largest amount of christological data but also joins
Romans as the only letters in the corpus in which are found all the various
“themes” taken up in chapters 11-16 of this book; and that, especially in
light of their well-known christocentric nature, Galatians and Ephesians
turned out to have the least.
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Finally, a word or two to the reader. First, because I can hardly expect
everyone to read a book such as this one straight through, from cover to
cover, I have tried to make it user friendly from chapter to chapter, which in-
volved a bit more repetition than one would ordinarily wish to have. This is
also the reason for the unusual number of cross-references throughout. Sec-
ond, while I was teaching a course at the Continental Theological Seminary
(Brussels) during July of 2004, a student suggested that the reading of God's
Empowering Presence would have been easier for the non-New Testament spe-
cialist if the Greek had been translated into English. I heard that as a good
word of advice and have tried to do so consistently in this volume, in this case
always in italics immediately following the Greek. Third, for my own sake
and then also for the sake of the reader, in citing the Pauline texts I have
regularly put references to Christ in bold, while those to God the Father are
underlined (and in some cases those to the Holy Spirit are in italics). And fi-
nally, in what also began for my own sake but seemed helpful enough to pass
on to the reader, I have included two appendices in each chapter: one that
lists all the texts in the given letter where either God and/or Christ are men-
tioned; and a second that presents the statistical data in an analytical way.

I thus offer these probings with the express desire that they may be help-
ful to some and be finally to the glory of God.

With special delight I dedicate this work to Rikk Watts, whom I first met
when he arrived from Australia with his wife, Katie, and their children, Ste-
phen and Rebecca, to matriculate at Gordon-Conwell Seminary in the au-
tumn term of 1984. Being fellow travelers in the Assemblies of God, we
began a friendship that developed into a close and congenial one over the
next two years. On my fifty-first birthday, which coincided with the final day
of term in May of 1985, he engineered to have the (very large) class purchase
and individually sign, as a departing gift, Kurt Aland’s Vollstindige Kon-
cordanz zum griechischen Neuen Testament, which is now dog-eared from con-
stant use. At the end of his first Gordon-Conwell year I had the joy of
introducing him to baseball at Fenway Park; some years later, after he had
finished his PhD in New Testament at Cambridge (1990) and returned home
to teach in Australia, he returned the favor by introducing me to Australian
“footie.” It was with great joy that some years later (1996) [ welcomed him as
my junior colleague at Regent, and then as the senior New Testament profes-
sor on my retirement from full-time teaching three years ago. He is a col-
league on whom I have learned to lean and from whom I have learned
much. Thank you, Rikk.
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Introduction

ANYONE WHO READS EVEN A smattering of Paul’s writings recognizes early on
that his devotion to Christ was the foremost reality and passion of his life,
What he said in one of his later letters serves as a kind of motto for his entire
Christian life: “For me to live is Christ; to die is [to] gain [Christ]” (Phil 1:21).
Christ is the beginning and goal of everything for Paul, and thus is the single
great reality along the way. So when one dares to attempt what I have tried
to do in this book—offer a Pauline Christology—one needs a clear sense of
what one is doing: after all, Christ appears on every page, as it were.! Qur
first task, then, is to clarify what is meant by the term “Christology” and at
the same time to define the word “Pauline.”

Pauline Christology: What Is It?

The word “Christology” in this study is used exclusively to refer to the
person of Christ—Paul’s understanding of who Christ was/is, in distinction to
the work of Christ—what Christ did for us as Savior (soteriology). But this
is also our first difficulty, since a distinction between Christology and soteri-
ology is not one that Paul himself makes.2 If Christ is the singular passion of

TExcept for Rom 1:16~3:20, which is so remarkably theocentric that Christ is
mentioned but once (2:16), and this with reference to Paul’s gospel.

2Indeed, as pointed out in ch. 11, for Paul this is an artificial distinction; cf. S.
Kim: “In Paul Christology and soteriology are not two separate doctrines but one, the
former being the ground of the latter” (The Origin of Paul’'s Gospel [WUNT 2/4;
Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1981], 100); and H. Ridderbos: “Paul’s Christology is a
Christology of redemptive facts” (Paul: An Outline of His Theology [Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1975}, 49). The (valid) recognition of this reality has led scholarship down
one path that is appreciated but will not be taken in this book, that of attempting
to do Christology by way of narrative. See, e.g., B. Witherington, Paul’s Narrative
Thought World: The Tapestry of Tragedy and Triumph (Louisville: Westminster John
Knox, 1994), 86-214; M. L. Soards, “Christology of the Pauline Epistles,” in Who
Do You Say 1 Am? Essays on Christology (ed. M. A. Powell and D. R. Bauer; Louis-
ville: Westminster John Knox, 1999), 88-109; F. Matera, New Testament Christology
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Paul’s life, the focus of that passion is on the saving work of Christ; and Paul
spells this out often enough in intentional moments for at least a modest un-
derstanding of what it meant for him to say, “Christ died for our sins accord-
ing to the Scriptures” (1 Cor 15:3).3

This in turn leads directly to the second difficulty: there is only one
passage in the entire corpus, Col 1:15-17, that might be described as inten-
tionally christological. Here, over against some who (apparently) were di-
minishing the role, and thus the person, of Christ by their fascination with
the “powers,” Paul intentionally sets out to put the “powers” in their place
with respect to the eternal Son of the Father.* And if this passage is, as
most NT scholars believe, the first “stanza” of a two-stanza “hymn,” then the
second stanza (vv. 18-20) returns altogether to Paul’s primarily soterio-
logical concerns.

Third, and in many ways the greatest difficulty of all, is the inevitable
question of trying to ferret out a coherent Christology from the scores of
contingent moments® in Paul's letters where his “theology” emerges by way
of presupposition or affirmation but not by explication. My ultimate concern
in this study is with coherence in Paul’s thought concerning the person of

(Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 1999), 83-133. My appreciation lies with the at-
tempt to try to do Pauline Christology without being dominated by “titles.” But the
difficulty lies with trying to do what is attempted in this book (rightly or wrongly): to
look at Christology on its own right and not to have it overladen with soteriology,
even though, as pointed out in chs. 4 (pp. 196-98) and 11, the latter deeply impacts
the former.

The main difficulty with the narrative approach is that it has trouble in dealing
with Paul’s christological presuppositions (see n. 8 below). This emerges especially in
Matera’s discussion of the Christology of 1 Thessalonians (New Testament Christol-
ogy, 90-91), where he fails to take into consideration the Christology that Paul pre-
supposes between himself and his readers. Furthermore, both Witherington and
Matera try to factor personified Wisdom into the narrative, to which any ordinary
reading of Paul should play the lie, since outside the Wisdom literature itself (esp.
Sirach and Wisdom of Solomon) “she” has no role of any kind in Israel's essential
narrative, and certainly not in that of Paul, who neither cites nor alludes to these
two works in his letters. See further appendix A.

3This is said too easily, of course, since centuries of debate have accumulated
around this question, mostly, I am convinced, because Paul uses a variety of meta-
phors to express the saving resuits of Christ’'s death, depending on which aspect of
“sin” is in purview. Our theological difficulties have stemmed from pressing the
metaphors beyond Paul’s own usage. See G. D. Fee, “Paul and the Metaphors of Sal-
vation: Some Reflections on Pauline Soteriology,” in The Redemption: An Interdisciplin-
ary Symposium on Christ as Redeemer (ed. S. T. Davis, D. Kendall, and G. O'Collins;
Oxford University Press, 2004), 43-67.

4Some may see this last phrase as presupposing a later christological emphasis.
But as is pointed out in the exegesis of this passage in ch. 7 (pp. 293-95), the gram-
matical antecedent of the “who” in Col 1:15-20 is “the beloved Son” of v. 13, into
whose “kingdom” the Gentile Colossians have entered. So my language is predicated
on what Paul actually says in the passage.

SFor the use of this language in dealing with Pauline theology, see J. C. Beker, Paul
the Apostle: The Triumph of God in Life and Thought (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1980), 11-15.
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Christ; but the approach one must take to get at this coherence is altogether
by way of the contingencies of the several letters, which are decidedly not
intentionally christological (in the sense of systematically laying out what
Paul believed about the person of Christ).b

The difficulty here can be illustrated by a brief look at 1 Cor 1:9, 18-25.
As the concluding word of his opening thanksgiving, a thanksgiving that is
at the same time “loaded” with theological and behavioral issues that will be
taken up in the letter, Paul affirms (in our v. 9) that the Corinthian believers’
ultimately attaining the eschatological prize rests altogether on the faithful-
ness of God. The evidence, and thus the ground, of God’s faithfulness on
their behalf is the fact that God has “called [them] into xoivevia with? his
Son, Jesus Christ our Lord.” With these words Paul presupposes a common
christological ground between himself and the Corinthians regarding the
three designations here attached to the historical person named Jesus:
“Son,” “Christ,” and “Lord.” At the same time, this is language to which
later Christians are so accustomed that we read the whole set of names/titles
as a singular reality, which in fact in this case it was almost certainly in-
tended to be.

But when we come to the beginning of the first argument in the letter
(1:18-25), we find that both the Corinthians and we must make some singu-
lar adjustments to our preconceptions. For the designation “Christ,” it turns
out, still carries freight from Jewish messianism, but with a decidedly singu-
lar twist. Indeed, Jesus, “God's Son” and the now exalted “Lord,” turned out
to be a messiah whom no one was expecting and who was being evaded by
the believers in Corinth. For a “crucified Messiah” is the ultimate scandal
and folly for those expecting a bit more triumphalism in their messiah.

So whether one wishes it or not, this basic Christian affirmation of God’s
faithfulness (1:9) and this first exposition in the Pauline corpus of what it
means for Jesus to be the Messiah (1:18-25) are filled with christological
presuppositions that one must come to terms with if one is going to be fair
to Paul. Our christological task is to try to tease out what Paul himself

60On this whole question cf. the proviso of M. Hengel: “We should not forget,
that in the Corpus Paulinum we have only a minimal (and partially also acciden-
tally preserved) extract of his oral preaching which spanned a period of almost
thirty years, an extract which nevertheless reveals a thinker of fascinating great-
ness. The richness of his preaching must have been even more fascinating!” (* 'Sit
at My Right Hand!" The Enthronement of Christ at the Right Hand of God and
Psalm 110:1," in Studies in Early Christology [Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1995]. 163).
Indeed!

7On the meaning of this difficult phrase, see G. D. Fee, The First Epistle to the Co-
rinthians (NICNT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1987), 45; cf. A. T. Thiselton: “The Com-
munal Participation of the Sonship of Christ” (The First Epistle to the Corinthians: A
Commentary on the Greek Text [NIGTC; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2000}, 103-5); and
D. Garland: "Into Common-Union with His Son” (1 Corinthians [BECNT; Grand Rap-
ids: Baker Academic, 2003], 35-36).
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understood presuppositionally about Christ, and to do so on the basis of his
explicit and incidental references to Christ.®

And that leads to a few words about yet another, the fourth, of the pri-
mary difficulties with this exercise. One can hardly, nor should one be ex-
pected to, come to these letters with a tabula rasa, a clean slate that has no
presuppositions. The difficulty lies in recognizing one's own presuppositions
(another’s presuppositions being more obvious!) and asking in every case
whether our reading of Paul is based on what Paul himself believed or on
what we have long assumed he believed. In any case, this book will regularly
remind us that we are seldom reading Paul’s argued Christology, but rather
his assumed Christology, and in these letters a Christology that he also as-
sumed on the part of his readers.?

Because this is a given for us and because all of Paul's letters are full of
assumptions between him and his readers based on their contingent circum-
stances, one needs to exercise special caution in terms of how much theologi-
cal grist one makes of singular, sometimes isolated, statements about Christ
in his letters.’® Our best hope for getting it right, as it were, is to focus on
those kinds of statements that are repeated throughout the corpus in a
variety of ways.

For these various reasons I have attempted a Pauline Christology that is
primarily exegetical, looking for the Christology that emerges in each of the
letters in turn and thus trying to analyze each letter on its own terms.l!

8Noted also by L. Hurtado: “Paul characteristically seems to presuppose acquain-
tance with the christological convictions that he affirms” (Lord Jesus Christ: Devotion
to Jesus in Earliest Christianity {Grand Rapids: Ferdmans, 2003], 98); cf. D. J. Moo
regarding no explicit Christology in the earliest six letters: “First, . . . Paul and his
churches apparently were in basic agreement about who Jesus was,” and “second,
Paul must have inherited a good deal of his understanding of Jesus’ person . . . from
Christians who had gone before him” (“The Christology of the Early Letters of Paul,”
in Contours of Christology in the New Testament [ed. R. N. Longenecker; Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 2005}, 169).

9See the preceding note. This point needs to be repeated and emphasized be-
cause one could be accused of finding what one is looking for (and in a sense that is
arguably true); but the fact that Paul argues for none of this is especially significant
in terms of his and their shared assumptions.

10This surfaces especially regarding an alleged Spirit Christology that some find
in the apostle, which ultimately is based on a single text (1 Cor 15:47); but this finds
its singular expression as the direct result of Paul’s use of Gen 2:7 and his making a
deliberate set of contrasts between Christ and Adam. See the discussion in ch. 3 (pp.
114-19) and in ch. 13.

II'The advantage of this over a narrative approach (see n. 1 above) is that one is
(hopefully) less likely to overlook or omit what does not fit the prior construction of
the narrative. The primary disadvantage of an exegetical approach, as Moo has
rightly pointed out (“Christology,” 170), is that it can be “tediously repetitive” (caveat
lector!). At the same time, however, the evidence of this study has verified his asser-
tion that “significant development in Paul’s christology over the course of the decade
during which these letters were written does not seem to have taken place” (ibid.).
Moreover, as argued in chs. 14-15, it is nearly impossible to understand Paul’s two
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What is avoided here is a Christology that is basically an analysis of titles, al-
though one can scarcely avoid some of this because Paul himself designated
Christ in a variety of ways, some of which are titular. In so doing I am trying
to follow Leander Keck’s admonition that we respect “the grammar of the
theological discourse.”'? Because each letter tends to have its own christo-
logical emphases, I realized that ordering this volume canonically would
cause the reader (not to mention the writer) to get even more “lost in the
woods.” So I have chosen to group passages under certain themes or kinds
of usage, as these emerge in each letter, and explain at the beginning of
each chapter the reason(s) for the arrangement. [ have also chosen to in-
clude a detailed table of contents for those who wish to find where certain
passages are discussed in detail.3

So Christology in this study has to do with Paul’s understanding of the
person of Christ, as it emerges in his letters both in explicit statements about
Christ and in other statements full of shared assumptions between him and
his readers. And it therefore must be emphasized at the outset that the issue in
this book is not the doctrine of the incarnation (or preexistence) per se, but
rather Paul’s theology, whether or not he believed it and asserted it, regardless
of whatever I or others may or may not believe about it. Whether I am suc-
cessful in this regard—I am a believer, after all—I will leave to others to judge.

By choosing to go this way, [ am at the same time making a commitment
as to what I mean by “Pauline.” In the exegetical chapters of this volume
that word has to do with all the letters in the canonical Pauline corpus, and
thus “Pauline Christology” here refers to the canonical Paul. By going this
way, I am intentionally making several important methodological decisions.
First, inherent to this choice is the assumption that one letter or set of letters
is not more significant than others.!# This way, Romans, for example, which

primary christological emphases if one does not keep them solidly within Israel’s
{and thus Paul’s) basic narrative.

121, E. Keck, “Toward the Renewal of New Testament Christology,” NTS 32
(1986): 370.

13 As another help, in the Scripture index I have put references in bold to indicate
where they are actually discussed in some measure, as over against where they are
merely referenced.

14Related to this is the inherent difficulty that one finds in those who have writ-
ten chapters on the “real” Paul and the “deuterocanonical” Paul (e.g., Matera, New
Testament Christology; cf. C. Tuckett, Christology and the New Testament: Jesus and His
Earliest Followers [Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2001]). The alleged differences
are the result only of the arbitrary choice regarding authorship. The point is that if
one began, e.g., with the view that Paul did not write Philippians, then one could
easily show how “un-Pauline” its Christology is in relation to the others, and this
would generally be true of all the letters. This whole scenario becomes highly sus-
pect when Tuckett, e.g., can exclude from Pauline Christology things of actual
Pauline authorship under the guise that the Christology (of, e.g., 1 Thess 1:10 or Rom
1:3-4) is really that of Paul’s source and perhaps not fully assimilated into Paul’s
own sentence (Christology, 49-50). See further n. 16 below.
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is somewhat idiosyncratic at this point,!> does not set the agenda for what
one is to find in the other letters.!®

Second, and especially important exegetically, by analyzing the Christol-
ogy of the letters as they come to us, assumably “written” by a colleague at
Paul's dictation,l” we thereby also affirm that the alleged “hymns” in Col
1:15-20 and Phil 2:6-11; 3:20-21 are “Pauline” in both senses of the word—
the canonical Paul, who is the only Paul available to us, and the historical
Paul in these cases. After all, when someone incorporates previous language
into their own text without acknowledgment, they are thereby de facto tak-
ing ownership of what is said, whatever “meaning” it may be supposed to
have had in an “original” source.

Third, by approaching the letters in an assumed chronological order,3® I
have also kept my eyes open to the possibilities of “development.” On this lat-
ter question, there seemed to be nothing that could be legitimately so catego-
rized. Indeed, to my own surprise, that was not even true between the
church corpus (the ten letters, including Philemon, written to churches) and
the three letters to Timothy and Titus.!9

15See ch. 6. By “idiosyncratic” I do not mean “different from” in terms of sub-
stance; rather, the very nature of the argument puts different emphases forward. For
example, (1) totally out of sync with the rest of the corpus, God is mentioned one and a
half times more often than Christ (see the chart on p. 26); (2) of the 96 specific refer-
ences to Christ, the title x0ptog (“Lord”} appears comparatively fewer times than in all
the rest of the corpus except for Galatians; (3) 7 of the 17 references to “the Son” occur
in Romans (while Romans and Galatians together have 11 of the 17).

16 At some point NT scholarship needs to take ownership of the circularity of
some of its reasoning. One commonly encounters statements such as “The use of the
term [Son of God] in Paul's writings is slightly complicated by the fact that the
phrase seems to have been current in the pre-Pauline tradition as well, and Paul’s
use of the term may represent a slight modification of this pre-Pauline usage”
(Tuckett, Christology, 49) (in this case having bought into Kidsemann's highly suspect
argument regarding Rom 1:3—4 [see pp. 240-44 below]). What is done here is that
we (1) determine that the language is not like the Paul whom we have reconstructed,
and thus is pre-Pauline: then (2) take the pre-Pauline “statement”—which is avail-
able to us only in a Pauline sentence—and use it in contrast to the real Paul; and then
(3) argue that Paul has modified this pre-Pauline material for his own purposes. We
are an amazing lot, to be sure.

17See, e.g., Tertius's own “signature” at the end of Romans, where he designates
himself as “the writer of this letter” (16:22), and Paul's signing off Galatians with
“large letters in his own hand” (6:11); cf. 2 Thess 3:17; 1 Cor 16:21; Col 4:18; Phlm 19.

18 At issue are two matters: whether Galatians is Paul’s first letter or was written
much closer to the time of Romans; and whether Philippians was written near the
time of Romans or from the same imprisonment as Colossians. I have taken quite
traditional stances on both of these matters, in both cases because the internal data
of the letters have pushed me there. Thus the order of discussion is 1 and 2 Thessalo-
nians, 1 and 2 Corinthians, Galatians, Romans, Colossians/Philemon, Ephesians,
Philippians, 1 Timothy, Titus, 2 Timothy.

¥This is even more remarkable when one considers that historical “logic”
should demand that at least christologically this would be so; vet even the most
avid proponents of pseudepigraphy recognize the opposite to be the case and thus



~1

Introduction

Pauline Christology: The Theological Difficulty

Besides the difficulties of exegesis and coherence just noted, when turn-
ing to the theological dimension of Pauline Christology, one is faced with two
contingencies that make a resolution very difficult indeed.

First, whatever else is true about Paul (whichever “Paul” one is looking
at), he was an avid monotheist. On this point he is unyielding, since this was
one of the primary “sticking points” between Jew and Gentile in the Jewish
Diaspora, in which he had been born and raised. And it would have been all
the more so for him as a trained Pharisee. Thus the Shema, “Hear, Israel;
Yahweh your God, Yahweh is one” (Deut 6:4),%° probably recited regularly in
Sabbath and home, would have been the very first distinguishing mark of
the Jew in the Diaspora. For them it would have meant simultaneously that
Yahweh himself is a single God, not a multiplicity of “gods,” and that he
alone is God; there are no others.

Second, as already noted, the primary focus in all the Pauline Letters is
on salvation in Christ, including Spirit-empowered ethical life as the genuine
outworking of such salvation. But in the process, Paul regularly speaks of
Christ in ways that indicate that “the Son of God” is also included in the di-
vine identity. Before being sent by the Father to be born of a Jewish woman
(Gal 4:4-5), he was himself in “popgmn 6eod [the form’ of God],” having an
equality with God that he did not exploit; rather, he chose to share our hu-
manity (Phil 2:6-7). But this conviction, expressed in very presuppositional
ways as the common belief of Paul and his churches, puts considerable ten-
sion on the first conviction: that there is only one God. %

argue circuitously on this issue. See the bibliography and critique in P. H. Towner,
“Christology in the Letters to Timothy and Titus,” in Longenecker, Contours of Chris-
tology, 219-21.

20This “translation” is arbitrary on my part, since at this point I have chosen to
follow the (apparent) “interpretation” in the Septuagint. For the options, see the text
and footnote in the NRSV.

2This tension lies behind every form of “adoptionism,” from the Ebionite,
through Arius, to New England Unitarianism and German liberalism, to Christology
in the Making by ]. D. G. Dunn, who candidly acknowledges that “the too quick resort
to the ‘obvious’ or ‘plain’ meaning [of Paul’s texts] actually becomes in some cases a
resort to a form of bitheism or tritheism,” and “if we take texts like Col. 1.15ff. as
straightforward descriptions of the Jesus who came from Nazareth we are committed
to an interpretation of that text which has broken clearly and irrevocably from
monotheism” (Christology in the Making: A New Testament Inquiry into the Origins of
the Doctrine of the Incarnation [2d ed.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1989], xxxii). So at
issue for Dunn is that either Paul or we who interpret Paul in more traditional ways
have given up monotheism. Dunn's apparent concern is to protect Paul, who is other-
wise something of a theological hero for him. from that theological “error.” But is
that not to do theology in reverse? If Paul in fact asserts Christ’s deity. while main-
taining his rigid monotheism, as the evidence itself indicates that he has done, then
our task is to ask a different theological question: “How could Paul do so within his
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Thus these combined realities—Paul’s historic monotheism and what he
says about Christ in both intentional and incidental ways—create the ten-
sions for us on this side of Nicea and Chalcedon. On the one hand, what
Paul often says about Christ should fill a monotheist with anxiety, or even
horror; indeed, along with the Johannine corpus and Hebrews, Paul's letters
became a primary source for the Nicene “settlements” about God as triune
(Nicea) and Christ as one person with two natures (Chalcedon). On the other
hand, the questions with which these later councils wrestled were simply
not addressed by our NT authors, including Paul. Rather, they provide the
“stuff” for the later theological resolutions. Or to put it another way, what
Paul the monotheist says about Christ as Son of God and Lord is what causes
any of us to raise the issue of Pauline Christology.

But the even greater difficulty for us is the one already mentioned: the
attempt to extract Christology from Paul’s letters apart from soteriology is
like asking a devout Jew of Paul’s era to talk about God in the abstract, with-
out mentioning his mighty deeds of creation and redemption. Although one
theoretically may theologize on the character and “person” of God on the
basis of the revelation to Moses on Sinai (Exod 34:6-8), a Jewish person of
Paul's era would hardly imagine doing so. What can be known and said
about God is embedded in the story in such a way that God’s person can
never be abstracted out of the story. Whatever else, God is always “the God
of Abraham, and of Isaac, and of Jacob.”

So it is with Paul, who brings this dimension of his Jewishness to his re-
flections on Christ in a thoroughgoing way. However one finally understands
the (purposely?) ambiguous statement in 2 Cor 5:21, it stands as a kind of cen-
terpiece of how Paul thought about the Father and the Son. Was it “God was
in Christ reconciling the world to himself”? or was it “God in Christ was recon-
ciling the world to himself”? At the end of the day, both are true of Paul’s un-
derstanding. Everything that God has done for us human beings and our
salvation has been done in Christ. And precisely because God was doing it in
Christ, it would have been quite out of character for Paul to think of God and
Christ in totally separate categories. Whatever else is true of Paul, his
worldview is now utterly christocentric. The risen Christ, who confronted him
on the way to Damascus, by Paul’s own confession, had “taken hold of me”
(Phil 3:12), and had done so in such a way that Paul had gladly suffered the
loss of all things for the surpassing worth of “knowing Christ Jesus my Lord”
(Phil 3:8). Thus his life motto: “To live is Christ; to die is gain” (Phil 1:21).

So thoroughgoing is Paul’s christocentric worldview that he can hardly
talk about God without also mentioning Christ. Even in 1 Corinthians, the

own Jewish worldview?” This is what the church historically has tried to do. But
rather than revise what the church has done, Dunn chooses to revise what Paul has
said. In so doing, he stands in strong contrast to nineteenth-century liberalism. For
the latter, Paul was the christological “bad guy”; for Dunn, that charge should be lev-
eled against the authors of Hebrews and John's Gospel.
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letter that might be considered most given over to the correction of behav-
ioral aberrations, he starts with “Paul, called to be an apostle of Christ Jesus
by the will of God” (1:1). This picks up again immediately in the address
proper: “To the church of God, sanctified in Christ Jesus, which is in Corinth”
(1:2),% to which he adds, “called to be saints together with all those every-
where who call on the name of our Lord Jesus Christ,” a phrase taken directly
out of the Greek Bible (Joel 3:5 LxX)} and applied specifically to Christ. And
the salutation proper (1:3), as in all of his letters from this point forward, is
“grace to you and peace, from God our Father and the Lord Jesus Christ,” with
one preposition holding both nouns together. And how does the letter end?
“If anyone does not love the Lord, let that person be Anathema. Marana tha
{Come, Lord). The grace of our Lord Jesus be with you” (16:22-23).

Thus, even a casual reading of Paul's letters reveals how christocentric
his basically theocentric worldview has become. God the Father is always
the “first cause” of everything and thus always appears in the primary po-
sition as the “prime mover”; nonetheless, the focus of Paul’s life is on
Christ himself,

All of that is to say that the term “Christology” in this book expresses a
very focused theological concern. First, the issues of Chalcedon are simply
not raised at all, since the question of the “two natures” arises only after one
is convinced that the proper resolution of the biblical data about the “one
God” and the *Three Divine Persons” has been resolved in a Trinitarian way.
Second, the actual Trinitarian questions (about the One and the Three as
one God) are not raised either, since that too lies beyond Paul's expressed
concerns. At issue in this book is the singular concern to investigate the
Pauline data regarding the person of Christ in terms of whom Paul under-
stood him to be and how he viewed the relationship between Christ, as the
Son of God and Lord, and the one God, as the Father of our Lord Jesus
Christ, who is therefore now revealed as our Father as well.

Since these questions are often put in terms of a “high” or a “low”
Christology, I need here to speak to that issue as well. Although this might be
considered an oversimplification, the ultimate issue has to do with the Son’s
preexistence; that is, does an author consider Christ to have had existence as
(or with) God before coming into our history for the purposes of redemption,
which included at the end his resurrection and subsequent exaltation to “the
right hand of God” in “fulfillment” of Ps 110:1? If the answer to that ques-
tion is yes, then one speaks of an author (e.g., the Gospel of John, the author
of Hebrews) as having a high Christology. If the answer is either no or am-
biguous at best, then the author (e.g., James) is credited with a low Christol-
ogy. The ultimate question of Pauline Christology, therefore, is where Paul
fits on this spectrum:; and my conviction after a careful analysis of all the

228ee the discussion of this passage on p. 127 n. 107 below, for the argument
that this is Paul's original word order.
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texts is that he fits at the high end, along with John and the author
of Hebrews. 23

The ultimate purpose of this study, therefore, is twofold. The first con-
cern is to offer a close examination of the texts in the Pauline corpus that
mention Christ, and especially to offer a careful but focused exegesis of those
texts deemed to have or, in some cases, not to have christological signifi-
cance. Here the evidence seems conclusive that Paul belongs on the “high
Christology” end of the NT spectrum. The second part of the study will then
offer a thematic analysis of these data with the ultimate goal of determining
how we might best speak theologically about Paul’s Christology in its first-
century setting.

Pauline Christology in the Twentieth Century

One of the historical questions that needs an attempted answer is why
in the history of NT scholarship only one study, Werner Kramer's Christ, Lord,
Son of God can legitimately be called a “Pauline Christology.”?* And
Kramer’s study is less interested in Paul per se than in Paul’s role in the “de-
velopment” of early Christology. Using Paul as his beginning point, Kramer
devotes over half his study to digging out of Paul’s letters what might be as-
sumed to be “pre-Pauline Christology.” He then devotes the rest to how Paul
handles the pre-Pauline material—which is available only in Paul in any
case! So even though Kramer deals with Paul in a significant way, what
drives the study from beginning to end is the question that dominated most
of the twentieth century, namely, that of “origins”: where did Paul come by
his Christology? And that question inevitably carries with it the primary
issue of “high” or “low” with regard to that Christology.

23 At the same time, one must admit that not only do the texts drive one to that
conclusion but also the very notion of a “low Christology” seems to contain an in-
herent contradiction. Note, e.g., ]. B. Reid: “A Christ who is merely equated with an-
other human being, however great, be he ‘John the Baptist, or Elijah, or Jeremiah, or
one of the other prophets’ (Mt 16:14), is not enough” (Jesus, God's Emptiness, God's
Fullness: The Christology of St. Paul [New York: Paulist Press, 1990], 68). Reid then
cites Donald Baillie: “A toned down Christology is absurd. It must be all or nothing—
all or nothing on both the divine and human side. That is the very extreme of para-
dox” (from God Was in Christ: An Essay on Incarnation and Atonement [London: Faber
& Faber, 1961], 132). After all, within the framework of true monotheism a develop-
mental scheme would seem to be a logical impossibility. Either Christ was divine or
he was not; and if divine, then of necessity he must be included in the divine identity.
A tertium quid simply cannot be considered truly divine in any true sense of “deity”
within the framework of monotheism.

24My emphasis on “legitimately” here is based on my definition of Christology
as having to do with the person, not the work, of Christ. Thus the one other “Pauline
Christology” of the century, Lucien Cerfaux’s Christ in the Theology of St. Paul (trans.
G. Webb and A. Walker; New York: Herder & Herder, 1959), covers the whole gamut
of Christology and soteriology, with more emphasis on the latter than the former.
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Thus the answer to the “why” question raised above does not seem terri-
bly difficult to come by. Historically, the issue had been altogether a canoni-
cal one—the Christology of the NT—to which debate Paul’s letters offered
several key texts, especially Phil 2:6-11 and Col 1:15-17. Thus Paul was
simply a part of the larger scene as the church wrestled with the data pre-
sented in its primary documents: how to reconcile Christ’s humanity with
the deity that also emerges in the texts. And “orthodoxy” did so by rejecting
“adoptionism” on the one hand (a nonpreexistent Christ given “divine sta-
tus” at his exaltation) and Arianism on the other (a preexistent Christ, who
was not eternally so).

But with the Enlightenment all of that changed. What for centuries had
been assumed because of the role of Scripture in the church was now being
rejected within the framework of a historicism that was overlaid with
antisupernaturalism. The “deity” of Christ could only have been the inven-
tion of the early church; and Paul was the leading culprit. Thus a line of in-
quiry developed that ran from Schleiermacher to Harnack and beyond,
exemplified by a rejection of historic orthodoxy accompanied by a series of
attempts on the part of some to find the “real Jesus” behind the “supernatu-
ral overlay.,” a Jesus that “modern man” could follow and try to emulate.
With this a new kind of “historicism” arose that sought for “origins,” since
the biblical picture, with its inherent supernaturalism, could not be “true” as
historical data.

This basically accounts for no Pauline Christology as such. A high Chris-
tology was simply assumed as a part of the biblical record; so at issue histori-
cally was how Paul, and the early church with him, came by this
divinization of the merely human Jesus of Nazareth. Thus in all of this there
was a standard basic assumption that Paul was one of the villains, if not the
villain, who turned the historical Jesus into a divine being that had little or
no relationship to the Jesus of history.

But much of that changed with the appearance of Wilhelm Bousset's
Kyrios Christos in 1913, a work that heavily influenced a considerable sector
of NT scholarship through much of the first half of the century and that
picked up steam again when the English translation appeared in 1970.
Bousset’s own presuppositions are several and obvious. He held to the (com-
mon) view that only seven of Paul’s epistles are genuine, so Pauline Christol-
ogy means specifically that which comes to us through these seven letters.
Philosophically, he was wedded to rationalism, with its concomitant histori-
cism and thus antisupernaturalism. At the same time, he held a rather
strictly Hegelian developmental scheme of history that saw early Christian-
ity as emerging from Judaism but quickly influenced by Hellenism (certain
sectors of Judaism itself already being influenced by Hellenism). And above
all, Bousset was a thoroughgoing advocate of a religionsgeschichtlich (“his-
tory of religions”) view of early Christian history.

Thus, for Bousset, Paul's Christology is best understood in light of Helle-
nistic influences, quite divorced from the Jewish synagogue in which he had
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been raised, which had no place in it in any case for a truly divine Christ.
Paul is thus understood to have received his view of Christ as x¥pio¢ from
the Hellenistic believers in Antioch, who had adopted it from their pagan
background in the mysteries. At the end of his chapter on Paul (pp.
153-210), after surveying all of his allowable data, Bousset asserts, “In the
Pauline communities the veneration of the Kyrios stands alongside the ven-
eration of God in an unresolved actuality,” but then adds, “After all this one
may not actually speak of a deity of Christ in the view of Paul.”?> And with
that a considerable shift took place with regard to Pauline Christology.

The influence of Bousset's study has been massive, receiving a mid-
century boost from Rudolf Bultmann, who wrote a preface to the fifth edi-
tion that was translated into English. And although the pendulum has swung
considerably in recent years, Bousset's search for “origins” thoroughly domi-
nated the century, both implicitly and, frequently, explicitly.?® But at the
same time, his own conclusions made it clear that the long-assumed high
Christology in Paul's writings could no longer be simply assumed.

The first major response to Bousset came after World War Il in the form
of Oscar Cullmann's The Christology of the New Testament (1957; ET, 1959),%”
which was in fact the first major NT Christology after Bousset's; and though
Bousset obviously had set the agenda for the historical inquiry, Cullmann set
the agenda of the subsequently dominating tendency to do Christology by
way of titles. He begins with titles that speak of Christ's earthly work
(Prophet, Suffering Servant, High Priest—none of which is Pauline) and

W, Bousset, Kyrios Christos: A History of the Belief in Christ from the Begin-
nings of Christianity to Irenaeus (trans. J. E. Steely; Nashville: Abingdon, 1970), 209 n.
150, 210.

2 All one need do is to observe many of the titles, beginning with F. Hahn, The
Titles of Jesus in Christology: Their History in Early Christianity (trans. H. Knight and
G. Ogg; London: Lutterworth, 1969); see I. H. Marshall, The Origins of New Testament
Christology (Issues in Contemporary Theology; Downers Grove, Ill.. InterVarsity
Press. 1976).

2 Cullmann’s book appeared in Switzerland at roughly the same time as Vincent
Taylor's much more popular The Person of Christ in New Testament Teaching (1958) ap-
peared in the United Kingdom. Taylor's book served as an excellent overview for
many but lacks sufficient supporting evidence or interaction with the larger scene of
NT studies to merit discussion here. Also excluded is F. Hahn's Christologische
Hoheitstitel: Thre Geschichte im friihen Christentum (1963; ET, The Titles of Jesus in Chris-
tology: Their History in Early Christianity [1969]), which focused on the Synoptic Gos-
pels. thus showing little interest in Paul. [n many ways Hahn's work marked the end
of an era, since he pressed to an extreme the scheme of historical “layers” that
marked much of twentieth-century German scholarship {Palestinian Jewish commu-
nity; the Hellenistic Jewish community; and the Hellenistic community as such) but
which by the end of the century had been generally discredited, especially by various
studies by I. H. Marshall and Martin Hengel. So also with R. Fuller's The Foundations
of New Testament Christology (1965), since even more than Kramer, who showed con-
siderable interest in what Paul did with the “foundations,” Fuller is interested only in
the historical and cultural foundations on which the NT writers built.
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then moves on to where Bousset began, dealing with Christ's future work
{Messiah, Son of Man [eschatological figure]); here he also discusses Paul’s
Adam Christology (as the heavenly man). It is in the third and fourth sec-
tions that Cullmann deals with Pauline Christology: Christ’s “present work”
as Lord and Savior (section 3) and titles that refer to Christ’s preexistence
(Logos, Son of God). But for all that, Cullmann’s main emphasis is that NT
Christology focuses on “function,” not “being,” which is true, of course; but
at some point one must wrestle with the “being” that underlies the function.

The next major player (after Kramer) to emerge on the twentieth-
century scene was Martin Hengel, whose first interest was the dissolution of
the “developmental” scheme of the religionsgeschichtliche Schule, which had
become pervasive in much of German and American scholarship by way of
the influence of Bousset and Bultmann. This was the basic concern of his
massive study Judaism and Hellenism, indicated by the subtitle, Studies in Their
Encounter in Palestine during the Early Hellenistic Period. When Hengel turned
to Christology itself, he produced two works that are significant for our pur-
poses. The first was The Son of God (1975; ET, 1976), where, with another
frontal attack on the History of Religions school, he demonstrated how early
and “high” this language was; and, of course, here Paul becomes the key
player, not as the “inventor” but as one who carried on a very early tradi-
tion. Hengel's Studies in Early Christology (1995), which included some previ-
ously published papers, was composed mostly of lectures. Here in particular
he demonstrated the significant role of Ps 110 in early Christology; however,
he also argued for Jesus himself as the originator of Wisdom Christology. On
this latter question his influence has been especially significant, even though
the idea had been around since the beginning of the century.?®

The next significant work involving Pauline Christology was James D. G.
Dunn's Christology in the Making (1980), a book that is very important but in
some ways disappointing.?? With an especially adept ability both to analyze
texts and to think outside the box, as it were, Dunn basically returned to an
earlier era in two ways. First, the major thrust of the book was a return to
the developmental scheme, but in this case built not on the prior philosophi-
cal agendas but rather on a careful analysis of the biblical texts. In this
scheme Paul is the “halfway house” between an early low Christology and
the full-blown high Christology of John and Hebrews. Second, in order to
make this work, he set out to demonstrate that in Paul’s thought there is no
concept of a genuine preexistence of Christ himself; the texts that seem to
say as much are either to be understood differently or, in the case of Col
1:15-17, to be understood as having to do with the preexistent Wisdom, with

BFor a critique of this christological bypath, see appendix A in the present vol-
ume, pp. 594-619.

YA second edition appeared in 1989, published in the United States by Eerd-
mans, in which Dunn responded to his critics in a twenty-four-page foreword, while
the substance of the first edition remained unchanged.
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whom Paul identifies the nonpreexistent Christ. This leads him to argue for a
form of adoptionism, but without using that language.3?

That was followed the next year by Seyoon Kim's The Origin of Paul’s
Gospel (1981), the main thesis of which stood as the total antithesis to that of
Dunn. Kim argued that the crucial matters of Paul’s (very high} Christology
and soteriology all stem from his encounter with Christ on the Damascus
Road. Although this was quite overstated,? it offered a welcome corrective
regarding a matter that by and large had been overlooked in Pauline studies:
Paul’'s own conversion experience. Working especially from those passages
that suggest “revelation” (e.g., 2 Cor 4:4-6), Kim first examines “Christ,
Lord, Son of God” and then offers over 130 pages on the eikav toD 0g0b
(image of God). At the heart of things, he argues for Paul’s prior acquain-
tance with personified Wisdom as the key to his Christology, thus carrying
Hengel's assertions forward with vigor.3?

The most significant steps forward in work that impinges on Pauline
Christology have been taken in the past decade by Richard Bauckham and
Larry Hurtado, both of whose studies portend a new development in NT
Christology in general and in Pauline Christology in particular. Bauckham'’s
God Crucified: Monotheism and Christology in the New Testament (1998) repre-
sents some published lectures given in anticipation of a much larger study to
be entitled Jesus and the Identity of God. Writing particularly in response to
the many recent studies by Hengel, Kim, Dunn, and others, who see a divine
mediatorial figure in Second Temple Judaism as the way forward (Hengel) or
backward (Dunn), Bauckham argues that these studies are working back-
wards by using a small amount of questionable data to the exclusion of the

30To get there, Dunn also had to resort to several instances of circuitous exegesis
of a kind that leaves one wondering how the first readers could possibly have under-
stood Paul without Dunn'’s help. For an exegetical critique of his handling of the cru-
cial passages, see in the present volume the excursuses in chs. 3 (pp. 102-5), 7 (pp.
317-25), and 9 (pp. 390-93), plus appendix A at the end.

SlIndeed, when Kim revisits this question in ch. 5 of Paul and the New Perspective:
Second Thoughts on the Origin of Paul’s Gospel (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002),
165-213, not only does he not back off, but also he reasserts all of his questionable
positions even more strongly. So, e.g., he continues to insist that “in the Wisdom of
Solomon . . . the personified Wisdom . . . [is] spoken of as the €ikwdv of God,” which is
patently untrue, as the exegesis in ch. 7 and appendix A in the present volume dem-
onstrate (pp. 323-25; 594-619).

32Both of these books (Dunn’s and Kim's), it should be noted, independently went
after this subject with the issue of “origins” as their first concern (obvious in Kim's
title; for Dunn, see p. 5: “The questions can be posed thus: How did the doctrine of the in-
carnation originate?”). One is led to think that the two of them arrived at such radically
different conclusions in part because they were both driven by this issue, and they set
out to prove their own positions from the texts rather than letting the chips fall where
they may by a much more straightforward exegesis of the Pauline texts themselves.
This becomes especially noticeable with Dunn in his commentary on Colossians,
where he spends much of his time trying to demonstrate a Pauline position that is not
explicitly in the text itself—and from my perspective, not implicitly either.
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large amount of certain data. Instead, he argues, one should begin not with
these figures but with Jewish monotheism as such. Using the language of
“identity” instead of “being” (thus adopting a Jewish, rather than Greek,
view of the world), Bauckham is concerned with who God is rather than
what God is. In so doing, he points out that two things are absolutely consis-
tent in Second Temple Judaism: it was self-consciously monotheistic, and it
was self-consciously monolatrous (exclusive in its worship).

Bauckham’s first concern is to demonstrate that Israel’'s understanding
of God was always in terms of God's relationship to Israel and then to all
other reality. Thus Yahweh was never thought of in Greek abstractions. His
character is always described in terms of relationship to Israel, as in Exod
34:6: a God who is merciful and gracious, slow to anger, and abounding in
steadfast love and faithfulness. In terms of God’s relation to all other reality,
he is constantly referred to as both the Creator of all that is and thus the
Ruler of all that is. And precisely at these crucial points Yahweh'’s character
and role are unshared with intermediate figures; that is, though they were his
agents, they never shared his identity as such.

In taking up the issue of Christology per se, Bauckham shows that from
the beginning Christ shared the divine identity at all the crucial points: with
regard to the divine “Name,” in relation to all other things, and in relation to
Israel. Finally, he argues that as “God crucified,” Christ’s identity as God
means that God’s identity is now wrapped up in the work of Christ on earth.

Larry Hurtado comes out very much at the same place. He has been on
a long journey arguing that devotion to Christ can be traced back to the very
earliest communities® and that it is the kind of devotion that is elsewhere
given only to God. In the overview chapter on Paul in his magisterial Lord
Jesus Christ: Devotion to Jesus in Earliest Christianity (2003), his concern is less
with what Paul believes than with what Paul’s letters reflect about early
Christian practices regarding worship, especially in their ways of expressing
devotion to Jesus.

Even before Bauckham, Hurtado has long argued that Paul is an avid
monotheist. Yet totally without precedent in the Judaism of which he is a
product, Paul ascribes various forms of worship and devotion to Christ that
would seem to put considerable tension on that monotheism. On the other
hand, neither Paul nor his communities seem to be aware of the tension, in
the sense that Paul, at least, never once speaks to it. Indeed, in Colossians,
the one letter where he speaks to such issues at all, he is intent on maintain-
ing a very high role for Christ against those who (apparently) would subordi-
nate him to a lesser role vis-a-vis “the powers.”

In many ways the present study hopes to follow in the train of these last
two scholars, in this case by putting most of the emphasis on the exegesis of
all the significant texts, while at the end pointing out the christological im-
plications of the exegesis.

33See the various Hurtado entries in the bibliography, pp. 656-57.
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Pauline Christology: Some Basic Matters

Before turning to the Pauline texts themselves, I need here to address
some basic exegetical matters and, for the sake of the reader, to anticipate
the primary conclusions to which the exegetical chapters have led. I begin
with the latter.

Whither Pauline Christology’?

At the end of the exegetical process it became clear to me that even
though the cumulative evidence tells the story in full, there are, by anyone’s
reckoning, three key texts that put forward most of the issues: 1 Cor 8:6; Col
1:15-17; Phil 2:6-11. Here I isolate the primary christological data that
emerge in these three passages, which are spelled out or assumed in all the
rest of the data. In the section that follows this one I address the issue that
surfaces in full measure in the earliest of the letters: Paul’s application to
Christ of the kVprog = Adonai = Yahweh of the Septuagint and whether Paul
did indeed find this in the Greek Bible he knew.

1 Corinthians 8:6

The significance of this passage for the analysis of Pauline Christology is
universally recognized, but not all are agreed on the nature of that signifi-
cance. The conclusions drawn from the exegesis of this passage in ch. 3 (pp.
89-94) can be briefly summarized, since they set the pace for so much else in
the letters that follow.

1. What turn out to be the two most significant features of Pauline
Christology are already in place in this passage: Christ as Son of God and as
Lord. The latter of these is explicit in the passage itself (“there is one kOpiog,
Jesus Christ”); the former is implied in the preceding “there is one 8edg, the
Father,” where all the evidence of the letters indicates that by this usage
Paul begins not with God as our Father but with the fact that God has been
revealed as “the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ,”3* which leads to his being
our Father through Christ and the Spirit.

2. As the exegesis of all the crucial passages demonstrates, these basic
distinctions, already in place in the Thessalonian correspondence, are
maintained in an exclusive way throughout the entire corpus.’® At issue
here are two matters: (1) some instances where x¥p1og has been suggested

3For the evidence of this, see the discussions of 2 Cor 1:3 and Gal 4:4-7 (pp.
169-71, 217-20).

%The only exceptions are the twelve passages where Paul is citing the Septua-
gint and no point is made of the referent; so one may assume that Paul is simply car-
rying over the reference to Yahweh = God from his source. For the twelve passages,
see n. 7 in ch. 3 (p. 87).
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to refer to God the Father;3¢ and (2) the two instances® where many have
argued that Paul’s use of 0ed¢ refers to Christ: Rom 9:5 and Titus 2:13. Be-
cause of the significance of these latter two passages, they receive extended
discussion in their respective chapters (pp. 272-77, 440-46). In both cases,
when one pares off all the modifiers to get to the basic noun itself, the evi-
dence seems strongly in favor of consistency: 0edg in each case refers to
God the Father.

3. Along with the considerable earlier evidence in 1 and 2 Thessalonians
(see ch. 2), this passage offers a classic example of Paul’s use of the Septua-
gint's kOprog = Adonai = Yahweh as a reference to Christ as the “Lord” of
these OT passages. For here the fundamental theological reality from Paul’s
Judaism, the Shema, has been divided up so to embrace the Son along with
the Father.

4. This is the first passage in the corpus where Paul asserts, as some-
thing assumed between him and his readers, that Christ was both preexis-
tent and the mediatorial agent of creation. This assumption of preexistence
is expressed in a variety of ways hereafter in the corpus.

5. Despite what is plainly stated by Paul, this passage has also been the
place of first and last resort with regard to finding a “Wisdom Christology”
in his writings. To get there, one must argue (1) that Paul will expect his
readers to read Wisdom into this sentence on the basis of what he had said
back in 1:24, 30 about the crucified Messiah as God's “wisdom,” and thus (2)
that O xOprog as agent of creation is here in fact to be identified with personi-
fied Wisdom, and (3) that in the Wisdom literature itself personified Wisdom
is regularly seen as the agent of creation. Both the exegesis of these three pas-
sages in 1 Corinthians and the lack of any kind of verbal correspondence
between the Wisdom literature and these passages3 should ring the death
knell for this point of view.

Colossians 1:13-17

The fact that I include vv. 13 and 14 in this discussion says a lot about
the significance of this passage for Pauline Christology. There are three mat-
ters of significance here.

1. This is the first of the two major christological passages in the
corpus.?Y Here Paul has picked up the language he had used of Christ in

36See, e.g., discussion on 2 Thess 2:13; 3:3, 5 (pp. 64-65, 65-66, 71-72).

7 A few would add a third from 2 Thess 1:12 (see n. 92 on p. 62).

B8ee pp. 100-102, 106-7, 89-94, and esp. the excursus on this matter on pp.
102-6. For a full discussion of this matter, see appendix A (pp. 594-619).

®¥Esp. the lack of a single instance of the crucial preposition did (through),
which here and elsewhere implies mediatorial agency.

40 At least this is true for those who take seriously its relationship to Philemon;
for the inherent difficulties and lack of genuine supporting evidence for denying
Pauline authorship, see n. 2 in ch. 7 (p. 289).
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1 Cor 8:6 and spelled it out in some detail. This means that many scholars
are ready to find personified Wisdom in this passage as well, although
as with 1 Cor 8:6, and despite assertions to the contrary, there is not a
single genuine verbal correspondence between this passage and the Wis-
dom literature.*!

2. This is also the first instance where scholarship has invested enor-
mous capital trying to demonstrate that Paul is here citing a “hymn” that
had prior existence in the church. While one must remain open to this
likely possibility, the same does not hold true of what is sometimes alleged
on the basis of this assumption, namely, that Paul is not in full agreement
with what he cites. That is, it is frequently suggested that Paul has not fully
assimilated the “citation” into his argument, so that one must be careful in
using it to discover Paul’s own Christology. But besides the fact that this as-
sertion appears to have little merit on its own right—atfter all, the alleged
“original” is the product of our own making—one should always begin
with the assumption that a first-century author “cites” precisely because
he is in agreement with what he incorporates from another source into his
own sentences.

This is all the more the case with Paul, since we have a clear analogy in
his use of the Greek Bible, from which he both cites and borrows on a regu-
lar basis. And when he “borrows” from the Greek 0T, as he would presum-
ably have “borrowed” from a “hymn” in this case,*? he regularly makes the
language his own, and means what e intends, not necessarily in the same
way the original author intended. In fact, this is precisely what happens in
his very first “citations” of the Greek Bible in the corpus (1 Cor 1:31; 2:16),
where Paul has considerably “rewritten” the passages with his own con-
cerns in view. The point is that one may be sure in the case of this Colossians
passage that the sentence in its entirety is now from Paul*3 and has Pauline
intent in all its parts, whatever its origin.

3. Besides the points already made above from 1 Cor 8:6, which Paul is
here expanding in greater detail, my reason for including vv. 13 and 14 in the
discussion is that the grammatical antecedent of all the (some eighteen) in-
stances of the relative and personal pronouns in vv. 15-20 is “the Son of the
Father’s love” in v. 13, into whose “kingdom” the Colossian Gentiles have
now been included. Thus in this crucial christological passage. where nei-
ther Ktptog nor Xp1otog appears, the theme of Son of God does appear, and
inherent to this usage is the Jewish messianism expressed in v. 13. Thus be-
sides spelling out in greater detail what is said in couched form in 1 Cor 8:6,
Paul quite matter-of-factly puts that Christology in the context of his Son of
God Christology as well.

410n this matter, see the excursus on pp. 317-25 in ch. 7.

42The point is that Paul regularly “cites” the Greek Bible and indicates as much
by his “it is written” formula.

BThis assumes. of course, with Dunn, Wright, and many others, that Paul is
the author of Colossians; see n. 2 in ch. 7 (p. 289).
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Philippians 2:6-11

This “acropolis” of the christological passages in the Pauline corpus has
also had a long history of discussion as to whether Paul is adapting a previ-
ously existing “hymn.” And as with the alleged Colossians “hymn,” one can
neither prove nor disprove the assertion, nor can one assume that some of
this is not really Paul's own point of view.** Its significance for our present
purposes is that besides also asserting Christ's preexistence, now in even
stronger language regarding his actual deity, Paul also asserts Christ’s
“equality with God the Father.” Along with some points made from the two
preceding texts, there are three further matters that need to be noted from
this passage.

1. This is the primary passage in Paul's writings that will not allow one
to assert Christ’s divinity without taking seriously the full humanity of his in-
carnation. This is repeated often enough in the passage to fly full in the face
of any attempt to try to work out Paul’s Christology in Apollonarian terms.
Fully God though he was asserted to be in v. 6, what he became when he
“poured himself out” in order to redeem us was one who was equally fully
human.

2. This emphasis, plus the possible “conceptual echo”® of Gen 1 in
Christ’s not considering his equality with God as semething to be held onto
selfishly, has caused a significant group of NT scholars to find an Adam
Christology here as well. And although there are no good reasons to deny
this somewhat distant “conceptual echo,” there is every good reason to be
wary when one watches some scholars push this analogy to extremes that
the passage itself will not sustain.6

3. Finally, and back to the first point made regarding 1 Cor 8:6, here in
particular Paul significantly spells out both the reason for, and the origins of,

440ne can only sit in amazement at the frequency with which it is asserted that
the passage in its present form does not reflect Pauline Christology as much as it does
that of the “pre-Pauline hymn" that Paul is “citing.” This is all the more puzzling
when one notes exegetically that the reason for the narrative is to offer a paradigm
(in vv. 6--8) for the Philippians to emulate (v. 5).

#This is my own language for the possibility of “hearing” an echo of Genesis in
this passage, since there is not a single verbal echo. Those who try to create such by
arguing that nop¢n and eixdv are verbal “equivalents” not only are in error on that
score (see pp. 377-79) but also seem to be out of step with reality. Only the language
itself could call forth a verbal echo. One may as well argue that “eighty-seven years
ago” would cause someone to think of Lincoln’s Gettysburg Address (which begins
with “four score and seven years ago”). First, no one would ever think of echoing
Lincoln without Lincoln’s own archaic language; and second, the only reason for
using Lincoln's words at all would be for the effect that those words alone would cre-
ate. So also with Paul’s “failure” to use eixav here if he intended his readers to catch
an echo of Gen 1.

40n this matter, see the discussion on pp. 375-76, and esp. the excursus (pp.
390-93). For the broader discussion of the matters noted in this paragraph, see ch. 13
(pp. 513-29).
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the risen and exalted Christ’s having been given the “Name” Kvptoc. This is
further elaborated as “the Name above all names™” and then substantiated by
applying what is said of Yahweh in Isa 45:23 to the risen Lord. Thus this de-
piction of how the exalted Christ was given the “Name” explains how he had
had transferred to him the exclusive use of this expression of the divine
“Name,” which had come to the Greek-speaking church by way of the Greek
Bible and emerges in a thoroughly presuppositional way in Paul's earliest
preserved letters, And this in turn, though appearing later in the corpus, is
the certain evidence for Paul's exclusive use of this “Name” to refer to Christ
and not to God the Father.

So although there are many more moments of significant Christology
in Paul’s writings and, as the following chapters will demonstrate in full
measure, very much assumed Christology everywhere, these three pri-
mary christological texts have embedded in them all the key elements of
that Christology. These are developed in the second part of this book,
“Synthesis.”

Paul and the Septuagint

There are some readers, however, who will (rightfully) wince at the con-
fidence with which I have spoken of Paul'’s referring to Jesus as the ktptog =
Adonai = Yahweh of the Septuagint. So I need to address this matter. At
issue are two questions. First, did Paul know and use a form of the Greek
Bible known to us on the basis of basically Christian manuscripts that come
from nearly three centuries after Paul wrote his letters? Second, whatever
form of the Greek Bible that he and they had in common, would his readers
have caught both the fact and the significance of his so often applying to
Christ the kVptog of these many texts? I take these two matters up in turn.

Did Paul Know and Use the Septuagint?

Although the question of the “origin” of the Septuagint and its relation-
ship to the editions that we currently possess is not easily answered, there
are good reasons from the Pauline corpus itself for us to use this term with
regard to the Greek Bible that he himself used and that was assumed by him
to be a text that he had in common with his Greek-speaking churches. At
the least, even if this question cannot be decided with absolute certainty, the
evidence that we do have seems strong enough to allow the term “Septua-
gint” with regard to Pauline usage without constantly offering a learned
hesitation. The primary evidence for this is twofold.

First, Paul refers to the Greek Bible in a variety of ways. In some in-
stances he “cites” texts that are verbally identical to the text of the Septua-
gint known to us. In other cases he “cites” with a degree of freedom, while
in still others he echoes the language of the Septuagint with enough pre-
cision to give one confidence that it is the ultimate source of his own
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language.*” When Paul actually “cites” what he calls “Scripture,” even
though he does not do so in the thoroughgoing way the author of Hebrews
does, his wording is so closely that of the Septuagint that we have basically
one of two options. Bither he accidentally lands on the same wording, in-
cluding word order, that the translator had used before him (which is
doubtful in the extreme), or he cites the Bible commonly used in the Dias-
pora synagogue in which he himself had been raised. There are just
enough idiosyncratic moments where Paul and the Septuagint agree
against a more precise rendering of the Hebrew text to give us considerable
confidence here 43

Second, there are enough instances where Paul agrees with the Septua-
gint's rendering of the Hebrew text in places where the translator had sev-
eral choices, both with words and word order, to make one think that Paul is
citing a common Bible rather than imagine that this happened independ-
ently in some way. The analogy would be to try to decide, when a writer in
English is citing the Bible without indicating the translation, whether he or
she was, for example, using the NAsB. The woodenness of that translation
would tend to stick out and make dependence obvious. And so it is with
Paul’'s Greek rendering of the oT; his wording, including some unusual ren-
derings, are too often that of the Septuagint to allow one to think that he
did not regularly use a form of translation that has come down to us as
the Septuagint.

But for some scholars the more crucial matter is Paul’s use of Kvpiog =
Adonai = Yahweh: whether, or how much, Paul is indebted to the Septua-
gint for this use as a primary appellation of Christ, a usage that is so con-
siderable that I have assembled all of the examples in appendix B at the end
of this book. This question has arisen especially because of the Septuagint

47 An illustration in point is Paul’s use of Joel 2:32 (3:5 LXX) in Rom 10:13: nég
yap 6¢ Gv émxoréonton O Svopa kupiov cwdfoetor (For whoever will call on the name
of the Lord will be saved). The ydp (for) in this instance serves as his “introductory”
formula, while the rest is precisely the text of the Septuagint. On the other hand, ear-
lier, in 1 Cor 1:2, he apparently echoes this “biblical” language by referring to fellow
believers with the Corinthians as ndowv 10ig €mkalovuévorg t Svopa 100 Kupiou
Auov Incod Xpiotod (all who call on the name of the Lord of us, Jesus Christ). Had we
only the latter passage, there would still seem to be no serious question as to the
source of Paul’s language, even if a direct allusion to the Joel prophecy may no longer
have been up front in his mind. But the actual citation in context indicates that this
Joel passage had become common stock among early Christians regarding their place
in the biblical story (see, e.g., Acts 2:21).

48 This assertion is enough to make any good Septuagintalist squirm. But my
concern is not that of the expert in Septuagintal studies: rather, it is to point out
that Paul and his churches show evidence that a text very much like the Septuagint
was in use in the Jewish Diaspora in the mid-first century of the Christian era.
Moreover, it has been demonstrated by N, Dahl and A. Segal (“Philo and the Rabbis
on the Names of God,” JSJ 9 [1979]: 1-28) that Philo of Alexandria read Greek MSS
that used xvpiog for the Tetragrammaton at about the same time as Paul did in
Asia Minor.
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texts that were discovered at Qumran, plus other (extremely fragmentary)
evidence from some isolated papyri, since some of these fragments do
not have a Greek equivalent at all but simply carry over the Tetragram-
maton itself.4?

It is difficult, however, to see what real difference this makes. For even
if our present Septuagint is the product of use among Christians, as it most
likely is, the Qumran evidence says very little finally about Pauline usage,
since both Qumran and Paul in fact bear witness to the phenomenon of
not pronouncing the Divine Name. One can be sure that when these Greek
texts with the Tetragrammaton were read in synagogue, the reader did not
actually say “Yahweh.” Something else would have been substituted for
the name, and the evidence of Paul, whether from written or oral sources,
is that xOprog was used in its place.®® Or to put that another way, Paul,
along with Hebrews, is evidence of the later “Septuagint” at these places
whether or not his Greek texts actually had xvpiog in them, since that
would most likely have been the regular oral substitution for the Divine
Name as the common “translation” of the Adonai that had been substituted
in the Aramaic-speaking synagogue.>!

Equally important are the scores of “intertextual” uses of x¥ptlog in the
Pauline corpus, where the language of the Septuagint has been taken over
by Paul so as to become a part of his own sentence. It is one thing to imag-
ine what the public reader of Paul might have done with passages that begin
“as it is written,” since that assumes a “citation” of the biblical text. How-

490n this matter, see J. Fitzmyer, “The Semitic Background of the New Testa-
ment Kyrios-Title,” in A Wandering Aramean: Collected Aramaic Essays (SBLMS 25;
Missoula, Mont.: Scholars Press, 1979), 115-42; and esp. the mild critique by A.
Pietersma (“Kyrios or Tetragram: A Renewed Quest for the Original Septuagint,” in
De Septuaginta: Studies in Honour of John William Wevers on His Sixty-Fifth Birthday
[ed. A. Pietersma and Claude Cox; Mississauga, Ont.: Benben, 1984], 85-101),
whose evaluation of this evidence is noteworthy. Not only does he point out that
only one of these pieces of evidence has actual value, but also he suggests (rightly,
it would seem) that the use of the Tetragrammaton in Qumran and elsewhere prob-
ably reflects an archaizing tendency on the part of some to heighten emphasis on
the Divine Name lest it be lost altogether through translation of a familiar, but not
sacred, word.

NIn any case, we lack any evidence that in the Greek-speaking synagogues
the reader of the Bible in Greek would have substituted Aramaic Adonai for the Di-
vine Name.

SICHf. the similar judgment by L. J. Kreitzer (Jesus and God in Paul’s Eschatology
[JSNTSup 19; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1987], 109): “Indeed, one is tempted
to ask what was actually said when one came to pronounce mm within the public
reading of Paul's letters to the churches concerned.” Furthermore, as noted above
(n. 48), there is sufficient evidence that Paul's older contemporary Philo of Alexan-
dria used a Greek Bible where this substitution had already taken place; see D. B.
Capes, Old Testament Yahweh Texts in Paul’s Christology (WUNT 2/47; Tiibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 1992), 4042 (who notes Josephus as well); and J. D. G. Dunn, The Theology
of Paul the Apostle (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998), 249-52.
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ever, it is quite another thing for Paul to use k¥piog in, for example, no less
than four instances in 2 Thess 1:7-12, where each is a substantial echo of a
passage from the Greek Bible. At this point any argument to the contrary,
that either Paul himself or his Gentile churches did not use xpiog as a sub-
stitute for the Divine Name, seems to implode.5?

Would Paul’s Readers Have Been Aware of This Usage?

If we can, then, be rather certain that Paul regularly used and cited a
form of the Greek Bible known to him and his readers, the second issue is
whether there was an intentionality on Paul’s part in echoing its language
that he expected his Gentile readers to pick up on.>3 1 begin my basically positive
answer to this question with two observations.

First, the considerable volume of these data speaks for itself. Paul can
hardly help himself; his own life had been steeped in Scripture from the time
of his youth. Once he had encountered the exalted Lord, the sacred text was
transformed into a place where the long-awaited Christ could now be found
everywhere. And since his reading of the texts had been so remarkably
transformed and since he is writing letters that have “sacred matters” as
their immediate concern, citations and echoes of the oT are found through-
out his letters. After all, the issue of continuity with his past is equally as

52This is especially true of the argument by G. Howard, “The Tetragram and the
New Testament,” JBL 96 (1977): 63-83. Again see the critique in Kreitzer, Jesus and
God in Paul’s Eschatology.

53Here I face a considerable difficulty in nomenclature. At issue is what to call
these many places in Paul’s writings where there can be little question that he is
using the language of the biblical text (almost always some form of the Septuagint).
Throughout the present study one will find the language of “echoing,” “inter-
textuality,” or “borrowing language from” in a variety of contexts. What I intend al-
ways is that Paul is (usually deliberately) using language from the Septuagint to
recall or reinterpret the biblical text in his own situation(s); cf. R. B. Hays, Echoes of
Scripture in the Letters of Paul (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1989), 6. For a
much more precise use of language with regard to this phenomenon, see V. K. Rob-
bins, Exploring the Texture of Texts: A Guide to Socio-Rhetorical Interpretation (Valley
Forge, Pa.: Trinity Press International, 1996).

For a view different from the one taken here and throughout this book, see C. D.
Stanley, Paul and the Language of Scripture: Citation Technique in the Pauline Epistles and
Contemporary Literature (SNTMS 74; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992)
(cf. C. Tuckett, “Paul, Scripture and Ethics:- Some Reflections,” NTS 46 [2000]:
403-24). Stanley’s focus is altogether on the capacity of these Gentile churches to
pick up on Paul’s biblical quotations and echoes. He (helpfully) divides his fictive con-
gregation into three types of audience: the “informed,” the “competent,” and the
“minimal.” But what he fails to take into serious consideration is the capacity for
memory of the spoken word, and especially the “word” that is spoken over and
over again, by those who cannot read or write. This is evidenced in preliterate chil-
dren. “Grandpa, that’s not how that story goes!” they exclaim; but by the time they
become teenagers, this capacity is lost almost altogether, regarding both oral and
written speech.
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important to him as the measure of discontinuity brought about through
Christ and the Spirit.

Moreover, in an oral/aural culture, where only about 15 percent of the
population was able to read, both the limited amount of reading and the sig-
nificance of sacred texts would mean that many people in Paul’s churches
would be biblically literate in ways reminiscent of the echoes of the Kjv that
abound in seventeenth-to-nineteenth-century English literature. Such verbal
remembrance of any text, let alone Scripture, has in modern Western soci-
ety become a thing of the past even among most of those who are avid lov-
ers of the Bible. But Scripture undoubtedly would have been the standard
“reading” fare for all of Paul's congregations.>*

Thus, Paul’s letters are full of verbal echoes of a variety of kinds that he
could expect many of his hearers to catch (even if contemporary readers
might not), although undoubtedly not all hearers in every case or every text
in the same way. A contemporary analogy is the way that the large majority
of Americans of my generation would hear echoes of our national “sacred
documents” if someone were to say publicly, “Four score and seven years
ago” or “When in the course of human events,”* even though many in the
next generation would not.”

Second, and as noted throughout the following exegetical discussions,
these transfers of biblical language from Yahweh to Christ are a part of what
Paul does regularly. None of this is argued for, as though some kind of
christological innovation was a point Paul wanted to make. To the contrary,

54But see Stanley (Paul and the Language of Scripture), who offers a minimalist
view in this regard that seems to stand in some tension with the narrative of Luke-
Acts, written by a Gentile convert who had a rather thorough knowledge of the
Greek Bible. Indeed, so much is this so that Luke himself engages in considerable
intertextuality (as the birth narratives offer full evidence). Furthermore, not only is
the two-volume work addressed to a Gentile who is assumed to know the Jewish
Bible in some detail but also, beginning with Acts 13, Scripture is both known and
studied in the Diaspora synagogues (13:15; 17:2, 11; 18:24, 28}, and earlier a proselyte
is actually reading the scroll of Isaiah on his journey from Jerusalem back to
Ethiopia (8:30-35).

For those outside my own historical culture, these are the opening words of
Abraham Lincoln’s Gettysburg Address and of Thomas Jefferson’s Declaration of
Independence.

%A telling example (pointed out to me by my colleague Bruce Waltke) is found
in Martin Luther King Jr.’s “I Have a Dream” speech, delivered orally at the Lincoln
Memorial on August 28, 1963, the centennial year of the Emancipation Proclama-
tion. It is doubtful whether all of the many thousands who heard that (now famous)
speech would have caught all of his (surely deliberate) intertextual echoes of (1) Lin-
coln’s Gettysburg Address, (2) Jefferson’s Declaration of Independence, (3) Stein-
beck’s The Winter of Our Discontent, (4) Amos 5:24, and (5) Isa 40:4, although almost
all of them would have known and been able to sing the quoted first stanza of the pa-
triotic hymn “America.” I did not hear the speech that day, but in reading it, I found
that all of these echoes were readily at hand (and there may have been more that I
simply did not recognize!).
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they are used in such a way that Paul assumes them to be common knowl-
edge between him and his readers. Thus, they often occur in quite off-
handed ways, as assumptions between them, and sometimes as something to
argue from, as is the case in the very important Christian reformulation of
the Jewish Shema in 1 Cor 8:6. At the end, therefore, both the volume and
the nature of these biblical echoes give evidence of an assumed high Chris-
tology between Paul and his churches.>

For these reasons, and also because the Septuagint is the term and text
of familiarity, this will be the term of choice throughout the study that fol-
lows, noting only that the reader needs mentally to put quotation marks
around it at every point.

A Numerical Analysis of the Pauline Data

Before turning our attention to the christological data in the individual
letters, and since “usage” appears as the first thing up in each of the chap-
ters, one may find it helpful to have handy a place where all the data are pre-
sented together. The full presentation of these data for each letter, with
this kind of analysis, can be found as appendix II at the end of each chapter.
For the most part these data comport with the Greek text found in NAZ and
UBS4, except in a few instances where I have offered text-critical arguments
in a footnote for a different reading.>® I also add the cautionary note that one
should use these data with considerable circumspection because what is
missing in this kind of “analysis” are innumerable pronouns and the unex-
pressed subject of verbs, especially the so-called divine passives, which al-
ways have “God” as the implied subject (e.g., the three verbs in 1 Cor 6:11).
So one must be especially cautious in using the final column (6e6g). As for
the rest, my concern was not with how often Paul refers to Christ (that would
require the inclusion of pronouns) but with the specific language he uses
when so doing, since, as it turned out, this sometimes does appear to have a
measure of significance. (The various combinations of X, I, and X represent
the word order of the “names” Kvprog, 'Incoig, and Xpio1dg.)

57Paul’s use of the Septuagint should also be part of the discussion, though it
seldom is, of Paul’s alleged use of “pre-Pauline” hymns and creeds as though one
could “reconstruct” the original hymn or creed on the basis of the “obvious Pauline
constructions” within it, But the methodological issue is seldom faced, even though
such an example is ready at hand in Paul’s “adaptations” of the 0T. When he cites,
not every word in the citation is relevant; but when he adapts by intertextual usage,
then the very changes to the Septuagint make it clear that one could not always (or
even most of the time) reconstruct the 0T text, and especially not reconstruct its the-
ology on the basis of what Paul does.

8See, e.g., the textual notes on 2 Thess 2:8; Rom 8:34; 14:12.
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Letter KIX/IXK/ KI/IK XI/IX KX Koplog Incovg  Xpiotdg vidg lotals Oedg

XIK

1 Thess 5 6 2 X 13 3 3 1 33 36 |-3]

2 Thess 9 3 X X 10 X 1 X 23 18 [+5]

1 Cor 8/1/1 4/1 6/2 x 49[+2] 2 45 2 121 103 [+18]
2 Cor 4/1 3 1/3 x 18[+2] 7 38 1 75 78 [-3]
Gal 3 X 7715 x 2 1 22 4 44 29 [+15]
Rom 6/3/2 2/1 12/7 1 18[+8] 3 34 7 96 149 [-53]
Col 1/x/1 1 3 1 10 X 19 1 37 22 [+15]
Phim 2 1 3 x 2 x 3 X 11 2[+9]
Eph 6/x/1 1 10/1 x 16 1 28 1 65 31 [+34]
Phil 4/x/1 1 12/3 x 9 1 17 X 48 22 [+26]
1 Tim 2/x/2 x 10 X 1 X 1 X 16 22 [-6]
Titus X X 1/3 x X X X X 4 13 [-9]

2 Tim x/1 X 11/1 x 16 X X X 26 11 {+15]
Totals 48/5/7 22/2 78/25 2 164 [+12] 18 211 17 599 536 [+63]

Some general observations about these data:

1. The two final columns represent the total number of explicit refer-
ences to Christ in relationship to actual uses of 8e6¢, with the differential be-
tween the two columns found in square brackets in the 6e6g column. These
data are obviously a bit skewed because I have not included in the count the
(very few) references to God as Father where the designation “Father” is not
accompanied by “God.” Furthermore, I have deliberately avoided the inclu-
sion of pronouns, as the actual value thereby gained did not seem to merit
the added effort involved.

2. The full designation Kvptog Incotc Xptotdg appears in the very first
reference in each letter. Thereafter it occurs in all the letters, but not as fre-
quently as shorter designations.

3. The individual names occur most often, but not consistently through-
out the letters. Some of this seems likely to be related to the situation and
kind of letter in each case, but in the final analysis no apparent patterns
seemed to emerge in the corpus.

4. Regarding the combinations of two “names”: Kipiog Incoug occurs
less than others, and the majority of these occur in the first four letters
(hardly ever 'Incovg Kiprog, which is almost certainly because Kupiog is
titular rather than a “name”); for reasons that are not altogether clear,
Xpro1og Incotg appears in a ratio of about 3:1 over 'Incotg Xpiotdc, In any
case, this suggests that by Paul’s time what was originally a title had come to
be used increasingly as a “name.”

5. Excluding Titus, which has by far the fewest direct references to Christ
in the corpus, each of the single “names” occurs in most of the letters
('Inocovg being the exception), but without consistency.
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6. The twelve bracketed items represent instances where Kvpog is found
in a citation of the Septuagint in which it does not refer to Christ. One may
safely assume that all other instances are references to Christ.

7. Since some things that do not seem to comport with the data have
been suggested about the use/nonuse of the article with Kopuog, I have in-
cluded an excursus on this matter in the next chapter (p. 35).






Part 1

= Analysis e——






2

Christology in the Thessalonian
Correspondence

OUR 1 THESSALONIANS! PROBABLY WAS written within a year after Paul (and
Silas) had been hurried out of town in the dead of night (Acts 17:10).2 His
anxiety about the status of the beleaguered community he had left behind,
and his own thwarted attempts to return, had finally resulted in their send-
ing Timothy, who had returned to Paul and Silas in Corinth with basically
good news (1 Thess 2:17-3:10). But not everything was as it should be, so he
sent this letter, most of which is a rehearsal, from his perspective, of the in-
tervening year (chs. 1-3) but which also offers some correctives (4:1-12),
plus information about the coming of the Lord in light of someone who had
died in the meantime (4:13-5:11).

Not long after, news reached Paul that things had in fact not progressed
as he had hoped; indeed, someone apparently had spoken prophetically—as
though speaking for Paul—that the Day of the Lord had come (2 Thess
2:1-2, 15),3 thus increasing anxiety in the midst of increased persecution.
This resulted in our 2 Thessalonians.*

1Commentaries on 1-2 Thessalonians are listed in the bibliography (pp. 639-40);
they are cited in this chapter by author’s surname only. For reasons noted below, the
vast majority of commentaries deal with both of these letters in the same volume,
which is one reason for keeping them together in the same chapter. The other reason
is that, having been written to the same believers probably within one year’s span,
the two letters reflect a very similar christological perspective.

2Given the clear angst that Paul reveals in 1 Thess 2:14-3:10 and the sense of
suddenness in his departure, there is no good reason to doubt the basic historicity of
the account in Acts 17. In this case, the makeup of the community is probably mostly
Gentile (see 1 Thess 1:9-10), but with roots in the synagogue, which will account for
their presupposed familiarity with the Septuagint.

3For this perspective on the difficulties of 2 Thess 2:2, see G. D. Fee. “Pneuma
and Eschatology in 2 Thessalonians 2:1-2: A Proposal about ‘Testing the Prophets’
and the Purpose of 2 Thessalonians,” in To What End Exegesis? Essays Textual,
Exegetical, and Theological (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2001), 290-308.

“Doubt about the authenticity of 2 Thessalonians has a long history (see esp. W.
Wrede, Die Echtheit des zweiten Thessalonicherbriefs [TUGAL 9/2: Leipzig: Hinrichs,
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The first thing to be noted, then, is that these two letters have a relation-
ship to one another that is unique to the corpus. Unlike the relationship be-
tween 1 and 2 Corinthians, for example, which stands at the opposite end of
the spectrum with regard to similarities between them, these two letters are
(not surprisingly) especially similar in that Paul in the second letter feels the
need once more to cover much of the same ground. At the same time, these
similarities are such that it is very difficult to discuss what appears in one
without noticing what appears in the other. Nevertheless, I have tried to
avoid comparisons in the discussions in 1 Thessalonians, except for a few iso-
lated instances. But this is nearly impossible to do with regard to 2 Thessalo-
nians, especially with regard to its Christology, which is why I have chosen to
look at the Christology of the two letters together in the same chapter.

The Christology that presents itself in these letters is especially note-
worthy, first of all because there is not a self-consciously christological mo-
ment in either of them.> That is, there is no passage where Paul is
deliberately trying either to set forth Christ as divine (or human, for that
matter) or to explain the nature of his divinity. His interest in Christ, as we
come to expect in his later letters, is primarily soteriological.® “Our Lord,

1903]), based mostly on 2:3-12, which is perceived as standing in unrelieved tension
with 1 Thess 5:1-11. Other slight differences between the two letters are then also
brought to bear (e.g., 2 Thessalonians has less warmth; there are a few stylistic dif-
ferences and “breaks” from Pauline thought). But, as Marshall (34) has pointed out,
“it is very doubtful whether a set of weak arguments adds up to one powerful one.”
Indeed, the considerable historical difficulties that one has to overcome to hold this
view far outweigh any alleged differences. It also might be pointed out that if the
same criteria that bring 2 Thessalonians under doubt were applied to Romans in
light of Galatians or to 2 Corinthians in light of 1 Corinthians, one would have a dif-
ficult time arguing for the authenticity of either. The evidence of this chapter shows
how much the two letters have in common, precisely as one would expect from the
same mind, over the same issues, in such close proximity in time. The attempt by M.
J. J. Menken to capitalize on the (relatively small) christological differences between
the two letters seems in the end to belie what he sets out to prove (“Christology in
2 Thessalonians: A Transformation of Pauline Tradition,” EstBib 54 [1996], 501-22).
The “Pauline tradition” in this title refers exclusively to 1 Thessalonians! See also K.
Donlfried, The Theology of the Shorter Pauline Letters (Cambridge: University Press,
1993), 94-101, whose discussion seems to lead him to conclusions (the similarity of
the Christology of both letters) opposite to his presuppositions about authorship.

5See R. Jewett, "A Matrix of Grace: The Theology of 2 Thessalonians as a
Pauline Letter,” in Thessalonians, Philippians, Galatians, Philemon (vol. 1 of Pauline
Theology; ed. J. M. Bassler; Minneapolis: Fortress, 1991), 70. Implicit in this observa-
tion is the fact that the Thessalonians will also have been on the same page regard-
ing Christ and do not need “proof.”

%This also readily explains why there is so little interest in this topic in the litera-
ture, including in the commentaries. The exceptions (noted only if the interest is in
Christology per se): “Note D" in Milligan, 135-40; R. F. Collins, “Paul’s Early Christol-
ogy,” in Studies on the First Letter to the Thessalonians (BETL 66; Leuven: Leuven Uni-
versity Press, 1984), 253-84; L. Morris, chapter 2 (“Jesus Christ Our Lord”) in I,
2 Thessalonians (WBT: Dallas: Word, 1989), 27--40. R. E. H. Uprichard's “The Person
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Jesus Christ” is the divinely given Savior, who “died for us"” (1 Thess 5:9-10)
and whose resurrection has assured us that “we will live with him” (5:10) be-
cause he has also secured our “rescue from the coming wrath” (1:10) and
our sharing in the coming glory (2 Thess 2:14). Thus “the Lord” is also the
one whom believers “imitate” in their present suffering (1 Thess 1:6).8 In a
similar manner, and as turns out to be the norm, Christ is therefore the basic
content of the gospel (1 Thess 3:2; cf. 2 Thess 1:8), as well as the divine agent
of much (the apostolic “instructions” [1 Thess 4:2]; the divine will [5:18]).

What is noteworthy, therefore, is the remarkably high Christology that
one meets here, presupposed at every turn and in the most off-handed of
ways. Thus, Jesus Christ, the present, reigning Lord, is understood to share
in any number of divine prerogatives, yet Paul never loses sight of Christ's
prior earthly existence. And although no point is made of it here, in his
next letter (1 Corinthians) it appears quite clear that Paul does this while
maintaining his rigorous monotheism (1 Cor 8:4-6).° Paul’s “Christology”
in these first two letters, therefore, is not a matter of christological asser-
tions or explanations; rather, one is struck by the reality that this rigorous
monotheist can speak about Christ in ways as remarkable as one finds
here—statements that by their very nature would seem to put considerable
pressure on that monotheism.

L Christology in 1 Thessalonians
Christology in 1 Thessalonians sets the pace for the discussion of Chris-

tology in all the subsequent letters, not because all of Paul’s christological
emphases get a hearing here but because the major matters appear on the

and Work of Christ in 1 Thessalonians” (EvQ 53 [1981}: 108-14) has only a small por-
tion devoted to the person of Christ.

7As early as 1 Thess 1:10 Paul sets a pattern that will continue throughout the
twelve-to-fourteen-year span of his letters, where in the context of addressing the
community in the second person plural (“you turned from idols”), he changes mid-
stream to the first person plural (“Jesus, who rescues us from the coming wrath”), so
as to include himself with them when speaking of the saving events. In 5:1-11 this
switch takes place in v. 5 (“You are all children of the light and children of the day.
We do not belong to the night”).

8This is one of the rare instances where Paul uses the title 6 x0piog in reference
Lo Jesus’ earthly life, although 1 Thess 2:15 might also qualify here (“they killed tov
kVpLov Incodv”), as might 2 Thess 2:13, where “loved by the Lord” is probably a ref-
erence to his death on their behalf (see the discussion below). The usage noted here
(1 Thess 1:6) is the kind of thing that should keep scholars from being too dogmatic
about “Pauline usage.” Every once in a while he surprises us. In this case the present
exalted Lord is the one who also suffered in his earthly life. The same thing happens
in 1 Thess 2:15, which implies that the earthly Jesus was a prophetic figure whose
death was in the long line of prophets who were killed.

9But see the discussion of 1 Thess 1:10 below for a different kind of emphasis on
Jewish monotheism.
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first page of the first letter, as presupposition and without emphasis. The spe-
cial emphases within the letter itself are to be found first of all in the data
themselves.

A Preliminary Look at the Data

All of the texts that specifically refer to Christ in some way are given in
appendix I (at the end of this chapter); an analysis of usage is given in ap-
pendix II. Several matters about this usage need to be pointed out.1°

First, as just noted, all the ways that Paul will speak of Christ in the sub-
sequent letters are already in place in this letter.!! This is all the more re-
markable, given both the nature of the letter itself (comfort and correction)
and the apparent lack of “need” to say so many of the things that he does.
Thus we find the two major aspects of Pauline Christology already in place
as presupposition: Jesus as the messianic “son of God,” who is now recog-
nized as the eternal Son; and Jesus as the exalted Lord of Ps 110:1. The one
reference to “the Son” (1:9) and the three uses of the earthly name “Jesus”
alone are especially related to these realities.

Other usage phenomena also need to be singled out. First, although refer-
ences to Christ appear slightly less than references to God the Father,!2 most
noticeable is the frequency with which Christ and the Father are brought to-
gether in clauses and phrases, even though for Paul, as in all his letters, the
Father is always seen as the “prime mover” with regard to the saving event.

Second, the fullsome combination of the title “Lord,” the name “Jesus,”
and the former title-turned-name “Christ”1? occurs slightly less (5x) than
does the combination “Lord Jesus” (6x); the combination “Christ Jesus” oc-
curs 2 times.

Third, the most striking feature of usage in this letter, which will stand
out even more in 2 Thessalonians, is the predominance of the title x0pirog
over all other designations. It occurs either alone (13x) or in combination
(11x) in all but 9 of the 33 specific references to Christ in this letter. This is
probably related to the fact that the Thessalonians' persecution stems pri-
marily from their affirmation of Christ as xUpioc in a city where such alle-
giance was offered to the Roman emperor. This usage, therefore, will receive
the greater attention in this chapter.

10See also Milligan, 135-40.

Nxiprog 'Incodg Xprotdg (5x); kVprog Incots (6x); Xpiotdg Incodg (2x); (6)
xvplog (13x); Xprotog (3x); 'Inoods (3x); vidg (1x).

12There are 33 specific references to Christ and 36 to God the Father; this ratio is
slightly reversed in 2 Thessalonians (23 to 18).

BThe fact that one of the occurrences of Xpiotdg alone is articular (1 Thess 3:2;
cf. 2 Thess 3:5) has led some (e.g., Findlay, 65, 203; Milligan, 136) to think of it as titular
(in both instances). While that is possible, it must be noted that both are genitives mod-
ifying a noun that is also articular, which casts considerable doubt on the suggestion.
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Excursus: The Use of the Definite Article with Kvpiog

In this first exegetical chapter we need to note one of the more sub-
tle features of Pauline usage: his use or nonuse of the definite article
with the various formulations of x¥ptog. It has been suggested that
anarthrous x0ptog is a referent to God the Father,'* but that is patently
not true in the vast majority of cases in the Pauline corpus, beginning
with these letters. Indeed, the only certain cases of such are the twelve
instances where anarthrous xvpiog occurs in a citation of the Septua-
gint and no point is made regarding the identity of x¥piog.1®

But in these two letters, for example, anarthrous usage occurs at
least once with every name and title and with every combination of
them (see appendix II). Usage has nothing to do with the referent
(“Christ” in all cases in these two letters) and everything to do with
other discernible phenomena. For example, a habit of usage found in
these letters, which remains fairly consistent throughout the corpus, is
Paul’s use of anarthrous xvpiog with certain prepositions (especially &v
and Oro). This happens also with some echoes of the Septuagint where
x0prog in Paul’s sentences now refers to Christ.'®

This phenomenon is also one of those subtle moments that argue
strongly for Pauline authorship of 2 Thessalonians, since this fluctua-
tion of usage, which includes some constants as well, is exactly the same
in both of these letters and quite in keeping with the rest of the cor-
pus—a feature that a pseudepigrapher could hardly have been expected
to imitate.

Jesus as Messianic/Eternal Son of God

Although there are no inherent reasons in these letters for Paul to make
reference to Jesus as the Jewish Messiah, nonetheless there are good reasons
to think that such lies behind what has become for most readers the most
commonplace of all matters in the corpus: the Pauline salutations. At least
such a view seems arguable from the data.l”

14See, e.g., D. A. Carson, From Triumphalism to Maturity: An Exposition of 2 Co-
rinthians 10-13 (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1988), 147 n. 3.

I5For these exceptions, see n. 7 in ch. 3 (p. 87).

16This phenomenon, we should note here, also serves to verify that Paul is in-
deed echoing the Septuagint at these places (see the discussion in the preceding
chapter, pp. 20-25).

17In most of the following chapters I let the evidence itself lead me to what is
discussed first; but since x¥prog Christology dominates both Thessalonian letters, I
have chosen to put the present secondary christological matter in first position,
partly because it comes up first (1 Thess 1:10) but mostly to keep it from getting lost
at the end of the longer analysis of xUprog Christology.
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1 Thessalonians 1:1, 3 (God as Father)

1:1 Tadrog kail Zihovavog kot Tiudleog 10 Exkinoia Oecscorovikémv
£v Be® ToTpl kol Kupl® Inood XpLoTdid
Paul and Silas and Timothy, to the church of the Thessalonians
in God the Father and the Lord, Jesus Christ!®

1:3 xai thig VTopoviig Ths éAridog ToD Kupiov Nuav Tncod Xprotod
£umpocBev 100 Beoh Kol TATPOS TUOY

and endurance of hope in our Lord, Jesus Christ
in the presence of God, even our Father

In their very first appearance in the Pauline corpus (1:1), God and Christ
are joined together by a xai as the compound object of the preposition £v,
and they are given the basic designations that will appear in the majority of
side-by-side references in the corpus: “God the Father” and “the Lord, Jesus
Christ.”2® A sentence later (v. 3), again side by side but not joined by xad,
they are both independently qualified by nuév (our). In this second instance
we also meet for the first time the designation of 9ed¢ as 100 80v kai TaTPOG
Auadv, which most likely is to be understood as a hendiadys (= “God, even
our Father”). The phenomenon of the possessive with both “Father” and
“Lord” in 1:3 occurs in the other two instances of the joined names in this
letter (3:11, 13).2

However, in the first occurrence of the compound in 2 Thessalonians
(1:1), Paul begins a habit that will recur regularly hereafter throughout the
“church corpus”:?? using the possessive with only the first designation,

BFor further exposition of this passage, esp. the meaning of €v 8e@ matpt kol
xupie ‘Inood Xp1o1d and the implications of both divine persons as double object of
the single preposition. see pp. 48-50 below.

9Unless otherwise noted, the English translations throughout are my own, usu-
ally very “literal” so that the Pauline emphases or echoes of OT usage can be seen
clearly in an English rendition. As throughout this study, the items in boldface are
references to Christ, while any mention of God is underlined.

2 The statistics are telling: natip as a designation for God occurs 37 times in the
corpus; in 15 instances Christ is joined to “the Father” with a xai (1 Thess 1:1; 3:11;
2 Thess 1:1, 2; 2:16; 1 Cor 1:3; 2 Cor 1:2; Gal 1:1; 1:3; Rom 1:7; Phlm 3; Eph 1:2; 5:23;
1 Tim 1:2; Titus 1:4; 2 Tim 1:2): 5 times God is designated “the Father of our Lord,
Jesus Christ” (2 Cor 1:3: 11:31: Rom 15:6; Col 1:3; Eph 1:3); in 15 other instances Christ
occurs in immediate proximity (1 Thess 1:3; 3:13; 1 Cor 8:6; 15:24: 2 Cor 1:3; Gal 1:4;
4:6; Rom 6:4; Col 1:2, 12-13; 3:17; Eph 1:17: 2:18; 4:6; 5:20). Only in 2 Cor 6:18 (a cita-
tion of the Septuagint) and Eph 3:14 is God mentjoned as “our Father” without im-
mediate relationship to Christ. For the full list of passages. see the appendix to ch. 14
(pp. 554-57).

2 As well as in 2 Thess 2:16, where the names occur in reverse order.

22This is my designation for the first ten letters (including Philemon, which is
also addressed to the church in Colossae and therefore was intended to be read aloud
in the church along with Colossians).
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“Father.” On the basis of the usage in 1 Thessalonians, one may rightly as-
sume that the “our” in these later instances is intended to do double duty for
both nouns {“Father” and “Lord”).

At issue for us christologically is how the designation of “Father” for
God, which appears in these first two instances in a fully presuppositional
way, came to be Paul's most common way to refer to God when God and
Christ are mentioned in conjunction with one another. The solution to this
question does not seem hard to come by. Four strands of evidence suggest
that God becomes, in Paul’s thinking, “our” Father because he is first of all
the “Father of our Lord, Jesus Christ,” which in turn implies Christ as “the
Son"23—all of which has its origins, I will argue, in Jewish messianism.24

First, even though by the time of these first letters 6 Xp1oté¢ has moved
from title to name, Paul will sometimes still use it in a titular way to refer to
Jesus as the Jewish Messiah. This is most certainly true of Rom 9:5 and most
likely true of 1 Cor 1:23, 30 (see pp. 100-102 below). Thus Jewish messianism
nat only accouiits for its usage in early Chiristianity as referring to the risen
Lord, Jesus, but alone accounts for the universality of this title-turned-name
in the early church.?

Second, beginning in 2 Cor 1:3 and repeated in 11:31, the one God is now
identified as “the Father of our Lord, Jesus Christ,” a designation that will
recur several more times in the corpus (Rom 15:6; Col 1:3; Eph 1:3). Inherent
in such a designation is the understanding of Jesus as God’s Son.

Third, in two later passages, 1 Cor 15:25-28 and Col 1:12-15, Jesus as
“the Son” is specifically tied to his kingly reign, and in the latter instance so
closely tied to Davidic themes that Jewish messianism can scarcely be
gainsaid.

Fourth, and most importantly, God becomes “our Father” through the
gift of the Holy Spirit, whom Paul explicitly identifies in Gal 4:6 as “the Spirit
of the Son,” whom God sent “into our hearts” and who is thus responsible

230n this implication see, e.g., R. F. Collins, “The Theology of Paul’s First Letter
to the Thessalonians,” in Studies on the First Letter to the Thessalonians (BETL 66;
Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1984), 232-34.

24 At this point, one is faced with the primary difficulty in methodology for the
“chronological” approach taken in this study: how much can one assume about
Pauline presuppositions based on what we know from later texts? Although the issue
of “Son of God” has been a considerable one over many years, it needs to be pointed
out that in the next letter after these two (1 Cor 15:25-28), also written to a primarily
Gentile community, the combination of “King” and “Son” occurs together in a con-
text that suggests that whatever “Son” came to mean in the course of time, its ori-
gins as a messianic designation probably lay with the combination of Exod 4:22-23,
2 Sam 7:13-14, and Ps 2. For an even-handed response to the considerable skepticism
regarding “Jewish messianism” and its role in early Christology, see W. Horbury,
“Jewish Messianism and Early Christology.” in Contours of Christology in the New Tes-
tament (ed. R. N. Longenecker; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2005), 3-24.

Sndeed, it occurs in every document in the NT except 3 John {but it does occur
in the companion 2 John).
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for believers’ crying out to God the Father in the language of the Son
{“Abba”). And since the Son, as “God’s own Son” (Rom 8:3), has been sent
forth by the Father (Gal 4:4), the language of sonship does double duty for
Paul: to refer in its first instance to Jesus as the Jewish Messiah, while at the
same time referring to the eternal, preexistent Son of God.

When this evidence is combined with the reality that contemporary Ju-
daism rarely referred to God as “our Father,” one is led to conclude that such
a designation for the one God, commonplace though it is for later Christians,
has lying behind it an implicit “Son of God” Christology. Evidence for this
can be found throughout the Pauline corpus, the first instance of which oc-
curs in 1 Thess 1:10, where, hard on the heels of the designation of God as
“Father,” Paul refers to Christ as “the Son.”

1 Thessalonians 1:9-10 (Christ as Son)

1:9-10 °ndg énectpéyote mPog 1OV BedV Ao 10V £iddAav dovietely Bed
{@vu kol GANOLv@ kol dvopgvely TOV viov avtob £K TAV
0vpavadyv, Ov fyelpey £k 1dv vekpdv, Ingodv tov puopevov Huag
€x Thg OpYRG TRG EPYXOHEVNG
*how you turned to God from idols, to serve the living and true God

Yand to await his Son from heaven, whom he raised from
the dead, Jesus, who rescues us from the coming wrath

One of the singular characteristics of 1 Thessalonians as a letter is that
it actually has the appearance of one, at the beginning at least. What begins
as a (typical) prayer and thanksgiving report (1:2-3) soon evolves into a
chronological narrative about Paul’s relationship with the Thessalonians. He
begins with a reminder about the Thessalonians’ actual conversion under
the apostles’ ministry (1:4—6), a conversion that became so well known that
it preceded Paul as he moved from Macedonia down the Achaian Peninsula
to Corinth (1:7-10). For his own reasons, he next reminds them of the nature
of his own ministry among them (2:1-12); and after returning momentarily
to the thanksgiving (2:13), he then resumes the narrative, taking up in turn
(1) what had happened to them in the meantime (2:14-16), (2) his own
thwarted attempts to return (2:17-20), (3) the sending of Timothy instead
(3:1-5), and finally (4) his great relief to receive basically good news about
them from Timothy (3:6-10).

The present text occurs at the end of his report about the notoriety of
the Thessalonians’ conversion, which with obvious deliberation he also uses
to score some important theological points.?” What has been noised abroad,

2For the full argumentation for this perspective, see ch. 14.

27 Scholarship in the latter half of the preceding century saw a flurry of activity
devoted to finding pre-Pauline creedal moments in his letters, of which this passage
is usually brought forward as the first. Whether this passage is pre-Pauline is moot.
The present interest is not in pre-Pauline Christology but in Paul’s. And here, as in
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and reported to Paul, is "how you turned to God from idols to serve the living
and true God, and to wait for his Son from heaven, whom he raised from the
dead—Jesus, who rescues us from the coming wrath.” Three points are
made: (1) the contrast between their “before” and “after,” with scarcely hid-
den Jewish scorn for idolatry and a typically Jewish designation of God as
“the living and true God”; (2) that they are currently “between the times”
and are waiting for the conclusion of their salvation, which includes escap-
ing the coming wrath (that their persecutors will indeed experience); and (3)
that the one responsible for their salvation is the risen Jesus, here designated
as “the Son of God.”

We begin by noting that the text breathes the perspective of Jewish
monotheism. Both epithets, “the living God” and “the true God,” reflect the
language of such monotheism in Israel’s long struggle against idolatry. Al-
though the two terms appear together only in Jer 10:10 (“But Yahweh is the
true God; he is the living God, the eternal King”),?8 they appear separately in
a variety of polemical contexts.?® Whatever else is true of the God of the
Jews, he is “the living God,” over against the lifeless idols of the pagan world;
and precisely because he alone is the living God, he is therefore “the true
God” over against the false gods of idolatry. Moreover, the living and true God
is further identified, here for the first time in the corpus, as the God “who
raised [his Son] from the dead.” This remarkable way of identifying the one
God of Israel occurs just often enough in Paul's writings for Hans Kiing to
remark that “‘he who raised Jesus from the dead’ becomes practically the
designation of the Christian God.”30

What is striking, therefore, on further reflection, is the designation of
Christ as “his Son from heaven,?! whom he raised from the dead—TJesus, who

all such cases, one may assume that what Paul wrote (by dictation, presumably), he
himself believed, whatever prior existence it may have had.

It should also be noted that some see this passage as the primary Christology
of 1 Thessalonians. See the discussion in Collins, “Early Christology,” 254-55. But
Collins, in keeping with a long tradition, does not pursue the possible messianism of
the title “his Son.” In any case, here is an instance where the usage almost demands
that Paul ts picking up language with which the Thessalonians would have been
familiar.

2But see also Jos. Asen. 11:9-10.

2For “the living God,” see, e.g., the oath formula in Num 14:21, 28 (“as [surely
as] I live”); cf. Hos 2:1 (cited by Paul in Rom 9:26). It became a standard formula in
the polemics of Second Temple Judaism (Dan 5:23 LXX; Bel 5 [Theodotion]; Sir 18:1;
Jub. 21:3-4; Jos. Asen. 11:9-10). In the NT, see esp. Acts 14:15, where the wording of
conversion is just as it appears here; cf. 1 Tim 4:10; Heb 3:12; 9:14; 10:31; 1 Pet 1:23;
Rev 7:2; 15:7. For “the true God,” see Wis 12:27; Josephus, Ant. 11.55; and in the NT,
see esp. the Johannine literature (e.g., John 7:18; 8:26).

Hans Kiing, On Being a Christian (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1976), 361. Be-
sides the present text, see 1 Cor 6:14; 2 Cor 4:4; Gal 1:1; Rom 4:24; (6:4); 8:11 (2x);
10:9; Col 2:12; Eph 1:20; cf. 1 Pet 1:21.

31 A considerable literature has suggested that the “background” to this usage is
Daniel’s “son of man” (Dan 7:13). Understandable as this might be, given (1) Paul’s
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rescues us from the coming wrath.” That is, the “living and true God” has a
Son, who is currently “in heaven” by virtue of the Father’'s having raised
him from the dead; and this Son is none other than the earthly Jesus, the
one who also rescues? us from the wrath of God that will be poured out on
all who do not obey him (cf. 2 Thess 1:6-10).

Our present concern is to note that what is assumed in 1:1 now be-
comes explicit. And since it is easy for Christians who read their Bibles
canonically to hear the title “Son of God” in Johannine terms, we note here
that this is its first actual occurrence in the NT.33 And since it is not a fre-
quent term for Paul, something more needs to be said about its probable
meaning in this first occurrence, especially as to how the Thessalonians
may have understood it.

Although Paul is quite prepared to use “Son” for the risen Christ, as he
will again in 1 Cor 15:28, it occurs most often in Paul’s letters with reference
to the Son's “giving his life” for us (2 Cor 1:19; Gal 2:20; 4:4-5; Rom 8:3, 32;
Col 1:13). He also designates Christ as “Son” when he thinks of salvation as
effecting the new creation, in which we are being transformed back into the
divine image that is found perfectly in God’s Son (Rom 8:29-30). Nonethe-
less, several passages indicate that the presuppositional beginning point for
this title is Jewish messianism: 1 Cor 15:23-28; Rom 1:3—4 (and 8:32 indi-
rectly); Col 1:12-15% (on this matter, see the full discussion in ch. 14). For
now, one needs to note that Paul’s reference here to the Son as in heaven with
the Father most likely (presuppositionally) carries the double sense of the
Son’s now reigning as the Jewish Messiah, who, through his resurrection and
exaltation, has come to be understood as the eternal Son, who had been sent
from the Father to redeem.3>

But would this double sense have been available to the Thessalonians?
Most likely so. Both the internal evidence of the rest of these letters (Paul’s

language “await . . . from heaven” and (2) the fact that Jesus almost certainly used
this Danielic “title” with reference to himself, there is nonetheless scarcely a hint of
any kind in the Pauline corpus that Paul is influenced by this language. What can be
demonstrated (see ch. 14) is that he associates “Son of God” with the Davidic
kingship.

32Gk. 10v pudpevov; the present tense here is probably not so much trying to say
something about the “time” of the rescue, which in 5:9-10 is expressed in the past
tense to refer to the saving event itself, as it is putting emphasis on the now exalted
Son as the “Rescuer.”

33This assumes, of course, that Galatians is not Paul's earliest extant letter but
was written between 2 Corinthians and Romans. See p. 6 n. 18 above.

%0ne of the disappointing features of M. Hengel's otherwise especially useful
study of this title (The Son of God: The Origin of Christology and the History of Jewish-
Hellenistic Religion [Philadelphia: Fortress, 1976]) is his rather complete disregard of
the use of this title for the Davidic king of Israel, which all the NT evidence together
points to as the basic source of early Christian understanding.

%See esp. the discussion of 1 Cor 15:23-28; Gal 4:4; Rom 8:3 below. See also D.
Juel, Messianic Exegesis: Christological Interpretation of the Old Testament in Early
Christianity (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1988), 174-75.
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intertextual use of the Septuagint) and the external evidence from Acts
17:1-6 suggest that many of these former idolators had already attached
themselves to the Jewish synagogue and thus formed the nucleus of the neo-
phyte Christian community.?® One may therefore also assume that they
themselves had already been instructed in the (now) double sense of Jesus as
the Son of God.

For our present purposes, we should also note that this single (explicit)
reference to “the Son” is in connection with his earthly name “Jesus,” where
the emphasis is on his future “coming.” This seems especially to be in antici-
pation of 4:13-18.% The significance of this is that in the latter passage Paul
shifts in v. 14, after explicit reference to Jesus' resurrection, from the name
“Jesus” to the title 6 xOprog (the Lord). This combination indicates that the two
most significant messianic “titles,” Lord and Son, which occur together a little
later in 1 Cor 15:23-28, were already in place when Paul wrote this letter.

It is worth noting further that the combination x¥Optog Incovg (the Lord
Jesus), which occurs more often in 1 and 2 Thessalonians than anywhere
else, appears most often in contexts where the reference is to Christ's
Parousia (1 Thess 2:11; 3:13; 2 Thess 1:7, 8, 12; 2:8). And this leads us to ex-
amine the use of x0Opiog in 1 Thessalonians.

Jesus as the Kvprog of Septuagint Yahweh Texts

The second messianic title, Jesus as the k0prog® of Ps 110:1,% plays by
far the most important christological role in 1 Thessalonians, so much so
that the rest of this discussion is given to an analysis of this usage.

31t is worth noting here that Acts 17 records Paul as entering the synagogue and
for three Sabbaths reasoning with them “from the Scriptures, explaining and proving
that the Messiah had to suffer and rise from the dead, saying ‘This Jesus I am proclaim-
ing to you is the Messiah.’ " The content of this “reasoning” had been presented earlier
in Acts 13:16-47. There is no justifiable historical reason to doubt the essential accu-
racy of these pictures. Paul's own letters, including this one, are full verification that
these earliest converts are well acquainted with the arguments that the crucified and
risen Jesus is indeed the promised Jewish Messiah, God's exalted Son.

] say “especially” here because the emphasis on the “coming” is found
throughout the letter (1:3; 2:12, 19-20: 3:13; 5:1-11, 23).

380n Paul’s appropriation of Septuagintal kOprog = Adonai = YHWH passages to
refer to Christ, see the initial study by L. Cerfaux, “‘Kyrios' dans les citations
pauliniennes de 1'Ancien Testament,” ETL 20 (1943): 5-17; and more recently the
published dissertation by D. B. Capes, Qld Testament Yahweh Texts in Paul’s Christology
(WUNT 2/47; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1992).

¥For the evidence of this assertion, see the discussion in 1 Cor 15:23-28, where
this psalm is first cited by Paul, in a clearly messianic context. One of the truly idio-
syncratic moments in NT scholarship was W. Bousset's attempt to tie this title in Paul
to the pagan mystery cults (see Kyrios Christos [Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1913; ET, trans. J. E. Steely; Nashville: Abingdon, 1970]) and thus totally apart from
any OT usage. See further the critique in Hengel, Son of God, 77-79 n. 135.
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There is good reason to think that this predominance occurs in part be-
cause of the city of Thessalonica itself. Strategically situated astraddle the
Egnatian Way and with a deep-sea port, the city was of special interest to
the empire. More in its own interests than out of “love” for the Thessalo-
nians, Rome had bestowed on them the status of a “free city.” The Thes-
salonians in turn gave back to the emperor the loyalty that this astute
move was intended to secure. The significance of this emerges in Luke’s
abbreviated report in Acts 17:1-10, where the explicit charge brought
against Paul was maiestas (high treason)—that he was promoting “another
king than Caesar.” Since devotion to Caesar meant proclaiming him as
“Lord and Savior,” this is the most probable explanation for the frequency
of x¥Vpiocin these letters. In the Thessalonians’ current situation of suffer-
ing for Christ, Paul is constantly reminding them of who the true “Lord”
really is.40

We begin by noting that the title 6 xVplog is the special province of
Christ in 1 Thessalonians (as throughout the corpus); it is never attributed
to the Father,*! who is always referred to either as 8ed¢ (God) or 6 natip
(the Father). This can be demonstrated in any number of ways, beginning
with the very first mention of both in 1 Thess 1.1 (“the church of the
Thessalonians in God the Father and the Lord, Jesus Christ”), which is re-
peated in slightly different form in v. 3 (“your endurance inspired by hope
in our Lord, Jesus Christ, in the presence of God the Father”). These desig-
nations are then singled out in vv. 4 and 6, where “loved by God” (v. 4)
means “loved by God the Father,” and where “you became imitators . . . of
the Lord” (v. 6) can only refer to Christ, since it mentions his earthly
sufferings.

This usage in 1 Thessalonians can be conveniently packaged under
two headings: (1) the intertextual use of the Septuagint’s xOprog, where
the Tetragammaton (YHWH) has been so translated*? but where the
kVprog of those texts now refers specifically to Christ; (2) texts where Christ
as xuvplog shares in the divine purposes and activities with God the Father,
especially where prayer is freely offered to Christ as it would be to God the
Father. We begin with Paul's attribution to Christ of the Septuagint’s
KVprog = YHWH.

40This is especially so, given that coins minted in Thessalonica from ca. 27 B.C.E.
proclaim Julius Caesar as a god. See K. P. Donfried, Paul, Thessalonica, and Early Chris-
tians (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002), 34-37.

4lFor a discussion of the passages in these two letters where some think other-
wise, see the discussion on 1 Thess 4:6 and 2 Thess 2:13; 3:3, 5 below. But to think
otherwise, first, needs reasonable justification and, second, simply does not comport
with the clear and certain evidence of 1-2 Thessalonians, not to mention 1 Cor 8:6
and elsewhere.

*2For the debate on this matter, see the discussion in ch. 1, pp. 20-25.
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1 Thessalonians 3:13

The first instance in the corpus where Paul uses language from the Sep-
tuagint and applies the xVprog = YHWH directly to Christ appears in the
context of the eschatological goal of Paul’s prayer for the Thessalonians in
3:11-13. For the christological significance of the prayer itself, see the discus-
sion below (pp. 53-55). Here our focus is on the final phrase, where, after
Paul has prayed that ¢ kVplog (= Christ) will cause their love to increase
and abound (in the present time), he offers as the goal of such love that
“[the Lord] may strengthen your hearts so that you will be blameless and
holy in the presence of our God and Father at the coming of our Lord, Jesus,
with all his holy ones.”*3 Here Paul’s intertextual appropriation of Zech 14:5
seems certain, since the language is too close to be merely accidental.* The
two texts read:

1 Thess 3:13 £v i} napovoiq 0D xVupLov Hudv Tncod
RETO RAVTOV  TAOV dyiev avtod

Zech 14:5 xal néev K0pLOG 0 Bedg Hov
KOl MOVTES Ot dylor pPET adtov.

1 Thess 3:13  at the coming of our Lord Jesus
with all his holy ones

Zech 14:5 And shall come the Lord my God
and all the holy ones with him.

The christological import of this sentence lies with the fact that the
kvprog of the Septuagint is “Yahweh my God,” who will himself come to
the Mount of Olives and carry out his eschatological victory over the
nations. In Paul’s theology, the future coming of the Lord is always seen
as the return of the present reigning Lord, Jesus Christ. What Paul has

“The meaning of ndviev w@v dylwv ovtod is debated in the literature as to
whether it means “angels” (as it surely does in Zechariah: so Best, 152-53; Marshall,
102-03; Wanamaker, 145; Richard, 177-78; Malherbe, 214; Green, 181), “his saints”
(as it usually does for Paul; so Ellicott, 47; Findlay, 77), or both (Milligan. 46; Rigaux.,
492; Bruce, 74; Morris, 111-12; Holmes, 116). The intertextuality of this sentence
seems to make it tilt decisively in favor of “angels,” especially since the usage of ol
dylot to refer to “God's people” does not occur in 1 Thessalonians at all (and in
2 Thessalonians only in 1:10). Moreover, in 2 Thess 1:7, where the present phrase
seems to be spelled out in some detail, Paul says that “the Lord Jesus will be revealed
from heaven with the angels of his power [pet dyyérlav duvdpewg avtod].” In any
case, Paul can very well expect many of them to hear the echo of Zech 14:5, since
this would have been a well-used text among early Christians (on this matter, see the
discussion in ch. 1, pp. 20-25).

44The primary differences are the case and word order of “all” and “the holy
ones.” But this is an echo, after all, not a citation; thus Paul has adapted it to his own
sentence. The adaptation includes the article with xuptov, in this case caused by his
addition of the possessive pronoun “our.”
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done seems clear enough: the future coming of Yahweh is now to be un-
derstood as the future coming of “our Lord Jesus,” who alone is xupiog
in Paul's new understanding, resulting from his own encounter with
the risen Lord (see 1 Cor 9:1). One can scarcely miss the ease with which
Paul now reads the xUpiog (= YHWH) of Zechariah as referring to Christ,
the Lord. So much is this so that in 2 Thess 1:7-10, the coming Lord Jesus
Christ has altogether assumed the role of judging God’s enemies as well
(see pp. 57-61 below).

1 Thessalonians 4:16

Although this next instance of intertextual echo is seldom noticed in
contemporary literature,> the linguistic tie between Ps 47:5 (46:6 1xX) and
Christ's ascension was well known in the early church,* which suggests
that for the ancient reader these kinds of echoes were much more real than
they are for us. But “ascent” is one thing; the present Pauline text has to do
with Christ’s final “descent.” At issue is whether Paul is deliberately echoing
the psalm and giving it a new twist with regard to Christ’s Parousia. The fol-
lowing display would seem to suggest so:

1 Thess 4:16 611 0010¢ 6 KOPLOG £V Kerebouatt, £V dOVR dpyoyyérov
Kol v edimiyyt 00D,
katapnoetol 6n’ obpovod

Ps 46:6 1LxX avépn 0 0e0g &v GAaAayLd
KOPLOG £v 0oVl calmyyoc.
1 Thess 4:16  for  the Lord himself with a shout, with the voice

of an archangel
and with the trumpet of God,
will descend from heaven

Ps 46:6 LXX Ascended  God with a shout,
the Lord with the voice of a trumpet.

What Paul has done seems clear enough. In the central doublet of a psalm
celebrating Yahweh as King over all the earth, the psalmist refers to
Yahweh's “ascent” to Mount Zion, after he had “subdued nations under us.”
The two lines of the first stich celebrate the ascent as accompanied with
“shouts of joy” and the “voice of the trumpet.” In Paul’s version of what

#The notable exception is C. A. Evans, “Ascending and Descending with a
Shout: Psalm 47.6 and 1 Thessalonians 4.16,” in Paul and the Scriptures of Israel (ed.
C. A. Evans and J. A. Sanders; JSNTSup 83; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1993),
238-53, to whom I am indebted for much of the detailed information of this discus-
sion. Juel (Messianic Exegesis, 159) has suggested another allusion to Zech 14:5 here,
but that seems doubtful.

4See Evans, “Ascending and Descending,” 242-46.
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seems an obvious use of the language of the psalm, the xUprog = Yahweh
of the Psalter is now the already ascended Christ, whose return will be ac-
companied by “the voice” of an archangel and with “the trumpet” of God.
The emphatic avtoc 6 xOprog (the Lord himself) makes the connection with
“the Lord” of the psalm even stronger.#” The Lord (Jesus) who had previ-
ously ascended on high is the Lord who himself will return at the sounding
of the trumpet.

Other Kvpiog Phrases That Echo Septuagint Usage

Once one recognizes Paul’s intertextual appropriation of the language
of the Septuagint, whereby x¥Opiog = Yahweh is now x¥ptog = Christ, one
becomes aware of the many exclusively Yahweh-phrases from the Septua-
gint that are also applied to Christ. This happens throughout the Pauline
corpus; one finds it already well in place in this earliest letter. They are listed
here with minimal comment.

The Word of the Lord

1 Thess 1:8 &4 vudv yop E€nyntat 0 AOyog Tob Kupiov
1 Thess 4:15 toUt0 yap Dulv Aéyopey  £€vAdy®@  kvpiov

1 Thess 1:8  for from you has gone out the word of the Lord
1 Thess 4:15  for we say this to you by the word of the Lord

The wooden translation of the Hebrew construct genitive as Adyog
Kuplov occurs more than 50 times in the Septuagint of the Hebrew proph-
ets, always as a translation of dbar YHWH. In most cases it is the prophet’s
way of indicating that the “word” he is about to speak comes directly from
Yahweh (see, e.g., Joel 1:1). For Paul, “the word of the Lord” is now that
which is spoken by (or about) the Lord Jesus. Indeed, it seems most likely
that in the first passage here, where the phrase is articular, Paul intends it to
stand for the gospel; that is, it is the “word” about the Lord.

The second passage, however, is most likely a reflection of the usage
in the Septuagint, and thus it refers to a word that Christ himself has
spoken (either, most likely, in the Jesus tradition that has come down to
Paul, or as a prophetic word that Paul has received from Christ).%® In either
case, this well-known Yahweh-phrase has now been appropriated to refer
to Christ.

¥ The addition of the a¥tdg also accounts for the addition of the article with
xUpLOG.

18See Hurtado, Lord Jesus Christ, 150-51; Donfried (Shorter Pauline Letters,
39-40) thinks it is the latter.
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The Name of the Lord

1 Thess 5:27 &vopkile  Dpdg TOV KOpLOV dvayvaodijval Ty EMGToANY
TAGLY 101G AdeADO1S.
Gen 24:3 kal ££0pKL® o€ KOPLOV 1OV B0V T0D 0VpavVoD
[cf. Neh 13:25]

1 Thess 5:27 I charge you by the Lord™® that this letter be read
to all the brothers (and sisters).

Gen 24:3 and I charge you by the Lord the God of heaven

In the oT, God's revelation of his name, “Yahweh” (0 xVpiog in the Sep-
tuagint), lies at the very center of Israel’s existence. They are to be a people
who bear and call upon his name; Jerusalem is to be the place where Yah-
weh's name dwells, while the temple is to be the dwelling for that name. Al-
though Israel was not to misuse or profane Yahweh's name (Exod 20:7; Lev
19:12), they were in fact commanded to take their oaths in his name (Deut
6:13). The appropriation of the Greek form of the Divine Name is what is re-
flected in the present usage; and “the Name,” of course, is that which Paul
in a later passage (Phil 2:10-11) will point out had been bestowed on Christ
at his exaltation. So what was formerly done in/by the name of Yahweh is
now for Paul, as the basis of his charge, done through Christ the Lord.

The Day of the Lord

1 Thess 5:2 6t fpépa kvpiov O KAERTNG £V VUKTL 0UTOG EpYETOn
cf. Joel 1:15 61 €yylg Npépa Kvpiov
Joel 2:1 Siot mapeotLv npépa xupilov

1 Thess 5:2 that the day of the Lord as a thief in the night thus comes
cf. Joel 1:15  that near (is) the day of the Lord
Joel 2:1 therefore present is the day of the Lord

This well-known phrase, which is found again in 2 Thess 2:2 as some-
thing being abused, occurs elsewhere in Paul’s writings in 1 Cor 1:8 and 5:5;
later it becomes “the day of Christ” (Phil 1:6, 10). The phrase belongs alto-
gether to the prophetic tradition, referring to the great future day of Yah-
weh. As both the usage in this letter and the later substitution of “Christ” for
“Lord” indicate, Paul is again appropriating and applying to Christ a well-
known Yahweh-phrase.

“#The meaning of the accusative tov x¥piov is clear enough, but it is not at all
easy to put it into English. Most translations, including the XJv, have “by the Lord,”
but the NET BIBLE has “in the Lord,” with a note offering the options “by the Lord" or
“before the Lord” (the latter is found in the TNIV),
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What is noteworthy is that the phrase continues to carry the eschato-
Jogical freight that it did for the prophets. But in contrast to the primary
usage in the prophets, where it points to future judgment, Paul’s interest in
this “day” is primarily as God’s eschatological conclusion to the salvation
that has been effected through Christ. Although it is true that in its first oc-
currence here in 1 Thessalonians it still carries the threat of judgment, in
Pauline usage that threat is strictly for those outside Christ. Indeed, the
whole argument of 1 Thess 5:1-11 is to reassure the Thessalonian believers
that the Day of the Lord is not to be thought of as a threat for them.

The Lord as Avenger

1 Thess 4:6 &6t £xdikog KOPLOG  TEPL TEVIOV TOVTOV
Ps 93:1 LXX 6 0g0¢  £xdiknosav KopLog
1 Thess 4:6 because  avenger (is) the Lord concerning all these

Ps 93:1 LXX the God of vengeance (is) the Lord

Here is a case where some are ready to make this occurrence of xvpiog
refer to God the Father.59 However, this not only runs roughshod over Paul's
clear distinctions, but also it fails to take seriously the ease with which Paul
can substitute Christ as “Lord” in speaking of prerogatives that otherwise be-
long to God alone. After all, in Rom 14:10, referring to believers—and in a
context where 0 xUprog dominates the discussion—Paul speaks of “the judg-
ment seat of God,” while in a similar context in 2 Cor 5:10, again referring to
believers, he says that “we must all appear before the judgment seat of
Christ.” In the present text, unique to the NT, the use of “avenger” occurs in
a context of “taking advantage of a brother or sister” (TNIV), in which the
Lord Jesus himself will take the side of the wronged person.

The Lord Our Hope
1 Thess 1:3  kal 1ig nopovig Tiig £Anidog
00 Kupiov Nudv Ineod Xprotod

and endurance of hope in our Lord Jesus Christ

0See, e.g.. Morris, 124; Richard, 204; Malherbe, 233—although the latter ad-
mits that Christ is also seen as “judge” by Paul (pp. 185-86, 212, on 1 Thess 2:19).
Most others correctly see that Paul’s (apparently) exclusive use of x¥piog to refer to
Christ should determine its meaning here, especially (as pointed out by Frame, 158;
Best, 166; Marshall, 112) in light of the emphatic ¢ 8£0g that follows in v. 7. So also E.
S. Steele, “The Use of Jewish Scriptures in 1 Thessalonians,” BTB 14 (1984): 15. Mar-
shall (112), Wanamaker (156}, and Beale (122 [following Marshall]) are the few who
note that Paul is here using the language of Ps 93:1 LxX (94:1 MT). Richard (204)
makes the remarkable comment that it must refer to God because Paul is using OT
language here—a comment that seems insensitive to Paul’s regular application of 0T
(LxX) language to Christ.
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This unusual genitive probably is the result of the repeated genitives in
the present context. In any case, it is universally agreed that Tov xupiov here
is objective, that the Thessalonians are commended for their endurance that
is predicated on their “hope in the Lord Jesus Christ.” This seems to be an-
other case of appropriating x0piog language from the Septuagint and apply-
ing it to Christ. Whatever else was true of Yahweh for Israel’s faithful, he
was “their hope” (e.g., Ps 31:24;5! 33:22). Again, in a quite off-handed way,
language that is ordinarily reserved for God in the or finds expression
regarding Christ as Lord.

God and 6 K¥prog Share in Divine Purposes and Activity

Another remarkable feature of Pauline Christology also finds its first ex-
pression in this earliest Pauline letter: the joining of Christ as Lord with God
the Father in several key moments of divine purpose and activity on the
Thessalonians’ behalf. This begins in the salutation.

The Church Exists in God and Christ (1 Thess 1:1 [cf. 2 Thess 1:1])

1:1 Tloavrog. .. 1) ExkAnoig Oscoorovikéov v Oed TaTpl
kat Kupie Incod Xprotd
Paul . .. to the church of the Thessalonians in God the Father
and the Lord Jesus Christ

Here only in the Pauline corpus does Paul designate the church as being
simultaneously in God and Christ.>> Whatever else this phrase means, its first
aim is to distinguish the Christian ¢xxAnota from the many other ékkAnciot
of Thessalonica—particularly the Jewish synagogue but also various civil or
trade entities that would gather under this designation. Several options are
possible as to the sense of £v>3 here: sphere of existence; constituted by; be-
longing to. The main objection to the first sense (sphere of existence) is that
Paul does not speak so elsewhere of God the Father. On the other hand, this
sense is so common for Paul when it is used of Christ that it seems most
likely that he intended precisely that sense in its first appearance in his let-

51Ps 30):25 1XX, which reads: ndvteg oi ékrnilovieg &ni xVprov (all who hope in the
LORD).

52N. Richardson (Paul’s Language about God [JSNTSup 99; Sheffield: Sheffield
Academic Press, 1994], 260-62) correctly lumps this passage with others where God
and Christ share the same preposition; unfortunately, he does not comment on it as
such. The result is that it is subsumed under the discussion of 1 Cor 1:3, where
Barrett suggests that the phrase probably means “the Father is the source, Christ the
means or agent” of the grace and peace. But that interpretation simply will not work
in this first occurrence of the phenomenon in the corpus.

»What Richard (38) aptly dubs “the ‘maid-of-all-work’ preposition.”
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ters.>* After all, in a world whose philosphers could think in terms of “in him
we live and move and have our being.”> why should one think it strange
that the Christian Paul would think of the believers’ existence in such terms?
God and Christ together are the sphere of all, and especially of Christian, ex-
istence.’®

If so (and even if not so), the compound object of the preposition is
striking. The church exists simultaneously in relationship to the heavenly
pair: God the Father and the (now exalted) Lord, who is none other than
Jesus the Messiah. And when Paul thinks in these terms, he regularly joins
them as one in purpose and activity by means of a single preposition.>” Two
further observations about this usage need to be made:

1. In this very first reference to God and Christ in the extant corpus, Paul
is already using the basic designations that come from the Shema in Deut
6:4,%8 with 0edg being used exclusively of God the Father>® and x{piog being
used equally exclusively to refer to Christ,®9 who had “the Name” bestowed
on him at the exaltation.®! This has become so commonplace to later Chris-
tians that it simply goes by unnoticed. But this is a remarkable event indeed,
and it has happened very early (before 50 C.E.) and sets the pattern for usage
throughout Paul’s letters. Paul, of course, is not trying to make any such
point in these salutations. My point here is that these common designations
("Father” and “Lord”), which meet us at the beginning of all his letters, are
fixed—and now stereotypical—precisely because they had become so for
Paul many years before he had written any of his extant letters.%2

2. This is the first of the several instances in the corpus where one prepo-
sitional phrase has as its twofold object 8e6¢ and kOproc.?? It is easy to be

>4So also Donfried, Shorter Pauline Letters, 42.

55 Acts 17:18, where in the Areopagus speech Luke reports Paul as using this lan-
guage from Epimenides.

% 0n this matter, see esp. C. F. D. Moule, The Origin of Christology (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1977), ch. 2, “The Corporate Christ” (pp. 47-96). The
other side of this phenomenon occurs in Col 1:16, where Christ the Son is designated
as the one “in whom all things in heaven and earth were created.” Thus, here believ-
ers exist “in God,” while in Colossians the universe was created “in the Son.”

7Cf. Findlay (17): “Everything this ékxAncio Oescolovikémv rests upon and ex-
ists for is centred in these two Names, which complement each other and are bound
by the . . . single év.”

8See the discussion of 1 Cor 8:6 in ch. 3 (pp. 89-94).

¥ For the two possible exceptions, see the exegesis of Rom 9:5 and Titus 2:13 (pp.
272-77, 440-46).

%0Tn this case the lone certain exceptions are in the twelve citations of the Septua-
gint where no point is being made about ¢ x¥pirog at all. See n. 7 in ch. 3 (p. 87).

61See the discussion of Phil 2:9-11 in ch. 9 (pp. 393—401).

621t is easy to forget that here is a Jew who in his younger years would not have
dared breathe the name YHWH but who now as a matter of course puts 8g6g and Jesus
together as the compound object in a single prepositional phrase. Such a phenomenon
is most easily explained on the basis of Paul’s encounter with the risen Lord Jesus.

63See, e.g., 2 Thess 1:2 and all subsequent salutations in his letters.
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dismissive of this phenomenon. Instead, it should be taken with full serious-
ness, since Paul regularly brings them together in other contexts in which
the divine “working” of each is expressed separately.®* The point is that Paul
intends both Father and Son together to be both the means of their constitu-
tion as God's people and the sphere of their new existence.®> What is most
remarkable about this present usage is that this is the first and only time
such a preposition is used of God the Father. Hereafter it is used exclusively
of Christ. It is difficult to get around the plain implications of this, yet an-
other unself-conscious, way of speaking that puts Christ together with God
the Father in the highest place.

God’s Will in Christ Jesus (1 Thess 5:18)

As Paul moves toward the conclusion of this letter, he exhorts the Thessa-
lonian believers with a series of “staccato imperatives” that have the appear-
ance of a kind of general parenesis that could fit well in most of his letters.
Nonetheless, they do fit especially well the present (for many, obviously diffi-
cult) circumstances of these believers. He begins with the well-known triadic
exhortation that they should “rejoice always, pray constantly, and give thanks
in all circumstances” (5:16-18a). Then, in order to keep these words from be-
coming simply nice but unrealistic platitudes, he insists that “this is God’s will
for you.” But what is striking is the christological modification he makes re-
garding the divine will: “This is God’s will in Christ Jesus for you.”

This phrase serves as a sort of inclusio with the way the hortatory
(“how you ought to live to please God” [4:1]) section of the letter begins.%®
After the opening reminder regarding these instructions (vv. 1-2), he begins,
“For this is the will of God, your sanctification” (v. 3). Now that “will” is
modified as being “in Christ Jesus.”®” But what does that mean? And what
are the christological implications?

As to what it means, this is probably best understood as a genuinely
christological modification of God's will rather than a locative regarding
God’s people. That is, this is Paul's way of modifying God’s will so that it

% This can be found in any number of ways, beginning with 2 Thess 3:5: “into
the love of God and the perseverance of Christ”; cf. 1 Cor 12:5-6; 2 Cor 13:13; and
many others.

% At least that is what the normal reading of the preposition suggests and there-
fore how the majority of interpreters understand it. Becausm the only occur-
rence of €¢v with “God” as the object, Richard and others suggest that the ¢v is
instrumental here, but that is most unlikely.

% An observation also made by Malherbe, 330.

7 At least the word order would seem to require such an understanding. Paul's
text reads BéAnpua Beod &v Xp1otd Incod eig uds. Had he intended that this is God’s
will for those who themselves are in Christ Jesus. the word order would more natu-
rally have been 6éinua 0e0? eic vuds év Xptotd ‘Incov. Most English translations
(the NRSV is a notable exception) have “this is the will of God for you in Christ Jesus,”
where “in Christ Jesus” probably is still intended to modify “the will of God.” But see
Beale (171). who takes it in the former sense.
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will not be perceived as a form of “law.” Rather, it should be understood as
gift, as God's will that finds expression in Christ himself, who makes pos-
sible such unlikely verbalizations by God's people in the midst of present
difficulties. I so, the "in Christ Jesus” functions as both a soteriological
modifier (= as something made available to God’s people through Christ)
and a christological one (= God’s will now finds expression in Christ).
Thus, this association of Christ with God’s will has inherent christological
ramifications. If not necessarily a “shared prerogative” as such, it is at least
an expression of the christological focus of Paul’s understanding of God
and his purposes.

The Divine Presence at the Parousia

The assumed close relationship between the Father and the Son also
emerges in this letter when Paul thinks in terms of finally obtaining the divine
Presence at the Parousia. Depending on the point of emphasis at a given mo-
ment, Paul can speak first of being in Christ’s presence at his coming:

1 Thess 2:19 tig yap NueV ARG 1 xapd f| OTEGAVOG KAUYNCENS ) 00X KOl
DUelg - Epnpocdev Tod kupiov NUAV Incod
£v 11} aOToD Tapovsig
For what is our hope or joy or crown of boasting—if not even

you—in the presence of our Lord Jesus Christ
at his coming?

Not many sentences later, the same language is used to refer to being in
God'’s presence:

1 Thess 3:13 €ig ©0 oepi&on VudV oG xapdiog . . . Eunpocbev 100 BeoD Kol
TOTPOG NUAV £V T{} Tapoveig T0V Kupiov NRAV Tneod
HETA RAVTOV TAV Aylov aDTOD

to strengthen your hearts in_the presence of our God and
Father at the coming of our Lord Jesus
with all his holy ones

In the OT the divine Presence is closely associated with the divine Glory,
as the interchange of these terms regarding tabernacle and temple makes
certain.®® For Paul the final goal of everything is to be at last in the divine
Presence, now shared equally by Father and Son.

Christ the Lord Invoked in Prayer

Our final two texts in this letter are perhaps the most significant of all
with regard to Paul's assumed Christology. For here one is faced not simply

%8See further the discussion of 1 Cor 2:8 (p. 136) and 2 Cor 3:16—4:6 (pp. 180-84).
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with shared divine activities and purpose but shared divine prerogatives.
Whatever else is true of the early Christian communities as reflected in
Paul’s letters, this very early (probably earliest) document demonstrates that
they prayed to both the Father and the Son, together and separately, and did
so with obvious ease and spontaneity and without any sense of putting pres-
sure on their monotheism.® There are two such passages in this letter,
which we examine in their reverse order.

The Grace Benediction (1 Thess 5:28)

One of the noteworthy phenomena in Paul’s letters is his attribution of
x4&pis to both God and the Lord. What is striking is how this attribution hap-
pens. In almost all of his letters, Paul concludes with some form of a prayer-
wish/benediction like the one that concludes this letter:7°

5:28 1 xdpig toD kvpiov Nudv Incod Xprotod ped Hudv.
The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ (be) with you.

Although this is technically not prayer directed toward Christ, the as-
sumption is that Christ himself would supply the “grace” that Paul wishes
for them by way of benediction. Indeed, had Paul said, “the grace of God be
with you,” this would be universally recognized as the prayer-benediction di-
rected toward God that it is. The remarkable thing is that Paul never puts
God in this role in his benedictions; rather, it is always “the grace of our
Lord, Jesus Christ.””?

What makes this further noteworthy is that in the body of his letters,
Paul most often refers to ydpig as from God, either as the predicate of our ex-
istence in Christ (1 Cor 1:4; Gal 2:21; Rom 5:15; Col 1:6) or as the basis of
Paul’s apostolic gifting (1 Cor 3:10; 15:10; Eph 3:2, 7). Nonetheless, there are
three notable exceptions: 2 Cor 8:9; 12:9; 1 Tim 1:14.

This simply demonstrates what is otherwise well known: when Paul
thinks of God's saving work in our behalf, he can emphasize alternatively
the role of the Father or the Son, depending on context. But at the end of all
his letters, it is the “grace of Christ” that he desires to be present with God’s

%For a close look at these matters and their significance, seé\the various studies
by L. Hurtado noted in the bibliography, most recently succinctly brought together in
Lord Jesus Christ.

7This includes Philemon, which is clearly a community document as much as
it is intended to apply to one person. Not only is the church greeted in the salutation
(vv. 2-3), but also the grace benediction (v. 25) ends petd 100 Tvetuatog LudV (with
your [pl.] spirit). One must assume that both Philemon and Onesimus were present
for the reading of both Colossians and Philemon, which also explains why a full one-
half of the house code in Colossians (3:18-4:1) is addressed to slaves (a feature that
puts unusual pressure on theories of pseudonymity).

"I'The one noticeable deviation from this pattern occurs at the conclusion of 2 Co-
rinthians, where Paul adds, “the love of God and the fellowship of the Holy Spirit.”
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people. The point to be made here is that this interchangeability in mention
of prayer seems both natural and presuppositional to Paul. On its own, one
would make very little of it at all; but it is not on its own, as the following
passage makes plain.

1 Thessalonians 3:11-13

Our final passage in this letter is christologically perhaps the most sig-
nificant of all.”? For here in particular, it is the ease with which Paul makes
these kinds of interchanges, especially in prayer, that catches our attention.
Thus:

3:11-13 "A¥tog 8¢ 6 B£0¢ kKai maThp NUdY KAl 6 kOpLog Ndv Incode
kotev0ivar Ty 680V U@V Tpog VUGG 2ONaG 8¢ 6 kOPLOg
TAEOVAC UL KOL TEPLEGEVGAL TT) GYInn el AAANAOUG KOl €1¢
névtag KaBdnep kol HUELS £ig UG, PElg T0 anpifon DUdv 14g
Kapdlag QuéunToug ev ayleovvny EunpocBev 100 Be0t Kol TaTpde
Nuav &v i rapoveig Tod kupiov Npdv Incod peta navreav T@v
ayieov avtob.

"May God, even our Father, and our Lord Jesus direct our way to you;
“and you may the Lord cause to increase and abound in love for one
another and for all, just as also ours for you, “so as to strengthen your

hearts blameless in holiness before our God and Father at the coming of our
Lord Jesus with all his holy ones.

With this prayer report, Paul concludes the narrative of his and the
Thessalonians’ past and present relationships on a note similar to, and thus
forming a kind of inclusio with, the prayer of thanksgiving with which the
letter began. Gratitude to God for their faith, love, and hope in 1:3 is now
matched in 3:10-13 with a report of prayer regarding their faith (v. 10) and
in vv. 12 and 13 the actual prayer regarding their love and hope. These latter
concerns are apparently what cause the prayer in vv. 12 and 13 to be singu-
larly addressed to “the Lord.”

The prayer itself is in two parts. The first (v. 11) puts the emphasis on
God the Father by means of the attdg (himself), but the singular verb indi-
cates that Paul understands God and the Lord to be jointly involved in “di-
recting our way to you.” And here the compound subject with singular
verb implies not so much that Paul was a Trinitarian in later terms but that

720n this prayer, see G. P. Wiles, Paul’s Intercessory Prayers: The Significance of the
Intercessory Prayer Passages in the Letters of St. Paul (SNTSMS 24; Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 1974), which has the misfortune of limiting the “letters of
Paul” to the seven accepted by all (and therefore excluding 2 Thessalonians). Wiles's
term for these prayers is “wish-prayer,” which he defines as “the expression of a de-
sire that God take action regarding the person(s) mentioned in the wish” (p. 22).
Unfortunately, he downplays the role of Christ in the prayer altogether (see further
n. 75 below).
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since both are together in heaven (1:9-10) and he desires both to be in-
volved in the action, his apparent instinct was to think of them as working
together as one.

The second part of the prayer picks up what he wants the Lord (= Christ)
to accomplish among the Thessalonians in the meantime (in part through
the rest of his letter). So now the focus is on Christ alone, that (1) he would
cause the love that Paul has thanked God for in 1:3 to increase and abound
both among themselves (picked up in 4:9-12) and for everyone else (includ-
ing those who are giving them grief); but (2) he also wants them to be
“blameless with regard to holiness” at Christ’s Parousia (which is picked up
in 4:3-8).73

Two christological matters need to be noted. First, I make the observa-
tion that Paul can pray (1) to both God the Father and the Lord Jesus to-
gether as one (v. 11), (2) to both together but single out one as the object
(grammatical subject) of the concerns of prayer at a given time (vv. 12-13),
and (3) to either separately (for the Father, see 1 Thess 1:2-3; 5:23; for the
Lord, see 2 Thess 3:5, 16 below).

Second, even though the first emphasis in this case is on God the Father,
the final focus of the prayer is altogether on the Lord Jesus, which makes the
singular verb and compound subject in v. 11 seem to be more than Paul's
simply taking over “conventional liturgical language to which [he] and his
readers were accustomed.””* Indeed this same phenomenon happens in re-
verse in 2 Thess 2:16-17, where Christ is mentioned first (including with the
ovtég) while the pickup is, exactly as in the present case, with prayer ad-
dressed to the second divine person mentioned at the outset, namely, God
the Father. So one simply cannot be dismissive about the role of Christ in the
present prayer.”>

Together, these realities indicate the very high place that Christ has in
Paul’s understanding of God’s identity. Here is a strict monotheist praying
with ease to both the Father and the Son, focusing first on the one and then
the other, and without a sense that his monotheism is being sttetched or is
in some kind of danger. |

One can only conjecture as to why Paul directs the contmu‘&tlon of the
prayer to Christ rather than the Father. Most likely it is related to an inherent

7380 that the prayer in 3:11-12 and the first two items in ch. 4, where he “sup-
plies what is lacking,” end up in a chiastic form (AB BA). The emphasis in both cases
(coming last and then first) is on their holiness.

7480 Wiles, Paul’s Intercessory Prayers, 30. What is noteworthy is that this phe-
nomenon exists only in 1-2 Thessalonians in the NT, although wish-prayers continue
to be found in Paul'’s letters.

> As Wiles does by implication in his discussion of this prayer (Paul's Intercessory
Prayers, 54-55). Indeed. Wiles only begrudgingly allows a place for Christ in the
prayer at all, despite the fact that he is explicitly called upon in vv. 12-13. Christ’s role
in fact is limited to a single note, in which it is suggested that “perhaps Jesus was re-
garded as the divine agent of the requested action, as in the following verse [v. 12!]”
(p. 55 n. 3). That hardly takes seriously what Paul himself says.
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difference for him between the two loves. In the next prayer (2 Thess
2:16-17), the focus is on God's love for them, which issued in their experienc-
ing by his grace “eternal comfort and good hope.” Here the emphasis would
tend toward the one whose love was expressed historically in his death “for
us” (see on 2 Thess 2:13 below; cf. Gal 2:20). Paul wants the Lord who so
loved them to cause their love for one another to abound.

Some final remarks are needed regarding the actual content of the
prayer to Christ in v. 13, where Paul reports that he prays that the Lord (=
Christ) will cause their love to increase (repiocevcatl) so as to “strengthen
(eig 10 ompifor) your hearts [that you might be] blameless in holiness.”
First, the same verb for “cause to increase” is used in a nearly identical way
of God the Father in 2 Cor 9:8, thus illustrating one more time the ease
with which Paul can make this kind of interchange between God and Christ
the Lord. Second, and for our present purposes more significantly, Paul will
refer to this need of the Thessalonians to be “strengthened” two further
times in 2 Thessalonians, in the prayer in 2:17 and as word of encourage-
ment in 3:3, the first directed toward God the Father, the second regarding
Christ the Son.”®

Thus, not only does Paul here pray directly to Christ, as he does else-
where to God, but also the express concern of the prayer is the equally
shared prerogative of both Father and Son.

Taken together, all these various texts, with their equally varied empha-
ses, point to a very high Christology for Paul that was shared between him
and the Thessalonian believers. Rather than here offer a concluding word
about the nature of those christological assumptions, I will reserve that to
the end of the chapter itself, since these two letters, among many other
things, also share a common Christology.

I1. Christology in 2 Thessalonians

When turning to 2 Thessalonians, and keeping the focus on Christology
only, three matters call for attention by way of introduction. First, and most
obviously, the Christology of this letter simply picks up where things left off
in the first one. So much is this so that one could rightly have combined the
two letters in one discussion, except that that would run cross-purposes to
one of the concerns of this study, namely, to treat each letter on its own
terms as to the christological emphases that emerge. Second, even though it
is one of the shorter letters in the corpus,”” it has a surprisingly large, and
significant, amount of christological data. Third, this is the one letter in the
church corpus with very little variety in its christological affirmations and

7(0n this matter see the discussion below (pp. 72-73).
770Only Philemon and Titus are shorter.
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presuppositions. From the opening greeting to the final grace-benediction,
and everywhere in between, the letter is dominated by an unyielding k0ptog
Christology, especially by way of applying to Christ a significant number of
xOprog = Adonai = Yahweh texts and phrases. The nature of this dominance
can be seen first by a brief look at the data.

A Preliminary Look at the Data

The predominance of x¥Uplog as the primary referent to Christ is borne
out by the simple observation that of the 23 references to Christ, 22 contain
the title k0Opiog. Ten of these stand alone, while the other twelve appear either
in the threefold combination “Lord Jesus Christ” (9x) or the twofold “Lord
Jesus” (3x). Thus in every mention of Christ except for the singular use of
Xprotdg in 3:5, the title kOprog either stands alone or fronts the mention of
“Fesus” or “Jesus Christ.” As with the first letter, but even more so here, this
probably is related to the fact that there has been a steady increase of persecu-
tion, which most likely stems from the Thessalonians’ affirmation of Christ as
xUptog in a city where such allegiance was reserved for the Roman emperor.
The other significant thing about this usage is that just over half of these oc-
currences of kUptrog occur in moments of OT intertextuality of some kind.

We should also note that this is the first of the letters in the church cor-
pus where Christ is specifically mentioned more often than God the Father
(23x versus 18x)—a feature that will continue in the majority of the letters
in the church corpus.”® There is nothing especially significant here, except to
note how thoroughly Pauline this usage is.

A Case of Messianic Intertextuality—2 Thessalonians 2:8

In a moment of rare intertextuality in the corpus, Paul in (2 Thess 2:8
uses kuptog to refer to Christ in a passage whose primary language carries
overtones of Jewish messianism. As with 1 Thessalonians, we begin here so
that this singular moment does not get lost at the end of the chapter. And
just as in 1 Thess 1:10, this single allusion to Christ as Messiah speaks of him
as presently in heaven awaiting his role in the final judgment of the wicked.

The primary purpose of 2 Thess 2:1-12 is to reassure these believers that
“the day of the Lord” has not yet come (2:2). To do so, Paul reminds them of
some things that he had previously communicated to them regarding an ante-
cedent appearance of “the mystery of lawlessness” and of “the lawless one.”
With the “coming” of the latter, “the Lord Jesus" himself will return in order
to destroy him. In making this point, Paul picks up the language of Isa 11:4:

7$Romans being the major exception.
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2 Thess 2:8 6v 6 kvprog”™ avelel T@ TVEDPATL TOV CTONATOS
ahTod Kol KaTapynoeL i mdavelq Thg rapovsiag o100

Isa 11:4 Kol Tataéetl yiv 1@ Aoy T0h 6TOpATOg AHTOD
KOl &v mvedpatt  81d xeldéov avelel doePi

2 Thess 2:8  whom the Lord will slay  with the breath of his mouth
and will abolish at the manifestation of his coming

Isa 11:4 and he will strike the land with the word of his mouth,
and with the breath of his lips will slay the ungodly

Here Isaiah has prophesied that the coming “shoot from the stump of
Jesse” will be characterized by righteousness and justice that will include his
slaying the wicked with “the breath of his mouth.” With help from Ps 32:6
(for the form of the phrase 1 Tvetuatt 100 otépatog avtov), Paul combines
the two lines of Isaiah’s poetry into one and attributes this messianic future
judgment to “the Lord = Jesus.”

Thus Paul ends up having it both ways. As we will see in the next section,
he regularly appropriates Yahweh passages and applies them to Christ by
means of the Greek translation kvpioc; here he appropriates a messianic pas-
sage and does the same. The net result, therefore, is that Paul never loses sight
of the fact that Jesus is indeed the Messiah. But by way of the Septuagint’s use
of kvprog to represent YHWH, to which we turn next, Paul can also appropri-
ate all kinds of Yahweh texts and apply them to the risen Lord, Jesus.

Jesus as the Kvprog of Septuagint Yahweh Texts

Although some of these passages are of more import than others, for
convenience they are discussed here in their canonical order.

2 Thessalonians 1:6-10

Paul’s first thanksgiving in 2 Thessalonians evolves into the first of three
major concerns in this letter: to encourage the Thessalonian believers in the
face of increased “persecutions and trials” (1:4).%° The major part of this

79 A difficult textual choice occurs here. Very good evidence has “the Lord Jesus” (R
ADF GP W 0278 33 pc latt sy co Or Did), but equally good evidence (B 1739 1881 1)
lacks the 'Incotg found in the rest. Since there can be little question that “the Lord”
here is indeed Jesus, did some early scribes add “Jesus” in keeping with the frequency
of this combination in these letters, or was the “Jesus” omitted because of parablepsis?
Since the divine names were abbreviated very early in the copying tradition of the
Greek NT, these two nouns would have sat side by side as KXIZ. It is easy to see how
scribes could have left the second word out. But since this combination occurs so often
in these letters (sce pp. 34 and 56 above) and since the omission of one or the other oc-
curs so rarely, it seems more likely in this case that the addition is secondary.

80The other two are found in 2:1-12 (a misguided prophetic word that the Day of
the Lord is already at hand) and 3:6-15 (the continuing problem of the disruptive idle).
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very long and convoluted “thanksgiving” (vv. 3-10) is intended to dem-
onstrate the justice of God in the face of the Thessalonians’ present per-
secution. Beginning at v. 6, where he picks up the thrice-repeated verb
avtomodidow (pay back), which encloses the oracle in Isa 66:4-6,8! Paul
spells out the just judgment of God that their present enemies will experi-
ence at the final revelation of Christ (vv. 6-7a). But it is Christ himself who
will carry out the judgment at his coming (vv. 7b—10), most of which clause
is couched in language from several oT judgment texts, where the Septuagint
has xvplrog = Yahweh as the administrator of judgment.®? Thus Christ is
now the kvpiog of these intertextual echoes.

1. Paul begins his depiction of Christ’s coming in vv. 7b—8 with three
prepositional descriptors. The first two echo what he had earlier affirmed in
his first letter: “the Lord Jesus” will be revealed “from heaven” (1 Thess 4:16;
cf. 1:10) with “the angels of his power,” thus interpreting Zechariah’s “all his
holy ones” (see 1 Thess 3:13) with concepts from Jewish apocalyptic. The
third one, £€v phoyi nupdct (in blazing fire), is an echo of [sa 66:15, while the
end of the clause includes language from Isa 66:4. Thus:

81T do not mean that Paul is necessarily consciously picking up this verb. But the
fact that language from Isa 66 plays a significant role in vv. 8 and 12 suggests that
this passage is in his head, as it were. See how the verb sits in the display that follows.
On the possible influence of Isa 66 on this whole passage, see R. Aus, “The Relevance
of Isaiah 66:7 to Revelation 12 and 2 Thessalonians 2,” ZNW 67 (1976): 252-68. This
view is picked up especially by Beale (186~91), who sees it as Paul’s deliberately set-
ting the believing Thessalonians in sharp contrast to their persecutors, who do not
obey the gospel—just as in Isa 66 the “humble and contrite” stand in equally sharp
contrast to those “who have chosen their own ways” (66:3).

82 Although seldom noted by earlier commentators (e.g., Ellicott), this phenome-
non has long been recognized by English commentators, beginning with Findlay
(1904), and more extensively by Frame (1912), who notes (correctly) that although
“the description abounds in reminiscences from the Septuagint, there is but one ap-
proximately exact citation [v. 9 citing Isa 2:10].” Since Best (1972), this has been more
or less standard fare in the commentaries, some more cautiously than others. The
christological implications have also often been noted, starting with Findlay, 148 (on
v. 8 “A186vtog transfers to the Lord Jesus the dread prerogative reserved in the O.T.
for God alone"); cf. Marshall, 179-80 (on v. 9: “It is significant that language origi-
nally used of Yahweh is here applied to Jesus™). and Wanamaker, 229 (“The appropri-
ation of texts originally written about God to describe Jesus as Lord was dne of the
most important developments of early christology and eventuallyted to the near-
total identification of Christ with the nature and activities of God").

83My text here differs from the preferred reading in NA?. The textual evidence is
divided between €v ¢royi mupdc (in flame of fire) (B D F G ¥ 2464 pc a vg sy co Irla
Tert), which would ordinarily be considered the stronger MS evidence, and &v mupi
drovydg [in fire of flame] (X A 0111 0278 33 1739 1881 M d m syhme Ambst). The same
variation is found in Exod 3:2 (the former in A; the latter in B). At issue is whether
Paul is here echoing [sa 66:15, as I believe, and scribes changed it to the reading of
the more familiar text (for them) of Exod 3:2, or whether Paul himself was influenced
by the B text of Exod 3:2. There can be no question that the latter is the more difficult
reading from our perspective. But if some early scribes knew only the B text of Exod
3:2, they could easily have changed Paul here to conform to that more familiar
phrasing. So in the end the better textual evidence should probably prevail.
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2 Thess 1:7-8 "tob xvpiov Inood . .. *&v oloyt nvpds, d186vTog
£xOLKNOLY 101G T £18001v Bedv
KOl  TOLG pi) DRAKOVOVGLY 10 EVAYYEAL®
100 Kupiov HudV Tncod

[sa 66:15 KUpLog g Tip HEEL kal B¢ kaTatyig ta dppata attod
anodovvar £v Buud £kSLKNOLY KoL ANOCKOPUKIGUOV
£v dhoyl Tupldg
Isa 66:4 Aéyel xbprLog [v. 2] . .. dvranodden avtoig Ot ékdAieca

0UTOVE KoL 00, DRIKOVOAY Hov

2 Thess 1:7-8  7of the Lord Jesus . ..  ®in flaming fire, giving
punishment to those who do not know God
and  to those who do not obey the gospel
of our Lord Jesus Christ

Isa 66:15 the Lord as fire will come, and as a storm his chariots,
to recompense with wrath, punishment and repudiation
in flaming fire
[sa 66:4 Says the Lord (v. 2) . . . I will repay them because I called
them and they did not obey me

Three matters are significant for our present purposes. First, the
Kkuprog (Lord) in both [saiah passages is Yahweh, while the xpiog in Paul’s
use of this language is specified as “the Lord, Jesus.” This means, second,
that the Lord who will come “in blazing fire” to mete out this judgment
is “the Lord, Jesus Christ,” who will thus assume Yahweh's role. Third,
the reason for judgment in Isaiah is that “they do not obey me,” where Isa-
iah’s “me = Yahweh” is now expressed in terms of “the gospel of our Lord
Jesus Christ.”

In this case, therefore, not only does Paul identify the Lord Jesus with
the “Lord = Yahweh” of Isaiah’s oracle, but also the gospel of the Lord Jesus
is what the wicked have not obeyed, and therefore they will be judged by
him. One can hardly escape the christological implications of such an
intertextual interchange.

2. The description of their judgment occurs in v. 9: they “will pay the
penalty of everlasting destruction from the face of the Lord and from the glory
of his might.” Although there are some inherent difficulties in understanding
what precisely is meant by “destruction from the face of the Lord,” there can
be little question that the italicized part of this sentence is a direct. deliberate
use of Isa 2:10.84

8 Noted as early as Tertullian (Marc. 3.16). The Septuagint translator in this
case took some liberties with Isaiah’s wording, probably in order to make clear what
he assumed Isaiah had in mind. Thus “the fear of YHWH" has to do with seeing “his
face.” Paul, in turn, has kept the “face = presence” language and has omitted ¢6pov
because that is precisely where his interests lie: the coming of the Lord, and the per-
secutors having to deal with being in the Lord’s presence.
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2 Thess 1:9 olnveg. .. Ao TPOGATOV TOV KLPLOV
KoL ano the 86&ng Thg Loyxvog adtod
Isa 2:10 KPURTEGOE . . . ARrO TPOGATOV TOD HOPoLKVPLOV
xatL  ano thg 80Eng thg Leyvog adtod

2 Thess 1:9 who. .. Jrom the face of the Lord
and  from the glory of his might
Isa 2:10 hide . . . Jrom the face of the fear of the Lord

and  from the glory of his might

Here is a case where Paul not only has brought language straight across
from the Septuagint but also has kept the sense of Isaiah’s text, which appears
in a “Day of the Lord” oracle of judgment against Judah. That judgment is their
being cut off from the divine Presence, which is now assumed to be that of
Christ the Lord. Again Paul has transferred language from “the Lord = Yahweh”
to “the Lord = Jesus Christ.” As such, it is a certain instance where a unique,
unshared prerogative of Yahweh has now been appropriated to refer to Christ.®>

3. In v. 10, at the conclusion of his long sentence, Paul continues what
he has said about Christ in v. 9 with further appropriation of language from
the Septuagint—a collage of language from Ps 89:7 (88:8 LxX)%¢ and Ps 68:35
(67:36 LxX).%" In this case the word x¥piog appears neither in the immediate
sentences of the Psalter nor in Paul’s sentence at this point. Nonetheless, the
intertextual appropriation of the language of the Psalter seems certain in a
passage where Yahweh is referred to as ¢ 8ed¢;

2 Thess 1:110 6twov  £A0n £vdoaodiivar  £v toig ayiois avtod
Ps 88:8 LXX 6 Bedg £vdotulopevog £v Bouiq aylav

2 Thess 1:10  when he comes to be glorified among his saints

Ps 88:8 XX  God being gloried in the council of the saints

2 Thess 1:10  xal favpacdnvar £V TAGLY 101G TLOTEVOOOLY
Ps 67:36 LXX Bavpactog 6 0ed¢ &v toig ayioic avtod
2 Thess 1:10  and to be marveled at among all who believe

Ps 67:36 LXX marvelous is God among his holy Q}{és

$50n the use of “glory” with reference to Christ, see pp. 70-71 (on 2 Thess 2:14)
and pp. 180-84 (on 2 Cor 3:18; 4:4).

86For Paul's further christological appropriation of the psalm, see the discussion
of Col 1:15-17 in ch. 7 (p. 301).

87These echoes may seem a bit more tenuous than the others in this series. In-
deed, were they the only echoes of the Septuagint in this passage, they would
scarcely be noted in this study. especially since they lack the word xvprog. They are
included here precisely because they belong to a larger complex of such usage of the
OT. Cf. Best, 264-65; Marshall, 180; Bruce, 153; Wanamaker, 231; Malherbe, 404;
Green, 294-95; Beale (190), however, prefers to see it as still reflecting Isa 2 and 66.
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As before, it is the collocation and amount of such unusual language (for
Paul) that makes the intertextuality seem certain. Paul apparently modified
the prepositional phrase from “in the council of the holy ones” in Ps 89:7 (88:8
1.xX) to “in his holy ones” from Ps 68—and that most likely because of his ad-
dition of “to be marveled at” (from Ps 68:35, which the NRSV and TNIV render
as “awesome” [67:36 LxX]) at the end of his sentence. Indeed, it is precisely the
intertextuality that has made the prepositional phrase such a difficult one for
interpreters and translators.®® What is striking in this case is Paul's deliberate
use of this language from two places in the Psalter where the psalmists are ex-
tolling the unparalleled grandeur and greatness of Yahweh. For Paul, that
language perfectly fits the eschatological coming of Christ.

Thus, with a series of echoes of “judgment” texts from the oT, where
Yahweh will “come” and mete out judgment, Paul, by way of the Septua-
gint’s use of xUprog, now places Christ in God’s role as judge.

4. We should also note that Paul concludes with the prepositional
phrase “on that day” (¢v 1§} nuépg £xeivn), which sits especially awkwardly
at the end of this now very long sentence. On Paul’s appropriation of this oT
language, see discussion on 1 Thess 5:2 above (pp. 46—47). For our present
purposes, two matters are noteworthy. First, the very awkwardness of the
phrase calls the reader’s attention to it.8 Very likely it serves with its com-
panion £v 11} droxoAvyel 100 kupiov Incod (at the revelation of the Lord
Jesus) in v. 7b as a deliberate framing device, thus making the whole of
vv. 7b-10 a kind of “Day of the Lord” oracle in its own right. Second, at the
same time, its emphatic position at the end is almost certainly a deliberate
response to the issue to be raised next: someone in Paul’s name has declared
among them that “the day of the Lord has already come.”

2 Thessalonians 1:12

When Paul turns from “thanksgiving” to prayer for the Thessalonians,
he focuses not so much on their sure future as on their living in the present
so as to bring glory to the name of the Lord. In so doing, he appropriates lan-
guage from Isa 66:5, thus concluding with an echo from the same Isaianic
oracle with which he began in v. 7:

88Both the preposition and the word dyioig present a measure of difficulty. The
latter is almost certainly to be understood as referring to God's people (traditionally,
“the saints”). Most likely the £v is a deliberate “in your face” word against the
Thessalonians’ persecutors. At the same eschatological event when the latter will be
“punished with everlasting destruction and shut out from the presence of the Lord
[Jesus],” the people of God in Thessalonica will be among those who will bring eter-
nal glory to Christ by being present among the redeemed. Thus Christ the Lord is
“glorified in them” on that day.

89Indeed. so awkward is it that even the XJv translators, in choosing to keep
Paul's word order (as was their style), inserted a parenthesis around “because our
testimony among you was believed,” so that “in that day” could be seen by the reader
(properly so) to modify the first part of v. 10.
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2 Thess 1:12 6nog £véo&achfy 10 dvopa Tod xupiov NuAv Incod
£v DUlv
Isa 66:5 iva 70 Hvopa Kupiov
d05ac0)

2 Thess 1:12  so that might be glorified the name of our Lord Jesus
among you

Isa 66:5 so that the name of the Lord
might be glorified

Although at first sight this usage may seem more tenuous as a case of
genuine “intertextuality,”" there are especially good reasons for viewing it
as such. First, Paul’s language is that of the Septuagint Isaiah, a book with
which Paul shows thoroughgoing acquaintance.?! His wording therefore dif-
fers considerably from the Hebrew, since the Septuagint translator here was
trying to make sense of some difficult lines in the Hebrew text. Original
words of taunt by the postexilic “aristocratic religious” to Yahweh's faithful
ones (“Let the LORD be glorified that we may see your joy!”) had been turned
into a promise to the latter that “the name of the LORD will be glorified” and
their persecutors thus will be brought to shame.

One should not miss the similarity of this context with that of the Thessa-
lonians, Toward the end of his “thanksgiving” Paul had set forth the dem-
onstration of God's justice (vv. 7-10) with echoes from this same Isaianic
oracle. At the same time, he also picked up language from Isa 2 and from the
Psalter to emphasize the contrasting eschatological future between the Thes-
salonian believers and their tormentors. Indeed, God intends for Christ “to be
glorified in his saints.” Now Paul prays for the fulfillment of that promise by
returning to Isa 66, with language spoken into a context similar to theirs. And
again “the Name = YHWH" now belongs to Christ Jesus through the Septua-
gint’s 6 xvptog, thus continuing Paul’s substitution of Christ Jesus for Yahweh,
with his (not argued for) attribution to Christ of clearly divine prerogatives.

We should also note, finally, that Paul's concluding phrase, xotd thy
xapLv 100 Beod Hudv kot kupiov Incod Xpiotob (according to the grace of our
God and Lord Jesus Christ), stands ambiguously in the Greek. Did Paul intend
“the grace of our God and Lord, Jesus Christ” or, as almost all English transla-
tions have it, “the grace of our God and of the Lord Jesus Christ”? If Paul in-
tended the former, of course, he not only substitutes Christ the Lord for
Yahweh when citing the Septuagint but also even calls the Lord Jesus 0edc
(God). Although Greek grammar ordinarily would favor this option,?? Pauline

90 Although not mentioned in earlier commentaries (e.g., Ellicott, Findlay,
Milligan), from Frame (1912) on, it is generally noted—but see the slight hesitation in
Best (271) because of the word order.

“IFor evidence of this, see appendix IV in NA?, 789-93.

92That is, there is only one Greek article (tod) controlling both nouns (8e0® and
xvpiov), thus coming under Granville Sharp’s Rule. This view is espoused by Findlay,
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usage must prevail here. That is, Paul regularly associates God the Father and
the Lord Jesus Christ together in single prepositional phrases? like this one;
and even though he does so with a bit more grammatical precision elsewhere,
it is difficult to imagine that this “inclusio” with v. 2 is now intended to iden-
tify Christ with God the Father.%*

2 Thessalonians 2:13-14

2:13-14 “nueig 8¢ ogeiiopev edyaplotely 10 Bed TEvTOTE TEPL VUV,
aderdol fyammpévor vrd kupiov,? 811 elhoto VUGG 6 Bedg
anapyiv?® eig cotpiav v dyLooud nveduatog kol tictet
dAnBeiac, Meig 0 kal¥ éxdAecev VUGS S1d ToD £VOYYEALOL HUAY ELG
repLroinely d6ENg tov kvpiov Hpdv Ineod Xpretov.

BWe ought always to give thanks to God for you, brothers (and sisters)
belaved by the Lord, because God has chosen you as firstfruits for salvation
through the sanctifying work of the Spirit and your faith in the truth, “unto
which (salvation) he (God) also called you through our gospel, so that you
might share in the glory of our Lord Jesus Christ.

Here is the first of the many proto-Trinitarian? soteriological moments
in Paul's letters,” which ordinarily have the following “grammar” of salva-
tion (see, e.g., Rom 5:1-8):

157; Green, 299-300; it is rejected by Ellicott, 105; Milligan, 94; Frame, 242; Rigaux,
643; Best, 272-73; Bruce, 156-57; Wanamaker, 236; Morris, 211; Richard, 311;
Malherbe, 412; Beale, 196-97; D. B. Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics: An
Exegetical Syntax of the New Testament (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1996), 271.

9See, e.g., 1 Thess 1:1; 2 Thess 1:1, 2; and throughout the corpus.

%4Furthermore, as Milligan (94) points out, an anarthrous kvpiog is a regular
feature of Pauline usage—a usage first of all related to the larger issue at hand,
where Paul cites an anarthrous usage from the Septuagint, but also because very
likely by now the title “the Lord” is moving very close to being an actual name.

95The wording here has been conformed to the 8o of 1 Thess 1:4 in D*b m vg.

%For this textual choice (NRSV, TNIV [contra Niv]), see Fee, To What End Exege-
sis? 75-76.

9 The textual choice of add/omit the (ascensive?) xai has proved to be a difficult
one for interpreters. I think that the burden of probability rests with inclusion as origi-
nal here (supported by & G P 81 365 2464 al vg sy"), since it is difficult to see why anyone
would have added it, and its very difficulty is reason enough for some scribes to let it go.

%In light of some (legitimate) objections to my use of “Trinitarian” in God’s Em-
powering Presence: The Holy Spirit in the Letters of Paul (Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson.,
1994) as proper nomenclature for Pauline theology—mostly because the word carries
too much of the baggage of later discussions that are concerned with how the three
divine “persons” cohere in unity of being—I have chosen to use “proto-Trinitarian”
throughout this study. It is borrowed from Stanley Porter (in I. H. Marshall, Beyond
the Bible: Moving from Scripture to Theology {ASBT; Grand Rapids: Baker, 2004], 122
n. 59) as a way of designating those texts where Paul himself, rigorous monotheist
though he was, joins Father, Son. and Spirit in ways that indicate the full identity of
the Son and Spirit with the Father without losing that monotheism.

9For a full listing of these passages, see Fee, God’s Empowering Presence, 48 n. 39.
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Salvation is predicated on the love of God;
it is effected by Christ through his death and resurrection;
and made effective through the work of the Holy Spirit.

But here it takes an unusual form:

The Thessalonians have been chosen and called by God as firstfruits for
salvation;
evidenced by the fact that they are loved by the Lord
[fyomnuévol Hid kvpiov];
and are thus saved through the sanctifying work of the Spirit.

What is striking here is not what is said about God—indeed, throughout
the Pauline corpus both “election” and “calling” are regularly attributed to
God the Father—but rather that language usually reserved for God the
Father is here freely attributed to “the Lord"'% and that language usually at-
tributed to Christ is here the special province of the Holy Spirit. Our interest
lies with the middle line.10

In the five other instances where Paul speaks of Christ’s love (Gal 2:20; 2
Cor 5:14; Rom 8:35; Eph 3:19; 5:2), it is usually tied explicitly to the love ex-
pressed in his redemptive death!%? (e.g., Gal 2:20: “the Son of God, . . . who
loved me and gave himself for me”). More commonly, Paul speaks of the love
of God (8edg), which serves for him as the predicate for salvation. Indeed,
two (Greek) sentences later (2:16) this is precisely what is said: “God our
Father who loved us, and by his grace gave us eternal encouragement and
good hope” (cf. 1 Thess 1:4). And even when one grants that the phrase
“loved by the Lord” is probably in this case an allusion to his saving work on
the cross,1® rather than the predicate of their salvation as when it is said of
the Father, it is nonetheless remarkable that this particular attribution takes
place in one of Paul’s triadic ways of speaking about salvation.10¢

100That this refers to Christ and not to God (contra Rigaux, 371; Malherbe, 436;
Green, 325 [?]; Beale, 225) seems certain on the basis of both Pauline usage and the
grammar of the present sentence. Had Paul intended Umo xvpiov to equal the pre-
ceding 1@ 6e®, then the simple, ordinary composition of such a sentence would have
been: 1) O . . . Nyannuévot Hid adroD, 611 idato Vudg drapynyv (to God, . . . loved by
him, because he chose you as firstfruits). Thus the awkward repetition of “God” as the
subject of Paul's sentence occurs precisely because in the meantime he has men-
tioned a second subject (“the Lord”), thus necessitating his return to the first noun
(cf. Lightfoot, 119; Best, 311; Marshall, 206). This grammatical reality, plus the fact
that Paul makes a considerable point in these two letters of identifying Jesus Christ
as 0 kvpirog, would seem to far outweigh the contextual considerations that Malherbe
brings forward to suggest otherwise.

101 For a full discussion of the third line, see Fee, God's Empowering Presence, 77-79.

102The notable exception is Eph 3:19.

13Cf. Frame, 279; contra Morris (238), who suggests that “there is probably no
significance in the change.”

104 Both Morris {238) and Marshall (206) suggest that the reason for it might be to
stand in contrast to what the Lord Jesus does to the wicked in the preceding passage.



Christology in the Thessalonian Correspondence 65

At the same time, this is another moment where Paul echoes distinct
language from the Septuagint, where x¥prog had served to translate the
Tetragrammaton (YHWH). In this case the language is precisely that of Deut
33:12, where of Benjamin it is said: fiyarnuévog vro kvpiov. If this were the
only one of these in 1-2 Thessalonians, then one perhaps could dismiss it as
coincidental (although not easily!1%5), But it is the sheer volume of them,
plus the ot context for this one, that makes it quite certain as well. Thus in
its second appearance in the corpus, God’s love for his elect people is ex-
pressed in terms of their being loved by Christ the kx0piog, an attribute that
in Paul’s thinking is thus equally shared by Father and Son—by presupposi-
tion and without argumentation.1%

2 Thessalonians 3:5

The next instance of intertextuality appears at the end of a brief transi-
tional appeal in 2 Thess 3:1-5. Here Paul has first urged that they pray for
him (vv. 1--2; as he has just done for them [2:16-17]); but then he turns once
more toward the Thessalonians with a threefold expression of confidence:
that the “faithful Lord” (Jesus [see pp. 71-72 below]) will also strengthen
them and protect them from evil (v. 3); that they will also carry out what
Paul is about to command them in 3:6-14 (v. 4); and finally with a prayer
(v. 5) that the Lord will direct their hearts in both of these matters (love, an-
ticipating vv. 614 [cf. 1 Thess 4:9-12], and perseverance, picking up the ur-
gencies of the two preceding chapters). The latter is yet one more prayer in
these letters (see below), and it has ¢ k0piog as the one prayed to and thus as
the subject of the actions prayed for.

Some think that ¢ xVptiog in this case refers to God the Father,'%” but
that would stand in considerable tension with Paul’s usage elsewhere
in these letters, where “God” is always identified as 6 6ed¢ and Christ as

105 After all, Paul himself takes some measure of pride in his Benjaminite ances-
try (Rom 11:1; Phil 3:6); is it even imaginable that this “blessing” of his ancestral
tribe was not well known to the apostle? That Paul is echoing the Septuagint in this
case seems to be made the more certain by the anarthrous use of kupiov. It is there-
fore remarkable that the majority of commentators have missed this certain echo of
the Septuagint, which was first noted by Westcott-Hort and has been in the Nestle(-
Aland) margin at least since 1950 (but see Findlay, 188; others [Frame, 279; Best, 312;
Malherbe, 436] reference the Septuagint but see little or no connection).

106Thus reflecting what L. J. Kreitzer calls a “functional and conceptual overlap
between Christ and God” (Jesus and God in Paul’s Eschatology [JSNTSup 19; Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic Press, 1987], e.g., 165, 170).

107See Malherbe, 447, and (apparently) Beale, 243—48. Most (correctly) see it as
picking up from 2:16-17, where Christ has been specifically identified once more as 6
kUptoc. There was, after all, no chapter or verse break in Paul’s text, so how could
the Thessalonians possibly think that in the very next sentences (vv. 3, 5) 0 kVptog
suddenly changes identity? Most of the early Greek fathers argued that this is a refer-
ence to the Holy Spirit, since God and Christ are mentioned in what follows. But that
is an interpretation driven by Trinitarian theology, not by Pauline usage.
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6 xvptoc. Indeed, it would make little sense of Pauline usage to make this o
xvplog refer to God when in the preceding prayer report in 2:16-17 Paul
has chosen to place Christ first as the one addressed in prayer and identi-
fied him as 6 xvplog—and used the intensive pronoun in so doing—and
then followed with ¢ 8e6¢, who is identified as 6 ratip. Only our own famil-
iarity with referring to God as “the Lord” and a resistance to Paul’'s own
language patterns and deliberate designations would make this ¢ kOptog
refer to God the Father.

Our immediate interest in this prayer is with its (apparently) deliberate
intertextual use of 1 Chr 29:18.198 In David’s prayer in conjunction with the
gifts brought for the construction of the temple, he prays, “Lord, God of our
Fathers, . . . direct their hearts to you.”

2 Thess 3:5 6 8& x0Oprog xatevdivor VU@V TG Kapdlag
elg v aydnny 100 Beov

1 Chr 29:18 xvpie 6 6e0g . . . xal katedOovov TG Kapdiag aVTOV

npoOg o€

2 Thess 3:5 May the Lord direct your hearts
into the love of God

1 Chr 29:18 Lord God . . . also direct their hearts
toward you

Three items make one think that this is deliberate intertextuality. (1) The
locution is both striking and unusual—in fact, the verb is found elsewhere in
Paul’s writings only in the prayer in 1 Thess 3:11. Moreover, (2) the phrase
“the Lord direct their/your hearts” toward God is unique to these two passages
in the Bible.!?? And (3) the phrase is found in the mouth of the great king of
Israel, David himself—and in prayerl—so that it is not a merely passing
phrase used by a more obscure figure. Again Paul attributes the Septuagint’s
translation of the Tetragrammaton to Christ.!0

2 Thessalonians 3:16

The final moment of (seldom noted)'"! intertextuality in these letters oc-
curs after the “peace” and before the final “grace” at the end of 2 Thessalo-
nians. In a singular moment in his letters, Paul dips into his Jewish heritage

/

18So most commentators (e.g., Findlay, 202; Rigaux, 699; Bes;/§29—30: Mar-
shall, 217: Bruce, 202; Richard, 372; Malherbe, 447; Green. 339). ~

109That is, these are the only two places where “the Lord” is the subject of this
verb with “the heart” as the object. Hereafter, in 2 Chronicles, the king himself does
or does not “direct his own heart” to follow Yahweh (e.g., 12:14; 19:3).

0What is further noteworthy in this case is that both 1 Thess 3:11 and this pas-
sage are expressed as prayer; and Paul's prayer is directed toward Christ as Lord (see
further on the “prayer” texts below).

M Exceptions are Marshall (230) and Richard (385).
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with the blessing “The Lord be with you”; only in this case, given the nature
of the letter, it becomes. “"The Lord be with all of you.” In so doing, he appro-
priates language that in the 0T was seen as evidence of faithfulness to Yah-
weh, as the author of Ruth is keen to point out. Thus Boaz greets his
workers, “The LORD be with you,” to which they respond, “The LORD bless
you!” (Ruth 2:4).12 Paul's greeting once again reflects the (in this case verb-
less) text of the Septuagint:

2 Thess 3:16 0 xdprog HLETA TAVTIOV DUGV.

Ruth 2:4 KUpLog ped’ VPGV

2 Thess 3:16  The Lord (be)  with all of you.
Ruth 2:4 The Lord (be)  with you.

Thus once more, again in an especially significant way, Paul has appro-
priated what strictly belonged to Yahweh in an oT passage and applied it di-
rectly to Christ.

Kvprog Phrases That Echo Septuagint Usage

Along with these several (what appear to be) certain intertextual mo-
ments in this letter, where Paul has appropriated x¥p1og passages from the
Septuagint and applied them to Christ, there are also a few instances where
he has done the same with significant Yahweh phrases, some of which are
repeated from 1 Thessalonians.

The Name of the Lord

2 Thess 3:6 mapayyéAopuev 8¢ vuiv, adeidoi,
£v Ovopatt Tod Kupiov NUGY Incod Xpretod
We command you, brothers (and sisters),
in the name of our Lord, Jesus Christ

On the significance of this use of “the Name of the Lord,” see above on
1 Thess 5:27 (p. 46). While in this case one could perhaps get around Paul’s
co-opting of “the Name” as referring to Christ, by suggesting that the name
in this case is not “the Lord” but “Jesus Christ,” which stands in apposition
to “the Lord,” that simply will not do in Rom 10:9-13 (q.v.), where the whole
point is that Christ is “the Lord” upon whom people now call for salvation.
Thus the text from Joel 2:32 (3:5 1L.xX) cited there probably functions for Paul
as the basis for this terminology throughout the corpus.

That is surely the case here, where “Jesus Christ” simply defines the name
of the Lord. Although this is not an oath as such, it functions very much like

12EFor this phenomenon, see also Judg 6:12 and Luke 1:28, both of which are pre-
ceded (as here) with the wish of peace.
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one. Paul is going to command the disruptive idle to work with their own
hands. The authority behind this command is “the name of the Lord,” the
same name that he prayed would be glorified among them as they live in a
manner worthy of their calling (1:11-12). This understanding is further sup-
ported by a similar phenomenon that occurs later in this same passage:

2 Thess 3:12 mapayyéliopev kai mapaxorotuey £v kopid Incod XpLetd
We command and urge (them) in the Lord Jesus Christ

Here, “in the Lord Jesus Christ” functions in the same way as “the name
of our Lord Jesus Christ” in v. 6. As before, the christological significance of
this phrase lies with the fact that this use of “the Name” is an appropriation
to Christ of what belonged exclusively to Yahweh in the Hebrew Bible.

The Word of the Lord

2 Thess 3:11 iva 0 Aoyog Tod kKupiov Tpéyn
in order that the word of the Lord might run

For this usage, see above on 1 Thess 1:8 and 4:15 (p. 45). It could be ar-
gued that this is another intertextual moment, this time echoing Ps 147:15
[147:4 1xX], “his word runs swiftly.” But in this case the Septuagint has
translated the verb as future, dpapeital 6 Adyocg 0vto, so this one remains
doubtful as true intertextuality. That is, Paul may be reflecting this passage,
but the language is now his own.

The Day of the Lord

2 Thess 2:2 ag6tt  &véetnkev 1 NUépa Tod KuPLov
that has come the day of the Lord

For this usage, see the discussion of 1 Thess 5:2 above (pp. 46-47).

We might note, finally, that this extraordinary number of intertextual
moments in both of the Thessalonian letters suggests at least two things.
First, the evidence from Acts 17:1-6 seems to be a basically reliable account
of the beginnings of this congregation. Whether Paul expected the church
to catch all these echoes from the Bible is a moot point; that they coj.lld have
done so, Gentiles though most of them were, seems highly likely if jn fact the
nucleus of the origins of the church in this city was composed partly of God-
fearing Gentiles who would have regularly attended the synagogue and
heard these texts read over and over again.

Second, very early on, and long before he wrote these first extant letters,
Paul had already begun to connect the risen Lord, Jesus Christ, whom he
had encountered on the Damascus Road, with the x0piog of the Septuagint.
How much he intended by that christologically may also be a moot point,
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but what is not debatable, it seems, is that he regularly did so without im-
pinging on his strict monotheism. The “Lord” of these texts, whom he surely
knew to refer to God the Father, was now seen to refer to Christ. This can
best be explained, I will argue in later chapters, in light of (1) his own re-
working of the Shema—as he does in 1 Cor 8:6 (see pp. 89-94 below), so that
the one Lord God now embraces both the Father (as 8g6¢) and the Son (as
xUprogl—and (2) his understanding that God, in exalting Christ to his “right
hand,” also bestowed on him “the Name” = 6 kVptlog, as Paul asserts in Phil
2:9-11. By any reasonable reckoning this reflects a very high Christology
indeed.

God and 6 Kdprog Share in Divine Purposes and Activity

Another christological feature of 2 Thessalonians that carries on what
began in the first letter is the joining of Christ as Lord with God the Father in
several key moments of divine purpose and activity on the Thessalonians’
behalf. In this letter it begins with the salutation.

The Peace of the Lord (2 Thess 1:2; 1:12)

2 Thess 1:2 X6pLg VUiV xal eipfiivn Gro Beol notpdg3
kol kvpiov Incot Xprotod.

2 Thess 1:12  xata v xdptv 100 80D Nudv
kai kupiov Incod Xprotod

2 Thess 1.2 Grace to you and peace  from God the Father
and the Lord Jesus Christ.

2 Thess 1:12  according to the grace of our God

and the Lord Jesus Christ

The elaborated greeting in the second letter (1:2) begins a practice that
becomes generally consistent in Paul’s subsequent letters. As with the salu-
tation proper (see pp. 48-50 above), here again we have one preposition con-
trolling both nouns, so that “grace” and “peace” are understood to come
from Father and Son together. That this understanding lies behind what
Paul says is demonstrated by his further use of “grace” and “peace” in these

W The usual fudv has been added in B D P 33 1739 1881 pc; but here is a case
where the rules of transcriptional probability override the “better evidence.” First,
there is no analogy to the “omission” of this pronoun in the other Pauline saluta-
tions, so why here only, one wonders: second, the regular usage would be so well
known to scribes that they would quite independently add it, and do so without
thinking. It should also be noted that the absence of the pronoun puts considerable
pressure on the theory of pseudepigraphy. Would a pseudepigrapher have thus
botched the borrowing of this phrase from the rest of the corpus?
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two letters. We have already noted!* how he freely attributes “grace” as
coming from both Father and Son. Here we note that the same is true with
“peace,” where the evidence from the two letters together indicates the easy
interchangeability between God and Christ on this matter. Note especially
how the two letters conclude:

1 Thess 5:23 0010 8¢ 6 00 TG elpvng ayltdoon VUGG OAOTEAETLG

2 Thess 3:16 abtog 8& 0 kOpLog Thg eipnvng dan VUV T elpnvny
1 Thess 5:23  May the God of peace himself sanctify you entirely;
2 Thess 3:16 May the Lord of peace himself give  you peace

The intensive pronoun in both cases, which is a common feature in the
prayers of these two letters, makes it certain that the 2 Thessalonians pas-
sage can refer only to Christ.!!> Indeed, only if one were predisposed to think
otherwise, and only with some difficulty, could one get around the strong
implications of these texts: God the Father and Christ the Son share equally
in these divine attributes as benefits for God's people.

The Divine Glory (2 Thess 2:14)

At the end of his second thanksgiving in this letter (2:13-14 [see pp.
63-65 above]), Paul speaks of the goal of salvation in terms of “obtaining the
glory of our Lord Jesus Christ.” It is true that on two other occasions Paul
speaks of Christ in terms of “glory,”116 but when this word is used as the es-
chatological goal of Christian redemption, it ordinarily refers to “the glory of
God the Father,” as in 1 Thess 2:12 (cf. Phil 1:11; 2:11). Thus:

1 Thess 2:12  eig 10 nepinotely vudg dEimg 100 B£00 100 KaAoDVTOG VUGS
elg v £av10D Bacireiav kal do6Eav

2 Thess 2:14 £ig 6 kol €xdAecev Vudg 810 100 evayyeriov UGV £l
TEPLROINGLY SOENS T0V Kuplov NuAY Incod Xprotov

[1 Thess 2:12  that you walk worthy of the God who calls you
into his own kingdom and glory )
2 Thess 2:14  unto which also he called you through our gospel \

unto obtaining the glory of our Lord Jesus Chr?t]

114 See pp. 52-53 above.

U580 most interpreters. Malherbe (461), who is disposed to think that xvptog in
2 Thess 3 has “God" as its referent, allows that “Christ” is “a possible, but not neces-
sary” understanding of this phrase. But the burden of proof rests with him, since
Paul explicitly identifies Christ as x0prog and nowhere uses this title unambiguously
to refer to God.

161 Cor 2:8: “crucified the Lord of glory™; 2 Cor 3:18/4:4: “we all with unveiled
faces behold the glory of the Lord” / “the glory of Christ, who is the image of God”;
see the discussions in chs. 3 and 4 below (pp. 136, 180-84).
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This common 0T word gives expression to the sheer majesty of the eter-
nal God, unshared by any other, and to the wonder evoked by that majesty. It
is Yahweh's “glory” that Moses desired to see (Exod 33:18), and that then
filled the tabernacle (Exod 40:35) and the temple (1 Kgs 8:11). Indeed, Yah-
weh expressly says that he will not share his glory with another (Isa 42:8;
48:11 [here referring to other “gods”]). But precisely because the divine Son
already shares that glory, Paul can easily speak in such terms. In this in-
stance, to be sure, the phrase most likely has to do with Christ’s own present
exaltation to glory, following his humiliation in death, an exaltation in
which the Thessalonians will have a share. But even so, this attribution to
Christ of language usually reserved for God is a remarkable way of speaking
of the final goal of the Thessalonians’ redemption.

Perhaps even more striking is the language of the thanksgiving in
2 Thess 1:3-10, with its strong affirmation of God'’s justice noted above (pp.
57-61). In that case, through his intertextual use of Isa 2:10, Paul has
straight across attributed God’s unshared glory—"“the glory of his might"—
to the Lord Jesus.11”

The Divine Faithfulness (2 Thess 3:3)

One of the hallmarks of Yahweh is that he is a faithful God, true to him-
self and his own character. And because he is so—always—God’s people can
count on him and trust him at all times and in all circumstances. Yahweh is
so revealed in Deut 7:9 (“the faithful [miotdg] God, keeping his covenant of love
to a thousand generations of those who love him”), whose faithfulness means
he can do no wrong (Deut 32:4). And it is Yahweh's faithfulness to which
psalmists (Ps 145:13) and prophets (Isa 49:7) appeal. And so, too, does Paul.

Its first occurrence in Paul’s letters is in 1 Thess 5:24, mot0g 0 KGAGY
pdc, O¢ kol mowoe (faithful is the one who called you, who will also do it)."8
Although not frequent thereafter, this expression does occur 3 times in his
correspondence with (less than faithful) Corinth: 1 Cor 1:9; 10:13; 2 Cor 1:18.
In each case, as in the 0T, it is God (8ed¢) who is faithful. But in 2 Thess 3:3,
Paul attributes such faithfulness to Christ: [Tiotog 8¢ €6ty 6 KOpLog, Og
otnpi&et VUAS kal pvrdEer dro 1ol novnpod (Faithful is the Lord, who will
strengthen you and keep you from the evil one).

To be sure, there are some who, on the basis of usage elsewhere, argue
that Paul has God the Father in mind here as well.1?? But two things seem to

70n the question of Christ as God’s “glory,” see the discussions of 2 Cor 4:4, 6
(ch. 4) and Titus 2:13 (ch. 10).

18That “the one who called” is a reference to God is not disputed by anyone; “call-
ing,” after all, is the special province of 8edg, as is made plain in 1 Thess 2:12; 4.7.

198ee, e.g., Malherbe, 445. However, his reasons seem less than weighty: that
{(in his reckoning) xUplog in this letter sometimes refers to God (see, e.g., n. 107
above); and that God is the one ordinarily so designated. But that scarcely stands up
against the rather certain evidence going the other way. To be sure, if this were the
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militate against such a view. First, just two sentences before this (2:16), Paul
has once again, and this time with the intensive o01dc, identified 6 xOptog as
Jesus Christ, which designation he then picks up 4 times in the sentences that
follow (3:1-5). One would need extraordinary evidence to the contrary to over-
rule Paul’s own identification. Second, in the other instances of this phrase in
Paul’s writings, God (0e6¢) is the express subject of faithfulness; one wonders
why Paul would not have said the same if that is what he intended here. These
data, plus the fact that Paul has so many of these kinds of interchanges in these
two letters, seem to make certain that such is the case in this instance as well.

The One Who Strengthens Believers (2 Thess 3:3)

In the same passage (2 Thess 3:3), Paul goes on to describe the Lord’s =
Christ’s faithfulness in terms of “who will strengthen [otnpi&et] you and
protect [¢uAdEet] you from the evil one.” Earlier, in the prayer in 1 Thess
3:12-13, he likewise prayed that the Lord = Christ will cause their love to in-
crease so as to “strengthen [eig 16 omnpi€or] your hearts (that they might be)
blameless in holiness.” Thus his two sentences read,

2 Thess 3:3 meTOg 8€ £6TLY O KUpLOg, Og aTnpifet Luag Kol pvAdEeL
amo 100 novnpod.
Faithful is the Lord, who will strengthen you and keep you
from the evil one.

1 Thess 3:12-13 20udg 8¢ 6 KOPLOG TALOVAGUL KOl TEPLEGEVGAL TH) GyAny
gig GAANAOUG kOl £lg TdvTag kabdnmep kal HUELS e1¢ DUOG,
“glg 10 opiion DUAV TG Kapdlog AUELTTOVS £V aylmotvy
“And you may the Lord cause to increase and abound

in love for one another and for all, just as also ours for
you, so as to strengthen your hearts blameless in holiness

But in between these two uses of ompilw in prayer and affirmation regard-
ing Christ, Paul uses the same verb with God the Father as the subject:120

2 Thess 2:16-17 "8£0¢ 6 mathp NUV 6 Gyaricag NUES kKol 8oUg TapdKANGLY
atoviav kol EAnida dyabny v xapitt, "rapakorécor DUV
¢ kopdiog kal ompifar &v Tavil £pye kol kome ayo0a@.

*“May God our Father, who loved us and _gave (us) eter M?
encouragement and good hope in grace, "encourage apd strengthen
your hearts in every good deed and word,

only instance of this kind of thing in these two letters, one would have good reason
to pause. But this interchange of attributes and activities between the Father and the
Son is one of the striking features of the two letters.

1200These three instances of the verb otnpilw (strengthen) account for half of the
occurrences in the Pauline corpus; it occurs one other time in these letters (1 Thess
3:2) and twice in Romans (1:11; 16:25),
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One should further note that the verb nepiocevVwn (abound) used
of the Lord = Christ in 1 Thess 3:13 is attributed to God the Father in
2 Cor 9:8.

Again, it is the ease with which Paul makes these kinds of interchanges,
and especially so in prayer, that catches our attention.

The Gospel of God and of Christ (2 Thess 1:8)

Finally, in the overview of these kinds of interchange between xvpiog
and 6gdg in these two letters, one should perhaps note a phenomenon that
will occur frequently in later letters: the interchange between “the gospel of
God” in 1 Thess 2:2, 8, 9 and “the gospel of Christ” in 1 Thess 3:2. As is often
pointed out, this is most likely an interchange between God as the source of
the gospel and Christ as its basic content.

However, in the long thanksgiving-turned-announcement of judg-
ment against the Thessalonians’ persecutors in 2 Thess 1:3-10, Paul refers
to the latter as “not knowing God and not obeying the gospel of our Lord
Jesus” (v. 8). This is a unique moment in the NT, and it seems obviously
shaped to fit the immediate context. The final demonstration of God's
justice will be accomplished at the Parousia of the Lord Jesus, who will
himself carry out the just judgment against those who are persecuting
the Thessalonian believers. This phrase is but one more adaptation of com-
mon language to fit that setting. Even though the xai (and) in this case
is probably not a straightforward hendiadys, where the second member
elaborates the first, obeying “the gospel of our Lord Jesus” is almost cer-
tainly intended as an explanation of what “knowing God” means in the
present era.

Christ the Lord Invoked in Prayer

Paul’s readiness to address prayer to Christ, noted in 1 Thessalonians,
continues in this letter in an even more pronounced way. Besides the grace-
benediction (3:18),14 there are three more such prayers in this letter. The
first of these (2:16-17) calls for considerable discussion, since it has some
striking similarities to, and equally striking differences from, the prayer in
1 Thess 3:11-13.

2 Thessalonians 2:16-17 (cf 1 Thess 3:11-13)

Here are the two texts together:

RI'Which is identical to 1 Thess 5:28 except for the addition of rndvtav ("be with
you all”).
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2 Thess 2:16-17 ""A¥10¢ 8& 0 xvprog Nuév Ineodg Xpretog kal 6 B£0¢ 6
TATNP MUV 6 dyamioag Huag kat §oug napdkAnoty
oloviav kot éAnida ayadny &v xdpit, "rapokaréoatl DpGV
106 Kopdiog kol onpifat £v movil £pye kal Adye dyadd.

1 Thess 3:11-13 "A016¢ 3¢ 6 O£0¢ KOl TOTNP NUBY KAL O KOPLOG NUAV
‘Incodg katevdivar ™y 686V HUAV TpOG VUGS POUAG B¢ 6
K0QLOG TAEOVAC UL KUL TEPLEGEVOUL 11} Gydmn el
GAANAOVG Kal elg maviag kobdmep koi Huelg eig duag, et
0 atpifon Ludv 14 Kapdlag AUEURTOVG £V GyLecVY
£unpocbev 100 Oe0b KOl RATPOG NUAY £V TH| TAPOVGLY TOD
Kvpilov NGV Inood pete naviev tdv ayltov avtod.

2 Thess 2:16-17 '“And may our Lord Jesus Christ and God our Father, who loved
us and gave us eternal encouragement and good hope in grace,
Vencourage your hearts and strengthen (you) in every good deed and
word.

1 Thess 3:11-13  "May God, even our Father, and our Lord Jesus direct our way to
you; “and you may the Lord cause to increase and abound in
love for one another and for all, just as also ours for you, "’so as to
strengthen your hearts blameless in holiness before our God and
Father at the coming of our Lord Jesus with all his holy
ones.

First the similarities, since looking at them together will settle some of
the grammatical questions that have been raised.

1. Both prayers are directed toward 6e6¢ and xOpiog together.

2. Both have the compound subject (*God” and “Lord”) with a singular
verb. Some have argued that one cannot make too much theologically of
this phenomenon,'?2 but what must be noted here is that the same phenom-
enon occurs in both cases, even though the subjects are in reverse order in
the present instance.!?

12Gee, e.g., ]. A. Hewett, “1 Thessalonians 3.13,” ExpTim 87 (1975-1976): 54-55;
Lightfoot, 48 (cf. Wanamaker, 142); and Bruce (71), who suggests that “with twe sub-
jects the verb commonly agrees with the nearer of the two.” But the-texts brought
forward do not seem to be true illustrations. That is, “wind and sea” (Mark 4:41),
“moth and rust” (Matt 6:19), and “silver and gold” (Jas 5:3) do not seem to make this
point; rather, they are analogous to Paul's use here, where the two are thought of
not individually but collectively. Richard (167-68) solves this “problem” by postulat-
ing an early scribal corruption to Paul’s original text, which he reconstructs as “Now
may God our Father himself, as also our Lord Jesus, direct.” Better, it would seem, to
take Paul himself seriously, since he can pray to both together and to one or the
other separately. Richard’s concern, it should be noted, is a legitimate one: not to
read Paul in light of later Trinitarian formulations. On the other hand, it is the very
kind of phenomenon that played a role in the later formulations.

12 Wiles (see n. 72} and Richard (see preceding note), as with many others, it
should be noted, reject Pauline authorship of 2 Thessalonians, which makes more
difficult the task of accounting for this phenomenon in 1 Thessalonians.
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3. Both begin with the intensive a¥t6c, which in each case must be
grammatically understood to go with the first subject,!?* although, given the
singular verb, it may very well also be thought of as a collective singular.!?>

4. In both cases the elaboration of the prayer is directed toward the sec-
ond addressee of the prayer (but grammatical subject of the sentence): “the
Lord” in 1 Thessalonians, “God” in 2 Thessalonians. This phenomenon in
turn seems to stand in some tension with the previous one. That is, the
atoc would seem to put the emphasis on the first member, yet the elabora-
tion focuses only on the second.

5. Both prayers share as a basic concern that the Thessalonians will be
“strengthened,” expressed with otnpifat, a verb that occurs 4 times in these
letters and only 2 times elsewhere in the Pauline corpus (Rom 1:11; 16:25).126

The singular significant difference, of course, is that the two grammati-
cal subjects are reversed in 2 Thess 3:16, so that if there were no elaboration
at all, the emphasis might seem to lie with the first member, especially since
in both cases this member is accompanied by the intensive attéc (himself):
“May our God and Father himself and the Lord Jesus Christ”; “May our Lord
Jesus Christ himself and God our Father.” And so it does in a way. Indeed,
had we only one of these prayers, one could argue!?” by extrapolation that
the emphasis in prayer for Paul is on the first one being addressed. But hav-
ing both prayers, with their reversal of order and with the continuation
prayer addressed only to the second member, would seem to prevent that.

As to the prayer itself, one needs to note that it brings conclusion to all
of 2:1-17, Paul's concern for the grossly mistaken eschatology that some-
one among them has put forward and that is therefore more deeply unset-
tling an already unsettled community. At the same time it concludes
vv. 13-15, where Paul exhorts the Thessalonian believers to stay with what
they have already been taught (v. 15), after setting them (vv. 13~14) in stark
contrast to those who believe the lie and will be condemned with the man
of lawlessness (vv. 10-12).

Here we are confronted with prayer that is quite different from the for-
mer one. As noted, it still has the plural subject with singular verbs, but the

124Wiles suggests that “this must have been taken over from the conventional li-
turgical language to which the apostle and his readers were accustomed” (Paul’s In-
tercessory Prayers, 30). But “must have been” falls far short of actual demonstration.
What is noteworthy is that the phenomenon exists only in 1-2 Thessalonians in the
NT, although wish-prayers continue to be found in Paul’s letters (Wiles lists Rev 21:3
as well, but this is affirmation, not prayer).

13580, e.g., Frame, 136-37; Best, 147.

126Tn Thessalonians three of the four have to do with divine strengthening, two
of which have Christ as the subject (see above on 2 Thess 3:3), while the other
(1 Thess 3:2) has to do with apostolic encouragement of God’s people. So also in
Romans: 16:25 is divine; 1:11 is apostolic.

127 As Wiles does (see n. 72 above).
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av1ég now goes with the Lord Jesus Christ. The mention of God the Father is
then elaborated as the one who “in grace has loved us and has given us eter-
nal comfort and good hope.” But then the two verbs that make up the actual
prayer are (grammatically) assumed to be the joint action of the Lord and
God the Father. The result, whether intended or not, is that the first verb
(rapaxarécor) picks up the second phrase about God that has just preceded
(“eternal nopdxAnoig”), while the second verb (omnpi&atr) is used of Christ in
1 Thess 3:12 and is picked up again in 2 Thess 3:3 as affirmation about what
Christ will do for them.

2 Thessalonians 3:5

3:5 ‘0 8¢ xVprog Katevfivar VUdv g Kopdiog eig v dydnny 10h Beob
kol gi¢ Thy Yropoviy Tod XprLotod.
May the Lord direct your hearts into the love of God
and into the patience of Christ.

This prayer concludes the transitional passage (3:1-5), which began with
Paul urging reciprocal prayer from the Thessalonians with regard to his own
ministry (vv. 1-2).128 But with that, Paul turns his attention to them once
again, in this case by means of three brief sentences that look both back-
ward and forward, especially now in anticipation of the strong warning to
the droxtou (disruptive idle) in vv. 6-16. First (v. 3), picking up from the pre-
ceding prayer, he assures them that “the faithful Lord will both strengthen
them and protect them from the evil one.” Second (v. 4), he expresses his
“confidence in the Lord” that they are both doing and will do what he has
commanded them (referring now especially to 1 Thess 4:9-12). Third (v. 5),
he offers yet one more prayer, this time that “the Lord (Jesus) will direct your
hearts into God's love and Christ’s!?? perseverance,” both of which will be
needed for what he has to say next.

As with the prayer in 1 Thess 3:12-13, this one is directed to the Lord
alone; but at the same time Paul picks up the verb from 1 Thessalonians 3:11,
which was addressed to God and Christ together.

2 Thessalonians 3:16 \
3:16  avtog 8t 0 KOpLog ThHS ELPRVNE SN VULV Ty eipnvny )

May the Lord of peace himself give you peace

128For the intertextual use of 1 Chr 29:18 in the formulation of the prayer, see
the discussion on pp. 65-66 above. Our concern here is with the fact that the prayer
is directed toward Christ alone.

129Thjs is the only instance in 2 Thessalonians where the name “Christ” occurs
by itself. Here it seems most likely the result, in part, of Paul’s not wanting to repeat
the subject of the sentence in this statement of the goal of the prayer. The actual ref-
erent of “perseverance” is unclear, but most likely it is the perseverance that Christ
showed in his suffering and that he can now give to the Thessalonians.
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This passage was noted above (p. 65) in the discussion of shared activi-
ties. I bring it into focus again at the end of this chapter to point out that it
functions as yet one more prayer addressed to Christ alone. It should be
noted that this prayer concludes the long warning to the disruptive idle in
the same way the preceding prayer concluded that transitional paragraph. I
have already called attention to the interchange of “the Lord of peace” with
“the God of peace” in the similar prayer at the end of 1 Thessalonians. Here
we simply note that Paul continues his directing prayer to Christ alone found
in v. 5. And what a conclusion it is: Christ, as “the Lord of peace,” is the Lord
who can bring shalom into the Thessalonian community, disrupted by those
who have refused to work and are living off the largesse of others. Paul's
focus on the need of the believing community itself is thus expressed in a
prayer that focuses on the Lord of the community himself.

The data from these prayers together point to a considerably high under-
standing of the person and role of Christ. Paul is addressing prayer, a prerog-
ative that Jews reserved for God alone, to the present reigning Lord, Jesus
Christ. And he does so apparently unself-consciously, which suggests that
this has long been a part of his life of devotion.!3¢

Conclusion

Since conclusions have been regularly drawn throughout this chapter,
at the end of our look at 2 Thessalonians I simply bring together the two
main points regarding the Christology that has emerged in the two letters.

First, clear distinctions are regularly made between God the Father and
the Lord Jesus Christ, beginning with the opening salutation. They are nei-
ther confused nor conjoined in such a way that they are not thought of indi-
vidually. And in many respects their “spheres” of activity can be isolated.
God is always seen as the prime mover, and therefore as the one whose love
lies behind all that believers experience (1 Thess 1:4), including their election
and calling. Christ, on the other hand, is seen as the one who has effected
their salvation (1 Thess 1:10; 5:10-11) and who therefore is the one actively
engaged in their ongoing life as a community of faith and the one to whom
Paul prays that such activity in their behalf will continue. Christ Jesus there-
fore is the exalted Lord, whose “name” is taken directly from the Septua-
gint’s translation of Yahweh as xUpiog and who thus assumes all kinds of
roles that God alone has in the OT story.

Second, precisely because Christ as the messianic Son of God is also seen
as the present reigning Lord in heaven, Paul can speak of either God or

BO0ne of the difficulties with F. Matera’s narrative approach to Christology is
that it tends toward a minimalist view of the Christology of these letters. The diffi-
culty lies not with what is said—"Jesus enjoys a godly status™ (New Testament Chris-
tology, 91)—but with what is left unsaid, such as the data in these final two sections.
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Christ in ways that reflect their shared purposes and activities. At the same
time, however, he feels quite free to pray to both together or to one or the
other, depending on the perceived need and situation. And Paul can do this
as a thoroughly monotheistic Jew, for whom the living and true God is the
one and only God over against all pagan idolatries.

If these two sets of realities bring tension for us in the later church, the
way through that tension is not by denying or minimizing what Paul says
and does; rather, it requires us to expand our own understanding of the
identity of the one God, which can embrace both Father and Son while still
being only one God. In N. T. Wright's language, what we are confronted with
in these earliest letters is a “christological monotheism.”13! Faithful to his
own heritage, Paul remains a strict monotheist. The Jewish God is God
alone, the “living and true God.” Yet there is, at the same time, a plainly
christological modification of this monotheism. The one God has a Son,
who, as the exalted Lord, shares the divine identity and the divine preroga-
tives. God's will now finds its expression “in Christ Jesus” (1 Thess 5:18).

It is this set of tensions that turns our attention to the Christology of the
next letter, 1 Corinthians, where Paul plainly asserts as much about the one
God, who is now both 6g6¢ (God the Father) and xUpiog (the Lord, Jesus
Christ).

Appendix I: The Texts

(double brackets [[ |] indicate texts with references to God alone)

1 Thessalonians

1:1 IMavrog kai Zidovavog kat Tiypéheog 1 £xkAncia Oecoarovikéay v
0e0 Tatpl kol kvpie Tnood Xprotd,

[[1:2 Evyapiotobusey 10 Bed ndviote tepl TAVIOV UGV LVELOY TOLOVUEVOL
£ TOV TPOCEVYHY NUBV, ||

1:3 ... xal 1fg Uropovig tiig £Anidog toh kupiov iudv Incov Xprotod
£unpocBey 100 8200 kol TATPOC NUGY,

[[1:4 €1801ec, aderool Nyannuévol Lo Tob BeQD, THY EKAOYNV VUGV, ]]
1:6 xoi VUELS puntat Hudv £yevidnte kal Toh kvplov, 62&dp®tbv
Adyov v OALWEL TOALT LETO X OPAG TVEVUOTOS Gyiov,

1:8 ao’ dudv yop EEqynTol 6 LOYOS ToD Kvplow ol uévov Ev. .. GAL &v
TavIl O 1) TLETIS VUGV 1) Tpog 10V Beov eEeARAvOEY,

BISee The Climax of the Covenant: Christ and the Law in Pauline Theology (Minne-
apolis: Fortress, 1992), 129.
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1:9-10°. . . no¢ éncotpéyate Tpodg 1OV BedV Gnd OV £1ddAnv dovievely Be@
LAvTL kol GANOLVG Kol Gvouévely TOV viov avtod £k T@v ovpavev, Ov
NYELPEV €K TAY vekpdv, Incodv tov puopevov Nuag £k The Opyiig Thg
£PAOPEVNG.

[[2:2 ... év dhinnoig Enappnotacapefo ev 1@ Be@ Nu@v Aoinco npdeg
VUAG 10 evayyEAMov 10D B0 £V TOAAG dydvL.]]

[[2:4 aAra koBag dedokiudoueba Do 100 Beoh mioTELORVOL T0 €VayYEALOY,
oVtwg Aarobuev, ovy mg GvBpamolg dpéckovies GALG Be® ¢ Sokiudlovtt
t0¢ kapdiag Huay.]]

[[2:5. .. oUte &v mpoddost rheoveliag, Be0¢ pdptug, ]

[[2:7 Suvdpevor £v Baper elvar g XpLotod andetoror, GALY Eyevidnuey
VATLOL &V HECH VUGV,

[[2:8 ... ev8okoluev peTodoBvoL VUiV 00 povoy 10 evayyélov 10D Be0b
dArG xal T0G £QUTAV Wuxds,]]

[[2:9-10°. . . éxnpiEapev eig VUag 10 evayyéhov 10D Beod. "Ouels papTupeg
Kai ¢ 8edc, g 6cieg Kol dikaimg kol Guéuntog OUiv . . . ]

[[2:12 ... paptvpdpevor gig 10 mepunateiy Vuag dEing 100 Be0d 10D
KQAODVTOC VUGG eig Ty £0vtob Baciieiov kel d6&av. ]

[[2:13 Katl d1a t0b10 kol Nuelg evyxapiotoduey 10 0@ ddroreintag, 1l
noaparafovieg Adyov dxofic Top’ Hudv 101 Be0D £8¢Eace 00 Adyov
avBpdnev dALG xabdc EoTiv dANBGg Adyov B0, O¢ kal £vepyeitol £v Dulv
701G TLGTEVOVGLY. []

2:14 vpeig yap pyuntol €yevinte, ddedool, T@v £kkAnoidv tov Beod T@v
olodv &v 11} Tovdaia £v Xpretd Incod, 611 10 avts €ndbete kol Vueig VO
0V idlav . . .

2:14-15 ™. . . oupouAetdv kabag xal avtol o tav Tovdalwev, “tév kat TOV
KOpLov anoktelvavtev ITnocodv kai t1ovg npodnrtog kai fpag £xdintaviay
Kot Bed un ApecxovIev kol Taoly avparolg Evaviiey,

2:19 tig yap nudv EANLS i xapa N 6TEHAVOG KOVYNOENS § 0UYL KO VUETS
gunpoocHev tod kupiov Nuav Incod £v i) avtod tapoveiy,

3:2 kal énépyapev TiudOeov, 1OV AdeAdOvV U@V Kol ouvepyov 10D Beod €v
T £DAYYEMO TOY XproTob, £ig 10 ompifon Duas kol tapakoréocal DIEp
NG TLGTEMS DURY

3:8 61t viv {duev £Gv DUELS OTAKETE £V KUPL®.

[[3:9 tiva yop evyaprotiav Suvdueba 16 Bed dvianododvol REpL VU@V £ntl
Ao T XopQ N xaipopey 8t uag Eunpocbey 10 80D MUY, ]

3:11-13 "A¥10g 8¢ 6 Bedg kai mathp HUAV KAt 0 KOpLog Npdv Incoie
katevdivan v 680V Nudv TTpog LUag U

Vudc 8¢ 6 kOpLog TAEOVAs UL KAl
Hag
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REPLEGEVGUL TH) AYGTY €16 AAANAOUG KOl €16 TAvVTOS KOBANEp Kl NUETS Eig
Luoe, "elg 10 ompi&ol VUMY 16¢ Kopdiog AUENTTOVS £V AYLmoUVY EunpocBey
100 Be0h kal TaTPOg NUAY £V TH} Tapoveiq Tod Kupiov oV Incod peta
TAVTOV TAV ayiov adTtod.

4:1 Aondv ovv, GdeAdol, potduey UGG Kal TaPOKAAODUEV £V KUPLE
‘Incod, iva xabwg roperdfete Tap’ UGV 10 THG ST VUAG TEPITOTELY Kol
apeokely Be@,

4:2 oidate yap tivag mopoyyeriag £ddkopuev Vuiv dud tob kupiov Inood.

[[4:3 10070 Ydp oty B£ANuo 10D 80D, O dyrtocuog UGV, ]]

[[4:5 ... kaBdnep xoi ta £0vn 14 un €186t OV Oedv,]]

4:6 16 pun YrepPalvely Kol TAEOVEKRTELY v T TPAYUATL TOV AdeAOV 00TOD,
16T EkdLK0g KVPLOG TEPL TAVTI®V TOVTOV, KOO KOl Tpoeimapney DUV Kol
Siepoprtupduedo.

[[4:7-8 700 yap £xdieoev Nuag O Bedg £t dxabapoig AL’ €v dylacud.
Stovyapodv 0 afetdv ovk dvBpoenov d0etel ARG Tov Bedv 1OV kKai 8186via
10 vedua avtov . . . ]

[[4:9 ... abtol yap duels Be0didaxtol £ote €1g 10 Ayandv GAANAOUG, ]

[[4:14-17 "ei yap niotevouev 61 Ineode anébovev Kol avéorr, oVTmG KoL
0 0£0¢ 100G Ko1uNBévToG SLd Tod Incob Gfel ovv avt®. "Todro yap Luiv
Aéyouev £v LOY® kvplov, 61 fueic ol Ldvieg ol teplAeinduevol eig TV
TAPOVGLAY TOD KVPLov 0V U ¢Bdcopey ToUG kKotundévtag o611 avTog 0
KOPLOG £v KeEAeUoUaTL, £V d0V dpyayYEAOU Kal v odAriyyL B£00,
kKartafieetar A’ 0vpavod xoi ol vekpol £v XpLotd dvactiooviot
npdtov, "Eneita fuelg ol {dvieg ol mepideimduevol dua ovv avTolg
aproynodpeda v vedédalg €1 Andvinoly Tod Kuplov £i¢ dépa kol 0UTeg
TAVTOTE 6VV KUpile £o0pcla.

5:2 avtol Yap AKkpLPAG 0idate 61t MUEPA KVPLOV O KAERTNG £V VUKTL 0VTOG
£pyeTaL.

5:9-10 "8 0¥k €010 Hdg 6 Bedg £ig OpyNy GAAG £ig nepinoinoly cotpiag
10 o kvpilov Nudv Ineot Xpretod 100 drobavovrog iﬁx\‘ep NUav, iva
eite ypnyopduev eite kabebdopey Gua ovv adTd Cﬁomusv./

5:12 "Epotdpev 8¢ Dudg, ddeddol, eldéval 10Ug KORLAVTAG £V
TPoioTAUEVOUS DAY £V KUPLO Kal voudeTouvTog DULAS

VULV KOl

5:18 &v mavii evyoploteite’ 100t0 Yop BéAnuo Beod £v XpLetd 'Inocod eig
IGTS

5:23 Av10¢ 8¢ 6 Be0g Thig elpAvng dyrtdoat VuaG OA0TEAELS, Kal OAOKANpOV
VUGV 1O TveDHa Kal 1| yuxf Kol 10 odua duéuntog £v i) napoveig tod
kvplov Nudv Incod Xpretod tpnbein.
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[[5:24 miotog 0 KOABY VUGS, 0¢ KOl To1noet. ||

5:27 'Evopkile vudg Tov kpLov dvayvecHfival Ty éT1GToANY TAGLY TO1G
adergolg.

5:28 'H y6p1g toh kvpiov nudv Inood XpLotov ped’ vudv.

2 Thessalonians

1:1 Havrog kat Zihovovog kot Tipdbeog 1) £xxinoia Oeccalovikémy gv
0e® natpi HUAV Kot kKupie Tnood XpLetd,

1:2 xdpig Vulv xal eipivn drod 8eod natpog M + Wiyl xgy kvpiov Tneod
Xprorob.

[[1:3 Ebyoprotely doeidopev 1@ Oed ndvrote nepl Vudv,|]

[[1:4 dote avtovg NUAG £v Duly Eykavyiobot £v Taic £kkAnoiong 10D 8e0D
VREP THG VTOUOVIG VUGV . . . ]]

[[1:5-6 *&veryna 1hg Sikaiag kpicems 101 Beob £ig 10 kotaSLmbival DUAG
g Bootieiag ToD B0, Urep NG kKol TdoyeTe, *einep dikoiov napd Oe@
avtomodovvor toig OALBovoty VPds OAyLY]]

1:7-10 “xai vuiv 10ig Ol fopévorg dveorv Led AUV, £v 1) drokaldyer
00 kvplov Inood an’ ovpavo pet dyyéhov duvducng odtob v Tupl
droYdg, dddvtog £xdiknoty 1ol un e18doLv Beov KOl 101G UM VROKOVOUGLY
@ £DaYYEM® T0D Kupiov Nudv Ineod, ‘oitves Sikny ticovoiv GAeBpov
oldViov A0 TPOCATOV TOV KVPLOv Kol Ao thg 80Enc thig Ltexog avtob,
“S1av £00n £vdoEacbival £v Toig ayiolg abtod xal davpachijvar £v
TAGLY TOLS TLOTEVGUGLY, OTL £M16TEVON 10 poptipLov UV & DUAG, £V 1)
Nuépq xkeivn.

1:11-12 "eig 6 kol mpocevydpeda ndviote tepl vudv, tva Luag aEidon e
KANCEWRG 0 B£0¢ NUAV KOl TANPAOY TAcoV £VSOKIAY AyaBnovvng Kol £€pyov
Tioteng £v duvduet, “6nog £vooacdi to dvopa T0h kupiov pdv Incod
£V VULV, KOL DPELS £V 0DTA, KATO, THY YdpLv 100 B0 UdY Kot Kupiov
‘Incot Xprotod.

2:1-2 "Epotduev 8¢ vuag, Gdeidol, UREp THG THPOVGLAS TOD KLPLOV NUAY
‘Ineod Xpretod kal MUV ETLoLvaynyig £/ aDTOV ‘elg 10 un TayEng
caievBfivoL buag ano t1oh voos unde Bpoeichat, unte da TVEVUATOG UNTE
316 Adyou pnte 81 EmoTorig O 81’ MUdV, @G 611 EvEGTNKEY I NUEPT TOD
Kuvpiov

[[2:4 ... dote avtOv gic 1OV vaodv 10D B0 kabical arodeixvivta £autov
6T oty Beda.]]

2:8-9 ol 101e dmokaAvdBNGETAL 6 dvopog, Ov O Kbprog W1+ Toods] gyvedel
TG TVEHRATL TOD GTOPATOS ADTOD KAl KATOPYACEL Tf) EMoaveiLy Tig
napoVoLas adtod, ol £6TLY 1 Tapovsio . . .
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{[2:11 kol 8ud T0VT0 RéUmEL OVTOLE 6 BeOG EvEpyeELOY TAGVTG £1¢ TO
RALoTEVoOL 0UTOVG TQ YeLdEL,]]

2:13-14 Huegig 8¢ doeilopev EVYUPLOTELY 1O BE® TAVTOTE REPL LUDY,
4derdol fyarnpuévor dro Kuplov, 61 gldato VPGS 6 B¢ drapyny eig
cotplav £v aylaou® TvelLoTog Kol niotel aAndeiag, *eig 6 kal ¢kdAeoey
Vuag 31d 100 evayyeriov fudv €l mepLroinaLy S6ENS 0D Kvpiov NUAV
Incod Xprotod.

2:16-17 *Adt0g 8¢ 0 khpLog Nudv Inecovg Xpretog xai [0] 0£0g 6 matnp
nUAV 6 dyannoag NUAS kal Soug tapdkinoly aioviay koi éAnida dyabny v
yopra, "rapakaiEaar vudv 1og kopdiag kol enpi&on £v TovTl £pye Kai
AOY® ayadd.

3:1-5 'T6 Aownov mpocetyecde, aderdol, Tepl MUV, iva 6 Adyog Tod
KVpLov Tpéxn kot doalntot kabag kal mpog Vuds, kot iva puedduey drod
OV ATOTOV Kol ToVNnpAv avlpdrev: ov Yap ndviov N tictic. ‘TIietog 8¢
£oTLY 0 KOpLog, O¢ otnpi&etl LUAS Kol dLAGEEL GRd 10D movnpod.
‘nenoiBopev 8¢ £v xvpi@ £¢ duac, 61 & TopayyéAhopey [kai] nolelte kol
noufoete. *O 8¢ kiprLog katevBovar VU@V ¢ kapdiog eig thv dydrny 10D
B£0D xal €1g THY HDropoviy 10D XpLotod.

3:6 Mopoayyéddopev 8¢ vulv, 4deldoi, £v bvopartt 1o kvpiov Nudv Incod
Xpr1otod otérhechot VUGG AnO TOVTOG ASEADOD GTAKTOG TEPLTATOVVTOG Kal
Un Kato, Ty tapadooty fy toperdfooav . . .

3:12 7oic 8¢ tolovtoLg TapayyEAlopuey kol Tapakaioduey £v kupie Incod
Xprotd, iva Leta fovylag pyalduevol tov £avtdv dptov Ecbinoty.

3:16 Adtoc 8 O xOpLOg THS ELpNVIG N DUl Ty eipfivy d1d mavtog &v
TAVTL TpOT®. O KOPLOG PETA TAVTOV VPOV,

3:18 1y xapig T0d kvpilov NuaV Incod Xprotod ued tdviov Hudv.
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Appendix II: An Analysis of Usage

(* = anarthrous; + = with possessive pronoun; [LXX] = Septuagint echo/

citation)

1 Thessalonians

Bedg 36
Christ 33

2 Thessalonians

Oedg 18
Christ 23
The Data

1. xOprog ‘Incovg Xprotodg (5 / 9)

1 Thess 1:1 D* (w/ 8gdg)
1 Thess 1:3 G+
1 Thess 5:9 G+ (319)
1 Thess 5:23 G+
1 Thess 5:28 G+
2 Thess 1:1 D* (w/ 8g6¢)
2 Thess 1:2 G* (w/ 8edq)
2 Thess 1:12 G* (w/ 6gdg)
2 Thess 2:1 G+
2 Thess 2:14 G+
2 Thess 2:16 N (w/ 0g6g)
2 Thess 3:6 G+
2 Thess 3:12  D* (&v)
2 Thess 3:18 G+

2. x0prog Incodg (6 / 3)
1Thess 215 A
1 Thess 2:19 G+
1 Thess 3:11 N+ (w/ 8€dg)
1 Thess 3:13 G+
1 Thess 4:1 D* (¢v)
1 Thess 4:2 G (81a)
2 Thess 1:7 G
2 Thess 1.8 G+
2 Thess 1112 G+

3. Xprotog Incotg (2 / 0)
1 Thess 2:14 D* (gv)
1 Thess 5:18  D* (&v)

4. xvplog (13 / 10)

1 Thess 1:6
1 Thess 1:8
1 Thess 3:8
1 Thess 3:12
1 Thess 4:6
1 Thess 4:15
1 Thess 4:15
1 Thess 4:16
1 Thess 4:17
1 Thess 4:17
1 Thess 5:2
1 Thess 5:12
1 Thess 5:27
2 Thess 1:9
2 Thess 2:2
2 Thess 2:8

2 Thess 2:13
2 Thess 3:1
2 Thess 3:3
2 Thess 3:4
2 Thess 3:5
2 Thess 3:16
2 Thess 3:16
5. Inocovg 3/ 0)
1 Thess 1:10

1 Thess 4:14
1 Thess 4:14

6. Xprotog 3/ 1)

1 Thess 2.7
1 Thess 3:2
1 Thess 4:16
2 Thess 3.5
7. 0166 (1/ 0)
1 Thess 1:10

G

G

D* (¢v)

N

N* [Lxx]

G* [Lxx]

G

N

G

D* (otv)

G* [LxX]

D* (¢v)

A

G [Lxx]

G [1xx]

N [tc + "Incotg]
[xx]

G* (brd) [LxXX]

G

N

D* (év) [LXX]

N

N

N [1xX]

A* (appositive to
V10¢)

N*

G ()

G*

G

D* (év)
G
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Christology in 1 Corinthians

IN A LETTER WRITTEN A few years after 2 Thessalonians (ca. 54 C.E.), Paul
spends most of his energy trying to correct behavioral aberrations that have
emerged in the Corinthian community, some of which, apparently, have
been argued for in their letter to him (1 Cor 5:9}.2 Paul’s letter is thus primar-
ily argumentation—over matters where the apostle and the church are at
odds—so that its only specifically theological item has to do with the future
bodily resurrection (ch. 15); everything else has to do with the Corinthians’
behavior in some form or another. And even the argument in ch. 15 is prob-
ably a theological issue raised by the Corinthians to support their actions.?

It is not surprising, therefore, that the many christological moments in
this letter appear in incidental ways, in that they are never argued for—
although sometimes they are argued from. On closer examination, however,
one wonders whether both Corinthian letters do not reflect an early crisis in
Christology, even though Paul himself neither says as much nor pursues the
issue in a direct way. In any case, that such a “crisis” serves as an undercur-
rent in much of the letter appears to be a live option when one considers the
following details.

Although Paul addresses eleven different matters, more than 55 percent
of the letter is made up of lengthy responses to just three issues. First,
1:10-4:21 takes up the matter of internal divisions in the name of different
leaders based on co¢ta (wisdom). Paul’s initial response to this is primarily to
reframe their (now false) view of Christ and the meaning of the eross. Second,
8:1-11:1 takes up the Corinthians’ insistence, based on yvaotg (knowledge), on
the right to attend idol feasts, since “there is only one God,” hence “an idol is
not a real god.” And since food is a matter of indifference to the one God, why
should Paul forbid their attendance at the temple feasts? Paul's initial response
to this is to broaden their understanding of the “one God” so as to include the

'Commentaries on 1 Corinthians are listed in the bibliography (p. 640): they are
cited in this chapter by author's surname only. Since I have written a commentary on
this letter, my bibliographic focus here will be on commentaries and studies that have
appeared since the writing of the commentary (i.e.. from 1985 and on).

ZFor this perspective on this letter, see Fee, 415,
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“one Lord,” whose death for the person with a “weak conscience” is being
brushed aside. Third, in 12:1-14:40 the issue is manifestations of w6 nveduo
(the Spirit), especially speaking in tongues. Paul’s initial response to this is to
contrast true Spirit speech as that which acclaims “the Lord is Jesus” over
against speech that is not of the Spirit, that acclaims “cursed is Jesus.”3

Add to these observations three other realities:

1. In none of Paul’s other letters is there even a hint that his churches
celebrated the Lord’s Supper, vet in this letter he speaks of it no less than
three times, and in three interestingly different contexts with quite different
points (5:6-8; 10:14-16; 11:17-34). Although the concern in the latter two in-
stances is with the bread = the body of Christ, and thus with the Corinthi-
ans’ relationships with one another through Christ, in all three of them the
focus is nonetheless on Christ himself. Christ is our Passover lamb who has
been sacrified (5:7); participation at the meal is participation in the blood
and body of Christ (10:16); and the meal itself is designated as a xvpraxov
Seinvov (a meal belonging to [or in honor of] the Lord} (11:20). Thus, the fail-
ures and differences within the community are reflected in their dishonoring
Christ himself at the meal in his honor.

2. This letter concludes in a most unusual fashion. After his own per-
sonal greeting (16:21), and without breaking stride, Paul pronounces an
anathema on anyone “who does not love the Lord.” Several features of this
phenomenon are noteworthy. First, the fact that he would conclude in this
fashion is in itself attention-getting. Second, this is almost certainly a pickup
of 12:3, where the basic Christian confession xUpiog Incovg (the Lord is
Jesus), spoken especially as an utterance of the Spirit, is preceded by the
strange contrast “no one speaking by the Spirit can say &vd@epa 'Incoig
[cursed is Jesus].” Thus the concluding word in 16:21 may suggest, more
strongly than some of us have been willing to allow, that some believers in
the Corinthian community were saying this very thing and that Paul at the
end of the letter reverses the curse: it rests on those who do not love the
Lord.# Third, this is the only place in the Pauline corpus where Paul speaks
of loving Jesus, and he does so in terms of “loving the Lord” (who is Jesus).
And finally, fourth, with assonance that is typical of the apostle, he immedi-
ately follows the anathema with Maranatha, a prayer for the Lord to come,

3Tt is of further interest regarding this structural phenomenon that when Paul
tries in 12:8-10 to broaden their perspective on Spirit gifting, the first two items on the
list pick up the words that drive the first two major sections: “to one through the Spirit
is given Adyog codiag [a word of wisdom]; to another Adyog yvdoeng [a word of knowl-
edge) by the same Spirit.” Since such “gifts” are mentioned nowhere else in Paul’s writ-
ings, it looks very much as if these are ad hoc moments in which he includes their
favorite themes in the process of trying to put them into a much broader perspective.

4That is, as many have noticed, the designatee of both the confession and the
curse is “Jesus,” not “Christ.” Thus this curse might be related in some way to those
who are denying a future bodily resurrection of believers and doing so by “cursing”
the Jesus who bore such a body in the first place.
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which probably serves as both encouragement and warning. In sum: this ex-
ceedingly strange curse formula may exist in the letter because a faulty
Christology lies behind it.

3. If all of this represents a latent christological crisis, then one can
make good sense of the further christological emphases in 2 Corinthians—
Christ as Son of God, bearer of the Father's image and glory—in a context
where some are preaching “another Jesus” (11:4).

Although none of this can be made certain, it does make sense of the
christological data of the present letter, even though that emphasis comes
more indirectly rather than as an up-front attempt to straighten them out
christologically. That is, the emphasis throughout, as all have recognized, is
in fact on the Corinthians’ misguided behavior. My point is that one can
make a lot of sense of some of these aberrations if at the same time they re-
flect a diminished view of who Christ is. In any case, precisely because the
Christology itself comes to us in a less direct way, the data are thus of con-
siderable importance. After all, what Paul argues from and various kinds of
presuppositional statements both serve as certain evidence of what Paul be-
lieved about the person of Christ. Furthermore, one must assume that this
belief was held in common in the early church, including Corinth, since
Paul never gives the impression that he or they believed anything different
from what was believed by others.

At the same time, it is especially difficult in 1 Corinthians to abstract
Christology from soteriology, since whatever else is true about the letter, it is
thoroughly christocentric. Christ is the central focus at every turn, from be-
ginning to end. Since Paul's soteriology is all about what Christ has done on
our behalf, one can make sense of what this means for him only in light of
his basic presupposition about who Christ is: the crucified Messiah. whose
death and resurrection procured eternal redemption for us, who is now
reigning as Lord in heaven awaiting his Parousia, the Day of the Lord. But
the Son of God is also from eternity—co-creator of the universe and present
with Israel in the desert—whose reign as Lord means that believers “call
upon his name,” that they are sent and equipped by him for ministry, that
they go or stay in keeping with his will, and that they will be ju@‘éed by him
at the end. This is hardly the stuff of adoptionism! Indeed, it is’Paul’s utter
devotion to Christ that must catch our attention. since it is the devotion that
a devout Jew could give only to his God.>

In this chapter, then, we examine Paul’s references to and statements
about Christ in 1 Corinthians, with an eye toward his presuppositional un-
derstanding of the person of Christ. As before, we will proceed in a basically
thematic way, beginning with one of the more significant christological mo-
ments in the entire corpus (8:6) and then branching out to a variety of other

>On this matter, see L. W. Hurtado, Lord Jesus Christ: Devotion to Jesus in Earliest
Christianity (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003), passim; see also, in the present chapter.
pp. 120-22, 125-27.
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kinds of christological phenomena that appear in the letter.® And as it finally
turns out, this letter not only contains the most christological data of the en-
tire corpus (hence this is the longest of the exegetical chapters in the present
volume) but also is one of the two letters (along with Romans) in which
every item taken up in the thematic chapters of the present volume (11-16)
is present in some significant way.

A Preliminary Look at the Data

The various references to Christ and to God are found in appendix I at
the end of this chapter; likewise, an analysis of the different ways of refer-
ring to Christ is found in appendix II. What one discovers is that the patterns
of usage already in place in the Thessalonian letters continue here, with one
notable exception: the relative frequency of the appellation kVplog in com-
parison with other “names.” While x¥proc occurs more than others (64x),”
it does so now only one more time than Xpiotdg (63x)—a pattern that will
continue throughout the corpus, as “Christ” more and more becomes Paul’s
primary “name” for the Savior. Also as before, Christ is mentioned by name
more often than 0ed¢ (God) or natip (Father), 18 times in this case.

At the same time, although the number of compounds of any two of the
three names now leans more heavily toward “Christ Jesus/Jesus Christ”
(6x/2x) as over against “the Lord Jesus” (4x), the appellation “the Lord”
alone (49x) continues to occur more frequently than “Christ” alone (45x). It
should also be noted that patterns begin to emerge as to where and how
often one name occurs more than the other. Where frequency of xvpuog
does emerge (7:10-39 [12x to 1 Xpiotdg); cf. 10:21-22; 11:20-32 [9x]), the em-
phasis is on his lordship; where the frequency goes toward “Christ” (e.g.,
15:3-23 [13x]), the emphasis reflects soteriological concerns.

Finally, we should note that the various combinations such as “the
Lord, Jesus Christ” remain the same as in 1-2 Thessalonians, occurring most
often up front in the letter (5 of 10 occurrences in the salutation and thanks-
giving [1:1-9]).

6In contrast to the preceding chapter, many of these texts will require more
exegetical attention, since there has also been considerably more scholarly discus-
sion of them,

7This does not include the Septuagint citations in 3:20 and 14:21, where x¥ptog
seems clearly to refer to God, since no point is made of it otherwise: cf. Rom 4:8; 9:28,
29; 10:16; 11:34; 15:11, and the Aéyel xUprog formula apparently added by Paul to the
citations in 2 Cor 6:17, 18; Rom 11:3; 12:19 (for convenience, these twelve texts are
given in appendix B [pp. 637-38]). The citation of Isa 45:23 in Rom 14:11 is excepted
here (see ch. 6, pp. 259-67). since (1) the “formula” is not the same as the others;
rather, Paul uses an oath formula from Isa 49:18, etc. (“As I live, says the LORD") to
preface the quotation; and thus (2) a very decided christological point is being made
of the xprog in the citation. Together these points make this one “citation” stand
apart from the others listed here.
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Christ: Preexistent Lord and Agent of Creation

The proper starting point for examining the Christology of this letter is
1 Cor 8:6, which could well serve as the starting point for any discussion of
Pauline Christology.® And here in particular the context is of considerable
importance for what Paul states so boldly about Christ.

The Corinthian Context (1 Cor 8:1-13)

At issue in 1 Cor 8:1-11:1 is an ongoing argument between Paul and the
Corinthians over their insistence on the right to attend festive meals in
pagan temples.® Apparently, Paul had already forbidden such practice (5:9),
but in their return letter they argued vigorously for their right (¢£ovoia) to
continue to do so (8:9). Their argument can be reconstructed with a mea-
sure of confidence from Paul’s citations from their letter: “We all have
knowledge™ (8:1) that “an idol has no reality” because “there is only one
God” (v. 4); therefore, since food is a matter of indifference to God (v. 8), nei-
ther what we eat nor where we eat it (v. 10) matters to God. Crucial to this
argument is their affirmation of the Jewish Shema, that there is only one
God (Deut 6:4), as fundamental to Christian faith and behavior.

Paul’s response to this specious reasoning is especially noteworthy. For
even though he will eventually condemn their misunderstanding of idola-
try—as to its essentially demonic nature (10:14-22)—he begins by appealing
to the nature of Christian Iove that should forbid such casual destruction
of the faith of others (8:2-3, 9-13). But even at this early stage he offers a
preliminary “correction” to their “theology” per se (vv. 5-6), noting that
the world is full of “gods” and “lords.” In so doing, Paul is acknowledging the

8The bibliography on this passage is large. Among others, see C. H. Giblin,
“Three Monotheistic Texts in Paul,” CBQ 37 (1975): 527-47; R. Kerst, “1 Kor 8.6—FEin
vorpaulinisches Taufbekenntnis?” ZNW 66 (1975): 130-39; R. A. Horsley, “The Back-
ground of the Confessional Formula in 1 Kor 8:6,” ZNW 69 (1978): 130-35; J.
Murphy-O’Connor, “I Cor. VIIL6: Cosmology or Soteriology?” RB 85 (1978): 253-67;
D. R. deLacey, “ ‘One Lord’ in Pauline Christology,” in Christ the Lord: Studies in Chris-
tology Presented to Donald Guthrie (ed. H. H. Rowdon; Leicester: Inter-Varsity Press,
1982), 191-203; N. T. Wright, “Monotheism, Christology and Ethics: 1 Cgrinthians 8,”
in The Climax of the Covenant: Christ and the Law in Pauline Theology (Minneapolis:
Fortress, 1992), 120-36; Richardson, Paul’s Language about God; A. Eriksson, Tradi-
tions as Rhetorical Proof: Pauline Argumentation in 1 Corinthians (ConBNT 29; Stock-
holm: Almgqvist & Wiksell, 1998), 97-99, 120-27, 135-73.

9For the full argumentation for this perspective, see G. D. Fee, “EidmAo0vto Once
Again—An Interpretation of 1 Corinthians 8-10," in To What End Exegesis? Essays
Textual, Exegetical, and Theological (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2001), 105-28; cf. Fee,
357-63. For a modification of this perspective, see A. T. Cheung, Idol Food in Corinth:
Jewish Background and Pauline Legacy (JSNTSup 176; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic
Press, 1999); Garland, 347-362—although we differ on some details.

10There is good reason to believe that the Corinthians came to this view of
“knowledge,” as they did of “wisdom” in 1:10-4:21, by way of their experience of the
Spirit, since these two are the first items that Paul picks up in his listing of Spirit
manifestations in 12:8.
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subjective reality" of idols for those who once believed in them. In v. 7 he thus
spells out the disastrous consequences of this reasoning on “weaker” believ-
ers, for whom the subjective reality of idolatry still cutweighs the objective re-
ality being denied by those “in the know.” But to get there, Paul does an even
more remarkable thing: he insists that their understanding of the “one God”
must now include Christ as well (v. 6), and he does this for basically soterio-
logical, not christological, reasons. The attitudes and actions of the “knowing
ones” who assert their “rights” serve potentially to destroy the work of Christ
in others (vv. 10-13) and thus to destroy the Christian community as well.

1 Corinthians 8:6

Given this context and Paul's primarily soteriological interest, what he
says in v. 6 is an extraordinary christological moment, where he offers a de-
liberate Christian restatement of the Shema, the basic theological confession
of the Judaism in which Christian faith has its deep roots. In nicely balanced
clauses Paul affirms,

(A) GAL My glgBedg 6 matnp,

£E o0 0 ndvo,
Kal NUELS €16 a1y,
(B) ka1 £i¢ xvprog Incode Xprotog,
3 od 6t vt
xai nueie 8¢ avtod.
(A) But for us one_God the Father,
from whom all things
and we for him,
(B) and one Lord  Jesus Christ
through whom all things
and we through him.

Deut 6:4 dxove Iopank  kdplog 6 Be0g MudV  xvPLog  £lg £otuv.
Listen, Israel, the LorD  our God the LORD  one is.

NThis is my own term for the nature of Paul's argumentation, a view that re-
cently has been challenged by J. Woyke, Gdtter, “Gotzen,” Gétterbilder: Aspekte ciner
paulinischen “Theologie der Religionen” (BZNW 132; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2005). Verse 5a
very likely expresses the view of those with weak consciences. In 10:14-22 Paul as-
serts in effect that despite “idols being nothing,” they have an objective reality as the
habitation of demons. In the present argument (ch. 8), besides v. 5, where he affirms
that for pagans there are “gods many and lords many,” Paul acknowledges in v. 7
that some with weak consciences do not have the “knowledge” the others have. This
can hardly mean that they do not understand the truth that God is one and therefore
that idols have no reality as gods; rather, because “the weak” had long attributed re-
ality to the idols, when they became believers, they were unable to shake themselves
free from these former associations, which is why it would be so deadly for them to
return to the temples for festive meals that honored a “god” (vv. 11-12). And as has
been recently pointed out (Thiselton, 632; Garland, 373-74), the “reality” of idolatry
was everywhere in ancient Corinth.
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What Paul has done seems plain enough. He has kept the “one” intact,
but he has divided the Shema into two parts, with 8e6¢ (God) now referring
to the Father, and x¥ptog (Lord) referring to Jesus Christ the Son.!2 Because
Paul’s interests here are pastoral, he identifies the “one Lord” as none other
than the historical “Jesus Christ,” the one who died for all, especially those
with a weak conscience (v. 11).13

Thus, over against the “gods many” of paganism, the Shema rightly as-
serts—as the Corinthians themselves have caught on—that there is only one
God. The Shema also asserts, typical of Paul's Jewish monotheism, that the one
God stands over against all pagan deities at two crucial, interrelated points: as
Creator of all that is and concomitantly as the one Ruler of all that is created.
Nothing—absolutely nothing—Ilies outside the realm of the one Creator-Ruler
God.** Thus God the Father is £x/€ig (from/for) in relation to everything that
exists; that is, he is its source and goal (or purpose) of being—although the
final phrase (“we for him”), noticeably Pauline, moves easily from creation to
redemption, where God is the goal of his people in particular.®

The surprising moment comes in line B. Over against the “lords many”
of paganism, there is only one Lord, Jesus Christ, whose relation to creation
is that of effective agent. Thus the Father has created all things through the
agency of the Son, who as the one Lord is also—and now Paul’s second

L2For the high probability that one should recognize “Son of God” implications
in this reference to God as “Father.” see the section that follows below, “Jesus as Mes-
sianic/Eternal Son of God” (pp. 99-114). Cf. Collins, 315-18; M. Hengel, The Son of
God, 13-14.

BFor a strong critique of Bousset’s Kyrios Christos and others up through
W. Kramer, Christ, Lord, Son of God (SBT 30; London: SCM Press, 1966), who prefer to
find the background for this usage in the mystery cults, see Hengel, Son of God, 77-79
n. 135, That Paul’s use of this title should be located in the mysteries, when over a
score of instances in his writings are, like this one, direct borrowings from the Septu-
agint, is itself one of the mysteries of twentieth-century NT scholarship.

M4For a helpful overview of this crucial point, that this combination of God as
Creator and Ruler of the universe is the absolutely unique feature of Jewish belief,
see R. Bauckham, God Crucified: Monotheism and Christology in the New Testament
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999), 1-22,

BBecause of this, and because he is enamored with the text as a pre-Pauline
creed, K.-J. Kaschel (Born before All Time? The Dispute over Christ's Origin [trans.
J. Bowden; London: SCM Press, 1992], 285-91) argues that this passage\has to do only
with soteriology (as did Murphy-0O’Connor before him [*I Cor. VIII,6"]). But that is to
misread the passage in context; the analogy for Pauline usage here is Rom 11:36, not
2 Cor 5:18, as argued by Kuschel. What seems to make the creational reading of 8:6
certain is (1) the identical use of 1d ndvto 8t avtov in Col 1:16, which Kuschel gets
around by denying Pauline authorship to Colossians (a circular argument that as-
sumes what is questionable), and (2) the observation that if we had only the first
line, with God as the source (Creator) of ta névta and “we” as the goal of everything,
it seems unlikely that anyone would deny that this line refers to creation: it is then
hard to conceive that the second use of ¢ ndvta would differ in meaning from the
first, when both lines pick up the same two realities of creation and redemption. Cf.
the critique in J. D. G. Dunn, The Theology of Paul the Apostle (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans. 1998), 268 n. 5.
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point is being established—the agent of their redemption (“and we through
him”). The whole passage therefore, typically for Paul, encloses the work of
the Son within that of the Father; that is, the two 81d phrases regarding the
one Lord’s role as agent of creation and redemption are (logically) framed by
the éx and eig phrases regarding the Father as the ultimate source and goal
or purpose of all things—both creation and redemption.

It need hardly be pointed out—but it will be because of what is said in
the literature—that this second line is a plain, undeniable expression of
Paul’s presuppositional conviction about Christ’s preexistence as the Son of
God: preexistence, because of the assertion that “through him are ta ndavto
[all things],” with creation in view:1¢ Son of God, because of Paul’s identity of
the “one God” as “the Father” (see the discussion on 1 Thess 1:1 in ch. 1, pp.
36-38).

All of this seems deliberate on Paul’s part. That is, he is reasserting for
the Corinthians that their theology has it right: there is indeed only one God,
over against all other “gods many and lords many.” But at the same time, he
insists that the identity of the one God also includes the one Lord; and ulti-
mately he does so because (1) this is the now shared Christian perspective
about the one God and (2) it is the inclusion of Christ as Lord in God's iden-
tity that will give Paul the leverage to forbid attendance at pagan festive
meals. Not only does that practice lack love toward those for whom Christ
died (8:10-13), but also their own sacred meal is eaten in honor of/in the
presence of the one Lord (10:16-22). Furthermore, they have radically mis-
understood the nature of idolatry. That the idols are not “gods” is a given;
what the Corinthians have failed to reckon with is that the idols are in fact
the habitation of demons (see, e.g., Deut 32:17). And Paul’s final point in this
argument is that because there is only one Lord, and because the idols are
the habitation of demons, they may not under any circumstances sit at both
tables. For that is in fact a denial of the one Lord (10:19-22). Hence the rea-
son for this elaboration of the Shema at the very beginning of Paul’s attempt
to correct their behavior—and theology—on this matter.

However, because of what one finds in the literature, three additional
things must be noted about this passage. First, although the conceptual frame
for this construction (¢x-810-gig) can be found elsewhere in the NT,'7 there is
nothing quite like this use of prepositional phrases apart from Paul himself.
Indeed, the only other known use of this specific scheme of prepositions in
ancient literature is in Rom 11:36, where the full phrase £ adt0b kol 8t
adtod kot elc adtov & mévta (from him and through him and for him [are] all

6Richardson (Paul's Language, 297) argues that the whole of the second line re-
fers to redemption = “through Christ ‘all things having to do with redemption’ and
‘we ourselves’ through him”; but there is no Pauline analogy for such an under-
standing of ta mavro.

1" Most notably Heb 1:1-2, where God has “appointed the Son" as “heir of all
things. through whom also he made the universe.”
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things) appears in a doxology without this christological modification.!8 It is
of significant theological interest to note here that in the Romans doxology
God (0€0¢) is the one “through whom” are all things, while in Col 1:16 the Son
is the one “for whom” are all things. As Bauckham has recently argued in a
slightly different way, this interchange of prepositions in itself indicates full
identity of Christ with God.?

Second, this assertion is striking because at one level it seems quite un-
necessary to the present argument, since nothing christological is at stake,
That is, Paul is not here trying to demonstrate Christ’s creative agency; he
simply assumes it by assertion. Nonetheless, at a deeper level this is precisely
the assertion that will make both the theological and ethical dimensions of
the argument work. By naming Christ as the “one Lord” through whom
both creation and redemption were effected, Paul not only broadens the Co-
rinthians’ perspective on the Shema, but at the same time he anticipates the
role that Christ is to play in the argument that follows (esp. 8:11-12; 10:4, 9,
16-22), where everything hinges on their ongoing relationship to Christ.
What is important for our present purposes is (1) Paul’s deliberate use of
kvptog for Christ, language that in the Septuagint was substituted for the Di-
vine Name of the one God (see pp. 20-23 above), and (2) the pre-
suppositional nature of the historical person, Jesus Christ, as preexistent and
the personal agent of creation itself. There is nothing like this to be found in
Paul’s Jewish heritage as such. That is, he has no prior frame of reference
into which this modification of the Shema can be fitted.2’ As is pointed out
on 1 Cor 9:1 below (pp. 125-27), this adjustment most likely had its origins
for Paul in his own encounter with the risen Christ.

8In his commentary on Romans, ]. D. G. Dunn comments that “the use of prepo-
sitions like {these three] when speaking of God and the cosmos . . . was widespread
in the ancient world and typically Stoic” (Romans 9-16 [WBC 38B; Dallas: Word,
1988], 701). But apart from the three Pauline texts (Rom 11:36; 1 Cor 8:6; Col 1:16-17),
he lists only six others, in none of which is there another instance of all three prepo-
sitions occurring together. Elsewhere, Dunn has further suggested that one of the
texts (Philo, Cher: 125-127) serves as an illustration of one who has made “a similar
division in the ‘by, from, and through’ formulation, between the originating role of
God . . . and the instrumental role of the Logos” (Theology of Paul, 269). This is true,
but Philo’s concerns and language differ from Paul’s. Apparently picking up Aristo-
telian usage (see the note by Colson and Whitaker, LCL, vol. 2, pp. 486-87), Philo’s
prepositions are 00’ 00 (by which), éx o (from which), 8t o (through which), 8. 6 (for
which), three of which apply to God, while the Logos is involved only in the third
(“through whom”). Thus, although there are conceptual similarities, in fact the
combination of prepositions found here (and Rom 11:36; Col 1:16-17) is apparently
unique to Paul in antiquity.

YBauckham, God Crucified, 37-40.

200n the attempt by some to find the background in Greco-Roman (Hellenistic)
religion(s). see n. 13 above. The problem with this view, of course, is that the Pauline
texts themselves do not support it. His use of the Septuagint, examined in the preced-
ing chapter, indicates how thoroughgoingly his, and his earliest converts’, “religious
world” was altogether steeped in Hellenistic judaism. See further the section “Jesus
as the Kvpiog of Septuagint Passages” below.
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Third, there is nothing in this passage or in its surrounding context that
would even remotely suggest that Jewish wisdom lies behind Paul’s formula-
tion.2! At issue in the present context is illicit behavior predicated on yvaocig
{knowledge), not codia (wisdom). It is of some surprise, therefore, to note how
often—and with a kind of “of course” attitude2’—it is asserted that Paul is
here identifying Christ with personified Wisdom.2 But such an assertion will
have to remain in the category of scholarly discovery, not Pauline disclosure.
And one should not expect readers of Paul’s text, including the Corinthians
themselves, to catch such extreme subtlety.?*

Thus, this (in one sense) quite uncalculated®> statement—Christ as
“Lord” (and Son) in the context of the “one God” of the Jewish Shema—

2INevertheless, despite all evidence to the contrary (see below, pp. 102-5), this is
now a common assertion in the literature (although Collins [320], at least, ap-
proaches this more hesitantly). The “logic” by which one arrives at this assertion is
especially questionable, since it actually requires a four-step process, which seems
perfectly clear to its proponents but much less so to anyone who lacks their interpre-
tive keys: (1) it is acknowledged by almost all (see n. 16 above for an exception) that
Christ is asserted to be the agent of creation; (2) then it is argued (quite wrongly, as it
turns out) that personified Wisdom is seen as the agent of creation in the Wisdom lit-
erature (see n. 23 and appendix A); thus (3), since Paul calls Christ “the [personified]
Wisdom of God” in 1:24 (which is altogether mistaken [see pp. 102-5 below]), there-
fore (4) Christ as preexistent and agent of creation must be picking up this (alleged)
motif from Jewish wisdom. But it is difficult to have confidence in this logic when at
least two of its premises (nos. 2 and 3) are patently not true. As Hurtado puts it suc-
cinctly, “The problem with this view [that Christ here = Wisdom] is that it is not
what the Pauline passage says” (Lord Jesus Christ, 126)!

22Dunn makes bold to say, “Few issues in recent NT theology have commanded
such unanimity of agreement as the source of the language and imagery used in
these two passages [wisdom in 1 Cor 8:6 and 1:24]” (Theology of Paul, 269). While this
appears to be a true statement, that hardly makes the point of agreement true. Given
the lack of hard evidence in its favor, this sounds like special pleading. Indeed, it is re-
freshing to read Garland’s recent (and excellent) commentary on this passage and
not find the word “wisdom” mentioned at all; after all, why would one do so, given
that there is not a hint here of any kind that one should read this through a lens that
is so foreign to Paul in every way.

23The basis for this assertion is twofold: (1) Wisdom'’s alleged role in creation,
coupled with (2) the further assertion that Paul intends an identification of Christ
with personified Wisdom in 1:24. However, not a single text in the Wisdom tradition
uses the preposition 814 regarding Wisdom's presence at creation. The closest thing
to it is in Solomon's prayer in Wis 9:1-2, where the dative is not instrumental but as-
sociative (a straight dative, in contrast to the instrumental £v in the preceding line).
Here the author in a prayer has momentarily abandoned personification and says to
God that 17 codia cov kotackevdoog dvBpumrov (in your wisdom you fitted humankind
[to rule . .. ]). See the full discussion in appendix A.

24 See further the excursus on 1:24, 30; 10:4 below (pp. 102-5).

5 That is, Paul is not trying to formulate a new Christology here; rather. he as-
serts something that he does not argue for but argues from. On the other hand, N. T.
Wright is quite right that this is a “stunning theological innovation,” which is “one
of the greatest pioneering moments in the entire history of christology” (“Monothe-
ism, Christology and Ethics,” 136).
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could well serve as the basic text from which all Pauline christological dis-
cussion should flow. That at least will be the case for the rest of our discus-
sion in this chapter. From here the data are basically grouped under three
heads: (1) texts that pick up on the theme of Christ’s preexistence; (2) texts
that reflect a “Son of God” Christology with roots in Jewish messianism; (3)
texts that reflect the xOpirog Christology that dominates the Thessalonian
correspondence. At the same time, we will look at the issues of Wisdom
Christology, Adam Christology, and Spirit Christology as these are argued for
from various texts, and thus we will anticipate some matters taken up in the
final chapters, as well as appendix A, of this book. We will conclude by ex-
amining two miscellaneous texts (3:23; 11:3) that do not easily fit these three
major categories.

Christ as Preexistent with Israel

On his way toward a final word of prohibition regarding attendance at
temple meals (10:20-22), Paul sets out to establish the Corinthians’ spiritual
connectedness with biblical Israel, who are seen to have experienced God in
a “baptism” and “Lord’s Supper” analogous to their own. Thus “our
fathers”2¢ were “baptized”—unto Moses in the cloud and the sea (vv. 1-2),
and they too had “spiritual food and drink” in the wilderness—manna and
water from the rock (vv. 3-4). But God had not been pleased with them and
overthrew them in the desert (v. 5), which story is to serve as a warning to
the Corinthians (v. 6). From there, Paul launches into four specific ways Is-
rael had sinned, which had brought about their demise: idolatry (v. 7); sex-
ual immorality (v. 8); testing God (v. 9); and grumbling against God and
Moses (v. 10)—all of which sins are being repeated in Corinth.

Our present interest is with the two instances where Paul places Christ
himself in the desert: as the Rock who was with Israel, supplying them with
“spiritual water” (v. 4), and as the one whom Israel thus put to {he test (v. 9).
Both passages reflect not just analogies but, from Paul’s perspective, actuali-
ties. That is, the same Christ who now supplies the Corinthiar;saylith the Spirit,
and whom they are testing by going to pagan feasts, had alreddy experienced
such “testing” by Israel; and the Israelites had been overthrown in the desert
so that they did not reach their goal. It is precisely the presence of Christ in Is-
rael’s story that will make all of this work as a warning to the Corinthians.

But since both of these passages have created difficulties for later inter-
preters, we need to look at them more closely and thus point out that Paul
did indeed place the preexistent Christ in the desert experience of Israel.

26The (debated) use of fiudv here actually seems clear enough. Paul sees believers
in Christ as in continuity with the story that began with Abraham and Moses. It is this
understanding that makes the argument work at all; and it is why the overlap of sto-
ries continues all the way through to the end (v. 22). See further on 10:20-22 below.
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1 Corinthians 10:4

In retelling Israel’s story, Paul alludes to the double narrative of water
from the rock (Exod 17:1-7; Num 20:7-11), and he does so by picking up a
rabbinic tradition that “they drank from the (spiritual) rock that followed
them."”% But he replaces that tradition by interpreting the “spiritual rock”
as the presence of Christ himself: 1§ nétpa 8¢ fiv 6 Xpiotéc (and the rock
was Christ).

It has often been suggested that Paul is here employing a rabbinic inter-
pretive strategy, of the kind he uses elsewhere in 2 Cor 3:17 and Gal 4:25. But
the difference between these latter two examples and what Paul does here is
considerable. The standard form of the strategy is precisely as it occurs in
2 Corinthians and Galatians, where he starts with the definite article of the
word that is to be interpreted, followed by a 8¢, and then the word itself. He
then follows with the “new meaning” for that word, followed by €otiv (pres-
ent tense of “to be”). In the present text, while still following the same inter-
pretive scheme, Paul makes three adjustments that put his interpretation
“back there” rather than “here and now.” Thus:

2Cor 317 08¢ KUplog  mvedud £0TLV
Gal 4:25 10 8¢ ‘Ayop Twva bpog  €otiv
1Cor10:4 % néwpa & nv 6 Xprotdg

First, Paul here keeps the 1 nétpa together, so that the interpretive signal
8¢ not only does not come between them but also causes the 8¢ to function
somewhat differently. Instead of meaning something similar to what it does
in 2 Cor 3:17 (“now the Lord [just referred to] is [for our present purposes to
be understood as] the Spirit”), Paul seems here to intend the 8¢ as the con-
junctive signal for his new clause, as it relates to what has preceded.? By
doing so, second, and especially with the use of the past tense of “to be,” he
firmly puts the present interpretation “back there.”2? That is, this interpreta-
tion is not about how the biblical passage applies in the present but with
how the Corinthians are to understand what was actually going on with an-
cient Israel. This is further confirmed by the third difference, the reversal of

270n the (apparently) rabbinic background to this matter, see Fee, 448 n. 34; cf.
Garland, 470. Thiselton's unfortunate attempt to bring personified Wisdom into the
picture as well (pp. 727-30) makes for one of the less precise moments in his com-
mentary. For his misreading of Wis 11:4, see n. 31 below.

21t should be noted that scribes did not care for this anomaly, so that as early as
peh—and eventually the majority of MSS—they reversed the order to the expected 6
8¢ nétpa. The original text is preserved in X B D* 1739 et al.

280 also R. G. Hamerton-Kelly, Pre-existence, Wisdom, and the Son of Man: A
Study of the Idea of Pre-existence in the New Testament (SNTSMS 21; Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 1973), 132.
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the order of verb and predicate noun, so that the emphasis now lies on the
last word, “Christ,” whom Paul is insisting was the actual source of water for
Israel in the desert.

Given what seems to be rather clear in this case, one is thus mildly
suprised to find that some see this as a reference not to Christ per se but to
personified Wisdom, which in itself is problematic, since “Christ” is explicitly
mentioned in the text itself. But if finding Wisdom in 8:6 was accomplished
by a piece of circuitous reasoning,? how much more so for this passage,
which requires the additional step that personified Wisdom had already been
associated with the rock in Jewish Wisdom literature. Although Philo does
this very thing,? it is patently not true of the Wisdom literature itself. The
text brought forward is Wis 11:4,32 where in direct address to God the author
says, “When they were thirsty they called upon you, and water was given
them out of the flinty rock.”?> The “you” here picks up the vocative from
10:20,3* where the author has turned to God and sung hymns to him for his
wisdom that has accompanied Israel from the beginning. The rest of the
book, beginning with this passage, evolves into a series of antitheses be-
tween Egypt and Israel, where the same element (water in this first instance)
is an expression of God's goodness to Israel but a source of punishment for
Egypt. From here on (over half the book), the Lord who has done all these

0 See n. 21 above. For an analysis of the Wisdom passages that have bearing on
this discussion, see appendix A, pp. 594-619.

In a thoroughly allegorical reading of the text, Philo says, “For the flinty rock
is the wisdom of God, which he marked off highest and chiefest from His powers,
and from which He satisfies the thirsty souls that love God” (Leg. 2.86). Whether Paul
knew Philo is moot; in any case, Paul is not allegorizing.

28ome have occasionally suggested that Sir 24:21 reflects such a view: but a
careful reading of "The Praise of Wisdom” in Sir 24 demonstrates that this is a cre-
ation out of whole cloth.

3In a considerable misreading of Wis 11:4, based on Philo's allegorical read-
ing of Deut 8:15 (n. 31), it is often asserted that the “you” in this text refers to Wis-
dom (e.g., Barrett, 223: Hays, 161; Collins. 369; Horsley, 137: Tuckett, Christology.
63 n. 50. For example, B. Witherington says. “Here [Paul] draws on sapiential ideas
about the role of personified Wisdom in Israel (cf. Wis 11:2-4}.” ‘They journeyed
through the uninhabited wilderness. When they were thirsty, they called upon
[Wisdom] and water was given them out of the flinty rock’” (*Christology.” DPL
103). But that is not what the author of Wisdom says. since personified Wisdom in
fact drops out of the narrative at 11:1. Indeed, a careful exegesis of Wis 9-11 sug-
gests that those who associate wisdom with the rock are “proof-texting,” not tak-
ing the context of Wisdom seriously at all. This includes Thiselton, whose excursus
on “the rock” (727-30) is a rare instance in his commentary where the use of an-
cient texts seems quite confused. Cf. the analysis and rejection of this idea in Gar-
land. 456.

34 *Therefore the righteous plundered the ungodly; they sang hymns, O Lord, to
your holy name, and praised with one voice your defending hand; for wisdom opened
the mouth of those who were mute, and made the tongues of infants speak clearly”
(Wis 10:20-21 NRSV, emphasis mine). For a walk through the meaning of “wisdom”
in Wis 7-10), see the exegesis in appendix A, pp. 594-619,
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things (cf. 11:13-14) is repeatedly addressed in the second person singular,
while personified Wisdom is mentioned only once more (14:2). And even
there, though she is the “artisan” responsible for boats on the sea, it is God
who is addressed (v. 3: “but it is your providence, O Father, that steers its
course”). The fact is that personified Wisdom is never addressed in this book.
only God the Father. Thus, personified Wisdom simply is not associated with
the water {from the rock in any of the Wisdom literature.?

To the contrary, in an ad hoc discourse related to the situation in Cor-
inth, Paul is insisting that by their idolatrous actions, the Corinthians are in
grave danger of repeating Israel’s folly. Despite Christ’s supplying Israel with
“spiritual” water, they fell in the desert. Paul’s point in making this associa-
tion for the church in Corinth—placing the preexistent Christ in Israel’s own
history—seems clear enough. The Corinthians, too, face the same danger of
testing Christ by their idolatry.

1 Corinthians 10:9

The second instance where Paul asserts Christ’s preexistence is equally
striking. In this case, however, the early copying tradition had some diffi-
culty with it, so it was moderated to fit expectations. Paul’s original text3
reads, “Let us not put Christ to the test [unde éxnetpalopev 10v Xprotdv], as
some of them tested [him] and were destroyed by the snakes.”

This is an allusion to the event in Num 21:4-7,% where Israel com-
plained against God and Moses about the length, nature, and provisions of
their long stay in the wilderness, Although the Numbers text does not have
the verb éxneipalm (put to the test), it does occur in the poetry of Ps 78:18,
which refers to the similar events recorded in Num 14, 16, 20. Paul’s use
of this verb seems to be a deliberate echo of the Septuagint of Deut 6:16,
“You shall not put the LORD your God to the test as you put him to the
test at Peirasmos™3® (ovk éxkmeipdoeig kVplov OV Bedv cov Hv Tpdmov
gEeneipdoacde £v 16 MNerpoop®). This well-known text, cited also by Jesus

3In any case, it is highly unlikely that Paul was acquainted with the Wisdom of
Solomon, as an examination of all the possible points of reference between Paul and
this book demonstrates (see addendum I to appendix A, pp. 594-619). And if Paul
cannot be shown to have been acquainted with the book, how could the Corinthians
have known it so well as as to pick up a (nonexistent) allusion, when nothing in
Paul’s text itself offers the reader a clue? Although it is not crucial to my point, one
might note further that on the basis of Wis 14:12-21, D. Winston dates the book ca.
37 C.E., well after Paul had become a follower of Christ (The Wisdom of Solomon [AB
43; Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1987], 20-25).

%See the discussion in n. 39 below. Unfortunately, the NIv, which is based on
NA2 and whose translators were generally insensitive to textual issues, perpetuated
the secondary reading "Lord,” which has been corrected in the TNIV (cf. NRSV, ESV).

¥ This is made clear by Paul's reference to their being “destroyed by the snakes.”

®¥The Greek INelpaoudg is a translation of the Massah of the Hebrew text, both
words meaning “The Testing.”
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in the Gospel tradition, most likely led early scribes to change Paul's
“Christ” to “Lord.”?

As with v. 4, Paul’s point in context seems clear. By insisting on their
“right” (¢€ovesia) to go to the temple meals (see 8:9-10), the Corinthian be-
lievers are putting Christ himself to the test, as Paul concludes in 10:21-22.
Thus he is once more tying the situations of Israel and of the Corinthians to-
gether christologically. Paul has no qualms in pointing out that the “Lord”
whom they are putting to the test is the same Christ whom Israel tested in
the desert and that the Israelites were overthrown because of it. It is the
presuppositional nature of this assertion that is so striking, since Christ’s
preexistence is what makes such an argument possible at all.

Excursus: 1 Corinthians 15:47 and Preexistence

First Corinthians 15:47 has sometimes also been brought forward#©
as evidence for Paul’'s view of Christ as preexistent, based on the Xjv's
“the second man is the Lord from heaven.”4! However, a careful analysis
of the text in context indicates that such is not the case. Paul's sentences
in 1 Cor 15:47—48 read,

15:47-48 6 mpditog dvBpwnog £k yhig xoikdc, 6 devtepog avlporog £E
0vpavob. 0log 6 Yoikdg, ToloDTOL Kol ot Yoikoi, kat olog &
£novpaviog, 10100101 Kal ol rovpdvior:

The first man (was) of dust of the earth, the second man (is) of

heaven. As the earthly (man), such also (are) those of earth; and as the
heavenly man, such also (are) those of heaven.

At issue here is the nature of the resurrection body. Paul asserted in
v. 45 that there are two kinds of bodies, one that is yuyixov (= adapted
to the present earthly life characterized as having a yuyn) and one that
is tvevpatikdv (= adapted to the final life of the Spirit through resurrec-
tion). To support this assertion, Paul returns to the Adawm/Christ anal-

¥Plus the fact that by the second century the divine names were abbreviated in
the NT textual tradition, so that the change in this case was from xu to &u. Thus
scribes, seeing one thing but anticipating another, made the change. Xpiotdv is
found in P* D F G ¥ 1739 1881 M latt sy co: Kvprov in R B C P 33 pe. See further C. D.
Osburn, “The Text of 1 Corinthians 10:9,” in New Testament Textual Criticism—Its Sig-
nificance for Exegesis: Essays in Honour of Bruce M. Metzger (ed. E. ]. Epp and G. D. Fee;
Oxford: Clarendon, 1981), 201-12.

40See, e.g., Grosheide, 388: Barrett, 375-76; more recently it is suggested by
Hurtado, Lord Jesus Christ, 119.

41This, however, reflects a very early understanding of the passage. given the
otherwise totally inexplicable insertion of x¥piog in the later Greek text (A ¥ 075
1881 M), which is not found in any early Greek MS or in the earliest versions, Latin
and Coptic. It seems unfortunate, therefore, that this translation (but without “the
Lord") continues to be found in the English tradition dependent on the KJv (RSV, NRSV,
NASB, ESV).
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ogy from vv. 20-22. Adam had, and by implication all of us have, a copa
yuyikov; Christ in his resurrection was the first to assume the copa
nvevpatixov. The rest of the argument through v. 49 is an attempt to
spell out the how and why of these two “bodies.”

Thus in v. 47 Paul reaffirms the source of these two kinds of bodies:
the first man’s body was formed £x yfig xoixoc¢ (of the dust of the earth);
the second man's body is €& ovpavod (of heaven).*? This understanding is
made certain by the explanation that follows in v. 48, which has to do
with believers already having the one body and being destined for the
second. Since the issue is altogether the “resurrection body” that believ-
ers will assume and since the firstfruits of such a resurrection body hap-
pened at Christ’s resurrection, the passage has nothing to do with Christ’s
being preexistent and coming from heaven (as the Kjv had it).

Jesus as Messianic/Eternal Son of God

Besides affirming Christ’s preexistence, 1 Cor 8:6 also assumes that he is
the eternal Son of the Father. Also assumed with this language, although not
in 8:6 itself, is the Son’s role as the Jewish Messiah, Israel’s hoped-for escha-
tological king. We turn next, then, to those texts that point to or assume the
substratum of Jewish messianism that we noted in ch. 2, since it is also at
work, even more visibly so, in this letter. Several texts are significant in this
regard. We begin with the two that show a degree of similarity to early as-
sertions in 1 Thessalonians (see pp. 35-40 above).

1 Corinthians 1:3, 9

Although not the first mention of Christ in this letter, both the greeting
proper (v. 3), which concludes the salutation (vv. 1-3), and v. 9, which brings
the thanksgiving to a conclusion, assume the closest kind of relationship be-
tween Christ and God and do so in “Father/Son” language. Thus:

1:3 xdpig vuiv kol gipfivn ano Be0D raTPOG HUGY KoL
kupiov Incod Xprotod.

1:9 mo1og 6 Be6g, 81 00 €xANBNTE £ig KoOLVOViay
70 viod avtol Incod Xptatod tov kKuplov fuav.

1:3 Grace to you and peace from God our Father and (our)
Lord Jesus Christ.

1:9 Faithful is God, through whom you were called into fellowship
with his Son, Jesus Christ our Lord.

42Thus the TNIV rightly translates, “The first man was of the dust of the earth;
the second man is of heaven.”
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Although Paul is not trying to make a christological point here, his as-
sertions assume the larger implications of the Jewish messianism and eter-
nal sonship noted in the preceding chapter, which find clear expression later
in Gal 4:4-7 (and Rom 8:3, 16-17) and especially in Col 1:13-16. Thus “the
‘faithful’ God” of v. 9 is “our Father” (v. 3) because he is first of all “the
Father of our Lord Jesus Christ” (2 Cor 1:3). As such, God has called the Co-
rinthians eig xoiveviav 100 viod adtot Incod Xpiotol 10V kvpiov AUV
(into fellowship with his Son, Jesus Christ our Lord). Here is a place where the
presupposition of the Son’s present tenure is in heaven, as in 1 Thess 1:9-10,
so that whatever is intended by xotvevia, it involves a relationship with the
now exalted eternal Son of God.

But what might be the reason for this considerable addition to what it
means for God to be “faithful” in his calling of the Corinthians? How does
this bring climax to a thanksgiving that began by noting the Corinthians’
own Spirit gifting yet concluded on the twin notes of eschatological affirma-
tion? One’s answer can be only tentative, but the lack of an article with
Kolvovio suggests that the sense is a calling “into a sharing/participation”
both with the Son himself and especially into the much larger “fellowship”
of all those who belong to the Son.®3 That is, whatever else, they are a part
of the eschatological (messianic) community of believers who have been
made so because they belong to the Messiah himself, who at the same time is
the eternal Son of the Father.4¢

It may also be of more than passing interest to note that this concluding
affirmation about Christ as Son gives way immediately to an emphasis on
the nature of the Son’s messianic destiny: humiliation by way of crucifixion.
1t is very likely, then, that this singling out of Christ as “the Son” presup-
poses the “sending” motif of Gal 4:4-5 and Rom 8:3—thus an@hﬁing
what comes next (1:18-31)—as well as his present reign, which\igpicked up
at the end of the letter (15:23-28).

1 Corinthians 1:13-2:16

This passage serves as the first part of a three-part response to some Co-
rinthians’ rejection of Paul's apostleship, which they were doing under the
guise of “wisdom,” wherein he fared poorly in contrast to Apollos. But Paul
recognizes this issue for what it really is: a radical misunderstanding of the

#3Thus this concluding affirmation is only partly reassurance to the Corinthians
that they are destined to be part of the glorious (but still future) Day of the Lord; it
may also be a reminder that the xoiwvevia embraces far more than just themselves,
as Paul has already emphasized in v. 2 (“along with all those in every place who call
on the name of our Lord Jesus Christ”).

#Some may object to my seeing all this here. My point is that this otherwise
quite unnecessary affirmation at the end of the thanksgiving is not a “throwaway”
on Paul’s part; as with everything in the letter, such moments seem to have ulterior
purposes.
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gospel (1:17-2:16) and of the church and the role of its intinerant teachers
(3:1-23). He thus takes these issues up in this order, so that the actual pre-
senting issue comes second, while the real issue for him—his own authority
as apostle to the Gentiles—is addressed at the end (4:1-21). But what is ulti-
mately at stake is the pure gospel itself; thus Paul begins his response here.

The issue is presented as a contest between their “wisdom”™ and God’s, in
which all human pretensions to wisdom are radically called into question. In
the process, 1:18-25 turns out to be one of the two places in Paul's letters
where the Greek word Xpio1tdg probably should be rendered by the Jewish
title “Messiah” rather than the title-turned-name “Christ.”4>

However, its first occurrences in this passage are in vv. 13, 17. If there is
some mystery involved as to what precisely Paul meant by his rhetorical “Is
Christ divided?"4® at least he intended to respond to their quarreling by put-
ting up front its christological/soteriological implications. I simply note here
that the use of “Christ” as a title-turned-name, which begins in v. 12, contin-
ues right up to the Jeremiah citation in v. 31, where Christ is then identified
with the Septuagint’s 6 xOprog = Adonai =Yahweh.

But the perspective of this usage shifts in midstream, in v. 17, to be exact.
That is, the references to “Christ” in vv. 12, 13, and 17a all presuppose the
risen and exalted Christ, made especially plain in v. 17, where Paul asserts
that “Christ . . . sent me to preach the gospel.” But the gospel he was sent to
preach is “the gospel of Christ,” which has to do with Christ as its content.
And with that midsentence shift, the rest of the argument through 2:5 is
about the human Jesus as God’s crucified Messiah.

At stake for Paul is his proclamation of Xpiotov £¢stavpouévov (a cruci-
fied Messiah), an inherent (deliberate) affront to both Jewish and Greek
worldviews. To the one (the Jew who awaits displays of messianic power), a
crucified Messiah is the ultimate scandal; to the other (the Greek who pur-
sues “wisdom”), it is the height of folly. Nonetheless, Paul asserts, we so
preach because what is folly and scandal to Jew and Greek is in fact “God’s
power and God's wisdom” at work in the world—God’s power to those “seek-
ing signs”; God’s wisdom to those “looking for wisdom” (v. 22).

Thus, although this is a primarily soteriological moment, it is also
christological by implication. Indeed, it is one of the relatively few places
where Paul's interest in Christ puts considerable emphasis on the reality of
his humanity. Thus, the (now) heavenly Christ, who sent Paul to preach
(v. 17), is in fact God's earthly Messiah, who experienced the ultimate

4 The other is Rom 9:5; contra N. Dahl, Jesus the Christ: The Historical Origins of
Christological Doctrine (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1991), 16. N. T. Wright is prepared to
argue that Xpiotdg should regularly be translated “Messiah” (see “XPIZTOZ as
‘Messiah’ in Paul: Philemon 6,” in Climax of the Covenant, 41-55).

46In context it most likely is intended as a reductio ad absurdum, that Christ is
now being apportioned out so that each group lays claim to Christ (even if not
overtly so) or has its own “Christ” as the result of their present quarreling.
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humiliation and rejection of those he came to save. Such passages thus
make it impossible to read Paul’s Christology in any way that might border
on Doceticism.

Excursus: The Crucified Messiah and Jewish Wisdom

Despite the singularly soteriological focus of this passage, there are
many who would make vv. 24 and 30 christological as well by using
them as the basis for the sapiential interpretation of 1 Cor 8:6 noted
above. Thus, regarding 8:6, one regularly reads something such as this:
“At this point we need to recall that Paul in fact already explicitly identi-
fied Christ as God's Wisdom—in 1 Cor 1:24 and 30.”%” But such an un-
derstanding of 1:24 is altogether suspect, especially if one reads the
passage on its own terms, without a prior agenda with respect to wis-
dom. At issue is whether—or how—the Corinthians could have made
the association with personified Wisdom that NT scholarship (especially
in recent decades) so easily asserts at this point. How is it, one wonders,
that this purely ironic application of “wisdom” to the crucified One could
have been understood by the Corinthians as also carrying positive value,
pointing toward Christ as assuming the role of personified Wisdom, and
preexistent Wisdom at that, as Dunn and others assert?48 That seems to
ask more of readers, both ancient and modern, than can be legitimately
expected. Indeed, several matters stand altogether over against it.

1. Paul does not say in isolation that “Christ is the wisdom of God.”
“Christ” in this clause (v. 24) is an appositional pickup of “Christ cruci-
fied” at the beginning of the sentence (v. 23). Whatever else, Paul can-
not have intended “We preach a crucified Messiah: a stumbling block to
Jews and foolishness to Gentiles, but to those who are called, both Jews
and Greeks, the person of Christ as God's power and as persofified Wis-
dom,” and then to go on in the next sentence to explain the irony at the
beginning: “For the foolishness of God [i.e., personified Wisdom] is wiser
than human wisdom, and the weakness of God is stronger than human
strength.” That is to talk nonsense, and it needs to be recognized as

¥ Dunn, Theology of Paul, 274. This is an invariable in all such discussions be-
cause without it no one could possibly have seen “Wisdom™ as lying behind 8:6. In
fairness to Dunn, as over against many others (e.g.. A. M. Hunter, The Gospel accord-
ing to Paul [Philadelphia: Westminster, 1966], 67-68; ]. Ziesler. Pauline Christianity
[rev. ed.: OBS: Oxford: Oxford University Press. 1990], 34: Matera, New Testament
Christology, 94). he at least recognizes that Paul turns divine wisdom into the procla-
mation of Christ crucified; but even so, he treats v. 24 altogether as a christological.
rather than sotertological. statement. Note especially the capitalization of “Wisdom”
in Dunn’s sentence, which no one who was exegeting 1:18-31 on its own terms
would ever imagine doing.

48See Dunn, Theology of Paul. 274: “Is there then a thought of preexistence in
1 Cor. 8:6, not to mention 1:24 and 307 Of course there is.” “Of course” works well
for 8:6. but how is it even imaginable in 1:24 and 30. which refers to the crucifixion?
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such. It is simply irresponsible scholarship to turn this pickup of the
crucified Messiah from v. 23 into some form of identification with
personified Jewish wisdom.

2. It is especially doubtful whether “wisdom” is a truly Pauline word
at all and whether, therefore, Paul ever thinks of Christ in terms of Jew-
ish wisdom.# The linguistic data tell much of the story: The noun co¢ia
and its cognate adjective coodg occur 44 times in the Pauline corpus—
28 in 1 Corinthians, 26 of these in chs. 1-3,50 and most of them pejora-
tive. Of the remaining 16, 1 occurs in a similarly pejorative way in 2 Cor
1:12, while 10 occur in Colossians and Ephesians, where the “heady” na-
ture of the false teaching again calls forth this language. This means
that in the rest of the corpus this word group appears just 5 times, only
one of which is the noun (Rom 11:33, where it echoes OT usage referring
to God's attribute of wisdom). These statistics therefore, not to mention
the argument itself, indicate that “wisdom” is a Corinthian thing and
that Paul is trying to counter it by appealing to God’s foolishness™ as the
certain evidence that the gospel that saved them is not to be confused
with cogta in any form.>?

3. Furthermore, in this context “wisdom” is clearly placed on the
Greek side of things, not the Jewish. In fact, nothing in the argument sug-
gests that those in Corinth enamored with “wisdom” had any interest in
the Jewish wisdom tradition.>? Not “wisdom and folly” but “power and
weakness” are on the Jewish side of things, as vv. 20 and 22-24 make
plain. That is, it is the Greek in pursuit of wisdom who would be most
highly bemused by Paul’s preaching a crucified Messiah. So when Paul

49Contra Witherington, for example, who (typical of many) is bold here: “[Paul]
saw Christ as Wisdom come in the flesh (cf. 1 Cor 1:24)" (“Christology,” 103); cf. S.
Kim, regarding the Damascus Road experience: “Paul [himself] . . . ‘identified’ Christ
with Wisdom . . . from the very beginning!” (Origin of Paul’s Gospel, 135 n. 3).

0 And the remaining two (6:5: 12:8) hark back to the issue raised here. In 6:5,
the question “Can it be that there is no one wise enough to adjudicate between broth-
ers?” is straight irony, predicated on the Corinthians’ own position as it has emerged
in chs. 1-3; while in 12:8, in his listing of Spirit manifestations in the community,
Paul begins with the two that held high court in Corinth (Adyog co¢iag and Aoyog
yvaeemg) so as to recapture them for the vital life of the Spirit within the community
(“for the common good” [12:7]).

51First, by saving through a crucified Messiah (1:18-25); second, by choosing the
Corinthian “nobodies” to be among his new eschatological people (1:26-31); third, by
calling them through Paul’s preaching in personal weakness (2:1-5). For details, see
Fee, ad loc.

52In fact, Paul asserts categorically that “in the wisdom of God [as attribute] the
world through wisdom [314 tiig sodtag] did not know God” (v. 21). It seems altogether
unlikely that he would then turn about and say that Christ is “wisdom” and, by im-
plication, suggest that one can know God through Wisdom after all.

33Contra J. A. Davis, Wisdom and Spirit: An Investigation of 1 Corinthians 1.18-3.20
against the Background of Jewish Sapiential Traditions in the Greco-Roman Period (Lan-
ham, Md.: University Press of America, 1984).
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speaks of God's response to the Greek sense of folly and the Jewish scan-
dal, it is altogether unlikely that he now intends for the Greek (not to
mention the Jew) to turn to personified Jewish wisdom as the place
where God’'s wisdom is at work in the world. Rather, the whole argu-
ment is full of irony. God’s wisdom lies precisely in the folly of a crucified
Messiah. How is it possible, one wonders, that the Corinthians would
have seen this language at the same time as a christological affirmation,
when it is so confrontational regarding the sheer folly of the Greek
pursuit of wisdom?

4, What is frequently missed® in the discussion of this phrase is the
fact that Paul does not actually call the crucified One “the wisdom of
God.” What he says, rather, is that the proclamation of the crucified One
is “God's power and God’s wisdom”—over against all human efforts to
discover God. Two points need to be made here. First, this use of the
“vernacular possessive” puts the primary emphasis on God, not on
power or wisdom.® That is, Paul is not saying that Christ is the (now
personified) Wisdom of God. Rather, he is asserting that a crucified Mes-
siah, folly and weakness from a merely human point of view, is in fact
God’s power and God’s wisdom in the world, despite all appearance to
the contrary! This is exactly in keeping with how Paul uses the vernacu-
lar possessive elsewhere, 5

Second, the phrase must be kept together as a single expression,
since it is in direct response to vv. 22-23. If Paul had intended something
christological here (signaling Christ as “the Wisdom of God”), then one
may legitimately ask, Why find a “co¢ia Christology” and not also a
“8vvapg Christology,” in which Christ is recognized as the Divine Power

personified? After all, it is in each instance the first thing up, until the
|

S But not by Richardson (Paul's Language, 122~23), who goes on to argté that
God's true eixov is revealed in the crucified One.

55 A point, interestingly enough, scarcely made in the literature, even though it
is demonstrably Paul’s concern. But see Richardson (Paul's Language, 108-9), who
makes note of it as the result of his interest in “Paul’s language about God.” For the
term “"vernacular possessive,” see E. A. Abbott, Johannine Grammar (London: A. & C.
Clark, 1906), 401. In this case, note especially the difference between this phrase
(Be0U codiav) and the way Paul introduces the term in v. 21: “the wisdom of God”
(€v 0 codig T00 B0V / d10 TG codiog 0V Be0V). The latter makes clear the meaning
of the former, namely, that Paul is talking about an attribute of God that finds ex-
pression in the crucifixion. There is not a hint of personification in these phrases.

%See esp. 1 Cor 3:9 (80D ydp €opev ouvepyol, Beot yedpylov, B0t oikodopn
£ote), where Paul emphatically stresses God's possession: “God's co-workers we are
[meaning: as co-workers, we together are expressions of God's activity in bringing
about the church in Corinth]; and God’s field, God's building you are.” The whole
context makes it plain why Paul used the vernacular possessive in this case: to assert
in concluston that everything belongs to God. not to Paul or Apollos or to the Corin-
thians. CI the less emphatic but equally clear possessive Xptotot Sovhog (*Christ’s
servant I would not be”) in Gal 1:10.
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chiasm of v. 25. The reason, of course, is that there are no outside reasons
for someone wanting to do so. To put it plainly, finding personified Wis-
dom here comes not from a straightforward reading of this text but from
an agenda that lies outside the text altogether: to have a Pauline basis
for finding “Wisdom” in 1 Cor 8:6. But to separate out only part of this
phrase, where Paul asserts that the crucified Messiah is God's wisdom
unto salvation vis-a-vis the Greeks, and then to turn that into a
christological affirmation allegedly derived from Jewish Wisdom (the
[noncrucified] Christ is 1 cogia 100 eov = the Wisdom of God) is an ille-
gitimate use of Paul's language to serve the outside agenda.

5. If Paul had intended this alleged sapiential identification from
Jewish wisdom, such a usage would stand in solitary isolation in the en-
tire Pauline corpus.” The evidence from Paul's demonstrable use of this
literature does not lend any confidence that he would use speculative
wisdom in the way he is alleged to have done. Because Paul'’s interests in
the or lie for the most part with the primary biblical story, he seldom
cites or alludes to the wisdom tradition.>® And when he does do so, it is
for the same purposes that are expressed in the literature itself.>?

Finally, it should be pointed out that if Jewish wisdom were to lie be-
hind this at all, the use of &Uvopig and cooia here would seem most
likely to echo a passage such as Job 12:13,°0 having to do with God's at-
tributes of “power and wisdom.” These divine attributes, Paul argues
with the Corinthians, have been put on full display in the ultimate oxy-
moron of a “crucified Messiah.” But this way of referring to God in the
Wisdom literature itself seems to correspond to Paul only accidentally.
One must remember throughout that the word “wisdom” in this case
comes out of the Corinthians’ agenda, not Paul’s.

In the end, therefore, there is very little Christology as such in this pas-
sage, except the inherent scandal that God's Messiah in his humanity would
be subjected to such shame, thus turning the tables on Jewish messianic
expectations.?? In this regard, Paul himself has come to understand the

57Some would argue that personified Wisdom also stands behind Col 1:15-17,
but as I will point out in the exegesis of that passage. such an identification is even
more tenuous there, where the word coéia does not occur at all and where the al-
leged use of wisdom vocabulary is simply not true. See the excursus, pp. 317-25.

For the full data and discussion, see appendix A, pp. 594-619.

59That is, moral {or sinful) behavior (Rom 3:10; 12:20); the greatness of God, who
alone has wisdom (Rom 11:33); the folly of trying to match wits with God (1 Cor 3:19).

60Tob 12:13: mop’ avt® codia xai dvvouts, avtd BovAn kol cvveotg (with him are
wisdom and power, to him belong counsel and understanding). The significance of this
text is not so much that Paul would be echoing it as that these two words occur to-
gether in an expression of Jewish wisdom in which wisdom is not personified—very
much the same way it is found in Prov 3:19-20 (“The LORD in wisdom laid the earth’s
foundations . . .").

®10n this matter. see the discussion in ch. 14, pp. 532-36.
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Messiah as belonging to the long tradition, deeply embedded in the biblical
story, that God scandalously kept choosing the barren woman and the youn-
ger, weaker son to be the bearer of the divine seed. The triumphalism appar-
ently craved by the Corinthians—who have had an unfortunately numerous
progeny in the history of the church—is simply not God’s agenda. As the
story of Christ that Paul rehearses in Phil 2:6-8 makes plain, Paul came to
recognize very early on that “the foolishness of God” is wiser than our
{merely human) wisdom. Thus, even though no christological point is made
of it here, the “humiliation” of the divinely given Messiah, who came from
heaven to earth “in the form of a slave,” is Paul’s thoroughgoing perspective
(see also 2 Cor 8:9; cf., e.g., Gal 4:5-6; Rom 8:3). As he indicates here in v. 25,
only God has wisdom and power sufficient to pull off such a scandal and
thus eliminate all human pretensions for boasting.

1 Corinthians 1:30; 2:7

A soteriological, and thus nonchristological,®? understanding of 1:24 is
further confirmed by v. 30, where, at the end of the ad hominem argument
of vv. 26-31, Paul restates what he had said in v. 24:

1:30 £€ avrot [Be0D] 8¢ vuels ote &v XprLotd ‘Incod, 6¢ £yeviiOn codia
MUV GT0 B0, SLKULOGDV TE KUl AYLAGHOS KUL ATOAVTPOCLS.
But of him (God) are you in Christ Jesus, who became wisdom for us
from God, that is, righteousness and sanctification and redemption.

Having affirmed once more that God has made Christ to be “wisdom for
us,” Paul immediately qualifies it in such a way that the Corinthians could not
possibly have imagined that he had personified Wisdom in mind. “Wisdom
for us” is again clarified in terms of Christ’'s saving work: righteousness/
justification, sanctification, and redemption®—three nouns that appear later
in the letter as “saving verbs” (6:11) or as metaphor (6:20).

62 Always with the demurral, of course, that one can never truly dissociate
Christology from soteriology in Paul’s thought. See ch. 11 below.

63B. Witherington (Jesus the Sage: The Pilgrimage of Wisdom [Minneapolis: For-
tress, 1994], 310-11) tries to circumvent this by (1) making the év Xpiotd 'Inco® in-
strumental (a possible but unusual sense for this phrase), (2) making the relative
clause, toward which the whole sentence is pointing, parenthetical (!), and (3) thus
turning the three nouns, which sit in apposition with co¢ia, into predicate nouns
with “you are.” Thus, “But from God you are through Christ (who was made
Wisdom for us by God), righteousness and sanctification and redemption” (italics
and comma Witherington's). Rather than the “natural sense of the grammar,” as
he asserts, this looks like a “translation” intended to get around the plain implica-
tions of the text. Where in Paul’'s writings, one wonders, can one find another
parenthetical 6g-clause, and especially one that comes immediately after its obvious
antecedent?



Christology in 1 Corinthians 107

Finally, after a strong denial that his own ministry that brought them to
faith had anything to do with the kind of “wisdom”™ that now fascinates
them, Paul in 2:7 argues again that wisdom can indeed be found in the gos-
pel that he preached: but it is (formerly) “hidden wisdom,” so contradictory
to merely human wisdom that it can be known only by revelation from the
Spirit (v. 10). Again, the whole context, and v. 12 in particular (by use of
xopitopar), indicates that God’s wisdom is to be found in the cross. That is,
it was “hidden” in the sense of Jewish apocalyptic, waiting to be revealed at
its proper time. But Christ as person is not in purview here at all.** What Paul
is setting out to do is to recapture “wisdom” from his Corinthian critics by
showing that God'’s foolishness found in the cross can in fact be recognized
as wisdom, but now in terms of God’s attribute of wisdom—and this only by
those who have received the Spirit of God. Thus, at the end of the day, Christ
is God's wisdom for Paul only in sharp contrast to the Corinthians’ present
fascination with wisdom, not as a positive way of setting forth the meaning
of Christ that he will later capitalize on (in 8:6, where wisdom is not even
mentioned) to his and their advantage. That simply does not happen either
in 1 Corinthians or elsewhere in the corpus. The net result of a close look at
this passage, therefore, with personified Wisdom in view brings only negative
results. Paul neither here nor anywhere else in his letters makes even the
remotest allusion to “her.” She simply is not on his radar screen.

1 Corinthians 15:23-28

Although 1 Cor 8:6 and 1:24, 30 do not lend themselves to a “Wisdom
Christology,” together they do suggest a background in Jewish messianism.
In the former passage it lay inherent in the appellation of God as “Father,”
implying that Christ is his “Son.” In the latter, the entire passage is predi-
cated on the divine modification of Jewish messianic expectations and of
Greco-Roman abhorrence of that modification: a “crucified Messiah.” Now
toward the end of the letter, Paul returns to messianic themes once more,
this time—and in stark contrast to 1:24, 30—reflecting the role that Christ
as messianic king and Son of God plays in Paul’s understanding of present
and future eschatology.

At issue in 1 Cor 15 is a singular matter that has arisen on the Corinthi-
ans’ end of things: a denial of a future bodily resurrection of believers. Paul’s
first response is simply a recapitulation of the eyewitness evidence, including
himself, as to Christ's bodily resurrection (vv. 5-11). What he argues
next is that Christ's resurrection set something in motion that makes ours
both necessary and inevitable (vv. 20-28), an argument that both began

&4 Thus Ziesler's comment that “1 Cor 2:7 says there is something hidden and
mysterious about Christ as the wisdom of God” (Pauline Christianity, 34) is especially
far removed from Paul. God's wisdom is not here personified; it is found precisely in
the absurdity (from a human point of view) of a crucified Messiah, which Paul will
now go on to argue can be known only by the help of the Spirit.
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{vv. 12-19) and concluded (vv. 29-34) in strikingly ad hominem fashion. In
vv. 35-58 he takes up the second part of their denial: the “bodily” nature of
the resurrection of the believing dead.

The present paragraph (vv. 20-28) is a resounding “but now!” (vuvi 8¢)
to the detailed set of “if not, then” expressions in vv. 12-19. If the dead are
not raised, then Christ has not been raised; and if Christ has not been raised,
then nothing counts for anything: our preaching and your faith is in vain;
we are still in our sins and without hope; and God turns out to be a liar. “But
now" Christ has indeed been raised from the dead, as the “firstfruits” of the
final harvest to come. The singular concern in the present passage, then, is
the future resurrection of believers, both its necessity and inevitability. Every-
thing else is subordinate to this concern. And both its necessity and inevita-
bility are predicated on the Adam/Christ contrast with which the paragraph
begins. Adam'’s sin let something loose in the world—death—that is con-
trary to God and his nature. Christ’'s death and resurrection also let some-
thing loose in the world that will necessarily and inevitably overturn what
Adam began. This is Paul’s singular concern, not the temporal sequencing
of events related to this concern.®®

For our present purposes, three preliminary matters about usage inter-
est us.® First is the predominance in this passage of Paul's use of the title-
turned-name Xptotog (Christ). Indeed, from vv. 1 through 27, Paul uses the
name “Christ” exclusively—13 times in all (over one-fourth of the total for
the entire letter). Moreover, “Christ” is the assumed subject of the five pas-

65Indeed, one expression of interpretation suggests that Paul here envisions a
temporal messianic reign between the two adverbs &netta / eita; but that is to throw
a red herring into the argument. Whether Paul believed in such cannot be known,
since he never speaks to the question. But to find it in his use of these two adverbs is
to read foreign matter into the text, not Paul’s concerns out of it; and then to suggest
that the messianic reign itself lies between these two adverbs, so that it is not cur-
rently in place. requires a considerable stretch of the imagination, not to mention of
Paul's own concerns in the passage. Although there can be little question that the
elta carries with it an inherent temporal sequence, Paul's concern at this point is
with the “logical” more than the temporal sequence of things. That is, the “then” is
related to what happens next at the time of the Parousia. At that time, the resurrec-
tion of the dead will take place, and that means that the last of God's enemies has
been subdued. What is left is for the Son to hand the “kingdom™ back to the Father,
so that he can be all and in all. For the contrary view. including a discussion of the
literature (over what appears to be a nonissue for Paul), see Kreitzer, Jesus and God,
134--54. On the other hand, his christological reading of the text, which is not
dependent on the temporal sequencing of things, is quite useful.

tFor discussion of the Adam/Christ analogy/contrast in vv. 21-22, see pp.
114-16. The latter is separated out from the present discussion in part because it is
not a messianic theme, and in part because this analogy/contrast emerges explicitly
two further times in Paul's letters (1 Cor 15:45-49; Rom 5:12-17 [some would also
suggest Phil 2:6-7]). Thus it is arguable that this theme was something that Paul reg-
ularly reflected on and thus needs its own separate analysis, especially since the
usage is subtly different in each case.
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LTS

sive verbs in vv. 4-8 (“was buried,” “was seen”), and he is the “he/him/his”
of the six pronouns in vv. 23-27. Second, at the end of the paragraph. where
the antecedent of the pronouns begins to get a bit fuzzy, the specified refer-
ent becomes “the Son himself.” Third, in our paragraph, between the pre-
dominant use of “Christ” and the use of “Son” in v. 28 (that Christ as Son
will “turn over the kingdom” to “God the Father”) there is the intriguing
statement in vv. 24-25 that for now “he must reign” until “the end,” when
the final enemy, “death,” is defeated through resurrection.

dd to this the predominant role that the combined “citations” from Ps
110:1\-\_(_v. 25) and Ps 8:6 (v. 27) play in the argument, and it becomes clear
that, even though the future bodily resurrection of believers is the primary
focus here, the whole paragraph is placed squarely within the framework of
Jewish messianism.* It is therefore noteworthy that the only other place in
this letter where this predominant use of “Christ” appears is in 1:13-25,
where in at least one instance (1:22) Xp1o1dg is titular before it is nominal.®8

What Paul pictures here is a twofold temporal sequence, the second of
which has his primary concern in the paragraph attached to it. Christ's res-
urrection as “firstfruits” guarantees the harvest that is to come; and that
“harvest” will take place at the Parousia, which will be accompanied by the
resurrection of the dead, thus subduing the “last enemy.” Once that hap-
pens, then what is promised about the Messiah in Ps 110:1, that all his ene-
mies will be subdued under his feet, will have taken place (vv. 25-26). The
only thing left will be for the Son then to hand over the “kingdom” to the
Father (vv. 27-28). Everything else in the passage is an elaboration in some
way or another of this twofold sequence of resurrection: Christ’s and, at his
coming, those who are his. This alone is Paul’s concern; and it is within this
concern that several christological observations are to be made.

1. We begin by noting that Christ is the grammatical subject of all the
verbs in vv. 24-26. The three preceding phrases in v. 23 are verbless, serving
grammatically in apposition to the ndvteg {womoindicovtar (all will be made
alive) in v. 22, where the conceptual subject of the passive verb is God. Thus
in order: Christ the firstfruits; those who are Christ’s at his coming, which
also marks the end. The rest of v. 24 is composed of a pair of coordinate tem-
poral clauses (6tav . . . 6tav), which describe, without concern for sequence,
the two features of the end that here interest Paul.®® As part of the larger
event of his Parousia, Christ (1) turns over the kingdom to God his Father,
and (2) at the same time he abolishes all the “powers” that stand against him

" That is, Christ (= Messiah) is now the Son of God in heaven, who reigns in
the heavenly realm. On “Son™ as a messianic designation having to do with Israel’s
king, see the discussion on Col 1:13 (p. 297), and esp. ch. 14 on Jesus as messi-
anic king.

8 Thus 43 percent of the instances of Xpiotog by itself occur in these two brief
passages.

89 See Fee, 752; Garland, 710; Thiselton, 1230-31; Keener, 127.
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and his people. The last of the “powers,” it turns out, is death itself (v. 26).
But before coming to that point, which is the ultimate point of concern, Paul
interrupts himself (v. 25) to offer a biblical explanation’ about “the powers."
By his abolishing the “powers,” Christ has himself “fulfilled” Ps 110:1, which
speaks of “putting all his enemies under his feet.”

Thus in turn Paul asserts that Christ is the currently reigning King, who
at his return will abolish all of the powers that stand over against him (and
thus against God the Father), and will do so in fulfillment of the messianic Ps
110:1. Therefore, what in the psalm is the activity of God is now read by Paul
as the activity of the presently reigning Christ. Some of this needs further
elaboration.

2. Paul speaks of “the kingdom of God/Christ” only 13 times in his ex-
tant letters (including the Pastoral Epistles).”! In most cases he uses the tra-
ditional language “the kingdom of God.” Only here and in Col 1:13, plus the
two instances in 2 Timothy, is Christ named as the King. Of these four, Col
1:13 uses the language “Son” as the referent of the King, as does the present
passage at the end (v. 28). In both cases Paul is referring to the Messiah’s
present reign.”? The other nine occurrences have “God” as the ruling one,
and in these cases the usage fluctuates between the kingdom as a present re-
ality and as a future event, the latter being clearly designated by the future
tense and the language of “inheritance.””3

The christological point. of course, is the ease with which Paul can in-
terchange this kingdom language. On the one hand, this perhaps should be
no surprise, since in Jewish messianism the Messiah would rule over God's
coming kingdom. On the other hand, the radical change to traditional
messianism that one finds in Paul’s thought—the kingdom is now and the
Son of God currently reigns (cf. Col 1:13)—changes the playing field consid-
erably, since the “king” who reigns does so from on high, thus assuming the
role of God himself in so doing.

3. This passage also offers us certain evidence that Paul had already
joined with others (the author of Hebrews, for example) who understood Ps
8 in light of Ps 110, and thus both psalms together as messianic.”* The key
connection between them is the phrase U0 tou¢ T6dag ovtoy (under his feet)
found in Ps 110:1 (109:1 LxX) and Ps 8:6 (8:7 1.xX). Thus in Ps 110 (109 LxXX),
Yahweh tells “my lord” the king to “sit at my right hand until I make your

"The ydp (for) in this case is explanatory, not causal.

7In their assumed chronological order: 1 Thess 2:12; 2 Thess 1:5; 1 Cor 4:20:
6:9-10; 15:24; 15:50; Gal 5:21; Col 1:13; 4:11: Eph 5:5; 2 Tim 4:1: 4:18.

72As over against a yet future reign in an intermediate kingdom (see n. 65
above).

73S0, e.g., in 1 Cor 6:9-10, “shall not inherit the kingdom of God™; cf. 15:50; Gal
5:21; Eph 5:5. This is probably true also of “being worthy of the kingdom of God” in
2 Thess 1:5, while the usage in 1 Thess 2:12 is more ambiguous.

7+0n this question and Paul's own role in the combination, see Hengel, * ‘Sit at
My Right Hand!" " 163-65.
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enemies a footstool under your feet.” Understanding this in a messianic way
then caused Ps 8:7 1.XX. with its similar language (plus “son of Man"). to be
intrepreted in the same way (cf. Eph 1:20). And all of this is very likely al-
ready in place for Paul when he writes this letter. Thus:

Ps 109:1 1xXx éog v~ 6@ Tobg £x0pohg cov
VRONOdI0V  TAOV MOSBV Gov

1 Cor 15:25 dxprov Of) ndvrag todg £x0povg

- V1o Tovg TOdag avtod

Ps 109:1 LXX until I put your enemies

under your feet
1 Cor 15:25  until he puts all [his] enemies

under his feet
Ps 87 ILXX mravia vrétagog DTOKATO TOV T0dAV avTOD
1 Cor 15:27 mavta yap OrETaev VRO Tobg nodag abToD
Ps 8:7 1LxXX  all things having put under his feet
1 Cor 15:27  for all things he has put under his feet

Paul’s unique contribution to this scheme is to interpret the “enemies”
of Ps 110:1 in terms of “all enemies,”” the last and greatest of whom is
death itself. So when death is defeated by resurrection, this psalm will then
have reached its ultimate fulfillment. Moreover, the “citation” of Ps 110:1 in
v. 25 is yet another place where, for Paul, Christ has assumed the role that
God plays in the psalm itself. By changing from the first person, where Yah-
weh is speaking, to the third person, to conform to Paul's use of the psalm,
he thus has attributed to Christ the role of “putting the enemies under his
{own) feet.”

4. But having made that point, Paul then goes on to reflect on this antic-
ipated reality in terms of the even grander scale of things: the resurrection
of the dead being the pivotal moment that marks the end of the present
scheme of things. And here is where the language of “subject all things”
under his feet comes into the picture. Paul is interpreting the psalm not only
as messianic but also now as the final event on the Messiah's kingly agenda.
He does this by referring to the currently reigning Christ as the Son (v. 28).
That “Son” is here to be understood first of all as a messianic designation is
made evident in two ways: first, by its sudden appearance in a context where
it refers back to “the one who must reign until all his enemies are under his
feet”; and second, by the use of the intensive avtdg (himself) in v. 28, which in
this case is an emphatic pickup of his being the one who rules in the earlier
sentence (v. 25). That is, the one eventually designated as “the Son himself”

7>Several MSS, including A F G 33 629 ar, “fill out” the citation by adding abt00
(his) to represent the cou (your).
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(v. 28) is the one who in v. 25 was said to rule until he himself has put all his
enemies under his own feet, where “all enemies” refers especially to the final
enemy, death itself. Thus, when God’s kingly Son has subjected death “under
his feet” through resurrection, his role as Messiah has been accomplished.”®
So he in turn “will be made subject to him who put everything under him, so
that God may be all in all.”77

5. It is this sequence of “events” and concerns that leads to the un-
marked change of grammatical subject in vv. 27-28. At issue is where that
change takes place. Unfortunately, our present versification muddies the wa-
ters; but if we follow Paul's own (repeated) structural signals, this is easier to
determine than is often allowed. Paul’s sequence goes like this:

A. “The end” (the destruction of death by resurrection) is marked by two
events:
1. The Son hands over the "rule” to his God and Father (v. 24a).
2. At the same time, he destroys all the “powers,” especially “death”
{v. 24b).

B. The first biblical explanation (v. 25):
1. He must reign until all enemies are under his feet (Ps 110:1).
2. The last of these is death (v. 26)—what the passage is all about!

C. The second biblical explanation (v. 27a, citing Ps 8:6):78
1. First elaboration: the “all things” excludes the one doing the
subjecting.
2. Second elaboration: when this happens, even the Son becomes “sub-
ject” to the Father.

Given Paul's own structural signals, not only does the whole argument
makes good sense, but also one can see a modified set of chiasms going on.
That is, the Al and A2 clauses are picked up in reverse order in the two bibli-
cal explanations in vv. 25 and 27a: the first has to do with the destruction of

760n this understanding, see Wright, Climax of the Covenant, 30.

770n the difficult issue of the subtle shift of referents regarding “he/him" in
vv. 26-28, see Fee (757-59), and now esp. Kreitzer (Jesus and God, 149-55), whose
careful refutation of J. Lambrecht (“Paul’s Christological Use of Scripture in 1 Cor
15:20-28," NTS 28 [1982]: 502--27) seems decisive in favor of a “subtle shift” (so most
recent interpreters: Blomberg, Witherington, Hays, Collins, Thiselton. Garland).

78Note that this is followed by a compounded étav 8¢ . . . dtav 8¢, which in this
case functions quite differently from the previous set. Here the & (but), although
probably “consecutive,” nonetheless in each case responds to what immediately pre-
cedes; and in both cases the §tav begins a clause with a subordinating introductory
clause, “whenever (in time) this happens, then . . ." It is this feature that seems also
to mark the intended break in grammatical subject. On this as the proper place to
see the change of subject, see Hengel (“ ‘Sit at My Right Hand!"” 165), who likewise
suggests that “Paul offers a rationale for the entire argument in the . . . quotation
from Ps. 87."
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“the powers,” especially "death”; the second has to do with the relationship
of the Son’s present reign to the Father’s eternal reign. And this in turn also
indicates where the grammatical change of pronominal subject takes place,
at Cl, where Paul will explain biblically what it means for the Son to hand
over the rule to the Father. Thus (substituting the assumed antecedents for
the pronouns):

Then the end, when the Son hands over the rule to God the Father, when the Son de-
stroys every rule and every authority and power. For the Son must rule until “he [the
Son] places his enemies under his (own) feet” [Ps 110:1]. The final “enemy” to be de-
stroyed is death. For “He [God] has subjected all things under his [the Son’s] feet.”
Now when it says “all things have been subjected,””® this clearly excludes the one
[God] who has subjected all things to him [the Son]. So when he [God] has subjected
all things to him [the Son], then even the Son himself is subjected to the one [God
the Father] who subjected all things to him [the Son], in order that God might be all
in all.

If this does not make smooth, or necessarily logical, reading for us, we
can be fairly sure that this is Paul's “logic,” which is based finally on the
same “tension” between, on the one hand, his understanding of Christ as
participating in the divine identity as in 8:6 and, on the other hand, his un-
relenting monotheism, so that there is only “one God” even while at the
same time there is now also only “one Lord.”

Although it could easily be argued that this implies some form of “eter-
nal subordination” of the Son to the Father, it is unlikely that Paul is think-
ing in terms of Christ’s person here, but rather of his role in salvation history.
The Son obviously does not cease to exist, nor is he here being placed eter-
nally under the Father's authority;®° rather, in the event described in this
passage, his functional subordination in his role as Messiah, and thus as cur-
rently reigning messianic Lord, is now completed,®! so that the “one God”

79This switch from the aorist active in the psalm to the explanatory perfect pas-
sive should be the giveaway as to what is going on and makes it certain (so it would
seem) that God is now to be understood as the subject of the verb “to subject.”

80In some evangelical circles the discussion of the eternal subordination of the
Son to the Father came into existence altogether as an attempt to bring women
under subjection to men. See esp. S. D. Kovach and P. R. Schemm Jr., “A Defense of
the Doctrine of the Eternal Subordination of the Son.” JETS 42 (1999): 44-76; but
see the refutation by Kevin Giles, “The Subordination of Christ and the Subordina-
tion of Women,” in Discovering Biblical Equality: Complementarity without Hierarchy
(ed. R. W. Pierce and R. M. Groothuis; Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity Press,
2004), 334-52.

81Cf. Wright, Climax of the Covenant, 30. O. Cullmann (The Christology of the New
Testament [trans. S. C. Guthrie and C. A. M. Hall; Philadelphia: Westminster, 1959].
226-27, 293) suggests that Christ's lordship and sonship have a terminal point: that
they exist only as long as the church exists on earth. But that seems out of step with
the kind of Christology revealed in Phil 2:9-11, where "Lord” is the “name” given to
Christ, apparently without end.
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from whom and for whom are all things (1 Cor 8:6) is “all in all.” The whole
universe finds its meaning once more in the final glory of the one God.

6. We should note, finally, although no point is made of it here, that this
is the first of four instances where Paul alludes to Ps 110:1, the most fre-
quently cited/echoed text in the NT as a whole (see Rom 8:34; Col 3:1; Eph
1:20). For the early Christians this became the crucial text for their Ktpiog
Christology, which, according to the Gospels, {inds its origins in Jesus himself
(Mark 12:36 and pars.). Although each instance in Paul's writings comes
with a slightly different emphasis, common to them all is Christ’s present ex-
alted status at the Father's “right hand."#? The striking feature of the present
one is that it seems to bookend the inherent scandal set forth in 1:22-25, that
the Messiah who had died by crucifixion is the now exalted Lord at the
Father’s right hand.

Jesus as Second Adam

One of the striking features of the preceding argument is found at its be-
ginning, in 1 Cor 15:21-22, where Paul, without prior hint or anticipation,
draws an analogy between Christ and Adam in order to demonstrate the in-
evitability of our resurrection inherent in the metaphor arapyn (firstfruits).
The Adam/Christ analogy has created a flurry of interest in its own right,$3
but our concern here is to tease out Paul’s christological presuppositions in
its two appearances in this letter. See the more complete discussion in ch. 13.

1 Corinthians 15:21-22

As noted, there has been nothing to prepare the reader for Paul’s first
reference to Adam in his extant letters. Paul’s point is nonetheless easily dis-
cerned. The topic is the future bodily resurrection of believers; its premise
has been stated in the “topic sentence” (v. 20): Christ has been raised as the
“firstfruits” of those who are “sleeping.” Therefore, just as the firstfruits of a
harvest are the harbinger of the whole crop, so Christ’s resurrection as
firstfruits points to the certainty of the resurrection of those who are

820n this matter, see the seminal work by D. Hay, Glory at the Right Hand: Psalm
110 in Early Christianity (SBLMS 18; Nashville: Abingdon, 1973), which is still the
starting point for the study of this psalm for Paul and other NT writers.

#38ee, e.g.. M. Black, “The Pauline Doctrine of the Second Adam,” SJT 7 (1954):
70-79; ]. Jervell, Imago Dei: Gen. 1,26 im Spdtjudentum, in der Gnosis und in den
paulinischen Briefen (FRLANT 58; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht); E. Branden-
burger, Adam und Christus: Exegetisch-religionsgeschichtliche Untersuchung zu Rém. 5.
12-21 (1.Kor 15) (WMANT 7: Neukirchen-Viuyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1962); R.
Scroggs. The Last Adam: A Study in Pauline Anthropology (Philadelphia: Fortress,
1966); J. D. G. Dunn, “1 Corinthians 15:45—Last Adam, Life-Giving Spirit,” in Christ
and Spirit in the New Testament: Studies in Honour of Charles Francis Dighy Moule (ed.
B. Lindars and S. S. Smalley; London: Cambridge University Press, 1973), 127-41.



Christology in 1 Corinthians 115

Christ’s. The "logic” is also easily discerned: resurrection presupposes death;
so just as death had its origins with a man, resurrection also has its origins
with another man (v. 21). This is then spelied out by naming the two “men,”
Adam and Christ, while at the same time Paul “locates” the Corinthian
believers in both "Adam” and “Christ” (v. 22).

The reason for the analogy, therefore, is twofold. First, Paul uses it to
point out that death is the result of sin—sin that was let loose in the world
through “a man"—so that all are heirs of our human progenitor in that we
all die. But second, the main point of the analogy and now as an interpreta-
tion of the “firstfruits” metaphor, the divine response to our death is resur-
rection, a resurrection that all who are Christ’s®* will equally share, just as
they shared equally in the “death” of Adam. Hence, the emphasis in this first
instance is on Christ's real humanity. Whatever else is true of Christ, in his
incarnation he was a true human being, who died as Adam died; otherwise,
the analogy does not work at all.

It is of some interest, therefore, that this passage leads into the
messianism that follows in vv. 23-28, where Christ’s present role since his

84 This, of course, is not precisely what Paul says; but it is almost certainly what
he means. Since Paul’s letters were intended to be read aloud, not silently, it is typical
of Paul's prose to express contrasts or analogies by way of balanced, poetic lines like
these. In so doing, Paul often keeps the rhetoric intact, even if what is said is not pre-
cise. So, e.g., in 1 Cor 6:13, he cites the “poetry” of the Corinthians’ slogan:

Food for the stomach,
and the stomach for food;
and God will destroy both the one [food] and the other [stomach].

He then follows this with his theological denial that their slogan works with regard
to the body, as they apparently were arguing. Thus he asserts, following the same
pattern but making a necessary temporal adjustment to line 3:

The body for the Lord,

and the Lord for the body;
and God both raised the Lord,
and will raise us by his power.

By using poetically balanced lines, and in favor of the aural contrast over precision,
the second line of this construction (on its own) would appear to border on theologi-
cal nonsense. Whatever else, the Lord does not exist simply for the sake of our bod-
ies, which is what Paul says but hardly what he means. The same thing has
happened here, and it happens again in the much-debated 15:45 (see p. 117 below).
Paul's poetic instincts simply win out over precision, and he expects his hearers to
read the imprecision within the context of their known theology. Thus:

domep yap  €v 1@ Adap RAVIEG ATOBVIoKOUOLY,
oUtog kal  €v 1) XpLotd navieg {wonoindnoovat.
Just as in Adam all die,

so also in Christ all shall be made to live.

Although there can be no question about the universal nature of the first ndvtec,
there is every good reason, in light of the whole of the Pauline corpus, not to make
the second ndvtec equal the first in meaning.
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own resurrection is that of messianic king, who is now exalted and “ruling”
in heaven.

1 Corinthians 15:44-49

The second occurrence of the Adam/Christ analogy/contrast in 1 Cor 15
comes at the end of his response to the second issue in the chapter: the na-
ture of the resurrection body. With a series of analogies, one leading to yet
another, Paul argues that (1) the resurrected body will have genuine conti-
nuity with the present body but (2) it will undergo significant change so as
to be adapted to the life of the future. Toward the end of the argument, this
change is expressed by means of the words yuyixov (belonging to the seul)
and rvevuatikov (belonging to the spirit). But in doing so—that is, by describ-
ing the two expressions of bodily existence this way—he created a consider-
able oxymoron, o@ua nvevpotikov (“spiritual” body). Most likely, in light of
how he used these two adjectives in 2:6-16, he here intends to describe a
“body adapted to the final life of the Spirit,” whereas the first “body” is that
which is adapted to the present earthly life, characterized by yuyn.

And here is where Paul picks up once again on the Adam/Christ anal-
ogy, but now by sharp contrast only. Paul’s present usage seems to have been
determined by two matters: (1) the Septuagint’s use of the word yuyn to de-
scribe what Adam became in creation, and (2) his conviction that what is es-
sential to our final life is Spirit (mvevua). What is different in this second use
of the analogy is that Paul is no longer emphasizing Christ’'s humanity as in
common with Adam; rather, in sharp contrast to Adam, whose body was
subject to decay and death, Christ’s risen body is quite the opposite. It is now
“of heaven” (even though it began on earth) and is therefore without the
possibility of decay. So even though the contrast is maintained by the lan-
guage of the “first man Adam” and the “last Adam/second man,” the em-
phasis on Christ is no longer on his humanity but on his present heavenly
existence in a raised/transformed body.

Paul’s way of saying this, especially his playing on the language of the
Gen 2.7, has caused some to read Paul as advocating a “Spirit Christology.”
But as is pointed out in ch. 16, the support for such a view is especially weak,
so much so that one could assume it not to exist at all.’> In a passage whose

85The recent, and most influential, presentation of this perspective is by Dunn
(“1 Corinthians 15:45"; cf. Ziesler [Pauline Christianity, 46-47], who bought into it to-
tally). Even though Dunn recognizes that the crucial clause about Christ has been
shaped by the former one about Adam, he insists that Paul nonetheless intends
something quite christological in this passage. Moreover, Dunn’s statement on the
basis of Paul's use of “life-giving nvetpa,” that the “believer’s experience of the life-
giving Spirit is for Paul proof that the risen Jesus is c@po rvevpotixov” (“1 Corin-
thians 15:45," 131 [emphasis mine; Dunn emphasizes the whole sentence]), is an
assertion pure and simple. In fact, this quite turns Paul’'s own point on its head,
namely, that Christ’s now assuming a “supernatural body” is the certain evidence
that the Corinthian believers, too, will eventually “bear such a body” (v. 49).


file:////ivxikov

Christology in 1 Corinthians 117

whole point is soteriological-eschatological, Paul is intent on one thing: to
demonstrate from Christ’'s own resurrection that there must be a future,
bodily resurrection of believers as well. Thus he begins by citing the Septua-
gint of Gen 2.7, in a kind of midrash pesher:8¢

1 Cor 15:45 &yéveto 6 mpotog dvOpemog Adou  &ig yoxnyv (doav,

0 €oyatog ‘Adap  elg nvelpa
fwomotolv
Gen 2:7 Kol &yévero O dvBponog eig yuynyv Ldoav
1Cor 15:45 became the first man Adam  a living soul,
the last Adam  a life-giving spirit
Gen 2:7 and became the man a living soul

Several observations about this citation-turned-interpretation are needed:

1. Paul’s modifications of the Septuagint in the first line—the additions of
the adjective “first” and of the name “Adam”—seem specifically designed to
lead to the second line, where his real concern lies.

2. The two words that describe Adam and Christ respectively (yvyn and
nvevua) are the cognate nouns for the adjectives yuyixov and nvevpotikdv
in v. 44. This in fact is the only reason both for the Genesis citation and for
the language used to describe Christ. This clear linguistic connection implies
that the original bearers of the two kinds of bodies mentioned in v. 44 are
Adam and Christ.?” That is, the two Adams serve as evidence that even as
there is a yuy1kév body (as the first Adam demonstrates [Gen 2:7]), so also
Christ, the second Adam, by his resurrection is evidence that there must be a
nvevuatikdv body.s8

3. Not only so, but Paul’s basic reason for saying that Christ became “a
life-giving nvedua” is that the Septuagint had said of Adam that he became
“a living yuyn.” That is, the language of the citation alone called for the par-
allel language about Christ. This is as typically Pauline as one can get, where
he makes wordplays in contrasting clauses that would never have existed
without the preceding contrast. It is of some interest, therefore, to note that

8Cf, E. Earle Ellis, Paul’s Use of the Old Testament (Edinburgh: Oliver & Boyd,
1957; repr., Grand Rapids: Baker, 1981), 141-43; it is doubtful, however, whether Paul
is here citing a midrash that had already taken hold in Christian circles (95-97). Paul
himself is perfectly capable of such pesher. Dunn argues that the whole sentence
“stands under the oltog yéypantai—including verse 45b, as the absence of 8¢ indi-
cates” (“1 Corinthians 15:45,"” 130). Yes and no. This is true of the pesher as such, but
Paul scarcely intends the second clause to be understood as Scripture, even in a
targumic way, in the same sense that the first line is.

¥ As Dunn (“I Corinthians 15:45,” 130) also notes.

% This is the point that Max Turner makes especially strongly (“The Significance
of Spirit Endowment for Paul,” VE 9 [1975]: 62); cf. Wright: "Adam and Christ as indi-
viduals are not the main subjects of discussion, but a buttress to the anthropological
assertions of vv. 42-44, 46-47" (Climax of the Covenant, 32).
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every alleged “Spirit Christology” turns to this text at some point for support.
But to create a theological construct from a wordplay, when straightforward
statements of all kinds stand on the other side of such an idea, is to derive
Christology from a highly suspect methodology.??

4. Even though the content of Paul’s second line is neither present nor
inferred in the Genesis text, it nonetheless reflects the language of the prior
clause in the Septuagint, “and [God] breathed into his face the breath of life
[mvoriv {omic].” Now in speaking about Christ, Paul makes a play on this lan-
guage. The one who will “breathe” new life into these mortal bodies—with
life-giving rvetua (as in Ezek 37:14)—and thus make them immortal is none
other than the risen Christ himself. e

5. The language “life-giving” thus repeats the verb used of Christ in the
previous Adam/Christ analogy in v. 22, indicating decisively, it would seem,
that the interest here, as before, is in Christ’s resurrection as the ground of
our resurrection (“in Christ all will be made alive”). Therefore, the argument
as a whole, as well as the immediate context, suggests that even though
Christ has now assumed his exalted position in a cOua rvevpotikdv and is
thus a “life-giving nvedua,” his function in this particular role will take place
at the resurrection of believers, when he “makes alive” their mortal bodies
so that they too assume a o@ua tvevuatikov like his.

The concern of line 2, therefore, is not christological in the sense that
Christ and the Spirit were somehow now interchangeable terms for Paul. In-
deed, despite the combination of “life-giving” and nvelua, he almost cer-
tainly does not intend to say that Christ became the life-giving Spirit, but
rather a life-giving spirit.?® Christ is not the Spirit; rather. in a play on the
Genesis text, Paul says that Christ, through his resurrection, assumed his
new existence in the spiritual realm, the realm, of course, that for believers
is the ultimate sphere of the Spirit, in which they will have “spiritual” bod-
ies, adapted to the final life of the Spirit.

Nonetheless, if there is not a “Spirit Christology” at work in this passage,
and that does seem to be foreign to everything that Paul is actually arguing
here, it does have two significant christological moments that need to be iso-
lated and thus highlighted.

The first of these occurs in the second line of v. 45. In referring to Christ
as a “life-giving nvetpa,” Paul envisions the risen Christ as assuming the es-
chatological role that God played at the beginning. As God breathed life into
the first Adam, so that Adam (and all his progeny) would become living be-

(Y. the critique in Wright, Climax of the Covenant, 31-35:; see the further discus-
ston of this issue in ch. 16 below, pp. 589-91.

% Grammar must still have its day in court. Paul tends to be very precise and
generally unambiguous with his use or nonuse of the definite article with “Spirit.” In
the nominative, both as subject or as predicate noun (as here), when Paul intends
the Holy Spirit, he always uses the article. For a full analysis of Pauline usage, see
Fee, God's Empowering Presence, ch. 2.
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ings, created in God's image, so Christ is now asserted to be the one who will
breathe life into the dead so that they too shall live. Thus the risen Christ is
seen to share in an otherwise unshared divine prerogative, as the Living One
who gives life to others.

The second of these, on the other hand, in v. 49 actually offers us a sig-
nificant moment of genuine Adam Christology, where Paul picks up the
eixav 0eob (image of God) language from Gen 1:26-27 and 9:6. At the con-
clusion of this passage, where he is contrasting the two dvBponot (men) as
earthly and heavenly, Paul urges that since believers have borne the “image”
of the man of earth, they should also now (because they will) bear the
image of the man of heaven.?! The christological significance of this text is
its certain emphasis in context on Christ's humanity and thus on his being
the second Adam, the one who has most truly borne the divine image in his
human life.

At the same time, because the present emphasis is on the new expres-
sion of the earthly body that he now bears, the assumption is that the escha-
tological goal of his redemptive work lies with our being transformed into
that same image, so that the goal of the first creation will be finally realized
in the second.

Thus, we should note that this is the first occurrence of “image” lan-
guage in the corpus, and it seems designed here once again to emphasize
Christ's genuine humanity. That is, Christ himself is seen as the one who, in
his humanity, has been the one true bearer of the divine image, vis-a-vis the
first Adam. And just as the Corinthians have borne the image of the fallen
man in their “earthiness” and thus their sinfulness leading to death, Paul is
urging them now to live in such a way that just as they through Christ bear
the divine image now, so they will also bear his image when they are raised
to life immortal.

91This reflects the textual decision argued for in my commentary (794-95, and
the textual n. 5 on p. 787), which in this case, despite its being chosen by a minority
of scholars and translators, has the overwhelming textual evidence, both external
and internal, in its favor. Although it is true that Paul has been carefully arguing
with them about the reality of the future eternal expression of the current body,
which is subject to decay and death, it is also true that he has done so by a continual
contrast between the body that the first Adam bore and that which the second Adam
now bears. And if the sudden switch to exhortation comes as a bit of a surprise, it
should not really be so for one well acquainted with Paul; nor does the exhortation
really put their future in doubt, as some fear might happen if they were to choose to
go with Paul’s original text. Paul is simply being Paul, and he concludes first with the
affirmation common to our being human: “just as we have borne the image of the
earthly man” (note the past tense [!]; had Paul intended a simple contrast between
present and future, one would expect him to have continued to use the present here).
But his concern throughout this letter has been for them to live in keeping with the
new life that has been given to them in Christ; so he concludes, “let us also bear the
image of the heavenly man.” And with that, the net gets thrown a little wider, so as
to include their living now in conformity to the One whose new kind of body they
are in fact destined to bear. See further ch. 13, pp. 538-39.
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Jesus as Kvprog

As noted at the beginning of this chapter, Paul’s primary way of speak-
ing about Christ in this letter is with the title 6 x0pLog (the Lord), which once
more brings us back to 8:6 as our point of departure. And as with the Thes-
salonian letters, the usage is both wide-ranging and christologically loaded.
But in this case we begin at the end, since one of the more significant uses of
this title in the entire corpus occurs here.

1 Corinthians 16:22—The Lord and Early Christian-Devotion

The closing matters in this letter (16:19-24) are highly unusual®? and
probably reflect the tensions that exist between the church and Paul. On the
one hand, much is recognizable. Verses 19-20 offer the standard exchange of
greetings, while vv. 21 and 23 are recognizable from 1-2 Thessalonians: “I,
Paul, write this greeting in my own hand”; and “the grace of the Lord Jesus
be with you” (which becomes a standard item). On the other hand, each of
these (vv. 21 and 23) is followed by a note about love, different from anything
else in his letters and therefore startling when compared with the others.
The unusual final sign-off item (v. 24} will not detain us here (“My love to all
of you in Christ Jesus. Amen”), although there seems to be an emphasis on
“all of you” that probably reflects some of the inherent tensions in the
community itself.,

More striking is v. 22: “If anyone does not love the Lord [¢1Ael tov
kvprov], let that person be anathema. Maranatha.” The assonance of these
final two Aramaic words could hardly have been missed by those who would
have heard the letter read aloud in their oral, and therefore aural, culture.
As such, these words serve as the centerpiece of this epistolary conclusion;
and as has been recently pointed out, they most likely are to be understood
in the covenantal context of the anathema.?? That is, in many ways these two
words together serve simultaneously as invitation and warning—invitation
to covenant loyalty by “loving the Lord” through obedience to what Paul has
here written and is now signing off with his own hand: but also warning, if
they are disobedient, of God’s cursing them at the end when the Lord comes.

Whatever else, this anathema stands in striking contrast to the “anath-
ema Jesus” of 12:3 that Paul adamantly denies can be an utterance of the
Spirit. Although this is often seen as a hypothetical contrast to the basic
Christian confession of “x¥piog Jesus,” the concluding warning of the pres-
ent passage suggests that there might be more to the way the issue was
raised in 12:3 than is often allowed. And while this is not the place to specu-

928See J. A. D. Weima, Neglected Endings: The Significance of the Pauline Letter
Closings (JSNTSup 101; Sheffield: JSOT Press. 1994), 201-8.

93See esp. Eriksson, Traditions as Rhetorical Proof, 279-98:; cf. Thiselton (1348-53),
who endorses Eriksson's conclusions.
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late on its specific nature, it is not a long stretch for one to relate such an
anathema to Paul’'s adamant stance in 1:13-31 regarding his own proclama-
tion of a crucified Messiah, which some in Corinth seem less enthusiastic
about. In any case, and whatever the specifics might be in 12:3, the anathema
there stands in stark contrast to the confession of Jesus as Lord. And so it is
again in the present passage, where Paul reverses the “curse” so that it now
rests on those who fail to “love the Lord.” It is therefore of more than passing
interest that both of the contrasting uses of anathema in this letter focus on a
possible attitude toward the lordship of Christ in this early Christian commu-
nity. And thus in each case Paul both asserts that lordship and urges love for
the Lord as absolutelty basic to Christian existence.

This carries its own christological weight. Elsewhere Paul can speak of
“loving God” (Rom 8:28, with dyordo); only here does he speak of loving
Christ. The fact that Paul can make such an interchange is in itself a note-
worthy christological moment; that he does so here simply highlights the
central role that Christ plays throughout the letter, most likely because the
Corinthians by attitude and action are subordinating him to a much lesser
role. Disobedience to what Paul says, who has “the mind of Christ” (2:16), is
to put oneself under the curse of covenant disloyalty.

But equally important is the other side of the assonance, Maranatha.
Our present concern is not to engage in the long debate as to whether this
term is basically indicative or vocative (“The Lord comes” or “Come,
Lord").9¢ Whatever else, it is to be understood first of all as the response to
anathema, so that either indicative or vocative works well: either disobedience
means “curse,” so take notice because “the Lord is coming”; or rather than
experience the “curse” associated with disobedience, join in the Christian
longing, “Come, Lord” (cf. Rev. 22:20). The general consensus of NT scholar-
ship is that the latter is intended, as is evidenced by the majority of English
translations that gloss the phrase in English rather than simply transliterate
it (as in the KJv).

The significance of this cry for our purposes is twofold. First is the fact
that an untranslated Aramaic phrase, written in Greek for a Greek-speaking
Christian community, is still in use some twenty-three or more years after
Christ’'s death and resurrection. Why would this be so? Almost certainly be-
cause they learned it from Paul or his companions as a phrase that had mean-
ing to him/them in its original tongue.® This further means that the cry must
g0 back before Paul himself became a believer, since by his own testimony
(Gal 1:15-24) he had very little contact with the Aramaic-speaking church for
most of the years following his conversion. Thus he would have learned it
either from his earliest association with Aramaic-speaking followers of Jesus in

94(On this matter, see the recent helpful overview in Thiselton, 1348-53.

95This is very similar, therefore, to the Abba cry in Gal 4:6 and Rom 8:16. which
can only be explained as having come into the early church by way of Jesus himself
and thus became devotional language even for those who did not know Aramaic.
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Damascus or from his time in Antioch—but in this case from Greek-speaking
Christians who themselves had already kept the “sacred language.” In any
event, this prayer (or affirmation) goes back to the very earliest time in the
church, meaning that prayer to Christ as “Lord” is something Paul inherited,
not something he created.?

The second (very significant) point is that this cry serves as evidence
that almost from the very beginning the early church, because of Christ’s
resurrection and exaltation, had come to think of him in terms of Ps 110:1.%7
He is now the Lord, seated at the right hand of the Father, to whom they
pray. It is not surprising, therefore, that even the Greek-speaking church had
an attachment to this “foreign” phrase that signified so much—about both
Christ himself and their longing for his return.

Most scholars assume that this first text examined reflects the church at
worship. It is fitting, therefore, that we turn next to three further\such texts
that find expression in contexts where Paul is trying to bring some correc-
tions to what is transpiring during Corinthian worship. We take these in
their canonical order.

1 Corinthians 5:6-8; 10:16—-17; 11:17-34—The Lord of the
Eucharistic Meal

One of the more certain realities of the Jesus tradition is that in antici-
pation of his forthcoming death, he instituted a meal with his disciples that
would be in his honor, whereby they would remember him—especially his
death for them—on an ongoing basis. Significant for our present purposes is
the historical reality that meals in honor of a deity were a part of the entire
ancient Near Eastern world, including Israel. For example, Egyptian and
Canaanite meals in honor of a god are reflected in Exod 32:7; Num 25:1-3,
while practices contemporary with Paul and the Corinthians are seen in the
more than twenty-five extant papyrus invitations to such meals.?® The same
is true with Israel, where the legislation for both their three annual feasts
{Exod 23:14-19) and their festive celebration of the tithe (Deut 14:22-27) in-
cluded requirements to eat in the presence of Yahweh (xVptog [Deut 14:26];
Exod 23:14-17). And the Passover in particular, though eaten in homes, was
specifically referred to as “celebrating the Passover to the LORD” (motficat 10
naoya kvpie [Exod 12:48]).

It is in this latter context of eating “the Passover to the LORD” that Jesus
instituted what the apostle Paul came to call xvptaxodv deinvov (a meal in
honor of the Lord [1 Cor 11:20)), which in ch. 10 he had referred to as “par-
ticipation in the blood and body of Christ,” the latter specifically intrepreted
in terms of the church (10:16-17). But in 5:6~8 he keeps all the imagery of

%0n this question, see Hurtado, Lord Jesus Christ, 21, 110.

970n the probability that they learned to do so because Jesus himself did so, see
ch. 14.
“0n this matter, see Fee, “EldwAé0uta Once Again,” 113-18.
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the Exodus intact: “Christ our Passover has been sacrificed. Therefore let us
keep the festival . . . with the unleavened bread of sincerity and truth.” This
combination makes three matters certain: (1) that the xvptaxov deinvov of
11:20 is the Christian celebration of Passover; (2) that the primary point of
reference is Christ’s “sacrifice” as the eternal paschal lamb; (3) that the meal
was universally celebrated in the early church {(which is the assumption of
the final exhortation). Most historical interest in this meal has had to do
with its meaning and significance, but my goal here is simply to point out
the considerable christological supposition that resides in Paul’s descriptions
of this meal, which exist primarily because of some abuses in Corinth.

What seems certain, then, on the basis of the passing reference in 5.7, is
that Paul and the early church understood this meal as a replacement of the
Passover meal, so that Christ the Lord has assumed the role of honoree that
in Judasim had for centuries belonged to Yahweh alone and that in sur-
rounding cultures belonged to the various “gods” and “lords” of the pagan
cults. See further on 10:19-22; 11:32 (pp. 131-33, 138).

1 Corinthians 12:3—The Lord and the Earliest Christian
Confession

To conclude his (for us) complex opening salvo regarding the Corinthi-
ans’ overly zealous fascination with speaking in tongues,” Paul sets forth
the ultimate criterion for all Spirit activity within the gathered community:
does it coincide with the basic Christian confession, x0piog Incotg (the Lord
is Jesus). Indeed, his way of putting it is that this confession can be made
only by one speaking through the agency of the Spirit. Significantly, this
confession will occur two more times in Paul’s letters,1%0 always in this order,
even though in three quite different contexts.101

Three things seem to be at play with this confession, which account
both for the word order and for Paul’s insistence here that it can be spoken
only by those who have received the Spirit. This is obviously both the truly
radical early Christian confession and the one therefore that served as
the ultimate demarcation of followers of Jesus from all other peoples on
the planet.

First, there is the significance of the word order, where the emphasis lies
on the fact that “the Lord” is none other than Jesus. On the one hand, this

90n the complications of this passage, see Fee, 58-82, and now esp. Thiselton,
911-27; Garland, 564-73.

1008ee below on Rom 10:9 and Phil 2:11, in the latter instance with the addition
of Xpiotds.

lolTnterestingly, in Rom 10:9 it is evidence of conversion and therefore is the
hallmark of the true follower of Christ; here it is understood as the ongoing confes-
sion that marks off from all others those who have the Spirit; in Phil 2:11 the thrust
is eschatological, when the whole universe of created beings, including Caesar him-
self, will finally acknowledge what Christians now affirm as an ongoing reality: the
Lord is none other than Jesus.
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picks up the reality noted above on 8:6, where Paul’s reshaping of the Shema
presupposes that Christ has assumed the role of “Lord” at the right hand of
the Father (Ps 110:1) and that he is thus the “Lord” who is at work in many
of the Septuagint texts where kVpiog stands for the Tetragrammaton
(YHWH). Although this connection with the Tetragrammaton is not part of
the present context, it is the crucial matter in the next two occurrences of this
confession (Rom 10:9; Phil 2:10-11).192 The “Lord” (Adonai = x¥piog) of the
Shema is Jesus; and confessing him as such is the primary line of demar-
cation between followers of Christ and all others in the present age. The de-
votion that was once the special province of Yahweh alone is now to be
directed toward Christ himself: the Lord is Jesus.

Second, its final appearance in Phil 2:11 probably is intended in part to be
a subversion of the empire with its emperor worship/devotion.m\]‘\iis is quite
likely to be the case very early on. That is, the basic reason for its being a word
given to believers by way of the Spirit is precisely that this confessio;ﬁ radically
marks off God’s new covenant people from the rest of the empire, where loy-
alty to the emperor is expressed in terms of Caesar’s being lord and savior.

Third, this confession, therefore, whatever else, was the acknowledg-
ment—and thus included tacit submission to—the ultimate lordship of the
risen Christ. Such submission assumed that one’s loyalty in every aspect of
life did not belong to any earthly “lord,” be it the emperor or a householder
or one of the “lords many or gods many” that surrounded them; rather, such
submission was to be given to the one and only Lord, Jesus Christ. Hence this
confession presupposes not just Paul’s high Christology but that of the entire
early church.

1 Corinthians 12:4-6—The Lord and the Divine Triad

Following his declaration that only by the Spirit can one confess Jesus as
kOplog, Paul launches immediately into his first concern with regard to
Spirit gifting in the assembly: unity does not require uniformity (all speaking
in tongues), but it does require diversity. To get there, he does a most as-
tounding thing: he marks the diversity itself as consonant with the divine
Triad of Spirit, Lord, and Father.

There are over twenty soteriological texts in Paul’s letters'®4 that speak
of salvation directly or indirectly in triadic terms: as the work of the Father

1020n this matter, see esp. the discussion in C. E. B. Cranfield, A Critical and
Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans (2 vols.; 6th ed.; ICC; Edinburgh:
T&T Clark, 1975-1979), 2:529-30.

103 Although Cullmann (Christology, 219-21) probably was wrong in giving this
matter priority regarding Pauline usage, one would disregard it to one's exegetical
peril in light of its use in 1-2 Thessalonians and Philippians, where it seems certain
to play a secondary role. Cullmann’s strength lies in his emphasis on the contrast,
“Cursed is Jesus,” which may point to a recanting to avoid martyrdom.

04For the references, see Fee, God's Empowering Presence, 48 n. 39.
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(predicated upon his love), of the Son (whose death and resurrection secured
it), and of the Spirit (who implemented it and made it effective). But the pres-
ent text, along with 2 Cor 13:13(14) and Eph 4:4-6, stands apart from these.
Here Paul is not at all speaking of the role of the three in effecting our salva-
tion; rather, he is asserting that the diversity necessary for a healthy body is
precisely the diversity found in the identity of God himself. Thus in identical
sentences Paul begins with the Spirit, since that is where the present con-
cern lies. But he will not allow them to divorce the work of the Spirit from
that of the Son and the Father. The poetic structure of the whole itself seems
to demand such an understanding:

12:4-6 Swoipéoeig e yoplopdtov elcly, 10 8¢ avTo mvelua
kol Stalpéoelg drokovidv eioty, Kol 6 aVTOG KOPLOG'
Kol Srapéoerg évepynudtov elolv, 08¢ aldtoc 80 O Evepydv
10 TAVTA £V TAGLY.

But diversities of  giftings there are, but the same Spirit;
and diversities of  ministries there are, but the same Lord;
and diversities of = workings there are, but the same God, who works

all things in all people.

In a way that becomes typical throughout the corpus, Paul simulta-
neously includes the Spirit and the Lord within the divine identity, while
placing their work within the larger context of God the Father. Qur present
concern is to point out the considerable christological implications of such a
text. In this letter in particular, where Christ’s preexistence is explicitly put
forth as presuppositional to our present understanding of God (8:6), this pas-
sage assumes this reality, just as it does of the Spirit; and thus it becomes the
kind of passage that will cause later generations to work out the implications
of God’s oneness in terms of his being, by expounding a Trinitarian under-
standing of God. Thus, in its own way this text and its companions join with
the authors of John's Gospel and of Hebrews to lay the foundation for the
Christian doctrine of the Trinity. A high Christology is simply presuppo-
sitional in such texts.

These first four passages together account for the significance that this
title had in the life of Paul and of his churches. The next text offers us an
understanding of the origins of this confession for Paul himself.

1 Corinthians 9:1-—Paul’s Encounter with the Risen Lord

In one of the more significant (for us) moments in 1 Corinthians, Paul
sets out to justify his apostleship to those in the church who were calling his
authority into question, or at least were having their doubts. “Am I not an
apostle?” he asks; and then in immediate response to his own rhetorical
question he responds, 00yl Tncobv tov kOpLov Hip@v edpaxa (Jesus the Lord of
us have I not seen?). Almost everything about this question carries christo-
logical weight.
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First, the order of the words gives the question a double emphasis, with
“Jesus our Lord” in first position and “1 have seen” in final position. Second,
the introductory oyl is emphatic, insisting on the affirmative response that
it requires; this is especially so since the surrounding questions all have the
simple 00(x). Thus, as the primary evidence of his apostleship Paul asks rhe-
torically, “Surely I have seen Jesus, our Lord, have I not?” Third, the refer-
ence to Christ also comes in the emphatic expression “Jesus, the Lord of us,”
which means (when unpacked, but not necessarily with full intent here)
“the earthly Jesus who by resurrection has assumed his place of lordship,
and that lordship is over us as well.” Indeed, the only other place in the cor-
pus where this exact combination occurs—both Jesus and Lord, followed by
“our”—is Rom 4:24, which is likewise a reference to the risen Lord.

The point of Paul’s rhetoric is that he is here asserting that Christ’s ap-
pearing to him, “abnormal” as it was (15:8), fulfills for him the first, criterion
of authentic apostleship, as 15:5-8 seems to make certain. In that passage he
first lists Christ’s appearance to Cephas and the Twelve.1% After noting that
Christ also appeared to over five hundred brothers and sisters (v. 6), Paul
then returns to those who were being commissioned as apostles by these res-
urrection appearances: James, all the apostles,1%¢ and finally Paul himself.
This listing and the use of the same verb in each case indicate that Paul un-
derstood his encounter with the risen Christ to be the same in kind as the
others. The difference in his case was the timing: it happened after such
appearances had ceased.

There can be little question that this experience, which, according to
Luke’s account, happened on the road to Damascus, was for Paul both
earth-shaking and life-changing. Having seen the risen One, he now had to
rethink everything that he had come to believe about Jesus of Nazareth: in-
stead of cursing Jesus by having him hung on a tree (pole), God had laid the
curse that we deserved on him and by resurrection had affirmed his death as
“for us.” It is nearly impossible to understand Paul’s radical turnabout, as he
himself expresses it in Phil 3:4-8 and Gal 1:13-17, apart from an encounter
with the living Jesus. And along with the other early followers of Jesus, he
had come to believe that Christ was the “Lord” of Ps 110:1, who is now
seated in the place of authority at the Father's right hand. All of this is
spelled out in various forms of detail elsewhere (e.g., Phil 2:9-11). But here
the issue is a simple one; what verifies Paul’s apostleship is twofold: he him-
self had seen the risen Lord and had thus been commissioned by him; and he
founded new churches (the point of the next rhetorical question).

Thus in many ways this bit of rhetoric, intended to bring the Corinthi-
ans up short with regard to their attitude toward him (or at least that of

195This latter term is a title, not a precise number, since there were only eleven
who actually saw him.

16 Who they were, and how many, is forever unknown to us; but perhaps it
would have included. for example, Andronicus and Junia (Rom 15:7).
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some of them), serves for us as the primary key to our understanding Paul’s
passion for the gospel and his utter devotion to Christ. It also serves as a pri-
mary cornerstone to our understanding of what it means for him constantly,
and exclusively, to use 6 x¥pirog as his primary title for the risen Jesus.

Jesus as the Kvprog of Septuagint Passages

As with 1-2 Thessalonians, the most common place where Paul’s under-
standing of Christ as Lord emerges is his designation of Christ as the kvprog
of OT texts where the Divine Name Yahweh had been so rendered in the Sep-
tuagint. But in contrast to the two earlier letters, in this case Paul also cites
such texts as applying directly to Christ. This happens twice in this letter: in
1:31 and 2:16 as the clinching matter to end the first two parts of the argu-
ment of chs. 1-4. In both cases Paul is shifting ground from a soteriological
understanding of the Jewish Messiah as the crucified One to a christological
affirmation of the crucified Christ as xUpirog. As with the preceding chapter,
we will examine these echoes and citations in their canonical order.

1 Corinthians 1:2

At the very outset, as in most of his letters, Paul has a variety of ways of
anticipating the issues to be taken up later. Although this comes out most
clearly in the thanksgiving (vv. 4-9), it actually begins in v. 2. In this, the
longest salutation in Paul’s extant letters, three matters are pressed in this
order:1% (1) they are God's church because they have been sanctified1%® in
Christ Jesus; (2) as his church in Corinth, they have been called to be ayioig
(= his holy people); (3) they are called to be such along with God’s people
everywhere.

Our present interest is in the third item, which is the first of several in-
stances in the letter in which Paul is trying to broaden the Corinthians’ per-
spective: they are in Christ with scores of other people in churches all over
the empire.19? Paul’s way of describing this large body of people who belong

107 At least this is the order of the best and (widespread) earliest evidence (P#* B
D*2F G b m Ambst). On the canon “the more difficult reading is most likely to be
original” (since scribes tended more to ease difficulties in the text than to create
them), this is easily the more difficult reading, and it also accounts for the rise of the
text found in NA%, For the full argumentation of this point of view, see G. D. Fee,
“Textual-Exegetical Observations on 1 Corinthians 1:2, 2:1, and 2:10,” in To What End
Exegesis? 43-56.

108Gk, fyyraouévorg €v Xpiotd ‘Incod; in 1 Corinthians the verb used here,
ayialw. is used elsewhere as a metaphor for salvation itself (see 6:11; cf. 1:30). That
is, God's saving act in Christ set them apart as his holy people in their very pagan
surroundings.

19Gee 1 Cor 4:17; 11:16: 14:33, esp. 36.
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to Christ is what interests us. They are “those who in every place call on the
name of our Lord Jesus, their Lord and ours.”

In using this language to describe God’s new eschatological people,
Paul has dipped into the OT in a very significant way. This language is
found first in Gen 4:26. But with Abraham it became a key way of distin-
guishing God's people, hence its significance as a framing device for Abra-
ham'’s failure in Egypt. As he first set out toward the south, he stopped at
Bethel and “called on the name of Yahweh” (énexoiéoato éni 1 dvéuatt
kvpiov [Gen 12:8]); following the Egypt narrative, he returns to Bethel and
once again “calls on the name of Yahweh” (Gen 13:4). This then becomes a
distinguishing feature of the people of God; they are those who “call on the
name of Yahweh.”

This language is picked up later by Joel in his well-known description of
the eschatological Day of the Lord. When God pours out his Spirit on all
people, Joel prophesies, ndag 6¢ av émikaiéontat 10 dvopo kupiov chbncetol
(everyone who calls on the name of the LORD will be saved) (Joel 2:32 J3:5 LxXx]).
This is the passage that Paul later cites in Rom 10:13 as fulfilled when any-
one, Jew and Gentile alike, believes with the heart in the resurrection of
Jesus and confesses with the mouth that “Jesus is Lord,” thus evidencing
that this person has been saved. And this is the language that Paul now ech-
oes at the beginning of this letter, as the reality that identifies those who are
Christ’s own people worldwide and that later in this letter he will attribute,
as in the Joel passage, to the presence of the Spirit in their lives:

1Cor1:2  ovuv maowv toig Emkalovpévolg  TO Hvopd Tod Kupiov Nudv
Inood Xprotod

Gen 12:8  xai énekarfoaro £m @ Ovopatt kupiovtd
Joel 2:32  mdg 6¢g av Emkaléonton 10 dvopa kvpiov
cofnoetal
1Cor 1:2  with all those who call on the name of our Lord,
Jesus Christ
Gen 12:8  and he called on the name of the LORD
Joel 2:32 everyone who calls on the name of the LORD

will be saved

In Deuteronomy this formula serves as the primary way of distinguish-
ing Jerusalem. It is the place where God will choose “to have his name
dwell,” an expression that is regularly glossed in the Septuagint as “the place
where the LORD your God has chosen for his name to be called upon” (e.g.,
12:11: xai €otat 6 1Omog BV Av EKAEENTAL KVPLOG & BE0C DUGY EmkANOfval 10
Svopa avtov €kel). It is not surprising, therefore, that the phrase also occurs
regularly in the Psalter and the prophets.

0See also Gen 13:4: 21:33 (Abraham); 26:25 (Isaac); 33:20 LXX (Jacob).
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This Corinthians passage is the first of three where this phrase appears
in the Pauline corpus (see Rom 10:9-13 and 2 Tim 2:22 below); and in each
instance there can be little question that the “name of the Lord,” which in
the oOT texts refers to the Divine Name “Yahweh,” has now been transferred
to Jesus, enthroned as the heavenly Lord. That is, God's people are still dis-
tinguished as those who “call on the name of the Lord”; but the Lord on
whom they call is Christ himself, risen from the dead and exalted to the Fa-
ther's right hand.!!!

Given this beginning of 1 Corinthians, one is not surprised to meet the
several other instances of this same phenomenon, not to mention other
instances where Paul speaks of Christ in ways he elsewhere speaks only
of God.

1 Corinthians 1:31

This passage, signaled by its introductory yéypantau (it is written),12 is
the first direct Yahweh/x0Opiog citation in Paul’s letters where he has ex-
plicitly applied an 0T xUpiog passage to Christ. The paragraph itself
(1:26-31) is a kind of midrash on Jer 9:23-24 (9:22-23 1LxX), applied directly,
somewhat ironically, to the Corinthians and their present fascination with
and boasting in “wisdom.” Thus, where Jeremiah underscores the “boast-
ing” (= putting confidence in) of the wise, the strong, and the wealthy,
Paul points out that the believers in Corinth are none of these. Rather, at
the time of their calling they were among those who were not “wise,” not
“strong,” and not “well-born”; indeed, he points out, God chose them pre-
cisely to bring to nothing those who could be characterized in this way. So
at the end Paul returns to Jer 9 and cites a truncated version of v. 24 (v. 23
LXX), emphasizing the Corinthian believers’ need to “boast” in the Lord =
Jesus. Thus:

1 Cor 1:31 ivo xoBag yéypantal: O KADXOPEVOS,
£v kupio kovxdedon
Jer 9:23 LxX £v 10010 Kovydofon 0 KOV OUEVOS
Guviely kal yivdokely 81l £y® i KopLog

1 Cor 1:31 so that as it is written: the one who boasts,
in the Lord let him boast
Jer 9:23 Lxx in this let him boast the one who boasts,

to understand and know that I am the LORD

W Hurtado notes that this usage “both explicitly indicates the christological ap-
propriation of the biblical phrase and also makes this cultic reverence of Jesus the
universal description of Christian believers” (Lord Jesus Christ, 143).

12This phenomenon is limited to three letters in the corpus: 1 and 2 Corinthians
and Romans (with only 2 occurrences in both 1 and 2 Cor).
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With a measure of freedom in actual wording, but in faithfulness to Jer-
emiah’s concern, Paul now applies the text directly to Christ himself.!!> He
whom God set forth as the ironic expression of his wisdom, whose crucifix-
ion provided righteousness, santification, and redemption, is now “the Lord”
in whom the Corinthians are to put their entire trust and boast. The irony, of
course, is that the Lord in whom they are to boast is none other than God’s
foolishness, the crucified Messiah.!1#

The christological implication of such a claim is striking indeed, since
the context in Jeremiah!® has to do with Yahweh'’s absolute claim to loyalty
over all other gods. That Lord, now Jesus Christ, is the one in whom the Co-
rinthians are to boast. Here alone is God’s wisdom on display.

1 Corinthians 2:16

Paul does a similar thing at the end of the next section of the argument
(2:6-16), where he has set out to explain why the Corinthian believers
should be able to see God's wisdom in what the world perceives as utter fool-
ishness. They have received the Spirit of God, who knows and reveals the
hidden things of God. At the end of this argument Paul makes a distinction
between the person with the Spirit (6 nvevuatixog), who is thus able to dis-
cern all things (= what God has done in Christ), and the person without the
Spirit (0 yuyikég), who is incapable of understanding the cross as God's wis-
dom. With an explanatory ydp (for), Paul concludes his argument about this
capability on the part of the person with the Spirit by citing Isa 40:13:

38ee Gail R. O'Day, “Jer 9:22-23 and 1 Cor 1:26-31: A Study in Intertextuality,”
JBL 109 (1990): 259-67; Stanley, Paul and the Language of Scripture, 186—88. This is the
common view and would seem hardly to need demonstration, given that this cita-
tion, loose as it might seem to be, serves as the climactic word to a very
christocentric passage that began with clear echoes of Jer 9:22 LxX. After all, it is
Christ whom God has set forth as “wisdom” for us, precisely so that God’s people will
boast in the crucified Messiah as the Lord.

4Richardson’s comment on this passage seems confused (Paul’s Language,
284-85). First, he acknowledges that “to boast 'in the Lord’ (that is, in Christ) is the
equivalent of boasting of the sovereign reality of God.” But then he denies that this
is “a transfer of language used in the Old Testament of God to Jesus.” One can only
wonder how that is so, since “the Lord” has already been identified by Paul as “Jesus
Christ,” who will next be identified as “the Lord of glory” who has been crucified by
the Romans (2:7). Richardson'’s concern is the right one: Christ is not here and else-
where identified as God himself; but one of Paul's reasons for using the xtpiog of the
Septuagint in such passages seems to be that Christ is thereby included in the divine
identity, but without a straightforward, total identification so that the Son becomes,
or takes the place of, God, as it were. That is, by these transfers of OT language from
the Father to the Son, Paul is not saying that Jesus is the Yahweh in the OT passage
itself but that the xiproc = Adonai = Yahweh of that passage has now been applied to
Jesus Christ, who at his exaltation has been given “the Name” (Phil 2:10).

5Hays (34-35) brings 1 Sam 2:10 LXX (a Septuagint addition to Hannah's
prayer, based on Jer 9:22-23) into the picture as well; but that seems unnecessary,
since Paul’s wording is closer to Jeremiah than 1 Samuel.
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1Cor 2:16 tigyap é£yve vouv kupiov, Og ovpfipacsr adtov;
Nueig 8¢ vobv XpieTod €youev.
Isa 40:13 tig Eyve VoV Kupiov, Kol Tig avton
oV poviog £yéveto, 0¢ copfLpa avtov;

1Cor 2:16 For who has known the mind of the Lord,
who will advise him?
But we the mind of Christ have.

Isa 40:13  Who has known the mind of the LORD, and who his
adviser became, who will advise him?

In context, the xOprog of this passage could possibly have a double refer-
ent. First, it takes the reader back to vv. 10-11, where the Spirit whom they
have received is the very one who “searches the deep things of God.” Thus it
is the Spirit who has revealed the mind of God, the God who has chosen the
foolishness of the cross as the ultimate demonstration of his eternal wisdom.
So in response to Isaiah's rhetorical questions, “Who has known the mind of
the LORD? Who will advise him?""116 one could easily argue for a reference to
God the Father.1'?

Paul’s ultimate concern, however, is not simply that they get it right
with regard to the crucified One, but that they also come to terms with what
it means for them to be followers of such a one. So in typical fashion he con-
cludes his answer to Isaiah’s twofold question by including them in that an-
swer. Even though Paul’s “we” first of all means “I,” he deliberately includes
the Corinthians as also being among those who (now) “have the mind of
Christ.” Thus, God's mind is at the same time “the mind of Christ,” meaning
that our (proper) understanding of what God has done in Christ is the work
of Father, Son, and Spirit.1’® The Spirit has revealed God’s wisdom—God's
“mind,” if you will—which at the same time is the mind of Christ.

And none of this is argued for; it is simply assumed by Paul. And he ob-
viously expects the Corinthians to get on board—not as new revelation but
as the proper spelling out of what they already know about who Christ is.

1 Corinthians 10:19-22

Here, and now with outright prohibition, Paul concludes his long argu-
ment with the Corinthians about their insistence on attendance at temple
feasts.119 He begins by picking up on what could be perceived as the (wrong)

N6The subtle changes to the Septuagint here reflect Paul’s immediate concerns.
Since Paul’s Corinthian opposition has not known the mind of the Lord (after all, in
3:1-4, he will accuse them, Spirit people though they are, of acting precisely like those
without the Spirit), how is it that they now have the temerity to offer him advice?

17 All the more so in light of the “citation” of this passage in Rom 11:34, where
it clearly refers to Yahweh. Cf. Hurtado (Lord Jesus Christ, 112), who is ambivalent.

U80n this point, see Fee, God's Empowering Presence, 107-10.

119See pp. 88-89.
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implications of his argument. By this somewhat circuitous (but absolutely
crucial) form of argumentation regarding temple feasts,!2 they are not to
understand him to have suggested either that idol food is actually sacrificed
to a “god” or that the idols themselves are “gods” (v. 19). On that point, he
and they are in total agreement (see above on 8:6).

Their problem, it turns out, is that they lack a truly biblical understand-
ing of idolatry, that the idols and their temples are the habitation of demons.
Paul’s point, therefore, is that believers who are joined to the Lord cannot be
joined equally to demons (v. 20). Hence the argument now concludes, first,
with the absolute prohibition of attending such feasts, on the grounds that
believers in Christ may neither eat the food nor share the table of demons (v.
21). The clincher, second, lies in the rhetorical questions of v. 22: “Are we try-
ing to arouse the Lord’s jealousy? Are we stronger than he?”

Of interest for our present purposes is that in so arguing, Paul continues
the motif of Israel’s disobedience in the desert (vv. 7-10) by applying to the
Corinthians’ situation the Song of Moses (Deut 32:1-34), where Yahweh re-
monstrates with disobedient Israel. Paul thus begins in v. 20 with an
intertextual echo of Deut 32:17:

1Cor 10:20 GAX 611 & @dovery, doupoviolg xai od 0ed BvovorviZ

Deut 32:17 £0voav  darpoviole kai ob Oed

1 Cor 10:20 but what  they sacrifice, to demons and not to God
they sacrifice

Deut 32:17 they sacrificed to demons and not to God

In keeping with the Septuagint, Paul’s sentence has the idolators not sacri-
ficing “to a god [8edc]” at all, either Yahweh or one of the gods; rather, their
idol gods were to be understood as the locus of demons.

With that in hand, Paul moves directly to the prohibition (vv. 20b-21),
and in so doing, he contrasts the motiptov kvpiov and the tparnéing kupiov
with the “cup” and “table” of the demons. One must choose between what is

120Tn turn Paul has (1) used his own denial of certain apostolic rights for the
sake of others as exemplary for them (9:1-23), (2) spoken to the value of self-denial
(9:24-27), (3) used the example of Israel’s rejection of the Lord in the wilderness
(10:1-13), and (4) appealed to the nature of their own “feast” in honor of the Lord as
participation in him and his body (10:14-18). He does all of this, it would seem, so
that there are sufficient grounds for the absolute prohibition with which he
concludes.

121Paul’s text has suffered at the hands of scribes, probably as the result of this
“repetition” of 8vovowv. Apparently as early as P4 the text was modified to be more
specific as to who was sacrificing to whom. Thus the later Majority Text (supported
by the early Latin evidence)} rewrote it to read: GAL’ 811 & BvovsLy Té £0vn, Satpoviolg
Bvovoty kal o0 Oe® (but what the Gentiles sacrifice, to demons they sacrifice and not to
God). The NA% text given here, and found in R A B C P ¥ 33 811739 pc, is almost cer-
tainly Paul's original.
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the Lord’s and what is demonic; participation in both is absolutely forbidden
(*You cannot do this!”). That leads then to the clinching moment. Returning
to the language of Deuteronomy once more, Paul concludes the argument
with a pair of rhetorical questions. The first one reads,

1Cor 10:22 7 napalniodpev T0V KUPLOV;

Deut 32:21  atrol napelfrloocav ne £ 00 B

1 Cor 10:22 or are we making jealous the Lord?

Deut 32:21 these made jealous me at what is not a god

In asking whether they are trying to make “the Lord” jealous, Paul thus
applies what happened to Yahweh in the oT to what the Corinthians are
doing to Christ. Just as Israel made the Lord = Yahweh jealous by sacrificing
to “no god” demons, so the Corinthians, by attendance at pagan feasts, are
sharing in what is demonic and thus making jealous their Lord = Christ, in
whose death and resurrection they participate when they eat and drink at
his table.

As always, Paul distinguishes between 6ed¢ and xvproc. Nonetheless,
they also have shared identity, so that the “Lord” whom Israel was provoking
to jealousy is, in the Corinthians’ case, to be understood as the risen Lord,
Jesus Christ.

1 Corinthians 10:26

Having concluded the long argument that led finally to a prohibition of
attendance at temple meals, Paul turns in v. 23 to pick up the issue of temple
food available for purchase in the marketplace. And here we find a quite dif-
ferent answer, which seems to make it certain that at issue has not been the
food per se but, rather, eating the food in the presence of and in participation
with what is demonic. On the matter of food per se, Paul shows no ambiva-
lence whatsoever. even though, as in 9:19-22, he will argue for abstinence if
food causes difficulty for someone else. Freedom to indulge also means
freedom not to indulge.

To support his assertion (v. 25) that they may buy and eat anything sold
in the marketplace, Paul cites Ps 24:1 (23:1 LXX):

1 Cor 10:26 10 kvplov Yap 1 7H Kot 10 TAfpopa adTig
Ps 23:1 LXX 70D kvpiov N YR Kai ©0 rANnpopa adtig
1 Cor 10:26 of the Lord (for) (is) the earth and its fullness

Ps 23:1 1LXX of the LORD (is) the earth and its fullness

Because of the familiarity of this text, one may assume that Paul in-
tended the Corinthians to recognize what he was doing: offering scriptural
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support for the preceding assertion.!?2 At issue for us is whether Paul in “cit-
ing” the psalm is leaving the text as it sits in the 0T, and thus letting the
x¥pLog unconsciously stand for God,1?3 or whether, given the immediate con-
text, we should assume that once more he intends kVprog = Yahweh now to
refer to Christ.

On the one hand, since the present argument concludes (v. 31) with the
necessity of doing all things to the glory of God (6£6¢) and since Paul does
not seem to be making a christological point here, it is arguable that in this
case he is simply carrying over the meaning of the psalm in toto.

On the other hand, favoring the probability that Paul once more in-
tended xvprog = Christ are (1) the close proximity of the citation to v. 22,
which concluded the preceding argument; (2) the fact that Paul began the
entire argument by highlighting the preexistent Son’s mediatorial role in
creation, who thus assumes the role of xUpiog over both creation and those
whom he has redeemed; (3) the overwhelming evidence that in freestanding
sentences Paul always preserved this designation for Christ (in any case,
such a usage is fully in keeping with Paul’s regular patterns noted in this
chapter and the preceding one).12¢

Kvprog Jesus and Divine Prerogatives

As in 1-2 Thessalonians, this letter also has several instances where
Jesus as xVprog is understood in roles that are otherwise in Scripture always
attributed to God (8<6¢). This happens in a variety of ways. We take them up
in their order of appearance in 1 Corinthians (except for two items in ch. 7,
where, for conceptual reasons, “the command of the Lord” and the “law of
Christ” are discussed back-to-back).

The Grace of Our Lord (1 Cor 1:3; 16:23)

In the preceding chapter we have already dealt with the actual theologi-
cal issues involved in the standard Pauline salutation, that grace and peace
are seen as coming from both God the Father and the Lord Jesus Christ. Here
I simply note how “grace” plays out in the rest of this letter.

First, in the letter body “grace” is expressed only in terms of God the
Father. Thus in 1:4; 3:10; 15:10, 57, “grace” is either “of God” or is “given by
God.” But at the end of the letter, Paul’s (typical) benedictory prayer is. “the

122 And this despite its lack of yéypamtar. This is an instance where Paul's yap
(for) tends to function in the place of “as it is written.”

123 As Paul often does when the text functions in a supporting role and no point
is made of x¥plog at all. See n. 7 above.

L4 1, Capes (Old Testament Yahweh Texts, 140—45), who takes an even stronger
position than this one; Cullmann (Christology, 222) takes a more cautious stance.
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grace of our xUprog Jesus be with you.” Thus the interchange between God
and the Lord noted in 1-2 Thessalonians continues here as well,

The Day of the Lord (1 Cor 1:8)

Toward the end of his long thanksgiving, in which Paul touches on
many of the items to be taken up in the letter, he speaks of the believers’ cer-
tain future as “the day of our Lord Jesus Christ.” On this adoption of a Yah-
weh phrase from the 0T that Paul now attributes to Christ, see the discussion
on 1 Thess 5:2 (pp. 46-47).

In the Name of the Lord (1 Cor 1:10; 5:3-4)

1:10  mopoxora 8¢ Duag, adehool, dud Tod dvoparog
0D kupiov Nuév Ineod Xpretod,
5:3-4 ‘eym pgv yap . . . 10 K€kpika O¢ Tapov 1OV 0VTOG ToHTO
KQTEPYUSAREVOV” *EV TQ OVOPATL TOV Kupiov Incod.

1:10 I beseech you, brothers and sisters, through the name
of our Lord Jesus Christ

5:3-4 I for my part . . . already have judged, as being present, the one
who has perpetrated this deed, *in the name of the Lord Jesus

In keeping with another phenomenon observed in 1-2 Thessalonians,
Paul in this case begins the letter body by making his appeal “in the name of
our Lord Jesus Christ” (1:10). Although this is not an oath as such, Paul is
using Christ’s “name” as the authority behind the appeal that he is about to
make. The point, of course, is that he uses “the name of 6 xOpiog,” which in
the Septuagint is the Divine Name for Yahweh. Here “the name of the Lord”
has been transferred altogether to Christ. On this matter, see the discussion
on 2 Thess 3:6 (pp. 67-68).

The usage of “in the name of our Lord Jesus” in 5:4 is more complex,
since it is related to the larger question of the syntax of the entire sentence.
But for several good reasons, including especially the fact that there is no
known instance in the NT where a prepositional phrase precedes the participle
and subject in a genitive absolute, the rendering of the NRSV and the TNIV
probably have it correct, that Paul has already pronounced judgment on the
man “in the name of our Lord Jesus."12> What is significant christologically
is that a judgment pronounced in the Lord’s name belongs uniquely to Yah-
weh, the God of Israel; for Paul, it belongs equally to Christ Jesus. This un-
derstanding is also in keeping with Paul’s use of the name in the mild oath
of 2 Thess 3:12. For the expression “the power of the Lord Jesus” in this sen-
tence, see the discussion on 1 Cor 5:4 (pp. 139-40).

135 For details, see Fee. 203-8.
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Sent/Commissioned by Christ (1 Cor 1:1, 17)

One of the recurring themes in the oT is the fact that God “sends” mes-
sengers and prophets to his people. The verb used in the Septuagint for this
“sending” is drootéli@, which appears in the classic “commissioning” pas-
sage in [sa 6:8. God asks, “Whom shall I send [aroateiion]?” To which the
prophet replies, “Here I am; send me [andéote1lov uel.” So also it is with the
“sending” of the Servant of Yahweh in Isa 48:16 and the sending of Ezekiel
in Ezek 2:4. In Paul's letters Christ now assumes this role by sending Paul to
proclaim the gospel (yap dnéoteirév pe Xprotog . . . evoyyerileabo [ for
Christ sent me . . . to preach the gospel]; 1:17); thus, above all else Paul is “an
apostle of Christ Jesus” (1:1).

The Lord of Glory (1 Cor 2:8)

In one of the more striking moves in all of his letters, and with con-
siderable irony, Paul speaks of “the rulers of this age” as having cruci-
fied “the Lord of glory.” Although this is not a phrase found in the or,
the language rings with or motifs. After all, “the Lord of glory” is not
far removed from “the King of Glory” in the great divine coronation
hymn, Ps 24.

But even more significant is the fact that “glory” in Paul’s letters is pri-
marily a way of speaking about God. He is the “Father of glory™ (Eph 1:17),
who dwells in glory (Phil 4:19), for whose glory all things are and should be
done (1 Cor 10:31), and the one to whom glory is offered in benedictions and
praise (Gal 1:5; Phil 4:20). And now “the Lord” who shares that glory with
God the Father (2 Thess 2:14; 2 Cor 4:4) is the one whom the rulers of this
age have crucified. Paul’s use of such a unique phrase is to point out to the
Corinthians that the one whom the powerful people of the world crucified is
none other than “the Lord of glory” himself. Thus the scandal of the cross
was not simply perpetrated by wicked people; what they did was predicated
on divine wisdom. Hence, what they did not, indeed could not, know was
that their act of brutality was against the very Lord of glory himself, whose
“glory” was not diminished by the shame of the cross. And, of course, inher-
ent in such language is that the crucified One is also the presently reigning
Lord of glory. So their crucifying the Lord of glory was a win-win matter as
far as the eternal God is concerned.

The Lord Has Given/Assigned (1 Cor 3:5; 7:17)

In a context of stressing both the unity and the differing gifts between
himself and Apollos, Paul speaks of each ministry in terms of “as the Lord
has given/assigned to each” (éxdote dg 6 kbprog £dwxev). Elsewhere in
Paul’s writings it is 6 6e6¢ who “gives” such ministry (e.g., 2 Cor 5:18). In the
0T, by way of the Septuagint, such gifting is always seen as the prerogative of
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kUprog = Yahweh.1?® And even though in the rest of the present paragraph
Paul puts all the emphasis on God'’s activity, he begins by asserting that the
specific gifting itself has come from the Lord = Christ.

In a similar way, but in a quite different context, in 7:17 Paul joins the
activity of Christ and the Father in a single sentence and attributes to each
his perception of the divine “division of labor”: éxdote o¢ £uépioev 0
k0pLog, £xactov @¢ kEKANKEY O B¢, oVtwg nepinateita (to each as the Lord
assigned; each as God has called, let them walk). At issue here is a concern over
those who would seek a change of status in life because of their new life in
Christ.1%” The combination here reflects what is standard for Paul. Both elec-
tion and calling are the activity of God (8£6¢);12® but within that calling it is
sometimes Christ who “assigns” the individual giftings/tasks (as in 3:5
above) or, in this case, station in life. On the other hand, this latter is also
clearly a divine prerogative, as in 2 Cor 10:13; Rom 12:3. In the OT this kind of
language is reserved altogether for xVpiog = Yahweh.

Thus, in 1 Cor 12:4, in one of the three triadic moments of this kind in
his letters,!2? and in a clause quite unnecessary to his primary concern, Paul
asserts that “the same Lord” is responsible for the wide variety of dtaxoviav
(ministries) that abound in the community of faith.

The Lord Judges (1 Cor 4:4-5; 11:32)

In a way similar to what is said in 1 Thess 4:6, Paul in 4:4-5 is again
ready to assign to xUptog = Christ the activity both of examining Paul and
of bringing hidden things to light at his coming:

4:4-5 *. .. 0 08¢ dvakpivav pe kOpPLAG €0TLY. *BoTe UT) TPO KoLpoD TL
kpivete Ewg v £AL0n O xVpLOG, 0¢ KAl POTLEEL TG KPUNTA TOD
oKGTOVG KAl POVEPWAGEL T0G BOVAAS TOV KAPSLOV'

4, . . He who examines me is the Lord. *So not before the time judge

anything, until the Lord comes, who will light up the hidden places of
darkness and reveal the plans of hearts.

Here Paul is simultaneously playing on the fact that the Corinthians are
“judging” him by “examining”!* him (v. 3) and warding off their “examina-

12680, e.g., Exod 31:2-5; 36:1-2 (of Bezalel).

1270r at least that is what seems to be the case. For details, see Fee, 308-9.

188ee 1:9 above; cf. 1 Thess 2:12; 4:7; 5:24; 2 Thess 2:14; Gal 1:6, 15; Rom 8:30;
Col 3:15.

1298ee also on 2 Cor 13:13(14) and Eph 4:4-6.

130The verb davakpive occurs 10 times in Paul's letters, all of them in 1 Corinthi-
ans, where it is mostly pejorative in terms of the Corinthians’ attitude toward Paul
(besides v. 3, see 2:14-15 [probably; see Fee, 118-19] and 9:3). Although the analogy is
not precise. the verb suggests the kind of “inquiry/examination” that a modern
grand jury (which may conduct investigations and may decide whether there is prob-
able cause to indict, but does not try anyone with respect to guilt or innocence of the
charges contained in the indictment) might conduct.
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tion” by putting it into the hands of “the Lord.” Thus, in direct response to
their attitude toward him. he makes three statements that are full of
christological presuppositions. First, he asserts that the only one who has
the right to “examine” him is 6 x¥pioc!3! = Christ, so they should back off
with regard to their own attitude toward him. Second. and now by implica-
tion, when the Lord does come, he will also function as the eschatological
judge. And third, he tells them that when 6 x0piog comes, he will assume
the divine prerogative of “bringing to light what is hidden in darkness and
will expose the motives of people’s hearts.”

This final clause is a play on the (apocalyptic) language of Daniel's
prayer in Dan 2:20-23, where he affirms that the “[God of his ancestors] re-
veals deep and hidden things, [who] knows what is in the darkness, and light
dwells with him"—a theme that is then repeated by Nebuchadnezzar in
2:47. For Paul, that revelation will take place at Christ’s Parousia, and Christ
himself will be the judge and will thus expose the human heart for what it
is—this action being an exclusively divine prerogative again assigned to
Christ as Lord. Christ is thus not merely the agent of divine authority; he
himself is understood in a fully divine way as the one who knows all things,
including “the hidden things” in the human heart. No merely exalted
human figure could ever have been imagined to play such a role in Paul’s
Jewish world.

Similarly, in the context of the Corinthians’ abuse of the Lord’s Table
(11:17-34), Paul sees the illness and death of some members of the com-
munity as evidence of God's present discipline of the Corinthian believers
(vv. 30-32). With a considerable play on “judgment” language and themes,
Paul (as a Christian prophet) first asserts that they are to understand
some illness and deaths among them to be the direct result of their abuse
of “the body” (= the church) at the table of the Lord, where they
should rather be affirming that they together belong to the one Lord.
Thus,!?? “if we were Siexpivopev [= discerning the body], we would not
be exprvopeda [= experiencing judgment].” On the other hand, he goes on,
“in our presently being kpivopevor [judged] (in this way), we are in
fact rardevopeBa Vo tov Kvpiov [being brought under discipline by the Lord
= Christ].”

Here again, but now in considerable contrast to the eschatological judg-
ment expressed in 4:3-5, Paul asserts that the “judgment” they are presently
experiencing at the hand of God is in fact coming directly from the Lord,
Jesus Christ.

BtHere is a case where Colwell’s Rule seems to be in effect, where an anarthrous
predicate that precedes the verb “to be” is intended to be articular (not “a lord” but
“the Lord"). In this case the unusual word order is itsell a form of emphasis (= the
only one who has authority to "examine” me is the Lord himself, who will judge at
the appropriate time).

112In this instance the boldface type highlights the play on "judgment” language.
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If the Lord Wills/Permits (1 Cor 4:19; 16:7)

In these two striking moments Paul assigns to Christ as xUpiog what is
elsewhere the absolute prerogative of God. Even in our letter. Paul begins by
noting that his apostleship is “by the will of God,” a phrase that occurs some
thirteen times in his letters.1>} But here, in an absolutely off-handed way, he
twice asserts that he will come and/or stay with the Corinthians “if the Lord
wills/permits.” Some could argue that such a casual reference might there-
fore be a reference to God the Father, but that is highly unlikely, since Paul
consistently distinguishes between 0ed¢ and xvprog throughout this letter
(see esp. 1:1; 8:6) and since the immediate context is all about Christ,
especially vv. 14~17.

Again, this appears to be another instance where Paul, almost casually,
assumes that Christ shares equally in prerogatives that otherwise belong to
God alone.

The Power of the Lord Jesus (1 Cor 5:4)

Almost all of Paul’s response to the serious situation of a man living in
an incestuous relationship with his father’s wife is directed toward the
church itself, whose members have condoned this activity among them by
having done nothing about it. In light of their inaction, Paul has done some-
thing. As already present among them by the Spirit, he has passed judgment
on the man in the name of the Lord, Jesus; now they must carry it out. His
description of that gathering is what catches our attention. Paul under-
stands both himself and Christ to be present by the Spirit; and in that con-
text they are to put the man outside the believing community. Paul’s way of
describing Christ as present is what is significant. “When I am present in the
Spirit,” he says, probably through a prophetic word, and “the power of our
Lord Jesus is present,” you are to put this man back out into Satan’s sphere.

With this unusual terminology, “the power of our Lord Jesus,” Paul is
most likely making another oblique reference to the Spirit.134 If so, then this
is also another moment of considerable christological import. In the first
place, it is another instance where Paul recognizes that the Spirit of God is at
the same time the Spirit of the Lord Jesus.}3 But in this case, and because of

B[ncluding 2 Timothy in this case, where it occurs in 1:1 in a thoroughly
Pauline way. The count is 17 if one includes the occurrences with a0t00 where 0g6¢
is the certain antecedent. The texts: 1 Thess 4:3; 5:18; 1 Cor 1:1; 2 Cor 1:1; 8:5: Gal 1:4;
Rom 1:10; 12:2; 15:32; Col 1:1; (1:9 [avt0o0]): 4:12: Eph L1:1; (1:5, 9, 11 [ovt00]): 6:6;
2 Tim 1:1. Only in Eph 5:17 does 10 6€Anuo 10V xvplov appear; and as with most
things in Ephesians, this could be argued to cut either way! It certainly is in keeping
with our present passage.

B4For the full discussion of this point of view, see Fee, God's Iimpowering Pres-
ence, 122-27.

150n this matter. see the discussions of 2 Cor 3:17 (pp. 190-92); Gal 4:6 (p. 220);
Rom 8:9 (pp. 269-70); Phil 1:19 (p. 407).
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the unusual nature of the situtation, Paul refers to the Spirit in terms of
God’s power being present. But God’s power in this case is located in the
Lord, Jesus, who is thus present by his Spirit, now designated in terms of
“the power of our Lord Jesus.”

Thus, in this pregnant setting, full of implications of the presence of God
in their midst, Paul twice refers to Christ in terms of the divinely bestowed
Name, “the Lord,” who is then identified with the risen Jesus.!13* On the one
hand, the judgment has been pronounced in the name of the Lord, Jesus; on
the other hand, it is to be carried out with the power of the Lord, Jesus. Thus,
just at the risen Lord will come with “the angels of his power” to execute es-
chatological judgment on his enemies (2 Thess 1:7), so now in the gathered
community in Corinth, Paul expects the power of the exalted Lord, Jesus,
probably by means of his Spirit, to be present as well to aid them in carrying
out this judgment. All of this is replete with christological implications.

Striving to Please the Lord (1 Cor 7:32)

In his discussion of what he perceives as the advantages of singleness
over marriage, Paul asserts that a single person can devote all energy to one
thing: nd¢ dpéotn td xvpiw (how to please the Lord). Here is yet another OT
concern!¥ that has been taken over by Paul and that in most other instances
has to do with “pleasing 1® 0e® (God)"138 but is here directly applied to the
Lord = Christ (cf. 2 Cor 5:9).

The Command of the Lord (1 Cor 7:10, 12, 25; 9:14; 14:36—37)

As already noted, in 1 Cor 5:3-5 Paul assumes himself to be present by
the Spirit in the gathered community when his letter is read to them;13% and
in that context the Corinthians are to carry out the judgment on the inces-
tuous man that he has already pronounced “in the name of the Lord.” This
in turn is most likely the framework for his pronouncement in 14:37: &
Ypaowm Ouiv 61l xupiov £€oTiv £vioAn (what I am writing to you is the Lord's
command). It also explains why he can make a pronouncement regarding a
“mixed marriage” in 7:10 when he has no “word from the Lord”; thus “I say,
not the Lord” (Aéyw £y® oy 0 kVprog). Likewise, in 9:14 he refers back to a
saying of the earthly Jesus as “the command of the Lord.”

What is striking in this set of texts is the fact that Paul can so easily at-
tribute to the risen Lord the kind of commandment language that is the
special province of xUpiog = Yahweh in the Septuagint. This is especially

16See the full discussion of this understanding of “the Lord, Jesus,” based on
Phil 2:10-11, in ch. 9 (pp. 396-98), and its larger christological implications in ch. 15
(pp. 558-85).

¥ 8ee, e.g., Exod 33:13, 17; Num 14:8: Job 34:9; Ps 41:11; 69:13.

1388ee 1 Thess 2:15: 4:1; Rom 8:8; 12:1-2; 14:18; Phil 4:18.

1¥For this perspective, see Fee, God's Empowering Presence, 122-27.
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true of “the Lord's command” in 14:37. Here is Septuagintal language, espe-
cially in Deuteronomy, for God’s law given to Israel. With perfect ease Paul
uses this language for what he himself says on behalf of the Lord.

More remarkable yet is the next item.

Under Christ’s Law (1 Cor 9:21)

Here is a text that has caused not a little grief for those who read Gala-
tians and Romans through the eyes of Luther and Calvin. But this wordplay
on “law” is typical of Paul. In the rhetoric of “becoming all things to all
people so that by all possible means he might save some” (v. 22), he asserts
that when in the company of those who do not have the law, he himself con-
forms to their not having the law (toig dvdpoirg ag dvopog [to those without
the law as without the law myself]). In context, one may rightly assume that
this has to do with eating foods forbidden by the law of Moses and would in-
clude the expansion of those laws in the Judaism of Paul’s day.

Such a pronouncement on its own, however, could come back to haunt
the apostle, as he well understands, since he himself has been under siege on
this matter.’0 So he immediately qualifies this expression of “becoming all
things” with this remarkable clause: un @v dvopog 800 GAL Evvopog Xprotod,
which is nearly impossible to put into simple English. Playing on his descrip-
tion of Gentiles as dvopog (= not having the law), he says that in conforming
to their “without the law” eating habits, Paul himself is not truly “without the
law” as far as God is concerned; rather, under the new covenant he is “in-
lawed to Christ,” a phrase that F. W. Danker rightly glosses as “not, of course,
being outside God's jurisdiction, but being inside Christ’s."14!

Our interest here is with the christological implications of this remark-
able disclaimer. Although it is true that it conforms to Paul’s consistent atti-
tude toward the believer's (non)relationship to the Mosaic law, it puts ethical
life on a new, and higher, plane, marked in Gal 5:22-23 as the fruit of the
Spirit, for which there is no law in the old sense; rather, they are an expres-
sion of being “under Christ’s law.” Thus in this off-the-cuff disclaimer that
Paul does not live a “lawless” life because he conforms to “the law” as it now
finds expression through Christ and the Spirit, he has once more given evi-
dence of his assumed high Christology. The “law of God"” is in fact to be un-
derstood as “the (non)law of Christ,” since conforming to Christ's character
and behavior is now the way of being “under God's law.”

With this passage, we come to the end of Paul’s attribution to Christ as
kUptlog a large number of exact phrases or otherwise divine prerogatives that

1408ee the somewhat defensive nature of his sudden personal response to criti-
cism in 10:29-30, which comes toward the end of an argument of which the present
passage is a part.

141See BDAG, s.v. €vvopos.
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in the 0T belong to God alone, not to angels or to human beings. Although
several, or any one, of them might seem incidental and relatively unimpor-
tant, their cumulative affect is considerable. And as I have pointed out regu-
larly, most of this is neither thought through nor designed to convince;
rather, much of it is said so unself-consciously that one can only conclude
that Paul’s devotion to Christ as Lord had been in place for a long time before
this letter was written.

Texts That Imply Subordination

Finally, we need to examine carefully the two other texts in this letter'4?
that specifically suggest the Son to be in a subordinate relationship to the
Father: 1 Cor 3:23; 11:3. And one must be especially careful here because the
issue of “being” is simply not a part of Paul’s epistolary discourse; his con-
cern is always with the role or function of the Son in the divine plan of re-
demption. That is, the economy of salvation noted earlier on 2 Thess 2:13
(pp. 63-64) and recognized above in 1 Cor 8:6 holds true throughout the
Pauline corpus. So these texts offer no surprises. They simply express that re-
ality in ways that seem to border more on the issue of divine relationship
than on Christ’s saving function alone.

1 Corinthians 3:23—*“Christ Is of God”

To sum up his argument against the presenting issue in 1 Cor 1-4,
namely, divisiveness predicated on “belonging” to different leaders, Paul
urges that despite differing functions in God’s vineyard or temple, their lead-
ers first of all belong to God (3:9). Because of this—and because the Corin-
thian believers themselves belong to Christ (v. 23a)—that means that all
their leaders (Paul, Apollos, Cephas) also belong to them.!43 Thus, he con-
cludes, “all things are yours” not because you are self-sufficient or important
in your own right but precisely because “you belong to Christ.”

But never one to leave such argumentation at that point, Paul concludes
with a climaxing crescendo, pointing to God as the ultimate goal of all
things. Just as they belong to Christ through his redemptive work, so Christ
in that same redemptive work “belongs to God.” This statement therefore
maintains a motif found throughout the Pauline corpus: in his work of re-
demption Christ was carrying out the will of the Father. But such statements
fall far short of speaking to his essential being or eternal relationship with
the Father. That is, such statements as these reflect functional subordination

142Besides 15:28, noted above, p. 113.

43 Thus, in a piece of nice irony, he has taken their slogans (e.g., “I am of Paul”)
and turned them upside down, so that “Paul is of you,” in the sense that all things
are yours, since you are of Christ.
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and have to do with Christ’s function as Savior, not with his being as such.
Moreover, a good case can be made that this phrase is directed specifically to-
ward those who say éyo Xprotod (I am of Christ [1:13]),14* so as to redirect
their singular “I” to the plural “you” and thus to keep Christ within the
bounds of what God has done, and is doing, in the world.

So what is of ultimate christological significance in this phrase is not its
expression of subordinationism but its affirmation that Christ, in all that he
has done and does for “us sinners,” is ultimately an expression of what God
is doing on our planet. As always for Paul, and especially in the primary
christological assertion in this letter (8:6), God is the source and goal of
everything, both creation and redemption, while Christ is the divine agent of
creation and redemption. In this sense, “Christ is of God.”

1 Corinthians 11:3—God as the “Head” of Christ

The final text we need to examine is Paul’s metaphorical use of “head”
in 11:3, where, in the third member of a triplet of relationships, Paul says
that “the head of Christ is God.” Thus:

11:3  mavidg Gvdpog f keoodn 0 XpLoTog £o0TLy,
KedoAT) 8€ yuvarkog 6 avnp,
xeQurn 6 Toh Xprotod 0 Bsdc.
Of every man the head is Christ;

the head of the woman is the man;
the head of Christ is God.

Unfortunately, the second member of this triplet has set off a consider-
able debate in recent years over the meaning of this metaphor regarding
male and female relationships, a debate that has often produced as much
heat as light.!*> Without rehashing that debate, we may here safely isolate
several things about Paul's use of this metaphor, so as to understand the
{probable) intent of what is said about the relationship of Christ and God.!4°

1. This is both the first occurrence of this metaphor in the Pauline cor-
pus and its only appearance in a context where couo (body) is not men-
tioned or assumed. That is, elsewhere when Paul speaks of, for example,
Christ as “head” in relationship to his “body” the church, it is a metaphor
not for “lordship” but for the supporting, life-sustaining role that the head
was understood to have in relationship to the body (Col 2:19; Eph 4:15-16).

14480 Richardson, Paul’s Language, 113~15.

1458ee the especially helpful overview in Thiselton's excursus (812-23), and his
equally useful bibliography (806-9), although it does not include the follow-up inter-
change between Grudem and Cervin.

146 The substance of what is said here is adapted from G. D. Fee, “Praying and
Prophesying in the Assemblies: 1 Corinthians 11:2-16,” in Pierce and Groothuis, Dis-
covering Biblical Equality, 149-55.
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2. In the first line of this passage Christ’s relationship to the church is
not in view, but specifically his relationship to the man (= male human
being). And whatever the relationship of Christ to the man envisioned by the
metaphor in this context, most likely it is to be viewed in a way that is similar
to Paul's understanding of the relationship of God the Father to Christ.

3. What we also know from the evidence is that when the Jewish commu-
nity used this metaphor, as they did frequently in the OT, it most often referred
to a leader or clan chieftain. On the other hand, although something close to
this sense can be found among Greeks, they had a broader range of uses, all
of which can be shown to arise out of their anatomical understanding of the
relationship of the head to the body (its most prominent or important part;
the “source of supply/support” for the body's working systems, etc.).14”

4. The first extant interpretation of this passage in the early church is by
Cyril of Alexandria (d. ca. 444), who very explicitly interprets in terms of
the Greek metaphor: “Thus we can say that ‘the head of every man is
Christ.” For he was made by [6id] him . . . as God; ‘but the head of the
woman is the man,” because she was taken out of his flesh. . . . Likewise ‘the
head of Christ is God,” because he is of him [£¢£ avtod] by nature” (Ad
Arcadiam et Marinam 5.6). Cyril appears to go this way because (a) prompted
by v. 8 (“the woman is €& av8pdg”), it was also a natural metaphor in the
Greek world and (b) it supports his christological concerns.

The question for us, then, is whether Paul was speaking out of his Jewish
heritage or whether, in speaking into the Corinthians’ Greek setting, he used a
metaphor that would have been familiar to them.!48 Before settling that ques-
tion for line 3, at issue in the passage itsell is what kind of relationship be-
tween the “man” and the “woman” is envisaged here and how this plays out
in the discussion that follows. For several reasons, it seems most likely that
something very much like Cyril's understanding was in Paul's mind.

1. Despite repeated assertions to the contrary, nothing that is said follow-
ing this verse hints at a subordination/submission relationship. Most often
those who advocate this view have either a “husband/wife” or a “church
order” relationship in view. But the latter is to read something into the text

47 The clearest evidence for the real differences between the Jewish and Greek
metaphorical use is to be found in the Septuagint. In the hundreds of places where
the Hebrew @& is used for the literal head on a body, the translators invariably used
the only word in Greek that means the same thing, xe¢oA#. But in the approximately
180 times it appears as a metaphor for leader or chieftain, the many translators across
the board usually eliminated the metaphor altogether and translated it apy (leader),
which is evidence that they were uncomfortable with (unfamiliar with?) the Jewish
metaphor and simply translated it out. The few instances (six in all) where they do
not do this (Judg 11:11; 2 Sam 22:44; Ps 18:43: Isa 7:8, 9: Lam 1:5) are simply the
exceptions that prove the rule.

148 And. of course, one cannot appeal to the OT usage as a place of familiarity for
them. since they would not know Hebrew and their Greek Bible already had the
metaphorical usage basically translated out.
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that is not there; and although the former may be intended, nothing inher-
ent in the discussion that follows requires such a view. Moreover, the final
wrap-up in vv. 13-15 is about men and women in general and therefore of-
fers no further help in understanding the metaphor.

2. In the one instance in our passage where Paul might be picking up
some dimension of the metaphor (vv. 8-9), the relationship envisaged is not
one of subordination to the man as “leader.” Paul is setting out to explain
his assertion that “the woman is the glory of man.” The answer lies in the
Genesis narrative: she came from man (in the sense that she was taken from
his side) and was created for his sake; this is what makes her the man'’s
“glory.” If this is an extension of the metaphor in v. 3, then it would seem to
point to “man” as metaphorical head in the sense Cyril maintains. Moreover,
there is no usage of “glory” anywhere in Scripture that would suggest that
Paul is here advocating a subordinating relationship by means of this
word—any more than his assertion in 2 Cor 4:6 that “knowledge of the
glory of God” is to be seen “in the face of Jesus Christ” implies a
subordinating relationship.

3. One of the ongoing puzzles for all interpreters is why Paul should in-
clude this third member in his opening sentence, since “God as the head of
Christ” is not picked up again in any way. Most likely this is because the
“saying” had prior existence and Paul is simply appealing to it. But if so,
what was its point? Although one cannot be certain here, most likely it was
a useful metaphor to express something of a chronology of “salvation his-
tory.” According to 1 Cor 8:6, all things (including Adam) were created
“through Christ”; the man then became the “source” of the woman’s being,
while God was the “source” of Christ’s incarnation. In any case, this view of
the saying can make sense of all three members in a way that seeing the
metaphor to express “subordination” does not.

4. It is common to appeal to Paul’'s later use of this metaphor in
Colossians and Ephesians and then to import here a meaning from there.
But much confusion seems to be at work here, since in these two later (com-
panion) letters the metaphor is used in three distinct ways: to point to (a)
Christ's relationship with the church,'#? (b) Christ's relationship to “the pow-
ers,”1%0 and (c) a householder’s relationship to his wife.!>!

149Gee Col 1:18; 2:19; Eph 4:15-16; 5:23.

1508ee Col 2:10; Eph 1:22.

B51Eph 5:23. I use the language “householder” here because the entire passage in
Ephesians (5:21-6:9) assumes the Greco-Roman villa, not relationships within other
settings (after all, Colossians, at least, was written at the same time as Philemon and
assumes the reading of both letters in the context of that household). For example, if
there were a married slave couple in the household, Philemon would be the “head”
of the slave wife in the same way he would be of Apphia. Paul’s point in using the
metaphor in Ephesians is that the householder is the “savior” of his wife, in the sense
of his being the one on whom the entire household is dependent for their well-being.
See further G. D. Fee, “The Cultural Context of Ephesians 5:18-6:9,” Priscilla Papers
16 (winter 2002): 3-8.
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This imagery seems to stem ultimately from Paul’s view of the church as
the “body of Christ,” celebrated at every Lord’s Supper, according to 1 Cor
10:16-17; 11:29. What is at issue in Colossians, for example, are some people
who are moving in clearly heretical directions, who are “not holding fast to
the head” (2:19 = cutting themselves off from the “body” altogether and by
implication being “joined” to the “powers” to whom they now give undue
significance). This alone, it would seem, can explain the earlier occurrence
of the metaphor in 1:18—as the “janus” between the two stanzas of the
hymn in 1:15-20: “And he [the Son of God] is the head of the body, that is,
the church.”152 This otherwise unnecessary insertion into the hymn/poem
of 1:15-20 seems intended—as does the whole hymn/poem itself—to antici-
pate some things that will be said later as to Christ’s relationship both to the
powers and to the church in the main argument of 2:6-19.

First, he claims that Christ is “head of every power and authority” (2:10),
and is so, he adds in Eph 1:22, for the sake of the church. These two instances
are in fact the only certain places where Paul uses the imagery in this clearly
Jewish way. Second, the key to the imagery in relationship to the church is the
elaboration in Col 2:19, where the false teachers have “lost connection with
the head” (Tn1v). This obviously is a metaphor not for subordination or “lord-
ship” but for the maintenance of life, as the rest of the sentence makes plain.
To lose connection to the head means to lose life itself, since the church func-
tions as Christ’s body only as it maintains connection with the head. This is
also how the head/body imagery is elaborated in Eph 4:15-16. Now in a posi-
tive context, the imagery encourages the life and growth of the church as a
unity, which is why in Colossians those who cease to “hold fast” to the head
cease to live and in fact are moving the church itself toward death.

This relationship seems also to be the point of the analogical use of the
metaphor in Eph 5:22-24.133 Precisely because Paul is deliberately using an
analogy, not reality,1>* the point of the analogy takes us back to 4:15-16, not

152 say “janus” (= looks both ways) here because this line is otherwise unrelated
to the content of the first stanza (vv. 15-17), where the emphasis is on the Son as the
“firstborn over the whole created order”; in him all things, including the powers,
were created; indeed, they were created by him and for him: and in him all things
hold together. The balancing second stanza begins in v. 18b, “he [the Son] is the be-
ginning, the firstborn from the dead,” and then moves on to speak of his redemptive
work that makes him so. Line 18a, “the Son is the head of the body, the church,”
joins these two stanzas. See further ch. 9, pp. 305-7.

1331t should be pointed out that the metaphor is not used for the other two rela-
tionships with the householder (children and slaves), where “lordship” is plainly ex-
pressed. The change of verbs from brotdoocm (submit) (where the middle voice
suggests a form of volunteerism that is expected of all but also in a special way of
wives) to Umaxovo (obey) for children and slaves (in both letters) suggests that Paul
would never have used the latter for wives and that there is therefore a basic differ-
ence between them despite occasional semantic overlap.

1% That is, the husband is not the savior of his wife in the same way as Christ is
of the church!
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to the relationship of Christ to the “powers.” And this point is the apt one:
just as the church is totally dependent upon Christ for life and growth, so the
wife in the first-century household was totally dependent on her husband as
her “savior,” in the sense of being dependent on him for her life in the world.

All of this is to say, then, that the importation into 1 Cor 11:3 of the later
use of the imagery is probably suspect at best. But if it is deemed appropri-
ate, then the relationship envisioned is not so much “head = leader” as it is
“head = source of being,” as Cyril rightly understood it.

What this means for us christologically, therefore, is that the relation-
ship most likely in view here is the one that is standard in Paul, which de-
rives primarily from Paul’s soteriological concerns. Although it is true that
the metaphor seems to imply the priority of the one to the other, that is to be
taken not in a subordinating way but in a way that comports with Paul’s
consistent “grammar” of salvation, found in 8:6 and expressed regularly
elsewhere. Everything is predicated on the “love of God,” which then finds
expression in the “grace of Christ,” which is then made effective in the life of
the believer and the church through the “participation/sharing in the Spirit”
(2 Cor 13:13[14]; see also, e.g., Rom 5:3-8). Thus, just as in 1 Cor 15:28, the
apparently “subordinating” expression of this passage and others is an ex-
pression not of person or being but of their individual roles in the economy
of salvation.

Conclusion

As in the preceding chapter, since conclusions have been offered
throughout, here I simply point out the more significant features of the
Christology of this letter.

First, most of the features already present in the Thessalonian corre-
spondence emerge here as well: the exalted Christ as messianic King and
Son; Christ as “the Lord” of ever so many Septuagint texts where “the Lord”
is Yahweh; Christ’s sharing with the Father a great many divine preroga-
tives, The only real difference is that the first of these finds more definition
here than in 1-2 Thessalonians.

Second, what is found explicitly, and boldly, for the first time in the cor-
pus are affirmations of Christ’s preexistence. In Paul's remarkable restate-
ment of the Jewish Shema, Christ the Son assumes a role alongside the
Father in God’s identity, as the preexistent divine agent of creation as well as
the historical agent of redemption. Thus he is also seen as present with Is-
rael in the wilderness, as the One who supplied Israel with water and as the
One whom they spurned in their rebellion.

At the same time, third, one also finds alongside these strong affirma-
tions the first clear instances of the divine economy of salvation, which has
its source in God the Father and its historical expression in the death and
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resurrection of Christ. In this role, Christ is regularly seen as subordinate to
the Father.

Fourth, here also for the first time one finds very strong expressions of
Christ's genuine humanity. Preexistent though he was and exalted King/
Lord though he is, his life on earth was fully human, finding ultimate expres-
sion in the scandal of a crucified Messiah.

As before, these various expressions regarding Christ’'s person are
merely asserted or alluded to; they are never a point of argumentation as
such. But this means that they also reflect our inherent christological diffi-
culties: Christ is seen as coexistent with the Father in a framework of abso-
lute monotheism, and the divine Redeemer was truly human in his
incarnation, It has thus been the province of later theologians to wrestle
with the data that Paul provides but never resolves.

And finally, the most challenging matter of all remains: the danger of
analysis without adequate appreciation for the absolute centrality of Christ
for Paul, an analysis of what Paul believed about Christ by way of what he
says about his Lord that fails to comprehend and communicate his utter and
total devotion to Christ—a devotion that a good Jew could give only to his
God. The reason Christ is mentioned more often than God in this letter, and
in most of Paul’s letters, is not that Paul is not consistently theocentric in his
thinking—he is indeed. Rather, his whole world had been radically reori-
ented by his encounter with the risen and exalted Lord, Jesus Christ. There is
no longer any way that Paul can talk about God without at the same time
automatically talking about what God has accomplished in and and through
his Son. And at the end of the day, however one handles the language of
Paul's express statements about Christ, there is no genuine Christology that
does not account for Paul's utter devotion to and longing for Christ, which
finds expression here and in all of his letters.15

Thus, by reason of his upbringing and continuing theological reflection,
Paul can rightly be described as theocentric; but by experience and in procla-
mation he is utterly christocentric. All theological reflection must either come
to terms with these twin realities or fail to understand the apostle at all.

Appendix I: The Texts

(brackets [ ]] indicate texts with references to God alone; triple brackets
[[[ 1] with italics indicate citations from the LXX, where x0pirog refers to
Yahweh)

1:1 Mavrog kANTOG andotorog Xpratod Ineod d1d ferfuatog Beod kol
20a0évng O Gderdog

155 See further discussion of this matter in chs. 4 (pp. 196-98) and 9 (pp. 412-13).
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1:2 1) éxkAnoia tob 80D 7 0o £v Kopivle, fiytacuévolg v XpLoetd
In6od, KAntolg Gyiols, cUV TACLY TOLG EMKOAOUHEVOLS TO HVOpa TV
KupLov Mpadv Inood Xpretod &v navil t6me, adtdv Kol Hudv:

1:3 xdpic vuiv kot €lpHvn Amd B0V ROTPOC NUAY Kal kKvupiov Incod
XproTob.

1:4-9 *Edyaplotd 1 Bed ov Tdvtote mepl VUAY £l TH ydpLtl tob Beob 11
dobeion vuiv £v XpLed Incob, *61L v navl £xhovticdnte &v abT®, &v
oVl AdY® Kol ndomn yvdoet, *kabng TO paptipLov T0d XpLotod
£fePordbn &v vuiv, ‘dote VPO U voTtepelchal £v undevi yapiopatt
drekdeopuévoug TV AnokdAvyiLy Tod kvpiov Nudv Incod Xprotod- *o¢
kol Bepardoel vpag Evg tElovg dveykAntoug £v i Uépg tob Kupiov
Nudv Tnoeod Xprotod, v-Xeewd] om 5rdc § Bede, Si° oD exAnBNTe £ig
Kowvaviav tod viod avtod Incod Xpratod tod kupiov Nudv.

1:10 Nopaxored 8¢ buag, Géerdol, dud Tod HVOpATOS TOD KLPLOV TIHAY
‘Incob Xpratod, iva 10 avtd Aéynte Tdvteg Kot un 1 v Luiv oxiopata, fte
8¢ xatmptiouévol €v 1@ abTd voi Kol £v 77 aUTH Yvour.

1:12-13 éym 8¢ 10010 HTL £xacTtog VUAY AEYeL €Yo pév eipt [TavAov, £ya

3¢ AnoAr®, £y 3¢ Kndd, £yo 8¢ Xpreto. “uepépiotor 6 Xpuetog; un
Matiog £otaupddn Ornep VAV, 7 £lg 10 Svopa Maviov éRarticOnte;

[[1:14 edyaprotd v +188e8] §11 00éva Dudv £Bdntica el uf Kpionov kal
I'daov,]]

1:17 00 yap arnéoterldév pe Xprotog Bantifety dAra ebayyerilesBat, ok
£v codig Adyov, iva uf kevedf 6 oTavpog 100 XprLotod.

[[1:18-21 'O Adyog yap 6 10V 6Tovpol T01¢ HEV ATOAAVUEVOLS Hopia oTiy,
101¢ 8¢ oplouévolg Nulv dvaurg Beod éotiv. Uyéypamtol ydp: GroAd Thv
codioy TOV GOPMY KOl THY CUVEGLY TV GUVETOV GBETCw. 10D 60ddg; ToD
Ypopuatevs; mob culnnmg 10 aidvog 100ToV; oYL Eudpavey 6 Be0g Ty
codiav 10D kGouov; “éreitdn yop gv i codia 10b Be0b oV £yve 6 KdoUOG
14 thic codiag tov Bedy, svddknoey 6 Bedg did the popiag 10D KNpUYLATOG
o®doal tovg TLotevovias']]

1:23-25 “fueig 8¢ knpivocopev XpLatov E6tavpoapévov, Tovdaioig uev
okavdarov, £Bveoty 3¢ pwpiav, *adroig 8¢ t0lg kAntolg, Tovdaiolg te xal
"EAAnotv, XpLetov 8eod duvouty kal 801 coolay: P61 10 uwpov 1ot Beov
c0dDTEPOV 1OV AvBpOn®Y £0TLy KOl 10 doBeveg tob BeoD Loy LPOTEPOV TAV
avBponav.

[[1:27-29 ¥3AA6 16 popd t00 koopov £€edélato ¢ Bede, Tva kataloyvvT
100¢ 6090V, xai ¢ dobevij 100 kdouov g€eréato 0 Bede, Tva Kataloyuvn
0 ioyupd, *xal 1d dyevh 100 kéopou kai ¢ é€ovBevnuéva Eerélato 6
0ebq, T pn Gvia, Tva 16 dvta xatopyhon, ¥Enwg un xavyiontatr Taoo 6apé
£voniov 100 0e00.]]
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1:30-31 "&£ av100 8¢ Vueig éote £v Xpratd Inoov, og £yevin codia

i pLoTg
AUV 4o Be0b, Stkatochvn Te Kal dylacuds Kol anoAvtpoots, "va kabag
YEYPOTTOL & KOUYBUEVOS £V KUPLO Kovydohe.

[[2:1...7AABov 0V kaf VrepoxTv Adyou fi codiog KatayyEl ey Dulv 1o
LapTUpLoV 100 0£00.]]

2:2 00 yap €xprva 1t eidévat €v uiv el pf Incodv Xprotov kai todtov
£6TAVPONEVOV.

[[2:5 Tva 1y TioTig Yudvy un i €v codia GvBpdrav GAL £v duvduet B£09.]]

2:7-8 7dAAG AoroVpev Be0D cooiav &v pucTnPio THY GROKEKPUUMEWNY, Tiv
npodpLoev 6 Bedg npd tHV aldvav eig S6Eav NUAV, *v 008elg Tdv dpydvimy
100 al@vog t00t0v Eyvakev: el yap éyvocav, ovK dv Tov KbpLov tig 80Eng
£0T00POCOV.

[12:9-14 ... a firoipgoev 6 Bedg Toig dyardoty aDTOV. TV yap
anekgAvyey 6 Be0g 810 ToD RVELUATOE" TO YOP TVEDIN TAVTA £POVVE, KAl 10,
BG&On 100 Be0D. "tig yap oidev avBpdrav td 100 AvBpanov £1 uf 1 Tvedpa
100 GvOpdmov 10 £v ovTd; 0Uteg kKol 14 10D B0 0deig Eyvakev el un 10
nvetpo 1o Beob. MMueig 8¢ 00 1 nvetpo 100 kdopov EAdfouey GAAGL 1O
nvedua 10 €x 100 B0D, Tva e1dduev 16 Vrod 1o B0V yopiodévra Nuiv: . . .
"yuyikog 8e dvBponog oV déxetol T4 TOU IVEVUATOS Tob Be01"]]

2:16 tig yap €yve vodv kupiov, dg ouuPiBdoet adToOV; Huels 8¢ vodv
XpLotov €xopev.

3:1 Kayo, aderdol, ovk RduvABny Aaifical DRIV OG TVEVROTLKOLS GAX GG
copkivolg, og vnmiolg v XpLotd.

3:5-7 51l oVv o1ty ‘AnoAAdG; 11 8¢ £oTiv [Tadrog; didkovol S’ @v
EMOTEVOOTE, KAl £KAGTH O O KbpLog Edwkev. €Yd £ddtevca, ATorrdg
gndétioey, GAAA 0 Bedg nitavev: “Gote olte 6 duTEVOV €0Tiv T1 0UTE O

notilov AN 6 avEdvev Beds.

[[3:9-10 Be0b ydp éopev cvvepyoi, Beol yewpytov, B0 olkodoun £ote.
"Kata v xdptv 1ot 80 thv 308eicdy pot dg 6od0g dpyLtéktav Bepeiiov
£€6nka, dArog Be enoikodouel. £kactog 8¢ Breméto ndg £motkodouel. ]|

3:11-12 "6gpédrov yap drArov 0bdeig duvatat Belvat mapd tOv keipevov, bg
oty 'Inoodg Xprotog. el 8¢ Tig £motkodopel £mt tOV OEPEALOV XpLOOY,
apyvpov, ABovg Ttniovg, EVha, xOpTov, KaAGuMY,

|[3:16-17 ok oidate 611 vade Be0b éote kol 1O TVEDUO 100 B0 oikel &v
ouiy; “el T1g 10V vadv 100 B0 ¢Beipet, 90epel T0DTOV 6 BEbg O Y vadg
101 B0 Gy16¢ oy, oltivég Eote Dueic.|]

[13:19 1 yap codlo 10D kdopov 10010V popio Tapd 1@ Bed dotiv.]]
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[[[3:20 (LXX) . . . KUpPLOg YLVEOKEL TOVG S1OAOYIOUO VS TAV COPBY OTL £ioly
udratot.}l]

3:23 ueig 8¢ Xprotod, XpLotog 8¢ Beob.

4:1-5 'O%t0g fipds Aoyilécbe dvBpanog dg Vmnpetag XpLeTod kai
otxovéuous uuopiav 8eod. *Hde Aotrdv {nteitar v 101g oikovopols, va
o1 TG £VpeBR. *Euol 8¢ elg EMdyrotdv £oTLy, Tva VO VpAV Avaxpldd 1
OO GvBpwmivng AUEPAS GAX 0VSE Epontdv dvakpive. “008EV YOp ELOVTO
oOvorda, GAN oUK &v 100t dedixalopal, 6 & dvaxpivev Le KOPLOG E6TLY.
‘hote un Tpo kopo TL kpivete £ag v £A0 0 KbpLog, Oc kKUl POTIGEL O
KPURTO TOD 6KOTOVS KOl YavEPHOEL T0G PoVAAG Thv KapSLAY KOl TOTE O
£naivog yevioetol £kGote Gno 101 B0b.

[[4:9 Soxd ydp, & Be0¢ fuds 10N dnoctdrovs £oydroug anedetéey og

gmBavatiovg,]|

4:10 flueig popol dud Xpratov, vpeig 8¢ ¢pévipor &v Xprot@-

4:15 &av yap pupiovg todayeyovs Exnte v Xprotd GAL o0 moAlovg
natépac £v yap Xprotd Ineod S1a 1o edayyeriov £y Duas EyEvvnoa,

4:17 816 10010 Enepyo Vuilv Tiudbeov, 8¢ £otiv Lov Téxvov dyanntov Kol
TLoToV £V Kuple, 6 uds dvopvioet tag 68006 pov 1dg v Xprotd Incod,
kabag tavtoyol £v Tdon ekkAncia diddoke.

4:19 &devoopan 8¢ todmg Tpog Ludg £av O khprLog Bernion, Kal Yvahoouot
0V 10V AGYOV 10V TEGVGLOUEVOY GANE TV SUVOLLY

[[4:20 0V yap év Adyo 1 BaciAieia 100 80D GAL v Suvduet.]]

5:3-5 *&y0 pév ydp . . . §0n k€kpika dg Taphv 1oV olteg tobTo Katepyacd-
Hevov *&v @ dvopatL Tod Kupilov [Hpdv] Inood, [V + Xeewd] gyvaybéviav
VPOV Kol 10D £p0h TVELRATOG VY TH) Suvaper Tod Kvpiov NPAVY Incod,
[vl. + Xprowod] Spapadodvar 1OV 1010010V T catavd £ic 6AeBpov Thg copkadg,
iva 10 Tvedua cwdf £v i NuEpa T0d kupiov, (vl + Tneed]

5.7 éxkaBdapote Ty modaldy Louny, ivo fte véov ovpopa, kKabog ote
dlupor xal yop t0 oo NPAV £100n XpLetoc.

[[5:12-13 11 ydp not 10hg £E@ kpivery; oyt 1006 Ecw Vuelg kplveTe; Provg
3¢ #Em § Bedg kpLvel, £Edpate TOV Tovnpov €5 L@y adTdv.]]

[[6:9-10 7 ovk oidate 611 ddikor Be0D Baciieiav o0 KANPOVOUNICOLGLY; uf)
ThavacOe” obte Topvol olte eidwloldtpatl olte poryol otite porakol obte
apoevoxoital Podte kAéntal olte mAeovékTat, o uéBuoot, ov Aoidopot,

0¥y dproyeg Bootielov 0e0D KANPovouHooLoLY. ||

6:11 kai tobTd TIveg fiie GAAG dredovcocOe, GAAG yLdoBnte, AALG
£dikatddnte £v 1@ ovopatt Tod kvpiov Incod Xpietod xai £v 16
nvevuoTt 100 B0V NUAV.
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6:13-17 “ta Bpdpoto T KotAig Kol | Kotkio 1016 Bpapacty, 0 8€ Bedg kot
o0y Kol 1adTo KOTapyNoEL. 10 88 odua o Tf ToPVeELY GAAG T@ Kupio,
KoL O KOpLog 16 copatt o 8¢ 0e0¢ kol TOV KOPLOV Hyelpev Kal HUAG
£Eeyepel dia g Suvdueng avtod. Potk oldate 611 Td ocopata LUOV HEAN
Xprotod £oty; dpog obv T@ péin Tod XpLeTod noticm topvng LEAN; U
vévorto. “[f] ovk 0ldate 0TL 6 KOAADUEVOS T} OPVY £V 0BG £oTLv; Ec0VTON
Yap, ¢nolv, ol 800 eig odpka piav. Y0 8& KOAAOREVOS TO KVPLY £V Tvedud
£oTLV.

[[6:19-20 ™1 0¥k oidate 1L 10 cOUA VPOV VOOS TOD £V DUV Gyiov
TVEVNATOS £0TLY OV EXETE ARO BEOD, KAl 0VK €6TE £QVTHV; “RyopacHnte
yop tiufc SoEdoate 81 1ov Bedv €v 16 capatt LUOV.]]

[[7:7 ... dMa ékaotog 180y Exel yaproua £k B0, 6 ueév obtwg, 6 8¢
oVtwe.||

7:10 1oig 8¢ yeyaunkéoLy TopayyEAL®, 00K €Yo GAAX O KVpLOG, Yuvalka
anod Gvdpog un yopiodivat,

7:12 Toig 8& Ao1noig Aéym £y 00Y O KDPLOG'

[[7:15 ... év 8¢ eipnvn xk€kAnkev VUAC 6 Bdc. ||

7:17 Ei pf éxdote dg euéproey 0 KOPLOG, EXGOTOV Mg KEKATKEY 6 Bedc,
oltag nepirateito.

[[7:19 7 neprrout 008V £oTLy KOl ) dxpoPuotia 008EV £6TLy, GAAG THPNOLS
£VIoAGV 0£09D.]]

7:22-24 6 yap £v xvple kAnbeig dovAog arnelevOepog kupiov Eotiv,
opoimg 6 EAevbepog kKANBELG §0VAOG E6TLY XpLaTod. “ripig yyopdobnte:
un yiveoBe dovrot GvBpaney. *Exactog v @ £xAnOn, ddeldoi, &v 00T
HEVET® RAPA OED.

7:25 Tlept 8¢ 1dv napfévev Emtayny kuplov ok £xe, yvdunv 8¢ didaut dg
nienuévog Hro Kvplowv motdg elvar.

7:32-35 29l 8¢ VUGG Guepiuvoug gival. 6 dyopog LEpLUVE T TOV Kupiov,
TG ApET T KVPL®™ ¥0 6€ yaunoog pepLUvE 16 T00 Kdopow, ndg dpéon T
yovolki, *kat pepéprotat. kol N Yuvi i Ayopog kot 1 rapOévog pepLuva ta
70D KVPiLov, iva 7 dyla kol 1) copatt kol 1@ Tveduatt 1| 8¢ younoaca
LEPLUVE TO TOD KOGHOV, TRG dpéon) 1 dvdpl. *tovt0 8¢ Tpdg 10 VUAY avTOV
ovloopov AEYe, 0VY Tva Bpdyov DUl émBdie GALG Tpodg 10 V)MoV Kol
EURAPESPOV TG KVPLY AMEPLOTAGTHG,

7:39-40 ¥ ... £av 8¢ kotunoq 6 dviip, EAevBépa £oTiv § BELEL YounBfvar,
povov v Kupie. *“uaxaplatépa 8¢ oty £av oUTeg Heivn, katd THv eutv
YVOUnV: SoK® 3¢ KAyH rvebua B0t Exetv.

[[8:3 €l 8¢ tig dyand 10v Bedv, 00106 Eyvestal LI qvtod.]]
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1[8:4-5 Tlepi tiig Ppuiceng oVy THV £18wAoBVTOV, oldauev 61t 0088V eidwiov
&v kéouo xai 611 g0deig Be0g el un £lg. *kai yop einep eloiv keydpuevor
feol elte &v oVpavd eite Emt yiig, domep eioly Beol MOAAOL Kal KVpLOL
noAiot,]}

8:6 GAN Muiv glg Bed¢ 6 mathp € o o TdvTa Kol fueig elg adToV, Kol £1g

koprog Tnoodg XpLotog 8t 00 1d ndvia kol Npeic 8t avtod.
[[8:8 Bpdua 8¢ Hdg 00 ntapacTioet 1) 0ed ]

8:11-12 "dméAAvton YOp 6 doBevav £v i) of) YvdoeL & aderdog St Ov
XpLotog anebavev. “oitag 8¢ dpoptdvovies eig 10U Adeldovg Kal
TORTOVIES QVTOV TNV GUVELSNGLY doBevoioay glg XpLeTov auoptivere.

9:1-2 0¥k eipl éreBepog; 0Ok eipl drdotodrog; 0yl Inocodv Tov kbpLov
NGV £6paka; 0V 10 £pyov Hov VUELG £ote £V KLPL®; ‘el dAlolg ovk el
ArdoTON0G, GALG YE DUl elpL 1 Yap copayic pov Tfig dnooTorfig VUELS £0TE
£V KopLo.

9:5 un ovk £yopev e€ovolav G8erony yuvaiko meptdyely 0 Kol ol Aotmol
amdotorol kal ol adeidol Tod xvuptov kol Knoag;

[19:9 év yap 1@ Mouctng voue yéypartor: ob knpocetg fobv arodvia. un
1@V Bodv pEAeL 10 Be®;]]

9:12 i dAloi tig VU@V EEovsiag LETEXOVOLY, 0V LAALOV NUETS; AL 0VK
£ypnoduedo 1) €€ovoig TadT, GAAG TAVIa GTEYOUEY, Tva U1 TLve £YKonv
ddpev 1@ evayyerio t0b XpLotoo.

9:14 ot kal 6 xOpLog SLETa&eV 101G 10 EVAYYEALOV KOTOYYEALOVGLY €K
T0 gvayyeAiov Chv.

9:21 101¢ avduotg tg dvopos, un Gv dvopog 8eot GAA Evvopog Xprarod, (va
KEPSdvm 100G AVOpHouS

10:4 xoi mavieg 10 adTO TVEVHATIKOV ENLOV TOUQ" ERLVOV YOpP €K
TVELULATLKTG GkoAOUBOVONS TETPAS, T TéTpa 8 v 0 XpLeToc.

[[10:5 AL’ 00k £v to1lg TAeiooly abtdv eVdOKNoEY O Bede, KateoTpabncay
Yap €v 0 Epfine.]]

10:9 unde éxnelpdlouev tov Xpratov, [ xopovl xafhe tiveg adtiv
éneipooav xkal VIO TV SOEOY ANGAAVVTO.

[[10:13 nerpoouog tpag ovx eiAndev el ph dvBpdnivog Tiotdg de 0 Bedg, 6G
oUK £€doeL Vpag TetpacHijvar vnep 6 SUvachs AAAG TOMGEL GOV 10
TELPOSU® Kal Ty £xBaoty 10D dVvacBot Umeveykeliv.]]

10:16 0 mothpLov Tiig £VA0YLOE O bAOYODUEY, OVYL KOLVOVia £0TLV TOD
dipatog 1od Xprotod; v dptov v KAGUEY, 0VYL KO1VOViQ TOD COPRATOS
00 XpLotoh £aTLy;
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10:20-22 26X’ 611 @ BVovory, daipoviorg kot o0 Bed [BOovoLv] 00 €l 8¢
VUOG KOLVOVOLGS TV datpoviev yiveosBal. Y00 dhvache tothpLov Kupiov
TLVELY KO TOTAPLOV datpoviav, 0b duvoobe Tpaneélng xvplov petéxeLy
kal tponelng darpovimv. 1 tapalnioduev Tov kKOpLov; un toyupdTepot
avToD £0EY;

10:26 (LXX) T0D kVPLOV Yap T YA Kal TO TARpOUE aDTAG.

10:31-11:1 elte 0lv €cBiete eite nivete eite 1 motelte, ndvra gig §6Eav
0e0D moigite. Panpookonot kol Tovdatorg yivesHe kai "Erdnoiy xai i
¢xkkAnoig 100 Oe0D, Pxabog KAy TdvTa ndmyﬁipéoxm un {ntdv 10 £poutod
oVLGOPOV GAAL TO TOV TOAAGY, Tvo cobdoty.  uuntal pov yiveode kodog
kayd XpLotod.

11:3 8éhw 8¢ Vuag eidévar 1L mavtog Avdpog i kedarn 0 XpLetog oty
KEGAAN € YuvaLKOS O Aviip, KEQUAT 8E T00 XpLatod 6 Bedc.

[[11:7 dvnp pev yap ok doeiret kKatokoAVTIESOOL THY KEGAATV ELKAV KOl
d6Ea 60D Vndpywv-]]

11:11-12 "mAmv otte yovn yopig avdpds oVte Avip YOPLS YUVOLKOG &V
Kuple- “donep yap N yovi €x 100 Gvdpds, oVtwg Kai 6 dvnp Sid Thg
yuvoikdg ¢ 8¢ mavta £k 100 Oe0D.

[[11:13 &v duly adtolg kpivate' npérov £0TLV YUVAlKO GKATAKGAURTOV TR
0e@ npocevyechar;]]

[[11:16 Ei 8¢ Tig Soxel drAdverxog elvar, HUELS TOLaHTNY GUVHBELOV 0UK
£yopev ovde ai £xxAncial 100 0g0?.]]

11:20 Zuvepyxouévev oDy DUOV £rl 10 ad10 0K E6TLV KVPLUKOV SELTVOV
oayely

[[11:22 pry yap oixiag ovx €xete £ig 10 £08ielv xal mively; f| Thg £xkAnciag
100 Be0V KOTaPPOVELTE, KO1 KOTALOXVVETE TOLG U Exoviog; Ti eino Dulv;
€naivécnm LEAG; £v 1001 0UK £naivd.]]

11:23-27 *Eye yap mopérafov dnd Tod kuplov, 6 kol napédexa Vuiv, 611 0
xbvproc Ineodg év i vuktl 1 napedideto Edafev dptov *kat evyapiothoag
£xhaocev xai €inev: 10010 pov £6TLY 1O sOpaA 10 VnEp LUAV' TODTO TOLELTE
£lg v euny avduvnoly. *ocavteg kol 16 ToTiplov petd 10 deinvijoat
Aéyav' 10010 10 TOTNPLOV ) Ko SLadfikn £oTiv £v 1@ £u@ aipatt 10010
TOLELTE, 00AKLG GV Tivrjte, £1¢ TV EunV avapvnoly. *6odkig yop £av
£00inte 10V dptov tovToV Kal 10 moTAPLOV Niivnte, TOV Bdvatov tod kvpiov
KatayyEAete dypt o0 #A0. 7'Qote Og dv £00in 1OV dptov A mivy o
TOTIHPLOV TOL KVPLov dvaing, £voyxog £otol T0D CAOPATOS KAl ToD
aipatog Tod xuplov.

[[11:29 6 yap €cBimv kai nivev kpipa £avtd £cbiel kal nivel un Staxpivev
0 G(I)u(l. [vl. + tob kvpiov]
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11:32 xprvduevor 8¢ dmod V- 00 xppiow nondevopsdo, iva uf oLV 1
KOoU® KATOKPLODUEV.

12:3 610 yvaopilm vpiv étL 00deic gv mvevuat Be0U AoAdY Aéyel "Avabepa
Tneode, kal ovdeig dtvatal einely: Koprog Ineode, €t un év nvevpatt
aylo.

12:4-6 *Aranpécerg 8¢ yoapioudtov elsiv, 10 68 avtd nvetua: *kal
Slalpéoeic SLaxovidv eioly, Kai 0 avtog KOPLOG® “kal Siatpécelg
gvepynuatay giolv, § 8¢ 0010g Be0c 6 Evepydv Ta TAvVTO £V TAOLV.

12:12 KoBdnep yap 10 odpo €v £6tLv Kal pédn ToARG XL, RAVTO 8€ 10 LEAN
700 oORATOC TOARG dvta Ev €0ty SONA, 0VTOS KAl 0 XpLoTog:

[[12:18 vuvi 8¢ O Be0¢ £€6£10 TG péAT, Ev EKOOTOV ADTAVY £V T COPOTL KABOE
nBérncev.]]

[[12:24 16 8¢ svoynuova LAY 0V YpeLay EXEL. AALG O BE0C CUVEKEPUGEY 10
odua 1) VOTEPOUREVER REPLOGOTEPAV §OVG TLUAY,]]

12:27-28 ¥ Yueic 8¢ €ote odpa XpLotod kol peln ek pépovs. *Kat olg uev
£0e10 O Be0¢ &v 0 £kKAncia Tp@ToV ANocTOAOUS, SeUTEPOV TPOGNTOG,
Tpitov 818a0kdrovg, £ncrto Suvdpels, £rnerta yapionoto lopdtonv,
avuAnuyeLs, kupepvnoetc, YEvn YAmoodv.

[[14:2 6 yop Aardv YAdoon ovk dvBpdRolg AaAEl GAAG BE®" 0VIELS YOpP
aKovEeL, TveLHatt 8¢ Aarel pvotipra’]]

[[14:18 evyaprotd 1@ Oed, TAVIaY VUV LAAAOV YA®WGOALS AOAD"]]

[[[14:21 (LXX) £€v 1@ voue yéypoantal 6Tt £v ETEPOYADOSOLS KOl €v Xeldeoiv
£T€pav AOANGO T Ao 100t Kal 008 oVtag eloaxoboovial (ov, AEYeEL
xk0p1og.]1]

[[14:25 10 xpunrtd TG kopdiag ahToD davepd yivetal, kKol 0UVTHG TEGQV €Ml
TPOCANOV TPOCKUVVHCEL Td Be® dnayyéAlov §1t Gvtog ¢ Beog &v LUty
gonv.]]

{[14:28 £av 8& uf | SrepunvevTthc, GLYGTO £V EKKANGLQ, £aVTd 88 AaAeite
Kal 10 0. ]]

[[14:33 00 ydp £oTiv dxotoctaciag 0 Be0c AAAG elpnvng, oG £v Tdcog Talg
EXKKANGLOLG TRV dylov.]]

2

14:36-37 *R d¢’ Oudv 6 Adyog Toh Beod £ERAOEV, 1 €1¢ LUAG povoug
katvinoev; 7Bl 11g Soxel mpoonfitng elval fi ivevnatikde, ENLyLVOoKETe O
vYodom VULV 611 KVPLOV £0TLY EVIOATY

15:3-8 ‘rapédoxa yap vUiv év npdTtols, O xai tapéiafov, 611 XpLetog
Gréfavey UnEp TOV QUAPTIAY HUBY KATA TGS YPados *kat 611 £Taon kal ot
Eyfyeptal TH AUEPQ TR TPLTN KATA TG Ypaddg kat 61t Godn Kngd eita 101¢
ddexa *émerta GO Endve neviakosiolg dderoig eddnal, €€ dv ot
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nieioveg pévovoty €mg dptt, Tiveg 8¢ ExkounBnoay: éneita do0n TakoBo
£110 101g GMOGTOAOLG TAGLY" *Ecy0tov 8¢ TAVTOV MoTEPEl 1) EKTPOUATL
@o0M xduol.

[[15:9-10 “Eye ydp lut 6 €Ady1ot0g 10V ArooToAmv 6¢ 00K £ipl 1kavog
KaieloBal anéctorog, diott £8inta v ExkkAnciay toh Bsoy “ydpim 8
0e0D elpt § elu, kol N xdpig aLTOD T £i¢ £ue 00 KeVR £yevnoTy, ALY
TEPLOGOTEPOV OVTAV TAVIOY EKOTLOON, OVK £Y0 8& GALG 1) xdp1g 10D Beob
[%1} ovv €pot.]]

15:12-19 “Ei 8¢ Xprotog knpvocetol §TL £k vexkpOv £YNYeEPTaL, TOG
Aéyouoty v Ul TLveg 6Tt AvdoTtooig vekpdy oUK £oTLy; el 8¢ dvdotooig
vekpdv oUx £oTLy, 008 XpLotog £ynyeptal el 8¢ Xpratog otk
£yNyepToL, KEVOv dpa [kal] 10 kfpuyna Nudv, KEVH Kol 1) RLOTLG DUAV®
Sgvplokoueba 8¢ ka1 wevdoudptupes 10 80D, 611 EuapTUPNCALEY KOTO
100 08201 611 Hyeipev Tov XpLeTov, dv ok fiyelpev einep dpa vexpol ovk
£yeipovrot. el yap vexpol ovk &yeipoviar, 006& XpLotog Eyfiyepral el
3¢ XpLatog ok £ynyeptoL, pataia i Totig DUdV, £11 €61 £v 1olg
apaptiaig VUV, *Gpa kal ot kowunBEvteg £v Xprotd dndrovro. “el év i
Loty to0tn £v XpLotd MAmikotes Eoputv pdvov, EAEe1vOTEPOL TAVTOVY
GvOpodn@V ECUEY.

15:20-28 “Nuvi 8¢ Xprotog £yfyeptol £k vekp@y anapyi) tdv
kexowunuévay. “ensidn yop du avBparov 8dvartog, kai oL’ avBpdnov
AvdotooLlg vekp@v. Pdonep yop €v 10 'Adau Tavieg AToBvicKoveLy, oUtag
kat &v 1@ XpLotd ndavieg {pomowndnoovtot. *"Exactog 8¢ év 10 18l
raypott anapyiy XpLetog, énetto ol tob XpLotod &v i} repoveiq
adTod, Yelta 10 1€hog, Stav napadidd v Baciieiav 16 Bed xai matpi,
dtav katapynen ndoav dpynv koi nacav €£ovotav kail Svvouv. #8el yap
aOtov Baciietery dypt o0 87 ndviag 1ovg £xBpole HRO TOVg TOSUG AHTOD.
*Eoyotog £X0pog katapyeltat 0 Bdvatog Yrdvia yap Unétaley BrO TG
nodag avTov. 6tav 8¢ ginn 61 ndvia LrotétakTal, SHLov 611 kT0g 1OV
VR01GE0VTog 0VT® T TAva. *8Tav 8€ DROTOYR AOTO TO TdvTa, 10T [Kai]
avToOg 0 VIOG VrotayNoeTal 10 YRoTdEaVTL eI Td Tdvo, Tva | 6 8edg [1d]
TAvVTa £V TACLY.

15:31 k0’ uépav aroBvicKe, vi Ty DueTEpay KovNoLY, v éxn £v
Xprotd Incod @ kvpie Rpdv.

[115:34 éxviyate Sikoing Kal un auaptavete, dyvosiay yop Oeob Tveg
£30V0LY, TPOG EvIponny VUTY AaAdd.]]

[[15:38 0 8¢ Bd¢ 8idwoLv 0OTH odpo kobac NOEANCEY, Kal £KAOTO TOV
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Christology in 2 Corinthians

PAUL'S SECOND CANONICAL LETTER TO the believers in Corinth has much less
christological data than does 1 Corinthians.! The reason for this is basically
twofold: first, it is by far the most personal of all his letters, dealing primarily
with defense and/or explanations of his most recent relations with them;?2
second, it is for this reason ad hoc at the very highest level,? which makes in-
terpretation always a bit tenuous. Thus, while the personal nature of the let-
ter tends to call for fewer references to Christ, Paul nonetheless tends to
bring Christ into the picture simply because that is who Paul is; and since he
can hardly speak about himself without speaking of Christ, we get presuppo-
sitional christological moments of all kinds and in many ways. The net re-
sult is that looking at the Christology of 2 Corinthians after that of
1 Corinthians is at some points like moving onto new ground.*

To begin with, 2 Corinthians has a more theocentric feel to it than do
the earlier three letters, evidenced in part by the fact that God is mentioned
more often than Christ. The letter itself begins on a theocentric note, bless-
ing the God who is the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ and then concentrat-

I1Commentaries on 2 Corinthians are listed in the bibliography (pp. 640-41);
they are cited in this chapter by author's surname only.

2By way of contrast, 1 Corinthians focuses primarily on the Corinthian believers
themselves, especially on the many behavioral/ethical matters that need serious at-
tention, and apart from ch. 9 very little on Paul himself.

}1t is a simple reality of life that the more a writer and recipient are on the same
page with regard to shared experiences, the less the writer needs to inform the recipi-
ent about the known details. Since 2 Corinthians has so much of this kind of con-
tent, interpreters are basically left on the outside listening in on one side of a very
intense conversation. Hence we are also left with a great deal more scholarly guess-
work than in, for example, Galatians or Romans. See G. D. Fee and D. Stuart, How to
Read the Bible for All Its Worth (3d ed.; Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2002), 56-59.

4Indeed. there are so many items that would be considered “contradictory” if
they appeared in, for example, Colossians or 2 Thessalonians that they would be pro-
posed as further evidence for Paul’s not having written those letters. The fact that
many of the same kinds of alleged inconsistencies and linguistic differences exist be-
tween 1 and 2 Corinthians as between Colossians and the rest of the corpus reveals
how much subjectivity goes into decisions about authenticity.
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ing on God's mercies that spared Paul from what appeared to be certain
death. This emphasis is then found at several places throughout, even in the
great soteriological moment in 5:18-6:2 and its following catalogue of Paul'’s
ministry and hardships (6:3-10). So while the emphasis on Christ that we
have seen in 1-2 Thessalonians and 1 Corinthians continues to some degree,
it is here much more noticeably placed within the larger context of God’s
purposes and will than before.

Furthermore, after the high level of intertextual use of the Septuagint in
the earlier three letters, where xUpiog = Yahweh has been taken over and
applied to Christ, in this chapter on 2 Corinthians such a heading does not
appear at all. What does carry over are the many Septuagint phrases of this
kind,> plus some new ones, that have obviously become a part of Paul’s theo-
logical vocabulary when speaking of Christ.

Nonetheless, despite these noticeable differences, 2 Corinthians has its
own significant christological moments that add to the full-orbed picture, es-
pecially 8:9 and 3:16-4:6. And what does emerge reflects something of the
same undercurrent of christological crisis that marked much of 1 Corinthians,
where the significance of the person of Christ is tending to be diminished in
some way. Here in particular Paul now spells out what it means for Christ to
be the true bearer of the divine image and thus to reflect the divine glory. And
as before, it is in the shared prerogatives of Father and Son that one sees
Pauline Christology emerge most consistently in the letter. At the same time,
Paul continues to speak of Christ in the same ways as he has done in the three
earlier letters. His primary interest in Christ continues to be the same:
soteriological. What God has done in Christ is always Paul’s primary theologi-
cal focus. Thus the relational aspect of Christian life continues to focus on
one's relationship with Christ, in ever so many ways and kinds of contexts.

As with previous chapters, the present chapter proceeds in a basically
thematic way, beginning with one of the more significant christological mo-
ments in the corpus (8:9) and then branching out to a variety of other kinds
of christological phenomena that appear in the letter. Items that have ap-
peared in the earlier letters are simply listed and cross-referenced toward
the end.

A Preliminary Look at the Data

The various references to Christ and to God are found in appendix I at
the end of this chapter; likewise, an analysis of the different ways of refer-
ring to Christ is found in appendix II. In comparison with the first three let-
ters, two matters stand out. First, for the second time® references to God
(8e6¢) outnumber references to Christ (78x to 75x), including Xpiotog

5See the discussion on 2 Cor 3:16-18; 8:21.
6Cf. 1 Thessalonians (see n. 12 in ch. 2).
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(Christ), k0prog (Lord), ‘Incovg (Jesus), and vidg (Son) in all of their various
combinations. This stands in some contrast to 1 Corinthians, where Christ is
mentioned by name 18 times more than God the Father (121x to 103x). Sec-
ond, the most striking feature regarding references to Christ is the predomi-
nance of the title/name Xptotdg (47x) in comparison with kUptog (26x)” and
‘Incovg (19x), including the number of times each occurs alone (Xpto1dg,
38x; xUprog, 18x; 'Incove, 7x). In fact, this begins a pattern that carries
through the rest of the extant letters to churches (including Philemon).

With regard to the specific names/titles, the sudden high incidence of
the name 'Incodg in ch. 4 is easily explained by the subject matter: Paul is
contemplating his sufferings in light of those of the earthly Jesus (Paul has
Jesus’ death in view, to be sure, but the focus is on Jesus’ sufferings, not re-
demption brought about by his death). What is less clear is the reason for the
sudden high incidence of the use of Xp1o1d¢ as the primary “name” in this
letter. But that is indeed what has happened, and it will continue so in the
rest of the corpus.®

Christ: Preexistent and Incarnate Redeemer

As often happens in his letters, some of Paul’'s most profound chris-
tological moments appear in places where one might least expect them—
further evidence that his Christology lies deeply rooted as presuppositional to
his understanding of Christ and is not something that needed proof or expli-
cation. This was true of his first mention of Christ’s preexistence in 1 Cor
8:6; it finds expression in this letter in a plea for the Corinthians to follow
through on an unfulfilled promise of giving to the poor. At the same time,
the “heavenly redeemer” lived a truly human life, yet without sin; and even
if Paul does not speak of it often, a further moment in this letter reminds the
Corinthians that Paul’s own “weaknesses” are in keeping with the character
of the earthly Jesus.

2 Corinthians 8:9—Incarnation as Paradigm for Giving to
the Poor

In this thoroughly metaphorical passage, in which one wordplay follows
another, Paul is exhorting the Corinthians toward selfless giving for the sake
of the (literally) poor in Jerusalem.? He begins by telling the story of Mace-

“This does not include the two occurrences of x¥piog in the Aéyer xOptog for-
mula taken over from citations of the Septuagint in 6:17-18. On this matter, see n. 7
in ch. 3.

8From here on, except for the clear instance in Rom 9:5, “Christ” seems to have
become the Lord's name; but see the considerable argument by N. T. Wright on Phlm
6 suggesting otherwise (The Climax of the Covenant: Christ and the Law in Pauline The-
ology [Minneapolis: Fortress, 1992]. 41-55).

“We actually learn this in a later letter (Rom 15:25-32).
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donia: how they (also literally poor) have exemplified especially selfless gen-
erosity. To score this point in the strongest possible way, he concludes by
reminding them of the basic story of Christ, doing so with metaphor and
wordplay that are intended to remind the Corinthians that their very lives
are totally dependent on the kind of “grace” similar to that in which he
wishes them to engage. The text reads,

8:9 ywvookete yap v xdpwv  tod Kkvpiov Npév Tncod Xprotod,

1. (a) ot 8V tpag  Emtdysvoey
(b) mA0voL0g BV,
2.(a) {va Vuelg T £kelvov nroyely
(b) TAOVTHOMNTE.
For you know “the grace”  of our Lord, Jesus Christ,
that for you he became “poor”
being “rich,”
S0 that you by his “poverty”

might become “rich.”

Several christological observations are in order. First, it needs to be re-
peated that this is metaphor, expressive and powerful metaphor, that appears
suddenly and without explanation either before or after. Thus the power lies
in the metaphor itself. To argue that this is literall” in some way is to remove
both the power and the poetry of this sentence. The same is true of an inter-
pretation that does not presuppose preexistence.!

Second, Paul reminds them that what follows is something they “know.”
Whether this relates to the actual metaphor itself may be questionable; but
at the least it has the incarnation as its referent. This is a theological point
on which he and they are agreed; and we noted in the preceding chapter
that their common understanding of Christ as preexistent lay behind some
of Paul's argumentation in 1 Cor 8 and 10.

Third, the word “grace” appears here as a considerable wordplay. In the
immediately preceding sentences this has been Paul’s language to refer to
the Macedonians’ own giving for the poor. This is the “grace” that God has
given them (v. 1), spelled out in vv. 2-5 as an overflow of their joy in Christ
that demonstrated itself in “giving as much as they were able, and even be-
yond their ability.” And this is the “grace” that in v. 6 Paul now urges on the

19As does G. W. Buchanan, “Jesus and the Upper Class,” NovT 7 (1964): 195-209.
Cf. Furnish’s comment that Buchanan—"contrary to his own intention—succeeds
in showing only how futile it is to argue for a literal interpretation” (417). Nonethe-
less, one finds a more literal approach to this text scattered throughout the litera-
ture; note, e.g.. Hunter: “His earthly lot was that of a poor man (II Cor, 8.9)” (Gospel
according to Paul, 59), which mixes this metaphor with the known reality of his
earthly life.

As, e.g., ]. D. G. Dunn, Christology in the Making: A New Testament Inquiry into
the Origins of the Doctrine of the Incarnation (2d ed.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1989),
121-23. See n. 13 below.
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Corinthians, as a matter of bringing to completion something already
begun. Indeed, he wants them to excel in “this grace,” just as they have in
other Christian virtues (v. 7).

So when Paul uses this word as his introduction to the “Christ story,”
this continues to be its first meaning. What “our Lord Jesus Christ” exempli-
fied in his incarnation was the kind of “grace” of giving for the sake of the
“poor” already noted among the Macedonians; but in this case, of course,
the “poor” were the Corinthians,}? who had been impoverished by the
wretchedness of sin. At the same time, since the Corinthians know the story
well, it is hard to imagine they will not also have heard the second level of
meaning—Paul’'s more predominantly theological one—that God’s grace to-
ward the (sinful) needy was played out to the full in Christ’s ultimate “impov-
erishment” on our behalf: death on the cross.

Thus it was through Christ's “impoverishment” that the Corinthians
have become “rich”—not wealthy in worldly goods but wealthy as those re-
deemed from their former pagan idolatries and thus fitted for life eternal.
Their true wealth came by way of the great reversal: the truly “rich” one be-
comes “poor” so that the truly “poor” ones might become “rich.”

Third, the crucial christological point lies in the first (b) line, that it was
the one who in his preredemptive existence was “rich” who became “poor.”
The modifying participial phrase with which the first clause concludes has
“rich” as its predicate adjective (= “being rich”}), thus creating a metaphor
that expresses the glory inherent in Christ’s preexistent state. The main verb
then expresses the enormity of his grace: for your sakes he “became poor”—
from the “richness” of eternity to the “impoverishment” of our humanity.
The reason for this “impoverishment” is redemptive, to elevate us to his
“richness.” The power of the metaphor, as a way of expressing Christ’s
grace, lies precisely in the presupposition of preexistence and incarnation,
which at the same time implies choice on the part of the preexistent One. It
is difficult to imagine how such a metaphor could ever have come to mind if
Paul had been speaking about one who had merely human beginnings.

In fact, however, it sometimes has been argued that this metaphor does
not require us to think in terms of personal preexistence, that this metaphor
would work for one who thought of Christ’s earthly life as having only nor-
mal human beginnings.!3 But that is to read texts in isolation from one an-

12Note the emphatic positioning of the 8¢ Opag (for your sakes) and dueig (you)
in the two (a) lines: “how that for your sakes he became poor,” “so that you by
his poverty.”

BDunn (Christology in the Making, 121-23) begins the discussion by showing
that the various parts of the sentence do not necessarily require the assumption of
preexistence. always asking whether the Corinthians themselves would have as-
sumed as much (see ch. 3, pp. 102-5 above for his view that 1 Cor 8:6 should be
read as having to do not with Christ but with Wisdom!). He then offers that what
more likely lies behind the metaphor is Jesus as the second Adam. who “was rich”
in a way far beyond the first Adam but became “poor” in his suffering and death.
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other; after all, the author of this text also wrote 1 Cor 8:6, insisting that “the
one Lord, namely, Jesus Christ,” is also the one “through whom all things”
were created. And he is the same author of the later Phil 2:6-8, which tells
this same story but with more detail. Granted that one must always use cau-
tion when looking at one passage in light of another; granted further that if
we did not have these other texts, this passage, given its metaphorical na-
ture, could be read in a way that does not necessarily lead to a view of per-
sonal preexistence. Nevertheless, the plain sense of the metaphor in this case
carries all the freight in a presuppositional way of the normal sense of the
language and theology of Phil 2:6-7.

2 Corinthians 5:21—He Who Knew No Sin

As Paul moves toward the conclusion of a long digression in which he
has explained, and thus defended, his apostleship, including especially his
physical weaknesses, he also moves toward an appeal for reconciliation be-
tween himself and them (5:18-21). But he does so, typically, by putting it into
the context of the larger work of reconciliation that Christ has effected for
the sake of the world.'* I will discuss this whole passage at greater length in
the section “Christ Devotion and Soteriology—2 Corinthians 5:14-6:2"; for
now, we need especially to note that Paul understood Christ in his incar-
nation to be sinless.

Verse 21 serves as the wrap-up to this part of the long digression. What
is striking is how apparently unrelated to the preceding sentences it seems to
be. That is, Paul's concern from v. 14 has been with the radical new thing
that Christ has effected in the world, bringing about God’s “new creation.”
The reason for pressing this so hard on the Corinthians is that their present

Although this view has rightly been found wanting by those who have written on
this passage (e.g., Furnish, 417; Betz, 62: Martin, 263; Thrall, 533; Barnett, 407;
Lambrecht, 137; Matera, 191; idem, New Testament Christology, 95), Dunn continues
to maintain it in Theology of Paul, 290~92. One can only wonder how the Corinthi-
ans could have been party to such an oblique metaphorical referent as “rich” and
“poor” having to do with Adam before and after the fall, since the only reference to
Adam in 1 Corinthians has to do with his leading humanity into death (15:21-22)
and thus having a body subject to decay in contrast to Christ's risen and glorified
body (15:44-49).

14Because there is nothing else quite like this passage in the corpus, some have
argued that Paul is here using “pre-Pauline” material; and often this claim is accom-
panied by the assumption that it is therefore somehow “non-Pauline.” For a helpful
overview of this discussion, see excursus VII in Thrall, 445-49: she rightly, though
tentatively, rejects the theory as "by no means compelling.” The point that needs to
be made again (see, in the present volume, n. 27 in ch. 2) is that even if Paul was
using prior material, it sits in its present context in Pauline sentences, dictated by
him and aimed directly at the present tension between him and the Corinthians. The
basic historical presupposition that should prevail in such moments is that what
Paul wrote (even though by dictation), Paul himself believed and made his own; and
therefore these sentences are as Pauline as anything else one finds in his letters.
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view of him, he argues, has altogether to do with viewing things from an
“old creation” point of view—that is, “from the perspective of the flesh.” But
this is no longer an option. Christ's death and resurrection have radicalized
everything, so that viewing Paul's weaknesses from the “old age” point of
view misses the point of everything that Christ has done for us and the
world. The old has gone; the new has come (v. 17).

It is in this context that Paul brings in his own ministry as one of recon-
ciliation, which in vv. 18-19 he describes in terms of the ministry that God
has given to him; but in v. 20 he suddenly applies it directly to them: “We im-
plore you on Christ’s behalf: be reconciled to God.” In context this means
something like, “Accept God’s way of doing things, and stop trying to remake
the gospel to fit your own ‘this-worldly’ point of view”; and very near the
surface lies an appeal to be reconciled to Paul as well.

The point is that Paul could easily have moved on to what he says in 6:1
and no one would have missed a thing in the argument itself. But he is never
quite able to do things that way. What is crucial for him in this appeal is that
the Corinthians recognize the enormity of the work of Christ that effected
our reconciliation.!® Thus, with a typical, very tight two-liner, with its very
sharp contrasts (much like 8:9 above),1¢ he sets forth the work of Christ in
terms of the great exchange: the “sinless one” becomes “sin” for us so that
we (the sinful ones) might in him (the sinless One)} become the righteousness
of God. Thus:

5:21 (a) oV pi) Yvovio, apopriav
(b) OREP NUBY duaptiav énoincev,
(b’) ivo Nuels yevopeba  dixoroohvy Beod
(a’) £v avtd.
The one not knowing sin
for us sin [God] made,
that we might become the righteousness of God
in him.

The very tightness of this kind of contrast has Paul saying things in a
way that has led others to spill a great deal of ink over this passage, to give it
a precision that removes some of our discomfort with what is said.'” Qur
present concern is simply to note that the sinlessness of Christ in his incar-

150r, in Barrett’s words, “Paul has not yet explained to his own satisfaction how
Christ crucified constitutes a message of reconciliation” (179).

160n this, see Barnett (407 n. 15), who sets out the two passages side by side.

" The ink has been spilled primarily over the two (b) lines, whose laconic nature
has led to great concern as to what it means for God to “have made Christ [to be-
come] sin” and us to “become the righteousness of God.” I do not mean to take this
debate casually—getting it right theologically is important, after all—but Paul's
point seems clear without need of greater precision: Christ as the sinless One offered
the “unblemished sacrifice” for our sins that we might be given righteousness and
thus reconciled with God.
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nation is here asserted as a nonnegotiable presupposition. That it is the
earthly Jesus whom Paul had in view seems certain not only from the con-
text but also from the typically Jewish way of putting it: Christ “knew no
sin.” This is the “knowing” that comes from experience, not from mental ac-
tivity,!® the kind of “knowing evil” that Adam and Eve experienced that led
to human fallenness. It was the fact that Christ did not “know sin” in this
way that made it possible for him to be offered as the perfect sacrifice on be-
half of others.

Thus, at this point Paul joins the author of Hebrews (4:15) to express
what was apparently the common point of view among the earliest Chris-
tians about the earthly life of Jesus: he was without sin.1® These kinds of mo-
ments also disclose that Paul knew much more about that earthly life than
many tend to believe; he simply did not have occasion often to make a point
of it. But the next passage does in fact seem also to point in this direction.

2 Corinthians 10:1—Jesus’ Attitudes as a Basis for Appeal

Although it is true that Paul rarely refers to Jesus’ earthly life apart from
the context of his death and resurrection, there are a few notable exceptions,
this passage being one of them.2® At the outset of what turns out to be an
especially strong—to the point of being sarcastic—defense of his previous
actions as an apostle, Paul begins by appealing to two qualities of Christ that
seem to be the opposite of what is actually put on display in the argumenta-
tion that follows. That leads us to suspect, then, that these were the very
kinds of things denounced in Corinth, as suggested by Paul's repeated refer-
ences to his weaknesses as an apostle.

This is one of the issues that gives clear continuity between the two
canonical letters to Corinth, as is made plain by Paul’s strong defense in

18So most commentators. Thus it is unlikely that the similar phrase in Rom 3:20
and 7:7 has the same meaning as here (pace Bultmann, 164-65; Furnish, 339). In the
two Romans passages, the law has caused people to become conscious of their sin as
sin: here Paul is dealing with a different kind of “knowing” that comes by
experience.

This reality was anticipated regarding the Suffering Servant in Isa 53:9
(“though he had done no lawless deed [dvopia], nor was any deceit in his mouth");
according to Pss. Sol. 17:40-41; T Jud. 24:1; T. Levi 18:9, this in turn became expected
of the Messiah.

20 At least this seems to be the most natural reading of the text (so Windisch,
292; Barrett, 246-47; Barnett, 459-60; Lambrecht, 153; Matera, 221-22; cf. G. N.
Stanton, Jesus of Nazareth in New Testament Preaching [SNTSMS 27; Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 19741, 198; Dunn, Theology of Paul, 193-94). Others have sug-
gested that this is related to his preexistent humility in accepting the weakness of
incarnation (see Bultmann, 182; Furnish, 460; Thrall, 600; see also Martin [302],
who would have it both ways)—a view that arose from a much too skeptical ap-
proach to Paul's knowing anything about the historical Jesus. After all, Paul predi-
cates his own ethical stance on his “imitating Christ” (1 Cor 11:1), and in doing so it
is unlikely that he had the attitude of the preexistent Christ in view.
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1 Cor 4. especially vv. 8-13.2 In this second letter it is picked up regularly—
beginning with 2:14 and then again in 4:7-12 and 6:3-10—and serves as the
main piece of the argument against his opponents in chs. 10-13. At the out-
set of this final argument, Paul rests his appeal on the known character of
Jesus himself.

Paul has been accused of being “weak” when present with them but
“forceful” in his letters (v. 10). As he sets out to defend himself on this mat-
ter, he begins with something of a rhetorical coup: he makes his appeal on
the basis of ¢ tpaiitnrog kal £meixeiog 100 Xprotod (the meekness and gen-
tleness of Christ). While these words could refer to Christ before his accusers
in the Gospel crucifixion narratives, it is equally possible that Paul is reflect-
ing the language of Jesus recorded in Matt 11:29:22 “Learn of me, for I am
npaic kai tonevog év kapdia [gentle and humble in heart].” One might think
so in part because these latter two words appear together in the virtue list of
Col 3:12 and one (npaiic) occurs among the fruit of the Spirit in Gal 5:23, and
Paul insists elsewhere that he is an imitator of Christ (1 Cor 11:1).

In either case (and the latter seems more likely), Paul is appealing to
what is known about the earthly Jesus as the foundation from which he him-
self will speak. In contrast to the strong language of his letters, Paul appar-
ently has appeared “meek and gentle” while in Corinth. Here he is basing his
own attitudes on what is known by both him and the church about the
earthly Jesus. This kind of passing moment in his letters should be a con-
stant reminder that Paul was no docetist; rather, the now reigning Christ
lived a truly human life on this planet before his death and resurrection, and
Paul from time to time is ready to appeal to that life.

Jesus Christ, the Son of God

A second point of correlation between 1 and 2 Corinthians is the appear-
ance of a Son of God Christology. But in contrast to the preceding letters,
God is here explicitly referred to as “the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ” (1:3;
11:31). and Christ in turn is explicitly called “the Son of God” (1:19), al-
though this title is presupposed in the phrase “his Son” in 1 Thess 1:10; 1 Cor
1:9; 15:28. We begin this section, then, by examining these two texts (1:3, 19)

2N Gee also 1 Cor 2:1-5; 15:8-11; the very fact that Paul raises this issue at points
of contention with the Corinthians suggests that they had something of a tri-
umphalist view of present Christian life that Paul failed to exemplify.

22The authenticity of this pericope (Matt 11:28-30) is often called into doubt be-
cause, while the preceding materials in vv. 25-27 have Q parallels in Luke, the rest of
the passage is unique to Matthew. But that has the appearance of being overly skepti-
cal. The present passage suggests that such an understanding of Christ was already
a part of the church’s tradition, being known by both Paul and the Corinthians,
whether they knew the actual saying or not.
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in turn, before turning to the very important christological passage in 4:4-6,
where the title “Son of God” is presupposed, though not explicitly expressed.

2 Corinthians 1:3-5; 11:31—God as the Father of
Our Lord Jesus Christ

In a remarkable departure from the thanksgiving that begins each of
the first three letters—which in 1-2 Thessalonians also evolved into prayer—
this letter begins with an expression of praise to God, in a Christianized form
of the Jewish berakah (“blessing of God”), which Paul, from a young age,
would have known in the Jewish synagogue.?? This striking moment is an-
other reflection of the differences between the two Corinthian letters. In the
first letter the focus is on the Corinthians and their obvious need for change;
hence the thanksgiving anticipates some of the very things that have gone
astray in Corinth, good things that have gone sour. But here the focus is on
Paul himself and his own relationship with them. The first thing up, then, is
not thanksgiving and prayer but praise of God for his mercies and accom-
panying comfort.

But as is typical for Paul, he can scarcely mention God without includ-
ing “our Lord Jesus Christ”; how he has done so in this case, however, has
sometimes been seen as problematic with regard to the person of Christ and
his relationship to God the Father. The text reads,

1:3 EdAoyntog ¢ 8e0¢ kol mathp 100 kupiov ipdy Incod Xpiatod,
0 TaTNP_ TOV OLKTLPUAY Kal Bedg TAONG TAPAKANCEWC,

Blessed (be)?* the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ,
the Father of mercies and God of all comfort.

At issue is how we are to understand the relationship of Christ to the
name and title “God and Father.” The problem is not with God’s being “the
Father of our Lord Jesus Christ”—that relationship has been set forth as pre-
supposed from the very beginning (see discussion on 1 Thess 1:10 in ch. 2}—
but with the possibility that it could be read that the Father is also “the God
of our Lord Jesus Christ.”%> In the latter case one might be tempted to see
this as a unique construction that came into existence for the chiastic effect
of the whole phrase: (a) God and (b) Father . . . (b") the Father of mercies
and (a') God of all comfort. But since this expression occurs again in 11:31
and in the similar berakah in Eph 1:3, it seems much more likely that the in-
clusion of the phrase “of our Lord Jesus Christ” is intended even in this first

23Even though these prayers in their contemporary synagogue form probably rep-
resent a later expression, Paul himself serves as evidence for their essential antiquity.

2¢There is no verb expressed in the sentence; at issue, therefore, is whether this
is a call for praise (“May God be blessed”) or an exclamation of praise (as I have ren-
dered it).

HEspecially so in light of Eph 1:17.
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instance to give a christological identification of God the Father, unto whom
Paul offers praise.2®

That is, given what follows, where the focus is altogether on God the
Father, the christological phrase that appears between the two names and
their elaboration most likely occurs for two reasons: because (1) it is now
Paul’s habit to include Father and Son in the salutations of his letters and
this “blessing” serves that function in this letter; and (2} this phrase is
needed precisely to give a christological definition of the God whom Paul, the
former worshiper in the synagogue, now, as a follower of the risen Christ,
blesses. This is yet another instance where, akin to Midas of mythology,
everything Paul’s “hand” touches turns to gospel and reflects his utter
devotion to Christ.

If these suggestions come close to the reasons for this (otherwise unnec-
essary)¥ prepositional phrase, then the phrase “God and Father” is not to be
understood as a compound name (as in “Lord and Savior”) of him who
serves as the object of praise. Rather, given the way the berakah finally plays
out, we are to understand the kot not as conjunctive but as ascensive, in-
tended to give Christian definition to the God to whom Paul is now offering
praise. Thus it means something like “blessed be God, even the Father of our
Lord Jesus Christ.”28 That is, the God who is blessed in a variety of ways in
the Jewish synagogue is now to be blessed as the God who is singularly
known through revelation as “the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ,” who is
also known to us as “the Son of God,” which is precisely what is picked up by
Paul in v. 18, in the explanation of his changed itinerary with which the
letter proper begins.

Thus, rather than being a moment to which one can point as evidence
either of a diminished Christology or of an eternal subordination of the Son
to the Father, this phrase turns out to be a significant christological moment
in the letter, not to mention in the entire corpus. Here Paul appears to set

%Such an understanding seems all the more certain in light of Col 1:3, where
the kxai (and) is missing.

Z“Unnecessary” in the sense that in what follows all the focus is on God; thus
one might well have expected "Blessed be our God and Father, the Father of mercies
and the God of all comfort.” But this is Paul, after all, and as we have noted in earlier
chapters (see discussion on 1 Thess 1:1, 10; 1 Cor 8:6), after Paul’s encounter with the
risen Lord. the God whom he knew as a boy and as a young man he had now come
to know especially as “the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ.”

2(0r “blessed be the God whom we now know as the Father of our Lord Jesus
Christ.” This is the view held by most interpreters; as Barrett puts it, “Paul shows no
interest in the personal religion of Jesus” (58). Thrall, however, prefers on grammati-
cal grounds the possibility that Paul might be trying to “avoid any implication that
Christ, as kvprog, is some kind of independent deity” (102). But that seems overly
sensitive to how something “should have been written” and thus also to miss the fact
that this letter is the fourth (or third) in a series between Paul and the Corinthians;
and there is in fact nothing in either of the two canonical letters that would suggest
such a need.
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out the distinctively Christian understanding of God in a berakah that is set
in apparently deliberate contrast to his former understanding as a faithful
member of the Jewish synagogue.

The reason for the christological dimension of this blessing lies with the
Son of God theology that emerges in vv. 18-22 as a way of legitimizing Paul's
apostleship. Since this is a complex passage in terms of both its “why” and
“what,” we need in this case to spell out the argument in some detail so as to
appreciate the role of the Son of God Christology that emerges here, which is
quite different from the messianism presupposed in the former instances.

2 Corinthians 1:18-22—]Jesus, the Son of God

1:18-22 *motog 82 6 Bedc GTL 0 Adyog UBY 0 TPOG VUGS 0VK £0TLY val Kal
0%0. Y0 101 000 yap V10g Tnoodc XpLatog 6 £v Lulv 8t Nuav
knpuyBeic, 3t £uob kai Zidovavod kol TipoB€ov, ok £yéveto vai
kol 00 GAAG val &V avt@ yéyovey. *Ocal yop érnayyerial Bs0b, &V
abTd TO vat: 510 kol U avtod to apunv 16 Oed Tpog déEav S
Nudv. 6 8¢ Befardv Nuag cbv HUlv £ig Xprotov kal ypicag Nudg
8edg, ¥4 xal odpayloduevog AUag kal dolg tov appafdva tod
TVEVUATOG £V TONG KOpdlaig Nuev.
$But faithful is God, because our word which came to you is not both “yes”

and “no.” “For the Son of God, Jesus Christ, the one preached among
you through us—through me and Silvanus and Timothy—did not become “yes”
and “no”; rather, it was *“yes” in him. “’For as many as are the promises of
God, in (Christ) they are “yes.” For this reason also through him the
“Amen” is said by us to (God's) glory. *'Now it is God who establishes us
with you in Christ and anointed us, *who also sealed us by giving us the
down payment of the Spirit in our hearts.

Following the remarkable, very theocentric letter opening, Paul in v. 12
transitions to the first part of his appeal. which begins here and carries
through to 7:16,2% At issue is Paul’s integrity as it relates to his relationship
with the Corinthian community. Although Titus’s return had indicated that
there had been a measure of reconciliation between them and Paul (7:5-16).
Titus probably had also to report that there was some lingering bad feeling.
Some of this undoubtedly stems from an earlier time and is reflected in our
1 Corinthians.

In any case, Paul feels a decided urgency to explain his recent relations
with them, and especially his recent change of itinerary, for a second time.3¢

YThis, of course, recognizes that 2:14-7:4 forms a considerable (though under-
standable) break in this argument and in fact is also the longest single block of ma-
terial in the letter.

0The combined evidence from 1 Cor 16:5-7; 2 Cor 1:15-17; 1:23-2:4 indicates
that the visit mentioned in 2 Cor 1:15-16, 23-24 does not correspond to that proposed
in 1 Cor 16:5-7 (thus one change in plans); Paul obviously has not followed through
on the second plan mentioned in 2 Cor 1:15-16 as well. It is this latter change of
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But at stake still more than his own integrity is his apostieship. This has
been called into question by some of them for a considerable time, as 1 Cor
4:1-21 and 9:1-23 make plain. His change of announced plans to return to
Corinth after traveling to Macedonia, returning to Ephesus instead, appar-
ently has fueled the fires of his detractors, now supported by some outside
opposition.?! Paul can be no apostle of the truth that is in Christ, since he so
obviously says both yes and no out of the same side of his mouth.

Therefore, precisely because his apostleship is at stake, Paul feels
compelled not simply to explain himself but also to establish his integrity,
ultimately on theological grounds. Thus arises the strange and (to us) con-
voluted nature of the present argument. He begins by giving the reason
for the first change of plans (vv. 15-16),3? insisting that that plan had not in
fact been made with levity nor did changing it mean duplicity on his part
(v. 17). “Are my plans made like a mere worldling,”3? he asks rhetorically,
“full of duplicity, meaning both ‘yes’ and ‘no’ at the same time?” The form of
the rhetoric carries its own intended response: “Of course not.”

But that is insufficient for Paul in this case, so he launches into a singu-
lar theological vindication of his integrity in which he is intent to tie his
“words” (about itineraries, etc.) to his “word” (his preaching of the gospel)
and thus to God’s own faithfulness as that has been revealed in Christ his
Son and in the gift of the Spirit. This is bold stuff indeed, based on the abso-
lute conviction expressed in 1:1 that his apostleship is predicated altogether
on God's will. Thus, the logic of the argument in its various parts can be
readily traced out in six steps:

1. The first statement following the rhetorical denial of his duplicity is
the boldest of all: “God is faithful” (v. 18a). Paul’'s own integrity is predicated
first of all on God's faithfulness, or trustworthiness.

2. God's faithfulness is thus what guarantees Paul’'s “word” to them
(v. 18b). An obvious wordplay is in progress here: in its first sense this guar-

plans that he is hereby explaining to them. See G. D. Fee, “XAPIZ in 2 Corinthians
1:15: Apostolic Parousia and Paul-Corinth Chronology,” in To What End Exegesis? Es-
says Textual, Exegetical, and Theological (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2001), 99-104; but
see also the response by Furnish (142-45), who offers a different reconstruction of
the proposed visits.

3IThese people, who are merely mentioned in chs. 1-9 (e.g., 2:14—4:6) but have
come close to a “takeover” in chs. 10-13, seem to have seized on these doubts about
Paul’s authority as basic to their proclamation of “another jesus” (11:4).

32In v. 15; in order that “they might have double opportunity for grace”—that is,
the privilege of helping him on to Macedonia and of being the “sending church” for
the mission to Jerusalem. For this interpretation of devtépav ydpuv, see Fee, “XAPIZ.”

BGk. kotd oapka (lit., according to the flesh). Cf. 1:12, the accusation in 10:2, and
especially the argument in 5:16 that he does not view anyone from this perspective,
hence neither should they. This is a distinctively pejorative term that very often
stands in contrast to the Spirit, as it seems to do here (v. 22). Thus it has to do with
living from the perspective of the present age and its values. See on “worldly” wis-
dom in 1 Cor 2:6-16. and, especially for this contrast, Gal 5:16—6:8.
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anteed “word” is that of vv. 15-17, but that is only first blush. The recal
“word” that validates all other "words” is his preaching of Christ, which
is the true “word” that is “unto them” (v. 18) and was preached “among
them” (v. 19).

3. And here is where Paul's Son of God Christology comes into play. The
certain evidence that Paul's “word” is trustworthy is to be found in the faith-
ful God’s Son, whom Paul (and his companions) preached so effectively in
Corinth. The “for” with which v. 19 begins is explanatory. Thus, “For the Son
of God, Jesus Christ, whom we preached, is himself God’s ‘yes,”” not only to
his own promises but by implication also to Paul’s “word.”

Here, then, is a genuine case of “like Father, like Son.” The Father's
faithfulness finds expression in the faithfulness—the “yes"—of his Son. Thus
the Son is not simply an earthly Redeemer but a Savior who is also the guar-
antor of the Father's trustworthiness as that has found expression in the
gospel through which the Corinthians were saved.

4. Indeed, Paul will explain further (v. 20a), almost certainly in anticipa-
tion of ch. 3 (and 11?), that all the promises of God made to Israel have found
their divine “yes” in Christ. There is nothing more to be had. Thus, the Son
is not only the guarantor of Paul’s “word” but also the fulfillment of all the
promises of God. This also suggests that Paul's Son of God Christology is
deeply rooted in Jewish messianism, which ultimately goes back to the
Davidic king as “God’s Son.”

5. Not only so, Paul adds (v. 20b), but also in our corporate worship it is
“through Christ” that we (both Paul and the Corinthians) affirm God’s trust-
worthy word, found in Christ and preached by us, by saying the “Amen” to
God, unto his eternal glory. Thus God’s Son is both the guarantor and the
one who causes them to affirm the truth of the gospel, who by implication
now also guarantees Paul’s truthfulness in dealing with them.

6. Finally, he concludes (vv. 21-22), the same trustworthy God, whose
Son is his “yes” to his promises, is the one who confirms us—and not only us
but you as well. This present confirmation is the outflow of his having al-
ready “anointed” us—that is, his having “sealed” us by giving us the Holy
Spirit himself as his down payment on our sure future.

It should be noted, finally, that this is one of the most God-centered,
God-focused paragraphs in the Pauline corpus. As such, it is a concise ex-
pression of Paul’s essential theology, the more telling precisely because it
is such an off-the-cuff, nonreflective moment. Paul’s integrity—and their
own existence in Christ that is so integrally tied up with that integrity*—
ultimately rests in the character of God (his trustworthiness), all of whose
promises have been realized in his Son and thus in the saving activity of God,
which is but an outflow of his character. Hence this passage seems to make
certain that the proper understanding of the opening blessing is in praise of

3 A point that is often made in the two extant letters to this congregation. See.
e.g.. 1 Cor 4:14-17; 9:1-2 and in our present letter esp. 3:1-3: 13:1-10.
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the God who is now known to us as the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, who
is God's “yes"” regarding Paul and his ministry.

Jesus, the Son of God: God’s Glory and True Image

Part of the reality that the Lord Jesus is the Son of God is the fact that he
is thereby the true bearer of the divine image and is thus the Father’s glory.
These twin realities are expressed explicitly in 2 Cor 4:4, 6 (picking up from
3:18), texts whose language and complexity have issued in a large variety of
scholarly opinion. Hence this discussion needs to begin with an overview as
to how they fit into the larger argument, since their complexity is related in
part to the fact that 2:14-4:6 probably has more sudden shifts of metaphor,
where one triggers another in rapid succession, than anywhere else in the
Pauline corpus.®

The passage (2:14-4:6) stands at the beginning of a long “digression”
(2:14-7:4)% in which four concerns are woven together into a continuous
thread. At issue is (1) Paul’s apostleship (and thereby his gospel), which (2) is
characterized by suffering and weakness in keeping with Christ himself;
nonetheless (3), it is full of the Spirit and therefore of glory, as is evidenced
by the Corinthian believers themselves and their own experience of the
Spirit, who therefore (4) should not succumb to the wiles of some outsiders,
who, despite letters of commendation, are “peddlers of the word of truth.”
Thus it is absolutely crucial to a good reading of this long passage (2:14-7:4)
to keep in mind that, despite an occasional digression, the whole is primarily
a defense of Paul's apostleship, not so much the fact of it as its character. He
seems especially concerned throughout to demonstrate, as in 1 Cor 4, that
his apostolic “style” is quite in keeping with the message—marked by the
cross but effective in its results. That at least seems to be the point of the
beginning (2:14-17) and end (4:1-6) of this introductory section.

% For the considerable bibliography on this passage up to 1994, see Fee, God's
Empowering Presence, 296 n. 46. To that list, and for the purposes of this study, I need
to add ch. 4 (“A Letter from Christ”) in Hays, Echoes of Scripture, 122-53, and to note
that Wright's article is here cited from Climax of the Covenant, 175-92.

%Indeed, this is one of the classic “digressions” in ancient literature. This state-
ment, of course, assumes several things: (1) that chs. 1-9 are to be understood as a
single letter, not a later compilation by someone else (on the historical unlikelihood
of such scissors-and-paste compilation, see G. D. Fee, “2 Corinthians 6:14-7:1 and
Food Offered to Idols,” in To What End Exegesis? 142-43); (2) that this is therefore a
kind of “digression,” as 2:13 and 7:5 reveal, although I would doubt that it is digres-
sive in the ordinary sense of that word (hence the quotation marks), having had in
this case a great deal of thought and intent to it; and (3) that Paul's letters were in
fact a form of “literature,” since they were intended to be read in the gathering of
God's people and therefore had an intentionally public aspect to them from the
beginning.
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The net result is an argument that, while dealing with Paul’s own min-
istry throughout. begins with a clear focus on Christ (and the gospel) and
the ministry of the Spirit (2:14-4:6), set especially in contrast to some who,
as outsiders, “peddle the word of God for profit” (2:17). Although Paul does
not attack them directly at this point, as he will eventually in chs. 10-12, it
seems probable from what is said here that their focus is on the continuing
validity of the Jewish law.3” So Paul is basically fighting on two fronts: (1)
for the cruciform nature of his gospel and discipleship that the Corinthians
disdain (or at least many of them), which still carries over from 1 Corinthi-
ans; and (2) now the added element of outsiders peddling a gospel with em-
phasis on the old covenant. At the same time, the latent christological
crisis that was suggested to have emerged in 1 Corinthians seems also to be
the reason for the “digression” in 3:7-4:6, whose beginning focus on the
Spirit evolves into one of the more significant christological passages in the
Pauline corpus.

Thus Paul’s response to these peddlers, not surprisingly, concentrates
first on the work of Christ. Picking up the metaphor of the Roman triumph
{see 1 Cor 4:9), Paul begins by placing himself among the captives in Christ’s
triumphal procession (2:14). That in turn leads to his being the “aroma” of
the incense (Christ himself) along the parade route, an aroma that leads ei-
ther to life or to death (vv. 15-16). After the attack on the peddlers (v. 17), he
begins another rapid shift of metaphors that moves in turn from a “letter of
commendation” (3:1-2), to a “letter” from Christ, to the “letters” of the al-
phabet contained in words, written not on stone tablets but on human
hearts (3:3). And with that echo of the giving of the law in Exodus, Paul
launches into a comparison of the old covenant of “letter = law” to the new
covenant effected by Christ and the Spirit (3:4-6), which comparison will
now guide the contrasts that follow, taking the form of a “midrashic” inter-
pretation of the Septuagint text of Exod 34:29-35.38

The keys to what immediately follows are two: (1) the word “glory,”
which dominates the Exodus passage, and (2) the realized experience of the
Spirit, who is the effectual reality of the new covenant. The Exodus passage

¥Several assumptions are at work in this sentence, of course: that the oppo-
nents in this passage are the same as those attacked in chs. 10~13; that they are Jew-
ish believers; and that they are thus encouraging some form of Torah observance.
Some movement in this direction can already be detected at various moments in
1 Corinthians (e.g., 7:18-19; 9:19-23; 15:56-57). If this is the correct scenario, then
one must probably assume that the full nature of their activity has not yet been fully
exposed; that emerges especially in the next letter, Galatians, where insistence on cir-
cumcision is now the heart of their mission. In this letter it is attacked simply as “an-
other Jesus and another Spirit,” which results in “another gospel” from the one the
Corinthians had received (11:4).

¥For a helpful analysis of the intertextuality of this passage that has brought
some “uncommon” common sense to this issue, see Hays, Echoes of Scripture, 122-53.
He rightly rejects calling this a midrash, comparing it with 1 Cor 10:1-13, which he
dubs “an allusive homily based on biblical antecedents” (p. 132).
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has to do with Moses’ descent from the mount with the newly inscribed tab-
lets of the law. The repeated reference in Exodus to the “glory” on Moses'’
face drives the rest of the present passage. Apparently, the fact that this
“glory” is not mentioned in later passages (esp. Numbers) is interpreted by
Paul as being a “glory destined to perish.”3 This transitory glory has been
replaced in the new covenant by a much greater glory, effected by Christ and
made effective through the Spirit, so that believers, as they behold Christ by
the Spirit, are themselves transformed into the glory that is Christ’s.

Our christological concerns emerge as Paul begins to apply the analogy
to the present situation (vv. 12-15), where the “veil” that covered Moses’ face
(to hide the fact that the glory would come to an end) is now seen to cover
the hearts of those who hear Moses read in the synagogue, because the veil
is removed only through Christ (v. 14). With that, Paul reworks Exod 34:34
so as to illustrate the nature and reality of Christian conversion. And here is
where our (present) exegetical difficulties begin because, having brought
both Christ and the Spirit into the argument as crucial to effecting the new
covenant, Paul is going to apply the Exodus passage to the effective ministry
of each while at the same time the “removal of the veil”—first from Moses’
face but now also from the hearts of those who turn to the Lord—plays a
key role. Our concern from here is with what Paul says about Christ.*0

The christological emphases in what follows are three, and they are es-
pecially important for the rounding out of Paul’s Christology: (1) “the Lord”
in the Exodus passage refers first to the Spirit, who in the next clause is ex-
pressly identified as “the Spirit of the Lord”; hence Paul starts out with his
kvprog Christology intact; (2} the glory of the new covenant, picking up
the glory of the old from the Exodus passage, is now to be found in the Lord
himself, as believers in their own way “enter the presence of the Lord”; and
(3) by picking up the theme of Moses’ being &vavtt xvpiov (before/in the pres-
ence of the Lord) and speaking with him, Paul shifts images to one the Corin-
thians will fully understand: seeing one's image when gazing into a mirror.
But what one sees, by the work of the Spirit, Paul argues, is not one’s own
image but that of the Lord*' into whose “image” we by the Spirit are also
being transformed. These latter two items are then picked up in the con-

¥Traditionally. this has been interpreted as a “fading” glory; but there is no
warrant for this meaning of xatapyéw, a word that occurs 4 times in this passage
with its ordinary Pauline sense of “coming to an end” (BDAG). For the difficulties in-
volved in turning this Pauline word (25 of 27 NT occurrences) into the concept of
“fading,” see Hays, Echoes of Scripture, 133-36.

40For the pneumatological emphasis of this passage, see Fee, God's Empowering
Presence, 309-20. It should be noted here that the work with all the kUpiog texts of
Paul's letters for this study has brought about some slight changes to my view re-
garding Paul's application of the Exodus text 1o the Corinthian situation.

41 At least that is what seems the most likely understanding of the metaphor: but
see Wright (Climax of the Covenant, 185-89), who argues that we see that glory in the
face of fellow believers.
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cluding words of 4:4-6. We will examine each of these christological
affirmations in turn.

Christ as Kvpiog (2 Cor 3:16-18; 4:5)

Our first concern is to point out that for Paul, Christ has assumed the
role of “the Lord” in the OT narrative. The way to see Paul’s concerns is to
first note what he has done in v. 16 with Exod 34:34:

Exod 34:34 fvika & av eioenopeteto Moot £vavit Kvpiov
AOAELY QUT®
REPLPPELTO TO KAlvppa £0¢ 100 Eknopevectal,
2Cor 3:16 nvika 8& Eav £motpiyn ZPOS KOPLOV,
TEPLULPELTUL TO KALDUPOL.

Exod 34:34 But whenever Moses used to enter the presence of the LORD
to speak with him,
he would remove the veil until he went out,

2 Cor 3:16 But whenever any one turns to the Lord,
the veil is removed.

In this clear piece of intertextual use of the 0T,42 Paul has done four
things to the Septuagint text to make it refer simultaneously to the work of the
Spirit and of Christ:#3 (1) the subject “Moses” is (apparently deliberately)
omitted so as to generalize the application to “anyone”;** (2) the verb
eloenopeveto (used to go into) is replaced with éniotpéyd (turn to), which in
Pauline and Lukan circles had become a quasi-technical term for “conver-
sion”;¥ (3) with the removal of the subject “Moses,” Paul also therefore

42 As Barrett (122) put it (before “intertextuality” became a buzzword in NT stud-
ies), “The closeness of this verse to the language of Exod. xxxiv. 34 lends it obscurity,
but at the same time provides a necessary clue to its interpretation” (I would say, “the
necessary clue”).

#Missing this contextual reality, made clear (so it seems to me) by the twofold
“interpretation” in v. 17, is what has brought about much of the diversity of interpre-
tation in the two verses that follow.

44 At least that appears to be the case. Our difficulty is that as Paul turns toward
application, he begins a considerable wordplay on the text. Thus even though (based
on the OT text and Paul's use of a verb in the singular) “Moses” could be the inferred
subject, the veil that covers the hearts of those in the synagogue is the more immedi-
ate referent. Moreover, Paul will go on in v. 18 to make application to “we all” = he,
the Corinthians, and all other believers,

HPace D. A. Renwick, Paul, the Temple, and the Presence of God (BJS 224; Atlanta:
Scholars Press, 1991), 151-54. For Paul, see 1 Thess 1:9; for Luke, see Acts 3:19; 9:35;
11:21; 14:15: 15:19; 26:20; 28:27. Cf. 1 Pet 2:25; Jas 5:20. Otherwise, see L. L. Belleville,
Reflections of Glory: Paul’s Use of the Moses-Doxa Tradition in 2 Corinthians 3.1-18
(JSNTSup 52; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1991), 252-53; Belleville sees it in
terms of Septuagint usage. referring to the Jews themselves as “turning” to God
(from their idols, etc.).
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omitted the purpose clause, “to talk to him” (i.e., God); and (4) most signifi-
cantly, he changed the verb from an imperfect middle with Moses as the
grammatical subject (“he [Moses] used to remove”) to a present passive*®
with “the veil” as the grammatical subject (“the veil is being removed”),
which, by implication and in keeping with v. 14¢, has been done by the work
of Christ but now is effected by the Spirit.

The difficulty for us with regard to Paul’s use of xVptog in this passage
begins with his initial “interpretation” of the Septuagint text. Picking up the
form of rabbinic interpretive strategy noted in the discussion of 1 Cor 10:4
(see ch. 3, p. 95), but in this case, as in Gal 4:25, staying true to the form it-
self, Paul makes the surprising identification of the xUpiog in this passage
as referring to the Spirit. But that is immediately qualified by the further
interpretive word “and where the Spirit of the Lord [t0 nvedua xvpiov] [is],
freedom [is].” So how does one handle this apparently contradictory kind
of talk?

The resolution seems to lie both with the interpretive strategy itself and
with the context, especially with Paul’'s emphasis on the work of the Spirit as
the crucial reality that contrasts the new covenant with the former covenant
and its transitory glory. First, let us note the interpretive strategy. The clue
lies with the identical pattern that occurs in Gal 4:25, where Paul’s €otiv (is)
must not be taken literally, “this is that,” but representationally, “this repre-
sents that.” Thus, just as Hagar in Gal 4:25 is not in fact Mount Sinai but rep-
resents Mount Sinai, so here the xUpiog in the Exodus passage now is
representative of the Spirit. What this means, then, is that Paul interprets the
conversion dimension of the Exodus text (“turning to the Lord”) as having to
do with the Spirit: “ ‘the Lord’ is [= refers to the work of] the Spirit.”4’

But since it was Christ’s death and resurrection that spelled death to the
old, Paul immediately qualifies what he has just said by noting the Spirit’s re-
lationship with Christ: the Spirit who has been identified as at work in the
present application of the Exodus passage is in fact the Spirit of Christ. An
expanded version of his interpretation would go something like this: “The
veil that covers the minds of those who hear the reading of the former cove-
nant is removed by the work of Christ (vv. 13-15); so ‘when anyone turns to
the Lord,” that veil is removed. ‘The Lord’ in the Exodus passage refers to the
work of the Spirit,*® who alone brings people into freedom from law-keeping,.
And the Spirit, of course, is ‘the Spirit of the Lord’ = Christ.”#

46 Although Barrett (122) prefers to see it as a middle; thus “he [the Lord] takes
away the veil.” But either voice (passive or middle) comes out at the same point.

47Barrett comments, “It is in the realm of action . . . rather than of person. ..
that the terms Lord and Spirit are identified” (123).

48That Paul must mean something like this, rather than a one-for-one equation
of “the Lord” in the Exodus text with the Spirit, seems to be demanded by the further
explication of that passage that follows.

49This is the first of four such moments of identification in the corpus; see below
on Gal 4:6; Rom 8:9; Phil 1:19.
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This means, then. that Paul is not intending to equate the xOpiog of the
Septuagint with the person of the Spirit but with the Spirit's work of moving
believers into freedom from Torah observance.”® After all, as always for Paul,
the Holy Spirit is understood to be both “the Spirit of God” and “the Spirit of
Christ.”!

If this is the correct understanding of Paul’s interpretive phrase, then
the real issue is the identity of the “Lord” in the second phrase, 10 nvedua
xupiov (the Spirit of the Lord).>? And here is where my mind has been
changed. In God's Empowering Presence I argued (hesitantly, to be sure) that
“the Lord” in this phrase is God the Father. That conclusion was predicated
primarily on two grounds, which seem no longer valid after closer examina-
tion of all the kOprog texts in the corpus: (1) the unusual anarthrous use of
kvplog in a phrase where the preceding noun is arthrous (“the Spirit of
kvupiov”), which I recognized was the result of Paul’s use of a Septuagintal
phrase; and (2) the similar (also Septuagintal) phrase v 86Eav xupiov (the
glory of the Lord) in v. 18, where I argued, on the basis of Christ himself being
identified as God’s glory in 4:6, that the “Lord” in this passage must also
refer to God.

But in light of how Paul has been shown to apply these kinds of Septua-
gint phrases to Christ in 1-2 Thessalonians and 1 Corinthians (see chs. 2-3
above) and will be shown to do likewise in this letter (see the section “Christ
as Sharer of Divine Prerogatives” below), neither of these earlier reasons
now seems valid. In fact, three factors coalesce in this case to give one confi-
dence that “the Lord” in these two phrases is Christ: (1) Paul regularly appro-
priates the Septuagint’s xOprog = Yahweh as referring to Christ;53 (2) Paul
consistently uses xvprog in all other passages to refer to Christ; and (3) in
concluding the present argument, Paul inserts a word (4:5) about his own
ministry between the two concluding words about Christ as the image and
glory of the Father; and here he explicitly says that he preaches 'Incodv
Xplotov kvplov, using a word order that seems to demand the meaning
“Jesus Christ as Lord.”

MSee n. 40 above regarding my own change of view from God's Empowering
Presence, 311-15.

1For the christological implications of this interchange, see esp. discussion on
Rom 8:9-10 in ch. 6 (pp. 269-70).

52The house is quite divided on this one: those who think it refers to Yahweh
include Bernard, 58; Collange, 103-4; Harris, 339; Furnish. 213; Martin, 30;
Belleville, Reflections of Glory; Thrall, 273; . D. G. Dunn, “2 Corinthians iii.17—'The
Lord Is the Spirit,”” JTS 21 (1970): 317; C. F. D. Moule, “2 Cor. 3.18b, xa8dnep ano
Kuplov nvevpatog,” in Neues Testament und Geschichte: Historisches Geschehen und
Deutung im Neuen Testament (ed. H. Baltensweiler and B. Reicke; Zurich: Theolo-
gischer Verlag, 1972), 235. Those who think that it refers to Christ include most of
the older interpreters (e.g., Meyer, Hodge, Plummer, Strachan, Tasker) and many
of the more recent: Bruce, 198; Barrett, 123; Bultmann, 89; Barnett, 200; Lam-
brecht, 55; Matera, 96-97.

>3For this usage in 2 Corinthians, see pp. 188-95 below.
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Thus, in 2 Cor 4:5 Paul is once more picking up what has become for
him and his churches the primary Christian confession, noted above in 1 Cor
12:3, and named in Rom 10:9 as the true identifying mark that someone has
been “saved”: a verbal confession that kvploc Incodg (the Lord is Jesus). In
Phil 2:11 Paul asserts that this basic Christian confession will be offered by
all created beings at the eschaton.>* In the present passage the same confes-
sion is put in reverse, since here it is not “confession” but “proclamation.”
That is, Paul’s preaching can be boiled down to this singular reality: 'Incotg
Xprot0g x0pLog (= Jesus, the Jewish Messiah, is Lord of the universe), to which
the redeemed respond by way of the Spirit, “The Lord is Jesus Christ.”

This means then that as elsewhere, in 3:16 Christ Jesus is being identified
with “the Lord” = Adonai = Yahweh of the Septuagint, with all the christo-
logical implications being at hand here as well. This in turn leads us to the

[T

second matter: Christ as the incarnate expression of God the Father’s “glory.”
Christ, the Glory of the Lord (2 Cor 3:18; 4:4, 6)

2 Corinthians 3:18

Having now interpreted the Moses story in terms of Christian conver-
sion with its greater glory—the gift of the Spirit and freedom from Torah ob-
servance—Paul moves on to describe, by way of application, the nature of
this new freedom with its attendant glory. This transition to application is
marked by the change of grammatical subject, back to the “we” of v. 13, now
not as a “literary plural” (referring to himself)® but as an emphatic “we all”
that includes the Corinthians. Here, Paul argues, is what the freedom of the
Spirit means for all who are Christ'’s.

What follows is one of the more remarkable moments in the Pauline
corpus. To make his point of application, Paul has joined two somewhat dis-
parate images, but he has made them work magnificently. He begins with
the Exodus imagery of “the unveiled face” from v. 16, and then he picks up
the “mirror” imagery from his earlier letter (1 Cor 13:12), an imagery well
suited to the believing community in a city renowned for its excellent bronze
mirrors.>® The concern in 1 Cor 12 was with the “indirect” nature of our
present ability to “see God” in comparison with the full knowing that will be
ours at the eschaton. The present concern is, first, with who is seen as we

>For the discussion of these three passages, see pp. 123-24 (1 Cor 12:3);
pp. 257-59 (Rom 10:9); pp. 399-401 (Phil 2:11). But see also the discussion of Col 2:6
(pp. 326-27), where this same formula seems to be at work in Paul’s speaking of
the Colossians coming to faith (“as you have received tov Xpiotov ‘Incotv tov
KkVprov” [= the Messiah Jesus as Lord)).

50On this matter, see the full discussion in Thrall, 105-7; she suggests, rightly I
think, that in this former case, even though Paul is referring to himself, he is also in-
tending what he says there to be exemplary of apostolic ministry.

%0On this see Fee, 1 Corinthians, 647-48 and n. 45,
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look into the mirror and, second, with the transformative impact of such
“beholding.”” And it is at these two points that he joins the mirror imagery
with the Exodus narrative that he has been expounding.

The result is that, by the empowering work of the Spirit, “we all” with
our now “unveiled faces” have been brought into God's presence (as Moses
of old); but in contrast to Moses, who longed to see the Lord’s glory but
could not (Exod 33:18-23), God’s new covenant people are able to gaze on
“the glory of the Lord.” There are three important matters to notice here.

1. As noted, Paul is now applying the new understanding of the Exodus
passage to himself and the believing community in Corinth;*® and this is
what has called forth his use of v 86€av kvpiov (the LORD’s glory), a phrase
implied in Exod 33 and 34 but explicitly used at the end of the narrative in
Exod 40. When God'’s presence descends on the newly constructed taber-
nacle through the visible means of a cloud, we are told in 40:34 that 8§6&ng
Kupiov £mAncOn 7 oxknvi (with the glory of the LORD the tabernacle was filled).>®
So important is this final item in the narrative that not only is “the LORD's
glory” put in the emphatic first position, but also the exact phrase is repeated
as an inclusio at the end of the next sentence (v. 35), where we are told that
“Moses was not able to enter” precisely because—to our great surprise, given
the narrative of Exod 34—it had been filled with “the glory of the LorD.”%0

2. And now one can see the significance of the strange (for us) way that
Paul has interpreted the sentence from Exod 34:34. What he has done is join
the work of Christ and the Spirit in such a way that “the Lord” of that text is
made to refer to Christ (“the Spirit of the Lord”), even though its first referent

7 Gk. korortpilépevor, a word that occurs only here in the NT. The noun
kdtontpov is the most common word for “mirror” in Greek (see BDAG). On the issue
as to whether it means “look at something in a mirror,” assumed here as the mean-
ing that makes the best sense of the argument, or “to reflect something as does a
mirror,” see God's Empowering Presence, 316-17.

*®In a remarkable interpretation of this passage, Kim (Origin of Paul’'s Gospel,
128-29) reads all of 2 Cor 3:7-4:6, and especially 4:4, 6, as having to do with Paul's
encounter with Christ on the Damascus Road, where “he perceived Christ as the
true Wisdom.” What makes it remarkable is that “wisdom” is mentioned but once
in this letter (1:12), and that in a pejorative way, while the “echoes” of personified
Wisdom that Kim finds here (“light, image”) are more imaginative than substantive
(see my excursus “On the Alleged Influence of Wisdom in 2 Cor 4:4, 6" below). To
make this interpretation work, one would need to establish that Paul knew the Wis-
dom of Solomon at all and that such distant echoes were really front and center in
his own thinking. On this whole question, see appendix A in the present volume
(pp. 594-619).

This same language is then repeated with regard to the descent of Yahweh'’s
glory in Solomon'’s temple (1 Kgs 8:11).

“0One might also compare Num 12:8: o1ép0 xatd 6toua AaAnce abtd £v eidet
xal o0 8t aiviyudtev kol ™y 86Eav kupiov eidev (Mouth to mouth I will speak to him,
directly and not indistinctly, and he saw the glory of the LORD). Although some (e.g.,
Furnish, 214) see this as the most likely referent, it seems more probable that the
Exodus narrative itself supplies all that is needed by way of OT echo.
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is to Christ's Spirit—as the way Christ the Lord leads us into this new free-
dom and glory. The net result is that the word “glory,” which has carried the
narrative from v. 7 and which is specifically applied to Christ as the way we
now see God's glory,® is ultimately transferred to believers. As “we” behold
“the glory” that is Christ's—he being the incarnate manifestation of the di-
vine glory—we by the Spirit are being transformed into Christ's own image,
and that ano 86&ng eig 86&av (from glory to glory).®? Thus for the believer, the
glory that is ours is the direct result of being brought face-to-face with “the
glory of Christ” himself by means of the Spirit.

3. The first significant christological point in v. 18, therefore, is the identi-
fication of Christ with “the glory of the LORD,” an identification that turns
out to be full of words and images from portions surrounding Exod 34. Paul
thus continues to keep alive the contrast with Moses. In the immediately pre-
ceding narrative (Exod 33:18-23), Moses has specifically requested of Yah-
weh, “Show me your glory.” The divine response is, “You cannot see my face,
for no one may see me and live.” Nonetheless, Moses is placed in the cleft of
a rock from which he will see God's glory (from behind, as it were) as Yah-
weh “passes by.” By way of obvious contrast, God's new covenant people,
when they turn to the Lord, are enabled by the Spirit to behold, as though
looking into a mirror, “the glory of the Lord.” So the glory that Moses was
not allowed to see “we all” behold in Christ, where “the glory of the Lord"—
both Christ’s and the Father's—is fully revealed in the face of the Son, the
perfect bearer of the divine image.

Thus, with this transformation of the Moses narrative of Exod 33-34
and 40 and his varied relationship to God’s glory, believers are now under-
stood to realize what was not available to Moses. In this move, Paul makes
the same point that he will make later in Rom 8:29-30 and Col 3:10-11 with
the eixav (image) language of Gen 1-2: the same Lord who is here the Fa-
ther's glory into which believers are being transformed is there the true
bearer of the divine image into which we are also being transformed.

All of this assumes a remarkably high Christology, where the Son of God
is both the true expression of God the Father’s glory and the true bearer of
the divine image. And it is precisely at such points that Pauline Christology
and soteriology merge, since with Christ as the Father’s glory and image,
through his death and resurrection and by the gift of his Spirit, the ultimate
goal of redemption is finally actualized—which is not simply dealing with
our sins and thus fitting us for heaven but actually re-creating us back into

6150 also Barrett, 125.

%2This is one of the more difficult phrases in the argument. The basic options
are three: (1) ever-increasing glory; (2) from the glory of the old to that of the new:
(3) from the glory that is Christ’s to the glory that is ours. Each of these can be ar-
gued as fitting the context, but each has a degree of difficulty also in terms of con-
text. In God's Empowering Presence (318) I opted for the second, on the basis of v. 11.
Although the third is attractive. Paul in other places uses €x . .. eig to make a point
of source and goal.
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the divine image so besmirched by the fall. And this is the point that Paul
makes next in the present narrative.

2 Corinthians 4:4, 6

Since the word “glory” has been the presenting word throughout the
present narrative from 3.7, it is no surprise that Paul wraps up this part of
his “defense” by picking up this theme in a passage that both concludes the
introductory section (from 2:14) and serves as a turning point in the narra-
tive (back to Paul’s weaknesses). The two sentences (vv. 4, 6) are quite simi-
lar; their differences lie in their primary focus. First the texts:

4:4 6 6£0¢ 100 0lOVOG TOVTOL ETVOAMCEVY TA VONLLOTO TOV ANLOTOV €16 T0 Uf
avydoat TOV 4@TLoPOV Tod edayyeAlov TG 60ENS TV XpLoto,
0¢ £oTLy £ikav 100 Be0D.

4:6 6 0edc 6 eindv: €x okOTOUG dRdG Adpwet, 6¢ Edauwey €v Talg Kapdiotg
NUOV EPOG VOTLOUOV THG YVAGENG TS 3OENG ToD Be0D
£v mpocane Tnocot Xpretov.

4:4  The god of this age has blinded the minds of unbelievers so that they might not
see the light of the gospel of the glory of Christ,
who is the image of God.

4:6  The God who said, “Out of darkness light shall shine,” has shined in our hearts to
bring the light of the knowledge of the glory of God
in the face of Jesus Christ.

Several things need to be noted about these companion sentences. First,
picking up the evident movement from the christocentric discussion in
3:1-18 to the theocentric application that begins in 4:1, they deliberately set
out in sharp contrast “the god of this age,” who deals in darkness, with
the God of creation, who spoke light into existence: whereas the first
“god” blinded people’s minds, the eternal God has shined light into their
hearts = minds.

But, second, and in keeping with the whole argument, in both sentences
the source of the light in the hearts of those who do believe is Christ, whose
own glory is seen in the gospel (v. 4)°3 and who at the same time thus reveals
the knowledge of the glory of God (v. 6).

53In one of their worst moments, the translators of the KJv (now followed by NET
BIBLE!) took the genitive g 86&ng in the phrase 1oV evayyeAiiov g 86&ng T0D
Xpiotov (the gospel [ having to do with] the glory of Christ; cf. TNIV, “the gospel that dis-
plays the glory of Christ”) as attributive (adjectival) and thus translated it “the glori-
ous gospel of Christ.” It is hard to imagine a more thoroughgoing misunderstanding
of the passage in context. After all, §6&a (glory) is the presenting word in the entire
argument of 2 Cor 3:7—4:6, where it occurs no less than 13 times in this intertextual
exposition based on its occurrences in Exod 33:18-23; 34:29-35; 40:34-38. To make
this one adjectival is to treat the argument itself in a cavalier fashion.
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At the same time, third, in v. 4 Christ is now explicitly identified as “the
image of God,” while in the second instance God’s glory is seen in the “face
of Christ,” which thus echoes the “image” motif in a slightly different way.
So Christ the perfect bearer of the divine image is, by that very fact, himself
also the revealer of the glory of God.

Thus, as earlier in the corpus, Christ simultaneously has his own
glory—since he is himself divine, after all—and is the one in whom we also
behold the Father’s glory. This means further that although there is always
clear distinction between them, Father and Son also share divine identity;
and what one now knows about God has been revealed fully in the Son,
whose image/face we behold as we gaze upon him by the Spirit.

Christ, the Bearer of the Divine Image (2 Cor 3:18; 4:4, 6)

With the use of eixdv (image) in 3:18 and 4:4, several matters are
brought into focus in this introductory passage: and since these three pas-
sages (3:18; 4:4, 6) obviously have been tied together by the apostle himself,
we will look at the various components of the imagery as a package rather
than verse by verse. Three matters call for elaboration.

1. The impetus for the language in this case lies not with Christ as the
second Adam but with the mirror imagery that Paul uses in 3:18.5* which in
turn holds the three sentences together. God's people, as though looking into
a mirror, now behold the glory of the Lord and are being transformed into
“the same image.” In 4:4 Paul then specifies what “the same image” refers
to: Christ, the bearer of the divine glory, is himself the imago Dei. So believers
are being re-created into the image of God as they by the Spirit behold the
One who is himself the perfect bearer of the divine image, whose glory is
seen in Christ’s face.

2. The goal, or concern, of the passage, we need to remember, is not
Christology as such but soteriology: God’s new covenant people are them-
selves being redeemed (re-created, as it were) so as once more to bear the di-
vine image. And here is where the analogy with Adam makes its way into
the imagery. As Paul will state summarily, and emphatically, in Rom 8:30,
this is what God's new people have been predestined for: to be conformed to
the image of his Son, who himself has assumed the role of npetdtoxog (first-
born) among many brothers and sisters. Thus, lying behind the present pas-
sage is a new-creation theology.®> in which God’'s new creation has a people
who truly bear the divine image.

3. Paul’s use of the phrase “image of God"” in 4:4 indicates that he has
himself intended to move beyond the mirror imagery toward the biblical basis

%480 also Barrett, 125; Furnish, 215. Jervell (Imago Dei, 173-76) argues for Gen
1:26-27, but this has rightly been rejected by Barrett (125) and others.

Which Paul will pick up in 5:14-21; see the discussion below on p. 197. See
also the discussion of Col 3:10 in ch. 7 (pp. 303-4).
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for this language: Gen 1:26, 27. There we have first the announcement (v. 26)
and then the poetic narrative (v. 27) that “God created human beings in his
own image.” The Septuagint translator used eixov to give expression to this
divine “likeness” that human beings are to bear, who were to function as
God's representatives on earth, which in turn is the most likely reason for
the second commandment. It was not just that the one God by definition
could not have rivals—that matter is taken up in the first commandment. At
issue in the second commandment is making “graven images,” images that
are not living and therefore cannot reflect God's true likeness, which only his
own people can do.

The first appearance of this language in Paul’s writings is also in the Co-
rinthian correspondence (1 Cor 15:49 [see p. 119 in ch. 3]), where Paul urges
those who have borne Adam'’s image to press on to the eschaton so that they
will also bear the image of Christ (the second Adam). Granted, Paul makes
no further point of it there; but the fact that he picks it up again in the same
correspondence suggests that he at least expected the Corinthians them-
selves to recognize the imagery, which in turn means that we have need to
keep it within the bounds of this correspondence. Thus, it is highly unlikely
that Paul is here suddenly bringing in imagery from Wisdom, as is suggested
by so many.%6

The christological point, of course, is that Christ himself in his human-
ity perfectly bore that image, so that as believers now behold him as the
risen One, they are themselves being “transformed” back into that image/
likeness. But the emphasis in these passages is not on Christ’s humanity—
that is assumed as inherent in the imagery itself. What we have, rather,
is the true image being borne by the one who shares the divine glory, the
one who, when turned to in devotion and obedience, transforms believers,
by his Spirit, into the image of God that we had been created for in the
first place.

Thus, whatever christological deviation was being promoted by the
peddlers with their “another Jesus” (11:4), the end result of what Paul does
in this response to them (mentioned again in 4:1-3) is to exalt Christ in his
deity, whose own glory is the true manifestation of God’s glory as well;7
and where Paul touches on Christ’s humanity, it comes by way of implica-
tion, not direct expression. Nonetheless, it is precisely because he shared
our humanity, as he fully shares the Father's deity, that God’s glory will be
revealed in those who are being re-created and thus transformed into the
divine image.

%6See, e.g., Barrett, 133; Furnish, 239, 248; Thrall, 284, 310-11; as to why the im-
agery does not come from both sources (Genesis and Wisdom), see my excursus “On
the Alleged Influence of Wisdom in 2 Cor 4:4, 6" below.

¢That is, as Barrett points out (132), “through Christ as the image of God
[peoplel come to comprehend the [divinity] of God.” meaning that in the incarnation
God has been most fully revealed: cf. the discussion on 1:3 above.
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Excursus: On the Alleged Influence of Wisdom in
2 Corinthians 4:4, 6

One regularly reads in the literature that Paul is here reflecting Jew-
ish Wisdom as expressed in Wis 7:25-26. Indeed, this is the single in-
stance in the Pauline corpus that a direct influence might be suspected.
Wisdom 7:25-26 reads,

B1uig Yap £oniy Mg 0D 820D duvdpemg “For she is a breath of the power of God,

Kol anoppord THg 10D TOVIOK PATOpoOS and an emanation of the Almighty’s
80ENG ethikpvnig pure glory;
S1a 10010 0VSEV pepLOpUEVOY therefore nothing defiled
elg abnv mopepnintet. gains entrance into her.
*anodyacua yap ¢otlv o105 01diov *For she is a reflection of eternal light,
Kal £gontpov dxnAldwiov and a spotless mirror
g 10D BeoD evepyeiag of God's working;
Kai ELKeV g GyafdétnTog avTod. and an image of his goodness.®

For the more complete exposition of Wisdom with regard to Pauline
usage, see appendix A (pp. 594-619). Here we simply note that this pas-
sage appears in the author’s encomium on Wisdom (7:22-8:1), intended
for the “kings of the earth,” that they themselves will desire wisdom so
as to rule wisely (and thus ease up on the Jewish community in Alexan-
dria). In v. 25 the author expresses her relation to God (“breath of his
power; emanation of his glory”), which he then rhapsodizes with a trip-
let, using mirror imagery to indicate how she reveals aspects of God's
character.

But there is nothing in this passage that requires, or even suggests,
Paul either to have known it or to have borrowed its language, especially
not the latter. The two actual verbal correspondences are quite coinci-
dental and therefore incidental. Paul's use of “glory” comes not from
Wisdom but from the Exodus passage that he has been interpreting. His
use of “image” comes directly from his own “mirror” imagery in 3:18
(where there is not a wisp of Jewish wisdom present), and the imagery
has to do with “looking into the mirror,” while Wisdom’s is the middle
of three metaphors that deal with “reflection,” not “beholding.” Thus
Wisdom’s use of “image” also comes from the mirror imagery, as the
third in the sequence of wordplays on the imagery. Moreover, she is not

%For convenience, I have put in boldface the two words that actually corre-
spond and italicized the one other related word (¢dg; cf. Paul's ¢otioudg). The “mir-
ror” imagery itself is incidental for Paul; he deliberately uses the verb xatontpile
(v. 18) to make his point (the believer is doing the “looking into the mirror” with the
goal of transformation); the author of Wisdom uses the noun, precisely because it is
“reflection” that he has in view.
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in fact said to be “the image of God.” as Paul says of Christ; rather, she
merely “images” his divine character of goodness.®

On the whole, therefore, it seems especially doubtful that Paul is
here “echoing” this piece of Jewish wisdom speculation, for three rea-
sons:’Y (1) Although there are some interesting linguistic correlations,
Paul and Wisdom are in completely different worlds with regard to how
they use the same words. (2) The key point of departure for Paul—the
mirror imagery—comes from Paul himself, not from outside influences;
after all, it occurs but twice in his letters, once in each of the letters to
Corinth, a city that had renown as creator of mirrors for the world. This
is a Pauline borrowing of local culture to make his point. (3) If this were
an “echo” of Scripture, one would have to acknowledge that it is of a
considerably different kind from those we have noted before, both in this
chapter and in the preceding two chapters, where Paul’s use of the oT
texts is transparent and full of linguistic echoes of the texts themselves,
not just incidental conceptual correspondences.

Christ as Sharer of Divine Prerogatives

One the most noticeable features of the Christology of 2 Corinthians is
Paul’s continuing to refer to Christ in a way that in his basic monotheistic
worldview would ordinarily be reserved for speech about God. As with the
earlier letters, this happens in two ways: in sentences that speak of Christ in
ways normally reserved for God and in the use of Septuagint phrases where
what is expressed about Yahweh in the OT text, translated as xvpiog, has
been taken over by Paul to refer to the “Lord, Jesus Christ.” As before, these
happen in the most off-handed of ways, totally presuppositional and
therefore quite unrehearsed.

Some of these have been discussed in the earlier chapters, and so here
they are merely listed with cross-references. But a whole variety of new ones
emerge in this letter that make it certain that this is the “stuff” of Paul's un-
derstanding of the relationship of Christ the Son with God the Father: Christ
fully shares divine prerogatives with the Father—and this without argumen-
tation or ostentation.

First, then, the list of items (in canonical order) that we have looked at
in the earlier letters:

®One reads with a sense of wonder that “there is obviously a close similarity be-
tween II Cor 3:18 and 4:4 and Wisdom 7:22-30. Wisdom as the ‘image’ of God is the
mediator between God and man” (Hamerton-Kelly, Pre-existence, Wisdom, and the Son
of Man, 145 [italics mine]). This amounts to “exegesis” pulled out of the air; it cer-
tainly is unrelated to the Wisdom of Solomon.

700n the unlikelihood that Paul even knew this work, see the discussion in ap-
pendix A (pp. 605-6).
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1. On apostle of Christ (2 Cor 1:1), see on 1 Cor 1:17; 1:1 (p. 136).

2. On Christ’s name being joined with the Father's by a single preposi-
tion at crucial moments in the letter (2 Cor 1:2), see on 1 Thess 1:1
(pp. 48-50); 1 Cor 1:3 (pp. 99-100).

3. On the Day of the Lord (2 Cor 1:14), see on 1 Thess 5:2 (pp. 46—47);
1 Cor 1:8 (p. 135).

4. On the gospel of Christ (2 Cor 2:10), see on 2 Thess 1:8 (p. 73).
5. On the love of Christ (2 Cor 5:14), see on 2 Thess 2:13 (pp. 64-65).

6. On the giving of the Lord (2 Cor 10:8; 13:10), see on 1 Cor 3:5; 7:17
(pp. 136-37).

In each of these cases what is said earlier of the christological signifi-
cance of these phrases continues to be true of their appearance in 2 Corin-
thians. But what is striking regarding the present letter is the frequency of
these kinds of items, many new and all carrying christological weight, in the
sense that Paul says matter-of-factly about Christ what the oT says equally
presuppositionally about Yahweh. Precisely because there is only one God,
all divine power and attributes are found in him alone; thus when Paul ap-
plies these to Christ, he is again assuming Christ’s fully divine status. Again,
we examine them in their canonical order.

2 Corinthians 2:10—Forgiveness Offered in the “Presence of
Christ”; 2 Corinthians 8:21—“In the Presence of the Lord”

1. One of the more common features of 0T theology is the fact that the
eternal God had from the beginning chosen to be present with those whom
he had created in his own image. This motif finds its beginnings in the cre-
ation narrative, where the first result of the fall is that the man and his wife
“hid themselves from the presence of the LORD God” and consequently were
banished from that presence. Thus throughout the biblical narrative judg-
ment often takes the form of being cut off from the divine Presence—a real-
ity already cited by Paul in 2 Thess 1:9 and applied to those who were
persecuting his people in Thessalonica. But the divine Presence, imaged as
beholding “the face of the Lord,” was also deeply embedded in Israel’s devo-
tion. The psalmists long to be in God’s presence (= see his face) and thus ex-
press distress in terms of God’s hiding his face from them.

What Paul has done in 2 Cor 2:10 is to pick up this motif, so essential to
[srael’s relationship with God, and apply it now to Christ. Thus, in order to
move the Corinthians toward forgiveness of the one who has wronged Paul,
he declares that “what he has been forgiven, I also have forgiven 81’ vuag &v
npoctdn® Xpl1otov [for your sakes in the presence of Christ].” What he probably
intends by this is similar to oaths taken in the Lord’s name: Christ will serve
as the divine witness to his integrity.”!
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2. This same language, and same transfer of divine prerogative to Christ,
occurs again in 2 Cor 8:21, where Paul is safeguarding his integrity with re-
gard to the gift for the Jerusalem poor. In this case, however, Paul lifts lan-
guage directly out of Prov 3:4 and applies it to his own relationship to the
churches and the world with regard to this collection. Thus:

2Cor 821  mPOVOODUEV YOP KAAX 0V pdvov  EVAMLOV KVPLOv GAAY

Ko £vaniov avponav.
Prov 3:4 Kai Tpovood KaAQ £vamov kvpiov

KUl avlporav.
2 Cor 8:21 For we consider what is good not only before the Lord but

also before human beings.
Prov 3:4 And consider what is good before the Lord

and human beings.

Here is another case where Paul borrows a kpiog phrase from the Sep-
tuagint’? and applies it to Christ,”> although in this case the Septuagint
translator took a bit of liberty with the Hebrew text. In conjoining lines in
the Hebrew Bible, the text has “God/Elohim” in v. 3 and “the LoRD/Yahweh”
in line 1 of v. 4. For reasons not clear to us, the translator reversed these two
mentions of Israel's God. But in either case, the “Lord” = Yahweh before
whose face Paul desires to do what is good is now the Lord, Jesus Christ.
Thus by way of this identification of Christ with the Septuagint’s kVplog =
Yahweh, another divine prerogative is attributed to Christ as presupposition.

2 Corinthians 2:17; 12:19—Speaking as One “in Christ” in the
“Presence of God”

Given what Paul has affirmed about being in Christ’s presence, it is of
some interest christologically that in this same letter he twice affirms the
truthfulness of his speech as one who is “in Christ” in the “presence of God”
{2:17; 12:19). Here the same divine prerogative is being assumed by God the
Father. Of christological import is Paul’s insistence that he stands “in Christ”
in the presence of God. The most probable reason for such an assertion is to
reinforce the sincerity (= integrity) of what he has said. Although probably

7180 Windisch, 91; Barrett, 93; Furnish, 158; Martin, 39; Thrall, 180-81.

721t seems so obvious, in fact, that one is quite surprised to read in Betz (77) that
the Septuagint text “reads quite differently from the New Testament.” The only dif-
ferences, in fact, are the (necessary) change of verb and the emphatic addition of
“not only/but also,” the latter thus requiring an additional éventov. This, after all, is
intertextuality, not citation as such.

“3This is denied by Furnish (424}, who asserts without evidence or argumenta-
tion that it refers to God, as also in the preceding v. 19; Thrall (552} allows the possi-
bility. Lambrecht (139) mistakenly, and without textual evidence, turns “the glory of
the Lord” in v. 19 into “the glory of God.”
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locative and having to do with Paul’s relational standing before God (i.e., he
can stand in God's presence precisely because his present existence is “in
Christ”), in this instance the phrase “in Christ” seems intended to carry the
force of an oath as well. In which case it stands in close relation to “the
truth of Christ” being in Paul, as he puts it in 2 Cor 12:10.

2 Corinthians 3:17—The Spirit of the Lord

I do not here intend to repeat the exegesis of this passage given above
(pp. 177-80) but rather to isolate the significance of this phrase for
christological purposes. Although Paul three times elsewhere refers to the
Holy Spirit as “the Spirit of [Christ],””* only here does he pick up the lan-
guage of the Septuagint itself and refer to him as “the Spirit of the Lord.”
That this is an intentional referent to Septuagintal language is made certain
by the unique expression 10 nvedua kupiov, where there is a definite article
with the first noun but not with the corresponding genitive.

The best explanation for this unique phenomenon (for Paul) is that the
article is intentionally anaphoric, thus pointing back to (or picking up from)
the immediately preceding “identification” of “the Lord” in the Exodus pas-
sage with “the Spirit.” Paul’s actual phrase reads, 0 8¢ x¥prog 10 nvedud
oty (Now “the Lord” the Spirit represents). In the pickup of that clause,
where he will now clarify who “the Spirit” is, he thus begins with an ana-
phoric “the” = “the Spirit just referred to.” But when he actually identifies
the Spirit, Paul reverts to the anarthrous xuvpiov, the predominant way the
Septuagint translators glossed the Adonai that had come to be used for Yah-
weh; and in turn this is the certain indication that they considered x0progin
these cases to be God’s name, not a title.

What is significant for our present purposes is that here is yet another
Septuagint phrase that singularly refers to Yahweh, which Paul now uses ex-
plicitly to refer to Christ. Thus the Spirit of Yahweh is, for Paul, the Spirit of
the living Christ—a matter of considerable christological significance.

2 Corinthians 5:9—Living So as “to Please the Lord”;
2 Corinthians 5:10—The “Judgment Seat of Christ”;
2 Corinthians 11:2—To “Present You to Christ”

In a passage where Paul has been reflecting on the present “decay” of
his body and his eager expectation of its new expression (4:7-5:5), he turns
in 5:6 toward a conclusion that will also serve as a subtle form of exhorta-
tion to the Corinthians: they should join him to “make it our goal to please
him [the Lord]” (v. 9). The paragraph as a whole is dominated by reference to
“the Lord,” which. as always for Paul, refers to Christ.

7#See Gal 4:6 ("of his Son”); Rom 8:9 (“of Christ"); Phil 1:19 (“of Jesus Christ").
See the further discussion in ch. 16, pp. 589-91.
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Although the specific language is not used, the first sentences continue
the “presence” motif. Thus our present bodily existence is expressed in terms
of our being “away from the Lord” (v. 6), which points toward our resur-
rected, eschatological life in his eternal presence; thus we presently live by
faith and not by sight (v. 7). In the same way, our eschatological existence is
then expressed in terms of our being “at home with the Lord” (v. 8). Paul
shows little desire for “heaven,” but every kind of desire to be eternally pres-
ent with the Lord who saved him.”>

With that, the narrative turns into a couched appeal in which the divine
prerogative of final judgment regarding people’s actions on earth is now as-
sumed by Christ. Paul begins in v. 9 by asserting, “So we make it our goal
evapectol aLT® elvon [to be pleasing to him (the Lord)].” Here is an OT con-
cept having to do with one’s relationship with God that is now expressed in
terms of pleasing Christ”®~—a divine prerogative quite casually attributed to
Christ as Lord (cf. on 1 Cor 7:32 in ch. 3, p. 140).

The reason for pleasing Christ by the way we live is given in v. 10, where
another altogether divine prerogative is attributed to Christ as a matter of
course and without argumentation. Whatever else is true of late Jewish un-
derstanding of God, his own justice and his role as the absolute ruler of the
universe meant that he, and he alone, would mete out eschatological judg-
ment on all people at the end. Even a sapiential book such as Ecclesiastes
ends on this note: 611 v nav 6 moinua 6 Be0g GEet &v kpioel, &v mavil
TOPEOPUUEVY, €0V ayabov kai edv movnpov (For God will bring every deed into
judgment, including everything that has been overlooked, whether it is good or evil)
(12:14). Indeed, Paul is perhaps echoing the final phrase of this passage with
his own concluding eite dyaBOv eite pavrov.”’

In any case, what is significant for our present purposes is that this same
judgment in Rom 14:10 is referred to as “the béma of God,” although in this
latter instance later scribes understandably changed the “God” into “Christ.”
My point is the frequently repeated one, that what is seen elsewhere as an
exclusively divine prerogative is assumed by Paul to be carried out by the
fully divine Son.™

S0n this matter, see discussion in ch. 9. pp. 412-13,

With two different (interchangeable) words (the adjective evdpestog [used
here} and the verb dpéokeiv), Paul ordinarily speaks of pleasing God (1 Thess 2:15;
4:1; Rom 8:8; 12:1-2; 14:18; Phil 4:18); but in 1 Cor 7:32 and here he speaks of “pleas-
ing the Lord” = Christ.

77See. e.g., Kreitzer (Jesus and God, 107), who is more confident than I at this
point (his “perhaps” evolves into “Paul’s decision to allude to it"). My hesitation rests
with two matters, both having to do with Paul’s use of ¢adrog instead of the movnpdg
of Ecclesiastes. First, Paul uses this same combination in Rom 9:11 regarding the yet
unborn Isaac and Esau. which makes it look very much like a stock phrase, of a kind
that may have had a long history. but not with the same words: second, in the pres-
ent instance (but not in Rom 9) there is also textual variation, but the variant is
xakdv, not the Septuagint’s tovnpdv, which suggests that scribes did not have the Ec-
clesiastes passage in mind either.



192 PAULINE CHRISTOLOGY

Here is the place also to note the eschatological phrase in 2 Cor 11:2,
where Paul speaks of his desire “to present you to Christ.” The imagery here
is that of the father of the bride, who in Jewish culture was responsible for
guarding his betrothed daughter so as to present her “pure” to the groom at
the time of their wedding. Paul now assumes the role of “father of the
bride,” while the “groom” is Christ rather than "God” as one might ordi-
narily expect.”? In any case, it is yet another instance where Paul speaks in a
matter-of-fact way of his and their appearing together in the eschaton before
Christ rather than before God. While there are perfectly good contextual rea-
sons for this, my point again has to do with the ease with which Paul makes
this kind of statement with reference to Christ, which in the 0T was imagery
used of God with his people.

2 Corinthians 5:11—The “Fear of the Lord”

Still in the same context of argumentation, Paul with an inferential ov
(therefore) now applies all that was said in 4:7-5:10 to his own situation; and
since the most immediate context is v. 10, with its mention of “the judgment
seat of Christ,” his pickup phrase is “knowing tov ¢6Bov 100 xvpiov [the fear
of the Lord].” This phrase, which is a key idea in the canonical Wisdom liter-
ature, moves along a spectrum of meaning from being “fearful” to having
proper “awe” before God, while the latter tends to dominate. Here the “fear
of the Lord” does not mean to be fearful of him but, in light of his being the
final judge, to live with proper reverence and awe in his presence. Thus, here
is yet another key oT phrase where the kvpiog = Yahweh of the Septuagint
has been appropriated and applied to Christ. Since this is the only occur-
rence of the phrase in Paul’s writings, it turns out to be used exclusively
with reference to Christ.%0

2 Corinthians 10:5—"Obedience to Christ”

Obedience to someone is not necessarily a divine prerogative as such. In-
deed, obedience to God is rarely expressed in Scripture; rather, one is obedient
to his commands.®! But the obedience called for in this passage is the ultimate
kind of obedience due God alone. What Paul is taking on here are the mis-

78Cf. Barrett, who includes Rom 2:16 in the discussion: “The lack of formal con-
sistency [in this matter] is not insignificant Christologically. God carries out judge-
ment, but he carries it out through Jesus Christ; Jesus Christ judges; and his
judgement is the judgement of God” (160).

“That is, this is a familiar idiom in the OT. where Israel is often depicted as be-
trothed or wedded to Yahweh: cf. [sa 54:5-6; 62:5; Ezek 16:8; Hos 2:19-20.

80Given both the immediate context (v. 10, where the “judge” is Christ) and the
preceding multiplied use of x¥pirog in vv. 6-9 as referring to Christ (cf. Bultmann
[146], “the x¥prog, of course. is Christ”), one meets with surprise that Furnish (306,
emphatically) applies “the fear of the Lord” to God.
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guided arguments and false teachings of those who oppose him. Those who
are carrying on this “warfare” against Paul are seen by him to be setting
themselves “up against the knowledge of God.” Through his own spiritual
weapons (v. 4) he intends to engage these enemies in a contest that has divine
obedience as its goal. That obedience in this case is expressed as “obedience to
Christ.” Thus another divine prerogative is attributed to Christ.

2 Corinthians 11:10—Appeal Based on “the Truth of Christ”
That Is in Paul

In previous letters, and in keeping with the biblical tradition, Paul has
taken his oaths "in the name of the Lord,” with the Lord now being Jesus
Christ.32 In a slightly different way, and not actually an oath itself,83 Paul ap-
peals in this case to “the truth of Christ” that is in him. This very likely refers
to Paul’s understanding of Christ as indwelling him (by the Spirit);3¢ and if
Christ, the Son of God in whom all the promises of God find their “yes” (=
truthfulness, trustworthiness [1:18]), dwells in Paul, that truth that is Christ
at the same time guarantees Paul's own word. This is the kind of language
that in the biblical revelation is basically reserved for God; indeed, in Isa
65:16 God explicitly says that “all who invoke a blessing in the land will do so
by the God of truth; those who take an oath in the land will swear by the
God of truth.” For Paul, the “truth” that guarantees the trustworthiness of
his “boast” rests now with Christ, who by dwelling in Paul guarantees his
own trustworthiness.

2 Corinthians 12:1—*“Revelations of the Lord”

In one of the more complex moments in the Pauline corpus, he chooses
momentarily to play the “Spiritual experiences game” with his opponents in
order to deflate the significance of such experiences as a criterion for genu-
ine apostleship.®> Whereas his opponents have disdained his weaknesses,
Paul boasts in them as reflecting the Christ whose gospel he proclaims.
When he goes on to the criterion of “revelations,” he obviously intends the

81For direct obedience to God, see. e.g., Deut 4:30; but throughout Deuteronomy
(and elsewhere) the way one shows such obedience is by keeping his commands.

820n this matter, see ch. 2 on 1-2 Thessalonians {pp. 46, 67-68) and ch. 3 on
1 Cor 1:3 (pp. 135-36).

$3Whether Paul intends this as an actual oath (most think so) is not especially
crucial because, as Thrall {687) notes, what Paul says here functions like one in
any case.

84 Most see it as a subjective genitive (of “source” or “origins”), but that seems to
make “truth” more objective than this oath would seem to warrant; in any case, Fur-
nish (493) rightly objects to the view that it refers to the gospel. Paul is appealing not
to some objective truth but to the fact that what he is about to say is absolutely
trustworthy.

85For a more complete argumentation for this perspective, see Fee, God's Empow-
ering Presence, 347-5().
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narrative of an unrevealed revelation both to outflank his opponents and to
help the Corinthians put such experiences into proper context.

At issue for us in this study is the sense of the phrase that serves gener-
ally as a heading for the narrative itself: dntaciag kal aroxaivyelg kupiov
(visions and revelations of the Lord). Although most have taken the genitive
xupiov as subjective®®—that is, Christ is the source of these experiences—it
seems more likely that he is their object.?” Not only is this how Paul uses this
phrase elsewhere (Rom 2:5; 8:19; 1 Cor 1:7; Gal 1:12), but also in the end it
seems to be the point of concern. That is, despite how it has been viewed by
many, it is not simply revelatory experiences themselves in which they boast;
rather, it is seeing Christ in such revelatory experiences that makes their
boast special.

And that leads to our reason for including this phrase in the present dis-
cussion. Here is another OT idea that has been taken over by Paul and ap-
plied to Christ. Thus Ezekiel begins his prophetic ministry by dating the
beginning of what he called “visions of God” (6pdoeig 6e0v), where the “vi-
sion” that immediately follows is ultimately, though indirectly, of God him-
self. For Paul, Christ is now the one revealed in such experiences.

2 Corinthians 12:8-10—Prayer Directed “to the Lord”

In keeping with patterns well in place by the time he wrote his first let-
ters,38 Paul narrates his threefold prayer to “the Lord” for deliverance from a
satanic “thorn in my flesh.” That the Lord to whom he prays can only be
Christ Jesus is made certain not only by Paul’s consistent and basically ex-
clusive use of x¥prog as referring to Christ but in this case also by the imme-
diate context. The response in this case is, “My grace is sufficient for you,”
language that in the concluding benediction is attributed to Christ, as “love”
is attributed to God the Father. Moreover, in the ensuing explanation of his

8 For translations, cf. NIV/TNIV, REB, NJB, GNB (TEV), NLT, and NET BIBLE (without
explanation!). Cf. in the commentaries Bultmann, 219: Furnish, 524; Martin, 397
(with a considerable list of others who go this way); Barnett, 559. Barrett (307) and
Matera (277) suggest that it goes both ways. For the reasons for rejecting this view,
see the next note.

87See Fee, God's Empowering Presence, 150 n. 192; so also Hughes, 427 n. 97; Thrall,
775; Lambrecht, 200. Although this is the minority view, what is seen to stand against
it is the fact that no such “revelation” is detailed in what follows. But that seems to be
something of an irrelevancy, since the phrase is intended as a "heading” in this case
and almost certainly comes from the opposition. The ordinary sense of this genitive,
both in Paul's writings and in the Septuagint, is “the Lord” as the one who is seen in
the vision or revelation. See now esp. the discussion in Thrall, 774-75.

8See ch. 2 on 1-2 Thessalonians, pp. 51-53, 73-77; Windisch (388) and Héring
(93 n. 20) assert (the latter emphatically) that this is the only instance in the genuine
Paul where prayer is directed toward Christ (Matera [284] cites Windisch with ap-
proval). But as the evidence of 1 Thessalonians and 1 Corinthians reveals. that is pa-
tently not true. On this matter, see Hurtado. Lord Jesus Christ, 138-43.
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acceptance of the divine verdict, he refers to “Christ’s power” at work in him
and states that he endures such weaknesses “for Christ’s sake.”

What again is noticeable is the ease with which Paul both makes his
prayer to Christ, as one praying to God.*® and reports it without a sense of
encroaching on his monotheism in so doing. Such a view of things reflects
his basic supposition about the risen Christ as the “Lord,” now “seated at the
right hand of the Father” (Ps 110:1), making intercession for his own. This is
divine prerogative whatever else.

2 Corinthians 13:13(14)—Christ in a Triadic Benediction

Closely related to the preceding text and to Paul’s habits throughout, he
brings his letter to a close by offering a benediction that the Corinthians may
receive “the grace of the Lord Jesus Christ.” But only here in his letters does
he add the Father and the Spirit to the benediction, so that he ends up with a
remarkable triadic prayer that includes Christ, the Father, and the Spirit.
Thus we encounter the second of three such texts (see 1 Cor 12:4-6: Eph
4:4-6) where Paul explicitly places Christ and the Spirit in the same context
with God the Father, and this time in a benedictory prayer. Thus:

13:13 1 xdprg T00 xvpiov Incod Xprotod
kol N.4ydnn tov Beod
Kat T Kolvevia 1ol dylov Tvevpatog
UETA TAVTOV VRAV.
13:14 The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ,

and the love of God,
and the participation in the Holy Spirit

(be) with all of you.

A lesser Christology would have subordinated the role of Christ and the
Spirit to that of God the Father. But not so Paul; he desires each person in
the divine Triad to bless the Corinthians with that person’s own special at-
tribute. In the present case, what is attributed to the divine threesome is
what is most characteristic of their ongoing ministry in the church. Every-
thing is ultimately predicated on God's love, which found expression histori-
cally through the grace of Christ in his death and resurrection and is now
made available to his people through their common participation in the Holy
Spirit, who is the Spirit of both the Father and the Son.

It is precisely such prayer as this that led the church finally to formu-
late its understanding of God in ontologically Trinitarian terms, in which
it was following the lead taken by Paul in his understanding of Christ as
fully divine.?

89¢Cf. Furnish, 530.
%80 also Barretl, 311; Barnett, 619; most commentators note the significance of
this early triadic prayer to the three “persons.”
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Christ Devotion and Soteriology—2 Corinthians 5:14-6:2

Up to this point, we have not had occasion to speak to the relationship
between Paul’s understanding of Christ himself (Christology) and his under-
standing of the death and resurrection of Christ as God's means of “salvation”
(soteriology)—the new-covenant means of creating a people for God’s name.
It is not that Paul has not mentioned Christ’s role in salvation heretofore; he
has indeed.”! However, what has not occurred to this point in the letters is
some kind of exposition of the means and meaning of Christ's death as “for
us.” With the present passage, that begins to change considerably. One rea-
son for bringing this passage into a discussion of Pauline Christology is that
here we find plainly expressed what we must recognize as presuppositional
elsewhere: who it is who died for us is absolutely crucial to Paul's under-
standing of the story.

Paul is still in the long narrative in which he is defending himself and
the character of his apostleship (see pp. 17477 above) when he launches
into what turns out to be the first somewhat lengthy exposition of the
gospel itself—in this instance, understandably enough, under the rubric of
reconciliation.

Another reason for bringing this passage into focus in the present
study is in anticipation of what comes next in Galatians, where the central-
ity of Christ reaches a kind of zenith in Paul's letters. We have already
looked at this text in part, by noting the significance of the phrase “who
knew no sin” (pp. 165-67). Here 1 begin by pointing out two features that
are important for the purposes of this study. First, the entire passage from
v. 14 is simultaneously christocentric and theocentric; how one finally
comes down on this question relates in part to what one is looking for or,
on which of the two emphases one wants to focus. Second, here we find ab-
solutely intact Paul’'s grammar of salvation, which we first noted in 2 Thess
2:13 and then again in 1 Cor 8:6. God the Father is always seen as the ulti-
mate source of everything: but all that God in his love has purposed for our
salvation has been carried out by Christ. Thus, in a very true sense, if God
is the first word in these passages, it is usually true also that Christ is the
last word. That is especially (literally) true in the exposition of recon-
ciliation in vv. 18-21. It begins, “all things are from God.” and God is the
ultimate source of everything Christ does; but the final word is év avt® (in
him [Christ]).

The net result of all this is likewise twofold. On the one hand, because
our salvation is predicated both on God’s will and on Christ’s willing activity
on our behalf, Paul can emphasize the role of either God or Christ at will, de-
pending on context. But when he brings them together in the same context,
the relationship between them is always as noted in the preceding para-

8See. e.g.. 1 Thess 5:10-11; 1 Cor 1:30-31; 5:7: 6:11; 8:11; 11:25-26; 15:3-4.
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graph. On the other hand, when he focuses especially on the work of Christ
and Paul’s own relationship to Christ, one can scarcely miss an emphasis
that I will refer to as “Christ devotion.” There is a christocentricity to Paul’s
understanding of the gospel that goes beyond mere historical reality or theo-
logical insight. What emerges finally in Philippians as utter devotion to
Christ is already well in place in these earlier letters. I propose that there is
an inherent Christology in such devotion that Paul shows toward Christ that
is seldom, if ever, expressed about God the Father.?2 I conclude this chapter,
then, by noting how this works out in this great passage, which comes in
two noticeable parts, vv. 14-17 and 18-21.

Christ as the Bringer of the New Order (2 Cor 5:14-17)

In this first part only Christ is mentioned. As Paul’s penultimate re-
sponse to those in Corinth who have been calling into question both his gos-
pel of a crucified Messiah and his cruciform apostleship, he asserts that it is
“the love of Christ” that constrains or compels him. This compulsion was
born out of a deep conviction about Christ's death and resurrection (v. 14):
since his death was on behalf of all, this means that the whole human race
has been brought under the sentence of death; and Christ’s resurrection
means that in the new order only what he brings to life is actually living.
Thus, those who do live (in God’s new order) may now live only for the One
who died for them and was raised again (v. 15). Moreover, this new order
brought about by Christ’s death and resurrection nullifies one’s viewing any-
thing any longer from the Corinthians’ present perspective, whose values re-
flect an “old age” (xota cdpxa [according to the flesh]) point of view. To view
either Christ or anyone/anything else from that perspective is no longer valid
(v. 16). Why? Because being in Christ means that one belongs to the new
creation: the old has gone, the new has come (v. 17). It does not take
much reading of Paul to recognize that this radical, new-order point of
view—resurrection life marked by the cross!—lies at the heart of everything
he thinks and does (cf. Phil 3:4-14). It is also easy to see the "why” of his
utter devotion to Christ, which in itself, I suggest, has considerable christo-
logical overtones.

Christ, the Means of God’s Reconciliation (2 Cor 5:18-21)

Having begun with the results of Christ’s love expressed in his death for
us, Paul now offers an exposition of its means; and now God becomes the
grammatical subject of all the sentences, except for the application in v. 20.
Everything is from God, who reconciled “us” (you Corinthians and me) to
himself through Christ and has given us (me especially) the ministry of rec-
onciliation. And with that we come to the key text, v. 19. While “God” is still

92See further in ch. 11, pp. 488-95.
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the subject. the relationship between God and Christ is now left open-ended
enough to leave us with a (purposeful?) measure of ambiguity, but the Chris-
tology is of considerable import. The crucial part of the text reads,

5:19 0edg fiv £v XpLeTd xOoHOV KOTOAAICOOY £0VTH
God was in Christ the world reconciling to himself

At issue for us is how to punctuate this clause, which is left quite open-
ended by the sentence structure itself. Paul's order separates the linking
verb (“was”) and its participle plus reflexive pronoun (“reconciling to him-
self ") by the prepositional phrase (“in Christ") and the object of the recon-
ciliation (“the world”). What did Paul intend by this order? Three options
emerge:

1. In the incarnation, God was reconciling the world to himself, which
would require a comma after “Christ.” Thus: God was in Christ, recon-
ciling the world to himself.

2. “In Christ” (i.e., through the work of Christ), God was reconciling the
world to himself, which would put commas around “in Christ.” Thus:
God was, in Christ, reconciling the world to himself.

3. The major emphasis is on Christ, in terms of what God was doing in
reconciling the world to himself. Here there would be no commas, so
as to keep the ambiguity. Thus: God was in Christ the world reconciling
to himself.

The first option made its way into the English-speaking world through
the xJv, and it was the predominant view for centuries. The now prevailing
view, found in most of the recent English translations, has moved toward
the second option. But the difficulty with this view is that it tends to make
the fiv . . . katoAAdooav a paraphrastic imperfect, of a kind that has no
analogy in Paul's letters, where the form of “to be” is separated at some dis-
tance from the participle that completes the verb form. For this reason, I
think that the third option is the most likely, that Paul was deliberately am-
biguous by placing the ¢v Xpiot@ immediately following the fv. To be
sure, the preposition most likely has the force of agency (as in the second op-
tion), but at the same time it allows the closest kind of relationship between
Father and Son. God himself was active in Christ as he reconciled the world
to himself.

Although this is not incarnation in the traditional sense, it does suggest
that Paul saw the closest kind of relationship between the will of the Father
and the saving work of the Son; and it is out of this recognition that Paul
has become such an avid and devoted follower of the Son. Thus, at the end
of the day. it is a precarious exercise to discuss Paul's Christology without
constantly being reminded of Christ’s primary role in redemption itself. And
that leads us to the next chapter, “Christology in Galatians.”
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Appendix I: The Texts

(brackets [[ ]] indicate texts with references to God alone; triple brackets [[[ 1]]
with italics indicate citations from the 1xX, where x0ptog refers to Yahweh)
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Appendix II: An Analysis of Usage

(* = anarthrous; + = with possessive pronoun; [LxX] = Septuagint echo/
citation)

2 Corinthians 10:18 N
0edg 78 + 2 LXX citations 11:17  A* (xatd)
Christ 75 121 G*
12:8 A
The Data 13:10 N
1. xvprog 'Incodg Xprotds (4) 5. 'Incodg (7 + 12 = 19)
1:2 G* 4:5 A* (31a)
1:3 G+ 410 G
89 G+ 410 G
13:13 G 4:11 A* (814)
1a. 'Incotg Xprotog kvprog (1) 411 G
4:5  A* 4:14 D* (ouv)
2. xVprog Incovg (3) 11:4  A*
1:14 G+ [vl.-fuev] 6. Xplotog (38 + 9 = 47)
4:14 A 1.5 G
11:31 G 1.5 G (&)
3. Xprotog Tncodg (1) 1:21  A* (elg)
111 G* 2:10 G*
3a. 'Incovs Xprotog (3) 212 G
1:19 N (appositive to D16g) 2:14 D (év)
4:6  G*[vl.-Incov] 215 G*
13:5 N* [vl.-Xp. Inc.] 2:17  D* (év)
4. xoplog (18 + 8 =26 [+ 2 = 33 G*
Yahweh]) 34 G (da)
2:12 D*(gv) 3:14 D* (¢v)
316 A* (npdg) 44 G
317 G* 510 G
3:18 G* 514 G
3:18  G* (amo) 5:16  A*
5:6 G (nd) 5:17  D* (&v)
5:8 A (mpdg) 5:18  G* (8ud)
511 G 5:19 D* (gv)
{6:17 N* [LxX = Yahweh]) 5:20 G* (vrép)
(6:18 N* [Lxx = Yahweh]) 5:20 G* (unép)
85 D 6:15 G*
8:19 G (w/ avtod) [v.L.-avtoD] 8:23 G*
8:21 G* (¢vamiov) 913 G
10:8 N 101 G

10:17  D* (&v) 10:5 G
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10:7  G* 12:10 G* (Urép)

107  G* 1219 G* (&v)

10:14 G 133 G

1.2 D 7. vi6g (1 [+ 2])

11:3 A (eig) 1:19 N (10D 8e0D)

11:10 G* [1:3  implied: 6 6£0¢ xai Tatip
11:13 G* 00... ]
11:23 G* [11:31 implied: 6 Beog kol mathp
12:2 D* (gv) 100 .. .]

129 G
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Christology in Galatians

TURNING TO GALATIANS! FROM THE first four letters in the Pauline corpus is
like entering a new world. Instead of taking up several concerns, Galatians
is intensely single-focused on the issue of Gentile observance of the law,
especially the basic matters that distinguished Diaspora Jews from their
Gentile neighbors: circumcision, Sabbath, and food laws.? Paul’s churches
in Galatia have been invaded by some Jewish Christian intinerant mission-
aries—"“agitators” Paul calls them—Dbent on bringing the Galatian Gentiles
into obedience on these matters, thus “completing” their conversion. Paul’s
singular and passionate “no” to this issue comes to us as his letter to the
churches of Galatia.

For this reason, Galatians is specifically and singularly given over to the
question of soteriology—salvation in Christ, made effective by the Spirit. For
the same reason, it is one of the most intensely christocentric letters in the
corpus. But as was noted in the concluding word to the preceding chapter,
this focus on Christ is always kept within the larger framework of Paul's un-
diminished Jewish monotheism. Thus, at every turn the focus is on the work
of Christ, while God the Father is ultimately responsible for everything.

This double focus appears at the very beginning in the (considerably ex-
panded) salutation: Paul’s apostleship (v. 1) is “through Christ Jesus,” to
which Paul immediately appends, “and God the Father who raised him from
the dead.” The salutation proper (v. 3), with its wish of grace and peace, is,
as always, “from God our Father and the Lord Jesus Christ.” But in this case
it is then expanded in terms of Christ’s “giving himself for our sins, in order
that he might deliver us from this present evil age,” which is immediately
qualified with “in keeping with the will of our God and Father,” who is then
the object of the concluding doxology. And so it goes throughout, especially

ILCommentaries on Galatians are listed in the bibliography (pp. 641-42); they are
cited in this chapter by author’s surname only.

ZCircumcision is always the predominant issue, since it was the ultimate cove-
nant marker in Israel and was so abhorrent to Gentiles. Thus it is the issue that car-
ries the argument throughout. The observance of “days” is mentioned in 4:10, and
the narrative about food laws in 2:11-13 launches Paul directly into the primary
argument of the letter.
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at the key soteriological moments: God is the one who was pleased to reveal
his Son in Paul {1:15-16); God sent first his Son and then the Spirit of his Son
in order to redeem and certify Gentile adoption into God's family (4:4-7).

The net result of this singular focus on the saving work of Christ in the
context of the Father’s will is that we find much less in Galatians that is ex-
plicitly christological. But what we do find, as we have come to expect, are
several presuppositional christological moments in which a high Christology
is simply assumed, not made a point of argumentation.

A Preliminary Look at the Data

The various references to Christ and to God are found in appendix I at
the end of this chapter; as throughout, an analysis of the different ways Paul
speaks of Christ is found in appendix II. The data speak for themselves in
terms of the emphases of the letter. Christ is referred to by name or title
forty-five times, while 8e6¢g (God) is mentioned specifically only twenty-nine
times. The most striking features with reference to Christ end up being two
sides of the same coin. First, there is the sudden, thoroughly diminished use
of the title 6 xVprog (the Lord). Apart from the four instances of the com-
bined name “the Lord Jesus Christ,” which occur basically at the expected
places, Jesus is referred to as “Lord” only twice: 1:19, where James is called
“the brother of our Lord,” and 5:10, in the very Pauline asseveration “I am
persuaded év xvpie [in the Lord].” This means also that for the first time in
the corpus there are no intertextual allusions or echoes from the 0T where
the Septuagint’s xVprog = Yahweh refers to Christ.

Second, the title/name Xpiot6¢ (Christ), which occurs a total of thirty-
eight times, is easily the most common referent in the letter, itself occurring
nine times more than explicit mention of God. Twenty-two of these occur
alone, and all but three of these (1:7; 6:2, 12) are without the definite article,>
indicating that by now it is the primary name by which the Lord is men-
tioned. He is simply “Christ,” not “the Christ = Messiah.”

Along with these several observations, one should note the sudden in-
crease of references to Christ as “the Son” (4x), where in each case he is spe-
cifically called “God’s [his] Son.”* Since this is the crucial christological item
in this letter, we begin our analysis here.3

3The 3 exceptions occur in genitive combinations (10 eVayyéiiov 100 Xpiotod /
70 vépov 100 Xp1otod / 16 otoup@ 1ot Xplotod) where the article is required by the
controlling noun, which is articular.

4"The Son of God" in 2:20; “his Son” in the other three references (1:16; 4:4, 6).

>1t is of some importance to note here that the two letters where “Son of God”
Christology dominates in Paul are the two letters where he argues most vigorously
within a more strictly Jewish frame of reference (Galatians and Romans). Indeed, it is
the very first thing up in Romans (1:2-4). This in itself should have caused some hes-
itation among those who argued {or Hellenistic origins of this motif.
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Christ, God’s Messianic Son: Preexistent and Incarnate

In the discussion of 1 Thess 1:1, 10, we noted that in the first occurrence
of Bedg in the corpus God is called “the Father” (1:1), and this in close prox-
imity to the first occurrence of the designation of Jesus as “his Son” in 1:10,
in this case as the exalted One whose coming will be accompanied by God's
wrath, from which his people will be rescued. A similar thing happens again
in 1 Cor 1:1, 9, where the Christian community is thought of in terms of “the
kowvovia [ fellowship] of/with God’s Son.” This occurs yet again at the begin-
ning of 2 Corinthians, where in 1:3 God is now specifically identified, and
hereafter to be known, as “the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ,” whose Son
in v. 19 is then described as the divine “yes” to all of the promises of God
(the Father).

We further observed regarding 1 Cor 15:23-28 that the designation
“Son” comes at the end of a passage where Christ is noted as the presently
reigning heavenly “king.” At the resurrection of the believing dead, when
the soteriological cycle is thus completed, “the Son himself” turns every-
thing back into the hands of the Father. This text in particular, which ties
“the Son” with the “king,” reflects Jewish messianic expectations, which
again are explicitly in evidence in Col 1:12-16.%

These data indicate that even though it is not Paul’s most frequent des-
ignation for his Savior, Jesus as Son of God does in fact carry considerable
weight for him, both theologically and christologically. The reasons for this
emerge in the three “Son of God” passages in this letter, where Paul first re-
fers to his own conversion in terms of “God . . . revealing his Son in me” so
that he (Paul) might proclaim the Son to the Gentiles. This is followed in
2:20 by a passage full of “Christ devotion,” where Paul speaks of the one
who lives in him as “the Son of God, who loved me and gave himself for
me.” All of this climaxes in 4:4-7, where Paul speaks of the Son as “having
been sent” by the Father in order to “redeem those under the law, so that
we might receive adoption to sonship.” This is not only the crucial
christological passage in this letter but also one of the more important in
the corpus.

But before looking at these three passages in some detail, we begin by
noting a significant moment in the argument of 3:1-4:7, where implicit
messianism is also in view: Christ as Abraham’s true seed (3:16).

Galatians 3:16—Abraham’s “Seed,” Who Is Christ

Paul’s passion in the long argument of 2:15-4:7 is to convince the
Galatians that “doing law” is no longer an option for those redeemed by
Christ and living by the Spirit. After an opening foray in which the issue

6See pp. 293-98 below.
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is presented and the logical absurdity of their position demonstrated
(2:15-19).7 Paul then appeals to their own experience of the Spirit as being
quite apart from “works of law” (3:1-5). To offer biblical evidence in sup-
port of the experience of Christ and the Spirit (3:6-9), Paul settles on the
Abraham narrative in Gen 12:1-25:11, for obvious reasons: Abraham is si-
multaneously (1) the father of the Jewish nation, (2) the recipient of the
promise that through him God will bless the “nations” (= Gentiles), (3) the
recipient of the covenant of circumcision, which is the major issue being
fought over in this letter, and (4) the one of whom Scripture says that “his
faith [in God] was credited to him as righteousness.” Paul’s subsequent ar-
gument based on this narrative (3:10-4:7) turns out to be a thing of won-
der, as he keeps all of these balls in the air without losing any, while all the
time bringing the argument to the climactic moment in 4:4-7.

At an early moment in the argument, Paul takes up the crucial issue:
who are Abraham'’s true “children,” his “seed” who will inherent the prom-
ise that includes the blessing of the Gentiles? The final answer to this ques-
tion is given in 3:29: “those who are of Christ” are Abraham’s true
descendants (“seed”) and thus “heirs in keeping with the promise.” It is this
conclusion that is elaborated in 4:4-7. In the process of getting to this point,
Paul identifies Christ as the true “seed” of Abraham, so that those who are
“of Christ” in turn are Abraham'’s true descendants. How Paul gets there
needs some unpacking.

Near the beginning of the biblical story, Israel as a whole is/are identi-
fied as God’s “son” (Exod 4:22-23); at a later time in the story their king, who
represents the people, is likewise identified as God’s “son” (Ps 2:7). Thus,
after the (apparent) demise of the Davidic dynasty, “Son of God” becomes a
messianic symbol. In the Gospel narratives, Jesus himself steps into this role
as messianic King, who assumes Israel’s identity® and becomes its deliverer,
so that he in turn can make his people once more “the sons of God.”

7Although Paul’s sentences are tight (2:15-19), the logic is manageable. First
premise: believers in Christ, both Jew and Gentile, have not been observant; second
premise: if the agitators are right, that we must also keep (certain aspects of) the law,
then by our not keeping the law at these points we in effect are lawbreakers, thus sin-
ners (like the Gentiles, who by nature do not keep the law); conclusion: since we are
not keeping the law because of our faith in Christ, yet we are found now to be law-
breakers, which means that Christ is responsible for our being sinners (Xpio1dg
apaptiag dtaxovog = Christ has become the servant of sin). No wonder his response
is un yévouto, “God forbid!”

8Thus he goes into the water (of baptism), where he is designated by the
heavenly voice as “God’s beloved Son” (echoing the Septuagint of Gen 22:2 and Ps
2:7): he then comes out to be tested forty days in the wilderness, during which he
cites passages from Deuteronomy where Israel had failed the test, and then enters
his public ministry by gathering twelve men around him. On this matter, see fur-
ther N. T. Wright, Jesus and the Victory of God (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1996),
474-539.
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This is the messianic vision that Paul is picking up in 3:6—4:7. Thus early
on he moves in this direction by identifying Christ as the (singular) “seed” of
Abraham (3:16), who is thus the true heir to the promise as well (which is
now available to God's people, as they are “of Christ”). In something of a
wordplay on “seed,” a collective singular in Greek as in English, Paul makes
a deliberate point of its being singular and therefore (prophetically) pointing
forward to the Messiah.? God’s promise to Abraham was to his “seed” (e.g.,
Gen 13:15), not “seeds,” and the messianic “seed” is Christ.1? This, then, is
the messianic “Son of God” Christology that lies behind the concluding
affirmations of 4:4-7.

Galatians 4:4-7 (and Gal 1:19)

4:4-7 *61e 82 HABev 10 TARpopa 100 xpdvov, eEanéotelhey O BedC TOV VIOV
a0DTOV, YEVOREVOVY £K YOVALKOG, YEVOUEVOVY IO vOpov, va 1olg
Vro vopov EEayopdon, iva v vioBesiay anoddfouev. Ot 8¢
£ote viot, eEandotelriey 6 Bedcl! 10 Tvedpa TOD VIOD!? AOTOD £ig
g xapdiog uav kpalov: aPPa 6 matp. ‘Gote ovkéT €113 SodAog
GAAG V1Og £l 8¢ Vidg, kal kKAnpovouog did B, 14

9This is very similar to what happens in the OT with the word “Son” itself, which
in Exod 4:22-23 is a collective designation for the whole of Israel but in later kingship
materials finds its singular focus on the king himself (e.g., Ps 2:7). See further the
discussion of Col 1:12-15 below (pp. 293-98).

0For a messianic understanding of this passage, cf. Lightfoot, 142-43, Longe-
necker, 132; Hansen, 98; Dunn, 184; Martyn, 340.

N'The expressed subject of the sentence (“God”) has been omitted in B 1739
sa. Given this attestation and the tendency on the part of scribes to add subjects,
the “omission” could easily be argued for as original. On the other hand, it is far
more likely that Paul himself is responsible for the perfect symmetry of this sen-
tence in relationship to v. 4 and therefore that the subject was omitted in B, or its
nearest relative, which was then picked up in the other two very closely related
witnesses.

2 Quite missing the Pauline parallel, P and Marcion (probably independently)
omit the words 100 viod, which produces a text that reads “God sent forth his Son”
(v. 4); “God sent forth his Spirit” (v. 6). If this was a deliberate omission (as it most
likely was, although it could have been produced by homoeoteleuton), then it was ei-
ther for theological reasons (to avoid confusion about the Spirit, that he is the Spirit
of God, not the Spirit of Christ) or for less theological reasons (simply trying to
“clean up” what they assumed to be an awkward way of stating Paul’s point, i.e.,
that God sent both the Son and the Spirit). But the omission simply misses too much:
see the discussion below.

B30Only here in this letter does Paul switch to the second person singular when
addressing the whole people, probably as a way of individualizing his point.

14This Oeod is found in P46 R* A B C* 1739*v1d lat bo; that this is the original text
is made certain by (1) its early and excellent support and (2) the fact that its very dif-
ficulty is what has led to the five variations found in the textual tradition, all of
which can be explained on the basis of this as the original reading, which is not the
case for any other of the variant readings.
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*But when the fullness of time came, God sent forth his Son, born'> of a
woman, born under law, *in order that he might redeem those under law,

in order that we might receive adoption as “sons”;'0 *and because you are

“sons,” God sent forth the Spirit of his Son into our hearts, crying out
“Abba, Father.” ’So then you are no longer a slave but a “son”; and if a “son,”
then an heir through God.

This sentence offers the christological-soteriological basis for Paul’s
singular interest throughout the letter: because they are in Christ Jesus
(3:26, 28) and Christ is being “formed” in them (4:19), the Galatian Gentiles
do not need to come “under Torah.” It begins with language that ties what
is about to be said to the preceding analogy (vv. 1-2) and its application
(v. 3). In contrast to a former time when God’s people were no better off
than “a minor,” still under the tutelage of a slave-pedagogue, God's time for
them to reach their “majority” has now arrived.l” God's time, as Paul has
argued throughout, came with Christ, especially through his redemptive
work on the cross. Although Paul’s emphases in what follows are thus pri-
marily soteriological, there also emerges a variety of “Son of God” affirma-
tions (Jewish messianism, preexistence, incarnation, knowledge of the
historical Jesus), which are crucial to Paul’s special interests and therefore
cause for close scrutiny.

1. The substratum of Jewish messianism in this passage lies with the
middle lines of what turns out to be a piece of a-b-b’-a’ chiasm,8 enclosed in
turn by the two primary declarations of God's having sent his Son and the
Spirit of his Son. Thus:

15Gk. yevouevog (in both clauses), which literally means “having become.” In
light of the similar usage in Phil 2:7b-8, these participles express “narrative action”
(to borrow R. B. Hays's terminology [The Faith of Jesus Christ: An Investigation of the
Narrative Substructure of Galatians 3:1-4:11 (SBLDS 56; Chico, Calif.: Scholars Press,
1983), 105]). Thus, when one “has become” from a woman, one is “born.” Unfortu-
nately, this common (and correct) translation into English (and most other lan-
guages) causes the English reader to miss its parallels in the similar narrative in Phil
2:7b-8a. See the further discussion in 2(c) below.

16This word is a technical term for the adoption of a male heir into a Roman
home (see the note in the TNIV), thus creating a wordplay on the language of “son”
(God's Son and we as “sons”), which is, unfortunately, difficult to put into contempo-
rary English without appearing to be gender exclusive. To render it “children” here
(legitimate though it is in meaning) is to lose the wordplay. For this reason, I have
chosen to translate it as “sons” as a way of signaling the wordplay and trying to
avoid the gender difficulty.

7Note Hansen's (114-16) helpful headings for these two sections: “When sons
were the same as slaves”; “When slaves became sons.”

$Noted as early as Lightfoot (168) and regularly picked up in the commentaries.



Christology in Galatians 213

(A) God sent his Son,
(a) born of a woman
(b) born under the law,
(b") to redeem those under the law,
(a') that we might be adopted as “sons”
fand to effect this]
(B) God sent the Spirit of his Son

The two “b” lines together affirm: (1) the Son was born in the context of
Judaism; and (2) his purpose in coming was “to redeem” those who are in
present bondage. Thus, just as Moses functioned as “redeemer” of Israel,
leading them, under God’s power and jurisdiction, out of bondage to slavery
in Egypt, so now the “kingly Son of God” has come from God to effect “re-
demption” for those enslaved to the law.

2. But now it turns out that the new “Redeemer King [God’s Son]” is
atso the eternat Son of God, who was sent from heaven to redeem. In this
move, Paul states explicitly what was presupposed in 1 Cor 8:6 (in terms of
his preexistence) and expressed metaphorically as Christ's own action in
2 Cor 8:9 (in terms of his incarnation). Thus, in language that seems deliber-
ately chosen!® so as to tie together the work of Christ and the Spirit, Paul be-
gins by saying that “God é¢€arnéosteilev his Son.”

Despite an occasional voice to the contrary,?® three matters indicate that
this assertion assumes Christ’s preexistence,! that Christ is himself divine
and came from God to effect redemption: (a) the use of the verb “he sent

19These are the only two occurrences of this word in Paul. For this reason, and
because of the “fomulaic” feel to the whole, it has been popular to find here a pre-
Pauline soteriological formula, which Paul used even if he did not fully integrate it
into his own theology (!). Much of this discussion stems from several articles by E.
Schweizer, who created such a “formula” on the basis of the Wisdom of Solomon
and a passage in Philo (see esp. “Zum religionsgeschichtlichen Hintergrund der
‘Sendungsformel’ Gal 4.,4f.. Rm 8,3f.,, Joh 3,16f., 1 Joh 4,9,” ZNW 57 [1966], 455-68
[for a shortened version in English, see his entry on vidg in TDNT 8:354-57, 363-92]);
cf. the view of his former student W. Kramer: “The influence of Wisdom speculation
on [Paul’s] formulation is not to be doubted” (!) (Christ, Lord, Son of God, 121 n. 406).
On the particularly doubtful nature of this very speculative study, and especially its
relationship to Wisdom, see Fee, God’s Empowering Presence, 911-13; cf. Dunn (Chris-
tology in the Making, 39-43), who rightly rejects it and (correctly, I would argue) sees
Jesus’ parable of the Tenants in the Vineyard (Mark 12:1-12) as the proper place to
look for “origins” of the language. But at the same time, Dunn substitutes an equally
dubious Adam Christology in its place. Although Dunn has rightly caught the
Pauline emphasis on the Son's humanity, there is no analogy for Adam to be equated
with “Son of God” traditions.

28ee, e.g., Bousset. Kyrios Christos, 208-20; and esp. Dunn, Christology in the
Making, 38-44, followed by Tuckett, Christology and the New Testament, 51-52.

UTor a different set of three reasons, see Matera, New Testament Christology, 106.
Besides “born of a woman,” he adds that Christ’s “Sonship” was unique and that his
being preexistent Son “endows his work with salvific value.”
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forth,” especially in light of its parallel in v. 6 about sending forth the Spirit;
(b) the otherwise unnecessary clause yevouevov €x yvvoikog (“born” of a
woman); and (c) the use of the participle yevopevog (having come to be) rather
than yevveopevog, the ordinary verb for “birth.” Each of these needs further
comment.

(a) It must be acknowledged up front that the compound £&onoctédla
on its own does not necessarily imply the sending forth of a preexistent
being.2? After all, in a different context in Rom 8:3 Paul himself repeats what
is said here and uses néunw, the ordinary verb for “sending,” which has no
implication that the one sent had prior existence. So also £€anostéAAe ap-
pears, for example, regularly in Acts for the “sending away” of people (9:30;
17:14) or of “sending” someone on a mission (11:22); and on the divine side,
it is used of God's “commissioning” human servants without concern for
their “origins” (7:12; 22:21). But it is also true that in other contexts God
“sends forth” angels as divine messengers on earth (e.g., Gen 24:40; Acts
12:11) or prayer is made for God to “send forth” his (now personified) Wis-
dom to Solomon (Wis 9:10). At issue in the present case, then, is not what
the verb could possibly mean but what Paul himself was presupposing and
what the Galatians were expected to pick up by its use in these two
sentences.

Here is where the twin usage about the Spirit in v. 6 becomes relevant.
Using language that echoes Ps 104:30 (103:30 1.xx).2 and in a clause that is
both parallel with and intimately related to what is said in vv. 4-5, Paul says
that “God sent forth the Spirit of his Son” into our hearts with the Abba-cry.
With this second sending, God thus verifies the “sonship” secured by the
Son, whom God had previously “sent forth.” It is this double sending, where
in the second instance God’s sending forth the Spirit of his Son can only

2 Although this has been commonly assumed (note, e.g., Lightfoot: “The word
assumes the preexistence of the Son” [168]). But see Burton (217). who recognized
that this was not the case but pointed out that the logic of the sentence itself seemed
to demand such a view. Dunn (Christology in the Making, 39) makes far too much of
this point; in an attempt to “divide and conquer,” much of his case against
preexistence rests on his scouring the literature to show evidence that this verb does
not itself carry the case, a point to which most will readily accede. But what one
must be careful not to imply, as Dunn seems to, is that because it does not necessarily
refer to such a sending forth, it therefore probably does not. The overall evidence of
the passage suggests exactly the opposite. Since it may refer to a sending forth of a
heavenly being, the overall context and language of this passage, especially the fol-
lowing two phrases, suggest that here it does indeed. Dunn'’s argument fails especially
to take into account the significance of the parallel language of the Spirit in v. 6.
Thus, although it certainly is true that the concern for Paul is not in fact Jesus’ ori-
gins, the cumulative weight of the evidence and the way all of this is expressed cer-
tainly presuppose preexistence. Cf. W, Kasper. Jesus the Christ (trans. V. Green: New
York: Paulist Press. 1976), 173, and most commentaries.

2Gk. ¢€anooterelg 10 Tveduo cov, xal ktioOfcovtal (You will send forth your
Spirit, and they will be created).




Christology in Galatians

I~
=
92}

refer to the preexistent Spirit of God, now understood equally as the Spirit of
the Son, that makes certain that in the first instance Paul is also speaking
presuppositionally about Christ's preexistence.?*

(b) In keeping with his whole argument to this point, for Paul, the work
of Christ is a historical and objective reality. At one point in human history,
when God’s set time had arrived, the messianic Son of God entered human
history (yevopevov [born] from a woman) within the context of God's own
people (yevéuevov [born] under the law) so as to free people from the slave
tutor—Torah observance—by giving them “adoption as ‘sons.”” What is
striking about the phrase “born of a woman” is how unnecessary it is to the
argument as a whole.?> Paul’s concern lies precisely in the next two items of
his sentence (“born under the law, in order to redeem those under the law”).
His first mentioning Christ as yevéuevov £x yvvaikdg (born of a woman)
seems understandable only if one recognizes the presuppositional nature of
Christ’s preexistence that is the predicate of the whole sentence. Or to put it
another way, the fact that both yevouevog phrases emphasize the Son's
human condition seems to suggest that the sending word presupposes a prior
existence that was not human.26

(c) Finally, the choice of the participle yevéuevov for these two subordi-
nate clauses would seem to carry more significance than it is usually given,
especially as twin modifiers of &£onéoteiiev. While it is true that yivouat
can mean “born,”% and for the purposes of making sense in English almost

24380 also Burton, 217; cf. Bruce: “If the Spirit was the Spirit before God sent him,
the Son was presumably the Son before God sent him” (195). It is of some interest
that Dunn'’s analysis of this verb is strictly limited to v. 4; for obvious reasons, he
simply avoids any discussion of its possible meaning in v. 6 (see the critique in Fee,
God’s Empowering Presence, 402 n. 127).

5The fact that nothing in the argument is picked up from this phrase, thus indi-
cating a lack of necessity in the argument in context, is one of the factors that has led
many to think that Paul is here using a pre-Pauline “sending formulation” (see n. 18
above); cf. Betz, 207; Longenecker, 166--67. It is a remarkable piece of historical inves-
tigation to argue that a sentence found only in Paul in all of ancient literature, by its
very uniqueness within the Pauline corpus, thus becomes grounds for looking for a
pre-Pauline formula. This, of course, can be neither proved nor disproved: but when
it is further suggested that one can find the Pauline “additions” to the prior formula,
which only exists by excising parts of Paul’s sentence (!), then it looks very much as
though the formula is a “unique” scholarly creation.

2Cf. Burton: “Both [b] clauses are evidently added to indicate the humiliation
.. . to which the Son was in the sending forth subjected, the descent to the level of
those whom he came to redeem” (217). Thus, rather than implying that the emphasis
lies only on Jesus’ humanity, not his preexistence (as Tuckett, Christology. 52-53), this
should be seen rather as emphasizing his humanity precisely because the presuppo-
sitional common ground is his preexistence, thus not allowing a “docetic” Christ.

2 Indeed. it is of some interest that this is the first meaning offered in BDAG (“to
come into being through process of birth”); but in this case, putting this meaning
first stands over against Danker’s ordinary way of handling such verbs, where the
first meaning usually given is the one from which all others evolve. In this case, that
comes second, “to come into existence.” Moreover, of his five examples under this
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demands such a rendering here, the fact is that the verb has the primary
sense of “coming to be, coming into existence,” and therefore is one of the
more flexible verbs in the language (often simply a substitute for “to be”).
The point to be made is that its use here is demanded neither by context nor
meaning. In fact, later in the chapter, when referring to the birth of Ishmael
(and Isaac, by implication), Paul uses the ordinary verb for “to be born”
(yevvao [4:23, 24, 29]).

Furthermore, and more importantly, the two clauses are most likely in-
tended to be posterior to the main verb, and thus they demand a sequence
that implies the Son’s preexistence followed by his “coming to be” from a
human mother within the context of Judaism. Otherwise, the participles
would need to be expressed as antecedent to the main verb: having been
born of a woman and under the law, the Son was sent by God to redeem
those under the law. That is grammatically possible, but it seems to make
light of the very point of the sentence itsell: God's Son was sent into
our human condition precisely because only thus could redemption be ef-
fected.?® Thus, “birth” from Mary in this case is expressed in terms of
Christ’s “coming into earthly existence” through a human mother. And this
leads to our third christological observation.

3. Paul's emphasis with this phrase (“born of a woman”), in passing
though it seems to be, is on the incarnation of Christ, who thereby stands in
stark contrast to the ahistorical, atemporal otolyeia 100 kdopov (elemental
spiritual forces of the world [v. 3 TNIV]) to which these former pagans had been
subject. That is, if this clause makes certain that the main clause, “God sent
his Son at the right time in history,” implies his preexistence, then in its own
way it puts special emphasis on his genuine humanity:*® “the Son of God”
was no docetic Christ but shared fully in our humanity, preexistent Son of
God though he was.

Thus, in the interest of his argument to this point—Gentiles by the Spirit
have become God's people through faith in Christ Jesus and are thus not obli-
gated to observe Torah—Paul at the same time emphasizes that they nonethe-
less fit into God’s ongoing story. In becoming God's children through Christ
and the Spirit, they are thereby also Abraham’s children and thus heirs to the
promise that God made with Abraham. And here is the reason for emphasis
on the incarnation. It was precisely because Christ himself entered history

first heading, two have to do with plant life (Matt 21:19; 1 Cor 15:37), while the other
three, including this one (John 8:58; Rom 1:3), focus not on birth as such but on
Abraham’s or Christ's appearing in the world.

20n this whole question note the emphasis in Martyn (406-8) that Paul's apoca-
lyptic worldview nearly demands such an understanding of these clauses.

S0 most interpreters; cf. Betz: “This anthropological definition [born of a
woman, born under the law] is given a christological purpose, indicating that
Christ's appearance was that of a human being in the full sense of the term” (207-8);
cf. Longenecker: “As a qualitative expression ‘born of a woman’ speaks of Jesus’ true
humanity and representative quality, i.e., that he was truly one with us” (171).
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within the context of Israel's story that he eliminated for historical Israel “the
curse” of having to live by the law, which thus excludes living by faith
(3:12-14). Thus the twofold focus of the two “was born” clauses: God's Son
was both truly human and born within the context of Israel.

4. In this same vein, one should note further the significance of the
Abba-cry with regard to Christ's humanity. Here is another certain in-
stance3 where Paul shows knowledge of the historical Jesus; a second one
occurs earlier in this same letter where he refers to James as “the brother of
the Lord” (Gal 1:19). And since by Paul’s own testimony he spent a fortnight
with Peter (and James) in Jerusalem, it is myopic skepticism of the highest
order to suggest that Paul knew next to nothing of the historical Jesus.3? If
what he knows comes to him from others, it is nonetheless that knowledge
of the historical Jesus that he demonstrates.

In the present instance, there is simply no reasonable historical explana-
tion for the Aramaic Abba-cry to be found on the lips of Gentiles some quar-
ter of a century after the death and resurrection of Jesus unless it goes back
to Jesus himself, as the Gospels themselves report. That is, we need to take
seriously that believers “cried out” Abba to God within the gathered Chris-
tian community, that they did so with full awareness that the Spirit was
moving them to do so, and that they were thus using Jesus' own word of in-
timate relationship with the Father.3

08ee, e.g., 1 Cor 11:23-25, where Paul clearly knows the historical context of
the institution of the Lord’s Supper.

31T do not mean by this that he had direct knowledge, although some would (in-
correctly, I think) read 2 Cor 5:16 as implying such. After all, it is not Christ who is
Koth odpxo in that passage: rather, it is Paul's way of viewing the world. Hence the
TNIV rightly has it, “regard [anyone] from a worldly point of view” (= from the per-
spective of the old order that has been radically eliminated as an option through the
death and resurrection of Christ, who has ushered in the new creation).

32This is skepticism born out of another time when it was popular to believe that
Paul is a kind of second creator of Christianity and therefore that he cared almost
nothing for, and was unacquainted with, the historical Jesus. Such skepticism was
fostered in the generation before mine by Bultmann's famous assertion “I do indeed
think we can now know almost nothing concerning the life and personality of Jesus,
since the early Christian sources show no interest in either” (Jesus and the Word
[trans. L. P. Smith and E. Huntress; New York: Charles Scribners’s Sons, 1934], 8).
The general unlikelihood of such a position should have been evident to NT scholar-
ship from the beginning. If Paul's emphases lie elsewhere (on the saving event), his
passion for its ethical demands, in which he insists that he is following Christ (1 Cor
11:1), should have caused some degree of caution among those who were so ready to
read Paul myopically. For the emerging new view, see Wright, Jesus and the Victory of
God; cf. . D. G. Dunn, A New Perspective on Jesus: What the Quest for the Historical Jesus
Missed (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2005).

B3Perhaps the best analogy in the Pauline corpus is found in the confession
“Jesus is Lord” in 1 Cor 12:3, which no one can make except by the Spirit. In both
cases, it is not ecstasy that is in view but the presence of the Spirit, to whom such
basic prayer and confession are ultimately attributable, as certain evidence that one
is truly Christ's.
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But more needs to be said about the language Abba itself, since in some
ways this is what carries the argument for Paul and since a considerable
amount of literature has grown up around this word. The landmark study in
this regard was that of joachim Jeremias,?* who concluded, among other
things, (1) that this was the address of intimacy, originating with small chil-
dren in an Aramaic home, (2) that Jesus' use of this term to address God was
unique to him in all of known Jewish literature, (3) that the prayer thus re-
vealed the uniqueness of his own self-understanding as Son of the Father,
and (4) that he invited his disciples to use this term as his own extension of
grace to them. As with all such “landmarks” in NT scholarship, some correc-
tives and advances are eventually made.?® But when the dust has finally set-
tled, and even if one were to assume the minimalist position of James Barr, 36
for example, much of this still remains. Indeed, it is this usage by Paul, as
much as anything, that tends to verify the basic soundness of Jeremias's
conclusions.

For our purposes, three matters are of significance.

(a) This usage by Paul both here and in Romans—written to a church
that he had never visited!—presupposes the widespread usage of this prayer
language in the Gentile churches.®” Furthermore, these two passages to-
gether, and the argument of this one in particular, serve as primary evi-
dence for its significance both in the life of Jesus and in the early church.
Such widespread, presuppositional usage of this prayer language, in its Ara-
maic original, is most easily accounted for historically on the grounds that
this was Jesus’ own term and that he in fact invited his disciples to use his
language after him.? Indeed, in the case of Paul’s present argument, every-
thing hinges on the fact that believers now, by the Spirit of the Son, are using

3¢ As chapter 1 in The Prayers of Jesus (SBT 2/6; London: SCM Press, 1967), 11-65
(the German original appeared in 1966).

%Since Jeremias, see Dunn, New Perspective on Jesus, 21-26; C. E. B. Cranfield, A
Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans (2 vols.; 6th ed.; ICC;
Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1975-1979), 1:399-402; ]J. M. Oesterreicher, * "'Abba, Father!’
On the Humanity of Jesus,” in The Lord’s Prayer and Jewish Liturgy (ed. J. J.
Petuchowski and M. Brocke; New York: Seabury, 1978), 119-36; G. Vermes, Jesus and
the World of Judaism {London: SCM Press, 1983), 39-43; ]. Fitzmyer, “Abba and Jesus’
Relation to God,” in A cause de I'évangile: Mélanges offerts @ Dom Jacques Dupont (ed. R.
Gantoy; LD 123: Paris: Cerf, 1985), 16-38; ]. Bary, “’'Abba’ Isn’'t ‘Daddy,’ " JTS 39
(1988): 28-47; idem, “'Abba, Father' and the Familiarity of Jesus' Speech,” Theology
91 (1988): 173-79; A. Mawhinney, “God as Father: Two Popular Theories Reconsid-
ered,” JETS 31 (1988): 181-89; E. Obeng, "Abba, Father: The Prayer of the Sons of
God,” ExpTim 99 (1988): 363-66: Dunn, “Prayer.” DJG 617-25, esp. 618-19; L. W.
Hurtado, “God.” DJG 275-76.

%0 See previous note.

% This is evidenced all the more by Paul’s switch to “our hearts” in this clause,
which implies that for Paul this is the common experience of believers in all of his
churches.

®See, among many. Dunn, New Perspective on Jesus, 22-26; Obeng, “Abba,” 364;
Hurtado, “God.”
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the language of the Son. To deny the origin of such usage to Jesus himself,
and through him to the early church. is to push historical skepticism to its
outer limits.

(b) The jury still seems to be out on the precise meaning, and therefore
significance, of the term Abba itself. Jeremias had made a considerable case
for intimacy on the grounds of its assumed origins as the word of infant
children; Vermes and Barr have called that into question by offering evi-
dence that it was the language of adult children as well. The latter may well
be right on the question of origins; but its use by adult children in an Ara-
maic home does not thereby make it a more adult word.* Most likely, the
word was in fact an expression of intimacy, used by children first as infants
and later as adults, reflecting what is true in many such cultures where the
terms of endearment for one’s parents are used lifelong, which is generally
not true in English-speaking homes. Thus, if “Daddy” is not a very good
equivalent—and it almost certainly is not—the basic thrust of the term and
the significance of Jesus’ use of it in addressing God stil) carry considerable
christological (as well as theological) weight. If the term cannot be dem-
onstrated, as Jeremias supposed, to be unique to Jesus,*” it certainly can be
argued to be distinctively his form of address; and for Jesus, it is best under-
stood as a term denoting his own sense of unique sonship, by his addressing
God consistently in the language of the home. That he should invite his dis-
ciples to use his word after him was almost certainly an expression of grace
on his part.

(c) Both the meaning of the term itself and the fact that such a cry
comes from the heart suggest that for Paul, a form of intimacy with God is
involved.*! Here is the ultimate evidence that we are God’s own children: we
address God with the same term of intimate relationship that Jesus himself
used. We are not slaves but children. The Spirit has taken us far beyond mere
conformity to religious obligations. God himself, in the person of the Spirit—
of both the Father and the Son—has come to indwell his people; and he has

¥Barr (“'Abba’ Isn't ‘Daddy’ ") seems to miss the point here, Although he
surely is correct that it did not originate with the babbling of children (after all, why
these sounds and not others?), that these words (abba and imma) are the first words
that most children would stammer needs to be noted. They do so because these are
the first words that children are “taught,” as it were (as in, “Say abba”). And in no
language that I know are the more formal words for parents the first words that chil-
dren are “taught” to speak. Thus “origins” as such are irrelevant, but not so with
usage and significance.

8o Vermes, Jesus and the World of Judaism: Barr, “’Abba, Father’ "; Mawhinney.
“God as Father.”

4180 most who have written on the subject, contra Barr, who seems to overstep
historical reality in this case in order to be done with a kind of “syrupy” relationality
that is more about feelings than about a genuine encounter with the living God. On
the other hand, “intimate” does not equal “individualistic.” On the corporate nature of
this cry in the present context, see M. M. Thompson, The Promise of the Father: Jesus
and God in the New Testament (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2000), 116-32.
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sealed that relationship by giving to them the language of his Son, the lan-
guage of personal relationship. For Paul and for us, this is the ultimate ex-
pression of grace. No wonder Paul had such antipathy for Torah observance,
because it invariably breaks this relationship of child to parent in favor of
one that can only be expressed in terms of slavery—performance on the
basis of duty and obligation, in which one “slaves” for God rather than being
re-created in God's own likeness (cf. 4:20) which results in loving servant-
hood toward all others (5:13). Christ the Son has effected such a relationship;
the Spirit of the Son makes it work. The assumed Christology in these
affirmations is thus thoroughgoing.

5. Paul's further elaboration in v. 6 of the soteriological reality asserted
in vv. 45, in terms of the Galatians’ having received the Spirit, also offers
yet another kind of christological moment; for this is the second of four oc-
currences in the corpus where the Spirit of God is called “the Spirit of Christ,
the Son.” This interchange, already at work in 2 Cor 3:17, occurs most ex-
plicitly in Rom 8:9-10 and will appear again indirectly in Phil 1:19.42 It is one
of the most certain instances in Paul’s writings of shared identity between
the Father and the Son. In the Pauline corpus, the Holy Spirit is most often
referred to as the Spirit of God, quite in keeping with Paul’s OT roots. But the
very fact that he can so easily and presuppositionally refer to the same Holy
Spirit as “the Spirit of the Son” indicates that “divine” is the proper language
for “the Son” as it is for the Father, whom the Son has revealed, thus indicat-
ing that the Son shares identity with the Father.

Finally, we should note the final prepositional phrase in the passage,
“through God,” which brings the whole passage full circle to its theocentric
starting point. As significant as Paul’s statements about Christ and the Spirit
are for our Christology and pneumatology, Paul will frequently bring us back
to his basic monotheistic roots: all of this, the work of the Son and the Spirit
that effects and makes effective our salvation, is ultimately attributed to God
the Father. In this case, therefore, the whole passage is enclosed by the
phrases “God sent forth” and “through God.” What needs to be noted fur-
ther about the concluding expression of this framing device is that God is
now seen as the “agent”—language that usually is reserved for Christ. Thus
the “interchange” in this case goes the other direction: what Christ ordi-
narily does, God also does.

Galatians 1:16-17

The first issue that Paul takes up with the Galatians is the authenticity
of his apostleship, since it was through his apostolic ministry that they were

42By "explicitly” and “indirectly,” I mean that in Rom 8:9-10 the interchange be-
tween the Spirit as “the Spirit of God” and “the Spirit of Christ” happens in a single
sentence, whereas the reference in Phil 1:19 to “the provision of the Spirit of Christ
Jesus” occurs, as in the present text, in isolation from any mention of “the Spirit of
God,” Paul’s more common way of speaking of the Spirit.
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brought to faith. Although such a reminder actually begins the letter,*3 the
narrative itself is picked up at 1:11, where he asserts again the divine origin
of his gospel. After placing his story in the context of his former animosity
toward Christ and his church (v. 13) and his considerable achievement as
a young Pharisee (v. 14), he moves on in v. 15 to narrate his basic (post-
conversion) lack of relationship with Jerusalem.**

In what must be considered one of the more surprising moments in
Paul’s letters, here he speaks of his “conversion” in terms of “God’s* reveal-
ing his Son in me.” The surprise (in terms of our expectations) is twofold: (1)
Paul thinks of his “conversion” in this case not in terms of what happened to
me or, as in the next passage, in terms of what Christ lovingly did for me
(and by implication for all others) but in terms of the revelation taking place
in me; and (2) who is revealed in Paul is not “Christ” or “the Lord Jesus” but
God’s own Son. Both of these realities need brief discussion.

1. Despite the way a large number of scholars have read this sentence,
one must take seriously that Paul's év carries its ordinary locative force of
“in.” The point is that Paul is not trying to establish here that God revealed
his Son to him, as though this were a different way of speaking of his en-
counter with the risen Lord noted first in 1 Cor 9:1-2. This is the point made
earlier, in v. 12. He could have repeated that clearly and easily enough#®;
rather, Paul’s point has ultimately to do with his apostleship and the true
source of his gospel. Thus he emphasizes here that he himself is the locus of
that revelation, meaning in context that the revelation of/from Christ that
he has spoken of in v. 12 has taken place in Paul in such a way that both
the gospel of Christ and Paul’s apostleship should be visible to others as the

4$3See below on 1:1, 12.

4“4What Paul seems to be responding to here is the agitators’ denial of his apos-
tolic authority because he lacks proper credentials—that is, because he does not come
from Jerusalem, while they do. But what they see as a liability he will capitalize on.
The difference between him and the agitators is that they do come from Jerusalem, as
it were, and in this argument that means that they have merely human authority.
Paul distances himself from Jerusalem as a coup: his apostleship obviously cannot
come &’ avBpdmov; in fact, it comes directly from Christ and the Father.

4 This, of course, is what Paul intends, even though it is highly unlikely that the
0 8e6g in v. 15 read by the majority of witnesses is authentic; it is missing in such
early and diverse witnesses as P+ B F G 0150 itarbleo yg syp Irlatl2 Epiph, An “omis-
sion” by even one witness is difficult to account for at this point; but here the omis-
sion would have to have happened at least twice for it to have appeared in both East
and West so early. So also the dissenting voice of Metzger and Wikgren in B. M.
Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament (2d ed.: NewYork: United
Bible Societies, 1994), 521-22.

4The evidence seems quite certain and consistent with regard to how Paul uses
the verb dnoxaAivnto. When he speaks of the revelation as coming to someone, he
uses the dative (1 Cor 2:10: 14:30; Eph 3:5; Phil 3:15); when he indicates the locus of
the revelation, he uses é¢v (Rom 1:17 and here); the usage in 1 Cor 3:13 is probably a
dative of means. The greater problem with the prevailing view is that there is no
known instance where Paul uses v to indicate the recipient of something.
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revelation of the Son takes place in him.#” That the implacable enemy is now
a promoter of what he once sought to destroy is for Paul supreme evidence
of “the grace of God.”

2. In a letter in which Xpiotog (Christ) is by far the most common way
of referring to his Lord (6x to this point), it should probably catch our atten-
tion that Paul here refers to God as revealing his Son in Paul. This usage
seems to set the stage for the next two occurrences (2:20; 4:4-6), which to-
gether suggest that near the heart of Paul’s gospel is a Son of God Christol-
ogy, which has Jewish messianism deeply embedded in it. Although the
present usage could be simply off-handed, as it were, it is worth noting that
this emphasis on Christ as “messianic Son” occurs in a letter in which Gen-
tile believers are being cajoled by the agitators into accepting a degree of
“Jewishness” in order to be completed as believers. The Jewish Messiah, Paul
counters, has been revealed in me; how that revelation has taken place
emerges in the next occurrence of Son of God language.

Galatians 2:20

In a passage that is thoroughgoing in its “Christ devotion,” Paul begins by
arguing that the alternatives “by faith in Christ Jesus”#8 and “by works of law”
are mutually exclusive (v. 16). Indeed, if the Galatians were to add Torah ob-
servance to faith in Christ, this would imply that obedience to Torah is still
necessary. That in turn would mean that people such as Paul and Peter are
still “sinners,” because, by putting their faith in Christ, they are no longer ob-
servant; and that, Paul argues vigorously, is tantamount to making Christ “a
servant of sin” (since through him they are no longer observant and thus as
“lawbreakers” have become “sinners”). After the proper renunciation of such
an absurdity, Paul goes on to appeal to the fact that he has already died with
respect to the law and thus he is living totally for God. And with that, Christ
enters the story again, this time as the means of Paul’s dying and coming to life.

Paul's death is expressed in terms of Xp1o1d cvvestavpmual (I have been
crucified with Christ), a very personal way of speaking about what Christ did
for believers through his crucifixion. His death meant their death, which

4 So also Lightfoot, 83; Dunn, 64: M. Hooker, Pauline Pieces (L.ondon: Epworth,
1979), 63; contra Burton, 50; Bruce, 93; Martyn, 158; Kim, Origin of Paul's Gospel, 56;
Matera, New Testament Christology, 83, 105. Missing this point, unfortunately, seri-
ously jeopardizes much of Matera's (otherwise helpful) discussion of the Christology
of Galatians (105-7); similarly with Kim's use of this text to refer to Paul’s Damascus
Road experience without so much as noting the exegetical difficulty involved; cf.
Ziesler (Pauline Christianity, 25), who lists this as the third of Paul’s references to the
Damascus Road experience; and U. Schnelle (Apostle Paul: His Life and Theology
[Grand Rapids: Baker, 2005}, 64-65), who by fiat, and against all evidence to the con-
trary, says that “€v €uoi (in me) is to be translated as the simple dative.” Betz (71) sees
it as referring to a “mystical experience,” which seems especially doubtful in light of
the concerns of this letter.

*#0n this choice for the meaning of £« nicteng Xpiotod, see the excursus that
follows.
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alone can lead to their being raised to a new life.*? But in this case, instead
of reflecting on the “new life” that results from Christ’s resurrection,> Paul
returns to the meaning of the crucifixion (anticipating what he will argue
next) and expresses it in the most intimate terms yet, while at the same time
picking up the Son of God language from 1:16-17: “The life T now live, I live
in (the sphere of) faith in the Son of God, who loved me and gave himself up
for me.” This kind of personal language is rare in Paul (until Philippians); its
significance for Pauline Christology needs a further word.

As noted at the conclusion of the preceding chapter, it is nearly impos-
sible to explain Paul’s Christology without taking seriously his utter devotion
to Christ, who saved him, expressed here in terms of the Son of God’s loving
“me” and thus giving himself up for “me” (by death on the cross). The sur-
prise in this sentence comes in the very personal way of speaking about the
saving event. Ordinarily, Paul speaks of our salvation in terms of (1) its being
rooted in the love of God> and (2) its being collectively for all of God's
people. Here alone we find this expressed in terms of Paul personally, which
in context, of course, is to be understood as also paradigmatic for the Gala-
tians. But one simply cannot easily get past Paul's own sense of being loved
personally by God’s Son in his crucifixion. It is this same love that “con-
strains” Paul in 2 Cor 5:14. And this is most likely “the law of Christ” that is
being “fulfilled” (6:2) as one carries the burdens of others. It is this love of
Christ for him personally that causes so much of what Paul says to be so
christocentric.

Excursus: ITiotic Inoob Xprorod (“Faith in Christ Jesus’)

This present text, with its phrase “by faith in the Son of God” (TNIV),
needs special discussion, since there is something of a groundswell in NT
scholarship that interprets this phrase and its earlier version in v. 16
(niotg Incod Xpiotod [faith in Christ Jesus]) as a subjective genitive and
thus as referring to Christ’s own faithfulness that led to his death for us.
The reason for discussing it here is that if those who take it this way are
correct, then this is another instance in this letter where Paul has Jesus'’
humanity in view. Since I stand on the other side of things on this issue,
I hereby offer my reasons for so doing and thus for not including it as
part of a discussion of Paul's Christology.

This use of mictig (faith) with Christ in the genitive occurs four
times in Galatians (2:16 [2x], 20; 3:22), twice in Romans (3:22, 26), and
once in Philippians (3:9). In each case it occurs in direct contrast to
doing “works of law.” At issue is whether the genitive is “objective”

¥See also Paul's argument with the Corinthians in 2 Cor 5:14-15.

" As he does in, e.g., 2 Cor 5:14-15: Rom 6:4-10.

51See, e.g., Rom 5:5-8; 2 Cor 13:13(14); this love, when expressed in terms of its re-
lationship to Christ, is referred to as “the love of God which is in Christ” (Rom 8:39).
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(Christ as the object of faith) or “subjective” (Christ as the one who lived
“faithfully”).>? Although there are places where it might possibly refer to
“the faithfulness of Christ” (e.g., Rom 3:22, on the pattern of "God's
faithfulness” in 3:3 and Abraham'’s in 4:12, 16),53 it is unlikely to do so
here in Galatians and thus in its other (very few) occurrences. Here are
the difficulties that I see:

1. Most damaging to the subjective-genitive view is its first occur-
rence {Gal 2:16), where it is immediately explained (with the cognate
verb) in terms of “even we believed in Christ Jesus.” The common appeal
to tautology does not wash here, since the power of Paul’s rhetoric lies
in the threefold repetition of “works of law” and “belief in Christ.” And
in this case, the very phrasing and emphases of this second clause speak
against the “new look” view. That is, when Paul immediately qualifies
the phrase with kol fueig eig Xptotov Incolv émotevoouey (even we
have believed in Christ Jesus), the “even we” is a clear pickup from what
precedes. Since “we know” that a person is not justified by works of law
£0v pn dia mioteng Inoot Xpiotot (but through faith in Jesus Christ), even
we ourselves (= Paul, Peter, Barnabas, and the rest), law-keeping Jews
though we were, even we put our trust in Christ. The “even we” makes
very little sense following “Christ’s own faithfulness.”

2. It has been argued regarding the combination of mictig with the
genitive “that when niotig takes a personal genitive it is almost never an
objective genitive.”>* But almost all the alleged analogies are not true
analogies at all, since the vast majority of them are the personal posses-
sive pronoun and thus they all have the Greek definite article with the
noun rwiotg to specify precisely that the author is talking about “the
faith that [you] have.”>® This means that the one analogy to this (pos-

>2For a bibliography to 1980 of those who take it as subjective, see Longenecker,
87; for a more recent and influential advocacy, see R. B. Hays, Faith of Jesus Christ; M.
D. Hooker, “ITIZTIZ XPIZTOY,” NTS 35 (1989): 321-42; and esp. the debate between
Hays and Dunn in E. H. Lovering Jr., ed., SBL Seminar Papers, 1991 (SBLSP: Atlanta:
Scholars Press, 1991), 714-44. For advocacy of an objective genitive (besides Dunn),
see A. J. Hultgren, “The PISTIS CHRISTOU Formulation in Paul,” NovT 22 (1980):
248-63; V. Koperski, "The Meaning of pistis Christou in Philippians 3:9," LS 18 (1993):
198-216. For commentaries on Philippians that take it as subjective, see R. P. Martin,
The Epistle of Paul to the Philippians (rev. ed.; TNTC: Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1987); P.
T. O'Brien, Commentary on Philippians (NIGTC: Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1991).

31t is also to be noted, however, that riotig carries a considerably different nu-
ance in these latter two passages (pace Hays: O'Brien).

> The NET BIBLE, p. 2176 n. 52. The texts offered in support are Matt 9:2, 22, 29;
Mark 2:5; 5:34; 10:52; Luke 5:20; 7:50; 8:25, 48; 17:19; 18:42; 22:32; Rom 1:8, 12; 3:3;
4:5,12,16; 1 Cor 2:5; 15:14, 17; 2 Cor 10:15; Phil 2:17; Col 1:4; 2:5; 1 Thess 1:8; 3:2, S,
10; 2 Thess 1:3; Titus 1:1; Phlm 6; 1 Pet 1:9, 21: 2 Pet 1:5. This looks like an imposing
list (thirty-six items in all), until one examines them carefully.

»This occurs in no fewer than thirty-two of the genitives. Two of the other four
have Abraham as the subject (Rom 4:12, 16), and one “God’s elect” (Titus 1:1). So the
only possible analogy in this list is the one always appealed 10, Rom 3:3.
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sible) usage in Paul is Rom 3:3, which in fact is not a true analogy, since
both nouns have the definite article, so as to make certain that Paul is
referring to “the faithfulness of the |one and only] God.” That God in this
case is the subject of miotig is evident by the use of the definite article
with both words. But what is significantly overlooked in these discus-
sions is the true analogy to this (double nonarticular) usage of miong
with the genitive: Mark 11:22, where Jesus tells his disciples. &xete
niotv Beod, and where no one would imagine translating, “Have God's
faith(fulness).”

3. Moreover, the apparent analogies of Rom 3:3 and 4:16, where
niotig does mean “faithful,” are not precise. In all seven instances of
niotewg Xplotod both words occur without the definite article,> thus im-
plying “through faith in Christ,” exactly as Paul has it grammatically in
2 Thess 2:13 (év . . . niotel dindeiag [by trusting in the truth)]). Indeed,
this passage offers the real analogy to this phrase where Christ is in the
genitive, but is overlooked in most of the discussions (cf. Mark 11:22
above). As with the usage in Galatians (see point 6 below), this unusual
expression owes its existence to Paul’s rhetoric, as a way of expressing a
sharp contrast between the Thessalonian believers and those destined
for perdition because they do not “love the truth” (2 Thess 2:10). More-
over, although the usage in Rom 4:16 regarding Abraham may seem to
be “an exact parallel” (O'Brien, Philippians), in fact it is quite dependent
on 4:12, where the defining article makes Paul’s sense certain (“the
faith/fulness of Abraham” [cf. Rom 3:3]).

4. Significantly, the “new look” rests altogether on an interpretation
of this one phrase, which occurs but seven times in the entire corpus;
and it does so by way of an understanding of the noun nictig that can
indeed be found (once at least) in Paul but is only a secondary meaning
at best. That is, nowhere else does Paul in plain speech (rather than in a
prepositional phrase with an unusual [for Paul] meaning) say anything
about our salvation resting on Christ’s faithfulness.

5. Not only so, but Paul does use a shortened version of the phrase
(éx miotewg without a genitive qualifier) no fewer that seven times in
Galatians alone,” and in each instance it refers to their “faith” in Christ,
by which they were justified, not to the faithfulness of Christ that made
such justification possible. Since €k miotewg by itself seems to be a
pickup of the longer phrase, it would be especially strange for Paul to
give it a different meaning from that intended in the two instances where

Some might object that Paul uses the definite article in Gal 2:20, but this is not
analogous, since the usage is appositional in this case, not truly articular. In typical
fashion, Paul has phrased his contrasts in poetic chiasm: & 8¢ viv (@ €v oopxki, £v
nioter Lo ) 10D viod 100 Beob, where the word order {@ £v oapki, év niotet {@ calls
for the defining 1q because of the intervening {@.

¥See Gal 3:7, 8,9, 11, 12, 24 5:5,
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the same phrase occurs with “Christ” as the genitive qualifier (2:16;
3:22). That is, since ¢k niotewg means that we live “by faith” = trust in
Christ Jesus, how is it that the longer version of the phrase makes Christ
the subject of the “faith” rather than the object?

6. Finally, the phrase itself was most likely coined in its first instance
(Gal 2:16) in antithesis to 2§ €pyov vopov, where “works” can only refer
to what we do. By analogy, and in total antithesis, £k Tioteng Xpiotod is
also what we “do”; we put our trust in Christ, Thus, the only reason this
phrase exists at all in the Pauline corpus is rhetorical, as a way of ex-
pressing faith in Christ as the opposite, both grammatically and theolog-
ically, of “works of law.”

Thus, given this high level of doubt that this phrase has to do with
Christ’s own faithfulness, it does not seem to add to our understanding
of Paul’s understanding of the person of Christ.

Christ and the Divine Prerogatives

As in each of the earlier letters, Paul in Galatians refers to Christ in
quite incidental ways that presuppose his divine status and identity. Also as
before, many of these are instances where Paul ascribes the same action or
attribute to Christ as readily as he does to God, and in some cases vice versa.
We examine these in their canonical order.

Galatians 1:1—The Agent of Paul’s Apostleship

On this usage, see the discussion on 1 Cor 1:17; 1:1 in ch. 3 {p. 136). I bring
it forward again in this case because of the unusual, but for the present cir-
cumstances necessary, qualifier regarding Paul's apostleship. In his concern to
establish the origin of, and thus authority behind, his calling as an apostle, he
joins the standard “of” (or in this case, “through”) Christ with “God the
Father, who raised him from the dead.” As in other such moments,*® a single
preposition joins both “Jesus Christ,” the messianic Son, with God the Father
as compound objects of a single preposition.

Thus two points are established at the outset: (1) Paul’s apostleship has
divine origins, coming from both Christ and the Father; and (2) the heavenly
Christ, who has called and empowered Paul, has now come by this divine
authority through having been raised from the dead.

Galatians 1:3; 6:18—The Benedictory Grace of Christ

On the matter of Christ and the Father as the source of grace (in 1:3),
which is picked up as from Christ alone in 6:18, see the discussion under

*See esp. the discussion of 1 Thess 1:1 in ch. 2 (pp. 48-50).
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1 Cor 1:3 in ch. 3 (pp. 134-35). The benediction (6:18) is especially poignant
in this case, since it follows hard on the heels of the final explicit reference in
this letter to the historical Jesus. “I bear the stigmata of Jesus> in my body.”
That is followed by “The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ be with your spirits,
brothers and sisters. Amen.” Thus the standard benedictory “grace” is elab-
orated some;* but here it also comes from one who knows the sufferings of
Jesus firsthand.

Galatians 1:6, 15; 2:21—The Grace of Christ/of God

As Paul can easily interchange “benedictory grace” as from both God
and Christ, so also with the grace that “calls” or “saves.” This reality as a
shared divine prerogative finds remarkable expression in this letter, as can be
seen from the following texts:

1:6 Covpdle 6t oVt Tayéng peToTiBece Gnod 10V KaALouvTog VUGG
&v xdpur Xprotod?!
I marvel that so quickly you are deserting the one who called you
into the grace of Christ

1:15-16 “"Ore 8¢ g086xngey [6 Be0¢] O ddopioas pe £k KOLALOG UNTPOS LoV
Kol xoréoog Sia T ¥4p110¢ avtod *arokaivyal TOV viov autod
£v guot,
BWhen it pleased God, who set me apart from my mother's womb
and called me by _his grace, *“to reveal his Son in me,

2:21 Odx G0etd THY YapLv tod B0t

1 do not set aside the grace of God.

5 This is the reading (surely Paul's original) of * A B C* 33 629 1241 pc; later
scribes at various times and in various ways moderated “Jesus” to read: “Christ,”
“the Lord Jesus,” “the Lord Jesus Christ,” or “our Lord Jesus Christ.” All of these re-
flect tendencies to read Paul in ways that they had come to expect of him.

%0This is the first instance of the addition “with your spirits,” which occurs
again in Philemon and Philippians.

61This is such an unusual expression for Paul that scribes instinctively modified
it to fit their expectations. Thus “Christ” is omitted in F* G H' a b Tert Cyp (an obvi-
ously “Western" phenomenon {the inclusion of P4 in NAZ is especially suspect
here)); it is changed to "God" in a few late MSS. In a change of a different kind, but
still showing evidence of its being the original text, some MSS have added "Jesus” be-
fore “Christ” (D 326 1241% pc); Bruce (80) is quite wrong to see this evidence as
“rather evenly divided.” Even though an “omission” is adopted by Martyn (109), here
is a place where the brackets in NA2/UBS* need to be removed and the Xpiotov kept,
since it is hard to imagine the circumstances in which a scribe would have added
“Christ” to the phrase “in grace” in a sentence where God is the acting subject. That
is, had the text read simply “the One who called you in grace,” it is hard to imagine
anyone adding the genitive “of Christ” to that—"his grace” following God as subject
perhaps, but not “Christ’s grace”! Note, e.g., the difficulty that Lightfoot (75-76) had
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These latter two passages seem so “normal” to the reader that the ex-
pression “the grace of God" is read and scarcely noticed.®? Exactly the oppo-
site is true of “the grace of Christ” in 1:6. Although this expression serves as
benediction to conclude most of the letters in the church corpus (Colossians
is the lone exception), it occurs rarely in the body of the letters,®® which is
also the reason Xpioto0 was omitted by the Western tradition in the present
passage (see n. 61).

But what are we to make of it here? The choice is between a locative (the
grace that is found by those who are in Christ) or means (that God called them
by means of Christ’s grace). Some commentators and most English transla-
tions prefer the latter,** but that runs contrary to Pauline usage elsewhere.
That is, when the preposition €v modifies a verb of “calling,” it is elsewhere
only locative (1 Thess 4:7; 1 Cor 7:15, 18, 20, 22, 24; Col 3:15; Eph 4:4).%5 There
is no good reason to think otherwise here, especially since in 1:15, when Paul
wishes to express this concept in an instrumental way, he says did g yd&prtog
attod (through [= by means of] his grace). Thus Paul’s point is that God’s “call”
to the Galatians was for them to exist continually as those who experienced
Christ’s grace. At this beginning point in this letter such a phrase seems in-
tended to anticipate the rest of the letter: redeemed by God's grace, they are to
continue to “live in the grace of Christ” from their conversion on.

Thus, even though this phrase is most likely a somewhat oblique refer-
ence to Christ's redemptive work, the ease with which Paul can attribute
“grace” to Christ reflects his presuppositional Christology.

Galatians 1:12—Christ, the One Who Reveals

In one of the more difficult (for us) genitive constructions in this letter,
Paul begins the personal narrative, in which he both affirms his own apostle-
ship and “gospel” as coming directly from God and thus also distances himself
from Jerusalem, by insisting that his gospel came to him & anokardyeng

with the original text, but he acknowledged its genuineness and then left it without
further comment.

62 Apart from the salutations and places where ydpig comes from both Father
and Son (2 Thess 1:12), it occurs in both casual and careful ways in 1 Cor 3:10; 15:10
(2x): 2 Cor 1:12; 6:1; 8:1; 9:14; Col 1:6; Eph 3:2, 7; Titus 2:11 (and in these two places in
Galatians).

63 Apart from the combined moment in 2 Thess 1:12 (see ch. 2, pp. 61-63), it is
found elsewhere only in 2 Cor 8:9, and as suggested regarding that passage, there it
is picked up as a play on “the grace of giving” (see ch. 4. p. 164). It also occurs
in Rom 5:15 in the contrast between Adam and Christ, but as “the grace of the
one man.”

t+See Bruce, 80; Longenecker, 15; likewise most recent English translations (REB,
NAB, NASB, NIV/TNIV, GNB, NET BIBLE [amazingly without explanation]); for the
locative see NRSV, NJB, ESV.

%Noted also by Burton, 20-21; cf. Betz, 48; Fung, 44; Martyn, 109; Dunn (41) re-
mains undecided.
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‘Incov Xpiotovu (through revelation of/from Jesus Christ). At issue is whether
Christ is the object (content) of the revelation® or the (grammatical) subject,
the one who did the revealing of the gospel to him. In the end, these prob-
ably come out very close to the same place (i.e., the revealer is also the re-
vealed), but in this case it is more likely that the genitive is subjective (as
TNIV: “I received it by revelation from Jesus Christ").?” After all, at issue in
this particular sentence is the source, not the content, of the revelation. It
was not “handed down” to him from a human being,%® nor did it come to
him by way of (human) instructors; rather, he received his gospel by direct
revelation from Christ himself.

Here, then, is yet another divine prerogative shared by Christ. In the He-
brew Bible Yahweh is consistently the source of revelation; so also in Paul,
including the narrative that immediately follows (2:15-16).%% But here Christ
himself is the source of the revealing.

Galatians 4:14—Received Me as dyyciov 0o, as Christ Jesus

In one of the more intriguing moments in this letter, Paul reminds the
Galatians of their initial warm reception of him despite his physical disabil-
ity. They did not disdain what he now calls “your trial in my flesh”—that is,
the trial they had to endure regarding his illness. To the contrary, he says,
they received him as dyyelov 8eo?, as Christ Jesus. At issue in this case is the
meaning of dyyeiov 8eob, which in most modern English versions is ren-
dered “an angel of God."””®

Two matters need discussion here: (1) whether the phrase is generic and
means “an angel from God” or whether it is specific, wherein Paul is picking
up a common Septuagintal phrase and intends “the angel of God”;”! and (2)

680 Burton, 41-43; Bruce, 89; Betz, 63; Fung, 54; Morris, 51; Dunn, 53; Matera,
53; Martyn, 144.

6780 also Lightfoot, 80; Longenecker, 24; Hansen, 41.

88 Gk. 00d€ yap £yd mopa avBparov napéraBov altd (for 1 neither received it from
a human source), where the rapéiafov is a semitechnical term for the passing on of
tradition from generation to generation. In Paul's case, the “tradition” he received
came directly from Christ himself, not from a merely human source.

% Although the verb anokaivnte® occurs most often in the “divine passive” (=
[God] has revealed; see, e.g., Rom 8:18; Eph 3:5), Paul also expresses it in the active in
1 Cor 2:10; Phil 3:15.

70The NJB chooses to “modernize” the language and turn it into “a messenger
from God.” But that seems to miss a bit too much.

“TFor advocacy of the latter, see Wallace, Greek Grammar beyond the Basics, 252
n. 97, following N. Turner, Syntax (vol. 3 of ]J. H. Moulton, A Grammar of New Testa-
ment Greek; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1963), 180. For further discussion, see W. G. Mac-
Donald, “Christology and ‘the Angel of the Lord.,”” in Current Issues in Biblical and
Patristic Interpretation: Studies in Honor of Merrill C. Tenney Presented by His Former
Students (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1975), 324-35; D. Hannah, Michael and Christ: Mi-
chael Traditions and Angel Christology in Early Christianity (WUNT 2/109: Mohr
Siebeck, 1999), 19-20.
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the relationship between the two a¢ phrases—whether they are progressive
and ascensive (one word leading to the next that is higher) or appositional
(the second clarifying the first). It should be noted also that the second issue
exists only if one decides that the phrase is specific. If it is generic, then it au-
tomatically means that the two phrases are progressive (and ascensive).

1. On the first matter, despite the fact that English translations have been
loath to go this way. the evidence seems strongly to favor Paul’s having
picked up a common phrase from the Septuagint. Several things favor this
choice. First, this is quite in keeping with Paul’s habits that we have noted
throughout this book, that he eats and breathes the Greek Bible, so that its
language emerges in ever so many ways and in all kinds of contexts. Here
the Septuagint evidence is both striking and a bit confusing. In the first
place, one called "the angel of the LORD (or ‘God’)” regularly serves as the di-
vine messenger in several OT narratives;’? and in some of these narratives
the “angel” turns out to be the Lord himself. This is especially true of the
crucial narratives in Gen 18 and Exod 34, plus the Gideon narrative in Judg
6. In each case the first occurrence is anarthrous, as here, although it is cer-
tainly intended to be understood in an articular way.” That is, this “angel” is
not “an angel” but is “the angel of the LORD.” Paul's anarthrous use in this
instance seems to point in the same direction,” since “an angel of God” has
no certain Septuagint background.

Given the likelihood of the phrase’s 0T roots, scholarly distaste for what
seems to be its natural sense is difficult to fathom, especially since Paul next
speaks even more boldly: they accepted him as Jesus Christ himself. Thus it
seems altogether likely that Paul is here reaching high as he acknowledges
the level of acceptance that he received from them. “You received me as the
angel of God.”

But whether Paul’s next phrase, “as Jesus Christ,” is intended to stand in
apposition to, and thus to identify, the angel of God is a different matter.
That is, Christ may very well assume the role of the or “angel of the
LORD/God,” but in light of the rest of the corpus, it seems unlikely that Paul
is intending an absolute identification.

2. But if this is the case, that does not make the second matter easily re-
solved. In favor of “the angel of God” as equal to Christ himself is the fact
that “the angel of the LORD” often turns out to be a representation of Yah-
weh himself, so that the two become one in some way.”> On the other hand,
there is simply no firm evidence that would lead us to believe that Paul had a

72This reality led to a great deal of speculation about angels in Second Temple
Judaism, even to naming them and establishing a hierarchy (see the discussion in
Hannah, Michael and Christ, 25-75).

73In the Genesis and Judges narratives, the subsequent occurrences have the ar-
ticle as an anaphora (= the angel referred to at the beginning).

“This is the point made especially by Turner and Wallace (see n. 71).

730n this matter. see, e.g., ]. Durham, Exodus (WBC 3; Dallas: Word, 1987),
30-31.
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kind of “angel Christology.”7® One is always wary of a christological perspec-
tive based on one or two texts that themselves are rather obscure.”

In any case, my interest here lies with the ease with which Paul can
bring Christ into the picture as a divine presence in Galatia, as the ultimate
kudo he can offer them regarding their receiving him in his visible weak-
nesses. Thus we seem in fact to be dealing with progression here rather than
identification, which would mean that Christ is a full rung higher than the
angelic theophanies of the oT.

Galatians 4:19—Until Christ Is “Formed” in You

Paul's longing for the Galatians to return to their senses on the issue at
hand (no Torah observance for people of the Spirit) leads him to a striking
mixing of images. His longing for them is so intense, and in some ways so
distressing, that he pictures himself as experiencing “birth pangs” for them
again. However, what is “being formed” takes place not within him but
among them as they are transformed into the likeness of Christ and his
character. The christological significance of this lies in the reality that for
Christ to be “formed” in and among them?® means they are to be taking on
the divine image itself, which finds its ultimate expression in Christ. Thus
this text reflects in its own incidental way the imago Dei Christology that lies
behind texts such as 2 Cor 4:4, 6 and (especially) Rom 8:29, that God has pre-
destined us to be “conformed to the image of his Son.”

Galatians 6:2—The “Law” of Christ

In one of the more surprising moves in this letter, the man who has been
strongly opposed to “the law” as needing to be observed by believers in
Christ now opts to use this language as the ultimate expression of their
being in servanthood to one another. If “the law” itself is no longer in place
for those who live by the Spirit (5:18, 23), the same is not true of its replace-
ment, “the law of Christ.” By this wordplay, of course, Paul is pointing to
how radical genuinely Christian ethics are over against “observance”
(“doing law" is Paul’s language).

The christological dimension of this phrase is considerable indeed and is
related in concept to Christ’s being “formed” in them (4:19). In the context

“oHannah's rejection of this suggestion remains the most cogent discussion of
this issue.

77See esp. the discussion of “Spirit Christology” based on two unusual phrases in
Paul, 1 Cor 15:47 and Rom 1:3-4, in Fee. God's Empowering Presence, 831-34. Such
Christologies are suspect by the very fact that they are found in only one (barely pos-
sible) reading of a difficult text.

78This is one of Paul's uses of v Ouiv that is difficult to pin down with precision.
On the one hand, it is most likely at least distributive (each of them is to be so formed
into Christ's likeness); on the other hand, such moments are usually also thought of
in terms of their corporate sense (that they are to be communities of such image-
bearing).
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of a worldview (held by his opponents) where keeping God's law is the ulti-
mate expression of godliness, Paul is prepared to shift the “law” to Christ
himself. Thus Christ the Son, who is the perfect image of the Father, whom
we now know as “the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ,” gives ultimate defini-
tion to the law, where God’s character finds expression in the language of
2:20, “who loved me and gave himself for me.”” Thus, in some ways “the
love of Christ” not only redefines the law but also sees the incarnate, cruci-
fied Christ as the divine expression, and thus replacement, of the law. Again,
the presuppositional nature of an especially high Christology in Paul
emerges in the most unexpected ways.

Conclusion

Since conclusions have been made throughout this chapter, we return at
the end only to reinforce the observations made at the beginning and dem-
onstrated throughout the chapter. The one major christological passage in
this letter (4:4-7) touches a lot of christological bases. The language of
“Son” is best understood first of all in terms of Jewish messianism, as Christ
being designated as Abraham'’s true seed in 3:16; at the same time, the pri-
mary clause, “God sent his Son,” implies the Son’s preexistence even while it
emphasizes his incarnation in terms of his genuine humanity. By implica-
tion, v. 6 also indicates knowledge of the historical Jesus. On the other hand,
the entire passage is “enclosed” by Paul's basic theocentricity: God sent his
Son, and at the end we become heirs “through God.”

The other, more incidental, christological moments are all in keeping
with what we have seen in the earlier letters, especially that Christ continues
to share a variety of “divine prerogatives” with the Father. So there is very
little that is new here, except for the way it is expressed in 4:4-7, and very
much that reinforces what Paul has said in earlier letters.

Appendix I: The Texts
{double brackets [[ ]] indicate texts with references to God alone)
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1:3-5 *xapig buiv kal eipnvn dno Beod TaTpOg NUGY Kot Kuplow Incod
XpLeTod *10b 86vTog EavToV UIEp TAY AUAPTIAV UGV, OTeg EEEMTAL

For a similar interpretation, see R. B. Hays, “Christology and Ethics in Gala-
tians: The Law of Christ,” CBQ 49 (1987), 268-90; and J. M. G. Barclay, Obeying the
Truth: A Study of Paul's Ethics in Galatians (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1988), 131-35.
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Appendix II: An Analysis of Usage

(* = anarthrous; + = with possessive pronoun)

Galatians 6. Xprotog (22 + 15 = 37)
Bedg 29 1.6 G*
Christ 45 1.7 G

110 G*
The Data 1:22  D* (¢v)
1. xOprog Incotc Xprotog (3) 2:16 G*
13 G* 2:17  D*(&v)
6:14 G+ 2:17 N*
6:18 G+ 219 D*

2. ¥Vprog Incoig (0) 2:20 N*

3. Xpto1o¢ Incotg (8) 2:21 N*
2:4  D*(¢&v) 313 N*
2:16  A* (gig) 316 N*
314 D* (¢v) 3:24  A* (elg)
3:26  D* (év) 3:27  A* (eig)
3:28 D* (&v) 3:27  A*
4:14 A* 3:29 G*
5:6  D*(gv) 419 N*
5:24 G [vl.-Incod] 51  N*

3a. Incotg Xptotog (5) 52 N*
L1 G*(&wd) 54 G*(and)
12 G* 6:2 G
2:16 G* 6:12 G [vl. + Incod]
31 N* 7. viog (4)
322 G* 1:16 A+

4. xOprog 2+ 3=15) 220 G
19 G 44 A+
510 D* (&v) 46 G+

5. Inoovg (1 + 15 = 16)
6:17 G [vl. + xvpiov]
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Christology in Romans

FOR THE PURPOSES OF THIS study, the most significant thing about Paul’s letter
to the Christian communities in Rome is that it was written to believers who
were not among his own converts.! For this reason, one can expect a more
deliberate presentation of Paul’s basic urgencies. Thus, read on its own
terms, the argument is clearly driven by Paul's ecclesiology rather than
soteriology. From beginning to end it has to do with the inclusion of Gentiles
with Jews in the one eschatological people of God, on the grounds of grace
alone and apart from “doing law.” This is made evident in a variety of ways,
including how the letter begins, with a considerable elaboration of Paul’s
apostleship that spells out the gospel in terms of Christ as the messianic Son
of God (of the seed of David and now the exalted Lord) (1:3—4), with the
Gentile mission as its primary focus (1:5-6).

This in turn is how the argument itself begins in 1:16-17, that God's
story of salvation, which began with the Jews, now includes the Gentiles on
the equal grounds of “faith.” The story of human fallenness that comes next
(1:18-3:20) very purposefully includes both Gentile and Jew; and it concludes
with the assertion that “all [= Gentile and Jew alike] have sinned”? and are
thus in need of the righteousness that God has provided in Christ, which is
received through faith. The story of Abraham that follows (4:1-25) deliber-
ately presents him as the father of Jew and Gentile alike; and the argument
of chs. 6-8 shows how this righteousness is effected for believers by Christ
and the Spirit quite apart from the law. Since the Jewish community had
generally rejected Christ by the time this letter was written, Paul also feels
compelled to deal with their failure and ultimate inclusion (chs. 9-11), pre-
cisely because only as the two are brought together is the Abrahamic
promise fulfilled.

Thus the argument in the early chapters focuses on circumcision, the
primary matter of law-keeping that drove a wedge between Jew and Gentile.

'Commentaries on Romans are listed in the bibliography (pp. 642—43); they are
cited in this chapter by author’s surname only.
2 As the TNIV now has it, “There is no difference between Jew and Gentile, for all
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But as the argument moves to its conclusion, Paul takes up the practical
issue of how Jew and Gentile can live together with their differences regard-
ing matters of food and “days” (= Sabbath) (14:1-15:6). The argument
proper then ends with a passionate appeal for Jew and Gentile therefore to
“accept one another” (15:7) so that the promises of Scripture might be ful-
filled as Jew and Gentile together “with one mind and one voice . . . glorify
the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ” (15:6). This is then followed by
the citation of four OT passages that have the inclusion of the Gentiles into
the one people of God as their common denominator (15:9-12). And with
that, the argument ends by way of a benediction (15:13).

When the letter is thus read on Paul's terms, not Luther’s, it seems cer-
tain that it has to do with the passion of his life, which is the Gentile mission:
not Gentiles as a separate people of God but, rather, Jew and Gentile together
as the one people of God. And here is where traditional Protestant concerns
fit into the story. The only way this passion can be realized is for both Jew and
Gentile together to come to terms with their respective need of “the righ-
teousness of God.” This has been made available quite apart from “doing
law,” namely, through the death and resurrection of Christ and subsequent
gift of the Spirit, who is also received by faith alone.

This carefully crafted argument was thus very likely intended to heal a
breach between Jewish and Gentile Christians in Rome by showing how God
the Father, through the Son and the Holy Spirit, has brought about the ful-
fillment of the divine purposes that had included Gentiles from the begin-
ning. In Paul’s telling of the story, several distinct emphases emerge. For our
present purposes, three things stand out. First, this is God’s story; and there-
fore God is mentioned both by name and in other ways (pronouns,
descriptors, etc.) almost one-half again as often as Christ. As throughout the
corpus, God is always the prime mover of the saving activity accomplished
by his Son and made effectual by the Spirit. In this letter, that emphasis
stands out in bold print.

Second, also as throughout the corpus, Christ is the primary agent of
God’s saving activity, so much so that he often assumes the primary role in
the saving activity itself. As a result, even though the concern regarding
Christ's role is primarily soteriological, in this letter especially, one can
scarcely miss the christological emphases as well.

Third, the passion of the letter—Jew and Gentile as one people of God
and living Christianly by the Spirit and apart from the law—also dictates the
primary christological emphases: Jesus is the messianic Son of God (who is
also the eternal Son sent from the Father), who subsequent to his death and
resurrection is now exalted as Lord, seated at the right hand of the Father in
fulfillment of Ps 110:1. All other christological moments, including Paul’s re-
turn to the theme of Christ as the “second Adam” in 5:12-21, find their ulti-
mate locus in this Son of God/Messiah and exalted-Lord nexus. As before, we
begin with a preliminary look at the data themselves. where the Pauline
emphases become quite clear.



Christology in Romans 239

A Preliminary Look at the Data

The various references to Christ and to God are found in appendix I at
the end of this chapter; an analysis of the ways Paul speaks of Christ is
found in appendix II. As already noted, and as with most of the letters in the
corpus, the special interests of the letter itself dictate both the way and the
frequency that Christ is referred to.

The most striking feature of this letter in comparison with all the others
is the predominance of references to God (0€0g) vis-a-vis references to Christ
(153x vs. 96x).> Whatever else, Romans is easily the most theocentric book in
the corpus. Nonetheless, the heart of the story is the work of Christ, so that
the 96 times that Christ is referenced are second in number only to 1 Corin-
thians (127x). At the same time, some of the distinctive features of usage
carry over from Galatians. The clear concern to place Jesus within the story
of Israel, and thus to be the divine means of fulfilling messianic hopes that
include the Gentiles, most likely accounts for the twin facts that Xpio1dg is
the most frequent referent (58x) and that Romans contains the one certain
place in the corpus where 6 Xpio1dg means “the Messiah” (9:5). These same
realities also account for the continuation (from Galatians) of the high inci-
dence of Son of God language (7%, the most in the corpus).

The second clear christological feature is the continuing emphasis on
Christ as xVUptog (Lord). However, quite in keeping with the argument as
basically expounding God'’s story in its new covenant expression, the titu-
lar use of this designation does not emerge until its appearance at the cru-
cial moment in 10:9, where the confession that “the Lord is Jesus” is what
marks those who have come under the new covenant. Thereafter it occurs
primarily in two large bunches: in the argument of 14:1-12 (about the
observance/nonobservance of food laws and “days”) and in the greetings
in 16:3-16, where, interestingly, the two predominant titles appear to-
gether, as God’s people in Rome are alternatively referred to as “in the
Lord” or “in Christ.”

Finally, we should note that one of the more intriguing moments in the
corpus occurs in 9:5, where it is grammatically possible, and very many
scholars think probable, that “the Messiah” is also called 8g6¢ (*God”). Since
[ think that the grammar should be understood otherwise, this text will re-
ceive special attention.

3This count is only of names or titles (0ed¢. Xptotdg, kuplog, 'Incote, vidg)
and thus excludes pronouns and oblique references such as “the one who loved
us,” meaning Christ (8:37), as well as the citations of the Septuagint that have
xUprog = God in which no referential point is being made by Paul. This latter
phenomenon occurs 8 times in Romans (of its 12x in the corpus [see n. 7 in ch. 3]),
not counting in 14:11, which is discussed in full below (pp. 272-77). In any other
letter these phenomena would have been enough for some scholars to call its au-
thenticity into question!
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Jesus as Messianic/Eternal Son of God

The single most striking thing about the Christology of Romans is the
significant role played by Paul's Son of God Christology, which, although
rooted in Jewish messianism, is at the same time expressed in terms of eter-
nal sonship, where the Son is understood as preexistent with the Father. The
reason for this christological emphasis lies with the overall concern of the
letter itself: Jew and Gentile together as one people of God. Thus, at several
key points some form of Son of God Christology emerges; indeed, it is the
very first thing up in the letter, in the highly elaborated salutation of 1:1-7.%

Romans 1:2-4

The surprisingly long salutation with which Romans begins is basically
an elaboration of the phrase about Paul’s “having been set apart for the gos-
pel of God” (v. 1). The emphasis is threefold. (1) The gospel has continuity
with the old covenant as the fulfilled promise—Christ is of royal David’s lin-
eage (vv. 2-3). (2) The content of the gospel is first of all christological, hav-
ing to do with Christ’s earthly ministry and his present exaltation in power
(vv. 3-4). (3) Paul’'s own calling and apostleship for which he had been “set
apart” were to bring about “the obedience of faith among all the Gentiles”
(vv. 5-6).5 Our interest lies in the first two of these emphases: Paul’s opening,
emphatic christological portrayal, where Christ Jesus is presented simulta-
neously as God’s Son and Israel’s Messiah.

Verses 3—4 turn out to be one of two places in the proemium (1:1-17)
where the gospel is given content. The other, vv. 16-17, is strictly soterio-
logical® and sets forth the themes of the argument of the letter itself. The
present one is as obviously christological and seems intended from the outset
to emphasize for the sake of Paul’s Jewish readers that the gospel, which has
Christ as its primary subject matter, is itself the fulfillment of God's promises

4See also the discussion of the messianic/eternal Son of God motif in the pre-
ceding chapters (1 Thess 1:9-10; 1 Cor 15:25-28; 2 Cor 1:3, 19; Gal 4:4-7). For a care-
ful discussion of this matter in Romans, see L. W. Hurtado, “Jesus’ Divine Sonship in
Paul's Epistle to the Romans,” in Romans and the People of God: Lssays in Honor of
Gordon D. Fee on the Occasion of His 65th Birthday (ed. S. K. Soderlund and N. T.
Wright; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999), 217-33.

>In the thanksgiving/prayer report that follows, the emphasis lies singularly in
Paul’s desire to come personally to Rome so that he might be able to say in person
what now he will write in a letter. The reason for both the unusual length and sur-
prising content of this proemium seems related to its content: since the church in
Rome is of some long standing and since it is not one of his own churches, Paul feels
a special compulsion to justify the writing of this letter, which at the same time will
pave the way for his own hoped-for soon arrival.

®The theocentric character of this letter is especially noticeable in this famous
passage, inasmuch as Christ is not so much as mentioned, although his saving work,
which will be spelled out in 3:21-26, is presupposed in the word “gospel.”
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in the 01 (v. 2} and that Christ himself is the fulfiliment of Jewish messianic
expectations (v. 3). The promises. of course, include God's blessing on the
Gentiles, which is what this letter is ultimately all about.

The christological concerns of this opening clause are best seen by not-
ing its carefully crafted structure:

1:3-4 ‘’mepl 100 viod avTov A
TOV YEVOUEVOD B
£k oméppatog Aouid C
KQTo 6apKa, D
*100 OpLeBéviog viov Beod £v duvdpuel B
Katd Tvedua aytocivng D
€€ QvacTaoeng VEKPOY, C
‘Incov Xprotob 100 Kuplov fHudv A

‘concerning his Son,
who came B

from the seed of David C
according to his earthly life, D
*who was declared Son of God with power B
according to the Spirit of holiness D
from the resurrection from the dead, C

Jesus Christ our Lord A

The whole is enclosed by the A lines, in which Christ is first set forth as
the Son of God and at the end identified appositionally as Jesus Christ our
Lord. The two main concerns are expressed in the B (+ C, D} lines, which are
set in deliberate contrast to each other.” First, as to his earthly life,® Christ,
being of the “seed of David,” thus fulfilled Jewish messianic hopes. Second,
his earthly life was followed by his present exalted status as “Son of God with
power,”? predicated on his having been raised from the dead. Both clauses

7Because of the tight and somewhat poetic nature of this passage, it is another
in which NT scholarship has found a pre-Pauline formula {cf. 1 Thess 1:10; Gal
4:4-5). This can be neither proved nor disproved (Cranfield remarks that while it
“seems highly probable,” it is “hardly as certain as it is sometimes assumed to be”
[1:57]). Since the passage comes to us as a Pauline sentence with Pauline concerns
and nuances, one may assume that what Paul wrote (dictated) he himself believed.
In this case, the reason for the passage seems so obvious that finding a pre-Pauline
creedal moment is quite irrelevant. This is especially so in cases like Kdsemann's
(10-13), where he is prepared to distinguish the theology of the pre-Pauline piece
from that of Paul himself—a view carried on at the popular level by Tuckett (Chris-
tology, 50-51).

8This is almost certainly what Paul intends here by xatd cdpka (according to the
flesh), a phrase that will be repeated with the same sense in 9:5, where Paul singles
out Christ Jesus as “the Messiah, in terms of his earthly life.”

9As with most commentaries (e.g., Cranfield, Dunn, Morris, Moo) and trans-
lations (TNIV, NRSV), I take the phrase &v duvduet (with power) to modify “Son of
God,” not the participle 6proBévtog (declared/appointed) (Sanday and Headlam). The
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are modified by twin prepositional phrases (¢x / xotd), expressed as Semitic
parallels in poetically balanced contrasts.!” Together. the two carefully bal-
anced B lines and their modifiers express the heart of Paul's Son of God
Christology in capsule form. Four matters need to be noted.

1. This passage is certain evidence that Paul’s Son of God Christology is
deeply rooted in Jewish messianism, which itself is rooted in the Davidic
covenant.! The opening two clauses make this a certainty. First, the gospel,
which is about God's Son, was “promised beforehand through his prophets
in the sacred Scriptures” (v. 2). One can easily trace this messianic Son of
God motif through a few key texts: Exod 4:22-23; 2 Sam 7:13-14; Ps 2:6-9;
89:3-4, 26-29. In its first occurrence, Moses is told to tell Pharaoh that Israel
is Yahweh's “firstborn son.” This language is later transferred to the Davidic
king, both in the Davidic covenant and then especially in Ps 2, the enthrone-
ment psalm that serves with Ps 1 to introduce the entire Psalter. According
to the Davidic covenant, the kingly “son of God” is to rule God's people in
perpetuity; and this in turn is the cause of Ethan the Ezrahite’s excruciating
angst (Ps 89). But Ethan is also the one who now applies the language of
both “firstborn” and “son” to the Davidic monarch. This is the biblical story
of which Paul is fully aware; and the present passage, along with Rom 9:4-5,
makes it equally clear that Paul is quite convinced that Ethan’s yearning has
been fulfilled in the earthly. and now heavenly, ministry of Jesus as Son of
God and Messiah.1?

2. Although nothing is said explicitly here about the Son’s being
preexistent, and thus the eternal Son, this does find expression later in the
letter in 8:3. On the basis of this later explicit statement, one may also recog-
nize preexistence as presuppositional here in the phrase 100 yevopévou éx

contrast is between his being Son of God “in weakness” during his incarnation and
his having received divine “appointment” as Son of God with power on the basis (or
from the time) of the resurrection.

10Not necessarily intending. of course, by “contrast” that they are thereby “anti-
thetical,” which in this case they are not: pace J. D. G. Dunn, “Jesus—Flesh and Spirit:
An Exposition of Romans i:3-4,” JTS 24 (1973): 49 and passim. See further, Fee, God's
Empowering Presence, 478-84.

U Cranfield notes that even though “some Jews of the NT period did not regard
descent from David as an absolutely essential qualification of the Messiah, . . . the
expectation that the Messiah would belong to the family of David was strongly es-
tablished” (1:58). So most interpreters, and usually quite strongly; e.g.. Dunn: “a
clear assertion that Jesus was the anointed Son of David. the royal Messiah, the ful-
filiment of prophetic hopes long cherished among the people of Israel for the age to
come” (1:12).

2That this is the proper starting point for Paul's Son of God Christology, cf.
Schlatter: “He would not be the promised Son of God if he did not share in the flesh
and thus belong to Israel and to the family of David" (9): and Stuhlmacher: “Verses 3
and 4 contain the history of Christ told in the Gospels in short form, and emphasize
that the entire way of Jesus, from his birth to his exaltation, stands under the sign of
the promises of God” (19). For the tendency to play down this rich Jewish heritage.
see Kdsemann, 11-13, and the response in Fitzmyer, 233,
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onépuatog Aavid katd oapka (who came from the seed of David according to the
flesh). Although the kata odpxa phrase is necessary to this whole presen-
tation, it is quite unnecessary for this first point as such, as the similar
construction in Gal 4:4-5 makes clear. So while the two xata phrases delib-
erately set forth the “humiliation” and “exaltation” of Christ, the first one
also puts emphasis on his earthly life, that the Son “came”!? from heaven to
“come” from the seed of David xatd cdpxa. The usage here is exactly that in
the later, equally clearly, messianic passage in 9:5, where Paul refers to “the
Messiah xota odpxa,” which can only mean “as to his earthly life.”24 Behind
such a phrase lies the assumption of his prior heavenly existence.

3. As always, and in this case probably without intent, such language
strikes a blow against all docetic Christologies.’> Although Paul does not
generally emphasize the genuineness of Christ’s humanity, phrases such as
these, expressed in passing to point to his preexistence as eternal Son, at the
same time land a death blow to all Christologies that would divest the incar-
nation of its genuineness.®

4. The climax of the Son of God Christology is expressed in v. 4, where,
following his “humiliation,” the eternal/messianic Son of God, through his
resurrection from the dead, is now celebrated as “Son of God with power”—
and this in keeping with the Spirit, who gives/supplies holiness.)” And it is this
exalted “Son of God with power” whose slave Paul is (v. 1) and who has called
and empowered Paul for his own role in the inclusion of the Gentiles in the

B0On yevépevog in this context, see discussion on Gal 4:4-7 in ch. 5 (p. 215); cf.
Lightfoot, who suggests that this word here “implies a prior existence of the Son be-
fore the Incarnation” (245).

14Cf. Cranfield: “Both here and there [1:3 and 9:5] it is best understood as meaning
‘as a man,’ ‘so far as his Human nature is concerned’ ” (1:60); and most commentar-
ies (e.g., Byrne, 44). Contra Dunn (1:13), who is enamored by the xata odpxa / xatd
nvevpa contrast, of which he asserts that the “flesh” side of the contrast is always
pejorative and thus lends itself to an understanding of “at least some negative con-
notation” regarding Christ himself—a view that stands in some tension with his ac-
knowledgment that it is first of all about the Son’s Davidic descent. And in any case,
Paul does not always use the word ocap€ pejoratively, unless one thinks that being
human itself is pejorative, which it is not for Paul.

I5Cf. Schlatter: “Paul held the rejection of all docetic Christologies that divorce
Jesus from Judaism and from the natural conditions essential to life, to be an essen-
tial characteristic of the message. It says: The Son of God lived in the flesh and,
through his flesh was a son of David and thus a son of Abraham” (9).

167t is of some interest, therefore, to see Kidsemann (10-12) move very close to
such a position by (1) isolating the original “saying” from its now Pauline expression
and (2) putting the emphasis on his humanity in the original confession but not in
Paul. This simply denies that what Paul wrote/dictated he also intended.

170n this understanding of the unusual phrase kata nvedua aytwcivng, see Fee,
God’s Empowering Presence, 483. Although this could be understood as a periphrasis
for “Holy Spirit,” one must ask, Why do so here? After all, Paul regularly uses the
term “Holy Spirit” as a primary designation for the Spirit: and in this letter in par-
ticular the Spirit is recognized as the one who by indwelling his people causes them
to live in holiness before the Lord.
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people of God (vv. 5-6). Later in the letter (8:32-34), the exalted Son is pic-
tured as seated at the right hand of God, making intercession for his people.

We need to note finally that the final clause in v. 4 is another in a series of
texts in which some have hoped to find a Spirit Christology.!® But that is espe-
cially obtuse in this case. Indeed, far from supporting such a Christology, our
passage refers to the Spirit in such a way that, although he is closely related to
the Son—indeed, in 8:9-11 he will be declared to be the “Spirit of Christ"—he
is clearly distinct from Christ. The passage does not say that Christ has now as-
sumed Spirit existence. Furthermore, neither does our passage imply that the
Spirit is the “means” whereby God raised Christ from the dead.!® In keeping
with the Pauline view as expressed everywhere in his letters, God himself
raised Christ from the dead, with no reference to his having done so by his
Spirit. Rather, the Spirit in the passage probably has to do with the heavenly,
eschatological sphere of life, into which Christ himself by resurrection has
now entered and into which all who are his will finally enter.

Romans 1:9

This next reference to Christ as the Son—the last reference of any kind
to Christ until 2:162°—appears at the beginning of the thanksgiving period,
where a sudden shift takes place from Paul’s thanking “my God through
Jesus Christ” for their faith to his own constant praying for them. Since he is
unknown to most of them by face, he calls on God as witness to his speaking
the truth in this matter; and the God whom he calls as witness is the “one
whom I serve . . . in the gospel of his Son.”

This is an obvious echo of the beginning of the salutation, where the
gospel of God is “about his Son, who was descended from David.” The prob-
able reason for repeating it here is twofold. First, it gives the thanks-
giving/prayer continuity with the salutation; that is, this is simply a pickup
on the prior designation for Christ. At the same time, in a passage that now
focuses on the Gentile recipients of the letter, this will also serve as a re-
minder that they have been brought into the biblical story through the work
of the messianic Son of God, who is also the eternal Son.

18See, e.g., N. Q. Hamilton, The Holy Spirit and Eschatology in Paul (SJTOP 6; Edin-
burgh: Oliver & Boyd, 1957), 12-15; cf. in the present volume discussion in ch. 3 on
1 Cor 15:45 and in ch. 4 on 2 Cor 3:17.

9For this view see Hamilton, Holy Spirit and Eschatology; Hendriksen, 1:44; ]. M.
Scott, Adoption as Sons of God: An Exegetical Investigation into the Background of
YIOOEZIA in the Pauline Corpus (WUNT 2/48; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1992), 240;
cf. any number of scholars who assume that Paul has said as much in Rom 8:11,
which in fact he neither does nor implies. See G. D. Fee, “Christology and
Pneumatology in Romans 8:9-11—and Elsewhere: Some Reflections on Paul as a
Trinitarian,” in To What End Exegesis? Essays Textual, Exegetical, and Theological
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2001), 230-34.

20 And this passing reference turns out to be the only mention of Christ in the
entire argument of 1:18-3:20.
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Romans 5:10

Romans 5:6-11 seems designed both to elaborate the fact of God's love
from 5:5 and to elaborate further on the effective nature of Christ’s death as
expressed in 3:21-26, by pointing out its reconciling dimension.? In so doing,
Paul speaks of our being “reconciled to God through the death of his Son”
(v. 10). This seems to be a deliberate attempt to bring his Son of God Christol-
ogy into this mix of redemption metaphors. At the same time, he seems to be
anticipating 8:32-34, where, echoing the Abraham narrative of Gen 22, Paul
asserts, “God spared not his own Son, but freely gave him up for us all.” The
present passage, therefore, is christological only in a more distant sense; and
the use of “Son of God” is soteriological rather than a reflection of either mes-
sianic or eternal-Son motifs, except to point out that in Pauline theology “the
death of God’s Son” is the first and foremost mission of the Son.2

Nonetheless, one can scarcely miss the implications of the “love of God”
motif that is being explicated in this passage: it is God’s love that is fully dem-
onstrated in the death of his Son. One would have to work hard to avoid the
deep personal relationship between the Father and the Son implied in this
language. These are the kinds of statements that move us to think beyond
soteriology to ontology: the Son is to be fully identified with God the Father.

Romans 8:3

In turning to this passage, we come to the next significant christological
mention of the “Son of God” in the letter. But in contrast to the proemium,
the messianic background to the usage of “Son” now gives way altogether to
God’s sending the eternal Son in order to do for us what the law was incapa-
ble of doing, namely, to deal with sin itself.

It is important to read this sentence in the context of the present argu-
ment in Romans, since it is an elucidation of 7:5-6 but now by way of the
lengthy “digression” over the question of whether Torah itself is evil. This
explanation is finally necessary not only because so much that has preceded
comes down hard on the law but especially because in 7:4-5 Paul, remark-
ably indeed, has placed it on the same side of things as sin, the flesh, and
death. Thus, Paul’s primary objective in the present sentence (8:3-4) is to

211n the earlier passage Paul shifts metaphors no less than three times: justifica-
tion, redemption, means of atonement. Each of these is in response to one of the
ways of looking at the human condition in its fallenness (guilty, enslaved to sin, bro-
ken covenant); here reconciliation serves to overcome our enmity against God. See
further, G. D. Fee, “Paul and the Metaphors of Salvation: Some Reflections on
Pauline Soteriology,” in The Redemption: An Interdisciplinary Symposium on Christ as
Redeemer (ed. S. T. Davis. D. Kendall, and G. O'Collins; Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2004), 43-67.

2250 Schlatter (124). Dunn (1:260) sees this view as Paul’s distinctive contribu-
tion to earlier Son of God Christologies.
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elaborate the “third law” (v. 2),%3 that of the Spirit who gives life, predicated
on the redemptive work of Christ. It is in referring to Christ’s role in making
Torah observance obsolete that Paul speaks in terms of God’s sending his
Son to redeem.

The work of Christ is the obvious central concern of the sentence, whose
basic subject and predicate assert that “God condemned sin in the flesh,”
which probably has a double referent: in Christ's own death “in the flesh”
God condemned the sin that resides in our “flesh.” How God did this is the
point of the central modifier, “having sent his own Son in the likeness of the
flesh of sin and as a sin-offering. "2

That Christ's preexistence and incarnation are here asserted seems cer-
tain. Granted, Paul does not argue for such, nor, as has often been pointed
out, is such an understanding essential to his present point.?> Nonetheless,
these realities are the natural presupposition of Paul’s language. Despite some
occasional demurrers to the contrary,?® the threefold combination of “hav-
ing sent,” “his own Son,” and “in the likeness of the flesh of sin” seems to
bear witness in its own way to this perspective, since the natural assumption
is that Christ had not experienced “flesh” before he was sent.?” Indeed, one
wonders what force the sentence could otherwise have had; that God sent a
mere human being whom he chose as his Son to carry out his redemptive
purpose seems to be leagues away from Paul’s sense of God's triumph over
the law’s ineffectiveness.

First, to combine the first two matters, the sending language here is re-
flective of that which appears later in John. The aorist participle (néuyocg)
implies an action that preceded the action of God’s condemning sin in the
flesh, so that the Son had been sent with this condemnation as its primary
goal. What catches one’s eye is the unique phrase “his own Son” (10v €avtob
vidv), with “his own” in the emphatic position.2® This emphasis seems to

2That is, in a clear play on the word vduoc, Paul asserts in 7:22-23 that the first
“law” (torah) was ineffective precisely because it could do nothing about the second
“law” (sin); thus in 8:2, enter the third “law,” the effective one, that of the Spirit. For
this reading, see Fee, God's Empowering Presence, 523-25.

2For this rendering of nepl Guaptiag, see Wright (The Climax of the Covenant,
220-25), who (correctly, it would seem) comes to this conclusion by noting that the
Septuagint uses the phrase nept auaptiog to render “sin offering.”

5E.g., Kdsemann, 217; Moo, 510-11.

2See esp. Dunn (1:420-21)., who thinks that the "Adam-christology” latent in
some of this language rules against such a view; he argues this in greater detail in
Christology in the Making, 38-40, 44—45. But this seems to do exegesis in reverse,
where distant echoes are given priority over plain speech. Never in the biblical tradi-
tion as a whole or in Paul’s letters in particular is Adam called “God’s son”; and in
Paul's letters, Adam is explicitly mentioned only as the beginning of human
fallenness (Rom 5:12-21), thus making him the progenitor of death (1 Cor 15:21-22)
and of the body that is destined to die (1 Cor 15:45-47).

27So most commentators; cf. Kiéisemann: “a liturgical statement which describes
the incarnation of the pre-existent Son of God as the salvation of the world” (216).

280 also Cranfield, 1:379. Cf. 0¥ i8iov viob later in the same chapter (v. 32).
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point to the preexistent Son as having been sent to deal with the very sin
that the law was unable to deal with in God's “son,” Israel.

Second, the phrase “in the likeness of the flesh of sin” harks back to this
combination that began in 7:14 (“I am fleshly, sold under sin”}, picked up
again in vv. 18~20. In 7:18 “in me” is defined as “in my flesh,” which in v. 20 is
expressed in terms of “the sin that dwells in me [= in my flesh].” Paul now says
of Christ that he came “in the likeness” (6powdpatt [cf. Phil 2:7]) of such,
meaning that he was similar to our “flesh” in some respects but dissimilar in
others.? That this is Paul’s intent seems certain from the use of this word at
all. Had Paul intended a more complete identification with us in our sinfulness
itself, he could easily have said simply “in sinful flesh.” But in fact all the words
of this phrase are necessary here (i.e., “likeness,” “flesh,” “of sin”) because of
the preceding argument. Christ must effectively deal with sin, thus come in
“our flesh” (which in our case is full of sin), but only in the “likeness” of such
because, though “in the flesh,” he was not in sin (as 2 Cor 5:21 makes clear).

Thus, despite the common use of the adjective “sinful” to translate the
genitive apaptiog, Paul almost certainly did not intend it to be adjectival. Be-
cause he is speaking of Christ’s incarnation, it is “flesh” characterized, in our
case, by sin but not in Christ’s. The similarity in this case is to be found in the
flexibility of the word “flesh,” which now has a slightly altered nuance from
that in 7:14-20; that is, Christ came “in the flesh,” to be sure, and thereby
identified with us in our flesh, our humanness, even though ours was rid-
dled with sin. But his was not “flesh” of this same kind, where “flesh” is now
understood as fallen and opposed to God. Thus the Son came “in the Iikeness
of the flesh of sin,” meaning that he shared “flesh” with us all but only in
the “likeness” of our “flesh,” which was laden down with sin.

The upshot of all this is that in the very dense language of this passage
Paul both assumes and expresses an eternal Son of God Christology that has
soteriology as its goal.?V

Romans 8:15-17

Toward the end of his argument that life in the Spirit both supersedes
and is infinitely superior to life based on law observance, Paul moves to the

2Cf. BDAG (s.v. Opolepa): “It is problable] that [Paul] uses our word to bring out
both that Jesus in his earthly career was similar to sinful humans yet not totally like
them.” See in ch. 9 of the present volume discussion on Phil 2:7 (p. 388).

In light of all this, one is quite surprised by C. M. Pate’s statement that
“Romans 8:3 draws on the wisdom tradition” (The Reverse of the Curse: Paul, Wisdom,
and the Law [WUNT 2/114; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2000], 233). This is followed by
a series of alleged linguistic parallels that are so remote as to seem impossible to
sustain, and these are followed in turn by five “conceptual parallels” with 8:3 that
stagger the tmagination, especially so when in fact there is not a single certain ref-
erence in the entire Pauline corpus to either Sirach or the Wisdom of Solomon. See
in the present volume the discussion in appendix A (pp. 594-619), with its list of al-
leged parallels.
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theme of the “sonship” provided by Christ and the Spirit over against the
“slavery” of living under law. In so doing, he returns to the imagery from
Gal 4:4-7, but he does so in this instance with considerable modifications.
Most notable of these is that the thoroughly christocentric, and thus triadic,
soteriological focus in Galatians is here replaced by a focus that is altogether
on the Spirit, so much so that the “adoption of ‘sons’ " that Christ effected in
Gal 4:5 is now referred to only in terms of the Spirit: he is “the Spirit of
adoption as ‘sons.””

The present passage therefore reflects Paul’s Son of God Christology
only indirectly. As with all passages in Paul’s writings where God is referred
to as “Father,” that is the direct result of Christ’s being now known as “the
Son.” This is especially the case here, where the Abba-cry of believers is the
Son’s own language of address to God.3! Moreover, the present passage is
bookended by direct references to Christ as “the Son of God” (8:3 and 8:29,
32-34). Thus, even though Christ is not here directly referred to as “Son,”
this reality is finally expressed circuitously in v. 17: as “children,” we are “fel-
low-heirs” with Christ, who is, of course, the Son.

Romans 8:28-39

It is easy to read Rom 8 in a way that loses sight of the fact that Paul is
still arguing his case for Jew and Gentile as one people of God, made possible
through Christ and the Spirit and thus apart from Torah observance. The
main thrust of this part of the argument is, first, that God sent his Son to
deal with the problem of sin itself (v. 3) and, second, that the subsequent gift
of the Spirit enables the believer to live so as not to be enslaved any longer to
either sin or the law. But that does not mean that God has also delivered his
people from present suffering. Quite the opposite. It is only as we “suffer with
Christ” that we will also “share in his glory” (v. 17). In making his case for
the necessity and nature of present suffering/weakness, Paul argues that the
same Spirit who serves as “firstfruits” guaranteeing our future resurrection
(v. 23) also indwells us and makes intercession for us, thus helping us in our
weaknesses (v. 26). And the good news is that God knows the mind of the
Spirit, that the Spirit intercedes in keeping with God's own purposes (v. 27).

With that, Paul moves toward bringing closure to the long argument
that began at 1:18. He does so by returning to the role of Christ in our pres-
ent weaknesses, offering a set of conclusions intended to encourage his read-
ers that God is on their side in every possible way, working in all things to
accomplish his eternal purposes (v. 28). With a crescendo of tightly pre-
sented phrases (vv. 29-30), the first “conclusion” places our present circum-
stances within God's eternal purposes, first by placing them within the
ultimate purpose of the Son's incarnation (v. 29), and that within God's pur-
poses that result in our being “glorified” (v. 30), thus echoing the earlier cli-

10n this matter, see the full discussion of Gal 4:4-7 in ch. S, pp. 218-20.
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mactic moment in the argument at v. 17. Paul then moves to the final
concluding word (vv. 31-39), one of the apostle’s greatest moments. While
the focus is still on God, thus keeping the theocentric nature of the argu-
ment intact, he also brings his two basic christological emphases together in
vv. 32 and 34 (“Son” and “Lord”)., where he presents Christ's past and pres-
ent role in our behalf as we await the final glory. Each of the three key
christological texts (vv. 29-30, 32, 34) needs detailed consideration—the first
two here, and later v. 34 as the starting point of the discussion of Kipiog
Christology in this letter (pp. 254-68 below).

Romans 8:29-30

In one of the truly exquisite moments of the corpus, Paul concludes the
basic biblical and theological argument that began in 1:18 by stepping mo-
mentarily into the eschatological future and from that perspective looking
back on the whole of what God has purposed and done in Christ, With a se-
ries of four identical clauses that begin with the relative pronoun otg and
that thus modify “those who are called in keeping with [God's] purpose”
{v. 28}, he envisions the entire panorama of divine grace within the logic of
five consecutive verbs: whom God foreknew, God thus predetermined, and
then called, justified, and glorified. The first two of these verbs rest within
the eternal purposes of God that can only be known as the next two verbs
work their way out in history and the final verb brings eschatological con-
clusion to it all. In their barest form the sequence of verbs looks like this:

obg TPOEYV®, whom he foreknew,

KAl TPONPLOEV also  he determined beforehand
ovg 3¢ mpodpiloey, whom he determined beforehand,
TOUTOUG KOl EKAAECEV these also  he called;

Kol oVg €xaAiecEV, and whom he called,
T00T0Vg KOl Edikoincev these also  he justified;
ovg 8¢ édikaiwoey, whom he justified,
100T0V¢ kal £36&acev these also  he glorified

Structured this way, the long sentence looks like a theological construct
per se; but that is hardly the case, for two reasons. First, Paul's concern is
singular. These words come at the end of a long argument intended to reas-
sure both Gentile and Jewish believers that despite present hardships and
weaknesses, God is on their side; thus they offer the ultimate theological per-
spective as to why they can trust what God has done through Christ and the
Spirit and therefore have no need to rely on Torah observance.

Second, the above structuring has (for now. deliberately) left out the key
element in this recital of divine purpose: what God had in mind from the be-
ginning was that human redemption should take the form of our being “con-
formed to the image of his Son. so that he [the Son| might be the firsthorn



250 PAULINE CHRISTOLOGY

among many brothers and sisters.” So the first member of the structure actu-
ally looks like this:

8:29 oig TPOEYV®,

KAl TPOWPLOEV GUULOPHOVG
g €lkdvog 10D viod aidToD,
£1¢ 10 o01OV £lval BPpOTOTOKOV

£v TOAAO1G Adeldolc
whom  he foreknew,
also he determined beforehand to be conformed
to the image  of his Son,
so that he would be the firsthorn
among many brothers
(and sisters)

I have put in boldface the three words that bear the weight of Paul’s mes-
sianic “Son of God” Christology, which in turn also indicate at this concluding
point (in the argument thus far) the nature of the Christology that was as-
sumed at the beginning in 1:2-4. Moreover, what was said at the beginning of
the present stage of the argument (8:3) verifies that for Paul, the messianic
Son of God is none other than the eternal Son of God, who had been sent into
the world for the ultimate purposes outlined here. Three matters are notewor-
thy about this combination of terms with reference to Christ.

1. All three of these terms will appear again in the series of 6¢ (who)
clauses in Col 1:13-15, thus indicating that they are a part of the substratum
of Pauline Christology that emerges in various forms throughout the corpus.
The divine Son is the Father’s firstborn, who bears the Father's image. In
Colossians, they further appear in a context where the Son is noted as hav-
ing a “kingdom.”

2. “Son” and “firstborn,” which here appear together for the first time in
Paul’s writings, are in this instance best understood as a direct echo of Exod
4:22-23, where the Septuagint has 1dde Aéyet kUp1og, vVLOG TPOTOTOKOG oV
Iopon (Thus says the Lord, “Israel is my firsthorn son”). They are also re-
flected in a slightly different form in Ps 89:26-27 (88:27-28 LxX) with refer-
ence to David:

0UT0G EMKOAECETOL LE TATP HOV He will call out to me, “My Father"

KAyo mpetdtokov Oncopot avtdy And I will appoint him my firstborn

Thus this combination, especially in light of the addition of “kingship”
language in Col 1:13, can scarcely be accidental. God's Son is also his “first-
born” (= has the rights of primogeniture), who in Paul’s understanding has
assumed the role of the messianic king, who in turn had come to stand in for
God's people. As “firstborn among many brothers and sisters,” therefore,
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Christ is given the place of preeminence, while we at the same time are being
fully identified with him in his “sonship.”3?

3. As noted in ch. 4 in the discussion of 2 Cor 3:18 and 4:4-6, the ulti-
mate goal of God’s redemptive work in Christ is the restoration of the divine
image in humankind. Thus, he who as eternal Son perfectly bears that image,
besmirched in us by Adam’s fall, has come for the very purpose that we
ourselves might be transformed and thus once more conformed to that
image.3? Thus, also inherent in the present passage is a modified form of
Adam Christology, in which the one who as divine Son perfectly bears the
divine image, in his humanity also perfectly bore the true image intended
by God in creating human beings in the first place. The second Adam, in
his becoming incarnate and through his death and resurrection, has re-
stored what the first Adam defaced; and this is precisely what God has pre-
determined in our salvation that has been effected through God’s call,
Christ’s justifying death and resurrection, and will be realized when we are
finally glorified.

Romans 8:32

This next reference to Christ as God’s Son is one of the bolder moves that
Paul makes in this letter. For in his strong affirmative response to his equally
bold rhetorical question “If God be for us, who can be against us?” he deliber-
ately echoes the story of Abraham and Isaac from Gen 22. That the echo is
real and deliberate seems certain, since God’s word to Abraham was spoken
twice, as Yahweh'’s ultimate affirmation of his loyalty:

Gen 22:12 oV kal  oVK £6£ic®  TOV VLOD 6oV  TOD dyumHTOD
Gen 22:16 kol oK £¢elce  TOU VIOV Gov  TOV dyemnTov
Rom 8:32 6¢cye ok £oeicaro tov idiov viod

Gen 22:12, 16 you also did not spare your son, the beloved one
Rom 8:32 who  did not spare his only Son

320n this last point, see esp. Fitzmyer, 525.

33Cf. Cranfield: “Paul is here thinking not only of their final glorification but also
of their growing conformity to Christ here and now in suffering and obedience”
(1:432); Barth, 223; and Schlatter (193), whose paragraph on what it means for the
Son of God to be the perfect image of God and of God's intent in creating human be-
ings is especially well articulated. The attempt by Dunn (483-84) to drive a wedge be-
tween the incarnate and risen Son at this point misses too much. The Son who is
God’s “image” and assumes the role of “firstborn” is the one who became incarnate
for our redemption and is now risen as Lord of all; and especially in his incarnation
he took the road to the cross and thus stamped the divine image in those who follow
in his train. Being glorified obviously follows in this sequence. It is as the “firstborn”
that the Son both precedes and guarantees the rest of his “brothers and sisters” their
place as “glorified” ones.
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Paul’s boldness lies in his now attributing to God what God attributed
to Abraham, in a story so well known that no one with even a modicum of
biblical literacy could have missed it. At the same time, the ironical twist to
his use of this language is that because Abraham did not spare his beloved
son, God himself spared him by means of a ram. But now, in God’s case, he
did not spare his “only” Son, in that he freely gave him up—making him
the ram, as it were—for us all. Although it is true that nothing inherent
in this language demands divine status for the Son, the nature of the echo
itself seems to require us to see the eternal Son as the presupposition to
this usage.

But we need also to note Paul's use of 18iov (his own/only)3* in place of
the Septuagint’s tob dyanntot (beloved), which appears also at the beginning
of the Genesis narrative (Gen 22:2).3 Although Paul regularly cited or ech-
oed the Septuagint, since that was the only Bible that would be known in his
churches, he was also well acquainted with the Hebrew text, which empha-
sized that Isaac is Abraham’s “only” son. One may conjecture that the Sep-
tuagint translator chose to refer to Isaac as Abraham'’s “beloved” son out of
concern to “save” Moses from committing an error—Abraham had many
sons. The point, of course, is not that Abraham had no other sons but that
[saac was the son of promise by way of (the barren) Sarah, hence the one
who was thus exclusively “his only” son.

This echo of the Hebrew text, and the special relationship between
Abraham and Isaac that lies behind this language, in the end suggests that
the “Son” whom God did not spare on our behalf was the one who was truly
“his only” Son in the same sense as Isaac was of Abraham.3®

Romans 9:4-5

This passage will be discussed at some length at the end of the chapter
(pp. 272-77), as to whether Paul refers to Christ as 8ed¢. I bring it into the
present discussion because it is the one certain passage in the entire corpus
where Paul explicitly uses the Greek term 6 Xpiotdc in a titular way to refer
to the Jewish Messiah. The passage itself serves double duty for Paul: to offer
the biblical-historical reasons for his own passionate longing for Jewish ac-
ceptance of Christ and to lead into the next part of the argument, where he
explains their present failure and final future inclusion.

34 Cf. BDAG 2, definition 2 under {810¢; “pert[aining] to a striking connection or
an exclusive relationship.”

%1t is the language of the Septuagint that is found in the voice from heaven in
the Synoptic tradition; cf. Mark 1:11 and pars.: ov €l 6 vidg pov 6 dyomntdg (You are
my Son, the Beloved One).

%0n the drama, see on 8:3 above; cf. Cranfield: “The adjective serves to heighten
the poignancy of the clause, emphasizing the cost to the Father of delivering up His
dearest and most precious” (1:436).
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Thus, in sequence Paul enumerates that to God's historic people belong
“the adoption to sonship,”¥ the “glory,”3® the “covenants,” the “giving of
the law,” the “temple worship,” and “the promises.”’ The list is then capped
(or bookended, if you will) by his going back to “the Fathers” and culminat-
ing with “the Messiah.” Thus in this enumeration of Jewish privileges,
the Messiah is the climax, the ultimate privilege that God has given his
ancient people.

Along with the Messiah as God's Son as the first thing expressed in the
elaborate salutation (1:2-3), this climactic assertion of the gift of the Mes-
siah as the ultimate Jewish privilege makes it clear that Paul’s Son of God
Christology is first of all rooted deeply in Jewish messianism: Christ is the
long-awaited Davidic scion from the root of Jesse and thus of Judah. Al-
though Paul had come to believe, probably through Christ's resurrection
from the dead, that Christ is also the eternal Son (1:4), this part of the equa-
tion never eliminates the fact that this expression of Christology has its deep-
est roots in the history of God’s people.

Moreover, just as in Rom 1:3, the qualifier 70 xata odpka (i.e., according
to the flesh) and especially the use of the article 1649 point unmistakably to
Paul’s presupposition that the earthly Messiah had preexistence that was not
katd oapka, and the koo odpxa here refers to his human nature. Thus this
phrase expresses as presuppositional what Paul had said explicitly in 8:3.

Romans 15:6

This final “Son of God” text is expressed in terms already used in 2 Cor
1:3 and 11:31, that we now know the Father as Father because he is first of
all “the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ.” Thus the passion of this letter finds
expression in this penultimate benedictory prayer for the Roman church{es),
in a passage that anticipates a similar passion in Philippians: that God might
give them the same mind-set toward one another (in this case, Jew and Gen-
tile) that is in keeping with Christ, so “that together with one voice you
might glorify the God who is (now known to us as) the Father of our Lord
jesus Christ,”4!

% Gk. vioBeoia, the identical word used of the “adoption to sonship” of believers
in Christ in 8:15 (cf. Gal 4:5). Since this word reflects a Roman phenomenon of adopt-
ing a legal heir with all the rights of a freeborn son, it does not occur in the Sep-
tuagint. This is therefore a Pauline construct—his way of tying historic Israel with
new-covenant Israel by suggesting that Israel's own beginnings were a form of
“adoption,” as implied in Exod 4:22-23.

BThis choice of words is most likely metonymy for the whole experience of
Sinai, esp. Exod 19, where God “adopted” them as his own treasured possession.

¥This final one in the chronological enumeration is intended to point toward
the present, with its fulfillment in Christ and the Spirit.

40Cf. Cranfield, 2:464.

410n this as the only viable option for this phrase, see the discussion in ch. 4 on
2 Cor 1:3 (pp. 169-71).
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Jesus as Lord

As noted in the overview of usage, one of the more remarkable phenom-
ena in the Pauline corpus occurs with regard to Paul’'s use of x¥piog in
Romans. What was the most frequent term in the earliest three letters ceases
to be so in 2 Corinthians and continues that way until 2 Timothy at the end
of the corpus, while in the preceding letter (Galatians) it had nearly disap-
peared altogether. In Romans, Paul has now returned to more normal usage
with this title; what is striking is the fact that up through ch. 9 it occurs only
in the threefold combination “Lord Jesus Christ”; after that, when it does ap-
pear on its own, it comes in bunches.

Although Paul’s Kvpiog Christology emerges first in this letter in 8:34 by
way of his allusion to Ps 110:1, the actual use of x¥prog as a christological
title does not begin until he makes a point in 10:9 of the basic Christian con-
fession, “The Lord is Jesus.” This is then elaborated by means of a key text
from Joel 3:5 1XX, already echoed in 1 Cor 1:2, that everyone who calls on the
name of kVprog will be saved. Thereafter the title occurs basically in two sig-
nificant passages (14:1-12; 16:1-16). We begin with 8:34.

Romans 8:34

We now return to Paul’s conclusion (8:31-39) to the opening argument
(1:18-8:30), which basically takes the form of a series of rhetorical questions.
In response to the presenting question, “What, then, shall we say to these
things?"42—and because rhetoric breeds rhetoric—he asks first, “If God be
for us, who can be against us?” In response, Paul begins at the top: God?
How could that be, when he “spared not his own Son but gave him up for us
all? Will he not also [along with giving us Christ] freely give us all things?”
That leads to the second rhetorical question: “Who will bring any charge
against the elect of God?” And again he starts at the top: “God? The one who
himself justifies?”43 Which in turn leads to the third question: “Who is left to
condemn?” to which the answer is fourfold and reflects the basic story of
Christ. Starting again at the top, this time he asks, “Christ,** who died?%>

42Gk. tavta, which in this case refers at least to what has been said in ch. 8 but
very likely is intended to pick up the argument from the beginning.

43 At this point, the house is divided whether this is interrogative (as I think; cf.
Barth, 328; Barrett, 172) or indicative (as most think); so also in n. 45 below.

44This reading (without Incodg) is found in B D 0289 1739 1881 R a m syP sa;
the addition is found in PR A CF GL ¥ 6 33 81 104 365 1505 al sy" lat bo. Although
one can argue both ways in terms of scribal error (accidental omission due to
homoioteleuton; addition due to familiarity), an addition as the cause of error seems
more likely in this case than omission, particularly because Paul often uses “Jesus”
when referring to his death as a historical rather than theological event.

451t is most common to take the rest of this verse as indicative (see Cranfield,
1:434; Kdsemann [248] is characteristically dogmatic). I think that the rhetoric calls
for a continuation of interrogatives (so Lietzmann, Barrett, Fitzmyer, Achtemeier).
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Who rather has been raised? Who also*® is at the right hand of God? Who also
intercedes for us?”

With the italicized words in the final set of responses, Paul dips into the
common pool of early Christian understanding of the risen Lord as the ful-
fillment of the messianic hopes expressed in Ps 110:1. This passage has al-
ready been cited by Paul in 1 Cor 15:27, where the emphasis lay on Christ’s
present heavenly reign as he awaits the eradication of our final enemy,
death. Here, as will be the case also in Col 3:1, the echo is.intended as com-
fort for those who believe in him. He is now Lord of all by virtue of his hav-
ing “been raised,” and he sits in the seat of divine authority as our heavenly
intercessor. Paul obviously thinks that it simply cannot get any better than
that. The Lord of all, seated at the Father’s right hand, is at the same time
the one who at all times pleads the cause of those who are his. Hew, Paul fi-
nally asks, can anyone or anything separate us from this love of Christ?

No wonder, after elaborating on the various exigencies that might cause
such separation (vv. 35b—36), Paul simply bursts into rapturous final affirma-
tion: nothing in the whole created order could possibly separate us from
such love. Thus the good news: the Lord of the whole universe, Jesus Christ
himself, loves his people and thus cares for them. And in so doing, his love is
both independent of and identical with that of the Father in v. 39. That is,
the love of God found its historical expression in Christ Jesus, whose love is
still toward us in his now exalted place as Lord of all. Here, then, is the ulti-
mate sharing of the divine nature.

Romans 10:5-13

Although probably not done by Paul’s conscious design, it is of some
interest that the first actual appellation of Christ as Lord in the argument
of this letter appears in the middle of the next major section of the argu-
ment (chs. 9-11). Here, flowing directly out of the assurances of 8:31-39,
Paul wrestles with God'’s faithfulness in the context of Israel’s present un-
faithfulness. Not counting the prologue (9:1-5) and confessional conclu-
sion (11:33-36), the argument is in three clear parts. (1) In 9:6-29 it takes
up the question of God’s faithfulness in light of present Israel’s unfaithful-
ness (regarding its Messiah): despite their rejection, God's word has not
failed; rather, one needs a more biblical understanding of election. (2) In
9:30-10:21 it asserts that the people of Israel themselves are responsible for
missing out, since they were seeking righteousness in Torah itself and
missed the télog (goal, fulfillment) of Torah, Christ himself. (3) In 11:1-32 it

46 This xad is surely original (although on the strength of its omission in X it was
omitted in earlier editions of the Nestle text). Cranfield is ready to omit it as “cer-
tainly not required” but acknowledges that it “would hardly have been added deliber-
ately,” so therefore it must be added “by assimilation to the following clause” (2:458).
But is that not “deliberate”? It seems more likely that it was omitted for the very rea-
son of its being a bit awkward when followed by the second kai in the next clause.
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raises the question, in light of Israel’s rejection, Has God rejected Israel? to
which the answer is a resounding no.

Our text, which lies at the heart of the second section, stands as the im-
mediate response to Israel’s misguided zeal. In pursuing righteousness based
on Torah, they have missed out on the righteousness that God has provided
through Christ. Thus, picking up a point made in Gal 3:11-12, Paul, by way
of the Septuagint, contrasts those who live by Torah with those who live by
faith. The former, he argues from Lev 18:5, are condemned to living by law,
which by its very nature thus excludes living by faith (10:5).%” But the con-
trast in this case finds its biblical roots in Deut 30:11-14,4 and its
christological basis in the death and resurrection of Christ. Thus, in a piece
of inspired spiritual application of texts, Paul creates a collage that begins
with Deut 9:4 (“Do not say in your heart”),*’ the content of which is Deut
30:12 (“Who shall ascend into heaven?”), which he interprets in terms of the
incarnation: “that is, to bring Christ down.” But then, instead of continuing
with Deut 30:13, which pictures Israel as looking for the word beyond the
sea, Paul substitutes language from Ps 107:26 (106:26 LxX) (“Who shall de-
scend into the abyss?”), which is interpreted in terms of the resurrection:
“that is, to bring Christ from the dead.”® With that, he returns to Deut
30:14: “The word is near you; in your mouth and in your heart,” which he
interprets as “the word about faith which we preach.”

Picking up “your mouth” and “your heart” from this latter passage, Paul
makes the application in terms of the basic Christian confession, based on
the basic Christian reality. The confession of “the mouth” is that “the Lord is
Jesus,” and the belief of “the heart” has to do with his resurrection. Apply-
ing these in chiastic order, he then avows that “believing with the heart”
leads to justification and “confessing with the mouth” leads to salvation
(10:10). And we must not miss the significance of what one “believes with
the heart.” By raising Jesus from the dead, God the Father exalted him to
the highest place and thus bestowed on him the Name, which every tongue
will one day confess (Phil 2:9-11). Paul's point here is that this is the

47For this view of this sentence, which is not the universal interpretation by any
means, see also Cranfield, 2:521-22; Dunn, 2:601; and, in a more nuanced way, Moo,
648-49.

481t should be noted that this passage was well known to Israel, since it follows
hard on the promise of a circumcised heart, which serves as the basis for the later
prophetic promise of a new covenant (Jer 31:31-34; Ezek 36:24-32). Paul himself has
already made use of the ideas and language from these texts earlier in this letter
(2:28-29; 7:6).

#In his careful analysis of this text, Christopher Stanley suggests that Paul has
here “substitute[d] the first line of Deut 9.4 for Deut 30.11” (Paul and the Language of
Scripture, 129). That very well may be the case, since the whole is an “exposition” of
Deut 30:11-14.

OFor the view that Paul is referring to the incarnation and resurrection, see,
e.g., Barrett, 199; Cranfield, 2:524-25; Murray, 53; Fitzmyer, 590-91; Byrne, 321; Moo,
655-56; Schreiner, 558; contra Kisemann, 288-90; Dunn, 2:605-6.
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Name now confessed with the mouth (Jesus as the risen exalted Lord) that
leads to salvation.

But Paul is not quite finished, as he makes a further series of biblical
moves that are full of christological import. In 9:32-33 Paul had already
cited Isa 28:16 with a collage from Isa 8:14 (in boldface):

Behold, I lay in Zion a stone of stumbling and a rock of offense;
and whoever believes in him will not be brought to shame.

Paul’s concern in that case was with the first line, as that had played it-
self out in contemporary Israel’s rejection of their Messiah. He now (10:11)
returns to this passage by picking up the second line, where the Septuagint’s
“him” is now to be understood as Christ himself.

Since the passion of this letter is Jew and Gentile as one people of God in
Christ Jesus, Paul next echoes his own language from 3:22-23, that “there is
no distinction between Jew and Greek.” But whereas in the former instance
it had to do with Jew and Greek as both coming up short because both alike
have sinned, the conclusion here is that “there is no distinction between Jew
and Greek” in terms of salvation. For “the same Lord is over all [of them],
showing himself rich toward all who call on him.” The “Lord” in this case,
of course, is the same as in the confession, “the Lord is Jesus.” This final
clause is then supported by a citation of Joel 3:5 Lxx:3!

nag yap O0¢ Gv Emkaiéontal To Hvopa Kvplov cubnoetal.
For everyone who calls on the name of the LORD will be saved.

For our present purposes, three significant christological moments from
this exposition need to be pointed out.52

1. Although Paul makes no special point of it, his christological interpre-
tation of Deut 30:12 unmistakably presupposes his conviction regarding
Christ’s incarnation. This is made certain by the fact that the second clause
(from Ps 107:26 [106:26 LxXx]) is interpreted in terms of Christ’s resurrection. It
is altogether unlikely that Paul would have preceded this with reference to
Christ’s present exaltation in heaven and thus that in some oblique way it re-
fers to Christ’s future coming at his Parousia. After all, he needed to go outside
Deuteronomy to make the point about the resurrection precisely because he
intended the first clause to refer to Christ's coming to earth—sent by the
Father, as he put it in 8:3—in order to redeem both Jew and Gentile on the

s1Joel 2:32 in the English text, which follows the numbering in the Hebrew Bible.

521t is striking in the literature on this passage how few there are who point out
the christological implications of what is said here. The one who sees it and articu-
lates it most clearly (Dunn, 2:617-18) at the same time also tries to minimize it;
Cranfield (2:529, 532) is a notable exception. Others occur after Dunn’s commentary:
Fitzmyer, 593 (“an eloquent witness to the early church's witness to Christ as
Kyrios”); Moo, 659-60; Schreiner, 561.
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same basis. Thus, present Judaism is at fault for still looking to heaven for
Christ to come down, as it were, when he has already come down, “born of a
woman, born under the law, to redeem those under the law,” as he put it
in Gal 4:4-5.

2. The basic Christian confession in v. 9, the first “stand alone” reference
to “the Lord” in the letter, is in fact the second occurrence of the confession
in the corpus. On its significance as picking up both the xVpiog of the Jewish
Shema and a Christian affirmation over against the reigning Caesar,> see
the comment on 1 Cor 12:3 in ch. 3 (pp. 123-24) and the full elaboration in
Phil 2:11 in ch. 9 (pp. 399-401).

3. Despite some opinions to the contrary,> the christological features at
the end of the argument in vv. 12-13 point to Paul’s presupposed high Chris-
tology. This happens in three ways and at the same time anticipates the prac-
tical outworking of this confession in 14:1-12.

(a) First, to begin at the end, the citation of Joel 2:32 (3:5 1xX) in v. 13 is
the only certain instance in this letter>® where ¢ x0ptrog = Yahweh of a Sep-
tuagint text is applied directly to Christ. On this phenomenon in Paul’s let-
ters, see especially the discussions in chs. 2 and 3 (on 1-2 Thessalonians and
1 Corinthians). Here again Paul simply posits that the role of the “Lord” in
the Joel passage is now assumed by Christ the Lord, and the transfer is abso-
lute and without argumentation. But in this case Paul is not merely borrow-
ing the language of Joel; he undoubtedly sees this confession as the
fulfillment of the eschatological promise inherent in that text. Here is the
evidence that the promised Day of the Lord has come: the promised Spirit
(Joel 2:28) has been outpoured, and Jew and Gentile together are “calling on
the name of the Lord (Jesus)” and are thus being saved.

(b) But leading into that citation, Paul has already made the point that
Jesus as “Lord” lies at the heart of God’s aim to create one new people of God
out of Jew and Gentile; thus the x0piog on whom both Jew and Gentile call is
the “same Lord” over all. Here is one of the absolute divine prerogatives that is
now seen as assumed by Christ through his resurrection to the “right hand of
God.” It is this point in particular that will be highlighted in 14:1-12.

(c) Finally, in connection with his being “Lord over all,” Christ as Lord
thus “is rich” toward all, in the sense that he lavishes all the divine wealth

53For this double focus, see Cranfield, 2:528, yet “it is not likely to have originated
as a response to kVprog Kolcop” (italics mine).

5¢See esp. Dunn, who articulates clearly what Paul has done in vv. 12-13 and
then asserts (correctly) that Paul’s point is “not . . . a Christological one; rather it is a
salvation-history point” (2:617). But is not that in fact what makes the christological
point so telling? Paul is not trying to assert something about Christ as divine; what he
does, rather, is to assume it, and to do so in such an off-handed way that he expects
common agreement on the part of all and with no fear of contradiction. Thus it is a
moment of Christology of the highest kind.

55The only other possible such instance in this letter (Rom 14:11) lies more in the
realm of probability than certainty. See the next section below.
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generously on all those who do call on his name. Here Paul picks up the di-
vine prerogative, noted already in 2 Cor 8:9, that the one who was previously
rich made himself poor in his incarnation and crucifixion precisely so that
he might bestow the wealth of God’s mercy on them. Similarly in Phil 4:19,
Paul turns over the reciprocity of friendship to God, who will supply every
need of theirs in keeping with his “riches that are in Christ Jesus.”

So indeed, Paul’s point is soteriological, but the soteriology is expressed
in terms that presuppose that the Son of God as Lord both is the fulfillment
of the Joel prophecy and has himself assumed what are essentially divine
prerogatives.

Romans 14:1-12

In this passage Paul reaches the practical climax to the argument of the
letter. In a sense, everything has been aiming toward this very specific mo-
ment. Given that the time of Torah has come to an end, how, then, do Torah-
observant Christian Jews and nonobservant Gentiles get along together as the
one people of God? This is the sticky issue that Paul addresses here.5¢

The argument itself is both crucial and full of interest. The goal is ex-
pressed in 15:5-7: God will give both of them the grace to think along the
same lines, so that together, with one mouth, they may glorify the God and
Father of our Lord Jesus Christ. Therefore, he urges, “accept one another.”
This is why all of this is so crucial: the glory of God is at stake, and the gospel
must work out in real life, right at this point of real differences among them,
if it is going to count for anything at all.

How Paul gets there is what makes it so full of interest. On the issue it-
self, he obviously assumes the stance of the Gentiles; he still holds to what he
has asserted elsewhere, “in Christ neither circumcision nor uncircumcision
[and thus, neither food nor days] counts for a thing” (1 Cor 7:19; Gal 5:6).

5 This is said more confidently than some will think warranted, since Jews and
Gentiles are (carefully?) not mentioned until the end. Paul’s own language is “the
weak as to the/their faith” (14:1-2) and “the strong” (15:1). Many see connections
with 1 Cor 8-10 and suggest that the food in question is the “idol meat” of the Corin-
thians passage (see esp. Ziesler, 124-27). This seems unlikely since (1) 1 Cor 8:1-10:22
has to do with attendance at idol temples and the issue is not food but idolatry, (2)
the question of food per se is addressed only in 1 Cor 10:23~11:1 and there Paul vigor-
ously defends his right to eat such food, although acknowledging a willingness to
forbear in contexts outside his own lodgings, whereas (3) idolatry is not so much as
mentioned here. On the other hand, the issue of food that is in view here is later
called “clean” or “unclean” (14:14, 20); moreover, the final application in 15:5-12,
which assumes Jew and Gentile, seems also to favor the position taken here. This is
the most common view (most recently Cranfield, 2:694-95; Dunn, 2:795; Stuhl-
macher, 219; Fitzmyer, 687; Moo, 829; Schreiner, 714-15; cf. M. B. Thompson, Clothed
with Christ: The Example and Teaching of Jesus in Romans 12:1-15:13 [JSNTSup 59; Shef-
field: JSOT Press, 1991], 233-34 and passim). In light of the considerable debate, Mor-
ris (475) prefers to be noncommittal, but he also overlooks the clear Jewishness of
much of the argument (e.g., 14:14, 20).
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Nonetheless, the argument itself presumes to speak primarily to the Gentiles,
to encourage love for the Jews by not forcing “Gentile freedom” on them.
Even so, the very nature of the theological dimension of the argument,
though addressed to the Gentiles, seems to be just as clearly intended to help
the Jewish believers take a different view of things in light of Christ and the
Spirit. Is this, then, his own rhetorical ploy, asking the Gentiles to back off
while at the same time challenging the Jewish position?

In any case, the argument itself, which is in four parts, begins (v. 3) with
a word to Gentiles® but thereafter is an appeal to both. The issues are “food”
(vv. 2-3, 6b) and “days” (vv. 5-6a). It is clear that God cares nothing at all
about observance. But since both the observant and the nonobservant are ac-
countable to God alone, any form of judgment (by the observant) or scorn (by
the nonobservant) is out. In fact, both will appear before God in judgment,
which serves as both warning and assurance—to both. The aim of all of this
seems twofold: to remove these matters from the area of genuine righteousness
and to demand that both peoples are responsible to God alone on such matters
and therefore may not judge or scorn each other. Thus Paul simultaneously
protects his gospel and those who would be abused by others.

What is striking in this section is its sudden christocentric focus, with
Christ mentioned as 6 xOpiog (the Lord) no less than eight times and the verb
kvpievewy (to rule over) once. As such, Christ the Lord assumes the role of di-
vine prerogative that in the Jewish world would be reserved for God alone.
Thus, even though God is the one who has accepted the weak person (v. 3),
that person stands or falls in terms of relationship to “his or her own Lord®®

57Part 1 (14:1-12) presents the issue and its basic solution; part 2 (14:13-23) is di-
rected primarily to the Gentiles: whatever their own personal practice might be be-
fore God, they are under obligation to love the Jews and thus not to offend or cause to
stumble. Here in particular the whole is directed practically toward the Gentiles;
nonetheless, it theologically also takes the side of the Gentiles and thereby in effect de-
molishes the position of the Jews; part 3 (15:1-6) is a final appeal to the Gentiles, sup-
ported by an appeal to the example of Christ, but it also brings in the Jews as well, by
way of a final prayer; part 4 (15:7-13) serves as conclusion to the whole argument:
first, with an appeal for both to accept each other, just as Christ has accepted you
(surely both in this case); second, as a supporting argument to the appeal in v. 7, that
the Christ who has accepted them both did so by way of Judaism but for the sake of
Gentiles; and third, declaring the final result, which is Jew and Gentile as one people,
together praising God, thus fulfilling the covenantal promises. All of which con-
cludes with a final prayer.

8 This seems to be made certain by the choice of the verb ¢£oubevéw here. Paul
uses kpivo and €€ovbevén (“to judge and “to scorn™) with consistency throughout
this passage as the two verbs that reflect the two attitudes involved—precisely the
Jewish and Gentile attitudes toward each other regarding the religious requirements
peculiar to the Jews in the Diaspora. Thus nonobservant Gentiles “scorn” the obser-
vant Jews, while the latter “judge” the former.

»Because the argument at this point begins by way of an analogy of the house-
hold, the tendency on the part of commentaries and translations is to represent this
first use of x¥prog at the metaphorical level; thus “before their own lord they stand
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(= Jesus Christ)” (v. 4). To which Paul immediately appends, “and they will
stand, for the Lord® is able to cause them to stand.” Then in verse 6b, after
mentioning the matter of observance/nonobservance of days, he concludes
that on both matters those (the Jews) who regard days as special and those
(the Gentiles) who eat everything®! must do so in relationship to “the Lord”
Jesus, since each gives thanks to God for their food, whether kosher®? or
nonkosher. Everything hinges on their belonging to the same Lord, not
whether they are kosher.

With that, Paul then takes off on what may look like a Pauline excur-
sion; but in fact, as the explanatory ydp (for) makes certain, Paul is setting
out to justify the prior assertion about their common Lord’s not caring about
kosher. At the same time, he anticipates the rest of the argument: even
though food is a matter of indifference to God, their belonging to the same
Lord also means that neither Jews nor Greeks live or die only to themselves,
as it were (v. 7). In living, they live for the Lord, and in dying, they still be-
long to the same Lord; so they are the Lord’s own people in both life and
death. Indeed, Paul says in one of his more ad hoc theological moments, this
is why Christ®? died and returned to life,%* so that he might have full lordship
over both the dead and the living.

or fall” (NRSV; cf. TNIV: “to their own master”). But this is a bit tricky, since it is clear
by the follow-on sentence that Paul already has Christ in mind; thus Paul is already
pointing to Christ when he gets to this point in the analogy. After all, he noticeably
does not use deonotg, which he well could have done in terms of the analogy itself.
Hence my capitalized “Lord” here and the inclusion of this instance in the count.
Some (e.g., Dunn, 2:796; Fitzmyer, 686, 690) would carry the analogy through to the
next sentence (“his master can cause him to stand”), but this seems to make very
little sense at the merely human level.

80The christological implications of this sentence are made plain by the later
scribes who changed kbptog to 8edg (D F G 048 33 1739 1881 M), almost certainly be-
cause what is said would most commonly be attributed to God himself.

61This seems intended to keep the careful balance with which the argument
began and has been maintained to this point; it is the Jewish Christian who will re-
gard some days (esp. Sabbath) as sacred, while the Gentile believer will not be kosher.

62This anachronism is used simply as contemporary shorthand for Jewish food
laws.

530ne should note the change to “Christ” at this point, since, for Paul, 6 xvprog
is the exalted Lord and therefore did not die on the cross; rather, it was the Jewish
Messiah who died for our sins. This change most likely was made simply by instinct.

64This is one of the more interesting moments where the Textus Receptus,
translated by the KJv, has conflated the competing texts East and West. The Alexan-
drian reading found in the modern critical texts is supported by X* A B C 365 1506
1739 1881 pe co; the “Western” reading, dvéotn, is read by F G 629. Beginning with
D and from there on, the two were conflated to read dvéot kal é{nocev, so that the
KJV has the strange rendering “both died, and rose, and revived.” But one can also
see the reason for the Western reading. This is in fact the single instance in the cor-
pus where Paul follows “Christ died” with this verb; in all other instances it is some
form of “he rose.” His choice here is predicated on the context, having to do with
the fact that whether one lives or dies, one is still under the lordship of the One
who “came to life.”
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Paul concludes by putting their present “judging” and “scorning” one
another into its ultimate eschatological context. All of them will stand be-
fore the bema of God (v. 10), where they each will give an account only for
themselves (v. 12). But in between these sentences, which logically go to-
gether, Paul has inserted biblical evidence in support. But evidence for what
is not totally clear. Is it for v. 9 (“Christ died and came to life so that he might
exercise lordship over both the living and the dead”), which serves to con-
clude vv. 7-8?7 Or is it evidence for v. 10 (“we must all appear before the bema
of God"), which brings closure to the argument that began in v. 1, doing so
by picking up the two negative verbs from v. 3 (“judge” and “scorn”)? A first
reading seems to favor the latter, but further reflection gives reason to pause
because the nature of the citation itself and two significant variations in the
textual tradition at the end of vv. 10 and 12. So in the end, I will argue, the
citation is evidence for both: they may not judge/condemn each other be-
cause they must all appear before God’s béma, where every knee will bow to
acknowledge Christ’s lordship while with their tongues they will confess/
praise God,% and this because the risen Lord has assumed lordship over both
the living and the dead.

We begin with the two textual issues. In asserting in v. 10 that “we all”
must stand before the divine bema, Paul is picking up a metaphor that he
first used in 2 Cor 5:10, where he asserted that all believers must appear be-
fore the bema of Christ. But now he almost certainly refers to the same event
as the béma of God. The evidence:

feov X* AB C*DF G 630 1506 1739 1852 2200 pc lat co
Xpiotod K¢ C?W 048 0209 6 33 1175 Ik r vg® sy McionT Ambst

In this case the evidence seems strongly to favor “God” as the original
text. Both the earliest and the best evidence read 6e0v; and a later change to
Xprotot is explicable as conforming to, and thus harmonizing with, what
Paul said in 2 Corinthians.

Second, at the end of v. 12, Paul concludes that at this bema, each of us
will either (a) give an account of our own selves or (b) give an account of
ourselves to God. Again the evidence:

+ 19 0ed X A CD W 048 0150 0209 33 81 1175 1241 2127 M lat sy co
- 19 0ed BF G 6 424¢ 1739 1881 2200 ith#or Cyp Ambst

This variation is not supported as strongly either way as with the for-
mer, and the two major early streams (Egypt and the Latin) have split evi-
dence; nonetheless the heart of the Egyptian tradition (B 1739) and the

%0n the meaning of é€oporoyficetal, see BDAG; it is very likely that here it
takes on the additional sense of “praise,” while in the Philippians usage (2:10) it
seems to mean “confess.”
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earliest Latin evidence support the text without t@ 6e®. Moreover, so-called
internal evidence is all on the side of the shorter text. It is the more difficult
reading to account for as a sheer mistake, since there is nothing in the sen-
tence that calls for an error of either sight or mind. At the same time, the
sentence almost begs for an indirect object; and “God” is the obvious choice,
given how both vv. 10 and 11 conclude. We may therefore safely determine
that Paul concluded this paragraph by saying (simply), “Therefore, each of
us shall give an account of ourselves.”

But from this point on, nothing is easy. Indeed, when we turn to the cita-
tion in v. 11 itself, we are faced with a complexity that is much easier to de-
scribe than to explain, as to either how it happened or what it means. Our
difficulties stem from three matters: (1) Paul’s text is a collage of two Isaianic
passages as they appear in the Septuagint (49:18; 45:23);%6 under ordinary cir-
cumstances one would simply assume that the “as I live, says the Lord” would
refer to God, as in all other of Paul’s citations of the Septuagint when it is in-
troduced by the formula “It is written”; but (2) the entire passage to this point
has had only to do with the Romans' relationship to Christ as Lord; and (3) the
major part of the citation will appear again in Phil 2:10, where it is specifically
interpreted in terms of “bowing the knee” to Christ as Lord.

So at issue is whether Paul intends “the Lord” in the first part of the ci-
tation (£ £yd, Aéyer xOprog [as I live, says the Lord]), and thus the “to me” in
the first line of the second citation, to refer to Christ or to God. And in a sec-
ondary way this will also determine how one sets out the poetry in an En-
glish translation, as two lines or three. Here are the texts themselves, and
one will note that the only difference between Paul and the Septuagint is the
word order of “every tongue confess”:

Isa 49:18 Lo yd, Aéyer kvpLog,

Isa 45:23 St gpol kdpwer mav Yovu xal é€oporoynoetan®’ naca
YA®GOO 10 Oe®

Rom 14:11a  £@ £yo, Afyet xOpLOG,

Rom 14:11b—¢ &1t £uot kauyet nav yovv kol naco yAdoosa £Eoporoynoetat
10 0

% This is said with a bit more confidence than is intended. In fact, the phrase “as
I live, says the LORD” occurs 22 times in the Septuagint; for the sake of discussion, I
have chosen simply to reference the one closest to Isa 45:23. It is the very common-
ness of the phrase that makes the issue of whether it is deliberate to be a bit tenuous.

67This is the reading of A and the corrector of X; B and R* read oueitot
(“swear”). On the probability that Alexandrinus has the original of the Septuagint
here, see G. D. Fee, Paul’s Letter to the Philippians (NICNT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1995), 223 n. 28. There can be little question that the text that Paul cites here and in
Phil 2:11 is the only one he had access to and is not his own creation. Although Paul
is not always precise regarding his biblical citations, neither does he make a point
based on a deliberate alteration.
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1. On the one hand, there is much to be said in favor of “God” as the ref-
erent for Aéyel xvprog. I note the following:

(a) The most immediately preceding divine person mentioned is God.
Thus: “For everyone will appear before the bema of God. For it is written: ‘As
I live, says the Lord (God), before me every knee will bow and every tongue
confess to God.”” At the same time, the later scribes had it right by inserting
“to God"” at the end of v. 12, since the judgment is pictured only as appearing
before God the Father.

{b) Probably the most telling matter on this side of things is the fact that
“As I live, says the Lord” appears within a citation that begins with the for-
mula “For it is written.” Everywhere else in the corpus where Paul includes
kvprog in such a citation, the referent is incidental to the point being made by
the citation, so one might legitimately assume that Yahweh himself is in-
tended simply by default.?® Thus the “addition” of “as the Lord says” would
simply be a Pauline way of emphasizing the divine oath that stands behind
the certainty of final judgment.

(c) This view also has the advantage of keeping the poetry of Isaiah in-
tact. In this case, the poetry would look like this:

14:11 {0 &yd, Aéyer kVprog,
6t £uol kGuyeL Tav yovu
Kal Taoo YAdooo EEoLoAOYNOETOL 16 OED.
As I live, says the Lord,

before me every knee will bow;
and every tongue will confess to God.

The interpretation would then be straightforward, with only one divine
person in view. God the Father, who is known throughout Scripture as “the
Living One,” swears by himself that they each will give an account only for
themselves regarding the matter of food and days.

2. But the very uniqueness of this combination, plus the fact that Paul’s
use of the text in Phil 2:10-11 is altogether christological, gives legitimate
reasons to pause. Thus, in favor of kvprog as referring to Christ are the fol-
lowing considerations:®®

(a) The addition of the {a £y®, Aéyer kOprog (by way of another passage
in Isaiah) is to be understood as intentional and thus to offer support for
what is stated clearly in v. 9: Christ died and ¢{foev (returned to life), with the
definite purpose of assuming lordship over both the living and the dead. So

%For these citations, see n. 7 in ch. 3.

%9 As far as I can discern, the only two who actually adopt this interpretation are
M. Black (“The Christological Use of the Old Testament in the New Testament,” NTS
18 [1971-1972]: 8) and D. B. Capes (Old Testament Yahweh Texts in Paul’s Christology
[WUNT 2/47; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1992], 123-30); Hurtado (Lord Jesus Christ,
112) remains ambivalent.
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the lead-in to the citation regarding universal judgment is, “As I [Christ] live,
says the Lord.”70

(b) In this case it would most likely have been added so that both Christ
the Lord and God the Father are understood to be present at this judgment,
which is quite in keeping with 2 Cor 5:10. If so, then the first line of the cita-
tion of Isa 45:23 has to do with Christ as well. Thus, “every knee will bow be-
fore me [= the Lord Christ], and every tongue will confess to God.”

(c) This is then further supported by the fact that Paul will pick up this
passage again in Phil 2:10-11 in precisely this way. At his exaltation, Christ
Jesus is given the Name above every name, which means that he is now the
“Lord” of the x¥prog = Adonai = YHWH text of the OT. Thus, before Christ
every knee will bow and every tongue make confession: The Lord is Jesus
Christ. At the same time, the ¢ 6e¢ of the Septuagint appears at the end as
“to the glory of God the Father,” who has thus exalted Christ and bestowed
on him the Name. This combination in Philippians is thus to be seen as fully
echoing the usage first set forward here.

(d) This interpretation then also comports with the fact that the present
passage is dominated unequivocally by 6 x0prog = Christ Jesus, and would
therefore keep this referent intact. In the entire passage the only exception to
Christ as Lord over all is when Paul brings in “the bema of God” in v. 12, pre-
cisely so that the final judgment is before both Christ, who as the risen One is
thus “Lord” over both the living and the dead, and God the Father, before
whom everyone will ultimately make “confession.”

(e) This would further explain the textual confusion regarding bema. Not
only would scribes have been aware that this phrase is expressed as the
“bema of Christ” in 2 Corinthians, and so substituted “Christ” here (in v. 10),
but also they could have been sensitive to the context. The same Lord whose
lordship is over both the living and the dead is the one before whom they
shall all appear at the final judgment.

(f) Finally—and this became decisive for me—this best explains why
there is no indirect object at the end of v. 12. In this interpretation, everyone
bows before Christ and praises God; and in so doing, everyone will give ac-
count only for oneself, not for the other who eats or does not eat, depending
on people’s point of view. And thus there is no emphasis on giving an ac-
count to God for how one lived regarding this matter.

If this understanding were in fact Paul’s intent, then his citation would
look like this (using the bold and underline as throughout this study):

14:11 (® &yd, Aéyer kOprLog, 611 £pot kdpyel nav yovu
Kol Tdoo yA@coa eEopoloynoeetol 10 Q.

As I live, says the Lord, before me every knee will bow;
and every tongue will confess to God.

7Black sees this as decisive. As he put it, “This is Pauline hermeneutic: praise to
God accompanies homage to Christ as Lord” (“Christological Use.” 8).
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In this case, and in keeping with what Paul says elsewhere, both the
Father and the Son share position at the final judgment. Furthermore, it
would be in keeping with the mood of v. 18 that follows: “anyone who
serves Christ in this way is pleasing to God and approved by other people.”

In the end, these various reasons seem considerably to outweigh the
strongest argument for “God”: Pauline usage in “citations” elsewhere, where
mention of kUplog in the citation is quite incidental to the point of the cita-
tion.”! Indeed, intentionality is the very factor that needs to be brought to
bear here and makes this “citation” different from the others. There are two
reasons for thinking so in this case. First, the “addition” of an oath formula
to the citation is singular to this one instance in the corpus. Elsewhere Paul
has simply added a Aéyet k¥prog to a citation (2 Cor 6:17, 18; Rom 11:3;
12:19); and in each case this is done to establish that what Paul cites is not
simply Scripture but is in fact what Yahweh himself has spoken.

This suggests, second, that in this case it is more than simply an oath
formula, although it also functions as such; rather, it is a deliberate, now
scriptural, pickup of the astounding asseveration in v. 9, that the very reason
Christ died and came to live again was so that he might assume lordship over
both the living and the dead, both of whom will bow before him as Lord
when they appear before the bema of God.

That leads, then, to some summary observations about the very high
Christology of this passage, where Paul speaks consistently of Christ as
“the Lord.”

1. The word “Lord” in this passage carries both its titular sense (as a
referent to Christ as the divine “Lord” by virtue of his resurrection) and its
functional sense (as the “Lord” to whom everyone is ultimately in servi-
tude). The fact that the double sense of this language is used exclusively of
God in the OT points to an exceptionally high Christology. People are sub-
ject to kings, rulers, or householders as their earthly “lords”; however, God
alone has the ultimate lordship over all things and thus rightfully is called
Adonai Yahweh, In this passage, Christ as Lord has already assumed this
role for Paul.

2. In this case, Christ’s lordship, on the basis of his own death and resur-
rection, is asserted to extend over both the living and the dead. Under any
circumstances, in Jewish thought this is the prerogative of God alone; and in
Paul’s understanding, Christ thus shares this ultimate divine prerogative.

3. This understanding of Christ’s ultimate lordship is thus the presuppo-
sition of the entire argument. The reason that one side or the other is not al-
lowed to “win” the battle over food and days is that such things are
ultimately irrelevant to the Lord Christ himself. Not only so, he is the one
who will cause people to stand in their own times of weakness (v. 4).

4. Because of his present lordship over the living and the dead, Christ
also appears with the Father at the final assize. The clear implication of ac-

7ISee n. 7 in ch. 3.
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countability to the Son (both here and in 2 Cor 5:10) as well as to the Father
indicates that both share alike in the divine identity and that there is there-
fore conceptual overlap as to their being.

5. Finally, if, on the basis of the more common interpretation, Christ is
not here pictured as one of the divine persons involved in the final judgment,
that is in fact said of him elsewhere (2 Cor 5:10). And since that is so, then
the very fact that the text can be cogently argued as referring to Christ is in
itself an acknowledgment of the high Christology assumed throughout the
passage.

Romans 16:1-16, 18

This final set of xUplog texts in this letter have very little christological
import; they are brought into the picture here because they make clear that
the phrases “in Christ” (év Xpiot®) and “in the Lord” (¢v xvpi@) are com-
pletely interchangeable. Thus Paul begins by urging that the Roman Chris-
tian communities receive Phoebe, the bearer of the letter, “in the Lord” in a
manner worthy of the saints. Thereafter Paul alternates between believers’
being “in the Lord” and being “in Christ.” Prisca and Aquila are co-laborers
“in Christ Jesus” (v. 3), as is Urbanus (v. 9); Epenetus is the firstfruits of Asia
“for Christ” (v. 5); Andronicus and Junia, who are noted among the apostles,
were “in Christ” (v. 7) before Paul was, while Apelles has proved trustworthy
“in Christ” (v. 10).

Others are “in the Lord” in similar ways. Ampliatus is “my beloved in
the Lord” (v. 8); Trophena and Tryphosa have “labored in the Lord,” while
Persis has “labored greatly in the Lord” (v. 12); Rufus is “elect in the Lord”
(v. 13), while the members of the household of Narcissus are simply “in
the Lord.”

All of this to point out that for Paul, existence in the newly formed
people of God means that all alike live in the same sphere of life in the Spirit,
which means that they exist, live, and labor “in the Lord.” This christo-
centric understanding of existence finds further expression in any number
of ways in this letter, in which almost everything done by the believer is in
some way related to Christ. I simply list them here and let their very number
indicate how, for all the theocentric nature of the argument of this letter,
Paul’s understanding of life in the present age is thoroughly shaped by life
in Christ:

11 Paul is an apostle “of Christ Jesus”
1:5 Paul’s apostleship is “through him [Jesus Christ our Lord]”

1:6 The Roman believers have been called “of Christ” (= to be his
“called ones”)

1:8 Paul gives thanks through Christ Jesus (cf. 7:25)
2:16 God will judge the secrets of the heart “through Christ Jesus”
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3:22
3:24
51

511
6:3

6:11
6:23
7:25

81
8:10
8:35
8:39
9:3
10:4
10:17
13:14

14:14

14:18
15:16
15:17

15:18

15:29

16:22
16:27

One’s faith is “in Christ Jesus”

The source of redemption is Christ Jesus

Our peace with God comes “through our Lord Jesus Christ”
Our boast in God is “through our Lord Jesus Christ”

We were baptized “into Christ Jesus”

We are alive to God as we are “in Christ Jesus”

The gift of eternal life is “in Christ Jesus our Lord”

Our deliverance from condemnation is through “Jesus Christ our
Lord”

Being “in Christ Jesus,” therefore, means no condemnation
Christ himself lives in us (by his Spirit is implied)

Nothing can separate us from the love of Christ (cf. v. 37)
Indeed, God’s own love is found “in Christ Jesus our Lord”
To be condemned would equal receiving Christ’s anathema
Christ is himself the culmination of the law

The gospel itself is described as “the word about Christ”

The antidote to sinful behavior is to be “clothed with the Lord
Jesus Christ”

The Lord Jesus is the source of Paul’s persuasion that nothing is
unclean in itself

Serving Christ by honoring a brother or sister is what pleases God
Paul’s ministry to the Gentiles is “from Christ Jesus”

Therefore, Paul’s only boast is “in Christ Jesus” regarding the
things of God

Because it is Christ Jesus who has accomplished everything
through him

Paul’s coming to Rome would be in the “full measure of the bless-
ing of Christ”

Tertius's own greeting is “in the Lord”
And the final doxology of glory to God is “through Jesus Christ”

This list leads us, then, to note at the end those few instances in this let-
ter where Christ shares divine prerogatives with God the Father.

Christ and the Divine Prerogatives

As with all the preceding letters, and in equally presuppositional ways,
in Romans Paul speaks of Christ as sharer in what are, for Paul, especially
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divine prerogatives. However, because of the basically theocentric character
of the argument of this letter, there are fewer of these than one might ex-
pect, given its length.

The Spirit of Christ (Rom 8:9-11)

Four times in the corpus the Holy Spirit, whom Paul ordinarily denomi-
nates as “the Spirit of God,” is called the “Spirit of Christ.” We have already
seen this at work in 2 Cor 3:17 and Gal 4:6, and we will see it again in Phil
1:19. But there is nothing eise quite like what he does in Rom 8:9-10. Believ-
ers are “in the Spirit” because they have “the Spirit of God.” In the very next
breath, this same Spirit is called “the Spirit of Christ,” which in turn is fol-
lowed by “if Christ is in you.””2 It is precisely this kind of interchange in
Paul’s thought that led to the Trinitarian ontological discussions concerning
the deity of Christ and the Spirit in the following centuries. Here I simply
point out that this is the highest kind of shared prerogative that points with
a steady bead toward Christ’s full divinity. The one whom Paul identifies on
two other occasions as “the same/one Spirit,” in a context where he likewise
identifies Christ as “the same/one Lord” and the Father as “the same/one
God” (1 Cor 12:4-6; Eph 4:4-6), is at one and the same time the Spirit of both
the Father and the Son.

But in this case more needs to be said because of the role that this passage
has played in discussions of an alleged Spirit Christology”3 in Paul’s thought.
At issue is whether Paul intends a full identification of the risen Christ with
the Spirit, so that in effect the two are the same in terms of “being.”’* There

720n the significance of this passage for Paul’s pneumatology, see Fee, God's Em-
powering Presence, 543-54.

73This is one of most truly slippery terms to be found in the NT academy. By defi-
nition, it should mean that Christ and the Spirit are understood to be ontologically
the same reality; and that is in fact what some are quite willing to assert. See, e.g.,
I. Hermann, Kyrios und Pneuma: Studien zur Christologie der paulinischen Hauptbriefe
(SANT 2; Munich: Kosel, 1961), 132-26. On the other hand, similar things are said
boldly by, e.g., Dunn (see the next note) and Hamilton (Holy Spirit and Eschatology,
3-16), who asserts distinction on p. 3 but then spends the rest of the chapter arguing
vigorously for common identity.

74The language in the literature is especially confusing at this point. On the
one hand, all would agree that in the present scene, the “not yet” of partly realized
eschatology, one’s experience of Christ is through the Spirit. On the other hand,
one finds in support of this statements such as “Immanent christology is for Paul
pneumatology; in the believer’s experience there is no distinction between Christ
and the Spirit. This does not mean of course that Paul makes no distinction be-
tween Christ and Spirit. But it does mean that later Trinitarian dogma cannot
readily look to Paul for support at this point” (J. D. G. Dunn, “1 Corinthians 15:45—
Last Adam, Life-Giving Spirit,” in Christ and Spirit in the New Testament: Studies in
Honour of Charles Francis Digby Moule [ed. B. Lindars and S. S. Smalley; London:
Cambridge University Press, 1973], 139). The latter, of course, is patently not true,
as the brief analysis of this chapter will point out. But this seems to be a strange
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can be little question that for Paul, at the experiential level one actualizes the
reality of the living Christ through the agency of the Spirit. But the same
holds true with regard to the Spirit and God the Father; and in any case, the
present passage hardly lends itself to a full identification. What Paul intends
here is not something primarily ontological; rather, the final phrase, “if
Christ is in you,” is shorthand for what he has just said: “If anyone does not
have the Spirit of Christ, that person does not belong to Christ.” The pickup
clause then puts that in brief, “but if Christ is in you,” by which in context
he intends, “if Christ by his Spirit is in you.””> The italicized words are simply
unnecessary to add because they should be clear enough to the reader from
what has been said in the immediately preceding clause.

In the end, therefore, this passage is one of the more significant proto-
Trinitarian texts in the Pauline corpus. Whatever else, Paul sees God's sav-
ing work as conjointly that of the Father, the Son, and the Spirit; and there-
fore the Spirit is understood by him to be the Spirit both of the Father and of
the Son.

The Love of Christ (Rom 8:35)

In returning to this great conclusion to 1:18-8:30 discussed above, we
note finally that in the same passage Paul speaks of Christ as loving us
(vv. 35, 37) and then concludes the whole argument by referring to “the love
of God that is in Christ Jesus our Lord.” On its own, Christ’s love could be un-
derstood simply as agency, but the entire passage indicates that the love that
God has shown us, which resides in God's own character (Rom 5:5-8), is
equally to be understood as Christ’s own love toward us, which also rests in
his equally divine character.”® On this shared attribute, see discussion on
2 Thess 2:13 in ch. 2 (cf. 2 Cor 5:14).

confusion of terms. “Immanent Christology” has to do with ontology, Christ in his
being; so Dunn'’s first statement subverts what he says in his second and third ones.
If distinctions can indeed be made, then such distinctions must be worked out
theologically; and whatever else is true in Paul, there is no confusion or fusion of
the risen Christ with the Holy Spirit. As with God the Father, so with Christ: both
are understood to be actively at work in the believer and in the world by means of
the one Spirit. For a critique of “Spirit Christology” as such, see Fee, “Christology
and Pneumatology.”

75This is very much in keeping with the same kind of misreading of Paul that
one finds in Dunn and others regarding 1 Cor 1:24, where it is asserted that Paul
identifies Christ with personified Wisdom. That in fact is a serious misreading of
Paul, where “Christ” in v. 24 is clearly and only an abbreviated pickup of “Christ cru-
cified” in v. 23 (i.e., Paul intends, “Christ crucified is God's power and God's wisdom”).
To read it otherwise is to read a foreign agenda into Paul's singularly soteriological
sentence. See the discussion of this text in ch. 3 (pp. 100-106) and the discussion of
the confusion with “Wisdom” in appendix A (pp. 594-619).

76Cf. Cranfield: Paul “can speak indifferently of the love of God and the love of
Christ” (2:529).
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An Appeal through Christ (Rom 15;30)

Finally, as also in preceding letters,”” Paul bases an appeal “through our
Lord Jesus Christ.” The fact that this appeal is made to both Christ and the
Spirit probably says more about the role of the Spirit in Pauline theology
than that of Christ. Nonetheless, such an appeal comes very close to the
kind of “oath-taking” that in the OT is commanded to be done in Yahweh's
name alone. Again, that Paul can so easily appeal to Christ in such instances
says something about the presuppositional nature of his Christology.

All the Assemblies of Christ (Rom 16:16)

At the end of the long series of greetings to various people known to
Paul, he concludes, as he often does, with a reciprocal greeting from believ-
ers in the place where he is writing. In all other such moments Paul speaks
of “the assembly/ies of God,””® and in each case the genitive is arguably
both possessive and descriptive: the churches belong to God and exist for his
purposes in the world. The phrase itself occurs a few times in the Septuagint,
most often as “the Lord’'s [= Yahweh's] assembly” (éxxAncia xuvpiov).”?
Thus, the various Greco-Roman towns and cities where Paul has established
Christian communities have another “assembly” in their midst, one that be-
longs to the living God or, in this one instance, to the risen Christ. The inter-
change is remarkable for the very reason that it is basically unnoticeable, so
that what is ordinarily understood as belonging to God is here designated as
belonging to Christ, an obviously shared divine prerogative.

Jesus as Second Adam

For the third and final time in his letters, Paul in Rom 5:12-21 explicitly®°
contrasts Christ with Adam. In the two prior instances (1 Cor 15:21-22,
44b—49), Paul brought Adam into the picture within the context of the two
parts of his argument with the Corinthians regarding the resurrection. In the
first instance, the certainty of a future resurrection of believers is predicated

77See pp. 46 and 67 in ch. 2.

78See 1 Thess 2:14; 2 Thess 1:4; 1 Cor 1:2; 10:32; 11:16, 22; 15:9; 2 Cor 1:1; Gal
1:13; 1 Tim 3:5; 3:15; of these, 1 Thess 2:14; 2 Thess 1:4; 1 Cor 11:16; 1 Tim 3:5 are plu-
ral, as here.

78ee Deut 23:1, 2; 1 Chr 28:8; Mic 2:5; in Neh 13:1, “assembly of God” (¢xxAncia
Be0V).

801 make this point because on the basis of these explicit references there is a ten-
dency on the part of some to extrapolate this theme and find it in several instances
where emphasis on Christ's humanity is in view (see esp. Dunn, Christology in the Mak-
ing, 98-128; Wright, Climax of the Covenant, 5762, 90-97). But there seems to be little
warrant for such extrapolation, since Paul himself quite explicitly calls forth this imag-
ery only in very specific situations; and he speaks of Christ’s humanity in a variety of
ways and situations. See further, in the present volume, chs. 12 and 13.
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on Christ’s own resurrection. Just as the first Adam brought sin and death
into the world, which we inherited from him, so Christ as the second Adam
has been raised to guarantee that resurrection life is God’s response to our
being destined for death. In the second instance, the contrast exists as part of
the argument that the future resurrection will be bodily. Just as we bear the
body subject to decay that is ours through Adam, so in the resurrection be-
lievers will bear a body like that of the risen Christ. Thus Adam serves in both
instances as the progenitor of our race, now destined for death and decay.

In this third instance (Rom 5:12-21), the contrast is altogether on the
issue of sin and righteousness. Just as sin entered the world through a man,
so righteousness has been made available to the sinful through a man. And
the interest in this instance is on the universality of both the sin and the
righteousness: the righteousness that Christ has provided is for all who have
sinned, Jew and Gentile alike, and thus countermands any necessity for Gen-
tiles to “do law” as a way toward righteousness. One therefore should not
make more of the use of timog than Paul himself does. Adam is a “type” in
the sense of pattern only, not in some larger primordial theological sense.8!

It should be noted that the common denominator of the three passages
in which Adam is mentioned explicitly is twofold. First, Adam is brought
into the picture only in cases where Paul’s argument embraces the universal
nature of human sinfulness that results in death. Second, and for our pres-
ent purposes the crucial matter, in each case Paul brings Christ into the pic-
ture to emphasize his genuine humanity, a humanity that he shared fully
with Adam and thus with us, but without sin.

It should be further noted here, therefore, that these three instances of
contrast between Adam and Christ, where the issue is human sinfulness
(Adam) and redemption (Christ), hardly warrant the overblown emphasis on
a so-called Adam Christology that one finds in some quarters. The usage for
Paul is altogether by way of analogy: Adam as sinner; Christ as second Adam
nullifying the effects of Adam's heritage. The only other certain echo between
Adam and Christ is that noted above on 8:29, where the Son is seen as bearing
both the divine and therefore the true human eixdv (image), thus deliberately
picking up the language of the Septuagint of Gen 1:26-27. And although this
is an echo of considerable significance, it hardly warrants an understanding
of Christ as second Adam that often goes considerably beyond the biblical ac-
count itself and thus takes Paul’s Christology where Paul himself does not go.

Does Paul Call the Messiah “God”?>—Romans 9:5

Romans 9:5 presents us with one of the more difficult (possibly)
christological texts in the corpus. The question is whether Paul intended the

810n this matter, see Schlatter, 129; cf. Barrett, 112.
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doxologic moment at the end of his sentence to refer to the Messiah or to
God the Father. At issue is a matter of punctuation, where the “normal”
grammatical reading of the text and its actual content seem to stand at odds
with each other.3? The text reads (without any punctuation, as would be
true in the manuscript tradition),

9:5 oitivégeioiv TopomAital . . . dv ol matépag kol £€ dv O Xprotog o
KOTO 64pK0o O OV £ TavTev BE0G eDA0YNTOC £1¢ TOUG AldVOg GuNY
who are Israelites . . . whose are the Fathers and from whom the Messiah according
to the flesh the one who is over all God blessed forever amen

The primary translational options (beginning with 6 Xp1o19¢) are three:83

(1) ... the Messiah as to his earthly life, who is God over all, blessed
forever;

(2) ... the Messiah as to his earthly life, who is over all things. May God
be blessed forever.

(3) ... the Messiah as to his earthly life. May God who is over all things
be blessed forever.

The point to be made is that if there were no issue with regard to what is
said, one probably would read the 6 @v as modifying 6 Xpiotdc. But the what
in this case seems heavily to outweigh our grammatical expectations, hence
another equally acceptable grammatical option is preferred by many.

But we should also note that the only thing in favor of reading the final
phrase as modifying “the Messiah” is the alleged “normal” way of reading
the grammatical construction.8 Since every other consideration seems to
stand against it, here is a case where “normal” is probably in the eye of the

beholder; indeed, “normal” does not mean that another way of punctuation

8280 much so that as long ago as 1904, F. C. Burkitt commented that “the punc-
tuation [of Rom 9:5] has probably been more discussed than that of any other sen-
tence in literature” (“On Romans ix 5 and Mark xiv 61,” JTS 5 [1904]: 451). The most
recent and thorough discussions of the text are by B. M. Metzger (“The Punctuation
of Rom. 9:5,” in Lindars and Smalley, Christ and Spirit, 95-112) and M. J. Harris (Jesus
as God: The New Testament Use of Theos in Reference to Jesus [Grand Rapids: Baker,
1992], 143-72), who argue the position opposite to the one presented here (cf. the
succinct discussion in Cranfield, 2:464-70); others who favor the opposite view in-
clude Hodge, Godet, Sanday and Headlam, Schlatter, Murray, Fitzmyer, Moo,
Schreiner.

83Metzger lists eight different punctuational options that have been argued for
(cf. Cranfield [2:465-70], who works through a list of six). But in the end, as
Metzger's summarization points out, all of them boil down to one of the three pre-
sented here.

84] do not intend the quotation marks to be pejorative; this is both the reality of
the structure and the term that occurs over and again in Metzger’s article to describe
option 1.
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is “not normal.” Rather, in this case it simply means that without punctua-
tion, one’s first instincts are to read the text with the final clause modifying 6
Xprotog. But as everyone also acknowledges, when one comes to the word
0e0g, there is every good reason to pause, since one's first instincts are con-
fronted with a second circumstance, which stands contrary to those in-
stincts. And in the end, I think that these reasons for pause far outweigh
what one might perceive as “normal” grammar, since in fact other ways of
punctuating equally conform to Pauline usage elsewhere. Here are my rea-
sons for going with option 3, which at the same time stand over against
option 1.8

1. Very early on in his letters, in a passage of some significance and de-
liberation, Paul divided the Jewish Shema into two parts (1 Cor 8:6),%0 identi-
fying the one 8ed¢ as the Father, and the one kVpiog as Jesus Christ (the
Son); and so, using a Christian interpretation of the Shema as his point of
departure, he distinguished between 8e6¢ and kvprog while at the same time
including Christ in the divine identity. The “one Lord God” is now to be un-
derstood as “God the Father” and “the Lord, Jesus Christ.”

The point to be made here is that these linguistic distinctions prevail
throughout the corpus, including the letters to Timothy and Titus. The only
exceptions are those citations from the Septuagint where no point is being
made as to who x¥piog is.8” [ do not mean that all are agreed on this. But
those who disagree do so only in instances where they think that k0piog re-
fers to God the Father and not to Christ; it is never the other way around.
And even in these cases, contextual considerations suggest otherwise, since
in every case one must run roughshod over Paul’s own clear distinctions
that stand at the beginning of each of his letters, and do so without ade-
quate contextual justification.® Moreover, Paul does not elsewhere inter-
change these two terms, so that one is left guessing as to whom xtpiog and
0edg refer.

8580 also the commentaries by Denney, Barth, Barrett, Kdsemann, Dunn,
Stuhlmacher, Byrne; see also O. Kuss, “Zu Rémer 9,5, in Rechtfertigung: Festschrift
fiir Ernst Kdsemann zum 70. Geburtstag (ed. J. Friedrich, W. P6hlmann, and P.
Stuhlmacher; Tiibingen, Mohr Siebeck, 1976), 291-303; Richardson, Paul’s Language
about God, 30-31.

86 Metzger (“Punctuation of Rom. 9:5,” 110) objects that “the decisive argument
[against the ‘normal’ reading] is one which is external to the passage under consider-
ation.” But he too appeals to supporting data in the corpus outside Romans. The first
point to be made here is that the identifications that Paul makes in 1 Cor 8:6 carry
through consistently elsewhere in Romans itself, so that if the alleged “normal”
reading is the correct one here, then this unique moment in Romans is also unique
to the entire Pauline church corpus and probably the entire corpus that includes the
Pastoral Epistles (for the possible exception, see the discussion of Titus 2:13 in ch. 10
of the present volume). So also Barth (330), who adds the point that this text never
played a role in the christological controversies of the early church.

87See n. 7 in ch. 3; cf. the discussion of Rom 14:10~11 above.

88See, e.g., the discussion of 2 Thess 2:13 and 3:1-5 in ch. 2.
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2. The issue of Pauline (grammatical/syntactical) usage elsewhere is
often brought into the picture; but this can be a mixed bag having to do fi-
nally with which analogies one considers the more significant. For me, the
most telling of these is that found in the two other instances of Paul's
doxologic use of gbroyntog (Rom 1:25; 2 Cor 11:31); and of these, the one
that stands toward the beginning of the present letter seems especially signifi-
cant. Here are the two passages in parallel (plus 2 Cor 11:31):

Rom 1:25 mapd 10v xticovia, O¢ £otv £0Aoyntog
£1¢ ToUg aldvag. apunyv.

Rom 9:5 0 Qv £l TAVTGVY 0e0¢ £0A0YNTOG
€lg toVg al@dvag, aunv.

2 Cor 11:31 § 0edg kai mathp tod kvpiov Incod oidev, 6 dv edroynTog
£1¢ ToVg alevag, étu . . .

Apart from the grammatical considerations that play into the present
sentence, these two “blessings” of God are nearly identical, the blessing itself
being identical in all three instances. The differences lie only with the lead-
in, as to how 6edq is identified in each case; and in each case the context is
what calls for that lead-in. One will note that in both cases God is blessed as
the Creator/Ruler of all that is.

3. Pauline emphases both in Romans as a whole and in the present pas-
sage in particular (chs. 9-11) are so thoroughly theocentric that one would
seem to need more than simply a single grammatical option to overturn
that emphasis in this letter. Even more is this so in the present passage it-
self, where the narrative of vv. 3-5 up to the doxology puts the Messiah as
the climactic moment of Israel’s privileges. The argument that follows
keeps the same theocentric pattern, with Christ emerging as God’s own
way of bringing Torah observance to an end, so that the confession of
“Jesus as kvprog” is the singular way Jew and Gentile together come into
the blessing of God (9:30-10:21). It would seem strikingly strange for Paul,
as a climax to this list of Jewish privileges in a very Jewish context, to bless
the Messiah as God®® when a doxology to God for all these privileges seems
to be much more fitting.%°

89This point is passed over far too casually by those who see the doxology as re-
ferring to Christ. Indeed, it is of some interest that most modern commentators cor-
rectly recognize the 6 Xpiotdg as titular (= the Messiah) (cf. NRSV, NAB, REB, TNIV) but
those who see the doxology as being to Christ then treat the title as a name, since it
wrenches all Jewish (including NT) messianism to say “the Messiah is God”; see point
4 below.

90Cf. Kdsemann: “A doxology [to God] is appropriate, since God has given
the blessings and in so doing, as in blessings granted to the Christian community
..., he has shown himself to be ¢ @v éni rdvtov, namely the one who directs his-
tory” (260).
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Under this way of looking at things, both the introduction to the present
section (9:1-5), which climaxes with the gift of the Messiah, and the long ar-
gument of the section®! are brought to fitting climax with a final “blessing of
God" in 11:33-36. Together, these “blessings” have the effect of bookending
the argument of chs. 9-11; and since the latter is purely theocentric, the like-
lihood is that the former is as well, especially since Christ is simply not the
focus of either the list of Jewish privileges (he is the climax but not the focus)
or the argument that follows.

4. Along this same line, it is generally agreed that 6 Xpiotdg in this case
is titular. Granted that by now it also functions as a “name” for Jesus and
thus here could be doing double duty, nonetheless, this titular use seems es-
pecially telling against the probability that 6 @v . . . 6edg is intended to stand
in apposition with “the Messiah.” It would be one thing for Paul to refer to
Jesus Christ or to the Son as “God”; it would be quite another for him deliber-
ately to put the coming of the Messiah as the climax of Jewish privileges and
then suggest by way of doxology that the Messiah himself is God. This seems
to stretch the bounds of probability by too much.

5. Finally, what seems to favor the “normal” reading does not necessarily
do so. At issue are two matters: the appearance of 6 dv, and the preposi-
tional phrase éni ndvtav that immediately follows.

(a) The phrase 6 av, which occurs only two times in the corpus (here and
2 Cor 11:31), is often seen as the clinching grammatical point that favors op-
tion 1. But one should note that in its first occurrence (2 Cor 11:31), the phrase
appears as a piece of straightforward prose. It sits in the sentence in such a
way that its sense and meaning are clear, and the grammar itself allows no
other meaning. Paul is here effecting an oath, the closest thing in the NT to
the later common rabbinic insertion of “blessed be He” after the mention of
God. Thus, “the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ knows—he who is
blessed forever—that [ am not lying.” What is significant about the phrase 6
ov is how unnecessary the participle dv is in this instance. In the stilted En-
glish of the NASU one reads, “The God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, He
who is blessed forever, knows. . . .” But without the &v, one would read it ex-
actly the same way and would not miss the participle if it were not there. On
the other hand, the insertion of this (unnecesary) participle is probably in-
tended to highlight that this interrupting phrase in fact goes back to the sub-
ject “our God and Father” and thus not to “our Lord Jesus Christ.”

In the same way, the participle is equally unnecessary in the text under
discussion if the blessing were to refer to Christ. Paul could simply have of-
fered a straight appositive: £€ dv 6 Xp1otdg 10 xatd odpka, O £mi tdviov 8e0g
£0A0YNTOG €16 ToVG aldvag, dufyv (from whom is the Messiah as to his earthly
life, God over all, blessed forever. Amen.). Thus the appearance of the év, which
is often regarded as the clincher as referring to Christ, in fact does no such

"Which, somewhat ironically, given the argument of chs. 1-5, now has to do
with the ultimate inclusion of Israel along with the Gentiles!
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thing. To the contrary, it very likely occurs in this case precisely because
Paul intended a change of subject.

(b) This is further confirmed by what is for me the clinching point:
Paul's use of an “inclosed” word order, where the preposition “over all
things” occurs between the 6 év and its noun, 8edc. The reason for this is
most likely for emphasis; and in so doing, Paul picks up the “blessing” from
1:25, where the emphasis was on God as Creator. At this later point in the ar-
gument Paul now puts his emphasis on the fact that the Creator God is him-
self over all things, including especially the list of Jewish privileges that
climaxed with the gift of “the Messiah in his earthly life.”

Thus, if we were to change this word order to the “normal” (unambigu-
ous) one, 6 H0¢ O Av £xni ndvrev edAoYNTOC, then the ascription of the doxol-
ogy to Christ simply would not have happened, or at least it would have
happened less frequently. On the basis of Pauline usage elsewhere, one
would put a full stop after xota odpxo and read the doxology in the “nor-
mal” Pauline way: “May God who is over all be blessed forever. Amen.” And
in doing so, one would both keep to Pauline usage elsewhere and recognize
that this sudden blessing of God is typically Pauline, especially so in a pas-
sage where he has enumerated Jewish “privileges.” The God who is over all
things, including this history of his people that climaxes with the gift of the
Messiah, is to be praised forever.

My point, then, is that the presence of the @v is ultimately irrelevant in
terms of meaning but its occurrence is almost certainly responsible for the
present word order.2 Had Paul chosen to emphasize only that God should be
blessed forever, then none of this discussion would have happened because
there would have been no @v £ri ndviev. But since the emphasis is on God’s
being the ultimate source and ruler of “all things,” especially the glorious
history of his people, the word order comes out the way it does. It seems in-
congruous both to the letter as a whole and to the present context in partic-
ular—mnot to mention Paul’s usage throughout the corpus—that Paul should
suddenly call the Messiah 8e6¢ when his coming in the flesh is the ultimate
expression of what God is doing in the world.

It should be pointed out at the end that even if this way of looking at
things is deemed to be the less likely option here, it can hardly be questioned
either as a possible or likely way of interpreting the grammar. And since
that is the case, it means that there is in fact no certain instance where Paul
calls Christ 6 8ed¢, which is precisely what we should expect, given the clear
distinctions that he presents both in his reworking of the Shema and in the
salutations of all his letters. A “possible” reading of ambiguous grammar
simply does not carry the same weight as certain usage does.

92Except for option 2, it should be noted. That is, the participle seems quite nec-
essary for this option to have been considered at all. In this case the phrase would be
in apposition to “the Messiah,” as the climactic moment to the climactic reference to
“the Messiah.” In many ways this could be the most attractive option of all, except
for the anarthrous use of 9gdg, which seems to be too great a hurdle to overcome.
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Conclusion

Since conclusions have been forthcoming throughout this chapter, 1
need to go back to what was observed at the beginning, but now to note the
significance of the considerably high Christology that emerges in this letter.

Whatever else is true of Romans, it is the most thoroughly theocentric
epistle in the corpus. Written to a community that knows Paul only by repu-
tation (1:11-13; 15:22-29), this letter has the appearance of being more care-
fully “composed” than many of the others. In such a letter, with its
theocentric focus, one might also expect Paul to be more considered in the
way he speaks of Christ as Son and Lord, which in fact seems to be the case.
It is therefore of some significance that we find here, as elsewhere, both pur-
poseful and presuppositional statements about Christ as Lord that indicate
the same high Christology that has emerged in the earlier letters.

The primary focus on Christ is as the Son of God, and it is clear by the
way he is introduced at the outset (1:2—4) that the messianic Son of God (as
David’s scion) is first of all the preexistent Son, who came to earth as the one
sent by the Father. At the same time, both the messianic-Son aspect of this
title (Messiah as to his earthly life [9:5; cf. 1:2]) and the comparison with
Adam put full emphasis on the genuineness of his humanity. A docetic view
of Christ is quite impossible on the basis of the evidence of this letter.

At the same time, the preexistent, incarnate Son of God has also fully
assumed the role of “Lord” by virtue of his resurrection from the dead.
Thus, as before, he is “the Lord” of the oT texts upon whom people now call
for salvation (10:9-13), and he is now the Lord of both the living and the
dead (14:9), who (probably) shares in the final judgment—the ultimate di-
vine prerogatives.

Appendix I: The Texts

(brackets [[ ]] indicate texts with references to God alone; triple brackets [[[ ]]]
with italics indicate citations from the LxX, where kyrios refers to Yahweh)

1:1-7 'Tadiog dodrog Xpretod Tneod, kAntdg drdctolog dompLouévog gic
£0ayyEMOV B0V, *0 mpoennyyeiAato 814 1@V TPOPNTOY aUTOD &V Ypadaic
aytlaig ‘nept Tod vied av1od Tod YEVOopEvou €k onépuatog Aavid KoTd
oapka, ‘10D 0pLoBévTog V10D BE0D £V SUVANEL KOTO TveDdua GylocHvng €&
avactdceng vekpdv, Tnood Xpiotod tod xvpiov fudv, 8t 00 £AdPouev
XGPLY KOl GTOGTOANY £1¢ VooV MioTERG £V TAGLY 101g £OVESLY VIEP TOD
ovoparog avtod, v olg £ote kai Huelg kAol Incod Xpirotod, taocty
T01g 0oV €v ‘Peun/ dyammrolg Beod, kAntoig dyiotg, yapig buiv kol eipivn
ano 0£0v Tatpdc NUdV kol xupiov Incod Xproetov.

1:8-10 *Tpotov pev edyaprotd 10 Oed pov ra Incod Xprotod nept
TEVTOV VU@V 6TL 1) TLOTIG VU@V KoTayyEAAETOL €V 6A TG KOO, *UEpTUG
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Yap pov £0TLY 6 Bed, @ AXTPET® v 1) Tveduatl pov v T bayYEAL® TOD
VLOD a0TOD, BG ABLEAELTTOS pveiay VUGV TotoVpatl "TdvIoTe €t TOV
npoceEVXAV pov deduevos £l nag Hdn tote evodwdncouat £v 16 BEARUOTL T0D
Be0D £ABETV PG DUAC,

[[1:16-17 O yap énarcyvvopat 1o edayyéAioy, V1 + w00 Xpewodl hvauig yap
00D oty elg campiay mavl 1@ miotevovt, Tovdain te npdtov Kai
“EAVL. "dikaiocivn Yop 80D v ad1d droxalintetol £k TioTEmS eig
nioty, kabag yéypantor O 8¢ dikaiog €k nicteng {oetal.]]

[[1:18-23 ®ArokoAvrtetol Yop Opyh 80D an’ odpavod £ri ndcav doéPerav
Kol ddikiov dvBpdnmy Ty Ty dAfiBeiay év ddixig kateydviay, "didt 10
YVOoTOHV 10D Oe0D davePSV £0TLY £V adTOLG. O Bedg YOP adTOLlG £QUVEPWOGEY.
10 yap Gépata gvtod Gmd KTLoEMG KOGUOY T01¢ TOUNUAGLY VOOULEVO!
xaBopartol, { 1€ didrog adtod Shvauig kal Beidmg, eig 10 elvar aTolg
dvamoioyntoug, 23161 Yvovieg 10v Bedv oy dg Bedv £56&acav i
noyopicmoay, GAL enatarddncav £v 1olg SLahoyLlopoilc avtdy Kol
£0k0tiohn N dovveTog aVTAY Kapdio. 2edckovieg elvar codoi Epmpavincov
ol fAralay v 56Eav 101 GoBdpToL Be0T €v GpotBpaTL eixdvog $Bapton
GvBpdmoy Kol TETELV@Y KOl TETPAnOdoV Kol £pretdv.]]

[[1:24-26 2A10 mopédmxev avtog 6 Bedc £v Talg £mbupiong 1@V Kapdidv
abTdv i dxabapoiav 100 anpudlecdol ta copata adTAV £v aVTOLG,
Holnveg uethiilatoy Thy dAndeiav 1o Beod &v 1@ Yevdet kal £cefdoOncav
KOl AdTpevoay Th KTioel Tapd 1oV kTicavia, ¢ £oTLy ebA0YNTOg Eig TOVG
al@vag. uny. *81d 1o0to Tapédekev abrotg 6 8edg eig ndon druiag,]

[[1:28 ko xaBag ok £8oxipacav 0v Bedv ExeLy £V Emyvioet, TOPESMKEY
avtoVg O Bedg £ig G8GK OV VoDV, TOLELY 10 un KaBNKovTa,]]

[[2:2-6%180uev 8¢ 61t 10 kpiua 100 80D £oTLv KOTA GANBELAY ETL TOVG TO
Toladta Tpdocovieg *Aoyitn 8¢ 1oi10, @ GvBpane O xpivav Tovg 16 ToLadta
TPAGGOVTOG KOl Toldv aTd, Tt o £koeVEN 10 kpipa 10 Beod; *Hi 10D
TAOUTOL THS XPNOTOTNTOG OVTOD Kal TG dvoyig kol Thg pakpobuuiag
Katagpoveic, dyvodv 611 10 Ypnotdv 1D Beod eig petdvorav oe dyey; *kata
3¢ v oxAnpomTd cov Kol Guetavéntov kopdiav Bnoavpilerg cEavte
OpYRv £v uépa dpyig kai anoxarvyeng Sikatokploiag 1ob Beod *og
dmodioel £xdoto Katd 1d Epya avtov]]

[[2:11 09 Ydp €om1v mpocamoinpyia napd 16 Oed.]]
[[2:13 oV yap ol dxpoatol vopou dikatol Tapd 16 O . . .]]

2:16 év fuépa 61 kpivetl 6 BEOG 0 KPUTTO TV GVEPOTOV KaTd T0
gdayyerov pov dué Xprotod Incod. [v- ood Xprowod]

[[2:17 Ei 8¢ o Toudaiog érovoudln Kot énavanavn voue kol kauydoat £v
0]
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[12:23-24 #6¢ év vopw xovyaoat, dia thg Tapafdcens 10D vouov 1ov 8eov
anpalers *zo yap dvoua tod 800 81’ vudg fraconueital €v toic éBveaty,]]
[[2:29 ... 00 6 &naivog 0VK €& dvOpdmmv GAL £k 10D Be09.]]

[[3:2-7% ... mp@tov pév yop 611 émotetdnoov 1d Adyra 100 80D, *ti ydp; et
Nrilomody Tiveg, Pn 1 ATLoTia aVTdY v niotiv 100 Be0d kotapynosr; *un
vévolto yivécOa 8¢ 6 Bed¢ GANONG, Tag §& dvBpenog yebotng, kabng
yéypomtor Omwg dv Stkalwlig €v toic Adyois 6oV Kal VIKHOELS &V 1@
KpiveobBai oe. *el 8¢ 1) adikio Hudv Beod dtkaiocVNY cuvistnoly, Ti
£podpev; un ddikog 6 Be06 6 Emadépav Ty OpynY (xotd dvBperov Aéym); fum
Yévorto énel mdc kpLvel O Bedg TOV kOouov; "l 8€ T dAnBela toD Oeob &v
10 £pd yedopatt Enepiccevoey gig v §6Eav avto, Ti £TL KAYR dg
apopterdg kpivopat;]]

[[3:11 ... otk éoriv 6 éxinradv oV Ogdv.]]
[[3:18 o« €oriv ¢dBog 0D drévavrt v dpBarudv avdv.]]

[[3:19 ... iva nav otéua ppayi) kai vrddikog yévniol ndg 6 kéouog i 0@ ]]

3:21-26 *Nuvi 8¢ yapig véov dikarooivn Beoi medpavépmtar
LopTUPOVUEVT DITO TOD VOHOL KOl TAV TtpodnTidy, “dkaioctvn 8€ Beob Sl
nioteag Tneod Xpiatob eig ndvrag 1ovg mietevovias. od yap oty
draotorn, Prdvieg ydp finaptov kal votepodviat Tig 86Eng 1od Beod
#31kaloVpevol dwpedy T abTob Ydpitt Sud thg anolutphoeag thg v
Xp1o1® Inood: *ov npotbeto 6 Bedg LAaGTRpLov d1d tHg TicTteng £v 1@
abToV dipan eig Evdei&ly g Sikaroovvng adtod S10 ™y ndpeciy TV
TPOYEYOVOTOV AUApPTUATOV £V Ti} dvoyf 10D 8200, npdg v £vderfiv Thg
Sixarogivng odtod &v 1@ VOV Kalp@, gig 10 elvan adtoy dikaiov kol
Sixarotvia v £k mioteag Tncod, [v1-oov]

[[3:29-30 1 "Tovdaimv 0 Bedg puévov; oyl kai €8vav; val kot £0vav, Xeinep
£1g 0 Be0¢ B¢ Sixaldoel TEPLTOUNY €K TioTeng . - . |]

[[4:2-37 ... éxe xavynua, GAL’ 00 Tpde Bedv. i yap 7 ypdder Aéyey;
Eniotevoev 8¢ APpacu 1d 66 xoi . . . ]|

[[4:6 ... 0 Bedg hoyileton Sikarosvvny yopic Epyov:]]
[[[4:8 uaxapiog dvrp oD 0V un Aoyionrar xiprog duapriav.]]]

[[4:17 . .. xatévavTl 00 énictevoev Beob 100 {@omotolviog Tovg vEKpoug
Kal koAovviog Ta pun dvia og vra.]]

[[4:20 gig 8¢ v énayyeriay 100 Be0D 00 SiexpiOn 1§ dmiotia AN
£veduvapedn 1 nictet, dovg do0€av 16 Bed]]

4:24 dAAG kol 8U fubg, olg uéAer AoyileoBar, 10ig motedovoty £nl OV
gyelpavia ‘Ineodv tov kOpLov Nudv &x vexpdv,
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5:1-2 'Atkan@Bevieg ol €k Tiotemg lpnivny ExoUev Tpdg 1OV Beov dLa ToD
Kupiov pdv Tnood Xpretod 61’ 0b kal ty Tpocoyeyhy Eoynxauey i
TLoTEL €lg TV YApLv TV €V 1) £oTKONEV Kol KovXoueba £n’ éAnidt 1hg

56Enc 100 Beo.

[[5:5 ... 6T f aydnn Toh Be0b éxkeyutal £v 1ol Kapdialg Nuav did
RVEVLOTOS GYlov 100 S00€vTog Huiv.|]

5:6-11 &1 yap Xprotog Gviov NUdv doBevay £t Katd kalpov Unep dcePdv
anébavev. . . . *ouviomoly B¢ Thy £avtod dydmny el Nuag 6 Bede, O ET
apopterdv Sviay Nuey XpLotog dnep Nudv anédavev. *toAld odv udilov
Sikatnbévieg viv &v 16 aipatt avtod codnodpreda U adtod anod thg
opyne. el yap £xBpoi vieg kamAraynuey 16 Oed Srd tod davdtov Tod
10D gt0D, ToAAG pdArov katariayévieg cwdnodueda v T Cof avTod.
"ov pévov 8¢, dAAG Kol KOUYDUEVOL £V 16 Bed dLA TOD Kupiov PGV
‘Incod Xpretod §t ob vOv v xatarlayny EAOPopev.

5:15 . . . moAAG paAdrov i xdpic 10D 80D kal f| SWped &v xdpitt TH Tod £vog
avlpanov Incod XpLotod £ig 100g todkoig nepicosvoey.
B ™~

dikarocivng Aoppdvovies év Lot pagiievcovoly dtd tod £vog Tnood

5:17 ... mOAAD paidrov ot Ty nsptcé;iav g xAP1L10g Kol Thg Snpeds Tig
Xpiotod.

5:18-19, 21 ® .. . ot Kal 8L £vOg SIKALAPATOS E1G TAVTOG GVOphTOUS
elg dikoimowv {ofic. . . . oUteg kol dua Tiig drAakolg Tod £vog dikalot
kotaotafnoovial ot moAkot. . .. * . .. oteg kal 1 xapis Baciievoy Sia
Sikarooivig eig Eony aidviov dua Inood Xpretod Tod Kupiov Nudy.

6:3-5 *f) dyvoeite 611, oot £Banticbnuev gig XpLatov Incodv, eig tov
0dvatov adrod EBarnticOnpev; ‘ouvetdonuey oV QuT Sid 10D
Bartiopatog €ig tov Bdvatov iva denep Nypon Xpiotog £k vekp@v Sia
Tig 86Eng 101 matpde, 0VTHG KOl NUELS £v xarvdtn {ufig TepLTatioOpey.
€l Yap obpputol yeydvauev 16 oporauatt tot Bavdrov adtod, dAra xai
NG Avactdoews écopeba

6:8-11 *ei 8¢ aneBdvopev ovv Xprat@, motevopev 6Tt xal culncopey
avtd °cid861eg St XprLotog £YEpOEig £k vexkp@V OUKETL AoBVYOKEL,
BAvatog aDTOV 0VKETL KUPLEVEL. O Yap anéBavev, T duaptig dnébavev
£0dnok. 6 8¢ LR, (R 10 Be®. "oVtog xai Duelg Aoyileohe favtovg elvan ve-
Kkpovg UiV T Gpoptig {dvrag 8¢ 1) Bed v Xp1ot@ Incod. (v +td xupie findv]

{[6:13 . .. napaoticate £av10U¢ IO Oe® BOEL £K VEKPGV {dvtag Kol té péin
VU@V drha Stkatocivng 1@ 0£@.]]

[16:17 xaprc 8¢ 1) Bed Gtu . . . ]

[[6:22 vuvi 8¢ edevBepmBévies dnd TG Graptiag Soviwbévies 3¢ 1@ 0e®
EYETE TOV KAPTOV VPOV €15 AYLOOUOV,]]
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6:23 10 yap Oyavia Thg auaptiag Odvatog, 10 3¢ ydpioua 100 Beod Lo
aidviog £v Xpiotd Incod 1@ kupie pdv.

7:4 Gote, Gdekdol pov, kal LUEls 2Bavathonte 1@ vOu® did Tod sdpatog
10D XpLotod, eig 10 yevéoBat VGG ETEpw, T@ £K VEKPAV EYEPBEVTL, Tva
KOPTodopNOBUEY 10 BED.

[[7:22 cuvhdouar Yap @ voum 100 Beod katd 1OV €66 GvBpamov,]]

7:25 ydp1g 8¢ 1@ Be@ d1d Incod Xprotod 10 kupiov NPAV. dpa odv avTdg
£Y0 10 pev vol dovAieto vouw Beod, tf 8¢ capxi vopw auaptiag.

8:1-2 'O03ev dpa viv katdxpipa toig £v Xprotd Incod. °6 yap vipog 10
nvevpatog thg Lofig £v XpLotd Incod nhevdépwoéy o dro 10D vopov Tig
apoptiag kot 100 Bavdtov.

8:3 10 yap GdHvatov 100 vopov v @ fioBéver SLa Tiig copKos, O Bedg TOV
£00100 VIOV TEUYAS €V SLOLANOTL oopkOg duoptiag Kol Tepl GuopTiag
KOTEKPLVEV THV GUOPTLIOY €V T capki,

[[8:7-8 81611 10 dpdvnua T caprde ExBpa eig Beov, T Yap vOuw T0T 80D
ovy Hrotdooetat, 0VSE yap duvatar: *oi 8¢ &v capki Svieg Oed dpégat ol
Svvavtat.]]

8:9-11 *Dueic 8¢ 0vK £01€ £V GopKL GANG £v TVEDROTL, EITEP TvEbUQ Be0D
oikel &v vuiv. el 8¢ 11g nvedpa Xprotod ovx Exel, 00106 0UK £0TLV ADTOD.
Yg1 3¢ XpLoTog v Vpiv, 10 HEV oBua vekpdv Sia apoptiav 10 & nvedua
Lon 1 dikaroovvnv. Mel 8¢ 70 nvebua 10 &yeipaviog Tov Incodv £x
vEKP@V olkel &v Vv, 0 £yeipag XpLetov £k vexpdv {monooet kai Td
Ovnta couata Tav S1d 10 £volkovy avtod tvetua £v VUiV,

8:14-17 "Goot yap mveduomt B0 dyovrar, ovtol viol Beo eicty. Pod yap
€LaBete Tvedpa Sovdeiag ndiy eig ¢ofov dAra ErdPete nvedpa vioBeciag
&v @ kpdlopev: dBBa 6 matip. “avtd 0 TVEDUO CLUMAPTUPEL T TveDpOTL
Nudv 11 Eopgv exva Beod. "el 88 tékva, Kal kKANpovouol kKANpovouot puev
0200, svykinpovopor 8& XprLoTod, €inep coprnacyopnev iva kat
ovvdotaobapsy.

[[8:19 /) yap anoxopadokia 1fig kTiceng THV GTOKAALYLY 1@V VIBY 100 801
anexdéyetor.]]

[[8:21 611 kol av N kTioig EAevBepmbicetol Ao Thg SovAeiog Thig ¢BopaS
eig v eAevbepiav g SOENG 10V Tékvav 100 Be0b.]]

[[8:27 6 b€ épavviv Tag kapdlag 0idev 1t 0 dppOVNUA T0D TVEVRATOS, 6T
Katd Be0v Evivyydver vngp dylov.]]

8:28-30 *oldauev 8¢ 611 101g Ayun@oLy 10V OOV TAVIO GUVEPYEL €ig
ayaBov, t0lg Katd Tpobecty KANTOlg ovoLy P81 0DG IPeEyve, K
TPOGPLGEY SLUPGPPOLS ThHE ELKOVOG 10D VoD VoD, £lg T0 Elvar abTov
TPAOTOTOKOV £V TOAAOLG G8eAdOig Polig 8E mPOWPLOEV, TOVTOVG KOl
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£KAAECEY" KOL 0D EKGAECEY, TOVTOVG KAl £dikaincey’ 0l 8¢ Edikaivcey,
T0UT0UG Kal £86Eacev.

8:31-35 'Ti oVv époluev oG ToVTa; £1 0 BedG VAEP NUGV, Tig KO NUAV;
28¢ ye 10 18i0v vViob oVK £0eiouto GAAG VIEP TUGY TdvTOV TaPEdnKeY
a0TOV, TdG 0VYL KAl GUV DT T4 TavTa fULV Yapicetan; Pric éykoAéoel
ka1l exdext@v Be0D; Bed¢ 6 dikatdv' *1ig 6 katakpivdv; Xprotos Incodg
0 anoBavav, pallov 8¢ £yepbeig, 6¢ xai £ony v 8ef1d 10D B£0D, O¢ Kat
£vtuyydvel Drep Nudv; P1ig Nudg yepioel drno thg ayanng tod Xpretod;

8:37 &AL £v 100101 TACLY VIEPVIKAUEY SLd TOD dyanncavTog NRGS.

8:39 . .. olte 116 kTioig £tépa duvioetal HUbG yepicoal Ard Thg AYETNG 100
0e0 1ic £v Xprotd Inood T@ xopie Hudv.

9:1 ‘AABerlav Aéye &v XpLotd, oU yeidopoL, CULUEPTUPOVOTG HOL THG
SUVELSNGEDG HOV £V TVEDUOTL OYiQ,

9:3-5 Oy Sunv yop dvdabepa eivar ottdg ano tod XpreTod Lnep thv
GSELHOV OV TAV CLYYEV@Y POV Katd odpka, *oitivég eloty Toponiitol, dv
% vioBeoia ko 1 86Ea ko ai Srabfikatl xat 1 vopobeoio koL | AOTPELD KOL
ai émayyeiia, *dv ol matépeg KoL £€ v O Xpl/otbg 70 Katd odpKa, O dv
£M navtev 8e0¢ eDAOYNTOS 16 TOVG oidvac, Guny.

[[9:6 Oy olov 8¢ 811 Exnéntokev 6 Adyog 10D 8e0d. . . .]]

[[9:8 ... 0% w0 téxva tiig 00pKOs Tabta TEkva 10T 0e0d . . . ]
[[9:11 .. .iva N kat ékhoyny mpodecic 100 Oeob pévn,]]
[[9:14 Ti odv époduev; um Gdikia Topd 1 Bed; un Yévorto.]]

[[9:16 dpa oDy oD 100 BEAOVTOG 0V8E 10D TPEYOVTOG AAML T0D EAEBVTOG
6e0.1]

[[9:20 & dvBpwne, pevodvye ob Tig €l 6 GvTanokpLvopevog 19 Oe®;]]

[[9:22 €1 8¢ Bérmv 6 Bedg EvBeifacBar Ty OpyTv kKai yvepical 10 duvatdv
ov100 . .. |]

[[9:24 od¢ xal £kdAecev fuag 0 udvov £ Tovdaiov GALG kai €€ €0vav,]]

[1[9:28-29 #Adyov yap cvvieddy Kai cuviéuvey moticel Kiptog £ Thg Y1G.
“kxal kabag npoeipnkev 'Hoolag i un xUprog oafanb éyxaréimey nuiv
onépua, ¢ Xodoua dv éyevibnuev xai wc I'duoppa dv duorédnuev.]]]

9:32 . . . npocéxoyoav td Abe Tob Tpockoppato,
10:1-4 "Adeidot, ) uev evdoxkio ¢ eufg kapdlog xai N 8énoig mpoOC TOV
Be0v UnEp abtdv £lg cotplav. UapTup® Yap adtoig dti Loy Beod

£youoLy GAL 0D kot Eniyvecty: *ayvooivieg yap Ty 100 Oe0b Stkaroovvny
kal v 18iov Sikatocvvny {nrodvieg otfcol, T Sikaroctvn tob Beod ovy
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Dretdynoay. ‘tEhog Yap vopov Xprotog £ig Sikaloovvny Tavil 6
TLGTEVOVTL.

10:6-7 ° . .. un einns év o kapdia cov’ tic avaficeral eig Tov 0Vpavov;
007 gotiv XpLotov xatayaysiv: i tic karafricetar gig v dfvooov;
10017 £onv XpLotOv £K vEKpOY AvayoyELy.

10:9 611 £dv dporoynong £v 16 otdpati cov xopLov Tnoobv kol Tistevog
&v 1} kapdia cov 611 O BedC AVTOV NYELPEY €K VEKPAV, cLONOT

10:12-13 200 yap €otiv Sractorty Tovdaiov 1€ kol "EAknvog, 6 yap avtog
KOPLOG TAVTOV, TAOVTAV £lg TAvTag ToUg EMIKAAOVUEVOVS abTOV “rids
yap Og dv émxaiéontal to dvoua kupiov owbnoerat.

[[[10:16 . . . Hooiag yap Aéyer xUple, 1ig emiotevoey tfj dxof nuav;]]]
10:17 &pa 1 niotig €€ dxofic, 1 8¢ dxon i pRpartog Xpratod. V1 feel

[[11:1-2'Aéym oDy ) drdoato 6 Be0g 1OV AadV adToD; put) YEVOLTO™ KOl Yap
£yo Topamiitng elpd, €x onéppatog ARpady, ¢pvific Beviopiv. otk drdoato
0 B0¢ 1oV Aaov avrod Ov mpodyve. i 00k oidate év "HAlg ti Aéyel 1 ypadn,
oc evtuyydvet 16 8ed xatd 100 Topaii;]]

[[[11:3 xdpie, t00g npOPiiTac cov anéxtevay, . . .J]]
[[[11:8 xabag yéypamtar: Edwxev avroic ¢ Oeog nvelua katavilens,]]]

11:21-23 2¢i yap 6 Bedg 16V kota 0UoLy KRGOV 0K £deicato (i oG 008
c0b deloetal. #de oVv ypnotétia kai drotouioy Beod €l pev Tolg
necOvTog arotonia, €nl 8¢ ot ypnotdtng Beod, . .. 2. .. duvatog ydp oty
0 Bed¢ maALy Eykevipioatl avtovg,. |

[[11:29-36 ®duetopéinta yop 10 xopicuata xal f kKAfolg 10h Oeod. *donep
yap Vueic note Nrerbncoze 1@ Bed, vov O Nrendnte 1f tovtey dneldeig
ottag kol ovtot VOV Nnetdncay 1@ DueTépy £Ader, Tva xal odtol viv
g£renBaciy. Youvekdersey yop 6 Bedc tovg ndvtag eig dneibeiav, iva toig
ndvrag gdenon. ¥’ Q Bdfog mhovtov xal godiag kai yvHoeag BEQD KOG
aveEepatviyto 1o Kpipata avtod kai dveliyviaotor al 6801 avtoD. *ric yap
£yve voiv kupiov; 1} Tis ovufovios avtod £yévero; ¥ tic npoédwrev qurd,
kai gvramodobrioetal avtd; *ot ££ ahrod kal §i” avtod kol el avtov 1é

AVt aOTd 1 §6Ea £16 TovC al@vog, Gufv.]]

[[12:1-2 TlapakoA® odv Dudg, aéerdol S1a tdv oixTipudy 100 Be0D
TAPACTHoAL T0 COUATO VUGV Busiav {doov dylov ebdpeoTov 10 B, TV
AOYLKTV AaTpeiov DUAY: kol pn cveynuatileste 1@ aidvi 100T®, ALY
petapopdotabe 1 dvaxoveaset 100 vodg elg 10 dokipalely vudg i 10
0Anua tod B£00, 10 Ayadov xoi EVEPESTOV Kol TEAELOV.]]

[[12:3 ... GAA& dpoveLy gig 10 coppovely, Ekdote dg O Bedg Euéploey
nétpov niotemd.||



http://7tdA.iv

Christology in Romans 285

12:5 o¥tog ol ToAAol Ev cApd Eopev Ev XprLota, . . .
12:11 1R omovdiy uf) dxvnpol, 1d nveduatt (fovieg, 1@ Kuple doviedovres,

[[[12:19 . .. yéypomtar yap- éuol ExSiknaig, &yw avranoddon, AEyel
kUpog. 11|

[[13:1-6'TTIaoa yuyh £Eovoiang Unepeyoioalg notaccEsdn ol yap EoTLy
¢Eovoia gl uf) Hrd Beod, ai 8¢ ovool Vrd Beod tetayuéval gicly (dote 6
dvrtitooodpevog i ¢Eovoig 11 100 B0t dratayf) AvOESTNKEY, . . . *Beob Yap
S1dxovdg €oTiy ool eig 1O dyaBov. £av 3¢ 10 xoxOv ToLfig, pofod ov yap
eixf Ty pdyatpav dopel. B0 yap didxovig eotiy Ekdikog elg Opymyv 1d 10
KOKOV TPAOGOVTL. . . . * 314 ToUTo Yap KAl dOpoug TEAELTE” AELTOVPYOL YOP
80D gloly €lg o010 T0VTO TPOCKAPTEPOVVTES.]]

13:14 dArd EvdvoacBe tov kOpLov Ineodv Xpretov kat tiig caprde
npdvorav pn notelcde eig Eémbupiag.

14:3-9° . .. 4 8edg yap adTOV npocerdBeto. ol tig el 6 kpivav dAAdTpLov
olxétnv; T® 180 Kupie otikel fj Tintel. otabicetol 8¢, Svvarel yap 0
KOpLog oTiioon abtov. *0¢ uev yap kpivet iudpav map’ Nuépay, 6¢ 8¢ kpivet
nacoy HUépav: €xactog &v 16 181 vol TAnpodopeicbe. °0 dpoviv v
Nuépayv Kupie opovel: xal 6 £cbiov kuple £obiel, edyaplotel yap 16 Oed
kol O un £€0Biav kupie ovk £obiel, kol ebyaplotel 16 Bed. 'ovdeig yap
Nudv £ovtd (i) kot 00deig £avtd drobviioxer *€dv 1€ yap {Ouev, T@ xuple
{@pev. £av 1€ dnoBvickepev, T@ Kvpi@ drodviokouev. £4v Te ovv {Buev
£6v 1€ AToBViicKeUEY, TOU KLPLOL E6NEV. el T0DT0 Yop XpLoTog
anédavev kol Einoev, (va kol vexkpdv kol {dviev kuptebdon.

14:10-12 “ob 88 i kpivelg tov adekdov oov; 1j kal oL i £€ovbevels OV
GdENYOV GOU; mAvVTEG VP TapacTnoduedo 16 Brpatt 1ob Beob, (W Xprotod]
lyéypantal Yap: |{d £yd, Aéyetl kipLog [or kbprog] 6mt éuoi kduyer nav
yovv kai mdoa /laio-o-a é€ouoloyroeral 1o Be@. apa Ex00TOg NUAY TEPL
£av1o0 AGYOV Sthoer, (W + 10 6ed]

14:14 oida kai nénelopat £v Kupie Ineod 611 008y kovov 8t £autod, . . .
14:15 . . . pf 1@ Ppdpatt cov EKElvov AndOAALE Urnep 00 XpLatog dntdavey.
[[14:17 o yap oty 1) Baciieio tod Be0b Bpdorg kal noéoLs. . . ]

14:18 6 yap £v 10010 Sovicov 1@ XpLeTd e0dpeotog 1) Be@ xal Sokipog
101g dvBpdroig.

[[14:20 pn évekev Bpdpotog katdive 10 £pyov 10D Beob. ]

[[14:22 oU mioTiv fiv &xelg katd oeavtdv £xe vaniov 100 Beod. . . .]]

15:3 kai ydp 6 Xpiotog oby £avt@ fipecey, dALGL Kabag Yéypantat: . . .
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15:5-6 °0 8¢ 0e0¢ The LIopovig Kol TG TapakANCE®S SN VULV 10 aHTO
dpoveiv év dAAnLoLg katda Xpietov Ineodv, “iva opobuuadov év evi
otépott 8o&Glnte tov Bedv Kol tarépa 10V Kupiov AV Incob XpLotod.

15:7-9 7A10 npocioppdveste dAridovg, xkabag kai 6 XpLatog npocera-
Beto vpag eig §6Eav 10D B0, Aéym Yop XpLotov didaxkovov yeyevijoBar
nepLtopiig VP dAndeiag Be0b, £i¢ 10 Pefardoat T Enayyeilag 1@V
ROTEPAV, 10 8 £0vn Drep EAong Sofdoar 1OV Bedv, kabag Yéypantar” . . .

[[[15:11 . .. aiveite, navra ta £6vn, Tov xUploy . . . 1]]

[[15:13 6 8¢ Bed¢ Thg EAridog TANpdGOL VUGG Tdong Xapas Kol eipnvng v 1@
TLOTEVELY, . . .]]

15:15-20 ®roAunpotepov 8¢ £ypoaya VULV GRO HEPOVS MG ENAVAULULVTKOV
VUGG S1a T XapLy T S0Beicdv pot HId 10D Beob “eig 10 elvai pe
Aettovpyov Xprotod Ineob eig 1a £0vn, iepovpyodvra 10 evayyéMov tod
0209, Tvo yévntal 1y Tpochopd thv £0vav eVTPOGdEKTOG, TYyLtaouEvn &v
nveduatt dyle."Exo odv Ty kavynoewy £v XpLotd Tnood 1d npodg tov
By’ Pov yap toluncm 1L AaAely BV 00 kaTELPYaoaTo XpLotog S &uod
eig Umakonv £0viv, AoYe kal Epyw, “Ev duvduel onuelav kol tepdtav, &v
duvduer mveduatog Beod. [+1-8e08 Gore e dnd Tepovcainu xai kOKA®
uéypt 100 TAlupikod nerinpokéval 1o evayyEitov 100 Xpretod, Poltag
3¢ drroTipodpuevoy evayyerilecstol oty dmov dvopasdn Xpretog, tva un
£ GAAOTpLOV BepéAiov oikodoud,

15:29 o180 8¢ 611 &pyduevog Tpdg VUG £V TANPORATL EDLOYLAS XpLoTod
glevoouat.

15:30 Mopoxord 8¢ vudc, Gderooi, dui Tod kvplov Nudv Incod Xprotod
Kol d1d Thg dydmng 100 Tvetpatog cuvoyevicaobal pot £v 1oig Tpocevyais
VREP U0V TPOG TOV BEY,

[[15:32-33 *{va &v yapd £A0av mpodg VudG did Beinuatog Beob
cuvavanavoouot duiv. 6 3¢ Beog tiig elpnvng META TAVI@Y VUGV, Gunv. ]

16:2 iva abtv npocdédnode £v xupie déing tov ayiov . . .

16:3 'Aondacocbe ITpickov kai AkOiav 100g cuvepyolg pov &v XpLotd
Incov,

16:5 .. . dondoaobe "Enaivetov 10v dyanntdv pov, 8¢ £otiy drapym The
‘Aciog gi1g XpLotov.

16:7-13 7. . . oitwvég eloLy €rnionpol év 10ig dnootorote, ol kol Tpo £UoD
véyovav v XpLetd. ‘dondoache Auniiatov 10v Gyanmntév pov £v Kupie.
’dondcocte OvpPovov OV cvvepyov Ruay &v XprLotd kail Ztayuvv v
dyamntov pov. “dondoacte Anediitv tov ddxipov £v XpLetd. dondoacdes
006 £K 1OV Aptotofodrov. "dondcacte Hpwdiovo 10V cuyyevi pov.
dondooacde 10Ug £k 1iv Nopkicoov tovg Gviog £v kupi@. “dondoace
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Tpooatvay xal Tpudpdoay g kKomLdoag £V kupie. dondoaode [Nepoida v
dyomnty, §tig toAla €koniacev £v xupie. "dondoacte Poigov TOV
£KAEKTOV £V KUPLO KOl TV UNTEPA QVTOD KoL €PoV.

3.

16:16 . . . dondlovtarl VUG ai Exxinotal Tacal Tob XpLeTtod.

’ )

16:18 oi yap 10100101 TA KVPLE NUAV XpLeTd 00 dovievovaLy GAAG Ti)
£QVTOV KOLALY,

16:20 ¢ 8¢ Bedg 1iig eipNvng cuvipiyel 1OV cotaviy VIO ToUg TOS0G LUAY €V
TGXEL. T} XAPLS TOD KVplov NpdV Ineod ued Luov.

16:22 dondfopar vudg €Yo Téptiog 6 Ypdyag Ty £MLGTOMY £V KVPLO.
16:25-27 T 8¢ Suvapéve tuag otpierl kotd 10 edoryyEAv pov Kol T
knpoyrae Tneod Xpuetod, katd drokdAvyty yuetpiov xpovoig oimviolg
sectyMUévon, #davepmBéviog 8& viv S1d 1€ Ypod@v TPooNTIK@Y KOT EMLTO-
vhv 100 aleviov 80D eig vrakony Tictewg €ig tdvia ¢ £6vn yvoplebEvTog,

7lnove cood Bed, dia Tneod Xpretod, @ 1 §6ka eig 100¢ aidvag, dunv.

Appendix II: An Analysis of Usage

(* = anarthrous; + = with possessive pronoun; [[LxX]] = Septuagint echo/
citation)

Romans 16:20 G+
0edg 147 + 9 xvprog [LxX] / [the use in 10:9 is predicate]
2 mathp 2a. "Incovg kvprog (1)
Christ 97 4:24 A+
2b. xvprog Xprotdg (1)
The Data 16:18 D+
1. xVprog Incotc Xprotdg (6) 3. Xpro106 Incotg (12)
1:7 G* 11 G*
5:1 G+ (ra) 2:16 G* (814) [vl. 'Incov
5:11 G+ (&9) Xpilotov]
13:14 A 3:24 D* (év)
156 G+ 6:3 A* (elg)
15:30 G+ (diaq) 6:11  D* (8v) [vl. + 10 xvplo
la. 'Incotg XpLotog kvprog (3) Nudv]
1:4 G+ (appositive to M9¢) 8:1 D* (£v)
5:21 G+ (da) 82 D*(gv)
7:25 G+ (dud) 8:34 N* [v.l.-Incotg]
1b. Xpio10g ITncotc kvpLog (2) 15:5  A* (xatd)
6:23 D+ (&v) 15:16 G*
8:39 D+ (¢v) 15:17 D* (¢v)
2. xVp1og Incoig (2) 16:3  D* (¢v)

14:14 D* (év) 3a. 'Incotg Xprotdg (7)
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1.6 G* 58 N*
1:8 G* (14) 6:4  N*
3:22 G* 6:8  D* (ovv)
5:15 G* (appositive to 69 N*
dvBponog) 74 G
5:17  G* (appositive to £ic) 89 G*
16:25 G* 810 N*
16:27 G* (3vd) 811 A*
4. xOprog (19 + 15=34 [+91xx ]) 817 G*
[[4:8 N*(Lxx)]] 835 G
[[9:28 N* (Lxx)]] 91 D*(gv)
[[9:29 N*(LxX) + caBod8]] 93 G (and)
10:9 A* 9:5 N
10:12 N 10:4 N*
10:13  G* (LxX) 10:6  A*
[[10:16 V* (Lxx)]] 10:7  A*
[[A1:3 V* (txx)]] 10:17 G* [v.l. 8e0v] [v.]. omit]
[[11:34 G* (Lxx)]] 12:5 D* (év)
12:11 D 149 N*
[[12:19 N* (1xx)]] 14:15 N*
144 D 14:18 D
14:4 N 153 N
14:6 D* 157 N
14:6 D* 15:8 A*
14:6 D* 15:18 N*
14:8 D 1519 G
14:8 D 15:20 N*
14:8 G 15:29 G*
[14:9 xvuprevon] 16:5  A* (glg)
[[14:11 N*(Lxx)]] 16:7 D* (¢v)
[[15:11 A (1xx)]] 16:9  D* (gv)
16:2  D* (&v) 16:10 D* (év)
16:8 D* (&v) 16:16 G
16:11 D* (ev) 7. viog (7)
16:12 D* (&v) 1:3 G (avtov)
16:12 D* (év) 1:4 G (Beov)
16:13 D* (év) 1.9 G (a¥to0)
16:22 D* (&v) 510 G (attov)
5. 'Incovg (3 +14 = 17) 83 A (eautod)
326 G* 8:29 G (avto0)
811 A 8:32 G (idlov)
109 A* 8. Others
6. Xpro1og (34 +24 = 58) 8:29 10V npwTOTOKOV

56  N* 9:32 1 AB® 10V TPOOKOUUATOG
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Christology in Colossians
(and Philemon)

IF MY CHRONOLOGY OF PAUL’S letters is correct, then in turning to Colossians
from Romans, we come to the second consecutive letter written to a church
that Paul did not found.! But in clear contrast with Romans, it is a church
founded by one of his colleagues and therefore a church over which he as-
sumes apostolic authority. What marks Colossians as unique in the corpus is
that here Christology per se is a significant concern, not in isolation from
soteriology, to be sure—then one could indeed make a case that it is not by
Paul2—but Christology in its own right alongside soteriology. The reason for

1Commentaries on Colossians are listed in the bibliography (pp. 643—44); they
are cited in this chapter by author’s surname only. On the Christology of Colossians,
see further F. O, Francis, “The Christological Argument of Colossians,” in God’s
Christ and His People: Studies in Honour of Nils Alstrup Dahl (ed. J. Jervell and W. A.
Meeks; Oslo: Universitetsforleget, 1977), 192-208.

21t remains one of the singular mysteries in NT scholarship that so many schol-
ars reject Pauline authorship of Colossians yet affirm the authenticity of Philemon.
These letters make especially good sense together if one takes seriously that both
Philemon and Onesimus would have been present for the reading of both letters in
Philemon’s house church. On the one hand, the whole of Philemon is aimed toward
what Paul seems quite confident that he will get: the forgiveness of Onesimus and his
acceptance back into the community. On the other hand, given that over 50 percent
of the “house code” of Col 3:18-4:1 is directed toward the behavior of slaves,
Onesimus will have had his own moment to listen up carefully. That a pseude-
pigrapher could have cared to write such a letter in Paul’s name, and with Philemon
as his only certain source for “Paul” (contra M. Kiley, Colossians as Pseudepigraphy
[BibSem 4; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1986], 75-107), seems to put the option of
pseudepigraphy at the lowest end of the scale of historical probability. And in fact,
every alleged “deviation” from the Pauline “norm” (on what basis is such a thing de-
termined, one wonders) can be accounted for in light of the historical situation in
Colossae as that emerges in the letter. If Kiley's criteria, e.g., were used on the pre-
supposition that 2 Corinthians or Romans were suspect (indeed, Romans has far
more “deviations” from the Pauline “norm” as established by scholarship), then their
respective relationship to 1 Corinthians and Galatians would absolutely condemn
them as Pauline. Here is a clear case of “what goes in is what comes out.”



290 PAULINE CHRISTOLOGY

this is almost certainly related to the situation in Colossae and the Colossian
believers' fascination with, or anxiety about, “the powers” and magic.? If the
issue is fascination, that would threaten to “dethrone” Christ as Lord of all;
if the situation is anxiety, then “the powers” need to be placed in a
christological context that would eliminate the fear.*

The result is that Paul’s lifelong “Christ devotion” emerges in this letter
in a very pronounced way; and as in Romans, it does so alongside an equally
deep concern for these Gentile converts to recognize their own place in God’s
story. As long as they are enamored in any way with “the powers,” they are
in danger of missing out on what God has done in sending his Son. So what
one finds in this letter are constant reminders of their place as Gentiles in
the new-covenant expression of the story. At the same time, Paul constantly
keeps before them both the person and the role of Christ, that he is none
other than the eternal Son of God, in whose kingdom they now live and
serve,