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Chapter 1

How We Talk about Christology Matters

April D. DeConick

A miscellany of categories and descriptors has come to dominate our dis-
cussions of Christology over the years, labels and definitions we have
inherited from our predecessors: “adoptionist,” “high” versus “low;,”
“subordinationist,” “incarnational,” and so forth.! While there is noth-
ing inherently wrong with such theologically sympathetic labels, I fear
that they have done more to hamper our understandings of early
Christology and its development from the New Testament to Chalcedon
than they have aided us. They represent post-Nicene menealities and, in
_essence, have boxed us into artificial Cartholic and Protestant corners.

If a Christology has been described as “adoptionist,” it also has been
' understood to be “low” because, by the definition of * ‘adoptionist,” Jesus
is not God, but is a man adopted by God at his baptism. Because it is
found in our earliest gospel, Mark, we tend to see this Christology as
arly and connect it with “low” christological titles such as “prophet” and
Messiah.” If we talk about “incarnational” Christology, we frame it as
gh” because, by the definition of “incarnational,” God becomes the
uman Jesus. Because it is discovered in our latest New Testament
pel, John, we tend to view it as a “later” development and associate it

itles like “Logos™ and “Sophia.”

As for the material that does not fit neatly into either of these cate-
'Pauls testimonies, the virgin birth stories, and angelic associa-
—we just do not seem to know what to do with it. So we attempt
¢ out some kind of in between language to include it—"preincar-
n the verge of divinity,” “angelomorphic,” “theomorphic,”
tI'o'nal,”_ “ontic,” and so on. Then we have that really thorny evi-
t has been nearly impossible to manage in this model— early
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us and early passages attributing the

i ion to Jes
B de';(;:o?vlzgnce has sparked heated debates about

. N isted,
whether such a thing as “early high Chnstl(ilog)lg P::loulds :gzeaizstiur;
i 1 i dependent on the WOIKS O an d Larry
dlscuszorzoei;:)f thiespvoiume and this essay are dedjcated.zfi'us i:mtl;e
Hurtﬁ ostressed the old model to the point of fracture. F}\:‘rtd e;ril fo,u he
Smndcff:ompietely fails us in our discussions of second, third,
mo

joni i ontionist, then
ies Christology. If the Ebionites, for instance, are adop ati0;1 hen
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Tost i i icit in his letters tha
? He is explicit in _
as God? Or Arius? . o thowe”
];SU; o will always be a Son subordinate to the Father and a cr
the >on
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aeels, he is still Goa. . _ T
the :if}g; ;onstruction of an alternative model is needed, X
e

: that have trapped us. Rather
move us beyond the fractures ane corners b )

. the starting point of this new | "
prs ff{akmg athetic to post-Nicene theology, [ think the new .120
e bt © sistently out of the textual evidence

i erently and con il ev
must be Pt o , d liverature. At the same time, it must

New Testament period L ,
B fr(;n;uti)f che later christological debates that le.d to Cha%;::d;;d
Iilaé(ies: 'I;zrgely trying to explain the biblical evidence in terms bey
eba

lical, When this is done, it js evident 'that certain geograph:ic:i
e .1 d peculiar christological descriptors that wete aten
e Opjliaf soteriologies, so that it becomes p9551ble to recofn—
ol equilriepzetaparadigms that dominated the Christian jandscape for
struct _

centuries (and frankly stifl do).

referenc
divine Name to Jesus.

The Impulse roward Christology

\WhA ctly hap pened between the years : mmediately following Jesus
at-cxal

(Eaal at ld lllc COImY osif10n O Ohli (9] LI b al
h S ei 1S an uf Cer taln OO
15 IIlOSt certain, hO WCVCE, 18 t}lat ChIlSELa[llty eltllel was lllltla_”.y UCI}'

the
i d to favor the latter because

i became so very quickly. 1 ten : use the
c%wersc (:,idz?ce supports the fact that most, if pot all, oé the zrajr;;gjsm;
lstef Méhristianity formed post-Jerusatem, includu‘lg the 0{1{)‘; os [ Thomas
ZirdYQueﬂe 3'The only refecences 1 kno}x:f ‘th.at ;'trnght m{a};‘i o

| fr of Christianity are M

de;SCiﬁéor nir;i:ufgl';ri—lgf??fhe first is a reference to @ nondisciple
9: a : _

Jesus’ name and presumes an apocalyptic ijirl_d—
{d about Apollos, a native Jew from Alexan rid,
Christianity to Ephesus that taught a baptism

casting out demons in
view, In Acts, we ate to
who brought a version of
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for cleansing of sins, not for the reception of the Holy Spirit in the name
of Jesus. This form of Christianity also seems to be known and criticized
by the author of the Gospel of John. This is very interesting and may be
evidence for an early variety of pre-Jerusalem Chuistianity. Or it may rep-
resent a very early moment in the mission of the Jerusalem Church
before baptism with the Holy Spirit had developed in their praxis. The
latter appears to me to be the better solution, especially given John's
familiarity -with it and indirect references to it in Mark 1:8, Matthew
3:11, and Luke 3:16. :

So although it is certainly possible that carly pre-Jerusalem forms of
Christianity took root, if they did, they did not leave a big enough
imprine in our texts to recover their footsteps with any certainty. It looks
like the formation of Christianity-in Jerusalem took place very eatly.
Since mission work appears to have been a large part of its agenda, the
Christian message and praxis were dispersed geographically and were
translated under a number of other influences into the varictics we find
in our literature. Paul’s personal correspondences indicate that for
decades following Jesus' death the church in Jerusalem was powerful
enough and respected enough to be considered the authority in all mat-
ters Christian. Jerusalem: controlled much of the discourse, something
which Paul confronted when he broke away from Antioch and began
preaching his own agenda.

When did Christianity begin? Certainly no singular point of origin
or one event mobilized all others into some linear or romantic progres-
sion, as Luke would lead us to believe in Acts. A complex of impulses
worked together to bring about the formation of Christianity. The chiis-
tological impulse to give meaning to the troubling death of Jesus appears
to me to have been one of these foundational impulses, given the allu-
sions and interpretations of his death across the eatly literature. Jesus
death was very troubling for his fitst followers caught unawares by his
_crucifixion. Why had their prophetic leader been killed as a criminal?
Why did God allow this to happen? What did it mean that Jesus was
‘appeating to his closest followers even after his death? Where was Jesus
“now? What would happen next?

"These and other similar questions captured their attention for quite
‘some time, as we can infer from their writings. And being first-century
Jews living in Palestine under the harsh imperial rule of Roman coloniz-
15, their responses were not only shaped by their religious, cultural,
ocial, and political expectations, but earlier expectations were remolded
nd older traditions given meanings in such a way that enfy made sense
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esent crisis. Their communal memory had been severely
beeween their past and their present had

ruptured. This situation is one that sociologists and anthropologists have
nsform their social memory—-their

shown forces communitics to tra
beliefs, expectations, and hopes—in such a way that their present crisis
is explained ot averted, and the crisis is avoided in the future

One of the main ways that communities succeed in this remodeling,
s hermeneutically, healing the fissure seamlessly by shifting or develop-
ing explanatory schema and practices which change the original cogni-
tive holdings of the group- But that is not all. Both baseline traditions
snd their understanding of contemporary events are reinterpreted so that
the offending cognitions are dampened, expunged, or forgotten. The
contemporary event becomes the foil through which the past is remem-
bered and retold. The new hermeneutic controlled by the contemporary
event becomes the fens through which traditional texts, ritaals, and
beliefs are now filtered and undetstood.

An equally significant impulse toward the creation of Christology
appeats to have been religious experience, point that, thankfully, Latry
Hurtado has discussed at some fength in terms of social scientific stud-
ies.5 This religious experience is evidenced in our literature by reports
drifting from the first followers that they were having visions of Jesus
after his death, This impulse toward reflectivity was a retrospective and
hermeneutical process that resulted in christological developments

almost immediately in the tradition.

within their pr
threatened. The confection

The Jerusalem Paradigm

¢ able to recover the very first acempts at raak-

we can construct from the literature

three general paradigms that resulted from this process, the earliest

model having its roots in the Jerusalem church under the leadership of

Jesus' brother James. This paradigm spread quickly north and east into

Antioch and eastern Syria. It formed the foundation for continued spec-
ulation and the later development of the two other paradigms, as we will

see later.

Although we may not b
ing christological sense of Jesus,

Resurvecied from the Dead

Christian literature showcase
the case of expla

The early
cal process well, and, in

s this reflective and hermeneuti-
ining Jesus' postmortem appears
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2211(.:6;,' ht:port.s at;vo responses, the one typical and the other not so typi-
e Z);E;chi reslfonse is recorded in Luke: Jesus followers thougpht
they had seen b Ostgtl ost {Luke 24:37). But as conventional as this expla-
pat appe,a ftis nor 1rzl(i)gniz :fslzzcxtlz)iz cmbr:ced. Iflstcad, they interpreted
:.md eschatological expectationsith:ctzse e‘;ﬁtz‘; ?i%e t\}nllerlicf e o
J;IS; 3:; t‘?;y r(;lmceir;lbercd Jesus had taught them (Mark 9'1'W gsosat]’lz/j:f:’
.1). Jesus had been resurrected from the dead as the fi st of the right.
eous heroes released from their graves (1 Cor 15 250t S
) . :20; Matg 27:52-53).6
g (f:l) Iil;sd aptpez;)ranch were explained in terms of the gloriﬁecsi%esi?ll-m—
oo bOdy ;)h ¢ raised out of the grave at the end of time. It was an
angetic bo. );&d Eavenly body, a glorified, imperishable form whose flesh
nd blood had t ;e}x; transf.igure.d into a nature and a body that was
o Per. 10.03 . 40(:‘ described in terms of a body of gigantic portions
o ai)EC t;) “;alk), hur_lrecogmzable at first (Luke 24:13-31; John
e ,24.39. o 20? rough doors (John 20:19) but stifl be touched
s W.mi ,h ohn ..27)., eat fish (Luke 24:42-43), break bread (Luke
Yo T,he COs into thin air (Luk.e 24:31), and float up into the sky (Acts
p2) Thee nvelntlorlwi explanation—it was his ghost—was dismissed in
o czlxlp anation that worked to align the community’s memor
b CSCT; t;r;g a‘b:)jut the Esch'aton’s imminence and its memory of thz
Jewish dictatedorgij; dream W’.ith the challenge that present circum-
srances dictate . ; ehprc{clamatxon that Jesus was “raised from the dead”
s Do 4.1((;?64.;3.8 licurgy very early indeed (e.g., Acts 2:24; 2:32;
" ;)as.sa ; 4: R, etc.). This old Jerusalem teaching emerges in ;
puusica pasy E in Romans 1:3—‘4, when Paul reminds his audience th
e preaches “the gospel concerning the son, who was descended frmi:

Davi "
- David according to the flesh, and designated Son of God in power
) e

according to the Holy Spirit by hi _
Christ our Lord. . .”Y pitit by his resurrection from the dead, Jesus

Righreous One

At tlle same rime E}lat T I 118 intet [)ICE ation Of th.e p()Sl morteimn ap pCaIaIlCCS
A

was be O he A P
COming t ceepte d CcO Ila_i Elc[ eneutic liic an Id Otiier

‘questions abo ing di
: ut Jesus were being discussed among the first Christians in

Ter .
]é;zlt;z;n\)fllllz C}Ilac(iji ]es;s du?d th{: way he had? If Jesus had been resur-
e Bom hav:iailw at did this mean about his identity while alive?
o d ot have ¢ en more tl_lan seconds for these fews to attach this

raditions of the righteous men of Israel, particularly the
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Maccabean martyrs who died hotrific deaths while maintaining their -

innocence and faithfulness to God and his laws. Alan Segal discusses this
christological identification at length in his already classic work on res-
urrection.” These martyrs were the faithful, the holy ones, who would be
rewarded by God in the last days for their righteousness by being bodily
resurrected and ceturned to Paradise (2 Mace 7.9, 7:23; Wis. Sol. 3:1-9;
4:20-5:6; 5:15-16). Aslong asa rightcous man lived, God had promised
that he would not destroy the world, a covenaat shaped by their mem-
ory of the Noah story.
Tt appears that one of the first Christian titles atrached to Jesus was
“Holy and Righteous One” (Acts 3:14; 7.52), a ttle which also is given
< his brother James (“the Just™), the person who emerges as the leader of
the Jerusalem Chuistians following Jesus' death. These early Christians
concluded that, just as the deaths of the Maccabean martyrs had atoned
for the sins of Israel (2 Mace 6:12-16; 7:38; 4 Macc 6:27-29; 17:20-22),
<o too the martyrdom of the Righteous One, Jesus, provided repentance

to Tsracl and the forgiveness of its sins (Acts 5:31). The primacy of this

title is certain, I think, given the fact that it is one. that later Christians

(like the author of Acts) no longer applied to Jesus. So the association of
Tesus death with Jewish martyrdom pateerns probably was not late or
original to the author of the Gospel of Mark as has been suggested.® It
was, in fact, an association made quite eatly in the tradition by the fol-
Jowers of fesus in Jerusalem and reused by Mark in his gospel story.
This association brought with it.a complex of other traditions that
Jesus’ followers also used to explain the difficult fact that Jesus bad suffered
and died unexpectedly as a criminal condemned by Rome. Associated with
these Maccabean stories wete the Psalms of Tament (e.g- Pss 22, 35, 69)
and the Songs of the Suffering Servant (Isa 52:13-53:12), songs about the

suffering of righteous Jews at the hands of foreign oppressofs of from ill-
nesses. So they understood Jesus sufferings to have been foreshadowed in
che Laments as part of God’s plan. Interpretation of the Laments in this

way influenced carly on how the story of Jesus' passion was remembere
and retold, as is frequently attested in the Synoptics, John and the Gospe:
of Peter. The Songs of the Suffering Servant appear to have been an eark
“proof text” used by missionarics as they tried to convert people to the fail
(Acts 8:32-33; cp. Mate 8:17, 26:19: Mark 15:28; Luke 22:37; Jo ;
12:38; Rom 10:16; 1 Pet 2:22-24). :

The creation of this new hermeneutic allowed the first followers.:
Jesus to conclude that God had meant for Jesus to suffer and die, th

they had simply failed to recognize until now that this had been fore
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in the scri ;
o édsggptiure. Jesus was God’s Righteous Holy One who had .
fulness ]esi:[}; tz Ll‘fdeem Isracl through his death. Because of hisC ?;fi;d
> ad been resurrected and exal -
heaven, : ) exalted to God’s righ ;
225-36; o Is 165 15 110:1; 132:11). His resurrection set int oL
s of the Eschaton. Judgment was sure to be swift o motion
. 1t

Propher-Like-Moses

While this : i
o ile this rr;a:lv htzlmerll{euuc was developing, the first followers of Jesus
et also Uy Cg aﬂmaf ;: sense of Jesus’ life and teachings. There is n
coue thac the eh y fo lovrers ?f Jesus understood him in pro het'o
o (Actls)z'ga.e; lin a long line of Jewish prophets who hadpbe .
LIS 444,{) ;?—18;' 7:51-53; Mark 6:4-5; Matt 13:57-58; Lulec:
i Yo i; 4). [ imagine that this reflected Jesus’ own selfwt’lnde
suanding since ‘k136 zmlapiy attested in all layers of the tradition (i )
Y, B;, a;,pl alin P ;lLuke 4:23-24; John 4:44; Gos, Thom. 31; cp j;fts,
752) By o ch : Er salm 118:22, f’hc “rejected stone which has be;:omc
i e nef, they provided further scriprural proof for their
purgconin p‘ .atlons (Acts 4:11; Mark 12:10-11; Martt 21:42; 14
20171 P 2:4-8; Gas. Thom. 66). 42 Luke
e : -
s rer “?;lef;;;]eis;s it:{:if;gzo?d this role in terms of a prophetic
Aessia ‘ ation was on
dciltl;;if‘aﬁi t[‘:f;ms%ves is difﬁc.ult- to know. Ciearl)lr,yvz;lcillgyintilﬁe fjmt
___Pmph;t,Like_ I\s/[ 1 entlﬁe‘d w1tlh a particular prophet, the M'essiax?ﬂ
'_.51—53) an i(()iscs [vafr‘edlc‘;ted in D.euteronomy 18:15-16 (Acts 3'19—22:
- ,t " entification which undergirds indepéﬁdent‘i h,
.4:_1_91:3 thzaGtmn (Mark 6:4; 6:15; 8:28; Luke 4:24; 7:16; 9:8: {3; ¥
)_"fhe ide;:;%d (?f]ohn (1:19-27; 4:19; 4:25; 6:14), a’nd- }ilebr.e >
) e cend ;ca;ion (})lfjesus with this figure gave him messianic sz
e o 11; all:i_’nft who Wou.id come in the last day to restore God’s
p At onjgina I Znt, preparing the faithful for the final Judgment.9
L s «anOinttain;C:?té)j f:; f—Ioi})lr Spirit at Jesus’ baptism WOI’kC‘d
i his “a : 'ophet, a conce :
r:;e}*:}ll%satﬁi 2f s:i:.n.pturc (cf. Wis. Sol. 7:27). SOPIfVIHii;; ;EE;;;Z&;K
hls s nia 1:0[1 tzat Jesus \’evas installed into his prophgetic
Ty méais S:;SSG by God’s Spirit as were all the prophets
e at the (_)ldest tradition porteays him as fully
X :Sym . .gme.:nted with (%od’s Spirit. This characterizatio
pathetic with the earliest understanding of his birt}?
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Matthew and Luke preserve genealogies that trace Jesus lineage through
his father Joseph, genealogies that Matthew and Luke conveniently
rewrote later in light of the myths of the virgin birth (Matt 1:16; Luke
3:23). Jesus’ biological connection to Joseph is an early concept retained
by the Ebionites, castern Jewish Christians who carried on in the second
century many of the main aspects of the carlier Jerusalem tradition.

The identification of Jesus with the pmphet—like—Moses provided
another paradigm to calle about his exaltation since Jewish traditon con-
tained a significant amount of specutation that Moses had been given an
exalced position in heaven, even ceated on God’s throne as his viceroy
and mediator (cf. Sir 45:1-5; Test. Mos. 1:15; Ezek. Trag. 68-69; Philo,
Vir. Mos. 1.155-59; Sac. 95 Post. 27-31; Gig. 49). In the Samaritan tra-
dition, there is an enormous amount of evidence that Moses is s0 exalted
and glorified that he was vested with God’s Name, 10 This type of Jewish
speculation sbout the exaltation of patriarchs and their investiture with
the Tetragrammaton was not uncommon. We see it also with Enoch {
Fn. 37-71; 2 En. 22 .5.10; 24:1-3; 3 En. 10-12) and Jacob (Prayer of
Joseph quoted by Origen, Com#. Joh, 2.31).13 It s very important to the
development of Christology because, 1 believe, it is how Jesus exaltation,
very early in the tradition, was linked with his investiture of the Divine
Name, “Jesus is Lord (=Yahweh)” (Kuptos ’Inoous: Le., 1 Cor 12:3;
Phil 2:9-11; Rev 17:14; 19:16; of Acts 2:38).12

Angel of the Lovd

Once the tink had been forged berween Jesus exaltation and the investi-
wure of the Divine Natne, there was no turning back. His resurrected
angelic body could be pone other than that of the Anget of the Lotd,

God’s principal angel and bearer of his Name and Image, and connected

to his kaved or Glory (i€, Mact 18:15; 18:20; 28:19; John 1:12; 2:23;

3:18; 5:43-44; 10:25; 14:10-11, 12-1%; 12:28; 15:21; 17:6, 11, 26;
20:31; Acts 2:21; 2:38; 5:41; 9:16; 15:26; 21:13% Phil 2:9; James 2:7;
Heb 1:4, 13:15; of Acts 2:17-21, 38; 9:14; 22:16; Rom 10:9-13: 1 Cor
1:2; 2 Tim 2.22).33 With this identification, his exaltation and enthrone:
ment as God was complete since, in Jewish tradition, this particular

angel is God’s visible manifestation and, as such, he is cither indistt
guishable from God or operating with God’s power and authority. 4
was this early identification ¢hat was invoked at the nitiatory sitc, bz
rism (Acts 2:38), and healings (Acts 3:6, 16; 4:30; cf. 16:18; 19:13, 1]
because it was this Name that had power. :
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This association also brought with it th i
) . e attribution i
ig:tliier; t :ézatedft}g'ough.a pesher of images from scriptural p(;{;sgl Zs tfj
Incerprec :)1 (i)n- ectf;lanah 3:1-7, Isaiah 66:15-16, and Maiach% 3"1-5
e Woril 1(_)1;1 ; e.u: at the .Eschaton a great angel of Yahweh W(;uid
judge the wor Wilt ire. S‘uch images related to Jesus are found embed
dod i sever l;;r} y' Christian texts (Luke 12:49; Gos. Thom. 10; M .
o e,arliest p S1; Gos. Tb.om. 16:1-3; Rev 8:5; 19:11-16; 2 Per 3)',7—125t
e theuc:il:fﬁfs( ;()ntamed references to Jesus as the “}udge.of thc;
o a N cts 10:40, 42) Paul knows this tradition well, ref-
crencing o Joo 5 fs the e.schatological Judge (whom he does not knc;
the "Son Ofthiii;j) in }Es letters.(Rom 2:16; 14:10; 1 Cor 4:5; 11*‘;22;8
This fine o b Ebflg is born out in the Prendo-Clementine literature E-lSSO:
clated with the 1on1tcs.']csus is appointed by God as the greatest of th
gels, the “god of princes, who is Judge of all” (Ps.—Cljn Ref“t; 4t2)c

Possession Christology

Looked at collectivel is evi
ively, this evidence means thar th
1{;)5(1)185 de\'relo%el;i _thhin the first decade of Christianityevglr;t cf:lilzwezi Oci{:
bomszsszg{r; o tr1s;oiogy, l;the schema that understands Jesus to haiccbf::n
orn. e human being to human |
. : : parents. Mary and
_é:lsdbi;ologlcal pc:iarentsw—J ust as Matthew’s and Luke’s gen};aiz ii(sjsrefl’h -
e ;;:sear;; : 16:>y a bra‘nch of the Ebionites in the second cegnmr ; El];le_ \
'-b_ap;:ism .th.e éol}t?ésllrlg:pd’ Ref: Z.22;$piph., Pan. 30.2.2; 34.6)yAtlilsi.;
» esce i i o him (e
Mork 1:10), possewing him nds, taking up residence in him (el1c:
o Jesus i i |
Piri]tj : s nlfez Iizll éut;’l)an b‘emg, body and soul, possessed by the Hol
pic, somcdan 3 ;13 s Wisdom. This anthropology is quite nacural ir}:
b_lfits) ent wor'd where human b.cings were constantly bombarded with
FiLits Mo }E; ua?;(;mc, alﬁerlnptmg to possess their souls and corrupt
el . rdian or holy spirits i i i
eo lc_ iéor; otherwise succumbing to (‘:;‘;Zeora:igif:f;;ig()):nce they aided
. .
Ow tz ; Ii tPIOPth: Jesus called the people to repentance, taught pe
ey ffril'tt (‘:orrcctiy and follow the Laws so that they cguldpi'o—
Iﬁ;gﬂgu?:imc dild)hand be Prepared to stand before God atrtll‘lf:
P Scirl_te Y,’ e was rejected and suffered a horrific death as
ia'tdy » 1pt;ge, a death that atoned for the past sins of Israel
aiely bel ore dls f:leath, the Holy Spirit left him. But because f
ot hi: a;: lfalthfulne‘ss, God resurrected him from the deaz
m :.g physical body into an angelic body and exalting him t(;
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God’s right hand as the principal angel of Yahweh, vested with the pow-
erful Name and enthroned as God. Tn this capacity, he will return to
Judge the living and the dead. As a result the doctrine of the Second
Coming was born, a5 well as the divinization of Jesus. Jesus was not

divine during his lifetime, but a human being possessed by the Holy
Spirit, exalted to divinity after his death. '

A Behaviorial Soteriology
This christological. pattern was develéped by the Jerusalem Christians

within ten years after Jesus’
formance and soteriological beliefs. Baptism, the initiatory ritual, was

performed by invoking the Name, cleansing the initiate from past sins 0
¢hat the soul could recetve the Holy Spirit {Acts 2.38-42). There is evi-
Jence that the anointing ceremony was later addition to the original
baptism ceremony, creating a ceremony apatt from baptism for the

reception of the Holy Spirit (Acts 8:14-17). The later Ebionites preserve

chis understanding of baptism and so develop daily baths as a means to

ceanse themselves from postbaptismal sin. The cleanliness of the soul
was of utmost importance because a purified soul was a prerequisite for
che indwelling of the Holy Spirit. The Spirit aided the person-—just as it
did Jesus—to live righteously in .itation of Jesus and his teachings, s0
¢hat, after death, the person Wo
_being, like Jesus. The human being atrains immortality
divine being, conforming his of her soul {(w
indwelling) to the sacred template.
This emphasis on petfecting onese
undercurrent sustaining soterio
(cf. 5:48), as well as the thesis of
sources retained by the authors of the Didache (1
Barnabas (18-21). Although it is conventional to date
beginning of the second century—because it is not mentioned by o
carliest church fathers—this is unreasonable given the letters’ conten
which promotes the old Jerusalem soteriological pattern of righteous i
The epistles content
Jerusalem church, concerned about Paul’s re
moted that “faith,” rather than one’s responsi
to “righteousness” and justification (Jas 2:14
later than 60 C.E. is justifiable for the composition

the epistle of James (1:4) and the olde

bellious agenda which: pr

-26). In my view, 2 dat
of James's epis

death, and it had ramifications for ritual per-

uld be resurrected as a glorious immortal
by imitating 2
ith the help of the Spitit’s

If through righteous living is the
logical claims in the Gospel of Matthew

_6) and the Bpistle of
James to th

fits into the religious fandscape of the ¢ |

ble and moral lactions,-léa.d
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Asfo : _
Lords Su; ;ili ;;:cui aci;lvu.:w:s, apparently the first performances of the
sions, celebrating th anksgiving meal or Eucharist—were joyous occa-
Heavenly Mess afi be imminent return of Jesus and anticipatin tl?
in Matk 14:25 anci Ma;?;i:; 5312599 ?:?H?alice 1(l)f the meal is presgrve;
i . ‘ ruly, 1 te ] .
ik o he oo i il he o e e
Vi Cfo} C), a136 well as the old formulae in Didache ;
A covenantal ;s (;Ct C;fl: '122; Rev 22:20). The meal may also have had
the death of tfﬂ: R,x ah irming the Christians as the New Isracl through
aware of this ek ghteous One, Jesas (Luke 22:14-18). Paul, too gis
eucharist is celfbra(tj;? aéllﬁi;stégzss;ﬁiﬁe t::lflls ;s that every t,ime ;he
he comes” ’ . aim the death of th @
112 532 ;I’ZCL PICSGHE; the CEIP” as the “new covenzn%’?rc([l uégt;.li
the euchar;st me; nco{}:l Ortai?le’ 1 fact, with the festive party nature of
i its pecform as the Corinthians were celebrating it, and works t
e iinc:e into more of a wake, during which Je .
; a banquet anticipating his return (1 Cor 1 1:17—22?13 is

The Antiochean Paradigm

If

Of];:}iv l:jld :;;en Z}letec% to the right hand of God as the principal Angel

o ;tori jt hl this suggest about the appearances of thif an elg'c

soriprural st s that dtoEk place prior to Jesus” birth? This logical iu .

: : crossed the minds of the early Christi ' i

y Christ i

iar with the Jerusalem Paradigm. To judge ;ﬁgj v:v}:c: e:;:"a?‘“l’

irst

Chllstla_'[ls rait. Cd lhls pCE qLIC n is d.lf} Cl ut ce l[l[? tEle
S
plexlng STLO it Lllt, b certa
answer was dlSCUSSEd i3] Ilteratufe aSS()Clath W‘ith A.IlthCh. Ihe ANSWer

was known also b
y Paul, who was at one time a primary léader and mi
S_

sionary fi i
ary for the Antiochean Church. So T think it safe to say that this par

digm was develo
_ ped and promulgated by Anti
. _ tioch: istians i
estern Syria and eventually taken up by P);ul an((l) ihza:();};::f;i?s in
es it

J!lea IVIE]IOI a[ld (EIEECC bef()lﬂ bCCO "P
i
ml}lg dle d()“}]f}a.ﬂt met;
a: aladiglll

Rome and the West.

Born of Woman (or Virgin)

the f isd i
3d1';81t\1 S:lsssijnzlb]ehgved that Jesus had been elevated to the stat
D 36'7 .gezl, then passages about this Angel in the ]ewi;lfi
_ _..ng’ s cen T:h, 5.1:11‘5; Exod 3:2-14; 23:20-21) must have been
I The Antiochean Christians must have reasoned, if
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Jesus had been exalted at his death, becoming the Angel of Yahweh, who

was the Angel of Yahweh before Jesus was born? The only logical solu-
tion would have been “Tesus.” Since the scriptures clearly related that the
Angel existed before Jesus earthly advent, the Antiochean Christians
concluded that this Angel must have descended from heaven and some-
how embodied Jesus at Jesus conception or birch.

We find in Paul’s letters the old Antiochean hymnal fragments relat-
ing that Jesus had been “in the form of God” and “did not count equal-
ity with God a thing to be grasped,” a likely reference to an angel,
probably the Anggel of the Name. This divine being “empties’ himself
and is “born in the likeness of men” (Phil 2:5-7). Jesus is the “image of
the invisible God, the first-born of creation” (Col 1:15). In Jesus, “the
fullness of God was pleased to dwell” (Col 1:19). The references to
“form” and “image” and “first-born of creation” all carry angelomorphic
connotations.!s Paul himself relates that “God sent forth his son” and he
was “born of woman” {Gal 4:4), a concept mentioned elsewhere in his

letrers as well (Rom 8:3). Paul’s use of the word “son” in this regard prob-
ably reflects the association between angels and sonship in Judaism.i®
Alchough this incremental shift occurred in Antiochean Christianity
prior to Paul, it appears to have had an enormous impact on early

Christian traditions after Paul and developed in fascinating directions.
In this regard, we might recall the fragment from the Gospel of the
Hebrews. Tt relates that the Father summoned the angel Michael and gave

to him the Power called Christ. Michael descended into the world and
was “called Mary.” So Chuist was in her womb “seven months” (Cyril of

Jerusalem, Discourse on Mary Theotokos 12a). The tradition as it stands

e bowdlerized, altered in its transmission so that it has

appears to b
become nonsensical. But what might it have been? A teaching that the

angel Christ descended into Mary's womb at the time of quickening with
the assistance of Michael? It is noteworthy that £

angels helped deliver thec
ening of before (cf. Clem. Alex., Fel. 50.1-3; Maim.,
2, 17ab; Hildegard of Bingen, Scivias i
be an atlusion to this be
fack, aligns with whatwe

“was not begotten of
archangels” and that “he rules over the angels and all
Almighty” (Epiph., Pan. 30.16.4-5). This branch of the Ebionit

thought that Jesus was “bor
his preexistefice as “Logos” or “Sophia’; see Eus., Eecl. Hist.

he ancients believed that
hild’s soul into the womb at the time of quick-
Guide 11 6, Munk,
lluminations). So there appears to.
fief in the Hebrew fragments. "This teaching, i

know of some Ebtonites who taught that Christ
God the Father, but created as one of the

the creatures of the

n of a virgin and the Holy Spirit” (but denied
3.27). This
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ct{f)leeii tffl:jchi.ng appeats to have been possible because “spirits” and
thoi : nctioned sometimes as equivalents in Jewish and Christi
thor gort,t ;s well as an Angel as ‘the Spirit.}7 The same appears to bz i;ﬂ
casg for e “Ef:rc}'Power (Dynamis).18 This ability to understand “s iritf
= gf, W E 1'ke a demon can possess a human being, is Iikelp th.
U az{ synthesis between Jewish angelology and ancient beliefs )][3 .
spirit or demon possession. The angel, since it could be describ i na
spm'tli [:001{ on .activities, such as possession, of spirits. CebsemE
o zs Ejblomtes further f:leveloped this idea by teaching that this angel’s
advent as ;fctlls W?j not uniquc, but one in a long line of prophets beg'
o Eo ith Adam. The Ebionites taught, according to Epiphanius 3;“‘
: n fquxred a Pm?rer from God at the time he “pur on Adam,” : *-E
ials; gt € su sequintk}:;;)dws of the patriarchs (Epiph., Pan. 34.6) Tf;is?:::? fl ‘
appears to be known in Syria since the lan e of cyclic e s
: ‘ : guage of cyclic embodi
1(:; Eﬁ; ESE.T:E{; ;n :hl;e Syriac Acts of Thomas. The Christizs argue E(l)ereni;:i
hrist, eat Powet, put on the first man (cf, ians 1 i
Vict;)rmgs, ep. ad Gal. 1.15; Ps.-Clem. Rec. r;(ZCS Zi’mm%h‘aﬁs o Maris
osset appears to me that this christological shift in Christian Judaism
gahwss}ion in (t:;{htlaj ‘;fomb was forced by hermeneutics. If the Angel :)of
ch existed before Jesus' advent, then thi .
! h ] ' , is Angel who i
-ti?;t[n in tf}ims of bl?armg his Name and functionirg1g as his ziiﬁiis
1 earth, must have descended and been embodied i i
: odied
12::;1 '1l;he ;ulzla}n ]Eesus, a complete man with body and ;:utlhivi:' f;aﬂ
> y this Angel at the moment of his concepti il "
| his Ang; e eption or quickening,
ﬁbaDT::{: v1rg1'n birth st.ones, in fact, appear to be similar %but{irclnltnfien—
e f}?;:tmtm of t?ls storE))r, that a divine being possesed a fetus in the
omb. lhe story of womb-possession is ve i i
‘ , ry prominent ’
E_{{)z?seléwhlch _pa.ra.lleis John the Baptists conceptiog to Jesus’. Ol?tliuflis
o .&oncif?uon, Lul’ie relates “he will be filled with the Holy Spiri i
- :Or:llgls Enotherg womb” q_.uke 1:15; TVEUPKTOS &yiog Trfi‘)\nlwt:
5 o ;l;lelj{l;ll:i)lll)\cliocbs ;Lgl}'rpog auTol). When the process of Jesus
Aception | ed by the angel Gabriel, it is in th “
oo s mplined , It is in these words: “The
Spirit pon you, and the power of th i i
adow you; therefore the child ! b calld b the
W you ild to be born will be call
e ore hild > ¢ called holy, th
dm_ﬁ_gi {U(LUke’ 1:35; mvelpar Gylov émeevoeTan ém og KC(SI:
s TOU EMIOKIACE! 001° 810 Kl TO Yewwedlevoy dytov
.ﬂ-;éa‘i, :lc;s Beol). If we reread Jeremiah 1:5—“Before I forTned
?Pbiﬁtg& » I knew you, and before you were born I consecrared
poin! f.you a prophet to the nations”"—and Isaiah 49:1—“The
calied me from the womb, from the body of my mother he named
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»__and even Galattans 1:15—“when he who had set me apart
my name — :

5 _we see in the Lukan virgin bith narrative an
be{or&?tl u‘:’ isnc]i)ei:and\f;hss’ birth in light of hi; pr}o}pheﬁc ;arecittz?tt;r;
g iri i i in the womb, that the desce
hun the Spli-'lt xasiiidiiiﬁgcf \SEgl before his baptism, even as e.a-rkflz as
d{"me o bgcausc he was God’s Prophet chosen before his birt .
e Concept(l;n el of Matchew the relationship of Jesus to the Ho.ljlr Spirit

i . thc' Osfms of agency with the prominence of the preposition EK.
N ﬁaﬂ?ei . :“having [ fetus] in ker womb ]?am the ﬁoly Spirit” (Mate
?4’;‘? i‘ 31(;[;Tp\l Eyouat £k TTVEUHTOS f’xytou?. This appeats ()t:; :m dtf;
b;a y:at another incremental shift in this <:hr.1:;t{)lt(:)gg:;l.l Ezt;zrr:;zge ags e

ir i ion X

el e SP;:lL; 51‘:)5;: Ssselr(:; E:E) g.:ii:r?;stic audiences fa.ﬂ.liliar with sto(;l
ﬂ'mt o hav'e ing heroes. Since the embodiment of the Spirit ha:s occurre
e ol ficant that both Matthew and Luke independ-

ion, it is signi . lepend-
it the : sm. account of possession of the Spirit "in

i aptl

P S}Fﬁ ;}/lizr]]:fiﬂl(g;l, {tjoiiupon” (Em: Matt 3:16;‘ L?ik? 3:22?. -
I e n who has ptescrvéd the paradigm shift in .ltS'CHU.l‘et)T, inco

T"he Eer:}? the Angel of Vahweh eraditions and the virgin bl-ljth stories,
POI&tmg i 0 nd century Roman teacher, Justin Mareyr. Tn his wrntirigs;E
b eafg Sec:vival of the teaching that the manifestatiqns of t:he Angel o
?jhﬁmiilta:c(s)trlding to the scriptures were essentially manifestations of Jesus
we

he
is bi i Angel of Yahweh who speaks from t
before bis bR o St;)lnﬁif)rt:}fam, g\:rresdes with Jacob (Justin Martyt,

buraing bush, visies wi e el as & warrior
Dial. Trypho 59.1; 56.1-23; _58.4—13)..He app a3 ,

[:gii (655; Justin says with conviction, Mherefore, neither Abraham
a . .

her . . . but only him who,
cob, nor any mar saw the 1.3at
nocrolrsgi; :: fli]sa[God’s] will, is both God, his son, and angel, from the fact
ac

that he ministers to his p}l:.rpose.
through the virgin, and who once bec:
M(;eg i the bush” (ustin Martys, Dial. Trypho 27 A

£ Vahweh embodied the man Jesus, born from a vitgin wormnbp.
0

Embodiment Christology

Hermeneutics appear
. o o
articularly in terms : :
Engcl upon exaltation at his resurrection,
as this angel whose activities are recouflte
i or quickening, he embodied

fJesus originasa divine being.

Whom he also has willed to be born
became fire for that conversation with

127 4). The great Angel_.

s to have forced a shift in the Jerusalem paradigf:r_i;

Tf he were Yahvvgl_.f.s'
then he must have preexis___tc-d
d in the scriprute. Already at his

the angel or spitit. So he was 2
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complete human being with his own body and soul that functioned as a
container or vessel for the resident angel or spirit.

The rest of the Jerusalem paradigm remains intact, however. At
Jesus' death, he returns to heaven and is (re)installed. His exaltation at
his resurrection to the Name above all names continues to reverberate in
this literature (Rom 1:3-4; Phil 2:10-11; cf. 1 Cor 15:20-22; Phil 3:20-
21}. As this great angel, he will be revealed in the heavens, descending
with “a cry of command, with the archangel’s call, and with the sound of
the trumpet of God” (1 Thess 4:16). He will come “with his mighty
angels in flaming fire, inflicting vengeance upon those who do not know
God and upon those who do not obey the gospel of our Lord Jesus” (2
‘Thess 1:7-8). He will usher in God’s Kingdom after he destroys his ene-
mies (1 Cor 15:24-28). He will sit in the Judgment seat and mete out
rewards and punishments (1 Cor 8:6). This tradition is carried on in
Ebionism. According to Epiphanius, the Ebionites taught that Christ
was “created like one of the archangels” and was appointed by God to
rule over the future age (Epiph., Pan. 30.16.2-4),

A Sacrificial Soteriology

‘The Jerusalem paradigm taught that Jesus' transformation into a glori-
fied, divine being happened as the result of his righteous actions and
piety, which brought about the indwelling of the Holy Spirit and his
" gradual perfecting, Thus at death, God raised him and exalted him, giv-
t ing him a transformed body and angelic role. True, this idea was Jewish
“apocalypticism gone wild, but it made perfect sense given the environs
“and conditions. It also meant that anyone who imitated Jesus, particu-
arly in terms of righteousness and piety, could expect a similar gradual
ransformation and eventual resurrection.
;- This soteriology worked until Jesus was considered to be born .
already special, already embodying an angel or spirit, a condition the rest
f humanity could not imitate. Jesus did not work for his divinity, but
had it from the womb of Maty. This meant that the road to salvation had
to shift as well. It had to engage the power of the divine Jesus rather than
th_z_t_'t ‘of the human, promising redemption because of a divine action
ther than 2 human one. This shift occurred on several levels, but the
ost prominent was the full engagement with martyrological interpreta-
ns of Jesus’ death in terms of atonement, particularly as Marl relates
“his gospel. The Christians developed the Jerusalem Christology in

gard, which as we saw eatlier, explained Jesus’ death in terms of
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pattetns of the Jewish martyxs, patterns which ii}duded beliefl”;c; zb‘ou}: t(l;e
efficacy of their deaths for sin aﬁtonement, especially for Israel’s disobedi-
chﬁ:TalIllicsl Z;Sftagl'la;?;::\fic I:)J;s not mean that the behavioral sotcrio.i(?gy
from the ]eru;alem paradigm vanished or was replaced by thf-:‘ dim‘ne
redemptive action. What happened was a f"'u.smn of the two soteuod ogites
so that the sacrificial emerged dominant Whl‘lc the behavioral ‘rec:i e -{:0
the background. In many ways, this shift disabled the behavior —f—1 :}
divine action redeemed the human being, then. Whaf: was the bzrlle it 0
good behavior? Paul faces and tries to explain this very problem in
Romans 12-13, whete good beha}.:rioih is ille ouscome of a persots
i transformation, rather than the cause. ’
mde?gjce’:ﬂiﬁ development of this shift can be tracgd in Paul’s letters,
particularly in Romans (e.g... 3:23-24; 4:24-25; 6:23) where h;: a%sls)urzlis‘
that God operates as a great judge and lawmaker. The pen.aity 1?11( r}i ;
ing God’s laws is death. Since all humans, ]ews,and Gentiles a é e, haw
broken his laws, everyone is guilty in Gods courtroom. veryogc
receives the death penalty. The solution Paull teaches is the ti:cazc; 1};
righteous man Jesus, who did not sin and did not desetl:rle € f:at
penalty. But he dies anyway. His undescrvcd. death provides vicarious
payment for everyone else’s death sentence. This efficacious atonclmcnt is
not something earned by decds or piety, but .rather a bcnzvo entdaf:t
accomplished by Jesus. I might mention that tth. act was understoo 13
cosmic terms, as part of God’s plan at the end. of time to defcatLSa.tan :;Lrl:1
"his army of angels that have been battling against the archanie s since ; z
beginning of time. The defeat of these powers began when they crucifie
Jesus (1 Cor 2:6-7; Col 2:15; cf. 1 Cor 15:2,348). o
The believer reaped the benefits of Jesus (fie:ath through partiapagoz
in ritual activides. According to Paul, the initiate a(.:tual.ly ?vas baptize
into Jesus' death (Rom 6:1-11; cf. Col 2:12—15).. This s.hlft mb the me:i\.n—.
ing of baptism developed the older form of baptism as it hadCheZn carlier
performed by those Christian Jews from the ]en%s?lcm Chur. b Y 1r1515t—t
ing that one was united with Christ, that the spirit one recelvci ‘1\;@1;;.102
any holy spirit, but Jesus’ own. spirit (Gal 2:20; 4:19; 1 Cor 1: - .,.t
Cor 4:11; Phil 2:5; Rom 8:29). Because the p‘a:ts.on _poss‘esses. ]e:ius kslpmé
the person has become Jesus, even now participating in his cat agl
atonement (Phil 3:1-21; Rom 8:15-21). Instcad: of the convert pay;lng e
death penalty for his own sins, he shares ]esus' death. So throu%. 1]e(s:usr
death, the penalty for the convert’s sins was paid (% .Cor75:16—2 3 Elki0
6:20: 15:2). The person has been resurrected provisionally by partaking
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in Jesus' resurrection, although the full glory of the resurrected body
could only be wholly achieved at the eschaton (2 Cor 3:18; Phil 3:12, 20-
21). In this way, the believer was experiencing a bodily transformation as
the old mortal body of sin was being replaced (Rom 12:1-2),

Given this interpretative trajectory, the meaning of the Eucharist
also had to shift. The Jerusalem model understood it to be a meal that
they were sharing with the exalted Jesus who was called to “come” (e.g,
1 Cor 16:22, maranatha) and sit at their table to sup with them. The joy-
ous meal was anticipatory of the great Messianic banquet, which they
believed would be hosted by Jesus at the Eschaton. For Paul, whose writ-
ings reveal another interpretation, the Eucharist is about ingesting the
sacrificed body of Jesus (1 Cor 10:1-5, 16-17) and a memorial service for
his death (1 Cor 11:23-26). The meal became a reperformance of his
death, a sacrificial meal to which all were invited. The believer, by ingest-
ing his sacrificed body, repeatedly and regularly shares in that death and
its atoning benefits. as Paul writes, “Consider the people of Israel. Are
not those who eat the sacrifices partners in the altar?” (1 Cor 10:18).

The Alexandrian Paradigm

This paradigm is preserved by the author of the Gospel of John, and it
becomes the dominant hermeneutic in Alexandria by the mid-second
century. At about the same time, a version of this paradigm also etnerges
in east Syrian literature like the Gospel of Thomas. Consequently, it is
not at all clear where it originated. Was it conceived in Syria and trans-
ported to Alexandria or vice versa? One of the difficulties I face in
answering this question hinges on the fact that the geographical location
of the Gospel of John has never been wotked out to my satisfaction. Its

. traditional location as a gospel written in Ephesus appears to be based on

very slim evidence interpreted from Acts 19:1-7, that the followers of

~ John the Baptist were present in Ephesus and were converted to

Christianity chere. This is connected with the Johannine polemic against
John the Baptist (John 1:6-8; 1:19-34; 3:22-36; 5:36) and the conver-
sion of many of the Baptist’s believers (10:40-42). Although this makes
some sense, is it not equally likely (based on the same argument) that the

- Gospel of John could have been written in Alexandria? How did the

Christian Baptists come to be in Ephesus? A Jew named Apolios, a native
of Alexandria, had received instruction about Jesus based an scriptutes,

while knowing only the baptism of John. He moved to Ephesus (Acts
18:24) where he spoke openly (and with some success) in the synagogue
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before the arrival of Priscilla and Aquila (Acts 18:25-28). So the
Christian Baptists in Ephesus may have originated out of Apolloss mis-
sion from Alexandria, which could place the authorship of Jobn in

Alexandria rather than Ephesus.

Pretemporal Jesus

Retrospective thinking about Jesus is at its height in this paradigm. Jesus
is not a great Angel or aspirit who descends and embodies 2 human being
in the womb. His precxistence is moved a step back, toa time before cre-
ation. He is God's Logos, his Reason. He is with God before the world is
created (John 1:1-2) and is involved in creating the world before he
becomes flesh (o&pE £yeveto) (John L33 1:14). This language (tv copKl)
is also present in the Gospel of Thomas (Gos. Thom. 28: POxy. 1.13).
Since the work of J. Rendel Harris and Rudolph Bultmann, there
has been much discussion about how this preexistent figure can have its
roots in Sophianology?! Although there are many uncanty parallels
between these traditions, it remains to explain the identification of the
Logos with God who existed from the beginning.22 As a result, Jarl
Fossum has offered an alternative explanation, one that makes an enor-
mous amount of sense given the development of the three paradigms I
am suggesting. He shows us that the Johannine author could be relying
on traditions about the Angel of Yahweh who is indistinguishable from
the Tetragrammaton. The Name of God in Jewish traditions, Fossum
demonstrates, was understood to bea hypostasis of God’s eternal nature,
and, thus, equivalent to him. It helped with creating the world and was
present in the Angel of Yahweh.23 If Fossum is correct (and T think he is),
chen what we are sceing in this paradigm is retrospective thinking about
the embodiment model. Jesu
is pushed back pretemporally, from preexistent to PrecOsSmOgonic.
Another aspect of Jesus pretemporality st be mentioned. The
TLosos cohabitation with God means that he alone “saw” God (John
1:18; 6:46; cf. 5:37). This exclusive vision has made the Logos extraor-
dinarily special. He not only is the only one who truly knows the Father
because he is the only one "who has seen the Father, burt he also partici-
pates in and is God (John 1:1). Once the Logos has descended from.
heaven (John 3:13, 31-32; 7:29; 8:23; cf. 17:5) and “tabernacled” with
us, he, as Jesus, can claim that “the Father and I are one” (John 10:30)
and “believe me that T am in the Father and the Father in me” (John
14:11). Jesus has God’s Name and, thus, is one with God (John 17:11).

¢ identification with the Angel of Yahweh
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This Christology a
_ ppears to me to result from the fusion of traditi
. - t l
Jewish thinking :.a\bout the Angel of Yahweh, the Name, and Hell:axi(i);;?c
EQ?mogony, partlcurllarlyl the origin of the rational aspect of the human
Emf. The SynthCSIES of these traditions results in the Johannine portrayal
of the pretemporal Jesus that embraces element: i
. ra : s from th
zlliiepienfdent traditions: he is God’s Reason and at the same tfmpcrﬁzli.;utsliz
gel of Yahweh. The Logos and Angel traditions conflate in such a way

that the R isti
e the eason of God takes on the charactensmgs of the Angel of

Ensoulment Christology

Is the descent of the Logos into the flesh not equivalent to the de f
the Angel or Spirit into the human Jesus as was the case in th Sci)md(?
ment paradigm? The short answer is, “No.” His descent is notcdcm '(1)3 E
Lﬂ termsbofda divéne being assuming a full human being, a persf)ifréviih
is own body and soul. His descent is described | i
It}mt is, as the descent of the Reason of Goizftzdﬁir:;yﬂilsfia:: tt:ht:?trlllsé
in(;(g)otsh E;CE:;EZSH 3 i{:?;ntan l::f:ingt.hThiij mf?ns that God’s pglc;'f)e descends
ctions as the soul of Jesus. fvi is
g .appendage to Jesus' soul; it is Jesus’ sogﬁ! Onzi;ef(i:elj;zip;scff; I:IS;C
tosiﬁg gfc fohgos tl;nguage .With‘ Mgel of Yahweh traditions must be due
o the fa Cti ;.:t e paradigm is using the christological platform that it
th}:ﬁn::(i‘n.n? from the embodiment model while embracing a different
ixﬁ rogologlcal argu{nent—that Jesus’ soul was God’s Logos. The word
5 ;ionsis U\&;as apprloprlate‘ becal%s.c it would have been understood by the
Helenistic ?:si:.ace to describe a substitute psyche. God’s Reason is
What is the result of his descent? Literally, it means God is walki
around. on earth as a human being. It is fascinating to me how t?lg
Johannine author prescrves a play on this tradition by presenting us Wif;
; _Leius E:Vllcc;lsc body’ is the New Temple in which God's presence dwells.2s
He EJ t ; I.OIZ (5050( or T20)-—God’s manifestation, visible in his per-
{John 1: ), his signs and wonders (John 2:11; 11:40; 17:4) and his
grumﬁxmn (John 12:23, 28; 13:32; 17:1, 5). In 1:14, the ,ciaix.n is mad
“We have seen his Glory, the Gloty of the Only Begotten from tlft:.

F i » T[ l ] E .:' b f [\4 d n Of
atner., € bac gtouﬂd of this vision IIlay be OUﬁd O
mn SES VISIO
LEI& Glo[}‘ mn EXOduS 33- 18 3 1.8- Bill: beCElUSC thiS 15 4n CHSOEﬂ nent pal"

diem, th i
g, the kavod is made to assert characteristics of Reason, characteris-

- tics that w i i i
: ould otherwise be foreign to its teadition, that s, it is made to
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function as Jesus’ soul. It is personalized, so that a particular person
becomes the earthly visible manifestation of the hidden God (John 1:18).
Rematkably, this paradigm says that God has been manifested in history.

Transmutative Soteriology

Because the Christology is such that God and flesh meet, forming an

extraordinary sacred human being, the goal of this paradigm s for all
humans to experience the same transmutation, 2 perfecting that alters
their humanity in the same way chat it had altered Jesus’. This process is
truly a process of personal rransmutation and heosis; as many of the
Fastern Church Fathers grasped, “God became man so that man can
become God.”
How did the devotee achicve this trapsmutation? Largely, it is
accomplished through the sacrapents, slthough the Gospel of Thomas
Jlso allows for contemplative activity that leads © transforming vision-
ary experiences? Initially, it begins through baptism when one is
«.ehorn of water and spirit” (John 3:5). The baptism is a rebirth; the per-
sor’s soul literally is born anew. ‘Those who developed this interpretation
of baptism must have operated within the thought-world of middle
Platonism, seemingly arguing -that cheir postbaptismai souls were no
longer in the degraded state associated with their first birth (John 3:4).
This appeats to have been achieved by the purificative effects of the water
ritual, as well as the infusion of the soul at the same time with a holy
spitit (John 3.5.8). It is fascinating how the language of baptism in John
is a language of birth, not of the flesh, but of the spirtt (John 3:6). The
water is “living water” that wells up to “eternal life” (John 4:7-15). The
2 eransmutation of persot.

result is a new creatiof,
This tansmutaton is maintained through the devotee’s participa:

tion in the Fucharist. In John 6, the

about cannibalism, cating the flesh and d
sus. Rather the devotees consume a sacre

L. His body is “the bread of hfe_:_,‘

rinking the blood of the histor

ical Je
extraordinary body of God on eart
which has “come down from heaven’
bread is his “fesh,” and if the devotee conpsumes it, he or she will live fi
ever (John 6:51). This is expanded to include Jesus biood that must:
drunk by the faithful in order to have life everlasting (John 6:53-55

worked like divine medic

"The incorporation of the sacred body
devotee literally has incotp

immortalizing the person over time. The

Johannine author is not speaking’

d or divinized body, the

> (John 6:35, 41, 51). This heave_r__ﬂy-
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rated Jes . .y
Uohn]&gz) fmd the result is his or her transmutation of immottalization
This mysti . .

e Catchph};asl;:‘a"{altliie;s:nand1’{15 of the Eucha}rlst can be characterized in

“atonement.” The devOteeCIilI:C in contrast with the sacrificial model of

the ensoulment of Jesus, si orporates the sacred elements to imitate

o ant:;, t;mc;: at thc‘momf:n‘t of consumption a unifica-

regularly, a proce - ¢ human is experienced. When this happens
hap 5§ of transmutation 18 undergone, and evehtually theosts

will be achieved.

Results

Eﬁéai:fii ;u;a only sgccessful if they have heuristic value. The value of
o fol set 1111 place here is 'that it neither depends upon theo-
logi mOd)e/E i ) etic abels nor does it serve to justify or condemn them
tistoe r(I)-lgmzesl the mcremer.ltaI development of traditions fos:
e by the con rtrillu.na memoty of living religious groups whose experi-
ences i eir preservation. At all times, the model operates
within :hpara;neters of Se:cond Terple Judaism and requires no muta-
hen o oug, }:Eor practice-——no unique moment—to explain how
¢ gy quickly developed and how, almost immediatek :
hroer ediately, Jesus
- This model helps expoée the fact that the Christi ithi
f:rj;; \Z,ZZEL: i){lllox;dng Jesus’ death had exalted him aﬁtsit tiir;;:flifcil;ltgf \ffifl:
Tahmell b ns";let. Fcclaiusc he had }.’ahweh’s Name and Power, this identi-
tcacion diffej ely ah c?wcd fc‘)r his worship. The relatively quick growth
J theee di Ofe;lt c r1stoi'og1cal Paradigms appears to result from the
etsection ¢ upz;e?}f;?zi ;End.expericm:é, forcing Churistians in vari-
tliéi_rL réced;lng past and burgeo‘:fii;efziz?ﬂe& o make presentsense of
. d;s{zi ct,pf:n r;?tcsiei I:i vlizi zs;iﬂd ;sd:i deViCE ‘to examine later christolog-
evelof ] e conflicts involved.
gm;:_f;‘;lrelr;slt;nce, Itajshows us a man influenced by tirol f;;h ;1: Q;Zrzf
gy'lstian' o, gsri j:;lr_l and .the Alexandrian. Although he is an
righ poiest in e " exandrian diocese, Arius himself implies that
po futod \Srv‘as : iéeacher as well as Eusebius of Nicomedia (ep.
';I_'_-_'-l);who. in, tcu. exander, eP. ad, Alex. 35-36; Philostorgius,
S, ) » tn, was a pupil of Paul of Samosata, a Dynamic
amiliar with the Jerusalem Paradigm. In fact, this old
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Paradigm formed the basis of Paul of Samosatas Christology. Jesus was

understood by him to be a human being (Eusebius, Aist. eccl. 7.27.2).

The divine element that came to dwell within the righteous man Jesus

was the tmpersonal Logos, God’s rational power (Epiphanius, haer.

65.1.5-8). This possession and eventual union of God's Logos with Jesus’

soul came about because Jesus” human will desired it. The more obedi-
ent Jesus was 0 God’s commandments, the mote he conformed himself
with God’s Logos until he achieved complete union with it and attained
full divine status. In this way, the morally petfected man was homoousios
with the Father (Athanasius, de. syn. 45; Hilary, de. syn. 81; Basil, ep.
52.1). Jesus perfecting provided the template for all helievers to use. If
they conformed their wills to God’s, following Jesus example, they
would become divine themselves.

Now Arius’s understanding of Christology is based on this teaching,
but it has distinct differences due to the fact that Arius was familiar also
with the Alexandrian Paradigm and its high regard for the pretemporal
Son. About this Son, Arius taught that he was a “reature” (KTIONG of
Toinuo) whom God made from nothing (Arius, ep. a4d. Enseb. Nicom.
4-5). He was an entify separate from God’s Logos and Wisdom, and dis-
rinct from the Father’s bypostasis (Arius, ep. ad, Alex. 4). This explariation
is probably an allusion, couched in philosophical garb, to the old
Jerusalem teaching that Jesus was the Angel of Vahweh. Given this, it
should not surprise us chat an Arian at a conference admitted that the
Son might have fallen as the'angel Satan did (Alexander, ep. en cyc; 10).

Arius’s genius, in my mind, is that he welded Paul of Sa_mosata’s .
ut the moral development of Jesus into the Alexandrian :
Paradigm. Thus, it is the pretemporal Son who conforms his own will or;

teaching abo

Logos to that of the Facher's, perfecting himself before time. This weld

ing brought with it also the behavioral soteriology of the Jerusalem
Paradigm. Believers, Arius thought, could conform to God’s will, just a5

the Son had done, and progressively over their lifetimes become divin

themselves. .
As for the human Jesus, Arjus preferred the
insisting that the perfected spiritual Son who had conformed himsel

the Logos, took the place of Jesus’ soul, Because t

a creature, he was susceptible to change. So Jesus could be ignorant at

times, grow in wisdom, and need help with temptation.

History has unfairly remembered Arius as a heretic priest.
thought Jesus was 2 demigod. As we have seen, this is a far cfy fro
truth. Tor Arius, Jesus was God, but became so through a com
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roC i is wi
is ess l?f clfrz}fo,rmauqn of his will, a conformation that we can imitate
suc i i :
A suct , Arius’s Christology and Sotetiology atre closer to earlier
Alexandn exiljismns than those of his orthodox contemporaries like
. A
Paradigmr al\r/; dtl;anasms, who rely completely on the later Alexandrian
. My doktorvater once told me that i
. 7 at if I wanted to }
the earlicst forms of Christiani ' o 1o earh abowt
ristianity, I should study the hereti
many of their views re ' i e e
present early Jewish thinki ithin thi
sty Gy inking that, within this
g Christian landscape, has
devel grown out-dated or b iabi
feve oplg v ecome a liabil-
tﬁz o idat gaany second century Christians were replacing with what
Wigtrh Ar_is _cii : to be fresher perspectives from the Gentile population
us, this appears to be the case. | ‘
. It may also be true for Nestori
who resurrected certain o o hieelf
aspects of the old Jerusal i i
who | ' usalem Paradigm himself.
os really to understand the earliest forms of Christianity, it is nec

essafy to step away momentarily from our orth :
itage and grasp the forbidden fruit. orthodox: post-Nicene fier-




