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There are three names that immediately come to minen thinking about the top Anglo-
American scholars of early Christology: (1) James@ Dunn, (2) Larry Hurtado, and (3)
Richard Bauckham, so it is no surprise to seeBaatckham has dedicated this work to his two
esteemed colleaguedesus and the God of Israsla collection of previously published or soon-
to-be published essays from Bauckham on early @hogy and as such it is not necessary to
read each chapter in order but | would recommeigghbéng with chapter 1 which is the full text
of his groundbreaking monogra@od Crucified Everything that follows is largely building off
of that work in some way, shape, or form. In tlegiew | shall focus on this chapter alone.

Bauckham’s main thesis is that for too long thearathnding of early Christology with regard to
Second Temple Jewish monotheism has been improfpamed with scholars starting from and
working within improper conceptual categories; gatées that would have been foreign to early
Jewish believers. For example, contra what Bautkhgpresents as the patristic focus on the
nature or being of God, he argues that early Jewish monotheigtiebwasn’t concerned so
much withwhat divinity was but rathewho their God YHWH was. Bauckham prefers to work
from within the category of the “unique divine idigyi as opposed to “functional” (what God
doeg or “ontic/ontological” (vhat God is) categories.

He contends that to properly understand Second TEedgwish monotheism we need to focus
our attention on those things that marked Isra@®d out as unique, specifically in his
relationship to all other reality:

1. His being the Creator of all things.
2. His being sovereign Ruler over all things.

These are the two main characteristics that comphis unique divine identity of YHWH and it
is the NT writers’ attribution of these charactéasto Jesus that Bauckham contends is what
shows that they included Jesus within the uniqwéndiidentity of Israel's God. It is also by



these criteria that he sees focus on intermedigords such as exalted patriarchs or angels in
Second Temple Jewish literature to be largely ewaht. In short, these beings were on the
creature side of the Creator/creature divide, ntienhow exalted they were. He also focuses on
worship (or monolatry) but against those (e.g., telw) who see sole worship of God as a
defining factor of his uniqueness, Bauckham cordetidit it is therecognition of YHWH's
uniqueness that causes teeponsef worship.

Bauckham spends a good deal of space looking at thignificant NT texts and the early
Christian reading of Deutero-Isaiah (Is. 40-55) skillfully shows how Philippians 2:6-1,1the
Gospel of John, and the book of Revelation all @yplarious sections of Deutero-Isaiah in
order to depict Jesus as being included in theugnidentity of God. For Philippians there are
verbal connections with Isaiah 52-53; 45 while thespel of John employs seven (or nine)
absolute “I Am” sayings from Jesus that corresptimthe seven (or nine) “I Am” sayings of
YHWH in Deutero-Isaiah. He also draws attentiorthte “lifted up” parallels between the two
bodies of writing showing an interesting connecti@ween abasement and exaltation that lends
itself to Paul’'s major point in Philippians 2:6-1In the book of Revelation it is the depiction of
the Lamb slain that corresponds to the IsaianiéeBnfy Servant.

In the end Bauckham’s contention is that the estri@hristology was the highest Christology
and against those who argue tbaly the seedsof a full blown divine Christology are present in
the NT and didn’t come to fruition until the fourtlentury patristic period, he claims that the NT
writers were in d'deliberate and sophisticated way expressing ayfuivine Christology.”
(58) So much of his presentation is to be commerme there was one thing that left me less
than satisfied.

Bauckham perhaps unfairly critiques patristic cgicms God and Christ by broad brushing
them as being concerned mainly (perhaps only?) wittology. In point of fact the fathers’
initial concern wasalvationwhich caused them to ask what kind of savior the Bad to be in
order to save us. They were also concerned with God was, specifically with who the Son
was in relation to the Father and vice versa.

Also, as Jason Vickers convincingly argues in l@sent monographnvocation and Assent
(Eerdmans, 2008), the origins of confessional eedal Trinitarianism lie more in the invocation
of the name of the Father, and of the Son, antleHoly Spirit in baptism, as well as the name
of Jesus in prayer, demon exorcism, and declastidriordship than anything else. In other
words, the early patristic testimony and conceptbrthe Father and the Son was more about
practical matters than it was ontology even if heategories were to become commonplace in
Nicene terminology.

In chapter 2 “Biblical Theology and the Problemdviiinotheism” Bauckham presents a slightly
altered version of his essay of the same title ffoat of Egypt: Biblical Theology and Biblical

! Against a good majority of NT scholars Bauckhartieves that this 'hymn' is original to Paul ratiiean simply
being appropriated by him. I'm quite sympathetithis position and was pleased to see Bauckhanusspt Also
refreshing was Bauckham's outright denial that alam Christology is anywhere present in this pasgegetra
Dunn who is quite frustrating to read on this ppihe declares:in my view, Adam has proved a red herring in the
study of this passage(41) Amen!



Interpretation (Zondervan, 2004). Immediately apparent was teeistbn to transliterate
Hebrew terms whereas the original essay contaictehlaHebrew characters. This is a slight
annoyance for the fact that such transliteratiomshadt help the non-specialist because even if
they can decipher the transliteration they stih'taead Hebrew, and it doesn’t help the novice
Hebrew reader such as myself because | can act@llyd out Hebrew when looking at Hebrew
characters but struggle with the scholarly traesdion scheme. This gripe aside, Bauckham
actually has some good things to say in this cliapte

In the first half of it he mainly interacts with NM@n MacDonald’'sDeuteronomy and the
Meaning of ‘Monotheism’ (Mohr Siebeck, 2003). MacDonald’s main contentios
that Deuteronomy does not present a doctrine of tBadcan be described as monotheism when
understood in terms of the Enlightenment’s viewnmbnotheism. Bauckham finds much of
MacDonald’s presentation to be compelling but kesassue with the claim that Deuteronomy
doesn’t deny the existence of other gods. Tharcla and of itself is not so controversial
but Bauckham doesn't feel that it is properly niehand criticizes MacDonald for failing to
give a proper account 6¥Y HWH’s uniqueness vis-a-vis the other god&b)

Bauckham agrees with MacDonald that the categaovie€nlightenment monotheism are

inappropriate for reading the Biblical text but peints out the rather obvious fact that not
everyone understands monotheism according to tasgories. That's why in his work he has
tried to use terms such as “exclusive Yahwism” @noiatry) and “(late Second Temple period)
Jewish monotheism” (82). This brand of monotheisnderstands God according to the
categories that best define his uniqueness, he.main thesis of Bauckham’s work as a whole
(YHWH as Creator of all things and Ruler of all nigs). According to this conceptual

framework YHWH stands in a class far above the rotfedls whose existence Deuteronomy
takes for granted.

The final section of the chapter is spent examitigShema in the New Testament. Bauckham
focuses mainly on Romans 3:28-30; 1Corinthianst3:dnd John 10:30 offering a brief exegesis
of each passage and showing how Paul and Johrdettldesus in the unique divine identity.
Regarding John’s portrayal of the Father/Son refstiip Bauckham concludes:

So to say that Jesus and the Father are oneay that the unique divine identity
comprises the relationship in which the Father i@ \ue is only in relation to the
Son and vice versa. It is in the portrayal of timsa-divine relationship that

John’s Christology steps outside the categorie¥ewfish monotheistic definition

of the unique identity of the one God. It does aall deny or contradict any of
these (especially since the Shema’ asserts theiemégs of God, not his lack of
internal self-differentiation) but, from Jesus’ agbnship of sonship to God, it
redefines the divine identity as one in which Fataed Son are inseparably
united in differentiation from each other. (106)

There’s not much (if anything) to disagree withénand I'd mention that this is bedrock of later
Trinitarian thought.



Chapter 3 “The ‘Most High’ God and the Nature ofldewish Monotheism” examines the use
of 19Y/6 Grotog, LXX (or by H8/6 Bedc 6 Grotog, LXX) in Second Temple Jewish literature
concluding the chapter with atable of every ustgd Bauckham has been able to track.
Bauckham begins by commenting on the designatiohdin@usive” and “exclusive”
monotheism by interacting with a definition givey William Horbury in which he defines
exclusive monotheism as denying the existence imigbevhereas inclusive monotheism sees a
supreme deity associated with but located aboverddpirits and powers. Bauckham notes
that the problem with Horbury's definition is inshiequation of “other divine beings” with
“spirits and powers” and that if this is what conges exclusive monotheism then such a
monotheism didn’t exist until the modern age. Batuckham rightly points out that Judaism,
Christianity, and Islam have always allowed for éxéstence of other divine/supernatural beings
(e.g., angels, demons, jin) but that these othpersatural beings were creatures in distinction
from the one true God who is Creator of all. Hegsséhis is‘'no more a qualification of
monotheism than the existence of earthly creatist&s(108)

He goes on to examine Deuteronomy 32:8-9 and arggemst the interpretation that this
passage shows some sort of ditheism. He turnartp &ewish interpretations of the passage in
Sirach, the book of Jubilees, and the writings bild?in which they all understand the Most
High and YHWH to be one and the same, not two Isirigkewise, Bauckham shows how even
in “Psalm 82:8, the most ‘polytheistic’ of passagestive Hebrew Bible, the idea of a real
kinship of nature between 'the Most High' and ltseris’, the gods, is already contradicted by
the former’s judgment that the latter ‘will die dikhumans’ (Ps. 82:7).{119) One interesting
feature of Bauckham'’s examination is tigtotog didn't find use in Philo or Josephus because:

Unlike n*hp, Unotog is morphologically a superlative, which might keed in an

elative sense ('very high’), but can also be takera true superlative, meaning
‘the highest’ in a series. The latter was its megnin ordinary Hellenistic
religious usage. The god so called was the higbfetste gods. This must be why
Diaspora Jewish literature, for the most part, dediit as a properly Jewish
usage. (121)

While this was informative ansomewhainteresting, when compared to other chaptersahées
fell a bit flat. Bauckham’s argument is well-reaed but | question its overall impact on his
work as a whole. Perhaps it's too early to telvimportant this particular study is given that
even Bauckham admits that more work needs to be ohoitnis area. Time will tell.

In chapters 3 & 4 Bauckham sets his sights on tbeshp of Jesus in early Christianity.
Chapter 4 is an expanded and revised version ofAhchor Bible Dictionary article on the
worship of Jesus and in it he takes note of thgirsiof the practice, paying special attention to
the Aramaic cryMaranathaas well as prayer directed to Jesus, which Bauunkhdmits is not
properlyworship He says thdtwo phrases drawn from the language of the Oldtaeent cult

are highly suggestive of the centrality of Jesuslgect of religious devotion.(129) He points

to Acts 13:2 and notes that the verb in the phtaseshipping [Asirovpyovvrwy] the Lord
[Jesus]... referred to the cultic service of Gad’Jewish usage (129). The other phrase is a bit
more obvious and well known to the average NT redde, “to call on the name of the Lord.”



Bauckham following Hurtado says tHéits early Christian usage indicates a cultic pectice of
confessing Jesus as Lord that was regarded asdfieinly characteristic of Christians.(129)

Bauckham’s examination of early Christian doxolsgad hymns draws from both the NT and
sources outside the NT such as the Apostolic Fatfeeg., 1Clement; Martyrdom of Polycarp);
the Ante-Nicene Fathers (e.g., Tertullian; Hippos)t and of course the famed secular historians
such as Pliny the Younger. Strangely absent wasdigcussion on Romans 9:5. In fact,
Romans 9:5 is not even listed in the scripture xnakghough a reference to it does occur in a
footnote where all Bauckham says is tliflhere is one New Testament benediction that may
have Christ as its object: Rom. 9:5133, n. 22, cf. 214 n. 101) Perhaps the mostasting
feature of this chapter was Bauckham’s discussiorthe@ Pagan perceptions of Christianity.
Having not examined a substantial amount of thasings myself it was quite interesting to see
how much these writers identified the early Chaistmovement with the worship of Jesus.

He rounds the chapter out with some reflection o relationship of the worship of Jesus to
patristic Christological development, asserting tharship was a major trend that carried things
in the direction they went. The other trend he toas is “intellectual theology” which he
describes a%elatively more independent of the worship andnggs of ordinary Christianity.”
(148) | don't believe that this is entirely acdagrbecause patristic Christology and later
Trinitarian theology was first and foremost con@errwith action & practice i.e., thection of
God in the world (what later theologians would cammeall salvation history) which warranted
the reaction of the Church in its devotioqahctice | believe that Bauckham sees a relative
independence where there is none to be seen bethissso-called intellectual theology
developedout of ordinary Christianity. I'm also less than conwdcof how much weight
Bauckham places on Platonism with regard to patriseology. I've noted elsewhere that there
was some influence (how much is debatable and dspentirely on which writer we'’re
discussing) but more than anything else the fatappsopriated the Platonic vocabulary (more
so than the concepts themselves) and used itpedafieally Christian way.

In chapter 5 Bauckham focuses primarily on thertbrof God and its importance in early Jewish
monotheism. It is YHWH alone who is worthy to @it the throne and who is situated far above
all other thrones or rulers by virtue of his unigdentity. In light of this Bauckham examines
some intermediary figures that certain scholargyssgblur the distinction between God and
other heavenly beings.(158) Specifically he looks at Wisdom, Moses, #mel Son of Man.
Bauckham’s assessment of Wisdom on the divine ¢hisrthat it in no way threatens Jewish
monotheism because Wisdom is intrinsic to the umidjwine identity (166). Regarding Ezekiel
the Tragedian’s account of Moses on the throne Baara notes that this was a dream and while
the “dream depicts Moses quite literally as God, theamag of the dream is not its literal
meaning.”(168) He concludes:

Ezekiel is well aware of the cosmic throne of GadnBolizes the unique
sovereignty that is intrinsic to the unique idgnot God. He can place Moses on
it only for the sake of similitude: as God is idateon to the cosmos, so Moses
will be in relation to Israel. (169)



The Son of Man in th@arables of Enoclis “unique among exalted human or angelic figures
depicted in Second Temple Jewish literature inr@gpects: he sits on the divine throne and he
receives worship.”(171) So while Ezekiel the Tragedian attributess tto Moses only
figuratively, the Parables of Enochattribute it to the Son of Man literally. Bauckha
conclusion is that the Son of Man is the excepti@t proves the rule.

Finally, Bauckham turns to Jesus on the heavenignth of God, noting such things as his
sovereignty, his reception of worship alongside @ith is the result of recognizing the unique
divine identity, and most interestingly the spaiimlagery used in the NT of Jesus, i.e., the
imagery of height (imagery that is found all thrbogt the Hebrew Scriptures in reference to
YHWH):

He ascendedfar above all the heavens’ (Eph. 4:10)far above every
principality and authority and power and dominiamdaevery name which is
named’ (Eph. 1:21). He ’'sat down at the right hafidhe Majestyon high,
having become as much superior to angels as the hanhas inherited is more
excellent than theirs’ (Heb. 1:3-4). Golighly exalted him and gave him the
name that isboveevery name’ (Phil. 2:9). (177, bold mine)

This was another well-done chapter and | think Beickham’s overall case is persuasive. | do
however have some reservations about the Son of iMdhe Parables of Enoctbeing the
exception that proves the rule. Could not one arthat the Son of Man is simply another
example of what Bauckham argues is specific to sl€sa., inclusion in the unique divine
identity)? If not, then why not? If so, then hemuch doubt does that cast on Bauckham’s
overall thesis? | don’'t have these answers ateptebut | think that these are important
guestions to ask.

In chapter 6 “Paul’'s Christology of Divine IdentitBauckham repeats the same claims made in
chapter 1 with regard to framing the study of NTri€tlelogy wrongly by focusing on ontic and
functional categories. The majority of this chaptespent looking at Paul's use of “YHWH
texts,” i.e., passages from the Hebrew Bible tb&trrto YHWH which Paul appropriates in his
speech about Christ. These are interpreted i éifbreational and eschatological monotheism.
He spends the latter part of the chapter refuditeged Jewish precedents for Paul’s Christology
of divine identity by examining the two major comtiers: Melchizedek and Yahoel.

With reference to Melchizedek Bauckham notes havQamran writings refer to him asbx
but notmn. This is the opposite of what can be discernedhfPaul’'s writings in which he

applies YHWH texts to Jesus but rimt, o'rdR, or (6 8edc, LXX) texts, therefore Bauckham

concludes that there is no precedent with MelclekedWhile Yahoel is understood in the
Apocalypse of Abrahamo be the angel from Exodus 23:21 (the referesaerongly cited as EX.
23:31 on p. 224) that bears the divine name, Baarokhlso argues that he is not a forbearer to
Paul's understanding of Christ. His main argumangsthat:

« The name Yahoel (a form of the divine name) is moesignificant than the name Elijah
(the same name reversed).



« Yahoel is a principal angel thatxercises a delegated authority on God’s behalttses
angelic high priest, the heavenly and cosmic edenteo the Aaronide high priest in the
Jerusalem temple.(227)

- He is always distinguished from God and never ceefuwith God throughout the
Apocalypse of Abraham

« He worships GodApoc. Abr.17:3).

- All of the “usual characteristics of the unique divine idewtit(227) are attributed to God
himself in the work.

« Yahoel is absent from the account of how God wiltreise his sovereignty over creation
and history.

| think that Bauckham does a much better job ofitie§y these claims than he did those with
regard to the Son of Man in the Parables of Enochagter earlier. Time will tell what kind of
response his arguments on these points draw,daut'l imagine a scenario in which his exegesis
will be overturned wholesale. | do however have mgservation about his argument for Yahoel
bearing the divine name. Sure, the name Yahoehnid of itself might not be any more
significant than the name Elijah, but if Yahoelssen as the angel from Exodus 23:21 then
the divine name wagivento him by God himself. He bears it in a uniquenmer which can be
seen as somehow parallel to Philippians 2:9 (cfb.HE4). | think there might be more
correspondence on this point than Bauckham wardfdw.

In chapter 7 Bauckham turns his attention to theklaf Hebrews which he sees as being largely
focused on exegeting certain psalms (esp. 2, 81® in order to include Christ in the divine
identity. He notes that some scholars have gonfarsas to call Hebrews a commentary on
Psalm 110 (e.g., G. W. Buchanan; Timo Eskola). @hapter is spent looking at thHeree
main categories of identity — Son, Lord, High Pfigs Hebrews. Bauckham goes on to say (in
blatant Chalcedonian language) thg@n each category, Hebrews portrays Jesus as btrthy
God and truly human, like his Father in every ret@and like humans in every resped236)

Early on he notes the significance of angels inreleb 1-2 by pointing out that they function as
a spatial marker of sorts, where in his incarntateof humiliation Christ stands below them but
in his exalted state he sits above them on thedithrone. These two positions show Christ as
sharing the identity of humanity with all humansves! as the unique identity of God with his
Father. However, his main concern in this chaistehe full divinity Christ although he does
touch on the full humanity of Christ in Hebrews -2 when examining this high priest passage
on p. 244. When discussing the full divinity oethord in Hebrews 1:5-14 he identifies this
passage as ‘@atena of seven scriptural texts{(241), those being: Psalm 2:7; 2Samuel 7:14;
Deuteronomy 32:43; Psalm 104:4; Psalm 45:6-7; PsH)2125-27; and Psalm 110:1. From
these texts he draws our attention to three things:

1. “[A]ll the texts are related to the messianic ruté Jesus, understood as an exercise of
the properly divine sovereignty..(243)

2. “[T]he Lord’s superiority to angels is not only guaded in his sonship, by which he
participates in God’s own transcendence of all tuees, but is also supported by the
claims that he himself created the angels, that tre his servants and that they worship
him.” (243)



3. The author has changed the order of the first thverls to the LXX text of Psalm
102:25-27thus placing the person addressed (Jesus Christha same beginning with
which Genesis begins, the primordial eternity beftite creation of the hevans and the
earth, for which the pre-existent Christ is alsyédamade responsible(243)

When turning to Hebrews 7 Bauckham’s contentiorthet “[n]ot Melchizedek himself, but
Melchizedekian priesthood is the point. So whataisl about Melchizedek in Hebrews 7 need
not be taken too seriously as a statement abouhitterical figure in Genesis. Its point is its
application to Jesus.(146) In agreement with Jerome Neyrey’s articWithout Beginning of
Days or End of Life’ (Heb. 7:3): Topos for a Trueiy,” CBQ (1991): 439-55, Bauckham sees
Hebrews 7:3 is employing “Hellenistic true-god-laage.” This is“the kind of language
philosophically inclined writers used to define witais to be a true deity, as distinct from. for
example, a deified hero.(246) Bauckham wants to stress that the authdtedfrews’ use of
this true-god-language is particularly Jewish binpng out that:

1. “[I]t is used in close conjunction with typicallyevish exegesis of the text of Genesis.”
(247)

2. “[T]he author of Hebrews is by no means the onlwid writer to use such language to
characterize true deity.(247)

3. “[W]hen adopted into the context of the Jewish ustending of God, such Hellenistic
god-language undergoes and important re-functioning becomes monotheistic
language.”(248)

He rounds the chapter out by looking to the Soeisdpbegotten by the Father with reference to
Psalm 2:7 as it is interpreted in Hebrews 1:5; 5%6ewed in light of the Hellenistic god-
language Bauckham thinks that these passages tpoaftbinitarian variation on the idea of
eternal deity as self-generating(252) He notes how true deity was viewed as gnuated
(ayévvnrog) and ungenerated (unbegotteaysvntog) but could also be seen as self-originated
or self-begotten. He pushes aside the charge mdrapt contradiction by saying that these are
merely different ways of sayingternal He closes the section by saying that ‘theday’ of
‘Today | have begotten you’ would be the eterndbtoof the divine eternity.(252) The final
segment of the chapter is a brief look at Hebre®$8 Ivhich Bauckham asserts is‘rauch
more emphatic assertion of the full divine eterniy Jesus Christ than has usually been
supposed.’(252) As sympathetic as | am to his argumentbaih points | have my doubts that
he’s going to gain a lot of converts to his intetption of the passages. This isn’t to say that
they lack merit, but they’re not the most obvioeadings (if ever there were such a thing as
‘obvious’ with regard to Biblical interpretation!).

While it's customary to save the best for lasieéms that Bauckham reserved his worst for the
end of this book. In chapter 7 “God’s Self-ldeication with the Godforsaken” Bauckham
managed to once again confirm why | much preferrwhe sticks to matters of Christology
and/or Biblical studies and leaves the theologyn@la.e., he’s just not very good at it. It's like
Michael Jordan’s stint in minor league baseballomeathing to watch even if painful. He
opens by describing the chapter‘as exegetical and theological study of Jesus’ figm the
cross, ‘My God, my God, why have you forsaken rfidark 15:39; Matt. 27:46).” (254) Such

a description leads the reader to believe thathieislogy will flow from his exegesis but in point



of fact when Bauckham discusses his theology offggedkenness he abandons the rigorous
attention to what the text actualtipessay that marks his method throughout the reshisf t
book. His argument in a nutshell is that Jesubyraes abandoned and forsaken by God on the
cross (and the three hours of darkness beforedaithll He rejects any interpretation that would
see Jesus as merely expressing a feeling of abarirwhile not actually being abandoned.
Likewise, he rejects that Jesus’ cry was merelefarence to his being Israel's Messiah by
appeal to Psalm 22.

Bauckham gets so much right in this chapter thsaitalimost unfathomable how he can proffer
the interpretation that he does. For examplejdigly notes that in quoting the first verse of the
22nd psalm Jesus intends his hearers to heark&rtd#we entire psalm. He also correctly notes
that the psalm is one of both lamand deliverance. One would think that the conclusiceawn
from these two facts would be that Jesus knowshbas not actually being forsaken by God,
although it may appear and even feel this way, tather that in this appearance of
godforsakenness Jesus is confident that his Fatitiedeliver him. This is certainly the picture
we get when turning to other Gospels (see e.g.,A%43, 46; Jo. 16:28, 32). But when
discussing the fact of deliverance in Psalm 22 Rham says:

This does not mean that the psalmist was mistakehinking himself forsaken
by God, but that God heard and answered his cryfohits forsakenness. Beyond
the forsakenness, God intervened to deliver. (260)

But the fact that God did hear the psalmist’s prayel the fact that God did deliver the psalmist
does mean that the psalmist was in fact mistakehimking himself forsaken! The way lielt
didn’t correspond to the way things actually wer€hat God answers our cries for help
according to his time, and not ours, does not nteahwe’re forsaken by God until he answers;
such a thought is ridiculous on its face. Alsaaudbus is the reasoning employed by Bauckham
when he says:

Though Mark does not allude to the second pati@fpsalm, the several allusions
to the first part of the psalm certainly invite qoatent readers to recall the whole
psalm. In Jesus’ case, his cry of abandonment ssvared by God beyond his
death — in resurrection. But this does not makeabendonment unreal orerely
how Jesus felt. God did leave him to die. His dyiory expresses the
abandonment by God that death is. (260)

If we follow Bauckham’s reasoning here then Godéiesall peoplesince all people die (Heb.
9:27). To argue for an actual abandonment, onegdige wellbeyondwhat the text says, and
when looking at the broader canonical witnegginstwhat other texts say (e.g., 2Cor. 5:19).
At best we have Jesus quoting a psalm which prghaas meant to draw his hearers’ attention
to the entire psalm (something Bauckham admits)adsml probably expressed how he felt while
dying in one of the most excruciating ways possibihat we have is a question, not a
statement. I'd be lying if | said that | didn'nfl Bauckham'’s treatment in this chapter woefully
lacking. It read more like a paraphrase of Moltmiartheology of the cross than an exegetical
interpretation of Mark’s Gospel.



My concluding thoughts odesus and the God of Israale that it is an outstanding resource, this
last chapter withstanding. Bauckham’s exegesigergerally solid and compelling and there’s
little question that he’s well versed in ancienérature. His arguments are for the most part
clearly presented and well-argued although | wduwdde liked to have seen him a bit more
conversant with other scholars in the field, biutave to remember that this is a collection of
previously written essays, each of which has aomafocus.

There are however some shortcomings in this volgasele from my assessment of the final
chapter). For example:

« Certain things such as entire passages (e.g., £86f 130-31, cf. 179 n. 64; 184-85, cf.
234-35) and footnotes (23 n. 44, cf. 154 n. 6; A146; 238 n. 6) are repeated almost
verbatim.

« There’s no real flow to the reading because eadlpteln can stand alone and be read on
its own.

- There’s an inconsistency is formatting with someags employing transliterations while
others use Hebrew and Greek characters.

« There is no list of abbreviations in either theibamg or end of the book which makes
placing certain citations more difficult than iteahd be.

- There is no bibliography.

One sticking point is the constant mention throughbe book of ontic/functional categories as
being the wrong categories. As | mentioned eaiti¢his review:

Bauckham perhaps unfairly critiques patristic catioms God and Christ by
broad brushing them as being concerned mainly gpsrlonly?) with ontology. In
point of fact the fathers’ initial concern was sdlen which caused them to ask
what kind of savior the Son had to be in orderaesus. (p. 2 above)

Bauckham says‘Early Christian interest was primarily in soteriojy and eschatology, the
concerns of the gospel, and so, in the New Testaménprimarily as sharing or implementing
God'’s eschatological lordship that Jesus is undmdtto belong to the identity of Gd¢235,

cf. 184) Not much changed from the concerns ofdhasthe NT to the patristic writers of the
3rd to 5th centuries. It's also more than a biticothat immediately after claiming that
functional/ontic categories are the wrong categoriauckham goes on to describe his
“Christology of divine identity” in a way that caanly be understood according to those
categories and sometimes slips into blatant udbeotategories themselves (see e.g., p. 240 n.
10)! While Bauckham’s language is fresh and unjdiae concepts behind the language are not.
This isn’t a reason to abandon the language, hsitatreason to question his reluctance to accept
these allegedly un-Jewish categories or describenths messing up the entire enterprise of
interpreting the Bible.

These criticisms aside | think this is a fine vowmand one that every student of early
Christology needs to have on their shelf. While itot the promised ‘big book’ on Jesus that
Bauckham fans have been hoping for for the lasadiecit will certainly hold us over until that
one arrives.



