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Abstract and Keywords

The introduction outlines the framework of The Oxford Handbook of Christology. This
volume offers a comprehensive approach towards the theological study of the nature and
role of Jesus Christ. It is divided into seven sections, which bring together the latest
research in biblical, patristic, mediaeval, Reformation, and systematic Christology. The
Handbook concludes with sections concerning Christology and the arts and Christological
norms. This volume provides an invaluable resource and reference for scholars, students,
and general readers interested in the study of Christology. The book highlights the
constants of Christian thought about Jesus Christ over the past two millennia and
simultaneously it makes for extensive exploration of the particular challenges of
Christological beliefs in each century. Faith in the divinity of Christ and in the work
which this divinity enables him to achieve is the uniting feature of all Christian faith.

Keywords: Christ, Christology, Christian thought, faith, divinity

0 0 0 years ago, the editor of this volume wrote to thirty-nine or forty scholars inviting
them to write for a handbook on Christology which, she opined with naive optimism,
could be a classic work on the topic, to which theology students and their teachers would
refer for half a century to come. You are holding the book which she wanted to see in
your hand. The professors gave generously of their scholarship, and brought it off. This is
indeed a classic, comprehensive textbook on Christology whose value will be evident for
many decades to come.

Handbooks are made to be used, not merely contemplated for pleasure. This handbook is
in one sense no exception. The luminous and thorough chapters on Christ in the Bible,
the scintillatingly brilliant sections on patristic and mediaeval Christology, the solid and
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refreshing section on the Reformation, the outstanding section on modern and
postmodern Christology, the flashes of genius in the section on the modern Christological
imaginary, and the powerful section on the ‘grammar’ of Christology today—all these will
help many a student through their essays and exams on specific topics. They can and
should be used for that purpose, just as many a young theology professor, fresh out of
PhD specialization, will be able to use individual sections to brush up their Christology
before they must teach it. I am immensely proud of this book in too many ways to
number, and one is certainly that it is fit for purpose and useful to pragmatic inquirers.
Just about everything one needs for a paper on the Christology of the Old and New
Testaments, the Fathers and the Schoolmen, the early, late, and postmoderns is here for
the edification of the student. My only warning on this front is not to try plagiarizing it,
because the pieces are too well written to be readily disguised as the work of anyone
other than masters in the art of theology. Real scholars love dictionaries, encyclopaedias,
and other repositories of knowledge both concise and comprehensive, and this book will
easily claim a place in their libraries.

And yet, this book has too much scholarly grace and breadth of imagination to be a
merely utilitarian ‘how to’ manual of Christology. When I invited the authors to contribute
their chapters I specified the kind of ‘classic’ I imagined was the unpretentious biblical
and patristic-mediaeval scholarly work which Anglican dons seemed to effortlessly @.2)

produce in the mid-twentieth century. The contributors to this book have gone one better
than my mental project of “The Wandering Christologists’ by Dorothy Sayers. It is in fact
a work of lasting scholarship for our own time, a very different time in imaginative,
religious, and ecclesiological terms. They have produced a rigorous work, made to be
handled, and certainly a book, but somehow much more than a handbook.

I have two pieces of advice for the reader, and the first, as I said, is simply to use and
deploy it. The second is to treat it like a library, and to wander from the chapter you
came to read to others about things you have no use for by authors you may not know. If
you came to read the section on ‘Imagining the Son of God in Modernity’ then stop a
while and reflect on Paul Mankowski’s opening chapter, and let his defense of ‘truth’ as
the deepest meaning of the Logos question your own theological aesthetic assumptions. If
you came to read the ‘systematics’ essays on ‘The Grammar of Christology’, then consider
also Daley, Louth, and Russell’s classic pieces of Patristic scholarship. If you came for
Reformation Christology do not go away until you have read, highlighted, and inwardly
digested Wawrykow and Nieuwenhove on Aquinas and Bonaventure. If Reynolds on ‘The
Islamic Christ’ brought you in, consider, in the same section, Hogg’s ‘Christology: The
Cur Deus Homo’, and interrogate yourself about the connections between Anselm, the
Crusades, and Islam. If you came for the biblical studies, then you are in for a feast, but
try to save some room for the systematics section, where you will find Gathercole and
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Webster on the top of their form. This is perhaps not the place to recall in detail a great
debate between Murphy, Gathercole, and Webster about whether the incarnate Christ
had a creaturely human nature: suffice it to say that one of the trio lost.

The book naturally opens with ‘The Bible’, but it does not leap straight into the
Christology of the New Testament. Before we can think straight about that very
ambiguous topic, we need first to consider the modes of God’s self-communication to us.
Paul Mankowski argues that ‘God’s incarnate voice to us’ in the Bible is that of a
reasonable chap making truth claims which transcend their linguistic medium. Olivier-
Thomas Venard develops the same theme in his chapter on ‘Christology from the Old
Testament to the New’, arguing that Christ’s first, most original incarnation is in the
language of the Hebrew Bible. Read the two in conjunction and you may find that what
that does to your head unravels your original project of a quick scan followed by an
overnight paper-writing session. Representing a bridge between these two exercises in
the theological interpretation of the language of Christology and several chapters about
the historical Jesus stands Gregory Glazov’s philological analysis of Romans 9-11,
explaining through an analysis of Paul’s words about God’s ‘casting off” his people, why it
is that Christ’s suffering cannot be extricated from the suffering of the Jewish people.
There follow three set pieces of Anglican-Evangelical New Testament scholarship,
condensing and crystallizing many years of historical-biblical reflection on the person of
Jesus by Bauckham, Gorman, and Bockmuehl. These chapters sum up the stable product
of in-depth Christological-biblical research, initiating the novice into the givens in the
field as it now stands, whilst simultaneously showing the old timers how much and how
irreversibly the field has changed in the past quarter century. Never say never again, but

(-3 we may say that it will be a long time before Christology is once again dominated
by one single historical-critical model, as it was from the end of the nineteenth to the late
twentieth century.

The second section takes us to Patristics. The author of the recent, highly acclaimed
Retrieving Nicaea, Khaled Anatolios, opens with a lucid explanation of the origins and
evolution of the controversy about whether Christ is indeed the one God, or merely one of
the many subordinate gods in a polytheistic pantheon. The Nicene ‘homoousios’
answered that question. There follows one of the many ‘classics within a classsic’ which
make up this book: Brian Daley on the debates between moralizing Antiochene
Christologists and Alexandrian sacramentalizing Christologists. These debates
culminated in the Chalcedonian formula, which dogmatically defined Christ as two
unconfused and undivided natures in one single, divine Person. Andrew Louth’s piece is
historical but takes us into one of the deep questions of contemporary Christology: what
precisely does it mean to say, with Severus of Antioch, that ‘one of the Trinity suffered in
the flesh’? Norman Russell reminds us of the great range of Patristic atonement theories,
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from moral exemplarism to deification and a defeat of the devil: we cannot understand
the concerns of the first seven Ecumenical Councils without a good grasp of the
soteriology laid out here. The anthropology which flowed from the Fathers’ soteriology is
also irreparable for understanding Nicaea I, Constantinople, Ephesus, Chalcedon I-III,
and Nicaea II. In the Fathers’ eyes, baptized Christians are, as Russell says, ‘deified
rational animals’.

Our third section is about Mediaeval Christology. Aidan Nichols has written about every
corner of theology; we are lucky to have caught him here, on his best suite and first love,
theological aesthetics. Readers will not easily find a more succinct and accessible account
of the Iconoclastic controversies and their Christological meaning than Nichols’ essay on
‘Image Christology in the Age of the Second Council of Nicaea’. In an interesting pair of
essays, Gabriel Reynolds shows how little relation the Islamic Christ bears to the canonic
Christ, while David Hogg argues persuasively that Anselm’s Cur Deus Homo was not so
much passively influenced by ‘mediaeval feudalism’ as it was actively aimed at
influencing Muslims. Alison Milbank’s chapter on ‘The Crucified Christ in Western
Mediaeval Art’ will be repeatedly re-read for its profound meditation on the meaning of
the artistic representations of Christ in the Middle Ages. Joseph Wawrykow’s piece is no
mere exercise in the historical description of Thomas’ Christology, but rather takes us
right into the question of whether it can make sense for modern systematics today. So,
too, does Rik van Nieuwenhove’s broader piece, on atonement theology between
Bonaventure and Ockham. Nieuwenhove shows how Ockham’s non-sacramental and
voluntaristic atonement theory opens the path to Reformation theories of forensic
justification. Calvinists should read this essay with great care.

Our fourth section on ‘Reformation and Christology’ traces the path of the Reformation
from Luther to Bultmann. We are very pleased here to front two rising young voices: on
the one hand, Brian Lugioyo examines Martin Luther’s Christology through the lens of his
Eucharistic theology; on the other hand, at the opposite end of the spectrum from this
liturgical approach, Kevin Hector deftly handles the ®.4 Christologies of Kant,
Schleiermacher, and Hegel as treatises in the philosophy of religion. Our other
Reformation historians have deserved renown: Zachmann on Calvin, Elliott on the
Christologies of the seventeenth century, and the silver-granite Ziegler on Christology
from Strauss to Kasemann are each persuasive and eloquent; for these authors have not
only an historical narrative to plod through but complex Christological assertions to
present. Most of what happened of any theological importance between 1518 and 1890 is
captured in this section.

Part Vleads us into ‘Modern and Postmodern Theology’. Here, as befits modernity, the
content and perspective become much more varied and decentered. Troy Stefano
presents us with Bulgakov and von Balthasar reacting to Schleiermacher while Bruce
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McCormack shows why modern Kenoticism failed because it was not big enough to
comprehend God. K. K. Yeo tackles the huge topic of Chinese Christology, in a chapter
which will be required reading for anyone hoping to grasp the problems and
opportunities posed by Christianity’s greatest growth area in the world today. Diane
Stinton’s chapter is of a piece with Yeo’s, showing how the great questions of future
Christologies will relate to power and culture as much as they do to the relation between
the two natures of Christ. Michele Schumacher somehow manages to produce a perfect
and sympathetic snapshot of the major concerns of feminist Christologists. Part V is about
questions and problems: how can Christ be fully human alongside his divine nature and
‘Logos-person’, how can Christ be fully human without also being Chinese, female,
African, as well as a Jewish man from Bethlehem in Judaea? With the calm that descends
upon some denizens of a hermitage, Raymond Gawronski points us in the direction of a
very difficult answer by reminding us that our science of Christ, how well we know
Christ, is measured only by our experience of him.

Thus pastoral and practical questions impinge deeply upon Christology. Although the
doctrinal questions cannot be properly understood unless they are theoretically
articulated, still, there is a special fruitfulness for modernity in the artistic and
imaginative representation of Christ. A handbook on Christology would be a torso without
a section on ‘Imagining the Son of God in Modernity’. How Beethoven and Dostoevsky
have imagined Christ, as very ably described here by Stapert and Williams, tells us at
least as much, and perhaps more, about ‘modern Christology’ as nineteenth-century lives
of Jesus and twentieth-century meditations on his consciousness. When the theologians of
the future write their histories of the doctrine of Christ, ‘musical Christologies’ and
studies of ‘Christ in Cinema’ (Barron) will help them as much as textbooks. The Christ of
modern art (Cunningham) is the imagined Christ who resides in most modern believers’
hearts. If you assign Hector, do not neglect to assign Stapert; it would be pedagogically
wise to read Cunningham alongside Ziegler.

Our seventh and final section tackles ‘The Grammar of Christology: Christological
Norms’. Here again I am especially happy to introduce some figures who are deserving of
equal recognition in an Anglo-Saxon context to that which they deservedly have in their
own countries. Writing from Poland, Robert Wozniac makes a sturdy case that
Christology is the foundation stone of all the theological loci, without which they lose
their centered meaning. Gilbert Narcisse, Provincial of the Toulouse Dominicans, lays
(®.5 out with an unerring hand the principles which must necessarily guide Roman
Catholic Christology. Readers will appreciate the profound spirituality which undergirds
the wit and rigor of these Polish and French priests. They will also be interested to weigh
the analogies and differences between Narcisse’s claims and what Kenneth Oakes has to
say about normative Protestant Christology. Simon Gathercole shows with his customary
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vigor and dispatch that the Christ of the Canonical Gospels is more primitive and thus
more historically plausible than the Gnostic Christ. Thomas Weinandy, in yet another
classic piece, reiterates the fundamental meaning of Nicaea and Chalcedon, that in the
Incarnation, God truly is human, and God truly is human, and, most headbangingly of all,
God truly is human. D’Costa writes of the place of Christ in relation to world religions.
And to top it all, John Webster, in fine fettle, pronounces that Christology is not, in fact,
the summit of theology: we should place there, he affirms, the doctrine of the immanent
Trinity. His essay resounds ‘backwards’ through much of the book, because the heart of
his argument is that, at the end of the day, the economy and even the Incarnation itself,

must take second place before the eternal reality of God himself, Father, Son, and Holy
Ghost. ®.6)

Francesca Aran Murphy

Franceca Murphy is Professor of Systematic Theology, University of Nore Dame,
South Bend, Indiana.
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The notion linking Christology to human language is that of Christ as logos, in particular,
logos as expressive of its own activity. This expression is realized primordially in the act
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o the Old Testament, God reveals himself through his deeds—especially those wrought in
the history of his chosen people—but he is made present to man preeminently as a voice.
Other sensory phenomena (fire, smoke, thunder) accompany his manifestations, but are
kept distinct from his godhead. His voice moreover is a speaking voice. God does not roar.

What is spoken by God’s speaking voice is language, which is to say that language is the
paramount medium of discursive communication of God to man. Foregrounding its
derivation from the Latin lingua, or ‘tongue’, the term ‘language’ will henceforth be
restricted to that mode of communication originating in acoustical/auditory transmission
of thought, that is, to what we know as human speech. Language is not God’s exclusive
means of interaction with man, but it is the primary modality by which God makes himself
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understood—and that in such a way that one receptor can reliably transmit his
understanding to other men. To claim that God has elected language for this task is not,
or not necessarily, a tautology. God’s communication with angels need not be constrained
by corporeal limitations and preconditions imposed by acoustics (e.g., possession of
lungs, articulatory organs, ears), or by memory, or by the capacity to recombine words so
as to generate new utterances. What is communicated by language, however, must
obviously limit itself to the sphere of linguistic possibility, and the mapping of those limits
is the burden of this chapter.

Logos and Creation

Divine communication to man is perfected in the person of Jesus Christ, who is both the
mediator and the fullness of revelation—a revelation effected by deeds and words having
an inner unity—gestis verbisque intrinsece inter se connexis (Dei Verbum #2). ®.10)
Revelation, while including it, is broader than language. This is given striking expression
in the prologue to the Gospel of John, wherein the evangelist identifies Christ as the logos
—the logos that is at once God and ‘in the presence of’ God.

John’s employment of the term logos was a departure from the Jewish discourse of
Messianic expectation and puts into play theological categories only indirectly operative
in the Old Testament. In this doctrine, logos is not something Christ has but something
Christ is. The semantic range of the Greek term is large (saying, reason, speech,
calculation, account, story, language itself all occupy part of the territory), but ancient
authors from Plato onward distinguish its general notions of (1) ratiocination, and (2)
expression of what has been reasoned or reckoned. Christ, as logos, is at once (in some
sense) divine reason and (in some sense) the projection, expression, or communication of
that reason.

The primordial projection of the logos is in the activity of creation: omnia per ipsum facta
sunt, at sine ipso factum est nihil quod factum est. In the first place, the opening verse of
the prologue to John consciously echoes the incipit of Genesis—‘in the beginning’—and
furthermore the role of the logos in the coming-to-be of all things makes oblique
reference to the six ‘words’ that God utters on the six days of creation. Whereas in the
second creation narrative the Lord God silently formed man and so forth (Gen. 2:7 ff.), in
the first creation account (Gen. 1:1-2:4) God gives voice to his will as indicated in the
repeated expression, ‘and God said’. Following each occurrence of the phrase is an
injunction of the form ‘let there be x’. The Hebrew verbs here are not commands
(imperatives) but forms that are conventionally called jussives but more precisely (in the
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categories of irrealis modality) volitives: they express the will or desires of the speaker. It
is noteworthy that the Hebrew creation story, although conceptually pre-metaphysical,
avoids many of the conceptual pitfalls that Greek metaphysics will later identify. Unlike
imperatives, which notionally require an addressee to be commanded (‘O light, come to
be!’), a volitive requires no preexistent auditor or receptor but focuses on the intentions
of the speaker who employs it. It should further be stressed that the words of creation in
Genesis are not mere examples of the ‘performative language’ of analytic philosophy (by
which, e.g., the words ‘I promise’ bring about for the speaker the obligation they express)
but an unparalleled act of discourse by which God speaks and eo ipso that which he
speaks comes from non-being into being. Syntactically as well as narratively the first
chapter of Genesis underlines God’s supreme sovereignty over and radical apartness
from all that he created.

To return to the logos of John 1:3, it is through him that all things come to be—both a
divine intention and a projection or expression of that intention. The Second Vatican
Council’s dogmatic constitution on revelation Dei Verbum says, ‘God, who through the
Word creates all things and maintains them in existence, gives men a lasting witness to
Himself in created realities’ (Dei Verbum #3). Here again the prologue to John is striking
in that the Word'’s self-manifestation to man is not in the first instance acoustic or lexical:
‘in him was life, and the life was the light of men’. The metaphor is optical rather than
linguistic (significantly, the same is true of the cardinal term amor&Avyigc—revelation—
which means uncovering, unveiling, disclosure). Two .11 inferences suggest

themselves: first, the imagery employed by the sacred author implies that the logos is not
subject to the limitations of human discourse; considered as God’s thought, the ceaseless
creative activity of logos is infinitely larger than that which can be comprehended by
language. Second, considered as the communication of God’s thought, its receptors are
not restricted to those persons with developed language skills. Those who can neither
hear nor understand speech—the very young, the very old, the deaf, or cognitively
deficient—may still be able to see this light, and so be instructed or succored by the
divine Word. The logos is universal as to that which it expresses, omnia facta, and
universal as to whom it is addressed. Kittel perceptively remarks, ‘Jesus is not just the
One who brings the Word but the One who incorporates it in His person, in the historical
process of His speech and action, of His life and being’ (Kittel 1964: vol. 4, 126). That
said, it should be remembered that it is the same logos bearing witness in what Dei
Verbum calls ‘created realities’ (res creatae) as well as ‘the works done by God in the
history of salvation’ (Dei Verbum ## 2, 3).
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Logos and Truth

Christ, then, is the fullness of revelation and is also the mediator of revelation to man,
including that particular channel of revelation which is language. Language makes use of
meaning-conveying phrases including commands, exclamations, questions, and
assertions, all of which operate in Sacred Scripture but among which the last has an
important peculiarity. Assertions (or statements or propositions) are sentences that can
be believed or doubted, judged true or false. The truths that God communicates to man
about himself will have their definitive form in assertions. Truth is not the only value of
assertions, even within the sphere of revelation. In particular instances beauty,
intelligibility, translatability, vividness, and memorability may also be pertinent—as also
for commands, exclamations, and questions. But the truth or falsehood of an assertion is
never irrelevant to its function. The consequences for revelation are immense. In the first
place, the understanding grasped by the person who assents to an assertion has the
potential to be transmitted to another person. The philosophical jargon by which
propositions are termed ‘sharable objects’—sc. of ‘propositional attitudes’ such as belief
and doubt—points to this characteristic. Whereas a command (‘sit down!’) or a question
(‘who’s in charge?’) might be repeated by an auditor, the content of neither utterance can
be shared in the sense of appropriated assent. Of course a true assertion (‘Jesus is Lord’)
might likewise be repeated perfunctorily by its receptor as a meaningless act of
parroting, but the most natural speech act by which a person should give voice to the
transmitted assertion would indicate that he himself both understood it and assented to
it. Thus the primarily good of an assertion (its truth) is diffusive of itself, and that in a
way in which the transmitter cooperates with the logos as a co-creator: something new—
expressed by, but greater than, a linguistic act—has been brought into the world, namely,
the profession of a true conviction by a person who did not profess it earlier. Recast in a
performative mode such that the propositional . 12) attitude is placed in a first-person
declaration, the phrase ‘I believe in Christ’ if uttered by the apostle Philip and, because of
him, by the Ethiopian eunuch (cf. Acts 8:27-38) would not be two tokens of a single
sentence but assertions of distinct true realities.

It may be objected that the truth of revelation is wrongly narrowed if we limit it to well-
formed assertions about God. After all, the biblical divine commands (“You shall have no
gods before me’ and ‘You shall not oppress the sojourner in your midst’) teach us truths
about God by revealing the goodness of the being who issued them, and, by their
directive character, they change us so as to become more receptive of godly truths
generally. Even the psalmist, moreover, says ‘the ordinances [i.e., injunctions] of the Lord
are truth’ (Ps. 19:9; cf. also Ps. 119:151). Similarly, many of the questions directed at
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men by the Lord may be said to be instructive, and for that very reason conveyors of truth
(“Why do you spend your money for that which is not bread?’ and “Why do you see the
mote that is in your brother’s eye?’). In the case of these speech forms the revelation of
truth operates anagogically, that is to say, those who allow themselves to be provoked by
God’s questions or commands may thus discover and assent to assertions about God from
whom they issue. While only utterances in the form of assertions can be judged true (or
false) in the strict sense, those non-propositional speech forms that, in their narrative
context, play a heuristic role in leading (anagogeé) the reader or addressee to
acknowledge such assertions may themselves be termed true in this secondary
anagogical sense.

The function that assertions have as sharable truth-bearers give them an indispensable
role as criteria of orthodoxy—that is, assertions are not only a means of God’s instruction
of his people but his people’s means of identifying itself, namely, by shared beliefs. While
the fullness of revelation is a person, and not a collection of assertions about that person,
the sharable objects of belief and doubt must be commonly intelligible, whence the
deposit of faith understood as fides quae (cf. 1 Tim. 6:20) must be asseverative, and to
this extent linguistic. Speaking of the Church’s Magisterium, Dei Verbum says, ‘it draws
from this one deposit of faith everything which it presents for belief as divinely

revealed’ (ea omnia ... quae tamquam divinitus revelata credenda proponit) (Dei Verbum
#10). The gerundive force of credenda here is not simply predictive/desiderative but
obligative, and ea omnia can only refer to teachings in the form of assertions. The self-
identification of the Church—including but not limited to determination of orthodoxy and
heterodoxy—must be predicated on the assent of her members to these publicly proposed
linguistically transmitted credenda.

Language and the Extra-Linguistic Truth

Again it may be objected that limiting orthodoxy to discursive formulations misleadingly
narrows the criteriology of faith. The Church both East and West has a long history of
graphic representation of sacred objects, including the persons of the Trinity, within
@-13) which some traditions have conventionalized the schemata of representation to
such a degree that individual portrayals (of, e.g., Jesus Christ) are judged true or false,
valid or invalid by experts in the representational guild as well as by the lay faithful.
Further, such images have been used in certain circumstances as catechetical tools as
well as aids to devotion. Can it be claimed then that a crucifixion by Cranach or a
Pantocrator by the Rublev school or a window of Chartres cathedral might also be a
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‘truth-bearer’, and as such an object of belief or doubt, and thus a vehicle of orthopathy
(if we may so designate the ‘right response’ to a non-linguistic statement) or its contrary?

In his essay Art and Illusion, E. H. Gombrich recounts the story of ‘a small girl who
became worried and pensive when many Christmas cards began to arrive at her home.
How could one tell which was the ‘correct’ rendering of the Holy Night?’ (Gombrich
1960: 109). Gombrich himself insists that a picture ‘can no more be true or false than a
statement can be blue or green’ (Gombrich 1960: 59). Yet in the same essay he
introduces the instructive notion of ‘captioning’: in simplest terms, judgment about what
a particular image is an image of depends on a claim external to the image itself—‘this is
an image of a man’; ‘this is an image of Jesus Christ’; ‘this is an image of Jesus Christ in
the manger’ (Gombrich 1960: 59). Captioning, in this sense, is more than a simple label
but refers to the necessary content of understandings at least implicitly shared by the
image-maker and image-viewer such that identifications conveyed are the identifications
received. Very often, this captioning takes the form of a lengthy education by which, for
example, one becomes able to ‘read’ the attributes associated with sacred persons in the
iconic tradition or more generally to recognize biblical persons or events in reference to
the narrative qualities of the image. Captioning, then, is the entire historical-didactic
context in terms of which an image may have a shared meaning.

Granted that a shared meaning or reading of an image is possible, can it ever be
obligatory? It is striking that the Church proposes no image—not even the Cross—as an
object of faith that must be accepted in a particular way; the Christian is not, for
example, required to say of any particular representation, this is a true image of Christ.
Transmitters of ‘false’ images are not faulted the way propounders of false doctrines are,
nor are those who refuse to recognize a ‘true’ image faulted as are those who refuse to
acknowledge a true doctrine. Even where the intention of the image-maker is that
orthodox conviction may be abandoned or subjected to ridicule by means of his image, it
is not in the image itself but in the captioning—that is, the asseverative linguistic content
external to the image but performatively connected to it—that the kinds of identifications
can be made on which judgments of orthodoxy and heterodoxy are based. Consider the
case of a mediaeval catechist, explaining the sacred imagery in the stained glass window
of a church to unlettered catechumens; any misidentifications will be ultimately
attributable to captioning (the narrative) rather than to the image in the window. More
suggestively, consider the case of the Alexamenos graffito, found in the Domus Gelotiana
on the Palatine in Rome. This displays a crucified figure with the head of a donkey, with a
human figure to the side of the cross, accompanied by a Greek inscription reading
‘Alexamenos worships [his] God’. The intentions of the original captioner (and, if
different, of the image-maker as well) were almost certainly derisive of the ®.14)

worshiper and his cult. Yet this graffito (probably dating to the early third century) is one
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of the earliest images of the crucifixion of Christ, mockery notwithstanding, and for that
reason has become cherished by Christians. In a manner of speaking, the graffito has
been given a second, broader frame, along with a secondary caption: while we still see an
act of risible donkey-worship we see within a larger field an act of mild aggression
against an ancient believing Christian, such that the originally intended scorn both
remains and is paradoxically dissolved in the poignancy of the depicted Crucifixion. Here
too it is finally the linguistically expressed assertions indexically connected to the image
that serve as objects of belief or doubt. Even in circumstances where a particular
tradition of sacred art has developed a finely articulated and rigorously enforced
iconology such that component graphic symbols can be termed an ideographic ‘language’
readily and unambiguously decoded by trained receptors, this pictorial language will in
every case be parasitic on one or more natural languages by means of which the
meanings are assigned and shared. In sum, the only assertions a graphic language can
make are assertions of a natural language.

Yet how are we to understand the activity of the logos as directed at human beings who
lack language entirely? The light belonging to the logos—in the terms of John 1:4 and 1:9
—is radiated to men without restriction or qualification. In addition to the unborn and
infants there exist persons blind and deaf from birth, who live into their adult years with
no evidence of post-partum intellectual development, who give no indications of using or
understanding language. Their smiles and frowns may be interpreted by others as in
some sense communicative as well as responsive, but in such cases there is no way to
identify an intended message distinct from the observer’s purely subjective projections,
and thus we have no natural empirical access to their mental life. (St. Elizabeth’s reading
of the stirring of the unborn John may be taken as supernaturally assisted.) Yet we are
obliged on doctrinal grounds to acknowledge that persons who lack language can be
infused with the habit or virtue of faith. The Council of Trent anathematizes those who
would assert that baptized infants, since they lack the act of belief, are not to be
numbered among the faithful—parvulos eo, quod actum credendi non habent, suscepto
baptismo inter fideles computandos non esse (Denzinger 2012: 1626). We can aggregate
all language-lacking human beings under the same condemnation, since they share with
infants the pertinent characteristic, and therefrom draw a positive conclusion: however
we may come to understand the connection between, say, brain function and human
intellection, or between human intellection and the virtue of faith, the logos through
which each human person was created can also communicate to that person what is
necessary for salvation, even if the person cannot himself transmit that awareness to us.
Augustine would have it that it is his mind in virtue of which every man—of whatever
intellectual endowment—is made in the image of God and in virtue of which he is actually
capax Dei and potentially particeps Dei (De trinitate 14.8.11); this suggests that mind
considered in itself has a radical simplicity quite distinct from the complexities of human

Page 7 of 15



cognition, and that the true light that enlightens all men has, antecedently to bringing its
creature into divine communion (as particeps), already in its creative operation made it
receptive (as capax) (see also Aquinas, Quaestiones disputatae de veritate ®-15 (.14,

a.XI, adl). The human embryo and the human idiot are in no sense disadvantaged as
imagines Dei.

In Christological terms, God’s adoption of human language is part of his divine
condescension. This linguistic condescension is already evident in the Old Testament—for
example, in the formula of prophetic declamation, ‘the word of the Lord came to me,
saying ..." (giving the divine quotation in the prophet’s own dialect of Hebrew)—and it is
fully realized in the Incarnation, when the Word spoke to man by taking on the
particularities of Galilaean Aramaic. The Word was made flesh, and what we here
understand by the ‘flesh’ must include the human capacity for speech (considered as a
proprium of Homo sapiens) as well as one or more specific human languages, with their
own concrete and historically determined limitations of syntax, morphology, lexicon, and
so forth.

Logos and Languages

God communicates to man discursively not only in language but in languages. No single
natural language or language family enjoys a divinely privileged position. The Bible
makes this plain in Genesis 11, the account of the Tower of Babel. We are told (Gen. 11:1)
that the earth once knew the same words and a single pronunciation. Thwarting man’s
prideful ambition to lift himself by his own artifice from his rightful abode into the
heavens, God mixed up this language (Gen. 11:9) and dispersed man over all the earth.
What is important to grasp is that no exception is made for the language of narration,
Hebrew. It too must be understood, within the terms of the biblical text, as one of the
secondary corrupted languages derived from the calamity of dispersal and confusion. We
are thus forbidden, by the Bible itself, to imagine that God spoke Hebrew in the Garden
of Eden or indeed before the Flood, which obliges us to acknowledge that the divine
utterances, the human (and serpentine) speeches, as well as the narrative passages of the
first eleven chapters of the Bible are a translation—a translation, moreover, of a lost and
irrecoverable ‘original’.

One of the philosophical consequences of this truth is the corollary recognition that the
meaning of a sentence can be extracted from its expression in one language so as to be
expressed equivalently in another. Those who accept the Bible as authoritative must
assent to the proposition that cognitively reliable translation is possible, because the
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Bible claims in and by its own realization that translation is actual. The salvific meanings
of Scripture—or indeed of any other assertion—are not confined to the language in which
they were first uttered but are notionally universal.

That the Bible gives us God’s discourse in a language other than God’s leads to the
distinct theological recognition that translation is not only possible but permissible. There
is a pointed contrast here with, for example, the traditional Muslim treatment of the
Qur’an, which is revered as the actual spoken words of God preserved with incomparably
perfect fidelity (in Muslim terminology, ‘i’jaz al-qur’an). Rendering these vocables into
any other language is viewed as a violation of the divine nature of the text (whence

(- 16) non-Arabic versions are piously termed interpretations rather than translations),
nor can an edition lacking the original Arabic words be properly called a Qur’an. No
parallel limitation operates in Judaism or Christianity. Not only is the so-called Hebrew
Bible actually polyglot (including extended passages in Aramaic and brief expressions in
other languages) but the Gospels, being written in Greek, have effectively denied us the
Lord’s ipsissima verba and definitively abolished any temptation to limit what we call the
word of God to particular privileged languages. While the evangelists preserve a very few
Aramaic words of Jesus that must be taken as verbatim transcriptions of his speech, it is
noteworthy that most are wholly without doctrinal significance and the longest is itself an
Aramaic translation of Scripture: ‘Eli, Eli, lama sabachthani?’ (Ps. 22:1). The Bible—Old
Testament and New—calls for its own Pentecostalization (omnilingual rendering,
universal dispersion) independently of extra-biblical theological commitments.

The possibility and permissibility of biblical translation have the effect of disinclining
Christians from employing the sacred text in magic. In cults where particular vocables
are received as unmediated and direct divine utterance, they may become regarded as
having a divine power in themselves, whereas their humanly-determined meaning
becomes of secondary importance—if not a sacrilegious and hubristic assault on the
mystery of the godhead. The use of such words (prised out of narrative context) in
incantations and curses, or inscribed on materials so as to be hidden rather than read (as
in certain kinds of amulets), are examples of magical treatment. While the intra-biblical
stress on translation does not of itself preclude extra-narrative employment
(numerological exegesis, for example, has a long if sterile history), its focus on meaning,
and especially sharable sentence meaning, continually steers attention away from magical
and esoteric byways onto the conventional linguistic readings of the text.
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Linguistic Limitations of Translation

It is a truism that no two languages stand in relation to each other such that there can be
a one-to-one mapping of word to word, syntagma to syntagma; for this reason the
translator must adapt the resources of the receptor language so as best to approximate
the meanings given in the donor language. In areas where the donor language is richer
than the receptor—that is, more finely gradated, supplied with distinctions not
recognized in the receptor—the translation ignores contrasts or variations operative in
the original. In areas where the receptor is richer than the donor, the translation may put
into play distinctions that are not operative in the donor language and, in some
circumstances, cannot do other than resolve ambiguities that are irreducibly equivocal in
the original text. That is to say, the translator may be confronted by a fork in the road
presented by the refinements of receptor language such that he must make a choice
between interpretative options of which the original text was unaware or toward which it
was indifferent. The former dilemma might be called the predicament of
underdetermination and the latter the predicament of overdetermination. The terms
cannot usefully be applied to .17 one language in general in contrast with another
language in general. Regardless of the languages selected as donor and receptor each
will show areas of grammar and lexicon in which it is cruder than the other and in which
it is more refined.

Taking up the predicament of underdetermination, this may be readily illustrated in
terms of verbal syntax. In the expression of a positive command, biblical Greek
distinguished perfective aspect (instantaneous and terminative) and imperfective aspect
(iterative-continuous). Thus the fourth petition of the Lord’s Prayer (‘give us our bread’)
is expressed by aorist imperative at Matthew 6:1 (60¢ nniv) and by the present
imperative at Luke 11:3 (6{6ov nuiv). The former beseeches a single punctive action, the
latter a repeated activity. English imperatives do not reflect this aspectual contrast,
whence our translators’ ‘give’ underdetermines the rendering of both Matthew and Luke.
(Paradoxically, inasmuch as the Aramaic of Jesus’ time, like English, lacked this aspectual
contrast in positive imperatives, the variant renderings of Matthew and Luke may
themselves be cases of overdetermination from Aramaic to Greek, each being forced to
choose between perfective and imperfective alternatives irrelevant to their original.)

Likewise every translation must confront the predicament of overdetermination. To take
an example of, perhaps, more didactic than practical interest: the languages of Polynesia
have a system of personal pronouns in which the first-person plural distinguishes an
inclusive form (we = I and others and you) and an exclusive form (we = I and others but
not you). In this case English and Greek and the other Indo-European languages concur
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with Aramaic and Hebrew and the other Semitic languages in having a common first-
person plural form (we/us) for which the inclusive or exclusive extension can only be
determined by context. Were we rendering Mark 4:38 (‘“Teacher, do you not care that we
are perishing?’) into Maori, however, would we use first-plural inclusive tatou (‘... that
you, Lord, and we are perishing’), implying that the disciples believed Jesus also near
death, or first-person exclusive matou (‘... that we, but not you, are perishing’), implying
the contrary? The same ambiguity touches Peter’s exclamation on the mount of the
Transfiguration (e.g., Mark 9:5): ‘Master, it is good for us to be here’. The Maori
translator must decide whether Peter’s us includes or excludes Jesus. It is important to
see that overdetermination cuts off possible interpretations that are left open to the
reader in the original.

In ordinary circumstances the epistemic limitations of under- and overdetermination are
not of great consequence in translation, either resolved by the larger narrative context or
compensated by adjustments in diction. When the work to be translated is a sacred (or
otherwise doctrinally authoritative) text, these common limitations have important
theological consequences. The general principle is that, where an assertion is doctrinally
valid, no entailment consequent on a translation of that assertion is valid if this
entailment hinges on an under- or overdetermination of the original. Underdetermination
erases claims (explicit or implicit) made in the original, while overdetermination creates
‘ghost claims’ that are not.

The perils of overdetermination are illustrated in a recently-proposed Tamil translation of
the Bible. A member of the Dravidian language family, Tamil has honorific ®. 18 and
non-honorific word forms used of persons. The biblical languages lack comparable
honorifics, whence as a receptor language Tamil will overdetermine the original honor-
marking. Departing from the actual usage of spoken Tamil—wherein the honorific
distribution is based on social markers such as family status and gender—the translation
committee decided to use the honorific for all biblical personages with the exceptions of
Satan and Judas. Yet this protocol introduces into the scriptural message a foreign
didacticism that equates honor with moral virtue, as well as a highly arbitrary moral
cipher by which the reader is invited, for example, to infer that Manasseh or Jezebel or
Simon Magus share some excellence with Jesus that they do not with Judas—a highly
dubious ‘ghost claim’ that puts the integrity of the entire translation at risk.

Where the donor language makes distinctions the receptor language does not,
translations will produce ambiguities alien to the original. Some neo-Gnostic theologians
have exploited these ambiguities in order to mythologize aspects of scriptural revelation
in ways congenial to their extra-biblical commitments. For example, the biblical Hebrew
verb is morphologically inflected for gender in the second and third person, that is, the
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verb is spelled differently when its subject is masculine and when it is feminine. This is
not the case in English (or other Indo-European languages), which therefore
underdetermines verbal gender in rendering Hebrew. Those who would advance the
reading She Who Is as a translation of the tetragrammaton (the divine name YHWH) can
only do so in ignorance of, or by affecting not to know, the fact that this reading is
excluded by the specifically masculine inflection of the original (cf. the Hebrew of Exod.
3:14f.). The danger lies not so much in the receptor’s erasure of the donor’s distinctions—
adequately compensated by other grammatical and lexical devices—but in the heterodox
inference speciously derived from a translational equivocation that the original does not
permit.

Logos, Truth, and Other Values

Over and above the truth of revelation, what can be said of its beauty? If He who is
revealed is acknowledged to be beautiful (as well as true and good) Himself, is it not
permissible to look for beauty in the media of revelation, in particular in its language? If
and where beauty is found in Sacred Scripture, should a translation be expected to
transmit this beauty with the same fidelity that it transmits its truth?

Here again it is notable that the Church does not oblige us to confess our conviction that
any particular part or aspect of Scripture is beautiful in the way that she obliges us to
confess that it is true. No one is condemned as a ‘heteropath’ or otherwise censured for
failing to take pleasure in passages in whose melody or pathos the greatest saints
exulted. Nor is the Bible self-conscious of its beauties the way it is self-conscious of its
truth. While it is the case that a very large portion of the Old Testament consists of
poetry, the ‘engine’ of Hebrew verse is not tied to its musicality but is almost wholly

.19 conceptual, the device called augmentative parallelism: “Three things are too
wonderful for me, four I do not understand’ (Prov. 30:18). Providentially, perhaps, this
means that what is specifically poetic in Hebrew poetry can be conveyed, without
remainder, into any other language of translation—and, what is more, by a translator
wholly lacking in extraordinary artistic gifts. This raises the question of whether those
translators who infuse biblical texts with sensual beauties are faithful or unfaithful in so
doing. In his famous Cambridge lecture The Name and Nature of Poetry, A. E. Housman
speaks of his being transported by Coverdale’s Psalter:

As for the seventh verse of the forty-ninth Psalm in the Book of Common Prayer,
‘But no man may deliver his brother, nor make agreement unto God for him’, that
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is to me poetry so moving that I can hardly keep my voice steady in reading it.
And that this is the effect of language I can ascertain by experiment: the same
thought in the bible version, ‘None of them can by any means redeem his brother,
nor give to God a ransom for him’, I can read without emotion.

(Housman 1933:11)

Granted that Housman’s reaction was the effect of language, it remains to decide
whether the beauty of this language is something that exists in the original or something
with which Coverdale gratuitously endowed his translation. Few if any commentators
have noted conspicuous elegance in the Hebrew passage, but the more pertinent
question is rather: where the original is drab, is beauty in the translation a betrayal?
Does it make the hearer of God’s word a dilettante where he would have a disciple, or
should it be seen rather as faithful to the pragmatics of biblical poetry—namely, by
making the text more memorable, and thus a more fecund object of study and
contemplation and transmission to further generations? In either case it would seem that
original beauty, considered as beauty, is peripheral to the Bible’s own concerns.

Paradoxically, the same cannot be said of the ugliness in the Bible, which is self-aware in
a way the beauties are not. Ugliness here refers not to depiction of abhorrent acts, but to
provocatively uncouth and repellent language, including Hebrew vulgarisms—even those
issuing from the mouth of God—so coarse as to be judged unpronounceable by the
Masoretes, who inserted a euphemistic substitute (gere) in the margin of the Bible
manuscripts to be voiced out loud in place of the obscenity recorded on the sacred page.
In the case of this ugliness the shock effect was undoubtedly intended by the sacred
author, and the translator’s hesitancy concerns not whether the semantic value of the
ugly word is transmittable—it is—but whether and to what extent the unseemliness may,
in concrete circumstances, risk the smirching of the divine author. Here again the
condescension of the logos into human language is attended by all-too-human entailments
from which a monkish piety may wish to avert its eyes. It is arguable that the harvesters
and shepherds who first heard the hard words were less dismayed by their earthiness
than were their later translators, and that this delicacy (still almost universally operative
today in biblical translation) reinforces a kind of linguistic docetism that distances the
reader from the incarnate voice of God.
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@20 Logos and Co-Creation

The notion linking Christology to human language is that of Christ as logos, in particular,
logos as expressive of its own activity. This expression is realized primordially in the act
of creation, which includes divine self-communication to that which is created, of which
language is one medium and the message recorded in Sacred Scripture a uniquely
privileged transmission, polyglot in form and ordered to continual omnilingual re-
expression and dispersion. Dei Verbum (#11) emphasizes that God’s revelation is both
fully realized in the Word, Jesus Christ, and that the part of revelation contained in
Scripture is written Spiritu Sancto inspirante, whence the books of the Bible have God as
their author. At the same time the men chosen by God used their own capacities and
powers (facultatibus ac viribus suis utentes) in writing the sacred books so that in what
they conveyed they too are true authors (ut veri auctores scripto traderent). Considered
as a whole, Scripture is at once an annunciation and an instantiation of the co-creative

work by which man participates in the life-giving activity of the logos.
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Abstract and Keywords

Modern theology tends to avoid finding Christ in the Old Testament because it fears that
doing so would force a Christian ‘interpretation’ on the Bible of the Jews, and anti-
modern, eschewing modern historical criticism. One way around this which Christians
have attempted is to treat the Christian understanding of the Old Testament as the
forerunner to the New as ‘one way of interpreting’ the Bible. But the Christology of the
Old Testament is not just an interpretation. Christ is really, ontologically present in the
Old Testament. This claim is absolutely basic to the New Testament and thus to
Christianity. The Christ of the New Testament is the one who fulfils the Scriptures, the
one who himself speaks in the Old Testament. Before being incarnate as man Christ is
incarnate in the language of the Hebrew Bible, present in the language of the Old
Testament as the Word of God.
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Introduction

o o omakes modern theology shy away from a Christology of the Old Testament? ‘Then ...
he expounded to them in all the scriptures the things concerning himself’ (Luke 24:27).
Luke does not describe the contents of Jesus’ exposition to his two followers on the road
to Emmaus: that job has been carried out within Christian tradition. From the entwined
double entendres of Gothic stained glass which impose types upon antitypes—the Manna
and the Last Supper, the brass serpent and the crucifix, Jonah regurgitated and Christ
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resurrected— down to the post-Vatican II weekly lectionaries which displayed the OT and
NT as a diptych, Christians have been taught that Christ acts throughout the Scriptures,
in both the Old and New Testament as one.

Throughout the round of feast days Christians pick out the typological and allegorical
correspondences between Christ and the OT heroes; they grasp that although he goes
about it in unexpected ways, still, Christ fulfills the promises which the OT makes. When
in the week before Christmas they sing the O Antiphons they can see how Christ is
portrayed as the star who pulls together the motley crew of prophetic actors. In the Good
Friday reproaches they meet the voice of Christ who reproves the Israelites for their
ingratitude for all he did for them during the Exodus; in the course of the seven readings
which unfold from creation on, participants in the Easter Vigil meditate upon his ever
more intimate embrace of humanity. The Christological unity of the first and second
Testament is so essential to Christian faith that the Marcionite denial of it is the very first
heresy. One can see why, even in the documents which lend their approbation ®.22) to

modern historical-critical exegesis, the Magisterium never ceases to encourage us to read
the whole of Scripture Christologically. Nonetheless, apart from a few, rare geniuses (de
Lubac, Beauchamp, and more recently, Lefebvre, Pentiuc), most Catholic biblical
scholarship completely ignores this way of reading Scripture.

The idea of an OT Christology draws fire from two sides. On the one hand, the Church
wants us to respect Judaism for itself, and on the other we are advised to study Scripture
scientifically.

Is an OT Christ anti-Jewish? A controversy which has been around almost as long as
Christianity sets it at odds with Judaism in the interpretation of the biblical books which
they share. From the time of Justin de Naplouse’s Dialogue with Trypho the controversy
has focused on the prophecies and the promises, especially those of a ‘messiah’, or
‘anointed one’. Messianism is a core theme of the OT, because what kings, prophets, and
priests have in common is that all of them were anointed. The Christian apologetic is
simple: with many tiny brush strokes, the divine promises and prophecies created a
composite portrait of the Messiah; but when he came to his own, they blindly rejected
him, and he was acclaimed not by them but by the pagans.

For centuries Jews have regarded the idea of an OT Christology as underwritten by the
desire to make their Scriptures say something other than they really do, thereby taking
their Scriptures away from them. Jews today can easily refute the Christian
reconfiguration of the biblical idea of Messianic hope through the lens of a more rational
and historical exegesis, and the NT itself. Far from reconstructing the notion of what a
Messiah should be, the historical Jesus barely registers on the Messianic scale. Indeed,
perhaps the most sympathetic view of Jesus adopted by some Jews today is of Jesus as a
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failed Messiah. Furthermore, the identity of the Messiah, his precise function, and even
how many of them there were supposed to be are subjects of debate. That makes the
notion of an OT ‘Christology’ at best an (over)interpretation of the Hebrew Bible by
people driven into making Jesus the expected Messiah. In the context of Jewish-Christian
dialogue, then, the idea of an OT Christology sounds like an “‘unresolved

problem’ (Commission for Religious Relations with the Jews 1985: 2, 3). If one wants to
excise supersessionism, it is difficult not to see OT Christology as endangering that
intention.

Is a Christology of the OT anti-modern? The more a Christology conflicts with
contemporary ideas about time, God, and language, the more unbelievable it appears to
modern people. Their historical consciousness is offended by the chronological effects of
the pre-incarnational activity of Christ. As defined by modernity, the past is other than
the present. Christ’s presence in the OT, however, is revealed as a temporal movement
composed of moments which are analogous to each other, underneath the sign of the
eschaton and a divine eternity which transcends them. Typology rests upon structural
and semantic analogies between facts and persons, and these analogies presuppose, in
contrast to modern agnosticism (Cahill 1982: 275), a Creator God who acts and speaks
throughout the historical process. Finally, where the ancients thought that truth resides
in the thick meaning of texts, moderns want to reduce language to an ideally transparent
token of the noetic reality-broker which the concept represents. Moderns aim for
scientific precision, which in this case means philological precision, not the ®.23) poetic
or mystical imagination. They seek the one single meaning of texts, their most primitive
meaning, not the play of multiple meanings. Contemporary biblical exegesis which
accepted the thought that there could be a Christology of the OT would orient it toward a
history of the variations of the Messianic idea in ancient history, right down to its
ultimate transformation which Jesus set in motion.

The idea that all we are doing is ‘re-reading’ the texts is seductive to those who want an
OT Christology which avoids polemical issues. We then say that one and the same text
can contain many different truths, all of which constitute equally valid perspectives. So
the first Jews who believed in Jesus ‘re-read’ the corpus of Scripture ‘in the light’ of the
resurrection and their own belief that he was the Messiah, and, in fact, their faith in his
divinity. Others, however, continued to read the Scriptures differently, and actually
denied their Christological or Messianic interpretation as they had different agendas,
such as the pressing and important issue of the preservation of the Jewish people.

The NT certainly does stress that interpretation plays an important role in the

acknowledgment of Christ’s active presence before the Incarnation. There is something
unprecedented at the heart of the Gospel (1 Cor. 2:9-10a) and it takes a special light to
perceive Christ’s work. Paul’s famous metaphor about the veil over Moses’ face and the
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Christian unveiling (2 Cor. 3:12-18) aptly expresses how sweeping it is and how much the
Christian understanding of the Scriptures is tied to a mediation which changes how one
sees everything. John insists on the resurrection and the gift of the Spirit for grasping
that the Scripture speaks of Christ, taking them to be catalysts for memory and
understanding. ‘Until the Spirit is given, the meaning cannot appear. And the gift of the
Spirit presupposes that Christ has achieved his mission. Thus the veil is destroyed with
one blow’ (de Lubac 1959: 403-4).

The New Testament realizes that reading the OT Christologically requires a hermeneutic.
This must begin with the reader acting on the text (Luke 24:27: diermeneuein). The text
has to act on the reader as well. The Scriptures ‘speak of a living and active God’,
exercising a performative role in the psyche of the believer (Heb. 4:12-13). The prophets
supply light to the believer’s heart (2 Peter 1:19). Finally, the reader has to act on
himself, for we are asked to hear the Scriptures with an interior disposition of faith if we
want to recognize the true Joshua prophetically envisaged by the Scriptures (Heb. 4:1-5).

In reality, the Christian tradition has developed a particular hermeneutic for Scripture.
Since the origins of typological and allegorical readings with St. Paul, the Christological
reading of Scripture has developed down to the well-known system of the ‘four senses’ of
Scripture—the historical, typological, moral, and eschatological—unified by the
overarching figure of Christ. This system embraces the dialectic of the believer and the
Scriptures: it corresponds to an intellectual discipline and to a spiritual journey on the
part of readers which Gregory the Great encapsulated in the fine phrase, ‘divina eloquia
cum legente crescunt’ (Homilia in Ezechielem, 1, 7, 8: PL 843D).

It is incontestable, then, that the Christology of the Old Testament has a hermeneutical
dimension. It follows from a ‘retrospective perception’ such that ‘one should not say that
the Jew does not see that which the texts proclaim’ ( ®-24) Commission Biblique
Pontificale 2001: 54). But it also has an objective reality within the text: ‘in the light of
Christ and of the Holy Spirit, the Christian uncovers in the texts themselves a surplus of
meaning which is already concealed within it’ (Commission Biblique Pontificale 2001: 54).
Thus one should not reduce the Christology of the Old Testament to an a posteriori
hermeneutic. This is the case not least because the NT claims that the texts of the OT
come to fruition in the Christology of the Gospel.
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The Christology of the New Testament is an Old Testament
Christology

Each of the NT authors developed ‘his’ Christology in his own unique way. Yet all of them
have something in common: they say who Christ is in the language of the Scriptures. The
phrase ‘according to the Scriptures’ is present in the most ancient creed (1 Cor. 15),
showing that it is impossible to separate the word of Jesus, the word of the evangelists,
and the word of God as given in Scripture.

The NT offers a robust picture of Christ acting in sacred history before the Incarnation.
When they allude to Christ’s presence in the Scriptures before the Incarnation, the New
Testament authors do not just say, ‘this is our interpretation of it’, they say, ‘the rock was
Christ’. Their texts

always give the impression that the concrete and historical person of Jesus whom
they had met on earth did not wait until that moment to exist in reality, even on a
different plane from the earthly one ... He was present in the Old Testament
acting in the formation of the chosen people and laying the ground work for his
coming among us. And it is not simply the second person of the Trinity in his
eternal and transcendent existence who gets involved in our history: it is Jesus
Christ himself who is already at work.

(Benoit 1982: 29)

The equation is simple. John 1:18 states that ‘no one has ever seen God’ but Jesus Christ
has made him known. Thus the OT theophanies are the closest possible encounters with
Jesus Christ as the visible face of God. The most outstanding NT statements about Christ
in the OT are as follows.

There is a claim that Jesus Christ exists before his Incarnation. The New Testament uses
several metaphors relating to change of place to express who Jesus is: sending (Gal. 4:4;
John 4:34; 5:24; 6:29; 7:29, etc.), coming out or coming forth (Mark 1:38; John 16:28),
descent (Rom. 10:6; Eph. 4:9 ff.; John 3:13; 6:33, 38), ‘bringing’ (Heb. 1:6), manifesting
or appearing (1 Tim. 3:16; 2 Tim. 1:10; Titus: 2:11; 3:4; 1 Pet. 1:20), or simply ‘coming’ (1
Tim. 1:15; Heb. 10:7; John 1:9; 12:46, etc.). Even such logia or sayings as ‘I have come’ in
the Synoptics indicate a prophetic awareness of being sent on a mission, and have

(.25 again today been recognized as allusions to Christ’s pre-existence (Gathercole
2006). Paul also mentions changes of state: from rich to poor (2 Cor. 8:9), from the free-
born son to being born of a woman under the law (Gal. 4:4), from the sinless to the sin-
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bearer (2 Cor. 5:21; Rom. 8.3), and from glory to crucifixion (1 Cor. 2:8) (Benoit 1982:
25).

The New Testament also claims that Christ is present at the creation of the world and in
primeval history. Over the course of the development of the apostolic preaching, he is
increasingly aligned to diverse originary (reshit) figures without limiting him to any of
them. He is speech. In the Synoptic tradition, Jesus appears able to reveal secrets that
have been hidden since the foundation of the world (Matthew 13) and as a language
which is more lasting than the creation itself (Matt. 24:34; cf. Baruch 4:1). The Word in
John’s prologue is much more the Hebrew devar than the Alexandrian logos. He is the
tangible speech of the Creator God, operating in the world before the Incarnation (Isa.
55:10-11; Baruch 3:29, echoing Deut. 30:12 ff. which already alludes to a word coming
down from heaven). The same Jewish conception of a word which creates, and thus
contains, the world returns in John’s epilogue, which impresses that the word of Jesus
comprehends the world rather than being comprehended by it (John 21:25).

He is Torah. Romans 10:16 applies Deut. 20:12 ff. to the Gospel, by way of Sirach 23:26;
John projects onto Jesus features which Judaism would later on ascribe to the Torah. He
contains the treasures of wisdom (Col. 2:3). He is himself the wisdom of God (1 Cor. 1:24-
31; 2:6 ff.). The prologue to John’s Gospel resonates with Genesis 1, Proverbs 8:22-36,
and Wisdom 7:22. Christ also appears as the archetype in reflections on the double
creation (interior and exterior) evoked by the double-narrative of Genesis 1 and Genesis 2
in Alexandrian Judaism, such as those of Philo. Colossians 1:15 ff. take a Stoic formula
about God’s cosmic supremacy and builds it into a statement about Christ’s soteriological
supremacy, as the protokos, begotten in view of the creation, as the prototype of all
which will be created through him, especially humanity. In 1 Cor. 15:45, and in Romans
5:12 ff., Christ is the new Adam, the primordial man descending from his heavenly pre-
existence.

The NT affirms that Jesus Christ is present in the history of the Patriarchs. Christ was at
work in Abraham. Abraham saw his ‘day’ (John 8:56; cf. Amos 5:18) and rejoiced in it (a
play on Isaac in Gen. 17:1-17). Even more so than Isaac, Christ is Abraham’s offspring
(Gen. 12:7; Gal. 3:16). In the Passion narrative, which echoes the binding of Isaac at
many points (Genesis 22), and in Paul’s preaching (Rom. 8:32), Christ is the new Isaac
who offers himself in sacrifice.

According to Hebrews 7-8, it is Christ who appeared to Abraham in Genesis 14, more
than the historically shadowy Melchisedech (cf. Gen. 14:14-18). Finally, Christ
supersedes Abraham (John 8:53, 58).
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The NT claims that Jesus Christ is present in the Exodus history. Jesus is, for instance,
presented as the new Moses proclaimed in Deuteronomy 18:18. Moses was the only
person ever to have seen God and whose passing away remained mysterious (Deut. 34:1-
12) so that even if the purpose of Deuteronomy 18:18 was to show the institution of
prophecy, the belief in the incomparability of Moses (cf. Acts 6:11) made him the prophet
of the ®.26) advent of an unsurpassable mediator like himself; it even made people

believe he would return (Acts 3:22). Jesus Christ also emulates and surpasses Moses
because he is the son while Moses was the servant (Heb. 3:2 ff.). In Acts 7:35 Stephen
lists the commonalities between Jesus and Moses the persecuted prophet. Matthew
narrates Jesus as a new Moses persecuted from infancy on (Matthew 1-2) who journeys
down into Egypt and comes up again. Hebrews 11:25 ff. has Moses bear the hatred which
was directed at Christ (Exod. 3:7 ff.), especially through the people’s endless
complaining. The repeated refrain, ‘Moses has said unto you, but I say unto you’ indicates
that when he promulgates the Law a second time (Matt. 5:2; Deut. 18:18), he takes it to a
new level. Jesus Christ is also the one of whom Moses wrote. Moses himself attests that
he wrote about Jesus in all his texts (John 5:46). In John 1:45, Philip tells Nathaniel that
he has literally found ‘the one of whom Moses wrote in the law and the prophets’. Paul
acknowledges that Christ was at work in the Exodus miracles: ‘And did all drink the same
spiritual drink: for they drank of that spiritual Rock that followed them: and that Rock
was Christ’ (1 Cor. 10:4). It is he who is immolated in the Paschal lamb (Exod. 12:1; cf. 1
Pet. 1:20; John 1:29). He is raised even higher than the bronze serpent (Num. 21:4 and
John 3:15). He is the manna (Exod. 16:4-6; cf. John 6:31, 39 ff.) and the water supplied by
Moses, or by God. Following one variant on Jude 5, it is Iésous kyrios who rescued Israel
from Egypt (Metzger 1971: 723-4). This indicates that Moses did not just prefigure Jesus,
but previewed, foresaw, and prophesied him.

The NT affirms that Christ spoke with Moses. John often presents Jesus as the one who
shows humanity the Name, taking up Moses’ task (Exod. 3:14-16). But he also suggests
that upon seeing the tabernacle, Moses saw the preexistent Christ, ‘full of grace and
truth’ (Exod. 34:6; John 1:14). The one who ‘and did tabernacle among us’ (John 1:14,
Young’s literal translation of éoknrwaoev) is the kbprog with whom Moses went head to
head in the tabernacle (skene Exod. 25:9; Num. 12:4-8). Jesus takes over for himself the
divine name Moses received at the burning bush (Exod. 3:14; John 5:58 and passim).

The NT sees Christ present in the history of the kings. In the psalms of which he is the
presumed author, David prophesies the death and resurrection of Christ (Acts 2:31, citing
Ps. 16:8-11 and Ps. 132:11 with an allusion to 2 Sam. 7:12; Acts 13:33 ff. cites Ps. 2:7 and
then Isa. 55:3, ‘I will give you the holy and sure blessings of David’).

Christ is more the speaker of the psalms than David. Psalm 22:2 is placed in the dying
Jesus’ mouth by the earliest Passion narrative. In 589, the third synod of Toledo
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condemned Theodore of Mopsuestia for having said that in a literal sense David is the
author of this psalm: for ancient Christian thought the Christian message beats out
chronology because it transcends it (Aquinas 1996: 256).

Christ outperforms David. ‘For David did not ascend into the heavens; but he himself
says, “The Lord said to my Lord, Sit at my right hand, till I make thy enemies a stool for
thy feet”’ (Acts 2:34-5). He counts himself above David, who names the Messiah or
Christ as ‘Lord’, thinking that he will be one of his descendants (Matt. 22:42). This Christ
who is greater than Solomon is the son of David (Matt. 9:27), born in Bethlehem. Fitting
the Magna Carta of Davidic royal Messianism in the intertexts of the stories of ®.27)
annunciation (2 Sam. 7; 1 Chr. 17), he calls God his Father and God calls him his son. He
builds the house of God and inaugurates his kingdom.

The NT also states that Christ is present in the prophets. The prophets spoke of him in
words and in deeds. They had symbolized the meeting between God and his people as a
marriage, and Jesus seems to honor this in his actions (John 2:1-11) and in nuptial
parables in which he has the role of the bridegroom.

The prophets had symbolized his ministry. Jesus performed miracles like those of Elijah
(Luke 4:25-6; 7:11-16), and is borne up to the heavens as Elijah was (Luke 25:51; Brodie
2000). They prefigured his tragic fate: in Jeremiah and Ezekiel a ‘son of man’ represents
the human condition in its frailty, persecuted for having presumed to intimacy with God,
or as the suffering servant of Isaiah’s hymns. The early Church Fathers alluded to the
sufferings of Christ through paraphrases of the prophets and the psalms of dereliction
more often than they cited the evangelical Passion narratives.

They saw him. In relation to the rejection of Christ, John 12:38 cites Isaiah 53:1 (“Who
hath believed our report? and to whom is the arm of the Lord revealed?’). John goes on to
say ‘These things said Isaiah, when he saw his glory, and spake of him’ (John 12:41,
alluding to the theophany in the Temple in Isa. 6:1-4, read as a prophetic vision of the
glory of Christ).

Christ is likewise the one who speaks through them. For example, does ‘you have
burdened Me with your sins’ make more sense coming from incandescent God of armies
or from the crucified Christ (Bauckham 1999)?

What for the NT authors are the signs in the OT that Christ is at work? Their Christology
of the OT does not give preeminence to structural correspondences or to formal analogies
between types of person, or a posteriori evidence for situational analogies, of the kinds to
which later Christians were so fondly attached and which left them continually teetering
on the verge of allegory. The NT authors looked rather for the continuous flow of an
historical process within the unifying design of the divine wisdom (Matt. 11:13-14). The
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manifestations of Christ in the history of salvation are the ascending stages of the
condescension of divine benevolence, and Christ’s ministry is literally the final link in a
chain of ancient theophanies.

The manifestations of Christ in the history of salvation are created and manifested in the
literal details of Scripture. Genesis’ omission of a genealogy for Melchisedech (Gen.
14:17-19) allows Hebrews 7:3 to ‘assimilate’ him to the eternal divine priest. But
conversely, it is the presence of a word (kurios) which allows Paul and NT writers to see
the pre-existent Christ in many of the OT passages in which he figures (Benoit 1982: 46).
Often it is the repetition or variation of known ‘trademark’ words for God which sets in
motion the discovery of Christ in the Old Covenant. In 1 Corinthians 10:6, when Paul uses
the adverb typikos, the typology does not bear so much upon Christ’s action through the
manna or the rock as on the moral counterexample supplied by the Israelites. The
identification of Christ in the scenes mentioned by 1 Corinthians 10:1-4 is drawn from
textual details: the contrast between aggelos tou theou (Exod. 14:19) and theos (Exod.
14:31; 17:2). A similar case is where the ‘two-sidedness’ of the divine agency (e.g. Gen.
19:24; G.P. 109:1; G.P. 44:7-8) allows Justin further to elaborate upon the .23

Christology of the OT: the ‘second God’ produced by the letter of the text preserves the
transcendence of the first who can neither move nor be manifest amongst human beings
(Trakatellis 1976).

There again, the use of idiosyncrasies occasioned by a translation, for instance the
singular (which is collective in Hebrew) rather than the plural in Genesis 12:7 allows Paul
to limit the promise to the one single heir who is Christ. Another way of finding Christ
acting in the Old Testament is through a word’s having a double meaning when taken
literally. The most spectacular example is Joshua, which in Hebrew is the same name as
Jesus and allows the author of Hebrews to move from one to the other, as
interchangeable. Likewise a literal reading of Deuteronomy 18:18 (‘T will raise up for
them a prophet like you from among their brothers’) works even better in Hebrew than in
Greek to uphold belief in a Moses redivivus (Nodet 2003: 226).

The possibility that Moses will return alive is cemented by the anomalies in the story of
his death (Deut. 34:1-12). He dies in great shape, just because he has reached the
statutory 120 years (Gen. 6:3), he is buried, but by God in an unmarked grave! Matters
are similar with Elijah, as the biblical tradition appears to ‘hold him in reserve’ for the
arrival of the plenary revelation (he is assumed into heaven without having died: in 2 Chr.
21:12-15 he writes after his death!). Both of them are thus alive and kicking for the
transfiguration scene. Such narrative ambiguities are threaded through a Christology
which ties Jesus and the prophets together. In the case of the relationship to Elijah the
mere narrative ambivalence is sufficiently evoked by the opaque double-sidedness of a

Page 9 of 22



messenger, or an angel of the Lord, or of the Lord himself (Mal. 3:1; Exod. 3:2; 23:20;
Gen. 16:7).

There can also be a certain editorial dynamic. Thus the figure of the ‘son of David’ comes
to be recognized as Jesus as a result of the rewriting of the memory of the rather
unremarkable historical king that Solomon actually and historically was, so that by the
time of Josiah he had morphed into a wise and wealthy king, by the time of the Exile he
was perceived as a scourge of idolatry, and in the era of Darius he had positively become
a sun-king. The Chronicler, stubbornly open to the future, transforms Nathan’s oracle:
the house and kingdom of David of 2 Samuel 7:16 becomes under his pen the house and
kingdom of God (1 Chr. 17:14, cf. 28:5; 29:5; 2 Chr. 9:8; Lichtert 2008).

Another mobilizer for Christology in the OT is in the recognition of a certain kind of
linguistic positioning in Christ’s speech. We also find this in prophetic speech, or in that
of He in whose name they speak. An enmeshing of sayings is common amongst the
prophets and in the psalms. For instance, the speakers and the referent of Isaiah 52:13-
53 are enigmatic (cf. Acts 9:34). “The “voices” do not reveal where they come from: it is
left to the reader to figure out who is speaking. But the true meaning of the text is the
drama engendered by the exchange of voices’ (Beauchamp 1989: 325). One speaker can
hide behind another, and a divine speaker could be hiding himself behind a human
saying. This logic makes sense of Jesus’ evocation of the paradoxical ‘divine name’ (I AM)
of Exodus 3:14. When he uses the name, John has the tautological reticence of Exodus
3:14 ®.29 to start from, which itself had already been reshaped in its probing by a
prophetic ‘voice’ (Isa. 51:12 responding to Isa. 40:1, 3.6: ‘a voice cries’ and yet that voice
remains unknown). John builds upon this, taking the ironic pedagogy of the name to a
logical conclusion. Just like earlier prophets, Jesus in his preaching assumes the first-
person singular of the divine voice. It becomes ever more ambiguous throughout his
ministry, however, as to who is really speaking when he speaks. Who is actually saying
his lines? Is it the prophet whom Jesus cites? Is it the God in whose name the prophet or
Jesus speaks? Or is it Jesus himself (Neusner 1993)? The Synoptics settle for one simple
question, ‘Who do you say I am?’ (Matt. 16:14-16).

What all these Christological mobilizers have in common is that they put the ontology of
the text below that of ‘reality’. Diverse textual facts are the foundation for a Christology
which is neither allegorical nor typological. They appear as witnesses for the coming of
Christ, relayed by the prophets and by the promises to speak properly.

The continuity between the OT and Christ was discovered on the basis of belief in the
promises which God makes in Scripture. The identification of Jesus as the son of David
(Acts 2:30; cf. Heb. 6:13) is less about typology than about the prophecy and the promises
carried out. The written words into which they are crystallized present a dynamism
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between God, time, and language. Providence is here perceived as something very real
and actual.

In its identification of Jesus with Moses, Joshua, or Melchisedech, the author of Hebrews
draws the perpetual present of proclamation out of the spatio-temporal text (‘as long as it

”

is called “today”’, Heb. 3:13). He can reopen what is implicit in the text in the hic et nunc
because God’s ‘today’ is the same at any time when he might write or read. His
experience of reading is such that the sacred writing grasps its hearer-reader before
being grasped by him. One is hardly surprised that Hebrews expresses admiration for the
word of God, calling it a true transcendental (Heb. 4:11-13). A genuine sacramentality
emerges in the text. Writing transcends space and time. God is discovered in Scripture in
such a way that this writing becomes a real symbol, concretely symbolizing the divine in
and of itself. Inspired by God (2 Tim. 3:16: 6eémvevotoc), this text seems to be the
personal embodiment of the word of God: ‘Scripture says’, ‘speaks’ (Rom. 9:17; 10:11),
‘foresees’ (Gal. 3:8).

The Scriptures come across as a witness of God to God (1 John 5:9-11), or as God’s oath
to himself (Heb. 6:13-14 reminds us ‘God swears by himself because there is no one
greater than he’). This resonates with an echo of the divine tautology (‘I am that I am’):
‘el punp eLAoy®V bAoyNow o€ Kal TANOOVWY TANOLYH OF€’.

Jesus Christ takes over the ‘Mosaic economy of the book’ (Sonnet 2002). Moses writes
the words of the Torah as a substitute for his own presence and as a means for the
Israelites to cross the Jordan into the Promised Land, which he himself will not cross. In
the Mosaic economy, it is due to the living word of the book that life is propagated in
space and time. ‘This word is your life’ (Deut. 32:47). The book is thus the principle of a
life of its own, distinct from but also engraphed into genealogical propagation (Sonnet
2002: 522-3).

@.300 These things are thus bound together: the reading and writing of the book, the
life and death of Moses, entering into life in the Promised Land for his disciples. For the
Jews the text thus becomes a portable homeland (Heine 1968: 483). It is in this
homeland, where language determines reality, that the Christology of the Old Testament
goes into action.

The assumption of this conception of the book is especially striking in the first Gospel.
Beginning as ‘the book of the genealogy of Jesus Christ’ (Matt. 1:1), it concludes by
including everything within this book: ‘Make disciples of all nations ... teaching them to
observe all that I have commanded you’ (Matt. 28:20), centering upon the revelation of a
‘kingdom’, addressed to his real family, defined as those who hear the word of God and
obey it (Matt. 13), it sets itself up as a kind of manual for the generation of brothers and
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sisters of Jesus by the seed which is the word intended in the book itself (Matt. 10:7;
24:14; and 28:20; John 1:12; 1 Pet. 1:23), the gateway to the kingdom (Sonnet 2005).

In sum, a Christology is biblical insofar as it witnesses to and encapsulates the encounter
between God and humanity mediated by language and by texts. Well before the various
anti-types later developed by Christian exegesis, Scripture itself is an anti-type of Christ.

What Did Scripture Mean in First-Century Judaism?

What can come across as an a posteriori hermeneutic is actually a movement which
begins from within Scripture itself. To understand the objective force of this Christology,
it is necessary to grasp how Jews related to Scripture in the first century.

There was not an OT, but rather, a diverse variety of Scriptures. At the time of the NT,
the idea of a canon and the dynamism toward one had been around for a long time, as is
implied by the Pentateuch. But there did not yet exist what can properly be called a
biblical canon, as is indicated by the existence of one, two, or even three variants on the
ending of the Lukan narrative, reflecting the state of play at that time in synagogue
libraries (Blanchard 2002: 41). Given their diversity, the Scriptures functioned less as a
doctrinal corpus than as a language in which first-century Jews expressed and developed
their ‘narrative identity’.

Scripture is constructed out of successive re-readings of itself. Chronicles rewrites
Samuel and Kings, with daring variations (cf. 2 Sam. 24 and 1 Chr. 21). The
‘deuterocanonical’ writings are in many respects a Jewish re-reading of Scripture
multiplied to the ‘n-th power’ (Bogaert 2007: 484). Typology is in many ways present in
the texts themselves (Kuntzmann 2002), as if it were in fact a Jewish style of writing well
before it became a Hellenistic style of reading: it is a manner of composition which is
consubstantial with the biblical text. The stories about the Garden of Eden roll like a
watermark .31 through the Patriarchal narratives and the Exodus (von Rad 1952-3;
Romer 2002). The Exodus themes are repeated by Deutero-Isaiah and by Jeremiah (Isa.
43:16-21; Jer. 23:7-8).

In the first century the Scriptures were the linguistic materials which framed emotions
and events. It was a vast reservoir of stories, with their repeated motifs, and of
expressions, preserved at more or less of a distance from their original context and open
to being used to descry and to verbalize the action of God in one’s own time
(Longenecker 1987; Beale 1994). In some contexts, such as Qumran, it aroused a kind of
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literary genre called the pesher, an interlinear commentary on the authoritative texts
which elucidates present historical reality through the words of the Scriptures.

Nor was the possibility of composing new Scriptures written off. Amongst the Dead Sea
Scrolls, the Temple Scroll (11Q19) presents itself as a new book of Moses: sixty-six
columns rewrite the Pentateuchal laws, using the voice of God in the first person with
complete abandon, and at times even correcting the biblical text itself.

In short, for first-century Judaism, the Scriptures were sufficiently fixed to be a code, and
sufficiently elastic to allow for new combinations. They had a transcendental quality,
structuring the person’s relation to reality. So clearly the massive presence of Scripture
in the apostolic witness to Christ is not necessarily something tacked on to the testimony
later on.

Their ways of reading were diverse. The Jewish relationship to Scripture consisted in
simultaneously actualizing and transmitting them. Even if during the Diaspora,
Alexandrian Judaism established a reflexive and philological relation to the text, Greek
translations were also the occasion of lesser or greater variations in the text itself, whilst
the Hellenistic style of reading was developed, with its allegorical methods. In the Gola,
the art of actualizing the Scriptures is preserved alongside the practice of targums. In
Palestinian Judaism, right down to the first century, there was at Qumran still no clear
separation between the text and its commentary. Transmission and actualization came
together to the extent that it is often difficult to distinguish between the exegetical re-
reading of a biblical text and a manuscript variant (e.g., 4Q365 according to Tov and
Sidnie 1994). The difference between the editorial process and the interpretative process
is not of kind but of quantity.

The communities of readers were divided amongst themselves: the various Jewish camps
of Sadduccees, Pharisees, and Essenes did not recognize the same corpus of inspired
texts, and diverged in the interpretation of the texts which they did have in common.
These disparities did not produce skepticism or irreligion, but rather a growth of faith in
the texts themselves. After so many hopes for the fulfillment of the promises or of the
prophets had been let down by the historical realities, the text of Scripture itself had
achieved comprehensive prophetic quality. Beyond their disparity, people sought their
principle of intelligibility, looking for what held the Scriptures together. Daniel had
already looked to the ‘end of time’ (Dan. 12:4) as the moment of the ultimate unveiling of
the book. The Essenes also appeared to have sought the ultimate secret (the ras of
Hodayyot 13 (= 5) 11.12; or the getz ha-aron (1QpHab VII.7-8) which would enable them

@.32) to reinterpret the Torah, a revelation which would be hidden until the appearance
of the Master of Justice. Although these diverse first-century Judaisms had a common
belief in the Temple, they did not agree on who should be responsible for it: they
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disagreed over the high priests. This could not but sharpen their disagreements over the
issue of authority.

Christ’s Causal Effect on the Scriptures

‘By what authority are You doing these things? And who gave You this authority to do
these things?’ (Mark 11:28). So far as we know from treating the Gospels as the only
Jewish examples of bioi of the founder (Burridge 1992), creating an undeniable historical
footprint, Jesus exercised an outstanding personal authority. This led to the use of his
name in acts of thaumaturgy (Acts 3:11; 9:34; 16:18; 19:13; Matt. 7:22; 24:5; cf. jAvod.
Zar. 2.40d-41a), and even in rites of exorcism (Puech 2009). Only an exceptional
possession of authority on Jesus’ part can explain how Paul, who had been a pharisaic
scourge of idolatry, could have unhesitatingly included the concrete person of Christ
within his adoration of the Holy One of Israel in 1 Cor. 8:6 (‘yet for us there is one God,
the Father, of whom are all things, and we for Him; and one Lord Jesus Christ, through
whom are all things, and through whom we live’) (Hurtado 2005).

Jesus’ ministry initiated a dialectic between historical events and scriptural texts. He was
in many respects a disconcerting Messiah. In keeping with the apocalypticism of his time,
he laid a trail to help his hearers understand his words and gestures, by deliberately
inscribing them in the pre-given scenarios which existed in the shared biblical memory,
such as the destiny of the ‘son of man’ (Dan. 7:10-25), the return of the ancient prophets
(Matt. 17:11-12), the symbol of the Twelve, and so on.

The NT foregrounds two moments in the process of the scriptural clarification of Christ’s
ministry. There is, first of all, a partial comprehension, where the Scriptures which
people already have stocked in their memory shed light on the words and gestures of
Jesus (John 2:17). This is followed by a fuller comprehension both of the Scriptures and of
Jesus’ words (John 2:22). Just as the disciples already knew or understood the Scriptures
during Jesus’ ministry so the profound bond between what they said and what happened
could only be brought to light with the resurrection and the faith to which it gave birth.

The ‘mystery’ of the death and resurrection of Christ shows itself as the ultimate secret,
the point of anamnesis which draws the scattered and dispersed Scriptures up into a
single book. In the scene of the journey to Emmaus (Luke 24:44), Luke suggests that the
first Jewish disciples, like other first-century Jewish writers, created anthologies of
ancient scriptural texts, in order to try to grasp the ministry and the person of (.33)
Jesus. They created many ‘lists of achievements’ (Schuchard, Van Segbroeck): ‘As it is
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written of him’, kaBwo yeypamtat (e.g. Matt. 26:24), translates the expression ka’dsher
kattib which is common in the Dead Sea Scrolls.

The dialectic between the historical facts and the Scriptures can be seen clearly in the
memory of his Passion. The death of a ‘Messiah’ on the Cross, which would have
constituted an impenetrable enigma for first-century Jews, is taught in advance by the
Scriptures, so much so that the Passion of Jesus already alludes to Psalm 22 and Second
Zechariah.

The armoire of citations and biblical allusions which the Passion narratives create are
understood as the consequences of ‘stubborn historical facts’ which they elucidate
(Yarbro-Collins 1994: 482), not as a fiction, which would not have made sense within
Jewish or Graeco-Roman literary codes (Auerbach 1959; Taylor 2011). Of course the
scriptural references accumulated over the course of many readings, performances, and
editions, but in line with a special scriptural synkrisis which permits the narrators to
elaborate it from within Jesus’ perspective by highlighting a citation or primitive
scriptural allusion (Dodd 1952; Aletti 1999).

Christ taught a creative reception of the Scriptures and of his words. Jesus did not only
show his authority by thaumaturgical words. He also spoke of the Scriptures (Meier
2005: 134). He promoted a specific kind of reception. For him, the Scriptures were less a
pretext for disputation (or snares: Matt. 22:15.34-5 and passim) than they were occasions
to put the word of the living God into practice (Matt. 5:18). He taught them to read the
Scriptures literally: ‘God has said’ (Matt. 15:4-9); ‘have you not read?’ (Matt. 19:4; 21:15,
42; 22:31, 43-4).

He sometimes seems to elicit an attachment to Scripture as a fixed totality (Matt. 5:18:
‘till heaven and earth pass away, one jot or one tittle will by no means pass from the law
till all is fulfilled’). But he does not envisage a fixed body of texts. In reality, by
emphasizing literality, he reminds us that literary space is the occasion of practice and of
hands-on experience (Matt. 5:19).

This attachment to the experience of the letter is confirmed in the single Gospel scene in
which Jesus writes (with his finger in the sand and confronting the accusers of the woman
taken in adultery, John 8:8). The narrator does not tell us what Jesus wrote in the sand. It
is the gesture and the way of writing which he accentuates. While the accusers reduce
the Word to a binary logic, taking a text and making reality apply to it, Jesus shows what
the law is through his own attitude. He exhibits what it means for writing to be writing; it
is an ‘earth’ with its own given consistency to delve into and cultivate, not a reservoir of
meanings which can immediately be projected upon reality. This correlates with the
Jewish relation to Scripture in those times.
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Jesus does not just comment on the Scriptures. He authoritatively promulgates Scripture.
He soars straight over the oral law, overturning it. ‘It is written / Moses has told you / and
I tell you’. This presumption—which people could see as impiously putting himself into
competition with the one sole Judge (Deut. 4:2; 2:37), or as sparklingly fresh vindication
of free speech in the face of a God who shows himself ®.34) (Deut. 29:28), or as a daring
claim to be the new Moses (Deut. 18:18)—puts the words of Scripture and Jesus’ own
words on the same plane, the one serially following on from the other.

A fortiori, the relation to Scripture will be transformed by his own resurrection, which
demands a new attitude to the Scriptures: not only of ‘knowing’ but of ‘believing’ them
(John 3:2-3, 10-11; 5:39-40). So it is not surprising when finally in John’s Gospel Christ
takes up the dialectic of the oral and the written into that of knowledge and of faith. In
order to recognize the word (logos) of God in the writings (graphes) which carry it (John
5:38 ff.), and thus to be brought to life by them, it is necessary to believe that it speaks
about him (John 5:46 ff.).

The turning of Scripture and the words of Christ into a single series reaches its apex in
the witnesses to his resurrection, which is simultaneously proclaimed as being ‘according
to the Scriptures’, a frequent leitmotif of the primitive kergyma (cf. 1 Cor. 15:1-7) and as
fulfilling Jesus’ own words: ‘He is resurrected as he said he would’ (Matt. 28:6). There is
here a striking intermeshing of causes, like in Neoplatonic causality: it is only by first
knowing the resulting effect that one can know the preceding cause. Jesus’ resurrection
is the catalyst for the unification of the Scriptures into a single book, but it is only thanks
to these Scriptures that the resurrection can be expressed and known (John 20:9).

At the completion of the apostolic tradition, by the time for instance of the canonical
editions of John, the outcome is that in thirty-six occurrences of leximes deriving from
grapho or gramma, it is often impossible to know what it is intended: a precise scriptural
reference, or a general one, or a passage from the Synoptics, or from the traditions which
they contain, or the word of Jesus himself (Moloney 2006).

It is as the word of God that Jesus unifies the Scriptures. Once the Scriptures are put into
a single series with the words of Jesus, he seems to become their true author, or the
authority behind them. In its opening lines Hebrews emphasizes the defining character of
the word of Christ in comparison to all the words which came before it in earlier
Scripture (Heb. 1:1-3). Christ’s authority is such that he alone perfects the era of faith of
the Patriarchs and ancient heroes, ensuring and fulfilling the salvation of these legendary
figures (Heb. 11:39-40). In the light of the resurrection, the memory of the crucifixion
becomes such a powerful key for integrating the Scriptures that the NT authors end up
reversing the hermeneutical movement, and affirm that Jesus’ immolation on the Cross is
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the cornerstone of the book of Scripture. In Revelation, it is because he has passed
through the Cross that Jesus is the only one who can open the book (Rev. 5:4-8).

Ultimately there is a reciprocal relation between faith in the risen Christ and the com-
prehension of the Scriptures as the Bible. ‘It is difficult to present clear examples of the
divine inspiration of the ancient Scriptures from before the advent of Christ; but the
coming of Jesus has brought those who thought the Law and the Prophets were not divine
to see the evidence that they were written with the help of heavenly grace’ (Origen, De
Principiis, IV.1.6-7).

@35 ‘Ignoratio Scripturarum est Ignoratio Christi’

Jerome’s famous formula (Commentary on Isaiah, Prologue, PL 24.17) is not a merely
moralistic exhortation to pious studiosity. It rests on an ontological identification between
Christ and the Scriptures. The ‘superior mode of existence’ (Benoit 1982: 29) thanks to
which Christ engaged in human business before his incarnation is that of the literary
history of the Jewish people. This proclaims, realizes, and contains the encounter
between God and humanity as mediated by the word.

We need to think about God more realistically in order to recover a Christology of the OT.
The Christology of the OT is not drawn out of non-existent intentions in the mind of God;
they do not relate to the ideal and non-real. Divine thoughts, designs, and plans are
actually ‘the sovereign reality, of which human events are the mere reflections’ (Benoit
1982: 32).

In the Scriptures, language is not just representation, but also potency and force. It is not
just a phantom delegate for reality, but precedes reality. Far from the ‘modern’
dissociation of noetics and ontology, Scripture integrates the word and the thing (davar),
the vision and the event, phenomenology and metaphysics (Balthasar 1960),
metalanguage and language (Sonnet 2002: 510). Right down to the New Testament, the
scriptural citations of Scripture show that there is no adequate distinction between a
scriptural text and its ‘historical’ or ‘prophetic’ referent. The Christology of the OT
requires us to rethink the place of literary development in Judaeo-Christian revelation,
showing us that revelation is not only in history, but also in language itself (Dei Verbum
#2: gestis verbisque intrisesce inter se connexis).

In order make a Christology of the OT conceivable, we need to change our ideas about
causation and about time. The relation between Christ and the inspired Scriptures is one
of causation, with the word ‘cause’ being taken in its fullest sense and without reducing it
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to efficient causality, which is what modernity thinks is all there is. He exercises a formal
and final causality which is only manifested in the realization of its effect.

The Christology of the OT invites us to rethink our Christological apophaticism. It invites
us to rediscover the identity of Christ as divine language, and his multiple ways of
approaching humanity: the embodiment in Scripture is no less concrete than the
incarnation as a human person. This is the crown of the admirabile commercium of the
divine Verbum and the human verba, the crossroads which found the interplay of divine
and human words in Scripture.

Once the OT is entirely ‘Christologized’, the Christ whom we rediscover is closer to us
and more transcendent than ever, escaping the grasp of those who know him the best.
The Christology of the OT gives new life to Christological apophaticism and reclaims the
Christian faith as a ‘doctrine of ignorance’. The Christology of the OT does not reduce
either to hermeneutics or to ontology: beyond intellectual and spiritual experience, it
derives from a ‘metaphysics of conversion’ (Gilson 1929: 299).

Suggested Reading

Catholic Church et al. (1984); Commission for Religious Relations with the Jews (1985);
de Lubac (1959).
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Abstract and Keywords

This chapter asks whether anti-Semitism and Holocaust (shoah) denial are more than
‘moral’ offences. Pope Benedict XVI represents Jew-hatred as an attack on salvation
history. Romans 9-11 has been put to supersessionist purposes because it speaks of God
hardening the Jews’ hearts and cursing. Does the hardening indicate broken relations
between God and Jewry, or rather a purgative stage? Paul speaks of a ‘spirit of
stupefaction’ (Rom 11:8) coming upon the Jews. As it is used in Isaiah, however,
katanauxis, the spirit of stupefaction, precedes renewal. A comparison between Romans
5:10, where Christ’s death and resurrection brings the reconciliation of the world, and
Romans 11:15, where the rejection and re-acceptance of Israel brings about ‘life from the
dead’, shows that Christ and Israel intermesh: one does not suffer, die and rise again
without the other. Paul stresses that Christ’s suffering is bound up with the suffering of
all.

Keywords: anti-Semitism, Holocaust, shoah, Romans 9-11, kananuxis, curse, hardening, supersession, Israel,
suffering

o 0 stmdy examines the relevance of Jesus’ Jewishness to Christology via Romans 9-11.
The examination is catalyzed by reflection at the crossroads of two sets of questions. The
first set relates to an anecdote reported by Hans Henrix about Pinchas Lapide once
asking Karl Rahner whether one can ignore Jesus’ Jewishness in reflecting on the
Incarnation. Rahner, puzzling over the question, replied that ‘Jesus’ rootedness in the
history and reality of Israel was an arbitrary coincidence without any theological value.’
Henrix labeled Rahner’s position quasi-docetic (Henrix 2011). The anecdote yields the
first set of questions catalyzing this study: Is Jesus’ Jewishness important to the
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Incarnation? Is it quasi-docetic to say no? If so, how so? The second set of questions
relates to papal criticism of Holocaust denial and whether this criticism is based on faith
or morals. Many people, noting that Holocaust denial is a lie, assume the latter. However,
since papal pronouncements about Jew-hatred and Holocaust denial are grounded in
creation theology, election theology, and Christology/soteriology, faith is also involved.
The Christological and soteriological themes arise because of links drawn between the
suffering of the Jewish people and the suffering and death of Christ. I will attempt to
show how Romans 9-11, the scriptural touchstone of post-Vatican II Catholic-Jewish
rapprochement, provides scriptural grounds for this connection.

@120 Holocaust, Jew-Hatred, and Catholic Christology

In January 2009, Benedict XVI lifted the excommunication of four bishops of the St. Pius
X Society (SSPX) to help that society heal its schism with the Catholic Church,
whereupon it emerged that one of the bishops was a Holocaust denier. In the ensuing
public furor, the Vatican implied that prior knowledge of this denial would have
obstructed the lifting of the excommunication. Traditionalists rushed to mock the
implication that Holocaust denial should be deemed a heresy. I will argue that the
Vatican indeed condemned Holocaust denial not just on the basis of morals but also on
that of faith but was right, orthodox, for doing so.

Benedict, following the papal precedent, condemned Holocaust denial and the Jew-hatred
that informs it, on the grounds of both faith and morals. Morals are evident in the
emphasis on the importance of remembering the anguish of the Jewish people and not
lying about or belittling it. Faith is involved in the emphasis on how Jew-hatred, which
underlies such lies and revisionism, violates three levels of theology: those of creation,
election, and Christology. Being a crime against humanity, Holocaust denial offends the
Christian faith because Christian Scriptures hold humanity to be created in the image
and likeness of God (Gen. 1:26-7). Benedict emphasized this point via John Donne’s poem
‘No man is an island’. In doing so, he also echoed Abraham Joshua Heschel’s thought that
as an affront to biblical creation theology, the Nazi attack on the Jewish people and
attempts to deny, minimize, or forget their crime was/is also an attack on the God of
Abraham (Heschel 1991: 4; Vereb 2006: 119; Benedict XVI 2009). This in turn entails
biblical covenantal or election theology, the precedent for which was articulated in Pope
Pius XI's condemnation of Nazism on September 6, 1938, when he declared that ‘it is
impossible for a Christian to take part in anti-Semitism’ because ‘through Christ and in
Christ we are the spiritual progeny of Abraham’; ‘Spiritually, we are all Semites’ (Pius XI
1938) (Secretary of State Pacelli used this same language in a speech in Rome; Lapide
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1968: 118; Rychlak 2010: 123, 476, n. 118). More recent popes developed this level of
reflection by stressing the necessity of relating the Holocaust to reflection on the
historical faith of the Jewish people. Pope John Paul II, for example, said the following on
June 24, 1988 when addressing the Jewish community of Vienna:

You (Jews) and we (Christians) are still weighed down by memories of the Shoah,
the murder of millions of Jews and Christians in camps of destruction ... An
adequate consideration of the suffering and martyrdom of the Jewish people is
impossible without relating it in its deepest dimension to the experience of faith
that has characterized Jewish history, from the faith of Abraham to the Exodus to
the covenant on Mount Sinai. It is a constant progression in faith and obedience to
the loving call of God. As I said last year before representatives of the Jewish
community in Warsaw, from these cruel sufferings may arise even deeper hope, a
warning call to all of (.41 humanity that may serve to save us all. Remembering

Shoah means hoping that it will never happen again, and working to ensure that it
does not. Faced with this immeasurable suffering we cannot remain cold. But faith
teaches us that God never forsakes those who suffer persecution but reveals
himself to them and enlightens through them all peoples on the road to salvation.

(John Paul II 1988; Klenicki 2006: 21)

The address declares that Jewish suffering is revelatory and salvific. If one were to look
for Old Testament passages that might ground this declaration, the Servant Songs of
Isaiah 40-55, which identify Israel as a Suffering Servant, would quickly come to mind.
John Paul IT avoided making such association explicit, perhaps out of a sensitivity that
Jews would take it as a form of Christian theological imperialism. Having demonstrated
such sensitivity earlier in ordering the removal of a Carmelite convent and cross from
Auschwitz, he may on this occasion have indicated that reflections on the level of faith
should be grounded first of all on Jewish faith experience.

Commencing his pontificate by going to Auschwitz-Birkenau, Benedict XVI reflected and
developed this same sensitivity by grounding reflection about the Shoah on one of Israel’s
national psalms of lament, Psalm 44:

The rulers of the Third Reich wanted to crush the entire Jewish people, to cancel
it from the register of the peoples of the earth. Thus the words of the Psalm: “We
are being killed, accounted as sheep for the slaughter” (Ps. 44:11) were fulfilled in
a terrifying way. Deep down, those vicious criminals, by wiping out this people,
wanted to kill the God who called Abraham, who spoke on Sinai and laid down
principles to serve as a guide for mankind, principles that are eternally valid. If
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this people, by its very existence, was a witness to the God who spoke to humanity
and took us to himself, then that God finally had to die and power had to belong to
... those men, who thought that by force they had made themselves masters of the
world. By destroying Israel, by the Shoah, they ultimately wanted to tear up the
taproot of the Christian faith.

(Benedict XVI 2006)

The statement represents Jew-hatred as an attack on Christian salvation history, founded
on God’s calls of Abraham, Moses, and Israel. As with John Paul II, explicit linkage
between Israel’s suffering and the suffering of Christ is avoided. Instead, the attempt to
understand this suffering commences with an attempt to relate it to its own Scriptures, in
this case as a terrifying fulfillment of Ps. 44:11, according to which Israel is still to be
understood as a witness to God before the nations. Also noteworthy is the reversal of the
traditional Christian deicide charge against the Jews. But by speaking of the Nazi desire
to kill God and to destroy Israel and the Christian faith, the passage hints at a connection
between the Shoah and Christ’s Passion. The question is whether such a connection is
allowed or intended in papal thinking and whether such thinking can advance Roman
Catholic doctrine on this point.

(®.42) Catholic theological touchstones for linking Christ’s Passion with Jewish suffering

in the past century may be noted in Jacques Maritain’s reflections on Chagall’s White
Crucifixion and in the life and writings of St. Edith Stein (John Paul II 1999: para. 9). Elie
Wiesel’s Night contains reflections suggestive of this theme. Ultimately, such reflections
demand scriptural grounding. As Romans 9-11 provides the richest New Testament
resource for Christian reflection on Jewish-Christian relations, its contents are key in this
regard, not least because it contains imagery and concepts over which parties engaged in
Jewish-Christian dialogue often stumble.

Romans 9-11 as Stumbling Block

Romans 9-11, with its declarations at 11:1 and 11:26 that ‘God has not rejected his
people’ and that ‘all Israel will be saved’, provides Vatican II with the principal scriptural
ground for repudiating supersessionism and guiding Catholic-Jewish relationships. The
verses in between, Rom. 11:8-14 and 25, speak of a divine blinding and hardening of
Israel, portraying Israel as veiled at 2 Cor. 3:14. In ages past, these verses paved the way
to Christian representations of the Jews and the Synagogue as blind. These
representations are registered in the Latin Good Friday prayer of 1570, and also in its
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amended post-1962 versions, for, although the 1962 version lacked term perfideis, the
petition for the Lord ‘to illuminate their hearts’, remained. These verses from Romans 11
also sandwich an extended metaphor which compares the ‘hardened’, ‘blinded’ portion of
Israel to hardened, dead olive branches. Being the favorites of supersessionists and anti-
Semites, they often complicate Jewish-Christian dialogue, as may be briefly illustrated.
Philip Cunningham, for example, reflects the difficulties on the Christian side by writing
that:

the Council did not intend for twenty-first-century Christians to be bound by the
Pauline metaphor that Jews not ‘in Christ’ are like dead branches that have been
lopped off from God’s holy olive tree. The Council clearly wished to discourage
this sort of negative perspective when it declared that ‘Jews should not be spoken
of as rejected or accursed as if this followed from Holy Scripture.’ The question is
how to account hermeneutically for this disallowance of Paul’s ‘unfriendly’ ideas.
In addition to the pruned olive branches of unbaptized Jews, these most notably
include the ‘veiled’ Jewish reading of Israel’s Scriptures in 2 Cor. 3, descriptions
of the Torah as mediating a curse in Gal. 3.10-14, and the claim that God is angry
with ‘the Jews, who killed both the Lord Jesus and the prophets’ in 1 Thess. 2.14-
16.

(Cunningham 2012: 143, citing Nostra Aetate 4 and the Pontifical Biblical
Commission, The Interpretation of the Bible in the Church [1993] 1V, A, 3)

Amy Jill Levine, on the other hand, reflects how Jews find Paul’s explanation that the Jews
‘failed’ to recognize Jesus because a divine ‘hardening’ is ‘not altogether a model of good
Jewish-Christian relations ... since Paul does identify those hardened Jews as @®. 43)
“enemies of God” and as lopped off the root of Israel (Romans 11)’ (Levine 2006: 218, 82-
4; Foxman 2007). Like Cunningham Levine also wonders ‘how to account hermeneutically
for this disallowance of Paul’s “unfriendly” ideas’ (Levine 2006: 218). Effectively, these
veterans of Jewish-Christian dialogue share the traditionalist impression that Romans 9-
11 contains ideas that are extremely unfriendly to the Jews.

The questions demand clarifying first the meaning which the images of hardening,
blinding, and veiling carry in Romans 9-11. This may be done by discerning their biblical
background and Paul’s rhetorical use of it. For example, studies of biblical punishments
and curses, especially in Deuteronomistic strata, indicate that divine curses are often
purgative and rehabilitative of a covenantal relationship. Consequently, it needs to be
clarified whether the curses and the hardening in Romans 9-11 signify not the break of a
relationship but a stage in its renewal and purification.
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One focal point in this discussion is the meaning of the ‘spirit of stupefaction’ in Rom.
11:8. The term katanuxis (katav0€1g, derived from vOypa, ‘prick’) plays a key role in the
LXX as term of choice for conveying the phenomenon of burning, heart-piercing, silence
or stupefaction which attends the process of compunction frequently indicated in Hebrew
biblical depictions of divine-human confrontations by versions of the root damam (cf. M.T.
and LXX on Gen. 27:33, 38; Lev. 10:3, Ps. 4:5, and cf. Pss. LXX 30:12, 32:4b, 73:21-4, and
109:16, where the ‘broken-hearted’ are seen by the LXX (108:16) as ‘pricked of

heart’ (katavevvypévov th Kapdigq; Vulg conpunctum corde) or Ps. 35:15 where the
M.T.’s ungodly slander ‘without silence’ w ¢lo” dammii) is read by the LXX (= 34:15) as
‘without heart-piercing/remorse’ (o0 katevdynoav; Vulg = nec conpuncti)).

In prophetic call narratives this phenomenon is intended to work healing, wonder, and
amazement in the human individual or corporate partner of this confrontation. The
phenomenon is central in the call narrative of Isaiah (Isa. 6:6-12) and its development in
Isa. 29:9, 10, 18; 32:3; 35:5, important here because vv. 29:9, 10 constitute a background
for Rom. 11:8. Thus Isaiah, after seeing the Seraphim in Isa. 6:5, cries nidméti (Niphal of
damam) ‘I have been silent’ or ‘I have been silenced’ (so a, 0, o = [esiopésal], Vulg [tacui]
and Targ. which the LXX renders as katavévvypat [cf. Lev. 10:1-3]). In light of the
presence of the ‘hot coals’ in Num. 16:46; and the way in which the trishagion echoes
Num. 14:21, 27, 29, the Seraphim here are best interpreted as the burning serpentine
genii reminiscent of (a) the hann € hasim has®rapim, the ‘burning serpents’ of Num. 21:6
which stung the Israelites who murmured in the wilderness and (b) Nehushtan, the
bronze serpent which Moses made in Num. 21:8-9 to heal those who were being stung by
the former (Glazov 2001: 120-1, 132-8). Consequently, the Seraphic coal which cleanses
Isaiah’s lips, after he experiences katanuxis (6:1-8), impacts upon him as Nehushtan did
upon the murmurers who looked upon him with repentance (cf. Wis. 16:6.11) and thereby
explains and anticipates the burning which the Lord prescribes for Isaiah’s people in Isa.
6:12 in conclusion to a retributive taunt against idolatry (cf. Glazov 2001: 126-30 on Isa.
6:9-12 and Pss. 115, 135) and thus being relegated to experience a burning that will
eventually work katanuxis within them (Glazov 2001: 142-9). Jer. 1:9 and 5:14 reinterpret
these coals as the word of God by which the prophet is to set the people on fire, while
Ezekiel 10:2 envisions the fulfillment of the prophecy in the distribution of the coals

@-44) from the divine throne upon the people by the man in linen (Glazov 2001: 153,
192-4, 350-1). Since this figure is identical with the one commissioned in 9:4 to mark
with a taw those who mourn or show compunction, this identity also links the taw to the
coals. Either they are identical or the coals are used to inscribe the taw (cf. 4 Ezra 14:40
which combines the features of the coal of Isa. 6:5 with the word of Jer. 1:9; 5:14).
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The prophecy of Isa. 6:6, 9-12 is also developed in the later chapters of Isaiah, beginning
with 29:9, 10 which announce that God will pour over the people a spirit of deep sleep
(rtiah tardema, interpreted by the LXX as mvebdpa KatavdEewd). In this vein, Isa. 29:9-24
interprets the heart, lips, eyes, and stupefaction of Isa. 6:9-12 corporately as a prophecy
for Israel’s body politic. The cup/spirit which the people are to experience betokens an
experience of calamity, blindness, and staggering. But it also serves to astonish and
amaze (29:14a), and so work a marvelous reversal of Judah’s fortune and in turn that of
its Chaldean enemies by reducing the latter to silence, i.e., compunction (registered in
the Hebrew of 47:5 adverbially by diimam, and in the LXX by katavevvypévn) (Glazov
2001: 142-8). This spirit of stupefaction is also described in Psalm 60:3 = LXX Ps. 59:5 as
a ‘wine of reeling’ (oivov tavvéewg, Vulg = vino conpunctionis). Evidently, then,
katanuxis plays a unifying role in Isaiah, from its first appearance in 6:9-12, where God
commissions the prophet to blind, deafen, and stupefy Israel in response to its worship of
blind, deaf, and silent idols, to its reappearance in later chapters where this blinding,
deafening, and stupefaction (29:9, 10, 18; 32:3; 35:5; cf. Rom. 11:8) become metaphors
for the dark night of Israel’s Exile. In this night, Israel is, as it were, reduced to a worm,
the weakest of eyeless creatures. Blind, spoiled, and dispersed (Isa. 41:14, cf. Ps. 22:6;
Job 17:14), it nonetheless clings to God and becomes in the process His Servant to
dispense light and life to the nations (Isa. 42:67, 18-19, 24-5; 49:6-7; 53:11).

Turning now to the New Testament, the reappearance of the linkage between the spirit of
God and katanuxis in Acts 2:37 suggests that Luke envisions the people’s experience of
katanuxis in listening to Peter’s preaching at Pentecost (Kkatevdynoav N Kapdiav)
[conpuncti sunt corde]) and consequent reception of the Holy Spirit to signify the coming
realization of Israel’s mission to the Gentiles announced by Isaiah. In light of this, his
depiction of St. Paul’s conversion as a process involving a period of blindness before the
reception of the Spirit, also suggests that katanuxis plays a role in this conversion. One
version of Paul’s call narrative reveals that he was ‘kicking against the goads

(xkévtpa)’ (Acts 26:14). This piercing, coupled with the subsequent blindness, return of
sight, and reception of the Holy Spirit conform Paul to the pattern of Isaiah in Isaiah 6
and of the people of Israel in Isa. 29:10 ff. All that has been said so far suggests,
therefore, that when Romans 11 cites Isa. 29:10 ff. to explain Israel’s blindness, this
blindness also need not be interpreted in a negative way but rather as a phase in a
cathartic process that prepares the one who experiences it to become a Servant of the
Lord called, in turn, to bring katanuxis, light and salvation to the Gentiles. The next stage
in this inquiry is to clarify that this is the meaning which Paul intends his reference to
Israel’s blindness and hardening in Romans 9-11 to carry.

One may begin by following Michel Remaud in noting that the use of the word ‘mystery’
in 11:25 to explain Israel’s rejection of the Gospel as the result of a divinely sponsored
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(®-45) ‘rejection’ and ‘hardening’ (11:7, 15, 25) hardly negates the idea that Israel
remains forever dear to God (11:28) but allows it to play a providential role in the
salvation of the Gentiles. Internal textual evidence for Paul’s belief in this role is further
suggested by the parallels between 11:12-15 and 5:10 evident in the role played in both
by the terms kataAAdoow (reconciliation) and Cwn (life). The first, 5:10, reads:

For if, while we were enemies, we were reconciled (KkataAAaynpuev) to God
through the death of his Son, how much more can we be sure that, being now
reconciled, we shall be saved through his life (Cw1)!

The second, 11:15, reads:

Since their rejection meant the reconciliation (kataAAayn) of the world, do you

know what their re-acceptance will mean? Nothing less than life (Cw1)) from the
dead! (11:15).

(Remaud 2003: 29).

Remaud argues that as the world does not get reconciled twice, these moments of
Christ’s and Israel’s rejection and restoration must be interrelated. Accordingly, the
rejection and cutting off of the Servant, Christ and Israel, brings reconciliation to the
world, while the lifting up of the Servant, in the resurrection of Christ and in the re-
acceptance of Israel will bring life and salvation. The lifting up has begun with the
resurrection of Christ, and its fruits bestowed secretly and germinally to humanity
through the mystery of faith, but the goal of this uplifting and salvation has not yet been
openly achieved, and Israel’s tragic history is the bitter witness to this shortfall (Remaud
2003: 28-30).

Seeing a parallel between Christ’s suffering at the hands of ancient Romans and Jews and
Israel’s suffering at the hands of Christians and Gentiles, Remaud proposes that, as all
are shown to be guilty, those who contemptuously deem Israel to have ‘stumbled so as to
fall’ and think that it has been rejected and accursed by God conform to the people Isaiah
described as coming to understand in shame (Isa. 37:27; 41:11; 45:16-17) and
dumbfounded astonishment or katanuxis (Isa. 47:5; 52:15), that the one whom they
deemed to be forsaken by God in fact bore their iniquities (cf. Isa. 52:13-53:12). Remaud
proceeds to explore how this reading resonates with the intuitions of Chagall and
Maritain. One key issue here is whether the intuition, including the perception that Paul’s
thought is rooted in Isaiah, reflects Paul’s own understanding.

The question can be resolved with the help of two fairly recent monographs on Paul’s use
of Scripture in Romans (Wagner 2002) and rhetorical, structural, and midrashic strategy
in Romans 9-11 (Gadenz 2009).
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Gadenz'’s study corroborates Remaud’s idea that the correlation between 5:10 and 11:15
is intentional by highlighting a second parallel between Christ and Israel in the echo of
8:32 (‘He who did not spare his own Son but gave him up for us all, will he not also give
us all things with him?’) at 11:21 (‘For if God did not spare [oUk épcioato] the natural
branches, neither will he spare you’). Weighing the arguments of scholars who suggest
(@.46) on the basis of this parallel that Israel, like Christ, suffers vicariously for the

world (Hays 1993: 61-2; Donaldson 1993: 94, 1997: 223) and authors who think that the
primary parallel in Romans 11:21 concerns hardened Israel and potentially backsliding
Gentile Christians (e.g. Moo 1996: 706; Wright 2002: 685; Jewett 2007: 689), Gadenz
adds weight to the former by noting that the ‘life from the dead’ image for Israel’s
restoration in 11:15 suggests that Israel’s ‘not being spared’ at 11:21, together with its
coming back to ‘life from the dead’, follows the pattern of Christ’s death and
resurrection.

To be sure, Paul first applied this pattern to the individual baptized Christian at Rom.
6:31 but this point corroborates that Paul’s correlation of Christ’s and Israel’s suffering
and resurrection, respectively, was intentional. For as Gadenz shows, 8:32 is part of a
longer explanation in 8:31-7 that believers who suffer do so with Christ (8:17-18; cf. Gal.
3:13) on their way to glorious victory with Him (8:37). This passage strengthens further
the links between Christ’s and Israel’s suffering because 8:35 lists the roots of six of the
seven terms associated with the curses of Deut. 26-8, 30-2 (Minderlein 1965: 136-42;
Waters 2006: 251; Gadenz 2009). Cognates of the term that cannot be traced to
Deuteronomy, ‘danger’ (kivévvog), appeared in 1 Cor. 15:30-1 (see also 2 Cor. 11:26).
This passage, by explaining Paul dies daily (ka6 fpépav dmobvriokw) on account of these
dangers, anticipated the progression of thought in Romans where, after the tribulation
list of 8:35, Paul cites the phrase ‘we are slain all the day long’(Bavatobdpeba 6Any Y
nuépav) from the national psalm of lament (Ps. 43:23 LXX; M.T. 44:22). This is the psalm
which Benedict used at Auschwitz-Birkenau. Consequently, like the individual Christians
who share in Christ’s sonship (Rom. 8:15) but nonetheless ‘die’ with Christ in Rom. 8:17,
35 (cf. 1 Cor. 15, 31), so in Romans 9-11, during the interval time between its current
experience of the Exile and other Deuteronomic curses and its restoration, Israel shares
in the sonship along with Christ (Rom. 9:4), is not spared like him (Rom 8:32; 11:21), but
in this way arrives like him at life from the dead (11:15). By citing the national lament
Psalm 44 (LXX 43), 8:36 provides further scriptural context for understanding how
Romans 9-11 presents Israel’s hardening. To cite Hays: ‘If exilic Israel’s suffering is
interpreted by the psalmist not as punishment but as suffering for the sake of God’s
name, then perhaps even the temporary unbelief of Israel can be understood as part of
God’s design to encompass Jews and Gentiles alike with his mercy’ (Hays 1993: 57-61).
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Wagner’s work on Paul’s use of Scripture in Romans 9-11 and the relevant part of the
epilogue in 15:7-13, demonstrates that Paul invoked all three parts of the canon, and key
figures therein, but especially Moses and Isaiah and clarifies his intentions in doing so by
identifying how he personally altered his citations of the LXX text. Six sets of these
alterations may be summarized here.

(1) The first set, the citations in Rom. 9:13 of Mal. 1:23 (' Toakwp fydmaocoa tov 6&
"Hoad £pionoa) and in Rom. 9:25 of Hosea 1:9-10; 2:1, 23, explains the relationship
between the Gentiles and Jews in divine providence. Paul cites Malachi to explain
that the Gentiles, represented by Esau, were formerly rejected vis-a-vis the Jews,
represented by Jacob, and then cites Hosea to announce the reversal of their
rejection, geographically universalizing Hosea’s prophecy in the process by changing
Hosea 1:10 to read ‘wherever (o0 £€&v) ®@.47 (rather than “in the place where”) it
was said to you are not my people ... they will be called sons of God ...".

(2) Rom. 10:15, 16 repeats this good news by broadening the announcement in Isa.
52:7 of the redemption heralded at Isa. 40:1-9 to include the Gentiles. The
broadening techniques involve omitting the link with the mountains of Jerusalem,
sounding the word gospel, not sounded since 2:16, and pluralizing ‘herald’ to
interpret Isaiah as a prophet of Paul’s own mission, a device repeated at 10:16 by
citing Isa. 53:1; “‘Who Has believed our message?’ These alterations of Isaiah make
Christ the fulfillment of the Servant Song of 52:13-53:12 and stress that Israel’s
unbelief was prophesied and is part of God’s design.

(3) Even more radically, the conclusion of the second section, at 10:19-21, states
that Moses and Isaiah both witness that Israel knew from Scripture that the Gentiles
would obtain righteousness first. The Song (Deut. 32), placed by Moses in Israel’s
mouth, teaches that the curses for rebellion are a fait accompli and compares Israel
to both an unfaithful wife and contemptuous children who make God jealous and
angry and prompt him in turn to provoke Israel for the sake of its salvation with
jealousy for ‘no-people’ (32:21). Having noted earlier in 1 Cor. 10:20-2 that Deut.
32:21 is of interest to Isaiah (65:1), Paul cites the latter here to observe that Israel
resists the grace which God shows the Gentiles.

(4) Isaiah’s importance grows in ch. 11, where vv. 7-10, 12, 15 stress how Moses
(Deut. 29:4; 32:21), and Isaiah (Isa. 29:10), reversing the hardening oracle of Isa. 6,
declare that the purpose of the blinding and hardening will be to bring grace to the
Gentiles and lead to a full reconciliation and renewal of creation (11:12, 15). Rom.
11:25-7 broadens the ambit of covenantal grace by changing Isa. 59:20 to read not
‘to Zion’ but ‘from Zion’ and by working in the promise of an abiding spirit into the
echo of the little Apocalypse of Jer. 31-7.

(5) Finally, within the summation of the epistle’s message, in 15:21, Paul cites Isa.
52:15b and 53:1. The former verse completes the prologue to the Servant Song, and
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follows the announcement in 52:15a that ‘many Gentiles will be amazed at him and
kings shall shut their mouths’. The latter verse commences the Servant Song itself
(53:1-12), building thereby on 10:15-16 but also on 4:25, and 8:32 where Paul spoke
of Jesus being ‘handed over for us/for our transgressions’, corroborating that Isaiah’s
Servant Song is central to Paul.

(6) The relative absence of citations between 11:14 and 11:25 is deemed by Wagner
to be a function of Paul’s extended exposition of the unusual agricultural metaphor
about the branches. This is a point of significant disagreement between him and
Gadenz. Noting that the term ‘mystery’ in the proto-Pauline letters always refers to
something previously hidden but now revealed by God and belonging to the end
times, Gadenz sides with scholars who deem that the ‘mystery’ which Paul
announces in v. 25 is not anticipated by Scripture, not grounded on scriptural
prophecy but is something new, belonging to Christian revelation, and revealed,
specifically, via Paul (vv. 25b-26a) (for extensive list of scholars, see Gadenz 2009:
210-11, nn. 149, 150).

In response to scholars who trace Paul’s mystery in 11:25 to his study of Israel’s
Scriptures (again, see extensive n. 149 in Gadenz 2009: 210) and/or adduce parallels
from Isaiah and Qumran (including Isa. 44:21; 45:17.25 and 1QpHab VII, 4-5), Gadenz

@.48) contends that the scriptural text in question should support all three clauses of
the mystery (2009: 210, n. 149). Accordingly, the text must announce (a) Israel’s total
salvation (b) after a period of hardening that (c) ends with the attainment of the fullness
of the Gentiles. Gadenz next underscores that Pauline references to ‘mystery’ (in the
singular) are never otherwise supported by Scripture, a phenomenon with parallels at
Qumran, but conceptually traceable to Daniel 2 and 4:6 (9) (cf. Wis. 2, 22; 6, 22) which
declares that God has kept some mysteries hidden. Gadenz then concludes that the
purpose of the Scriptures cited must not, ultimately, reveal or witness to the mystery he
is presenting but lend authority to his testimony (Gadenz 2009: 209-13).

The point that Paul’s announcements of the revelation of ‘mystery’ are elsewhere
unattested by Scripture seems sound, and such usage may be dependent on Daniel and
Qumran. However, revelation of mysteries in dreams in Daniel 2 and 4, like pesher
exegesis at Qumran is a two-stage process: The first stage is the presentation of the
mystery in a bound and sealed form; the second is their opening, which is the meaning of
pesher. This concept accords with Paul’s frequent references to Isa. 8:16 and 29:11,
verses which speak of the sealing and binding of revelation and of Israel’s current
inability to see it. Consequently, if Paul’s concept of the mystery is dependent on Daniel
and Qumran, it may be anticipated in Scripture but in a hidden, bound form whose
opening requires another stage of inspired revelation. As for the demand that the text in
question must contain all three elements of the mystery, it falls before Wagner’s
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demonstration that Paul adduces witnesses from each part of the canon to underscore
that Israel has heard and known the message. Moses, in Deuteronomy, announced the
temporary hardening via jealousy of the nations. Isaiah announced temporary hardening
and blinding for the sake of bringing light to the nations. Given Paul’s work in
coordinating these verses, and insistence that having heard them Israel knows the
message, there is no need to find one verse that contains all of these ideas. Moreover, if
the function of the Scriptures is simply to authenticate the messenger, the mode by which
all the Scriptures cited accomplish this must be clarified.

This issue relates to the question why the long passage preceding the announcement of
the mystery in v. 25 lacks citations of Scripture. Gadenz thinks it’s because the revelation
of which Paul speaks is not in Scripture but in Paul’s own life. If this were so, the
contents of this passage should relate to a revelatory experience of Paul’s. The section is
one extended simile concerning what Wagner characterizes as pertaining to ‘the Lord’s
unorthodox husbandry’. It does seem rather mysterious, and unattested by Scripture. For
this very reason it seems a better candidate for the hypothetical revelation unattested by
Scripture than the concepts of Israel bringing light to the nations whilst being hardened
and blind, all of which have scriptural antecedents. Despite this difference, however, both
sets of images share the ‘hardening’ theme because the ‘hardening and blinding’ of Israel
is comparable to the ‘hardened and dead’ branches and the purpose of both is to vivify
and graft in the Gentiles prior to the regrafting and revivification of Israel. This thematic
connection suggests that the mystery which the demonstrative tobto denotes in v. 25
refers not just to the announcements of vv. 25 and 26, ideas anticipated and explained by
Scripture, but to the shocking and novel idea presented in the ®.49 preceding extended
metaphor of dead branches being restored to life. Moreover, if Paul really did use the
term ‘mystery’ to speak of things newly and personally revealed, the unorthodox image of
dead branches being revivified must have been given to Paul by personal revelation.

The argument implies that Paul’s comparison of Israel’s hardening and restoration to
dead and regrafted branches is prompted both by Scripture and personal experience.
This inference is appropriate to the context given the presence of two autobiographical
exempla highlighted by Gadenz at 11:1b and 11:13-14. In the first Paul illustrates that
hardened Israel can be saved because he, an Israelite who was formerly hostile to the
Gospel, experienced God’s mercy. In the second he develops his parallel between the
manner of his salvation at the height of his zeal (Gal. 1:14-16), and that of the hardened
part of Israel (Rom. 11:14; cf. 10:2). Gadenz concludes: ‘As the verses represent Paul as a
type of hardened Israel, they announce that salvation will ultimately come to hardened
Israel (11:26) as it did for Paul on the road to Damascus, with the Lord Jesus appearing
from the heavenly Zion’ (Gadenz 2009: 217, n. 163).
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This proposal begs for comparisons to details in accounts of Paul’s call. If one searches
among his own accounts, an interesting correspondence is offered by the call verse in 1
Cor. 15:8 as interpreted by Matthew W. Mitchell (2014) who stresses that the term
EkTpwpa there means not ‘untimely birth’ but abortion or miscarriage, i.e., something
dead, that was then brought back to life through his experience of the risen Christ. The
correspondence between his being like an éktpwpa in 1 Cor. 15:8 and his comparison of
Israel to ‘dead branches’ in Romans 11 is thus very close. The contents of this
correspondence are indeed a mystery which Paul claims he experienced through personal
revelation but its contours and purpose are corroborated and illuminated by Scripture.
Consequently, Pauline writings internal and external to Romans witness that his picture
of Israel in Romans 9-11 is modeled on his own biography.

Another autobiographical narrative which contains piercing imagery suggestive of
katanuxis and which may further explain the relationship between Paul’s encounter with
the divine and his Gentile mission is 2 Cor. 12:1-12. The mention of ‘boasting’ at the
outset suggests the passage is autobiographical. The piercing imagery is that of the
‘thorn in the flesh’ (ok6Aoy Tf} oapki) alias an ‘angel of Satan’ (2 Cor. 12:7) given to
‘make strength perfect in weakness’. The ‘thorn’ and the ‘angel’ could be interpreted as
an idiom for an enemy (cf. Ezek. 2:6), but the theme of heavenly ascent prompts Morray-
Jones to suggest a link with the Hekhalot tradition according to which the angel would be
an angelic gatekeeper of the divine throne tasked with attacking those deemed unworthy
to ascend to it (Morray-Jones 1980: 33-40; cf. Windisch 1924: 382-90). This explanation
identification correlates with the imagery of Isaiah 6 since the Seraphim may be
identified with serpentine genii-guardians of the divine throne. Echoes of Isaiah 6 are
indeed present in references to ‘seeing the Lord’, ‘being sent’ ‘far away’ to people who
‘will not accept your testimony’ (Morray-Jones 1980: 296 citing Betz 1970). Of interest
here also is Morray-Jones’ observation that the pattern of experiencing the divine
conforms to Paul’s concept of glorification through suffering (Rom. 8:29; 2 Cor. 3:18),
according to which, the inner, heavenly, personality is ®.50) conformed to the image of

Christ-as-kabod/glory, characterized by power, while the earthly personality is conformed
to that of the earthly Jesus, characterized by weakness (2 Cor. 12:9-11) as also echoed in
passages such as 2 Cor. 4:18 (‘while we live, we are always being given up to death for
Jesus’ sake, so that the life of Jesus may be made visible in our mortal flesh’; cf. Gal. 2:20;
Eph. 2:6 and 4:24). Noting the Temple link and the theme of ascent, Morray-Jones steers
away from proposals to identify it with the Damascus experience (Tabor 1986: 32-4;
Segal 1992: 34-71) and directs his attention to Acts 22 which describes a vision Paul had
during his first post-conversion visit to Jerusalem, dated by Galatians to three years after
the conversion (1:18) and fourteen years prior to his second visit (Gal. 2:1).
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In the context of this speech (Acts 22), the implied reference to these verses of
condemnation of Israel (Isaiah) and predicted destruction of the Jewish state
amounts to a statement that the divine glory (Christ) has abandoned Israel in
favor of the nations. Thus, whereas Isaiah was sent to Israel, Paul is sent to the
Gentiles. This radical interpretation of the prophetic account explains the anger of
his listeners (Acts 22:22), and it is intriguing to note that this anger is expressed
in the language reminiscent of m. Hag. 2.1C: ‘And whoever is not careful about
the glory of his creator, it were fitting for him that he had not come into the
world.’

(Morray-Jones 1993: 287)

He concludes that Acts 22 contains an autobiographical layer including the account of the
outraged response of a Jewish, probably Pharisaic audience, and that it was his intense
frustration with them on this occasion, and not the Damascus road event, that drove him
to develop such a radical interpretation of Isaiah 6. However, the reasoning is circular. If
Paul angered his audience by his radical interpretation of Isaiah, he must have developed
it earlier on the basis of parallels between some earlier revelatory experience and his
understanding of Isaiah (and perhaps Ezekiel, again cf. Ezek. 2:6). The theme of going to
the Gentiles is common to the Damascus experience.

Luke’s account of the Damascus event at Acts 26:14 contains an even clearer instance of
katanuxis in the declaration that Paul has been ‘kicking against the goads’, in the
description of his subsequent blindness, reception of the Spirit at baptism, and recovery
of sight, a pattern that echoes the linkage between katanuxis and the reception of the
Holy Spirit at Acts 2:37.

Were I allowed a moment of speculation on the nature of the goads against which Paul
was kicking, I would propose that, in the context of Acts, these relate to Paul’s jealousy of
Stephen and consternation over his role in Stephen’s death. For Luke’s comparison of
Stephen’s face to that of an angel at the time of his martyrdom is told from his
persecutors’ point of view, the ultimate source of which eyewitness memory for the
Christian community and Luke should have been Paul. The grace and glory of the visage
of Christ on Stephen’s face, reflected in Stephen’s plea for forgiveness of his persecutors,
must have incited Paul to jealous anger and burned within him like hot coals and pierced
him like sharp goads, whereby he discovered that God’s strength was made perfect in
weakness ®.51) and that doing good to one’s enemies is like heaping burning coals upon

their heads (Rom. 12:20).

This exploration may now be concluded. Remaud’s attempt to ground the intuitions and
reflections expressed by Chagall, Maritain, or Edith Stein regarding the interconnection
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of Christ’s redemptive suffering with the suffering of Israel is borne out by the latest
biblical scholarship on Romans 9-11. As argued by Paul, Christ’s suffering, death, and
resurrection fulfills the mission of Israel prophesied in all three parts of the canon.
Accordingly, every individual disciple of Christ is given to receive eternal life and glory by
uniting himself to Christ through suffering, katanuxis/compunction, and reception of the
Holy Spirit, but Israel as a people is also intimately connected with this saving mission. If
its hardening and blindness signifies the experience of Deuteronomic curses, this
experience is also redemptive for the world. Jesus Christ came to accomplish Israel’s
mission in his body, and Israel in its body completes and advances the mission of Christ.
For this reason, all attempts to read Paul’s description of Israel as blind, hardened, and
stupefied in a supersessionistic manner are offensive to Pauline Christology.

Why Jesus’ Jewishness Matters

This chapter has formulated an argument based on Romans 9-11 explaining what Rahner
should have said in response to Lapide’s question about the significance of Jesus’
Jewishness. Instead of saying that Jesus’ rootedness in Israel’s history was an arbitrary
coincidence without any theological value (on account of the deficiency in the
development of this doctrine), Rahner could have said that Christ’s Jewishness is
important Christologically and soteriologically because Christ fulfills Israel’s
soteriological role in history and because Israel, in turn, advances Christ’s mission. This
answer may therefore illuminate the explanation furnished by Fr. Lombardi, the papal
secretary, after Benedict had condemned Holocaust denial, as to why this denial fails to
grasp the mystery of Christ’s suffering:

Before this double mystery—of the horrible power of evil and the apparent
absence of God—the only response of the Christian faith is the passion of the Son
of God .... These are the most profound and decisive questions of man and of the
believer before the world and history. We can’t, and shouldn’t avoid them, and
much less deny them. On the contrary, our faith would become deceitful and
empty .... Those who deny the Holocaust don’t know anything about the mystery
of God, nor of the cross of Christ. It’s even more grave when the denial comes
from the mouth of a priest or bishop, that is, from a Christian minister, be he
united or not to the Catholic Church.

(Zenit.org 2009)
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Fr. Lombardi’s stress on the need to relate the Holocaust to the Cross of Christ should be
understood in the context of the faith reflections on Jewish suffering by John Paul II,

(.52) probably, as argued in this chapter, grounded on Isaiah 53, and by Benedict XVI,
explicitly grounded on Psalm 44. These statements develop the intuitions of Maritain and
Edith Stein that Jewish suffering is Messianic and intimately connected with the suffering
of Christ. Michel Remaud provided scriptural backing for this intuition on the strength of
Romans 9-11, on the strength of two parallel verses in Romans, and on the presumption
that this parallelism was grounded on the theology of Israel and Christ as both fulfilling
the type of Isaiah’s Suffering Servant for Paul. The latter half of this study develops this
argument by showing, on the strength of more recent scholarship, further intertextual
evidence suggesting that Paul intentionally correlated the death of Christ with Israel’s
hardening, grounding the argument on the Song of Moses in Deuteronomy, Isaiah’s
Servant Songs, and Psalm 44. He was prompted to do so, moreover, on account of his
personal experience of the resurrected and glorified Christ. Paul’s dead and revived-
branches metaphor to explain the mystery of Israel’s mission in history is thus rooted in
and modeled on his own personal experience of death and resurrection in Christ. In
Romans, Paul stresses that Christ’s suffering is bound up with the suffering of all human
beings, with all individual Christians who suffer knowingly with him, but also with the
corporate suffering of his people, experienced darkly and unknowingly. That dark
suffering fulfills prophecy and touches deeply on Christology. Consequently, when
Christians engage in Holocaust denial and revisionism they express a Jew-hatred that
fails to be touched and humanized by Christ’s Passion and offends Christian Christology.
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This chapter argues that the canonical Gospels are based on eye-witness testimony. The
gospels are ‘historical’. Like all historical narratives the Gospels are an inseparable
mixture of fact and interpretation. The claim that the Gospels are eye-witness testimony
is not a claim that they are factually objective neutral accounts. It is the claim that the
Gospels are based on involved actors, not upon information drawn from neutral
bystanders. Nonetheless, because the Christian tradition regarded the Gospels as
apostolic testimony, they regarded them as reliable portraits of Jesus. Since the rise of
historical criticism, modern Christology has bifurcated, between a ‘Jesus of History’ and
the ‘Christ of Faith’. This chapter argues that as the product of involved agents, or eye-
witnesses, ‘the Jesus of Testimony’ mediates between these two extremes; the basis of
Christology is neither ecclesial projection (‘Christ of faith’) nor historical reconstruction
(‘Jesus of history’) but the ‘Jesus of Testimony’.
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History as a Christological Issue

o ofigure whom Christians call Jesus the Messiah (Christ), the man whose teaching and
example they seek to follow, the man in whom they find God manifest and whom they
therefore include in their worship of God, the incarnate divine Son in whom they believe,
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is the Jesus presented to us in the New Testament. The four Gospels tell the story of his
earthly life in human history and indicate that he is not merely a figure of the past but
also the living Lord, risen from death, exalted to share God’s rule over the cosmos. Over
the centuries, creeds and traditional doctrine have sought to clarify understanding, but
the Gospels remain indispensable because they recount the history of Jesus.

In the process that led to the Church’s acceptance of these four Gospels as authentic and
to the exclusion of other gospels, the principal criterion of selection was apostolicity. This
did not mean that all the authors were apostles (Mark and Luke were not) but that they
were all ‘apostolic persons’, people who, if not themselves apostles, were close to the
followers of Jesus, the eyewitnesses of his history. These Gospels were valued because
they embodied the testimony of those who were close to Jesus and participated in his
history. These apostolic eyewitnesses were understood to be reliable both as witnesses to
the events and as witnesses to the meaning of the events. As in all historiography, so also
in the Gospels fact and interpretation are interwoven. Christians have always recognized
this. It is because the Gospels are regarded as apostolic testimony about Jesus’ historicity
and his meaning that Christians have trusted them as reliable portrayals of Jesus.

As historiography, albeit history with a message, the Gospels make historical claims that
cannot be immune from historical investigation. Theologians in the early centuries,
(@.56) such as Augustine, were not oblivious to historical issues in the Gospels. It was

only with the eighteenth-century Enlightenment that some intellectuals began to use
historical enquiry to reconstruct a historical figure different from the Jesus the Gospels
portray. This was the beginning of the so-called ‘quest of the historical Jesus’, which,
through many vicissitudes, has continued down to the present day. It was the result of
two developments. One was the rise of critical historiography, with its propensity to
interrogate historical records in the attempt to reconstruct ‘what really happened’. The
other was the Enlightenment’s rejection of traditional authority, including that of the
Church. For many of those engaged in the quest, its goal was to strip away the early
Christian interpretation of Jesus in order to discover a ‘real Jesus’ quite different from the
Christ of the Church’s dogma. For many of these scholars, such as the German liberals of
the nineteenth century, Jesus was a figure of religious inspiration for faith and practice,
but one who is a purely human example and ethical teacher, a Jesus they found credible,
unlike the divine Christ of traditional belief. While others have joined the quest expecting
to verify the historical basis for the Christ of traditional faith, the quest for a more
credible or congenial Jesus has taken ever-changing forms down to the present. It is just
as easy to attribute anti-dogmatic or anti-conservative bias to those who find a Jesus
different from the Gospels’ portrayal as it is to attribute conservative bias to those who
find a Jesus compatible with the Gospels.
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The question the quest raises for Christian faith and theology is how to deal with the
distinction between ‘the Jesus of history’ and ‘the Christ of faith’. Here ‘the Christ of
faith’ refers to Jesus as he is presented to us in the New Testament, Jesus as the object of
Christian faith. The Gospels’ account of the earthly Jesus, with its obvious historical
claims, belongs essentially to who the Christ of faith is. The ‘Jesus of history’ or ‘historical
Jesus’ refers to the Jesus whom historians reconstruct, using historical methods to get
back behind the way the Gospels portray him. The reconstructions of the historical Jesus
that the quest has produced are so enormously varied that ‘the historical Jesus’ has to be
defined as: whatever sort of Jesus any particular historian reconstructs. If the quest is to
be judged by its success in establishing even a minimal, generally agreed account of the
historical Jesus, then it must be judged a failure.

For all history involves interpretation. This is not to deny that historians can establish
beyond reasonable doubt some basic facts about Jesus, for example, that he died on a
Roman cross, that his home town was Nazareth in Galilee, that he was a teacher with
disciples, and so forth. (History can deal only in probabilities, not certainties, but
sometimes the probabilities are so high as to be beyond reasonable doubt.) But such facts
are of no real interest unless they form the framework for an account that answers such
questions as why he was put to death, what he taught, what he understood his mission to
be, how he was related to his context (social, political, economic, religious). Only answers
to such questions can give us a historical Jesus, but answering such questions entails
judgements on which historians will differ for various reasons.

We should not emphasize the subjective element in historical reconstruction to the point
of supposing that historical Jesus scholars necessarily find merely the sort of Jesus they
want to find. Even when this happens, it does not preclude the possibility ®.57 that
they could be right, and, as in all historical enquiry, it is the arguments that matter.
Arguments can be assessed on their merits, irrespective of the motives of the scholar who
presents them. Nevertheless, it remains the case that every historical reconstruction of
Jesus is an interpretation of him, unavoidably influenced both by different judgements of
the evidence and by different approaches to faith and life. For almost all historical Jesus
scholars, the stakes in this particular historical enquiry are high, whether in relation to
their own religious faith or to that of others. Most of them are not trained historians as
such, but trained biblical scholars, who have learned their practice of history only from
others who work in this particularly specialized field.

The quest has usually entailed attempts to distinguish between historically reliable and
historically unreliable material in the Gospels. It has been assumed that, because the
Gospels are Christian interpretations of Jesus, they must incorporate material that
reflects only that interpretation, not the history of Jesus. The way to get closer to history
therefore seems to be to filter out the reliable material from the mass of unreliable. There
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is a close relationship between the selection of reliable material and the overall
interpretation of Jesus a particular historian propounds. By comparison with the Jesus of
the Gospels, any such historical reconstruction of Jesus will appear both reductive (taking
account only of some of the contents of the Gospels) and also an interpretation rivalling
those of the Gospel writers.

Faced with an ever-changing assortment of historical Jesuses, there are theologians and
biblical scholars who conclude simply that the quest of the historical Jesus is of no
relevance to the Church, whose Jesus is the Christ of faith, to be found in the New
Testament and the Creeds (e.g., Johnson 1996; McKnight 2012). It is also possible to
agree that the Jesus in whom Christians believe is the Jesus of the Gospels, and that no
historical reconstruction of Jesus can be a substitute for the Christ of faith, but also to
allow some place for historical reconstruction. What is sought here is a minimal historical
reconstruction that is compatible with the Jesus of the Gospels. This might at least show
that what historians can establish about Jesus is open to the interpretation of Jesus the
Gospels give (cf. Bock and Webb 2009). While there may be some value in this approach,
it is doubtful how far it can progress beyond a small collection of facts about Jesus
without issues of interpretation colouring the reconstruction and precluding general
agreement on it.

In my book Jesus and the Eyewitnesses (Bauckham 2006) I suggested that there is a way
beyond the alternative of ‘the Jesus of history’ and ‘the Christ of faith’. The category that
does better justice to how the Gospels combine history and theology is ‘the Jesus of
testimony’. I propose that we can return to the original and traditional view of the
Gospels as apostolic testimony, but in a way that takes up the challenge of modern
historical approaches to the Gospels by arguing that the Gospels are a particular kind of
historiography. Diverging from what has been the dominant paradigm in Gospel studies
since the early twentieth century, I see the Gospels as embodying the eyewitness
testimony of those who had known Jesus and interpreted him in a way that grew out of
their own experience of him and his history. To explain this view, I first portray the

@.58) dominant paradigm—a view of the transmission of the Gospel traditions that

understood the Gospel texts to be remote from the testimony of the eyewitnesses.

The Dominant Paradigm: Form Criticism and its Consequences

The approach to the Gospels known as form criticism (Formgeschichte) was pioneered by

Rudolf Bultmann and Martin Dibelius around 1920 (Dibelius 1919; Bultmann 1921). For
the form critics the Gospels were folk literature, which they compared with the material
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studied by the folklorists of their day. They maintained that this type of oral tradition was
formed and transmitted by the folk, not by individuals, and that the communities that
valued such folklore had no interest in history. The Jesus traditions, they held, by
analogy, were anonymous community traditions, not connected to individuals who had
been eyewitnesses of Jesus’ history, but only to the community itself. They were
transmitted not by people concerned to relate past history, but for purposes oriented to
the communities’ present, and could therefore be freely modified or even created de novo
in accordance with the community’s present needs. It was in the form of this kind of
tradition that the Jesus traditions reached the Gospel writers.

For many of the form critics there could be no quest for the historical Jesus. There was no
means of reaching back to him behind the oral tradition. Bultmann opined that Christian
faith is in the Christ of the apostolic kerygma and would be compromised by knowledge
of a Jesus reconstructed by historians. Most scholars were not content to know so little
about Jesus. Those who looked at it theologically were not so sure as Bultmann that
Christian faith needed to know nothing about the Jesus who lived in Palestine except that
he existed. But the form critical view of the way the Gospel traditions reached the
Gospels hindered a new quest. Because the tradition was supposed to be oriented to the
present and unconcerned with preservation of Jesus traditions, anything of historical
value would have survived in spite of the tendencies of the tradition. So extremely
rigorous criteria were needed to identify ‘authentic’ material. Moreover, because form
criticism held that all the traditions about Jesus were passed on as single units (one story
or one saying), it seemed that each unit had to be assessed individually.

This was the situation that the ‘criteria of authenticity’ were designed to meet. The two
criteria of dissimilarity were crucial. Anything Jesus did or said that was uncharacteristic
of both early Judaism and of early Christianity could be judged authentic. Anything early
Christians would have felt uncomfortable saying about Jesus could be judged authentic.
These were intended as extremely rigorous criteria, designed for the task of isolating
indubitably authentic material in the mass of untrustworthy traditions. Only when these
criteria made it possible to break through the barrier form criticism erected between the
tradition and Jesus could other criteria (such as the criterion of coherence) come into

play.

®.59) The criteria-based quest was unrealistic from the perspective of historical
method. Faced with nothing but a mass of atomized units of tradition, not to be
distinguished by the literary source from which they come and unaccompanied by any
indications of their derivation, how is it conceivable that the ‘authentic’ and the
‘inauthentic’ could be distinguished? The results of such an approach to reconstructing
the historical Jesus have been unsurprisingly diverse. Their application has proved too
subjective to produce any consensus. There have been attempts to adjust or to
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reformulate the criteria (e.g., Wright 1996: 86, 131-3; Theissen and Winter 2002; Casey
2010: 101-41), but scholars have begun to acknowledge that the criteria are just not fit
for purpose and the criteria-based quest has failed (see especially Keith and Le Donne
2012; also Rodriguez 2009; Dunn 2013: 282-5). An important strand of thought in this
abandonment of the criteria-based approach is the recognition that the distinction
between ‘authentic’ and ‘inauthentic’ material is simplistic. Since all Jesus traditions have
reached us through the early Christians, we do not have any uninterpreted traditions
(even a saying of Jesus memorized verbatim by the disciples and translated literally into
Greek would have been selected as significant for handing on), but, on the other hand, it
is a mistake to see interpretation as necessarily hindering our access to the ‘real Jesus’.
The traditions can be understood as witness to the ‘impact’ Jesus made on his followers
(Dunn 2003) or as the way Jesus was interpreted in the memory of his disciples (Dunn
2003; Le Donne 2009).

The form critical paradigm was fatally flawed as a model of the way Jesus traditions
reached the Gospels. The criteria-based quest has failed not because of the criteria but
because of the view of the nature of the sources that form criticism bequeathed. In fact,
form criticism’s model of oral tradition has been discredited for compelling reasons
(Dunn 2003: 193-5; Bauckham 2006: 241-9; Tuckett 2009). I have argued that the New
Testament evidence points to a formally controlled tradition, such as can be found in
many oral societies, but also that, in the period up to the writing of the Gospels, we must
also reckon with the eyewitnesses. While the events of Jesus’ story were within living
memory, the eyewitnesses, many of whom were well known in the Christian movement,
are likely to have been regarded as the accessible sources and authoritative guardians of
the traditions that they themselves had formulated at the beginning (see also
Gerhardsson 2001, 2005).

Paul, writing his first letter to the Corinthians around the year 53, little more than twenty
years after the event, recites a well-known catalogue of people to whom Jesus appeared
after the resurrection. Among them he mentions an appearance to five hundred believers
at the same time, ‘many of whom’, he adds, ‘are still alive’ (1 Cor. 15:6). This comment
would be pointless unless he meant, ‘If you don’t believe me, check it out with some of
those people’. If he could say that with regard to minor eyewitnesses, as most of the five
hundred must have been, how much more would it have been true of the major
eyewitnesses, people such as the twelve apostles and James the brother of Jesus, whom
Paul also includes in his list. He did not need to say that they were still alive and kicking
at the time of writing because his readers knew it. That many eyewitnesses were not alive
and accessible is taken for granted.
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».s0 What are the Gospels?

Probably most scholars are convinced that the literary genre to which the Gospels belong
is the Graeco-Roman biography (bios, the life of a famous person). Burridge (1992) has
shown most fully that the Gospels share the major features of this genre, which must be
distinguished from modern kinds of biography. But little attention has been paid to this in
recent scholarship on Jesus and the Gospels. (Burridge’s work and the Gospels as
biography get scant attention in Dunn 2003: 184-6; Casey 2010: 184-5; Allison 2010:
441-4. Scholars advocating the use of social memory theory in historical Jesus studies
seem uninterested in considering ancient biographies as embodiments of social memory
with which the Gospels should be compared [Le Donne 2009; Keith 2011]. Watson'’s
elaborate study of Gospel writing [Watson 2013] entirely ignores the biographical genre
of the canonical Gospels. On the other hand, see Keener 2003: 3-52, 2009: 73-125, 2011;
Eddy and Boyd 2007: 309-61.) But it is with the genre of the Gospels that we should start
in considering the nature of their testimony to Jesus.

The biographical genre indicates the genuine interest of early Christians in the past of
Jesus, although naturally this would be an interest in the past as relevant to the present.
Moreover, as contemporary biographies, written within living memory of their subject or
not long afterwards, they would be expected to share the best practice of contemporary
historiography with regard to sources. The relative lack of documentary sources for
ancient historians meant that good history could really only be written while eyewitness
sources were accessible. A historian, preferably an eyewitness himself, should at least
have been able to interview eyewitnesses face-to-face. This ancient historiographical
practice resembled modern oral history. It was not always employed but it was regarded
as historiographical best practice, to which historians at least paid lip service. It suggests
that the relationship between the Jesus traditions in their oral form and their
incorporation in the Gospels might be expected to resemble the relationship between
eyewitness sources and their incorporation in ancient historiographical works, as Byrskog
(2000) has argued. If some of the eyewitnesses themselves were accessible when the
Gospel writers were collecting material for their Gospels then we should expect the
Gospel writers to have treated them as their best available sources.

Literary genre conditions reader expectations, and so the first readers or hearers of the
Gospels are likely to have expected them, as contemporary biographies, to embody
eyewitness testimony. But here we should also take account of a specific notion about
eyewitnesses that seems to have been current in the early Christian movement. In the
first chapter of Acts, Luke tells the story of how Judas Iscariot was replaced by Matthias
to make up the number of the twelve apostles. The qualification to be one of the twelve
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was that such a person must (as Peter says in the narrative) ‘have accompanied us during

all the time that the Lord Jesus went in and out among us, beginning from the baptism of

John until the day that he was taken up from us’ (Acts 1:21-2). The twelve apostles were

the official body of eyewitnesses of Jesus, but the narrative also indicates that there were
. 61) others beside the twelve who fulfilled that qualification. In the preface to his

Gospel, Luke says that he has recorded traditions as they were transmitted by those ‘who
were eyewitnesses from the beginning’ (Luke 1:2). (For the convention of beginning the
story of Jesus from the time when John was baptizing, see also Acts 10:37; 13:23-5.) We
also find the same principle in John’s Gospel. In John 15:27 Jesus speaks to his disciples
about the way they are to give testimony about him in the future: ‘you are to testify
because you have been with me from the beginning’. This idea that the best qualified
eyewitnesses would be those who had followed Jesus from the beginning of his ministry
to the end in fact coincides with the kind of qualification that mattered in ancient
historiography that depended on eyewitness testimony (Bauckham 2009: 27). It shows
that Gospel writers were intended to meet the expectations of readers who understood
their work to be historical biography and would therefore look for indications of its
sources in eyewitness testimony.

It does not follow that all the content of the Gospels derives from those who had been
‘eyewitnesses from the beginning’. I have suggested that the use of personal names in the
Gospels may preserve the identity of the eyewitnesses who first told some of the
particular stories (Bauckham 2006: 39-55). There is an aspect of the occurrence of
personal names in the Gospels that seems puzzling at first sight. It is not surprising that
well-known public persons, such as Pontius Pilate the Roman governor and the high
priest Caiaphas, are named in the Gospels. Nor is it surprising that disciples of Jesus who
play a major part in the stories—Peter, Mary Magdalene, Thomas, and so on—are named.
Nor perhaps is it very surprising that most of the more minor characters are anonymous.
The Gospels are full of unnamed individuals who come into contact with Jesus on just one
occasion. There is no reason why their names should have been remembered or regarded
as particularly important. What is more difficult to explain is why just a few of these
minor characters are given names. Why is it that in Mark’s Gospel Jairus and Bartimaeus
are named (Mark 6:3; 10:46), while all other recipients of Jesus’ healings are anonymous?
Why does Luke, in his narrative of the two disciples who met the risen Jesus on the way
to Emmaus, name one of the two (Cleopas) (24:18) but not the other? Why does Mark go
to the trouble of naming not only Simon of Cyrene, who carried Jesus’ cross to Calvary,
but also his two sons, Alexander and Rufus (15:21)? Why does Luke name Zacchaeus the
tax collector and Simon the Pharisee (19:2; 7:40)? Given that a large majority of the
minor characters in all the Gospels are anonymous, why do they name specifically those
few who are named?
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The only hypothesis I know that accounts for the evidence is that in most of these cases
the named persons became members of the early Christian communities and themselves
told the stories in which they appear in the Gospels. These traditions were transmitted
under their names. It was from Bartimaeus himself that Mark’s narrative of his healing
came, and from Cleopas that Luke’s story of the walk to Emmaus derived.

However, such names account for only a few passages in the Gospels. The persons in the
Gospels who most obviously fall into the more important category of eyewitnesses, those
who had been with Jesus ‘from the beginning’, are the twelve. All three of the Synoptic
Gospels provide a full list of the members of this group (Matt. 10:2-4; ®.62) Mark 3:16-
19; Luke 6:13-16). The lists seem carefully preserved, providing not only the bare
personal names of the twelve (Simon, Judas, James, etc.), but also patronymics (such as
‘sons of Zebedee’) and nicknames (such as Peter) and other epithets (such as ‘the
Zealot’). Most of the personal names were extremely common ones and in some cases
more than one of the twelve bore the same personal name. There had to be other ways of
distinguishing one from another, and the various ways this is done in the lists correspond
to Palestinian Jewish naming practices in this period. The lists appear to preserve the
way each of the twelve was known within their circle during the ministry of Jesus. They
are setting out the credentials of the eleven men (because the twelfth man in the lists is
Judas Iscariot) who were regarded as the official body of witnesses, those who could
vouch for the most important material incorporated by these three Gospels (Bauckham
2006: 93-113).

It is likely that the twelve, as the official body of eyewitnesses, at an early stage
formulated a body of traditions deriving from their collective memories of Jesus, probably
also drawing on the memories of other disciples of Jesus, especially the women disciples.
The lists of the twelve in the Synoptics acknowledge their indebtedness to their common
testimony. There is good reason to suppose that Mark’s Gospel largely reflects Peter’s
particular version of the traditions of the twelve, a version in which he naturally
prioritized his own personal memories.

Mark’s Gospel as Peter’s Testimony

Two of the Gospels explicitly claim to be based on eyewitness testimony. The conclusion
to John’s Gospel identified its author as the disciple it calls ‘the disciple Jesus

loved’ (21:24). Alone among the Gospel writers, Luke provides the kind of
historiographical preface in which an author might speak of his sources (Aune 2002;
Adams 2006). Against the background of historiographical practice, his claim to record
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the events ‘just as they were handed on to us by those who from the beginning were
eyewitnesses and ministers of the word’ (1:2) most naturally refers to his direct contact
with the eyewitnesses, though it can also plausibly include his dependence on Mark’s
Gospel if he understood it as a record of eyewitness testimony.

By contrast, Mark’s Gospel does not, to the average modern reader, appear to claim a
basis in eyewitness testimony. But here is where the expectations of ancient readers or
hearers of a historical biography, written within living memory of its subject, come into
play, along with their probable knowledge of the Christian principle of ‘eyewitnesses
from the beginning’. Such readers/hearers would soon hear of the beginning of Jesus’
ministry and then of Jesus’ call of the first disciples. The first disciple of all, the first one
to be mentioned in the Gospel, is the fisherman Simon, who later comes to be called also
Peter. Mark lays special emphasis on Simon by repeating his name: ‘Simon and Simon’s
brother Andrew’ (1:16). It would have been more natural to say, ‘Simon and his brother
Andrew’, as most modern English translations render it. The repetition of the name

(. 63) Simon is no more natural in Greek than in English. It is repeated for emphasis.
Mark is drawing special attention to the fact that Simon Peter is with Jesus ‘from the
beginning’. He also appears in the Gospel narrative more frequently than any other
character except Jesus. He is the last disciple to be named in the Gospel, in fact the last
person to be named (16:7).

This pattern of reference—first and last disciple to be named, with many appearances in
between those two endpoints—marks Peter out as the character in the Gospel from whom
Mark received most of his recorded traditions about Jesus. Another feature of Mark’s
narrative confirms this. There is a key part of the story from which all of the twelve,
including Peter, are absent and could not have served as Mark’s eyewitness sources. This
part of the narrative, including the story of the crucifixion and death of Jesus, his burial
and the discovery of the empty tomb, is such an important part of the whole Gospel
narrative that eyewitness sources matter here more than anywhere. If not the twelve,
who were they? The first readers or hearers would expect to know. This is where Simon
of Cyrene comes in, along with his sons, through whom, presumably, his story reached
Mark (15:21). Even more important are the women disciples, who in Mark appear only
here. Three of them are carefully named (Mary Magdalene, Mary the mother of James
and Joses, Salome). All three are said to be present at the Cross, two of these at the
burial, and all three at the empty tomb. Mark specifies which of the women are present at
each of the events (15:40, 47; 16:1). They are the subject of verbs of seeing: they ‘were
looking on” when Jesus was crucified and died; they ‘saw’ where he was laid in the tomb;
they ‘saw’ the stone rolled away; they ‘saw’ the young man sitting on the right side; and
he invites them to ‘see’ the empty place where Jesus’ body had lain (15:40, 47; 16:4, 5, 6).
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They scarcely do anything else except watch and observe. It could hardly be clearer that
it is as eyewitnesses that they have their place in the narrative.

The role of the women disciples confirms the impression that Peter, who is present
through most of the Gospel apart from the clearly emphasized gap between 14:72 and
16:7, is Mark’s major eyewitness source for most of the Gospel. The internal evidence of
the Gospel is thus consistent with the early external evidence about the Gospel provided
by Papias, bishop of Hierapolis, at the beginning of the second century (Bauckham 2006:
202-39). In a statement echoed by later writers in the early Church, Papias claimed that
Mark had worked as Peter’s interpreter and wrote down the Gospel traditions as Peter
had recounted them. There was a time when most scholars thought this a plausible view
of Mark’s Gospel, but recently most have dismissed it. The form critical way of conceiving
of Gospel origins forbids it. Now that the form critical paradigm is seen as defective, one
can reconsider Papias’ credibility.

Papias was collecting traditions about Jesus originating from named disciples of Jesus, a
few of them still alive and resident not far from his home town, in the late first century,
around the time when the Gospels of Matthew, Luke, and John were being written. He
wrote (or completed) his book some years later, but it was in the late first century that he
assembled his material (Bauckham 2006: 12-38). So he really was in a position to know
something about how the Gospels originated, and his evidence about Mark’s Gospel
deserves to be taken more seriously than it has been in recent scholarship. But ®. 64

the plausibility of Papias’ account emerges particularly strongly now that we can
correlate it with indications in Mark’s Gospel that Peter is the key to its traditions.

John’s Gospel as the Testimony of the Beloved Disciple

Despite its apparent claim to authorship by the disciple who appears in its narrative
anonymously as ‘the disciple Jesus loved’ (21:24; cf. 1:14), many modern scholars find it
inconceivable that this Gospel, so different from the Synoptics, could even be based on
eyewitness testimony, let alone have an eyewitness as its author. This Gospel belongs no
less evidently to the genre of ancient biography than do the others. Indeed, to early
readers or hearers it would probably have appeared more like historiography than the
other Gospels, especially in its much greater precision with regard to chronology and
geography (Bauckham 2007: 93-112). The fact that this Gospel appears to be a more
interpretative work than the others, the product of theological reflection, is not an
obstacle to recognizing in it the eyewitness testimony of a disciple who claims intimacy
with Jesus. His closeness may have made him feel authorized to interpret Jesus more
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profoundly than the other Gospel writers. At several points in the narrative where this
disciple’s presence is noted, he appears alongside Peter in a way that acknowledges
Peter’s eyewitness role but claims a greater perceptiveness as to the meaning of the
events on the part of the Beloved Disciple (13:23-9; 20:4-9; 21:7).

The Gospel’s eyewitness claim becomes more credible if we abandon the traditional
identification of the author as John the son of Zebedee, which is not what the earliest
patristic evidence really proposes (Bauckham 2006: 412-71; 2007: 33-72), and follow the
view that the Beloved Disciple is not as one of the twelve, but as a disciple normally
resident in Jerusalem, who did not travel around with Jesus. This makes the differences in
the narrative of events between this Gospel and the Synoptics intelligible. Unlike the
Synoptics, John has no list of the twelve in his Gospel. This Gospel makes no claim to
relay the official tradition of the twelve, like Mark and the two Gospels that incorporate
much of Mark. Instead, if we consider the disciples who are prominent in John’s
narrative, we find that, apart from Peter and Mary Magdalene, they are disciples who are
not prominent in the other Gospels (for example, Thomas, Philip, Martha, and Mary of
Bethany) or who do not appear at all in the other Gospels (such as Nathanael,
Nicodemus, Lazarus). This may indicate that this Gospel reflects the eyewitness
testimony of a different circle of disciples, the circle in which the Beloved Disciple moved.
His own testimony would include what he learned from other disciples who were present
at events at which he himself, as a Jerusalem resident, was not. This provides a plausible
explanation of the fact that John portrays events that do not appear in the Synoptic
Gospels or takes a different perspective on the same events.

@ 65 History as a Christological Issue

The Psychology of Eyewitness Memory

In everyday life, we normally value eyewitness memory (our own or that of others) more
highly than second-hand reports. But we also know that, while memory is generally
reliable, it can occasionally deceive us. Supposing the Gospels to be close to the
testimony of those who had known Jesus, should we rely on their memories? There is now
a large body of research in cognitive psychology relating to autobiographical memory
(memory of personally experienced events) that helps us assess this. My chapter on this
topic in Jesus and the Eyewitnesses (Bauckham 2006: 319-57) was the first attempt to
make use of this resource for study of the Gospels (see now also Mclver 2011). I was
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concerned only with memory for events (which psychologists call episodic memory), not
with the transmission of the sayings of Jesus independently of stories about him.

Some historical Jesus scholars have concluded, from an acquaintance with the literature
on memory research, that memory is generally rather unreliable, grossly distorted by
present concerns, and unstable (Allison 2010: 1-9). However, while this impression may
be given by some of the research, the reason is that the psychologists often focus on
memory'’s failings. They do so because understanding when and how memory sometimes
fails may assist understanding of how it manages to be usually very reliable (Cohen 1989:
222; Hoffman and Hoffman 2006: 282; Schacter 2007: 6). The importance of memory
research for the study of the Gospels is not that it shows memory to be generally
unreliable or always reliable, but that it shows what sort of events are remembered well,
what aspects of those events are likely to be remembered, and what conditions help to
ensure accurate and stable preservation of memories. The following is a summary of the
conclusions I reached through a study of the research:

First, what would events have to be like in order for them to be remembered well?
Unique and unusual events are remembered best; consequential or salient events are
remembered better than less significant ones; events in which the eyewitness is
emotionally involved are remembered better than others. These criteria illustrate why
eyewitness testimony in court can be seriously unreliable, because witnesses are asked to
remember things that did not concern them at the time. But, conversely, by these same
criteria the events of the story of Jesus score well as events their participant
eyewitnesses would likely remember well.

Second, what aspects of events are remembered well? Recollected events seldom include
dates other than temporal indications integral to the story. The gist is often accurately
recalled while details are not and may well vary in different tellings. Again these criteria
throw some doubt on testimony in court, where it is often peripheral details of an event
that witnesses are asked to recall. But in the Gospels, where variation in details can
easily be observed in parallel versions of a story (e.g., the four accounts of Peter’s
denials), it is the core narrative that counts and the variations of detail should not
discredit it.

@.66) Third, preservation of memories is assisted by rehearsal, which also gives them
stability. When memories are told, they often acquire a standard narrative form, which
they retain. It is correctly observed that the narrativization of experience, which occurs
even in the selectivity entailed by the act of remembering, is interpretative. The
eyewitnesses could not remember their experiences of Jesus without conveying the
meaning these events had for them. Memory research confirms the tendency in recent
historical Jesus study to reject the equation of ‘authentic’ material in the traditions with
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‘uninterpreted’ facts. The coinherence of fact and meaning in testimony is not just
inevitable but a key aspect of its value.

There is currently a surge of interest in memory in historical Jesus studies. But for the
most part it is not in psychological research into autobiographical memory, but in the
social-scientific theory of social memory (Le Donne 2009; Rodriguez 2010; Keith 2011;
Dunn 2013: 230-47; cf. Bauckham 2006: 310-18). While this includes a claim that even
individual memory is not separate from its social context, the most common use of social
memory in historical work is to speak of the way societies remember historic events with
a view to the needs of the present, often long after the events. For some Gospels scholars
this functions as an equivalent to form criticism in stressing the creativity of communities
who freely adapt versions of the past for present use. However, Le Donne argues against
a stress on creative as opposed to retentive memory, and insists that, when dealing with a
period within one or two generations of an event, the historian cannot ignore the initial
perceptions and interpretations of the event by witnesses and contemporaries (Le Donne
2009: 60-4).

There are problems with the use of social memory theory. As a theoretical approach, it
tends to erase the special quality of recollected memories of personally experienced
events, flattening out the differences between different kinds of memory. Moreover, it
provides no criteria for judging the relative weight of, on the one hand, personal
memory’s continuity with past experience and, on the other, the shaping of memory by
the context in which remembering takes place. It seems a matter of preference how far
practitioners allow for the former. If we are to take eyewitness memory in the Gospels
seriously, social memory is probably less helpful than research into autobiographical
memory.

Psychologists distinguish between episodic memory (recollections of experienced events)
and semantic memory, which is memory for information. The traditions of the sayings of
Jesus must fall largely into the latter category (except where a saying is integral to a
story). In this case, it is vital to reckon with the probability that the disciples of Jesus
deliberately memorized his sayings. Most of the Synoptic teaching of Jesus is cast in
mnemonic forms designed to be easily remembered. As Gerhardsson (2005: 11) puts it,
‘The most characteristic feature of Jesus’ sayings is their laconicism and brevity.” The
variations in the versions of sayings of Jesus in our sources do not show that they were
not memorized, only that they were probably not memorized verbatim. In the ancient
context, it is hardly conceivable that a teacher like Jesus would expect his disciples to
remember his teaching without deliberately committing it to memory (Bauckham 2006:
280-7; Keener 2009: 145-52). (It is also notable that in the ®.67) Gospels the variation
in sayings of Jesus is generally much less than the variation in stories.) It is not at all
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clear that modern experiments to test semantic memory (e.g. DeConick 2008) reproduce
the remembering process that Jesus’ disciples would have employed.

Testimony as a Historical and Theological Category

Throughout this essay I have used the category ‘testimony’ as the most appropriate one
for describing the kind of evidence about Jesus that we have in the Gospels. In this final
section we need to examine more closely what kind of evidence testimony is.

First, philosophical studies show that reliance on testimony is a normal and proper
feature of human knowing. We know all kinds of things because other people tell us them,
and we rightly doubt what we are told only when there is reason to do so. We do not
refuse to believe until we can verify something for ourselves. Testimony is as basic a
means of knowledge as perception, memory, and inference (Coady 1992).

By its very nature testimony asks to be trusted. This trust need not be uncritical. We may
have reasons for judging a witness to be reliable or unreliable. In courts of law, judges
and juries have various ways of deciding whether they can trust a particular witness or
not. Historians have ways of assessing the reliability of historical sources. But usually
what we consider are general reasons for trusting or not trusting a witness’s testimony as
a whole. We cannot verify for ourselves everything the witness claims. If we judge a
witness to be trustworthy, then we have to trust that witness to be telling us the truth
about much that we cannot verify otherwise.

So testimony is irreducible. We cannot go behind it and make our own autonomous
verification. We cannot establish the truth of testimony for ourselves as though we stood
where the witnesses stood. It would be impossible to write history without constant
reliance on testimony. This does not require historians to engage in naive credulity, any
more than our reliance on testimony in everyday life requires this. Critical historiography
engages in a dialectic of trust and critical assessment of witnesses. For those who seek
an unattainable degree of certainty it may seem that historians take a risk in trusting
their sources. But historical knowledge is never more than a judgement of probabilities
and the risks involved are no different from those we all take in trusting testimony every
day of our lives.

This is what follows for the historical study of the Gospels. The form critical approach
required a distrustful attitude to the sources, such that only by testing each individual
unit of tradition with rigorous criteria could anything of historical value be rescued from
the traditions. Historical Jesus scholars have thereby acquired the habit of requiring a
kind of verification of testimony that is not commonly required in everyday life, in law
courts, or in the work of most historians. Now that we have moved beyond the form
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critical view of the Jesus tradition, we should be able to apply a more ordinary method of

assessing the sources. The appropriate way to proceed is to evaluate the trustworthiness

of each Gospel as a whole. (If we are confident that a whole category of material in a
®.68) Gospel can be attributed to a single source, then we may proceed also to the

assessment of that source as a whole.)

There are various approaches to this. For example, we can consider how far the Gospel
accounts of Jesus are coherent with everything we now know about early first-century
Jewish Palestine. It is not so much a matter of judging whether the figure of Jesus
presented in each of the Gospels is historically credible within the Judaism of his time (a
difficult matter to judge), but more a matter of judging whether all the traces of Jesus’
context that abound in the Gospel traditions reflect their supposed time and place. One
should acknowledge that the kind of evidence the Gospels present is testimony and
historical study of them needs to be appropriate to this kind of evidence.

A second feature of testimony as evidence is that, in historiography, as in general human
experience, testimony can provide us with insider knowledge from involved participants.
This is what the historians of the ancient world valued. They did not value the testimony
of some accidental bystander with no interest in what they observed, but rather the
engaged testimony of participants in the events. Modern people have become suspicious
of evidence of this kind. They value the supposedly more objective evidence of the
disengaged observer, and suspect the participant of subjective bias. But it is arguable
that ancient historians had a better view of this. They realized that the best way of
understanding what really went on was to listen to those who had been insiders. Such
people are affected by the events they witnessed, and they will talk about the significance
the events had for them. We cannot neatly detach fact from meaning in their testimony.
But should we want to?

The need for testimony from participants who cannot speak of what they lived through
without conveying the meaning and significance it had for them is especially the case
with events for which we have few good parallels in history. The events of the life,
ministry, death, and resurrection of Jesus were events of that kind, at least if the
witnesses are to be believed. They were not just run-of-the-mill historical events, but
history-making events. Exceptional events require testimony from involved and engaged
participants—exactly what I believe we have in the Gospels. This does not mean that
testimony is to be trusted uncritically (Bauckham 2006: 502; Byford 2013). But
assessment must respect the exceptionality of the events to which testimony is borne and
the unique access that insider testimony offers to it.

Third, in testimony fact and meaning coinhere, and witnesses who give testimony do so
with the conviction of a significance that requires to be told. Witnesses of significant
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events speak out of their own ongoing attempts to understand. Paul Ricoeur speaks of the
two inseparable aspects of testimony: on the one hand, its quasi-empirical aspect, the
testimony of the senses, the report of the eyewitness as to facts, and, on the other hand,
the interiority of testimony, the engagement of the witness with what he or she attests
(Ricoeur 1981). The faithful witness is not merely accurate, but faithful to the meaning
and demands of what is attested. This applies to everything we have in the Gospels. It is
partly what it means to call them apostolic testimony. The witnesses are people whose
ongoing engagement with what they had witnessed qualified them to speak with
authority about its significance.

(- 69) In conclusion, reading the Gospels as testimony differs from attempts at historical
reconstruction behind the texts. It takes the Gospels seriously as they are; it
acknowledges the uniqueness of what we can know only in this testimonial form. It
honours the form of historiography they are, but at the same time we can now recognize
that testimony is the appropriate category with which to read the Gospels in faith and for
theology. These eyewitness testimonies speak to us from the inside of the events,
experienced by those who recognized the disclosure of God in them. Beyond the
dichotomy of the Jesus of history and the Christ of faith, they offer us the Jesus of
testimony.

Suggested Reading
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Abstract and Keywords

Christ does not do his work alone: the Father and the Spirit work in and through him.
Nor can Christ’s work be separated from his person. Christ’s work is astonishingly
multifaceted. It is not encapsulated by one single idea, such as substitution or sacrifice. It
takes the length and breadth of Christ’s life, death, and resurrection, to perform his

work. Christ’s work does not only refer to his death but to everything he does. Jesus’
work includes mediating creation and new creation. He inaugurates God’s rule. He
welcomes the poor and vulnerable into the kingdom. He forgives, delivers from sin, and
conquers evil, Satan, and death. He brings God’s peace, God’s shalom. He offers himself
as a sacrifice for sin. He creates the community of the new covenant. Jesus’ ultimate work
is to reign as Lord.

Keywords: Christ’s work, Father, Spirit, new creation, God’s rule, poor, Satan, Shalom, sacrifice, new covenant

‘n owork of Christ’ is standard theological shorthand for the saving activity of Jesus of
Nazareth—a vast topic, with nearly every verse of the NT and every work of NT
scholarship relating to it. Thus this chapter will necessarily be selective. We begin with
some important preliminary observations about approach and method before exploring
aspects of Christ’s work itself.

Some Initial Observations

Firstly, the phrase ‘the work of Christ’ is something of a misnomer in two important ways.
To use an analogy from daily life, the NT does not portray Jesus as an independent
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contractor, but as part of a family business. Sent by God the Father to effect salvation,
Jesus does what he does as God’s representative, or in (free) obedience to his Father, or
both, doing so by the power of God’s Spirit. Thus to speak of the work of Christ is to
speak simultaneously of the work of the Father and of the Spirit, and thus to speak almost
necessarily of Christ’s work in what would later be called Trinitarian terms. This does not
mean that there is nothing distinctive or unique about his work: for example, only Jesus
died on the Cross, and only Jesus reigns as Lord at the Father’s ‘right hand’. But Jesus’
saving activity as a whole cannot be understood or appropriately articulated apart from
his relationship to the Father and the Spirit, and therefore to their activity. In particular,
there has been a growing scholarly recognition that the NT ‘links Jesus with virtually
every purpose and main activity of God’ (Hurtado 2006: 621), including creation,
salvation, judgment and more. In both Testaments, God (YHWH) is Savior and Lord, and
in the NT so also is Jesus.

®.73) Moreover, throughout the NT Jesus’ work is not limited to his own heavenly
commissioned and Spirit-empowered activity, but it is shared, first with his disciples
during his earthly ministry (e.g., Henderson 2006), and then with his apostles and the
entire Church after his resurrection. Again, this is not to deny a distinctive and unique
character to Jesus’ saving work, but merely to say that aspects of it continue beyond his
own activity. The NT writers insist that Jesus remains active in and through the Church,
usually by the Spirit. The RSV translation of Acts 1:1 captures this well: ‘In the first book,
O Theophilus, I have dealt with all that Jesus began to do and teach’ (emphasis added).

Secondly, we cannot separate Christ’s ‘work’ from Christ’s ‘person’, despite some efforts
to do so from each side (e.g., Fee 2007, focusing on Christ’s person/divinity; the many
attempts to brand Jesus only as a human teacher or liberator). Jesus liberated the captive
and died for the sins of the world as the Messiah, Suffering Servant and Lamb of God,
and so on; he is active in the Church and the world as Lord; he will come again to save
and to judge as Son of Man.

Accordingly, if Jesus does God’s work, and if his work cannot be separated from his
person, then raising the question of the ‘work’ of Christ automatically raises the question
of his identity vis-a-vis God. Leander Keck argues that the content of NT Christology is
‘the work of Christ grounded in the person [or identity] of Christ’ (Keck 2005: 274), and
that their inseparability is due to the connection between Christ’s relationship with God
and the human situation in need of repair—the theological and the anthropological/
soteriological correlates (271-2). Keck warns that, throughout history, whenever Jesus is
separated from Christology, ‘the separated Jesus always agrees with those who do the
separating’ (269). Moreover, a ‘low’ Christology assumes a ‘superficial anthropology’,
whereas ‘the deeper the human dilemma is, the “higher” the Christology must be to deal
with it’ (272).
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Such a ‘high’ NT Christology need not detract from Jesus’ full humanity. Even the Gospel
of John has a fully human Jesus (Thompson 2001), and in the hyper-symbolic Apocalypse,
Jesus is both sharer in God’s identity and activity and a fully human, faithful witness,
yielding ‘the narrative embodiment of proto-Chalcedonian Christology’ (Hays 2012: 81).

The claims of Keck and Hays, echoed by others, remind us that the NT writings bear at
least implicit witness to the later Christological questions and affirmations associated
with Nicaea and Chalcedon. But, as N. T. Wright has repeatedly noted in commenting on
the creeds, the NT never separates Christ’s identity from his mission.

Thirdly, the work of Christ (understood in this thick way as the activity of the human
Jesus related to both God’s mission and the Church’s witness) is an astonishingly
multifaceted reality in the NT, as even a single gospel or letter reveals. This is true in
part because the NT’s Christological claims reflect the writers’ varying perceptions of
Israel’s and humanity’s need, its ‘brokenness’. What Christ does is a response to that
which people need but cannot do for themselves. Thus NT soteriology, the purpose and
consequence of Christ’s work, will also necessarily be both ®.74 diverse and complex
(Middleton and Gorman 2009). Furthermore, Christ’s work in the NT is a complex set of
activities, rather than one act (e.g., his death). Though Christ’s work certainly centers on
his redemptive death and resurrection, it is not limited to that pivotal moment; the older
idea that ‘the work of Christ’ refers only to his death is misguided.

Also misguided is an approach to the NT that would limit, or nearly limit, the atonement
to a single ‘model’, namely some form of penal substitution. Mistaken as well is the idea
that the Cross is only the work of Christ. The NT’s interpretation of his crucifixion as a
gracious act of God, even a divine self-revelation, is among the most shocking and
influential hermeneutical and epistemological moves in human history.

Accordingly, a trend in recent interpretation of Jesus’ death is to stress the variety of NT
interpretations of atonement, even in Paul, the traditional source of penal-substitution
theory (Carroll and Green 1995; Hooker 1995; Harrisville 2006; McKnight 2007). The
three traditional theological models (Christus victor, satisfaction/substitution, moral
influence) do not fully capture the NT’s theological diversity and depth. Christ’s death is
depicted as the fate of a prophet and/or martyr; as the means of redeeming others from
slavery; as an act of enemy-love and reconciliation; as victory over various powers; and as
sacrifice—and more, an event that disturbs every status quo but creates new life and
realities (Harrisville 2006).

Despite this Christological variety, many NT scholars posit a certain commonality of basic
convictions and interests within the various NT writings (e.g., Matera 1999), and this
chapter reflects that position.
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Fourthly, in the NT, Christ’s diverse-yet-unified work is greater than his earthly ministry
and his death, for it stretches from preexistence to arrival/incarnation and all the way to
resurrection/exaltation and finally parousia. There is a kind of narrative continuity in the
story of Jesus’ person and activity. The exalted Lord remains the crucified Messiah, as
Luke (Luke 24:13-48), John the evangelist (John 20:19-29), Paul (Gal. 2:15-21), and John
the seer (Rev. 5) each tells us in their own way. And Paul, at least, sees continuity
between Christ’s (divine) self-emptying in the Incarnation and his (human) self-humbling
in the crucifixion (Phil. 2:6-8). In other words, Jesus not only is but also does ‘the same
yesterday and today, and forever’ (Heb. 13:8). The centerpiece, the Cross, stands in
continuity with all that precedes and follows.

Fifthly, the meaning of the term ‘Christ’ in our chapter title is controverted. Is it basically
a name? Does it (sometimes? ever?) retain its significance as a title (‘Messiah’), especially
outside the Gospels? Regarding Paul the question is sharply debated, some finding Christ
to be largely a name (e.g., Matera 2012), others arguing that Paul’s entire theology is
dependent on Christos meaning ‘Messiah’ (Novenson 2012; Wright 2013).

Whatever one’s answer to the question of Christos in the NT, however, it is clear to nearly
all interpreters that the NT writers saw Jesus in terms of the scriptural story of Israel,
either as the fulfillment of Scripture, the climax of the covenant, or the turning point of
salvation history. Of particular importance for the portrayal of Jesus were (1) the book of
Isaiah, especially the servant songs of Isaiah 40-55 and nearby texts ®.75 (e.g., 52:7;
52:13-53:12; 61:1-2), which, taken together, depict one who brings good news and
peace, liberates the oppressed, and offers himself for the sins of others; (2) Daniel 7 (the
Son of Man); and (3) certain psalms (e.g. Psalm 22). For the NT writers, then, Jesus
brings the promised eschatological salvation and beneficent rule of God. It is here! Not in
its fullness, but nonetheless here and now. This divine salvation and sovereignty has
come in Jesus to Israel and through Israel to the rest of the world. Judaism, then, is the
womb of all NT Christology, though it was nurtured in the cultural and political realities
of the Roman Empire in which Judaism (and therefore earliest Christianity) existed.

Lastly, as a subset of NT theology, NT Christology has been subject to the directions in
which the parent field has moved. Two pairs of recent scholarly trends, one literary in
nature and the other historical, bear mentioning.

First is the turn to narrative and intertextuality. For example, no longer are
Christological titles studied only with respect to alleged sources but also, and even more
so, with respect to their connection to a particular Christology developed within a
narrative that contains echoes of various texts (‘intertexts’), especially scriptural texts.
Nor are passages deemed to be of Christological import read in isolation (as in form
criticism), or even primarily vis-a-vis alleged sources (as in redaction criticism), but as
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part of a narrative and/or rhetorical whole. Thus critical titles (e.g., Messiah, Son of God,
Lord) and texts are interpreted as symbols of and contributors to the unfolding narrative
of a gospel (e.g., Kingsbury 1983 and Watson 2010 on Mark) or a letter (e.g., Kirk 2008
on Romans). The Christological significance of Phil. 2:6-11 and Col. 1:15-20 is now
sought primarily from the text itself and its use in a particular letter (and beyond), not
from alleged sources or history-of-religions research. This does not mean that such
passages should be read in historical isolation, but outside texts and realities are now
seen less as controlling sources than as fruitful connections—intertexts—within a creative
authorial enterprise. This turn to intertextuality was provoked, at least in part, by Richard
Hays (1989), and both he and his students have stressed intertextuality in their own work
on ‘narrative Christology’ in the Gospels, too (Rowe 2006; and a forthcoming major
volume from Hays).

Another major development has been the turn to cultural realities and politics; the former
is manifest in social-scientific studies of NT Christology, and the latter situates NT
theology in the context of first-century Jewish and imperial politics. Regarding the social
sciences, two illustrative examples will have to suffice. John Barclay (Barclay 2015)
argues that our understanding of Christ as divine gift and as self-gift can be enhanced by
social-scientific studies of gift-giving. David Watson, attempting to solve a longstanding
critical problem in Markan studies, interprets Mark as a narrative that reconfigures the
meaning of honor and shame for Jesus and his followers (Watson 2010). Here we see the
integration of critical methods as well as the symbiosis of Christology and ecclesiology
noted above. Thus these new directions in method, though not always utilized by the
same scholars, are not necessarily at odds.

We turn now to the actual content of Christ’s work in the NT.

.76 Some Aspects of the Work of Christ in the New Testament

The question of how to structure a discussion of the work of Christ in the NT is itself
complex. Many treatments highlight the particular Christologies of specific NT
documents or writers (e.g. Matera 1999; Longenecker 2005). Another approach, which
we will adopt, is to proceed topically, permitting us to follow the essay title’s implicit
Christological grammar by positing a series of Christ’s activities, with a sort of narrative
continuity from preexistence to parousia. We will also note some of the connections
between Christ’s work as both God’s and the Church’s work.
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We begin with the fundamental unity in NT Christology: Jesus brings the promised
eschatological salvation and beneficent rule of God. All of the following actions are
aspects of this conviction. (For simplicity, the subject, or actor, in each activity is ‘Jesus’.)

Jesus mediates creation and new creation.

This startling claim (e.g. John 1:1-10; Col. 1:15-20; Heb. 1:2) immediately raises the
question of Christ’s identity. He cannot be the agent of creation unless he ‘preexists’, that
is, he is with God before he becomes human, as the Fourth Gospel puts it. There is a hint
of preexistent Wisdom (Wisdom of Solomon 7; Proverbs 8) in such texts, though there is
debate about precisely how NT writers perceived the status of that Wisdom and its
relationship to Jesus. It is clear, however, that the NT implies continuity in Christ’s work.
As Colossians puts it, as the image of God he was the agent of the creation of all things,
and as the one in whom God’s fullness dwelled he was the agent of the redemption of all
things—a new creation. Thus Paul says, ‘if anyone is in Christ, new creation!’ (2 Cor.
5:17; my translation). The new creation promised in Isaiah has been inaugurated in
Christ, God’s apocalyptic, salvific intervention. Its culmination is therefore the presence
of both God and the Lamb among humans in that new creation (Rev. 21:1-22:5).

Jesus freely and fully identifies with humanity.

Christ’s preexistent activity, at least according to Paul, includes his caring for the needs
of Israel in the wilderness (1 Cor. 10:1-4). But for both Paul and John, it is the
Incarnation that reveals Christ’s full and voluntary identification with all humanity: ‘the
Word became flesh and lived among us’ (John 1:14); ‘though [Jesus] was in the form of
God, [he] did not regard equality with God as something to be exploited, but emptied
himself, taking the form of a slave, being born in human likeness’—a freely chosen
kenosis followed by a similar self-humbling in death (Phil. 2:6-8). (The same writers
freely employ ‘sending formulae’ to indicate God’s initiative [John 3:16-17; Rom. 8:3; Gal.
4:4].) The Gospels portray Jesus’ ministry as his identifying with all people in baptism,
seeking the lost, associating with sinners, and welcoming the outcast. Hebrews reminds
us that, despite Jesus’ own sinlessness, in both his past, earthly ministry and his present,
exalted high-priestly ministry, Jesus identifies with, and assists, sinful, weak, and
suffering people (Heb. 2:14-18; 4:14-16). Similarly, the exalted Christ is present among
his people in the seven churches of the Apocalypse, .77 loving them and assuaging
them of their fears (Rev. 1:5, 12-20). Paul adds that Jesus now intercedes for believers
(Rom. 8:34; cf. Acts 7:55-6).

Jesus inaugurates and embodies God’s beneficent rule.

The Synoptic Gospels recount Jesus’ essential message: ‘The kingdom (or reign, or rule)
of God is at hand’, meaning ‘it has begun’. This is not merely a report about a new
teaching, but a claim about what Jesus is doing. His ministry—healing and liberating,
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reversing the status quo, welcoming the poor and rejected—is his action as God’s servant,
especially as portrayed in Isaiah 40-55. Paradoxically, it is in such service that God’s
sovereignty is being established. As Messiah and Son of God, both royal titles, Jesus
embodies that sovereignty in himself, even, implicitly, on the Cross (e.g., Mark 15 par.).

A similar perspective, in a different idiom, emerges in John and Paul as the rule or
lordship of Christ. In John, Jesus’ kingdom originates not from the world (John 18:36) but
from God, who sent the Son to save the world. Jesus is explicitly lifted up and glorified as
king on the Cross (e.g. John 3:14; 18:19), the emblem of his voluntary self-gift (John 10:7-
18) and his servant-love (John 13). In Paul, Jesus is the Lord, identified with the x0plog
(YHWH) in Scripture and contrasted with the k0p1o¢ in Rome. As in John, Christ’s rule as
Lord is inseparable from his self-giving love (Phil. 2:1-11).

Jesus welcomes the poor and weak.

Expressing his identification with humanity and his embodiment of God’s beneficent,
status-reversing rule, Christ welcomes the needy, especially those disregarded or outcast
by others (e.g. Matt. 11:4-5; Mark 1:40-4; Luke 19:1-10; John 7:53-8:11). This prominent
motif in the Gospels is highlighted also by Paul: in the crucified Messiah God chose what
is foolish, weak, and despised to shame the wise and powerful, and therein revealed true
divine power and wisdom (1 Cor. 1:18-31). Those ‘in Christ’ must also welcome the weak
(Rom. 15:1-4; 1 Cor. 8:1-11:1). Paul therefore castigates the Corinthians for barring the
risen Jesus from their ‘Lord’s supper’ because they have failed to welcome the poor (1
Cor. 11:17-34). In contrast, but in continuity with the earthly Jesus, the exalted Christ of
Revelation invites the (spiritually) ‘wretched, pitiable, poor, blind, and naked’ Laodicean
believers to renewed communion with him (Rev. 3:14-22).

Jesus forgives, heals, delivers, and conquers.

Throughout the Gospels, Jesus forgives people and frees them from sin’s effects, heals
them from illness, and delivers them from Satan and the demons; he is victorious over
these evil powers by God’s power: ‘God anointed Jesus of Nazareth with the Holy Spirit
and with power ... [and] he went about doing good and healing all who were oppressed by
the devil’ (Acts 10:38, summarizing the Gospel accounts). Acts also tells how that power
continues in the apostles—who forgive and heal in Jesus’ name and power (Acts 2:38; 3:6,
16; etc.). In his gospel Luke names this critical aspect of Jesus’ ministry &peotic: release
or liberation from any oppressive power and the evil practices such powers generate.
With liberation comes participation in God’s kingdom, with new, topsy-turvy values or, in
John’s terms, simply ‘life’.

Both Luke and Matthew connect this liberation to Jesus’ role as God’s Messiah and
servant from Isaiah 40-55, especially Isa. 61:1-2 (Matt. 11:4-5; Luke 4:16-21; 27:22; Acts
10:38; 26:18), but also, in Matthew, Isaiah 53 (Matt. 8:16-17). Texts in Matthew’s Passion
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(.78 narrative that may allude to Isaiah 53 (Matt. 26:63; 27:12, 14) suggest that
Matthew, at least, sees continuity between Jesus’ healing ministry and his death for sins.

Forgiveness and liberation is one interpretation of Jesus’ death in the Pauline tradition.
Christ liberates people from sin as power, the curse of the law, bondage and slavery,
divine wrath, death, and cosmic powers (e.g. Rom. 6:6-7; Gal. 1:4; 3:13-14; 1 Thess. 1:10;
Col. 2:13-15). Christ brings about a new Exodus and perhaps also deliverance from exile
(so esp. Wright 1991, 2013). Participation in Christ’s death and resurrection is the means
to experience this liberation, and some suggest that justification is itself participation in
God’s apocalyptic liberation (Campbell 2009). Both Hebrews and Revelation also
associate Jesus’ death with liberation (Heb. 2:14-15; Rev. 1:5). As liberator Jesus is also
in some sense conqueror, and the Christus victor interpretation of his death finds its roots
in that image (esp. Col. 2:13-15).

Jesus brings God’s shalom.

The NT writers believe that the life, death, and resurrection of Jesus inaugurated the
prophetically promised eschatological age of shalom, the reign of God’s peace and
justice. But despite the efforts of some scholars (e.g. Swartley 2006), this dimension of
Christ’s work has been often relatively neglected.

Luke presents Jesus’ birth (Luke 2:1-20) as the birth of the age of peace in distinction to
the alleged good news of peace brought by the emperor Augustus. Shalom, the
restoration of wholeness in the created order, is realized in Jesus’ ministry of healing and
liberation. In the Gospels Jesus is the one who both embodies God’s eschatological
shalom and teaches others to be makers of shalom, which will be evidence of their
identity as God’s offspring (Matt. 5:9). Luke especially stresses that on the Cross, Jesus
practices the peace he has been preaching (Luke 23:32-43), and Stephen imitates him
before being stoned (Acts 7:59-60).

The Pauline tradition portrays Jesus’ death as God’s means of effecting peace and
reconciliation between humans and God and also among humans (Rom. 5:1-11; Eph.
2:11-22; Col. 1:19-22). N. T. Wright argues that reconciliation is the center of Pauline
theology (Wright 2013: 3-74, 1473-1519), which coheres with his view that the Gospels
present Jesus’ earthly mission as actualizing God’s will on earth as in heaven (Wright
2012).

In the Pauline tradition, Christ is the Lord of peace (2 Thess. 3:16; cf. Eph. 2:14) who,
with God the Father, remains the giver of grace and peace (cf. Rom. 1:7; 1 Cor. 1:3, etc.).
Christ shapes those ‘in him’ into a peace-seeking, non-retaliatory, non-violent people both
within the Church and in relations with outsiders (Rom. 12:9-21; 1 Cor. 6:1-11; 1 Thess.
5:11-15), in anticipation of the coming fullness of peace and security from God, not Rome
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(1 Thess. 5:3). Peace themes surface occasionally in other epistolary literature, too (e.q.,
Heb. 12:11, 14; 13:20; 1 Pet. 3:11; 2 Pet. 3:14).

Jesus offers himself in faithful obedience and sacrificial love.

Jesus’ compassion, mercy, and love are attested by all four Gospels. The Fourth Gospel
explicitly interprets Jesus’ death, both as the means of forgiveness from sins and as
ethical example, as the culmination of his love (John 13). Paul does the same (Rom. 8:37;
Gal. 2:20; cf. Phil. 2:1-8), and implies that Christ continues that love in the present (Rom.
8:35). Christ’s ®.79) present love is made explicit in Revelation (Rev. 1:5). Both John
and Paul insist that Jesus’ love is simultaneously God’s love (e.g., John 3:16; Rom. 5:6-8).

It seems likely that Paul, and perhaps other NT writers, envisions Jesus’ death as both his
faithfulness to God and God’s faithfulness to Israel (various interpretations in Bird and
Sprinkle 2009). Numerous studies of certain Pauline texts propose that they refer to the
Messiah’s faith/faithfulness, especially in the Greek phrase miotic Xpiotod, faith ‘in’ or
‘of” Christ (esp. Hays 2002, though James Dunn [Dunn 2008] and others remain opposed).
Messiah’s faithfulness in Paul and elsewhere would refer especially to his death as the
culmination of a life of freely chosen faithful obedience and as the paradigm of believers’
‘obedience of faith’ (Rom. 1:5; 16:26). His faithful death stands in continuity, for Paul,
with his incarnation (Phil. 2:6) and, especially for the evangelists, with his entire life. In
Revelation, Jesus is, paradoxically, both co-eternal with God and exemplary ‘faithful
witness’ to God (Hays 2012).

Similarly, Jesus lived and died, especially according to Luke, as God’s ultimate prophet.
For some interpreters, this means not as a sacrifice for sins. There has been a strong
reaction against the sacrificial understanding of Jesus’ death as penal substitution (is it
‘divine child abuse’?), many denying its presence in the NT, but others defending it, often
in a more nuanced form (e.g. Marshall 2007: 1-67). Alternatives to traditional
interpretations of Jesus’ death as atoning sacrifice include the claim that the NT portrays
atonement in terms of the scapegoat (following René Girard) and that Paul, at least,
depicts Jesus’ death as a martyrdom, and only as such possibly also an atoning sacrifice
(survey in Williams 2010: 1-26). Others (e.g. Brondos 2006) deny that the death itself had
any salvific value, but is ‘for us’ only as a manifestation of Jesus’ absolute faithfulness to
God, leading to his Roman crucifixion.

However, numerous NT texts interpret Jesus’ death in terms of Isaiah 53 (e.g., Rom. 4:25;
1 Cor. 15:3b-5; 2 Cor. 5:21; 1 Pet. 2:22-5; Heb. 9:28; Rev. 5:6, 12; Janowski and
Stuhlmacher 2004), which means that it must be seen, in some sense (though not
exclusively) as a form of sacrifice ‘for sins’ and ‘for us’, meaning at least ‘on account of
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sins’ and ‘for our benefit’, and probably also as a kind of substitution or representation.
The issue, however, remains contested.

A constructive way forward, particularly in Paul, is the notion of ‘interchange’ (Hooker
1990: 13-69), which resembles the patristic view that ‘Christ became what we are so that
we could become what he is’ (see Gal. 3:13; 2 Cor. 5:21; 8:9). This approach rightly
understands Christ’s death in Paul as both redemptive and transformative, and it
maintains the narrative and soteriological connection between atonement and
incarnation.

Jesus effects the new covenant and creates the community of the new
covenant.

Another theme in the study of Jesus’ death is the corporate—rather than merely
individual—character of the event’s purpose and effect. Moreover, the theme of new
covenant seems to suggest a central aspect of the atonement throughout the NT, perhaps
even another ‘model’ (Gorman 2011; cf. Carroll and Green 1995: 69). Such an
interpretation of the atonement in the NT is both more communal and more participatory
than ®.80) traditional models; believers share the ‘cup’ of Jesus (suffering) and the
kKowwvia of the promised Spirit (Ezek. 11:17-20; 36:23-8; cf. Jer. 31:31-4).

This sort of reading of the atonement coheres with the synoptic witness that Jesus called
a group of twelve to symbolize the covenantal renewal of Israel. It also coheres with the
Pauline language of being ‘in’ the Messiah, in which Jesus’ present work by the Spirit is
ongoing transformation of the Church into his likeness, which includes suffering (e.g., 2
Cor. 4:8-12; Col. 1:24). Similarly, 1 Peter notes that the new ‘chosen race ... royal
priesthood ... holy nation’ (1 Pet. 2:9) shares in Christ’s suffering (1 Pet. 4:12-19).

The Pauline and Johannine (esp. Rom. 8:1-11 and John 15) language of mutual indwelling
that exists between Christ/the Spirit and the Church should be understood in light of the
new covenant. The promised Spirit has come to indwell the community and each member
so that they may individually and corporately embody the ‘law of Christ’, which is the
‘new commandment’ of Christlike love (Gal. 6:2; cf. 1 Cor. 9:21; John 13:1-17, 34-5; cf. 1
John 3:16; 4:10).

Thus for most NT writers, Christ’s past activity of covenantal faith/faithfulness/obedience
toward God and love toward others constitutes the essential structure of the moral life.
This can be articulated in terms of discipleship and imitation, or in terms of indwelling
and participation. In either case, the goal is the expression of Jesus-like activity in the
present.
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Jesus enables resurrection and participation in the life of God, even as he
acts as both humanity’s judge and its savior.

The Gospel accounts of Jesus’ raising the dead indicate that he brings God’s power and
life into human darkness and death (e.g., John 11). In order to describe the ongoing life-
giving activity of God in Christ by the Spirit, several recent NT interpreters, especially of
Paul, have reintroduced such terms as theosis, or divinization (becoming like God), and
Christosis (Blackwell 2011; Gorman 2009; Litwa 2012). Relevant texts include such
classic passages as 2 Pet. 1:4 and 2 Cor. 3:18, but other less explicit texts are also being
explored.

Theosis, like ‘interchange’, implies that salvation means restoration of humanity’s
original Godlike qualities such as righteousness and immortality. This is achieved by a
process of becoming conformed to Christ the Son, especially now in his godly character
(even in suffering) and later in his resurrection life. Since throughout the NT Christ is
both the image of God and the obedient Son, ‘Christification is divinization, and
divinization is humanization’ (Gorman 2009: 37).

Even those who do not find theosis per se in the NT increasingly acknowledge the
centrality of participation in Christ as absolutely central at least to Pauline soteriology
and Christology. Participation, of course, implies Christ’s resurrection and living
presence; and, for many recent interpreters, it is the context for the right interpretation
of justification: ‘Justification is the result of the believer’s participation in Jesus’
resurrection life’ (Powers 2001: 122). Resurrection life is not confined to the future in
Paul (Kirk 2008). Indeed, resurrection is a critical part of justification for Paul (Rom.
4:25), and possibly also of the high-priestly Christology and soteriology of Hebrews
(Moffitt 2011).

.81 Paradoxically, however, for Paul the risen Christ’s present activity is to reenact,

by the Spirit, his own life and death of cruciform faithfulness and love (e.g., . 2:19-20;
5:6). Baptism is entry into that new, resurrection but cruciform life (Romans 6), while the
Lord’s Supper (1 Cor. 10; 11:17-34) is the reaffirmation of Jesus’ ongoing presence in the
community, continuing his identification with the poor and weak. When Paul calls for
cruciform existence, he is calling his communities to allow the risen Jesus to re-embody
his own life and death in his body, the Church (Gorman 2001). The body of Christ is not a
metaphor but is Christ’s ongoing identity and activity in the world.

It would be incomplete to speak of Christ’s life-giving activity without considering his role
as judge. Throughout the NT his work constitutes both an offer and a demand, and he is
portrayed as the one who thereby divides humanity during his earthly ministry (e.g. Luke
12:49-53) and who will execute divine judgment at his future coming, or presence
(mapovoia; e.g., Matt. 25:31-46; 2 Cor. 5:10; Rev. 19:11-21; anticipated, at least in John
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5, in the present). Those who fail to embrace Jesus’ message and mission may be viewed
as being in a state of self-exclusion and self-condemnation, as the Gospel of John suggests
(John 3:14-22).

Nevertheless, the thrust of the NT’s portrayal of Jesus is his compassionate desire to

rescue and restore all, not to condemn. Christ’s saving work culminates in the future

participation of redeemed humanity in ‘the renewal of all things’ (Matt. 19:28), which
means in his glory, which is also God’s glory, God’s radiant presence (Mark 10:35-40;
Acts 7:55; Rom. 8:17; Phil. 3:21; 1 Pet. 1:3-21; Rev. 21:1-22:5).

Words such as ‘glory’, ‘life’, and ‘resurrection’—both present and future—arguably sum
up NT soteriology, with texts like John 3:16-17, John 10:10, 2 Cor. 3:18, and 2 Tim. 1:10
functioning as succinct summaries, and the entire Gospel of John serving as a full-length
narrative account of that claim. Such texts also require us to ask, “‘Who precisely is this
Jesus who brings God’s glorious life to humans?’ We conclude with two NT answers to
this question.

Jesus reigns as Messiah/Son of God and (counter-imperial) Lord.

One of the most significant recent developments in NT Christology has been the turn to
more politically oriented interpretations. Jump-started by John Howard Yoder’s Politics of
Jesus (Yoder 1972), which took seriously the socio-political dimensions of Jesus and the
NT, this development has both matured and been challenged. Nonetheless, nearly all NT
scholars agree that first-century politics and religion were inseparable, and they have
mined the NT for its potential social and political Christologies.

This effort has gone in two different, though related, directions. One has focused on the
NT’s portrayal of Jesus as the Jewish Messiah. The other has focused on Jesus as the
counter-imperial Lord who offers an alternative politic to Caesar’s. The new interest in
Jesus and empire moves beyond the obvious texts (e.g., Revelation) and spans the whole
NT, creating a subdiscipline of empire studies with a vast bibliography (e.g. Porter and
Westfall 2011). The main thesis of these scholars is that the NT portrays Jesus as one who
came to inaugurate a different empire, resulting in a network of communities, each
intended to be an alternative polis with values and practices commensurate with Jesus’
identity as the world’s true Lord. Much of the early energy in this area was focused on
(.82 Paul, but it quickly expanded to include the Gospels, Acts, and other writings.

Some scholars (e.g., Carter 2000) speak of Jesus as the bringer of ‘the empire of God’.
Even the Gospel of John has been interpreted in this way. In John, Jesus may be portrayed
not only as greater than Moses, but also as God’s subversion of Caesar (Thatcher 2009).
For Thatcher, the Cross as a ‘tale of terror’ (Rome’s perspective) becomes a tale of
triumph as the true Son of God dethrones Caesar and creates an ‘inversion of empire’.
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Seeing Jesus as Messiah and seeing him as alternative Lord are not unrelated. The
Gospels’ portrayal of Jesus establishing God’s kingdom, or reign, and the common NT
language of Jesus’ lordship make similar claims about all forms of power other than that
of God in Christ. As N. T. Wright has often said to summarize this perspective, if Jesus is
Lord, Caesar is not.

Not everyone is convinced by these sorts of political interpretations (e.g., Kim 2008), and
it is possible that certain interpreters have made excessive claims. Nonetheless,
understanding the Christology of the NT writings requires attention to the NT’s imperial
context, and it is virtually certain that the person/work of Christ the Lord is at least
implicitly portrayed in contrast to the identity/activity of Caesar the lord. Furthermore,
simply to use the title ‘Lord’ (k0p1og) of Jesus inevitably raises the question of Jesus and
YHWH, the k0p1o¢ of the Septuagint.

Jesus participates in the divine identity.

As noted above, throughout the NT (not only in John, where it is most explicit), what
Jesus does is often what God is said to do in the OT. All of the topics we have considered,
from creation of the world to liberation of the oppressed to death by crucifixion, raise
questions about the relationship between Christ’s work and God’s, and therefore between
Christ’s person, or identity, and God’s. For Paul, Mark, John, and Revelation at least, the
Cross appears to be not only a Christophany, but also a theophany. Thus Richard
Bauckham uses the language of ‘divine identity’ to express the relationship between
Christ the Son and God the Father implied in many parts of the NT (Bauckham 2008).

Bauckham bases his work on an examination of the nature of Second Temple Jewish
monotheism and of the NT writers’ interpretation of such texts as Isaiah 40-55. He
argues that NT Christology is the highest imaginable Christology: Christological
monotheism, or ‘divine identity Christology’: ‘the inclusion of Jesus in the unique divine
identity’ (Bauckham 2008: 19)—which does not mean that Jesus exhausts the divine
identity. With respect to Christ’s work, this means that the preexistent Christ
participated in the divine activity of creation, and that the risen Jesus shares in God’s
sovereignty and is thereby worthy of worship. As for the earthly Jesus, Bauckham argues
that the earliest Christians interpreted Jesus through Isaiah 53 as a figure both human
and divine in his earthly humiliation and his exaltation, each revealing Jesus’ divine
identity; that is, Jesus reveals God’s identity as God crucified (see also Gorman 2009: 9-
39; Hays 2012). The cry of desolation on the Cross (Mark 15:34; Matt. 27:46) is therefore
‘God’s self-identification with the Godforsaken’, the ultimate act of divine love and self-
revelation (Bauckham 2008: 254-68).

A number of interpreters have seen divine identity and mission more broadly in the
Gospels, and not merely at the Cross or in the Gospel of John. N. T. Wright has ®.83)
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argued that all four Gospels portray Jesus as the embodiment of YHWH returning to Zion
to effect the end of exile and eschatological salvation, both for Israel and for all peoples
(Wright 2012). Simon Gathercole has argued that the ‘I have come’ + purpose formulae
in the Synoptics indicate the advent of the preexistent Son, who heals, calls sinners,
exorcises demons, and dies not merely as a prophet or as the personification of
preexistent divine Wisdom, but as the incarnation of God’s Son (Gathercole 2006;
similarly Marcus 1992: 72). Jesus therefore appropriately receives worship. Kavin Rowe
(Rowe 2006) examines Luke’s allegedly ‘low’ Christology and concludes that ‘Jesus’ and
‘God’ both maintain distinctive narrative identities but function as an indissoluble unity,
as the one ‘Lord’. Accordingly, the narrative of Jesus’ activity is the revelation of God.

What was the source of this early inclusion of Jesus in the divine identity? The most
common answer, drawing especially on Paul, has been the experience of the resurrected
Jesus in worship, leading to the attribution of divine language to Jesus as creator,
incarnate one, and redeemer, as poetic, liturgical texts like Phil. 2:6-11 and Col. 1:15-20
suggest (Hurtado 2003; Bauckham 2008). Chris Tilling (Tilling 2012), however, argues
that Paul’s letters portray Jesus’ divinity as relational, meaning that Christ-believers now
relate to Christ the way that Judaism says people relate to God.

Not everyone has been content with this direction in NT Christology. James McGrath
(McGrath 2009), for example, argues that because the earliest (Jewish) Christians did not
offer sacrifices to Jesus and God, they did not include Jesus in the divine identity. Because
temple sacrifice plays such a minimal role in early Christianity, however, McGrath’s view
is unlikely to replace the stronger, if not flawless, arguments of Bauckham/Hurtado or
Tilling. More trenchant has been the longstanding critique of such views by McGrath’s
teacher, James Dunn (Dunn 1980, 2010), who questions the language of divine identity
while affirming that for the earliest Christians Jesus ‘embodied ... the divine presence’
and ‘the outreach of God himself’ (Dunn 2010: 146). That is, Jesus is not, and does not act
as, an ‘independent contractor’ but is part of a ‘family business’ in bringing God’s
salvation.

Conclusion

We have surveyed trends in the study of NT Christology and considered some of the main
aspects of Christ’s work in the NT. We emphasized that Jesus brings God’s promised
eschatological salvation and beneficent rule. We have seen that Christ’s work is
inseparable from his person, or identity, and that his identity is revealed in his activity.
We have also seen significant continuity in his work from creation to parousia. And we
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have seen that his work is inseparable as well from God’s work and, in a different sense,
from the Church’s mission.

The benefits of Christ’s work for humanity are manifold, and they are both present and
future. They can be summarized, as we have seen, in words such as liberation, life,

(.84 resurrection, and glory—or simply salvation. In a word, then, to speak of the work
of Christ in the NT is to say, ‘Jesus saves’. Which is to say that in Jesus, God saves.

Suggested Reading

Carroll and Green (1995); Harrisville (2006); Hays (2002); Longenecker (2005); Matera
(1999).
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ventriloquize an existentially present post-Ascension Jesus. The Matthean Jesus is
analogically present in the poor and in children but ontologically absent. Matthew’s Jesus
is alive in the Church. Jesus is a heavenly actor in the Lukan corpus: he is physically
‘there’ (absent) rather than here (present). The Johannine Christ addresses his departure
at length before it happens, addressing too his future means of presence.
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o o oor alive? Absent or present? These are among the most fundamental questions
surrounding the ongoing significance of Jesus in the decades after his death.

The first seems easy: all known early Christian groups believed Jesus did not stay dead
but rose again. From Scriptures to Creeds via most intervening debates, this entailed his
‘bodily’ resurrection along with exaltation into the immediate presence of God. From the
earliest days of the Church, that conviction in turn guaranteed the acclamation and
worship of the risen Messiah as empowered Son of God (for a definitive account of this
dynamic, see Hurtado 2003).
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Answers to the second question, by contrast, often remain opaque. Was the risen Jesus of
the Gospels present or absent to the early Christian believer? Is Jesus personally here
with me and with us, or is he away elsewhere until he returns as ruler and judge?

This has been a live question since antiquity, and remains so now. Contemporary
Christians of a traditional Catholic mind-set might reply that Jesus is most concretely
present in the Eucharist; Lutherans, in Word and Sacrament; most other Protestants, in
the reading or proclamation of Scripture; evangelicals and charismatics, in the
experience of the heart and the Holy Spirit. It seems the temporarily absent Jesus is
sublimated to popular Christian experience in a bewildering variety of ways, mutually
incompatible and dependent on diverse factors of theological, denominational, and
perhaps—dare we say—temperamental preference.

The Creeds and much of the dogmatic tradition tend to be silent or negative about the
experiential presence of Jesus. ‘From there he shall come to judge the living and the
dead’ clearly does not give much encouragement to a pietistic or mystical assurance that
‘he walks with me and he talks with me ... he lives within my heart’.

Official Church doctrine does sometimes try to nuance these things more carefully.
Vatican II, for example, specified five ways in which Jesus is present: (1) in the
sacrament, priests act in the person of Christ. This pertains, above all, (2) in the
consecrated bread and wine; but (3) whenever baptism or any other sacrament (.88 is
administered, Christ is also personally and effectively present. This is also the case (4)
through the reading of the word of God and the preaching of the Gospel, and most
comprehensively (5) in the worshipping community (O’Collins 2012; on the Eucharist, see
also Sacrosanctum Concilium 1963: §7; Lash 1968: 138-67; and O’Collins 1999).

Recent decades of New Testament research have paid welcome fresh attention to the
Christological identity of Jesus and thereby provided a richer soil in which to understand
the growth of Trinitarian thought. Abandoning some of the historically minimalist and
gradualist certainties of an earlier generation, English-speaking, twenty-first-century
New Testament scholarship has tended to show that even the earliest sources assume an
articulate Christology pretty much from the start. The faithfulness of the Jewish Jesus in
his life, crucifixion, and resurrection was always messianically redemptive: it opened a
way for his followers to participate in his union with God as Father—a union first known
and understood in worship (e.g., Hurtado 2003) to include Jesus in the identity of God
himself (e.g., Bauckham 2008). However simple or (more likely) complex its construal
may have been in practice, the road from the Christologies of the Jesus movement to
those of the second and third centuries looks today less pot-holed and unpassable than it
did twenty-five years ago.
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Yet enhanced understanding of ‘early high Christology’ has not generated a comparable
interest in the question of how the risen Jesus was in fact experienced or conceived as
either personally present or indeed personally absent. Sometimes New Testament
scholarship has deemed the question to be inappropriate. In systematic theology, debates
about the nature of the Ascension, or indeed of ‘presence’ in Catholic sacramental
theology, have not exhausted this question (see, for example, Farrow 1999: 165-254,
2011: 63-88; and Burgess 2004: 135-61). Even leading reference works may have no
entry for either ‘presence’ or ‘absence’ of Christ (compare, however, Thomson 1988;
Schilson 1995; and Gowan 2007; for Old Testament dimensions, see also Wilson 1995
and, more recently, de Hulster and MacDonald 2013): the latest edition of Die Religion in
Geschichte und Gegenwart seems ironically emblematic for this state of affairs when
precisely for the entry ‘Gegenwart’ it lists only a cross-reference to ‘Zeit’—but has
nothing to say about presence, divine or otherwise.

Thus, the question of a continued presence of Jesus as Jesus has not generated prominent
interest in New Testament study. Three classic reference points may suffice to illustrate
this.

When Rudolf Bultmann (1884-1976) wrote his landmark Jesus book in 1926, he could still
afford to do so in a slender volume of just 50,000 words—a feat of economy that has
spectacularly eluded his more recent successors. That achievement was fuelled by his
certainty that virtually nothing of historical significance could be known about Jesus, let
alone bear any contemporary consequence. Jesus is, for Bultmann, knowable precisely
not as a personal presence but exclusively through the Word that calls forth the hearer’s
existential response (Bultmann 1926: 180-2). Yet if Christ is not personal, then Christ is
not Jesus—who in turn cannot be either present or (alive but) absent qua Jesus, and must
be merely dead.

®. 89 Albert Schweitzer’s (1875-1965) paradigm-shifting work on The Mysticism of Paul
the Apostle (1953; originally published 1930) found that Paul’s Gospel concentrated on
the notion of participation in Christ—his Christ mysticism. For Schweitzer’s Paul, this
Christ is not personally present or absent, but primarily mediates an impersonal divine
power. And far from locating Christ in the Eucharist, Paul and all other Christians
believed Christ to be in heaven with God and nowhere else (thus, Schweitzer 1953: 33).

Ernst Kasemann (1906-1998) did stress a more concrete and personal Lordship of the
exalted Christ who is at work on earth through the Spirit, above all in the Church as his
body but also in individual believers. Once again, however, this is not in an obvious sense
the personal presence of Jesus qua Jesus. Christ is no longer primarily continuous with
Jesus of Nazareth: the supreme Lord is not primarily a ‘person’. (See, for example,
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Kasemann 1969; compare further documentation in Orr 2011: 20-36, who notes New
Testament scholarship’s continuing neglect of any genuine dimension of Christ’s absence
in Paul; see also Orr 2014.)

The Gospels

Here, we will explore the presence or absence of the living Jesus more specifically in the
Gospels. How far did the evangelists deliberately distinguish between the pre-Easter
Jesus, the post-Easter Jesus, and the situation of their own time? Form criticism’s
historical minimalism encouraged the view that in the Gospel tradition the presence of
Christ is experienced through the voice of Christian prophets who freely articulate words
of the risen Jesus that are then woven into the Gospel texts—especially in Q (see, notably,
Boring 1991). This primarily mid-twentieth-century approach subsequently fell on harder
times, due partly to its flawed historical presuppositions about early Christian prophecy.

The View from Q

Which brings us to the critical but newly precarious place of the Q hypothesis. If this
sayings source existed, and if its purpose was really to offer a complete and free-standing
account of Jesus, then it could indeed be significant that Q appears to skip both the
Passion and the resurrection. If furthermore that undying, unrising Jesus were a
deliberate creation rather than the fruit of compositional circumstance, we might infer
some sort of present existential access to Jesus from his recorded teaching—perhaps as
the seemingly transcendent and abiding Son of Man who reveals the Father to those he
chooses (Q 10.22), and who discloses in himself the divine presence that longs to gather
Jerusalem'’s children as a hen gathers her chicks (Q = Luke 13:33-4; on this passage, see
Kirk 1998: 313-14 as cited in Hurtado 2003: 250). If this in turn holds true, then one
might wish to consider the merit of analogies with the more timeless and ®. 90)

panentheistic Saviour of the Gospel of Thomas (e.g., 30, 77) or, indeed, the Nag Hammadi
discourses—analogies that in the later twentieth century were often foregrounded in
publications sympathetic to the so-called ‘Jesus Seminar’.

The succession of ‘ifs’ in the preceding paragraph highlights the problematic
concatenation of hypotheses in such arguments about Q. Even assuming this source did
exist, many scholars rightly regard attempts to construct a distinctive ‘Q theology’ or a ‘Q
community’ in isolation as mired in speculation. Our question about the four Gospels will
here be more usefully pursued in relation to their extant canonical form. The four
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Gospels’ discrete narrative frames attest what the most influential Jesus narratives
believed about his absence or continued presence in their own day.

Jesus Then and Now

Even from this viewpoint, however, our task is not straightforward. Any miracle or word
of assurance has interpretative potential to be projected homiletically into an account of
the Redeemer’s continuing presence to the believer. But does the text intend this or not?
Christian homilists through the ages have extrapolated pastorally from the powerful
sense of Jesus’ presence in the pre-Easter narrative—as healer and preacher, but also as
the beloved Son, or indeed as the one whom even demons and storms obey. This is a
perfectly understandable and valid mode of application. Methodologically, however, it
runs a potentially limitless risk of pious eisegesis, and in the absence of clear textual
indicators can offer little exegetical evidence for the text’s intention one way or the other.

The text’s overwhelmingly liturgical performance and congregational reception
necessarily means that every ecclesial Gospel reading performs for the hearers an
approximation and re-presentation of Jesus’ own narrated speaking and acting in their
midst (cf. McDonald 2005: 68). In that sense we may say that the public Gospel comes
quasi-sacramentally to mediate something of the very Jesus of which it speaks.

In order to limit the potential for eisegesis, we will do well to recognize the evangelists’
respect for the narrative pastness of their account, which by and large does not engage in
indiscriminate aggiornamento for their own times (cf. Lemcio 1991).

Nevertheless, in some cases the Gospels themselves in fact encourage such homiletical
extension of the presence of Jesus into the time of the reader: that too is an important
feature of the historical phenomenology. Such cases might be said to include heightened
Pharisaic enmity in Matthew (passim), Mark’s potentially abolitionist interpretation of the
hand-washing dispute (7:19), Luke’s Roman synagogue benefactor at Capernaum (7:5), or
John’s envisaged expulsions from the synagogue (9:22; 12:42), among others. But in fact
not one of these texts functions self-evidently along such lines; it remains the case that
they constitute exceptions rather than the norm. Jesus recruits no Gentile disciples and
appears not to baptize anyone; his followers eat no forbidden food and contest no
sacrifices, tithing, or circumcision—all of which might seem fair game if the evangelists
allowed themselves editorial ‘relevance’.

®.91) So just because the texts may tolerate or invite homiletical re-application, it does

not follow that they therefore document the experienced presence of the post-Easter

Page 5 of 21



Jesus in the life of the early communities. We will do well to proceed more cautiously,
even at the risk of somewhat slimmer initial pickings.

The Gospel of Mark

Such caution is immediately pertinent in Mark. Jesus has of course a dramatic and
divinely powerful narrative presence here as a manifest healer, exorcist, and teacher who
is certainly present to his disciples and to all to whom he ministers.

Jesus repeatedly announces not only his death but also his resurrection and a future
mission (8:31; 9:9-10; 14.9, 28; 16.7; etc.). But Mark is taciturn about what that post-
Easter age might look like or what Jesus would personally have to do with it. The ‘T have
come’ sayings at 2:17 or 10:45 talk about his mission but say nothing about the future
beyond it, whether or not one deems them to hint at pre-existence (as does Gathercole
2006). The bridegroom with whom his friends cannot fast (2:19-20) is evidently the
earthly Jesus rather than the risen Lord present to the post-Easter Church (so rightly
Yarbro Collins 2007 ad loc. [contra Bultmann]). “‘Who is this, that the wind and sea obey
him?’ (4:41) is of course a homiletically powerful rhetorical question; but while Matthew
(14:28-30) and texts like the Odes of Solomon (39:8-13) richly capitalize on that
opportunity for application, Mark himself does not.

Similarly, whether the transfiguration narrative is originally a displaced resurrection
appearance or (as I think) not, the angelically transformed Jesus on the mountain does
perhaps hint at how the post-Easter Church is to think of his glorified presence, since the
disciples may not speak of it until after the resurrection (9:9). But Mark himself does not
follow up, and the disciples puzzle about what this ‘resurrection” might mean (9:10). For
the post-Easter disciples it is perhaps the Spirit rather than Jesus himself who will be
present: when they are persecuted and on trial, it is the Spirit who will give them the
words to speak (13:11).

After 2:18-20 the theme of absence resurfaces implicitly in Jesus’ anointing for burial
(14:3-9): what Mary of Bethany has done will be told wherever the gospel is preached
throughout the world (14:9). Yet Jesus says nothing about his own future presence,
except perhaps inasmuch as ‘the gospel’ presumably represents him. And Mark’s Last
Supper envisages no future repetition of that meal until it resumes with Jesus himself in
the kingdom of God (14:22-25).

One tantalizing hint that Mark intends more than this is the promise in 14:28 that after
the resurrection Jesus will ‘go before’ the disciples to Galilee, deliberately reiterated by
the angels in 16:7 with the assurance that ‘there you will see him’. From an intra-Marcan
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perspective this promise might offer an assurance that the presence of Jesus will be with
the disciples in the Galilee from which they have come and where they began to exercise
the mission on which Jesus sent them (6:7-12) (somewhat speculatively on this point,
compare Best 1981: 200-1).

(®.92) Commentators sometimes make a virtue of necessity by invoking supposed
ancient ‘standard literary practice’ of merely alluding to events later than the main
narrative (thus, for example, Yarbro Collins 2007). Yet in a case like the resurrection
appearances the reader surely has every reason to want to know more—unless, perhaps,
he or she knows the answer already in the form of a tradition like that related in Matthew
28 (where some have conjectured the expansion of a lost Marcan ending).

Without either the hypothetically lost or the canonical longer ending, Mark’s omission of
eyewitness encounters with the risen Jesus does appear rhetorically to underscore what
one leading commentator calls ‘the absence of Jesus in the time of the author and
audiences’ (Yarbro Collins 2007 ad loc.), an absence explicitly anticipated in 2:19-20.
This is, to be sure, an argument largely from silence, mitigated in any case by the Son of
Man'’s exaltation to God’s right hand and powerful future coming with the clouds of
heaven (9:1; 13:24-7). Nevertheless, Mark offers little explicit assurance about the
continuity of Jesus’ active presence with his followers on earth (pace Karrer 1998: 307).

Strikingly the promised Galilean narrative sequel is absent not only from Mark’s extant
base text but from its canonical supplementation (16:9-20) and every other known
variant. Perhaps that is because by the time of the supplementor such sequels had
already been supplied in two other Gospels (Matthew and John) on which the canonical
longer ending depends. What we do learn from this early second-century conclusion is
that, after commissioning the disciples, the risen Jesus was exalted to God’s right hand in
heaven where presumably he is now—though the concluding writer nevertheless insists
that ‘the Lord Jesus’ himself ‘worked with’ the apostles and ‘confirmed’ their evangelistic
message by performing accompanying signs (16:19-20). The editor does not make clear if
such activity continues to the present day, but neither does he say that it has ceased.

The Gospel of Matthew

Where Mark remains ambivalent or unresolved on our question, Matthew is clearer. He
does not keep us guessing about an unfulfilled Galilean resurrection encounter or about
the Messiah’s abiding presence—a theme that links Jesus’ earthly ministry to his risen
life, and the Gospel story to the everyday life of the Church.
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Three passages are widely agreed to point strongly in this direction. Matthew 1:23
introduces Jesus not only as the promised Messiah representing God’s presence but as
carrying the name which personifies that presence—Emmanuel.

This affirmation famously meets its matching inclusio in the risen Messiah’s promise that
‘I am with you to the end of the age’ (28:20)—he whom the disciples see in Galilee is none
other than Jesus, continuous in person (and by name, v. 16) with the earthly Jesus (cf.
Kupp 1996: 230). Matthew reports no ascension: his Jesus is already exalted to the divine
exercise of ‘all power in heaven and on earth’; he does not leave the disciples but remains
‘with you’, present rather than absent. The context of his presence in Matthew 28 is in
discipleship and worldwide evangelism, baptism, and keeping of his commandments—the
Torah of Jesus. This all-sovereign Jesus is ‘with us’ as his name ®.93) is ‘God with

us’ (1:23; 28:20). Baptism is in the ‘name’ of the triune God who is present (28:19): the
Father opens access to the presence of the Son and the Son to that of the Father
(compare, already, 11:27), just as Father and Spirit already accompanied the birth and
baptism of the Son (1:18, 20; 3:16) (compare, similarly, Karrer 1998: 308).

Further in relation to Matthew 28, some have seen an important connection between
Torah, presence, and community formation that continues from the pre-Easter to the
post-Easter Jesus and evokes Pentateuchal themes. At Sinai, the giving of the Law
similarly connects both to the covenantal constitution of the qahal/ékkAnoia of Israel and
to the presence of YHWH on the mountain and in the tabernacle (Kupp 1996: 216-17),
while Moses goes on to pass the baton of God’s commissioning presence to Joshua-‘Jesus’
in the books of Deuteronomy and Joshua (see McDonald 2005: 83-4). But, while the Old
Testament Joshua receives the divine promise of presence from Moses, the New
Testament Joshua-Jesus issues it himself. Matthew came to be the evangelist who, more
than any other, nourished the powerful patristic and mediaeval idea of Christ as the new
lawgiver.

This theme of Emmanuel’s presence, sustained by the inclusio between chapters 1 and 28,
comes to expression in several other passages. Chapter 18 affirms an ecclesial locus of
the Messiah’s presence: wherever two or three gather in his name, there Jesus is among
them (18:20). In context, this promise focuses on Jesus’ ratification of the community’s
juridical decision-making, but recent studies have rightly questioned attempts to restrict
the saying’s reach to that immediate context without reference to Jesus’ presence more
generally (see Kupp 1996 and Surlis 2011: 88-9). Ratification by Jesus functions as an
aspect of his more far-reaching presence promised for the mission of the Church in 28:20
(see, for example, Pokorny 1999).
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A widely cited saying in the Mishnah finds God’s presence (Shekhinah) dwelling wherever
two or three gather over words of the Torah (M. Abot 3.2, ©T'aWi W w1 TA*1"1 71T AN
7173w 7717w o211 07w, [Hananiah b. Teradion]). Parallels like these suggest that
Matthew is unlikely to be concerned strictly with ‘the regulation of disputatious church
members’ (Kupp 1996: 199). In our passage, then, Matthew’s Jesus assures his followers
of divine ratification and ecclesia-constituting presence. This contrasts starkly with 23:38
where the Jerusalem Temple is being left ‘desolate’ as a place of absence. (It seems at
least conceivable that Hananiah ben Teradion’s saying promises analogous compensation
for the Shekhinah’s catastrophic absence from the Temple; Pokorny [1999: 479-80] infers
that, for Matthew by contrast, every Christian gathering can therefore become the place
of presence.)

Matthew 18:20 thus may be said to constitute together with 1:23 and 28:20 the core trio
of passages that define and energize this evangelist’s theme of the presence of Jesus
(Kupp [1996: 175] refers to 1:23 as the ‘masthead’ over the whole Gospel).

But Matthew does also resume certain Marcan themes of absence. These include his
passages about fasting in the bridegroom’s company and about the presence of false
Messiahs and of the poor when Jesus is absent (9:15; 24:3-5; 26:11). Whether or not such
residual Marcan themes of absence are due to what some Synoptic critics like to call
‘editorial fatigue’ (Goodacre 1998), they complicate Matthew’s assurance of Jesus’
abiding ®.94 presence in Chapter 28. Despite its emphatic affirmation, Matthew retains
a ‘rhetorical sense of ambiguity’ (Kupp 1996: 199) about how precisely that presence
works.

Matthew’s ambiguity proves to be surprisingly complex and diffuse, as two examples may
illustrate. A few verses before 18:20, Jesus has assured the disciples that “Whoever
receives one such child in my name receives me’ (18:5). More memorably still, in the
eschatological scenario of Chapter 25 one of the key criteria of judgement is failure to
care for the king’s needs when he was hungry, thirsty, a foreigner, destitute, ill, or in
prison (25:35-6).

‘Finding Jesus in the poor’ is a laudably popular and well-loved trope of Christian
homiletics and praxis, and might seem to hold considerable promise for our topic.
Nevertheless, there are telling uncertainties and paradoxes about the logic of this
identification, not least because those who truly encounter him are unaware of it (cf.
Coakley 2008: 316). Matthew 25 affirms a clear bond between Jesus and those deprived
of clothes, food, health, friendship, or freedom, even if commentators rightly note that the
‘least’ among Jesus’ brothers and sisters are here in the first instance the poor among his
disciples (25:40, 45).
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In some sense, then, to serve the ‘least’ is indeed to serve Jesus himself. But to say that
still leaves unclear if this is for Matthew an ontological or a relational calculus: does the
presence of Jesus attach intrinsically and sacramentally to the poor themselves? Though
this is often asserted, Matthew’s Jesus seems in the next chapter to deny any intrinsic
identity: ‘you always have the poor with you, but you will not always have me’ (26:11).
Evidently there is no ontological equation in the sense that the poor person as such
represents or mediates Jesus. Relational and analogical puzzles remain about precisely
whether and how Jesus is present in the act of serving the poor.

A similar ambiguity pertains at 18:5: is Jesus present in the child, or is the act of
receiving the child vicariously to receive Jesus by way of some analogy? (Compare the
force of the rabbinic term 173, for example, in M. Abot 3.3 immediately after the
previously cited passage: three who sit and talk about Torah are ‘as if’ 17#1 they ate
God’s own table.) Once again Matthew disrupts any straightforward correlation in the
very next verse by identifying the children not with Jesus but with his followers—‘these
little ones who believe in me’ (18:6).

These are difficult questions, and Matthew is less troubled by them than are his modern
interpreters. Jesus does exercise a powerful salvific presence in the Gospel narrative as
the one who stills the storm (8:23-7), who steadies the hand of the believer to walk on the
turbulent waves (14:28-31), who heals ‘all’ of those who even touch the hem of his
garment (14:36). He is the gentle one whose burden is light and who refreshes the weary
(11:28-30). In these and other passages, Matthew happily projects his narrative forward
into the life of faith. The voice of the exalted Jesus also speaks powerfully to the reader’s
own experience in 23:34-6: Jesus it is who has sought in vain maternally to gather
Jerusalem'’s children together until her house was left desolate; he it is who now sends
(present tense! but compare 10:16) the prophets, sages, and scribes persecuted by their
enemies; and he it is who will return to be greeted by Jerusalem’s welcome.

®.95) Matthew’s Last Supper, finally, formulates a liturgically richer setting than Mark,
complementing the Passover meal’s interpreted bread of affliction with the bread and
wine as the broken body and shed covenant blood of Jesus. For Matthew this is
specifically ‘for the forgiveness of sins’ (26:26-8). Unlike Paul (1 Cor. 11:25) and perhaps
Luke (22:19), however, Matthew like Mark makes no suggestion that this meal is to be
repeated or that it conveys a post-Easter presence of Jesus (though compare 26:29).

Matthew is thus the most unwavering of the evangelists in affirming the presence of the
living Jesus in and with the Church in its life and its mission after Easter. That affirmation
is for him not hedged about with Marcan question marks nor sublimated by narratives of
departure and substitution by the Spirit. Matthew is aware of the dialectic of absence,
but remains content to affirm Jesus as always present. He never articulates precisely how
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this is, and refuses to materialize or localize that presence with any narrowly sacramental
focus. Nevertheless, between the two endpoints of his great inclusio of ‘God with

us’ (1:23-28:20), the cumulative effect of his narrative delivers an affirmation of presence
far stronger and richer than the religious commonplace of anonymous divine providence
or assistance (see also McDonald 2005: 85-6). The same Jesus who was Emmanuel as
Mary’s child promises his abiding presence in the Church’s internal discernment and
outreach to the world, and especially in their welcome and service of the least of his
brothers and sisters.

Luke’s Gospel and Acts

Unlike Mark and Matthew, Luke places the geographic focus of post-Easter continuity
quite emphatically not in Galilee but in and around Jerusalem, the city that rejected
Jesus. It is here that his life has its beginning and end, here that he is exalted to heaven,
here that he will return, and here that the Church is born. Luke is also structurally and
narratively more candid about the departure of Jesus than either Mark or Matthew. As in
John and of course in Acts, Jesus leaves the disciples after the resurrection but the Spirit
comes to take his place for the interim; indeed, Acts is explicit in seeing the Spirit as the
Spirit of Jesus (16:7; cf. 2:38; 5:9; 8:39).

Yet Luke’s conception of Jesus’ departure nevertheless calls for clarification. Ascensions
as such have good precedent in biblical and ancient Jewish accounts of Enoch, Moses,
and Elijah. Though ascended, they are intermittently present in contemporary experience
—as indeed in the Synoptic transfiguration accounts. Similarly, Luke’s idea of the
exaltation of Christ as ascent or movement from earth to heaven finds certain parallels in
other New Testament writers (e.g., 1 Tim. 3:16; 1 Pet. 3:22; Eph. 4:8-10; Heb. 7:26). The
risen Jesus of Nazareth thus becomes a heavenly actor in the unfolding narrative (see
Zwiep 1997 and 2001; I am less persuaded by the view that this is a device to help
resolve post-70 tensions over the delayed parousia). Nevertheless, the uniquely spatial
nature of Luke’s ascension account does distinctively visualize the explicit challenge of
presence and absence, which particularly occupies both Luke and John. (Depending on
®.96) one’s text-critical judgement this is perhaps only hinted at in Luke 24, but it is

certainly explicit in Acts 1. See, for example, the discussion in Parsons 1987.)

Luke is alone among the Gospels in articulating the post-resurrection exaltation of Jesus
in a narrative of visible space-time movement. (Note also that Justin, Apol. 1.67.8, and
Barn. 15.9 continue to assume that resurrection and exaltation narratively coincide, as do
several Pauline texts; Mark 16:9-20 apparently does the same.) The result graphically
impresses upon the reader that in this event Jesus has ‘departed’ (61éotn an’ avt®v, Luke
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24:51; cf. Acts 1:9-11) and must now in some sense be ‘there’ rather than ‘here’. The Son
of Man will be revealed on a day in the future (17:30), and on that day the disciples will
eat and drink at Jesus’ table in his kingdom (22:30).

In his narrative conceptualization of the exaltation of Jesus, Luke partly parallels the
Johannine association of Jesus’ departure with the promise of the Spirit. Jesus leaves and
the Spirit arrives—not to replace him, but ostensibly to represent him and continue his
work by empowering the disciples, as especially Acts goes on to suggest. Significantly,
the charge of the departing Jesus is to proclaim his message to all nations specifically in
his name (24:47; contrast more broadly Matt. 28:19). And even in the face of his
departure, the risen Jesus nevertheless employs the present tense in assuring the
disciples that he himself is ‘sending the promise of my Father’ to them—presumably a
promise that is not straightforwardly exhausted with the arrival of the ‘power from on
high’ (24:49) ten days later at Pentecost.

In a handful of passages Luke picks up from Matthew or Q the theme of a sapiential Jesus
who speaks as if already ascended. Where in Matthew (23:34) it is Jesus who sends
prophets, sages, and scribes, in Luke’s parallel (11:49) it is explicitly the Wisdom of God
who sends prophets and apostles. In Luke 13:34 as in Matthew, Jesus laments over
Jerusalem'’s rejection of his desire to gather her children as a hen gathers her chicks
under her wings. In a third passage, unique to Luke, Jesus promises that in the coming
persecution he himself will give the disciples ‘words and wisdom’ that their enemies
cannot resist (21:15; contrast Mark 13:11).

Like Matthew and Mark, Luke does not identify the Eucharist as a locus of the abiding
presence of Jesus, although like Paul he does imply its repetition (22:19); the text neither
encourages nor prohibits any homiletical application of the fact that the disciples on the
Emmaus road recognize Jesus in his breaking of the bread (24:35; not ‘in the bread’, as
popular Catholic piety sometimes has it).

Just as Luke’s Jesus receives the Spirit in birth and baptism (1:3; 3:22) and is impelled by
the Spirit in his ministry (4:1), so in death he surrenders his Spirit to his Father (14:46)
while as the risen one he sends the Father’s promise and predicts the coming of power
from on high (24:49)—identified in Acts 2:33 as the Spirit poured out at Pentecost.
Whether earthly or ascended, Jesus mediates and is mediated by the Spirit of God.
Eloquent attention has also been drawn in recent Christological work to Luke’s use of the
term 0 x0p1o¢ for Jesus (note especially Rowe 2006): from the felt encounter with the
unseen Lord in Mary’s visit to Elizabeth (1:43) (thus Nassauer 2012), to the dynamic
action of ‘the Lord’ as protagonist in Acts, this encapsulates Luke’s sense of a continuing
presence of Jesus. This casts doubt on periodic assertions of an ‘absentee christology’
®.97) in Acts (Buckwalter [1996: 21-2] detects this in Moule 1966, though it is later
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tempered in Moule 1977: 104-5; compare, also, MacRae 1973), or of a Christ who is
‘absent yet curiously present’ (Parsons 1987: 160), perhaps neither in heaven nor on
earth but in ‘thirdspace’ (Sleeman 2009: 91 and passim; contrast O’Toole 1984, 2004;
Buckwalter 1996: 173-5; and others.)

Luke is clearly deliberate about the theme of departure, and the ascension marks for him
the cessation of resurrection appearances. No exception is made in Acts even for Paul,
although the Jesus he persecutes is the Jesus who calls him (9:4; 22:8; 26:14) and who
later appears to him in a unique visionary encounter (22:18; cf. 7:56). Luke finds Jesus’
continued divine presence guaranteed by the Spirit.

The Gospel of John

The Fourth Gospel perhaps reflects most articulately and acutely on the tension between
the present and the absent post-Easter Jesus; indeed on one account nearly half the
Gospel is concerned with the topic of Jesus’ departure (thus, Eckstein 2011: 162
[#13101] with reference to 13:1-20:31 and 21:25). His powerful theme of the Incarnation
as mediating the divine presence compels John to confront the question of whether and
how believers experience the ongoing presence of Jesus. And it seems counterproductive
to try and dissolve the deliberate tension of presence and departure by relativizing
measures of either literary criticism or comparison with the Johannine letters (so, rightly,
Eckstein 2011: 163-7 [#13101]).

More often than in the other Gospels, Jesus repeatedly announces that he has to ‘go
away’ (e.g., 7:33; 8:14, 21-3; 13:3, 33, 36; 14:2-3, 28; 16:5, 7, 17, 19; 17:11, 13; cf.
20:17)—a point not lost on a quizzical audience wondering if he is going to the Greeks
(7:35). In this Gospel Jesus tackles the problem of his departure from the disciples while
he is still with them, rather than after Easter (as he does in Luke). Specifically, the
Farewell discourses dwell extensively on the question of presence and communion with
Jesus once he is no longer there. It is precisely the fact that he ‘goes away’ that alone
makes it possible for him to ‘come again’ (m&Aw &pyopat: cf. 14:3, 18, 28) in order to take
his disciples to the apartments he has prepared for them in his Father’s house. This may
seem on the surface a puzzling and disturbing rationale: why inflict the absence of the
interim on the disciples just for the sake of being able to return?

The first point to note is that John engages the theme of absence as the necessary
consequence of a temporally bounded incarnation. This strikingly separates his approach
from that of the timeless Saviour of the Nag Hammadi Gospels, who never stoops to take
flesh and never ceases his disembodied instruction of the gnostic mind exalted above the
world.
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John’s solution is similar to Luke’s, but developed in considerable depth and complexity.
Jesus promises that while he himself will ‘go away’, Father and Son will send ‘another’
advocate or ombudsman, the Spirit, who will in fact be ‘with’ and ‘in’ the believers
forever (14:16-17; 14:25-6; 15:26).

.98 This Johannine promise of ‘another’ Paraclete famously lent hostages to fortune,
which both Mani (CMC 64.8-65.18) and Mohammed (Qur’an 61.6 and commentaries) put
to welcome use in their own cause. That said, John’s correlation between Jesus and the
Paraclete is so inextricably close that the Paraclete in fact embodies the love and living
presence of Jesus himself. ‘Another’ appears not to mean ‘other’ but more of the same:
their distinctive unity is the reason Jesus can paradoxically claim to be absent without
leaving the disciples orphaned. Even in the absence of Jesus, the Spirit’s task and
teaching is what Jesus does and teaches; he did speak only what he hears (16:13). The
Spirit acts to remind the disciples of Jesus, to teach them and lead them into all truth,
and it is through the Spirit that Jesus is able to leave his peace with them (14:16-17, 25).
In the Spirit’s coming, the disciples will know that they are in Jesus and he in them;
indeed by keeping his commandments they love him and he will love them and manifest
himself to them (14:20-1). The Spirit is the presence of the living Jesus, who is present
even while absent and who will come to them even though he is going away (14:18, 28;
cf. 14:3). (Sproston North [2013] links this dynamic especially to the Lazarus narrative of
Chapter 11, which textual and artistic sources show to have exercised a powerful
influence on the early Christian imagination.)

The question of whether the Paraclete is the same or another is contested even between
the Gospel of John and the First Letter of John, where he is emphatically identified as
Jesus Christ the Righteous (1 John 2:1). But 1 John also confirms that the Spirit in fact
mediates assurance of the abiding presence of Jesus: it is through the Spirit that we know
the Son abides in those who keep his commandments (3:23-4). (Of course, the
interpretation of the successive pronouns in 3:24 is notoriously contested.)

A theological development of the Paraclete’s role in the presence has been suggested not
only for 1 John but also within the resumptive and somewhat circular prose of the
Farewell discourses themselves. Scholarship on these discourses has at times attempted
to resolve the compositional tensions of John 15-16 by interpreting them as a relecture of
chapters 13-14. (See, for example, Dettwiler 1995: 293-9 and passim. Outside John 14-
16, the Gospel foregrounds a more traditional conception of the Spirit without reference
to the Paraclete [cf. 1:32-4; 3:34; 7:39; 20:22].)

A basic theological challenge throughout is the absence of Jesus: how can salvation
possibly be mediated if the incarnation of divine salvation is now absent? Rather than
affirming a Matthean idea of continued presence, the Johannine Jesus here foregrounds
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his departure (beginning with 13:33-8). But for John this absence is packaged in such a
way that the Paraclete as the present manifestation of God’s love overcomes the
challenge, mediating his joy and presence to disciples who are thus not left abandoned.
(Exegetically less convincing is Migliasso 1979: 261 and passim; the problem of absence
raised by Jesus’ physical death is overcome by his perennial presence brought about in
the disciples through the ‘mystery’ of his death.)

John 13:34-5 and 15.1-17 point to a second, ethically oriented pair of concepts that draw
on an abiding and quasi-mystical union with Jesus. These twin themes arise from the
image of the vine and its fruit-bearing and from the love of Jesus for the disciples as his
friends. The theme of union arguably presupposes a notion of abiding presence, ®.929
perhaps along the similarly timeless-sounding lines of 14:23: ‘If anyone loves me, he will
keep my word, and my Father will love him, and we will come to him and make our home
with him.’

A fuller discussion could take further account of the influential language of Christ’s body
as the new temple, addressed in 2:21 (cf. 1:14), although in truth John himself does not
greatly develop this theme. A more difficult question often raised in this connection is the
force of the strongly Eucharistic language in 6:51-8. The fourth evangelist wants to
affirm that to consume Jesus’ body and blood is to receive the life of the living Father and
Son and to participate in their union. But the text does not relate this directly to the
repetition of a liturgical action involving bread and wine—indeed no wine is mentioned,
and arguably only metaphorical bread.

Many of John’s passages appear before Easter, where much of the discourse material
develops its Christological reference to Jesus in the present tense—and famously there is
scope for confusion about whether in addition to descending from heaven Jesus has also
already ascended (e.g., 3:13). Similarly the so-called High Priestly prayer of Chapter 17,
with its timeless language of the Son’s intercession as well as union with the Father,
makes the reader wonder if the narrative camera is located in any actual moment of the
earthly life of Jesus or rather eternally in the Son’s union with the Father. This ambiguity
is deeply rooted in John’s subtle eschatology, which Johannine scholars often consider to
be mostly of the ‘realized’ variety (compare the recent discussion in Eckstein 2011: 152-
5). The experience of the disciples often appears deliberately construed to bear on that of
the readership and the Johannine community.

Finally, and rather like Luke, John envisages a delay between Jesus’ resurrection and his
departure to be with the Father. During that period Jesus is still intermittently present,
but Mary Magdalene may not touch him—and Thomas need not (20:17, 27). Before the
appearance to Thomas, Jesus bestows the Holy Spirit by breathing on the disciples—
implying graphically that here too as Jesus departs his place is literally taken by his own
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nmvebpa (20:22). The concluding chapter supplements discourse about Jesus’ presence in
the Paraclete by juxtaposing the possibility of the Beloved Disciple’s continuing witness
to Jesus with the authorization of the restored Simon Peter as the one who will now
vicariously continue the good Shepherd’s care and feeding of his flock (21:15-25). By
extension a similar thought may be present in the Synoptic suggestion that those who
receive the Apostles receive Jesus himself (Matt. 10:40; Luke 10:16; cf. John 13:20).

Conclusion

The dialectic of the risen Jesus’ absence and presence appears for the evangelists to
become more articulate and more pressing as time passes. Mark’s largely apocalyptic
mediation of the issue seems not to problematize the question of whether Jesus is in any
sense present here and now. Perhaps this Gospel was intended from the start as it was

(@.100) certainly received in the early Church, primarily as a sourcebook of (Petrine)
‘memoirs’ of the Spirit-filled life of Jesus rather than as a complete and definitive free-
standing gospel in its own right. Matthew resolves the tension firmly in favour of Jesus’
abiding presence in the Church and its mission: there is no departure at all, and therefore
presumably no genuine problem of absence. Luke is the first evangelist to deal explicitly
with the end of resurrection appearances and the reality of departure; for him, as for
John, this means that the departed Jesus sends his Spirit to continue his work. In Luke-
Acts the gift of the Spirit allows the same ‘Lord’ Jesus to remain the ‘teaching and doing
protagonist in the apostolic mission (cf. Acts 1:1). John, finally, wrestles with the
departure and absence of Jesus most explicitly of all, and develops a powerfully
eschatological and sacramental vision of union with the Son as a way to assure believers
of his continued presence. It is at least worth considering if the Fourth Gospel’s realism
about the tension between departure and presence makes possible its strongly mystical
and sacramental emphasis. For Matthew, Luke, and John that presence is at times
sublimated or otherwise proximate, but in all three there are at least instances of
continued encounter with Jesus himself. The subtlety and diversity of sacramental,
corporate, and visionary experience bears testimony to a continued Christian confidence
that the One to Come is indeed present in our midst.

’
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Christology of the fourth century often drew a connection between the proclamation of
Christ and the theme of divine goodness. The Christological apologetics of the fourth
century defended the intelligibility of faith in a crucified Lord by narrating reality as a
story of divine goodness, in which the original benevolent divine act of creation is
consummated and superseded by the Incarnation and the salvific work of Christ.
Trinitarian doctrine included conceptions of Christ’s divinity as intrinsic to divine
goodness and of his humanity as a manifestation of that goodness in the mode of self-
emptying. The Apollinarian controversy clarified that Christ’s salvific self-emptying
consisted not merely in the divine mind directly ruling over human flesh, without the
mediation of a human mind, but rather in a complete communion and solidarity between
the divine Word and the entirety of the human being. All these aspects of Christological
doctrine informed fourth-century preaching.
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o o oGalerius’ Edict of Toleration in 311, followed by Constantine’s and Licinius’ Edict of
Milan in 313, Christians began a migration from the margins towards the center of
political and social life in the Roman Empire. At the same time, the Church of the fourth
century was racked by internal divisions caused by tumultuous doctrinal debates that
struck at the heart of its identity as a community dedicated to the confession of Jesus
Christ as Lord. Modern scholars often characterize these disputes as ‘Trinitarian’
inasmuch as they were concerned with divergent assessments of Christ’s divinity as it
related to the Father and the Spirit. A narrative of the development of Christian doctrine
is then constructed which tells how Christ’s divinity was controverted in the fourth
century and, once that was more or less settled through the triumph of the Nicene
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opoovolog, questions about Christ’s humanity and the relation between his humanity and
divinity were then taken up in the Christological debates of the fifth century. Although it
is true that the boundaries between the debated doctrinal positions in the fourth century
are typically drawn by pointing to distinct standpoints regarding Christ’s divinity, the
underlying logic of these positions included assessments of Christ’s humanity and its
relation to divinity. Moreover, both with regard to particular questions about the divine-
human identity of Jesus Christ and more general questions of the intelligibility and
plausibility of Christian faith, fourth-century Christians were often preoccupied with how
the humanity and divinity of the crucified and risen Lord were to be conceived in light of
the Christian proclamation of the unfathomable and endlessly surprising mystery of
divine goodness. This chapter will present the legacy of fourth-century Christology in
terms of an accumulating vision of Jesus Christ as the ultimate revelation and enactment
of divine goodness. I present some fundamental elements of the fourth-century
construction of this Christological vision: (1) Christological apologetics in the fourth
century; (2) the Nicene-‘Arian’ debates about the status of Christ’s divinity; (3) the
Apollinarian controversy about Christ’s human soul; and (4) Christological proclamation
in fourth-century preaching.

@106 Christological Apologetics

One way Christians reacted to their enhanced social and political status after the
Constantinian settlement was by attempting to communicate to their fellow citizens the
intelligibility of Christian faith. In an earlier epoch, Christian apologists had to deal with
objections that Christians were atheists, since they rejected the prevailing syncretistic
religious culture; or that they practiced immorality and violence in their cultic rituals; or
were not good citizens. But the official imperial endorsement of Christianity and the
consequent public visibility of Christians rendered such objections and suspicions largely
obsolete. Nevertheless, accusations of the sheer irrationality and unintelligibility of
Christian claims persisted well after political and social critique had subsided. Some of
the important treatments of Christology in the fourth century are constructed in terms of
this apologetic concern. Athanasius’ classic On the Incarnation declares its intention to
counter the objection that Christian faith is ‘irrational’ (dAoyov) because it proclaims as
Lord a man who was crucified and died. Eusebius of Caesarea, in his Proof of the Gospel,
sets himself against ‘the mob of slanderers flooding us with the accusation that we are
unable logically to present a clear demonstration of the truth we hold ... [T]hey say that
we only teach our followers like irrational animals to shut their eyes and staunchly obey
what we say without examining it at all, and call them therefore “the faithful” because of
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their faith as distinct from reason’ (Proof 1.10; Ferrar 1920: 6). Towards the end of the
century, Gregory of Nyssa’s Catechetical Orations is offered as a guide for Christian
catechists to enable them to respond to ‘those who are searching for the rational basis of
our religion’ (Cat. Or. 15; Hardy 1954: 291).

These apologetic treatises of the fourth century employed strategies inherited from
earlier eras, such as the argument from Old Testament prophecies and retaliatory
denunciations of Greek mythology and idolatry. But the most distinctive feature of fourth-
century Christian apologetics is an effort to present the reasonability of Christian faith in
terms of the efficacy of the Christological proclamation to generate a coherent and
compelling view of reality as a whole. This strategy is displayed in two works of the
fourth century: Athanasius’ On the Incarnation (c.328-5) and Gregory of Nyssa’s
Catechetical Orations (composed in the early 380s). In both treatises, the intelligibility of
confessing an incarnate, crucified, and risen Lord is seen to reside in the logic of a
consistent narrative of divine goodness, which is manifest in God’s special love for
humanity, gp1AavBpwia. The Christian newness of the doctrine of the Incarnation is
rendered intelligible by being presented as a maximal confirmation and dramatization of
the more universally accepted principle of the generosity of divine goodness, such as we
find in Plato’s Timaeus (Tim 29e). However, the distinctly Christian narrative of divine
goodness begins with a doctrine of creation in which the world was not simply always
there, even just as formless matter, but rather was brought into being from nothing
through the sovereign will of an omnipotent and benevolent God. God intentionally

(®.107) brings about what previously did not exist in order that ‘light may not remain
unseen or glory unwitnessed, or goodness unenjoyed, or that any other aspect we observe
of the divine nature should lie idle with no one to share or enjoy it’ (Gregory of Nyssa,
Cat. Or. 5; Hardy 1954: 276).

Such an articulation of the logic of creation as based on the divine will to self-
communication prepares the way for presenting the Incarnation as an intensification of
the very same logic. This point is rhetorically reinforced by Athanasius when he transfers
the language of divine compassion associated with God’s redemptive work to the divine
work of creation. God’s act of creation is already a merciful condescension (Inc. 3).
Athanasius presents human sinfulness as an obstacle not only to human flourishing but
also to the divine goodness itself: ‘It was not worthy of the goodness of God that those
created by him should be corrupted ... The weakness, rather than the goodness of God, is
made known by neglect, if, after creating, he abandoned his own work to be

corrupted’ (Inc. 6; Behr 2011: 63). In the face of pervasive human evil, the Incarnation
and redemptive work of Christ are presented as consistent with the logic of God’s
benevolence in the act of creation and as manifesting the higher logic of the
perseverance of divine generosity in the face of human sinfulness. Divine transcendence,

Page 3 of 19



goodness, and power must be newly conceived in terms of this higher logic: ‘God’s
transcendent power is not so much displayed in the vastness of the heavens ... as in his
condescension to our weak nature’ (Gregory of Nyssa, Cat. Or. 24; Hardy 1954: 301).

The intelligibility of the Incarnation is thus presented as exemplifying the invincible
goodness of the divine nature, which was already manifest in the act of creation but has
been even more lavishly displayed in the work of redemption. At the same time, the
proclamation of the God-human was made more plausible by being correlated with a
theological anthropology which emphasizes that the radical structure and content of the
human being lies precisely in its intrinsic likeness to God, its status as imago Dei.
Gregory of Nyssa understands the imago Dei precisely as the capacity to participate in
divine goodness (Cat. Or. 5; SC 453, 164) and uses the common terminology of
‘mingling’ (kpd&o1g) to describe the synthesis of material and spiritual elements in the
human constitution as well as the union of human and divine in Christ. This
terminological overlap emphasizes the point that the material-spiritual mingling that is
constitutive of human nature also constitutes its intrinsic readiness for the Christological
mingling of human and divine that will be its fulfillment.

Athanasius and Gregory of Nyssa thus present the intelligibility of the Incarnation in
terms of its consistency with both divine goodness and the intrinsic human disposition to
share in that goodness. The Incarnation, death, and resurrection of Christ thus realize the
triumph of the self-communication of divine goodness, even in the face of human evil. In
response to the persisting objection that such a unity of divinity and humanity
compromises the integrity of divine impassibility, both employ a conception of the
relation between God and creation that echoes the Stoic cosmological framework, namely
that the divine active principle of logos pervades the passivity of matter. Transposed into
a Christological key, this notion is used to explain that just as God is active and humanity
receptive in divine-human interactions in . 108 general, so also in the unity of divinity
and humanity in Christ. The result of this dialectic is a transformative relation between
the human and the divine such that the human is assimilated to the divine without the
divine being compromised by the human. In Christ, God transformatively appropriates to
himself human weaknesses, to the point of death, but this brings about not the
diminishment of God but the death of death itself, resurrection and deification.

This Christological narrative of the triumph of divine goodness in the face of human
limitations and evil, which both Athanasius and Gregory of Nyssa offer as part of a
defense of the intelligibility of Christian faith, was nevertheless not ready-made for the
use of fourth-century theologians. It was constructed not only in the midst of struggles
with non-Christians, but also among Christians themselves, regarding the way in which
this narrative of divine philanthropy relates to the questions of the identity of Jesus
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Christ, his divinity and humanity, and the relation between the two. Throughout the
fourth-century debates about the status of Jesus’ divinity, all sides considered the point at
issue to be not merely some esoteric speculations describing the divine being, but rather
the Christian vision of reality itself. That Jesus Christ, in his divinity and representative
humanity, enabled humanity’s access to divine goodness was at the center of this vision.

The Nicene-‘Arian’ Controversy

The fourth-century Church was dominated by the doctrinal debates that erupted in Egypt,
around 320, between Alexander, the Patriarch of Alexandria, and Arius, an Egyptian
presbyter, and only began to arrive at a definitive resolution at the Council of
Constantinople of 381. A synoptic view of these debates can be gained by identifying the
central agitating issue as that of reconciling an intensified sense of God’s absolute
primacy, as uncaused and unoriginated (&yév(v)ntog), with the confession of Jesus Christ
as Lord. The intensified emphasis on God’s transcendence as ‘uncaused’ was partly a
reaction to Origen’s speculation that God’s eternal almightiness necessitated that there
always be a creation over which God is almighty through his Word (First Principles
1.2.10). This Origenian hypothesis seemed to be a regression to a Hellenistic worldview
in which the world itself always existed and was unoriginated (cf. Aristotle, de caelo
1.3.270Db). By the beginning of the fourth century, there was a general consensus among
Christians that God alone is uncaused, while creation was brought into being from non-
existence as an effect of his sovereign will. For some, it was merely tautological to say
that God alone is uncaused and to say that being uncaused was in fact what it meant to
be God. The problem then became how to reconcile this Christian reassertion of the
sovereignty of the uniquely self-existent and uncaused God with the proclamation that
Jesus Christ is Lord, despite the scriptural attestations that Christ was both a human
creature and originated from the Father as his only-begotten Son (cf. John 1:14).

®. 109 Assessments of Christ’s Divinity

Throughout the tumultuous interplay of various factions, alliances, and competing Church
councils that pervaded the fourth-century debates, two main approaches could be
discerned to the problematic posed above. One approach, exemplified by a trajectory of
thinkers including Arius, Asterius, and Eunomius, was based on the premise that the
primary criterion of absolute divinity was precisely God’s self-existence as uncaused and
unoriginated (&yév(v)ntog). In this schema, Christ’s lordship and divinity were conceded
and designated by such scriptural titles as Word, Wisdom, and Power of God. But these
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titles were interpreted as indicating a lower level of divinity than the one absolutely
transcendent and unoriginated God. If even in his divinity, this Word and Wisdom was
caused—inasmuch as he was ‘begotten’— then he is in the last analysis a creature.
Moreover, to say that he was altogether caused was to say that he came into existence
from non-being, like all other creatures, through the sovereign will of the one uncaused
God. In Arius’ infamous slogan, ‘there was once when the Son was not’. Nevertheless, he
was unique as the first and highest creature, who was created to be the obedient
instrument of all of God’s subsequent creative activity. His unity with the God he called
‘Father’ is therefore a unity of will and activity, not a unity of substance. Christ’s
creaturely divinity nevertheless represented the ideal and unsurpassable mode of relation
between creation and the sovereign God, which is epitomized by his perfect obedience:
‘obedient with regard to the ordering and creation of all existing things, obedient with
regard to all governance ..., obedient in his words, mediator in doctrine, mediator in law
... He became obedient unto the cross and unto death’ (Eunomius, Confession of Faith;
Vaggione 1987: 155).

In this account of Christ’s divinity, his being is not identifiable with absolute divine
goodness. Expounding Jesus’ rejoinder to the rich young man, “Why do you call me good?
No one is good but God alone’ (Luke 18:19), Eunomius asserts that it is only the
Uncaused God who is properly good, ‘the cause of his own goodness and of all

goodness’ (Gregory of Nyssa, Against Eunomius 3.9.1; GNO II, 264). For Eunomius, it is
necessary to acknowledge the Son’s ontological inferiority so that we may not acquiesce
in his created divinity but employ it as a vantage point from which to give glory to the
only uncaused God. Indeed, the Son represents divine goodness precisely because he was
brought into being as a benevolent mitigation of divine transcendence which is necessary
for mediating between the only uncaused God and creation. As Asterius put it, apart from
this attenuation, creation could ‘not withstand the immediate hand of God’ (Fragment 26;
Vinzent 1993). Eusebius of Caesarea explains that since created things were not capable
of approaching God, the Father’s philanthropy established his only-begotten Son and
entrusted him with the constitution and governance of the universe (Ecclesiastical
Theology 1.13). This interpretation of Christ’s mediatorial divinity thus reinforces a view
of divine transcendence in which the highest level of divinity is conceived in terms of
otherness with respect to creation, while Christ represents the activity of divine goodness
in bringing about a mediatorial being between the one uncaused God and the rest of
creation.

(@.110) If one option in the assessment of Christ’s divinity in the fourth century was to
qualify that divinity by reference to the standard of being-uncaused as the marker of
absolute divine transcendence, the alternative trajectory redefined divine transcendence
by the standard of Christ’s relation to the Father. Eventually, as discussion extended to
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the status of the Spirit, the eternal relations between Father, Son, and Spirit were
conceived as intrinsic to and constitutive of divine being (Gregory Nazianzus, Or. 31.9). In
this account, divine goodness was fully shared within the Father-Son relation, and the
content of divine goodness and love consisted in the Father’s perfect sharing of his own
being with the Son. Hilary of Poitiers puts it thus: ‘God does not know how to be ever
anything else than love, nor to be anything else than Father. He who loves does not envy
and he who is a father is at the same time wholly a father ... Hence, in so far as He is the
Father, He must be the whole Father of all His own attributes which are in the one whom
He has begotten from Himself, while the perfect birth of the Son, with all of these
attributes, completes Him as the Father’ (Trin. 9.61; McKenna 1954: 383-4). The Son’s
‘perfect birth’ from the Father means that he is not just the product or mediator of the
Father’s goodness but a full sharer in that goodness. Gregory of Nyssa describes Christ
as ‘the fullness of all good’ (Against Eunomius 3.6.7; GNO II, 188), ‘equal in every
conception of existent or conceivable good to the majesty of the Father’s

goodness’ (Against Eunomius 1.339; GNO 1, 127). The same is true of the Holy Spirit:
‘Everyone knows that the person of the Son and that of the Holy Spirit do not lack
anything of perfect goodness, perfect power, and every such quality’ (Against Eunomius
1.167; GNO 1, 77).

This is the trajectory represented by the Council of Nicaea of 325, which declared the
Son to be ‘one in being’ (0poodolog) with the Father. A few decades later, in response to
the teachings of Marcellus and Photinus that the Father and Son are ultimately identical
and without distinction in the eternity of divine being, Basil of Caesarea proposed the
terminological distinction between the common being of Father, Son, and Spirit as
sharing the same essence (obvoia) and the particular mode of being by which each of
them shared in the single essence as distinct ‘persons’ (brmootdoeig). Thus, the Son
shared all the perfections of the Father in the distinct particularity of his receiving them
from the Father as only-begotten Son. With this distinction in place, the Council of
Constantinople reaffirmed the Nicene opoodolog, which was now taken to mean that the
Son was both eternally distinct from the Father in his personal particularity and yet fully
and equally shared in the being of the Father.

The Divinity and Humanity of Christ in Trinitarian Debate

The fourth-century debates about the proper way to speak about Christ’s divinity were
always bound to different conceptions of just how this divinity was related to and

disclosed by the humanity. From that point of view, the two trajectories outlined above
can be distinguished in terms of whether they conceived the relation between Christ’s

divinity and humanity within a continuum of Christ’s mediatorial function or, more
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(@.111) dramatically, in terms of the humanity bringing about a kenotic reversal of divine

attributes even while paradoxically maintaining these divine attributes. These distinct
Christological options also projected two different conceptions of how Christ’s humanity
and divinity manifested divine goodness.

Christologies which attributed to Christ an inferior divinity argued to this conclusion
partly on the basis of his human limitations. At the beginning of the controversy,
Alexander identifies this style of reasoning on the part of Arius and his followers:
‘Recalling all the words about the salvific suffering, humiliation, self-emptying, “poverty”,
and other attributes that the Savior took on for our sake, they pile these up to impugn the
supreme deity that was his from the start’ (Optiz, 1936: Urk 14.37). These Christologies
tended to posit continuity between his humanity and divinity, as both encompassed within
his primordial function of mediating between creation and the utterly transcendent and
uncaused God. Indeed, in some cases, not only is Jesus’ divinity reduced so as to
approximate his humanity, but his humanity is elevated so as to approach the status of
his mediatorial divinity. In Eusebius of Caesarea’s Christology, for example, we encounter
in Christ’s divinity both a mitigated transcendence and also a mitigated humanity,
inasmuch as Jesus is conceived as lacking a human soul (Ecclesiastical Theology 1.20). In
these Christologies of continuity, the unity of Christ is easily ascertained, while the
soteriological function of Christ ‘for us’ (pro nobis) is applied to the very origin of his
being. From the perspective of Nicene theologies, the fatal flaw of such Christologies of
continuity was that they separated the divinity and humanity of Christ from the putatively
superior divinity of the uncaused God. Moreover, they seemed to make the very being of
Christ, even in his divinity, a means to human flourishing, in contrast to the scriptural
teaching that not only were all things made through Christ but for him (cf. Col. 1:16).
Finally, the most potent and visceral accusation leveled against such a Christology by its
opponents was that it made the Christian worship of Christ into idolatry, worship directed
to a being who is other than the one true God.

On the other hand, theologies which asserted the full and equal divinity of the Son
interpreted Christ’s humanity not as part of a continuum that includes his creaturely and
attenuated divinity but rather as a dramatic act of divine self-emptying. In this
perspective, the disclosure of the shared divinity of the Father and Son through Christ’s
kenotic humanity had a paradoxical logic. On the one hand, the limitations of this
humanity constituted a certain negation or abandonment of divine perfections with
respect to the assumed humanity: the Immortal became mortal, the one who was in the
form of God took on the form of a servant (cf. Phil. 2). On the other hand, this self-
emptying was consistent with the divine goodness and love for humanity that
characterized the shared divine nature of both Father and Son. For these Christologies of
reversal, the activity of divine goodness is manifest not in the ontologically middle status
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of the Son but rather in the activity of his self-humbling and suffering. So, against
Eunomius’ insistence that only the uncaused God is good, Gregory of Nyssa points to
Christ’s self-emptying as the decisive sign of his divine goodness: “‘What more bitter
malice can one find than to deny that he is good who “being in the form of God did not
regard equality with God (.112) as something to be exploited” (Phil. 2:6) but lowered
himself to the abasement of the human nature and did so only for the love of
humanity?’ (Against Eunomius 3.9:8; GNO 11, 266).

One of the strongest criticisms leveled against these Christologies of kenotic reversal was
that they effectively posited ‘two Christs’, one who was no less transcendent and
impassible than the Father, and another who was the subject of human limitations and
suffering. The labors of Nicene theologies in rebutting this charge required balancing the
differentiation between Christ’s humanity and divinity with the assertion of a single
subject of both. The fruits of these labors set the stage for the Christological formulas of
the later Christological councils, and may arguably be seen to anticipate the logic, if not
the terminological precision, of these formulas. We may profitably analyze this logic as it
was constructed in relation to three important Christological issues: (1) the Christological
shape of Scripture; (2) Christ’s relation to the Spirit; and (3) the suffering of Christ.

The Christological Shape of Scripture

Anti-Nicene theologies referred to the human limitations of Christ as evidence of his
inferior divinity. They also capitalized on any language that designated Christ’s exalted
status as ‘received’, and took special advantage of the description of Wisdom in Prov.
8:22 as ‘created’ (‘The Lord created me as the beginning of his ways, for his works’, LXX).
In general, this exegetical procedure attributed all scriptural language understood to be
referring to either the Incarnate or pre-existent Christ as indifferently applicable to and
expressive of the mediatorial being of the created Word and Son. Nicene theologies,
however, insisted that the Scriptures posited two distinct dramatic stages in the career of
the Word, which had to be properly differentiated in order to be correctly applied to the
Word who became Incarnate. This two-act Christological metanarrative of Scripture was
seen to be presented in condensed from in Scripture itself, as in the double affirmation in
John 1 that the Word was with God in the beginning and that the Word became flesh or in
the Philippians hymn that speaks of the transition from the form of God to the form of a
servant. When these condensed summaries of the Christological narrative are applied to
Scripture as a whole, they yield, in Athanasius’ words, ‘a double account of the

Savior’ (Orations 3.29; AW 1.1/3, 340). The recognition of this double account discloses the
necessity for correctly assigning any Christological predications to one or other of these
acts in the Christological drama, whether to the pre-existent divinity or to the Incarnate
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state. This yields the basic Christological rule of interpreting Scripture, which Gregory of
Nazianzus articulates thus: ‘Apply what is more elevated to the divinity, the nature that is
superior to passivities and corporeality, and what is more abased to the composite one
who for your sake emptied himself and became enfleshed ... and then was

exalted’ (Oration 29.18). Thus, the distinction between Christ’s divinity and humanity is
seen to be inscribed in the first place in the Christological narrative of Scripture, while
there is one subject who is posited as the protagonist of this two-act ®.113) drama.
Moreover, both acts of this drama are disclosive of the goodness of God: the exalted
correlativity of Father and Son discloses that goodness as an intra-divine generosity
whereby the Father shares his being fully with the Son, while the humiliation of the Son
manifests that goodness as love for humanity, @tAavBpwia.

Christ and the Spirit

Non-Nicene theologies typically designated the Spirit as created by the Son and third in
the ontological hierarchy that begins with the uncaused God. At the same time, scriptural
language about Christ’s being ‘anointed’ (cf. Ps. 45:7: “Therefore God, your God, has
anointed you with the oil of gladness beyond your companions’, NRSV) or ‘sanctified’ was
used as evidence that the divinity of Christ was something he acquired, rather than being
connatural to him. In dealing with such texts, defenders of Nicene theology applied the
Christological hermeneutic outlined above with reference to Christ’s relation to the
Spirit. The result is a ‘Spirit Christology’ in which Christ’s giving of the Spirit is assigned
to his divinity, while his reception or being anointed by the Spirit is assigned to his
humanity. The salvific import of this transaction is that humanity now has the capacity to
receive the fullness of the Spirit by being incorporated into Christ’s humanity. The fact
that it is the same one who both gives and receives the Spirit guarantees that humanity’s
reception of the Spirit will be indefectible for those who are in Christ:

Just as the apostle’s words indicate that we would not have been freed and ‘highly
exalted’ if it were not that ‘he who is in the form of God took the form of a
servant,” (Phil. 2:6, 7) so also David shows that in no other way would we have
partaken of the Spirit and been sanctified if it were not that the Giver of the
Spirit, the Word himself, spoke of himself as anointed by the Spirit for our sakes.
Therefore we have received securely in that he is said to be anointed in the flesh.

(Or. 1:50; Anatolios 2004: 108)
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The Suffering of Christ

The complex ways in which estimations of Christ’s divinity were bound up with
interpretations of his humanity are manifest with particular intensity in different
understandings of how Christ’s suffering discloses both his divinity and humanity, as well
as the relation between them. This complexity is manifest in the polemical exchanges
between Eunomius and the Cappadocian brothers, Basil of Casearea and Gregory of
Nyssa, which involved reciprocal accusations that each side was ashamed of the Cross.
On this occasion, the question of how the crucifixion of Christ was related to his divinity
was contested in reference to Acts 2:36: ‘God has made him both Lord and Messiah, this
Jesus whom you crucified’ (NRSV). A significant element in the logic of ®. 114

theologies that attributed a reduced divinity to the preexistent Christ was the principle
that susceptibility to suffering and death could not be ascribed to the highest level of
divinity. Theologies that affirmed that the Son’s divinity is equal to the Father dealt with
the problematic of Christ’s suffering by attributing it to the kenotic condition of his
humanity, while maintaining that, in his divinity, the Son fully enjoyed an unmitigated
divine impassibility. It was in reaction to this logic that Eunomius accused Basil of being
ashamed of the Cross inasmuch as he did not allow the suffering of the Cross to be
attributed to Christ’s divinity. Eunomius challenged the whole logic of a differentiation of
divine and human attributions as inconsistent with the notion of Christological kenosis.
According to Eunomius, ascribing Christ’s human limitations and sufferings exclusively to
the humanity makes the humanity of Christ both the subject and the object of the self-
emptying, as if it was the humanity that emptied itself to be human (Nyssen, Against
Eunomius 3.3.26; GNO II, 117).

In clarifying his own position on the interpretation of Acts 2:36, Gregory of Nyssa is
forced by this polemical exchange to balance the differentiation of the humanity and
divinity, on the one side, with the attribution of both to a single subject, on the other.
Gregory’s subsequent exposition of this exegetical approach is comprised of three main
elements. First, the divinity and humanity are clearly differentiated, principally along the
lines of an active/passive distinction. In this regard, Gregory explains that ‘our
contemplation of the respective properties of the flesh and the divinity remains
unconfused (do0yyvTog) as long as each is contemplated in itself ... The flesh is of a
passible nature (maOnTtikiig €01t @Ooewg), while the Word is active (Evepyntikiig 6& 0
Ab6yog). The flesh is not the Creator of existent things nor is the power of the divinity
passive’ (Against Eunomius 3.3.64; GNO II, 130). While this principle of differentiation
serves to protect the impassibility and thus genuine divinity of the Incarnate Word, it is
also vulnerable to the accusation that the supporters of Nicaea teach a doctrine of ‘two
Christs’. The second element of Gregory’s treatment of Christ’s suffering responds to that
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charge by reasserting the unity of Christ by recourse to the principle of the sharing of
properties: ‘the Master takes to himself the bruisings of the servant while the servant is
glorified with the honor of the Master’ (Against Eunomius 3.3.66; GNO II, 131). In order
to see why this principle of the communication of properties does not annul the
distinction of natures, we have to keep in mind Gregory’s active/passive distinction. There
is an asymmetrical dynamism to the contact and ‘mingling’ between Christ’s divinity and
humanity, such that the divinity remains operative and transformative in this contact
while the humanity is receptive and transformed unto deification. The third element of
Gregory’s treatment of Christ’s suffering is to posit a single subject of this dynamic
exchange of divine and human properties. Thus, the references to the crucifixion and the
lordship of Christ in Acts 2:36 are described as two states (600 npdypata) that
nevertheless belong to one person (€v mpéowmov) (Against Eunomius 3.3.42; GNO 1I,
122). The Word Incarnate is the same one (0 abT10¢) as the eternal Word even if the
humanity that he actively assumes and deifies is other than the humanity that receives
the transformative power of his divinity (Against Eunomius 3.3.62; GNO II, 130).

.15 The Apollinarian Controversy

Gregory of Nyssa’s analysis of the suffering of Christ was part of his effort to argue for
the full divinity of the Son despite Christ’s human sufferings, without positing ‘two
Christs’. The Nicene vulnerability to the accusation of teaching ‘two Christs’ was central
to the problematic of the second main controversy that animated the development of
Christological doctrine in the fourth century, that surrounding the teaching of Apollinaris
of Laodicea (c.315-92). Apollinaris was a staunch supporter of Nicene Trinitarian
theology whose sensitivity to the possible distortions of that theology was awakened
especially by the teaching of another supporter of Nicaea, Marcellus of Ancyra. Marcellus
interpreted the Nicene teaching on the consubstantiality of the Father and the Son as
meaning that there was ultimately no distinction between Father and Son in God’s
internal and eternal being. For Marcellus, the primary name to designate the divinity of
Christ was Word (A6yocg) and this Word was eternally immanent in God until it was
extrapolated and made subsistent in view of the act of creation. Once Christ’s salvific
work is completed, the Word will be retracted back into the eternal divine singularity.
Marcellus read this doctrine into Paul’s remark that Christ in the end will hand over his
kingship to God the Father (1 Cor. 15:24). Marcellus’ teaching was condemned by various
Church councils, stretching from 336 to the Council of Constantinople. The confession in
the Constantinopolitan Creed that Christ’s kingdom will not end is directed against this
Marcellan teaching. Marcellus’ approach confirmed some of the worst fears of those
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suspicious of Nicaea. Not only did he seem to be teaching a kind of modalism, but his
emphatic assertion of divine singularity did not allow him to find any place for Christ’s
humanity in the eschatological retraction of the Word into the divine oneness. Marcellus
admitted that he simply did not know what would become of Christ’s humanity once the
economy of salvation is consummated. His Trinitarian modalism thus led directly to an
emphasis on the difference and separation between the eternal Word and Christ’s
economic identity. The accusation of ‘two Christs’ seemed entirely warranted in the case
of the modalist pro-Nicene theology of Marcellus.

In reaction to Marcellus, as well as to other pro-Nicenes who seemed content with a
divisive Christology, such as the Antiochian, Diodore of Tarsus, Apollinaris was intent on
shoring up the unitive dimension of Nicene Christology. His drastic strategy for
accomplishing this goal was to insist that the Word took the place of the human mind of
Christ. Nevertheless, Apollinaris anticipated Chalcedonian language by speaking of Jesus
Christ as opoodotlog with both God and humanity (On the Union in Christ 8; Leitzmann
1904: 188). His consubstantiality with humanity resides in his assumption of human flesh,
which was perfectly obedient to the divine Word. Just as a human being is composed of
flesh and spirit, so is Christ, even if in his case, the spiritual or intellectual component is
the divinity itself (Fragment 89; Leitzmann 1904: 227)! But, contrary to the later
Chalcedonian formula, for Apollinaris the double consubstantiality of Jesus ®.116) Christ
with humanity and God does not result in two substances but in a single essence (ovoia),
composed of the combination of divine mind and human flesh (Fragment 117; Leitzmann
1904: 236).

Three main motives impelled Apollinaris to this conclusion. First, he was concerned about
the integrity of Christian worship directed to Christ, which must have only one object
(Fragment 9; Leitzmann 1904: 206-7). Second, for Apollinaris the reliability of human
salvation required that the immutable divinity be solely in charge of the work of human
salvation and not share that responsibility with a changeable humanity. This element of
Apollinaris’ reasoning seems to invoke the active/passive distinction that we have
encountered previously. According to this reasoning, the human mind is structurally
active with respect to the passibility of the body. Inasmuch as human sanctification and
deification comes about through the divinity actively transforming the passive humanity,
this transformation can only be secured if the active principle that governs this process is
the immutable divinity and not a changeable humanity (Fragment 76; Leitzmann 1904:
222). A third motivation for Apollinaris’ position is also explicable in terms of the active/
passive distinction. Apollinaris argues that the supposition that Christ did have a human
mind would actually result in the destruction of human freedom and thus of human
nature (Fragment 87; Leitzmann 1904: 226). That is because the combination of the two
active principles of divine and human intellects would naturally result in the divine active
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principle overruling the activity of the human principle and extinguishing self-rule.
However, in Apollinaris’ understanding, the supposition that the divine mind replaces the
human soul succeeds in retaining the natural dynamism of the immanent interaction of
activity and passivity in the human being. The passible flesh is perfected in its passivity
through Eucharistic communion with Christ’s flesh, while the active human intellect
retains its self-standing integrity and achieves perfect governance over the flesh by freely
assimilating itself to Christ (Fragment 74; Leitzmann 1904: 222).

With regard to the development of Christian doctrine, the significance of Apollinaris’
Christology arguably lies not so much in its intrinsic contents as in the reactions it
generated. It was articulated in the midst of a polemical confrontation with Diodore of
Tarsus that sounded the opening salvoes in the antagonism between ‘Alexandrian’ and
‘Antiochian’ Christologies. Diodore rejected Apollinaris’ model of the divinity and
humanity constituting a single essence and spoke rather of the indwelling of the
humanity by the divine Word. The union between the two was one of grace and honor,
rather than nature, and it was on the basis of this association by grace that Christ was to
be worshiped, rather than on a unity of essence between his divinity and humanity.
Despite some modern anachronistic interpretations, Diodore’s principal concern was not
to safeguard the full humanity of Christ but rather to avoid making Christ’s divinity itself
the subject of the limitations and passibilities of the humanity. Diodore’s polemic against
Apollinaris was taken up by his student, Theodore of Mopsuestia, and later by Nestorius,
thus generating an Antiochian anti-Alexandrian style of Christological reasoning.
Although later Alexandrians disowned Apollinaris’ teaching on the lack of a human soul in
Christ, Cyril’s insistence that the Word was the subject of human ®.117) predications in
Christ would call forth a similar critique by later Antiochians as was directed by Diodore
against Apollinaris.

A different approach to refuting Apollinaris, one that would have a more formative legacy
in the later tradition, was generated by the Cappadocians Basil of Caesarea, Gregory of
Nazianzus, and Gregory of Nyssa. The Cappadocian response could accommodate the full
humanity of Christ without diluting the affirmation of a single ontological subject.
Gregory of Nazianzus’ Epistle 101, composed in the early 380s, is a model of this
approach. After the customary expressions of shock and dismay at Apollinaris’
‘innovation’, Gregory puts forth a synthetic Christological confession that posits a single
subject of a twofold dramatic plot in which the first act belongs to the eternity of his
divinity and the second describes his self-humbling on humanity’s behalf:

We do not separate the human being from the divinity, but we confess as dogma
one and the same, who before was God and not human, the only Son before all
ages, unmingled with body or anything bodily; but who at the consummation of
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the ages has assumed humanity for our salvation, passible in his flesh, impassible
in his divinity; circumscribed in the body, uncircumscribed in the Spirit. The same
one is earthly and heavenly ... so that by one and the same, who was a complete
human being and also God, the entire humanity that had fallen through sin might
be refashioned.

(Epistle 101.13-15; SC 208)

Gregory could be seen to be reaching for a way to apply the developing precision of
Trinitarian formulation to the description of Christ. He explains that the latter case is the
reverse of the former; in the Trinity, there are three ‘he’s’ (dAAog kal &AAog) but only one
‘it’, whereas in Christ, there are different ‘it’s’ (&AAo kai &AAo) but only one ‘he’. Gregory
explicitly designates the two ‘it’s’ of Christ as two natures (@boeig 60o; Epistle 101.19; SC
208), though he insists that this does not amount to ‘two sons’. He uses the analogy of the
unity of soul and body, which was to become prominent in later Christological debates, to
insist on the ‘unity and identity’ of Christ. Against the objection that positing a complete
humanity as well as a complete divinity in Christ would inevitably lead to two juxtaposed
wholes, Gregory seems to transpose Apollinaris’ active/passive framework in a way that
both affirms a human active principle and renders it receptive to divine activity. He
explains: ‘So our mind is complete and a governing principle, but only in relation to soul
and body; not complete in an absolute way; rather it is a servant of God and subject to
God’ (Epistle 101.43; SC 208). In this way, Gregory manages to uphold Christ’s complete
humanity while enfolding that humanity within a dynamic unity in which it is subservient
to the divinity. But the most historically significant element in Gregory’s response to
Apollinaris is his famous articulation of the fundamental principle that binds together
Christology and soteriology: “‘What is not assumed is not healed’ (Epistle 101.32; SC 208).
Stated positively, this principle stipulates that the unity of Christ, whose motive and goal
is human salvation, is to be conceived as the union of the entirety of human being with
the divine: ‘Keep the whole humanity and mingle it with God so that you may benefit me
completely’ (Epistle 101.36; SC 208).

o 118 Christ Proclaimed: Preaching Christ in the Fourth
Century

Modern students of ancient Christianity are often puzzled by the passion with which
ordinary people of that time seem to have engaged the sophisticated doctrinal debates
that pervaded the fourth century. Surely, a good part of the explanation for the popular
participation in these debates must be that their import was communicated through
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skillful preaching. A brief overview of an exemplary instance of such preaching can be
gained from a homily commemorating the birth of Christ, delivered by Gregory of
Nazianzus, around 380. The central motifs of this homily can provide a summary of some
of the main elements of fourth-century Christology, as well as demonstrate how the
concrete significance of these doctrinal elements was communicated to ordinary
Christians.

Gregory begins by exhorting his congregation to Christological joy. This joy consists in
being caught up in the exaltation that results from Christ’s loving condescension: ‘Christ
is born—give praise! Christ comes from heaven—rise up to meet him! Christ is on the
earth—Dbe lifted up’ (Daley 2006: 117). This distinctly Christian joy is to be differentiated
from pagan frivolity; it is properly celebrated not by carousing and dissipation but by
recounting the Christian story of reality which finds its principle and climax in the
mystery of Christ: ‘As for us who worship the Word, if we must live luxuriously, let us
luxuriate in the word, and in the law and in the narratives of God’ (Daley 2006: 119). The
author of this story is God, identified as Trinity, a conception of God as dynamic and self-
contemplating Goodness which is to be distinguished from that held by those who are
‘stingy with divinity’ and admit only divine singularity. The latter are explicitly identified
as the Jews, but his listeners are surely meant to associate this stinginess with Christian
anti-Nicenes as well. The Triune Goodness communicates itself in creation because ‘the
Good needs to be poured out ... that there might be more beings to receive its

benefits’ (Daley 2006: 121). The summit of God’s goodness, however, is manifest
especially in the creation of the human being as a ‘mixed’ worshiper, constituted of both
matter and spirit, and innately oriented towards deification. In response to human
sinfulness, God’s generosity was not diminished but rather stretched to the unfathomable
point of the Incarnation. Gregory’s account of the Incarnation pointedly contains an anti-
Apollinarian thrust: the Word ‘came to his own proper image and bore flesh for the sake
of flesh, and mingled with a rational soul for my soul’s sake, wholly cleansing like by

like’ (Daley 2006: 123). ‘O new mixture! O unexpected blending!’ sings Gregory (Daley
2006: 123), yet he has deftly prepared us precisely to expect this blending by depicting
humanity itself as originally constituted by a similar blending. Nevertheless, it is the
divine self-humbling in the Christological economy that is a higher manifestation of divine
goodness than the original act of creation: ‘How rich is his goodness? ... He establishes a
second communication, far more amazing than the first: just as then he gave us a share in
what was better, so now he takes on a share of what is worse. This is ®.119 more
godlike than the first gift’ (Daley 2006: 124). Gregory concludes his homily with a
doxology that is the rhetorical climax of an exhortation to appropriate Christ’s union with
humanity through concrete imitation:
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Walk uncomplainingly through all the ages and miracles of Christ, as Christ’s
disciple. Be purified, be circumcised ... And in the end, be crucified with him, die
with him, be buried eagerly with him, so that you may also rise with him and be
glorified with him and reign with him, seeing God, so far as that is attainable, and
being seen by him: the one who is worshipped and glorified in a Trinity, who we
pray might be revealed to us even now ... in Christ Jesus our Lord, to whom be
glory and power for the ages of ages. Amen.

(Daley 2006: 127)

The Christian narrative of God’s self-communicating goodness in Christ, proclaimed
homiletically by Gregory, was what was fundamentally at stake both in the apologetic
self-presentation of Christians in the fourth century and throughout the doctrinal debates
of that period.

Suggested Reading
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Abstract and Keywords

Every theology student used to know that before Ephesus and Chalcedon theology was
torn between the ‘Antiochene’ approach which divided the two natures of Christ and read
Scripture realistically, and the Christology of the Alexandrians which united the natures
in the person of the Logos but tended to diminish the humanity. This caricature has some
truth but is also misleading. The Antiochenes looked at Scripture for moral improvement;
the Alexandrians sought theosis through contemplative reading. Theodore of Mopsuestia
prefers to speak of the ‘perfect union’ of Christ’s natures rather than synthesis. Nestorius
affirms unity between the eternal Word and human Jesus, conceiving it as an exchange of
perceptible forms wherein the Word shapes the human Jesus to reveal God and the
humanity gives the Logos words and hands. Cyril of Alexandria, against the Nestorians,
emphasized the singleness of the Christological subject in his saving acts.
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0 0 0 beginning student of theology knows at least something of the opposition between
‘Antiochene’ and ‘Alexandrian’ approaches to Christology and to biblical interpretation in
the decades leading up to the councils of Ephesus and Chalcedon. The usual way of
characterizing their differences is to say, in Grillmeier’s terminology, that the theologians
of the ‘school of Antioch’ who flourished in the late fourth and early fifth centuries—
Diodore of Tarsus, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Nestorius of Constantinople, Theodoret of
Cyrus—represented, with a variety of modulations, the classic “‘Word-human

being’ (AdyocavOpwiiog) approach to conceiving of the person of the Savior: God’s divine
Logos, who shares fully in the divine substance, has ‘taken up’ a full human being to be
his “Temple’, his dwelling place, and bestows his favor on this human being to such a

Page 1 of 22



unique degree that the man represents him in the world, reveals the ‘face’ (mpéocwiov) of
the Word as his own, shares even in divine honor and status; yet this indwelling of the
Word in the man does not reduce or substantially alter the full operation of the man’s
human faculties, and never blurs the natural boundaries between the creator and the
creature, God and the human. Along with this approach to Christology, it is usually said,
scholars from the ‘school of Antioch’ were known for their skills in interpreting Scripture,
and especially for their aversion to the allegorical or figural style of exegesis—seeing
every incident and every phrase as a cipher for the human person’s salvation in Christ or
for spiritual growth—which had dominated ancient Scripture scholarship since Origen.
Antiochene exegetes are seen as showing a greater respect for the ‘historical’ or ‘literal’
meaning of the biblical text, an interest that corresponded with their emphasis on the
humanity of Jesus. The ‘school of Alexandria’ on the other hand—drawing on the powerful
legacy of Athanasius, influenced by the Origenist tradition of biblical scholarship, as
represented by the late fourth-century exegete Didymus the Blind, and nourished by the
Christology of Apollinarius of Laodicaea and his loyal followers—were dominated by the
towering ecclesiastical, exegetical, and theological figure of Cyril of Alexandria. Their
biblical interpretation remained in the .122) allegorical camp, which reached the
heights of baroque fantasy at Didymus’ hands; and their picture of Christ was unworldly,
representing him as God the Word owning, transforming, and irradiating human flesh and
even a human mind, to such an extent that Jesus could no longer be called a human being
on his own, but formed ‘one nature’, one living organism with the Word, who was the
source and master of all his human acts.

Like all caricatures, this picture has a good deal of truth to it, but it is not the whole
story, and so can be misleading. Recent studies of the work of Antiochene and
Alexandrian exegetes in the period have tended to conclude that it is hard to speak of
differences in ‘method’ or even in hermeneutical principles between scholars in the two
‘schools’; although interpreters from Antioch were deliberately less ingenious in finding
spiritual significance in every passage of the Bible than their Alexandrian contemporaries
were. They were also committed to the early Christian assumption that the Bible, as a
continuous narrative of God’s history with the world, finds its climactic and unifying
meaning in the saving acts of Jesus Christ, and recognized the need for avaywyia, the
quest for a ‘higher meaning’ in a text, when such interpretation seemed warranted (see
Diodore, Commentary on the Psalms, Prologue, CCSG6, 7.123-8.162; cf. Young 2002).
For Diodore and his pupils, the key to good exegesis was never to let the interpretation of
individual texts slip out of their context in the story of salvation history, as they
understood it. While they did not share our modern understanding of historical
investigation, they did begin their interpretations of texts with an overarching narrative
of the history of God’s promises as they move towards fulfillment, in Israel and the
Church, and insisted that every scriptural passage be interpreted in the context of its
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presumed original location within that narrative. Influenced, perhaps, by the tradition of
rhetorical training at Antioch, they were on the lookout for practical, moral applications
of the texts they studied—a tendency most obvious in the exegesis of John Chrysostom.
Exegetes in Alexandria, on the other hand, such as Didymus and Cyril, although
interested in the events of Israel’s past, seem to have taken greater interest in finding the
ways in which a given text might nourish their readers’ spiritual and theological growth,
or deepen their grasp of the full meaning of the Mystery of Christ. They tended to be
grammarians rather than rhetoricians—seekers for meaning, rather than for moving
examples—and to read the Scripture contemplatively rather than kerygmatically (cf.
Wessel 2004: 183-252).

As far as their respective understandings of the person of Christ are concerned, however,
it is an over-simplification to suggest that the Antiochene theologians of the fourth and
fifth centuries were primarily concerned with promoting a sense of the full humanity of
Jesus, or that the Alexandrians gave that full humanity only lip-service; it is here,
perhaps, that Grillmeier’s typology of word-flesh and word-human being Christology
loses its usefulness and becomes misleading, under the influence of mid-twentieth-
century concerns (see McGuckin 1994: 205-7). Diodore himself, for instance, occasionally
uses the traditional terminology of ‘the Logos and his flesh’, without suggesting thereby
any diminution of Jesus’ humanity (see Greer 1966); and Cyril is insistent, throughout his
increasingly bitter controversy with Nestorius, that the ‘flesh’ which he speaks of as
forming ‘one nature’ with the Word, in the Incarnation, included @.123) a complete and
functioning rational human soul. Even if he made use of terms and formulas popularized
by Apollinarius and his followers, Cyril was no Apollinarian in his understanding of the
humanity of Christ. Neither ‘school’ was interested in seeking to recover a ‘historical
Jesus’ who was thought to be more real, more foundational to faith, more like ourselves,
than the Jesus presented in the Gospel narrative; and neither ‘school’ understood the
‘person’ of Christ to be identified in any privileged way with his human consciousness
(see McGuckin 1994: 134, 207). These are modern concerns, remote from the general
world of ancient philosophical and theological discourse.

Two things separated the theological thought-patterns of the theologians we label as
‘Antiochenes’ and ‘Alexandrians’. One is a different sense of the relevance of time to
human salvation in Christ. The Antiochenes seem to have thought of the fullness of
human salvation as an eschatological state, characterized by the gift of unchangeability
and stability, by freedom from sin and passion, and by the incorruptibility and immortality
of the risen body; these graces are fully realized now only in the risen Jesus, who lives
eschatologically already, in a different ‘state’ (katdotaoig) or world than the world of
space and time we inhabit. Theodore of Mopsuestia and Theodoret emphasize that
salvation is given to us at present only as a promise, in the ‘pledge’ of the Holy Spirit and
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in the ‘types’ or anticipatory symbols of the Church’s sacraments; when we move on from
this katdotaolg to the next, at the end of history, we will share in the state of
transformation now revealed in the glorified human Christ (see Koch 1965: 141-79;
Dewart 1971: 30-48; Koch 1974; Daley 1991). Secondly, the Antiochene theologians
emphasize the boundaries between God and creation, between God’s sphere of being and
activity and that of the concrete, historical world we inhabit.

It is well known that the one who is eternal and the one whose existence has a
beginning are greatly separated from each other, and the gulf found between
them is unbridgeable.

(Theodore of Mopsuestia, On the Nicene Creed, Catechetical Homily 4; Mingana
1932: 45)

Unlike Athanasius, who also emphasized God’s otherness than creation but who laid an
equal, coordinate emphasis on the divine Logos’ personal, substantial presence within
creation, the Antiochenes were concerned to maintain only God’s distance—out of an
underlying concern not to promote any idea of creation or salvation that might
compromise the transcendent qualities of the three divine Persons. ‘Divinization’ of the
fallen human being is rarely mentioned by either Theodore or Theodoret (see Koch 1965:
150; Koch 1974: 235-8). In contrast to their interest in biblical ‘history’, perhaps,
Antiochene theologians tend to begin their treatments of theological issues, including
salvation in Christ, by discussing God’s being in the more general terms of the unity of
the divine substance and its common attributes, as understood from the Greek
philosophical tradition, rather than in terms of the scriptural narrative (see Koch 1974:
235; Theodoret, Ep. 145; cf. Bergjan 1993: 192-5). So in his so-called Sermon ‘against the
Theotokos’, which opened his controversy with Cyril of Alexandria, Nestorius treats the
person (.1249) and saving work of Jesus within the context of God’s general providence:
because God, who transcends the world, never ceases to care for the world he has
created—because God is ‘untouched by change’, yet ‘benevolent and just’—he finally has
‘dignified it with a gift which was furthest away and yet nearest to hand’, and has taken
up a human being, Jesus, to ‘bring about the revival of the human race’ (Nestorius’ First
Sermon Against the Theotokos in Norris 1980: 124, 126; also see 123-31). These ideas
were heavy with implications for their understanding of the person of Christ.

Apart from his commentary on the Psalms, Diodore’s work survives mainly in small
fragments, mostly preserved by hostile sources. Diodore was a prolific writer of vast
learning; he is supposed to have produced commentaries on the entire Old Testament, as
well as works on natural science and polemical treatises directed against the Jews,
Neoplatonist philosophy, and a number of Christian sects. Many of the fragments dealing
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with the person of Christ are taken from his work Against the Synousiasts, which was
apparently an anti-Apollinarian treatise, attacking the portrait of Christ as ‘the man from
heaven’, an organic unity of the divine Logos with living human flesh, which the
Apollinarians had popularized (see Greer 1990). It is understandable that Diodore should
have emphasized the distinctness of the Logos from the human being in which he has
revealed himself in our midst (Diodore of Tarsus, Fragment 36; Abramowski 1949: 51-3).
What worried his later critics was that Diodore, in his anti-Apollinarian work seems to
have insisted on the distinction of ‘two Sons’ in Christ: the son of Mary, who, as ‘temple’
of God the Word, can be called ‘Son of God’ by grace, and the one who is Son of God by
nature, 6poovolog with the Father, and who is God the Logos. With the subsequent
Antiochene tradition, Diodore was very concerned with theological precision; so he
writes:

If anyone, speaking inexactly, also wants to call the Son of God, God the Word, son
of David because of the temple of God the Word that was taken from David, let
him call him so. And let him call the one descended from David’s seed Son of God,
by grace but not by nature—as long as he is not unaware of his natural ancestors
and does not reverse the order, or say that the one who is incorporeal and before
the ages is both from God and from David, both passible and impassible.

(Diodore of Tarsus, Against the Synousiasts, Frag. 4, as in Leontius of Byzantium,
Deprehensio et Triumphus super Nestorianos [DTN])

Diodore is willing to apply the title ‘Son of God’ to Jesus as a conventional, non-literal way
of pointing out that he was the bearer or dwelling-place of the eternal Son of God, but he
insists on the abiding distinction between what Jesus and the Word are in themselves,
and what Jesus has become, by God’s gracious action, in the divine economy. In another
fragment, he denies preaching ‘two sons’ in any way that would be harmful to Trinitarian
or Christological doctrine:

We urge you to be safe in being precise about doctrine. The Son, perfect before
the ages, assumed a perfect descendant of David: the Son of God took the Son of
David. You say to me, ‘Then you are proclaiming two sons?’ I do not speak of two
sons of David; for ®.125 I did not say that God the Word is David’s son, did I?
Nor do I say there are two Sons of God in essence; for I do not say there are two
produced from God’s essence, do I? I say that God the eternal Word dwelt in him
who is from the seed of David.

(Diodore of Tarsus, Against the Synousiasts, Frag. 1, in Leontius of Byzantium,
DTN)
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The point seems almost a pedantic one, but one can see here the sense of the boundary
between the divine nature and the historical order in which God has worked salvation,
the sense that God’s transcendence must be protected from pious imprecision, which
would characterize both Diodore and his heirs.

Perhaps the most gifted and influential of those heirs was Theodore of Mopsuestia.
Diodore’s pupil spent ten years as a presbyter and scriptural commentator in Antioch, in
the 380s, before becoming bishop of Mopsuestia, sixty miles north of the city, in 392. His
exegesis, which has earned him the title ‘the Interpreter’ in the Assyrian Church of the
East, follows the same analytical, sparingly figural approach Diodore had developed; it
also seeks—as Diodore’s did—to situate biblical passages in their place within the longer
narrative of God’s people, as they are drawn towards eschatological salvation. Theodore
has also left catechetical and doctrinal works of great interest, such as fragments of a
large treatise On the Incarnation, directed against Arian and Apollinarian conceptions of
Christ as Diodore’s work had been.

Theodore is deeply concerned to draw a sharp, bright line between the transcendent,
triune God—separated from creation by an ‘unbridgeable gulf’ of being—and the ‘human
nature’, the ‘form of a human being’, which God the Son ‘put on’ to reveal himself in the
human world (Theodore of Mopsuestia, Cat. Hom. 5; Mingana 1932: 50-1; cf. Cat. Hom. 5;
Mingana 1932: 36ff.). Theodore’s usual way of speaking about the relation of the divine
Son to the man Jesus is in terms of ‘indwelling’, of presence as in a temple (alluding to
Jesus’ words in John 2:19), or of the Son’s ‘clothing’ himself in the ‘form of a servant’ (as
suggested by Phil. 2.7). More important for him seems to have been the precise mode of
the Son’s presence in a visible, created human being. In a fragment of his treatise On the
Incarnation, Theodore distinguishes between God’s presence in essence (ovoia), in
operation or activity (évépyela), and in ‘good pleasure’ or ‘favor’ (ev6okia). As the
transcendent ground and source of all created being, and the provident guide of the
universe in its continued functioning, God must be present to all creatures equally in
essence and in operation; so Theodore argues that the only way in which he can be
particularly present or absent to individuals must be in the third way of ‘good pleasure’,
of love and grace. The Word’s indwelling in Jesus, then, must be conceived along these
lines, as representing a unique degree of divine election and good pleasure, a unique
identification of this man with the Word, by God’s prior choice and action, which has
enabled Jesus to reveal the Word uniquely to the world and to share uniquely in God’s
glory and work as judge and savior of human history. Theodore concludes:

The indwelling took place in [Jesus] as in a son; it was in this sense that [God] took
pleasure in him and indwelt him. But what does it mean to say ‘as in a son’? It
means (p.126) that having indwelt him, he united the one assumed as a whole to
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himself and equipped him to share with himself in all the honor in which he, being
Son by nature, participates, so as to be counted one person (rpéowriov) in virtue
of the union with him and share with him all his dominion, and in this way to
accomplish everything in him, so that even the examination and judgment of the
world shall be fulfilled through him and his advent. Of course, in all this the
difference in natural characteristics is kept in mind.

(On the Incarnation VII, Frag. 2; Norris 1980: 117)

Theodore is willing to accept the Church’s traditional language of ‘incarnation’ to
describe the presence of the Word in Jesus, provided one understands it as meaning the
Word became actually visible in human terms, and ‘assumed a complete man, who was a
man not only in appearance but a man in a true human nature’ (Cat. Hom. 5; Mingana
1932: 60; cf. 54). To take incarnation any more literally than this—to identify ‘the Son of
the seed of David according to the flesh’, of Romans 1:3, with the eternal Son—is
incorrect: ‘Indeed it is not God who became flesh, nor was it God who was formed from
the seed of David, but the man who was assumed for us’ (Cat. Hom. 8; Mingana 1932:
91). Theodore’s favorite way of speaking about this ‘assumption’, it seems, is in terms of
union: it is a ‘close union’ or ‘precise union’ (Gdkpa £€vwo1g; e.g. Cat. Hom. 3, 6, 8; Mingana
1932: 36ff.; 66ff.; 84; 91), an ‘ineffable union’ (&ppntog évwoig; e.g., Cat. Hom. 8;
Mingana 1932: 86ff.), a ‘perfect union (teAeia Evwolg) between the one who was assumed
and the one who assumed’ (Cat. Hom. 6; Mingana 1932: 64). Theodore insists that this
union between Word and man is not transitory: ‘the human form can never and under no
circumstances be separated from the divine nature which put it on’ (Cat. Hom. 8§;
Mingana 1932: 89). Jesus the man has always been ‘precisely united’ with God the Word.
But Theodore is reluctant to speak of what it is that binds the divine Son and the man
Jesus together in other than functional terms: the man was so led by the Holy Spirit that
‘he had the Logos of God working within him and throughout him in a perfect way, so as
to be inseparable from the Logos in his every motion’ (On the Incarnation VII, Frag. 3l;
Norris 1980: 117); and they are unified, most strikingly and most visibly, in the honor
they receive, both from God the Father and from the rest of creation, as the man Jesus is
glorified (e.g. Cat. Hom. 6, 7; Mingana 1932: 65, 78, 80). Seizing on the biblical axiom
that a husband and wife are ‘no longer two, but one flesh’ (Gen. 2:24; Matt. 19:6),
Theodore observes that a married couple clearly are not impeded from this unity by their
being two people (Cat. Hom. 8; Mingana 1932: 90; cf. On the Incarnation VIII, Frag. 7;
Norris 1980: 120).

Theodore’s careful picture of the ‘perfect union’ of two different acting beings in Christ
the Savior affects his way of theologically interpreting the activities of Christ, as they are
reported in the Gospels. In ‘assuming the fashion of a human being’ and dwelling in him,
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the Logos ‘hid himself at the time in which he was in the world, and conducted himself
with the human race in such a way that those who beheld him in a human way, and did
not understand anything more, believed him to be simply human’ (Cat. Hom. 6; Mingana
1932: 65). All the events of Jesus’ life, guided by the indwelling Word, were (. 127)
intended by God to be saving Mysteries, Theodore goes on to suggest, that is, models of
the growth towards immortality which we also hope to share.

It was easy and not difficult for God to have made him at once immortal,
incorruptible and immutable as he became after his resurrection, but because it
was not he alone whom [God] wished to make immortal immutable, but us also
who are partakers of his nature, he rightly, and on account of this association, did
not so make the first-fruits of us all, in order that, as the blessed Paul said, ‘He
might have the pre-eminence in all things’ (Col. 1.18). In this way, because of the
communion that we have with him in this world, we will, with justice, be partakers
with him of the future good things.

(Cat. Hom. 6; Mingana 1932: 69, 70)

In such reflections, Theodore sounds like Gregory of Nyssa. Yet he emphasizes, too, that
Jesus the man had to pursue virtue himself, even though

he fulfilled virtue more exactly and more easily than was possible for other people,
since God the Logos ... had united Jesus with himself in his very conception and
furnished him with a fuller cooperation for the accomplishment of what was
necessary.

(On the Incarnation VII, Frag. 5; Norris 1980: 119)

Theodore also emphasizes the reality of the sufferings and death of Jesus: a natural death
whose public character served to emphasize the physical reality of his resurrection, ‘by
which death was abolished’ (Cat. Hom. 7; Mingana 1932: 74). Jesus’ passion and death
raise the ultimate difficulties to our accepting a literal understanding of the Word’s
incarnation. Alluding to a version of Hebrews 2:9, which was known by Origen—‘Apart
from God (ywpic 6eod) he tasted death for everyone’—Theodore emphasizes that Jesus
was only able to die because the Godhead kept himself ‘cautiously remote’ from him in
that time, ‘yet also near enough to do the needful and necessary things for the nature he
had assumed’. He continues:

He himself [i.e., the Word] was not tried with the trial of death, but he was near to
him and doing to him the things that were congruous to his nature as the maker
who is the cause of everything. That is, he brought him to perfection through
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sufferings and made him forever immortal, impassible, incorruptible, and
immutable for the salvation of the multitudes who would be receiving communion
(xkowwvia) with him.

(Cat. Hom. 8; Mingana 1932: 87)

In all of his reflections on the experiences of Jesus and their significance in the economy
of salvation in the Catecheses, at any rate, Theodore tends to speak of the Logos and the
man in whom he dwelt, or even of the ‘natures’ of divinity and humanity, as two agents,
two ‘he’s, without much precision on the way in which they can be thought of as one.
Occasionally, he uses the terminology of person (mpéowiiov)—the dynamic . 128)
concept of a ‘speaker’ or dramatic ‘role’ associated with a theatrical ‘mask’ or

‘face’ (mpoowtmov)—to suggest that it is in their permanent association of action and
appearance that the Word and the man Jesus find their inseparable unity. So Theodore
writes, in a fragment of On the Incarnation:

When we try to distinguish the natures, we say that the ‘person’ of the human
being is complete and that that of the Godhead is complete. But when we consider
the union, then we proclaim that both natures are one ‘person’, since the
humanity receives from the divinity honor surpassing that which belongs to a
creature, and the divinity brings to perfection in the human being everything that
is fitting.

(On the Incarnation VIII, Frag. 8; Norris 1980: 120-1)

Theodore’s most famous pupil, undoubtedly, was the monk Nestorius. Nestorius was
brought to Constantinople as bishop in the spring of 428. The contemporary ecclesiastical
historian Socrates characterizes him as vain, quarrelsome, and intolerant of other
opinions (Ecclesiastical History 7.29), and hazards the judgment that Nestorius was
‘disgracefully illiterate’ in the theological tradition (Ecclesiastical History 32). In the
sermon which provoked the outbreak of hostilities between himself and Cyril of
Alexandria, Nestorius gives voice to a more rigid version of Theodore’s conception of
Christ than we find in Theodore’s own works. Nestorius is mainly concerned here to draw
clear distinctions between the divine Logos, who has saved us all in Christ, and the
human Jesus, the Son of Mary, who was his ‘temple’, ‘the instrument of his

godhead’ (First Sermon ‘against the Theotokos’; Norris 1980: 125). God cannot be born,
God cannot die, he insists: but God, who is above all change, is also active in the world,
benevolent towards his creatures (First Sermon ‘against the Theotokos’; Norris 1980:
125-6). So the Son, in Paul’s words, ‘emptied himself, taking the form of a slave’ (Phil.
2.7); he ‘assumed a person (npéowrov), of the same nature [as ours]’ (First Sermon
‘against the Theotokos’; Norris 1980: 127) in order to pay to God the debt our nature had
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incurred through sin (First Sermon ‘against the Theotokos’; Norris 1980: 126f.). In this
human ‘person’, which now belongs to the Son of God, our nature or common reality,
Nestorius argues, was able to plead its case before God against the devil, who brought
charges against it going back to Adam. Pointing to the innocence of Jesus, the new Adam,
human nature itself calls out for release from the punishment of corruption and mortality:

Our nature, having been put on by Christ like a garment, intervenes on our behalf,
... This was the opportunity which belonged to the assumed man, as a human
being: to dissolve, by means of the flesh, that corruption which arose by means of
the flesh.

(First Sermon ‘against the Theotokos’; Norris 1980: 128)

Human nature can make this claim on God because it now belongs to ‘the Christ, who is
at once God and man’ (First Sermon ‘against the Theotokos’; Norris 1980: 129). The
human being, who is the created instrument of the Word, is honored and worshiped and
followed by the faithful because the Word is ‘within” him and has ‘assumed’ him as his

(. 129) ‘instrument’ (First Sermon ‘against the Theotokos’; Norris 1980: 129, 130). The
very difference between the deity and humanity that have come together in Christ is what
makes possible his uniquely exalted position as Savior.

Later on in the 430s and 440s, the exiled Nestorius labored to defend his own orthodoxy
in a series of tracts and letters, some of which have come down to us in a collection
known as the Book of Heracleides. There Nestorius attempts to develop a whole
Christology based on the idea of ‘union by persona (or npéownov)’, in order to clear
himself from the reputation of having taught that the Word and Jesus were ‘two Sons’.
The conception behind Nestorius’ argument seems to be based on the familiar text
Philippians 2:6-7, where Christ is said to have put aside the ‘form of God’ (noppmn 6cod)
and have taken up the ‘likeness of a slave’ (nop@n 6o0Aov), so that he ‘came to be in
human likeness (opowwpatt), and was found, in shape, as a human being (oyuaTt wWg
GvBpwriog)’. Probably drawing on Neoplatonic theory as well as on earlier Antiochene
usage, Nestorius speaks of these various ‘forms’ or ‘appearances’ as npéowna: ‘faces’ or
‘personae’. Every natural substance, he suggests in the Book of Heracleides, has its own
npoéowrov, its external form or self-presentation, formed from its intrinsic natural
properties, which allows it to be known by others. Since the Word of God and the
historical man Jesus are irreducibly distinct in their own fundamental realities, and since
any suggestion of a blending of the two inevitably would imply compromising either the
transcendence of the Word or the humanity of Jesus—making him into an Arian or an
Apollinarian Son of God—what the Incarnation really means, in Nestorius’ scheme, is that
each of these two realities in Christ has conferred its own ‘face’ on the other, forming a
single, externally perceptible whole, which acts and appears as one. Nestorius insists this

Page 10 of 22



exchange of mpdéowrma is more than a matter of simple behavior, of ‘acting as if’; by
conferring their ‘faces’ on each other, the Word and the man actually ‘form’ each other
into something new. So he writes, alluding to Philippians 2:

For he [the Word] exists in his hypostasis and has made it [the flesh?] the likeness
of his likeness, neither by command nor by honor nor simply by the equality of
grace, but he has made it his likeness in its natural likeness [= form], in such a
way that it is none other than that very thing which he has taken for his own
npéowrov, so that the one might be the other and the other the one, one and the
same in the two substances: a npéowmnov fashioned by the flesh and fashioning the
flesh in the likeness of its own Sonship in the two natures, and one in the two
natures—the one fashioned by the other and the other by the one, the same
unique likeness of the mpéowtmov.

(Nestorius, Book of Heracleides; Driver and Hodgson 2002: 159, trans. modified)

Nestorius wants to affirm a genuine and lasting unity between the eternal Word and the
human Jesus; but he insists on conceiving it in terms of an exchange of perceptible forms,
the Word shaping the human Jesus into someone who reveals God, and Jesus giving the
Word of God human words and a human face. He is opposed to any way of conceiving the
unity of Christ in terms of ‘substance’. To see Christ’s unity as substantial or natural unity
implies for Nestorius inevitably that either the Word is himself capable ®.130) of change
and suffering, and therefore less than fully God, or that the humanity of Jesus is
incomplete, simply a matter of appearance. Nestorius writes:

[W]e shun those who speak of the Incarnation apart from this union: either by a
change only in likeness, which is the view of the pagans, or in hallucinations, or in
a form (oynpa) without hypostasis which ‘suffers impassibly’ [Nestorius’
caricature of Cyril’s view]; or in predicating natural sufferings of God the Word, as
being either hypostatically united to the flesh or in the flesh as a rational or
irrational soul [text uncertain]; or, finally, in asserting that the union resulted in a
natural hypostasis and not a voluntary npécwiov. For we may not make the union
of God the Word corruptible and changeable, nor call it passible and necessary,
but it is a voluntary union in mpéowmov and not in nature.

(Nestorius, Book of Heracleides; Driver and Hodgson 2002: 181, trans. modified)

For Nestorius as for Theodore, what was most to be feared in speaking of the Incarnation
as substantial or natural, or as the hypostatic or concretely realized union of the Word
and a man, was that it compromised the transcendent qualities of God: his impassibility,
his unchangeability, his freedom. God reveals himself in Christ, but not as being himself
part of our world.
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Theodoret of Cyrus was a contemporary and a defender of Nestorius, a bitter critic of
Cyril of Alexandria, yet also the most moderate of the Antiochenes in his understanding of
the unity of Christ, the most ready to work towards a conciliatory position. In his late
work, the Eranistes, Theodoret mounts an elaborate refutation of what he understands to
be the weakness of the Alexandrian approach to Christ: that it so emphasizes the identity
of God and the human in him, that it takes John 1:14, ‘The Word became flesh and dwelt
among us’, so literally, that it inevitably suggests the Word, as God, underwent change,
rather than simply being the saving agent of change in humanity—for Theodoret, such an
assertion that would contradict ‘the incorporeal, illimitable character of the divine

nature’ (Eranistes, Dialogue 1; Ettlinger 1975: 66.4-68.12).

Theodoret insists, throughout this work, that an accurate theology, faithful to the
Christian tradition, must distinguish between the human Jesus, who underwent change
and suffering and who received the gift of incorruptibility in his resurrection, and the
divine Word who had made the human Jesus his own. Theodoret constantly stresses that
it was the man and not ‘the divine nature’ that suffered on the Cross, and that the two
sets of properties are united only in the mpéowmnov, the one acting figure formed by the
two utterly different individuals, the two dmootdoeig, of the Word and Jesus, indivisibly
united now in their saving actions as the Christ (Eranistes, Dial. 3; Ettlinger 1975:
209.26-30). So Theodoret affirms, through the mouth of his ‘Orthodox’ speaker:

It behooves us to say that the flesh was nailed to the tree, but to hold that the
divine nature even on the cross and in the tomb was inseparable from this flesh,
though ®.131) from it derived no sense of suffering, since the divine nature is
naturally incapable of undergoing both suffering and death and its substance is
immortal and impassible ... And when we are told of passion and of the cross, we
must recognize the nature which submitted to the passion; we must avoid
attributing it to the impassible one, and must attribute it to that nature which was
assumed for the distinct purpose of suffering.

(Ettlinger 1975: 227.2-6; 228.23-5; trans. Blomfield Jackson, NPNF II, 3.233-4)

The task of orthodox theological language, Theodoret assumes, is to keep this distinction
of the divine and the human constantly before the Church’s eyes, along with their
wonderful unity in the economy of salvation.

The main opponent of Nestorius and Theodoret, from the late 420s until his death in 446,
was Cyril of Alexandria, the most thoughtful and prolific spokesman for the Alexandrian
tradition. Cyril’s opposition rested on a different way of conceiving and speaking about
the Mystery of Christ and about salvation: different terminology, different priorities, a
different rhetoric. The non-negotiable axion of Cyril’s Christology is not the otherness of
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the divine nature with respect to circumscribed, mutable, passible creatures, but the
involvement of God the Son, the second hypostasis of the divine Trinity, in the historical
process of salvation we call God’s ‘management’ of things—his ‘economy’ (McGuckin
1994: 184; see also O’Keefe, 1997: esp. 58). So Cyril underlines the continuity in the
narrative of the Scriptures and the Creeds, by emphasizing the singleness of the subject
of the acts that have saved us: it is God the Word, God the Son, who is born of a Virgin,
who receives his own Holy Spirit in baptism for our sakes, who heals the sick and raises
the dead by his human touch, who dies in his own body on the Cross and reunites that
body with his own soul on the morning of the resurrection. Cyril is careful to distinguish
his own understanding of the person of Christ from that of Apollinarius: the ‘one nature’
or real, living agent, the Word, who has ‘been made flesh’ in time, includes in that
biblically named ‘flesh’ a complete human mind, a ‘rational soul’. Cyril agrees with his
Antiochene critics that the Logos, as God, does not undergo change or limitation or
suffering in his own divine nature, even while he insists that it is this very Logos as agent,
as subject, who experiences precisely these things in what has become, by incarnation,
his own passible, changeable human flesh.

In his first statement of this Christological approach within a context of controversy—his
so-called ‘second letter’ to Nestorius, in which he takes the Constantinopolitan bishop to
task for the deficiencies in his formulation of the Mystery—Cyril expresses his position
concisely yet completely; citing the Nicene Creed as the guide for what must be said of
Christ, and for how one must say it, he explains:

We do not say that the Logos became flesh by having his nature changed, nor for
that matter that he was transformed into a complete human being composed out
of soul and body. On the contrary, we say that in an unspeakable and
incomprehensible way, the Logos united to himself, in his hypostasis, flesh
enlivened by a rational soul, and in this way became a human being and has been
designated ‘Son of man’. He did (. 132) not become a human being simply by an
act of will or ‘good pleasure’ (ebdokia), any more than he did so by merely taking
on a ‘person’ (IpOoWIIOD).

Furthermore, we say that while the natures which were brought together into a
true unity were different, there is, nevertheless, because of the unspeakable and
unutterable convergence into unity, one Christ and one Son out of the two. This is
the sense in which it is said that, although he existed and was born from the
Father before the ages, he was also born of a woman in his flesh ... It is not the
case that first of all an ordinary human being was born of the holy Virgin and that
the Logos descended upon him subsequently. On the contrary, since the union
took place in the very womb, he is said to have undergone a fleshly birth by
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making his own the birth of the flesh which belonged to him. We assert that this is
the way in which he suffered and rose from the dead. It is not that the Logos of
God suffered in his own nature, being overcome by stripes or nail-piercing or any
of the other injuries; for the divine, since it is incorporeal, is impassible. Since,
however, the body that had become his own underwent suffering, he is—once
again—said to have suffered these things for our sakes, for the impassible one was
within the suffering body.

(Cyril of Alexandria, Second Letter to Nestorius; Norris 1980: 132-3)

In reading this text, it is important to attend to the particular terms and expressions Cyril
chooses to signify the personal unity of Christ. As in the Nicene Creed, the subject of the
narrative is God the Logos; he is the one who became a human being, experienced true
birth from a human mother, suffered in the way only humans can suffer. Christology is
not about ‘divinity’ and ‘humanity’, first of all, but about what the Son of God did for our
sakes. Secondly, the verbs reveal a sense of the importance of time, of narrative
sequence: ‘the natures he brought together were different, yet there is now convergence
... one Son out of the two’; what were different are now, in a new sense altogether, ‘one
and the same’. And thirdly, Cyril speaks here and elsewhere of this new unity in Christ as
‘union in hypostasis’ (§vwolg ka®' vmécTaow), in the concreteness of an individual
existence, and later even as ‘union in nature’ (évwolg Kata @Oo1), understanding
‘nature’, too, as the living actuality of an organic individual being (Third Letter to
Nestorius, §4, 5, and anathema 3; Wickham 1983: 19, 29). The Word can be said to have
‘made fleshly birth his own’ (oikelobo6at), so that the flesh, its sufferings and even its
death are now ‘his’ (see also First Letter to Succensus, 6).

The implications of this picture of Christ are both linguistic and substantive.
Linguistically, Cyril delights in using the somewhat shocking turns of phrase that we
usually classify as ‘the communication of properties’, predicating human experiences
directly of God the Word and divine qualities directly of the man Jesus. In his celebrated
‘Third Letter to Nestorius’, for instance—a piece meant to stake out the boundaries
between his own approach and that of the Antiochenes as confrontationally as possible—
he refers to the Eucharistic species as ‘the personal, truly vitalizing flesh of God the Word
himself’ (Third Letter to Nestorius, 7; Wickham 1983: 23; cf. anathema 11), and later
goes on to anathematize those who ‘do not acknowledge God’s Word as having suffered
in flesh, been crucified in flesh, tasted death in flesh and been made first-born from the
dead, because as God he is Life and life-giving’ (Third Letter to (.133) Nestorius,
anathema 12; Wickham 1983: 33; also see Chadwick 1951; Gebremedhin 1977). Just like

the title Ocotérog for Mary, which first moved Nestorius to impose some distinctions in
the interest of Nicene orthodoxy, phrases like these are deliberately meant as ‘limit-
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cases’, hard sayings that test the extent to which we are willing to affirm that God the
Word is really the one who has saved us in the person and works of Jesus, that God the
Word is really the one we encounter in Jesus’ humanity and even in his sacramental
presence in the Church. But the Christological debate, for Cyril, is clearly not simply a
debate over how we think and talk about the Savior; it is also a consideration of what we
actually understand God to have done for us, with us, in Christ.

For Cyril and his Antiochene interlocutors, the most challenging substantive aspect of the
paradox of Christ’s person was his suffering: must Christians affirm that God the Son is
the one who suffered, in his own flesh, on the Cross, or must one make a strict distinction
between the suffering one and the one who raised him? Cyril insists most emphatically, in
many of his later works, that the first of these statements is in fact a central affirmation
of Christian faith. So he asks, in his third Tome against Nestorius, ‘By faith in whom,
then, are we justified? Is it not in him who suffered death according to the flesh for our
sake? Is it not in one Lord Jesus Christ? Have we not been redeemed by proclaiming his
death and confessing his resurrection?’ (Against Nestorius 3.2, in ACO I, 1, 6.61; Russell
2000: 165). Cyril is willing to concede, by the mid-430s, that the humanity and the
divinity that belong to Christ can be distinguished as two separate natures during his
earthly life, by a kind of exercise in thought ‘at the merely speculative level’ (Katda povnv
v Bswpiav), as long as one recognizes that in fact ‘they belong to one individual, so that
the two are two no more, but one living being is brought to its full realization through
both’ (Second Letter to Succensus, 5, trans. mine; cf. Wickham 1983: 92-3). And it is this
‘one living being’—God the Word, who has taken on our ‘flesh’ in time—who is the subject
of his flesh’s passion:

The passion therefore will belong to the economy, God the Word esteeming as his
own the things which pertain to his own flesh, by reason of the ineffable union,
and remaining external to suffering as far as pertains to his own nature, for God is
impassible.

(Scholia on the Incarnation 36; Pusey 1881: 225)

Cyril repeatedly affirms that Christ, as the Word with his ‘flesh’, ‘suffered impassibly’—a
paradox that excited the amazement and scorn of his Antiochene opponents, and even
some modern scholars (Cyril, To the Royal Ladies, On Right Faith 2.164; PG 76.1393B; On
the Creed, 24; That Christ is One; McGuckin 1995: 117; see Theodoret, Eranistes, 3;

Ettlinger 1975: 218.29-34; see also Cyril, Second Letter to Succensus, 4-5; cf. Hallman
1991).

In some of these passages Cyril suggests that the ‘impassible suffering’ of Christ is more
than simply a paradox that tests our grasp of the Mystery of his person; Cyril also
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presents it as ‘an example (bnmotdnwotg) for us in human fashion ... so that we might
follow in his steps’ (To the Royal Ladies, on Right Faith 2.164; see Smith 2002). If one

(. 134) remembers that suffering, like all human ‘passions’ or passivities, was
understood in the Hellenistic world as an experience that normally destroyed the
harmony and integrity of a natural organism, Jesus’ ‘impassible suffering’, seen as human
vulnerability freely taken on and ‘owned’ by the life-giving Word of God in his human
body and soul, becomes the means by which he heals our passions and destructive
weaknesses in his own humanity, and turns our suffering into a means of growth. So Cyril
writes of the death of Christ, the climax of his sufferings, in his Letter to the Monks,
during the summer of 431:

As one of us, though he knew not death, he went down into death through his own
flesh, in order that we might also go up with him to life. For he came to life again,
having despoiled the nether world, not as a human like us but as God in flesh,
among us and above us. Our nature was greatly enriched with immortality in him
first, and death was crushed when it assaulted the body of life as an enemy. For
just as it conquered in Adam, so it was defeated in Christ.

(Letter to the Monks of Egypt, 38; Mclnery 1987: 33)

What was really at stake for Cyril, however, in the question of the suffering of the
incarnate Word and in all the other issues surrounding that of the unity of subject in
Christ, was the economy itself; to attribute the acts and words and even the sufferings of
Christ to anyone but God the Son, to anything but the Word’s own flesh, is for him to
lessen the message of the Gospel. Quoting John 3:16—‘God so loved the world that he
gave his only-begotten Son’—Cyril asks plaintively:

When God the Father so exalts his love for the world, explaining how immensely
great and vast it is, then why do our opponents so belittle it, saying that it was not
the true Son who was given for us? They introduce in place of the natural Son
someone else who is like us, and has the sonship as a grace; but it really was the
Only-begotten who was given for our sake ... What will then be left of the great
and admirable love of the Father, if he only gave up a part of the world for its
sake, and a small part at that? Perhaps it would not even be wrong to say that the
world was redeemed without God’s help, since it was served in this respect from
within its own resources?

(That Christ is One; McGuckin 1995: 120-1)

If it is God who has redeemed the world, and if he has done it in Christ, who is God’s own

Son, then Cyril insists we must see the story of Christ as nothing less than a story about
God himself.
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Perhaps the real issues that divided the theologians of Antioch and Alexandria in the
fourth and fifth centuries could be expressed in broader questions such as these:

(1) What is theological language really about? For Nestorius and Theodoret, at least,
its purpose was to prevent us from making dangerous mistakes about God: it needed
to be precise, self-conscious, and technically sophisticated if it was to avoid the
pitfalls of Arianism, Apollinarianism, or pagan myth. For Cyril, its . 135 purpose
was to express and elicit reverence and wonder at the great things God has done for
us; it was evocative, deliberately paradoxical, redolent of the atmosphere of liturgical
prayer; and the great danger to be avoided was speaking of Christ in overly secular
terms.

(2) How should one read the Scriptures? Both the Antiochene and the Alexandrian
traditions of theology were rooted in highly developed cultures of scholarly biblical
interpretation; both ‘schools’ recognized in the Christian Bible a single witness to a
single story of salvation that culminated in the person and work of Christ, a story
summed up in Creeds like that of Nicaea (cf. Wessel 2004: 268-9). But the
Antiochenes insisted on the need for a certain degree of hermeneutical
sophistication if one were to read the Bible in a way worthy of God—a hermeneutic
based on the Greek philosophical tradition about what the divine nature is and is not.
Cyril was aware of these philosophical traditions, too, and was willing to use them to
the degree that they did not obscure the shocking originality of the biblical message;
but Scripture itself, not philosophy, for him had to be the starting point of Christian
theology. So on the question of the suffering of the Word in his flesh, he concludes
his argument by saying: ‘Inspired Scripture tells us he suffered in “flesh”, and we
would do better to use those terms than to talk of his suffering “in a human nature”

" (Second Letter to Succensus, 5; Wickham 1983: 93). Philosophical language always
brought with it the subtle tendency to place human reasoning about what God must
be like above the Gospel message about who and what God is.

(3) How does God save us? The Antiochene theologians tend to understand salvation
in terms similar to Gregory of Nyssa’s: as growth in moral virtue and stability,
coupled with freedom from physical corruptibility, both of which are presently visible
in the risen Christ but are promised to us only in the age to come. They speak a good
deal of the work of grace and of the presence of the Holy Spirit in the Church, but
are noticeably reluctant to use the language of ‘divinization’. In fact, the Antiochenes
tend to conceive of grace, to use Augustine’s terminology, more in cooperative than
in operative terms, more as assistance than as the creation of new freedom: God
clearly has begun the work of redemption among us, but—as in Jesus—God clearly
expects us to ‘grow in grace by pursuing the virtue which is attendant upon
understanding and knowledge’ (Theodore of Mopsuestia, On the Incarnation VII,
Frag. 5; Norris 1980: 119; also see Dewart 1971: 49-73). For Cyril, on the other
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hand, grace is God’s work, just as the story of salvation is the story of God’s action,
not ours. Nestorius, in fact, criticizes Cyril by saying, ‘You take as the starting point
of your narrative the maker of the natures [in Christ], and not the npéowmov of
union’ (Book of Heracleides; Driver and Hodgson 2002: 153): Cyril begins with God,
he suggests, not with the Christ who is a balanced union of what is divine and what
is human. And while tacitly accepting this criticism, Cyril also sees God as the end of
the narrative, frequently drawing on 2 Peter 1:4 to remind his readers that salvation
in Christ implies we are to become ‘sharers in the divine nature’. In his Commentary
on John, for instance—a . 136) work that antedates the Nestorian controversy by as
much as five years—Cyril reflects on the Mystery of Christ’s person as the foundation
of the Church’s unity:

He came to be at once God and a human being, so that by joining together in
himself things that are widely separate in nature and have diverged from all
kinship with each other, he might reveal humanity as a participant and
‘sharer in the divine nature’ ... So the Mystery of Christ has come into being
as a kind of beginning, a way for us to share in the Holy Spirit and in unity
with God: all of us are made holy in that Mystery.

(Commentary on John, 11:11; Pusey 1872: 998a-1000a)

(4) How is God related to this created order? How real is God’s presence in this
world of space and time? The Antiochenes were concerned to emphasize God’s
otherness with regard to creation, God’s freedom from all the limitations and
vulnerabilities that classical philosophy saw as part of contingent existence; they
feared that a Christology that one-sidedly emphasized the single subject of Christ’s
person and acts might lead to the ‘confusion’ of God and a creature, might lose its
sense of God’s transcendence. Cyril, and the Alexandrian tradition since Athanasius,
on the other hand, while also aware of the otherness of God, were even more
concerned to emphasize God’s intimate presence in and to creation: this was in their
view the paradox on which biblical faith turned. Cyril’s fear was of losing a sense of
the divine authorship of salvation. The Antiochenes saw God and creation as for now
related synchronically, dialectically; the most interesting part of the narrative of
salvation, for them, lay in the eschatological future, when the promise present in the
Gospel, and in the symbolic ‘types’ of the Church’s liturgy, would come to fulfillment
for humanity. Their Christology made room for a created order that possesses real
autonomy, for real independence in human action; but the danger was of driving a
wedge between God and the created order that would eventually make God remote
from, even irrelevant to, everyday life. Cyril saw God’s role in creation and
redemption rather in diachronic, dramatic terms (see e.g., On the Creed, 7-15); the
turning-point in the history of salvation lay already in the past, in the Word’s taking
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on our human flesh and our human experiences to be his own. The fulfillment of the
promise was available to the believer, in Jesus’ gift of the Holy Spirit to the disciples,
and through them to the Church; in the Church’s unity, centered on the personal,
substantial Eucharistic presence of Christ; in the incipient realization, even now, of
our human participation in the life of God. Cyril’s Christology took God’s reality in
Christ, and so in the life of the Christian disciple, with the utmost seriousness; the
risk was that this reality might so overshadow ordinary, mundane reality—in Jesus
and in our day-to-day religious life—that the Gospel might lose its credibility
altogether and become a Gnostic myth.

Christology is always the affirmation of paradox. The theologians of both Antioch and
Alexandria recognized that both sides of the paradox of Christ, as ‘Emmanuel’, had
(. 137) to be maintained if the Gospel message of his coming was to be proclaimed fully.

The fact that subtle differences in their terminology, their rhetorical emphasis, their
imagery and argument concerning the person of Christ, were able to grow into different
theological, exegetical, and spiritual traditions, and ultimately to lead to ruptures within
the Christian body that still exist today, ought to remind us just how deep the paradox of
his person runs, and how urgent it is for all of us still to engage it faithfully.
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Abstract and Keywords

The Council of Chalcedon (451) recapitulates Nicaea, Constantinople, and Ephesus. It
maintains that in the one person of Christ there were united the divine nature,
consubstantial with the Father, and the human nature, consubstantial ‘with us’, through
his mother, the theotokos. After Chalcedon divisions were opened in the Church which
have never healed: the formula was rejected by those who came to be called ‘Nestorians’
and those who are called monophysites, miaphysites, or simply Eutychians. Severus of
Antioch affirmed the unity of Christ. He identified the one Christ with the second person
of the Trinity, and stated that ‘one of the Trinity suffered in the flesh’. Neo-Chalcedonian
Christology was incorporated into the Fifth Ecumenical Council held at Constantinople in
553. Neo-Chalcedonianism developed an Orthodox Theopaschism and was influenced by
Dionysius the Areopagite’s liturgizing of Christology. Aristotle was also influential here,
for the use of his terminology provided clarifications in Christology.

Keywords: Chalcedon, Eutychian, Severus of Antioch, divine nature, person of Christ, Trinity, Theopaschism,
Dionysius the Areopagite, Christology

o o Hathers of the Council of Chalcedon (451) issued a Definition of faith (Opog ITiotewc:
Tanner 1990: 83-7), which recapitulated the declarations of faith at the three
(Ecumenical Councils already recognized, citing the symbol of faith (the Creed) of the
Councils of Nicaea (325) and Constantinople (381: the first clear evidence we have of
such a creed) and, for the Council of Ephesos (431), endorsing two of Cyril’s letters (the
second synodal letter to Nestorios, and the letter to John of Antioch and the Oriental
bishops, which affirmed the ‘Formula of Union’, securing agreement over the decisions of
Ephesos), and then added the so-called Tome of Leo, the pope’s letter in support of
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Flavios, archbishop of Constantinople, concluding with its own epitome of the Faith. This
final epitome affirmed that in the one Person of Christ, there were united the divine
nature, consubstantial with the Father, and the human nature, consubstantial ‘with us’
through his mother, the Virgin Mother of God (®cotdéK0(), ‘without confusion, change,
division, or separation’ (koLYYDTWG, ATPENTWG, ABLNPETWG, AYWPITTWG).

Older treatments of the history of Christian doctrine have usually presented the
Definition of Chalcedon (often reduced, wrongly, to the final epitome) as the culmination
of patristic Christology, but it is better seen as a watershed, for much water was still to
flow after the council. The extent and importance of post-Chalcedonian Christology has
become more widely known with the publication of the first four parts of volume II of
Grillmeier’s Christ in Christian Tradition, as well as a deeper appreciation of the
Christological reflection of the seventh-century Maximos the Confessor and the eighth-
century John Damascene.

Although the aim of the Fathers of the Council of Chalcedon was to secure unity, the
result was the opposite: the council opened divisions in the Church that have never

(. 140) been healed between those who accepted the council (who called themselves
Orthodox or Catholic, but were called by their opponents dyophysites, if not ‘Nestorians’)
and those who rejected the council (who also called themselves Orthodox or Catholic, and
were called by their opponents monophysites, if not ‘Eutychians’, and by modern scholars
‘miaphysites’—a barbarous coinage). Owing to misunderstanding between the two sides,
sometimes wilful, not to mention non-theological issues, it is difficult to make clear the
nature of the difference between them in theological terms, and it is perhaps more
helpful to say that those who accepted Chalcedon did so because they believed that the
Definition was faithful to the teaching of Cyril of Alexandria, while those who rejected the
Definition did so because they felt that it betrayed his true teaching. The problem,
however, with such a criterion as the faithfulness of Chalcedon to Cyril’s teaching lay in
the writings of Cyril himself. As Grillmeier remarked, ‘The historical development of Cyril
was in fact so ambivalent that his works could become a common arsenal for contrary
christologies depending on what one sought in them’ (Grillmeier 1995: 23). The
supporters of Chalcedon looked for the Cyril who agreed with John of Antioch over the
‘Formula of Union’ which brought the Council of Ephesos to a successful conclusion,
while the detractors of Chalcedon looked for the strident opponent to Nestorios, as
manifest in his third synodal letter, to which were appended the uncompromising Twelve
Anathemas (Tanner 1990: 50-61). So long as Cyril was alive, he was able to preserve
some semblance of unity, but by the time the Council of Chalcedon was called he had
been dead for seven years.

The years after Chalcedon saw different attempts to recover the unity that Chalcedon
appeared to have relinquished. The lead was taken by emperors and ecclesiastical
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politicians. After initial support for Chalcedon, it seemed that the most likely way ahead
was to abandon Chalcedon, and affirm the teaching of the three earlier (Ecumenical
Councils. This was the policy advanced in the Henotikon, the work of Akakios, Patriarch
of Constantinople, and Peter Mongos, Patriarch of Alexandria, issued by Emperor Zeno in
482 (Coleman-Norton 1966: 924-33). This affirmed what it presented as the faith of the
first three councils, and anathematized those who taught anything contrary ‘either in
Chalcedon or in many synod whatever’: Chalcedon was not condemned, rather
abandoned. In its summary of the Faith, the Henotikon affirmed that ‘one of the Trinity’
became incarnate: a phrase that was to become a key term in later Christological
reflection. Pope Felix III condemned the Henotikon, as Rome was keen to support the
Council of Chalcedon, which had endorsed the Tome of Leo, and anathematized Patriarch
Akakios, initiating the ‘Acacian schism’ which lasted until the death of Emperor
Anastasios I, Zeno’s successor, in 518.

Severos of Antioch

Engagement with the aftermath of Chalcedon at a serious theological level began to take
place as Severos, Patriarch of Antioch 512-18, came on the scene in the early sixth
century. He was the greatest theologian of his generation; his attacks on Chalcedon
shaped .141) the Christological debate in the sixth century (see Grillmeier 1995: 21-

173). Severos stands in the tradition of Christological reflection represented by the
patriarchs of Alexandria, Athanasios and Cyril, who laid stress on the unity of Christ:
Christ was to be acknowledged as the Word made flesh, the Word of God living a human
life, which was his human life. The later Cyril had come to believe that this was best
expressed by the formula, pia @bo1g 10D 60D Adyov oecaprwévn, ‘one nature incarnate
of God the Word’, a phrase he believed (wrongly) to have the authority of Athanasios; this
phrase became the rallying cry of Severos and his followers. It was an ambiguous phrase,
for the word @¥o1¢, nature, could be used to mean what something is, and in that sense
Christ derived from two natures—divine nature, consubstantial with the Father, and
human nature, consubstantial ‘with us’—something that Cyril, and following him Severos,
was keen to affirm. But it is clear that, though @bo1c could have this meaning for Cyril, it
could have a meaning closer to the verb from which it is derived: @bw, to spring forth—
like a plant or growing thing (putédv). Cyril uses the present participle of the verb in his
second book Against Nestorios, when he says, outlining his Nicene faith: ‘following the
confessions that have been passed down to us by the holy Fathers concerning these
things, we affirm the same Word, which has essentially sprung forth (p0Ovta) from God
the Father, to have come into being for us; he has become incarnate and human, that is,
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has taken for himself a body from the holy Virgin, and made it his own’ (Pusey 1875: 93):
that is, it is this very @0o1¢ derived from the Father that has become incarnate. Here, I
think, lies Cyril’s fondness for the so-called mia physis formula: it emphasizes not just the
unity of Christ, but the rootedness of the Word Incarnate in the being of the Godhead. It
is this sense of the unity of Christ that Severos affirmed; it is not so much a matter of
describing the make-up of Christ (where the language of two natures is possible, though
Severos is too much opposed to Chalcedon to countenance it), but a matter of making
clear the divine-human activity of Christ, where the divine and human elements could not
be separated. An example Severos gives frequently is that of Christ’s walking on the
water:

For how will anyone divide the walking upon the water? For to run upon the sea is
foreign to the human nature, but it is not proper to the divine nature to use bodily
feet. Therefore that action is of the incarnate Word, to whom belongs at the same

time divine character and humanity indivisibly.

(Severos, Ep. 1 to Sergios; Torrance 1988: 154)

This sense of the indivisibility of the activity of the Incarnate Word goes back to
Athanasios, and is warmly embraced by Severos. Chalcedon’s language of ‘in two
natures’, as opposed to ‘out of two natures’ of the original draft (an alteration insisted on
by the papal legates, to accommodate the language of the Tome of Leo), as well as its
vagueness about the identity of the one person in Christ, was enough to render the
Chalcedonian Definition inadequate in Severos’ eyes.

Other elements in Severos’ Christology stem from this radical stress on the unity of
Christ. The ‘one person’ of Christ is unambiguously identified with the second Person of
the Trinity, so that Severos speaks of ‘one of the Trinity’ assuming human nature (. 142)
(terminology used in the Henotikon, equally anathema to Severos). This means that it can
be said that ‘one of the Trinity suffered in the flesh’, and for this reason there was added
to the Triagion hymn in Antioch the phrase ‘who was crucified for us’, for in Antioch the
hymn of the Seraphim of Isa. 6, of which the Trisagion is an expansion, was understood to
be addressed to Christ (as suggested by John 12:41): ‘Holy God, Holy Strong, Holy
Immortal, who was crucified for us, have mercy on us’. If, however, the Trisagion was
understood as addressed to the Trinity, as in Constantinople, such an addition suggested
that the Godhead itself was passible. Such misunderstanding lay behind the riots in
Constantinople in 512, which so amused Gibbon (Gibbon, History, ch. 47).
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Neo- or Cyrilline Chalcedonianism

Severos’ attacks on the inadequacies of the Chalcedonian Definition provoked responses
from its defenders. Theologians such as Nephalios and John of Caesarea in the early sixth
century sought to show how the Definition drew on citations from Cyril of Alexandria in
formulating its teaching. Severos, with his deep knowledge of the Alexandrian theologian,
had little difficulty in demonstrating how terms and phrases from Cyril in the Definition
were taken out of context. As they sought to defend Chalcedon, theologians found
themselves clarifying the unclarities on which Severos had laid his finger, and in doing so
often found themselves in effect conceding the case to Severos, as they argued that
Chalcedon must be interpreted in the light of the Alexandrian doctor, who came to be
known as the ‘seal of the Fathers’.

This response to Severos has been called ‘Neo-Chalcedonianism’ (by Joseph Lebon; see
Moeller 1951) or, perhaps more fairly, ‘Cyrilline Chalcedonianism’ (by John Meyendorff;
see Meyendorff 1969: 33-57). It is important in the sixth century, because it came to be
embraced by the Emperor Justinian I (emperor: 527-65; see Grillmeier 1995: 317-475) in
his attempts to create common ground between the defenders and detractors of
Chalcedon. These efforts, though nearly successful, were eventually frustrated. They left
their mark on the Christological tradition of the Church by being incorporated in the
decisions of the Fifth (Ecumenical Council, held at Constantinople in 553 (Constantinople
I1).

Fundamentally, Cyrilline Chalcedonianism, in seeking to interpret the Chalcedonian
Definition in the light of Cyril, conceded the core of Severos’ case (while continuing to
use the language of Chalcedon). First of all, it is made clear that the one person of the
Definition is the Word or Son of God, ‘one of the Trinity’; secondly, this means that
suffering can be attributed to the Incarnate Word, who is ‘one of the Trinity’—there is an
orthodox theopaschism, it can be affirmed that ‘one of the Trinity suffered in the flesh’;
thirdly, the phrase, so beloved of the later Cyril, ‘One incarnate nature of God the Word’,
is capable of an orthodox interpretation; furthermore, for these Cyrilline Chalcedonians,
both of the expressions, ‘out of two natures’ of the original draft of the .143) Definition,
and ‘in two natures’ of the final version, are acceptable: Christ is known £k 600 @doewWDV
and €v 600 @bosow.
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The Influence of Philosophy

Cyrilline Chalcedonianism, which began with attempts to clarify Chalcedon in response to
monophysite arguments and led, under imperial pressure, to efforts to find common
ground with the monophysites, is the central trend in Christological discussion in the
sixth century. Other factors affected the development of Christological reflection. First of
all, there were developments in the philosophical culture of the Greek-speaking world.
Initiated by the third-century philosopher Plotinos, what is now known as Neoplatonism
reached its zenith in the fifth century in the philosophical system of Proklos, who was the
Platonic Successor (61a6oyoc) in the Academy of Athens from ¢.437 to 485. Although his
philosophy is expressly pagan in inspiration, his ideas came to influence Christian
theology, especially through writings ascribed to Dionysios the Areopagite, Paul’s
Athenian convert, which belong, probably, to the first quarter of the sixth century. The
influence of Dionysios on Christian theology seems to have been a slow process. Initially
interest focused on his discussion of Christology in ep. 4, in which, in the course of an
abstractly philosophical account of the Incarnation, he uses the phrase ‘a certain new
theandric activity’ (kowwniv Twa T Beavbpiknw évépyeiav) of the actions of Christ. This
was picked up by the monophysites and cited at the discussions held by Justinian in 532
(though in the form ‘one theandric [divine-human] activity’: pla Osavbpikn évépyeia). This
phrase fits with the stress on the unity of Christ so dear to Severos, but Dionysios’
Christology cannot be confidently classified as monophysite; there are also apparent
echoes of the Tome of Leo in ep. 4. The notion of Bsavbpikn Eévépyela was to play an
important role in the controversies of the seventh century. More important, however, for
the history of Byzantine theology was the way in which the Areopagite placed all his
theology, including his Christology, in a cosmic and liturgical context. All theology, all
attempts to name or praise God, are placed in the context of the liturgy. Furthermore, his
notion of hierarchies, through which the created order is united with God and deified,
gives his theology a cosmic dimension. Jesus is called ‘the principle of all hierarchy,
sanctification, and divine activity’ (Ecclesiastical Hierarchy 1. 1): the whole assimilation of
the created order to God is focused on Jesus, in whom the uncreated and the created are
united. Individual Christians are led to union with God, deification, through a process of
purification, illumination, and perfection—a union that is based on the union of divine and
human in Christ. Christology, then, for Dionysios has cosmic dimensions and finds
expression in liturgical celebration and personal ascetic endeavour (see Grillmeier 2013:
298-342). This is a theme that will later be developed by Maximos the Confessor. Seeing
Christology in a liturgical context opens up another way of Christological reflection: that
of liturgical poetry. Liturgical poetry begins . 144) to flourish in the sixth century, not

least in the kontakia of Romanos the Melodist, a Greek from Syria, who found himself in
Constantinople for roughly the reign of the Emperor Justinian (527-65). The Christology
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of the kontakia of Romanos is Chalcedonian, and is expressed through meditation on
biblical narratives, drawing together the prefigurations of the Old Testament and the
fulfilment of the New. So, in his kontakion on the Nativity of Christ, he represents the
Virgin Mary addressing God in these terms:

High King, what have you do to with beggars?
Maker of Heaven, why have you come to those born of earth?
Did you love a cave or take pleasure in a manger?
See, there is no place for your servant in an inn,
I do not say a place, not even a cave,
for that too belongs to another.
To Sara, when she bore a child,
a vast land was given as her lot. To me, not even a fox’s hole.
I used the cavern where willingly you made your dwelling,
a little Child, God before the ages.

(Lash 1995: 4)

Severos, too, expressed his theology in liturgical poetry, as well as in homilies and
theological tracts.

The Commentators on Aristotle

As well as the developments of philosophical culture represented by the elaborate
Neoplatonism of Proklos, in the sixth century we see the blossoming of commentary on
the works of Aristotle, by then associated especially with the philosophical schools of
Alexandria, which, in contrast to Athens, was less stridently pagan (some of the
commentators, Elias and David, for example, were most likely Christians). Most of this
commentary is concerned with the nature of argument, but some of it concerns the
meaning of terms such as substance and quality. Such discussion influenced the efforts of
Christian theologians in their attempts to clarify the terminology that had become
traditional in both Trinitarian theology and in Christology: terms such as substance
(ovoia), person (mpéowmov and/or dméoTao1c), nature (@vo1g). The clarification tended to
be very technical; a kind of theological jargon is evolving. This dominant Byzantine
tradition accepted the way in which Chalcedon, by transferring the terminology of person
and nature from Trinitarian theology (where it had been used by the Cappadocian
Fathers) to Christology, seems to endorse a common terminology for both Trinitarian
theology and Christology. Those who rejected Chalcedon tended to be unhappy with both
these tendencies: unhappy both with the technical language, and what seemed to them
an attempt to collapse into a single discourse theologia (that is, Trinitarian theology) and
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oikonomia (God’s dealings with . 145) the created order, especially the Incarnation).
These misgivings lay behind other issues that emerged.

Byzantine theologians who were involved in this clarification of theological terminology
include the two greatest theologians of the sixth century: Leontios of Byzantium, who
kept more or less to a strict Chalcedonianism (see Grillmeier 1995: 181-229), and
Leontios of Jerusalem, who inclined more to Cyrilline Chalcedonianism (see Grillmeier
1995: 271-312; Gray 2006). Other developments in Christology in the sixth century
concern the monophysites, whose writings are less well preserved (in Greek, at least).
One of the Aristotelian commentators was John Philoponos, whose understanding of
Aristotle’s logic led him to find fault with the Chalcedonian distinction between person
and substance/nature (Aristotle simply makes a distinction between first substance,
which is concrete, and second substance, which is abstract); Philoponos used the same
term, nature, for what different beings shared (nature, substance, in Chalcedonian terms)
and who or what they were (person, individual). The mia physis formula for Christ was
therefore a natural expression, though he found it difficult to express what it was that
united the three persons of the Trinity, and was consequently accused of tritheism, both
by the Byzantines and by some of his fellow monophysites (see Chadwick 1987; Grillmeier
1996: 107-46). Though the problem was Trinitarian, not Christological, it was rooted in
the mia physis formula for Christ, as Byzantine theologians were quick to note (the
memory of John Philoponos remained live in the memory of the Byzantine Orthodox: John
Damascene is referring to him when he says that the monophysites’ problems go back to
their introducing ‘St Aristotle’ as the ‘thirteenth apostle’: see Louth 2002: 159).
Philoponos’ problems seem to have been a matter of terminology. Other monophysites
appear to have had deeper problems: Julian of Halikarnassos seems to have believed that
the one nature of Christ so united Godhead and manhood, that Christ’s human nature,
even before the resurrection was incorruptible; his teaching, called aphthartodocetism,
was opposed not only by the Byzantine Orthodox, who regarded it as a natural
consequence of monophysitism, but also by Severos himself (Grillmeier 1995: 79-111).
Also troubling in monophysite circles was a controversy about the ignorance of Christ.
Attempts to account for Christ’s confession of ignorance of the Second Coming (cf. Mark
13:32) by those who affirmed Christ to be one nature seem to have led to the notion that
Christ was truly ignorant, not just ‘economically’ in his human nature; again this was a
controversy that split the monophysites, though we hear about it from their opponents,
too (see Wickham 1993).

The schism in the Church caused by the Council of Chalcedon continued to trouble the
Church and the Empire. After Justinian’s attempts at reconciliation failed (though they
were very nearly successful: see Brock 1980), the monophysites established a hierarchy
separated from that of the Church of the Empire (Jacob Baradaeus was secretly
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consecrated Bishop of Edessa in about 542 and spent the rest of his life—he died in 578—
establishing a separate, clandestine hierarchy for those who rejected Chalcedon); the
Byzantine emperors resorted to persecution, not always without success.

w1269 Monenergism and Monotheletism

The seventh century saw, first of all, the Persian invasion of the eastern provinces of the
Byzantine Empire, which exploited the divisions in the Church, especially deep in Syria
and Palestine, which led to renewed attempts on the part of the Byzantines to heal the
schism caused by Chalcedon. This issued, first of all, in the ‘ecumenical’ success of Kyros,
the newly appointed Patriarch and Augustal Prefect of Alexandria, in 633, when he
secured reconciliation between the supporters and detractors of Chalcedon in the so-
called Pact of Union (Acta conciliorum oecumenicorum 11.2, pp. 594, 17-600, 20). The key
to the Pact of Union was the acceptance of the Chalcedonian Definition of one Person and
two integral natures, with the ‘clarification’ that there was only a single divine-human
activity (Dionysios’ notion of a Osavbpikr) évépyela being [mis-]quoted): a doctrine called
monenergism. This was immediately opposed by Sophronios, newly elected Patriarch of
Jerusalem; a few years later a refinement of monenergism, called monotheletism, was
proposed, according to which Christ was one person in two natures, but with a single
(divine) will—teaching lent imperial authority in the Ekthesis of 638. By this time the
Persian invasion had been repelled, only to make way for the Arab conquest of the
Empire in the middle years of the 630s, which proved to be permanent. Reconciliation
with the monophysites became even more imperative. From the end of the 630s onwards,
the opposition to monotheletism was led by a monk, by then living in North Africa, a
former high-ranking civil servant in the Imperial Chancery, Maximos, whose opposition to
monotheletism led eventually to his arrest, trial, mutilation, and death in exile in 662, for
which he is known as the ‘Confessor’. By that time, Maximos had written extensively in
opposition to monotheletism and persuaded Pope Martin to call a synod in Rome, the
Lateran Synod of 649 (regarded as the sixth (Ecumenical Council by Maximos’ followers
in the succeeding decades), which condemned both monenergism and monotheletism,
and the hierarchs involved in these heresies (see Winkelmann 2001).

The impulse behind monenergism and monotheletism was political: anxiety at the way in
which the schism in the Church weakened the eastern provinces of the Byzantine Empire,
where the schism was most evident. It was, however, theologically astute, and simply
developed the stress on the unity of Christ’s activity found both in Severos and his Neo-
Chalcedonian opponents. What was meant by the refinement known as monotheletism is
quite obscure: we have no real expositions of monotheletism from those alleged to have
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maintained it, and it is not impossible (indeed, quite likely) that monotheletism, the denial
of Christ’s human will, was the entailment in the mind of Maximos and his followers of
the so-called monotheletes’ attempt to play down the role of the human will in Christ in
the interests of a coherent understanding of the psychological structure of Christ’s
willing (see Price 2010). Maximos’ presentation of the orthodox position seems to be
tentative, and to try out various ways of understanding how Christ willed both divinely
and humanly.

®.1477 Maximos the Confessor

Maximos’ understanding of the way the Godman willed turned on the episode of the
Agony in the Garden in which Christ prayed, ‘not my will (BéAnpa), but yours, be

done’ (Luke 22:42). What Christ called ‘your will’, as he addressed the Father, was his
divine will, as the persons of the Trinity have one will in common; what he called ‘my will’
was his human will. Much of the controversy over monotheletism turned on the
interpretation of this episode in the Gospels; at both the Lateran and the Sixth
(Ecumenical Councils, the Fathers spent a session hearing read expositions by various
Fathers of the Agony in the Garden: a gratifyingly edifying spectacle! One can well
imagine that the monotheletes thought Christ’s human will quiescent, silently ceding to
the divine will. Maximos pressed more deeply. Our redemption turned on Christ’s human
will willing our salvation; to think it quiescent would seem strange, but to admit any
friction, or worse disagreement, between the divine and human wills of Christ would lead
to an incredible picture of Christ’s moral activity. Maximos tried to solve the problem
(essentially his problem, caused by his insistence on the integrity of both Christ’s human
will and his divine will) by distinguishing in the process of human will between those
elements that are there because of the fallen human condition, and those elements that
are part of the very process of willing and making a moral decision. To consider the role
of the will was something new in Greek philosophy, indeed the use of the term 0éAnpa in
this context is mostly likely because of the centrality of the interpretation of the Agony to
the question of Christ’s willing. Although Maximos’ reflection on the nature of willing is
largely original, he presents it as deriving from earlier patristic reflection on willing. He
appeals a couple of times to the fifth-century Diadochos of Photiki (maybe one of the
Fathers of Chalcedon); he also finds definitions of willing in Clement of Alexandria (which
are not to be found in any works that have reached us). Thence he presents the idea that
willing is natural, the natural desire of a rational creature (see Opusc. 26: PG 91: 276C).
As a result of the Fall, it is often necessary for the human, rational creature to consider
what it is that is naturally desired; a process of deliberation is required. It is in this
process of deliberation that the mind seems to move this way and that, to exhibit a frailty
of purpose, that, if present in Christ, would seem to threaten the unity of his person. For
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Maximos, this process of deliberation, leading to the forming of an intention, or opinion
about the choice facing us, in Greek yvwun, is simply due to the Fall, to the moral
darkness that has fallen on us as a result; it is not part of Christ’s moral experience which
is free from this moral darkness. Maximos therefore makes a distinction between the
natural will and the gnomic will: Christ has a natural human will—he wills as a human
being—but no gnomic will, as his willing does not emerge from moral uncertainty, and
Christ also has a natural divine will, which is united to his natural human will. The Agony
in the Garden bears testimony to the cost to the human will of Christ’s ‘voluntary
passion’; it is not evidence of any reluctance to fulfil the divine will.

The opuscula written in defence of Chalcedonian orthodoxy against the monotheletes are
concerned with exploring the nature of Christ’s moral activity, which was an (. 148)
important aspect of the process of working through the entailments of Chalcedonian
Christological orthodoxy finally endorsed by the Sixth (Ecumenical Council
(Constantinople III: 680-1). This, often highly technical, defence of Chalcedon does not
exhaust Maximos’ contribution to Christology. In his earlier writings we find an approach
to Christology, equally derived from Chalcedon, that explores the wider resonances of the
Chalcedonian Definition, rather than defending a particular point.

A striking example of this is found in Maximos’ consideration of the transfiguration of
Christ in Amb. 10 (PG 91: 1125D-1169B). Maximos begins by seeing the disciples’ ascent
of the Mount Thabor with Christ is terms of their spiritual ascent (Mount Thabor is, as it
were, assimilated to Mount Sinai/Horeb, associated with both Moses and Elias). There, on
the summit of the mountain, Christ is transfigured: his face (Greek npéowmov), which
they behold, is a symbol of his divinity, beyond human understanding (the object, then, of
apophatic theology); the whitened garments are symbols of the words of Holy Scripture,
or of the logoi of creation itself, in which God reveals himself (corresponding to
kataphatic theology): the terminology of apophatic/kataphatic is drawn from Dionysios,
but transferred to Christology. In another treatise, his Questions and Doubts, Maximos
says that ‘the face/person of the Word ... is the characteristic hiddenness of his

being’ (Q&D 191.48: Declerck 1982: 134). In the Transfiguration, the disciples see
revealed in the face/person of Christ the ineffable face/person of God. This cosmic vision
of Christ, containing the whole of creation, summing up in himself the whole of Scripture,
the goal of the spiritual life, shifts the attention of theology from the formulae of dogma
to the contemplation of the manifestation of God in Christ (see Louth 2008). The role of
dogma is not at all diminished—Maximos himself gave up his life for Orthodox dogma—
for it is the role of dogma to safeguard our contemplation of Christ against any distortion.
One aspect of this cosmic vision is worth underlining: because creation is through the
Logos, each individual creature is determined by its own logos, and all these logoi of
creation are summed up in Christ. These logoi are therefore inviolate; the Fall does not
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distort the Creator’s plan at an ontological level, only at the level of the way, tpoémoc, in
which creatures exist. This sense of the inviolability of the logoi of creation underlies
Maximos’ conviction of the error of monotheletism: if Christ were without a human will,
the logos of his human nature would be defective, which would frustrate the purpose of
the Incarnation to restore human nature.

Clarification and Defence of the Faith: John Damascene

Maximos was vindicated at the Sixth (Ecumenical Council of 680-1, in its condemnation
of monenergism and monotheletism, though he was not mentioned by name (nor, indeed,
was Pope Martin), and thereafter the doctrine of two wills in Christ became part of
orthodox doctrine (with a brief lapse under Emperor Philippikos at the beginning of the
next century). With the establishment of the Islamic Umayyad Empire in 661, Christians
in the former eastern provinces of the Byzantine Empire, from Syria to Egypt, and later
North Africa, too, found themselves in a different religious climate. ®.149 The Muslims
had no great desire to convert Christians, nor did they make any distinction between the
different confessions; Chalcedonian Christians found themselves on a par (or even at a
disadvantage compared) with those who rejected Chalcedon (as well as those who
rejected the Council of Ephesos, who had settled in Persia as the Church of the East), and
indeed with other religious groups such as Jews and Samaritans. This equality of
opportunity encouraged argument between the religious groups, each seeking to defend
their own religious tradition, and there survives from this period evidence of extensive
polemical literature (what survives is entirely Orthodox, as they had the opportunity to
preserve it). As the differences between the Christian groups—Byzantine Orthodox,
monophysite (or Jacobite, after Jacob Baradaeus), monothelete, and ‘Nestorian’—were
Christological, much of this literature was concerned with Christology. A good deal of it is
concerned with assembling patristic proof texts, a practice which goes back to the fifth
century, or providing arguments for those engaged in defending their own position (soon
there would be Christian defences against Islam, intended not primarily for Muslims, but
for Christians attacked for their beliefs by Muslims; Christological issues were raised
here, too). Such argument led to a process of clarifying the Orthodox position (each
group thought of their position as Orthodox), and the most important figure among those
who defended imperial Orthodoxy in what was now the dar al-Islam was John Damascene.

John Damascene was a native of Damascus, born around 675, then the capital of the
Umayyad Empire, and probably followed his father and grandfather is serving in the
fiscal administration of the Empire. Probably in the early years of the eighth century, he
left the civil service and became a monk in or near Jerusalem (traditionally the Monastery
of Mar Sava, though this tradition is late and unreliable). There he devoted himself, under
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the shadow of the domes of the mosques on the Temple Mount, to defending the
Orthodox Christianity of the imperial Byzantine tradition. His most famous work is On the
Orthodox Faith, which he probably much later incorporated into a three-part work called
The Fountain of Knowledge, IThyn I'vwoewg, as the final section. It contains a long series
of chapters on Christology (the work takes the form of a century of chapters, a monastic
genre already used by Maximos). Besides that he also wrote a number of treatises against
the various Christological heresies: monophysitism (the ‘Jacobites’ or ‘akephaloi’),
monotheletism, and Nestorianism. The treatment of Christology in the polemical writings
is inevitably technical, concerning the terminology of substance, person, and nature, and,
in the case of the monotheletes, the nature of Christ’s moral experience, his willing. The
same is true of many chapters in Exposition of the Orthodox Faith.

It is striking, then, that John begins the Christological section of On the Orthodox Faith by
placing the Incarnation in the context of the biblical history of salvation, the divine
oikonomia. Leading on from the account of the human Fall at the end of Chapter 44,
Chapter 45 begins by describing the human fallen state: stripped of grace and deprived
of the open converse (mappnoia) with God that humans had known in Paradise, they were
clothed with the ‘roughness of a wretched life’ (symbolized by the fig leaves), their bodies
became mortal and coarse (symbolized by the garments of skin), they were excluded

(. 150) from Paradise, condemned to death and subject to corruption. But God, in his
compassion, did not abandon human beings in their fallenness, on the contrary he
endeavoured in many ways to educate them and call them to conversion: by their life of
groaning and trembling, by the flood, by the confusion of tongues at Babel, ‘by the care of
angels, by the conflagration of cities, by prefigurative theophanies, by wars, by victories,
by defeats, by signs and wonders and various miracles, by the Law, by prophets’ (Expos.
45.14-16; Kotter 1973: 107). In this way John characterizes the saving history of the Old
Testament, all of which was intended ‘to destroy sin in its many forms ... and to restore
human kind to a state of well being’ (45.16-19; Kotter 1973: 107). Since, however, human
sin had brought about death, ‘it was necessary for the one who was to redeem human
kind to be sinless and thus not subject to the death of sin, and also for human nature to
be strengthened and renewed and by his example educated and taught the way of virtue,
that turns away from corruption and leads to eternal life’ (45.20-4; Kotter 1973: 107).
What was needed was not simply the conquering of death, but at the same time the
education of human kind to benefit from this redemption: in this John echoes (probably at
some distance) the same dual emphasis we find in Athanasius, when he says, ‘for in two
ways the Saviour showed his love for human kind through the incarnation, because he
both rid us of death, and renewed us’ (inc. 16.21-3: Thomson 1971: 172). With this, John
introduces the Incarnation itself: ‘at last, the great ocean of his loving kindness towards
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human kind was manifest. For the creator and Lord himself took up the struggle on
behalf of his own creation and became a teacher in deed’ (45.24-7; Kotter 1973: 107).

By the good pleasure of God the Father, the only-begotten Son and Word of God
and God, who is in the bosom of the Father, consubstantial with the Father and
the Holy Spirit, before eternity, without beginning, who is in the beginning, and is
with God the Father, and is God, he who is in the form of God inclined the heavens
and came down, that is he lowered, without lowering, his inalienable exaltedness,
and descended to be among his slaves in an ineffable and incomprehensible
descent (for that is what descent means), and being perfect God he became
perfectly human and accomplished the newest of all new things, the only new
thing under the sun.

(45.36-45; Kotter 1973: 108)

‘The newest of all new things, the only new thing under the sun’: thus John characterizes
the radical innovation of the Incarnation. God as human became the mediator between
God and human kind, and in his human life ‘he became obedient to the Father and healed
our disobedience by that which is ours and from us, and became an example to us of that
obedience, without which there is no salvation’ (45.51-3; Kotter 1973: 108).

The next chapter returns to the history of salvation, giving an account of the
Annunciation to the holy Virgin, following this with a careful statement of the virginal
conception and the Incarnation. Once the Virgin had given her consent,

the Holy Spirit came upon her ... purified her, and gave her at once the power to
receive the Godhead of the Word and to beget. Then the subsistent (évvméotaTtoc)
(. 151) Wisdom and Word of God Most High, the Son of God, consubstantial with
the Father, overshadowed her and, in the manner of a divine seed, from her
chaste and most pure blood compacted for himself flesh animated with a rational
and intellectual soul, the first fruits of our compound nature, not by seed, but by
creation through the Holy Spirit, the form not being put together bit by bit, but
perfected all at once. The Word of God himself became the hypostasis of the flesh
... So there was at once flesh, at once the flesh of God the Word, at once animate,
rational and intellectual flesh, at once the animate, rational and intellectual flesh
of God the Word. Therefore we do not speak of a deified human being, but of God
become human; for, being by nature perfect God, the same became by nature a
perfect human being, not changing his nature nor simply appearing to be
incarnate, but being hypostatically united without confusion, change or division to
the rationally and intellectually animated flesh assumed from the Virgin, which
possesses its existence in him, neither changing his divine nature into the
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substance of flesh, nor changing the substance of his flesh into his divine nature,
nor bringing about one composite nature out of his divine nature and the human
nature he had assumed.

(46.14-42; Kotter 1973: 109-10)

This is the careful language of the Cyrilline Chalcedonian tradition that John fully
embraced.

This brief summary shows how John combines a sense of the meaning of the Incarnation,
with a grasp of the technical language evolved to preserve the faith from
misunderstanding. It is important to realize this, as, for all the skill in technical language
demonstrated in the later Byzantine tradition, it is John’s account, with its clear
kerygmatic purpose, that became the most valued epitome of the patristic tradition
among the Byzantines (as well as being the most direct recourse to the Greek patristic
tradition for Western scholasticism, and indeed later Western theology).

John’s polemical works against what he regarded as Christological heresy show that he
regarded the different heresies in rather different lights. In his work On Heresies, John
has a chapter on the monophysites. It begins thus: ‘Egyptians, also called schematics
[meaning unclear] or monophysites, who, on the pretext of the document, the Tome [of
Leo, presumably], agreed at Chalcedon, have separated themselves from the Orthodox
Church. They have been called Egyptians, because it was the Egyptians who began this
form of thought under the Emperors Marcian and Valentinian; but in every other respect
they are orthodox’ (Heeres. 83.1-5; Kotter 1981: 49). This is surprisingly mild, and the
mildness is borne out in the three treatises John composed against the monophysites; for
the most part, John argues that the Orthodox and monophysites believe the same thing,
but that the monophysites express their belief in clumsy and ambiguous terminology. His
attitude to the monotheletes, on the contrary, is quite different: because they deny that
Christ has a human will, they are treated as virtual Apollinarians. If what they believe
were true, then human salvation would be put in jeopardy. Similarly with his treatises
against the Nestorians; they are not just muddled, but in error. John’s tone, however,
suggests that they are for him not heretics he has met in flesh and blood.

®.152) John’s theology, as expressed in On the Orthodox Faith—including his
Christology, to which he devotes many chapters—was to be influential, both in the East
and the West (and maybe even, to judge from translations, among Oriental Christians).
His greatest influence, however, among Orthodox Christians has been through his
liturgical poetry, of which he was a pioneer, especially in the form of the canon. His
liturgical poetry is dense with precisely expressed doctrine; much of it is known by heart
by Orthodox Christians.
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Christology was central to his defence of icons. For John, images were essential to human
(as opposed to angelic) thought: the human being was created in God’s image, and was
an image-maker, both literally and in his modes of thought. The Incarnation
authenticated this use of images: in the Incarnation, Christ ‘placed himself in the order of
signs’, to use the expression from Maurice de la Taille, much beloved by the Anglo-Welsh
poet, David Jones, who understood what John meant by images (De La Taille 1934: 212).

Suggested Reading

Bathrellos (2004); Blowers and Wilken (2003); Grillmeier (1995, 1996, 2013); Louth
(2002: 144-79).
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Abstract and Keywords

The categories of recapitulation, restoration, participation and deification elucidate the
different patristic approaches to how the work of Christ transformed humanity, enabling
believers to transcend their own nature and share in the life of the Trinity. By
recapitulating the human race in his own person, Christ became the recipient and the
agent of salvation. He restored the divine image and likeness, healed the wounds inflicted
by the Fall, overcame Satan, and offered himself as a ransom for a humanity hitherto
enslaved to sin. By enabling believers to participate in him by a dynamic process of
spiritualization (through the Holy Spirit) and filiation (through himself as Son) he makes
it possible for them to appropriate the divine life made accessible by his incarnation,
death, and resurrection. And by the deification of the Christian, he allows the
eschatological fulfilment of sharing in the life of God to be inaugurated even in this life.

Keywords: deification, incarnation, participation, ransom, recapitulation, restoration, salvation, Trinity

o odistinction between the person of Christ and the work of Christ is a comparatively
modern one, going back to the scholastic mind-set of the sixteenth-century Protestant
Reformers. It nevertheless conveniently isolates for our consideration the patristic
understanding of the soteriological benefits achieved for believers by Christ’s
incarnation, death, and resurrection. These benefits include what Western scholars have
traditionally called the atonement, which focuses on the reconciliation brought about by
Christ’s expiatory sacrifice on the Cross, but were much broader in scope, taking in the
whole of salvation history from the world’s creation to its eschatological fulfilment at the
end of time. It was the experience of Christ in the Church rather than purely theoretical
considerations that drove the complex debate on the person of Christ. From the earliest
confession, ‘Jesus is Lord’, to the Chalcedonian definition and beyond, the Fathers of the
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Church sought to give expression to who Christ was on the basis of their shared
experience of what he had accomplished for humankind. Responding in the earlier period
to pastoral and apologetic needs and from the fourth century especially to the demands of
Christological controversy, they set out their understanding 