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Introduction

Christology CTH422 is a two-credit undergraduatarse. This course
is offered in the first semester of the second yeastudents who are
offering Christian Theology. There are no preredgiisourses for this
course. Christology however is a course that shbalthken as a branch
of the doctrine of God or Trinity because the catiom between the
two courses helps you to appreciate the issuesiwityy that are
involved in Christology. Some of the things you Wwbwstudy in this
course are things which you might undertake in yburd or fourth year
of study. This course consists of three Module$ witits that have been
developed using global and local events.

This Study Guide contains the required informatedyout the entire
course. It guides you through the course contedt tae number of
required assignments that you would do. There ss ah assignment
file. This file prescribes the course requiremeagswvell as the grading
system. This Study Guide is intended to help yoa distance learner to
aid you in your study of this course at Nationale@pUniversity of

Nigeria. The aims and objectives of this coursesséaéed in this Course
Guide. This Course Guide will help you to know s beginning of the
course what you should expect from the study ofcirse, and what
you are expected to learn from the course. TheyS@Gugide is not the
only resource for you. Its goal is to help you péescourse.

There are other resources that can also help ypads your course such
as text books, the course material itself and ifatibn class sessions,
which are optional. Another very important usehd Study Guide is the
plan and use of time. It states on a weekly basis you should proceed
with your studies. If you pay attention to thismplguide, you will surely
complete your study of the course successfully iome tbefore the
examination date. Take advantage of the time guidleis Study Guide.
It is a sure way to passing your course in flyingpars.

This Course Guide tells all that is obtainable his tcourse and the
relevant materials that would help you expand theeustanding of the
course. This would provide you a guide on how tocped with your
study of the materials and the time frame for aessful completion of
the course. This guide will also help to direct yowour tutor-marked
assignments and materials for further readings.

It is important to go through this Study Guide vexgrefully before
beginning your study of the course material. Theption to jump to
course materials without going through the Studyd&duor the sake of
saving time is high but also a wrong decision. 8tusl who go straight
and study course materials without first going tigio the Study Guide
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usually end up not doing well at the end of therseuGoing through
the Study Guide is part of studying the course neteComplete the
feedback form at the end and submit it with youstfiassignment to
your tutorial facilitator.

You may ask the student counselor at your Studytr€esbout your
tutorial facilitator and where to find him/her. kleve this would be
helpful if you heed to this useful advice.

Course Aims

The general aim of this course is to introduce tmunajor issues and
developments in the history of Christology. Thiglw&lso orientate you
towards understanding other courses in Christiaeolldyy such as
Trinity, especially as found in the creeds of therches. You will find

these broadly in Systematic Theology and Churchariscourses.

The aims of this course would be achieved by:

. Introducing the student to Christology as a discgkhat shapes
their thinking on past and current developments.

. Ability to contribute to the Christological debdta the growth
of the church.

. Educating and also creating opportunities for gtigle
participation in developing Christology from an &han
perspective that is biblically sound.

. Helping students apply their faith to the gospelgamation.

Course Objectives

When you have successfully finished the course,sjmuld be able to:

. define Christology and its genesis;

. account for the historical development of Chrisggidrom the
early church to the present time;

. identify the causes of Christological errors in theirch;

. describe ways of engaging in more effectively irnvadeping
biblical Christology; and

. explain how biblical Christology can answer to eemmal

challenges such as pluralism.
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Working through This Course

You are required to walk through the course contantt by unit in

order to complete the course. It is also a requergnfior you to do all
the self-assessment exercises for each sectiomeofunit and tutor-
marked assignments at the end of each unit. Ther-mrked

assignments will form 30% of your final grade whiteere is a final
examination which you will take electronically. Shtonstitutes 70% of
your final grade.

Course Materials

The major components of the course are:

1. Course Guide
2. Study Units

3. Textbooks

4. Assignment File
Study Units

There are three modules in this course. Module sl five units while
modules two and three have four and five units eesyely. The

modules are designed to cover three major aimiseotburse.

Module 1 Origin and Development of Christology

Unit 1 A History of Early Christological Development

Unit 2 Augustine’s Christology

Unit 3 Anselm’s Christology

Unit 4 Aquinas’ Christology

Module 2  Reformation and Post Reformation Christéogy

Unit 1 Luther’'s Christology

Unit 2 Calvin’s Christology

Unit 3 Christology of the High Orthodoxy (1 Tentury)

Unit 4 Christology as a Division of Systematiceblogy

Module 3  Modern and Contemporary Christology

Unit 1 The Center of Christology — Old Testamami New
Testament

Unit 2 Person and Work of Christ: a Probe of kod and
Contemporary Christologies

Unit 3 Karl Barth’s Christology
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Unit 4 Rationalism and Christology

Unit 5 African Christology

Unit 6 Christology and Eschatology: Jesus Chiiee- Second
Adam

Textbooks and References
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Assignment File

The Directorate of Examinations and AssessmentseoNational Open
University of Nigeria will mail an assignment fite you through your
Study Centre Manager. This assignment file is pathe course. This
file contains the assignments that you have to #ubmyour tutor.

These assignments will be marked and recorded laegl will count

towards your final grade. The assignments mustutengted to your

tutor at the stipulated time that he or she decidé® assignments
account for 30% of the total course work. At thel ef the course you
are required to sit for a final semester examimatd 2 hours which
accounts for 70% of the total marks for the course.

Assessments

There are two kinds of assessment for this co@se. is tutor-marked
assignment and the other is a written examinafitiere are 14 units of
tutor-marked assignments in all the three modes. are expected to
submit all assignments but only the best three ballcounted. Each of
these is worth 10% marks and together constitu@®s 8f your total
course marks. These assignments require applicatitre information,
knowledge and experience acquired in the study.
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Unit | Title of the Study Weeks | Assignment
Activity
Course Guide 1 Course Guide Form
Modulel Early Christology
1 |A History of Early 2 Assignment
Christological Developme
2 | Augustine’s Christology 3 Assignment
3 | Anselm’s Christology 4 Assignment
4 | Aquinas’ Christology 5 Assignment
Module 2 Christology of The Refonation
1 | Luther’s Christology 8
Assignment
2 | Calvin’s Christology 9
Assignment
3 | Christology of The High
Reformed Orthodoxy (1 10 TMA to be
Century): Francis Turretin submitted
4 | Christology as a Division of
Systematic Theology 11 Assignment
Module 3 Modern and Contemporarghristology
1 |Person and Work of Christ: 12 Assignment
Probe of Modern an
Contemporary Christologi
2 | Karl Barth’s Christology 13 Assignment
3 | Rationalism and Christology: 14
A Reformed Covenantal Assignment
Response
4 | Christology in  African 15 TMA to be
Theology submitted
5 | Christology and Eschatology: 15 TMA to be
Jesus Christ-The Second submitted
Adam
Revision/Examination 16+1
Total 17
Summary

This course is designed to help you gain some ltsignto a historical
study of Christology. The course begins with adristl study of the
genesis and development of Christology. This cowsseveys the
Christological development from the early churchthie contemporary
within  different twél

global

theological development

philosophical contexts.

viii
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MODULE 1 ORIGIN AND DEVELOPMENT OF
CHRISTOLOGY

Unit 1 A History of Early Christological Development
Unit 2 Augustine’s Christology

Unit 3 Anselm’s Christology

Unit 4 Aquinas’ Christology

UNIT 1 A HISTORY OF EARLY CHRISTOLOGICAL
DEVELOPMENT

CONTENTS

1.0 Introduction
2.0 Objectives
3.0 Main Content
3.1  Definition of Christology
3.2  Early Christological Controversies
4.0 Conclusion
5.0 Summary
6.0 Tutor-Marked Assignment
7.0 References/Further Reading

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This section will introduce you to the early Choilsgical developments
which began in the second century AD. It coversdignition, attempts
and controversies that followed in understanding plerson of Christ
and how it affects the church. The problems assatiavith the

Christological developments which were called heeswill also be

discussed here. This early developments and théqoosf the church
has been a helpful tool in assessing subsequent randern

Christological issues.

2.0 OBJECTIVES

At the end of this unit, you should be able to:

. appreciate the labours of the early church thealogiwho built a
solid foundation for Christological development

. describe clearly what constitutes Christologicabes in order to
avoid its pitfalls

. distinguish the connection between contemporary aady

church Christological debates.
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3.0 MAIN CONTENT

3.1 Definition of Christology

By way of definition, Christology is the study dfet person of Christ.
This study involves an understanding of the retetiop between the
divine and human natures of Christ. According te $eripture, Christ
was not a mere human being but he was the God-fas.means he
was fully human and fully God at the same time.e8alvattempts have
been made by theologians to understand what thetwe says about
Christ whether he was only human or he was alsmel\Some people
in the early church thought he was merely a hunsngolike anyone of
us without any peculiar nature such as divine. Sdmakeved that
though he was human, he was also divine in nagiven the Scriptural
testimony and the work that he performed. For theke believed that
he had both human and divine natures, another ¢mobivas
understanding how divine and the human natureteckta each other in
one person. All these dimensions of Christ led thrisZological
arguments. We shall take a brief survey of the <Gblogical
developments in the following section.

3.2 Early Christological Developments

Christological developments can be traced backedtitne of the early
church. We will consider only key developmentshrs tperiod that had
impact on subsequent developments. Irenaues arggaihst the
Gnostic heresy that the Logos was God’s emanafi@eons. He taught
that the Logos is not a creature but a hypostaticdwGod is all spirit,
all intellect, all thought, all logos, so that bdtie Son and Father are
true God. The generation of the Son did not oceurme; the Son had
no beginning but existed eternally with the Fathesr Tertullian, the
Logos attained his full Sonship and independensqmality only as a
result of God speaking, generation and incarnasonthat there was a
time when the son did not exist. There is distoctbetween the Father
and Son without contradiction or division. His vidwwever failed to
bridge the Gnostic dualism between the visible Gadnely the Son and
the invisible God, namely the Father. He also hterid his Trinitarian
theology of subordinationism.

Origen believed that the generation of the Somigtarnal process that
is essential to the being of God. He gave an agadbghe Sun and its
sunshine by which one cannot exist without the othibe Father cannot
exist apart from the Son and vice versa. The Fath&ot the Father
before the existence of the Son but He is the [Fdtleeause of the
existence of the Son. The Father and the Son hawanon divine

attributes. He emphasized the unity of the Fatherthe Son such that

2



CTH422 CHRISTOLOGY

the Son has “the same wisdom, truth and reasameaSather.” Origen’s
problem arises when he attempts to maintain théndions of the
persons. He fell back into subordination by teaghihat the Trinity
derived from the person of the Father instead efaésence of God. He
represents the Father as God with a definite ar{@l geo.j ) in his
writings while the Son as God is left anarthroged.j ). His overall
exegesis of Scripture leaves the Son as a creahdesubordinate to
God. The Father derives His being in Himself b 8on derives His
from the being of the Father. The Father is theufitain or root of
divinity, the greatest God above all” “superior’ttee Son while the Son
is inferior to the Father.

Athanasius who devoted all his life to the explarabf the Trinity set
out clearly his Christological views. His Christgloal views are best
understood in connection with his Trinitarian tregpl. The unity of
God and distinction of the persons within the Tyinare distinctive
features in his theology in his own time. The SérGod cannot be a
creature and was not begotten by the will of Goti®generated out of
the being of God. The same is true of the Holy i§pite maintained the
real distinctions of the persons. The Trinity i¢ tioee parts of one God,
and neither three names for one and the same erEba Father alone
is Father; the Son alone is Son; the Holy Spionalis Holy Spirit. He
strongly maintained their unity: the three are shene in “essence,” in
“substance” and in “attributes”. Note that for Atlasius hypostasis is
synonymous withousia The Father is “the first principle” and the
“fountain” of the Godhead. The three persons exristnd through each
other, so that they are one in activity.

3.2.1 The Nicean Definition

What Nicea (325) really accomplished was the qaestif whether the
Son or the Logos was truly God. This it answeretheaffirmative. The
major preoccupation of the Council of Nicea was dhenity of Christ
which Arius challenged. The primitive Christian cormity had taken
for granted that Christ was God and was indeed hygped as such but
there was no official declaration to that effectilufirius raised the dust.
Arius who was a presbyter insisted that Christ wasreature with a
beginning like every other creature, though thstfof all creation. As
such he was not equal to the father who alone id. @s a creature,
Christ was subject to change. This view of Ariuss hgerious
implications for the claims of Christ. First, itath means, as Athanasius
rightly pointed out, that the Son could not haveuaate and full
knowledge of the Father. This sharply contradicteis€'s claims in
Matt 11:25-27 (cf. Luke 10:21-22): At that time Jesus said, ‘I
praise you, Father, Lord of heaven and earth, lsecgau have hidden
these things from the wise and learned, and redetdem to little

3



CTH422 CHRISTOLOGY

children. Yes, Father, for this was your good slga. All things have
been committed to me by my Father. No one knowsSihre except the
Father, and no one knows the Father except theaBdrihose to whom
the Son chooses to reveal him.

Nicea insisted in key terms that the Son is “ofékeence of the Father”
and he was “True God from true God” “begotten, aaated” and of
“‘one essence with the Father.” The phrase “of ossemce with the
Father” continued to be debated because it hashticd) warrant and
was also used in other theological contexts whi@udenit suspicious.
Yet it remained the only option of expression fbe tvery truth and
conviction that the church held over the years.nJbbith (1973:29)
argues that if the church had concluded that thevgas only like God,
theologically, it would undermine “the Christian nomunity’s
conviction about the finality of Jesus Christ. Tdi@im that he was like
God presupposed some standard to determine whetheas like God
and the extent to which he was like God. It futhere left the
possibility that someone else more like God migiear. Christianity
would be only one of many possible religions. If dGbimself is
incarnate in Jesus Christ, then this is the finar®V There is nothing
further to be said.” The church maintained thatghkvation that Christ
accomplished was the work of God as Isaiah 63:8ststthat it is
Yahweh himself rather than a creature that save@éople. The danger
that the church also avoided was that if the Sos ma fully God, then
all who were baptised in his name as instructe8anpture (Matt. 28:
19; cf. 2Cor. 13:14) were baptised and receivedegra the name of a
creature.

3.2.2 Post Nicean Controversy

However well done of Nicea, one other important ehsion of
Christology was left unsettled which was the questf the person of
Christ. The question is how he was both God and. mhrs led to the
emergence of another council — the council of Gigon (451) which
dealt specifically with this question. Prior to tbeuncil of Chalcedon, a
number of theologians came up with various ways trging to
understand the person of Christ. Chalcedon drewvits clear line of
definition which was a follow-up to the position tfe early church
fathers. It emphasized that Christ was “perfeéete(on) both in deity
(theotet) and also in humannesanthropotet)” with a “rational soul
(psyches logikgsand a body. With respect to his deity he is thmes
reality with the Fatherhpomoousion to patyj and with respect to his
humanity he is the same reality as ourselesnoousion hemjnThere
was affirmation of the two natureduo physesinwhich were without
confusion &sunkutoy without transmuting of one nature to another
(atrepato$ without division @diairetog, without contradiction

4
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(achoristo3. The distinction of the two natures does not ehtite unity
and neither the unity cancels the distinction bathbare maintained at
the same time. The properties of the two naturésisuin one person
(prosopon and one hypostasis.

The Trinitarian controversy led inevitably to thehrGtological
controversy. The church struggled with the Chragatal problem of
how to understand the two natures of Christ. Tiveas a tendency to
affirm Christ’s divinity and deny his humanity whiavas described as
Docetism. A number of theologians advanced thein enderstanding.
For instance, Apollinarius denied that Christ hagtonal human soul
but only the divine life in him. Eutyches taughatiChrist had only one
nature. It was a heated controversy between Antioeh and
Alexandrian theologians. Alexandrian theologiansugtd the
communication of attributescgmmunicatio idiomatujmbetween the
divine and the human nature, which means what asacleristic of the
human nature, could also be attributed to the diwnature. While the
Antiochene theologians taught a “Logos-man” Chtasgg which means
the divine possessed a full human person, the Abirxae theologians
taught a “Logos-flesh” which means the divine siynatiopted a human
nature. The implication for the Antiochene Christpl is that there were
two persons in Christ.

In the 8" century around AD 428, Nestorius, and Antiochérelogian
argued that Christ has two natures that were separauch a way that
their unity was no longer maintained. His concemsvio move away
from granting Mary, theTheotokos a thing he considered to be
blasphemous that a human being could be God’s pafwas not
againstTheotokosif Christ is considered on account of his humanity
separately but was against it if taken on accodri® divinity. The
limitations of Christ’s humanity could not be dbuited to his divinity
and neither his divine attributes could be predidadvf his humanity.
Though his intention might have been good, his kmwns were
problematic because he made two persons out o$tChri

The councils of Ephesus (431), and Chalcedon (4Bdjgcted
Nestorius’s teaching and defined the consensus eotanght and
believed, articulating this faith in the Nicene €de and the
Chalcedonian Definition, which stated that Jesuthé only begotten
Son of God, true man, and true God, one persotwia hatures without
confusion, without change, without division, withioseparation.”
Chalcedon maintained that Christ had a rational, sJmmoousioswith
the Father with respect to divinity, ahdmoousiosvith us with respect
to his humanity. The Theotokos of Mary was withamfs to Christ's
humanity. The unity of the two natures was affirnsdconcurring in
one personprosopaor hypostasis Two groups deviated doctrinally
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from the consensus developed in the councils. ThstdYians taught
that there are two distinct persons in the incari@irist and two natures
conjoined as one; Monophysites taught that themrenes single nature,
primarily divine. Several churches refused to atd¢bp doctrinal and
disciplinary decisions of Ephesus and Chalcedonfanded their own
communities. These churches, called pre-Chalcedomia Oriental
Orthodox, became great missionary churches ancdp@® Armenia,
Egypt, Ethiopia, Syria, Persia, and the Malabar SCoaf India in
isolation from other churches.

4.0 CONCLUSION

The development of Christology was an attempt talewstand the
person of Christ. This attempt became controvetargely because of
hermeneutical differences. Those who viewed cert&ariptural
passages that relate to Christ in creaturely walyout connection to his
ontological distinction prior to his incarnationléal to see him as God
on equal terms with the Father. Also attempts taleustand the
relationship between his two natures have beereat gontroversy. As
we shall see later especially as we come to exaroorgemporary
developments, the early Christological debates Is@tehe ground for
ongoing arguments.

5.0 SUMMARY

We have seen the Christological developments irénky church where
Christological errors were refuted and the churobkta unanimous
stand. The more prominent error was that of Aribattis called

Arianism which denied the deity of Christ. Tensiansreased as the
church began to define the relationship between tGedrather and God
the Son and later the relation between the divimelauman elements in
the nature and person of Jesus Christ. While tlhwecbhtaught that the
Father is God and the Son is also God, Arius, alpter, rejected such
teaching arguing that the Son was a creature. Hghtathat the Son
could not be equal to the Father. The Father alehie Son in time, so
the Son has a beginning. In the Council of Nicad&a 825) the church

unanimously condemned Arius and his teaching asslgesind affirmed

the deity of the Son, being co-equal and co-etewthl the Father. We
have also seen other Christological errors thatdtto understand the
nature of the two natures that existed in the cersgn of Christ. The
council of Nicea took a final stand on Christolagffirming the deity of

Christ and condemning Arianism and also defining tielationship

between the two natures. Chalcedon also definedytiestion of the

relationship of the two natures in one person anddemned the
position of Nestorius.



CTH422 CHRISTOLOGY

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

What was the error of Arianism?

What was the position of Nicea on the deity bfi€t?

What was the Chalcedonian definition of the persf Christ?
How does this section help you in understandirgy history of
Christology better?
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Augustine stands tall in the history of the Chutdis ideas have greatly
helped to shape further development of theologythe Church
especially in the Medieval and Reformation churehigds. Many great
Reformers like Luther, Calvin and others soughtirtiteeological
development upon the shoulders of Augustine. thésefore, important
for you to understand Augustine’s Christology. Astje tried to
develop his thoughts from biblical revelation rathéhan on
philosophical and speculative thoughts.

2.0 OBJECTIVES

At the end of this unit, you should be able to:

. explain the importance of Augustine in Christolajic
development
. describe the continuity and discontinuity betweeungéstine’s

Christology and later Christological developments.
3.0 MAIN CONTENT
3.1 The Development of Augustine’s Christology

Augustine took the same approach as Athanasiusewreidevoted his
fifteen booksDe Trinitate (On The Trinity to the profound defense of
the Trinity in a way no one else has ever donis. dut of his Trinitarian
theology that one can clearly see his Christolddy.summarised what
the earlier fathers had taught and also treatedndiependently
introducing important modifications. Augustine’suging point was not

8
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the person of the Father but “the one, simple, ompmunded essence of
God,” which stresses the “absolute unity of thee¢hrpersons.”

Proceeding from the one essence necessarily ma&dhkree persons to
be of equal standing because “present in each pessihe entire self-

same divine being.” This however does not prodiaceet God or three

Almighties but only one God since what makes Gothésone essence.
Without the essence there cannot be God. The cistimof the persons

does not arise from distinction of attributes ofle@erson but from the
“interpersonal relations” of the Trinitarian person

3.2 The Absolute Unity of Three Persons

For Augustine the first person is called the Fatierause “he stands in
a unique position to the Son and the Spirit”. Heated the Tertullian
dualism between the Father and Son on the baswisible and unseen
and the visible and seen God. The Son is no lefdehiand invisible
than the Father and is perfectly equal to the Fathagustine banished
all forms of subordination. His strength lies irs lapproach which is
proceeding from the essence of God that is equmathgent in all the
three persons. Though he still calls the Fatherfdbeatainhead or first
principle of divinity whose meaning is differenbi the usage of his
predecessors, it does not mean that “deity logicaists first in the
Father and is then imparted through him to the &whthe Spirit.” The
Father is only Father because of his personalityreot as God. By that
understanding he also believed that the Old Testatheophanies were
not only restricted to the Son but also to the &a#md the Holy Spirit.

Augustine’s Christology does not systematically lexg the attributes,
person, and life of Christ in th€onfessions The system of the
Confessionss about the life history of Augustine. Thoughsnof the
narrative in theConfessionscenters on Augustine’s past life; it also
places God at the center of Augustine’s life thloube Son. The
humanity of Christ is more prominently highlightedthe book; Christ's
humanity thus shapes Augustine’s humanity. Augestiamonstrates a
movement from his youthful life towards Christ as ¢rows older and
as he propounds some Christological touchstongsstimeound his own
conversion story with reference to terms like “Ghti“Son,” “Word,”
“Word-made-flesh,” “Lord Jesus,” “Wisdom”,and so.@ds Augustine
grows older his desire for increasing true knowteddso grows as his
heart is set on understanding the true nature afsCh relation to
himself.

In Books 1 through 9, Augustine writes about hisspeal past. The first
Christological reference is in the first chapteBofok 1, which comes in
a prayer from his present life in Christ: “My faithord, cries to Thee,
the faith that Thou hast given me that Thou hageathed in me,

9
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through the humanity of Thy Son and by the ministiyThy Preacher”
(The Confessions1.1.3). Augustine displays, early in t®nfessions
his present Christological knowledge, showing thatfect union of
Christ’'s humanity and of His divinity, i.e., as saed Person in the
Trinity, “Thy Son,” and Man’s orientation to Chrjste., as prayerful
and faithful recipient of His grace. In contrastigustine mentions
Christ again with regards to his near-baptism &syg he has heard of
“His Cross” and when he was ill, Monica wanted Himm“receive the
baptism of Your Christ... while | confessed You, Laresus”; but his
parents postponed his boyhood baptism when he leeeat for fear
that a christian like Augustine falling into sinpuld be worse than a
pagan Augustine falling into sin (1.11.11-12). Aggne’s assessment
of this decision, “It would have been far betted hdbeen made whole at
once” (1.11.12), indicates his family’s fragile tfaiin the efficacy of
Christian strength in the face of worldly temptasp e.g., the
temptations in Augustine’s imminent puberty. Butighstine is not
“made whole at once” — his soul remains “wounded1{.12), and it is
with a wounded soul — a soul mired in sin -- withigh Augustine, in
Book 2, steals the pears from the pear tree. Omwald note that
Augustine does not refer to Christ or other Chlogjwal terms at all in
Book 2. [2] This lack of Christological refereniceplies that the status
of young Augustine’s soul is far away from God; s&ugustine, as he
reflects on why he stole the pears, “I loved my amdoing, | loved the
evil in me — not the thing for which | did the ev8imply the evil”
(2.4.27). In keeping silent in Christology in Bo@k Augustine shows
his younger self's deafness to God in the midsti®love for evil.

Augustine’s Christology can be best understoodainnection with his
Trinitarian theology. The following notes are drawinom the

Enchiridion. Here, | let Augustine speak for hinisd¢ile began by
saying: “in the unity of the Godhead there be thpeesons, of one
substance, power, and eternity; God the Father, tB®don, and God
the Holy Ghost. The Father is of none, neither ktegonor proceeding;
the Son is eternally begotten of the Father; théy Hghost eternally
proceeding from the Father and the Son.”

Some dogmatic historians seem to imply that heeddft materially from
the Nicene doctrine on the point siibordination.Hagenbach (Smith’s
Ed. 95) asserts that “Augustine completely purifted dogma of the
Trinity from the older vestiges of subordinationficaadds that “such
vestiges are unquestionably to be found in the mdsiodox Fathers,
not only in the East but also in the West.” Near(tled 70, Note 2) says
that Augustine “kept at a distance everything thegrdered on
subordinationism.” He maintained, over and overiggaat Sonship as
a relationship is second and subordinate to Fabloekhthat while a
Divine Father and a Divine Son must necessarilyobthe very same
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nature and grade of being, like a human fatheraahdman son, yet the
latter issues from the former, not the former frivva latter.

He denominates the Father the “beginning” (prinmpj of the Son, and
the Father and Son the “beginning” (principium) tbé Holy Spirit.
“The Father is the beginning of the whole divinity, if it is better so
expressed, deity.” “In their mutual relation to cer@other in the Trinity
itself, if the begetter is a beginning (principium)relation to that which
he begets, the Father is a beginning in relatiothéoSon, because he
begets Him.” Since the Holy Spirit proceeds fronthbbather and Son,
“the Father and Son are a beginning (principiumthef Holy Spirit, not
two beginnings.”

Augustine employs this term “beginning” only inagbn to the person,
not to the essence. There is no “beginning,” ors@muvhen the essence
itself is spoken of. Consequently, the “subordioti (implied in a
“beginning” by generation and spiration) is not an subordination,
as to essence, but the trinitarian subordinatieripgerson and relation.
Revelation unquestionably discloses a deity whéblessed forever”
whose blessedness iredependendf the universe which He has made
from nonentity, and who must therefore find all tbenditions of
blessedness within Himself alone. He is blesseth federnity, in his
own self-contemplation and self-communion. He doe$ need the
universe in order that he may have an object whilzan know, which
he can love, and over which he can rejoice. “Ththéraknoweth the
Son,” from all eternity (Matthew 11:27); and “lohethe Son,” from all
eternity (John in. 35); and “glorifieth the Sonfom all eternity (John
17:5). Prior to creation, the Eternal Wisdom “wag Him as one
brought up with Him, and was daily His delight,aiejng always before
Him” (Proverbs 8:30); and the Eternal Word “waghe beginning with
God” (John 1:2); and “the Only Begotten Son (or Gody Begotten, as
the uncials read) was eternally in the bosom oFduher” (John 1:18).

Now of this Mediator it would occupy too much spageay anything at
all worthy of Him; and, indeed, to say what is vinyriof Him is not in

the power of man. For who will explain in considtarords this single
statement, that “the Word was made flesh, and daveting us,” so that
we may believe on the only Son of God the Fathemnigihty, born of the
Holy Ghost and the Virgin Mary. The meaning of iNerd being made
flesh is not that the divine nature was changed flgsh, but that the
divine nature assumed our flesh. And by “flesh” \wee here to
understand “man,” the part being put for the whale when it is said:
“By the deeds of the law shall no flesh be justifiehat is, no man. For
we must believe that no part was wanting in thahéw nature which He
put on, save that it was a nature wholly free ferary taint of sin, - not
such a nature as is conceived between the two slevagyh carnal lust,
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which is born in sin, and whose guilt is washed yawaregeneration;
but such as it behooved a virgin to bring forth ewhhe mother’s faith,
not her lust, was the condition of conception. Ahter virginity had

been marred even in bringing Him forth, He would have been born
of a virgin; and it would be false (which God fatpthat He was born of
the Virgin Mary, as it is believed and declaredthg whole Church,
which, in imitation of His mother, daily brings tar members of His
body, and yet remains a virgin. Read, if you pleasg letter on the
virginity of the holy Mary which | sent to that emgint man, whose
name | mention with respect and affection, Volusgan

3.3 The Word was God

In chapter 5, Augustine lays down a solid Chrigjatal teaching: Jesus
Christ, being the only Son of God, is at the samme tman. Wherefore
Jesus Christ, the Son of God, is both God and r@ad before the
world; man in our world: God, because the Word otiGfor “the Word
was God”); and man, because in His one person tbhedWas joined
with a body and a rational soul. Wherefore, scafaHe is God, He and
the Father are one; so far as He is man, the Fiatigeeater than He. For
when He was the only Son of God, not by grace bgutature, that He
might also be full of grace, He became the Son af;nand He Himself
unites both natures in His own identity, and badltures constitute one
Christ; because, “being in the form of God, He tjiwut not robbery to
be,” what He was by nature, “equal with God.” B¢ khade Himself of
no reputation, and took upon Himself the form skavant, not losing or
lessening the form of God. And, accordingly, He vbash made less
and remained equal, being both in one, as hasdmdnbut He was one
of these as Word, and the other as man. As Wordstegual with the
Father; as man, less than the Father. One Son of &ul at the same
time Son of man; one Son of man, and at the same $ion of God; not
two Sons of God, God and man, but one Son of Gasi ®ithout
beginning; man with a beginning, our Lord Jesussthr

In chapter 6, Augustine demonstrates that Christgog human form
without dignity was raised to dignity as the Son ®&bd by his
resurrection. In the context of Christ's humanitlyge resurrection of
Christ was a demonstration of God’s grace on his. $te continues:
Now, here the grace of God is displayed with theatgst power and
clearness. For what merit had the human natureeimtan refered to as
Christ earned, that it should in this unparalleley be taken up into the
unity of the person of the only Son of God? Whatdyeess of will, what
goodness of desire and intention, what good wdnks, gone before,
which made this man worthy to become one person @iad? Had He
been a man previously to this, and had He earnisdutiprecedented
reward that He should be thought worthy to beconoelZGAssuredly
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though from the very moment that He began to be, rHanwas nothing
else than the Son of God, the only Son of God\#leed who was made
flesh, and therefore He was God so that just ab @atividual man

unites in one person a body and a rational souGlast in one person
unites the Word with man.

Now wherefore was this unheard of glory conferrachaman nature, -
a glory which, as there was no antecedent mers,ofaourse wholly of
grace, - except that here those who looked at tagemsoberly and
honestly might behold a clear manifestation of pbever of God’s free
grace, and might understand that they are justifieoh their sins by the
same grace which made the man Christ Jesus freetf® possibility of
sin? And so the angel, when he announced to Chrisivther the
coming birth, saluted her thus: “Hail, thou that fdl of grace;” and
shortly afterwards, “Thou hast found grace with Gddow she was
said to be full of grace, and to have found gradé Wod, because she
was to be the mother of her Lord, nay, of the Lofdall flesh. But,
speaking of Christ Himself, the evangelist Johteregaying, “The Word
was made flesh, and dwelt among us,” adds, “andeteld His glory,
the glory as of the only begotten of the Fathell,dtigrace and truth.”
When he says, “The Word was made flesh,” thisudl 4f grace;” when
he says, “the glory of the only-begotten of theheat' this is “full of
truth.” For the Truth Himself, who was the only-lo¢gn of the Father,
not by grace, but by nature, by grace took our mitpaipon Him, and
so united it with His own person that He HimselE&me also the Son of
man.

3.4 Begotten of the Father

Begotten and conceived, then, without any indulgesfccarnal lust, and
therefore bringing with Him no original sin, and bye grace of God
joined and united in a wonderful and unspeakablg maone person
with the Word, the Only-begotten of the Fatherpa by nature, not by
grace, and therefore having no sin of His own; néedess, on account
of the likeness of sinful flesh in which He cames Was called sin, that
He might be sacrificed to wash away sin. For, urtderOld Covenant,
sacrifices for sin were called sins. And He, of whall these sacrifices
were types and shadows, was Himself truly madetsamce the apostle,
after saying, “We pray you in Christ's stead, bergeonciled to God,”

forthwith adds: “for He hath made Him to be sin t® who knew no
sin; that we might be made the righteousness of iBddim.” He does

not say, as some incorrect copies read, “He whavkme sin did sin for

us,” as if Christ had Himself sinned for our saklest he says, “Him

who knew no sin,” that is, Christ, God, to whom ave to be reconciled,
“hath made to be sin for us,” that is, hath madm Hi sacrifice for our
sins, by which we might be reconciled to God. thent being made sin,
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just as we are made righteousness (our righteosisresg not our own,
but God’s, not in ourselves, but in Him); He beimgde sin, not His
own, but ours, not in Himself, but in us, showeg, the likeness of
sinful flesh in which He was crucified, that thougih was not in Him,
yet that in a certain sense He died to sin, bygljnrthe flesh which was
the likeness of sin; and that although He Himsatt hever lived the old
life of sin, yet by His resurrection He typifiedronew life springing up
out of the old death in sin.

Since this is the case, | repeat, we believe alsleESUS CHRIST, THE
SON OF GOD THE ONLY-BEGOTTEN OF THE FATHER, thattes
say, HIS ONLY SON, OUR LORD. This Word however, aagght not
to apprehend merely in the sense in which we tbinkur own words,
which are given forth by the voice anti the mowthd strike the air and
pass on, and subsist no longer than their sountihces. For that Word
remains unchangeably: for of this very Word waspbken when of
Wisdom it was said, “Remaining in herself, she ntlalal things new.”
Moreover, the reason of His being named the WorthefFather is that
the Father is made known by Him. Accordingly, j&s it is our
intention, when we speak truth, that by means ofwords our mind
should be made known to him who hears us, andathatever we carry
in secrecy in our heart may be set forth by medsgyos of this sort for
the intelligent understanding of another individusd this Wisdom that
God the Father begot is most appropriately namedwhrd, inasmuch
as the most hidden Father is made known to wortingsrby the same.

Now there is a very great difference between ourdnaind those words
of ours, by which we endeavor to set forth the saidd. We indeed do
not beget intelligible words, but we form them; andorming them the

body is the underlying material. Between mind aadyh however, there
is the greatest difference. But God, when He bdgoWord, begot that
which He is Himself. Neither out of nothing, norariy material already
made and founded did He then beget; but He begdiimiself that

which He is Himself. For we too aim at this when speak, (as we shall
see) if we carefully consider the inclination of eull; not when we lie,

but when we speak the truth. For to what else dalinect our efforts

then, but to bring our own very mind, if it can dene at all, in upon the
mind of the hearer, with the view of its being agp@nded and
thoroughly discerned by him; so that we may indabkidle in our very

selves, and make no retreat from ourselves, andtytee same time put
forth a sign of such a nature as that by it a keogé of us may be
effected in another individual; that thus, so fartlae faculty is granted
us, another mind may be, as it were, put forthH®y mind, whereby it
may disclose itself? This we do, making the attebgih by words, and
by the simple sound of the voice, and by the cowanee, and by the
gestures of the body, by so many contrivances,ooths desiring to
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make patent that which is within; inasmuch as we raost able to put
forth aught of this nature [in itself completelydnd thus it is that the
mind of the speaker cannot become perfectly knatwrs also it results
that a place is open for falsehoods.

God the Father, on the other hand, who possessbdtm will and the
power to declare Himself with the utmost truth tonds designed to
obtain knowledge of Him, with the purpose of thueldring Himself
begot this [Word] which He Himself is who did begehich [Person] is
likewise called His Power and Wisdom, inasmuchtds by Him that
He has wrought all things, and in order disposesthof whom these
words are for this reason spoken: “She (Wisdomghretlh from one end
to another mightily, and sweetly doth she ordethatigs.”

Augustine further taught that the Son of God wathee made by the
‘Father nor less than the Father.” Wherefore THELONMBEGOTTEN
SON OF GOD was neither made by the Father; forpralog to the
word of an evangelist, “all things were made by Himor begotten
instantaneously; since God, who is eternally wiees with Himself His
eternal Wisdom: nor unequal with the Father, teabisay, in anything
less than He; for an apostle also speaks in trse,WiVho, although He
was constituted in the form of God, thought it naibbery to be equal
with God.” By this catholic faith, therefore, thoaee excluded, on the
one hand, who affirm that the Son is the same {P¢iss the Father; for
[it is clear that] this Word could not possibly i&h God, were it not
with Godthe Father and [it is just as evident that] He whoal®neis
equalto no one; And, on the other hand, those are ggeatluded who
affirm that the Son is a creature, although notsaut one as the rest of
the creatures are. For however great they dediarereature to be, if it
is a creature, it has been fashioned and madehEdermdashionand
createmean one and the same thing; although in the usktie Latin
tongue, the phrasereateis employed at times instead of what would be
the strictly accurate wordbeget But the Greek language makes a
distinction. For we call thatreatura(creature) which they caktismaor
ktisis and when we desire to speak without ambiguity,use not the
word creare(create), but the wordondere(fashion, found).

Consequently, if the Son is a creature, howeveatgitgat may be, He
has been made. But we believe in Him by whalhthings omnig were
made, not in Him by whom theest of things €eterg were made. For
here again we cannot take this teaalinthingsin any other sense than as
meaning whatsoever things have been made. Buthes Word was
made flesh, and dwelt among us,” the same Wisdormohakas begotten
of God condescended also to be created among mieere Tis a
reference to this in the word, “The Lord creatediméhe beginning of
His ways.” For the beginning of His ways is the Hed the Church,
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which is Christ endued with human natunerfiineindutug, by whom it
was purposed that there should be given to ustarpatf living, that is,
a sure way by which we might reach God. For by ti®opath was it
possible for us to return but by humility, who fell pride, according as
it was said to our first creation, “Taste, and kalsbe as gods.” Of this
humility, therefore, that is to say, of the waywlich it was needful for
us to return, our Restorer Himself has deemed kttne exhibit an
example in His own person, “who thought it not regbto be equal
with God, but emptied Himself, taking the form obarvant;” in order
that He might be created Man in the beginning &f Ways, the Word by
whom all things were made. Wherefore, in so faHasis the Only-
begotten, He has no brethren; but in so far asHeei First begotten, He
has deemed it worthy of Him to give the name othren to all those
who, subsequently to and by means of His pre-ercmesre born again
into the grace of God through the adoption of s@txording to the
truth commended to us by apostolic teaching.” Thben, the Son
according to naturengéturalis filiug was born of the very substance of
the Father, the only one so born, subsisting aswh&h the Father is,
God of God, Light of Light. We, on the other haade not the light by
nature, but are enlightened by that Light, so Wiemay be able to shine
in wisdom.

For, as one says, “that was the true Light, whightéth every man that
cometh into the world.” Therefore we add to thehfaf things eternal,
likewise the temporal dispensation of our Lord, ethHe deemed it
worthy of Him to bear for us and to minister on &klof our salvation.
For in so far as He is the only-begotten Son of ,Giochnnot be said of
Him thatHe wasand thatHe shall be but only thatHe is because, on
the one hand, that whialkas now isnot; and, on the other, that which
shall be asyet isnot. He, then, is unchangeable, independent of the
condition of times and variation. And it is my ojn that this is the
very consideration to which was due the circumstanbat He
introduced to the apprehension of His servant Mdlseskind of name
[which He then adopted]. For when he asked of Hymvhom he should
say that he was sent, in the event of the peoplehtmm he was being
sent despising him, he received his answer whesgdg&e in this wise:
“I AM THAT | AM.” Thereafter, too, He added this:Thus shalt thou
say unto the children of Israel, HE THAT IQy{i es} has sent me unto
you.”

From this, | trust, it is now made patent to spaltminds that there
cannot possibly be any other being contrary to Gadl exist. For if He
is, and this is a word which can be spoken withppety only about
God (for that which truly is remains unchangeabhgsmuch as that
which is changed has been something which nowrnbts and shall be
something which as yet it is not), - it follows th@od has nothing
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contrary to Himself. For if the question were putus, What is contrary
to white? We would reply, black; if the questionre/ewhat is contrary
to hot? We would reply, cold; if the question wendat is contrary to
quick? We would reply, slow; and all similar integations we would
answer in like manner. When, however, it is askeaat is contrary to
that which is?The right reply to give ighatwhich is not.

But whereas, in a temporal dispensation, as | Isawd with a view to
our salvation and restoration, and with the goosinels God acting
therein, our changeable nature has been assum#thbynchangeable
Wisdom of God, we add the faith in temporal thingsich have been
done with salutary effect on our behalf, believingthat Son of God
WHO WAS BORN THROUGH THE HOLY GHOST BY THE
VIRGIN MARY. For by the gift of God, that is, by étHoly Spirit, there
was granted to us so great humility on the pasoogreat a God, that He
deemed it worthy of Him to assume the entire natfrenan {otum
hominen in the womb of the Virgin, inhabiting the matérizody so
that it sustained no detrimenintegrun), and leaving it without
detriment. This temporal dispensation is in manyseraftily assailed
by the heretics. But if any one shall have gragpectatholic faith, so as
to believe that the entire nature of man was asdubyethe Word of
God, that is to say, body, soul, and spirit, he baSicient defense
against those parties.

For surely, since that assumption was effected ehald of our
salvation, one must be on his guard lest, as hevasl that there is
something belonging to our nature which sustainsredation to that
assumption, that something may fail also to sustaw relation to the
salvation. And seeing that, with the exception bé tform of the
members, which has been imparted to the variefibging objects with
differences adapted to their different kinds, m&aiminothing separated
from the cattle but in [the possession of] a ratlospirit (ationali
spiritu), which is also named mindngn3, how is that faith sound,
according to which the belief is maintained, tHa tWisdom of God
assumed that part of us which we hold in commoh #e cattle, while
He did not assume that which is brightly illumineg the light of
wisdom, and which is man’s peculiar gift?

Moreover, those parties’ also are to be abhorred edny that our Lord
Jesus Christ had in Mary a mother upon earth; wthié dispensation
has honored both sexes, at once the male andriteefeand has made
it plain that not only that sex which He assumedapes to God'’s care,
but also that sex by which He did assume this pthdahat He bore [the
nature of] the manv(rum gerendd [and] in that He was born of the
woman. Neither is there anything to compel us tiemial of the mother
of the Lord, in the circumstance that this word vep®ken by Him:
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“Woman, what have | to do with thee? Mine hour a¢ yet come.” But
He rather admonishes us to understand that, ireces His being God,
there was no mother for Him, the part of whose qeaik majesty ujus
majestatis personarHe was preparing to show forth in the turning of
water into wine. But as regards His being crucifide was crucified in
respect of his being man; and that washbar which had not come as
yet, at the time when this word was spoken, “Wheatehl to do with
thee? Mine hour is not yet come;” that is, the hatmhich | shall
recognize thee. For at that period, when He wasifegd as man, He
recognised His human mothdrofninem matrejn and committed her
most humanelyhumanissimeto the care of the best beloved disciple.
Nor, again, should we be moved by the fact thagmtine presence of
His mother and His brethren was announced to Himyéplied, “Who
is my mother, or who my brethren?”, etc. But ratlent teach us, that
when parents hinder our ministry wherein we mimiste word of God
to our brethren, they ought not to be recognizedu®yFor if, on the
ground of His having said, “who is my mother?” ex@re should
conclude that He had no mother on earth, then slchld as matter of
course be also compelled to deny that the apdstldgathers on earth;
since He gave them an injunction in these termsll“6o0 man your
father upon the earth; for one is your Father, Wisan heaven.”

Neither should the thought of the woman’s womb imgas faith in us,
to the effect that there should appear to be amgssity for rejecting
such a generation of our Lord for the mere reabkan Wworthless men
consider it unworthydqordidi sordidam putaft For most true are these
sayings of an apostle, both that “the foolishnes§&od is wiser than
men,” and that “to the pure all things are puretio3e, therefore, who
entertain this opinion ought to ponder the fact tha rays of this sun,
which indeed they do not praise as a creature of, Got adore as God,
are diffused all the world over, through the noisonesses of sewers
and every kind of horrible thing, and that they rape in these according
to their nature, and yet never become debased yoylefilement thence
contracted, albeit that the visible light is byuratin closer conjunction
with visible pollutions. How much less, therefommuld the Word of
God, who is neither corporeal nor visible, sust@gfilement from the
female body, wherein He assumed human flesh togethk soul and
spirit, through the incoming of which the majestyttte Word dwells in
a less immediate conjunction with the frailty dfiman body! Hence it
is manifest that the Word of God could in no wayeéhheen defiled by a
human body, by which even the human soul is natedefFor not when
it rules the body and quickens it, but only wheftugts after the mortal
good things thereof, is the soul defiled by theybd®lt if these persons
were to desire to avoid the defilements of the ,sthdy would dread
rather these falsehoods and profanities.
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4.0 CONCLUSION

Augustine lays the solid foundation for further (Stological
development which later theologians would embarkHis emphasis on
the humanity of Christ is not intended to diminisis interest in the
divinity of Christ. His point is simply to convela¢ good news that God
has shared in our humanity taking upon Himself iofirmities. This
gives us hope of redemption by God showing us gsat= he Himself
was tempted like us, so he could understand witto ishow us mercy.
Augustine developed this from his exegesis of 3ere but also it
served to grant him comfort for his life which Ineed before becoming
a believer.

5.0 SUMMARY

Augustine’s Christology is drawn from his Trinitan theology. Though
he emphasizes the humanity of Christ, he does n@ gom for
subordination of the Son to the Father in termgnaifc derivation. In his
humanity the Son is subject to the Father but smdssential being as
God he is equal to the Father. The three persanesqual in substance
and no one is inferior to the other. But when Ghoscame human he
was subject to the limitations of humanity whiclkeludes dependence
on the Father in his redemptive work. Augustinelwi§€ology shines
forth from his exegesis of Scripture much more tphnosophical and
speculative thinking.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. What is the relationship between Augustine’s Chltgjy and his
Trinitarian theology?

2. What is the importance of Christ's humanity in Astne’s
understanding?

3. Is there the concept of subordination of the Soth&Father in
Augustine’s Christology?
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Anselm’s Christology is understood from his wofkur Deus Hom®

This is to explain “Why God Became Man.” In thisnkpAnselm gives
a classic argument on the nature of incarnation iendignificance in
redemption. He argues on the necessity of the matian as resulting
from the fall of mankind, and God’s chosen meanscwiibecame the
necessary way that God deemed fit to save mankind.

2.0 OBJECTIVES

At the end of this unit, you should be able to:

. derive the importance of the incarnation in the ieeal
development

. explain the nature of Anselm’s argument and itsartamt in
Christological development

. deduce critical thinking on Christology as Anselntends to

impact his readers.
3.0 MAIN CONTENT

If anyone is seeking to be intellectually activatden he might need to
read Anselm’€Cur Deus Homoln this profound work of philosophical
theology, | think Anselm’s methodology attempteddoite his reader,
and then slowly reconstruct their mind with logieason, and ultimate
faith.
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3.1 The Necessity of the Incarnation

Of the many Christological topic€ur Deus Homaconveys, perhaps
nothing is weightier than its emphasis on tecessityof Christ to
redeem humanity. Again it is important to keep imanthat when
Anselm uses the wordecessityor necessarily he is speaking in terms
of logical language. The word, necessity, for Anselsignifies a
condition in which nothing else could be the caBer example, a
necessary condition for fire is oxygen, whereasufficeent condition
could be a match. (Think about the difference betwée two for a
second). Anselm’s own words demonstrate his coioviadf the logical
necessity of Christ when he says in the first bdokjt proves, by
unavoidable logical steps, that, supposing Christewleft out of the
case, as if there had never existed anything towdb him, it is
impossible that, without him, any member of the hamace could be
saved.” This postulation by Anselm is crucial fas fargument that
Christ’s divinity regarding the redemption of mamdiis necessary.

This brings us to the main point of Anselm’s Claisgy in Cur Deus
Homo1.5. Because this chapter consists of only twpaspmade up of
a question fromBoso and an answer from Anselm, it would be
advantageous to state them here:

5. “That the redemption of mankind could not have Ha®night
about by any other than a divine person

Boso

If it were said that this liberation had been brhougbout by a non-
divine person-either by an angel or by a humandydime human mind
would accept this far more readily. For God couévén created some
man (somebody) without sin, not out of raw matetiat was sinful

and not as the issue of another ~ man, but in tivee sgay in which he

had created Adam. The work of liberation could, iscseems, have
been accomplished through the agency of this man.

Anselm

Do you not understand that, supposing any othesgpewas to rescue
man from eternal death, man would rightly be judgedhis bond-slave?
If he were this, he would in no way have been restdo that dignity

which he would have had in the future, if he hatl sioned. For man,
who had the prospect of being the bondsman of ne except

God...would be the bond-slave of someone who wasoat
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According to Anselm, the argument here is based7aaomatic logic.
Thus the distinction between necessity and contiogén the argument
Is apparent. A clear example of this contingencyoisnd in Bosds
postulation that God’s atonemetruld have been achieved by a non-
divine person, specifically, an angel or a newleated human.
Anselm’s response to this speculation is to dematsstthat it is not
logically possible for this to be the case. R.WutBern states Anselm’s
logic very succinctly in the following categoricalllogisms:

Only Manoughtto make the offering for sirb(it he canngt

Only Godcan make the offering for sirb(t He ought not

Therefore only a God-Man bottan andoughtto make the offering for
sin.

Or

Man has an obligation but cannot pay,

God has no obligation but can pay,

Therefore a God-Man is conceivable having bothgattion and power
to pay.

3.2  Christological Divinity & Redemption

Anselm’s argument for the necessity of Christ'simlty in the argument

above is multifaceted. The first axiom on which Almg's argument

rests is his conception of the redemption of mashkkhis proposal of the

atonement is not a “ransom theory” in which Goceildies humanity

from the clutches of the devil. Anselm rejects gopular idea of his

day, namely, that the devil has rights over hunyafiecause he says it
IS not “necessary to pay a ransom to a usurpemaahcef;” and thus the

devil is out of the picture of the atonement. Thegjion, then, is what
will Anselm replace the formaansomtheory of atonement with? The
answer is found between the line<afr Deus Home2.5.

Anselm understands that the redemption of mankies Wwithin the
requirement of Christ being necessarily divine.c8ihrist voluntarily
died for mankind, it is mankind who is indebtednim. If Christ is not
divine, then mankind would be the bond-slave whaldd@ay homage to
someone else other than God. This, therefore, wdadin direct
confrontation to Anselm’s definition of sin: “torsis nothing other than
not to give God what is owed to him.” Thus, if Gltrithe redeemer of
humankind is not divine, then it would indeed befidi to attribute
redemption to him because God himself would nogloeified for this
redemption. The logic of Anselm in this respectlsar. Christ must
necessarily be divine.
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In addition to humanity paying adoration to Godn&pAnselm inserts
another enthymeme into the text which is only gy alluded to, but
developed later i€ur Deus HomoThe hidden argument is simple: only
God can save humanity. It is not a question, asoBasks whether a
person could effect the restoration of mankind, thetimpossibility of
such a being if that being is not divine. Anselratgument is that “no
one is capable of bringing about recompense exsepteone who is
God and man.” On the part of humanity, there hdsetpayment greater
than anything that exists apart from God, and atingrto Anselm, there
is nothing superior to all that exists which is r@bd-except God.”
Thus, the implied conclusion is that it is absdiuteecessary that
mankind pay recompense (e.gcur Deus Hom® 1.5), otherwise
humanity is not accountable. But within this argunié is also a
requirement that only divinity is capable of effagtsalvation due to the
exclusive servitude to God. Anselm states that Gme can make
recompense unless he is truly God.” This bringback to the original
necessary conclusion that Anselm speaks aboutdk bd. Humankind
can only be redeemed through a divine person.

The logical extension of Anselmigecessaryonclusions as flushed out
above will inevitably lead to a more polished viefvthe atonement

which is often referred to as the “satisfactiontdae.” The necessary
conclusions will also lead Anselm to a full Chalor@n treatment of

the incarnation of Christ by the end@fir Deus HomoG. R.

Contrary to some critics who have demanded thatctrforms to
developments in theology and philosophy over thst paillennia,
Anselm’s argumentation and thought must not be epigsented nor
underestimated. In the commendatiorCof Deus Homdo Pope Urban
Il, Anselm explains his reasons for writing the woae is interested in
communicating the truth, reasonableness, and tfgite Christian faith
to the faithful of his era. In this mindset Anset@ems neither cavalier
nor naive about the complexities of truth. He, ¢ffi@e, does not try to
“prove” the Christian faith to unbelievers, butesiipts to show why it is
reasonable for believers. Thus, his apologetio@sfied in his quotation
of Isaiah 7:9, “Unless you have believed, you wdt understand.”

In the light of the argument put forth @ur Deus HomdL.5, Anselm’s
Christology consists of demonstrating that onlyi§thcould be divine
because humanity’s redemption requires a divinsquerNot only is
Christ’s divinity regarding the redemption of hurkard is certain, but
for Anselm it is necessarily certain to be the case
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3.3 Satisfaction or Commercial Theory in Anselm

The Satisfaction (or Commercial) theory of the atoent was
formulated by Anselm of Canterbury in his bodRur Deus Homo
(‘Why the God Man’). He has introduced the ideasafisfactionas the

chief demand of the nature of God, ptinishmentas a possible
alternative of satisfaction and equally fulfillindpe requirements of
justice thus opening the way to the assertion @iighunent as the true
satisfaction of the law. In his view, God’s offexddeonor and dignity
could only be satisfied by the sacrifice of the Gwan, Jesus Christ.
Anselm undertook to explain the rational necessitythe Christian

mystery of the atonement. His philosophy restshoee positions. First,
that satisfaction is necessary on account of Glofur and justice;
second, that such satisfaction can be given onlyth®y peculiar

personality of the God-man Jesus; and, third, sheh satisfaction is
really given by this God-man's voluntary death.

According to this view, sin incurs a debt to Divijustice, a debt that
must be paid somehow. Thus, no sin, according tsehm, can be
forgiven without satisfaction. However, the incutréebt is something
far greater than a human being is capable of payifighe service that
a person can offer to God is already obligatedtberadebts to God. By
Anselm's time the suggestion has been made that surocent person,
or angel, might possibly pay the debt incurred kyners. That,

however, we would put the sinner under obligatmnhiat deliverer and
the sinner would become indebted to a "mere credtur

The only way in which the satisfaction could be endtat humans
could be set free from their sins-was by the conuhg Redeemer who
is both God and man. He himself would have to béess, thus having
no debt that he owed. His death is something grélaae all the sins of
all humanity. His death makes a superabundsaatisfactionto the
Divine Justice. Anselm'’s theory persisted for eiggituries.

4.0 CONCLUSION

Anselm's formulation differs distinctly from Refoation views. For
Anselm, Christobeyedwhere we should hawabeyed for John Calvin,
he waspunishedwhere we should have bepanished While Anselm's
interpretation permitted man to offer Christ to Gtte Protestant faith
insists that it is God, not man, who reconciledefalhumanity by
sacrificing His son.

Critics of Anselm assert that he put the whole kcindén merely a legal
footing, giving it no ethical bearing, and neglec#iogether the
consciousness of the individual to be redeemedthis respect, it
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contrasts with the later theory of Peter Abelarg. vigay of criticism,
theologian George Foley writes that the traditiorssthtement of
Anselm's doctrine has undoubtedly inspired the ldgwveent of much
devout and consecrated life. However, its religigosver has come
from the fact that it is aemotionalwitness to the fundamental reality of
incarnate love and sacrifice.

Anselm’s doctrine likely influenced the fathersthre Church to think
more of being dwelling of God and humanity thartref sufferings and
death of Jesus Christ on behalf of humanity. Thisfaation theory of
the Reformation, however, owed its existence toeMns It was made
the test of orthodoxy and continued to be so urgdr the end of the
19th century. He also criticizes the fact that thossts of orthodoxy
required one to subscribe to a rationalistic anthpteysical formula, in
the place of the Scriptural doctrine from whichaid been derived.

5.0 SUMMARY

Anselm does not advance the belief which is noverretl to as the
Immaculate Conception, though his thinking laid gineundwork for the
doctrine's development in the West. Dre virginali conceptu et de
peccato originalji he gave two principles which became fundameotal f
thinking about the immaculate conception. The fgghat it was proper
that Mary should be so pure that no purer beingdctwe imagined,
aside from God.

The second innovation in Anselm's thinking whicleogd the way for
the Immaculate Conception was his understandingorgginal sin.
Anselm affirmed that original sin is simply humamture without
original justice, and that it is transmitted be@ysrents cannot give
original justice if they do not have it themselvesiginal sin is the
transmission of fallen human nature. In contrastnséim's
contemporaries held that the transmission of oaigsin add to the
lustful nature of the act of sexual intercourse.sélm was the first
thinker to separate original sin from the lustrdercourse. This enabled
later thinkers to see that God might keep Mary freen original sin,
even though she was conceived through normal pabore

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. Briefly explain what you understand from Anselm’sriStology.

2. What is the nature of the necessity that Anselnpgses for the
incarnation?

3. What are some of the strengths and weaknesses selAis
Christology?
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Aquinas was a great intellectual and theologiathefmedieval ages. He
profoundly influences the tradition of Roman Caitism. His
philosophy dominated his theological enterprise. islamportant in
theological development because of his astute aegtsmand he also
tried to build on Augustine’s theology.

2.0 OBJECTIVES

At the end of this unit, you should be able to:

. describe the importance of Aquinas in Christologica
development

. distinguish between the continuity and discontywit Aquinas’
Christology and

later Christological developments.
3.0 MAIN CONTENT

The analysis of Aquinas’ Christology here is dralargely from the
summary of Fr. John A. Hardon; S.J Aquinas’ Christology is
understood also in terms of God’s wisdom. Christhis total sum of
God’s wisdom. God knows all things and his knowkdgcompared to
a treasure: wisdom is an infinite treasure to nWe. can only look to
Christ to attain that wisdom. This derives from hisderstanding of
Paul: "I judged not myself to know anything but Shrlesus." The
center of Aquinas’ Christology is the humanity othr{St in its

possession of grace and wisdom, subject to wealamessuffering, and
thereby atoning for the sins of fallen mankind.

27



CTH422 CHRISTOLOGY

3.1 The Necessity of the Incarnation

The question that he first addresses is the guestithe necessity of the
incarnation. The first kind of necessity does nottee into the
incarnation; for God Almighty’s power could havest@ed human
nature in many other ways. The hope of humanitydess elevated by
God's deep love for us, which is expressed in the & God taking on
our humanity by his birth, suffering and death. Mzan be seen but
should not be followed. God should be followed tannnot be seen, and
therefore God became man that he might both be aerdnfollowed.
Finally, with regard to our full sharing in the diity, which is our true
end and bliss bestowed on us through Christ's n@whhdugustine says
that he became man that man might become God.

The nature of the hypostatic union of the two neduis also a great
mystery. When a human nature can be so joined tbtat there is but
one person there, let no proud spirits vaunt thbmseabove men
because they are unearthly and without flesh. Gadnow shown us the
high place human nature holds in creation, for htered into it by

genuinely becoming man. In order to do away with gnesumption, the
grace of God is commended in Jesus Christ, throogbreceding merits
of ours. Man's pride, his greatest hindrance togalig to God, is

rebuked and cured by humility. A mere man cannahdtin for the

whole of human race, how right, then, that our 8awidid just that

proving that he is both God and man.

Leaning on Augustine's authority, Thomas holds thatl became man
only because man had become estranged from Godefohe if man

had not sinned, the Son of Man would not have cddeee hold that
even if man had not fallen, the Son of God would/ehdecome

incarnate. There the motive for the incarnatiomlisays put down to
man's sin. God became man to remit every kind wviadien from them;

divine law, inherited and personal. "Christ cameake away sin...all
sin." To that extent, it may be said that Chrigtheaprincipally to take
away original sin. The cause of every good thate®ito us is God and
his love. It is His love which causes every peitectof nature and of
grace: "l have loved thee with an everlasting ldteyefore with loving

kindness have | drawn thee."

The hypostatic union is not by division as Nest®@agsumed. Nestorius’
understanding disagrees with the Scriptures, whpdak differently of
Christ and of men in whom the word of God dwellsgrgce; of such
prophets it is said that the word of God comes,dsuChrist that "the
Word was made flesh,” that is, a man: the mearsnipat the word of
God transforms into a man. The difficulty aboutstimterpretation is
that Christ would not have been a true man, for d&umature is
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composed of this union of body and soul. The fivas that the Word
took the place of soul, and so came to the flesk: mature was formed
from the Word and the flesh, as with us one nasifermed from soul

and body.

This conclusion, which cannot be justified, is tetliby Augustine: it
would mean that the Word assumed an animal nalburtenot a human
nature. A properly constituted nature cannot beemented by another
nature, and if another was added then the resuit@tgre would not be
the same as before. The divine nature is quite tempand cannot
possibly be added to; for that matter, human nasimmmplete enough
to disallow the entrance of another nature. In ease, the result would
be a compound, neither divine nor human, and Ciudatld be neither
man nor God, which is inadmissible.

As God is his existence and goodness, so is hetesbe his unity.
Why, for example, is the human naturet communicable to any other
individual of the human family? The humanity of Ghihad all that was
required for the perfection of a human nature-badg soul, faculties
and emotions completely. Christ is therefore ardiviPerson because
His act of existence, which identifies personality,not human but
divine.

3.2 Grace and Wisdom in Christ

Also, on Christ's possession of grace and wisdonmhis humanity,
Aquinas offers a great insigHht.is difficult to describe the relationship
of Christ's human nature to the divine because ave mothing like it in
our experience. He argues for a three-fold Gragehnst. Aquinas first
considers Christ's fullness of grace. All the gifeely given to men by
God surpasses the claims of nature and are notraddwy merit-though
supernatural rewards are not without the name &ld ef grace, for
grace is the principle of merit, "the gift of Gagleternal life," and they
are given more abundantly than we deserve.

Union with God can be by affection or by substadesus Christ alone
has this unity; he is both God and man. This is dimgular grace of
being joined to God as one single person; a gklfr given, exceeding
natural power, rewarding no merits, and making €hmost dear to
God: "This is my beloved Son, in whom | am wellgded."

The first is a habitual state of soul infused byd{the soul cleaves to
God by an act of love, a perfect act coming frohahit. Nothing nearer
to God than a human nature hypostatically uniteHita could exist or

be thought of. As a result Christ's soul is mor éf@ grace than any
other soul. The man Christ is the only begotterthaf Father. From
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Christ's fullness grace is outpoured on us. The &oBod was made
man that men might be made God’s and become thérehiof God:

"When the fullness of time was come, God sent forghSon, made of a
woman, made under the law, to redeem them that weder the law,
that we might receive the adoption of sons."

Because of this overflow of grace and truth Chastalled the Head of
the Church. To summarize with St. Thomas theoldgicadition
ascribes to Christ a threefold grace. First, theegrof hypostatic union
whereby a human nature is united in person to tre® God. Second
sanctifying grace the fullness of which disting@shChrist above all
others. He also taught a two-fold Wisdom in Chridbnsequently we
profess two wisdoms in Christ, the uncreated wisddnGod and the
created wisdom of man. As the Word of God, he e dbnceived and
begotten wisdom of the Father: Christ and the posieGod, and the
wisdom of God. From the beginning of his life hevsaod; unlike the
blessed, he did not arrive at the vision of God.

No one was so near to God. Christ's human sowtisisove all other
created intelligent substances. With perfect iristgh beheld all God's
works, past, present, and future. God's infinitiadpés the infinite truth,
and no created mind, even though knowing the i&jncan know it
infinitely, or by seeing God can comprehend him.ri€ls soul is
created, as all about his human nature was creatldrwise no other
nature would exist in Christ apart from the divimgture which alone is
uncreated. Appropriately then he sees in God elvienytthat God does,
and in this sense can be called omniscient.

The first is the empirical knowledge which otherrmalso enjoy, for it
is proper for human nature that truth should bealisred through the
senses. The second is divinely infused, and infalmsmind about all
truths which human knowledge searches or can rdaclt,is right that

the human nature assumed by the Word of God, wiastores human
nature, should itself lack no human perfection.

To sum up: Christ's soul was raised to the highestl of knowledge
possible to any created mind, first, as regardsigeBod's essence and
all things in God, secondly, by knowing the myssriof grace, and
thirdly, all objects of human knowledge.

On His own testimony, Christ revealed both sideslisf existence, the
humble and human together with the sublime anchdiviVhy did the
Son of God assume the infirmities of human natuherwabsolutely
speaking He could have redeemed us without anyersodf? More
profoundly, however, Christ underwent the limitasoof human nature
as a means of meriting our salvation. Sin has thasps, the turning to
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transient advantage, and the consequent turniny &ee God. That
Christ should assume those consequences of sirhbeiEp men away
from God cannot be entertained.

Our bodily disabilities are punishments for sin.ri@€put them on, and
accordingly is said to have worn the likeness nf $50d sent His own
Son in the likeness of sinful flesh, and for siandemned in the flesh."
Here St. Paul calls suffering sin. In the final lgses, only human beings
can suffer. If the causes of pain in Christ werenifiodd, the rational
experience of pain and its deliberate acceptanogecanly from one
source, mankind will He possessed as a true Sdvaof. It is worth
reviewing with Aquinas the basis of Catholic teachthat Christ had
two wills, a divine anchuman and the various aberrations that called
into question Christ's finite volition and poweraygated liberty.

For it is certain that the Son of God assumed &epehuman nature.
Now the will is like the mind, a natural power whids part of the
perfection of human nature; hence we must say tth&@tSon of God
assumed a human will together with human naturethig@yassumption
of a human nature the Son of God suffered no ditiwnwf his divine

nature, to which a will also is attributed. Therefowe are bound to
profess two wills in Christ, one human, the othgime.

3.3 Divine Human Activity

The term "God-human" activityefiergia Theandrike dates back to
Dionysius the Areopagite (about 500 A.D.). As weraach Christ the
God-man, His actions are also "God-manly," henearhric Theos=
God, andros= man). Some things which Christ did and doesdamse
by His divinity using the human nature only asnastent, and these are
theandricin the strict sense. Another name would be "Gadttgh-
man" produced activities. They cover all the operst that God
performed (performs) in the person of Christ inhs@cway that the
divine nature produced the effechrough the human nature as
subordinate instrument agent. Theologians preferatbthese "mixed"
actions, to distinguish them from those which d8lyd or only man can
perform.

In Christ, however, their operating sourgarirfcipium quod is the
second person while their operating instrumgmin€ipium quois the
human nature, yet differently than in the precedulngre the stress is on
the God-man. Here the accent is on the Man-God.

We have already noted in Christ's human natureoéotd power of will,
the sensitive appetite or derivative will, and thgonal appetite, which
acts both non-deliberately and deliberately. It Wasl's will that Christ
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should undergo pain, suffering, and death, notHfemselves, but for the
sake of human salvation. If the Incarnation waswmeined by God
because of man's sin, so the sufferings and déaitniest were chosen
because they are so effective in redeeming us fsom Absolutely

speaking, God might have saved man without theiétgssut then we
should have been deprived of innumerable benefits.

Christ's Passion is the cause of our salvationanious ways- efficient
cause when to His Godhead (as God, He is the creathivine grace);

the meritorious cause when related to His humah(Wi freely chose

to suffer death to His earthly body); the satisfyinause is that it
liberates us from the debt of punishment (Christously suffered that
we might be relieved of pain that was due to oos)sithe redemptive
cause in that it frees us from the bondage ofauit(is remitted and the
estrangement caused by sin is removed); and tmdigat cause in that

it reconciles us with God (from enemies of God, veeome once more
His friends).

Christ's role in our redemption was that of medidtetween God and
His people. To achieve our union with God is Clgistork: "God was
in Christ reconciling the world unto Himself." Héoae is the perfect
mediator between God and men, since the humarwasérought into
agreement with God through His death: "There ismeeiator between
God and men, the man Jesus Christ," says St. &adithen adds, "who
gave Himself as a ransom for all.”

Sin is an insult to God, and therefore infinite dexe of an offense to
the Infinite. In the circumstances, though, Clsisttisfaction was more
than adequate. Whereas the offense against Gocperpstrated by a
finite being, it was only morally infinite (direde against God).

Satisfaction on Christ's part, however, was obyetyi and morally

infinite; it was done by a Divine Person sufferimgthe humanity He

assumed.

By suffering from charity, Christ offered to God racthan what was
demanded as recompensation for the sin of theeeltirman race.
Secondly, from the preciousness of the life he togvn, the life of a
man who was God. Christ's Passion was more thdicisat, it was
superabundant.

4.0 CONCLUSION
The Christological understanding of Aquinas grewt oof his

development from Augustine. Aquinas employed a npiosophical
argumentation in explicating the divinity and huntyanof Christ.
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Aquinas represents a solid Christian voice on &lijuall theological
disciplines in the medieval church history.

5.0 SUMMARY

Basically, Aquinas’ Christology posits that thoutjiere are things that
pertain distinctly to the two natures of Christerdh is one hypostasis in
which all things pertaining to Christ are uphelcheTnature of this

hypostatic union of the two natures in the persb€lorist makes it that
by being essentially divine his redemptive workaischored on that
divine personality. By this fact Christ could bdled a creature only
relatively as a man but not properly because hrsnfas divine is

uncreated.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. What is Aquinas’ understanding of the grace otl®vorking in
the humanity of Christ?

2. Explain whether Aquinas’ understanding of the taatures of
Christ agrees with the early church formulation.
3. What is the basic function of the incarnationAguinas?
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The main Christological thrust in the Reformaticgripd stood on the
shoulders of Martin Luther and John Calvin. Botlleel churchmen
developed their Christological understanding imatieh to what has
been earlier established especially by the Chaluadadefinition. They
however, had major differences especially with rthattempt to
understand the nature of the relationship betwaenattributes of the
divine and the human in Christ. While Luther bedidvin the
communication of attributes between the two natufsvin held to
their communion rather than the communication. Thigher had
conseqguences on the nature of the presence oft @htiee Eucharist. In
this section we shall be dealing with Luther’s Gtaiogy.

2.0 OBJECTIVES
At the end of this unit, you should be able to:

. explain the tread of continuity in the developmehChristology
in the Christian Church up to the Reformation time
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. appreciate the vast sources of Christology fromethdy church
to the reformation so that they can also make nmegani
contribution to it

. grasp an understanding of Luther’s Christology o it differs
from

. one of the major Christian traditions, namely tlefdRmed.

3.0 MAIN CONTENT
3.1 Divergence between the Luther and Reformed Tehing

Reformation Christology as championed by Luthernpged the
orthodox Christological statements of the churchnoas. Luther taught
that when the Word became incarnate he did notesuspor alter his
normal function of upholding the universe. Luthef@mristology insists
that the two natures in Christ are distinct thonglrer separate. Yet in
the unity of person in Christ, one nature is seelp involved in the
activities and events which concern the other tih@thuman nature can
be spoken of partaking in divine attributes. Sabrais accomplished
not only by the divine nature working through thertan but is indeed
the accomplishment of the human Jesus, who workeédaoperfect
obedience and sanctification for all men in his gvenson (the humanity
being not only the instrument but the "materialsswf salvation).

Here, there is a divergence between the Lutherdneformed teaching.
The Lutherans laid the stress upon a union of tvedunes in a
communion in which the human nature is assumed ihe divine
nature. The Reformed theologians refused to thinknoassumption of
the human nature into the divine, but rather ofageumption of the
human nature into the divine person of the Sonwlom there was a
direct union between the two natures. Thus, whiéz=ping to the
patristic conception of theommunicatio idiomatunthey developed the
concept of theommunicatio operationurfi.e., that the properties of the
two natures coincide in the one person) in ordespgeak of an active
communion between the natures without teachingcride of mutual
interpenetration.

3.2 Communication Operationum

The importance of theommunicatio operationurfwhich also came to
be taken up by Lutherans) is that it corrects @whar static way of
speaking of the hypostatic union in patristic tloggl by seeing the
person and the work of Christ in inseparable undtygd so asserts a
dynamic communion between the divine and humanresitof Christ in

terms of his atoning and reconciling work. It stes the union of two
natures for his mediatorial operation in such a wilagt this work
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proceeds from one person of the God - man by thstindiive
effectiveness of both natures. In this light, tlypdstatic union is seen
as the ontological side of the dynamic action abreiliation, and so
incarnation and atonement are essentially compleanenWe shall
follow some details of Lutheran Christology.

The orthodox Lutheran theology of Jesus Christ degeloped using
the methodology of Luther’s scholasticism. On tleaeyal basis of the
Chalcedonian Christology, and following the indicas of the

Scriptures as the only rule of faith, Protestaspeeially the Lutheran
scholastics, at the close of the sixteenth andnduthe seventeenth
century, built some additional features, and dgwetionew aspects of
Christ's person. The propelling cause was the lkathéoctrine of the
real presence or omnipresence of Christ's bodigariLbrd’s supper, and
the controversies growing out of it with the Zwirgls and Calvinists,
and among the Lutherans themselves. These newdsatelate to the
communion of the two natures, and to the states thadoffices of

Christ. The first was the production of the Luthrei@hurch that was
never adopted but partly rejected by the reforntlee;second and third
were the joint doctrines of both, but with a vergtarial difference in

the understanding of the second.

3.3 The Communicatio Idiomatum

At the Reformation, Luther's Christology was basedChrist as true
God and true man in inseparable unity. He spokehef"wondrous
exchange" by which, through the union of Christmhitiman nature, his
righteousness becomes ours, and our sins become his

He refused to tolerate any thinking that might léadpeculation about
God - man divorced either from the historical parsbJesus himself or
from the work he came to do and the office he camdulfill in
redeeming us. But Luther taught that the doctrindh® "communication
of attributes" ¢ommunicatio idiomatujrmeant that there was a mutual
transference of qualities or attributes between divine and human
natures in Christ, and developed this to mean aiahumterpenetration
of divine and human qualities or properties, veggion the very
commingling of natures which Chalcedonian Chrigjglbad avoided.

In Lutheran orthodoxy, this led later to a contmeyeabout the manhood
of the Son of God shared in and exercised suclbuatits of divine
majesty, how far it was capable of doing so, and Fer Jesus used or
renounced these attributes during his human lifee Tajor problem
with Lutheran Christology is that it seemed to ignthe difficulties that
are inherent in making human attributes share endivine and vice
versa. Could the human limitations be shared byihi@e nature? If so,

36



CTH422 CHRISTOLOGY

would this not have serious implications for God aonsequently even
on the omnipresent character of God which Luth&€hnstology seeks
to affirm?

The Communicatio Idiomatummeans the communication of attributes or
properties (Gkidiomatg Lat. proprietate3 of one nature to the other, or
to the whole person. It is derived from theio personalisand the
communio naturarumThe Lutheran theologians distinguish three kinds
or genera

(1) genus idiomaticunfor idiopoietikor), whereby the properties of
one nature are transferred and applied to the wpetson, for
which are quoted in such passages as Rom. :3t; BR8&; 4:1.

(2) The genus apotelesmaticum (koinopoietikonyhereby the
redemptory functions and actions which belong te whole
person (theapotelesmatpare predicated only of one or the other
nature (1Tim. 2. 5-6; Heb. 1: 23).

(3) Thegenus auchematicynor majestaticumwhereby the human
nature is clothed with and magnified by the atti@suof the
divine nature (John 3:13; 5:27; Matt. 28:18, 20nR®:5 ; Phil.
2:10). Under this head the Lutheran Church claimesegdain
ubiquity or omnipresence for the body of Christ,tba ground of
the personal union of the two natures; but as ¢oetktent of this
omnipresence, there were two distinct schools wilaicdh both
represented in the formula of Concord (1577). Brand the
Swabian Lutherans maintained an absolute ubiquitZlwist's
humanity from his very infancy, thus making theantation not
only an assumption of the human nature, but alskingaa deity
out of it; although the divine attributes were atled to have
been concealed during the state of humiliation.tMaChemnitz
and the Saxon divines called this view a monstypsihd taught
only a relative ubiquity, depending on Christ'sl lilence called
volipraesentia or multivolipraesentia who may be present with
his whole person wherever he pleases to be orroasiged to be.

(4) Then there is thegenus kenoticum(from Kkenosis), or
tapeinoticum(from tapeinosis), Phil. 2:7, 8; i.e., a commuhma
of the properties of the human nature to the divnaéure. But
this is decidedly rejected by the old Lutheransira®nsistent
with the unchangeableness of the divine nature aaral"horrible
and blasphemous" doctrine (Formula of Concord 12).6

3.4 Theology of The Cross

Also central to Lutheran Christology is the empbadithe theology of
the Cross. Luther had reached a new understandintpeo pivotal
Christian notion of salvation, or reconciliation tiviGod. Over the
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centuries, the church had conceived the meanshaddtim in a variety
of ways, but common to all of them was the idea #ladvation is jointly
affected by humans and by God also by humans threogrshalling
their will to do good works and thereby to pleasedGand by God
through his offer of forgiving grace.

Luther broke dramatically with this tradition bysasting that humans
can contribute nothing to their salvation: salvaties fully and

completely, a divine work. His theology of the 3osenters on the
person and work of Christ. It is the finished wook Christ that

establishes the basis for our justification. Buttca in this theology of
the Cross is the doctrine of justification. Chribtas acquired
righteousness for us which we could not attain by loest of works.
God imputes to us the righteousness of Christ bighvive are counted
righteous before God.

4.0 CONCLUSION

Lutheran Christology is unique in the sense thas itultured in the
communication of attributes between the two naturegher was more
concerned with maintaining all the divine attribaitef Christ as God
even in his humanity. Some scholars believe thatalmost set Luther’s
Christology in the direction of Eutyches.

5.0 SUMMARY

Lutheran Christology posits that Christ's two nasurshared in their
attributes though it kind of gives more credenceh divine over the
humanity. This makes it such that Christ's humandges not
necessarily restrict him to be in a particular tawa at a time. He is
omnipresent in his humanity and that he can beipalg present in the
Holy Communion. Also important in Lutheran Christgy are theology
of the Cross where the concept of justificatiofuisy expressed. Many
scholars believe that justification is the centratheran theology.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT
Briefly describe the unique features of Lutime@hristology.

1.
2. What do you think are some problems with Luthera
Christology?
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Calvin’s Christology is grounded upon the Chalcedonfoundation.
Calvin moves away from Luther at important pointéis study will

orient you on the understanding of Calvinism’s ididiveness in
Christology as it does other areas of theology.vi@atiffers from

Luther on the nature of the relationship of thelaites of the divine and
human natures. He denies Luther’s view of Christimipresence in his
humanity as well as Christ’s real physical presandie Eucharist but
spiritual.

2.0 OBJECTIVES

At the end of this unit, you should be able to:

. explain Calvin’s Christology
. differentiate between Calvin’s Christology and tbatuther
. describe Christologies of the past and that oRbrmers.

3.0 MAIN CONTENT

3.1 Calvin’s Christology

In his argument for the divinity of Christ, Calviimds the applicability
of the name Yahweh both to God and Christ quite oigmt. He
consented to the Jewish tradition that the nameweéhhwas not
commonly applied to creatures, as was Elohiiahweh was the
exclusive and uniquely identifying name of God thatother creature
could bear. But he also differs from them whenJéeish interpretation

! Elohim was applied to other God's and to humans (Ps. &2:60334) as well as to God
Almighty.
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undermines the divinity of Christ by refusing tcemdify Christ with
Yahweh. The total sum of Calvin’'s argument is thiSor, since the
Jews further teach that other names of God areingptbut titles, but
that this one alone [Yahweh], which they speakbaerwhelming, is
substantive to express his essence; we infer teatohly Son is the
eternal God who elsewhere declares that he willgn his glory to
another [lsaiah 42:8].” Philip Melanchthon holds ethsame
interpretation, that Christ spoke directly to thatr@rchs; see
Melanchthon on Christian Doctrine: Loci Communess35ed. and
trans. Clyde L. Manschreck; Grand Rapids, Michkd3a1982), 19, 21,
A Melanchthon Readeftrans. Ralph Keen; New York: Peter Lang,
1988), 173. Muller also notes the general consensus the
understanding of the meaning of Yahweh as giveexiodus in the Post
Reformation theology: “In signifying the One Gotetefore, Yahweh is the
name of the full Godhead, Father, Son and HolyitSpind not the name of
the Father alone” (MullerPRRD 3, 259); he adopts this from Zancbie
Natura Dej I.xiii (col. 30).

Hence it is reasonable to describe Calvin's Chogipin one way as Yahweh
Christology, since by demonstrating that Christ wéghweh orl am he
establishes that it was necessary for Christ tdidee in order to accomplish
his redemptive work with all its benefits. Calvirvieew here is not limited to
the pre-incarnate Son but it takes the totalitythef existence of the Son,
whether as pre-incarnate or incarnate. The unigir@ of this name in
contrast to other names of God has to do with #ssénce” by which
the autotheosof the Son as well as of the Father is attestédt 15, the
name Jehovah points to what God essentially isniaétes him different
from his creatures. This differentiation is whatmdecates God’s glory
from that of his creatures. Later on, we shall 8e# Christ refers to
himself asl am which, is the equivalent of the Old Testament narhe
Yahweh.

Calvin followed the interpretations of some orthwdtheologians
against Servetus’ interpretation: “But the orthodimctors of the church
have rightly and prudently interpreted that chiegal to be God’'s
Word, who already at that time, as a sort of fatetabegan to fulfill the
office of Mediator.” Though McNeill rightly thinkshat the “orthodox
doctors” here refers to Justin and Tertullian (n28); the scope of
Calvin’s tradition is broader than Justin and Tkegn. As seen from the
patristic writings, Calvin is in keeping with thédroad tradition on this
basic understanding of Yahweh Christology, thouglcbuld be said to
be more Augustinian. The humanity of Christ did notpose a
limitation to his divinity. Calvin says, “Here i®mething marvelous:
the Son of God descended from heaven in such athaty without
leaving heaven, he willed to be borne in the viggimomb, to go about
the earth, and to hang upon the cross; yet hereonisly filled the
world even as he had done from the beginning!s lnarvelous because
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the humanity of Christ does not change him fromngeGod. This
immutable essential being of Christ is what is &dmas theextra
Calvinisticum Parker argues that Calvin’s Christology is a dsg
assertion of the Chalcedonian position, particulasd drawn from the
Quicunque vultthe so-called Athanasian Creed” (Parker, 1995: 67

The role of the divinity of Christ in his redemiwvork is what is
unique in Calvin’s Christology. In Calvin’s timedathumanity of Christ
was not under attack as was his divinity, so ngtteould have been
unique in Calvin’s defense of Christ's humanity.tBlie fact that the
divinity of Christ was under attack, Calvin used r@sources at his
disposal to explain and defend Christ’s divinityitasommuned with the
humanity. For Calvin, without the divinity of Chktj his humanity
alone could not have accomplished his work to Satie eternal
judicial sentence upon sin. The two natures wet&elg involved in

the task that was required of the Mediator:

In short, since neither as God alone could he degith, nor as man
alone could he overcome it, he coupled human natithedivine that to
atone for sin he might submit the weakness of titeeto death; and that,
wrestling with death by the power of the other matthe might win
victory for us. Those who despoil Christ of eithas divinity or his
humanity diminish his majesty and glory, or obscime goodness
(Calvin, Institutes:2.12.3, 46

As represented above, a common error among sonadasglis to think
of Christ as Mediator only in terms of his humaratyd to conclude that
Calvin emphasized Christ’'s humanity over his dityinCalvin’s view is
clearly contrary to such a conclusion. Calvin’'swidoes not stress the
mediatorial work of Christ in his humanity over aradjainst his
ontological being as God. Rather, “Only he who wae God andrue
man could bridge the gulf between God and ourséf@slvin, 232). In
Calvin’s Christology the adjectival qualificatio$ the constitution of
the Mediator obviously stress the necessary baldratehe holds on the
two natures of Christ in respect of their uniquactions. One aspect
cannot be more distinctive than the other, becdastb are equally
distinctive. What Christ began in his pre-incarnatate is what he
continues till completion, as Paul affirms (Phib)L:

3.2 Christ as Mediator

Mediation is a covenantal activity that both Godl amankind perform.
Moses, as essentially a creature was an entirelyjahu mediator
between God and Israel, and his work had no iafimierit. But Christ is
essentially God and condescended to become theakdedin the flesh
without losing his original identity. By virtue difis anhypostatichuman
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nature, he was like Moses, but considered in higwéinature, he was
greater than Moses and equal to the other triungops. Mediation is
the equivalent of reconciliation. Paul says thatl ®@@s reconciling the
world to himself in Christ (2 Cor 5:18, 19; Col 0;22). That God has
reconciled us to himself does not make him lesa thiaself, and this
means that by mediating in his state of incarnati@hrist was not
necessarily less than God. Therefore, the noticat t@Ghrist was
Mediator only in his humanity is not supported byifture, and neither
does Calvin teach such a view.

To be sure, “Calvin has no problem affirming thatio deity is clothed
upon with human nature in order to mediate for si®@r theanthropic
prophet, priest, and king (cf. his writings agai@stvetus especially and
the Italian antitrinitarians).” Calvin argues ttiae deity of Christ is an
essential necessity for his mediatorial work beeatl® angels also
come under his mediation since he holds primacy twm as well as
the head of the church as the firstborn of eveeare (Eph 1:22; Col
1:15; 2:10). Therefore, “It thus becomes clear thihbever denies that
Christ is mediator, with regard to his divinity kés the angels away
from under his command, and detracts us from hesne majesty,
before which every knee should bend in heaven ancearth (Phil
2:10)” (Calvin, 232). This is an excerpt from Calgi letter to the Polish
Brethren to refute Stancaro’s error that Christ weesliator only in the
flesh.

4.0 CONCLUSION

Christology in the Reformation period was champtrgy Martin
Luther and John Calvin. Both of them developedrtGéiristology based
on what the Church earlier adopted at the CountilCbalcedon.
Luther’s Christology was centered on the Biblehasdnly rule for faith
and the real presence of Christ in the Eucharisichvisignifies the
communication of attributes between the two natudesin Calvin on
the other hand taught that even though Jesus belsaman, he did not
suspend his divine function of upholding the unseerHe also insisted
that the two natures of Christ are distinct, butaneseparate. The work
done by Jesus to save us clearly reveals thatmoiscatures are closely
related to each other. There is here a divergertseen the Lutheran
and Reformed teaching. The Lutherans laid the stwg®n a union of
two natures in a communion in which the human matsiassumed into
the divine nature. The Reformed theologians refusedhink of an
assumption of the human nature becoming divine rétler the divine
person of the Son of God in whom there was a due@in between the
two natures.
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5.0 SUMMARY

In this unit, we have discussed the two differeetws about the person
and work of Jesus Christ. These views are led bytiMaLuther and
John Calvin. Luther taught that the doctrine of themmunication of
attributes” meant that there was a mutual transéereof qualities or
attributes between the divine and human naturesCimist, and
developed this to mean a mutual interpenetratiodivfie and human
qualities or properties. Calvin on the other haauyht that Jesus Christ
in his divine nature also assumed the human natndeboth natures
were in direct union. So, he concluded that bothdlvine and human
natures were important and actively involved in tlask that was
required of Jesus’ mediatory assignment.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. What is Luther’s view on the divine and humaitunes of Christ?
2. What is the difference between Luther and Catwinthe two
natures of Christ?
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UNIT3  CHRISTOLOGY OF THE HIGH REFORMED
ORTHODOXY (17™ CENTURY)
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Francis Turretin was a f7century AD Reformed theologian whose
theological works were of great influence. In faat, some great
Seminaries in America like Princeton, Turretin’sriig thelnstitutes of
Elenctic Theologybecame theological texts for professors and sitigde
Christology in the 1% century orthodoxy was more in the direction of
polemics. This was a time when Turretin defendedditional
Christology against heretics of his time, mainlye t&ocinians and
Remonstrants. Sometimes, he also raided Catholi¢lssnconcern was
to maintain and balance the divinity and humanitfy Ghrist in
soteriology. He followed Calvin in his views but ladéso had some
similar views to Aquinas especially on the natuféhe satisfaction of
Christ’'s meritorious work.

2.0 OBJECTIVES

At the end of this unit, you should be able to:

. explain the connection between the™l6entury Reformation
Christology and the 7orthodoxy
. draw particularly distinction from Francis Turretiwhose

theology was very faithful to biblical revelation.
3.0 MAIN CONTENT
3.1 Biblical Christology

Turretin does not develop another kind of Chrigggloor introduce
innovations into Calvin’s teaching, but he defe@#dvin’s Christology
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against heretics who, though confessing Chrisetthe Son of God, yet
“do not rise beyond his human nature,” and having rfeference to his
consubstantiality (homoousian) with the Father Whi the real hinge
of the question” (Turretinnstitutes 1.3.28, 282). He draws a sharp line
of distinction between pure Christology and erwanjch is measured by
whether Christ is “true and eternal God,” havinge‘tsame numerical
essence with the Father, not in time, but fromratgf This was the
pinnacle of contention between the church fathads Arius. Turretin’s
primary opponents were the Socinians, who drew ipdirom the
theological lineage of Arius, the Remonstrants, ahe papists
(Catholicism).

Like Calvin, Turretin refuses to indulge in a Clolsgy that is premised
outside the parameters of scriptural testimony. fiigt introduces
scriptural testimony and then wrestles with thamsest exegetically to
prove their reasonableness in asserting the déiBhast. This he does
on four grounds:

(1) the names of God,;

(2) the attributes of God;

(3) the works of God,;

(4) the worship due to God.” This pattern is foundCalvin, who
applies this fourfold analysis to God the Fatherthe Old
Testament, as well as to God the Son in the Nestafigent, who
though incarnate was testified to be God withRagher. Turretin
sails through scripture, arguing the distinctidriree Father and
the Son: “God the Father is distinguished from @& Son, not
essentially gusiodo$, but hypostaticallyi{ypostatikos”

Some of Turretin’s key considerations for Christizinity are the
applicability of the name Jehovah both to the Fa#imel to the Son and
the testimonies of the apostles. John calls Clitist true God, and
eternal life” (1 John 5:20); Paul calls him “Goces&ded forever” (Rom
9:5), and Thomas Calls him “My Lord and my God”{da20:28). This
warrants the understanding of his essence to bgatine with that of the
Father as one God. Discussing the attributes tbfel the ontological
being, Turretin says, “The same deity is provedh®ydivine attributes,
which being proper to God alone to the exclusionreftures, he cannot
but be God of whom they are predicated.” Thesabates include
eternity, immensity, omnipotence, omniscience, anumnutability,
which are drawn from various passages in Scripture.

This also draws from the divine works of creationene Christ, the Son
of God, was at the beginning and was the instruatetduse of all
things, thus having dominion over all things andnfeworshiped as
God. To be Mediator does not contradict his ontcigbeing as God:
“But although Christ must be adored as Mediatadp#s not follow that
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his divinity cannot be satisfactorily inferred froms adoration. The
Mediator in his very conception indicated a diviperson whom the
economical minority cannot destroy. He is not toaoered directly as
man reduplicatively... but with respect to his divimeture.”

Therefore, for Turretin as for Calvin, the medi&bwork of Christ as
true man must be grounded primarily on the fact beawas true God.
What Christ attained in his death and resurrechendid not obtain
essentially but “in personal and economical dormmriiorhis follows

from the fact that “the Son is properly called aoéms ... not with
respect to his person but essence; not relatiBoagfor thus he is from
the Father), but absolutely as God in-as-much addee the divine
essence existing from itself and not divided ordpiced from another
essence.” Turretin makes it clear that he is defendone other than
Calvin’s Christology against Genebrardus and VatentGentilis, who
“charged Calvin with heresy.” Gentilis, a discip)é Servetus, denied
divine essence to the Son and held that only thileeFavasautotheos

“The Father is the one and only true God, Hssenciatorthe Son and
the Holy Ghost are theéssenciati’

He did not call the Father a Person, because, diogcpto his opinion,
the essence was itself true God, and thereforeaigg i we admit the
Father to be a Person, we no longer have a Tribitya Quaternity.” So
he denied the three persons in the one essencedfH2 taught three
external Spirits in God, but two were inferior toetFather. He was
condemned to death. It is my assertion, based ®@®e\ifdence we have
seen that Calvin and Turretin stressed the impoetasf ontological
Christology in the mediatorial work of Christ ardstis well connected
to their Trinitarian postulations. At no point imeir Christology-whether
as regards the person of Christ or his work-hasatm®logical been
relegated to the background. On the contrary, thésontological that
provides the entire frame for understanding the iatedal work of
Christ within his offices of Prophet, Priest, anth¢(

The mediatorial work of Christ can only be propeuntyderstood when
the two natures and the person in whom they suleist held

simultaneously. The logic that bears out the Tyinih which, the

persons must not be severed from their divine esseapplies to
Christology, so that it will jeopardize sound thmgp) to develop
Christology without considering his two natures.eTtivine nature is
absolute and definitive of his work. The close ceetivity between the
Trinitarian theology and Christology of Calvin afdrretin helps to

safeguard against the heretical tendency to underrtie person and
work of Christ. This research also helps to sethféhe harmony that
exists between Calvin and Turretin as the lattéemt#s the former with
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all available tools at his disposal that are priypeonsistent with
biblical revelation.

3.2 Christ’'s Merit in the Salvation Plan

Turretin’s Christology is also clearly defined adpthe lines of Christ’s
merit in the salvation plan. The concept of marithe era of Reformed
orthodoxy served as grounds for explaining theigeficy of Christ's
redemptive work. The merit of Christ, because sfgerfect obedience,
provides grounds for our justification to which hioig needed to be
added. The perfect obedience of Christ is the okng of his
meritorious qualification as Mediator properly ctvaed in his divine
and human natures. As mentioned above, Turretiga of the meritum
Christi is not contrary to Calvin’s view. Though rfetin certainly has
gone deeper into the matter than Calvin as he egmplational
argumentation against the Arminians and Lutherdus,argument is
nevertheless as tightly connected to his Christolas Calvin's
argument is to his Christology. He expounds mefitCbrist in his
discussion of the decrees of God.

First, Turretin affirms with Calvin that the goodeasure (eudokia) of
God is the only cause of the decree to save. Cbrisie content of this
divine good pleasure since God took his most puscand only Son and
gave for the propitiation of the sins of humanityMark Beach concurs,
“Thus, in Turretin’s theology, the covenant of gras epitomized by
Christ, who is God’'s supreme and benevolent gifffaiben sinners”
(2007: 13). Turretin categorizes Thomas Aquinasp v@mong others
rejected the merit of Christ as the cause of treregeto save, as subtly
intending to teach “universal grace and destroy’Sabsolute election
according to good pleasure.” Turretin, like Augnsti Scotus, and
Calvin, underscores that God’s good pleasure hHasapy over the merit
of Christ, for God’s “good pleasure excludes eveayse out of God
upon which election may depend.”

He appeals to several passages of Scripture thch this (Matt. 11:25,
26; Rom. 9:16; Luke 12:32). In Turretin’s view, timearnation was not
absolutely necessary; God was not forced to matteceee that would
usher in salvation by the incarnation of Christ.tiea, Christ as

Mediator is the content of the decree as the egmesf God’s good

pleasure to save those upon whom he has mercy.iSluse way of

saying precisely what Calvin has said, namely tapart from God’s

pleasure, Christ could not merit anything.” Undes decree, Christ was
destined to redeem the elect. Christ is the prinragans by which

election is effected.
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Turretin  understands the meritum Christi under tbenceptual

framework of the necessity of satisfaction to dévjastice. In discussing
the merit of Christ, one of the first questions rétin addresses is
whether satisfaction to God’s justice was of absohecessity. It should
be observed that Turretin abhors theological spioul, especially
concerning the incarnation and satisfaction. Carmiogrthe necessity of
incarnation he says, “However as this mystery iasgaertainable by
reason and is known only by the aid of revelatieaious questions
won't be agitated about it.” This stance of depagdon revelation
instead of philosophical speculation provides thagple in Turretin’s

discourse on satisfaction as well. On the questibthe necessity of
satisfaction, he builds on Augustine, who teaches ‘thypothetical

necessity” of satisfaction, which occurs becaused'Go decreed it” and
so satisfaction becomes “a necessity of fithesstiaine justice,” thus

safeguarding against violation of the command of.Go

Turretin also refers to “some of the Reformers” winmte “before the
time of Socinus.” He does not mention Calvin, ahdséems more
reasonable to think he is on the same side withi@Galvhich is why he
does not mention him with Augustine, given the prance that Calvin
holds in his mind. As Socinus (1525-62) was a aopi@ary of Calvin
(1509-64), it also seems that Calvin is not inctude his reproof. But
Bavinck gives a division of opinion that aligns Attasius, Augustine,
Aquinas, Calvin, Musculus, Zanchius, and Twissdh@one hand who
hold the “necessity of fithess” and Irenaeus, Basihbrose, Anselm,
Beza, Piscator, Turretin, Owen, Moor, and otherbading to absolute
necessity (BavinckkReformed Dogmati¢cs$, 370).

Bavinck’'s division between Calvin and Turretin here hardly
justifiable. The question is what kind of necesaigoth Calvin and
Turretin repudiate the idea that Christ would $tdve become incarnate
(simple or absolute necessity) even if there hadoeen a fall (Calvin,
2.12.5, 469; Turretin, 2.13.3, 300). Yet they algihold the absolute
consequent necessity, for both argue that satisfagtas necessary on
the basis of justice. God decreed that he would saan from the abyss
into which the latter had descended, so it becagcessary for Christ to
offer himself as a sacrifice. Calvin appears toimeagreement with
Turretin, as he says: “Hence, expiatiorust intervene in order that
Christ as priest may obtain God’s favour for us apgease his wrath.
Thus Christ to perform this offideadto come forward with a sacrifice,”
(2.15.6, 501 [emphasis mine]). Calvin also spedk€lwist's need to
“satisfy God’s judgment, and pay the penaltiessiaf (2.12.3, 466).

Calvin gives logical priority to the justice of Goghich necessarily, not
as fitting but absolutely, requires satisfactionatiSaction was
absolutely necessary given the immutable natur&ad, though this
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satisfaction could have been provided by anotheanmgfiat as per
Calvin), yet God *“willed to heal the misery of mami' by the
satisfaction of Christ (Calvin, 2.12.5, 469) ane thurpose of Christ's
coming was that “he might save his people from sinthat “His office
Is occupied only with sinners” (Turretin, 2. 13.3800). While Turretin
disagrees with Augustine on the nature of the rstigesf satisfaction,
he agrees with Augustine on the nature of the rs#gesf incarnation,
as he cites his supportive view: “If Adam had nioined, there would
have been no need for our Redeemer to take on tnirflesh” (Ibid.).
Turretin therefore speaks of the “opinion of thethodox” “who
maintain both its [satisfaction] absolute and hyetital necessity, so
that God not only has not willed to remit our smshout a satisfaction,
but could not do so on account of his justice.” rétin’s method of
clarifying the precision of the issue in view istguicompelling. First, he
excludes all misunderstanding and confusion ofntlagter: It does not
concern a simple and absolute necessity on thegba@od for God
could (if he had wished) leave man no less than Diesil in his
destruction. Rather the question concerns a hypo#tevhether the
will to save men being posited, the incarnation wasessary. Again,
the question does not concern the necessity oddoeee for no one
denies that.... Rather the question concerns thessmgeof nature-
whether... it was necessary for the Son of God tmimecincarnate in
order to redeem us”; it does not also “concernrtbeessity of fithess
because all confess this was in the highest degtewy to the divine
majesty. Rather the question concerns the necessjiystice-that in no
other way could the justice of God have been setistand our
deliverance brought about (which we assert). Inay Wwe moves from
the effect to the cause. The effect which is our against God
necessitated our penalty because the justice ofdeatti not condone
sin, so that the justice of God as integral togldect nature of God has
primacy of necessity.

3.3 Divine Attributes

The divine attributes factor strongly in Turretiview of discussing the
merit of Christ particularly the infinity and pectgon of God as
manifest in the life and work of Christ. Benjaminman echoes
Turretin’s relation of these divine attributes tbriSt's redemptive work
in history saying: Without divine efficacy on tharp of the redeemer,
redemptive history seems to be more about changesvthe created
order than about changes in God’s covenantal actwith humanity.
The integrity of divine promise and divine fulfilent can obscure the
significance of Jesus as divine mediator-not byiteg out his divine
identity but by leaving out any integral role fas llivine exertion.”
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So the entirety of the work of Christ should berarily considered as
“divine action that accomplishes redemption” andtttprovides the
power that can carry the eschatological structargvdrd not simply
from fall to restoration but from fall to consumnaat.” This thought fits
in with the infinity and perfection of the divinasnan person. Divine
action in redemptive history has never been susgkadl any point, so
the role of the deity of Christ in his work mustyaewed in light of the
fact that God sovereignly places divine preemineocger and above
human work. While human work is required, divingi@t determines
its course and end.

Accordingly, the “covenantal communion of humannigsi with God
both essentially and hypostatically” is determiread perfected by
“God’s infinite and perfect actions.” Christ’s amtis are directly God’s
actions. Inman incorporates Richard Lints’s arguintleat Christ’s deity
is assumed in all his actions as mediator, solisadivine efficacy is the
controlling factor of the redemptive history, besau’Redemption is
attached to the same Lord yesterday, today and rtomd The
Socinians denied penal substitution because thairreason also stems
from their denial of divine justice. According tenken, Faustus Socinus
denies penal substitution on a number of groundst, Hustice and
mercy are not divine properties. Second, while peoy debt is
transferable, personal punishment is not, everogsocate punishment
cannot be exhausted on one individual. Third, tlexiby of the duration
of Christ’s suffering could not be infinite. Foustit is unjust to impute
the sin of the unjust onto a just person.

Turretin, like Calvin, takes God’s will and justicdistinctly yet

simultaneously in his view of Christ rendering skiction to God; there
is no logical priority or order, but they inheransiltaneously in the
divine plan of salvation. Turretin’s argument sésth four grounds
upon which the nature of the satisfaction is fouhdenese are “sin, for
which a satisfaction is required; or to the satsm itself which is to be
made; or to God, to whom it is to be rendered;ooChrist, by whom
satisfaction is made.” Each of these presentsfamte dimension of its
own. The nature of sin is understood against thekdraund of the
person against whom it is directed, namely God whthe absolute
“supreme Ruler and Judge.”

Sin thus brings God’s absolute eschatological atefnal judicial
sanction against humanity. Because of the sevefigmn, “God himself
looks upon us with hatred and indignatiéntie considers sinners in

2 See Calvin’s corroboration on this, who says sinners “by nature are sons of wrath
[Ephesians 2:3, cf. Vg.] and estranged from him by sin, have, by Christ’s sacrifice,
acquired free justification in order to appease God” (Institutes, 2.17.2, 530); “But God’s
righteous curse bars our access to him, and God in his capacity as judge is angry
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three ways: as debtors (Matt 6:12), as enemies 1€2dl), and as those
guilty before God.” In this light, three things amxqjuired: “payment of
the debt contracted by sin, the appeasing of dikateed and wrath and
the expiation of guilt.” The nature of sin heiglgethe nature of the
punishment and consequently the nature of the eaery it. Sin is by
nature “a moral evil differing intrinsically and sentially from
holiness.” The solution of the problem of sin regqaithat “the very
thing is paid” by either the “debtor himself’ or bgurety in his name.”
The concept of payment of debt is deeply structuredlurretin’s
explication of satisfaction to divine justice.

Turretin distinguishes between pecuniary debt aedap debt: the
former necessarily requires not persons but they tbmg owed,
whereas the latter requires both the thing owedthagerson involved.
This argument means that the payment for sin naogssequires either
the sinner or someone standing in place of theritutp receive
punishment. Turretin emphasizes that because ofrihenality of the
sin the worth of the person who pays for the oféand also taken into
account. But in such an arrangement the Judgeler lnolds the final
verdict in deciding whether or not a surety wouddaddlowed to stand in
for the offender, in which case God as the finadlgii permits and
selects the surety, Christ, so that “in the enduohpunishment suffered
by Christ, there is satisfaction, but in the adioissaind acceptance of a
substitute, remission.” Turretin justifies penabstitution because it is a
decidedly the prescriptive vindicatory justice addsin dealing with sin
and effecting redemption for the sinner.

He like Calvin argues that mercy and justice afeaatmony with respect
to the sinner. While justice is directed at sirelitsmercy is directed at
the sinner in Christ, and this is how justice aretey meet with respect
to the sinner. Therefore, God cannot be accusebleofg vindictive
against the sinner, because it is not the sinner sulfifers any more but
his own very Son, who voluntarily lays down higlibr his own people
(John 10: 18). Here then we have “a surety whopagnthe debt for us;
a Mediator and peacemaker (eirenepoiou), to takayagnmity and
reconcile us to God; and a Priest and victim, taestitute himself in our
place for a penal satisfaction.” Bavinck agreeshwiurretin: “In the
entirety of Christ’s person and work, this Christirevelation of God'’s
love,” so that satisfaction is not merely a mardgen of a wrathful
God, as those who deny this view assume, but dshout the justice of
God in love. The love of God without his revealedtice against sin is
deistic and contrary to his revealed attributes.

toward us” (2.15.6, 501); and Augustine: “The human race was bound in a just doom
and all men were children of wrath” for which reason a “Mediator was required” to
offer a “unique sacrifice” (Enchiridion, trans. & ed. Albert C. Outler [Philadelphia: The
Westminster Press, 1955], X. 33, 359).
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The logic of the situation is that it is the hum@aature in which sin

occurred, so the human nature must bear the perialily given that

mere humans cannot offer a sacrifice that is “ofirdimite value and

worth to take away the infinite demerit of sin,’ethitwo natures were
necessary in Christ for the making of a satisfacdohuman, to suffer;
and a divine nature, to give an infinite price amatlie to his sufferings.”
While Turretin does not undermine the human nabd@it@hrist, which is

established by the decree of salvation, he clegvigs the divine nature
or ontic status of Christ priority over his humagnés the fountainhead
of his qualification to deal with sin, given thetma of sin and the
justice to be satisfied.

By so arguing, Turretin is close to Calvin withoedntradiction by
embracing both the absolute and the hypothetice¢s®ty of the merit
of Christ that derives chiefly from the nature add3 his justice) and his
decree or will: “But we (with many) retain both amld that the
satisfaction of Christ was necessary as much omadineof justice as of
the will of God.” Yet he maintains the necessitytlié freedom of God.
This agreement with Calvin is seen in what Calvayss “God’s
righteous curse bars our access to him, and Gbdioapacity as judge
is angry toward us” so that “our prayers have nceas to God unless
Christ, as our High Priest, having washed away sms, sanctifies us
and obtains for us that grace from which the unuleas of our
transgressions and vices debars us.” And the ngcests Christ's
satisfaction is by reason that “no other satistecadequate for our sins,
and no man worthy to offer to God the only-begot&omn, could be
found.”

Turretin argues the truth of penal satisfactionirzgjathe Socinians on
the grounds of the “redemption of Christ,” that fShdied for us” and
“bore our sins” by his sacrifice for “our reconatiion with God,” given
the “nature of Christ’'s death” in keeping with “tléributes of God,”
whose justice is “impeachable.” His exegetical Iskih articulating
these arguments are superb, especially when he ré¢maes the
concept of satisfaction in such termsagslytrosis antilytron, hilasmos
katara, thysia and prosphora Socinus employs the Roman term of
acceptilatio as used in pecuniary debt, which doet necessarily
require transfer of debt to another. He departs fomth the Anselmian-
Calvinistic direction on the merit of Christ anctBcotistic, for Scotus
choseacceptatiq rather tharacceptilatioin regards to God’s acceptance
of Christ's work for our redemption. The Anselmi@alvinistic view
considers justice an expression of the immutabtaraaof God rather
than on the will of God.
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4.0 CONCLUSION

In conclusion we can see that thé"Xentury which forms an important
bridge between the Reformation period and the epist Reformation

period to our time produced a great theologian whiegiacy can be
appreciated in our own time. Francis Turretin’solbgical works were

used as reference works in some of the most inilsleSeminaries in

America in the 19 and early 2B centuries.

5.0 SUMMARY

Turretin  maintained a strong connection in his €loiogical
development with Augustine, Anselm and Calvin. iHguad that it was
very essential to balance importance of the funstiof the divinity and
humanity of Christ in soteriology. He ensured that arguments were
rooted in Scripture rather speculative theology. Hisputed the
Socinians, the Remonstrants and Catholicism offitmis.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. Describe in a paragraph your understanding of Tiaise
Christology.

2. Who were the theological opponents that Turretispdied
against?

3. Who are the theologians that Turretin’s Christologgis more
closely related to?
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Christology is surely a branch of Systematic Thggplas other core
theological prolegomena like Trinity and Scriptu@hristology stands
crucial only next to Trinitarian theology. In th&ection, we would
investigate this point as it is well representedSicripture especially
concerning the Christological question that Chmistself introduced. It
is the foundational question that governs all bddliChristology.

2.0 OBJECTIVES
At the end of this unit, you should be able to:

. state the place of Christology in Christian Theglog
. explain the biblical basis of Christology
. apply the lessons learned from Christology in thegal context.

3.0 MAIN CONTENT
3.1 Christology as a Division of Systematic Thémy
Christology is surely a branch of Systematic Thgglas other core

theological prolegomena like Trinity and Scriptu@hristology stands
crucial only next to Trinitarian theology.
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3.2 Intensive Importance
The questions of Matt. 22:42; 16:13

According to Matthew’s Gospel, on one occasion,useput this
guestion to the Pharisees; "What do you think alio&itChrist? Whose
son is he?" "The son of David," they replied. Despie third person’s
reference, he is definitely asking, “What do youmkhaboutme? Earlier,
he asked the disciples, in Mt. 16:13-15. When Jeanse to the region
of Caesarea Philippi, he asked his disciples, "\Whpeople say the Son
of Man is?" (Mt 16:14). They replied, "Some sayhidahe Baptist;
others say Elijah; and still others, Jeremiah a¢ ofithe prophets.” Mt
16:15: "But what about you?" he asked. "Who do yay| am?"

Indeed, he personalizes this - “Who ylou say | am?” It has become
something of a convention for treatments of Chlugp to begin by
citing these questions. These are surely rhetoguaktions -- asked to
make a point. They serve to reveal the fundamentpbrtance of our
concern, the endeavor that we have here in our vogther.

It is a two-fold question: “Who dpeoplesay that the Christ is?” There
IS no question that is more crucial, more decigihan this question. No
guestion that confronts people - as a societyyv#ization, etc - more
basic more essential than this question. The ceuseanswer that forms
in answer to this question, in the dominant andasgntative answers
that are given to this question, we inevitably havgauge on the basic
outlook, we have a grasp on the basic aspirations aoncerns of a
culture or civilization. In that respect, therenis question more basic
than the Jesus question.

But Jesus also asks, “Who gou saythat | am?” So the third person
guestion is also a second person question. Thdiguds the world is
also a question to the Church. Jesus questioratithiesses the world is
also a question that addresses the Church. It ashiers and also to us.
The exegetical importance of the question, in fecthat it is put in the
second person plural - you plural - but it certaird a question that
concerns each one of that plurality, each one iddally. What is true
collectively is true individually. In the Churcherporate and individual
can never be confused, but never pulled apartreife in Matt. 16:17
following Peter's response and confession, the Lsponds in the
second person singular - “you (singular) are bl@ss®o the issue, even
in the Church, is not only what others think bugoaWwhat I think. The
answer to the Jesus question is an intensely parsae, a decisive one,
a life-critical question. The answer that | givethat question is always
a telling answer. Not only what | say but whatol, disclosing what |
really am, what is true of me at my core. Heb. 4sheaks of the
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penetrating power of the Word and says it is aguafthe thoughts and
intensions of the heart. More than any other, #sg question does just
this.

Unsearchable Riches

When we consider the Jesus question -- all thatasght into view by
that question -- here if anywhere it ought to camoene to us what is
true for theology as a whole (not just Christologifeology is not to be
detached or unengaged analysis. Certainly it meastHaracterized by
academic rigor. But it is never a matter of unemghgnalysis. In its
systematic character it is always a systematic essidn offaith. The
Jesus question particularly ought always to eficttonfession of faith -
at whatever level. So at this point we can apptecighat the best
tradition of the Church - running from Augustineleadst and down into
our own time - has always recognized: theologicadvedge is always
a function of faith. A faith that is not productiva itself, but that
realizes its faith as it holds fast to the Word@dd. Particularly in
Christology we encounter what Paul calls, “The gresystery of
godliness” (1 Tim. 3:16). Great is the mysterygoflliness -- and the
term Paul uses is not piety in some narrow exercifieis virtually
equated withreligion, what the Bible elsewhere calls tfear of the
Lord. So it is not just personal piety. Paul is renmigchis readers that
here in Christ is revealed this mystery; in Chtigre comes to a focus
what are the ultimately impenetrable depths ofentire religion. As in
Eph. 3:8, what we are confronted with at no maitex sophisticated or
methodologically rigorous forms of theology are thwnsearchable
riches of Christ.” It is those unsearchable riclé<Christ that Paul
primarily has in view when he finishes his longadission at the end of
Rom. 11. “Oh the depths of the riches of the wisdord knowledge of
God!” “His judgments are unsearchable, His ways iascrutable.”
This is because of who God is and what He has aoGérist.

In Eph. 3:18, 19, Paul’s prayer is ‘kaowthe love of Christ that passes
all knowledge.” What is true of the entire theotal enterprise
becomes most pointedly the case when we are cattewith the
Doctrine of Christ. We are involved in a cogniteeterprise, a knowing
of what surpasses all knowing. So here particulavie ought to
rediscover how much worship and understanding lgetogether; how
much faith and understanding belong together. Htile these two are
in tension — worship and understanding, and hale lihey are divorced
from each other. Understanding is to be in theiseraf worship. The
classroom ought to drive us to the church. But elepond that we
ought to appreciate how understanding is itselbaerof worship.
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3.3 Extensive Importance: Scripture as Christoceamic (Heb.
1:1-2; 2 Cor. 1:20)

There is a difficulty that confronts us in our wotkis not difficult to
see just what that difficulty is. It is a rich awctallenging difficulty.
Nonetheless it is the difficulty that confrontsinur assignment in this
course.

Our task formally stated iwhat does the Bible as a whole teach us
about Christ? This is the systematic theological question paseds
most simple elements. But when we put the quegtiah way before
we are bound to conclude - leaving us perhaps @ezdl- everything in
Scripture is relevant to our task. Before longhbuld dawn on us that
nothing lays outside the scope of our concern.

1) In the New Testament

The four Gospels obviously are about Christ, fraegibning to end. At
the beginning of the book of Mark we have the hegdiThe beginning
of the Gospehbout Jesus ChristThat heading functions equally well
for the other 3 Gospels. The Book of Acts is ohgig written to
further the revelation of all that Jesbeganto do and to teach. What
transpires in apostolic history is what the exalleduscontinuesto do
and to teach. Jesus is the central actor. Thelepishose of Paul and
the others, are fairly seen as amplifying this canhg activity of Jesus
within the Church, which Paul particularly accentsas as its
fundamental identity that it is the body of Christhe Church is the
Body of Christ. Finally, the book of Revelationasvhole, we are told
right in the opening words - vss. 1, 2 - it is “thevelation of Jesus
Christ.” Further the author says that as the WoadkrdGod, it is the
“witness of Jesus Christ.”

2) In the Old Testament

The Old Testament taken by itself might seem toasgnt, at least by
comparison with the New, a less clear state ofiraffaa mixed bag
concerning Christ. It is sort of a more diffusauation. It might appear
that Christ is not nearly so dominant in the Oldstéenent as in the
New. There is a Messianic strand in the Old Testaeaut it is there
alongside others.

But particularly if we read the Old Testament ight of the New
Testament, which we are bound to do; it is notllaha case that Christ
IS not dominant or pervasive. For instance, iffoléow the lead of the
writer of Hebrews, we will capture several facetdeb 1:1-2 “In the
past God spoke to our forefathers through the mtspht many times
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and in various ways, but in these last days hespaken to us by his
Son, whom he appointed heir of all things, anduglowhom he made
the universe. “ Looking at it this way, we mustaguoize that God’s Old
Testament speech and the writer is looking at iitsnentirety (the
reference to the prophets is synecdochic) thatcspeeits entirety and
diversity represents an on-going process that flmmsards and reaches
its consummation point in Christ. He is said to Ged's final
eschatological speech or revelation.

Or if we look at Heb. 3:5, regarding Moses and €thrHeb 3:5-6
“Moses was faithful as a servant in all God's housstifying to what
would be said in the future. But Christ is faithg a son over God's
house. And we are his house, if we hold on to aurage and the hope
of which we boast.” Here the writer brings into wighe revelation
through Moses, with its prominent orientation oe traw, and bound up
with the constitution and aspirations of Israebasation, it might seem
that that revelation is less concerned or evenlai@e to Christ as it is
focused on the destiny of this particular natioBut the writer of
Hebrews says, “No, that's wrong.” He tells us thaises, as he is the
prime representative of the Old Testament (heresddas synecdochic)
is a faithful servant in God’ene covenant housé God’'s one house-
building activity. And he says that particularly athMoses was all
about, as law-giver and leader of Israel, is a&gto Christ.

In 2 Cor. 1:20, Paul says: “For no matter how mprgmises God has
made, they are "Yes" in Christ. And so through tile "Amen" is
spoken by us to the glory of God.” As we look a ttontext here, there
are no indications that there is anything that wduhit the scope of
those promises. Bringing into view the entire itgabf the New
Covenant, as he does in 2 Cor. 3:6ff, as he isihgolat the New
Covenant “Yes” in Christ, he does so in light ofatdver Old Testament
promises you might choose. A most sweeping, firdencategorization
-- the entire Old Testament has an essentially @sory character, seen
as promise, that entire outlook has its validatand fulfilment in
Christ. So the unity of the Bible may be seen framariety of angles.
But that unity is preeminently a Christological yniThe Bible is a
Christocentric or Christ-centered book.

4.0 CONCLUSION

So, as we put it earlier, we can see the diffictittigt we spoke of, the
difficult methodological question that we spoke-ohow do we delimit

the focus of Christology as a particular topic gst®matic Theology?
Is there anything at all that we can properly edel As the Bible as a
whole is seen as being Christological, what arentioee central topics,
the more basic issues that ought to constitutecanttol Christology as
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a particular locus, distinguishing it from othereas of Systematic
Theology?

Along with that, we can make this observation, &stry to answer that
question: At the same time we must not lose sighihe over-arching
profile that the Bible itself brings out, so thatall our theology Christ

is the center of gravity So however we may delimit and develop
Christology as a particular arese are at the heart of the mattewith
Christ, not with man, not with ourselves, nor alaively with God -
apart from any Trinitarian distinction - neithertbbse is at the center of
theology. Christ is the center of theology.

5.0 SUMMARY

We have seen that Christology is a central theosdgdivision of

Systematic Theology. The history of Christian tloggl has followed the
biblical emphasis of the person and work of Chridte foundational
qguestion of who Christ is forms the pinnacle of i€iotogical

discussion. The centrality of Christ is the staddar which all Christian
theology can be measured.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. How is Jesus Christ the centre of the Bible?

2. What is the importance of the Christological gfie:n as found in
Matthew16:15?

7.0 REFERENCES/FURTHER READING

Fuller, R. H. (1965)The Foundations of New Testament Christology

Hahn, F. (1969)The Titles of Jesus in Christolagy
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MODULE 3 MODERN AND CONTEMPORARY
CHRISTOLOGY

Unit 1 The Center of Christology — Old Testamemd New
Testament

Unit 2 Person and Work of Christ: A Probe of Modeand
Contemporary Christologies

Unit 3 Karl Barth’s Christology

Unit 4 Rationalism and Christology

Unit 5 African Christology

Unit 6 Christology and Eschatology: Jesus ChriEhe Second
Adam

UNIT 1 THE “CENTER” OF CHRISTOLOGY IN BIBLICAL
THEOLOGY

CONTENTS

1.0 Introduction

2.0 Objectives

3.0 Main Content
3.1 The Center of Christology: New Testament
3.2  The Center of Christology: Old Testament

4.0 Conclusion

5.0 Summary

6.0 Tutor-Marked Assignment

7.0 References/Further Reading

1.0 INTRODUCTION

In this unit you will be introduced to what is mastntral about Jesus
Christ in biblical revelation. This is about theffsung, death and

resurrection of Jesus Christ as it is written ia thur gospels, Pauline
epistles and the rest of the New Testament andstlogical typologies

in the Old Testament.

2.0 OBJECTIVES

At the end of this unit, you should be able to:

. state what the four gospels said about the persdnwark of
Jesus Christ

. explain the Christological position of Pauline ¢eis

. describe the typologies of Jesus Christ found ie ld
Testament.
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3.0 MAIN CONTENT

3.1 The Christocentrism of Biblical Revelation

The procedure we will follow in answering the abayestions, we will
proceed to identify what is most central in the libd revelation

concerning Christ. What is most central in Chgstatral biblical

revelation? What lies at theenter of the cent@rThe biblical writers,
here the New Testament writers, themselves givealsar indication of
the center we are to be concerned with: the daathresurrection of
Christ. As it could be put more broadly in ternfsNew Testament
language, the suffering and glory of Christ thatlofes. Or, in

Systematic Theology categories, what constitutes d¢bnter is the
humiliation and exaltation of Christ. That is ttenter of the center.

To highlight that point negatively, because thatu® can become
dislocated -- the focus on the one hand is nop#rsonof Christ. Not,
more particularly, the deity of Christ, particularas that might be
considered apart from His work. As that has beconmeeasingly
important for tactical apologetic purposes, Chassthe 2d Person of the
Trinity, God the Son from all eternity -- in a gariar context that is
most essential -- but that deity so considereditdgan His work, is not
the center.

Nor, looking in another direction is the centeratjgular benefitthat
flows from the death and resurrection. Thegivenesof my sins and
the experienceof being forgiven, all derive from the death and
resurrection of Christ. Now, that is absolutelyaal to the reality and
significance of the Gospel, which we must maintgainst all forms of
denial. But the benefit flowing from the death aadurrection is central.
Neither the true deity of Christ nor the true expace of the benefit
constitutes the center of our concern, but thehdaad the resurrection.

I. The Four Gospels

Without difficulty, we see that in all the four Guds the death and
resurrection are the heart of the message -- thmimation of the
Gospel narrative, the target of the narrative flmsva whole, where the
whole Jesus story is headed. Death and resumecfidne Gospels, it
has been said, ar@4ssion narratives with lengthy introductioh's We
say that without depreciating what comes beforehanthe Gospels.
Yet it contains a very helpful insight -- the whaarthly ministry of
Jesus is constantly focused on that passion cliffia&.genealogical and
nativity narratives to the commencement and devety of Christ’'s

3 Julius Wellhausen was supposed to be the first to say that.
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ministry were all geared towards a specific dii@ctiThat Jesus was
born of virgin birth alone would not be the end goal of that story and
even his miracles since prophets of old also peréal miracles. But
more significant is the aspect of the story thatis€tls death was not in
vain. His death was not of his own crime and fangelf; it was not

violent death in the midst of political strugglehel Gospels affirm

unanimously that he suffered and died for the saksinners, having

paid ransom to the divine justice consequent upomagainst the glory
and honour of God. More profoundly, Christ died ande again from

the dead to clear the way of resurrection for th@ke believe in him

and are in union with him.

i Paul

1Co 15:1-4 is most quickly constructive: “Now, brets, | want to

remind you of the gospel | preached to you, whiob yeceived and on
which you have taken your stand. By this gospel gmisaved, if you
hold firmly to the word | preached to you. Othemsyigou have believed
in vain. For what | received | passed on to yow#f#first importance:

that Christ died for our sins according to the Sares, that he was
buried, that he was raised on the third day adegrth the Scriptures.”
This is the most explicit summary Paul provideigfgospel preaching
as a whole. While not taking this in a temporalsserbut in a qualitative
force as the NIV captures it, here is what is mogiortant: the death
and resurrection of Jesus which is also the foifht of the Old

Testament. Also we see in 1 Cor. 1:18-3:23, whschighlighted in 2:2

“For | resolved to know nothing while | was with yexcept Jesus
Christ and him crucified.”

We see this again in Gal. 3:1, where he says thedt ine exhibited
publicly before them is Jesus crucified. “You fabli Galatians! Who
has bewitched you? Before your very eyes JesussiCivas clearly
portrayed as crucified.” Again in Gal. 6:14, hgs¢hat he has no boast
to make except in the Cross of Christ. Also, 2 Ti8: “Remember
Jesus Christ, raised from the dead.” With regarthéoverses that have a
single referent — the cross or resurrection. Welteeemember that in
the New Testament a reference to the death alotteearesurrection is
always synecdochic. A reference to the one alwandies the other.

ii. Rest of the New Testament

Here we can say that while there may not be exjpresshat are explicit
or programmatically clear, yet unmistakable indwad are there.
Hebrews is concerned with God's last days speecbhd $
eschatological speech in His Son. But as the wgites on to develop
in the light of this opening statement, it is clehat this last-days’
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speech centers in the High Priestly ministry ofigthit is particularly
as Christ is the great High Priest, He is God’sshan these last days.
That High Priestly ministry of Christ, he makesatlehas two facets --
sacrifice on earth in the past and present heavetdycession. Christ as
High Priest is to be seen in His suffering and glofThis is how we
should understand Heb. 13:8; this is not to bertasea proof text for an
affirmation of the eternity of Christ in terms ofidHtrue deity, though
that is true but as an affirmation of His fidelag High Priest. As High
Priest, He is constant. In the past on earth, enpifesent in heaven, and
in the future in His return to earth forever.

a. 1 Peter

1 Peter provides us with a message, according3totiiat turns on new
birth unto a living hope that the church has beeergin terms of the
resurrection of Jesus Christ from the dead. Evergtithe hope of the
church, flows from the crucified and resurrectedi§th

b. Revelation

What we find here in the distinctiveness of theioas visions, all of
that flows out of the vision that is given Johntbé glorified Son of
Man in the midst of the seven golden lampstandss iBhthe depiction
of Rev. 1:12-17. Everything flows out of what rei@ of the exalted
Christ in the midst of the Church - that is thetcareality of the Book
of Revelation. It presents who the exalted Jesus the midst of the
Church. So, leaving that as a preliminary kind afbe, we can say that
the New Testament in its various parts, in its eeon Christ is centered
more particularly on His death and resurrectiors, $tiffering and glory.

3.2 The “Center” of Christology - The Old Testament

The death and resurrection of Christ as the ceofténe OT is a much
more problematic point. This is widely denied, hgwpoints that, in
other respects are poles apart from each other.pbles that are in
reference are: Modern Theology (in the historic#iaal tradition): The
OT is sub-Christian, or even more radically, arftri€tian. This view of
polarizing the OT and NT has long history in thel 2entury AD. It was
advanced by Marcion who divided between the Godtre Old
Testament and the God of the New Testament. Tatlhen©T God was
wicked, monstrous and unloving in contrast to the Glod who is the
embodiment of love. In a modern context, RudolptiBann and James
Barr take the position that Christ can only be fbainere by a tour de
force, by reading Christ in despite what it says.
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The other extreme is Modern dispensationalism dastl in its most

consistent forms). The death and resurrection (sibe as they give

rise to the church) of Christ, along with the NTugth, is an essentially
unforseen mystery in the OT. So far as OT revatat® concerned,

death and resurrection, and particularly churchiesgnt a great lacuna,
gap especially where the OT promises are concdaudtiessed to Israel
as a nation). On some constructions there arddgmal allusions, but

they are peripheral to its central concern which p®mise and

realization of national promises. So what takeslin fact is seen to
be distinct from God’s dealings with Israel. Deatid resurrection are
virtually unrelated to God’s OT plan (parallel, it the mind of God,

but not integral to the promises of God to the araf Israel). What

happened was for them because of Israel’s rejeofitime Messiah.

The writers of the NT in contrast, see no such lembin the OT but
rather that the suffering and glory are at the eent the OT, not just
there, but at the center. The angle we will taklook at OT is the NT's
use of the OT.

Introductory comments druke 24:44-47:

These verses are important, standing as they the alose of St.Luke’s
Gospel, and intended to give us a cross-sectiombat( was typical)

view of the time between the resurrection and geeasion. Show what
was typical of Jesus’ teaching during this 40 dagiqu of time. This is

a succinct account of the Post-Resurrection tegchinJesus. What
went on during those 40 days “have been comprassedhe span of a
few verses.” What supports this is that in terrhdshe time markers,
everything through v.43 clearly happens on the afathe resurrection.
On the other side of our unit we are at the accotitite ascension. But
our unit is without time markers. So in an unspediway, this falls

within that period, so it is a summary, what wagsicgl of the time. This

is accented here because it will reinforce a lptént.

Here is a clear reference to the suffering andrrestion of the Messiah.
And coordinate with that are the proclamation gfemtance and the
forgiveness of sins to the nations. Three Elementwe into view:
Death, resurrection and preaching to the nation®hat is the
consequence of preaching the gospel to the natibrsassembly of the
Church. “It is written...Death, Resurrection, Gttuf This coordinate
reference is syntactically dependent gegraptai(it is written). This
form introduces a construction in which the sulgeetre in the
accusative and the verb is in the infinitive. Suff®ise, Gospel
Preached, dependent on it is writteBegraptaiis one of the standard
formulas for citing Scripture, to introduce quobais from the Hebrew
Bible. So Jesus is telling the disciples, “thisvisat is written in the OT,
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Messianic suffering, resurrection and Church.” Véf?e In what sense?
We fail to find a particular passage, particularses that express all of
this. You can't find a particular passage whet@fathese elements are
present. Now, certain psalms and the latter parsafh surely picture
the individual elementsGegraptaj then is taken here in a more general
sense. In what sense more general? How muchr|oosee general?
Here is where the immediately preceding verses iielfyv 44,45).

Jesus is speaking as he did not previously, b post-resurrection
perspective, from the vantage point of death armsdirrection behind
him. And what he is doing is recalling his teachito his disciples
“these are my words” during the period of his ntiyisprior to the
resurrection. The resurrected Christ presents mgpkack synoptically,
back in time. “While | was still with you” bringsut the climactic
character of the resurrection. It is as if he weoelonger with them,
even though he is there talking to them. This dugsepresent a stable
state of affairs redemptive history. In the tempprsense in forty days,
the Resurrected Christ must go to a place of glaryhe right hand of
God. This is a transitional nature of this periogesus’ point concerns
what is the sum and substance of his teaching wisilevas with them.
That substance is caught inhati clause at the end of v. 44 which
pertains to the necessary fulfillment of all theag/s that were written in
the Law, Prophets and Psalms concerning himself.

To put it in other terms, a description in termstefthree major sections
of the canon. So what Jesus is reminding his dsipere is how the
OT in all its subdivisions prophesies concerningngelf. Look back to
v. 27 same description (not as fully expressedjyvhat Jesus gave on
Emmaeus road. So Jesus is saying, “what | taugint(gs a whole) is
what the OT in all its parts teaches concerning”ni2oes the
prepositional phrase (controls at least to the@qmbalms) circumscribe
the entire OT in all its parts with no remaindarpaly to certain strands
of the OT, along with other teaching? Is Jesusgihgpany material out?
Is the reference a comprehensive or partial reteremnclusive of
everything, or excluding some material? Within thastext, the answer
ought to be “inclusive, comprehensive”. At leasbtconsiderations
supporting this: First, 44-49 are Luke’s way ofmsuoarizing what
happened during the 40 day period, in terms ofieac And he wishes
to show that it was a period of comprehensive urcsion. If this is so, it
is not very likely that parts of the OT would hanemained pushed to
the side. That section would have remained a clbsed.

Second, and more decisive, is what is said in v.“B& opened their
mind to understand the Scriptures.” The movementhought from
44,45, that helps us understand the mind opening expm, is this:
What Jesus had taught during his earthly minigrgaw made clear to
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the disciples. The gospel record gives severalcatoins that the
disciples (earlier) were not able to comprehenéneafraid to ask what
Jesus meant by death and resurrection (Lk 9:22544-k 18: 31-34).
What the disciples were then unable to comprehtrad,is now made
clear to them. The resurrected Jesus opens the@smiHe brings them
to understanding. Notice, now, how v. 45 describes understanding.

It is said to be an understanding of Scripture.S€et5 does not say he
opened their minds to understand these Scriptarpayticular aspect of
OT revelation, a set of Scriptures within the O&tler, he opened their
minds to understand THE Scriptures — the entire &Tla whole. The
“writings” is a term that always refers to the waf the OT (even in
extrabiblical Judaic writings) (Mt 22:29; John 5;38cts 17:2). In
other words, in the light of the resurrection, frahe perspective of
fulfillment in Christ, the disciples are now, fdre first time brought to
an understanding of what Jesus had all along b&gngsin his earthly
ministry about the necessary fulfillment of ScrigtuAnd their new
understanding is said to be an understanding obthptures. Putting it
anachronistically, Jesus opened the mind of theiples to understand
the consent of all the parts the scope of the wHulestminster
Confession of Faith Ch. 5). They are brought toeusthnd how it all
holds together, the coherence, the unity of the OT.

More Reflections

Coming back to vv. 46-47, they add by way of furtispecification,
further focusing what it means that they understidwedScriptures. That
focusing is the death, resurrection and churchdingl gospel. So
Death, resurrection and church-building gospelaathe center, heart of
the overall message of the OT. This is the focuw/lwdt the OT is all
about.

The apostolic preaching in Acts:

We look at this against the background of what \@eehseen in Luke

above. Before drawing attention to representattagements, a general
comment. This preaching always culminates in & toalrepentance

(there are not characteristically references tthfdiut to repentance.
But in the Lukan context, both are included in ‘&#afance.” That call

always follows out of a focus on the death but ey the resurrection

of Christ. The repeated emphasis in this gospekagssis preached on
the basis of Scripture. It is a message basedeo®1h Examples:

1) Acts 3:18ff (Peter)

The things which were previously proclaimed throdlgé mouth of all
the prophets that his Christ must suffer, thesegthiare now fulfilled.
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So the messianic suffering of Christ is a mattat tame through the
mouth of ALL the prophets. That way of puttingist even more

emphatic when you move to v. 24. Jesus is idedtifas the great
prophet promised in Deuteronomy. All the prophetso proclaimed

these days. Surely “these days”, in the conted,the days of Jesus
Christ. The days of the activity of this great grepforeseen by Moses;
Prophetic tradition going from Moses through fornterough latter

prophets. As many as have spoken! Whatever ptapleg opened his
mouth, this is what he spoke about “these daystiil&i statements are
found in Peter 10:43.

2) Acts 26:22-23 (Paul)

Therefore, having obtained help, the help whicfrasn God, until this
day, | stand testifying both to small and to gréasignificant and
significant) saying nothing except those things alshMoses and the
Prophets said would come to pass23 that Christ would suffer.
proclamation to the Gentiles. The setting is anpaihere the bulk of
missionary activity behind him. He is in interrtiga before Agrippa.
He is taking his whole missionary activity in viewn the final analysis,
all that | stand for, all that | have been testifyito, is nothing beyond
what the prophets and Moses said would happess, i§lihe heart, thrust
of what Moses, et al., said) viz., that Christ wbalffer, be first to be
raised, proclamation, etc. Concomitant with th#esing, resurrection
was the proclamation. Similarly 13:27; 17:2-3.

3) 1 Peter 1:10-12

Looking from several mutually related angles, firgteter reflects
salvation. That salvation is what Peter descrilodlgl in vv. 3-9. And

that is the salvation that is predicated on thermrestion of Christ (v. 3).
So he has in view, a salvation that in modern timstked in an
accomplished death and resurrection, but will imgahe future as well
(for an inheritance...kept in heaven...) Lookingshat will be true at
the return of Christ, the revelation that will tgkace at his return (v. 7).

a. This salvation is said to be a concern or preodompaof the
prophets (v. 10). And it was not a passing cutyosf them, but
an intensive concern (ek compounds on the verlishthae to do
with investigating, searching, inquiry--ek intemss). The NIV
is good here, “intently.” In view of the scope betsalvation, we
can say that this intense concern was also a ¢eotnaern, an all
embracing preoccupation that they had. It's faent to suggest
at least that even though Peter is referring spatly to
prophets, that reference is synechdocic, reprepentaf the
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whole. So what he is saying would apply more bipad the
OT. We see such a synechdocic reference in 2 Pgi@+21.

b. What the prophets in their plurality say isified, integrated.
And we can say that because as v. 11 makes cieavhat the
prophets in their plurality are concerned aboudt ik ultimately a
matter that the one Spirit is disclosing, indicgtthrough each of
them. We get an anticipation of the next pointhie Spirit as the
Spirit of Christ. Christ’'s Spirit, the Spirit associated with the
messiah is who is at work in the OT prophecy.

b. Inv. 11 we have further an indication as to wheesum of the
prophetic concern can be located, the focus. Weisav. 10
comprehensive, then integrated. Now we see thesfac this
body of prophecy is specifically the sufferingstioé¢ Christ and
the glory that would follow, death and resurrectioBo again in
this context, humiliation/exaltation is central what the OT is
teaching. There can be some debate in the gramieatr.saying
“what person and time...” or “what time and circiamges, or
what time and what sort of time”. But that worftest us here.)

d. Notice what is brought out in v. 12. Perhapsst emphatically
in NT, Peter is now saying, “they did it for yoWNot ultimately
for themselves, although they were intensively ined (v. 10).
Not for the Old Covenant “we”, but the New Covenayau”.
Which is to say then, that it is ultimately conset® the NT
Church that is served by the OT prophets. The @ is focus
on the death and resurrection, as we have alreatdnThis is
one passage that makes a point that we must nesersight of.
The OT belongs to the Church, not to the Jews (wdret
Dispensational Christian structure or Zionistic 3

4.0 CONCLUSION

The OIld Testament also testifies about Christ thhotine fulfilment of

Messianic prophecies concerning the suffering, lde@surrection and
glory of the Son of God fulfilled in the New Testant. Therefore, it is
worthy to note that the biblical support for Choisigy is not only
limited in the New Testament, but the Old Testan@ptthe foundation
for it. However, it advisable to be careful frontlifay into temptation of
taking any of the two extreme positions; that e restricting the
biblical support for Christ to a number of passagesthe New

Testament as if the Old Testament has nothing teittoChrist or even
viewing every Old Testament passage as if it haShastological

message.
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5.0 SUMMARY

According to the NT, the OT is one large witnesClwrist. The OT

taken as a whole, we’ve been able to see from émeage point of the
NT is one large prophetic witness to the Christnteeng on the

messianic suffering and glory, death and resuopectiThe OT has its
integrity in terms of this death and resurrectionus. This is how the
various parts hang together or cohere. So, railgan this, that is a
conclusion that it is well for us now, not so muolqualify, but to make
the observation that there are two extremes that tmbe avoided. On
the one hand, we must avoid restricting referenc€lirist to a limited

number of passages (those that are seen from aoht @f view to be

clearly messianic) as though the rest of the OTrwking to do with

these passages.

As if, alongside the message of Death and Restwreof Christ is a

message that is unrelated. On the other hand, w& also avoid

viewing every OT text as if it had a Christologica¢ssage of its own or
even more problematic, to treat every OT text ashisng some specific
point about the death and resurrection. This sbdublook inevitably

results in uncontrolled allegory that is alwayskiog behind things in

the OT for a presumably deeper meaning. On thggrageh, OT

interpretation becomes a kind of OT scavenger hiniho can discover
the most subtle Christological types and allusiori&ftus the issue by
addressing ourselves to: “Is Christ in every sardeof the OT?” Yes
and No.

If we mean that in the atomistic sense, that evesyt has a
Christological message all its own, then the ansswano. However,
every sentence is in a context. That context, ashave already
discovered, is a history. Every sentence is eméxedd the ongoing
history of God’s covenant dealings with his peoldeel, as that can
involve the various genres. That history has omig direction and
purpose, which centers in the sufferings and gdrZhrist. So in that
sense, we must say Christ is in every sentenceeoOfl. What we are
insisting on is that the OT must be read in thitlof the NT.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

How is Christology treated in the four Gospels?

What is the position of Pauline Epistles on €tofogy?

What has the Old Testament said about Christ?

What is the relationship between the Old Testdnasmd New
Testament on Christology?

PonNPE
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The relationship of God through Jesus Christ witmhnity is based on
faith, but not sight. So, the right thing for manto first and foremost
accept what the Bible had said about Jesus Chyidaith. Then, the
benefits of what Jesus Christ had done will autccally become his or
hers. It is rather wrong to first seek for beneditsvhat Christ had done
as a condition to accept what Jesus had done forahity. In this

section, we shall explore the developing views dfatars from the
Reformation theology of Philip Melanchthon down tmodern

liberalism.

2.0 OBJECTIVES

At the end of this unit, you should be able to:

. state the positions of Philip Melanchton, Emmarkiaht, New
Liberalism, Historical Jesus’ School and Bultmaon the

Person and work of Christ
. refute the wrong teachings about the Person andk \dfdChrist.

3.0 MAIN CONTENT

3.1 The Background

A favorite quote of a number of contemporary thga@as -- Bultmann,
for instance -- comes from Philip Melanchton. “Keow Christ is to
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know His benefits.” But, we can say, if Melanchteere alive today, or
any time since Kant (that is otwday), he would likely regret having
spoken as he did. Even in his own work there adécations that his
second thoughts about expressing it that way. &lage the opening
words of hisLoci Communes- Theological Commonplaces: “To know
Christ is to know His benefits. Not, as is somesntaught, to behold
his natures or the modes of His incarnation.” Hue believer, it is
enough to know what Christ has done for me, witltbet necessity to
know ontologically what Christ had done. Kant iedt the
epistemological bifurcation between the noumena gmehomena with
the intention to maintain the self-independencawhan being between
ultimate unconditional and the dependent and cmmdit. It has far-
reaching consequences in theology, especially ins@fogy. Ritschl
followed the Kantian reason, Ritschl made the nistons between the
rational judgment and the existential judgment. isfeying to make the
virtue necessity. Kant is making the value judgtndhis not important
the historicity of the death and resurrection ofi§€thwhat really matters
is what | draw from his work and my experience frbis work. Since |
experience the help and impact of Jesus, thereleses is the son of
God. Because Jesus has the value of God, therkéors the son of
God, but not the other way around. Ritschl’s visacalled the old
historical liberal view.

It has become a favorite quote of the historicdleal tradition
(committed to the autonomy of human reason). Bugigen, this is out
of context. It is the opening words lbdbci Communes It goes on “not
as is sometimes taught, to behold his natures erntiodes of his
incarnation.” There was a tendency in late meditheology to divorce
the person from the work of Christ and to engagspeculation as to the
person of Christ, using the Chalcedon formula adraanework.
Melanchthon and others were against a one-sidedulgt®n of the
ontology of Christ. What he intended to say isisitenough to know
what Christ has done for meCliristus pro mg without having to
understand the mystery of his person.” In making assertion, he was
not intending to deny the reality of the mystere was not denying
that there are legitimate ontological concerns abfwaeli person of Christ,
legitimate metaphysical dimensions that come itte picture in
Christology.

3.2 Emmanuel Kant to Ritschl

Kant comes into the picture (Late 18 C). His péolphy resulted in
increasing opposition toward any kind of metaphgfsithinking in
philosophy, which carried over into theology- Christology.
Opposition to trying to make contact with, reackinohte reality that
underlies human experience. As you come from tedieval period,
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the dominant model was controlled by a dualism ketwgrace and
nature and reason. This is the synthesis endeadguinas (12 C.)

synthesized Aristotle with biblical revelation. i$tcreated an unstable
alliance between grace and revelation and likewmssveen revelation
and reason. Reason is given freedom but governedrace and

revelation through the Church. The Church tellsi yehat you may

think.

In the Renaissance’s broader revival of interestlassical culture, you
get an increasing emphasis on the autonomy of neaisd a decreasing
emphasis on revelation. This is the “Enlightenhe(@ definite
misnomer--though it does have the effect of relgasihe human
community from what had become the superstitiothefchurch). This
resolute commitment to the autonomy of reason ceplaevelation. It
brought about a different dualism, this time betwdesedom and
nature. Late in the enlightenment, Kant comesagkmd operates with
the distinction of the noumena and phenomena. hian effort to
circumscribe the autonomy of reason. To confine ithe phenomenal
realm. Reason in its autonomy, its competenceftisdehe phenomenal
realm. The realm of freedom/noumena has no plaae réason.
Distinction can be seen as between value/signifieaand fact or
between religion/faith and science or between fultimate meaning
and history. When it comes to issues of fact,istiohicity human reason
must have the final word. In that realm, humarso@ais autonomous.
There is no room for revelation. Revelation irsttealm will always be
redundant upon reason and subject to the dictatesason. So rational
discourse is limited to the phenomena. Freedom/wiimes to
expression in the noumena. | can make stateméaist &od in this
realm, but can make no rational claim. Presumatiking room for
faith, this faith that it allows cannot make angini about anything that
happens in history.

This has far reaching consequences for Theolo@kristology. We
can simply sample here some developments. A. Ri(3822-1889), for
example (and Schleiermacher before him), becomesSystematic
Theologian of liberalism. Following Kant's critigseof pure and
practical reason, Ritschl makes a fundamental raistin, an all
controlling disjunction between existence judgmerdasad value
judgments. Regarding Christology, existence judgs&ould have to
be said about his person, e.g., pre-existence ragtuniracles, deity,
resurrection, etc. But theology is incapable ofkimg existence
judgments about Christ that will be meaningful, dlogically
sustainable. He maintains further that theology Iitle interest really
in making such existence judgments. What courgsybuld say, what
Is important religiously is the value judgments.
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In other words, what is important is the value anghificance that
Jesus’ life and activity have for me (also corpeyathe significance for
the church as a community. Anything that | wousy sbout Jesus,
particularly his person (that would be valid) must drawn from
conclusions about his work as | experience thatkwo®o, because |
experience Christ's example and help as ultimatafyortant in my life,
therefore he is the son of God. Because | expezitag help as divine
help (ultimate significance), therefore, Jesus he tSon of God.
Because, as a man, Jesus has the value of Goeffoiteedesus is the Son
of God. So Jesus can be no more than his geneitng allows. He
cannot be more than a man. But, he wishes to miaitihat he has the
value of God. That is his impact, in terms of nema considerations.
But we can never put it the other way around: Beedis is the Son of
God, he does the work of God and helps me. Wegoathe one way,
but not the other.

3.3 New Liberalism

Ritschl is an example of the “Old Liberal” view &#sus (also Harnack).
But now, as we take stock of the unfolding develepta towards the
present within the Higher Criticism tradition, tkers undeniably a
“persistence of liberalism” (Stonehouse). So tajkimbout “old
liberalism” is misleading. This is why Machen’s o&hristianity and
Liberalism though old is still relevant. With all the twisasd turns in
philosophy/theology, the basic image of Jesus nmesnassentially the
same. A polarizing of the ontological and the fimzal persists. Not
quite the Kantian dualism, but cutting across@n the one hand, it is
characterized (to dismiss it) as Greek or Hellenishinking. That
thinking which has controlled the thought of theciant church, the
ancient claims that are made about Christ, as veetlsat reaching
confessional status in the Chalcedon formula intsrest is in the being
of things.

But the modern emphasis is with function, with @féect of things.

Characteristically we don’t ask what somethingois, what it does, how
it works. So, transposed to Christology, the dominemphasis is not
who/what Jesus is, but what Jesus does or eff@tis. polarity is

buttressed by appealing to the covenant. What deniably present in
the biblical teaching on the covenant is a bildterarelational element
between God and man, as a fundamental charactef®s]j this biblical

motive is picked up on in contemporary theology] ardichotomy is set
up between relational/functional and ontological.
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3.4 “Historical Jesus” School

More particularly, the Christological consequenoéghis approach in
the recent debate (since 1970) is whether in Ghoigy our approach
should be ‘from above” or “from below”. The isshere is whether in
Christology we ought to begin beyond history (witte divine, pre-

existent and now exalted Christ)-from above or sthave begin with

the “historical Jesus” (subject to the control otamomous historical
method)-from below? That is, should we begin witthn 1 (pre-
existence), or with Mark 1 (no birth narratives,tmog about pre-
existence, divine origin, etc)? This way of pugtithhings poses us with
a false dilemma. We must look at this whole quesin terms of what
the Scriptures teach about revelation, and padrbulwith what the

Scriptures teach about the relationship to history.

God’s self-revelation is not above history, itmshistory. Van Til puts
it, “We may say that revelation is historical. Bué may also say that
history is revelational.” The history of redemptics revelational. In
that sense, we must affirm that revelation is stdry. So you can’t say
“from above or from below?” They are inseparabllmhn 1 and Mark
1, are “not either or”. To begin with the onengvitably to be involved
with the other. When you take the two and set tireopposition or pull
them apart in some way, inevitably the decisiomede that we must
begin from below in some fashion, with the “histati Jesus” that is,
what can be established about him by autonomousritial method.
The conclusion is inevitable then, that what we eha most is an
implicit Christology. That carries with it the flmér conclusion that
explicit Christology, declarations of the deityJesus, assertions that he
iIs the Son of God, is in no sense infallible retiefa from God, but
nothing more than the fallible expression of thdiest Christians, the
questionable confession of faith of the NT writeemd the early
church’s creeds.

3.5 Bultmann

Rudolf Bultmann has what we could characterize m®x@reme neo-
Kantian orientation. This is a Christianized vensiof existentialism.
Out of this outlook, he poses this question, “ddesus help me because
he is the Son of God, or is he the Son of God mxde helps me?”
(echoes Ritschl’'s question). What he is seekingldois to drive a
wedge between Jesus’ person and between his woyrkeig fairer to
Bultmann, he wants to absorb the person entiraly ms work. It is
significance of Jesus that accounts. That plasdsetore an impossible
choice. The person and work of Christ may nevesdien opposition, or
seen as somehow in tension. The value of Chrisbws just that it is
his work. Christ does what he does, and he is tabbo what he does
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just because of who he is. We are wishing to confhver against so
much contemporary discussion, that Christ's persowl his work
thoroughly permeate one another.

Being and function so thoroughly interpenetrateheather that they
cannot and may not ever be separated. The NT kmdw® need to
choose between an ontological Christology and a ctional
Christology. For example, this was without beirlgeato do the in
depth exegesis, but to bring specific Scriptureview. In his self
witness, Jesus connects his person and work in &t mbmate way.
Linguistically striking are the Christological statents of John’s gospel
(6:35, 47; 10:11; 11:25; 14:6; 15:1). The strikegmbination of “I am”
gives strong emphasis to the subject. The pduet,tto be maintained
then, is the unity of Christ's person and work wiih absorbing the
person into the work. With that said, they are elpselated.

4.0 CONCLUSION

Modern and contemporary Christologies of Philip &fehton,

Emmanuel Kant, New Liberalism, Historical Jesus'h&l and

Bultmann had different views on the person and wafrdesus Christ.
All these views are attempts to investigate whithhese two is more
important; is it the person or the work of JesusisEh However, it is
important to note that both the person and worklegus Christ are
important and should be accepted.

5.0 SUMMARY

Christologies from below start with the human beidgsus as the
representative of the new humanity, not with the-@xistent Logos.
Jesus lives an exemplary life, one to which we rasm religious

experience. This form of Christology lends itselitysticism, and some
of its roots go back to emergence of Christ mysticiin the sixth

century East, but in the West it flourished betwées 11th and 14th
centuries. A recent theologian Wolfhart Pannenbmrgtends that the
resurrected Jesus is the “eschatological fulfillm@hhuman destiny to
live in nearness to God.”

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT
1. What is the position of Emmanuel Kant and Baltm on the
person and work of Christ?

2. How would you correct the modern and contemyora
Christologies about the person and work of Christ?
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Karl Barth is a significant figure in the “0century theological
development who has affected innumerable thinkéescomes from the
Reformed background but his views cuts across wari€hristian
traditions. This explains why it is important tovgihis Christological
view a special unit in this whole work. His viewseahowever,
problematic on a number of grounds which shall beated in
subsequent details. He seems to be close to hisriRedl tradition
especially Calvin but diverges significantly from He stood against
rationalism and indeed believed himself as propouné theology or
Christology that was contra liberalism.

2.0 OBJECTIVES

At the end of this unit, you should be able to:

. distinguish Karl Barth’s position on New Testam@ttristology
from the Reformed position
. state the areas of similarities between Karl Barid Reformed

view on New Testament Christology.
3.0 MAIN CONTENT
3.1 Barth's View of Scripture
Karl Barth’s view is a departure from the Reforn@dhodox position.

He thinks the covenant begins with Israel as a emgeeople of God,
though he acknowledges the covenant with Noah ds Wee major
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thrust of the Old Testament covenant is the “mypge” (Jer. 7:33;
11:4; 30:22; 31:33; 32:38; Ezekiel 36:28). What a6 paramount
importance for Barth here is the level of mutualitst is involved. “The
covenant is in every respect in the arrangemenGad, the mighty
declaration of the sovereign will of God in histpby which He creates
the relationship between Himself and the human imeecordance with
His redemptive purpose, the authoritative ordinafmestitution) which
brings about the order of things” (Barth, 1956:25%).in all this, it is the
disobedience of Israel as a covenant people thatview, not of Adam.
He thinks Genesis’ reference to Adam should be rstoled in terms of
mankind rather than Adam as a person who transgpgieébe command
of God. He calls the Genesis account of Adam a.sBga Grudem
(1994) argues so well against this understandiagithAdam would be
rendered man in this case it would not make a fogmt sense because
“there is no single well-known transgression ofcvenant by man to
which it could refer. Moreover, it would do littigood to compare the
Israelites to what they already are (that is mem) say that they ‘like
man” broke the covenant. “Such a sentence woul@stinmply that the
Israelites were not men, but some other kind chtcre” (1994:516).

3.2 The Fall and Its Consequences

Barth seems to accept the Genesis account of thasfa reality when
he says, “Finally, the story of the Fall and itssequences (Gen.3) is a
happening which, for all its fearfulness, like theer resistance of Israel
and the divine judgments which came upon it in egnence, does not
take place outside but within a special relatiopsifithe affirmation of
man by God, of God’s faithfulness to man, whichsaf-evidently
presupposed to be unshakable” (Barth, 27). Yet des dot allude to
any historical relationship between God and Adancivholds his view
suspect, namely that he does not indeed believés imistoricity as
Reformed Theology begins its covenant theologys Tulds Barth as a
great suspect and is a serious difference betweeth Bn one side and
Orthodox Reformed and biblical theology on the othe

As one reads through Barth’s work one becomes mooamfortable
with his inconsistencies. The incarnation is du¢hi® eternal covenant
that God elected man before the fall and it istf@t covenant that the
incarnation primarily occurs. That covenant waskbro The entrance of
sin is “not a work of His creation and not a digpos of His
providencelt really comes about and is only as that which Gadi not
will and does not will and never wilt. has its being only in the fact that
it is non-being that which from the point of view of God is
unintelligible and intolerable” (Ibid).
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Three things are of serious concern here. Firsiastto do with the fact
that his denial of sin being part of God’s creatamntradicts what he
later writes “There never was a golden age. Thereipoint in looking
back to one. Théirst man wasmmediatelya sinner” (Ibid). If the first
man wasimmediately a sinneone wonders how Barth truly absolves
God of sin as being part of his original creatidbhe second problem is
the nature of the emergence of sin — thaha& which God did not will
First, it should be noted that Barth associatedotigan of sin primarily
with God, not with man. It is the negation of Gbehttbrings about sin.
That implies that if God had not willed that which did not will, there
would not have been sin. Third, by alluding to msn-being, Barth
actually denies the essence or reality of sin thcug admits elsewhere,
“It is alive and active in all its fearfulness ordy the left hand of God.”
One cannot help but see so much of contradictiothé thought of
Barth. And when Barth refers to the sin of man my &ense that he
implies, does that not necessarily imply a previsintess era?

Barth refers to the will of God which begins withetinstitution and
establishment of His covenant with man. The quedtiat stands at this
point is when and where does that will of God b&girhough Barth
stated clearly that the covenant begins with th@adtic chosen race of
Israel, one wonders why God would leave his wikmnmwn to mankind
until after such a long time; that is after thetdesion that came upon
mankind in the time of Noah. The destruction actwdo scripture is
due to mankind’s negation of God’s will. But ifshwill was not made
known to mankind and then he suddenly unleashednedt upon
mankind, then Barth’'s theology would make the oe#&b be arbitrary
in his will, no longer gracious and loving as hdrigng to teach about
God. Again Barth’'s view does not show any organic wayd@elates to
his people. He had not made a covenant or revéatedill to Adam
and after some thought he decided to make oneveakdis will to a
people. Yet an organically working God should bencawned with
mankind that has been created in his image to kengan initial
privilege to relate with his creator by way of coaat or knowing his
will before anything else.

The antithesis that had existed between God andheeause of man’s
sin has been overcome by God himself becoming Wnang, acting,
speaking, suffering and triumphing over it. Bardverally asserts the
fact of incarnation without qualification that Gbécame man in order
that man would attain that mutual union with theimg. It is God
without distinction of persons that was incarnatéhie person of Jesus.
Barth’s Trinitarian theology holds sway in his vies the incarnation
here. On the purpose of atonement, he says, “Thk @fcatonement in
Jesus Christ is the fulfillment of trmommunionof Himself with man
and of man with Himself which He willed and creatgdhe very first”
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(Ibid, 36). So Christ came mainly because of theeoant relationship
with God for which man was created. That perfectrioany that God
intended originally to exist between him and higation cannot be
annulled in spite of sin, and this is resolvedhia incarnation of Christ.
Barth thinks that the incarnation was necessarnalme it is in the
nature of God that he would enter into relationshith man whether
there was a fall or not.

3.3 Barth’s Problem of Consistency

There is a problem of consistency where Barth thithlat the covenant
relationship starts with Israel, without makingusalbn to the first
created man Adam which implies God’s neutralityra@tationship to
mankind prior to this covenant institution whiles@lsaying that “What
is revealed in the work of atonement in Jesus Chras its
presupposition, is that God does not at first ogcap position of
neutrality in relation to man” (lbid, 37). He also opens up the
possibility of universal salvation of mankind whea says that by the
accomplishment of God in Christ God becomes “thel Gball men of
all times and places which is also a critical pahall faith in God and
in the knowledge of God and service of God” (Ibid).

One of the major points of tension Barth has witth@dox Reformed
theology is his unqualified reference to God’s medion. He questions
the authenticity of inter-trinitarian covenantataargement between the
Father and Son. In fact he questions the notiordistinct subjects
within the Godhead. He says, “The conception of thier-trinitarian
pact as a contract between the persons of the Fatidethe Son is also
open to criticism. Can we really think of the fiestd second persons of
the triune Godhead as two divine subjects and thereas two legal
subjects who can have dealings and enter into atidigs one with
another? This is mythology, for which there is nlacp in a right
understanding of the doctrine of the Trinity as doetrine of the three
modes of being of the one God. This is how it wadeustood and
presented in the Reformed Orthodoxy itself. Godnis God” (Ibid, 65).
The problem that Barth is claiming to escape herghe charge of
mythology; should it be said that there are twoirdivpersons who
covenanted for the redemption of mankind.

His solution is one God in modal changes. One wmndéew Barth

escapes that difficulty. If the Reformed Orthodaxyposition is said to
be mythological why would the view that God becaman not

mythological? In both cases this is beyond humaagimation. Barth is
only trying to assert his imagination, not the reygtof Scripture. Again
he says, “When the covenant of grace was basedpactebetween two
divine persons, a wider dualism was introduced theoGodhead; again
in defiance of the Gospel as the revelation ofRather by the Son and
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of the Son by the Father, which took place in Je3hisst. The result
was an uncertainty which necessarily relativizeé tmconditional
validity of the covenant of grace, making it doubtivhether in the
revelation of this covenant we really had to dohvilie one will of the
one God.... The question is necessarily and sdyioased of a will of
God the Father which originally and basically iffetient from the will
of God the Son” (Ibid).

Barth’'s charge of dualism and two different andha@s conflicting
wills here also takes more of speculative face thiafical witness and
exegesis. If the Son reveals the Father and thieeF#élhe Son then it
shows the irrationality of opposing the distinctiai two existing
persons in the one Godhead. Such revelation wittimutictual distinct
existence of the one being revealed is so irratiara it makes
nonsense of Jesus dialogue with the Father if shdieehimself was the
Father who turned to be the Son in the personsafsI€hrist. Otherwise
how could Jesus cry out “Why have you forsaken n@fWwhy would
he in his prayer time task the Father that he Hadfigd him and he
should also do his own part of glorifying him [t&®n]? The Jews of
Jesus time recognized his divine powers but segraim from the
Father even as he did not say he was the Fatherp®imt of dualism
and separate wills does not also arise because @ésist taught clearly
the unity of his will and that of the Father whes $ays, “I have come
down from heaven not to do my will but to do thdlwf him who sent
me. And this is the will of him who sent me thathiall lose none of all
that he has given me, but raise them up at thedegst For my Fathers
will is that everyone who looks to the Son anddeds in him shall have
eternal life, and | will raise him up at the lastyd John 6: 38-40; cf. 7:
16, 17). That is why he cried out, “Not my will bysur will” (Matt. 26:
39, 42; Mk. 14: 36; Lk. 22:42). So a distinction will is not a
separation or difference of will such as would b&algm. The unity of
the life of the Triune God is a lovely mystery thats been bequeathed
to us by the Son, and it is not for human glory God’s adorable glory

3.4 The Unity of God in Barth’s Theology

Barth makes the unity of God originally dependgmbruthe creation of
man. God does not “rest content with Himself natnets Himself to
the wealth of His perfections and His own innee s Father, Son and
Holy Spirit but there is already present, and pmesd, and assumed into
unity with His own existence as God, the existeoicéne man whom He
intends and loves from the very first ... in whone Wills to bind
Himself with all other men and all other man witimtself” (Ibid, 66).
Eventually, the horizon of man determines who Geally is though his
being is independent of anything efse/hy is it not the reverse where

* See Van Tik analysis irChristianity and BarthianisniPhillipsburg: P&R, 1962), 38, 39.
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the unity of man is patterned after God’s unity?Wihit the act of God
in the human horizon that counts for his existence?

The major areas of departure between Barth andriRefb Orthodoxy
are creation, salvation (election), sin, covenaatjpture and Trinity.
The areas of agreement are God’s revelation ins€hs the only norm
in theology. God’'s grace is sovereign and freehas objectively
accomplished salvation and it is universal in cbima The Apostles’
Creed is also a point of agreement. Barth holds tha

1.

Scripture is not the highest Truth; it is not astinment of direct
revelation, for it is imperfect. The content ofipture is Christ.
Verbal inspiration is not meant by the Reformerbéca miracle.
It is a witness to revelation. Calvin does not haldocetic view
of scripture.

Christ is the electing God who also is the eleatexh. God is
identical with his saving act. Bullinger, like Caly holds Christ
as the organ through whom God'’s electing will isiated for the
elect who were foreordained before the foundatmfrihie world.
Luther speaks of election apart from Christ. Atlsans also
holds that Christ is the basis of election.

Calvin and Barth speak of the mystery of man’s tedecbut
differ on thenature of that mystery (Van Til, 1962: 61). Barth
charges Calvin of destroying the comfort of elatt@md grace by
lurking in the idea of an arbitrary electing Godatths beyond
Christ. Barth says election is universal. Everyenelected and
only Christ is rejected. The question however fartB is, “If
everyone is elected, from among whom are they?’ctifle
necessarily presupposes rejection, and this efestias before
Christ was incarnate even as Barth says. Jeswemical with
man’s salvation and man’s salvation is identicathwlesus
Christ.

Barth takes Calvin’s view of God and man to be dife. That
Calvin places God apart from Christ and also maartafpom
Christ. That he could not provide for the propeddainness of
God in Christ. Calvin also fails to provide a Cholsgical
context for the idea of scripture. That Calvin ebubt see that
God’s final word to man is grace. He places Calwuithe same
position that he places Romanism alleging their remognition
of Christ asGeschichteBut it seems as if Barth thinks that prior
to Christ's coming there was no God; there was exelation
until the one in Christ.
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5. Barth also rejects Orthodoxy’s views. He disputesnt on the
guestion of revelation arguing that revelationas about the past
but present as it is in Christ. Not all of whatigture says can be
believed such as holding miracles to be revelabah only as
signs of revelation. On religion he disputes thet fthat the
Christian religion can be built on the words ofigttire but only
on Christ. Barth is against direct revelation, fevelation must
be both wholly revealed and wholly hidden.

3.5 Barth’s Concept of Christology

The current debate on the two natures of Christicoes to re-echo the
controversy that engulfed the early church. ThetlBan perspective
largely influences recent scholarship. The Chreggmal view of Barth

develops from his Trinitarian dogma. One of the angpoints of

departure between Barth and Reformed Orthodox dlggolis his

Trinitarian doctrine especially his unqualified esfnce to God’s
incarnation. To him it is not the Son as a distipetson within the
Triune God that became incarnate but God taking andorms of

Father, Son and Holy Spirit. He questions the adtb#y of inter-

trinitarian covenantal arrangement between thedfahd Son. On the
notion of distinct subjects within the Godheadshygs,

The conception of this inter-trinitarian pact ascantract between the
persons of the Father and the Son is also openritwism. Can we
really think of the first and second persons ofttiene Godhead as two
divine subjects and therefore as two legal subjegt® can have
dealings and enter into obligations one with ano®h€his is mythology,
for which there is no place in a right understargliof the doctrine of
the Trinity as the doctrine of the three modes ahdp of the one God,
which is how it was understood and presented in Beformed
Orthodoxy itself. God is one God (Barth, 66).

Barth thinks he has a better option on the Trirataissue to avoid the
danger of tritheism and is claiming to escape th@ge of mythology;

should it be said that there are two divine persshe covenanted for
the redemption of mankind? His solution is one Goanodal forms.

One wonders how Barth escapes the charge of mghatothis case. If
the Reformed Orthodoxy’s position is said to be hmolagical, why

would the view that God became man not be mytho&l@iBoth cases
are by human rationalistically mysterious and c&nbe so easily
accommodated to human imagination. So Barth coesltigat when the
Son became man it was the entire Godhead that leecsm.

Barth uses the traditional concepts of Reformealtdgy but with a
different meaning. For instance, he speaks of €hss'very God” and
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“very man” or “God-man,” but this has nothing to dath affirming
both the divinity and humanity of Christ simultansty. The humanity
of Christ is the only fact about Christ. By givihgs Son into the world,
says Barth, God “sets at stake His own existenceaas... Well, in this
act God loved the world so much, so profoundlyt tihadid in fact
consist in the venture of His own self-offering,hazarding of His own
existence as God” (Ibid). Clearly in Barth’s ideadGappeared as if He
was no longer God when he became man by settidg ass divinity as
God. God took a risk of self-humiliation by becogiman. Barth still
calls Christ God, not because of recognition ofang divinity in his
humanity but in respect to what he was before tloarnation. In his
humanity there is no other God which means no offegson of the
Trinity apart from Christ for that would be an alst mythological
thinking. Christ is God only insofar as he is coeted to his work of
reconciliation.

Following this trend is Moltmann (1993). Though Moann thinks he
Is away from Barth, his thinking is quite similarBarth to some extent.
To him the incarnation of the Son is the humanftthe entire Godhead.
It is the kenosis of God. He say$he divine kenosis which begins with
the creation of the world reaches its perfecteda@mdpleted form in the
incarnation of the Son” (1993:118). Moltmann seesd'’§ act of
creation as an act of self emptying — that is ogaing up his Godness
in his act of creation. The futility in this thimg is not too far-fetched.
The question immediately is: At what point did Gedhpty himself?
Was it just immediately before he began the creato during the
process or after the creation? By what powers didreate then? If by
creating the world God gave up his divinity thenltviann is denying
that God as he is in himself did not actually ceethie world. It was a
human being or human power that created the wdrtds thinking
yields idolatry.

It is plain that in the creation act, the Fatheyn &ind Holy Spirit were
all involved. It may be rightly stated that Godkisown by his creative
activity. It is only God that creates. But creatdoes not define God; it
only evidences its Creator. The Holy Spirit wasolwved in the creation
with the Father and the Son. Calvin develops ta &lluding to his
distinct creative activity as divine functions suds creation,
preservation, sustenance, causing growth, quicgenomeathing life
from his energy, “author of regeneration,” “futum@mortality,” our
justification, sanctification, “beginning or souraad author” of all gifts,
aside from the roles of the Father and the Son. &se further
development of the active participation of the H@&pirit in primal
creation, as the life giving principle and the miaad spiritual life in
the works of John Owen. Writing in the context loé tSocinian attacks
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he develops the relationship between the Holy Spmd Christ in his
work of salvation.

Sinclair Ferguson follows Owen in the affirmatiori the Spirit's
involvement in the primal creation, life giving amdnnecting to the
work of Christ by a strong appeal to various scomgs but more
especially the Pauline theology of the Spirit ofi€hdrawn from 1Cor.
15. Meredith Kline has also made an extensive éasperson of the
Holy Spirit. By virtue of his creative activity, éhGlory-Spirit sets the
archetypal design of the entire creation and matsféhe whole divine
being. Scripture’s reference to the act of creafwesents the three
persons as God divine, not as human. Again he Saksyre isno God
other than the incarnate, human God who is one m#h and women”
(119). This sounds so cunning.

Is Moltmann making a good case for the onenessoof @ is he making

a denial of the distinction between the incarnate @nd the other
persons of the Godhead who are not incarnate? &itexr seems most
obvious. And “Goddoes notencounter men and women ‘as God’; he
encounters them in human form, in the incarnatecandified Son,” and
“God is no where more divine than when he becomas”r(ibid). By
making an exceptional rule here, Moltmann’s views hepercussions for
the Old Testament revelation where God’s encousmitgr humanity was
as God God was not incarnate in the Old Testament. I th
consummated eschaton God will encounter his coveaach redeemed
people as God.

It is also a contradiction in terms that God becswmligine only when he
is human. Humanity does not produce divinity. Tlaeg two different
entities with distinctive functions. They can ordgme together in a
covenantal way. Again, though Moltmann might noshvio deny the
existence of the Triune God, his statement impdesctly that. But if
there is no other God other than the incarnate &atlyet we hold that
it is the Son that was incarnate then Moltmanneisythg the reality of
the Father and the Holy Spirit who are not incandde is actually
discriminating between the Son on one hand and~d#teer and Holy
Spirit on the other.

To him “the incarnation of the Son is more than ehela means to an
end.... Even if we make the ‘emergence of humantrstarting point,
so as to grasp the necessity of divine reconalmtand in order to
expect the coming of the divine Reconciler, we muystbeyond the
measure of human need if we are to understand g=¢god’s grace”
(Moltmann, 115). The death and resurrection of €hwas for our
justification unto newness of life — that is théaatment of perfection.
“It follows from this that the Son of God did noedbme man simply
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because of the sin of men and women, but rathertHer sake of
perfecting creation. So ‘the Son of God would hegeome man even if
the human race had remained without sin’ 7 (Moltmail16). The
“incarnation of the Son fulfils this design of ctiea” and therefore
precedes it (Moltmann, 117). Moltmann’s argumerguge sound but it
potentially and unfortunately undermines the semass of sin. He also
loses sight of the fact that scripture refers srdgdemptive work of God
in Christ as a definite plan (Acts 2:23; 4:28; EAtO-11). Grudem is
right to assert contrary to Moltmann that the caregnof redemption
which necessitated the incarnation “was somethingjuntarily
undertaken by God, not something that he had terento by virtue of
his nature.”

Dabney’s (1871) explication of the concept of cawnshows that it
does not always have rigid particulars in all casésat is there are
distinctive features for each covenant in histofffhe Adamic

administration did not require a mediator as neitaee the Angels
because their contexts of sinlessness do not eequmediator. On the
contrary the Mosaic administration required a midiaas per the
context of sin wherefore, God gave stipulations Bu$es acted and an
arbiter or intercessor. Therefore, the need of aiater became a
consequent absolute necessity. “But, man beingrfathe necessity of
Christ's mediation appears from all the moral neadly bound to

requite it), His goodness (concerned in the whotesmrder of His

kingdom), and His holiness (intrinsically repell@aitsinners)” (464/5).

The necessity of a mediator proceeds from God'dutwary moral

perfections” (465).

4.0 CONCLUSION

God’s covenantal relationship with man started wtam, the first man
and continued through, Moses, Noah and Abraham.éaxewy the first

covenants were broken by sin due to the inabilitynan to keep terms
or conditions of these covenants. So, God initisaedther covenant
through Jesus Christ which is the final and clindxGod’s covenant
with man. Therefore, the incarnation is not duetrnal covenant that
God elected man into before the fall as held bytlBaviore so, the first
man was not immediately a sinner as claimed byHBhadcause the
Bible said man was made in the image and likends&ad and

everything God made was perfect (Genesis 1:31). btdy became a
sinner due to his disobedience to God’'s commandni@mtrinity, God

iIs one and consist of God the Father, God the $0nGod the Holy

Spirit who are constantly in unity, but has at eliént times perform
different functions as distinct personalities ieittrelationship with man
and the universe.
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5.0 SUMMARY

Barth has ridiculed Scripture as the word of GotisThas made his
Christology to be highly flawed and of less bindifgce. But we
maintain that Scripture is the highest truth of Gogvelation to man
and it is infallible with Jesus Christ as the cerdf it content. So, God’s
relationship with man in the last covenant is basedChrist's work of
redemption. God is divine, but became man in JEdusst for the sake
of saving man from sin. Even at the time Jesusiwdmiman body, he
was still divine and operated as both God and nide death and
resurrection of Christ was to atone for the sins nadéinkind and
justification of the entire universe unto new life.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. What is Karl Barth’s position on New Testaméhtistology?

2. What are the similarities between Reformed vaewl Barth on
New Testament Christology?

3. What is the problem with Barth’s view of Scrigglas the source
of Christology?
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The two natures of Jesus Christ are very esseimtiahaking New
Testament functional. This is because both the Inuena divine natures
work together to aid Christ to gain salvation fa&. 0’he two natures
satisfied the demand of the law for our salvatiod also made Jesus
Christ to identify with us in our sinful situatiowithout himself
becoming sinful. So, since the time of his deatt esurrection from
the grave, many who confessed their sins and aaddpm as saviour
are saved.

2.0 OBJECTIVES

At the end of this unit, you should be able to:

. explain how New Testament Christology is functional
. explain the effect of Rationalism on Christology
. state the importance of the two natures of JesusstCNew

Testament Christology.
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3.0 MAIN CONTENT
3.1 New Testament Christology as Functional Christogy

We need to appreciate that the Christology of tlesvNestament is
predominantly functional. That is where the weidbtus, lies on
function. The focus is primarily on the work of @&ty on what Christ
has done, and on what Christ is doing. It has beecessary to
resolutely maintain the deity of Christ for apologereasons. That
preponderance has sometimes been eclipsed in famtetheology.
Partly because we can talk about that functionep@nderance. But at
the same time, in the unity of person and work t(tva have just
insisted on), his person has priority. What is ievw with “priority” is,
in terms of the spatial prepositions (above andwgl our approach is
not from the outside, not from his work in somelased way, but from
the inside out, with his person drawn/coming intowork.

Remember Mt 15:16, Jesus’ question to his discifd¢sa watershed
point in his ministry) not about what he has doae them, not about
particular benefits they recognize themselves t@ laceived from him,
but “whom do YOU say that | AM?” Further, v. 1gllbwing Peter’s
response, Peter is called “blessed”, not becaustheotblessings and
benefits he can point to (though that is involvea)t because of his
insight (faith that grasps) into the person of &hrirhe point here, is
that only when we understand who Christ is, onlyewlkve perceive his
person, only then can we truly understand his waitkat he has done.
At the same time, as we deal with his work, inétitawe will gain
greater and greater insight into his person. Qimjidout it is this
obviousness that gets lost or distorted particyleshere the autonomy
matter comes into play.

3.2 The Two Natures of Christ: Probing Questions

The question of the doctrine of the two nature€bfist is one of faith
more than reason because we cannot pretend tharevaot dealing
with the mystery of God’'s revelation. As we ponderer this our
rational faculties quickly reckon with the logiaglestions of divine and
human incompatibility. Is it possible that God amrf$ could and would
create matter? Is it possible that God, as Spuwitld have a relationship
with the creation? Is it possible that the divimel duman could coexist
simultaneously in one person namely Christ? ThasGan answer to
these questions moves from a ‘yes’ to the ‘howtts relationship of
the two natures of Christ. While Chalcedon providé® basic
paradigms by which this Christology may be undedtand developed,
it is the intention of this paper to offer a fraeskight into the nature and

91



CTH422 CHRISTOLOGY

implications of the union of the divine and humanGhrist by way of
covenantal interpretation.

3.3 Early Historical Development

Augustine understood this divine and human natume€hrist thus:
“Christ is one Person of twofold substance... beirgd Gnd man”...
who “conjoins both natures in oneness of Persoghrist there are two
substances in one Person.” In Augustine’s thouglig,one person who
subsists in two natures rather than two naturesistifg in one person.
Thus Kelly explains Augustine’s point further, “Ththe two natures are
united in one Person, the Person of the Word.” Atiga himself
further says, “Into unity with his Person... the foohGod remaining
invisible, Christ took the visible form of a manut“neither lost nor
diminished the form of God.” The incarnation corisghe form of God
but not diminish it even as the human was takea ms$ divinity yet
without diminishing it.

Leo agrees with Augustine when he says “in unitm@prm one Person
each retains its natural properties unimpaired. thag just as the form
of God does not do away with the form of a servantthe form of a

servant does not diminish the form of God.” The kagss that is placed
on balancing the real divinity and humanity of Ghris extremely

important so that the purpose of redemption is/fattcomplished. It is
very clear in this thought that there is a mut@ddtionship between the
Creator and the creature. Leo recognizes the digtiinciples by which

each nature operates: “Each form accomplishesnnerd with the other
what is appropriate with the other what is apprerito it, the Word

performing what belongs to the Word, and the fleahrying out what

belongs to the flesh.”

In the 4" century, the Christological problem of the diviaed human
nature of Christ challenged the church once mogell&arius whose
intention was to do away with the seeming dualibat tvas introduced
in the constitution of Christ, rather taught a @usiof the divine and
human in Christ. Kelly cites him as saying that ¢bastitution of Christ
was “a compound unity in human form sufqgesij
angrwpoeidhj ),” thus Christ having an “impassible divinity and
passible flesh.” Apollinarius holds the opinion afihypostasif the
humanity of Christ as it is clear in his thoughthé body is not of itself
a nature, because it is neither vivifying in itsetir capable of being
singled out from that which vivifies it. Nor is th&ord, on the other
hand, to be distinguished as a separate nature fapar His incarnate
state, since it was in the flesh, not apart from filesh, that the Lord
dwelt on earth.”
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He also argues, “Christ’s flesh is a proper obggat/orship” because “it

cannot be separated from the adorable Word to wihdwelongs and in

Whose divine qualities it consequently shares.tlklermore, “the flesh

of the Lord, while remaining flesh even in the umi@ts nature being

neither changed nor lost) shares in the names aopegies of the

Word; and the Word, while remaining Word and Godhe incarnation

shares in the names and properties of the flesmust be observed that
this is a striking logic, but it needs some guidarfimm extremism.

Apollinarius, however, lost this control as he operp to the view of

“exchange of attributes” between the Word, flesld aonsequently

“being fused in ‘one nature™ thus making Christntp ‘appear as a
man.” Overall his Christology was docetic, denyitig true humanity

of Christ as not having a human mind and lacking tlessential

conditions for redemption.” His intention to safegai against separation
of the two natures is appreciable but he ends opnéBhing the unity

into uniformity.

On the other hand, Gregory of Nazianzus teachegl#aethat the divine
and human in Christ commingle. The two natures gomt unity and a
twofold manner so that the Logos it is one perséom two.” In
clarifying Nazianzus’ view, Kelly adds, “So far froconceiving of this
union as a moral one, or as a union of ‘grace’ that between God and
His prophets and saints, Gregory states that tlen@tures ‘have been
substantially Kat ousiar) conjoined and knit together.” Gregory of
Nyssa teaches the mingling of the two natures wiyetke flesh was
passive while the Word was active. There is themmf humanity and
the divine so that pertaining to the human expeesn“The Godhead,
being impassible, remained unaffected, althougbuthin its concrete
oneness with the humanity it indirectly particighte its limitations and
weaknesses.” In other words the two natures sharéue attributes of
each one.

But Nestorius holds the two natures apart becaase duthentically
human experience would have been impossible ifLthrel’'s humanity
had been fused with, or dominated by, His divinidence the two,
divinity and humanity, must have existed side lweseach retaining its
peculiar properties and operation unimpaired.” Netcertainly does not
wish to teach a separation of the two natures ass lessumed. His
emphasis was not on the unionpobsopabut two natures whereby “just
as the Word assumed the form of a servant, mami¢estimself as man,
so the humanity had the form of Godhead bestowed ipthe result of
the exchange being the unigpeosoponof Jesus Christ. Neither the
Godhead was changed into the human nature nor keasnanhood
deified, but each took the form of the other.
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Hence the incarnate Lord is indivisibly one prosopon while
remaining twofold in nature.” His problem howeves, whether “the
idea that the unity was to be found in the ‘comnpsasopon, was
really adequate. All that in fact amounted to thiesim that Jesus Christ,
the historical Figure, was a single object of pnégon, a concrete
psychological unity.” But more seriously was “whadnstituted His
person, the metaphysical subject of His being,thisdNestorius’ theory
hardly touched.” Eutychus teaches a monophysitictraiee of Christ
that he had only one nature, the divine having lemad up the human
into one nature. What are most prevalent in thevabaews is a
seeminganhypostaticconcept of the human nature and the question of
the relationship of the two natures.

Having condemned Apollinarius, Nestorius and Eutycfor their sinful
teachings, the council of Chalcedon formulatedfétiewing readings:

In agreement, therefore, with the holy fathers,alf@inanimously teach
that we should confess that our Lord Jesus Chsst.iOne and the
same Christ, Son, Lord, only-begotten, made knawrmwo natures
without confusion, without change, without divisienthout separation,
the difference of the natures being by no meansvethbecause of the
union, but the property of each nature being presdrand coalescing
in one prosopon and one hupostasis — not parteddigided into
prosopa, but one and the same Son, only-begotigmedWord, the
Lord Jesus Christ, as the prophets of old and J&Susst Himself have
taught us about Him and the creed of our fathers tended down.

The Catholics’ subsequent development of this doetiended to stress
anhypostasiswvhere the human nature is not hypostatic withoat th
divine nature. E. A. Weis thinks that the churclfinition of the
hypostatic union of the two natures was problemgitren the difficulty
that emerges from “two things complete in thems&h®ecoming “one
being.” And so “Reflecting on the definitions oftlchurch theologians
see the opening to an explanation that this hunadure lacks a human
personality” (E. A. Weis, “IncarnationKew Catholic Encyclopedj@™
ed. 7, [Detroit: Thomson-Gale, 2003], 374. See alsbn Murray,
Collected Writings 2 [Edinburgh: Banner of Truth, 2001], 137). Yet |
must be argued that Christ could not have takeread chature upon
himself but a personality that had complete hunaaulfies as one in his
own image capable of response to his divine naiftineugh the human
had its complete faculties as a personality, theohthe union was not
as if the human had started growing on its own evtiie Logos joined it
later. It was an instant, simultaneous union ofdhéne and human by
the agency of the Holy Spirit.
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It is observed that what gave the church the biggesible about
Christology is the question of how to make senserobn of the two
natures in relation to the one person. Chalcedoas doot teach
anhypostaticlhuman nature of Christ. While the church helpedeitting
paradigms for future Christology, it could not solthe problem of the
two natures, and subsequent theologians have bgeg to make sense
of Chalcedon in their contemporary contexts.

3.4 Developments in the 19th and 20th Centuries

The difficulty with understanding how the divine ubd be human
tended towards more rationalistic nuances in thst pmlightenment
centuries than it was in the early church to théoReation. Although
post Reformation rationalism also harked on theseds, there are more
interesting developments among prominent figures the post
enlightenment. Some of these found it difficuloercome the fact that
God could indeed become human — something takdre tother than
who he is. We shall deliberately narrow down teéhimportant figures
in this period, namely, Friedrich SchleiermacheaslKBarth and Jurgen
Moltmann who represent different traditions.

Schleiermacher (1768-1834) denies the reality af tifferent natures
subsisting in one person. His own position is Bkiight from reason to
mysticism, so that the mystery of the two naturaslly makes sense by
rational analysis. According to Muller, Schleiermacs intention was
to preserve the divinity and humanity of Christ Wy of “neither
exalting the ‘dignity’ of the person beyond the wnipof the ‘activity’
nor claiming an activity beyond the capacity of ge¥son.” Rather his
interest was the “correlation and mutual interrefatbetween the
language of people and work in Christology.” Sateiacher’s problem
with the usage of ‘nature’ in defining the persdrCarrist is that nature
is a sort of limiting concept, indicating the “fiaf in contrast to the
infinite, for which reason ‘nature’ and God (Chyistre incompatible.
Also on the usage of ‘person,’ it is more limititlgan nature, so that
when a narrower concept like ‘person’ contains eater one like
‘nature’ it lacks cogency in the final analysis. 8o Schleiermacher, the
concept of nature or two natures does not actealbnt since it cannot
be applied to God.

The concept of the two natures, for him, leadsh® problem of two
wills of Christ as to where the two actually residbether in the two
natures or in the person. Two wills, no matter hbey agree, do not
constitute a unity. Muller ponders on the idea ofil8iermacher, “How
can a unified individual be possessed at the same a¢f an operative
divine reason that knows all things simultaneowsiyg of an operative
human reason that knows individual things in susioes and what kind
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of unity can arise if either the divine or humareguated to the other,
whether by the divine knowing in a human fashiorth@ human in a
divine?”

He therefore offers us an “archetypal man, the hukiebild, whose
relationship to God assures the superiority of €lamity to all other
religions.” So it is the “mediatorial function” oflesus plus the
extraordinary “presence of divinity in his cons@aess” by his faith
that made him above human shortcomings. Muller lcmies on the
remarkability of Schleiermacher's Christology, “Smbkrmacher’s
christology then, stands as an attempt perhapsiesnbst important
modern attempt to overcome the historical, bibjieald metaphysical
difficulties inherent in the language of traditibreathodoxy — without
losing the grounds achieved by ancient orthodoxy.”

Schleiermacher’s desire is well appreciated bbtrikt his idea of divine
indwelling destroys the idea of divinely becomingnfan. His own
appears much more like an indwelling of the HolyriEm someone to a
certain remarkable measure due to the one’s meadueth, but not
actually God becoming human. It is on the basithefdivine becoming
human that is rooted in Scripture that presentsntigstery of the two
natures. Otherwise this would not be a mystery.ti@nmatter of two
wills, it is also unclear what Schleiermacher ustirds by “unity” or
union, which as pertains to the two nature lackgeoay. The concept of
the union of the two natures would be appreciatearemif it is
understood in covenantal categories which is absehis thought on
this. He appears to be asking a question of unifgrtnan unity.

One still wonders if Schleiermacher really solved problem he was
trying to solve by merely doing away with the cqpicef two natures of
Christ through his concept of divine consciousnedduller’s
compliment of Schleiermacher is intriguing as itegtons it. He
however, does not point out exactly how Schleielmeds method does
not lose the orthodox grounds when Chalcedon doeseflect in the
latter’s view. Abandonment of the concept of natuih regards to God
as Schleiermacher does not actually constitute coveing the
difficulties thereto.

It may therefore be asked that by the exemplifccatiof divine

consciousness of Jesus which presupposes emuiatibmot possible
for another human being to become what Jesus waweibg the same?
Schleiermacher’s view would lead to such a possibilThis would

greatly undermine the unique character of the mai#on, for this would
be far out of tune with the reality of God becommgn. It is clear that
in his thought the divinity of Christ is defined dhe basis of his
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consciousness, not so much on the objective testined his ontic
status.

The second most important figure in this millenngaintext is Karl
Barth (1886-1968) whose perspective largely infoesn recent
scholarship more than Schleiermacher. The Chrigtodd view of Barth
developed from his Trinitarian dogma. For him,dtriot the Son as a
distinct person from the Father and the Holy Spiithin the Triune
God that became incarnate but God taking modal dovfrFather, Son
and Holy Spirit. The distinction he maintains oé tthree persons is not
of concrete individuality of one from another but existence at
different stages. He questions the authenticity imter-trinitarian
covenantal arrangement between the Father and@ornhe notion of
distinct subjects within the Godhead, he says,

The conception of this inter-trinitarian pact ascantract between the
persons of the Father and the Son is also operritwism. Can we
really think of the first and second persons ofttiiene Godhead as two
divine subjects and therefore as two legal subjegt® can have
dealings and enter into obligations one with anothe

This is mythology, for which there is no place inght understanding

of the doctrine of the Trinity as the doctrine lo¢ three modes of being
of the one God, which is how it was understood presented in the

Reformed Orthodoxy itself. God is one God (Bargh6t 65).

Barth thinks he has a better option on the Trirataissue to avoid the
danger of tritheism and is claiming to escape tha&ge of mythology
should there be said there are two divine persdrsaovenanted for the
redemption of mankind. His solution is one God inda forms. One
wonders how Barth escapes the charge of mythologdkis case. If the
Reformed Orthodoxy’s position is said to be mytigadal why would
the view that God became man not be mythologicalth Bases are by
human rationality mysterious and cannot be so\easitommodated to
human imagination. So Barth concludes that wherSithre became man
it was the entire Godhead that became man.

Barth uses the traditional concepts of Reformedldgy but with a
different meaning. For instance, he speaks of €hss'very God” and
“very man” or “God-man,” but this has nothing to dath affirming

both the divinity and humanity of Christ simultansty. The humanity
of Christ is the only fact about Christ. By givihgs Son into the world,
says Barth, God “sets at stake His own existencgaak... Well, in this
act, God loved the world so much, so profoundhgt th did in fact
consist in the venture of His own self-offering,hazarding of His own
existence as God.” In his [Son] humanity thereasother God, which
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means there is no other person of the Trinity afrarh the revealed
God, for that would be an abstract mythologicahkimg. Christ is God
only insofar as he is connected to his work of nedation.

For Barth, God himself becoming man, living, actingpeaking,

suffering and triumphing over it, has overcome #imtithesis that had
existed between God and man because of man’s sirih Beverally

asserts the fact of the incarnation that God becarae in order that
man would attain that mutual union with the diviieis God without

distinction of persons that was incarnate in thesqge of Jesus. Barth’s
Trinitarian theology holds sway his view of the ancation here. On the
purpose of atonement, he says, “The work of atonémelesus Christ
is the fulfillment of thecommunionof Himself with marand of man

with Himself which He willed and created at thewérst.” So Christ

came mainly because of the covenant relationship ®od for which

man was created. That perfect harmony that Goddiete originally to

exist between him and his creation cannot be amauil spite of sin,

and this is resolved in the incarnation of Chrigtis implies that the
incarnation was necessary because it is in therenaiti God that he
would enter into relationship with man whether ghesas a fall or not.

Yet McCormack thinks that Barth places the Ortho@xistology on
an “entirely new foundation” by grounding the VimgBirth in the logic
of “anhypostatic— enhypostaticconception.” Unlike Schleiermacher,
Barth does not have a problem affirming the twaured of Christ and
their relationship. The union between the Logos tllechuman nature is
a “unity in differentiation” which is strictly a ‘idlectical union.” The
humanity of Christ though having soul and body haspersonality of
its own but only in fts union with the Logos of GddBarth may have
been coming from the thought direction of Leontinis Byzantium
though with the latter’'s exception that he does hold the human
nature of Christ to be completenhypostatout as having @hysis
enhypostatos- a hypostasis of the Logos. According to McCorknac
Barth makes an important point regarding the nadfitbe union of two
natures.

The divine nature of Christ, which is shared by rmkmbers of the
Godhead, was not made flesh but the person wasohuwitk’s use of
“all members of the Godhead” makes Barth sound heré the latter
holds the Trinity as subsisting in distinct conerpersons. If that would
be the case then there would arise a contradiatiddarth’s thought as
seen above. Yet the distinction that Barth makesvéen nature and
person is very helpful because it presents a betigtion to
Schleiermacher’s dilemma on the usage of naturgpargbn. This union
is mediated indirectly through the person.
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Nevertheless, the human attributes were communidatéhe Logos —
the whole person, so that it is not proper to igothe divine nature from
Christ’'s humanity especially his sufferings. “Thatich acts is clearly
the Person The nature can only act as the nature of theoRetdere

however, the one who acts can only be God, evaugthan the human
nature.” Though attributes of the human nature ltav&in implications
for the divine nature, the divine attributes canbhetcommunicated to
the human nature but to the Person — Christ. Tl \arises out of
Barth’s disputation with the Lutherans who holdthe communication
of the divine attributes to the human nature whaarrants the human
nature to deification. This is also Pannenberg'sistbiotical pitfall as

he argues for the deification of humanity througle incarnation by
assimilation to God (Wolfhart Pannenberdesus, God and Man
[Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1978], 39-4R2annenberg
develops this thought from Irenaeus’ viesgéinst Heresigs//2, 1120)

that the incarnation warrants our share in Godttepgon.

But | think this is a misreading of Irenaeus’ ideacause he does not
teach deification of humanity through participationthe mystery of
incarnation. And our share in divine perfectionrédative and taken
within the context of the “already and not yet’should be understood
more in terms of our justification that has beeadded to us from
Christ’'s account. This is the case by reason oR&®rmed principle of
“finitum non capax infiniti whereby though “God is capable of the
human, the relation cannot be reversed.”

Barth’'s problem with the two wills of Christ is nper the divine and
human nature but with the distinction of individtialbetween the
Father and Son.

When the covenant of grace was based on a pacebatiwo divine

persons, a wider dualism was introduced into thal@@ad - again in

defiance of the Gospel as the revelation of thén&aby the Son and of
the Son by the Father, which took place in JesussCH he result was
an uncertainty, which necessarily relativized theeanditional validity

of the covenant of grace, making it doubtful whethehe revelation of

this covenant we really had to do with the one| wflthe one God....
The question is necessarily and seriously raisea @fill of God the

Father which originally and basically is differefrom the will of God

the Son.

His charge of dualism and two different and perhemsflicting wills
here also takes more of speculative face than chibiwitness and
exegesis. If the Son reveals the Father and thieeFaihe Son then it
shows the irrationality of opposing the distinctiaf two existing
persons in the one Godhead. Such revelation wittimutictual distinct

99



CTH422 CHRISTOLOGY

existence of the one being revealed is so irratiara it makes
nonsense of Jesus’ dialogue with the Father iféddee himself was the
Father who turned to be the Son in the personsfsl€hrist. Certainly
Jesus was not mad, neither was he bad. Otherwisecbold Jesus cry
out “Why have you forsaken me?” Or why would hehia prayer time
task the Father that he had glorified him so hedoould do his own
part of glorifying him [the Son] and even say, ‘feat, into thy hands |
commit my spirit”? The Jews of Jesus time recoghizs divine powers
but separated him from the Father even as he didsap he was the
Father. The point of dualism and separate willssdoet also arise
because Jesus Christ taught clearly the unity ofaill and that of the
Father when he says, “I have come down from heaeéto do my will
but to do the will of him who sent me. And thistie will of him who
sent me that | shall lose none of all that he hasngme, but raise them
up at the last day.

For my Fathers will is that everyone who lookstie Son and believes
in him shall have eternal life, and | will raiserhup at the last day (John
6: 38-40; cf. 7: 16, 17). That is why he cried dittpt my will but your
will” (Matt. 26: 39, 42; Mk. 14: 36; Lk. 22:42). Sa distinction of will
Is not a separation or difference of will such asild be a dualism. The
unity of the life of the Triune God is a lovely ntgsy that has been
bequeathed to us by the Son, and it is not for imugiary but God’s
adorable glory. It is on this principle that theotwvills of Christ by
virtue of his divine and human natures equally does constitute a
contradiction but displays a wonderful unity of pose. We shall take
up this matter later in the course of this study.

Moltmann seems to follow Barth’s though and thiries departs from
Barth. The principle of Moltmann’s thought on timearnation of Christ
is the concept okenosis Like Barth, he maintains that the incarnation
of the Son is the humanity of the entire Godhe&ds the kenosisof
God. He says, “The divine kenosis which begins whincreation of the
world reaches its perfected and completed fornménimcarnation of the
Son.” Moltmann sees God’s act of creation as arofstlf emptying —
that is to say, giving up his Godness in his actrefation. But this is
unclear what he meant by that, whether it is ingbase Paul uses in
Philippians 2 or another sense.

The futility in this thinking is not too far-fetcde The question
immediately is: At what point did God empty him&lNVas it just
immediately before he began the creation or dutlvegprocess or after
the creation? If prior to the creative activity, lhat powers did he
create then? If by creating the world God gave igpdivinity as some
understand kenosis when they refer to the incamdkien Moltmann is
denying that God as he is in himself did not atyueleate the world. If
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he created, it was not as God, but as a certamgb&i was a human
being or human power that created the world. Thirsking is capable of
yielding idolatry.

It is plain that in the creation act, the Fatheyn &nd Holy Spirit were
all involved. Scripture’s reference to the act oéation presents the
three persons as God divine, not as human. Agasapg “There is0
God other than the incarnate, human God who is oné wien and
women.” This sounds so cunning. Is Moltmann malangood case for
the oneness of God or is he making a denial ofdteinction between
the incarnate Son and the other persons of the €&adlwvho are not
incarnate? The latter seems most obvious. And “@Gs noencounter
men and women ‘as God’; he encounters them in huimam, in the
incarnate and crucified Son,” and “God is nowherm@andivine than
when he becomes man.” This sounds Barthian yetvbkse he believes
in the distinct individuality of the three persarfghe Trinity as opposed
to Barth and Rahner. By making an exceptional hdee, Moltmann’s
view has repercussions for the Old Testament ravalavhere God'’s
encounter with his people wass God not as man. God was not
incarnate in the Old Testament. In the consummesetiaton, God will
encounter his covenant and redeemed people as God.

It is also a contradiction in terms that God becswmligine only when he
is human. Humanity does not produce divinity. Tlaeg two different
entities with distinctive functions. They can ordgme together in a
covenantal way. Again though Moltmann might nottwte deny the
existence of the Triune God his statement impliescty that. If there
is no God other than the incarnate Logos and yehole that it is the
Son that was incarnate then Moltmann is denyingctrerete reality of
the Father and the Holy Spirit who are not incagnade is actually
discriminating between the Son on one hand andrdteer and Holy
Spirit on the other. Overall what is consciouslyckiag in the
Christological views above in understanding thequai theanthropic
constitution of Christ is the light that the contep covenant brings to
bear upon all divine and human relationships.

3.5 A Reformed Covenantal Christology

Closely following the formulation of Chalcedon wake Belgic
Confession (1563) as the earliest of the Refornmdessions. It makes
a distinction of the two natures as it rendersart:p

As then the divine nature hath always remained aated, without

beginning of days or end of life, filling heavendaearth, so also hath
the human nature not lost its properties, but raethia creature, having
beginning of days, being a finite nature, and retag all the properties
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of a real body.... But these two natures are so bjlogeited in one

person, that they were not separated even by Hithd&herefore that
which He, when dying commended into the hands sf FFHither, was a
real human spirit departing from His earthly boBwt in the meantime
the divine nature always remained united with thean, even when He
lay in the grave; and the Godhead did not cea®e toa Him, any more
than it did when He was an infant, though it did so clearly manifest
itself for a while. Wherefore we confess that Hevésy God and very
man: very God by His power to conquer death, angt wean that He

might die for us according to the flesh (Beeke,266-68).

The Belgic Confession presents an interesting Imsigthe relationship
between the divinity and the humanity of Christislapparent that the
humanity finds meaning only when the divine accons it but that

does not mean the human is incomplete in itselh wéspect to its
properties. The incompleteness must be understotdion the sense
that apart from Christ all of humanity can be nothiThe human soul
that was in Christ explains the complete personalithe human nature
though, not apart from his divine nature. Onceiticarnation took place
the divine remained united to the body even inlded@ough the divine
did not die with the body. The divinity of Christmains distinct in its
properties but also holding union with the humanalh situations.

Whether the human was anhypostatic or hypostattmisso much the
issue but that it was complete in the sense ofjtda of the union only
when the two natures were united.

As we turn to Calvin we see that while using thenf@esional
statements as foundational he goes beyond theimet@xplanation of
the rationality of the hypostatic union of the twatures of Christ using
the analogy of the distinction of the two subst@ncé man, body and
soul within one person. “For the soul is not theljpand the body is not
the soul. Therefore, some things are said excllysfethe soul that can
in no wise apply to the body; and of the body, agtiat in no way fit
the soul; of the whole man, that cannot refer -epk@nappropriately —
to either soul or body separately.” It is in thisique covenantal frame
that Calvin further affirms the coming togethertbé divine and the
human in Christ. “For we so affirm the Godhead ¢airio and united to
the manhood, that each of them has its whole ptppemaining, and
yet of them both is made one Christ.” The theamitr@onstitution of
Christ is covenantal and this fact is groundech&éntire concept of the
redemptive historical covenant between God and hitsnaBut the
immediate derivation of this covenantal event i Berson of Christ has
its foundation in the covenant of redemption betwide Father and the
Son. In this covenant, the Father would “prepama FChrist] a body, fit
up a tabernacle for Him, formed as was the bodyAdadm by the
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immediate agency of God, uncontaminated and withspot or
blemish.”

Defining what and how the union of the divine ahd human in Christ
in Reformed theology is consistently pregnant witirenantal nuances,
Hodge defines the relationship of these attribatethe “communion of
attributes” in which the man Christ is the partak€his covenantal
understanding of the theanthropic constitution ¢iri€ proves more
helpful because it explains the purpose of the mibthe attributes in
the Person of Christ. Van Til, agreeing with S€hdkscribes such
relationship closely in connection with his Trimiten theology where
the union of the two substances in Christ is “ooemon life” that they
“interpenetrate each other, like the persons ofTtheity.” This mutual
interpenetration of the divine and human naturethénperson of Christ
may not be understood as transfer of attributesach other but as
inseparably subsisting in one Person even as ih&afran persons each
holds his unique attributes while remaining perrefic in their union of
oneness. Berkhof makes a covenantal statementiofatt: “The great
truth enunciated is that the eternal Son of Gmak uponHimself our
humanity....” This language closely associates witulB language
where he uses “God reconciles us to himself” (2Gdt8; Rom. 5:10;
Col. 1:20) and with John where Christ says whenishéfted up he
would “draw all men to himself’ (John 12:32).

By taking upon himself the human nature Christ gegait in a
covenantal way, because it is not originally p&hio. Otherwise, “The
deity cannot share in human weaknesses; neithemeanparticipate in
any of the essential perfections of God.” The Greateature
distinction is only bridged covenantally, more s5 it pertains to
redemption. So it is only by way of covenant thatclould have both the
divine and the human natures in his Person. Thetliat each nature is
not lacking in its distinct qualities nor is it dtactly construed but has
concrete individuality or personal subsistencehia Person of Christ
points more to a covenantal communion.

This perspective also helps to throw more lightvamat would have
been a problem of divine and human contradictiord amalling
immutability into question. Schleiermacher’s antidi@wers’ allusion to
this contradiction as seen above finds it solutiothe concept of the
covenant. O’Collins is right to argue that the dodacal gap between
the divine and the human “cannot be so great treaiave faced with
entities or properties that are mutually self-egla in a total way.”
Extrapolating further he says, “If human beings lex&de in the image
and likeness of God (Gen. 26-7), there must be songedivine about
every human being. If this is our case, for thamdiL.ogos to assume a
humanity, there must be something human about God.”
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It must be contended, however, that while O’Collifast logic holds
true his second logic does not hold necessarilyctse. Therefore, “It
would be a blatant contradiction in terms of atitéoto the same subject
at the same time and under the same aspect of Iguitneompatible
properties. But that is not being done here. Watspect to his divinity,
Christ is omniscient, but with respect to his huityahe is limited in
knowledge. Mutually exclusive characteristics aetnb simultaneously
attributed to him but not within the same frameedérence.”

Here involves the work of the Holy Spirit in thideanthropic
constitution whose prerogative is to create argbadty in Christ a union
of the two natures that meets the terms of themgtiee covenant.
What is often forgotten by advocates of divine amhdiman

incompatibility is that this great mystery of thrcarnation is an “act of
power and grace” that cannot be measured by humdarstanding nor
can it be fully explicated by human vocabulary. Wimdyvers

unfortunately interpret the power of God in the teoth of human
weakness. It is by the power of the Holy Spirittttias great mystery is
appreciated.

The covenantal structure of the divine and humarChmist is well
captured in Barth’'s words thus: “In Jesus Chrisisiinot merely one
man, but the wholaumanunof all men, which is posited and exalted as
such to unity with God.” The totality of mankind espresented in the
humanity of Christ holding solidaric union with hd$vinity points to a
covenantal structure. This union would also haeenetl consequences
for the covenant relationship between God and éapfe in the context
of the consummated eschaton.

The nature of the divine and the human in Christlisdivinity and full
humanity. Yet it is the divine that takes the hunwaitself. The human
is held in submission to the divine. It is impossito think of equality
between the divine and the human in terms of ariit the purpose and
the goal of the incarnation. The human alone canmetet the
redemptive requirements but the divine alone camt lBecause the
human has to perform its required role, the dinas to take it to that
level by way of union with it. But this is more erly explained as
covenantal union between the divine and the hurirara covenantal
union the superior partner dominates for the beéenafithe inferior
partner. This may not however be pushed too fdo asake the human
quiescent to or swallowed in the divine.

Here in the Person of Christ, that which the hunwas created for was
perfectly achieved. Christ was acting in his hurtyaon behalf of all
humanity in perfect obedience, and adoration offather. So what he
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was doing was covenantally assuming both posit@n&od and man.

This is the nature of the logic. He was first Ggdnlature and then man,
which adding together earns him the descriptiothefintropic Person.
In the covenant relationship humanity is alwaysuneml to be in

submission to God. Therefore, the human naturehols€was in perfect
submission to his divine nature, even as one Per$be idea of

covenant is anchored upon the good and graciouaaiea of God.

Central to the covenant relationship between Gadfsdam was the law
requiring perfect obedience and consequently esldwatal life. But

when man contravened this law, God did not givemhis requirement
of man’s perfect righteousness unto that eschatmbgnd eternal life.
Such requirement must be fulfilled anyhow. God et requirement
himself through his Son in a unique way.

3.6  The Principle of Theanthropic Christology

The divine and human constitution of Christ is innpiple of a
fulfillment of that law of the covenant where higrhan nature was in
prefect compliance and harmony with his divine matult is the
foundation upon which Christ ably demonstrated im lifie the perfect
obedience required in this union on behalf of nthat man might be
restored to that original relationship with his &w@. Witsius sustains
this view thus: “The legal covenant entered intéhwthe first man, is
founded on thevery nature of Godat least with respect to the
commands of the covenant, and the threatening adnexthem. So that
it would be contradiction if these preceptstio¢é law of natureshould
not be proposed to man, or if man, after the viotabf them should be
saved without satisfaction.” What Witsius underssohnere is the close
connection between the nature of God and the naturean who by
virtue of being in the image of God and having algered into
covenant with him necessarily requires his peri@oedience to his
Creator, and wherefore man has failed he mustfgatigine justice in
order for that relationship to hold. It is upon tthagic that Christ’'s
divine nature communes with the human nature, rostractly but
concretely in his Person so as to meet the diwidecial satisfaction on
behalf of man.

Reasoning with Irenaeus, Calvin, says it is on basis of the
theanthropic constitution of Christ that we canytrknow God as the
Redeemer, “even as the Father, himself infinitegobees finite in the
Son, for he has accommodated himself to our littkleasure lest our
minds be overwhelmed by the immensity of his gloiyere lies the
essence of the covenantal constitution of Chrigiat we may know
more intimately that God is our Redeemer. This he walue of
redemptive revelation wherefore, the nearness af tGdwumanity is not
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just a nearness of God in the Spirit among humabity it is a nearness
that Christ as God slept with humanity and wokewifh it in his
personal life. The Westminster Catechism sums igpfdlet in answer to
guestion 40 thus: “It was requisite that the Mamtiatwho was to
reconcile God and man, should himself be both Gamtraan, and this is
one person, that the proper works of each natughtnie accepted of
God for us, and relied on by us, as the works efwhole person.” So in
principle, God and humanity worked harmoniouslytlie Person of
Christ to both subdue the power of sin and obtamkemption unto a
perfect covenant relationship. Without the perfeatenantal union of
the two natures of Christ, there would not be traly unshakeable
covenant between God and humanity.

There is a logical priority of the divine over theaman by virtue of the
fact that it is the initiative of the divine to asse the lower nature of
humanity upon himself. This fact is true of Paulemhhe makes the
comparison between the heavenly Adam and the gafitihm (1Cor.

15:47f). The second Adam who is also the heaverdy became united
to the body of the earthly man so that he mightrdgsthe power of
death and obtain resurrection and a glorious, impable, immortal

body for his people.

According to the testimony of Scripture, “the Wavds God” geo.j h=n
o lo,goj and “the Word became flesh,” 0" lo,gojrsaevge,neto (John
1:1, 14). Also in Romans 1:3, 4, Paul says, he ftles seed of David
according to the flesh” spe,rmatoj Daui.d katarksaand “Son of God
by power according to the spirit of holiness byuresction from the
dead,” ui'ou/ geou/ evn duna,mei kata. pneu/mawaignhj evx

avnasta,sewj nekrw/n. In the two passages above ikea conscious
juxtaposition of the two natures of Christ. In Romathe contrast
markerkata makes that very clear. That he died proves hisamityrand

that he was resurrected vindicates his divine eatur

3.7 The Incarnation, not a Loss of Divinity

The incarnation of the Son is not therefore a tfdsis divine attributes
to humanity. While remaining incarnate he holds listological
attributes as the second person of the Trinityvi@ahakes one of his
core statements of faith: “Here is something mawel the Son of God
descended from heaven in such a way that, witreauimg heaven he
willed to be borne in the virgin’'s womb, to go abdlbe earth, and to
hang upon the cross; yet he continuously filledwioeld even as he had
done from the beginning!”

The perfect harmony of the divine and the humanbates in the
Person of Christ underscores the archetypal submarssss of the
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human to the divine in a covenantal context. Thednu nature derives
its worth on account of the divine nature, for “tmemanity of Christ in

virtue of its union with his divine nature is imnsemably exalted in

dignity and worth, and even power over all intedhg creatures.” As a
point of note this does not imply the divinity dfet human nature of
Christ. However, the Lutheran Orthodox theology dsolto the

deification of the body of Christ, because the miviattribute of

omnipresence transfers to it. This was developenh ftuther’s idea of

the Eucharist in which Christ is literally presemthe elements. Though
Scriptures have spoken more of Christ's humaniigytleave us in no
doubt about his full divinity. The preponderanceSafiptural references
to his humanity is to emphasize his genuine commeetith us so as to
give us full hope and assurance of our full acte<sod.

In a covenantal arrangement the superior partyriades the worth of
the inferior party. In the old covenants the indemparty was required to
bear the heavy burden of the stipulations withbetdid of the superior.
But herein lies the uniqueness of this covenantabru where Christ
acting on both sides — as God requiring obedierar@ humanity on the
one hand and being given it on the other by himasfuming human
position and fulfilling it perfectly. Yet more thatulfilling the divine
requirements Bromiley says, “Divinity assumed huityam order to
give humanity a share in divinity.” The human natof Christ was in
perfect submission to the divine nature, which ezadhe impossibility
of Jesus Christ to have sinned. This does not, hemwemean the
passiveness of the human nature but that all theahwactions of Christ
tended towards conformity with his divine naturedngse he could not
have contradicted his Godness. Grudem thinks thatis) ability to
overcome sin was largely dependent upon the datetmon of his
human nature rather than the divine.

The Lutheran theology believes in the passivenésseohuman nature
of Christ. “In the incarnation the divine nature tlge active, as the
human nature is the passive, factor; any changdtiregs from the act
will affect the human nature, not the divin€Care must be taken in
asserting this view so as not to separate the camggitary role of the
divine to the human nature in accomplishing their goal, which is to
overcome sin through perfect obedience to God ite s temptations.
This is what the Westminster Larger Catechism tescHIt was

requisite that the Mediator should be God, thattight sustain and
keep the human nature from sinking under the it&@inirath of God, and
the power of death; give worth and efficacy toduéferings, obedience,
and intercession; and to satisfy God’'s justice,cpre his favour,

purchase a peculiar people, give his Spirit to theonquer all their
enemies, and bring them to everlasting salvatitins’the power of God
that upholds the human life to receive its fullness
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Therefore in Christ, “It is impossible that the g@n constituted in union
with the eternal and immutable Word, can sin; flois tunion is an
absolute shield to the lower nature, against erhorthe God-man
‘dwells the fullness of the Godhead bodily;” (Ca@l. 9) for “this lower
nature, upon its union with the Word, was imbuedhwihe full
influences of the Holy Ghost.” Yet the two natusee inseparable and
without conflict except with the differences in pest of their peculiar
functions pertaining to them. The two natures aatedistinct manners
in fulfilling but one purpose of the incarnation wfh is redemption.
This is to obtain redemption through the satisfiacpopitiation by God
himself by virtue of its required infinite valuecget also by man as the
offender who is rightly required to pay the penahignce the God man.
It involves reconciliation between God and manhsd than’s allegiance
to his Creator may be perfectly restored.

The full humanity of Christ may not be toned downany way, but

rather emphasized. “Since the children have fleghtdood, he too had
to share in their humanity so that by his deatimight destroy him who

holds the power of death — that is, the devil.... thigs reason he had to
be made like his brothers in every way, in ordext the might become
merciful and faithful high priest in service to Gaahd that he might
make atonement for the sins of the people” (Heb4,217).

Here lies the principle of the union of the diviaed human in Christ.
The human was there to die in faith to the Fathleiteathe divine was
there to resurrect him (John 10: 17-18); the humas to be lifted up on
the cross while the divine was by that means tovcath men to Christ
(John 12: 32); the human was to sorrow or weep iemalty with the
bereaved while the divine was there to give lifd aomfort to the dead
(Luke 7:11-15; 8: 49-56; John 11: 34-44). This tsavCalvin also holds
to be true when he says Christ “coupled human eatith divine that to
atone for sin he might submit the weakness of titeeto death; and that,
wrestling with death by the power of the other matthe might win
victory for us.” In the Person of Christ humanityasvperforming its
perfect duties in a form of probation, which thestiAdam could not
sustain. The divine nature enabled the human natnever necessary
such as bearing the wrath of God, raising Chrideéad body to life
(John 2:19; 10:17-18, Heb. 7:16).

That Christ truly had two natures necessarily agichlly implies that
he also had two wills or consciousness. Both worke&t respect to
each nature where it is plausible to talk both &alohrist’s finite and
infinite knowledge (Mk. 13:32; Lk. 2:52; John 2:256: 30; 21:17).
Grudem defends this view against the charge of dviestism that “it
must simply be affirmed that two wills and two canstof consciousness
do notrequire that Jesus be two distinct persons.” il ihis light that a
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covenantal interpretation of the two natures ofi§€this more helpful.
The two natures could communicate their attribtdethe Person but not
transfer them to one another. If we take O’Collidsfinition of person
to be correct then it might be helpful to avoid t@mmmunication of
attributes from nature to nature. He describesragpe'this rational and
free individual, who is the subject and centre cfan and relationships
and who enjoys incommunicable identity, inalienaldignity, and
inviolable rights.” This agrees with Turretin whoolds that the
“‘communication of attributes ... is an effect of theion by which the
properties of both natures became comnwthe persori The human
nature of Christ could be adorable because offfitsitg with his divine
nature but it would be erroneous to talk about Wwm@Eng the human
nature rather than the Person whose two naturesnotpe separated
and worshipped in parts. It is the whole Christlas God-man that is
worshipped. Because the Person of Christ who ssbsiswo natures
bore the weight of sin it could be said that thembhn nature
communicated indirectly to the divine nature itsdans.

Though his divine nature did not die, it could har the experience of
death and suffering in a certain way, since it reed united to the body
of Christ even in death. Calvin also arguing froerif@ure’s teaching
(Acts 20:28; 1Cor. 1. 1; 1John 1: 1) alludes to thwlirect
communication of properties between the two natuf@srely God does
not have blood, does not suffer, cannot be toueh#dd human hands.
But since Christ, who was true God and also true,meas crucified and
shed his blood for us, the things that he carrigdiro his human nature
are transferred improperly, although not withows@n, to his divinity.”
By virtue of the complete Person of Christ his dityi equally shared in
his human nature’s subjection to the law.

3.8 The Humanity of Christ and Soteriology

The soteric importance of the humanity of Christtssground for our

union with him. By his human nature divinity toush#gown to humanity
and being divinity himself with the Father and ®Bpirit he makes the
ultimate connection between the Trinitarian God asd It is a union

that is both organic and mystical, for it involvasth our bodies and our
souls (1Cor. 6:15-17). It is on this basis that also share in his
sufferings, death and resurrection (Rom. 8:17; 2Qds; Php. 3: 10;

Col. 1:24). This also has further implications éur bodily resurrection
and glorification (Rom. 8:9-11; Col. 3:3-4). We kawa covenantal
representation in the life of Christ by which faéloé bodily resurrection
of Jesus becomes a pledge that we too shall bedraigh him in the

newness of life and the eternal covenant. CalvB6(Q1l 482) expounds
this wonderful covenantal link in the life of Chris
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This is the wonderful exchange which, out of his asweless
benevolence, he has made with us; that, becomingoSman with us,

he has made us sons of God with him; that, thatiylescent to earth,
he has prepared an ascent to heaven for us; thataking on our

morality, he has conferred his immortality upon tgt, accepting our
weakness, he has strengthened us by his power; réiving our

poverty unto himself, he has transferred his wealths; that, taking the
weight of our iniquity upon himself (which oppredses), he has
clothed us with his righteousness.

It should be made clear that immortality conferred us is not
necessarily divinity even as angels are not, aedtridinsfer of Christ’'s
wealth to us as Calvin says may be understood gigenusness of
which we became impoverished as a result of the Tale Catholics
have a similar version to Calvin but its extremgyquite apparent. The
Catholic Catechism says, “The Word became fleshntake us
‘partakers of the divine natureFor this is why the Word became man,
and the Son of God became the Son of man: So that by entering
into communion with the Word and thus receivingigvsonship, might
become a son of God. The Son of God became mahasave might
become God. The only-begotten Son of God, wantingdke us sharers
in his divinity, assumed our nature, so that hedenaan, might make
men God’s.” This citation from the Catechism is eleped from 2 Pet.
1:4.

Barth comes close to Calvin here but also diffegaiBcantly when he
says “As in Him [Christ] God became like man, so te Him man has
become like God.. In Him humanity is exalted humanity, just as
Godhead is humiliated Godhead” (Barth, 1956: 4fhere is ambiguity

in Barth’s phrase, “man has become like God” beeaiishas no
qualification as to whether it is in terms of ontc moral status. The
becoming of the Logos assumefem whereas that cannot be the case
with humanity. Jesus admonishes us to ‘be like'beras” the Father in
heaven, not Becomelike.” And when he demands that likeness he
specifies its manner — that is to be perfect (M&td8). Barth’s view re-
echoes Satan’s luring of Eve in the garden whetoldeEve that she and
her husband would be “like God” without qualifieati Again Barth
contradicts himself when elsewhere he says thalewod is capable
of the human, the relation cannot be reversedédcitbove).

While Calvin emphasizes our sharing in the benefitthe incarnation
by mystical union as seen elsewhere Barth takes tie very nature of
God by comparison. Logically speaking God became ima we did
not become God or like God but scriptures say veehgs children by
adoption (Rom. 8:14-17)his divine connection with human suffering
must be seen only in the context of God’'s redempivwork rather than
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in the ontological relationship between the Fatied the Son so that
our theology should not try to nullify the “divineanscendence” or “the
victory which Christ has won over sin and death.bn€ary to
Moltmann’s theory, “The true locus of divine suffag is not to be
found either in the nature or in the persons ofTttieity, but in the work
which they have come to do in the world.”

4.0 CONCLUSION

In conclusion, it is pertinent to be sober and dsser humility as we
deal with this matter. O'Collins’ observation ist &yere:

The personal union of divinity and humanity entaitgy the incarnation
exceeds our conceptuality, and cannot be clarifiedlain descriptive
language in such a way as to be positively imgidle. If we cannot
imagine and describe what it is like to be God,caenot imagine what
it would be like to be God and man.

Nevertheless, for the reasons given, the incamatioes not present
itself as clearly incoherent.

It is only in the scripture as we hold it to be thee and infallible word
of God that we can have our knowledge of God theéemer. It is only
by the Holy Spirit that we may perceive the radeand beauty of the
God-man and testify that this mystery is trustwpréimd adorable. As
we mumble our words to express this truth it isyahle concept of the
covenant that affords us a better understandingGofi’'s special
relationship with his people as epitomized in théheopic constitution
of Christ. In the Person of Christ we find our eg@ntation and a share
in his life, which guarantees our future hope iareity where God’'s
dwelling will be with us. Here we have a messagéaye to the world
of the wonderful opportunity that we have in God.

While the general concept of the incarnation fiAdsanasius and Barth
in one camp the details of the matter put themhers opposition. The
reason for the incarnation of the Word for Athanashas a logical
historical connection. First, Athanasius would ro¢sitate to say
incarnation of the Son of God who is the secondggenf the Trinity

whereas Barth would prefer to say incarnation ofl Gsthanasius logic
sees the Son involved initially in the creatiorthad world.

Mankind fell into sin and brought a just condemoiatupon the whole
creation of God. Justice and goodness held Goddileenma but was
resolved in the incarnation of the Son and recatmh was obtained
between God and mankind. The crux of the matteAfbanasius is sin
which brought about separation between God and wiaoh in other
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words is eternal death for mankind. The reconairatis needed to

restore man to God. The main thrust of this newarmgement of

restoration is the matter of relationship whicthérto had been good but
spoiled by mankind’s rebellion. The question is Wikahe nature of this
relationship?

Reformed theology speaks of God relationship widgmkind in terms of
a covenant. The Creator-creature distinction origagp huge that God
could only bridge it by way of voluntary self cosdension which is
described as a covenant. There is no other wayGloat could relate
with his people but by covenant. Reformed theolagyvs the history of
redemption covenantally.

In the context of the ancient near East practio@as a relationship that
involved certain stipulations usually given by tkeaperior partner.

Therefore, God gave Adam specific commands and iebee was

required, not just for the future well-being of Addout also for entering
a relationship with his creator which was binding.

5.0 SUMMARY

Both the humanity and divinity of Jesus Christianportant to his work
as our saviour. The different opinions held abdwse natures by
different authors like Athanasius, Barth and Calgion not in any way
change the status of these natures. The bottomdlitteat God entered
into a covenantal relationship with man through a&iam after the fall
of Adam and Eve. This covenant was not just withdsand for Israel,
but it was on behalf of the entire humanity. Thestficovenant with
Abraham could not fulfill God’s desire for humangjnce it was built
on human terms. So, God initiated the second astdcbvenant through
Jesus Christ who is both human and divine to satiBfrequirements to
save man from sin.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. What is the problem with rationalism’s Chrisigy@

2. Explain your understanding of the covenantalratiar of the
two natures of Christ.

3. What is the importance of the two natures otigesShrist to our
salvation?
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Africanisation of Christianity is to expressiderstand and live the
religion in terms of African culture and perspeesy so that the religion
becomes their way of life not only expressed in @teurch, but their
day-to-day life. Therefore, in order to Africanis€thristianity it is
important to study how Christology will be Africaid without being
swallowed by African Traditional Religion (ATR),nsie Christology is
the heart of Christianity.

2.0 OBJECTIVES
At the end of this unit, you should be able to:

. explain Christology in African context
. state the sources of African Christology.

3.0 MAIN CONTENT

3.1 The Problem of Christological Concepts

African theologians struggled with developing a iGlmogy that they
wished to be distinctively African in contrast tohat has been
developed from the Western perspective. The steufgl this began
with John Mbiti who is considered to be the fatbémodern African
theology. At one time, he wrote about African cqrtseof Christology
but later tried to recant his thoughts. Severakoifrican theologians
still considered that there needs to be some ologstal perspectives
that contribute to the early church formulationpessally the Nicene
and Chalcedonian developments.
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John Mbiti

Mbiti has established himself as a modern reputabliean theologian.
He wrote numerous works on theology and religiapeeially African

religion. His chief concern was to develop a ddive African

theology. But such theology must be christologioaits outlook. Any
Christian theology without Christology has lost isstinctiveness.
Considering the New Testament Eschatology whictisrepon the
foundation of the death and resurrection of Chtist, African finds his
life enmeshed in the promise of the new life. Ma@ldview of the New
Testament that is characterized by spirits and Tpnogides some fertile
connection with African worldview. All of this is ewen around the
person and work of Christ. The African worldview ialh has no clear
eschatology is shaped and defined by the Eschatotdgthe New
Testament.

Christian Eschatology is sharply different from i&&n concept of the
end of time because in the former “all things aakeh up in the
Resurrection mode, in the very presence of Godakiaig of newness
and ... the divine nature. Newness is the word insfian Eschatology,
and it is newness in Christ” (Mbiti, 1971: 183). iJhmeans the
resurrection of Christ provides the frame for fotatung the Christian

worldview and for interpreting all facts in the vabrlit further means
theological vistas for developing an authentic édn Christian theology
should be thoroughly grounded in the person anckwdrChrist. The

possibility of finding easy access to Christologit@mulation in the

African context can be found in the sacraments @jptBm and

Eucharist. Since, these are considered as Chrisiiigation into the life

of the community of Christ, African initiation riepresent a bridge for
developing a relevant theology.

One of the important eschatological features incafm worldview is life

after death. The New Testament Eschatology presemell defined

beatific perspective that is transformative to ffacan view. By this

fact, the New Testament presents “the uniquenesiseothristian hope
of the hereafter” so that the “Resurrection sumslughings in Christ as
both Alpha and the Omega” (Ibid, 185). As the chugcows in Africa,

its theology must be consistent and defined by Gtwristological

dimension, and this must be tested by the New Trestasources. This
Christology meets the unique problems of Africamserms of suffering
for them in their socio-economic and spiritual essThus “the final test
for the validity and usefulness of any theologicahtribution is Jesus
Christ.

Since His Incarnation, Christian Theology oughtbi refered to as
Christology because Theology falls or stands on hiownderstands,
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translates and interprets Jesus Christ at a giveie, TPlace and human
situation” (Ibid, 190). What Mbiti underscores hé&é¢hat Christology is
central to all Christian theology. Such Christologyst also stand on
what the New Testament prescribes. In other wahdgsNew Testament
alone gives the sources for the Christology thapshk eschatology. For
Mbiti, Christian theology starts and ends with NeWestament
Christology.

John Onaiyekan

More recently, John Onaiyekan has given a good samnmof African

contributions to Christology (1997: 355-368). Thdre points out a
number of important things which | shall flesh thenot here. First, he
argues that every Christology begins with the daesthat Christ

himself laid down about himself in Matthew 16:13-2@0/ho do people
say | am” or “But you, who do you, say | am?” Thisestion defines the
contours of Christology. It is finding the rightsamer to this question
that governs the direction of Christology. In othsords, biblical

Christology should not be evolved away from thisibajuestion. Peter
gave a response that was approved by Christ ag lwkrnved from

divine interpretation. The question and answer Ims ttext are

architectonic in evaluating any Christology as toether it is sound or
not.

Onaiyekan develops his thoughts along several.lifigst, Christ is the
center of all Christian Theology, and this includ&sican Theology.
Though he is right he also mistakenly tries to @mnthe African
knowledge of the Supreme Being with Christologyf itlis true that
Christology is at the very heart of all Christiahetlogy, it is
particularly true for African christian theologyt is by now generally
agreed by most students of African traditionalgielns that our peoples
havealways had a clear idéaof and firm belief in the Supreme Being.
They have a faith in God which is indigenous anahoa be attributed to
foreign influences, whether Christian or Islamithiis seems much too
far to be true. Second, he argues that what agtismlthe case with
African theology is a development of Christologitadnds rather than
African Christology. And the point is that theseriStological trends are
developed within the context of the unique Africsituation, namely
concerns for “life issues” or “concrete issues.”

This makes African Christological trends to be mudbser to the
thoughts of the early Fathers. Third, the diversitfrican cultural and
socio-political issues such as belief in “spiritalaivinities” presents “a
richness of trends” in this Christological entespti Those who are

5 Emphasis mine.
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oppressed see Christ as the Liberator. Fourth,ether certain
connectivity between the African Christologicalnds and the universal
church, so that an idea of unique African Chriggglon the original
sense that seems to be cut off from the global athwonfession is
undesirable and unproductive. Fifth, ChristologyAinican Christianity
is to be both professional and popular meetinghtels of the academia
and the ordinary people.

Concerning the sources of African Christology, @rkan posits that
the Bible, the theology of the older church andnlivexperiences of
Africans form their Christological understandingridans take the story
of Christ in the Bible at face value believing ihet Immaculate
Conception, the death, resurrection and ascendigdhast to be real
historical realities. In this trend, concepts I&en of God, Lord, Saviour
and Redeemer are compatible with African thouglhtepas. The early
church Christological formulations such as the Alaess Creed, Nicene
Creed and Chalcedon are still reference point#Afdcan Christianity.

While there is this continuity with the worldwidéwwrch in all ages,
African Christianity seeks to bring the Biblical @tology to its

practical life. The practical application of thergen and work of Christ
in African experiences is has been stressed incaifriChristological
trends.

Other scholars have tried to develop concepts oéstor Christology
such as Nyamiti (1984) and Bujo (1992) who advac&thrist as proto
Ancestor. This Christological however, cannot bel ga be uniquely
African as if only Africans believe in ancestralndge. This
Christological trend also misses the foundationa¢sgion that Christ
laid down about himself to which Peter rightly aesed: that is the
question of who Christ is, and this is a generastjon that cannot be
made very narrow. Though it is not out of point narrow the
application of Christ to a group of people’s exprde, care should be
taken that the original biblical message is presgr¥Vhile Onaiyekan
himself started well on that note he does not emsighahe answer that
Peter gave which Christ approved. African Chrigggloshould be
sensitive to that answer which takes an objectieg/\of the person of
Christ as the God-man before considering its relegato African
experiences.

Christology first recognises that Christ is the SdrGod who became
incarnate (God-man) who in his incarnation serles African need.
The objective must be first stressed, then theestibp which is the
applicability of the person and work of Christ ke tAfrican situation. It
Is on this basis that African Christology would liblical and African.
The idea of “Kinsman” which Onaiyekan takes as guiwalent of
“Pahad Yishaq” in Genesis 31:31, 53 following thegusment of
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Albright and Geneva Bible translation is not comurg. With the

exception of Geneva Bible, no other versions tatesl Kinsman even
other foreign languages. Most translate “fear” eatihan Kinsman. As a
matter of fact, the Septuagint renders fo,bou whsckear, and in the
next verse, 54 has avdelfou.j or “brothers” in pluwhich refers to
Jacob’s kinsmen. The two verses do not supporteete to God as
Kinsman.

Other concepts that refer to Jesus as “Masteritétion” or Orishaare
not biblically oriented. If the Greeks referred @brist as the Ophelus
other than the biblicaChristosit is not necessarily granted that this is
biblical Christology, and so we cannot take one raebiblical
Christological projection to be a norm for Africa@hristology.
Christological applications should be distinct frahe biblical given
that Christ is the Son of the living God. If we dot take this as the
standard, then cannot escape the fact that we raairg parallel
Christological interpretations to Scripture.

The accomplished work of Christ could be rightlylkgd to the African
situation in terms of liberation, justice and pedué this subjective
aspect of Christology stands on the objective datitmn of Christ as the
Son of God, which alone supersedes ethnic and nadtioeroes and
divinities to a universal Saviour.

Onaiyekan surprisingly goes on to deny the excitysiof Christ when

he argues thus: “We can no longer hang on to alugxe Christology

developed by those who have not had our type oflesige and

opportunity to experience living with people of etHaiths” (367). This

begs the question. This kind of Christological dasion ignores the
very foundational question that Onaiyekan highkghtas the central
Christological question. Furthermore, he completgypores Peter’s
answer that stands as the guiding Christologicakld@ments of all

cultures. The exclusivity of Christ and his redeingtwork grant that
salvation is found in no one else and no other mexept through the
person and finished work of Christ. This is thetitesny of Scripture

and the Christology of the early church fathers.

Denial of this is simply denial of the exclusivaichs of Scripture, and
it seems that Onaiyekan’s conclusion is very mudomsistent with his
earlier attestation of the popular African belief Christ. Exclusive
Christology must not be sacrificed on the altaradigious dialogue. We
should also be careful that it is not the subjectapplication of
Christology to our various experiences and thetimglality to human
concepts that define who Jesus is essentially Hatt e primarily the
Son of God ontologically, and only then can we hegi move towards
applying his accomplished work to our situationhé&tvise, we can
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easily fall into the theological pitfall of libeiam which denies the
objective ontological Christology.

Kwame Bediako

Bediako takes his African Christological study frokfua Kuma, an
African woman. Afua expressed her understanding Gofrist in
imageries. To her Christ is the “grinding stonethé’ Lion of the
grasslands,” “the Big Tree,” and “the Great Doctdhe cross of Christ
Is seen as a fishing net where men are caught.

Bediako shows how this woman links the African eilgrece to Jesus.
By this approach he tries to show that Christiamtyiot a foreign or

Western religion but that it is rooted in the A#&icexperience. Christ
saturates the entire African existence — air, hame market. Also like

other African scholars, he brings in the concepamtestor. Ancestors
provide identity and protection which Christ remets to Africans.

Christ is the ancestor which Bediako tries to apphoit from the

biblical view.

Christ fulfills and transcends the function of &#&in ancestors. Bediako
considers the book of Hebrews as most relevantftwahs where its

descriptions of the sacrificial death of Christpimcure redemption for
his people properly fit into the African perspeetiand experience.
Christ is the Word of God translated into the hursdnation and who

becomes the African conqueror.

Laurenti Magesa

Magesa (2004) tended to follow liberal scholarshiner Christology.
She raised the question: “What is the reality andopse of the life,
teaching, and death of Jesus Christ, the meanirtgeoChrist event?”
(105) the reply to this stands upon “split Christpt” whereby liberal
scholars differentiates between the Christ of fatid the historical
Jesus. She argued thus:

Critically reviewing the current research on theudeof
history, however, one must agree with those schaldro
argue that, despite the important light that theudeof-
history studies shed on the issue, it is not ptssdbhave
a dispassionate, objective biography of the mans]dss
‘authorized biography,” as it were. This is becalme
personal characteristics as a man cannot be dediyit
known from the evidence at hand. Apart from onlstaia
basic indisputable facts supplied by history, etreng
else is speculation (Magesa, 2004: 105).
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This Christological direction is not helpful to Adan christianity, to say
the least. Though critical scholarship may presentisjointed Christ
and Christology, the New Testament does not intengresent it that
way. There is one Lord Jesus Christ in christisstdny. The Gospels
have given us enough that we can know, though noay@ an entire
biographical detail. Magesa’s position amountsrioredibility of the

Gospels’ accounts. Such a partitioned Christ caramdwer to the
challenges of African Christianity. If we “cannatdw much for certain
about the Jesus of history” but only can we “knoletabout the Christ
of faith” then such Christology lacks merit andtifisation. A better

perspective is offered by Bock:

The writers of the Gospels make no attempt to dgviie

life of Christ historically or chronologically. Tlgemake

no attempt to provide a biography of Christ. Thétavs,
using the same extant material, select and arrange
according to their individual emphasis and intetgtien

that which presents the particular portrait of €hthey
desire to convey. The Gospels present the life fofist
thematically and thus are to be viewed as compléangn
and supplementary rather than contradictory (228%°

Further, she defines the “Christ of faith” as tleeritent of the canonical
writings of the New Testament.” The question is thiee the “Christ of
faith” as it is called has no historical relevamcg merely in books.

She queries Bediako’s view on the African concepiancestor and
makes a strong case for the connection between siwk and
Christology. She said:

Ancestors in Africa are the ‘principle’ or ‘sourcesf
personal, family and community life. What happeons t
living humanity and the universe in general flolvsough

the ancestors from God and back to God... Jesustis no
contradicted by this principle of ancestorship inri€tian
theology, but rather is vividly expressed in and thg
category. As an ancestor, the Christian vocatiamatd

life in God cannot be conceived apart from Jesbgll
112).

So then Christ is the African “Proto-Ancestor or c&stor par
excellence” so that Christ has established a contypnahbelievers who
live by the rules of faith, hope and charity. Bubneso, there are some
functional concepts that Christ befits such as &EfhiMaster of
Initiation, or Healer.” It must be stated howev#rat such concepts

® Darrell L. Bock is citing J. Dwight Penteco$he Words and Works of Jesus Christ: A Study
of the Life of Chris{Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1981), 24.
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should be employed with greater care only by wagpylication which
distinction should be made between the originaidabperson of Christ
and the application of who he is to the Africansoer. The tendency for
conflating these distinctions is much glaring indéaa and other writers
with similar perspective.

Christology is a very important topic in the stuafyChristian Theology
whether African or Western. This is because of ¢hatre position it
occupies in the salvation of mankind. So, it idickfit to come up with a
different Christology that will be purely Africanedoid of the Biblical
Christology. This is because the basic source @frimation about
Christology is from the Bible. More so, it is onbye Jesus Christ that
died on the cross and resurrected from the graveat® the whole
universe. So, whether we talk about him in African/Vestern concept,
we are still talking about the same person and wkabtas done for us.
All we need to know and to do is to accept JesussChs Saviour and
allow him to help us in our individual situatiorBy the way, he knows
us as individuals and our various situations whegfacan or Western
and has the power to meet our needs.

The basic source of information on the deity of 8@n is from the
Bible. The New Testament has enough proof on they aé¢ the Son
which needs no argument to anyone who acceptsBibile as infallible
Word of God. The Synoptics, the Gospel of JohnRadline epistles all
testify of the deity of the Son of God. Jesus QGlassthe Son and second
person of the trinity was both divine and humaprider to save us.

3.3 Developing a Biblical Christology

The pressure of understanding God as three in @mee cwith the
appearance of the Son. There are types and for@sivag of Christ in
Scripture. There is concrete substance in the Nestament (in person
of the Son of God made flesh). There is evidencéhi® deity of the Son
throughout Scripture. Warfield (1950:220) argudhi€' very abundance
and persuasiveness of the deity of Christ greatlyeiases the difficulty
of adequately stating it."

Johannine Testimony

The entirety of John's Gospel is predicated orDbigy of Christ. (As it

is looked forward to in the OT and concluded in New Testament).
This is outlined in the Prologue to John (Ch 1)kdts up the entirety of
what he wants to say. This contains the founda#ind the cardinal
elements of the Gospel. Jn. 1:1: “In the beginmiag the word, and the
word was with God and the word was God.” The Sos waaticipated

since the very beginning of Creation (in a sen$@)s Son is the one
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who was in the beginning either as creature or tGrdaut John is saying
the latter explicitly (v 3, 4, 9). The strongediirafiation you could get in
Scripture are: Christ's deity. Nonetheless the Wsiand Jehovah's
Witnesses contested (subordinate deity). Theref@we Reasons (to
reject their position and that of Jehovah’s Witesssranslation):

(1) A technical reason: anarthrous nouns. Jn. M8u are the king of
Israel” (su. basileu.j ei= tou/ Visrah,l). Hebrewd-2: “Long ago, at
many times and in many ways, God spoke to our fathy the
prophets, but in these last days he has spokes by his Son...” (evpV
evsca,tou tw/n h’merw/n tou,twn evla,lhsen h'mi/n gi'w) The author
is saying there has now contée Son. Anarthrous noun doesn't take
away the uniqueness of that noun.

(2) A contextual reason: Jn. 1:18 “No one has eeen God; the only
God, who is at the Father's side, he has made mawk’ (Qeo.n

ouvdei.j e'w,raken pw,pote\ monogenh.j geo.j 0" ®iVvj to.n ko,lpon

tou/ patro.j evkei/noj evxhgh,sato). “And the Wdrdcame flesh and
dwelt among us” (Kai. 0" lo,goj sa.rx evge,neto. laiskh,nwsen evn
h mi/n). John uses language that is clear fulfillmef OT (e.g.,

tabernacle climax in Jesus Christ (v 19)--idendificn of Yahweh of the
OT to the Jesus of the NT). (Only other alternatwthin John would be
polytheism). (Other view does injustice to the ityi of the Gospel).

(3) An “evangelistic” reason: (20:30-31): Now Jeslid many other
signs in the presence of the disciples, which ateamitten in this book;
but these are written so that you may believe dbaus is the Christ, the
Son of God, and that by believing you may haveitifais name.

The declaration of John in the Prologue is now esséd at the end of
the Gospel by Thomas as he sees the risen ChhsE@ He says that
the Logos is Kurios and the Logos is Theos. Theohtgmce of “in his
name"-OT significance. (4) A theological reasonisTis based on the
VEgw, eivmi  principle (18:4-6). Then Jesus, knowing all thatud
happen to him, came forward and said to them, "Wionyou seek?"
They answered him, "Jesus of Nazareth." Jesustsditem, "I am he."
(W'j ou=n ei=pen auvtoi/j\ evgw, eivmi )Judas, who
betrayed him, was standing with them. When Jesigstsghem, "I am
he," they drew back and fell to the ground. (Whatdays is clearly
blasphemous if not true: claim of equality, Lorgshitributes the name
"I am"). To miss this in the Gospel of John is tassnentirely the
significance of the revelation of the OT. John vgam to see that Jesus
is Yahweh. And John's language allows for/makesndigson. The one
who is with God is the one who is God. Prologuernptets the rest of
the Gospel--they mutually exegete one anothery@iChrist is woven
into every page of NT, into everything the Gospatevs give us.
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The Synoptics
1. A mutual knowledge and intimacy with God

Matt 11:27: “All things have been handed over tobyeny Father, and
no one knows the Son except the Father, and nkioows the Father
except the Son and anyone to whom the Son choosesv/éal him.”
This is probably the strongest possible statemesiich means the
knowledge of God in Christ. He speaks of the exetisnutuality of
knowledge that the Father and the Son share wighamother. He also
speaks of prior intimate knowledge that each habebther.

In John 1:1, Jesus Christ alone is face to fack ®@d as God. Here is
an intimacy which is the exclusive prerogative oHWH. Christ
declaring himself to be the fulfillment of this nfodf Yahweh dwelling
with his people.

1. The prerogatives of Yahweh are attributed to Jesus

Is 40:1-3: “Comfort, comfort my people, says youods To Speak
tenderly to Jerusalem, and cry to her that heravaris ended, that her
iniquity is pardoned, that she has received fromt®RD's hand double
for all her sins. A voice cries: ‘In the wilderngzepare the way of the
LORD; make straight in the desert a highway for Gad.” Mark 1:1-
3: “The beginning of the gospel of Jesus Chrigt, $ion of God. As it is
written in Isaiah the prophet, ‘Behold, | send mgssenger before your
face, who will prepare your way, the voice of ongimy in the
wilderness: 'Prepare the way of the Lord, makephths straight.” Jesus
is identified with the coming YHWH of OT expectatioJohn the
Baptist is saying that those that know their (OTibI& should know
Jesus as this One.

Mark 2:1-5: “And when he returned to Capernaumradteme days, it
was reported that he was at home. And many wetegat together, so
that there was no more room, not even at the dédod he was

preaching the word to them. And they came, bringmgim a paralytic
carried by four men. And when they could not gedrn@m because of
the crowd, they removed the roof above him, andnathey had made
an opening, they let down the bed on which thelpécday. And when

Jesus saw their faith, he said to the paralyticy ‘86n, your sins are
forgiven.” Here this underlies the virtually expl claim to deity,

backed up by a work of power. This backs up thaiciwltannot be
verified by that which can. The miracle points he greater reality. He
IS made alive; able to "move" spiritually.
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The deity of Christ expressed in the way the OTw@ven into the
Gospel narratives. Ps 107:28-30: “Then they crietdto the LORD in
their trouble, and he brought them out of theirtrdiss. He stilled the
storm to a whisper; the waves of the sea were hlsheey were glad
when it grew calm, and he guided them to theirrédshaven...” Mk
4:35-41: “On that day, when evening had come, eteathem, ‘Let us
go across to the other side.” And leaving the crothidy took him with
them in the boat, just as he was. And other boate with him. And a
great windstorm arose, and the waves were breakiogthe boat, so
that the boat was already filling. But he was ia #tern, asleep on the
cushion. And they woke him and said to him, ‘Teackle you not care
that we are perishing?’ And he awoke and rebukednatind and said to
the sea, ‘Peace! Be still’ And the wind ceased] #rere was a great
calm. He said to them, ‘Why are you so afraid? Hgwe still no faith?’
And they were filled with great fear and said te@mnother, ‘Who then
is this, that even wind and sea obey him?™

The answer to this given in Ps. 107: this is YHWA€ alone can sitill
the chaos and storm that sin brings about in our bearts and in our
world.

2. Universal Lordship/Universal Presence

Matt. 28:18-20: “And Jesus came and said to thei, duthority in
heaven and on earth has been given to me. Go ¢therehd make
disciples of all nations, baptizing them in the eaof the Father and of
the Son and of the Holy Spirit, teaching them tsestie all that | have
commanded you. And behold, | am with you alwaysth® end of the
age.”

Jesus is saying: "l share my name with the Fathértlae Holy Spirit--
this is one name--and in that name | will be wittuy In OT, this is one
of the primary signs of God being with his peoglewill be with you."
Christ is the climax of that promise. (Matthew #adhe Exodus motif
in the ministry of Moses in various ways.)

Deut. 31:7-8: “Then Moses summoned Joshua andteam in the
sight of all Israel, ‘Be strong and courageous,yfou shall go with this
people into the land that the LORD has sworn tar tfeghers to give
them, and you shall put them in possession oft iis the LORD who
goes before you. He will be with you; he will netalze you or forsake
you. Do not fear or be dismayed.” What Moses psmg] Jesus
promises--that YHWH will be with them in himself. diield: "The
alternatives constantly stare us in the face: eitteeis God or He is not
sane. Either He is God or He is not good... He makenars the world."
It is important to see in the Gospels that thavhsit his contemporaries
recognized (either a blasphemer, insane or whaaltehe was).
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3. The Pauline Testimony

Rom 9:5: “To them belong the patriarchs, and froeirtrace, according
to the flesh, is the Christ who is God over alkdsled forever. Amen.”
Here is an exegetical question: is Christ the suilgé praise or is this a
general doxology? Paul's doxologies praise the idimae antecedent.
Paul's point seems to be to attribute deity to €hifiitus 2:11-13: “For
the grace of God has appeared, bringing salvatioalf people, training
us to renounce ungodliness and worldly passiond, tanlive self-
controlled, upright, and godly lives in the presage,waiting for our
blessed hope, the appearing of the glory of oulagfod and Savior
Jesus Christ (1) "Great God" echos Isaiah 9:6: “For to ushalctis
born, to us a son is given; and the governmentl df&lupon his
shoulder, and his name shall be called2 WondertwnSelor, Mighty
God, Everlasting Father, Prince of Peace.” Alsd,384: “But the
LORD of hosts, him you shall regard as holy. Lehloe your fear, and
let him be your dread. 14 And he will become a s#ry and a stone of
offense and a rock of stumbling to both housessdddl, a trap and a
snare to the inhabitants of Jerusalem.”

(2) No "two persons" eschatology: Philippians 3:B0Ot our citizenship

is in heaven, and from it we await a Savior, thedLdesus Christ.” 1
Corinthians 1:7so that you are not lacking in any spiritual gés you

walit for the revealing of our Lord Jesus Christ.THessalonians 1:10 -
2:1: “and to wait for his Son from heaven, whomrheed from the

dead, Jesus who delivers us from the wrath to coRaul always gives
expectation of one person returning--the Son. Tdggoally, we should

not expect God and Christ to come in distinctimnfrone another. Let’s
take three more Pauline considerations:

1) Note the way in which Paul so consistently dbss Jesus as
ku,rioj. And ku,rioj in the Septuagint is used YHWH. We are
bound to see this. Early church testimony of "Jasulsord" is
first and foremost an attestation of deity. The Old Testament
using name of YHWH over and over (5000x) now cormneegs
conclusion in God come in the flesh.

2) Paul makes ascriptions to Jesus the way theT@thhment does
to YHWH.

a. Isaiah 8:13-14 But the LORD of hosts, him you shefjiard as
holy. Let him be your fear, and let him be youratteAnd he
will become a sanctuary and a stone of offense aamdck of
stumbling to both houses of Israel, a trap and aresito the
inhabitants of Jerusalem.
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b. Rom 9:32-33: Because they did not pursue it byafdut as if it
were based on works. They have stumbled over timalding
stone, 33 as it is written, "Behold, | am layingdion a stone of
stumbling, and a rock of offense; and whoever bekein him
will not be put to shame.” Who is this stone ofeole? It is
YHWH. Now it is Jesus Christ (?)

c. Is 40:20-25: “He who is too impoverished for aneoifig chooses
wood that will not rot; he seeks out a skillful tsaan to set up
an idol that will not move. Do you not know? Do ynat hear?
Has it not been told you from the beginning? Hawel yot
understood from the foundations of the earth? hdaswho sits
above the circle of the earth, and its inhabitaate like
grasshoppers; who stretches out the heavens likgtain, and
spreads them like a tent to dwell in; who bringsnges to
nothing, and makes the rulers of the earth as eeggi Scarcely
are they planted, scarcely sown, scarcely has shein taken root
in the earth, when he blows on them, and they withed the
tempest carries them off like stubble. To whom thah you
compare me, that | should be like him? says the I@ule.”

d. Rom 14:10-12: “For we will all stand before the gmaent seat of
God; for it is written, ‘As | live, says the Loréyvery knee shall
bow to me, and every tongue shall confess to Gdal.then each
of us will give an account of himself to God.”

e. Phil 2:9-11: “Therefore God has highly exalted land bestowed
on him the name that is above every name, so thheaname of
Jesus every knee should bow, in heaven and on aadhunder
the earth, and every tongue confess that JesustG@hiiord, to
the glory of God the Father.

3) Activities ascribed to YHWH in the OT are abed by Paul to
Jesus. [2 Cor 3:16-18 (compare with Ex 33-34);a@ 216 (Is
40:13ff); 2 Cor 10:17 (Jer 9:22); Eph 4:8 (Ps &31First, he
picks up great statements of God alone being $avid applies
them to Jesus (Isa. 43:3; 11; 45:15-21; e.qg.; BEpk3; 1 Tim.
4:10; 2 Tim. 1:10). Second, creation as a divinekwehich Christ
and the Father are involved (Col. 1:16).

Third, there is the element of worship (2 Tim. 4:18To him be the

glory forever and ever.” Amen. Fourth, prayer idecéd directly to

Jesus: 2 Cor. 12:8; Acts 7:59; 9:13-14; 1 Th. 3212 Th. 3:15-16.

Fifth, God is referred to as Judge and Jesus asJaidge (Gen. 18:25; 2
Th. 1:7 ff; 2 Tim. 4:11).

Warfield (1950:220) argues that Paul occasionadlyscChrist God. He
argues further that “For that the representationCairist Jesus as
enmophe theou huparkas precisely to call him God is evidenced not
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merely by the intimation which is immediately givédrat he who is in
the form of God is on equality with God, but by tt@nnotation of the
phraseology itse?” That as Lord, according to Paul, divine attributes
divine activities and worship are due unto ChriBaul at no point
assigns Christ a secondary placement in his dwiRiaul and John may
not be separated as some would like.

In fact, Warfield does not warrant any differencetvieen the
Christology of the gospels and of the apostles. dberine of the two
natures of Christ is both a synthesis of the Newtdreent teaching and
a conception which underlies every one of the Nestdment writings
severally; it is not only the teaching of the Newsfament as a whole
but of the whole of the New Testament, part by .pdrstorically, this
means that not only has the doctrine of the Twoulst been the
invariable presupposition of the whole teachinghaf church from the
apostolic age down, but all the teachings of thestagic age rests on it
as its universal presupposition.

4.0 CONCLUSION

Christology is central to Christian Theology toiitgportance. The basic
source of information on Christology is the Bibleis impossible for
African Theologians to develop a new Christologynpbetely distinct
from the Biblical Christology. This is due to digéy in African culture
and socio-political issues, Africans do not havether Jesus Christ
apart from the one in the Bible and there are taaymeeds or demands
to be met by African Christology. Sources of Afnc&hristology in
addition to the Bible are Theology of older Churgheving experiences
of Africans from their Christological understandiagd early Church
Christological formulations like Apostles Creede tNicene Creed and
Chalcedon Creed.

The attempt by some African Theologians to predenus Christ as the
proto Ancestor is not common and unique to all &dn tribes, so it is
not generally an acceptable Christological patteim. fact it is
problematic to take one African experience and higva Christology
from it. It sounds hollow to do so. Jesus Christow the subject of
Christology is simply the Son of the Living God ah& Saviour of this
world as Peter confessed. Whether as Westernela As African, the
Bible alone is the source of Christology. Thoughi§€iblogy can have
some practical applications in imageries such shaoot be presented as
if they are the original biblical concepts.
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5.0 SUMMARY

John testifies that the Son of God was at the Ioneggn(John 1:1). He
also said that no one has never seeing the Fabertd face, but spoke
to us through His Son (John 1:18). According Johe'stimony, the
word became flesh and lived among us (John 1:d#n also confessed
that he is the Son of God (John 20:31). The Synspiso testify in
favour of the deity the Son. In Matthew 11:27 itwsitten that, “all
things have been handed to me by the Father amth@d&nows the Son
except the Father, and no one knows the Fathepekoe Son and any
one to whom the Son choose s to reveal him”.

Mark said, “The beginning of the Gospel of Jesusisththe Son of

God” (Mark 1:1). In Matthew 28: 18, Jesus himsetinaunced his
universal Lordship by informing his disciples thalt authorities in

heaven and on earth has been given unto him. Paldtiers also
acknowledged and testified of the deity of the S®m. it is important to
note the Son (Jesus Christ) was fully divine anohdwu as enshrined in
the Nicene and Apostles Creeds to be able to sevevorld.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. What is Christology in African Theology?

2. What are the sources of African Christology?

3 With reference to some verses discuss Jolestanony on the
deity of the Son.

4, What is Paul’s testimony on the deity of tloe®
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Christology informs eschatology. Eschatology pedaio the ultimate
things, which in redemptive history spans the entreation, fall and
redemption. The ultimate things as they have tfeeindation from the
creation are forward looking to the coming of Chrhrist stands as the
pinnacle of all things from the beginning. He ie t®econd Adam
rendering obedience to God where the first Adantediai Christ is
represented as the image of the invisible God.sH&ad incarnate who
did not lose his divinity. He is therefore the fimavelation of God. We
shall explore details of this fact.

1.0 OBJECTIVES
At the end of this unit, you should be able to:

. explain the meaning of Jesus Christ as the secaoiadnA
. state the importance of resurrection to salvatiwh eschatology.

2.0 MAIN CONTENT

2.1 Christology and Eschatology

The tree of life pointed Adam upward and forwardiaed his glorious
heavenly goal under the covenant of works in thed&a of Eden. Let
me give you two examples of how New Testament tiggahs present

the work of Jesus Christ as Second Adam in cleadghatological
categories.
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The Baptism and Genealogy (Luke 3:21-38)

The baptism of Jesus involves at least two siganfidactors. First, it is
his solidaric identification with his people. Sedbn the baptism of
Jesus involves the public identification and deatian of the Son in his
messianic role. The baptisms of Jesus, particuthdyisual and audible
phenomena that accompany it, attest to his unigessianic identity.
However, the point of interest to us is the sigmifice of the Lucan
genealogy in framing both the person and work ofis€has Second
Adam (23-38).

Notice Luke’s inversion of the genealogy. He begims3:23 with a
statement pertaining to Jesus contemporary expperiand works from
that point backward. In other words, Luke placesuseas Son of God
side-by-side with Adam, son of God. The literamusture suggests that
the Jesus is the promised seed of the woman, tiee ¢ischatological
Son of God, who will deal definitively with the gent in his
probationary trial. Comments about the openingieedf Luke 4: 1-13.

3.2 Jesus Christ as the Second Adam

First, Adam and Jesus face a similar trial in tbemf of temptation.
Second, just as Adam’s probationary temptationihgadications for all

he was created to represent, so also Jesus. Bet dhe at least three
basic discontinuities. First, Jesus finds himselfa context that is
emblematic of théall. Second, Jesus is without human companionship.
Third, Jesus must not only meet the positive precéghe covenant
requirements placed upon him, he must also beperial sanction.

I The Temptation and Probation

It is in this covenant-historical context of JesissSecond Adam that we
can appreciate the nature of his probation and tmwiop. The
temptations of Jesus are clearly marked by aneitbtructure. (Luke
4:3 “If you are the Son of God” followed by an inmpgve. Luke 4:7 “If
you will worship me. . .” followed by a promise. k&1 4:9 “If you are
the Son of God” followed by an imperative. Eachlirifse temptations in
one way or another recapitulates the strategy Seted with Adam. But
notice what Jesus quotes in response to each teompt&le quotes
Torah. He appeals to the Pentateuch. And he appealassages that
pertain to Israel's wilderness pilgrimage betweegyf and Canaan.
Why would he do this? I think it is Luke’s way qdesaking of the failure
of another Son-Israel.
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In Exodus 4:22-23, Israel was God’s typological SorSon who in
many ways replicates the disobedience of the Adgm and anticipates
the obedience of the Second Adam. Not only did Adainto render
obedience as Son in the Garden of Eden, but Idedeld to offer
obedience as a Son in the wilderness. Therefonesiponse to the first
temptation (tell this stone to become bread), Jgaoges from Deut. 8:3
“Man does not live by bread alone.” What this impli then, is that
Jesus’ obedience as Son is designed to answewthiéold failure of
Adam as the protological Son and Israel the typolidgSon. Both failed
to render required obedience as sons of God. Tdrergh the following
temptation accounts, Jesus offers worship to Godealvs. 8 again,
quoting Torah from Deut. 6:13) and will not, likeddm and Israel, put
the Lord His God to the test (again, quoting Tdraim Deut 6:16).

il. The Cross’s Goal: Paradise (23:43)

The “opportune time” referenced in 4:13 is the eatic moment of

Jesus’ suffering on the cross, and this temptatidees an even more
subtle form. As Jesus is hanging from the crossread in Luke 23: 36:

“The soldiers also mocked him, coming up and ofigim vinegar, 37

and saying, "If you are the King of the Jews, sawarself!"

And when the thief on the cross asks him to remerhive when comes
into his kingdom, what does Jesus say: “Today yoiuoe with meevn
tw/| paradei,sw|” (v. 43).

The point of significance for us is this: neithecorrence of paradise (in
Luke or Revelation) can be associated with thenbarEdenic paradise.
The more basic point is this: do you see how Luatimrally describes
the outcome of the obedient death of Jesus as 8efdam and
eschatological Son? The terminus is nothing leas faradise—a motif
we have already developed in some detail above.willediscuss in
much more detail later in the course the resuwactf Christ as an
eschatological event.

3.3 Christ as Image of the Eternal God

Col. 1: 15a: “He is” introduces a relative clausel aefers back to the
beloved Son in verse 13. Because the antecedegi@vinis the incarnate
Son, so also we ought to take the relative clawesgui in 15a as a
reference to the incarnate Son. That argumentdras plausibility, but
let me point out two things. First, Zerwick, in l@sammatical Analysis
of the Greek New Testamgmiotes thatevstin  can be taken as a
timeless/atemporal present, meaning that Jesus tesnadly and
intrinsically the image of the invisible God (e.the Father specifically
in view). This grammatical possibility is confirmdéy verse 16, which
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tells us that as the image of the invisible God &rstborn before all
creation, Jesus is the agent ofeation (o[ti evn auvitw/|
evkti,sgh ta. pa,nta ). In other words, 15a ought to be
understood in view of theternal Son’s role in creation, and this rules
out the category of incarnation, for the obvioustféhat creation
precedesncarnation.

Complementing this observation, Paul's use of ptekmj pa,shj
kti,sewj (firstborn of all creation) elaborates aspecifies what is in
view when speaking of the Son as the image of thwsible God.
prwto,tokoj (firstborn) denotes superiority in ramk dignity. As its
usage in LXX Ps. 89:27 indicates, “I will appointmhmy firstborn
(prwto,tokon in the accusative), the most exaltédhe kings of the
earth.” This is so in light of the ofti clause: tiogvn auvtw/| evkti,sgh ta.
pa,nta” because by him all things were created.pidmet is this: the Son
possesses a superiority in rank over all createdjsh because he is the
one by whom all things were created. So, the bpsint is this: the
language of firstborn over all creation accents pre-redemptive
supremacy of the Spmarticularly with reference to his eternal status
and role in creation.

Given this fact, the distinction between the imdgeguage and the
firstborn language becomes clearer clear. The intdg8od language
clarifies the Son’s essential relationship to Bagher, and the firstborn
language clarifies the Son’s fundamental relatiorreation But this
raises the question: what more precisely do we laweind when we
speak of the eternal Son as the imagek{v.n ) of the invisible God?
We need to remember first that it is certainly jgassto recognize the
continuum of likeness between an archetype andnage. But the Son
Is an exact, essential image of the Father.

First, notice in verse sixteen that the eternal Sgoresented as the one
by whom the created world in the totality of itsisg&nce came into
being. o[ti evn auvtw/| evkti,sgh ta. pa,nta. Téust of language marks
out as clearly as possible the pre-existence aitgl alethe Son. Second,
Col. 1:19, and especially Col. 2:9, accents that fillness of deity
resides bodily in the Son of God. ofti evn auvtkdfoikei/ pa/n to.
plh,rwma th/j geo,thtoj swmatikw/j( “for in him dwe all the fullness of
deity in bodily form.” Louw and Nida on geo,thtdfhe nature or state
of being God, possessing the divine nature, omdibeing.” And this
surely helps us recognize that the way the Son ésage Father is
completely and essentially.

Now, the function of the Son as the eternal imag&ad and firstborn
over creation is simple: kai. auvto,j evstin pra,mwn kai. ta. pa,nta
evn auvtw/| sune,sthken (17). As the eternal in@dg@od and firstborn
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before all creation, the Son of God is before lailhgs and the one in
whom all things cohere or subsist. sune,sthkenbmataken to mean
either “subsistence” or “coherence.” On either re@d must recognize
the high Christology present in 15-17, which afirthe pre-existence of
the Son of God and provides the ultimate metaphydesis for the
“philosophy according to Christ” in 2:8.

Ridderbos (1997) on Col. 1:15ff. “Paul’'s Christaleeg Interpretation of

Creation.” The language of Col. 1:15-17 speaksui<Ts role in a pre-

redemptive (and therefore pre-incarnate) contextredtion Remarking

on the language of “image of God” in Il Cor. 4:4erffhan Ridderbos
observes that “when in this context he is calledhat same time the
image of God, this is to say nothing less than thatim the glory of

God, indeed God himself, becomes manifest.” In, fihgs to assert that
“by calling Christ the image of God he thus ideesf Christ's glory

with that of God himself. . . and the same thingles to Col. 1:15. . .

(so that) there is special reference to Christtayghs the Pre-existent
One in these passages.”

This means that “by the designation image of Godlan the one hand
distinguishedfrom God, and on the other hartentified with God as
bearer of the divine glory.” In sum, Ridderbos dodes that “it is
evident here anew, therefore, to what extent thaneliglory of Christ,
even already in his pre-existence with the Fath@rgo his redemptive
revelation determines and underlies the Pauline Christofogy.
Therefore, both the Son’s eternal ontic statushasimage of God and
his activity in creation provide the context suffict to warrant the
conclusion, “We have before us (in Col. 1), therefa Christological
interpretation of Genesis 1.”

Let us consider a few comments about the relatipnsh Christology
and the image of God in light of what we have saidar. First, Herman
Ridderbos observes that “when it comes to Colossiid5 . . . the
expression Image of God is here clearly rootedenésis 1:27.”

What is interesting is this: Paul uses the languzfgihe first Adamto
describe Jesus in his preexistent state. What ssamseve make of this?
Ridderbos, again, is helpful. He notes that whileliCor. 15 and
Romans 5, Jesus follows after the first Adam irtdnys In Col. 1:15,
Jesus comes before the first Adam. “Undoubtedly twikasaid in
Colossians 1:15ff. Concerning Christ as the Imaf&od, Firstborn,
and so forth, does nstmplyspring from Paul’'s conception of Christ as
the Second Adam in | Corinthians 15 and Romans 5.”

In fact, he believes that a fundamerddferenceexists between Paul's
conceptions of Christ in Colossians 1:15ff. on tee hand, and
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Romans 5 and | Corinthians 15 on the other handsdys, “Whereas in

| Corinthians 15 and Romans 5 Christ is the seamldst Adam, who
follows after the firstin the order of redemptive history, in Colossians
1:15 as the Firstborn, the image of God, etc., shantecedento the
first. . ..” The Son of God is antecedent to the firstam as aivine
archetypes antecedent to@eated ectype.

Along these lines, M. G. Kline (1999) suggests th@jhe eternal,

firstborn Son furnished a pattern for man as alrgi@y-image of the

Father. It was in his creative action as the Saoasent in the Glory-
Spirit, making man in his own son-image that thegd® revealed
himself as the One in whom was the life that is ltght of men. Not

first as incarnate word breathing on men the Spind re-creating them
in his heavenly image, but at the very beginningwas quickening
Spirit, creating man after his image and glory.”

3.4 Christis the Final Revelation of God

Christ is nothing less than the eschatological letian of God; the
consummate, ultimate Word of God. This is the lai@ which there
can be none greater. Christ is God’s Last Wordhis Ts not “God’s
latest work” but the absolute, last word. In Hdbl-2, the author
writes: “God has spoken to us in these last dagE”"Heb. 9:26). The
writer in 9:26 speaks of Christ in his death arat tbhrist has “appeared
at the end of the ages.” The writer is expressimgself in terms of a
standard eschatological pattern: the contrasths ‘present order” and
the “age to come.” Christ's appearance as at thehagslogical
transition. He introduces the eschatological ereotoe.

The most obvious part of Heb. 1:1-2 is that Goddpke “in His Son.”
In verse 3:6, contrasting Moses and Christ. Clsisinderstood as Son
and Moses is the servant in God’s house. Christinguely and
climatically “over” God’s house. Just as ChrisSSien, in this way he is
the final Word. This fact points to a fullness,imafity that cannot be
superseded (cf. John 1: 1-18). In John, Jesussisritbed as the “Word
in the beginning with God” and he is identified @®d’s Son. The
writer of Hebrews wants to impress upon us thet“Yagrd’-from the
hymn, “What more can God say to us?” In vs. 1.8 &, Son is
without an article, or anarthrous. Often in Greb& tack of a definite
article is an indication of a definiteness. Thisie@vever, not always the
case. The writer of the Hebrews is not saying thatl has revealed
himself “in a son” meaning any son, but this emphasis isoineity of
revelation The writer of the Hebrews is speaking of “Son-Qua
Revelation.” The anarthrous noun is to show emighgson the quality
of revelation.
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To affirm that the final revelation has taken plaseto deny that the
revelation is still future. The final revelatiora$taken place but this
also means that the revelation is still future tloe church. There is a
central-structural consideration of New Testameneddnption:
“Already- Not Yet” structure of redemptive historidebrews 9:26-28:
“Then Christ would have had to suffer many timexsithe creation of
the world. But now he has appeared once for dheend of the ages to
do away with sin by the sacrifice of himself. Jastman is destined to
die once, and after that to face judgment, so Chrés sacrificed once
to take away the sins of many people; and he \pitlear (phaneroo) a
second time, not to bear sin, but to bring salvatio those who are
waiting for him.” —This is a clear distinction be#en first and second
coming. These are in an eschatological framework.

The final revelation of God in Christ that takesqd at the end of
history-that brings revelation to an end-is botagent and future. The
situation of the Church between the times (the &rsl second coming)
so far as revelation is concerned is in an intggegnod. The forward

movement on revelation is “on hold” an interim peki The writer says
that the Church “eagerly awaits” the appearing bfi€; at the same
time, as the Church waits, it lives out the esdogioal privilege of God

in Christ that has already taken place. We neeabpweciate from the
vantage point of the New Testament, that the &ingt second coming of
Christ are separated, as two aspects, two epistfdde one and same
event. This is one eschatological, historical eve@iod’'s revelation is

final in Christ and it is an eschatological revielat

I. Testimony in Hebrews 1:1-2a

These 3 sections are about Hebrews. There is aoflorg concern

about how we will survey this long and rich histaapd its salient

features. What are its defining characteristicswH@an we do this and
not get lost in its rich details. Heb 1:1, 2 wilelp us here - they
establish all that follows in the book. The natwk this umbrella

statement is that it provides us with an overviewredemptive special
revelation as a wholeSo we will draw attention to several
considerations or facets and reflect further omthe

1. God has spoken. God has revealed Himgelfvarious times in
the past and in different way, God having formesypken to us
in the prophets, in the last Days God has spokess iao the Son.
The fact of revelation is central in the statemdrgvelation is
central and controlling idea. The main clause @fig. preceded
by the participial clause of v. 1 which is the colling idea. And
in each of these clauses, the main controlling vera form of
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speech. And the subject of both of these is Godl §pmwke. God
has spoken.

2. We see the contrast in this construction - or astléhe distinction
in view. An important and decisive distinction whits made in
the whole of God speech - and important divisioth& whole of
God’s revelationAnd this contrast is expressed in different ways
through the grammar and the parallels. a) Thera temporal
contrast between what God did formerly in the past] God
speech in these last days. There is the tempaopakash) so far
as recipients are concerned there is a contrast fathers and us.
c) between the instrument of revelation used by @Godhe
Prophets and in the Son. So there is a deliberdtealy in and
contrast in view here. It is surely fair to go ordabserve (in the
context of the book of Heb.) that the contrast lbarexpressed in
the terms of the common denominator which is COVENA
There is in view the contrast between the old canerand the
new covenant. In 8 and 9 this is explicit this idision between
old and new.

3. In God’s past speech, the old covenant revelatsoodescribed
using compound adverbs. These are hopax Logomespwken
once). So it is difficult to document a full usagfethese. We are
left with the context and other stuff. We must drattention to
their position in that they are together at theilagg of the
construction to give them emphasis - this is noérehyou would
expect a Greek adverb to be. So they are advadnighlighted.
These stress the idea of variety and of diversigd if a
distinction is to be made (they overlap a lot) fivret draws
attention to parts, installments, times as spree an unfolding
process, and the 2nd highlight ways and mode.

In view of the contrast we will explore this disttron between old and
new in the matter of God’'s revealing Himself. Wencget at this
guestion is we follow the writers next 2 uses & tterb “spoke.” And
these will also be of direct relevance to us beedhsy will also have
God as the implied subject. CONTRAST. So in Chagt@r4. This is
difficult Greek. For if the word spoken through &sywas firm and if
every transgression and disobedience receivegastmpense, then how
shall we escape if we neglect such a great salvat{eelative clause
describing salvation) Salvation which received bhagig to being
spoken (which began to be spoken) through the bBarbwas confirmed
unto us by those who heard. So this is the contraatguing from the
lesser to the greateAnd in this notion of what stands firm there is the
contrast of the word spoken through angels and wiloed spoken
through the Lord.
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The contrast in view

a) The angels - this is almost certain to the wdeangels in
mediating the law to Mose&Gal 3:19, Act 7:38, 53). This is
important because, the use of angels shows, teapritphets of
v. 1 is synecdochic. A synecdoche (a part referttng whole).
Bread refers to complete food. Sails refers toip. $o in 1:1 the
writer is not just referring to the prophets of t&& as distinct
from the Law or other writings. So we know fromsthview that
the angels were speaking to Moses that the Lawvgeiw

b) The writers a fortiori argument (lesser to g - what is
confirmed or binding. And the basic thought is tifathe old
covenant revelation is firm and binding, how muacbrenis it that
new covenant revelation is firm and binding. So see in this
that the fullness and the finality of God’s reviatin Christ.
God’s speech in the Son is the speech of the L@@ndd 2:3.

C) This speech by the Lord is confirmed by those médard.These
are not just any hearers, but they are specific ayd ear
witnesses which are certainly to be seen as aemferto the
apostles. It is not any hearers, but apostolic hedro confirm
the revelation of Christ. And this answers the petpand the
angles as the instrumentality of the God in spegaklhis not
likely to see Paul wrote this because the authétedfrews seems
to be distancing himself from the eye and ear vg&es.

In Hebrews 3:5-6 the contrast in view is betweens&®and Christ.
Moses is faithful in God’s house as a servant (h@ma as a witness of
the things that would be spoken. This is the neguaence of “speech”
with God as subject. And Christ on the other hanthe faithful Son in
charge over God’s hous80 here there is the similar contrast between
old and new. Moses is for witness to the things Wauld be spoken.
Present and aorist have only relative time valuelgitive to the main
verb, but future participle have absolute time galMoses is witness to
the things that will be spoken: the things thatl wé said in the future.
In this context, this witnessing activity of Modegart of a large overall
contrast between Moses and Christ identified as-Samd Moses as a
witness, he is a speaking witness to the thingswioalld be spoken, so
it is God’s speech in the Son that comes into vrew 6.

And this is not really a different contrast thaattivhich we see in 2:2,3.
And here we can appreciate the synecdote. Mose= Wb comes into
view is the OT prophet par excellence. Moses isllpgaphet in the OT.
We see this in Deut 18:15, 18. So Moses here stands 5 for the

whole Old Covenant, for both the Law and the Prégh®o the contrast
here in chapter 3 expressed in terms of persoribeidarge contrast
between old covenant and new covenant. And we dhadd that the
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covenant in view and the covenantal activity iscdégd in architectural
terms (a house building description) this is a grapvay to show God'’s
covenant program.

a) The organic unity of special revelatiowe want to highlight
here in terms of the building model, as God is éodeen as
master architect, God has just one house. So wi Seleapter 3
contrast, two different projects but rather witlfierence to what
is going on in the house of God.. Moses in all e Was a
faithful servant in the house. Moses is show as fththful
servant while Christ is seen as the faithful Soro Wwhs been set
over the same house. And here we note plainlyttietuthor of
Hebrews while giving references to differences theter is
committed to the underlying basic unity of God raugg
activity. This is unity that underlies and integsthe diversity in
God’s covenantal and revelational activity. The temi of
Hebrews is not a dispensationalist but a coverraalogian.

b) The organic unity is historicalWe see this is all of our work in
our passages (these are seen in Hebrews) God shauad
house-building activity is a historical activityh& house doesn’t
appear ready made and prefabricated from outsisterizi The
Bible is not like the book of Mormon or the Korarhe pattern is
there from the beginning. The blue prints are th&een the
beginning. Its type is there from the beginning #mel pattern is
heavenly, but the house itself is not. So that wimtdiscover in
Hebrews and elsewhere in the scripture that théndi®ns
which are basic is distinction like first and lastj and new, prior
and subsequent.

Chapter 1 shows us that God'’s revelation in His Sanmatter of what
God is now doing in these last days, just as tiaisds in relationship to
His speech which was made earlier. And we sedrittise adverbs that
are in 1:1. This language in v. 1:1 accents theohezally differentiated
character of rev. So in all the unity of rev is thmaty which is unfolding
in a historical process. It is an organically uding history. We need to
see that God’s revelatory activity does not leasemith more or less
loose collection of revelation. The Bible is notl@sely collected
anthology of revelation. God’s revelatory activity its historically
organic character does not leave us with disjoirsted ad hoc oracles.
God’s revelation does not consist of a revelationtfie moment given
to random individuals or isolated groups. But itaioherent history.
The unity of the Bible is characterised by a cohehgstory.

Note that the point about this organic coherene We have in view
against a collection of disjointed oracles - wedche&e see that from its
beginning the church has been sensitive to theriual character of rev.
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You are saved not by what you know, but by what @ods, and by
what God does in history. And in this way you domént to polarise the
matter of who God is. Salvation depends not on weaknow, but on
what God has done. The Christian religion is amteS§ic. You don’t
want to polarise salvation and knowledge, but yaistnput the accent in
the right place. And it is only in the last severahturies that this factor
has been better understood.

Biblical Theology is a discipline that is formallyoncerned with the

history of revelation. Now no doubt, we need to gt it is possible to

be overly preoccupied with the historical charaaémrevelation that

leads to distortions in preaching and teaching. Bet do need to

recognise that there is no greater threat to agoropderstanding of rev
than the tendency to dehistoricise revelatibhe tendency to treat the
historical character of rev as disposable is tcabeided passionately.
The historical character of rev is bound up anthisne piece with the

reality of the incarnation and the reality of whesds Christ is. We
cannot undermine the point of the incarnation.

First, all post fall special Redemptive is Redenwmtnistorical or
covenant-historical. This now brings us to speacHjzally of Christ as
the center of revelation. In Heb.1:1-2, it is diffit to deny from these
verses that God’s Old covenant revelation in itsiyn@rms focuses in
Christ. It is difficult to deny that the prophetso&e to the fathers with a
view to the Son, and that Christ in this sensehis tenter of all
revelation. Abstractly it could be contemplated that old covena
revelation dealt with other matters pertinent te tathers or Israel as a
nation and that only now has God spoken in a way toncerns His
Son (1:1) might be misconstrued this way. But, angertainty as to
what the writer means in v. 1:1,2 (any such abstesding) is removed
when we comes to chapter 3. And when we considet wgspelled out
in terms of the house building model.

Surely the climatic point in 3:6 is that the Sornwisat the one house is
all about! Amen. We need to see Moses as the noeddatsrael. He is
witness to the things that would be spoken in tbe. $1oses as we see
here in the large angled vision of the writer irsthassage, we see this
as not part of what Moses did, but all that Moskelsisl a testimony of
what God is still to do in the future - and thisadae nothing other than
God speech in the Son (His revelation in Christixtfiermore consider
what Jesus says about Himself in John 5:45-47,sJeshukes the
Pharisees and says if you believed Moses you wbalgve me, for
Moses wrote of me.

Second, what we have then in this material is theis€ centered
character of Redemptive revelatio@hrist is the center of Scripture.
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This is what our work is about. And it is importantunderstand how
Christ is the center of scripture. This is the mogtortant point for the
understanding of all biblical revelation! This igpaint which we could
give extensive attention to, but we will differ ghto the discussion
elsewhere with extensive concern in New Testamamndiess and in
Systematic Theology- doctrine of Christ. But welwibk at this briefly

here for pedagogical purposes.

Christ is the great fact, and the central realityhe history of special
revelation. All special revelation either looksvi@rd to the coming of
Christ, or looks back to His person and work in @ld Testament and
New Testament respectively. So all the varioussisaand aspects that
are in view with the places and ways in 1:1 altifthneir point in Christ.
Example) 2 Cor 1:20 — “Whatever promises of Goddhmay be, in
Christ they have their ‘yes’ and their ‘Amen.” 8¢ are drawn here to
the Christocentric character of redemptive spepeaklation. As we
emphasize strongly here, we want to make surewbalon't fall into a
christomonistic position while we do want a Chregtotric position.

We want to recognize that we will do justice toligil revelation as
Christocentric only as we honor it is its fully tlegical Trinitarian
character. Christ is the center of God’s revelasierHe is the fullness of
the revelation of the triune God. We are brought atfbirm the
Christocentric in 1Tim 2:5 - One mediator betweeodGnd man is
Christ. Neither the Father or the Spirit can bel saibe mediator - this is
reserved for Christ. In this way Christ is uniquéig mediator of God’s
Christocentric revelation. Barth ends up eclipsitige ontological
existence of the Father and the Spirit and endswiip a form of
modalism in his doctrine of the Trinity. This iseonf Barth’s heresies.

Third, to be even more specific, it is the deatt \mrsurrection of Christ,
of the incarnate Christ, is the focus of all specevelation. This is
where we speak of a Christocentric revelation, et the center of the
center - the Messianic suffering and glory. Lookoithese passages.
Luke 24:45-46. | Peter 1:11; | Cor 15:3, 4, Romdr®5. These show
how the OT in its entirety point to Christ. Thedarpicture that we have
in view here is that scripture teaches us thatsl€luist is the second
person of the trinity. Christ is God’s own eterBaln, the second person
of the Trinity. But we need to understand that &ssential deity of
Christ and His eternal pre-existence - as precazuthat is - is not the
main point of special revelation.

We see this in the opening verses of John’s gospéin 1:1 and John
1:14. 1t is not as the Logos who was in the begignivith God that
Jesus is the center of rev, but as He was thatd. adgw because flesh
and dwelt among us that Jesus is the center ofateme - specifically
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the crucified and exalted Jesus. We must talk Batbusly when he
tells the Corinthian in v. 2:2 that he was resolt@dnow nothing but
Christ and Christ crucified. His ultimate episteogtal commitment
was Christ and Christ crucified. And to know Himtas know the one
who was equal in glory with the Father from thedoefthe beginning of
the World. But it is not this preexistent glorytbe Son, but in 2Cor 2:8,
we see the crucified and exalted glory of Christolvhs the center of all
special revelation. It is this gospel center whilhe point of all God’s
special revelation (1 Cor 15:3, 4).

3.0 CONCLUSION

Jesus Christ is the second Adam because his rotbeaSaviour of
mankind fulfilled God promise of the seed of theman crushing the
head of the serpent. He was also tempted like itise Adam by the
devil, but he overcame all the temptations. Historie over Satan
automatically gave him victory over sin and the powf death and
made him the Saviour of the world. This was why was able to
resurrect from the grave to proof that all thosat twill believe and
accept him as Lord and Saviour will have victorgodeath and will be
raised with him at his second coming to heaven.

4.0 SUMMARY

Jesus Christ is the second Adam because he isrdheised seed of a
woman, the true eschatological Son of God in hial diature to deal
with Satan inorder to fulfill what God said thaetlson of the woman
will crushed the head of the serpent (Genesis 3. IBg first Adam
suffer trials from the devil and he was defeated ad@sus Christ as the
second Adam was also tempted by devil, he was @&f@ated hence he
obeyed God the Father even unto death on the cBb. the first
Adam and the second Adam were tempted. The firsanAdvas
disobedient; the second Adam was obedient to Geslis]obedience
gave him victory over the power of sin and deatd ha became the
Saviour of this world who is returning for the sedaime to judge the
universe according to the deals of each individual.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT
How is Jesus Christ tke®nd Adam?

1.
2. Explain how Christ is the image of the invisikied.
3 Explain the Christocentricity of revelation.
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