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Module 1 CHRISTOLOGY OF THE EARLY AND MEDIEVAL
CHURCH

Unit 1: A HISTORY OF EARLY CHRISTOLOGICAL DEVELOPMENT
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4.0 Conclusion
5.0 Summary
6.0 Tutor Marked Assignment
7.0 References for further Reading

1.0Introduction

This section is to introduce to students the edtlgristological

developments which began in the second century Alls section

covers the definition, the attempts and controesrghat followed in

understanding the person of Christ and how it &dfé¢he church. The
problems associated with the Christological develepts which were
called heresies will also be discussed here. Tdnly developments and
the position of the church has been a helpful toolassessing
subsequent and modern Christological issues.

2.00Dbjectives

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

i. Appreciate the labours of the early church the@bogiwho built a
solid foundation for Christological development.

ii. See clearly what constitutes Christological eriarerder to avoid
its pitfalls.

iii. Discover the connection between contemporary amty ehurch
Christological debates.

3.0Main Content
3.1Definition of Christology

By way of definition, Christology is the study dfet person of Christ. This
study involves an understanding of the relation$lgfveen the two natures



of Christ which are the divine and human. AccordiagScripture, Christ

was not a mere human being but he was the God-htas.means he was
fully human and fully God at the same time. Sevattémpts have been
made by theologians to understand what Scriptuges sbout Christ

whether he was only human or he was also divinmeSgeople in the early
church thought he was merely a human being likeomayof us without

another peculiar nature such as divine. Some hagligkat though he was
human, he was also divine in nature, given thepBamal testimony and the
work that he performed. For those who believed tehad both human
and divine natures, another problem for them waasnerstand how the
divine and the human natures related to each ath#re one person. All

these dimensions of Christ led to Christologicgluanents. We shall take a
brief survey of the Christological developmentsha following section.

3.2Early Christological Developments:

Christological developments can be traced backéotime of the church
fathers. We will consider only key developmentsthis period that had
impact on subsequent developments. Irenaues amagedst the Gnostic
heresy that the Logos was God’s emanation of adéesaught that the
Logos is not a creature but a hypostatic word. Gaall spirit, all intellect,

all thought, all logos, so that both the Son anthémaare true God. The
generation of the Son did not occur in time; the bad no beginning but
existed eternally with the Father. For Tertullitim Logos attains his full
sonship and independent personality only as atre$uGod’s speaking,
generation and incarnation, so that there was a titnen the son did not
exist. There is distinction between the Father &od without contradiction
or division. His view however failed to bridge tBamostic dualism between
the visible God, namely the Son and the invisibtelamely the Father.
He also failed to rid his Trinitarian theology aft®rdinationism.

Origen believed that the generation of the Somigtarnal process that is
essential to the being of God. He gave an analdgth® Sun and its
sunshine by which one cannot exist without the mtfibe Father cannot
exist apart from the Son and vice versa. The Fasheot the Father before
the existence of the Son but he is the Father Isecaluthe existence of the
Son. The Father and the Son have common divingbw#s. He
emphasized the unity of the Father and the son thaththe Son has “the
same wisdom, truth and reason as the Father.” @daggroblem arises
when he attempts to maintain the distinctions efplkrsons. He falls back
into subordination by teaching that the Trinity ided from the person of
the Father instead of from the essence of God.edesents the Father as
God with a definite articleo{ geo.j ) in his writings while the Son as



God is left anarthrougj€o.j ). His overall exegesis of Scripture leaves the
Son as a creature and subordinate to God. The rFd¢iiges his being in
himself but the Son derives from the being of tbéhEr. The Father is the
“fountain or root of divinity, the greatest God akoall” “superior” to the
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 Christologicaiews are best
understood in connection with his Trinitarian trapl. The unity of God
and distinction of the persons within the Trinitye alistinctive features in
his theology in his own time. The Son of God cary®t creature and was
not begotten by the will of God but is generated afuthe being of God.
The same is true of the Holy Spirit. He maintaitieel real distinctions of
the persons. The Trinity is not three parts of &uw, and neither three
names for one and the same object. The Father aoRkather; the Son
alone is Son; the Holy Spirit alone is Holy Spikte strongly maintained
their unity: the three are “the same in essenae,*substance” and in
attributes. Note that for Athanasius hypostasisyisonymous withousia
The Father is “the first principle” and the “foumtaof the Godhead. The
three persons exist in and through each other,hab they are one in
activity.

3.2.1 The Nicean Definition

What Nicea (325) really accomplished was the qaestf whether the Son
or the Logos was truly God. This it answered indffemative. The major
preoccupation of the Council of Nicea was the diyiof Christ which
Arius challenged. The primitive Christian commurtiigd taken for granted
that Christ was God and was indeed worshipped es lsut there was no
official declaration to that effect until Arius s&d the dust. Arius who was
a presbhyter insisted that Christ was a creaturk wibeginning like every
other creature, though the first of all creatios. fich he was not equal to
the father who alone is God. As a creature, Chvast subject to change.
This view of Arius has serious implications for ttlaims of Christ. First, it
then means, as Athanasius rightly pointed out, tthatSon could not have
accurate and full knowledge of the Father. Thig@igacontradicts Christ'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, Isecayou have hidden
these things from the wise and learned, and rede¢htam to little children.
Yes, Father, for this was your good pleasure. Aihds have been
committed to me by my Father. No one knows the &arept the Father,
and no one knows the Father except the Son aneé tilog’hom the Son
chooses to reveal  him.



Nicea insisted in key terms that the Son is “of #ssence of the Father”
and he was “True God from true God” “begotten, cretated” and of “one
essence with the Father.” The phrase “of one essenth the Father”
continued to be debated because it has no bibieatant and was also
used in other theological contexts which made ibéosuspicious. Yet it
remained the only option of expression for the viengh and conviction
that the church held over the years. John Leitl7§1ZD) argues that if the
church had concluded that the Son was only like ,Gbdologically, it
would undermine “the Christian community’s convactiabout the finality
of Jesus Christ. The claim that he was like Godygposed some standard
to determine whether he was like God and the extemthich he was like
God. It furthermore left open the possibility tletmeone else more like
God might appear. Christianity would be only one rény possible
religions. If God himself is incarnate in Jesus i€thithen this is the final
Word. There is nothing further to be said.” The rchumaintained that the
salvation that Christ accomplished was the workGofld as Isaiah 63:9
attests that it is Yahweh himself rather than atcre that saved his people.
The danger that the church also avoided was thheifSon was not fully
God, then all who were baptized in his name asuonttd in Scripture
(Matt. 28: 19; cf. 2Cor. 13:14) were baptized amedeived grace in the
name of a creature.

3.2.2. Post Nicean Controversy

However well done of Nicea, one other importantelsion of Christology
was left unsettled which was the question of thesge of Christ. The
guestion is how was he both God and man. Thisdetheé emergence of
another council — the council of Chalcedon (451)jciwhdealt specifically
with this question. Prior to the council of Chaload a number of
theologians came up with various ways of tryingutmlerstand the person
of Christ. Chalcedon drew its own clear line ofidiébn which was a
follow-up to the position of the early church fathelt emphasized that
Christ was “perfecttéleion both in deity theotet) and also in humanness
(anthropotet)” with a “rational soul psyches logikgsand abody. With
respect to his deity he is the same reality with Bather ljomoousion to
patri), and with respect to his humanity he is the sasadity as ourselves
(homoousion hemjn There was affirmation of the two natureduq
physesih which were without confusiomagéunkuto} without transmuting
of one nature to anotheatfepato$ without division &diairetog, without
contradiction échoristod. The distinction of the two natures does not
cancel the unity and neither the unity cancelsdiséinction but both are



maintained at the same time. The properties oftwee natures subsist in
one personprosopon and one hypostasis.

The Trinitarian controversy led inevitably to tharStological controversy.
The church struggled with the Christological prablef how to understand
the two natures of Christ. There was a tenden@ffiton Christ’s divinity
and deny his humanity which was described as DsmoetA number of
theologians advanced their own understanding. Rstance, Apollinarius
denied that Christ had a rational human soul biyt thre divine life was in
him. Eutyches taught that Christ had only one matlr was a heated
controversy between Antiochene and Alexandrianltggans. Alexandrian
theologians taught the communication of attributemmunicatio
idiomatun) between the divine and the human nature, whichnsevhat is
characteristic of the human nature, could also thébated to the divine
nature. While the Antiochene theologians taught kogbs-man”
Christology which means the divine possessed ahuthan person, the
Alexandrine theologians taught a “Logos-flesh” whimeans the divine
simply adopted a human nature. The implication floe Antiochene
Christology is that there were two persons in Ghris

In the 8" century around AD 428, Nestorius, and Antiochemeologian
argued that Christ has two natures that were separasuch a way that
their unity was no longer maintained. His conceaswo move away from
granting Mary, th& heotokosa thing he considered to be blasphemous that
a human being could be God’s parent. He was nanstgiheotokosif
Christ is considered on account of his humanityassely but was against
it if taken on account of his divinity. The limitahs of Christ's humanity
could not be attributed to his divinity and neitlhés divine attributes could
be predicated of his humanity. Though his intentimght have been good,
his conclusions were problematic because he madepevsons out of
Christ.

The councils of Ephesus (431), and Chalcedon (4&&xted Nestorius’s
teaching and defined the consensus to be taughbelieled, articulating
this faith in the Nicene Creed and the Chalcedoribedinition, which
stated that Jesus is the only begotten Son of @Geel,man, and true God,
one person in “two natures without confusion, with@hange, without
division, without separation.” Chalcedon maintaingtht Christ had a
rational soul,homoousioswith the Father with respect to divinity, and
homoousioswith us with respect to his humanity. The Theotwkd Mary
was with regards to Christ’'s humanity. The unitytioé two natures was
affirmed as concurring in one pers@rdsopaor hypostasis Two groups
deviated doctrinally from the consensus developedhe councils. The



Nestorians taught that there are two distinct pesso the incarnate Christ
and two natures conjoined as one; Monophysiteshtatigat there is one
single nature, primarily divine. Several churchefused to accept the
doctrinal and disciplinary decisions of Ephesus @hdlcedon and formed
their own communities. These churches, called pralé@donian or
Oriental Orthodox, became great missionary churcaed spread to
Armenia, Egypt, Ethiopia, Syria, Persia, and thddar coast of India in
isolation from other churches.

4.0Conclusion:

The development of Christology was an attempt weustand the person of
Christ. This attempt became controversial largelgause of hermeneutical
differences. Those who viewed certain Scripturadspges that relate to
Christ in creaturely way without connection to bistological distinction
prior to his incarnation failed to see him as Geodegual terms with the
Father. Also attempts to understand the relatigndletween his two
natures have been a great controversy. As we seallater especially as
we come to examine contemporary developments, dHg €hristological
debates have set the ground for ongoing arguments.

5.0Summary:

We have seen the Christological developments inetiiéy church where
Christological errors were refuted and the chumdkta unanimous stand.
The more prominent error was that of Arius thatadled Arianism which
denied the deity of Christ. Tensions increasedhashurch began to define
the relationship between God the Father and GodStine and later the
relation between the divine and human elementsamature and person of
Jesus Christ. While the church taught that thedfathGod and the Son is
also God, Arius, a presbyter, rejected such tegchnguing that the Son
was a creature. He taught that the Son could neghal to the Father. The
Father created the Son in time, so the Son hagiarbeg. In the council of
Nicaea (AD 325) the church unanimously condemnedusArand his
teaching as heresy and affirmed the deity of the 8eing co-equal and co-
eternal with the Father. We have also seen othestGlogical errors that
tried to understand the nature of the two natuhes$ éxisted in the one
person of Christ. The council of Nicea took a fis&nd on Christology
affirming the deity of Christ and condemning Arisimi and also defining
the relationship between the two natures. Chalcedlso defined the
guestion of the relationship of the two natures ane person and
condemned the position of Nestorius



6.0 Tutor-Marked Assignment:
i. What was the error of Arianism?
ii. What was the position of Nicea on the deity of €t
iii. What was the Chalcedonian definition of the persio@hrist?
iv. How does this section help you in understanding history of
Christology better?
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1.0Introduction

Augustine stands tall in the history of the Churkls ideas have greatly
helped to shape further development of theologhenChurch especially in
the Medieval and Reformation church periods. Margag Reformers like
Luther, Calvin and others sought their theologidavelopment upon the
shoulders of Augustine. It is therefore, importamtstudents to understand
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Augustine’s Christology. Augustine tried to develops thoughts from
biblical revelation rather than on philosophicatl@peculative thoughts.

2.00Dbjectives

The objectives of this study are:

i. To help the student understand the importance afjustine in
Christological development.

ii. To enable them see the continuity and discontindigtween
Augustine’s Christology and later Christologicavdmpments.

3.0 Main Content
3.1 The Development of Augustine’s Christology

Augustine took the same approach as Athanasiusewherdevoted his
fifteen booksDe Trinitate (On The Trinity to the profound defense of the
Trinity in a way no one else has done before. lbus of his Trinitarian
theology that one can flesh out clearly his Chhgg. He summarized
what the earlier fathers had taught and also tréatsxdependently
introducing important modifications. Augustine’sading point is not the
person of the Father but “the one, simple, uncomged essence of God,”
which stresses the “absolute unity of the threesq®s.” Proceeding from
the one essence necessarily makes the three peéosbaf equal standing
because “present in each person is the entiresaeie divine being.” This
however does not produce three Gods or three Almeiglbut only one God
since what makes God is the one essence. Withewddbence there cannot
be God. The distinction of the persons does naedfiom distinction of
attributes of each person but from the “interpeatarelations” of the
Trinitarian persons.

3.2 The Absolute Unity of Three Persons

For Augustine the first person is called the Faterause “he stands in a
unique position to the Son and the Spirit. He rtejg@¢he Tertullian dualism
between the Father and Son on the basis of ingisihld unseen and the
visible and seen God. The Son is no less hiddenimndible than the
Father and is perfectly equal to the Father. Augadtanished all forms of
subordination. His strength lies in his approachcths proceeding from
the essence of God that is equally present imallthree persons. Though
he still calls the Father the fountainhead or fpghciple of divinity his
meaning is different from the usage of his predemes It does not mean
that “deity logically exists first in the Fatherdars then imparted by him to
the Son and the Spirit.” The Father is only Fatherause of his personality
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and not as God. By that understanding he also Jeglighat the Old
Testament theophanies were not only restrictedh¢oSon but also to the
Father and the Holy Spirit.

Augustine’s Christology does not systematically lesp the attributes,
person, and life of Christ in tHeéonfessionsThe system of th€onfessions
is about the life history of Augustine. Though moftthe narrative in the
Confessionscenters on Augustine’s past life, it also placesd Gt the

center of Augustine’s life through the Son. Thenanity of Christ is more
prominently highlighted in the book; Christ's huntgnthus shapes
Augustine’s humanity. Augustine demonstrates a mmré from his

youthful life towards Christ as he grows older as gpropounds some
Christological touchstones that surround his ownveosion story with

reference to terms like “Christ,” “Son,” “Word,” “Wfd-made-flesh,”

“Lord Jesus,” “Wisdom” etc. As Augustine grows aldeis desire for

increasing true knowledge also grows as his heaset on understanding
the true nature of Christ in relation to himself.

In Books 1 through 9, Augustine writes about hisspeal past. The first
Christological reference is in the first chapteiBaiok 1, which comes in a
prayer from his present life in Christ: “My faithprd, cries to Thee, the
faith that Thou hast given me, that Thou has inbezhin me, through the
humanity of Thy Son and by the ministry of Thy Riea” (The
Confessions 1.1.3). Augustine displays, early in hiZonfessions his
present Christological knowledge, showing that gerfunion of Christ’s
humanity and of His divinity, i.e., as second Pargwo the Trinity, “Thy
Son,” and Man’s orientation to Christ, i.e., as yerful and faithful
recipient of His grace. In contrast, Augustine trars Christ again in
regards to his near-baptism as a boy; he has lo¢adrtls Cross” and, when
he was ill, Monica wanted him to “receive the bsitiof Your Christ...
while | confessed You, Lord Jesus”; but his parguatstpones his boyhood
baptism when he becomes well for fear that a GansAugustine falling
into sin would be worse than a pagan Augustinenfalinto sin (1.11.11-
12). Augustine’s assessment of this decisionwduld have been far better
had | been made whole at once” (1.11.12), indicaissfamily’s fragile
faith in the efficacy of Christian strength in tfaee of worldly temptations,
e.g., the temptations in Augustine’s imminent papeBut Augustine is
not “made whole at once” — his soul remains “wouwtidd.11.12), and it is
with a wounded soul — a soul mired in sin -- withieh Augustine, in Book
2, steals the pears from the pear tree. One smmtédthat Augustine does
not refer to Christ — or other Christological terfregt all in Book 2.[2] This
lack of Christological reference implies that théatss of young
Augustine’s soul is farthest away from God; saygusiine, as he reflects
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on why he stole the pears, “I loved my own undoinigyed the evil in me
— not the thing for which 1 did the evil, simplyeahevil” (2.4.27). In
keeping silent in Christology in Book 2, Augustiseows his younger
self’'s deafness to God in the midst of his lovewt.

Augustine’s Christology can be best understood annection with his
Trinitarian theology. The following notes are drafwam the Enchiridion.
Here | let Augustine speak himself. He begins hyirga “in the unity of

the Godhead there be three persons, of one substaower, and eternity;
God the Father, God the Son, and God the Holy GAdwt Father is of
none, neither begotten nor proceeding; the Sotemmally begotten of the
Father; the Holy Ghost eternally proceeding fromBather and the Son.”

Some dogmatic historians seem to imply that hesitf materially from
the Nicene doctrine on the point@ibordinationHagenbach (Smith’s Ed.
95) asserts that “Augustine completely purified dwgma of the Trinity
from the older vestiges of subordination:” and atldg “such vestiges are
unquestionably to be found in the most orthodoxh&a, not only in the
East but also in the West.” Neander (ll. 470, N®tesays that Augustine
“kept at a distance everything that bordered onosiibationism.” He
maintains, over and over again, that Sonship a&a#ianship is second and
subordinate to Fatherhood; that while a Divine Eathnd a Divine Son
must necessarily be of the very same nature andego& being, like a
human father and a human son, yet the latter idsolsthe former, not the
former from the latter.

He denominates the Father the “beginning” (pringipj of the Son, and the
Father and Son the “beginning” (principium) of thily Spirit. “The
Father is the beginning of the whole divinity, bitiis better so expressed,
deity.” “In their mutual relation to one another time Trinity itself, if the
begetter is a beginning (principium) in relationthat which he begets, the
Father is a beginning in relation to the Son, beeéhe begets Him.” Since
the Holy Spirit proceeds from both Father and Stive Father and Son are
a beginning (principium) of the Holy Spirit, notdvbeginnings.”

Augustine employs this term “beginning” only inagbn to the person, not
to the essence. There is no “beginning,” or sourdeen the essence itself
is spoken of. Consequently, the “subordination’gied in a “beginning”
by generation and spiration) is not the Arian sdbwtion, as to essence,
but the trinitarian subordination, as to person aalhtion. Revelation
unquestionably discloses a deity who is “blessedevier;” whose
blessedness isndependentof the universe which he has made from
nonentity, and who must therefore find all the dtods of blessedness
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within himself alone. He is blessed from eternityg, his own self-
contemplation and self-communion. He does not rtleediniverse in order
that he may have an object which he can know, whé&han love, and over
which he can rejoice. “The Father knoweth the Sdmpin all eternity
(Matthew 11:27); and “loveth the Son,” from all ety (John in. 35); and
“glorifieth the Son,” from all eternity (John 17:5rior to creation, the
Eternal Wisdom “was by Him as one brought up witinHand was daily
His delight, rejoicing always before Him” (Prover880); and the Eternal
Word “was in the beginning with God” (John 1:2)ddfthe Only Begotten
Son (or God Only Begotten, as the uncials read)etasally in the bosom
of the Father” (John 1:18).

Now of this Mediator it would occupy too much spagesay anything at all
worthy of Him; and, indeed, to say what is worthyHim is not in the
power of man. For who will explain in consistent rd® this single
statement, that “the Word was made flesh, and daveting us,” so that we
may believe on the only Son of God the Father Ahtygborn of the Holy
Ghost and the Virgin Mary The meaning of the Woeihg made flesh, is
not that the divine nature was changed into flesit that the divine nature
assumed our flesh. And by “flesh” we are here tdemstand “man,” the
part being put for the whole, as when it is salfly ‘the deeds of the law
shall no flesh be justified,” that is, no man. ke must believe that no part
was wanting in that human nature which He put @vesthat it was a
nature wholly free from every taint of sin, — naick a nature as is
conceived between the two sexes through carnaglwisth is born in sin,
and whose guilt is washed away in regenerationsbah as it behooved a
virgin to bring forth, when the mother’'s faith, nber lust, was the
condition of conception. And if her virginity hadedn marred even in
bringing Him forth, He would not have been borraofirgin; and it would
be false (which God forbid) that He was born of WHegin Mary, as is
believed and declared by the whole Church, whiohjmitation of His
mother, daily brings forth members of His body, ged remains a virgin.
Read, if you please, my letter on the virginitytted holy Mary which | sent
to that eminent man, whose name | mention with eespnd affection,
Volusianus.

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 same tman. Wherefore
Christ Jesus, the Son of God, is both God and @ad; before all worlds;
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man in our world: God, because the Word of God (tbe Word was
God”); and man, because in His one person the Wasl joined with a
body and a rational soul. Wherefore, so far assHead, He and the Father
are one; so far as He is man, the Father is grédsaer He. For when He
was the only Son of God, not by grace, but by matilat He might be also
full of grace, He became the Son of man; and He gdlfmunites both
natures in His own identity, and both natures dartstone Christ; because,
“being in the form of God, He thought it not robpé¢o be,” what He was
by nature, “equal with God.” But He made Himselfraf reputation, and
took upon Himself the form of a servant, not losordessening the form of
God. And, accordingly, He was both made less anthieed equal, being
both in one, as has been said: but He was oneestths Word, and the
other as man. As Word, He is equal with the Fathsrmnan, less than the
Father. One Son of God, and at the same time Soraof one Son of man,
and at the same time Son of God; not two Sons af, God and man, but
one Son of God: God without beginning; man withegibning, our Lord
Jesus Christ.

In chapter 6 Augustine demonstrates that Chrishdgoen human form
without dignity was raised to dignity of the Son@dd by his resurrection.
In the context of Christ's humanity, the resurractiof Christ was a
demonstration of God’s grace to his Son. He coenidNow here the grace
of God is displayed with the greatest power androless. For what merit
had the human nature in the man Christ earned, ithsthiould in this
unparalleled way be taken up into the unity ofpeson of the only Son of
God? What goodness of will, what goodness of desick intention, what
good works, had gone before, which made this mamhydo become one
person with God? Had He been a man previouslyi$p &amnd had He earned
this unprecedented reward, that He should be thowghthy to become
God? Assuredly nay; from the very moment that Hgabeto be man, He
was nothing else than the Son of God, the only &daod, the Word who
was made flesh, and therefore He was God so teatgieach individual
man unites in one person a body and a rationaJ souChrist in one person
unites the Word and man.

Now wherefore was this unheard of glory conferrachaman nature, — a
glory which, as there was no antecedent merit, @fasourse wholly of
grace, — except that here those who looked at th#emsoberly and
honestly might behold a clear manifestation of pusver of God'’s free
grace, and might understand that they are justiiiech their sins by the
same grace which made the man Christ Jesus freetfre possibility of
sin? And so the angel, when he announced to Chmstther the coming
birth, saluted her thus: “Hail, thou that art fuf grace;” and shortly
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afterwards, “Thou hast found grace with God.” Ndwve svas said to be full
of grace, and to have found grace with God, becahgewas to be the
mother of her Lord, nay, of the Lord of all fledBut, speaking of Christ
Himself, the evangelist John, after saying, “ThertMwas made flesh, and
dwelt among us,” adds, “and we beheld His glorg, gfory as of the only
begotten of the Father, full of grace and truth.h&N he says, “The Word
was made flesh,” this is “full of grace;” when hays, “the glory of the

only-begotten of the Father,” this is “full of thut For the Truth Himself,

who was the only-begotten of the Father, not byegrdut by nature, by
grace took our humanity upon Him, and so unitediih His own person

that He Himself became also the Son of man.

3.4 Begotten of the Father

Begotten and conceived, then, without any indulgeoiccarnal lust, and
therefore bringing with Him no original sin, and the grace of God joined
and united in a wonderful and unspeakable way ia parson with the
Word, the Only-begotten of the Father, a son byneatnot by grace, and
therefore having no sin of His own; neverthelessaccount of the likeness
of sinful flesh in which He came, He was called, stmat He might be
sacrificed to wash away sin. For, under the Olddédawit, sacrifices for sin
were called sins. And He, of whom all these sawdi were types and
shadows, was Himself truly made sin. Hence thetdnaster saying, “We
pray you in Christ’'s stead, be ye reconciled to Géarthwith adds: “for
He hath made Him to be sin for us who knew no giaf we might be
made the righteousness of God in Him.” He doessapt as some incorrect
copies read, “He who knew no sin did sin for us’ifaChrist had Himself
sinned for our sakes; but he says, “Him who knewsing’ that is, Christ,
God, to whom we are to be reconciled, “hath madeetsin for us,” that is,
hath made Him a sacrifice for our sins, by whichmight be reconciled to
God. He, then, being made sin, just as we are migtiécousness (our
righteousness being not our own, but God’s, naiurselves, but in Him);
He being made sin, not His own, but ours, not ims&lf, but in us,
showed, by the likeness of sinful flesh in which ttas crucified, that
though sin was not in Him, yet that in a certainsseHe died to sin, by
dying in the flesh which was the likeness of sing&hat although He
Himself had never lived the old life of sin, yet blis resurrection He
typified our new life springing up out of the oldath in sin.

Since this is the case, | repeat, we believe alsdEiSUS CHRIST, THE
SON OF GOD THE ONLY-BEGOTTEN OF THE FATHER, thattissay,
HIS ONLY SON, OUR LORD. This Word however, we ought to
apprehend merely in the sense in which we thinkusfown words, which
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are given forth by the voice anti the mouth, antkatthe air and pass on,
and subsist no longer than their sound continues.ttrat Word remains
unchangeably: for of this very Word was it spokdmew of Wisdom it was

said, “Remaining in herself, she maketh all thimgsv.” Moreover, the

reason of His being named the Word of the Fattethat the Father is
made known by Him. Accordingly, just as it is omtention, when we

speak truth, that by means of our words our miraikhbe made known to
him who hears us, and that whatever we carry inesgdn our heart may
be set forth by means of signs of this sort foritfielligent understanding
of another individual; so this Wisdom that God frether begot is most
appropriately named His Word, inasmuch as the rhasden Father is

made known to worthy minds by the same.

Now there is a very great difference between ourdnaind those words of
ours, by which we endeavor to set forth the saiddniWe indeed do not
beget intelligible words, but we form them; andhe forming of them the
body is the underlying material. Between mind andyh however, there is
the greatest difference. But God, when He begot\Whed, begot that
which He is Himself. Neither out of nothing, nor afy material already
made and founded did He then beget; but He begbliragelf that which
He is Himself. For we too aim at this when we spdak we shall see) if
we carefully consider the inclination of our witipt when we lie, but when
we speak the truth. For to what else do we directafforts then, but to
bring our own very mind, if it can be done at all,upon the mind of the
hearer, with the view of its being apprehendedtandoughly discerned by
him; so that we may indeed abide in our very selaesl make no retreat
from ourselves, and yet at the same time put faign of such a nature as
that by it a knowledge of us may be effected intheoindividual; that
thus, so far as the faculty is granted us, anattied may be, as it were, put
forth by the mind, whereby it may disclose itseltfis we do, making the
attempt both by words, and by the simple sounchefuoice, and by the
countenance, and by the gestures of the body, -sebywany contrivances,
in sooth, desiring to make patent that which ishimitinasmuch as we are
not able to put forth aught of this nature [in it®®mpletely]: and thus it is
that the mind of the speaker cannot become peyf&atbwn; thus also it
results that a place is open for falsehoods.

God the Father, on the other hand, who possessidtiv® will and the
power to declare Himself with the utmost truth tmds designed to obtain
knowledge of Him, with the purpose of thus declaritimself begot this
[Word] which He Himself is who did beget; which fBen] is likewise
called His Power and Wisdom, inasmuch as it is bsn khat He has
wrought all things, and in order disposed themwbbm these words are
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for this reason spoken: “She (Wisdom) reacheth fmma end to another
mightily, and sweetly doth she order all things.”

Augustine further taught that the Son of God waghee made by the
‘Father

nor less than the Father.” Wherefore THE ONLY-BEGQE®N SON OF
GOD was neither made by the Father; for, accordmghe word of an
evangelist, “all things were made by Him:” nor bigo instantaneously;
since God, who is eternally wise, has with Hims&# eternal Wisdom: nor
unequal with the Father, that is to say, in angHhiess than He; for an
apostle also speaks in this wise, “Who, althoughnide constituted in the
form of God, thought it not robbery to be equalha@od.” By this catholic
faith, therefore, those are excluded, on the oma hevho affirm that the
Son is the same [Person] as the Father; for fitaar that] this Word could
not possibly bavith God, were it not with Gothe Father and [it is just as
evident that] He who isloneis equalto no one, And, on the other hand,
those are equally excluded who affirm that the BSoa creature, although
not such an one as the rest of the creatures arehdwever great they
declare the creature to be, if it is a creaturbag been fashioned and made.
For the termdashionandcreatemean one and the same thing; although in
the usage of the Latin tongue the phrasateis employed at times instead
of what would be the strictly accurate wdrdget But the Greek language
makes a distinction. For we call theteatura (creature) which they call
ktismaor ktisis and when we desire to speak without ambiguity uge not
the wordcreare(create), but the wordondere(fashion, found).

Consequently, if the Son is a creature, howeveatdgieat may be, He has
been made. But we believe in Him by whaihthings omnig were made,
not in Him by whom theest of things €eterg were made. For here again
we cannot take this terrall things in any other sense than as meaning
whatsoever things have been made. But as “the Wasdmade flesh, and
dwelt among us,” the same Wisdom which was begowénGod
condescended also to be created among men. Thanefsrence to this in
the word, “The Lord created me in the beginningHi ways.” For the
beginning of His ways is the Head of the Churchijciwhs Christ endued
with human naturehpmineindutug, by whom it was purposed that there
should be given to us a pattern of living, thataissure way by which we
might reach God. For by no other path was it pésditr us to return but
by humility, who fell by pride, according as it wsaid to our first creation,
“Taste, and ye shall be as gods.” Of this humiliberefore, that is to say,
of the way by which it was needful for us to retuonir Restorer Himself
has deemed it meet to exhibit an example in His panson, “who thought
it not robbery to be equal with God, but emptiednsilf, taking the form
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of a servant;” in order that He might be createchMuathe beginning of His
ways, the Word by whom all things were made. Wherssfin so far as He
is the Only-begotten, He has no brethren; but ifascas He is the First
begotten, He has deemed it worthy of Him to give riame of brethren to
all those who, subsequently to and by means opkiseminence, are born
again into the grace of God through the adoptiosasfs, according to the
truth commended to us by apostolic teaching.” Thilen, the Son
according to naturenfturalis filiug was born of the very substance of the
Father, the only one so born, subsisting as thathwime Father is, God of
God, Light of Light. We, on the other hand, are that light by nature, but
are enlightened by that Light, so that we may He &bshine in wisdom.

For, as one says, “that was the true Light, whightéth every man that
cometh into the world.” Therefore we add to theahfaof things eternal
likewise the temporal dispensation of our Lord, ebhHe deemed it worthy
of Him to bear for us and to minister in behalfooi salvation. For in so far
as He is the only-begotten Son of God, it cannateie of Him thaHe was
and thatHe shall be but only thatHe is because, on the one hand, that
which was now isnot; and, on the other, that whishall be asyet isnot.
He, then, is unchangeable, independent of the tondof times and
variation. And it is my opinion that this is theryeconsideration to which
was due the circumstance that He introduced toafimehension of His
servant Moses the kind of name [which He then astjptFor when he
asked of Him by whom he should say that he was seithe event of the
people to whom he was being sent despising hintebeived his answer
when He spake in this wise: “I AM THAT | AM.” Theaéter, too, He
added this: “Thus shalt thou say unto the childséisrael, HE THAT IS
(Qui es) has sent me unto you.”

From this, | trust, it is now made patent to spaltminds that there cannot
possibly exist any nature contrary to God. Forefis, — and this is a word
which can be spoken with propriety only of God (tbat which truly is
remains unchangeably; inasmuch as that which iswggth has been
something which now it is not, and shall be sonmgthwhich as yet it is
not), — it follows that God has nothing contrary Hoimself. For if the
guestion were put to us, What is contrary to whité® would reply, black;
if the question were, What is contrary to hot? Wauld reply, cold; if the
guestion were, What is contrary to quick? We waagly, slow; and all
similar interrogations we would answer in like manriwhen, however, it
is asked, What is contrary tbat which is?The right reply to give ishat
which is not.
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But whereas, in a temporal dispensation, as | lsaid with a view to our
salvation and restoration, and with the goodnessaaf acting therein, our
changeable nature has been assumed by that unahémiéisdom of God,
we add the faith in temporal things which have bdene with salutary
effect on our behalf, believing in that Son of G&HO WAS BORN
THROUGH THE HOLY GHOST OF THE VIRGIN MARY. For byhe
gift of God, that is, by the Holy Spirit, there wggnted to us so great
humility on the part of so great a God, that Hendeeg it worthy of Him to
assume the entire nature of mdotym hominemin the womb of the
Virgin, inhabiting the material body so that it taieed no detriment
(integrum), and leaving it without detriment. This tempod&pensation is
in many ways craftily assailed by the heretics. Buany one shall have
grasped the catholic faith, so as to believe thateintire nature of man was
assumed by the Word of God, that is to say, bodyl, @nd spirit, he has
sufficient defense against those parties.

For surely, since that assumption was effectedeimalf of our salvation,
one must be on his guard lest, as he believes thimme is something
belonging to. our nature which sustains no relatmthat assumption, this
something may fail also to sustain any relatioth® salvation. And seeing
that, with the exception of the form of the membeshich has been
imparted to the varieties of living objects witHfdrences adapted to their
different kinds, man is in nothing separated frdme tattle but in [the
possession of] a rational spirafionali spiritu), which is also named mind
(men$, how is that faith sound, according to which liedief is maintained,
that the Wisdom of God assumed that part of us kvihvie hold in common
with the cattle, while He did not assume that whghbrightly illumined by
the light of wisdom, and which is man’s peculidti

Moreover, those parties’ also are to be abhorred dény that our Lord
Jesus Christ had in Mary a mother upon earth; whig¢ dispensation has
honored both sexes, at once the male and the fearadehas made it plain
that not only that sex which He assumed pertainGdd’s care, but also
that sex by which He did assume this other, in Heatoore [the nature of]
the man ¥irum gerendd® [and] in that He was born of the woman. Neither
is there anything to compel us to a denial of tlegher of the Lord, in the
circumstance that this word was spoken by Him: “Vdamwhat have | to
do with thee? Mine hour is not yet come.” But Htheat admonishes us to
understand that, in respect of His being God, tiaexe no mother for Him,
the part of whose personal majestyjis majestatis personanie was

preparing to show forth in the turning of wateroinwine. But as regards
His being crucified, He was crucified in respecthaf being man; and that
was thehour which had not come as yet, at the time when thisdweas
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spoken, “What have | to do with thee? Mine hounas vet come;” that is,
the hour at which | shall recognize thee. For at gheriod, when He was
crucified as man, He recognized His human motheminem matreimand
committed her most humaneljhymanissimpe to the care of the best
beloved disciple. Nor, again, should we be movethkyfact that, when the
presence of His mother and His brethren was anmalrio Him, He
replied, “Who is my mother, or who my brethren?t.eBut rather let it
teach us, that when parents hinder our ministryraihewe minister the
word of God to our brethren, they ought not to éeognized by us. For if,
on the ground of His having said, “Who is my mofieeveryone should
conclude that He had no mother on earth, then shohld as matter of
course be also compelled to deny that the apoktesfathers on earth;
since He gave them an injunction in these termgll“@ man your father
upon the earth; for one is your Father, which ikeaven.”

Neither should the thought of the woman’s womb imgas faith in us, to
the effect that there should appear to be any s#gdsr rejecting such a
generation of our Lord for the mere reason thatthvess men consider it
unworthy gordidi sordidam putagt For most true are these sayings of an
apostle, both that “the foolishness of God is wiban men,” and that “to
the pure all things are pure.” Those, thereforep whtertain this opinion
ought to ponder the fact that the rays of this sumch indeed they do not
praise as a creature of God, but adore as Godjitivsed all the world
over, through the noisome nesses of sewers andg déwed of horrible
thing, and that they operate in these accordirthdo nature, and yet never
become debased by any defilement thence contraaitezl{ that the visible
light is by nature in closer conjunction with vilglpollutions. How much
less, therefore, could the Word of God, who ishezitcorporeal nor visible,
sustain defilement from the female body, whereinadgumed human flesh
together with soul and spirit, through the incomofgvhich the majesty of
the Word dwells in a less immediate conjunctionhwihe frailty of a
human body! Hence it is manifest that the Word ofd@ould in no way
have been defiled by a human body, by which everhtiman soul is not
defiled. For not when it rules the body and quickén but only when it
lusts after the mortal good things thereof, is sbal defiled by the body.
But if these persons were to desire to avoid tHigedeents of the soul, they
would dread rather these falsehoods and profanities

4.0 Conclusion
Augustine lays the solid foundation for further {Stological development

which later theologians would embark on. His emhas the humanity of
Christ is not intended to diminish his interesthe divinity of Christ. His
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point is simply to convey the good news that God hared in our
humanity taking upon himself our infirmities. Thives us hope of
redemption by God showing us grace since he himgsdftempted like us,
so he could understand with us to sow us mercyustiige developed this
from his exegesis of Scripture but also it sengedrant him comfort for his
life which he lived before becoming a believer.

5.0 Summary

Augustine’s Christology is drawn from his Trinitani theology. Though he
emphasizes the humanity of Christ, he does notmiem for subordination
of the Son to the Father in terms of ontic dertvatiln his humanity the
Son is subject to the Father but in his essengaighas God he is equal to
the Father. The three persons are equal in sulestart no one is inferior
to the other. But when Christ became human he wigest to the
limitations of humanity which includes dependencetbe Father in his
redemptive work. Augustine’s Christology shinegtidrom his exegesis of
Scripture much more than philosophical and speiwaldhinking.

6.0 Tutor-Marked Assignment

I. What is the relationship between Augustine’s Chhigjy and
his Trinitarian theology?

il. What is the importance of Christ's humanity in Asgioe’s
understanding?

iii. Is there the concept of subordination of the SothéoFather
in Augustine’s Christology?

7.0 References for Further Study

Augustine, The Trinity, ed. John E. Rotelle, O.S.A., trans. Edmund Hill,
O.P. (Hyde Park, New York: New City Press, 2002).

The Confessiondrans. Rex Warner (New York: Signet Classic,
2001).
Pelikan, Jaroslavlhe Christian TraditionThe Emergence of the Catholic
Tradition 1 (100-600) (Chicago and London: The UniversityGificago
Press, 1984).
Philip Schaff, edThe Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers: Augustim. 3
(Albany: Ages Digital Library, 1997).

UNIT 3 ANSELM'S CHRISTOLOGY
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1.0 Introduction

2.0 Objectives

3.0 Main Content
3.1 Understanding the Anselm’s Christology
3.2 The Necessity of incarnation
3.3 Christological Divinity and Redemption
3.4 Satisfaction or Commercial Theory in Anselm

4.0 Conclusion

5.0 Summary

6.0Tutor Marked Assignment

7.0References for further Reading

1.0 Introduction

Anselm’s Christology is understood from his wo@kyr Deus Hom® This
is to explain “Why God Became Man.” In this work g&lm gives a classic
argument on the nature of incarnation and its Sarice in redemption.
He argues on the necessity of the incarnation sidtieg from the fall of
mankind, and God’s chosen means which became thessary way that
God deemed fit to save mankind.

2.0 Objectives

The objectives of this section are to help the esttidho:

I. Understand the importance of the incarnation in thedieval
development

ii. Understand the nature of Anselm’s argument andmifsortant in
Christological development.

iii. Awaken critical thinking on Christology as Anselmtands to
impact his readers.

3.0Main Content

If anyone is seeking to be intellectually activatdten he might want to
take a read of Anselm’€ur Deus Homo In this profound work of
philosophical theology, | think Anselm’s methodojogs to ignite his
reader, and then slowly reconstruct their mind wibic, reason, and
ultimately faith.

3.1 The Necessity of the Incarnation

Of the many Christological topic€ur Deus Homoconveys, perhaps
nothing is weightier than its emphasis on tiexessityof Christ for the
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redemption of humanity. Again it is important toekein mind that when
Anselm uses the wordecessityor necessarily he is speaking in terms of
logical language. The word, necessity, for Ansadignifies a condition in
which nothing else could be the case. For exanglegcessary condition
for fire is oxygen, whereas a sufficient conditicould be a match. (Think
about the difference between the two for a secoidselm’s own words
demonstrate his conviction of the logical necessfthrist when he says
of the first book, “...it proves, by unavoidable logi steps, that, supposing
Christ were left out of the case, as if there haden existed anything to do
with him, it is impossible that, without him, anyember of the human race
could be saved.” This postulation by Anselm is @uéor his argument
that Christ’s divinity regarding the redemptionhefmankind is necessary.
This brings us to the main point of Anselm’s Chaisgy in Cur Deus
Homo1.5. Because this chapter consists of only twacppes, made 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®wght

about by any other than a divine person

Boso:

If it were said that this liberation had been bioiugbout by a
non-divine  person—either by an angel or by a hulm@ing—the
human mind would accept this far more readily. kavd could
have created some man without sin, not out of naaterial that

was sinful and not as the issue of another maninpkbe same
way in which he had created Adam. The work of ridbien
could, so it seems, have been accomplished thrdhghagency
of this man.
Anselm:
Do you not understand that, supposing any othesopewere
to rescue man from eternal death, man would ydidljudged

his bondslave? If he were this, he would in no wswve been
restored to that dignity which he would have hathe future, if he
had not sinned. For man, who had the prospect ofeingb the
bondsman of no one except God...would be the bonelstav
someone who was not God...
According to Anselm, the argument here is basedx»omatic logic. Thus
the distinction between necessity and contingentythe argument is
apparent. A clear example of this contingency isintb in Bosds
postulation that God’s atonemarttuld have been achieved by a non-divine
person, specifically, an angel or a newly creat@tdm. Anselm’s response
to this speculation is to demonstrate that it islagically possible for this
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to be the case. R.W. Southern states Anselm’s hagrig succinctly in the
following categorical syllogisms:

Only Manoughtto make the offering for sirb(t he canngt

Only Godcanmake the offering for sirb(t He ought ngt

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 both gathion and
power to pay.

3.2 Christological Divinity & Redemption

Anselm’s argument for the necessity of Christ'simty in the argument
above is multifaceted. The first axiom on which Alns's argument rests is
his conception of the redemption of humankind. k®posal of the
atonement is not a “ransom theory” in which Goeidies humanity from
the clutches of the devil. Anselm rejects the paputliea of his day,
namely, that the devil has rights over humanitycamse he says it is not
“necessary to pay a ransom to a usurper and g'thied thus the devil is
out of the picture of the atonement. The questioen, is what will Anselm
replace the formeransomtheory of atonement with? The answer is found
between the lines @@ur Deus Home?2.5.

Anselm understands that the redemption of humankesl within the

requirement of Christ being necessarily divine.c8irChrist voluntarily

died for humankind, it is humankind which is indebto him. If Christ is
not divine, then humankind would be the bondsland pay homage to
someone who is not God. This, therefore, wouldrbdiliect confrontation
to Anselm’s definition of sin: “to sin is nothingreer than not to give God
what is owed to him.” Thus, if Christ, the redeemé&mhumankind is not
divine, then it would indeed be sinful to attributedemption to him
because God himself would not be glorified for ttedemption. The logic
of Anselm in this respect is clear. Christ mustessarily be divine.

In addition to humanity paying adoration to Godnr&p Anselm inserts
another enthymeme into the text which is only imigly alluded to, but
developed later irCur Deus HomoThe hidden argument is simple: only
God can save humanity. It is not a question, a®Bs&s whether a person
could effect the restoration of humankind, but itm@ossibility of such a
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being if that being is not divine. Anselm’s argumés that “no one is

capable of bringing about recompense except someadmeis God and

man.” On the part of humanity, there has to be ptngreater than
anything that exists apart from God, and accordmgAnselm, there is

nothing superior to all that exists which is notdseexcept God.” Thus,

the implied conclusion is that it is absolutely @gsary that humanity pay
recompense (e.g.Cur Deus Hom® 1.5), otherwise humanity is not
accountable. But within this argument it is alsweguirement that only

divinity is capable of effecting salvation due twetexclusive servitude to
God. Anselm states that “no one can make recompenigss he is truly

God.” This brings us back to the original necesganmyclusion that Anselm
speaks about in book 1.5. Humankind can only beeewd through a
divine person.

The logical extension of Anselmisecessaryconclusions as flushed out
above will inevitably lead to a more polished viefvhe atonement which
is often referred to as the “satisfaction docttifdne necessary conclusions
will also lead Anselm to a full Chalcedonian treatinof the incarnation of
Christ by the end oEur Deus HomoG. R.

Contrary to some critics who have demanded thatcbeform to
developments in theology and philosophy over thst pallennia, Anselm’s
argumentation and thought must not be misreprederde underestimated.
In the commendation oCur Deus Homoto Pope Urban II, Anselm
explains his reasons for writing the work. He isterasted in
communicating the truth, reasonableness, and lufgice Christian faith to
the faithful of his era. In this mindset Anselm mseneither cavalier nor
naive about the complexities of truth. He, therefaloes not try to “prove”
the Christian faith to unbelievers, but attemptstiow why it is reasonable
for believers. Thus, his apologetic is codifiechia quotation of Isaiah 7:9,
“Unless you have believed, you will not understand.

In light of the argument put forth i€ur Deus Homol.5, Anselm’s
Christology consists of demonstrating that only i€thcould be divine
because humanity’s redemption requires a divinesqrer Not only is
Christ’s divinity regarding the redemption of hurkerd certain, but for
Anselm it is necessarily certain to be the case.

3.3 Satisfaction or Commercial Theory in Anselm
The Satisfaction (or Commercial) theory of the atment was formulated

by Anselm of Canterbury in his boolur Deus Homo("Why the God
Man’). He has introduced the ideagdtisfactionas the chief demand of the
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nature of God, opunishmentas a possible alternative of satisfaction and
equally fulfilling the requirements of justice thopening the way to the
assertion of punishment as the true satisfactiotheflaw. In his view,
God'’s offended honor and dignity could only bes&d by the sacrifice of
the God-man, Jesus Christ. Anselm undertook to agxpthe rational
necessity of the Christian mystery of the atonemiig philosophy rests
on three positions—first, that satisfaction is rsseey on account of God's
honour and justice; second, that such satisfact@nbe given only by the
peculiar personality of the God-man Jesus; andj,thhat such 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 to Anselam be forgiven

without satisfaction. However, the incurred debs@nething far greater
than a human being is capable of paying. All theise that a person can
offer to God is already obligated on other debtS&tal. By Anselm's time

the suggestion has been made that some innocesdgrper angel, might
possibly pay the debt incurred by sinners. Thatveher, we would put the
sinner under obligation to that deliverer and thner would become
indebted to a "mere creature."

The only way in which the satisfaction could be etathat humans could
be set free from their sitwas by the coming of a Redeemer who is both
God and man. He himself would have to be sinléss having no debt that
he owed. His death is something greater than allsths of all humanity.
His death makes a superabundaatisfaction to the Divine Justice.
Anselm's theory persisted for eight centuries.

4.0 Conclusion

Anselm's formulation differs markedly from Reformoat views. For
Anselm, Christobeyedwhere we should havebeyed for John Calvin, he
was punished where we should have begiunished While Anselm's
interpretation permitted man to offer Christ to Galde Protestant Faith
insists that it is God, not man, who reconcileslefal humanity by
sacrificing His son.

Critics of Anselm assert that he puts the wholefleiron merely a legal
footing, giving it no ethical bearing, and neglectdtogether the
consciousness of the individual to be redeemethitnrespect, it contrasts
with the later theory of Peter Abelard. By way afticism, theologian
George Foley writes that the traditional staten@minselm's doctrine has
undoubtedly inspired the development of much dewodt consecrated life.
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However, its religious power has come from the thet it is anemotional
witness to the fundamental reality of Incarnatesland sacrifice.

Anselm’s doctrine likely influenced the church fath to think more of
being dwelling of God and humanity than of the suffgs and death of
Jesus Christ on behalf of humanity. The satisfactibeory of the

Reformation, however, owed its existence to Ansétrmas made the test
of orthodoxy and continued to be so until nearghd of the 19th century.
He also criticizes the fact that those tests ohamoxy required one to
subscribe to a rationalistic and metaphysical fdanin the place of the
Scriptural doctrine from which it had been derived.

5.0Summary

Anselm does not advance the belief which is noverretl to as the
Immaculate Conception, though his thinking laid dreundwork for the
doctrine's development in the West.De virginali conceptu et de peccato
originali, he gave two principles which became fundamemalttinking
about the Immaculate Conception. The first is thatas proper that Mary
should be so pure that no purer being could beimeag aside from God.

The second innovation in Anselm's thinking whicleog@d the way for the
Immaculate Conception was his understanding ofimalgsin. Anselm

affirmed that original sin is simply human naturégheut original justice,

and that it is transmitted because parents canwetagiginal justice if they

do not have it themselves; original sin is the graission of fallen human
nature. In contrast, Anselm's contemporaries hedd the transmission of
original sin had to with the lustful nature of thet of sexual intercourse.
Anselm was the first thinker to separate originel §om the lust of

intercourse. This enabled later thinkers to seé @w might keep Mary
free from original sin, even though she was corexithrough normal
procreation.

6.0Tutor-Marked Assignment
i. Briefly explain what you understand from Anselm’sr{Stology.
ii. What is the nature of the necessity that Anselnpgses for the
incarnation?
iii. What are some of the strengths and weaknesses selAls

Christology?

7.0References for Further Reading
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Anselm, The Major Works ed. Brian Davies (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1998).

JND Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines(San Francisco: Harper & Row,
1978).

UNIT 4 AQUINAS’ CHRISTOLOGY

1.0 Introduction

2.0 Objectives

3.0 Main Content
3.1 Understanding the Facets of Aquinas’ Chrigfglo
3.2 The Necessity of the Incarnation
3.3 Grace and wisdom in Christ
3.4 Divine Human Activity

4.0 Conclusion

5.0 Summary

8.0Tutor Marked Assignment

7.0 References for further Reading

1.0 Introduction

Aquinas was a great intellectual and theologiathef medieval ages. He
more profoundly influences the traditional of Rom@atholicism. His
philosophy dominated his theological enterprise. ideimportant in
theological development because of his astute aggtsrand he also tried
to build on Augustine.

2.00Dbjectives

The objectives of this study are:

iii. To help the student understand the importance ofies in
Christological development.

iv. To enable them see the continuity and discontindogtween
Aquinas’ Christology and later Christological dey@inents.

3.0Main Content
The analysis of Aquinas’ Christology here is dravangely from the
summary offFr. John A. Hardon, S.JAquinas’ Christology is understood
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also in terms of God’s wisdom. Christ is the taam of God’s wisdom.
God knows all things and his knowledge is compaoedl treasure: Wisdom
is an infinite treasure to men. We can only lookQChrist to attain that
wisdom. This derives from his understanding of Pdyldged not myself
to know anything but Christ Jesus." The center qlildas’ Christology is
the humanity of Christ in its possession of grand wisdom, subject to
weakness and suffering, and thereby atoning for dims of a fallen
mankind.

3.1 The Necessity of the Incarnation

The question that he first addresses is the quesfidhe necessity of the
incarnation. The first kind of necessity does nuteeinto the Incarnation,
for God's almighty power could have restored humature in many other
ways. The hope of humanity has been elevated bysGistp love for us,
which is expressed in the Son of God taking ontmumanity by his birth,
suffering and death. Man can be seen but shouldbaotollowed. God
should be followed but cannot be seen, and thexedawrd became man that
he might both be seen and followed. Finally, wilgard to our full sharing
in the divinity, which is our true end and blissstmaved on us through
Christ's manhood, Augustine says that he became thmtnman might
become God.

The nature of the hypostatic union of the two redurs also a great
mystery. When a human nature can be so joined tbtfE there is but one
person there, let no proud spirits vaunt themsedbesre men because they
are unearthly and without flesh. God has now shosrthe high place
human nature holds in creation, for he entered ihtdy genuinely
becoming man. In order to do away with our presumnpthe grace of God
is commended in Jesus Christ, through no precediagts of our own.
Man's pride, his greatest hindrance to clinginGtal, is rebuked and cured
by humility so great. A mere man could not makesgattion for the whole
human race, and this is no office of God's. Hoviatrighen, that our Savior
should be both God and man. Leaning on AugustiaeatBority, Thomas
holds that God became man only because man hadnbeesiranged from
God. Therefore, if man had not sinned, the Son ahMvould not have
come. Some hold that even if man had not fallen8ba of God would
have become incarnate. There the motive for thartation is always put
down to man's sin. God became man to remit eveny &f deviation from
them divine law, inherited and personal. "Chrighedao take away sin...all
sin." To that extent, it may be said that Chrishegrincipally to take away
original sin. The cause of every good that comeasstes God and his love.
It is his love which causes every perfection, duraand of grace: "l have
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loved thee with an everlasting love; therefore withing kindness have |
drawn thee."

The hypostatic union is not by division as Nestwrassumed. Nestorius’
understanding disagrees with the Scriptures, wisigbak differently of

Christ and of men in whom the Word of God dwells dmace; of such

prophets it is said that the Word of God comes b @hrist that "the Word

was made flesh,"” that is, a man: the meaning is tth@ Word of God

becomes personally a man. The main difficulty alibig interpretation is

that Christ would not have been a true man, fordmwmature is composed
of this union of body and soul. The first was ttinet Word took the place of
soul, and so came to the flesh: one nature waserimom the Word and
the flesh, as with us one nature is formed froml smd body. This

conclusion, which cannot be justified, is refuted Augustine: it would

mean that the Word assumed an animal nature, i haman nature. A
properly constituted nature cannot be incrementednother nature, and if
another was added then the resulting nature woatdbe the same as
before. The divine nature is quite complete, anthoa possibly be added
to; for that matter, human nature is complete ehotm disallow the

entrance of another nature. In any case, the resuwtd be a compound,
neither divine nor human, and Christ would be regitiman nor God, which
is inadmissible.

As God is his existence and goodness, so is hatedbehis unity. Why,

for example, is the human natureossess not communicable to any other
individual of the human family? The humanity of @hrhad all that was
required for the perfection of a human nature--badg soul, faculties and
emotions--all that we have completely. Christ isrédfore a divine Person
because His act of existence, which identifies graabty, is not human but
divine.

3.2 Grace and wisdom in Christ

Also on Christ's possession of grace and wisdorisnhumanity Aquinas
offers a great insightt is difficult to describe the relationship of @trs
human nature to the divine because we have nothkegit in our
experience. He argues for a three-fold Grace inis€EhAquinas first
considers Christ's fullness of grace. All the gifely given to men by God
surpass the claims of nature and are not acquinedmbrit--though
supernatural rewards are not without the name el af grace, for grace
is the principle of merit, "the gift of God is etat life," and they are given
more abundantly than we deserve.
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Union with God can be by affection or by substadesus Christ alone has
this unity; he is both God and man. This is thegslar grace of being

joined to God as one single person; a qift freelyey, exceeding natural
power, rewarding no merits, and making Christ noestr to God: "This is

my beloved Son, in whom | am well pleased.”

The first is a habitual state of soul infused bydGie soul cleaves to God
by an act of love, a perfect act coming from a thaothing nearer to God
than a human nature hypostatically united to Himld@xist or be thought
of. As a result Christ's soul is more full of graban any other soul. The
man Christ is the only begotten of the Father. Ffmist's fullness grace
is outpoured on us. The Son of God was made mamisa might be made
gods and become the children of God: "When thendégh of time was

come, God sent forth his Son, made of a woman, roader the law, to

redeem them that were under the law, that we negtgive the adoption of
sons."

Because of this overflow of grace and truth Chastalled the Head of the
Church. To summarize with St. Thomas: theologicatlition ascribes to
Christ a threefold grace. First, the grace of htguas union, whereby a
human nature is united in person to the Son of Geatond, sanctifying
grace, the fullness of which distinguishes Christvee all others. He also
taught a two-fold Wisdom in Christ. Consequently prvefess two wisdoms
in Christ, the uncreated wisdom of God and thetecewisdom of man. As
the Word of God, he is the conceived and begottsdam of the Father:
Christ and the power of God, and the wisdom of G&dm the beginning
of his life he saw God; unlike the blessed, herditarrive at the vision of
God.

No one was so near to God. Christ's human souétisasove all other
created intelligent substances. With perfect insigh beheld all God's
works, past, present, and future. God's infinitedpés infinite truth, and no
created mind, even though knowing the infinite, &aow it infinitely, or
by seeing God can comprehend him. Christ's satreiated, as all about his
human nature was created, otherwise no other natowdd exist in Christ
apart from the divine nature which alone is unaéakFittingly then he sees
in God everything that God does, and in this seoamr be called
omniscient.

The first is the empirical knowledge which othermrmalso enjoy, for it is
proper to human nature that truth should be dissavéhrough the senses.
The second is divinely infused, and informs thedrabout all truths which
human knowledge reaches or can reach, for it i tigat the human nature

32



assumed by the Word of God, which restores humaumrenashould itself
lack no human perfection. To sum up: Christ's seak raised to the
highest level of knowledge possible to any creatwald, first, as regards
seeing God's essence and all things in God, segohgl knowing the
mysteries of grace, and thirdly, all objects of lmumnknowledge.

On His own testimony, Christ revealed both sidesHaf existence, the
humble and human together with the sublime anchdiwvhy did the Son
of God assume the infirmities of human nature whbsolutely speaking
He could have redeemed us without any sufferingZeMarofoundly,
however, Christ underwent the limitations of hunmature as a means of
meriting our salvation. Sin has two phases, thenigr to transient
advantage, and the consequent turning away from Guoat Christ should
assume those consequences of sin which keep menfema God cannot
be entertained. Our bodily disabilities are punishta for sin. Christ put
them on, and accordingly is said to have worn ittenkss of sin: "God sent
His own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh, and $m, condemned in the
flesh." Here St. Paul calls suffering sin. In thmaf analysis, only human
beings can suffer. If the causes of pain in Chviste manifold, the rational
experience of pain and its deliberate acceptaneeecanly from one
source, the human will He possessed as a true Sdfan. It is worth
reviewing with Aquinas the basis of Catholic teachthat Christ had two
wills, a divine andhuman and the various aberrations that called into
guestion Christ's finite volition and power of dexh liberty. For it is
certain that the Son of God assumed a perfect huraaure. Now the will
is like the mind, a natural power which is paritioé perfection of human
nature; hence we must say that the Son of God asbswamhuman will
together with human nature. By the assumption lefiman nature the Son
of God suffered no diminution of his divine natute,which a will also is
attributed. Therefore, we are bound to profess wids in Christ, one
human, the other divine.

3.4 Divine Human Activity

The term "God-human" activity efergia Theandrike goes back to
Dionysius the Areopagite (about 500 A.D.). As weraach Christ the
God-man, His actions are also "God-manly," henasardric Theos=
God, andros= man). Some things which Christ did and doesdaree by
His divinity using the human nature only as instemty and these are
theandricin the strict sense. Another name would be "Gaditgh-man”
produced activities. They cover all the operatisghat God performed
(performs) in the person of Christ in such a waat tthe divine nature
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produced the effedhrough the human nature as subordinate instrument
agent. Theologians prefer to call these "mixedloast to distinguish them
from those which only God or only man can perform.

In Christ, however, their operating sour@eifcipium quod is the Second
Person while their operating instrumemriQcipium quois the human
nature, yet differently than in the preceding whitse stress is on the God-
man. Here the accent is on the Man-God.

We have already noted in Christ's human natureadotal power of will,
the sensitive appetite or derivative will, and thgonal appetite, which acts
both non-deliberately and deliberately. It was Gadll that Christ should
undergo pain, suffering, and death, not for theweselbut for the sake of
human salvation. If the Incarnation was determibgdGod because of
man's sin, so the sufferings and death of Chrisewiosen because they
are so effective in redeeming from sin. Absolutepeaking, God might
have saved man without the Passion, but then welldhioave been
deprived of innumerable benefits.

Christ's Passion is the cause of our salvationanous ways-- efficient

cause when to His Godhead (as God He is the creattivine grace); the

meritorious cause when related to His human wi# {r¢ely chose to suffer
death in His body); the satisfying cause in thédibérates us from the debt
of punishment (Christ vicariously suffered that weght be relieved of

pain that was due to our sins); the redemptiveeaushat it frees us from

the bondage of sin (guilt is remitted and the esfeanent caused by sin is
removed); and the sacrificial cause in that it redes us with God (from

enemies of God, we become 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 Christskyv"God was in Christ
reconciling the world unto Himself." He alone isetiperfect mediator
between God and men, since the human race wasHhiroig agreement
with God through His death: "There is one mediagtiveen God and men,
the man Jesus Christ," says St. Paul, and then agls gave Himself as a
ransom for all."

Sin is an insult offered to God, and thereforenitéi because an offense to
the Infinite. In the circumstances, though, Chsistatisfaction was more
than adequate. Whereas the offense against Gogevpstrated by a finite
being, it was only morally infinite (directed agsirnGod). Satisfaction on
Christ's part, however, was objectively and moradfynite; it was done by
a Divine Person suffering in the humanity He asslime
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By suffering from charity, Christ offered to God reothan what was
demanded as recompense for the sin of the entmehuace. Secondly,
from the preciousness of the life he laid down, ltfeeof a man who was
God. Christ's Passion was more than sufficiemtas superabundant.

4.0 Conclusion

The Christological understanding of Aquinas grew @luhis development

from Augustine. Aquinas employed a more philosoghargumentation is

explicating the divinity and humanity of Christ. dqas represents a solid
Christian voice on virtually all theological disties in the medieval

church history.

5.0 Summary

Basically, Aquinas’ Christology posits that thougtere are things that
pertain distinctly to the two natures of Christerd is one hypostasis in
which all things pertaining to Christ are upheldheTnature of this
hypostatic union of the two natures in the perso@loist makes it that by
being essentially divine his redemptive work is leored on that divine
personality. By this fact Christ could be calledraature only relatively as
a man but not properly because his form as divanacreated.

6.0 Tutor-Marked Assignment

i. What is Agquinas’ understanding of the grace of Gaaking in the
humanity of Christ?

ii. Explain whether Aquinas’ understanding of the tvadunes of Christ
agrees with the early church formulation.

iii. What is the basic function of the incarnation fajuinas?

7.0 References for Further Reading

Aquinas, ThomasSumma Contra Gentilegrans. Charles J. O’Neil (Notre
Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1975).

Pelikan, Jaroslavlhe Christian TraditionThe Emergence of the Catholic
Tradition 1 (100-600) (Chicago and London: The UniversityGificago
Press, 1984).

Module 2 CHRISTOLOGY OF THE REFORMATION

UNIT 1 LUTHER’S CHRISTOLOGY
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1.0Introduction

The main Christological thrust in the Reformaticgripd stood on the
shoulders of Martin Luther and John Calvin. Botdeel Churchmen
developed their Christological understanding imatieh to what has
been earlier established especially by the Chalnadadefinition. They
however, had major differences especially with rthettempt to
understand the nature of the relationship betwhenattributes of the
divine and the human in Christ. While Luther bedidvin the
communication of attributes between the two natu€asvin held to
non-communication but only their communion. Thisrtlier had
consequences on the nature of the presence oft @htie Eucharist. In
this section we shall be dealing with Luther’s Gtofogy.

2.00Dbjectives

By the end of this unit the student should be &dule
i. See the tread of continuity in the development lbfigology in the
Christian Church up to the Reformation time.
ii. Appreciate the vast sources of Christology frome&hady church to
the Reformation so that they can also make mearongibution
to it.
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iii. Grasp an understanding of Luther’'s Christology aow it differs
from one of the major Christian traditions, namilg Reformed.

3.0Main Content
3.1Divergence between the Luther and Reformed Teaching

Reformation Christology as championed by Luther rappd of the
orthodox Christological statements of the churchnods. Luther taught
that when the Word became incarnate he did notesusmor alter his
normal function of upholding the universe. Luther@hristology insists
that the two natures in Christ are distinct thounglier separate. Yet in the
unity of person in Christ, one nature is so closelplved in the activities
and events which concern the other that the huraturencan be spoken of
partaking in divine attributes. Salvation is accdistyed not only by the
divine nature working through the human but is gdléhe accomplishment
of the human Jesus, who worked out a perfect obeédiand sanctification
for all men in his own person (the humanity beimg only the instrument
but the "material cause" of salvation).

There is here a divergence between the LutheranRafiormed teaching.
The Lutherans laid the stress upon a union of tatoines in a communion
in which the human nature is assumed into the divigture. The Reformed
theologians refused to think of an assumption efltbman nature into the
divine, but rather of an assumption of the humatuneainto the divine
person of the Son, in whom there was a direct utietween the two
natures. Thus, while keeping to the patristic cptioa of the
communicatio idiomatunthey developed the concept of gtmmmunicatio
operationum(i.e., that the properties of the two natures cidia in the one
person) in order to speak of an active communiotwéen the natures
without teaching a doctrine of mutual interpenébrat

3.2Communicatio Operationum

The importance of theommunicatio operationurfwhich also came to be
taken up by Lutherans) is that it corrects theaastatic way of speaking of
the hypostatic union in patristic theology, by sgethe person and the
work of Christ in inseparable unity, and so assartb/namic communion
between the divine and human natures of Christims of his atoning and
reconciling work. It stresses the union of two mesufor his mediatorial
operation in such a way that this work proceedmftbe one person of the
God - man by the distinctive effectiveness of badiures. In this light the
hypostatic union is seen as the ontological sidéhefdynamic action of
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reconciliation, and so incarnation and atonemene assentially
complementary. We shall follow some details of lewtin Christology.

The orthodox Lutheran theology of Jesus Christ dexgeloped using the
methodology of Luther's scholasticism. On the geahdpasis of the

Chalcedonian Christology, and following the indiocas of the Scriptures
as the only rule of faith, the Protestant, espbcthe Lutheran, scholastics,
at the close of the sixteenth, and during the seesth, century, built some
additional features, and developed new aspects hoist@ person. The
propelling cause was the Lutheran doctrine of tkeal rpresence or
omnipresence of Christ's body in the Lord’s Supped the controversies
growing out of it with the Zwinglians and Calvirsstand among the
Lutherans themselves. These new features reldtgetcommunion of the

two natures, and to the states and the officeshofsC The first was the

production of the Lutheran Church, and was neveptadl, but partly

rejected, by the Reformed; the second and thirceitez joint doctrines of
both, but with a very material difference in thedarstanding 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 spoke ofwmndrous exchange" by
which, through the union of Christ with human netuhis righteousness
becomes ours, and our sins become his.

He refused to tolerate any thinking that might léadpeculation about the
God - man divorced either from the historical parsd Jesus himself or
from the work he came to do and the office he canfelfill in redeeming
us. But Luther taught that the doctrine of the "ommication of attributes"
(communicatio idiomatujnmeant that there was a mutual transference of
gualities or attributes between the divine and humatures in Christ, and
developed this to mean a mutual interpenetratiordigine and human
gualities or properties, verging on the very conghig of natures which
Chalcedonian Christology had avoided. In Lutherghamoxy this led to a
later controversy as to how far the manhood ofSbe of God shared in
and exercised such attributes of divine majestyy far it was capable of
doing so, and how far Jesus used or renounced #iggautes during his
human life. The major problem with Lutheran Chiisgy is that it seemed
to ignore the difficulties that are inherent in nmgkhuman attributes share
in the divine and vice versa. Could the human &toins be shared by the
divine nature? If so would this not have seriougplioations for God and
consequently even on the omnipresent characteroof Vhich Lutheran
Christology seeks to affirm?
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The Communicatio Idiomatunmeans the communication of attributes or
properties (Gkidiomatg Lat. proprietate$ of one nature to the other, or to
the whole person. It is derived from theio personalisand thecommunio
naturarum The Lutheran theologians distinguish three kioidgenera

(1) genus idiomaticunor idiopoietikor), whereby the properties of one
nature are transferred and applied to the wholsgmeifor which are quoted
such passages as Rom. 1. 3 ; | Pet. 3: 18; 4: 1.

(2) Thegenus apotelesmaticum (koinopoietikowhereby the redemptory
functions and actions which belong to the wholesper(theapotelesmatpa
are predicated only of one or the other naturer(il Bi. 5-6; Heb. 1: 23).

(3) Thegenus auchematicynor majestaticumwhereby the human nature
is clothed with and magnified by the attributeghaf divine nature (John 3:
13; 5: 27; Matt. 28: 18, 20 ; Rom. 9: 5; Phil.1® ). Under this head the
Lutheran Church claims a certain ubiquity or omegance for the body of
Christ, on the ground of the personal union oftthe natures; but as to the
extent of this omnipresence there were two distietiools which are both
represented in Formula of Concord (1577). Brenz &mel Swabian
Lutherans maintained an absolute ubiquity of Clsrisimanity from his
very infancy, thus making the incarnation not oaly assumption of the
human nature, but also a deification of it, althouge divine attributes
were admitted to have been concealed during thee sth humiliation.
Martin Chemnitz and the Saxon divines called théswa monstrosity, and
taught only a relative ubiquity, depending on Ctsisvill (hence called
volipraesentia or multivolipraesenti who may be present with his whole
person wherever he pleases to be or has promides to

(4) Then there is thgenus kenoticunffrom kenosis), ortapeinoticum

(from tapeinosis), Phil. 2: 7, 8; i.e., a commutima of the properties of
the human nature to the divine nature. But thidesidedly rejected by the
old Lutherans as inconsistent with the unchangeak of the divine
nature, and as a "horrible and blasphemous" dec{formula of Concord,
p. 612).

3.4 Theology of the Cross

Also central to Lutheran Christology is the empsaxdithe theology of the
Cross. Luther had reached a new understanding eofpivotal Christian
notion of salvation, or reconciliation with God. €@vthe centuries the
church had conceived the means of salvation in reetyaof ways, but
common to all of them was the idea that salvat®ointly effected by
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humans and by God—by humans through marshalling whk to do good
works and thereby to please God, and by God thrbigybffer of forgiving
grace. Luther broke dramatically with this traditidoy asserting that
humans can contribute nothing to their salvaticalvation is, fully and
completely, a work of divine. His theology of the@o8s centers on the
person and work of Christ. It is the finished waorkChrist that establishes
the basis for our justification. But central inghiheology of the Cross is the
doctrine of justification. Christ has acquired tigbusness for us which we
could not attain by our best of works. God imputesis the righteousness
of Christ by which we are counted righteous beféosl.

4.0Conclusion

Lutheran Christology is unique in the sense thatsitcultured in the
communication of attributes between the two natutegher was more
concerned with maintaining all the divine attrititgf Christ as God even
in his humanity. Some scholars believe that thimost 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 credencethe divine over the

humanity. This makes it such that Christ's humanites not necessarily
restrict him to be in a particular location ataéi He is omnipresent in his
humanity and that he can be physically presenhénHoly Communion.

Also important in Lutheran Christology are theolagythe Cross where the
concept of justification is fully expressed. Manghslars believe that
justification is the central Lutheran theology.

6.0Tutor-Marked Assignment
i. Briefly describe the unique features of Lutheramistblogy.
ii. What do you think are some problems with Lutheranistology?
iii.

7.0References for Further Reading

Bernhard Lohseéyiartin Luther: An Introduction to His Life and Work

(1986; originally published in German, 1981).
P. Althaus,The Theology of Martin Luth€Philadelphia: 1966).
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R. D. Preus, “Lutheranism and Lutheran TheologyeWw Dictionary of
Theology ed. Sinclair B. Ferguson and David F. Wright Qesiter: IVP,
1988).
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5.0 Summary

6.0 Tutor Marked Assignment

7.0 References for further Reading

1.0Introduction

Calvin’s Christology is grounded upon the Chalcadonfoundation.
Calvin moves away from Luther at important poiritkis study will orient
you on the understanding of Calvinism’s distinatigss in Christology as it
does other areas of theology. Calvin differs fromtHer on the nature of the
relationship of the attributes of the divine andnam natures. He denies
Luther’s view of Christ's omnipresence in his humams well as Christ's
real physical presence in the Eucharist but spikitu

2.0 Objectives
The objectives of this section are to:
i. Help the student understand Calvin’s Christology.
ii. Enable the student see the difference Calvin’'s sBbiogy and that
of Luther.

iii. Help the student to be able to compare Christotogfehe past and
the Reformers.

2.0Main Content

3.1Calvin’s Christology
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In his argument for the divinity of Christ, Calvifinds the
applicability of the name Yahweh both to God andig€hquite
important. He consented to the Jewish traditiort tha name
Yahweh was not commonly applied to creatures, asEishim®
Yahweh was the exclusive and uniquely identifyiagne of God
that no creature could bear. But he also diffeossnfthem when
the Jewish interpretation undermines the divinifyGhrist by
refusing to identify Christ with Yahweh. The totabm of
Calvin’s argument is this: “For, since the JewgHar teach that
other names of God are nothing but titles, but thigt one alone
[Yahweh], which they speak of as ineffable, is astantive to
express his essence, we infer that the only Sdreigternal God
who elsewhere declares that he will not give hagygto another
[Isaiah 42:8].” Philip Melanchthon holds the sameeripretation,
that Christ spoke directly to the patriarchs; danchthon on
Christian Doctrine: Loci Communes 15%&d. and trans. Clyde
L. Manschreck; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Baker, 19823, 21; A
Melanchthon Readdtrans. Ralph Keen; New York: Peter Lang,
1988), 173. Muller notes also the general consemsughe
understanding of the meaning of Yahweh as giveBxadus in
the Post Reformation theology: “In signifying thene® God,
therefore, Yahweh is the name of the full Godhdather, Son
and Holy Spirit, not the name of the Father aloriluller,
PRRD 3, 259); he adopts this from Zancbe Natura Dej |.xiii
(col. 30).

Hence it is reasonable to describe Calvin’'s Chogp in one way as
Yahweh Christology, since by demonstrating thatistlwas Yahweh of
am he establishes that it was necessary for Chrisetalivine in order to
accomplish his redemptive work with all its bergfi€alvin’s view here is
not limited to the pre-incarnate Son but it takes tiotality of the existence
of the Son, whether as pre-incarnate or incarfdte.unique nature of this
name in contrast to other names of God has to dlo the “essence” by
which theautotheosof the Son as well as of the Father is attestbdt 5,
the name Jehovah points to what God essentiallfha¢ makes him
different from his creatures. This differentiatisnwhat demarcates God’s
glory from that of his creatures. Later on we slsek that Christ refers to
himself asl am which, is the equivalent of the Old Testament narhe
Yahweh.

! Elohim was applied to other gods and to humans3®s; Jn. 10:34) as well as to God
Almighty.
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Calvin follows the interpretations of some orthoditreologians against
Servetus’ interpretation: “But the orthodox doctark the church have
rightly and prudently interpreted that chief angelbe God’s Word, who
already at that time, as a sort of foretaste, beagafulfill the office of
Mediator.” Though McNeill rightly thinks that theofthodox doctors” here
refers to Justin and Tertullian (note 29), the scop Calvin’s tradition is
broader than Justin and Tertullian. As seen from platristic writings,
Calvin is in keeping with their broad tradition tmis basic understanding
of Yahweh Christology, though he could be said ¢onfiore Augustinian.
The humanity of Christ did not impose a limitatitmhis divinity. Calvin
says, “Here is something marvelous: the Son of @edcended from
heaven in such a way that, without leaving heatienyilled to be borne in
the virgin’s womb, to go about the earth, and toghapon the cross; yet he
continuously filled the world even as he had daoenfthe beginning!” It is
marvelous because the humanity of Christ does maige him from being
God. This immutable essential being of Christ itk termed as thextra
Calvinisticum Parker argues that Calvin’'s Christology is a dst
assertion of the Chalcedonian position, particulaat drawn from the
Quicunque vultthe so-called Athanasian Creed” (Parker, 1995: 67

The role of the divinity of Christ in his redempiwork is what is
unique in Calvin’s Christology. In Calvin’s time ghhumanity of
Christ was not under attack as was his divinity,nsthing could

have been unique in Calvin’s defense of Christ'méanity. But the
fact that the divinity of Christ was under attackalvin used all
resources at his disposal to explain and defenéGhdivinity as it

communed with the humanity. For Calvin, withoug tthivinity of

Christ, his humanity alone could not have accorhplishis work to
satisfy the eternal judicial sentence upon sin. il natures were
actively involved in the task that was requiredref Mediator:

In short, since neither as God alone could hedeath, nor as man
alone could he overcome it, he coupled human natitte divine
that to atone for sin he might submit the weakrafsthe one to
death; and that, wrestling with death by the powerthe other
nature, he might win victory for us. Those who dekshrist of
either his divinity or his humanity diminish his jasty and glory, or
obscure his goodness (Calvinstitutes:2.12.3, 46

As represented above, a common error among sonmasgls to think of

Christ as Mediator only in terms of his humanitydaio conclude that
Calvin emphasized Christ's humanity over his diyiniCalvin’s view is
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clearly contrary to such a conclusion. Calvin'swidoes not stress the
mediatorial work of Christ in his humanity over aagiainst his ontological
being as God. Rather, “Only he who wage God andtrue man could
bridge the gulf between God and ourselves” (Cald82). In Calvin's
Christology the adjectival qualifications of thenstitution of the Mediator
obviously stress the necessary balance that hes lmmidhe two natures of
Christ in respect of their unique functions. On@e&$ cannot be more
distinctive than the other, because both are egdatinctive. What Christ
began in his pre-incarnate state is what he coasinill completion, as Paul
affirms (Phil 1:6).

3.2Christ as Mediator

Mediation is a covenantal activity that both Godl anankind perform.
Moses as essentially a creature was an entirelyahumediator between
God and Israel, and his work had no infinite mésiit Christ is essentially
God and condescended to become the Mediator ifigbie without losing
his original identity. By virtue of hignhypostatichuman nature, he was
like Moses, but considered in his divine naturewas greater than Moses
and equal to the other triune persons. Mediatiorthes equivalent of
reconciliation. Paul says that God was reconcitimg world to himself in
Christ (2 Cor 5:18, 19; Col 1:20, 22). That God feonciled us to himself
does not make him less than himself, and this m#aatsby mediating in
his state of incarnation, Christ was not necessheds than God. Therefore,
the notion that Christ was Mediator only in his tamty is not supported
by Scripture, and neither does Calvin teach suetvvi

To be sure, “Calvin has no problem affirming thatio deity is clothed
upon with human nature in order to mediate for sisoar theanthropic
prophet, priest, and king (cf. his writings agaif&rvetus especially and
the Italian antitrinitarians).” Calvin argues thhe deity of Christ is an
essential necessity for his mediatorial work beeah& angels also come
under his mediation since he holds primacy ovemtlas well as the head
of the church as the firstborn of every creaturgh(E:22; Col 1:15; 2:10).
Therefore, “It thus becomes clear that whoever eterthat Christ is
mediator, with regard to his divinity, takes thegals away from under his
command, and detracts us from his supreme majbsfgre which every
knee should bend in heaven and on earth (Phil 2(0@)lvin, 232). This is
an excerpt from Calvin’s letter to the Polish Brethto refute Stancaro’s
error that Christ was mediator only in the flesh.

3.0Conclusion
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Christology in the Reformation period was champtbig Martin Luther
and John Calvin. Both of them developed their Gblogy based on what
the Church earlier adopted at the Council of Clddoe Luther’s
Christology was centered on the Bible as the oulky for faith and the real
presence of Christ in the Eucharist which signities communication of
attributes between the two natures. John Calvithenother hand taught
that even though Jesus became human, he did npermslishis divine
function of upholding the universe. He also ingistieat the two natures of
Christ are distinct, but never separate. The wankedby Jesus to save us
clearly reveals that his two natures are closdbted to each otheihere
is here a divergence between the Lutheran and Refbrteaching. The
Lutherans laid the stress upon a union of two ®egtun a communion in
which the human nature is assumed into the divatere. The Reformed
theologians refused to think of an assumption efithman nature into the
divine, but rather of an assumption of the humatuneainto the divine
person of the Son, in whom there was a direct utietween the two
natures.

5.0 Summary

In this unit, we have discussed the two differaatws about the person and
work of Jesus Christ. These views are led by Martiuther and John
Calvin. Luther taught that the doctrine of the "eoumication of attributes"
meant that there was a mutual transference oftesabr attributes between
the divine and human natures in Christ, and deeelofhis to mean a
mutual interpenetration of divine and human quesitbr properties. Calvin
on the hand taught that Jesus Christ in his dinateire also assumed the
human nature and both natures were in direct ur8onhe concluded that
both the divine and human natures were importadtamtively involved in
the task that was required of Jesus’ mediatorygassent.

6.0Tutored Marked Assignment (TMA)
1. What is Luther’s view on the divine and human nesusf Christ?

2. What is the difference between Luther and Calvirttentwo natures
of Christ?
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1.0Introduction

Francis Turretin was a {7century AD Reformed theologian whose
theological works were of great influence. In fastsome great Seminaries
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in America like Princeton, Turretin’s works, thestitutes of Elenctic

Theology became theological texts for professors and stsd€hristology

in the 17" century orthodoxy was more in the direction ofgmoics. This

was a time when Turretin defended traditional Gblugy against heretics
of his time, mainly the Socinians and RemonstraBtsmetimes, he also
raided Catholicism. His concern was to maintain bathnce the divinity

and humanity of Christ in soteriology. He follow€alvin in his views but

he also had some similar views to Aquinas espgcall the nature of the
satisfaction of Christ’'s meritorious work.

2.00bjectives

The main objectives of this section are:
i. To help the student know the connection betweenl@fecentury
Reformation Christology and the 1 @rthodoxy.
ii. To draw particularly on Francis Turretin whose tbgy was very
faithful to biblical revelation.

3.0 Main Content: Francis Turretin

3.1 Biblical Christology Turretin does not develapother kind of
Christology or introduce innovations into Calvinégaching, but he defends
Calvin’s Christology against heretics who, thougimfessing Christ to be
the Son of God, yet “do not rise beyond his humataire,” and having “no
reference to his consubstantiality (homoousianh wie Father which is the
real hinge of the question” (Turretimstitutes 1.3.28, 282). He draws a
sharp line of distinction between pure Christologyd error, which is
measured by whether Christ is “true and eternal,’Goaving “the same
numerical essence with the Father, not in time floumh eternity.” This was
the pinnacle of contention between the church fataed Arius. Turretin’s
primary opponents were the Socinians, who drew ipafrom the
theological lineage of Arius, the Remonstrants, atiee papists
(Catholicism).

Like Calvin, Turretin refuses to indulge in a Cholegy that is premised
outside the parameters of scriptural testimonyfit$é introduces scriptural
testimony and then wrestles with those texts exemjt to prove their
reasonableness in asserting the deity of Christs Tie does on four
grounds: “(1) the names of God; (2) the attribidb&od; (3) the works of
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God; (4) the worship due to God.” This patternasirfd in Calvin, who

applies this fourfold analysis to God the Fathetha Old Testament, as
well as to God the Son in the New Testament, wibaigh incarnate was
testified to be God with the Father. Turretin s#ilo©ugh scripture, arguing
the distinction of the Father and the Son: “God Fa¢her is distinguished
from God the Son, not essentiallyougiodo$, but hypostatically

(hypostatikos”

Some of Turretin’s key considerations for Christdvinity are the
applicability of the name Jehovah both to the Faséimel to the Son and the
testimonies of the apostles. John calls Christ tthe God, and eternal life”
(2 John 5:20); Paul calls him “God blessed forevéRom 9:5), and
Thomas Calls him “My Lord and my God” (John 20:28his warrants the
understanding of his essence to be the same vathoftthe Father as one
God. Discussing the attributes that define the logtoal being, Turretin
says, “The same deity is proved by the divinelaitas, which being proper
to God alone to the exclusion of creatures, he aabat be God of whom
they are predicated.” These attributes include néter immensity,
omnipotence, omniscience, and immutability, whicte alrawn from
various passages in Scripture. This also draws fiteendivine works of
creation where Christ, the Son of God, was at #girming and was the
instrumental cause of all things, thus having daomrover all things and
being worshiped as God. To be Mediator does naradict his ontological
being as God: “But although Christ must be adosetadiator, it does not
follow that his divinity cannot be satisfactorilgferred from his adoration.
For the Mediator in his very conception indicatefivane person which the
economical minority does not destroy. He is nobéadored directly as
man reduplicatively... but with respect to the divireure.”

Therefore, for Turretin as for Calvin, the medi&bwork of Christ as true
man must be grounded primarily on the fact thaiMas true God. What
Christ attained in his death and resurrection dendt obtain essentially but
“in personal and economical dominion.” This folloirem the fact that
“the Son is properly called autotheos ... not witbpect to his person but
essence; not relative as Son (for thus he is flmrFather), but absolutely
as God inasmuch as he has the divine essencengxistim itself and not
divided or produced from another essence.” Turnetakes it clear that he
is defending none other than Calvin’s Christologgiast Genebrardus and
Valentine Gentilis, who “charged Calvin with herés§entilis, a disciple
of Servetus, denied divine essence to the Son aldtiat only the Father
was autotheos “The Father is the one only true God, tB&senciatarthe
Son and the Holy Ghost are tBssenciati’ He did not call the Father a
Person, because, according to his opinion, theneeseas itself true God,
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and therefore he said, if we admit the Father t@ab®erson, we have no
longer a Trinity, but a Quaternity.” So he deniée three persons in the
one essence of God. He taught three external $piriGod, but two were
inferior to the Father. He was condemned to death.

It is my assertion, based on the evidence we hese €alvin and Turretin
stress the importance of ontological Christologyhe mediatorial work of
Christ and this is well connected to their Trindar postulations. At no
point in their Christology—whether as regards tieespn of Christ or his
work—has the ontological been relegated to the dpaeind. On the
contrary, it is the ontological that provides thaetie frame for
understanding the mediatorial work of Christ withis offices of Prophet,
Priest, and King. The mediatorial work of Christncanly be properly
understood when the two natures and the persorhomathey subsist are
held simultaneously. The logic that bears out thmify—in which the
persons must not be severed from their divine esseapplies to
Christology, so that it will jeopardize sound thegt to develop
Christology without considering his two natures.eTHivine nature is
absolute and definitive of his work. The close amtivity between the
Trinitarian theology and Christology of Calvin ankurretin helps to
safeguard against the heretical tendency to underthie person and work
of Christ. This research also helps to set forth tlarmony that exists
between Calvin and Turretin as the latter deferius former with all
available tools at his disposal that are propednsistent with biblical
revelation.

3.2 Christ’s Merit in the Salvation Plan

Turretin’s Christology is also clearly defined apthe lines of Christ's
merit in the salvation plan. The concept of memitthe era of Reformed
orthodoxy served as grounds for explaining theiceficy of Christ's
redemptive work. The merit of Christ, because & perfect obedience,
provides grounds for our justification to which hioig needed to be added.
The perfect obedience of Christ is the outworkifgh@s meritorious
gualification as Mediator properly construed in liwine and human
natures. As mentioned above, Turretin’s idea ofrtteitum Christi is not
contrary to Calvin's view. Though Turretin certagirflas gone deeper into
the matter than Calvin as he employs rational asqation against the
Arminians and Lutherans, his argument is neverisedes tightly connected
to his Christology as Calvin’s argument is to hiwi€tology. He expounds
merit of Christ in his discussion of the decreesGaid. First, Turretin
affirms with Calvin that the good pleasure (euddlod God is the only
cause of the decree to save. Christ is the cordénhis divine good
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pleasure since God took his most precious and $oly and gave for the
propitiation of the sins of humanity. J. Mark Beacbncurs, “Thus, in
Turretin’s theology, the covenant of grace is apitted by Christ, who is
God'’s supreme and benevolent gift to fallen sinh@807: 13).

Turretin categorizes Thomas Aquinas, who amongrstregected the merit
of Christ as the cause of the decree to save, laby satending to teach
“universal grace and destroy God’s absolute elaectiocording to good
pleasure.” Turretin, like Augustine, Scotus, andvida underscores that
God’s good pleasure has primacy over the merithofst; for God’s “good
pleasure excludes every cause out of God upon whlektion may
depend.” He appeals to several passages of Saitat teach this (Matt.
11:25, 26; Rom. 9:16; Luke 12:32). In Turretin’ewi, the incarnation was
not absolutely necessary; God was not forced toensadlecree that would
usher in salvation by the incarnation of Christtiea, Christ as Mediator is
the content of the decree as the expression of Cgabd pleasure to save
those upon whom he has mercy. This is one way yhggrecisely what
Calvin has said, namely that “apart from God'’s plea Christ could not
merit anything.” Under this decree, Christ was ithest to redeem the elect.
Christ is the primary means by which election feekd.

Turretin understands the meritum Christi under dbeceptual framework
of the necessity of satisfaction to divine justibe discussing the merit of
Christ, one of the first questions Turretin addesss whether satisfaction
to God’'s justice was of absolute necessity. It &hdue observed that
Turretin  abhors theological speculation, especiattpncerning the
incarnation and satisfaction. Concerning the netsesd incarnation he
says, “However as this mystery is unascertainableebson and is known
only by the aid of revelation, various questions aront to be agitated
about it.” This stance of depending on revelatiostead of philosophical
speculation provides the principle in Turretin’saburse on satisfaction as
well. On the question of the necessity of satigfact he builds on
Augustine, who teaches the “hypothetical necessifySatisfaction, which
occurs because “God so decreed it” and so saisfadiecomes “a
necessity of fitness” to “divine justice,” thus egfiarding against violation
of the command of God.

Turretin also refers to “some of the Reformers” wirote “before the time
of Socinus.” He does not mention Calvin, and itnseenore reasonable to
think he is on the same side with Calvin, whickvisy he does not mention
him with Augustine, given the prominence that Galtolds in his mind.
As Socinus (1525-62) was a contemporary of Callis00-64), it also
seems that Calvin is not included in his reproofit Bavinck gives a
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division of opinion that aligns Athanasius, Auguasti Aquinas, Calvin,
Musculus, Zanchius, and Twisse on the one hand hahd the “necessity
of fitness” and Irenaeus, Basil, Ambrose, Anselraz& Piscator, Turretin,
Owen, Moor, and others as holding to absolute rs#igegBavinck,
Reformed Dogmati¢s3, 370). Bavinck's division between Calvin and
Turretin here is hardly justifiable. The questisnwhat kind of necessity?
Both Calvin and Turretin repudiate the idea thati€hwould still have
become incarnate (simple or absolute necessity) gwbere had not been
a fall (Calvin, 2.12.5, 469; Turretin, 2.13.3, 309kt they also uphold the
absolute consequent necessity, for both argue $adisfaction was
necessary on the basis of justice. God decreedhéhapbuld save man from
the abyss into which the latter had descendedt became necessary for
Christ to offer himself as a sacrifice. Calvin agreto be in agreement
with Turretin, as he says: “Hence, an expianamstintervene in order that
Christ as priest may obtain God’s favor for us apgease his wrath. Thus
Christ to perform this offic@adto come forward with a sacrifice,” (2.15.6,
501 [emphasis mine]). Calvin also speaks of Clwriséed to “satisfy God’s
judgment, and pay the penalties for sin” (2.126%)4 Calvin gives logical
priority to the justice of God, which necessarilgpt as fitting but
absolutely, requires satisfaction. Satisfaction vedossolutely necessary
given the immutable nature of God, though thisséattion could have
been provided by another means (fiat as per Calyef) God “willed to
heal the misery of mankind” by the satisfactionGjfrist (Calvin, 2.12.5,
469) and the purpose of Christ's coming was thatrthiight save his people
from sin” or that “His office is occupied only witinners” (Turretin, 2. 13.
3, 300). While Turretin disagrees with Augustine the nature of the
necessity of satisfaction, he agrees with Augustinethe nature of the
necessity of incarnation, as he cites his supposiew: “If Adam had not
sinned, there would have been no need for our Regle® take on him our
flesh” (Ibid.).

Turretin therefore speaks of the “opinion of théhodox” “who maintain
both its [satisfaction] absolute and hypotheticatessity, so that God not
only has not willed to remit our sins without aistaction, but could not do
so on account of his justice.”

Turretin’s method of clarifying the precision ofetlissue in view is quite
compelling. First, he excludes all misunderstandamgl confusion of the
matter: It does not concern a simple and absoletessity on the part of
God for God could (if he had wished) leave maneass Ilthan the Devil in
his destruction. Rather the question concerns athgtical—whether the
will to save men being posited, the incarnation wasessary...Again, the
guestion does not concern the necessity of theedefmr no one denies
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that.... Rather the question concerns the neceskitgptare—whether... it
was necessary for the Son of God to become in@inatrder to redeem
us”; it does not also “concern the necessity afefiis because all confess
this was in the highest degree fitting to the devimajesty.... Rather the
guestion concerns the necessity of justice—thatoirother way could the
justice of God have been satisfied and our delnezabrought about
(which we assert). In a way he moves from the eéffecthe cause. The
effect which is our sin against God necessitated pmnalty because the
justice of God could not condone sin, so that tistige of God as integral
to the perfect nature of God has primacy of netessi

3.3 Divine Attributes

The divine attributes factor strongly in Turretin/eew of discussing the
merit of Christ particularly the infinity and ped@on of God as manifest in
the life and work of Christ. Benjamin Inman echdesretin’s relation of

these divine attributes to Christ's redemptive wank history saying:

Without divine efficacy on the part of the redeeprademptive history
seems to be more about changes within the creatger adhan about
changes in God’s covenantal activity with humanitige integrity of divine

promise and divine fulfillment can obscure the #gigance of Jesus as
divine mediator—not by leaving out his divine idgntbut by leaving out

any integral role for his divine exertion.”

So the entirety of the work of Christ should benmrily considered as
“divine action that accomplishes redemption” anat tiprovides the power
that can carry the eschatological structure forwastisimply from fall to

restoration but from fall to consummation.” Thiotight fits in with the

infinity and perfection of the divine-human persdbivine action in

redemptive history has never been suspended gia@ni so the role of the
deity of Christ in his work must be viewed in ligbt the fact that God
sovereignly places divine preeminence over and elhovman work. While
human work is required, divine action determinssdurse and end.

Accordingly, the “covenantal communion of humannigsi with God both
essentially and hypostatically” is determined aretfgrted by “God’s
infinite and perfect actions.” Christ’'s actions atieectly God’s actions.
Inman incorporates Richard Lints’s argument thatistls deity is assumed
in all his actions as mediator, so that his divaficacy is the controlling
factor of the redemptive history, because “Redeompis attached to the
same Lord yesterday, today and tomorrow.” The Sacsrdenied penal
substitution because their own reason also steons fineir denial of divine
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justice. According to Jensen, Faustus Socinus der@aal substitution on a
number of grounds: First, justice and mercy are diotne properties.
Second, while pecuniary debt is transferable, peispunishment is not,
even as corporate punishment cannot be exhaustednenindividual.
Third, the brevity of the duration of Christ’s seiffing could not be infinite.
Fourth, it is unjust to impute the sin of the umjosto a just person.

Turretin, like Calvin, takes God's will and justicéistinctly yet
simultaneously in his view of Christ rendering sfction to God; there is
no logical priority or order, but they inhere sitaumeously in the divine
plan of salvation. Turretin’s argument sets forlrf grounds upon which
the nature of the satisfaction is founded. These “am, for which a
satisfaction is required; or to the satisfactieelit which is to be made; or
to God, to whom it is to be rendered; or to Chiost, whom satisfaction is
made.” Each of these presents an infinite dimenefdts own. The nature
of sin is understood against the background op#rson against whom it is
directed, namely God who is the absolute “supremierRand Judge.Sin
thus brings God’s absolute eschatological and alkeudicial sanction
against humanity. Because of the severity of SBpd himself looks upon
us with hatred and indignatioA.He considers sinners in three ways: as
debtors (Matt 6:12), as enemies (Col 1:21), andhase guilty before
God.” In this light three things are required: “pasnt of the debt
contracted by sin, the appeasing of divine hatrad arath and the
expiation of guilt.” The nature of sin heightens tature of the punishment
and consequently the nature of the one bearirgjnitis by nature “a moral
evil differing intrinsically and essentially fromohness.” The solution of
the problem of sin requires that “the very thingpaid” by either the
“debtor himself” or by “surety in his name.” Thermaept of payment of
debt is deeply structured in Turretin’s explicatioinsatisfaction to divine
justice.

Turretin distinguishes between pecuniary debt amohpdebt: the former
necessarily requires not persons but the very towgd, whereas the latter
requires both the thing owed and the person inebl¥ais argument means
that the payment for sin necessarily requires eithe sinner or someone
standing in place of the culprit to receive punighim Turretin emphasizes
that because of the criminality of the sin the Wwat the person who pays

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 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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for the offender is also taken into account. Busuich an arrangement the
Judge or ruler holds the final verdict in decidiwbether or not a surety
would be allowed to stand in for the offender, ihieh case God as the
final Judge permits and selects the surety, Clawsthat “in the enduring of
punishment suffered by Christ, there is satisfactiout in the admission
and acceptance of a substitute, remission.” Turrgtistifies penal
substitution because it is a decidedly the presedapindicatory justice of
God in dealing with sin and effecting redemptiontfee sinner.

He like Calvin argues that mercy and justice argaamony with respect to
the sinner. While justice is directed at sin itseffercy is directed at the
sinner in Christ, and this is how justice and marget with respect to the
sinner. Therefore, God cannot be accused of bemgjctive against the
sinner, because it is not the sinner who suffegsraare but his own very
Son, who voluntarily lays down his life for his oypeople (John 10: 18).
Here then we have “a surety who can pay the debigpa Mediator and
peacemaker (eirenepoiou), to take away enmity aedncile us to God;
and a Priest and victim, to substitute himself ur place for a penal
satisfaction.” Bavinck agrees with Turretin: “Inetlentirety of Christ’s
person and work, this Christ is a revelation of Golbve,” so that
satisfaction is not merely a manifestation of athftd God, as those who
deny this view assume, but it holds out the justit&od in love. The love
of God without his revealed justice against sidesgstic and contrary to his
revealed attributes.

The logic of the situation is that it is the humaature in which sin
occurred, so the human nature must bear the peraltygiven that mere
humans cannot offer a sacrifice that is “of annné value and worth to
take away the infinite demerit of sin,” the “twotaees were necessary in
Christ for the making of a satisfaction—a humangstdfer; and a divine
nature, to give an infinite price and value to $usferings.” While Turretin
does not undermine the human nature of Christ, wisie@stablished by the
decree of salvation, he clearly gives the divinéureor ontic status of
Christ priority over his humanity as the fountaiatef his qualification to
deal with sin, given the nature of sin and theigesto be satisfied.

By so arguing, Turretin is close to Calvin withoabntradiction by
embracing both the absolute and the hypotheticadssty of the merit of
Christ that derives chiefly from the nature of Gfds justice) and his
decree or will: “But we (with many) retain both arwld that the
satisfaction of Christ was necessary as much opaheof justice as of the
will of God.” Yet he maintains the necessity of tiheedom of God. This
agreement with Calvin is seen in what Calvin sa@d’s righteous curse
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bars our access to him, and God in his capacijydage is angry toward us”
so that “our prayers have no access to God unlesstCas our High Priest,
having washed away our sins, sanctifies us andirgbfar us that grace
from which the uncleanness of our transgressiodsvares debars us.” And
the necessity of Christ’s satisfaction is by reasg@t “no other satisfaction
adequate for our sins, and no man worthy to ofigéod the only-begotten
Son, could be found.”

Turretin argues the truth of penal satisfactionirmgjahe Socinians on the
grounds of the “redemption of Christ,” that “Chrdied for us” and “bore
our sins” by his sacrifice for “our reconciliationith God,” given the
“nature of Christ's death” in keeping with “the réttites of God,” whose
justice is “impeachable.” His exegetical skills iarticulating these
arguments are superb, especially when he demaestthe concept of
satisfaction in such terms apolytrosis antilytron, hilasmos katara, thysia
andprosphora Socinus employs the Roman term of acceptilatioszsl in
pecuniary debt, which does not necessarily reqtrmesfer of debt to
another. He departs from both the Anselmian-Cadtimidirection on the
merit of Christ and the Scotistic, for Scotus chaseeptatiq rather than
acceptilatio in regards to God’s acceptance of Christ's work 6ar
redemption. The Anselmian-Calvinistic view consgejustice an
expression of the immutable nature of God rathan tn the will of God.

4.0 Conclusion

In conclusion we can see that theé"icentury which forms an important
bridge between the Reformation period and the eemost Reformation
period to our time produced a great theologian whtegacy can be
appreciated in our own time. Francis Turretin’'solbgical works were
used as reference works in some of the most inflaleSeminaries in
America in the 18 and early 20 centuries.

5.0Summary

Turretin maintained a strong connection in his &tbftogical development

with Augustine, Anselm and Calvin. He argued thatas very essential to
balance importance of the functions of the diviratyd humanity of Christ

in soteriology. He ensured that his arguments wented in Scripture

rather speculative theology. He disputed the Sans)ithe Remonstrants
and Catholicism of his time.

6.0Tutor Marked Assignment
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i. Describe in a paragraph your understanding of Tiaise
Christology.

ii. Who were the theological opponents that Turretapdied against?

iii. Who are the theologians that Turretin’s Christologggs more
closely related to?

7.0 References for further Reading

Francis Turretin]nstitutes of Elenctic Theolog@ vols. trans. ed. James T.
Dennison, trans. George Musgrave Giger (PhillipgbBr& R, 1992).
Richard A. Muller,Post-Reformation Reformed Dogmatidsvols. (Grand
Rapids: Baker, 2003).

UNIT 4 CHRISTOLOGY AS A DIVISION OF SYSTEMATIC
THEOLOGY

1.0 Introduction

2.0 Objectives

3.0 Main Content
3.1 Christology as a Division of Systematic Theglog
3.2 Intensive importance
3.3 Extensive Importance: Scripture as Christo@entr

4.0 Conclusion

5.0 Summary

6.0 Tutor Marked Assignment

7.0 References for further Reading

1.0Introduction
Christology is surely a branch of Systematic Thgplas other core
theological prolegomena like Trinity and Scriptut@hristology stands
crucial only next to Trinitarian theology. In thisection, we would
investigate this point as it is well represented Saripture especially
concerning the Christological question that Chhnisaself introduced. It is
the foundational question that governs all bibliCaristology.

2.00Dbjectives
By the end of this unit you should be able to:
i. State the place of Christology in Christian Theglog
ii. Explain the biblical basis of Christology.
iii. Apply the lessons learned from Christology in the@al context.
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3.0Main Content

3.1 Intensive Importance: The questions of M&t42; 16:13
According to Matthew’s Gospel, on one occasionuggsit this question to
the Pharisees; "What do you think about the ChNgtibse son is he?"
"The son of David," they replied. Despite the thirekrson reference, he is
definitely asking, “What do you think aboue? Earlier, he asked the
disciples, in Mt. 16:13-15. When Jesus came tordgon of Caesarea
Philippi, he asked his disciples, "Who do peoplg #e&e Son of Man is?"
(Mt 16:14). They replied, "Some say, John the Baptthers say Elijah;
and still others, Jeremiah or one of the prophe#t."16:15: "But what
about you?" he asked. "Who do you say | am?"

Indeed, he personalizes this - “Who gou say | am?” It has become
something of a convention for treatments of Chiagfp to begin by citing
these questions. These are surely rhetorical quesst- asked to make a
point. They serve to reveal the fundamental impmeaof our concern, the
endeavor that we have here in our work together.

It is a two-fold question: “Who dpeoplesay that the Christ is?” There is
no question that is more crucial, more decisiventhias question. No
guestion that confronts people - as a societyyiizetion, etc - more basic
more essential than this question. The consensaweasnthat forms in
answer to this question, in the dominant and remtasive answers that are
given to this question, we inevitably have a gaogehe basic outlook, we
have a grasp on the basic aspirations and concefrng culture or
civilization. In that respect, there is no questinore basic than the Jesus
guestion.

But Jesus also asks, “Who gou saythat | am?” So the third person
guestion is also a second person question. Thdigués the world is also
a question to the Church. The Jesus question tdresses the world is
also a question that addresses the Church. It isthers and also to
ourselves. The exegetical importance of the questiofact, is that it is put
in the second person plural - you plural - buteitainly is a question that
concerns each one of that plurality, each one iddally. What is true
collectively is true individually. In the Churchomporate and individual can
never be confused, but never pulled apart either.irS Matt. 16:17
following Peter’s response and confession, the ltegphonds in the second
person singular - “you (singular) are blessed.”tB® issue, even in the
Church, is not only what others think but also wh#tink. The answer to
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the Jesus question is an intensely personal omegiaive one, a life-critical
guestion. The answer that | give to that questsoalways a telling answer.
Not only what | say but what | do, disclosing whagally am, what is true
of me at my core. Heb. 4:12 speaks of the penetrgiower of the Word
and says it is a judge of the thoughts and intexssad the heart. More than
any other, the Jesus question does just this.

i. Unsearchable Riches

When we consider the Jesus question -- all thiataaght into view by that
guestion -- here if anywhere it ought to come hdmes what is true for
theology as a whole (not just Christology). Theglag not to be detached
or unengaged analysis. Certainly it must be charaetd by academic
rigor. But it is never a matter of unengaged anslysin its systematic
character it is always a systematic confessiofait. The Jesus question
particularly ought always to elicit a confessionfaith - at whatever level.
So at this point we can appreciate what the basition of the Church -
running from Augustine at least and down into owndime - has always
recognized: theological knowledge is always a fiamcof faith. A faith that
is not productive in itself, but that realizes figgth as it holds fast to the
Word of God. Particularly in Christology we encaemivhat Paul calls,
“The great mystery of godliness” (1 Tim. 3:16). e@r is the mystery of
godliness -- and the term Paul uses is not piespme narrow exercise. It
is virtually equated witlmeligion, what the Bible elsewhere calls tfear of
the Lord So it is not just personal piety. Paul is renmigdchis readers that
here in Christ is revealed this mystery; in Chtigtre comes to a focus
what are the ultimately impenetrable depths of euntire religion. As in
Eph. 3:8, what we are confronted with at no mali@wv sophisticated or
methodologically rigorous forms of theology are tlhasearchable riches
of Christ.” It is those unsearchable riches ofi§&ththat Paul primarily has
in view when he finishes his long discussion atehd of Rom. 11. “Oh the
depths of the riches of the wisdom and knowledgeGaid!” “His
judgments are unsearchable, His ways are insceutabhis is because of
who God is and what He has done in Christ.

In Eph. 3:18, 19, Paul’s prayer is ‘kaowthe love of Christ that passes all
knowledge.” What is true of the entire theologieaterprise becomes most
pointedly the case when we are concerned with theride of Christ. We
are involved in a cognitive enterprise, a knowirfgwdat surpasses all
knowing. So here particularly, we ought to redisgollow much worship
and understanding belong together; how much fattd anderstanding
belong together. How little these two are in tensie worship and
understanding, and how little they are divorcednfreeach other.
Understanding is to be in the service of worshipe Tlassroom ought to
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drive us to the church. But even beyond that wehbtiy appreciate how
understanding is itself a mode of worship.

3.1Extensive Importance: Scripture as Christocerftieb. 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 and chalging difficulty.
Nonetheless it is the difficulty that confronts insour assignment in this
course.

Our task, formally stated, ishat does the Bible as a whole teach us about
Christ? This is the systematic theological question pasats most simple
elements. But when we put the question that wdgrbave are bound to
conclude -- leaving us perhaps perplexed - evergthin Scripture is
relevant to our task. Before long it should dawnus that nothing lies
outside the scope of our concern.

1) Inthe New Testament

The 4 Gospels obviously are about Christ, from tieigig to end. At the
beginning of Mark we have the heading, “The begignof the Gospel
about Jesus Christ.That heading functions equally well for the otter
Gospels. The Book of Acts is obviously writtenfiother the revelation of
all that Jesubeganto do and to teach. What transpires in apostasitoty
is what the exalted Jesusntinuesto do and to teach. Jesus is the central
actor. The epistles, those of Paul and the othars, fairly seen as
amplifying this continuing activity of Jesus withihe Church, which Paul
particularly accents, has as its fundamental itheniiat it is the body of
Christ. The Church is the Body of Christ. Finallge book of Revelation
as a whole, we are told right in the opening wordss. 1, 2 - it is “the
revelation of Jesus Christ.” Further the authoisghgat as the Word of God,
it is the “witness of Jesus Christ.”

2) Inthe Old Testament

The Old Testament taken by itself might seem taesgnt, at least by
comparison with the New, a less clear state ofiraffaa mixed bag
concerning Christ. It is sort of a more diffuseuatton. It might appear that
Christ is not nearly so dominant in the Old Testanaes in the New. There
is a Messianic strand in the Old Testament, bisttitere alongside others.

But particularly if we read the Old Testament imghli of the New
Testament, which we are bound to do, it is notllaha case that Christ is
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not dominant or pervasive. For instance, if wéolmlthe lead of the writer
of Hebrews, we will capture several facets: Heb-2A:In the past God
spoke to our forefathers through the prophets atyntianes and in various
ways, but in these last days he has spoken to usigypon, whom he
appointed heir of all things, and through whom hadenthe universe. “
Looking at it this way, we must recognize that Go@1d Testament speech
and the writer is looking at it in its entirety ¢meference to the prophets is
synecdochic) that speech in its entirety and ditserepresents an on-going
process that flows towards and reaches its constiommpoint in Christ.
He is said to be God’s final eschatological spematevelation.

Or if we look at Heb. 3:5, regarding Moses and §&htieb 3:5-6 “Moses
was faithful as a servant in all God's house,figsg to what would be said
in the future. But Christ is faithful as a son owd's house. And we are
his house, if we hold on to our courage and theshafpwhich we boast.”
Here the writer brings into view the revelationaibgh Moses, with its
prominent orientation on the Law, and bound up wli# constitution and
aspirations of Israel as a nation, it might seeat that revelation is less
concerned or even unrelated to Christ as it isdedwn the destiny of this
particular nation. But the writer of Hebrews sdy¢o, that's wrong.” He
tells us that Moses, as he is the prime represeataf the Old Testament
(here, Moses is synecdochic) is a faithful servanGod’s one covenant
house in God’s one house-building activity. And he salyat particularly
what Moses was all about, as law-giver and leatiésrael, is a witness to
Christ.

In 2 Cor. 1:20, Paul says: “For no matter how mangmises God has
made, they are "Yes" in Christ. And so through ki "Amen" is spoken
by us to the glory of God.” As we look at the codtbere, there are no
indications that there is anything that would lintite scope of those
promises. Bringing into view the entire realitytbé New Covenant, as he
does in 2 Cor. 3:6ff, as he is looking at the Nesvé€hant “Yes” in Christ,
he does so in light of whatever Old Testament psesiyou might choose.
A most sweeping, first order categorization -- &mtire Old Testament has
an essentially promissory character, seen as pegmhiat entire outlook has
its validation and fulfillment in Christ. So the itynof the Bible may be
seen from a variety of angles. But that unity isegminently a
Christological unity. The Bible is a ChristocentaicChrist-centered book.

4.0 Conclusion

So, as we put it earlier, we can see the diffictitgt we spoke of, the
difficult methodological question that we spoke-ohow do we delimit the
focus of Christology as a particular topic of Sysé¢ic Theology? Is there
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anything at all that we can properly exclude? As Bible as a whole is
seen as being Christological, what are the moréraletopics, the more
basic issues that ought to constitute and conthoistblogy as a particular
locus, distinguishing it from other areas of SyssémTheology?

Along with that, we can make this observation, a&stw to answer that
guestion: At the same time we must not lose safjhthe 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 Christplog
as a particular aremje are at the heart of the mattewith Christ, not with
man, not with ourselves, nor alternatively with Gedapart from any
Trinitarian distinction - neither of those is aethenter of theology. Christ
is the center of theology.

5.0Summary

We have seen that Christology is a central theo&gdivision of
Systematic Theology. The history of Christian tloggl has followed the
biblical emphasis of the person and work of Chrighe foundational
question of who Christ is forms the pinnacle of iSiotogical discussion.
The centrality of Christ is the standard by whidhGhristian theology can
be measured.

6.0Tutor-Marked Assignment
i. How is Jesus Christ the centre of the Bible?
ii. What is the importance of the Christological gquestas found in
Matthew16:15?

7.0References for further Reading

R. H. Fuller,The Foundations of New Testament Christol(i$65).
F. Hahn,The Titles of Jesus in Christolo@}969).

MODULE 3 MODERN AND CONTEMPORARY CHRISTOLOGY

Unit 1 THE “CENTER” OF CHRISTOLOGY IN BIBLICAL THEQOGY

1.0 Introduction
2.0 Objectives
3.0 Main Content
3.1 The Center of Christology: New Testament

61



3.2 The Center of Christology: Old Testament

4.0 Conclusion

5.0 Summary

7.0Tutor Marked Assignment

7.0 References for further Reading

1.0 Introduction

In this unit you will be introduced to what is masintral about Jesus Christ
in biblical revelation. This is about the sufferjrdgath and resurrection of
Jesus Christ as it is written in the four gospBBuline epistles and the rest
of the New Testament and Christological typologmethe Old Testament.

2.0 Objectives

By the end of this unit, you should be able to:
i.  State what the four gospels said about the pemsdmark of Jesus
Christ.
ii.  Explain the Christological position of Pauline digs.
iii.  Discuss the typologies of Jesus Christ found inQlkeTestament.

3.0Main Content
3.1 The Christocentrism of Biblical Revelation

The procedure we will follow in answering the abawsestions, 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 tleenter of the cent@rThe biblical writers, here
the New Testament writers, themselves give us ar dgleication of the
center we are to be concerned with: the deathresutrection of Christ.
As it could be put more broadly in terms of New thesent language, the
suffering and glory of Christ that follows. Or, Bystematic Theology
categories, what constitutes the center is the llatranh and exaltation of
Christ. That is the center of the center.

To highlight that point negatively, because thatu® can become

dislocated -- the focus on the one hand is notpérsonof Christ. Not,
more particularly, the deity of Christ, particulars that might be
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considered apart from His work. As that has becadmweasingly
important for tactical apologetic purposes, Chastthe 2d Person of the
Trinity, God the Son from all eternity -- in a gadlar context that is most
essential -- but that deity so considered, aparnfHis work, is not the
center.

Nor, looking in another direction, is the centeparticular benefit that
flows from the death and resurrection. Thegivenesof my sins and the
experienceof being forgiven, all derive from the death aedurrection of
Christ. Now, that is absolutely crucial to thelitgaand significance of the
Gospel, which we must maintain against all formdefial. But the benefit
flowing from the death and resurrection is centiither the true deity of
Christ nor the true experience of the benefit aartss the center of our
concern, but the death and the resurrection.

i. The Four Gospels

Without difficulty, we see that in all the four Gus the death and
resurrection are the heart of the message -- thmimation of the Gospel
narrative, the target of the narrative flow as al@hwhere the whole Jesus
story is headed. Death and resurrection. The €&gsp has been said, are
“passion narratives with lengthy introductioi’s We say that without
depreciating what comes beforehand in the Gospéds.it contains a very
helpful insight -- the whole earthly ministry ofsies is constantly focused
on that passion climax. The genealogical and ngtimarratives to the
commencement and development of Christ's ministgrewall geared
towards a specific direction. That Jesus was bdrwirgin birth alone
would not be the end and goal of that story anchéve miracles since
prophets of old also performed miracles. But magaicant is the aspect
of the story that Christ’'s death was not in vaims Heath was not of his
own crime and for himself; it was not violent deaththe midst of political
struggle. The Gospels affirm unanimously that Héesed and died for the
sake of sinners, having paid ransom to the divirséige consequent upon
sin against the glory and honour of God. More puoflly, Christ died and
rose again from the dead to clear the way of restion for those who
believe in him and are in union with him.

ii. Paul

1Co 15:1-4 is most quickly constructive: “Now, brets, | want to remind
you of the gospel | preached to you, which you ikemkand on which you

8 Julius Wellhausen was supposed to be the first to say that.
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have taken your stand. By this gospel you are sa¥gdu hold firmly to
the word | preached to you. Otherwise, you haveebed in vain. For what
| received | passed on to you as of first imporearibat Christ died for our
sins according to the Scriptures, that he was dutleat he was raised on
the third day according to the Scriptures.” Thistie most explicit
summary Paul provides of his gospel preaching agshale. While not
taking this in a temporal sense, but in a qualieatiorce as the NIV
captures it, here is what is most important: thatldeand resurrection of
Jesus which is also the fulfillment of the Old Basént. Also we see in 1
Cor. 1:18-3:23, which is highlighted in 2:2 “Fordsolved to know nothing
while | was with you except Jesus Christ and hiotifred.”

We see this again in Gal. 3:1, where he says that tve exhibited publicly
before them is Jesus crucified. “You foolish Gaas! Who has bewitched
you? Before your very eyes Jesus Christ was cleadytrayed as
crucified.” Again in Gal. 6:14, he says that hes ha boast to make except
in the Cross of Christ. Also, 2 Tim. 2:8: “Rememidesus Christ, raised
from the dead.” With regard to the verses that hegingle referent — the
cross or resurrection. We need to remember th#teérNew Testament a
reference to the death alone or the resurrectiaiways synecdochic. A
reference to the one always implies the other.

iil. Rest of the New Testament

Here we can say that while there may not be exjpresshat are explicit or
programmatically clear, yet unmistakable indicasi@me there. Hebrews is
concerned with God’s last days’ speech God’s estbgital speech in His
Son. But as the writer goes on to develop in tgbktlof this opening
statement, it is clear that this last-days’ spesatiters in the High Priestly
ministry of Christ. It is particularly as Christilse great High Priest, He is
God’s speech in these last days. That High Priesthystry of Christ, he
makes clear, has two facets -- sacrifice on eartthé past and present
heavenly intercession. Christ as High Priest ibdoseen in His suffering
and glory. This is how we should understand H&b8;1this is not to be
taken as a proof text for an affirmation of thereity of Christ in terms of
His true deity, though that is true but as an afétion of His fidelity as
High Priest. As High Priest He is constant. In ffest on earth, in the
present in heaven, and in the future in His retarearth forever.

a. 1 Peter
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1 Peter provides us with a message, according3pthiat turns on new
birth unto a living hope that the church has beammgin terms of the
resurrection of Jesus Christ from the dead. Evargththe 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 John of tHerdied Son of Man in the
midst of the seven golden lampstands. This is #@ction of Rev. 1:12-
17. Everything flows out of what is true of theaigd Christ in the midst
of the Church -- that is the central reality of tBeok of Revelation. It
presents who the exalted Jesus is in the midsteoifChurch. So, leaving
that as a preliminary kind of probe, we can say tha New Testament in
its various parts, in its center on Christ is cesdeamore particularly on His
death and resurrection, His suffering and glory.

3.1.1 The “Center” of Christology - The Old Testament

The death and resurrection of Christ as the cerftdre OT is a much more
problematic point. This is widely denied, by vievms that, in other
respects are poles apart from each other. The gwésre in reference are:
Modern Theology (in the historical critical tradim): The OT is sub-
Christian, or even more radically, anti-Christidris view of polarizing
the OT and NT has long history in the 2nd centuB. K was advanced by
Marcion who divided between the God of the Old @&esnt and the God
of the New Testament. To him the OT God was wickadnstrous and
unloving in contrast to the NT God who is the enmbwht of love. In a
modern context, Rudolph Bultmann and James Bag thk position that
Christ can only be found there by a tour de fotwe,reading Christ in
despite what it says.

The other extreme is Modern Dispensationalism éatstl in its most
consistent forms). The death and resurrection (esibeas they give rise to
the church) of Christ, along with the NT churcharsessentially unforseen
mystery in the OT. So far as OT revelation is coned, death and
resurrection, and particularly church representeatgacuna, gap especially
where the OT promises are concerned (addressadaie bs a nation). On
some constructions there are typological allusidmsg,they are peripheral
to its central concern which is promise and retibraof national promises.
So what takes place, in fact is seen to be distroot God’s dealings with
Israel. Death and resurrection are virtually urteglato God’s OT plan
(parallel, within the mind of God, but not integtalthe promises of God to
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the nation of Israel). What happened was for theyause of Israel's
rejection of the Messiah.

The writers of the NT, in contrast see no such lgmln the OT, but rather
that the suffering and glory are at the centehef®T, not just there, but at
the center. The angle we will take to look at ®Thie NT’s use of the OT.

Introductory comments druke 24:44-47:

These verses are important, standing as they dbeatlose of Luke’s
Gospel, and intended to give us a cross-sectiovtat(was typical) view of
the time between the resurrection and the ascerSlwow what was typical
of Jesus’ teaching during this 40 day period ofetimThis is a succinct
account of the Post-Resurrection teaching of JesMbat went on during
those 40 days “have been compressed into the $pafew verses.” What
supports this is that in terms of the time markekgrything through v.43
clearly happens on the day of the resurrection.th@rother side of our unit
we are at the account of the ascension. But oilr isnwithout time
markers. So in an unspecified way, this falls wmitthat period, so it is a
summary, what was typical of the time. This is ated here because it
will reinforce a later point.

Here is a clear reference to the suffering andrrestion of the Messiah.
And coordinate with that are the proclamation opemance and the
forgiveness of sins to the nations. Three Elemeoitse into view: Death,

resurrection and preaching to the nations. Whahés consequence of
preaching the gospel to the nations? It is assemblre Church. ‘It is

written...Death, Resurrection, Church.” This cooate reference is
syntactically dependent ayegraptai(it is written). This form introduces a
construction in which the subjects are in the aatius and the verb is in
the infinitive. Suffer, Rise, Gospel Preached, delemt on it is written.

Gegraptaiis one of the standard formulas for citing Scnigfuo introduce

guotations from the Hebrew Bible. So Jesus isniglthe disciples, “this is

what is written in the OT, Messianic suffering, ugection and Church.”

Where? In what sense? We fail to find a particplassage, particular
verses that express all of this. You can't fingaaticular passage where all
of these elements are present. Now, certain psahdsthe latter part of
Isaiah surely picture the individual elemen€Gegraptaj then is taken here
in a more general sense. In what sense more denétaw much looser,

more general? Here is where the immediately piagegerses help us (vv
44.,45).

Jesus is speaking as he did not previously, bué ipost-resurrection
perspective, from the vantage point of death asdrrection behind him.
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And what he is doing is recalling his teaching i@ disciples “these are my
words” during the period of his ministry prior tbet resurrection. The
resurrected Christ presents looking back synopyichack in time. “While
| was still with you” brings out the climactic claater of the resurrection.
It is as if he were no longer with them, even thoig is there talking to
them. This does not represent a stable state afafiedemptive history. In
the temporary sense in forty days, the ResurreCedst, must go to a
place of glory, at the right hand of God. This isansitional nature of this
period. Jesus’ point concerns what is the sumsahdtance of his teaching
while he was with them. That substance is caugld hoti clause at the
end of v. 44 which pertains to the necessary foiéht of all the things that
were written in the Law, Prophets and Psalms camagrhimself. To put it
in other terms, a description in terms of its threajor sections of the
canon. So what Jesus is reminding his disciples isdnow the OT in all its
subdivisions prophesies concerning himself. Lookkb&o v. 27 same
description (not as fully expressed) as what Jgsyse on Emmaeus road.
So Jesus is saying, “what | taught you (as a whslahat the OT in all its
parts teaches concerning me.” Does the prepositipma@ase (controls at
least to the end of psalms) circumscribe the ef@ifan all its parts with no
remainder, or only to certain strands of the Odnglwith other teaching?
Is Jesus leaving any material out? Is the referena®mmprehensive or
partial reference, inclusive of everything, or extthg some material?
Within this context, the answer ought to be “inches comprehensive”. At
least two considerations supporting this: Firgt;49 are Luke’s way of
summarizing what happened during the 40 day penotdgrms of teaching.
And he wishes to show that it was a period of cahensive instruction.
If this is so, it is not very likely that parts tife OT would have remained
pushed to the side. That section would have rerdameclosed book.
Second, and more decisive, is what is said in v."d& opened their mind
to understand the Scriptures.” The movement inghbfrom 44- 45, that
helps us understand the mind opening experienddjssWhat Jesus had
taught during his earthly ministry is now made cleathe disciples. The
gospel record gives several indications that tiseigies (earlier) were not
able to comprehend, even afraid to ask what Jesentrby death and
resurrection (Lk 9:22, 44-45; Lk 18: 31-34). Whiae tdisciples were then
unable to comprehend, that is now made clear tmthEhe resurrected
Jesus opens their minds. He brings them to uradetistg. Notice, now,
how v. 45 describes their understanding. It igl $aibe an understanding
of Scripture. Verse 45 does not say he opened theids to understand
these Scriptures, a particular aspect of OT releglatn set of Scriptures
within the OT. Rather, he opened their minds toausthnd THE Scriptures
— the entire OT, as a whole. The “writings” is arethat always refers to
the whole of the OT (even in extrabiblical Judaritivwgs) (Mt 22:29; John
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5:39; Acts 17:2). In other words, in the lighttbe resurrection, from the
perspective of fulfillment in Christ, the disciplase now, for the first time
brought to an understanding of what Jesus hadaibaeen saying in his
earthly ministry about the necessary fulfillmentSafripture. And their new
understanding is said to be an understanding ofStrgtures. Putting it
anachronistically, Jesus opened the mind of theiples to understand the
consent of all the parts the scope of the wholesfWiimster Confession of
Faith Ch. 5). They are brought to understand hoal iholds together, the
coherence, the unity of the OT.

3.2.2 More Reflections

Coming back to vv. 46-47, they add by way of furtieecification, further

focusing what it means that they understand thptices. That focusing is
the death, resurrection and church-building gosi8x. Death, resurrection
and church-building gospel are at the center, hefdhe overall message of
the OT. This is the focus of what the OT is allatbo

The apostolic preaching in Acts:

We look at this against the background of what @@ehseen in Luke
above. Before drawing attention to representasitzgements, a general
comment. This preaching always culminates in htoalepentance (there
are not characteristically references to faith, toutepentance. But in the
Lukan context, both are included in “repentance.That call always

follows out of a focus on the death but especiib/resurrection of Christ.
The repeated emphasis in this gospel messageashm@ on the basis of
Scripture. It is a message based on the OT. Exaanpl

1) Acts 3:18ff (Peter).

The things which were previously proclaimed throtigé mouth of all the
prophets that his Christ must suffer, these themgsnow fulfilled. So the
messianic suffering of Christ is a matter that cahmeugh the mouth of
ALL the prophets. That way of putting it is evelom® emphatic when you
move to v. 24. Jesus is identified as the greaplpet promised in
Deuteronomy. All the prophets...also proclaimessthdays. Surely “these
days”, in the context, are the days of Jesus Chrls¢ days of the activity
of this great prophet foreseen by Moses. Prophsddition going from
Moses through former through latter prophets. Asynas have spoken!
Whatever prophet ever opened his mouth, this istwieaspoke about
“these days.” Similar statements are found in PEdet3.
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2) Acts 26:22-23 (Paul).

Therefore, having obtained help, the help whicttasn God, until this day,
| stand testifying both to small and to great @ngficant and significant)
saying nothing except those things which Moses ted Prophets said
would come to passv. 23 that Christ would sufferproclamation to the
Gentiles. The setting is a point where the bulknagsionary activity
behind him. He is in interrogation before Agrippide is taking his whole
missionary activity in view. In the final analysa! that | stand for, all that
| have been testifying to, is nothing beyond wiet prophets and Moses
said would happen, (this is the heart, thrust oAwwWioses, et al., said) viz.,
that Christ would suffer, be first to be raised,ogamation, etc.
Concomitant with the suffering, resurrection wase tproclamation.
Similarly 13:27; 17:2-3.

3) 1 Peter 1:10-12.

Looking from several mutually related angles. Burdt, Peter is reflecting
concerning which salvation. That salvation is whdter has been
describing fully in vv. 3-9. The salvation that edicated on the
resurrection of Christ (v. 3). So he has in viemgalvation that is present,
that is staked in an accomplished death and regimne but will involve
the future as well (for an inheritance...kept irmaVven...) Looking at what
will be true at the return of Christ, the revelatithat will take place at his
return (v. 7). Salvation in its already/not yathénsions. Comprehensively
considered is in view. Now wants to say sometiumther in 10-12.

a. This salvation is said to be a concern or prepation of the prophets
(v. 10). And it was not a passing curiosity of nhebut an intensive
concern (ek compounds on the verbs that have twitto investigating,
searching, inquiry--ek intensifies). The NIV isagbhere, “intently.” In
view of the scope of the salvation, we can say tihiatintense concern was
also a central concern, an all embracing preoccupé#hat they had. It's
fair then to suggest at least that even thoughr Peteferring specifically
to prophets, that reference is synechdocic, reptatee of the whole. So
what he is saying would apply more broadly to thE. ONe see such a
synechdocic reference in 2 Peter 1:19-21.

b. What the prophets in their plurality say isfigd, integrated. And we

can say that because as v. 11 makes clear, in thbgbrophets in their
plurality are concerned about, that is ultimatelnatter that the one Spirit
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is disclosing, indicating through each of them. W& an anticipation of
the next point in the Spirit as the Spirit of Chri€hrist’'s Spirit, the Spirit
as associated with the messiah is who is at wotlka@rOT prophecy.

c. In v. 11 we have further an indication as toevehthe sum of the
prophetic concern can be located, the focus. We §a v. 10
comprehensive, then integrated. Now we see thesfaé this body of
prophecy is specifically the sufferings of the Ghrand the glory that
would follow, death and resurrection. So again this context,
humiliation/exaltation is central to what the OTtéaching. There can be
some debate in the grammar. Is it saying “whas@erand time...” or
“what time and circumstances, or what time and vgaat of time”. But
that won't affect us here.)

d. Notice what is brought out in v. 12. Perhamsthemphatically in NT,
Peter is now saying, “they did it for you.” Not inllately for themselves,
although they were intensively involved (v. 10).tNor the Old Covenant
“‘we”, but the New Covenant “you”. Which is to sdlyen, that it is
ultimately considered the NT Church that is serbgdthe OT prophets.
The OT with its focus on the death and resurrectamwe have already
noted. This is one passage that makes a pointlaust never lose sight
of. The OT belongs to the Church, not to the Jewsether Dispensational
Christian structure or Zionistic Jewish).

4.0 Conclusion

The Old Testament also testifies about Christ thhothe fulfillment of
Messianic prophecies concerning the suffering, ldeeg¢surrection and
glory of the Son of God fulfilled in the New Testamt. Therefore, it is
worthy to note that the biblical support for Choisgy is not only limited
in the New Testament, but the Old Testament layfthumdation for it.
However, it advisable to be careful from fallingartemptation of taking
any of the two extreme positions; that is eithestrieting the biblical
support for Christ to a number of passages in teer Nlestament as if the
Old Testament has nothing to do with Christ or eveEwing every Old
Testament passage as if it has a Christologicasages

4.0 Summary

According to the NT, the OT is one large witnes€twist. The OT taken
as a whole, we’ve been able to see from the vargagg of the NT is one
large prophetic witness to the Christ, centeringtlm messianic suffering
and glory, death and resurrection. The OT hamiegrity in terms of this
death and resurrection focus. This is how theousrparts hang together or
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cohere. So, reflecting on this, that is a conolushat it is well for us now,
not so much to qualify, but to make the observatioat there are two
extremes that have to be avoided. On the one haedmust avoid
restricting reference to Christ to a limited numbérmpassages (those that
are seen from a NT point of view to be clearly nagss) as though the rest
of the OT has nothing to do with these passages. if,Aalongside the
message of Death and Resurrection of Christ isssage that is unrelated.
On the other hand, we must also avoid viewing e@Tytext as if it had a
Christological message of its own. Or even morebl@matic, to treat
every OT text as teaching some specific point abinet death and
resurrection. This sort of outlook inevitably riésun uncontrolled allegory
that is always looking behind things in the OT #opresumably deeper
meaning. On this approach, OT interpretation bexra kind of OT
scavenger hunt. Who can discover the most sulittesiGlogical types and
allusions? Focus the issue by addressing ourseveds Christ in every
sentence of the OT?” Yes and No. If we meanithétte atomistic sense,
that every text has a Christological message albwn, then the answer is
no. However, every sentence is in a context. Toatext, as we have
already discovered, is a history. Every sentersceembedded in the
ongoing history of God’s covenant dealings with pe&ople Israel, as that
can involve the various genres. That history haly one direction and
purpose, which centers in the sufferings and glafryChrist. So in that
sense, we must say Christ is in every sentencéeofOT. What we are
insisting on is that the OT must be read in thbtliof the NT.

6.0 Tutored Marked Assignment (TMA)
1. How is Christology treated in the four Gospels?
2. What is the position of Pauline Epistles on Chicxig?
3. What has the Old Testament said about Christ?
4. What is the relationship between the Old Testanwmmd New
Testament on Christology?
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Unit 2. PERSON AND WORK OF CHRIST: A PROBE OF MORH
AND CONTEMPORARY CHRISTOLOGIES

1.0 Introduction

2.0 Objectives

3.0 Main Content
3.0 Person and Work of Christ: A probe of Modern Clot@gies
3.1 The Background
3.2 Emmanuel Kant to Ritschl
3.3 New Liberalism
3.4 “Historical Jesus” School
3.5 Bultmann

4.0 Conclusion

5.0 Summary

6.0 Tutor-Marked Assignment

7.0 References for Further Reading

1.0Introduction

The relationship of God through Jesus Christ witimhnity is based on
faith, but not sight. So, the right thing for mato first and foremost
accept what the Bible had said about Jesus Chyistaibh. Then, the

benefits of what Jesus Christ had done will autcoally become his or

hers. It is rather wrong to first seek for benefitavhat Christ had done as
a condition to accept what Jesus had done for hitynan this section, we

shall explore the developing views of scholars freime Reformation

theology of Philip Melanchthon down to modern lddesm.

2.0 Objectives
By the end of this unit, you should be able to:

i. State the positions of Philip Melanchton, Emmankaht, New
Liberalism, Historical Jesus’ School and Bultmarm tbe Person
and work of Christ.

ii.  Refute the wrong teachings about the Person andt WfdChrist.

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. “To knGWrist is to know His
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benefits.” But, we can say, if Melanchton weresa@ltoday, or any time
since Kant (that is ouwoday), he would likely regret having spoken as he
did. Even in his own work there are indicationatthis second thoughts
about expressing it that way. These are the opgewaords of his,Loci
Communes- Theological Commonplaces: “To know Christaknhow His
benefits. Not, as is sometimes taught, to behislch&itures or the modes of
His incarnation.” For the believer, it is enoughkisow what Christ has
done for me, without the necessity to know ontatatfy what Christ had
done. Kant invited the epistemological bifurcatimetween the noumena
and phenomena with the intention to maintain thiéisdependence of
human being between ultimate unconditional and de@endent and
conditional. It has far-reaching consequences soltgy, especially in
Christology. Ritschl followed the Kantian reasodRitschl made the
distinctions between the rational judgment and ekestential judgment.
He is trying to make the virtue necessity. Kantmsking the value
judgment. It is not important the historicity dietdeath and resurrection of
Christ, what really matters is what | draw from werk and my experience
from his work. Since | experience the help and icbp Jesus, therefore
Jesus is the son of God. Because Jesus has tleeofdbod, therefore he is
the son of God, but not the other way around. cRlts view is called the
old historical liberal view.

It has become a favorite quote of the historicéleal tradition (committed
to the autonomy of human reason). But as gives jstout of context. It is
the opening words ofoci Communes It goes on “not as is sometimes
taught, to behold his natures or the modes ofrfuarnation.” There was a
tendency in late medieval theology to divorce tkespn from the work of
Christ and to engage in speculation as to the peo$dChrist, using the
Chalcedon formula as a framework. Melanchthon @thérs were against
a one-sided speculation of the ontology of Chighat he intended to say
is “it is enough to know what Christ has done fog @hristus pro mg
without having to understand the mystery of hisspar’ In making this
assertion, he was not intending to deny the realfitthe mystery. He was
not denying that there are legitimate ontologi@alaerns about the person
of Christ, legitimate metaphysical dimensions tt@ne into the picture in
Christology.

3.2 Emmanuel Kant to Ritschl

Kant comes into the picture (Late 18 C). His pdolphy resulted in
increasing opposition toward any kind of metaphgisithinking in
philosophy, which carried over into theologfhristology. Opposition to
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trying to make contact with, reach ultimate realifyat underlies human
experience. As you come from the medieval peribd,dominant model
was controlled by a dualism between grace and @atnd reason. This is
the synthesis endeavor. Aquinas (12 C.) synthéshkestotle with biblical
revelation. This created an unstable alliance betngrace and revelation
and likewise between revelation and reason. Remsgiven freedom but
governed by grace and revelation through the Chur€he Church tells
you what you may think.

In the Renaissance’s broader revival of interestiagsical culture, you get
an increasing emphasis on the autonomy of reasah aamlecreasing
emphasis on revelation. This is the “Enlightenrhéatdefinite misnomer--
though it does have the effect of releasing thediuoommunity from what
had become the superstition of the church). Tés®lute commitment to
the autonomy of reason replaced revelation. lugnd about a different
dualism, this time between freedom and nature e rathe enlightenment,
Kant comes along and operates with the distinctibthe noumena and
phenomena. This is an effort to circumscribe th®@amy of reason. To
confine it to the phenomenal realm. Reason inutsraomy, its competence
is left to the phenomenal realm. The realm of feebhoumena has no
place for reason. Distinction can be seen as betwakie/significance and
fact or between religion/faith and science or betwetruth/ultimate
meaning and history. When it comes to issuesadif td historicity human
reason must have the final word. In that realmmé&o reason is
autonomous. There is no room for revelation. Reian in this realm will
always be redundant upon reason and subject tdittetes of reason. So
rational discourse is limited to the phenomenaeeBom/will comes to
expression in the noumena. | can make statembotg &od in this realm,
but can make no rational claim. Presumably makowmn for faith, this
faith that it allows cannot make any claim abougthimg that happens in
history.

This has far reaching consequences for TheoloQirristology. We can
simply sample here some developments. A. Ritscl@2211889), for

example (and Schleiermacher before him), becomes Sgstematic
Theologian of liberalism. Following Kant’s critiga of pure and practical
reason, Ritschl makes a fundamental distinction, ain controlling

disjunction between existence judgments and valdgments. Regarding
Christology, existence judgments would have to dd about his person,
e.g., preexistence, natures, miracles, deity, restion, etc. But theology
is incapable of making existence judgments aboutisChhat will be

meaningful, theologically sustainable. He mairgaiarther that theology
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has little interest really in making such existena#ggments. What counts,
he would say, what is important religiously is ttadue judgments.

In other words, what is important is the value armghificance that Jesus’
life and activity have for me (also corporate), thignificance for the
church as a community. Anything that | would shg@ Jesus, particularly
his person (that would be valid) must be drawn fiaanclusions about his
work as | experience that work. So, because |epee Christ’'s example
and help as ultimately important in my life, thenef he is the son of God.
Because | experience his help as divine help (al@Emsignificance),
therefore, Jesus is the Son of God. Because@naJesus has the value
of God, therefore Jesus is the Son of God. SosJesu be no more than
his genetic being allows. He cannot be more thavaa. But, he wishes to
maintain that he has the value of God. That isimmigact, in terms of
noumena considerations. But we can never put itother way around:
Because his is the Son of God, he does the wo@odfand helps me. We
can go the one way, but not the other.

3.3. New Liberalism

Ritschl is an example of the “Old Liberal” view désus (also Harnack).
But now, as we take stock of the unfolding develepta toward the
present within the Higher Criticism tradition, tkers undeniably a
“persistence of liberalism” (Stonehouse). So tagkabout “old liberalism”
is misleading. This is why Machen’s bodRhristianity and Liberalism
though old is still relevant. With all the twistsnda turns in
philosophy/theology, the basic image of Jesus nesnassentially the same.
A polarizing of the ontological and the functiomarsists. Not quite the
Kantian dualism, but cutting across it. On the dmend, there is
characterized (to dismiss it) as Greek or Hellenistinking. That thinking
which has controlled the thought of the ancientrchuthe ancient claims
that are made about Christ, as we see that reaclinigssional status in
the Chalcedon formula--its interest is in the bewfgthings. But the
modern emphasis is with function, with the effecf things.
Characteristically we don’t ask what somethingoist, what it does, how it
works. So, transposed to Christology, the dominamiphasis is not
who/what Jesus is, but what Jesus does or effedthis polarity is
buttressed by appealing to the covenant. Whatdkemiably present in the
biblical teaching on the covenant is a bilateralatational element between
God and man, as a fundamental characteristic. tHs®,biblical motif is
picked up on in contemporary theology, and a dicimytis set up between
relational/functional and ontological.
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3.4 “Historical Jesus” School

More particularly, the Christological consequenoéshis approach. The
recent debate (since 1970) is whether in Chrisiolmgr approach should
be ‘from above” or “from below”. The issue herenbether in Christology
we ought to begin beyond history (with the divipeeexistent and now
exalted Christ)--from above. Or should we begirthwihe “historical
Jesus” (subject to the control of autonomous hisibrmethod)--from
below? That is, should we begin with John 1 (pisterce), or with Mark
1 (no birth narratives, nothing about preexistewdéne origin, etc)? This
way of putting things poses us with a false dilemrifde must look at this
whole question in terms of what the Scriptures heaoout revelation, and
particularly with what the Scriptures teach abdet telationship to history.
God'’s self-revelation is not above history, itmshistory. Van Til puts it,
“We may say that revelation is historical. But wayralso say that history
is revelational.” The history of redemption is e@ational. In that sense,
we must affirm that revelation is in history. Saouycan’t say “from above
or from below?” They are inseparable. John 1 lslladk 1, not either or.
To begin with the one is inevitably to be involwedh the other. When you
take the two and set them in opposition or pulhthepart in some way,
inevitably the decision is made that we must bdgam below in some
fashion, with the “historical Jesus” that is, witain be established about
him by autonomous historical method. The conclus®mevitable then,
that what we have at most is an implicit Christglogrhat carries with it
the further conclusion that explicit Christologgathrations of the deity of
Jesus, assertions that he is the Son of God, isoirsense infallible
revelation from God, but nothing more than theilfédl expression of the
earliest Christians, the questionable confessiofaitii of the NT writers,
and the early church’s creeds.

3.5 Bultmann

Rudolf Bultmann has what we could characterizeaasextreme
neo-Kantian orientation. This is a Christianizestsion of 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 bechaseelps me?” (echoes
Ritschl's question). What he is seeking to dooisltive a wedge between
Jesus’ person and between his work. Or, beingrfeor8ultmann, he wants
to absorb the person entirely into his work. Isignificance of Jesus that
accounts. That places us before an impossibleeh®he person and work
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of Christ may never be set in opposition, seenoasesow in tension. The
value of Christ’s work is just that it is his worhrist does what he does,
and he is able to do what he does just becausehof lve is. We are
wishing to confirm over against so much contempormdiscussion, that
Christ’'s person and his work thoroughly permeate another. Being and
function so thoroughly interpenetrate each othat they cannot and may
not ever be separated. The NT knows of no neethtmse between an
ontological Christology and an functional Christpjo For example, this
was without being able to do the in depth exegdsis,to bring specific
Scripture in view. In his self withess, Jesus @m® his person and work
in a most intimate way. Linguistically striking arbe Christological
statements of John’s gospel (6:35, 47; 10:11; 11166; 15:1). The
striking combination | am gives strong emphasith® subject. The point,
then, to be maintained then, is the unity of Clwigterson and work
without absorbing the person into the work. Withttsaid, closely related.

4.0Conclusion

Modern and contemporary Christologies of Philip dahton, Emmanuel

Kant, New Liberalism, Historical Jesus’ School &wtmann had different

views on the person and work of Jesus Christ. #dke views are attempts
to investigate which of these two is more importasit the person or the

work of Jesus Christ? However, it is important tdenthat both the person
and work of Jesus Christ are important and shoelddzepted.

5.0 Summary

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

This form of Christology lends itself to mysticisamd some of its roots go
back to emergence of Christ mysticism in the soe¢htury East, but in the
West it flourished between the 11th and 14th césduA recent theologian
Wolfhart Pannenberg contends that the resurrectedus] is the

“eschatological fulfillment of human destiny todivn nearness to God.”

6.0 Tutored Marked Assignment (TMA)

i. What is the position of Emmanuel Kant and Bultmann
the person and work of Christ?

ii. How would you correct the modern and contemporary
Christologies about the person and work of Christ?

7.0 References For Further Reading
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Unit 3 KARL BARTH'S CHRISTOLOGY

1.0Introduction
2.0 Objectives
3.0Main Content

3.1Barth’s View of Scripture
3.2The Fall and Its Consequences
3.3The Problem of Consistency
3.4The Unity of God

3.5Barth’s Concept of Christology

4.0Conclusion

5.0 Summary

6.0 Tutor-Marked Assignment
7.0References for Further Reading

1.0Introduction

Karl Barth is a significant figure in the %0century theological

development who has affected innumerable thinkdes.comes from the
Reformed background but his views cuts across wari€hristian

traditions. This explains why it is important tosrgihis Christological view

a special unit in this whole work. His views areMewer, problematic on a
number of grounds which shall be treated in submefgdetails. He seems
to be close to his Reformed tradition especiallylvidabut diverges

significantly from it. He stood against rationalisamd indeed believed
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himself as propounding a theology or Christologyatthwas contra
liberalism.

2.00Dbjectives
By the end of this unite, you should be able to:
i.  Distinguish Karl Barth’s position on New Testamediiristology
from the Reformed position.
ii. State the areas of similarities between Karl Baatid Reformed
view on New Testament Christology.

3.0Main Content: Karl Barth’s Christology

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 chpseple of God, though he
acknowledges the covenant with Noah as well. Thmthrust of the Old
Testament covenant is the “my people” (Jer. 7:88;4; 30:22; 31:33;
32:38; Ezekiel 36:28). What is of paramount impoct for Barth here is
the level of mutuality that is involved. “The cowati is in every respect the
arrangement of God, the mighty declaration of theeseign will of God in
history, by which He creates the relationship betwédlimself and the
human race in accordance with His redemptive p@rptse authoritative
ordinance (institution) which brings about the ordé things” (Barth,
1956:25). So in all this it is the disobediencdsphel as a covenant people
that is in view, not of Adam. He thinks Genesiderence to Adam should
be understood in terms of mankind rather than Adema person who
transgressed the command of God. He calls the Geaesount of Adam a
saga. But Grudem (1994) argues so well againstuthierstanding that if
Adam would be rendered man in this case it wouldmake a significant
sense because “there is no single well-known trassgpn of a covenant
by man to which it could refer. Moreover, it woutth little good to
compare the Israelites to what they already arat (81men) and say that
they ‘like man” broke the covenant. “Such a sentewould almost imply
that the Israelites were not men, but some othed kof creature”
(1994:516).

3.2The Fall and its Consequences

Barth seems to accept the Genesis account of bhasfa reality when he
says, “Finally, the story of the Fall and its capsences (Gen.3) is a
happening which, for all its fearfulness, like tlager resistance of Israel
and the divine judgments which came upon it in egagnce, does not take
place outside but within a special relationshighaf affirmation of man by
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God, of Gods faithfulness to man, which is seldewitly presupposed to be
unshakable” (Barth, 27). Yet he does not allude atwy historical
relationship between God and Adam which holds fes/\suspect, namely
that he does not indeed believe in its histori@sy Reformed Theology
begins its covenant theology. This holds Barth @geat suspect and is a
serious difference between Barth on one side amtko@ox Reformed and
biblical theology on the other. As one reads thiodarth’s work one
becomes more uncomfortable with his inconsistencié& incarnation is
due to the eternal covenant that God elected ntarbiefore the fall and it
is for that covenant that the incarnation primanigcurs. That covenant
was broken. The entrance of sin is “not a work @ Eteation and not a
disposition of His providencdt really comes about and is only as that
which God did not willand does not will and never wilk has its being
only in the fact that it is non-beinghat which from the point of view of
God is unintelligible and intolerable” (1bid).

Three things are of serious concern here. Firegstto do with the fact that
his denial of sin being part of God’s creation cadicts what he later
writes “There never was a golden age. There isamat in looking back to
one. Thefirst man wasimmediatelya sinner” (lbid). If the first man was
immediately a sinneone wonders how Barth truly absolves God of sin as
being part of his original creation. The secondbfgm the nature of the
emergence of sin — that ikat which God did not willFirst, it should be
noted that Barth associates the origin of sin prilpnavith God, not with
man. It is the negation of God that brings abont $ihat implies that if
God had not willed that which he did not will thes@uld not have been
sin. Third, by alluding to iteon-beingBarth actually denies the essence or
reality of sin though he admits elsewhere, “It iseaand active in all its
fearfulness only on the left hand of God.” One arirelp but see so much
of contradiction in the thought of Barth. And whgarth refers to the sin of
man in any sense that he implies does that notseady imply a previous
sinless era?

Barth refers to the will of God which begins withet institution and
establishment of His covenant with man. The quasti@t stands at this
point is when and where does that will of God b@diimough Barth stated
clearly that the covenant begins with the nomatmsen race of Israel, one
wonders why God would left his will unknown to mamdk until after such
a long time, after the destruction that came up@mkimd in the time of
Noah. The destruction according to scripture is sumankind’s negation
of God’s will. But if his will was not made knowo tmankind and then he
suddenly unleashed judgment upon mankind, therhBattteology would
make the creator to be arbitrary in his will, nader gracious and loving as
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he is trying to teach about Godgain Barth’'s view does not show any
organic way God relates to his people. He had nalena covenant or
revealed his will to Adam and after some thoughtleeided to make one
or reveal his will to a people. Yet an organicallgrking God should be

concerned with mankind that has been created image to be given an

initial privilege to relate with his creator by way covenant or knowing

his will before anything else.

The antithesis that had existed between God andb®eause of man’s sin
has been overcome by God himself becoming mamgj\acting, speaking,
suffering and triumphing over it. Barth severallgsarts the fact of
incarnation without qualification that God becamanmn order that man
would attain that mutual union with the divineidtGod without distinction
of persons that was incarnate in the person ofsJeé3arth’s Trinitarian
theology holds sway in his view of the incarnati@re. On the purpose of
atonement, he says, “The work of atonement in J&Shmsst is the
fulfillment of the communionof Himself with man and of man with
Himself which He willed and created at the vergtfir(lbid, 36). So Christ
came mainly because of the covenant relationship @od for which man
was created. That perfect harmony that God interateginally to exist
between him and his creation cannot be annullexpite of sin, and this is
resolved in the incarnation of Christ. Barth thirtkat the incarnation was
necessary because it is in the nature of God teatvbuld enter into
relationship with man whether there was a fall @ n

3.3Barth’s Problem of Consistency

There is a problem of consistency where Barth thithat the covenant
relationship starts with Israel, without makingualbn to the first created
man Adam which implies Gods neutrality in relatioipsto mankind prior
to this covenant institution while also saying thathat is revealed in the
work of atonement in Jesus Christ, as its presupposis that God does
not at first occupy a position okutrality in relationto man” (lbid, 37).

He also opens up the possibility of universal dadwaof mankind when he
says that by the accomplishment of God in Christt Becomes “the God
of all men of all times and places which is alswiical point of all faith in
God and in the knowledge of God and service of Gdaldl).

One of the major points of tension Barth has witlth@dox Reformed
theology is his unqualified reference to God’s inmedion. He questions the
authenticity of inter-trinitarian covenantal arrangent between the Father
and Son. In fact he questions the notion of distsubjects within the
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Godhead. He says, “The conception of this intentarian pact as a
contract between t he persons of the Father anddmeis also open to
criticism. Can we really think of the first and ead persons of the triune
Godhead as two divine subjects and therefore asemal subjects who can
have dealings and enter into obligations one witiotlaer? This is
mythology, for which there is no place in a rightderstanding of the
doctrine of the Trinity as the doctrine of the thraodes of being of the one
God, which is how it was understood and presentedhe Reformed
Orthodoxy itself. God is one God” (Ibid, 65). Theoblem that Barth is
claiming to escape here is the charge of mythokigyuld there be said
there are two divine persons who covenanted for rd@emption of
mankind. His solution is one God in modal chang@se wonders how
Barth escapes that difficulty. If the Reformed @ubxy’ s position is said
to be mythological what would not the view that Gmetame man is not
mythological? In both cases this is beyond humaagimation. Barth is
only trying to assert his imagination, not the mygtof Scripture. Again he
says, “When the covenant of grace was based ootébptween two divine
persons, a wider dualism was introduced into thelléad - again in
defiance of the Gospel as the revelation of thédraby the Son and of the
Son by the Father, which took place in Jesus Chfisé result was an
uncertainty which necessarily relativized the uritoanal validity of the
covenant of grace, making it doubtful whether ie tievelation of this
covenant we really had to do with the one will betone God.... The
guestion is necessarily and seriously raised ofilaolv God the Father
which originally and basically is different frometwill of God the Son”
(Ibid).

Barth’s charge of dualism and two different andhags conflicting wills
here also takes more of speculative face thanchiblvitness and exegesis.
If the Son reveals the Father and the Father the tBen it shows the
irrationality of opposing the distinction of two iskng persons in the one
Godhead. Such revelation without the actual distexgstence of the one
being revealed is so irrational and it makes nossef Jesus dialogue with
the Father if indeed he himself was the Father tunoed to be the Son in
the person of Jesus Christ. Otherwise how couldsJesy out Why have
you forsaken me? Or why would he in his prayer ttask the Father that
he had glorified him and he should also do his @art of glorifying him
[the Son]? The Jews of Jesus time recognized hiselipowers but
separated him from the Father even as he did gdiesaas the Father. The
point of dualism and separate wills does not atsedecause Jesus Christ
taught clearly the unity of his will and that ofketlrather when he says, “I
have come down from heaven not to do my will butidothe will of him
who sent me. And this is the will of him who serg that | shall lose none
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of all that he has given me, but raise them upeatdst day. For my Fathers
will is that everyone who looks to the Son and deds in him shall have
eternal life, and | will raise him up at the lastydJohn 6: 38-40; cf. 7: 16,
17). That is why he cried out, “Not my will but yowill” (Matt. 26: 39, 42;
Mk. 14: 36; Lk. 22:42). So a distinction of will isot a separation or
difference of will such as would be dualism. Thetymf the life of the
Triune God is a lovely mystery that has been betipeelato us by the Son,
and it is not for human glory but Gods adorablayglo

3.4The Unity of God in Barth’s Theology

Barth makes the unity of God originally dependepbrnu the creation of
man. God does not “rest content with Himself natniets Himself to the
wealth of His perfections and His own inner life FBather, Son and Holy
Spirit but there is already present, and presuraad,assumed into unity
with His own existence as God, the existence ofnth@ whom He intends
and loves from the very first ... in whom He wilts bind Himself with all
other men and all other man with Himself” (lbid,)6@&ventually, the
horizon of man determines who God really is thougk being is
independent of anything elé&Vhy is it not the reverse where the unity of
man is patterned after God’s unity? Why is it tee @ God in the human
horizon that counts for his existence?

The major areas of departure between Barth andrRefib Orthodoxy are
creation, salvation (election), sin, covenant,are and Trinity. The areas
of agreement are God'’s revelation in Christ asathlg norm in theology.
God’s grace is sovereign and free; it has objelstimecomplished salvation
and it is universal in character. The Apostles’ €ira@s also a point of
agreement. Barth holds that:

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

2. Christ is the electing God who also is the eleategin. God is
identical with his saving act. Bullinger, like Caly holds Christ as
the organ through whom God’s electing will is attad for the elect

% See Van Tibk analysis irChristianity and BarthianisniPhillipsburg: P&R,
1962), 38, 39.
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who were foreordained before the foundations ofviloeld. Luther
speaks of election apart from Christ. Athanasiuso dtolds that
Christ is the basis of election.

. Calvin and Barth speak of the mystery of man’s tedacbut differ
on thenature of that mystery (Van Til, 1962: 61). Barth charges
Calvin of destroying the comfort of election anéeg by lurking in
the idea of an arbitrary electing God that is bey@hrist. Barth
says election is universal. Everyone is elected amg Christ is
rejected. The question however for Barth is, “Iegwone is elected,
from among whom are they?” Election necessarilysypposes
rejection, and this election was before Christ wasrnate even as
Barth says. Jesus is identical with man’'s salvateod man’s
salvation is identical with Jesus Christ.

. Barth takes Calvin’s view of God and man to be dife. That
Calvin places God apart from Christ and also martdpom Christ.
That he could not provide for the proper hiddennes<sod in
Christ. Calvin also fails to provide a Christolagficontext for the
idea of scripture. That Calvin could not see that'G final word to
man is grace. He places Calvin in the same positiah he places
Romanism alleging their non recognition of Christ@eschichte
But it seems as if Barth thinks that prior to Ctisicoming there
was no God; there was no revelation until the on€hrist.

. Barth also rejects Orthodoxy’s views. He disputhent on the
guestion of revelation arguing that revelation & about the past
but present as it is in Christ. Not all of whatigture says can be
believed such as holding miracles to be revelabiahonly as signs
of revelation. On religion he disputes the facttth@e Christian
religion can be built on the words of scripture bualy on Christ.
Barth is against direct revelation, for revelatranst be both wholly
revealed and wholly hidden.

3.5Barth’s Concept of Christology

The current debate on the two natures of Christimoes to re-echo the
controversy that engulfed the early church. ThetlBan perspective
largely influences recent scholarship. The Chrigjmal view of Barth
develops from his Trinitarian dogma. One of the angjoints of departure
between Barth and Reformed Orthodox theology isThisitarian doctrine
especially his unqualified reference to God’s inedion. To him it is not
the Son as a distinct person within the Triune @@t became incarnate
but God taking modal forms of Father, Son and H&yrit. He questions
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the authenticity of inter-trinitarian covenantalraargement between the

Father and Son. On the notion of distinct subjaathin the Godhead he

says,
The conception of this inter-trinitarian pact asoatract between the
persons of the Father and the Son is also operiticistn. Can we
really think of the first and second persons ofttinene Godhead as
two divine subjects and therefore as two legalesttbjwho can have
dealings and enter into obligations one with an@h&his is
mythology, for which there is no place in a rigimderstanding of
the doctrine of the Trinity as the doctrine of theee modes of being
of the one God, which is how it was understood pmegented in the
Reformed Orthodoxy itself. God is one God (Bar#), 6

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

should there be said there are two divine persdms @ovenanted for the
redemption of mankind. His solution is one God iodal forms. One

wonders how Barth escapes the charge of mythologyis case. If the

Reformed Orthodoxy’s position is said to be mytlgidal why would the

view that God became man not be mythological? Bages are by human
rationality mysterious and cannot be so easily awnodated to human
imagination. So Barth concludes that when the Smraime man it was the
entire Godhead that became man.

Barth uses the traditional concepts of Reformedltry but with a
different meaning. For instance, he speaks of Class“very God” and
“very man” or “God-man,” but this has nothing to ddth affirming both
the divinity and humanity of Christ simultaneousiynie humanity of Christ
is the only fact about Christ. By giving his Somoithe world, says Barth,
God “sets at stake His own existence as God.... Welhis act God loved
the world so much, so profoundly, that it did ictf@onsist in the venture
of His own self-offering, in harzarding of His oweristence as God” (Ibid).
Clearly in Barth’s idea God was no longer God whenbecame man by
setting aside his divinity as God. God took a ridkself-humiliation by
becoming man. Barth still calls Christ God, notdese of recognition of
ongoing divinity in his humanity but with respeotwhat he was before the
incarnation. In his humanity there is no other Geatlich means no other
person of the Trinity apart from Christ, for thabwld be an abstract
mythological thinking. Christ is God only insofas ke is connected to his
work of reconciliation.

Following this trend is Moltmann (1993). Though Mvoann thinks he is
away from Barth his thinking is quite similar to fBato some extent. To

85



him the incarnation of the Son is the humanityh# éntire Godhead. It is
the kenosis of God. He say§he divine kenosis which begins with the
creation of the world reaches its perfected and pteted form in the
incarnation of the Son” (1993:118). Moltmann seesl'G act of creation as
an act of self emptying — that is to say givinghip Godness in his act of
creation. The futility in this thinking is not tor-fetched. The question
immediately is: At what point did God empty him&elivas it just
immediately before he began the creation or dutiegprocess or after the
creation? By what powers did he create then? Krewnting the world God
gave up his divinity then Moltmann is denying tkdd as he is in himself
did not actually create the world. It was a humamé or human power
that created the world. This thinking yields idojat

It is plain that in the creation act, the Fathesn &nd Holy Spirit were all
involved. It may be rightly stated that God is kmowy his creative
activity. It is only God that creates. But creatidoes not define God; it
only evidences its Creator. The Holy Spirit wasalved in the creation
with the Father and the Son. Calvin develops thist falluding to his
distinct creative activity as divine functions suad creation, preservation,
sustenance, causing growth, quickening, breathiegflom his energy,
“author of regeneration,” *“future immortality,” ourjustification,
sanctification, “beginning or source and author’atifgifts, aside from the
roles of the Father and the Son. See also furteeeldpment of the active
participation of the Holy Spirit in primal creatioras the life giving
principle and the moral and spiritual life in theonks of John Owen.
Writing in the context of the Socinian attacks leva&lops the relationship
between the Holy Spirit and Christ in his work ddlvation. Sinclair
Ferguson follows Owen in the affirmation of the 183 involvement in the
primal creation, life giving and connecting to thierk of Christ by a strong
appeal to various scriptures but more especiayRthuline theology of the
Spirit of Christ drawn from 1Cor. 15. Meredith Kéirhas also made an
extensive case for person of the Holy Spirit. Bytug of his creative
activity the Glory-Spirit sets the archetypal desgf the entire creation and
manifests the whole divine being. Scripture’s refee to the act of
creation presents the three persons as God divateas human. Again he
says, “There i:n0 Godother than the incarnate, human God who is one
with men and women” (119). This sounds so cunnimd@loltmann making
a good case for the oneness of God or is he makirdgenial of the
distinction between the incarnate Son and the qibesons of the Godhead
who are not incarnate? The latter seems most obviad “Goddoes not
encounter men and women ‘as God’; he encountenrs thdhuman form, in
the incarnate and crucified Son,” and “God is nemhmore divine than
when he becomes man” (lbid). By making an exceptiomle here,
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Moltmann’s view has repercussions for the Old Trestat revelation where
God’s encounter with humanity was God God was not incarnate in the
Old Testament. In the consummated eschaton God emitlounter his
covenant and redeemed people as God.

It is also a contradiction in terms that God becemiigine only when he is
human. Humanity does not produce divinity. Theytare different entities

with distinctive functions. They can only come ttg® in a covenantal
way. Again though Moltmann might not wish to dehg existence of the
Triune God his statement implies exactly tiit if there is no other God
other than the incarnate God and yet we hold thet the Son that was
incarnate then Moltmann is denying the realitylo# Father and the Holy
Spirit who are not incarnate. He is actually disgniating between the Son
on one hand and the Father and Holy Spirit on thero

To him “the incarnation of the Son is more than ehera means to an
end.... Even if we make the ‘emergence of humantsrstarting point, so
as to grasp the necessity of divine reconciliataorg in order to expect the
coming of the divine Reconciler, we must go beytremeasure of human
need if we are to understand grace as God’s gi@teltmann, 115). The
death and resurrection of Christ was for our jicsttfon unto newness of
life — that is the attainment of perfection. “lfleaws from this that the Son
of God did not become man simply because of the@smen and women,
but rather for the sake of perfecting creation.‘tBe Son of God would
have become man even if the human race had remaiithdut sin’ ”
(Moltmann, 116). The ‘“incarnation of the Son fidfithis design of
creation” and therefore precedes it (Moltmann, 11KF)oltmann ‘s
argument is quite sound but it potentially and wunfieately undermines the
seriousness of sin. He also loses sight of thetfettscripture refers to the
redemptive work of God in Christ as a definite p{éats 2:23; 4:28; Eph.
1:9-11). Grudem is right to assert contrary to Malhn that the covenant
of redemption which necessitated the incarnationas‘wsomething
voluntarily undertaken by God, not something thathlad to enter into by
virtue of his nature.”

Dabney’s (1871) explication of the concept of camnshows that it does
not always have rigid particulars in all cases.tTibahere are distinctive
features for each covenant in history. The Adandmiaistration did not
require a mediator as neither are the Angels bec#usir contexts of
sinlessness do not require a mediator. On the antthe Mosaic
administration required a mediator as per the ctmesin wherefore, God
gave stipulations and Moses acted and an arbitart@rcessor. Therefore,
the need of a mediator became a consequent abs@céssity. “But, man
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being fallen, the necessity of Christ's mediatigpears from all the moral
necessarily bound to requite it), His goodnessdeored in the wholesome
order of His kingdom), and His holiness (intringigaiepellent of sinners)”
(464/5). The necessity of a mediator proceeds fBwd’s “voluntary moral
perfections” (465).

4.0Conclusion

God’s covenantal relationship with man started widam, the first man

and continued through, Moses, Noah and Abraham. edew the first

covenants were broken by sin due to the inabilitynan to keep terms or
conditions of these covenants. So, God initiateatlar covenant through
Jesus Christ which is the final and climax of God/enant with man.
Therefore, the incarnation is not due to eternakeoant that God elected
man into before the fall as held by Barth. More the, first man was not
immediately a sinner as claimed by Barth becauseBihle said man was
made in the image and likeness of God and everytdond made was
perfect (Genesis 1:31). Man only became a sinnertdthis disobedience
to God’s commandment. On trinity, God is one andsei of God the

Father, God the Son and God the Holy Spirit whocamestantly in unity,

but has at different times perform different fuoos as distinct
personalities in their relationship with man and timiverse.

5.0Summary

Barth has ridiculed Scripture as the word of GotlisThas made his
Christology to be highly flawed and of less bindfiegce. But we maintain
that Scripture is the highest truth of God’s retiefa to man and it is
infallible with Jesus Christ as the centre of itntamt. So, God’'s

relationship with man in the last covenant is basadChrist's work of

redemption. God is divine, but became man in J&usst for the sake of
saving man from sin. Even at the time Jesus wdsiman body, he was
still divine and operated as both God and man. désgh and resurrection
of Christ was to atone for the sins of mankind prstification of the entire

universe unto new life.

6.0Tutored Marked Assignment

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

2. What are the similarities between Reformed view Bacth on New
Testament Christology?

3. What is the problem with Barth’s view of Scriptuas the source of
Christology?
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UNIT 4 RATIONALISM AND CHRISTOLOGY: BIBLICAL AND A
REFORMED COVENANTAL RESPONSE

1.0Introduction
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3.0Rationalism and Christology
3.1New Testament Christology as Functional Christology
3.2The Two Natures of Christ: Probing questions
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3.6 The Principle of Theanthropic Christology
3.7The Incarnation, not a loss of Divinity
3.8The Humanity of Christ and Soteriology

4.0Conclusion

5.0Summary

6.0 Tutor-Marked Assignment

7.0References for Further Study

1.0 Introduction

The two natures of Jesus Christ are very essemtiainaking New
Testament functional. This is because both the huaral divine natures
work together to aid Christ to gain salvation fa. 'he two natures
satisfied the demand of the law for our salvatiod also made Jesus Christ
to identify with us in our sinful situation witholiimself becoming sinful.
So, since the time of his death and resurrectiomfthe grave as many as
confessed their sins and accepted as saviour aed.sa

2.0 Objectives
By the end of this unit, you should be able to:
i.  Explain how New Testament Christology is functional
ii.  Explain the effect of Rationalism on Christology.
iii.  State the importance of the two natures of JesudstChew
Testament Christology.

3.0 Main Content

3.1 New Testament Christology as Functional Chiogtp
We need to appreciate that the Christology of thewNTestament
predominantly functional. That is where the wejdbtus lies, on function.
The focus is primarily on the work of Christ, on atfChrist has done, on
what Christ is doing. It has been necessary toutdg maintain the deity
of Christ for apologetic reasons. That preponderdmes sometimes been
eclipsed in protestant theology. Partly becauSe.we can talk about that
functional preponderance. But at the same timé&enunity of person and
work (that we have just insisted on), his persos paority. What is in
view with “priority” is, in terms of the spatial gpositions (above and
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below), our approach is not from the outside, momf his work in some
isolated way, but from the inside out. With higgm drawn/coming into
his work. Remember Mt 15:16, Jesus’ question t® disciples (at a
watershed pt in his ministry) not about what he Hase for them, not
about particular benefits they recognize themseludsave received from
him, but “whom do YOU say that | AM?” Further, /7, following Peter’s
response, Peter is called “blessed”, not becaus¢hefblessings and
benefits he can point to (though that is involvdult because of his insight
(faith that grasps) into the person of Christ. Tuwent here, is that only
when we understand who Christ is, only when we gieechis person, only
then can we truly understand his work, what he d@se. At the same
time, as we deal with his work, inevitably we wgthin greater and greater
insight into his person. Obvious, but it is thisvibusness that gets lost or
distorted particularly where the autonomy mattenes into play.

3.2The Two Natures of Christ: Probing Questions

The question of the doctrine of the two nature<Cafist is one of faith

more than reason because we cannot pretend thatemeot dealing with

the mystery of God’s revelation. As we ponder ottgis our rational

faculties quickly reckon with the logical questioot divine and human
incompatibility. Is it possible that God as Spicituld and would create
matter? Is it possible that God, as Spirit wouldeha relationship with the
creation? Is it possible that the divine and humawuld coexist

simultaneously in one person namely Christ? ThasGan answer to these
guestions moves from a yes to the how of the mriahip of the two

natures of Christ. While Chalcedon provides thadparadigms by which
this Christology may be understood and develoges the intention of this

paper to offer a fresh insight into the nature mmglications of the union of
the divine and human in Christ by way of covenaimti@rpretation.

3.3Early Historical Development

Augustine understood this divine and human natur&hrist thus: “Christ
is one Person of twofold substance... being God arah’m who
“conjoins both natures in oneness of Person; inis€hhere are two
substances but one Person.” In Augustine’s thougld, one person who
subsists in two natures rather than two naturesistitg 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 form of Gamaining invisible,
Christ took the visible form of a man” but “neithest nor diminished the
form of God.” The incarnation conceals the fornGafd but not diminished
it even as the human was taken into his divinitywihout diminishing it.
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Leo follows Augustine when he says “in uniting torh one Person each
retains its natural properties unimpaired... so thet as the form of God

does not do away with the form of a servant, sofdhe of a servant does
not diminish the form of God.” The emphasis thapliaced on balancing

the real divinity and humanity of Christ is extrdgnenportant so that the

purpose of redemption is fully accomplished. ésy clear in this thought

that there is a mutual relationship between thatreand the creature. Leo
recognizes the distinct principles by which eaclure operates: “Each
form accomplishes in concert with the other whaappropriate with the

other what is appropriate to it, the Word perforgnimhat belongs to the
Word, and the flesh carrying out what belongs toftlesh.”

In the 4" century the Christological problem of the divinedahuman
nature of Christ challenged the church once morngollkarius whose
intention was to do away with the seeming dualibat tvas introduced in
the constitution of Christ, rather taught a fusadrthe divine and human in
Christ. Kelly cites him as saying that the constitu of Christ was “a
compound unity in human formsingesij anqrwpoeidh; ),” thus
Christ having an “impassible divinity and passilflesh.” Apollinarius
holds the opinion o&dnhypostasi®f the humanity of Christ as it is clear in
his thought. “The body is not of itself a natureecause it is neither
vivifying in itself nor capable of being singledtduom that which vivifies
it. Nor is the Word, on the other hand, to be datished as a separate
nature apart from His incarnate state, since it imathe flesh, not apart
from the flesh, that the Lord dwelt on earth.” Heoaargues, “Christ’s flesh
is a proper object of worship” because “it cannetdeparated from the
adorable Word, to whom it belongs and in Whose ndivgualities it
consequently shares.” Furthermore, “the flesh efltbrd, while remaining
flesh even in the union (its nature being neithenged nor lost) shares in
the names and properties of the Word; and the Watdle remaining
Word and God, in the incarnation shares in the saanel properties of the
flesh.” It must be said that this is a striking imgbut it needs some
guidance from extremism. Apollinarius, however,tltsis control as he
opens up to the view of “exchange of attributestwaen the Word and
flesh and consequently “being fused in ‘one natutlels making Christ
“only ‘appeared as a man.” Overall his Christologgs docetic, denying
the true humanity of Christ as not having a humandnand lacking the
“essential conditions for redemption.” His intemtido safeguard against
separation of the two natures is appreciable bgnus up diminishing the
unity into uniformity.

On the other hand Gregory of Nazianzus teachesddee that the divine
and human in Christ commingle. The two natures gome unity and a
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twofold manner so that the Logos it is one perdooni two.” In clarifying
Nazianzus’ view Kelly adds, “So far from conceiviof this union as a
moral one, or as a union of ‘grace’ like that bedwé&sod and His prophets
and saints, Gregory states that the two naturese‘baen substantiallkdt
ousian conjoined and knit together.” Gregory of Nyssaadhes the
mingling of the two natures whereby the flesh wassve while the Word
was active. There is the union of humanity anddikee so that pertaining
to the human experiences, “The Godhead, being isitfas remained
unaffected, although through its concrete onene$ls the humanity it
indirectly participated in its limitations and wewsdsses.” In other words the
two natures shared in the attributes of each one.

But Nestorius holds the two natures apart becaaselthentically human
experience would have been impossible if the Lofdisnanity had been
fused with, or dominated by, His divinity. Henceethwo, divinity and
humanity, must have existed side by side, eachinmetp its peculiar
properties and operation unimpaired.” Yet he celyadoes not wish to
teach a separation of the two natures as he isn@ssuHis emphasis was
not on the union oprosopabut two natures whereby “just as the Word
assumed the form of a servant, manifesting Himsalf man, so the
humanity had the form of Godhead bestowed upoihd, result of the
exchange being the uniqpeosoponof Jesus Christ. Neither the Godhead
was changed into the human nature nor was the mantheified, but each
took the form of the other. Hence the incarnatedLisrindivisibly one in
prosopon while remaining twofold in nature.” His problenowever, is
whether “the idea that the unity was to be fountha&n‘commorprosopon
was really adequate. All that it in fact amounteavias the truism that Jesus
Christ, the historical Figure, was a single objafcpresentation, a concrete
psychological unity.” But more seriously was “witanstituted His person,
the metaphysical subject of His being, and thistdiass’ theory hardly
touched.” Eutychus teaches a monophysitic docwwin€hrist that he had
only one nature, the divine having swallowed uphbman into one nature.
What is most prevalent in the above views is a sagranhypostatic
concept of the human nature and the question ofeflagionship of the two
natures.

Having condemned Apollinarius, Nestorius and Eutyclfior their sinful
teachings the council of Chalcedon formulated wbkats,
In agreement, therefore, with the holy fathers, wai
unanimously teach that we should confess that owl lesus
Christ is.... One and the same Christ, Son, Lordy-onl
begotten, made known in two natures without cowfusi
without change, without division, without separaticthe
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difference of the natures being by no means rembeeduse
of the union, but the property of each nature bgireserved
and coalescing in onprosoponand onehupostasis— not
parted or divided intgrosopa but one and the same Son,
only-begotten, divine Word, the Lord Jesus Chras, the
prophets of old and Jesus Christ Himself have tauglabout
Him and the creed of our fathers has handed down.
The Catholics’ subsequent development of this duettended to stress
anhypostasisvhere the human nature is not hypostatic withoatdivine
nature. E. A. Weis thinks that the church’s deifomt of the hypostatic
union of the two natures was problematic givendtigculty that emerges
from “two things complete in themselves” becomirgmé being.” And so
“Reflecting on the definitions of the church thegilns see the opening to
an explanation that this human nature lacks a hupeasonality” (E. A.
Weis, “Incarnation,” New Catholic Encyclopeoliaznd ed. 7, [Detroit:
Thomson-Gale, 2003], 374. See also John Mur@ojllected Writings 2
[Edinburgh: Banner of Truth, 2001], 137). Yet it shioe argued that Christ
could not have taken a dead nature upon himsel&lpérsonality that had
complete human faculties as one in his own imagapable of response to
his divine nature. Though the human had its corepkeiculties as a
personality, the act of the union was not as if thenan had started
growing on its own while the Logos joined it latdt.was an instant,
simultaneous union of the divine and human by thenay of the Holy
Spirit.

It will be notice that what gave the church the gaigt trouble about
Christology is the question of how to make senseaummbn of the two

natures in relation to the one person. Chalcedas dot teachnhypostatic

human nature of Christ. While the church helpedetting paradigms for
future Christology, it could hardly be said it sedvthe problem of the two
natures, and subsequent theologians have beermy ttgirmake sense of
Chalcedon in their contemporary contexts.

3.4Developments in the Yoand 28' Centuries

The difficulty with understanding how the divineuwtd be human tended
towards more rationalistic nuances in the posgatdinment centuries than
it was in the early church to the Reformation. Aligh post Reformation
rationalism also harked on these issues, there nabee interesting
developments among prominent figures in the pogjlenment. Some of
these found it difficult to overcome the fact ti&&td could indeed become
human — something taken to be other than who h&/ésshall deliberately
narrow down to three important figures in this pdrinamely, Friedrich
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Schleiermacher and Karl Barth and Jurgen Moltmarimo wepresent
different traditions.

Schleiermacher (1768-1834) denies the reality ob wifferent natures
subsisting in one person. His own position is l&kdight from reason to
mysticism, so that the mystery of the two naturasdly makes sense by
rational analysis. According to Muller, Schleiermacs intention was to
preserve the divinity and humanity of Christ by wdyneither exalting the
‘dignity’ of the person beyond the import of thectiaity’ nor claiming an
activity beyond the capacity of the person.” Rathexr concern was the
“correlation and mutual interrelation between thaguage of person and
work in Christology.” Schleiermacher’s problem wittre usage of ‘nature’
in defining the person of Christ is that nature isort of limiting concept,
indicating the “finite” in contrast to the infinitéor which reason ‘nature’
and God (Christ) are incompatible. Also on the esafgyperson,’ it is more
limiting than nature, so that when a narrower cphdi&e ‘person’ contains
a broader one like ‘nature’ it lacks cogency in thmal analysis. So for
Schleiermacher the concept of nature or two natmes not actually count
since it cannot be applied to God.

The concept of the two natures, for him, leadshoproblem of two wills

of Christ as to where the two actually reside wheih the two natures or
in the person. Two wills no matter how they agreendt constitute a unity.
Muller ponders the concern of Schleiermacher, “Hoan a unified

individual be possessed at the same time of aratiperdivine reason that
knows all things simultaneously and of an operativgnan reason that
knows individual things in succession; and whatkaf unity can arise if

either the divine or human is equated to the otiwaether by the divine
knowing in a human fashion or the human in a divinde therefore offers
us an “archetypal man, the humahbild, whose relationship to God
assures the superiority of Christianity to all atheligions.” So it is the

“mediatorial function” of Jesus plus the extraoetyn“presence of divinity

in his consciousness” by his faith that made himovab human

shortcomings. Muller concludes on the remarkabititySchleiermacher’s
Christology, “Schleiermacher’s Christology, themargls as an attempt,
perhaps as the most important modern attempt, éocome the historical,
biblical, and metaphysical difficulties inherenttire language of traditional
orthodoxy — without losing the grounds achievedhygient orthodoxy.”

Schleiermacher’s desire is well appreciated butinkt his idea of divine
indwelling destroys the idea of divine becomings léwn appears much
more like an indwelling of the Holy Spirit in some® to a certain
remarkable measure due to the one’s measure bf it not actually God
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becoming human. It is on the basis of the divineob@ng of human that is
rooted in Scripture that presents the mystery efttho natures. Otherwise
this would not be a mystery. On the matter of twiiswt is also unclear

what Schleiermacher understands by “unity” or unwhich as pertains to
the two natures lacks cogency. The concept of thenuof the two natures
would be appreciated more if it is understood iver@mntal categories
which is absent in his thought on this. He app&ats®e asking a question of
uniformity than unity.

One still wonders if Schleiermacher really solves problem he is trying
to by merely doing away with the concept of twounes of Christ through
his concept of divine consciousness. Muller's comeht of
Schleiermacher is intriguing as it begs the quastite however, does not
point out exactly how Schleiermacher’'s method duoaslose the orthodox
grounds when Chalcedon does not reflect in theerlatt view.
Abandonment of the concept of nature in regardsdd as Schleiermacher
does, does not actually constitute overcoming tfieudlties thereto.

It may therefore be asked that by the exemplifisatiof divine
consciousness of Jesus which presupposes emuistibnot possible for
another human being to become what Jesus was g dbe same?
Schleiermacher’s view would lead to such a possibiThis would greatly
undermine the unique character of the incarnatmmthis would be far out
of tune with the reality of God becoming man. Itiear that in his thought
the divinity of Christ is defined on the basis a$ ltonsciousness, not so
much on the objective testimony of his ontic status

The second most important figure in this millenrgéahtext is Karl Barth
(1886-1968) whose perspective largely influenceeme scholarship more
than Schleiermacher. The Christological view of tBatevelops from his
Trinitarian dogma. To him it is not the Son as stidct person from the
Father and the Holy Spirit within the Triune Godttlhecame incarnate but
God taking modal forms of Father, Son and Holy i§pihe distinction he
maintains of the three persons is not of concradesiduality of one from
another but of existence at different stages. Hestipns the authenticity of
inter-trinitarian covenantal arrangement betweesn Father and Son. On
the notion of distinct subjects within the Godhéadsays,

The conception of this inter-trinitarian pact ascantract

between the persons of the Father and the Son is
also open to criticism. Can we really think bé tfirst
and second persons of the triune Godhead as

two divine subjects and therefore as two legalesxtbj
who can have dealings and enter into obligatioms with
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another? This is mythology, for which there & n

place in a right understanding  of  the

doctrine of the Trinity as the doctrine of the hrete

modes of being of the one God, which is how it was

understood and presented in the Reformed Orthodewif.

God is one God (Barth, 1956: 65).
Barth thinks he has a better option on the Trirdtarissue to avoid the
danger of tritheism and is claiming to escape tharge of mythology
should there be said there are two divine persdms eovenanted for the
redemption of mankind. His solution is one God iodal forms. One
wonders how Barth escapes the charge of mythologyis case. If the
Reformed Orthodoxy’s position is said to be mytigidal why would the
view that God became man not be mythological? Bages are by human
rationality mysterious and cannot be so easily menodated to human
imagination. So Barth concludes that when the Smraime man it was the
entire Godhead that became man.

Barth uses the traditional concepts of Reformedltdgy but with a
different meaning. For instance, he speaks of Class“very God” and
“very man” or “God-man,” but this has nothing to dath affirming both
the divinity and humanity of Christ simultaneousihe humanity of Christ
is the only fact about Christ. By giving his Somoithe world, says Barth,
God “sets at stake His own existence as God.... Welhis act God loved
the world so much, so profoundly, that it did ictf@onsist in the venture
of His own self-offering, in harzarding of His ovweristence as God.” In his
[Son] humanity there is no other God, which me&esd is no other person
of the Trinity apart from the revealed God, forttsould be an abstract
mythological thinking. Christ is God only insofas ke is connected to his
work of reconciliation.

For Barth, God himself becoming man, living, actisgeaking, suffering
and triumphing over it, has overcome the antithéhst had existed
between God and man because of man'’s sin. Bartrafvasserts the fact
of the incarnation that God became man in orddrrttem would attain that
mutual union with the divine. It is God without tirction of persons that
was incarnate in the person of Jesus. Barth’s faran theology holds
sway his view of the incarnation here. On the psepof atonement, he
says, “The work of atonement in Jesus Christ is ftiigllment of the

communiorof Himself with marand of man with Himself which He willed
and created at the very first.” So Christ came igalecause of the
covenant relationship with God for which man wasated. That perfect
harmony that God intended originally to exist bedwdim and his creation
cannot be annulled in spite of sin, and this i®lkex] in the incarnation of
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Christ. This implies that the incarnation was neaeg because it is in the
nature of God that he would enter into relationskigh man whether there
was a fall or not.

Yet McCormack thinks that Barth places the Ortho@xistology on an
“entirely new foundation” by grounding the VirginirBh in the logic of
“anhypostatic— enhypostaticconception.” Unlike Schleiermacher Barth
does not have a problem affirming the two naturelrist and their
relationship. The union between the Logos and thedn nature is a “unity
in differentiation” which is strictly a “dialecti¢ainion.” The humanity of
Christ though having soul and body has no persiynaliits own but only
in “its union with the Logos of GddBarth may have been coming from the
thought direction of Leontius of Byzantium thoughthwthe latter’s
exception that he does not hold the human natu@hatt to be completely
anhypostatosut as having ahysis enhypostatos a hypostasis of the
Logos. According to McCormack, Barth makes an ingoadr point
regarding the nature of the union of two naturelse Tivine nature of
Christ, which is shared by all members of the Gadheas not made flesh
but the person was. McCormack’s use of “all memlmdrthe Godhead”
makes Barth sound here as if the latter holds thaityf as subsisting in
distinct concrete persons. If that would be theedhgn there would arise a
contradiction in Barth’s thought as seen above. thet distinction that
Barth makes between nature and person is verylidiptause it presents a
better option to Schleiermacher’s dilemma on thagasof nature and
person. This union is mediated indirectly throulgh person.

Nevertheless, the human attributes were communidatéhe Logos — the
whole person, so that it is not proper to isoldte divine nature from
Christ's humanity especially his sufferings. “Thatich acts is clearly the
Person The nature can only act as the nature of theoRekdere however,
the one who acts can only be God, even though enhtiman nature.”
Though attributes of the human nature have ceitaplications for the
divine nature, the divine attributes cannot be camicated to the human
nature but to the Person — Christ. This view arméf Barth’s disputation
with the Lutherans who hold to the communicatioriha divine attributes
to the human nature which warrants the human nabudeification. This is
also Pannenberg’s Christolotical pitfall as he aggtor the deification of
humanity through the incarnation by assimilation God (Wolfhart
PannenbergJesus, God and MafPhiladelphia: The Westminster Press,
1978], 39-42). Pannenberg develops this thoughtn filoenaeus’ view
(Against Heresies7/2, 1120) that the incarnation warrants our ehar
God'’s perfection. But I think this is a misreadioiglrenaeus’ idea because
he does not teach deification of humanity througintipipation in the
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mystery of incarnation. And our share in divinefgetion is relative and
taken within the context of the *“already and nott”y#& should be
understood more in terms of our justification thas been credited to us
from Christ’'s account. This is the case by readai® Reformed 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 nger the divine and
human nature but with the distinction of individtialbetween the Father
and Son.
When the covenant of grace was based on a paceéetiwo
divine persons, a wider dualism was introduced itite
Godhead - again in defiance of the Gospel as thdaton of
the Father by the Son and of the Son by the Fatieich
took place in Jesus Christ. The result was an teogy,
which necessarily relativized the unconditionalidigy of the
covenant of grace, making it doubtful whether ire th
revelation of this covenant we really had to dohwvitie one,
will of the one God.... The question is necessaslyd
seriously raised of a will of God the Father wharginally
and basically is different from the will of God tBen.
His charge of dualism and two different and perhap#licting wills here
also takes more of speculative face than bibligalegs and exegesis. If the
Son reveals the Father and the Father the Sonttebaws the irrationality
of opposing the distinction of two existing persansthe one Godhead.
Such revelation without the actual distinct existerof the one being
revealed is so irrational and it makes nonsenskesifis’ dialogue with the
Father if indeed he himself was the Father whoedno be the Son in the
person of Jesus Christ. Certainly Jesus was not neither was he bad.
Otherwise how could Jesus cry out “Why have yosdken me?” Or why
would he in his prayer time task the Father thah&eé glorified him so he
too should do his own part of glorifying him [ther§ and even say,
“Father, into thy hands | commit my spirit"? Thewde of Jesus time
recognized his divine powers but separated him filmenFather even as he
did not say he was the Father. The point of duaésch separate wills does
not also arise because Jesus Christ taught cléalynity of his will and
that of the Father when he says, “I have come doem heaven not to do
my will but to do the will of him who sent me. Anbis is the will of him
who sent me that | shall lose none of all that e piven me, but raise
them up at the last day. For my Fathers will id #haeryone who looks to
the Son and believes in him shall have eternaldifiel | will raise him up at
the last day (John 6: 38-40; cf. 7: 16, 17). Tisaivhy he cried out, “Not
my will but your will” (Matt. 26: 39, 42; Mk. 14: & Lk. 22:42). So a
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distinction of will is not a separation or diffel@of will such as would be
a dualism. The unity of the life of the Triune Gisda lovely mystery that
has been bequeathed to us by the Son, and it ifondiuman glory but

God’s adorable glory. It is on this principle thiaé two wills of Christ by

virtue of his divine and human natures equally doe$ constitute a
contradiction but displays a wonderful unity of pose. We shall take up
this matter later.

Moltmann seems to follow Barth he though thinksde@arts from Barth.
The principle of Moltmann’s thought on the incaraatof Christ is the
concept okenosis Like Barth, he maintains that the incarnatioriraf Son
is the humanity of the entire Godhead. It is Kemosisof God. He says,
“The divine kenosis which begins with the creatidrihe world reaches its
perfected and completed form in the incarnatiorthef Son.” Moltmann
sees God’s act of creation as an act of self emgtyithat is to say, giving
up his Godness in his act of creation. But thisnslear what he means by
that, whether it is in the sense Paul uses in pthéns 2 or another sense.
The futility in this thinking is not too far fetcdeThe question immediately
is: At what point did God empty himself? Was ittjummediately before he
began the creation or during the process or dfeecteation? If prior to the
creative activity by what powers did he create thérpby creating the world
God gave up his divinity as some understand kenasen they refer to the
incarnation then Moltmann is denying that God asshea himself did not
actually create the world. If he created it was a®tGod but as a certain
being. It was a human being or human power thatedethe world. This
thinking 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 of dmatpresents the three
persons as God divine, not as human. Again he $ayere isno God
other than the incarnate, human God who is one wigim and women.”
This sounds so cunning. Is Moltmann making a gaaskdor the oneness
of God or is he making a denial of the distinctomiween the incarnate Son
and the other persons of the Godhead who are watniate? The latter
seems most obvious. And “Gatbes notencounter men and women ‘as
God’; he encounters them in human form, in the nma& and crucified
Son,” and “God is nowhere more divine than wherm&eomes man.” This
sounds Barthian yet elsewhere he believes in théndi individuality of
the three persons of the Trinity as opposed tohBamtd Rahner. By making
an exceptional rule here, Moltmann’s view has repssions for the Old
Testament revelation where God’s encounter withpeisple wasas God
not as man. God was not incarnate in the Old Testamin the
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consummated eschaton God will encounter his coteand redeemed
people as God.

It is also a contradiction in terms that God becemiiwine only when he is
human. Humanity does not produce divinity. Theytare different entities

with distinctive functions. They can only come ttg® in a covenantal
way. Again though Moltmann might not wish to dehg existence of the
Triune God his statement implies exactly thi@there is no God other than
the incarnate Logos and yet we hold that it is $lo& that was incarnate
then Moltmann is denying the concrete reality af Bather and the Holy
Spirit who are not incarnate. He is actually disiniating between the Son
on one hand and the Father and Holy Spirit on thero Overall what is

consciously lacking in the Christological views abon understanding the
unique theanthropic constitution of Christ is tight that the concept of
covenant brings to bear upon all divine and hunedationships.

3.5A Reformed Covenantal Christology

Closely following the formulation of Chalcedon wihge Belgic Confession

(1563) as the earliest of the Reformed confessibmsakes a distinction of

the two natures as it renders in part:
As then the divine nature hath always remained aated,
without beginning of days or end of life, fillingeAven and
earth, so also hath the human nature not lostasepties, but
remained a creature, having beginning of days,goaifinite
nature, and retaining all the properties of a tealy.... But
these two natures are so closely united in oneoperhat
they were not separated even by His death. Therdfoat
which He, when dying commended into the hands «f Hi
Father, was a real human spirit, departing frombéidy. But
in the meantime the divine nature always remaineited
with the human, even when He lay in the grave;
Godhead did not cease to be in Him, any more thathdi
when He was an infant, though it did not so cleanbnifest
itself for a while. Wherefore we confess that Heresy God
and very man: very God by His power to conquer ldeatd
very man that He might die for us according to flesh
(Beeke, 2002:66-68).

The Belgic Confession presents an interesting Imsig the relationship
between the divinity and the humanity of Christidtapparent that the
humanity finds meaning only when the divine acconiga it but that does
not mean the human is incomplete in itself withpees to its properties.
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The incompleteness must be understood only in énsesthat apart from
Christ all of humanity can be nothing. The humaual $bat was in Christ
explains the complete personality of the human reatbhough, not apart
from his divine nature. Once the incarnation totdce the divine remained
united to the body even in death, though the diditenot die with the
body. The divinity of Christ remains distinct irs ifproperties but also
holding union with the human in all situations. \ilkex the human was
anhypostatic or hypostatic is nhot so much the iggudhat it was complete
in the sense of the goal of the union only whentlenatures were united.

As we turn to Calvin we see that while using thef€éssional statements as
foundational he goes beyond them to the explanaifothe rationality of
the hypostatic union of the two natures of Chrsing the analogy of the
distinction of the two substances of man, body soul within one person.
“For the soul is not the body, and the body isthetsoul. Therefore, some
things are said exclusively of the soul that canarwise apply to the body;
and of the body, again, that in no way fit the safilthe whole man, that
cannot refer — except inappropriately — to eittwer ®r body separately.” It
is in this unique covenantal frame that Calvin Hert affirms the coming
together of the divine and the human in Christ.r*kee so affirm the
Godhead joined to and united to the manhood, theh @f them has its
whole property remaining, and yet of them both edeone Christ.” The
theanthropic constitution of Christ is covenantad &his fact is grounded in
the entire concept of the redemptive historicalez@mnt between God and
humanity. But the immediate derivation of this coaetal event in the
Person of Christ has its foundation in the covemdntdemption between
the Father and the Son. In this covenant, the Fatioald “prepare Him
[Christ] a body, fit up a tabernacle for Him, forchas was the body of
Adam by the immediate agency of God, uncontaminatedl without spot
or blemish.”

Defining what and how the union of the divine ahd human in Christ in
Reformed theology is consistently pregnant with es@antal nuances.
Hodge defines the relationship of these attrib@gshe “communion of
attributes” in which the man Christ is the partak&his covenantal
understanding of the theanthropic constitution dfri€@ proves more
helpful because it explains the purpose of theruwibthe attributes in the
Person of Christ. Van Til, agreeing with Scha#sdribes such relationship
closely in connection with his Trinitarian theologshere the union of the
two substances in Christ is “one common life” thia¢y “interpenetrate
each other, like the persons of the Trinity.” Thigtual interpenetration of
the divine and human natures in the person of €Chvég/ not be understood
as transfer of attributes to each other but asparsdly subsisting in one
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Person even as the Trinitarian persons each haofdsitique attributes
while remaining perichoretic in their union of omss. Berkhof makes a
covenantal statement on this fact: “The great tenhnciated is that the
eternal Son of Godook uponHimself our humanity....” This language
closely associates with Paul’'s language where ke Sod reconciles us
to himself” (2Cor. 5:18; Rom. 5:10; Col. 1:20) andh John where Christ
says when he is lifted up he would “draw all mehitoself’ (John 12:32).

By taking upon himself the human nature Christ gegait in a covenantal
way, because it is not originally part of him. Qthise, “The deity cannot
share in human weaknesses; neither can man patécip any of the
essential perfections of God.” The Creator-creatdiginction is only
bridged covenantally, more so, as it pertains tiemgption. So it is only by
way of covenant that he could have both the diand the human natures
in his Person. The fact that each nature is n&irlgdn its distinct qualities
nor is it abstractly construed but has concreteviddality or personal
subsistence in the Person of Christ points moeedovenantal communion.

This perspective also helps to throw more lightadrat would have been a
problem of divine and human contradiction and ngllimmutability into
guestion. Schleiermacher’s and followers’ allusiorthis contradiction as
seen above finds it solution in the concept of cbgenant. O’Collins is
right to argue that the ontological gap betweendivene and the human
“cannot be so great that we are faced with entitieproperties that are
mutually self-exclusive in a total way.” Extrapoteg further he says, “If
human beings are made in the image and likene&®of(Gen. 26-7), here
must be something divine about every human befngnt this is our case,
the divine Logos could assume a humanity, there treisomething human
about God.” It must be contended, however, thatlavli'Collins’ first
logic holds true his second logic does not holdesearily the case.
Therefore, “It would be a blatant contradictiont@mms to attribute to the
same subject at the same time and under the sapectamutually
incompatible properties. But that is not being dbeee. With respect to his
divinity Christ is omniscient, but with respecths humanity he is limited
in knowledge. Mutually exclusive characteristice &eing simultaneously
attributed to him but not within the same frameedérence.”

Here involves the work of the Holy Spirit in thiseanthropic constitution
whose prerogative is to create archetypally in €hai union of the two
natures that meets the terms of the redemptive namie What is often
forgotten by advocates of divine and human incorpdy is that this
great mystery of the incarnation is an “act of poaed grace” that cannot
be measured by human understanding nor can it lbe duplicated by
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human vocabulary. Unbelievers unfortunately intetrpine power of God in
the context of human weakness. It is by the poweah® Holy Spirit that
this great mystery is appreciated.

The covenantal structure of the divine and huma@hnist is well captured
in Barth’s words thus: “In Jesus Christ it is nogngly one man, but the
whole humanumof all men, which is posited and exalted as swchrtity
with God.” The totality of mankind as representedhie humanity of Christ
holding solidaric union with his divinity points @ covenantal structure.
This union would also have eternal consequences ttier covenant
relationship between God and his people in theecardf the consummated
eschaton.

The nature of the divine and the human in Chridulsdivinity and full
humanity. Yet it is the divine that takes the humantself. The human is
held in submission to the divine. It is impossilite think of equality
between the divine and the human in terms of ama the purpose and the
goal of the incarnation. The human alone cannottniee redemptive
requirements but the divine alone can. But becdabsehuman has to
perform its required role, the divine has to takéithat level by way of
union with it. But this is more properly explained covenantal union
between the divine and the human. In a covenamianuthe superior
partner dominates for the benefit of the inferi@rtper. This may not
however be pushed too far as to make the humasagneto or swallowed
in the divine.

Here in the Person of Christ, that which the humes created for was
perfectly achieved. Christ was acting in his hurhamn behalf of all
humanity in perfect obedience, and adoration ofRather. So what he was
doing was covenantally assuming both positions ofl @nd man. This is
the nature of the logic. He was first God by natanel then man, which
adding together earns him the description of theait Person. In the
covenant relationship humanity is always requir@dé¢ in submission to
God. Therefore, the human nature of Christ wasnfiggt submission to his
divine nature, even as one Person. The idea ofnemidas anchored upon
the good and gracious character of God.

Central to the covenant relationship between Gatl Agam was the law
requiring perfect obedience and consequently esldmatal life. But when
man contravened this law, God did not give up @réquirement of man’s
perfect righteousness unto that eschatological atetnal life. Such
requirement must be fulfiled anyhow. God met tregiuirement himself
through his Son in a unique way.
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3.6The Principle of Theanthropic Christology

The divine and human constitution of Christ is nmpiple a fulfillment of
that law of the covenant where his human natureiasefect compliance
and harmony with his divine nature. It is the foatoin upon which Christ
ably demonstrated in his life the perfect obedienrecpiired in this union on
behalf of man that man might be restored to thafirmal relationship with
his Creator. Witsius sustains this view thus: “Tegal covenant entered
into with the first man, is founded on thkery nature of Gaodat least with
respect to the commands of the covenant, and tkatdmings annexed to
them. So that it would be contradiction if theseqgapts ofthe law of
natureshould not be proposed to man, or if man, afterniblation of them
should be saved without satisfaction.” What Witsianslerscores here is the
close connection between the nature of God anddh&e of man who by
virtue of being in the image of God and having astered into covenant
with him necessarily requires his perfect obedietwenis Creator, and
wherefore man has failed he must satisfy divindigasin order for that
relationship to hold. It is upon that logic that r8lis divine nature
communes with the human nature, not abstractly dauicretely in his
Person so as to meet the divine judicial satisfaabn behalf of man.

Reasoning with Irenaeus, Calvin, says it is onldhsis of the theanthropic
constitution of Christ that we can truly know Goslthe Redeemer, “even
as the Father, himself infinite, becomes finite tihe Son, for he has
accommodated himself to our little measure lestromnds be overwhelmed
by the immensity of his glory.” Here lies the esserof the covenantal
constitution of Christ — that we may know more nmately God our
Redeemer. This is the value of redemptive revaiaticherefore, the
nearness of God to humanity is not just a nearné<sod in the Spirit
among humanity, but it is a nearness that Chri§ad slept with humanity
and woke up with it in his personal life. The Weistster Catechism sums
up this fact in answer to question 40 thus: “It wasuisite that the
Mediator, who was to reconcile God and man, shauliself be both God
and man, and this is one person, that the propetsaaf each nature might
be accepted of God for us, and relied on by ushasvorks of the whole
person.” So in principle God and humanity workednt@niously in the
Person of Christ to both subdue the power of sih alotain redemption
unto a perfect covenant relationship. Without tkeefgrt covenantal union
of the two natures of Christ there would not belytran unshakeable
covenant between God and humanity.
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There is a logical priority of the divine over theman by virtue of the fact
that it is the initiative of the divine to assunme fower nature of humanity
upon himself. This fact is true of Paul when he esakhe comparison
between the heavenly Adam and the earthly Adam (1C®:47f). The

second Adam who is also the heavenly man becanteduta the body of
the earthly man so that he might destroy the pavfedeath and obtain
resurrection and a glorious, imperishable, immdrtaly for his people.

According to the testimony of Scripture, “the Wonths God” gqeo.j
h=n o lo,goj and “the Word became fleshg” lo,goj sa.rx
evge,neto (John 1:1, 14). Also in Romans 1:3, 4, Paul shgsyas “the
seed of David according to the fleshpe,rmatoj Daui.d kata.

sa,rka and “Son of God by power according to the spifiholiness by
resurrection from the dead,ii ou/ geou/ evn duna,mei kata.

pneu/ma a giwsu,nhj evx avnasta,sewj nekrw/n . In the
two passages above there is a conscious juxtapositithe two natures of
Christ. In Romans the contrast markata makes that very clear. That he
died proves his humanity and that he was resudegatedicates his divine
nature.

3.7The Incarnation, not a loss of Divinity

The incarnation of the Son is not therefore a lddsis divine attributes to

humanity. While remaining incarnate he holds hitotmgical attributes as

the second person of the Trinity. Calvin makes a@fngs core statements of
faith: “Here is something marvelous: the Son of Giekcended from

heaven in such a way that, without leaving healenyilled to be borne in

the virgin’s womb, to go about the earth, and toghapon the cross; yet he
continuously filled the world even as he had daonenfthe beginning!”

The perfect harmony of the divine and the humanbates in the Person of
Christ underscores the archetypal submissivenestheofhuman to the
divine in a covenantal context. The human naturevee its worth on
account of the divine nature, for “the humanity @iirist in virtue of its
union with his divine nature is immeasurably e>alite dignity and worth,
and even power over all intelligent creatures.”@goint of note this does
not imply the divinity of the human nature of ClridHowever, the
Lutheran Orthodox theology holds to the deificatairthe body of Christ,
because the divine attribute of omnipresence teassfo it. This was
developed from Luther’s idea of the Eucharist iniclihChrist is literally
present in the elements. Though Scriptures havkespmore of Christ’s
humanity, they leave us in no doubt about his fdiVinity. The
preponderance of Scriptural references to his hitpnato emphasize his
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genuine connection with us so as to give us futlehand assurance of our
full access to God.

In a covenantal arrangement the superior partyrchéates the worth of the
inferior party. In the old covenants the inferi@arty was required to bear
the heavy burden of the stipulations without the aifi the superior. But
herein lies the uniqueness of this covenantal umibare Christ acting on
both sides — as God requiring obedience from hutyam the one hand
and being given it on the other by himself assuntioghan position and
fulfilling it perfectly. Yet more than fulfilling he divine requirements
Bromiley says, “Divinity assumed humanity in order give humanity a
share in divinity.” The human nature of Christ viaperfect submission to
the divine nature, which renders the impossibitifyJesus Christ to have
sinned. This does not, however, mean the passisefdbe human nature
but that all the human actions of Christ tendedatals conformity with his
divine nature because he could not have contratidee Godness. Grudem
thinks that Jesus’ ability to overcome sin was éarglependent upon the
determination of his human nature rather than tvenel The Lutheran
theology believes in the passiveness of the hunadure of Christ. “In the
incarnation the divine nature is the active, as hinenan nature is the
passive, factor; any change resulting from thevatit affect the human
nature, not the divine.Care must be taken in asserting this view so as not
to separate the complementary role of the divinéghteo human nature in
accomplishing their set goal, which is to overcosie through perfect
obedience to God in spite of temptations. This athe Westminster
Larger Catechism teaches: “It was requisite that Mediator should be
God, that he might sustain and keep the humane&tom sinking under
the infinite wrath of God, and the power of deagive worth and efficacy
to his sufferings, obedience, and intercession;tarshtisfy God’s justice,
procure his favour, purchase a peculiar peoplee dis Spirit to them,
conquer all their enemies, and bring them to esérlg salvation.” It is the
power of God that upholds the human life to recéivéuliness.

Therefore in Christ, “It is impossible that the g@n constituted in union
with the eternal and immutable Word, can sin; fos union is an absolute
shield to the lower nature, against error. In thed®an ‘dwells the
fullness of the Godhead bodily;” (Col. 2: 9) fahfs lower nature, upon its
union with the Word, was imbued with the full indloices of the Holy
Ghost.” Yet the two natures are inseparable antiowit conflict except
with the differences in respect of their peculiandtions pertaining to
them. The two natures acted in distinct mannerdulfilling but one

purpose of the incarnation which is redemption. sThg to obtain
redemption through the satisfactory propitiation®gd himself by virtue
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of its required infinite value and yet also by nmas the offender who is
rightly required to pay the penalty; hence the QGudn. It involves
reconciliation between God and man so that mategiaince 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 flesh anddylbe too had to share
in their humanity so that by his death he mighttrdgshim who holds the

power of death — that is, the devil.... For this o#ake had to be made like
his brothers in every way, in order that he mightdme merciful and

faithful high priest in service to God, and thatrhight make atonement for
the sins of the people” (Heb. 2:14, 17).

Here lies the principle of the union of the divimed human in Christ. The
human was there to die in faith to the Father wthke divine was there to
resurrect him (John 10: 17-18); the human was tbfteel up on the cross
while the divine was by that means to draw all neeghrist (John 12: 32);
the human was to sorrow or weep emotionally with lbereaved while the
divine was there to give life and comfort to thedLuke 7:11-15; 8: 49-
56; John 11: 34-44). This is what Calvin also hatibe true when he says
Christ “coupled human nature with divine that toreg for sin he might
submit the weakness of the one to death; andwhastling with death by
the power of the other nature, he might win victfmyus.” In the Person of
Christ humanity was performing its perfect dutiesai form of probation,
which the first Adam could not sustain. The divinature enabled the
human nature however necessary such as bearingrdtie of God, raising
Christ’'s dead body to life (John 2:19; 10:17-18pbHE16).

That Christ truly had two natures necessarily agichlly implies that he
also had two wills or consciousness. Both workethwespect to each
nature where it is plausible to talk both aboutigtty finite and infinite
knowledge (Mk. 13:32; Lk. 2:52; John 2:25; 16: 3&t:17). Grudem
defends this view against the charge of Nestomarilsat “it must simply
be affirmed that two wills and two centers of caogsnessio notrequire
that Jesus be two distinct persons.” It is in thght that a covenantal
interpretation of the two natures of Christ is mbhedpful. The two natures
could communicate their attributes to the Personnoa transfer them to
one another. If we take O’Collins’ definition ofggen to be correct then it
might be helpful to avoid the communication of itites from nature to
nature. He describes a persdhis rational and free individual, who is the
subject and centre of action and relationships amdo enjoys
incommunicable identity, inalienable dignity, amiolable rights.” This
agrees with Turretin who holds that the “communarabf attributes ... is
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an effect of the union by which the properties othbnatures became
commonto the persori The human nature of Christ could be adorable
because of its affinity with his divine nature butvould be erroneous to
talk about worshipping the human nature rather tharPerson whose two
natures may not be separated and worshipped is. fiait the whole Christ
as the God-man that is worshipped. Because theofPext Christ who
subsists in two natures bore the weight of sinomld be said that the
human nature communicated indirectly to the divivadure its burdens.
Though his divine nature did not die, it could €har the experience of
death and suffering in a certain way, since it riee@d united to the body of
Christ even in death. Calvin also arguing from @crie’s teaching (Acts
20:28; 1Cor. 1: 1; 1John 1: 1) alludes to the mlircommunication of
properties between the two natures: “Surely God dwet have blood, does
not suffer, cannot be touched with human handssBute Christ, who was
true God and also true man, was crucified and $tiedlood for us, the
things that he carried out in his human naturetiamesferred improperly,
although not without reason, to his divinity.” Byrtue of the complete
Person of Christ his divinity equally shared in Hsman nature’s
subjection to the law.

3.8The Humanity of Christ and Soteriology

The soteric importance of the humanity of Christsgyround for our union
with him. By his human nature divinity touches dowm humanity and
being divinity himself with the Father and the &pire makes the ultimate
connection between the Trinitarian God and uss la iunion that is both
organic and mystical, for it involves both our besliand our souls (1Cor.
6:15-17). It is on this basis that we also sharaismsufferings, death and
resurrection (Rom. 8:17; 2Cor. 1:5; Php. 3: 10;.AoR4). This also has
further implications for our bodily resurrectiondaglorification (Rom. 8:9-
11; Col. 3:3-4). We have a covenantal represematiahe life of Christ by
which fact the bodily resurrection of Jesus becomgdedge that we too
shall be raised with him in the newness of life dnhé eternal covenant.
Calvin (1960: 482) expounds this wonderful coveabhhk in the life of
Christ:
This is the wonderful exchange which, out of hiameaeless
benevolence, he has made with us; that, becomimy dbo
man with us, he has made us sons of God with Hiat; that
by his descent to earth, he has prepared an ascéetaven
for us; that, by taking on our morality, he hasfeored his
immortality upon us; that, accepting our weakndss,has
strengthened us by his power; that, receiving owegy unto
himself, he has transferred his wealth to us; ttekding the
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weight of our iniquity upon himself (which oppredsas), he
has clothed us with his righteousness.

It should be made clear that immortality conferoedus is not necessarily
divinity even as angels are not, and the trandf&twist’'s wealth to us as
Calvin says may be understood as righteousnesshafhwwe became
impoverished as a result of the fall. The Cathdtiage a similar version to
Calvin but its extremity is quite apparent. The hodit Catechism says,
“The Word became flesh to make ymaftakers of the divine nature~or
this is why the Word became man, and the Son of &méme the Son of
man: So that man, by entering into communion wite Word and thus
receiving divine sonship, might become a son of G the Son of God
became man so that we might become God. The oggttamn Son of God,
wanting to make us sharers in his divinity, assum@dnature, so that he,
made man, might make men gods.” This citation frime Catechism is
developed from 2 Pet. 1:4.

Barth comes close to Calvin here but also diffegeiBcantly when he says
“As in Him [Christ] God became like man, so tooHim man has become
like God... In Him humanity is exalted humanity, just as Gedd is
humiliated Godhead” (Barth, 1956: 4:1). There isbajuity in Barth’s
phrase, “man has become like God” because it haguatfication as to
whether it is in terms of ontic or moral statuseTdecoming of the Logos
assumes dorm whereas that cannot be the case with humanityusJes
admonishes us to ‘be like” or “be as” the Fatheh@aven, not Become
like.” And when he demands that likeness he specifis manner — that is
to be perfect (Matt. 5: 48). Barth’s view re-ech@sgan’s luring of Eve in
the garden when he told Eve that she and her hdskauld be “like God”
without qualification. Again Barth contradicts hieliswhen elsewhere he
says that while “God is capable of the human, thlation cannot be
reversed” (cited above). While Calvin emphasizes sharing in the
benefits of the incarnation by mystical union asrnselsewhere Barth takes
us to the very nature of God by comparison. Lofycapeaking God
became man but we did not become God or like Goddrptures say we
are his children by adoption (Rom. 8:14-1This divine connection with
human suffering must be seen only in the contexGotl's redemptive
work rather than in the ontological relationshigviEen the Father and the
Son so that our theology should not try to nullithe “divine
transcendence” or “the victory which Christ has voumer sin and death.”
Contrary to Moltmann’s theory, “The true locus ofide suffering is not to
be found either in the nature or in the persond®fTrinity, but in the work
which they have come to do in the world.”
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4.0 Conclusion

In conclusion, it is pertinent to be sober and dss& humility as we deal
with this matter. O’Collins’ observation is apt ber

The personal union of divinity and humanity ergdilby the
incarnation exceeds our conceptuality, and carb®tclarified in plain
descriptive language in sucha  way as to be pefjtintelligible. If we
cannot imagine and describe what it is  like td3w&l, we cannot imagine

what it would be like to be God and man. Nevedhg] for the
reasons given, the incarnation does not presesit &s clearly
incoherent.

It is only in Scripture as we hold it to be theetrand infallible word of God
that we can have our knowledge of God the Redeelnér.only by the
Holy Spirit that we may perceive the radiance aaduty of the God-man
and testify that this mystery is trustworthy andradble. As we mumble our
words to express this truth it is only the conagfigthe covenant that affords
us a better understanding of God’s special relahgnwith his people as
epitomized in the theanthropic constitution of Ghriln the Person of
Christ we find our representation and a share snlifé, which guarantees
our future hope in eternity where God’s dwellindlwe with us. Here we
have a message of hope to the world of the wonldepjportunity that we
have in God.

While the general concept of the incarnation fiAdisanasius and Barth in
one camp the details of the matter put them inpsbpposition. The reason
for the incarnation of the Word for Athanasius hadogical historical
connection. First, Athanasius would not hesitatsdyg incarnation of the
Son of God who is the second person of the Triwiyereas Barth would
prefer to say incarnation of God. Athanasius logges the Son involved
initially in the creation of the world. Mankind fahto sin and brought a
just condemnation upon the whole creation. Justitegoodness held God
in a dilemma but was resolved in the incarnation tlké Son and
reconciliation was obtained between God and manKiriek crux of the
matter for Athanasius is sin which brought abouytasation between God
and man which in other words is eternal death faankmd. The
reconciliation is needed to restore man to God. mae thrust of this new
arrangement of restoration is the matter of refestigp which hitherto had
been good but spoiled by mankind’s rebellion. Thestion is what is the
nature of this relationship?

Reformed theology speaks of God relationship wiinkind in terms of a

covenant. The Creator-creature distinction or gagoi huge that God could
only bridge it by way of voluntary self condescemswhich is described as
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a covenant. There is no other way that God coudteavith his people but
by covenant. Reformed theology views the history reddemption
covenantally.

In the context of the ancient near east practiogais a relationship that
involved certain stipulations usually given by tiseiperior partner.
Therefore, God gave Adam specific commands and iebeel was
required, not just for the future well-being of Addut also for making the
responsibility of entering a relationship with kigator binding upon him.

5.0 Summary

Both the humanity and divinity of Jesus Christ ianportant to his work as
our savior. The different opinions held about thes¢ures by different
authors like Athanasius, Barth and Calvin do noamy way change the
status of these natures. The bottom line is thatd @atered into a
covenantal relationship with man through Abrahaiarathe fall of Adam

and Eve. This covenant was not just with Israelfandsrael, but it was on
behalf of the entire humanity. The first covenaithwAbraham could not
fulfill God’s desire for humanity since it was budn human terms. So,
God initiated the second and last covenant thraégiis Christ who is both
human and divine to satisfy all requirements teesaan from sin.

6.0 Tutored Marked Assignment (TMA).
i. What is the problem with Rationalism’s Christology?
ii. Explain your understanding of the covenantal characof the two
natures of Christ.
iii. What is the importance of the two natures of Jegshsst to our
salvation?
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1.0Introduction

The Africanization of Christianity is to expresqyderstand and live the
religion in terms of African culture and perspeesy so that the religion
becomes their way of life not only expressed in@mairch, but their day-
to-day life. Therefore, in order to Africanised @Gianity it is important to
study how Christology will be Africanised withouting swallowed by
African Traditional Religion (ATR), since Christ@g is the heart of
Christianity.

2.00Dbjectives

By the end of this unit, you should be able to:
I.  Explain Christology in African context.
ii.  State the sources of African Christology.

3.0Main Content

3.1Contours of African Christology: The Problem of Ghwlogical
Concepts

African theologians have struggled with developm@hristology that they
wish to be distinctively African in contrast to whias been developed
from the Western perspective. The struggle for ti@gan with John Mbiti
who is considered to be the Father of modern Afri¢aeology. At one
time, he wrote about African concepts of Christgldout later tried to
recant his thoughts. Several other African thealogistill considered that
there needs to be some Christological perspectivatscontribute to the
early church formulations especially the Nicene a@tialcedonian
developments.

i. John Mbiti

Mbiti has established himself as a modern reputAbiean theologian. He
has written numerous works on theology and religespecially African
religion. His chief concern was to develop a didire African theology.
But such theology must be Christological in itslook. Any Christian
theology without Christology has lost its distivetness. Considering the
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New Testament Eschatology which rests upon thedation of the death
and resurrection of Christ, the African finds hite lenmeshed in the
promise of the new life. This worldview of the Nelestament that is
characterized by spirits and Time provides soméldeconnection with
African worldview. All of this is woven around thgerson and work of
Christ. The African worldview which has no cleaclestology is shaped
and defined by the Eschatology of the New Testamdlttristian
Eschatology is sharply different from African coptef the end of time
because in the former “all things are to be takpniruthe Resurrection
mode, in the very presence of God, partaking ofrrems and ... the divine
nature. Newness is the word in Christian Eschatglagd it is newness in
Christ” (Mbiti, 1971: 183). This means the resuti@t of Christ provides
the frame for formulating the Christian worldviewdafor interpreting all
facts in the world. It further means theologicastas for developing an
authentic African Christian theology should be thaghly grounded in the
person and work of Christ. The possibility of findi easy access to
Christological formulation in the African contextart be found in the
sacraments of Baptism and Eucharist. Since, tla@seconsidered as
Christian initiation into the life of the communitgf Christ, African
initiation rites present a bridge for developingekevant theology.

One of the important eschatological features inicaft worldview is life
after death. The New Testament Eschatology presantgell defined
Beatific perspective that is transformative to &facan view. By this fact,
the New Testament presents “the uniqueness of Hst@n hope of the
hereafter” so that the “Resurrection sums up atigh in Christ as both
Alpha and the Omega” (lbid, 185). As the churchwgan Africa, its
theology must be consistent and defined by its Sidingical dimension,
and this must be tested by the New Testament saufides Christology
meets the unique problems of Africans in terms uifesing for them in
their socio-economic and spiritual crises. Thuse“ttnal test for the
validity and usefulness of any theological conttitw is Jesus Christ.
Since His Incarnation, Christian Theology ought pemy to be
Christology, for Theology falls or stands on howiitderstands, translates
and interprets Jesus Christ, at a given Time, Pk human situation”
(Ibid, 190). What Mbiti underscores here is thati§tblogy is central to all
Christian theology. Such Christology must also dtam what the New
Testament prescribes. In other words, the New Te=th alone gives the
sources for the Christology that shapes eschatolbgy Mbiti, Christian
theology starts and ends with New Testament Choigyo

il. John Onaiyekan
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More recently, John Onaiyekan has given a good samrof African
contributions to Christology (1997: 355-368). Thleepoints out a number
of important things which | shall flesh them outrdeFirst, he argues that
every Christology begins with the question thati§€hhimself laid down
about himself in Matthew 16:13-20: “Who do peopéy ¢ am” or “But
you, who do you say | am?” This question defines ttontours of
Christology. It is finding the right answer to thlgsestion that governs the
direction of Christology. In other words, biblic@hristology should not be
evolved away from this basic question. Peter gavesponse that was
approved by Christ as being derived from divineernptetation. The
guestion and answer in this text are architectanicevaluating any
Christology as to whether it is sound or not.

Onaiyekan develops his thoughts along several .lik@st, Christ is the
center of all Christian Theology, and this includ&fican Theology.
Though he is right he also mistakenly tries to @mtinthe African
knowledge of the Supreme Being with Christologyt itl is true that
Christology is at the very heart of all Christidreslogy, it is particularly
true for African Christian theology. It is by novemgrally agreed by most
students of African traditional religions that qaeoples havalways had a
clear ide& of and firm belief in the Supreme Being. They havéaith in
God which is indigenous and cannot be attributedoteign influences,
whether Christian or Islamic.” This seems muchfemoto be true. Second,
he argues that what actually is the case with Afridheology is a
development of Christological trends rather thano&h Christology. And
the point is that these Christological trends aeetbped within the context
of the unique African situation, namely concerns fife issues” or
“concrete issues.” This makes African Christoloyitends to be much
closer to the thoughts of the early Fathers. Thind, diversity of African
cultural and socio-political issues such as behefspirits and divinities”
presents “a richness of trends” in this Christatagjienterprise. Those who
are oppressed see Christ as the Liberator. Fouhre is certain
connectivity between the African Christologicalnds and the universal
church, so that an idea of unique African Chrigjglan the original sense
that seems to be cut off from the global churchfession is undesirable
and unproductive. Fifth, Christology in African @tranity is to be both
professional and popular meeting the needs of ttedeania and the
ordinary people.

Concerning the sources of African Christology, @ekan posits that the
Bible, the theology of the older church and liviegperiences of Africans

5 Emphasis mine.
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form their Christological understanding. Africalaké the story of Christ in
the Bible at face value believing in the Immacul@tnception, the death,
resurrection and ascension of Christ to be redbticsl realities. In this
trend, concepts like Son of God, Lord, Saviour aRddeemer are
compatible with African thought patterns. The earurch Christological
formulations such as the Apostles’ Creed, Niceree@rand Chalcedon are
still reference points for African Christianity. W there is this continuity
with the worldwide church in all ages, African Glranity seeks to bring
the Biblical Christology to its practical life. Theactical application of the
person and work of Christ in African experiencedh#s been stressed in
African Christological trends.

Other scholars have tried to develop concepts oéstor Christology such
as Nyamiti (1984) and Bujo (1992) who advocate §thas proto Ancestor.
This Christological however, cannot be said to bejuely African as if
only Africans believe in ancestral linage. This Gtmlogical trend also
misses the foundational question that Christ lasgvid about himself to
which Peter rightly answered: that is the questibwho Christ is, and this
is a general question that cannot be made verpwairhough it is not out
of point to narrow the application of Christ to aogp of people’s
experience, care should be taken that the origiiblical message is
preserved. While Onaiyekan himself started welltloet note he does not
emphasize the answer that Peter gave which Chpigtoged. African
Christology should be sensitive to that answer Wwhigkes an objective
view of the person of Christ as the God-man befooasidering its
relevance to African experiences. Christology fiestognizes that Christ is
the Son of God who became incarnate (God-man), iwhos incarnation
serves the African need. The objective must bd ftessed, then the
subjective which is the applicability of the persaomd work of Christ to the
African situation. It is on this basis that Africabhristology would be
biblical and African. The idea of “Kinsman” whichn@iyekan takes as an
equivalent of “Pahad Yishag” in Genesis 31:31, &@Bfving the argument
of Albright and Geneva Bible translation is not emeing. With the
exception of Geneva Bible, no other versions tateslKinsman even other
foreign languages. Most translate “fear” rathemtikansman. As a matter
of fact, the Septuagint renddsbou  which is fear, and in the next verse,
54 hasavdelfou. or “brothers” in plural which refers to Jacob’s
kinsmen. The two verses do not support referen€otbas Kinsman.

Other concepts that refer to Jesus as “Masteritition” or Orishaare not
biblically oriented. If the Greeks referred to Giras the Ophelus other
than the biblicalChristosit is not necessarily granted that this is bildlica
Christology, and so we cannot take one extra-t@bli€hristological
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projection to be a norm for African Christology. ri&ological applications
should be distinct from the biblical given that Ghrs the Son of the living
God. If we do not take this as the standard, ttemaot escape the fact that
we are creating parallel Christological interprietas to Scripture.

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

Onaiyekan surprisingly goes on to deny the excitysif Christ when he
argues thus: “We can no longer hang on to an eixeu€hristology
developed by those who have not had our type dfestgee and opportunity
to experience living with people of other faiths36f). This begs the
question. This kind of Christological conclusionnages the very
foundational question that Onaiyekan highlighted #w central
Christological question. Furthermore, he compleighores Peter's answer
that stands as the guiding Christological develagmef all cultures. The
exclusivity of Christ and his redemptive work grémat salvation is found
in no one else and no other means except throwglpdhson and finished
work of Christ. This is the testimony of Scriptaed the Christology of the
early church fathers. Denial of this is simply @graf the exclusive claims
of Scripture, and it seems that Onaiyekan’s commfuss very much
inconsistent with his earlier attestation of thepglar African belief in
Christ. Exclusive Christology must not be sacrificen the altar of
religious dialogue. We should also be careful ithas not the subjective
application of Christology to our various experies@nd the relationality
to human concepts that define who Jesus is eslheiiia that he primarily
the Son of God ontologically, and only then canbggin to move towards
applying his accomplished work to our situationh@tvise, we can easily
fall into the theological pitfall of liberalism wtih denies the objective
ontological Christology.

lii. Kwame Bediako:
Bediako takes his African Christological study froAfua Kuma, an
African woman. Afua expresses her understandin@laist in imageries.
To her Christ is the “grinding stone,” “the Lion tbfe grasslands,” “the Big
Tree,” and “the Great Doctor.” The cross of Chissteen as a fishing net
where men are caught.
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Bediako shows how this woman links the African eigrece to Jesus. By
this approach he tries to show that Christianitpas a foreign or Western
religion but that it is rooted in the African exprce. Christ saturates the
entire African existence — air, home and marketoAlike other African
scholars, he brings in the concept of ancestor.estocs provide identity
and protection which Christ represents to Africa@hrist is the ancestor
which Bediako tries to approach it from the biblicgw.

Christ fulfills and transcends the function of Afin ancestors. Bediako
considers the book of Hebrews as most relevant ftcals where its
descriptions of the sacrificial death of Christpimcure redemption for his
people properly fits into the African perspectivedaexperience. Christ is
the Word of God translated into the human situaind who becomes the
African conqueror.

iv. Laurenti Magesa
Magesa (2004) tends to follow liberal scholarsmper Christology. She
has raised the question: “What is the reality amndppse of the life,
teaching, and death of Jesus Christ, the meaninthefChrist event?”
(105). The reply to this stands upon “split Chiistyy” whereby liberal
scholars differentiates between the Christ of faitld the historical Jesus.
She argued thus:
Critically reviewing the current research on the
Jesus of history, however, one must agree with
those scholars who argue that, despite the
important light that the Jesus-of-history studies
shed on the issue, it is not possible to have a
dispassionate, objective biography of the man
Jesus, his ‘authorized biography,” as it were.
This is because his personal characteristics as a
man cannot be definitively known from the
evidence at hand. Apart from only certain basic
indisputable facts supplied by history,
everything else is speculation (Magesa, 2004:
105).
This Christological direction is not helpful to Adan
Christianity, to say the least. Though critical @delnship may
present a disjointed Christ and Christology, thewNe
Testament does not intend to present it that whgrd is one
Lord Jesus Christ in Christian history. The Gospadse
given us enough that we can know, though may noarbe
entire biographical detail. Magesa’s position ameuto
incredibility of the Gospels’ accounts. Such a iparted
Christ cannot answer to the challenges of African
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Christianity. If we “cannot know much for certaibaut the
Jesus of history” but only can we “know a lot abthé 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 agvel
the life of Christ historically or chronologicallythey
make no attempt to provide a biography of Christe T
writers, using the same extant material, select and
arrange according to their individual emphasis and
interpretation that which presents the particutatrait
of Christ they desire to convey. The Gospels presen
the life of Christ thematically and thus are to be
viewed as complementary and supplementary rather
than contradictory (2002: 23)
Further, she defines the “Christ of faith” as tlritent of the canonical
writings of the New Testament.” The question is thie the “Christ of
faith” as it is called has no historical relevatice merely in books.
She queries Bediako’s view on the African conagmncestor and makes
a strong case for the connection between such ammivChristology. She
said:
Ancestors in Africa are the ‘principle’ or
‘source’ of personal, family and community
life. What happens to living humanity and the
universe in general flows through the ancestors
from God and back to God... Jesus is not
contradicted by this principle of ancestorship in
Christian theology, but rather is vividly
expressed in and by the category. As an
ancestor, the Christian vocation toward life in
God cannot be conceived apart from Jesus (lbid,
112).
So then Christ is the African “Proto-Ancestor orc&stor par excellence”
so that Christ has established a community of betse who live by the
rules of faith, hope and charity. But moreso, thare some functional
concepts that Christ befits such as “Chief, Maefdnitiation, or Healer.”
It must be stated however, that such concepts dhioeilemployed with
greater care only by way of application which distion should be made
between the original biblical person of Christ dinel application of who he
is to the African person. The tendency for configtthese distinctions is
much glaring in Magesa and other writers with shmperspective.

® 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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Christology is a very important topic in the stuofy Christian Theology
whether African or Western. This is because of tleatre position it
occupies in the salvation of mankind. So, it idiclfit to come up with a
different Christology that will be purely Africanedoid of the Biblical
Christology. This is because the basic source dbramation about
Christology is from the Bible. More so, it is ordype Jesus Christ that died
on the cross and resurrected from the grave to th&vevhole universe. So,
whether we talk about him in African or Western cgpt, we are still
talking about the same person and what he has fdonss. All we need to
know and to do is to accept Jesus Christ as Sawaindrallow him to help
us in our individual situations. By the way, he Wsous as individuals and
our various situations whether African or Westend &as the power to
meet our needs.

The basic source of information on the deity of 8@ is from the Bible.
The New Testament has enough proof on the deitheoSon which needs
no argument to anyone who accepts the Bible faflible Word of God.
The Synoptics, the Gospel of John and Pauline lepistll testify of the
deity of the Son of God. Jesus Christ as the Sansawgond person of the
trinity was both divine and human in order to sase

3.2Developing a Biblical Christology

The pressure of understanding God as three in @mae cwith the
appearance of the Son. There are types and foresivagl of Christ in
Scripture. There is concrete substance in the Nestament (in person of
the Son of God made flesh). There is evidence Her deity of the Son
throughout Scripture. Warfield (1950:220) arguethe very abundance
and persuasiveness of the deity of Christ greattyeiases the difficulty of
adequately stating it."

i. Johannine Testimony:
The entirety of John's Gospel is predicated onCiegy of Christ. (As it is
looked forward to in the OT and concluded in thevNeThis is outlined in
the Prologue to John (Ch 1). It sets up the egtwéiwvhat he wants to say.
This contains the foundation and the cardinal etemef the Gospel. Jn.
1:1: “In the beginning was the word, and the wor@swith God and the
word was God.” The Son was anticipated since thsy weginning of
Creation (in a sense). This Son is the one whoiw#ise beginning either
as creature or Creator but John is saying ther latglicitly (v 3, 4, 9). The
strongest affirmation you could get in Scripturee:aChrist's deity.
Nonetheless the Arians and Jehovah's Witnesseestedt (subordinate
deity). There are four Reasons (to reject theirtposand that of Jehovah’s
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Witnesses’ translation): (1) A technical reasorartéimrous nouns. Jn. 1:49:
“You are the king of Israel” qu. basileu.j ei= tou/

Visrah,| ). Hebrews 1:1-2: “Long ago, at many times and anynways,
God spoke to our fathers by the prophets, but @seghlast days he has
spoken to us by his Son...e\(pV evsca,tou tw/n h'merw/n

tou,twn evla,lhsen h'mi/n evn ui'w ) The author is saying
there has now comeahe Son. Anarthrous noun doesn't take away the
uniqueness of that noun. (2) A contextual reasoni:dl8 “No one has ever
seen God; the only God, who is at the Father's, sidehas made him
known” (Qeo.n ouvdei.j e'w,raken pw,pote\ monogenh.j

geo.j o wn eivj to.n ko,lpon tou/ patro.j

evkei/noj evxhgh,sato ). “And the Word became flesh and dwelt
among us” Kai. o lo,goj sa.rx evge,neto Kkai.
evskh,nwsen evn h'mi/n ). John uses language that is clear

fulfilment of OT (e.g., tabernacle climax in Jes@hrist (v 19)--
identification of Yahweh of the OT to the Jesustled NT). (Only other
alternative within John would be polytheism). (Qthiw does injustice to
the entirety of the Gospel). (3) An “evangelisti¢ason: (20:30-31): Now
Jesus did many other signs in the presence of ifugples, which are not
written in this book; but these are written so Y@t may believe that Jesus
is the Christ, the Son of God, and that by beligwou may have life in his
name.

The declaration of John in the Prologue is now esséd at the end of the
Gospel by Thomas as he sees the risen Christ (EhH20says that the
Logos is Kurios and the Logos is Theos. The Impmeaof "in his name"--
OT significance. (4) A theological reason: Thisbiased on thé/Egw,
eivmi principle (18:4-6). Then Jesus, knowing all thaiwd happen to
him, came forward and said to them, "Whom do yak3& They answered
him, "Jesus of Nazareth." Jesus said to them, "lhemi (vj ou=n
ei=pen auvtoi/j\ evgw, eivmi )Judas, who betrayed him, was
standing with them. When Jesus said to them, "lhagh they drew back
and fell to the ground. (What he says is clearBsphemous if not true:
claim of equality, Lordship attributes, the namaih"). To miss this in the
Gospel of John is to miss entirely the significantd¢he revelation of the
OT. John wants us to see that Jesus is YahwehJéimals language allows
for/makes distinction. The one who is with God he tone who is God.
Prologue interprets the rest of the Gospel--theytually exegete one
another. Deity of Christ is woven into every pade\d, into everything
the Gospel writers give us.

i. The Synoptics
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1. A mutual knowledge and intimacy with God

Matt 11:27: “All things have been handed over tolhgemy Father, and no
one knows the Son except the Father, and no onestiee Father except
the Son and anyone to whom the Son chooses tolrbued This is
probably the strongest possible statement, whicansi¢he knowledge of
God in Christ. He speaks of the exclusive mutualitknowledge that the
Father and the Son share with one another. Hespksaks of prior intimate
knowledge that each has of the other.

In John 1:1, Jesus Christ alone is face to fack ®id as God. Here is an
intimacy which is the exclusive prerogative of YHWRBhrist declaring
himself to be the fulfillment of this motif of Yaletn dwelling with his
people.

2. The prerogatives of Yahweh are attributed to
Jesus

Is 40:1-3: “Comfort, comfort my people, says yowdsTo Speak tenderly
to Jerusalem, and cry to her that her warfare dge@nthat her iniquity is
pardoned, that she has received from the LORD'd danble for all her
sins. A voice cries: ‘In the wilderness preparewsy of the LORD; make
straight in the desert a highway for our God.” Mdr1-3: “The beginning
of the gospel of Jesus Christ, the Son of God.tAs written in Isaiah the
prophet, ‘Behold, | send my messenger before yace,fwho will prepare
your way, the voice of one crying in the wilderneéBsepare the way of the
Lord, make his paths straight.” Jesus is idertifisgth the coming YHWH
of OT expectation. John the Baptist is saying thase that know their
(OT) Bibles should know Jesus as this One.

Mark 2:1-5: “And when he returned to Capernaumragteame days, it was
reported that he was at home. And many were gathegether, so that
there was no more room, not even at the door. Anavas preaching the
word to them. And they came, bringing to him a pdi@ carried by four

men. And when they could not get near him becadg@e crowd, they

removed the roof above him, and when they had madapening, they let
down the bed on which the paralytic lay. And whesu$ saw their faith, he
said to the paralytic, ‘My son, your sins are fogg.”” Here this underlies
the virtually explicit claim to deity, backed up laywork of power. This

backs up that which cannot be verified by that Wwhoan. The miracle
points to the greater reality. He is made alivde &b "move" spiritually.
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The deity of Christ expressed in the way the OWawen into the Gospel
narratives. Ps 107:28-30: “Then they cried ouh®ltORD in their trouble,
and he brought them out of their distress. Heestithe storm to a whisper;
the waves of the sea were hushed. They were glat wigrew calm, and
he guided them to their desired haven...” Mk 4:35-Dn that day, when
evening had come, he said to them, ‘Let us go admthe other side.” And
leaving the crowd, they took him with them in theah just as he was. And
other boats were with him. And a great windstormosar and the waves
were breaking into the boat, so that the boat Wwasdy filling. But he was
in the stern, asleep on the cushion. And they whuke and said to him,
‘Teacher, do you not care that we are perishingd Ae awoke and
rebuked the wind and said to the sea, ‘Peace! HE Aind the wind
ceased, and there was a great calm. He said to, thghy are you so
afraid? Have you still no faith?’ And they werddd with great fear and
said to one another, ‘Who then is this, that everdvand sea obey him?™
The answer to this given in Ps. 107: this is YHWA® alone can still the
chaos and storm that sin brings about in our ovamte&nd in our world.

3. Universal Lordship/Universal Presence

Matt. 28:18-20: “And Jesus came and said to théhauthority in heaven

and on earth has been given to me. Go thereforemahk@ disciples of all

nations, baptizing them in the name of the Fatheraf the Son and of the
Holy Spirit, teaching them to observe all that ¥&@aommanded you. And
behold, | am with you always, to the end of the.'age

Jesus is saying: "I share my name with the Fathdrtlae Holy Spirit--this

is one name--and in that name | will be with ydn.'OT, this is one of the
primary signs of God being with his people: "I vbk with you." Christ is

the climax of that promise. (Matthew traces the dixo motif in the

ministry of Moses in various ways.)

Deut. 31:7-8: “Then Moses summoned Joshua andtedidn in the sight
of all Israel, ‘Be strong and courageous, for yballsgo with this people
into the land that the LORD has sworn to their éashto give them, and
you shall put them in possession of it. It is tH@RD who goes before you.
He will be with you; he will not leave you or foksayou. Do not fear or be
dismayed.” What Moses promises, Jesus promised--YtWH will be
with them in himself. Warfield: "The alternativesnstantly stare us in the
face: either He is God or He is not sane. EitheridHH&od or He is not
good... He makes or mars the world." It is impartansee in the Gospels
that that is what his contemporaries recognizetti¢eia blasphemer, insane
or what he said he was).
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iii.  The Pauline Testimony:

Rom 9:5: “To them belong the patriarchs, and frbweirtrace, according to
the flesh, is the Christ who is God over all, béesforever. Amen.” Here is
an exegetical question: is Christ the subject afigar or is this a general
doxology? Paul's doxologies praise the immediatecadent. Paul's point
seems to be to attribute deity to Christ. Titusl21B: “For the grace of
God has appeared, bringing salvation for all pedpdéning us to renounce
ungodliness and worldly passions, and to live selftrolled, upright, and
godly lives in the present ageaiting for our blessed hope, the appearing
of the glory of our great God and Savior Jesus €itir(1) "Great God"
echos Isaiah 9:6: “For to us a child is born, toauson is given; and the
government shall be upon his shoulder, and his nahad be called2
Wonderful Counselor, Mighty God, Everlasting Fatherince of Peace.”
Also, 8:13-14: “But the LORD of hosts, him you dh@&gard as holy. Let
him be your fear, and let him be your dread. 14 Aedwill become a
sanctuary and a stone of offense and a rock ofldimgto both houses of
Israel, a trap and a snare to the inhabitantsroaéem.”

(2) No "two persons" eschatology: Philippians 3'Bdt our citizenship is
in heaven, and from it we await a Savior, the Ldebus Christ.” 1
Corinthians 1:7!so that you are not lacking in any spiritual gifts you
wait for the revealing of our Lord Jesus ChristTHessalonians 1:10 - 2:1:
“and to wait for his Son from heaven, whom he migem the dead, Jesus
who delivers us from the wrath to come.” Paul alsvgives expectation of
one person returning--the Son. Theologically, weusth not expect God
and Christ to come in distinction from one anothest’'s take three more
Pauline considerations:

1) Note the way in which Paul so consistently déssrJesus dg,rioj

And ku,rioj in the Septuagint is used for YHWH. We are boundde
this. Early church testimony of "Jesus is Lord"firist and foremost an
attestation of deity. The Old Testament using nah&HWH over and
over (5000x) now comes to its conclusion in God eamthe flesh.

2) Paul makes ascriptions to Jesus the way the T@ktament does to
YHWH.

a. |saiah 8:13-14 But the LORD of hosts, him you shefard
as holy. Let him be your fear, and let him be yorwgad. And
he will become a sanctuary and a stone of offendeaarock
of stumbling to both houses of Israel, a trap asdaxe to the
inhabitants of Jerusalem.
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b. Rom 9:32-33: Because they did not pursue it byhfdut as
if it were based on works. They have stumbled ower
stumbling stone, 33 as it is written, "Behold, | #&aging in
Zion a stone of stumbling, and a rock of offensel ehoever
believes in him will not be put to shame." Whohiststone of
offense? It is YHWH. Now it is Jesus Christ (?)

c. Is 40:20-25: “He who is too impoverished for anewiifig
chooses wood that will not rot; he seeks out alfskil
craftsman to set up an idol that will not move. fmu not
know? Do you not hear? Has it not been told younfithe
beginning? Have you not understood from the foundatof
the earth? It is he who sits above the circle efeharth, and
its inhabitants are like grasshoppers; who stretahg the
heavens like a curtain, and spreads them like &attedwell
in; who brings princes to nothing, and makes thersuof the
earth as emptiness. Scarcely are they planted;edgagown,
scarcely has their stem taken root in the eartlenwite blows
on them, and they wither, and the tempest carhiemtoff
like stubble. To whom then will you compare me,tttha
should be like him? says the Holy One.”

d. Rom 14:10-12: “For we will all stand before the gmaent
seat of God; for it is written, ‘As | live, saysethord, every
knee shall bow to me, and every tongue shall certte§&od.’
So then each of us will give an account of himgelGod.”

e. Phil 2:9-11. “Therefore God has highly exalted hand
bestowed on him the name that is above every nam#hat
at the name of Jesus every knee should bow, ineimeand on
earth and under the earth, and every tongue cotifasSesus
Christ is Lord, to the glory of God the Father.

3) Activities ascribed to YHWH in the OT are aseqdbby Paul to Jesus. [2
Cor 3:16-18 (compare with Ex 33-34); 2 Cor 2:1640s13ff); 2 Cor 10:17
(Jer 9:22); Eph 4:8 (Ps 68:18)]. First, he picksgugat statements of God
alone being Savior and applies them to Jesus4&8; 11; 45:15-21; e.g.;
Eph. 5:23; 1 Tim. 4:10; 2 Tim. 1:10). Second, daraias a divine work
which 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 is offedaectly to Jesus: 2 Cor.
12:8; Acts 7:59; 9:13-14; 1 Th. 3:11-12; 2 Th. 3% Fifth, God is
referred to as Judge and Jesus is also Judge (B&th; 2 Th. 1:7 ff; 2
Tim. 4:11).
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Warfield (1950:220) argues that Paul occasiona#iilscChrist God. He
argues further that “For that the representatioRlofist Jesus asnmophe
theou huparkorns precisely to call him God is evidenced not rheby the
intimation which is immediately given that he wisoin the form of God is
on equality with God, but by the connotation of geaseology itse> That
as Lord, according to Paul, divine attributes, mivactivities and worship
are due unto Christ. Paul at no point assigns Cargecondary placement
in his divinity. Paul and John may not be separatedome would like. In
fact, Warfield does not warrant any difference lesw the Christology of
the gospels and of the apostles. The doctrineeofwio natures of Christ is
both a synthesis of the New Testament teachingaandnception which
underlies every one of the New Testament writirggeglly; it is not only
the teaching of the New Testament as a whole btlieofvhole of the New
Testament, part by part. Historically, this meahattnot only has the
doctrine of the Two Natures been the invariablesppposition of the
whole teaching of the church from the apostolic agevn, but all the
teachings of the apostolic age rests on it asitgeusal presupposition.

4.0 Conclusion

Christology is central to Christian Theology to lisportance. The basic
source of information on Christology is the Biblé.is impossible for
African Theologians to develop a new Christologyngtetely distinct from
the Biblical Christology. This is due to diversity African culture and
socio-political issues, Africans do not have anothesus Christ apart from
the one in the Bible and there are too many needgemands to be met by
African Christology. Sources of African Christology addition to the
Bible are Theology of older Churches, living expades of Africans from
their Christological understanding and early Chur€hristological
formulations like Apostles Creed, the Nicene Craad Chalcedon Creed.
The attempt by some African Theologians to presesus Christ as the
proto Ancestor is not common and unique to all &in tribes, so it is not
generally an acceptable Christological patternfalst it is problematic to
take one African experience and develop a Chrigiolloom it. It sounds
hollow to do so. Jesus Christ who is the subje@ufstology is simply the
Son of the Living God and the Saviour of this woasl Peter confessed.
Whether as Westerners, Asian or African, the Bddte is the source of
Christology. Though Christology can have some pratt@pplications in
imageries such should not be presented as if threyh& original biblical
concepts.

5.0 Summary

John testifies that the Son of God was at the Imgggn(John 1:1). He also
said that no one has never seeing the Father dafaceé, but spoke to us
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through His Son (John 1:18). According John’s teshy, the word
became flesh and lived among us (John 1:14). Jloncanfessed that he is
the Son of God (John 20:31). The Synoptics alstifyes favour of the
deity the Son. In Matthew 11:27 it is written th&d)l things have been
handed to me by the Father and no one knows thee$wapt the Father,
and no one knows the Father except the Son andrayo whom the Son
choose s to reveal him”. Mark said, “The beginniighe Gospel of Jesus
Christ, the Son of God” (Mark 1:1). In Matthew 288, Jesus himself
announced his universal Lordship by informing hiscgbles that all
authorities in heaven and on earth has been gimemhim. Paul in letters
also acknowledged and testified of the deity of $o®. So, it is important
to note the Son (Jesus Christ) was fully divine hathan as enshrined in
the Nicene and Apostles Creeds to be able to $awevorld.

6.0Tutored Marked Assignment (TMA).

1. What is Christology in African Theology?

2. What are the sources of African Christology?

3. With reference to some verses discuss John's tesyiran the deity
of the Son.

4. What is Paul’'s testimony on the deity of the Son?
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Unit 6 Christology and Eschatology: Jesus Christ—Té Second Adam

1.0 Introduction
2.0 Objectives
3.0 Main Content
3.1 Christology and Eschatology
3.2 Jesus Christ as the Second Adam
3.3 Christ as the Image of the Eternal God
3.4 Christ is the Final Revelation of God

4.0 Conclusion

5.0 Summary

6.0 Tutor-Marked Assignment

7.0 References for Further Reading

1.0Introduction

Christology informs eschatology. Eschatology pesdato the ultimate

things, which in redemptive history spans the entireation, fall and

redemption. The ultimate things as they have tFmindation from the

creation are forward looking to the coming of Chr{Shrist stands as the
pinnacle of all things from the beginning. He is hecond Adam rendering
obedience to God where the first Adam failed. Ghsgepresented as the
image of the invisible God. He is God incarnate whd not lose his

divinity. He is therefore the final revelation ofo& We shall explore

details of this fact.

2.00Dbjectives
By the end of this unit, you should be able:
i.  Explain the meaning of Jesus Christ as the secalzanA
ii.  State the importance of resurrection to salvatiwheschatology.

3.0Main Content

3.1 Christology and Eschatology
The tree of life pointed Adam upward and forwarevded his glorious
heavenly goal under the covenant of works in thed&aof Eden. Let me
give you two examples of how New Testament thealogipresent the
work of Jesus Christ as Second Adam in clearly &sbtbgical categories.

I. The Baptism and Genealogy (Luke 3:21-38)
The baptism of Jesus involves at least two sigaifidactors. First, it is his
solidaric identification with his people. Secondijpe baptism of Jesus
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involves the public identification and declaratiai the Son in his
messianic role. The baptism of Jesus, particuldréy visual and audible
phenomena that accompany it, attest to his unigessianic identity.
However, the point of interest to us is the sigaifice of the Lucan
genealogy in framing both the person and work afistlas Second Adam
(23-38).

Notice Luke’s inversion of the genealogy. He begins3:23 with a
statement pertaining to Jesus contemporary exmeriand works from that
point backward. In other words, Luke places JesuSan of God side-by-
side with Adam, son of God. The literary structsuggests that the Jesus is
the promised seed of the woman, the true, escliataloSon of God, who
will deal definitively with the serpent in his pratonary trial. Comments
about the opening section of Luke 4: 1-13.

3.2 Jesus Christ—-The Second Adam: Continuities
First, Adam and Jesus face a similar trial in trenf of temptation. Second,
just as Adam’s probationary temptation had impia@a for all he was
created to represent, so also Jesus. But thereatafteast three basic
discontinuities. First, Jesus finds himself in ateat that is emblematic of
thefall. Second, Jesus is without human companionship.
Third, Jesus must not only meet the positive preadpthe covenant
requirements placed upon him, he must also bepeitial sanction.

I. The Temptation and Probation

It is in this covenant-historical context of Jesiss Second Adam that we
can appreciate the nature of his probation and t&tiop. The temptations
of Jesus are clearly marked by an if/then structiineke 4:3 “If you are the
Son of God” followed by an imperative. Luke 4:7 $ibu will worship me.

. ."” followed by a promise. Luke 4:9 “If you areetlson of God” followed
by an imperative. Each of these temptations in @&y or another
recapitulates the strategy Satan used with Adant. Btice what Jesus
guotes in response to each temptation. He quoteEhTéle appeals to the
Pentateuch. And he appeals to passages that partirael’s wilderness
pilgrimage between Egypt and Canaan. Why woulddéa? | think it is
Luke’s way of speaking of the failure of anothemSisrael. In Exodus
4:22-23, Israel was God’s typological Son—a Son vitmomany ways
replicates the disobedience of the first Adam amitgates the obedience
of the Second Adam. Not only did Adam fail to rendbedience as Son in
the Garden of Eden, but Israel failed to offer obede as a Son in the
wilderness. Therefore, in response to the firstptaion (tell this stone to
become bread), Jesus quotes from Deut. 8:3 “Mas dot live by bread
alone.” What this implies, then, is that Jesus’diece as Son is designed
to answer th@wo-fold failure of Adam as the protological Son and Israel
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the typological Son. Both failed to render requiddzedience as sons of
God. Therefore, in the following temptation accayesus offers worship
to God alone (vs. 8 again, quoting Torah from Déut3) and will not, like
Adam and Israel, put the Lord His God to the tegfa(n, quoting Torah
from Deut 6:16).

il. The Cross’s Goal: Paradise (23:43):
The “opportune time” referenced in 4:13 is the datic moment of Jesus’
suffering on the cross, and this temptation takeswsen more subtle form.
As Jesus is hanging from the cross, we read in [2&e36: “The soldiers
also mocked him, coming up and offering him vine@at and saying, "If
you are the King of the Jews, save yourself!"
And when the thief on the cross asks him to remerhba when comes
into his kingdom, what does Jesus say: “Today ydubg with meevn
tw/| paradei,sw| " (v. 43).

The point of significance for us is this: neithexcorrence of paradise (in
Luke or Revelation) can be associated with thehBarEdenic paradise.
The more basic point is this: do you see how Luikturally describes the
outcome of the obedient death of Jesus as Secoadh Atid eschatological
Son? The terminus is nothing less than paradisestd we have already
developed in some detail above. We will discussmuth more detail later
in the course the resurrection of Christ as anasttgical event.

3.3Christas Image of the eternal God

Col. 1: 15a: “He is” introduces a relative claused aefers back to the
beloved Son in verse 13. Because the antecedenéwnis the incarnate
Son, so also we ought to take the relative claeggiin 15a as a reference
to the incarnate Son. That argument has some platysibut let me point
out two things. First, Zerwick, in hi&rammatical Analysis of the Greek
New Testamenhotes thaevstin  can be taken as a timeless/atemporal
present, meaning that Jesus is eternally and antatly the image of the
invisible God (e.g., the Father specifically in wje This grammatical
possibility is confirmed by verse 16, which tells that as the image of the
invisible God and firstborn before all creationsue is the agent afeation
(o[ti evn auvtw/| evkti,sgh ta. pa,nta ). In other words,
15a ought to be understood in view of #ternal Son’s role in creation,
and this rules out the category of incarnation, tfog obvious fact that
creationprecedesncarnation.

Complementing this observation, Paul's useofto,tokoj pa,sh;j

Kti,sewj (firstborn of all creation) elaborates and spesifivhat is in
view when speaking of the Son as the image of thesible God.
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prwto,tokoj (firstborn) denotes superiority in rank or dignits its
usage in LXX Ps. 89:27 indicates, “I will appointmh my firstborn
(prwto,tokon in the accusative), the most exalted of the kiofyshe
earth.” This is so in light of the[ti clause: B[ti evn auvtw/|

evkti,sgh ta. pa,nta " because by him all things were created. The
point is this: the Son possesses a superioritanik pver all created things,
because he is the one by whom all things were enle&o, the basic point
is this: the language of firstborn over all creatiaccents thepre-
redemptive supremacy of the Sparticularly with reference to his eternal
status and role in creation.

Given this fact, the distinction between the imadgeguage and the
firstborn language becomes clearer clear. The imalg&od language

clarifies the Son’s essential relationship to fether, and the firstborn

language clarifies the Son’s fundamental relateoecréation But this raises

the question: what more precisely do we have indmuhen we speak of
the eternal Son as the imagavkw.n ) of the invisible God? We need to
remember first that it is certainly possible toageize the continuum of
likeness between an archetype and an image. BuStmeis an exact,

essential image of the Father.

First, notice in verse sixteen that the eternal Squresented as the one by
whom the created world in the totality of its egiste came into being.
o[ti evn auvtw/| evktisgh ta. pa,nta . This sort of
language marks out as clearly as possible the jsteaxe and deity of the
Son. Second, Col. 1:19, and especially Col. 2:6emis that the fullness of
deity resides bodily in the Son of Goa][ti evn auvtw/|

katoikei/ pa/n to. plh,rwma th/j qgeo,thtoj

swmatikw/j ( “for in him dwells all the fullness of deity inodily form.”
Louw and Nida on geo,thtoj . “the nature or state of being God,
possessing the divine nature, or divine being.” Anid surely helps us
recognize that the way the Son images the Fatherompletely and
essentially.

Now, the function of the Son as the eternal imag@a and firstborn over
creation is simplekai. auvto,j evstin pro. pa,ntwn kai.

ta. pa,nta evn auvtw/| sune,sthken (17). As the eternal
image of God and firstborn before all creation, $un of God is before all
things and the one in whom all things cohere orsstilsune,sthken

can be taken to mean either “subsistence” or “cafe®.” On either read,
we must recognize the high Christology presentoitl, which affirms the
preexistence of the Son of God and provides thenale metaphysical
basis for the “philosophy according to Christ” l82
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Ridderbos (1997) on Col. 1:15ff. “Paul's Christdlo Interpretation of
Creation.” The language of Col. 1:15-17 speaks lfists role in a pre-
redemptive (and therefore pre-incarnate) contextedtion Remarking on
the language of “image of God” in Il Cor. 4:4, HermRidderbos observes
that “when in this context he is called at the samme the image of God,
this is to say nothing less than that in him theryglof God, indeed God
himself, becomes manifest.” In fact, it is to asdeat “by calling Christ the
image of God he thus identifies Christ’'s glory wittat of God himself. . .
and the same thing applies to Col. 1:15. . . (sat)tkhere is special
reference to Christ’s glory as the Pre-existent Drihese passages.” This
means that “by the designation image of God henstlee one hand
distinguishedfrom God, and on the other hamdkentified with God as
bearer of the divine glory.” In sum, Ridderbos dades that “it is evident
here anew, therefore, to what extent the divineyghd Christ,even already
in his pre-existence with the Father prior to hisdemptive revelation
determines and underlies the Pauline Christologyhérefore, both the
Son’s eternal ontic status as the image of Godhasdctivity in creation
provide the context sufficient to warrant the coisan, “We have before
us (in Col. 1), therefore, a Christological intexfation of Genesis 1.”

Let us consider a few comments about the relatipnshChristology and
the image of God in light of what we have said ao first, Herman
Ridderbos observes that “when it comes to Colossiari5 . . . the
expression Image of God is here clearly rootedendsis 1:27.”

What is interesting is this: Paul uses the languaigéhe first Adamto
describe Jesus in his preexistent state. What searseve make of this?
Ridderbos, again, is helpful. He notes that whilé Cor. 15 and Romans 5,
Jesus follows after the first Adam in history. I@IC1:15, Jesus comes
before the first Adam. “Undoubtedly what is said @Qolossians 1:15ff.
concerning Christ as the Image of God, Firstbormg so forth, does not
simply spring from Paul’s conception of Christ as the delcAdam in |
Corinthians 15 and Romans 5.”

In fact, he believes that a fundamendiferenceexists between Paul’s
conception of Christ in Colossians 1:15ff. on &me hand, and Romans 5
and | Corinthians 15 on the other hand. He sayd)ééas in | Corinthians
15 and Romans 5 Christ is the second or last Adam,follows after the
first in the order of redemptive history, in Colossidnk5 as the Firstborn,
the image of God, etc., heastecedento the first . ..” The Son of God is
antecedent to the first Adam adigine archetypés antecedent to @eated
ectype.
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Along these lines, M. G. Kline (1999) suggests t(ifjhe eternal, firstborn

Son furnished a pattern for man as a royal glorggenof the Father. It was
in his creative action as the Son, present in tloeycSpirit, making man in

his own son-image that the Logos revealed himselthe One in whom

was the life that is the light of men. Not firstiasarnate word breathing on
men the Spirit and re-creating them in his heavémge, but at the very
beginning he was quickening Spirit, creating materahis image and
glory.”

3.4 Christ is the Final Revelation of God

Christ is nothing less than the eschatological legvm of God; the
consummate, ultimate Word of God. This is the lai@n which there can
be none greater. Christ is God’s Last Word. Tikisiot “God’s latest
work” but the absolute, last word. In Heb. 1:1#% author writes: “God
has spoken to us in these last days” (cf. Heb.)9:Zhe writer in 9:26
speaks of Christ in his death and that Christ laggpéared at the end of the
ages.” The writer is expressing himself in term§ a standard
eschatological pattern: the contrast to “this pneseder” and the “age to
come.” Christ's appearance as at the eschatologicatsition. He
introduces the eschatological era to come.

The most obvious part of Heb. 1:1-2 is that Goddpske “in His Son.” In
verse 3:6, contrasting Moses and Christ. Christnderstood as Son and
Moses is the servant in God’s house. Christ igjuely and climatically
“over” God’s house. Just as Christ is Son, in tg/ he is the final Word.
This fact points to a fullness, a finality that nahbe superseded (cf. John
1: 1-18). In John, Jesus is described as the “Vifoitthe beginning with
God” and he is identified as God’s Son. The wraéHebrews wants to
impress upon us the “last word’—from the hymn, “Whwre can God say
to us?” Invs. 1:2 and 3:6, Son is without ancétior anarthrous. Often in
Greek the lack of a definite article is an indioatof a definiteness. This is
however, not always the case. The writer of therkeleb is not saying that
God has revealed himself “eason” meaning any son, but this emphasis is
the quality of revelation The writer of the Hebrews is speaking of “Son-
Quality-Revelation.” The anarthrous noun is towghemphasis upon the
guality of revelation.

To affirm that the final revelation has taken place to deny that the
revelation is still future. The final revelatiom$itaken place but this also
means that the revelation is still future for theich. There is a central-
structural consideration of New Testament Redemptidlready- Not
Yet” structure of redemptive history. Hebrews 92Z8-“Then Christ would
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have had to suffer many times since the creatictmefvorld. But now he
has appeared once for all at the end of the agde aaway with sin by the
sacrifice of himself. Just as man is destinedigoahce, and after that to
face judgment, so Christ was sacrificed once te takay the sins of many
people; and he will appear (phaneroo) a second timieto bear sin, but to
bring salvation to those who are waiting for himThis is a clear
distinction between first and second coming. Thasean an eschatological
framework. The final revelation of God in Chrikat takes place at the end
of history—that brings revelation to an end—is betlesent and future.
The situation of the Church between the times fitseand second coming)
so far as revelation is concerned is in an intepeniod. The forward
movement on revelation is “on hold” an interim peki The writer says that
the Church “eagerly awaits” the appearing of Chiastthe same time, as
the Church waits, it lives out the eschatologiaaifege of God in Christ
that has already taken place. We need to appeeic@h the vantage point
of the New Testament, that the first and secondimgnof Christ are
separated, as two aspects, two episodes of tharmhsame event. This is
one eschatological, historical event. God’s ret@tais final in Christ and
it is an eschatological revelation.

i. Testimony in Hebrews 1:1-2a:

These 3 sections are about Hebrews. There is aotlorg concern about
how we will survey this long and rich history ansl salient features. What
are its defining characteristics. How can we des timid not get lost in its
rich details. Heb 1:1, 2 will help us here - theyablish all that follows in
the book. The nature of this umbrella statemenihas it provides us with
an overview on redemptive special revelation ashalevSo we will draw
attention to several considerations or facets afidat further on them.

1. God has spoken. God has revealed Himgdlfivarious times in
the past and in different way, God having formespoken to us in the
prophets, in the last Days God has spoken to ukdanSon. The fact of
revelation is central in the statement. Revelatsonentral and controlling
idea. The main clause of v. 2 is preceded by thecpgaal clause of v. 1
which is the controlling idea. And in each of thedauses, the main
controlling verb is a form of speech. And the sabjef both of these is
God. God spoke. God has spoken.

2. WE see the contrast in this construction - or astiéhe distinction
in view. An important and decisive distinction whis made in the whole
of God speech - and important division in the wholleéGod’s revelation.
And this contrast is expressed in different waysudlgh the grammar and
the parallels. a) There is a temporal contrast éetwwhat God did
formerly in the past, and God speech in these dasts. There is the
temporal aspect. b) so far as recipients are cordethere is a contrast -
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the fathers and us. c) between the instrumentwelagon used by God in
the Prophets and in the Son. So there is a detédgriauilt in and contrast
in view here. It is surely fair to go on and obgefin the context of the
book of Heb.) that the contrast can be expressethenterms of the
common denominator which is COVENANT. There is iaw the contrast
between the old covenant and the new covenant.and89 this is explicit
this distinction between old and new.

3. In God’s past speech, the old covenant revelatsodescribed
using compound adverbs. These are hopax Logomepoke€n once). So it
is difficult to document a full usage of these. e left with the context
and other stuff. We must draw attention to theisifion in that they are
together at the beginning of the construction t®dghem emphasis - this is
not where you would expect a Greek adverb to beth8g are adverbial
highlighted. These stress the idea of variety ahdliversity, and if a
distinction is to be made (they overlap a lot) thist draws attention to
parts, installments, times as spread over an unfplgrocess, and the 2nd
highlight ways and mode.

In view of the contrast we will explore this disttion between old and new
in the matter of God’s revealing Himself. We can ggethis question is we
follow the writers next 2 uses of the verb “spoké&rid these will also be of
direct relevance to us because they will also h@eel as the implied
subject. CONTRAST. So in Chapter 2:2-4. This idiclit Greek. For if
the word spoken through angles was firm and if yweansgression and
disobedience receive just recompense, then how slealescape if we
neglect such a great salvation? (relative clausscriteng salvation)
Salvation which received beginning to being spokehich began to be
spoken) through the Lord and was confirmed untbyithose who heard.
So this is the contrast of arguing from the lessghe greaterAnd in this
notion of what stands firm there is the contrasthef word spoken through
angels and the word spoken through the Lord. Théast in view:

a) The angels - this is almost certain to the u$eangels in
mediating the law to Mosei&Gal 3:19, Act 7:38, 53). This is important
because, the use of angels shows, that the prophetd is synecdochic. A
synecdoche (a part referring to the whole). Breddrring to all food. Sails
referring to a ship. So in 1:1 the writer is nastjueferring to the prophets
of the OT as distinct from the Law or other writtngso we know from this
view that the angels were speaking to Moses tlak #w is in view

b) The writers a fortiori argument (lesser to gregt- what is
confirmed or binding. And the basic thought is tifathe old covenant
revelation is firm and binding, how much more isthtat new covenant
revelation is firm and binding. So we see in tliattthe fullness and the
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finality of God'’s revelation in Christ. God’s spéein the Son is the speech
of the Lord 1:2 and 2:3.

c) This speech by the Lord is confirmed by those dard.These
are not just any hearers, but they are specificaggkear witnesses which
are certainly to be seen as a reference to thelepol is not any hearers,
but apostolic hears who confirm the revelation ofi§&. And this answers
the prophet and the angles as the instrumentdlityjeoGod in speaking. It
is not likely to see Paul wrote this because thtb@uwf Hebrews seems to
be distancing himself from the eye and ear witnesse

In Hebrews 3:5-6 the contrast in view is betweersdt and Christ.
Moses is faithful in the whole of God’s house asvaet (noun) unto
witness of the things that would be spoken. Thithés next occurrence of
“speech” with God as subject. And Christ on theeothand is faithful as
Son over God’s hous&o here there is the similar contrast between it a
new. Moses is for witness to the things that wdwddspoken. Present and
aorist have only relative time values, relativetie main verb, but future
participle have absolute time value. Moses is ve$n® the things that will
be spoken: the things that will be said in the feitun this context, this
witnessing activity of Moses is part of a large m@lecontrast between
Moses and Christ identified as Son - and Mosespaaker witness, is a
speaking witness to the things that would be spogerit is God’s speech
in the Son that comes into view in v. 6.

And this is not really a different contrast thamattvhich we see in 2:2,3.
And here we can appreciate the synecdote. Mosesn Wl comes into
view is the OT prophet par excellence. Moses isli@maphet in the OT.
We see this in Deut 18:15, 18. So Moses here stands5 for the whole

Old Covenant, for both Law and Prophets. So therashhere in chapter 3
expressed in terms of persons is the large conetsteen old covenant
and new covenant. And we should add that the caxenaview and the

covenantal activity is described in architecturnis (a house building
description) this is a graphic way to show God’ses@ant program.

a) The organic unity of special revelatioie want to highlight here
in terms of the building model, as God is to bensas master architect,
God has just one house. So we see the in the Chamtentrast is not a
contrast of 2 different projects, but rather wigherence to what is going on
in the one house with Moses in and Christ over. @dds all God’s house.
Moses in all he does is a faithful servant in tbade. Moses is show as the
faithful servant. And in contrast Christ is faithfon who has been set over
the same house. And here we note that plainly tkieoa of Hebrews while
giving references to differences, the writer is adtted to the underlying
basic unity of God revealing activity. This is ynithat underlies and
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integrates the diversity in God’s covenantal ancelaional activity. The
writer of Hebrews is not a dispensationalist, bubgenant theologian.

b) The organic unity is historicalWe see this is all of our work, in
our passages (these 3 in Hebrews) God’s covenamiigke-building activity
is a historical activity. The house doesn’'t appeaady made and
prefabricated from outside history. The Bible ist dike the book of
Mormon or the Koran. The pattern is there from lieginning. The blue
prints are these from the beginning. The type &dHrom the beginning
and the pattern is heavenly, but the house itseliat. So that what we
discover in Hebrews and elsewhere in Scriptureh&t the distinctions
which are basic are distinction like first and Jasid and new, prior and
subsequent. Chapter 1 shows us that God’s revelsttiblis Son is a matter
of What God is now doing in these last days, justtlais stands in
relationship to His speech which was formerly. And see this in the
adverbs that are in 1:1. This language in v. 1:d@eats the historically
differentiated character of rev. So in all the vt rev is the unity which is
unfolding in a historical process. It is an orgaitlc unfolding history. We
need to see that God’s revelatory activity doeslemte us with a more or
less loose collection of revelation. The Bible ist @ loosely collected
anthology of revelation. God’s revelatory activityits historically organic
character does not leave us with disjointed andhad oracles. God’s
revelation does not consist of a revelation forrimment given to random
individuals or isolated groups. But it is a cohereistory. The unity of the
Bible is characterized by a coherent history.

Note that the point about this organic coherencd the have in view
against a collection of disjointed oracles - we thée see that from its
beginning the church has been sensitive to therusl character of rev.
You are saved not by what you know, but by what @ods, and by what
God does in history. And in this way you don’t wamtpolarize the matter
of who God is. Salvation depends not on what wenkrimut on what God
has done. The Christian religion is anti-Gnostiou¥on’'t want to polarize
salvation and knowledge, but you must put the acoethe right place.
And it is only in the last several centuries tHas tfactor has been better
understood.

Biblical Theology is a discipline that is formalipncerned with the history
of revelation. Now no doubt, we need to say th&t possible to be overly
preoccupied with the historical character of retreta that lead to
distortions in preaching and teaching. But we dedn& recognize that
there is no greater threat to a proper understgrmfimev than the tendency
to dehistoricize revelatiolhe tendency to treat the historical character of
rev as disposable is to be avoided passionately.higtorical character of
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rev is bound up and is in one piece with the realitthe incarnation and
the reality of who Jesus Christ is. We cannot umilee the point of the
incarnation.

First, all post fall Special Redemptive is Redengpfiistorical or covenant-
historical. This now brings us to speak specificall Christ as the center of
revelation. In Heb.1:1-2, it is difficult to denyoim these verses that God’s
Old covenant revelation in its many forms focuse€irist. It is difficult to
deny that the prophets spoke to the fathers witiew to the Son, and that
Christ in this sense is the center of all revetatidbstractly it could be
contemplated that old covenant revelation deal wiher matters pertinent
to the fathers or Israel as a nation and that aply has God spoken in a
way that concerns His Son (1:1) might be miscoestrihis way. But, any
uncertainty as to what the writer means in v. 1.8y such abstract
reading) is removed when we comes to chapter 3. wmen we consider
what is spelled out in terms of the house buildmgdel. Surely the
climatic point in 3:6 is that the Son is what theechouse is all about!
Amen. We need to see Moses as the mediator ofl.I$tads witness to the
things that would be spoken in the Son. Moses asegehere in the large
angled vision of the writer in this passage, we thee as not part of what
Moses did, but all that Moses did is a testimony\fat God is still to do
in the future - and this can be nothing other tlad speech in the Son
(His revelation in Christ). Furthermore consideraivllesus says about
Himself in John 5:45-47, Jesus rebukes the Phariseel says if you
believed Moses you would believe me, for Moses &ajtme.

Second, what we have then in this material is thes€centered character
of Redemptive revelatiorChrist is the center of Scripture. This is what our
work is about. And it is important to understanavh©hrist is the center of
Scripture. This is the most important point for thiederstanding of all
biblical revelation! This is a point which we could/e extensive attention
to, but we will differ this to the discussion eldesve with extensive
concern in New Testament studies and in Systeriagology- doctrine of
Christ. But we will look at this briefly here foegagogical purposes. Christ
is the great fact, and the central reality of tistdny of special revelation.
All special revelation either looks forward to tbeming of Christ, or looks
back to His person and work in the Old Testamemt Hew Testament
respectively. So all the various strands and aspbat are in view with the
places and ways in 1:1 all find their point in GhriExample) 2 Cor 1:20 —
“Whatever promises of God there may be, in Chhislythave their ‘yes’
and their ‘Amen.” So we are drawn here to the &tmcentric character of
redemptive special revelation. As we emphasizengtyohere, we want to
make sure that we don't fall into a christomonigimsition while we do
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want a Christocentric position. We want to recogritzat we will do justice
to biblical revelation as Christocentric only as Wwenor it is its fully

theological Trinitarian character. Christ is thetes of God’s revelation as
He is the fullness of the revelation of the trivded. We are brought to
affirm the Christocentric in 1Tim 2:5 - One mediateetween God and
man, that is Christ. Neither the Father or the iSgian be said to be
mediator - this is reserved for Christ. In this w@krist is uniquely the
mediator of God’s Christocentric revelation. Baghds up eclipsing the
ontological existence of the Father and the Spmd ends up with a form
of modalism in his doctrine of the Trinity. Thisage of Barth’s heresies.

Third, to be even more specific, it is the deatt sesurrection of Christ, of
the incarnate Christ, is the focus of all speatafetation.This is where we
speak of a Christocentric revelation, this is &t ¢tenter of the center - the
Messianic suffering and glory. Look into these pags. Luke 24:45-46. |
Peter 1:11; | Cor 15:3, 4; Romans 4:25. These show the OT in its
entirety point to Christ. The large picture that as/e in view here is that
Scripture teaches us that Jesus Christ is the degerson of the trinity.
Christ is God’s own eternal Son, the second pecgdhe Trinity. But we
need to understand that the essential deity of s€tand His eternal
preexistence - as precious as that is - is notnth@e point of special
revelation. We see this in the opening verses bif'$ogospel. John 1:1 and
John 1:14. It is not as the Logos who was in thgirbeng with God that
Jesus is the center of rev, but as He was thatd.adm because flesh and
dwelt among us that Jesus is the center of rewelati specifically the
crucified and exalted Jesus. We must talk Paubssly when he tells the
Corinthian in v. 2:2 that he was resolved to knavthing but Christ and
Christ crucified. His ultimate epistemological comment was Christ and
Christ crucified. And to know Him is to know the emvho was equal in
glory with the Father from the before the beginnaighe World. But it is
not this preexistent glory of the Son, but in 2Qd, we see the crucified
and exalted glory of Christ which is the centealbfspecial revelation. It is
this gospel center which is the point of all Gosfgecial revelation (1 Cor
15:3, 4).

4.0Conclusion

Jesus Christ is the second Adam because his roe &aviour of mankind
fulfilled God promise of the seed of the woman biaog the head of the
serpent. He was also tempted like the first Adamthoy devil, but he
overcame all the temptations. His victory over Saamtomatically gave
him victory over sin and the power of death and enhin the Saviour of
the world. This was why he was able to resurreminfthe grave to proof
that all those that will believe and accept hinbasd and Saviour will have
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victory over death and will be raised with him a$ second coming to
heaven.

5.0Summary

Jesus Christ is the second Adam because of he iprimised seed of a
woman, the true eschatological Son of God in hial dature to deal with

Satan to fulfill what God said that the son of theman will crushed the
head of the serpent (Genesis 3:15). The first Adaffer trials from the

devil and he was defeated and Jesus Christ asttemd Adam was also
tempted by devil, he was not defeated hence heeab@pd the Father even
unto death on the cross. Both the first Adam amdsicond Adam were
tempted. The first Adam was disobedient; the secdddam was obedient
to God. Jesus obedience gave him victory over tveep of sin and death
and he became the Saviour of this world who isrnétg for the second

time to judge the universe according to the debésaoh individual.

6.0Tutored Marked Assignment (TMA)
1. How is Jesus Christ the second Adam?
2. Explain how Christ is the image of the invisibledso
3. Explain the Christocentricity of revelation.
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