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Introduction

Christology CRS422 is a two-credit undergraduaterse. Thiscourse
is offered in the first semester of the second yeastudents whare
offering Christian Theology. There are no prereigiisourses fothis
course. Christology however is a course that shbalthken as lbranch
of the doctrine of God or Trinity because the carioa betweerthe
two courses helps you to appreciate the issuesiaity thatareinvolved
in Christology. Some of the things you would stuidythis course
are things which you might undertake in your thindfourth year of
study. This course consists of three Modules witlisuthat havébeen
developed using global and loalents.

This Study Guide contains the required informataiout the entire

course. It guides you through the course contedt #re numbenf

required assignments that you would do. There 98 anhassignment
file. This file prescribes the course requiremeagswell as thgrading

system. This Study Guide is intended to help yoa dsstance learngéo

aid you in your study of this course at Nationale@pUniversityof

Nigeria. The aims and objectives of this coursestaged in thiourse
Guide. This Course Guide will help you to knowls beginning othe

course what you should expect from the study ofcinerse, andvhat

you are expected to learn from the course. TheyS&uide is notthe

only resource for you. Its goal is to help you pmescourse.

There are other resources that can also help ypad® your courssuch

as text books, the course material itself and ifatibn classsessions,
which are optional. Another very important usehef Study Guide ithe

plan and use of time. It states on a weekly basis you shouldoroceed
with your studies. If you pay attention to thisiplguide, you willsurely

complete your study of the course successfully iome tbeforethe

examination date. Take advantage of the time guideis StudyGuide.

It is a sure way to passing your course in flyaojours.

This Course Guide tells all that is obtainable nstcourse anthe
relevant materials that would help you expand theeustanding ofthe
course. This would provide you a guide on how tocped withyour
study of the materials and the time frame for aesasful completiof
the course. This guide will also help to direct yowour tutor-marked
assignments and materials for furtmeadings.

It is importantto go through this Study Guide vergrefullybefore
beginning your study of the course material. Thep&tion to jumpto
course materials without going through the Studyd&dor the sakef
saving time is high but also a wrong decision. 8hid who gatraight
and study course materials without first going tiyio the Studysuide
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usually end up not doing well at the end of therseuGoingthrough
the Study Guide is part of studying the course neteCompletethe
feedback form at the end and submit it with youstfiassignmento
your tutorialfacilitator.

You may ask the student counsellor at your Studgti@eaboutyour
tutorial facilitator and where to find him/her. kleve this wouldbe
helpful if you heed to this usefadvice.

Course Aims

The general aim of this course is to introduce tmunajor issueand
developments in the history of Christology. Thidlalso orientateyou
towards understanding other courses in Christiaeoldgy suchas
Trinity, especially as found in the creeds of therches. You wilffind
these broadly in Systematic Theology and Churchoyscourses.

The aims of this course would be achiewgd

Introducing the student to Christology as a dise®lthatshapegheir
thinking on past and curredevelopments.

Ability to contribute to the Christological debdi® the growthof the
church.

Educating and also creating opportunities sardents’participation in
developing Christology from aAfrican perspective that is biblically
sound.

Helping students apply their faith to the gogpedclamation.

Course Objectives

When you have successfully finished the course,sjmwuld be abléo:

o define Christology and itgenesis;

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

o identify the causes of Christological errors in dneirch;

o describe ways of engaging in more effectively daveloping
biblical Christology;and

o explain how biblical Christology can answer &zumenical

challenges such gduralism.
Working through This Course
You are required to walk through the course contanit by unitin

order to complete the course. It is also a requergnior you to daall
the self-assessment exercises for each sectioheotunit andtutor-
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marked assignments at the end of each unit. Tter-marked
assignments will form 30% of your final grade whileere is dfinal

examination which you will take electronically. Bheonstitutes 70%f

your final grade.

Course Materials
The major components of the couese:

1. CourseGuide
2. StudyUnits

3. Textbooks

4. Assignmentile

Study Units

There are three modules in this course. Module slfiva unitswhile
modules two and three have four and five unitseespely. Themodules
are designed to cover three major aims ofcitherse.

Module 1 Origin and Development of Christology

Unit 1 A History of Early ChristologicaDevelopment
Unit 2 Augustine’sChristologyUnit 3 Anselm’sChristologyUnit 4
Aquinas’ Christology

Module 2 Reformation and Post Reformation Christolgy

Unit 1 Luther’sChristology
Unit 2 Calvin’s Christology
Unit 3 Christology of the High Orthodoxy (%Century)
Unit 4 Christology as a Division of Systemalibeology

Module 3 Modern and Contemporary Christology

Unit 1 The Center of Christology — Old Testamend Biew

Testament

Unit 2 Person and Work of Christ: a Probe of ModemdContemporary
Christologies

Unit 3 Karl Barth’sChristology

Unit 4 Rationalism an&hristology

Unit 5 African Christology

Unit 6 Christology and Eschatology: Jesus Christ—
The SecondAdam

vi
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Assignment File

The Directorate of Examinations and AssessmentiseoNationalOpen

University of Nigeria will mail an assignment fite you throughyour

Study Centre Manager. This assignment file is pathe courseThis

file contains the assignments that you have to #uorgourtutor. These
assignments will be marked and recorded and thdlyomunttowards
your final grade. The assignments must be submittegour tutor at

the stipulated time that he or she decides. 8$sgnmentsiccount for
30% of the total course work. At the end of therseyou are required
to sit for a final semester examination of 2 hauingch accounts for 70%
of the total marks for theourse.

Assessments

There are two kinds of assessment for this co@se. istutor-marked
assignment and the other is a written examinaildrere are 14 unitsf
tutor-marked assignments in all the three modWest are expectetb
submit all assignments but only the best three lvglicounted. Eacbf
these is worth 10% marks and together constitu@®% 8f your total
course marks. These assignments require applicatitreinformation,
knowledge and experience acquired inshely.

Unit  Title of the Study Weeks Assignment
Activitv
Caurse Guide 1 Course Guide
Modulel Early Christology
1 A History ofEarly 2 Assignment
Christolodical :
2 |Augustine’s Chrisiology 3 Assignment
3 |Anselm’sChristology 4 Assignment
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4  Aquinas’ Christology 5 Assignment
Module 2 Christology of The Refor mation
1 |Luther'sChristology 8
A ssianment
2 |Calvin’s Christology 9
ssianment
3 |Christology of TheHigh
Reformed Orthodoxf{l?th 10 TI\:I‘A.to Ee
faY Wl aVa'all i Fa!
4  Christology as a Division 11 Assignment
of SystematicTheology
Module 3 Modern and Contemporary Christolo
1 |Person and Work of Christ 12 Assignment
A Probe of Modernard
Contemporary
2 Karl Barth’sChristology 13 Assignment
3 |Rationalism and 14 Assignment
Christology:A Reformed
Cravinnantal Doaenanca
4  Christology inAfrican 15 TMA to be
Theoloav submittec
5 |Christology and 15 TMA to be
EschatologyJesus Christ— submitted
Tha Coarnnd
Revision/Examination 16+1
Total 17
Summary

This course is designed to help you gain some mtsignto ahistorical
study of Christology. The course begins with adristl study ofthe
genesis and development of Christology. This couwsgeveys the
Christological development from the early churchiite contemporary
global theological development within different wwhl and
philosophicalcontexts.

Xi
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MODULE 1 ORIGIN AND DEVELOPMENT OF
CHRISTOLOGY

Unit 1 A History of Early Christologic&levelopment

Unit 2 Augustine’€hristology

Unit 3 Anselm’€hristology

Unit 4 AquinasChristology

UNIT 1 A HISTORY OF EARLY CHRISTOLOGICAL
DEVELOPMENT

CONTENTS

1.0 Introduction
2.0 Objectives
3.0 MainContent
3.1  Definition ofChristology
3.2  Early ChristologicaControversies
4.0 Conclusion
5.0 Summary
6.0  Tutor-MarkedAssignment
7.0 References/FurthBeading

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This section will introduce you to the early Choisigical developments
which began in the second century AD. It coversdénition, attempts
and controversies that followed in understanding plerson ofChrist
and how it affects the church. The problems assetiavith the
Christological developments which were called hiesesvill also be
discussed here. This early developments and thiéqrosf thechurch
has been a helpful tool in assesssghsequent andmodern
Christologicalissues.

2.0 OBJECTIVES

At the end of this unit, you should be abde

. appreciate the labours of the early church thealwgiwho built
asolid foundation for Christologicalevelopment

. describe clearly what constitutes Christologicabes in order
to avoid itspitfalls

. distinguish the connection between contemporand early

church Christologicatiebates.
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3.0 MAIN CONTENT
3.1  Definition of Christology

By way of definition, Christology is the study dfet person ofChrist.

This study involves an understanding of the retetiop betweerthe

divine and human natures of Christ. According t® #ieripture Christ

was not a mere human being but he was the God-iifas.meanse

was fully human and fully God at the same time.e8alvattempthave
been made by theologians to understand what thetwe saysabout
Christ whether he was only human or he was alsmei\Somepeople
in the early church thought he was merely a hunmaingolike anyone
of us without any peculiar nature such as @iviBome believethat

though he was human, he was also divine in nagiven theScriptural
testimony and the work that he performed. For thelse believedhat

he had both human and divine naturaspther problemwas
understanding how divine and the human natureteckla each othen

one person. All these dimensions of Christ led Ghbristological
arguments. We shall take a brief survey of t@éristological
developments in the followingection.

3.2  Early Christological Developments

Christological developments can be traced backedime of thesarly
church. We will consider only key developmentshis tperiod thahad
impact on subsequent developments. Irenaargaied againsthe
Gnostic heresy that the Logos was God’s emanafiae@ns. Heéaught
that the Logos is not a creature but a hypostaticdwGod is allspirit,
all intellect, all thought, all logos, so that bdtie Son and Fathere
true God. The generation of the Son did not oceume; the Sorhad
no beginning but existed eternally with the Fathiesr Tertullian,the
Logos attained his full Sonship and independensgraality only asa
result of God speaking, generation and incarnatsonthat there waa
time when the son did not exist. There is distorctbetween th&ather
and Son without contradiction or division. His viewewever failedto
bridge the Gnostic dualism between the visible Gaanely the Soand
the invisible God, namely the Father. He also ¢hilerid hisTrinitarian
theology ofsubordinationism.

Origen believed that the generation of the Somistarnal procesthat
is essential to the being of God. He gave an ayaddghe Sun andts
sunshine by which one cannot exist without the othiee Fathecannot
exist apart from the Son and vice versa. The Fathaot theFather
before the existence of the Son but He is the dfallecause othe
existence of the Son. The Father and the Son hawemon divine
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attributes. He emphasized the unity of the Fathertae Son sucthat

the Son has “the same wisdom, truth and reasdmeaSather.’Origen’s
problem arises when he attempts to maintain thendi®ns ofthe
persons. He fell back into subordination by teaghthat theTrinity
derived from the person of the Father instead efabsence of GoéHe
represents the Father as God with a definite artjol geo.j) inhis
writings while the Son as God is left anarthrouso(g). His overall
exegesis of Scripture leaves the Son as a creangesubordinatéo
God. The Father derives His being in Himself bt 8on derive$lis
from the being of the Father. The Father is theufitain or rootof
divinity, the greatest God above all” “superior’ttee Son while th&on
is inferior to theFather.

Athanasius who devoted all his life to the explarabf the Trinityset
out clearly his Christological views. His Christgioal views arebest
understood in connection with his Trinitariaredtogy. The unityof
God and distinction of the persons within thenify are distinctive
features in his theology in his own time. The SérGod cannot ba
creature and was not begotten by the will of Gotlidgenerated oudf
the being of God. The same is true of the HolyiSpiie maintainedhe
real distinctions of the persons. The Trinity id tiwee parts of on€od,
and neither three names for one and the same ersba Fathealone
is Father; the Son alone is Son; the Holy Spionalis Holy SpiritHe
strongly maintained their unity: the three are $laene in “essencejh
“substance” and in “attributes”. Note that for Atlasius hypostasis
synonymous withousia The Father is “the first principle” anthe
“fountain” of the Godhead. The three persons aristnd througheach
other, so that they are oneantivity.

3.2.1 The Nicean Definition

What Nicea (325) really accomplished was the qaestif whetherthe
Son or the Logos was truly God. This it answeretheaffirmative.The
major preoccupation of the Council of Nicea was dhenity of Christ
which Arius challenged. The primitive Christian cownmnity hadtaken
for granted that Christ was God and was indeed mgped as suchut
there was no official declaration to that effectilufirius raised thelust.
Arius who was a presbyter insisted that Christ wasreature witha
beginning like every other creature, though thst faf all creation As

such he was not equal to the father who alone d. @s acreature,
Christ was subject to change. This viek Arius hasserious
implications for the claims of Christ. First, itsth means, a&thanasius
rightly pointed out, that the Son could not haveusate andfull

knowledge of the Father. This sharply contradiChrist's claimsin

Matt 11:25-27 (cf. Luke 10:21-22): At ath time Jesus said|
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praise you, Father, Lord of heaven and earth, Isecgau havdidden
these things from the wise and learned, ewkaled them tdittle
children. Yes, Father, for this was your good plga. All thingshave
been committed to me by my Father. No one knowsStre excepthe
Father, and no one knows the Father except theaBdrihose tavhom
the Son chooses to revédam.

Nicea insisted in key terms that the Son is “ofélssence of thEather”
and he was “True God from true God” “begotten, amated” andf

“one essence with the Father.” The phrase “of essence withhe
Father” continued to be debated because it hashiicdd warrantand
was also used in other theological contexts whi@denitsuspicious.
Yet it remained the only option of expression fbe tvery truthand
conviction that the church held over the yearsinJbeith (1973:29)
argues that if the church had concluded that thevéas only likeGod,

theologically, it would undermine *“the Christiacommunity’s
conviction about the finality of Jesus Christ. Tdl@im that he wasike

God presupposed some standard to determine whegheas likeGod
and the extent to which he was like Gad.furthermore leftthe
possibility that someone else more like God migigear.Christianity
would be only one of many possible religions God himselfis

incarnate in Jesus Christ, then this is the finardy There imothing
further to be said.” The church maintained thatshkation thaChrist
accomplished was the work of God as Is&8tD attests that is

Yahweh himself rather than a creature that saveg@éople. Thelanger
that the church also avoided was that if the Sos m fully God then
all who were baptised in his name as instructe8dripture (Matt.28:

19; cf. 2Cor. 13:14) were baptised and receivedeayia the name of
a

creature.
3.2.2 Post Nicean Controversy

However well done of Nicea, one other important ehmsion of
Christology was left unsettled which was the quesbf the persof
Christ. The question is how he was both God and.mihis led tothe
emergence of another council — the council of Giddn (451)which
dealt specifically with this question. Prior to tbeuncil of Chalcedora
number of theologians came up with variouaysv of trying to
understand the person of Christ. Chalcedon drewwits clear lineof
definition which was a follow-up to the positiori the earlychurch
fathers. It emphasized that Christ was “perfeéete(on) both in deity
(theotet) and also in humannesanthropotetj” with a “rational soul
(psyches logikgsand a body. With respect to his deity he is shene
reality with the Fatherhomoousion to patyj and with respect tbis
humanity he is the same reality as ourselhesnoousion hem)nThere

4
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was affirmation of the two natureduo physesnwhich werewithout
confusion &sunkutoy without transmuting of one nature &mother
(atrepato3 without division ddiairetog, without contradiction
(achoristo$. The distinction of the two natures does not ehtiveunity
and neither the unity cancels the distinction bathbare maintaineat
the same time. The properties of the two naturésisuin oneperson
(prosopor) and onenypostasis.

The Trinitarian controversy led inevitably to th€hristological
controversy. The church struggled with the Chrgatal problemof

how to understand the two natures of Christ. Tivess a tendencyo

affirm Christ’s divinity and deny his humanity whiavas describeds

Docetism. A number of theologians advanced thein anderstanding.
For instance, Apollinarius denied that Christ hactonal humarsoul

but only the divine life in him. Eutyches taughatiChrist had onlpne

nature. It was a heated controversywéeh Antiocheneand

Alexandrian theologians. Alexandrian theologiansugtg the

communication of attributesc¢mmunicatio idiomatunbetweenthe

divine and the human nature, which means whatasacieristic othe

human nature, could also be attributed to the diwiature. Whilghe

Antiochene theologians taught a “Logos-man” Chligjyg whichmeans
the divine possessed a full human person, the Aldrtae theologians
taught a “Logos-flesh” which means the divine siyngdlopted dauman
nature. The implication for the Antiochene Chrietpl is that therevere

two persons irChrist.

In the 8" centu ry around AD 428, Nestorius, and Antiochéremlogian
argued that Christ has two natures that were separauch a waghat
their unity was no longer maintained. His concermswo moveaway
from granting Mary, theTheotokos a thing he considered tbe
blasphemous that a human being could be God’s parsnwasnot
againstTheotokosif Christ is considered on account of Hiamanity
separately but was against it if taken on accodrti® divinity. The
limitations of Christ's humanity could not be atwied to hidivinity
and neither his divine attributes could be pre@dabf hishumanity.
Though his intention might have been good, his kmiens were
problematic because he made two persons oGhast.

The councils of Ephesus (431), and Cdddn (451) rejected
Nestorius’'s teaching and defined the consersude taughtand
believed, articulating this faith in thé&licene Creed andhe
Chalcedonian Definition, which stated that Jesuthés onlybegotten
Son of God, true man, and true God, one persotwia hatureswithout
confusion, without change, without division, withogeparation.”
Chalcedon maintained that Christ had a rational, smamoousioswith
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the Father with respect to divinity, ahdmoousiosvith us withrespect
to his humanity. The Theotokos of Mary was withamety toChrist’s
humanity. The unity of the two natures was affirmesiconcurringn
one personprosopaor hypostasis Two groups deviatedoctrinally
from the consensus developed in the councils. ThstdYianstaught
that there are two distinct persons in the incar@itrist and twamatures
conjoined as one; Monophysites taught that themnes singlenature,
primarily divine. Several churches refused to atdkp doctrinaland
disciplinary decisions of Ephesus and Chalcedonfarrded theirown
communities. These churches, called pre-Chalcedomia Oriental
Orthodox, became great missionary churches andadpeeArmenia,
Egypt, Ethiopia, Syria, Persia, and the MatalCoast of Indian
isolation from othechurches.

4.0 CONCLUSION

The development of Christology was an atterttptunderstandhe

person of Christ. This attempt became controvetaiglely becausef

hermeneutical differences. Those who viewedrtain Scriptural

passages that relate to Christ in creaturely walyoumt connection this

ontological distinction prior to his incarnationlé& to see him a&od

on equal terms with the Father. Also attempts talewustand the

relationship between his two natures have beereat gontroversyAs

we shall see later especially as we come to examorgemporary
developments, the early Christological debates ls&@te¢he groundor

ongoingarguments.

5.0 SUMMARY

We have seen the Christological developments irénly churclwhere
Christological errors were refuted and theirch took aunanimous
stand. The more prominent error was thatAolis that iscalled
Arianism which denied the deity of Christ. Tensidnsreased athe
church began to define the relationship between tBedather anGod

the Son and later the relation between the divimleltmman elemenis

the nature and person of Jesus Christ. While tliecbhtaught thathe
Father is God and the Son is also God, Arius, aljyter, rejecteduch
teaching arguing that the Son was a creature. Hghtathat theSon
could not be equal to the Father. The Father aletiite Son in timeso
the Son has a beginning. In the Council of Nica&a 825) thechurch
unanimously condemned Arius and his teaching assiyeandaffirmed

the deity of the Son, being co-equal and co-etenmdl the FatherWe

have also seen other Christological errors thattto understanthe
nature of the two natures that existed in the cgrsgn of ChristThe
council of Nicea took a final stand on Christolagfirming the deityof

Christ and condemning Arianism and also defining télationship

6
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between the two natures. Chalcedon also definedqtiestion ofthe
relationship of the two natures in one persamd condemnethe
position ofNestorius.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1 What was the error Afianism?

2. What was the position of Nicea on theydef Christ?

3. What was the Chalcedonian definitionh& person o€hrist?

4 How does this section help you in ungerding the history
of Christologybetter?
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Augustine stands tall in the history of the Chuidis ideas havgreatly
helped to shape further development of ltggo in the Church
especially in the Medieval and Reformation churehgds. Manygreat
Reformers like Luther, Calvin and others soughtirtitbeological
development upon the shoulders of Augustine. thésefore important
for you to understand Augustine’s Christologyugustine triedto
develop his thoughts from biblical rewmla rather thanon
philosophical and speculatithoughts.

2.0 OBJECTIVES

At the end of this unit, you should be abte

. explain the importance of Augustine@ Christological
development

. describe the continuity and discontinuity bedw
Augustine’s

o Christology and later Christologicdkevelopments.

3.0 MAIN CONTENT
3.1 The Development of Augustine’s Christology

Augustine took the same approach as Athanasiusewtedevotedhis
fifteen booksDe Trinitate(On The Trinity to the profound defensef
the Trinity in a way no one else has ever donis.dut of hisTrinitarian
theology that one can clearly see his Christoldtg.summarisedvhat
the earlier fathers had taught and atesated itindependently

8
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introducing important modifications. Augustine’susing point wasot

the person of the Father but “the one, simple, mpmunded essencd

God,” which stresses the “absolute unity tloe threepersons.”
Proceeding from the one essence necessarily miagdkree persons

be of equal standing because “present in each pessihe entireself-

same divine being.” This however does not prodinceet God othree
Almighties but only one God since what makes Gothésoneessence.
Without the essence there cannot be God. The distimof thepersons
does not arise from distinction of attributes ofle@erson but fronthe

“interpersonal relations” of the Trinitarigoersons.

3.2  The Absolute Unity of Three Persons

For Augustine the first person is called the Fatherause “he stands
a unigue position to the Son and the Spirit”. Heated theTertullian
dualism between the Father and Son on the basisisible andunseen
and the visible and seen God. The Son is no lek$ehi andnvisible
than the Father and is perfectly equal to the Fa#wegustinebanished
all forms of subordination. His strength lies irs lapproach whichs
proceeding from the essence of God that is equmthgent in althe
three persons. Though he still calls the Fatherfdhatainhead ofirst

principle of divinity whose meaning is differenbi the usage dfis
predecessors, it does not mean that “deity logicaists first inthe
Father and is then imparted through him to the &ahthe Spirit. The
Father is only Father because of his personalityraot as God. Bjhat
understanding he also believed that the Old Tegstatheophaniesvere
not only restricted to the Son but also to the &atind the Holybpirit.

Augustine’s Christology does not systematically lexp theattributes,
person, and life of Christ in th€onfessions The system ofthe
Confessionss about the life history of Augustine. Though mokthe
narrative in theConfessionsenters on Augustine’s past life; atso
places God at the center of Augustine’s tiicough the Son.The
humanity of Christ is more prominently highlightedthe book;Christ’s
humanity thus shapes Augustine’s humanity. Augestiamonstratea
movement from his youthful life towards Christ as drows oldeand
as he propounds some Christological touchstongsstineound hiown
conversion story with reference to terms like “Ghfi“Son,” “Word,”
“Word-made-flesh,” “Lord Jesus,” “Wisdom”,and so.@s Augustine
grows older his desire for increasing true knowtea@ddso grows ahis
heart is set on understanding the true nature tofsCin relationto
himself.

In Books 1 through 9, Augustine writes about hisspeal past. Thérst
Christological reference is in the first chapterBaiok 1, which comes
in a prayer from his present life in Christ: “My faithord, cries to

9
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Thee,the faith that Thou hast given me that THwas inbreathed
in me,

through the humanity of Thy Son and by the ministryrhy Preacher”
(The Confessionsdl.1.3). Augustine displays, early in l@®nfessions
his present Christological knowledge, showing thatfect unionof
Christ's humanity and of His divinity, i.eas second Person the
Trinity, “Thy Son,” and Man’s orientation to Chrjiste., asprayerful
and faithful recipient of His grace. In ¢@st, Augustinementions
Christ again with regards to his near-baptism as\a he has heardf
“His Cross” and when he was ill, Monica wanted hon“receivethe
baptism of Your Christ... while | confessed You, Laresus”; buhis
parents postponed his boyhood baptism when he keeat for fear
that a christian like Augustine falling into sinpuld be worse thaa
pagan Augustine falling into sin (1.11.11-12). Astine’sassessment
of this decision, “It would have been far betted hdbeen made wholat
once” (1.11.12), indicates his family’s fragilaith in the efficacyof
Christian strength in the face of wtyldtemptations, e.g.the
temptations in Augustine’s imminent pubertut Augustine isnot
“made whole at once” — his soul remains “wounded1{.12), and iis
with a wounded soul — a soul mired in sin -- withigh Augustinen
Book 2, steals the pears from the pear. tr@me should not¢hat
Augustine does not refer to Christ or other Chtiggal terms at alin
Book 2. [2] This lack of Christological refereniteplies that thestatus
of young Augustine’s soul is far away from God; s#&yugustine, ake
reflects on why he stole the pears, “I loved my awdoing, | lovedhe
evil in me — not the thing for which | did the ev8imply theevil”
(2.4.27). In keeping silent in Christology in Bo@k Augustineshows
his younger self's deafness to God in the midgtisiove foreuvil.

Augustine’s Christology can be best understoodomnection withhis
Trinitarian theology. The following noteare drawn fromthe
Enchiridion. Here, | let Augustine speak foimself. He begarby
saying: “in the unity of the Godhead there hee¢ persons, obne
substance, power, and eternity; God the Father, B®®on, andsod
the Holy Ghost. The Father is of none, neither tiegonorproceeding;
the Son is eternally begotten of the Father; théy Hghost eternally
proceeding from the Father and then.”

Some dogmatic historians seem to imply that heditf materiallfrom
the Nicene doctrine on the point ibordination.Hagenbach{Smith’s
Ed. 95) asserts that “Augustine completely purifted dogma othe
Trinity from the older vestiges of subordinationfidaadds thatsuch
vestiges are unquestionably to be found in the mdbsibdoxFathers,
not only in the East but also in the West.” Nean@led70, Note 2)ysays
that Augustine “kept at a distance everything thmirdered on
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subordinationism.” He maintained, over and overiaghat Sonshi@gs
a relationship is second and subordinate to éfhtiod; that whilea
Divine Father and a Divine Son must necessarilyobthe verysame
nature and grade of being, like a human fatheraeahdman son, yghe
latter issues from the former, not the former fritralatter.

He denominates the Father the “beginning” (prinmpj of the Sonand
the Father and Son the “beginning” (principiuof) the Holy Spirit.
“The Father is the beginning of the whole divinity, if it is betterso
expressed, deity.” “In their mutual relation to cm®ther in th&rinity
itself, if the begetter is a beginning (principium)relation to thatvhich
he begets, the Father is a beginning in relatiothéoSon, becaudee
begets Him.” Since the Holy Spirit proceeds fronthbBather and&on,
“the Father and Son are a beginning (principiumthefHoly Spirit,not
two beginnings.”

Augustine employs this term “beginning” only inagbn to theperson,
not to the essence. There is no “beginning,” ors®uwhen thessence
itself is spoken of. Consequently, the “subordmrti (implied in a
“beginning” by generation and spiration) is not fréan subordination,
as to essence, but the trinitarian subordinatisripgerson ancelation.
Revelation unguestionably discloses a deity whtblessedforever”
whose blessedness irtdependendf the universe which He hasade
from nonentity, and who must therefore find all tbenditions of
blessedness within Himself alone. He is blesseth fagernity, inhis
own self-contemplation and self-communion. He dae$ needthe
universe in order that he may have an object whilzan knowwhich
he can love, and over which he can rejoice. “Theth&aknoweththe
Son,” from all eternity (Matthew 11:27); and “lotethe Son,” fromall
eternity (John in. 35); and “glorifieth the Sonfbim all eternity(John
17:5). Prior to creation, the Eternal Wisddmas by Him asone
brought up with Him, and was daily His delight,oiejng alwaysbefore
Him” (Proverbs 8:30); and the Eternal Word “waghe beginningvith
God” (John 1:2); and “the Only Begotten Son (or G»dy Begottenas
the uncials read) was eternally in the bosom ofRhher” (Johrl:18).

Now of this Mediator it would occupy too much spazeay anythingt
all worthy of Him; and, indeed, to say what is vinyriof Him is notin
the power of man. For who will explain in considterords thissingle
statement, that “the Word was made flesh, and daveting us,” sthat
we may believe on the only Son of God the Fathemigthty, born ofthe
Holy Ghost and the Virgin Mary. The meaning of iWerd beingmade
flesh is not that the divine nature was changed fleish, but thathe
divine nature assumed our flesh. And by stife we are herdo
understand “man,” the part being put for the whalke when it isaid:
“By the deeds of the law shall no flesh be justifiethat is, no mankor
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we must believe that no part was wanting in thahamo nature whickie
put on, save that it was a nature wholly free fr@rary taint of sin, not
such a nature as is conceived between the two slesesgh carnalust,
which is born in sin, and whose guilt is washed yawaregeneration;
but such as it behooved a virgin to bring forth,ewhhe mother’saith,
not her lust, was the condition of conception. Ahtder virginity had
been marred even in bringing Him forth, He would have beerorn
of a virgin; and it would be false (which God faitpithat He was born
of the Virgin Mary, as it is believed and declaredthg wholeChurch,
which, in imitation of His mother, daily brings tor members oHis
body, and yet remains a virgin. Read, if you pleasg letter onthe
virginity of the holy Mary which | sent to that em@nt man,whose
name | mention with respect and affectidolusianus.

3.3 The Word was God

In chapter 5, Augustine lays down a solid Chrisjatal teachingJesus
Christ, being the only Son of God, is at the saime iman.Wherefore
Jesus Christ, the Son of God, is both God and r@ad beforethe
world; man in our world: God, because the Word otiGfor “theWord

was God”); and man, because in His one person tbed\Wasjoined

with a body and a rational soul. Wherefore, scafaHe is God, Hand
the Father are one; so far as He is man, the Figtigeeater than Hé&or

when He was the only Son of God, not by grace blyutature, thaHe

might also be full of grace, He became the Son afnand HeHimself

unites both natures in His own identity, and badtunes constitutene
Christ; because, “being in the form of God, He wjuLit not robberyto

be,” what He was by nature, “equal with God.” Bl made Himselbf

no reputation, and took upon Himself the form gkavant, not losingr

lessening the form of God. And, accordingly, He wath maddess
and remained equal, being both in one, as hasdmdnbut He waene
of these as Word, and the other as man. As Wordslequal withthe

Father; as man, less than the Father. One Son @f &al at thesame
time Son of man; one Son of man, and at the same $ion of Godnot

two Sons of God, God and man, but one Son of Gasl Without

beginning; man with a beginning, our Lord JeQingist.

In chapter 6, Augustine demonstrates that Chrigigom humanform
without dignity was raised to dignity as ti&on of God byhis
resurrection. In the context of Christ's huntgnithe resurrectiorof
Christ was a demonstration of God’s grace on his. $te continues:
Now, here the grace of God is displayed with theaggst poweand
clearness. For what merit had the human natureemman refered tas
Christ earned, that it should in this unparallelad be taken up intthe
unity of the person of the only Son of God? Whaidjeess of willwhat
goodness of desire and intention, what good wadnks, gonebefore,
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which made this man worthy to become one person @ad? HadHe
been a man previously to this, and had He earnisdutiprecedented
reward that He should be thought worthy to beconoelTAssuredly
though from the very moment that He began to be, Hanwasothing
else than the Son of God, the only Son of GodWoed who wasnade
flesh, and therefore He was God so that just ak @atividual man
unites in one person a body and a rational souGhetst in oneperson
unites the Word witiman.

Now wherefore was this unheard of glory conferredhaman nature,
- a glory which, as there was no antecedent meris, @faourse wholly
of grace, - except that here those who looked at thtemsoberlyand
honestly might behold a clear manifestation ofgbeer of God'dree
grace, and might understand that they are justffiech their sins byhe
same grace which made the man Christ Jesus freetifre possibilityof
sin? And so the angel, when he announcedlidast's motherthe
coming birth, saluted her thus: “Hail, thou that fail of grace;” and
shortly afterwards, “Thou hast found grace with Gddow shewas
said to be full of grace, and to have found gragd ®od, becausshe
was to be the mother of her Lord, nay, of the Lofdall flesh. But,
speaking of Christ Himself, the evangelist Johterafaying, “ThéNord
was made flesh, and dwelt among us,” adds, “anteteld Hisglory,
the glory as of the only begotten of the Fathelt,digrace andruth.”
When he says, “The Word was made flesh,” thisudl df grace;"when
he says, “the glory of the only-begotten of theheat’ this is “full of
truth.” For the Truth Himself, who was the only-loétgn of theFather,
not by grace, but by nature, by grace took our mitpaipon Him,and
so united it with His own person that He Himseltame also the Sarf
man.

3.4  Begotten of the Father

Begotten and conceived, then, without any indulgesifccarnal lustand
therefore bringing with Him no original sin, and the grace ofsod
joined and united in a wonderful and unspeakablg iwaoneperson
with the Word, the Only-begotten of the Fatherpa By nature, nadby
grace, and therefore having no sin of His own; nibedess, oraccount
of the likeness of sinful flesh in which He cames Was called sirthat
He might be sacrificed to wash away sin. For, urtderOldCovenant,
sacrifices for sin were called sins. And He, of whall thesesacrifices
were types and shadows, was Himself truly madetsnce thepostle,
after saying, “We pray you in Christ's stead, begeonciled toGod,”
forthwith adds: “for He hath made Him to be sin @ who knewno
sin; that we might be made the righteousness of iBddim.” He does
not say, as some incorrect copies read, “He whevkmesin did sirfor

us,” as if Christ had Himself sinned for our saklest he says;Him
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who knew no sin,” that is, Christ, God, to whom ave to beeconciled,
“hath made to be sin for us,” that is, hath madm Hdisacrifice foour
sins, by which we might be reconciled to God. thent being madsin,
just as we are made righteousness (our righteosidreasg not ouown,
but God’s, not in ourselves, but in Him); He beimgde sin, noHis
own, but ours, not in Himself, but in us, showedg, the likenessof
sinful flesh in which He was crucified, that thougih was not irHim,
yet that in a certain sense He died to sin, byglyinthe flesh whicltwas
the likeness of sin; and that although He Himsatl hever lived theld
life of sin, yet by His resurrection He typified ravew life springingup
out of the old death igin.

Since this is the case, | repeat, we believe asiiESUS CHRISTTHE
SON OF GOD THE ONLY-BEGOTTEN OF THE FATHER, thattis
say, HIS ONLY SON, OUR LORD. This Word however, augghtnot
to apprehend merely in the sense in which we tbinur ownwords,
which are given forth by the voice anti the mowthd strike the aiand
pass on, and subsist no longer than their sounthc@s. For thaword
remains unchangeably: for of this very Word waspbken wherof
Wisdom it was said, “Remaining in herself, she ntlalel thingsnew.”
Moreover, the reason of His being named the WorthefFather ishat
the Father is made known by Him. Accordinglyst as it isour
intention, when we speak truth, that by means ofwaords ourmind
should be made known to him who hears us, andiathatever wecarry
in secrecy in our heart may be set forth by medisgyos of this sorfor
the intelligent understanding of another individus this Wisdonthat
God the Father begot is most appropriately namedWbrd,inasmuch
as the most hidden Father is made known to wortimgsnby thesame.

Now there is a very great difference between ourdnaind thosevords
of ours, by which we endeavor to set forth the saidd. We indeedlo
not beget intelligible words, but we form them; andorming thenthe
body is the underlying material. Between mind aodyh howeverthere
is the greatest difference. But God, when He bdgaWord, begothat
which He is Himself. Neither out of nothing, norasfy materiahlready
made and founded did He then beget; but He befétiraself that
which He is Himself. For we too aim at this when speak, (as wehall
see) if we carefully consider the inclination ot auill; not when welie,
but when we speak the truth. For to what else dalinect ourefforts
then, but to bring our own very mind, if it cand@ne at all, in upothe
mind of the hearer, with the view of iteilg apprehendednd
thoroughly discerned by him; so that we may indabile in ourvery
selves, and make no retreat from ourselves, andtybe same timput
forth a sign of such a nature as that by it a keogé of us maype
effected in another individual; that thus, so fartlae faculty iggranted
us, another mind may be, as it were, put forth Hey mind, whereby
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it may disclose itself? This we do, making the attebygth by words,
andby the simple sound of the voice, and by the cawariee, and bthe
gestures of the body, by so many contrivancessomth, desiringio
make patent that which is within; inasmuch as we rast able tgut
forth aught of this nature [in itself completeldnd thus it is thathe
mind of the speaker cannot become perfectly kndtwns also iresults
that a place is open féalsehoods.

God the Father, on the other hand, who possesdadtm will andthe
power to declare Himself with the utmost truth tinds designedo
obtain knowledge of Him, with the purpose of thueldring Himself
begot this [Word] which He Himself is who did begetich [Person]s
likewise called His Power and Wisdom, inasmuchtas by Him that
He has wrought all things, and in order disposeamthof whomthese
words are for this reason spoken: “She (Wisdomghreth from onend
to another mightily, and sweetly doth she ordetraligs.”

Augustine further taught that the Son of God wathee made bythe
‘Father nor less than the Father.” Wherefore TBIELY-BEGOTTEN
SON OF GOD was neither made by the Father; forpraaeg tothe
word of an evangelist, “all things were made by Himor begotten
instantaneously; since God, who is eternally wises with HimselHis
eternal Wisdom: nor unequal with the Father, tedbisay, inanything
less than He; for an apostle also speaks in trge WWho, althoughe
was constituted in the form of God, thought it nabbery to beequal
with God.” By this catholic faith, therefore, thoage excluded, othe
one hand, who affirm that the Son is the same fiPéi=s the Fathefor
[it is clear that] this Word could not possibly imth God, were itnot
with Godthe Father and [it is just as evident that] He whoail®neis
equalto no one; And, on the other hand, those are egaatludedwho
affirm that the Son is a creature, although nohsarc one as the rest
the creatures are. For however great they dedierecrieature to be, if
it is a creature, it has been fashioned and madeh&dermdashionand
createmean one and the same thing; although in the ushthee Latin
tongue, the phrasgeateis employed at times instead of what wobtel
the strictly accurate wordeget But the Greek language makes
distinction. For we call thatreatura(creature) which they caltismaor
ktisis and when we desire to speak without ambiguity,use notthe
word creare(create), but the wordondere(fashion,found).

Consequently, if the Son is a creature, howeveatdgieat may beHe
has been made. But we believe in Him by whadhthings ©mnig were
made, not in Him by whom theest of things €eterg were madeFor
here again we cannot take this talhthingsin any other sense thas
meaning whatsoever things have been made.aButhe Wordwas
made flesh, and dwelt among us,” the same Wisdomhanhkasbegotten
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of God condescended also to be created ammoeqg. There isa
reference to this in the word, “The Lord createdimée beginningf
His ways.” For the beginning of His ways is the Hex the Church,
which is Christ endued with human natunerfiine indutus by whomit
was purposed that there should be given to ustarpaif living, thats,
a sure way by which we might reach God. For by tiheeiopath wast
possible for us to return but by humility, who felf pride, accordings
it was said to our first creation, “Taste, and lgalsbe as gods.” Ohis
humility, therefore, that is to say, of the waywlgich it was needfufior
us to return, our Restorer Himself has deemeaheaét to exhibitan
example in His own person, “who thought it not rebbto beequal
with God, but emptied Himself, taking the form o$@rvant;” inorder
that He might be created Man in the beginning af\Ways, the Worty
whom all things were made. Wherefore, in so faHasis theOnly-
begotten, He has no brethren; but in so far asHeei First begotterje
has deemed it worthy of Him to give the name otlimen to allthose
who, subsequently to and by means of His pre-encimesire borragain
into the grace of God through the adoption of s@tsording tothe
truth commended to us by apostolic teaching.” Thihen, theSon
according to naturenféturalis filiug was born of the very substance
the Father, the only one so born, subsisting aswhé&h the Fathers,
God of God, Light of Light. We, on the other haade not the lighby
nature, but are enlightened by that Light, so Wmimay be able tshine
in wisdom.

For, as one says, “that was the true Light, whightéth every mathat

cometh into the world.” Therefore we add to thehfaif thingseternal,
likewise the temporal dispensation of our Lord,ickhHe deemedt

worthy of Him to bear for us and to minister on aklof our salvation.
For in so far as He is the only-begotten Son of Gioclnnot be saidf

Him thatHe wasand thatHe shall be but only thatHe is becausepn

the one hand, that whiokas now isnot; and, on the other, thathich

shall be as yet isnot. He, then, is unchangeable, independerthef
condition of times and variation. And it is my ofn that this isthe

very consideration to which was due thecumstance thaHe

introduced to the apprehension of His servant Mdsesind ofname
[which He then adopted]. For when he asked of Hyiwhom heshould
say that he was sent, in the event of the peopiehtam he wadeing

sent despising him, he received his answer whespdke in thisvise:

“I AM THAT | AM.” Thereafter, too, He added this:Thus shalthou

say unto the children of Israel, HE THAT IQ4i esj has sent manto

you.”

From this, | trust, it is now made patent to spaitminds thathere
cannot possibly be any other being contrary to @ead exist. For iHe
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is, and this is a word which can be spoken withppety only about
God (for that which truly is remains unchangeabhgsmuch aghat
which is changed has been something which nowribts and shalbe
something which as yet it is not), - it followsathGod hasothing
contrary to Himself. For if the question were puus, What isontrary
to white? We would reply, black; if the questionrejewhat iscontrary
to hot? We would reply, cold; if the question wendat is contraryto
quick? We would reply, slow; and all similar integations wewould
answer in like manner. When, however, it is askeldiat is contraryo
that which is?The right reply to give ighat which isnot.

But whereas, in a temporal dispensation, as | lsaw# with a viewto
our salvation and restoration, and with timodness of Godcting
therein, our changeable nature has been assum#thtiynchangeable
Wisdom of God, we add the faith in temporal thingsich havebeen
done with salutary effect on our behalf, believingthat Son ofGod
WHO WAS BORN THROUGH THE HOLY GHOST BYTHE
VIRGIN MARY. For by the gift of God, that is, by@hHoly Spirit,there
was granted to us so great humility on the pasoagreat a God, théte
deemed it worthy of Him to assume the entire natfrenan (totum
hominen in the womb of the Virgin, inhabiting the matérizody so
that it sustained no detrimenintégrum), and leaving itwithout
detriment. This temporal dispensation is in manyswveraftily assailed
by the heretics. But if any one shall have gragiedcatholic faith, so
asto believe that the entire nature of man was asdulnyethe Word
of God, that is to say, body, soul, and spirie has sufficient
defenseagainst thosearties.

For surely, since that assumption was eftecten behalf ofour

salvation, one must be on his guard lest, as hievasl that theres

something belonging to our nature which sustaiasrelation tothat
assumption, that something may fail also to susaain relation tahe
salvation. And seeing that, with the exceptiof the form ofthe

members, which has been imparted to the variefiggirog objectswith

differences adapted to their different kinds, maminothingseparated
from the cattle but in [the possession affrational spirit(rationali

spiritu), which is also named mindnéng, how is that faithsound,
according to which the belief is maintained, ths Wisdom ofGod

assumed that part of us which we hold in commoih e cattlewhile

He did not assume that which is brightlyriined by the lightof

wisdom, and which is man’s peculigift?

Moreover, those parties’ also are to be abhorred @dny that outord

Jesus Christ had in Mary a mother upon earth; whigdispensation
has honored both sexes, at once the male andrte@deand hamade
it plain that not only that sex which He assumedgies to God’'sare,
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but also that sex by which He did assume this oihdéhat He boréthe
nature of] the manv(rum gerendd [and] in that He was born die
woman. Neither is there anything to compel us deaial of themother
of the Lord, in the circumstance that this wordsvepoken byHim:

“Woman, what have | to do with thee? Mine hour e yet come.”But

He rather admonishes us to understand that, irecesp His beingsod,
there was no mother for Him, the part of whose qeat majestycujus
majestatis personarHe was preparing to show forth in the turniofg
water into wine. But as regards His being crucifielé was crucifiedn

respect of his being man; and that washber which had not comas
yet, at the time when this word was spoken, “Wheatehl to dowith

thee? Mine hour is not yet come;” that is, the hatiwhich Ishall
recognize thee. For at that period, when He wasifegd as manHe
recognised His human mothdrofninem matrejn and committecher
most humanelyhumanissimeto the care of the best belovdiciple.
Nor, again, should we be moved by the fact thagemtine presencef

His mother and His brethren was announced to Himréplied,"Who

is my mother, or who my brethren?”, etc. But ratletrit teach usthat
when parents hinder our ministry wherein we mimighe word ofGod
to our brethren, they ought not to be recognizedubyFor if, onthe
ground of His having said, “who is my mother?” ewge should
conclude that He had no mother on earth, then slashld as matteof

course be also compelled to deny that the apdstidSathers omrarth;
since He gave them an injunction in these termsll“6o0 manyour
father upon the earth; for one is your Father, Wihscinheaven.”

Neither should the thought of the woman’s womb imgas faith inus,
to the effect that there should appear to be amgssity forrejecting
such a generation of our Lord for the mere reas@ai worthlessmen
consider it unworthydqordidi sordidam putaft For most true arthese
sayings of an apostle, both that “the foolishnek§&aod is wiserthan
men,” and that “to the pure all things are puretio3e, thereforewho
entertain this opinion ought to ponder the fact tha rays of thisun,
which indeed they do not praise as a creature of Got adore a&od,
are diffused all the world over, through the noisonesses ofewers
and every kind of horrible thing, and that they e in thesaccording
to their nature, and yet never become debased yyeifilementthence
contracted, albeit that the visible light is byuratin closerconjunction
with visible pollutions. How much less, therefommuld the Wordof
God, who is neither corporeal nor visible, sus@filement fromthe
female body, wherein He assumed human flesh togethke souland
spirit, through the incoming of which the majesfytiee Word dwelldn
a less immediate conjunction with the frailty ohaman body! Hence
it is manifest that the Word of God could in no wayénbeen defiled by
a human body, by which even the human soul is notetiefFor not
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whenit rules the body and quickens it, but only whelusts after the
mortalgood things thereof, is the soul defiled by theyodgut if these
personsvere to desire to avoid the defilements of the ,stindy would
dreadrather these falsehoods gofanities.

4.0 CONCLUSION

Augustine lays the solid foundation fdurther Christological
development which later theologians would embarkHia emphasisn
the humanity of Christ is not intended to diminisis interest inthe
divinity of Christ. His point is simply to convehe good news thaod
has shared in our humanity taking upon Himself mdirmities. This
gives us hope of redemption by God showing us gsau= heHimself
was tempted like us, so he could understand witto ishow ugnercy.
Augustine developed this from his exegesisScfipture but alsat
served to grant him comfort for his life which Ineed beforebecoming
a believer.

5.0 SUMMARY

Augustine’s Christology is drawn from his Trinitamni theologyThough
he emphasizes the humanity of Christ, he does na gom for
subordination of the Son to the Father in termsrdic derivation. Irhis
humanity the Son is subject to the Father but sndssential beings
God he is equal to the Father. The three persansgual insubstance
and no one is inferior to the other. But when Ghsscame humahe
was subject to the limitations of humanity whicltludesdependence
on the Father in his redemptive work. Augustinetsrigtology shines
forth from his exegesis of Scripture much more tphiiosophicaland
speculativethinking.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. What is the relationship between AugwessirChristology andhis
Trinitariantheology?

2. What is the importance of Christ's humanityAugustine’s
understanding?
3. Is there the concept of subordinationthef Son to the Fathen

Augustine’sChristology?
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Anselm’s Christology is understood from his wofkir DeusHoma?
This is to explain “Why God Became Man.” In thisnkpAnselmgives
a classic argument on the nature of incarnation indignificancein
redemption. He argues on the necessity of the mat@n asresulting
from the fall of mankind, and God’s chosen meansclwibecamehe
necessary way that God deemed fit to saamkind.

2.0 OBJECTIVES
At the end of this unit, you should be abde

derive the importance of the incarnatiam the medieval
development

explain the nature of Anselm’s argument andirmportantin

Christologicaldevelopment

deduce critical thinking on Christology as s&im intendsto

impact hisreaders.

3.0 MAIN CONTENT

If anyone is seeking to be intellectually activatéten he might need
read Anselm’sCur Deus Homoln this profound work ophilosophical
theology, | think Anselm’s methodology attemptedgnite hisreader,
and then slowly reconstruct their mind with logieason, andltimate
faith.
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3.1 The Necessity of the Incarnation

Of the many Christological topidSur Deus Homaconveys,perhaps
nothing is weightier than its emphasis oe tiecessityof Christto
redeem humanity. Again it is important toefein mind thatwhen
Anselm uses the wondecessityor necessarily he is speaking iterms
of logical language. The word, necessity, famselm, signifiesa
condition in which nothing else could be the caBer example,a
necessary condition for fire is oxygen, whereasificgent condition
could be a match. (Think about the difference betwéhe two fora
second). Anselm’s own words demonstrate his coioviabf thelogical
necessity of Christ when he says in the firsbky “...it proves,by
unavoidable logical steps, that, supposing Chuste left out ofthe
case, as if there had never existed anythonglo with him, itis
impossible that, without him, any member of the lunmmace coulde
saved.” This postulation by Anselm is crucial fas largumentthat
Christ’s divinity regarding the redemption of mamtiisnecessary.

This brings us to the main point of Anselm’s Chaisgy in Cur Deus

Homo 1.5. Because this chapter consists of only two espomade up
of a question fromBoso and an answer from Anselm, it woulzk

advantageous to state théwere:

5. ‘That the redemption of mankind could not have been
broughtabout by any other than a diviperson”

Boso

If it were said that this liberation had been brdougbout by anon-
divine person-either by an angel or by a humanddime humamind
would accept this far more readily. For God cousvé createdsome
man (somebody) without sin, not out of raw miatethat wassinful
and not as the issue of another man, bdtdrsame way in whiche
had created Adam. The work of liberation coudd, it seemshave
been accomplished through the agency ofrtlas.

Anselm

Do you not understand that, supposing any othesgmewas taescue
man from eternal death, man would rightly be judggdisbond-slave?
If he were this, he would in no way have been restdo thatdignity

which he would have had in the future, if he had sioned. Foman,

who had the prospect of being the bondsman of ne @rctept
God..would be the bond-slave of someone who wasGua.

According to Anselm, the argument here is basedaamaticlogic.
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Thus the distinction between necessity and contingé theargument
is apparent. A clear example of this contingemyound inBosds

postulation that God’s atonemeeauld have been achieved bynan-
divine person, specifically, an angel ornawly createdhuman.
Anselm’s response to this speculation is to demmatestthat it isnot
logically possible for this to be the case. R.WutBern statednselm’s
logic very succinctly in the following categoricgyllogisms:

Only Manoughtto make the offering for sirb(it hecanno}; Only God
canmake the offering for sirbit He oughnot);

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

Or

Man has an obligation but canrmay, God has no obligation but can
pay, Therefore a God-Man is conceivable having bothgalibn and
powerto pay.

3.2 Christological Divinity & Redemption

Anselm’s argument for the necessity of Christ'smlity in theargument
above is multifaceted. The first axiom on whichsam’s argument
rests is his conception of the redemption of mashkitis proposal othe
atonement is not a “ransom theory” in which Goceidieshumanity
from the clutches of the devil. Anselm rejects fopular idea ohis
day, namely, that the devil has rights over hunyarbecause he says
it is not “necessary to pay a ransom to a usurperaathéef;” and thus
thedevil is out of the picture of the atonement. Thegtion, then, is
whatwill Anselm replace the formeansomtheory of atonement with?
Theanswer is found between the linesfr Deus Home?2.5.

Anselm understands that the redemption of mankied Within the
requirement of Christ being necessarily divine.c8iChristvoluntarily
died for mankind, it is mankind who is indebtechim. If Christ isnot
divine, then mankind would be the bond-slave whold¢pay homagéo
someone else other than God. This, therefore, wdadin direct
confrontation to Anselm’s definition of sin: “torsis nothing othethan
not to give God what is owed to him.” Thus, if Gitrithe redeemeof
humankind is not divine, then it would indebd sinful toattribute
redemption to him because God himself would nogloefied for this
redemption. The logic of Anselm in this respectlisar. Christmust
necessarily béivine.

In addition to humanity paying adoration to Godrn&pAnselminserts
another enthymeme into the text which is only iriglyy alluded tobut
developed later iCur Deus HomoThe hidden argument is simptnly
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God can save humanity. It is not a question, aoBasks whethea
person could effect the restoration of mankind, thetimpossibilityof
such a being if that being is not divine. Anselmigument is thatno
one is capable of bringing about recompense exsepieone whas
God and man.” On the part of humanity, there hdsetpaymengreater
than anything that exists apart from God, and atingrto Anselmthere
is nothing superior to all that exists whichnst God-excepGod.”
Thus, the implied conclusion is that it absolutely necessarthat
mankind pay recompense (e.¢ur Deus Hom® 1.5), otherwise
humanity is not accountable. But within this arguiné is alsoa
requirement that only divinity is capable of efiagtsalvation due tthe
exclusive servitude to God. Anselm states that tme canmake
recompense unless he is truly God.” This bringback to theoriginal
necessary conclusion that Anselm speaks aboutdk bdb.Humankind
can only be redeemed through a divjpegson.

The logical extension of Anselmisecessargonclusions as flusheslt
above will inevitably lead to a more polished vie#the atonement
which is often referred to as the “satisfaction tdoe.” Thenecessary
conclusions will also lead Anselm to a full Chaloatn treatmenof
the incarnation of Christ by the end©@dir Deus HomoG. R.

Contrary to some critics who have demanded thatcdr&orms to
developments in theology and philosophy over thet paillennia,
Anselm’s argumentation and thought must not berepiesentechor
underestimated. In the commendatiorCof Deus Homado PopeUrban
II, Anselm explains his reasons for writing the wolfe is interesteth
communicating the truth, reasonableness, and tfglee Christiarfaith
to the faithful of his era. In this mindset Ansef@ems neithecavalier
nor naive about the complexities of truth. He, é¢fi@re, does not trio
“prove” the Christian faith to unbelievers, butestipts to show why is
reasonable for believers. Thus, his apologetiodfied in hisquotation
of Isaiah 7:9, “Unless you have believed, you wdkunderstand.”

In the light of the argument put forth @ur Deus Homd..5, Anselm’s
Christology consists of demonstrating that onlyi€thcould bedivine
because humanity’s redemption requires a divinesqgrerNot onlyis
Christ’s divinity regarding the redemption of hurkamd is certainbut
for Anselm it is necessarily certain to be tase.

3.3  Satisfaction or Commercial Theory in Anselm

The Satisfaction (or Commercial) theory the atonementwas
formulated by Anselm of Canterbury in hisokpCur DeusHomo
(‘Why the God Man’). He has introduced the ideasatisfactionasthe
chief demand of the nature of God, minishmentas a possible
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alternative of satisfaction and equally flilfiy the requirement®f
justice thus opening the way to the assertion ofighument as thgue
satisfaction of the law. In his view, God’s offeldbeonor andlignity
could only be satisfied by the sacrifice of the Goan, Jesu<hrist.
Anselm undertook to explain the rational necessitythe Christian
mystery of the atonement. His philosophy restshwed positionsFirst,
that satisfaction is necessary on account of Gloofeur andjustice;
second, that such satisfaction can be givaty by the peculiar
personality of the God-man Jesus; and, third, sheh satisfactions
really given by this God-man's voluntasgath.

According to this view, sin incurs a debt to Divijustice, a debthat
must be paid somehow. Thus, no sin, according teeln, canbe
forgiven without satisfaction. However, the incurr@ebt issomething
far greater than a human being is capable of payitighe servicethat
a person can offer to God is already obligatedtberodebts to GoBy
Anselm's time the suggestion has been made tha samocenperson,
or angel, might possibly pay the debt inedrrby sinners.That,
however, we would put the sinner under obligatiorthiat delivereand
the sinner would become indebted to a "n@eature.”

The only way in which the satisfaction could made-thahumans
could be set free from their sins-was by the conuhg Redeemewho

is both God and man. He himself would have to bkess, thudhaving
no debt that he owed. His death is something grélaéa all the sinsf

all humanity. His death makes a superabundatisfactionto the
Divine Justice. Anselm's theory persisted for eiggrituries.

4.0 CONCLUSION

Anselm's formulation differs distinctly from Refoation views.For
Anselm, Chrisbbeyedwhere we should havebeyed for JohnCalvin,
he waspunishedwhere we should have bepanished While Anselm's
interpretation permitted man to offer Christ to Gtite Protestarfaith
insists that it is God, not man, who reconciledefalhumanityby
sacrificing Hisson.

Critics of Anselm assert that he put the whole toindbn merely degal
footing, giving it no ethical bearing, and neglea$iogether the
consciousness of the individual to be redekmia this respectit
contrasts with the later theory of Peter Abelarg.viBay of criticism,
theologian George Foley writes that theditional statementof
Anselm's doctrine has undoubtedly inspired the lbgveent ofmuch
devout and consecrated life. However, itsgi@s power hazome
from the fact that it is aemotionalwitness to the fundamental realay
incarnate love andacrifice.
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Anselm’s doctrine likely influenced the fathersthre Church tahink
more of being dwelling of God and humanity tharthef sufferingsand
death of Jesus Christ on behalf of humanity. Thisfaation theoryof
the Reformation, however, owed its existence toeMns It wasmade
the test of orthodoxy and continued to be so urdr the end othe
19th century. He also criticizes the fact that thossts oforthodoxy
required one to subscribe to a rationalistic anthpteysical formulain
the place of the Scriptural doctrine from whiclhaid beerderived.

5.0 SUMMARY

Anselm does not advance the belief which is nowerretl to ashe

Immaculate Conception, though his thinking laid gineundwork forthe

doctrine's development in the West. De virginali conceptu etle

peccato originali he gave two principles which became fundamental
thinking about the immaculate conception. The isghat it wagproper

that Mary should be so pure that no purer beingldctne imagined,
aside fromGod.

The second innovation in Anselm's thinking whiclteonged the wayor
the Immaculate Conception was his understandih original sin.
Anselm affirmed that original sin is simplyuman naturewithout
original justice, and that it is transmitted be@ysrents cannajive
original justice if they do not have it themselvesiginal sin isthe
transmission of fallen human nature. In casifr Anselm's
contemporaries held that the transmissiommginal sin add tahe
lustful nature of the act of sexual intensgu Anselm was thérst
thinker to separate original sin from the lustrdkrcourse. Thignabled
later thinkers to see that God might keep Mary freen original sin,
even though she was conceived through nopnatreation.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. Briefly explain what you understand frémselm’sChristology.

2. What is the nature of the necessity fragelm proposes for

the incarnation?

3. What are some of the strengths aedknesses iAnselm’s
Christology?

7.0 REFERENCES/FURTHER READING
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Aquinas was a great intellectual and theologiathefmedieval agesie
profoundly influences the tradition of Ran Catholicism. His
philosophy dominated his theological enterprise. isl@mportantin
theological development because of his astute aegtsnand helso
tried to build on Augustine’theology.

2.0 OBJECTIVES
At the end of this unit, you should be abde

describe the importance of Aquinas Christological
development

distinguish between the continuity and discontiywt Aquinas’
Christologyand

later Christologicablevelopments.

3.0 MAIN CONTENT

The analysis of Aquinas’ Christology here is dralargely fromthe
summary ofFr. John A. Hardon; S.JAquinas’ Christologyis
understood also in terms of God’s wisdom. Christhis total sunof
God’s wisdom. God knows all things and his knowkedgcomparedo
a treasure: wisdom is an infinite treasure to nWe.can only looko
Christ to attain that wisdom. This derives fréms understandingf
Paul: "I judged not myself to know anything bulriSt Jesus.The
center of Aquinas’ Christology is the huntgnbf Christ in its
possession of grace and wisdom, subject to wealameksufferingand
thereby atoning for the sins of fallemankind.
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3.1 The Necessity of the Incarnation

The question that he first addresses is the quesfithe necessity dhe
incarnation. The first kind of necessityoed not enter intdhe
incarnation; for God Almighty’'s power couldave restorechuman
nature in many other ways. The hope of humanityliesen elevatetly
God's deep love for us, which is expressed in thre & God takingon
our humanity by his birth, suffering and death. Mzan be seebut
should not be followed. God should be followed tarinot be seemnd
therefore God became man that he might both be aediollowed.
Finally, with regard to our full sharing in the thity, which is ourtrue
end and bliss bestowed on us through Christ's nhhdugustinesays
that he became man that man might bec@uod.

The nature of the hypostatic union of the two neduis also agreat
mystery. When a human nature can be so joined tbtieat there idut
one person there, let no proud spirits valn@mselves abovenen
because they are unearthly and without flesh. Gadnow shown uthe
high place human nature holds in creation, foreh&ered into ity
genuinely becoming man. In order to do away withgresumptionthe
grace of God is commended in Jesus Christ, throwogbrecedingnerits
of ours. Man's pride, his greatest hindrateeclinging to God,is
rebuked and cured by humility. A mere man cannahdtin forthe
whole of human race, how right, then, that our Sawidid justthat
proving that he is both God angan.

Leaning on Augustine's authority, Thomas holds tatl becamenan
only because man had become estranged from Godefohe if man
had not sinned, the Son of Man would not have cddoee holdthat
even if man had not fallen, the Son of Geduld havebecome
incarnate. There the motive for the incarnatioralisays put dowrto
man's sin. God became man to remit every kind viatien fromthem;
divine law, inherited and personal. "Christ camdake awaysin...all
sin.” To that extent, it may be said that Chrigtheaprincipally totake
away original sin. The cause of every good thate®mo us is Godnd
his love. It is His love which causes every peifacttof nature anaf
grace: "l have loved thee with an everlasting Idtierefore withloving
kindness have | drawthee."

The hypostatic union is not by division as Neste@ssumed\estorius’
understanding disagrees with the Scriptures, whpdak differentlyof
Christ and of men in whom the word of God dwellsgrgice; ofsuch
prophets it is said that the word of God comes, diuthrist that'the
Word was made flesh," that is, a man: the mearsnthyat the woraf
God transforms into a man. The difficulty aboutstimterpretationis
that Christ would not have been a true mfor, human nature
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isomposed of this union of body and soul. The firsisvthat théVord
took the place of soul, and so came to the flesk: rature waformed
from the Word and the flesh, as with us one naisifermed fromsoul
andbody.

This conclusion, which cannot be justified, is tefliby Augustineit
would mean that the Word assumed an animal naburtenot ahuman
nature. A properly constituted nature cannot beeimented byanother
nature, and if another was added then the resutizitigre would nobe
the same as before. The divine nature is quitapbete, andcannot
possibly be added to; for that matter, human nagiocempleteenough
to disallow the entrance of another nature. In @ese, the resuivould
be a compound, neither divine nor human, and Chastld beneither
man nor God, which immadmissible.

As God is his existence and goodness, so is hetede his unity.

Why, for example, is the human nature not communiec#o anyother
individual of the human family? The humanity of Ghihad all thatvas
required for the perfection of a human nature-bady soul faculties
and emotions completely. Christ is therefore ardiviPersorbecause
His act of existence, which identifies pemdy, is not humarbut

divine.

3.2 Grace and Wisdom in Christ

Also, on Christ's possession of grace and wisdonmhigthumanity,
Aquinas offers a great insight. It is difficult tescribe theelationship
of Christ's human nature to the divine because ave mothing like iin

our experience. He argues for a three-fold Gradghinst. Aquinadirst

considers Christ's fullness of grace. All the gifeely given to merby
God surpasses the claims of nature and are noiradquymerit-though
supernatural rewards are not without the name #&d of grace,for

grace is the principle of merit, "the gift of Gaglaternal life," andhey
are given more abundantly than deserve.

Union with God can be by affection or by substankesus Chrisalone
has this unity; he is both God and man. This isdimgular graceof
being joined to God as one single person; a glir given,exceeding
natural power, rewarding no merits, and makingis€hmost dearo
God: "This is my beloved Son, in whom | am welkased."

The first is a habitual state of soul infused bydGtine soul cleavet
God by an act of love, a perfect act coming frohahit. Nothingnearer
to God than a human nature hypostatically uniteHito could existor
be thought of. As a result Christ's soul is mork déi grace thanany
other soul. The man Christ is the only begotterthaf Father.From
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Christ's fullness grace is outpoured on us. The &oGod wasmade
man that men might be made God’s and become therehiof God:
"When the fullness of time was come, God sent farthSon, made o
woman, made under the law, to redeem them that weder thelaw,
that we might receive the adoptionsmins."

Because of this overflow of grace and truth Chigstalled the Headf
the Church. To summarize with St. Thomasoltigical tradition
ascribes to Christ a threefold grace. First, trezgrof hypostaticinion
whereby a human nature is united in person to tred God.Second
sanctifying grace the fullness of which disting@shChrist abovall
others. He also taught a two-fold Wisdom in ChriSonsequentlywe
profess two wisdoms in Christ, the uncreated wisdifnGod andthe
created wisdom of man. As the Word of God, he ésdbnceivedand
begotten wisdom of the Father: Christ and the posfeBod, andthe
wisdom of God. From the beginning of his life hevsdaod; unlikethe
blessed, he did not arrive at the visiorGufd.

No one was so near to God. Christ's human souwdtialsove albther
created intelligent substances. With perfect insiggh beheld alGod's
works, past, present, and future. God's infinitedpés the infinitetruth,
and no created mind, even though knowing the it®jncan knowit
infinitely, or by seeing God can comprehemdn. Christ's soulis
created, as all about his human nature was createdrwise nwther
nature would exist in Christ apart from the divimeture which alones
uncreated. Appropriately then he sees in God elveryithat Godloes,
and in this sense can be calteuniscient.

The first is the empirical knowledge which otherrmalso enjoy, for
it is proper for human nature that truth should bealisred througlhe
senses. The second is divinely infused, and infaimasmind abougll

truths which human knowledge searches or can rdaclt,is rightthat
the human nature assumed by the Word of God, wieistoreshuman
nature, should itself lack no humperfection.

To sum up: Christ's soul was raised to the higheastl of knowledge
possible to any created mind, first, as regardsgeggod's essencand
all things in God, secondly, by knowing the myserof graceand
thirdly, all objects of humaknowledge.

On His own testimony, Christ revealed both sidesiisfexistencethe
humble and human together with the sublime anchdivivhy didthe
Son of God assume the infirmities of human naturemabsolutely
speaking He could have redeemed us without anyesad? More
profoundly, however, Christ underwent the limitagsoof humamature
as a means of meriting our salvation. Sin has tiasps, the turning
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totransient advantage, and the consequent turning & God.That
Christ should assume those consequences of sirh\kbiep meraway
from God cannot bentertained.

Our bodily disabilities are punishments for sin.ri€hput them onand
accordingly is said to have worn the likeness of ¥%o0d sent Hiown
Son in the likeness of sinful flesh, and for siondemned in théesh."
Here St. Paul calls suffering sin. In the final lgsis, only humarbeings
can suffer. If the causes of pain in Christ werenifiodd, the rational
experience of pain and its deliberate acceptanogecanly fromone
source, mankind will He possessed as a true Sdvaof. It is worth
reviewing with Aguinas the basis of Catholic teachthat Christhad
two wills, a divine anchuman and the various aberrations ticailed
into question Christ's finite volition and poweraréatediberty.

For it is certain that the Son of God assumed &pehumannature.
Now the will is like the mind, a natural power whids part ofthe
perfection of human nature; hence we must say tti@tSon ofGod
assumed a human will together with human naturethByssumption
of a human nature the Son of God suffered no diti@nwf hisdivine
nature, to which a will also is attributed. Therefowe are boundo
profess two wills in Christ, one human, the ottimine.

3.3 Divine Human Activity

The term "God-human" activityefiergia Theandrike dates backio
Dionysius the Areopagite (about 500 A.D.). As we@rmach Christhe
God-man, His actions are also "God-manly,” henearldric Theos=
God, andros= man). Some things which Christ did and doesdanee
by His divinity using the human nature only asrastent, and thesare
theandricin the strict sense. Another name would "G®d-through-
man" produced activities. They cover all the opers that God
performed (performs) in the person of Christ utls a way thathe
divine nature produced the effettirough the human natureas
subordinate instrument agent. Theologians preferatbthese'mixed"
actions, to distinguish them from those which cabyd or only marcan
perform.

In Christ, however, their operating sourgeir(cipium quod is the
second person while their operating instrumgmin€ipium quois the
human nature, yet differently than in the precedirfgre the stress @
the God-man. Here the accent is on Men-God.

We have already noted in Christ's human natureoéotad power ofwill,

the sensitive appetite or derivative will, and thBonal appetitewhich
acts both non-deliberately and deliberately. It Wasl's will thatChrist
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should undergo pain, suffering, and death, notifemselves, but fahe
sake of human salvation. If the Incarnation wasermined byGod
because of man's sin, so the sufferings and ddédafinrist werechosen
because they are so effective in redeeming us fsomAbsolutely
speaking, God might have saved man without thei®gsisut therwe
should have been deprived of innumerdi@efits.

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

cause when to His Godhead (as God, He is the creathvine grace);
the meritorious cause when related to His humah (Wi freelychose
to suffer death to His earthly body); thatigfying cause is that

liberates us from the debt of punishment (Christously sufferedhat
we might be relieved of pain that was due to ons)sitheredemptive
cause in that it frees us from the bondage ofgilt(is remitted andhe
estrangement caused by sin is removed); and thiéicat cause inthat
it reconciles us with God (from enemies of God,hveeome oncenore
His friends).

Christ's role in our redemption was that of medidtetween Godnd
His people. To achieve our union with God is Clwistork: "Godwas
in Christ reconciling the world unto Himself." Héome is theperfect
mediator between God and men, since the humanwasdroughinto
agreement with God through His death: "There ismediatorbetween
God and men, the man Jesus Christ,” says St. &adithen addswho
gave Himself as a ransom fall."

Sin is an insult to God, and therefore infinite &ese of an offenst®

the Infinite. In the circumstances, though, Clwisttisfaction wasore

than adequate. Whereas the offense against Godpergetrated by
a finite being, it was only morally infinite (direadeagainstGod).

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

infinite; it was done by a Divine Person sufferimgthe humanityHe

assumed.

By suffering from charity, Christ offered to God mothan whatvas
demanded as recompensation for the sin of theeehtimanrace.
Secondly, from the preciousness of the life he tadvn, the life of
aman who was God. Christ's Passion was more thditienf, it was
superabundant.

4.0 CONCLUSION

The Christological understanding of Aquin@gew out of his
development from Augustine. Aquinas employed a npirdosophical
argumentation in explicating the divinity arfdimanity of Christ.
Aquinas represents a solid Christian voice on aliyuall theological
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disciplines in the medieval churtiistory.
50 SUMMARY

Basically, Aquinas’ Christology posits that thoutjlere are thingthat
pertain distinctly to the two natures of Christert is one hypostasis
which all things pertaining to Christ are uphelcheTnature ofthis
hypostatic union of the two natures in the persb@hrist makes ithat
by being essentially divine his redemptive waskanchored orthat
divine personality. By this fact Christ could belea a creatureonly
relatively as a man but not properly because hisnfas divineis
uncreated.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. What is Aquinas’ understanding of thecgraf God workingn
the humanity oChrist?

2. Explain whether Aquinas’ understandingtlee two natureof
Christ agrees with the early churidrmulation.
3. What is the basic function of the incaiorafor Aquinas?

7.0 REFERENCES/FURTHER READING
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The main Christological thrust in the Reformatioeripd stood orthe
shoulders of Martin Luther and John Calvin. Botkeelchurchmen
developed their Christological understandingréhation to whathas
been earlier established especially by the Chaluadadefinition.They
however, had major differences especialjth their attemptto
understand the nature of the relationship betweenattributes othe
divine and the human in Christ. While Luther belidvin the
communication of attributes between the two naur@alvin heldto
their communion rather than the communication. Thigher had
consequences on the nature of the presence ot @htiee Eucharistin
this section we shall be dealing with LutheCkristology.

2.0 OBJECTIVES
At the end of this unit, you should be abde

explain the tread of continuity in the developmehChristologyin
the Christian Church up to the Reformatiome appreciate the vast
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sources of Christology from the eadiaurchto the reformation so
that they can also makeeaningcontribution toit

grasp an understanding of Luther’s Christology haw it differs from
one of the major Christian traditions, namely Beformed.

3.0 MAIN CONTENT
3.1 Divergence between the Luther and Reformed Teaching

Reformation Christology as championed byhlen permitted the

orthodox Christological statements of the churalnmils. Luthertaught
that when the Word became incarnate he did notesuspor altehis

normal function of upholding the universe. Luthe@nristologyinsists
that the two natures in Christ are distinct thongiver separate. Y@t

the unity of person in Christ, one nature is scelp involved inthe

activities and events which concern the other thathuman naturean

be spoken of partaking in divine attributes. Sabratis accomplished
not only by the divine nature working through thertan but isndeed
the accomplishment of the human Jesus, who workedagerfect
obedience and sanctification for all men in his ge@nson (théaumanity
being not only the instrument but the "materialssuofsalvation).

Here, there is a divergence between the Lutherdmeformedeaching.
The Lutherans laid the stress upon a urodntwo natures ina

communion in which the human nature is asslirmto thedivine

nature. The Reformed theologians refused to thinknoassumptiorof

the human nature into the divine, but rather ofagaumption othe

human nature into the divine person of the Sonwlrom there was
adirect union between the two natures. Thubkijle keeping tothe

patristic conception of theommunicatio idiomatunpthey developethe

concept of theommunicatio operationuii.e., that the properties dfe

two natures coincide in the one person) in ordespeak of aractive

communion between the natures without teachingcdride of mutual

interpenetration.

3.2 Communication Operationum

The importance of theommunicatio operationurfwhich also caméo
be taken up by Lutherans) is that it corrects thher static wayof
speaking of the hypostatic union in patristiedlogy, by seeindhe
person and the work of Christ in inseparable yrdilyd so asserts
dynamic communion between the divine and humanresitof Chrisin
terms of his atoning and reconciling work. It stes the union afwo
natures for his mediatorial operation in swchway that thisvork
proceeds from one person of the God - rbgnthe distinctive
effectiveness of both natures. In this light, thypdstatic union iseen
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as the ontological side of the dynamic action @oreiliation, andso
incarnation and atonement are essentially ¢temmgntary. Weshall
follow some details of Luthera@hristology.

The orthodox Lutheran theology of Jesus Christ degelopedusing
the methodology of Luther’s scholasticism. On tleaeyal basis ahe
Chalcedonian Christology, and following thedications of the
Scriptures as the only rule of faith, Protestaspeeially theLutheran
scholastics, at the close of the sixteenth andnduthe seventeenth
century, built some additional features, and dgvedonew aspectsf
Christ's person. The propelling cause was the kathédoctrine othe
real presence or omnipresence of Christ's bodyar_ord’s supperand
the controversies growing out of it with the Zwilagls andCalvinists,
and among the Lutherans themselves. These newdsatelate tdhe
communion of the two natures, and to theestaand the officesf
Christ. The first was the production of the Luthret@hurch thatwvas
never adopted but partly rejected by the reforntiee;second anthird
were the joint doctrines of both, but with a vergtarial differencan
the understanding of treecond.

3.3 The Communicatio Idiomatum

At the Reformation, Luther's Christology was bas&dChrist adrue
God and true man in inseparable unity. He spokéhe "wondrous
exchange" by which, through the union of Christmhitiman naturejis
righteousness becomes ours, and our sins bebh@ne

He refused to tolerate any thinking that might léadpeculatiorabout
God - man divorced either from the historical parsbJesus himsetr
from the work he came to do and the offfee came to fulfillin
redeeming us. But Luther taught that the doctrinth®"communication
of attributes” ¢ommunicatio idiomatujmeant that there wasnautual
transference of qualities or attributes betwée® divine andchuman
natures in Christ, and developed this to mean aahuiterpenetration
of divine and human qualities or properties, veggion the very
commingling of natures which Chalcedonian Chrigjgithadavoided.

In Lutheran orthodoxy, this led later to a contneyeabout thenanhood
of the Son of God shared in and exercised sucibuaties ofdivine
majesty, how far it was capable of doing so, ane Fer Jesus usedr
renounced these attributes during his human lifee fajorproblem
with Lutheran Christology is that it seemed to igythe difficultiesthat
are inherent in making human attributes share endivine andvice
versa. Could the human limitations be shared bylthiee nature? I§o,
would this not have serious implications for God aonsequentlgven
on the omnipresent character of God which Luthéhristologyseeks
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to affirm?

The Communicatio Idiomatummeans the communication of attributes
properties (Gkidiomatg Lat. proprietate3 of one nature to the othe,

to the whole person. It is derived from thrio personalisand the

communio naturarumThe Lutheran theologians distinguish thkéaeds

or genera

(1) genus idiomaticungor idiopoietikor), whereby the propertiesf
one nature are transferred and applied to the wpetson,for

which are quoted in such passages as Rom. :8t, BRL8;4:1.

(2) The genus apotelesmaticum (koinopoietikonwhereby the
redemptory functions and actions which beldagthewhole
person (th@potelesmatpare predicated only of one or thther
nature (1Tim. 2. 5-6; Heb. 23).

3) Thegenus auchematicunor majestaticumwhereby théhuman
nature is clothed with and magnified by thiributes ofthe
divine nature (John 3:13; 5:27; Matt. 28:18, 20MR®:5 ;Phil.
2:10). Under this head the Lutheran Church claansertain
ubiquity or omnipresence for the body of Christ,tiea groundf
the personal union of the two natures; but as éoetttent othis
omnipresence, there were two distinct schoatschv areboth
represented in the formula of Concord (158fenz andthe
Swabian Lutherans maintained an absolute ubicufit¢Zhrist's
humanity from his very infancy, thus making thean@ationnot
only an assumption of the human nature, but alskimgeadeity
out of it; although the divine attributes were atted to have
been concealed during the state of humiliation.tMaZhemnitz
and the Saxon divines called this view a monstypsihdtaught
only a relative ubiquity, depending on Christ'sl\{llencecalled
volipraesentia or multivolipraesenti who may be presemtith
his whole person wherever he pleases to be orfoasiged tde.

(4) Then there is theenus kenoticum(from kenosis), or
tapeinoticum(from tapeinosis), Phil. 2:7, 8; i.e.cammunicatiorof the
properties of the human nature to the divine natiet this is
decidedly rejected by the old Lutherans iasonsistentwith the
unchangeableness of the divine nature, and a%haarible and
blasphemous" doctrine (Formula of Concord6p2).

3.4 Theology of The Cross

Also central to Lutheran Christology is the emp&axsi the theologpf
the Cross. Luther had reached a new undhelisig of thepivotal
Christian notion of salvation, or reconcilati with God. Overthe
centuries, the church had conceived the meanslvdtgm in avariety
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of ways, but common to all of them was the idea #advation igointly
affected by humans and by God also by humans througrshalling
their will to do good works and thereby to pleasedGand byGod
through his offer of forgivingrace.

Luther broke dramatically with this tradition bysasting thathumans
can contribute nothing to their salvatiosalvation is fully and
completely, a divine work. His theology of the €socenters orhe
person and work of Christ. It is the firesh work of Christthat
establishes the basis for our justification. Buttca in this theologyf
the Cross is the doctrine of justificat Christ hasacquired
righteousness for us which we could not attain by loest ofworks.
God imputes to us the righteousness of Christ bighvtve arecounted
righteous beforé&od.

4.0 CONCLUSION

Lutheran Christology is unique in the sense thas icultured inthe
communication of attributes between the two natutesher wasmore
concerned with maintaining all the divine attritaitef Christ asGod
even in his humanity. Some scholars believe thataimost sektuther’s
Christology in the direction dtutyches.

5.0 SUMMARY

Lutheran Christology posits that Christ's twatures shared itheir
attributes though it kind of gives more credencéhi divine overthe
humanity. This makes it such that Gtsishumanity doesnot
necessarily restrict him to be in a particular towa at a time. Hes
omnipresent in his humanity and that he can beipaljs present irthe
Holy Communion. Also important in Lutheran Christgy aretheology
of the Cross where the concept of justificatiofuity expressedMany
scholars believe that justification is the centralherantheology.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. Briefly describe the unique features oftieranChristology.
2. What do you think are someobpems with Lutheran
Christology?

7.0 REFERENCES/FURTHER READING
Althaus, P. (1966)The Theology of Martin LuthePhiladelphia.

Lohse, B. (1981)Martin Luther: An Introduction to His Life and/ork
(1986) Originally Published iGGerman.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Calvin’s Christology is grounded upon the Chalcedorfoundation.
Calvin moves away from Luther at important pointis studywill

orient you on the understanding of Calvinism’s ididivenessin

Christology as it does other areas of thgyloCalvin differsfrom
Luther on the nature of the relationship of thelaites of the divinand
human natures. He denies Luther’s view of Christimiipresence ihis
humanity as well as Christ’s real physical presendade Eucharisbut
spiritual.

2.0 OBJECTIVES

At the end of this unit, you should be abde

explain Calvin’sChristology
differentiate between Calvin’s Christology and tb&tLutherdescribe
Christologies of the past and that of RReformers.

3.0 MAIN CONTENT

3.1 Calvin's Christology

In his argument for the divinity of Christ, Calviimds theapplicability
of the name Yahweh both to God and Chasite important.He
consented to the Jewish tradition that the nameweéhhwas not

commonly applied to creatures, as was Elchinvahweh wasthe
exclusive and uniquely identifying name of God thatothercreature
could bear. But he also differs from them whenJéwishinterpretation
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Elohim was applied to other God’s and to humans §2%5; Jn. 10:34)
as well as toGod Almighty.undermines the divinity of Christ by
refusing to identify Chriswith Yahweh. The total sum of Calvin's
argument is this: “For, sinctheJews further teach that other names
of God are nothing but titlequtthat this one alone [Yahweh], which
they speak of as overwhelminig,substantive to express his essence;
we infer that the only Son itheeternal God who elsewhere declares
that he will not give his gloryo another [lsaiah 42:8].” Philip
Melanchthon holds thesameinterpretation, that Christ spoke
directly to the patriarchsseeMelanchthon on Christian Doctrine:
Loci Communes 155%ed. andtrans. Clyde L. Manschreck; Grand
Rapids, Mich.: Baker, 1982), 121; A Melanchthon Readeftrans.
Ralph Keen; New York: Petetang,1988), 173. Muller also
notes the general consensus treunderstanding of the meaning
of Yahweh as given in Exodus in tlR®stReformation theology: “In
signifying the One God, therefore, Yahwehtl®e name of the full
Godhead, Father, Son and Holy Spirit, and not #ir@eofthe Father
alone” (Muller, PRRD 3, 259); he adopts this from ZancHde
Natura Dej lL.xiii (col. 30).

Hence it is reasonable to describe Calvin’'s Chiogjp in one way as
YahwehChristology, since by demonstrating that Christ Wakweh or

| amheestablishes that it was necessary for Christ tdiiee in order

to accomplishhis redemptive work with all its benefits. Calvinvgew
here is not limitedo the pre-incarnate Son but it takes the totality of
the existence of thé&on,whether as pre-incarnate or incarnate. The
unique nature of this nanie contrast to other names of God has to do
with the “essence” byhich the autotheosof the Son as well as of the
Father is attested. That ifhe name Jehovah points to what God
essentially is that makes hirdifferent from his creatures. This
differentiation is what demarcates Godlsry from that of his creatures.
Later on, we shall see that Christ refeviimself asl am which, is the
equivalent of the Old Testament naofeyahweh.

Calvin followed the interpretations of sonoethodox theologians
against Servetus’ interpretation: “But the orthodioxctors of theehurch
have rightly and prudently interpreted thaiet angel to beGod’s
Word, who already at that time, as a sort of fatetabegan to fulfilthe
office of Mediator.” Though McNeill rightly think¢hat the“orthodox
doctors” here refers to Justin and Tertull{@ote 29); the scopef
Calvin’s tradition is broader than Justin and Then. As seen fronthe
patristic writings, Calvin is in keeping with théiroad tradition orthis
basic understanding of Yahweh Christology, thoughcbuld be said
to be more Augustinian. The humanity of Chmstl not imposea
limitation to his divinity. Calvin says, “Here iosiethingmarvelous:
the Son of God descended from heaven in such athatywithout
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leaving heaven, he willed to be borne in the vitgiwomb, to goabout
the earth, and to hang upon the cross; yet hermonisly filled the
world even as he had done from the beginning!s lnarveloubecause
the humanity of Christ does not change him fromngeGod. This
immutable essential being of Christ is what is tdnas theextra
Calvinisticum Parker argues that Calvin’s Christology is‘strong
assertion of the Chalcedonian position, particylad drawn fronthe
Quicunque vultthe so-called Athanasian Creed” (Parker, 1995:

The role of the divinity of Christ in his redempiwvork is whatis
unique in Calvin’s Christology. In Calvin’s timedahumanity ofChrist
was not under attack as was his divinity, so ngthdould havebeen
unique in Calvin’s defense of Christ's humanity.tBhe fact thathe
divinity of Christ was under attack, Calvin usalll resources ahis
disposal to explain and defend Christ’s divinityitamommuned witlthe
humanity. For Calvin, without the divinityf Christ, hishumanity
alone could not have accomplished his warksatisfy theeternal
judicial sentence upon sin. The two natures wet&elg involved in
the task that was required of tNeediator:

In short, since neither as God alone could he deglth, nor asnan
alone could he overcome it, he coupled human natithedivine thatto

atone for sin he might submit the weakness of tieeto death; anthat,

wrestling with death by the power of the other matthe mightwin

victory for us. Those who despoil Christ of eithtas divinity or his

humanity diminish his majesty and glory, abscure hisgoodness
(Calvin, Institutes:2.12.3,466).

As represented above, a common error among sonodasshis tothink

of Christ as Mediator only in terms of his humarstyd to concludéhat
Calvin emphasized Christ’'s humanity over his diyinCalvin’s viewis

clearly contrary to such a conclusion. Calvin’swidoes not streghe
mediatorial work of Christ in his humanitwesy and againshis

ontological being as God. Rather, “Only he who wae God andtrue

man could bridge the gulf between God and oursél@slvin, 232).In

Calvin’s Christology the adjectival qualification$ the constitutiorof

the Mediator obviously stress the necessary baltratehe holds othe
two natures of Christ in respect of their uniquadiions. Oneaspect
cannot be more distinctive than the other, becdwsbd areequally
distinctive. What Christ began in his pre-incarnatate is whathe
continues till completion, as Paul affirms (Phib).

3.2 Christ as Mediator

Mediation is a covenantal activity that both Godl amankindperform.
Moses, as essentially a creature was arreBnthuman mediator

41



CRS422 CHRISTOLOGY

between God and Israel, and his work had no imfimerit. But Chrisis
essentially God and condescended to become theakdedn theflesh
without losing his original identity. By virtue tiis anhypostatidiuman
nature, he was like Moses, but considered in himéinature, havas
greater than Moses and equal to the other triumgops. Mediatioris
the equivalent of reconciliation. Paul says thad®as reconcilinghe
world to himself in Christ (2 Cor 5:18, 19; Col 0;22). That Godhas
reconciled us to himself does not make him less thienself, andhis
means that by mediating in his state of incarnatiGhrist wasnot
necessarily less than God. Therefore, th@omothat Christwas
Mediator only in his humanity is not supported lryifture, ancheither
does Calvin teach suchvew.

To be sure, “Calvin has no problem affirming thatio deity isclothed
upon with human nature in order to mediate for siI®@r theanthropic
prophet, priest, and king (cf. his writings agaifistvetus especialgnd

the Italian antitrinitarians).” Calvin argues thhe deity of Christ isn

essential necessity for his mediatorial wbdcause the angeldso
come under his mediation since he holds primacy them as welhs
the head of the church as the firstborn of eveeatre (Eph 1:22Col

1:15; 2:10). Therefore, “It thus becomes clear thabever deniethat
Christ is mediator, with regard to his divinity,keés the angelaway
from under his command, and detracts us from higesne majesty,
before which every knee should bend in heased on earti{Phil

2:10)” (Calvin, 232). This is an excerpt from Calg letter to thd>olish
Brethren to refute Stancaro’s error that Christ wesliator only inthe

flesh.

4.0 CONCLUSION

Christology in the Reformation period was rojpgoned byMartin
Luther and John Calvin. Both of them developedrt@éiristologybased
on what the Church earlier adopted at treurCil of Chalcedon.
Luther’s Christology was centered on the Biblehasdnly rule forfaith
and the real presence of Christ in the Eucharisichvisignifies the
communication of attributes between the two natudetin Calvinon
the other hand taught that even though Jesus beltaman, he didhot
suspend his divine function of upholding the unseerHe alsansisted
that the two natures of Christ are distinct, butereseparate. Theork
done by Jesus to save us clearly reveals thatvbisiatures arelosely
related to each other. There is here a divergert@den thd.utheran
and Reformed teaching. The Lutherans laid the stug®n a uniorof
two natures in a communion in which the human reatsiassumeahto
the divine nature. The Reformed theologians refusedhink of an
assumption of the human nature becoming divine réahier thedivine
person of the Son of God in whom there was a duseitin betweernhe
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two natures.
5.0 SUMMARY

In this unit, we have discussed the two differeleivg about thgperson
and work of Jesus Christ. These views are led bytiva Lutherand
John Calvin. Luther taught that the doctrine of tbemmunicationof
attributes" meant that there was a mutual transtereof qualitiesor
attributes between the divine and humasmtunes in Christ,and
developed this to mean a mutual interpenetratiodighe andhuman
gualities or properties. Calvin on the other hamaght that JesuShrist
in his divine nature also assumed the human naindebothnatures
were in direct union. So, he concluded that bothdlvine andhuman
natures were important and actively involvedthe task thatwas
required of Jesus’ mediatoagsignment.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. What is Luther’s view on the divine andghtan natures athrist?
2. What is the difference between Luther &alvin on thetwo
natures ofchrist?
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Francis Turretin was a %century AD Reformed theologiamhose
theological works were of great influence. In faat, some great
Seminaries in America like Princeton, Turretin’srkg thelnstitutesof
Elenctic Theologybecame theological texts for professors studlients.

Christology in the 1 century orthodoxy was more in the direction
of

polemics. This was a time when Turretiiefended traditional
Christology against heretics of his time, mainle tociniansand
Remonstrants. Sometimes, he also raided Catholidiisnconcernwas

to maintain and balance the divinity and huaity of Christin
soteriology. He followed Calvin in his viewsut he also hadgome
similar views to Aquinas especially on the natuféhe satisfactiorof
Christ’'s meritoriousvork.

2.0 OBJECTIVES
At the end of this unit, you should be abde

o explain the connection between thethlﬁzentury
Reformation

o Christology and the il orthodoxy

o draw particularly distinction from FranciJurretin
whosetheology was very faithful to biblicaevelation.
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3.0 MAIN CONTENT
3.1 Biblical Christology

Turretin does not develop another kind ofri€blogy or introduce
innovations into Calvin’s teaching, but he defe@#dvin’s Christology

against heretics who, though confessing Chrisetthie Son of Godyet
“do not rise beyond his human nature,” and having feference this
consubstantiality (homoousian) with the Father Whi the reahinge
of the question” (Turretininstitutes 1.3.28, 282). He draws a shdire
of distinction between pure Christology and ervanjch is measuretly
whether Christ is “true and eternal God,” havinge‘tsamenumerical
essence with the Father, not in time, but fromrate? This wasthe
pinnacle of contention between the church fathadsAxius. Turretin’s
primary opponents were the Socinians, who drew ipdiom the
theological lineage of Arius, the Remonstrants, &he papists
(Catholicism).

Like Calvin, Turretin refuses to indulge in a Cholsgy that isoremised
outside the parameters of scriptural testimony. fii&t introduces
scriptural testimony and then wrestles with thasdst exegeticallyto
prove their reasonableness in asserting the deiBhdst. This hedoes
on fourgrounds:

(1) the names d@od;

(2) the attributes ddod;(3) the works o6od;

(4) the worship due to God.” This patternasirid in Calvin,who
applies this fourfold analysis to God the Father the Old
Testament, as well as to God the Son in the Newatah®gent,who
though incarnate was testified to be God with Fagher.Turretin
sails through scripture,  arguing the distinctidrthee Fatherandthe
Son: “God the Father is distinguished from God tBen, not
essentially usiodo$, but hypostaticall{hypostatikos”

Some of Turretin’s key considerations for Christlszinity are the
applicability of the name Jehovah both to the Fa#mal to the Soand
the testimonies of the apostles. John calls €lthe true God.and
eternal life” (1 John 5:20); Paul calls him “Godessed forever(Rom
9:5), and Thomas Calls him “My Lord and my God”{dd20:28).This
warrants the understanding of his essence to beetine with that ahe
Father as one God. Discussing the attributes ti@tel theontological
being, Turretin says, “The same deity is provedhgydivineattributes,
which being proper to God alone to the exclusionreatures, heannot
but be God of whom they are predicated.” Thesebates include
eternity, immensity, omnipotence, omniscien@nd immutability,
which are drawn from various passagesSanipture.
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This also draws from the divine works of creationmene Christ, th&on
of God, was at the beginning and was the instniatecause o#ll
things, thus having dominion over all things andngeworshipedas
God. To be Mediator does not contradict his ontzligheing assod:
“But although Christ must be adored as Mediatadpies not followthat
his divinity cannot be satisfactorily inferrdcbm his adorationThe
Mediator in his very conception indicated a diviperson whomthe
economical minority cannot destroy. He is not toaldlered directlyas
man reduplicatively... but with respect to his divimsure.”

Therefore, for Turretin as for Calvin, the medi@gbwork of Christas
true man must be grounded primarily on the fact bieawas truésod.
What Christ attained in his death and resurrectiendid notobtain
essentially but “in personal and economical doam.” This follows
from the fact that “the Son is properly called acibeos ... notwith
respect to his person but essence; not relati@agqfor thus he iFom
the Father), but absolutely as God in-as-mashhe has thdivine
essence existing from itself and not divided ordoied fromanother
essence.” Turretin makes it clear that he is defepndone othethan
Calvin’s Christology against Genebrardus and VaenGentilis,who
“charged Calvin with heresy.” Gentilis, a discipé Servetusdenied
divine essence to the Son and held that only thieeFavasautotheos
“The Father is the one and only true God, Bssenciatorthe Sonand
the Holy Ghost are thEéssenciati’

He did not call the Father a Person, because, diogpto hisopinion,

the essence was itself true God, and thereforeaide § we admitthe

Father to be a Person, we no longer have a Tribitiya Quaternity.'So

he denied the three persons in the one essencedfl® taughthree
external Spirits in God, but two were inferior toetFather. Hevas

condemned to death. It is my assertion, based @mr\vidence whaave
seen that Calvin and Turretin stressed thgoimance ofontological

Christology in the mediatorial work of Christ arfdstis wellconnected
to their Trinitarian postulations. At no point imeir Christology-whether
as regards the person of Christ or his work-hasothmelogical been
relegated to the background. On the contrary, ihésontologicalthat

provides the entire frame for understandihg mediatorial workof

Christ within his offices of Prophet, Priest, aihg.

The mediatorial work of Christ can only be propeashyderstoodvhen
the two natures and the person in whom they subeistheld
simultaneously. The logic that bears out tnity in which, the
persons must not be severed from their divine esseappliesto
Christology, so that it will jeopardize sound thmp} to develop
Christology without considering his two natures.eTdivine natures

46



CRS422 CHRISTOLOGY

absolute and definitive of his work. The close ceetivity betweerthe
Trinitarian theology and Christology of Calvimda Turretin helpgo
safeguard against the heretical tendency to underrtie persorand
work of Christ. This research also helps to sethfdihe harmonyhat
exists between Calvin and Turretin as the lattéertts the formewith
all available tools at his disposal that g@meperly consistentith
biblical revelation.

3.2 Christ’'s Merit in the Salvation Plan

Turretin’s Christology is also clearly defined adptine lines ofChrist’s
merit in the salvation plan. The concept of merithe era oReformed
orthodoxy served as grounds for explaining theiaceficy of Christ's
redemptive work. The merit of Christ, because sfgerfectobedience,
provides grounds for our justification to whichtimog needed tde
added. The perfect obedience of Christ is the otkiwg of his
meritorious qualification as Mediator properly ctroed in hisdivine
and human natures. As mentioned above, Turreti®a of themeritum
Christi is not contrary to Calvin’s view. Though rfetin certainlyhas
gone deeper into the matter than Calvin as he emaptational
argumentation against the Arminians and Luthgrénis argumenis
nevertheless as tightly connected to @isristology asCalvin’s
argument is to his Christology. He expounds mefitCbrist in his
discussion of the decrees ®6d.

First, Turretin affirms with Calvin that the goodepsure (eudokiadf
God is the only cause of the decree to save. Ciribie content othis
divine good pleasure since God took his most ptecand only Soand
gave for the propitiation of the sins of humanityMark Beacltoncurs,
“Thus, in Turretin’s theology, the covenant of gras epitomizedby
Christ, who is God’s supreme and benevoleft tgi fallen sinners”
(2007: 13). Turretin categorizes Thomas Aquinabkp vamongothers
rejected the merit of Christ as the cause of theregeto save, asubtly
intending to teach “universal grace and destroy '&abisoluteelection
according to good pleasure.” Turretin, likeughistine, Scotusand
Calvin, underscores that God’s good pleasure haspy over thenerit
of Christ, for God’s “good pleasure excludes eveayse out ofcod
upon which election magiepend.”

He appeals to several passages of Scripture thel this (Matt11:25,
26; Rom. 9:16; Luke 12:32). In Turretin’s view, timearnation wasot
absolutely necessary; God was not forced to matteceee thatvould
usher in salvation by the incarnation of i€hrRather, Christas
Mediator is the content of the decree as the espmesof God’sgood
pleasure to save those upon whom he has mercy.iFhise wayof
saying precisely what Calvin has said, namely thpart from God’s
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pleasure, Christ could not merit anything.” Undes decree, Chrisvas
destined to redeem the elect. Christ is themgry means bwvhich
election iseffected.

Turretin understands the meritum Christhnder the conceptual
framework of the necessity of satisfaction to devjastice. Indiscussing
the merit of Christ, one of the first quests Turretin addressds
whether satisfaction to God'’s justice was of absohecessity. khould
be observed that Turretin abhors theological spgicu, especially
concerning the incarnation and satisfaction. Camogrthe necessitgf
incarnation he says, “However as this mysteryinascertainabley
reason and is known only by the aid of revelatigarious questions
won't be agitated about it.” This stance dd#pending orrevelation
instead of philosophical speculation provides theqiple in Turretin’s
discourse on satisfaction as well. On the questibthe necessityf
satisfaction, he builds on Augustine, who teaches “hypothetical
necessity” of satisfaction, which occurs becaused'Go decreed itind
so satisfaction becomes “a necessity of fitnesstiaine justice,” thus
safeguarding against violation of the commandod.

Turretin also refers to “some of the Reformers” whmte “beforethe
time of Socinus.” He does not mention Calvin, ahdeemsmore
reasonable to think he is on the same side withi@Galvhich is whyhe
does not mention him with Augustine, given the preance thaCalvin
holds in his mind. As Socinus (1525-62) was a aopierary ofCalvin
(1509-64), it also seems that Calvin is not inctide his reproofBut
Bavinck gives a division of opinion that aligns AtlasiusAugustine,
Aquinas, Calvin, Musculus, Zanchius, and Twissdh@one hanavho
hold the “necessity of fithess” and Irenaeus, Ba&ihbrose,Anselm,
Beza, Piscator, Turretin, Owen, Moor, and othersaging toabsolute
necessity (BavinckiReformed Dogmatics, 370).

Bavinck’'s division between Calvin and faim here ishardly
justifiable. The question is what kind of necgssiBoth Calvinand
Turretin repudiate the idea that Christ would s$tdve becomencarnate
(simple or absolute necessity) even if there hadoeen a fal(Calvin,

2.12.5, 469; Turretin, 2.13.3, 300). Yet they algmhold theabsolute
consequent necessity, for both argue that satisfagtas necessarmyn

the basis of justice. God decreed that he woulé saan from thabyss
into which the latter had descended, so it becamcessary for Chrigb

offer himself as a sacrifice. Calvin appearsbe in agreementvith

Turretin, as he says: “Hence, expiatimustintervene in ordethat
Christ as priest may obtain God’s favour for us apgease hiwrath.
Thus Christ to perform this offideadto come forward with aacrifice,”
(2.15.6, 501 [emphasis mine]). Calvin also spedk€ist's needto

“satisfy God’s judgment, and pay the penaltiessiaof (2.12.3,466).
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Calvin gives logical priority to the justice of Goahich necessarilypot
as fitting but absolutely, requires datifon. Satisfactionwas
absolutely necessary given the immutable natur&ad, thoughthis
satisfaction could have been provided by anotheanmgfiat asper
Calvin), yet God “willed to heal the misenf mankind” by the
satisfaction of Christ (Calvin, 2.12.5, 469) ane fhurpose oChrist’s
coming was that “he might save his people from sinthat “Hisoffice
is occupied only with sinners” (Turretin, 2. 13.380). WhileTurretin
disagrees with Augustine on the nature of the rs#igesf satisfaction,
he agrees with Augustine on the nature of the rs@gesf incarnation,
as he cites his supportive view: “If Adam had niohed, therevould
have been no need for our Redeemer to take on tirflesh” (Ibid.).

Turretin therefore speaks of the “opinion thfe orthodox” “who
maintain both its [satisfaction] absolute and hiyetital necessityso
that God not only has not willed to remit our simghout asatisfaction,
but could not do so on account of his justice.” rétin’s methodof
clarifying the precision of the issue in view istgucompelling. Firsthe
excludes all misunderstanding and confusion ofnilagter: It doesot
concern a simple and absolute necessity on thegbg@od for God
could (if he had wished) leave man no less than Die®il in his
destruction. Rather the question concernsyothetical-whethetthe
will to save men being posited, the incarnation wasessaryAgain,
the question does not concern the necessity oflfoeee for noone
denies that.... Rather the question concerns thessigeof nature-
whether...it was necessary for the Son of God to becomernatain
order to redeem us”; it does not also “concernribeessity ofitness
because all confess this was in the highest degtes to thedivine
majesty. Rather the question concerns the necesSititice-that imo
other way could the justice of God have rbesatisfied andour
deliverance brought about (which we assert). Inag tve movedrom
the effect to the cause. The effect whishour sin againsGod
necessitated our penalty because the justice of@altl notcondone
sin, so that the justice of God as integral togbadect nature of Golas
primacy ofnecessity.

3.3 Divine Attributes

The divine attributes factor strongly in Turretivew of discussinghe

merit of Christ particularly the infinity angerfection of Godas
manifest in the life and work of Christ. rB@min Inman echoes
Turretin’s relation of these divine attributes tbriSt's redemptivevork

in history saying: Without divine efficacy on tharp of theredeemer,
redemptive history seems to be more about changesvihe created
order than about changes in God’s covenantal &ctivith humanity.

49



CRS422 CHRISTOLOGY

The integrity of divine promise and divine fulfilent can obscur¢he
significance of Jesus as divine mediator-not byifeg out hisdivine
identity but by leaving out any integral role fas ldivine exertion.”

So the entirety of the work of Christ should bevmtily consideredas
“divine action that accomplishes redemptiomidathat “provideshe
power that can carry the eschatological strucforgvard notsimply
from fall to restoration but from fall to consumnuae.” This thoughfits

in with the infinity and perfection of the divinesman personDivine

action in redemptive history has never been susgkmt any pointso
the role of the deity of Christ in his work must\dewed in light ofthe
fact that God sovereignly places divine preemieenger andabove
human work. While human work is required, divingi@at determines
its course anend.

Accordingly, the “covenantal communion of humannige with God

both essentially and hypostatically” is deterd and perfectedby

“God’s infinite and perfect actions.” Christ’'s amtis are directlyod’s
actions. Inman incorporates Richard Lints’s arguintieat Christ'sdeity
is assumed in all his actions as mediator, sohisadivine efficacy ighe
controlling factor of the redemptive historyedause “Redemptiors

attached to the same Lord yesterday, todag Bomorrow.” The
Socinians denied penal substitution because thairreason alsstems
from their denial of divine justice. According tenken, FaustuSocinus
denies penal substitution on a number ofugds: First, justiceand
mercy are not divine properties. Second, while pe&oy debtis

transferable, personal punishment is not, everogsocatepunishment
cannot be exhausted on one individual. Third, tie®iby of theduration
of Christ’s suffering could not be infinite. Fouytit is unjust toimpute
the sin of the unjust onto a jystrson.

Turretin, like Calvin, takes God’s will and justicdistinctly yet
simultaneously in his view of Christ rendering stction to Godthere
is no logical priority or order, but they inhesamultaneously inthe
divine plan of salvation. Turretin’s argumemtss forth fourgrounds
upon which the nature of the satisfaction is fouhdehese are “sirfor
which a satisfaction is required; or to the satistm itself which is tdhe
made; or to God, to whom it is to be rendered;oo€hrist, bywhom
satisfaction is made.” Each of these presentsfamte dimension ofts
own. The nature of sin is understood against iackground ofhe
person against whom it is directed, namely God vghthe absolute
“supreme Ruler andudge.”

Sin thus brings God’s absolute eschatologi@atl eternaljudicial
sanction against humanity. Because of the sevefigin, “Godhimself

looks upon us with hatred and indignati(?n.He considers sinners
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2 See Calvin’s corroboration on this, who says sian‘by nature are
sons ofwrath[Ephesians 2:3, cf. Vg.] and estranged fromm Hiy
sin, have, by Christ'sacrifice,acquired free justification in order to
appease Godlrstitutes 2.17.2, 530); “ButGod’srighteous curse bars
our access to him, and God in his capacitjudge isangrythree
ways: as debtors (Matt 6:12), as enemies (Col 1&g aghoseguilty
before God.” In this light, three things are reqdir “paymentof the
debt contracted by sin, the appeasing of divineedaand wrattandthe
expiation of guilt.” The nature of sin heightense timature ofthe
punishment and consequently the nature of the eaery it. Sin idy
nature “a moral evil differing intrinsiba and essentiallyfrom
holiness.” The solution of the problem of sin reqaithat “thevery
thing is paid” by either the “debtor himself’ or bsurety in hisname.”
The concept of payment of debt is deeply structuiredlurretin’s
explication of satisfaction to divinestice.

Turretin distinguishes between pecuniary dabtl penal debtthe
former necessarily requires not persons In& very thingowed,
whereas the latter requires both the thing owedtlaaghersonnvolved.
This argument means that the payment for sin naoBssequireseither
the sinner or someone standing in place of theritutp receive
punishment. Turretin emphasizes that because oérihenality of the
sin the worth of the person who pays for the oftanid also takemto

account. But in such an arrangement the Judgeler holds thefinal

verdict in deciding whether or not a surety woudddtlowed to standh

for the offender, in which case God as fimal Judge permitand
selects the surety, Christ, so that “in the endpahpunishmensuffered
by Christ, there is satisfaction, but in the admissand acceptance af
substitute, remission.” Turretin justifies penabstitution because it &
decidedly the prescriptive vindicatory justice addsin dealing withsin

and effecting redemption for tienner.

He like Calvin argues that mercy and justice afeaanony withrespect
to the sinner. While justice is directed at sirlitsmercy is directedt
the sinner in Christ, and this is how justice arerey meet witlrespect
to the sinner. Therefore, God cannot be accudebeing vindictive
against the sinner, because it is not the sinner suffers any morbut
his own very Son, who voluntarily lays down higlibr his ownpeople
(John 10: 18). Here then we have “a surety whopaanthe debt fous;
a Mediator and peacemaker (eirenepoiou), to takaya@nmity and
reconcile us to God; and a Priest and victim, tostitute himself irour
place for a penal satisfaction.” Bavinck agreeshwiiurretin: “In the
entirety of Christ's person and work, this Chrstirevelation oGod’s
love,” so that satisfaction is not merely a mardgen of awrathful
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God, as those who deny this view assume, but @¢shout the justicef
God in love. The love of God without his revealadtice against sirs
deistic and contrary to his revealatributes.

toward us” (2.15.6, 501); and Augustine: “The hanmmace was bound
in a justdoomand all men were children of wrath” for which reaso
a “Mediator was requiredto offer a “unique sacrifice” Enchiridion
trans. & ed. Albert C. Outler [Philadelphiafhe Westminster Press,
1955], X. 33,359).

The logic of the situation is that it is the humaature in whichsin

occurred, so the human nature must bear the gerdt giventhat
mere humans cannot offer a sacrifice that is “ofirdmite value and
worth to take away the infinite demerit of sin,’ethtwo natureswere
necessary in Christ for the making of a satisfacaohuman, tesuffer;

and a divine nature, to give an infinite price aatlie to hissufferings.”
While Turretin does not undermine the human natdi€hrist, whichis

established by the decree of salvation, he clepvigs the divinenature
or ontic status of Christ priority over his humanas thefountainhead
of his qualification to deal with sin, given thatare of sin andhe

justice to besatisfied.

By so arguing, Turretin is close to Calvin withoentradiction by
embracing both the absolute and the hypotheticedgsity of themerit
of Christ that derives chiefly from the nature aid3(his justice) antiis
decree or will: “But we (with many) retain both afmwbld thatthe
satisfaction of Christ was necessary as much omadineof justice asf
the will of God.” Yet he maintains the necessitytlué freedom o6God.
This agreement with Calvin is seen in wli@dlvin says:“God’s
righteous curse bars our access to him, and Gbtioapacity agudge
is angry toward us” so that “our prayers have nceas to Godinless
Christ, as our High Priest, having washed awaysius, sanctifiess
and obtains for us that grace from which the umuoieas ofour
transgressions and vices debars us.” And the nécess Christ's
satisfaction is by reason that “no other satistaccadequate for owins,
and no man worthy to offer to God the only-begott&on, couldbe
found.”

Turretin argues the truth of penal satisfactioniragfathe Sociniansn
the grounds of the “redemption of Christ,” that fh died for us”and
“bore our sins” by his sacrifice for “our reconatiion with God,"given
the “nature of Christ’'s death” in keeping with “théributes ofGod,”
whose justice is “impeachable.” His exegetisdllls in articulating
these arguments are superb, especially whendémonstrateshe
concept of satisfaction in such termsagslytrosis antilytron, hilasmos
katara, thysia and prosphora Socinus employs the Roman tewh
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acceptilatio as used in pecuniary debt, whildes notnecessarily
require transfer of debt to another. He departs fomth theAnselmian-

Calvinistic direction on the merit of Christ ancetBcotistic, forScotus
choseacceptatiq rather tharacceptilatioin regards to God’acceptance
of Christ's work for our redemption. The Anselmi@alvinistic view

considers justice an expression of the immutabtaraaof Godrather

than on the will ofGod.

4.0 CONCLUSION

In conclusion we can see that thériéentury which forms amportant
bridge between the Reformation period and the empastReformation
period to our time produced a great theologian whiegacy carbe
appreciated in our own time. Francis Turretin’solbbgical workswere
used as reference works in some of the most intilsleBeminariesn

America in the 15‘ and early 231 centuries.
5.0 SUMMARY

Turretin  maintained a strong connection his Christological
development with Augustine, Anselm and Calvin. Hguad that itvas
very essential to balance importance of the funstiof the divinityand
humanity of Christ in soteriology. He ensured that argumentsvere
rooted in Scripture rather speculative othgy. He disputedthe
Socinians, the Remonstrants and Catholicism ofimis.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. Describe in a paragraph yourdasstanding ofTurretin’s
Christology.

2. Who were the theological opponetat tTurretindisputed
against?

3. Who are the theologians that Turreti€Bristology was

more closely relatedo?
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Christology is surely a branch of Systematic Togyp as othercore
theological prolegomena like Trinity and Scriptu@hristologystands
crucial only next to Trinitarian theology. In thgection, wewould
investigate this point as it is well representadScripture especially
concerning the Christological question that Chhishself introduced.
It is the foundational question that governs all balChristology.

2.0 OBJECTIVES

At the end of this unit, you should be abde

state the place of Christology in Christiiheologyexplain the biblical
basis ofChristology
apply the lessons learned from Christology in thesal context.

3.0 MAIN CONTENT
3.1  Christology as a Division of Systematic Tiodogy

Christology is surely a branch of Systematic Togy as othercore
theological prolegomena like Trinity and Scriptu@hristologystands
crucial only next to Trinitariatheology.
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3.2 Intensive Importance
The questions of Matt. 22:426:13

According to Matthew’s Gospel, on one occasidesus puthis
guestion to the Pharisees; "What do you think abloeitChristAVhose
son is he?" "The son of David," they replied. Desphe thirdperson’s
reference, he is definitely asking, “What do yoinknaboutme? Earlier,
he asked the disciples, in Mt. 16:13-15. When Jeanse to theegion
of Caesarea Philippi, he asked his disciples, "\Wihnpeople say th&on
of Man is?" (Mt 16:14). They replied, "Some saphn theBaptist;
others say Elijah; and still others, Jeremiah @& ohthe prophets.Mt
16:15: "But what about you?" he asked. "Who do gay lam?"

Indeed, he personalizes this - “Who ylou say | am?” It havecome
something of a convention for treatments of Chliggy to beginby
citing these questions. These are surely rhetoguaaktions -- asketb
make a point. They serve to reveal the fundamentpbrtance ofour
concern, the endeavor that we have here in our vog#ther.

It is a two-fold question: “Who dpeoplesay that the Christ isThere
iS no question that is more crucial, more deciginan this questionNo

guestion that confronts people - as a societyyv#izetion, etc -more
basic more essential than this question. The causeanswer thdorms

in answer to this question, in the dominant andeasgntativeanswers
that are given to this question, we inevitably havgauge on thbasic
outlook, we have a grasp on the basic aspiratiorts @ncerns o

culture or civilization. In that respect, theeeno question morbasic
than the Jesuguestion.

But Jesus also asks, “Who gou saythat | am?” So the thirgerson
guestion is also a second person question. Thetiguet® the world
is also a question to the Church. Jesus questioratfthesses the world
is also a question that addresses the Church. It ahers and also to
us. The exegetical importance of the question, in facthat it is put in
the second person plural - you plural - but it certgiisl a questiorthat
concerns each one of that plurality, each one iddally. What istrue
collectively is true individually. In the Churchomporate andndividual
can never be confused, but never pulled apartrei$®in Matt.16:17
following Peter’'s response and confession, ltbed responds irthe
second person singular - “you (singular) are blgss®o the issuegven
in the Church, is not only what others think bigoalvhat | think.The
answer to the Jesus question is an intensely pa&lrsoe, a decisivene,
a life-critical question. The answer that | givethat question islways
a telling answer. Not only what | say but whatol, disclosing what
really am, what is true of me at my coreb. 4:12 speaks dhe
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penetrating power of the Word and says it is agudfythe thoughtand
intensions of the heart. More than any other, #8219 question dogsst
this.

Unsearchable Riches

When we consider the Jesus question -- all thiatdsght into viewby
that question -- here if anywhere it ought to comoene to us whais
true for theology as a whole (not just Christologieology is not tbe
detached or unengaged analysis. Certainly it mastHaracterizedby
academic rigor. But it is never a matter of unemghgnalysis. lits
systematic character it is always a systematic essibn offaith. The
Jesus question particularly ought always to ebcitonfession of faith

- at whatever level. So at this point we cappreciate what the
besttradition of the Church - running from Augustineledst and down
into our own time - has always recognized: theologicadvkiedge is
alwaysa function of faith. A faith that is notrgauctive in itself,
but thatrealizes its faith as it holds fast to the Word @bd.
Particularly in Christology we encounter what Paul calls, “The grea
mysteryof godliness” (1 Tim. 3:16). Great is the mysterygofiliness

-- andtheterm Paul uses is not piety in some narrow exercidt

is virtually equated withreligion, what the Bible elsewhere calls the
fear of theLord. So it is not just personal piety. Paul is renmigdhis
readerdhathere in Christ is revealed this mystery; in Chifistre comes
to afocus what are the ultimately impenetrable depths of entire
religion. Asin Eph. 3:8, what we are confronted with at no méditan
sophisticatedr methodologically rigorous forms of theologye athe
“unsearchableiches of Christ.” It is those unsearchable eghof
Christ that Paul primarily has in view when he finishes his long
discussion at the enaff Rom. 11. “Oh the depths of the riches of the
wisdom and knowledgef God!” *“His judgments are unsearchable,
His ways areinscrutable. This is because of who God is and what He
has done irChrist.

In Eph. 3:18, 19, Paul’s prayer is ‘kmowthe love of Christ thgbasses
all knowledge.” What is true of the eatitheologicalenterprise
becomes most pointedly the case when wecareerned withthe

Doctrine of Christ. We are involved in a cogniteeterprise, &nowing

of what surpasses all knowing. So here @adily, we oughtto

rediscover how much worship and understanding lgetogetherhow

much faith and understanding belong together. Htile these twaare
in tension — worship and understanding, and hdie lihey aredivorced
from each other. Understanding is to be in theiseraf worship.The

classroom ought to drive us to the church. But ebegond thatwe

ought to appreciate how understanding is itselfoa@nofworship.
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3.3 Extensive Importance: Scripture as Christeentric (Heb.
1:1-2; 2 Cor. 1:20)

There is a difficulty that confronts us in our wolikis not difficult to
see just what that difficulty is. It is a rich acHallengingdifficulty.
Nonetheless it is the difficulty that confrontsim®ur assignment ithis
course.Our task formally stated ishat does the Bible as a whole
teach usabout Christ? This is the systematic theological question
posed inits most simple elements. But when we put the queghat
way beforewe are bound to conclude - leaving us perhaps @ezgl -
everythingin Scripture is relevant to our task. Before longhibuld dawn
on usthatnothing lays outside the scope of @ancern.

1) In the New Testament

The four Gospels obviously are about Christ, fraegibning to end At

the beginning of the book of Mark we have the hegdiThebeginning
of the Gospeblbout Jesus ChristThat heading functions equaliyell

for the other 3 Gospels. The Book of Actsosviously writtento

further the revelation of all that Jeshisganto do and to teachVhat
transpires in apostolic history is what the exalleduscontinuesto do

and to teach. Jesus is the central actor. Thelepishose of Pawdnd
the others, are fairly seen as amplifying this canhg activity ofJesus
within the Church, which Paul particwarlaccents, has a#s

fundamental identity that it is the body of Chrighe Church ighe
Body of Christ. Finally, the book of Revelation asvhole, we aréld

right in the opening words - vss. 1, 2 - it is “thevelation ofJesus
Christ.” Further the author says that as Werd of God, it isthe
“witness of Jesu€hrist.”

2) In the Old Testament

The Old Testament taken by itself might seem toasgnt, at leadiy
comparison with the New, a less clear state ffasira, a mixedbag
concerning Christ. It is sort of a more diffuseuation. It mightappear
that Christ is not nearly so dominant in the Oldstéeent as irthe
New. There is a Messianic strand in the Old Testamfaut it isthere
alongsideothers.

But particularly if we read the Old Testament ighli of the New
Testament, which we are bound to do; it is notllaha case thaChrist
is not dominant or pervasive. For instance, iffalow the lead othe
writer of Hebrews, we will capture several facetdeb 1:1-2 “Inthe
past God spoke to our forefathers through the prtspht manyimes
and in various ways, but in these last days hespaken to us bis
Son, whom he appointed heir of all things, andujrowhom henade
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the universe. “ Looking at it this way, we mustaguoize that God’'©ld

Testament speech and the writer is looking at iitsnentirety (the

reference to the prophets is synecdochic) thatctpeeits entiretyand
diversity represents an on-going process that flmmsrds anadeaches
its consummation point in Christ. He is said to Ged’s final

eschatological speech mvelation.

Or if we look at Heb. 3:5, regarding Mosasd Christ: HelB:5-6

“Moses was faithful as a servant in all God's housstifying towhat
would be said in the future. But Christ is faithiad a son oveGod's
house. And we are his house, if we hold on to ourage and thbhope
of which we boast.” Here the writer brings intew the revelation
through Moses, with its prominent orientation oe tlaw, and boundp

with the constitution and aspirations of Israehasation, it mighteem
that that revelation is less concerned or evenlat@e: to Christ as it

focused on the destiny of this particulatiora But the writerof

Hebrews says, “No, that’'s wrong.” He tells us tNaises, as he ithe
prime representative of the Old Testament (heresédassynecdochic)
is a faithful servant in God’esne covenant housen God’s onehouse-
building activity. And he says that partialjawhat Moses wasll

about, as law-giver and leader of Israel, is a@gmtoChrist.

In 2 Cor. 1:20, Paul says: “For no matter how mprgmises Godas
made, they are "Yes" in Christ. And so throughm hhe "Amen"is

spoken by us to the glory of God.” As we look a tlontext herethere
are no indications that there is anything that wdirhit the scopeof

those promises. Bringing into view the entreality of theNew

Covenant, as he does in 2 Cor. 3:6ff, asidhlooking at theNew

Covenant “Yes” in Christ, he does so in light ofatéver OldTestament
promises you might choose. A most sweeping, firdeocategorization
-- the entire Old Testament has an essentially somny characteiseen
as promise, that entire outlook has its dadlon and fulfillmentin

Christ. So the unity of the Bible may be seen framariety ofangles.
But that unity is preeminently a Christologicatity. The Bible isa

Christocentric or Christ-centerdmbok.

4.0 CONCLUSION

So, as we put it earlier, we can see the difficttigt we spoke othe
difficult methodological question that we spoke-ofiow do wedelimit
the focus of Christology as a particular topic gst8maticTheology?
Is there anything at all that we can properly edel? As the Bible aa
whole is seen as being Christological, what arentlbee centratopics,
the more basic issues that ought to constitutecanttol Christologyas

a particular locus, distinguishing it fromhet areas ofSystematic
Theology?
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Along with that, we can make this observation, astry to answethat
guestion: At the same time we must not lose siftithe over-arching
profile that the Bible itself brings out, so thatall our theologyChrist
is the center of gravity So however we may delimit ardkvelop
Christology as a particular arese are at the heart of the mattéwith
Christ, not with man, not with ourselves, nor aitdively with God
- apart from any Trinitarian distinction - neithertbbse is at the center
of theology. Christ is the center thfeology.

5.0 SUMMARY

We have seen that Christology is a central theo&gdivision of
Systematic Theology. The history of Christian tlogyl has followedhe
biblical emphasis of the person and work of Christe foundational
question of who Christ is forms thenr@acle of Christological
discussion. The centrality of Christ is the stadday which allChristian
theology can beneasured.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

1. How is Jesus Christ the centre ofBlitde?

2. What is the importance of the Christodadjiquestion as founith
Matthew16:157?

7.0 REFERENCES/FURTHER READING

Fuller, R. H. (1965)The Foundations of New Testam@ttristology

Hahn, F. (1969)The Titles of Jesus i@hristology
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MODULE 3 MODERN AND CONTEMPORARY
CHRISTOLOGY

Unit 1 The Center of ChristologyGid Testament andNew
Testament

Unit 2 Person and Work of Christ: xobe of Moderrand
ContemporaryChristologies

Unit 3 Karl Barth’<hristology

Unit 4 Rationalism an@dhristology

Unit 5 AfricanChristology

Unit 6 Christology and Eschatologysue Christ —TheSecond
Adam

UNIT 1 THE “CENTER” OF CHRISTOLOGY IN
BIBLICAL THEOLOGY

CONTENTS

1.0 Introduction

2.0 Objectives

3.0 MainContent
3.1 The Center of Christology: Névestament
3.2  The Center of Christology: Oleéstament

4.0 Conclusion

5.0 Summary

6.0  Tutor-MarkedAssignment

7.0 References/FurthBeading

1.0 INTRODUCTION

In this unit you will be introduced to what is ma=intral aboutlesus
Christ in biblical revelation. This is about theffsung, deathand
resurrection of Jesus Christ as it is written ia thur gospelsPauline
epistles and the rest of the New Testament ands®logicaltypologies
in the OldTestament.

2.0 OBJECTIVES

At the end of this unit, you should be abde

o state what the four gospels said about the persdnwark
of

o JesusChrist

. explain the Christological position of Pauliapistles

o describe the typologies of Jesus Christnél in theOld
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Testament.
3.0 MAIN CONTENT

3.1 The Christocentrism of Biblical Revelation

The procedure we will follow in answering the abapeestions, wevill
proceed to identify what is most central in thelibd revelation
concerning Christ. ~ What is most central in Clogsntral biblical
revelation? What lies at theenter of the cent@rThe biblicalwriters,
here the New Testament writers, themselves givealsar indicatiorof
the center we are to be concerned with: the daathresurrectiomf
Christ. As it could be put more broadly in terofsNew Testament
language, the suffering and glory of Chrikat follows.  Or,in
Systematic Theology categories, what constitutes dknter isthe
humiliation and exaltation of Christ. That is tbenter of thecenter.

To highlight that point negatively, because thatuf® canbecome
dislocated -- the focus on the one hand is nop#rsonof Christ. Not,
more particularly, the deity of Christ, particularbs that mightbe
considered apart from His work. As that has bexamcreasingly
important for tactical apologetic purposes, Chaisthe 2d Person dfe
Trinity, God the Son from all eternity -- in a padiar context thats
most essential -- but that deity so consideredrtdpman His work, isnot
the center.

Nor, looking in another direction is the centeratigular benefitthat
flows from the death and resurrection. Thegivenesof my sinsand
the experienceof being forgiven, all derive from the deasind
resurrection of Christ. Now, that is absolutelyaial to the realityand
significance of the Gospel, which we must maintgainst all form®f
denial. But the benefit flowing from the death amadurrection isentral.
Neither the true deity of Christ nor the true expece of thebenefit
constitutes the center of our concern, but thehdaatl theaesurrection.

I. The Four Gospels

Without difficulty, we see that in all the four §uels the deatland
resurrection are the heart of the messagthe-culmination othe
Gospel narrative, the target of the narrative flasva whole, wherthe
whole Jesus story is headed. Death and resumectiThe Gospels,

it has been said, argdssion narratives with lengthy introductiofts
We say that without depreciating what comes beforehamdthe
Gospels.

Yet it contains a very helpful insight -- the whaarthly ministryof
Jesus is constantly focused on that passion cliftag.genealogicadnd
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nativity narratives to the commencement and devetag of Christ's

Julius Wellhausen was supposed to be the firsaydhsat.

ministry were all geared towards a specific dimtti That Jesus
wasborn of virgin birth alone would not be the end gl of that
storyandeven his miracles since prophets of old also peréar
miracles. But more significant is the aspect of the story thati€ils
death was nan vain. His death was not of his own crime and for
himself; it wasnotviolent death in the midst of political struggleher
Gospelsaffirm unanimously that he suffered and died for the satke
sinners,havingpaid ransom to the divine justice consequent upon s
against theglory and honour of God. More profoundly, Christ died
and rose agaifrom the dead to clear the way of resurrection for
those who believe ihim and are in union withim.

i Paul

1Co 15:1-4 is most quickly constructive: “NoWwrothers, | wanto

remind you of the gospel | preached to you, whigch yeceived andn

which you have taken your stand. By this gospel goeisaved, ifou

hold firmly to the word | preached to you. Othemyigou havédelieved
in vain. For what | received | passed on to yowf#rst importance:
that Christ died for our sins according to the fcmes, that hevas
buried, that he was raised on the third day agogrtb theScriptures.”
This is the most explicit summary Paul provide$fisfgospepreaching
as a whole. While not taking this in a temporalsseiout in ajualitative
force as the NIV captures it, here is what is mogiortant: thedeath
and resurrection of Jesus which is also the foifiht of theOld

Testament. Also we see in 1 Cor. 1:18-3:23, whschighlighted in2:2

“For | resolved to know nothing while | was witlou exceptJesus
Christ and hincrucified.”

We see this again in Gal. 3:1, where he says thwit Wweexhibited
publicly before them is Jesus crucified. “You fabli GalatiansWho
has bewitched you? Before your very eyes JesussCivasclearly
portrayed as crucified.” Again in Gal. 6:14, hgssthat he has nisoast
to make except in the Cross of Christ. Also, 2 T#B: “Remember
Jesus Christ, raised from the dead.” With regartiéoverses that hawe
single referent — the cross or resurrection. Welieeemember than

the New Testament a reference to the death alotteearesurrectioris

always synecdochic. A reference to the one alwandies theother.

ii. Rest of the New Testament

Here we can say that while there may not be exjpresshat arexplicit
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or programmatically clear, yet unmistakabtelications arethere.
Hebrews is concerned with God’'s last daygeesh God’s
eschatological speech in His Son. But as the ngites on talevelop
in the light of this opening statement, it i®al that thidast-days’
speech centers in the High Priestly ministry ofi€thdt is particularly
as Christ is the great High Priest, He is God’sshan these lastays.
That High Priestly ministry of Christ, he makesatlehas two facets
sacrifice on earth in the past and present heawvetdycession. Chrisds
High Priest is to be seen in His suffering and glorThis is howwe
should understand Heb. 13:8; this is not to bertaeea proof text foan
affirmation of the eternity of Christ in terms oidHtrue deity,though
that is true but as an affirmation of His fidelag High Priest. Asligh
Priest, He is constant. In the past on earth, enpifesent in heaveand
in the future in His return to earfbrever.

a. 1 Peter

1 Peter provides us with a message, according3totiiat turns omew
birth unto a living hope that the church has bemergin terms othe
resurrection of Jesus Christ from the dead. Evergththe hope othe
church, flows from the crucified and resurrec@aist.

b. Revelation

What we find here in the distinctiveness of theiaas visions, allof
that flows out of the vision that is given Johntbé& glorified Sonof
Man in the midst of the seven golden lampstandss iEhthedepiction
of Rev. 1:12-17. Everything flows out of whattrse of theexalted
Christ in the midst of the Church - that is thetcalnreality of theBook
of Revelation. It presents who the exalted Jesus the midst ofthe
Church. So, leaving that as a preliminary kind whe, we can satat
the New Testament in its various parts, in its eeoh Christ isentered
more particularly on His death and resurrectiors sliffering andylory.

3.2 The “Center” of Christology - The Old Testanent

The death and resurrection of Christ as the cesftédre OT is amuch
more problematic point. This is widely denied, bgwpoints that,n
other respects are poles apart from each other.pbles that aren
reference are: Modern Theology (in the historicdiaal tradition): The
OT is sub-Christian, or even more radically, antiF€tian. This viewof
polarizing the OT and NT has long history in thel 2entury AD. Itwas
advanced by Marcion who divided between thed of the Old
Testament and the God of the New Testament. Tatlmen©T Godwas
wicked, monstrous and unloving in contrast to the Glod who isthe
embodiment of love. In a modern context, RudolpkiBann andlames
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Barr take the position that Christ can only be fbdinere by a toude
force, by reading Christ in despite whasatys.

The other extreme is Modern dispensational{sinleast in itsmost
consistent forms). The death and resurrection (esibe as theygive

rise to the church) of Christ, along with the NTuath, is aressentially
unforseen mystery in the OT. So far as OT reigrlats concerned,
death and resurrection, and particularly churcliesgnt a gredacuna,
gap especially where the OT promises are concdauttessed ttsrael

as a nation). On some constructions there arddgpmal allusionsput

they are peripheral to its central concerhictv is promiseand

realization of national promises. So what takes@lin fact is seeto

be distinct from God’s dealings with Israel. Deatid resurrectiorare
virtually unrelated to God’s OT plan (parallel, kiit the mind ofGod,

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

happened was for them because of Israel’'s rejectidhe Messiah.

The writers of the NT in contrast, see no such jgmbin the OTbut
rather that the suffering and glory are at the @enf the OT, nojust
there, but at the center. The angle we will taklook at OT is théNT’s
use of theOT.

Introductory comments douke 24:44-47:

These verses are important, standing as they the aiose oft.Luke’s
Gospel, and intended to give us a cross-sectionhht wastypical)

view of the time between the resurrection and geeasion. Showhat
was typical of Jesus’ teaching during this 40 degiqd of time. Thiss

a succinct account of the Post-Resurrection tegcbif Jesus. What
went on during those 40 days “have been comprdassedhe span o&
few verses.” What supports this is that in tewwhdhe timemarkers,
everything through v.43 clearly happens on the afaye resurrection.
On the other side of our unit we are at the accofittte ascensionBut

our unit is without time markers. So in an unsfped way, thisfalls

within that period, so it is a summary, what wasdgl of the timeThis

is accented here because it will reinforce a lptant.

Here is a clear reference to the suffering andrrestion of theMessiah.
And coordinate with that are the proclamation gpentance anthe
forgiveness of sins to the nations. Three Eldsm@ome intoview:
Death, resurrection and preaching to théions. What isthe
consequence of preaching the gospel to the natibiss@ssembly othe
Church. “It is written...Death, Resurrection, Cttui This coordinate
reference is syntactically dependentgegraptai(it is written). This
form introduces a construction in which tisebjects are inthe
accusative and the verb is in the infinitivBuffer, Rise,Gospel
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Preached, dependent on it is writteBegraptaiis one of thestandard
formulas for citing Scripture, to introduce quotais from theHebrew
Bible. So Jesus is telling the disciples, “thisvisat is written in theT,
Messianic suffering, resurrection and Church.” Véf?eIn whasense?
We falil to find a particular passage, particularses that express af
this. You can't find a particular passage whetefihese elementare
present. Now, certain psalms and the latter palsafh surelypicture
the individual elementsGegraptaj then is taken here in a mageneral
sense. In what sense more general? How muchr|ooseegeneral?
Here is where the immediately preceding verses belfvv44,45).

Jesus is speaking as he did not previously, bt post-resurrection
perspective, from the vantage point of death seslirrectionbehind
him. And what he is doing is recalling his teachito hisdisciples
“these are my words” during the period of hifistry prior tothe
resurrection. The resurrected Christ presents tgpkiacksynoptically,
back in time. “While | was still with you” bringeut theclimactic
character of the resurrection. It is as if heeveo longer withthem,
even though he is there talking to them. This du#gepresent atable
state of affairs redemptive history. In the temppisense in fortylays,
the Resurrected Christ must go to a place of glaryhe right hanaf
God. This is a transitional nature of this periogesus’ pointoncerns
what is the sum and substance of his teaching vi@levas withthem.
That substance is caught inhati clause at the end of v. 44hich
pertains to the necessary fulfillment of all thengs that were writtemn
the Law, Prophets and Psalms conceriimgself.

To put it in other terms, a description in termstefthree majosections
of the canon. So what Jesus is reminding his desipere is hovihe
OT in all its subdivisions prophesies concerningngelf. Look backo
v. 27 same description (not as fully expressedyviagt Jesus gaven
Emmaeus road. So Jesus is saying, “what | taugit(gts a wholejs
what the OT in all its parts teaches comcgr me.” Doesthe
prepositional phrase (controls at least to theamqkalms)circumscribe
the entire OT in all its parts with no remaindarpaly to certairstrands
of the OT, along with other teaching? Is Jesusihgpany materiabut?
Is the reference a comprehensive or partial reteennclusive of
everything, or excluding some material? Within ttasitext, theanswer
ought to be “inclusive, comprehensive”. At ledgb considerations
supporting this:  First, 44-49 are Luke’s way ofrsnarizing what
happened during the 40 day period, in terms ofieéac And hewishes
to show that it was a period of comprehensive ucsion. If this is so,
it is not very likely that parts of the OT would haremained pushed
to the side. That section would have remained a clbsed.

Second, and more decisive, is what is said in v."B& openedtheir
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mind to understand the Scriptures.” The moam@min thoughtfrom
44 45, that helps us understand the mind opeexpgrience, ishis:
What Jesus had taught during his earthly minigngaw made cleao
the disciples. The gospel record gives severdications thatthe
disciples (earlier) were not able to comprehen@neafraid to askvhat
Jesus meant by death and resurrection (Lk 9:22544-k 18:31-34).
What the disciples were then unable to compreh#rat,is nowmade
clear to them. The resurrected Jesus opens thedsniHe bringshem
to understanding. Notice, now, how v. 45 describhes# understanding.

It is said to be an understanding of Scripture.S€et5 does not sde
opened their minds to understand these Scriptarpayticular aspedf

OT revelation, a set of Scriptures within the O&tlter, he openeitheir

minds to understand THE Scriptures — the entire &Ta wholeThe
“writings” is a term that always refers to the whdf the OT (evern

extrabiblical Judaic writings) (Mt 22:29; John39; Acts 17:2). In

other words, in the light of the resurrection, nfrdhe perspectivef

fulfillment in Christ, the disciples are now, fdret first time broughto

an understanding of what Jesus had all along bagngsin hisearthly
ministry about the necessary fulfillment ofrigture. And theirnew
understanding is said to be an understanding dbtnptures. Putting

anachronistically, Jesus opened the mind of theipless tounderstand
the consent of all the parts the scope of the whdlkestminster
Confession of Faith Ch. 5). They are brought toarsthnd how iall

holds together, the coherence, the unity of@fie

More Reflections

Coming back to wv. 46-47, they add by way of furtlspecification,
further focusing what it means that they understidnedScripturesThat
focusing is the death, resurrection and diMmglding gospel. So
Death, resurrection and church-building gospelaatae center, heaof
the overall message of the OT. This is the focuw/loht the OT isall
about.

The apostolic preaching in Acts:

We look at this against the background of what \@eehseen iLuke
above. Before drawing attention to representagiaements, general
comment. This preaching always culminates icak to repentance
(there are not characteristically references it fdbut to repentance.
But in the Lukan context, both are included in ‘®afance.” Thatall
always follows out of a focus on the death but ey theresurrection
of Christ. The repeated emphasis in this gospekagsis preacheoh
the basis of Scripture. It is a message basede@ih Examples:
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1) Acts 3:18ff (Peter)

The things which were previously proclaimed throdiga mouth ofll
the prophets that his Christ must suffer, thesegthiare nowulfilled.

So the messianic suffering of Christ is a mattet tame througthe
mouth of ALL the prophets. That way ofttng it is evenmore
emphatic when you move to v. 24. Jesudléntified as thegreat
prophet promised in Deuteronomy. All the prophetsoproclaimed
these days. Surely “these days”, in the contare,the days odesus
Christ. The days of the activity of this great prepforeseen biloses;
Prophetic tradition going from Moses through fornterough latter
prophets. As many as have spoken! Whatever ptaes openedhis
mouth, this is what he spoke about “these daystiil&i statementsire
found in Peted 0:43.

2) Acts 26:22-23 (Paul)

Therefore, having obtained help, the help whicfrasn God, until
thisday, | stand testifying both to small arma dgreat (insignificant
andsignificant) saying nothing except those thingsioh Moses
and theProphets said would come to pass V.23 that Clansild
sufferproclamation to the Gentiles. The setting is ampwhere the
bulk of missionary activity behind him. He is in interrdiga before
Agrippa.He is taking his whole missionary activity in viewn the

final analysisall that | stand for, all that | have been testifyito, is
nothing beyondwhat the prophets and Moses said would happers, (thi
is the heartthrustof what Moses, et al., said) viz., that Christ vebul
suffer, be first tdberaised, proclamation, etc. Concomitant with the
suffering, resurrectiorwas the proclamation. Similarly 13:2¥7:2-3.

3) 1 Peter 1:10-12

Looking from several mutually related angles, firgteter reflects
salvation. That salvation is what Peter descrifodig in vv. 3-9. And
that is the salvation that is predicated on tharrestion of Christ (v3).
So he has in view, a salvation that in modern timestaked inan
accomplished death and resurrection, but will imedhe future asvell
(for an inheritance...kept in heaven...) Lookatgwhat will be trueat
the return of Christ, the revelation that will tgkace at his return (7).

a. This salvation is said to be a concerrpr@occupation ofhe
prophets (v. 10). And it was not a passing cutyosif them, but an
intensive concern (ek compounds on the verbs thae lodo with
investigating, searching, inquiry--ek intensifies)The NIV is good
here, “intently.” In view of the scope of the sdlea, we can say that
this intense concern was also a central concernallaembracing
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preoccupation that they had. It's fair thenstoggesat least that even
though Peter is referring specificaltp prophets, that reference is
synechdocic, representative tiewhole. So what he is saying would
apply more broadly tdahe

OT. We see such a synechdocic reference in 2 Pdi8+21.

b. What the prophets in their pluralggy is unified,integrated.
And we can say that because as v. 11 makes aeathattheprophets
in their plurality are concerned about, that isudttely a matter that the
one Spirit is disclosing, indicating through eamhthem. We get an
anticipation of the next point in the Spiritthe Spirit of Christ. Christ’s
Spirit, the Spirit as associated withe messiah is who is at work in the
OT prophecy.

b. In v. 11 we have further an indication as toeventhe sum othe
prophetic concern can be located, the focus. \Ae & v. 10
comprehensive, then integrated. Now we see tbesfofthis body of
prophecy is specifically the sufferings of the Ghandthe glory that
would follow, death and resurrection. So agam this context,
humiliation/exaltation is central to what the @lteaching. There can
be some debate in the grammar. ksaging“what person and time...”
or “what time and circumstancesywhat time and what sort of time”.
But that won't affect usere.)

d. Notice what is brought out in v. 12. lfsys mosemphatically

in NT, Peter is now saying, “they did it for youNot ultimatelyfor
themselves, although they were intensively involged.0). Not for the
Old Covenant “we”, but the New Covendiybu”. Which is to say
then, that it is ultimately considered tN& Church that is served by
the OT prophets. The OT with itscuson the death and resurrection,
as we have already noted. Thésone passage that makes a point that
we must never lose sigf. The OT belongs to the Church, not to the
Jews(whetherDispensational Christian structure or Zionistewish).

4.0 CONCLUSION

The Old Testament also testifies about Christ thhothe fulfillmentof
Messianic prophecies concerning the suffering, lIde@surrectiorand
glory of the Son of God fulfilled in the New Testant. Therefore, its
worthy to note that the biblical support f@hristology is notonly
limited in the New Testament, but the Old Testamaypnthefoundation
for it. However, it advisable to be careful frontlifeg into temptationof
taking any of the two extreme positions; that #hei restrictingthe
biblical support for Christ to a number passages in thé&lew
Testament as if the Old Testament has nothing teittoChrist oreven
viewing every Old Testament passage as ifias aChristological
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message.

5.0 SUMMARY

According to the NT, the OT is one large withesCtwrist. TheOT
taken as a whole, we've been able to see from @meage point othe
NT is one large prophetic witness to theri€h centering onthe
messianic suffering and glory, death and resuoecti The OT hags
integrity in terms of this death and resurrectionus. This is hovthe
various parts hang together or cohere. So, teflgon this, that is
conclusion that it is well for us now, not so muchyualify, but tomake
the observation that there are two extremes that tabe avoidedOn
the one hand, we must avoid restricting referenc€hrist to dimited
number of passages (those that are seen from aoMT gf view tobe
clearly messianic) as though the rest of the OTrfwking to dowith
thesepassages.

As if, alongside the message of Death and Resuoredf Christ isa
message that is unrelated. On the otheadhae must als@void
viewing every OT text as if it had a Christologicaéssage of its owor
even more problematic, to treat every OT text asltigng somespecific
point about the death and resurrection. This sbdublook inevitably
results in uncontrolled allegory that is alwaysKmg behind thingsn
the OT for a presumably deeper meaning. On thjgraach, OT
interpretation becomes a kind of OT scavenger huvito candiscover
the most subtle Christological types and allusiorisitus the issuley
addressing ourselves to: “Is Christ in every secgeof the OT?"Yes
andNo.

If we mean that in the atomistic sendbat every text haa
Christological message all its own, then the answaro. However,
every sentence is in a context. = That contextwashavealready
discovered, is a history. Every sentence is emi@dn theongoing
history of God’s covenant dealings with his peolsiael, as thatan
involve the various genres. That history has amig directionand
purpose, which centers in the sufferings and gtdrg€hrist. So inthat
sense, we must say Christ is in every sentenceeo®Ofl. What weare
insisting on is that the OT must be read in thetligf theNT.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

How is Christology treated in the fdbospels?

What is the position of Pauline EpistesChristology?

What has the Old Testament said akiuist?

What is the relationship between the @O&btament andNew
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Testament o€hristology?
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The relationship of God through Jesus Christ witmhbnity is basedn
faith, but not sight. So, the right thing for manto first andforemost
accept what the Bible had said about Jesus Chyigaith. Then,the
benefits of what Jesus Christ had done will autaccally become hisr
hers. It is rather wrong to first seek for benefitsvhat Christ hadlone
as a condition to accept what Jesus hade don humanity. Inthis
section, we shall explore the developing viesfsscholars fromthe
Reformation theology of Philip Melanchthodown to modern
liberalism.

2.0 OBJECTIVES

At the end of this unit, you should be abde

. state the positions of Philip Melanchton, Emmaniiaht, New
Liberalism, Historical Jesus’ School aBdltmann onthe
Person and work aThrist

o refute the wrong teachings about the Person an&k WiaChrist.
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3.0 MAIN CONTENT
3.1 The Background

A favorite quote of a number of contemporary thgaas --Bultmann,
for instance -- comes from Philip Melanchton. “Kieow Christ isto
know His benefits.” But, we can say, if Melanchivare alive todaypr
any time since Kant (that is otwday), he would likely regrehaving
spoken as he did. Even in his own work thereirdeations thahis
second thoughts about expressing it that way. s@lse theopening
words of hisLoci Communes- Theological Commonplaces: “Tkmow
Christ is to know His benefits. Not, as is sometintaught, tdehold
his natures or the modes of His incarnatiofor the believer, its
enough to know what Christ has done for me, withitbetnecessityo
know ontologically what Christ had done. Kanmvited the
epistemological bifurcation between the noumena@mehomenavith
the intention to maintain the self-independencbwhan beindetween
ultimate unconditional and the dependent andditimmal. It hasfar-
reaching consequences in theology, especially ins@ogy. Ritschl
followed the Kantian reason, Ritschl made the dctions betweetthe
rational judgment and the existential judgment. isfeying to makehe
virtue necessity. Kant is making the value judgtmétis notimportant
the historicity of the death and resurrection ofi€thwhat reallymatters
is what | draw from his work and my experience frbra work. Sincd
experience the help and impact of Jesus, therefeses is the soof
God. Because Jesus has the value of God, therbfois the soof
God, but not the other way around. Ritschl’'s vieswcalled theold
historical liberalview.

It has become a favorite quote of the historic#leal tradition
(committed to the autonomy of human reason). Bugiaen, this i®ut
of context. It is the opening words @bci Communeslit goes orfnot
as is sometimes taught, to behold his natures erntlodes ofhis
incarnation.” There was a tendency in late meditheology todivorce
the person from the work of Christ and to engagspieculation as tthe
person of Christ, using the Chalcedon formula agraanework.
Melanchthon and others were against a onasgpeculation othe
ontology of Christ. What he intended to say isiSitenough toknow
what Christ has done for meClgristus pro mg without havingto
understand the mystery of his person.” In making &ssertion, heas
not intending to deny the reality of the mysterile was notdenying
that there are legitimate ontological concerns abloeiperson o€hrist,
legitimate metaphysical dimensions that come irtie picture in
Christology.
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3.2 Emmanuel Kant to Ritschl

Kant comes into the picture (Late 18 C). His @$diphy resultedn
increasing opposition toward any kind of metaphaisithinking in
philosophy, which carried over into thlegy Christology.
Opposition to trying to make contact with, reackinuhte realitythat
underlies human experience. As you come fromntledievalperiod,
the dominant model was controlled by a dualistwben graceand
nature and reason. This is the synthesis endeaviquinas (12C.)
synthesized Aristotle with biblical revelation. i$lcreated amnstable
alliance between grace and revelation and likewrssveenrevelation
and reason. Reason is given freedom bwerged by graceand
revelation through the Church. The Church tetis ywhat youmay
think.

In the Renaissance’s broader revival of interestlassical cultureyou
get an increasing emphasis on the autonomy of neasd adecreasing
emphasis on revelation. This is the “Hmiemment” (adefinite
misnomer--though it does have the effect of relegsihe human
community from what had become the superstitiothefchurch).This
resolute commitment to the autonomy of reason oeplaevelation.|t
brought about a different dualism, this tirhetween freedonmand
nature. Late in the enlightenment, Kant comeslamd operatewith
the distinction of the noumena and phenomena. Thian effortto
circumscribe the autonomy of reason. To confirte thephenomenal
realm. Reason in its autonomy, its competencedtisdehephenomenal
realm. The realm of freedom/noumena has ptece for reason.
Distinction can be seen as between valudfgignce and factor
between religion/faith and science or betweenthfultimate meaning
and history. When it comes to issues of fact,istionicity humarreason
must have the final word. In that realm, humarsogaisautonomous.
There is no room for revelation. Revelation irstrealm will alwayde
redundant upon reason and subject to the dictdtesason. Soational
discourse is limited to the phenomeraeedom/will comesto
expression in the noumena. | can make statensast God inthis
realm, but can make no rational claim. Presumaiéking roomfor
faith, this faith that it allows cannot make angini about anythinghat
happens irhistory.

This has far reaching consequences for Theold@ristology. We
can simply sample here some developments. A. Ri(§822-1889) for
example (and Schleiermacher before him), becomesSystematic
Theologian of liberalism. Following Kant's tgues of pureand
practical reason, Ritschl makes a fundamental raistn, an all
controlling disjunction between existencedgments andvalue
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judgments. Regarding Christology, existence judgsi&ould haveo
be said about his person, e.g., pre-existenceirag miraclesdeity,
resurrection, etc. But theology is incapable odking existence
judgments about Christ that will be maegful, theologically
sustainable. He maintains further that theology litte interestreally
in making such existence judgments. What courgsybuld saywhat
is important religiously is the valyjadgments.

In other words, what is important is the valared significancehat
Jesus’ life and activity have for me (also corpeyathe significancéor
the church as a community. Anything that | wosldy aboutJesus,
particularly his person (that would be valid) must drawnfrom
conclusions about his work as | experience thatkwofo, because
experience Christ’'s example and help as ultimataportant in mylife,
therefore he is the son of God. Because | expeziéns help aslivine
help (ultimate significance), therefore, Xess the Son ofGod.
Because, as a man, Jesus has the value of Goelfoiteedesus is thgon
of God. So Jesus can be no more than his gebeitng allows. He
cannot be more than a man. But, he wishes to minitthat he hathe
value of God. That is his impact, in terms of namaconsiderations.
But we can never put it the other way around: Beezhis is the Soof
God, he does the work of God and helps me. Wegoatne onevay,
but not theother.

3.3 New Liberalism

Ritschl is an example of the “Old Liberal” view &#sus (alsélarnack).
But now, as we take stock of the unfolding develepta towardghe
present within the Higher Criticism tradition, tkers undeniablya
“persistence of liberalism” (Stonehouse)o $alking about“old
liberalism” is misleading. This is why Machen’s bo&hristianity and
Liberalism though old is still relevant. With all the twisésid turnsin
philosophy/theology, the basic image of Jesus mesnassentiallythe
same. A polarizing of the ontological and the fimtal persists. Not
quite the Kantian dualism, but cutting across@n the one hand, is
characterized (to dismiss it) as Greek oifladestic thinking. That
thinking which has controlled the thought of thecient churchthe
ancient claims that are made about Christ, as wetlsatreaching
confessional status in the Chalcedon formulaintesest is in théeing
of things.

But the modern emphasis is with function, with #féect of things.
Characteristically we don’t ask what somethingigt, what it doeshow
it works. So, transposed to Christology, the domiremphasis isiot
who/what Jesus is, but what Jesus does or eff@éts polarity is
buttressed by appealing to the covenant. What aéeniably presenin
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the biblical teaching on the covenant is a bildterarelationalelement
between God and man, as a fundamental charaatei$ij thisbiblical
motive is picked up on in contemporary theologyj ardichotomy iset
up between relational/functional andtological.

3.4 “Historical Jesus” School

More particularly, the Christological consequenoéshis approachn

the recent debate (since 1970) is whether in Glloigy ourapproach
should be ‘from above” or “from below”. The isshere is whethein

Christology we ought to begin beyond historytkwihe divine,pre-
existent and now exalted Christ)-from above or #thove beginwith

the “historical Jesus” (subject to the control ataomoushistorical
method)-from below? That is, should we begin witthn 1(pre-
existence), or with Mark 1 (no birth narratives,tmog aboutpre-
existence, divine origin, etc)? This way of puitithings poses usith

a false dilemma. We must look at this whole quesin terms ofwhat
the Scriptures teach about revelation, andiquéarly with whatthe
Scriptures teach about the relationshigistory.

God’s self-revelation is not above history, itmshistory. Van Tilputs
it, “We may say that revelation is historical. Bu¢ may also sathat
history is revelational.” The history of redengptiis revelational. In
that sense, we must affirm that revelation is stdry. So you can'say
“from above or from below?” They are inseparahlehn 1 andviark
1, are “not either or”. To begin with the onengvitably to benvolved
with the other. When you take the two and set tireapposition ompull
them apart in some way, inevitably the decisiom&de that wenust
begin from below in some fashion, with the “histati Jesus” thais,
what can be established about him by autonomousritial method.
The conclusion is inevitable then, that wka have at most ian
implicit Christology. That carries with it the fingr conclusionthat
explicit Christology, declarations of the deityJafsus, assertions thHse
is the Son of God, is in no sense infallible retreta from God,but
nothing more than the fallible expression of thdiest Christiansthe
guestionable confession of faith of the NTitevs, and theearly
church’screeds.

3.5 Bult