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NAROD INY WIARY W BOSKO JE USA
WED UG PAW A LISICKIEGO

WSTĘ

Pawe  Lisicki (ur. , redaktor nac elny tygodnia Do R ec y”, 
to autor lic nych prac po wi conych chr e cija stwu . Zajmuje si  
w nich wsp c esnym kontekstem wiary, pr emianami religijno ci, 
a pr ede ws ystkim osob  Je usa Chrystusa . W swoich pismach polski 
publicysta podejmuje si  obrony historyc no ci i bosko ci Na arejc yka, 
wypracowuj c adekwatn  argumentacj . Pytanie o to, c y Je us jest 

  P. Lisicki, Kto abi Je usa Prawda i interpretacja, Krak w  (wydanie 
drugie ro s er one Krak w ; ten e, Tajemnica Marii Magdaleny. Fakty i mity, 
Krak w ; ten e, Gr b rybaka. Śled two w sprawie najwi ks ej tajemnicy
watyka skich pod iemi, Wars awa ; ten e, Dogmat i tiara. Esej o upadku
r ymskiego katolicy mu, Wars awa ; ten e, Kontrrewolucja. Eseje i s kice, 
Wars awa ; ten e, Kto fa s uje Je usa Odpowiedź na oskar enia wsp c esnych
ateist w, Krak w ; ten e, Tajemnica Marii Magdaleny. Kobiety w otoc eniu
Je usa, Wars awa .
  Na temat apologii uprawianej pr e  P. Lisickiego ob. ob. https://dor ec y.pl/
opinie/ /po-prostu-apologeta-pawel-lisicki-nic ym-biblijny-daniel.html, dost p 

. . ; P. Artemiuk, Renesans apologii, P ock , s. - ; P. Artemiuk 
od lat podejmuje anali  pism P. Lisicki. Recen je jego ksi ek mo na naleź  na 
stronie tygodnika Do R ec y”, ob. https://dor ec y.pl/s ukaj/Artemiuk, dost p 

. , .
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THE BIRTH OF FAITH IN THE DIVINITY OF JESUS
ACCORDING TO PAWE LISICKI

INTRODUCTION

Paweğ Lisicki (b. ), editor-in-chief of the weekly “Do Rzeczy”, 
is the author of numerous works on Christianity . In them, he deals with 
the contemporary context of faith, the transformation of religiosity and, 
above all, the person of Jesus Christ.  In his writings, the Polish publicist 
undertakes to defend the historicity and divinity of the Nazarene and 
develops relevant arguments. The question of whether Jesus is God, 

  P. Lisicki, Kto abi Je usa Prawda i interpretacja, Krak·w  (second 
edition expanded Krak·w ); idem, Tajemnica Marii Magdaleny. Fakty i mity, 
Krak·w ; idem, Gr b rybaka. Śledztwo w sprawie najwiňkszej tajemnicy 
watykaŒskich podziemi, Warsaw ; ibid., Dogmat i tiara. Esej o upadku r ym-
skiego katolicy mu, Warsaw ; ibid., Kontrrewolucja. Eseje i s kice, Warsaw 

; ibid., Kto fa s uje Je usa Odpowiedź na oskar enia wsp c esnych ateist w, 
Krakow ; ibid., Tajemnica Marii Magdaleny. Kobiety w otoc eniu Je usa, 
Warsaw .
  On the apology practiced by P. Lisicki, see https://dorzeczy.pl/opinie/ /
po-prostu-apologeta-pawel-lisicki-niczym-biblijny-daniel.html, accessed . . ; 
P. Artemiuk, Renesans apologii, Pğock , pp. - ; P. Artemiuk has been 
analyzing P. Lisickiôs writings for years. Reviews of his books can be found on 
the website of the weekly ĂDo Rzeczy”, see https://dorzeczy.pl/szukaj/Artemiuk, 
accessed on . . .
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Bogiem, kluczowe dla niniejszego artykuğu, staje siň dla P. Lisickiego 
przyczynŃ rozbudowanej narracji, kt·ra sğuŨy ukazaniu zmagaŒ o bo-
skoŜĺ Mistrza z Nazaretu. Najpierw analizuje on koncepcje krytyczne, 
zwracajŃc uwagň na obecne w nich bğňdne zağoŨenia i chybione wnioski. 
Nastňpnie prezentuje myŜl wsp·ğczesnych biblist·w, rekonstruujŃcych 
proces narodzin kultu Jezusa. W koŒcu wypracowuje wğasnŃ argumen-
tacjň, ukazujŃc autorskŃ koncepcjň deiýkacji Mistrza z Nazaretu. 

UWAGI METODOLOGIC NE

PodejmujŃc zagadnienie narodzin wiary w boskoŜĺ Chrystusa, Paweğ 
Lisicki pragnie ukazaĺ ciŃgğoŜĺ miňdzy nicejskim wyznaniem z roku  
a historycznŃ osobŃ Jezusa . ĂNie zamierzam, zauwaŨa, zajmowaĺ siň 
w tym miejscu kwestiŃ teologicznŃ, a mianowicie sensem i znaczeniem 
boskoŜci. Nie chcň teŨ badaĺ teologicznych podstaw wiary religijnej. In-
teresuje mnie historia, a konkretnie pamiňĺ Ŝwiadk·w i to, co przekazali. 
Interesuje mnie proste pytanie: kto i kiedy pierwszy raz zaczŃğ uznawaĺ 
Jezusa za wiňcej niŨ czğowieka? Wiňcej niŨ czğowieka, to znaczy wiňcej 
niŨ nauczyciela mŃdroŜci, rabina, posğaŒca niebios, proroka, cudotw·rcň, 
wňdrownego kaznodziejň, uzdrowiciela. Wiňcej niŨ czğowieka to znaczy 
teŨ wiňcej niŨ Mesjasza lub sprawiedliwego Wybawiciela. Znaczy to teŨ 
wiňcej niŨ anioğa lub inny byt poŜredni miňdzy Stw·rcŃ a stworzeniem. 
Kto pierwszy zaczŃğ myŜleĺ o Jezusie, jakby Ten byğ Bogiem lub teŨ 
zaczŃğ Mu przypisywaĺ cechy i atrybuty, kt·re wiŃzağy siň z boskoŜciŃ? 
Ostatecznie odpowiedź na pytanie, czy Jezus z Nazaretu z Galilei jest 
Bogiem (jak wyznajŃ chrzeŜcijanie), to kwestia wiary. Jednak to, kiedy 
i gdzie zaczňto tak uwaŨaĺ, moŨe byĺ ustalone przez historiň. MoŨna teŨ 
szukaĺ najbardziej prawdopodobnych przyczyn pojawienia siň nowej 
wiary” . Zatem P. Lisicki, podobnie jak w pracy ĂKto zabiğ Jezusa? 
Prawda i interpretacja”, w publikacji ĂCzy Jezus jest Bogiem? Od ju-
daizmu do chrzeŜcijaŒstwa” konsekwentnie podŃŨa drogŃ uzasadnienia 

  W tekŜcie odwoğujň siň do mojej pracy, zob. Renesans apologii, s. - .
  P. Lisicki, C y Je us jest Bogiem Od judai mu do chr e cija stwa, Krak·w 

, s. . W roku  praca zostağa opublikowana powt·rnie. 
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a focus of this article, becomes for Lisicki the reason for an extended 
narrative that shows the struggle for the divinity of the Master 
of Nazareth. He ýrst analyses the critical conceptions, highlighting 
the erroneous assumptions and missed conclusions present therein. Then 
he presents the thought of contemporary biblical scholars reconstructing 
the birth process of the cult of Jesus. Finally, he develops his own 
argumentation, showing the authorôs conception of the deiýcation 
of the Master of Nazareth. 

METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS

When he addresses the birth of the belief in the divinity of Christ, 
Paul Lisicki aims to show the continuity between the Nicene Creed of  
and the historical person of Jesus.  “I do not intend,” he notes, “to deal 
here with a theological issue, namely the meaning and signiýcance 
of divinity. Nor do I want to explore the theological basis of religious 
belief. I am interested in history, speciýcally the memory of witnesses 
and what they have passed on. I am concerned with a simple question: 
who ýrst began to recognise Jesus as more than human, and when? 
More than human means more than wisdom teacher, rabbi, messenger 
of heaven, prophet, miracle worker, itinerant preacher, healer. More than 
a man it also means more than a Messiah or a righteous Deliverer. It also 
means more than an angel or other intermediate being between Creator 
and creature. Who ýrst began to think of Jesus as if He were God, or 
began to attribute to Him qualities and attributes that were associated 
with divinity? Ultimately, the answer to the question of whether Jesus 
of Nazareth from Galilee is God (as Christians profess) is a matter of faith. 
However, when and where they began to believe so may be determined by 
history. One can also look for the most likely reasons for the emergence 
of a new faith.”  Therefore, Lisicki, as in his work “Kto zabiğ Jezusa? 
Prawda i interpretacja,” in his publication ”Czy Jezus jest Bogiem? Od 

  In the text, I refer to my work, see Renesans apologii, pp. - .
  P. Lisicki, C y Je us jest Bogiem Od judai mu do chr e cija stwa, Krak·w 

, p. . In , the work was republished. 
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historycznego. ĂNa pierwszy rzut oka, wyjaŜnia dziennikarz, ktoŜ m·g-
ğby stwierdziĺ, Ũe odpowiedź na tak postawione pytanie jest ğatwa, wy-
starczy bowiem sprawdziĺ, kiedy ktoŜ nazwağ Jezusa Bogiem. Jednak, 
jak to czňsto bywa, najprostsze odpowiedzi nie sŃ najlepsze. Autorzy 
Nowego Testamentu wyraŨali swojŃ wiarň inaczej niŨ p·źniejsi chrzeŜ-
cijanie. Nie deýniowali doktryny w wyznaniach, ale przekazywali jŃ za 
poŜrednictwem interpretacji Pism i opis·w samego Jezusa. Dlatego nie 
jest waŨne, a przynajmniej nie jest najwaŨniejsze, kiedy ktoŜ pierwszy 
raz wprost nazwağ Jezusa Bogiem. SŃ dwa takie miejsca w ksiňgach 
Nowego Testamentu, jednak dla niniejszych rozwaŨaŒ wğaŜciwie nie 
majŃ one znaczenia. Pierwsze z nich to sğowa z Listu Ŝw. Pawğa do 
Rzymian, w kt·rym pisze on o Chrystusie, Bogu wielbionym na wieki 
(Rz , ). Jednak przy bliŨszej analizie okazuje siň, Ũe nie spos·b po-
wiedzieĺ, czy okreŜlenie «B·g» odnosi siň do Chrystusa, czy teŨ sğowo 
to stanowi podmiot odrňbnego zdania po przecinku – staroŨytni nie 
uŨywali znak·w przestankowych. Drugi przypadek to sğynne sğowa 
Tomasza, kt·ry na widok zmartwychwstağego Jezusa zawoğağ: «Pan m·j 
i B·g m·j» (J , ). Jednak pochodzŃ one z Ewangelii Jana, do kt·rej 
trudno jest odwoğywaĺ siň w obecnej debacie jako źr·dle, bo wiňkszoŜĺ 
komentator·w, niesğusznie zresztŃ, neguje jej wartoŜĺ historycznŃ” . 

Nie da siň na szczňŜcie w tak ğatwy spos·b, posğugujŃc siň kilkoma 
prostymi cytatami, odpowiedzieĺ na pytanie o to, jak Jezus zostağ 
Bogiem. Aby tego dokonaĺ, naleŨy przeanalizowaĺ trzy moŨliwoŜci. 
ĂZgodnie z pierwszŃ stağo siň tak jeszcze za Ũycia Jezusa. To, co m·-
wiğ, to, jak m·wiğ, oraz to, co czyniğ, sprawiğo, Ũe juŨ pierwsi ucznio-
wie, odpowiadajŃc na Jego wezwanie, zaczňli w Nim dostrzegaĺ osobň 
nadludzkŃ, kogoŜ r·wnego Bogu lub samego Boga. Wiara taka zatem 
istniağa w formie niewyraźnej i niepeğnej za Ũycia Jezusa, rozwinňğa siň 
zaŜ i zostağa potwierdzona wskutek spotkania ze Zmartwychwstağym” . 
Druga moŨliwoŜĺ opiera siň na tezie, Ũe Ăuznanie boskoŜci mogğo nastŃ-
piĺ nie za Ũycia Jezusa, ale po Jego Ŝmierci, za sprawŃ doŜwiadczenia 
Wielkanocy. To wtedy, spotykajŃc Ũywego, jak sŃdzili, Jezusa, uczniowie 

  P. Lisicki, C y Je us jest Bogiem , s. - .
  TamŨe, s. .
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judaizmu do chrzeŜcijaŒstwa” consistently follows the path of historical 
justiýcation. “At ýrst glance,” explains the journalist, “someone might 
conclude that the answer to such a question is easy, for it is enough 
to look up when someone called Jesus God. However, as is often the case, 
the simplest answers are not the best. The authors of the New Testament 
expressed their faith di erently from later Christians. They did not 
deýne doctrine in creeds but communicated it through interpretations 
of the Scriptures and descriptions of Jesus himself. Therefore, it is not 
important, or at least not crucial, when someone ýrst explicitly called 
Jesus God. There are two such places in the books of the New Testament, 
but for the present discussion they are not actually relevant. The ýrst is 
the words of St Paulôs Letter to the Romans, in which he writes about 
Christ, the eternally worshipped God (Rom : ). On closer inspection, 
however, we ýnd that it is impossible to say whether the term ‘Godô refers 
to Christ or whether the word is the subject of a separate sentence after 
a comma – the ancients did not use punctuation marks. The second case 
is the famous words of Thomas, who on seeing the risen Jesus cried out: 
“My Lord and my God” (Jn : ). However, these come from the Gospel 
of John, which is di cult to refer to as a source in the current debate 
because most commentators, wrongly, deny its historical value.”

Fortunately, it is not possible to answer the question of how Jesus 
became God in such an easy way, using a few simple quotes. To do this, 
three options or scenarios need to be explored. “According to the ýrst, 
this happened while Jesus was still alive. What he said, how he spoke, 
and what he did, made the ýrst disciples, responding to his call, begin 
to see him as a superhuman person, someone equal to God or God 
himself. Such faith therefore existed in an indistinct and incomplete form 
during the life of Jesus, and it developed and was conýrmed as a result 
of the encounter with the Risen One.”  The second scenario is based on 
the thesis that ‘the recognition of divinity may not have occurred during 
Jesusô life, but after his death, through the Easter experience. It was 
then, encountering the living, as they thought, Jesus, that the disciples 

  P. Lisicki, C y Je us jest Bogiem , pp. - .
  Ibid, p. .



84 PRZEMYSŁAW ARTEMIUK  NARODZINY WIARY

u nali w Nim kogo  wi cej ni  c owieka, ostatec nie Boga. Dopiero 
w tym momencie objawi  im swoj  bosk  godno , a oni w odpowied i 
na to ac li Go c ci  jak Boga” . I w ko cu ostatnia mo liwo , e 
w wiara w to, e Je us by  istot  bosk , pojawi a si  stosunkowo p źno, 
kiedy wi ks o  lub ws yscy uc niowie  Galilei wymarli, r wnie  
po mierci aposto a Paw a. By a ona nowo ci , nie nanym wc e niej 
ro umieniem osoby Je usa” . To wtedy w a nie chr e cijanie dokonali 
wyniesienia Je usa do sfery boskiej, chocia  On tak naprawd  by  aws e 
c owiekiem. Zatem wiara powsta a jako efekt swoistego der enia 
pami ci o Zmartwychwsta ym, jak  pr echowywa  pierws y, g wnie 
ydowski Ko ci , i wyobra e  ora  schemat w poga skich, jakie wnie-
li do niego p źniej masowo nawracani Grecy, R ymianie i inne ludy. 

Żyd i, uc niowie Je usa, wid ieli w Nim w nios  posta , bohatera, 
proroka, nigdy jednak istot  bosk ; dopiero ewolucja doktryny i jej hel-
leni acja doprowad i y do spojr enia na Je usa jako na Boga” . Istniej  
atem tr y mo liwe odpowied i na pytanie o moment narod in wiary 

w bosko  Je usa i jej ci g o . Tylko w pierws ym wypadku ostaje 
ona achowana, w drugim jest dosy  niejasna, a tr eci decydowanie 
pr esuwa moment jej narod in, sugeruj c, e skoro pojawi a si  p źniej, 
to jest oderwana od źr d a, c yli osoby Je usa. 

Kolejn  istotn  kwesti  w tym kontek cie jest pytanie o to samo  
Boga chr e cijan i Żyd w. C y identyc nie Go sobie wyobra ali? W tej 
materii, auwa a P. Lisicki, panuje goda, bowiem Stary Testament o-
sta  pr e  wy nawc w Je usa w ca o ci aakceptowany. B g chr e cijan, 
tak jak B g Żyd w na pr e omie wiek w by  Stw rc  wiata, Tym, 

kt ry stwor y  go  nic ego, be  po rednictwa innych, pomniejs ych, 
ni s ych, gors ych tw rc w. Tak samo jak B g Żyd w by  On te  Kr -
lem i Panem Świata, r d i  nim, tros c y  si  i dba  o niego, piel gnowa  
go. Nale a a Mu si , Jemu jednemu, najwy s a i jedyna c e . Tak jak 
w oc ach Żyd w wiara w jednego Boga poci ga a a sob  jeden kult, tak 
samo chr e cijanie u nawali, e samemu tylko Najwy s emu nale  si  

  Tam e.
  Tam e.
  Tam e, s. - .
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recognised in him someone more than human, ultimately God. It was 
only at this point that he revealed his divine dignity to them, and they, in 
response, began to worship him as God.”  And ýnally, the scenario “that 
the belief that Jesus was a divine being came relatively late, when most 
of or all the Galilean disciples died out, even after the death of the apostle 
Paul. It was a novelty, a previously unknown understanding of the person 
of Jesus.”  It was then that the Christians carried out the elevation 
of Jesus to the divine sphere, although He was in fact always a man. Thus, 
the faith arose “as the result of a peculiar clash between the memory 
of the Risen Lord held by the ýrst, predominantly Jewish Church and 
the pagan imagery and schemes brought to it later by the mass conversion 
of Greeks, Romans and other peoples. The Jews, the disciples of Jesus, 
saw in him a lofty ýgure, a hero, a prophet, but never a divine being; 
it was only the evolution of doctrine and its Hellenisation that led 
to a view of Jesus as God.”  There are therefore three possible answers 
to the question about the moment of the birth of faith in the divinity 
of Jesus and its continuity. Only in the ýrst case it is preserved, in 
the second it is quite unclear, and the third deýnitely shifts the moment 
of its birth, suggesting that since it appeared later, it is detached from 
the source, i.e. the person of Jesus. 

Another important issue in this context is the question of the identity 
of the God of Christians and Jews. Did they envisage Him identically? In 
this matter, notes Lisicki, there is agreement, for the Old Testament was 
accepted in its entirety by the followers of Jesus. The God of the Christians, 
“just like the God of the Jews at the turn of the centuries, was the Creator 
of the world, the One who created it out of nothing, without the mediation 
of other, lesser, inferior creators. Like the God of the Jews, He was also 
the King and Lord of the world, ruling it, caring for it, nurturing it. 
To Him, to the One, was due the highest and only honour. Just as, in 
the eyes of the Jews, belief in one God entailed one worship, so too did 
Christians recognise that to the Supreme alone were due honour and 

  Ibid.
  Ibid.
  Ibid, p. .
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czeŜĺ i chwağa. Byli r·wnie rygorystycznymi monoteistami co Żydzi. 
Tak samo jak Żydzi nie dopuszczali teŨ myŜli, aby mogli skğadaĺ hoğd 
komukolwiek innemu. Jeszcze zanim w cesarstwie zniknňğy pogaŒskie 
ŜwiŃtynie, zanim koleni jedynowğadcy uznali, Ũe ich paŒstwo ma cha-
rakter chrzeŜcijaŒski, wyznawcy Jezusa, tak jak Żydzi, wiedzieli, Ũe 
bogowie poszczeg·lnych narod·w sŃ boŨkami i demonami” . 

ChrzeŜcijanie, podobnie jak wyznawcy Jahwe, uwaŨali, Ũe B·g nie 
pozostaje jedynie mieszkaŒcem niebios, ale skoro stworzyğ ten Ŝwiat, 
to r·wnieŨ pragnie objawiĺ, ukazaĺ siň czğowiekowi. Nie tylko dlatego, 
Ũe jest jego Stw·rcŃ, ale r·wnieŨ ze wzglňdu na to, Ũe jest on stworzony 
na Jego obraz i podobieŒstwo. Zatem B·g objawia siň, jak ukazuje 
to Stary Testament, i buduje relacjň z czğowiekiem. Ten zwiŃzek nie tylko 
dotyczy wybranych os·b, ale z czasem cağego ludu, kt·ry B·g bierze 
na wğasnoŜĺ. TroszczŃc siň o niego i strzegŃc go, dba r·wnieŨ o jego 
kondycjň duchowŃ, dlatego posyğa prorok·w. Ostatnim z nich, a r·w-
noczeŜnie cağkowicie innym jest Jezus z Nazaretu. ĂTň czňŜĺ opowieŜci, 
dla chrzeŜcijan najwaŨniejszŃ, Żydzi odrzucili. ChrzeŜcijanie dodawali 
teŨ, Ũe ·w ostatni posğaniec byğ nie tylko czğowiekiem, ale teŨ r·wnym 
Bogu Jego Synem i Panem, Jezusem Chrystusem, kt·remu naleŨağa siň 
taka sama chwağa jak Jahwe, Bogu, kt·ry zwiŃzağ siň przymierzem 
z domem Jakuba. Od kiedy zaczňli gğosiĺ boskoŜĺ Jezusa? I co byğo 
tego przyczynŃ?”

P. Lisicki zauwaŨa, Ũe w tych pytaniach tkwi paradoksalnoŜĺ. W rze-
czywistoŜci bowiem ĂchrzeŜcijaŒstwo nie miağo prawa powstaĺ” . 
Zawierağo przecieŨ w sobie wyraźnŃ sprzecznoŜĺ. Jak moŨna byğo wy-
znawaĺ monoteizm, czyli wiarň w Jednego Boga Jahwe, i r·wnoczeŜnie 
przypisywaĺ boskoŜĺ Jezusowi z Nazaretu, kt·ry przecieŨ byğ czğowie-
kiem. ĂNiekt·rzy historycy mniemajŃ, Ũe taki czysty monoteizm wyzna-
wağ teŨ Jezus, Ũe nigdy nie przyszğo Mu do gğowy, Ũe ·w jeden jedyny 
Jahwe jest kimŜ innym, niŨ to przekazağy pisma Starego Testamentu” . 

  TamŨe, s. .
  TamŨe, s. .
  TamŨe.
  TamŨe.
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glory. They were as strict monotheists as the Jews. Nor, like the Jews, did 
they allow the thought that they could pay tribute to anyone else. Even 
before pagan temples disappeared in the empire, even before successive 
sole rulers recognised the Christian character of their state, the followers 
of Jesus, like the Jews, knew that the gods of the various nations were 
idols and demons.”

Christians, like the followers of Yahweh, believed that God does not 
remain merely an inhabitant of the heavens, but since He created this 
world, He also wishes to reveal Himself, to appear to man. Not only 
because He is its Creator, but also because it is made in His image and 
likeness. So God reveals Himself, as the Old Testament shows, and builds 
a relationship with man. This relationship not only involves a select few, 
but over time the whole people that God takes ownership of. As he cares 
for and guards them, he also cares for their spiritual condition, which is 
why he sends prophets. The last of these, and at the same time completely 
di erent, is Jesus of Nazareth. “This part of the story, the most important 
one for Christians, the Jews rejected. Christians also added that this last 
messenger was not only a man, but also equal to God His Son and Lord, 
Jesus Christ, to whom was due the same glory as Yahweh, the God who 
had bound Himself by covenant to the house of Jacob. Since when did 
they begin to proclaim the divinity of Jesus? And what was the reason 
for this?”

Lisicki notes that there is a paradox in these questions. For in fact 
“Christianity could not have arisen.”  After all, it contained a clear 
contradiction. How could one profess monotheism, that is, faith in 
the One God Yahweh, and at the same time attribute divinity to Jesus 
of Nazareth, who was after all a man. “ Some historians believe that 
Jesus also professed such pure monotheism that it never occurred to him 
that the one and only Yahweh was someone other than what the Old 
Testament conveyed.”  After all, this belief gave credence to the entire 

  Ibid, p. .
  Ibid, p. .
  Ibid.
  Ibid.
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PrzecieŨ to przekonanie uwiarygadniağ cağy Ũydowski system religijny. 
ĂJeden B·g, jeden Izrael, jedna Jerozolima, jedna ŜwiŃtynia, jedno 
miejsce kultu. Nikt inny opr·cz Jahwe nie miağ prawa do chwağy. Ani 
anioğowie, ani wielcy przyw·dcy z przeszğoŜci, ani prorocy. B·g ten byğ 
absolutnie transcendentny, do tego stopnia, Ũe nie wolno byğo sporzŃdzaĺ 
Jego wizerunk·w (zob. Pwt , - )” . W jaki spos·b zatem, w takim 
klimacie m·gğ narodziĺ siň kult chrzeŜcijaŒski, wskazujŃcy na Osobň 
Jezusa jako Boga? 

ĂNie pytam tu, podkreŜla dziennikarz, o wiarň w sensie teologicz-
nym, powtarzam – to pozostaje zawsze tajemnicŃ. Nigdy ostatecznie 
nie wiadomo, w jaki spos·b konkretny czğowiek zaczyna wierzyĺ. Nie 
chodzi tutaj o opinie, sŃdy, mniemania, przypuszczenia, niech bňdzie, 
Ũe nawet przekonania, ale wğaŜnie o wiarň. Stağe i, m·wiŃc jňzykiem 
kardynağa Newmana, bezwarunkowe przyŜwiadczenie dawane prawdom 
nadprzyrodzonym. Brzmi to rzeczywiŜcie zagadkowo, ale nic dziwnego, 
skoro chce siň opisaĺ rzeczy niewyraŨalne. Niemniej jednak nie o takiej 
wierze tutaj m·wimy. Pytam o wiarň jako zjawisko historyczne, o to, 
Ũe w pewnym momencie dziej·w pojawili siň ludzie, kt·rzy zaczňli 
oddawaĺ czeŜĺ Jezusowi w taki sam spos·b, w jaki wczeŜniej oddawali 
jŃ Jahwe. Jak doszğo do tego, Ũe juŨ w I wieku naszej ery pewna grupa 
ludzi, najprawdopodobniej najpierw Żyd·w, zaczňğa oddawaĺ zabitemu 
na krzyŨu Galilejczykowi boskŃ czeŜĺ? Czy sam Jezus zdawağ sobie 
z tego sprawň? Czy tolerowağ takie zachowania? A moŨe nie tylko tole-
rowağ, ale nawet uwaŨağ, Ũe sŃ one wğaŜciwŃ odpowiedziŃ na Jego wğasnŃ 
godnoŜĺ, bo sam byğ przekonany, Ũe jest Bogiem?”  

Pytania te jawiŃ siň jako fundamentalne, jeŜli chcemy odnaleźĺ mo-
ment historycznych narodzin wiary w boskoŜĺ Jezusa. NaleŨy jednak, 
dodaje P. Lisicki, byĺ cierpliwym, a takŨe mieĺ ŜwiadomoŜĺ, Ũe nigdy 
nie uzyska siň ostatecznej i cağkowitej pewnoŜci. Ustalenia pozostanŃ 
zawsze hipotetyczne. Zatem praca historyka przypomina detektywi-
styczne Ŝledztwo. Ma on do dyspozycji kopie oryginalnych przekaz·w na 
temat Jezusa, kt·re, pomimo zgğaszanych co jakiŜ czas·w wŃtpliwoŜci, 
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Jewish religious system. “One God, one Israel, one Jerusalem, one 
temple, one place of worship. No one else but Yahweh had a right to glory. 
Not the angels, not the great leaders of the past, not the prophets. This 
God was absolutely transcendent, so much so that no images of Him 
were allowed to be made (see Deuteronomy : - ).”  How, then, could 
Christian worship, which points to the Person of Jesus as God, be born 
in such a climate? 

“I am not asking here,” the journalist stresses, “about faith in 
the theological sense, I just restate that it always remains a mystery. 
One never ultimately knows how a particular person begins to believe. 
It is not a question of opinions, judgements, musings, suppositions, 
let it be said, even convictions, but precisely of faith. A constant and, 
to use the language of Cardinal Newman, unconditional witness given 
to supernatural truths. It sounds puzzling indeed, but no wonder, if 
one wants to describe the ine able. Nevertheless, this is not the kind 
of faith we are talking about here. I am asking about faith as a historical 
phenomenon, about the fact that, at a certain point in history, people 
appeared who began to worship Jesus in the same way they had previously 
worshipped Yahweh. How did it happen that as early as the ýrst century 
AD a group of people, most likely Jews ýrst, began to give divine worship 
to the Galilean slain on the cross? Was Jesus himself aware of this? 
Did he tolerate such behaviour? Or did He not only tolerate it, but even 
considered it an appropriate response to His own dignity, because He 
Himself was convinced that He was God?”  

These questions appear fundamental if we want to ýnd the moment 
of historical birth of the belief in the divinity of Jesus. However, it is 
necessary, adds Lisicki, to be patient, and to be aware that one will 
never obtain ýnal and absolute certainty. The ýndings will always 
remain hypothetical. Thus, the historianôs work resembles a detective 
investigation. He has at his disposal copies of the original accounts 
of Jesus, which, despite the doubts raised from time to time, remain 
a hundred per cent certain. On the other hand, only his disciples provide 
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pozostajŃ w  procentach pewne. O samym Jezusie zaŜ informujŃ tylko 
Jego uczniowie. Detektyw nie moŨe zweryýkowaĺ fakt·w, docierajŃc do 
innych źr·değ niŨ chrzeŜcijaŒskie. ĂGdyby chociaŨ istniağ raport Poncju-
sza Piğata z trzydziestego kt·regoŜ roku naszej ery, w kt·rym rzymski 
gubernator Judei przekazywağby informacje o swoim urzňdowaniu!”  
A tak mamy dopiero dokument z roku ok. . – list Pliniusza Mğod-
szego do cesarza Trajana, w kt·rym rzymski urzňdnik relacjonujŃc 
dziağanie nowej sekty, jakŃ sŃ chrzeŜcijanie (ĂŜpiewajŃ pieŜni i hymny 
do Chrystusa jako boga”), prosi o radň. ĂPotwierdza siň zatem, zauwaŨa 
publicysta, Ũe osiemdziesiŃt lat po Ŝmierci Jezusa Jego zwolennicy od-
dawali Mu takŃ czeŜĺ, jak zwykğo siň oddawaĺ siň bogom. Relacja ta 
nie budzi wŃtpliwoŜci. Pliniusz byğ do chrzeŜcijan nastawiony wrogo, 
a sam raport znalazğ siň w wewnňtrznej korespondencji z cesarzem. 
Pliniusz przyznaje, Ũe z wğasnej inicjatywy nie prowadzi przeŜladowaŒ 
na wielkŃ skalň, gdy jednak ktoŜ zostaje zadenuncjowany, przesğuchuje 
go, daje mu szansň naprawy jego win, a w razie zatwardziağej postawy 
skazuje na Ŝmierĺ” . 

W relacji rzymskiego urzňdnika jest, zdaniem redaktora Do R ec y, 
zawarta cenna informacja. Chodzi o postawň samych chrzeŜcijan. Nawet 
pod groźbŃ Ŝmierci i przy zastosowaniu tortur nie godzili siň na odda-
wanie czci pogaŒskim bogom. ĂTakie zachowanie, podkreŜla P. Lisicki, 
musiağo budziĺ zdumienie Rzymianina i byğo, z jego punktu widzenia, 
skrajnie nielogiczne” . Dlatego namiestnik w ich postawie dostrzegğ, jak 
zapisze p·źniej Tacyt, dziwny i niebezpieczny zabobon, a moŨe takŨe 
zagroŨenie dla paŒstwa. Nie chcieli przecieŨ czciĺ cesarza jako boga, 
a oddawali chwağň nieznanemu bliŨej Jezusowi. 

Historyk, chcŃc zatem odtworzyĺ proces formowania siň wiary w bo-
skoŜĺ Jezusa, staje przed wyjŃtkowo trudnym zadaniem. ĂNatraýa na 
zjawisko chrzeŜcijaŒstwa jako na coŜ odrňbnego i charakterystycznego, 
co trudno mu zredukowaĺ do innych, znanych historycznie przejaw·w 
religijnoŜci. Nie mogğo siň ono narodziĺ tak po prostu ani z judaizmu, 
kt·ry nie tolerowağ kultu Jezusa, ani z pogaŒstwa, kt·re nie tolerowağoby 
chrzeŜcijaŒskiego ekskluzywizmu. Dla Żyd·w to, Ũe byğ jeden B·g, 
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information about Jesus himself. The detective cannot verify the facts by 
reaching out to non-Christian sources. “If only there had been a report 
by Pontius Pilate from the thirtieth year of our era in which the Roman 
governor of Judea gave information about his o ce!”  And so we only 
have a document dated approx.  AD – a letter from Pliny the Younger 
to Emperor Trajan, in which a Roman o cial, reporting on the operation 
of a new sect, which are Christians (“they sing songs and hymns 
to Christ as a god”), asks for advice. “It is therefore conýrmed, notes 
the columnist, that eighty years after the death of Jesus, His followers 
worshipped Him as they used to worship the gods. This relationship 
is beyond doubt. Pliny was hostile to Christians, and the report itself 
was found in internal correspondence with the emperor. Pliny admits 
that on his own initiative he does not conduct persecution on a large 
scale, but when someone is denounced, he interrogates him, gives him 
a chance to repair his faults, and in the event of a hardened attitude, he 
is sentenced to death”  

In the account of the Roman o cial there is, according to the editor-
in-chief of Do R ec y, valuable information. It is about the attitude 
of the Christians themselves. Even under threat of death and torture, 
they refused to accept the worship of pagan gods. “Such behaviour, 
emphasises Lisicki, must have astonished the Roman and was, from 
his point of view, extremely illogical.”  Therefore, the governor saw 
in their attitude, as Tacitus will later record, a strange and dangerous 
superstition, and perhaps also a threat to the state. After all, they 
did not want to worship the emperor as a god but would give glory 
to the unknown Jesus. 

The historian, therefore, who wishes to reconstruct the process 
of the formation of belief in the divinity of Jesus, faces an exceptionally 
di cult task. “He encounters the phenomenon of Christianity as 
something distinct and characteristic, which he ýnds di cult to reduce 
to other historically known manifestations of religiosity. It could not 
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musiağo oznaczaĺ, Ũe nie byğ Nim Jezus, dla pogan zaŜ przeciwnie – 
jeŜli Jezus byğ Bogiem, to obok Niego musiağoby istnieĺ wiele innych 
pan·w i bog·w” . Jak w takim razie uzasadniĺ historycznie, Ũe Jezus 
jest Bogiem, jak to siň stağo? ĂTo pytanie niepor·wnywalnie trudniejsze 
niŨ kaŨde inne znane z historii. Jednak Ŝledztwo w tej sprawie moŨe siň 
udaĺ. Choĺ brak zewnňtrznych relacji, to przechowağy siň cztery r·Ũne, 
pochodzŃce od bezpoŜrednich uczni·w opisy dziağalnoŜci Jezusa. MoŨna 
byĺ pewnym, Ũe sŃ wczesne i nie zostağy napisane p·źniej niŨ szeŜĺ-
dziesiŃt, siedemdziesiŃt lat po Jego Ŝmierci – to g·rna granica. PochodzŃ 
od ludzi, kt·rzy albo mieli dostňp do Ŝwiadk·w (jak Marek i Łukasz), 
albo sami byli Ŝwiadkami (jak Mateusz czy Jan). Ich forma naŜladuje 
staroŨytne biograýe, co pozwala sŃdziĺ, Ũe autorzy chcieli wiernie opi-
saĺ zdarzenia z Ũycia Jezusa. To dziňki nim, innej drogi nie ma, bňdzie 
moŨna odkryĺ zagadkň boskoŜci Jezusa” . 

P. Lisicki z nadziejŃ stwierdza, iŨ jest w stanie, odczytujŃc przesğanie 
Ewangelii, odtworzyĺ historyczny proces. Kluczem pozostaje dokğadne 
zapoznanie siň z ·wczesnym Ŝwiatem Ũydowskim. ĂMoŨna sobie tylko 
wyobraziĺ, podkreŜla publicysta, jak wyglŃdağo Ũycie w rodzinie Je-
zusa, ile wysiğku wkğadano w zachowanie pamiňci o mňczennikach 
i jak troszczono siň o wiarň w jednego Boga. (é). WiedzŃc to wszystko, 
mamy ŜwiadomoŜĺ trudnoŜci, przed jakimi stoi historyk. Wydaje mu siň 
czňsto, Ũe wyrastajŃc w takim otoczeniu, Jezus nie m·gğ uwaŨaĺ siebie 
za kogoŜ wiňcej niŨ kolejnego Ũydowskiego przyw·dcň, co najwyŨej za 
ostatniego proroka. Postaram siň pokazaĺ, Ũe takie rozumowanie jest 
fağszywe. Opiera siň na zbyt statycznym i wŃskim pojmowaniu juda-
izmu, nie uwzglňdnia tkwiŃcej w tej religii dynamiki, tak widocznej 
w ksiňgach prorockich. Ci, kt·rzy sŃdzŃ, Ũe Jezus nie m·gğ uwaŨaĺ 
siebie za Boga, nie dostrzegajŃ prostego bğňdu. Owszem, Jezus nie m·gğ 
uwaŨaĺ siebie za takiego boga jak pogaŒscy boŨkowie czy herosi, za 
jednŃ z wielu emanacji boskoŜci; m·gğ jednak widzieĺ w sobie samego 
Jahwe, kt·ry zgodnie z zapowiedziŃ przyszedğ do swego ludu. M·gğ 
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simply have been born out of either Judaism, which did not tolerate Jesusô 
worship, or paganism, which would not tolerate Christian exclusivism. 
For Jews, the fact that there was one God must have meant that Jesus 
was not him; for pagans, on the contrary, if Jesus was God, there would 
have to be many other lords and gods alongside him.”  Then how does 
one justify historically that Jesus is God, how did that happen? “This is 
a question incomparably more di cult than any other known to history. 
However, the investigation into the matter can be successful. Although 
there are no external accounts, four di erent accounts from direct 
disciples of Jesusô activities have survived. One can be sure that they 
are early and were not written more than sixty or seventy years after 
His death, as maximum. They come from people who either had access 
to witnesses (like Mark and Luke) or were witnesses themselves (like 
Matthew or John). Their form imitates ancient biographies, which leads 
us to believe that the authors wanted to faithfully describe the events 
of Jesusô life. It is through them, no other way, that it will be possible 
to unravel the mystery of Jesusô divinity.”

Lisicki conýdently states that he is able, by reading the Gospel 
message, to reconstruct the historical process. The key remains a thorough 
acquaintance with the Jewish world of the time. “One can only imagine,” 
stresses the columnist, “what life was like in the family of Jesus, how 
much e ort was put into preserving the memory of the martyrs and 
how care was taken to believe in one God. (é). Knowing all this, we 
are aware of the di culties facing the historian. It often seems to him 
that, growing up in such an environment, Jesus could not have regarded 
himself as anything more than another Jewish leader, at most as the last 
prophet. What I will try to show is that such reasoning is false. It is 
based on an overly static and narrow understanding of Judaism, and fails 
to take into account the inherent dynamism of the religion, so evident 
in the books of the prophets. Those who believe that Jesus could not 
consider himself to be God miss a simple error. Yes, Jesus could not 
have regarded himself as a god like the pagan idols or heroes, as one 
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sŃdziĺ, Ũe reprezentuje Jahwe, Ũe Nim w jakiŜ niezwykğy i tajemniczy 
spos·b jest” . 

Świadectwo i postawa uczni·w mogŃ byĺ r·wnieŨ tutaj waŨnym 
argumentem. Czy moŨna bowiem wytğumaczyĺ ich wiarň, a nastňpnie 
rozw·j chrzeŜcijaŒstwa, jeŜli odrzuci siň poglŃd, iŨ Jezus widziağ w sobie 
Boga? PrzecieŨ nie poszli za Nim, oczekujŃc korzyŜci materialnych. 
Wielu z nich byğo zamoŨnymi ludźmi (na przykğad synowie Zebedeusza). 
Nikt nie nosiğ pierwotnie greckiego imienia, zatem to znak zdradzajŃcy 
ich religijnoŜĺ. A sam opis powoğania? ĂPorzuciĺ nieźle prosperujŃce 
przedsiňbiorstwo rybne, stwierdza P. Lisicki, mogli tylko ludzie Ũarliwi, 
tacy, kt·rzy wczeŜniej, zanim poznali Jezusa, musieli znaĺ tradycje, 
czytaĺ Pismo, oczekiwaĺ wybawienia Izraela. Nie moŨna byğo mieszkaĺ 
w Galilei w latach dwudziestych po Chrystusie, naleŨeĺ do ·wczesnej 
klasy Ŝredniej i nie znaĺ podstaw wiary Izraela. I nie wiedzieĺ, Ũe B·g 
jest jeden” . Świat z kt·rego pochodzili, to terytorium gğňboko religijne. 
Galilejczycy, a nie jedynie mieszkaŒcy Judei, zachowywali wiarň przod-
k·w, dbali o domy modlitw – synagogi, przestrzegali zasad kaszrutu. 
ĂW jaki zatem spos·b pochodzŃcy bez wyjŃtku stamtŃd uczniowie mogli 
zaczŃĺ oddawaĺ Jezusowi czeŜĺ, kt·ra byğa zastrzeŨona dla Jahwe? 
Byli aŨ tak nierozumni i niewyksztağceni? ŻadnŃ miarŃ” – wyraźnie 
podkreŜla redaktor Do R ec y . 

KRYTYKA REDUKCJONISTYC NYCH KONCE CJI

Brak prostego wyjaŜnienia wiary uczni·w w Jezusa jako Boga bywa 
dzisiaj uŨywany przez krytyk·w jako argument potwierdzajŃcy tezň, 
Ũe to dokonağo siň nie wŜr·d pierwszych, Ũydowskich naŜladowc·w 
Nazarejczyka, ale p·źniej. ĂZgodnie z takim rozumowaniem nie jest 
moŨliwe, by Żydzi, uczniowie Jezusa, sami zaczňli oddawaĺ Mu boskŃ 
czeŜĺ. Mogli uwierzyĺ, Ũe zmartwychwstağ, mogli uznaĺ, Ũe zasğuguje 
w zwiŃzku z tym na szczeg·lne miejsce w pamiňci, nie przekroczyli 
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of the many emanations of divinity; but he could have seen in himself 
Yahweh, who, as foretold, had come to his people. He might have thought 
that he represented Yahweh, that he was Him in some extraordinary and 
mysterious way.”

The testimony and attitude of the disciples can also be an important 
argument here. After all, can one explain their faith and the subsequent 
development of Christianity if one rejects the idea that Jesus saw God in 
himself? After all, they did not follow Him expecting material beneýts. 
Many of them were wealthy people (the sons of Zebedee, for example). 
None originally bore a Greek name, so this is a sign revealing their 
religiosity. And the description of the vocation itself? “To abandon 
a fairly prosperous ýshing enterprise,” states Lisicki, “could only 
be done by zealous people, those who, before they met Jesus, must 
have known the traditions, read the Scriptures, and looked forward 
to the deliverance of Israel. One could not live in Galilee in the s 
AD, belong to the middle class of the time, and not know the basics 
of Israelôs faith. And not know that God is one.”  The world they came 
from was a deeply religious territory. The Galileans, not just the people 
of Judea, preserved the faith of their ancestors, took care of the houses 
of worship – the synagogues – and observed the rules of kashrut. “How, 
then, could the disciples who came from there without exception begin 
to give Jesus the worship that was reserved for Yahweh? Were they that 
unintelligent and uneducated? Not by any means,” the editor-in-chief 
of Do R ec y clearly emphasizes.  

CRITICISM OF REDUCTIONIST CONCE TS

The lack of a simple explanation of the disciplesô belief in Jesus 
as God is sometimes used today by critics as an argument supporting 
the thesis that this took place not among the ýrst, Jewish followers 
of the Nazarene, but thereafter. “According to such reasoning, it is not 
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natomiast nigdy linii oddzielajŃcej ŜciŜle to, co ludzkie, od tego, co 
boskie” . Zwolennikami takich poglŃd·w sŃ nastňpujŃcy naukowcy: 
G. Vermes, P. Fredriksen, M. Casey i R. Aslan. Uzasadniĺ zatem bo-
skoŜĺ Jezusa, to w pierwszej kolejnoŜci zmierzyĺ siň z ich koncepcjami 
i dokonaĺ wobec nich apologii. Mimo Ũe wychodzŃ oni od tej konsta-
tacji, zauwaŨa P. Lisicki, czyli gğoszŃ, Ũe ĂJezus byğ w peğni i tylko 
Żydem galilejskim ŨyjŃcym w I wieku naszej ery” , to ostatecznie 
dochodzŃ do r·Ũnych rezultat·w . WaŨne jest jednak, Ũe ĂŨaden z nich 
nie uznaje autentycznoŜci og·ğu ewangelicznych przekaz·w. Ich zda-
niem ani Jezus, ani uczniowie nie mogli odpowiadaĺ za powstanie 
wiary chrzeŜcijaŒskiej” . Na jakich podstawach budujŃ swoje teorie, 
co jest dominantŃ ich poglŃd·w? Apologiň boskoŜci Jezusa publicysta 
po wstňpnym zarysowaniu problematyki rozpoczyna od zmierzenia siň 
z ich koncepcjami. PrzeŜledźmy zatem tň analizň. 

G. Vermes (zm. ) byğ zdaniem polskiego publicysty wpğywowym 
komentatorem Nowego Testamentu . ĂTen wybitny Ũydowski badacz 
stara siň, jak twierdzi, odtworzyĺ prawdziwy obraz Jezusa” . Proble-
mem jednak w dotarciu do postaci Nazarejczyka jest chrzeŜcijaŒska 
wiara, Ăkt·ra wyniosğa Jezusa do rangi, kt·rej ten nigdy dla siebie nie 
przewidywağ” . G. Vermes chce zatem byĺ badaczem bezstronnym, 
wolnym od religijnych uwikğaŒ. W tym celu na osobň Jezusa patrzy 
jako nieodğŃcznŃ czňŜĺ judaizmu, a nie sugeruje siň opiniami teolog·w, 
kt·rzy sŃ stronniczy, ĂgdyŨ podŜwiadomie, czyli nawet nie wiedzŃc, sŃ 
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possible that the Jews, the disciples of Jesus, themselves began to worship 
him divinely. They may have believed that he had risen from the dead, 
they may have considered that he deserved a special place in their 
memory as a result, but they never crossed the line that strictly separates 
the human from the divine.”  The view is supported by the following 
researchers: G. Vermes, P. Fredriksen, M. Casey, and R. Aslan. To 
justify the divinity of Jesus, therefore, is ýrst to confront their concepts 
and perform an apology towards them. Although they start from this 
conundrum, notes Lisicki, that is, they proclaim that “Jesus was fully 
and only a Galilean Jew living in the ýrst century AD,”  they ultimately 
come to di erent results.  It is important, however, that “none of them 
recognizes the authenticity of all the gospel messages. In their opinion, 
neither Jesus nor the disciples could be responsible for the creation 
of the Christian faith.”  On what basis do they build their theories, what 
is the dominant feature of their views? Following an introductory outline 
of the problematic, the publicistôs apology for the divinity of Jesus begins 
by confronting their concepts. Let us therefore follow this analysis. 

According to the Polish publicist, G. Vermes (d. ) was 
an inþuential commentator on the New Testament.  “This eminent 
Jewish researcher is trying, as he claims, to recreate the true 
image of Jesus.”  The problem, however, in arriving at the ýgure 
of the Nazarene is the Christian faith, “which elevated Jesus to a status 
that he had never envisaged for himself.”  Vermes therefore wants to be 
an unbiased researcher, free of religious entanglements. To this end, 

  Ibid.
  Ibid, p. .
  Cf. M. Skierkowski, A swoi Go nie pr yj li” (J , ). Teologic nofundamen-
talna interpretacja Third Quest Third Quest, Warsaw ; idem, Uc owiec ny
B g. Chrystologia fundamentalna, Pğock , pp. - . 
  P. Lisicki, C y Je us jest Bogiem , p. . 
  G. Vermes, Jesus, the Jew, Philadelphia ; idem, The Religion of Jesus
the Jew, Minneapolis ; idem, Twar e Je usa, translation by J. Koğak, Krak·w 

; idem, Autentyc na Ewangelia Je usa, translation by J. Koğak, Krak·w .
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pod wpğywem wiary” . P. Lisicki zauwaŨa, Ũe ĂpodkreŜlanie wğasnej 
niezaleŨnoŜci [w przypadku G. Vermesa] ma wskazywaĺ na to, Ũe autor 
zyskağ nowy, niezapoŜredniczony przez tradycjň dostňp do źr·değ. Dla-
tego pisze, Ũe stara siň zachowaĺ «spojrzenie uczonego, bezstronnego 
historyka, kt·ry poszukujŃc informacji, zagğňbia siň w zachowanych 
źr·dğach». TŃ drogŃ ma rzekomo dotrzeĺ do tego, co najbardziej orygi-
nalne i podstawowe, do m·wiŃcego po aramejsku Galilejczyka z czas·w, 
gdy jeszcze nikt nie sğyszağ o chrzeŜcijanach i KoŜciele” . Czy jest 
moŨliwe? Wydaje siň, Ũe G. Vermes Ăprzypisuje sobie zdolnoŜĺ docie-
rania do znaczenia pierwotnych sğ·w Jezusa ponad gğowami wczesnych 
chrzeŜcijan i KoŜcioğa. «CharakterystycznŃ cechŃ Jezusa chrzeŜcijaŒ-
skiego jest cağkowity brak proporcji miňdzy historiŃ i teologiŃ, faktem 
i interpretacjŃ» – pisze i obiecuje, Ũe bňdzie w stanie pokazaĺ wizerunek 
uwolniony od chrzeŜcijaŒskich naleciağoŜci” . Dlatego stanowczo od-
rzuca obraz Jezusa jako Syna BoŨego, przekonujŃc, iŨ jest on odejŜciem 
zar·wno od judaizmu, jak i od historycznego Jezusa. Taki wizerunek 
to efekt hellenizacji i poganizacji pierwotnie Ũydowskiego ruchu. 

Kim zatem w rzeczywistoŜci byğ Galilejczyk? Co byğo w nim orygi-
nalnego? Jak widzi Go G. Vermes? ĂTym, co wyr·Ũniağo Jezusa, zdaniem 
uczonego, byğ Jego obraz Boga bliskiego, przystňpnego, kochajŃcego 
i zatroskanego. Do takiego Jezusa, Ũydowskiego chasyda, moŨna jednak 
dotrzeĺ, od warunkiem Ũe uda siň przezwyciňŨyĺ zasğonň, w jakŃ spowili 
Go autorzy Nowego Testamentu. W·wczas znajdzie siň On we wğaŜci-
wym sobie Ŝrodowisku poboŨnych, galilejskich chasyd·w, z kt·rego 
wyrwali Go chrzeŜcijanie” . Jezus byğ, zatem zdaniem G. Vermesa, tak 
jak pozostali galilejscy chasydzi Choni ZakreŜlajŃcy Koğa i jego dw·ch 
wnuk·w, a takŨe Chanina Ben Dosa, uzdrowicielem i egzorcystŃ, mňŨem 
BoŨym I w. n.e. (is ha-Elohim) odwoğujŃcym siň do proroka Eliasza. 
ChrzeŜcijanie zaŜ zastŃpili Ũydowskiego mňŨa BoŨego chrzeŜcijaŒ-
skim PomazaŒcem. Badacz jednak nie wyjaŜnia, dlaczego tak siň stağo. 

  TamŨe.
  TamŨe, s. .
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he considers the person of Jesus as an intrinsic part of Judaism, rather 
than suggesting the opinions of theologians who are biased “because 
subconsciously, that is, without even knowing it, they are inþuenced 
by faith.”  Lisicki notes that ‘the emphasis on his own independence 
[in the case of G. Vermes] is intended to indicate that the author has 
gained new access to sources, unmediated by tradition. For this reason, 
he writes that he tries to maintain “the gaze of a scholar, an impartial 
historian who, in his search for information, delves into the surviving 
sources.” This is allegedly the path he takes to get to what is most 
original and basic, to the Aramaic-speaking Galilean from a time when 
no one had yet heard of Christians and the Church.”  Is it possible? It 
seems that Vermes “credits his ability to get the meaning of the original 
words of Jesus over the heads of the early Christians and the Church. 
“The characteristic feature of the Christian Jesus is the complete lack 
of proportion between history and theology, fact and interpretation,” he 
writes, and promises to be able to show an image freed from Christian 
impurities.”  He therefore ýrmly rejects the image of Jesus as the Son 
of God, arguing that it is a departure from both Judaism and the historical 
Jesus. Such an image is the result of the Hellenisation and paganisation 
of the originally Jewish movement. 

Who, then, was the Galilean in reality? What was original about 
him? What is the way Vermes sees him? “What distinguished Jesus, 
according to the scholar, was his image of a close, approachable, 
loving and concerned God. However, it is possible to reach such 
a Jesus, a Jewish Hasid, provided one can overcome the veil in which 
the authors of the New Testament have shrouded Him. He will then ýnd 
himself in the proper milieu of the pious Galilean Hasidim from which 
the Christians have plucked him.”  Jesus was, therefore, in Vermesô 
view, like the other Galilean Hasidim Honi the Circle Maker and his 
two grandsons, as well as Hanina ben Dosa, a healer and exorcist, a man 

  Ibid.
  Cf. ibid., p. . 
  Ibid.
  Ibid, p. .
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Cağkowicie pomija kwestiň najwaŨniejszŃ. ĂOto co powinien wyjaŜniĺ 
historyk – wskazuje P. Lisicki. Nie to, Ũe w czasach Jezusa dziağali pod 
pewnymi wzglňdami podobni do Niego uzdrowiciele i charyzmatycy. 
To doŜĺ oczywiste. Prawdziwe wyzwanie leŨy gdzie indziej. I nie wy-
starczy powiedzieĺ, Ũe Jezus «przewyŨszağ ich wszystkich [chasyd·w] 
o gğowň», ale trzeba wytğumaczyĺ, dlaczego w tym jednym jedynym 
przypadku uczniowie zaczňli oddawaĺ Jezusowi chwağň. JeŜli prawdŃ 
jest, Ũe Jezus byğ jednym z kilku podobnych Mu poboŨnych gorliw-
c·w znanych tradycji Ũydowskiej, to G. Vermes powinien byĺ w stanie 
wskazaĺ inne przykğady oddawania czci zmarğym nauczycielom. Niech 
zatem wskaŨe opowieŜci o Żydach, kt·rzy zginňli i traýli do nieba na 
tron Boga, a ich zwolennicy, mimo klňski na ziemi, zamiast rozpro-
szyĺ siň, wiernie przy nich trwali” . Dodatkowo uczniowie Galilejczyka 
zadbali, aby uzasadniĺ poprzez Pisma sens Jego Ŝmierci i orňdzie, kt·re 
gğosiğ. W cağej tradycji Ũydowskiej nie spotykamy niczego, co dağoby siň 
zestawiĺ z Ewangeliami. ĂNie sŃ znane biograýe wielkich rabin·w, 
takich jak Hillel czy Szammaj, ani chasyd·w, takich tak Chanina ben 
Dosa czy Choni ZakreŜlajŃcy K·ğka” . Zatem Jezus, podkreŜla polski 
publicysta, Ăjest jedynŃ osobŃ, kt·rej Ũycie wydağo siň Jego uczniom na 
tyle waŨne i oryginalne, Ũe inaczej niŨ w wypadku wszelkich innych 
nauczycieli postanowili umieŜciĺ Go w centrum uwagi, uczyniĺ Jego 
Ũycie gğ·wnym tematem swych opowieŜci. Jezus stağ siň w ich oczach 
– rzecz absolutnie bez precedensu – ucieleŜnieniem Tory, samŃ ŨywŃ, 
osobowŃ TorŃ” . Jednak tego rodzaju spostrzeŨeŒ nie ma u G. Vermesa. 
Nie dostrzega on w osobie Jezusa Ũadnej nowoŜci i oryginalnoŜci. Po-
wtarza za to z uporem, Ũe ten czğowiek religijny o obezwğadniajŃcym 
charyzmatycznym uroku zostağ przez chrzeŜcijan przeobraŨony w Jezusa 
Chrystusa, transcendentny obiekt religii chrzeŜcijaŒskiej . W takiej 
perspektywie konkluzja, zdaniem P. Lisickiego, moŨe byĺ tylko jedna: 
ĂB·g z Boga, kt·rego wyznajŃ chrzeŜcijanie w credo, nigdy nie istniağ. 

  TamŨe, s. .
  TamŨe.
  TamŨe, s. - .
  Zob. tamŨe, s. .
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of God in the st century AD (is ha-Elohim) referring to the prophet 
Elijah. Christians, on the other hand, replaced the Jewish man of God 
with a Christian Anointed. However, the researcher does not explain 
why that happened. He skips over the most important issue completely. 
“Here is what the historian should clarify,” points out Lisicki. Not that 
in Jesusô time there were healers and charismatics similar to him acting 
in some respects. That seems obvious. The real challenge lies elsewhere. 
And it is not enough to say that Jesus “surpassed them all [the Hasidim] 
by a head”, but it is necessary to explain why, in this one and only case, 
the disciples began to give Jesus the glory. If it is true that Jesus was 
one of several pious zealots similar to him known to Jewish tradition, 
then Vermes should be able to point to other examples of the worship 
of deceased teachers. Let him, then, point to stories of Jews who died 
and made it to heaven to the throne of God, and whose followers, despite 
their defeat on earth, instead of dispersing, faithfully stood by them.”  
In addition, the disciples of the Galilean ensured that they substantiated 
through the Scriptures the meaning of his death and the message he 
proclaimed. “The biographies of the great rabbis, such as Hillel or 
Shammai, are not known, nor of the Hasidim, such as Hanina ben 
Dosa or Honi the Circle Maker.”  Thus, Jesus, the Polish columnist 
emphasises, “is the only person whose life seemed so important and 
original to his disciples that, unlike any other teacher, they decided 
to put him in the spotlight, to make his life the central theme of their 
stories. Jesus became in their eyes – an absolutely unprecedented thing – 
the embodiment of the Torah, the living, personal Torah itself.”  However, 
these kinds of observations are not found in Vermes. He sees no novelty 
or originality in the person of Jesus. Instead, he insistently repeats 
that this religious man with an overpowering charismatic charm was 
transformed by Christians into Jesus Christ, the transcendent object 
of the Christian religion.  In such a perspective, the conclusion, according 

  Ibid, p.. .
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Jest to sztuczny tw·r p·źniejszych wyznawc·w, nieudany efekt prze-
niesienia Ũydowskich kategorii do greckiego Ŝrodowiska kulturowego. 
ChociaŨ religia Jezusa i chrzeŜcijaŒstwo nie sŃ cağkowicie rozğŃczne, 
to co do zasady sŃ tak r·Ũne w formie i pod wzglňdem swoich cel·w, Ũe 
nie da siň jednego wyprowadziĺ z drugiego” . Czy jednak taka wizja Ga-
lilejczyka zawarta w pismach G. Vermesa ma coŜ wsp·lnego z prawdŃ? 

Niestety, jego Ŝladem podŃŨajŃ inni badacze, a oksfordski historyk 
moŨe uchodziĺ za zağoŨyciela pewnej szkoğy myŜlenia. Blisko jego 
poglŃd·w sytuuje siň P. Fredriksen (ur. ) , propagujŃca swoje tezy 
nie tylko w ksiŃŨkach, ale r·wnieŨ za poŜrednictwem historycznych se-
riali ýlmowych o Jezusie. Bez wŃtpienia jest ona zwolenniczkŃ nowego 
podejŜcia do Mistrza z Nazaretu. UwaŨa ona, podkreŜla P. Lisicki, Ũe 
ĂNazarejczyka naleŨy umieŜciĺ w kontekŜcie i Ŝrodowisku judaizmu 
palestyŒskiego” . Przekonuje takŨe, podobnie jak G. Vermes, iŨ Ăteksty 
chrzeŜcijaŒskie znieksztağcajŃ i wykrzywiajŃ prawdziwy obraz Jezusa 
Żyda” . Dlatego podejmuje siň ukazania przejŜcia od Jezusa, Żyda z Ga-
lilei, do Jezusa, istoty Boskiej . ĂOczywiŜcie, zauwaŨa polski publicysta, 
tak jak i wiňkszoŜĺ komentator·w [P. Fredriksen] twierdzi, Ũe nie wystň-
puje przeciw religii, stara siň jedynie pilnowaĺ jej granic, dziňki czemu 
religia zachowuje swojŃ autonomiň” . W jaki spos·b jednak jŃ zacho-
waĺ? Czy nie jest to przypadkiem uleganie liberalnym krytykom i wy-
ciŃganie sprzecznych wniosk·w? Czy przypadkiem krytyczne myŜlenie 
nie pozbawia religiň odartŃ z historii racji bytu? ĂTeologia, zauwaŨa 
P. Lisicki, jawi siň w tych rozwaŨaniach jako pewien dodatek, sztuczny 
i arbitralny, pňtajŃcy historiň. Jest to zresztŃ, jak siň wydaje, konieczny 
i jedyny moŨliwy efekt oŜwieceniowej ýlozoýi, zgodnie z kt·rŃ historia 
zawiera zbi·r jednolitych fakt·w, a jedynŃ metodŃ badawczŃ staje siň 
powszechne uŨywanie analogii. W tym sensie krytyka biblijna jest 
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to Lisicki, can only be one: ‘The God of God that Christians profess 
in the creed never existed. It is an artiýcial creation of later adherents, 
an unsuccessful result of the transfer of Jewish categories to the Greek 
cultural environment. Although the religion of Jesus and Christianity 
are not entirely separable, in principle they are so di erent in form and 
in their aims that it is impossible to derive one from the other.”  But does 
such a vision of the Galilean contained in the writings of Vermes have 
anything to do with the truth? 

Unfortunately, his footsteps have been followed by other scholars, and 
the Oxford historian can be credited as the founder of a certain school 
of thought. Close to his views is P. Fredriksen (b. ) , propagating 
her theses not only in books, but also through historical ýlm series about 
Jesus. Undoubtedly, she is a supporter of a new approach to the Master 
of Nazareth. She believes, emphasizes Lisicki, that “the Nazarene should 
be placed in the context and environment of Palestinian Judaism” . He 
also argues, like Vermes, that “Christian texts distort and twist the true 
image of Jesus the Jew.” .Therefore, he undertakes to show the transition 
from Jesus, a Jew from Galilee, to Jesus, a divine being.  ““Of course,” 
notes the Polish columnist, “like most commentators he [Fredriksen] 
claims he is not speaking out against religion, he is only trying to guard its 
boundaries so that religion retains its autonomy.”  But how to preserve it? 
Is it not a case of succumbing to liberal critics and drawing contradictory 
conclusions? Doesnôt critical thinking deprive religion stripped of its 
raison dô°tre from history? “Theology,” observes Lisicki, “appears in 
these considerations as a kind of additive, artiýcial and arbitrary, which 
ties up history. This, moreover, seems to be the necessary and only 
possible e ect of the Enlightenment philosophy, according to which 
history contains a set of uniform facts and the only method of research 
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niejako z natury, co siň tyczy metody badawczej, ateistyczna. Komentator 
moŨe odwoğywaĺ siň tylko do fakt·w, kt·re znajdujŃ sw·j odpowiednik 
w Ŝwieckich dziejach, odnajdywaĺ takie powiŃzania miňdzy nimi, kt·re 
wykluczajŃ jakiekolwiek odniesienia do interwencji Boga, do tego, co 
nadprzyrodzone. W Ŝcisğym tego sğowa znaczeniu B·g nie moŨe byĺ 
tu przyczynŃ sprawczŃ – nawet jeŜli istnieje, i tak nie moŨe dziağaĺ. To, 
co siň wydarzyğo w historii, moŨe i musi zostaĺ wytğumaczone tylko 
jako efekt dziağaŒ w obrňbie znanej ludziom, ograniczonej do tego czasu 
i przestrzeni natury” . 

PrzyjmujŃc ateistyczne zağoŨenie, badaczka dokonuje analizy osoby 
Jezusa. Na poczŃtku, podkreŜla redaktor Do R ec y, zauwaŨa, Ũe doszğo 
do zamiany posğaŒca w posğanie. ĂZgodnie z tŃ teoriŃ pierwotnie Jezus 
nauczağ o Bogu, gğosiğ miğosierdzie i ojcowskŃ dobroĺ, po swej Śmierci 
i Zmartwychwstaniu On sam w oczach wiernych przesğoniğ Boga. Roz-
w·j kultu Jezusa pociŃgnŃğ za sobŃ odchodzenie od oryginalnej religii 
judaizmu, chrzeŜcijaŒstwo ma w sobie silnŃ dawkň antyjudaizmu” . Dla-
tego badaczka stara siň odsğoniĺ wszystkie momenty antyjudaistyczne, 
zawarte w chrzeŜcijaŒstwie. SŃ nimi miňdzy innymi fragmenty Ewan-
gelii, kt·re utrwalajŃ opozycjň Jezus – wsp·ğczeŜni mu Żydzi, a takŨe 
cağa Ewangelia Ŝw. Jana, noszŃca znamiň antyjudaistyczne, napisana 
przez kogoŜ, kto sytuowağ siň poza, a moŨe takŨe przeciw judaizmowi. 

P. Fredriksen nie moŨe sobie poradziĺ z narodzinami kultu Jezusa, 
jest to dla niej prawdziwa kwadratura ko a. ĂMniej popularny od Chrzci-
ciela, niezbyt oryginalny, galilejski wieŜniak, kt·ry nie byğ w stanie prze-
widzieĺ skutk·w swojej misji, bğňdnie sŃdziğ, Ũe uczestniczy w ostatnim 
Ŝwiňcie Paschy na tym Ŝwiecie, zostağ aresztowany po zdradzie jednego 
z uczni·w” . A r·wnoczeŜnie teksty Nowego Testamentu widzŃ w Jezu-
sie Syna Czğowieczego, Pana i Syna BoŨego. W jaki spos·b zatem prosty 
Galilejczyk stağ siň Mesjaszem? ĂTrudno wytğumaczyĺ to przejŜcie, 
odwoğujŃc siň do tego, Ũe uczniowie Jezusa mieli doŜwiadczyĺ wizji 
Zmartwychwstağego i Ũe dziağali w Ŝrodowisku, w kt·rym powszechne 
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becomes the common use of analogy. In this sense, biblical criticism is, 
as it were, inherently atheistic as far as the research method is concerned. 
The commentator can refer only to facts which ýnd their counterpart in 
secular history, ýnding such connections between them as to exclude any 
reference to the intervention of God, to the supernatural. In a strict sense, 
God cannot be the causal cause here – even if he exists, he cannot act. 
What happened in history can and must be explained only as the e ect 
of actions within the nature known to humans, limited to this time and 
space.”

Adopting an atheistic assumption, the researcher analyzes the person 
of Jesus. At the outset, emphasises the editor-in-chief of Do Rzeczy, he 
notes that there was a conversion of the messenger into the message. 
“According to this theory, originally Jesus would teach about God, preach 
mercy and fatherly kindness, after his Death and Resurrection he himself 
overshadowed God in the eyes of the faithful. The development of the cult 
of Jesus entailed a departure from the original religion of Judaism; 
Christianity has a strong dose of anti-Judaism in it.”  Therefore, 
the researcher tries to reveal all anti-Judaic moments contained in 
Christianity. These include, among others, fragments of the Gospels 
that perpetuate the opposition of Jesus – contemporary Jews, as well as 
the entire Gospel of St. John, bearing the anti-Judaic mark, written by 
someone who was outside, and maybe also against Judaism. 

Fredriksen cannot cope with the question of the birth of the Jesus cult, 
it is a real squaring the circle for her. “Less popular than the Baptist, 
not very original, a Galilean villager who was unable to foresee 
the consequences of his mission, mistakenly thought he was participating 
in the last Passover celebration in this world, was arrested after betraying 
one of his disciples.”  At the same time, the texts in New Testament see 
Jesus as the Son of Man, Lord and Son of God. So how did a simple 
Galilean become the Messiah? “It is di cult to explain this transition 
by referring to the fact that Jesusô disciples were to experience a vision 
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byğo oczekiwanie eschatologiczne” . P. Fredriksen, zauwaŨa P. Lisicki, 
odrzucajŃc fakt powstania z martwych, jako istotny motyw w procesie 
formowania siň kultu Jezusa, wskazuje na przyw·dztwo i osobisty au-
torytet jako przyczynň sprawczŃ. ĂDoŜĺ marne tğumaczenie – stwierdza 
polski publicysta. Apostoğowie dostrzegli w Jezusie Mesjasza, bo byğ 
ich przyw·dcŃ i roŜciğ sobie prawo do autorytetu? Doskonale, tylko Ũe 
mağo to moŨna wskazaĺ ludzi, kt·rzy mieli o sobie szczeg·lnie wysokie 
mniemanie? Mağo przyw·dc·w, kt·rzy gdy przyszğa klňska, zostali 
osamotnieni? W tym wypadku wszakŨe po kr·tkiej chwili zağamania 
uczniowie dostrzegajŃ w swoim przegranym mistrzu Mesjasza i z cağym 
przekonaniem wňdrujŃ od gminy do gminy, gdzie zaczynajŃ gğosiĺ, Ũe 
wr·ci On ponownie, a wraz z Nim nastanie Kr·lestwo BoŨe. W inter-
pretacji Fredrikson to, co najmniej prawdopodobne – przypisanie roli 
Mesjasza przyw·dcy, kt·ry zawi·dğ swoich – staje siň odpowiedziŃ na 
kluczowe pytanie. To siň nazywa prawdziwe krytyczne rozumowanie” . 

Ostatecznie zatem amerykaŒska badaczka sugeruje, Ũe historyk 
czytajŃcy Ewangelie, powinien dziağaĺ jak archeolog. To znaczy musi 
oczyŜciĺ przysypany obraz Jezusa z naleciağoŜci chrzeŜcijaŒskich. Nie 
moŨe przy tym liczyĺ na pomoc KoŜcioğa, poniewaŨ to on wğaŜnie znie-
ksztağca prawdziwy wizerunek Galilejczyka. ĂJednak czasem, zauwaŨa 
P. Lisicki, Fredriksen pozostawia chrzeŜcijanom pewnŃ nadziejň. JeŜli 
zdobňdŃ siň na odrzucenie uproszczonego obrazu Jezusa jako istoty 
boskiej, jeŜli dokonajŃ «rekonstrukcji religijnego, spoğecznego, politycz-
nego i kulturalnego kontekstu, w kt·rym Ũyğ i umarğ Jezus z Nazaretu», 
moŨe dotrŃ wreszcie do wyzwalajŃcej prawdy” . 

M. Casey (zm. ) , jak podkreŜla redaktor Do R ec y, to trzeci 
z badaczy, kt·ry w spos·b najbardziej radykalny i konsekwentny pragnie 
wykazaĺ, Ũe Jezus Żyd nigdy nie byğ i w rzeczywistoŜci nie m·gğ byĺ 
tym, za kogo uwaŨa Go tradycja chrzeŜcijaŒska. Autor ten Ăpisze o sobie, 

  TamŨe.
  TamŨe, s. .
  TamŨe, s. .
  M. Casey, Jesus of Na areth: An Independent Historian s Account of His Life
and Teaching, New York, .
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of the Risen One and that they operated in an environment where 
eschatological expectation was common.”  Fredriksen, notes Lisicki, 
rejecting the fact of rising from the dead as an important motive in 
the process of forming the cult of Jesus, points to leadership and personal 
authority as the causative cause. “‘Quite a poor explanation,ô the Polish 
publicist states. The apostles saw Jesus as the Messiah because he was 
their leader and claimed authority? Sounds perfect, except that few can 
point to people who had a particularly high opinion of themselves? Are 
there not many leaders who, when defeat came, were stranded? In this 
case, after all, after a moment of heartbreak, the disciples recognise 
the Messiah in their lost Master and, with all their conviction, travel from 
commune to commune, where they begin to proclaim that He will return 
again, and with Him will come the Kingdom of God. In Fredriksonôs 
interpretation, the least likely thing – the attribution of the role of Messiah 
to a leader who has disappointed his followers – becomes the answer 
to the key question. This is called true critical reasoning.”  

Ultimately, the American researcher suggests that a historian reading 
the Gospels should act like an archaeologist. That is, he or she must 
cleanse the buried image of Jesus of Christian infusions. At the same 
time, s/he cannot count on the help of the Church, because it is s/he 
who distorts the true image of the Galilean. “However, sometimes,” 
notes Lisicki, Fredriksen leaves some hope for Christians. If they dare 
to reject the simplistic image of Jesus as a divine being, if they make 
‘a reconstruction of the religious, social, political and cultural context 
in which Jesus of Nazareth lived and died,ô they may ýnally reach 
the liberating truth.”

M. Casey (d. ) , as the editor-in-chief of Do R ec y points 
out, is the third scholar who is most radically and consistently keen 
to demonstrate that Jesus the Jew never was and in fact could not have 

  Ibid.
  Ibid, p. .
  Ibid., p. .
  M. Casey, Jesus of Na areth: An Independent Historian s Account of His Life
and Teaching, New York, .
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Ũe jest niezaleŨnym historykiem, niezwiŃzanym z Ũadnym KoŜcioğem 
ani wsp·lnotŃ religijnŃ, co czyni go wyjŃtkowo bezstronnym” . Zadanie, 
jakie sobie stawia, to dotarcie do prawdziwego Jezusa, kt·ry jest zasğo-
niňty przez ortodoksyjnŃ chrzeŜcijaŒskŃ chrystologiň, oznaczajŃcŃ wiarň 
w Jego boskoŜĺ . Podobnie do poprzednich badaczy i on osadza Jezusa 
w judaizmie I wieku i chce wykazaĺ Jego obecnoŜĺ i funkcjonowanie 
tylko w takiej perspektywie. Powiela przy tym bğňdy wczeŜniejszych 
egzeget·w. Po pierwsze nasza wiedza o judaizmie I wieku jest bardzo 
fragmentaryczna, a to oznacza, Ũe historycy dzisiaj nie mogŃ precyzyjnie 
zrekonstruowaĺ jego dziej·w. To, co im obecnie wydaje siň mağo prawdo-
podobne, tak nie jawiğo siň odbiorcom Ewangelii. Sğuchacze Galilejczyka 
zdecydowanie lepiej rozpoznawali kontekst kulturowy niŨ wsp·ğczeŜni 
badacze. Po drugie, wsp·ğczeŜni egzegeci domagajŃ siň z g·ry, aby 
cağŃ dziağalnoŜĺ Jezusa, Jego sğowa i czyny ograniczyĺ do tego stop-
nia, aby wsp·ğbrzmiağy ze wsp·ğczesnym Mu judaizmem. ĂNawet nie 
rozstrzygajŃc jeszcze kwestii, zauwaŨa P. Lisicki, na ile wiarygodne sŃ 
nadprzyrodzone czyny Jezusa, dlaczego kryterium oceny Jego postaci 
ma byĺ nasza, do tego uğomna, wiedza o tym, co zrozumieliby lub czego 
nie zrozumieliby ŨyjŃcy w latach dwudziestych i trzydziestych I wieku 
mieszkaŒcy Izraela? Tak jakby wsp·ğczeŜni krytycy na wszelki wypadek 
z g·ry juŨ chcieli wykluczyĺ wszelkŃ moŨliwoŜĺ, zgodnie z kt·rŃ Jezus 
m·gğ zgğaszaĺ roszczenia do boskoŜci. Jezus, ich zdaniem, co najwyŨej 
m·gğ sŃdziĺ, Ũe jest prorokiem lub wysğaŒcem Niebios” . 

M. Casey w tym wzglňdzie nie odbiega od reszty krytyk·w. Wycho-
dzŃc z tego fağszywego zağoŨenia, moŨe pozbyĺ siň Ăwszystkiego, co 
ğŃczyğoby Jezusa z KoŜcioğem i chrzeŜcijaŒstwem” . W efekcie otrzy-
muje obraz Jezusa Żyda, kt·ry jest konstruktem czysto teoretycznym. 
ĂTo Jezus, o kt·rym piszŃ Ewangelie, minus to, co zgadza siň z wiarŃ 
KoŜcioğa. Rezultatem tej dziwnej operacji myŜlowej jest wğaŜnie Jezus 
Żyd. «JeŜli to, co Jezus zamierzağ i m·wiğ, musi byĺ zgodne z judaizmem 

  P. Lisicki, C y Je us jest Bogiem , s. .
  Zob. tamŨe, s. .
  TamŨe, s. .
  TamŨe.
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been who the Christian tradition believes him to be. This author “writes 
of himself as an independent historian, una liated with any church 
or religious community, which makes him exceptionally impartial.”  
The task he sets himself is to reach the real Jesus, who is obscured by 
orthodox Christian Christology, which means faith in His divinity.  Like 
previous scholars, he too embeds Jesus in ýrst-century Judaism and seeks 
to demonstrate his presence and functioning only in this perspective. 
In doing so, he reproduces the errors of earlier exegetes. Firstly, what 
we know about ýrst-century Judaism is very fragmentary, and this 
means that historians today cannot accurately reconstruct its history. 
What seems unlikely to them today did not seem so to the recipients 
of the Gospels. The Galileanôs hearers were far better at recognising 
the cultural context than modern scholars. Secondly, modern exegetes 
insist in advance that all of Jesusô activity, his words and actions are 
limited to the extent that they resonate with his contemporary Judaism. 
“Even without yet resolving the question,” observes Lisicki, “of how 
reliable Jesusô supernatural deeds are, why should the criterion for 
judging his character be our, to that extent þawed, knowledge of what 
the people of Israel living in the s and s would or would not 
have understood? It is as if modern critics, just in case, already wanted 
to rule out in advance any possibility according to which Jesus could 
make claims to divinity. Jesus, in their view, at most could have thought 
that he was a prophet or a messenger of Heaven.”

In this respect, Casey is no di erent from other critics. Starting from 
this false premise, he can do away with “anything that would link Jesus 
to the Church and Christianity.”  The result is a picture of the Jesus 
the Jew, which is a purely theoretical construct. “It is the Jesus of whom 
the Gospels write, minus that which agrees with the faith of the Church. 
The result of this strange operation of thought is precisely Jesus the Jew. 
‘If what Jesus intended and said must be consistent with the Judaism 

  P. Lisicki, C y Je us jest Bogiem , p. .
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pierwszej poğowy I w. n.e. w Galilei, to wynika z tego, Ũe wszystko, 
co przypisuje Mu siň, a co nie jest zgodne z judaizmem I w., nie moŨe 
byĺ autentyczne»” . W zwiŃzku z tym Mistrz z Nazaretu jawi siň jako 
Żyd palestyŒski, kt·rego spos·b myŜlenia nie moŨe byĺ inny niŨ jego 
rodak·w. 

Kim zatem w rzeczywistoŜci jest Jezus wedğug brytyjskiego histo-
ryka? Ani Mesjaszem, ani Synem BoŨym, ale ostatnim posğaŒcem do 
Izraela, kt·rego przepowiedziağ Jan. ĂZdaniem M. Caseya, podkreŜla 
P. Lisicki, Jezus mniemağ, Ũe Jego poprzednikiem byğ Jan, kt·ry wy-
peğniğ proroctwo Malachiasza” . Polski publicysta zwraca uwagň, Ũe 
brytyjski badacz nie jest w stanie wyjŜĺ poza z g·ry przyjňte zağoŨenie. 
ĂCzy Casey, pyta P. Lisicki, nie dostrzega, Ũe tym kimŜ, kogo wedğug 
Malachiasza miağ poprzedzaĺ Eliasz, byğ sam B·g? JeŜli Jezus uwaŨağ, 
Ũe Jan jest Eliaszem, to dlaczego miağ nie widzieĺ w sobie nie tylko 
«ostatniego posğaŒca do Izraela», ale wğaŜnie wcielenia Jahwe? Podob-
nie Casey podkreŜla niezwykğŃ godnoŜĺ, jakŃ Jezus przyznawağ swoim 
uczniom: «To jest coŜ nadzwyczajnego. Dwunastu bňdzie sŃdziĺ Izrael. 
Nie Abel, nie Abraham, nie MojŨesz, ale Dwunastu». Kim zatem byğ 
ten, kt·ry przyznawağ sobie wğadzň wybierania sňdzi·w nad Izraelem? 
Znowu gdyby nie z g·ry przyjňta teza, zgodnie z kt·rŃ Ũydowski Jezus 
nie m·gğ myŜleĺ o sobie jako o Bogu, sama logika doprowadziğaby 
Caseya do stwierdzenia, Ũe tym, kt·ry ustanawia sňdzi·w nad Izraelem, 
m·gğ byĺ tylko ktoŜ r·wny Bogu” .

Jezus M. Caseya, stwierdza P. Lisicki, jest omylnym Żydem, bowiem 
zgğasza swoje roszczenie do boskoŜci cağkowicie omyğkowo. Nawet jeŜli 
posğuguje siň tytuğem Syn Czğowieczy, to tylko w znaczeniu czğowieka, 
czyli kogoŜ takiego jak inni, jednego z wielu. Ostatecznie brytyjski 
badacz Ŝwiadomie odrzuca wszystkie teksty sugerujŃce prawo Jezusa 
do szczeg·lnego autorytetu. Wedğug M. Caseya, komentuje redaktor Do
R ec y, Galilejczyk nie m·gğ ĂmyŜleĺ ani o tym, Ũe zasiŃdzie po prawicy 
Boga jak Pan z Psalmu , ani Ũe przybňdzie na obğokach do Boga, by 

  TamŨe.
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of the ýrst half of the ýrst century AD in Galilee, then it follows that 
anything attributed to him that is not consistent with ýrst century Judaism 
cannot be authentic.ô”  Therefore, the Master of Nazareth appears as 
a Palestinian Jew, whose way of thinking cannot be di erent from that 
of his compatriots. 

Who, then, is Jesus according to the British historian? Neither 
the Messiah nor the Son of God, but the last messenger to Israel whom 
John had prophesied. “According to M. Casey,” emphasises Lisicki, 
“Jesus thought that his predecessor was John, who fulýlled the prophecy 
of Malachi.”  The Polish columnist points out that the British researcher 
is unable to go beyond a preconceived notion. “Does Casey,” asks Lisicki, 
“fail to see that the person whom Malachi thought would precede 
Elijah was God himself? If Jesus believed that John was Elijah, why 
should he not see himself not only as ‘the last messenger to Israelô 
but as the very incarnation of Yahweh?” Similarly, Casey emphasises 
the extraordinary dignity that Jesus accorded to his disciples: ‘This is 
something extraordinary. The twelve will judge Israel. Not Abel, not 
Abraham, not Moses, but the Twelve.ô Who, then, was he who had 
granted himself the authority to choose judges over Israel? Again, were 
it not for the preconceived thesis that the Jewish Jesus could not think 
of himself as God, logic alone would have led Casey to conclude that 
the one who establishes judges over Israel could only be someone equal 
to God.”

Caseyôs Jesus, states Lisicki, is a fallible Jew, for he makes his 
claim to divinity completely erroneously. Even if he uses the title Son 
of Man, it is only in the sense of a man, that is, someone like others, 
one of many. Ultimately, the British researcher consciously rejects all 
texts suggesting Jesusô right to a special authority. According to Casey, 
comments the editor-in-chief of Do R ec y, the Galilean could not “think 
either that he would sit at the right hand of God like the Lord in Psalm 

, or that he would come on the clouds to God to execute judgment. 

  Ibid.
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sprawowaĺ sŃd. To «nie m·gğ» jest zağoŨeniem bezwarunkowym. Dla-
tego Vermes, Casey i rzesza innych krytyk·w, opierajŃc siň na wŃtğych 
podstawach ýlologicznych, pr·bujŃ pozbyĺ siň tekst·w, kt·re przeczŃ ich 
zağoŨeniu o nieboskim Jezusie. Ich badanie jest tyleŨ pr·bŃ dotarcia do 
obrazu Jezusa, co zmagania siň z wiarŃ” . Zatem ĂCasey, podsumowuje 
jego dokonania polski publicysta, wierzy, Ũe udağo mu siň, podŃŨajŃc 
szlakiem wytyczonym przez Vermesa, stworzyĺ obraz prawdziwego, 
Ũydowskiego Jezusa. Że odrzucajŃc zafağszowania, przekğamania, do-
dane przez KoŜci·ğ opowieŜci, zdoğağ dotrzeĺ do Jezusa, kt·ry nigdy 
nie widziağ w sobie nikogo wiňcej niŨ tylko wysğannika do Izraela i dla 
Izraela, czğowieka poboŨnego i gorliwego” . 

Ostatnim z krytyk·w boskoŜci Jezusa jest muzuğmaŒski historyk 
religii R. Aslan (ur. ) . ChociaŨ wychowağ siň w rodzinie po czňŜci 
ateistycznej, to w mğodoŜci jako nastolatek nawr·ciğ siň na chrzeŜcijaŒ-
stwo. Jednak nowa wiara nie zakorzeniğa siň w nim. W czasie studi·w 
na jezuickiej uczelni uznağ, Ũe chrzeŜcijaŒstwo jest zbyt zawiğe i nie-
jednoznaczne, peğne sprzecznoŜci. W efekcie tego odkrycia doszedğ do 
wniosku, Ũe Jezus Chrystus pozostaje tworem KoŜcioğa, a Jego boskoŜĺ 
jest po prostu fağszem. Po zanegowaniu nowej wiary Aslan na nowo 
zaczŃğ odkrywaĺ islam i ostatecznie wr·ciğ do niego. ĂNiemniej jednak, 
zauwaŨa. P. Lisicki, nie zrezygnowağ z zainteresowania religiŃ i Nowym 
Testamentem. Teraz wszakŨe wystňpowağ juŨ w innej roli. Nie byğ wy-
znawcŃ Chrystusa, ale krytykiem chrzeŜcijaŒstwa” . 

Na osobň Jezusa patrzy oczami muzuğmanina i chociaŨ odwoğuje siň 
do wielu wsp·ğczesnych badaczy, to wydaje siň, Ũe ta perspektywa prze-
waŨa. Zatem poszukiwania R. Aslana odbywajŃ siň w cieniu Koranu. 
NaleŨy jednak dodaĺ, podkreŜla P. Lisicki, Ũe ogromny wpğyw majŃ 
r·wnieŨ liberalni teologowie. ĂNiebagatelnŃ rolň w jego rozwaŨaniach 
o znaczeniu Jezusa odegrağ choĺby – o czym sam Aslan wspomina – John 

  TamŨe, s. .
  TamŨe, s. .
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This “could not” is an unconditional assumption. This is why Vermes, 
Casey and a host of other critics, relying on tenuous philological grounds, 
attempt to discard texts that contradict their assumption of a non-divine 
Jesus. Their study is as much an attempt to attain a picture of Jesus as it 
is a struggle of faith.”  Thus, “Casey,” the Polish columnist summarises 
his work, “believes that he has succeeded, following the trail laid down 
by Vermes, in creating a picture of the real, Jewish Jesus. Indeed, by 
rejecting the falsiýcations, the misrepresentations, the stories added by 
the Church, he has managed to arrive at a Jesus who never saw himself 
as anything more than simply an envoy to and for Israel, a devout and 
zealous man.”

The last of the critics of the divinity of Jesus is the Muslim historian 
of religion R. Aslan (b. ) . Although he grew up in a partly atheist 
family, he converted to Christianity as a teenager. However, the new 
faith did not take root in him. While studying at a Jesuit university, he 
found Christianity too intricate and ambiguous, full of contradictions. 
Consequently, he concluded that Jesus Christ remained a creation 
of the Church and that his divinity was simply a falsehood. Having 
negated his new faith, Aslan began to rediscover Islam and eventually 
returned to it. “Nevertheless,” notes Lisicki, “he did not give up his 
interest in religion and the New Testament. After all, he now acted in 
a di erent role. Not as a follower of Christ, but as a critic of Christianity.”

He looks at the person of Jesus through the eyes of a Muslim, and 
although he refers to many contemporary scholars, this perspective 
seems to prevail. Thus, Aslanôs research takes place in the shadow 
of the Quran. However, it should be added, emphasises Lisicki, that 
liberal theologians are also very inþuential. “For example,” Aslan himself 
mentions, “John P. Meier played a signiýcant role in his reþections 
on the meaning of Jesus. Aslan sees himself as Meierôs disciple and 

  Ibid, p. .
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P. Meier. Aslan uwaŨa siebie za ucznia Meiera, a swojŃ ksiŃŨkň za re-
alizacjň marzenia amerykaŒskiego ksiňdza o wsp·lnych badaniach Je-
zusa przez chrzeŜcijan, Ũyd·w i agnostyk·w. Do tej grupy doğŃczyğ 
muzuğmanin” . Nauki jezuity wywoğağy wŃtpliwoŜci, R. Aslan m·wi 
bowiem o sprzecznoŜciach, na jakie traýğ czytajŃc Nowy Testament, 
w efekcie czego pierwotna fascynacja chrzeŜcijaŒstwem przeksztağ-
ciğa siň w sceptycyzm. MuzuğmaŒski badacz dağ temu wyraz w analizie 
osoby Jezusa. 

ĂPiszŃc ksiŃŨkň o Jezusie, stwierdza P. Lisicki, Aslan wykorzystağ 
prace wielu liberalnych krytyk·w chrzeŜcijaŒstwa. Jego gğ·wna teza 
to jedynie powt·rzenie twierdzeŒ, kt·re najwiňkszŃ furorň zrobiğy w la-
tach szeŜĺdziesiŃtych XX wieku. To, Ũe Jezus inaczej, niŨ powszech-
nie siň uwaŨa, nie byğ przeciwnikiem przemocy, ale jej zwolennikiem, 
Ũe dŃŨyğ do obalenia siğŃ wğadzy Rzymu, Ũe byğ nieudanym rewolu-
cjonistŃ, jednym sğowem – zelotŃ, byğo przesğaniem gğoŜnej w swoim 
czasie ksiŃŨki S.G.F. Brandona Jesus and the Zealots. Brandon nawiŃ-
zywağ zresztŃ do pism tw·rcy krytycznych badaŒ nad Ewangeliami, do 
osiemnastowiecznego autora Reimarusa” . Jednak publikacja Brandona 
nie wzbudziğa zainteresowania. Krytycy stwierdzili nawet, Ũe przypi-
sywanie Jezusowi zelotyzmu to martwa teza. SkŃd wiňc taki renesans 
tej idei w przypadku R. Aslana? ĂTrzeba pamiňtaĺ, zaznacza polski 
publicysta, Ũe popularnoŜĺ r·Ũnych opinii nie zaleŨy od ich wartoŜci, 
od zawartej w niej prawdy, ale, niestety, od emocji i oczekiwaŒ od-
biorc·w. Im bardziej zdechrystianizowany staje siň Ŝwiat, im wiňkszŃ 
niechňĺ budzi w nim religia, tym ğatwiej przyjmujŃ siň teorie oparte 
na podejrzeniu. StaroŨytne teksty coraz czňŜciej interpretuje siň nie na 
podstawie tego, co zawierajŃ, ale odwoğujŃc siň do tego, czego w nich 
nie ma. To, czego nie ma – wezwania do walki z Rzymianami, nauki 
o jednym Bogu, kt·ry nie zniesie obok siebie cesarza, nawoğywanie do 
powstania – okazuje siň celowym przemilczeniem, zasğonŃ i ukrytym 
sensem. Skoro Jezus nie m·gğ byĺ Bogiem, a pisma chrzeŜcijaŒskie 
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his book as the realisation of the American priestôs dream of a joint 
study of Jesus by Christians, Jews and agnostics. This group was joined 
by a Muslim.”  The Jesuitôs teachings raised doubts, as Aslan speaks 
of the contradictions he came across when reading the New Testament, 
with the result that his original fascination with Christianity turned into 
scepticism. The Muslim scholar expressed it in his analysis of the person 
of Jesus. 

“In writing his book on Jesus,” Lisicki states, “Aslan drew on 
the work of many liberal critics of Christianity. His main thesis is merely 
a repetition of the claims that made the greatest furore in the s. That 
Jesus, di erently from what is commonly believed, was not an opponent 
of violence but a supporter thereof, that he sought to overthrow 
the power of Rome by force, that he was a failed revolutionary, in one 
word, a zealot, was the message of S.G.F. Brandonôs acclaimed book 
Jesus and the Zealots. Brandon referred, moreover, to the writings 
of the creator of critical research on the Gospels, the eighteenth-
century author Reimarus.”  However, Brandonôs publication did not 
arouse interest. Critics even stated that attributing zealotism to Jesus 
is a dead thesis. So why such a renaissance of this idea in the case 
of Aslan? “It must be remembered,” points out the Polish publicist, 
“that the popularity of various opinions does not depend on their value, 
on the truth contained in them, but, unfortunately, on the emotions 
and expectations of the audience. The more de-Christianised the world 
becomes, the more aversion it feels towards religion, the more easily 
theories based on suspicion are accepted. Ancient texts are increasingly 
interpreted not on the basis of what they contain, but by appealing 
to what is not there. What is not there – the calls to ýght the Romans, 
the teachings about one God who would not put up with an emperor 
beside him, the call to insurrection – turns out to be deliberate silence, 
a veil and a hidden meaning. Since Jesus could not have been God, and 
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wğaŜnie tego nauczajŃ, ze swej natury muszŃ byĺ one skaŨone. MuszŃ 
ukrywaĺ jakŃŜ innŃ, strasznŃ prawdň” . 

Jaka zatem jest prawda o Jezusie wedğug R. Aslana? MuzuğmaŒski 
badacz uwaŨa, Ũe byğ On jednym z zelot·w, czyli przegranych przyw·d-
c·w antyrzymskiego powstania. I chociaŨ teksty Ewangelii na ten temat 
milczŃ, to zgodnie z wczeŜniejszym zağoŨeniem nie jest to problem nie 
do rozwiŃzania. Najpierw naleŨy bowiem uzasadniĺ, Ũe ewangeliŜci 
nie zajmowali siň historiŃ, lecz gğosili prawdy religijne. Nastňpnie zaŜ 
naleŨy odczytaĺ przekazy ewangeliczne, cağkowicie pomijajŃc ich treŜĺ 
i intencje autora, i umieŜĺ je w odpowiednim kontekŜcie. ĂEfekt, za-
uwaŨa P. Lisicki, jest ğatwy do przewidzenia. KaŨdy egzegeta otrzymuje 
dokğadnie taki obraz Jezusa, jakiego potrzebuje, wiedza o ·wczesnej 
Palestynie jest bowiem na tyle niepeğna i fragmentaryczna, Ũe moŨna 
tworzyĺ tyle wizerunk·w, ile dusza zapragnie” . A zatem kontekst, 
dodaje dziennikarz, Ăustanawia sens. Kontekst jednak wybierajŃ ko-
mentatorzy. I w zaleŨnoŜci od niego formuğujŃ postacie Jezus·w na 
swojŃ modğň. Tak powstajŃ Jego r·Ũne oblicza: wňdrownego chasyda, 
apokaliptycznego proroka, ýlozofa ze szkoğy cynik·w, faryzeusza ze 
szkoğy Hillela, wreszcie bojownika antyrzymskiego” . 

UzasadniajŃc swojŃ tezň, R. Aslan najpierw wskazuje na spoğeczne 
pochodzenia Jezusa, kt·re w jego rozumieniu generowağo postawň re-
wolucyjnŃ, ale to mogğoby wydawaĺ siň zbyt mağo przekonujŃce, dlatego 
amerykaŒski muzuğmanin dodaje jeszcze analizň sytuacji Izraela pod 
rzymskŃ okupacjŃ. ĂTylko w ten spos·b, podkreŜla P. Lisicki, moŨe 
dojŜĺ do wyznaczonego celu – mianowicie do konkluzji, Ũe w takim 
kontekŜcie historycznym Jezus musiağ byĺ zwolennikiem zelotyzmu” . 
Czy jednak to siň udaje? Zdecydowanie nie. Z prostego powodu. Oto 
o wiele wiňkszy op·r budziğ Herod ze swojŃ bezwzglňdnŃ politykŃ ý-
skalnŃ, chciağ bowiem za wszelkŃ cenň stawiaĺ monumentalne budowle, 
aniŨeli Rzymianie, na kt·rych momentami patrzono z tňsknotŃ. Trudno 
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the Christian scriptures teach precisely that, they must by their very 
nature be tainted. They must be hiding some other terrible truth.”  

So what is the truth about Jesus according to Aslan? The Muslim 
scholar believes that He was one of the Zelots, i.e. the lost leaders 
of the anti-Roman uprising. And although the Gospel texts say nothing 
about it, according to the earlier assumption, this is not an insoluble 
problem. For it must ýrst be reasoned that the Gospel writers were 
not concerned with history, but proclaimed religious truths. Then, in 
turn, one must read the Gospel messages, completely disregarding 
their content and the authorôs intentions, and place them in context. 
“The result, notes Lisicki, is easy to predict. Each exegete gets exactly 
the image of Jesus they need, for knowledge of Palestine at that time is so 
incomplete and fragmentary that one can create as many images as oneôs 
soul desires.”  Thus, context, the journalist adds, ‘establishes meaning. 
The context, however, is chosen by the commentators. And, depending 
on it, they formulate the characters of Jesus in their own fashion. This is 
how His various facets are created: the wandering Hasid, the apocalyptic 
prophet, the philosopher from the school of the Cynics, the Pharisee from 
the school of Hillel, and ýnally the anti-Roman ýghter”.  

In justifying his thesis, Aslan ýrst points to the social origin of Jesus, 
which in his understanding generated a revolutionary attitude, but this 
could seem too unconvincing, which is why the American Muslim 
adds an analysis of the situation of Israel under Roman occupation. 
“Only in this way, emphasizes Lisicki, can one reach the set goal – 
namely, the conclusion that in such a historical context Jesus must have 
been a supporter of zealotism.”  But does it work? Deýnitely not. For 
a simple reason. Herod, with his ruthless ýscal policy and his desire 
to build monumental structures at all costs, was much more opposed 
than the Romans, who were sometimes looked upon with longing. It 
is therefore di cult to agree with the picture of Israel of Jesusô time 
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zatem zgodziĺ siň z obrazem Izraela czas·w Jezusa, zaproponowanym 
przez R. Aslana. Nie byğ to z pewnoŜciŃ czas przeŜladowaŒ i ucisku.

MyŜlŃc o narodzinach chrzeŜcijaŒstwa, muzuğmaŒski badacz wska-
zuje na dziağanie zhellenizowanych Żyd·w. To oni dokonali zdrady 
historycznego Jezusa z Nazaretu, kt·ry byğ gorliwym wieŜniakiem ga-
lilejskim i Ũydowskim nacjonalistŃ. Byğo to dzieğo Szczepana i innych, 
kt·rzy nie znali juŨ Jezusa. ĂTo oni, a nie niewyksztağceni, nieumiejŃcy 
pisaĺ i czytaĺ wieŜniacy z Galilei, zdeýniowali na nowo posğanie Naza-
rejczyka. Dlaczego? Uderzyğa ich niezwykğa treŜĺ posğania powtarzanego 
z uporem przez Piotra, Ũe Ũydowski Mesjasz, Ten, na kt·rego czekano, 
zginŃğ na krzyŨu i zmartwychwstağ. Szczepan uwierzyğ, bo sğuchajŃc 
Piotra, uznağ, Ũe faktycznie takiego Mesjasza przepowiadağo Pismo, 
a ŜciŜlej: sam kr·l Dawid. Gdyby Szczepan byğ uczonym w PiŜmie lub 
chociaŨ gdyby mieszkağ w Jerozolimie, nigdy by nowej wiary nie przyjŃğ. 
Jednak ignorancja, brak doŜwiadczenia, nastr·j oczekiwania sprawiğy, 
Ũe stağ siň idealnym wyznawcŃ tego nowego, oryginalnego i cağkiem 
nieortodoksyjnego Mesjasza, kt·rego gğosiğa grupa niewyksztağconych 
ekstatyk·w. To oni zmienili Ũydowskiego rewolucjonistň i zelotň w «zro-
manizowanego p·ğboga», w byt niebiaŒski” . Sğowa przesğuchiwanego 
Szczepana przed Sanhedrynem w interpretacji R. Aslana uchodzŃ za 
moment kulminacyjny formowania siň nowej religii, zrywajŃcej zdecy-
dowanie z judaizmem. NowŃ toŨsamoŜĺ zaŜ nadağ Jezusowi Paweğ, kt·ry 
uczyniğ z Niego boskiego, preegzystujŃcego, naturalnego Syna Boga. 

Jaki zatem ostatecznie obraz Jezusa zostawia nam R. Aslan? Dzi-
waczny, jak podsumowuje P. Lisicki. ĂStworzyğ obraz Galilejczyka, kt·ry 
odpowiada wsp·ğczesnym bohaterom Islamu, mňczennikom walczŃcym 
ze zğem pğynŃcym z liberalnego Ŝwiata Zachodu. WartoŜĺ tej ksiŃŨki nie 
polega jednak na gğňbi interpretacji czy nadzwyczajnej wiedzy autora. 
Aslanowi udağo siň co innego. Kolejny raz pokazağ, Ũe hasğo Jezus Żyd 
palestyŒski jest sztucznym, ideologicznym konstruktem. JakŃ treŜciŃ siň 
je wypeğni, zaleŨy od ýnezji, pomysğowoŜci i umiejňtnoŜci komentatora. 
WaŨne, Ũe w koŒcu wiadomo, co nie moŨe siň w nim zawieraĺ. Jezus 
Żyd ma byĺ zaprzeczeniem Jezusa zağoŨyciela chrzeŜcijaŒstwa. Nie 
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proposed by Aslan. It was certainly not a time of persecution and 
oppression.

Thinking about the birth of Christianity, the Muslim scholar 
points to the action of the Hellenised Jews. It was they who carried 
out the betrayal of the historical Jesus of Nazareth, who was a zealous 
Galilean villager and Jewish nationalist. This was the work of Stephen 
and others who no longer knew Jesus. “It was they, not the uneducated, 
illiterate Galilean villagers, who redeýned the message of the Nazarene. 
Why? They were struck by the extraordinary content of the message 
repeated insistently by Peter, that the Jewish Messiah, the One for whom 
they had been waiting, would die on the cross and rise again. Stephen 
believed because, listening to Peter, he recognised that indeed such 
a Messiah had been predicted by Scripture and, more speciýcally, by 
King David himself. Had Stephen been a scribe, or at least had he lived 
in Jerusalem, he would never have accepted the new faith. However, 
ignorance, inexperience and a mood of expectation made him the ideal 
follower of this new, original, and quite unorthodox Messiah, who 
was being preached by a group of uneducated ecstatics. It was they 
who transformed a Jewish revolutionary and a zelot into a ‘Romanised 
demigodô, into a heavenly being.”  The words of the interrogated 
Stephen before the Sanhedrin, as interpreted by Aslan, are seen as 
the culminating moment of the formation of a new religion, breaking 
decisively with Judaism. The new identity, in turn, was given to Jesus 
by Paul, who made him the divine, pre-existent, natural Son of God. 

What, then, is the image of Jesus that Aslan ultimately leaves us 
with? A bizarre one, as Lisicki concludes. “He has created an image 
of the Galilean that corresponds to the modern heroes of Islam, martyrs 
ýghting the evil coming from the liberal Western world. But the value 
of this book does not lie in the depth of interpretation or the authorôs 
extraordinary knowledge. Aslan has succeeded in something else. 
He has once again shown that the slogan Jesus the Palestinian Jew is 
an artiýcial, ideological construct. What content one ýlls it with depends 
on the ýnesse, ingenuity, and skill of the commentator. The important 
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spos·b pozbyĺ siň myŜli, Ũe to poszukiwanie jest tylko pozornie przed-
siňwziňciem historycznym. Że tylko pozornie chodzi tu o dotarcie do 
prawdziwych sğ·w i czyn·w Galilejczyka” . 

Te wszystkie krytyczne spojrzenia ğŃczy jedno zağoŨenie, a miano-
wicie przekonanie, Ũe w judaizmie, inaczej niŨ w kultach pogaŒskich, 
czğowiek nie m·gğ zostaĺ uznany za Boga. ĂNie byğo miejsca ani dla 
deiýkacji, ani dla apoteozy czğowieczeŒstwa” . Dlatego teŨ krytyczni 
interpretatorzy Ewangelii wnioskowali, Ũe nadzwyczajne opisy czyn·w 
Jezusa, wskazujŃce na Jego boskoŜĺ, pochodziğy z pozaŨydowskiego 
źr·dğa, albo teŨ zostağy stworzone przez pierwotnŃ wsp·lnotň chrzeŜci-
jan. W zwiŃzku z tym istotnŃ byğa kwestia, czy wiara w boskoŜĺ Jezusa 
to zdrada i zerwanie z judaizmem. JeŜli tak, to samo chrzeŜcijaŒstwo 
moŨe jawiĺ siň jako obce ciağo, odrňbna od judaizmu religia, swoista 
hybryda monoteizmu i politeizmu . ĂW·wczas naleŨağoby przyznaĺ, Ũe 
nie tylko sam Jezus nie zağoŨyğ chrzeŜcijaŒstwa, ale byğby jego najsu-
rowszym oponentem. Zgodnie z takim podejŜciem KoŜci·ğ okazağby siň 
uzurpatorem. W najlepszym razie byğby nieŜwiadomym propagatorem 
nieprawdziwego kultu, w najgorszym – od poczŃtku niemal fağszerzem 
oryginalnego przesğania Nazarejczyka” . 

A OLOGIJNA OD OWIED

Jak zatem odpowiedzieĺ na te zarzuty? Czy rzeczywiŜcie wiara 
chrzeŜcijan jest zdradŃ biblijnego judaizmu? SzukajŃc odpowiedzi na 
to pytanie, P. Lisicki przywoğuje analizy wybranych biblist·w, kt·re 
Ŝmiağo moŨna okreŜliĺ mianem historycznej apologii boskoŜci Je-
zusa. WskazujŃ one bowiem na fundamentalne wydarzenia dla tego 
uzasadnienia .

  TamŨe, s. .
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  Zob. tamŨe.
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  Zob. M. Skierkowski, U poc tk w kultu Boga Wcielonego, w: Stwor eni
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s. - .
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thing is that in the end it is clear what it cannot contain. Jesus the Jew is 
supposed to be a negation of Jesus the founder of Christianity. One cannot 
rid oneself of the thought that this quest is only ostensibly a historical 
enterprise. That it is only ostensibly about getting to the true words and 
deeds of the Galilean.”  

All these critical perspectives are linked by one assumption, namely 
the conviction that in Judaism, unlike in pagan cults, man could not be 
recognised as God. “There was no room either for deiýcation or for 
the apotheosis of humanity”.  Hence, critical interpreters of the Gospel 
concluded that the extraordinary descriptions of Jesusô deeds, indicating 
His divinity, came from a non-Jewish source, or were created by 
the original Christian community. The important question, therefore, 
was whether belief in the divinity of Jesus was a betrayal and a break 
with Judaism. If so, Christianity itself might appear as an alien body, 
a religion separate from Judaism, a kind of hybrid of monotheism and 
polytheism.  “Then it should be admitted that not only Jesus himself did 
not found Christianity, but he would be its strictest opponent. According 
to this approach, the Church would turn out to be a usurper. At best, 
she would be an unconscious propagator of a false cult, at worst – from 
the very beginning a falsiýer of the original message of the Nazarene. “ . 

A OLOGIC RES ONSE

So how do we respond to these allegations? Is the faith of Christians 
really a betrayal of biblical Judaism? Looking for an answer to this 
question, Lisicki recalls the analyses of selected biblical scholars, which 
can be boldly described as the historical apology of the divinity of Jesus. 
They indicate fundamental events for such a justiýcation.

  Ibid, p. .
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Polski publicysta rozpoczyna od poglŃd·w anglikaŒskiego teologa 
R. Bauckhama (ur. ) , kt·ry stwierdza, Ũe monoteizm judaizmu 
Drugiej ŚwiŃtyni (rozciŃgağ siň od powrotu z niewoli babiloŒskiej 
w V wieku do zburzenia odnowionej ŜwiŃtyni w  roku naszej ery) 
byğ Ŝcisğy, a Żydzi w tym okresie radykalnie postrzegali r·Ũnicň miňdzy 
Stw·rcŃ a stworzeniem. Dlatego nie uznawali Ũadnych byt·w poŜrednich 
czy podobnych do Boga. Z pewnoŜciŃ Jezus nie r·Ũniğ siň w tym wzglň-
dzie. AnglikaŒski teolog zauwaŨa, Ũe nawet personiýkacji Boskiego 
Sğowa czy MŃdroŜci nie wolno stawiaĺ na r·wni z obrazami wielbionych 
anioğ·w czy innych byt·w. Wobec takiej perspektywy zaskakujŃcym jest 
fakt, Ũe Jezusowi zaczňto oddawaĺ boskŃ czeŜĺ natychmiast i to w Ŝro-
dowisku Ũydowskim. Jest to radykalnie nowy zwrot. SkŃd siň on wziŃğ, 
pyta teolog, jeŜli nie moŨna znaleźĺ jego źr·değ w judaizmie? Jak do 
tego doszğo? ĂŻydowskiemu monoteizmowi, relacjonuje P. Lisicki, nie 
byğ znany Ũaden podobny przykğad. Żadni inni Żydzi nie przypisali 
nikomu takiej rangi jak uczniowie Jezusa swemu Mistrzowi. Nikt ni-
gdy nie oŜmieliğ siň wğŃczyĺ Ũadnego Ũydowskiego bohatera do boskiej 
toŨsamoŜci. Dokğadnie odwrotnie niŨ w wypadku chrzeŜcijan” . Jak 
zatem postňpujŃc autorzy Nowego Testamentu? ĂWidzŃ w Jezusie Chry-
stusie kogoŜ wğŃczonego w unikatowŃ toŨsamoŜĺ Boga. ProŜciej moŨna 
powiedzieĺ to tak: Jezus jest Bogiem. Zachowuje siň jak B·g, myŜli jak 
B·g, odbiera czeŜĺ jak B·g, dziağa jak B·g. PiszŃc to, dokonujŃ jednak, 
chciağoby siň powiedzieĺ wsp·ğczesnym jňzykiem, nieustannej prowo-
kacji. Jezus wğŃczony do Boskiej toŨsamoŜci to przecieŨ skandal” . 
Droga do tego nie wiedzie jednak od judaizmu, nie powstaje teŨ przez 
Ădodawanie cech, kt·re byğyby juŨ wczeŜniej nadane innym Ũydowskim 
przyw·dcom czy mňczennikom” . Nie znajdujemy r·wnieŨ wytğu-
maczenia dla boskoŜci Jezusa w religii pogaŒskiej, nie jest On jeszcze 
jednym bogiem czy p·ğbogiem w panteonie b·stw. ĂChrzeŜcijaŒskie 

  Zob. Jesus and the God of Israel: God Cruci�ed and Other Studies on the New
Testament s Christology of Divine Identity, Michigan-Cambridge . 
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The Polish publicist begins with the views of the Anglican theologian 
R. Bauckham (b. ) , who states that the monotheism of Second 
Temple Judaism (stretching from the return from Babylonian captivity 
in the th century to the demolition of a renovated temple in  AD) was 
strict, and Jews in that period perceived the di erence between Creator 
and creation in a radical way. Therefore, they did not recognise any 
intermediate or God-like beings. Certainly, Jesus was no di erent in 
this regard. The Anglican theologian notes that even the personiýcation 
of the Divine Word or Wisdom must not be equated with images 
of worshipped angels or other beings. In view of this perspective, it 
is surprising that Jesus began to be given divine worship immediately 
and, even more so, in Jewish circles. This is a radically new turn. Where 
did it come from, asks the theologian, if its origins cannot be found 
in Judaism? How did it come about? “Jewish monotheism, reports 
Lisicki, was not known by any similar example. No other Jews attributed 
to anyone such rank as Jesusô disciples did to their Master. No one 
ever dared to include any Jewish hero in the divine identity. Exactly 
the opposite is true of Christians.”  So, how do the authors of the New 
Testament act? “They see in Jesus Christ someone included in the unique 
identity of God. Or, to put it simple: Jesus is God. He behaves like God, 
thinks like God, receives worship like God, acts like God. In writing 
so, however, they are making, one would like to say in contemporary 
language, a constant provocation. Jesus incorporated into the divine 
identity is, after all, a scandal”.  However, the path to that does not lead 
from Judaism, nor does it arise by “adding qualities that would have 
already been given to other Jewish leaders or martyrs.”  Nor do we 
ýnd an explanation for the divinity of Jesus in pagan religion; he is not 
yet another god or demigod in the pantheon of deities. “Christian texts, 
stresses Lisicki, tell a di erent story. It turns out that those most sacred 

  Cf. Jesus and the God of Israel: God Cruci�ed and Other Studies on the New
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teksty, podkreŜla P. Lisicki, opowiadajŃ innŃ historiň. Okazuje siň, Ũe te 
najŜwiňtsze i najbardziej czcigodne formuğy, za pomocŃ kt·rych Żydzi 
od wiek·w opisywali niezwykğoŜĺ swego Boga, dziňki kt·rym odr·Ũ-
niali Go od cağej chmary boŨk·w, bog·w i p·ğbog·w, zostajŃ uŨyte, 
jakby nigdy nic, do opisania Jezusa. (é). Co wiňcej, wğŃczenie Jezusa 
do unikatowej toŨsamoŜci Boga stağo siň centrum wiary wczesnego 
KoŜcioğa, jeszcze zanim, jak wszystko na to wskazuje, zostağo napisane 
jakiekolwiek pismo Nowego Testamentu” . W tym celu wyznawcy 
Jezusa wyraŨajŃ wğasne, oryginalne credo jňzykiem Starego Testa-
mentu (Ps  i ğŃczŃ z nim Ps  i Dn , - ), nazywajŃc Go ĂPanem”, 
zasiadajŃcym po prawicy Boga. ĂW tym kr·tkim ustňpie w zarodku 
zawarte sŃ wszystkie p·źniejsze wyznania wiary. WciŃŨ jest to stary 
jňzyk Biblii, jednak wyraŨa siň w nim rewolucyjnie nowa, zaskakujŃca, 
chrzeŜcijaŒska treŜĺ” .

P. Lisicki przywoğujŃc wnioski R. Bauckhama podkreŜla, Ũe naj-
wczeŜniejsze Ŝwiadectwa dotyczŃce boskoŜci Jezusa, nie tak jak gğo-
sili liberalni krytycy, nie r·ŨniŃ siň od p·źniejszych. ĂNie ma znak·w 
wskazujŃcych na to, Ũe kiedykolwiek w KoŜciele istniağa wiara inna 
niŨ ta, kt·ra widziağa w Jezusie Pana. To nie p·źniejsi poganie, albo 
nieco od nich wczeŜniejsi Żydzi helleniŜci, ale sam pierwotny KoŜci·ğ 
jerozolimski, skğadajŃcy siň co najmniej z Piotra, Jana, Jakuba, brata 
PaŒskiego, Maryi, Jego Matki, i zapewne pozostağych Dwunastu, juŨ 
od samego poczŃtku czciğ Go tak, jak Żydzi czcili Jahwe ”. Zatem 
rozw·j wiary przebiegağ zdecydowanie inaczej, niŨ widzieli go krytycy. 
Jak w takim razie? P. Lisicki za anglikaŒskim teologiem stwierdza, 
Ũe Ănawet jeŜli jedne formuğy zastňpowağy inne, jeŜli nie kaŨdy opis 
Jezusa zaczerpniňty z tradycji okazywağ siň r·wnie wğaŜciwy, istota 
wiary od poczŃtku, to jest od chwili, kiedy mamy dostňp do Ŝwiadectw 
i przekaz·w, byğa nietkniňta. «DecydujŃcy krok polegajŃcy na wğŃcze-
niu Jezusa w unikatowŃ toŨsamoŜĺ Boga nie byğ krokiem, kt·ry mogğy 
uğatwiĺ wczeŜniejsze, mniej radykalne posuniňcia. Byğ to krok, kt·ry, 
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and venerable formulas with which the Jews have for centuries described 
the uniqueness of their God, with which they distinguished Him from 
a whole cloud of idols, gods and demigods, are used, as if nothing ever 
happened, to describe Jesus. (é). Moreover, the inclusion of Jesus in 
the unique identity of God became the centre of the early churchôs faith, 
even before, by all indications, any New Testament writing had been 
written.”  To this end, the followers of Jesus express their own original 
creed in the language of the Old Testament (Ps  and linking Ps  and 
Dan : -  thereto), calling him ‘Lordô, seated at the right hand of God. 
“In this short paragraph all the later creeds are contained in germ. It is 
still the old language of the Bible, but it expresses a revolutionary new 
and surprising Christian content.”

Lisicki, citing Bauckhamôs conclusions, emphasises that the earliest 
testimonies to the divinity of Jesus, not unlike those proclaimed by 
liberal critics, are no di erent from later ones. “There are no signs 
to indicate that there was ever a faith in the Church other than that which 
saw in Jesus the Lord. It was not the later pagans, or the slightly earlier 
Hellenistic Jews, but the original Jerusalem Church itself, consisting at 
least of Peter, John, James, the Lordôs brother, Mary, His mother, and 
probably the other Twelve, that from the very beginning worshipped Him 
as the Jews worshipped Yahweh.”  Clearly, the development of the faith 
took a di erent course than the critics had envisaged. But how? Lisicki, 
following an Anglican theologian, concludes that “even if some formulas 
replaced others, if not every description of Jesus drawn from tradition 
turned out to be equally appropriate, the essence of the faith from 
the beginning, that is, from the moment we have access to the testimonies 
and accounts, was untouched. ‘The decisive step of including Jesus in 
the unique identity of God was not a step that could have been facilitated 
by earlier, less radical moves. It was a step that, whenever taken, had 
to be taken for its own sake and de novo. (é). The best way to explain 
the testimonies of the New Testament is to assume that that step was 
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kiedykolwiek zostağ zrobiony, musiağ zostaĺ zrobiony ze wzglňdu na 
siebie i de novo. (é). Najlepszym sposobem wyjaŜnienia Ŝwiadectw No-
wego Testamentu jest przyjňcie, Ũe krok ten zrobiono bardzo wczeŜnie, 
Ũe byğ fundamentalnym krokiem, na kt·rym opierağ siň cağy p·źniejszy 
rozw·j chrystologii»” . 

A zatem autorzy Nowego Testamentu nie traktowali swojego mono-
teizmu jako przeszkody uniemoŨliwiajŃcej wiarň w Jezusa jako Boga. 
A nawet wiňcej. Mogli uznaĺ w Nim Pana tylko w·wczas, gdy ujrzeli 
Go jako wracajŃcego na Syjon Jahwe. ĂTylko gdy uwierzyli, podkreŜla 
P. Lisicki, Ũe jest On nie jakimŜ nowym bogiem z zewnŃtrz, nie obcym 
i nowym przybyszem z niebiaŒskiej krainy, ale wğaŜnie samym Jahwe, 
kt·ry u kresu czasu przybyğ, by wywieŜĺ lud z niewoli. Uczniowie Jezusa 
musieli zostaĺ przekonani, Ũe ich Nauczyciel to sam przepowiadany 
przez Pisma Jahwe, kt·ry zstŃpiğ na ziemiň. Tak tylko moŨna rozwiŃzaĺ 
historycznŃ zagadkň chrzeŜcijaŒstwa. Tak tylko moŨna przejŜĺ miňdzy 
ScyllŃ – surowym monoteizmem Ũydowskim, kt·ry odrzucağ wszelkŃ 
myŜl o czğowieku jako drugim Bogu, a CharybdŃ – pogaŒstwem, w kt·-
rym to, co ludzkie, i to, co boskie, byğo zmieszane. Tak tylko moŨna 
dotrzeĺ do chrzeŜcijaŒstwa” . 

L.W. Hurtado (zm. ) , podobnie jak R. Bauckham, wykazuje, Ũe 
wiara w boskoŜĺ Jezusa uksztağtowağa siň na samym poczŃtku dziağania 
wsp·lnoty. ĂIstniejŃ zatem, relacjonuje jego myŜl P. Lisicki, ciŃgğoŜĺ 
i Ŝcisğy zwiŃzek miňdzy tym, jak Jezusa postrzegali pierwsi Ũydowscy 
chrzeŜcijanie, a Jego obrazem, kt·ry p·źniej przekazywağ KoŜci·ğ. 
Wiara w Jezusa, to, Ũe stağ siň On obiektem kultu i zostağ uznany za 
r·wnego Bogu, nie sŃ zatem skutkiem dğugiej ewolucji i wynikiem po-
gaŒskich wpğyw·w, ale znajdujŃ siň u źr·dğa wiary chrzeŜcijaŒskiej” . 
L.W. Hurtado wskazuje na zdumiewajŃco kr·tki czas miňdzy ŜmierciŃ 
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taken very early, that it was the fundamental step on which all the later 
development of Christology was based.ô”

The authors of the New Testament, therefore, did not regard their 
monotheism as an obstacle preventing belief in Jesus as God. Or even 
moreso. “Only if they believed,” emphasises Lisicki, “that He was 
not some new god from outside, not a stranger and a newcomer from 
the heavenly realm, but precisely Yahweh Himself, who had come 
at the end of time to bring the people out of slavery. This is the only 
way to solve the historical riddle of Christianity. This is the only way 
to pass between Scylla – a strict Jewish monotheism that rejected any 
thought of man as a second God – and Charybdis – a paganism in which 
the human and the divine were mixed. This is the only way to reach 
Christianity.”

Hurtado (d. ) , like Bauckham, shows that belief in the divinity 
of Jesus was formed at the very beginning of the communityôs action. 
“There are, therefore,” Lisicki reports on his thought, “continuities and 
a close connection between how Jesus was perceived by the ýrst Jewish 
Christians and the image of him that was later transmitted by the Church. 
The belief in Jesus, the fact that he became the object of worship and was 
recognised as equal to God, are therefore not the result of a long evolution 
and the outcome of pagan inþuences, but are at the root of the Christian 
faith.”  Hurtado points to an astonishingly short time between the death 
of Jesus and the birth of the cult of His Person, exceeding the previous 
devotion they had nurtured to Him.  The greatest achievement of this 
theologian, says Lisicki, is to prove that “from the earliest moments, from 
the moment when the development of the Christian religion can be traced 
at all, what characterised it was the worship and devotion turned towards 
Jesus. ‘The later teaching and doctrine on the relationship between 
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Jezusa a narodzinami kultu Jego Osoby, kt·ry przewyŨszağ wczeŜniej-
sze oddanie, jakie Ũywili dla Niego . Najwiňkszym dokonaniem tego 
teologa, wedğug P. Lisickiego, jest udowodnienie, Ũe Ăod najwczeŜniej-
szych chwil, od momentu, kiedy w og·le da siň Ŝledziĺ rozw·j religii 
chrzeŜcijaŒskiej, tym, co jŃ charakteryzowağo, byğy kult i poboŨnoŜĺ 
zwr·cona ku Jezusowi. «P·źniejsze nauczanie i doktryna na temat 
zwiŃzku Jezusa i Boga byğy w zarodku juŨ obecne i wynikağy z tego 
pierwszego momentu, kiedy to Jezus stağ siň centralnŃ postaciŃ chrzeŜ-
cijaŒskiej poboŨnoŜci». Hurtado doskonale pokazuje niezwykğŃ nowoŜĺ 
chrzeŜcijaŒskiego podejŜcia. Oddawanie czci Jezusowi to nowe zjawisko, 
kt·re pojawiğo siň w krňgach wiernych i poboŨnych Żyd·w okresu Dru-
giej ŚwiŃtyni. Pojawiğo siň ono «pierwotnie jako innowacja w obrňbie 
judaizmu». Najniezwyklejsze byğo w nim wszakŨe to, Ũe czeŜĺ odda-
wana Jezusowi ğŃczyğa siň ze stanowczym monoteizmem, odrzuceniem 
kultu b·stw rzymskich i og·lnie pogaŒskich, z ekskluzywizmem (to jest 
przeŜwiadczeniem, Ũe prawdziwa religia objawiona zostağa wyğŃcznie 
najpierw Żydom, potem chrzeŜcijanom), wreszcie przeŜwiadczeniem, Ũe 
oddawanie Jezusowi czci nie jest czymŜ dowolnym, jakimŜ szczeg·lnym 
aktem – chciağoby siň rzec – prywatnej poboŨnoŜci, ale powinnoŜciŃ 
kaŨdego czğowieka, tak Żyda, jak i poganina. Kto byğ posğuszny Bogu, 
powinien czciĺ Jezusa, bo w oczach chrzeŜcijan tak nakazağ B·g” . 

A zatem skoro na poczŃtku byğ juŨ kult, to naleŨy zapytaĺ, co wy-
r·Ũniağo ten nowy spos·b poboŨnoŜci. L.W. Hurtado formuğuje szeŜĺ 
podstawowych wyznacznik·w. SŃ nimi: hymny liturgiczne ku czci 
Jezusa; modlitwy zanoszone do Boga przez Jezusa, a nawet tylko do 
Niego; wzywanie imienia Jezusa, podczas udzielania chrztu lub egzor-
cyzm·w czy uzdrowieŒ; wsp·lny chrzeŜcijaŒski posiğek bňdŃcy ŜwiňtŃ 
ucztŃ, kt·rej przewodniczy Jezus jako Pan; rytualne wyznawanie Jezusa 
w kulcie chrzeŜcijaŒskim; chrzeŜcijaŒski profetyzm, czyli gğoszenie 
sğ·w Jezusa w mocy Ducha Świňtego . ĂNiczego podobnego, podkreŜla 

  Zob. tamŨe.
  TamŨe, s. .
  Zob. tamŨe, s. .



129PRZEMYSŁAW ARTEMIUK Å SAINTS ARE WITNESSESé

Jesus and God were already there in embryo and stemmed from that 
ýrst moment when Jesus became the central ýgure of Christian pietyô.” 
Hurtado perfectly demonstrates the remarkable newness of the Christian 
approach. The worship of Jesus is a new phenomenon that emerged in 
the circles of faithful and devout Jews of the Second Temple period. 
It appeared ‘originally as an innovation within Judaismô. What was 
most remarkable about it, however, was that the worship of Jesus was 
linked to a ýrm monotheism, to a rejection of the cult of Roman and 
generally pagan deities, to exclusivism (that is, the conviction that 
the true religion was revealed only to Jews and then to Christians), 
and ýnally to the conviction that worshipping Jesus was not something 
arbitrary, some special act of - one might say – private devotion, but 
a duty for everyone, Jew and Gentile alike. Whoever was obedient 
to God should worship Jesus, because in the eyes of Christians this is 
what God commanded.”  

Therefore, since there was already a cult at the beginning, it 
should be asked what distinguished that new way of piety. Hurtado 
formulates six basic determinants. These include: liturgical hymns 
in honor of Jesus; prayers o ered to God by Jesus, and even only 
to Him; calling on the name of Jesus during the conferral of baptism or 
exorcisms or healings; a common Christian meal which is a holy feast 
presided over by Jesus as Lord; ritual confession of Jesus in Christian 
worship; Christian prophetism, that is, proclaiming the words of Jesus in 
the power of the Holy Spirit.  “Nothing of the sort, Lisicki stresses, can 
be demonstrated in the entire history of Israel.”  In formulating his own 
argument, Hurtado analyses the Christological titles as well as the New 
Testament hymns dedicated to Jesus. The passage from the Epistle 
to the Philippians ( : - ), a key text for him, occupies a special place. 
The British theologian juxtaposes it with the prophecy of Isaiah ( , ) 
and Psalm  (v. ).

  Ibid, p. .
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P. Lisicki, nie da siň wykazaĺ w cağej historii Izraela” . FormuğujŃc 
wğasnŃ argumentacjň L.W. Hurtado analizuje tytuğy chrystologiczne, 
a takŨe nowotestamentalne hymny poŜwiňcone Jezusowi. Szczeg·lne 
miejsce zajmuje fragment Listu do Filipian ( , - ), kt·ry jest dla niego 
kluczowym tekstem. Brytyjski teolog zestawia go z proroctwem Izajasza 
( , ) i Psalmem  (w. ) . 

L.W. Hurtado udowodniğ, Ũe Ăbardzo szybko po Ŝmierci Jezusa 
pojawiğo siň przekonanie, Ũe naleŨŃ Mu siň chwağa i czeŜĺ. Zgodnie 
z wszystkimi reguğami prawdopodobieŒstwa moŨna zatem powiedzieĺ, 
Ũe narodziny wiary w to, Ũe Jezus byğ Bogiem, dzieli od ostatnich chwil 
Jego Ũycia raptem kilkadziesiŃt godzin. To zaŜ czyni wielce prawdo-
podobnym inne twierdzenie: Ũe juŨ podczas swego ziemskiego Ũycia, 
przed WielkanocŃ, Jezus musiağ postňpowaĺ i nauczaĺ w taki spos·b, 
Ũe odpowiadağo to wierze po Zmartwychwstaniu” . 

Trzecim badaczem do kt·rego odwoğuje siň P. Lisicki poszukujŃc 
uzasadnianie boskoŜci Jezusa, jest brytyjski biblista G.D. Fee (ur. ) . 
W swoich analizach myŜli Pawğowej wskazuje, Ũe juŨ w latach czter-
dziestych i piňĺdziesiŃtych naszej ery chrzeŜcijanie czcili Jezusa jako 
Boga. ĂNawet jeŜli nie nazywali Go wprost Bogiem, to wyznawali 
w nim Pana, kt·remu przypisywali wszystkie boskie atrybuty: udziağ 
w stworzeniu, rzŃdy nad Ŝwiatem, rolň ostatecznego sňdziego. Byğ On teŨ 
Tym, kt·ry zasiada na tronie chwağy w niebiosach. Tym, komu naleŨy siň 
powszechna i nieskoŒczona czeŜĺ. Modlili siň do Niego i wierzyli, Ũe 
od Jego ğaski zaleŨy ich zbawienie. Jezus zmartwychwstağy stağ siň dla 
chrzeŜcijan Tym, kim dla Żyd·w byğ Jahwe” . 

G.D. Fee, argumentujŃc za boskoŜciŃ Jezusa, stwierdza, Ũe we wszyst-
kich listach Pawğa obecna jest wiara w preegzystencjň Chrystusa oraz 
w boskiego Zbawiciela. Zmartwychwstağy Jezus, stwierdza P. Lisicki 
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Hurtado proved that “very soon after the death of Jesus, the conviction 
arose that glory and honour were due to Him. According to all the rules 
of probability, it can therefore be said that the birth of the belief that 
Jesus was God is only a few dozen hours away from the last moments 
of His life. That, in turn, makes another claim highly plausible: as early 
as during His earthly life, before Easter, Jesus must have acted and taught 
in such a way that it corresponded to the faith after the Resurrection.”  

The third scholar to whom Lisicki refers in his search to justify 
the divinity of Jesus is G.D. Fee, a British biblical scholar (b. ) . 
In his analyses of Pauline thought, he points out that as early as the s 
and s AD, Christians worshipped Jesus as God. “Even if they did 
not explicitly call Him God, they confessed in Him the Lord, to whom 
they attributed all divine attributes: participation in creation, rule over 
the world, the role of ultimate judge. He was also the One who sits on 
the throne of glory in the heavens. The One to whom universal and 
inýnite worship is due. They prayed to Him and believed that their 
salvation depended on His grace. The risen Jesus became for Christians 
what Yahweh was for the Jews.”  

When supporting the divinity of Jesus, Fee states that the belief 
in the preexistence of Christ and in a divine Saviour is present in all 
of Paulôs letters. The resurrected Jesus, states Lisicki when analysing 
the theologianôs thought, is ‘both the pre-existent Son of God who 
descended to men to redeem them, and the gloriýed Lord who sits at 
the right hand of God, according to Psalm : . Fee writes that both 
of these depictions are deeply rooted in Jewish messianism, growing 
out of this understanding of the role assigned to the Davidic dynasty. 
He refers here, like some before him, to Natanôs prophecy to David 
(  Sm : ). However, he also recognises that Paulôs understanding was 
much deeper than this earlier Jewish background: the son of David turned 
out to be the eternal Son of God; the risen Lord, after his exaltation, bore 
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analizujŃc myŜl teologa, jest Ăzarazem preegzystujŃcym Synem BoŨym, 
kt·ry zstŃpiğ do ludzi, aby ich odkupiĺ, oraz uwielbionym Panem, kt·ry 
siedzi po prawicy Boga, zgodnie z Psalmem , . Fee pisze, Ũe oba te 
ujňcia sŃ gğňboko zakorzenione w Ũydowskim mesjanizmie, wyrastajŃ-
cym z takiego wğaŜnie pojmowania roli przypisanej dynastii Dawida. 
NawiŃzuje tu, jak niekt·rzy przed nim, do proroctwa Natana wobec 
Dawida (  Sm , ). Jednak dostrzega teŨ to, Ũe rozumienie Pawğa byğo 
znacznie gğňbsze niŨ to wczeŜniejsze Ũydowskie podğoŨe: syn Dawida 
okazağ siň wiecznym Synem Boga; zmartwychwstağy Pan po swym wy-
niesieniu nosiğ imiň Boga nadane Mu jako Temu, przed kt·rym skğoni siň 
cağe stworzenie i odda Mu hoğd” . 

G.D. Fee znowu trafnie zauwaŨa, Ũe traktowanie Chrystusa jako 
wiecznego Syna BoŨego i Pana nie byğo wğasnym odkryciem Pawğa. 
PrzejŃğ on je od m·wiŃcej po aramejsku wsp·lnoty Ũydowskiej. W trzech 
miejscach uŨywa dw·ch aramejskich pojňĺ, dosğownie przeniesionych do 
jego list·w. NaleŨy zağoŨyĺ, Ũe byğy one uŨywane w Ũyciu liturgicznym 
zağoŨonych przez Pawğa wsp·lnot. Chodzi o Abba = Ojciec (Ga , ; Rz 
, ) i Marana tha = Przyjdź Panie (  Kor , ). Okrzyk Abba, nie-

zaleŨnie od tego, Ũe najpewniej uŨywağ go sam Jezus, gdy siň modliğ, 
w listach Pawğa oznacza ziemskŃ modlitwň wiecznego Syna BoŨego. 
To Duch Syna woğa Abba (Ga , ; Rz , ). Ten Duch, kt·ry zostaje 
wysğany z g·ry przez Boga. Oba te pojňcia majŃ ogromnŃ chrystolo-
gicznŃ doniosğoŜĺ. PokazujŃ, Ũe juŨ na bardzo wczesnym etapie m·wiŃca 
po aramejsku wsp·lnota znağa dwa gğ·wne motywy chrystologiczne 
z list·w Pawğa: Jezusa jako Syna BoŨego i Jezusa jako Pana” . Na pod-
stawie analizy myŜli G.D. Fee polski dziennikarz dodaje jeszcze jeden 
argument. ĂCzy gdyby w sğowach Abba i Marana tha nie wyraŨağa siň 
pierwotna wiara KoŜcioğa w Jezusa jako boskiego Syna i Pana, to czy 
Paweğ posğugiwağby siň nimi, tworzŃc nowe wsp·lnoty?” 

G.D. Fee Ăpokazağ, Ũe w najwczeŜniejszych dokumentach chrzeŜci-
jaŒskich, jakimi dysponuje historyk, obecna jest wiara w Jezusa jako 
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the name of God given to him as the One before whom all creation will 
bow down and pay homage to him.”

Fee again aptly notes that treating Christ as the eternal Son of God and 
Lord was not Paulôs own discovery. He took them over from the Aramaic-
speaking Jewish community. In three places, he uses two Aramaic 
concepts, literally transferred to his letters. It should be assumed that 
they were used in the liturgical life of the communities founded by Paul. 
These are: Abba = Father (Gal : ; Rom : ) and Marana tha = Come 
Lord (  Cor : ). The cry of Abba, although it was probably used 
by Jesus himself when he prayed, in Paulôs letters means the earthly 
prayer of the eternal Son of God. It is the Spirit of the Son calling 
Abba (Gal : ; Rom : ). The Spirit who is sent from above by God. 
Both concepts have great Christological signiýcance. They show that 
it was at a very early stage, the Aramaic-speaking community knew 
two main Christological motifs from Paulôs letters: Jesus as the Son 
of God and Jesus as Lord.”  Based on his analysis of Feeôs thought, 
the Polish journalist adds another argument. “If the words Abba and 
Marana tha had not expressed the Churchôs original belief in Jesus as 
the divine Son and Lord, would Paul have used them when forming new 
communities?” 

Fee “showed that in the earliest Christian documents available 
to the historian, there is faith in Jesus as the always existing Son of God 
seated at the right hand of God the Father, as the equal of God the future 
judge of the world, Israel, and humanity. Jesus is the One through whom 
Christians pray, and the One to whom Christians pray. Moreover, it can 
be assumed that all these elements of the Christian faith had their source 
in the beliefs of the ýrst community, consisting of Aramaic-speaking 
Jews. That it was them, the Jews living in Jerusalem, who were the ýrst 
to confess in Jesus the equal of God as Lord.”
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istniejŃcego od zawsze Syna BoŨego zasiadajŃcego po prawicy Boga 
Ojca, jako r·wnego Bogu przyszğego sňdziego Ŝwiata, Izraela, ludzko-
Ŝci. Jezus jest Tym, za kt·rego poŜrednictwem modlŃ siň chrzeŜcijanie, 
i Tym, do kt·rego modlŃ siň chrzeŜcijanie. Co wiňcej, moŨna przyjŃĺ, 
Ũe wszystkie te elementy wiary chrzeŜcijaŒskiej miağy swoje źr·dğo 
w przekonaniach pierwszej wsp·lnoty, zğoŨonej z m·wiŃcych po ara-
mejsku Żyd·w. Że to wğaŜnie oni, mieszkajŃcy w Jerozolimie Żydzi, jako 
pierwsi zaczňli wyznawaĺ w Jezusie r·wnego Bogu Pana” .

NAROD INY BOSKOŚCI JE USA KONCE CJA . LISICKIEGO

Gdzie zatem jest poczŃtek, moment narodzin wiary w boskoŜĺ Je-
zusa? P. Lisicki w ostatniej trzeciej czňŜci swojej pracy, po wykazaniu 
fağszywych racji zwolennik·w p·źnego datowania (lata siedemdziesiŃte, 
a nawet osiemdziesiŃte) oraz przedstawieniu argument·w komentator·w 
odwoğujŃcych siň do list·w Ŝw. Pawğa, pragnie zaprezentowaĺ wğasne 
uzasadnienie. Czyni przy tym na poczŃtku dwa waŨne zastrzeŨenia. 
ĂPo pierwsze badajŃc r·Ũne listy Pawğa, nie widzimy w nich, mimo Ũe 
powstawağy przez kilkanaŜcie lat (od roku  do pewnie ) Ŝlad·w 
wyraźnego rozwoju jego myŜli, ewolucji poglŃd·w, jakichŜ przeksztağceŒ 
(«Gdy rozwaŨamy listy Pawğa, dostrzegamy niewielki rozw·j miňdzy 
pierwszym listem a ostatnim»). Po drugie, niezaleŨnie od tego, kogo 
uzna siň za autora list·w do Efezjan i Kolosan oraz do Hebrajczyk·w, 
uderzaĺ musi ciŃgğoŜĺ i jednoŜĺ wiary chrzeŜcijaŒskiej. Wszňdzie w tych 
listach Jezus jest tym, kt·ry wsp·ğuczestniczy w stwarzaniu, jest Tym, 
kt·ry odbiera hoğd od anioğ·w i ma imiň ponad wszelkie imiň. W naj-
wczeŜniejszym tekŜcie, kt·rym byğ powstağy w  roku naszej ery List do 
Tesaloniczan, obecna jest dokğadnie ta sama wiara, jakŃ moŨna spotkaĺ 
w pismach starszych o dziesiňciolecia” . Co zatem wynika z tego stwier-
dzenia? Z pewnoŜciŃ ponowne pytanie o czas narodzin wiary w boskoŜĺ, 
kiedy to wszystko siň zaczňğo. Skoro u Pawğa i u innych autor·w list·w 
przekonanie o boskoŜci jest obecne od poczŃtku, nie ewoluuje, to gdzie 
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THE BIRTH OF THE DIVINITY OF JESUS  
THE CONCE T BY LISICKI

Where, then, is the beginning, the moment of birth of the belief in 
the divinity of Jesus? In his third and ýnal part, Lisicki, after demonstrating 
the false rationale of the proponents of late dating ( s and even s) 
and presenting the arguments of commentators who refer to the letters 
of St Paul, wishes to present his own justiýcation. However, in doing so, 
he makes two important reservations at the outset. “First, when examining 
Paulôs various letters, we do not see any traces of clear development of his 
thought, evolution of his views, any transformation in them, even though 
they were written over a period of several years (from  AD to probably 

 AD) (“When we do reþect on Paulôs letters, what we can notice is 
only a little development between the ýrst letter and the last one”). 
Secondly, regardless of who is acknowledged as the author of the letters 
to the Ephesians and Colossians and to the Hebrews, the continuity and 
unity of the Christian faith must be striking. Everywhere in those letters 
Jesus is the one who shares in creation, is the one who receives homage 
from the angels and has a name above every name. In the earliest text, 
which was the Epistle to the Thessalonians, written in  AD, exactly 
the same faith is present as that found in writings decades older.”  
What then is implied by this statement? Certainly a renewed question 
about the birth time of the belief in divinity, when it all began. Since, 
in Paul and in the other authors of the epistles, the belief in divinity is 
present from the beginning, not evolving, where can we look for it? 
Where can we speak of the beginning? “How do we move from what 
is historically certain, i.e. the belief in the divinity of Jesus of the ýrst, 
Jewish, Aramaic-speaking church in Jerusalem, to discovering how this 
belief was born, what was its relationship to what Jesus himself taught 
and how he died?”  

Lisicki notes that it is not possible to refer directly to the Gospel 
texts at this point, for they were written when “Christians had already 

  Ibid., p. .
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go szukaĺ? W kt·rym miejscu moŨemy m·wiĺ o poczŃtku? ĂJak przejŜĺ 
od tego, co historycznie pewne, czyli od wiary w boskoŜĺ Jezusa pierw-
szego, Ũydowskiego, m·wiŃcego po aramejsku KoŜcioğa w Jerozolimie, 
do odkrycia, w jaki spos·b ta wiara siň narodziğa, jaki byğ jej zwiŃzek 
z tym, czego nauczağ i jak zginŃğ sam Jezus?”  

P. Lisicki zauwaŨa, Ũe nie moŨna w tym momencie powoğaĺ siň wprost 
na teksty ewangeliczne, bowiem powstawağy, kiedy ĂchrzeŜcijanie juŨ 
wierzyli w Jezusa jako Pana, kt·ry odbiera boskŃ czeŜĺ” . Publicysta 
przyznaje, Ũe trudno pokonaĺ wszystkie podejrzenia. MoŨna oczywiŜcie, 
jak zrobili to krytycy, stwierdziĺ, Ũe wiara narodziğa siň stosunkowo 
p·źno pod wpğywem obecnoŜci pogan w KoŜciele. Albo zrzuciĺ od-
powiedzialnoŜĺ na doŜwiadczenie Zmartwychwstania, kt·re miağoby 
staĺ siň w kwestii uznania boskoŜci niczym wielki wybuch czy erupcja 
wulkanu. Dopiero po tym wydarzeniu uczniowie zrozumieli, kim jest 
Jezus. RzeczywiŜcie kryje siň w tym wydarzeniu fenomen, eksplozja 
radoŜci i moc, kt·ra przepeğniğa uczni·w. Jest to jednak tylko jedna 
strona medalu. Nadal nie wiadomo, podkreŜla P. Lisicki, ĂskŃd owa wiara 
miağa czerpaĺ swŃ stağoŜĺ. Na kim miağaby siň opieraĺ? W jaki spos·b 
chrzeŜcijanie, m·wiŃcy po aramejsku Żydzi w Jerozolimie, mieliby 
uznaĺ w Jezusie Pana, gdyby On sam wczeŜniej, za Ũycia, nie ukazywağ 
swej nadzwyczajnej godnoŜci?” . 

Dlatego redaktor DoR ec y wykazuje, Ũe najbardziej prawdopodobne 
jest trzecie rozwiŃzanie. Mianowicie: Ău podstaw wiary po Zmartwych-
wstaniu leŨağa wiara wczeŜniejsza, kt·ra powstağa jeszcze za Ũycia Je-
zusa. Jej źr·dğem zaŜ byğy ostatecznie Jego sğowa i czyny. Jezus m·wiğ 
i robiğ takie rzeczy, kt·re w oczach Jego uczni·w przerastağy wszystko 
to, co zdolny byğ czyniĺ czğowiek, a kiedy pojawiğ siň przed nimi po 
Ŝmierci, ich poczŃtkowa, niedojrzağa jeszcze, sğaba, niepewna wiara 
nabrağa mocy i potňgi. Jest to rozumowanie, kt·re wielu uznaje za na-
iwne. A jednak tylko ono wystarczajŃco, tylko ono adekwatnie tğumaczy 
owo inaczej cağkiem niezrozumiağe zjawisko: Ũe poboŨni Żydzi, kt·rzy 

  TamŨe.
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believed in Jesus as Lord who would receive divine worship”.  He 
admits that it is di cult to overcome all suspicions. One can of course, 
as critics have done, claim that the faith was born relatively late under 
the inþuence of the presence of pagans in the Church. Or one could 
put the responsibility on the experience of the Resurrection, which 
would become like a great explosion or volcanic eruption in terms 
of the recognition of divinity. It was only after that event that the disciples 
understood who Jesus was. There is indeed a phenomenon hidden in that 
event, an explosion of joy and power that ýlled the disciples. However, it 
is only one side of the coin. It is still unclear, Lisicki emphasises, “where 
this faith was to derive its constancy from. On whom would it be based? 
How would the Christians, the Aramaic-speaking Jews in Jerusalem, 
have recognised the Lord in Jesus if he himself had not previously, during 
his lifetime, displayed his extraordinary dignity?”

Therefore, the editor-in-chief of Do R ec y proves that the third 
scenario is the most probable one, namely “the basis of faith after 
the Resurrection lay in the earlier faith, which arose during the life 
of Jesus. Its source was ultimately His words and actions. Jesus said and 
did such things that in the eyes of His disciples exceeded all that man 
could do, and when He appeared before them after death, their initial, 
immature, weak, uncertain faith gained strength and power. This is 
a reasoning that many ýnd naive. And yet, only it is su cient, only it 
adequately explains this otherwise quite incomprehensible phenomenon: 
that the pious Jews, who were brought up in the faith of the fathers in 
the one God of Israel, assumed that Jesus known to them, the One they 
had seen, heard and touched, deserves divine worship and was the Lord 
soon after his death.”  

Moreover, continues Lisicki, “this faith was not born in the Apostlesô 
heads out of nothing. It must have had a very strong foundation 
because it changed their whole lives. (é)”  They accepted it “not 

  Ibid.
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wychowani byli w wierze ojc·w w jednego Boga Izraela, przyjňli, Ũe 
znany im Jezus, Ten, kt·rego widzieli, sğyszeli i dotykali, zasğuguje na 
boski kult i jest Panem wkr·tce po swojej Ŝmierci” . 

Co wiňcej, kontynuuje P. Lisicki, Ăta wiara nie narodziğa siň w gğo-
wach apostoğ·w z niczego. Musiağa mieĺ bardzo mocne podstawy, bo 
zmieniğa cağe ich Ũycie. (é)” . Przyjňli jŃ Ănie dlatego, Ũe byli do niej 
w szczeg·lny spos·b predestynowani – w sensie historycznym i socjo-
logicznym. Jezus znalazğ ich tak, jak stali. Nie byli grupŃ wizjoner·w, 
mistyk·w. Nie stanowili przedtem, moŨe z wyjŃtkiem kilku uczni·w 
Chrzciciela, wsp·lnoty. Z socjologicznego punktu widzenia byli po 
prostu zwykğymi Galilejczykami, doŜĺ przypadkowŃ grupŃ ludzi wy-
wodzŃcych siň z biednych lub ŜredniozamoŨnych warstw spoğeczeŒstwa 
galilejskiego” . 

Nie ma zatem, podkreŜla P. Lisicki, innego sensowniejszego wy-
jaŜnienia. Dlatego Ăodpowiedzi na pytanie, dlaczego kilka dni po Jego 
Ŝmierci ci, kt·rzy Go znali za Ũycia, mimo tragicznego i haniebnego 
ukrzyŨowania uwierzyli w Niego, moŨna szukaĺ tylko w Jego ziemskim 
Ũyciu. Jakby tego byğo mağo, ci, kt·rzy w Niego uwierzyli, sŃdzili, Ũe 
wiernie speğniajŃ nakaz dany im przez Boga. Że to, jak widzŃ Jezusa 
po Ŝmierci, odpowiada temu, jak On sam siebie widziağ przed ŜmierciŃ, 
za Ũycia” . 

Publicysta zwraca uwagň na nieustannŃ pamiňĺ uczni·w, kt·ra spra-
wiğa, Ũe potraýli przechowaĺ i poğŃczyĺ doŜwiadczenie wiary sprzed i po 
Zmartwychwstaniu. ĂNie ma wŃtpliwoŜci, stwierdza P. Lisicki, Ũe ŨyjŃcy 
w owym czasie Żydzi umieli zachowywaĺ i przekazywaĺ tradycjň ustnŃ. 
MoŨna byĺ zatem pewnym, Ũe kiedy Jezus wybrağ swoich uczni·w, to, 
czego ich uczyğ, byğo przez nich zapamiňtane i przechowane. Ci, kt·rzy 
Go ujrzeli kilka, kilkanaŜcie dni po Jego Ŝmierci, doskonale Go zatem 
pamiňtali. Umieliby Go rozpoznaĺ, odr·Ũniĺ od innych. Wiedzieli, Ũe 
to ten sam Jezusa, kt·ry byğ z nimi od Galilei aŨ do Judei. Lecz nie tylko 
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because they were particularly predestined for it – in a historical and 
sociological sense. Jesus found them as just as they were. They were not 
a group of visionaries or mystics. Before that, they did not constitute, 
with the exception perhaps of a few Baptist disciples, a community. 
Sociologically, they were just ordinary Galileans, a rather random group 
of people coming from the poor or middle classes of Galilean society.”  

There is no other more reasonable explanation, emphasizes Lisicki. 
Therefore, “the answer to the question why, a few days after His death, 
those who knew Him during His lifetime believed in Him, despite 
His tragic and shameful cruciýxion, can only be sought in His earthly 
life. What is more, those who believed in Him thought that they were 
faithfully fulýlling a command given to them by God. That how they 
see Jesus after death corresponds to how He saw Himself before death, 
in His lifetime.”

The publicist draws attention to the constant memory of the disciples, 
which made them able to store and combine the experience of faith 
before and after the Resurrection. “There is no doubt,” states Lisicki, 
“that the Jews living at that time knew how to preserve and transmit oral 
tradition. One can therefore be sure that when Jesus chose his disciples, 
what he taught them was remembered and stored by them. Those who 
saw Him a few days or so after His death therefore remembered Him 
perfectly. They would have been able to recognise Him, to distinguish 
Him from others. They knew that this was the same Jesus who had 
been with them from Galilee to Judea. But it was not only this form 
of physical – let us call it so – recognition that was at stake. The disciples 
had to remember the teachings and deeds of Jesus and could judge 
whether the One they saw after death corresponded to the One they 
knew. Whether the Risen One is Who the Nazarene was”.  

The Polish publicist, following Riesner (b. ), points to several 
key considerations through which it can be assumed that the disciples 
were capable of remembering their Masterôs teachings faithfully. Firstly, 

  Ibid, p. .
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o takŃ formň ýzycznego – tak jŃ nazwijmy – rozpoznania chodziğo. 
Uczniowie musieli pamiňtaĺ nauki oraz czyny Jezusa i mogli oceniĺ, 
czy Ten, kt·rego widzŃ po Ŝmierci, odpowiada Temu, kt·rego znali. Czy 
Zmartwychwstağy jest Tym, kim byğ Nazarejczyk” . 

Polski publicysta za R. Riesnerem (ur. ) wskazuje na kilka naj-
waŨniejszych powod·w, dziňki kt·rym moŨna przyjŃĺ, Ũe uczniowie byli 
zdolni do wiernego zapamiňtania nauk swojego Mistrza. Po pierwsze, 
traktowali je jako nauczanie r·wnorzňdne z gğosem prorok·w, zatem 
widzieli w sğowach Jezusa gğos samego Boga. Pragnňli wiňc zapamiňtaĺ 
jak najwiňcej. Nie byğo to niemoŨliwe, bowiem Ăponad osiemdziesiŃt 
procent nauk Jezusa zawartych jest w poetyckich, ğatwych do zapamiň-
tania formach” . Po drugie, w tamtych czasach podstawowa edukacja 
w Izraelu obejmowağa chğopc·w do dwunastego roku Ũycia, dlatego za-
r·wno uczniowie, jak i sam Jezus uczňszczali na nauki. Dziňki metodom 
mnemotechnicznym, zapamiňtywali. ĂMoŨna zatem byĺ pewnym, Ũe 
najbliŨszy krŃg ludzi skupionych wok·ğ Jezusa skğadağ siň z tych, kt·rzy 
znali na pamiňĺ Jego nauki. Musieli widzieĺ, za kogo uwaŨa siebie Jezus, 
jak sam rozumie swoje przyjŜcie. WaŨne jest teŨ coŜ innego. Ucznio-
wie nie byli ekstatykami. Nic nie wskazuje na to, Ũeby wyr·Ũniağa ich 
szczeg·lna podatnoŜĺ na zbiorowe uniesienia, wyjŃtkowe wizjonerstwo, 
Ũeby mieli predestynacje mistyczne. (é) DuŨe znaczenie dla uczni·w 
miağo Ŝcisğe zachowywanie i przekazywanie tradycji, jakŃ otrzymali 
od Jezusa” . 

P. Lisicki podkreŜla, Ũe to wğaŜnie tradycje, przyjňte, zapamiňtane 
i zachowywane przez uczni·w, Ăkt·rych wyuczyli siň na pamiňĺ i kt·re 
przekazywali, musiağy byĺ kryterium oceny prawdziwoŜci przesğania 
Zmartwychwstağego. Jezus, kt·rego spotkali po Ŝmierci, byğ Tym sa-
mym, kt·rego znali przedtem. Wynika z tego zatem, Ũe gdy uczniowie 
zostali sami po Ŝmierci swego Nauczyciela, pamiňtali tak Jego sğowa, 
jak takŨe te czyny, kt·rym nadawağ szczeg·lne znaczenie” . One teŨ 
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they regarded them as teaching on a par with the voice of the prophets, 
so they saw the voice of God himself in Jesusô words. So they wished 
to remember as much as possible. And it was not impossible, for “more 
than eighty per cent of Jesusô teachings are contained in poetic, easy-
to-remember forms”.  Secondly, at that time, primary education in 
Israel included boys up to the age of twelve, which is why the disciples 
and Jesus himself attended school. Thanks to mnemonic methods, 
they could memorize. “One can therefore be sure that the immediate 
circle of people gathered around Jesus consisted of those who knew 
his teachings by heart. They must have seen who Jesus considered 
himself to be, and how he himself understood his coming. Another fact 
is also important. The disciples were not ecstatic. There is no indication 
that they were distinguished by a special susceptibility to collective 
rapture, by exceptional visionary powers, by mystical predestinations. 
(é) Of great importance for the disciples was the strict observance and 
transmission of the tradition they had received from Jesus.” . 

Lisicki emphasises that it was the traditions, accepted, remembered, 
and preserved by the disciples, “which they had learned by heart and 
which they passed on, that had to be the criterion for judging the truth 
of the message of the Risen One. The Jesus they met after death was 
the same Jesus they had known before. It follows, therefore, that 
when the disciples were left alone after the death of their Teacher, 
they remembered both His words and those actions to which He had 
given special meaning”.  Those were also written down in the form 
of rough drafts, or scribbles. And eventually collected and edited by 
Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John. Lisicki believes that, adopting such 
a perspective, as proposed by the aforementioned Riesner, “in fact what 
we ýnd in the Gospels should correspond to what actually happened”.  
As for the disciplesô message, the columnist stresses that one can be 
sure of three things. “Firstly, that very early after His death Christians 
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zostağy spisane w formie szkic·w, czy teŨ brudnopisu. Ostatecznie zaŜ 
zebrane i zredagowane przez Mateusza, Marka, Łukasza i Jana. P. Li-
sicki uwaŨa, Ũe przyjmujŃc takŃ perspektywň, zaproponowanŃ przez 
przywoğywanego juŨ Riesnera, Ăfaktycznie to, co znajdujemy w Ewan-
geliach, powinno odpowiadaĺ temu, co rzeczywiŜcie siň wydarzyğo” . 
Co do przekazu uczni·w, podkreŜla publicysta, moŨna byĺ pewnym 
trzech rzeczy. ĂPo pierwsze tego, Ũe bardzo wczeŜnie po Jego Ŝmierci 
chrzeŜcijanie czcili Jezusa, co stanowiğo cağkowitŃ nowoŜĺ, kt·ra nie 
miağa Ũadnej analogii w Ũydowskich dziejach. Po drugie, Ũe tak nauki, 
jak i czyny ziemskiego Jezusa byğy utrwalone w pamiňci Jego uczni·w 
w chwili, gdy umierağ. Po trzecie zaŜ, samo spotkanie wskrzeszonego 
czğowieka nie mogğo prowadziĺ do powstania tej wiary, o kt·rej wiadomo 
z przekaz·w Pawğa” . 

Zatem, jak wnioskuje polski publicysta, wczeŜniejsza wiara w bo-
skoŜĺ Jezusa, stağa siň fundamentem przyjňcia Zmartwychwstağego. 
Kryterium prawdziwoŜci widzi P. Lisicki w sğowach i czynach Jezusa, 
objawionych przez Niego za Ũycia . 

  TamŨe, s. .
  TamŨe.
  ĂCo innego, argumentuje publicysta, uznaĺ, Ũe zabity na krzyŨu Jezus Ũyje, 
a co innego uznaĺ Go za r·wnego Bogu. Co innego sŃdziĺ, Ũe B·g Go wskrzesiğ, 
a co innego przypisaĺ Mu rolň Pana, kogoŜ, kto ma toŨsamoŜĺ boskŃ. JeŜli dla 
tej wiary nie byğo analogii we wczeŜniejszej tradycji znanej uczniom, a nie byğo, 
jeŜli do jej powstania nie wystarczyğo spotkanie wskrzeszonego czğowieka, a nie 
wystarczyğo, to skŃd mogğa siň ona wziŃĺ? MoŨna wprawdzie argumentowaĺ, Ũe 
to sam Zmartwychwstağy kazağ widzieĺ uczniom Pana. U Mateusza m·wi przecieŨ: 
«Zostağa mi dana wszelka wğadza na niebie i na ziemi» (Mt , ). Tylko znowu Ũeby 
uczniowie mogli uwierzyĺ w te sğowa i okazaĺ Mu posğuszeŒstwo, musieli uznaĺ, 
Ũe ten nakaz znajdowağ wczeŜniejsze, niewyraźne choĺby uzasadnienie w tym, 
czego Jezus nauczağ za Ũycia. Samo spotkanie ze wskrzeszonym czğowiekiem nie 
wystarczağo, Ũeby zobaczyĺ w Nim Pana Świata. Gdyby Jezus byğ tylko jednym 
z wielu Ũydowskich uzdrowicieli, gdyby wystňpowağ jedynie jako charyzmatyczny 
kaznodzieja albo wreszcie jako liberalny rabin, to sama pamiňĺ o tym, jaki byğ, nie 
pozwoliğaby uczniom uwierzyĺ! Tylko jeŜli wczeŜniej, jeszcze za Ũycia przygoto-
wağ uczni·w do takiego rozumienia swej posğugi, mogli oni dostrzec w sğowach 
Zmartwychwstağego coŜ zobowiŃzujŃcego”; tamŨe, s. .
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worshipped Jesus, a complete novelty which had no parallel in Jewish 
history. Secondly, that both the teachings and the deeds of the earthly 
Jesus were ýxed in the memory of his disciples at the time of his death. 
And thirdly, the mere encounter of the resurrected man could not have 
led to this faith, which is known from Paulôs accounts.”

Thus, as the Polish publicist concludes, the earlier belief in the divinity 
of Jesus became the foundation for the reception of the Risen One. Lisicki 
sees the criterion of truthfulness in the words and deeds of Jesus, revealed 
by him during his lifetime.

Therefore, when Lisicki refers to the Gospel images of Jesus as Son 
or Lord, he believes that they are in no way a creation of the post-Easter 
community, nor do they belong to the later work of Christians. On 
the contrary. “If these stories were not there, faith in Jesus on the throne 
of glory would have no foothold. There would have been no transition 
from the Risen One to Jesus, from seeing the Jesus of Easter to confessing 
the Lord in him. It was not the Church that projected its faith backwards, 
it was the earthly Jesus that projected its image forwards.”  In fact, 

  Ibid.
  ĂIt is one thing,” argues the columnist, Ăto acknowledge that the Jesus who 
was killed on the cross is alive, but it is quite another to regard Him as equal 
to God. It is one thing to believe that God resurrected Him, and another to attribute 
to Him the role of Lord, someone with a divine identity. If there was no analogue 
for this belief in the earlier tradition known to the disciples, and there was not; 
and if an encounter with a resurrected man was not enough to give rise to it, and it 
was not, then where could it have come from? In Matthew, after all, he says: ĂAll 
authority in heaven and on earth has been given to me” (Mt : ). Only again, in 
order for the disciples to believe these words and to show obedience to him, they 
had to recognise that this command found previous, even vague, justiýcation in 
what Jesus had taught during his lifetime. Merely encountering a resurrected man 
was not enough to see the Lord of the World in Him. If Jesus had only been one 
of the many Jewish healers, if he had only appeared as a charismatic preacher or, 
ýnally, as a liberal rabbi, the mere memory of what he was like would not have 
allowed the disciples to believe! Only if he had prepared his disciples beforehand, 
while he was still alive, to understand his ministry in this way, could they have 
seen something obliging in the words of the Risen One”; ibid, p. .
  Ibid, p. .
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Dlatego P. Lisicki przywoğujŃc ewangeliczne obrazy Jezusa jako Syna 
czy Pana uwaŨa, Ũe w Ũadnym razie nie sŃ one tworem powielkanocnej 
gminy, ani nie naleŨŃ do p·źniejszej tw·rczoŜci chrzeŜcijan. Wrňcz 
przeciwnie. ĂGdyby tych opowieŜci nie byğo, wiara w Jezusa na tronie 
chwağy nie miağaby oparcia. Nie istniağoby przejŜcie od Zmartwych-
wstağego do Jezusa, od dostrzeŨenia Jezusa Wielkanocnego do wyznania 
w Nim Pana. To nie KoŜci·ğ rzutowağ wstecz swŃ wiarň, to Jezus ziem-
ski rzutowağ wprz·d sw·j obraz” . UwaŨna lektura Ewangelii wbrew 
tendencjom badaczy potwierdza, Ũe wzmianek o Jezusie jako Bogu jest 
cağkiem sporo. I to nie tylko u Jana, ale r·wnieŨ u synoptyk·w. Czwarty 
Ewangelista nazywa Go tak wprost, Marek, Mateusz i Łukasz z kolei 
opowiadajŃ o Nim jako Bogu . 

Dlaczego zatem tak trudno przyjŃĺ tň prawdň wsp·ğczesnym bada-
czom? Bowiem Ănie kieruje nimi (é), odpowiada apologijnie P. Lisicki, 
umiğowanie czy chňĺ zrozumienia tekstu. Pokazağem, na czym polega 
ich podstawowy problem. Gdyby przyjňli, Ũe juŨ w Ewangeliach Marka, 
Mateusza czy Łukasza Jezus wystňpuje jako B·g, to musieliby przyznaĺ, 
Ũe owe roszczenia do boskoŜci pochodzŃ najprawdopodobniej od samego 
ziemskiego Jezusa. To zaŜ oznaczağoby, Ũe KoŜci·ğ nie zafağszowağ 
podstawowej nauki Jezusa i Ũe chrzeŜcijaŒstwo nie buja swobodnie 
w obğokach bez realnej podstawy w historii. Co wiňcej, dop·ki wiara 
w boskoŜĺ Jezusa byğa owocem dğugiej, powolnej ewolucji, dop·ki 
moŨna jŃ byğo przypisaĺ powolnemu procesowi nasycania chrzeŜcijaŒ-
stwa myŜleniem pogaŒskim, dop·ty nie byğa niebezpieczna. Nie zmu-
szağa do wyboru, nie miağa w sobie Ũadnego uniwersalnego roszczenia 
do posğuszeŒstwa. Kiedy jednak perspektywa radykalnie siň zmienia, 
bo najprawdopodobniej Jezus byğ czczony jako B·g tuŨ po swej Śmierci, 
to pojawia siň moŨliwoŜĺ, Ũe opisane w Ewangeliach zdarzenia miağy 
miejsce. Że naprawdň wydarzyğo siň teŨ Zmartwychwstanie, Ũe mar-
twe zwğoki zostağy oŨywione, a uczniowie faktycznie spotkali Jezusa, 
kt·ry powstağ z grobu. Wczesna wiara w boskoŜĺ Jezusa, wiara pierw-
szych, Ũydowskich uczni·w m·wiŃcych po aramejsku, czyni niezwykle 

  TamŨe, s. .
  Zob. tamŨe, s. - ,
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careful reading of the Gospels, against the tendencies of scholars, 
conýrms that there are quite a few mentions of Jesus as God, not only 
in John, but also in the Synoptics. The Fourth Evangelist refers to Him 
as such explicitly, while Mark, Matthew and Luke in turn speak of Him 
as God.

So why is it so di cult for modern researchers to accept this truth? 
For “he does not direct them (é), Lisicki responds apologetically, loving 
or wanting to understand the text. I showed what their basic problem 
is. If they assumed that Jesus already appears as God in the Gospels 
of Mark, Matthew, or Luke, they would have to admit that those claims 
to divinity most likely come from the earthly Jesus himself. This, in 
turn, would mean that the Church did not falsify the basic teaching 
of Jesus and that Christianity does not roam freely in the clouds without 
a real basis in history. Moreover, as long as faith in the divinity of Jesus 
was the fruit of a long, slow evolution, as long as it could be attributed 
to the slow process of saturating Christianity with pagan thinking, it was 
not dangerous. It did not force any choice, it did not have any universal 
claim to obedience. However, when the perspective radically changes, 
because in all probability Jesus was worshipped as God immediately after 
his Death, the possibility arises that the events described in the Gospels 
did take place. That the Resurrection really happened too, that the dead 
corpse was revived and that the disciples did meet Jesus who rose from 
the tomb. The early belief in the divinity of Jesus, the belief of the ýrst, 
Aramaic-speaking Jewish disciples, makes extremely plausible a thesis 
that, in the eyes of many modern critics, appears only as an overnight 
nightmare or a relic of a bygone era, namely that the evangelists were 
telling the truth. And Jesus actually ascribed extraordinary, divine power 
to himself and he performed deeds so astonishing and extraordinary 
that they aroused faith in him. This is the most logical explanation 
of the peculiar fact of the faith of the early Jewish Church.”  

Thus, faith in the divine is rooted in the very life and teaching 
of Jesus. “The resurrection,” Lisicki concludes his analysis, “did not 

  Cf. ibid., pp. - ,
  Ibid, pp. - .
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prawdopodobnŃ tezň, kt·ra w oczach wielu wsp·ğczesnych krytyk·w 
pojawia siň jedynie jako nocny koszmar lub przeŨytek zaprzeszğej epoki, 
a mianowicie, Ũe ewangeliŜci m·wili prawdň. Że Jezus faktycznie przy-
pisywağ sobie nadzwyczajnŃ, boskŃ moc i Ũe dokonywağ czyn·w tak 
zdumiewajŃcych i nadzwyczajnych, iŨ wzbudziğy one wiarň w Niego. To 
wğaŜnie jest najbardziej logicznym wytğumaczeniem osobliwego faktu 
wiary wczesnego, Ũydowskiego KoŜcioğa” . 

A zatem wiara w boskoŜĺ jest zakorzeniona w samym Ũyciu i naucza-
niu Jezusa. ĂZmartwychwstanie, puentuje swoje analizy P. Lisicki, nie 
stworzyğo wiary, ale jŃ potwierdziğo, oczyŜciğo i uwolniğo. Potwierdziğo, 
gdyŨ to, czego Jezus nauczağ, i to, na wskazywağ – Ũe ma wğadzň nad 
demonami, Ũe ma wğadzň ogğaszaĺ Sğowo, tak jakby byğ Bogiem, Ũe sŃ 
Mu posğuszne siğy natury – zyskağo porňkň w najbardziej zaskakujŃcym 
i nieoczekiwanym cudzie: w fakcie, Ũe oto przed uczniami stanŃğ jak 
Ũywy ten sam Jezus, kt·rego pamiňtali cierpiŃcego i pohaŒbionego. Ten 
sam i inny, nieŜmiertelny, z ciağem, kt·re z jednej strony byğo jak Jego 
ziemskie, ze znakami cierpienia i Mňki, lecz byğo teŨ nowe, duchowe, 
niezwiŃzane z granicami czasu i przestrzeni. DoŜwiadczenie Zmar-
twychwstania oczyŜciğo wiarň, gdyŨ dop·ki Jezus przebywağ na ziemi, 
nie spos·b byğo oddawaĺ Mu czci i chwağy tak, jak tego wymagağa Jego 
boska godnoŜĺ. I uwolniğo jŃ, bo od tej pory Jego sğowa i gesty zyskağy 
prawdziwe uniwersalne, powszechne znaczenie” . Redaktor Do R ec y 
podkreŜla, Ũe to sam ziemski Jezus jest źr·dğem i podmiotem wiary. ĂTo 
jedyne sensowne i logiczne rozwiŃzanie inaczej nierozwiŃzywalnego 
problemu siğy wiary chrzeŜcijaŒskiej od poczŃtku” . I dodaje: Ătylko 
jeŜli b·stwo Jezusa zaczňğo siň juŨ objawiaĺ i promieniowaĺ w czasie, 
gdy Ũyğ, moŨna zrozumieĺ powszechnoŜĺ i moc wiary, kiedy po swej 
Ŝmierci objawiğ siň uczniom” . 

  TamŨe, s. - .
  TamŨe, s. .
  TamŨe, s. - .
  TamŨe, s. .
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create faith, but it conýrmed it, puriýed it and set it free. It conýrmed 
it because what Jesus taught and what he indicated – that he had power 
over demons, that he had the power to proclaim the Word as if he were 
God, that the forces of nature obeyed him – gained vouchsafed in a most 
surprising and unexpected miracle: in the fact that here stood before his 
disciples as if alive the same Jesus whom they remembered su ering 
and disgraced. The same and di erent, immortal, with a body that, on 
the one hand, was like His earthly one, with the signs of su ering and 
Passion, but was also new, spiritual, unbound by the boundaries of time 
and space. The experience of the Resurrection puriýed faith, because as 
long as Jesus was on earth, it was impossible to give Him honour and 
glory as His divine dignity demanded. And it freed it, because from 
then on His words and gestures acquired a true universal, common 
meaning.”  The editor-in-chief of Do R ec y emphasizes that it is 
the earthly Jesus himself who is the source and subject of faith. “This 
is the only reasonable and logical solution to the otherwise insoluble 
problem of the strength of the Christian faith from the beginning.”  And 
he adds: “only if the deity of Jesus has already begun to manifest and 
radiate while he was alive can one understand the universality and power 
of faith when he revealed himself to the disciples after his death.”

THE END

Looking for an answer to the question whether Jesus is God, Lisicki 
ýrst analyzes critical concepts, paying attention to the erroneous 
assumptions and erroneous conclusions present in them. Then he 
presents the thought of contemporary biblical scholars, reconstructing 
the process of the birth of the cult of Jesus. Finally, he presents his 
own argumentation with his own concept of deiýcation of the Master 
of Nazareth. The argumentation that Lisicki presents is a mature apology 
for Jesus as God. 

  Ibid, p. .
  Ibid, pp. - .
  Ibid, p. .
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AKO C ENIE

SzukajŃc odpowiedzi na pytanie o to, czy Jezus jest Bogiem, P. Lisicki 
analizuje najpierw koncepcje krytyczne, zwracajŃc uwagň na obecne 
w nich bğňdne zağoŨenia i chybione wnioski. Nastňpnie prezentuje myŜl 
wsp·ğczesnych biblist·w, rekonstruujŃcych proces narodzin kultu Je-
zusa. W koŒcu prezentuje wğasnŃ argumentacjň, ukazujŃc autorskŃ kon-
cepcjň deiýkacji Mistrza z Nazaretu. Argumentacja, kt·rŃ przedstawia 
P. Lisicki, jest dojrzağŃ apologiŃ Jezusa jako Boga. 

Zdaniem redaktora ĂDo Rzeczy”, wiara w boskoŜĺ jest zakorzeniona 
w samym Ũyciu i nauczaniu Galilejczyka. To sam ziemski Jezus jest 
źr·dğem i podmiotem wiary. Jest to Ăjedyne sensowne i logiczne rozwiŃ-
zanie inaczej nierozwiŃzywalnego problemu siğy wiary chrzeŜcijaŒskiej 
od poczŃtku”. P. Lisicki wskazuje na zaleŨnoŜĺ miňdzy czğowieczeŒ-
stwem i b·stwem Chrystusa. ĂTylko jeŜli b·stwo Jezusa zaczňğo siň 
juŨ objawiaĺ i promieniowaĺ w czasie, gdy Ũyğ, moŨna zrozumieĺ po-
wszechnoŜĺ i moc wiary, kiedy po swej Ŝmierci objawiğ siň uczniom”.

Stres c enie

SzukajŃc odpowiedzi na pytanie czy Jezus jest Bogiem, P.Lisicki w pierwszej 
kolejnoŜci analizuje krytyczne koncepcje, zwracajŃc uwagň na bğňdne przypusz-
czenia i niewğaŜciwe wnioski. Nastňpnie prezentuje stanowisko wsp·ğczesnych 
biblist·w, kt·rzy zrekonstruowali proces narodzin kultu Jezusa. W koŒcu, prezen-
tuje swŃ wğasnŃ argumentacjň, ukazujŃc pierwotnŃ koncepcje deiýkacji Mistrza z 
Nazaretu. Argumentacja prezentowana przez P. Lisickiego jest dojrzağŃ apologiŃ 
Jezusa jako Boga.

S owa kluc owe  Jezus, B·g, chrystologia, boskoŜĺ
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According to the editor-in-chief of Do R ec y, belief in divinity is 
rooted in the very life and teaching of the Galilean. It is the earthly Jesus 
himself who is the source and subject of faith. This is “the only sensible 
and logical solution to the otherwise insoluble problem of the strength 
of Christian faith from the beginning”. Lisicki points out the relationship 
between Christôs humanity and deity. “Only if the deity of Jesus had 
already begun to be manifested and radiated while he was alive, can 
the universality and power of faith be understood when, after his death, 
he revealed himself to his disciples.”

Abstract

Searching for an answer to the question whether Jesus is God, P. Lisicki ýrst 
analyzes critical concepts, paying attention to their erroneous assumptions and in-
correct conclusions. Then he presents the thought of contemporary biblical scholars 
who reconstruct the process of the birth of the cult of Jesus. Finally, he presents 
his own argumentation, showing the original concept of deiýcation of the Master 
of Nazareth. The argumentation presented by P. Lisicki is a mature apology of Je-
sus as God.

Keywords  Jesus, God, christology, apology, divinity 

BIBLIOGRA HY

Artemiuk P., Renesans apologii, Pğock .
Aslan R., Zelota. Życie i czasy Jezusa z Nazaretu, translated by P. Goğňbiowski, 

Warsaw . 
Bauckham R., Jesus and the God of Israel: God Cruci�ed and Other Studies on

the New Testament s Christology of Divine Identity, Michigan-Cambridge . 
Casey M., Jesus of Na areth: An Independent Historian s Account of His Life and

Teaching, New York, .
Fee G.D., Pauline Christology: An Exegetical-Theological Study, Massachusetts 

. 
Fredriksen P., From Jesus to Christ: The Origins of the New Testament Images

of Jesus, Yale University Press . 
https://dorzeczy.pl/opinie/ /po-prostu-apologeta-pawel-lisicki-niczym-bi-

blijny-daniel.html. 
https://dorzeczy.pl/szukaj/Artemiuk.



150 PRZEMYSŁAW ARTEMIUK Å NARODZINY WIARYé

BIBLIOGRAFIA

Artemiuk P., Renesans apologii, Pğock .
Aslan R., Zelota. Życie i c asy Je usa Na aretu, przekğad P. Goğňbiowski, War-

szawa . 
Bauckham R., Jesus and the God of Israel: God Cruci�ed and Other Studies on

the New Testament s Christology of Divine Identity, Michigan-Cambridge . 
Casey M., Jesus of Na areth: An Independent Historian s Account of His Life and

Teaching, New York, .
Fee G.D., Pauline Christology: An Exegetical-Theological Study, Massachusetts 

. 
Fredriksen P., From Jesus to Christ: The Origins of the New Testament Images

of Jesus, Yale University Press . 
https://dorzeczy.pl/opinie/ /po-prostu-apologeta-pawel-lisicki-niczym-bi-

blijny-daniel.html. 
https://dorzeczy.pl/szukaj/Artemiuk.
Hurtado L.W, Lord Jesus Christ: Devotion to Jesus in Earliest Christianity, Eerd-

mans .
Hurtado L.W, How on Earth did Jesus Become a God Historical Questions about

Earliest Devotion to Jesus, Eerdmans . 
Lisicki P., Kto abi Je usa Prawda i interpretacja, Krak·w .
Lisicki P., C y Je us jest Bogiem Od judai mu do chr e cija stwa, Krak·w .
Lisicki P., Tajemnica Marii Magdaleny. Fakty i mity, Krak·w .
Lisicki P., Gr b rybaka. Śled two w sprawie najwi ks ej tajemnicy watyka skich

pod iemi, Warszawa .
Lisicki P., Dogmat i tiara. Esej o upadku r ymskiego katolicy mu, Warszawa .
Lisicki P., Kontrrewolucja. Eseje i s kice, Warszawa .
Lisicki P., Kto fa s uje Je usa Odpowiedź na oskar enia wsp c esnych ateist w, 

Krak·w .
Lisicki P., Tajemnica Marii Magdaleny. Kobiety w otoc eniu Je usa, Warszawa 

.
Skierkowski M., A swoi Go nie pr yj li” (J , ). Teologic nofundamentalna

interpretacja Third Quest, Warszawa .
Skierkowski M., U poc tk w kultu Boga Wcielonego, w: Stwor eni do mi o ci.

Wok Jana Paw a II teologii cia a, red. A.J. Najda, Warszawa , s. - .
Skierkowski M., Uc owiec ony B g. Chrystologia fundamentalna, Pğock . 
Vermes G., Jesus, the Jew, Philadelphia .
Vermes G., The Religion of Jesus the Jew, Minneapolis .
Vermes G., Twar e Je usa, przekğad J. Koğak, Krak·w .
Vermes G., Autentyc na Ewangelia Je usa, przekğad J. Koğak, Krak·w .



151PRZEMYSŁAW ARTEMIUK  SAINTS ARE WITNESSES

Hurtado L.W, Lord Jesus Christ: Devotion to Jesus in Earliest Christianity, Eerd-
mans .

Hurtado L.W, How on Earth did Jesus Become a God Historical Questions about
Earliest Devotion to Jesus, Eerdmans . 

Lisicki P., Kto abi Je usa Prawda i interpretacja, Krak w .
Lisicki P., C y Je us jest Bogiem Od judai mu do chr e cija stwa, Krak w 
Lisicki P., Tajemnica Marii Magdaleny. Fakty i mity, Krak w .
Lisicki P., Gr b rybaka. Śled two w sprawie najwi ks ej tajemnicy watyka skich

pod iemi, Warsaw .
Lisicki P., Dogmat i tiara. Esej o upadku r ymskiego katolicy mu, Warsaw .
Lisicki P., Kontrrewolucja. Eseje i s kice, Warsaw .
Lisicki P., Kto fa s uje Je usa Odpowiedź na oskar enia wsp c esnych ateist w, 

Krak w .
Lisicki P., Tajemnica Marii Magdaleny. Kobiety w otoc eniu Je usa, Warsaw .
Skierkowski M., “A swoi Go nie pr yj li” (J , ). Teologic nofundamentalna

interpretacja Third Quest, Warsaw .
Skierkowski M., U poc tk w kultu Boga Wcielonego, in: Stwor eni do mi o ci.

Wok Jana Paw a II teologii cia a, ed. A.J. Najda, Warsaw , pp. - .
Skierkowski M., Uc owiec ny B g. Chrystologia fundamentalna, P ock . 
Vermes G., Jesus, the Jew, Philadelphia .
Vermes G., The Religion of Jesus the Jew, Minneapolis .
Vermes G., Faces of Jesus, translation by J. Ko ak, Krak w .
Vermes G., Authentic Gospel of Jesus, translation by J. Ko ak, Krak w .


