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Paweá Lisicki (ur. ൫൳൰൰�, redaktor nac]elny tygodnia ÄDo R]ec]y”, 
to autor lic]nych prac poĞwiĊconych chr]eĞcijaĔstwu൫. Zajmuje siĊ 
w nich wspyác]esnym kontekstem wiary, pr]emianami religijnoĞci, 
a pr]ede ws]ystkim osobą Je]usa Chrystusa൬. W swoich pismach polski 
publicysta podejmuje siĊ obrony historyc]noĞci i boskoĞci Na]arejc]yka, 
wypracowując adekwatną argumentacjĊ. Pytanie o to, c]y Je]us jest 

 ൫ P. Lisicki, Kto�]abiá�Je]usa"�Prawda�i�interpretacja, Krakyw ൬൪൫൭ (wydanie 
drugie ro]s]er]one Krakyw ൬൪൫൲�; tenĪe, Tajemnica�Marii�Magdaleny.�Fakty�i�mity, 
Krakyw ൬൪൫൮; tenĪe, Gryb�rybaka.�Śled]two�w�sprawie�najwiĊks]ej� tajemnicy�
watykaĔskich�pod]iemi, Wars]awa ൬൪൫൳; tenĪe, Dogmat�i� tiara.�Esej�o�upadku�
r]ymskiego�katolicy]mu, Wars]awa ൬൪൬൪; tenĪe, Kontrrewolucja.�Eseje�i�s]kice, 
Wars]awa ൬൪൬൫; tenĪe, Kto�faás]uje�Je]usa"�Odpowiedź�na�oskarĪenia�wspyác]esnych�
ateistyw, Krakyw ൬൪൬൫; tenĪe, Tajemnica�Marii�Magdaleny.�Kobiety�w�otoc]eniu�
Je]usa, Wars]awa ൬൪൬൬.
 ൬ Na temat apologii uprawianej pr]e] P. Lisickiego ]ob. ]ob. https://dor]ec]y.pl/
opinie/൬൰൪൫൱൭/po-prostu-apologeta-pawel-lisicki-nic]ym-biblijny-daniel.html, dostĊp 
൫൬.൪൳.൬൪൬൬; P. Artemiuk, Renesans�apologii, Páock ൬൪൫൰, s. ൮൱൱-൯൮൪; P. Artemiuk 
od lat podejmuje anali]Ċ pism P. Lisicki. Recen]je jego ksiąĪek moĪna ]naleźü na 
stronie tygodnika ÄDo R]ec]y”, ]ob. https://dor]ec]y.pl/s]ukaj/Artemiuk, dostĊp 
൫൬.൪൳,൬൪൬൬.
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INTRODUCTION

Paweá Lisicki (b. ൫൳൰൰�, editor-in-chief of the weekly “Do R]ec]y”, 
is the author of numerous works on Christianity൫. In them, he deals with 
the contemporary context of faith, the transformation of religiosity and, 
above all, the person of Jesus Christ.൬ In his writings, the Polish publicist 
undertakes to defend the historicity and divinity of the Na]arene and 
develops relevant arguments. The question of whether Jesus is God, 

 ൫ P. Lisicki, Kto�]abiá�Je]usa"�Prawda�i�interpretacja, Krakyw ൬൪൫൭ (second 
edition expanded Krakyw ൬൪൫൲�; idem, Tajemnica�Marii�Magdaleny.�Fakty�i�mity, 
Krakyw ൬൪൫൮; idem, Gryb�rybaka.�Śled]two w sprawie najwiĊks]ej tajemnicy 
watykaĔskich pod]iemi, Warsaw ൬൪൫൳; ibid., Dogmat�i�tiara.�Esej�o�upadku�r]ym-
skiego�katolicy]mu, Warsaw ൬൪൬൪; ibid., Kontrrewolucja.�Eseje�i�s]kice, Warsaw 
൬൪൬൫; ibid., Kto�faás]uje�Je]usa"�Odpowiedź�na�oskarĪenia�wspyác]esnych�ateistyw, 
Krakow ൬൪൬൫; ibid., Tajemnica�Marii�Magdaleny.�Kobiety�w�otoc]eniu�Je]usa, 
Warsaw ൬൪൬൬.
 ൬ On the apology practiced by P. Lisicki, see https://dor]ec]y.pl/opinie/൬൰൪൫൱൭/
po-prostu-apologeta-pawel-lisicki-nic]ym-biblijny-daniel.html, accessed ൫൬.൪൳.൬൪൬൬; 
P. Artemiuk, Renesans apologii, Páock ൬൪൫൰, pp. ൮൱൱-൯൮൪; P. Artemiuk has been 
analy]ing P. Lisicki¶s writings for years. Reviews of his books can be found on 
the website of the weekly ÄDo R]ec]y”, see https://dor]ec]y.pl/s]ukaj/Artemiuk, 
accessed on ൫൬.൪൳.൬൪൬൬.
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Bogiem, kluc]owe dla niniejs]ego artykuáu, staje siĊ dla P. Lisickiego 
pr]yc]yną ro]budowanej narracji, ktyra sáuĪy uka]aniu ]magaĔ o bo-
skoĞü Mistr]a ] Na]aretu. Najpierw anali]uje on koncepcje krytyc]ne, 
]wracając uwagĊ na obecne w nich báĊdne ]aáoĪenia i chybione wnioski. 
NastĊpnie pre]entuje myĞl wspyác]esnych biblistyw, rekonstruujących 
proces narod]in kultu Je]usa. W koĔcu wypracowuje wáasną argumen-
tacjĊ, uka]ując autorską koncepcjĊ dei¿kacji Mistr]a ] Na]aretu. 

UWAGI�METODOLOGIC=NE

Podejmując ]agadnienie narod]in wiary w boskoĞü Chrystusa, Paweá 
Lisicki pragnie uka]aü ciągáoĞü miĊd]y nicejskim wy]naniem ] roku ൭൬൯ 
a historyc]ną osobą Je]usa൭. ÄNie ]amier]am, ]auwaĪa, ]ajmowaü siĊ 
w tym miejscu kwestią teologic]ną, a mianowicie sensem i ]nac]eniem 
boskoĞci. Nie chcĊ teĪ badaü teologic]nych podstaw wiary religijnej. In-
teresuje mnie historia, a konkretnie pamiĊü Ğwiadkyw i to, co pr]eka]ali. 
Interesuje mnie proste pytanie: kto i kiedy pierws]y ra] ]ac]ąá u]nawaü 
Je]usa ]a wiĊcej niĪ c]áowieka? WiĊcej niĪ c]áowieka, to ]nac]y wiĊcej 
niĪ nauc]yciela mądroĞci, rabina, posáaĔca niebios, proroka, cudotwyrcĊ, 
wĊdrownego ka]nod]iejĊ, u]drowiciela. WiĊcej niĪ c]áowieka to ]nac]y 
teĪ wiĊcej niĪ Mesjas]a lub sprawiedliwego Wybawiciela. Znac]y to teĪ 
wiĊcej niĪ anioáa lub inny byt poĞredni miĊd]y Stwyrcą a stwor]eniem. 
Kto pierws]y ]ac]ąá myĞleü o Je]usie, jakby Ten byá Bogiem lub teĪ 
]ac]ąá Mu pr]ypisywaü cechy i atrybuty, ktyre wią]aáy siĊ ] boskoĞcią? 
Ostatec]nie odpowiedź na pytanie, c]y Je]us ] Na]aretu ] Galilei jest 
Bogiem (jak wy]nają chr]eĞcijanie�, to kwestia wiary. Jednak to, kiedy 
i gd]ie ]ac]Ċto tak uwaĪaü, moĪe byü ustalone pr]e] historiĊ. MoĪna teĪ 
s]ukaü najbard]iej prawdopodobnych pr]yc]yn pojawienia siĊ nowej 
wiary”൮. Zatem P. Lisicki, podobnie jak w pracy ÄKto ]abiá Je]usa? 
Prawda i interpretacja”, w publikacji ÄC]y Je]us jest Bogiem? Od ju-
dai]mu do chr]eĞcijaĔstwa” konsekwentnie podąĪa drogą u]asadnienia 

 ൭ W tekĞcie odwoáujĊ siĊ do mojej pracy, ]ob. Renesans�apologii, s. ൯൫൫-൯൭൳.
 ൮ P. Lisicki, C]y�Je]us�jest�Bogiem"�Od�judai]mu�do�chr]eĞcijaĔstwa, Krakyw 
൬൪൫൮, s. ൰. W roku ൬൪൬൬ praca ]ostaáa opublikowana powtyrnie. 
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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 Na]areth. He ¿rst 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 author¶s conception of the dei¿cation 
of the Master of Na]areth. 

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 ൭൬൯ 
and the historical person of Jesus.൭ “I do not intend,” he notes, “to deal 
here with a theological issue, namely the meaning and signi¿cance 
of divinity. Nor do I want to explore the theological basis of religious 
belief. I am interested in history, speci¿cally the memory of witnesses 
and what they have passed on. I am concerned with a simple question: 
who ¿rst 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 ¿rst 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 Na]areth 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.”൮ Therefore, Lisicki, as in his work “Kto ]abiá Je]usa? 
Prawda i interpretacja,” in his publication ”C]y Je]us jest Bogiem? Od 

 ൭ In the text, I refer to my work, see Renesans�apologii, pp. ൯൫൫-൯൭൳.
 ൮ P. Lisicki, C]y�Je]us�jest�Bogiem"�Od�judai]mu�do�chr]eĞcijaĔstwa, Krakyw 
൬൪൫൮, p. ൰. In ൬൪൬൬, the work was republished. 
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historyc]nego. ÄNa pierws]y r]ut oka, wyjaĞnia d]iennikar], ktoĞ myg-
áby stwierd]iü, Īe odpowiedź na tak postawione pytanie jest áatwa, wy-
starc]y bowiem sprawd]iü, kiedy ktoĞ na]waá Je]usa Bogiem. Jednak, 
jak to c]Ċsto bywa, najprosts]e odpowied]i nie są najleps]e. Autor]y 
Nowego Testamentu wyraĪali swoją wiarĊ inac]ej niĪ pyźniejsi chr]eĞ-
cijanie. Nie de¿niowali doktryny w wy]naniach, ale pr]eka]ywali ją ]a 
poĞrednictwem interpretacji Pism i opisyw samego Je]usa. Dlatego nie 
jest waĪne, a pr]ynajmniej nie jest najwaĪniejs]e, kiedy ktoĞ pierws]y 
ra] wprost na]waá Je]usa Bogiem. Są dwa takie miejsca w ksiĊgach 
Nowego Testamentu, jednak dla niniejs]ych ro]waĪaĔ wáaĞciwie nie 
mają one ]nac]enia. Pierws]e ] nich to sáowa ] Listu Ğw. Pawáa do 
R]ymian, w ktyrym pis]e on o Chrystusie, Bogu wielbionym na wieki 
(R] ൳,൯�. Jednak pr]y bliĪs]ej anali]ie oka]uje siĊ, Īe nie sposyb po-
wied]ieü, c]y okreĞlenie «Byg» odnosi siĊ do Chrystusa, c]y teĪ sáowo 
to stanowi podmiot odrĊbnego ]dania po pr]ecinku – staroĪytni nie 
uĪywali ]nakyw pr]estankowych. Drugi pr]ypadek to sáynne sáowa 
Tomas]a, ktyry na widok ]martwychwstaáego Je]usa ]awoáaá: «Pan myj 
i Byg myj» (J ൬൪,൬൲�. Jednak pochod]ą one ] Ewangelii Jana, do ktyrej 
trudno jest odwoáywaü siĊ w obecnej debacie jako źrydle, bo wiĊks]oĞü 
komentatoryw, niesáus]nie ]res]tą, neguje jej wartoĞü historyc]ną”൯. 

Nie da siĊ na s]c]ĊĞcie w tak áatwy sposyb, posáugując siĊ kilkoma 
prostymi cytatami, odpowied]ieü na pytanie o to, jak Je]us ]ostaá 
Bogiem. Aby tego dokonaü, naleĪy pr]eanali]owaü tr]y moĪliwoĞci. 
ÄZgodnie ] pierws]ą staáo siĊ tak jes]c]e ]a Īycia Je]usa. To, co my-
wiá, to, jak mywiá, ora] to, co c]yniá, sprawiáo, Īe juĪ pierwsi uc]nio-
wie, odpowiadając na Jego we]wanie, ]ac]Ċli w Nim dostr]egaü osobĊ 
nadlud]ką, kogoĞ rywnego Bogu lub samego Boga. Wiara taka ]atem 
istniaáa w formie niewyraźnej i niepeánej ]a Īycia Je]usa, ro]winĊáa siĊ 
]aĞ i ]ostaáa potwierd]ona wskutek spotkania ]e Zmartwychwstaáym”൰. 
Druga moĪliwoĞü opiera siĊ na te]ie, Īe Äu]nanie boskoĞci mogáo nastą-
piü nie ]a Īycia Je]usa, ale po Jego Ğmierci, ]a sprawą doĞwiadc]enia 
Wielkanocy. To wtedy, spotykając Īywego, jak sąd]ili, Je]usa, uc]niowie 

 ൯ P. Lisicki, C]y�Je]us�jest�Bogiem", s. ൰-൱.
 ൰ TamĪe, s. ൱.
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judai]mu do chr]eĞcijaĔstwa” consistently follows the path of historical 
justi¿cation. “At ¿rst 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 di൵erently from later Christians. They did not 
de¿ne 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 ¿rst 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 ¿rst is 
the words of St Paul¶s Letter to the Romans, in which he writes about 
Christ, the eternally worshipped God (Rom ൳:൯�. On closer inspection, 
however, we ¿nd that it is impossible to say whether the term ‘God¶ 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 ൬൪:൬൲�. However, these come from the Gospel 
of John, which is di൶cult to refer to as a source in the current debate 
because most commentators, wrongly, deny its historical value.”൯

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 ¿rst, 
this happened while Jesus was still alive. What he said, how he spoke, 
and what he did, made the ¿rst 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 con¿rmed as a result 
of the encounter with the Risen One.”൰ The second scenario is based on 
the thesis that ‘the recognition of divinity may not have occurred during 
Jesus¶ life, but after his death, through the Easter experience. It was 
then, encountering the living, as they thought, Jesus, that the disciples 

 ൯ P. Lisicki, C]y�Je]us�jest�Bogiem", pp. ൰-൱.
 ൰ Ibid, p. ൱.



84 PRZEMYSŁAW ARTEMIUK � NARODZINY WIARY«

u]nali w Nim kogoĞ wiĊcej niĪ c]áowieka, ostatec]nie Boga. Dopiero 
w tym momencie objawiá im swoją boską godnoĞü, a oni w odpowied]i 
na to ]ac]Ċli Go c]ciü jak Boga”൱. I w koĔcu ostatnia moĪliwoĞü, ÄĪe 
w wiara w to, Īe Je]us byá istotą boską, pojawiáa siĊ stosunkowo pyźno, 
kiedy wiĊks]oĞü lub ws]yscy uc]niowie ] Galilei wymarli, rywnieĪ 
po Ğmierci apostoáa Pawáa. Byáa ona nowoĞcią, nie]nanym wc]eĞniej 
ro]umieniem osoby Je]usa”൲. To wtedy wáaĞnie chr]eĞcijanie dokonali 
wyniesienia Je]usa do sfery boskiej, chociaĪ On tak naprawdĊ byá ]aws]e 
c]áowiekiem. Zatem wiara powstaáa Äjako efekt swoistego ]der]enia 
pamiĊci o Zmartwychwstaáym, jaką pr]echowywaá pierws]y, gáywnie 
Īydowski KoĞciyá, i wyobraĪeĔ ora] schematyw pogaĔskich, jakie wnie-
Ğli do niego pyźniej masowo nawracani Grecy, R]ymianie i inne ludy. 
Żyd]i, uc]niowie Je]usa, wid]ieli w Nim w]niosáą postaü, bohatera, 
proroka, nigdy jednak istotĊ boską; dopiero ewolucja doktryny i jej hel-
leni]acja doprowad]iáy do spojr]enia na Je]usa jako na Boga”൳. Istnieją 
]atem tr]y moĪliwe odpowied]i na pytanie o moment narod]in wiary 
w boskoĞü Je]usa i jej ciągáoĞü. Tylko w pierws]ym wypadku ]ostaje 
ona ]achowana, w drugim jest dosyü niejasna, a tr]eci ]decydowanie 
pr]esuwa moment jej narod]in, sugerując, Īe skoro pojawiáa siĊ pyźniej, 
to jest oderwana od źrydáa, c]yli osoby Je]usa. 

Kolejną istotną kwestią w tym kontekĞcie jest pytanie o toĪsamoĞü 
Boga chr]eĞcijan i Żydyw. C]y identyc]nie Go sobie wyobraĪali? W tej 
materii, ]auwaĪa P. Lisicki, panuje ]goda, bowiem Stary Testament ]o-
staá pr]e] wy]nawcyw Je]usa w caáoĞci ]aakceptowany. Byg chr]eĞcijan, 
Ätak jak Byg Żydyw na pr]eáomie wiekyw byá Stwyrcą Ğwiata, Tym, 
ktyry stwor]yá go ] nic]ego, be] poĞrednictwa innych, pomniejs]ych, 
niĪs]ych, gors]ych twyrcyw. Tak samo jak Byg Żydyw byá On teĪ Kry-
lem i Panem Świata, r]ąd]iá nim, tros]c]yá siĊ i dbaá o niego, pielĊgnowaá 
go. NaleĪaáa Mu siĊ, Jemu jednemu, najwyĪs]a i jedyna c]eĞü. Tak jak 
w oc]ach Żydyw wiara w jednego Boga pociągaáa ]a sobą jeden kult, tak 
samo chr]eĞcijanie u]nawali, Īe samemu tylko NajwyĪs]emu naleĪą siĊ 

 ൱ TamĪe.
 ൲ TamĪe.
 ൳ TamĪe, s. ൱-൲.
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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.”൱ And ¿nally, 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.”൲ 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 ¿rst, 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 ¿gure, 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.”൳ 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 ¿rst case it is preserved, in 
the second it is quite unclear, and the third de¿nitely 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 

 ൱ Ibid.
 ൲ Ibid.
 ൳ Ibid, p. ൱.
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c]eĞü i chwaáa. Byli rywnie rygorystyc]nymi monoteistami co Żyd]i. 
Tak samo jak Żyd]i nie dopus]c]ali teĪ myĞli, aby mogli skáadaü hoád 
komukolwiek innemu. Jes]c]e ]anim w cesarstwie ]niknĊáy pogaĔskie 
Ğwiątynie, ]anim koleni jedynowáadcy u]nali, Īe ich paĔstwo ma cha-
rakter chr]eĞcijaĔski, wy]nawcy Je]usa, tak jak Żyd]i, wied]ieli, Īe 
bogowie pos]c]egylnych narodyw są boĪkami i demonami”൫൪. 

Chr]eĞcijanie, podobnie jak wy]nawcy Jahwe, uwaĪali, Īe Byg nie 
po]ostaje jedynie mies]kaĔcem niebios, ale skoro stwor]yá ten Ğwiat, 
to rywnieĪ pragnie objawiü, uka]aü siĊ c]áowiekowi. Nie tylko dlatego, 
Īe jest jego Stwyrcą, ale rywnieĪ ]e w]glĊdu na to, Īe jest on stwor]ony 
na Jego obra] i podobieĔstwo. Zatem Byg objawia siĊ, jak uka]uje 
to Stary Testament, i buduje relacjĊ ] c]áowiekiem. Ten ]wią]ek nie tylko 
dotyc]y wybranych osyb, ale ] c]asem caáego ludu, ktyry Byg bier]e 
na wáasnoĞü. Tros]c]ąc siĊ o niego i str]egąc go, dba rywnieĪ o jego 
kondycjĊ duchową, dlatego posyáa prorokyw. Ostatnim ] nich, a ryw-
noc]eĞnie caákowicie innym jest Je]us ] Na]aretu. ÄTĊ c]ĊĞü opowieĞci, 
dla chr]eĞcijan najwaĪniejs]ą, Żyd]i odr]ucili. Chr]eĞcijanie dodawali 
teĪ, Īe yw ostatni posáaniec byá nie tylko c]áowiekiem, ale teĪ rywnym 
Bogu Jego Synem i Panem, Je]usem Chrystusem, ktyremu naleĪaáa siĊ 
taka sama chwaáa jak Jahwe, Bogu, ktyry ]wią]aá siĊ pr]ymier]em 
] domem Jakuba. Od kiedy ]ac]Ċli gáosiü boskoĞü Je]usa? I co byáo 
tego pr]yc]yną?”൫൫

P. Lisicki ]auwaĪa, Īe w tych pytaniach tkwi paradoksalnoĞü. W r]e-
c]ywistoĞci bowiem Ächr]eĞcijaĔstwo nie miaáo prawa powstaü”൫൬. 
Zawieraáo pr]ecieĪ w sobie wyraźną spr]ec]noĞü. Jak moĪna byáo wy-
]nawaü monotei]m, c]yli wiarĊ w Jednego Boga Jahwe, i rywnoc]eĞnie 
pr]ypisywaü boskoĞü Je]usowi ] Na]aretu, ktyry pr]ecieĪ byá c]áowie-
kiem. ÄNiektyr]y historycy mniemają, Īe taki c]ysty monotei]m wy]na-
waá teĪ Je]us, Īe nigdy nie pr]ys]áo Mu do gáowy, Īe yw jeden jedyny 
Jahwe jest kimĞ innym, niĪ to pr]eka]aáy pisma Starego Testamentu”൫൭. 

 ൫൪ TamĪe, s. ൲.
 ൫൫ TamĪe, s. ൳.
 ൫൬ TamĪe.
 ൫൭ TamĪe.
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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.”൫൪

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 
di൵erent, is Jesus of Na]areth. “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?”൫൫

Lisicki notes that there is a paradox in these questions. For in fact 
“Christianity could not have arisen.”൫൬ 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 Na]areth, 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.”൫൭ After all, this belief gave credence to the entire 

 ൫൪ Ibid, p. ൲.
 ൫൫ Ibid, p. ൳.
 ൫൬ Ibid.
 ൫൭ Ibid.
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Pr]ecieĪ to pr]ekonanie uwiarygadniaá caáy Īydowski system religijny. 
ÄJeden Byg, jeden I]rael, jedna Jero]olima, jedna Ğwiątynia, jedno 
miejsce kultu. Nikt inny opryc] Jahwe nie miaá prawa do chwaáy. Ani 
anioáowie, ani wielcy pr]ywydcy ] pr]es]áoĞci, ani prorocy. Byg ten byá 
absolutnie transcendentny, do tego stopnia, Īe nie wolno byáo spor]ąd]aü 
Jego wi]erunkyw (]ob. Pwt ൯,൱-൳�”൫൮. W jaki sposyb ]atem, w takim 
klimacie mygá narod]iü siĊ kult chr]eĞcijaĔski, wska]ujący na OsobĊ 
Je]usa jako Boga? 

ÄNie pytam tu, podkreĞla d]iennikar], o wiarĊ w sensie teologic]-
nym, powtar]am – to po]ostaje ]aws]e tajemnicą. Nigdy ostatec]nie 
nie wiadomo, w jaki sposyb konkretny c]áowiek ]ac]yna wier]yü. Nie 
chod]i tutaj o opinie, sądy, mniemania, pr]ypus]c]enia, niech bĊd]ie, 
Īe nawet pr]ekonania, ale wáaĞnie o wiarĊ. Staáe i, mywiąc jĊ]ykiem 
kardynaáa Newmana, be]warunkowe pr]yĞwiadc]enie dawane prawdom 
nadpr]yrod]onym. Br]mi to r]ec]ywiĞcie ]agadkowo, ale nic d]iwnego, 
skoro chce siĊ opisaü r]ec]y niewyraĪalne. Niemniej jednak nie o takiej 
wier]e tutaj mywimy. Pytam o wiarĊ jako ]jawisko historyc]ne, o to, 
Īe w pewnym momencie d]iejyw pojawili siĊ lud]ie, ktyr]y ]ac]Ċli 
oddawaü c]eĞü Je]usowi w taki sam sposyb, w jaki wc]eĞniej oddawali 
ją Jahwe. Jak dos]áo do tego, Īe juĪ w I wieku nas]ej ery pewna grupa 
lud]i, najprawdopodobniej najpierw Żydyw, ]ac]Ċáa oddawaü ]abitemu 
na kr]yĪu Galilejc]ykowi boską c]eĞü? C]y sam Je]us ]dawaá sobie 
] tego sprawĊ? C]y tolerowaá takie ]achowania? A moĪe nie tylko tole-
rowaá, ale nawet uwaĪaá, Īe są one wáaĞciwą odpowied]ią na Jego wáasną 
godnoĞü, bo sam byá pr]ekonany, Īe jest Bogiem?”൫൯ 

Pytania te jawią siĊ jako fundamentalne, jeĞli chcemy odnaleźü mo-
ment historyc]nych narod]in wiary w boskoĞü Je]usa. NaleĪy jednak, 
dodaje P. Lisicki, byü cierpliwym, a takĪe mieü ĞwiadomoĞü, Īe nigdy 
nie u]yska siĊ ostatec]nej i caákowitej pewnoĞci. Ustalenia po]ostaną 
]aws]e hipotetyc]ne. Zatem praca historyka pr]ypomina detektywi-
styc]ne Ğled]two. Ma on do dyspo]ycji kopie oryginalnych pr]eka]yw na 
temat Je]usa, ktyre, pomimo ]gáas]anych co jakiĞ c]asyw wątpliwoĞci, 

 ൫൮ TamĪe, s. ൳-൫൪.
 ൫൯ TamĪe, s. ൫൪.
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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 ൯:൱-൳�.”൫൮ 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 pu]]ling indeed, but no wonder, if 
one wants to describe the ine൵able. 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 ¿rst century 
AD a group of people, most likely Jews ¿rst, 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?”൫൯ 

These questions appear fundamental if we want to ¿nd 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 ¿nal and absolute certainty. The ¿ndings will always 
remain hypothetical. Thus, the historian¶s 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 

 ൫൮ Ibid, pp. ൳-൫൪.
 ൫൯ Ibid, p. ൫൪.
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po]ostają w ൫൪൪ procentach pewne. O samym Je]usie ]aĞ informują tylko 
Jego uc]niowie. Detektyw nie moĪe ]wery¿kowaü faktyw, docierając do 
innych źrydeá niĪ chr]eĞcijaĔskie. ÄGdyby chociaĪ istniaá raport Poncju-
s]a Piáata ] tr]yd]iestego ktyregoĞ roku nas]ej ery, w ktyrym r]ymski 
gubernator Judei pr]eka]ywaáby informacje o swoim ur]Ċdowaniu�”൫൰ 
A tak mamy dopiero dokument ] roku ok. ൫൫൬. – list Plinius]a Máod-
s]ego do cesar]a Trajana, w ktyrym r]ymski ur]Ċdnik relacjonując 
d]iaáanie nowej sekty, jaką są chr]eĞcijanie (ÄĞpiewają pieĞni i hymny 
do Chrystusa jako boga”�, prosi o radĊ. ÄPotwierd]a siĊ ]atem, ]auwaĪa 
publicysta, Īe osiemd]iesiąt lat po Ğmierci Je]usa Jego ]wolennicy od-
dawali Mu taką c]eĞü, jak ]wykáo siĊ oddawaü siĊ bogom. Relacja ta 
nie bud]i wątpliwoĞci. Plinius] byá do chr]eĞcijan nastawiony wrogo, 
a sam raport ]nala]á siĊ w wewnĊtr]nej korespondencji ] cesar]em. 
Plinius] pr]y]naje, Īe ] wáasnej inicjatywy nie prowad]i pr]eĞladowaĔ 
na wielką skalĊ, gdy jednak ktoĞ ]ostaje ]adenuncjowany, pr]esáuchuje 
go, daje mu s]ansĊ naprawy jego win, a w ra]ie ]atward]iaáej postawy 
ska]uje na Ğmierü”൫൱. 

W relacji r]ymskiego ur]Ċdnika jest, ]daniem redaktora Do�R]ec]y, 
]awarta cenna informacja. Chod]i o postawĊ samych chr]eĞcijan. Nawet 
pod groźbą Ğmierci i pr]y ]astosowaniu tortur nie god]ili siĊ na odda-
wanie c]ci pogaĔskim bogom. ÄTakie ]achowanie, podkreĞla P. Lisicki, 
musiaáo bud]iü ]dumienie R]ymianina i byáo, ] jego punktu wid]enia, 
skrajnie nielogic]ne”൫൲. Dlatego namiestnik w ich postawie dostr]egá, jak 
]apis]e pyźniej Tacyt, d]iwny i niebe]piec]ny ]abobon, a moĪe takĪe 
]agroĪenie dla paĔstwa. Nie chcieli pr]ecieĪ c]ciü cesar]a jako boga, 
a oddawali chwaáĊ nie]nanemu bliĪej Je]usowi. 

Historyk, chcąc ]atem odtwor]yü proces formowania siĊ wiary w bo-
skoĞü Je]usa, staje pr]ed wyjątkowo trudnym ]adaniem. ÄNatra¿a na 
]jawisko chr]eĞcijaĔstwa jako na coĞ odrĊbnego i charakterystyc]nego, 
co trudno mu ]redukowaü do innych, ]nanych historyc]nie pr]ejawyw 
religijnoĞci. Nie mogáo siĊ ono narod]iü tak po prostu ani ] judai]mu, 
ktyry nie tolerowaá kultu Je]usa, ani ] pogaĔstwa, ktyre nie tolerowaáoby 
chr]eĞcijaĔskiego eksklu]ywi]mu. Dla Żydyw to, Īe byá jeden Byg, 

 ൫൰ TamĪe, s. ൫൫.
 ൫൱ TamĪe, s. ൫൬.
 ൫൲ TamĪe.
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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 o൶ce�”൫൰ And so we only 
have a document dated approx. ൫൫൬ AD – a letter from Pliny the Younger 
to Emperor Trajan, in which a Roman o൶cial, 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 con¿rmed, 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”൫൱ 

In the account of the Roman o൶cial 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.”൫൲ 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 
di൶cult task. “He encounters the phenomenon of Christianity as 
something distinct and characteristic, which he ¿nds di൶cult to reduce 
to other historically known manifestations of religiosity. It could not 

 ൫൰ Ibid., p. ൫൫.
 ൫൱ Ibid, p. ൫൬.
 ൫൲ Ibid.
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musiaáo o]nac]aü, Īe nie byá Nim Je]us, dla pogan ]aĞ pr]eciwnie – 
jeĞli Je]us byá Bogiem, to obok Niego musiaáoby istnieü wiele innych 
panyw i bogyw”൫൳. Jak w takim ra]ie u]asadniü historyc]nie, Īe Je]us 
jest Bogiem, jak to siĊ staáo? ÄTo pytanie nieporywnywalnie trudniejs]e 
niĪ kaĪde inne ]nane ] historii. Jednak Ğled]two w tej sprawie moĪe siĊ 
udaü. Choü brak ]ewnĊtr]nych relacji, to pr]echowaáy siĊ c]tery ryĪne, 
pochod]ące od be]poĞrednich uc]niyw opisy d]iaáalnoĞci Je]usa. MoĪna 
byü pewnym, Īe są wc]esne i nie ]ostaáy napisane pyźniej niĪ s]eĞü-
d]iesiąt, siedemd]iesiąt lat po Jego Ğmierci – to gyrna granica. Pochod]ą 
od lud]i, ktyr]y albo mieli dostĊp do Ğwiadkyw (jak Marek i Łukas]�, 
albo sami byli Ğwiadkami (jak Mateus] c]y Jan�. Ich forma naĞladuje 
staroĪytne biogra¿e, co po]wala sąd]iü, Īe autor]y chcieli wiernie opi-
saü ]dar]enia ] Īycia Je]usa. To d]iĊki nim, innej drogi nie ma, bĊd]ie 
moĪna odkryü ]agadkĊ boskoĞci Je]usa”൬൪. 

P. Lisicki ] nad]ieją stwierd]a, iĪ jest w stanie, odc]ytując pr]esáanie 
Ewangelii, odtwor]yü historyc]ny proces. Kluc]em po]ostaje dokáadne 
]apo]nanie siĊ ] ywc]esnym Ğwiatem Īydowskim. ÄMoĪna sobie tylko 
wyobra]iü, podkreĞla publicysta, jak wyglądaáo Īycie w rod]inie Je-
]usa, ile wysiáku wkáadano w ]achowanie pamiĊci o mĊc]ennikach 
i jak tros]c]ono siĊ o wiarĊ w jednego Boga. («�. Wied]ąc to ws]ystko, 
mamy ĞwiadomoĞü trudnoĞci, pr]ed jakimi stoi historyk. Wydaje mu siĊ 
c]Ċsto, Īe wyrastając w takim otoc]eniu, Je]us nie mygá uwaĪaü siebie 
]a kogoĞ wiĊcej niĪ kolejnego Īydowskiego pr]ywydcĊ, co najwyĪej ]a 
ostatniego proroka. Postaram siĊ poka]aü, Īe takie ro]umowanie jest 
faás]ywe. Opiera siĊ na ]byt statyc]nym i wąskim pojmowaniu juda-
i]mu, nie uw]glĊdnia tkwiącej w tej religii dynamiki, tak widoc]nej 
w ksiĊgach prorockich. Ci, ktyr]y sąd]ą, Īe Je]us nie mygá uwaĪaü 
siebie ]a Boga, nie dostr]egają prostego báĊdu. Ows]em, Je]us nie mygá 
uwaĪaü siebie ]a takiego boga jak pogaĔscy boĪkowie c]y herosi, ]a 
jedną ] wielu emanacji boskoĞci; mygá jednak wid]ieü w sobie samego 
Jahwe, ktyry ]godnie ] ]apowied]ią pr]ys]edá do swego ludu. Mygá 

 ൫൳ TamĪe, s. ൫൭-൫൮.
 ൬൪ TamĪe, s. ൫൮.
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simply have been born out of either Judaism, which did not tolerate Jesus¶ 
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.”൫൳ Then how does 
one justify historically that Jesus is God, how did that happen? “This is 
a question incomparably more di൶cult than any other known to history. 
However, the investigation into the matter can be successful. Although 
there are no external accounts, four di൵erent accounts from direct 
disciples of Jesus¶ 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 Jesus¶ life. It is through them, no other way, that it will be possible 
to unravel the mystery of Jesus¶ divinity.”൬൪

Lisicki con¿dently 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 e൵ort was put into preserving the memory of the martyrs and 
how care was taken to believe in one God. («�. Knowing all this, we 
are aware of the di൶culties 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 

 ൫൳ Ibid, pp. ൫൭-൫൮.
 ൬൪ Ibid, p. ൫൮.
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sąd]iü, Īe repre]entuje Jahwe, Īe Nim w jakiĞ nie]wykáy i tajemnic]y 
sposyb jest”൬൫. 

Świadectwo i postawa uc]niyw mogą byü rywnieĪ tutaj waĪnym 
argumentem. C]y moĪna bowiem wytáumac]yü ich wiarĊ, a nastĊpnie 
ro]wyj chr]eĞcijaĔstwa, jeĞli odr]uci siĊ pogląd, iĪ Je]us wid]iaá w sobie 
Boga? Pr]ecieĪ nie pos]li ]a Nim, oc]ekując kor]yĞci materialnych. 
Wielu ] nich byáo ]amoĪnymi ludźmi (na pr]ykáad synowie Zebedeus]a�. 
Nikt nie nosiá pierwotnie greckiego imienia, ]atem to ]nak ]drad]ający 
ich religijnoĞü. A sam opis powoáania? ÄPor]uciü nieźle prosperujące 
pr]edsiĊbiorstwo rybne, stwierd]a P. Lisicki, mogli tylko lud]ie Īarliwi, 
tacy, ktyr]y wc]eĞniej, ]anim po]nali Je]usa, musieli ]naü tradycje, 
c]ytaü Pismo, oc]ekiwaü wybawienia I]raela. Nie moĪna byáo mies]kaü 
w Galilei w latach dwud]iestych po Chrystusie, naleĪeü do ywc]esnej 
klasy Ğredniej i nie ]naü podstaw wiary I]raela. I nie wied]ieü, Īe Byg 
jest jeden”൬൬. Świat ] ktyrego pochod]ili, to terytorium gáĊboko religijne. 
Galilejc]ycy, a nie jedynie mies]kaĔcy Judei, ]achowywali wiarĊ pr]od-
kyw, dbali o domy modlitw – synagogi, pr]estr]egali ]asad kas]rutu. 
ÄW jaki ]atem sposyb pochod]ący be] wyjątku stamtąd uc]niowie mogli 
]ac]ąü oddawaü Je]usowi c]eĞü, ktyra byáa ]astr]eĪona dla Jahwe? 
Byli aĪ tak niero]umni i niewyks]taáceni? Żadną miarą” – wyraźnie 
podkreĞla redaktor Do�R]ec]y൬൭. 

KRYTYKA�REDUKCJONISTYC=NYCH�KONCE3CJI

Brak prostego wyjaĞnienia wiary uc]niyw w Je]usa jako Boga bywa 
d]isiaj uĪywany pr]e] krytykyw jako argument potwierd]ający te]Ċ, 
Īe to dokonaáo siĊ nie wĞryd pierws]ych, Īydowskich naĞladowcyw 
Na]arejc]yka, ale pyźniej. ÄZgodnie ] takim ro]umowaniem nie jest 
moĪliwe, by Żyd]i, uc]niowie Je]usa, sami ]ac]Ċli oddawaü Mu boską 
c]eĞü. Mogli uwier]yü, Īe ]martwychwstaá, mogli u]naü, Īe ]asáuguje 
w ]wią]ku ] tym na s]c]egylne miejsce w pamiĊci, nie pr]ekroc]yli 

 ൬൫ TamĪe, s. ൫൯-൫൰.
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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.”൬൫

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 bene¿ts. 
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 ¿shing enterprise,” states Lisicki, “could only 
be done by ]ealous 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 ൫൳൬൪s 
AD, belong to the middle class of the time, and not know the basics 
of Israel¶s faith. And not know that God is one.”൬൬ 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 emphasi]es.൬൭ 

CRITICISM�OF�REDUCTIONIST�CONCE3TS

The lack of a simple explanation of the disciples¶ belief in Jesus 
as God is sometimes used today by critics as an argument supporting 
the thesis that this took place not among the ¿rst, Jewish followers 
of the Na]arene, but thereafter. “According to such reasoning, it is not 

 ൬൫ Ibid, p. ൫൯-൫൰.
 ൬൬ Ibid, p. ൫൱.
 ൬൭ Ibid.
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natomiast nigdy linii odd]ielającej ĞciĞle to, co lud]kie, od tego, co 
boskie”൬൮. Zwolennikami takich poglądyw są nastĊpujący naukowcy: 
G. Vermes, P. Fredriksen, M. Casey i R. Aslan. U]asadniü ]atem bo-
skoĞü Je]usa, to w pierws]ej kolejnoĞci ]mier]yü siĊ ] ich koncepcjami 
i dokonaü wobec nich apologii. Mimo Īe wychod]ą oni od tej konsta-
tacji, ]auwaĪa P. Lisicki, c]yli gáos]ą, Īe ÄJe]us byá w peáni i tylko 
Żydem galilejskim Īyjącym w I wieku nas]ej ery”൬൯, to ostatec]nie 
dochod]ą do ryĪnych re]ultatyw൬൰. WaĪne jest jednak, Īe ÄĪaden ] nich 
nie u]naje autentyc]noĞci ogyáu ewangelic]nych pr]eka]yw. Ich ]da-
niem ani Je]us, ani uc]niowie nie mogli odpowiadaü ]a powstanie 
wiary chr]eĞcijaĔskiej”൬൱. Na jakich podstawach budują swoje teorie, 
co jest dominantą ich poglądyw? ApologiĊ boskoĞci Je]usa publicysta 
po wstĊpnym ]arysowaniu problematyki ro]poc]yna od ]mier]enia siĊ 
] ich koncepcjami. Pr]eĞledźmy ]atem tĊ anali]Ċ. 

G. Vermes (]m. ൬൪൫൭� byá ]daniem polskiego publicysty wpáywowym 
komentatorem Nowego Testamentu൬൲. ÄTen wybitny Īydowski badac] 
stara siĊ, jak twierd]i, odtwor]yü prawd]iwy obra] Je]usa”൬൳. Proble-
mem jednak w dotarciu do postaci Na]arejc]yka jest chr]eĞcijaĔska 
wiara, Äktyra wyniosáa Je]usa do rangi, ktyrej ten nigdy dla siebie nie 
pr]ewidywaá”൭൪. G. Vermes chce ]atem byü badac]em be]stronnym, 
wolnym od religijnych uwikáaĔ. W tym celu na osobĊ Je]usa patr]y 
jako nieodáąc]ną c]ĊĞü judai]mu, a nie sugeruje siĊ opiniami teologyw, 
ktyr]y są stronnic]y, ÄgdyĪ podĞwiadomie, c]yli nawet nie wied]ąc, są 

 ൬൮ TamĪe.
 ൬൯ TamĪe, s. ൫൳.
 ൬൰ Zob. M. Skierkowski, ÄA�swoi�Go�nie�pr]yjĊli”�(J�৲,৲৲).�Teologic]nofunda-
mentalna�interpretacja�Third�Quest, Wars]awa ൬൪൪൰; tenĪe, Uc]áowiec]ony�Byg.�
Chrystologia�fundamentalna, Páock ൬൪൫൭, s. ൫൳൱-൬൬൱. 
 ൬൱ P. Lisicki, C]y Je]us jest Bogiem?, s. ൫൳. 
 ൬൲ G. Vermes, Jesus,�the�Jew, Philadelphia ൫൳൲൫; tenĪe, The�Religion�of�Jesus�
the�Jew, Minneapolis ൫൳൳൭; tenĪe, Twar]e�Je]usa, pr]ekáad J. Koáak, Krakyw ൬൪൪൲; 
tenĪe, Autentyc]na�Ewangelia�Je]usa, pr]ekáad J. Koáak, Krakyw ൬൪൪൳.
 ൬൳ P. Lisicki, C]y�Je]us�jest�Bogiem", s. ൬൯.
 ൭൪ TamĪe.
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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.”൬൮ 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 ¿rst 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 ¿rst century AD,”൬൯ they ultimately 
come to di൵erent results.൬൰ It is important, however, that “none of them 
recogni]es 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.”൬൱ On what basis do they build their theories, what 
is the dominant feature of their views? Following an introductory outline 
of the problematic, the publicist¶s 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. ൬൪൫൭� was 
an inÀuential commentator on the New Testament.൬൲ “This eminent 
Jewish researcher is trying, as he claims, to recreate the true 
image of Jesus.”൬൳ The problem, however, in arriving at the ¿gure 
of the Na]arene is the Christian faith, “which elevated Jesus to a status 
that he had never envisaged for himself.”൭൪ Vermes therefore wants to be 
an unbiased researcher, free of religious entanglements. To this end, 

 ൬൮ Ibid.
 ൬൯ Ibid, p. ൫൳.
 ൬൰ Cf. M. Skierkowski, ÄA�swoi�Go�nie�pr]yjĊli”�(J�৲,৲৲).�Teologic]nofundamen-
talna�interpretacja�Third�Quest�Third�Quest, Warsaw ൬൪൪൰; idem, Uc]áowiec]ny�
Byg.�Chrystologia�fundamentalna, Páock ൬൪൫൭, pp. ൫൳൱-൬൬൱. 
 ൬൱ P. Lisicki, C]y�Je]us�jest�Bogiem", p. ൫൳. 
 ൬൲ G. Vermes, Jesus,�the�Jew, Philadelphia ൫൳൲൫; idem, The�Religion�of�Jesus�
the�Jew, Minneapolis ൫൳൳൭; idem, Twar]e�Je]usa, translation by J. Koáak, Krakyw 
൬൪൪൲; idem, Autentyc]na�Ewangelia�Je]usa, translation by J. Koáak, Krakyw ൬൪൪൳.
 ൬൳ P. Lisicki, C]y�Je]us�jest�Bogiem", p. ൬൯.
 ൭൪ Ibid.
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pod wpáywem wiary”൭൫. P. Lisicki ]auwaĪa, Īe ÄpodkreĞlanie wáasnej 
nie]aleĪnoĞci >w pr]ypadku G. Vermesa@ ma wska]ywaü na to, Īe autor 
]yskaá nowy, nie]apoĞrednic]ony pr]e] tradycjĊ dostĊp do źrydeá. Dla-
tego pis]e, Īe stara siĊ ]achowaü «spojr]enie uc]onego, be]stronnego 
historyka, ktyry pos]ukując informacji, ]agáĊbia siĊ w ]achowanych 
źrydáach». Tą drogą ma r]ekomo dotr]eü do tego, co najbard]iej orygi-
nalne i podstawowe, do mywiącego po aramejsku Galilejc]yka ] c]asyw, 
gdy jes]c]e nikt nie sáys]aá o chr]eĞcijanach i KoĞciele”൭൬. C]y jest 
moĪliwe? Wydaje siĊ, Īe G. Vermes Äpr]ypisuje sobie ]dolnoĞü docie-
rania do ]nac]enia pierwotnych sáyw Je]usa ponad gáowami wc]esnych 
chr]eĞcijan i KoĞcioáa. «Charakterystyc]ną cechą Je]usa chr]eĞcijaĔ-
skiego jest caákowity brak proporcji miĊd]y historią i teologią, faktem 
i interpretacją» – pis]e i obiecuje, Īe bĊd]ie w stanie poka]aü wi]erunek 
uwolniony od chr]eĞcijaĔskich naleciaáoĞci”൭൭. Dlatego stanowc]o od-
r]uca obra] Je]usa jako Syna BoĪego, pr]ekonując, iĪ jest on odejĞciem 
]arywno od judai]mu, jak i od historyc]nego Je]usa. Taki wi]erunek 
to efekt helleni]acji i pogani]acji pierwotnie Īydowskiego ruchu. 

Kim ]atem w r]ec]ywistoĞci byá Galilejc]yk? Co byáo w nim orygi-
nalnego? Jak wid]i Go G. Vermes? ÄTym, co wyryĪniaáo Je]usa, ]daniem 
uc]onego, byá Jego obra] Boga bliskiego, pr]ystĊpnego, kochającego 
i ]atroskanego. Do takiego Je]usa, Īydowskiego chasyda, moĪna jednak 
dotr]eü, od warunkiem Īe uda siĊ pr]e]wyciĊĪyü ]asáonĊ, w jaką spowili 
Go autor]y Nowego Testamentu. Wywc]as ]najd]ie siĊ On we wáaĞci-
wym sobie Ğrodowisku poboĪnych, galilejskich chasydyw, ] ktyrego 
wyrwali Go chr]eĞcijanie”൭൮. Je]us byá, ]atem ]daniem G. Vermesa, tak 
jak po]ostali galilejscy chasyd]i Choni ZakreĞlający Koáa i jego dwych 
wnukyw, a takĪe Chanina Ben Dosa, u]drowicielem i eg]orcystą, mĊĪem 
BoĪym I w. n.e. (is]�ha-Elohim� odwoáującym siĊ do proroka Elias]a. 
Chr]eĞcijanie ]aĞ ]astąpili Īydowskiego mĊĪa BoĪego chr]eĞcijaĔ-
skim Poma]aĔcem. Badac] jednak nie wyjaĞnia, dlac]ego tak siĊ staáo. 

 ൭൫ TamĪe.
 ൭൬ TamĪe, s. ൬൰.
 ൭൭ TamĪe.
 ൭൮ TamĪe, s. ൲൫.
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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 inÀuenced 
by faith.”൭൫ 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 ga]e 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.”൭൬ 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.”൭൭ He therefore ¿rmly 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 ¿nd 
himself in the proper milieu of the pious Galilean Hasidim from which 
the Christians have plucked him.”൭൮ Jesus was, therefore, in Vermes¶ 
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 

 ൭൫ Ibid.
 ൭൬ Cf. ibid., p. ൬൰. 
 ൭൭ Ibid.
 ൭൮ Ibid, p. ൲൫.
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Caákowicie pomija kwestiĊ najwaĪniejs]ą. ÄOto co powinien wyjaĞniü 
historyk – wska]uje P. Lisicki. Nie to, Īe w c]asach Je]usa d]iaáali pod 
pewnymi w]glĊdami podobni do Niego u]drowiciele i chary]matycy. 
To doĞü oc]ywiste. Prawd]iwe wy]wanie leĪy gd]ie ind]iej. I nie wy-
starc]y powied]ieü, Īe Je]us «pr]ewyĪs]aá ich ws]ystkich >chasydyw@ 
o gáowĊ», ale tr]eba wytáumac]yü, dlac]ego w tym jednym jedynym 
pr]ypadku uc]niowie ]ac]Ċli oddawaü Je]usowi chwaáĊ. JeĞli prawdą 
jest, Īe Je]us byá jednym ] kilku podobnych Mu poboĪnych gorliw-
cyw ]nanych tradycji Īydowskiej, to G. Vermes powinien byü w stanie 
wska]aü inne pr]ykáady oddawania c]ci ]maráym nauc]ycielom. Niech 
]atem wskaĪe opowieĞci o Żydach, ktyr]y ]ginĊli i tra¿li do nieba na 
tron Boga, a ich ]wolennicy, mimo klĊski na ]iemi, ]amiast ro]pro-
s]yü siĊ, wiernie pr]y nich trwali”൭൯. Dodatkowo uc]niowie Galilejc]yka 
]adbali, aby u]asadniü popr]e] Pisma sens Jego Ğmierci i orĊd]ie, ktyre 
gáosiá. W caáej tradycji Īydowskiej nie spotykamy nic]ego, co daáoby siĊ 
]estawiü ] Ewangeliami. ÄNie są ]nane biogra¿e wielkich rabinyw, 
takich jak Hillel c]y S]ammaj, ani chasydyw, takich tak Chanina ben 
Dosa c]y Choni ZakreĞlający Kyáka”൭൰. Zatem Je]us, podkreĞla polski 
publicysta, Äjest jedyną osobą, ktyrej Īycie wydaáo siĊ Jego uc]niom na 
tyle waĪne i oryginalne, Īe inac]ej niĪ w wypadku ws]elkich innych 
nauc]ycieli postanowili umieĞciü Go w centrum uwagi, uc]yniü Jego 
Īycie gáywnym tematem swych opowieĞci. Je]us staá siĊ w ich oc]ach 
– r]ec] absolutnie be] precedensu – ucieleĞnieniem Tory, samą Īywą, 
osobową Torą”൭൱. Jednak tego rod]aju spostr]eĪeĔ nie ma u G. Vermesa. 
Nie dostr]ega on w osobie Je]usa Īadnej nowoĞci i oryginalnoĞci. Po-
wtar]a ]a to ] uporem, Īe ten c]áowiek religijny o obe]wáadniającym 
chary]matyc]nym uroku ]ostaá pr]e] chr]eĞcijan pr]eobraĪony w Je]usa 
Chrystusa, transcendentny obiekt religii chr]eĞcijaĔskiej൭൲. W takiej 
perspektywie konklu]ja, ]daniem P. Lisickiego, moĪe byü tylko jedna: 
ÄByg ] Boga, ktyrego wy]nają chr]eĞcijanie w credo, nigdy nie istniaá. 

 ൭൯ TamĪe, s. ൲൭.
 ൭൰ TamĪe.
 ൭൱ TamĪe, s. ൲൭-൲൮.
 ൭൲ Zob. tamĪe, s. ൲൮.
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of God in the ൫st 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 Jesus¶ 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 ]ealots 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.”൭൯ 
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.” ൭൰ 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.”൭൱ 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.൭൲ In such a perspective, the conclusion, according 

 ൭൯ Ibid, p.. ൲൭.
 ൭൰ Ibid.
 ൭൱ Ibid., pp. ൲൭-൲൮.
 ൭൲ Cf. ibid., p. ൲൮.
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Jest to s]tuc]ny twyr pyźniejs]ych wy]nawcyw, nieudany efekt pr]e-
niesienia Īydowskich kategorii do greckiego Ğrodowiska kulturowego. 
ChociaĪ religia Je]usa i chr]eĞcijaĔstwo nie są caákowicie ro]áąc]ne, 
to co do ]asady są tak ryĪne w formie i pod w]glĊdem swoich celyw, Īe 
nie da siĊ jednego wyprowad]iü ] drugiego”൭൳. C]y jednak taka wi]ja Ga-
lilejc]yka ]awarta w pismach G. Vermesa ma coĞ wspylnego ] prawdą? 

Niestety, jego Ğladem podąĪają inni badac]e, a oksfordski historyk 
moĪe uchod]iü ]a ]aáoĪyciela pewnej s]koáy myĞlenia. Blisko jego 
poglądyw sytuuje siĊ P. Fredriksen (ur. ൫൳൯൫�൮൪, propagująca swoje te]y 
nie tylko w ksiąĪkach, ale rywnieĪ ]a poĞrednictwem historyc]nych se-
riali ¿lmowych o Je]usie. Be] wątpienia jest ona ]wolennic]ką nowego 
podejĞcia do Mistr]a ] Na]aretu. UwaĪa ona, podkreĞla P. Lisicki, Īe 
ÄNa]arejc]yka naleĪy umieĞciü w kontekĞcie i Ğrodowisku judai]mu 
palestyĔskiego”൮൫. Pr]ekonuje takĪe, podobnie jak G. Vermes, iĪ Äteksty 
chr]eĞcijaĔskie ]nieks]taácają i wykr]ywiają prawd]iwy obra] Je]usa 
Żyda”൮൬. Dlatego podejmuje siĊ uka]ania pr]ejĞcia od Je]usa, Żyda ] Ga-
lilei, do Je]usa, istoty Boskiej൮൭. ÄOc]ywiĞcie, ]auwaĪa polski publicysta, 
tak jak i wiĊks]oĞü komentatoryw >P. Fredriksen@ twierd]i, Īe nie wystĊ-
puje pr]eciw religii, stara siĊ jedynie pilnowaü jej granic, d]iĊki c]emu 
religia ]achowuje swoją autonomiĊ”൮൮. W jaki sposyb jednak ją ]acho-
waü? C]y nie jest to pr]ypadkiem uleganie liberalnym krytykom i wy-
ciąganie spr]ec]nych wnioskyw? C]y pr]ypadkiem krytyc]ne myĞlenie 
nie po]bawia religiĊ odartą ] historii racji bytu? ÄTeologia, ]auwaĪa 
P. Lisicki, jawi siĊ w tych ro]waĪaniach jako pewien dodatek, s]tuc]ny 
i arbitralny, pĊtający historiĊ. Jest to ]res]tą, jak siĊ wydaje, koniec]ny 
i jedyny moĪliwy efekt oĞwieceniowej ¿lo]o¿i, ]godnie ] ktyrą historia 
]awiera ]biyr jednolitych faktyw, a jedyną metodą badawc]ą staje siĊ 
pows]echne uĪywanie analogii. W tym sensie krytyka biblijna jest 

 ൭൳ TamĪe, s. ൲൯.
 ൮൪ P. Fredriksen, From�Jesus�to�Christ:�The�Origins�of�the�New�Testament�Images�
of�Jesus, Yale University Press ൫൳൲൲. 
 ൮൫ P. Lisicki, C]y�Je]us�jest�Bogiem", s. ൲൰.
 ൮൬ TamĪe.
 ൮൭ Zob. tamĪe.
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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 arti¿cial 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 di൵erent in form and 
in their aims that it is impossible to derive one from the other.”൭൳ 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. ൫൳൯൫�൮൪, propagating 
her theses not only in books, but also through historical ¿lm series about 
Jesus. Undoubtedly, she is a supporter of a new approach to the Master 
of Na]areth. She believes, emphasi]es Lisicki, that “the Na]arene should 
be placed in the context and environment of Palestinian Judaism”൮൫. He 
also argues, like Vermes, that “Christian texts distort and twist the true 
image of Jesus the Jew.”൮൬.Therefore, he undertakes to show the transition 
from Jesus, a Jew from Galilee, to Jesus, a divine being.൮൭ ““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.”൮൮ But how to preserve it? 
Is it not a case of succumbing to liberal critics and drawing contradictory 
conclusions? Doesn¶t critical thinking deprive religion stripped of its 
raison d¶rtre from history? “Theology,” observes Lisicki, “appears in 
these considerations as a kind of additive, arti¿cial and arbitrary, which 
ties up history. This, moreover, seems to be the necessary and only 
possible e൵ect of the Enlightenment philosophy, according to which 
history contains a set of uniform facts and the only method of research 

 ൭൳ Ibid, p. ൲൯.
 ൮൪ P. Fredriksen, From�Jesus�to�Christ:�The�Origins�of�the�New�Testament�Images�
of�Jesus, Yale University Press ൫൳൲൲. 
 ൮൫ P. Lisicki, C]y�Je]us�jest�Bogiem", p. ൲൰.
 ൮൬ Ibid.
 ൮൭ Cf. ibid. 
 ൮൮ Ibid, p. ൲൱.
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niejako ] natury, co siĊ tyc]y metody badawc]ej, ateistyc]na. Komentator 
moĪe odwoáywaü siĊ tylko do faktyw, ktyre ]najdują swyj odpowiednik 
w Ğwieckich d]iejach, odnajdywaü takie powią]ania miĊd]y nimi, ktyre 
wykluc]ają jakiekolwiek odniesienia do interwencji Boga, do tego, co 
nadpr]yrod]one. W Ğcisáym tego sáowa ]nac]eniu Byg nie moĪe byü 
tu pr]yc]yną sprawc]ą – nawet jeĞli istnieje, i tak nie moĪe d]iaáaü. To, 
co siĊ wydar]yáo w historii, moĪe i musi ]ostaü wytáumac]one tylko 
jako efekt d]iaáaĔ w obrĊbie ]nanej lud]iom, ogranic]onej do tego c]asu 
i pr]estr]eni natury”൮൯. 

Pr]yjmując ateistyc]ne ]aáoĪenie, badac]ka dokonuje anali]y osoby 
Je]usa. Na poc]ątku, podkreĞla redaktor Do�R]ec]y, ]auwaĪa, Īe dos]áo 
do ]amiany posáaĔca w posáanie. ÄZgodnie ] tą teorią pierwotnie Je]us 
nauc]aá o Bogu, gáosiá miáosierd]ie i ojcowską dobroü, po swej Śmierci 
i Zmartwychwstaniu On sam w oc]ach wiernych pr]esáoniá Boga. Ro]-
wyj kultu Je]usa pociągnąá ]a sobą odchod]enie od oryginalnej religii 
judai]mu, chr]eĞcijaĔstwo ma w sobie silną dawkĊ antyjudai]mu”൮൰. Dla-
tego badac]ka stara siĊ odsáoniü ws]ystkie momenty antyjudaistyc]ne, 
]awarte w chr]eĞcijaĔstwie. Są nimi miĊd]y innymi fragmenty Ewan-
gelii, ktyre utrwalają opo]ycjĊ Je]us – wspyác]eĞni mu Żyd]i, a takĪe 
caáa Ewangelia Ğw. Jana, nos]ąca ]namiĊ antyjudaistyc]ne, napisana 
pr]e] kogoĞ, kto sytuowaá siĊ po]a, a moĪe takĪe pr]eciw judai]mowi. 

P. Fredriksen nie moĪe sobie porad]iü ] narod]inami kultu Je]usa, 
jest to dla niej prawd]iwa kwadratura�koáa. ÄMniej popularny od Chr]ci-
ciela, nie]byt oryginalny, galilejski wieĞniak, ktyry nie byá w stanie pr]e-
wid]ieü skutkyw swojej misji, báĊdnie sąd]iá, Īe uc]estnic]y w ostatnim 
ĞwiĊcie Paschy na tym Ğwiecie, ]ostaá ares]towany po ]drad]ie jednego 
] uc]niyw”൮൱. A rywnoc]eĞnie teksty Nowego Testamentu wid]ą w Je]u-
sie Syna C]áowiec]ego, Pana i Syna BoĪego. W jaki sposyb ]atem prosty 
Galilejc]yk staá siĊ Mesjas]em? ÄTrudno wytáumac]yü to pr]ejĞcie, 
odwoáując siĊ do tego, Īe uc]niowie Je]usa mieli doĞwiadc]yü wi]ji 
Zmartwychwstaáego i Īe d]iaáali w Ğrodowisku, w ktyrym pows]echne 

 ൮൯ TamĪe
 ൮൰ TamĪe, s. ൲൱-൲൲.
 ൮൱ TamĪe, s. ൳൭.
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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 ¿nd their counterpart in 
secular history, ¿nding 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 e൵ect 
of actions within the nature known to humans, limited to this time and 
space.”൮൯

Adopting an atheistic assumption, the researcher analy]es the person 
of Jesus. At the outset, emphasises the editor-in-chief of Do�R]ec]y, 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.”൮൰ 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.”൮൱ 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 di൶cult to explain this transition 
by referring to the fact that Jesus¶ disciples were to experience a vision 

 ൮൯ Ibid.
 ൮൰ Ibid., pp. ൲൱-൲൲.
 ൮൱ Ibid, p. ൳൭.



106 PRZEMYSŁAW ARTEMIUK � NARODZINY WIARY«

byáo oc]ekiwanie eschatologic]ne”൮൲. P. Fredriksen, ]auwaĪa P. Lisicki, 
odr]ucając fakt powstania ] martwych, jako istotny motyw w procesie 
formowania siĊ kultu Je]usa, wska]uje na pr]ywyd]two i osobisty au-
torytet jako pr]yc]ynĊ sprawc]ą. ÄDoĞü marne táumac]enie – stwierd]a 
polski publicysta. Apostoáowie dostr]egli w Je]usie Mesjas]a, bo byá 
ich pr]ywydcą i roĞciá sobie prawo do autorytetu? Doskonale, tylko Īe 
maáo to moĪna wska]aü lud]i, ktyr]y mieli o sobie s]c]egylnie wysokie 
mniemanie? Maáo pr]ywydcyw, ktyr]y gdy pr]ys]áa klĊska, ]ostali 
osamotnieni? W tym wypadku ws]akĪe po krytkiej chwili ]aáamania 
uc]niowie dostr]egają w swoim pr]egranym mistr]u Mesjas]a i ] caáym 
pr]ekonaniem wĊdrują od gminy do gminy, gd]ie ]ac]ynają gáosiü, Īe 
wryci On ponownie, a wra] ] Nim nastanie Krylestwo BoĪe. W inter-
pretacji Fredrikson to, co najmniej prawdopodobne – pr]ypisanie roli 
Mesjas]a pr]ywydcy, ktyry ]awiydá swoich – staje siĊ odpowied]ią na 
kluc]owe pytanie. To siĊ na]ywa prawd]iwe krytyc]ne ro]umowanie”൮൳. 

Ostatec]nie ]atem amerykaĔska badac]ka sugeruje, Īe historyk 
c]ytający Ewangelie, powinien d]iaáaü jak archeolog. To ]nac]y musi 
oc]yĞciü pr]ysypany obra] Je]usa ] naleciaáoĞci chr]eĞcijaĔskich. Nie 
moĪe pr]y tym lic]yü na pomoc KoĞcioáa, poniewaĪ to on wáaĞnie ]nie-
ks]taáca prawd]iwy wi]erunek Galilejc]yka. ÄJednak c]asem, ]auwaĪa 
P. Lisicki, Fredriksen po]ostawia chr]eĞcijanom pewną nad]iejĊ. JeĞli 
]dobĊdą siĊ na odr]ucenie upros]c]onego obra]u Je]usa jako istoty 
boskiej, jeĞli dokonają «rekonstrukcji religijnego, spoáec]nego, polityc]-
nego i kulturalnego kontekstu, w ktyrym Īyá i umará Je]us ] Na]aretu», 
moĪe dotrą wres]cie do wy]walającej prawdy”൯൪. 

M. Casey (]m. ൬൪൫൮�൯൫, jak podkreĞla redaktor Do�R]ec]y, to tr]eci 
] badac]y, ktyry w sposyb najbard]iej radykalny i konsekwentny pragnie 
wyka]aü, Īe Je]us Żyd nigdy nie byá i w r]ec]ywistoĞci nie mygá byü 
tym, ]a kogo uwaĪa Go tradycja chr]eĞcijaĔska. Autor ten Äpis]e o sobie, 

 ൮൲ TamĪe.
 ൮൳ TamĪe, s. ൳൮.
 ൯൪ TamĪe, s. ൫൪൫.
 ൯൫ M. Casey, Jesus�of�Na]areth:�An�Independent�Historian¶s�Account�of�His�Life�
and�Teaching, New York, ൬൪൫൪.
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of the Risen One and that they operated in an environment where 
eschatological expectation was common.”൮൲ 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,¶ 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 Fredrikson¶s 
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.”൮൳ 

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 Na]areth lived and died,¶ they may ¿nally reach 
the liberating truth.”൯൪

M. Casey (d. ൬൪൫൮�൯൫, 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 

 ൮൲ Ibid.
 ൮൳ Ibid, p. ൳൮.
 ൯൪ Ibid., p. ൫൪൫.
 ൯൫ M. Casey, Jesus�of�Na]areth:�An�Independent�Historian¶s�Account�of�His�Life�
and�Teaching, New York, ൬൪൫൪.
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Īe jest nie]aleĪnym historykiem, nie]wią]anym ] Īadnym KoĞcioáem 
ani wspylnotą religijną, co c]yni go wyjątkowo be]stronnym”൯൬. Zadanie, 
jakie sobie stawia, to dotarcie do prawd]iwego Je]usa, ktyry jest ]asáo-
niĊty pr]e] ortodoksyjną chr]eĞcijaĔską chrystologiĊ, o]nac]ającą wiarĊ 
w Jego boskoĞü൯൭. Podobnie do popr]ednich badac]y i on osad]a Je]usa 
w judai]mie I wieku i chce wyka]aü Jego obecnoĞü i funkcjonowanie 
tylko w takiej perspektywie. Powiela pr]y tym báĊdy wc]eĞniejs]ych 
eg]egetyw. Po pierws]e nas]a wied]a o judai]mie I wieku jest bard]o 
fragmentaryc]na, a to o]nac]a, Īe historycy d]isiaj nie mogą precy]yjnie 
]rekonstruowaü jego d]iejyw. To, co im obecnie wydaje siĊ maáo prawdo-
podobne, tak nie jawiáo siĊ odbiorcom Ewangelii. Sáuchac]e Galilejc]yka 
]decydowanie lepiej ro]po]nawali kontekst kulturowy niĪ wspyác]eĞni 
badac]e. Po drugie, wspyác]eĞni eg]egeci domagają siĊ ] gyry, aby 
caáą d]iaáalnoĞü Je]usa, Jego sáowa i c]yny ogranic]yü do tego stop-
nia, aby wspyábr]miaáy ]e wspyác]esnym Mu judai]mem. ÄNawet nie 
ro]str]ygając jes]c]e kwestii, ]auwaĪa P. Lisicki, na ile wiarygodne są 
nadpr]yrod]one c]yny Je]usa, dlac]ego kryterium oceny Jego postaci 
ma byü nas]a, do tego uáomna, wied]a o tym, co ]ro]umieliby lub c]ego 
nie ]ro]umieliby Īyjący w latach dwud]iestych i tr]yd]iestych I wieku 
mies]kaĔcy I]raela? Tak jakby wspyác]eĞni krytycy na ws]elki wypadek 
] gyry juĪ chcieli wykluc]yü ws]elką moĪliwoĞü, ]godnie ] ktyrą Je]us 
mygá ]gáas]aü ros]c]enia do boskoĞci. Je]us, ich ]daniem, co najwyĪej 
mygá sąd]iü, Īe jest prorokiem lub wysáaĔcem Niebios”൯൮. 

M. Casey w tym w]glĊd]ie nie odbiega od res]ty krytykyw. Wycho-
d]ąc ] tego faás]ywego ]aáoĪenia, moĪe po]byü siĊ Äws]ystkiego, co 
áąc]yáoby Je]usa ] KoĞcioáem i chr]eĞcijaĔstwem”൯൯. W efekcie otr]y-
muje obra] Je]usa Żyda, ktyry jest konstruktem c]ysto teoretyc]nym. 
ÄTo Je]us, o ktyrym pis]ą Ewangelie, minus to, co ]gad]a siĊ ] wiarą 
KoĞcioáa. Re]ultatem tej d]iwnej operacji myĞlowej jest wáaĞnie Je]us 
Żyd. «JeĞli to, co Je]us ]amier]aá i mywiá, musi byü ]godne ] judai]mem 

 ൯൬ P. Lisicki, C]y�Je]us�jest�Bogiem", s. ൫൮൯.
 ൯൭ Zob. tamĪe, s. ൫൮൱.
 ൯൮ TamĪe, s. ൫൯൬.
 ൯൯ TamĪe.
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been who the Christian tradition believes him to be. This author “writes 
of himself as an independent historian, una൶liated with any church 
or religious community, which makes him exceptionally impartial.”൯൬ 
The task he sets himself is to reach the real Jesus, who is obscured by 
orthodox Christian Christology, which means faith in His divinity.൯൭ Like 
previous scholars, he too embeds Jesus in ¿rst-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 ¿rst-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 Galilean¶s hearers were far better at recognising 
the cultural context than modern scholars. Secondly, modern exegetes 
insist in advance that all of Jesus¶ 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 Jesus¶ supernatural deeds are, why should the criterion for 
judging his character be our, to that extent Àawed, knowledge of what 
the people of Israel living in the ൫൳൬൪s and ൫൳൭൪s 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.”൯൮

In this respect, Casey is no di൵erent from other critics. Starting from 
this false premise, he can do away with “anything that would link Jesus 
to the Church and Christianity.”൯൯ 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 

 ൯൬ P. Lisicki, C]y�Je]us�jest�Bogiem", p. ൫൮൯.
 ൯൭ Ibid. p. ൫൮൱.
 ൯൮ Ibid, p. ൫൯൬.
 ൯൯ Ibid.
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pierws]ej poáowy I w. n.e. w Galilei, to wynika ] tego, Īe ws]ystko, 
co pr]ypisuje Mu siĊ, a co nie jest ]godne ] judai]mem I w., nie moĪe 
byü autentyc]ne»”൯൰. W ]wią]ku ] tym Mistr] ] Na]aretu jawi siĊ jako 
Żyd palestyĔski, ktyrego sposyb myĞlenia nie moĪe byü inny niĪ jego 
rodakyw. 

Kim ]atem w r]ec]ywistoĞci jest Je]us wedáug brytyjskiego histo-
ryka? Ani Mesjas]em, ani Synem BoĪym, ale ostatnim posáaĔcem do 
I]raela, ktyrego pr]epowied]iaá Jan. ÄZdaniem M. Caseya, podkreĞla 
P. Lisicki, Je]us mniemaá, Īe Jego popr]ednikiem byá Jan, ktyry wy-
peániá proroctwo Malachias]a”൯൱. Polski publicysta ]wraca uwagĊ, Īe 
brytyjski badac] nie jest w stanie wyjĞü po]a ] gyry pr]yjĊte ]aáoĪenie. 
ÄC]y Casey, pyta P. Lisicki, nie dostr]ega, Īe tym kimĞ, kogo wedáug 
Malachias]a miaá popr]ed]aü Elias], byá sam Byg? JeĞli Je]us uwaĪaá, 
Īe Jan jest Elias]em, to dlac]ego miaá nie wid]ieü w sobie nie tylko 
«ostatniego posáaĔca do I]raela», ale wáaĞnie wcielenia Jahwe? Podob-
nie Casey podkreĞla nie]wykáą godnoĞü, jaką Je]us pr]y]nawaá swoim 
uc]niom: «To jest coĞ nad]wyc]ajnego. Dwunastu bĊd]ie sąd]iü I]rael. 
Nie Abel, nie Abraham, nie MojĪes], ale Dwunastu». Kim ]atem byá 
ten, ktyry pr]y]nawaá sobie wáad]Ċ wybierania sĊd]iyw nad I]raelem? 
Znowu gdyby nie ] gyry pr]yjĊta te]a, ]godnie ] ktyrą Īydowski Je]us 
nie mygá myĞleü o sobie jako o Bogu, sama logika doprowad]iáaby 
Caseya do stwierd]enia, Īe tym, ktyry ustanawia sĊd]iyw nad I]raelem, 
mygá byü tylko ktoĞ rywny Bogu”൯൲.

Je]us M. Caseya, stwierd]a P. Lisicki, jest omylnym Żydem, bowiem 
]gáas]a swoje ros]c]enie do boskoĞci caákowicie omyákowo. Nawet jeĞli 
posáuguje siĊ tytuáem Syn C]áowiec]y, to tylko w ]nac]eniu c]áowieka, 
c]yli kogoĞ takiego jak inni, jednego ] wielu. Ostatec]nie brytyjski 
badac] Ğwiadomie odr]uca ws]ystkie teksty sugerujące prawo Je]usa 
do s]c]egylnego autorytetu. Wedáug M. Caseya, komentuje redaktor Do�
R]ec]y, Galilejc]yk nie mygá ÄmyĞleü ani o tym, Īe ]asiąd]ie po prawicy 
Boga jak Pan ] Psalmu ൫൫൪, ani Īe pr]ybĊd]ie na obáokach do Boga, by 

 ൯൰ TamĪe.
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of the ¿rst half of the ¿rst century AD in Galilee, then it follows that 
anything attributed to him that is not consistent with ¿rst century Judaism 
cannot be authentic.¶”൯൰ Therefore, the Master of Na]areth appears as 
a Palestinian Jew, whose way of thinking cannot be di൵erent 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 ful¿lled the prophecy 
of Malachi.”൯൱ 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 Israel¶ 
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.¶ 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.”൯൲

Casey¶s 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 Jesus¶ 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 
൫൫൪, or that he would come on the clouds to God to execute judgment. 

 ൯൰ Ibid.
 ൯൱ Ibid, p. ൫൯൮.
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sprawowaü sąd. To «nie mygá» jest ]aáoĪeniem be]warunkowym. Dla-
tego Vermes, Casey i r]es]a innych krytykyw, opierając siĊ na wątáych 
podstawach ¿lologic]nych, prybują po]byü siĊ tekstyw, ktyre pr]ec]ą ich 
]aáoĪeniu o nieboskim Je]usie. Ich badanie jest tyleĪ prybą dotarcia do 
obra]u Je]usa, co ]magania siĊ ] wiarą”൯൳. Zatem ÄCasey, podsumowuje 
jego dokonania polski publicysta, wier]y, Īe udaáo mu siĊ, podąĪając 
s]lakiem wytyc]onym pr]e] Vermesa, stwor]yü obra] prawd]iwego, 
Īydowskiego Je]usa. Że odr]ucając ]afaás]owania, pr]ekáamania, do-
dane pr]e] KoĞciyá opowieĞci, ]doáaá dotr]eü do Je]usa, ktyry nigdy 
nie wid]iaá w sobie nikogo wiĊcej niĪ tylko wysáannika do I]raela i dla 
I]raela, c]áowieka poboĪnego i gorliwego”൰൪. 

Ostatnim ] krytykyw boskoĞci Je]usa jest mu]uámaĔski historyk 
religii R. Aslan (ur. ൫൳൱൬�൰൫. ChociaĪ wychowaá siĊ w rod]inie po c]ĊĞci 
ateistyc]nej, to w máodoĞci jako nastolatek nawryciá siĊ na chr]eĞcijaĔ-
stwo. Jednak nowa wiara nie ]akor]eniáa siĊ w nim. W c]asie studiyw 
na je]uickiej uc]elni u]naá, Īe chr]eĞcijaĔstwo jest ]byt ]awiáe i nie-
jedno]nac]ne, peáne spr]ec]noĞci. W efekcie tego odkrycia dos]edá do 
wniosku, Īe Je]us Chrystus po]ostaje tworem KoĞcioáa, a Jego boskoĞü 
jest po prostu faás]em. Po ]anegowaniu nowej wiary Aslan na nowo 
]ac]ąá odkrywaü islam i ostatec]nie wryciá do niego. ÄNiemniej jednak, 
]auwaĪa. P. Lisicki, nie ]re]ygnowaá ] ]ainteresowania religią i Nowym 
Testamentem. Tera] ws]akĪe wystĊpowaá juĪ w innej roli. Nie byá wy-
]nawcą Chrystusa, ale krytykiem chr]eĞcijaĔstwa”൰൬. 

Na osobĊ Je]usa patr]y oc]ami mu]uámanina i chociaĪ odwoáuje siĊ 
do wielu wspyác]esnych badac]y, to wydaje siĊ, Īe ta perspektywa pr]e-
waĪa. Zatem pos]ukiwania R. Aslana odbywają siĊ w cieniu Koranu. 
NaleĪy jednak dodaü, podkreĞla P. Lisicki, Īe ogromny wpáyw mają 
rywnieĪ liberalni teologowie. ÄNiebagatelną rolĊ w jego ro]waĪaniach 
o ]nac]eniu Je]usa odegraá choüby – o c]ym sam Aslan wspomina – John 

 ൯൳ TamĪe, s. ൫൱൬.
 ൰൪ TamĪe, s. ൫൲൳.
 ൰൫ R. Aslan, Zelota.�Życie�i�c]asy�Je]usa�]�Na]aretu, pr]ekáad P. GoáĊbiowski, 
Wars]awa ൬൪൫൮. 
 ൰൬ P. Lisicki, C]y�Je]us�jest�Bogiem", s. ൫൳൭.
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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.”൯൳ 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 falsi¿cations, 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 
]ealous man.”൰൪

The last of the critics of the divinity of Jesus is the Muslim historian 
of religion R. Aslan (b. ൫൳൱൬�൰൫. 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 di൵erent role. Not as a follower of Christ, but as a critic of Christianity.”൰൬

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, Aslan¶s research takes place in the shadow 
of the Quran. However, it should be added, emphasises Lisicki, that 
liberal theologians are also very inÀuential. “For example,” Aslan himself 
mentions, “John P. Meier played a signi¿cant role in his reÀections 
on the meaning of Jesus. Aslan sees himself as Meier¶s disciple and 

 ൯൳ Ibid, p. ൫൱൬.
 ൰൪ Ibid, p. ൫൲൳.
 ൰൫ R. Aslan, Zelota.�Życie�i�c]asy�Je]usa�]�Na]aretu, translated by P. GoáĊbiowski, 
Warsaw ൬൪൫൮. 
 ൰൬ P. Lisicki, C]y�Je]us�jest�Bogiem", p. ൫൳൭.
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P. Meier. Aslan uwaĪa siebie ]a uc]nia Meiera, a swoją ksiąĪkĊ ]a re-
ali]acjĊ mar]enia amerykaĔskiego ksiĊd]a o wspylnych badaniach Je-
]usa pr]e] chr]eĞcijan, Īydyw i agnostykyw. Do tej grupy doáąc]yá 
mu]uámanin”൰൭. Nauki je]uity wywoáaáy wątpliwoĞci, R. Aslan mywi 
bowiem o spr]ec]noĞciach, na jakie tra¿á c]ytając Nowy Testament, 
w efekcie c]ego pierwotna fascynacja chr]eĞcijaĔstwem pr]eks]taá-
ciáa siĊ w sceptycy]m. Mu]uámaĔski badac] daá temu wyra] w anali]ie 
osoby Je]usa. 

ÄPis]ąc ksiąĪkĊ o Je]usie, stwierd]a P. Lisicki, Aslan wykor]ystaá 
prace wielu liberalnych krytykyw chr]eĞcijaĔstwa. Jego gáywna te]a 
to jedynie powtyr]enie twierd]eĔ, ktyre najwiĊks]ą furorĊ ]robiáy w la-
tach s]eĞüd]iesiątych XX wieku. To, Īe Je]us inac]ej, niĪ pows]ech-
nie siĊ uwaĪa, nie byá pr]eciwnikiem pr]emocy, ale jej ]wolennikiem, 
Īe dąĪyá do obalenia siáą wáad]y R]ymu, Īe byá nieudanym rewolu-
cjonistą, jednym sáowem – ]elotą, byáo pr]esáaniem gáoĞnej w swoim 
c]asie ksiąĪki S.G.F. Brandona Jesus�and�the�Zealots. Brandon nawią-
]ywaá ]res]tą do pism twyrcy krytyc]nych badaĔ nad Ewangeliami, do 
osiemnastowiec]nego autora Reimarusa”൰൮. Jednak publikacja Brandona 
nie w]bud]iáa ]ainteresowania. Krytycy stwierd]ili nawet, Īe pr]ypi-
sywanie Je]usowi ]eloty]mu to martwa te]a. Skąd wiĊc taki renesans 
tej idei w pr]ypadku R. Aslana? ÄTr]eba pamiĊtaü, ]a]nac]a polski 
publicysta, Īe popularnoĞü ryĪnych opinii nie ]aleĪy od ich wartoĞci, 
od ]awartej w niej prawdy, ale, niestety, od emocji i oc]ekiwaĔ od-
biorcyw. Im bard]iej ]dechrystiani]owany staje siĊ Ğwiat, im wiĊks]ą 
niechĊü bud]i w nim religia, tym áatwiej pr]yjmują siĊ teorie oparte 
na podejr]eniu. StaroĪytne teksty cora] c]ĊĞciej interpretuje siĊ nie na 
podstawie tego, co ]awierają, ale odwoáując siĊ do tego, c]ego w nich 
nie ma. To, c]ego nie ma – we]wania do walki ] R]ymianami, nauki 
o jednym Bogu, ktyry nie ]niesie obok siebie cesar]a, nawoáywanie do 
powstania – oka]uje siĊ celowym pr]emilc]eniem, ]asáoną i ukrytym 
sensem. Skoro Je]us nie mygá byü Bogiem, a pisma chr]eĞcijaĔskie 

 ൰൭ TamĪe, s. ൫൳൮.
 ൰൮ TamĪe, s. ൫൳൮-൫൳൯.
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his book as the realisation of the American priest¶s dream of a joint 
study of Jesus by Christians, Jews and agnostics. This group was joined 
by a Muslim.”൰൭ The Jesuit¶s 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 ൫൳൰൪s. That 
Jesus, di൵erently 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 ]ealot, was the message of S.G.F. Brandon¶s 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.”൰൮ However, Brandon¶s publication did not 
arouse interest. Critics even stated that attributing ]ealotism 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 ¿ght 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 

 ൰൭ Cf. ibid., P. ൫൳൮.
 ൰൮ Ibid, pp. ൫൳൮-൫൳൯.
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wáaĞnie tego nauc]ają, ]e swej natury mus]ą byü one skaĪone. Mus]ą 
ukrywaü jakąĞ inną, stras]ną prawdĊ”൰൯. 

Jaka ]atem jest prawda o Je]usie wedáug R. Aslana? Mu]uámaĔski 
badac] uwaĪa, Īe byá On jednym ] ]elotyw, c]yli pr]egranych pr]ywyd-
cyw antyr]ymskiego powstania. I chociaĪ teksty Ewangelii na ten temat 
milc]ą, to ]godnie ] wc]eĞniejs]ym ]aáoĪeniem nie jest to problem nie 
do ro]wią]ania. Najpierw naleĪy bowiem u]asadniü, Īe ewangeliĞci 
nie ]ajmowali siĊ historią, lec] gáosili prawdy religijne. NastĊpnie ]aĞ 
naleĪy odc]ytaü pr]eka]y ewangelic]ne, caákowicie pomijając ich treĞü 
i intencje autora, i umieĞü je w odpowiednim kontekĞcie. ÄEfekt, ]a-
uwaĪa P. Lisicki, jest áatwy do pr]ewid]enia. KaĪdy eg]egeta otr]ymuje 
dokáadnie taki obra] Je]usa, jakiego potr]ebuje, wied]a o ywc]esnej 
Palestynie jest bowiem na tyle niepeána i fragmentaryc]na, Īe moĪna 
twor]yü tyle wi]erunkyw, ile dus]a ]apragnie”൰൰. A ]atem kontekst, 
dodaje d]iennikar], Äustanawia sens. Kontekst jednak wybierają ko-
mentator]y. I w ]aleĪnoĞci od niego formuáują postacie Je]usyw na 
swoją modáĊ. Tak powstają Jego ryĪne oblic]a: wĊdrownego chasyda, 
apokaliptyc]nego proroka, ¿lo]ofa ]e s]koáy cynikyw, fary]eus]a ]e 
s]koáy Hillela, wres]cie bojownika antyr]ymskiego”൰൱. 

U]asadniając swoją te]Ċ, R. Aslan najpierw wska]uje na spoáec]ne 
pochod]enia Je]usa, ktyre w jego ro]umieniu generowaáo postawĊ re-
wolucyjną, ale to mogáoby wydawaü siĊ ]byt maáo pr]ekonujące, dlatego 
amerykaĔski mu]uámanin dodaje jes]c]e anali]Ċ sytuacji I]raela pod 
r]ymską okupacją. ÄTylko w ten sposyb, podkreĞla P. Lisicki, moĪe 
dojĞü do wy]nac]onego celu – mianowicie do konklu]ji, Īe w takim 
kontekĞcie historyc]nym Je]us musiaá byü ]wolennikiem ]eloty]mu”൰൲. 
C]y jednak to siĊ udaje? Zdecydowanie nie. Z prostego powodu. Oto 
o wiele wiĊks]y opyr bud]iá Herod ]e swoją be]w]glĊdną polityką ¿-
skalną, chciaá bowiem ]a ws]elką cenĊ stawiaü monumentalne budowle, 
aniĪeli R]ymianie, na ktyrych momentami patr]ono ] tĊsknotą. Trudno 

 ൰൯ TamĪe, s. ൫൳൯.
 ൰൰ TamĪe, s. ൬൪൪.
 ൰൱ TamĪe.
 ൰൲ TamĪe, s. ൬൪൬.
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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.”൰൯ 

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 ¿rst 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 author¶s 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 one¶s 
soul desires.”൰൰ 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 ¿nally the anti-Roman ¿ghter”.൰൱ 

In justifying his thesis, Aslan ¿rst 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, emphasi]es Lisicki, can one reach the set goal – 
namely, the conclusion that in such a historical context Jesus must have 
been a supporter of ]ealotism.”൰൲ But does it work? De¿nitely not. For 
a simple reason. Herod, with his ruthless ¿scal 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 di൶cult to agree with the picture of Israel of Jesus¶ time 

 ൰൯ Ibid, p. ൫൳൯.
 ൰൰ Ibid, p. ൬൪൪.
 ൰൱ Ibid.
 ൰൲ Cf. ibid., p. ൬൪൬.
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]atem ]god]iü siĊ ] obra]em I]raela c]asyw Je]usa, ]aproponowanym 
pr]e] R. Aslana. Nie byá to ] pewnoĞcią c]as pr]eĞladowaĔ i ucisku.

MyĞląc o narod]inach chr]eĞcijaĔstwa, mu]uámaĔski badac] wska-
]uje na d]iaáanie ]helleni]owanych Żydyw. To oni dokonali ]drady 
historyc]nego Je]usa ] Na]aretu, ktyry byá gorliwym wieĞniakiem ga-
lilejskim i Īydowskim nacjonalistą. Byáo to d]ieáo S]c]epana i innych, 
ktyr]y nie ]nali juĪ Je]usa. ÄTo oni, a nie niewyks]taáceni, nieumiejący 
pisaü i c]ytaü wieĞniacy ] Galilei, ]de¿niowali na nowo posáanie Na]a-
rejc]yka. Dlac]ego? Uder]yáa ich nie]wykáa treĞü posáania powtar]anego 
] uporem pr]e] Piotra, Īe Īydowski Mesjas], Ten, na ktyrego c]ekano, 
]ginąá na kr]yĪu i ]martwychwstaá. S]c]epan uwier]yá, bo sáuchając 
Piotra, u]naá, Īe faktyc]nie takiego Mesjas]a pr]epowiadaáo Pismo, 
a ĞciĞlej: sam kryl Dawid. Gdyby S]c]epan byá uc]onym w PiĞmie lub 
chociaĪ gdyby mies]kaá w Jero]olimie, nigdy by nowej wiary nie pr]yjąá. 
Jednak ignorancja, brak doĞwiadc]enia, nastryj oc]ekiwania sprawiáy, 
Īe staá siĊ idealnym wy]nawcą tego nowego, oryginalnego i caákiem 
nieortodoksyjnego Mesjas]a, ktyrego gáosiáa grupa niewyks]taáconych 
ekstatykyw. To oni ]mienili Īydowskiego rewolucjonistĊ i ]elotĊ w «]ro-
mani]owanego pyáboga», w byt niebiaĔski”൰൳. Sáowa pr]esáuchiwanego 
S]c]epana pr]ed Sanhedrynem w interpretacji R. Aslana uchod]ą ]a 
moment kulminacyjny formowania siĊ nowej religii, ]rywającej ]decy-
dowanie ] judai]mem. Nową toĪsamoĞü ]aĞ nadaá Je]usowi Paweá, ktyry 
uc]yniá ] Niego boskiego, preeg]ystującego, naturalnego Syna Boga. 

Jaki ]atem ostatec]nie obra] Je]usa ]ostawia nam R. Aslan? D]i-
wac]ny, jak podsumowuje P. Lisicki. ÄStwor]yá obra] Galilejc]yka, ktyry 
odpowiada wspyác]esnym bohaterom Islamu, mĊc]ennikom walc]ącym 
]e ]áem páynącym ] liberalnego Ğwiata Zachodu. WartoĞü tej ksiąĪki nie 
polega jednak na gáĊbi interpretacji c]y nad]wyc]ajnej wied]y autora. 
Aslanowi udaáo siĊ co innego. Kolejny ra] poka]aá, Īe hasáo Je]us Żyd 
palestyĔski jest s]tuc]nym, ideologic]nym konstruktem. Jaką treĞcią siĊ 
je wypeáni, ]aleĪy od ¿ne]ji, pomysáowoĞci i umiejĊtnoĞci komentatora. 
WaĪne, Īe w koĔcu wiadomo, co nie moĪe siĊ w nim ]awieraü. Je]us 
Żyd ma byü ]apr]ec]eniem Je]usa ]aáoĪyciela chr]eĞcijaĔstwa. Nie 

 ൰൳ TamĪe, s. ൬൫൬.
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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 Na]areth, who was a ]ealous 
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 rede¿ned the message of the Na]arene. 
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 speci¿cally, 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 ]elot into a ‘Romanised 
demigod¶, into a heavenly being.”൰൳ 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 bi]arre one, as Lisicki concludes. “He has created an image 
of the Galilean that corresponds to the modern heroes of Islam, martyrs 
¿ghting the evil coming from the liberal Western world. But the value 
of this book does not lie in the depth of interpretation or the author¶s 
extraordinary knowledge. Aslan has succeeded in something else. 
He has once again shown that the slogan Jesus the Palestinian Jew is 
an arti¿cial, ideological construct. What content one ¿lls it with depends 
on the ¿nesse, ingenuity, and skill of the commentator. The important 

 ൰൳ Ibid, p. ൬൫൬.
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sposyb po]byü siĊ myĞli, Īe to pos]ukiwanie jest tylko po]ornie pr]ed-
siĊw]iĊciem historyc]nym. Że tylko po]ornie chod]i tu o dotarcie do 
prawd]iwych sáyw i c]ynyw Galilejc]yka”൱൪. 

Te ws]ystkie krytyc]ne spojr]enia áąc]y jedno ]aáoĪenie, a miano-
wicie pr]ekonanie, Īe w judai]mie, inac]ej niĪ w kultach pogaĔskich, 
c]áowiek nie mygá ]ostaü u]nany ]a Boga. ÄNie byáo miejsca ani dla 
dei¿kacji, ani dla apoteo]y c]áowiec]eĔstwa”൱൫. Dlatego teĪ krytyc]ni 
interpretator]y Ewangelii wnioskowali, Īe nad]wyc]ajne opisy c]ynyw 
Je]usa, wska]ujące na Jego boskoĞü, pochod]iáy ] po]aĪydowskiego 
źrydáa, albo teĪ ]ostaáy stwor]one pr]e] pierwotną wspylnotĊ chr]eĞci-
jan. W ]wią]ku ] tym istotną byáa kwestia, c]y wiara w boskoĞü Je]usa 
to ]drada i ]erwanie ] judai]mem. JeĞli tak, to samo chr]eĞcijaĔstwo 
moĪe jawiü siĊ jako obce ciaáo, odrĊbna od judai]mu religia, swoista 
hybryda monotei]mu i politei]mu൱൬. ÄWywc]as naleĪaáoby pr]y]naü, Īe 
nie tylko sam Je]us nie ]aáoĪyá chr]eĞcijaĔstwa, ale byáby jego najsu-
rows]ym oponentem. Zgodnie ] takim podejĞciem KoĞciyá oka]aáby siĊ 
u]urpatorem. W najleps]ym ra]ie byáby nieĞwiadomym propagatorem 
nieprawd]iwego kultu, w najgors]ym – od poc]ątku niemal faás]er]em 
oryginalnego pr]esáania Na]arejc]yka”൱൭. 

A3OLOGIJNA�OD3OWIEDħ�

Jak ]atem odpowied]ieü na te ]ar]uty? C]y r]ec]ywiĞcie wiara 
chr]eĞcijan jest ]dradą biblijnego judai]mu? S]ukając odpowied]i na 
to pytanie, P. Lisicki pr]ywoáuje anali]y wybranych biblistyw, ktyre 
Ğmiaáo moĪna okreĞliü mianem historyc]nej apologii boskoĞci Je-
]usa. Wska]ują one bowiem na fundamentalne wydar]enia dla tego 
u]asadnienia൱൮.

 ൱൪ TamĪe, s. ൬൫൭.
 ൱൫ TamĪe, s. ൬൫൱.
 ൱൬ Zob. tamĪe.
 ൱൭ TamĪe, s. ൬൫൱-൬൫൲.
 ൱൮ Zob. M. Skierkowski, U�poc]ątkyw�kultu�Boga�Wcielonego, w: Stwor]eni�
do�miáoĞci.�Wokyá�Jana�Pawáa�II�teologii�ciaáa, red. A.J. Najda, Wars]awa ൬൪൫൫, 
s. ൫൮൫-൫൯൮.
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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.”൱൪ 

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 dei¿cation or for 
the apotheosis of humanity”.൱൫ Hence, critical interpreters of the Gospel 
concluded that the extraordinary descriptions of Jesus¶ 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.൱൬ “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 falsi¿er of the original message of the Na]arene. “൱൭. 

A3OLOGIC�RES3ONSE�

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 justi¿cation.൱൮

 ൱൪ Ibid, p. ൬൫൭.
 ൱൫ Ibid, p. ൬൫൱.
 ൱൬ Cf. ibid. 
 ൱൭ Ibid., pp. ൬൫൱-൬൫൲.
 ൱൮ Cf. M. Skierkowski, U�poc]ątkyw�kultu�Boga�Wcielonego, in: Stwor]eni�do�
miáoĞci.�Wokyá�Jana�Pawáa�II� teologii�ciaáa, ed. A.J. Najda, Warsaw ൬൪൫൫, pp. 
൫൮൫-൫൯൮.
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Polski publicysta ro]poc]yna od poglądyw anglikaĔskiego teologa 
R. Bauckhama (ur. ൫൳൮൰�൱൯, ktyry stwierd]a, Īe monotei]m judai]mu 
Drugiej Świątyni (ro]ciągaá siĊ od powrotu ] niewoli babiloĔskiej 
w V wieku do ]bur]enia odnowionej Ğwiątyni w ൱൪ roku nas]ej ery� 
byá Ğcisáy, a Żyd]i w tym okresie radykalnie postr]egali ryĪnicĊ miĊd]y 
Stwyrcą a stwor]eniem. Dlatego nie u]nawali Īadnych bytyw poĞrednich 
c]y podobnych do Boga. Z pewnoĞcią Je]us nie ryĪniá siĊ w tym w]glĊ-
d]ie. AnglikaĔski teolog ]auwaĪa, Īe nawet personi¿kacji Boskiego 
Sáowa c]y MądroĞci nie wolno stawiaü na rywni ] obra]ami wielbionych 
anioáyw c]y innych bytyw. Wobec takiej perspektywy ]askakującym jest 
fakt, Īe Je]usowi ]ac]Ċto oddawaü boską c]eĞü natychmiast i to w Ğro-
dowisku Īydowskim. Jest to radykalnie nowy ]wrot. Skąd siĊ on w]iąá, 
pyta teolog, jeĞli nie moĪna ]naleźü jego źrydeá w judai]mie? Jak do 
tego dos]áo? ÄŻydowskiemu monotei]mowi, relacjonuje P. Lisicki, nie 
byá ]nany Īaden podobny pr]ykáad. Żadni inni Żyd]i nie pr]ypisali 
nikomu takiej rangi jak uc]niowie Je]usa swemu Mistr]owi. Nikt ni-
gdy nie oĞmieliá siĊ wáąc]yü Īadnego Īydowskiego bohatera do boskiej 
toĪsamoĞci. Dokáadnie odwrotnie niĪ w wypadku chr]eĞcijan”൱൰. Jak 
]atem postĊpując autor]y Nowego Testamentu? ÄWid]ą w Je]usie Chry-
stusie kogoĞ wáąc]onego w unikatową toĪsamoĞü Boga. ProĞciej moĪna 
powied]ieü to tak: Je]us jest Bogiem. Zachowuje siĊ jak Byg, myĞli jak 
Byg, odbiera c]eĞü jak Byg, d]iaáa jak Byg. Pis]ąc to, dokonują jednak, 
chciaáoby siĊ powied]ieü wspyác]esnym jĊ]ykiem, nieustannej prowo-
kacji. Je]us wáąc]ony do Boskiej toĪsamoĞci to pr]ecieĪ skandal”൱൱. 
Droga do tego nie wied]ie jednak od judai]mu, nie powstaje teĪ pr]e] 
Ädodawanie cech, ktyre byáyby juĪ wc]eĞniej nadane innym Īydowskim 
pr]ywydcom c]y mĊc]ennikom”൱൲. Nie ]najdujemy rywnieĪ wytáu-
mac]enia dla boskoĞci Je]usa w religii pogaĔskiej, nie jest On jes]c]e 
jednym bogiem c]y pyábogiem w panteonie bystw. ÄChr]eĞcijaĔskie 

 ൱൯ Zob. Jesus�and�the�God�of�Israel:�God�Cruci�ed�and�Other�Studies�on�the�New�
Testament¶s�Christology�of�Divine�Identity, Michigan-Cambridge ൬൪൪൳. 
 ൱൰ P. Lisicki, C]y�Je]us�jest�Bogiem", s. ൬൭൪.
 ൱൱ TamĪe.
 ൱൲ TamĪe, s. ൬൭൫.
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The Polish publicist begins with the views of the Anglican theologian 
R. Bauckham (b. ൫൳൮൰�൱൯, who states that the monotheism of Second 
Temple Judaism (stretching from the return from Babylonian captivity 
in the ൯th century to the demolition of a renovated temple in ൱൪ AD� was 
strict, and Jews in that period perceived the di൵erence between Creator 
and creation in a radical way. Therefore, they did not recognise any 
intermediate or God-like beings. Certainly, Jesus was no di൵erent in 
this regard. The Anglican theologian notes that even the personi¿cation 
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 Jesus¶ 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.”൱൰ 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”.൱൱ 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.”൱൲ Nor do we 
¿nd 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 di൵erent story. It turns out that those most sacred 

 ൱൯ Cf. Jesus�and�the�God�of�Israel:�God�Cruci�ed�and�Other�Studies�on�the�New�
Testament¶s�Christology�of�Divine�Identity, Michigan-Cambridge ൬൪൪൳. 
 ൱൰ P. Lisicki, C]y�Je]us�jest�Bogiem", p. ൬൭൪.
 ൱൱ Ibid.
 ൱൲ Ibid., p. ൬൭൫.
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teksty, podkreĞla P. Lisicki, opowiadają inną historiĊ. Oka]uje siĊ, Īe te 
najĞwiĊts]e i najbard]iej c]cigodne formuáy, ]a pomocą ktyrych Żyd]i 
od wiekyw opisywali nie]wykáoĞü swego Boga, d]iĊki ktyrym odryĪ-
niali Go od caáej chmary boĪkyw, bogyw i pyábogyw, ]ostają uĪyte, 
jakby nigdy nic, do opisania Je]usa. («�. Co wiĊcej, wáąc]enie Je]usa 
do unikatowej toĪsamoĞci Boga staáo siĊ centrum wiary wc]esnego 
KoĞcioáa, jes]c]e ]anim, jak ws]ystko na to wska]uje, ]ostaáo napisane 
jakiekolwiek pismo Nowego Testamentu”൱൳. W tym celu wy]nawcy 
Je]usa wyraĪają wáasne, oryginalne credo jĊ]ykiem Starego Testa-
mentu (Ps൫൫൪ i áąc]ą ] nim Ps ൲ i Dn ൱,൫൭-൫൮�, na]ywając Go ÄPanem”, 
]asiadającym po prawicy Boga. ÄW tym krytkim ustĊpie w ]arodku 
]awarte są ws]ystkie pyźniejs]e wy]nania wiary. WciąĪ jest to stary 
jĊ]yk Biblii, jednak wyraĪa siĊ w nim rewolucyjnie nowa, ]askakująca, 
chr]eĞcijaĔska treĞü”൲൪.

P. Lisicki pr]ywoáując wnioski R. Bauckhama podkreĞla, Īe naj-
wc]eĞniejs]e Ğwiadectwa dotyc]ące boskoĞci Je]usa, nie tak jak gáo-
sili liberalni krytycy, nie ryĪnią siĊ od pyźniejs]ych. ÄNie ma ]nakyw 
wska]ujących na to, Īe kiedykolwiek w KoĞciele istniaáa wiara inna 
niĪ ta, ktyra wid]iaáa w Je]usie Pana. To nie pyźniejsi poganie, albo 
nieco od nich wc]eĞniejsi Żyd]i helleniĞci, ale sam pierwotny KoĞciyá 
jero]olimski, skáadający siĊ co najmniej ] Piotra, Jana, Jakuba, brata 
PaĔskiego, Maryi, Jego Matki, i ]apewne po]ostaáych Dwunastu, juĪ 
od samego poc]ątku c]ciá Go tak, jak Żyd]i c]cili Jahwe൲൫”. Zatem 
ro]wyj wiary pr]ebiegaá ]decydowanie inac]ej, niĪ wid]ieli go krytycy. 
Jak w takim ra]ie? P. Lisicki ]a anglikaĔskim teologiem stwierd]a, 
Īe Änawet jeĞli jedne formuáy ]astĊpowaáy inne, jeĞli nie kaĪdy opis 
Je]usa ]ac]erpniĊty ] tradycji oka]ywaá siĊ rywnie wáaĞciwy, istota 
wiary od poc]ątku, to jest od chwili, kiedy mamy dostĊp do Ğwiadectw 
i pr]eka]yw, byáa nietkniĊta. «Decydujący krok polegający na wáąc]e-
niu Je]usa w unikatową toĪsamoĞü Boga nie byá krokiem, ktyry mogáy 
uáatwiü wc]eĞniejs]e, mniej radykalne posuniĊcia. Byá to krok, ktyry, 

 ൱൳ TamĪe, s. ൬൭൫-൬൭൬.
 ൲൪ TamĪe, s. ൬൭൯.
 ൲൫ TamĪe, s. ൬൮൳.
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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. («�. Moreover, the inclusion of Jesus in 
the unique identity of God became the centre of the early church¶s faith, 
even before, by all indications, any New Testament writing had been 
written.”൱൳ To this end, the followers of Jesus express their own original 
creed in the language of the Old Testament (Ps൫൫൪ and linking Ps ൲ and 
Dan ൱:൫൭-൫൮ thereto�, calling him ‘Lord¶, 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.”൲൪

Lisicki, citing Bauckham¶s conclusions, emphasises that the earliest 
testimonies to the divinity of Jesus, not unlike those proclaimed by 
liberal critics, are no di൵erent 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 Lord¶s brother, Mary, His mother, and 
probably the other Twelve, that from the very beginning worshipped Him 
as the Jews worshipped Yahweh.”൲൫ Clearly, the development of the faith 
took a di൵erent 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. («�. The best way to explain 
the testimonies of the New Testament is to assume that that step was 

 ൱൳ Ibid., p. ൬൭൫.
 ൲൪ Ibid.,
 ൲൫ Ibid, p. ൬൮൳.
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kiedykolwiek ]ostaá ]robiony, musiaá ]ostaü ]robiony ]e w]glĊdu na 
siebie i de�novo. («�. Najleps]ym sposobem wyjaĞnienia Ğwiadectw No-
wego Testamentu jest pr]yjĊcie, Īe krok ten ]robiono bard]o wc]eĞnie, 
Īe byá fundamentalnym krokiem, na ktyrym opieraá siĊ caáy pyźniejs]y 
ro]wyj chrystologii»”൲൬. 

A ]atem autor]y Nowego Testamentu nie traktowali swojego mono-
tei]mu jako pr]es]kody uniemoĪliwiającej wiarĊ w Je]usa jako Boga. 
A nawet wiĊcej. Mogli u]naü w Nim Pana tylko wywc]as, gdy ujr]eli 
Go jako wracającego na Syjon Jahwe. ÄTylko gdy uwier]yli, podkreĞla 
P. Lisicki, Īe jest On nie jakimĞ nowym bogiem ] ]ewnątr], nie obcym 
i nowym pr]ybys]em ] niebiaĔskiej krainy, ale wáaĞnie samym Jahwe, 
ktyry u kresu c]asu pr]ybyá, by wywieĞü lud ] niewoli. Uc]niowie Je]usa 
musieli ]ostaü pr]ekonani, Īe ich Nauc]yciel to sam pr]epowiadany 
pr]e] Pisma Jahwe, ktyry ]stąpiá na ]iemiĊ. Tak tylko moĪna ro]wią]aü 
historyc]ną ]agadkĊ chr]eĞcijaĔstwa. Tak tylko moĪna pr]ejĞü miĊd]y 
Scyllą – surowym monotei]mem Īydowskim, ktyry odr]ucaá ws]elką 
myĞl o c]áowieku jako drugim Bogu, a Charybdą – pogaĔstwem, w kty-
rym to, co lud]kie, i to, co boskie, byáo ]mies]ane. Tak tylko moĪna 
dotr]eü do chr]eĞcijaĔstwa”൲൭. 

L.W. Hurtado (]m. ൬൪൫൳�൲൮, podobnie jak R. Bauckham, wyka]uje, Īe 
wiara w boskoĞü Je]usa uks]taátowaáa siĊ na samym poc]ątku d]iaáania 
wspylnoty. ÄIstnieją ]atem, relacjonuje jego myĞl P. Lisicki, ciągáoĞü 
i Ğcisáy ]wią]ek miĊd]y tym, jak Je]usa postr]egali pierwsi Īydowscy 
chr]eĞcijanie, a Jego obra]em, ktyry pyźniej pr]eka]ywaá KoĞciyá. 
Wiara w Je]usa, to, Īe staá siĊ On obiektem kultu i ]ostaá u]nany ]a 
rywnego Bogu, nie są ]atem skutkiem dáugiej ewolucji i wynikiem po-
gaĔskich wpáywyw, ale ]najdują siĊ u źrydáa wiary chr]eĞcijaĔskiej”൲൯. 
L.W. Hurtado wska]uje na ]dumiewająco krytki c]as miĊd]y Ğmiercią 

 ൲൬ TamĪe, s. ൬൮൳-൬൯൪.
 ൲൭ TamĪe, s. ൬൯൫.
 ൲൮ Zob. Lord�Jesus�Christ:�Devotion�to�Jesus�in�Earliest�Christianity, Eerdmans 
൬൪൪൭; How�on�Earth�did�Jesus�Become�a�God"�Historical�Questions�about�Earliest�
Devotion�to�Jesus, Eerdmans ൬൪൪൯. 
 ൲൯ P. Lisicki, C]y�Je]us�jest�Bogiem", s. ൬൯൭.
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taken very early, that it was the fundamental step on which all the later 
development of Christology was based.¶”൲൬

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.”൲൭

Hurtado (d. ൬൪൫൳�൲൮, like Bauckham, shows that belief in the divinity 
of Jesus was formed at the very beginning of the community¶s action. 
“There are, therefore,” Lisicki reports on his thought, “continuities and 
a close connection between how Jesus was perceived by the ¿rst 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 inÀuences, but are at the root of the Christian 
faith.”൲൯ 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.൲൰ 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 

 ൲൬ Ibid, pp. ൬൮൳-൬൯൪.
 ൲൭ Ibid, p. ൬൯൫.
 ൲൮ Cf. Lord�Jesus�Christ:�Devotion�to�Jesus�in�Earliest�Christianity, Eerdmans 
൬൪൪൭; How�on�Earth�did�Jesus�Become�a�God"�Historical�Questions�about�Earliest�
Devotion�to�Jesus, Eerdmans ൬൪൪൯. 
 ൲൯ P. Lisicki�C]y�Je]us�jest�Bogiem", p. ൬൯൭.
 ൲൰ Cf. ibid. 
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Je]usa a narod]inami kultu Jego Osoby, ktyry pr]ewyĪs]aá wc]eĞniej-
s]e oddanie, jakie Īywili dla Niego൲൰. NajwiĊks]ym dokonaniem tego 
teologa, wedáug P. Lisickiego, jest udowodnienie, Īe Äod najwc]eĞniej-
s]ych chwil, od momentu, kiedy w ogyle da siĊ Ğled]iü ro]wyj religii 
chr]eĞcijaĔskiej, tym, co ją charaktery]owaáo, byáy kult i poboĪnoĞü 
]wrycona ku Je]usowi. «Pyźniejs]e nauc]anie i doktryna na temat 
]wią]ku Je]usa i Boga byáy w ]arodku juĪ obecne i wynikaáy ] tego 
pierws]ego momentu, kiedy to Je]us staá siĊ centralną postacią chr]eĞ-
cijaĔskiej poboĪnoĞci». Hurtado doskonale poka]uje nie]wykáą nowoĞü 
chr]eĞcijaĔskiego podejĞcia. Oddawanie c]ci Je]usowi to nowe ]jawisko, 
ktyre pojawiáo siĊ w krĊgach wiernych i poboĪnych Żydyw okresu Dru-
giej Świątyni. Pojawiáo siĊ ono «pierwotnie jako innowacja w obrĊbie 
judai]mu». Najnie]wyklejs]e byáo w nim ws]akĪe to, Īe c]eĞü odda-
wana Je]usowi áąc]yáa siĊ ]e stanowc]ym monotei]mem, odr]uceniem 
kultu bystw r]ymskich i ogylnie pogaĔskich, ] eksklu]ywi]mem (to jest 
pr]eĞwiadc]eniem, Īe prawd]iwa religia objawiona ]ostaáa wyáąc]nie 
najpierw Żydom, potem chr]eĞcijanom�, wres]cie pr]eĞwiadc]eniem, Īe 
oddawanie Je]usowi c]ci nie jest c]ymĞ dowolnym, jakimĞ s]c]egylnym 
aktem – chciaáoby siĊ r]ec – prywatnej poboĪnoĞci, ale powinnoĞcią 
kaĪdego c]áowieka, tak Żyda, jak i poganina. Kto byá posáus]ny Bogu, 
powinien c]ciü Je]usa, bo w oc]ach chr]eĞcijan tak naka]aá Byg”൲൱. 

A ]atem skoro na poc]ątku byá juĪ kult, to naleĪy ]apytaü, co wy-
ryĪniaáo ten nowy sposyb poboĪnoĞci. L.W. Hurtado formuáuje s]eĞü 
podstawowych wy]nac]nikyw. Są nimi: hymny liturgic]ne ku c]ci 
Je]usa; modlitwy ]anos]one do Boga pr]e] Je]usa, a nawet tylko do 
Niego; w]ywanie imienia Je]usa, podc]as ud]ielania chr]tu lub eg]or-
cy]myw c]y u]drowieĔ; wspylny chr]eĞcijaĔski posiáek bĊdący ĞwiĊtą 
uc]tą, ktyrej pr]ewodnic]y Je]us jako Pan; rytualne wy]nawanie Je]usa 
w kulcie chr]eĞcijaĔskim; chr]eĞcijaĔski profety]m, c]yli gáos]enie 
sáyw Je]usa w mocy Ducha ŚwiĊtego൲൲. ÄNic]ego podobnego, podkreĞla 

 ൲൰ Zob. tamĪe.
 ൲൱ TamĪe, s. ൬൯൮.
 ൲൲ Zob. tamĪe, s. ൬൰൪.
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Jesus and God were already there in embryo and stemmed from that 
¿rst moment when Jesus became the central ¿gure of Christian piety¶.” 
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 Judaism¶. What was 
most remarkable about it, however, was that the worship of Jesus was 
linked to a ¿rm 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 ¿nally 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.”൲൱ 

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 o൵ered 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.൲൲ “Nothing of the sort, Lisicki stresses, can 
be demonstrated in the entire history of Israel.”൲൳ 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 (൬:൯-൫൫�, a key text for him, occupies a special place. 
The British theologian juxtaposes it with the prophecy of Isaiah (൮൯,൬൭� 
and Psalm ൳൱ (v. ൱�.൳൪

 ൲൱ Ibid, p. ൬൯൮.
 ൲൲ Cf. ibid., p. ൬൰൪.
 ൲൳ Ibid.
 ൳൪ Cf. ibid., pp. ൬൰൭-൬൰൲.
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P. Lisicki, nie da siĊ wyka]aü w caáej historii I]raela”൲൳. Formuáując 
wáasną argumentacjĊ L.W. Hurtado anali]uje tytuáy chrystologic]ne, 
a takĪe nowotestamentalne hymny poĞwiĊcone Je]usowi. S]c]egylne 
miejsce ]ajmuje fragment Listu do Filipian (൬,൯-൫൫�, ktyry jest dla niego 
kluc]owym tekstem. Brytyjski teolog ]estawia go ] proroctwem I]ajas]a 
(൮൯,൬൭� i Psalmem ൳൱ (w. ൱�൳൪. 

L.W. Hurtado udowodniá, Īe Äbard]o s]ybko po Ğmierci Je]usa 
pojawiáo siĊ pr]ekonanie, Īe naleĪą Mu siĊ chwaáa i c]eĞü. Zgodnie 
] ws]ystkimi reguáami prawdopodobieĔstwa moĪna ]atem powied]ieü, 
Īe narod]iny wiary w to, Īe Je]us byá Bogiem, d]ieli od ostatnich chwil 
Jego Īycia raptem kilkad]iesiąt god]in. To ]aĞ c]yni wielce prawdo-
podobnym inne twierd]enie: Īe juĪ podc]as swego ]iemskiego Īycia, 
pr]ed Wielkanocą, Je]us musiaá postĊpowaü i nauc]aü w taki sposyb, 
Īe odpowiadaáo to wier]e po Zmartwychwstaniu”൳൫. 

Tr]ecim badac]em do ktyrego odwoáuje siĊ P. Lisicki pos]ukując 
u]asadnianie boskoĞci Je]usa, jest brytyjski biblista G.D. Fee (ur. ൫൳൭൮�൳൬. 
W swoich anali]ach myĞli Pawáowej wska]uje, Īe juĪ w latach c]ter-
d]iestych i piĊüd]iesiątych nas]ej ery chr]eĞcijanie c]cili Je]usa jako 
Boga. ÄNawet jeĞli nie na]ywali Go wprost Bogiem, to wy]nawali 
w nim Pana, ktyremu pr]ypisywali ws]ystkie boskie atrybuty: ud]iaá 
w stwor]eniu, r]ądy nad Ğwiatem, rolĊ ostatec]nego sĊd]iego. Byá On teĪ 
Tym, ktyry ]asiada na tronie chwaáy w niebiosach. Tym, komu naleĪy siĊ 
pows]echna i nieskoĔc]ona c]eĞü. Modlili siĊ do Niego i wier]yli, Īe 
od Jego áaski ]aleĪy ich ]bawienie. Je]us ]martwychwstaáy staá siĊ dla 
chr]eĞcijan Tym, kim dla Żydyw byá Jahwe”൳൭. 

G.D. Fee, argumentując ]a boskoĞcią Je]usa, stwierd]a, Īe we ws]yst-
kich listach Pawáa obecna jest wiara w preeg]ystencjĊ Chrystusa ora] 
w boskiego Zbawiciela. Zmartwychwstaáy Je]us, stwierd]a P. Lisicki 

 ൲൳ TamĪe.
 ൳൪ Zob. tamĪe, s. ൬൰൭-൬൰൲.
 ൳൫ TamĪe, s. ൬൳൮.
 ൳൬ Zob. Pauline�Christology:�An�Exegetical-Theological�Study, Massachusetts 
൬൪൪൱. 
 ൳൭ P. Lisicki, C]y�Je]us�jest�Bogiem", s. ൬൳൯.
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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 do]en 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.”൳൫ 

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. ൫൳൭൮�൳൬. 
In his analyses of Pauline thought, he points out that as early as the ൫൮൮൪s 
and ൫൯൯൪s 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 
in¿nite 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.”൳൭ 

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 Paul¶s letters. The resurrected Jesus, states Lisicki when analysing 
the theologian¶s thought, is ‘both the pre-existent Son of God who 
descended to men to redeem them, and the glori¿ed Lord who sits at 
the right hand of God, according to Psalm ൫൫൪:൫. 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 Natan¶s prophecy to David 
(൬ Sm ൱:൫൮�. However, he also recognises that Paul¶s 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 

 ൳൫ Ibid., p. ൬൳൮.
 ൳൬ Cf. Pauline�Christology:�An�Exegetical-Theological�Study, Massachusetts 
൬൪൪൱. 
 ൳൭ P. Lisicki, C]y�Je]us�jest�Bogiem", p. ൬൳൯.
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anali]ując myĞl teologa, jest Ä]ara]em preeg]ystującym Synem BoĪym, 
ktyry ]stąpiá do lud]i, aby ich odkupiü, ora] uwielbionym Panem, ktyry 
sied]i po prawicy Boga, ]godnie ] Psalmem ൫൫൪,൫. Fee pis]e, Īe oba te 
ujĊcia są gáĊboko ]akor]enione w Īydowskim mesjani]mie, wyrastają-
cym ] takiego wáaĞnie pojmowania roli pr]ypisanej dynastii Dawida. 
Nawią]uje tu, jak niektyr]y pr]ed nim, do proroctwa Natana wobec 
Dawida (൬ Sm ൱,൫൮�. Jednak dostr]ega teĪ to, Īe ro]umienie Pawáa byáo 
]nac]nie gáĊbs]e niĪ to wc]eĞniejs]e Īydowskie podáoĪe: syn Dawida 
oka]aá siĊ wiec]nym Synem Boga; ]martwychwstaáy Pan po swym wy-
niesieniu nosiá imiĊ Boga nadane Mu jako Temu, pr]ed ktyrym skáoni siĊ 
caáe stwor]enie i odda Mu hoád”൳൮. 

G.D. Fee ]nowu trafnie ]auwaĪa, Īe traktowanie Chrystusa jako 
wiec]nego Syna BoĪego i Pana nie byáo wáasnym odkryciem Pawáa. 
Pr]ejąá on je od mywiącej po aramejsku wspylnoty Īydowskiej. W tr]ech 
miejscach uĪywa dwych aramejskich pojĊü, dosáownie pr]eniesionych do 
jego listyw. NaleĪy ]aáoĪyü, Īe byáy one uĪywane w Īyciu liturgic]nym 
]aáoĪonych pr]e] Pawáa wspylnot. Chod]i o Abba = Ojciec (Ga ൮,൰; R] 
൲,൫൯� i Marana�tha = Pr]yjdź Panie (൫ Kor ൫൰,൬൬�. Okr]yk Abba, nie-
]aleĪnie od tego, Īe najpewniej uĪywaá go sam Je]us, gdy siĊ modliá, 
w listach Pawáa o]nac]a ]iemską modlitwĊ wiec]nego Syna BoĪego. 
To Duch Syna woáa Abba (Ga ൮,൰; R] ൲,൫൯�. Ten Duch, ktyry ]ostaje 
wysáany ] gyry pr]e] Boga. Oba te pojĊcia mają ogromną chrystolo-
gic]ną doniosáoĞü. Poka]ują, Īe juĪ na bard]o wc]esnym etapie mywiąca 
po aramejsku wspylnota ]naáa dwa gáywne motywy chrystologic]ne 
] listyw Pawáa: Je]usa jako Syna BoĪego i Je]usa jako Pana”൳൯. Na pod-
stawie anali]y myĞli G.D. Fee polski d]iennikar] dodaje jes]c]e jeden 
argument. ÄC]y gdyby w sáowach Abba i Marana�tha nie wyraĪaáa siĊ 
pierwotna wiara KoĞcioáa w Je]usa jako boskiego Syna i Pana, to c]y 
Paweá posáugiwaáby siĊ nimi, twor]ąc nowe wspylnoty?” ൳൰

G.D. Fee Äpoka]aá, Īe w najwc]eĞniejs]ych dokumentach chr]eĞci-
jaĔskich, jakimi dysponuje historyk, obecna jest wiara w Je]usa jako 

 ൳൮ TamĪe, s. ൭൪൫.
 ൳൯ TamĪe, s. ൭൪൫-൭൪൬.
 ൳൰ TamĪe, s. ൭൪൭-൭൪൮.
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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.”൳൮

Fee again aptly notes that treating Christ as the eternal Son of God and 
Lord was not Paul¶s 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 ൮: ൰; Rom ൲:൫൯� and Marana�tha = Come 
Lord (൫ Cor ൫൰:൬൬�. The cry of Abba, although it was probably used 
by Jesus himself when he prayed, in Paul¶s letters means the earthly 
prayer of the eternal Son of God. It is the Spirit of the Son calling 
Abba (Gal ൮: ൰; Rom ൲:൫൯�. The Spirit who is sent from above by God. 
Both concepts have great Christological signi¿cance. They show that 
it was at a very early stage, the Aramaic-speaking community knew 
two main Christological motifs from Paul¶s letters: Jesus as the Son 
of God and Jesus as Lord.”൳൯ Based on his analysis of Fee¶s thought, 
the Polish journalist adds another argument. “If the words Abba and 
Marana�tha had not expressed the Church¶s original belief in Jesus as 
the divine Son and Lord, would Paul have used them when forming new 
communities?” ൳൰

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 ¿rst community, consisting of Aramaic-speaking 
Jews. That it was them, the Jews living in Jerusalem, who were the ¿rst 
to confess in Jesus the equal of God as Lord.”൳൱

 ൳൮ Ibid, p. ൭൪൫.
 ൳൯ Ibid, pp. ൭൪൫-൭൪൬.
 ൳൰ Ibid, pp. ൭൪൭-൭൪൮.
 ൳൱ Ibid, p. ൭൪൯.
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istniejącego od ]aws]e Syna BoĪego ]asiadającego po prawicy Boga 
Ojca, jako rywnego Bogu pr]ys]áego sĊd]iego Ğwiata, I]raela, lud]ko-
Ğci. Je]us jest Tym, ]a ktyrego poĞrednictwem modlą siĊ chr]eĞcijanie, 
i Tym, do ktyrego modlą siĊ chr]eĞcijanie. Co wiĊcej, moĪna pr]yjąü, 
Īe ws]ystkie te elementy wiary chr]eĞcijaĔskiej miaáy swoje źrydáo 
w pr]ekonaniach pierws]ej wspylnoty, ]áoĪonej ] mywiących po ara-
mejsku Żydyw. Że to wáaĞnie oni, mies]kający w Jero]olimie Żyd]i, jako 
pierwsi ]ac]Ċli wy]nawaü w Je]usie rywnego Bogu Pana”൳൱.

NAROD=INY�BOSKOŚCI�JE=USA�±�KONCE3CJA�3.�LISICKIEGO�

Gd]ie ]atem jest poc]ątek, moment narod]in wiary w boskoĞü Je-
]usa? P. Lisicki w ostatniej tr]eciej c]ĊĞci swojej pracy, po wyka]aniu 
faás]ywych racji ]wolennikyw pyźnego datowania (lata siedemd]iesiąte, 
a nawet osiemd]iesiąte� ora] pr]edstawieniu argumentyw komentatoryw 
odwoáujących siĊ do listyw Ğw. Pawáa, pragnie ]apre]entowaü wáasne 
u]asadnienie. C]yni pr]y tym na poc]ątku dwa waĪne ]astr]eĪenia. 
ÄPo pierws]e badając ryĪne listy Pawáa, nie wid]imy w nich, mimo Īe 
powstawaáy pr]e] kilkanaĞcie lat (od roku ൮൲ do pewnie ൰൪� Ğladyw 
wyraźnego ro]woju jego myĞli, ewolucji poglądyw, jakichĞ pr]eks]taáceĔ 
(«Gdy ro]waĪamy listy Pawáa, dostr]egamy niewielki ro]wyj miĊd]y 
pierws]ym listem a ostatnim»�. Po drugie, nie]aleĪnie od tego, kogo 
u]na siĊ ]a autora listyw do Efe]jan i Kolosan ora] do Hebrajc]ykyw, 
uder]aü musi ciągáoĞü i jednoĞü wiary chr]eĞcijaĔskiej. Ws]Ċd]ie w tych 
listach Je]us jest tym, ktyry wspyáuc]estnic]y w stwar]aniu, jest Tym, 
ktyry odbiera hoád od anioáyw i ma imiĊ ponad ws]elkie imiĊ. W naj-
wc]eĞniejs]ym tekĞcie, ktyrym byá powstaáy w ൮൲ roku nas]ej ery List do 
Tesalonic]an, obecna jest dokáadnie ta sama wiara, jaką moĪna spotkaü 
w pismach stars]ych o d]iesiĊciolecia”൳൲. Co ]atem wynika ] tego stwier-
d]enia? Z pewnoĞcią ponowne pytanie o c]as narod]in wiary w boskoĞü, 
kiedy to ws]ystko siĊ ]ac]Ċáo. Skoro u Pawáa i u innych autoryw listyw 
pr]ekonanie o boskoĞci jest obecne od poc]ątku, nie ewoluuje, to gd]ie 

 ൳൱ TamĪe, s. ൭൪൯.
 ൳൲ TamĪe, s. ൭൫൪.
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THE�BIRTH�OF�THE�DIVINITY�OF�JESUS�±�  
THE�CONCE3T�BY�LISICKI�

Where, then, is the beginning, the moment of birth of the belief in 
the divinity of Jesus? In his third and ¿nal part, Lisicki, after demonstrating 
the false rationale of the proponents of late dating (൫൳൱൪s and even ൫൳൲൪s� 
and presenting the arguments of commentators who refer to the letters 
of St Paul, wishes to present his own justi¿cation. However, in doing so, 
he makes two important reservations at the outset. “First, when examining 
Paul¶s 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 ൮൲ AD to probably 
൰൪ AD� (“When we do reÀect on Paul¶s letters, what we can notice is 
only a little development between the ¿rst 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 ൮൲ AD, exactly 
the same faith is present as that found in writings decades older.”൳൲ 
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 ¿rst, 
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?”൳൳ 

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 

 ൳൲ Ibid., p. ൭൫൪.
 ൳൳ Ibid.
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go s]ukaü? W ktyrym miejscu moĪemy mywiü o poc]ątku? ÄJak pr]ejĞü 
od tego, co historyc]nie pewne, c]yli od wiary w boskoĞü Je]usa pierw-
s]ego, Īydowskiego, mywiącego po aramejsku KoĞcioáa w Jero]olimie, 
do odkrycia, w jaki sposyb ta wiara siĊ narod]iáa, jaki byá jej ]wią]ek 
] tym, c]ego nauc]aá i jak ]ginąá sam Je]us?”൳൳ 

P. Lisicki ]auwaĪa, Īe nie moĪna w tym momencie powoáaü siĊ wprost 
na teksty ewangelic]ne, bowiem powstawaáy, kiedy Ächr]eĞcijanie juĪ 
wier]yli w Je]usa jako Pana, ktyry odbiera boską c]eĞü”൫൪൪. Publicysta 
pr]y]naje, Īe trudno pokonaü ws]ystkie podejr]enia. MoĪna oc]ywiĞcie, 
jak ]robili to krytycy, stwierd]iü, Īe wiara narod]iáa siĊ stosunkowo 
pyźno pod wpáywem obecnoĞci pogan w KoĞciele. Albo ]r]uciü od-
powied]ialnoĞü na doĞwiadc]enie Zmartwychwstania, ktyre miaáoby 
staü siĊ w kwestii u]nania boskoĞci nic]ym wielki wybuch c]y erupcja 
wulkanu. Dopiero po tym wydar]eniu uc]niowie ]ro]umieli, kim jest 
Je]us. R]ec]ywiĞcie kryje siĊ w tym wydar]eniu fenomen, eksplo]ja 
radoĞci i moc, ktyra pr]epeániáa uc]niyw. Jest to jednak tylko jedna 
strona medalu. Nadal nie wiadomo, podkreĞla P. Lisicki, Äskąd owa wiara 
miaáa c]erpaü swą staáoĞü. Na kim miaáaby siĊ opieraü? W jaki sposyb 
chr]eĞcijanie, mywiący po aramejsku Żyd]i w Jero]olimie, mieliby 
u]naü w Je]usie Pana, gdyby On sam wc]eĞniej, ]a Īycia, nie uka]ywaá 
swej nad]wyc]ajnej godnoĞci?”൫൪൫. 

Dlatego redaktor Do�R]ec]y wyka]uje, Īe najbard]iej prawdopodobne 
jest tr]ecie ro]wią]anie. Mianowicie: Äu podstaw wiary po Zmartwych-
wstaniu leĪaáa wiara wc]eĞniejs]a, ktyra powstaáa jes]c]e ]a Īycia Je-
]usa. Jej źrydáem ]aĞ byáy ostatec]nie Jego sáowa i c]yny. Je]us mywiá 
i robiá takie r]ec]y, ktyre w oc]ach Jego uc]niyw pr]erastaáy ws]ystko 
to, co ]dolny byá c]yniü c]áowiek, a kiedy pojawiá siĊ pr]ed nimi po 
Ğmierci, ich poc]ątkowa, niedojr]aáa jes]c]e, sáaba, niepewna wiara 
nabraáa mocy i potĊgi. Jest to ro]umowanie, ktyre wielu u]naje ]a na-
iwne. A jednak tylko ono wystarc]ająco, tylko ono adekwatnie táumac]y 
owo inac]ej caákiem nie]ro]umiaáe ]jawisko: Īe poboĪni Żyd]i, ktyr]y 

 ൳൳ TamĪe.
 ൫൪൪ TamĪe.
 ൫൪൫ TamĪe, s. ൭൫൫.
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believed in Jesus as Lord who would receive divine worship”.൫൪൪ He 
admits that it is di൶cult to overcome all suspicions. One can of course, 
as critics have done, claim that the faith was born relatively late under 
the inÀuence 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 ¿lled 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?”൫൪൫

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 ¿nd naive. And yet, only it is su൶cient, 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.”൫൪൬ 

Moreover, continues Lisicki, “this faith was not born in the Apostles¶ 
heads out of nothing. It must have had a very strong foundation 
because it changed their whole lives. («�”൫൪൭ They accepted it “not 

 ൫൪൪ Ibid.
 ൫൪൫ Ibid, p. ൭൫൫.
 ൫൪൬ Ibid.
 ൫൪൭ Ibid.
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wychowani byli w wier]e ojcyw w jednego Boga I]raela, pr]yjĊli, Īe 
]nany im Je]us, Ten, ktyrego wid]ieli, sáys]eli i dotykali, ]asáuguje na 
boski kult i jest Panem wkrytce po swojej Ğmierci”൫൪൬. 

Co wiĊcej, kontynuuje P. Lisicki, Äta wiara nie narod]iáa siĊ w gáo-
wach apostoáyw ] nic]ego. Musiaáa mieü bard]o mocne podstawy, bo 
]mieniáa caáe ich Īycie. («�”൫൪൭. Pr]yjĊli ją Änie dlatego, Īe byli do niej 
w s]c]egylny sposyb predestynowani – w sensie historyc]nym i socjo-
logic]nym. Je]us ]nala]á ich tak, jak stali. Nie byli grupą wi]joneryw, 
mistykyw. Nie stanowili pr]edtem, moĪe ] wyjątkiem kilku uc]niyw 
Chr]ciciela, wspylnoty. Z socjologic]nego punktu wid]enia byli po 
prostu ]wykáymi Galilejc]ykami, doĞü pr]ypadkową grupą lud]i wy-
wod]ących siĊ ] biednych lub Ğrednio]amoĪnych warstw spoáec]eĔstwa 
galilejskiego”൫൪൮. 

Nie ma ]atem, podkreĞla P. Lisicki, innego sensowniejs]ego wy-
jaĞnienia. Dlatego Äodpowied]i na pytanie, dlac]ego kilka dni po Jego 
Ğmierci ci, ktyr]y Go ]nali ]a Īycia, mimo tragic]nego i haniebnego 
ukr]yĪowania uwier]yli w Niego, moĪna s]ukaü tylko w Jego ]iemskim 
Īyciu. Jakby tego byáo maáo, ci, ktyr]y w Niego uwier]yli, sąd]ili, Īe 
wiernie speániają naka] dany im pr]e] Boga. Że to, jak wid]ą Je]usa 
po Ğmierci, odpowiada temu, jak On sam siebie wid]iaá pr]ed Ğmiercią, 
]a Īycia”൫൪൯. 

Publicysta ]wraca uwagĊ na nieustanną pamiĊü uc]niyw, ktyra spra-
wiáa, Īe potra¿li pr]echowaü i poáąc]yü doĞwiadc]enie wiary spr]ed i po 
Zmartwychwstaniu. ÄNie ma wątpliwoĞci, stwierd]a P. Lisicki, Īe Īyjący 
w owym c]asie Żyd]i umieli ]achowywaü i pr]eka]ywaü tradycjĊ ustną. 
MoĪna byü ]atem pewnym, Īe kiedy Je]us wybraá swoich uc]niyw, to, 
c]ego ich uc]yá, byáo pr]e] nich ]apamiĊtane i pr]echowane. Ci, ktyr]y 
Go ujr]eli kilka, kilkanaĞcie dni po Jego Ğmierci, doskonale Go ]atem 
pamiĊtali. Umieliby Go ro]po]naü, odryĪniü od innych. Wied]ieli, Īe 
to ten sam Je]usa, ktyry byá ] nimi od Galilei aĪ do Judei. Lec] nie tylko 

 ൫൪൬ TamĪe.
 ൫൪൭ TamĪe.
 ൫൪൮ TamĪe, s. ൭൫൬.
 ൫൪൯ TamĪe.
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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.”൫൪൮ 

There is no other more reasonable explanation, emphasi]es 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 cruci¿xion, can only be sought in His earthly 
life. What is more, those who believed in Him thought that they were 
faithfully ful¿lling 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.”൫൪൯

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 Na]arene was”.൫൪൰ 

The Polish publicist, following Riesner (b. ൫൳൯൪�, points to several 
key considerations through which it can be assumed that the disciples 
were capable of remembering their Master¶s teachings faithfully. Firstly, 

 ൫൪൮ Ibid, p. ൭൫൬.
 ൫൪൯ Ibid.
 ൫൪൰ Cf. ibid., p. ൭൫൭.
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o taką formĊ ¿]yc]nego – tak ją na]wijmy – ro]po]nania chod]iáo. 
Uc]niowie musieli pamiĊtaü nauki ora] c]yny Je]usa i mogli oceniü, 
c]y Ten, ktyrego wid]ą po Ğmierci, odpowiada Temu, ktyrego ]nali. C]y 
Zmartwychwstaáy jest Tym, kim byá Na]arejc]yk”൫൪൰. 

Polski publicysta ]a R. Riesnerem (ur. ൫൳൯൪� wska]uje na kilka naj-
waĪniejs]ych powodyw, d]iĊki ktyrym moĪna pr]yjąü, Īe uc]niowie byli 
]dolni do wiernego ]apamiĊtania nauk swojego Mistr]a. Po pierws]e, 
traktowali je jako nauc]anie rywnor]Ċdne ] gáosem prorokyw, ]atem 
wid]ieli w sáowach Je]usa gáos samego Boga. PragnĊli wiĊc ]apamiĊtaü 
jak najwiĊcej. Nie byáo to niemoĪliwe, bowiem Äponad osiemd]iesiąt 
procent nauk Je]usa ]awartych jest w poetyckich, áatwych do ]apamiĊ-
tania formach”൫൪൱. Po drugie, w tamtych c]asach podstawowa edukacja 
w I]raelu obejmowaáa cháopcyw do dwunastego roku Īycia, dlatego ]a-
rywno uc]niowie, jak i sam Je]us uc]Ċs]c]ali na nauki. D]iĊki metodom 
mnemotechnic]nym, ]apamiĊtywali. ÄMoĪna ]atem byü pewnym, Īe 
najbliĪs]y krąg lud]i skupionych wokyá Je]usa skáadaá siĊ ] tych, ktyr]y 
]nali na pamiĊü Jego nauki. Musieli wid]ieü, ]a kogo uwaĪa siebie Je]us, 
jak sam ro]umie swoje pr]yjĞcie. WaĪne jest teĪ coĞ innego. Uc]nio-
wie nie byli ekstatykami. Nic nie wska]uje na to, Īeby wyryĪniaáa ich 
s]c]egylna podatnoĞü na ]biorowe uniesienia, wyjątkowe wi]jonerstwo, 
Īeby mieli predestynacje mistyc]ne. («� DuĪe ]nac]enie dla uc]niyw 
miaáo Ğcisáe ]achowywanie i pr]eka]ywanie tradycji, jaką otr]ymali 
od Je]usa”൫൪൲. 

P. Lisicki podkreĞla, Īe to wáaĞnie tradycje, pr]yjĊte, ]apamiĊtane 
i ]achowywane pr]e] uc]niyw, Äktyrych wyuc]yli siĊ na pamiĊü i ktyre 
pr]eka]ywali, musiaáy byü kryterium oceny prawd]iwoĞci pr]esáania 
Zmartwychwstaáego. Je]us, ktyrego spotkali po Ğmierci, byá Tym sa-
mym, ktyrego ]nali pr]edtem. Wynika ] tego ]atem, Īe gdy uc]niowie 
]ostali sami po Ğmierci swego Nauc]yciela, pamiĊtali tak Jego sáowa, 
jak takĪe te c]yny, ktyrym nadawaá s]c]egylne ]nac]enie”൫൪൳. One teĪ 

 ൫൪൰ TamĪe, s. ൭൫൭.
 ൫൪൱ TamĪe, s. ൭൫൭-൭൫൮.
 ൫൪൲ TamĪe, s. ൭൫൮.
 ൫൪൳ TamĪe, s. ൭൫൮-൭൫൯.
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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 Jesus¶ words. So they wished 
to remember as much as possible. And it was not impossible, for “more 
than eighty per cent of Jesus¶ teachings are contained in poetic, easy-
to-remember forms”.൫൪൱ 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 memori]e. “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. 
(«� Of great importance for the disciples was the strict observance and 
transmission of the tradition they had received from Jesus.”൫൪൲. 

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”.൫൪൳ 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 ¿nd in the Gospels should correspond to what actually happened”.൫൫൪ 
As for the disciples¶ message, the columnist stresses that one can be 
sure of three things. “Firstly, that very early after His death Christians 

 ൫൪൱ Ibid., pp. ൭൫൭-൭൫൮.
 ൫൪൲ Ibid., p. ൭൫൮.
 ൫൪൳ Ibid., pp. ൭൫൮-൭൫൯.
 ൫൫൪ Ibid., p. ൭൫൮.



142 PRZEMYSŁAW ARTEMIUK � NARODZINY WIARY«

]ostaáy spisane w formie s]kicyw, c]y teĪ brudnopisu. Ostatec]nie ]aĞ 
]ebrane i ]redagowane pr]e] Mateus]a, Marka, Łukas]a i Jana. P. Li-
sicki uwaĪa, Īe pr]yjmując taką perspektywĊ, ]aproponowaną pr]e] 
pr]ywoáywanego juĪ Riesnera, Äfaktyc]nie to, co ]najdujemy w Ewan-
geliach, powinno odpowiadaü temu, co r]ec]ywiĞcie siĊ wydar]yáo”൫൫൪. 
Co do pr]eka]u uc]niyw, podkreĞla publicysta, moĪna byü pewnym 
tr]ech r]ec]y. ÄPo pierws]e tego, Īe bard]o wc]eĞnie po Jego Ğmierci 
chr]eĞcijanie c]cili Je]usa, co stanowiáo caákowitą nowoĞü, ktyra nie 
miaáa Īadnej analogii w Īydowskich d]iejach. Po drugie, Īe tak nauki, 
jak i c]yny ]iemskiego Je]usa byáy utrwalone w pamiĊci Jego uc]niyw 
w chwili, gdy umieraá. Po tr]ecie ]aĞ, samo spotkanie wskr]es]onego 
c]áowieka nie mogáo prowad]iü do powstania tej wiary, o ktyrej wiadomo 
] pr]eka]yw Pawáa”൫൫൫. 

Zatem, jak wnioskuje polski publicysta, wc]eĞniejs]a wiara w bo-
skoĞü Je]usa, staáa siĊ fundamentem pr]yjĊcia Zmartwychwstaáego. 
Kryterium prawd]iwoĞci wid]i P. Lisicki w sáowach i c]ynach Je]usa, 
objawionych pr]e] Niego ]a Īycia൫൫൬. 

 ൫൫൪ TamĪe, s. ൭൫൯.
 ൫൫൫ TamĪe.
 ൫൫൬ ÄCo innego, argumentuje publicysta, u]naü, Īe ]abity na kr]yĪu Je]us Īyje, 
a co innego u]naü Go ]a rywnego Bogu. Co innego sąd]iü, Īe Byg Go wskr]esiá, 
a co innego pr]ypisaü Mu rolĊ Pana, kogoĞ, kto ma toĪsamoĞü boską. JeĞli dla 
tej wiary nie byáo analogii we wc]eĞniejs]ej tradycji ]nanej uc]niom, a nie byáo, 
jeĞli do jej powstania nie wystarc]yáo spotkanie wskr]es]onego c]áowieka, a nie 
wystarc]yáo, to skąd mogáa siĊ ona w]iąü? MoĪna wprawd]ie argumentowaü, Īe 
to sam Zmartwychwstaáy ka]aá wid]ieü uc]niom Pana. U Mateus]a mywi pr]ecieĪ: 
«Zostaáa mi dana ws]elka wáad]a na niebie i na ]iemi» (Mt ൬൲,൫൲�. Tylko ]nowu Īeby 
uc]niowie mogli uwier]yü w te sáowa i oka]aü Mu posáus]eĔstwo, musieli u]naü, 
Īe ten naka] ]najdowaá wc]eĞniejs]e, niewyraźne choüby u]asadnienie w tym, 
c]ego Je]us nauc]aá ]a Īycia. Samo spotkanie ]e wskr]es]onym c]áowiekiem nie 
wystarc]aáo, Īeby ]obac]yü w Nim Pana Świata. Gdyby Je]us byá tylko jednym 
] wielu Īydowskich u]drowicieli, gdyby wystĊpowaá jedynie jako chary]matyc]ny 
ka]nod]ieja albo wres]cie jako liberalny rabin, to sama pamiĊü o tym, jaki byá, nie 
po]woliáaby uc]niom uwier]yü� Tylko jeĞli wc]eĞniej, jes]c]e ]a Īycia pr]ygoto-
waá uc]niyw do takiego ro]umienia swej posáugi, mogli oni dostr]ec w sáowach 
Zmartwychwstaáego coĞ ]obowią]ującego”; tamĪe, s. ൭൫൰.
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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 ¿xed 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 Paul¶s accounts.”൫൫൫

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.൫൫൬

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.”൫൫൭ In fact, 

 ൫൫൫ Ibid.
 ൫൫൬ ÄIt is one thing,” argues the columnist, Äto 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: ÄAll 
authority in heaven and on earth has been given to me” (Mt ൬൲:൫൲�. 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, justi¿cation 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, 
¿nally, 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. ൭൫൰.
 ൫൫൭ Ibid, p. ൭൫൱.
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Dlatego P. Lisicki pr]ywoáując ewangelic]ne obra]y Je]usa jako Syna 
c]y Pana uwaĪa, Īe w Īadnym ra]ie nie są one tworem powielkanocnej 
gminy, ani nie naleĪą do pyźniejs]ej twyrc]oĞci chr]eĞcijan. WrĊc] 
pr]eciwnie. ÄGdyby tych opowieĞci nie byáo, wiara w Je]usa na tronie 
chwaáy nie miaáaby oparcia. Nie istniaáoby pr]ejĞcie od Zmartwych-
wstaáego do Je]usa, od dostr]eĪenia Je]usa Wielkanocnego do wy]nania 
w Nim Pana. To nie KoĞciyá r]utowaá wstec] swą wiarĊ, to Je]us ]iem-
ski r]utowaá wpr]yd swyj obra]”൫൫൭. UwaĪna lektura Ewangelii wbrew 
tendencjom badac]y potwierd]a, Īe w]mianek o Je]usie jako Bogu jest 
caákiem sporo. I to nie tylko u Jana, ale rywnieĪ u synoptykyw. C]warty 
Ewangelista na]ywa Go tak wprost, Marek, Mateus] i Łukas] ] kolei 
opowiadają o Nim jako Bogu൫൫൮. 

Dlac]ego ]atem tak trudno pr]yjąü tĊ prawdĊ wspyác]esnym bada-
c]om? Bowiem Änie kieruje nimi («�, odpowiada apologijnie P. Lisicki, 
umiáowanie c]y chĊü ]ro]umienia tekstu. Poka]aáem, na c]ym polega 
ich podstawowy problem. Gdyby pr]yjĊli, Īe juĪ w Ewangeliach Marka, 
Mateus]a c]y Łukas]a Je]us wystĊpuje jako Byg, to musieliby pr]y]naü, 
Īe owe ros]c]enia do boskoĞci pochod]ą najprawdopodobniej od samego 
]iemskiego Je]usa. To ]aĞ o]nac]aáoby, Īe KoĞciyá nie ]afaás]owaá 
podstawowej nauki Je]usa i Īe chr]eĞcijaĔstwo nie buja swobodnie 
w obáokach be] realnej podstawy w historii. Co wiĊcej, dopyki wiara 
w boskoĞü Je]usa byáa owocem dáugiej, powolnej ewolucji, dopyki 
moĪna ją byáo pr]ypisaü powolnemu procesowi nasycania chr]eĞcijaĔ-
stwa myĞleniem pogaĔskim, dopyty nie byáa niebe]piec]na. Nie ]mu-
s]aáa do wyboru, nie miaáa w sobie Īadnego uniwersalnego ros]c]enia 
do posáus]eĔstwa. Kiedy jednak perspektywa radykalnie siĊ ]mienia, 
bo najprawdopodobniej Je]us byá c]c]ony jako Byg tuĪ po swej Śmierci, 
to pojawia siĊ moĪliwoĞü, Īe opisane w Ewangeliach ]dar]enia miaáy 
miejsce. Że naprawdĊ wydar]yáo siĊ teĪ Zmartwychwstanie, Īe mar-
twe ]wáoki ]ostaáy oĪywione, a uc]niowie faktyc]nie spotkali Je]usa, 
ktyry powstaá ] grobu. Wc]esna wiara w boskoĞü Je]usa, wiara pierw-
s]ych, Īydowskich uc]niyw mywiących po aramejsku, c]yni nie]wykle 

 ൫൫൭ TamĪe, s. ൭൫൱.
 ൫൫൮ Zob. tamĪe, s. ൭൫൳-൭൲൫,
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careful reading of the Gospels, against the tendencies of scholars, 
con¿rms 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.൫൫൮

So why is it so di൶cult for modern researchers to accept this truth? 
For “he does not direct them («�, 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 ¿rst, 
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.”൫൫൯ 

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

 ൫൫൮ Cf. ibid., pp. ൭൫൳-൭൲൫,
 ൫൫൯ Ibid, pp. ൭൲൫-൭൲൬.
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prawdopodobną te]Ċ, ktyra w oc]ach wielu wspyác]esnych krytykyw 
pojawia siĊ jedynie jako nocny kos]mar lub pr]eĪytek ]apr]es]áej epoki, 
a mianowicie, Īe ewangeliĞci mywili prawdĊ. Że Je]us faktyc]nie pr]y-
pisywaá sobie nad]wyc]ajną, boską moc i Īe dokonywaá c]ynyw tak 
]dumiewających i nad]wyc]ajnych, iĪ w]bud]iáy one wiarĊ w Niego. To 
wáaĞnie jest najbard]iej logic]nym wytáumac]eniem osobliwego faktu 
wiary wc]esnego, Īydowskiego KoĞcioáa”൫൫൯. 

A ]atem wiara w boskoĞü jest ]akor]eniona w samym Īyciu i nauc]a-
niu Je]usa. ÄZmartwychwstanie, puentuje swoje anali]y P. Lisicki, nie 
stwor]yáo wiary, ale ją potwierd]iáo, oc]yĞciáo i uwolniáo. Potwierd]iáo, 
gdyĪ to, c]ego Je]us nauc]aá, i to, na wska]ywaá – Īe ma wáad]Ċ nad 
demonami, Īe ma wáad]Ċ ogáas]aü Sáowo, tak jakby byá Bogiem, Īe są 
Mu posáus]ne siáy natury – ]yskaáo porĊkĊ w najbard]iej ]askakującym 
i nieoc]ekiwanym cud]ie: w fakcie, Īe oto pr]ed uc]niami stanąá jak 
Īywy ten sam Je]us, ktyrego pamiĊtali cierpiącego i pohaĔbionego. Ten 
sam i inny, nieĞmiertelny, ] ciaáem, ktyre ] jednej strony byáo jak Jego 
]iemskie, ]e ]nakami cierpienia i MĊki, lec] byáo teĪ nowe, duchowe, 
nie]wią]ane ] granicami c]asu i pr]estr]eni. DoĞwiadc]enie Zmar-
twychwstania oc]yĞciáo wiarĊ, gdyĪ dopyki Je]us pr]ebywaá na ]iemi, 
nie sposyb byáo oddawaü Mu c]ci i chwaáy tak, jak tego wymagaáa Jego 
boska godnoĞü. I uwolniáo ją, bo od tej pory Jego sáowa i gesty ]yskaáy 
prawd]iwe uniwersalne, pows]echne ]nac]enie”൫൫൰. Redaktor Do�R]ec]y 
podkreĞla, Īe to sam ]iemski Je]us jest źrydáem i podmiotem wiary. ÄTo 
jedyne sensowne i logic]ne ro]wią]anie inac]ej niero]wią]ywalnego 
problemu siáy wiary chr]eĞcijaĔskiej od poc]ątku”൫൫൱. I dodaje: Ätylko 
jeĞli bystwo Je]usa ]ac]Ċáo siĊ juĪ objawiaü i promieniowaü w c]asie, 
gdy Īyá, moĪna ]ro]umieü pows]echnoĞü i moc wiary, kiedy po swej 
Ğmierci objawiá siĊ uc]niom”൫൫൲. 

 ൫൫൯ TamĪe, s. ൭൲൫-൭൲൬.
 ൫൫൰ TamĪe, s. ൭൲൭.
 ൫൫൱ TamĪe, s. ൭൲൭-൭൲൮.
 ൫൫൲ TamĪe, s. ൭൲൮.
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create faith, but it con¿rmed it, puri¿ed it and set it free. It con¿rmed 
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 su൵ering 
and disgraced. The same and di൵erent, immortal, with a body that, on 
the one hand, was like His earthly one, with the signs of su൵ering and 
Passion, but was also new, spiritual, unbound by the boundaries of time 
and space. The experience of the Resurrection puri¿ed 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.”൫൫൰ The editor-in-chief of Do�R]ec]y emphasi]es 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.”൫൫൱ 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.”൫൫൲

THE�END

Looking for an answer to the question whether Jesus is God, Lisicki 
¿rst analy]es 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 dei¿cation of the Master 
of Na]areth. The argumentation that Lisicki presents is a mature apology 
for Jesus as God. 

 ൫൫൰ Ibid, p. ൭൲൭.
 ൫൫൱ Ibid, pp. ൭൲൭-൭൲൮.
 ൫൫൲ Ibid, p. ൭൲൮.



148 PRZEMYSŁAW ARTEMIUK � NARODZINY WIARY«

=AKOēC=ENIE�

S]ukając odpowied]i na pytanie o to, c]y Je]us jest Bogiem, P. Lisicki 
anali]uje najpierw koncepcje krytyc]ne, ]wracając uwagĊ na obecne 
w nich báĊdne ]aáoĪenia i chybione wnioski. NastĊpnie pre]entuje myĞl 
wspyác]esnych biblistyw, rekonstruujących proces narod]in kultu Je-
]usa. W koĔcu pre]entuje wáasną argumentacjĊ, uka]ując autorską kon-
cepcjĊ dei¿kacji Mistr]a ] Na]aretu. Argumentacja, ktyrą pr]edstawia 
P. Lisicki, jest dojr]aáą apologią Je]usa jako Boga. 

Zdaniem redaktora ÄDo R]ec]y”, wiara w boskoĞü jest ]akor]eniona 
w samym Īyciu i nauc]aniu Galilejc]yka. To sam ]iemski Je]us jest 
źrydáem i podmiotem wiary. Jest to Äjedyne sensowne i logic]ne ro]wią-
]anie inac]ej niero]wią]ywalnego problemu siáy wiary chr]eĞcijaĔskiej 
od poc]ątku”. P. Lisicki wska]uje na ]aleĪnoĞü miĊd]y c]áowiec]eĔ-
stwem i bystwem Chrystusa. ÄTylko jeĞli bystwo Je]usa ]ac]Ċáo siĊ 
juĪ objawiaü i promieniowaü w c]asie, gdy Īyá, moĪna ]ro]umieü po-
ws]echnoĞü i moc wiary, kiedy po swej Ğmierci objawiá siĊ uc]niom”.

Stres]c]enie

S]ukając odpowied]i na pytanie c]y Je]us jest Bogiem, P.Lisicki w pierws]ej 
kolejnoĞci anali]uje krytyc]ne koncepcje, ]wracając uwagĊ na báĊdne pr]ypus]-
c]enia i niewáaĞciwe wnioski. NastĊpnie pre]entuje stanowisko wspyác]esnych 
biblistyw, ktyr]y ]rekonstruowali proces narod]in kultu Je]usa. W koĔcu, pre]en-
tuje swą wáasną argumentacjĊ, uka]ując pierwotną koncepcje dei¿kacji Mistr]a ] 
Na]aretu. Argumentacja pre]entowana pr]e] P. Lisickiego jest dojr]aáą apologią 
Je]usa jako Boga.

Sáowa�kluc]owe� Je]us, Byg, chrystologia, boskoĞü
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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 Christ¶s 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 ¿rst 
analy]es 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 dei¿cation of the Master 
of Na]areth. The argumentation presented by P. Lisicki is a mature apology of Je-
sus as God.

Keywords� Jesus, God, christology, apology, divinity 
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