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WSTEP

Pawet Lisicki (ur. 1966), redaktor naczelny tygodnia ,,Do Rzeczy”,
to autor licznych prac poswigconych chrzescijanstwu'. Zajmuje si¢
w nich wspotczesnym kontekstem wiary, przemianami religijnosci,
a przede wszystkim osobg Jezusa Chrystusa®. W swoich pismach polski
publicysta podejmuje si¢ obrony historycznosci 1 boskosci Nazarejczyka,
wypracowujac adekwatng argumentacj¢. Pytanie o to, czy Jezus jest

' P. Lisicki, Kto zabit Jezusa? Prawda i interpretacja, Krakow 2013 (wydanie
drugie rozszerzone Krakow 2018); tenze, Tajemnica Marii Magdaleny. Fakty i mity,
Krakéw 2014; tenze, Grob rybaka. Sledztwo w sprawie najwiekszej tajemnicy
watykanskich podziemi, Warszawa 2019; tenze, Dogmat i tiara. Esej o upadku
rzymskiego katolicyzmu, Warszawa 2020; tenze, Kontrrewolucja. Eseje i szkice,
Warszawa 2021; tenze, Kto fatszuje Jezusa? Odpowiedz na oskarzenia wspolczesnych
ateistow, Krakow 2021; tenze, Tajemnica Marii Magdaleny. Kobiety w otoczeniu
Jezusa, Warszawa 2022.

2 Natemat apologii uprawianej przez P. Lisickiego zob. zob. https://dorzeczy.pl/
opinie/260173/po-prostu-apologeta-pawel-lisicki-niczym-biblijny-daniel.html, dostep
12.09.2022; P. Artemiuk, Renesans apologii, Ptock 2016, s. 477-540; P. Artemiuk
od lat podejmuje analiz¢ pism P. Lisicki. Recenzje jego ksigzek mozna znalez¢ na
stronie tygodnika ,,Do Rzeczy”, zob. https://dorzeczy.pl/szukaj/Artemiuk, dostep
12.09,2022.
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THE BIRTH OF FAITH IN THE DIVINITY OF JESUS
ACCORDING TO PAWEL LISICKI

INTRODUCTION

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

P. Lisicki, Kto zabit Jezusa? Prawda i interpretacja, Krakyw (second
edition expanded Krakyw . idem, Tajemnica Marii Magdaleny. Fakty i mity,
Krakyw . idem, Gréb rybaka. Sled]two w sprawie najwiCks]ej tajemnicy
watykaEskich pod]iemi, Warsaw ;ibid., Dogmat i tiara. Esej o upadku rzym-
skiego katolicyzmu, \Warsaw ; ibid., Kontrrewolucja. Eseje i szkice, \Warsaw

; ibid., Kto fatszuje Jezusa? Odpowiedz na oskarzenia wspotczesnych ateistow,
Krakow . ibid., Tajemnica Marii Magdaleny. Kobiety w otoczeniu Jezusa,
Warsaw

On the apology practiced by P. Lisicki, see https://dor]ec]y.pl/opinie/ /
po-prostu-apologeta-pawel-lisicki-nic]ym-biblijny-daniel.html, accessed . . ;
P. Artemiuk, Renesans apologii, Pdock , pp. - ; P. Artemiuk has been
analy]ing P. Lisickifs writings for years. Reviews of his books can be found on
the website of the weekly ADo R]ec]y”, see https://dor]ec]y.pl/sJukaj/Artemiuk,
accessed on
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Bogiem, klucJowe dla niniejs]ego artykuéu, staje siC dla P. Lisickiego
pr]yc]yna ro]budowanej narracji, ktyra siuTy uka]aniu Jmagak o bo-
skoGil Mistr]a ] Na]aretu. Najpierw anali]uje on koncepcje krytyc]ne,
Jwracajac uwagC na obecne w nich biCdne JatolTenia i chybione wnioski.
NastCpnie pre]entuje myGl wspyéac]esnych biblistyw, rekonstruujacych
proces narod]in kultu JeJusa. W koEcu wypracowuje wiasna argumen-
tacjC, uka]ujac autorska koncepcjC dei¢ kacji Mistr]a ] Na]aretu.

UWAGI METODOLOGICZNE

Podejmujac Jagadnienie narod]in wiary w boskoGii Chrystusa, Pawed
Lisicki pragnie uka]aii ciagéoGii miCd]y nicejskim wy]naniem ] roku
a historyc]na osobg JeJusa . ANie Jamier]am, Jauwala, Jajmowaii siC
w tym miejscu kwestig teologic]na, a mianowicie sensem i Jnac]eniem
boskoGci. Nie cheC tel badaii teologic]nych podstaw wiary religijnej. In-
teresuje mnie historia, a konkretnie pamiCii Gwiadkyw i to, co pr]eka]ali.
Interesuje mnie proste pytanie: kto i kiedy pierws]y ra] Jac]aa u]nawali
JeJusa JawiCcej nil c]éowieka? WiCcej niT cJéowieka, to Jnac]y wiCcej
niT nauc]yciela madroGci, rabina, posiaEca niebios, proroka, cudotwyrcC,
wCdrownego ka]nod]iejC, uJdrowiciela. WiCcej nil cJéowieka to Jnac]y
teT wiCcej nil Mesjas]a lub sprawiedliwego Wybawiciela. Znac]y to teT
wiCcej niT anioga lub inny byt poGredni miCd]y Stwyrca a stwor]eniem.
Kto pierws]y Jac]ad myGlei o Je]usie, jakby Ten byi Bogiem lub tel
Jac]ad Mu pr]ypisywaii cechy i atrybuty, ktyre wig]ady siC ] boskoGcia?
Ostatec]nie odpowiedz na pytanie, c]y Je]Jus ] Na]aretu ] Galilei jest
Bogiem (jak wy]naja chr]eGcijanie , to kwestia wiary. Jednak to, kiedy
i gd]ie Jac]Cto tak uwaTai, moTe byii ustalone pr]e] historiC. MoTna tel
s]ukaii najbard]iej prawdopodobnych pr]yc]yn pojawienia siC nowej
wiary” . Zatem P. Lisicki, podobnie jak w pracy AKto Jabi4 Je]Jusa?
Prawda i interpretacja”, w publikacji AC]y Je]us jest Bogiem? Od ju-
daiJmu do chr]eGcijaEstwa” konsekwentnie podala droga u]asadnienia

W tekGcie odwoiujC siC do mojej pracy, Job. Renesans apologii, s. -
P. Lisicki, Czy Jezus jest Bogiem? Od judaizmu do chrzescijanstwa, Krakyw
,S. . Wroku praca Jostasa 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
and the historical person of Jesus. “I do not intend,” he notes, “to deal
here with a theological issue, namely the meaning and signi¢,cance
of divinity. Nor do | want to explore the theological basis of religious
belief. | am interested in history, speci¢ cally the memory of witnesses
and what they have passed on. | 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
aman 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.” Therefore, Lisicki, as in his work “Kto ]abi4 JeJusa?
Prawda i interpretacja,” in his publication ”C]y Je]us jest Bogiem? Od

In the text, | refer to my work, see Renesans apologii, pp. -
P. Lisicki, Czy Jezus jest Bogiem? Od judaizmu do chrzescijanstwa, Krakyw
,p. . 1In , the work was republished.
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historyc]nego. ANa pierws]y r]ut oka, wyja6nia d]iennikar], ktoG myg-
iby stwierd]iu, Te odpowiedz na tak postawione pytanie jest datwa, wy-
starc]y bowiem sprawd]iii, kiedy ktoG na]wai JeJusa Bogiem. Jednak,
jak to c]Csto bywa, najprosts]e odpowied]i nie sa najleps]e. Autor]y
Nowego Testamentu wyralali swoja wiarC inac]ej niT pyzniejsi chr]et-
cijanie. Nie de¢ niowali doktryny w wy]naniach, ale prjeka]ywali ja Ja
poGrednictwem interpretacji Pism i opisyw samego Je]Jusa. Dlatego nie
jest walne, a pr]Jynajmniej nie jest najwalniejs]e, kiedy ktoG pierws]y
ra] wprost na]wai JeJusa Bogiem. Sa dwa takie miejsca w ksiCgach
Nowego Testamentu, jednak dla niniejs]ych ro]JwalakE wéaGciwie nie
maja one Jnac]enia. Pierws]e ] nich to siowa ] Listu Gw. Pawéa do
R]ymian, w ktyrym pis]e on o Chrystusie, Bogu wielbionym na wieki
(R] , . Jednak pr]y bliTs]ej anali]ie oka]uje siC, Te nie sposyb po-
wied]iel, c]y okreGlenie «Byg» odnosi siC do Chrystusa, c]y tel siowo
to stanowi podmiot odrCbnego Jdania po pr]ecinku — starolytni nie
ulywali Jnakyw pr]estankowych. Drugi pr]ypadek to siynne siowa
Tomas]a, ktyry na widok Jmartwychwstadego Je]usa Jawoéiai: «Pan myj
I Bygmyj» J , .Jednak pochod]a one ] Ewangelii Jana, do ktyrej
trudno jest odwoéywaii siC w obecnej debacie jako zrydle, bo wiCks]oGi
komentatoryw, niesaus]nie Jres]ta, neguje jej wartoGii historyc]ng” .
Nie da siC na s]c]CGcie w tak satwy sposyb, posiugujac siC kilkoma
prostymi cytatami, odpowied]ieli na pytanie o to, jak JeJus Jostai
Bogiem. Aby tego dokonaii, nalely pr]eanaliJowaii tr]y moTliwoGci.
AZgodnie ] pierws]a stado siC tak jes]c]e Ja Tycia JeJusa. To, co my-
wig, to, jak mywis, ora] to, co c]yni4, sprawido, Te jul pierwsi uc]nio-
wie, odpowiadajac na Jego we]wanie, Jac]Cli w Nim dostr]egaii osobC
nadlud]ka, kogoG rywnego Bogu lub samego Boga. Wiara taka Jatem
istniasa w formie niewyraznej i niepeénej Ja Tycia Je]usa, ro]JwinCéa siC
]aG i Jostaa potwierd]ona wskutek spotkania Je Zmartwychwstaiym” .
Druga moTliwoGii opiera siC na te]ie, Te Au]nanie boskoGci mogéo nasta-
piil nie Ja Tycia Je]usa, ale po Jego Gmierci, Ja sprawa doGwiadc]enia
Wielkanocy. To wtedy, spotykajac Tywego, jak sad]ili, JeJusa, uc]niowie

P. Lisicki, Czy Jezus jest Bogiem?, S. -
Tamle,s. .
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judai]mu do chr]eGcijaEstwa” 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 di erently 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 ¢rstis
the words of St Paulfs Letter to the Romans, in which he writes about
Christ, the eternally worshipped God (Rom : . On closer inspection,
however, we ¢ nd that it is impossible to say whether the term ‘Godf 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 Lordand my God” (Jn  : . However, these come from the Gospel
of John, which is di cult to refer to as a source in the current debate
because most commentators, wrongly, deny its historical value.”
Fortunately, it is not possible to answer the question of how Jesus
became God in such an easy way, using a few simple quotes. To do this,
three options or scenarios need to be explored. “According to the ¢ 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.” The second scenario is based on
the thesis that “the recognition of divinity may not have occurred during
Jesusf life, but after his death, through the Easter experience. It was
then, encountering the living, as they thought, Jesus, that the disciples

P. Lisicki, Czy Jezus jest Bogiem?, pp. - .
Ibid, p. .
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uznali w Nim kogo$ wiecej niz czlowieka, ostatecznie Boga. Dopiero
w tym momencie objawit im swojg boska godnos¢, a oni w odpowiedzi
na to zaczeli Go czci¢ jak Boga™. I w koncu ostatnia mozliwosé, ,,ze
w wiara w to, ze Jezus byt istotg boska, pojawita si¢ stosunkowo pdzno,
kiedy wigkszo$¢ lub wszyscy uczniowie z Galilei wymarli, réwniez
po $mierci apostola Pawta. Byla ona nowos$cig, nieznanym wczesniej
rozumieniem osoby Jezusa’®. To wtedy wtasnie chrzescijanie dokonali
wyniesienia Jezusa do sfery boskiej, chociaz On tak naprawd¢ byt zawsze
czlowiekiem. Zatem wiara powstala ,,jako efekt swoistego zderzenia
pamigci o Zmartwychwstatym, jaka przechowywat pierwszy, gtéwnie
zydowski Koscidl, 1 wyobrazen oraz schematow poganskich, jakie wnie-
sli do niego pdzniej masowo nawracani Grecy, Rzymianie 1 inne ludy.
Zydzi, uczniowie Jezusa, widzieli w Nim wzniosta postaé, bohatera,
proroka, nigdy jednak istote boska; dopiero ewolucja doktryny 1 jej hel-
lenizacja doprowadzity do spojrzenia na Jezusa jako na Boga™. Istniejg
zatem trzy mozliwe odpowiedzi na pytanie o moment narodzin wiary
w boskos¢ Jezusa 1 jej ciggltos¢. Tylko w pierwszym wypadku zostaje
ona zachowana, w drugim jest dosy¢ niejasna, a trzeci zdecydowanie
przesuwa moment jej narodzin, sugerujac, ze skoro pojawita si¢ pozniej,
to jest oderwana od zrédta, czyli osoby Jezusa.

Kolejng istotng kwestig w tym konteks$cie jest pytanie o tozsamos¢
Boga chrzescijan i Zydow. Czy identycznie Go sobie wyobrazali? W tej
materii, zauwaza P. Lisicki, panuje zgoda, bowiem Stary Testament zo-
stal przez wyznawcow Jezusa w calosci zaakceptowany. Bog chrzescijan,
stak jak Bog Zydow na przetomie wiekéw byt Stworca $wiata, Tym,
ktory stworzyt go z niczego, bez posrednictwa innych, pomniejszych,
nizszych, gorszych tworcow. Tak samo jak Bog Zydow byt On tez Kro-
lem i Panem Swiata, rzadzit nim, troszczyt sie i dbat o niego, pielegnowat
go. Nalezata Mu sie¢, Jemu jednemu, najwyzsza 1 jedyna czes¢. Tak jak
w oczach Zydow wiara w jednego Boga pociagata za soba jeden kult, tak
samo chrzescijanie uznawali, ze samemu tylko Najwyzszemu nalezg si¢

7 Tamze.
8 Tamze.
? Tamze, s. 7-8.



PRZEMYSLAW ARTEMIUK SAINTS ARE WITNESSES<«< 85

recognised in him someone more than human, ultimately God. It was
only at this point that he revealed his divine dignity to them, and they, in
response, began to worship him as God.” And ¢ 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.” 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.” 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 deg¢ 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

Ibid.
Ibid.
Ibid, p. .
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c]eGii i chwada. Byli rywnie rygorystyc]nymi monoteistami co Zyd]i.
Tak samo jak Zyd]i nie dopus]c]ali teT myGli, aby mogli skiadaii hoid
komukolwiek innemu. Jes]c]e Janim w cesarstwie JniknCéy pogaEskie
Gwiatynie, Janim koleni jedynowsadcy u]nali, Te ich paEstwo ma cha-
rakter chr]eGeijaEski, wy]nawcy Je]usa, tak jak Zyd]i, wied]ieli, Te
bogowie pos]c]egylnych narodyw sa boTkami i demonami” .

Chr]eGcijanie, podobnie jak wy]nawcy Jahwe, uwalali, Te Byg nie
poJostaje jedynie mies]kaEcem niebios, ale skoro stwor]yé ten Gwiat,
to rywniel pragnie objawiii, uka]aii siC cJéowiekowi. Nie tylko dlatego,
Te jest jego Stwyrca, ale rywniel Je w]glCdu na to, Te jest on stwor]ony
na Jego obra] i podobieEstwo. Zatem Byg objawia siC, jak uka]uje
to Stary Testament, i buduje relacjC ] cJéowiekiem. Ten Jwia]ek nie tylko
dotyc]y wybranych osyb, ale ] c]Jasem cadego ludu, ktyry Byg bier]e
na waasnoGi. Tros]c]ac siC o niego i str]egac go, dba rywniel o jego
kondycjC duchowa, dlatego posyia prorokyw. Ostatnim ] nich, a ryw-
noc]eGnie cadkowicie innym jest JeJus ] Na]aretu. ATC c]CGii opowieGci,
dla chr]e6cijan najwalniejs]a, Zyd]i odr]ucili. Chr]eGcijanie dodawali
tel, Te yw ostatni posaaniec byi nie tylko cJéowiekiem, ale tel rywnym
Bogu Jego Synem i Panem, JeJusem Chrystusem, ktyremu naleTaéa siC
taka sama chwada jak Jahwe, Bogu, ktyry Jwia]ai siC prJymier]Jem
1 domem Jakuba. Od kiedy Jac]Cli géosiii boskoGii JeJusa? | co byio
tego pr]yc]yna?”

P. Lisicki Jauwala, Te w tych pytaniach tkwi paradoksalnoGii. W r]e-
c]ywistoGei bowiem Achr]eGcijaEstwo nie miado prawa powstaii” .
Zawierago pr]eciel w sobie wyrazna spr]ec]noGii. Jak molna byso wy-
Tnawaii monotei]m, c]yli wiarC w Jednego Boga Jahwe, i rywnoc]eGnie
pr]ypisywaii boskoGii JeJusowi ] Na]aretu, ktyry pr]eciel by c]iowie-
kiem. ANiektyr]y historycy mniemaja, e taki c]ysty monotei]m wy]na-
wai tel Je]us, Te nigdy nie pr]ys]éo Mu do giowy, Te yw jeden jedyny
Jahwe jest kimG innym, niT to pr]eka]ady pisma Starego Testamentu” .

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

Christians, like the followers of Yahweh, believed that God does not
remain merely an inhabitant of the heavens, but since He created this
world, He also wishes to reveal Himself, to appear to man. Not only
because He is its Creator, but also because it is made in His image and
likeness. So God reveals Himself, as the Old Testament shows, and builds
a relationship with man. This relationship not only involves a select few,
but over time the whole people that God takes ownership of. As he cares
for and guards them, he also cares for their spiritual condition, which is
why he sends prophets. The last of these, and at the same time completely
di erent, is Jesus of 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?”

Lisicki notes that there is a paradox in these questions. For in fact
“Christianity could not have arisen.” After all, it contained a clear
contradiction. How could one profess monotheism, that is, faith in
the One God Yahweh, and at the same time attribute divinity to Jesus
of 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.” After all, this belief gave credence to the entire

Ibid, p. .
Ibid, p. .
Ibid.
Ibid.
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Pr]eciel to pr]Jekonanie uwiarygadniaa cady Tydowski system religijny.
AJeden Byg, jeden IJrael, jedna Jero]olima, jedna Gwiatynia, jedno
miejsce kultu. Nikt inny opryc] Jahwe nie miaa prawa do chwady. Ani
aniodowie, ani wielcy pr]ywydcy ] pr]es]éoGei, ani prorocy. Byg ten by
absolutnie transcendentny, do tego stopnia, Te nie wolno byéo spor]ad]aii
Jego wiJerunkyw (Job. Pwt , - ” . W jaki sposyb ]Jatem, w takim
klimacie myga narod]iii siC kult chr]eGcijaEski, wska]ujacy na OsobC
Je]usa jako Boga?

ANie pytam tu, podkreGla d]iennikar], o wiarC w sensie teologic]-
nym, powtar]Jam — to po]Jostaje Jaws]e tajemnicg. Nigdy ostatec]nie
nie wiadomo, w jaki sposyb konkretny c]4owiek Jac]yna wier]yi. Nie
chod]i tutaj o opinie, sady, mniemania, pr]ypus]c]enia, niech bCd]ie,
Te nawet pr]ekonania, ale wéaGnie o wiarC. Stage i, mywiac jC]ykiem
kardynasa Newmana, be]Jwarunkowe pr]yGwiadc]enie dawane prawdom
nadpr]yrod]Jonym. Br]mi to r]ec]ywiGcie Jagadkowo, ale nic d]iwnego,
skoro chce siC opisaii rjec]y niewyralalne. Niemniej jednak nie o takiej
wier]e tutaj mywimy. Pytam o wiarC jako Jjawisko historyc]ne, o to,
Te w pewnym momencie d]iejyw pojawili siC lud]ie, ktyr]y Jac]Cli
oddawaii c]eGii JeJusowi w taki sam sposyb, w jaki wc]eGniej oddawali
ja Jahwe. Jak dos]ao do tego, Te jul w | wieku nas]ej ery pewna grupa
lud]i, najprawdopodobniej najpierw Zydyw, Jac]Céa oddawaii Jabitemu
na kr]yTu Galilejc]ykowi boska c]eGii? C]y sam Je]us Jdawaé sobie
] tego sprawC? C]y tolerowai takie Jachowania? A mole nie tylko tole-
rowas, ale nawet uwalas, Te sa one wiaGciwa odpowied]ia na Jego wiasna
godnoGii, bo sam byi pr]ekonany, Te jest Bogiem?”

Pytania te jawia siC jako fundamentalne, jeGli chcemy odnalezii mo-
ment historyc]nych narod]in wiary w boskoGii JeJusa. NaleTy jednak,
dodaje P. Lisicki, byii cierpliwym, a takTe mieii GwiadomoGu, Te nigdy
nie u]yska siC ostatec]nej i caikowitej pewnoGci. Ustalenia poJostana
Jaws]e hipotetyc]ne. Zatem praca historyka pr]ypomina detektywi-
styc]ne Gled]two. Ma on do dyspo]ycji kopie oryginalnych pr]eka]yw na
temat Je]usa, ktyre, pomimo ]géas]anych co jakiG cJasyw watpliwoGci,
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Jewish religious system. “One God, one Israel, one Jerusalem, one
temple, one place of worship. No one else but Yahweh had a right to glory.
Not the angels, not the great leaders of the past, not the prophets. This
God was absolutely transcendent, so much so that no images of Him
were allowed to be made (see Deuteronomy : - .” How, then, could
Christian worship, which points to the Person of Jesus as God, be born
in such a climate?

“I am not asking here,” the journalist stresses, “about faith in
the theological sense, | 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 ine able. Nevertheless, this is not the kind
of faith we are talking about here. I am asking about faith as a historical
phenomenon, about the fact that, at a certain point in history, people
appeared who began to worship Jesus in the same way they had previously
worshipped Yahweh. How did it happen that as early as the ¢ 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?”

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 historianfs work resembles a detective
investigation. He has at his disposal copies of the original accounts
of Jesus, which, despite the doubts raised from time to time, remain
a hundred per cent certain. On the other hand, only his disciples provide
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poJostajaw  procentach pewne. O samym Je]usie JaG informuija tylko
Jego uc]niowie. Detektyw nie mole Jwery¢ kowai faktyw, docierajac do
innych zryded niT chr]eGcijaEskie. AGdyby chocial istniai raport Poncju-
s]a Pidata ] tr]yd]iestego ktyregoG roku nas]ej ery, w ktyrym rJymski
gubernator Judei pr]eka]ywaiby informacje o swoim ur]Cdowaniu ”
A tak mamy dopiero dokument ] roku ok. . — list Plinius]a Méod-
s]ego do cesar]a Trajana, w ktyrym r]Jymski ur]Cdnik relacjonujac
d]iadanie nowej sekty, jaka sa chr]etGcijanie (AGpiewaja pie6ni i hymny
do Chrystusa jako boga” , prosi o radC. APotwierd]a siC Jatem, Jauwala
publicysta, Te osiemd]iesiat lat po Gmierci JeJusa Jego Jwolennicy od-
dawali Mu taka c]eGii, jak Jwykso siC oddawail siC bogom. Relacja ta
nie bud]i watpliwoGci. Plinius] by4 do chr]eGcijan nastawiony wrogo,
a sam raport Jnala]4 siC w wewnCtr]nej korespondencji ] cesar]em.
Plinius] pr]y]naje, Te ] wiasnej inicjatywy nie prowad]i pr]eGladowak
na wielka skalC, gdy jednak ktoG Jostaje Jadenuncjowany, pr]esiuchuje
go, daje mu s]ansC naprawy jego win, a w ra]ie Jatward]iaiej postawy
ska]uje na Gmierii” .

W relacji rJymskiego ur]Cdnika jest, Jdaniem redaktora Do Rzeczy,
Jawarta cenna informacja. Chod]i o postawC samych chr]eGcijan. Nawet
pod grozba Gmierci i pr]y Jastosowaniu tortur nie god]ili siC na odda-
wanie c]ci pogaEskim bogom. ATakie Jachowanie, podkreGla P. Lisicki,
musiaio bud]ii Jdumienie R]ymianina i byéo, ] jego punktu wid]enia,
skrajnie nielogic]ne” . Dlatego namiestnik w ich postawie dostr]egs, jak
Japis]e pyzZniej Tacyt, d]iwny i niebe]piec]ny Jabobon, a mole takle
Jagrolenie dla paEstwa. Nie chcieli pr]eciel c]ciii cesar]a jako boga,
a oddawali chwaiC nie]nanemu bliTej JeJusowi.

Historyk, chcac Jatem odtwor]yii proces formowania siC wiary w bo-
skoGii Je]usa, staje pr]ed wyjatkowo trudnym Jadaniem. ANatra¢a na
Tjawisko chr]eGcijaEstwa jako na coG odrCbnego i charakterystyc]nego,
co trudno mu Jredukowaii do innych, Jnanych historyc]nie pr]ejawyw
religijnoGei. Nie mogéo siC ono narod]iii tak po prostu ani ] judai]jmu,
ktyry nie tolerowas kultu JeJusa, ani ] pogaEstwa, ktyre nie tolerowaioby
chr]eGeijaEskiego eksklu]ywi]mu. Dla Zydyw to, Te byi jeden Byg,
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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 hiso ce ” And so we only
have a document dated approx. ~ AD —a letter from Pliny the Younger
to Emperor Trajan, in whicha Roman o cial, reporting on the operation
of a new sect, which are Christians (“they sing songs and hymns
to Christ as a god” , asks for advice. “It is therefore 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”

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

The historian, therefore, who wishes to reconstruct the process
of the formation of belief in the divinity of Jesus, faces an exceptionally
di cult task. “He encounters the phenomenon of Christianity as
something distinct and characteristic, which he ¢nds di cult to reduce
to other historically known manifestations of religiosity. It could not
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musiado o]nac]ai, Te nie bya Nim Je]us, dla pogan ]aé pr]eciwnie —
jeGli JeJus bya Bogiem, to obok Niego musiasoby istnieli wiele innych
panyw i bogyw” . Jak w takim ra]ie u]asadnii historyc]nie, Te Je]us
jest Bogiem, jak to siC stago? ATo pytanie nieporywnywalnie trudniejs]e
niT kalde inne Jnane ] historii. Jednak Gled]two w tej sprawie mole siC
udail. Choii brak JewnCtr]nych relacji, to prljechowady siC c]tery ryTne,
pochod]ace od be]poGrednich uc]niyw opisy d]iadalnoGci Je]usa. Molna
byl pewnym, Te sg wc]esne i nie Jostady napisane pyzniej nil s]eGii-
d]iesiat, siedemd]iesiat lat po Jego Gmierci — to gyrna granica. Pochod]a
od lud]i, ktyr]y albo mieli dostCp do Gwiadkyw (jak Marek i tukas] ,
albo sami byli Gwiadkami (jak Mateus] c]y Jan . Ich forma naGladuje
starolytne biogra¢e, co po]wala sad]iti, Te autor]y chcieli wiernie opi-
sail Jdar]enia ] Tycia JeJusa. To d]iCki nim, innej drogi nie ma, bCd]ie
molna odkryii JagadkC boskoGci JeJusa” .

P. Lisicki ] nad]ieja stwierd]a, il jest w stanie, odc]ytujac pr]esianie
Ewangelii, odtwor]yi historyc]ny proces. Kluc]em po]jostaje dokiadne
Japo]nanie siC ] ywc]esnym Gwiatem Tydowskim. AMolIna sobie tylko
wyobra]iti, podkreGla publicysta, jak wygladaio Tycie w rod]inie Je-
Jusa, ile wysidku wkéadano w Jachowanie pamiCci o mCc]ennikach
i jak tros]c]ono siC o wiarC w jednego Boga. (<< . Wied]ac to ws]ystko,
mamy GwiadomoGii trudnoGci, pr]ed jakimi stoi historyk. Wydaje mu siC
c]Csto, Te wyrastajac w takim otoc]eniu, JeJus nie myga uwalail siebie
Ta kogoG wiCcej niT kolejnego Tydowskiego pr]ywydcC, co najwylej Ja
ostatniego proroka. Postaram siC poka]aii, Te takie roJumowanie jest
fais]ywe. Opiera siC na Jbyt statyc]nym i waskim pojmowaniu juda-
iJmu, nie uw]glCdnia tkwiacej w tej religii dynamiki, tak widoc]nej
w ksiCgach prorockich. Ci, ktyr]y sad]a, Te JeJus nie mygi uwalaii
siebie Ja Boga, nie dostr]egaja prostego biCdu. Ows]em, JeJus nie myga
uwalail siebie Ja takiego boga jak pogaEscy boTkowie c]y herosi, ]a
jedna ] wielu emanacji boskoGei; myga jednak wid]ieii w sobie samego
Jahwe, ktyry Jgodnie ] Japowied]ig pr]ys]edé do swego ludu. Myga
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simply have been born out of either Judaism, which did not tolerate Jesusf
worship, or paganism, which would not tolerate Christian exclusivism.
For Jews, the fact that there was one God must have meant that Jesus
was not him; for pagans, on the contrary, if Jesus was God, there would
have to be many other lords and gods alongside him.” Then how does
one justify historically that Jesus is God, how did that happen? “This is
a question incomparably more di cult than any other known to history.
However, the investigation into the matter can be successful. Although
there are no external accounts, four di erent accounts from direct
disciples of 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 Jesusf life. It is through them, no other way, that it will be possible
to unravel the mystery of Jesus{ divinity.”

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 e ort 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 di culties facing the historian. It often seems to him
that, growing up in such an environment, Jesus could not have regarded
himself as anything more than another Jewish leader, at most as the last
prophet. What | will try to show is that such reasoning is false. It is
based on an overly static and narrow understanding of Judaism, and fails
to take into account the inherent dynamism of the religion, so evident
in the books of the prophets. Those who believe that Jesus could not
consider himself to be God miss a simple error. Yes, Jesus could not
have regarded himself as a god like the pagan idols or heroes, as one
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sad]iii, Te repre]entuje Jahwe, Te Nim w jakiG nieJwykay i tajemnic]y
sposyb jest” .

Swiadectwo i postawa uc]niyw moga byl rywniel tutaj walnym
argumentem. C]y moTna bowiem wytiumac]yii ich wiarC, a nastCpnie
roJwyj chr]eGeijaEstwa, jeGli odr]uci siC poglad, iT JeJus wid]iai w sobie
Boga? Pr]eciel nie pos]li Ja Nim, oc]ekujac kor]yGci materialnych.
Wielu ] nich byio JamoInymi ludZmi (na pr]ykaad synowie Zebedeus]a .
Nikt nie nosia pierwotnie greckiego imienia, Jatem to Jnak Jdrad]ajacy
ich religijnoGii. A sam opis powosania? APor]Jucii niezle prosperujace
pr]edsiCbiorstwo rybne, stwierd]a P. Lisicki, mogli tylko lud]ie Tarliwi,
tacy, ktyr]y wc]eGniej, Janim po]nali JeJusa, musieli Jnai tradycje,
c]ytaii Pismo, oc]ekiwati wybawienia I]raela. Nie moTna byio mies]kaii
w Galilei w latach dwud]iestych po Chrystusie, naleleli do ywc]esnej
klasy Gredniej i nie Jnaii podstaw wiary IJraela. I nie wied]iet, Te Byg
jest jeden” . Swiat ] ktyrego pochod]ili, to terytorium giCboko religijne.
Galilejc]ycy, a nie jedynie mies]kaEcy Judei, Jachowywali wiarC pr]od-
kyw, dbali o domy modlitw — synagogi, pr]estr]egali Jasad kas]rutu.
AW jaki Jatem sposyb pochod]acy be] wyjatku stamtad uc]niowie mogli
Jac]aii oddawaii JeJusowi c]eGi, ktyra bysa Jastr]eTona dla Jahwe?
Byli al tak nieroJumni i niewyks]taiceni? Zadna miarg” — wyraznie
podkreGla redaktor Do Rzeczy .

KRYTYKA REDUKCJONISTYCZNYCH KONCEPCJI

Brak prostego wyjaGnienia wiary uc]niyw w Je]Jusa jako Boga bywa
d]isiaj uTywany pr]e] krytykyw jako argument potwierd]ajacy te]C,
Te to dokonado siC nie wGryd pierws]ych, Tydowskich naGladowcyw
Na]arejc]yka, ale pyZniej. AZgodnie ] takim roJumowaniem nie jest
molliwe, by Zyd]i, uc]niowie Je]Jusa, sami Jac]Cli oddawaii Mu boska
c]eGii. Mogli uwier]yi, Te Jmartwychwstas, mogli u]nail, Te Jasduguje
w Jwia]ku ] tym na s]c]egylne miejsce w pamiCci, nie prlekroc]yli
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of the many emanations of divinity; but he could have seen in himself
Yahweh, who, as foretold, had come to his people. He might have thought
that he represented Yahweh, that he was Him in some extraordinary and
mysterious way.”

The testimony and attitude of the disciples can also be an important
argument here. After all, can one explain their faith and the subsequent
development of Christianity if one rejects the idea that Jesus saw God in
himself? After all, they did not follow Him expecting material benegts.
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 Jealous people, those who, before they met Jesus, must
have known the traditions, read the Scriptures, and looked forward
to the deliverance of Israel. One could not live in Galilee in the S
AD, belong to the middle class of the time, and not know the basics
of Israelfs faith. And not know that God is one.” The world they came
from was a deeply religious territory. The Galileans, not just the people
of Judea, preserved the faith of their ancestors, took care of the houses
of worship — the synagogues — and observed the rules of kashrut. “How,
then, could the disciples who came from there without exception begin
to give Jesus the worship that was reserved for Yahweh? Were they that
unintelligent and uneducated? Not by any means,” the editor-in-chief
of Do Rzeczy clearly emphasi]es.

CRITICISM OF REDUCTIONIST CONCEPTS

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
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natomiast nigdy linii odd]ielajacej GciGle to, co lud]kie, od tego, co
boskie” . Zwolennikami takich pogladyw sg nastCpujacy naukowcy:
G. Vermes, P. Fredriksen, M. Casey i R. Aslan. U]asadniii Jatem bo-
skoGii JeJusa, to w pierws]ej kolejnoGei Jmier]yii siC ] ich koncepcjami
i dokonati wobec nich apologii. Mimo Te wychod]a oni od tej konsta-
tacji, Jauwala P. Lisicki, c]yli gios]a, Te AJe]Jus byi w peéni i tylko
Zydem galilejskim Tyjacym w | wieku nas]ej ery” , to ostatec]nie
dochod]a do ryTnych reJultatyw . Walne jest jednak, Te AlTaden ] nich
nie u]naje autentyc]noGei ogyéu ewangelic]nych prjeka]yw. Ich Jda-
niem ani Je]us, ani uc]niowie nie mogli odpowiadali Ja powstanie
wiary chr]eGcijaEskiej” . Na jakich podstawach buduja swoje teorie,
co jest dominanta ich pogladyw? ApologiC boskoGci JeJusa publicysta
po wstCpnym Jarysowaniu problematyki ro]poc]yna od Jmier]enia siC
] ich koncepcjami. Pr]eGledzmy Jatem tC anali]C.

G. Vermes (Jm. bya Jdaniem polskiego publicysty wpaywowym
komentatorem Nowego Testamentu . ATen wybitny Tydowski badac]
stara siC, jak twierd]i, odtwor]yii prawd]iwy obra] JeJusa” . Proble-
mem jednak w dotarciu do postaci Na]arejc]yka jest chr]eGcijaEska
wiara, Aktyra wynioséa Je]Jusa do rangi, ktyrej ten nigdy dla siebie nie
prlewidywasd” . G. Vermes chce ]Jatem byl badac]em be]stronnym,
wolnym od religijnych uwikéaE. W tym celu na osobC Je]usa patr]y
jako nieodéac]na c]CGu judai]lmu, a nie sugeruje siC opiniami teologyw,
ktyr]y sa stronnic]y, AgdyT podGwiadomie, c]yli nawet nie wied]ac, sa
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possible that the Jews, the disciples of Jesus, themselves began to worship
him divinely. They may have believed that he had risen from the dead,
they may have considered that he deserved a special place in their
memory as a result, but they never crossed the line that strictly separates
the human from the divine.” The view is supported by the following
researchers: G. Vermes, P. Fredriksen, M. Casey, and R. Aslan. To
justify the divinity of Jesus, therefore, is ¢ 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,” they ultimately
come to di erentresults. 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.” 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. was
an inAuential commentator on the New Testament. “This eminent
Jewish researcher is trying, as he claims, to recreate the true
image of Jesus.” The problem, however, in arriving at the ¢gure
of the Na]arene is the Christian faith, “which elevated Jesus to a status
that he had never envisaged for himself.” Vermes therefore wants to be
an unbiased researcher, free of religious entanglements. To this end,
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pod wpéywem wiary” . P. Lisicki Jauwala, Te ApodkreGlanie wéasnej
nie]aleTnoGci >w pr]ypadku G. Vermesaj ma wska]ywaii na to, Te autor
Tyskai nowy, nieJapoGrednic]ony pr]e] tradycjC dostCp do zryded. Dla-
tego pis]e, Te stara siC Jachowaii «spojr]enie ucJonego, be]stronnego
historyka, ktyry pos]ukujac informacji, JagiCbia siC w Jachowanych
zrydaach». Tg drogg ma r]ekomo dotr]et do tego, co najbard]iej orygi-
nalne i podstawowe, do mywigcego po aramejsku Galilejc]yka ] c]asyw,
gdy jes]c]e nikt nie siys]ai o chr]eGcijanach i KoGciele” . C]y jest
molliwe? Wydaje siC, Te G. Vermes Apr]ypisuje sobie JdolnoGii docie-
rania do Jnac]enia pierwotnych styw JeJusa ponad gdowami wc]esnych
chr]eGeijan i KoGeioda. «Charakterystyc]ng cecha JeJusa chr]eGeijak-
skiego jest caakowity brak proporcji miCd]y historia i teologia, faktem
i interpretacja» — pis]e i obiecuje, Te bCd]ie w stanie poka]aii wi]erunek
uwolniony od chr]eGcijaEskich naleciasoGei” . Dlatego stanowc]o od-
rJuca obra] Je]Jusa jako Syna BoTego, pr]ekonujac, iT jest on odejGciem
Jarywno od judai]mu, jak i od historyc]nego Je]usa. Taki wi]erunek
to efekt helleni]acji i pogani]acji pierwotnie Tydowskiego ruchu.

Kim Jatem w r]ec]ywistoGei bya Galilejc]yk? Co byéo w nim orygi-
nalnego? Jak wid]i Go G. Vermes? ATym, co wyryIniaio Je]usa, Jdaniem
uc]onego, byi Jego obra] Boga bliskiego, pr]ystCpnego, kochajacego
i Jatroskanego. Do takiego JeJusa, Tydowskiego chasyda, molna jednak
dotr]eii, od warunkiem Te uda siC prjeJwyciCTyii JasionC, w jaka spowili
Go autor]y Nowego Testamentu. Wywc]as Jnajd]ie siC On we wéaGci-
wym sobie Grodowisku poboTnych, galilejskich chasydyw, ] ktyrego
wyrwali Go chr]eGeijanie” . Je]Jus bys, Jatem Jdaniem G. Vermesa, tak
jak poJostali galilejscy chasyd]i Choni ZakreGlajacy Koéa i jego dwych
wnukyw, a takTe Chanina Ben Dosa, u]drowicielem i eg]orcysta, mCTem
Bolym | w. n.e. (isz ha-Elohim odwodujacym siC do proroka Elias]a.
Chr]eGcijanie a6 Jastapili Tydowskiego mCTa BoTego chr]eGcijak-
skim Poma]aEcem. Badac] jednak nie wyjaGnia, dlac]ego tak siC staio.
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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 inAuenced
by faith.” Lisicki notes that ‘the emphasis on his own independence
>In the case of G. Vermed{ 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.” Is it possible? It
seems that Vermes “credits his ability to get the meaning of the original
words of Jesus over the heads of the early Christians and the Church.
“The characteristic feature of the Christian Jesus is the complete lack
of proportion between history and theology, fact and interpretation,” he
writes, and promises to be able to show an image freed from Christian
impurities.” He therefore ¢ 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.” Jesus was, therefore, in Vermesf
view, like the other Galilean Hasidim Honi the Circle Maker and his
two grandsons, as well as Hanina ben Dosa, a healer and exorcist, a man

Ibid.
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Caikowicie pomija kwestiC najwalniejs]a. AOto co powinien wyjaGnii
historyk — wska]uje P. Lisicki. Nie to, Te w c]Jasach Je]Jusa d]iasali pod
pewnymi w]glCdami podobni do Niego u]drowiciele i chary]matycy.
To doGii oc]ywiste. Prawd]iwe wy]wanie leTy gd]ie ind]iej. I nie wy-
starc]y powied]iet, Te Je]Jus «pr]ewyls]ai ich ws]ystkich >chasydywi
0 giowC», ale tr]eba wytdiumac]yi, dlacJego w tym jednym jedynym
pr]ypadku uc]niowie Jac]Cli oddawaii Je]Jusowi chwaiC. JeGli prawda
jest, Te Je]us byi jednym ] kilku podobnych Mu pobolnych gorliw-
cyw Jnanych tradycji Tydowskiej, to G. Vermes powinien byl w stanie
wska]al inne pr]ykaady oddawania c]ci Jmardym nauc]ycielom. Niech
Jatem wskale opowieGci o Zydach, ktyr]y JginCli i tracli do nieba na
tron Boga, a ich Jwolennicy, mimo KICski na Jiemi, Jamiast ro]pro-
s]yii siC, wiernie pr]y nich trwali” . Dodatkowo uc]niowie Galilejc]yka
Jadbali, aby u]asadniii popr]e] Pisma sens Jego Gmierci i orCd]ie, ktyre
géosia. W cadej tradyciji Tydowskiej nie spotykamy nic]ego, co dasoby siC
Jestawili ] Ewangeliami. ANie sg Jnane biograce wielkich rabinyw,
takich jak Hillel c]y S]Jammaj, ani chasydyw, takich tak Chanina ben
Dosa c]y Choni ZakreGlajacy Kyédka” . Zatem Je]us, podkreGla polski
publicysta, Ajest jedyna osoba, ktyrej Tycie wydao siC Jego uc]niom na
tyle walne i oryginalne, Te inac]ej niT w wypadku ws]elkich innych
nauc]ycieli postanowili umieGciii Go w centrum uwagi, uc]yniii Jego
Tycie gdywnym tematem swych opowieGci. Je]us stad siC w ich ocJach
— r]ec] absolutnie be] precedensu — ucieleGnieniem Tory, sama Tywa,
osobowa Torg” . Jednak tego rod]aju spostr]eleE nie mau G. Vermesa.
Nie dostr]Jega on w osobie JeJusa Tadnej nowoGci i oryginalnoGci. Po-
wtar]a Ja to ] uporem, Te ten c]aowiek religijny o obe]wiadniajacym
chary]matyc]nym uroku Jostai pr]e] chr]eGeijan pr]eobralony w JeJusa
Chrystusa, transcendentny obiekt religii chr]eGcijaEskiej . W takiej
perspektywie konklu]ja, Jdaniem P. Lisickiego, mole by tylko jedna:
AByg ] Boga, ktyrego wy]naja chr]eGeijanie w credo, nigdy nie istniad.
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of God in the st century AD (isz 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 Jesusy 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 Jealots similar to him known to Jewish tradition,
then Vermes should be able to point to other examples of the worship
of deceased teachers. Let him, then, point to stories of Jews who died
and made it to heaven to the throne of God, and whose followers, despite
their defeat on earth, instead of dispersing, faithfully stood by them.”

In addition, the disciples of the Galilean ensured that they substantiated
through the Scriptures the meaning of his death and the message he
proclaimed. “The biographies of the great rabbis, such as Hillel or
Shammai, are not known, nor of the Hasidim, such as Hanina ben
Dosa or Honi the Circle Maker.”  Thus, Jesus, the Polish columnist
emphasises, “is the only person whose life seemed so important and
original to his disciples that, unlike any other teacher, they decided
to put him in the spotlight, to make his life the central theme of their
stories. Jesus became in their eyes — an absolutely unprecedented thing —
the embodiment of the Torah, the living, personal Torah itself.” However,
these kinds of observations are not found in Vermes. He sees no novelty
or originality in the person of Jesus. Instead, he insistently repeats
that this religious man with an overpowering charismatic charm was
transformed by Christians into Jesus Christ, the transcendent object
of the Christian religion. In such a perspective, the conclusion, according
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Jest to s]tuc]ny twyr pyzniejs]ych wy]nawcyw, nieudany efekt pr]e-
niesienia Tydowskich kategorii do greckiego Grodowiska kulturowego.
Chocial religia Je]Jusa i chr]eGcijaEstwo nie sa caikowicie roJéac]ne,
to co do Jasady sa tak ryTne w formie i pod w]glCdem swoich celyw, Te
nie da siC jednego wyprowad]iii ] drugiego” . C]y jednak taka wi]ja Ga-
lilejc]yka Jawarta w pismach G. Vermesa ma coG wspylnego ] prawda?

Niestety, jego Gladem podalaja inni badac]e, a oksfordski historyk
mole uchod]iii Ja Jasolyciela pewnej s]kody myGlenia. Blisko jego
pogladyw sytuuje siC P. Fredriksen (ur. , propagujaca swoje te]y
nie tylko w ksiaTkach, ale rywniel Ja poGrednictwem historyc]nych se-
riali ¢ Imowych o Je]usie. Be] watpienia jest ona Jwolennic]ka nowego
podejGeia do Mistr]a ] NaJaretu. Uwala ona, podkreGla P. Lisicki, Te
ANa]arejc]yka naleTy umieGciii w kontekGeie i Grodowisku judai]mu
palestyEskiego” . Pr]ekonuje takTe, podobnie jak G. Vermes, iT Ateksty
chr]eGeijaEskie Jnieks]taicaja i wykr]ywiaja prawd]iwy obra] Je]Jusa
Zyda” . Dlatego podejmuije siC uka]ania pr]ej6cia od Je]Jusa, Zyda ] Ga-
lilei, do Je]usa, istoty Boskiej . AOc]ywiGcie, Jauwala polski publicysta,
tak jak i wiCks]oGii komentatoryw >P. Fredriksend twierd]i, Te nie wystC-
puje pr]eciw religii, stara siC jedynie pilnowaii jej granic, d]iCki cJemu
religia Jachowuje swoja autonomiC” . W jaki sposyb jednak ja Jacho-
wal? C]y nie jest to pr]ypadkiem uleganie liberalnym krytykom i wy-
cigganie spr]ec]nych wnioskyw? C]y pr]ypadkiem krytyc]ne myGlenie
nie po]bawia religiC odarta ] historii racji bytu? ATeologia, Jauwala
P. Lisicki, jawi siC w tych ro]Jwalaniach jako pewien dodatek, s]tuc]ny
i arbitralny, pCtajacy historiC. Jest to Jres]ta, jak siC wydaje, koniec]ny
i jedyny molTliwy efekt oGwieceniowej ¢ 10]o¢i, Jgodnie ] ktyra historia
Tawiera ]biyr jednolitych faktyw, a jedyna metoda badawc]a staje siC
pows]echne ulywanie analogii. W tym sensie krytyka biblijna jest
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to Lisicki, can only be one: “The God of God that Christians profess
in the creed never existed. It is an 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 di erent in form and
in their aims that it is impossible to derive one from the other.” But does
such a vision of the Galilean contained in the writings of VVermes have
anything to do with the truth?

Unfortunately, his footsteps have been followed by other scholars, and
the Oxford historian can be credited as the founder of a certain school
of thought. Close to his views is P. Fredriksen (b. , propagating
her theses not only in books, but also through historical ¢ Im 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” . He
also argues, like Vermes, that “Christian texts distort and twist the true
image of Jesus the Jew.” ‘Therefore, he undertakes to show the transition
from Jesus, a Jew from Galilee, to Jesus, a divine being. ““Of course,”
notes the Polish columnist, “like most commentators he >Fredriksen(
claims he is not speaking out against religion, he is only trying to guard its
boundaries so that religion retains its autonomy.” But how to preserve it?
Is it not a case of succumbing to liberal critics and drawing contradictory
conclusions? Doesnft critical thinking deprive religion stripped of its
raison dfrtre 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 e ect of the Enlightenment philosophy, according to which
history contains a set of uniform facts and the only method of research
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niejako ] natury, co siC tyc]y metody badawc]ej, ateistyc]na. Komentator
mole odwodaywaii siC tylko do faktyw, ktyre Jnajduja swyj odpowiednik
w Gwieckich d]iejach, odnajdywaii takie powig]ania miCd]y nimi, ktyre
wykluc]ajg jakiekolwiek odniesienia do interwencji Boga, do tego, co
nadpr]yrod]one. W Gcisdym tego séiowa Jnac]eniu Byg nie mole byi
tu pr]yc]yna sprawc]a — nawet jeGli istnieje, i tak nie moTe d]iasati. To,
co siC wydar]yio w historii, moTe i musi Jostaii wytiumac]one tylko
jako efekt d]iadaE w obrChie Jnanej lud]iom, ogranic]onej do tego c]asu
I pr]estr]eni natury” .

Pr]yjmujac ateistyc]ne Jaiolenie, badac]ka dokonuje anali]y osoby
Je]usa. Na poc]atku, podkreGla redaktor Do Rzeczy, Jauwala, Te dos]éo
do Jamiany posiaEca w poséanie. AZgodnie ] ta teorig pierwotnie JeJus
nauc]ai o Bogu, géosi4 midosierd]ie i ojcowska dobroi, po swej Smierci
I Zmartwychwstaniu On sam w oc]ach wiernych pr]eséonid Boga. Ro]-
wyj kultu JeJusa pociggnai Ja sobg odchod]enie od oryginalnej religii
judai]mu, chr]eGcijaEstwo ma w sobie silng dawkC antyjudai]jmu” . Dla-
tego badac]ka stara siC odséoniii ws]ystkie momenty antyjudaistyc]ne,
Jawarte w chr]eGeijaEstwie. Sa nimi miCd]y innymi fragmenty Ewan-
gelii, ktyre utrwalaja opo]ycjC JeJus — wspyic]eGni mu Zyd]i, a takTe
casa Ewangelia Gw. Jana, nos]aca JnamiC antyjudaistyc]ne, napisana
pr]e] kogoG, kto sytuowai siC po]a, a mole takTe pr]eciw judai]mowi.

P. Fredriksen nie mole sobie porad]iti ] narod]inami kultu JeJusa,
jest to dla niej prawd]iwa kwadratura kota. AMniej popularny od Chr]ci-
ciela, nie]byt oryginalny, galilejski wieGniak, ktyry nie by w stanie pr]e-
wid]iet skutkyw swojej misji, biCdnie sad]i4, Te uc]estnic]y w ostatnim
GwiCcie Paschy na tym Gwiecie, Josta4 ares]towany po Jdrad]ie jednego
1 ucIniyw” . A rywnoc]eGnie teksty Nowego Testamentu wid]a w Je]Ju-
sie Syna CJéowiec]ego, Pana i Syna Bolego. W jaki sposyb Jatem prosty
Galilejc]yk stai siC Mesjas]em? ATrudno wytiumac]yii to pr]ejGeie,
odwodujac siC do tego, Te uc]niowie JeJusa mieli dobwiadc]yii wilji
Zmartwychwstasego i Te d]iadali w Grodowisku, w ktyrym pows]echne
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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 e ect
of actions within the nature known to humans, limited to this time and
space.”

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.” Therefore,
the researcher tries to reveal all anti-Judaic moments contained in
Christianity. These include, among others, fragments of the Gospels
that perpetuate the opposition of Jesus — contemporary Jews, as well as
the entire Gospel of St. John, bearing the anti-Judaic mark, written by
someone who was outside, and maybe also against Judaism.

Fredriksen cannot cope with the question of the birth of the Jesus cult,
it is a real squaring the circle for her. “Less popular than the Baptist,
not very original, a Galilean villager who was unable to foresee
the consequences of his mission, mistakenly thought he was participating
in the last Passover celebration in this world, was arrested after betraying
one of his disciples.” At the same time, the texts in New Testament see
Jesus as the Son of Man, Lord and Son of God. So how did a simple
Galilean become the Messiah? “It is di cult to explain this transition
by referring to the fact that Jesusf disciples were to experience a vision
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byio oc]ekiwanie eschatologic]ne” . P. Fredriksen, Jauwala P. Lisicki,
odr]ucajac fakt powstania ] martwych, jako istotny motyw w procesie
formowania siC kultu JeJusa, wska]uje na pr]ywyd]two i osobisty au-
torytet jako pr]yc]ynC sprawc]a. ADoGii marne tiumac]enie — stwierd]a
polski publicysta. Apostodowie dostr]egli w Je]usie Mesjas]a, bo bya
ich pr]ywydca i roGcia sobie prawo do autorytetu? Doskonale, tylko Te
mado to moTna wska]ai lud]i, ktyr]y mieli o sobie s]c]egylnie wysokie
mniemanie? Mado prJywydcyw, ktyr]y gdy pr]ys]éa kiCska, Jostali
osamotnieni? W tym wypadku ws]akTle po krytkiej chwili Jaiamania
uc]niowie dostr]egaja w swoim prjegranym mistrju Mesjas]ai ] cadym
pr]ekonaniem wCdrujg od gminy do gminy, gd]ie Jac]ynaja géosit, Te
wryci On ponownie, a wra] ] Nim nastanie Krylestwo Bole. W inter-
pretacji Fredrikson to, co najmniej prawdopodobne — pr]ypisanie roli
Mesjas]a pr]ywydcy, ktyry Jawiydi swoich — staje siC odpowied]ia na
klucJowe pytanie. To siC na]ywa prawd]iwe krytyc]ne roJumowanie” .

Ostatec]nie Jatem amerykaEska badac]ka sugeruje, Te historyk
c]ytajacy Ewangelie, powinien d]iadail jak archeolog. To Jnac]y musi
oc]yGciii pr]ysypany obra] Je]Jusa ] naleciaioGei chr]eGeijaEskich. Nie
mole pr]y tym lic]yi na pomoc KoGciosa, poniewal to on wéaGnie Jnie-
ks]taica prawd]iwy wi]erunek Galilejc]yka. AJednak c]asem, Jauwala
P. Lisicki, Fredriksen poJostawia chr]eGcijanom pewna nad]iejC. JeGli
JdobCda siC na odr]Jucenie upros]c]onego obraJu Je]usa jako istoty
boskiej, jeGli dokonajg «rekonstrukgji religijnego, spodec]nego, polityc]-
nego i kulturalnego kontekstu, w ktyrym Tyai umara JeJus ] Na]aretu»,
mole dotrg wres]cie do wy]walajacej prawdy” .

M. Casey (Jm. , jak podkreGla redaktor Do Rzeczy, to tr]eci
] badac]y, ktyry w sposyb najbard]iej radykalny i konsekwentny pragnie
wyka]ai, Te Je]Jus Zyd nigdy nie bya i w r]ec]ywistoGci nie myga byii
tym, Ja kogo uwala Go tradycja chr]eGcijaEska. Autor ten Apis]e o sobie,
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of the Risen One and that they operated in an environment where
eschatological expectation was common.” Fredriksen, notes Lisicki,
rejecting the fact of rising from the dead as an important motive in
the process of forming the cult of Jesus, points to leadership and personal
authority as the causative cause. “‘Quite a poor explanationj 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 Fredriksonfs
interpretation, the least likely thing — the attribution of the role of Messiah
to a leader who has disappointed his followers — becomes the answer
to the key question. This is called true critical reasoning.”

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

M. Casey (d. , as the editor-in-chief of Do Rzeczy 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
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Te jest nie]aleTnym historykiem, nie]Jwig]anym ] Tadnym KoGciodem
ani wspylnotg religijng, co c]yni go wyjatkowo be]stronnym” . Zadanie,
jakie sobie stawia, to dotarcie do prawd]iwego Je]usa, ktyry jest Jasto-
niCty pr]e] ortodoksyjna chr]eGeijaEska chrystologiC, o]nac]ajaca wiarC
w Jego boskoGii . Podobnie do popr]ednich badac]y i on osad]a JeJusa
w judai]mie | wieku i chce wyka]aii Jego obecnoGii i funkcjonowanie
tylko w takiej perspektywie. Powiela pr]y tym biCdy wc]eGniejs]ych
eg]egetyw. Po pierws]e nas]a wied]a o judai]mie | wieku jest bard]o
fragmentaryc]na, a to o]nac]a, Ie historycy d]isiaj nie moga precy]yjnie
Jrekonstruowail jego d]iejyw. To, co im obecnie wydaje siC maio prawdo-
podobne, tak nie jawiso siC odbiorcom Ewangelii. Siuchac]e Galilejc]yka
Jdecydowanie lepiej ro]po]nawali kontekst kulturowy niT wspyic]eGni
badac]e. Po drugie, wspyic]eGni eg]egeci domagaja siC ] gyry, aby
caig d]iasalnoGu JeJusa, Jego siowa i c]yny ogranic]yii do tego stop-
nia, aby wspyibr]miady Je wspyic]esnym Mu judai]mem. ANawet nie
ro]str]ygajac jes]c]e kwestii, Jauwala P. Lisicki, na ile wiarygodne sa
nadpr]yrod]one c]yny Je]usa, dlac]ego kryterium oceny Jego postaci
ma by nas]a, do tego udomna, wied]a o tym, co JroJumieliby lub c]ego
nie JroJumieliby Tyjacy w latach dwud]iestych i tr]yd]iestych | wieku
mies]kaEcy I]raela? Tak jakby wspyic]eGni krytycy na ws]elki wypadek
] gyry juT chcieli wykluc]yii ws]elka moTliwoGii, Jgodnie ] ktyra Je]us
mygé Jgéas]aii ros]c]enia do boskoGci. JeJus, ich Jdaniem, co najwyTej
myg4 sad]it, Te jest prorokiem lub wysiaEcem Niebios” .

M. Casey w tym w]glCd]ie nie odbiega od res]ty krytykyw. Wycho-
d]ac ] tego fais]ywego Jaiolenia, mole po]byii siC Aws]ystkiego, co
4ac]yioby JeJusa ] KoGeciodem i chr]eGeijaEstwem” . W efekcie otr]y-
muje obra] Je]Jusa Zyda, ktyry jest konstruktem c]ysto teoretyc]nym.
ATo Je]us, o ktyrym pis]a Ewangelie, minus to, co Jgad]a siC ] wiara
KoGcioda. ReJultatem tej d]iwnej operacji myGlowej jest waaGnie Je]Jus
Zyd. «JeGli to, co Je]Jus Jamier]ai i mywia, musi byii Jgodne ] judailmem
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been who the Christian tradition believes him to be. This author “writes
of himself as an independent historian, una liated with any church
or religious community, which makes him exceptionally impartial.”
The task he sets himself is to reach the real Jesus, who is obscured by
orthodox Christian Christology, which means faith in His divinity. Like
previous scholars, he too embeds Jesus in ¢ 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 Galileanfs 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 Aawed, knowledge of what
the people of Israel living in the s and s would or would not
have understood? It is as if modern critics, just in case, already wanted
to rule out in advance any possibility according to which Jesus could
make claims to divinity. Jesus, in their view, at most could have thought
that he was a prophet or a messenger of Heaven.”

In this respect, Casey is no di erent from other critics. Starting from
this false premise, he can do away with “anything that would link Jesus
to the Church and Christianity.” The result is a picture of the Jesus
the Jew, which is a purely theoretical construct. “It is the Jesus of whom
the Gospels write, minus that which agrees with the faith of the Church.
The result of this strange operation of thought is precisely Jesus the Jew.
‘If what Jesus intended and said must be consistent with the Judaism
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pierws]ej poiowy | w. n.e. w Galilei, to wynika ] tego, Te ws]ystko,
co pr]ypisuje Mu siC, a co nie jest Jgodne ] judailmem I w., nie mole
byl autentyc]ne»” . W Jwia]ku ] tym Mistr] ] NaJaretu jawi siC jako
Zyd palestyEski, ktyrego sposyb myoGlenia nie mole byii inny niT jego
rodakyw.

Kim Jatem w r]ec]ywistoGci jest JeJus wediug brytyjskiego histo-
ryka? Ani Mesjas]em, ani Synem Bolym, ale ostatnim poséaEcem do
IJraela, ktyrego pr]epowied]iai Jan. AZdaniem M. Caseya, podkreGla
P. Lisicki, JeJus mniemas, Te Jego popr]ednikiem byi Jan, ktyry wy-
pednid proroctwo Malachias]a” . Polski publicysta Jwraca uwagC, Te
brytyjski badac] nie jest w stanie wyjGii po]a ] gyry pr]yjCte Jaiolenie.
AC]y Casey, pyta P. Lisicki, nie dostr]ega, Te tym kimG, kogo wediug
Malachias]a mia4 popr]ed]aii Elias], byd sam Byg? JeGli JeJus uwalas,
Te Jan jest Elias]em, to dlac]ego miai nie wid]iell w sobie nie tylko
«ostatniego poséaEca do I]raela», ale wiaGnie wcielenia Jahwe? Podob-
nie Casey podkreGla nieJwykéa godnoGii, jaka Je]Jus pr]y]nawai swoim
uc]niom: «To jest coG nad]wyc]ajnego. Dwunastu bCd]ie sad]iii 1]rael.
Nie Abel, nie Abraham, nie Mojles], ale Dwunastu». Kim Jatem bya
ten, ktyry pr]y]nawai sobie wiad]C wybierania sCd]iyw nad 1]raelem?
Znowu gdyby nie ] gyry pr]yjCta te]a, Jgodnie ] ktyra Tydowski Je]Jus
nie myga myGleii o sobie jako o Bogu, sama logika doprowad]isaby
Caseya do stwierd]enia, Te tym, ktyry ustanawia sCd]iyw nad 1]raelem,
mygé byii tylko ktoG rywny Bogu” .

Je]us M. Caseya, stwierd]a P. Lisicki, jest omylnym Zydem, bowiem
Jgéas]a swoje ros]c]enie do boskoGci caikowicie omyékowo. Nawet jeGli
posiuguije siC tytusem Syn CJaowiec]y, to tylko w Jnac]eniu c]éowieka,
c]yli kogoG takiego jak inni, jednego ] wielu. Ostatec]nie brytyjski
badac] Gwiadomie odrJuca ws]ystkie teksty sugerujace prawo JeJusa
do s]c]egylnego autorytetu. Wedaug M. Caseya, komentuje redaktor Do
Rzeczy, Galilejc]yk nie myga AmyGleii ani o tym, Te Jasiad]ie po prawicy
Boga jak Pan ] Psalmu , ani Te pr]ybCd]ie na obéokach do Boga, by
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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{” Therefore, the Master of Na]areth appears as
a Palestinian Jew, whose way of thinking cannot be di erent from that
of his compatriots.

Who, then, is Jesus according to the British historian? Neither
the Messiah nor the Son of God, but the last messenger to Israel whom
John had prophesied. “According to M. Casey,” emphasises Lisicki,
“Jesus thought that his predecessor was John, who ful¢ lled the prophecy
of Malachi.” The Polish columnist points out that the British researcher
Is unable to go beyond a preconceived notion. “Does Casey,” asks Lisicki,
“fail to see that the person whom Malachi thought would precede
Elijah was God himself? If Jesus believed that John was Elijah, why
should he not see himself not only as ‘the last messenger to Israelf
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 Twelvef 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.”

Caseyfs 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 Jesusf right to a special authority. According to Casey,
comments the editor-in-chief of Do Rzeczy, the Galilean could not “think
either that he would sit at the right hand of God like the Lord in Psalm

, or that he would come on the clouds to God to execute judgment.
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sprawowaii sad. To «nie myga» jest Jaioleniem be]warunkowym. Dla-
tego Vermes, Casey i r]es]a innych krytykyw, opierajac siC na watiych
podstawach ¢ lologic]nych, prybuja po]byii siC tekstyw, ktyre pr]ec]a ich
JadoTeniu o nieboskim JeJusie. Ich badanie jest tyleT pryba dotarcia do
obra]u Je]usa, co Jmagania siC ] wiarg” . Zatem ACasey, podsumowuije
jego dokonania polski publicysta, wier]y, Te udaio mu siC, podalajac
s]lakiem wytyc]onym pr]e] Vermesa, stwor]yi obra] prawd]iwego,
Tydowskiego Je]Jusa. Ze odr]ucajac Jafass]Jowania, pr]eksamania, do-
dane pr]e] KoGciya opowieGei, Jdosai dotr]eii do Je]Jusa, ktyry nigdy
nie wid]iai w sobie nikogo wiCcej niT tylko wysiannika do 1]raela i dla
IJraela, cJéowieka pobolnego i gorliwego” .

Ostatnim ] krytykyw boskoGci JeJusa jest muJuémaEski historyk
religii R. Aslan (ur. . Chocial wychowai siC w rod]inie po ¢]CGci
ateistyc]nej, to w méodoGci jako nastolatek nawrycié siC na chr]eGceijak-
stwo. Jednak nowa wiara nie Jakor]enida siC w nim. W c]asie studiyw
na jeJuickiej uc]elni uIna4, Te chr]etcijaEstwo jest Jbyt Jawiée i nie-
jedno]nac]ne, peine spr]ec]noGei. W efekcie tego odkrycia dos]edi do
wniosku, Te JeJus Chrystus po]ostaje tworem KoGcioéa, a Jego boskoGii
jest po prostu fais]em. Po Janegowaniu nowej wiary Aslan na nowo
Jac]ai odkrywaii islam i ostatec]nie wrycia do niego. ANiemniej jednak,
Jauwala. P. Lisicki, nie Jre]ygnowai ] Jainteresowania religia i Nowym
Testamentem. Tera] ws]akTe wystCpowad juT w innej roli. Nie byé wy-
Tnawca Chrystusa, ale krytykiem chr]eGcijaEstwa” .

Na osobC Je]usa patr]y oc]ami muJuimanina i chocial odwoduje siC
do wielu wspyic]esnych badac]y, to wydaje siC, Te ta perspektywa pr]e-
wala. Zatem pos]ukiwania R. Aslana odbywajg siC w cieniu Koranu.
Nalely jednak dodaii, podkreGla P. Lisicki, Te ogromny wpiyw maja
rywniel liberalni teologowie. ANiebagatelng rolC w jego ro]Jwalaniach
0 ]nac]eniu Je]Jusa odegraa choliby — o c]Jym sam Aslan wspomina — John
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This “could not” is an unconditional assumption. This is why Vermes,
Casey and a host of other critics, relying on tenuous philological grounds,
attempt to discard texts that contradict their assumption of a non-divine
Jesus. Their study is as much an attempt to attain a picture of Jesus as it
Is a struggle of faith.” Thus, “Casey,” the Polish columnist summarises
his work, “believes that he has succeeded, following the trail laid down
by Vermes, in creating a picture of the real, Jewish Jesus. Indeed, by
rejecting the 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
Jealous man.”

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

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

Ibid, p.

Ibid, p.

R. Aslan, Zelota. Zycie i czasy Jezusa z Nazaretu, translated by P. GoiCbiowski,
Warsaw

P. Lisicki, Czy Jezus jest Bogiem?, p.



114 PRZEMYSLAW ARTEMIUK NARODZINY WIARY <«

P. Meier. Aslan uwala siebie Ja uc]nia Meiera, a swoja ksiaIkC Ja re-
ali]acjC mar]enia amerykaEskiego ksiCd]a o wspylnych badaniach Je-
Jusa pr]e] chr]eGcijan, Tydyw i agnostykyw. Do tej grupy doéac]ya
muJuimanin” . Nauki jeJuity wywodady watpliwoGei, R. Aslan mywi
bowiem o spr]ec]noGciach, na jakie trasd c]ytajac Nowy Testament,
w efekcie c]ego pierwotna fascynacja chr]etcijaEstwem pr]eks]tas-
cida siC w sceptycy]m. MuJuémaEski badac] dai temu wyra] w anali]ie
osoby Je]usa.

APis]ac ksiaTkC o Je]usie, stwierd]a P. Lisicki, Aslan wykor]ysta4
prace wielu liberalnych krytykyw chr]eGcijaEstwa. Jego giywna te]a
to jedynie powtyr]enie twierd]eE, ktyre najwiCks]a furorC Jrobidy w la-
tach s]eGiid]iesiatych XX wieku. To, Te Je]Jus inac]ej, nil pows]ech-
nie siC uwala, nie byi pr]eciwnikiem pr]emocy, ale jej Jwolennikiem,
le dalya do obalenia sidg wiad]y R]ymu, Te byi nieudanym rewolu-
cjonista, jednym séowem — Jelota, byéo pr]eséaniem gioGnej w swoim
c]asie ksialki S.G.F. Brandona Jesus and the Zealots. Brandon nawia-
Tywai Jres]ta do pism twyrcy krytyc]nych badak nad Ewangeliami, do
osiemnastowiec]nego autora Reimarusa” . Jednak publikacja Brandona
nie w]bud]ida Jainteresowania. Krytycy stwierd]ili nawet, Te pr]ypi-
sywanie JeJusowi Jeloty]mu to martwa te]a. Skad wiCc taki renesans
tej idei w prJypadku R. Aslana? ATr]eba pamiCtai, Ja]nac]a polski
publicysta, Te popularnoGii ryTnych opinii nie Jalely od ich wartoGci,
od Jawartej w niej prawdy, ale, niestety, od emocji i oc]ekiwaE od-
biorcyw. Im bard]iej JdechrystianiJowany staje siC Gwiat, im wiCks]a
niechCii bud]i w nim religia, tym datwiej pr]yjmuja siC teorie oparte
na podejr]eniu. Starolytne teksty cora] c]CGeiej interpretuje siC nie na
podstawie tego, co Jawieraja, ale odwodujac siC do tego, c]ego w nich
nie ma. To, c]ego nie ma — we]wania do walki ] R]Jymianami, nauki
0 jednym Bogu, ktyry nie ]niesie obok siebie cesar]a, nawodywanie do
powstania — oka]uje siC celowym pr]emilc]eniem, Jaséona i ukrytym
sensem. Skoro JeJus nie mygé byl Bogiem, a pisma chr]eGcijaEskie
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his book as the realisation of the American priestfs dream of a joint
study of Jesus by Christians, Jews and agnostics. This group was joined
by a Muslim.” 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 s. That
Jesus, di erently from what is commonly believed, was not an opponent
of violence but a supporter thereof, that he sought to overthrow
the power of Rome by force, that he was a failed revolutionary, in one
word, a Jealot, was the message of S.G.F. Brandonfs acclaimed book
Jesus and the Zealots. Brandon referred, moreover, to the writings
of the creator of critical research on the Gospels, the eighteenth-
century author Reimarus.” However, Brandon{s publication did not
arouse interest. Critics even stated that attributing Jealotism 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
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wiéaGnie tego nauc]aja, Je swej natury mus]a byii one skalone. Mus]a
ukrywaii jakaG inna, stras]na prawdC” .

Jaka Jatem jest prawda o JeJusie weddug R. Aslana? MuJuimatski
badac] uwala, Te bya On jednym ] Jelotyw, c]yli pr]egranych pr]ywyd-
cyw antyr]ymskiego powstania. | chocial teksty Ewangelii na ten temat
milc]a, to Jgodnie ] wc]eGniejs]Jym JaioTeniem nie jest to problem nie
do ro]Jwig]ania. Najpierw naleTy bowiem u]asadniii, Te ewangeliGci
nie Jajmowali siC historia, lec] géosili prawdy religijne. NastCpnie ]aG
nalely odc]ytaii pr]eka]y ewangelic]ne, caikowicie pomijajac ich treGi
i intencje autora, i umieGii je w odpowiednim kontekGcie. AEfekt, Ja-
uwala P. Lisicki, jest datwy do pr]ewid]enia. Kaldy eg]egeta otr]ymuije
dokaadnie taki obra] Je]Jusa, jakiego potr]ebuje, wied]a o ywc]esnej
Palestynie jest bowiem na tyle niepeina i fragmentaryc]na, Te molna
twor]yi tyle wijerunkyw, ile dus]a Japragnie” . A Jatem kontekst,
dodaje d]iennikar], Austanawia sens. Kontekst jednak wybieraja ko-
mentator]y. | w JaleTnoGci od niego formuéuja postacie JeJusyw na
swoja modéC. Tak powstaja Jego ryIne oblic]a: wCdrownego chasyda,
apokaliptyc]nego proroka, ¢lo]ofa Je s]kody cynikyw, fary]eus]a ]Je
s]kody Hillela, wres]cie bojownika antyr]ymskiego” .

UJasadniajac swoja te]C, R. Aslan najpierw wska]uje na spoiec]ne
pochod]enia Je]Jusa, ktyre w jego roJumieniu generowaio postawC re-
wolucyjna, ale to mogaoby wydawaii siC Jbyt maio pr]ekonujace, dlatego
amerykaEski muJuamanin dodaje jes]c]e anali]C sytuaciji I]raela pod
rlymska okupacja. ATylko w ten sposyb, podkreGla P. Lisicki, moTe
doj6ii do wy]nac]onego celu — mianowicie do konklulji, Te w takim
kontekGcie historyc]nym Je]Jus musiai byii Jwolennikiem Jeloty]mu” .
C]y jednak to siC udaje? Zdecydowanie nie. Z prostego powodu. Oto
o wiele wiCks]y opyr bud]ia Herod Je swoja beJw]glCdna polityka ¢ -
skalna, chciaa bowiem Ja ws]elka cenC stawiaii monumentalne budowle,
anileli R]ymianie, na ktyrych momentami patrjono ] tCsknota. Trudno
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the Christian scriptures teach precisely that, they must by their very
nature be tainted. They must be hiding some other terrible truth.”

So what is the truth about Jesus according to Aslan? The Muslim
scholar believes that He was one of the Zelots, i.e. the lost leaders
of the anti-Roman uprising. And although the Gospel texts say nothing
about it, according to the earlier assumption, this is not an insoluble
problem. For it must ¢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 authorfs 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 onefs
soul desires.” Thus, context, the journalist adds, ‘establishes meaning.
The context, however, is chosen by the commentators. And, depending
on it, they formulate the characters of Jesus in their own fashion. This is
how His various facets are created: the wandering Hasid, the apocalyptic
prophet, the philosopher from the school of the Cynics, the Pharisee from
the school of Hillel, and ¢ nally the anti-Roman ¢ ghter”.

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 Jealotism.” 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 di cult to agree with the picture of Israel of Jesus| time
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Jatem Jgod]iii siC ] obra]em I]raela c]asyw Je]Jusa, Japroponowanym
pr]e] R. Aslana. Nie by to ] pewnoGcia c]as pr]eGladowak i ucisku.
MyGlac o narod]inach chr]eGeijaEstwa, mu]Juimakski badac] wska-
Juje na d]iadanie JhelleniJowanych Zydyw. To oni dokonali Jdrady
historyc]nego JeJusa ] Na]aretu, ktyry byé gorliwym wieGniakiem ga-
lilejskim i Tydowskim nacjonalista. Byio to d]iedo S]c]epana i innych,
ktyr]y nie Jnali juT JeJusa. ATo oni, a nie niewyks]taiceni, nieumiejacy
pisaii i c]ytaii wieGniacy ] Galilei, Jde¢ niowali na nowo posianie Na]a-
rejc]yka. Dlac]ego? Uder]yéa ich nie]wykaa treGi posiania powtar]anego
] uporem pr]e] Piotra, Te Tydowski Mesjas], Ten, na ktyrego c]ekano,
Jginaa na kr]yTu i Jmartwychwstaa. S]c]epan uwier]ys, bo siuchajac
Piotra, u]nas, Te faktyc]nie takiego Mesjas]a pr]epowiadaio Pismo,
a GeiGlej: sam kryl Dawid. Gdyby S]c]epan byi ucJonym w PiGmie lub
chocial gdyby mies]kaaw JeroJolimie, nigdy by nowej wiary nie pr]yjaa.
Jednak ignorancja, brak doGwiadc]enia, nastryj oc]ekiwania sprawiay,
Te staé siC idealnym wy]nawca tego nowego, oryginalnego i caikiem
nieortodoksyjnego Mesjas]a, ktyrego géosiaa grupa niewyks]tadconych
ekstatykyw. To oni Jmienili Tydowskiego rewolucjonistC i JelotC w «]ro-
mani]owanego pyiboga», w byt niebiaEski” . Siowa pr]esiuchiwanego
S]c]epana pr]ed Sanhedrynem w interpretacji R. Aslana uchod]a ]Ja
moment kulminacyjny formowania siC nowej religii, Jrywajacej Jdecy-
dowanie ] judai]Jmem. Nowa tolsamoGii ]aG nadai JeJusowi Pawed, ktyry
uc]ynia ] Niego boskiego, preeg]ystujacego, naturalnego Syna Boga.
Jaki ]Jatem ostatec]nie obra] JeJusa Jostawia nam R. Aslan? D]i-
wac]ny, jak podsumowuje P. Lisicki. AStwor]ya obra] Galilejc]yka, ktyry
odpowiada wspyéc]esnym bohaterom Islamu, mCc]ennikom walc]acym
Te Jéem péynacym ] liberalnego Gwiata Zachodu. WartoGii tej ksiaTki nie
polega jednak na giCbi interpretacji c]y nad]wyc]ajnej wied]y autora.
Aslanowi udaio siC co innego. Kolejny ra] poka]ai, Te hasio Je]Jus Zyd
palestyEski jest s]tuc]nym, ideologic]nym konstruktem. Jaka treGcig siC
je wypedni, JaleTy od ¢ ne]ji, pomysiowoGcei i umiejCtnoGei komentatora.
Walne, Te w koEcu wiadomo, co nie mole siC w nim Jawieraii. JeJus
Zyd ma byii Japr]ec]eniem JeJusa Jasolyciela chr]eGcijaEstwa. Nie
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proposed by Aslan. It was certainly not a time of persecution and
oppression.

Thinking about the birth of Christianity, the Muslim scholar
points to the action of the Hellenised Jews. It was they who carried
out the betrayal of the historical Jesus of Na]areth, who was a ]Jealous
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 Jelot into a ‘Romanised
demigodf, into a heavenly being.” The words of the interrogated
Stephen before the Sanhedrin, as interpreted by Aslan, are seen as
the culminating moment of the formation of a new religion, breaking
decisively with Judaism. The new identity, in turn, was given to Jesus
by Paul, who made him the divine, pre-existent, natural Son of God.

What, then, is the image of Jesus that Aslan ultimately leaves us
with? A 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 authorfs
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

Ibid, p.
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sposyb po]byii siC myGli, Te to posJukiwanie jest tylko poJornie pr]ed-
siCw]iCciem historyc]nym. Ze tylko poJornie chod]i tu o dotarcie do
prawd]iwych séyw i c]Jynyw Galilejc]yka” .

Te ws]ystkie krytyc]ne spojr]enia dac]y jedno Jaiolenie, a miano-
wicie pr]ekonanie, Te w judai]mie, inac]ej niT w kultach pogaEskich,
cJéowiek nie myga Jostali u]nany ]Ja Boga. ANie byio miejsca ani dla
dei¢ kacji, ani dla apoteo]y cJéowiec]eEstwa” . Dlatego tel krytyc]ni
interpretator]y Ewangelii wnioskowali, Te nad]wyc]ajne opisy c]ynyw
Je]usa, wska]ujace na Jego boskoGii, pochod]idy ] poJalydowskiego
zrydéa, albo tel Jostady stwor]one pr]e] pierwotng wspylnotC chr]eGei-
jan. W Jwia]ku ] tym istotng byéa kwestia, c]y wiara w boskoGii Je]Jusa
to Jdrada i Jerwanie ] judailmem. JeGli tak, to samo chr]etcijaEstwo
mole jawii siC jako obce ciado, odrCbna od judailmu religia, swoista
hybryda monotei]lmu i politeilmu . AWywc]as nalelaioby pr]y]nai, Te
nie tylko sam Je]Jus nie JadoTyi chr]eGcijaEstwa, ale byiby jego najsu-
rows]ym oponentem. Zgodnie ] takim podejéciem KoGciya oka]aiby siC
uJurpatorem. W najleps]ym ra]ie byiby nieGwiadomym propagatorem
nieprawd ]iwego kultu, w najgors]ym — od poc]atku niemal fass]er]em
oryginalnego pr]esdania Na]arejc]yka” .

APOLOGIJNA ODPOWIEDZ

Jak Jatem odpowied]ieii na te JarJuty? C]y r]ec]ywiGcie wiara
chr]eGceijan jest Jdrada biblijnego judailmu? SJukajac odpowied]i na
to pytanie, P. Lisicki pr]ywoduje anali]y wybranych biblistyw, ktyre
Gmiaso molna okreGlii mianem historyc]nej apologii boskoGci Je-
Jusa. Wska]uja one bowiem na fundamentalne wydar]enia dla tego
u]asadnienia .
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thing is that in the end it is clear what it cannot contain. Jesus the Jew is
supposed to be a negation of Jesus the founder of Christianity. One cannot
rid oneself of the thought that this quest is only ostensibly a historical
enterprise. That it is only ostensibly about getting to the true words and
deeds of the Galilean.”

All these critical perspectives are linked by one assumption, namely
the conviction that in Judaism, unlike in pagan cults, man could not be
recognised as God. “There was no room either for dei¢cation or for
the apotheosis of humanity”. 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. “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. “ -

APOLOGIC RESPONSE

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.
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Polski publicysta roJpoc]yna od pogladyw anglikaEskiego teologa
R. Bauckhama (ur. , ktyry stwierd]a, Te monotei]m judailmu
Drugiej Swiatyni (roJciaga4 siC od powrotu ] niewoli babiloEskiej
w V wieku do ]bur]enia odnowionej Gwiatyni w  roku nas]ej ery
bya Geisdy, a Zyd]i w tym okresie radykalnie postr]egali ryTnicC miCd]y
Stwyrca a stwor]eniem. Dlatego nie u]nawali Tadnych bytyw poGrednich
c]y podobnych do Boga. Z pewnoGcia JeJus nie ryTnié siC w tym w]glC-
d]ie. AnglikaEski teolog Jauwala, Te nawet personi¢ kacji Boskiego
Séowa c]y MadroGci nie wolno stawiail na rywni ] obra]ami wielbionych
aniodyw c]y innych bytyw. Wobec takiej perspektywy Jaskakujacym jest
fakt, Te JeJusowi Jac]Cto oddawail boska c]eGii natychmiast i to w Gro-
dowisku Tydowskim. Jest to radykalnie nowy Jwrot. Skad siC on w]iag,
pyta teolog, jeGli nie moTna Jnalezii jego zryded w judai]mie? Jak do
tego dos]40? AZydowskiemu monotei]mowi, relacjonuje P. Lisicki, nie
byi Jnany Taden podobny pr]ykiad. Zadni inni Zyd]i nie pr]ypisali
nikomu takiej rangi jak uc]niowie JeJusa swemu Mistrjowi. Nikt ni-
gdy nie o6mieli4 siC wéac]yi Tadnego Tydowskiego bohatera do boskiej
tolsamoGci. Dokéadnie odwrotnie niT w wypadku chr]etcijan” . Jak
Jatem postCpujac autor]y Nowego Testamentu? AWid]a w Je]usie Chry-
stusie kogoG wéac]onego w unikatowa tolsamoGii Boga. ProGeiej moTna
powied]iei to tak: Je]us jest Bogiem. Zachowuie siC jak Byg, myGli jak
Byg, odbiera c]eGii jak Byg, d]iada jak Byg. Pis]ac to, dokonuja jednak,
chciaioby siC powied]ieii wspyic]esnym jC]ykiem, nieustannej prowo-
kacji. JeJus wéac]ony do Boskiej toTsamoGcei to pr]eciel skandal” .
Droga do tego nie wied]ie jednak od judai]mu, nie powstaje tel pr]e]
Adodawanie cech, ktyre byéyby juT wc]eGniej nadane innym Tydowskim
prlywydcom c]y mCc]ennikom” . Nie Jnajdujemy rywniel wytiu-
mac]enia dla boskoGci JeJusa w religii pogaEskiej, nie jest On jes]c]e
jednym bogiem c]y pyibogiem w panteonie bystw. AChr]eGcijaEskie

Zob. Jesus and the God of Israel: God Crucified and Other Studies on the New
Testament’s Christology of Divine Identity, Michigan-Cambridge
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The Polish publicist begins with the views of the Anglican theologian
R. Bauckham (b. , who states that the monotheism of Second
Temple Judaism (stretching from the return from Babylonian captivity
inthe ™ century to the demolition of a renovated templein ~ AD was
strict, and Jews in that period perceived the di erence between Creator
and creation in a radical way. Therefore, they did not recognise any
intermediate or God-like beings. Certainly, Jesus was no di erent in
this regard. The Anglican theologian notes that even the personig¢ 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 Jesusf disciples did to their Master. No one
ever dared to include any Jewish hero in the divine identity. Exactly
the opposite is true of Christians.” So, how do the authors of the New
Testament act? “They see in Jesus Christ someone included in the unique
identity of God. Or, to put it simple: Jesus is God. He behaves like God,
thinks like God, receives worship like God, acts like God. In writing
so, however, they are making, one would like to say in contemporary
language, a constant provocation. Jesus incorporated into the divine
identity is, after all, a scandal”. However, the path to that does not lead
from Judaism, nor does it arise by “adding qualities that would have
already been given to other Jewish leaders or martyrs.” Nor do we
¢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 adi erent story. It turns out that those most sacred

Cf. Jesus and the God of Israel: God Crucified and Other Studies on the New
Testament’s Christology of Divine Identity, Michigan-Cambridge
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teksty, podkreGla P. Lisicki, opowiadaja inna historiC. Oka]uje siC, Te te
najéwiCts]e i najbard]iej c]cigodne formudy, Ja pomoca ktyrych Zyd]i
od wiekyw opisywali nie]JwykéoGi swego Boga, d]iCki ktyrym odryl-
niali Go od caiej chmary bolkyw, bogyw i pyabogyw, Jostaja ulyte,
jakby nigdy nic, do opisania Je]usa. (<< . Co wiCcej, wéac]enie JeJusa
do unikatowej tolsamoGci Boga staso siC centrum wiary wc]esnego
KoGcioda, jes]c]e Janim, jak ws]ystko na to wska]uje, Jostaio napisane
jakiekolwiek pismo Nowego Testamentu” . W tym celu wy]nawcy
JeJusa wyralajg wéasne, oryginalne credo jC]ykiem Starego Testa-
mentu (Ps  idac]a]nimPs iDn , - |, na]ywajac Go APanem”,
Jasiadajacym po prawicy Boga. AW tym krytkim ustCpie w Jarodku
Jawarte sa ws]ystkie pyZniejs]e wy]nania wiary. Wcial jest to stary
jClyk Biblii, jednak wyraTa siC w nim rewolucyjnie nowa, Jaskakujaca,
chr]eGeijaEska treGii” .

P. Lisicki pr]ywoéujac wnioski R. Bauckhama podkreGla, Te naj-
wc]eGniejs]e 6wiadectwa dotyc]ace boskoGei JeJusa, nie tak jak géo-
sili liberalni krytycy, nie ryTnig siC od pyzniejs]ych. ANie ma Jnakyw
wska]ujacych na to, Te kiedykolwiek w KoGciele istniada wiara inna
nil ta, ktyra wid]iasa w Je]Jusie Pana. To nie pyZniejsi poganie, albo
nieco od nich wc]etniejsi Zyd]i helleniGei, ale sam pierwotny KoGeiya
jeroJolimski, skiadajacy siC co najmniej ] Piotra, Jana, Jakuba, brata
PaEskiego, Maryi, Jego Matki, i Japewne po]ostaiych Dwunastu, jul
od samego poc]atku c]cid Go tak, jak Zyd]i c]cili Jahwe ™. Zatem
ro]Jwyj wiary pr]ebiegai Jdecydowanie inac]ej, niT wid]ieli go krytycy.
Jak w takim ra]ie? P. Lisicki Ja anglikaEskim teologiem stwierd]a,
Te Anawet jeGli jedne formuéy JastCpowady inne, jeGli nie kaldy opis
Je]Jusa Jac]erpniCty ] tradycji oka]ywai siC rywnie wéaGciwy, istota
wiary od poc]atku, to jest od chwili, kiedy mamy dostCp do Gwiadectw
i prleka]yw, bysa nietkniCta. «Decydujacy krok polegajacy na wiac]e-
niu JeJusa w unikatows tolsamoGii Boga nie bya krokiem, ktyry mogay
ugatwiil wc]eGniejs]e, mniej radykalne posuniCcia. Byé to krok, ktyry,
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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 churchfs faith,
even before, by all indications, any New Testament writing had been
written.” To this end, the followers of Jesus express their own original
creed in the language of the Old Testament (Ps  and linking Ps and
Dan : - thereto, calling him ‘Lordf, seated at the right hand of God.
“In this short paragraph all the later creeds are contained in germ. It is
still the old language of the Bible, but it expresses a revolutionary new
and surprising Christian content.”

Lisicki, citing Bauckham(s conclusions, emphasises that the earliest
testimonies to the divinity of Jesus, not unlike those proclaimed by
liberal critics, are no di erent from later ones. “There are no signs
to indicate that there was ever a faith in the Church other than that which
saw in Jesus the Lord. It was not the later pagans, or the slightly earlier
Hellenistic Jews, but the original Jerusalem Church itself, consisting at
least of Peter, John, James, the Lordfs brother, Mary, His mother, and
probably the other Twelve, that from the very beginning worshipped Him
as the Jews worshipped Yahweh.” Clearly, the development of the faith
took a di erent course than the critics had envisaged. But how? Lisicki,
following an Anglican theologian, concludes that “even if some formulas
replaced others, if not every description of Jesus drawn from tradition
turned out to be equally appropriate, the essence of the faith from
the beginning, that is, from the moment we have access to the testimonies
and accounts, was untouched. “The decisive step of including Jesus in
the unique identity of God was not a step that could have been facilitated
by earlier, less radical moves. It was a step that, whenever taken, had
to be taken for its own sake and de novo. (<< . The best way to explain
the testimonies of the New Testament is to assume that that step was
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kiedykolwiek Jostai Jrobiony, musiai Jostaii Jrobiony Je w]gICdu na
siebie i de novo. (<< . Najleps]ym sposobem wyjaGnienia Gwiadectw No-
wego Testamentu jest pr]yjCcie, Te krok ten Jrobiono bard]o wc]eGnie,
Te bya fundamentalnym krokiem, na ktyrym opieraé siC caiy pyzniejs]y
ro]wyj chrystologii»” .

A ]atem autor]y Nowego Testamentu nie traktowali swojego mono-
tei]mu jako pr]es]kody uniemolliwiajacej wiarC w Je]usa jako Boga.
A nawet wiCcej. Mogli u]nail w Nim Pana tylko wywc]as, gdy ujr]eli
Go jako wracajacego na Syjon Jahwe. ATylko gdy uwier]yli, podkreGla
P. Lisicki, Te jest On nie jakimG nowym bogiem ] Jewnatr], nie obcym
i nowym pr]ybys]em ] niebiaEskiej krainy, ale wéaGnie samym Jahwe,
ktyry u kresu c]asu pr]ybys, by wywieGii lud ] niewoli. Uc]niowie Je]usa
musieli Jostail pr]ekonani, Te ich Nauc]yciel to sam pr]epowiadany
pr]e] Pisma Jahwe, ktyry Jstapié na JiemiC. Tak tylko moTna ro]wia]ail
historyc]na JagadkC chr]eGeijaEstwa. Tak tylko molna pr]ej6i miCd]y
Scylla — surowym monoteilmem Tydowskim, ktyry odr]Jucai ws]elka
myGl o cJéowieku jako drugim Bogu, a Charybda — pogaEstwem, w kty-
rym to, co lud]kie, i to, co boskie, byio Jmies]ane. Tak tylko moTna
dotr]eil do chr]eGeijaEstwa” .

L W. Hurtado (Jm. , podobnie jak R. Bauckham, wyka]uje, Te
wiara w boskoGii Je]Jusa uks]taitowasa siC na samym poc]atku d]iadania
wspylnoty. Alstnieja Jatem, relacjonuje jego myGl P. Lisicki, ciagioGi
i Geisdy Jwia]ek miCd]y tym, jak JeJusa postr]egali pierwsi Tydowscy
chr]etcijanie, a Jego obra]em, ktyry pyzniej pr]eka]ywai KoGeiys.
Wiara w Je]usa, to, Te stai siC On obiektem kultu i Jostai u]nany Ja
rywnego Bogu, nie sg Jatem skutkiem daugiej ewolucji i wynikiem po-
gaEskich wpaywyw, ale Tnajduja siC u zrydia wiary chr]eGeijaEskiej” .
L W. Hurtado wska]uje na Jdumiewajaco krytki cJas miCd]y Gmiercia
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taken very early, that it was the fundamental step on which all the later
development of Christology was based.f”

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

Hurtado (d. , like Bauckham, shows that belief in the divinity
of Jesus was formed at the very beginning of the communityfs 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 inAuences, but are at the root of the Christian
faith.” Hurtado points to an astonishingly short time between the death
of Jesus and the birth of the cult of His Person, exceeding the previous
devotion they had nurtured to Him. The greatest achievement of this
theologian, says Lisicki, is to prove that “from the earliest moments, from
the moment when the development of the Christian religion can be traced
at all, what characterised it was the worship and devotion turned towards
Jesus. ‘The later teaching and doctrine on the relationship between
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Je]usa a narod]inami kultu Jego Osoby, ktyry prlewyTs]ai wc]eGniej-
s]e oddanie, jakie Tywili dla Niego . NajwiCks]ym dokonaniem tego
teologa, wediug P. Lisickiego, jest udowodnienie, Te Aod najwc]etniej-
s]ych chwil, od momentu, kiedy w ogyle da siC Gled]iii ro]wyj religii
chr]eGeijaEskiej, tym, co ja charakteryJowaio, bydy kult i poboTno6i
Jwrycona ku JeJusowi. «Pyzniejs]e nauc]anie i doktryna na temat
Jwia]ku Je]usa i Boga byiy w Jarodku jul obecne i wynikady ] tego
pierws]ego momentu, kiedy to Je]Jus staé siC centralna postacia chr]e-
cijaEskiej poboTnoGei». Hurtado doskonale poka]uje nie]wykéa nowoGi
chr]eGeijaEskiego podejGeia. Oddawanie c]ci JeJusowi to nowe Jjawisko,
ktyre pojawiso siC w krCgach wiernych i poboTnych Zydyw okresu Dru-
giej Swiatyni. Pojawiéo siC ono «pierwotnie jako innowacja w obrCbie
judai]mu». NajnieJwyklejs]e byio w nim ws]akTe to, Te c]eGii odda-
wana JeJusowi dac]yéa siC Je stanowc]ym monotei]mem, odrJuceniem
kultu bystw rJymskich i ogylnie pogaEskich, ] eksklu]ywi]mem (to jest
pr]ebwiadc]eniem, Te prawd]iwa religia objawiona Jostada wysac]nie
najpierw Zydom, potem chr]eGcijanom , wres]cie pr]eGwiadc]eniem, Te
oddawanie JeJusowi c]ci nie jest c]ymG dowolnym, jakimG s]c]egylnym
aktem — chciasoby siC r]ec — prywatnej pobolnoGci, ale powinnoGcia
kaldego cJéowieka, tak Zyda, jak i poganina. Kto byi posius]ny Bogu,
powinien c]ciii JeJusa, bo w oc]ach chr]eGcijan tak naka]ai Byg” .

A Jatem skoro na poc]atku bya jul kult, to nalely Japytai, co wy-
ryIniado ten nowy sposyb pobolnoGci. LW. Hurtado formuiuje s]eGi
podstawowych wy]nac]nikyw. Sg nimi: hymny liturgic]ne ku c]ci
JeJusa; modlitwy Janos]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]drowieE; wspylny chr]etcijaEski posisek bCdacy GwiCta
uc]ta, ktyrej prJjewodnic]y Je]us jako Pan; rytualne wy]nawanie JeJusa
w kulcie chr]eGeijaEskim; chr]eGeijaEski profety]m, c]yli géos]enie
sayw JeJusa w mocy Ducha SwiCtego . ANic]ego podobnego, podkreGla
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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.”

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

Ibid, p.

Cf. ibid., p.
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P. Lisicki, nie da siC wyka]aii w caéej historii IJraela” . Formuiujac
waasng argumentacjC L W. Hurtado anali]uje tytudy chrystologic]ne,
a takTe nowotestamentalne hymny poGwiCcone JeJusowi. S]c]egylne

miejsce Jajmuje fragment Listu do Filipian ( , - , ktyry jest dla niego
kluc]Jowym tekstem. Brytyjski teolog Jestawia go ] proroctwem I]ajas]a
( , iPsalmem (w.

L. W. Hurtado udowodnig, Te Abard]o s]ybko po Gmierci Je]Jusa
pojawiso siC pr]ekonanie, Te naleTa Mu siC chwaia i c]eGii. Zgodnie
1 ws]ystkimi reguéami prawdopodobieEstwa moTna Jatem powied]iet,
Te narod]iny wiary w to, Te Je]Jus bya Bogiem, d]ieli od ostatnich chwil
Jego Tycia raptem kilkad]iesiagt god]in. To JaG c]yni wielce prawdo-
podobnym inne twierd]enie: Te jul podc]as swego Jiemskiego Tycia,
prled Wielkanoca, JeJus musiai postCpowail i nauc]aii w taki sposyb,
e odpowiadaio to wier]e po Zmartwychwstaniu” .

Tr]ecim badac]em do ktyrego odwoéuje siC P. Lisicki pos]ukujac

uJasadnianie boskoGci Je]usa, jest brytyjski biblista G.D. Fee (ur.
W swoich anali]Jach my6Gli Pawéowe]j wska]uje, Te juT w latach c]ter-
d]iestych i piCid]iesiatych nas]ej ery chr]eGcijanie c]cili JeJusa jako
Boga. ANawet jeGli nie na]ywali Go wprost Bogiem, to wy]nawali
w nim Pana, ktyremu pr]ypisywali ws]ystkie boskie atrybuty: ud]iad
w stwor]eniu, r]ady nad Gwiatem, rolC ostatec]nego sCd]iego. Bya On tel
Tym, ktyry Jasiada na tronie chwaiy w niebiosach. Tym, komu nalely siC
pows]echna i nieskoEc]ona c]eGii. Modlili siC do Niego i wier]yli, Te
od Jego 4aski JaleTy ich Jbawienie. JeJus Jmartwychwstady stai siC dla
chr]eGeijan Tym, kim dla Zydyw byi Jahwe” .

G.D. Fee, argumentujac ]a boskoGcia JeJusa, stwierd]a, Te we ws]yst-
kich listach Pawia obecna jest wiara w preeg]ystencjC Chrystusa ora]
w boskiego Zbawiciela. Zmartwychwstaiy Je]us, stwierd]a P. Lisicki

TamTe.
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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.”

The third scholar to whom Lisicki refers in his search to justify

the divinity of Jesus is G.D. Fee, a British biblical scholar (b.
In his analyses of Pauline thought, he points out that as early as the S
and s AD, Christians worshipped Jesus as God. “Even if they did
not explicitly call Him God, they confessed in Him the Lord, to whom
they attributed all divine attributes: participation in creation, rule over
the world, the role of ultimate judge. He was also the One who sits on
the throne of glory in the heavens. The One to whom universal and
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.”

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 Paulfs letters. The resurrected Jesus, states Lisicki when analysing
the theologianfs 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  : . 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 Natanfs prophecy to David
( Sm : . However, he also recognises that Paulfs 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

Ibid., p.
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analiJujac myGl teologa, jest A]Jara]em preeg]ystujacym Synem Bolym,
ktyry ]stapid do lud]i, aby ich odkupiii, ora] uwielbionym Panem, ktyry
sied]i po prawicy Boga, Jgodnie ] Psalmem , . Fee pis]e, Te oba te
ujCcia s giCboko Jakor]enione w Tydowskim mesjani]mie, wyrastaja-
cym ] takiego waaGnie pojmowania roli pr]ypisanej dynastii Dawida.
Nawig]uje tu, jak niektyr]y prjed nim, do proroctwa Natana wobec
Dawida ( Sm , .Jednak dostr]ega tel to, Te roJumienie Pawaa byio
Tnac]nie giCbs]e nil to wc]eGniejs]e Tydowskie podiole: syn Dawida
oka]a siC wiec]nym Synem Boga; Jmartwychwstady Pan po swym wy-
niesieniu nosi4 imiC Boga nadane Mu jako Temu, pr]ed ktyrym skéoni siC
cade stwor]enie i odda Mu hoéad” .

G.D. Fee Jnowu trafnie Jauwala, Te traktowanie Chrystusa jako
wiec]nego Syna Bolego i Pana nie byio waasnym odkryciem Pawéa.
Pr]ejai on je od mywiacej po aramejsku wspylnoty Tydowskiej. W tr]ech
miejscach uTywa dwych aramejskich pojCii, doséownie pr]eniesionych do
jego listyw. NaleTy Jasoly, Te byay one uTywane w Tyciu liturgic]nym
JadaoTonych pr]e] Pawda wspylnot. Chod]i 0 4bba = Ojciec (Ga , ; R]

, 1 Marana tha = Pr]yjdz Panie ( Kor , . Okr]yk Abba, nie-
JaleTnie od tego, Te najpewniej ulTywai go sam Je]us, gdy siC modlié,
w listach Pawéa o]nac]a Jiemska modlitwC wiec]nego Syna Bolego.
To Duch Syna woéa 4bba (Ga , ; R] , . Ten Duch, ktyry Jostaje
wysdany ] gyry pr]e] Boga. Oba te pojCcia maja ogromna chrystolo-
gic]na doniosioGii. Poka]uja, Te juT na bard]o wc]esnym etapie mywiaca
po aramejsku wspylnota Jnasa dwa gaywne motywy chrystologic]ne
] listyw Pawida: Je]usa jako Syna Bolego i Je]usa jako Pana” . Na pod-
stawie anali]y myGli G.D. Fee polski d]iennikar] dodaje jes]c]e jeden
argument. AC]y gdyby w séowach Abba i Marana tha nie wyralasa siC
pierwotna wiara KoGcioda w Je]Jusa jako boskiego Syna i Pana, to c]y
Pawed posiugiwaiby siC nimi, twor]ac nowe wspylnoty?”

G.D. Fee Apoka]a4, Te w najwc]eGniejs]ych dokumentach chr]eGci-
jaEskich, jakimi dysponuje historyk, obecna jest wiara w Je]Jusa jako

Tamle, s.
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the name of God given to him as the One before whom all creation will
bow down and pay homage to him.”

Fee again aptly notes that treating Christ as the eternal Son of God and
Lord was not Paulfs 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: 4bba = Father (Gal : ;Rom : and Marana tha = Come
Lord ( Cor : . The cry of Abba, although it was probably used
by Jesus himself when he prayed, in Paulfs letters means the earthly
prayer of the eternal Son of God. It is the Spirit of the Son calling
Abba (Gal : ; Rom : . The Spirit who is sent from above by God.
Both concepts have great Christological signi¢,cance. They show that
it was at a very early stage, the Aramaic-speaking community knew
two main Christological motifs from Paulfs letters: Jesus as the Son
of God and Jesus as Lord.” Based on his analysis of Feefs thought,
the Polish journalist adds another argument. “If the words 4bba and
Marana tha had not expressed the Churchfs original belief in Jesus as
the divine Son and Lord, would Paul have used them when forming new
communities?”

Fee “showed that in the earliest Christian documents available
to the historian, there is faith in Jesus as the always existing Son of God
seated at the right hand of God the Father, as the equal of God the future
judge of the world, Israel, and humanity. Jesus is the One through whom
Christians pray, and the One to whom Christians pray. Moreover, it can
be assumed that all these elements of the Christian faith had their source
in the beliefs of the ¢ 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.”

Ibid, p.
Ibid, pp. -
Ibid, pp. -
Ibid, p.
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istniejacego od Jaws]e Syna Bolego Jasiadajacego po prawicy Boga
Ojca, jako rywnego Bogu pr]ys]éego sCd]iego Gwiata, I]raela, lud]ko-
Gei. Je]us jest Tym, Ja ktyrego poGrednictwem modla siC chr]etcijanie,
i Tym, do ktyrego modlg siC chr]eGcijanie. Co wiCcej, molna pr]yjai,
Te ws]ystkie te elementy wiary chr]eGcijaEskiej miady swoje zrydio
w pr]ekonaniach pierws]ej wspylnoty, JaoTonej ] mywiacych po ara-
mejsku Zydyw. Ze to wéaGnie oni, mies]kajacy w JeroJolimie Zyd]i, jako
pierwsi Jac]Cli wy]nawaii w Je]usie rywnego Bogu Pana” .

NARODZINY BOSKOSCIJEZUSA - KONCEPCJA P. LISICKIEGO

Gd]ie Jatem jest poc]atek, moment narod]in wiary w boskoGii Je-
Jusa? P. Lisicki w ostatniej tr]eciej c]CGci swojej pracy, po wyka]aniu
fads]ywych racji Jwolennikyw pyZnego datowania (lata siedemd]iesiate,
a nawet osiemd]iesigte ora] pr]edstawieniu argumentyw komentatoryw
odwodujacych siC do listyw Gw. Pawéa, pragnie Japre]entowaii waasne
uJasadnienie. C]yni pr]y tym na poc]atku dwa walne Jastr]elenia.
APo pierws]e badajac rylIne listy Pawda, nie wid]imy w nich, mimo Te
powstawaiy pr]e] kilkanaGcie lat (od roku  do pewnie  Gladyw
wyraznego roJwoju jego myGli, ewolucji pogladyw, jakichG pr]eks]taiceE
(«Gdy roJwalamy listy Pawéa, dostr]Jegamy niewielki roJwyj miCd]y
pierws]ym listem a ostatnim» . Po drugie, nie]JaleInie od tego, kogo
u]na siC Ja autora listyw do Efe]jan i Kolosan ora] do Hebrajc]ykyw,
uder]aii musi ciaggdoGii i jednoGii wiary chr]eGeijaEskiej. Ws]Cd]ie w tych
listach Je]us jest tym, ktyry wspyauc]estnic]y w stwar]aniu, jest Tym,
ktyry odbiera hoid od aniodyw i ma imiC ponad ws]elkie imiC. W naj-
wc]eGniejs]ym tekGeie, ktyrym by powstady w  roku nas]ej ery List do
Tesalonic]an, obecna jest dokéadnie ta sama wiara, jaka molna spotkail
w pismach stars]ych o d]iesiCciolecia” . Co Jatem wynika ] tego stwier-
d]enia? Z pewnoGcia ponowne pytanie o c]as narod]in wiary w boskoG,
kiedy to ws]ystko siC Jac]Céo. Skoro u Paw4a i u innych autoryw listyw
pr]ekonanie o boskoGci jest obecne od poc]atku, nie ewoluuije, to gd]ie
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THE BIRTH OF THE DIVINITY OF JESUS -
THE CONCEPT 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(  sandeven S
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
Paulfs various letters, we do not see any traces of clear development of his
thought, evolution of his views, any transformation in them, even though
they were written over a period of several years (from  AD to probably

AD (“When we do reAect on Paulfs 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 ~ AD, exactly
the same faith is present as that found in writings decades older.”
What then is implied by this statement? Certainly a renewed question
about the birth time of the belief in divinity, when it all began. Since,
in Paul and in the other authors of the epistles, the belief in divinity is
present from the beginning, not evolving, where can we look for it?
Where can we speak of the beginning? “How do we move from what
Is historically certain, i.e. the belief in the divinity of Jesus of the ¢ 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?”

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

Ibid., p.
Ibid.
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go sJukaii? W ktyrym miejscu moTemy mywiii o poc]atku? AJak pr]ejGi
od tego, co historyc]nie pewne, c]yli od wiary w boskoGii Je]usa pierw-
s]ego, Tydowskiego, mywiacego po aramejsku KoGcioda w JeroJolimie,
do odkrycia, w jaki sposyb ta wiara siC narod]isa, jaki by jej Jwia]ek
] tym, c]ego nauc]ad i jak Jginga sam Je]Jus?”

P. Lisicki Jauwala, Te nie moIna w tym momencie powoéaii siC wprost
na teksty ewangelic]ne, bowiem powstawady, kiedy Achr]eGcijanie juT
wier]yli w Je]Jusa jako Pana, ktyry odbiera boska c]eGii” . Publicysta
pr]y]naje, Te trudno pokonaii ws]ystkie podejr]enia. MoIna oc]ywitcie,
jak Jrobili to krytycy, stwierd]iii, Te wiara narod]iéa siC stosunkowo
pyzno pod wpiaywem obecnoGeci pogan w KoGeiele. Albo Jr]uciii od-
powied]ialnoGii na doGwiadc]enie Zmartwychwstania, ktyre miasoby
stail siC w kwestii u]nania boskoGci nic]ym wielki wybuch c]y erupcja
wulkanu. Dopiero po tym wydar]eniu uc]niowie JroJumieli, kim jest
Je]Jus. R]ec]ywiGcie kryje siC w tym wydar]eniu fenomen, eksplo]ja
radoGei i moc, ktyra pr]epednida uc]niyw. Jest to jednak tylko jedna
strona medalu. Nadal nie wiadomo, podkreGla P. Lisicki, Askad owa wiara
miada c]erpail swa stasoGii. Na kim miadaby siC opieraii? W jaki sposyb
chr]eGcijanie, mywiacy po aramejsku Zyd]i w JeroJolimie, mieliby
u]nail w Je]Jusie Pana, gdyby On sam wc]eGniej, Ja Tycia, nie uka]ywas
swej nad]wyc]ajnej godnoGci?” .

Dlatego redaktor Do Rzeczy wyka]uje, Te najbard]iej prawdopodobne
jest tr]ecie roJwig]anie. Mianowicie: Au podstaw wiary po Zmartwych-
wstaniu leTasa wiara wc]eGniejs]a, ktyra powstasa jes]c]e Ja Tycia Je-
Jusa. Jej zrydéem JaG byay ostatec]nie Jego siowa i c]yny. JeJus mywii
| robi4 takie r]ec]y, ktyre w oc]ach Jego uc]niyw pr]erastady ws]ystko
to, co Jdolny byi c]ynii cJéowiek, a kiedy pojawia siC pr]ed nimi po
Gmierci, ich poc]atkowa, niedojr]ada jes]c]e, siaba, niepewna wiara
nabraja mocy i potCgi. Jest to roJumowanie, ktyre wielu u]naje Ja na-
iwne. A jednak tylko ono wystarc]ajaco, tylko ono adekwatnie tiumac]y
owo inac]ej caikiem nie]JroJumiaée Jjawisko: Te pobolni Zyd]i, ktyr]y
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believed in Jesus as Lord who would receive divine worship”. He
admits that it isdi  cult to overcome all suspicions. One can of course,
as critics have done, claim that the faith was born relatively late under
the inAuence 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. Itis still unclear, Lisicki emphasises, “where
this faith was to derive its constancy from. On whom would it be based?
How would the Christians, the Aramaic-speaking Jews in Jerusalem,
have recognised the Lord in Jesus if he himself had not previously, during
his lifetime, displayed his extraordinary dignity?”

Therefore, the editor-in-chief of Do Rzeczy 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 su cient, only it
adequately explains this otherwise quite incomprehensible phenomenon:
that the pious Jews, who were brought up in the faith of the fathers in
the one God of Israel, assumed that Jesus known to them, the One they
had seen, heard and touched, deserves divine worship and was the Lord
soon after his death.”

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

Ibid.
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wychowani byli w wier]e ojcyw w jednego Boga 1]raela, pr]yjCli, Te
Jnany im Je]us, Ten, ktyrego wid]ieli, sadys]eli i dotykali, Jasauguje na
boski kult i jest Panem wkrytce po swojej Gmierci”

Co wiCcej, kontynuuje P. Lisicki, Ata wiara nie narod]isa siC w géo-
wach apostoayw ] nic]ego. Musiada miel bard]Jo mocne podstawy, bo
Tmieniéa cage ich Tycie. («< ” . Pr]yjCli ja Anie dlatego, Te byli do niej
w s]c]egylny sposyb predestynowani — w sensie historyc]nym i socjo-
logic]nym. Je]Jus ]nala]é ich tak, jak stali. Nie byli grupg wi]joneryw,
mistykyw. Nie stanowili pr]edtem, mole ] wyjatkiem kilku uc]niyw
Chr]ciciela, wspylnoty. Z socjologic]nego punktu wid]enia byli po
prostu Jwykéymi Galilejc]ykami, doGii pr]ypadkowa grupa lud]i wy-
wod]acych siC ] biednych lub Grednio]JamoTnych warstw sposec]eEstwa
galilejskiego”

Nie ma Jatem, podkreGla P. Lisicki, innego sensowniejs]ego wy-
jaGnienia. Dlatego Aodpowied]i na pytanie, dlac]ego kilka dni po Jego
Gmierci ci, ktyr]y Go Jnali Ja Tycia, mimo tragic]nego i haniebnego
ukr]ylowania uwier]yli w Niego, moIna sJukai tylko w Jego Jiemskim
Tyciu. Jakby tego byio mado, ci, ktyr]y w Niego uwier]yli, sad]ili, Te
wiernie speéniaja naka] dany im pr]e] Boga. Ze to, jak wid]a Je]usa
po Gmierci, odpowiada temu, jak On sam siebie wid]ia4 pr]ed Gmiercia,
Ja Tycia” .

Publicysta Jwraca uwagC na nieustanng pamiCii uc]niyw, ktyra spra-
wita, Te potrag li pr]echowaii i podac]yii doGwiadc]enie wiary spr]ed i po
Zmartwychwstaniu. ANie ma watpliwoGci, stwierd]a P. Lisicki, Te Tyjacy
w owym c]asie Zyd]i umieli Jachowywaii i pr]eka]ywaii tradycjC ustna.
Molna byl Jatem pewnym, Te kiedy Je]Jus wybrai swoich uc]niyw, to,
cJego ich uc]ys, byéo pr]e] nich JapamiCtane i prjechowane. Ci, ktyr]y
Go ujr]eli kilka, kilkanaGcie dni po Jego Gmierci, doskonale Go Jatem
pamiCtali. Umieliby Go ro]po]nai, odryTniii od innych. Wied]ieli, Te
to ten sam JeJusa, ktyry byi ] nimi od Galilei al do Judei. Lec] nie tylko
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because they were particularly predestined for it — in a historical and
sociological sense. Jesus found them as just as they were. They were not
a group of visionaries or mystics. Before that, they did not constitute,
with the exception perhaps of a few Baptist disciples, a community.
Sociologically, they were just ordinary Galileans, a rather random group
of people coming from the poor or middle classes of Galilean society.”

There is no other more reasonable explanation, 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.”

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”.

The Polish publicist, following Riesner (b. , points to several
key considerations through which it can be assumed that the disciples
were capable of remembering their Master{s teachings faithfully. Firstly,
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o taka formC ¢]yc]nego — tak ja na]Jwijmy — ro]po]nania chod]iéo.
Uc]niowie musieli pamiCtaii nauki ora] c]Jyny JeJusa i mogli oceniii,
c]y Ten, ktyrego wid]a po Gmierci, odpowiada Temu, ktyrego Jnali. C]y
Zmartwychwstaay jest Tym, kim by Na]arejc]yk”

Polski publicysta Ja R. Riesnerem (ur. wska]uje na kilka naj-
walniejs]ych powodyw, d]iCki ktyrym moTna pr]yjai, Te uc]niowie byli
]dolni do wiernego JapamiCtania nauk swojego Mistr]a. Po pierws]e,
traktowali je jako nauc]anie rywnor]Cdne ] géosem prorokyw, Jatem
wid]ieli w siowach Je]Jusa gios samego Boga. PragnCli wiCc JapamicCtaii
jak najwiCcej. Nie byio to niemoTliwe, bowiem Aponad osiemd]iesiat
procent nauk JeJusa Jawartych jest w poetyckich, déatwych do JapamiC-
tania formach” . Po drugie, w tamtych c]asach podstawowa edukacja
w I]raelu obejmowada chiopcyw do dwunastego roku Tycia, dlatego Ja-
rywno uc]niowie, jak i sam Je]Jus uc]Cs]c]ali na nauki. D]iCki metodom
mnemotechnic]nym, JapamiCtywali. AMolna Jatem byii pewnym, Te
najbliTs]y krag lud]i skupionych woky4 JeJusa skaadaé siC ] tych, ktyr]y
Tnali na pamiCii Jego nauki. Musieli wid]ieii, Ja kogo uwala siebie Je]us,
jak sam roJumie swoje pr]yj6cie. Walne jest teT coG innego. Uc]nio-
wie nie byli ekstatykami. Nic nie wska]uje na to, Teby wyryTniasa ich
s]c]egylna podatnoGii na Jbiorowe uniesienia, wyjatkowe wi]jonerstwo,
Teby mieli predestynacje mistyc]ne. (<< Dule Jnac]enie dla uc]niyw
miado Gcisée Jachowywanie i prleka]ywanie tradycji, jaka otr]ymali
od Je]usa”

P. Lisicki podkreGla, Te to wéaGnie tradycje, pr]yjCte, JapamiCtane
i Jachowywane pr]e] uc]niyw, Aktyrych wyuc]yli si€ na pamiCii i ktyre
prleka]ywali, musiady byii kryterium oceny prawd]iwoGci pr]esiania
Zmartwychwstasego. Je]us, ktyrego spotkali po Gmierci, byd Tym sa-
mym, ktyrego Jnali prJedtem. Wynika ] tego Jatem, Te gdy uc]niowie
Jostali sami po Gmierci swego Nauc]yciela, pamiCtali tak Jego siowa,
jak takTe te c]yny, ktyrym nadawai s]c]egylne Jnac]enie” . One tel

Tamle, s.
Tamle,s. -
Tamle, s.
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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 Jesusf{ teachings are contained in poetic, easy-
to-remember forms”.  Secondly, at that time, primary education in
Israel included boys up to the age of twelve, which is why the disciples
and Jesus himself attended school. Thanks to mnemonic methods,
they could 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.”

Lisicki emphasises that it was the traditions, accepted, remembered,
and preserved by the disciples, “which they had learned by heart and
which they passed on, that had to be the criterion for judging the truth
of the message of the Risen One. The Jesus they met after death was
the same Jesus they had known before. It follows, therefore, that
when the disciples were left alone after the death of their Teacher,
they remembered both His words and those actions to which He had
given special meaning”. Those were also written down in the form
of rough drafts, or scribbles. And eventually collected and edited by
Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John. Lisicki believes that, adopting such
a perspective, as proposed by the aforementioned Riesner, “in fact what
we ¢ nd in the Gospels should correspond to what actually happened”.
As for the disciples] message, the columnist stresses that one can be
sure of three things. “Firstly, that very early after His death Christians

Ibid., pp. -
Ibid., p.

Ibid., pp.
Ibid., p.
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Jostady spisane w formie s]kicyw, c]y teT brudnopisu. Ostatec]nie Ja6
Jebrane i Jredagowane pr]e] Mateus]a, Marka, tukas]a i Jana. P. Li-
sicki uwala, Te pr]yjmujac taka perspektywC, Japroponowang pr]e]
prJywoiywanego jul Riesnera, Afaktyc]nie to, co Jnajdujemy w Ewan-
geliach, powinno odpowiadaii temu, co rJec]ywitcie siC wydar]yio”
Co do pr]eka]u uc]niyw, podkreGla publicysta, moTna byii pewnym
trjech r]ec]y. APo pierws]e tego, Te bard]o wc]eGnie po Jego Gmierci
chr]eGeijanie c]cili Je]Jusa, co stanowiio cadkowita nowoGi, ktyra nie
miaia Tadnej analogii w Tydowskich d]iejach. Po drugie, Te tak nauki,
jak i cJyny Jiemskiego Je]Jusa byiy utrwalone w pamiCci Jego uc]niyw
w chwili, gdy umierad. Po tr]ecie JaG, samo spotkanie wskr]es]onego
cJaowieka nie mogéo prowad]ii do powstania tej wiary, o ktyrej wiadomo
] prleka]yw Pawsda” .

Zatem, jak wnioskuje polski publicysta, wc]eGniejs]a wiara w bo-
skoGii Je]usa, stada siC fundamentem pr]yjCcia Zmartwychwstaiego.
Kryterium prawd]iwoGci wid]i P. Lisicki w séowach i cJynach Je]Jusa,
objawionych pr]e] Niego Ja Tycia

Tamle, s.

Tamle.

ACo innego, argumentuje publicysta, u]nai, Te Jabity na kr]ylu Je]us Tyje,
a co innego u]naii Go Ja rywnego Bogu. Co innego sad]ii, Te Byg Go wskr]esig,
a co innego pr]ypisaii Mu rolC Pana, kogoG, kto ma toTsamoGii boska. JeGli dla
tej wiary nie byéo analogii we wc]eGniejs]ej tradycji Jnanej uc]niom, a nie byéo,
jeGli do jej powstania nie wystarc]yéo spotkanie wskr]es]onego cJéowieka, a nie
wystarc]yio, to skad mogaa siC ona w]iaii? MolIna wprawd]ie argumentowaii, Te
to sam Zmartwychwstaay ka]ai wid]ieii uc]niom Pana. U Mateus]a mywi pr]eciel:
«Zostada mi dana ws]elka wiad]a na niebie i na Jiemi» (Mt , . Tylko Jnowu Teby
uc]niowie mogli uwier]yii w te siowa i oka]aii Mu posius]eEstwo, musieli u]nai,
Te ten naka] Jnajdowai wc]eGniejs]e, niewyrazne choiiby u]asadnienie w tym,
c]ego JeJus nauc]aa Ja Tycia. Samo spotkanie Je wskr]es]Jonym c]aowiekiem nie
wystarc]aéo, Teby Jobac]yii w Nim Pana Swiata. Gdyby Je]Jus byé tylko jednym
] wielu Tydowskich u]drowicieli, gdyby wystCpowaé jedynie jako chary]matyc]ny
ka]nod]ieja albo wres]cie jako liberalny rabin, to sama pamiCii o tym, jaki bya, nie
poJwoligaby uc]niom uwier]yii Tylko jeGli wc]eGniej, jes]c]e Ja Tycia pr]ygoto-
waa uc]niyw do takiego roJumienia swej posiugi, mogli oni dostr]ec w siowach
Zmartwychwstasego coG Jobowig]ujacego™; tamTe, s.
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worshipped Jesus, a complete novelty which had no parallel in Jewish
history. Secondly, that both the teachings and the deeds of the earthly
Jesus were ¢ 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.”

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

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

Ibid.

Alt is one thing,” argues the columnist, Ato 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: AAII
authority in heaven and on earth has been givento me” (Mt : . Only again, in
order for the disciples to believe these words and to show obedience to him, they
had to recognise that this command found previous, even vague, 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.

Ibid, p.
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Dlatego P. Lisicki pr]ywodujac ewangelic]ne obra]y Je]Jusa jako Syna
c]y Pana uwala, Te w Tadnym ra]ie nie sg one tworem powielkanocnej
gminy, ani nie naleTa do pyzniejs]ej twyrc]oGei chr]eGeijan. WrCc]
pr]eciwnie. AGdyby tych opowieGci nie byio, wiara w JeJusa na tronie
chwady nie miaaby oparcia. Nie istniasoby pr]ejécie od Zmartwych-
wstadego do JeJusa, od dostr]elenia JeJusa Wielkanocnego do wy]nania
w Nim Pana. To nie KoGciy4 rjutowas wstec] swa wiarC, to JeJus Jiem-
ski rjutowai wpr]yd swyj obra]” . Uwalna lektura Ewangelii wbrew
tendencjom badac]y potwierd]a, Te w]mianek o Je]usie jako Bogu jest
cadkiem sporo. I to nie tylko u Jana, ale rywniel u synoptykyw. CJwarty
Ewangelista na]ywa Go tak wprost, Marek, Mateus] i tukas] ] kolei
opowiadajg o Nim jako Bogu .

Dlac]ego Jatem tak trudno pr]yjaii tC prawdC wspyic]esnym bada-
cJom? Bowiem Anie kieruje nimi (<< , odpowiada apologijnie P. Lisicki,
umidowanie c]y chCii JroJumienia tekstu. Poka]asem, na c]Jym polega
ich podstawowy problem. Gdyby pr]yjCli, Te juT w Ewangeliach Marka,
Mateus]a c]y tukas]a Je]Jus wystCpuije jako Byg, to musieliby pr]y]nai,
Te owe ros]c]enia do boskoGci pochod]a najprawdopodobniej od samego
Jiemskiego JeJusa. To Ja6 o]nac]adoby, Te KoGciya nie Jafais]owas
podstawowej nauki JeJusa i Te chr]eGcijaEstwo nie buja swobodnie
w obéokach be] realnej podstawy w historii. Co wiCcej, dopyki wiara
w boskoGii JeJusa byéda owocem daugiej, powolnej ewolucji, dopyKki
molna ja byio pr]ypisaii powolnemu procesowi nasycania chr]etcijak-
stwa myGleniem pogaEskim, dopyty nie bysa niebe]piec]na. Nie Jmu-
s]asa do wyboru, nie miada w sobie Tadnego uniwersalnego ros]c]enia
do posius]eEstwa. Kiedy jednak perspektywa radykalnie siC ]mlenla
bo najprawdopodobniej JeJus bya c]c]ony jako Byg tuT po swej Smierci,
to pojawia siC moTliwoGii, Te opisane w Ewangeliach Jdar]enia miady
miejsce. Ze naprawdC wydar]yéo siC teT Zmartwychwstanie, Te mar-
twe Jwioki Jostady olywione, a uc]niowie faktyc]nie spotkali Je]Jusa,
ktyry powstai ] grobu. Wc]esna wiara w boskoGii Je]Jusa, wiara pierw-
s]ych, Tydowskich uc]niyw mywiacych po aramejsku, c]yni nie]Jwykle

Tamle, s.
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careful reading of the Gospels, against the tendencies of scholars,
cong¢ 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.

Sowhy isitso di cult for modern researchers to accept this truth?
For “he does not direct them (<< , Lisicki responds apologetically, loving
or wanting to understand the text. |1 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.”

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

Cf.ibid., pp. - ,
Ibid, pp. -
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prawdopodobng te]C, ktyra w ocJach wielu wspyéic]esnych krytykyw
pojawia siC jedynie jako nocny kos]mar lub pr]eTytek Japr]es]éej epoki,
amianowicie, Te ewangeliGci mywili prawdC. Ze Je]Jus faktyc]nie pr]y-
pisywai sobie nad]wyc]ajna, boska moc i Te dokonywai c]ynyw tak
Tdumiewajacych i nad]wyc]ajnych, iT w]bud]idy one wiarC w Niego. To
wiéaGnie jest najbard]iej logic]nym wytiumac]eniem osobliwego faktu
wiary wc]esnego, Tydowskiego KoGcioda” .

A Jatem wiara w boskoGii jest Jakor]eniona w samym Tyciu i nauc]a-
niu JeJusa. AZmartwychwstanie, puentuje swoje anali]y P. Lisicki, nie
stwor]yso wiary, ale jg potwierd]iso, oc]yGciso i uwolniéo. Potwierd]ido,
gdyT to, cJego Je]us nauc]as, i to, na wska]ywad — Te ma wéad]C nad
demonami, Te ma wiad]C ogéas]ai Séowo, tak jakby byi Bogiem, Te sa
Mu posaus]ne sidy natury — Jyskado porCkC w najbard]iej Jaskakujacym
i nieoc]ekiwanym cud]ie: w fakcie, Te oto pr]ed uc]niami stanai jak
Tywy ten sam Je]us, ktyrego pamiCtali cierpiagcego i pohakEbionego. Ten
sam i inny, nieGmiertelny, ] ciaéem, ktyre ] jednej strony byéo jak Jego
Jiemskie, Je Tnakami cierpienia i MCKi, lec] byéo tel nowe, duchowe,
nie]wia]ane ] granicami c]asu i pr]estr]eni. DoGwiadc]enie Zmar-
twychwstania oc]yGciso wiarC, gdyT dopyki JeJus pr]ebywai na Jiemi,
nie sposyb byio oddawail Mu c]ci i chwady tak, jak tego wymagaia Jego
boska godnoGul. | uwolnido ja, bo od tej pory Jego siowa i gesty Jyskaiy
prawd]iwe uniwersalne, pows]echne Jnac]enie” . Redaktor Do Rzeczy
podkreGla, Te to sam Jiemski Je]us jest zryddem i podmiotem wiary. ATo
jedyne sensowne i logic]ne ro]wig]anie inac]ej niero]wig]ywalnego
problemu sidy wiary chr]eGcijaEskiej od poc]atku” . | dodaje: Atylko
jeGli bystwo JeJusa Jac]Céo siC juT objawialii i promieniowaii w c]asie,
gdy Ty4, moIna JroJumieii pows]echnoGii i moc wiary, kiedy po swej
Gmierci objawié siC uc]niom” .
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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 su ering
and disgraced. The same and di erent, immortal, with a body that, on
the one hand, was like His earthly one, with the signs of su ering and
Passion, but was also new, spiritual, unbound by the boundaries of time
and space. The experience of the Resurrection 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.” The editor-in-chief of Do Rzeczy 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.” And
he adds: “only if the deity of Jesus has already begun to manifest and
radiate while he was alive can one understand the universality and power
of faith when he revealed himself to the disciples after his death.”

THE END

Looking for an answer to the question whether Jesus is God, LisickKi
¢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.

Ibid, p.
Ibid, pp. -
Ibid, p.
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ZAKONCZENIE

S]ukajac odpowied]i na pytanie o to, c]y Je]us jest Bogiem, P. Lisicki
anali]uje najpierw koncepcje krytyc]ne, Jwracajac uwagC na obecne
w nich baCdne JaioTenia i chybione wnioski. NastCpnie pre]entuje myGl
wspydc]esnych biblistyw, rekonstruujgcych proces narod]in kultu Je-
Jusa. W koEcu pre]entuje wiasna argumentacjC, uka]ujac autorska kon-
cepcjC dei¢ kacji Mistr]a ] Na]aretu. Argumentacja, ktyra prledstawia
P. Lisicki, jest dojr]adg apologia Je]usa jako Boga.

Zdaniem redaktora ADo R]ec]y”, wiara w boskoGii jest Jakor]eniona
w samym Tyciu i nauc]aniu Galilejc]yka. To sam Jiemski Je]us jest
Zrydéem i podmiotem wiary. Jest to Ajedyne sensowne i logic]ne ro]wia-
Janie inac]ej niero]wia]ywalnego problemu sidy wiary chr]eGcijaEskiej
od poc]atku”. P. Lisicki wska]uje na JaleTnoGi miCd]y cJéowiec]eE-
stwem i bystwem Chrystusa. ATylko jeGli bystwo JeJusa Jac]Céo siC
jul objawiail i promieniowail w c]asie, gdy Ty, moTna JroJumiel po-
ws]echnoGii i moc wiary, kiedy po swej Gmierci objawié siC uc]niom”.

Streszczenie

S]ukajgc odpowied]i na pytanie c]y Je]us jest Bogiem, P.Lisicki w pierws]ej
kolejnoGei anali]uje krytyc]ne koncepcje, Jwracajac uwagC na biCdne pr]ypus]-
c]enia i niewsaGciwe wnioski. NastCpnie pre]entuje stanowisko wspyic]esnych
biblistyw, ktyr]y Jrekonstruowali proces narod]in kultu JeJusa. W koEcu, pre]en-
tuje swa wiasna argumentacjC, uka]ujac pierwotna koncepcije dei¢ kacji Mistr]a ]
Na]aretu. Argumentacja pre]entowana pr]e] P. Lisickiego jest dojr]aig apologig
Je]usa jako Boga.

Stowa kluczowe: Je]us, Byg, chrystologia, boskoGii



PRZEMYSLAW ARTEMIUK SAINTS ARE WITNESSES<«< 149

According to the editor-in-chief of Do Rzeczy, 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 Christfs 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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