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has had, unfortunate theological consequences, especially if it is con-
strued, with the aid of penal imagery, in terms of God’s visiting upon
the human Jesus the penalties owed by others. A theologically intoler-
able doctrine of penal substitution can be avoided if the other shift in
the meaning of the sacrificial gift is also stressed. A New Testament
expression of the second metaphorical transfer is given in Eph. 5: 2:
‘Christ loved us and gave himself up as a fragrant offering and sacrifice
o God.” The gift, as the Letter to the Hebrews stresses so strongly, is not
the imposed death of a beast, but the voluntary self-giving of Jesus. And
the giving is not simply the death, but the death as the completion of a
life in obedience to God. Jesus offers to the Father the human life that
the others of us have failed to live. But to what end? We return to the
puint made earlier by George Caird’s remark about human abhorrence
for sin considered as pollution. ‘It is for this reason that the New Testa-
ment so constantly employs the language of sacrifice to declare the
benefits of the Cross . . ." Hence ‘the imperative need of those whom sin
has defiled is that which can cleanse the conscience from dead works
{Heb. g: 14)" (17). But how can this be conceived to happen? We return
1o the matter of relationships.

I'wo relationships in particular are under consideration here. The
first is that between God and his rebellious people, broken by the sin
that erects a barrier between the two and so disrupts fellowship or com-
mnion. The second is that between Jesus and his Father. The second,
patticular, relationship is that which reorders and so takes up into itsell
the lirst, How can this human life, this sacrificial career, take other
hman beings up into its reality? A full answer would involve detailed
abtention to the claim that the life of Jesus is also and at another level,
a0 1o speak, the life of the recreating Word, but that is the work of
another whole paper, Suffice it to say here that the crucial link is to be
hﬂldnih& doctrine of the Holy Spirit. Itis the Spirit that is the source
‘ esun’ sellgiving humanity, and that same Spirit which enables

to share in the one reordering sacrifice. Indeed, does not Paul
e wacrificial language of the Spirit also: *We ourselves, who have the
Siestsfruety of the Spirit . (Rom, 8: 25); my emphasis)** The sacrifice of
Chiist i to this end: that God should, in him and through the Spirit,
reorder to himsell his alienated creation, That is the glonf ul' Ghrlll.
mﬂhﬂ ew Tmununt Ind in utarnltr.

18. Christ as Agent

A.E. HARVEY

T aE study of Christology has traditionally concentrated on the impli-
cations of the titles by which Jesus was most commonly addressed or
designated in the New Testament, such as Messiah, Son of God, or Son
of man. Less frequently, attention has been given to words or concepts
which occur only occasionally or by implication in the New Testament,
such as Adyos, mediator, or victor. Very occasionally, a word makes its
appearance whch appears to have no basis in Scripture but which may
be held to be implied by it. In ancient times such a word was duootaos.
Recently, another newcomer has made its appearance: Christ the
Agent.

The word ‘agent’ seems attractive to modern theological writing
hecause it appears to offer a way of describing the person and work of
Christ without the encumbrance of theological jargon. To say that
Christ was ‘God’s agent’ is to use a language that is familiar to people
living in the modern world, that bypasses traditional theological em-
barrassments, and yet enables the unique claims of Jesus to be under-
stood. At this level, the term works as an analogy, or ‘model’, and those
who use it need not be pressed to offer a precise definition. But it has
recently been argued that the use of the term has historical justification,
in the sense that the concept of ‘agency’ can be discerned as underlying
some of the language used of Jesus in the New Testament, and that
therefore a study of the institution of agency in that culture can
actually throw light on the early history of Christology. If this project is
successful, it might have the further implication that the word ‘agent’
should be more systematically explored in Christological thinking
tuday.

It is important at the outset to distinguish between ancient and
ilern cﬂrll:cpunm of ‘agency’. In contemporary English, the words
ient’ and ‘agency’ refer as much to a field of al:tlwtyr as to a legal re-
hip. In current parlance a ‘land agent’ is one who is profes-

ly accupied with the buying and selling of land. Admittedly he
mally dﬂ this an hehall of a client, and consequently will act as
' t il‘l the striet sense; but the connotations of ‘land-

!Ilﬂ.'t the pmceﬂur:l by which he is authorized to
i with s professional lnowledga about the value
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of land and buildings. But in ancient agency the terms we are con-
cerned with—l:l“?'q and dméorodos'—have a different connotation.
Here, all the emphasis is on the ‘sending out’, that is, the authorization
of the agent. His ficld of activity is not indicated (though it may have to
be defined for legal purposes). The question raised by a U"w is,
“Whom does he represent?” —not (as with a modern agent), *What is he
expert in?”

A further significant difference lies in the definition of an agent's
function. To us, the essence of an agent is that he should act. We
appoint an agent to do something on our behalf which otherwise we
should have to do for ourselves. What we do nof need an agent for is to
say things for us: we can do this ourselves by letters or messages. An
agent is required only when actions or procedures have to be carried
through on our behalf. Communicating our intentions through another
person (a messenger) is something different from having our interests
promoted by an agent. But in the Jewish culture this distinction was
less important;? indeed the legal refinements which were placed upon
the practice of agency in the post-biblical period® embraced the activi-
ties of the messenger as well as those of the agent; for there were many
occasions on which the utterance of a word or words by the principal’s
representative might incur legal consequences just as much as the per-
formance of an act. This point becomes particularly important when
these categories are applied to religious phenomena. On the modern
western model of agency it would be natural to think of a spokesman
for God (a prophet) as doing something essentially different from an
agent of God (such as a miracle worker or healer); and this distinction
underlies all but the most recent scholarly work on the subject.* But in
fact it can be shown that ‘the secular concept of “messenger™, which in-
fluenced the concept of prophecy, underwent further development in
post-biblical Judaism and became juridically defined in terms ol
Representation. The result was a new interpretation of the nature of
prophecy as communication from God."?

The book from which this quotation is taken is Der Gesandle und sein

' The fundamental, and extremely influential, work on these werms was done by K. L Beng
storlin his article on droordAdw crd. in Kittel's Wrterbuch, i (Stuttgart, 1999), 407 I

* ]. A. Bihner, Dyr Gesandre wnd sein Weg im g Evangelium (Tibingen, 1977), 271§, contrasis the
Roman distinction between nunting and  mardafaring, But this appears not o be correct) o snmiig
could pronounce words for his sender which created contractual obligations, and in any cae
mrra'a!ﬂrlr'm' is nao =|11ri:'l|}' an ‘agent” (R, W. Lee, Elamats q{ﬁvmn Law { London, Iﬂq*].ﬂl (AT
appropriste term in commercial transactions would be stitor, of Mas Kaser, Bomiher Privatrechi®
(Munich, 1974, 50 (Ulpian . 14, §.1a).

' Bihner, op, cit, 181 (1

* Which b folbowed Bemguion™s listinetion between cortmin by iduml shedhin, sl s Hﬂ
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Weg by ]. A. Bihner, published in 1977. This book is the first major
study to have been devoted to the Jewish law of agency in relation o
the New Testament, and in my opinion it makes a conclusive case lor
understanding much of the language used of Jesus in the Fourth Gospel
as drawn from juridical practice. Jesus is ‘sent’ by the Father under
conditions which clearly imply his authorization; the sphere of his
authorized activity on behalf of his Father is clearly defined (that i,
those activities, such as creation and judgement, which are peculiarly
God’s sphere); his activity conforms to the maxim that *a man's agen i
like himself’,® and also to the (lesser known) maxim that an agent can-
not work to his principal’s disadvantage;” and he returns (as an agent
:must) to his Father-principal at the discharge of his agency. Again and
again the Johannine Father—Son terminology is illumined by this
agent-model; in particular, the ‘oneness’ predicated of the Father Son
relationship is convincingly (in my view) explained in terms of a fung-
tional identity of authority rather than of a personal or mystical e
lationship;® and though it is recognized that the origins of this emplasis
on Father and Son may well lie further back in the tradition repres
sented by the Synoptics, the presentation of the Son as the Father's
agent par excellence (which was empirically the case in ancient Middle
Eastern commerce} is likely to be the product of the evangelist's i
vative mind.,

‘This conclusion is one to which (though after far less extensive e
search) 1 had tentatively come myself® before Buhner's book was puli
lished, and had incorporated in my own thinking on Christology '
before I had the opportunity to study his arguments in detal, "' 1 there
fore greatly welcome his results as confirmation of my own thinking,
though I recognize that it would be premature to regard them as tully
established until further scholarly discussion has taken place, However,
it is not oo soon to explore some of its wider implications. These have
to do, ultimately, with the way in which language which appears 1o
have a precise reference to human institutions may be used in a much
looser and more higurative sense with respect o the things of Gad o
topic to which T am privileged o make a small contribution in a

S om B n o omed oy Talmudic s,
F O b e,

B As agbond (e jurbdieal myseeinm® suggested by Tliéo Preiss, Life in Gl | Lamdon, rng 1, 05
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memorial volume to one who wrote about it so lucidly in the last of his
books that was published in his lifetime.

The first requirement is to meet the obvious objection to this whole
line of argument that there is apparently no reference to ‘agent’ or
‘agency’ in the entire New Testament, and therefore that to regard the
concept of agency as a factor in New Testament Christology is artificial
if not actually misleading. To this the following points can immediately
be made:

{1) the Hebrew word I'_'!"'?ﬂ? is well attested in Mishnah and Talmud
as the correct name for the person bound by the legal conditions
of agency;!'?

{2) the Greek equivalent for I:I"'?@ was drooTodes;?

{3) John 13: 16: ‘the slave is not greater than his master nor is the
dmdorodos greater than he who sent him." The two clauses are
parallel, and require that dmwdgredes should refer to a secular
institution as familiar as slavery. The correct translation is there-
fore ‘agent’—and this is in fact how it was taken by Origen,'
Chrysostom,’® and (in his paraphrase) Nonnus.'® It is true, of
course, that there may be a deliberate ambiguity: the Christian
dmdarodos (‘apostle’] is not greater than he (Christ} who sent
him. But in its context the primary reference must be to the
familiar institution of agency.

It must be allowed therefore that the word ‘agent’ was used by the
author of the Fourth Gospel, and in such a way as to prove that he was
familiar with the concept of agency. The work of Bithner has offered a
strong case for believing that he was also familiar with the basic techni-
calities of the Jewish law of agency, and that he exploited this termin-
ology in order to clarify the relationship of Jesus with his heavenly
father. But we have now to face the question why he did not go so far as
to call Jesus an agent, dwdoTolos.

Biihner himself suggests two answers to this question.'” First, by the
time the Gospel was written the term amdorodos had already been
adopled into the Christian vocabulary to refer to those who have ever
since been known as ‘apostles’. Secondly, the term suffers from that e
striction of meaning which follows from the emphasis we noted at the
outset on the moment of ‘sending’. That Jesus had been sent and authe

1= Rengstorl art. cit, m. 1 above, (1441 For a bibliography an the Jewih Tow of ageaey, of
Bihner, op. cit., 181 n. .

1® Eus, f5. 18 1=2 etc,
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orized by his Father was indeed an important feature of his agency, b
it was by no means the only one or even the most important one: his
‘works’, his teaching, his judging, and the prospect of his return 1o his
sender were equally important, and the word dwdarodros would not
have seemed appropriate to convey the full range of this agent's activ-
ity. These answers may well be correct; but I would myself take them u
stage further, and in so doing indicate certain lines of enquiry which lie
well outside the scope of Bihner's pioneering study.

I would suggest, first, that the model in the evangelist’s mind was not
Just any agent, but the agent who is the principal’s son. A son, afier all,
was the best agent a man could ever have, and the one whose credens
tials were most likely to be accepted.’® If moreover he was an only son
(povoyerns] who could expect to receive the entire inheritance, and if he
was in good standing with his father (dyamyrds), so that there was no
risk of his father disinheriting him, then he could be relied on absolutely
to promote his father's interests (‘to seek his glory’), for in the long run
these interests were the same as his own: he would inherit them all.
Such a son, speaking and acting in his father’s absence and claiming his
father's authority to do so, would be assumed without question 1o be lis
father’s agent {indeed in law, if his actions were to the advantage of lils
father, this would constitute him an agent whether he had been fors
mally appointed or not). It follows that simply by calling Jesus ‘son’ in
relation to his Father's work and purposes the evangelist made it per
fectly clear that he was also the Father’s agent. It was not necessary (o
spell the matter out; and there were many reasons (not least the pres
sure of the existing tradition) for preferring ‘son’ as a fitle to agent,

But this leads on to some wider questions. What could have been the
religions reasons for calling anyone God’s ‘agent’ in the first place? The
easence ol agency is that it provides a means by which business can Le
done in the absence of the principal. And why should the principal be
absent? The usual reason is practical. My business is growing, | want to
apen a subsidiary in another town, but T cannot be in both places ot
anee, So 1 muost find an agent whom I can trust (and who will be
trusted by my customers) to run my subsidiary for me. Or the reason
may be physical disability, Tobit has a debt o colleet in a distant
conntry, but is o old to make the journey himsell: so he sends his son
Tobias as his agent, But whatever the reason, the agent is needed 1o
cirry on business when his principal is necessarily alwent,

What then i implied by the use of the agency model i respect of
G Thint Giod e abwent! Tcone sense this inosurely ilegitbmmnte, Agali
wnel ggain i the Bible we read e G e with® B peaple, he i
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244 A.E. HARVEY

‘present’ at certain times and places, and through his Spirit he inter-
venes in human affairs without any need of the services of an agent. But
in another sense some agent or intermediary is absolutely necessary, if
God is to be (God—that is, a devouring fire, one whom to see is to die,
the Lord of heaven and earth whose holiness is such that his creatures,
for their own sake, cannot encounter him face to face. "‘No man has seen
God at any time’: this is not just an unfortunate shortcoming of human
history, to be made good at some time in the future, It is a necessary
attribute of God that his creatures cannot see him and expect to sur-
vive. Such interventions as he makes in the affairs of men, and such
manifestations as he offers of his nature and power, have to be adjusted
to the capacity of human beings to witness them without being over-
whelmed. God must therefore make use of intermedianes in his deal-

ings with us. These might occasionally be supernatural—angels, or -

freakish phenomena in weather and firmament. More often they were
men, acting and speaking in one way or another as God’s representa-
tives, God's ‘agents’. They were employed because God was absent,
and must necessarily be so lest he should burn us up by his unveiled
presence.

We may best approach this aspect of the matter by way of the Letter
to the Hebrews. Of all the New Testament writers, the author of
Hebrews had the most intense perception of the unapproachable
majesty and terror of God. The image which possessed his mind, and to
which he returned again and again, was of the dark mysterious
chamber in the Temple, the Holy of Holies, where God was deemed to
he more nearly present than anywhere else on earth, and to which even
the priests in their state of ritual purity had no access, but only the High
Priest, once a year, and that without any permanent change being
effected for the general body of worshippers. How then could Chris-
tians claim to have a new intimacy with this awesome God? How could
they dare to stand in his presence when the entire Mosaic dispensation
seemed designed to keep them at a safe distance from that electric press
ence within the sanctuary? Could it be that Jesus had done what the
High Priest could never do, had ‘gone through’ that final curtain into
the Holy of Holies, and taken his new brothers with him so that they
could now have confidence —mappyoin—in the very presence of God!

The author, as we know, found his answer in the notion that Clhvist s
the High Priest to whom the whole of Seripture points, God remmuing in
principle majestic, unapproachable, but Christ has enaliled ws to e
verse the distance and enter his presence, The importiance of (his e one
purpose is that it is one of the solutions — bot not the anly one which
the New Testament oflers to the problem of the necemary distanee
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between God and man. God cannot draw too close to human beings
lest he should annihilate them; humans cannot draw too close to God in
his holiness because of their sin. Yet Christians have this extraordinary
intimacy with God, this sense of assurance in his presence. One way ol
explaining it is by the High Priest model. In the old dispensation, the
High Priest was the one human being who, after a period of isolation
and elaborate purification, was permitted to enter the Holy of Holies
and stand in the presence of God. But this dread privilege was ineffec.
tual: the essential sinfulness which separates man rom God remained,
the people were still kept as far as ever from the Presence, and the
whole procedure had to be gone through all over again the following
year. Yet it was not to be imagined that an institution validated hy
Scripture was purposeless and obsolete. Could it be that its true means
ing and intention was now revealed by one who had achieved the pur-
pose for which it was instituted—who had penetrated permanently
into the divine presence, decisively going through the curtain which
separated man from God, and enjoying such solidarity with his own
people that he could take them with him and impart to them the conlic
dence they needed to stand belore God?

The author to the Hebrews was the only New Testament writer to
approach the problem in terms of the High Priesthood; but the cancep-
tion of Christ as one who overcomes the necessary distance belween
God and man is not confined to this epistle. The question, after all, wis
an old one; and it was often asked in the context of our future destiny.
We shall all stand before the judgement seat of God, and nothing we
sinners have done for ourselves can avail to give us confidence at that
dread moment. Ifwe are to survive, we shall need someone to speak lo
us, and this is the function of the ‘paraclete’ who might represent the
merits of the patriarchs, our own good deeds, or simply some heavenly
being whom God will have designated for the purpose.'® It should
occasion no surprise that Christians should have sensed that they have
such a ‘paraclete’ in Jesus (1 John 2: 1), But the real problem comes,
not so much with man drawing near to God, but with God evivwing
near tooman, How can God make his will and his nature known o
liman beings without coercing them into obedience or annibilating
their moral freedom? How can he both reveal himself as God and pro-
tect his ereatures from the ultimate sin of blasphemy which they will
comninit il they do not instantly acknowledge him?

There oo passage of Josephus which bears closely upon this ques-
o Do speesh ol Flevod to his Jewish troopn, veference inmaede o the
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disgraceful act of their Arab enemies, who put to death the Jewish
envoys who had come to sue for peace,

even though the Greeks have declared heralds to be sacred and inviolable, and
we have learned the noblest of our doctrines and the holiest of our laws from
the messengers [8: dyyéden] sent by God. For this name can bring God’s pres-
ence to men and reconcile enemies one to another.

{Ant. 15. 136, tr. R. Marcus (Locb, 1963).)

This passage has been the subject of scholarly discussion with regard to
the question of the ayyelo:** did Josephus know of the doctrine that the
Law was mediated by angels, or does the word here simply mean
‘messengers’ and refer to the prophets? More important for our purpose
is the following sentence: roiito pap 76 dvopa wai dvfpdmos fBedv eis
dugdverar dyew . . . Stvarar. The context is admittedly rhetorical: Herod
is being made to use all the arguments at his disposal to stir up animos-
ity against ‘the Arabs’. But Josephus is undoubtedly drawing upon his
own perceptions when he suggests, as a ground for the Jewish abhor-
rence of violence done to a messenger, that ‘this name’ (that is, that of
the office of herald or messenger) ‘can bring God into manifestation for
men’. What kind of ‘manifestation’ is this? Clearly, for Josephus, there
could be no question of any person, or even an angel, presenting a
visual impression of God. In another place {Ant. 15. 425) he uses the
word éudaveia for signs of God’s intervention, such as freakish varia-
tions of the weather, In the case of messengers of God, he is evidently
referring to those who speak or act with divine authority. We are in the
world of Deut. 18: 18-2o0, the prophet like Moses whom to disregard is
to disregard God himself; or of lheﬂiﬂ":l ﬂl;l'??ﬁﬁ a heavenly being with
whom God identifies himself for the purpose of carrying out a particu-
lar intervention in the affairs of men. Whether the intervention is by
word or deed is immaterial; it is thus {in this culture) that God is
‘brought into manifestation’. In either case [according to subsequent
rationalization®") we have to do with ‘God’s agent’.

For the Greeks, the sacrilege ({epovs kai dovlovs elvar Tots xijpunas
dapévar) of killing envoys was easily identified and avoided: heralds of
prace bear visible marks of their sacred office. For the Jews it was a
more dangerous matter. Anyone might come forward and claim to be
speaking with the authority of God. Amittedly, the penalty for making
such a claim falsely was death, and this would certainly eliminate the
likelihood of frivolous impersonations, But the mere asertion ol the
claim entailed the necessity of judgement, I the cladmant wis geninge,

TG WD, Davies, SOTRR 7 (ol v ao, sl mrgines that Sppedon o mean ' pooglie s’
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he must be obeyed; if false, he must be punished. Failure to react one
way or the other was tantamount to blasphemy.®® It was thus an im
portant matter to know how to assess a man's claim to be *God’s agent’,
But how could this be proved? In civil matters, the appointment of an
agent does not appear to have been a formal or public act:*? the agent
could not point to the moment of his authorization as evidence for his
power to act on behalf of his principal. Rather it had to be asked what
‘sign’ the agent had of his authority (such as the bill to be presented 1o
the debtor, compare Tobit 5: 3}, and how far his character and “warks'
were consonant with his alleged mission. The same principles applied
in the case of an agent of God. Intimate knowledge of his principal's
affairs and methods would be a sign’ of authenticity—he must be, in
some sense, a ‘man of God’; and he must be working to God’s advan-
tage {his ‘glory’). [fhe was a true agent, then he had a right and a duty
to do what God would be doing; if false, he would be committing hlas
phemy. To put it another way: the entire question would turn on his
‘authority’ to say and do things in which God had an interest. And thiy,
in the synoptic as well as the Johannine traditions, was the question
raised again and again by the utterances and actions of Jesus,

As soon as an agent’s credentials were authenticated, he became (a0
far as the transaction in hand was concerned) ‘like’ the principal him-
sell: it was as ¢f the principal was present. So with God’s agent: as soon
as one was convinced that he was really authorized by God, 10 was @i if
God was present—and there could be no limit to the transacions
which the agent might undertake on God's behalf; he would certainly
be involved in those which were specifically associated with G, such
as forgiving, healing, and judging. To do other than acknowledge and
yield to God’s presence in his agent would therefore be nothing less
than blasphemy, and presumably attract instant punishment from God
himsell—we are back with the problem of how God can draw near o
us without annihilating us, How can God’s agent prevenf instant *judges
ment” taking place at the moment of his appearance?

We have seen that in the case of a man’s agent there were certain
procedures to be gone through in order to establish his credentialy,
Lintil that had been done, there was no obligation to treat with him as
il his principal were present; only when his authorization was estily
lished would legal consequences [ollow Trom his words and actions, The
sime would apply to God's agent. His appearance would {orce a thivd
party 1o come to o decision on his credentialy, Time must be allowed 1o
ank appropeiate questions o challenge his ‘authority' o ask lor
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‘signs’. His claims would be open to discussion; in the nature of the case
it would be difficult to define what would count as decisive proof. In-
deed it would be in everyone’s interest to keep the question open for a
while. To accept the claims meant to acknowledge the agent’s auth-
ority over the whole of one’s life; to reject them placed one under the
obligation to procure the death of the blasphemer.** An interval of test-
ing offered a merciful respite. It is (at least in part) under the scheme of
such an ‘interval’ (between the making of the claim and its recognition
or rejection) that the Fourth Gospel presents the appearance of Jesus—
God’s "agent’.

But not only (I believe) the Fourth Gospel. In Josephus's perception
{as we have seen) the same principle of communication/agency applied
both to ‘bringing God into manifestation’ and to ‘reconciling enemies
with one another’ (wodeuiovs modepios SiaAddrrew). When therefore we
ask what model of activity Paul had in mind when he wrote that *God
was in Christ, reconciling [karaAddoowr] the world to himself” (2 Cor.
5: 19), or that God was pleased to ‘dwell in him and to reconcile
[droxaraildfa:] everything to himself through him’ (Col. 1: 19-20}, it
is only reasonable to think that the agency model was the one which
occurred most naturally to him: God was ‘in’ Christ in the sense in
which the principal is in the agent, bringing about reconciliation
between hostile parties. But the same model offers (I believe) the best
explanation for the significant reserve with which, throughout the

synoptic tradition, the title Son of God is used of Jesus in his lifetime. If

I may be allowed to repeat the conclusion I have argued for else-
where, ** *T'o have said of a person who appeared to speak and act with
absolute authority that he was “Son of God” was to say much more
than that he was innocent or pious; it was to acknowledge him to be
God’s actual representative on earth, to whom the same homage and
obedience would be due as if one were suddenly in the presence of God
himself.” Just as a man’s son, in the father’s absence, once his creden-
tials had been established (such as that he was not in dispute with any
brothers over his inheritance, or that he was in good standing), would
be assumed to be speaking and acting as his father’s agent, so 1o
acknowledge Jesus as the only and beloved *Son of God® during his life
time would have been to accept him as God's authorized agent,
entitled to homage and absolute obedience. For the most part only
heavenly beings or demons would have been in a position to deaw this
conclusion. It was a sure instinct of the evangelists that Buman Beiogs
would hardly have taken the risk. It was only alter his death and
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resurrection to the right hand of God that a safe ‘distance’ was restored
across which Jesus could be acknowledged by believers as Son of Gaod
God’s plenipotentiary agent, whose enemies are now being abased
beneath his footstool, while those who acknowledge him seek (with his
aid} to conform their lives to the pattern which he has been authorized
to lay down for them.

How far will this concept of ‘agency’ take us? In the end, perhaps it
all depends on what we mean by ‘God’. For the Jews, the term was
highly exclusive: only one being could possibly be called ‘God’, and
since that being was lord of the universe no casual intercourse with him
was conceivable. Elaborate safeguards were necessary in situations
where human beings might find themselves in close proximity to Gaod,
whether here and now in the Temple [or in sanctified daily living) or
after death. It is instructive (and important for understanding the de-
velopment of Christology) to compare the use of the term ‘God’ in
Greek culture. Here, far from being an exclusive name, it was a predi-
cate with a wide range of application.*® There were already many
‘gods’, and no difficulty was felt about adding to their number a human
being—an emperor or a philosopher—who seemed particularly
worthy of the description. Such ‘gods’ hardly needed an ‘agent’; they
could move about themselves among the affairs of men, and only
flagrant dishonour to their persons attracted serious penalties; human
beings need not be mortally afraid of meeting a god in the street,

It was between these two poles in the understanding of the term ‘god’
that Christology underwent its early development. From the Greek side
there was no problem about calling Christ feds: it was the natural thing
to do, indeed the problem was rather that this familiar word did not say
enough about Jesus. To distinguish him from all other ‘gods’, it was
necessary to define his divinity in relation to the one God in whom the
Jews believed. From the Jewish side, on the other hand, the problem
was rather that to call Jesus ‘god’ would have been to say far too much,
In their culture, the term could not refer to any being other than the
one God, Jewish Christian writers and later Greek theologians theres
fore starvted from totally different linguistic conventions, The Greeks
needed 1o refine the general term ‘god’ in order o say something
uniguely significant about Jesus. The Jewish Christians could not
match this by seeking to extend their exclusive use of ‘god’; instead, |
have suggested that they leaned towards a kind of functional identity
between Jesus and God, and that some of them found in the concept of
gency aoasetul model for doing s, Their efloris were soon subierged
i the toed ol Greek speculation, which ook i for granted that Jeaus
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should be called ‘god’ and sought to define the precise sense in which
this should be done. The Fourth Gospel itself was promptly enlisted in
this task, and the functional origin of much of its Christological
language was lost to view,. But today, when the supremacy of Greek
philosophical categories in Christian theology is beginning to be called
into question, the possibilities of an agency Christology may once again
be found to be a stimulus in the endless search to find human words
adequate to express the nature of Christ.

19. * A Light to the Gentiles’: the Significance of
the Damascus Road Christophany for Paul

JAMESD. G. DUNN

1

OxE of the most striking, and at the same time most puzzling features
of Paul’s writings is the way he speaks of his conversion. The fact that
he thinks of it as his commissioning rather than as a conversion has of
course often been noted. So, for example, John Knox: for Paul ‘i
major significance lay in the fact that the experience made him a wil
ness of the Resurrection and thus qualified him to be an apostle [relers
ring to 1 Cor. g: 1, 15: 8 and Gal. 1: 11-17). But he never cites it as the
explanation (although it was undoubtedly the occasion) of his Clhiis
tan life.”! What is even more striking, however, is the fact that le
understood his commissioning from the first as having the Gentiles in
view. This is not presented as a deduction or a corollary which Paul
drew from some other conviction given to him in or brought home i
him by the encounter on the Damascus road. It belonged o the central
conviction itself. The primary purpose of the risen Christ's appearance
was to send him to the Gentiles,

The evidence on the point is quite clear. Gal. 1: 15 16 dre 8¢

ciddxnaer (4 feds) ... amowxalinbar Tov wviey adroi dv duod,
evayyeAilwpar adrov év rois éfveqw . . .. The force of the fa should not be

diluted. So far as Paul was concerned, God’s purpose in revealing his Son
in Paul (that is, on the Damascus road) was to commission Paul as apostle
to the Gentiles. And though it has often been argued that this full sig-
nificance of the Damascus road Christophany may only have come o
him later or grown within Paul’s conscious thought over a periad

P Ko, Chapiers dnoa Life of Pawd (London, 19543, 1075 see also e ] Munck, Pand and the
Salvation of Mankend | Lonedon, 1954 ), 1155 Wilckena (below o, 12, 12, M, Hﬂ’lﬂl"l. Netiiiven Jeiwi
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