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question here of one plus one making two." 1 9 Nor, we might add, is 
there any reason for not speaking freely of the human person of 
Jesus in our modern sense. The reasons are rather all on the side of 
stopping use of the term "person" in the heuristic sense in which 
Chalcedon used it, to signify what there are three of in the Trinity. 
How this is to be done is not yet clear, but one absolutely necessary 
step is to push as far as it will go the present effort to explain the 
knowledge of Christ and the development of his human self-
consciousness.20 For the proper subjectivity of Jesus is a human 
subjectivity and the mystery of the hypostatic union consists pre-
cisely in the fact that this human subjectivity belongs to God. 

This brings us to a second problem area opened up recently, 
especially by the work of Piet Schoonenberg, namely whether our 
faith requires us to speak of the Son's pre-existence independently 
of the Incarnation. 2 1 The whole concept of pre-existence, according 
to Schoonenberg, entered into the Christian tradition from Origen, 
was subjoined as an anathema to the Nicene Creed, and eventually 
was adopted by Constantinople. All these formulas, however, leave 
open some possibility that the existence of God as Son is to be 
understood in relation to his eventual Incarnation. 2 2 The same is 
true of the New Testament texts, none of which is concerned with 
intra-trinitarian relations but only with describing what Christ is 
now and what he now does for us. 2 3 Schoonenberg himself, however, 
cannot decide whether it is better to conceive a Word who exists 

1 9 Schillebeeckx, art. at., 278, referring to S.T., III, 3, a.l, ad 2, and 
Questio disputata de Unione Verbi 2, ad 2. Quoted by North, art. at., 41. 

2 0 On this subject see Raymond E. Brown, Jesus, God and Man (Milwaukee: 
Bruce 1967), 39-59; Karl Rahner, "Dogmatic Reflections on the Knowl-
edge and Self-Consciousness of Christ," Theological Investigations, V (Balti-
more: Helicon, 1966), 193-215. 

2 1 Piet Schoonenberg, The Christ (New York: Herder and Herder, 1971), 
74-105. See summary of his views made from an earlier Dutch article in 
North, art. at., 49-54. 

2 2 The relevant texts are to be found in Denzinger-Schonmetzer, 125, 126 
and 150. 

23 Schoonenberg, op. at., 80-83. See also his treatment of kenosis in 
ibid., 76-78, and in "He Emptied Himself," in Who is Jesus of Nazareth? 
ed. by Edward Schillebeeckx (New York: Paulist, 1966), 47-66. 
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from all eternity but is directed to becoming flesh, or a Word who 
exists only through becoming flesh, a Verburn incarnandum or a 
Verbum incarnatum. The choice hinges, it should be noted, upon 
how one deals with the correlative question of change in God. 
For Schoonenberg the relations of God to creatures are real, so 
that there are real change and becoming in God, not in the way a 
created being grows, evolves or increases, but by God's giving, 
bestowing, creating. 2 4 The same is true, it might be added, in 
Teilhard de Chardin's theory of creative union, according to which 
God completes himself in and through his continuous creative act, 
and is not fully "pleromized" in Christ until the evolutionary process 
comes to an end. 2 5 In any case, the way we think about Christ is 
inextricably linked with the way we think about God, and if we 
have scarcely begun to think about the Father in relation to historical 
change, it is not at all surprising that we should have difficulty 
thinking this way about the Son. 

Finally, there is a third area which should greatly affect the 
re-presentation of Chalcedon. This concerns the development of a 
Christology of ascent as opposed to one of descent. For it cannot be 
said that we derive the uniqueness of God's presence in Jesus from 
the definition of "hypostatic union." This would be, as Edward 
Schillebeeckx has pointed out, to stand the history of revelation on 
its head. Rather it was the experience of Jesus' uniqueness which, 
even in the New Testament itself, was eventually transformed in a 
doctrine of Incarnation. In exactly the same way did the Church 
grope through several centuries toward her hypostatic formula by 
trying to express the full implications of Jesus' unique mode of 
being man. Unless this formula had been found, Jesus' uniqueness 
would have remained meaningless for Christians of the fifth century. 
"Homoousios" was in fact the best word they could find to express 
the fact that his relationship to the Father was absolutely unique, 
unlike that of any other religious leader who has brought men closer 
to God. Is it indeed possible for us to find another formula? We shall 
never know unless we start where the first Christians started, and 

24 Op. at., 83-86. 
2 5 On Teilhard's theory see Christopher F. Mooney, Teilhard de Chardin 

and the Mystery of Christ (New York: Harper and Row, 1966), 169-178. 
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speak of the man Jesus according to the human expressions by which 
he revealed his uniqueness to those who knew him in Palestine. 2 8 

Nor should we underestimate the contribution here of Paul Tillich, 
however difficult it may be to reconcile his overall position with 
Chalcedon. For he saw the great paradox of the Christian message 
precisely in this uniqueness of Jesus, "that in one personal life essen-
tial manhood has appeared under the conditions of existence without 
being conquered by them." This essential man, by his very nature, 
represents "the original image of God embodied in man," and so 
constitutes a "God-manhood." 2 7 Working out such a Christology of 
ascent, whether one is helped by Tillich or not, will keep us from 
scandalizing the modern mind by presenting Jesus as simply the 
obedient executor of a pre-established plan, whose successful out-
come he knew to be assured and which therefore involved no risk, 
no hesitation, no anguish. We will not, in other words, take away 
the capacity of Jesus to hope within the darkness of his own conflict 
with the authorities. 2 8 Our contemporary Christ experience is pre-
cisely an invitation to take this historical struggle seriously, and 
the difficulty with traditional Christology is that it does not. By 
beginning with Chalcedon and deducing from a completely static 
formula the interior attitudes of Jesus, it renders these attitudes 
static too, without development, change, or growth. This procedure 
modern man will not accept, and it must consequently be rejected by 
any Christology which claims to speak to him. 

IV 
We have argued in this paper that the upheaval in American 

society is conditioning the direction of our Christ experience, and 
that this in turn should condition the direction of our Christoiogical 

2« Schillebeeckx, art. at., 279, 283; North, art. cit., 42, SS. 
2 7 Paul Tillich, Systematic Theology, II (Chicago: Chicago University Press, 

1967), 94. 
2 8 See Christian Duquoc, "The Hope of Jesus," Dimensions of Spirituality, 

ed. by Christian Duquoc (New York: Herder and Herder, 1970), 21-30. 
Duquoc points out the interesting fact that under the word "hope" none of the 
biblical dictionaries speaks of the attitude of Jesus himself. Either they point 
out the eschatological content of his preaching or they emphasize his resurrec-
tion as the foundation of our own hope. 
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inquiry. Two conclusons may be drawn from what has been said. 
The first is that the Christology to emerge in the future will, like 
the Christ experience itself, be concerned with the phenomenon of 
commitment in Jesus' person and life. Perhaps no other characteristic 
So manifests the uniqueness of his love or the strength of his hope, 
virtues very much needed by men threatened with loss of nerve and 
the premature arrival of the future. Such men are desperately search-
ing for an intelligible human life to which they can give themselves, 
and they have nothing at all in common with that other type of 
person whom Philip Rieff calls "therapeutic" man, who, as an anti-
dote to social upheaval, cultivates a refined hedonism and a massive 
indifference to his fellow men. According to Rieff, the therapeutic not 
only avoids moral demands made upon him by others, but tries to 
do away completely with what he feels to be "the tyranny of moral 
passion as the inner dynamic of social order." 2 9 Rieff believes that 
this is the man of the future and that his triumph will do away with 
the present waste of energy taking place through love and hatred, 
hope and despair. "That a sense of well-being has become the end, 
rather than the by-product of striving after some superior communal 
end, announces a fundamental change of focus in the entire cast of 
our culture." 3 0 Whatever is to be said of this therapeutic experience, 
it is at the antipodes of the contemporary Christ experience, which is 
one of liberation, asceticism, celebration and hope. Which experience 
will eventually triumph in America? Our future hinges upon the 
answer, since the two mentalities are going to find very different 
solutions to questions of environment, racial justice, peace, and the 
distribution of wealth. 

The second conclusion is that the contemporary world is much 
more concerned with anthropology than with theology, and that it 
is far more important, as Abraham Heschel has said in characterizing 
the Bible, to have an anthropolgy for God than to have a theology 
for man. This same point has been made by Karl Rahner. Doctrines 
have been traditionally formulated, he notes, in terms of the theoreti-
cal intellect, whereas the need today is precisely a reformulation in 

29 Philip Rieff, The Triumph of the Therapeutic (New York: Harper and 
Row, 1966), 243. 80 Ibid., 261. 
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terms of the practical intellect so that a given doctrine can be trans-
lated into a principle of action. 3 1 Hence the self-transcendence ob-
scurely sought for in man's present efforts to escape dehumanization 
must clearly be recognized as a transcendence for man, and we must 
learn to speak of Jesus in such a way that his uniqueness is seen to 
reside in what God has accomplished in him as man. Christology 
must thus become much less a philosophical science and much more 
an historical one: how to speak of who Christ is must be discovered 
from an analysis not of categories such as nature and person, but of 
categories derived from our own historical experience and that of 
Jesus himself, perhaps even categories still to be discovered in the 
natural and social sciences. The Chalcedonian formula must there-
fore be considered a beginning and not an end. 3 2 That it has never 
seriously been questioned before is, I think, simply a reflection in 
Christianity of the fact that the degree of cultural change now taking 
place in man is of a magnitude never before experienced in his 
history. 

CHRISTOPHER F . MOONEY, S . J . 
Woodstock College 
New York 

3 1 William V. Dych, "Karl Rahner—An Interview," America, October 31, 
1970, 3S8. 

3 2 See the remarks of Karl Rahner in "Chalkedon—End oder Anfang?" 
Das Konzil von Chalkedon, ed. by A. Grillmeier and H. Bacht, III (Wurzburg: 
Echter, 1954), 3-49. 


