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Historische Theologie

(GRILLMEIER, ALOIS, esus der Christus ım Glauben der Kırche. Band DL Die Kırche “O  S

Konstantinopel IM Jahrhundert. Unter Miıtarbeıt VO Theresia Hainthaler. Freiburg-
Basel-Wıen: Herder 1989 XX V/588
The volumes wıth which Fr Grillmeier 1st extendıing the first volume of hıs „Jesus der

Christus 1m Glauben der Kırche“ (orıgınally extended %A In vol otf SDas Konzıl
VO  — Chalkedon”) trom the Councıl ot Chalcedon the reception (ıf ON  ( Can call It
that) otf the decisions of the 7th Ecumenıical Councıl 1n the West al the Counscıl of
Franktfurt ın 794 do NnOL much fill Sap ODECN whole N field of theological
Inquiry. Hiıtherto the peri0d atter Chalcedon has een incognıta INtO which fo-
ray>s ave een made iın the ftorm of monographs an scattered artıcles. INanYy of these
ave een works of lastıng value, others ave gy1ven CUITENCY M1SCONCEPLONS that
few WEIC In posıtıon refute. Whart Gr provıdes 1n these volumes 15 general pictureotf the whole orbis christologicus after Chalcedon, which 111 enable investigators 1n An Yy
partıcular ICa gaın (and keep) theır bearıngs an ordınary historical theologians

terrıtory LOO long largely reserved for phılological specıalısts. It 15 work of
4W ESOIMNC erudıtıon. Volume (in parts) 15 the per10d ftrom Chalcedon the
death of Gregory the Great; volume the rest of the per10d /94 The tirst part of
volume surveyed the reception of Chalcedon the aCccession of the Emperor Ju-
stiın ın 518, from which pomnt the trıumph of Chalcedon seemed assured (ın the
Empıre, Aat least). The rest of the ot volume ATE arranged geographically, OVC-

ring the sıtuation In Constantinople (the part-volume under review), in Antioch anJe
rusalem an theır hınterlands Alexandrıa an 1ts hınterland and the West

There 15 bound be overlap, but that mıght be bad thing, the sıtuatıon
often looked different trom different perspectives: that, indeed, W as part oft the ProÖ-blem These volumes arc, Gr makes clear, exercıse in Dogmengeschichte. The
polıtical hıstory of the per10d, Ven the relıg10us history, 15 taken tor granted, thoughGr alludes It from time tıme an 15 clearly well-ıiıntormed. Doubts whether 1t
15 stıll possıble wrıte PDUIC Dogmengeschichte crumble before the magnıtude of Gr.s
achievement. hıs kınd of caretul and lucıd analysıs 11l make IT possıble work OUut
tErue general pıcture, which has LOO often, 1n the Dast, sımply pushed heology the
sıdelines 1n favour of INOTE readıly accessıible crıterıja.

hıs volume 15 dominated by Severus of Antioch an the problems he posed the
detenders of Chalcedon. Although he W as Patrıarch of Antıioch from 11—18, and hıs
shadowl certainly tall long VT the exX!i part-volume, he Was In the capıtal ın the

immediately preceding that an during the peri0d of the cConversatıons held bythe Emperor Justinian between the Chalcedonians an non-Chalcedonians In the first
half of the 530° The first 200 of thıs book constıtute vıirtual monographdeverus, hıs CONLrOVErSY wıth the Chalcedonians wh endeavoured claım Cyril’sthority tor Chalcedon, an hıs CONLrFrOVErSY wıthın Monophysıte cırcles wıth Julıan of
Halıcarnassus (Gr tends avo1d the term ‚monophysıte‘, rightly in opınıon, Pre-ferring ‚m1aphysite‘ perhaps better than the term percolatıng from Oxtord ‚henophy-sıte‘ ‚03 when Its meanıng 15 clear, ‚non-Chalcedonian‘). Whart 15 11C 1n these 18
maınly 1n the detaıl drawn ftrom the work of Orıientalısts the maın lines of inter-
pretatiıon ATE those established long AO Dy Lebon an Draguet. The 150
Leontıus of Byzantıum AT different mMatter. Gr. adopts the 1O almost unıversallyaccepted distinction between Leontıus of Byzantıum, Leontıius of Jerusalem and the -
thor of De Sectıs all identified, rather confused, wıth One another by Loofs) Leon-
t1us of Byzantıum CIMNCTSES strıct Chalcedonian (streng-chalcedonisch). But that 15
NOL all Gr. has read an absorbed hıs tellow Jesuıt, Daley’s, thesis Leontıius
an hıs tew but iımportant artıcles. Leontıus of Byzantıum 15 longer the theologianof the enhypostastia: EVONÖGTATOC 15 be rendered ‚real‘, ın opposıtıon ÜVONOGTATOC(‚unreal‘). Leontius 15 strıct Chalcedonian: there ATEC distinct natures ıIn Christ,an ver the nature otf the unıon Leontius 15 puzzlıng an contradıctory. Gone, LOO, 15
Leontıus the Orıigenist Christologian: Evans’ surprisingly popular thesis 15 dec-
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ently burjed In footnote (though hıs work 15 conceded other merı1ts). Gr. then
discusses briefly other strıct Chalcedonians Hypatıus of Ephesus, the Acoımete
monks of Constantınople, and the monk Eustathius before turnıng the real Creatfor
of ‚Neo-Chalcedonianism‘;, Leontıus of Jerusalem. Gr.’s ACCOUNL of thıs Leontius 15
tremely compressed an: NOL always CaS y tollow. He 15 presented the real architect
of interpretatiıon of Chalcedon 1n the lıght, and along the lınes, of Cyril (SO Gr of-
ten prefers ‚neucyrillianısch‘ ‚neuchalcedonisch‘ 1SSUe which he devotes

ppb though ON  M might prefer Meyendorftff’s ‚Cyrıllıne Chalcedonian®‘
either). The 0)88 hypostasıs of the Incarnate Christ 15 the Second PErSON of the Irı-

nıty the Incarnatıon 1S, however, sSCcCCMN PTFOCCSS, PFOCCSS ot deification, answeringod’s embracıng of humanıty in the Incarnatıon. The thırd Part of the book (another200 nearly) 15 devoted the Emperor Justinian. hıs SLAarts ıth the theopaschite
CONLFOVEISY and the Scythian monks, the struggle wıth the Severans ın the
E the condemnatıion of Orıgen (only tangentıally Chrıistological, but Dart of the
story), the Three Chapters CONLrOVErSY, the Fifch Ecumenıical Councıl, an Justinian’s$ina] leanıng towards ‚aphthartıic‘ Chrıistology (as Gr INSIStSs It should be described,rather than the tendentious ‚aphthartodocetic‘). In the COUTrSE of these much 15
COovered: 1n hıs discussıon of the Scythian monks he draws attention Maxentıius’ dee-
pCr reflection ON the nature of DETSONA an subsistentia; there 15 long an valuable —
CUTrSUS the agnoetes; there 15 caretul discussion ot how far Justinian’s () W posıtion(at least the time of the Fifch Ecumenical Councıl) Can be regarded ‚neo-Chalce-donıan‘ In which Gr Aargues that Justinian adopts SOMeE neo-Chalcedonian but
tundamentally attırms Chalcedon. The fourcth an final part 15 much chorter: brief
uotf the Emperors after Justinian an tinal section OmMaAanoOos Melodos, which
15 rather gesture towards dıiımension m1sSSıng trom thıs volume than anythıng INOTE.

All thıs 15 massıve achievement an an y eriticısm MuUSL be INOTEC In the WaYy of reflec-
t10NSs made possıble by the riches revealed by Gr.’s erudıition an clarıty. There 1S, how-
CVECTI, certaın NeEevenneESS in places. It 18 huge work an Gr.’s thought evıdentlydeveloped In the COUTSE of wrıiting Er the closıng Pascs, tor instance, betray much
r of the contrıbution Byzantıne hıstorians ave make hıs enterprisethan hıs introductory (ın partıcular, he ave dıscovered the work of
Protessor Averil ameron he wrote). INOTE general pomlnt the nature of
theology 1ın thıs per10d. It 15 all ‚patrıstic theology‘ In the that It 15 theology ın
which the ‚Fathers‘ ATC authorities. Gr. recCognızes this, of COUFSECE, but does NOL CONsI1-
der It VC deeply. To geL SOMe of the of the ‚patrıstic‘ theology which
the 6th-century Fathers deterred ınvolves detaıiled attention the readıng of the 4th-century) Fathers by the (6th-century) Fathers, something that has scarcely begunLash NO Archimandrite Efrem made Severus’ debt Athana-
S1US In artıcle cıted by Gr.) But 0)8{( often that deeply held pOsIt1ONs are
deeply held Out of loyalty NOL much the terminology of the ‚Fathers‘ their
OW!] deeply held CONVICtIONS. Athanasıus’ theology, tor example, 15 shot hrough with

of the close inwardness of the Trinity (whıch Athanasıus hımself expressed
On  'g)) OCCcasıon ıIn the phrase WL (PUOLC) whıich corresponds close iınwardness bet-
Weecn the Word an the tlesh assumed. hıs double close inwardness (often expressedby the term LÖLOG, stıll tound ın Deverus, It seems) SUArantees the realıty of
‚Od’s ınvolvement ıth humanity ın redemption. It 15 thıs of close ınvolvement,telt be PUut AaL rısk by the Chalcedonian language of LW Nnatures, that INanYy Wer«e CON-
cerned theopaschite language could seem touch-stone that It WAas Preser-ved (as Justinian hımself perhaps realızed). There 15 stıll perhaps tendency In Gr.
towards lınguistic categorizatiıon that bypasses what It W as that fe: the tierce loyaltıesot the 6th-century controversıies. Another ASPECL of the ‚reception‘ of the Fathers by the
Fathers ‚die mystische Gestalt des Pseudo-Denys‘ that Gr detects betweenthe theology ot Cyrıl and that of Severus. In SuppOrt of thıs Gr AttLeSsSts nothing INOTE
than the NOtOrl10us phrase about ‚NCW theandrıc energy‘ trom the 4th letter, but later
he draws attention other Dionysıan echoes ın Leontius of Jerusalem that leave ONeE
wondering about the exXtient of Dıonysıian intluence ıIn Mıaphysite an neo-Chalcedo-
1an cırcles. Of COUTSE the reception ot Denys 15 nOL stricthy reception of the Fathers,
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rather iIt 15 attempt Creatfe iImpression of ‚reception‘: but that INnaYy hed CVCMN
INOTEC lıght the PrOCEeSS of reception than an Yy examples of Lrue reception (‚Denys’
Was, iın SOME9what SOMEC 6th-century Fathers zwuanted to recelıve trom the patrısticand apostolıc past)

But such reflections AT only possıble because of the WaY Gr. has made 1t possıblegaın SOME of the broad Can vas of the orbis christologicus of (ın thıs part-volume)the Imperı1al capıtal. Hıs urther volumes 11l be awaıted wıth antıcıpation.
LOUTH

RISSE, GÜNTER, „CGott ıst Christus, der Sohn der Marıa“. Eıne Studıe ZzUu Christusbild
1m Koran (Begegnung Bonn Borengaesser 1989 DL
Bereıts 989 erschien die Dıiıssertation VO ıße ber das Christusbild 1mM Koran In

der Reihe „Begegnung. Kontextuell-dialogische Studien Zzur Theologıe der Kul-
und Reliıgi1onen”, hrsg. VO' Bonner Fundamentaltheologen Waldentels 5};dessen Betreuung uch diese Arbeit entstand. Flüssıg geschrieben, klar und kom-

primıert bietet das Werk eıne Fülle VO Materıal, iınsbesondere uch arabıscher ıte-
r  9 die dem gewöhnlichen Leser schwer zugänglıch 1St. Dıiıe Arbeit 1St ın drei
Hauptteıle gegliedert: Eıne Darstellung des Christentums In Arabıen In vorıslamıscher
Zeıt (35—96), ine Erarbeıtung des orientalischen Christusbildes 97-148) un: auf die-
SC  - Vorarbeıiten auiIbauen sodann „Das Christusbild Muhammads“AHın-
führung (1—3 un: ück- und AusblickE rahmen das Expose e1n, dem 1m
Anhang Tabellen AT Chronologie der Suren un: eıne Konkordanz der Suren, eın
reichhaltiges Literaturverzeichnis un eın Personen- und Sachregister In Auswahl bei-
gegeben sınd Eın instruktives Schaubild zeıgt die Grundthese VO  — Rıs ntersu-
chung an den zentralen christologischen Texten des Koran den Einfluß des
monophysıtischen Christusbildes sehen“ (22 und 219) (statt „monophysıtisch“ sollte
INa  $ jedoch aus ökumenischen Gründen besser „mlaphysıtisch“ der „antıchalcedo-
nısch“ 9 WAas uch sachgemäß ISt, denn die Ausrichtung der damıt bezeichneten
Christologie 1St VoO der Mıa-Physis-Formel und der Upposıtion FU Konzıl VO Chal-
cedon bestimmt:;: 6r wırd dabe1 ber keine eintache 1 „Mono”-]Natur 1ın Chrıistus er-
stellt). Ephraem wirke ber Philoxenus VO Mabbug auf Muhammad e1ın, eın zweıter
Strom komme VO Julıan VO  — Halıkarnaß, der VOoO Cyriull VO Alexandrien beeinflußt
War un: 1im Streit mıiıt Severus VO Antiochien stand. Damıt dürfte iıne These VoO  —

Schedl, wonach der entscheidende Einflufßß auf die Christologie des Koran auf die
Nestorianer zurückgehe, obsolet se1ın.

Das Buch 1St lesbar geschrieben, uch für eın breiteres Publıkum, dem wohl uch
längere Auszüge dienen, Ww1e€e ELW VO  e} Bornkamm (36—37); 1er 1St für weıtere Lit. (ZUArabıa ın Gal E 17) ELWa auf Betz, Galatians (Philadelphia f (mıt Lıt.),deutsche Ausgabe (München 147£ verweısen, uch wenn der Auszug aus
Bornkamm instruktıv und markant 1St. Wır beschränken uns in unseren Anmerkungenauf die ersten beiden Hauptteıle. Zum vorıslamıschen Christentum ın Arabien waren
die Arbeiten VO  — Shahid: Byzantıum an the Arabs In the Fourth Century (Washing-
LON Rome and the Arabs (Washington berücksichtigen. Die Geschichte
VO  — Marvıa (50 Ü einer Sarazenenfürstin, 1St. erstmals VO Rutin den nıcht rwähnt)erzählt worden, und VO  —_ ihm sınd dıe anderen Berichte beı 5>ozomenos, Sokrates unduch Theodoret, den nıcht nführt) abhängig azu Thelamon, Paiens et hre-
tıens 1V“ s1ecle. L’apport de ı’ „Hıstoire ecclesiastıque“ de Rutin d’Aquilee |Parıs124—147; terner hahıd) Es tehlen die SOg Parembole-Bischöfe (Aspebetos-Pe-
LIrus Thelamon, L395; das Bıld der Christianisierung bei den Arabern byzan-tin Herrschaft voller gewınnen. Vgl 211 Jetzt die Darstellung ach den Quellenbe1 Solzbacher, Mönche, Pılger, Sarazenen M’ThA (Altenberge IT

Be1 der Darstellung des Wırkens VO Baradaı un Theodor VO  — Arabıien
(55—58) ISt berücksichtigen Honıgmann, Eveques ET eveches, (Louvaınbes 158—164 168—177, ber uch die Documenta ad orıgınes monophysıtarum Iu-
strandas, ed Chabot SCO 103 (Louvaın Zu schreiben 1St Wallace-Hadrıill
(statt: Wallace-Kadriel) auf 9 Anm 1:3 un!: 265 Im Zıtat VO Müller,
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