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In Christian theology, it has long been common to stipulate that Jesus Christ is the revelation of what it means to be truly human. Indeed, this commitment to a Christological perspective on the human person has become so pervasive that theologians can speak of a broad consensus regarding the centrality of Jesus Christ in any attempt to understand the nature of human persons.

Given this consistent affirmation, it should strike us as somewhat surprising that more attention is not given to the significance that Jesus Christ has (or should have) for our understanding of key anthropological issues. We often appeal to Jesus when it comes to understanding how we should be human. In such contexts, we are quite content to look to Jesus as the exemplar of a human life well lived. And, he is certainly that. But, it is startling how often one can read a discussion on the Christian view of gender, free will, personal identity, or other similar issue, and find little if any reference to Jesus Christ as the one who reveals what it means to be truly human in those areas. It is as though we believed Jesus revealed how one should be human, but not what it actually means to be human. 
Is the affirmation that Jesus is the revelation of true humanity merely an empty cipher? Is it simply our way of affirming that Jesus is truly and completely human, without making any real effort to understand precisely what difference this makes for understanding what it means to be human? 

This lack of explicitly christological reflection is particularly apparent in the contemporary mind/body discussion. Although one finds occasional assertions to the effect that Christology, especially a particular view of the incarnation, supports some anthropological ontology,
 one rarely encounters any sustained attempt to think through the implications of this christological framework for understanding human ontology.
 But, if Jesus Christ is the revelation of true humanity would it not seem reasonable to consider every aspect of human existence, including human ontology, in light of his person and work?
The focus of this paper, then, is specifically on considering the significance that Christology has for our understanding of the human person, and especially our understanding of human ontology. This paper will unfold in three parts. In the first part, I will offer a brief summary of Karl Barth's theological anthropology. I will be focusing on Karl Barth here because he stands as an important example of a theologian who has intentionally oriented his understanding of the human person around explicitly christological considerations. The second section will draw some conclusions from Barth's anthropology that will help frame our understanding of the human person. And, the final section will offer some implications that this has for understanding the contemporary mind/body debate. In the process, I think we will see that a truly theological anthropology must engage Christology as more than an empty cipher or moralistic exemplar. Instead, it should fundamentally shape our understanding of what it means to be human.
1. Karl Barth's Christological Ontology of Human Being
1.1. The Who of Human Ontology: Grounding Anthropology in Christology
1.1.1. The Primacy of the Who Question
Although we will see that Barth is very concerned with important questions about what human beings are, how they come to be what they are, and why God has created them in this way, he asserts that these questions simply cannot be answered in abstraction from the who upon whom their answers are firmly established (III/2, 421). Thus, he clearly sets out his conviction that theological anthropology must be grounded in the person and work of Jesus Christ.
 

The ontological determination of humanity is grounded in the fact that one man among all others is the man Jesus…..We are condemned to abstractions so long as our attention is riveted…on man in general, as if we could learn about real man from a study of man in general….In this case we miss the one Archimedean point given us beyond humanity, and therefore the one possibility of discovering the ontological determination of man. Theological anthropology has no choice in this matter. It is not yet or no longer theological anthropology if it tries to pose and answer the question of the true being of man from any other angle. (III/2, 132)

Barth is well aware that the realm of human ontology has been explored by many non-theological disciplines. But, he contends that without a firm christological foundation, ‘one can very easily go astray’ (III/2, 325) among these other approaches.

Here too….[w]e find our bearings and our instruction as we look to the constitution of the humanity of Jesus. With the clarity and certainty that we gain here, we can then set out the propositions in which the Christian understanding of the constitution of all men generally may be expressed and comprehended. (III/2, 327)

Failing to proceed christologically at any point, according to Barth, would have 'fatal consequences' leading to 'the most varied ambiguities and errors' (III/2, 326). To see why this is so, we will need to press on into the rest of Barth's theological anthropology. 
1.1.2. The Ontological (and Epistemological) Ground of Human Being

Barth argues that there are at least three reasons that we must ground anthropology in Christology. First, Barth argues that Jesus is the ontological determination of human being because of the doctrine of election. For Barth, it is critical that we understand Jesus to be both the eternal Subject of election—i.e. he is the eternal one making the decree of election—and the eternal Object of election—i.e. he is the true human elected by God for salvation from all eternity. In this way, Jesus serves as the ground of humanity in that he is the one in whom God eternally chooses to be God-for-us, thus establishing what it means to be human. Being human fundamentally means to stand in a unique relationship to God, a relationship not shared by other creatures, and one that is grounded in the election of Jesus. Thus, election is the ground of human being ontologically—our very being as humans is ultimately grounded in the true humanity that God eternally elected in Christ—and epistemologically—he alone reveals what it means to be fully constituted by this divine relationship. 
Second, Jesus is also ontologically decisive for human being in that his sinless humanity provides the basis for the postlapsarian continuity of human nature. Barth is very clear that all humans are sinners and thus stand in contradiction to their created essence. However, Barth is also very clear that despite the overwhelming reality of sin, God’s gracious love ensures that humans are and will always remain human. God’s gracious love thus ensures that humanity continues to be humanity even after it has fallen into the ‘self-contradiction’ (III/2, 31) of sin.

The postlapsarian continuity of human nature, however, results entirely from the faithfulness of the man Jesus to the covenantal relationship for which he has been eternally elect. Regardless of the ramifications of sin, Jesus remains the one human who has not fallen into the self-contradiction of sin and thus continues to be rightly related to God as his covenantal partner (i.e., human), thus fulfilling the purpose of human nature.
 

And again, this has both epistemological and ontological significance for the determination of true humanity. Epistemologically, Jesus is the one in whom we see true humanity unspoiled by sin. The sinlessness of Christ thus establishes him as the sole source of any real knowledge about the nature of true humanity. His sinlessness, however, has ontological significance as well. As ‘the penetrating spearhead of the will of God’, Jesus is also the one who guarantees that there will be a ‘wider fulfilment of the will of God and its final consummation’ (III/2, 43). Jesus became the guarantor of a humanity that is free of the self-contradiction of sin and is, therefore, ‘secure from non-being’ (III/2, 144) Jesus, therefore, does not simply reveal the will of God and the nature of true humanity, but guarantees, despite the depravations of sin, that these will be realized. 

There is one last factor that must be taken into account in understanding the ontological decisiveness of Jesus Christ for all human beings. Not only is he the ‘primarily and originally’ elected human being (III/2, 42), and the one human being who maintained the covenantal faithfulness of his relationship to God and thus secured human nature against the threat of non-being, but he is also the summons by which God encounters human beings and constitutes them as his covenantal co-partners.

That Jesus is the incarnation of the Word of God means that we ‘are confronted by the divine Other’ in an ontologically decisive way (III/2, 133-134).
 Thus, ‘To be a man is to be in the particular sphere of the created world in which the Word of God is spoken and sounded’ (III/2, 149). Humanity must, therefore, be defined as ‘the creaturely being which is addressed, called and summoned by God’ (III/2, 149). 

For Barth, the ontologically decisive nature of this summons is such that humanity must be understood from the very beginning as that which has been summoned 

Man is the being which is addressed in this way by God. He does not become this being. He does not first have a kind of nature which he is then addressed by God. He does not have something different and earlier and more intrinsic, a deeper stratum or more original substance of being, in which he is without or prior to the Word of God. He is from the very outset, as we may now say, “in the Word of God”. (III/2, 149-150)

Humanity cannot be properly understood, then, apart from the divine summons to all humans through Jesus, a summons that grounds the very being of humanity in covenantal relationship. 
Consequently, Barth argues that we must view Jesus as the ontological (and epistemological) determination of human being. He is the eternally Elect and Elector of humanity, he is the one who lived the covenantally faithful human life that grounds, restores, and secures what it means to be human, and he is the one in whom we all receive the divine summons to be human. Thus, for Barth, Jesus Christ 'is the true ground of theological anthropology’ (III/2, 49). 
1.1.3. Two Methodological Implications
Before we can move from this claim that Jesus is the ontological and epistemological ground of human being to an understanding of human nature itself, we must recognize two important methodological principles that flow from this. 
First, Barth is keen to emphasize that although Jesus is fully human, he is also fully divine. Thus, although he is fundamentally like us, he is also different from us  in important ways. This means that ‘there can be no question of a direct equation of human nature as we know it in ourselves with the human nature of Jesus, and therefore of a simple deduction of anthropology from Christology’ (III/2, 47). For Barth, though, the differences lay primarily in the unique relationship between Jesus and God, not in the actual constitution of his human nature as such. Thus, as we have seen, Jesus alone is constituted directly by his eternal relationship with God. All other humans have a relationship with God that is mediated by and through Jesus. Similarly, only the relationship between Jesus and God is marked throughout by covenantal faithfulness. All other humans have been corrupted and perverted by sin. So, Jesus is different from all other humans in his unique relationship with the Father; nonetheless, he remains fully human in his constitution as a human person. Even his sinlessness does not signify ‘any special quality of His humanity by which He is as it were physically incapable of sin’ (III/2, 51). He is not protected from sin by virtue of some ‘special capacities or potentialities…such as must make Him a totally different being from us’ (III/2, 53).
  Instead, what preserved Jesus in his sinlessness was the eternal mercy of God which ‘wills to maintain itself in vulnerable human nature’ (III/2, 51). Thus, although his humanity is of the same nature as ours, it is differentiated from ours in virtue of his unique relationship with God.
This leads to the second methodological principle that must be kept in mind—Christology must serve as the starting point, but never the ending point for theological anthropology. Positively, the similarities indicate that we can derive an understanding of true humanity by considering the humanity of Jesus. Anything incompatible with this picture is ‘ipso facto non-human’ (III/2, 226). Negatively, since Jesus’ humanity is substantially dissimilar to ours by virtue of its unique relationship to the Father, it is not possible to move directly from an examination of his nature to truths about the rest of humanity.
This means that Barth’s anthropological methodology always involves an indirect extrapolation from Jesus’ humanity comprising two moments:
in our exposition of the doctrine of man we must always look in the first instance at the nature of man as it confronts us in the person of Jesus, and only secondarily—asking and answering from this place of light—at the nature of man as that of every man and all other men. (III/2, 46). 

Jesus’ humanity is different from ours but it is in that very difference that the likeness is ‘disclosed’ thus making a christological anthropology possible (III/2, 54).

Together, these two methodological implications entail that although Christology must serve as the starting point for a truly theological anthropology, we can never end there. This is what creates space within Barth's anthropology for engaging in meaningful dialog with other disciplines—science, philosophy, etc. Although Barth is often criticized for creating a theological ghetto that effectively silences non-theological voices, this simply is not the case. A robust anthropology will fearlessly engage all other disciplines, while still confidently proclaiming the inescapable necessity of its essential starting point. 
1.2. The What of Barth’s Concrete Ontology: Differentiated Unity
Having summarized Barth's argument that anthropology must begin by answering the question, "Who is decisive for understanding human being?", we can now turn our attention to Barth's understanding of what human beings are. What implications does this christological starting point have for understanding human ontology? 
1.2.1. ‘One Whole Man’: The Holistic Starting Point  

First, according to Barth, any consideration of Jesus Christ as he is portrayed in the Gospels must reject any simplistic dualism.
 Looking at the biblical portrayal of Jesus’ person and work, Barth sees a person in whom there is no conflict or tension between the inner and outer dimensions of his existence.
 Instead, all of his deeds, particularly his atoning sacrifice,
 manifest ‘the unity of two realms or aspects’.
 Both are essential, but their unity is the focus of the biblical portrayal. Barth even finds this holistic emphasis in the death and resurrection narratives. Although there is ‘a transformation’ that takes place between Jesus’ death and resurrection there is no change in his body/soul relation such that there is ‘division’ or ‘subtraction’.
 Rather, ‘As the same whole man, soul and body, He rises as He died, and sits at the right hand of God, and will come again’.
 Thus, against all docetic interpretations of the resurrection, the Bible portrays the resurrected Christ as a whole body/soul entity
 who exists in continuous identity with the pre-resurrection Jesus.
 For Barth, then, only a holistic presentation of human ontology presents an adequate understanding of Jesus’ person and work. An anthropological ontology that begins from the perspective of this concrete reality must, therefore, take the whole person as its point of departure.

1.2.2. Two Distinct Moments: The Duality of the Human Person
This does not mean, however, that such a holistic perspective exhausts the reality of human nature. According to Barth, this christological picture presents the wholeness of the human person so clearly that one might easily miss the important distinctions that must be drawn.
 Despite his holistic emphasis, Barth consistently maintains a duality within the human person. Body and soul, though integrally united and interdependent, are neither identical nor reducible to one another.
 They are the ‘two moments’ of the one human person that are neither identical nor reducible.
 As soon as any attempt is made to address the nature of the human person, ‘we are confronted by the remarkable fact that…we have to do with a whole, but with a whole in which there is antithesis, and therefore with a duality’.
   

Looking at the person and work of Jesus Christ, then, Barth sees one who is constituted both as body—i.e. that which is 'visible, outward, earthly’
—and soul—the subjective life of a material organism.
 For Barth, then, the human person is characterized by a distinct duality: the objective and subjective moments of human existence. 
Having established body and soul as the duality of human existence, we must reaffirm the wholeness and unity that was so important to Barth. Body and soul, in Barth’s anthropology, seem inseparable.
 The very notions of soul and (organic) body are, for Barth, incoherent independent of one another.
 You can no more have life apart from that which is made alive than you can have an organic body without its subjective life. Barth thus contends that every human action and experience demonstrates this unity. The human person never experiences himself ‘as a dual but only as a single subject, as soul identical with his body and as body identical with his soul’.
 Every action of the human subject, even the apparently simple act of knowing, is impossible apart from the inseparable operation of both body and soul.

For Barth, then, the human person is an inseparable union of body and soul. It is worth questioning here, though, whether Barth has not overreached in concluding that body and soul are actually inseparable based on the christological data alone. Without question, the Bible consistently portrays Jesus as one who acts as a fully embodied being. Nonetheless, we might still inquire whether the silence of the Bible on the ontological state of Jesus between his death and resurrection should be included in our considerations. Barth is noticeably reticent to speak about Holy Saturday and its implications for human ontology. But, at the very least it would seem more consistent to conclude that even if Christology presses us to affirm strongly the inseparability of body and soul in this life, it does not preclude us from reaching another conclusion after death. Indeed, the strongest conclusion available to us from the perspective of Christology alone would seem to be ontological agnosticism; we simply do not know the ontological status of Christ's embodiment on Holy Saturday. 
Regardless, Barth ultimately concludes that a theological anthropology that begins with Christology must view the human person as an intimate unity of two moments or aspects in irreducible differentiation.
  Barth thus contends that a human being is a duality of body and soul existing in differentiated unity. 

1.2.3. One Proper Order: The ‘Rationality’ of Body and Soul
We must make one final point before leaving Barth's account of the what of human ontology. According to Barth noting the unity and duality of the human person is inadequate; we must also consider the ‘indestructible order’ that obtains in the body/soul relation. Again, looking first to the person of Jesus Christ, Barth argues that the biblical narratives consistently demonstrate that his life manifests the priority of the soul as the director of personal life over the body as that which is directed.
 Rather than a ‘chaos’ in which there is no order to the body/soul relationship, Jesus’ nature is a ‘cosmos’—a ‘formed and ordered totality’ in which there is ‘a higher and a lower, a first and a second, a dominating and a dominated’.
 The order among the two moments, then, is that the soul leads, commands, and controls while the body follows, obeys, and is controlled.
 Barth insists that the biblical narratives clearly portray Jesus as one who performed all of his deeds, particularly the atonement, knowingly, freely, and actively.
 Affirming the priority of Jesus’ subjective life over any biological determinants is, therefore, of ‘decisive importance…in the anthropology of Jesus’.
 Any view of the human person, on Barth’s account, that undermines the primacy of the subjective in understanding human action would undermine the biblical account of Jesus' person and work. 

1.3. The Pneumatological How: The Holy Spirit and Human Ontology
The third step in Barth's understanding of human ontology is to address the question of how human beings are constituted in this way. To do this, he turns to pneumatology.
Certainly, any consideration of Jesus’ life must acknowledge the ‘unique relation’ he shared with the Holy Spirit as the Messiah and the Son of God.
 Indeed, Jesus owes his very existence as the incarnate one to the Holy Spirit.
 Thus, as the ‘new man’ who reveals the ‘true nature of man’, Jesus thereby demonstrates the close connection between anthropology and pneumatology, especially as regards human ontology.
 

This connection is played out with respect to humans in general on three different levels. First, the Spirit is involved in the creation of the human person. Barth agues that a material being is merely ‘a spatio-material system of relations’. Consequently, no merely material body inherently possesses independent life.
 If, then, a material being actually becomes a living being and therefore subject of a personal life, it can only be because of ‘an event over whose occurrence he has no control’.
 For Barth, this is the event by which the human person, as a union of body and soul and thus as both subjective life and objective corporeality, is an expressly pneumatological event.
 The Spirit is ‘the fundamental determination’
 of human nature as ‘the principle which makes man into a subject’.
 

The Spirit also has a preserving role in human ontology. For humans in general, the Spirit is a ‘transcendent determination’;
 human life as a body/soul union is not a fixed possession but is something that must be continually established by God through the agency of the Spirit.
 This pneumatological event ‘must be continually repeated’ for humans to be human.
 

Finally, we must also recognize the Spirit’s work of regeneration. Though God graciously maintains the ontological connection between himself and human persons, the intimate relation between God and his covenant-partner has been lost through human unfaithfulness.
 Although the Spirit constitutes all human persons as body/soul unities in his work as creator and preserver, this unity is not experienced as such by human persons. On the contrary, humans in general live in the flesh (sarko,j), which Barth understands as ‘the condition of man in contradiction, in disorder and in consequent sickness’.
 In the incarnation, Jesus took up this fleshly existence and transformed it into something that is ‘quickening and living and meaningful’.
 This renewed human reality, however, cannot become a reality for individuals until they begin to take responsibility for its expression in their lives.
 Thus, although Barth sees the ontological union of body and soul as universally realized through the creative work of the Spirit, he views the experience and expression of this union as an ongoing task.

1.4. Covenentally Constituted: The Why of Human Ontology
Finally, Barth also thinks a Christological anthropology must address the why of human ontology. Humans must be understood as a pneumatologically grounded and rationally ordered relation of body and soul because, for Barth, the pneumatological event is primarily a covenantal event: ‘Spirit in His fundamental significance is the element in virtue of which man is actively and passively introduced as a partner in the covenant of grace, in which he is installed in his position as God’s partner in the particular stages and decisions of the history of this covenant and in which he is equipped for his function as such’.
 The pneumatological event, by which human persons are constituted as body/soul entities, is also the event in which human capacity for covenantal relationship is grounded.

For Barth, then, human persons would have no capacity for being God’s covenantal co-partners apart from their pneumatologically grounded dual constitution.
 For a human person to function as ‘a subject to whom God can entrust and from whom He can expect this partnership in intercourse with him’,
 according to Barth, entails that she has the pneumatologically constituted capacities for perception and action.
 The human person cannot exercise either set of capacities, however, except as a body/soul entity since each requires the involvement of both soul and body, under the direction of the soul.
 Thus, Barth argues that God’s address to humanity ‘treats him as a being who can rule himself and serve himself’ and thus presupposes that God has already created him as ‘a rational being’ who has the capacities of perception and action necessary for responding to that address.
 In this way, Barth has developed what may rightly be called a covenantal ontology.
 

2. Christology and Ontology: A Christological Framework for a Theoretical Ontology
2.1. Framing a Theoretical Ontology
You may have noticed by now that although I have said much about Barth's understanding of human ontology, I have not yet indicated whether his ontology is best understood in dualist or physicalist terms. Indeed, Barth makes any such categorization difficult by offering explicit criticisms of both approaches. Thus, he critiques ‘monistic materialism’
 for reducing the human person to mere corporeality and denying the real existence of the inner life of human persons. Since monistic materialism views everything as ‘corporeal, spatial, physical and material’; anything that does not fit these categories must be rejected as illusory and ‘epiphenomenal’.
 Such a view is clearly unsupportable given Barth’s christological approach. But he also denies the validity of any theory that construes the duality of the human person in terms of two substances.
 According to Barth, dualism understands the human person as comprising two substances that are ‘self-contained and qualitatively different in relation to the other’.
 These two substances are seen to be so different that they are only tentatively united, resulting in an ultimate identification of the human person with the soul alone.
 Even those theories that seek to mediate the relationship between the two substances (e.g., interactionism and parallelism), Barth argues, fall far short of the holistic unity of the person required by Christology and covenantal ontology.
 Consequently, Barth himself denies that his understanding of human ontology can be captured in either of these two competing theories. 
Rather than viewing Barth’s ontology as a specific ontological theory, then, it may be more useful to think of it as a general picture, or model, determined by his overall christological paradigm, within which any particular theory must be constructed.
 We could thus think of Barth’s anthropological ontology as a way of conceptualizing the human person that seeks to integrate two important perspectives (inner and outer), and as a way of speaking about human nature with an emphasis on holistic language. Although such an account does not provide a specific theory of human nature, it can serve to limit the range of legitimate options for such a theory. Barth’s approach, then, is best understood as providing the paradigmatic framework within which an anthropological ontology must function without providing the actual execution of such an ontology. 

2.2. The Ontological Implications of Barth’s Paradigmatic Framework

To understand how this christological framework may help delineate the mind/body debate, we must briefly survey some of the ontological implications of Barth’s anthropological ontology. While Barth’s anthropology may have other implications for understanding the mind/body relation, it seems clear that the following eight categories are particularly significant. 

 (1) Selfhood. Any attempt to understand the ontological implications of Barth’s christological anthropology, according to John Webster, must begin with the fact that it clearly requires a ‘rather robust sense of human selfhood’.
 According to one common definition, the self can be viewed as 

a subject of consciousness, a being capable of thought and experience and able to engage in deliberative action. More crucially, a self must have a capacity for self​-consciousness….a self is a being that is able to entertain first-person thoughts.

To this definition, though, we would need to add Barth's contention that a properly formulated concept of selfhood must address the human person as a subject constituted by particular relationships. 

 (2)  Consciousness. Though closely related to selfhood, we can also affirm that Barth’s anthropological ontology requires a real and vital subjective consciousness. Consciousness, though used in a number of different ways,
 refers most commonly to ‘phenomenal awareness’ (i.e., experiences or subjective feels) of a given subject.
 That conscious experience so understood is a requisite element of Barth’s anthropological ontology seems without question.
 Barth clearly affirms that we must understand the human person revealed through the incarnation as a self-conscious entity capable of knowing itself and its experiences through an ‘inner experience’ of itself.
 Additionally, these self-conscious experiences must be understood to have a certain ‘feel’ for the human subject—i.e., there must be something that it is like to have undergone that particular experience. Barth emphasizes the vital ‘inner life’ of Jesus
 and of humans in general,
 something that would be incomprehensible without some notion that there is a distinctive phenomenal quality to such experiences. Indeed, Barth argues that the very idea of a covenantal relationship requires the capacity for a self-conscious experience whereby the human becomes aware of some other being.
 Any attempt to construe such awareness so as to eliminate, or even unduly minimize, the qualitative experience of the encounter would seem antithetical to Barth’s covenantal ontology.
 
(3) Continuous Personal Identity. Given Barth’s emphasis on the human person as an individual subject, it is unsurprising that his ontology also addresses the question of identity in both its synchronic (identity at a given time) and diachronic (identity through time) forms. Although he associates synchronic identity more closely with a person’s conscious life, he maintains that it necessarily involves the body as well; the human person is an identifiable subject only as an embodied soul.
 Barth also argues that the human person is a fully temporal being; indeed, he considers it one of the defining aspects of the human person.
 Together, though, these two concepts (identity and temporality) raise the issue of diachronic identity. For Barth, however, the continuous identity of the human person is quite clear. Looking to the person of Christ, he notes that Jesus is the ‘same whole man, soul and body’ both before and after his resurrection.
 Continuous identity through death and resurrection thus applies also to humans in general as they await their promised resurrection.
 Continuous identity would also seem to be required by the self-responsibility and accountability necessitated by his covenantal framework. Indeed, the very nature of a covenant would seem to presuppose the relatively stable identities of the individuals involved. Barth’s view of the continuity of human identity, then, is grounded more on the covenantal faithfulness of God than on arguments related to psychological and/or somatic continuity.

(4) Agency. Agency can be loosely defined as the capacity of some particular being for developing ‘intentions’ that are causally related to the production of actions.
 Understood in this way, Barth’s ontology certainly entails agency. Barth’s presentation of the atonement as the freely chosen and intended act of Jesus suggests a necessary and strong view of personal agency. Indeed, his entire account of human nature as a rationally ordered being envisions the soul as the agent that directs the intentional actions of the person. Thus, for Barth, the very nature of human life involves the agential ‘capacity for action, self-movement, self-activity, self-determination’.
 

(5) Mental Causation. Closely related to agency, Barth’s ontology seems firmly committed to the idea that a person’s mental life has causal powers and can exercise causal influence on extra-mental realities. For Barth’s account of the soul’s agency to have any real meaning, this inner reality must have causal powers. Indeed, in language very similar to that used in contemporary philosophy, Barth argues for the ‘downward’ causal influence of the soul
 as it controls the body.
 Barth thus explicitly rejects any ‘epiphenomenal’ understanding of mental causation.
 

(6) Freedom. Related to, though distinct from, his account of mental causation, Barth emphasizes the divinely constituted freedom of the human person. Barth’s view of Jesus as the faithful human and the atoning sacrifice in particular mandates a strong view of human freedom.
 And, again, Barth’s understanding of the rational order of human being necessary for maintaining covenantal relationality entails that human persons are determined for freedom by the self-determination of God and not merely by cultural or biological influences.
 Indeed, for Barth, ‘The soul is itself the freedom of man’.
 

 (7) Embodiment. Barth’s understanding of Christology and the concrete reality of human existence as well as the embodied nature of human agency and personal identity, all suggest that any adequate anthropology must include an emphasis on personal embodiment as part of human existence. Along with Barth’s emphasis on the resurrection, these things also suggest that embodiment is an important part of the future reality of human beings as well. An adequate anthropology must, therefore, include at least the hope of resurrected embodiment as part of its picture.

(8) Contingent Personhood. As we have seen, Barth’s pneumatological framework requires that any adequate anthropology will understand humans to be persons only contingently as they are constituted as soul/body entities through the work of the Holy Spirit. Barth, therefore, strongly opposes any move to understand some portion of the human person to be inherently immortal.
 Human persons exist only and continuously as they are maintained as such by the Spirit for God’s glory.

3. Christocentric Anthropology and the Mind/Body Debate: Barth's Framework in Action
Having now traced the contours of Barth's christocentric anthropology and the framework that it provides for understanding human ontology, we are now in position to understand the significance of this exercise for understanding the contemporary mind/body debate. Obviously, at this late stage in the paper, I cannot hope to do justice to the complex arguments involved in assessing the various dualistic, monistic, and even pluralistic options that are on the table for understanding human ontology. And, indeed, that is not the focus of this paper. Instead, I hope to demonstrate, rather briefly, how a Christological framework like this provides resources for engaging the discussion from a distinctly theological perspective.
3.1. Beyond the Pale: Christologically Inadequate Accounts of Human Ontology
At the very least, Barth's Christological framework provides us with the resources to identify certain ontologies as christologically inadequate. Let me comment on at least three.

First, certain forms of materialistic monism fall far short of the standards of Barth's ontology. Some contemporary thinkers argue for some form of reductionistic materialism. On this view, everything about the human person can ultimately be reduced to physical constituents, and, consequently, the human person can be comprehensively understood using the concepts and theories of "lower level" sciences like physics and chemistry. Thus, the emotional, psychological, and volitional states of the human person can be reduced to chemical and physical processes—the human person is "nothing but" these lower level processes. Indeed, some go further and argue that we should, therefore, eliminate from our language everything that refers to supposedly non-physical entities like "minds" and "persons." Such folk-psychology only serves to delude us and keep us from appreciating the truly physical nature of all reality. 
Clearly, such theories stand in strong opposition to the view of human ontology Barth sees in the person and work of Jesus Christ. How exactly are we to account for the vital subjective life, personal responsibility, consciousness, and relationality inherent in the biblical portrayal of Jesus' life? Any attempt to reduce the humanity of the incarnate Christ to mere physical constituents and lower level physical processes will necessarily founder on the significance of Christ's personal and moral agency—indeed, on the atonement itself.

If some forms of materialism lie in clear tension with this christological account, so do some forms of dualism. According to substance dualism, the human person comprises two basic substances that are both fundamental and ontologically distinct. Additionally, many historic dualists would affirm that the "soul" of the person is simple, non-spatial, immortal, and rational, and that the "body" is none of these. And, most historic dualists have affirmed that the "person" is identical with the "soul." Thus, I continue to exist at death apart from my body because "I" am fundamentally identified with my soul rather than my body. 

This understanding of the human person, though, also runs into problems with Barth's account of human ontology. On this view, what account can we give of the fundamental importance of human embodiment for being human? It is this very picture that leads to concerns about dualism portraying the human body as a mere "instrument" used by the person, rather than being a part of the fundamental constitution of the person. Indeed, one wonders on such an account why God bothered to create physical beings in the first place, and why our eschatological telos is an embodied one. Additionally, Barth has sharp criticisms for those forms of substance dualism that view the human soul as inherently immortal. Such an account stands in clear tension with Barth's emphasis on the contingent nature of human existence as mediated through Christ and constituted by the Spirit. 
3.2. On the Table: Operating within a Christological Framework?
So, Barth's Christological ontology provides clear resources for identifying certain forms of materialism and dualism as christologically inadequate. That does not mean, however, that all forms of materialism and dualism are similarly inadequate. We must recognize that the debate about human nature is far more diverse than we often appreciate. According to one estimate, thinkers have offered no less that 130 different views of human ontology.
 That being the case, we should be very careful about painting with too broad a brush and declaring inadequate any theory that lays claim to the label "materialist" or "dualist." Instead, we need to consider carefully each theory and the extent to which it is able to operate within the sphere marked out by a christological framework. 
Among the options that deserve such treatment are nonreductive physicalism and holistic dualism. Each of these stands apart from the kinds of materialism and dualism mentioned earlier, and each warrants consideration in its own right. And, of course, each of these also comprises a diverse set of sub-theories with their own nuances and emphases. Needless to say, this final section will not attempt to do more than make a few cursory comments about the overall adequacy of these ontological approaches. Instead, I will offer a few summative points that will, I hope, orient the debate around the christological criteria we have been discussing. 
First, operating with a spirit of generosity, as I believe we must, we should at least recognize that both parties explicitly affirm all eight of the criteria listed above. Granted, nearly all of the key terms are defined in importantly different ways by proponents of these theories—particularly agency, mental causation, personal embodiment and consciousness. Nonetheless, unlike the forms of materialism and dualism mentioned above, neither can be excluded on the simple basis that they explicitly reject any of these principles. So, on at least one level, both of these theories (or, more properly, sets of theories) should be viewed as viable options for developing a christologically informed anthropology.
Second, though, we must also realize that the mere affirmation of these criteria is not sufficient in and of itself to judge these theories to be christologically adequate. Any theory can lay claim to these basic principles. To assess the adequacy of any given theory, then, we need to move beyond the claim and inquire as to the overall adequacy of the claim given the ontological framework within which the claim is being made. For example, even a reductive materialist could claim to affirm mental causation. If upon further examination, however, we determine that this particular theory understands the role of the "mental" in "mental causation" to be a merely epiphenomenal counterpart to purely physical causal processes, then the claim, with respect to its christological adequacy, is rendered vacuous. So, further analysis is required. 
Third, some of you will have noticed by now that I have not yet said anything about the neurosciences and their role in understanding the human person. That is because, as I have said, the purpose of this paper is to challenge us to think through this issue from an explicitly theological perspective. That does not mean, though, that we must exclude the sciences from this endeavor, only that we engage and interpret the sciences from our christological vantage point. Thus, we can and should appreciate the work of contemporary neuroscientists and the insights they provide on how human persons function. What we must not do, though, is cede the right to declare confidently that all perspectives on what it means to be human can and must be understood in light of the revelation of humanity given in the person and work of Jesus Christ.
So, for each of the theories under consideration here, we do them the justice of recognizing that they are at least laying claim to christological adequacy and then we assess the legitimacy and coherence of those claims using all of the resources at hand. 
4. Conclusion

In conclusion, let me make some comment about what I think we gain through a theological exercise of this kind. Indeed, some might legitimately wonder whether we have actually gained anything. Isn't this exactly what we've been doing? Haven't we been debating the philosophical and scientific adequacy of these theories with respect to these principles all along? What exactly have we gained through this christological endeavor if we are simply back where we started?  

I'd like to suggest that we've gained at least three things. First, and most obviously, we have gained a framework within which to assess theories of human ontology. Such a framework helps us identify what precisely is at stake in the discussion and the crucial affirmations that we must make whatever we finally conclude about specific theories. 
Second, even if these are the exact same anthropological principles we would have arrived at independent of Christology, we have now placed them on much surer foundation. Some have suggested that core anthropological concepts like selfhood, agency, and personal identity actually derive from relatively trivial realities. We "feel" things, so we conclude that we are conscious beings without considering other possible explanations. We use personal pronouns like "I" and "me" for grammatical reasons and unnecessarily conclude that they must refer to a real entity like a "soul" or "mind." Regardless as to whether there is any legitimacy to such arguments, they completely miss the theological thrust of Barth's christological argument. His contention is that these basic anthropological principles are necessary for an adequate Christology. They do not result from mere experience or habits of grammar. Indeed, to reject any of these is to reject the biblical portrayal of the Messiah himself. 
This leads us to our third gain. The mind/body debate has often been shaped by largely philosophical and scientific arguments. Those are important arguments that must be considered. But, Barth's christological anthropology forces us to realize that they are secondary arguments. If the human person is defined primarily in terms of his relationship to God through Jesus as constituted by the Spirit, then the anthropological principles derived from these theological realities cannot be dismissed on non-theological grounds alone. This does not mean that these principles are beyond challenge. It is always possible that Barth has mischaracterized the biblical data regarding Jesus or the theological conclusions he draws from that data. What it does mean, is that we must recognize the essentially christological nature of these arguments and engage them on that basis.

So, the christological reorientation of human ontology offered by Karl Barth is something that I think helps to orient theological anthropology in general, and the mind/body debate in particular, in important ways. It certainly does not answer all of our questions, nor does it resolve (or even attempt to resolve) the debate between physicalists and dualists, but it does help us see the framework within which such ontological theories must operate and it places our understanding of the human person on a much firmer foundation. In this way, we can see that affirming Jesus to be the revelation of true humanity is no empty cipher. Instead, Christology is the centerpiece and cornerstone of any truly theological anthropology.
� See McFarland 2001; A. Torrance 2004. Thus, for example, other theologians refer to Christ as ‘the mystery of man’ (Zizioulas 1975: 433), ‘true humanity’ (Sherlock 1996: 18), the ‘archetype’ of humanity (Nellas 1987: 33), and the revelation of ‘what human nature is intended to be’ (Erickson 1998: 532).


� For example, some dualists argue that the incarnation provides implicit support for substance dualism (e.g., Taliaferro 1994: 242-243; Goetz 2005: 33-34) while others argue the same for physicalism (e.g., Thatcher 1987: 183-184).


� Thus, for example, even a theologian like Ray Anderson, who is firmly committed to a christological approach to theological anthropology and is well aware of the significance of the contemporary mind–body discussion, makes little attempt to approach the mind–body issue christologically (cf. R. Anderson 1982).


�See Shults 2003: 120. 


� This comment raises the question of Barth’s relationship to these earlier approaches. While questions regarding the philosophical and theological background of Barth’s ontology are interesting and worth exploring (though see McCormack’s criticism of such studies for positing merely parallel relationships without establishing any solid connections [2002: 236-239]), they are ultimately of limited value in determining the validity and adequacy of his ideas. This study will, therefore, address such issues only in a very limited fashion.


� Although Barth affirms the ontological continuity of human nature after the fall, this does not constitute its epistemological availability and thus cannot be used as the basis of a natural theology. As we will discuss later in the chapter, the problem of sin constitutes a humanly insurmountable block to human self-knowledge (cf. III/2, 29-41).


� Barth does not see Jesus’ sinlessness as an ontological difference between his humanity and ours—such a difference would mean that he was not human as we are—but rather affirmed that Jesus took on our human nature as it stands under the contradiction of sin (I/2, 151ff). Nevertheless, Jesus, as empowered by the Holy Spirit, lived a truly human life in relationship to God as his covenantal partner and so lived a sinless life, though standing in solidarity with the human race under God’s judgment on sin, (see J. Thompson 1986a: 29). Von Balthasar notes that the sinlessness of Jesus thus ‘guarantees human nature an unbroken continuity’ and ensures that man does not fall into irredeemable chaos (1992: 116). It is, therefore, the continuity of human nature manifest in the covenantal faithfulness of Jesus Christ that ensures the continued availability of real human nature for theological consideration.


� To be sure, Barth’s exposition of the summons and its determinative significance occurs entirely within his discussion of the content of anthropology and is an issue that he does not at all raise with respect to its methodological or formal implications. But, given what he says about the summons and its relationship to election, it seems proper to include a brief discussion of this topic here. 


� According to Barth, this encounter means that ‘every man in his place and time is changed, i.e., he is something other than what he would have been if this One had not been man too’ (III/2, 133). 


� Barth argues that any attempt to view Jesus’ human nature as constitutionally different from ours is a docetic position that ultimately denies his true humanity (III/2, 54).


� III/2, 327. Throughout this section, Barth’s argument focuses primarily on the total impression generated by the biblical narratives rather than exegetical examinations of particular texts. Barth’s argument, then, does not revolve around identifying particular (proof) texts that might support his point; instead it builds on the way ‘the overall shape and pattern of the text’ portrays Jesus (Joseph L. Mangina, Karl Barth: Theologian of Christian Witness [Aldershot: Ashgate, 2004], p. 43). 


� III/2, 338. Such a description of Jesus’ life unfortunately neglects the occasional references to the real tensions that are occasionally seen in Jesus’ life—e.g., Gethsemane (Mt. 26:37ff.). Barth may have been better served by using his emphasis on Jesus’ solidarity with human persons in taking up human ‘flesh’ with its contradictions and tensions (III/2, 335-340; cf. also CD IV/1, 171-175, 216) to argue that inner tension and conflict is a real aspect of our present earthly state even though the biblical emphasis on the unity of the whole person points in the direction of a redeemed life where harmony between these two aspects of the person is the goal (cf. Moltmann, God in Creation, pp. 352-353 and Charles Sherlock, The Doctrine of Humanity [Downers Grove: IVP, 1996], pp. 219-220). 


� III/2, 328-340; cf. also CD IV/1, 225


� III/2, 328. This is thus consistent with Barth’s overall emphasis on the inseparable unity of Christ’s person and work (cf. 328-340; CD IV/1, 122-128, 225). 


� III/2, 328.


� III/2, 328.


� III/2, 327; cf. also pp. 441-454. 


� III/2, 214.


� III/2, 340. 


� Cf. III/2, 367.


� III/2, 367.


� III/2, 367.


� III/2, 367.


� III/2, 364. On this point, among others, Barth’s ontology is similar to that of Aristotle (cf. Martha C. Nussbaum and Amelie Oksenberg Rorty, eds., Essays on Aristotle’s De anima [Oxford: Clarendon, 1992 and Christopher Shields, ‘Aristotle’s Psychology’, in Edward N. Zalta, ed., The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy [Winter 2005 Edition], http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2005/entries/aristotle-psychology/.). Contra Moltmann (God in Creation, p. 252), however, these verbal similarities should not lead us to conclude that Barth’s ontology is basically Aristotelian. The very real differences that exist between these two systems as well as Barth’s own explicit rejection of Aristotle’s ontology (pIII/2, 374-377, 380) should caution us about drawing parallels too quickly and superficially. 


� Whether the body and soul are completely inseparable in Barth’s ontology is not entirely clear. Barth does speak of death as ‘the end of all human and creaturely life and creativity and work’ (CD IV/2, 295). He even says of Jesus that he ‘ceased to be’ at the time of his physical death (CD IV/3.1, 312). In other places, though, he can speak of a dead human individual as ‘a bodiless soul and a soulless body’ (CD III/2, 355). Though the soul is severely limited and cannot engage in meaningful activity (III/2, 425), he does speak of it as continuing to exist in some sense after the death of the body (cf. III/2, 370).  


�  331, 376. Paul Jewett argues that this approach reduces the soul to a mere ‘concept of thought’ and counters that it should be viewed instead as having ‘objective reality, though not the reality of a material object’ (Who We Are: Our Dignity as Humans [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1996], pp. 41-42). Similarly, Mangina refers to the body/soul difference as one among many necessary ‘conceptual distinctions’ (Karl Barth, p. 199). For Barth, however, the soul is not a merely conceptual reality. Although it cannot be considered independently of the body, it is, as we have seen, neither identical with nor reducible to the body and therefore has its own objective reality though never in isolation from the body. 


� III/2, 426.


� III/2, 378. Rather than viewing the soul as in bondage to the body, Barth contends that the soul would actually be in bondage (i.e., unable to act) apart from its embodiment ( 351-352). 


� III/2, 350.


� He specifically appeals to such examples as Jesus fasting in the desert (Mt. 4:1-2), his agony in Gethsemane (Matt. 26:39), and Jesus’ affirmation of Mary’s contemplation over Martha’s bodily activity (Lk. 10:38-42) (III/2, 339). 


� III/2, 332.


� III/2, 424. 


� See esp. Barth’s summary of the doctrine of reconciliation (CD IV/1, 79-156). 


� III/2, 418.


� III/2, 332.


� III/2, 333.


� III/2, 334.


� III/2, 377.


� III/2, 353.


� Mangina points out, however, that Barth’s similar event-language with respect to the church (CD IV/1, 650-724) should not be understood to imply that its pneumatological constitution is non-continuous, but rather as an attempt to emphasize the divine source and mystery of the church’s being (Karl Barth, p. 154). The same argument would seem to apply to Barth’s anthropological ontology. 


� III/2, 363.


� III/2, 364. This is, of course, true for all living beings. What distinguishes humans in the sphere of living creatures is not their pneumatological constitution but their covenantal relationship with God (III/2, 359). 


� III/2, 348.


� III/2, 348. Some are concerned that this entails an Apollinarian understanding of humanity that would vitiate human spirituality and subjectivity of any realm significance (e.g., Arnold Come, An Introduction to Barth’s Dogmatics for Preachers [London: SCM, 1963], p. 152 and Anderson, On Being Human, p. 212). Barth’s construction, though, is merely intended to emphasize the radical dependency of the human person on God at all points (cf. McLean, Humanity in the thought of Karl Barth, p. 45).


� III/2, 359.


�  III/2, 26-41, 139, 347; CD IV/1, 139-145.


� III/2, 336.


� III/2, 336.


� III/2, 421-422, 443-444, 454, 477-478. 


� Cf. CD IV/2, 403-483.


� III/2, 347.


� According to Barth, the covenantal basis of humanity is clouded but not lost as a result of human sin because it is firmly grounded in the election of Jesus (III/2, 27-28). 


� III/2, 396.


� Cf. III/2, 399-416.


� Since Barth affirms both divine and angelic activity, this is a limitation only for human persons.  


� III/2, 424.


� Cf. Webster, ‘Rescuing the Subject: Barth and Postmodern Anthropology’, in Karl Barth: A Future for Postmodern Theology? [Hindmarsh: Australian Theological Forum, 2001], p. 56).


� III/2, 382.


� III/2, 382-390. Similarly, he rejects ‘monistic spiritualism’ (III/2, 390) for the reverse denial of material reality in favor of the soul that thus renders him ‘objectless’ (III/2, 390-392). Such idealistic accounts of human nature, though, will not be considered in this project. 


� III/2, 380-382.


� III/2, 380.


� III/2, 380-381. Barth thinks that even though substance dualists often affirm the essential unity of the human person, their dualistic conception necessarily entails that any ostensible unity be problematic and ultimately ephemeral. 


� III/2, 428-436. 


� For a discussion of the use of paradigm/model/theory language in theological language see my ‘Context and Concept: Contextual Theology and the Nature of Theological Discourse’, Westminster Journal of Theology 67.1 (2005), pp. 85-102. 


� John Webster, Barth (London: Continuum, 2000), p. 95. 


� E. J. Lowe, ‘Self’, The Oxford Companion to Philosophy (New York: OUP, 1995), p. 517.


� Most agree that ‘consciousness’, as commonly used, is a rather ambiguous term with a variety of distinct uses (cf. esp. Ned Block, ‘How Many Concepts of Consciousness?’, Behavioral and Brain Studies 18 [1995], pp. 272-284). 


� From this perspective, consciousness can be understood as the what’s-it-likeness (i.e. qualia) of a phenomenal experience made famous by Thomas Nagel’s ‘What Is It Like to Be a Bat?’, (Philosophical Review 84 [1974], pp. 435-456). 


� III/2, 398.


� III/2, 375.


� III/2, 329.


� E.g., III/2, 373. 


� III/2, 399-401. 


� Cf. III/2, 397. 


� III/2, 353, 375, 378.


� See §46. 


� III/2, 327.


� III/2, 353, 360-362, 364, 370-371


� Thus, Barth argues, ‘even in death God watches over him’ and remains faithful to the human person (III/2, 371). Similarly, Barth argues in CD IV.2 that the continuous personal identity of the human person is maintained only by her covenantal participation in the eschatological eternality of Jesus (III/2, 315-316). 


� Cf. Joshua Knobe, ‘Intentional Action’, in Chris Eliasmith, ed., Dictionary of the Philosophy of Mind, cited 15 May 2005, http://artsci.wustl.edu/~philos/MindDict/ intentionalaction.html. 


� III/2, 374.


� III/2, 339.


� III/2, 339, 368. 


� III/2, 382.


� CD IV/1, 157-210.


� See esp. CD III/4, 565-685; cf. also John Webster’s Barth’s Ethics of Reconciliation (Cambridge: CUP, 1995) and, idem., Barth’s Moral Theology: Human Action in Barth’s Thought (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1998).


� III/2, 418.


� E.g., III/2, 380, 392-393. 


� � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>McFarlane</Author><Year>2002</Year><RecNum>348</RecNum><record><rec-number>348</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="0s22wpv0sfwex5eav0pp2vv2w5rvavtaz9re">348</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Book Review">40</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>McFarlane, Graham</author></authors><tertiary-authors><author>Gregersen, Niels Henrik</author></tertiary-authors></contributors><titles><secondary-title>Science and Christian Belief</secondary-title><tertiary-title>The Human Person in Science and Theology</tertiary-title></titles><pages>94-95</pages><volume>14</volume><dates><year>2002</year><pub-dates><date>2000</date></pub-dates></dates><pub-location>London</pub-location><publisher>T. &amp; T. Clark</publisher><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�Graham McFarlane, 'Review of Niels Henrik Gregersen, The Human Person in Science and Theology (London: T. & T. Clark, 2000), Science and Christian Belief 14 (2002), pp. 94-95.�





Marc Cortez
"Physicalism, Dualism, and Christocentrism"
2

