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INTRODUCTION 

Neville Clark has rightly warned against the attempt to approach 

the theology of the sacraments from a broad and general definition of a 

'sacrament' from which we 'read off' a Christian doctrine of the sacr~ts 
1. 

without paying due regard to the biblical statements. Such an approach could 

not but obscure the essential differences between the sacraments, and the fact 
2. 

that they stem from historical roots. On the other hand, t he specialist 

treatment of the sacraments which begins by making a detailed analysis of 

the biblical material fails t o do justice to the wholeness of bitlical 

theology and tends to treat the sacraments in isolation not only from each 

other but als0 from other aspects of Christian theology with which they are 

inalienably connected. Bearing in mind the difficulties inherent in both of 

these approaches, a fresh and more systematic approach is required. 

(a) A Pointer from Sociology 

At the outset it is important that we should bear in mind the 

minimum requirements for the performance of any cultic rite. This is 

important because it has t oo often been neglected by theologians. Quite 

simply, and quite obviously, the minimum requirements for the performance 
3. 

of a cultic rite is a self-conscious group worshipping God or gods (or 

ancestors) connected in some way with the life of the group. 

Wach has drawn a useful distinction between the religion of 

natural groups, i.e. groups composed of members related t o one another by 

blood (actual or supposed) or by marriage~ and specifically religious groups 
4. 

which often. cut across the natural groups . It is clear that these natural 

groups are self-conscious entit i es; family and kinship (tribal or national) 

units. Furthermore in most 'primitive' societies these natural groups have 

de i.ties intimately connected with the life of the group, and this connexion 

is given expreSSion in the regular or specific ritual acts S~9Q as e~lti9 

~~t~sl sets such as cultic meals, sacrifice , and prayers by the group; and 

1. N. Clark , An Approach to the Theology of the Sacraments, 1956, p. 71. 
2. J. Barr, 'Further Thoughts about Baptism', S.J.T ., Vol . 4, 1951, p. 278. 
3. This is not intended t o mean that every member of the STOUp should be 

able to give a sophisticated statement of its self- awareness or be able 
t o state the theological relationship between the group and the God of 
the group. Such a theological interpretation, however, must always be 
possible whether the relat i onship is stated by a l eading member of the 
group or by s omeone interpreting the symbolism of the group . 

4. J. Wach, Sociology of Religion, 1947, Chs. 4 and 5. 

2/ . . ........ . 
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from these acts all but those who are members of the group are excluded. No 

less clear is it that the membe~s of the great world-religious are conscious 

of themselves as a distinct group within society or 'the world'. Sociologi-

cally the grouping may not be natural, i.e. not definable in terms of natural 

social organisation, but rather based on allegiance to the founder of the 

religion, But whether the group be 'natural' or 'specific ' it remains the 

basic minimum for the performance of any cultic rite that the group be con-

scious of itself both in relation to the deity, ancest~r, or founder and in 

distinction from other groups. As Hammond-Tooke has pointed out, whatever 

else may be contained in r eligi on it is not simply a psychological phenomenon 
1. 

but is intrinsically social. 

Many have been the attempts to define the basis of religious behaviour. 
2. 

Durkheim, whose monumental work in this field remains a classic, Qas submitted 

the animistic theories of Tyler and Spencer and the naturistic theories of Max 

Muller to severe criticism. His own theory of the identity of god and society 

has been no less severely criticised. Perhaps the most trenchant criticism 

has been that of Beattie. His criticism is based on Durkheim's too simplistic 

notion of society. Society is not a 'thing' but a system af ordered relation-

ships. It is one thing to say that 'what a man is wurshipping is an actual 

group of people' but quite another that 'what he is revering is a complex 

system of moral imperatives, of rights and observances , the observance of which 
3. 

is a condition of ordered social life'. 

Despite these valid criticisms the attention Durkheim has drawn to 

the close parallels between social and religious systems, and the intimate 

relation between the group and its God or gods, remain ob j ectively observable 

phenomena in both the natural and founded religions. How is this to be 

explained? The simplest explanation seems to be that the group practising 

religious rites does not regard itself merely as a group of individuals 

coming together for a common purpose, even if that purpose be worship born 

out of a sense of their utter dependence on something or someone beyond 

themselves for the achievement of health, social stability, or life both 

'here' and 'hereafter'. Even the loftiest of such purposes are not enough 

to explain why such worship is almost universally a social phenomenon and not 

individualistic, or to provide a rationale for the structural parallels 

1. W.D . Hammond-Tooke, ' In Search of the Sacred', 1965 
2. E. Durkheim, The Elementary Forms of Religious Life (E.T. ),1'157. 
3. J. Beattie, Other Cultures , 1964, p. 221. 
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between social and religious groups so often observed in natural religious 
1. 

groups. This structural parallel, while not indicative of the identity of 

the god and the society, points to the fact that a religious cultic group is 

an entity self-conscious not merely socially but also theologically. It 

offers a theoretical explanation of itself in terms of the god worshipped 

by the group. Thus when Durkheim, observing Australian totemism, noted 

that the sacred totemic emblem symbolized two things - on the one hand the 

totemic principle or god , and on the other a social group, the clan - he 

concluded t hat the god and the society were one and the same. While this 

conclusion may be unsound, it does point to the society ' s self-interpr etation 

in terms of the god worshipped. 

In totemism, the society is conscious of itself being in the closest 

possible relation to the totemic principle; in ancestor worship the group is 

the real or mythological descendant of the ancestor who must be appeased to 

ensure the well-being of the group ; in national religions like Judaism, 

Yahweh is pre-eminently the god of Israel, and Israel the covenanted , chosen 

people of Yahweh; and in Christianity, Jesus the Christ is the head of the 

Church and the Church is the body of Christ. Religious ritual is carried out 

by such theologically self- conscious groups. 

It is important t o stress the elementary and yet fundamentally 

important fact of the religious group for cultic rituals. Without the 

theological self-awareness of the group in relation to the deity, cultic 

meals and initiation rites rapidly lose meaning and Significance. This 

process can be seen ' .. ithin Christianity. When Christians interpret their 

r e ligion individualistically and so conceive of their relationship with God 

(or Christ) as essentially, if not solely, that of a personal communion -

rather than of themselves as members of a group in relationship with God -

then frequently the first aspects of the religious life to suffer are the 

sacraments of baptism and the eucharist. To the vast majority of Christians 

in the 'individual religion' tradition these rites are strangely empty of 

meaning or frankly superstitious intrusions. It is probably true that they 

have held their o.rn in the Christian life because of their undeniable scrip-

tural warrant rather than because of their inner significance . The s trange 

1. J. Wach, Sociology of Religion, 1947, Ch. 4. 
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combination of an essentially individualistic theology, which places all the 

emphasis on personal 'conversion', and an essentially corporate cultic prac­

tice, which demands a gr oup life, has l ed to an attempt to spiritualise and 

personalise (in an individualistic sense ) the sacraments in a way that cannot 

do justice to the New Testament teaching. 

The enigma of cult ic rites for an individualistic religion and the 

fact of the close relationship which believers hold exists between a cultic 

group and its deity should warn us against trying to understand the Christian 

sacraments in isolat ion from the theological relations that are believed to 

exist between Christ and his Church. The sacraments are essentially the 

act ivities of a group who understand t heir existence as a group in t erms of 

Christ. Stated in theological terms, the Christian sacraments can only be 

underst ood in relation to christo logy , soteriology, and ecclesi ology. 

Our approach in this study will therefor e be t o study the New 

Testament doctrine of the sacraments from the basis of New Testament eccle­

siology, and New Testament ecclesio l ogy from the basis of the doctrines of 

the ,person and work of Christ. This we shall see is the indispensable setting 

for the interpret at i on and practice of the Christian sacraments. 

(b) Select i on of Material 

Having chosen t his method of approach we a r e immediat ",ly conf r ont ed 

with the problem of how to r educe the New Testament material to manageable 

proportions. Here the choice is bet v,een making a superficia l survey of the 

whol e of New Testament theology and selecting certain key conc epts f or more 

detailed examination. Both methods of study have much to commend them. The 

first allows a more complete picture to emerge and the second permits more 

detailed argument to support conclusions. The strength of t he one is the 

weakness of the other .• As we are concerned to show that the New Testament 

doctrine and practice of the sacraments springs from a highly developed corpo­

rate ecclesiology which in turn rests upon a community-creating concept of the 

atonement arising out of the New Testament christological titles , it is neces­

sary for us to establish these conclusions by more detail ed examination of the 

material. It is necessary because these conclusions a re not generally 

r ecognised.. 

Such a procedure makes it necessary to limit the material studied 
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by making a selection of that material. In our study of the person and work 

of Christ (Part 1) we sr~ll limit our investigation to the conceptual 'titles' 

of the Suffering Servant, the Messiah, and the Son of man. These titles have 

been chosen because of their cruciality for the primitive community (if not for 

Jesus himself) in interpreting the pHson and work of Jesus. In addition they 

have been chosen because uf their apparent incompatibility in pre-Christian 

and contemporary Judaism. As we shall see, the Suffering Servant presents us 

v,ith a figure Vlho brings redemption through suffering, the Messiah is the con­

quering hero who brings victory to Israel over her national enemies and unheard 

of prosperity and peace, and the Son of man belongs to a more dualistic view of 

the world and transcendental concept of salvation. Despite the incompatible 

concepts of the nature of these redemptive and eschatological figures and the 

way in which they achieve salvation they have been chosen for our study because, 

as we shall see, in each instance the redemption they bring is a redemption for 

the community, Israel. Our task will be to see how these various titles are 

applied to Jesus, and that the: essentially community or corporate character of 

salvation is taken over into New Testament tec.ohing. 

In our study of the New Testament doctrine of the Church we shall 

limit our investigation to the teaching of Paul and John (Part 11), though in 

the CJllIS e of dealing with thc person and work of Christ VIe shall show that 

the understanding of the nature of the Church is fundamentally the same as that 

in Paul and John. Thus, though our more detailed examination of the New Testa-

m"nt teaching concerning the Church "ill b~ more limited, proof that this teaching 

is not limited to Paul and John will be gained from the more complete coverage of 

New Testament writers in Part 1. 

Just how impossible it is to treat the biblical teaching concerning the 

sacraments in isolation from christology, soteriology and ecclesiology will be 

seen from the fact that in dealing both with the person and work of Christ 

(Part 1) and the doctrine of the Church (Part 11), we have been unable to avoid 

anticipating a great deal of baptismal and eucharistic theology which should more 

properly belong to Pnrt 111. Our procedure will be to deal with the sacramental 

teaching as and when it demands our attention and in Part III to summarise our 

conclusions and deal further with particular aspects not covered in the other 

parts of the work. 

Further limitations have also been n~cessary. £very aspect which we 
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shall examine bBs roots extenuing back into pre- Christian JUdaistic and Old 

T8stament teaching with undoubted Hellenistic influence . This means that 

attention must be given to this background. ",hile there is a ",reat dual of 

difference of opinion regarding the extent of Hellenistic influence on New 

Testament theology the aspc,cts we have chosen to study arise primarily out of 

Judaism and thus we shall confine our exawination of the backbTOund rrnterial to 

Jewish teaching and raise the quest ion of Hel.leno,stic precursors only where n8'08r; .. 

sary. Even this limitatj,on requires a f urther limitdion. There is by no J!128nS 

a unanimity of opinion on the interpretation of Ol.d Testament and contemporary 

JUdaistic teaching on any aspect of our study. A fuE and detailed exa.minatioa 

would therefore require taking into considerat ion thefle conflicting op=_n':ons . 

Such a procedure is impossible within the scope of th::'s s'cudy. Yet 8.8 nal1:'{ O~? 

these conclusions relating to the backeround stucty are vital 5,f we are to j.n';cr-

pret the New Testament rightly lie shall have to give some consideration "' 0 the 

debate, but only where it is absolutely necessary. In the main VI C shall dr..lw e ." 

the conclusions of authoritative Old Testament and JUdaistic scholars. Eq\1.:.:.J.J.y 

in the new t e stament sections we h:.:..ve had to avoid the- temptat ion to 10 "'3 . tL.u 

argument in a mass of detailed exegesis and textual criticism. In the se ct :~or. 

c 
on the Son of Man, howe,ver, where '/iplarly opinion j,s deeply divided, a more 

detailed examination of the New Testament text has been unavoidable. 

(c) Summary of Conclusions 

In order to facilitate ke,eping the main development of the arg1J.:T >,':'<' 

focus through the more detailed discussions, a summary of the major conclusicn~ 

is given here. 

The Old Testament and inter-·Testc.mental soteriological concepts 

presented under the titles of the -<ebhEd Yahweh, the lIiess:'..ah, and the Son of 

man all express essentially a hope for the community of Israel, the covenant 

people of God. Whether this salvation is thought of in ess&ntially 'this 

worldly' political, social, and r Gligious terms or in more transcendental 

t erms the hope is essentially for the restoration of Israel and her deliver~~cv 

from suffering and bondage . It is a hope for the redemption of the communH:, 

and not simply of indj_v',dvgls within the com:nunity . Even when the hope fo::, th'3 

restoration of all Israel is abandoned it is replaced by the hope for the 

deliverance of the righteous remnant within Israel who would b&come the tno" 

Israel when God acted to redeem through the coming deliverer. 
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In the background material it is not always clear whether the deliverer 

is a single individual or a community (the true Israel who are the r ighteous 

remnant). The Messiah is unmistakeably an individual, yet he is a representa­

tive individual who sums up in himself all that is best in Israel and as such 

is endowed by God with every blessing and power which Israel shares in her 

solidarity with him. He is in effect Israel in mini ature enabling Israel to 

be God's true people, and thus prosperous and victorious. The \ebhed Yahweh 

appears at times to be an individual, and yet he is also called 'Israel' (Isa . 49 . 3) 

whose task is to restore Israel (Isa.49.5). We shal l see that there is good 

reason to suppose that he is the righteous remnant, the 'true Israel', who is 

identified with the Jewish community in exile as opposed to those who remained 

in J uda: Similarly, in Danie 1 7, the Son of man is a corporate figure standing 

for the ' saints of the Most High' though in the l ater apocalyptic literature this 

corporate concept is not consistently maintained. 

In the new Testament the corporate character of the deliverer is 

replaced by a concept of Jesus alone as the '~bhed Yahweh, the Messiah, and Son 

of man. He is alone the rightaous remnant within Israel . He is thus himself 

the true Israel. Now we see two simultaneous developments of the concept of 

Christ alone as the true Israel. On the one hand the community character of 

the eschatological hope is r etained; Jesus is the one whose life, death, 

resurrection, ascension and bestowal of the Spirit hos created the new covenant 

community which is the true Israel . 

one who is himself the true Israel. 

On the other hand Jesus is and remcqins the 

Consequently the community which he created 

through the red~mption he achieved i s not thought of 3S something existing along-

side Jesus, rather it is Jesus himself. Jesus and the Church form one single 

corporate entity so that to be 'in Christ' is to be i n the community and conversely 

to be in the community is to be 'in Christ '. The Church is the 'true Israel' 

not because it consists of a number of individuals who give a common allegiance 

to Christ or who believe the same things. It is the ' true Israel' only as the 

corporate personality of Christ who alone is the true Israel. Consequently to 

receive or rej ect any member of the Church is to recGive or reject Christ 

himself . He is the whole who is manifest in every part . 

This concept of Christ as the true Israel and the Christian community 

as the corporate personality of Christ lGads to two further consequences. On 

the one hand since Christ is the eschatologi cal deliverer he stands over against 
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'the ~orld' which is in need of his deliveranc~ by incorporation into him. 

Thus a dua lism between Christ and the world, even if not consistently presented 

in incarnutional terms, is implicit in New Testament christology. But since the 

Church consists of those who are incorporated into him the christological dua lism 

implies a parallel du. lism between thc Church and 'the world'. On the other 

hand since the Church is a corporate body which is 'in' Christ the most intimate 

bonds link not only Christ and the community but also the individual members of 

the commwlity to one another. Vie shall see in our examinr.tion of both Pauline 

and Johannine ethics how t his unity of the m&mbers of the Church with one another 

is conceived in t he most intimate ethical human inter-relationships. Yet so 

dependent on a prior llilion with Christ are these inter-relationships that they 

can scarcely be called philosophical ethics . The love that the Christian manifest s 

is believed to be causally dependent on that llilion with Christ in which he commu­

nicates his own nature to the b~liever. 

It is to be noted at the same time that New Testament ethics reflect 

the dualism between the Church 3nd the world . The ethics within the Christian 

body are the ethics of a complete int er-involvement in dependence, love, and 

sharing based on the presupposition th:.t since every Chri stian is a part of 

Christ he is cons~quently a part of everyone else who is 'in Christ '. It is this 

ethics of intense inter-personal relationships and unity which is evangeli cal 

(cf In.17.21) and evangelism is to call men into this ethical commllility 

(cf 1 In.l.3). In this sense the ethics of the New Testament is evangelical. 

But the ethical relationships with the world are presented in less intense terms. 

It is true that the Christian 's ethical r eultionships with non-Christians a r e not 

to fall be l ow thb general stLndards of ethical behaviour (Rom.12.1S), but equally 

there is a strong tendency towards independence of and separation from the world 

(cf 1.Cor.614ff). In a ny event the ethica l prescriptions for the relationships 

between the Church and the world leck the warrr~h and intensity of the relation­

ships de~\nded between those who are 'in Christ' . 

It is essential to bear in mind the ethical dimensions of the commllility­

creating soteriology and a lso of the doctrine of the Church a s the corporate 

personality of Christ, because New Testament ethics is not the appli cation of 

universal ethical rules to people who I' lso happen to be Christians, but it is 

logically dependent upon the nature of Christ. Thus Paul's ethical teaching 

is not to bc separcted from his doctrinal t eaching. In his bthics he is 
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stating what i t means to be 'in Christ ' a s a member of his body which has 

been made possible by who Christ was and what he did. 

Aga inst this background when we ~re told that in baptism wcare united 

with Christ to sh&re in the salvation which he ~~s won it is clear th2t baptism 

is also our inclusion into the Christ~n community. Alternatively we could say 

that our baptismnl i nclusion into the Christian community is our inclusion into 

the community's union with Christ. It would be ~s true to say that in baptism 

a man 'puts on Christ' (Gol .3. 27) as to say that he is added to the Church 

(Acts.2.41). If we do not wish to ignore New Testament ethical teaching, to 

be included into Christ by being included into the body of Christ means to be 

included into an intensely caring and sharing fello wship. This means t hat 

baptism is both a community-creating experience, in that the new member is added 

to the community, and a community experience, in tret the new member is received 

into the community of those who love one another. Vfuil e we can give formal 

liturgical expression to th~ concepts of being added to the body of Christ to 

shore in its unity with Christ , for b" ptism to be experienced a s an event in 

community it needs to gro Vi out of the life of the Church in community. 

The doctrine of the eucharist is essentially a renewing ever and again 

of the corporate union of the community hith Christ and thus "ith one another. 

In other words it is a renewal of baptism. As such the pre-supposition of 

eucharistic pr actice is a life in conwrunity in union with Christ in order that 

this tthical and religious community might be renewed. As Paul states quite 

clearly the disunity and unloving behaviour of the Corinthians makes it impossible 

for them to celebrate the Lord's Supper (1.Cor.ll~20). 

Consequently both baptismal and eucharistic doctrine and practice 

have their roots firmly embedded in the community-creating soteriology and corpo­

rate ecclesiology of the New Testament. As dependent on the finished work of 

Christ in creating the New Israel which is his corporate personality they are 

fundamentally an experience of ethical community. As including us into that 

finished work, or renewing it, they are community-creat i ng occasions. Vinen 

either the community or essential ethica l aspects of t~e community are lost 

sight of in interpreting New Testament sacra~'ntal theology and practice, justice 

cannot be done to the whole New Testam(mt teaching and the sacraments stand in 

permanent danger of degene)r nting into littlE more than superstitious or magical 
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rites for a large number of Christians. 

In urging a reconsideration of the New Testament doctrine and practice 

of the sacraments, pa rticularly in tht light of the ethicul-community ecclesi­

ology, we ure concE-rned not simply that the Church be true to New Testam8nt 

teaching, but 8.1so believe that its t et.ching has never been more relevant than 

it is now~ It does not necessarily follow thct because something was believed 

and practised in a pa rticul. r form in the New Testament that the belief and 

practice must be mcintaine d unaltered in all succeeding generations. But to 

abo,ndon New Testament teaching demands thc most convincing reasons; I can think 

of no sound a rgument for abandoning the central community teaching of the New 

Testament. Certainly individualism is no viable alt~rnative in a world which 

cries out t o be shown the soc ial r elevance of the Christian gospel; and which 

totters on the brink of personal ~nd int er-national disaster through the indivi-

dual, r acial, and national animosities which tear us apart. In such a world 

the r e is no r eligious teaching n~re relevant than that contained in the New 

Testament , and which is the heart of sacramental practice. 
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THE PERSON AND VIORK OF CHRIST 

(Christology and Soteriology) 

l'age i1. 

CHAPTER I The ·, Ebhed Yahweh 

A. OLD TESTMIENT BACKGROUND (Deutero-Isaiah= Isa.40-55) 
1-

As Zimmerli hss shown , the word ~ebhed is used in the Old Testament 
2 . 

with a variety of meanings. Its primary secular usage denot es a state of 

servility though it is also used cs an expression of humility. In its r eli-

gious usage it denot es primarily the attitude of humility in the presence of 

God . Because of the nnture of the covenant r el a tionship between God and his 

people, which is the r ol ationship of the strong with the weak, it comes t o be 
3. 

used in the s ingular to ref~r to Israel . At the same time , since the covenant 

is mediated t hrough divinely chosen, outstanding individuals it comes also to ae 
4. 

use1 of such specially distinguished figures as a title of honour. 

Our conc ern, however, is with the meaning and significance of the 

title as used by Deutero-Isa~~h because i t is undoubt edly this conception of 

the ·ebhed Yahweh which is used i n int erpret ing the person and work of Christ 

in the New Testament. 

(a ) (i) The Unity of Isa. 40- 55 

Deutero-I sai ah 's~ems to be guilty of every conceivuble breach of 

good writing; he r epeats himself, contradicts hims elf, indulges in ambiguities 
5 . 

and abrupt breaks of context' . This f act h~s been variously int erpreted. 

Simon, f or example, r egards this as Vlrt of the unique style of the prophet 

who h~s used almost every meanS to communicate his message. Others have 
6. 

argued that this points to many hands at work in the composition of the section. 

A decision on this problem is cle&rly necessary for those who wish to discover 

the original message and its me~ing. Our concern, however, is to discover 

what meaning the title <ebhed Yahv,eh would hsve hsd for Jesus and the early 

Church. There can be no doubt whatever thst Jesus and his contemporaries did 

1. Transliterations throughout f ollow A. B. Davidson, An IntrOductory Hebrew 
Grammar, 1923, p . 4. 

2. W. Zimmerli & J. Jeremias , Servant, 1965, pp. 11-29. 
3. ibid p.19. 
4. ibid pp. 2Off. 
5. U.E. Simon, A Theology of Salvat i on, 1953, p.),. 
6. Cf . C.R. North , The Second Isaiah, 1964, pp. 4ff for a useful summary of 

the varying evaluations of the unity of Isa. 40-55. 
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regard not only Isa. 40-55 as a unity, but the whole of the present book 

comprising chapters 1-66. Thus the so-called ' Servant Songs' c2nnot be 

treated in isolation from their context, nor from the other references to the 

(ebhed in Isa. 40-55. 

(ii) The Date of the Prophecy 

The traditional date of the work is c 540 B.C., Le. during the exilIC 

in Babylon. This dating accepts that Cyrus r efers to the Persian king who was 

responsible for the fall of Babylon and is still widely supported. 
1. 

The tradi_ 

tional view has been seriously questioned by Torrey who, deleting the references 

to Cyrus and Babylon, dates the prophecy c 400 B.C. as belonging to the period 
2. 

of the diaspora. This view has been enthusiastically supported by Simon who , 

noting that there is no textual support for the excisions of Cyrus and Babylon 
3. 

from the text, interprets these typologically. 

With these two rival views we consequently have to interpret the 

historical situati;m of c, prominen-, section of Israel either in captivity in 

Babylon or widely dispersed through the ancient world , and that the return to 

Jerusalem envisaged by the prophet is either that of the exiles or the diaspora. 

In any event both theories present us with a divided Israel which the prophet 

envisages being re-uni ted through the work of the <"e bhed Yahv.eh. 

(iii) The <ebhed Yahweh; His Mission , Equipment and method of Accomplishment 

The setting of the prophet's me ssage is given in his opening assuranqe 

of comfort to God's , people (40.1) because, though they have sinned will yet 

receive a double measure of GOd's mercy (40.2). For this coming manifestation 

of God's mercy Isr,el is to prepare (40.3-5) and the prophet commands; 

o thou tlillt tellcst good tidings to Zion, get thee up into the high 
mountain; 0 thou that tellest good tidings to Jerusalem, lift up thy 
voice with strength; lift it up, be not afraid ; say unto the cities of 
Judah, Behold, your God! Behold the Lord Yahweh will come as a mighty 
one, and his arm shall rule for him; behold his reward is with him, and 
his recompence befor e him. He shall feed his flock like a shepherd, he 
shall gather the lambs in his arm, and carr~ them in his bosom, and shall 
gently l ead those that give suck. (40.9-11) 

From the highest mountain GOd's return to Jerusalem is to be announced 

with ringing joy. This is the basis of J erusalem's comfort. But when he 

1. C.C . Torrey, The Second Isaiah, pp. 15ff; His argument is reiterated in 
Harvard Theological Review , Vol. 44, pp 121ff. 

2. U.E. Simon, A Theology of Salvation, pp. 16ff (cf a lso G. Dahl, 'Some 
recent interpretations of Second Isaiah' in JBL; Vol. 48, 1929, p.376, 
who hails t his work of Torrey as comparable in i mportance to Wellhausen)_ 

3. ip'~d. ~specially 125ff. 
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returns he comes not in one glorious theophany, but bringing his people 

back to their own land. 

This is th0 heart of the prophetic message, and everything else 

that follows - whether it be the declaration of God's control of history 

(41 . 1.29), the futility of idols (40.12- 26), the great r evenge on Babylon 

(47.1-15 ), or the necessity of the purge of Israel (48.1-22) - is an expansion 

on this basic theme; God's deliverance of his people by leading them back in 

overwhelming joy t o J ~rusalem. To this same theme of God ' s r eturn to 

Jerusalem with his people is relc,t~d all that we are told of the ,:ebhed 

Yahweh. 

The first referenc~ to the ' ebhed we find in 41.8ff 

8. But thou, Israel, my servant, Jacob whom I have chosen, 
the seed of Abr aham my friend; 

9. Thou whom I have t aken hold of from the ends of the earth 
and called from the corners thereof , 
and said unto thee , Thou art my servant , 
I have chosen thve and not cast thee away ; 

10. Fear thou not, for I am with thee ; 
be not dismayed, for I am thy God: 
I will strengthen thee; yea I will help thee; 
yea I will uphold thee with thE: right hand of my righteousness. 

11. Behold , all they that are incensed ~gainst thee shall be ashamed 
and confounded: 

They that strive with thee shall be as nothing, and shall perish 

14. Fe,.r not thou worm J acob, 
~d ye men of Israel ; 
I will help thee, sa ith Yahweh, 
and thy r edeemer is the Holy One of Israel. 

15. Behold I Hill nnk~ the e a new sharp threshing instrument 
hc,ving teeth ; 

thou shat:t thresh the IUOunt ;;. ins , and be" t them small, 
and thou shalt make the hills as chaff .•••••• 

Here Israel, dispersed and scattered , fearing toc.t she has been 

forgotten by God because of all her afflictions which have made her a 'worm', 

is addressed as Yahweh's ~ebhed who h~s been call ed and chosen by God and , 

for this r eason, will never be forgotten by God. Though at present she is 

suffering , God's purpose with her is not at an end. He is still with her, 

and will help her. She will become an instrument of war in the hands of 

Yahweh, and all of those who oppress her will be 'ashame d and confounded ••.• 

they shall be as nothing, and shall perish '. Yahweh as the Lord of history 

will achieve his purposes through his (ebhe d, Israel . 

1. 
On the question of the identification of the <ebhed we need to note 

that he is here identified with Israel, and yet he appears t o be that part of 

1. For excellent summnrias of the major views taken on the identification of 
the ,ebhed Yahweh in Deutero-Isaiah , cf H.B. Rowley, The Servant of the Lord, 
1952, pp. 1-58; C.R . North, The Suffering Servant in Deutero-Isaiah, 1948~1 
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Israel which is scattered (or in exile) . This Dl"kes it impossible to 

identify the anonymous 'righteous one' who has be~n called from the East with 

Cyrus as the "ebhed Yahweh (41.1, 2 cf 44.28; 45.1 where Cyrus is actually 

named). Even if Deut ~ ro-Isaiah did think that Cyrus was to be the one through 

whom God would bring about the deliverance of his 0xiled (or dispersed) people, 

the suffering figure of Iso. . 53 certainly c=not be identified with Cyrus. 

Equally certainly neither l ater J ewish nor Christian exegetes around the time 

of Jesus made this identification. What we are told is that God's suffering 

people, who believe themselves to be forsaken by God, are his chosen (ebhed 

through whom he will work out his purposes in history. 

The next r eference to the 'ebhed Yahweh is given in the so-called 

first Servant song, Isa.42.1-9. 

1. Behold my servant , whom I uphold: 
My chosen in whom my soul d81ighteth: 
I have put ~~ spirit upon him; 
he shall bring forth mishpat to the Gentiles. 

2. He shall not cry, nor lift up 
nor c~use his voice to be heard in the street. 

3. A bruised reed shall he not break, 
and the smoking flax shall he not quench: 
he shall bring forth nashpat in truth. 

4. He shall not fail nor bo discouraged 
till he have set mishpat in the eclrth; 
and the isles shall wait for his torah. 

5. Thus saith the Lord Yahweh, 
he that created the heavens, and stretched them forth; 
he that spread abr oad the earth and that which cometh out of it; 
he that giveth bre~th unto the people upon it, 
and spirit to thenl that walk therein: 

6. I Yahweh ~lve called thee in righteousness , 
and will hold thine hand, and will keep thee, 
and give thee for a coven,mt of the people, 
for a light of the Gentiles; 

7. To open the blind eyes, 
to bring out the prisoners from the dungeon, 
and them that sit in darkness out of the prison house. 

8. I 2,m Yahweh; that is my name: 
and my glory will I not give to another, 
neither of my praise to graven images. 

9. Behold, the former things a r e to come to pass, 
and n eVi things do I declare: 
before they spring forth I tell you of them. 

This passage c learly continues the preceding controversy and answers 

the champions of paganism and the void in the heart of Israel. It is signif:!.-

cant that since there was no ~~ to respond to the challenge of Yahweh in 

official Israel (cf Isa.41.28) the title 'Isrnel' is not repeated in the 

address. Yahweh pr8sents his "ebhed to Israel and unfolds his equipment, 

task, ~d n~er of accomplishment. 

In addition to what we :.lreL.dy know of the ,ebhed I s divine election 

we are told t~qt he , like thc Messiah (cf Isa.ll.lff) is to be equipped with 
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the spirit of Yahweh to accomplish his task. 

Of the task of the ·' ebhed we a r e told thQt it is to establish mishpai;. 

Mowinckel het s rightly sa i d t hat the verb ~ means not to proclaim or announce 
1. 

sonething, but to establish it or bring it a bout. Mishpat he eXegetes as 'right 

religion' 'and so also the good fortunes and ideal conditions which will result 
2. 

when God's will is obeyed'. Johnson is prob~bly more correct when he not ~s 

that the parall elism mishpat-torah (Isa.42.4) is ancient end takes us back to 

cultic origins. 
3. 

The mishpc.i; governed civil 'Uld crimnal cases, the torah guided 

ceremonia l law. Moses, the l aw-giver in Israel, gave both to promote the welfare 

of the community. Subsequently the two concepts nearly fuse. Mishpai; cnme to 
4. 

refer mainly to law suits and the torah t o the divine will governing human law. 

The association of mishpat with the bruised r eed and dimly burning wick glances 

back to the administration of justice in a lawful trial. The accused man is 

examined and, if found guilty, his wick is extinguished after the verdict, and 
5. 

the st aff broken over the convict ed criminal. 
6. 

Occasionally a complete amnesty 

can be proclaimed . ~t therefor e the servant will accomplish by establishing 

the human l aw (mishpat) among all the nntions is the merciful r eprieve of God. 

The wick will burn again und the criminal not be beaten with the rod because, 

through the ' ebhed, men will stand not only in right r el at i onship with one another 

(mishpai;) but a lso be obedi ent to the divine will (torch) . 

Quell and Schrenk heve shown the intimate link between the concept of 
7. 

r ighteousness and mishpat in the Old Testament. God is supremely the Righteous 

One who manifests his righteousness in establishing the rights of his people. 

But the rights of Israel are a lways intimately bound up with their obedience to 

Yahweh, which means living according to his will (mishpai; and torah). Thus the 

establishment of Israel a l ways carries within it the concept of establishing a 

people who ar e both ethically and religiously right. ~~en we are told that the 

servant is called in righteousnes s to establish mishpa} in all the ee rth because 

of his endowment with the spirit of Yahweh, the implication is thet he i s the 

righteous one (cf IS3 .41.2) who will manifest the righteousness of God when 

Israel is re- established in Jerusa lem as ethica lly and religiously righteous. 

1. S. Mowinckel , He that Cometh, 1956, p. 190. 
2. ibid. 
3. A.R. J ohnson, The One a nd the Many, 1942, pp. 6 , 9, 63. 
4. U.E. Simon, A Theology of Salvation, 1953, p.83. 
5. ibid. C.R. North, The Second I sa iah, 1964, a d. loco 
6. ibid. and cf n. 5 for supporting authorities cited. 
7. G. Quell and G. Schrenk, art. 6l!~cI-'O<f~v'l I<T).' TWNT, Vol. IV. 
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Already within this passag.c we see the universalistic note which is 

to be sounded even more clearly in Isa. 45.20- 25 . The ~ebhed's t a sk is by no 

means limited to bringing this right comnunity and relationship with God to 

Israe l a lone . The r:Iishpat which he brings is 'to the Gentiles' . ..nd the whole 

earth is waiting for it. The :ebhed himself is to be a light to the Gentiles. 

This does not mee.n that Deutero-Isai uh h 3 S ab["J1doned J ewish na tionalism in favour 

of non-Jewish universa lism. There can be no doubt et all of the universalism in 

Deuter o-Isaiah , but this stems from a clear conviction that it is Israel that 

Yahweh has chosen (Isa. 41.8) ~.nd that in the cOming salvation Jerusalem is to 
l. 

be restor ed to her rightful central position uad glory. The f a ith that inspires 

this is that Yahweh is Isr ael ' s Gcd . nd she is his covenant people. To turn to 

Yahweh and t o be accepted by him means to be counted amo ng his people, Israel. 

Consec;uently it is the Jellish mishpat and t orah for which the world waits and 

which the "ebhed Yahweh is t o establish. 

The link bE:tween this exclusivism and universalism i s found in the 

unique concept of thE. scrv[<nt himself a s a covenant of the people. Nowhere 

else in the Old Test alflent is there such e per sonificution of the covenant. The 

most netural interpretation of it is tlliit for Deut ero-Isaiah the covenant is that 

v,hich has been est ablished betwe€l1 Yahv.eh and Israel. Since in Isa. 41.8 the 

servAnt has already beLn identified with Israel, what we e r e told here is that 

the ,ebhed-Israe l is to be the mee.ns by which a ll people will forge the covenant 

link with Yahweh. '" hen the people surrE:nder to Yahweh's covenant-making < ebhed 

then they will be brought out of the pE'gan darkness ::end prisons of futility. The 

universalism of Deut ero-Isaiah is an all-including nationalism which is r eligious 

and ethica l to the core . 

Equipped with the spirit of Yahweh JUd his righteousness, and made to be 

the one who is hiP"self the new covenant th6<ebhed is to Gccomplish his mission not 

through the exercise of tyrrany. He is certa inly no Cyrus who come s with 
2 . 

military prowess. He comes not to destroy but to r eprieve. How he is to 

achieve this we qre not yet told, all we are told is that he ~kes no vulgar 

display of his power, humility, or right eousness. 

Ag:linst this magnificent description of the, equipment, mission, and 

method of its accomplishmlout, the next reference to the <ebhed CODl8S as a complete 

1. Cf U.E. Simon, A Theology of Salvation, 1953, pp. 138f. 
2. cf a bove p.15. 
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surprise , and ~pparent ly contradicts all t hat we have le~rned of the 'ebhed 

Yahweh. We r ead in Isa . 42. 18-20; 

18. Hear, ye dea f: and look yc blind, that ye moy see. 
19. ~llio is blind but my servant? 

or deaf as my messenger that I send? 
who is blind as he that is a t peace (with me) 
and blind as Yahweh 's servant? 

20. Thou seest many things, but thou observest not; 
his ears are open , but~e hear eth not. 

The key-wo rd i n this s~ction i s 'blind' and recalls the promises made 

to the blind in verses 7 and 16 who ar" promised deliverance by Yahweh's cove-

nant <ebhed . But the pr obl em is that the ~ebhed himself is classed among the 

'blind' • This contradiction has l ed not a few commenta t ors to treat the 

introduction of the '.ebhed as a gloss . This may re~ue the consistency of 

Deutero- Isaiah, but is it really credible th~t a r edactor would have mode such 

an astounding error? It is surely better to a ccept this as a genuine oracl e 

and interpret it in the light of what f ollows; 

21. It pleased Yahweh, for his righteousness' sake , 
t o magnify t he t or ah, and make it honourable . 

22. But this i s all of them snar ed in holes, and they a r e hid in pri son 
houses: 

they a rc for a prey, and none dclivereth; 
for a spoil, cmd none saith , r esto r e . 

23. Who is there among you that will give oc.r to this? 
that will hearken and hear for the ·time t o come? 

24. Who gave Jacob for a spoil, and I srael to the robbers? 
did not Yahweh? hc against whom we have sinned, 
Eilld in whose ways they would not walk, 
nei ther were they obedient unto his torah. 

25. Therefore he poured upon him the f ury of his anger , and the strength 
of battle; 

and it set him on fire round a bout, and yet he knew not; 
and it burned him, yet he l a id it not t o heart. 

Clearl y Isa. 42 . 21-25 depicts the sad state of Israel, scatt er ed and 

amprisoned, and , above all , dispirited. In their despair they can see no hope 

of deliver ance or r estoration . To them comes the prophetic word that their 

present condition is no s ign of God 's a bsence . On the contrary, their suffering 

is because they have despised Yahweh and his torah. Because of this Yahweh's 

anger has been poured out upon them, and they have been defeated. Yet, despite 

a ll t~~t has happened to them they re~in blind and deaf t o the truth. They 

have r ead the ir defeat as the impotence of Yahweh and not us the enormity of 

their apostacy. 

In the light of this Yaweh' s reference to the blindness of his <: ebhed 

is to be interpreted as an anticipation of a cynic81 questioning about the great 

~ebhed Yahweh, who , a ccording to Isa . 41.8, is this SaL1e despairing , dispirited, 



Puge 18 . 

hopeless Isrnel. How is it possible that this po,. erless rabble is Yahweh's 

spirit-endowed ~ebhed who will bring light, liberty, and mishpet to all the 

world? Here is seen the poetic and drarratic genius of Deutero-Isaiah. Indeed, 

he declar es , Israel is a dispirited rabble. Indeed she is powerless. Indeed 

she is suff~ring . But her suffering is Yahweh's punishment not his i mpotence 

in the face of stronger f orces. Israel's conquerers have no room for pride. 

She is still God's elect -ebhed, and when she has learned to see and hear the 

meaning of her ignominy, then will she become God's instrument of salvation, not 

only f or herself, but for tho world also . 

This interpretation is confirmed in the glorious description of the 

coming new Exodus which f ollows on immedi at ely in Isa. 43.1ff. It begins with 

the affirrJation that it is Yahweh who creat ed Israel end r edeemed her when he 

delivered her ih the first Exodus from Egypt (Isa. 43.1-4). Now God is to bring 

about a new and even greater Exodus as he gathers Israel's seed from all the 

quarters of th~ earth and brings them back to their own l and (Isa.43.5-9). Israel, 

God's sc.rvcnt, is the " i tness of "hat God has done o.nd will witness the new 

Exodus ( Isa . 43.10-13 ) , and he ic to accomplish it in order th~t 'the people which 

1 formed for myself ••• might set farth my praise' (Isa. 43.21). But just as the 

glorious description of the ., c bhed in Isa . 42.1ff is followed by a description of 

the pitiful blindness of Israel, so here God's 'ebhed, Israel, is now depicted 

as those who. have turned away froul Yahweh (Isa.43.22) and , despite all their 

cultic per fo rmances h:w c 'we:. ried' Yahweh with their iniquity (Isa.43.23-24). 

Again the passage cancludes with the affirmatian that Israel's suffering is the 

just punishment af Yahweh. 

Just as this who l e section opened with the description of the equipment 

gnd l!lomentaus task of the <ebhed Yahweh, which l ed to. all the doubting whether 

Israel, scattered, imprisoned , and dispirit ed could be this s ervant, so it 

(mds by re-affirming (Isa. 44.1-5 ) : 

1. Yet now hear , 0 J acob my servant; 
and IsraBl, whott I have chosen; 

2. Thus saith Yahweh th~t = de th~\J , 

and formed the" from the womb, who will he lp thee : 
Fear not, 0 J a co b my S8rvant ; 
and thou Jeshurun, whom 1 have chosen. 

3. For I will pour water upon h ill, that is thirsty, 
and streams upon the dry ground: 
I will pour l!lY spirit upon thy sued , 
and my blessing upon thine offspring: 

4. And they shall spring up among the grass, 
a s willows by the watercourses. 
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5. One shall say , I am Yahweh's; 
and another shall ca ll himself by the name of Jacob; 
and another shall subscribe with his hand unto Yahweh, 
and surnatle himself b~ the nWlle of IsraeL 

Again we are l eft in no doubt at all that this scatt ered Israel is indeed Yahweh's 

, ebhed. In the pOI',er of God's help she shall become great and then many will 

r a lly themselves to her wishing to be a p~rt of Israel in offering allegiance to 

Yahweh. ~'hen the spirit which Yahweh has poured upon his • ebhed will be poured 

upon this new 's~ed '. All tho s~who unite themselves to God's covenant <ebhed 
\ 

will share in his endowment with the spirit of God. The I'.hole is a message of 

hope to God's chosen people t emporarily under his rod b8cause of their folly, 

iniquit y, and disobedience, who areo neverthel ess his chosen ;,ebhed through whoa 

his univorsa l salvation will be wrought . 

This same affirmation tha t Isr~el in captivity (or dispersion) is God's 

, ebhed who will not be forgottEm is repeat ed in Isa. 44. 2lF ; 

21. Remember these things, 0 Jacob; 
and Isracl, for thou art qy ser vant: 
I have formed thee; 
thou art my serv:mt: 
o Israe l , thou shalt not be forgotten of me. 

22. I have blotted out, a s ~ thick cloud , thy tre~sgressions, 
and as a cloud thy sins: 
r eturn unto me ; 
for I have redeemed thee . 

Here , in the calIon the ~ ebhed is made explicit what is implied throughout 

I.hat has gone before . Israel is Yahweh's chosen ~d redeemed ~ebhed, but for 

the fulfilment of her mission in the world she must r eturn to Yahweh from her 

r ebelli on. Then the ringing cry of God's victory will break forth (Isa.44.23). 

Vrhdt is implied in ' returning' to Yahweh is made more explicit in 

Isa. 44.26f which, ::.t th", s:me time, suggests that the "ebhed is the righteous 

remnant within the captive or dispersed Israel; 

Thus saith yahweh ••.• 
that confirmeth the word of his s ervant, 
and performeth the counsel of his messengers ; 
that said of J erusalem, She shall be inhabited; 
and of the cities of JudGh, They shall bG built, 
and I will r c ise up the waste places thereof: 
that saith to the deep, Be dry, 
and I will dry up thy rivers . 

What Yahweh wil l accomplish is that, hich his "ebhed proclaims; the restoration 

of Judah and Jerusalem wht n, as at the first Exodus , he commands the rivers to 

be dry that Israel might come out of her captivity into the le~d given her by 

Yahweh. The ~ebhed is he who knows that Yahweh is indeed Lord of history and 

therefore procl~ims t he f a ith that the people of God will be restored to their 
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land in the powor of Yahweh. 

Whether we identify the Cyrus of Isa.44.28 with the Persian king of 

that name who in Isa .45.1 is called God's messiah, or treat him typologically 

as the!messianic deliverer froL' Babylon, the type of historical wickedness, 
l. 

apostacy , end cruelty, it is clear that no sinple identificat ion of this messianic 

figure and Yahweh's -< e bhed can be made . It cannot be made because we are told 

quit e explicitly that Cyrus has be~n call ed for the sake of Yahweh's'cbhed, 

Israel; 

For J aco b my serv,mt' s sake , 
and Israel my chosen, 
I have called thee (Cyrus) by thy nnme: 
I have surnamed the e , 
though thou ha st not known m~ . (Isa .45.4) 

Yahweh's . ebhed is and reL. lins Isra"l. If we accept the traditional dating of 

the prophecy during the R~bylonian exile and that Cyrus is the Persian king, then 

the passage is probably to be interpreted as showing that Deutero-Isaih cherished 

the hope (fa lsely as it turned out) that Cyrus was to be used by God to deliver 

Israe l back to her own Innd which miracle , a s we shall see , will be the seed out 

of which the universa l Isra el will grow. If we acc.pt the l ater duting of the 

work during the diaspor a , and the typologica l exegesis of Cyrus end Babylon, 

then the passage is to be interpr et ed messianicclly indicat ing th&t Yahweh' s 

ideGl ··-ebhed-messiah would ~merge in the midst of his "lect <ebhed-p eople to 

effect his purposes f or Isra el and f or the ~orld through Israel. 

This passage is followed by the announcement of God's r etribution 

against Babylon (Isa.47), and then in Isa.48 the focus returns to Israel. 

Here a new theme is introduc ed which pl ays an increasingly more i mportent rOle 

until it reaches its climax in Isa.53. Until now we have heard repeatedly of 

Israel's and the <. ebhed Yahweh 's suffering. This suffering Vie have been t old 

is not to be interpreted in terms of the i mpotence of Yahweh, but rather in terms 

of his power t o punish IsrGe l f or the enornity of her a postacy end disobedience. 

This theme is continued in Isa .48.8f, but in verse 10 Wb learn t hat this suffering 

has a r edemptive purpose; 

Behold, I have refined thee, but not a s silver; 
I have chosen thee in the furnac e of afflic tion. 

Israel, the ·, ebhed has been chosen in the 'furnace of affliction' t o be 

1. U.E. Simon, A Theo l ogy of Salvation, 1953, pp l25ff. For a full discussion 
of the conflicting int crpret o.t ions of this section cf C.R. North, The Second 
Isaiah, 1964, ~dL_l()2' 
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his mighty ~ebhed. 

Now to this <ebhed chosen in the furn£.ce of affliction goes out the 

co~d of Yahweh to gathGr themselves together to remember what Yahweh did for 

his people in the first Exodus (Isa.48.12-19), nnd in the light of this 

20. Go ye forth from Bnbylon, 
f l ee ye from the Chnldeans ; 
with n voice of singing declare ye, 
tell this even to the end of the ea rth: 
sny ye , Ynhweh hath redeemed his servant Jacob. 

As the f ollowing verse makes abundently plnin with its references to being led 

through the des ert ~nd the water flowing from the rock, this is a call to begin 

the new Exodus of r~d's people from their affli ct i on and enslavement to their 

own land. 

This leads iomedint ely into the so-ca lled second Servont Song (Isa.49.1ff) 

1. Listen, 0 isles , unto me; 
~d hearken , ye peoples from f a r: 
Yahweh hath called me from the womb; 
from the bowels of my mother hath he rr~de mbntion of my name: 

2. And he hath made my mout h like a sharp sword, 
in the shadOW of his h~d hath he hid me; 
and he hath m . .-. de me a polished shaft, 
in his quiver hath he kept me close: 

3. And he said unto me, Thou art my servant Israel, (1) 
in whom I will be glorifi ed . 

4. But I said, I h~ve laboured in vain , 
I have spent my strength for nought nnd vanity: 
yet surely my judgement is with Yahweh, 
and my recompense with my God. 

5. And now sai th Yahweh 
that formed me from the womb to be his servant, 
to bring J aco b again to him, 
and thk~t Israel should be gathered unto him: 
(for I am honourable in the eyes of Yahweh, 
and my God is become my strength: ) 

6. Yea, he saith, It is too light a thing th'1t thou shouldest be my servant 
to r aise up the tribes of Jacob, 
and to restore the preserved of Israel: 
I will also give thee for a light to the Gentiles, 
that thou mayest be my sp.lvation unto the end of the earth. 

To the concept of the ~ ebhed certain notable features are added . He 

tells us of his being prepared from the womb to fulfil his mission, and being held 

in readiness by Yahweh, like e sword in the scabbard or an ar row in the quiver, 

until he received his explicit call to "ppear to Israel as the "ebhed. Whether 

we identify thE: < ebhed with the dispersed or exiled Israel, or a righteous remnant 

1. S. Mowinckel, He That Cometh, 1956, pp 462-464 has given the reasons for the 
exclusion of the word 'Isrnel' from the text. His Lain reaSons a r e stylistic. 
If we do not follow Mowinckel in treating the Serv£.nt Songs ~isol~tion from 
the r est of Deutero-Isiah, a procedure which would have been unknown in the 
time of Christ, when we must note that in 8 of the previous 13 references 
the ~ebhed h~s been identified with Israel (i.e. 1sa.41.8,9; 44.1,2,21 (twice); 
45.4; 48.20). In any event the teKt is supported by the text of Isaiah dis­
covered among the Dead Sea Scrolls and thus would hove undoubtedly been in the 
scriptures used by Jesus rilld the early Church and have been part of their 
unders~ding of tho concept of the 1 ebhed. 
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1. 

within Isra~l, or a single individual who a lone in the sight of God i s Israel, 

it is cl ear that the (ebhed a lready exists t o lead his people back in the New 

Exodus. He simply awaits the explicit call of Yahweh. 

Here the t a sk of the 'ebhed is more explicitly defined. He is ' to 

bring Jacob aga in to him, and that Israel should be gather ed unto him'. His t ask 

is the conversion and restoration of Israel. Th0 wo rds a bout the gathering in of 

the disp ersed and the whole context of the new Exodus makes it plain that the con-

version of Israel will l ead t o the re storation of the nation Israel when it will be 

gathered t ogether again in the homol r nd. 

It is the concept of the <ebhed Israel having the task of converting and 

restoring Israel which hrs cast doubts on the originality of the word 'Israel ' 

in verse 3. But, a s we have seen, Israel as seun with the eyes of God , tha t 

Israe l which despite everything that has happened persists in the f a ith that Yahweh 

is the Lord of history and will redeem his people and r e st ore them to their 
2. 

homeland, that Israel already exists and awaits but the command of Yahweh. Tlu·.t 

faithful r emnant (or individual) is Israe l being prepa r ed by God in the fires of 

affliction (Isa 48 .10) f or tho appoint ed time to be the new Moses of the n ew 

Bxodus. 

When the <ebhed is in despair , and r ests his cause on Yahv.eh, he is 

brought to the main point of his mission. In answer t o his prayer and complaint, 

Yahweh tells him that to r estore Israel is too limited an a im. He will be made 

the bea r er of light, the bringer of mishp~t (Isa.42 .1 etc.) ~d so a mediator of 

salvation f or a ll peopl es , th.-,t the whole world may shar e in the sa lvation. 

3. 
Aga in, as in Isa . 44 .5, the universalism is viewed through the eyes of 

nationalism. It is the miracle of deliverance frQm s ervitude t o foreign kings 

which will l ead t o the conversion of the nc:tions for, through it, they will know 

that 'Yahweh i s f aithful, even the Holy One of Israel, who hath chosen thee ' 

(Isa . 49.7). The ;.ebhed in Isa.49.8 , just as in Isa.42.6 is himself t o be the 

'covenant of the people ', i. e . he is the true covenant peopl e through whom, by 

joining themselves t o him, the nations Vlill shar e in God's covenant with Isr ael. 

This f aith is firmly r ooted not in a ny theophany , but in the deliverance within 

1. U.E. Simon , A Theol ogy of Sa lvation , 1953, p.163. 
2. Cf above p.19 
3. On this cf abovv p.18f . 
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history by God of his afflict ed peopl e (Isa .49.9-13). 

~'his poen is followed by a dia logue between Yahweh [end J erusaleJ:l. In 

Isa. 49.14 Zion complains that she has been forgotten by Yahweh, which brings 

forth the assuranc e t~t Yahweh's l ove for his people is stronger than that of w 

mother f or her child; though a mother "lily forget her child Yahweh will n uver 

forget Jerusalef1 (Isa.49.15) [md in the coming neVi Exodus he will clothe Jerusalem 

with those who have destroyed her (Isa .19.17,18) and she will receive her scatt er ed 

children aga in (Isa.49.20). Again Yahweh anticipates the cry of despair that 

J erusa l em has be8n r obbGd of her children (Isa.49.21) and assures her that the 

nations will come bea ring her sons ~nd hur daught ers hone again (Isa .49.22) rmd 

he will destroy those who continue their oppression (Is".49 .26) Gnd do not join 

themselves to her (Isa.23) . The passage concludes by reiterating that Isravl' s 

present sorry plight is not a sign of Yahweh's i mpot ence to redeen, but of Israel 's 

sin and Yahweh's punishment. 

This then leads int o the great third Servant Song ( I sn.50.4-11 ) in which 

so IlL"..ny of the previous themes are gc.ther ed up. Here ar e combined the thenes of 

the suffering of th8~ ebhed Yahweh who has 'returned to Yahw8h' (Isa . 44.21) and 

in quiet confidence knows t rlilt Yahweh will redeem him (cf Isa.44.26) by giving 

him victory over his eneLues, He is in this passage indeed the <ebhed chosen 

'in the furnace of affliction' (Isa .48 . 10) , but he is nonetheless the <ebhed 

upon whom the spirit of Yahweh has be,-,n poured (Isa . 42.1) in whom and through 

whon God will work his miracle of r est ol'C1tion (lsa .49.5 ff). If he is at 

present the suffering ~ ebhed he will be the miraculously vindicated {ebhed 

Yahweh. 

4. The Lord Yahweh hath given me the t ongue of thenl thnt are t aught, 
that I should know how to sustain with words him that is weary; 
he wakeneth mo rning by morning, 
he wakeneth mine ea r t o hc·a r :1S they that a r e t aught. 

5. The Lord Yahweh hath opened !nine ear, 
= d I was not rebellious, 
neither turned away ba ckwa rd. 

6. I gc;ve my back to the snit ers, 
and "IY cheekS to then that pluck off th<:! ha ir: 
I hid not my f ace frum shc.me ffild spitt ing . 

7. For the Lord Yahweh will help me; 
ther efore have I not been confounded : 
therefo r e have I set my f a ce like a flint, 
and I know that I shi.,ll not be ashame d. 

8. He is near that justifieth mv; 
who will contend with me? 
let us s tand up t ogether: 
who is mine adversary? 
l et hin co~e ncar to me . 



9. Behold, the Lord Yahweh will help oe; 
who is he that shall condenm me? 
behold, they all shall wax old ~ s a garoent; 

·the moth. smll eat theo up. 
10. V[ho is among you that feareth Yahweh, 

that obeyeth the voice of his servant? 
He that walketh in d2rkness, and hath no light, 
let hio trust in the naoe of Yahweh, 
und stay upon his God. 

11. Behold, all ye that kindle a f i r e , 
that gird yourselves about with firob~unds: 
walk ye in the flame of your fire, 
and among the brands that ye have kindled. 
This ye shall haVE of mine hand; 
ye shall lie down in sorrow. 

P2.ge 24. 

This poeo adds little thut is frlsh to our understanding of the ~ebhed. 

Its great value is in it s drawing together the teaching tha t has been buildingpP 
, 

throughout the previous chapters. His t a sk and equipment a re, however, oade 

yet more explicit . His mission is to strengthen by his word the 'weary', those 

who stand in need of salvation, i. e. all Israel and the world through Israel. 

As a pre~cher of the wo rd of Ya hweh he is instructed and inspired by Yahweh. 

Mowinckel notes tha t ' as elsewhere in l ater Juda ism, th~ conceptions of the 

learned (thiwise) and of t he inspired, who er e endoned with the spirit, are 
1. \ 

blended . ' In the light of this blending of the two conceptions we do wr ong to 

treat · the idea of inspiration by the spirit as if this were simply subjective 

experience of an individual unconnect ed with his message e.nd life of quiet brave 

endurance in the fac e of severe opposition. The <, ebhed, possessed of the 

spirit (Isa .42.l), is 2lso and by this same possession the preacher of the word 

of Yahweh , and it is bec::use his word is inspired by Yahweh that he knows it will 

be fulfilled giving him the grounds of his confidence in the face of his suffering. 

He knows that Yahweh will 'justify' him, i . e . maintain his cause by the outcome 
2. 

of events. The core of this psa lm rests not in the suffering of the <'.ebhed but 

in the confident trust in Yahweh's ability to vindicat e him through his bringing 

to pcss the prophetic message. His message . nd his vindic[,tion are both Yahweh's 

work through him. 

This poem is followed by a r eciting again of the lessons of history 

as thE bLsis for the trust in the coming miraculous act of deliver ance (Isa . 

5l .1ff) and l eads to the thrice r epeat ed 'Awake!' (I3a .51.9,17; 52.1); the 

call to Jerusalem to know thc.t God hL.s r emoved the cup of his angEr from her 

(Isa.51.22f), and to pr0pare herself for hur coming deliver 'U1ce, nnd the 

return of Yahweh to Zion (Isa.52.9) bringing his people with him (Isa.52.10ff). 

1. S. MowinckEl, He that Cometh, 1956, p . 194. 
2 .!'l?~d, p.195. 
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This leads into the great clicax of the prophetic message in the final Servant 

Song (Isa. 52.13-53.12). 

13. 

14. 

15. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

1. 
Behold my servant shall attain his aim 
he shall be exalted and lifted up, and shall be very high. 
Like ~s many were astonied at thee 
(his visage was so marred more than an~ man, 
and his form m~re than the sons of men) 
So shall he startle many nations; 
kings shall shut their mouths at hiLi: 
for that which had not been told then shall they see; 
.md that which they h-':td not htard shall th0y understc.nd. 

IYho hath believed our report? 
and to whora hath the arm of Yahweh been rbvealed? 
For he grew up before him as n tender plant, 
end a s a r 'Jot out of a dry ground: 
he hath no form nor comeliness; 
. ,nd when WE: see him there is no beauty thl:'.t we should de sire him. 
He was despised, ~nd rejected of men; 
a man of sorrows, Etnd acquainted with grief: 
rund as one from whom men hide their f~ce he w~s despised, 
->od we esteemed him not. 

Surely he hath borne our griefs, 
and cerried out sorrows: 
Yet we did esteem him stricken, 
smitten of God, and afflicted. 
But he was wounded f or our transgressions, 
he was bruised for our iniquities: 
the chastisement of our peace was upon him; 
and with hisJtripes we are healed. 
All we like sheep have gone astray; 
we have turned everyone to his o~n way; 
and Yahweh hath l eid on hirl the iniquity of us all. 

He was oppressed, yet he humbled himself 
and opened not his mouth; 
as a lamb that is led to the slaughter, 
and as a sheep thgt before her shearers is dumb; 
yea he opened not his mouth. 
By oppression rund judgement he was t~ken away; 
and as for his generation who considered 
that he was cut off from the land of the living? 
for the transgression of my people was he stricken. 
And they made his grave with the wicked, 
and v:ith the rich in his death; 
a lthaugh he hnd done no violence, 
neither was any deceit in his mouth. 

Yet it pleased Yahweh to bruise him: 
he hath put him to grief: 
when thou shalt make his soul an .'a sham, 
he shall see his seed, 
he shall prolong his days, 
and the pl~lsure of Yahweh shall prosper in his hand. 

He shall see the travail of his soul, 
,~nd sh'1ll be satisfi",d: 
by his knowledge shE.ll my righteous servant justify many: 
and he shall bear their iniquities. 
Therefore will I divide him a portion with tile great, 
and he shall divide the spoil wi~h the strong; 
because he poured out his soul unto deeth, 
and was nuobered with the tr"msgressors: 
yet he bare the sin of many, 
and made intercession for the tr~nsgressors. 

1. Following the translation of Mowinckel, He tl~t Cometh, 1956, p.196 which 
rightly in the R. V. margin is tn.nslct ed 'prosper' r ather tru.m 'deal wisely'. 

2. So R.V. margin. 
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This gr8at poem falls QOst natura lly into five main sections which 

are indicated in the form in which it has been quoted above. 

The first section continues the theme of the coming glory. Here 

we are told of the great Rnd incredible things which will befall the _ebhed 

which will occasion amazement and recognition of Yahweh's might t y the kings 

who before had been disgusted at and disdainful of him. 

In the second section (Isa.53.1-3) certain persons ('we') witness to 

his previous humiliation . We ~re not told who these persons are, but 

is doubtless correct in interpreting them as the watchmen of J erusalem 

Simon 
l. 

(Isa.52.8). 

If this is so then the watchmen,who sing out the welcome to the returning exiles 

as Yahweh leads them hom~here justify themselVES for their inability to discern 

that the utterly humiliated :·nd suffering" ebhed is in fact Yahweh's messianic 

deliverer. 

• 
In the next section, particularly verse 4, the no rea 1 Jewish theolo-

gical grounds for the non-recognition of the < ebhed arE: given. They had seen 

the sufferings of the" ebhed 0.S the judgement of God against the sinner. But 

now, in view of the fact of the glorious miracle that Yahweh has wrought, such 

an interpretation is no longer possible . It is now that the 'we' recognise 

the truth of what has been a constantly r ecurring theme throughout the prophecy; 

it is the sin and apostasy of Jerusalem which hBs l ain behind all her suffering 

and defeats . The basis for the suffering of the <ebhed Yahweh is this same 

disobedience, BUd he has suffered a lthough it is continually asserted that he 

is innocent .U1d righteous (cf Isa.53.9). 

In the ,next section (Iso. 53.7-9) the theme of the innocent suffering 

of the ebhed because of 'our' sins is continued, and to it is added that in 

his suffering the,ebhed was totally unimpressive [md submitted to this apparent 
injustice 

~ without a murmur. If the text is t aken literally it implies the death of the 

~ ebhed (Isa. 53.8 , 'he was taken away', 'he was cut off from the IFind of the 

living' ). But it is not clear that we should interpret these verses literally, 

for if the disease was l eprosy , as is suggested by Duhm, Nyberg, Mowinckel and 

1. U.E. Simon, A Theology of Salvation, 1953, p.204 



Page 27 . 
i. 

Simon among others, then the suffering <ebhed (whether he be regarded as an 

individual or a righteous remnant) WRS cut off from all normal social and 

cultic activities until he had off0red his_ asham or guilt-offering and had 
2. 

undergone extensive rit es f or his re-incorporation into the life of his peopl e . 

Thus the sufferer could, with little forcing of the natura l sense of words, be 

spoken of as being 'taken away' or ' cut off from the land of the living' without 

implying his actual physical death. 

Again the reference to his grave being r"de "ith the wicked and his 

sepulchre with the rich (Isn.53.9) need not ~ply a liteYJ l burial of the :ebhed. 

Cut of f from the community the sufferer is cut off not only from social activi-

ties but a lso from the r eligious activities by ;-,hich the life of Israel was 

maintained . Cast off fror.. both Yahweh [end his people &s e. sinner he would 

be for all practical purposes dead and buried , unless he recover ed from his 

sickness end was restored to the community. 

In the fin~l section of the poem a new element is added to what we 

have a lready seen of the innocence of the .. ebhed who suffers bec~,use of sin, 
3. 

not his own but 'ours', his fellow-countrymen, 'the nqny'. Now we are told 

that the suffering of the <ebhed is in the purposes of Yahweh for the redemp-

tion of the ' nany'. 

The significance of this for the speakcrs is not to be seen simply 

in what might be termed the psychologica l effect of innocent suffering which 

a rouses the confession of guilt and penitence. The signific~nce lies also 

in the 'reward' of the <ebhed which, according to truditiona l Jewish belief, 

must c ome to the pious and the innocent. Thus Yahwen gives the assurance 

trot he wil l restore the <ebhed which r estoration w(.s st;:.tcd in the opening 

section of the poem (Isa. 52.13-15). For the writers this restoration still 

lies in the futurb; it is prophecy, This is corrobor~ted by the literary 

forr.. nnd by the tenses ; frOIa v.lO qnwards the imperfect is used in contrast 

1. Cf S. Mowinckel , He that COIl!et~, 1956, p.200 ; D.E. sill'lOn, A Theology of 
Salvation , p.207. This view hz.s b",en rejected, [!!long others , by C.R. North , 
ThE) Suffering Serv,mt in Deutero-Isaiah , 1948, p.148, who lists support ing 
"uthorities. No decision on this question is poss1bl-e in a final and autho­
rit~tive senSe . Interpretnticln is ba sed '~n whether we are dealing with factual 
reporting or poetic imagery. I fun inclinud to the view th~t the pitiful lot 
of the ... ebhed is being depicted Jloet ic~ll:T against the bnckground of Jewish 
l aws concerning l epr osy . 

2. Cf P. K. Yerkes , Sacrifice , 195}, pp . 187ff; H. Ringgren , §acrificc, 1962 p.34 
3 . Isa. 53.11,12 should read 'thQ ~' and not simply 'many ' as in the R.V. 

The article is omitted in pOetical style . It refers t o tho; cor.nunity a s con­
trasted with the individual, an<t so l:l",anS 'all' (cf 5. Mowinckel, He that 
Concth , 1956, p.202 n.l.) 
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to the perfect of the preceding verses. 

WW,t is announced is that the sui'fering and 'deeth' of the <ebhed 

is part of the divine purpose . It wa s by this gra cious purpos~ vf Yahweh tha t 

the ~bhed was bruised for the sins of others. This was n ecessary that they 

oight recognise their sins, do penance, and be converted to Yahweh, and thus, 

by the way he opened for 'thE. rnany~ to be r estore d to Yahweh through him. Now 

by God's gracious act the <E. bhed will be:: c aused to ' stl'md forth us righteous' 

before them , in the light of which they will be comptllE;d to acknowledge that 

he was no sinner though hE: sui'fercd . This will happen by the great ~racle of 

Yahweh. Then will not only the sinners know that the " ebhed was in the right, 

sui'fering because of their sins, but also the kings and nations will be amazed 

when they see the great miracle. The oira cle is tha t Yuhwch will restore the 

despised outcast or, if we t a ke his dcc.th literally, r a ise up the dead IIlan from 

his gra ve. Then he will 'se e his seed' (presumably this means that he will be 
1-

restored to fellowship with his spiritual children), prolong his days, see his 

work cro~ned with succe ss , and reap 311 the glory that an enst ~rn poet could 

possibly describe. 

The r 8stomtion of the "ebhed, a nd his bringing the exiles hOLle in 

triumph to Jerusalem is the crown of the divine purpose. Through it the blessing 

will bE; brought to 'the many', which Deans the restora tion of fellowship with 

Yehweh, I'lIld true mishput not only in un obedient Isr'., ,, l but through all the ~orld . 

Thus thE; end of the poem is linked with the opE;ning. This restorution is the 

glorious hope of' the future. From the stnndpoint of the poem the sui'ferings of 

the <ebhed h~ve ulrendy t &ken pL.ce, und the suprE.me concern of the poet is to 

proclaim this cooing miracle for ' the ta:'.ny'. 

To describe ho~ 'the many' will participate in thE; blessings of the 

' ebhed the poct speaks in terms of the s ncrificial ' a sham or guilt offering 

(Isa. 53.10). 

If ever we a r c to understa nd the ~eaning of sacrifice in ancient 

Isra el then due recognition has t o be given to the Israelite understanding of 

the fine inter-relationship that was believe d to exist between the eternal and 

temporal worlds . ThE' source of c:ll life wa s Yahweh, -:nd only by maintaining 
2. 

the covenant relation ship v:ith Yahweh could life und welJ!being be mainta ined. 

1. Cf Isa iah 8.16, 18; S. Mowinckel, He that Cometh, 1956, p.205. 
2. J. Pedersen, Isra el, Ill-IV, 1959, pp.299ff. 
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:.t the s n.me time the fine inter-relationship between the individual and the 

community is to be borne in mind. Judaism was not just :1 collection of more 

or less like-minded individuf.,ls . Their worship was a group activity, and their 

solidarity dbpended on th" cult. Through it Yah"eh end his people r enEwed the 

covenant which ensured the 'd,ll- being of Israel. 9.'he centre of th" COV8n, .. nt-

r estoring cult in post ·exilic times w:: s the. sanctuary in Jerusa lem. It WdS 

here that the life of Israel was maintained by the gracious condescension of 
1. 

Yahweh through the cultic rites that he h8d ordained . Conse~uently he who 

incurred uncleanness of any kind, moral or ceremonial, t~inted the whole group; 

end the sanctu.o'lry was the focus of the taint; 'the rum that is unclean nnd does 

not purify himself, tha t soul shall be cut off from the f:lidst of the assembly , 
2. 

because he hath defiled the sanctuary of Yahweh. ' 

As Eichrodt h:1S convincingly demonstrat('d the corpor ate concept of sin 

did not belong simply t o the earlier days of Israel's life. Even , .s t he more 

objective concept of sin becnoe filled in with an ever- increasing awar eness of 

its inwardness as a revolt ag~inst God, it w~s still perceived that the will of 

God was r~levant to the totality of hunan life, and individual offences against 
3. 

this will could not be r egarded ~tomistically. Sin is nny act that breaks the 

order set by God for human life in this world c~d is seen to spring from the 
4. 

desire O~ man to live 'by himself' r<ithout God. 

When sin is seen thus as :l failure to r.lElintr,in the stand:lrds set by God 

which has dire repercuss ions on the life of the community, bE:caus" they defile 

the sanctuar y, the place of r enewing the COVelk'OIlt with Yahweh , it is obvious 

tlk'lt cultic rites should grow up to deal with the problem of sin, guilt, p~d klint . 

There were two such rites; the gatt' ath (commonly tr,mslfl ted CIS sin offering) 

and ~ asham, (co=only tr:mslated as guilt offering ) . ~bst scholars have noted 
5. 

the grent difficulty in defining pr.gcisely the differences between the t wo rites , 
----- . 

That they over-lap to n gr eat extent cannot be doubted. In view of the fact th:at 

it is by no meHns i mprobable thnt in Isn. 53 . 8 , 9 the prophet is depicting the 
6. 

pitiful lot of the 'ebhed against th", background of Jewish l ews concerning leprosy 

1 . P. K. Yerkes, Sacrifice, 1953, p.18O ; R. de Vaux , Anc i ent Israel, 1961 , p . 418 
2. Num. 19.13, 20 . 
3. W. Eichrodt , TheOlogy of th" Old Testament , 11, 1967, pp. 38Off , especially 

pp . 384- 387. 
4 . H. Ringgren , Sacrifice , 1962 , p . 32 . (cf Ps. 10, 2 , 3 ,4, 6 .) 
5 . cf . J . Pedersen, Israel, lll- l V, 1959 , p.369 ; R. de Vr.ux, Ancient Israel, 

1961, pp. 419f; H. Ringgren , Sacrifice, 1962 , pp . 28F. 
6. Cf nbove p.27 
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it is not without significance that in the laws concerning the recovery from 

leprosy it is required that the individual offer an )aSham (Lev. 14. 12ff ) and 

also thjt the laws relating to the offering of an )asham in Lev. 5. 1-6 deal 

main '.y with instances of ceremonial impurity or taboo, such as touching a corpse. 

In the Hebrew view of the world divided, in the sight of God , into clean 
l-

and unclean, and what was wlclean covered a wide variety of things, it was 

believed that by coming into contact with that which was unclean contaminated 

the person with that uncleanliness, which rendered him 'unfit for regular fe llow-

ship with the rest of the community, and above all, unfit for any communication 
2. 

with the divine world, with God'. Such an unclean person had to be 'cut off' 

from the community until he recovered from his leprosy or any other form of 

uncleanliness and the taint of it, and removed the impurity by libations and the 

offering of an lasham. Such sacrifices were thought to remove the impurity from 

the person in ques tion and to effect his reintegration into the normal life of 
3. 

the community. 

4. 
The rituals of the hatt)ath and )asham rites need not detain US here. . .. 

One item that is obviously original and essential is the laying of the h ·gnd on 

the head of the sacrificial a~imal (cf Lev. 4. 4,15,24,29,33). Most scholars 

are agreed that tnis act was not to transfer the sin of the individual to the 

'illimal, but rather to indicate th~t this particular animal is that being offered 

by the individual. 
5. 

It expresses the close association of the offerer and the 

victim. 

Wi th this in mind we can return to try to understand what is meant 

when we are told that the (ebhed is himself the )asham (Isa.53.10). It is 

• significant that the prophet tells us explicitly that the 'ebhed is innocent 

and that it is 'we' who are conscious of 'our' guilt. This is a reversal of 

the normal use of )asham by which an offender waS restored to the community, 

or tile community its elf was made ceremonially clean. !.1owinckel explains this 

as presupposing the belief th 2t an offender can be purified by the vicarious 

1. Cf H. Ringgren, Sacrifice, 1962 , p.34. 
2. ibid. 
3. P.K. Yerkes, Sacrifice, 1953, p.156. 
4. The ritual of the hatt'ath is described in Lev. 4.3-31; 6.25-30. The ritual 

of the )asham is not described in detail, but must be inferred from two 
shorter references in Lev. 5.6-13; 7.1-7, in which it is stated that the 
rites are essentially the same. 

5. Cf R. de Vaux , Ancient Israel, 1961, pp.416, 449; J Pedersen, Israel, lll-lV, 
1959, p.366; H. Ringgren, Sacrific e , 1962, p.30. 
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l. 

offering of a sacrifice for purificat ion such "s Job offered for his sons . 

'According to tile ancient mode of thought the family, the tribe, or the people 

is a unity; a nd thus the decisive factor in at onement for an offence is not 

that the culprit should himself p,,;;y the penalty but that the community to which 

he belongs should do so. Accordingly, one " ith whom one is in felloNship can 
2. 

intervene as his redeemer.' Since, however, one could hardly suggest that for 

Deutero-Isaiah a 'fellowship exists between the (ebhed =d the many who have 

oppressed, scorned, and cut him off as a Sinner, this interpretation fails to 

satisfy. In speaking of him as the )asham for the many , clearly the poet is 

calling on the many to recognise him as the sacr ificial victim for their sins . 

And when it is recognised that he is the innocent one and that 'the many' are 

guilty, and th~t the ' asham was offer ed to restore the unclean to the ceremonially 

right community, then it is clear that he is the heart of the new community. 

The suffering and vindication of the (ebhed is his )asham which, together with 

his message, is to 'bring back Jacob unto him, and that Israel should be gathered • . 

to raise up the tribes of Israel' and to be a 'light to the Gentiles' (Isa.49,5 16) 

We might interpret the effects of the suffer ing in psychological t er ms, bringing 

about a true penitence in those who witnessed his humiliation and restoration. 

But to a Jew the re13tionship between the .. ebhed and the community is far more 

intimate and concrete tnan that. His ) asham creates the new community for worship 

and mishpai; in whicll the many Hhy participate. His rel>tionship with the com-

munity is expressed in the most int imate of ways , for it is expressed in terms 

of the cultic ceremonial , wllich we have Seen W1S to effect the incorporation of 

the offender into the life of the community. His \lork is not to achieve a 

reconciliation between God -L."ld m''ln by exercising a psychological effect on those 

who have witnessed his suffering and will witness his restoration, it is to creutc 

a restored community in which Jacob , or Isr&s l, or 'we', or the nat i ons may 

partici pate. He is not merely the example to the community but its creator 

under Yahweh. 

'\'ihile this community "spect cannot be ignored , and is confirmed by 

what the prophet h~,s r ep eatedly told us through the course of his prophecy, nOr 

must t he e l ement of the coven~t communion with God. We have Seen that the 

( ebhed is himself to be the ' covenant of the people ' (Isa. 42.6 ; 49. 8) , and 

1. J ob 1. 5. However we need to note that Job offered an (olah not a hatt'ath 
or ' asham, i. e. his s"crifices wer e not purific,"tory or expiatory.' .• 

2. S. Mowinckel, He that Cometh, 1956, p.210 
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that through his work the divine acquittal of guilty sinners will be declared 
l. 

(Isa. 42.3) 

That ",.hich the 1 asham and I).aty 1 ath rites effects is kipper. This 

word is inordinately difficult to translate or exegete. Its root meaning is 

probably to be discerned in the explana tion of kopher money in Ex. 30.15ff which 
2. 

means money paid to redee,]! a life which has been forfeit. This would then link 

up quite simply with the declarative meaning 'to regard as expiation, to grant 
3. 

f orgiveness, to forgive' But, as de Vaux has pointed out, since forgiveness 

means to restore the right relAt ionship between man and Yahweh, which is the 

covenant relationship, kipper, whicrf!effected by Yahweh through the rites, is 
4. 

the re-establishment of the covenant with Yahweh 

The careful analysis of the use of kipper ill3de by Yerkes cannot be 

dismissed and needs to be set as a complement to what has just been said of 
5. 

kipper above. He notes that when kipper takes a direct object in Hebrew the 

c 
obj ect is never God or a person, but may be the temple, san'!;uary , altar or 

6. 
iniquity. ;,Iost often the verb is followed by the prepositions for, upon, 

or concerning. None of these is ever followed by the word God, 'the Object 
7. 

"kippered" upon WaS always a person about to worship or something used in worship'. 

He concludes, therefore, that the basic meaning of kipper is purification of an 

object used in worship or of the person qbout to worship, ~nd supports this con-

clusion by the prescription for yom hakippurim when the priest is directed to 

'kipper for you to clerulse you; f rom all your sins shall ye be clean before 

Yahweh ' (Lev. 16. 30). 

In examining various purificatory rites in Judaism , which were demanded 
8 . 

for ceremonial , soc ial, etnical, ,md religious offences, he not es ho,", frequently 

the demand for restitution is made and draws from t nis the conclusion; 'The les-

son of all the~e purifica tions i s simple . Approach to the pr esence of God is a 

group act in which e~ch individual participates by reason of his constituent 
memership of the c; rou:\l . Faults on the ,?art of the [roup or its constituent 
members automatically invalidate the approach. If the faults are deliberate, 

1. Cf above p.15 
2. So J. Pedersen, Israel, Ill-IV, 1959, p.358; E. Eichrodt, Theology of the 

Old Testament, 11, 1967 , p.444. 
3. This follows tile explanation given by J. Herrmann, TfINT , Vol.Ul, pp.302ff. 
4. R. de Vaux, Ancient Isra el, 1961, P.418; cf. also J . Pedersen , Isra el, Ill-IV, 

1959, pp. 380ff on the cruci ,lity of the covenant rel~tionship in Israel's 
cultus. 

5. P.K. Yerkes, Sacrifice, 1953, pp. 178-196. 
6. ibid p.182. 
7. i bid. 
8. ibid p.183ff. 
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or responsibly committed, any consequence must be rectified before the approach 

can be m"de. If the faults are unconsciously committed any untoward conse-

quences m~t be rectified and they who committed the faults must at least direct 
1. 

their minds at t he seriousness of their acts.' This attitude demanding right 

rel~tionships wi thin the worshipping community is reflected in our Iord ' s demand 

that before a man brings his gift to the altar he must rectify his rel:1tionships 

,vith his brother (Matt. 5. 23- 24). 

These two conceptions of kipper as fo r giveness md renewal of the 

covenant, and as purification demanding right relationships within the worship-

ping community are by no means incompatf,ble. Israelite religion is based on ~ 

corporate covenant r elationship with Yahweh and is never simply individualistic. 

Thus an essential aspect of the covenant is obedi ence to the l aws of Yahweh, i.e. 

the keeping of the mishpa"j; and torah. To be in the ccvenant entai l s a way of 

life determined by Y9hweh in the covenant community , and kipper, which Yahweh 

effects through the ) asham , sums up this Whole complex of covenan t fellowsh ip 

flith Yahweh, forgiveness, and the r estoration of right r el ationships and an 

obedient way of life wit hin the covenant community. 

Thus when Deutero- Isaiah speakS of the (ebhed being an "asham for the 

sinful peopl e this whole complex of ideas is present; he is the one t hrough 

whom Yahweh will creat e his n ' .. w community , through whom he will forgive the guilty 

sinners, through whom he wil,l restore his covenant , and create t hat way of life 

which God has set forth in his mishpat ~nd torrul. In other words he is the one 

through whom Yllhweh will create th.ot morally , ethically, and religiously right 

communit y in covenant fellowship with himse l f. 

It is , however, important to emphasise that the (ebhed achieves his 

end and fulfils :cis mission not by his suffering alone. It is t he (ebhed's 

fe rvent belief i n his vindicat ion Which is the basis of his confidence in the 

third s ong (Isa. 50. 4ff) and it is the restoration of the ( ebhed 'cut off from 

t he land of the living' in the final song (Isa. 52.13ff) that will lead 'us' to 
that he >!as innocent, 

mo,,", that he suffer ed for 'our ' sins , and t hat wi ll cause the 'amazement' of the 

n.J.tions. By this he will ' att .. in his aim' ( Isa. 52.13). It may be a misnomer, 

therefore, to call him the 'suffering servant' , although this far it may have 

been his lot. It would be closer to the thought of the poet to call him the 

vindi cated (-ebhed Yahweh. The suffering may be emphasised in the psalms, but 

1. ibid p. 195f. 
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the faith which is held out to the hearers is tha t he will be vindicated and 

restored by Yahweh and, through thiS, the new Exodus will take place for the 

many who make him their I asham. 

We need not concern ourselves with a deta iled examinAtion of the 
1. 

~uestion of the identity of the ( ebhed. What is significant is th3t in 9 out 
2. 

of the 19 references to the (ebhed he is explicitly identified with Israel. It 

is even more significant th t he is identified Ni th Israel in Isa. 49.3 when 

49.5 states that the mission of the (ebhed is to Isr'lel. This would llL,ke it 

appear virtually certain th ·t we ,' r e to reckon here either with an individual 

or righteous remnant wit;1in IsrClel who, in the eyes of God ·md Deutero- Isaiah, 

is truly Isr~el and whose task is to restore the nation Israel and , through this, 

to bring the Gentiles into the restored covenant community. In view of the use 

of 'we ' in the final song, whom Simon is almost certainly correct in identifying 
3. 

with the watchmen of Jerusalem mentioned in ISa. 52.8 -Ind who are contr'lsted 

with the (ebhed, it is certainly not impossible that the (ebhed is to be identi-

fied with the exile or diasporn community, or an individu.)l or righteous remnant 

within th' lt community. But "hether he be individua l or conmunity he is 'Isrqel' 

and his t ask i s to creat ~ through his :;uffering and exaltation the redeemed 

comnuni ty who s., ',11 return in triumph to J erus.'11em. Even the final song which 

scales the heights of religiOUS inSight in the Old Testament leads on into the 

joyous rapturous song of joy ~s the scatt e red people of God return (Isa. 54) and 

the ban~uet is prepared (Isa. 55) . 

Summary. 

The t ask of the (ebhed Yahweh is to bring mishpaj to Israel and to the 

world, and to be a 'coven:mt of the people', i. e • . .his task is to cre.,te a people 

wholly right in every aspect of their lives and thus free to enjoy the covenant 

fellowship with Yahweh. For this task he is chosen and prePared by Yahweh , and 

e~uipped with the spirit. By his daily waiting upon Yahweh he is given his 

message and teaching. He is called in the 'furnace of affliction' and in the 

fulfilment of his task he suffers opposition and rejection. He is wounded and 

'cut off from the land of the living', though he is innocent. But his voluntarY 

acceptance of this suffering =d his glorious vindication by Yahweh mnkes ' the 

1. Cf above p. 13 . n.l for references to comprehensive diSCUSSions on this 
question. 

2. Isa. 41.8,9; 44 , 1 , 2 ,21 (twice); 45.4; 48.20; 49.3. Thi s identific.ltion, 
though not made explicitly, is certainiyimplicit 11so in Isa. 42.1, 19 (twice); 
43. 10; 44.26; 49.5,6. 

3. U.E. Simon, A Theology 01 Salvation, 1953, p.204. 
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many' aware that he is suf fering not for his own s ins but for theirs. This 

suffering is not punishment but rJther Yahweh 's plan for the salvation of 'the 

many', the creation of a new, righ~ous community, forgiven and accepted by 

Yahweh, and restored to their own land. When Yahweh exalts his · 'ebhed then 

will his mission be accomplished and those who acknowledge their guilt and make 

him their lasham will be included in the coming glorious restoration of God 's 

covenmt people . His message, suffering , and restoration is a community-

creating event for the ri;;ht iVorship of Yahweh, "nd is in ·?lCcordance with the 

will of Yahweh. This community, which is the 'seed ' of the (ebhed (Isa. 53. 10) 

will then smre in his endowment with spirit (Isa. 44.3) 

(b) The (ebhed Yahweh in later Jud~ism. 

Before turning to the us e of the lebhed Yahweh in the New Test:,.ment 

it is import::mt to note the persistence of the title 'ebhed and its USw in the 

period after c 100 B.C. 

In add i tion to the more general usage ef the title (ebhed in the 

Singular or plural as a description of the pious worshipper(s) or as a title of 

honour for outstanding instruments of God it is used in both Hellenistic and 

Palestinian Judaism around the time of Christ both collectively of Israel and of 

the ;;ess iah. 

Examples of the collective use of the title outside of quotations from 
2. 3. 

Deutero-Isai ah :Ire not numerous. In t he Qumran texts ~lthough the title (ebhed 

is l acking, concepts derived from that figure in Deutero-Isai ah are applied 
4. 

collectively to t he Essene community. This collective interpretation is found 

mos t strikingly in Hellenistic Judaism and this trend was apparently set by the 

LXX which, in addition to the nine passages in the Hebrew t€¥. t which refer to 

the ( ebhed as Israel (Isa. 41. 8 ,9; 44.1,2,21 (twice) 45.4; 4820; 49.3~ extends 

1. For a detailsd survey of all the evidence cf W. Zimmerli & J. Jeremias, 
Servant, 1956 , pp. 45-79. '''hat is presented here is essentially a summ~ry 
of tne nnjor conclusions of' Jeremias . 

2. The 'rargum on Isaiah which follows the Hebrew text retains the phrase 'servant 
of God' .nd underst31lds it to mean Is r ael colleci:i vely where it is demmded 
by the text, i.e. Isa . 41. 3 ,9; 44. 1,2 , 21 (tWice); 45 .4; 48.3. Only in 48. 20 
has the Targum replaced tue Singular of the Hebre;', text by the plurCl1. 

3. Bar. 3. 36; Ps.So1.l2 . 6; 17.21. R"bbinic applications of the collective use 
outSide the T·,rgum a r e Isa. 41. 8f in Gen. R. 44. 3 on 15.1; Isa. 44. 2 in Midr. 
Ps. 111. 1; Isa. 49 . 3 in Siphre Deut . 355 on 33.26 par Mekhilta Ex. 15.2 ; Lev.R.2 
on 1.2; Ex. R.21 on 14.15. 

4. For the evidence cf ;.:. Bl.lck, ' Servant of the Lor d and Son of man ', SJT , 
Vol. 6, 1953, pp. 4-8; W.H. Brownlee, 'The Servant of the Lord in the Qumran 
Scrolls', Bulletin of the American Schools of Oriental Research, Vol. 132, 
Dec. 1953, pp. 8-15; Vol. 135 , Oct. 1959, pp. 33- 38. 
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1. 

the col l ec tive interpretation to other passages. The generic interpretation 

of Isa. 42.1 in the LXX is particula rly significant in view of t he fact thnt 

in Palestinian Judaism it is interpr eted messianically , suggest i ng a bifurca -

tion of Hellenistic and Palestinian Judaism in interpret i ng Isa. 42.1ff. 

In ,;isdom the Hell~nistic J ew is appar ently drawing on Isaiah 53 for 
2. 

hiS type of t ne just man. This does not prove that it was generically inter-

preted of Is r ael, but shows that Hellenis tic Jud~ism did not follow Palest inian 

in its interpretation of Isa. 53 messianically. 

,;e finu evidence of the messianic interpret,~tion of the ( ebhed in 
3. 4. 5. 

IV Ezra, 2 Baruch, and in the T:>r tlUillS . In add i t ion to this we find a bro~d 

Q.llusion to Isa. 49. 6 in Ecclus 48. 10 wher e one of the tl,rec tasks ascribed 

to the returning Elijah is to restore the twelve tribes of Israel. If t h is is 

not cle '\rly " messianic reference it does at least indicat e tha t Isa. 49.6 was 
6. 

not interpreted collect ivel y . I n chapters 37- 71 of the Ethiopian Enoch, which 
7. 

may or may not be pre-Christian we find that in addition to the titles of the 

centr al figur e 3S the Messiah and Son of man he bear s constantly the name 'the 
8. 9. 

chosen one ' :J.nd Occ :lSionally ' the r ighteous one'. The a llUSions t o Isa. 42.1 

and 53. 11 
{ 

Nher e the ebhed is the 'chosen one' and the 'righteous one' are 
10. 

gener ally r ecognis ed. It is clear th,t throughout the Ethiopian Enoch the 

figure of the triumphant messianic Son of man dOe,inates thus f ixing a ttent ion 

a lmost exclusively on hi s glory, which indicates th~t it, is in t h is sens e of 

ti1e glori'ous eschatological deliverer that he h :J.s interpreted the I ebhed of 

lea. 42. Iff and 52.l3ff. Further evidence of tbe messianic interpretation 

of Isaiah ' s ( ebh ed i s f ound in tne Greek transl:ltion of the Old Testament by 

Aquila in Palestine ~t the beginning of t he second century. Th i s is seen 

1. 

2. 
3. 

4. 
5. 

6. 
7. 
8 . 
9. 
10. 

Isa . 42.1 in the Heb. reads only '"'i ~';J but in t he LXX readsJl~ ,"~8 ;, ....... ':) );.0"' ; 
I sa. 42.19 in the Heb. test has '-:tl~and olli\' TJ." which in the LXX = of " •. 7~,) 
.vov and or JODAC' 1"0-;) 8!.o': r es:p-ect ively; .... ; 

/- '( j 1"\ 

Is a . 44.26 in Reb. r eads ':fJ.Y and in the LXX ''""Ow. "'".01) ; " 
Isa . 48.20 in Heb. re:lds :1'P~~ '::r::t~ and in the LXXTo, )."'~v .... ',,1"OU lAKwp 
For the evidence cf ti Zimmerli & J . Jeremias, Serv'm t, 1956 pp. 54f. 
IV Ezra 7.28; 13.32 , 37, 52; 14.9 (in each inst ,'llce 'my servm t' is the 
expr ession ). 
2 Bar. 70.9 ('my serv,mt, t he Messiah '). 
Targ. Isa. 42.1; 43.10; 52.13; T<lrg. Zech. 3. 8 ( i n each text X ri (J ~ "}*.;d ) 

and Tnrg. Ezek. 34.23f; 37. 24f (in all four instcmces ,I, ' \J.~). 
J. J erellias, a r t . <\-I)" (~)~ Po.'~ , TW!iIl' , Vol. II, 1933 , pp.12ff. 
On tniS cf be low pp 172 f. --
En. 39.6; 40.5; 45. 3; 49. 2; 51.3 , 5 ; 52. 6; 55. 4; 61.5,8,10 ; 62 .1. 
En. 38.2; 53.6 cf 39. 6; 46 . 3; n.l4. 
For supporting authorities cf W. Zimmerli & J . Jeremias, Servant, p.60, 
notes 249, 250, 251. 
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particularly in his interpretetion of Isa. 53.8f as referring to the judgement 
1. 

which the servant holds. 

The best known messianic interpretation of Deutero-Isaiah's ' ebhed 

is that found in the Aramaic translation of I3aiah. Although the Targ. on 

Isaiah in its present form is not older than the fifth century A.D. Jeremias 

has demonstrated conclusively that the text is much older and that a great 
2. 

deal of it must go back to pre-Christian times. What is significant is that 

of the nineteen ~ebhed passages of the Hebrew text only Isa. 42.1; 43.10; 
3. 

and 52.13 are interpreted messianically. The Targ. interprets the whole of 

Isa. 52.13-53.12 messianically. While the Targum wrenches all references to 

the passion from Isa. 53 , which is undoubtedly the result of Jewish Christian 
4. 

polemics and is probably to be dated clOD A.D., it is impossible to believe that 

the Jews followed the Christians in giving Isa. 52.13ff a messianic interpretation. 

It is certainly more credible to suppose that a messianic interpretation was pre-

Christian and that the complete distortion of Isa. 53 in the Targ. Isa. was 

intended to discredit the use of it made by the Christians. 

There can be little doubt, therefore, that the title ' ebhed was 

current in both Hellenistic and Palestinian Judaism at the time of Jesus though 

there is clearly no consistent use of it, and the Targum on Isa. 52.l3ff 

makes it self-evident that this passage played an important role in the 

primitive Christian community's interpretation of the person and work of 

Christ. The fact also that the Targum goes to such extreme lengths in 

distorting the text proves beyond reasonable doubt that it was to this 

passege rather than current interpretations of it that they turned. 

1. 
2. 
3. 

4. 

For further eVidence in Aquila cf. ibid pp. 64f. 
W. Zimmerli & J. Jeremies, Servant, 19S6, pp. 67ff. 
Of the remaining sixteen texts the Targ. refers (i) to Israel, 41.8,9; 
44.1.2.21 (twice); 45.4; 48.20; 49.3; and possibly 49.5,6; (ii) to peni­
tent sinners 42.19 (tWice); (iii) to prophets (50.10; (iv) 44.26 was 
reed as a plural; (v) 53.11 in the Targ. is an infinitive: 'in order to 
make servants of the law'. 

W. Zimmerli & J. Jeremias, Servant, 1956, p. 72, and for a translation 
of the relevant passage from the Targum. pp.69-71. 
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B. THE NE, i TEl TAl/lENT 

\\ e turn now to examine the uSe of the "ebhed Yahweh in the New 

Testament. Our concern ~ill b, with those texts where there is little 

scholarly difference of opinion thClt they ''Ire references to the : ebhed Yahweh. 

(a) The Baptism of Jesus 

Assuming th'lt in the narratives of the b,'ptism of Jesus we have an 

accur ate record of the way in which Jesus saw the signific Clnce of his b3ptism, 
1. 

:wd not simply the way in which th E: Church interpreted it , then we ha ve here 

tr,e e::lrli est tradition of t he upplicCltion of the «ebhed Yahlleh to Jesus . 

There a re three import 'mt features to note in the accounts of the 

b'lptism of Jesus. The first is that all four Gospels contsin a clear reference 
2. 

to the descent of the Spirit on Jesus 3t his baptism. This being endowed with 

the Spirit is, ::IS we hsve Qlready noted, the divine equipment of the (ebhed Yahweh 
3. 

for the fulfilment of his mission. The second fe '1ture is th" t in all the Gospels 

thi:; baptism and endowment with t he Spirit stands at the beginning of his mission 

and we can conclude th:,t h is preaching is consequent upon md associ~.ted with his 

mission a s the <ebhed Yahweh. 
4. 

Again this is the ch·"r lCteristic fe" ture of the 

third oervant Song. The third f eature strengthens the conviction thc. t at his 

baptism Jesus SaW his mission to be that of the < ~ Y'iliweh. This is the 

recording of thE: words from h e.]ven which accompani es the bestowa l of the Spirit . 
5. 

in the Synoptic Gospels. The saying: 'Thou art my beloved son, with thee I am 

well pleased' is C\ quot'1t i on from Isa. 42.1 , the same verse in which reference 

is made to the endowment of the Cebhe d with the Spirit. 

I am in complete 19 reem<')nt with Cullmann, who writes, ' We mo.y consider 

it cert ",in th3t the words of t.le voice from heClven a re rea lly a cit 'otion of this 

passage in Is~iah. Nothing to the contrary may be deduced from the fQct that 

Mk. 1.11 tr,mslates "ebhed with v)t.s inste'1d of -;;":;'5 , the transl1tion in the LX.,,{ 

1. The thesis til c,t the ilpplic .'.tion of the 'ebhed Yahweh title to Jesus nt his 
b'~Jltism stems from the e :>rly Church :md not froIn Jesus c.-mnot be sust"lined, 
for this would nn ke it impos sible to explain why there are so few cle :1r 
references to the a pplica tion of this title to Jes us in the New Testament , 
'llld why it s o Soon dis .. lppe:lred from the writings in the first 3!ld second 
century Church . 

2. Mk. 1.10; Mnt . 3. 16; Lk. 3. 22 ; In. 1.32. 
3. Isa. 42.1. cf above pp .14, and on Is.1. 50. 4ff, p.2 4. 
4. Isa. 50. 4ff, cf above p. 2t,. 
5. Mk. loll; MQt. 3.17; Lk. 3.22. 



Page 39. 
1. 

and in Mat. 12. lB. ' In fact, as Jeremias has demonstrated, the fact th :, t the 

LXX is not followed here proves th3t the tr~ dition springs from :1 very primi-
2 • • 

tive Semttic tr .. dition. ,iithout assuming that the LXX has provided the trans-

l at ion of Isa. 42 .1 fo r Mk. 1.11,u;~5 which c " n bea r the maaning of both 'son' 
3. 

or 'servant', is a perfectly lcgitimte Greek rend E'ring of the S"mttic original. 

Mo reover, the '" ord. bal).ir, "'dict. is com1ected with the <'ebhed in Isa. 42.1, and 

which Mk. loll transbtes :'\s ~:r;'iT",67' suggests the ide 1 of 'son'. In the 

direct citation of Isa. 
) - , 
"'~"'., '1,0> 

and bal.Jir a" 

" 42. lff in i.!at . 12.1Bf 'fie find 'ebhed rendered 'l8 Ii",) 

J \ ' '.'he LXa uses tKAt\\'io>for baltir. Acco rding to a well 

documented :md proba bly ori.:;inp.l re.lding, In. 1. 34 :11so records the \lords from 

) 1· 
heaven :md tr=sl~tes bni).ir ,-,i th E.K~I' K TO) This shows th:1t the fourth Gospel 

recognis es thes e .vords fro," hl2aven a s .1 cita tion of rsa. 1f2.1, and that the 

uncertainty of tr':nslat ion po i nts to a Semttic tr9.di tion which must h ~ve been 

very primitive . lie must, of course , reckon with the possibility th" t the 

thought of Ps . 2.7 ('You a re my son, today have I begot ten you') suggested its"lf 

as a para llel :md facilit ated ttJe translation of ' ·'ebhed as u~6> . This possi-

bility is support ed by the ,~estern text reol ding of Lk. 3. 22 , :l.ccording to which 

the voice from heaven simply ~uotes Ps. 2.7. 

FrorJ t nis annlysis of the b.,ptism of Jesus it is reason'1 ble to conclude 

th·.1t from the time of 'his baptism Jesus WaS conscious of being the elect ~ebhed 

Yahweh , endowed .lith the Spirit to fulfil his mission. Does the New Test~ment, 

however, envisat8 this t ,lsk of Jesus, the <ebhed Yahweh, 9.S a community-cre ~ting 

task as we h ave seen is implied in the (ebhed passages in Deutero-Isaiah? 

(b) Th e Transfiguration, Ascension ·m.d Pentecost 

In electing to approach this question froUl the g lorious issue of the 
5. 

mission of Jesus r ..lther th'm his suffering our procedure may be unusu:::l, but 

then DGutero-Isaiah himSelf d~clJred first his ringing assurance of the vindi-

cation of the • ebhed before declaring tha t this vindication would be via 

redemptive suffering. }'urther, ,,11 the ev,mgelists report John the Baptist af) 

saying at the; b:::ptism of Jesus that he is the one who lIould baptize with the 

1. O. Cul~n9,Christology, 1959, p.66. 
2. ;i . Zimmerli & J. Jerembs, S erv,mt, 1965, pp. 95ff. It is noteworthy that 

the LXX interprets Is '.". 42 .1 collectively by identifying the 'ebhed with 
'J acob ', i . e . Israel (cf above p.36 n 1 ) whereas P:l1estinian Judaism inter­
preted it massianic'llly (cf above pp. 36f) . This indic.~tes th"t the source 
of the tradition lies in Palestinign ~nd not Hellenistic Judaisw. 

3. cf Arndt Clnd Gingrich, on "\t,,S • 
4. W. Zimmerli & J. Jerehlils, :Servant, 1965, p.62 n. 261. 
5. Mk. 1.B; ;,Iat . 3. 11; Lk. 3. 16; In. 1. 26 , 33. 
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l. 
Holy Spirit. ThiS bears "ithess to 3. comnon tradition, accepted by all the 

Gospel writers tdat tho fulfilment of the mission of Jesus the <ebhed Y'1hweh 

was to be nis ba ptising others · .. ith the Spirit he had received in his b:lPtism. 

According to In. 7.39 We ::re told th'1t this w,s to be fulfilled only lfter Jesus 

had been 'glorifj.ed'. As Dodd h ' s convincingly demonstrated the 'glorificatiqn' 

of Jesus in John's Gospel is represented as a single 'lct comprising thre ,.· dis-
2. 

tinct events, ~1is deatn, resurrection :u1d ascension. Simil.· .. rly Deutero-Isaiah 

t ells us tHat the < ebhed will be ' exalted 'U'ld lifted up' (Isa. 52.13) oml .• hen 

we = ke him our ~ ashnm (i.e. unite ourselves with him) he will 's~e hi s seed' 

(Isa. 53.10), upon which 'seed ' YClhw -.)h will pour his Spirit (Isa. 44.3) . Thus 

YClhweh's Spiri t-endowed~ebhed must go through his redeL,pti ve suffering before 

it issues in his glorious vindic~tion when the new community will be gnthered 

(his seed) :md p'1rticip."te in his endowment Vlith th" Spirit. The conceptuCll 

p ·l r ::llels \,etween the <·ebhed of Deutero-Isaiah '.md the New Test:lffient picture of 

Jesus are indeed striking. 

Acts 2 records this fulfilment of the mission of the ¢ ebhed in the 

events of tho d::y of Pentecost of the Jews, coming fifty days a fter his reSur-

rection. Schol ·lr s hwe not be en slow to see t h e difficulty in accepting un-

cri tiC" lly the historicity of this l ccount . 
3. 

Possibly the most thorough 

treatment of tois problem is th:lt of DClvies, whose em ·,lysis is b·lsed on an 

interpretat i on of the :1sce118ion of Christ. 

Accepting the historicity of the Acts )ccount, the Church has cele-
4. 

brated the .,Sc L lsion forty ~_'is ?fter E'lster. Yet it is i mplied in the final 

ch ]pter of Luke's Gospel th t the .. ,scansion took pl cce on the evening of the 
5. 

resurrection. This is supported by the longer ending of Mark wh i ch, .'lS hos 

been noted by ill:1ny scholl3rs, -:tpp~ars to be a sUllDllary o f the fin"l chapter of 

Luke. Mk. 16.19 st :.ttes: 'Cio then the Lord Jesus, " fter he h"d spoken unto 

them, waS rE.ceived up into henven'. The undoubted continuity of this p.?ssage 

substantio.tes thG clnim that tile Luk-m narr'1tive, upon which it is probably 

b.'1sed, equally implies no bre",k in the o.ction , implying th-,t t he 3.Scension took 

place during t ic,e evening ufter the resurrection. It is at least clear tho.t 

this is "hat Luke believed to h :lve h'1ppened . How then a re we to account for 

the ~orty days' in LUKe's record in Acts l? 

1. Mk. 1.8; Mat. 3.11; Lk. 3.16; In. 1.26,33. 
2. C.H. Dodd, 'rhe Fourth Gospel, 1960, pp. 201 ff. 
3. J.G . Iavies, He Ascended in Heaven , i958. 
4. Acts 1.3; 13.31. 
5. Lk. 24.51. 
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The theory that in the interval between writing the Gospel ~d Acts 

Luke came across further evidence which he deemed more reli',ble .illd therefore 

included it in his second volume (thereby correcting by i illplication what he had 

written in the first) cannot be substantiated. Firstly, a comparison of Acts 1 

with the TrCUlsfiguration story of Luke 9 pOints to Luke's deliberate uSe of the 
1. 

Tr:msfigur'1tion n'lrrCltive as a prefigurement of th~ :lscension. As D::vies h:ls 

shown the cowplex of ideas to be found in Luke 9 1-34 ~nd Acts 1.1-12 reveals an 

identity of which the LlOSt re-,sonable explan'ltion is th ' t the one WaS used by its 

::luthor as the pr"figurement of the other. 

reference to the d. 'V~).,'1 'P 15 of Christ. 

Further, Luke 9.51 m-Ikes explicit 

This is found in the opening verSe of the 

refusal of ttle S2lllarit . .:l1s to receive Jesus and the subsequent rey'uest of James 

:md John to c :211 do"n fire from he:lven upon them. The allus ion to Elij '1h is 

unmistakeable here, -md indeed .q great number of ii estern mCllluscripts In',ke it 

t ') I ): ,. 

patent by a dding the words \.>j I~"" H A 1"-) tii'OI')OtV. 
2. 

Ti:t::tt incident was the fin Cl l 

one of Elijah's career before his .'lS C ens ion. It is f :\irly certain th':rt the 
3. 

ascension of Elijah waS used typologically by Luke in Acts 1. Hence ~V~~')l~ 'S 

in conjunction with the s lying "bout fire from heaven reveals a direct reference 

to the Clscension of Christ. In addition there are significant alter" tions in 

Luke of the Mark,n a ccount of the Transfiguration; 

instead 
4. 

) J,' 
of c/..'Vcl.,EpW 

'}')/( (' 
(ii) 1<.cl..1 ~cSou dVOfE5 DuO is 

) I 
(i)d<.'Vo"~""'VW is employed 

inserted in Luk" 9. 31 ".nd 

repeated in Acts 1.10; (iii)~So6o.s is added in Luke 9.31, a word which in 
)/ 

view of Luke's uSe of CIO'o2>O) to describe ChriS t' s entry into the world in Acts 

13.24 mUdt mean not only his de" th but also his r 8surrection and ascension; 

-I 

(i v) 6"'5<>- is explicitly ment ioned (lk. 9. 31) and, whereas this word does not 

appear in the 'cts account of the ascension, it is evident that Luke conSidered 
5. 

the ascension to be the occasion of Christ's entry into his c:lb~d. • All of this 

indicates th"t Acts 1 is not the product of fresh evidence that has come to hand 

but that Lyke h.1S used the transfiguration account a s a prefigurement of the 

ascension, which suggests Unt tde I forty days' haS a symbolical or typoloeic'll 

meaning, and not an historic ' ,lone. 

Secondly it is to be noted that a 'forty day' tradition is unknown 

1. cf J.G. D~vies, He Ascended into Heaven, 1958 pp. 39f ~d 186 for detailed 
evidence of tne parallels between Lk. 9 and Acts 1; also 'The Prefigurement 
of the Ascension in the Third Gospel, JTS, Vol 6, 1955, pp 229-233. -2. 2 Ki. llOff. 

3. Cf below fP 45 ff. 
4. lllk. 9.2, Lk. 9.at 
5. Acts 3.13; 7.55; 12.11. 



-
Page 42. 

in the r est of the New Testament. 

In 1 Cor. 15. 5- 8 Paul lists the witnesses of the r esurrection, of whom 

the I lSt is hiil',s"lf. Now >lhether we sa;! th"t the Clscension took place on Easter 

da;! or forty da;!s l~ter it is quite clear that the appearance of the Lord to Paul 
1. 

on the D1llla scus roa d waS :\ post-::lSc ension and not mtrely a post-resurrection 

appearance. Yet P:1Ul ad.,its no dist inction bet.leen hi '" experience and that 

of Peter :end tile twelve, ./hos e experience is usu,.lly taken to be a specific"tlly 

post-resurrection appeardnc c . the possible implicc t ion is that even t heir 

experience W,lS of the ascended Lord. 

It is probu ule th.:>t Matthew Shared this view. On the analogy of t he 

othe r Gospels the charge ,ihich Jesus is repres '?nted as giving at the close of 

his Gospel Llplies tnat tile ascension has a lready taken pl'1ce. 

Accordi,1g to John the :;ift of the Spirit WaS conse'!.uent upon the 
2. 

ascens i on : 'The Spirit waS not yet, because Jesus waS not yet glorifi ed ' . 

Sir;;il:tr ly it is ·"hen Jesus leaves the world to ' go to the Father ' t in t the 
3. 

Comfo rter is sent . On Easter day Jesus ' first "ct i on nfter saluting t he 
4. 

disciples it to brea the on the .. , saying ; 'Receive ye t he Holy Spirit '. 1'he 

implic '.ltion is clea r th:lt the asc ension h3,s a lready t:lken place . Thi s i s con-

finned by Jesus ' sta t ement to "l..lry 3.t the tomb th:.t she was not to touch him; 
5. 

'for I a m not y et ascended unto my Father nnd your F.'lther'. When he appears 
6. 

to t he diSciples he S!lOWS t>lem his hands '.md Ltter bids Thom'.ls to h.,nd l e him. 

Again t he clear implicht ion is t h :lt the 'lscension is m a ccomplished f a ct . 

Thus for John most clearly the occasion of the a scension WaS Easter day. 

As Davies h ~s s nown t llis tr::tdition perSisted " ell into the second 
7. 

century. The 0xtent of the t r .1dition i n the New Test,,-ment J1ld its perSistence 

after tells st r ongly ag:lins t the historical chr onology of Acts, and the 1 JCk of 

.my suPportin2; evidence of t his chronology in tne N"" Test .1ment militates a g"tinst 

the view tha t ne"!1 rnat eri ql wns to h'lIld "hen Luke wrote his second volume . 

For our investigation of tHe use of the ('ebhed Yahweh in the /Jew 

Tes t ament t h is examination hets been important in revealing that Luke 'lt leas t 

has used the Transfigurcltion n:-.rr:!tive as a pre- figurement of t he ascc![lsion , 

1. Acts 9. 
2. In. 7. 39; 81ld cf above p.40. 
3. I n . 16 . 28 
4. In. 20.22 
5. In. 20.17 
6. Jhn. 20 , 20 , 27. 
7. J . G. Davies , He Ascended i nto He .wen , 1958, p. 51. 
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=d cilso for the doubt it casts on the historicity of the events of l'entecost 

recorded in Acts 2. 

Turning firstly to the associotion of the Jewish feast of Pentecost 

wi th the gift of tUe Spirit we h owe " lreCldy noted that iu John I s Gospel the gift 

of the Spirit is closely associ.:lted with the I glorifica tion I of Jesus ,"Ind that 
1. 

John records tne tradition of the gift of the Spirit to the disciples on Easter 

Day. It is by no ",ea ns cert -lin that tnis tn.dition belongs to John alone. 

If \. e .:Ire right in Cl ssuming that for Matthew tne ascension took pl.·lce 
2. 

on Easter day, then it see.-.'S tn - t it is at least possible th,,,t he illso understood 

the gift of t i le Holy Spirit to h " ve been th J. t Salue day. This assu;;,ption g., ins 

more credence when we canDideI' th·:lt the charge which Jesus is held to h ,ve 

delivered at the close of the Gospel; I Go ye therefore -md m'lke disciples of all 

the nations, baptizing tileel into the n :lllle of the FCltiler :md of the Son a nd of the 

Holy Spirit: -rea ching the;" to observe all tnings whatsoever I comm.mded you: and 
3. 

10, I am with you alw:lYs, even unto the end of the world. I The reference here to 

baptizing in the n:lmG of the Holy Spirit comes in most surprisingly. It is a 

cOhlllionpl:lCe in modern biblic .:;l s tudies not to regard thiS sBYing as comprising 

tne ipsissim:.. verba of ChriBt, but Matthew m-,kes only five other specific 

references to t Cl e Holy Spirit in his Gospel; two of these are rebted to the 

birth of Jesus (a J.t. 1.18,20), one is in the saying of John the Baptist at the 

b."ptisLl of Jesus (Mat. 3.11), etnd the finJ.l t wo occur in the saying about blaspheII\Y 

against the Holy Spirit (r,ht.12.31, 32). Thus apart from the connection of the 

Holy Spirit with the b J.ptism of Jesus there is nothing in l.btthewls Gospe l by 

which we could interpret t .. is s Clj ing. The sense then liould seem to be thc.t QS 

Jesus himself received the Spirit :>t itiS' baptism so I·,ill those whom the disciples 

b ::lPtize in tile n .tIue of th" F:cther 'md of the Son. But this implies that the 

S piri t has a lready been given. 

also pOints in t ~lis directio Li ~ 

The prowise of the continuing presence of Christ 

The Nel-; Testsment is un:mimous in underst=ding 
4. 

th~t Christ is pre~ ent by the Holy Spirit. In Acts 2.38 it is explicitly ststed 

that baptism which is in the In-,we of Jesus Christ I is for the re.dssion of sinE! 

and the reception of the Holy Spirit. 

It seeras 110St re,son ,bl" therefore to conclude th2t when Matthew 

1. Cf a bove P.40, 42. 
2. Cf above p.42. 
3. M·lt . 28.19,20. 
4. E. Schweizer, Clrt ii'JlC)J""'~' VollZrpp • .3'l4ff. 
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records the chc:rge to bStptize in thd n "me of the Holy Spirit and asserts the 
1. 

continuing presence of Christ he underst m ds tklt the gift of the holy spirit 

is an already a ccolllplished event, :md accomplished on the day of the resurrection 

and ascension. 

t here is no evidence thc"lt Paul was famili :u with a tro:dition of the 

historical assocLition of Pentecost and the gift of the Spirit. 
2. 

In his lett ers 

there is only one reference to Pentecost. Writing to the Corinthians he tells 

them of his plcms t o pely a r eturn visit to them, and to spend some time with them, 

but he does not wish to COlue imJ.lediately, ' But I will tarry a·t Ephesus until 

Pentecost; for a great door end effectual is opened unto me, ond there are Rany 
3. 

adversaries. ' Thbre is no hint hE:re that Paul wishes to celebrate the coming 

of the Holy Spirit with the disciples in Corinth, nor th'1t he wishes to spend it 

with those i n Ephesus. Pentecost is simply a time-limit that he hClS s"t on his 

stay in E.'phesus to t,lke cldv!}n t a ge of the opportunity th'lt opened up to him. 

This p .• ucity of .,my reference to Pentecost is str:mge wnen we consider the vast 

number of references to the ' Holy Spirit', 'the Spirit of Chris t ', 'the Spirit 

of God', or simply 'the Spirit' in P'wl's letters. Acts itself contnins one 

reference to P!}ul 's hurrying to be a t Jerusalem forthe;Pentecost, but here .Clg ',in 

there is no hi;lt of .illy c ele br:>tion of Pent ecost I1S t he Christian festivL-l of 

the Holy Spirit. 

A study of the final chl1pter of Luke's Gospe l itself indicates tha t 

Luke sh::lred the view that the Holy Spirit WaS given on Enster d,y, nnd in the 

s;:une close L,ssoc i ttion with the ascension th-it we h 'ive noted in John nnd Matthew. 

Lk. 21f . 51 records the .scension, and proceeds irrnnedLltely to state ; 'And they 

worshipped him ',lIld returned to Jerusalem with great jOy: and were continually 
5. 

in the temple blessing God. ' This a ccords poorly with what Luke tells us in 

his second volume of the activities of the apostles before Pentecost. Luke 

does not say th.lt th" disciples g ',.thered in the upper room of the house "he re 
6. 

they were staying and' continued stedfastly in prayer' becCluse they feared the 
7. 

Jews, but cert :linly there is nothing in the account of the great joy with which 

the Gospel closed. This joy 3Ild contiml:ll worship in t he temple , however, is 

1. 

2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

It is to be noted that Matthe-" 28.20 iS3-n ,,"ssertion of Christ's presence 
(1' "A») , "OW J.1t e vl-'wv ttfl' not a promlse for the future. 
L Cor. 16 . 8 
1 Cor. 16.8,9. 
Acts 20.16 
Lk. 24.52f. 
Acts 1.12-14 
In. 20.19 
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l. 

is definitely st ,2t e d to follow Pentecost. It is clea r th::tt Luke s h..". red 

the view of Paul th~ t this great joy is the characteristic gift of the Holy 
2. 

Spirit. Acts 4.31 r e cords the great boldness of the disciples following the 

gift of the Holy Spirit; In Acts 10.44ff the ecstatic speaking in tongues by 

Cornelius Qnd those to whom Peter ministered is interpreted as their recept ion 

of the Holy Spirit; Acts 13. 52 identifies being filled with jOy with being 

filled with the Holy Spirit ; Qnd Acts 19.6 records the ecst p.tic spe9king in 

tongues nccok~anying the reception of the Holy Spirit. 

There seems thus no good resson to doubt that Luke linked the gift of 

tne Holy Spirit \.ith the Jscension of Jesus on East er day , .qnd thc.t t he r fereljc ~ 

to the 'gre;.,t jOy' and continu~J. worship in the t "mple is intended to convey this 

belief. ,ie ,"re consequently agClin faced with the problem of the discrepellcies 

between Luke's first and second volumes. 

ile h ewe already noted that Luke's account of the 'lscension in Acts ie; 
3. 

strongly influenced by the typol ogy of the ascension of Elijah , whos e a scension 

is seen as n prefigurelJlent of the ascens ion of our Lord. It is instructive to 

note the l ,-:rgc number of fe_'.tures in the story of the Clscension of Elijah which 

hlVe their parallels in Luke. 
4. 

',;hen El i sha requested a 'double portion' of the 

spirit of Elijah, Elijah replied 'if thou see me when I am taken from thee, i t 
5. 

shall be so unto thee; but if not , it Shall not be so. ' This request ::md 

promise is fulfilled when Elisha witnesses the ascension of Elijah in the whirl-
6. 

wind ",nd t akes up the m"ntle which h " s fallen from Elij _lh ::md immedi::\tely perforw 
7. 

the mirac l es Elijah h3s performed. It is c l ear tha t Luke m" kes uSe of the 

essential features of this story . Like Elish 2 the disciples nre told to wait 
B. 

in a certain pI: ce ,md are promised 'power from on high' when the Holy Spirit 
9. 

comes upon them. As with Elisha the disciples 3re to witness the ascension 
10. 

to receive the Spirit . «hen Elisha clothes himself with the mqntle that has 

fallen from Elijah 2 Kings records th"t he immediately took up the work of 

Elijah. Acts records the promise of the Lord tint when the Holy Spirit comes 

2. Gal. 5. 22, cf Rom. 7.4; B.5; £ph. 5. 9. 
3. For deta ils of the parnllels between 1 Ki.19 'll1d Acts cf J. G. Davies, He 

Ascended into He:wen, 195B, Table E. p.lB9. 
4. 2 Ki. 2.9. 
5 . 2 Ki. 2.10. 
6. 2 Ki. 2. 11 , 12. 
7 . 2 Ki. 2.13ff. 
B. 2 Ki . 2.6; cf Lk. 24. 49; Acts 1. B. 
9. 2 Ki. 2.9,10; cfLk. 2'f. 1f9; Acts 1.5,B. 
10. 2 Ki. 2.11f ; Acts 1. B. 

1. cf Acts 2.46f. 
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upon the disciples they ' iill receive 'power' and 'y e stull be my witnesses both 
1. 

in Jerus.,18JU, find in ,,11 Jud" "a, 'lXld unto the utterfilost P'lrt of the earth'. 

When the Holy Spirit does COIlle upon them , the whole record of Acts witnessos to 

the spre:ld of thL l70spel of Christ by the apostles in the power of the Holy Spirit, 
2. 

~d the mi r acles they performed in the 'n~e of Jesus'. 

Thus it is clear th::lt the typology of the Elij'lh story is never f a r 

from Luke's mind. Luke , like John, hO'"ever, does not s"e this 'tr~J1sference of 

power' to be to one man (as of Elij3h to Elisha) but to the croup , the pri .. litive 

Church. In John th" 9.scended Lord cow,s to the disciple,s behind locked doors, 
3. 

bre"th~s on them, "nd says, 'receive ye (plural) the: Holy Spirit' . Simil:1rly Acts 
4. 

eulphClSises th:lt tne disciples v:er" 'all together in one place ' '"hen the evvnts of 

Pentecost took pl·lce. 'rhe coming of the Holy Spirit is seen to be " group event . 

His coming in such close associ:-,tion with th e ,',s c ended Lord is wha t constitutes 

the new group. He is '! ' g roup possession' and the possession of tho individual 

believer a s "\ L1ember of the group. 

el>e. 
In order to reinf'orce tt.is, Luke drops the typology of"I,aijah story to 

describe the cowing of the Holy Spirit :md uses r _lthcr the symbolism of Pentecost. 

In order to underst 'Jnd the Si,,'llii'ic,:nce of the Pentecost symbolism, we need to 

underst:md the signific 'lXlce of P"ntecost in the Old 'restmnent ,md its clo><" con-

nect i on with tne offering of th 2 sheaf of 'firstfruits' during the Passov~r 

celebrations. 

The ri tU:ll aSsoc L,t8d wi t il the, offering of the she.'}f is described only 

in Lev. 23.10-1 .. Clnere we cere not told its Signific rmcc. lih..it is i..lport',n there 

is th_. t We 1re told th.)1; tnis offering of the firstfrui ts vms to t ~ke pl, ce on 

'the morrow :,ct'ter the sabb'lth'. According to the Sa dducees this W:J,S t~kcn to 

me81l Sunday. On the oth"r h,md the Pharisees interpreted it :J,S Nis :ln 16 whether 
5. 

or not is waS a s'lb~ath. \\ e sh :.ll see bolow th.'1t the Synoptic claims th, t the 

Frid'lY of the L:lst Supper , nnd cruc ifixion W"'IS Nis:ln 15, i. e. the first day of 
6. 

the p'lssover <v eek, c .mnot be dismiss8d. I!hen In. 19.31 iIlentions the 'h igh 

sabbath' it is prob lble th,t it is Nisan 16 which is Beaut/ the day on which, 
7. 

according to the Pharisees, the of'f"ring of the firstfruits was ID::',dc . On the 

1. Acts 2.8. 
2 .Cf Acts 3.16. 
3. In. 20.22. 
4. Acts 2.1. 
5. Cf StrOlck & Billcrbeck, Vol. II, p.848. 
6. Cf below pp 553ff. 
7. J. J eremi~,s, Euch:lristic Ilords, 1966, p. 8l. 
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other hand Paul, Luke's great associate , speaks of Christ as the ~irstfruits of 
1. 

them that a re as l eep' ,md \llll.listakeably links this with the resurrection which 

would have been Sunday Nisan 17. We cannot be sure therefore whether the inter~ 

pret ation of Lev. 23.11 of the Sadducees or the Pharisees was followed in the 

year of Chris t ' s death. All we can be sure of is t h,t Puul l inks 

the offering of the firstfruit s with the r esurrection .1nd ascension of Christ, 

and this h u.s prob:lbly influenced Luke. 

The r ule governing the offering of the firstfruits is found in the book 

of the Covell'lnt; 'The first of t he firstfruits (rJ shith bikkurim) of thy ground 
2. 

thou shalt bring unto the house of Yahweh thy God. ' The first (b ikkurim) is that 

part of t he crop which ripens f irst 3nd is r eaped first, while the firstfruits 

(reO shit h) denotes both th e f i r st, the beginning, 1nd the best . It is in effect 

the offering of the whol e h'3.rvest. As Pedersen re'nETks , 'every tota lity is con-
3. 

centr~ted in its first origin'. This is true not only of crops but also of time. 

'The first day of a period embodies the ch:lr acter of the whole peri od , so that the 
4. 

following dnys unfold from it' . So a lso the first Israelit e is the a rchetype of 

the whole nc.tion. In him the whole n~tion is inherent. This i s t he importnnc e 

for the Hebrew offering of the firstfruits. As the first they repres ent the 

whole; the entire hnrvest is consecrated in theLl. 

If the offering of the first fruits is the dedicll.tion of the whole 

harvest in and with the dedicat ion of the first cutting of that harvest, Pentecos t 

the feas t of weeks following fifty days a ft er, is the fulfilment of the promise of 

God inherent i n the offering of the firstfruits. The beginning Il.lld the end a r e 

intim3te ly connected. According to Ex. 34.22 it is the feast of the inga thering. 

It repres ents the fulfibnent of everything th'3.t the offering of the firstfruits 

st<mds for. 

Applying these concepts to our understanding of the Pent ecost story, 

we must note t i"ut while Luke hil;)8elf does not m',ke use of the concept of the 

firs t frui ts, Paul, whom he accompanied on part of mis missionary' journeys, was 

very f :unili,-r with Ulis idea . He was f amiliar with th e underlying principle 

and mude uSe of i t in his writings. 
5. 

Thus h e enunciated the rationa le; 'If the 

firstfruit is holy, so is the luop '. As the Second Adam,Christ is the beginning 

1. 1 Cor. .l~. ~u 

2. Ex. 23.19; 34. 26. 
3. J. Pedersen, Is rael, III- IV, 1959 , p.30l. 
4. J.G. Davies, He Ascended into Heaven, 1958 , p.172. 
5. Rom. 11.16. 
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of the new creation. As the firstborn he must be offered to God that the 

race of which he is the origin may draw its life from his self-consecration. 
1. 

As the firstborn of the deld Christ is not only the first to attain to the 

resurrection and _lscension , he is :.11so the fons et origo of those who dr.:lw their 

life froill trus event. Thus 18 the firstfruits is fulfilled a t Pentecost in the 

Old Testrunent, so Luke seeS the :tscension fulfilled ,.t -che new Pentecost. 'Being 

therefore by tht! right h:l!ld of God exalted, 'md hc:ving received of the Father the 
2. 

promise of the Holy Spirit, he hc.th poured forth thiS, which ye see ;:md hee r'. 

In this gift of the Holy Spirit the work of Christ is fulfilled, the nUl '3.ge of th 

firstborn h _,s dewned, and the new community gathered to share in the life which he 

has made possible, and in his endowment with the Spirit. 

This new community is constituted in the death, resurrection and 

ascension of Christ which is so intimately connected {lith the gift of the Holy 

Spiri t. But WEo h(we alre",dy s cen 'chat this gift of the Holy Spirit was already 
3. 

promised in all the Gospel n , rr'.tives of the blptisDl of Jesus when Jesus under-

stood his mission to be th·,t of the "'ebhed Yahweh ·.,nd was a lre3.dy foreshadowed 

in the (ebhed prophecy in Isn. 44.3. 

This interpretntion of tne ~ebhed Y3.hweh in the New Testament ~s the 

risen, restored, -md exalted 2-ebhed who creates the new community is confirmed 

by ;:m analysis of the tr:msfigur."tion stories of the New Testament , expeciclly 

that of Luke wruch , as we have seen, is treat ed by Luke as n prefigurement of 
4. 

the ascension. 

In /{Jatthow th" voice from heaven nt t he tr msfigurat ion reproduc es 
5. 

exactly the voice frOlll heaven at the b.wtism of Jesus; 'This is my beloved son •.. I 

Mark too reproduces the VOice at the b.:wtism in his transfiguration 'lccount , 

6 
though he ch.:lnges the direct I thou a rt I to 'this is I, which is t he form of words 

found in Matthew. The purpose of this alteration of the form of the words seems 

to be to suggest that it is not here that J esus receives hi s vocat ion as the 

~ ebhed but to announce the certainty to Peter, James 'U1d John. If we are 

correct in accc.pt ing that the voice from heaven in the first two Gospels at the 
7. 

bapt is m of Jesus is a r eference to the ~ebhed Y.'1hweh of IS(liah 42 .1, then there 

is no reason for not acce jJting the same reference in their transfiguration 

1. Col. 1.18; cf Rev. 1. 5. 
2. Acts 2.33. 
3. Cf above p.39 n.5 
4. Cf above p.41. 
5. Mat. 17. 5 = Mat. 3.17. 
6. Mk. 9. 7; cf Mk. 1.11. 
7 . ~ f' ~ hnvp D _ ~8 .f 
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narre:ti ves .. Boobyer 1nd R~:lJSey lv'v" 3 rgued that the transfigura tion 'lccounts 
1-

in ttl, first two Gospels :or E presented "s pre-figurc ... ents of the p:.ro4J in. This 

is certainly true of M2tthe,v's )ccount, · but, 2S we s O'.tll see below, it is aore 
2. 

likely th· ... t the A.ccount in i~brk i.J, as in Luke , & prl:fif:;'UreLj~nt of t he ~s cension. 

This suggests thClt Mat thew lmderst mds t ue t:lsk of the <ebhed to be to create 

the esch3tolog ic:ll CO:,1.1unity Vlhicn in "brk md Luke is '.,lre'ldy present in the 

Church. 

In Luke's acc aunt of the transfigur'ltion he most signific,n tl:;' intro-

) / 3. 
duces the LlGi. rendering of b<i}ir,EK>-£I(.TO>, of Is '1. 42 . 1. In thco blptiS' .: .l 

't . 

n",rr~tive he followed Mark. On the b'lsis of the Elijah typology " nd '"he 

firstfruits-Pentecost symbolisGl of Luke , th-ere can cert.linly be little doubt th:lt 

for Luke the ::lission of the (ebhed Y!lhweh is fulfilled in his glorious ~xalt'ltion 

.. hen he cre'ltesttle new cOLlIUuni ty of which he is the fons clt origo ~nd which 

p'uticip ,tes in his endow:uent with the Spirit poured out upon hi,~ 'lt :,is b'lPtism. 

It is noteworthy in tnis reg.H'd th.t Luke h.ls introduced into his :lccount of the 

transfigur:ltion the " ord E~060) (Lk. 9. 31) .. hie!, in "ddition to pOiilting to his 
5 • 

. scension links very closely " ith the th(;l,Je of the n eW F.xodus which the <'ebh"d 

is. goinc; to :'.cCOJ:1plish for td( .r-!eoplE' of God when he re-uni tes the'~1 in J e ruS :1c.J1, 

wbich i s such :l proruillent tl1lSl.~C in D~. utero-Isai:h1.ls conception of the "Work of 
6. 

the ( ebhed. 'l';le t ask of t118 ~ebhed is to cre ,tc tne IL.' people of God who will 

~hr-tre in his endO'{i"ent .vi tu t1l0 Holy Spirit , '\Ild he .?,ccmJplishes th is by hie 

de ,th .end exnl t :·etion. 

(c) Ot her US[l.-~S of th8"«ebb"d Y'\hweh in .\ets 

The other p"ssages in '.cts wllC!re t he c ebh~d Y:lhweh concept is present 

confiral tins int erpret,-,t ion. Most significnnt here is the rtccount of the 
7. 

conversion of the EthicPi~ eunuch. In Acts 8.32, 33 IC3. 53.7,8 3r8 quite 

unambiguously cited. 
8. 

St',rting fro,,", this gre'1t ~ ebhed Y.'1hweh P:tssCl,Je Philip 
of the eunuch. The Spirit does not then come upon the 

'pre'1ched unto hiLl J (;sus'. The) pcssage continues to r el,te the b'tptis,u' 
eunuch as \-JG 

should expect, but T_tller sn,.,tclJes Philip nw'ly. However this curiouS LlCident 

is explClin€d, wh 1t is preserved here is the uSe of the ~ ebhed Yahlleh connected 

1. G. H. Boobyer, ::it. ~brk ';1d th" '.cmnsfigur'3tion Story , 1942. 
!t.M. Rc~,;S8y, -rhe Glory of God ~d the Tr.IDsfigur:ttion of Christ, 19·,9. 

2 . Cf belo.1 pp. 240ff. 
3. Lk. 9 . 35 
4. Lk. 3. 22 = .lk. 1.11. 
5. Cf. "bove p.41-
6. Cf ,",Dove p.18 (Is". ·,3.1ff ) :nd 19 (Isa. A . 26f). 
7. Acts. 8 . 2611'. 
8. hc ts C.35. 
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with the baptisel of the eunuch into the new community, and .'l reference, even if 

a dubious one , t o the Holy Spirit. Here aga in the {'ebhed is seen in a twofold 

relationship, nnmely to the cowmunity, and the gift of the Holy Spirit. 

Besides this " ccount there are other pass3ges in Acts which do not 

contain a direct quota tion ffOll)Deutero-Isaiah , but are still important for our 

consider,"tion. " ~ " Thes e p "'.ss:lges openly give Jesus the title iT"'-') ,0 u Gt.o u , the 

usu"ll LXX tr ' l1SLltion of the Hebrew cebhed Yahweh. We find this title four times 

in Acts but nowhere else in the New Testament. On two occ3Sions it is used con-
1. 

nected with tne suffering 'IDd humiliation of Jesus, once with the 'ra ising up' 
2. 

of Jesus, and finally 'th1t signs and wonders may be done through the nc~e of 
3. 

thy holy servant Jesus. ' Thi s l '-Ist r efer ence is followed immedbt e ly in verse 

31 , 'And when they ha d prayed, the pl:lce waS sh,:;.ken wherein they were gathered 

together; end they we re a ll filled with the Holy Spirit, , nd they spoke the 

>'lord ot' God \"lith great boldness .' 

The two r eferences "here specific medtion is m:' de of the suffering of 

the ""'~ 5 a re LlOSt instructive . Acts 3.13 refers not only to the servont ' s 

suffering but " lso that the God of Abraham, ·md of Isaac , ruld of Jacob, the God 

of our Father s, h,:;.th glorified his servant Jesus, whom ye delivered up ::md deni ed 

before the f nce of Pila te ••.•. ' The main point of the a ssertion is not the 

suffering of t he servrult but tha t God has glorifi ed him. Acts 4.27, 28 refers 

to the anoint ed servant ag~inst whom wa s arrayed Herod , PontiOUS Pilate, the 

Gentiles :md t he people of Israel, who did to him according to God's fore-ord::.ined 

p lan. Luke continues ir:JDedi'.ltely to speak about the threatenings against the 

community :md their prayer ' ond grant unto us thy servants (bo.JlIOI») to speak thy 

word wi:th all boldness' (Acts 4. 29) . As the Ii 0.15 waS thre9.tened IIDd suffered, 

so the :;'o~\o, a re thre:rtened ~md f: .ce suffering. They pray for power to continue 

the workS of the" "'';'.5 (;\cts 4.30) and :Ire filled with the Holy Spirit. Here 

we find all t he cOl1lplex associ -ltions of the suffering s ervant, the glorified 

servant, the gift of the Spirit, and the new community. 

This confirU3 the use by the early Church of the Christologic ,~l title, 

the \ ebhed Yahweh, ,:l!ld 3.1so that this W3S understood not Si;~ply in terms of his 

hUilli l i a tion and sufferi ng, but in terms of his suffering, resurrection and 

1. Acts 3.13; 4.27. 
2. Acts 3.26. 
3. Acts 4. 30. 
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ascension, gnd the creating of the new community filled with the Spirit which, 

we have seen, waS the work of the Spirit endowed <ebhed of the Old TestC'lment. 

(d) The Passion of the . ·ebhed 

I h~ve emphasised the exaltqtion and community-creating as an essentig l 

aspect in understanding the work of the 'ebhed bec.:tuse the emphasis on the 

'suffering serv",nt' has obscured this essential aspect both in the Old :md New 

TestClments. Thus Culllll.::mllcan speak of the vindicRtion (he does not even Clention 

the meaning ond significrmce of the ,asham) in the Old Test''llllent songs as .:t mere 
1-

'epilogue ' to h is work. I do not wish to imply by this th'lt his suffering has 

no signifance for tne New Testill.lent ,ebhed but to stress tha t concentration on 

this aspect to the exc l usion of his vindication 'J1ld the creation of the cOlJ1nuni ty 

and to understand the signific3.nc e of the ~ebhed only in terms of his suffering 

is to be feUse to the Old nnd New Testaments alike . 

We turn to those Gospe l passages in which reference is m'lde to the 

suffering serv!'lnt to see whether a decisive theological signifance is a ttached 

to the suffering of Jesus, the ~ebhed Yahweh, without reference to his creation 

of the cowmunity through his vindication. 

(i) Luke 22.37 

There is only one direct citation from Isa. 53 in a saying of Jesus; 

'For I tell you th"t tllis script ure must be fulfilled in me, And he was reckoned 

wi th tr::msgressors, for wh" t is written about me h l S its fulfilment'. (Lk. 22 .37 ). 

The genuinen"ss of this saying h.:ts been contested, but there is no textual 

support for its excision, 'J1ld the f~ct that the quotation is dependent on the 
2. 

Hebrew 3lld not the LXX text of Isa. 53.12 indicates that the tr'ldition is very 

old and stet;.S from a i:iemitic tradition within the Church. The genuineness of 

the saying has. ~lso been contested on the g r ounds that nowhere else does Luke 
3. 

connect the suffering of Jesus with Isa.53. This is not entirely true as 

Jesus' words at the Last Supper and the passages we h~ve examined in Acts prove, 

Since it cannot be shown that there is a tendency to DlUltiply allusions t o 

Isa. 53 in the New Testaf,lent, it must be assumed that Luke has derived this 

saying from~pre-Lukan Semitic source which increases its cb.ims to authenticity, 

Does luke see this citation merely as a reference to Jesus' coming 

1. O. Cullman9,ChristoloRY, 1959, p.80 
3. H. W. Wolff, Jesaja 53 i m Urchristentum , 1952, p.57. 
2. cf W. Ziruwerli & J. Jeremias , Servont , 1965, p.90 n.404. 
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death? Or does he, in accordo_nce i'lith his uSe elsewhere of the "ebhed Yahweh, 

refer also to_ the new community of the < ebhed? In onsweri~ this a ttention 

must be p _lid to the settine of the saying. 

In the iu~ediately preceding pericope (Lk. 22.24ff) reference is m~de 

to the 'ugm,lent about who would be c;re:.test in the cozmnuni ty of the new covenant, 

to which Jesus r eplies ttl ,t he h:1S been a mong them _1S ' he that serveth ' but, in 

the kinZdoi:1 whi_ch he has oppointed for thel;:} 'even CiS my F':lther appointed unto me ' , 

they will sit 'It hiG table .-:cnd eClt ond " rink with him :end s it on thrones judgine 

the twelve tribes of Israel. Since Luke sets this peri cope in the account of the 

Last Supper it C' tnnot be doubted th'lt lie have here on allusion to the coming 

g loriOUS j.:;.ess ianic bc.nquet in which the new connnunity would pRrticipat e. 

Following this peri cope there is t he r eference to Satan 's desiring to h'lve Simon 

( ~ 

'that he mi eht sift you (plural U}!"'5) as whe:lt ' (Lk. 22 . 31) but Jesus h :>s mClde 

supplic a tion fo r him that his faith f a il not . The introduction of the plural 

, '" 
u}'d-j sienifies t h"!t on the faith of 0 i mon more than his own steadfastness is 

dependent. Cl early a connnunity in which Simon is to play a significant role 

is envisa.<;ed. This ste ')df:1stness of Simon will not be rrnnifested a t the 

crucifixion for Jesus predicts Peter's deniql of him (Lk. 22.34) but ' when once 

thou h 'ls turn~d a,,'lin, st::lblish thy brethren'. (Lk. 22 .32 ). The occasion of 

Peter's conversion and the life of the community li es beyond the cross. 

Luke now records our Lord going on immedi·) t e ly to speak of the life of 
1. 

the new cOmillunity in wor ds which are ' amon: the saddes t words in t he Gospels'. 
2 

He speaks metaphoricnlly about t ile conditions in which the disciples will find 

themselves a fter his de~th. "rhe conditions will be entirely different fror.! 

those which obtained when he first sent theLl forth to announce the Bood news of 

the kingdom. Then there w~s no need to provide purse, wallet, '1I1d shoes, since 

nor:lUlly Cl friendly r eception Bi ':;ht be expected. Now the conditions ~re 

di fferent; he is about to die, _lild the hostility which faces hiL1 nny well 
3 

confront the~l . ; The conditions which they will be cnlled on to f a ce are those 

which would norr,nlly call for tne c:1rrying of a s wor d. He wi ll suffer soon 3S 

also wil l they. He in his suffering will be 'number ed among the transeressors' 

and so will they. 

1. F. C. Burkitt , The Gospel History '-"ld its Transmission , 1906, p .140f. 
2. So V. Taylor, ~e_sus~:;n.ii ih~=~ac_rif~ce,-'-i943;ji ~ 192 . -
3. ibi~ p.192 
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li e ho,ve here two contrasting pictures. The first of the elorious 

messianic banquet in which the disciples would eat ~nd drink with Christ in 

his kingdom 3nd share in his rule. The second is of ~ persecuted suffering 

c OJllIlluni ty • In this context the reference to Isa. 53.12 is both apposite cmd 

inappropriatG. There C(ill be no doubt th::tt Deutero-IsOli::th S'1W the fulfilment 

of the .. ork of the _ebhed i n brinf,ing glory to a universally extended Israel; 

they would come home to Jerus::tlem in triumph to sha re in the messianic banquet 

(Isa. 55) of the new Exodus. Then their sufferines would be at an end. Luke 

22. 24ff confinns the COncept of the gloriOUS mess i a nic kmquet of the victorious 

<ebhed f or tho new comnunity, but cautions the interpretation of this in terms 

of instant glory for the community in the world. Like their Master they too 

would suffer. That Jesus should h~ve been ~isunderstoQd is both perfectly 

n ,tural anu pc.rt of the dramat i c irony of the situation. The cry: 'Lord, behold, 

here are two swords' reveals the fact that they have thow,ht solely in teTIill3 of 

the dawn of the gloriOUS kinedom of God for them ond underst~nd Jesus' words to 

mean that they must take up arms in defence of the kingdom. 'rhey f"'il to see 

that not only is the fruit of the wission of the 'ebhed Y,mweh to be theirs but 

als o his way. Thus the section closes with words which are both a formula of 
1. 2. 

disc,issal :md an utt erilllce of deepest sadness. 

Jesus thus uses thd <ebhed Yahweh concept in this p"ssa~e not only to 

point to his suffering but also to the fact tha t out of that suffering will era\\' 

the new cOlmnuni ty wbich, like himself, will face sufferin<;. Disciple and Master 

dre held together in the closest possible union. 

It is l(lOSt inforlintive to not e thc1t Luke records not only the fulfil-
3. 

ment of Peter 's denial of Jesus , but also Peter's new boldness and strengthening 
4. 

of the di Sciples in the face of opposition ~fter the gift of the Holy Spirit 

which, "s we h .ve seen, is intiilntely connected in Luke with the vindication of 

the <ebhed, his resurrection and ~scension 2nd the crerrtion of the Spirit-endoweu 
5. 

community. 

(ii) The Euch~ristic words 

We Shell see l lter th.l t the tr'Jdition which d~tes the occasion of the 

Last Supper at the beginning of Nisan 15, i.e. as 0 Passover meal, is to be 

1. Lk. 22 .38 cf Deut. 3.26 (LXX) 
2. V. Taylor, JGSUS Md His S~crifice , 1943, p.193 
3. Lk. 22. 54-62. 
4. Cf Acts 2.1';' mel especi~llly -t. 23- .31 where thd thc'me of the <"ebhed Yahweh 

is used U'.'::lin (cf p.50) 
5. Cf "bove pp.)9 ff. 
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1. 

olccel'ted CIS auohentic. Since it w"s tr ,Jitionnl Clt the Passover t o interpret 

the v:1rious (:le-i.ilents of tne ne l.l , the tr'J.dition ;,r,hich .3.scribes to Jesus 2n 

interpretdtion of the breGd ,-,n·:'! ,line is :llso to be accepted os authentic , even 

though the nonn"l procedure "n s to ;;l'lk" the interpret:::tion during the hagg'ld:::h 

Which preceLled the me'11 while Jesus is reported to Ik'lve .<:ldded his words of inter-

pretatioll during the gr:::ce Over the bre.ld with which the me,l began and the cup 
2. 

with which it clos ed. Furth0r, we sh::lll see th l t the Hey, Test=ent :::ccounts are 
3. 

dependent on " Se,aitic originCl l and th3t the most primitive tr'ldition of the 

,.., .... 7' I I 

words over tj", ·;}i..'l e WCl:&c prob'lbly ,aUTO TO o...')J""- /JOL! '~5 6,,,,e,),,,\,) 
< ( I 

(or') (l,,,,e1K,\ ) "" cV Tw , 
~ , 
, I ) 

""'f'''''' pOL! ,0 

( \ 

UTl~f "O\A~ v . 

It is wellknown th" t the concept of the coven'lnt did not pl:ty'l vit" l 
4. 

role in Jewish thinking concemine the Passover in pre-Christian tines ,md th'1t 
5. 

it is inordin~tely difficult to render the coven'mt saying in Ara,naic. This h 'lS 
6. 

led llirlrlY to doubt its llutilentici ty. Simil:trly the fClct th3t 'covennnt blood' 

in Judo.iso referred to circu,ucision gnd not the Po.ssover h o,s strengthened this 
7. 

conc Ius ion. We snaIl sGe, howev 2r, thclt a perfectly l "Sitilll:lte renderinc; of 
O. 

the phrase is pos sible in Ar-LI:c ic. Furth~r the fnct t h::lt Paul in Col. 2.11 

speaks of Christ's d"8th ns his circumcision suggests tint he has intC'rpreteJ 

this eucharistic so.yinc; in nor" c,l Je.visn ten.'s. But whence the USe of 'Coven:mt' 

'- \ \\ ..... 
.. ,t the Last Supper? Since the phrase ulif..f liO,AAIJV is certainly der ived from 

Isa.53.11,12 it is not i :.,probClble 
9. 

berith for the people (Isa. ~2.6; 

t;l.\t th2 concept of the <ebhed Yahweh :1S n 

49.8) is the Source of the concept. I n 

Deutero-Isaia h W~ noted th"t the unique personificntion of the <ebhed hLlself 

o.S tne covenant meant tlk"t by attaching themselves to him the people would porti-

cip :tte in his covenant rel .ltionship with Yahweh. While the words of Jesus about 

his blood beine the covenant point unmistoke:tbly to his s'lcrificial deo.th, the 
10. 

Hebrew concept of the blood beinG the life shows tha t Jesus himself understood 

himself to be the 'covenant for the people', i. e. Jesus understood hiuself to 

be the one through WhOil1 th :, n 0" covenant comInunity of those who o.tt '1ch ed them-

selves to h it" W 018 to be crented. 

1. Cf below pp.553ff. 
2.Cf below pp. 567. 586. 

Thus the covencmt s:lyin<; pOints t o hi,s de:l.th 

3. For ,_ det 'lilE,d exadin~tion of the Semit isms of 'lll of the New Test:lment 
accounts cf J. J ere,:tio.s, Eucharisj;J..£.J:Io:r:g§.., 1966, pp. 173ff. 

4. The bviuencc citeJ in support of the connection betwe~n 'c oven~nt ' ~d 

'F,ssovvr' by J ere!lli os, ibid, p.225 n 5 is .'111 post-Christi lXl. 

5. But cf ibid pp 173f. 
6. cf A.J. iCliie;:;ins, Lord's Supp er, p.34 
7. ibid 
8. cf below p. 583. 
9. cf above pp. 16, 22. 
10. Lev. 17. ll. 
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as cre~ting the covenant people of God. 

'rhis interpret at ion is confirmed by the assertion that the covenmlt 

blood of Jesus is ' for JlIlllY'. 

( / 

preposi tion uTi.cf' is 18.cking. 

In the LXX version of Isa. 52.13-53.12 the 

There l'Ie find &,~ with the accusative (Isl1.. 
/ 

53.5,12. In 53.12 it renders the Hebr ew barabbim ~d"tf ' with thc genitive 

(Isa. 53.~ cf 10). Mat . 26.28 " lone renders the euch" ristic 'for many ' 3S 
(, -- ... - ,,'"' 

1-\ 'i:::.p' IIQAAWV Mark 14.24 renders it LlTi"p II0AAwv, wnile Paul md Luke h2VC' 
( , " ,.... 
uiiEF ujJwv (L Cor. 11. 24; Lk. 22.20) . It is significant th",t in Mk. 10. 45b the 

) '" ;. . ~ 
phrase is rendered ","v" IIO,,>'WV This va ri:ltion in the preposition used , anu 

/ 
(' ) ¥ 

especially by ILrk who uses both lJTif;.f and 01..,<" I , proves th'lt these nre v"ri .~nt 

1. ) I 

·t ranslations of", Semitic orig inal. Similarly t."'XlJ~W;)yEVOY in Mk.14. 24; 

. { , 14 '111.. ( LJ(?2.20; lIJat. 26. 28 and aOVVot·, '''Iv r~X')v in Mk.lO. 45b 2r., best expL'lined as 

variant translations of he<erah 12..'llnweth naphsho (Isa.53 . 12). There can be 

little doubt , therefore, that the Hebrew (or Aramaic) text of IS3.53.12 stmds 

bellind Jesus ' int e rpretat i on of the wine at the Last Supper. Thus Jesus, like 

the ,·ebhed Y"hweh knows thu.t the significance of his death is 'for many '. 

Who are 'the mMY '? In Deutero-Isainh this saying comes at the 

climax of his g reat descriptions of the new Exodus which the ~ebhed is to 

accomplish (Isa.43.1ff; 44. 26f) not for Israel alone but also for the Gentiles. 

Yet, as we have seen, the universalism of Deutero- Isaiah is rooted in his 
2. 

nat i onalism so that in the new Exodus a universally extended Israel is created. 

V,hat he establishes is the coven t!lt people of God, ISFtel, but no longer limited 

by r a ce. In Jewish exegesis [,t the time of Jesus the rabbim of IS3.53.10,12 
3. 

was always interpreted to .Jean Isr:le1. This is a departure from Deutero-Isaiah 

only in that Is r 'lel is this l Jter Juda ism Jll,,:ms the n 'ltion. It is probably 

true that Jesus int ended ' the mnny' to refer to Isr"el in its IJrigin"l sense 

in Deutero-Isaiah, tllou~h the difficulties experienced in lClunching the Gentile 

mission in ·tne early Church indic'lte th:.t he cmmot h::>ve m'lde this intention 

explicit. In :my event the clear meaning of these words is thClt through his 

de'lth Israel, the n ew people of God , is to be established. This is proved not 

only by the fact thclt Deutero-Isai ,h presents the work of the • <ebhed t o accomplish 

the new Exodus, but also by the fact that Jesus used theS e wordS at " Passover 

1. W. Zillllnerli & J. JereJoiaS, Serv3Ilt, 1965, p.96 
2. cf above p.16 
3. J. J ereJUi:J.s , Euch'l.ristic .vords, 1966, p.229 
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meGl whose inten tion W3.S to celebrate tn" Exodus from Egypt by which God cre"ted 

his people, but :.1-luau tnese sL;nific311t VlJrds inJ ic3.ting th:~t Wh,lt h e WC\S C\bout 

to :lccolilplish W,' S God's neW Exodus of deliver:mce by "vhich the new people of 

God would be cr81teu. 

But Clgc:in we CCll'lllot "ssw;,e t h lt Jesus understood his work QS t he 

people-of-Goc1-cre ,tinc <ebhed siuply in terms vf his de :tth. Luke rec ords th ' ... t 

at the b egirming of the ",e ,}l Jesw: t ·) l d his discip l es th'lt he would nDt sh~re 

in the .oe"l with the.J , f or 118 '!l ill not sll.3.re in the P'(ssover celebration until 

it is fulfilled in the kitlf'co.u. (Lk. 22 . 14-18). 
1. 

'.!'e 81 .. :-..11 S 82 th~1t ti]is tr.:1dition 

is t o be a ccepted CIS :mthentic. Qu ite cle lrly, therofore, Jesus Looks beyond his 

po.ssion to flis e x·') 1 t3.tion "llen (}oll l s nevv Exodus for his people will be '1cco:.lplished 

':lnu will be o.ccomplis h8d s('oii 80 thn.t the next meo.l of J esus '1nd his disciples 

will be the gl orious lllessLulic kU1qu~t (cf Lk.22 . 29f). This interpretction of 

t he < ebhed whu ltiUSt suffer :" nd cnter int o his g lory to Il cco",plish the new jlx odus 

of God's c, eliverclllce ::nd to cre"te til~ community who would sh",re with hi;;; in t h e 

messianic brinquet, is confir .. Ieu by Luke I s a ccount of the E1J1L:':1US walk \AJhGn the 

risen Christ appe1rs to tel" twu «ispirited disciples ::nd s '.ys; 'BehovQd it not 

the Christ to suffe r these thin~'s, 'lnll t o enter into his glory?' (Lk. 24. 26) :md 

then lll~de hi!:;self known to tncm as he broke bre'ld (Lk. 2". 30f). Here t he 

glorified., ebhe ll , who is unders tood to be the rnessi.'lh , turns the me'11 of the 

dis ciples int~) t ile prolllis ed r:l2 .... S iil.nic banquet. 

(iii) Mark 10.45 (cf Mt.20.28) 

As we s h 111 see, there c ',n b 0 little doubt t Int this Son of cuon 

saying (Hor the Son of .ii: J1 C;~!la not to be served but to serve , 'md t o g iVe his 

life as ::t r :mso;a for .:lany(>-~-'pov 
J '\ A ..... 

d..v-.' ",,\;'wv)) n:ls been composed by Mark by 

/ 

cOJilbining twu originCllly dstinct sayings; the Av, fOV s :lYing (!Ilk. 10 • . t5b) and, 
2. 

the s:ving concerning the servic e of the Son of lUan (rrlk.10. 45,, ). 
3. 

Despi te the l inguistic J ifferences between <k.10. ~ ,5b :md Mk.l,+. 24 

the p'Hallels bet,veen th" t wo s ' .yings 'l re s o close th,1t it is h ighly prcLlb l e 

th.lt they e re v,"ri1l1t tr Jn;:;l",tions of the s emitic o r igin::tl spoken by Jesus ::t t 

the Last Supper. If tt,is is So tde r eferenc e to servinc in Mk. 10. ,+5" Vloul d 

help to expl:tin how the euch,ristic wo r ds of JeSUS hove been 'lttrllct ed to 

1. Cf below 
2. Cf below 
3. Mk.1O \5b 

Mk.14.24 

pp. sJSff. 
pp. 2J4ff. 
oouvc/..! ~;v 4'uX~Y d-.~TO~ 

...... ,; J ... '< .... 
"fou"TO t.cr-"v 1"0 d..~d.. )J0u 

/) ~ 

AU-rpOV d.."'" >To')..).. wV , \ ~ 

.. ____ 10 viTcp IIOA Aw v 
o ,,/ 
l v... Xv.vo}, <'I 0 v 
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this context. 

Miss Hooker h '1s contested th'lt the saying is ". reference to the '.ebhed 

) '" , ~ 
on the g r ounds thnt :lsham is rendered by liEf , «-},d_P-;"d..'; in the LXX of I s a.53.10 , 

/ , 
th"t AU-rrV is n ev er used to trAnslflte HISham in the LXX, ::md th"t ~TfO¥ is 

usee. in the LlCJ( especifllly of God's acts of deliverance by Nhich he freed his 
1. 

people frow b U1l,bge 'l t the Exodus "nd "t the 10ng- flw'1itec1 r eturn from exile. 

All that this proves, however, is th'lt Mk.lO. 45b is not dependent on the LXX, 

omd there is no guod rea s on why Mark should hW8 confined dis tr:IDs19tio{l to th:lt 

used by the LXX. 
2 • 

Fuller re::;'1rds it as "', perfectly 'ldequ~te rendering' of 

.> ;')sho.m. 

We conclu<.le, therefore, that behind Mk. lO. ,.5 lies tile Son of man saying 

about serving which has att r acted to it the <0 ebhed s aying taken from the euch"ris-

tic word of Jesus ,.lIld dependent on Isa. 53.10ff. 

, 
Since the word AliTpOV occurS only here and in its p'lrallel in Mt. 20. 28 

and its background is most prob 'lbly the ) asmm s::>ying in Is". 53, the most likely 

exeges is of Mk. lO. 45b is that Jesus is presented 11S the • ebhed who gave his life 

as :m', asham to cre'l te the n ew Israel by the new Exodus he W'iS t o Ilccomplis h. 

The doct rine of s .11 vntion th ,.t it presents is therefore thoroughly Jewish and not, 
3. J 

n8 Bultmmm sug::;"sts, " 'Hellenistic- Christian doctrine of s Cllv:,tion. 

Further, since ~rk ~,lso knows of the tr'idition of Jesus' avowal of 

abstention at the Last Supper (Mk. 14. 25 which, appearing ,..,fter the words of 

institution, suggests th'~t Jesus <:L id e:lt t he Pass over Beal with his disciples 

but now decl(.res thClt h" will not do s" :1','lin until the kin~dom of God has come) 

he knows th')t closely .".s soci3ted with the suffering of the<.. 'ebhed is his 

glorious vindic c,tion through which his mission will be Olccomplished. Thus it 

is not i nsignificnnt thnt Mk. lO. 45 follows on the contention3mong the disciples 

a bout who is to be g r eatest (Mk. lO. 35f) ~d Jesus' pr omise to them that they will 

drink the cup he drinks ,md be baptized with his baptism (Mk.lO. 39). As verse 

40 shows this mectrlS th'lt they most cert."Iinly will be with him in his kingdom, 

1. M. D. Hooker, Jesus 3nd the Servant, 1959, pp. 76-78; Son of Man, 1967, p. 144 
cf ,,-I so C. K. B,rrett , ' The B'ickgr ound of MArk 10.45' in New Testament Essnys, 
ed. A.J . B. HigginS, 1959 , p.6; W. G. KWTh~el, Promise nnd Fulfilment, 1957 
pp. 72 ff. 

2. R. H. Fulle r, Mission ',nd Aclli evdment, 1954 , p. 57; cf G. lliLIaIl , J esUS-J eshua 
1922, p. ll9 'the expression ha s prob:\bly its biblica l background in Isa. 
53.10f. '; A. J.B. Higgins , Son of Man, 1964 , pp.45ff. 

3 . R. Bultmann, Synoptic 'rndition, 1963, p.154 
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though i t is not within h i s power to gr::1nt any of them positions of a uthority 

in that kingdom. Then follows Jesus' new concepti on of power as service 

(Mk. 10. 41ff ). I n other Nor ds this <ebhed Sewing is set by Mar k in a context 

which spe::lks of 001 assurance to the disciples th~t t h ey will sh8re in the new 

comLlunit y wniCll will be c r eated , .'rnd of the concept of power that must 

ch-:m:\Cteri se th~t cOlJlIluni ty. 

Although Mk. 10. 45 b is not to be ",scribed to Jesus in t his context , the 

use to which MClrk has put t :l is piece of t r ::1c]ition shows us th'lt he h::lS unJerstcod 

the work of the. ' ebhed Jesus to be to suffer 1nel to die :mel yet to be exalted to 

cr e::1te through thi s the new communi ty who would de r ive their life f r om Jesus anJ 

3hare with him in the messianic b,mquet of the kin-odom. 

(e) The < ebhed in John ' s Gospel 

In John's Gospel only in In. 12. 38 is a s pecmfic quotation of ~n·~bhed 

pass"ge from Deutc·r o- Is::tiah (Iso.. 53 . 1) applied to Jesus . 
l. 

In fact there ::1r e 

remarkably few such quotations. in the }lew Testament. It is probqble, however, 

that In.12 . 38 is t r aditional in both for," 'Illd content . This is so because While 

In. 12.38 follows t he LXX of Isa . 53 . 1, the citat i on of Isa. 6 . 10 i n t he immedi1tely 

following ve r se (In.12 . 40) depClr ts r::Idic,,11y f r oLl the LXX; a nd while the int r o-
2. 

duc t ory formula 01' In.12 . ,W r eve"'lls a typic:tlly Johannine style this is not so of 

the introductory fo~ula of In. 12. 38. 
3. 

Bult~:mn ascribes In.12. 37f to the ~1f~~ 

source ' used by the ev~ngelist . Be th:lt .'3.S it ]Jay the f2ct thClt the LXX of 

Isa. 53. 1 is used :llso by Paul in Rom. 10. 16 I:..Olkes i t prob~ble thClt John was 

faniliar with ::1 p r Lui t ive tndition which npplied Deutero- Isaiah's l ebhed to 

Jesus. 

What is Si gnificant is the context in which John .'1ppli es this primit i ve 

c i tation of IS'1. 53. The text is cited ns script ural proof of the unbelief con-

cerning Jesus (In.12. 37) , but the irumedi '1te l y preceding context has spoken of 

L Mat . 8 . 17 (18,1 . 53.4): i2 . 18~21 (lsa.42.1- 4); Lk. 22 . 37 (lsa. 53-:- 12); In.12 . 38 
(lsa. 53 . 1); Acts 8. 32f (Is1. 53 . 7f); 13 . 47 (lsa.49. 6 LXX. It cannot be snid with 
c er tainty that the t wofold eTE.. is rel \ted to Jesus .'IDcl not to t he1postles. But 

(.1 \ ,) 1'1 \ (. .... <. I' --
the introduction,ou T w5 ?J"-P i'!.,CT"'-ATd. ' ~ 0 ,,-u!',o> ,and a comp'lrison with 
Act s 26.18 mClkes it probnble tn';\t the s':l,Ying is rebted to Jesus) ; ~~l'l>l1~ 'J 
(Isa. 52 . 15) . This has led M. D. Hooker , Jesus 'lIld the Serv.mt, 19$9,,100 me 
conclusion thqt neither Jesus no r tne early Chur ch attached any pa rticula r 
Christologic .~l or soteriological significmce to the ' ebhed texts of Deuter o­
I sniah. This distortion of the picture (cf E. Lohse, Mlirtyrer und Gottesknecht' 
in FRL . Vol 64 , 1963 , pp 220- 224) is occas i oned by her unwarrented limitation 
of her study to explicit quotCttions md to the i de.., of vicar ious suffering. 
Cf als 0 Review by J . J erelnicl.s in JTS , 1960. 
,~ u -. 

2. 0 ,0<. T" V' " •.•. .• OT, cf R. BultLlann, Joh'lnnes , 1950, p. 346 , n4; 177, nS . 
3 . ibid p. 346, 422. 
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the 'hour' of Jesus (In.12.23, 27, cf 31), his ~10rific3tion' (In. 12.23, 28) 

.md his being 'lifted up 1 (In. 12.32). 

In John's Gospel the 'hour' of J oSus refers someti,:;es quite explicitly 

to his ueath. Thus in <h.7.30 we re:ld th.!t no enn l 'lid h 'mds on Jes us d"spite 

their angry rec.cti un t o his "ords 'beca use his hour w:>s not yet cone' (cf :>180 

8.20) • Equr.l1y explicit is the use of Jesus' 'Hour' t~ refer to his Clscension. 

Thus In.13. 1; ' How, before the fe"st of the p:.ssover, Jesus knowing th .. t his hour 

waS clle,e th .. :t he should dep:lrt out of this ·.'Iorld unto the Father •..• ' 'lnd In. 17.1; 

'These things sp:lke Jesus, lifting up his eyes to he.'wen, he said, F:lther, the 

hour is co."e ; glorify thy Son, th:>t the Son m:lY clorify thee •. • ' 2nd then in 

In. 17. 5 he continues ' :mu now , 0 Father, 310rify thou me iiith thine own self with 

the glory which I had with thee before the world waS. ' In our p~ssage in In.12. 

27 Jesus prays; 'Father, save rue from this hour. But for this C'luse Cf)Ule I 

unto this hour' which 'hour', we .'l re told in In.12.23, is the 'hour' when he . is 

to be ' gl orified'. I nmediately John records Jesus as ,~oing on to say ; 'ExC Gpt 0 

e;r Clin of wr,e"t f,,-11 into the eJ.rth .c.nd die , it ~bideth by itself alone; but if it 

die, it beareth IJuch fruit .' It is C1 2:lr, therefore, th:lt the 'hour' for dhich 

Jesus CCl,Je is his do~th ,md eX:llt3.tion by which he would bear 'much fruit' anu so 
l. 

bring in the n' w :,ge . 

Little neeLls to be added to wh'lt Dod,} 11 's s :,id .'lbout the way in which 

John holas tos sther in the closest possibl, way the denth , ressurection, ::J.ld 

ascension of our Lord , which cOl:iplex event h0 describes as the I glorific 'l tion I 
2. 

of Jesus. In this p~SS:l ·.;c , as In.12. 24 ~, k,"s pl.'lin, the glorific~tion of Jesus 

is ,ssociated with his death (the de.'1th 'IDd burbl of .-, 8 r .'lin of Wheat) and his 

rising to be2r Cluch fruit. 

The sayinG about the 'lifting up' of Jesus in In.12.32 is derived from 
3. 

the Son of la:m sClyins in In. 3.14 . The prim-:>.ry m2aning of t h e 'lifting up' ,"ust 

be to the as cension in In. 3. 14 in view of In. 3, 13 which sp]"ks quite explicitly 

of nis as c endinG intll heaven . To In. 12. 32 Joh.1'j adds the inc"rpret :'ltive conhllent; 
I~l. 

'this he s .lid, signify, by what ;:nnner of de:>th he should die.' However, the 

) 

" c1dition of the ph""se EK '~l d'~j _,nd the repetition of the theCle of In.12. 24 

in the asser tion th:.; t the 'lifting up ' of Jesus is ~n order thot he 'will draw 

1. Cf C.K. B.'lrrett, John, 1955 on In. 2. 4; C. H. Dodd, The Pourth Gospel, 1960 , 
pp. 300ff. 

2. ibid pp.120ff. 
3. dbelow pp36S'ff . 
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'111 nen unto ' himself , ;:<lkes it evident thClt 'li fting up' here me'mS not only 

the crOSs but also the resurrection ,'llld aacens i on. 

The context of In. 12.38 contains the three essent i al themes of Isa. 52 

:llld 53; the possion of the (ebhed, his vindication, Iilld the creCltion of the 

conununity . This indic 3tes that it W,ss in this w3;f th'lt the • ebhe<l Yahweh 

of Deutero-IS.:liah W9.S interpreted ,md qpplied to Jesus in the pr ini ti ve corfWIuni ty, 

The introduction of the theme of the Son of mun in In.12.23, 32 (cf 3. 14), 34, 
1. 

where the e,.lphasis lies unJJis takeably on the gl ory 'md trillillph, proves thClt the 

pr initive Church never did isoL,te the theme of reuemptive suffering from the 

redeJilptive excl1tCltion of Jesus. 

In addition t o this direct quot,tion frOB Isa. 53 . 1 there .':>re allUsions 
2. 

to the (ebhed in the baptishlal narrative. :Ie luve already seen this in In. l . 34. 

)1 (;) " ,.... 

It is now widely recognised that the peculiflr phrase;,b~ 0 "-}N05 'au GEOU in 

In.1. 29 ,36 is a transhtion of an Aramaic phrclse>'lhich spoke of the talya" d,Plald 
3. 

and which CClll ,Jean (a) the Lmb of Gou, (b) the! boy, the servant of God. This i s 

(.)1 C. / ~ ; 

supported by the referbnce of In. l. 29b 0 d..'pw\J I~V "f'o..PTI"''' 'fOU KOCf)-,Out o 

4 
t he ~ ebhed phrase Isa. 53. 12 (wehu' I;t " ,.~ rabbim nasa' ) . 

Most clearly , therefor e , a prf,mitive aramaic source stonds behind 

John ' s account of th~ b.'lptism of Jesus wnich sets the whole of the mission of 
t ;le context of 

Jesus inA the spirit - endowed < ebhed Yahweh of Deutero- Isai ah. But if Jesus is 

the spirit - endowed " ebhed he is certainly the one who is to bClptize with the 

5 
Holy Spirit . It is a pity that Culll:1ann' s otherwis e excellent analysis of the 

"ebhed in John li:l its the task of the'" ebhed to t he death of Jesus. As In.7.39 

w:::kes pl:lin tile bestowal of the spirit i s consequent upon the 'elorific 'ltion ' of 

J esus . The de::>th of Jesus is certainly not f!Jere ly incidental to his glor ifica-
6 

tion, but nor is it the whole of it. The fulfilL1ent of the work of the < ebhed 

in the bestowal of tile Holy Spir it is consequent upon his ' gl orificat i on ' 

6 . 
5: 
4~ 
L 
2; 
3. 

c:t:ab6ve P 59 
In.l.33 I 

Cf J . Jeremias . art.i(pw ,~IT""Pw TVmT . Voll. pp 25ft. H35 . 
Cf beloN' Part 1, chapter 3 . 
Cf above P' 39. ' , . ...» \. 'J'A} ~ e ,0 _ ~ n r>' J . Jerenuas , art . d,jJvOj ",J', ~n TVJf\TT Vol 1 , 342f; }JVo5 Tau '(OU- 110<') Q(O" 

in~, Vol 3i>, 1935, pp 115- 123; C.Y. BurMy, Aramaic Origin , 1922, 
107f; G. S . Duncan, Jesus , Son of i:an, 1947, P 91, ti . 4; O. CullJm.nn, ' 
BaptismJ~; 21 , n.l ; Early Christia n j'Tor-ship , 1953, p 65f; Christoloi'Y , 
1959, pp7lf. The c1oubtS/8XPres'sed by C.H. Dodd (in his discussion of the 
~)'vo> article ' in :r1:!) in~ Vol % , 193;3, p 285 baseo on the fact 
that the Tar g. Isa renders ' ebhed by abhda' not talya' cannot be 
sustained in vie~l of the f a ct there' is evidence of talya' as the Ar amaic 
equivalent of 'e')hed , ('f J . Jeremias, Servant , 196 5p 47 n 156, R3 n 
356 --



in his lI. eath, resurrection, '1!lU lscension .. 
1. 

Po.g0 61. 

T;,is is fulfilled Wilen on ECls ter 

d:W tne :;.scended Jesus appears to the discipleG -"nd breathes on t heI] and says 

'rec eive ye the Holy Spirit' (In.20.22 ) . 

The task of the , ebhed Jesus, who i s endowed with the Spirit, is thus 

seen to be t o r QisG up the Spirit- endo';'ed COITlGlunity throu:;!l his life, death, 

resurrection ClnJ ,'1scension (cf In.12. 32, 11.52). 

(f) The' ebhed ii1 Paul 

Here We note ag '1in th 'It Paul's use of the ,ebhed Ya hweh is dependent 

on a pre-Pauline stock of tr::td i tion ,nd formul"e. Mention ~ust first be rude of 
2. 

thL' archa ic confessi on of 1 Cor. 15. 3-5 which cont:;.ins Secli tic f e'1tures, and of 

" I ,I (\ "... ( ..... (.. ..... 

;mich the "",,-,0<. '1<1,) !{p«<fir.<) of verse 3 , in view of the v"'f' ,,,,v cJ.""'-f'-r,,,,,, 'V"v" 
3. 

must be Cl referenc e t o IS'1.53 . To this pre-P'1uline tr'ldition belong ,lso the 
4. 5. 

eucharistic words of 1 Cor. 11. 23-25, the christolo!,;ical fon.lUl,'1 of ROi" , 4. 25, 
6. 7. 

the christoloCic :,l hy::m in Phil. 2 . 6- 11, the confessional f Gr",ula ()f RaIn. 8. 34, 

''InC tile expression0'c(,p)[bw,<tv 
< , 
~d..vTOv (Gal. 1. 4; 2. 20; Eph. 5.2,25 ; cf 11'L •• 2.6; 

( / 
Titus 2.14) 'I'I ~lich in ,, 11 instances is connected with the v"il,,-p 

1. Cf above p. 42. 
2. J. Jeremi s, Eucl1:1 ristic I'/ords, 1966, pp.129ff. 

8. 
for mul, __ 

3. O. CullL,rum, Christology, 1959, p.76; J. J ere;.lbs, ServCU1t, 1965, p. 89 

The 

4. Cf above p. 54f; ~ dow pp. 569ff. 
< ' (" / ( ~ I 53 5. Ioo.p~ooe'l 010, 'd. . """i'D',""'''')-''''''!« 1\I'Wv R0l1. 4.250. correspond:; to Targ. sp . " 

5b, t ithu;'i'ar bS'('",w '1Y ilthan~ , an", by contr3.st the LX;( of Is "..53.12 (d'''', -rd.> 
~)''''PT;'''} .lVTwv ;;;'f'~~E>~iffers both in v oca bulary "md the pcrson.,l pronoun, For the 

pre-l'auline ch ~,r3btar of the forLluh" cf E. Stauffer, !<lew 'res t '3.mant Theology, 
1955, pp. 132, 1)6; R. Bultmann, ,rhElology of the ~Iew Test ,ment, Vo . l 1, 1959, 
p.31. 

6. For the pre- P:luline '"nLl Set:litic ch"racter of the hy[m 4 f E.Lohmeye r, 'Kyrios 
J ~sus in SHA, No.4, 1927-28 (for excell~nt sUlllilnry cf !t. P. Martin, Carillen 
Christi , 1967, pp. 38-41.) The connection between Phil. 2. 6-11 ''1nd Isa. 53 is 
supported a,-,0ll!.~ others by E. Loluaey ",r, op.cit . pp.32f,35ff, ,,0- ,t2; G. Kitte1, ,~.rt 

;'iTcl.KO~) ~"<{KO~) 'rv!NT , Vul. 1, P~225,23,;-237; G. St '~hlin:~~o~, K"TA NNT 
Vol . lll,p.354, G.S . Duncan, Jesus, uon of ,::ill, 1947, p.193f, ... D.fuvles, Paul 
an,} R<tbbinic Jud"iS1', 1955, p.2 47; O. Cullraant?, Christo10" y, 1959, 76f. This c on­
nection h ,';s been disputed by K..H. P.en::;storf, ,!rt 00\),05 I'\T,\, TWNT , Vol.H, pp. 
281f. It is t " be noted , hO<lever, th'lt Phil. 2 . 10f follows t he LXX, but in PhiL 
2. 6-9 the teruinology is derived frOB the Hebrew text .) f 13a.53. The deciSive 
proof of this iF the expression ~()..u TOV ~"'tv;:;-()t1l (Phil. 2 . 7) which is attested 
nowhere else in Greek and is grrur,;.utically very h"3.rsh, but is an eX'1c t renLler:ing 
of he'{erah hapsho of IS3.. 53. 12. (So J.;v:i'. Robinson , The Body 1952, p.14.n.l.; 
C.B.DoLld, :,cc()rdinr; to the i)c ripturEis, 1953,p.93; J.Jere.;,i"J.s, Serv3nt, 1965,P.98 
"nd n. 445). The sacci tic ch'lracter of the hyun re;aoveS t ile obj action of Rengstorf 
for ~o~ >-05 i c 2. perfectly legi titin te tr , '1s1ntion of • ebheLl even though the nor­
"nl translCltion of tile LXX is 1id-'5 . ,;p '1rt frOtl other verb" l echoes (cf J.Je:re-

' 1d. ,S , Serv']nt, 1965, p.98 n.1f46) allusion to Is ·, . 53 is S22n in the contr'lst of 
hwaili ,·"!tion :ncl Gxnlt:l.tion, and in the ... 2ntion of ubedience '"IDd c1e:1th . 

7. C.H, Dod.!, Accordin:;; t o the Scriptures , 1953, p.9 "> shows tint this is tlken frc: 
the 2nd uf Iso. . 53.12 but is independent of the LXX. I n ;.postolic Preaching, 
1956, p.14 lH shm,s th ,·t thiG i s d8ri vec1 from -, pre-P:1uline kerygm". 

8. The pre-P.lUline o.ge of the tr",dition r ests on transl:1tion v'1riants o f barabbim 
in Isa.53.12 (cf J. Jer2mbs, Servcmt, 1965, p.96 and n 43 5. 
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\, / ( , 
references t o I sa. 53.12 in Rom. 5.16,19 (iloA '" 0' 01 TioA~OI ) are prob"lbly also 

/ 1. 
tradit i onal as suggested by t he fact tha t the Hebrew t ext is in the background. 

'The us e of Isa. 53. 1 (LXX) quoted in Rom. 10.16 is prob."lb ly tradit i ona l in view 
2. 3. 

of its us e in In.12 . 38.Ror:l. 8.32 is dependent on t he LXX of Isa. 53 .6 9.nd s o 

cannot be ascrib ed tl ith any confi dence t o :'. pre- Pauline tradition. The only 

reference to an < ebhed passage which c'm undoubtedly be ,-scribed t o P'lul himse l f 
4. 

is ROill.15. 21 where he grounds his i"issiomry 'lctivity in Isa .53. 12 (LXX). This 

proves that the christolog,i cal use by Paul vi Deut3ro- Is2iah's " ebhed was d~rive l~ 

f ro,J Cl very prilOi ti ve ,.tnd l :1Tgely se);u tic trdi tion. 

Mo r e lllportant thClt:) this, however, hi the use to which Paul puts this 

, ebhed christology 'llld sot eriology in his letters . 

(i ) 1 Cor. 15 . 3- 5 

J ereLli as is undoubtedly correct when he s ays 'th.lt scripture proof 

fo r the deeth on the c ross be l onged to the most primitive kerygma wd that it WaS 

c~rried out with the help of Isa.53, is shown conclusively by 1. Cor. 15.3. Its 

importance way be me3sured by the great nWilber of instances and variety of the 
5. , 

fOIIDul"le . Yet i t is equally true , though seldom nut ed, that 1. Cor. 15 . 1~ also 

" '/" speaks of the resurrection of J esus bei ng K4.-"'" T<.l,5 ~P"-'\'''5' If the scriptural 

proof in 1 Cor. 15.3 i s t o Isa . 53 , so probably is the scriptural proof i n 1 Cor, 

1 5. 4. It is cleClr, ther efor e , that the prilrd-tive ke rygma baseJ on Isa. 53 was 

of the death and resurrect i on of tne • ebhed, and most certainly Paul understood 

the resurrection to be a v i tal aspect of the forg iveness of sins f o r in t his 

gre~t passage on the r esurrection he states, expl i cit ly 'if Christ hath not been 

r ais ed, your faith is v.:; in; y e are yet in your sins ' (1 Cor.15.17) . Thus Paul 

knows that Christ , os much ,)S ,he ' ebhed of Is ,,,. 53 suffers md <l i es ' for our sins ' 

and th':tt the rede,.'ption thClt is br ought thrClugh t hat suffering i s inalien"lbly 

l inked with the ",iracle of the exaltation. 

(ii) Rom. 4. 25 . 

This is confirUled by ROlli. 4.25; I",!ho was del ivered up for our 

tre~pass es , and wns r a ised f or our justificotion'. While we h!'lve seen that the 
6. 

first half of t h is verSe is dependent on t he 'l'arg. Isa. 53 .5b, the second half i s 

J.. 

2 . 
3. 

4. 
5. 
6. 

, , 
J. Jeremi us , a rt 1i'Cl" '~O; 
1959, p.n . 

, TWNT , Vol. VI, pp.5 43 ; AO. Cul1mann, Christol ogy, 
ti~; 

Cf above p. 58. / I ) (' C. r- _ \. , 

ROlli. 8.32 \'"(1' ~t''''v "IT<t,V'wv ,\d.,\'<-Qw",tv d.,U'ov , 
I ) , / c....-. 

TI,,-Pt,<>,..;\<.<v d.,u-rO\l -rd." Gl-rJ~}..I''''cl.I~ '1!"wv 
J. JereLlias, Servant, 1965, p. 89 
Ibi d p. 90, n 405, p. 91 , n 414; p. 94, 
Cf above p,61 IT 5, 

Isa .53. 6 (LXX) 
, I" d.. I "VI' ' oS 
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probably a free rendering of the Hebrew text of Isa.53.10,11. The fect that 

Paul elsewhere couples justification with the death of Christ (cf Rom. 3.24fj 

5.9) suggests thet this whole verse is derived from a pre-Pauline tradition 
1. 

concerning the {ebhed Jesus. 
/ 

As Quell and Schrenk have shown in the first clause bl ~ is causal, 

meaning that Christ was delivered up because of our trespasses, and in the seco nd 
2. 

it states purpose, meaning that Christ was raised up to effect our justification. 

This does not mean that Paul is inconsistent when he couples justification with 

both the death and resurrection of Christ, but rather that both belong inseparably 
3. 

together. Together they constitute our justification. 

But how are we to understand the concept 'justification'? The root 

meaning of the verb bl K~I;w is 'to account or pronounce right'. It is thus a 
4. 

forensic metaphor describing the sovereign act of God in acquitting the guilty. 

But for the Hebrew mind, and Paul was a Hebrew, the concept of justification 

meant 'an act by which a wronged person is given his rights, is vindicated, 
5. 

delivered from oppression.' When Deutero-Isaiah looked forward to the coming 

righteousness of Yahwe4, he thought of it in terms of the 'justification' of 

his people, i.e., their deliverance from bondage and suffering. It is clear 

that both the Greek and Hebrew senses are to be understood here. By the 

sovereign act of God he has delivered the many, His people, and acquitted them. 
, 

In Rom . 3.24f Paul links justification with the ';:"0 >'''''', ''' '''''5 which is in 

Christ, and with Christ himself as being set forth as a :Ao(CT'"f ~ F'o" In the 

, \ / 

wri tings and inscriptions of this period «it'Ll Au-rF1.0.> (],15 is commonly used with 

reference to the liberation of slaves or prisoners of war, which was frequently 

effected by the payment of a sum of money as a ransom. But Paul's use is not 

concrete, as the English word 'ransom' suggests, but refers to the act of 
6. 

delivering. Again Paul's usage is coloured by his Hebrew background. When the 

children of Israel were liberated from bondage in Egypt, they were regarded as 
7. 

slaves 'redeemed' by Yahwehj and Deutero-Isaiah spoke of the libaration from 
B. 

captivity in Babylon (or from the disparsion) as redemption. In Gal. 3.23-4.5 

Paul speaks of the work of Christ as being the emancipation of the people of God 

1. A. Nygren, Romans,1955, p. IB4. , 
2. G. Quell & G. Schrenk, art ~'''''''O~V'«\ K')" TWNT, Vol IV, p.124ff. 
3. ~j A. Nygren, Romans, 1955, p. IB4. 
4. C.H. Dodd, Romans, 1959, p. 75 , G. Quell & G. Schrenk, op. cit. p. 130. 
5. C.H. Dodd, op.cit., p.76. 
6. ibid p. 77. 
7. e.g. Deut. 7.8. 
B. Isa. 51.11. 
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fro,,, bondage - '" p:lr-lllel to the reue_lption of Isr3el frO::l Egyptlnd P·,bylon. 

V,'h:::t is essenti,,,l tu tilis concept is th_t this I justific ,~,tion I which ['10o.nc 

Iliber .,tion I is an ,'lct of God performed on behCllf of his people, Israel. In 

fect these 'lcts 'lre the very cause of Israel I slife. ~'hey .- re Isroel-iIl'J.kin:~ 

" cts. 

, / 

Th~ ,.' ord \ \"'OT'1f'IOV, which is usually trnnsL,ted Ipropiti9.tionl, and 

is found only here in the New Testament, is the LXX tr" .nsl'ltion of the Hebrew 
1. 

Impporeth, r~nderel~ in English o.s u ercy-seat. Ko.pporeth is derived from the 

S'U,1b root ,"8 kipper which we h' lve seen be ,rs the conplex mC"1lins of 'to forgive ', 
2. 

'to restore the covenant', 'to purify for worship', ::nd 'to restore to the COll1llU-

nity I. Thus kLlpporeth .'.'ould be better rendered ""s t he plc:ce ,jf the restor'ltion 

of the covenmit cO.l'nnunity with Yahweh. "hen Paul spenks of God setting forth 

'I ~ 
Christ a s a ,,,,,,Q"T'IfIOVthrough f . .lith in his blood, the most n c tural underst 'mding 

of this for a Hebrew would be tiL,t Christ is the one through who/' s'1crifice the 

COlnLlunity in " covenant rel.,tionship with Y'1hweh is createel. 

Thus for Paul the de:lth "nLl resurrection of the .·c bhed Yahweh which 

is for the purpose (J f our justific;ltion in H Oi.TI .. 4.25 me~ns th,) t Jesus is the 

,.le',mS whereby Gael 1o.-::s acquittecl the ,CUilty, 1o.1s liberated the captive, has 

forgiven the silhlCr, md has cre:lted the ne"N people of GOel. 'rhe de.'1th :lUd 

resurrection '"hich is fo r ' our justification I eloes not refer to the justificc,tion 

0 i' so ,omw individuals a s incliviuu , ls, but of the justific, tion of the new 

COI;lGuni ty ·md. thus of ' 11 its m"l,ibers 2S members of the co"illluni ty. This conten-

tion, " s we sh 'lll see later, is borne out by P.'lul's use of his f'lVourite metaphor 
3. 

of the community, the body of Christ. 

(iii) RO:l. 8. 32-3+. 

For our purpose it is p" rticulnrly signific2llt to note thqt the cita-

tion vi' Isn. 53.12 in Ro:n. 8.34 links the intercession llf thes'ebheel with the 

resurrection a n d 2scension ; th '\t the cOIlEunity cre" ting significcmce of the 

c." (,., j 

'delivering up' of' thE :(ebhed (Ron. 8.32) is asserted in the UiTLP ~pW\l Ti~"TWv 

'mel in the assertion thqt God justifies his elect (ROlo. 8.33); ::mel that this 

ci t at icn of the ·<ebhed is 8nbedded in Paull s grolt ch lpt er on the Spirit (Rom. 8. Hf ) 

1. Cf Lev. 16.14. 'the only biblical refer ences to it [Ire :IS follows: (i) those 
h :vin_ t o do with the construction of the ' 'J. rk'; Ex .. 25.17,18,19,20 ,21,22; 
26.3-+; 30.6 ; 31.17; 35.12; 37.6-9; '39.35; '40.20 (ii) th ose h'3Ving t o do with 
th" rites j1' Yom Kippur; Lev. 16. 2.13-15; (iii) Nu.7.89 , '. ,here Yahweh spoke 
fran the 1<:.'1;:> poreth. 

2. cf above pp. 32f. 
3. cf below pp. 1+38ff. 
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(iv) Rom. 5.15,19. 

The Isr:lel - 89.king si;;nific nce of tile • ebhed is enforced not only 

C / 

by the use of 0 1 "o ~>-o\ a s a trllls1'1tion of the rabbim of Isce. 53.12 , but 

::.lso by the n, ture of P ·ul 1 s :lrgw~ent in R011. 5.12ff. 'fhe whole 3.r g ument 
1. 

C:epcnds on s e,Jit ic t ot :li ty thinking. P'1ul h:;s Ilrgued th .ct throu,~h the sin of 

the first :.J.::tn, J~d~, all !ljen h'lve been caused to become sinners '1nL~ 8.re thus 
2. 

subject t u de·lth (Rma. 5.12) . His ~rgument is th9.t because of the sin of Ad.'3l7l 

no d:m is " free c.gent but in the historic .:: l :md social solid ority of '111 ."en 

in llL:.n.u , Ad'~n·1s s'in cuntinues to huld mn.n in bondage . Now in Christ !} new thing 

hos h:lppene ':; , 'mJ the possibility of -, new G.:>l id.lri ty in o opened up for ill"n . 

Ilecc-use () f Chris t's obeuience (Row. 5.19) ' the m'lny', inclull"C! in the new 
3. 

Qolid.lrity in Christ, ~re cllUSed to become righteous. 

There i s n o doubtin'; th',t the note of universnlisul f'Jund in Deutero-

Isaiah is present here, but it is equally clear th" t it is not 'ln individuCllistic 
4. 

unive rs.alisu .:Iily mo r e tn .ill W'1S th .'::t of .tJeutero-Isaiah. ~'or Paul, Chr ist alone 

is the: seed of l\br:lh...,r;! (Ga l. 3. 16), i. (! . he alone is IsraL l , illJ salvation is by 
5. 

Thus 0\ Ii o~).o : Clre jus tifiec by being incluJed in bein,; included in Chr i st. 

Christ, i. e . included iA IsrOle l, qn d therefore tho phr.:-se [lust be:lr the S"llile 

corporate meanillf, "s I the body of Christ ', being the c orpora te personClli ty of 
6. 

Christ. 

(v) G:ll. 1. 4; 2.20 ; Eph. 5 . 2 ,25; 1 Tim. 2. 6; Tit, 2.14. 

t I 
The conc ept of Christ ' giving hi.JSalf ' associe.teJ wi th the wilEp 

to£. 
formul"l in most of thes" verses uxpress<;s the unity of A Christian with Christ 

(G:-t1.2.20) or the corpora te significance of the c ommunity '" hi ch is 'in Christ' 

(G:.tl. 1. 4 ; Eph. 5. 25; Tit . 2. 14) . 

(vi) Phil. 2. 6- 11. 

~'o r our purposes the signific. nce of this hYlill1 is firstly that its 

tneu8 is not Si-'lply thClt of the hUl!lble life ".nd obedient death of the < ebhed, 

but also his exaltation' by God (Phi1.2. 9ff) . It is p"rticcll.·' rly signifinnt 
7. 

that ,'hile Phil. 2 . 10f follows the LXX, V'J rse 9 , which explicitly mentions his 

exnlt:ltion , is wi ddly helli t o follow the Hebrew text of I sD.. 53 . This suggests 

1. Cf belo"; pp. 388ff . 
2 . Cf below p . LKl3ff . 
3 . Cf below p. !W3ff 
.,. Cf above p . 16, 30ff. 
5. Cf below pp. 422ff 
6. Cf below pp. 1'38ff 
7. Cf above p. 61, n.6. 
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th.~t this very priraitive hymn depentl ed on Isa 53 not simply f o r its interpretatior. 

of the death of Christ but also his exaltation. Secondly, Paul has used this 

hymn to illustrate the quality of love f or and service of one ~nother which 

shoul d. ch'lI'acterise the Christian community. 

(vii) 2 Cor . 5.21 
, 

tn[1t 10" 
, I < , 

0'''0'''''''': c.<}'''p-r,d..'' f"J of 2 Cor. 5. 21 is It is prob_eble 
l. 

deri ved froI" Is::\ . 53.9b . Here Paul st~tes that Jesus fulfilled the rOle of the 

• ebhed 'th~t we might become the r ight eousness of God in him'. Such a turn of 

phrase is unusual to both Greek and modern European minds. It was not unusu21 

t o ,1 Hebrew fur wlJOhl there WaS little distinction between the 'righteous' 

cha racter of Yahweh, 'md hiS 'righteous ,'lcts' in delivering his people. Thus 

tile role of the <'ebhed is fulfilled when we are incorporated into Christ to 

pa rticipnte in the deli versnce t hat God hets brought about through him. In this 

the righteousness of God is revea led, nnd it can therefore be s ::>id th'l t we are t h e 

righteousness of God 'in him '. 

(g) Conclus i on 

As a result of this an,'llysis we Se e th" t the use of the ·ebhed Yahweh 

as applied to the person and work of Christ was very primitive, nnd belonged to 

a Semi tic rather t rl'1n Hellenistic tradition. More import('mt is the fact that 

tile title WaS never npplied corporately by the> prifJitive Church but was used to 

refer tu the individual, Jesus . The only pos sible 'corpor 2te ' use is that Jesus 

alone is rednrdeJ a s !,braharn's seed, Isra el, but it does not refer t o J esus ood 

his disciples in o. collective sense. At the Sallie time th e e 2rly Church quite 

cle:1rly did n ot res trict its us e of the <'ebhed Yahweh to the r edemptive death of 

Jesus but as in Isn . 52, 53 pOints t o the j',1iracle of God 's vindication of the 

~ ebhed in his exal t ntion (resurrection "m d ascension). But this vindication is 

intim.'ltely associ':lteJ with the bestowal of the Spirit . He who WaS anointed with 

the Spirit a t his bAptism is he who baptizes with the Spirit. Finally, the 

concept of the work of the • ebhed being barabbim is Clppliec1 to Christ as the one 

who h .1S achieved ;nan's deliverance through his dea thmd resurrection and crea ted 

the new community which is 'in him ' (2 Cor. 5.21). As the~ ebhed Jesus is Seen 

not s i mply c.S the tlistorical founder of a g roup of re ligious associ'ltes, but as 
( , 

the cre:>tor and sustnin6r of ttl" new people of God. Aswes_ in ~e urr~, 

1. W. Zirrruerli & J. Jerenias, S ervant, 1965, p. 97 n.44lj O. CullmQn9, 
Christo l ogy, 1959, p.77. 



TIO>->"2.v 
2. 

1. 
fOT..1ul3. of' th e euch'3.ristic words 

Fage 67. 

\ I ) ( ,,~ 
'nd the AU1POV r)..:VTI ITOJ\AWV of 

Mk. 10.45 the rede::lption wrought by the t ebhed i s conceiveJ of c.Jrporately 'lnd 
3. 

not individu;:,lly, ::nl' .1S we saw in cur analysis of the 'ebhed in P"ul the identity 

vf the community is th .t of Christ himself; it exists J.S t r", rell eemed cO"~.lUnity 

4. 
only 'in Christ '. In tllis sense, while it ,voul,', be true to sa;,.- th·~ t the title 

< ebheJ is used only of Jesus, the title C'H:leS t o bClr a corpor'1te "lld inc lus ive 

,sense of establishing th" closest jJossible l inks between the Christi"lll cOllhJunit y 

-me; Chris t. It is t(lis th"t nL,kes the title c,f Jesus 1).8 the "ebhed si.:;nific cnt 

tc the Chri stian c o"ffiluni ty which understuncls itself ,s '1 closely knit corpor-ite 

enti ty r:1ther then to Christi 'ms who believe thems elves to be redeemed indiviJuolly 

','Ii thout this neces''l:1rily implying :1 co:nmuni ty existence. 

It is not without signific 'mce th '.lt the work qf th~ • ebhed in Deutero-

Isaiah is barClbbiUl .mJ that the cle 'lrest tr::tces of th" • ebhed in the New Testrunent 

n re to be found in the cultic rites of bo.ptis;n and the eltch.,rist. This in itself 

aei:lOnstr,·, t es th "t the e.c:rly Church cle~rly unuerstoocl tde co,:nnunity signific.illce 

uf the title 'lnd tlle corpor.'lte chlracter of their existence in relation to the 
5. 

, ebheil. At the S:'.,..l8 tiille t llis pOints t el the necessity of pl.- cin" the sr;cr,r.ents 

in their fundnment9,1 1/erl Testament settin,; .) f the corporClte Chri sti·'l!) coml'ouni ty 

::md its theo l ot; ic ",l self-interpret ,'1tion. 

1. Cf above pp. 54f. 
2. Cf ,lbove pp. 56f. 
3. Cf ,,-bove pp . 61f • . 
.;. For a _"ore ,;etJ.ilod 'llliClysis of t"e t'leMing :) f this cf below pp . 422ff. 
5. Cf.1bove pp. 3f. 
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CHAPl'ER 2. THE MESSIAH. 

A. OLD TESTAMENT BACKGROUND. 

The second important title to which we must give our attent ion is the 

familia r one of Messiah or Christ. 'Christ' is a transli terati')n of the Greek 

XflO ,.~> which is the translation of the Hebrew mashiaJ;1 illld the Aramaic meshihJ 

and means 'the anointed one' . What did the title involve? 

In later Judaism the term 'MeSSiah' denotes an eschatological figure. 

As Mowinckel has noted 'to uSe the word "MeSSiah" is to imply eschatology, the 
1. 

13.st things. ' I hope t o show that to USe the term 'Messiah' implies not only 

eschatology but also the messianic community. There can be no Messiah without 

a messianic community, and the application of the title to an historic person 

implies that those who use this title are aWare of themselves as the eschatolo~· 

logical messianic community. 

The word ' Messiah' as a title originated in l~ter Judaism. It does 

not occur as a technic ~l term for the king of the fina l age in the Old Test~ent, 

yet it is in the Old Testament that the bQsic essentia lS of the later eoncept 

are Lqid, and it is these which we must eX3Lline in order to grasp the signifi-

cance of the later usage. 

The expression hammashiab is really a shortened form of meshiat Yahweh 

(Yahweh's anointed), referring t o the reigning king in Israel. In Practically 

every passage in the Old Testament where the expression 'Yahweh ' s anOinted' or 

'the anointed one' occurs, the reference is to the contempor ary king of David's 

dynasty. As Yahweh's anointed he is king of Yahweh's people, Israel. The 

connexion between the deSignation of an actual historic~l person as ~ahweh's 

anointed' and the later technical use of hammashial} r eferring to an eschatological 

deliverer is ihherent in the early double meaning of the term; n~ely,that the 

Messiah was not only an eschatologica l figufe but waS also of political signifi-

cance. The Messiah is he who will restore IsrQel as s people, free her from 

her enemies, rule over her as her king, ~d bring other n}tions under her politics 

and religiOUS sway. This conception of the future king as an earthly politieal 

figure is clearly and explicitly present in most, if nnt all, the passages in the 

1. S. Mowinckel, He that Cometh, 1956, p.3. 
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Old Testament which refer to him. It remained the dominant populqr conception 

at the tiLle of Jesus. While the word gains an eschatological significance the 

early political sense is never entirely lost and remains the baSic, if transformed 

concept of the Messiah in later Judaism. 

(a) The pre-exilic period 

Mowinckel has shown most convincingly th,t the concept of the Messiah 

was derived from the ideal of kingship in Ancient Israel, which in turn was 
1. 

borrowed from Isr~el 's neighbours. But Israel did not take over unaltered either 

Canaanite religion nor the sacral kingship connected with it. The king was not 

regarded as a god. The att itude of Israel to t heir king is characteristically 

expressed in the terms used of hiS rel~tion to Yahweh, Yahweh's anointed. 

AnOinting was the cultic ac t which first and foremost ratified the king's status 
2. 

as the chosen of Yahweh, and as divinely installed. This cultic act conveyed 
3. 

extraordinary 'holy' or 'divine' faculties and qualities. 

4. 
The enthronement of the king was carried out with eLqborate ceremonial, 

in which the crucialolact ./.'is the anointing of the king. Through it Yahweh's 
5. 

choice wus confirmed and consummated, the king was 'made king', and divine power 
6. 

and equipment were conferred upon him. 
7. 

Not only is he thus made chief and ruler 
8. 

of God's people but he also receives power to deliver his people from her enemies 

Israel believed that the king was endowed with these powers as a result 

of Yahweh's spirit which h ld ' come into him', had 'clothed itself with him', ha<l 

been 'poured into him'. It is the charismatic, divine equipment with power, the 

ability to perform ext r aordinary deeds, the quality of 'holiness' as a miraculous 

power which is akin to thqt of a divine being, which is expressed by the concept 

of being endowed with the spirit of Yahweh. The 13ter tr~dition says explicitly 

that when David was anointed 'the spirit of Yahweh leaped upon hi m'. When the 

earlier tradition rel"tes th 'lt the first experience which Saul hqd after being 

anointed was that Yahweh ' s spirit came upon him so thqt he raved in ecstatic 
9. 

frenzy with the nebhilim, the writer does not regard this as a mere coincidence, 

1. ~ pp. 2lff; a lso in S. MowinckeI, Psal.nlen -Studien,fl~.rr.6"Ff. 
2. Ps. 2.6 
3. C.J. Gadd, Ideas of Divine Rule in the Ancient East, 1948, pp. 49ff. 
4. Cf 2 Sam 15.10ff; 1 Ki. 1. 32-53; 2 Ki. 11.9f. 
5. 2 Ki. 11.12. 
6. 1 Sam 10. 1-6; Isa. 11.2ff. 
7. 1 Sam 10.1 
8. 1 Sam 9.16 
9. 1 Sam. 10 
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but as the appropriate and natural consequence of his anointing. In Isa. 61.1 

too, the prophet presupposes as gener ally acknowledged the connexion between 

omointing and endowment with the spirit. 

By t nis ~nointing with the spirit the king receives u 'new Heart', he 
1. 

is changed into a new Dan. This is expressed, according to Oriental custom, in 
2. 

giving hiLl a new n OLle which indicates his new and intim:!te relat ionship with the 

god who has chosen him ~d whom he represents. 

3. 
By this s~e anointing with the spirit, the king is endowed with wisdom, 

4. 5. 
power , and 'et ern~l (i. e. extremely long) life'. 

6. 
In the lagend about the birth 

of Saul, the founder of the mo~~rchy, we he~r not only of his election from the 

womb but also of the marvellous birth of the child. The requested saviour king 

is born as a gift from YcUlweh t o the childless mother. It is this wonderful 

divine pr e-destination and gi ft of Yahweh to his people thRt i s confirmed in the 
7. 

oracle pronounced nt the enthr onement of the king. 

All of this pOints to the belief th'lt the king stmds clos er than :my 
8 . 

other Israelite to Yahweh. He is his 'son', begotten of him. 
9. 

The people say 

to the king 'Yahweh your God' . But as Yahweh is the God of all the earth, his 
10. 

'son' has a rightful claim to dominion over all the e Jrth. The prophetic author 
·;~ O 

of Psalm 2 sees thiS coming fulfilment at the enthronement of :t new king in ... 
Jerusa lem. 

The endowment with the spirit confers upon the king those gifts which 

are summed up in two terms , 'righteousness ' ,~d 'bless ing'. This righteousness' 

means basically 'being right ' with Yahweh , or living nccording to Yahweh's 

justice according to Israelite custom. In a wider sense it means not only the 
11. 

king 's own will to live by these cus t oms , but also t he God- gi ven ability to 

1. 1 Sam. 10.6, 9 
2. On the change of name among the He'brew' s a t the ki ng' s enthronement cf 

A.M. Honeyman, ' The evidence for regnal names among the Hebrews' in JBL, Vol. 
67 , 1948, pp 13ff; among the Egyptians and Sumerians cf H. Frankfort, KingShip 
and the Gods , 1948, pp 103, 246. 

3. 2 Sam. 14.17ff; 23.1ff; Ps. 2.7 
4. 1 San . 10. lff; cf 9.6ff. 
5. 1 Ki. 1. 31; Ps. 21. 5; 72.5 (Cf E. Jenni, 'Das Wort Olam i m ,Uten Testament' 

in ZAW, Vol. 65 , 1953, pp.lff . 
6. 1 Sam. 1. It waS observed long ago that the l egend about the birth of S,'3.IIluel 

was or iginally associated with Saul, the first king. This is evident from the 
explanati on of the ohild ' s name in 1 Sam. 1. 20- 28; ' I hnve asked him 
(She'iltiw) from Yahweh' • •• he is one who is 3Sked (Sha'ul) of Yahweh', which 
i s cl early an explanation not of the n~e Shemu}el but Sha' ul. 

7. Ps. 110. 
8. Ps. 2.7 
9. 2 Sam. 14.17 
10. Ps. 2.8; 72.8-10 ; 89. 20ff. 
11. Ps. 72.2 
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maintain the customs, rights, and prosperity of the connnunity under the covenant. 

This means, firstly, the king's Qbility to 'save his people from their 
1. 

enemies'. At home ~d ~broad he secures justice, prosperity ~d salvation for 

his people. It also me-cns thClt the king r ules Yahweh's people with ~ustice Rnd 
2. 

equity. Therefore the righteous (i. e. Yahweh's peopie who live by his laws ani: 
3. 

customs) will flourish in his cays , Il11d the b nd will enjoy grer,t prosperity. 

Tqis bringing 2bout of blessing to the people is not to be understood 

simply in terms of politica l adillinistr:ttion and military acumen. Being posses-

sell of Yahweh's spirit 'illd holiness he is able to bestow it on the community and 

its hnd. fiithout him anu his blessing the people rloulu be spilt as water on 
4. 

the ground which connot be collected Rgain. In his time too there will be an 

abundance of corn on every hill in the Imtl; its fruit Vlill shake like Lebanon; 
5. 

and men will blossom forth from the cities like the grass of the earth. Thus 

under Yahweh's king ~he land and the people will reap ~ll that the Israelite hopec 

for, all that is me3Ilt by shalom, peace or wholeness of life: fertility of man, 

" 
beast, and crop; health; a large fnmily; long life ; victorJ over enemi es; and 

the i deal social rel , tions within t he community. He is the instrument whereby 

Yahweh realizes every blessing for his cO;ilIDuni ty, Israel. 

According to a corrrnon primitive mode of thought, which Israel shared wit: 

her neighbours, the king is the 'viSible embodiment of the supreme ego
l 

society. 

The entire soul · of the SOciety is embodied in the king in .'l special way; ~nd , in 
6. 

particular, the s oul, of the ancestor lives on through him.' The entire lqnd and 

people are hiS household and family, just as the family i s the household of the 
7. 

ancestor of the family. As the f~ily lives in the ancest or Or head of the family 

in whom its life is concentr:lted, so the life of the n,tion is concentrated in the 

king. In a sense the king and the people are identical, since the entire peOPle 

is embodied in ttle king. He therefore should reflect in his own person the 

highest ideals ,,~ the people and bring into reality those ideals not only in 

himself but also in the people. 'Since Israel, through her faith in election 

and covenant, bec3IDe conscious of her speci31 vocation, of being chosen f or 

1. 1 Sam. 9.16; 10.1; Ps. no. 2, 5f; 132.18; 21. 9f. 
2. Ps. 72 . 2-4, 12-14. 
3. Ps. 72.7 
4. 2 gam. 14.14. 
5. Ps. 72.6, 16 
6. S. Mowinckel, He that Cometh, 1956, p. 69f. 
7. Thus Bit-Humri, 'the household of Omri' is the oldest nawe given to Isrnel 

by the Assyrians, who first encountered it during the dynasty of Omri. 
8. J. Pedersen, Isr:lel, 1-11, 1959, ·PP.46 ff. 
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a glorious future, it would n',turally be the t Clsk of the king to make real to 

the people her peculiar destiny in the world. In other words the king became 

. (or should have become) the visible bearer and expression of the religious and 
1. 

moral ideals of Isr~el. ' 

If the king fulfilled this requirement it would react on the people by 

virtue of the mutual participation in each other 's being which , in ancient thought 

existed between the leader and the community. The people would become what the 

king waS. If he w~s righteous, pious, and godly, so would the people be. If 

on the other h,nd the king turned aw~ from Y '~hweh and worshipped him wrongly 

(i.e. not according to Israelite custou) or worshipped other gods , then the people 

woul d, by virtu:e of the SClwe principle, be ungodly =d guilty. 
2. 

This is the 

fundawental idea of the Deuteronomic book of Kings. This principle applied no 

matter what the att itude of the individual in the cOill@unity WaS to Yahweh and his 

law. Thus it W.ClS believed that the king held the destiny of the people in his 

hQUds according to the kind of m'~ he WaS . 

With this link between the community and the king, Israel's miseries 

and suffering became associated with t he failures of her kings and equally her 

hope of restorCltion "IUd prosper ity beC3.111e inextricably linked to the hope of 3. 

coming ' anointed one I who would be truly riehteous. Whi le the monqrchy still 

stood ::lS an institution, this was never an eschntologic.al hope, but was centred 

on SOr.le actual historical person who would fulfil and realize this hope for the 

community. Thus the hope of the famous ' messianic' passage in Isa. 9.1- 6 about 

the coming child , probably refers to the nnticip3.ted birth of a prince who would 
3. 

come to the throne to fulfil this great hope. 
4. 

'I~~nuel' prophecy of Isa. 7. 

This is true also of the 

In its e3.rliest expression , then, the mess i 911ic hope is not ass ociated 

with esch:ttology but with a dream of shnloEl to be brought "bout by Y"hweh through 

his 'anOinted one ' , the actlli31 reigning king of Israel or his legitimate 

successor. The f,"ilure of Israel's kings meMt that the dre :un was not fulfilled 

and so lived on as a hope for the future, but it WClS :; lwf'-Ys within the present 

1. S . Mowinckel, He that Cometh , 1956, p. fO-\on the basiS of this embodiment of 
the people in the person of the king it is e"sy t o see how the ancient 
Israelites coul d interpret the bestowal of divine gifts and blessings on the 
king as the bestowal of such gifts 1nd blessings on the n3tion itself.) 

2. Cf 1 Ki. 11.12f, 32; 2 Ki. 20.6; 22 .ISf . 
3. For" full discussion of this cf S. Mowinckel, He that COr.leth , 1956, 

pp. 102-110. 
4. ibid pp . llO-122. 
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existing oruer, rillu wh , t it lookeu for w::ts the establishment of Israel in peace 

and prosper ity. 

(b) Tpe post-exilic periou 

This hope of ancient Is r~el bec omes specifically ~ hope f or the future 

with the events of 586 B. C. when the mon')rchy fell and Isr,.:.e l bec'Wle " c3.ptive 

people under foreign dominion. The prophets of doom h,d l ong f or e told this 

event, ~nu in it Jeremi a h qnd his few friends Saw the triU1~ph of Ya hweh. FrOD 

that ti};]e onwards t he hope of rest oration bec",ue a constant e lelilent of the 

. prophetic llless8gc. The na tional anu political r estor ation for which they hoped 

and longed, 'Uld in which they fer vently be lieved , on the basis of Yahweh's 

election of and covenant wi th them, is depict ed i n pat terns drawn from t h e i deas 

3ss ociated with the enthr onement of the king . The main fea tur es of t his ' new ' 
1. 

hope were : the political :md n'ltional deliverance of Israel, the rest oration of 

the dynas t y of David a s Yahweh ' s instrument f or t h e fu l fiL.1ent of the restored 
2. 3. 4. 

COl!llllunity , the reunion of the t wo kingdoms, the destruction of heClthen power s, 
5. 

the r eturn of the Dic.spora , the religious and moral res t or".tion of the people 
6. 

including judgement on sinners and traitors , and a ~qrvellous fertility of L,nd, 
7. 8. 

people, and c ~ttle , and peace " mong t he n Cltions . 

Bound up with this waS the rest or at ion And glorific~.tion of Jerusalem 
9. 

as the politic 'll :md relig i ous centre () f the ':Iorld , ·t o which pil grims will come 
10. 

from a ll the w :tions to pay hom~ge to the God of I sr'1e l , where they will not hurt 
11. 12. 13 . 

or des troy because they will :111 know Yahweh, rmd 311 be consecr." t ed t o him. A 

1. Isa.9. 3; 10. 27 ; 14. 25 ; 52. 2 ; Jer. 30. 8; Ezek. 34. 27 . 
2. Isa . 11.l3f; Jer . 3 . 18; 31.27; 33.7; Ez:ek. 37 .15- 22 ; Hos . 2. 2f; 3.5 ; Obad. 18; 

Zech . 8.13; 9.10-13; 10. 5f; 11. 4- 17; 13 . 7-9.~'or the restoration of the dyna"lty 
Isa. 4. 2; 7 . 10- 17; 8 . 8b , lOb; 9. 1-6 ; 10. 21; 11.1- 9 , 10; 16 . 5 ; 32. 1- 8; 55 . 3f 
Jer. 17. 25; 23. 5!; 17 ; 30. 9,21 ; Ezek. 17. 22- 24 ; 34 •. 23f; 37.22- 25 ; Hos.3. 4f ; 
ALlOS 9.11; Mic . 4. 8; 5. 1- 3 ; Zech 9. 9f. 

3. Isa. 11.l3f; Jer.3 . l8; 31.5f , 27 ; 33. 7; Ezek. 37·. 15.-22; Has . 2. 2ff, 16-25; 
3. 5; Ob~d . 18 ; Zech. 8.13; 9. 10- 13; 10. 5f. 

4. Isa. 13. 23; Jer. 46- 51; Ezek. 25- 32; Zeph . 2 ; Zech 9; cf ,\mos If. 
5. Isa. 43 . 5f; 48. 20; 49.17f, 22 ; 52.8,l1f; 56.7; 57 . 13; 60.4 , 8f; 66.20; Jer.2 .18; 

23. 3; 30. 3 ; 31.7-12; 32 . 37 ; 33 . 7,11; Ezek. 11. 17; 20. 34,41 ; 28 . 25; 34. 11f; 
36 . 24; 37.12; Hos . ll.10f ; Mi c . 2. lff; 4. 6f; Zeph. 3. 19f; Zech. 8.7f; 9. 11f; 10.8-10 

6. Isa .1.l8-31; 2. 20; 3.11 ,18- 23 ; 4. 3f; 17. 8; 28.9 ; 29. 20 ; 30.22; 31. 6f; 33 . 14- 16; 
Zeph . 1. 6; 3. llf; Ezek. 14. 1- 11; 20. 36 - 38; 22; 34.17- 22; 36.25; J er. 33 . 8; 
Mic . 5 . 9- 13; Zech. 13.2- 6 ; MaL 2 . 10-13, 17- 3. 5; Isa. 52.l,3ff; 58. 1- 7; 59.2- 8, 12, 
15 ; 64 . 4; 65 . 2. 

7 . Amos 9. 13; Joel 4.18; Isa. 7 . 21f ; 49 . 20; 60.22 ; Jer. 3.16; 31.37; Ezek.36.lff, 
33- 38 ; Mic. 4. 7; Zech 8 . 4f ; 14. 10. 

8. Isa. 2. 4; Mic. 5. 9ff; Zech. 9. 10 
9. Isa. 49 . 16- 19 , 51. 3; 54 . lf; 58. 12; 60. l0;61.4 , 6f ; Ezek. 36 . 33ff. 
10. Isa.45 . 14,23 ; 56 . 7 ; 60. 3 ; 66 . 18f, 23; "cic . 4.1- 4 ; Jer. 3 . 17; Zeph. 3.10; Zech . 

8 . 20- 23 ; 14.l6- 19 . 
11. Isa. 11 . 9; 62 . 25 
12 . 18a. 11. 9; J e r . 3134. 
13 Isa . 4. 3 ; 6 . 13 ; 62. 12 ; 61.6 ; Zech. H . 21 
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1. 2. 
A new covenant is made and Isr lel is ch lnged by the spirit of Yahweh. At times 

more emphasis is loid on the religious, super-terrestrial elements, and then it 
3. 4. 

is expressly stated th~t this decisive chcnge in fortunes is the day of Yahweh 

s. 
or simply 'that day'. 

This vict ory of Yahweh will eclipse all previous ones, qnd will secure 

victory not only over Isr:.el's traditional enemies but also i moginRry distant 
6. 

peoples who existed in f a bles a nd mythology (e.g. the kine of Gog and Magog) . 
7. 

When Yahweh h3P defeated the world power outSide Jerusalem, eternal peace (i.e. 
8. 

uniterrupted historical pence) will prevail. 
9. 

:m end, a nd men will live t o a ripe old age. 

Suffering and clisease will be a t 
10. 11. 12. 

Pe '1ce 'IDd joy, light and life 

will prevail when the old things are passed away and heaven and esrth have been 
13. 

created anew. 

Clearly in this picture drawn by the prophets of the glorious coming 

future, which will be in sharp contrast to Israel's present unhappy lot under 

foreign dominion, a great deal is the language of poetry and not sober reality. 

But the politicol , national, and social restoration of Isrnel is the vital and 
14. 

essential element in the hope. Even in Deutero-Isaiah as we saw , universalism 

is not a vague ~.nd undefined hope with no cle I' idea of how it is to be brought 

.lbout. The God of a ll the earth is Israel's God, Yahweh • She alone knows him, 

3l1d he has chosen her ::IS his instrument in bring ing the n:.tions to know him too. 

Thus the universa l. worship of Ya hweh will be achieved tbroueh the restoration of 

Isra el throu@l the mir flculous r es t or::tion of the na tion. 

1. Isa. 55.3f; Jer. 31. 31ff. 
2. Ezek. 11.l9f; 36.26; 39.29; Joel 3.1ff. 
3. Deut . 30.3; Jer. 29. 14; 30.3,18; 31.23; 32.44; 33.7,11,26 ; Ezek. 15.1,53; 

29.14; 39.25; Has. 6.11 ; J oel 4.1; Amos 9.14; Zeph. 2.7; 3.20. 
4. AulaS 5.18; Isa. 2 .12; Zeph. 1.8, 14ft; 2.2 ; Ezek. 30.3; Joel 1.15; 2,1; 3.3+; 

4.14; ®",l\: 15; Zech. 14.1. 
5. Isa. 2.20; 3.18; 4.2; 5.30; 7.18; 20f, 23; 10.20,27; 11.l0f; 12.1, 4; 17.4, 

7, 9; 22.20, 25; 23 .15; 24.21; 25.9; 26 .1; 27.1£,12f; 28.5f; Jer. 4.9; 30.7f; 
46. 10; Amos 2.16; 8 .9.13 ; 9.11; l3.lf, 4 ,6,8,13,20; (In most of these passages 
'that day' serves merely to connect tw o contemporaneous events, but in sever,2l 
it has cle'l r ly an exchatologic"l use; o.nd the hter prophetic tradition tendel] 
mo re and [.lore to t 'lke it in the absolute ,md specific sense as referring to 
the dies i11a . 

6. Ez ek. 38f. 
7. Ps. 46 ; 47; cf 71. 
8. Isa. 4.9; 11.6-8; 32.l7f; 33 . 6; 60.17; 65.2 5; Jer. 23.6 ; 30.10; Ezek. 34.25-27; 

36.8ff, 29f, 33; Mic . 4.3f; Zeph. 3.13; Zech. 3.10; 9.10; 14.11; Ps.46.l0 
9. Isa. 65.20 
10. Isa. 12. 3-6 ; 35.5f; 65.l8f; Jer. 31.10-14; 33.9; 
11. Isa. 9.1; 30.26; 60. l9f ; 62. l. 
12. Isa. 65.20, 22; 25.8. 
13. Is:>.. 65.17; 66.22. 
14. cf a bove p.16. 
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This by nO meffilS i ,nplies th3t the political ,mil soc i al chflracter of 

the hope replaced the religious aspects . Rrtther , the very n '1ture of Israel's 

faith makes the two ~s¥ects insep Jrable. Her faith is that Y~~weh is Israel's 

God who revea ls his power in and through the fo rtunes of Isr9.el. Yahweh ' s 

restoration will bring glory not only :to Isr::tel but also to Yahweh himself, 'It 

is through the glorific :ltion of Israel that the glorificat ion of Yahweh is 
1-

achieved '. 

It is Dfainst the background of the hope of the n.~.tion"l restoration 

t h2t we must consider the ' messianic' expectation of post- exilic Judaism ana the 

idees assoc i ated with it. There can be no doubt th,"t the expectation of a 

Mess i ah came into existence :lS a hope for the future as 'W essential part of 
2. 

Is r ael 's hope of n :ltional restoration. 

In the Ol d Testaraent the coming king, the Messiah, w-,s _l lwnys thought 
3. 

of as a legitimde descenuent of the royal hous e of David. Sometimes it :lppeflrS 

that the expecta tion WClS connected with a p:::rticul,l r descendent of David who W:lS 

alive at the tin e. It is possible tha t Is a . 9 refers to an ac tual newborn 

prince of the ancient dynnsty. It is in all events cert ~in th:lt Zechar iah a nd 

Haggai assocL,te all the expectations of the future with a specific historical 
4. 

person, Zerubbabel, the grsndson of king Jehoiakin. He will establish the 

glorious restored kingdon. Isa. 11. I ff L'IOY also belong to the SClffie period as 

these Zerubbabel prophecies, but it may ,Iso be a purely future expectation. 

During this period the Messiah is not an eschatological figure in the 

sense of having no successors . Vihat is ,'lllticipated is thc.t i'.hen Isra el is 

restored through the messianic deliverer, then :lIsa will be established the 
5. 

Davidic monarchy. His successors are explicitly mentioned in Jer. 23. Iff. 

They are the 'good shepherds' who will now be Over the people in contrast to the 

'bad shepherds ' of former days . 

When the exiles have r eturned and the state of bliss is being esta-

blished then , says Deutero- Isaiah, Yahweh will again m'lke his covenant with his 
6. 

peopl e. Accor~ing to Jer. 30. 21f it is as a result of the coming of the 

1. S. Mowinckel, He th l t Cometh, 1956, p.149. 
2. ibid pp.155-157. 
3. Isa. 11. 1, 10; 9.6; 14.5 ; 55.3f; Mic . 5.1; Jer. 17. 25} 23.5; 33. 9; Ezek.34. 23f; 

37. 24f; Amos 9. 11. 
4. I Chron. 3.18f; Hug. 2.6f; 21i'f; Zech . 2. 4 , 13,15; 3. 8; 4.6-13; 6. 10- 13. 
5 •. This is clear f r oll such passages as Jer. 17.25; 33.15ff; lsa. 55.3f; ~~os 

9.11; Mi c . 4. 8 . 
6 . Isa. 55.3f. 
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J:lessianic king thot 'you sha ll be Ill)' people ,md I will be your God', i. e. it is 
l. 

through the Messiah th .. t the coven9Xlt of Sinai will be a ffincced with the people of 

God. 1.S Isa. 55. 3f Jll3kes ;,lain, together with the restored coven3l1t through the 

restoration of the royal house will come dominion over other nations as of old. 

It is the 'fo=er dominion, the kingdom over Jerusulem' which will c Ome to the 
2. 

'daughter of Zion' when Zion once again hns n king in her ~idst says Micah. The 

,york of Yahweh, presnged by the birth of the royal child :h Isa. 9 , 1-6 , is 

To increase the d :)minion 
3nd make good fortune endless 
upon the throne of D~vid, 
anJ in his kingdon. 

The same prediction is made when it is emphaSised that, in contrast with the 

unhappy present, in the restored kingdom the king 'wi ll come forth from his 
3. 

(1. e. Jacob's) ,aids t ' ; IsrRel will no l onger be under the rule of foreign kings. 

4. 
Thus in this early period the Mess i ah is a mortal son of David whose 

political restoration will be the sign and the means of Israel's restoration and 

glor y. His restoration on the throne mea ns also the r e-establishment of Israel 

a s a politic~l, SGcL,l, ~nd religious uni t . 

Just as the i dea l historical king was not a mere mortal ruling in his 

own might, but was equipped with divine powers :nd qualities, so will the future 

king of the restored comnunity be. The source of this divine equipment is not 

a supernntural birth or conception, but the fact th ",t the 'spirit of Yahweh' 
5. 

rests upon him. ' With it comes a ll the royal virtues, 

a spirit of wisdoc cmd discernment , 
a spirit of counsel and strength, 6. 
a spirit of knowledge and reverence for Yahweh. 

This endowment with the spirit of Yahweh is the source of all the future 
7. 

king's powers, he rules 'in the strength of Yahweh,ic the majesty of the name 
8. ~ 

of Yahweh his God,' to secure peace for his people : ' rom foreign oppression 
10. 

and also every well-being for the ne.tion. In this sense the king's endowment 

with the spirit is the Source of the blessing of the community. When Isaiah 

2. Mic. 4. tl; J • .i-5. 
3. J er. 30. 2l. 
4. That he is not iJmnort,'ll is borne out by the persist,mce of the idea in l ater 

Judaism th..lt the Messiah will die :It the end of the millenium; cf 2 Esdrds 
7. 28ff; 12 . 34; 2 Bar. 30; cf 29. 3 

5. cf R. Koch, ' Der Gottesknecht uncl <.er Messias', io. Biblica Vol. 27, 1946, 
pp. 241ff. 

6. Isa. 11.2 
7 . Zech. 4.6 
8. Mic. 5. 3 
9. Isa. 9.4; Mic . 5.4; Zech. 9.10 
10. Isa. 4.2; 9. 1; Jer. 23 . 6 
1. Ex .. 19.5f; Lev, 26.12; Jer, 24,7; 31-.33; 32.38 ; Z,ech. 8,8; Ezek. 11,20; 

36.28; Hos. 2.25 etc: . , 
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s t ::ltes t hat he re-establishes :md lays the foundations of the fuvidic kingdO'!:J 
1. 

' with justice .3nd with righteousness' the context ShOWS tk,t the ··,ain emphasis 

f a lls on the victorious power by which he wins for his people 'justice' 'md 

'salvation ' in 3 more 'political ' senSe. But the ethical ~d social side of 

' righteousness' is 'iuite evident in the prolJise about the shoot which comes forth 

froLl the stump of Jesse; 

He will not judge after the siGht of his eyes, 
neither reprove after the hearing of his ears , 
but with righteousness shall he judge the poor, 
and reprove with e'iuity for the meek of the earth: 
and he shall smite the earth wit h the rod of his ~outh 
:md with the bre:lth of his lips shall he slay the wicked. 
And righteousness shall be the girdle uf his loins, 
and f e. ithfulness the gir,Ue of his reins. (2) 

3. 
This 2.Pl'e::lrs again and again. Accordingly his rule " ill :'llso result, ::>6 

we should expect from the old kingship i dec.l of the king as the embodiment of the 
4. 

people, in n mo r a l c.nd religious revival. 'l'he religious ::>spect ~f conditions in 

the future kingdom is emphasised in Ezek. 37. 24ff ; 

'I will set .Jy s3Uctuary among the,n fo r evermore. 
My dwelling place Shall be with them; 
nnd I will be their God, and they shall be my people. 
And the nClt ions sh., 11 know th :·\t I, Y.lhweh, sanctify Israel. ' 

Every m::terial blessing :illd moral ' .n d r eligious rmew'll of the cOIll8unity 

is realised by Yahweh thr ough his endowment of the future king with hi s spirit. 

As the emboc.iment of the people the king ' s endowment with the spirit of Yahweh, 

anel thUS of every royal virtue, melms th:'tt in him Yahweh constitutes and 'blesses' 

the restored community. It illeanS further th·lt th e nell' cOLlllunity itself will be 

endowed wit h the spirit in :md with the coming king. The great hope of a land 

' full of the knowledg e of Yahweh ' (Isa. 11.9; cf Jer. 31. 3/,) and moral and reli-

gious obedience will be realised when Yahweh fulfils his pror.lise; 'I will put my 

spi rit wi thin you, ~nd cause you to walk in my statutes ••• and ye shall be my 
5. 

people , and I will be your God.' This promise finds a specific echo in Joel; 
6. 

'I Hill pour out my spirit upon all flesh.' 

It would be true to say th:lt in the Old 1lesta",ent the messianic hope is 

really the longing for the new, res tored cOillL~unity in which the Messiah is a vital 

and indis~ensable instruwent of Yahweh. Their hopes ::Ire focussed on him. 

The high ethic :1.1 hopes of the new cOLlmunity a re quite clel.lrly inspired by the 

1. lea. 9.6 
2 . Isa . 11.3-5. 
4. Ezek. 37.24; cf :llso Jer. 23 . 16; 30. 9, 2lf; 33.16; Is~. 32. 3- 8. 
3. ISa. 9.6; 1605; 32.1; Jer. 23.4f; 33. 15; Ezek. 34. 22f; Zech. 9.9 
5. Ezek. 36 . 27f. 
6 . Joel 2 . 28. 
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great prophets. The longing is not SilTlply for a n _tional restoration (though 

it is never less tha n this), but for one in which the religious and mo r al ideals 

of the prophets will be realised. These hopes quite naturQlly centred in the 

coming king. But the coming king implies the coming restored community, or, in 

converse, the corJing restore<l COITllIluni ty ilnplies the COfilinC king. It is ifilpossibl ,,, 

for the Old Test=ent to conceive of a ' /'!essiah ' without thinking ',lso of the 

messianic community. They belong insep3.r::tbly together. 

(c) The Inter-Testrunental Peri od 

This hope of renewal; political, social, moral and religious, is not 

yet the eschatological messianic hope of l a ter JudaiSm. It is essentif,lly an 

earthly hope for the future which is thought of as the beginning of an endless 

period of bliss and, in the more universalistic of the prophets, of world evange-

lism. It is in the inter-testamental period that the Messiah becomes a speci-

ficctlly eschatologicctl figure who inau8urates the eschatological messianic 

community. 

The roots of this later concept of the work of God's Messiah are 

:llready pres ent in the Old Testament. ,\s greater emphasis CQllle to be laid on 

the restoration of the nation BS the work of Yahweh, it ccme to be thought that 

this would be the fine,l act of God's rede;Olptive deliver?Jlce when the formative, 

educative , onward Lk'lrch of history would be 'It Bn end. 
1. 

This would come to PRSS 
2. 

' in the latter days ' when all things would return to their original perfection. 

This 'new thing' which Yahweh will accomplish in t he 'last da ys' is nuL, 

as it is in the Old 'Cestament, simply the beginning of the restored nBtional 

life. It is the consUIllln'ltion of all th.'!t h:1s 50ne before. But it was never 

forgotten th~t the start ing point for the future hope was faith in the restoration 

of Israel as a free people '3lJong the other n"tions on thiS earth and in the land 

of Canaan. 

The emergence of a dualistic view of the world brought tensions which 

were never reconciled into the older earthly hope , '!nd they lived together in 

unsystefilatic confusion in later Judaism. Nevertheless e:1ch undoubtedly 
3. 

influenced the other and some attempts a t reconcilia tion were made. 

1. Gen. 49.1; NtLi,. 24.14; Deut. 4.30; 31,29; Isa. 2.2; Jer. 23.20; 30.24; 48.47; 
49.39; Ezek. 38.16; Hos. 3.5; Mic . 4.1; fun. 10.14; cf Ezek. 38.8 

2. Ep. Barn . 6.3 
3. e.g. milleni2l1ism cf. G.F. Moore, Judaism, Vol. 2, pp.323- 395. 
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Char'lct cris tic of the dualisw of l ::lter Judaiso is the thought of the 

two :~ges or aeons; 'this age' and 'the age to come' which were s epnrl'lted by a 
1. 

sh::lrp transition, eacb wi th its own definite time and chry,racter. This aeon, 

under the rule of S'ltan, .,bounds with all his manifestations - lilisfortunes 

and evils of every kind. These dre::tdful conditions will become intensified ''lIld 
2. 

sin 'nd hostility increase and reach their climax in the throes of the messianic 

age" Then the cooing aeon would dawn "llld be the very r 0verse of thiS. God will 
3. 

overthrow Satan's dominion, em! all misfortune and suffering, o.nd establish his 

kingdom and aSsume his kingly rule. Israel, or the pious in Israel, will then 
4. 

receive their rewnrd of happiness and bliss on n re-created e'lrth or in the renlll 
5. 

beyond, in p~radise or in heaven. 

Here we find ::l real dualism of a world of evil on earth, under the rule 

of Satan, and a world of bliss beyond the "resent scheme of things, under the 

rule of Goll. The whole picture of the future is ~ description of a world 

entiraly different from the present one. It is truly to be seen as a con8urn-

mdion of history. 

This consullln,.,tion of history is undoubtedly the key f:1ctor in Jewish 
6. 

eschatology but a second 'l!ld ,Jost important common factor is its corporate 

ch _,rac t er. History is conslllimi.1ted in the est3.blishlllent of the new community, 

the true Isra el. In its more national form the t hought centres on the restor a -
7. 

tion of Israel 1S the eschdtolo€; ic'll conmunity when Yahweh c1estroys her enemies . 

Then in the sweeping wo rld catastrophe only Zion will r "clE!in unsh"ken and all who 
8. 9. 

Horship Y:lhweh, the righteous 'reulrnnt of Israel' will find refuge and deliveranc_ 

there. 
10. 

In its oore dualistic forrll the thought centres on a resurrection to a 
11. 

judgement. After judgement the righteous enter upon eterna l life when they 

L Cf G. F. Moore , Judaism , Vol. 2, p. 378 'lnd Index 1, s. v . 'World to Come. 
2. G.F, Moore, Judaism, Vol. 2., pp. 36lff ; p . Volz, Die Eschatologie der jUdischen 

Gemeinde im neutestamentlichen Zeitalter, 1934 , pp.l·n ff . 
3. P. Volz, op. cit., pp. 88, 309ff, 318. 
It. J:bi~ pp. 3-i'9-406. 
5. ibid Pl'. "08ff. 
60 S~owinckel, He that Cometh, 1956, p.268. 
7. 1 En. 92 ff; 90018; T. fun. 5; T. "sher 8. 
8. Ps. Sol 17; Ass . Moses 10; 2 B~r. 2 l.l; 29.2; 36.40; 1 Bsdras 12ff. 
9. 2 Esdrgs 6 . 25; 7.28; 9.8; 12 . 34 ; 13.24, 26, 48f; 2 Bar. 29.4; 40.2; 

Sib. Or. 4. 384; Bab Yeb. 47a. 
10. Dan . 12.2,13; 1 En. 92 .3; 100.5; 2 E~dras 5. ,~2; 7.32f, 78ff; 2. Bar. 50.2 

5l.1ff; 52.3; Sib . Or. 4 , l80!; T. Si m6; ·r. Lev. 18; T. JUll. 25; T. Zeb. 10; 
T. Dan. 5; T. Benj 10; 2 Mac. 6.26; 7.9 H, 36; 12. ;3f; 1,.46. 

11 . :'0.1"' . • ~ ;': .2.; :'n . r.;c~_ ~ . ~p., -'.5~ J. ~.:;:. ! ; <:'.:C; :.5 .:~; I ::~r. ~? .. ~~; 
L~.:-.g; 50. 2 9 P.R.t'?. CiL: . I{,; Po I.'::c. c .. 'J .v, 1·1, ~ . 



P"),Z8 80. 

live together witil God in his kingdom where a ll sin ~nd injustice have bJen 
1. 2. 

destroyed .md evil nen sentenced to an irrevocable perdition. It is afte r 

this that a new heaven :md a new earth appe~rs after the destruction of this 
3. 

erlrth. Someti,nes this dualistic other-worldly perfected community and the 

l'o re original nation~listic eschatology meet in the concept of Zion being trans-

formed into parad i s e. The new Jerusalem is a heavenly city, which comes to 
4. 

earth radiant with the splendour of God. 

In neither concept is there pure individualism. In both there lives 

the basic concept of God c reating the final ethico-religious community in which 

y"hweh is truly worshipped. In the other-worldly esch .. ' .tology it is true that " 

gre",t de,.l of emph:oJsis is p].'·tced on the imlividu'll who will b e judged ,,"ccording 

t v "'h ilt h e h"s done CIS ,m individu a l and not Sihlply on his being a menber of 
5. 

Isr~lel, but this is Y" hweh's way of cre"lting t he pious cOLJrJunity in the world to 

CO.w8 .. 

With these two concel'tions of the 'l'lSt things ' there a rose two quite 

distinct conc epts of the Messiah. The one more transcendenta l :lSsociat ed with 

the figure ()f the Son of man .mel ref l ected chiefl y in the :cpocalyptic literature 

of the period, .lnd the other the mOre popular n "1tional MessiClh of this world 

nnd reflected m inly in the Psalms of Solol..on , the Testaments of the Twelve 

Pa trinrchs, the Ta rgwns, the 3llcient synagogue pr JYers :.md t he rabbinic l iterature 

(in which apocalyptic e lements h.'lve been suppressed by norr.ntive Judaism with its 

more n:ltionalistic ,mu mundane sPirit). ':Ie sh"ll de c:l '.lith t h,c figure of the Son 

of man in the next chapte r, our concern here is with the nctioIL.'!list ic Messiah 

of the period. This is not to i mp ly th .~t the two fiGures re.cained disiinct. 

However contradictory and irreconcila ble the t ','IO concepts might be , the thought 

of l :: ter Judaism is with one 'lnd the Same roya l figure WhO bGlongs to the 
6. 

eschaton in who." t,lis - woril.d ly .and other-worldly trni ts ,:Jre blended. The 

blending is never complete but traits tak en frow the one figure certainly 

influence the other. Depending on the circles from which the writ ings a r e 

derived the n :ttionalis tic or tr:tnscendental :tspects do:;-dnClte the Llf. saianic 

figure :md the eschntology associated wi th him. 

1. Cf S. Mowinckel, He th"t Cometh, 1956, p. 276 
2. Dan. 12. 2; 1 En. 91.15; 103.8; 2 En. 9f; 2 Bar. 4. 12; 51. 5; 78.6; 83.10, 

85 .13; 2 Esdras 7. 36, 75, 84; 8 . 59. 
3. Isa. 65.17; 66 . 22; 1 En. 91.16f; 72. 1; Jub. 1.29; 50. 5 ; 2 En. 65.7; 

2 Esdras 7. 75; 2 Dar. 31.5; 32 . 6; 44.12; 57. 2. 
4. Rev. 22 . 9ff. 
5. G.F. Moore, Jud:liso, Vol . 2, Y.377 
6. S . Mowinckel, He tU'lt Cometh , 1956, p . 281 
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(i) The Messiah an historic"l person 

';iell into the later period of Judaism "'hen the tr'IDscendental view 

vf the Messiah WaS !JOre common there persisted the i<lea th'lt he would be an 

historical person. The proof of this is seen in the ~ersistent declaration 

of certain historic::l ,Jerson s as tile MesSiah. The Talmudic interpretation of 

Isa. 9.5 is that the r eference is to king Hezeki~ who should have been the 
1. 

Messi::lh but wss found unworthy. '.Phe Hnsmone lh dyn,,,sty waS held to be the 

fulfilment of the prophecies concerning the reGtoration iilld Simon was regarded 
2. 

as the Messi3h . ~he title Messiah WaS jt one time conferred upon Phreoras the 
~ 
~ 

brother of Herod, "nu there were ,,1 series of false Messiahs br:mded by Josephus 
4. 

and the Ranum .quthorities as brig 'mds , rioters and saboteurs. This indicates 

that the Messiah was generally reg,rded as an earthly man like other men. This 

waS also the universa l view of the r abbis in spite of the impressive epithets 
5. 

they app lied to him. 

(ii) The i;iessiClh immortal 

The concept of the two aeons helped to nuke the lIIessi~ not only a 

s~ec ific eschatologic 11 figu r e but an immort"l being who fl ould rule in an eternnJ 

Messbnic kincdOLl. Throughout the rabbinic litera ture it is t·,ken for granted 
6. 

though seldom st['ted th'lt ttle Messiah is "n et ernal being. Nevertheless the 

rabbis did not los e sight of the ea rlier idea th" t the d n.ys of the Mess iah 

belonged essenti~lly to this world as its glorious conclus ion. "here the 

concept of the ",e"si mic int erim-kingdom (ttle mllenium) preva iled the resuI'-
7. 

r ect i on of the de ~ <l W8S explicitly postponed until aft er t he d~ys of the Messinh. 

But the thought of the et ern,u MessiClh :IS an eternal be ing in an eternnl kingdor.l 

waS the domincmt c onc0pt in the time of Jesus . The New Test,,;"~nt bears recoru 
8. 

to the f act th~lt the iue.'3. of u. dying ~!essiM waS imposs i ble for Jews to ac cept. 

(iii) The Messiah mortal 

The tradition of the Messiah being , n historic~l individu~l usually 

1. R ,b. San. 94a. 
2. 1 Mac. 14. ";ff. 
3. Josephus Antiq. XVII . 47f. 
4. Josephus Antiq. XIV. 160; 18.85f; Bab. San. 98b , 99a; cf Acts 5. 36 ; 21. 38 
5. G. F. Moore, Judaism , Vol. 2 , p. 349; S . Mowinckel , He that CO'-1eth , 1956, p. 285 
6. Bab. San. 99a. where the differ ent r 2bbinic op i nions "Ir e quoted. cf. Rev. 20. 4f. 
7. Str" ck & Billerbeck Vol. 3 p.827; Vol. + pp. 971, 1166. 
8 . Mat . 16.2lff; Hk . 8 . 31 ; 9.3lf; Lk. 24.20f; Acts . 17. 3; 1 Cor. 1.23; 

Gal. 5.n , etc . 
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1. 

of David's line emd of the tlillenium led to i str:md of tradition in which it 

WaS t aught that the Messiah would die 2.t the end of the mi11eni urn when the 
2. 

glorious eshcaton would dawn. 

( i v) The dyin, ; Messiah ~nd the suffering Messiah -
different truditions 

"here the concept of the Mess i ah as :1 mo r tal ;el'-,n prev:liled, there was 

the thought of a dying Messiah , but to this de"ltn no r edemptive significmce was 

,.tt lche~ . His death !D'lrked the end of the I d:l,YS of the !,;essiah I ..lnd the inaugu-
3. 

ration of the I comin" .2ge I !It the gener"l resurrection. ',,'here t h e concept of rul 

etern ,1 Messiah prev'~iled , under the influence of the Son of m..-m theology , there 

:l re references to his suffering in the tra v -, ils of the itlessianic ',ge. 
4. 

This 

~lways ends in his 51orious Vi ctory not in his death. 1ho suffering "lnd death 
5. 

of the lIlessinh Qre never .ass ocia teu with on" mother. They belong to different 

tr dit i ons of his pers on , i. e . whether he is Bart'll or i lJlilOrt 'll, and neither the 

suffering nor death of the Messiah is given " tonin _' J ignific'1nce in J udaism. 

,1),, ;t is essential i s the establishuient of the gloriOUS eschat ological cOllillunity . 

(v) The eguipment of the Messiah with the Spirit 

As in the older conceptions 0f tile co~ng deliverer it is tsught ths t 

the eschCltologic_, l Messiah will be equipped with the spirit of Ynhweh for his 

·niss iun. Thus we read: 

For Gall ',Iill i."ke him mighty by 
And wise by menns cf the spirit 

me.~,ns of (his) holy spirit, 
of understc1nd ing , with strength 

and righteousn ess . (6) 

His equiP"lent with tile spirit is the source of nll his mor,"l qunlities 2nd 

victorious power. 

His riL,hteousness :IS a result of h is endoWlllent with the spirit is seen 
7. 

both in th., etbi cal sense of I justice I end c~lso in the olde r sense of obtaining 

his people's right agtlinst the heathen oppressors .3nu securing their deliverance 
8. 

from suffering :md dcmger. The righteousness of the Messi 1h cons ists in saving 

1. Ps . Sol. 17.4f, 21, 23; T. Jud. 22-24; Shem. Es. 14; 2 Esdr~s 12. 32 ; Targ. Jon, 
on lsa . 11.1; Jer. 23 . 5; 33.15 ; Has . 3.5. (Other concepts were a Levitical 
MeSSiah durinG the Hasc,onea n dyn3sty Jb.11. 13ff; T. Reu . 6. 10-12; T. Lev. 18; 
Post-Hasmonem Jud:lism sometiloes s poke of the Messi:lh ben J oseph or ben 
Ephraim, cf. S. Mowinckel , He that Cometh, 1956 , pp. 290f). - -

2. 2·Esdr as 7. 28f. "'---'- " .. _ ... 

3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 

ibi d , ,. 
Of "the treatl~ent of Isa. 53 in the TarGums (a bove 
S. Mowinckel, He that Cometh, 1956, pp. 329ff. 
Ps. Sol. 17.42; cf T. Jud. 17.7 
Ps. Sol. 17. 28f, 35 , 48. 
Cf below p . 83 p:ra (vii) 

p 3'1 ) 
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1. 

his ,Jeople. Here ric:hteousness ,"n": s31v,· tion -9.re identic(ll. 

As e. result of his endowwent with the spirit the 'Ii.essi'lh h'1s also 
2. 3. 

the charisLm of teaching ~d wisdom. 

(vi) ':!'he PQ'?J:'le ' s l'articip2.t ion in "he Messinh 's endowment wi t h 
the "pirit 

Because "he :.;"ssiah possesses wisdom ~J1J. the fe~r of Gud, he can 

both b" le:Hler cilld eX","uple to his }leople ;,hen they live 

UnJer the rod of ch~stening of the lord's 3.I1ointed in the fe:J.r 
of his God, 

In the spirit of wisdom .md r 4;hteousness :md strength; 
That he: may direct Ulen in the Vlor Jre of ri ~hteousness by the 

fe~,r of God , 
That he m,w est ~ blish them all Defore the Lord, 
;. good gener ."t ion (living) in the fe::tr of God in the d'Ws of mercy. (4) 

This p-9.Ssage Ll'lkes it cle::tr th'lt it is not sinply as '" result of his leading 

that the people core 11'lJe godly ; r Ctther they shcore not only i n the fruits of 

his endowment with the spirit but also in the ' spirit of wisdom, and righteou,.Q·-

ness , 'lnd strength' . He is the embodiment of the messi:mic community cond ~s 

such brings then every blessing of the messi"lnic oge , including an endowment 

with the spirit. In his ' blessing' his people share. 

And the bleSSinG of the Lord (will be) with him: h,-' will be 
stron6 :nd stumble not (5) 

ther efore 

He will bless the peol'le of the Lord with wisciOla .-ll1d g l adness (6) 

(vii) :J'he restoration of Isr:;el 

The Messi:1h is .lccordingly the supern9.turally equi;:>ped instrument 

in the est ,blish!"ent o flt-.he eschatologic11 kingdoLl , the restoration 
7. ..,' 

kingdom 01' Isr'lel. He frees Isr:tel from her enemies , crushing the 
8 . 

of the 

hee.then 
9. 

powers wnich hol<1 her in bonc.age, -md est'1blishes a universal dominion with 

Jerusalem as t he c entre of the world \':hi ther 0.11 the nations will come to pay: 
10. 

hom:1ge to Israel's God who will have bec ome king of the world. -When the 

1. T. Jud. 24 (-/lith reference to Mal. 2 . 20) 
2 . 1 En. 49.3 . 
3. Ps. Sol. 17.42; 1 En. 49. 2f; 51. 3 ; T. Lev. 18. 
4. Ps . Sol. 18.8- 10. 
5. Ps. Sol. 17.';'3. 
6. Ps . Sol. 17.40. 
7. Ac ts 1. 6 
8 . Sib. Or. 3. 653; 1 En. 46; 51- 53; 2 Esd.ras 11. 46; 12. 34; 13.5. 37f , 49; 

2 B-9.r. 35ff ; 70. 9; T, Jos. 19; Ps . Sol. 17 . 24- 27 . 
9. Ps. Sol. 17.32; Cf Nu. Rab. 13 (170b); Gen. Rab. 1 (196~); Pirk. Eliezer 

11 (6c) 
10 . Ps . Sol. 17. 33f. 
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1. 
world power h3S been crushed then the dispersed of Israel will return. The people 

2. - 3. 
will become a holy people and no injustice will be found .~nong them. The MessiE'l1 

will restore 0.11 t,JQse ,300d things which were ·:t the beginning but which were l ost 
4. 

through the f ::111 of .-.dSLI -'lld will feea his people with the iil,-,.nna from he'J.ven, the 
5. 

"lirllCulous food of the desert wanderings. 

In this '/Ie see the perSistence of the meSSianic hope ::IS fund ".mentally 

a hope for the restoro.tion throLlgh deli ver::lnce of the cOcL~uni ty, Israel. The 

fe C!tures Zlentioned '~bove, derived .Jainly fror'] Old Test&lent concepts of the COmL'1;~ 

king, inuica te the persistence of the religiOUS and ethic.ll and a lso the politic~l 

and social c~rncter of the messianic hope. 

(Viii) MeSSianic fo r erunners 

The wide-spread belief in a f orerunner of the MeSSiah is encountered .. 
first in Mal. 3.23f where he is identified a s being Elij~. In l:lter JudgisD 

Elijah becar.-,e the forerunne r of the Messiah to bring about repeninnce of the 
6. 

people in prepar.'ltion f or his cOluing. 
7. 

The rllbbis h:lve Duch to say a bout his role 

~s 'restorer' and deciding questions of ' cleRn l and 'unclean ' and sepo.rating 
8. 

foreign elebent s fro~ Isr'lel . 

Other forerunners a re mentioned '110n.:;side El ij3.h. Most frequen tly it 
9. 

is Moses; unuoubtetlly the result of r .:tbbinic exegesis of Deut. 18.15. In the 
10. 

Enoch circles we he" r ::tlso of Enoch .';s the .. lessi:mic forerunner, or a ll those who 
11. 

ho.ve not died but been trnnsl'lted t o he,ven. 

;, ccordinG t o the Fourth Gospel the Jews ::It the t D·-,e of Jesus 'l lso 
12 . 

believed in ' the prophet ' who w~s t o ~.pp ear before the Messinh, but who waS expli-
13 . 

ci tly distinguished froi~ Elijah. This prophet = y h elve be"n thought t o be the 

MeSSiah himself ::n d :ccc ount for the fact thnt the Jews w:mted to make Jesus king 
14. 

when they called hin 'the prophet Wh0 Sh0Uh, cone into the i.orld' . 

(ix) The hidden MeSSiah 

There waS a lready the notion that the T·,lessinh waS a morta l =n. Sc he 

1. Shem. Es . 10; Tllrg. Jon. on Jer. 33 . 13; Targ. Ps-,Jon. on Ex. 4-0.10; Nu.24-.7 
Deut. 30. 4-; Ps. Sol 17 . 28- 31, 35f. 

2 . Fs . Sol. 17. 4-8ff . 
3 . Ps . Sol. 17.4-6 
4. Strack & Billerbeck, Vol. 1 p.19; Vol. 4 pp . 86,ff. 
5 . iE_~ Vol. 1 p . 87; Vol. 2 jJ. 481; Vol. 4- pp. 890 , .154-. 
6 . Eccles. 48.10; cf 1. En. 89.52; 90. 9 , 31. 
7. Strack & Billerbeck, Vol . 4 pp. 781ff. 
8. G. F. Moore, Jwlo.iSla , Vol. 2 pp. 375ff. 
9 . Str 3ck & Billerbeck, Vol. 4, p. 787. 
10. 1 En. 90.31 
11. 2 Esura s 6.26. 
12 . J". 1. 21; cf 6 . 14; 7. 40. 
13. Strack & Billerbeck , Vol. 2, pp. 363 , 378. 
14-. In. 6.14 
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l!li:;ht quite e :::sily be un';'erstood to be living in the world unconscious of his o".n 

future t ._,sk and Uli3sion until Go d c,lled :-nd equiJ-lpe<.l hi", with his spirit. Such 

a teacning is lJ-ee,C quite explicit in Justin's Di :>logue -ii i th Trypho, in which the 

• 
represent(lti ve of Jw:::>islJ says: I Even if the l'lessi3h should h!we been born nnd be 

livine so!newhere, yet he is unknown; indeed he does not even know himself; nor 
l. 

h oes he ''illY power, until Elij -.h comes, :moints him, nnd r eve21s hi:'l to nIl. ' 

Purther, 'Even if men say tht~t he he,s come, he will net be known for what he is 
2. 

until he becoGles faraous :nd renowned'. 

This thought of the hidden Messiah also occurS in the r2bbinic literr-

ture, where the MeSSiah lives unknown, often suffering, until the day comes for 
3. 

him to reveal hi!::self. This d'lY comes in the T-,lrgUlus to be called 'the dny of 

the Mess iah' • lhe chy when the Messiah ~ppears wd accOlJplishes his messianic 

work of salvation is the (by when he ' is revealed' as what he is destined to be, 

the MeSSiah. Thus the brothers of Jesus say to him; 'Reveal yourself to the 
4. 

world' i. e . decl,re yourself 3S the Messiah by mir'1cles onc; .,..orks of \'Ionder. 

Often this reve13tion of the Messiah is told in f ."lntastic imagery. In 

one passaGe we re!,u, 'At t he time when the King Mes siah reve .~ls himself he will 

come ,n\.l. stwd on the roof of the temple', f'rom there he will 3lll1ounce to Israel 
5. 

the Llessa,,;e of re~eDption. This p"ss '~_; c; is l'lter thnn the tiwe of Christ, but 

the temptation narr:.tives suggest thClt it w::>S held at nn earlier "eriod. 

(x) Suu:ury 

'fhe fi",lin fe :,tures of the eschatologicCll hope of the coming Messiah in 

later Judaism nre; 

1 . His coming is often thought of as being heralded by forerurulers, especially 

Elijah 'Uld Mos es. 

2. He reL~ins hid~en until calle<.l and ~ointed by Elijch, then , endowed with the 

spirit of Y,~h;iel:>., he himself is conscious of his ,;uss i on "lnd reve31s himSelf 

in striking '2cts )nd iIlimcles. 

3. His tosk is to rellize and consu,:Till.'1te Yahweh's purpose in history by saving 

Israel and crer!tin, the righteous esch,.ltologic'll cocmunity which is sometimes 

conceived of .~s an interim between this evil ·2eon under the swny of S"-tan 

1. Di:ll. 7. 
2 . Dial. 90. 
3 . S. Mowinckel , He tint CO..Jeth, 1956, pp. ;S05-308 for det :lils ::nd references. 
4. In. 7.3ff; cf 14.22. 
5. Struck & Billerbeck, Vol . 3, p.9. 
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,nd the comins glorious aeon under the rule of God, and at other times the 

i.lessi,:mic cOL"WlUni ty itself is eternCll under the perpetu"ll rule of the 

Mess ich . 

4. .ihere he is thought of as " mortal d '1n he ::lay <lie Ilt the end of tne millenilru 

and so usher in the fin31 other- worldly kingdom of God. If he is thought of 

:J.s an lllill9rtc,1 being he mny suffer in accomplishinc; his mission but will not 

<lie, for his suffering will issue in the Glorious victory of the Messiah :~ ni:. 

blessing of the n~tion. Neither suffering nor de:1th h: ,ve redelJlptive signi-

fic [lllce. 

5. Most cc.Jlnonly he is thought of ~s the 'Son of David', the r eligi o-n !tional 

king of the gloriously restored Isr3el. 

6. His COLling results in the conquest of SatE , the end of history, and the 

creation of the final perfected cor.nnuni ty of the re ,!eemed - the kingdom 

of God. 

7. To this cOdIlunity he brings every ideal "nd hope of the conllluni ty and 

prophets. '.'hey share in his 'blessin3 ' whether in the glorioUS golden age 

of the Jews on e3rth , or in the other- worldly esch::tology in heaven or 

lKlradise. 

B. THE ME3SIAII IN 'lEE NEIl TESTAMENT 

We must nrll, try to discover how far Jesus 9.lJplied to hiLlS elf , or altered 

or rejected these lnrticul,r Jewish i<leas connected with the title Mess iah; ho", 

it was applied to J csus by the Church; 'md what its si,:;nific,mce was for the self-

understanding of the Church in relation to Jesus wpom they calle<l 'the Messiah' . 

(a) The Narratives of the baptism of Jesus by John 

All the Gospels bear witness to the importFlnce of the baptism of Jesus 

by John . In the:.1 all, it marks the commence.nent of his mission md the moment in 

which he bec,,,,tie conscious of his own ' st ,-"us '. Severed references in Acts testify 

to the importance of John ' s baptisal as th ',t Ilhich marked 'the u"per limit of the 
1. 

apostolic testiuony. This indicates th.,t Jor-n was reg,:J.rded '1S the prophetic 

fo rerunner of the eschatoloGical Messiah , Jesus, by the e3rly Church. John's 

raessage nod Gission ie seGn solely in tilis li:;ht. '~o theB 311, he is ' the 

voice cryill£ in the '.lilderness, Prepare ye the way o,f the Lord, m::ke his po.ths 

1. ,:,cts 1022; 10.37; 13.24-25. 
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1. 

str" i ght.' In the synop"tic Gospels John is itl8Lltified "ith the Elijah who was 
2. 

to return before the cOLling of the ~,Iess inh " nd, acco r ding to Justin's Trypho, 
3. 

to anoint him for his task, or 'the prophet ' who waS to come to prepa re the way 
4. 

of the Lord. .c.ccortlinb to the Fourth Gospel John the Baptist expressly denied 
5. 

these design~tions of himself ~lthough he s~w himself to be the one who would 

'prep:"lre the w.'1Y of the Lord' and who bore witness to Jesus . There C'ln be no 

question , therefore, th" t the mission ?nd rJess'1ge of John is of great significsnce 

in interpreting the b~vtism of Jesus. 

(i) The Glission ancl message of John 

Our first question must be to Qsk whether it c~ be estc,blished that 

John did associate himself with the n:.t ion'11 c..essianic esch ton. Our primary 

sources here a re the New TestaIlient nnrr3.tives . Accordinc to ldatthew the 

preaching of John was s~ed up in the words, 'Repent ye, for the kingdom of 
6. 

heBven is at hc~d ' . In the parallel accounts in 11k. 1. 4 '1nd Lk. 3.3 these words 

are founa in the luore general statement th:lt 'John came baptizing in the wiltler-

ness, ~d lJroclainin;:; the baptism of re,)entance for the re _.ission of sins. ' 

The further narr;"tives of these two evangelists dctke it cle'H th -'t they also 

reca rd John as the hernld of the kingdo.:, of God. As Fler:tington has not ed, it 

is aGainst this esch.~tologic~l backgroun cl of God's brenkinc into history for 

this fin"ll judjement thllt the words of J ohn the BaptiSt mue t be 3et, in which he ( , 
7. 

speaks of the 'Glightier one' (i. e. the Messiah) to come. 

There is no rertson to suppose th '1 t John W'1S not .'} thoroughly represen-

tative Jew who viewed this esch~ton :J.S nL1tional as well as ethical and religious. 

Evidence of his orthodoxy is to be found in the Gospel n~ rratives thems elves. 

In one passage the 'disciples of John JnCJflf the Phar isees' are cl'lssed together 
8. 

2S observing the Jewish fasts . This passage is set ac ~ introduction to the 

saying of Jesus about pouring new wine into old ·oottles. His ~essage is thus 

contrasted not only with the teaching of the Phqrisees nnu their ceremonial 

priLmess, but a lso with th ·"t of John whose views were, presjL,l:1bly, in conformity 

.;ith those of th" PlLrisees. Further, there is no evidence thnt there waS ever 

1 . Mk. 1. 3; Mat. 3.3; Lk. 3.4; In. 1. 23 (cited froGl Isa. 40.3) 
2. Mk. 1.6; Mst . 3.4 (cf 2 Ki. 1.8; the dress of John the Baptist appears to be 

a con<:lcious allusion t o the cress of Elij3h); Mat . ll.lo" Lk. 7. 27, -md quoted 
in the context of the baptism of Jesus in ;.lk. 1. 2. 

3. Dial. 7. 
4. Lk. 1. 76 
5. In. 1. 21 
6 . Mat . 3. 2 
7. w. F. Flemincton, fuptiS m, 1953, p.18, Cf "lso E. F • .3cott , The Kingdan 'illd 'the 

Messiah, 1929, pp. 66ff; J.M. Creed; Luke, 1942, p. 50. 
8 . Lk. 5. 33 

.~ 
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any real antagonism between John an d the orthodox religion. Unlike Jesus, he 

was left unmolested by the relig i ous leaders. If they suspected d~nger and 

innovation in his pre3ching they wou ld h~ve t~en measures to suppress him, 

especially since he w.s clea rly s o j1opul::tr ' 'lith the people. Luke records John' s 
1. 

invect.:" ':'e : 'Ye offspring of vipers, who warned you to flee fron the wr ath to come?' 

as addressed to the 'multitude' whom he distinguishes fro,~ the 'public'll1S :md 

sinners' who c:""e to John, i. e . he addresses these words to the whole community 

of Isr3el. For ,"!ha tever reason, Matthew " lters this as em ::lddress to the 
2. 

Ph8risees emd Saducees. Both a cc ounts make it pl ain th3t John ' s audience was 

thoroughly Jewish Gnd may ha ve included the religious leader s . The high eval ua-
3. 

tion of John, reflected by the Pha risee Josephus, indic ,ltes that by this time the 

work of John was endorsed by the fuarisees, and Justin, writing in the second 
4. 

century, includes the B3ptist communi ty among the orthodox Jewish sects. Such 0. 

recognition woulu h c',ve been impossible if the accredited representatives of the 
5. 

Law ha d been hostile to its founder. 

In view of tais we should expect tint in his presentation of the 

eschntologicGl hope John r enl!lined concerned with the rest or~,tion of Israel. Scott 

h::\s rightly ~,rgued that t he enthusiastic responses that John excited shows that 

1. Lk. 3.7f = Mat . 3.7f. 
2. E.F. Scott, fhe KingdO!ll 'md the Messiah, 1929, p.70 sug:,ests t hat so scathint:: 

a rebuke against the whole elect n,~tion wc<s intolerable to Matthew with the 
predilection for the Jews with which h is Gospel WaS written, Gnd so he alters 
the reference to the religiOUS authorit ies. 

3. Antiq. XVIII, 5.2 
4. Dia l. 80. 
5. In the l ight of this the n ,u r a tives of the discussion of Jesus with the chief 

priests anu elders about his a uthority for cleansing the temple (~ll. 27- 33; 
Mat. 21.23- 27; Lk. 20. 1- 8) are n ot evidence to the contrary. The leaders ' 
refusal to reply to Jesus' question about the authority of John is no~to be 
interpreted 3S their discrediting hin or a s a ' trick' question p13cing~fn the , 
dilemma that if they s~ John's authority waS from God, then Jesus woul d 
affirm the s~me of himself, a nd if they denied the divine authority of John 
risk the wrath of t he c r owd (so V. Taylor, Mark, 1955, p.468). Jesus' entry 
int o Jerusalem on the ass, which Matthew saw as the fulfilment of Zech. 9.9 
(M9.t. 21. 5),,ytd the c leanSing of the temple form the b,,,-ckground of the dis­
courSe on thelS01.>O';"" of Jesus . These were clearly ac ts done in conscious 
fulfilment of messianic prophec ies. The question of the Pn:lrise'es i s there­
fore a quest ion about the ~uthority of Jesus to declare himself to be the 
Messiah. Since Jesus believed that he was anointed to his messianic status 
by John (cf below p 92) a t his bilptism, it is perfectly l1:ltura l that he shoul,: 
reply with 0. question 9.bout John's a uthority. If they, like hims elf and the 
maSS of the people, believed tha t John was the at'Pointed herald of the mes­
sianic kingdom and held a ffirmed this in reply to Jesus then, preswmbly, he 
would have pointed to his baptism by John as the source of h is messianic 
authority. The refuS al of t h e le3.Jers to reply is thus not a discrediting of 
John but a refusa l to acknowledg e the messiqnic anointing of Jes us by John. 

It is prob,,-ble therefore th," t the saying waS preserved by the Church 'IS 
Jes us' acceptance of his mess i anic status ruld not simply because the refus 2~ 
of the leaders t o reply containeu a 'veiled allusion' t o the fact that the 
authority of Jesus w~s from God (s o V. T~ylor, Mark,1955, p.468) i.e. the 
Significance of the so.y i ng for both Jesus lnd the ea rly Church was messianic. 
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his aim was pat-riotic 'ls well .:IS moral :md religious. 'rhere seems to be nothir~ 

in his recorded Message to ~ccount for t his enthusiasm; ond it is h~rd to~oid 

the conclusion th,:t the people saw in him something other th'1!l a preacher of 

righteousness who bitterly upbraided them md warned them to flee from the wr:lth 

to come. They identified him with the hopes that lay deep in the heart of the 
2. 

n~tion under the Romqn dominion. 

ThiS conclusion is supported by the circumst ,_lnces of his imprisonment 
3. 

and death u S recorded by Josephus. This passage is ,';enerally a ccepted by scholer : 

, S O.ll authentic, independent wi thess of tile ,Iork of John -:.s '3. ' b-,ptizer' and 
4. 

exhorter to virtue and ' righteousness ' to one another _md pi ety towards God. In 

Josephus ' account we find on the one h _fid tha t the apocQlyptic element in J ohn ' s 

teaching is played down :md th" t he asserts th'lt his baptism was for the purific:l-

tion of the body ~fter the forgiveness of sins. This is in all probability 
5. 

owinG to his desire to coumend his history to _'1n educated Gentile publi c . On the 

other hand Josephus records t hat John's pre" ching a l a r med Herod Antip,,-s so th:lt, 

fe ;lring a popul:lr uprising, he seized John and sent hil,\ in ch:1ins to Machaerus 

where he h'ld him put to de:1th. This is most easily expl'"ined if John did pro-

clctim the advent of t il e IIIessi:lh which would h .lve flamed to life the people's 

l onging for deliverc:nce from Rome. 

This is supported by the song of Zecharias in Lk.I.68- 79 which expresssc 

a semi-political view of the coming age. God is shortly to restore the dynasty 

to DaVid, to effect the deliver'3.nce of Israel from oppressors, and to bring in 

the reign of righteousness by 'remembering' , i.e. by establishing again, the 

covenant . John is celebrated as the forerunner of this new age of bliss . With 

Luke ' s manifest interest in the Gentile Lliss i on in Acts it is h ,: .rd to believe t hc1t 

this song has not its basis in the his-torical f 2cts of John's illission and t eachi "' c>-

' To a certain extent, no doubt , John shared in the n -ltional expectations; 
_Uld we must be careful not to infer too much from those passages in his 
teaching which see,n to transcend theill altogether. I-Ie was a Jew, and 
remained, so far as we can judge, within the limits prescribed for him 
by Jewish tr .eHion. He took for granted th 'lt the community of the future 
would be the restored Israel, and tha t its members would be the pious 
Israelites. His allusion to the' children of Abraham" (Lk. 3.8) does 
not imply that Jewish descent "as of no value, but fuerely thnt it must 

1. E.F. Scott, '1'he Kingdom ,-.nJ the I.lessiah, 1929, p.69 
2 . J. V. Bartlett , 'BClptism ' in ERE, Vol. 2, p.375 
3. Ant i q. XVII. 5. 2 -
4. J.M. Creed, Luke, 1942, p.311; 1. Abrah.,tls, Studies in Phnrisaisms and the 

Gospel, 1917, pp.30ff. 
5. J . M. Creed, Luke, 1942, p. 3l2 
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be supple11ented by moral worthiness before it 0'1n be a passport 
into the kingdom. It is not suggested - 3lld the thought was 
wholly beyond John's horizon - tho.t the kingdom would be opened 
to all men irrespective of race.' (1) 

Yet while assuming tha t it was Israel who waS heir to the kingdom 

he insists tInt only the righteous would be counted as the true Israel. We 

hc.ve seen that this fe .. 1ture of a purged Isrnel waS part of the eschatological 

expectation of JudaisJl even in its national form Md was not itself an innovatio., 

in his teaching. It is true that this mo r al renew:tl W:lS the predominant aspect 

of his teaching. It waS not the n:ltion "S such tha t would h ove its triumph in 

the coming kinc dom but the morally purified n~tion. 

Thus there is no re:tson to doubt that John W£Jf3 ·c. prophet who SaW his 

task to be tha t of preparing the people for the coming Mess i ah , the 'mightier one ', 

who would usher in the messianic age 3l1d purge 3!ld restore the n ·~tion. This 

means that the b"ptislll of Jesus t akes plewe against the background of this very 

traditional messi2nic mission of John the Baptist. 

(ii) The authenticity of John's saying tha t the 'mightier one' would 
baptize with the Holy Spirit. 

All the evangelists attribute t o John a contrust between his b~ptism 
2. 

with water and the corning 'mightier one's' baptism with the Holy Spirit. Two 

references in Acts suggest that the earliest disciples SQW this contrast between 

John's baptism with water and the Christian baptism with 'Holy Spirit' and 
3. 

believed that they h a d the authority of Jesus for this interpretation. 

Whether Or not this distinction was drawn by Jesus , ~~ny schol:lrs h ave 

l rgued th.,t there ic -" difficulty in the clain that it forr.led part of the te:lChing 
4. 

of John. Lampe has shown that there is a bundant connexion in the Old Testament 
5. 

between the ide3s of water, the Holy Spirit, and the Messi"h. There is no diffi-

culty therefore, in s a ying that he could h :;ve m9.de these assoc i :itions. The dif-

ficulty is whether he did in fact do so. 

Manson h ,es argued tha t these refera.'1ces to the Holy Spirit are not an 

original purt of John's tea ching but repres ent an int erpret,:1tion of the early 

1. E. F. Scott, The Kingdo41 nnd the MesSiah , 1929, p.71f. 
2. , Mat. 3.11; 11k. 1.8; Lk. 3.16; In. 1. 26, 33. 
3. Acts 1.5; 11.16 . 
4. W.F. Flemington, Baptism, 1953, pp.18-20; T.W. Manson, Sayings, 1957, pp.40f; 

H.G. Marsh, '1.'he Origin and Significance of the New Testament B-3.ptism, 1941, 
p.28f ; M. Dibelius , Die urchristileliche Ueberlieferung von Johannes dem 
Taufer, 1911, p.50, 56f; J.M. Creed, Luke, 1942, p.54 

5. G.W.H. Lampe, ·rhe Seal of the Spirit, 1951, pp. 25-31; a lso W.F. Flemington 
Bapt ism, 1953, p. 18f. 
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Church. He points out th'lt in Acts 19.2 t he I disciples ' nt Ephesus have not 

even heard 'whether there is 3 holy spirit'. 'This is very strange if John did 

in fact te lch th"t his own b'1ptism was only '1 prelimin:1 ry to another and richer 
2. 

baptism with the spirit. i Manson sugLests th::>t John origino.lly spoke only of 

ba ptism 'with fire' :1lld tha t this waS interpreted 3S 'b :1ptism with the spirit' 

by the early Church cmd w.,s re",d back into the r ecord of John's teaching. 

!\ccording to this thesis the Matthaean and Lukan forms of the saying contain the 

symbol (fire) together with the interpretotion (spirit). The Mar krul form has only 

the interpret ation without the symbol. The original s aying in Q had the symbol 

without the interpretation - i . e., Q read, 'he shall bGptize you with fire t
• 

From the cont ext this w~s understood as the fire of judgement. 

The chief a r gument for this Q form of the s"lying is th9,t in Mstthew 

both the verse before and the verse after the statement about the two contrasted 
3. 

baptisms use 'fire' ::lS a symbol of judgen,ent • 

•.• every tree •.• tru{t bringeth not forth good fruit is hewn down 
3nd C::lst into the fire ••• he will g::lther his whe ~t into the garner 
but the chaff he will burn up with unquench",ble fire. 

Thus, it is ar gued, the intervening verse should ', lso speak of fire 

in the sense of jud5ement . 

I 
Eisler hr.s suggested that in the record of John's saying i\V(Uji ..... " might 

< I 
be retained without 0';.6" ";, in the SenSe not of 'Spiri t ' but of 'wind ' - the wind 

that separ ates the whe, t frau tne chaff. 
4. 

judgement. 

This would preserve the sense of 

The weakness in these a rguments rests in their sta rting point. It is 

assumed here t h:lt the ' disciples ' at Ephesus had never even hea rd about the Hol y 

Spir it. If we a re right in accepting t he Jewish orthodoxy of John and the 

essential ' nationalism ' of his teaching, then these disc iples nt Ephesus mus t 

themselves have been orthodox Jews or at least ' God- fearers' . This being so it 

i s impossible to illl -,g i ne that a Jew had never hear d about the 'Holy Spirit' in 

the sense of the spirit of Yahweh. I f, on the other hnnd , they were Christians 

in the sense that they ''lccepted Jesus as Messiah and ha d submitted to John's 

b,~ptisill, i t is a;yoin impossible to conJltei ve th.t they had not hear d about t he 

1. 'f. W. Manson, Sayings, 1957, p.40f. 
2. ib!d p. 4l 
3. Mst. 3.10, 12; cf Lk. 3.9, 17. 
4. R. Eisler , The Messiah Jesus and J ohn the Baptist , 1931, p. 275f. 
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promised general outpouring of the Spirit. i ne most n a tural interpretation of 

the words 'we did not so much as henr whether there is (a) Holy Spirit' (Acts 19.2 ) 

is th'lt though they h a d heard about the Holy Spirit, they hetd not yet he3rd 

whether their hope of sharing in the messianic endowment with the Holy Spirit had 

yet been fulfilled. This interpretation would agree with In. 7.39; 'But this he 

(Jesus) spake of the Spirit, which they :that believed on him were to receive ; for 

the Spirit W.'lS not yet; because Jesus waS not yet glorified.' The' disciples' at 

Ephesus would then be in exactly the Same position as the disciples who heard 
1. 

these words; aware of the promise but not the fulfilment. 

Further, John's message WaS one of repentance and 'b 'lptism for the 

remission of sins' in prepa ration for the co;nin,c 'mightier one' who would both 

purge and restore Israel. He would possess the spirit of Yahw eh and purify 

Isra el; then Isr"el wuuld share in his endoWlllent with the Spirit, his 'blessin,;'. 

As in Jewish messianic teaching, the concepts of judgement :md hope belong 

inalienably tog ether. The messag e as we see it in Q is not Simply th:1t he will 
2. 

burn with fire the trees which fail to produce good fruit 'md the chaff of the 
3. 

wheat, but also th9,t he will gather the wheat into his grm:lry. While the syr... 

of 'fire' is appropriate for the destruction of the fruitless trees ~d useless 

chaff, i. e. those me,"bers of the na tion who are not the true Israel, the notion 

of the general outpouring of the Spirit is the typical way in which the blessed-

ness of the restored nation is described (the g 'ltherinG of the wheat into his 
4. 

grcmary ). 

Therefore, there Sea .. (j to be no solid grounds for doubt th c,t John 

contrasted his b 'lptism with water 'for the remission of sins' with the coming 

baptism by the 'mightier one' with 'Holy Spirit and fire '. 

(iii) The Td8ssianic Significance of his b:optism to be attributed 
to Jesus 

In view of the difficulty it created in the minds of Some early 

Christians, it is to the highest degree iuprobable that t~1e incident of Jesus' 

baptism waS invented by the early Church. .ie klVe seen th,t Josephus spoke of 

John's b.J.ptism bein;s for the purificutlon of the body provided th:1t the soul ha<2 

1l1ready been purifiecl beforehand by righ';eousness, a nu th ,t this W.'1S prob"bly 

1. It,4lUst_be rewel1bered thClt John did not connect the 'Spirit' with his baptisr"" 
but was pUrely C1 pro'ilise associated "lith the baptism of tho coming 'Mightier 
one' • '~he ignornnce of the I discip:."s' at Ephesus does not indic"t e that 
the coming b lptisL with the Holy Sj¥..ri t was not an integral p :1rt of the 
original mess :,.:;e of John himself. 

2. Mat. 3.10; Lk. 3.9 
3. Mat. 3:12; Lk. 3.17. 
4. Cf. above p.$3. 
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owinb to his C: eaire t o conuJend his history to eclucated Greeks who would not h.Jve 
1-

Ilccepted the concept that a w:lshing itself could remove sins. The same process 

cc,n be seen at work in the records of ,J'ltthew .md John. l'h tthew drops the 

reference to John's b'1ptism being for the re'!1ission of sins and merely st8.tes 

thnt John' preaci1ed . ' Repent, for the kingdom of heaven is '1t hand' and that the 
2. 

people 'were baptized by him in the river Jordan, confessing their sins.' In 

John's Gospel all reference to 'repentance' and 'the forgiveness of sins' is 

dropped and John is seen simply as the forerunner of Jesus, whose message is 

concerned solely with his anticip:ttion of and witness to him 'that cometh after 

me'. That these are attempts to avoid the difficulty in Jesus ' submission to a 

baptism which John proclaimed to be 'for the remission of sins' is shown in the 
3. 

well-known passage quoted by Jerome from the Gospel according to the Hebrews. 

Behold the Lord's mother and brethren said to him, John the Baptist is 
baptizing unto remission of sins; let us go and be b8.ptized by him. Then 
he said unto them, ,ihat sins have I done that I should be baptized by him? ,. 
unless perchance this very saying of mine is a sin of ignorance. 

In view of the difficulty about Jesus' baptism by John it is much 

easier to believe th~t it WaS an authentic part of the message of John that his 

baptism was 'for the remission of sins' than that thaBarly Church, believinG 
4. 

Christian baptism w~s 'f~r the remission of sins', read this back into the 

tradition concerning John. 

Flemington, arguing on the basis of "{heeler Robinson's discussion on 
5. 

prophetic symbolism, rightly says that this effective realism of John's baptismal 

rite was perfectly nc.tural to the semitic mind. 'If we would "think Semi ticaJ' 

we have to see ~ the symbolic action of a Mtbrew prophet not only as a vivid 

mc'ans of express ing the will of God but also in some sense as that which helped 
6. 

to bring about its fulfilment. John's rite is to be Seen not merely as 

expressive of human repentance but the means by which YahNeh would act, bestowing 

forgiveness, in order to prepare a people for the coming Messiah. 

It was this realistic belief about John's baptism th~t occasioned the 

dUficulty for t he early Christians. ..b y did Jesus submit to a bG.ptism for the 

'remission of sins'? It is noteworthy that Mark's account of the baptism of 
7. 

Jesus reveals nothing of the difficulty felt by the other evangelists. Having 

1. Cf above p. 89. 
2. Mat., 3.2, 6. 
3. Jerome, Contra Pelag., 3.2 
4. Acts 2. 38. 
5. H. Wheeler Robinson, 'Prophetic Symbolisn' in Old Testament Essays (ed D.C. 

Simpson), 1927, pp.1-17. 
6. W.F. Flemington, Baptism, 1953 p.21f. 
7. Cf V. Taylor, M2rk, 1955, p.158f. 
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described John's baptism for the remission of sins, he can say objectively that 
1. 

Jesus was baptized by John. The difficulty has not occurred to him. The reason 

for this seems to be that Mark has already quite explicitly identified John with 
2. 

Elijah, the prophet of Malachi 3.1 who was to come to anoint the Messiah for his 

work. Mark is also quite aWare that John did not identify himself with Elijah, 

and does not record that John taught that his baptism WaS for the reception of 

the Spir it. He records what seems to be historical fact about the message of 

John and the significance he attached to hiB rite, but then goes on to state the 

Significance Jesus Saw in hiS submission to baptism at the handS of John. It is 

Jesus , not John, who seeS the heavens opened and the Spirit descending upon him 

like a dove, and it is Jesus who hears the voice from heaven 'Thou art my beloved 

son; with thee I am well pleased. ' This is all the personal experience of Jesus . 

We have Seen tha t the gift of the spirit of Yal1weh to the Messiah, by 

which he would fulfil his mission, WaS a prominent feature of the Messianic 
3. 

expectation. So also was the expectation that the Spirit-filled Messiah would be 

the instrument of God i n realizing the hope of the outpouring of the Spirit on 
4. 

the new messianic community. We have also seen that the words of the voice from 

heaven contain a clear reference to the 
. ( I 
. 'ebhed Yahweh, but that the use of UIO) 

5. . 
and not 1i.(,'5 may be the influence of Ps. 2,.7 which WaS .eru::ly regarded as messianic 

and uSed as a ' proof text' in the early Church. Thus while the baptism of Jesus 

clearly reflects the 'moment' of Jesus' consciousness of his work to be that of the 

,ebhed it no less clearly reflects his understanding that he was God's MeSSiah, 

anointed at his baptism by John with the Spirit. 

It is the 'ebhed- Messiah Significance of the baptism of Jesus which is 

central in Mark's record of the baptism and causes the fact that John's baptism 

was for the 'remission of sins' to recede into the background and occasions no 

difficulty for Mark. This is surely the significance that t he early Church 

attached to the ba ptism of Jesus so that her kerygma quite naturally began 'after 
6. 

the baptism which John preached'. ilhat is important to remember in this most 

primitive account of the baptism is thqt it is Jesus and not John who attached 

tHis messianic Signif ic3Xlce to it. The story of the descent of the Spirit and 
7. 

the voice from heaven mus t have come ultimately from Jesus himself. 

1. Mk. -c. ~ 

2. Mk. 1. 2 
3, Cf. above p.8a 
4. Cf. above p.8J 
5. Cf. above p. 3$f, 
6. ,\cts 10.37 ; Cf C.H. Dodd, Apostoli,c Preachin,e; , 1956. 
7. W,F. Fl emington, Bapt ism, 1953, p.29 
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The other evangelists , aware of the difficulty of Jesus submitting to 

John's baptism ' for the remission of sins' have altered the details of the story. 

In Luke, while the words of the voice from he'-l ven are preserved in the Markan 

second person , the descent of the Spirit 'as ~ dove' is mgde objective and 
1. 

vis i ble to all. 

This process is carried further in !,latthew who omits that John ' s 

baptism is 'for the remission of sins' and introduces the di alogue between Jesus 
2. 

and John in which John recognises Jesus as the ' mightier one' to come. It is hard 

to accept that t his dinlogue is a record of historical fact. Apart from these 

ver Ses there is no hint in the synoptics that John WaS aWare at this stage that 

Jesus WaS the 'mightier one'. The narrative of the message brought by John's 
3. 

disciples is, on its most natural interpretat i on, strong evidence to the contra:rJ. 

It is true that this could be interpreted as John ' s doubt that the man he had 
4. 

anointed WaS the Messiah, but it remains true that none of the synoptics r ecord 
5. 

John as teaching th.lt he had come to anoint the Messiah. His teaching is that he 

came to prepare the W3.y for the 'mightier one '. 

The intention of Matthew in his recor d is to emphasise its messianic 

significance. Thus it is John who recognises Jesus as the 'mightier one' and it 

is he who sees the descent of the Spirit of God alighting like a dove on Jesus, 

and heard the declaration of the voice from heaven. Here the experience of 

Jesus has becowe wholly objectified Dnd John is transformed into a self- conscious 

~lijah anointing the Messiah for his work. 

It is in the light of this that t ile difficult saying of Jesus to John 

must be interpreted ; 'Let it be so now; for thus it is fitting for uS to fulfil 
6. 

all righteousness. ' Though this passage appears to be a relatively late develop-

ment of the baptism story, . ·the actual words attributed to Jesus may be related to 
7. 

his other saying 'John came to you in the way of righteousness' , which also finds 
n 
U 

an echo in the Lukan tradition and may well be authent i c. 

1. Accor ding to the Vlestern reading of the voice from heaven in Luke simply 
quotes Fs . 2.7. This proves th~t the significance of the baptism waS seen 
to be messianic. 

2. Mat. 3. 14- 15. 
3. Mat . 11. 2ff; Lk. 8.l8ff. 
4. So. J.H. Bernard , St. John , LeC, 1928, Vol. 1 p. ci. 
5. If John h eld r ecognised Jesus olS the coming Messiah it is l1ard to explain the 

Gospel r eferences to the continuing ","ork of John (In. 3.22ff) or the existenc e 
of the community at Ephesus (Acts 19) and into the second cent ury as an 
orthodox Jewish sect (Justin Di" l, 80). 

6. Mat. 3.15 
7 . Mat. 21. 32. 
8. Lk. 7.29. 
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Assuming the luthenticity of these words, wh3t signific~nce qre we to 

'lttach to them? Taylor has argued thlt it is only by , complete misunderstanding 

of the human personality "nd psychology thst we c::mnot accept Jesus submitting to 

a b3ptism for r"pent<::nce and 'remission of sins'. Jesus did not see his work in 

isolation from the sL~ful community, and he identified himself with them, 

repent Lng in and "~,ith th"m and becoming one with them in his submission to the 
5 

ba}'ltism of John. It is significant , however, th",t these words "Ppear in this 

context only in M:ltthew's Guspel in whic!l the statement is suppressed thllt John's 

ba~tiso was for the remission of sins , 3lld there i s no indic~tion elsewhere in the 

Gospels of a corpor"lte or 'vicarious ' repentance. Jesus does indeed feel sorrow 

at the sins of the people, but this is very different from saying that he repented 

ei ther 'for' or in -'nd with them. 

1. 2. 
Both Flemington and Lampe have pointed out that according to Josephus 

John's bapt ism WqS '~ corporate rite. This is implied in his use of the phrase 
3. 

f3d..TiTIOJ'~ cfvv (Yd.1 , i. e . coming together by b 'lptism. John's baptism signifi ed 

cleansing 'md entry into the 'remnant ' coomuni ty of the 'lessiah. It is with thi!O 

'remn~t' community, Flemington holds, that Jesus identified himself. 'Jesus 

could not exclude himself from this movement. He could not separate himself 

from the sinners he ilould S'we. For this 'lcceptance of John ' s baptism need imply 

no consciousness of sin Save in a corporate sense, but this identification of 

himself with the people of God was involved in the conception of messiaship whic.r 
4. 

we know our Lord found in Deutero-Isaiah. ' 

This interpretation I believe to be unlikely in the hi,3hest degree. 

If it implies our Lord ' s identification of himself with this 'remnant' messianic 

community, then it rtlso implies that it is John And not the Messiah who creates 

the lll!Ssianic comnuni ty and that the Messiah merely 'completes ' the work of John. 

If ','I e are to accept th ,~t the baptism of Jesus WaS his identification of himself 

'h ith the people he came to save , we h<Jve no evidence that Jesus did so see the 

signific.3!1ce of his b <> ptism other than in this interpretation of this passage. 

There can be little doubt th"t J esus did associate himself with the work of John 

the B'3.pt ist and thus ' authenticated' his mission, but to sa,,. thlt this is the 

theologica l significance he .'ltt:lched to his bClPtism and that thiS is the w3Y in 

1. VI .F. Flemington, IilPtism, 1953 , p.22. 
2. G. V/.H. Lampe, 'rh" Sea l of the Spirit, 1951, pp. 22,37 . 
3. Antiq. .xVII 5.2 
4. WoF. Flemington, l3:<ptism , 1953, p.27 
D ~ V ~ rfc.ylor, For,-;i;e:.:esG an(~ ~econcilio..tion , l:;~:l, :v.) 3C .~i'; 
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which this saying must be interpreted is another matter. 

1. 
As we have already noted 'righteousness', for the Hebrew mind is not 

Simply an ethical quality, but is also the ~ct of God in which he displays his 

righteousness in the 'salV'.ltion' of Israel. The highest hope of Jewish 

messianism WaS that 'righteousness' in both these senses would be Seen in the 
2. 

work of the Messiah , and both of these aspects would be consequent and dependent 

upon his endowment Nith the Spirit. By his being anointed with the Spirit the 

Messiah would establish righteousness in Israel, i.e. restore Isr~el both 

ethically and nationally. Jewish messianism looked to the Messiah to be the 

instrument of Yahweh for establishing his righteousness, i. e., to create the 

ethically and religiously purified community who would sh'lre in the Messiah's 

endowment with the Spirit. 

Thus the most n~tural interpretation of the anSwer of Jesus to the 

reluctance of John to b:lptize him is 'Let it be so now ; for this is the divinel-' 

appointed way in which the promises of Yah,veh for the est ',blishment of the 

messianic community will be established. ' M~tthew can then immediately relatE 

the baptismal experience of Jesus; the descent of the Spirit Rnd the heavenly 

voice, without any break in the sense. In the descent of the Spirit and the 

sounding of the voice John, according to Matthew, sees the Significance of this 

act and the fulfilment of his mission. 

There is no good reason to be lieve ttnt it w~s John who attached thi ·' 

significance to the bClptism of Jesus. It is far more likely th l t it waS Jesus 

himself who did so , who Saw' in John the expected Elijah and his b~ptism as his 

anointing to his t~sk as the "ebhed-Messiah. Matthew h'lS objectified that 

interpretation. 

In the Fourth Gospel this process is carried even further. 
3. 

There Jo~.n 

/soes out of his way to witness repeOltedly concerning Jesus, and expressly 

describes him as 'the lamb of God which t .3keth ,"way the sin of the world ' and 

:lS 'the Son of God'. Further th" Fourth Gosp,~l knows noth i ng of a 'baptism of 

repentance unto remission of sins' or of a bap , ism 'with fire', Rnd it does not 

recora the baptism of Jesus by John. 
4. 

he is ~lijah' or 'the prophet'. 

1. Cf above p. 8~f. 

2. Cf aoove p. S2 ff 
3: In: 1:7,"19-27; 3.30 
4. Jll. 1.21. 

Here too John explicitly repudiates that 
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The re.lson for most of this is prob'lbly 'l.pologetic . It was at 

Ephesus , the probable origin of the Fourth Gospel, th~t the Baptist community 
1. 

was apparently strong. The conscious effort in the Gospel to subordinate John 

to Jesus, in words spoken by John, is probably to prove to the disciples of John 

that their own leader , cknowledged his subordinCltion to Jesus. It is perhaps 

signific'.Ult here tn 't John is not even regarded Il.S the anointer of Jesus ; he 

merely bears witness t o God 's anointing hiJl with the Spirit to his task as the 

.:.febhed- Messiah, "cnd decla res him to be the one who will fulfil the messi31lic 

task of b~ptizing with the Spirit . 

(iv) Summary of Conclusions 

L There can be little doubt that Jesus did submit h i mself to b"lptism at 

the hands of John the Bll.ptist , Il.nd in this way associClted himself with the ethico-
2. 

n" tional messianism of John's teaching. It is not e - wortr.y th'lt none of the 

evangelists record :my word of Jesus to correct or modify this ess entially 

orthodox Jewish messill.nism of John, which Luke cleClr ly recognized to be semi-
3. 

political in his tradition of the song of Zecharias . 

2. The disciples leamned the mess ip~ic significance of his baptism from 

Jesus and not from John, ~nd it is probable th ll.t it was Jesus who identified 

John witn Elijah . The deniol of this identificll.tion i n the Fourth Gospel is 

explicable on apo logetic g roundR. 

3. The signific"lnce of tnis incident for Jesus he expressed ,3.S the descent 

of tne Spirit upon himself. In terms of Jewish messionic esche tology the most 

nltural understanding of this would be th,:. t Jesus understood hims elf to h:3ve been 

ano i nted by God Il.S his Messiah . We have seen i n our di s cussion of the 4ebhed 

that this bestowal of the Spirit was als o a ssociated with the work of the( ebhed. 

Jesus ' reporting of the voice from heaven shows that Jesus saw his work to be a 

combination of Deutero- Isaiah's \ ebhed 3nd traditional mess i anism. Thus he Sees 

th3t 'ill essential asp_ct of his work as the Mess iah is to suffer md to die and be 

' glorified ' to create the messianic communi ty. 

4. In terIlld of the message of John and of Jewish mess i anic hopes this 

bestowal of the Holy Spirit upon IJ esus '\s not for him clone but that through him 

1. Acts 19. 
2 . I t i s the. associ ltion of Jesus with John which C'luses Jesus to move into 

G~lilee aft,,:::, the arrest of John by Herod ;.nt ipas (Mat . 4. 12; Mk. 1. 14; Lk.3 .19, 
20; 4.14 

3. Lk. 1 68-79 
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the messianic comnlunity might share in his endowment with the Holy Spirit, or, 

in John's langu,"ge, be wil l 'baptize "i th the Holy Spirit (:IDd \lith fire)'. 

In our discussion of the 'ebhed we sari how the early Church S'lW this hope to be 

fulfilled in the l ife , de~th, ,nd 'glorificat ion' of Jesus . But this hope foc 

a general outpouring of the Spirit was an essential aspect of the community hope 
1. 

associated witn the coming Mess i ah. It is only when, after the as cension, the 

Holy Spirit is given to the disciples that they understMd themselves as the 

cOOllIlunity of the i.less iah or the 'Body of (the) Christ'. His work as the C ebhed-

Messiah is fulfilled only in the cre3tion of the Spirit-filled community. 

5. It is import 'lnt that while the , ebhed Yahweh is clearly impli ed in the 

baptism of Jesus, this does not mean that the messianic consciousness of Jesus 

is to be ignored. If Jesus h9d merely associated this incident with his aware -

ness that he VIaS the elect ,- ebhed it would be quite impossible to explain the 

identification of John Nith Elijah. Only on the assumption that Jesus himself 

s .,.., himself to be the ).'essiah, which he uhderstood in terms of the 'ebhed , cm 

this identification be understood • 

6. • Ihile t;-,e combmation of the t ebhed 'md the fl"ess i ah implies a radical 

change in the way thClt Jesus understood th _,t 112 was to 'fulfil all righteousness', 

this does not mEo-an that the essentially communal aspect of his task W9S a lso 

changed. 

7. It is signific9l1t to note that Chriot ian baptism i n th'" early Church 

w",s held to be a combination of the baptism performed by John Jnd John's uniquE" 

baptism of Jesus. Thus after Peter's speech on the day of Pentecost, in reply 
2. 

to the question ' what shall O1e do?', Peter says: 'Repent ye Rnd be bClptized 

everyone of you in the n.lme of Jesus Christ unto the remission of your sms; 
3. 

and ye shall receive the gift of the Holy Spirit.' Whqt was promis ed in the 

baptism of Jesus is fulfilled in Christian baptiSm. But "hat w"-s promis ed in 

the bClptism of Jesus was a community hope. It ~s entry into the Spirit- filled 
4. 

community created by __ the <ebhed- Messiah, Jesus. 
1. Cf above p. 83. 
2. Acts 2.37 
3. Acts . 2 . 38 
4. Luke makes the link betNeen t he baptisms of John ~d Christian baptism clear in 

the 'ba ptisma l formulq' (O. Cullmann, Baptism, 1950, PP.71ff) 'what Shall I do?' 
In Luke's r ecord of John's pre:<ehing to the ' mult:Ltudes', ' publicAns ' , and 
' soldiers' each group aSks John,; iTo ' ~o'w)J'" (Lk.3.10, 12, 14) This formula is 
reproduced exactly in ACts 2. 37 when the crowd Clsks Peter T: "Tfo ' ~O''':('l'' . Before 
his baptism the Phillipian jailor asks Paul,~ p~ 61.';' "OIL';'v~Wew • (Acts 
16.30). Simibrly Paul asks the voice on the Dama$()US rO'l.d bpfore his baptism 
to 'wash aVlay his sms' (Acts 22 . 16h~ "O' ~d'W 1{~P't (:,Cts 22. 10). Whether we 
have here '1 re" ding back of a Christi:m formul9. into the baptisms p·~rformed by 
John, or the borro'lling of the Johannine formula by 1he Church, it is impossible 

continued ••• • / 
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(b) Th e temptCltion n.'lrrati veS and trle ass oci :ded incidents in the Gospe:ll; 

(i) The baptism .md the temptations 

All the synoptics record the t emptation of Jesus in the wilderness as 
1. 

the first event 'lfter h is b.'lptism. In "latthew :md Mark there is no break in the 

na rra tive betr:een the baptism and the temptntion. In Luk~ tlle connection is 

obscured by inserting the genealogy of Jesus between them, but i s evident in the 

introduction to the temptation ' And Jesus , full of the Holy Spirit, returned from 

the Jordan , -md {II}S led by the Spirit for fo rty days in th e? wilderness, tempted 
2. 

by the devil. ' 

As the i mmediate sequel to the baptism the main themes of the baptism 

appear here again. 
3. 

They a ll present Jesus as being 'filled with ' or 'led by' 

the Holy Spirit, and t he voice from Heaven in the lraptislIlP.l nirrative has an echo 
4. 

in Satan ' s hypothetical question: 'If you a r e the Svn of God ••• ' in the Q account, 

That the temptations of Jesus are to be understood as temptations of 

the MeSSiah is clc'lr from the messianic emphJ.s is of the b·.1Ptismal narra tive, the 
5. 

use of the title ' Gon of God ' by Satan, and reference to Jesus ent ering into 
6 . 7. 

immediate conflict with ' Satan' or the ' devil ', which we helve noted abcve to be 
8. 

part of the l a ter messianic eschltology. Thus they form an essential part of 

the synoptic present ' tion of Jesus as the 15essi"Jl . 

(ii) The authenticity of the 'Q' j,ccount? 

In the n ',rr a tive introduction to the temptations in " 'ltthew and Luke, 

there is lit tle a greement a p qrt from the words th ey have in common with Mark. 

Against Mark they agree in calling the 'ldversary of Jesus 'the devil' rather then 

'Sat a n' . They also agr ee in desc r ibing J osus ' fast, which is not explicitly 

ment ioned by Mark. But the wording of the two acc aunts is differ ent except for 

4. from previous page continued ... 
to say . ·,~hnt is cle'}r is that Luke Sees the most intimate connexion between 
John' s baptisms ~d Christian baptism, S'lve that the Christian rite contains 
wh ·qt waS absent from John ' s baptism, n-:mely , the bestowal of the Holy Spirit. 
The connexion might be stated in this way. As the b.'3.p t ism of Jesus inaugurated 
his messianic work through the bestowal of the Spirit upon him, so the 
Christian rite inaugura tes the life of the Chr istian in the messianic community 
through pa rticip'ltion i n that Same Spirit. 

1. Mk. 1.12-13; Mat . 4.1- 11; Lk. 4.1- 13. 
2. Lk. 4.1 
3. Mk. 1.12 ; Mat. 4. 1; Lk. 4.1 
4. Mat. 4. 3, 6; Lk. 4 3,9. On this 'IS a r eferenc e to the Mess i a h cf below p . 1 C6 
5. Cf beloN p.106 
6. Mk. 1.13: 
7. Mat . 4.1; Lk. 4.2 . 
8 . Cf :lbove p. 79f. 'fhe concept of the conflict with Satan W'lS equally an essen­

tia l aS PGct of tnc " ork of the esch~tolo.; ical Son of m'm (cf below p.1(1) . 
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the verb 'hungered'. Luke's account ~ppearS to be an unsuccesful attempt to 
1. 

h3rmonise his M~rkan and Non-Markan Sources . l>htthew relates the temptations 

at the close of the forty days fast ( ~;at . 4. 2f). Luke agrees with Mark that the 

tempt~tions continued throughout the forty d~s (Lk. 4. 2a), but then .Iith Matthew 

places the three temptations at the close of the period (Lk. 4.2bf) . Luke appears 

to hOlVe confhted the Inarkan tradition of a forty day tempt iltion with the non-

Markan tradition of n (forty day?) fast as n prelimin~ry to the temptations. 

It is clear , therefore, that we a re dealing here with two distinct sources. 

1. The originality of the 'fast associa ted with the baptism? 

In f :1Vour of the originality of the associ'1tion of the fast with the 

b3pt ism is the fact th~t both M~tthew and Luke link the account unmistake~bly 

with the b:lPtism, and that SatAn's question 'If you '"re the Son of God ••• ' is an 

unmistakeable echo of the voice from he~ven. How much importance is to be 

att3ched to this sat.:mic question is problematic'll, since all the synoptics 

pr esent as a recurring theme the demoni lcal recognition of Jesus as the ' Son of 
2. 

God' • It is possible th'lt this demoni:1c ::: l confirm'ltion of the voice from 

heaven may h"ve helped to fuse together the ~arkan tradition of the temptation 

iImledi:ltely following the b, ptism of J esus ,l ith a self-cont .~ined section in the 

non.,.Markan source which contained a more detailed account of the nature of 

S~tan ' s temptation of Jesus , the 'Son of God '. 

A number of factors m" ke it probable thqt the non-Markan source WaS a 

self-cont ained section not associ·.l t ed wit h the baptismal na rr·,tive. The first 

is th"t Matthew nnd Luke ~gree :lgainst Mark in introducing the name Jesus at the 

beginning of the story. (Mat. 4. 1; Lk. 4.1). The insertion of the genealogy 

between the baptism :md temptation m:',kes this necess .uy in Luke but is redundant 

in Matthew. Manson rightly concludes th"lt 'if the name J esus did st=d in Q at 

this pOint, it would be "n indicat ion th:1t the Q account of the temptations was 
3. 

a self-contained section. ' 

Secondly, "s .' e shall see below, whi le there is a gre3t deal of evidenc e 

in the New Testament which associ'ltes the idea of a sOlt:mic temptation with 
4. 

baptism , only in j.cts 9.9 (cf v . 19) is f"sting associoted .I ith baptism in the 

New Test::unent. This i s found in Luke,' s acc ount of Paul's experience on the 

1. J.M. Cr eed, Luke, 1942, p.62 . 
2. Mk. 3.ll ; 5.7; l1at . 8 . 29; Lk. 4.41; 8. 28. 
3. T. W. Manson, S~yings, 1957, p. 42 
4. Cf below pp 154 ff . 
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Damascus road in which he refers to Paul's blindness 'lnd th'lt for three days 

he 'did neither e.:lt nor drink' (Acts 9 . 9), lnd subsequently to his healing by 

Ananias (Acts 9.18) :md his b3.ptism ,ond brenking of his f3st (J,cts 9.19). In 

Luke's accounts of raul ' s own t elling of the story, while th e blindness snd 
1-

hea ling motif r emains we )re g iven no hint of a f 'lSt but, significantly, the 
2. 

idea of deliver::mce from SFltsn does 'l.pp ear in the second .:lccount. 

The historicity of this fast i s rendered doubtful by Luke's realistic 

account of Paul's blindness 2nd his healing. 

a gr,du3.1 'spiritu-,lization' of his healing. 
3. 

In P3ul's own 9.ccounts there is 

In his ac count before the qngry 

Jews he does not say thut ' he Saw nothing ' or th.l t ., hen .\nani .~s l aid h9nds ou 
4. 

hi~ 'there fell from his eyes ~s it were s C31es ~nd hb r eceived h is sight' but 
5. 

th . . t he could not se" 'for the glory of the li:oht' ~tnd "hen :tnunias 1 ~ id h ']nds 

on h~n 'in thJ t very hour I looked upon him. fond h e (Anani.::ts) said , The God of 

our f,thers h ,th 1Ppointed thee to know his will, 'llld to see the righteous one, 

cnd to hear a voice from his mouth. ~'or thou Sholl t be 1 \/i tness for him unto 
6. 

,111 men of what thou h qst seen ,-,nd h 'ard.' In the 3ccount before Agrippa the 

who l e event is interpret ed in spiritual terms 'lS a h e'lvenly vision md is st3t~c: 

as being the co~~d of Christ to him to witness 'of the t hings wherein thou 
7. 

hast ~ me, 'md of the things wherein I will appe3.r Unt o t hee ' and commission-

ing him to the Gentile mission 'to open their eyes , tha t they m.oy turn from 

da rkness to light, J nd from the power of Sat.<m unto God, th ·,t they may receive 

remission of their sins .md an inheri tonc e'lIDong them th"t ore s anctified by 
8. 

f 3ith in me.' Hc·re We h ave a theology of baptism without My ment ion of the 

ritc itself. Th,'lt Paul should h 'l ve omitted reference to his b.'lptism before 

Agrippa but n ot the Jews is eas ily underst.::tnd 'lble, but surely th e miracle of h is 

hlO ':ling, if it were historicql f ac t, would h 'lve impressed ;.::;ripp3 "-s much .qs the 

Jews. 

Th.::t this h ealing of P:wl \I'~S not historica l mw be borne out by his 

profession of innocence ,fter his intemper'lte 'reviling' of the high priest; 
9. 

'I wist not brethren that he was trle high priest.' Such ':'. cla im is unintelligibl~ 

1. ;,cts 22.11, 13; 26.18 
2. i.cts 26.18 
3. So Luke in ~cts 9.8 
4. So Luke in Acts 9 . 18 
5. Acts 22 . 11 
6. Acts 22.13f. 
7. ,\cts 26 .16 
8. Acts 26 .18 
9. Ac ts 23 . 1-5 



Page 103. 

unless Paul, the ex-Pharisee, wee not able to see the ma n who g~,ve the order 

to have him struck. Such ba d vision may also be the explanation of the 'large 
1. 

letters' with which he writes to the Galations. If so Luke's acc oun t mny not be 

historical but lIlClY reflect in concrete terms the theologic Ctl significance which 

Paul attached to his con version experience, his meeting with Ananias, and his 

baptism. This would cast doubt on the historicity of the fnst mentioned by 

Luke. 

Be this ~~ it may, neither Luke nor Paul (either in his r ecorded 

speeches in Acts or in his epistles) a tt.lch any theologic a l sicnific 'mce to such 

a fast and do not mention it in conjunction with bRptism. 

It is pos sible th~t Luke's record of the fast of P'ml may not have been 

;'.SsocLlted specific"tlly with his betptism but rClther with his commission to the 

Gentile mission. Cle ,rly Paul interpreted the laying on of hmds by Ananias in 

2. 
this WCly. Y,'hen Luke records the separation of B"rnabas =d Paul for the work of 

3. 
the Gentile miSSion, he mentions the fasting before hands are laid on them. 

Simil'1rly fasting accomp'IDies the appointment of elders in the Churches at llfstrcc, 
4. 

Iconium, 'md Antioch by Paul ,md Barnabas . Thus while there is New Testament 

evidence for a fast being an essential part of setting men aside for their 

specific task in the Church, there is no certain evidence to associate fasting 

with the rite of b 'optism. 

lie cannot ignore the f act , howdver, th'lt there is nbundant evidence for 
5. 

a pre-baptismal fnst in the early post-New 'Testament Church. In view of the lack 

of evidence for pre-baptismal fasting in the New Testnment but evidence for 

pre-commissioning fasting, and the fact t h .1t Christ's b'lptism was understood 

as his anointing for his messianic t ask , it is probable that very early Christian 

baptism came to be understood :J.S a commission. It is possible also that the Q 

account of tho fast and t emptation stood as an independent introducticn to Q 

before the account of the baptism but h 's be en nttracted to the post-baptismal 

tempt " tion in Matthew and Luke by the more primitive account in Mark. Since 

there is no evidence for fasting being n part of John the Baptist's rite, its 

pre-baptismal position in Q is probably secondary. Such an hypothesiS would 

1. Gal. 6.11 
2. Acts 22.15; 26.17 
3. Acts 13.3 
4. Acts 14.23 
5. Justin Martyr, Apol. 61; Hippolytus (Apost. Tr ad.) in Apost. Const. 20.7; 

Tertullian, De. Bapt. 20.1 



Pnge 1()4 

explain how fasting came to be a pre- a nd not post-baptismal practiCe in the 

early Church. The Gospel accounts 3S they stand would have suggested the 

reverse. 

2. The authentic ity of the three temptations in Q. 

Bultmann has suggested that the account of the temptation of Jesus is 

a residue of an earlier detailed legend about Jesus or, more probably, a nature-

myth like that of the conflict of Marduk .vith the Chaos-dragon, or a story of the 
1. 

tempt~tion of Budd8h, or Zaruthustra, or later Christi~ saints. Of these 

suggestions Tqylor notes; 'it "~y be said that whi l e all things are possible, 
2. 

less specula tive explanations a r e to be preferred. ' Munson argues ag~inst 

Bul tm:lnn' s implied syllogism: 

All temptatio,.torif$told about great religiOUS leaders of antiquity 
a re legendary. 

Mat. 4.1-11 = Lk. 4.1-13 is such a story. 

Therefore it is legendary. (3) 

He argues that the U3jOr premiSS may be doubted. The first two temptations 

(in Matthew ' s order) contain the demands to perform miraculous 'signs' of the 
4. 

messiaship of JesuS , f!11d such dem:mds r ecur in the course of his ministry, i. e. 

the temptations correspond to real incidents in his !uinistry. In the Fourth 
5. 

Gospel the multitude demand a m~ssianic bread Sign patterned on the Mosaic manna, 

This Jesus rej ects and decl.3res himSelf to be the true bre'ld which leads to 
6. 

eternal life. In the discourse with the Sam~ritan woman Jesus answers the request 

of the disciples th:lt he should eat in words whose import is precisely that of hiG 
7. 

reply to the tempter. John a lso records Q demand by the Jews for a meSSianic 

'Sign' coupled with his account of the cleansing of the Temple. 
8. 

To this Jesus 

replies 'Destroy this tOlJple '1l1d in three days I will raise it up.' Both Matthew 

and Mark record th.lt this saying 

9. 
his trial before the high priest 

though neither records this as 

of Jesus was brought 'IS a charge against him at 
10. 

md ns a taunt hurled at him on the cross, 

. an actual saying of Jesus at any point in their 

narratives. While it is true that both record this as, p rt of the false accusa-

tions brought against Jesus, if this is taken to mean th'J.t Jesus never did make 

1. R. Bultrnann, Synoptic Tradition, 1963, p. 270f. 
2. V. Taylor , Mark, 1955, p.163 
3 . T.W. Manson , S,,-yings, 1957, p. 45. 
4. Of Mk. 8.11-13, Mat . 12. 38-42 = Lk. 11. 29-32; tk. 23. 8; Mk. 15.32 and par. 
5. In. 6 .30f. 
6. In. 6. 48ff. 
7. In. 6.31-34 (cf Mat. 4. 4; Lk. 4. 4) 
8. In. 2.18f. 
9. Mat . 26.61; Mk. 14.58 
10. Mat . 27.40; N&. 15.29 



Page 105. 

tnis claim it is difficult to underst'lUdllhy John deliberately r ecords Jesus as 

waking it, This would indicJ.te th3t John's account of the reply of Jesus to the 

dem m d for a 'sign' is historic"l; .'lnd the most nqtural plqce for such an =OunC8-

ment would be in the Temple itself. 

The S:01.1e is true of the ter.,ptation to world dominion in both a general 

and a specific Sense. As Manson notes 'the whole histoI"j of the Jewish people 

from 200 B.C. to ,;.D. 130 is solid testimony to the fnct th, t if Jesus had wished 

to raise a revolt ng _linst Gentile dOI!lination, he would ave found a following 
l. 

wi thout difficulty! Ag3.in John bears independent testimony to such a terJpt3.tion 

in the dem'lnd of the brothers of Jesus thi1.t he go up to Jerusalem from Galilee 
2. 

and ' manifest thyself to the world', to which John adds the rider 'for even his 
3. 

brethren did not believe in him', the implication being thut even they could not 

believe th.,t Jesus was the Messiah until he fulfilled the typical pf'li toc-

lli!tional Jewish expectations . Cullmannh'ls ,lso shown convincingly that through-

out his life Jesus opposed not only the Sadducees , who ,3ssented without reservC!-
4. 

tion to the RO!L'ln do_.unc:tion , but a lso the political ide'3.ls of the Zealots. He 

seeS tnis political terapt"tion most clcarly in the saying · .. !)out p3.ying taxes in 
5. 

Mnt . 12 . 13 and p.'lr. 

It would thus :lppe:.lr th Tt we cannot 'lssign the Q account to the fertile 

imaginfltion of the early Church. The regul ,ri ty NUh which the Gospels present 

us with occ:J.sions in which Jesus .'efused to .'}ccede to the deunnds to perform 

r"essianic signs which would show him to be the IvIessiqh of normative Judaism, :.md 

the witness of the Gospels to the inability of the disciples :md the Jews to 

understand the teac;,ing of Jesus, points to the fqct toot these temptations were 

renl, toot they continued throughout his ministry, and that it was Jesus himself 

,'ho rejected these ideals as .. false. 

At the S::llne time Creed' s conclusion seems to be sound: 'It seems 

likely that the picture as given in Q h.-,s been filled in by the imagination of 

tn" early Church. The baLtnced structure of the three tB"ptations with the 

three quotations of scripture in reply suggests a reflectiv8 draill~tisation of the 
6 • • 

rej~ction by Jesus of f , lse messianic ide~ls. 

1. T.\"'. Manson, Saying"" 1957, p. 46. 
2. In. 7.4 
3. In. 7.5 
4. o. Cullman", Th" State in the N"w Testar.lcnt, 1957, pp.8-49 
5. ~_bid p.35 
6. J.M. Creed, Luk8, 1942, p.62 
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It is thus improbable thClt the fom and position of the three tempt'l-

tions in Matthew 'md Luke can be ascribed to Jesus hirr~elf, though there can be 

little doubt th ,t the concept of the rej ection of the false messianic ideals by 

Jesus as Satanic is to b" >lscribed to him. As they stand in ,;iatthew and Luke 

they reflect the acceptance of Jesus as the :,!essiah by the e'lrly Church and also 

an " cceptance of his rej ection of some of the expectations of normative Judais .. l 

as Satanic. ,,8 such they form a SUl,L'l " ry of the teachins of Jesus about his 

nessianic offic e and preswnably stood as such in the introduction of the non-

Markan source. BecC1use of th0ir obvious simil.lri ty to the aore primi ti ve and 

prob.c;bly more historic " l account of the post-baptismal tempt,tion in Mark it is 

easy to see how the two sources bec8.llle conflated. 

l'Ie sh, ll, the r efore, int erpret the account of the three ter.lpkltions 

of Q as a sWlli.l'1r y of the teachings 'md not simply as an early tecching of Jesus. 

(iii) The bread temptation and the feeding miracles. 

The first temptation , like the te]!',ptation on the temple is prefixed 

by the words 'If thou Clrt the Son of God '. Th', term Son of God for the Messiah 

is curiously rare in Hebrew and J Ewish liter,-tture .. In th" Old Testament it wnS 

Cl, f3irly CO[ulOOn designation of the killG of Israel, though more commonly it waS the 

mune given to Israel '1S " whole , md in the lc;ter period to angels. In the LXX 

the ;,pocrypha 'tnd Pseudepigraph,l the name is given to Israel, to the godly and 

upright in Isr leI, nnd in 4 Ezra to the ;,lessiah. In the rabbinic literature it 

is used f'or lsI'" el ,md for the D!ividic Messi ,'lh, but of tbe Mess iah only when an 
1. 

Old Testaltlent ' son of God' text is interpreted as :"essianic. Strack ond 

Billerbeck sugeest th"l t the rabbis may have avoided the term because of its use 

by Christians as ] dedignation of Christ . In any event 'it is difficult to see 
2. 

what else Son of God coo mean in the pres~nt context '. 

Accepting the title of ' Son of God' as messianic , the most natural 

interpretation of the bread temptation is in terms of the belief th'1t the messia-

nic age would be ln2rked by D miraculous ~bundance of mAterial goods , 3nd in 

particular the well-attested Jewish beliefS "bout a renewal of the gift of manna. 

According to the Apocalypse of Baruch; 

1 . Strack & Billerbeck, Vol. 2 pp. 588f. 
2. T.V! . Manson, Sayings , 1957 , p.43. VI. ; !fu"lson, Luke, 1930, p.37 rejects t he 

messianic interpretation of 'S on of God' nnd accepts the Q account as 
te~ching derived directly from Jesus . 
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'it shall com" to pass 1t that self-s ~Jne time th-,. t the treasury 
of ;:, Jm" sh:lll 3.gain descend froLl on high, Qnd they will eat of 
it in those y ",ars, beco.use t hese arc they who hav~ come to the 
constmiln3 tion of time. ' (1) 

But they who honour the true and eve rl'lsting God 
inherit life, throughout the aeonic time 
dwelling in the fertile garden o f p~r~dise , 

feasting on sweet bread from the starTY heaven. (2) 

In l:1ter rabbinic liter:lture the r enewCll of th~ gift of mann·", becomes a fixed 
3. 

part of the esch9tologic91 f a ith. 

I t is signific:mt th"t both Mark .'I11d t'Jatthew conclude the miracle of the 
4. 

feeding of the four thousand with a demand for a 'sign from hea ven'. In inter-

preting this de~~nd for a 'sign' we cannot ignore the narrative setting of the 

mir , culous feeding. If confirmation of this were necess :lry it is provided by 

the Fourth Gospel in which the d em2lld for ~ sign is specific311y connected with 

th~ feeding miracle, and in t erms which cle'1rly imply the expectation that the 
5. 

Messiah will restore the r~osaic m:lnna 'out of heaven '. Thus it is f'llse to say 

wi th ;raylor that 'the purpose of this n ::; rr:ltive is to illustr . ..,te the 'ltti tude of 
6. 

Jesus to the demcmd for signs' i f this i mplies th.1t this is 111 the signific9ncEC 

we Clill attach to the de" ,nd :lnd Jesus' r c' j ection of it . f h e Significance of the 

demand is th,-,t the feeding miracle is r e cognised .gS bein _~ ;nessianic by the 

Jewish a uthorities, and Jesus' refusal to perform the 'sign ' indicates how he 

viewed his messianic wission. Confinnation of the messianic ch.qracter of the 

de1nnd is seen in the f:1ct th",t it is 
7 . 

only here that we find in Matthew and lIlark 

tne demand for 
..l .....) "-

a sign f. K , ou oup",vou. This indicates that the demand is for a 

messianic bread (manna from heaven) miracle. 

The loss of connexion between the feeding mir _cle and the subsequent 
8. 

'tell ptation ' by the religiOUS leaders in their dem2lld for a ' sign' Seems to have 

been occasioned by the ch" nge in geogra phica l setting in llark and Matthew. 

Such a ch~nge is necessitated by the fact that the religious leaders would not 

h .'.ve been alllOng t hose who pCl rtook of the ".:Lracu10us bounty. In John no such 

clunge is necessary since it is the ' multitude' who request the 'sign' . It is 

1. 2. Bar. 29.8. '1'he Apoc 31ypse is probnbly to be d"ted a s nea rly contemporaneous 
with the Fourth Gospel ( C. ,i., Manson, Sayings , p. 44) and proba bly reflects an 
e :>rlJ,er 'Jlld wlde-spread bellef. 

2. Sib. Or. 3.46 - 49. This pas sage ~y also be pre- Christian. 
3. Cf the abundant ev i denc,e ci tea by Stra ck & Blllerbeck Vol. 1 p. 87 ; VoL 2 p. 481 -

Vol. 4 pp. 890 954. .1,0St of thlS 18 1 ter than the Gos pels, but the eVldence 
of 2 Baruch l na t he Sibbyline OrRcles i s sufficient to i ndicate tha t the belief 
<I'tS present -Jt t h e time of J esus . The f " ct tha t th e tra dition is so wide-sprea d 
in later times suggests th'l t it waS not a <1,eW belief which 'Olrose only after the' 
time of Ch ris t . 

4 . ilIk. 8 . 11; lJst. 16. 1 (cf Lk. 11.29) 
5. In. 6 . 30f. 
6 . V. 'j'aylor, ilM~rki 1955t p. 361. ) 
7. ' il<. 8.11; ;", . 6 . 1 \ uke introduces t h is l t 11. 16; 21.11 
8. Mk. 8.11; ),ht . 16 . 1 



P,lg8 108" 

not possible to decide which of the two account;] is historically accur ,,,te , but 

that the change of setting does not indic '1te the commenceIJent of Ii peri cope 

unconnected witn tile feeding uiracle is proved by the fact th,t both Mark and 

"'atth8w record th:'lt Jesus went on to discuss the feeding miec Ie imm"di3.tely :lfto:,:, 
l. 

the dei.18nd of the Pluris eeS . 

In Mnrk the deu"md for :l sign 'from heaven' is met ,lith an absolute 

)c / ) I 

refusal. tl d081Cff'cL.' (=ou 60e~(fn"'" in Mat . 16.4) is a st rong negation in , 
which "I (= the Ar a'llaic 'im) implies "" i mprecation ( , if I do such J thing may I 

2 . 
die'). In verses 14-21 there is introduced ~ saying regarding the 'leaven of the 

lliarisees and the leaven of Herod' which is connected with a strong r ebuke of the 

disciples for th<eir failure to understwd the significance of the loaves of the 

l~r',\Culous feeding. This saying concerning the Pharisees is l eft unexplained, 

but it may refer to their failure to understand the Signific~nce of the feeding or, 

;nore probably, to their refusal to believe. ': ;;:R' ~t:4' , 1 t fJ 

"fter verse 16 the reforence to the Pharisees is ignored and '111 

.2ttention is focussed on the disciples who theluselves do not yet understand the 

signific.:mce of the feeding. 

Whether the origin ,1 feeding incid ants we r e : ~iraculous will be various 1" 

estilaated, but it is clear tlnt the stori ~s 'lI ere prized in th a early Church bec~"" 

of their symbolic relevance to the euch~rist. The 'tcc ount of · the bless ing ,1Ild 
3. 

distribution of the 10'lves is modelled on th''"t of the L'1st Supper <md points 

to a custom of fellowship meals of Jesus .'lith his disciples of which the last 

Supper waS the last 2l1d culmim.ting eX'1r.lple. It is also signific:mt that the 
4. 

'broken pieces ' (\\A~cr}',,) is used in the Di dache of the broken br ead of the 
5. 

Agape ':lnd eucharist. It is clear, therefore, tha t whatever the n lture of the 

original events , in the e:lrly community Jesus's f eeding of the 'multitude ' was 

interpreted in the light of the euchlristic f .:lith th ' t in this sacrament Christ 

feeds the f<li thful ',,i th miraculous food. 

Taylor is therefore probably correct in accounting for the form of 
6. 

;Uc. 8.1-21 in the liturgical ~d catechetic:l l interests of the early Church. The 

feeding of the four t housand is viewed " s a Sign to the disciples of the coming 

1. Mk. 8.14ff; M'1t . 16.5ff'. 
2. Cf V. Taylor , It.ark, 1955 p. 362 ~nd supporting authorities . 
3 . ldk. 8.6; cf i,tk. 14. 22 
4. ',ik. 6 . 43; 8 . 8 , 19. 
5. Did . 9.3f. 
6. V. Taylor, .:.a r k, 1955, p.361ff. , So .. Iso P. C',rrington, Primitive CatechisLl, 

1940, p.176- -
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:dn::,dolll in \',hich Christ ,' ill feed the faithful with the 'miraculous' euch'lristic 

food. ilccording to /I'uk's account of the Last Supper, this food is Christ 
1. 2. 

hims elf'. In John's ::lccount of this fee ding luimcl" as cl e sh'3.11 see below this 

is precisely the VJ~ in which Jesus does interpret the signific:}nce of it. 

Consequently the LIOSt n :1tural interpret:Ition of Mk. 8.11ff is th'lt 

Jesus did understr.md the feeding of tl1e multitude as :J. fore-taste of the messianic 

b=quet. According to popul:>r belief this me 'mt thRt he would rea lize the ideal 

of rluteri31 abundc,nce 'JUd th ,t he would renew the mir acle of mrmn:1 'from heaven'. 

It is this 'sign' tha t the Pharisees dec''3.Ud in response to the obvious messianic 

cl,~ilJIS of Jesus in the feeding. This dem~nd is viewed by Jesus ~s showing that 

to the Pha risees no 'sign' had been g iven becluse they refus ed to 3ccept the 'sign 

of Jesus' fellowship me'll with the multitude. Even the first disciples had 

f ,"iled to understClnd the 'sign' given to them. They were th ,~ prototypes of many 

Christians in ~brk's deW who had no true underst,qnding of the euch'uist as the 

true ilessianic bc\ilquet, the fulfilment of the '.'Iork of the Messiah Jesus. But 

tilis fulfiL>1lent ,lOuld come only "fter Jesus wld completed his ll cssianic miss ion 
3. 

in his deJth ::lnd resurrection. Knowing tha t the mess ianic fulfiL, ent l')y via 

de -th, the dehund for 1 sign ~I{ .. o~ ~flrl'VO~ , which the Jews interpreted ')s 

restoring the Mosaic :': .mn" , is rejected by Jesus . To perfon " 311y such miraculous 

' si,.,n' in responce to their del;;:.1Ud wo uld be J. deni",l of his concept of his work, 

In matthew ' s version of the de;nand for a 'sign' to the flat refusql in 

Niark is added an iLlport :mt exception t~ jJ I; .. ~ 0"'''\1-' E.';' 0 Ji,.,~:-WhiCh is certainly 

secondqry (lnd derived froQ a saying preserved in a different context in both 
5. 6. 

Matthew 'IDd Luke, .:ad possibly derived from Q. Wlk,tever t;1e s '3Ying may h'we 
7. 

me'1nt in Q, our tusk is to try to understand the meaning to be given to it in 

this context by :,Lltthew. In M:lt. 12 . 40 the 'sign of Jon"h' is interpreted as; 

'For ,'s Jonah iV C,S three days 'md three nights in the belly of the wh'lle; so shall 

the Son of m:m be three days and three nights in the h e,ort of the earth. ' We 

shnll see th'lt this undoubtedly refers to the de.1th and resurrection of Jesus. 

Thus tl1e 'sign of Jomh' is Jesus himself whose lllessi"mic work will be completed 

in his death .md resurrection. 
) ,...,) " 

rhen will be rel'llized the 'sign' EI<' ,OV OUPo.vop 

in the wessianic b mquet of the euch ''lrist . From this the Ph 3risees a nd the 

1. Mk. 14.22 
2. Cf pp . 112ff. 
3. illk. 8 .31, 9. 31; 10.33, 34. 
4. iht. 16.4 
5 • . ,b t. 12 .3 9, Lk. 11. 29. 
6. Cf be low p 27lff. 
7. , Cf below p 27lif. 
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Matthe"1I conc ludes with 
l. 

the solemn warning ' bev,n re of the leaven of the Pharisees and S,ducees' j which 
2. 

is not their bread but their I teaching' • 

Matthew h a3 carried the interpretation of Mqr k a step furthe r by 

int r oducing into the n , rrative a definite allusion to the de~th ~d resurrection 

of Jesus as the 'sign' which will be giv en. In Mark this "llusion is not 
3. 

contain ed in the nc, rrative itself , thoug}, it app·oars only ten verses le,ter which 
4. 

would indic[lte th t th is thought is not very f ·ar from hi;; ,',lind. 

This interpretation of the synoptic accounts is confirmed in detail 

by the independent record in the Fourth Gospel. 

1. Firstly the messLmism of the feeding miracle is "Llde quite explicit 
5. 

wilen JeSus is recognised by the multitud~ C'S the coming pr ophet who in the more 

co"mon tradition w',s identified with the hera ld of the r.:essi.~h , but in some 
6. 

circles with th·:.., iJessim himself. 
7. 

.s such they quite natur;:>lly "lanted to mske 

hi,., king. At this J "sus sepclr"tes himself f 'ro;o the people but is unit ed with 

t,le,fi .Clgain in In. 6.25, 'md the st3f;e is set for t he gre.lt discourse on the 
B. 

feeding. 

1. I.lat . 16.11 
2. Mat. 16.12 
3. Mk. B.31 
4. Luke does not record either the feeding of the four thous .md or the dem,md for 

the meSSianic bread mir3cle. It is Significant , howeVer, to note Luke ' s 
record of the lW"," 'us walk with the two disciples ' on the third day after' the 
crucifixion (Lk. 24.13ff) . There Jesus mSNers the grave doubts of the 
disciples ,lith the rhetorica.l question; , Behoved it not the :.'ess i ah to suffer 
these thin:;s, "nd to enter his glory?' (Lk. 24.26) . It is clear that this 
c'mnot be tolwn to lC,e':1!l simply th .,t the Messiah Should suffer , die , :md rise 
again. The entry into his dbJcl. refers mOBt nAturally to the Clscens i on. Thu~ 
it is the ;!scended Christ who 'lppe.'lred to the disciples .md expounded 'in al.l 
the scriptures, beginning froll ;Ioses .lnd a ll the prophets ' the thi ngs Nhich 
concerned himself. (cf above P40 on the dqting of the ascension) . 

It is the crucified but aScended ', eBsiah who ,hen entered the house of 
the two disciples where h e itook bread, md blessed it, 'md brake , and w,ve 
to them ' (Lk. 24.30). It is t"en th ,t the disciples (knew him' (Lk.24. 31) 
This surely does not Simply mean th t they recognised hila, but th'lt here is 
the fulfil .. ,ent of the messianic bre:ld ;lliracles. In BrC'aking bread they kno'J 
him to be the 1'ess i 1h who would feed his people with the miraculous food . 

By a second .IOV0111ent the cleo r indic 'tions of thE" cuchRrist in this 
pClssage "md ics p ll'allels with the L-sst Supper, lll',ke it ce r tain thct this is 
a lso eucharistic te!'lching, which is regarded ~s the fulfilment of the dreM 
of the messi'cnic b mquet. hs such this p lssage confin£ our interpret ltion of 
the feeding ,;,i r i:,ch, ,llld the del;t md for " 'Sign ' in ~> rk :'nd ''\atthc'w, 

Wha t thiG p:1.ssage H1':kes cle_'1 r is the recognition of Jesus as the Messi '.1.."l, 
the underst endinG of his fulfilling hi" ,;lission through his suffering, death, 
,nd entry inco ' L lory' ,"lnd of the euch:lrist as the glorious messianic 

b.lll4.Uet with the present I):essi::ili. 
5. In. 6.14 (so : .. lso by the S,l111'1:cit c\l1 wo,,~m , In. 4. 19, by some of the people at 

the f O'lst of the t:.lbernacles, In. 7 . 40 , md by the bllnd m::n, In. 9. 17). 
6. S . Mowinckel, He tho ,t Co.neth , 1956, pp . 301f, 322. 
7. In. 6.15 
8. For interesting suggestions on the3ignific :mce of t he n lrr 'lti ve of the 

w'llking on the water to the subsequ~nt discourse , cf. C.H. Dodd, The Fourth 
Gas pel, 1')60, pp. 344f. 
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In the first part of the discourse Jesus tells us tha t the feeding 
1. 

miracle waS itself n 'sign'. Although the Dultitude had witnessed this 'sign' 

they had n ot really 'seen signs', and so the multitude comes to Jesus not because 
2. 

they hOld 'seen signs' but because their hunger had been satisfied. Their ina-

bility to grasp the significance of that in which they h,d partaken was their 
3. 

l ack of faith in him 3S the one whom 'God hath sent'. 

Cl early the multi tude underst"nd that Jesus is ma king a messianic 
4. 

claim, and consequently ask for ' signs ' to establish his messianic pretensions. 

John shows here his famili 1rity with the specific wlture of the messiani c 

expectation th" t the Messiah would restore the Mosaic manna. It is this that 

1"'1 t ,,, 

they undersknd to be Wha t Jesus me,mt when he promised ~PW<1'> }'[Voutfd. [I) 3w~" 
> I 

",'""VIOV (In. 6.27). This dem~nd is met by Jesus not with the Markan flat 

refusal (Mk. 8 .12) or the Matthaean qua lified refusa l (Mat. 16.4) but by the 

denial that the Mosaic manna was the true 'bread out Df heaven' (In. 6 .32). 

~ ) \\ I ~ 
That manna waS cert -"inly mir3culous but it W3S {3pWCfIS oJ'iOMU}'t.~~ not ~fWO"'S 

/ )", I' I 
)N_VOU<ft>- tIl j,.l\lV d.lwv 10'1 and so could not be part of the cowl.Ilg age . The 

bre:J.d of God is th'1t which will give eternal life, and not a glorified physical 
5. 

existence. Thus Jesus refUSes to perform the sign they demand cmd bend his 

concept of his t a sk to theirs . 

The people do not understand what is meant. 
/ 

Their request I<'up'~ 

I b' ('" ":)J ,... 
IT.''''T01't 0; ~P'v -rov o.r-rov -rOU1'OV (In. 6.34) is parallel to the uncomprehending 

'/ 
I \ ~, UO'?'P 

request of the Samaritan woman 'Wpll d05 }l01 ,QU,Q TO I' (In. 4.15) and 

provides the opening for the second part of the discourse (In. 6.35-50) in which 
6. 

the .nain theme is trot Jesus himself is the ' bread from heaven', implying that 

not Simply is he the MeSsiah but that he himself is the 'blessing' of the 

messianic age (In. 6.35) and the Dne whD g i ves ' eternal life' or 'Life of the 
7. 

::Ige to come ' (In. 6 . 40). 

1. In. 6.14 
2. In. 6.26 
3. In. 6.29. The need for 'f,.lith' is a r "curring theme of the discourse 

In. 6.35f, 47, 64, 69. 
4. In. 6.30f. 
5. In. 6. 33; cf In. 6.40. Dodd interprets this p)ssage '>8 pointing to Hellen­

istic influence. For him the thought is moving on the level of the contrast 
between the Pl.'1tonic ideal as the rea l, '!TId the phySicAl world as a mere 
shadow or copy of the re .. ,l. Such .'1n hypothesis is unnecessary and unlikely 
as the whole p2ssage is so thoroughly Jewish. Vie h ,qve 31ready seen how in 
Judaism the hope of a glorified phYSical existence in a this-wDrldly messiani , 
'gDlden age' lived side by side with '1 mDre lother-wordly' hope of an eternal 
kingdom which would be inaugurated by the Mess i ah (cf above pp. 78ff). What 
we have here is " repudiation by Jesus of the more lll.1terialistic hope, but 
the thought is still essentially Jewish. 

6. In. 6.33 , 35, 38 , 41, 48. 
7. C.H. Dodd, Four~o~~e_l, 1960, pp.144ff. 
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'rhese claims of Jesus immediately raise ,m objection. How can he h"V8 

come from heaven when his pClrentage is known (In. 6. 41f)? It is doubtful that 

Cullruarnis correct in interpreting this as a reference to the humble origins 
1. 

of Jesus. It is more probable that John has preserved the Jewish idea of the 
2. 

hidden Messiah whose origins may have been hlli~ble but not known. John stresses 

not the humbleness of his parentage, but the fact thAt it is known, and reveals 

that the Jews are still thinking in terms of normal Messianic expectations. They 

still cannot believe that he is the Messiah. In his reply Jesus does not deny 

his parentage but points to the necessity of faith which is possible only to 

those whom the Father 'draws' to Christ (In. 6.44). The implication of this is 

that Jesus accepts his well-known pArentage, but decla res that the eye of faith 

sees in him the deeper reality; that he h ',s come from the Father and that those 

who 'come' to him in f :1ith 's ee ' the truth about him '1nd have eternal life. 

There can be little doubt, therefore, that like the synoptics John 

presents the Jews as seeing the messianic significance of the feeding ni.racle fmd 

that Jesus is making mess i anic claims. The Gospel tradition presents Jesus not 

as denying tha t he is the Messiah, but transforming the content of the messianic 

hope. 

2. Secondly, like the synoptic ~ccounts, eucharistic allusions abound 

throughout the Joh.mnine account pointing unmistakeably to the eucharist as the 

fulfilment of the hope of the gloriOUS '!essiclnic banyuet. The first hint of the 

eucharistic significance of the whole incident is John's setting of it in the 
3. 

context of the Jewish passover (In. 6.4). Dodd is surely correct in seeing in 

this -" signific.:mce deeper than historic ,.1 dating. 'The Christian reader could 

hardly have failed to remember th,t the Christian Passover was the eucharist, and 

it is possible that the evangelist intended At the outset to give a hint of the 
4. 

euch,ristic significance of the n~rr.'1tive which follo'Ns . ' 

In his rccord of the distribution of the i:tiraculous food John does not 

mention the solemn breaking of the bread so ch'.lracteristic an action of the 

eucharist. It is significant, however, that wb re'ls in Mk. 6. 42-~3 and 8.8 

the filling of the baskets is to emphasize the a~undance of the supply by which 

)Jth ') I 
the cIUltitude were sC!tisfied (£ 'f''''~Ov 1'-<1.' EXOP" .'fEl~d",v), in John the s atisfactio:l 

2 . ,. Cf above .t'. tJ4. , / 
The words ,0 'IT<J.crXcl. are present in all Greek II:SS and versions, and the fact 
that Ir~COIIIs and others ignore then is not sufficient reason for excising 
them from the text. 

4. C.H. Dodd, Fourth Gospel, 1960, p.333. 
1. 0. CullmaIllJ, ,Iorship, 1953, p. 97 
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of hunger is mentioned only in a subordinate clause ( ':ci c'>~ fvniA1 o'G~d"''') 
(In. 6 . 12) and the gathering in of the K\~o')IC"'f"'iS introduced by a command of Jesus 

" '\ / ( I , _, \ It 'nay b 
dLNd.,'6:d.~I.'a, ,d_ 1T!p' de! c: uOv'fd., 1,,,,)"0,)""-'''' IV"," f"l II Cl,,1\O 1\ ~'c.I..\ ,e 

that John is pointing to the contrast he will dnw later between (3pGcr'5 jJ(VOU6cJ.. 

:md f3pwcr,) J..TfoA~UjJlv1 (In. 6.27) which in verses 51ff is identified with the 

euch~ristic bread. 

A eucharistic allusion would a ls o h'3.ve been app'lrent to th e discerning 

I 
Christiun reader in the introduc tion of the word lId,v'o'f. in the uncompr ehending 

/ I 
request of t he multitude kUp'~ "'d..v~o-r~ 

l \. 1........ ")1 ,.... 
005 ')) .. 11" 1'OV d.pTOV ,Ol.rro'l (In. 6.34) . 

"1'his gift should not be r estricted to the single act of the I.ti.rac l e of the 

feeding of the five thous'md nor indeed to the h i storical inc.1rnation at all, but 

a fter Christ ' s de,:>th too this bread should continue t o be g iven ' evermore' , not 

'lS the Jews meant it, but r athe r -"s Jesus did and expressed it in his 'mswer; 

"I a;n the bread of life" (v. 35) . Since he i s the bread of life he will never 

be withdrawn from his own. l'he clos e of the v erS e (In. 6. 35) shows that we arG 

t o think of the Lord's Supper for it spe~ks of S'ltisfying not only hunger but 

a ls o thirst. Here a re two eucharistic eleLlents a lthough the cont ext only 
1.1 

conc erns bread. 

As Dodd h .. 18 sueges t ed there is 'llso an ambiguity in In. 6.33 which WaS 

prob~bly int ended by the eVIngelist to provide a crucinl link between the second 

jlart of the discourse in which Jesus is i dentified wit h the bread from he'wen 
2. 

8Ud the eucharistic discours e in the third p,rt. 
~ e ~, < 

"'T&.U c.DU E:C1i\V 0 

< I 

I 

l.t..d,..,..d.(3d.I VL.,)'J 
, " 
£K -rDU 

) 

OUpo.VOlJ 

c. , )1 

I n the sentenc e 0 ~"-r ""Pio5 

it is possible to treat 

o 1<a..'fc>.[3cl.IVWV Cldjectively supplying the substantive d:pTO; f rom the context. 

This SenSe would then be 'the bre ld of God is the bread which comes down from 

heaven , ana g ives (et ernal) life to the world'. In t bis sense the verse would 

point forwa rd to the euch3I'ist i c bre~ d which gives eternal life to those who e~t 

it (In. 6.58) . 
c:J ......, 1"'\ 

At the S'Wle time th e phr 1se rec:olls 0 E K ,ou 0'-' Pol\! 0 U 

I 

)("d.'6.,13«-5 (In. 3. 13), :'In d it would be equ:'llly possible to construe it substan-

tively in the sens e; '~he bre,d of God is h~ who descends from h eaven and gives 

life t o the world' - and this we know from In. 3.13 is the Son of lIl.'1n, Jesus. 

Thi s would then pOint forwar d to In. 6. 35, 38 i n which Jesus cla:i.,ms to be the 

bread of life corne down from heaven. This ambiguity would indicate that these 

1. 0. CulJ.manq, \'/orship, 1953 , p. 96. 
2. C. H. Dodd, Fourth Gospel , 1960, p. ;37f • 

• 
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. , re not two distinct things but one [lIld the S8I!le reCllity - Christ the bre3d of 

life. This is confirmed when in the euch~ristic discourse we find th,t eating 

Christ himself (In. 6.57) qnd eating the eucharistic breRd (In. 6.58) are m3de 

parallel to one another, giving 'life'. 

The indignant and presu"l'1 bly horrified question 'How c.on this man give 

us his flesh to e .tt?' (In. ) 
:;, / J ()1 

6.52 ,in response to the assertion toW £'r' D "'p-r05 
Co""",) -) A 

o y,,",V 0 (I( ,OV OUPd-YOU 
(3d..) ""ro." (In. 6.51a) meets with no 'mswer; but th"t the 

eucharist is here in the mind of John cannot be doubted. ~\he introduction of 

the ide j of 'drinking the blood of the Son of man' (In. 6.53) in the reply of 

Jesus when the context would leCld us to expect a reference only to 'e'lting his 

flesh' makes this cle·tr. It is proba ble th.Clt t his has been introduced to avoid 

any possibility of not seeing the euchCtristic signific'lnce of the whole discourse. 

. •. ;)1) (.)/ 

Dodd h :ls also rlghtly observed thClt the Jokmn~ne express~ons,iOw el}J' Q <>-p"lO.5 

Tfl ~ I"\. <. )1 </ ..J ~, <: I .e I) <: \ "'} 
/) ;Wl? ..•.... . . 0 ctpTO) OY <-Ow 6wQ"w 'I c:rcl.p() )lOU tc'TIV UrfEr 'OU KOdyou 

)W1> (In. 6.51) amount to an expanded tr.:mscription of the words of institution 
1. 

. ( .... , ,J '\,...... \(.\(r-) 
as we h8 ve then ~n 1 Cor. 11.24 Toul0 f'0v LC5,'V To O"wyd.. ,0 U1iLp Uf'WV • 

:lEa ring this s3craJ,ental reference in mind, the reply of Jesus 

attributes to the sacr"lment exactly tha t 'eternal life' and the promise of a 

resurrection at tho 'last day' which he att ributed to hiG~elf in the second part 

of the disoourse. This para llel is nnde even more explicit when John contr.qsts 

ag'lin the manna which the fathers ate cmd di" d with the euoh., ristic bread which 

gives eternal life (In. 6.58, cf. 6.49). In the euch lrist . the 'sign' delD:llided 

by the Jews will be fulfilled. It will not be in a crude quasi-physic31 ~qnna 

rnir,1c Ie. In Jesus th."1t for which the Jews hoped WaS alre.ldy e. reality, if only 

they h"d the faith to see' it, 9Xld would be fulfilled in the euch:uist. 

3. The synoptic .'lllus ions to this fulfilment being via the death, resur-

rection, and c.scension of the Mess iah Jesus are made still more explicit in John , 

{ ("\ ,/ I I '(' 
The expressions OOUYcli 'Iv 0"0fK<i-.. and IT,v~ItI -ro cJ...')J<A cm h".rdly fail to suggest 

death. In these veiled terms the evangelist suggests th~t it is through death 

that Christ is to becon e the life bE the world. 

Yet it is not simply by death. When the disciples reply thqt this is 

'l 'h:1rd saying' (In. 6.61) Jesus accepts th CIt :It the moment it is hard .3!ld so 

pOints to his co.rring ascension (In. 6.62). It is by his ascension th:lt the 

1. C.H. Dodd, Fourth Gospel, 1960, P.338. So also J. Jeremias, Eucharistic 
Words, p.165. 
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s'lCnunental brea d will become 'bread from heaven', the bre '.I tl which giv~s etorn'll 
1. 

life, for it is by his ''!Scension tha t he will dr aw all men unto himself =d give 

et erna l life to thos ~ ",ho believe. Thus it is on the ~scended Christ thRt the 

b"liever will fee d ,,::nd fina et ern21 life. 

Following hard on the r eference to the ascension comes 3 reference to 

the Spirit. (In. 6.63). It is Q r ecurring theme of the finel l discourses th'lt 

the bestow'} l of the Spirit is cons equent upon the 'lsc,,"nsion. It is the S piri t 

... ,.... / ;> 1"\ 

who gives life ("0 ifv~U}Jd. Lcmv -;0 ~wo\To, ou" ) , ',r > > l \ ~ ) , 
of itself 1 cr"'P.} 00< '"'lI'H!I 00lv 

(In. 6.63). I': e mow from "' ha t h 2s gone before th:lt it i s Christ a nd th" 

euchJ.ristic food, ,mich is Christ, "ho gives 'life' , md that the sqcr:lment will 

eein its pO Ner through the '1scension of Christ. Thus the referenc e to the Spirit 

here is probably t o be taken ~s 3 reference to the a scended Christ himself. 

It is in thiS way th,.t Christ will fulfil the: r eCluest ed messi ,~nic ' 'sign '. 

He will feed his p eople with bread from h 8J.ven, but this will be no quasi-physic"l 

,iJiracle which will restore the Mosaic mannn . This would be to give them flesh 

which ',voul d profit nothing. The bread ,'hich he will give is hi!nself in the 

:;essianic banquet of the euch c,rist which would be fulfilled only a fter he had 

corupleted his messi3II ic i"3is sion in his P'1SSion, death, r esurrection And :}scension. 

Summ:lry of Conclusions .:D", Interpret a tion of the Temptation 

The essenti"l fea tures of the story 'lS it W3S preservetl in the e ~rly 

Church 'ir e cl e:lr. They :1 r e that 'lfter sor,le form of fello'llship lnL:ll of Jesus 

with his " isciples , I,ilich m'w or mdY not h,o.ve been miraculous, in which he dis-

tributed food in " w" y which bec ,"me ch'1ract0ristic of the eucha rist, 3nd which he 
2. 

undoubtedly spoke of as :1 'Sign' of his aess illic office, the Jews came t o Jesus 

. nd delCc1nded th ,t h e e3 t :1blish his messi'lDic claims with q m'ln na miracle. To this 

der,und Jesus refused to ,"ccede. Rather he pOints to himself, his teaching and 

works 3S the 'Sign '. But by their unbelief men ~ re blind t o who he r eal ly is. 

1. Cullmann,(WoTShfp ,-1953;-p.Too) is sure ly not correct in saying -th1t 'the 
,uir,'lcle of the as cension is in tended to h elp the disciples comprehend the 
wiracle of the ,"ucharist.' J G8US h , S , lre ldy st'lted th .-,t the Son of ll1'1n is 
going t o be 'lifted up' .1nd thus give eterml life to the world (In. 3.14f)~ 
=9' tile c un't ext rr:,.,kes qllite Explicit (cf boloY! p.J56~ this tlOES not I,lean simply 
his being lifted up on the cross but his rJscension (cf In. ':;.13). This in 
3D essential p, rt of the work by which he will bring stern"l life t o the ,.'orld. 
In this P t\sS D~e it i s the s ')cr';tlent "hich brings et ern,',l life , 3nd by the 
:lsccnsion th;lt it is life-giving. Thus there is 'J. f~ r g renter r eillism in the 
concept th>n is e iven to it by Cullm, nn. 

2. Unless we accept this ,~ e must expbin why it is tha t Msr k has preserved the 
d~Jl3.nd of the Phc.ris ees for 1 'Sign'tl"' ... \0'0 O~pd.."O~ in t h i s pQss8.ge only in 
his Gospel, a P':ls sllge in which it hos such peculi " r signifi cffilce. 



P',ge 116. 

Yet the 'sign' which thc Jews dewanded will be fulfilled when Jesus ms finished 

his work in the cro~s, resurrection :md c:::.scens ion. Then t',,,, people "ill shar<:> in 

the great messianic banquet 'md be fed with bre .. ld 'from h~-,ven ', but in a far 

deeper sense th.'ll1 the Jews expected. In the euch -:rist he will feed them with 

the true bre~d whicn brings eternal life - himself~ 

~ll this teaching moves in genuine semitic thought-forms . The f:lith 

which it expresses is inalienably Jewish , though its conc epts receive a fairly 

radical transfona~tion. The hope is tr··nsformed from a cOlill11Unity hope for a 

comll1g earthly 'golden age' in which the people would know phy~ical abundance, to 

a faith which is still essentblly a com;nunity f"lith, but which community is now 

fed ·"ith the ~lir"culous food in which the MesS iah, who h IS died, risen and 

ascended, is present to the believers. 

On this interpretation of the feeding miracles the bread temptation 

of Q is to bc interpreted th l t Satan S:lYs to Jesus in effect: 'If you are the 

Mess iah, produce the food ~irdc le 'll1d feed the peopl e with this mir:lculous food'. 

The reference to stones is probqbly designed to show how utterly physical such a 
1. 

mirctcle would be. In John's l anguage it , ould be food the pcople could eat, 

but not bring the:) etem'll life. It is not for this tlL'lt Jesus hrls come. 

The reply ~tt ributed to Jesus is ~ quotntion from Deut . 8. 3; ' Man shall 

not live by bread ~lone '. The fo rc e of this quot 'lt ion 'lppe:lrs when we consider 

the context of the v \ssage, which is prim'1rily :q c[).ll to obedienc e to God who , the 

children of Israel are reminded, womlerfully provided for the,;; during their forty 

ye_r wandering in the Wilderness . The p lr ·'lllels of this to the pC1ssages which ;"e 

b 'lve exa.nined as the ' occasion ' for this introductory sUlJm:uy in Q a re perfectlJ 

clectr. Throughout the Gospels record Jesus' obedience to the will of God which 

means th ,)t he must suffer and die before he is exalted. Then will be fulfilled 

the miraculous mess i anic banquet for the new Israel, the euch~rist , in which the 

mir a culous 'brend frou' he-1ven ' would not be Simply a restoration of the Mosaic 

mnnna , but the lscended Christ himself. 

1. Not, '1S J.M. Creed, (Luke , 1942, p. 62) suggests to counter the magical fe2ts 
3scribed to SLnon ;,hg;::;srPs. Clem. Ho:n. 2. 32) who is reported t o have turned 
stones into bre3d. It is ,nOre probnble th,t the feats . of Simon a re 
modell ed on the Temptation n~rrative than the narrntive~designed to 
counter them. 
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(j.V) l'he Temple 'l'empt'{tion md the Cle'msing of the Temple 

Like the first tel"pt:J.tion, the tempt,tion r el, ting to the roof of the 
1. 

temple is e lsa ,oessi.'mic . Whil e there was '1 tr" dition of the Messi'lh a ppearing 
2. 

on th " ,~of of the temple to proclaim deliver.once to the people, there is nothing 

to p:u c.llel the ideo, of liis jUJ:lping from the roof to n niraculous deliverance 

frofl hurt. 

'j,e h'lVe Seen tha t there is good re.lson to believe thnt the Q account of 
3. 

the tel~ptations is not to be ascribed to Jesus. Vie 9.re given "- clue to wh~t th t 

occnsion WaG when we consider the Mal'lchi p.'lssl1ge which :J.ppe ' rs to st 'lnd 'it the 

fountain-head of t he later Judaistic t eaching about the Mess i ah on the roof of 

the temple; 

Behold, I send my messenger, ~nd he shall prep9. re the way before me: 
~d the Lord, whom y e seek , sh'lll suddenly come to his temple; and 
the messen;er of the coven~nt, WhOLI ye delight in, behold, he cometh, 
saith Y,hweh of hosts. But who may ",bide the d ' y of his coming? .'md 
who shall stand when he appe,reth? for he is like .~ r efiner's fire, 
md like" fuller ' s soap: And he sh',ll sit I'.S 9. refiner 'md purifier 
of silver , " nd he shilll purify the sons of Levi, .md purge them AS 
gold emu silver; md they Shlll offer unto Y'llmeh offerings in 
righteousness . Then sh~ll the offerings of Judah 'nd Jerusalem 
be ple:1s.<mt unto Y'1hweh , 'l S in the dC!ys of old, 'lnd o.S in anc ient 
ye ':rs . (4) 

Here we Iuve coupled together the ide : of the prophetic forerunne r of the 

Messi 'lh with the concept of the sudden " ppeC!r3nce of the Messi::\h in the temple 

to purify it :nd its worship. 

In addition to this concept must be t lken the old " nd common idea in 

the Old T~s tament and l~t er Judaism th.,t when the Mess i l'.h comes he will destroy 

the anem' cc of Israel, restore Jerus .'·.l lem m9.king it the political centre of the 
5. 

world , 'ind the temp:.e in Jerusalem as the fOC 'll point of the world's wo rship. 

A brief all us ion t o this belief is found .llso in 1Ial. 3.12 . 

Followin, these clues we shall not be far wr ong in seeing the 

occ asion of the s0cond temptation in Jesus ' 'cle i nsing' of the temple, record 
6. 

of which is preserved in the Gospels. ';'he thorny question of the dating of thi..] 
7. 

p~rrQtiv~eed ~)t deta in us here, but there are indications in the n~rr8tives 
10 We are not ,mcerned with the problem of the chqnge in order of the tempta­

tj.ons in Ma tGhew "lnd Luke. Matthew 's order builds up to such a natural qnd 
fitting cli r:>x thJt we shall de" l with the temptations in his orde r. 

20 Cf a bove p. 35 0 
3. Cf .~bove p ) ·",4 ff . 
4. \\a1. 3. 1ff, 
5. Cf above pp 71,°; 73ff; 79f. 
6. Mnt . 21.12- .j; :'1<. 1l.15- 19; Lk. 19.45-48; I n. 2.13-17. 
7. For n rgu nerr; ~'oc the Markan dating cf. J . H. Bernard , The Gospel According to 

St. John (I) : ) , 1 928 , ad . lac; A.E.J. Ri wlinson , Mark, 1940 , ,d. lac. 
~3.r tle~t, ~ : t . ;,lark , 1922, ad . lac; B. H. Branscon b, 'file Gospel of Mark, 
1937, " d . l)c; ( ' . K. BClrrett, John, 1955 , ad. lac . For ,,- rgument in favour of 
the Joha oni ]le C, ting of J . We l.ss, Das M"rkusevangeliuu, 1906, " d . lac.; 
M.J . l "lc re.'1ge, Ivangile selon Saint Jean, 1948, Cld lac; .' .• 11. '1cNeile, Matthe',v , 

.- - cant inued next page ••.•• 
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Nhich suggest thClt John has retained elements of c,n older tr"dition than the 
1. 

synoptics. , ' <') sha ll, therefore, treat the J ohannine tr:'\di tion ~,s the more or i-

Ginal 'll1d atteiOlpt to interpret it in order to ,<,rrive at SOLe underst8nding of the 

tr'ldition of the Church on which the second t emptation is based. 

Most COI&lentators are agreed thct John's plClcing of the tr·,dition of 

the cleansing of the temple has theologic Ell significance appearing as it does 
2. 

between the mira cle at CanA.md the discourse with Nicodel~US. The significance 

of this position, however, does not appe'lr to be simply for the progressive 

development of theological concepts. To 8ny reader the change of scene from 

Cana in Galilee to the temple in Jerusalem must come as a sudden and unexpected 

change. This theme of a sudden and unexpecte~ppearance in the temple is 
3. 

repeated in the Fourth Gospel ·md it can scarcely be doubted th"t it is intended 

to be a fulfilment of Malachi 's prophecy, 'The LI"rd who ye seek Shall suddenly 
4. 

come to his temple' (Mal. 3.1.) 

5. 
In the synoptic tradition there is no insistence on the unexpected 

suddenness of Jesus' ~ppearance in the temple, nor is there any break in the 

geographical setting. The story is embedded in the context of the triumphal 

entry into J erus"lem. Despite this there is a dramatic suddenness in the 

synoptic account which is enh:mced by the unexpected vehemence of his expulsion 

of the traders. Ap~rt from the Lukan childhood stories, this cleansing of the 

temple, as in John, is the first recorded incident of Jesus in the temple. This 

7. from previous page, continued ••• 
1910, ad. lOCi V. Taylor, Mark , 1955, a d loco The sUf,gestion of K.L. Schmidt, 
Der Rahmen Geschichte Jesu, 1919, p.292, that the n .rrative waS current as an 
isolated unit of tradition not tied to any particular occaSion is possible. 

1. In. 2.19 (destroy this temple ~d in three days I will raise it up) is to be 
attributed to Jesus 3Dd in this context (cf a bove p.lo4f; 31so V. Taylor, 
ldark, 1955, p.461; C.H. Dodd, Fourth Gospel , 1960, p.302 n.l.) Bultmann, 
Synoptic Tradition, 1963, p.58f haS shown tha t the Johannine saying In. 2.16 
('Take these things hence; make not my Father's house a house of merchandise') 
is closer to the semitic origin'l l th'll the synoptic 'My house shall be called 
a house of pr"yer (for all nqtions), but you have m~de it a den of rabbers' 
Mk. 11.17 and p.w.). M. Dibelius, Tradition, 1934, pp. 43ff ~nd V. Taylor, 
~, 1955,p.460fh,:we shown thnt the plotting of the religious leaders 
ag3inst Jesus, which forms the immediat e sequel to the cleanSing in Mark and 
Luke, is a non-original addition to the narr.lti ve. Cf :l lso below p.J.24 n.l . 

2. For this signific 'mce cf. C.H. Dodd, The Fourth Gospel, 1960, pp. 297-317. 
C.K. Barrett, JOllll, 1955, p.163fi 0. Cullmanq, Worship, 1953, pp. 71-74. 

3. In John's record of the second appe~rance we :lre told thqt the 'brethren' of 
Jesus tried to persuade him to go up from Galilee to 'ITkqnifest' himSelf 'to 
the world' (In. 7.1.4) (For the messianic significsnce of this cf above p.85) 
In reply Jesus tells them to go to the feast (of t:lberm.cles) but 'I go not 
up unto this fe 'lst; because my time is not yet fulfilled' (In. 7.8) ('yet' is 
textually doubtful, snd probably ., secondary intrusion.) No sooner he'we they 
left than Jesus follows them secretly (In. 7.10) :md then in the middle of 

the fe Cist he 'lppeCirs in the temple publicly (In. 7.14). 
4. Cf also C.H. Dodd, The Fourth Gospel, 1960, p.351. 
5. Mat. 21.lff; l"k. ll.lff; Lk. 19. 28ff. 
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would suggest th l t in the trCldition of the Church this WClS the first thing 

th"t Jesus did on his first appearelllce in the t emple during his public minis t ry, 

md that it W;1S sudden a nd unexpected in '.ccordance wit h thE! messi 'mic pr ophecy 

of Mal . 3.1. These facts, coupled with the 'cle:msing' of the temple which waS 

par t of the Malachi prophecy , pr ove th~ t the incident was messi2nic for Jesus , 

his disciples, '.llld the Jewish authorities "like. 

The messianic nature of the incident is m" de more cleH in the citatim," 

pllCed in the mouth of Jesus while driving out the tr ... ders. Mark's citations of 

Isa. 56.7 and Jer. 7 . 11 are replaced by two different testimonia in John. In 
1. 

the first, which is probably origina l, Jesus s ays; 'Do not ~lke my Father' s house 
~ , 

" tI'9.ding-pla ce (dl<OY E}'''OP ~O\l ) , (In. 2. 16) which is probably an allusion to 

Zech . 14. 21 in which kena' ani h~s legi tim2ltely been trmslat ed as 'trafficker ' 
2. 

r a ther than 'Can'l mite' . In the second incident of Jesus in the temple there 
3. 

ere cle~r allus ions t o Zech . 14, md it is prob2ble th, t the eV,lngeli st inteno R 

uS to h . ve in mind h ere the prophecy of the 'D'lY of the Lord ' , and to see it 

fulfilled in the expulsion of t he ' tnffickers ' from the t emple. 

The sec0nd t es timonium is not pI -ced i n the mouth of Jesus, but is 

·.vh :t the disciples l . ter r emembered; "rhe ze'l l of thy house shall e at me up' 

(In. 2. 17). It is -, citation from the group of Psalms which rel er to the 
4. 5. 

righteous sufferer which provided many testimonia of the Passion. The impliccc 

t i on is th:lt 'lS the Righteous One in the Psalms suffered for his 10Y:llty to the 

temple, so will Jesus suffer for his action in cleFlllsing the temple. In the 

synoptic tradition th i s incident is the stormy prelude to the p".ssion. Thus 

have '3Il early hint of the pa ssion in John's account, but a hint which is attri-

buted to the disciples. In the Markan tr) dition thi s is made more explicit in 

the pl otting of the religious leaders which g" thers momentum from this point 

onwaTds. While we c:lnnot accept this Mark~ln tradition '1S historica lly accurlOlte 
6. 

with any degree of c onfidence, it is signific1nt that both the Johannine and 

MarkBn t r aditions link this messianic incident in the temple with the passion. 

1. Cf above p. llEill:. 1 
2. R. Bultmanq, Synoptic Tr adition, 1963, p. 58f; C.H . Dodd, Fourth Gospel, 1960 

p. 300. As the prophet h2S just invited ' 211 the f amilies of the earth' to 
come up to Jerusalem to the feast of the t:lbern1cles , there Seems no relson 
for the lest- minute exclusion of the Cana -nites. 

3. Of below p.121 
4. Fs . 69. 9 
5. Ps. 69. 4 cited in In. 15.25; Ps . 69.9 cited in Rom. 15. 3 ; Ps. 69.22 cited in 

Mat. ~7. 48; In. 1 9. 28- 29; Ps . 69.25 cited in Acts 1.20. 
6. Of above p. llS n.,! , 
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Th:lt the religious le::lders understood Jesus to be m I cing messianic 

claims by his actions in the temple is m de clear by their demand for a ' sign ' in 

justific" tion of his C1ction - as in the synoptics the leC'ders in the temple 
1. 

d emand to know his' "uthority' . Jesus replies, 'Destroy this temple and in three 
2. 

days I will r ')ise it up.' In characteristic Johannine f i shion this saying is 

misunderstood. This misunderstanding then provides the opportunity tod'ro.wout 

the true signific 'mce of the saying; 'But he sp'1ke of the t p.mple of his body 

-' ..... ')" 
( II If'' TOU Vd,.OU TOU o-W)J'" T O,> C(uT OU ) . When therefore he W".8 rClis ed from the dee.d, 

his disciples remember ed th~t he S lid this; md they believed the scripture and 

the vlOrd which Jesus s ,] id ' (In. 2.21f ) . 

The interpreta tion of this passage moves ::It a number of different 

levels. 

1. In the first place the :lction of Jesus in the temple is itself a 

messimic Sign, but ,1 sign of the destruction ,nd replacement of the system of 

of r eligious observ ,nce of which the temple was the centre. This forms " 

recurring theme in the Fourth Gospel where the great Jewish festivals are filled 

with new :nd specific illy Christian me.ming. 
3. 

Three times mention is m::lde of the 

passovero On the first occasion the signific:lnt a ct is the cle 'ms ing of the 

temple signifying the end of the old order. The second occ ~sion is at the 

feedine; of the five thousand where the Christi3n p'lssover - the eucharist -

replClces the old Je .. ish rites.. The third occ:lsion tells of the death, reSur-

rection (and ~scension) of Christ ~nd the g ift of the Holy Spirit when the new 

order of being which he inaugurated becomes .''1 reality in the Church. The other 
4. 

festiv:ll referred to is the fe 3st of the t .'lbernrlCles whose sigpific'illt moments 
5. 

become charged ,vith a new ::md Christian significance. 

A simil:lr theme of the destruction of the temple and the suppression 
6. 

of the old order is found :llso in the synoptic tr'idition 'IDd most clearly in 

Wet. 23· 38 where Jesus a ddressed his fin',l wa rning to the Jewish religious com-

munity; 'Behold, your house is fors aken hnd desobte).' Cosser correc t ly 

interprets this as me "ning th_lt the heir of David hJS come, but by rej ecting him 

1. In. 2.18; !'Th:. 11.28; Mat. 21.23; Lk. 20.2 
2 . In. 2. 19 
3. In. 2.13, 6.4; 11.55 
4. In. 7.2 
5. Cf. C. H. Dodd, ~'ourth Gospel, 1960, pp . 3 .. 5-354. 
6. Mk. 13. 2 ..:nd v !r V at. 24.2; Lk. 21. 6); !l< :. 14. 58 :nd pa r (, I will destroy 

this temple ll1.'1de " ith hands and in three C'lYS build mother not made with 
h -mds. ,) 
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JClusalem liith its foc .. l l paint in the Temple h,s ce::lsed to be the house of 
L 

Godo 

Vie may conclude , cherefore, t hat the saying about the destruction of 

the te:nple, coupled in John with the significant act of the cleansing, was from 

the fj.rst associated ;lith the idea of the supersession of the older order of 

Jewish religionc 

20 At a second level we are told th,t 'this temple ' is not just the 

build;.pg in Jerusalem , but is the 'temple of his body'. The new temple which 

in to replace the old is no other th2n Jesus himself. This idea i s worked out 

in a number 0f pL2ceo in the Fourth Gospel. 

In -~he Old Testament the temple is the pl'lce where God reve:~ls his 
20 

~loryG 

3. 
In John it is'~ the Word m9.de flesh th'lt 

4. 
we m1Y contemplate the glory of 

5. 
God. It is he Vlho mediatee the vision of God which brin;;s eternal life. The 

temple WaG :1lso the source of 'living water'. John stp.tes th2t the second 

sudden a ppear=ce of Jesas in the temple wc\s at the feast of tabernncles when 

th ," tr.lditional ldction W'lS 2ech. 14 , which describes the appro~ching 'day of 

the Lord': 

PJld it 8h:111 come tv pass in that day th::lt living wC\ters sh::lll go out 
frcll Jerusalem,. . • And the Lord shall be king over ,,11 the earth, In 
that day sh'1l1 the Lord be one rod his name one ••• And it shall come to 
p' Ies th::lt c'.-ery one th.lt is left of the nations tlk'1t came up against 
Jerus 'llem shall go up from year to ye::lr to wo r ship the King, the Lord 
of hosts , ond to keep the feast of t '1bernacles. 

In expositions of the ceremonial pouring of the water from Siloam over the altar 

of bUl-.lt offeI'ings on each of the Seven d,~ys of the feast, the r::lbbis used the 

f::lmous Ezekiel pqssage in which the prophet looks forwnrd to the g r e'lt coming 

day when wat0r will issue in an ever- growing stre'1m from the right side of the 

temple bringing life wherever it flows dnd healing even the wat ers of the Dead 
60 
Sea. Althou:;h evidence .for a messianic interpretation of the fe,st of the 

tabernacles is rare :md no-; unquestion::tbly pre- Christian, the use of 2ech. 14 

" s the lection for the feast with its clear reference to the coming 'dsy' must 

have mlde a messianic expect<tion at the feast fairly common ,nd may h~ve given 

rise to the vague trudition of the messianic a dvent in the month of Tis ri to 
7. 

wh~ch the feas t of t'lberrncle~s~bc;ec=l",o~nfig~eO:!d:.. -=-:--:---:---:--__:;:-::--::----:~-;:---:=o_;::__::__;_;_ 
1. W. Cosser, 'The House of God ' in The Livingstonian, Vol. 1, No.5, 1965, P.44. 
2. Cf. Ex. 40. 34; 1 Ki. 8.1J, IS3. 6.1-5; Ez . 43 . 5 
3. In_ 1014 
4. In. 1409 
50 In. 6 •. ~J 
6. Ez. 47.] - 12. cf Strnck & llillerbeck, Vol. 2 pp. 774-812; G. F. Moore , Judaism, 

Volo 2 pp.43- 48. This [ 88ociation may have been early though t~e first 
definite evidence OCcurS in R. Elieze r ben Jacob (circ. A.D. 90) 

7, C.H. Dodd, ~'oUI'-';h Gaspe:" 1960; p.350f. 
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Ii; is t h e associ-,tion of living water ii i th the temple coupled in 

Deut e:ro-Zech!Hb.h '. Ii t.,ohe messianic a ge, nd the a pplicntion of these ideas to 

·t l:e li 'l t81' lit .tions "t t a bemClcles .,·hich give signific cnce to the saying of 

J CSW) O!1 t h e l , st d.V of t h e festiyal: ' If ~myone thirst, let him come to me; 

-end l et him drinl: \lho h :s 1 , i th in me. As the scrpture s a id, Out of his body 
1. 

&he<l!. flo'.'1 r;,vcr3 o i.' living water. ' In him this prophe cy of Deutero-Zechariah 

i s now l'l'.lfilled .. He is the ne',\ temple (In. 2. 21) , the source of the true 

' Living W.lt ? , .. ' ,chich brin::;s salv.1tion (In . 4. 14) . ~hU8 it is to him thqt the 

tllirsty , r 8 to COUIC, ' :nd of him that the b" li2vcr is to drink. 

If tht; 'old temple ' is to be destroyed, so ,",lso i s the new. In this 

r eply of J c:s us to the i: eIlumd of the Jews for" sign of his messianic status 

(In. 2 . 1Sf) we h ,ve .. : cle-.. ,' r eference to the de'lth of Jesus . It is signific.'Ult 

~ h "lt in John ' s j)CtCL'prct '.t:'.cn of this snying he s::ws ' But he spoke of the tempI ) 
1"\ I ) "" 

" ""I OU C5L'}J-:J...."fC.5 C',l j ·tOu i In John cfw)' d... is used elsewhere only of the dead body 0 :·' 
2, 

J e::: us .. So ,'11:-:0 it is on the crnss th ·.t blood 'Uld w'1ter flow from the pierced 

sid8 cf th2 dc,d J e ,' U 8 (In. 19.34) . In Mark it is at tht t ri.ll of JeSuS th'3.t 

th" .'1ccu3".ti rm ':·bou ~ uestx·o:..- ing the temple is br ought ctg"linst Jesus (Mk. 14. 58~ 

So it is cle", r th ',t th e s a,r ing W:JS '1ssoci~ted in the ear ly tr:ldition not only 

.vi t h the ~t:persession of t h u old order but ,-, lso with the de.:lth of Jesus . As 

~'uch p,:::,t, Cit l e-,st, of the reply of Jesus to the dem,md for a messianic sign 

pOints to his lle"lth by .Ihich he is to fulfil his messianic \'I ork. 

k , surely -.S tile s 'lYing ' destroy this temple ' refers to the de'lth of 

J c :"'UG, so does the referl..nc e to I rqising it up in three d;ys I or 'building 
3. 

"no cher _!:n three d ws (not m ·de with hands) ' refer to t h e events of Easter Dew. 

The ' third d~.J' is t OJ intim ,tely linked in the t r :ldition with Easter dqy for i 'e 

to be used "ithout 'on implicit reference to it . 
---.---'-:--::-::~-:::-

1. In . 7.37:[, C, H. Dodd's translat ion, ibid , p. 349. This punctua tion does m; }:e 
better s ens " , In Our discussion lim In. 6hbove p.lllff) V,e S ' lW th'lt f -.ith 
"',as the pre- requisite of 'coming to ' Jesus (In. 6 . 44) tnd th::l t the man who 
believes vlill never t11irst (In. 6 . 35). It :1180 :1llows d..~-r ou (Jn. 7.3S) to 
r2fer to Christ ·,s the source of living w.'lter, the Holy Spirit . That ChriGt 
: t l SOFl'C ', of living Vilter, t J n. _ 4. 7-14) ,md tl;1e bGstower of the Holy 
Spirit (In. 20.22) or" wel~known idens in John (cf elso In. 19. 34). That the 
individu~ l believer is the Source of living water, the Holy Spirit, is unpc.­
r l 11cled else' lihere in thu New 'r est-un ' nt. This does not solve the difficult;,' 
of the citcr';ion, but it is more prob".ble thClt John underst " nds the llPd.¢ ~ 
a s ref erring to Chr',st =d not the individu::l l believer, ns t he source of 
livinG water . 

2. In. 19.31, 38, 40; 20.12. Cf C.K. Barrett , John , 1955, p. 167 
3. I choose to spc 'lk e ene r J lly of the 'events of E"\Ster dny ' r:lther them more 

sp ecific ' llly of the r esurrection bec .. use, as we h"!ve seen (cf '3.bove pp.40f ), 
prob:1bly in th(, s ynoptic tradition ''1ld certainly in the Joh=ine the ' third 
d'W' \'I ',s not simply the dely of the resurrection but also of the ascension ,,-ud 
the bestow:11 of t;l e Holy Spirit . 
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The destruction of 'this temple' when it refers to the supersession 

of the old order of religion of wnich the cle:msing of the temple is the 'sign' 

is fin',ll. The destruction of 'this temple' when it refers to the de'lth of 

Jesus is not final, for he will rise ,:vsa in from the deCld ::l;od ,:lscend to the 

FRther. It is b,l being glorified in the cross, resurre ction '1nd ,'1scension thClt 
l. 

Jesus, who is l,imself in his historic',l person the source of living water, 
2. 

continues to be the fountain of this living water, the Holy Spirit. So f elr 

from his de'\th ending the new temple v,'hich h , s replaced the old, it is to be the 

wCfY which is to le:'ld to the ascensirm whereby his work i s fulfilled, ,9nd is ful-

filled when the risen end as cended Jesus comeS to his disciples'1nd 'breathes' 
3. 

on them saying : ' receive ye the Holy Spirit'. 

This reference to the Holy Spirit is implicit in In. 2.22 which at first 

gl' mce reads as if it were only after the resurrection th'1t the disciples 
, , 
t)JV10'9'lo'"'''this s!'lying of J8SUS (In. 2.17). The p 'lmllel sewing in In. 12.16 

speaks of the disciples 'remembering' th,t citations quoted ~t his entry into 

J erus :llem \lere in f"ct references to Jesus only ,'lfter he \letS 'glorified'. But 
4. 

these references to the 1 1ter 'remembering' by the disciples must be interpreted 

in the light of the pronouncen,ent :)bout the Par!'lclete in the fe,rewell discourses . 

There we read: ' But the Paraclete, the Holy Spirit, whom the Father will s Gnd in 
~ 

<: I < ,.... / ~,) 

my "''lme, "ill te-, ch you ,11 things, 'md uITO}!V~"" ul'''') lIoI.VTc<. 0.. t,lTov 
( -
uY'v 

) / 

(~w '(In. 14.26). This 'remembering' by the discipl"s is consequent upon 

the gift of tl18 Holy Spirit . 

Thus this s aying in reply to the dem.md for r. Sign pOints to Jesus 

himself ,:;s the, new temple, 'md also to his death and resurrection :md ascension 

by which his messianic work would be fulfilled in the bestowo,l of the Holy Spirit 

on the disciples. T,"is te::tching is no Joh'ennine peculi:cri ty. In Acts 2 it is 

only l fter the bestowGl of the Holy Spirit th,,,t the disciples, in their spokesmcm 

Peter, understood the signific.lnce of the de-:tth ,nd resurrection of Jesus md 

applied to Jesus cit:1tions of Old Testament prophecies with gre"Ct confid ence " nd 

boldness. 

3. This s,,,ying : 'Dest r oy this temple end in three d'1Ys I will r :lise it 

up' or in i ts ~;brl:w form 'I will destroy t;lis temple (m''lde with h'11lds) 'iUd in 

thre<3 d:)ys build onother ( not m1de \':ith hilldS) ! h:1.s ~11so -~ t hird level of me.':lning .. 

1. In. 4.14; In. 7.38 
2. In. 7.39 
3. In. 20.22. §or the S .illle t elching in the synoptic tr ,di tion cf :tbove PP.42ff. 
4. On the men.'1ing 01' ranember' cf belo" pp. 601ff. 
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One ccmnot but be struck by the strongly .lctive verb in th," second h ·,lf of the 

s eying. If the reference is only to the resurrection of Jesus, then this is the 

only pl'lce in the ' ie'.'1 j' es t :lm~nt in which Jesus is mo de the "gent of his own 
1. 

resurrection. 'rhe mo~t prob',ble expl,mation of the 'lctive form of the s eWing 

is th,t it is 8 cryptic reference not only to the r esurrection of Jesus but to 

the community of believers who will be 'r ,ised up' by him. 

While there is no tr::rdi tion of J GSUS being the ,,:;,ent of his resur-

rection, it is a cOdstcutly recurring theme of the Fourth Gospel th '1t Jesus is 
2. 3. 

himself 'the resurrection 'ond the life', tint he bl'.s come to give life, ,"nd that 
4. 

he will rsise up the believer L,t tbe LIst d::W'. Equ~lly import qnt is the f~ct 

th·.,t the events of the first Good l<'ridny ,nd E3ster a re not for Jesus alone. 

John sees the decision of the Sanhedrin spoken by the hie ,1 priest (, It is 

8xpedient fo r you tho ,t one m', n should die for the people' J. n. 50) as highly 

8ignific 1nt, for in Ga;ing tius he '1:\S unconsciously exercising the prophetic 

tSift resident in the high priest. \ih lt he W.JS decLring, John tells us, W' ,S 

th:,t Christ was to die 'not only for the people, but to g'.lther into one the 

children of God thct are scattered ::rbro·,d' (In. n.52). In the discourse 

_,bout the Good Shepherd we .'He told thct th" Shepherd comeS to give his life 

for his flock (In. 10.11) in order th"t the flock might possess life (In. 10.10) 

rmd to g9.ther into one th" sC::tttered children of God so thn t they might become 

'one f10Ck , one shepherd' (In. 10.16). Simibrly we " re to l d th ·t Jesus must 
5. 

be 'lifted up' on the cross lnd in the ,"scansien in order to 'dr.~w nIl mon unto' 

himself (In. 12.32). rhus John sees the de~th ~nd resurrection/::tscension of 

1. In M~rk and Luke Je::J us' resurrection is spoken of ·,s ' He zor:-f) will rise 
ag',in ' "ithout specifying the agent of this event ( ' Ik. 8.31; 9.31; 10(.34; Lk. 
18 33; 24.7 , 46). On one occ .1sion we find e, simil ~ r fonJ in ';'ltthew Mat. 27. 
63). but usu~lly h e preserves these predictions in ~ passive form (M~t. 16.21 ; 
17.23; 20.1:1; cf ,,180 Lk. 9.22). In the rest of the New Testament the most 
common form 01.· reI erence to the resurrection is th~!t God r,'lised him from the 
de'ld (Acts 2.24,32; 3.15 , 26; 4.10; 5.30; 10.40; 13.30,33,34; 17.31; Rom. 4.24; 
6.4; 8.11; 10.9; 1 Cor. 6 .14; 15.15; 2 Cor. 4.14; Gal. 1.1; Eph. 1.20; Co1.2.12; 
1 Thes. 1.10; Beb. 13.20; 1 Pet. 1.21) or it i3 used simply in the passive 
form, Christ I/.lS r3ised (RJm. 6.9; 8.34; 1 Cor. 15.4,1),14,16f,20). This is not 
the usual Ln,;u"ge used by John who pref e r s to speak of J8SUS' 'glorific '1tion'. 
On the one h.cnd J "SUS is to glorify the Fe.ther in the event" of the first 
Easte r (In. 1".2d; 13.31; 17.1,4; 21.19), but it is none th" ~ess true th3t it 
is the P",ther "ho glorifies the Son (In. 12.28; 13.32; 17.1,5) or of Jesus 
being glorified, i.e. using the p :C\ssivc VOice, (In. 7.39; 12.16,23; 13131; cf 
::tlso 3.14). rhus John is true to the tradition in not muking Jesus the 9.g8nt 
of nis resurrection. It is signific ;TIt th ,t In. 2.22 preserves the un­
chctT:'lcteristic ?lly J oh ann ine saying about hi3 being 'r.'lised from the de8d'. 
Thi8 is further evidence for John f s d e1Jendence in fii s n CCOlh"1t on an e'lrly 
tr'1dition. It ,11so pl ,ees the lIlore usu,l p:1ssive form o~ referenee to the 
resurr0ction to.~ ether with this unique active form of Jnr 2 .. 19. 

2. In. 11.25; 14.6 
3. ~-g . In. 1.4; 3. 15ff,36; " .21,25,40; 6.33,40,47; 10.10 e:f c1180 the story of 

the rClising of L:\zarus In. n.lff 'md below pp. '+73ff 
4. In. 6.39, 40, 'i'l.55 
5. Cf belo\, pp. 367ff. 
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Jesus to be to create the new purified Israel who would possess the Holy Spirit 

from himself (In. 7.37-39) and that this was fulfilled on the first Easter 

(In. 20.22). 

Thus it is c l ear that the words in which Jesus .3J'lswers the demand for 

a ' sign' at the cleansing of the temple ' Dest roy this temple, and in three days I 

will raise it up', refers not only to the death and r esurrection of Jesus but 

a lso -to his r aising up of the new Israel, the purified ·md Spiri t-endrwed 

messw,nic community. Like Jesus himself this community is spoken of as the 

't emple' • 

It is surcly in t his wa;y th.'1t we are to understand I!ark's version of 

the saying; 'I will destroy this t emple (made with h<mds) , -md in three d3j'S 

build Bnother (not nL'1de with h3nds) (Mk. 14.58). It would be very odd if this 

'other' temple ref8rred to the resurrection body of Jesus; it surely r efers to 
1. 

the community of the followers. If the tradition which links ~3.rk with Peter 

is sound, and if Peter is the author of 1 Peter, then it is most significant 

that in 1 Peter w~ find worked out t he idea th;}t the Christian Church is the new 

t empl e of God, a spiritual house, whe r e the new holy priesthood offers up 
2. 

spiritual sacrifices to God 'through Jesus Christ'. The thought is clea rly 

modelled on M"l nchi 3 wher e we are to l d th . t the Lnrd who will 'suddenly appear 

in hiS temple' will purify the Levitical priesthood so that they ma;y offer 'unto 

the Lord offerings in righteousn ess '. In 1 Peter this thought is closely asSo-

ciated with the de~th of Christ (1 Pet. 1.18ff). 

This would suggest that Mk •. 14.58 WaS linked in the tradition of the 

Church with Jesus' ~ction in cleansing the temple for the plr,llelism of i deas 

between Mk. 14.58 cmd 1 Pet. 2. 5f is so striking as to make this view most 

prOba ble. The f 'lct th·,t it is So l inked in In. 2 would confirm this. 

A mos t inform;ltive p , r :::llel to In. 2.21 is found :if1 l~ Cor. 6.19. In 
, ,.., """ '" / elUiOU 

John we read : 'But he spoke Ti"(fl TOU vO-OU. 10,\) O'wf'd--W ) A.' In CC'rinthians 

<, ,'"' (. '"' "'''' > 
Paul writes: 'Do you not know 0" ,0 crw}J<>- (sing. )U}JtJv(plural)Vd.o.) ,OU tv 

(",,(/_' I) 

vl'"1 A't,lov lhilUfcl.TO) !.efT'V, which you h:we from God. ' Both of thes e statements 

are found in documents which almost certainly have their origin in Ephesus, and 

this suggests that John has in mind the teaching found in 1 Corinthians sud the 

1. O. CullmaIll). v/orship, 1953, p.72.1!I~3, 73. 
2. 1 Pet. 2.5 
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Summary of Conclusions nnd Int erpre t :1tion of th e Tempt"tion 

P 'Ce 126 

, - / 
Vd-O 5 ,au LJ-\ ~J au 

'rh",t which J e3US will 

The s3Ying of Jesus in r up l :, to the dem=d for a mes~i l nic sign 

l uthenticating hi'" ulessi 'mie cl'lims in cle·,nsing the temple moves ,'lt a number of 

different levele. J<' irstly, the c16'1nSinr, of the t e"lllple is :.t s i gn that the 

templo i n Jerus :,le.n .. ·ill be destroyed, i. e. the old religious order is to be 

repl'"lced 'md men v,i l l no longe r worship God a ccording to t he old s .~ crifici:.hl 

syst em in the t ~ .,ple in J " rusa l",n. Secondly, it pOints to Jesus himself '.lS the 

new temple " hieh is t o i'epl'lCe the old whose messi oni c 'cle:msing' Nill be '3.CCOI!l-

pliShed through t he de .lth, r esurrection , md -'lscension of Jesus :'end the bestowal 

of the Holy Spirit. Thirdly, it pOints to the new community which he is to 

r~ise up. In th~ usc of the s ome words to refer to himSelf 'lnd the Church , s 
5. 

the new temple We 8" e wh'lt We sh" ll exa mine in grc,ter detail below, the tenching 
6. 

of em 'identity' betwt.t:n Christ '3.nd the Church. 

This te,lchi!18 of John is cle lrly no Joh:mnine peculia rity 'md reflects 

<l wide-spreJ d 'md primi ti ve tr 'Odi tion in the Chur ch. .1,: h ' ,ve S 8 ,m th t the 

synoptics he,ve preserved :m ::ccount of the dem ,nd by t he religious l eqders for 

Co 'sign' which proves th It th ~ " ction of cl"onsing the t ,:mpl e Wel S undeNtood to 
7. 

be " mcssL:nic cl ill! being m Ide by Jesus. In the synoptic r ccount the reply of 

Jesus .1 "S to put ,'1notl1er question ;, bout the 'origin' of the b -,ptism of John. 

This reply would Seem to hdve little in common '.'l ith In. 2. But '.vhi Ie the 

s ynoptic" point to John the B'O ptist ' S t t,e prophetic forerunn e r of t h e Mess i ah -

Elij ,Jb redivivus, i t is Signific mt to note that this EXP2ct ~tion wa s a lso b'J.Sed 

on l~ Ll. 3. In the 1:: :'.ckg round of both " ccounts, therefore , l i es M'll. 3 . The 

s y noptics h'IV" 1 lid the emph"sis on the prophetic her:] ld of the Messi :1h who 

,Iould clemse t ;18 t e;nple while John h "s pl.-,ced it on the messi'tnic 'lction of 

cle:msing the terJple "hich is now superseded by Jesus hims e lf :ond the Christi'-'n 

Church. 

1. 1 Co r. 3.16 Ccf1Cor~-6.19); Eph. 2.2H. 
2 . 1 Cor. 6.19 (cf 1 Cor. 3.13) Eph. 2. 22) 
3. 1 Cor. 12.27 ; Eph. 4. 12. 
4. Cf C.H. Dodd, Fourth Gosp21, 1960, p.302, C.K. B'l rret t , John, 1955, p. 167f; 

O. Cullm<'ln9. ,iorship, 1953, p.72f. 
5. Cf I)lso In. 1.1 ~, .;>hi ch ns serts t h -,t i n the Viord m', de flesh ~ men behold 

the glory' of God ' n d In. 17.22 .vhich 'css erts th"t t h is g lory i s in the Church. 
6. Cf. pp.393 n . 2 , 438ff, 4P<ff. 
'I . Cf a bove p. 88 n.;; (1Iht. 21.23-27; Mk. n.27-33; Lk. 20. 1-8 ) 
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I.e h 'l v," seen "1180 that the trndi t ion of the supersession of the old 
L 2. 

temp l e in Jerus.31em, :lnd the r !l. is i ng up of the new temple , t h e Christi-lIl Church, 

WQS wide-spread in the primitive community. Te ',ching thc> t Jesus himself is the 

new templ e is found (,lso in M., t . 28. 17 whell , 'lfter his resurr('ction the disciplec 

Sc'" him on the mount:.in in G<llilee , !'~'ltthev ' " dds the illumin···tinS comment; ~o( ~ 
) I ) '\ ;' 

tOOVTE.5 "'U'OV 'TI"F0O'EKU v10'oZV • 

pl,"ce of their worship, .md he is 

He, " nd not the temple in J erusCllem is now thE 
, 3. 
I....... \ I 1"*\) f'" 1 

' with' them 'EW; -r~) OU\I,(AEtc<) "IOU cJ..1wvoy 

This te:tching is admirably summed up by Luke in Acts who sees the 

fulfilment of the messi.J.!lic Llission in the bestowal of the Holy Spirit on the 

disciples. This is the fruit of the de-.tlt, resurrection, end exalt 3tion of 

Jesus; 'Being therefore by the right h J.!ld of God exalted, nd hs ving received of 

the Father the promise of the Holy Spirit , he hnth poured forth thiS, which ye 

see and hear. 1 (Acts. 2.33). In the old religious system cle~nsing w:.s to be 

h~ld in the priestly s »c r ifices of the temp:.e. Now this cle~nsing from sin is 

decbr ed to be by ba ptism ' i n the mme of ; ' esus Christ ' (Acts 2 . 38) by which the 

Holy Spirit is given. The Spirit of God :~ests no longer in the old temple or 

the old n :,tion. Th2t for which Israel 101~ed in the coming of the MessiClh, 

their shClring in his possession of the :)pirit, W'lS now decLlred to be in the neW 

communi ty of Jesus the Messiah. In this blessing the convert could sh<lre 

through b.lptism in the nClme of J ",sus t h e Messiah or, :.s Pl'ul states it, by 

'putting on Christ' (G'lL 3. 27) . This is the community born out of the death, 

resurrection, and exaltntion of Jesus, ·ctnd his besto /,'ll of the Holy Spirit. 

It is ~g"inst this ba ckground of the tradition of the Church which h .d 

its occ ~sion in tile' ,ction of Jesus in cleansing the temple th It the tempt '1 tion 

depicted on the roof of the temple is to be understood. 

It C.'ill scarcely be doubted th ,t S.,tr\ll's transporting Jesus from the 

wilderness (so Mntthew) or from the pb.ce of his vision of the kingdoms of the 

world (so Luke) to the pinnacle of the temple would sugg est '1 sudden appearmlC e. 

This sudden nppear['.ncc is 0. feature of the Ma lachi prophecy (lIo.L 3.1) and also 
4. 

of the Gospel record. 

While it is true t~~t there WaS in Judaism no expecto.tion th'lt the 

Messiah would est ."blish his messia nic cla ims by jumping from the roof of the 

1. Cf (,bove p. 120 ff 
2. Cf a bove p. 123 ff 
3. Mat. 28. 20 
4. Cf a bove p. llll f 
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temple, nor we.s th~re :::ny expectation th~t he would turn stones into bre..ld. 

Just as the bre:ld mir:lc1e of the first tempt :>.tion draws attention to the crudely 

m3teria1istic n" ,ture of the 'm'mna' miracle, which is rej Ected ).s satA1lic by 

Jesus though he fulfils the true n Jture of th'o.t hope, so Jesus r~j ects the temp-

t a tion to dr:lw the attention of the world to himself .s I;essicUl by such g.n :lct 

'md to t he temple in Jerusalem. Judaism most certainly did expect that in the 

restored kingdom of David Jerusalem would become the po1iticn1 centre of the 
1. 2. 

world '1nd its t emp10 the religious focus . Such teaching is found also in Mello 3, 

"h,t Jesus the Messi:lh declares is th,, '.t it is not the building in JerusCl1em 

which is the true temple wher e men see the glory of God ~nd worship him. Rather, 

he himself is God's true temple, ,,,nd he h es come to draw men to himself. 

At the s ,orne time it must be remembered thClt Israel's hope in the 

MeSSiah was essenti" l1y for the Israelite community . They believed themselves 

to be the covemnt people of God. .vhen the l~essi ::lh C'1nle they would not only be 

this people of the true God but '11so be seen to be such by the world. Then the 

m,tions would want to join theJlselves to the Jews so th-.t the:y might also worship 

.f 
in the temple. the God of the Jews. This community hope the €:lrly Church believed 

waS fulfilled by Jesu' when he r a ised up the new community. It is to give life 

to the world by r ising up this new, purified, tr·,nsformed community in which he 

- the new temple - is present tlu t Jesus ., ccepts the cross. But this messiqnic 

work of his is fulfilled ";,en he is r .: is cd from the dead ::nd eXfllted. Titcn i s 

the new Isr-,el r:iised up , which ~lso is t h e temple, to p-crticip'1te in his 

messi 'mic endowment with the Holy Spirit. 

Thus the tempta tion to dr'fw attention to himself ,md the temple in 

Jerus:,lem by a crude mir.,c1e is rejected ~. s ,ntcmic. He is the MeSSiah, but he 

will fulfil his messianic mission in purifying the t anple by dying and riSing 

ag:lin to cre'lte the new Spirit- filled community. 

(v) The Tempt .,tion of World dominion and C1esarea Phillipi. 

In the third te,nptation He h -,ve the po1itic.,1 counterp:>rt to the 

religious aspect of the messianic hope of norm'lti ve Jud :oism. Here Jesus is 

offered politicRl d~linian of the kingdoms of th.\.orld. 
\ 

It is this which Jesus 

rej ects 9.S sat 'mic. As we h .,ve seen in the first two t ".'lpktions , however, when 

we pl"lee the temptation in '~he context of its historic ",l cec '-,sian v'J e find th8.t 

Jesus does not s iLlp1y ra.i ect the Jewish hope ; instead h" tr msforms it. 
1. Cf above Pl'. 7lf; 73 ,= f; 79f. 
2. Cf Mal. 3.4,12. 
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l. 

Cullmmtlil ,s convmcingly shown t h " t the politic ~l t ,,",pt:'tion W:lS a 

constant fe ::ture of th", ministry of J esus :nd how in the question " bout paying 

t=es Jesus rejected both th" zeCllot id ,,~ l of the fus ion of Church " nd St",te :Uld 

the S"dducvUl sep::r' ,tion. In the s ,"lYing nbout giving C:l,;s:l r Wh'lt is his but 

not "'. h ,.tt belongs to God, th .:: fin'll lUthori ty of Christ decl.'u c·s th'Jt the State 

h '.,s Cl legiti""::te function but c .nnot be identified with tile kingdom of Gnd. 

This te .ic;)inC must be borne in mind :1S we tum to th.':lt incident in the 

li1'e of Jesus "hich mos t closely refl"cts the third t empt . .,t ion, Peter'S confess:ion 
2. 

of J esus J3 the Mcs s i:h lt O""s :1r e :1 Phillipi. Its b" .1Ting on this n'l rr ~tive is 

th: .t if J esus did not reject the title Mes si'lh but exercised ':l reserve in so 
3. 

design lting h i f<lS eli' , .md if " t the Same time in his te~chine of his follo'" ers 

:J.bout P'lying tnxes h " 'N 'l S '"I t p ~, ins neither t.) confuse the Sklte nnd the kingdom 

of God nor to m eke the St :·, t , tota lly inde)Jendent of the kinedom, then it follows 

th .t Jesus' :lcee}!t .nee Oi' a ~ran::3for:ned lI10ssi''!nic st~tus IllUSt imply q tr -msformed 

concept of the nessi.mic cOkfrunity in whicL ';le distinction bet,, _'en Church .'lnd 

Stol te is ~pplic ''l b 10, i. e. 'lr " ,rthly comnunity. 

In view of th" GX1 remely difficult ex egetic ' l problem occ , sioned by 
4. 

M:ltthew 's record of J l SU;'; I \, nrds of cO I:li.nenc1 '~ tion to Peter , ~Ve sholl begin our 

'cn:tlysis of tuis ll ",rr ,ctive : (llowing ohrk, .nd then r 0turn to the 'Rock' saying. 

'l'her e n re indic lti Jas in the ! :'lrl:~n story th ,t it is the more origin-,l. 

The first hint of this is g;,ven in tnt: w,'\t' in which J'esill: Clddresses his question ,. 
J. 

to the di sciples: 
6. 

';,ho do am s:JY th" t I :-un?' Luke pres~rves the Simplicity of 

this question . 1ht1;he", O Ll the Och er h :nd, h ',8 '1llticipn t cd the conclusion of 

the discourse by introducing the 'Son of m:m' concept into th~ liuestion of Jesus 
7. 

wuich is cle ~,rly second.'lry. 1'h" second ind ic:.1tion of this is the exprmsion of 

the sh,ple form of Pete::"s reply in fk',rk 'You lre the Messi'1h' (Mk. 3.29) by 

Luke ('You a re the ",£,_ >5i.h of God', Lk. 9. 20) ~Uld ~btthew ('you 'Ire the Messi.'lh, 

the Son of th e living Go d ', !ht. 16 . 16). 

IIh"t ",11 clll'be synoptic Gospels record is th" t Peter decbres Jesus to 

be tIle expected ~~cssi 1~1 , :nd th ,t in resjJons :, to .'J. dire ct '-!uestion from Jesus 

hims e lf • This is tl. E first recorded i ncid ;:nt in the synoptics in which Jesus 

1.. u. IjU1.Ln nn, 'l 'llC t 1; .1; e :m the NeVi Test'·j.,ent, 1957, pp . 8- 49 
2 . iJk. 8 . 27ff; ih t. :,G . 13i'i'; Lk. 9 . 1Sff. 
3. Cf below p. 130 l\.l 
1. <.' t. 16. 17-19 
5. Mk. 8. 27 
6. Lk. 9. 1S 
7 . ;'ht. 16.13. Cf. below pp3 i-l{)fon t ll is verse · nd the re 's ons for this alter" tion. 
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openly invites CO'C1!ilent On his stCttus, for which re'lSon ttle reply of the disciples 

in their spokesman Peter 'md the attitude of Jesus to th::lt reply is of parA.Ulount 

importanc e. 

In Lar!{ . . nd Luke, though not in ilf·"tthe ,v, the- attitude of Jesus; 'hlld he 

charged them to t,,ll no one 'lbout him' implies tlut Jesus {lei the r "lffirmed nor 

denied Pet er f s messi"nic confession. Str·cngcly enough he s·:.:Is nothing at all 

"bout it. He sl'c·· .. ks r:,ther of the Son of ;C.lli who Dust suffer mnny things 'lt 

the hands of the religious leaders of the Jewsmd be killed 'IDd rise ag:!in on 
1-

th e third d:...y. 

This would indeed be very strmce if it were not an e~sy and natural 

trnnsi tion from the ide,.l of the Messin.h to the Son of :Y;l1. Th'l.t it waS so in 
2. 

Jud"ism of the period ',;3 helve alre"dy seen, ,md we shall Gee in the n~xt ch,'lpter , 

1.That Jesus exercised ':; reserve :lbout the title !.Iessiah, prob,.,bly bec:wse of its 
political connot 'lt ions , 'lnd preferred the title Son of nnn is lInde cle::lr by 
an oxamin:ttion of l,il<. 14. 61f3nd par. nnd ilk. 15.22ff , ,,d p .T. 

During the trial of Jesus before C8iaphas the hie;h priest asks hi,", 'Are 
you the MessiClh, the Son of th" Blessed? ' According) to, t :je most n:,tural inter­
pretation of ' 1nr!c , Jesus answers in the -,ffirm'lt ive, E.K.W ['f' • The parallel 
texts read dii'for,ontly. In rh t. 26.64 Jesus says O'u diTcJ.) • At first gl:mce 
this 'lppears to imply ':ll1 Clffin,ntive r eply. L'ut if ,,'e "SSU11e th'lt the Aramaic 
) w;l1rtn li, .. s baloJ. ind this word, then Sb ,i tists are acre . d t rnt this is not CI 

cle2r affirnution but ,"elY even indic '. te a veiled deni'1l. This sugg ests that 
Jesus ,"voided :1 direct r eply,s in Lk. 22 .67f ; 'If I Gell you, you will not 
believe, em,l if I '1sk you, you will not .nswer.' It is clec.r th" t M'ltthew's 
version of the reply is the ,,-.ore oriGin'll (cf below p.25ffJ 'nd sugg ests that 
J ·~sus neither ;:fi'irmed nor denied t i l. <.t he W18 the i · ~e3si~ .. h. M .. lrk '3nd Luke record 
J 2SUS :18 qu~lif'yil1C; his ,'.mswer with ". reference to t ile Dcmielic S:on of man 
Ilrlich points pl,inly to the ',scension (cf belo" p.253f), indic lting th'lt Jesus 
avoids '" direct ,ns(Cer ;,hen -,sked -,bOllt the Messi1h for the fulfilment of his 
work lir.;s in his ·") Gcension. In Matthew ~h0 sentence begins , "ith if~r~v , '~ 
I 'tell you, here .l tar you will see the 30n of In ,n sea ted n t the right h'illd of 
power, .. nel COlliing on the clouds of h8"t Ven .. ' The eelph 1sized ' but! Nould SU£g8S t 

th .t the c,nswer to the messi .mic qu~stion wc,S neg :ttive . . nG th e t the re f erence 
to the Son of L n is intended ,ss 8. contr.'l..st. However if th-·~t \vere the ruenning 
of the reply then ','1(, should ex~ec t "" eZ:lphasized t~w corresponding to the 0';. 
\, e should interpret the reply, therefore, :1S 1 refus21 to give Q direct answer 
whether he is the MeGSi!1h , for the re'11 significc,nce of his ,vork is that he 
must '.lscend to tha F!1ther, like the l'illielic Son of finn , to fulfil nis rnessi,'1-
nic task. Thus m~v is not intended to contrast Mestli:,h <lhd Son of man but 
is ,"-1 rej ection of the politic _11 COlll1ot '.tien;::; of the i'IJessi'1h -mu :ID '1ccept 'J.nc,C: 
of his death ",nd 'scension "s cr prlrt of his tr'lhsfor'1led concept of his 
m8ssi:mic hission. 

In Mk. 15.2f ':nd PU'. Jesus st ."nds before the Rom:ill l'il~· t e who ."ddresses 
the messi8hic question in purely politic'11 t erms. which would be the only ones 
of interes,t tp him; 'Are you the king of the Jews?' Jesus ,qnsrylers Pilate, 'You 
sq{ so (eft.! ~to[ ' ) ). ' "'his is the form of tho :msWer in the three synoptics 
"md it cert :~linly 1.18 'DS 'Yes'. If, howevor, tilis unequivoc n l ."ns .,,'Jer W;lS Wh -:lt 
Josus saicl, then the l uck of reaction in Pilc:te :md his 1:lt8r st:.tement 'I 
find no crime in this 11'ln' (Lk. 23.4) ic h '1rd to underst'1l1J. Probably the 
Pourth Gospel h,s preserved the more historic'.llly '.1Ccur' ce rc'ply; ' J.ly kingdom 
is not of t c,is world' (In. 18. 33ff). In t his event Jesus' onswer is both an 
affi rnution l1u '.1 doni·ll. He is the lllessiimic king of the Jews but not in the 
S enSe th :: t would m j.ce h i m .'.l politic:11 throat to t he Ronnn oCcup" tion. 

Irhe :lttitucle of J~sus nt his t,,:o 'tri .ls' is precis ely the 83.me AS at 
CcreSarea Phillipi. 

2. Cf above p. 80 . 
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((espite the fact th ·',t in origin the Son of i:l n melY hClve been J. pre-existent 

he'lvenly being .mU th t h e ~lPpears in writings Which antic i p3 t e the esch'lton 

to be other-"orldly, ,v;len he 2ppe ,rs in Jud" isll he is NOT consistently 'heavenly' 

'nd the esch'.l tollogy ~ssoci.·.ted with hLa often r ,verts to the .ilore 'e1rthy' 

esch'lton of' the :Lessi'J1 . 'rhe disciples certainly understood the reference to 

tl',e Son of m~,r. to be " reference to the Messi lh. Th'1t Je:;us ' lso conter.lpl:ttcd 

the establishment of the r.leSSiCUlic comnunity in this world is nnde clear in 
l. 

te:lching his disciples tn'lt they should 'Tctke up their cross :',nd follow' ',nd in 
2. 

the dis tinctionG he dr,l\,s between 'g' .ining the whole world ' .'Jld 'forfeiting life'. 

'rhe messictnic signific~.nce of th e whole section, including the tr'.tnsfi-

gurntion nt,rrative nnd th" subsequent di.Jcoursc lOf Jesus with his disciples, is 

proved by the repetition at the transfigurCltion of the words from he2ven addressed 
3. 

to Jesus :>t his b"ptism, Which we h ,tvC seem to be rnessi nic; the ~,ppear-mce of 

r~oses md Elijah, the prophetic heralds of the fi!essi'lh, with Jesus on the m('unt 
4. 

of transfigur:>tiol1; th,,, ;iuestion of the disciples "bout '~lij"h '"s the Messianic 
5. 6. 

forerunner; -md the identif'ic"tion of 'jlij'1h with John the E,"ptist by Jesus. 

·rhe linking of the Elij 'lh eXjlecbtion ,lith ,n Son of Pl211 s!lying proves th"t the 
7. 

Son of ill m was understood to be the /,iessiClh. It is Signific ,~n'o to note th:lt 

,men J~sus enjoins Silence nft " r the vision on thL mount in, :oS he h "d done 'lfter 
8 . 

the .:18ssLmic uecl" r'l tion of Pet_r c. t Coesare·::t Philippi, h : ""ds co limit to the 
9. 

Silence; 'until the Son of m'm shoul1 be r'lised from the de,ld.' The i r.1plic 'ltion 

is th"t then the disci;.>l~s might decl .re nim to be the Christ . ;,ccording to 

Acts 2 it is , fter the de Ctth , resurrection, '1Scension , ',nd besto\', '11 of the Holy 

Spirit that Petv : decl', r es ' Let ·'111 the hou_e of I s.r 'Oel th,'refore know Rssuredly, 
10 

th.lt God h ,:<th '",,'de "im both Lord 'md Christ, this Jesus '.mo 1 ye crucified'. 

Th·· t Jesus " id envisage r ·" isiw; up the messi:;nic c041muni ty through his 

((tenth :md) ascenSion, in which the c;liei' fe:oture would te ollc 'iMce to himself, 

is proved by the: Gon of .. !On sc;ying with ;,hich the discourse rt C'l2Sarea Philippi 

closes ,'" nd which introduces the tr ;nsf'i~;ur ', tion n ,rr ',tive ':tS ',' prefigurelilent of 

1. ~Ik. 8.34; M'ot . 16.24; Lk. 9.23 
2. Mk. 8.36; M-:lt. 16.26; Lk. 9.25 
3. Mk. 9.7; ih t. 17.5; Lk . 10.35. Cf' abOve pp. 94ft. 
~. Mk. 9. 4; ;,l::.t . 17.3; Lk. 10. 30 . Cf ", bove p. 84 
5. Mk. 9.11; M2t . 17.10. 
6. :,Ik. 9.12f; M,~t. 17.1lf'. 
7. ,Wk. 9.12; ~ht . 17. 12. Even though this 8 'ying is prob".Lly second'lry (cf 

balo ... p229f) it is cle,H th ·:t in the primitive P'llestin:lm community nC' 
r .'ldical aistinction W8,S dr:rwn bet\leen th ,- fi::ure of 'eh , 'Jessi'1h '1lld that of 
the Son of !.L:'n. 

8. dk. 8.30; i .. . t. 1";.20; Lk. 9.21 
9. l>lk. 9. 9; k ,t. 17 . 9 
10. Acts 2. 36 
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1. 
that promise. 

l)'!ge 132. 

\\e conclude , therefore, th ', t both '.t C 1esore: Philippi ' nd ::lfter th0 

tr lllSfigurotion Jesus exercised a conscious reserve :lbout the title Mess i fili. 

This is not bec-.lus" he did not conceive of himself as _'" e ' rthly 1;essLth who 

,Iould inaugurate" con:ffiuni ty in thio world, but r:lther becQuse the term Messi:lh 

cnrried not only em e :J-rthly connota tion but wos .'11so strongly politic:ll; it 

c o.rried connot"tions of his inaugur.'tting " " olden :lgo for IsrQel. Further, the 
2. 

concept of "suf!-"ring end dying Mes z i'1h WaS foreign to Jud:1ism,'llld this Jesus 

knew .vould be his lot. 

It is this which neither Peter nor the other disciples :It CQes ".rea 

Philippi could understrrnd. "hen Jesus nnswers to the decl" r ation that he is 

the Messirili; " md he b8gan to te tch theiTI tha t the Son of lI1.1ll must suffer many 

things, :md be rej ected by the elders cmd tho chief priests-md the scribes, 
3. 

and be killed, " nd after three dc:ys rise ::tg:oin' Peter is understndctbly horrified. 

He hJ.s completely missed the reference to the resurrection. Mark records th" t 

when Jesus spoke '1bout his riSing from the de'1d Clfter the tr' llsfigur:1tion n'lrra -

ti ve the discipleS were completely puzzled "bout ':ih'1t he could meo.n by it. This 

cannot be bec '-.'.lGe they h,,, no iden of ,1 resurrection for t h ey must ha ve known of 

the resurrection ·'. t the 'Lctst D"y', ~l generll riG ine frou the dead. They could 

not conceive til t J GdUS Iil€mt -myt j i ng diff erent when h e spoke of his reSurrec-

tion. Thus Jesus ' referenc e to his r esurrection could h,ve h et d little signifi-

C·,IDee for theLl for he, like thelnse1ves, · .... muld sh':.lre in the genertl.l resurrection .. 

M1at do es cancern Peter is th'"t Jesus te,Cl ches th ·t he is going to 

suffer ,:lnd to die. Such a thought is impossible for them to reconcile with 

their hopes for politicru. ueliver"nce connected with the Messi"h. A de'ld 

~.lessi:).h was ::ill i rtpossibi1i ty. For the!llSelvGs toe, it w' ,s one thing to be the 

disciples of '1 politic ,,1 hero but quite 3llother to be the disciples of ct 

rej Gcted, suffering ".nd dyi ng Son of man. Peter rebukes J eaus for prop::tgating 

such .~ notion, ',nd Jesus flings at bilJ the terrible accusation , 'Get behind me 
4. 

Satan' • clark adds th'1t Jesus looked !It his disciples \'!hen he s 1id this to 

1. Mk. 8.38 (011 the interpret.,tion of this cf below p226f); Lk. 9.26 (on the 
interpretation of this cf below p30;lf); M:<t 16.27f (on the interpretation of 
t his cf below jQ26f). 

2. Cf a bove p. 82 
3. Mk. 8.31; I:.lt. 16.21; Lk. 9.22. On the bnsic 'mthenticity of this saying 

without th e spccifi'c det -·ils provided by the passion n .orrntive .)nd the 
explicit rc1'ererlce to the 'three (hys ' cf iJelow pp.226f. 

'f. lilk. 8.33 ; M ,t. 16.23. 
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Peter. !'lot onlJ Peter but all of them sh:ucd tile politic , 1 dre::LllS which they 

associated ,ith him. It is thi" wnich Jesus rejects .s satunic . 'rhe extra-

ordinary vehe.Jence with which JesUG rebuk0s Peter ::md the Li isciples shows how 

u r gent trld pressing must helVe been the poli tic.Il tempt:>.tion to him. But this 

is not his work .cnd it is not his l'urpose for his disciples or the new communit:· 

which he woulQ raise up. 

To understand the chu'6ed n .,ture of Jesus' ideal fo r the messirulic 

community we must turn to Jesus' promise to Peter in , '·a t . 16 . 17- 19; 

And Jesus :mswered and said unto him, Blessed art thou , Simon b~r-Jon~; 
for flesh ruld blood h~th not revealed (it) unto thee, but my F-..l ther which 
is in heaven. 
And I say unto thee the.t thou crt Peter, :md upon t h is rock I will build 
my Church; and the gates of Hades shall not prevlil ,~gainst it. 
I will give unto thee the keys of the kingdom of he~ven ; Jnd whatsoever 
thou shalt bind on e .crth sha ll be bound in heaven: .md wh2tsClever thou 
shalt lose on e2rth sha ll be loosed in heaven. 

Two Jlroblems confront us in this pass ccge. The first concerns the 

authent i city of these wordS, and th o second is whether they belong in this 

context . 

The authenticity of Mat . 16 . 17- 19 

The ~guments for md acc. inst the ,.:uthent icity of these word" "re mAn.r 
1. 

(lnd var ied. In favour of ~ttributing these words to Jesus we should note the 

fo l lo Ning; 

(a) The Palestinian origin 01 tlle section 2 1Y tod'l.Y be considered beyond 

question. This is shown by its semitic linguistic ch ,racter. On this evel 

those scholars Vlho contest the genuineness of the saying 9.re all but agreed. 

Bultmann, for eXL'.mple, :!sserts th ·.t the saying mus t h .'.ve e=ated from the 

Pa lestinian Churoh. 

" r . 

As Cullm::mn has noted, the semitio oh~racter i s confirmed by the 

designation of Peter as bar-Jonah; the expression ' f lesh and blOOd' for ' men ' ; 

1. For the lJa in ,uguments ag;.. inst ' he ..luthenticity cf H. J. Holtzmann, H'md­
kommenta r zum Neuen Tesk.;aent, Vol. 1 , 1901, ad . loc; A. Loisy, Les eV(l!'YSi;.Ao;;. 
Synoptiques, 1908; L ' Ev:1ngile et L' Eglise, 1902, p. lll ; E. Klosternnnn, .D.::>cs. 
Matthausev lnge liWii, 1927, p.140; M. Dibeliu?, Ro," und die Christen im erst,'.'l 
Jahrhunclert, 1942; A. Hnrn3ck, ' De r Spruch liber Petrus 31s den Felsen der 
Kirche ' in SBA, 1918 , pp . 637ff; R. ,Bult,nrum, 'Die Fmge n .lch der Echkit 
von Mat. 16-:-17-19' in TB, Vol. 20 , 1941 , pp . 265ff; ,Y . G. KUrrnel, 
Kirchenbeisriff und Geschichtsbe'llUsstein in tier Urg eweinde und bei J e31.::1, 1"'-.), 
B.S. Enston , Luke, 1926 3d. lac. 
For the wain ..lrguments for the a uthenticity cf Th. ,~ahn , Matthiius, 1922, ad 
lac . ; A. Sch"Jeitzer , Quest, 1911, p. 369; K. L. Schmidt , ' D--,s Kirchenproblcr:, 
im Urchris tentum' in TB, Vol. 6, 1927 , col. 2S'3ff; ,lso 'Die Kirche des 
prchris,tentums ' in FestgCtbe flir . .. Hurn 1ck, 1927, p.259f; 'md especioolly :11':, 
tK't\).~criCl. , in TI,NT, Vol. 3. C. H. Turner, C .tholic 'nd \po.;tolic, 1931., ,':', 
193f, 283. O. Cull~l(lnn, Pett.r, 1958, pp. 184-201; R. N. Flew , Jesus '1pd ILG. 
Chur ch, 1943 , Jlp . 89ff. Ro,u" n C -tnolic SCllOLtrs n ' turally fall into this 
cn.teuory. 

2. 0. Cullrrn nn, Peter , 1958, p. 185f. 
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the word pair 'bind and loose'; the strophic rnythm - three strophes of three 
1. 

lines e9.ch - ' which i s found in othe r sayings of Jesus; the illustration of the 

rock as foundntion , to which there is ill ex .ct p'lrallel in the r "lbbinic 
2. 

li t erflture; .md th.'lt the wo r d pl:,y on 'Peter' and 'rock' is more pronounced in 

Ar=ic where precisely the S'llne word Kepha ,"ould be found r ather th"ln the Greek 
I , 3. 

ch;inge of gender, Tlf:.ifOJ tO Tif. 'Pd... 

The a rgument of Bult~nd others th·,t the s " ying nrose out of the 

dispute between Jrrmes :1nd Peter, or nS a result of debates "bout the h'lw cnn 

scarc ely be considered OS s cientific . Our knowledge of such deb~tes is far too 

scanty to base such a sweep ing conclusion on them. The fnct is th,t it is f o r 

more likely th~t the s~ying would h2ve been ~n embarr , ssment at the time when 

Matthew wrot e his Gospel :lnd Peter W'lS no longer a t t he head of the Jerus~lem 

Church , having even been opposed by PaUl. His inclusion of it therefore Seems 

clearly to point to a strong gnd early tradition which did attribute the saying 
4. 

to Jesus . 

The early .md Palestini an ch·,r acter of the saying does not _ prove 

th lt it came from Jesus , but it is an important pointer to that conclusion. 

(b) The chi ef objection to attributing the snying t o Jesus is that he could 

not h,. lve spoken of the 'Chur ch ', since he procl 'l imed only the coming of the king-

) r 
dam of God. It is true th , t the word 

5. 
EKY'\1<T''''-

~ occursAonly one other pqssage 

in the Gospels. This passage h~s llso been vigo rously contested. As Cullmann 

rightly notes,!J::nc-:G::-; 'these stat i st i cs concerning the usc of the words cannot 

be decisive. The issue is whether not only the word but nlso the thing th'lt the 
6. 

word denotes is lncking. Thqt is how we must put the question.' We have alreMlv 

seen ho ;; the idea of :1 new community belonged to the concept of the (ebhed ~nd the 

Messiah , :1nd th,',t it was 1Il the mind of Jesus in his tte:1ching. 

) I 

7. 
thinking. 

It is a lso to be noted th:1t the word E KK ).101d..did belong to Hebrew 

It is used in the LXX about 100 times to tnnsbte gahcl, which usually 
, 
4 . 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 
6. 
7. 

Cf Mat . 11.7- 9 , ~J-5U 

Cf the r abb inic"l exegesis of Isa. 53 in Str ack & Bill erbeck, Vol. 1 p. 733; 
R. N. Flew, Jesus and His Chur ch, 1943, p . 93; ' When God looked upon Abraham 
who w:,\s to [lppear, h e s 'lid: Behold , I h::ve found a rock on which I CBn build 
and bnse the Vlorld. The r efor e he cnll ed Abr nh:.lm a rock. ' 
M. Goguel , L 'Elise naissante, 1947 , p.189 n.4 is one of the few scholgrs who 
today would r eject the t hesis th~t this word pIny is intended . 1 I 

W. Mich'lelis , Matt lilius , P.,rt 2 , 1949, p . 350 ; K. L. Schmidt , a r t U(K'A'Id/(~ in 
TWNT, Vol. 3 
Mat . 18. 18 
O. Cull~,"nn, Peter , 1958, p.187 ) I 

For ww,t follo ,'ls cf K.L. Sch.''lidt , a rt t:KI<'A')d'ct., TWNT, Vel. 3. 
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designates the congregation of Israel, and when connected with the Genitive 

Yahweh (gehal YHV,H) designate:; the people of Israel "ith a reference to r edemp-

ti ve history. There are still other }leV/brew and Aramaic "ords which could be 
) 1 . 

rendered in Greek by [ I',,, \~l(j,'" . Schmidt has put forward the attractive 

thesis that the basic word is kenishta, the commonest rabbinic word for 

' synagogue ' 
2. 

) , 
The Sinaitic Syrinc version translates [i(i( A ~ a,eI.. in Mat. 18 . 17 

by kenushta. It is probably better to leave open the question of which Aramaic 

word should be considered most likely. The important point is that all of these 

words are essentially semitic nnd belong to the thought-world of the 'people of 

God' • 

If we start then from the meaning ' people of God', Lnd render the 

saying of Jesus ; 'on this rock I will build my people of God', then the sayinc is 

closely parallel to In. 2.19 &nd Mk. 14.58 in which Jesus speaks of raising up the 

new temple, his body, the Church. 

Consequently the fact that W.atthew has translated some aramaic word 
) ( 

which spoke of Jesus building his 'People of God ' as building his <'1'-)(\ 1) 01"", a 

word which is found on the lips of Je"us a gain only in /,jat o 18.17 is insufficient 

to establish the secondarj character of the sayins. 

(}) In these word" of Jesus it is presupposed that the "eople of God will 

be built up in a time "'hen there '"ill still be some point in contrasting heaven 

and earth, i.e. before the final eschaton. This has led many scholars to deny 

that Jesus could have spoken these words, maintaininc tha t he spoke only of the 

kinl')J.om of Cod which breaks in at the end. ,\hile modern scholarship is indebted 

to A. Schwei ,zer for his redi s covery of the place eschatology in the teaching of 

Jesus, his one-sided emphasis on a 'future eschat ology ' lost sight of the teaching 

of Jesus that in himself the eschatolocical kingdom has already come. The true 

teaching of Jesus seems to lie in a tension between the 'already fulfilled' and 
3. 

the 'not yet fulfilled'. This tension is expressed in the characteristically 

Johannine phrase; "Everyone wh" sees the Son, and believes on him has eternal 
4. 

life; and I will raise him up at the last day. I 

In the early Church and in Paul this tension really exists, but this is 

1. In Hebrew kenesheth, gibbur, 'edhah, and in Aramaic gahala, cibbura, and most 
frequently kenishta. ' 

2. I:Jat. 16.18 is nJt preserved in this version. 
3. O. Cullman'1. Christ and 1'imc, 1951, pp. 81ff. 
4. In. b.40, 54. In the next chapter we shall s e e that the cuming kingdom is 

not consistently vi8we d as either of 1 this world' or 'the w0rld to come', 
especially \'.hen related to the figure of tLe eschatological deliverer. There­
fore this 't ension ' may be nothing more than ~ lack of consistent eschatology. 
Both aspects arc simply ' treere I. 
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not, as the propom,nts of thc purely futura eschatology ,",ould have us beliE:ve, '" 

fallinc away from the teaching of Jesus. As Cullmannhas not ed , while Jesus 

taught that the kingdom of God has come in his person, primitive Christi3nity 
1 . 

saw the fulfilment of th~ Church . This is rEally no conflict for the early 

Church did not understand her ,xistence apart from Christ. As a result the snme 
2. 

tension betvl~en the 'already ' and the 'not yet complete' is present in the Church. 

Flew is right in part wr,en he I,arns against the identification of the 
3. 

kin"odom of God and the Church. He is wrong whon he r efuse s to allo l': us to sPeak 

of the Church & S the kingdom ~f God in any sense. The end is to fulfil what is 

already pres ' nt in Christ in his Church. In hin, the end has nlready been antici-
4. 

pated even if its final fulfilmcnt iu still to come. 

Although this Church in nality "as only built up after his death and 

the events Jf Easter day, the foundation of this new people of God was laid 

during his life-time. The fact of his choice of the t"elvc , "hich seems to be 

an intentionnl type of the t,,(\h'c tribLs of lsrael, points to a conviction in the 
5. 

mind of Jesus that he "as building up the n€ " Israel of (jod . 

I,lore importnnt chan the choice of the tw&lve is the rnisaion "hich they 

received from him during his life. A comparison of Jesus ' words to the disci~ 

of John the 13aptist (lflElt . 11. 4f) I,ith his commission to his disciples (Mat .10. 7f) 

shows that the parallels are so striking that the conclusion cannot be avoided 

t hat Jesus saw the coming of the kingdom of God not only in hie Olm person but 

also in the brouP of disciples he gathcred around himself. His messianic con-

viction is closel:> coupled with the community of discipl"s v;hich his coming 

brought into existence . It is th8y \'.'ho arc the foundation on which his 
) I 

E KK )..~dl ct. v,ill be built after his death . "s disciples of the MesCliah they share 

in the realization of the kingdom ,) f God a lrea dy present in Jesus, and they 

> I 

anticipate the £'~"),')dlcJ... of the risen and ascended Christ, which is itself an 

anticipation of the final kingdom v,hich \lill be brought in at the end . 

Unless all our textual criticieom is bused on rul a priori assumption 

1. O. Cull!llaIll), Peter, 1958 , p.194 
2 . Cf belOI t pp, 340f . 3 lHff . 352ff. 
3 . H.N. Fhw, Jesus and His Church, 1943, p . 91 
4. Cf C.H. Dodd, Apostolic Pre§ching, 1944 , pp .79-96; O.Cullmann, Peter,1958,~ 
5 . H. bultmann, ' Die Frage DC,ch der Echtheit von Mat . 16 . 17- 19' in TE, Vo . 1.20 

1941, denies that Jesus did thi s , snd transfers the origin of the twelve t) 
the primitive Church. It is impossible to seL ho\, this .. roup could huve ariam 
as late as this time . ~he picture 'he h::t.ve 8Ugo csts rather that pains 'viE r €:, 

taken to reconstitute the twelve afte. the betrayal and death of Judas 
(Act s 1.15ff). 
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that only those passages vhich refer to a purely future eschatology are genuine, 

which does unnecessary violence to far too many sayings of Jesus , then we have 

no reason to reject this saying as spurious . Since there i3 no textual evidence 

to support the contention that Mat . 16.17-19 is a late addition to the text of 
, I 

Matthew , Vi, conclude that this saying of Jesus is genuine, and that the 'i:KK ~'ICl/Ct 

v,hich he declared he would build f >ll ls into the time between the resurrection 

and the end . 

The context of 1:at . 16 17-19. 

The second problem to which we must turn our utt ent ion is whether we can 

say '-lith any confidence that this saying has been introduced by Matthew from 

another context. Most Protestant scholars viho accept the genuineness of the 

saying are agreed in ascribing it to some other context. \Ie need to take a 

closer look at the re>lSOn8 Qdvanccd for this conclusion. 

(a) \,e have noted above that there are indicc _tions that the l.:arkan form 
l. 

of the tradition, which does not contain these words, is the more primitive. 

This , however , does not mean that Matthew has deliberately included in the 

narrative this whole saying from another context . It is possible that Luke has 

not included these words because he v,a !: av.·~re thut Peter's primacy among the 
2. 

apostles belonged only to the early p~riod of the Church . Since 1 Pet . 2 . 4f 

describes Christ as the chief corner-stone of the Church in which each member is 

a 'living stone' , it is possible that Mark, whom the tradition of Papias links 
3. 

with Peter, 'I:ho may be the author of 1 Peter , has "xcluded theSe words because of 
4. 

the possibility of their being misunderstood. Thus \fhile it is possible that 

Matthew may have included these ·.\?rds from c.noth0r context it is equally possible 

that the other eValleulists may have excluded them bec~use they were problematical. 

5. 
(t) Secondly , it has been pointed out that the naming of Simon o s Cephas 

seems to occur for th0 first time at this point in l.:atthcw. 
6. 

In Y~rk Jesus gives 

this name to him when he forms the gr oup of thL twelve, and John places it at the 
7. 

first me eting of 0imon and Jesus. Thc.t f,jat the;'1 was famili<"r with 11ark c3.nnot be 

doubted . He would then,fore heve been a"arE' of the nQming of 5imon at an earlier 
1. Cf Qbove p. 129 
2 . I, . Michaelis, 11?Hlilius, Part 2, 1949, p.35C 
3. Cf also 1 Pet . 5.13 
4. This assumes that all three evange lists were familiar with the tradition which 

Matthew alone r ecords . In the preGent uncertain state of synoptic sources and 
priorities, this is not impocslble. 

5. O. Cullmann , Peter , 1958, p.177. 
6. Mk . 3.16. 
7. In. 1.42. 
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1. 

time. WhClt is intended here m-.y be to explain the signific:mce of that name. 

This would help to remove the chronologic'll conflict betlleerr Matthew and MClrk. It 

is to be noted, hOI', ever, that Matthew does not record the e2lrlier naming. 

~act h~s led Culbnann to conclude that the fonnal parellel between Peter's 

decl:l.ration 'You "re the Messiah ' 'md Jesus' declar Cltion 'You are Peter' h-,s 
2. 

helped to fuse together two independent traditions. ';/hile it is true th , t 

rrhis 

Matthew has grouped his m.qterial into homogenous sections of teaching, mir-lcle 

stories , etc., there is no evidence that purely formal liguistic pClrallels, 

expeci<,lly when they cue CIS slight as thiS, hos led Matthew to transpose sections 

of the tradition into different contexts. M"tthew C'lll h'lrdly have been un3were 

that the significance of C3eS'lr ea Philippi wns not a mutual naming ceremony, but 

messianic . It is surely easier to believe t rot Matthew h,.s excluded reference to 

the e1rlier muning of Peter because of the theologic:ll signific :mce it contained 

a t Caes'l:rea Philippi than that he h'lS coll£lted two inclcp c;1LC:c-.t traditions on the 

grounds of the foruCll p2r allel of the words used, 

(c) It has been "rgued by Culbnann among others th~ t 1btthew h'ls missed 

the point of the Ihrk'm rL'lrrati ve. In Thrk , when Pet er decl .res Jesus to be the 

Messiah Jesus llJitiediately comu .,nds the disciples not to m::tke this public. He then 

c:trries on to spe;ok of the Son of " ''ll1 who must suffer, die, =d rise ~glin. Here 

he does not re ject the concept of MessiClh but exercised a c ~refulreserve about the 

title becnuse of its politic'll connota tions . For Peter .'lnd the disciples the 

politic 'll connotations are an essential ~s pect of their thinking lbout the Mess i ah 

with whicr, the ide" of , suffering and dying Messiah nre incomnatible. 
3~ 

As we have noted it is this concept in the ;linds of the disciples which Jesus 

reg"rds as satanic . This is indeed the point of the Markan narrative. 

It is also the pOint of Matthew's account . In Matthew, however, it is 

not the poli tical._connotation of the Messiah only which is rej ected but also of 
) I 

the messianic community. To rove been told that the H,K >-1010- which he was to 

build would be victorious over Hades, would be the gateway to the kingdom of 

heaven , and would Secure the heavenly binding :md loosing of what waS bound or 

loosed on e ~rth, ~ould h~rdly have been the summ'lry of the political dreams of a 

people seething under ~ hated Roman dQ~ination. Thus when Jesus enj oins silenc e 

on the disciples :·nd speaks of the fulfilment of his work in his death and 

1. This has been stressed by Th. Zahn, l~atthiius, 1922, ad. loc, He points to 

2. 
3. 

the fact tha~. the M·,:thew P'lssage. LICks. the formul.:l custOJIL:ry in ~iving 
(Gen. 17.5,1),32.28, M'lt.1.21,25, 2. 23, Lk. 1.13,31,59-63,2. 21.) 
O. Cullm~nn, Peter, 1958 , pp.177, 180. 
Cf ~bove p . 132f 

n3.Jnes. 
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resurrection whereby the promise; ' I will bui ld .•• ' will be rea lized, Peter 

rebukes Jesus and, 'lS in Mark , is r ebuked in tum by Jesus; ' Get t hee behind me 

Satan '. ~hile th8 point of the narr ative in Mark is th~t Jesus regards the 

politica l ide~ls of his mes siJship as s~tanic , in Matthew it i s both the political 

ideClls of his mess i ashi p ,md of the community which are r epudi ated. The Messiah 

:lnd his c OIlUnuni ty belong together. Surely t his saying i s wholly appropria t e in 

this context in Matthew. Bult mann, Michaelis, ~nd Zahn a re right in describing 

the teaching in Mar k which is thoroughly mess i anic as a torso without the words 

which Matthew h "s included. When Jesus presented a transformed understanding 

of his mess i aship we should expect him to have spoken of a new understa nding of 

the mes sianic comnunity. 

Aga inst this it ha s been held that the c l irr~x of the narr ,tive ' Get thee 

behind me Sa tan' is incomp'ltible with t he opening words of Jesus' reply to Peter 

in M'l.tthew, ' Blessed :Ire you Simon bar-Jonah '. Fo r fl esh Cln d b100d ha s not 
l. 

revealed this to you, but my Father in hea ven. ' We Th~ve seen , however, that the 
2. 

t r ans f igur ation n J rrative is :llso thoroughly meSSiani c in which the words f rom 

heaven cont a in a distinct echo of the !.Iessi.mic PsaL" 2.7. After this heavenly 

revelJt ion the disciples :Ir e ag'.l.in comm'mded to silence until :lft er the 

resurrect ion. It c m har dly be doubted th. ·l t the discipl es, despite t his heavenly 

revelation, still could not free themselves f r om their political pre-oonceptions 

of t he MeSSia h. The satanic conception of a politicRl Messiah remains with them 

until i n the ga rden of Gethsemane they desert him when his deqth i s inevitable. 

Thus i t is not imposs ible th:lt in the Snme narrative :l/; Cr.esa r ea Philippi Jesus 

could call Peter blessed because h e hes receive j a r evelation from God, ~nd yet 

a t t he Sa;.le tille c."ll his conc '!p t ion of it satanic. 

(d) CulLoann has ~rgued fu r ther th , t the fac t th2t the demonst r ative 

pronoun 'this' [lS the ob j ect of the verb ~,TI~ 1< cI~Ll'V;V in I!at. 16.17 is lacking in 
3. 

the Greek text mi ght indicate th:lt the s ::tying is not original in this context. 

He notes that wh ether the s ,lYing is in context here or stood in a separ"te unit 

of tr,,,lition t h er e must h ave been some object of the ve r b. He poses t he question 

wheth"r it is not POSsible t h 'l t Matthew ' s omis s i on of the object might not indic~t e 

t h ,lt the original unit had a:J.othe r introduction. Like a l l thine s in New Testament 

t extual criticism this is POS Sible , but it is surely sounder to 'lrgue for 

1. O. Cu1lQann, Peter, 1958, p.178f. 
2. Cf a bOVE p. 1~1. 
3. O. C ullmann , Peter . 1958 , p.179. 
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,:Iisplrrcement on the b,',sis of redundcmt words which do not suit the context. 

th<>.n en the basis of the omission of 1 word which is ensily ~nd nC1turally 

supplied by the context. If, however, there were sufficiently strong reaSons 

for ~ssoc iating the s~ying with 8llother context then the absence of the object of 
) I 

""\Tt.y"",AU~[VWOuld be C1 strong supporting a rgument. 

(e) Finally we must consider wh :; ther or not the -,rglliilents C1dwmced for 

placing the saying in a different context C1 re sufficiently compelling for US to 

be a ble to regard this saying in this context as secondary. 

To aSsess the thesis of m~y schol~rs th~t these words to Peter have been 

transferred from a commission of the risen Christ to Peter, possibly reflected in 

In. 21, to the promise of Jesus to Peter at Caesarea Philippi , , nd the thesis of 

Cullmann th , t Lk. 22. 31ff may be the context from which 'iiatthew hets derived thiS 
1-

pro,;JiSe to Peter, I s11"1n put forward 9. thesis counter to both of these which 

retC1ins the saying in the context in which l,:atthew rec ords it . If this can be 

laC1int :l ined then the reasons for looking fo r :mother context will be m.qteri'llly 

we-;tkened . 

That all three symoptic evangelists intended th c,t the n :lrratives and 

discourses of C", esa re" Philippi ,md the subsequent trClnsfiguration as a complex 
;2. 

whole is shol'.TI in the ilJport mt link-verse which connects the discussion of the 

conciitions of discipleship given at Caesar ea Philippi "md the ' coming of the Son 

of m'lIl' with the tr'illsfiguration n"rr~tive which i s surely ~ prefigurement of the 

promise contained in the link-verse. The discouse at C-;tesarea Philippi concludes 

Nith a r eference to the 'coming of the .son of man '. Then .ve "~re to III t h9. t J eSu..q 

promised th3t some of the diSciples would not di e until they see the 'kingdom of 

God '. This is followed immediCl tely by the vision of the t rMs figur'lt ion to 

Peter , J'illles .:md John . The connexion between the discours e , the promise, and 

the prefigurenent of the fulfilment is urunist~kC1ble . 

On this bC1Sis we may follow the thought of Jesus "IS it is unfolded by 

Matthew at Caes:lrea Phillipi "md the tr3l1sfiguration. ,;e h we , firstly , the 

filomentous decla ration by Peter th:, t Jesus is the llessiah (Iht. 16 . 16) . This is 

dccl'J. red by Jesus to be a r evelation of God (I,I'lt. 16.17), but clos ely linked with 

this we have a ilecbr ation about the new people of God which Jesus is to build up. 

,Ie a re alre:ldy given c, hint that this messi !l1ic community in the mind of Jesus 

l C\cks the politic }l connotations which predomindated in the messiRnic hopes of 

1. O. Cullmann, Peter , 1958, pp. 181-184 
2. Mk. 9.1; Mnt . 16 . 28; Lk. 9.27 . 
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Jud::tism :md were undoubtedly present in the minds of the discipl es . To Peter as 

the spokesman " nd unofficial leader of the twelve, ::tnd thus through him to the 
1. ) 2 I 

E V,K\,)d'd-. Of this twelve, the promise is unde th 'lt on hin Jesus will build his 
? , 

E.I"").,1d"<J, we a re told tho:t it will triumph over the power of H,~des . As this 
, I 3. 
EI(K>-,,\dlG\ is 'It le"\st in part the renlization of the kingdom of God 'md Pete r a nd 

J ' 
ten of the others -.viII be the 'foundation ::-tembers' of th -ot E.I<\( ).,~cl/o..-kingdom, to 

them - with Peter ~s their r epresent::ttive - a r e committed the 'keys' to the king-

dOlJ. If we may provisionally ".SSW:le th .1 t 'binding and lOOSing' mews authority 

to forgive Sins, then to them is given authority to forgive sins in the COr.1ing 

) I 

tl<'1<).,~o'lQ.. This is the nJture of the l1Jessi:mic cOJlllilunity in the mind of Jesus, 

and this is the place a nd authority whicn the disciples will h 'we in it. Here the 

nature of the Ll8s_i..nic cOi1Jl1Junity, the esch:>tological people of God , is r adicnlly 

tr-msfonned. Despi te the fact th-1t it is in this worl d it is not a politic'll 

kingdom in which the disciples 'lre prOIEised the position of powerful lieuten~nts 

to ::t politiC'll hero. 

This tr,-"usfori.1::ttion of the n::tture of the .:.essinic community is closely 

linked with :. tr.U1sfon;ntion of Jesus' concept of his messicmic work. Accordingly 

he commflnds the disciples to be silent ", bout Peter's confesl.ion, for in the pre-

vailing Cltmosphere of longing for ::t poli tic.'ll Messi:lh wd kingdom this could le::\d 

only to a thorough i.lisunderstanding of his concept of his work. It is not to be 

~ political Messi"l1 th , t Jesus h,s come. Rather he is the Son of mqn who BUSt 

, \ I 
suffer , die, -md rise ag"in to complete his ;Iork .'illd buil,~ his £.\i.\(1\1dJd.. 

Following h:rd on Jesus' r ebuke of Peter for his opposing wh'lt Jesus h eld 

to be the true n'1ture of his Gud-given work, Jesus tells his di sciples of the 

conditions of discipleship ;Jnd proI:lises th·'lt the disciples will 'see the Son of 

!lun coming in his kingdor". J (Mat. 16.28). .I e shall see below thqt the )l'imary 

r~ference of the Son of lUlU s :ly ing in M"t . 16.27 is to the ascension, to which 
4. 

~i::ttthew ha s " aded second :lrY esch:ltologic ~ l fe -,tures , -!TId th :'1t the Matthneqn 

peculi::trity of rel erring to the 'kingdof;' ,of the Son of l;nn' t 1 t. 16.28) is .') 
5. 

r eference to the Church existing between the ,sc~nsion ~nd the plrousi" . Th~ 
~--

1. Cf Mat. 18.18. -"hether this s::tying is genuine or not, Ma t thew clearly under-
stood the pro,jise mc.de to Peter in 16.19 to apply to the other disciples as 
well. 

2. The future tense used here would seem to refer to the building of the Church 
after the d,,"th a nd resurrection of Jesus to which referenc e is m.'1de in 

Verse 21. 
3. Cf above p.135ff 
If: Cf below p.226ff 
5. Cf below p.3Lflff 
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tr::msfigurntion n.trrative which follows is conse~uently to be seen 8S :1 pre-
1. 

figurement of thJ fulfilffient of the promise not simply in thee p uousia but also 

in the ,scension. 

On the mountain Jesus is transfigureu before Peter, Jruiles :md John, ['nd 

this is a prefiguring of his 1S c ens io n. There the voice froLl the cloud declares 
2. 3. 

Jesus to be the I son I which refers both to Jesus ' role as the < ebhed "nd Messiah, 

pr,ec isely as at Cnesarea Philippi. As they come d,, '," n from the mountain Jesus 

tells his disciples to tell no one about the vision until he h 'ls fulfilled his 

d ission in his ae.-.th QIld resurrection. On the b ,.sis of 1 i~1tthew' s r eco rd of 

C1eS:lrea Philippi this would me'm thc:t it is only ofter the r esurr ection "nd 

-,scension (with Vlnich is closely coupled the gift of the Holy Spirit ) th'lt the 

di s ciples shoulJ procl,im th'lt he is the Messiah , for then would be realized th,t 
) I 

E.KI'\~d I d, -kingdoL1 pr o,.lised in Mel t . 16 .17- 19. 

It would h we been utterly impossible for then to h:we been -"ble to 

procla im the deo.d but risen :mel ,scended Jesus elS t he Messi ".h if fi t the s :une time 

the disciples diu not h<tve an equally r'ldic ',lly transformed conc ept of the 

nlcGs ianic community founded by hbl. The basis for this trnsformation is ,9.1reqdy 

1, id in Mat. 16.17-19 in the te"ching of Jesus . M-"tthew tllone provides us with 

both essenti:lls : .co tr'll1sformed concept of the l"essim :md q tr" :nsformed con cept 

of the mess Lmic cOll!.luni ty. 

If we turn now to the concludinG sections of John, Luke, 'lnd MAtthew we 

see the fulfilLknt of this sequence of thought pr esente li in i.Iat. 16 :md 17. 

In John, c:fter the de,th , r esurrection :md , scansion Jesus comeS to the 
4. 

disciples " nd tbey receive the Holy Spirit (In. 20.19ff). Then J esu.s adds the 

Sigoificc!Ilt worus (.·hose soever sins ye forgive they -'.re forgiven unto the-1; ~nd 

whose soever ye ret 'lin they,re r et'lined '. (In. 20. 23) . This i s not a ch ,lr a cter-

istically Joh:>nnine sIYing. The dccb.r a tion of the forgiveness of sin is notably 

l etcking fro," John's Gospel. John the K,pt is t does II i tness of Jesus; 'Beholu the 

, )I 

Lruab of God which tc.keth aw'1y (0 d..'pwv ) the sin of the world I (Jo. 1. 29), but at 

no st '!ge does John ' s Jesus uecla re th\? forgiveness of sin. Indeed this is the 

only occasion in \',lhich .ve have mention 
)1 

of forgiveness (<I,q)£o',; ) of sin in the 

"ntire Gospel. l'he iuea , though not t d e l:mguage , is undoubtedly present in 

1. Cf G.H. Boobyer, St . Mark .md the Tr";nsfigurntion Story, 194.2; A. M. R:unsoy, 
fhe Glory of Goel md the Tr:msfigurat ion of Christ , 1949. 

2 . Cf obove p. 4Elf 
3. Cf "bove p . 131 
4. ~'or the post- ascens ion ch '1r ~cter of thifJ ncorr:lti ve cf ~bove p. 42 



1. 
P .... ~0 l·1 3~ 

2. 
Jesus ' te:lChing [:bout eterIlll life , the) he:lling of the blind LL"n, , nd the Son 

3. 
bringing freedolC, from the bond'lge of sin >Ihich Jesus seeS fulfilled in the events 

4. 
of his 'glorificQ tion' . This f a ct would SeeL to indica te th ~t John i s dependent 

upon :1 trndition which s aw the resurrection .,nd ascension ::s the fulfil];lent of the 

t eC1ching of Jesus in ~L1t . 16.13-17. 13 'md especi.,lly the promis e contained in Mp.t. 

16 17-19. Despit", the cleni 11 of Zelhn of ~ny connection between In. 20. 23 :,nd 
5. 

Ma t. 16.19 it c ".nnot be Lloubted th .. t thure is no other p:·ssage in the synoptic 

Gospels which r u ': lly bea rs the s ,me force 'IS In. 20.23 '",here J eSuS g ives to the 
6. 

disciples th0 fluthority to forgive sins . 

In :\ p,;8sage Nhich we h nve seen to be associnted ' ,ith the "scension cmd 
7. 

the g ift of the Holy Spirit Luke preserves the fin,' l sowing of Jesus to the 

disc iples in ~ fOr'Ll which is strongly rel1iniscent of Matthew 's v e rsion of C·.les"reel 

Philippi; ' And he (Jesus) s'lid unto the!" , Thus it is written , that the MeSSia h 

(Christ) should suffer, and ris e agqin fro"l the dead the t:,ird dc\y ; '1nd that 

repentance .'md remission of sins shoul d be p r e , ched in his narle unto all the 

nations, beginning from J erus::lem ' (Lk. 24. 46f). It is signific:lnt t o note; 

(i) Whereas at Caes :Jrea Philippi Peter ' s ceclar .'1tion th,t Jesus is the Messiah is 

followed by tIle p rediction of the suffe r ing 2nd rising ,groin of the Son of man , 

here Jesus te " ches the suffering ", nd rising ag ~in of the Messi:oh . Similarly in 

Acts 2 Luke records the Ser~lOn of Peter in which he spe 'lks of the death , resur-

rection , nnu '1scens i on of Jesus '\Dd his bestow ] l of the Holy Spirit snd moves to 

the conclusion, 'Let ,ell the house of Isr:1el !mow -,ssuredly, th" t God h'1s nl,lde 

hil:! bot h Lord :md 1'essiRh (Christ) , this Jesus who ye c r uc ified' (Acts 2. 36) 

This is precisely the fulfil;.J ~nt of the te : ching of Jesus record~d in Mat . 16 nnd 

17. (ii) Together with this decbr ·t ion of the crucified but risen Jesus "-s the 

MeSSiah goes th" cOlillJ ission to the IJess i nnic COIill!lunity. They are thos e who n re 

to hernld r epentanc e md the r e:llission of sins 'in his n=e '. This commission 

1. In. 6 . 26ff. 
2. In. 9. 1ff. 
3 . I n. 8. 34ff. 
4. J m · 12. 28,31. 
5. Th. Zahn , Mattlk~us , 1922 , ~d. loco 
6. \,hil e there ic no exact liguistic P'lr.:lllel which, ill view of the probable 

Ar elmaic origin of Mat . 16.17- 19 (cf a bove p.133f), we should not expect to 
f ind , we a re to note (i) th e S 91;[e usC? of wore. pairs ' binding and loosing' a n d 
'forgiving and r eta ining' : (ii) in the fona of ttle cOlmli ssion Peter 'md the 
disciples .ne th e :>gents of the ~ction (Mat . 16 . 19 d~0")5 - A~a'~\ ; Mat . 18. 18 
\ ' \, 'm~")'" o,\Cf I)~! - '\VO''lT( In. 20. 23 cA.,..,\TL -\'pc,1 'pc. but the effect of t his action is 
descri bed in the p'lssive implying th-.t through the ,:lction of the disciples God 

( "I I ( \ I ) =jcts , Mat.16 . 19;,18. 18 tCf, ,,, • .}E6YLVOv-AtAu)J EVOV AtI\U)H.v(j, ; In. 20. 23 
,J"tfEW Vi<J..'-KtKf"'A'rTd" ) . 

7. Cf abov e p .44f 
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to the disciples is clearly modelled on the teaching of John the Baptist and is 

fulfilled at the first Christian baptisms when Peter declares, 'Repent ye and be 

baptized everyone of you in the name of Jesus Christ unto the remission of your 

sins, and ye shall receive the gift of the Holy Spirit' {Acts 2.38}. Thus when 

the new Messianic community is founded in the resurrection, ascension and bestowal 

of the Holy Spirit not only is Jesus declared to be the Messiah but also forgive-

ness of sins is declared to be by baptism into this new community of the Messiah. 

This we have seen to be the essential teaching of Mat. 16 and 17. It is also 

significant to note that in the early sections of Acts it is only Peter who 
1. 2. 

declares or promisas this forgiveness. In the later sections Paul also does so. 

As with the fourth Gospel the teaching of John the Baptist seems 

to lie in the background of this faith and declaration of the primitive Church. 

It is hard to believe, however, that the faith of the primitive Church rested on 

the authority of John. It is far more likely that the confident declaration of 

the forgiveness of sins is dependent on some actual taaching of Jesus. As 
3. 

Mk. 2.10 and par. is clearly secondary the only other recorded occasion of such 

teaching which has a strong claim to authenticity is Mat. 16 17-19. further, 

bearing in mind the close parallel between Peter's declaration at Caesaree 

Philippi with Jesus' prediction of his passion and rising again, and the saying 

of the risen Jesus in Lk. 24.26, and also the fact that the Lukan accounts in 

Acts of the ascension and Pentecost are based upon their prafigurement in the 
4. 

transfiguration story - which is intimately connected with Caesarea Philippi 

the conc~usion would seem to be that Lk. 24.47 {fulfilled by Peter in Acts 2.38} 

is dependent upon some actual teaching of Jesus given in the context of Caesarea 

Philippi and the transfiguration nerrative. It is in this context that Matthew 

has recorded the promise to Peter. 

Consequently both John and Luke add independent tes timony to the 

authenticity of the tradition of the teaching of Jesus preserved in Mat. 16 and 17 

including the promise to Peter in r1at. 16.17-19. 

Matthew too concludes his Gospel with the commission of Jesus to the 

disciples: 'All authority has been given unto ~ in heaven and earth, go ~ 

1. Acts 2.38; 5.31; 8.22; 10.43. 
2. Acts 13.38; 26.18. 
3. Cf below p. 2l8ff. 
4. Cf above p. 4lf. 
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therefore, ,md m Ike disciples of al), the n , tions, bqptizing them into the w\me of 
l. 

the Father, and of the Son, "nd of the Holy Spirit '. \/h" t the disciples :Ire 

cor.uissioneu to do they do on tl1e '!luthority' wbich Jesus possesses. They '1re to 

br'ptize. !,s clc:' rly [)S the cOL,mission in Luke to hernld repentance !lnd the 

rewissionpf sins impli '''s b:1ptism, the cOllUn:md to boptize implies repentmce and 

the remiSsion of sins preached by John the lY2ptist. Matthew h'18 , however , 

omitted <lny reference to John's bClptisL. being fo r the ren ission of sins. Vie h "ve 

Seen thqt the re ')scn for this W'J,S to !i.voiu the difficulty of Jesus submitting to 
2. 

John's baptism. It was probably "lso bec."Iuse M3.tthew knew the re' lission of sins to 

be rea lised only in the shedding of the blood of the new covenmt (Mat. 26 . 28 ) :md 

) / 
thus to be decla re] in his n 'lI"e in the tKK \1 e" ti, which he would build up by his 

death a nd rising ~g'1in (Mat. 16 17-19). 

If we :ue correct in assUluing th'1 t this cor.liland of Jesus recorded in 

Matthew implies that th" ascension =u gift of the Holy Spirit has ",lre'ldy taken 
3. 

pl'lce, then this c O __ L: u nd to b.,p t ize st·-mds clearly a s the fulfilment of the promiS E: 

to Peter and the t: isciples made in t he context of Caesarea Philippi md the 

tr "nsfiguration n" rr:ltive. On the ~uthority of Jesus they a re to b"lptize into 

) " I the ~K,K "'Ie' Iel. - kingdoGl built up by Jesus in his de'l th ,"IlC rising again md their 

shn ring in his ,leGsi,mic enLi ow;nent "l ith the Holy Spirit. But Jesus is present in 

) ~ I 
his cKI~ ',d'd-On e a rth (Mat. 28~ 20) as the one with authority t o forgive sins (Mat. 

9.6: Mk. 2.10; Lk. 5.24). Thus the sins which he f or gives by nis working through 

his Church on e ',rth a re forgiven in henven. In this way the te'lching .'l11d com,ois-

sion of the '1scenLied Christ is Seen to be the fulfilment of the tea ching of Jesus 

in lht _ 16 rul C; 17. 

Consequently Matthew, Luke, :mll John e lch in his O\',n way understood the 

authority 3!ld n ',ture of the Church "'s the realization of the promise made to 

Peter in the context of the Ca es ar ea Philippi mu transfigur-ltion narra tive. This 

may mean no more th::m th:lt Ma tthew h .1S converted the 1"t·2r underst9.nding of the 

Cburch into a pro~ise of Jesus during his e9.rthly mission but, for the reasons 

i. Mat. 28.18.19. Pew competent schol-.lrs today regard these as ipsissima verba 
of Jesus. ,' e iaus t not Los e sight, however, of the fact th3.t for Matthew this 
is the clin :.x of his Gospel 'md the fulfilment of t he ,· .. o rk of J esus. ':;ithout 
understandi ng the link between the work of Jesus ~ nd the function of the 
Jisciples ·t he Church could never luve •• i thstood the crisis of the de:lth of 
Jesus her MeSSiah. 

2. Cf'lbove p. 95 
3. Cf above p. 43 
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01re'1dy adv need , this is improb'lble. 'e conclude, therefore. that the promise 

of Jesus to Peter is not only genuine but is :11so in context in Mat . 16.17-19. 

AgClinst this thesis it hqs been argued th"t these words were spoken by 
1. 

the risen Jesus to Peter and were l:1ter tr'lnsferred back into the life of Jesus. 

Many things f'lvour this posSibility, It is striking that howhere in the New Tes-

taulent is there my n.JIT'ltive of the first appe'l.rance of the risen Jesus which 

Clccording to 1 Cor. 15 . 5 WI"S to Peter. A trace of such a n ,rr'ltive could exist 

in In. 21. Though this is an appe ,rance before severn l di,·ciples, the di:llogue 

from verse 13 onwclrds is essentially between the r isen Lord 'Uld Peter. Therefore 

it may possibly be ,sked whether, 'llthough the missing Clppelrance to Peter alone 

is not recorded, it m."-Y not be utilised here by John. It hRs been ~gued that the 

missing conclusion of Mark ll1:ty h'lve cont'lined a record of such an appearance to 
2. 

Peter which John m'w have USed in a different context and which M3.tthew h'ls trms-

ferreu b'lck into the context of the Caesare::J. Philippi n::J.rr'ltive. 

AgQinst this it must be noted (i) .ihile John does record a cOlllillission to 

Peter this is where the sir.librity between In. 21 'md llJt. 16 17-19 ends. The 

COlilli8I1U 'feed my lambs' c Ul h'l.ruly be b'lsed upon the S""1e tr::ldition as Mat. 16 

17-19 unless we can :\SS'-'"1e th9.t either or both eV1ngelists h:lve distorted the 

tr-·dition beyond recognition md recovery. (ii) ,.hile the thesis of In. 21 

being depenuent on the lost ending of Mark is 3.t tr:lctive, it is a thesis '''hich we 

h ve no .Jca.ns wh tsoever of verifying in our present state of !mowledge. It is 

a possibility but is no b ~sis for q scient ifically sound exegesis and textua.l 

criticism .. 

Culhlann h::J.S 'lrgued that both .In. 21 " nd Mat. 16 17-19 are dependent on 

the words of Jesus to Peter in the context of the Passion story whe r e Luke records 

th"t a fter the bold profession of constancy by Peter Jesus warns him of the 

s :1t!3l1ic temptation but cOllUllissions him to strengthen his brethren after he hC\S 
3. 

bE'en 'converted'. It is true th".t this Luk.m passage does be'~r q close simil'1rity 

to In. 21, ,nu the content of the corru,lission 'strengthen your brethren' !3I1U 'feed 

my 1 'llllbs' is siLlil ,r . But surely neither the wording nor the content is 

sufficiently clos o for us to cossume with 'lny confidence th ,-, t it is in this context 

1. So chic·fly R. BultIE'lnn , Theology, Vol. 1, 1959, p. t,5; C.H. Turner, Catholic 
and Apostolic, 1931, p.193f; E. St:luff,,,r, 'Zur Vor- und FrUhgeschichte des 
Primatus Petri' in ZKG , 1943-44, pp. Iff. 

2. So E. Stfluff'er, 'Zur Vor-und Friihgeschichte des Pr:i!'1:'ltus Petri' in ZKG, 19-+3-
<!-.+, pp. llff; Ii. Hoffmann , 'E"udauS among the Resurrection N3rr1tives' in JBL 
Vol. 6(" 1945, pp.205ff. On the other h :md th It th8 conclusion to Mark is 
miSSing is (~en ied '1IIlong others by K. L. SchDidt, Kwonische und apokryphe 
Evangelien und ~ostelgeSGhiGbtGn, 1944, p. 27f; N.B. Stonehou~ The ' itness 
of hht-EheVi :1-'1(1 rk to Christ, 1944, pp. 86ft. 

3. O. Cul~, P~ter, 1958, pp. 182-184. Lk. 22 31-3 4. 
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th-, t Matthew found th" tr'1d i tion he h ', s recorde<1 in the context of C,esarea 

Philippi. Of this Cullmann hinself s '"'ys, 'the> wording of the Lukan passage , to 

be sure , elOes not '~gree with Mat. 16 . 17ff; this is the only wiYik point in the 

theory here propouniled. But as far ," S th2 ,"lording is concerned, M3.tthew l:Jay 

well have h , d a t his dispos:ll here 3. speci -1 tr,H]it i on which originall y belonged 
1. 

in the sqJrre fr'ILle,Vork -,s the -,vords of Lk. 22 . 3 Iff. ' On such " principle of 

textu'11 criticism it ,voulJ Seem pos3ible to tr,msfer ~lnost an J saying of Jesus to 

another context so long :lS there w'-,s th2 slightest of for", 1 p:tr:lllels between the 

two contexts . , If ~htthew w-,s aW3.r8 th t the promise to Peter did belong to the 

c ontext of his profession of lOY :l1ty mil Jesus ' prediction of his denial, then it 

is i mpossible to uniler stwd why Matthew h'ls de liber,:ttely tr"!nsferreil this s:tying 

out of this context in M'lt . 26.31- 35 to I,bt . 16.17ff. On the other hlnd we h:lve 

seen th: t ther e ar2 strong re,~ons to believe th':t thp fin'll co:umiss ion of J esus 

t o the disciples recorded in Matthew , Luke and John is cependent on this sRYint; 

of Jesus to Peter in the context of the Caesar ea Philippi .nd trsnsfigura tion 

n 3.r r a t i v es . 

We re')ch the conclusion therefore th,'l.t th e saying in liht . 16.17-19 

is genuine nnil b~longs in the context in which r'~atthew h ' s recorded it. 

The Interpretation of M:l t . 16 . 17-19 

1. The 'rock' saying. 

' I s ay unto you , tha t you 'He Peter, md upon this rock I will build 

ry' Church ••.• , ' IIho!.[ does Jesus me:ln when h e s ays th,'lt upon the rock the new 

people of Go d will be built? This qw"stion is only relev=t because the self-

evi dent answ er h ' ,s been contested. 
2. 

The oolution of the Reforuers that the rock 

i s the L,ith of Peter, l nd by i.Jplic,'1tion the simil "r f~ith of bter gener'1tions 

of Chr istians, dO(8 not 8~tisfy . The t ext offers no genuine oupport for such an 

interpretation. 'You a re kepha , 'md upon this kepha I .'ill build •. •• ! shows that 

the scconu rock i s not intenued t c oxpress ' nything diffe rent f r om the first. Even 

-, , 
in Greek , II CI' pas and Ii t -r po.. , the pl"y on words is r et 'lined. lnde ed if this 

saying h "ou referred t o the f a ith of Peter it would be difficult to discern the 

connexion between the n aming of Simon and the expl"n3tion of th,'tt n"me . It is the 

pe rs on Simon who is n " jed ' rock' 'md decl'lred to be the 'rock ' on which the neW 

people of God is to be built. 

1. O. Cullluann, Peter, 1958 , p. 184 
2. Cf Luther, \,icler Das P:1PSttum vor.; Teufel gestifet, eLlcr edition p.54. 

C ,lvin, Cor.:nent ry, , .. d . lac.; Zwingli , H'lUptschriften, Vol. 2 p.195; Vol. 9 , 
pp . 158ff; so ' 180 'eh. Zahn, M1tth 'ous , 1922 , ld . loco nd : n ny other Protes­
t ~nt s chol ,rs. 
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(2) ' The ;;c.tes of hell sh~ll not prevc.il '1gainst it' 

) / 

Of thi::; EI(I<,\.,)dl'" which Jesllli promises he will build on the person 

of Sir.,on , :Uld thus Nithin history, ':I e are told thCl t ' the <?;'ltes of Hades wi l l not 
1. 

prev~il aglinst it!. By Hades is r.lean t the re.,l m of the de '1d , md not chiefly 
2. 

the reQlm of sin ',n\.~ damnation. 
3. 

The ideo. of (!;'Cltes of the r e'll m of the de'ld is 

a lre ,dy founJ i n Jewish writings , in whi ch it is taught th : t these gates will 

close behind all men 'Ind they will not be opened t o 0110':1 the dead to escape. 

It this is the tllOUGht behind Mat . 16.18 then our lor d is decl.ring th3 t with 

the building of his Church t hese g'1tes will h"lve l os t their power to hold it in 

their grip. His Church is included in Jesus ' own victory over de'lth by his 

de.1th and resurrection . The task which Jesus gave t o his disciples during his 

ministry 2G a lJessi:ll1ic function , the conflict .vi th de.:lt h, v.hether in t he form 

of h"aling the Sick or r a ising the dep4 0r the conquest of demonic powers (Cf 

kat. 10.7ff 'l nd V Ir.), is here promised t o the entire Church. This Church will 

be built in t he ti .~ when de .!th still rules, but it will .,lreCldy shar e in the 

r is en life of Christ which l.1n rks the Kingdom of God. 

(3) The keys of the kingdom. 

Th e second uecla r ation ; I I ;,ill give you the keys of the kingdom of 

) I \ I 
heaven i brings together :lg:1in the two concept s of the cl~I~A ') 0' I '" -md theftd-cJl)', Ict. 

) , 
In the pr evious s :Wing Jesus h" s spoken of building his !:T<K\.')if 1 cJ, which will 

sh.:1re in his r esurrection victory over dC'1th , IIhich is a m,o jar characteri stic 

\ I ~ 8 ~ 
of the fjd..C5! 1\1. /"- ,QU to u in J ewish thinking. Here we are told th .,t to 

, / 

Peter, on wl:o[J the ~V'i<,\~o'I CUS to be built, is given the keys of the kinGdom. 

I 
It seems cleOlr th ,t we L.USt assume a clOSE connexion between this {3d..C5,)..Ud.. 

) I 

s aying cond the pr evious tKI<;).,Icl" d.. one. The so- c3.11ed 'po" er of the keys' tr.:lkes 

Peter the humOln "l,::;ent of the resurrection. He is to lend the p eopl e of God 

into the resurrection j5d.C5,At.:d... . 

This s[.,Jing .. ust not be t :1ken to neCln th2t Jesus h3.s 2bdic::lted , 

p,:;ssing his a uthori ty to Peter . The r isen and ·-,scended Cnrist is not thought 

of in tne Ncw Tes Vc] ent olS the a bcent Chri s t . R,ther, h2 is present in ' nd 

.vi th his Church. Ther efo r e when the Apoc ,\ lypse SewS th" t the Son of m:ln has 

the keys of de:lth .nJ H ', des (Rev. 1.8) or th. t he h ClS the l:eys of D'lVid with 

which he irrevoc~bly opens :.11ld closes (:>.ev. 3.7; cf Is'1 . 22. 22) he is not 

L 

2. 

3" 

So E. Kloster.:L"nn, Ma tth'iusev.ngelium, 1927, ad . lac; ::3 . Schlatter , Mat thi:ius 
1929; o. Culli,:, tIlI) , Peter, 1958 , p.20lj J . G. Fent on , St . "btthew , 1963, p.269 
On tile entir e subject ', nd diffe ring interpr etat i ons cf. '" Bieder, Die 
Vors.!,elling von_ Jer Hollenfahrt Jesus Chris t; 1949, pp. ·;3ff. 
Isa. 38.10; P3 . 9.13; 107.18; Job 38. 17 ; .. is , So l. 16.13, 3lhc . 5. 51; Pc. 
Sol. 16 . 2 
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1. 

contr:ldicting I!',t . 16 . 19 wher e the power of the keJ's is comuitted to Peter. It 

is through Peter th,lt the living Christ ' ,cts to open the wrry into the resurrectjol1 

ki ngdom established by his resur rection. 

While this s::qing is addressed to Peter it is 3ignifi c:mt to note that 

Paul teaches th c:t in b lPt i SCl the Christi81l p.:>rticip.9.tes not only in the de'lth of 
2. 

Chr iSt but also in his resurr ection. 

Thus for P'lul the Christian sh'lres here 'lnd now in the resurr ection 1j.f( 

of Jesus Christ by baptism. If this is so then in a sense the officiant at 
) I 

bqptism ex ercise3 the power of the keys openinG the door into the E..KK A1CT 1", -

f3.;-o IAl(ck of tho resurrection. In this sense 'llso it is Peter viho f i rst exer cises 

the POy. er of the keys when he ,dministers the f irst b 2ptisms of Christian convert::-

in Acts 2. 

(4) Binding and loosing 

The saying about ' bind ing' ond ' loosing' must likewise be int erpreted in 

context ,wd not in :isol,tion from the whole s a::ing t o Peter. '!that Peter does in 
) I , 

the c \(1<'A,\0'.d..;8 d..(Y/ A (lO<- on e~rth is effective i n heaven , fo r the Christ present 

in the Church is 'llso the Christ who h'ls .:scended into heaven. It is he who 

possesses all 2uthority in helVen and on 8'1rth (Mat . 28. 18) ,-mel who [lct s through 

h is Church. Thus I,ha t he binds through Peter on earth is bound ,'l lso by him in 
3. 

hea ven , '1nc1 ",h'lt he looses in his Church on 8'1rth is loosed by him in heaven. 

ThiS belief in tho insepa r -.ble union of the ascended Christ ,' nd the Christ presEnt 

in the communi ty is the bas i s of the confidence in the Church which receives i t s 

clnssicnl eXl'ression in this promise of Jesus to Peter. The Church does not 
4. 

usur p the Cluthorit y of Chr ist rather she is, as we Sh·311 See below , t he inclusive 

individu'11 who is Christ . 

1. R. N. Fl ew , Jesus .'1l1d His Church , 1943, p. 95, h '1s 'lrgued th,t the power of the 
keys is thc spiritu'l l insight ',vhich will enoble Peter to le'id other s through 
the C;oo r of revel .tion through which he himself h')s p ~ssed . Such 'ill ether-' 
i alised interpret::.tion is only possible if we Accept Flew's lrbitr3ry decision 
to tre Cl t eelCh of the sClyings of Jesus to Peter inuepenuently of e'lch other . If, 
on the other h:111u, ~Ie tregt this s~ying :1S :l developing who le, then the thought 
of Jesus is far Juore n :O.'llistic th"n Flew :lllows. 

2 . Cf below p . 424f . 
3. For this r eaSon we cannot a ccept th'1t t his s3ying Joust be understood first of 

:tll in " teLlpornl =cl no t a spatial sense (so 0 . Cullmarlll , Peter, 1958, p.20,t) 
Indeed the te'.,por.-,l tension between th" '~lre"dy fulfill ed' and the Inot yet' 
i s pres ent in this passage , but the prim'1 ry l1eaning i s th e oneness of Christ 
present with his Church :md yet also " scended into h oo ven. R. N. Flew, JeSU8 
and His Church, 1943, p . 97, has 'irgued th "lt what is bound i n the community i f.: 
r :::t ified by Christ in heaven. This int erpret 'ltion is not a ccept a ble as it 
i l:tplies '1 ' di stomce' 'md separation between tho present :tnd -,scended Chr ist 
-.vhich is f oreign to the New Test ·'\l11cnt. 

4. Cf below p. 438ff, 482ff . 
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Two expl'3n,. tio!1S of the expression 'bind emd loose' nre possib1e_ 

Firstly, accordinc; to r".bbinic us'1(le the phr.:se 'By me " n 'forbidding' anu 
1. 

':lllo<iing' pr':lCtica1 'tuestiuns of conduct, that is, est blish rules in the COillffiun-

ity. The saying :JOule:; therefore lae'U1 that the decisions of Jesus in .nel through 

his cOlmnunity ;;ou1o. be binding in he'1ven "'hither this same Jesus is .'lscended. On 

"ccount of the context in wnich Matthew h -,s p1iceel the p -, r-,,11e1 verses in M.'1t_ 

18.18 it h ',lS been ".rgued th" t the binJing lOci loosing hwe to do with exclusion 
2. 

f·rol.l or 'ldhiission t o the community. As in the Council of J erusaleu the decis ions 

taken about pr''Lctic '11 conduct imply who sh . .lll :lnd who sll- 11 not be a<11Ji tted. If, 

however, it is a ccepted that the saying C:en1s with :lcLniss i on to the com,nunity the 

theological import lies de"per than the authority to establish rules. As in Acts 

2 the 'binding ' ':cno. 'loosinc' would be the inevitable result of the pre~ching of 
3. 

the kerygh,a which \I ,8 the .'Iord of jutlgel.lent . _~ s Jesus hinself is the occasion of 

judge:u=nt into light (cf In. 3.16ff), so the prochmation of the kerygma is the 

occ 'sion of ju(;g,.nent or s u lvCition; ' He th" t he~reth you heareth ':Ie; and he th'1t 

:-ejec~""th you, rCjecteth me'. (Lk. 10.16). The h earin :' and :lccepting would cor-

respcnd to the lc.osing , md tha rejecting to the bindinG. 

Secondly, the saying 'bind :md loose' m'1y :-> 180 C18' ,n ''put under the bqn' 
4. 

a n d ' a cquit', th G is, the pe" er to forgive or ret ,1in sins . Since this is wh"t 

is effected by the shedding of the bloo d of the coven mt (!ht. 26.28), is the cou-

miSSion of the living Christ to the disciples (%l.t. 28 .19; Lk. 24.47; In. 20.23), 

) I 

md is wh:lt is procl -,ir.'0d in the E.II.K \,\cf I cl. (Cf Acts 2.38.5.31; 8.22; 13.8; 26.18) 

this is no doubt the pri=ry signific-mce of the phrClse here. 

It is unnecessary for uS to decide between these two me:m ings .1S they 

:Ire not contra dictory. Since it is Christ who h '1s power on e 'uth to forgive sin 

(Mk. 2.10 :lild p ':cr.) who h:ls red lizeJ this in the shedding of his blood , Clnd ",ho 

) I / 

is now uniquely present in the EKK\'lO"GI.-,Bcl.01AUoi- which he established by 

his death Qnd riSing again, forgiveness of sins by Christ in b"lptism is also 

entry into his Church. 

It is necass'lry t o note thnt this promis e is giVen not only to Peter, 

L So G. DI'lL1IE1n, f/o r us of Jesus, 1909, p. 2H ; Th. Zahn, l.latth'ius , 1922 , '1d. loco 
E. Klosterl:Jann, 1btthllusev:lngeliUlll, 1927 , ad. loc.; R. N. Flew, Jesus 'lIld His 
CI:!~rch, 1943, 1).96. 

2" So ,str .,ck & Billerteck, Vol. 1 pp . 738- 742. 
3- ;' 0 . H.D. ,lenGl e,n u , Reich Gottes, 1931, pp . 179-181; A. Schl" tter, Die 

Geschichte des Christus, 1923, p.387; R.N. Flew, Jesus -md His Church, 1943, 
p. 97. 

{I . So. A. Schl'.tter , thttmus , 1929, -,d . loc.; J . Schie:lind, ;,htthiius, 1937 
ad. loco ; J,C. Fenton, St . MnttheVi, Cld. loc _ 
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but in al.JJost the S:1lu0 \iords to the disciples 'IS well (1 ' :lt. 18.18; cf. In.,20.23). 

Peter sh'1res this :lUthority with the other disciplee, so there is no contr"diction 

between 'thou' 01 kit. 16 . 19 -l nd 'ye' of £.jat. 18.18. Because of the intimate 
) I 

union, between Christ emu his Church it is in flnd through t he tl<K\,\cil<;l,that 

\ I f"\ " 

Christ brings for~iveness of sins 'ln d incorpor:ltes men into the f3<:f..CfI "'.(Id, Tou e~ou 

Further , becluse of the unity of Christ nd nis Church ~,nd the insep::t.rable unity of 

the :lscended .,nd yot present Christ " lre, cly that final kin"dom when 'heaven and 

e ', rth shall p lSU .' way' (Rev. 21.1) is anticipClted in the Church. 

SummB,ry of conclusions Md int erpretntions of the teruptation. 

The promise rr~, de to Peter ,'1nd th0 d isciples '1 t Ca es.'1ref.l Philippi in which 

the n{lture of the messianic community is decl,red by Jesus ' nd h i s prediction of 

h is passion "nu vindicGtion a r" to be seen 's belonging insep~ rably toe ether. , 

They a re but two silhs of the s " me 'lIlswer to Peter's decl -,r ntion that Jesus is 

the Messiah. His _ission '1S the 1,;essi'1h, about which title he exercised a 

conscious reserve, is not to be Cl politic ~l hero who will v~nquish Rome and the 

ene" ,ies of Isr,~,elmu ' ,sswne po Ii tic '"l dOIainion ove r the kingdoms of the world 

m d so bring in Isr el's dream th:tt the connunity of the ilessiah will, through 

hiu, be the politica l m:,sters of t h e world. Both of thes e conceptions a r e repu-

di ltecl by hilll " s s " tanic., 
) , 

His task is rather to bring in the EV,I-<- \ ",Cf 'd_-jj«OI'>.-

I " ~ 
&''''- TOU 8~ouWhich, though in the world, is not of this -" orld. TO lccomplish 

this he must lie 'mIl rise Rs o_in w d 'l scend into heaven thclt he l ight build his 

Church in whicll uen will shc,re in his victory ov er denth ,md the power of Satan 
l. 

lhd in which he wo.ll be present t o bring forgiveness of sin. 

Ag.'linst tHis background we c :m return to int Grpret the third temptation. 

'I: e need not concern ourselves with t he differences in det 'lil between MattheN 's 

,:md Luke's versions .1S th~ w:,in paint in both is th, t Jesus is offered '111 the 

kingdoms of the "Iorld. To this is ~dJed the satanic oondition 'If you will fall 

dOlin and wvrship de (Mat. 4.9; Lk. 4.7). lIo reqder l. f the Gospels :>t '111 

fa",iliar Nith the political character uf the messic:mic hope c ould millS the barb 

1. It is important tc nute here th--,t as in orthodox Ch" lcedoni ,n Christology we 
shuuld neither c ')nfuse nor sep ,' r~ te the Divine nnd the hwn 'n in Jesus, s o in 
the Church we should n either confuse nor sepnr:>te Christ ',lnd his Church. "ie 
can only a ttribute the f orgiven ess of ~ in t o men if we sep :,r :lte Christ from his 
Church, :'n d we c ':m only r e fus e t o grant th 'lt it is re 'llly t hrough men th :>t the 
f 0rgiveness of Christ is a cc omplbhetl in lJen if VI e do t ho s Ie thing. It is 
Chris t .'Iho for~i v<'s, but he f or l,; i ves t hr oug h his Church ' i t h whom he iD in-
sep l r:>bly united. 

2. e. g. Matthew oui ts t he c him by S 'ltan t h"t the kinguems \,f t he world ,"re his 
to give (Lk. , ~ . 6) :\nO Luke present s th" tempt ,ltio n '_S l visi:mary experience 
(Lk. 4.5)., \,hile Mc, tthew h IS t h is tc'pt .• tiGn un a very high mount:'lin (Mat. 
4.8), Luke sL_iJly s::\Ys th:',t the devil 'Ld hir,) up' (Lk. 4.5). 
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hidden in th::lt s,t::mic comli tion. . ·,s '" e h .'lvb seen, in Judaisu the political 

drer:\..~l.S associat E:: u Nith the comine: Messinh were reg'J..rde~ .3.8 :-:n essential '"tspect 

0f the Messi1h's work in whic!l he would ~1'tk: O Jerusalem the politic.:ll capital of 

tho wo rld ,nel the Jewish people the world's m1sters. This drean waS b3S ed on 

their religious f'lith in Yahweh. For them this W:lS the will of God and in 

fulfilling this poli tic·co l dre:m the Jewish Messiah would be serving God. Here 

in the introduction to the Gospel even S"t,m is mOlde to " cknowledge that in ful-

filling the role o f a politic !ll hero Jesus will be falling down ond worshipping 

not God but SatBn. Jesus is thus ;;nde to rebuke Satnn in precisely the S'lUle 
(/ 1. 

·.vo rds :lS he rebukes Peter 'It Caesarea Philippi UII eI.. 0 t. , (el..Icl..V~ It is 

clear th ·,t in rejecting this political messianic role Jesus is '11so rejecting 

the poli tic:ll connotation of the l;)essi .,nic community. ·.-'hat Jesus hqs come to 

do is t o w0rship ."nd serve God. This, :}s we kno.. fro:n the inc ident at Caesare", 

Philippi, me,ms th ' '.t he mus t suffer and die and rise "'E:ain; then will be born 

the true messitmic 
, \ 1 \ I 

CO,J1Hunity, the t.KI'" " '10" d.. -,13",0 ' l\ tiel... 

Likc the first tw o t enpt2.tions , this tempt '.\tion is thoroughly messianic. 

:!klt is repudifl.tod is the crudely physical Clnd efl.rthly n ',ture of the Jewish 

uessianic hope. The hopes about both the l,iessi'lh :md tho ::tess ianic community 

,,-re rGdically tr',nsformcd "nd filled -II i th '1 new me.').ning. This trfl.nsfornqtion 

itself is not provided in the te:r,pt c,tion nc: rr'ltive for it stcmds Simply as 3 

Slliillil:>ry of the te :. chillG of Jesus, but it is to be noted th t when Clt Caesare8. 

Philippi Jesus does describe his concept of his work ~nd its aLl he does n ot lift 

it out of t ;,is \'Iorld. The fulfil..ient of his work retelins the ess enti'll COillIIlunity 

) 1 \ r 
The ~'t..\()'~c51d..'f3d..611\(/'" which is the :n el earthly ch'1r:1cter of the Jewish hope. 

fulfilment of hiG ',,'O rk, "ill exist in this ',varld between the tiLle of his 'lscension 

:mu t he end. .,h:1t is removeu is the hope l.f a politic c11 golden :1ge for the Jews 
, 1 \ / 

=d in its pl'lce CO_l e8 the rich religious signific.mce 0f the 11\1().1"''<' - ;7,-<(1'1 Af/ol. 

we h elve outlineJ ', bove. 

(vi) The Mc.rk-l!l Temptation Narr').tive 

In cOI1p:1rison with Matthew .. md Luke the Ihrkan present.qtion of the 

temptqtion is surprisingly brief qnd b"re. He preserves none of th e Jetails 

of the three specific tempt ~ tions, but st,,-tes simply that the Spirit drove Jesus 

into the wilderness " hcOre he was t eLlpted by Sat:m for forty d' Ys, th3t he was 

with the wil<1 b" "Ists. emd th ,t the c,n;~ ,elil eel'.'" 'lnd r.linistered to him (~lk. l.12f). 
1. Luke, of course, omits thia rebuke of 

.. mu at CaeS ::lr2:l Philippi, provine the 
Satm both in the t6uptation narr3tive 

link bet ,'reen the two n "l rrqtives. 
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He I;nkes no ;nention of the f ,'>st (Mat. '). 2; Lk. 4.2), the renuncic.tion of Satan 

(Mat . 4.4,7,10; Lk. '; . 4,8,12), or th::lt after this period S::lt ~n left h im (Iilat.4.11 ; 

Lk. 4. 13). hha t :,hrk hns recorded is sil ,ply the tra dition of '1 sat::lllic tempta-
1. 

tion of Jesus cloilel;? linked with hiD b-'Ptis'11. 

One of the Illost outst ')nding fe 1tures of M'1rk's tempt::tt ion narrative 
2 

is t tl :,t it differs IJ lrkedly i n style from the p r eceJing verses. The subject in 

verses 12 and 13 st':mds at the beginninc of the cLlUses :md the verb follows ; 

the historic present 'lppears here: for the first tillle; and there is a rhythmic'11 

structure which Lohnoyer r epresents as bla b. This Loruneyer holds points to 

this n:otrr::ltive being pert of the liturgica l tr~dition of the Church. 

We Sh :l11 see below th"lt by the time that the Gospe l of Mar k came t o be 

written a 'renunci '"tion' of Satan, in SOlile form , formed fl. p::trt of the b, ptisn,l 

inst ruction. It is by no means impossible th~t this simple form of the tradition 

fOriiled the r ationale for it . As R::twlinstlll h"s noted, the story has catechet i cal 

value; ' The newly baptized Chr istian must be r e2dy like his Lord, to face 
3. 

i!1IL1ediately the onset of the Tempter. ' It is pr obable tint it was this form of 

the tr2dition which w::ts used in the instruction of thos e ::lbout t o be baptized, 

fo r its signific2llce for the candidc te for baptism is not obs cured by the renun-

ci , tion of f e,lse ..Jessi,mic ideals by Jesus which ,ppear in the fuller tradition. 

This raises the question of whether this Markan tr:1di tion ha s been 

derived fror~ the only persun who could h ,we h :1d my lena.fledg e of it - Jesus 

himself - or whether it Was c r e gt ed by the early Chur ch on the b',ISis of the 

injunction to ' resist the devil ' which, as we smll see, formed '1n integr,:ll part 

of the baptismal L~struction in the primitive Church. 'r herqythmic;,l structure 

of the saying would indica te th at the f OILI of the t r adition is secondary. This, 

h owever, need not iJilply tha t the t r adition itself is eecond2ry. Since it is 

clear that Christiern b'c,ptisLi WaS r.:ode11ed on John ' s b'1ptislll of Jesus :md not 

cre::tted ex nihilo by the early Church, it is ,lso probnble thnt the recurring 

theme of ' resistia" Sqtan ' W'3.S not n later creat i on by the Church which W'lS then 

1. A. E. J . Rnw 1 ins on , M'3.rk , 1950, p . 12 md J . J eiss , Das qlteste Ev'mgelium, 1903, 
p. 133f "nd fus Mllrkusevangelium, 1917, p. 75 h elVe sU3Gested that Mark knew the 
more l1etniled story of Q mel could assume" knowledge v f it on the p~rt of 
his reC1c ers . V. Taylor, Mar k, 1955, p. 163, holds th" t it is mo re prob,>ble 
that he did not kn aw it. In :lny event lrhrk was certCl inly fl3lP.ili i r with the 
Gospel incidents of which the Q nnrrntive is 3n introductory summ,ry (cf ~bove 
p.100ff). 

2. Cf E. Loru:leyer, I,larkus, 1951 , p. 26f; V. Taylor, !Anrk , 1955 , '1d. loco 
3. A. E. J. R '!wlinson, II",rk, 1942, p. 12 
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re:1d back int o Jcsu:., ' b ' lptism. It 'ould :1ppc:u ' ore likely that this Clspec t 

of Christian b ~,ptisw '':is 31so ! octellcd on the b lptis,j of Jesus which is coupled 

\Ii th the S,lt ,nic te!.1pt~tion. ils we h ' :ve no re'lson to believe th3t John the 

B"ptist t .:lUe;ht anything "bout 'l conflict with S':t:m which he Clssoci'1ted with his 

rite, ,ve must aSSw"e tklt :I e h 3.ve ill i'.'lark " secon(bry version of Cl genuine 

tr~ditiQn deriveJ fro~ Jesus . 

The baptis41al r enullcbtion of Satan 

Th'lt such renunci 'ltions did form part of the I"imitive instruction hns 
1. 2. 

been made clear by C~rrington and Selwyn. Ar guing on the b3sis of the PClr311els 
3. 

between the Apostolic Decree of Acts 15 , 1 ,'.nd 2 Thessaloni.'lns , and 1 Peter, 

Selwyn holds th:1t these reflect '1 'COix.on subs tr'l t um , of instruction from which 

011 three have drawn. warda st~nd out in the paSS'1!'PB cited. On the 

negative side Wi:! h-·ve 

Cert 'lin key 
) / 4. 
cCii~Xtue"'-l , whi ch C lI'rin'Ston Ins clpract eris ed '1S the 

, 5. / 
Ab::;tinentes • '1'he sins to be renounced 3 r e described oS , lusts I ( (Ii \ e v)J I d- I 

• vhich are said to spring from the heElthen ' s ignor ance of Gau , 2nd 
8. / 

TiAEoVE SId. 
they are p orti-

6./ ) 7. / 
cular1sed above c,l1 in liopv£ I ~ or olK.o<. Bdpd",1.. and 

9. 
On the 

positive side, we h'1ve nn emph'l tic cnll to holiness , the erJphasis 13id on 
10. 11. 

brotherly love, .onJ tho Ill:lXim 'lbout ' not rendering evil for evil' which woultl be 

:' f IiI' par:1phras e of Lev. 19. 18. Thus the evidence of these paSS 'lges points to 

'1 primitive nucle:us () f b'lptism:ll te(>.ching whose chief pa i nts ,'Iere a c'111 to 

Clbst'lin from lusts an,,: aV::lric e , ~nd to holiness embodying itself in benevolence 

t oW3.rds fello," Christi!1l1s ,m d ',11 men. 

Selwyn notes further that in the bnpt ismal te.C\ching COlmnon to l ' Pet'er, 

Rom:ms, Colossians, Ephesi'IDs , 'Ond James there energes " !Jtronger f orm of 

renunci:1tion whicll he c1'llls the Deponentes "'hich gathers under the key word 

)- B' () ) I 
cl.I10 c6Qcl.! with its correhtive <vbuCl"c/.6601,, (not used in James :md 1 Peter) 

the Induentes . 
, e I n 

The use of 0<.\10 tCJ'Ocl.I, usu'llly \¥ith the resumpt1ve p'uticle 

1. 
2. 

3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 

11. 

P. C"rrington, Primitive Cntechism, 1940. 
E. G. Selwyn, Fi rst Pet er, 1946, pp . 365- 488. Ag3inst Selwyn ' S t hesis that the 
I renunci."tion of S '1t .'ln I was p3.rt of a Persecut ion In['Jlual of instr uction 'lnd 
not a baptisril~, l m"lnQ'11 we shall 3rguc below. 
Cf Table of p ':! m11els ibid , pp.370f. 
Acts 15. 20; 1 '1'hess . 4~5. 22; 1 Peter 2.11. 
1 Thess . 4.5; 1 Peter 1. H cf. 4.2 
1 Thess . 4. 3; 1 Cor. 5.9 
1 Thess . 4.7; Eph. 4.19; 5. 5; cf 1 Pet . 2.11; 4.3,4. 
1 Thess. 4.6; Eph. 5 . 5. 
1 Thess .. ~ . 7 ; 1 P"t . 1.15ff (this Petrin~ p'1ss'1ge hc,n:;s upon a direct 
quotation froIl Lev. 19 which "elwyn hollis l"y be,)ind the development of the 
pri mitive IJ'lnu'Al of b"ptism" l tea ching.) 
1 Thess . 4.9; 1 Pet . 1. 22 ; 2.17; 3.8 , 4..8. Cf Lev. 19.18b quoted by Jesus 
in Mat. 5. ',3; 22.39. 
1 Thess . 5.15; ROd. 12,17; 1 Pet. 3.9. 
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/')' \/ I 

(610,ouv ,vvvt 2Jf. ) " nd its 'lssoci".tion with l<ckKI '" , covering in pClrticubr 

f a lsehoou "\IlU bad temper, are 'such hl'Cr ked fe'ltures of 11 three tr:h.iitions th it 
1. 

C:1rrington is surely right in reg;:truing the, L ::IS pointing to en underlying for,aul'C . I 

In the ec.rlier Pauline letters, 1 Thessalonians md G,l l'lt ions , "e find 

no use of the Deponentes . 
2. 

However the i Jea of 'putting on' the Christi3n armour 

is f ound, 'rhe b'lptismal reference in Gel. 3.27 suggests th:1t the Induentes = y 

h :1ve been an original fc~ture of the common b?ptismal teClching , rllld waS evidently 
3. ) I 

llhile the actual use of ~v bU6o«(J'8"'L does not appear in a f'lvourite word of Pnul. 

1 Peter, he Ius preserved the idea of the Christi3n '.\ rmour which he introduces 

with the mon milit'lry ter", ~"\;C5J-Oed,,1 (1 Peter 6.1ff). Outside this militc.ry 
) I 

laetaphor he preserves the idea of ' putting on ' in 1.13 (cl~d.~w·O'c;l.}nvol) 'lnd 5.5 

) I ... 

(l'6""O Y (3Wcf<l.a&c). THis evidence points to the prob "bility thJ.t the concept of 

Lputting on ' belonged to a yrimitive co~on source of b -ptismal teaching. 

A far more difficult, :>nd for our purposes very import ~mt, problem is 

vmether Selwyn is right in ascribing the det:>pho r of 'putting on' the Christian 

Clrulour to Paul and the <levelop.:,ent of :1 l a ter 'pers ecution torah', and not to 
,1 . 

the b'lptisl.nl te~ching. He notes in favour of the "ie,: tlr'lt it <lid belong t o 

the prq,mitive cwtis" ;.,, l teqching thClt the heavenly 3.rmour is associated with the 
5; 

armour of 'light ' t o ,·,hich the baptized }Te a d.nitted. .'.gC!inst t his he notes that 

the Metapho r Rlw.l,Ys cccurs in esch'1tological pass3.ges which seem to have marked 

the early teaching "lbout persecution. He '~herefore concluJes thqt the PriLlitive 

b..lptism'll te flchinJ _,bout the armour of ' light' h,s attr.wted the he"lvenly arwour 

p~.ssages fran the persecution manua l into the bflptisma.l teC\ching and vic e versa. 

Selwyn b"'\s brilliantly outlined the evi<lence in the new Testament with 

which he supports his theSis of a COl:mlon docUll2nt containing teaching and encou-
6. 

rager.lent for Christians 1S th GY fac",d persecution, whicn document he holds dren 

l :lr gely on verba Christi derived in the 1,lFlin from the esclplot ogical passages in 

Q. There are certain features in his an·, lysis, however, Y:!lich would suggest 

1. BoG. Selwyn, I'irst Peter, 1946, p.393. 
2. 1 'Thess. 5.8; Gal. 3. 27. 
3. 1 Thess. 5.8; G~l. 3. 27; Rom. 12.1.2 , 14; Col. 3. 10 , 12; Eph. 4. 24; 6.11. 14. cf 

also Lk. 24.';9 which is th~ only pla c e ,here fV00CSd.6 8"", occurs in a meta­
phorical Sense :)utside the Pauline letters in the U' eVl Test :oment. 

4. E. G. Selwyn, First Peter, 19 ~6, pp. 398f , 439ff. 'fhe importance of this 
(juestion is t ,1:l t in 1 Pet. 5. 8; Eph. 6.11 (cf 4. 27), J ardeS 4.7 :md Heb. 2 .14 
{Ie find Qssoci.ltecl the I "lra our' "ktRphor .nd the I renunci :tion of Satan' both 
of Which Selwyn :1SSit;ns to the 'pGrsecution Torah'. 

5. 1 Thess . if.4-8; ROd. 12.12 . It is clear th ::lt the li .;ht ,mel darkness motif did 
belonG t o the pri,.ct.tive blptism:tl te'lchinl3 ' Cf SelWyn, First Peter, 1946, 
"p, 375ff. 

6 . E. G. S81 ',lYn, ~'irst Peter , 1946, pp. '·'·39- .+58, !lld e~p~ci:llJ T"ble XIV pp. 4-12-449 
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that the ide" of :uI'Jin; for spiritual war fare was a part of baptisl:1C\l instruc-

tion from the beginning. 

The wo~t interesting of th ese features for our purposes ~re the 

striking p~rallels in 1 Pet . 5.8, Eph. 6.11 (cf 4.27), Jades 4.7 and Heb.2.14, 

"111 of which contain the comn,"Ind to 'resist the devil' ond which Sel'.vyn e.ssigns, 

together '"ith the a rmour metaphor, t o the 'persecution tor_Ul' . 

1. 1 Peter 5. 8 

1 Peter h " s c0i::11,only been held to be addressed to " Church faced with 

impending or actual persecution, and is s o treated by Selwyn. 
1. 

F. L. Cross, 

however, h " s pointed out the difficulty inherent in this view. He is surely 

correct when he writes 'even if the persecution could be identified, there 3.re 

still va rious obscurities. The civil power is viewed in '1 temper of c3.1n sub-

ruission which, however right I3.nd proper such respect might b " , is ha rdly c on-
2. 

ceiv'1ble in a sitUlltion where persecution '.'.'as thre').tened or eXistent.' This 

Qtti tude is certainly far removed fron th" t of the Apocalyps e where there can 

be little doubt th,.t the Church wa S f').cing persecution. 

The theEle ',Ihich runs through the whole of this work is tha t of the 
3. 

sufferings of Christ qnd the Christian. The a uthor is at lJ:J.ins to introJuce 

verbal refere<llces to suffering whenever he c').n, ,'Ihich ref erences h 'wc been 

taken to point t o So,,ie form of persecution. The result h s been to present 

abost insuperable problems t o exegetes . One such passage is 1 Pet. 4. lb, 
4. 

'He that suffereth in the flesh hath ce:J.sed fron sin. ' Both Selwyn and 
5. 

Beare interpret this "IS pointing to SO'Je actual physicnl suffering of the 

Christian in imita tion of Christ IS suffering vlhich will be the DaGIlS of 

f o r ;5i veness .mel t he beginning of " life of ethical goodness. But this is not 

the plain meaninb of the text. ilhile few COlill~entators would agree with Cross 

that 1 Peter is P.1s ch,l Liturgy, few I"loul<1 deny th:1t it is a b,,,ptismal h omily. 

The i r.;..Jediately preceding vers es (1 Peter 3.21, 22) :He, in "Iny event, 

undoubtedl;y baptis,:!"l. Bearing in uind this b,ptisrJal context Cross rightly 

says 'to hll v~ suffercu in th" flesh' ;l C= 'to h '1ve put on the P:lschal Christ' , 

i. e . 

1. 
2. 
3. 

4. 
5. 

in baptisl:J Ghe Christian puts on the Christ who suffered in the fl esh for 

F.L. Cross, 1 Pater as a paschil Liturgy, 1954 , y.13f. 
i:,.hj.g p . 13. 
Cross , :i,bi.<e, h 0;lJs th:1 t the sed. tic word pesal;1, Passover, is explained 
by the Greek \\c\.o' X w , suffer. 
E.G. Selwyn, First Peter, 1946, p.209 
F.W. Bea re, First Peter, 1958, p.153. 



Page 157. 
1. 

our redemption. Vlhen he continues to say th:tt he who h, ,8 thus put on Christ 

'h,s ceased from sin ' , the ",enning is wore theologically re,listic than th'-l.t he 

bCGins :l life of ethic:ll goodness or p:ttiently endures suffering. It means both 
2. 

thnt in baptism into Christ sin is forgiven and sin's power i~ broken. 

This concept is made e ven cleClrer in 1 Pet. 1.. 10f. This passage ngain 

is giver. a bdptisiJal setting in 1 Pet . 1. 3 which speaks of Christ h -,ving 'begotten 

us :1g:lin to a living hope by the resurrecti0n of Jesus Christ from the dead'. 

'£his is clearly b:cptismal 13nguage, ond it is signific' nt to note th'lt this asso-

ci3tion of the ~ uffering of Christ, his resurrect i on ,md ascension reappears in 

exp:mJed for"! in 1 Pet . 5. 20 , 22 which the ',uthor specific :111y connects with 

b ,ptis;.l. In 1 Pet . 1. 10f we read th, t Christ ' s sufferings were the prim,ry goal 

of the prophetic quest; ' Concerning which s :11v:ltion the prophets sought " nd 

searched diligently .. .. seClrching wh, t time or ""nner of ti;;le the Spirit of Christ 
, ) , 

which wns in the.rr did point unto , when it testified beforehand Tel- ~'S XflOTOV 

1i,,8~~C\-ro\ ,'nd the glories th e-t should follow them. ' Hort understood the phr,,~e 
3. ... ) ... I 

Tel. E.15 Xp ,o-rov \iol..El~f'o\-rc;.(. as Ithe sufferinGS destined for the Messiah' . Selwyn 

is surely correct when he interprets this ·:,s the Christi:m's p Clrticip "!tion in the 
4. 

suffering of Christ . But 3gain the bnptisffi,l context of the whole book must be 

understood, ..i!l(! the reference is t o the Christi:ln's s:lcra!:". .... ntel incorporation 
) , 

into Christ (<'1) Xr' d,QV ) which ':,as to be followed by glory, which is th,t to 

which the prophets looked forward, i.e., that to which the prophets looked for Nard 

w, s the glory of two messi:mic community which is Clnd will be established through 

incorpor:ltion intr, the suffering and glory of Jesus the I;essi3h , ,nd not that they 

looked forward to a suffering 1iessia h. 

The prim, ry reference t o the suffering of the Christians is not to .9. 

time of persecution, but to their sacr'll-:ental union with Christ in his suffering 

.md their p lrticipation with hi!J in ,,is glor y. For t llis re,-,s on they 3re exhorted 

to endure in the face of unjust tre3t _tient (1 Pet. 2. 19ff) . 20r this ren.S on Iso 

'they cl.re to rej oico in the tri::l.ls Which will herald the end ~nd their inheri tenc e 

of even gr eater joy (1 Pet . +.1ff). 

If t;lis interpretation is correct it would indic.qte that the reference 
5. 

in 1 Pet. 4. 1 to Christi ctns 'anning' tlle!1Sel ves with the mind of Christ belongs not 

1. F.L. Cross, 1 Peter ~s a Paschal Liturgy, 1954, p.15. Cf 1 Pet. 1.18,19. 
2. For th o way in Which 1 Peter sees the breaking of the pO.ler of sin in the 

Christian's b'lptis ilnl incorporCltion into Christ cf. belo'l p.163f. 
3. Hort, The First ~pistle of Peter 1.1 - 2.17, 1898 , p.54. 
4. E. G. Selwyn, First Pet er , 1946, p.137 
5. Cf. 1 Cor. 2.16; Phil. 2.5. 
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to :l persecution tcacfling but to a baptismcl instruction. Such an interpretation 

throws a great de::.l 0f light on 1 Pet, 5.8. 

This pJSs_ge re ,1'1s: ' Be so bel', be wntchful: your a d vel'S ~ry the devil, 

as a roaring lion , walketh about, secking who'-1 hEjr':CY devour : whom " i thstand in 

your f a ith, knOliint; th It the S'lek sufferings are "ccomplisheJ in your brethren 

who "re i n the \'/or lu; , The opening injunction to w:ltchfulness .md sobri et y a r e 

g:1th"red up f r oLl 1 Pet. 1. 3 , 4,7 ; 'md a re found in SiElil'lr fon j in 1 Thess. 5.6. 

Selwyn lilnintains thclt this points to a co,,,,,lon source r:1ther th'ln " dependence of 1 
1. 

Peter on 1 Th~ssJ.loni,ns. The 

(' I 

ever thre:ltening. 0 d.V1'16'Y,05 

'luthor then spe'lks of thc satanic 'ldversary who is 
( I 

expresses the hostility of 0 d,o.~o'>..o5 to every 

~pect of the Christian life, t o which the response is steaufast f:l ith, 'knowi ng 

) ' ''' i 

th:lt 1'eI. el.UTei. TWV Iict.B"pO-Twv, r e accQ,.,plished in y our brethren who ar e in the 

world. ' 
" ) \,.... 8 I 

The phr"se TO. ,,",v'Tei. 'TWV Ii", 'lP"'TWV Selwyn holus indicaTes th:lt perse-

cut ions "re in ~ind . 
, ) , 

The strength of To( el.U,d" however, "hich )<; . IL Blakeney 
2. 

notes ' wouL: be r e.!nrduu as :l noun-equavalent', would imply that the author held 

that preci sely the) sane sufferings were taking pllce throughout the world. If we 

are to underst,:md this "s '1ctual persecution Buch '1 supposition by our author 
3.. ....... I 

Vloul u be absurd. It als o Jl.'lkes the use of the Genitive -;:WV 1IcJ..61Y"'1'Wvunintelli-

gible. 'rhe phr ase is much more naturally unuerst ood theolo:: ic'111y in terms of the 

sufferings of Christ Wilich is "lcco.ilplished unong Christians throughout the world . 
, ) \ 

This in'tervret'1tion would ret'iin the fo rce of ,"- ,WId-. nd the ·.we uf the genitive 

" " woulJ be expl::>.ineJ by its sttraction to the sufferings -rov )(p,d10<JWhiCh IT,us t be 

understood here . It is this which is ' beine; cOCljJleted ' ( ~'if ' 1'EA[7Cf8c1. ' ) through-

out the world, not siiaply asaworld- wide pe rsocution. 

The f elc t th .,t the COr:llil~.n<l to ' r esist the devil' occurs 'Ilso in Eph. 6.11 
) ~ 

-13; JilS . 4. 7; th ' t cl.V1ctT')Vo<., is used by Paul , J:unes . .nd Peter :i,n this figurative 

senSe nowhere else but in these pp.ssages; '>TId th,'1t Eph. G and 1 P€t . 5 h'lve 

>" '" 
d.vl d-;:~vc:I.' ffilU OI~Vd.' in that order 3I1d in this context pOints to the conclusion 

t hat the comm nd to resist the devil waS ''l fami lia r phrase in the c'ltechetic"ll 
4. , 

lite r atUr e of Greek Jud:lism , whence it p,ssed eqrly into the Christian Church. 

We h'lve seen, ho,vever, th'1 t there a r e strong grounds for L.1intaining thOlt this was 

a POlrt of the pre-b wtis:n:tl instruct ion :md did not belong to " persecution 

1. Cf his =gur.j,mts First Peter, 1946, pp.452- 456. 
2. Quoted ~pj_~ p. 238 
3. Even if this 'persecution' be not org~1ised by the St:".te but sporadic outbursts 

of persecut ions jJossibly by t he Jews,. 
4. ib~d p.238. 
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teaching , for th~ use both of this vers" ' ~'1d ,he concept of 8u.fering is 

thoroughly bo.ptisrn1. 

It is signific:mt to note ~lso th :l t 1 Pet. 5.13 links the author ,lith 

M'J.rk~ If ttlis ,.Ctrk is the author of th " second Gospel then it is illOSt sigJiifi-

cant thl;lt both ,,; ·,rk111J 1 Pet er associ9te bC1Jtism \'lith the satwic t eillpt:1t ion. 

This woulli l end strength to the ste.te .. ent of Ra<llinson th:' t r.i.:1 rk's :lccount of t;18 

ta.,pt ,~tion h:1s c ntechctic '11 value: ' l'he newly baptized Christian must be re "dy 
1. 

like his Lord, to f ':\ce imneiiiately the onset of the tempter. ' 

2. Ephesians 4.27 .nJ 6.11 

This c onclusion is borne ('ut by tll ex-. urination of the parallel 

pc.ssage t o 1 Pet. 5.8 in Eph. 6. 11 'nd 4.27. 

,\ striking fe ,ture of these tHO letters is the s mil·tri ty of words, 

theoJo .gicCll concepts, and even structure of argument which exists between then,. 

These p :r l llels are obvi ous even on :1 casu., l rea ding. An eX'lIainc,tion of the 
2. 

detailed cm 'llysis must put tha issue beyond .'111 doubt. 'I'he difference, however, 

in wording, theological intention, 'md theologic:Jl interpret9tion a re as striking 

' lS the similaritius which points to two indepen;~ ent v" riations on .'1 corunon ther;le 

r a ther th~n to c uep0ndence of one on the other. 

i,e n "ve Seen th ' t 1 Peter is b :<ptisIJ1'l1 em u not persecution te.,ching. 

This is borne out by tha f act thlt in Ephesi'llls We h elVe n J hint of a wide-spre~,d, 

continual, or even spor~dic persecution of the Church. Ti1e only such persecu-

tions we find nre tile author!s 'tribulnt i olls ' (Eph. 3.13; cf. 6.20). On the other 

h ,md b:1ptisl.nl teaching 'm el sy;nbolism is a const."ntly recurring theme in this 
3. 

letter. 

It is 8ignif'ic:lnt to note th::rt the , uthor of Ephesi~s picks up the 

met 'lphor of ' a,r Bing' oneself with the 's::r;"o mind' as Christ, used by 1 Peter in 
4. 

.'1 b:1ptisrnal context, though he expresses it in ,n entirely different way. It is 

[lost natural t o underst~d the context of this Ephesians passage as baptism'll. 

Heference bes been IJade by the author t o r. teachin6 with which he Possumes his 
5. 

re,ders are f aLli li.."lr, th'lt they should 'put 'lW:1Y' their 'former r:,mner of life, 

1. Cf ,bove p. 153 . 
2 . E. G. Selwyn, l'irst Peter, 1946, especi'llly Tables I (p.370f); 11 (pp.376-373 ); 

IV (p. 390); V (p. 391); VI (p. 394f); VII (p. 403); VIle (P. 416) ; IX ) p. 420); 
X (p.423); XII (p . ';30); XII (p. ,\32f); XIV (pp. '.42-'L9 ). 

3. Bph. 1.7-11; 2.1,5,13; 4.5,22-24; 5.8-11 (light '1nd d'1rkness symbolism); 5.26. 
4. Eph. 4.20-24; cf 1 Pet. 4.1md ',bove p.157. 
5. Eph. 1,.20, 21. 
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1. L. 

the old man', and, their minds being :renewed 'in the Spirit ', put on the new man 
3. 

created by God . 3elwyn and Carrington are agreed that this concept of 'putting 
4. 

off ' and 'putting on' belonged to a primitive baptismal '"eaching. This is con-

" firmed by the uSe of -rw Ti"v£up"." which is a characteri3tic of our author's 
5. I 

baptism.ll teaching, .lnd by the collation of the idea of (l changed 'mind' in this 

passage &nd 1 Pet. 1.1. 

It is therefore in a context which is unmistakably baptismal that we 

find the injunction to 'give no place to tile devil' (Eph. 4.27). 

The autho r of Ephesians, however, does not uSe the metaphor of 'arming' 

oneself with the spiritual armour in this context. This may suggest that this 

concept was not ~art of the common b~ptismal instruction, and support Selwyn's 

contention that it be10nged to an independent form of 'persecution teaching'. 

This arming metaphor is used in the famous passage in Eph. 6.10- 20, which can 

scarcely be taken to be a form of teaching developed in the face of persecution. 

The only possible reference to persecution is the author's reference to his being 

'in chains' (Eph. 6.20) wtlich need not be t aken literally but may refer to his 

being in bond~ge to Chribt ~d the Gospel (cf Eph. 6.19). 

6. 
By 1 Peter's association of the 'arming ' metaphor with baptism the 

implication is that Vie have here an extension of the b".ptismal metaphor of the 

Christians armour ~qinst the onSlaughts of the devil. !Oro.n this it ,vould 

appe.;.r that tile injunction to 'Put on the whole armour of God, that ye might 

stand against the wiles of the devil ' (Eph. 6.11) is to be understood as a P'1rt 

of the primitive oqptismal teaching. 
, , 

This is confirmed by the use of Ev~ucfr"decl. ' 

both in Eph. 6.11 and Eph. 4.24, and the baptismal context of the command to f ive 

no place to the wiles of the devil in Eph. 4.27. 

Vie conclude, therefore, that the call to 'resist the devil ' did form 
1- '''Jtiem-l • - J; ,, 'J ~ 

part of the primitive instruction which lies behind both 1 Peter and EpheSians. 
1. Eph. 4.22. ~ I 

2. Eph. 4.23. I l::J,ve trans19.ted"lW TiV[l,)~''''l l as 'in the Spirit ' with a capital 
'S' implying th'lt the reference is to the Holy Spirit. I have done so because 
our author does not uSe the concept of the Spirit in the loo~e way implied by 
the A~ ~nd RV (cf Eph. 1. 13; 2.18,22; 3.16; 4.3, 4.30; 5.18; 6.18 - in none 
of these p'lssages could we tnnslate "v£~)Jd. 3J3 spirit in a general sense). 
Thus the tr8l1S1ation of tdis would app" ar to be not the l oose 'And that ye be 
renewed in the spirit of your mind' (so RV) but the more theolofic~lly exact 
'And to be ren8\:ed of your mind in the Spirit', i. e. che renewal of Find is 
the Ilork of the Holy Spirit in WhOill ~hey are 'se~led' in baptism (cf Eph. 1.13; 
4.30). Cf ~ lso G. i .ll. La"!lpe, ~'he Seal of the Spirit, 1951, pp. 3,5,6,7,28,57, 

3. Eph. 4.24. /248,256. 
4. Cf above p.l';lF 
5. Cf. Eph. 1.13; .;..30 and 8.bove note 2. on Eph. 4.23. 
6. 1 Pet. 4. If; cf ,bove p.157. 



P . . gc J61. 

3. James 4.7 

Again in James we find such remgrk "ble similClrit ies of '-lOrds, ideas, 
1. 

and structure of .'.rgument to 1 Peter, Ephesi -ms, gnd other ;Iew 'l'estament "ri tings, 

and yet such great differences in their applic~tion thAt the conclusion is 

f.!i-
irrestible th .t '" COUlman basis of te" ciling underlies them. 

1\ 
Our problem is to 

Olttempt to detEinnine whether this is reL.ted to persecution or bnptism3.1 teaching 

which contained the c~ll to 'resist the devil'. 

It is perh .• ps significant to note at the outset th ~t the injunction to 

' resist the devil' does not occur in the strongly eschatological section of the 
2. 

letter. hS the eschatological section, however, forms the climax to the epistle, 

:'s in 1 Peter, it may legitimately be cl'limed to co:.our the tectching of James. 

The question then is whether we hrotve in this section a reference to the persecu-

tion of the Church. 

Clearly J ··,s. 5.1- 5 implies an oppreSSion but the oppression is one of 

soci91 injustice. It is this that he denounces in terms so reminiscent of the 
3. 

Old '.l'estament prophets cmd against those who do this he announces the woes of th" 

'coming miseries' . In verSe 6 · .... e re"d; ' Ye have condelLlled ye h:we killed the 

I ) 1 "\.I J 
righteous, he doth not reSist you' (l(o,'E.6"·,cJ..oc:t .. ,E.) t<pov<.uo'cJ..' ( ,0\1 O "~c"ov, OUI<, 

) I t ~ 

d" TI, c"o o' E' ''' ' u)"y), In view of the context, the most n:::tural interpretation 

m this is to be seen in the wicked scheming of men Against the 'righteous poor' 

found in Wis . 2. 10- 20; 

Let us oppress the ri,ohteous poor; 

With outrage .md torture let us put him to the test, 
That we IT.'W learn his gentleness, 
And prove his patience under : .. rong. 
Let us condemn him to a s~~eful de" th. (4) 

This is borne out by James' use of simil,r ideas in his Cldmonition to the 

Christians not to h ',ve 'respect of persons' (Jas. 2.1) ,md dishonour the 'poor ,"8n' 

for 'Do not the rich oppress you, and themselves dr:lg you before the judgement-

se-tts?' (Jas . 2.6). rhe oppression is the oppreSSion by the wealthy of the poor 

2.S poor and not as Christians, :md the call is to equality in the Church and to 

'patience ' in the f .lOe of this socia l injustice, and not encouF.g'illlent to 'endure' 

foersecution. 

L Cf the tables i..'1 Selwyn, ~'irst Peter, 1946, to which ' ,ttcmtion hcs alre·.:dy 
been dr,"IVn ,"bove p.159 n. 2 . . 

2. J as . 5. l-ll. ·. 
3. JaS. 5.1 (cf Provo 11.28; Amos 6.1); 5.2 (cf Job 13.2B; Is .'\. 1.9); 5.4 (cf 

Job 24.10; Lov. 19.13; Deut. 24.15); 5.5 (cf Job 21.13; Jer. 12.3). 
4. 'rr' .usbtion of R.B . Ch''lrles, Apocrypha nd Pseudepigr'lpha, Va. 1. 
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Tbut this is the way in which the reference to 'condemning' 3nd 'killing' 

'the righteous' (Jas . 5 . 6) is to be interpreted and not ~'s~. reference to the 

suffering of Christ is m'lde clear when James makes his c'111 to 'p·1tience'. He 

cites a s examples not the suffering and death of Christ but the p3tience of the 

'prophets' and Job in their sufferings (Jas . 5.10,11), which sufferings 
I 

(1<'0.1'>011", e~,o\) (J3S. 5.10,13) seem to imply illness 'nd not persecutinn. 

Accordingly while sociql injustices play a large psrt in the teqching of James 

",nd physical illness is mentioned , it is stretching the normal use of the word 

'persecution' too far to say that we ha ve here evidence of persecution teaching. 

At the same time it C'ln scarcely be s'lid that the tea ching of James is 

ba ptismal, even though phrases reminis cent of b3ptismnl tesching a,pe3r in the 

, " 0' course of the argument . The most rema rka ble of these is '010 d.TiOUC-fI.V01 110.00<.'1 

, I' I I) ,.... (If \)/ \ I 

pUll ,,?'<AY K<AI ITcP'o'o'EIO!'v K"Klo(S <.v "fd..UT~TI dc)"o9c 'oy CjJ~UTO\! (\0O'0Y 
'\ \ I "'.. ... c. 

TO\! CUVcJ...jJ£VO\l cfwocJ...J ''') \jJuXcl.) U)J;:}V' (Jas. 1.21). This p9.ssage echoes 

)- D' 6 . 1 Pet. 3.21-4. 1 '.nd Eph. 4. 22-24. rle find the uSe of ",,\\0 ut.a 0.1 ill all three 
1. 

p" ssages . In James the object of ~Tiec.'d8C<1 
I 

is P ulT '" P \ 01:. V >,nd in 1 Peter 

< '-
PUIIOV In a ll three passages this idea of 'putting off' is b,l lnced by a 

, ( 

expressed va riously as Ev6lJO'd.ClGid(1 (Eph. 4.24), concept of 'putting on ' 
, 

~IiA~Q'd.cr8cl.\ ( 1 Pet. 4. 1) , or ~LScl.CffJd.' (Jas . 1.21). In James th"t which is 

')/ \ I 
received is ,0\1 C}J~u"OV A0(j0V, an agricultural rather than military metaphor , 

and found also in 1 Peter , 1.23 where we ~re told th~t Christians have been 

) / '\' ,.... 
ol.V"'o((j<vv1Ft YO 6"~ MeQU ..••. Beou as the 'living', ' ~biding ' qnd 

'incorruptible' seed. In Ephesi:ms we do not find this ime ge of the implanted 
I 

>--°X0 5 
) 

but of being eV 
"_ I 2 . 
T~ I\VfU}JolT' (Eph. 4. 23) . This idea nppes rs also in 

J a s. 4.5; 'He Ilt.tde the Spirit to dwell in us', qnd in 1 Pet . 3.18. The concept 

of h'Kd(\Oo'~v1 is found in!ias . 1.20 '1nd 'llso Eph. 4. 24. Fin'l lly Cl W 6ck l of Jas. 

1.21 appears also in 1 Pet . 3.20 , 21 where it is explicitly linked with baptiSm. 

This evidence makes it clea r th Jt while Jas. 1.21 ~md 4. 5 3re not 

explicitly baptismal in their context in the letter, their parallels with baptismal 

te '3.ching in 1 Pet . ··nd EpheSians points to a common underlying teaching or docu-

ment concerned -" i th b :tptism. further, the use of the ,.1et cphor of 'moth-eaten 

garments ' (Jas. 5.2) to refer to the corrupt moral lives of the rich is US ing 

a b,"ptismal concept. 

1. J as. 1.21; Eph. 4.22, 25; 1 Pet . 3 . 21. 
2. Cf above p. 160n .2 
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Like 1 Peter ,"nd Ephesians, James treats the Christia n life as a 
, 

wQrfare against temptation (Ti£\po<o',iJ 05 ) (Jas.l. 2). This concep't of temptation 

is g r a dua lly developed through the course of the letter. In 1.2f the readers 

a r e enjoined to rejoice in temptation, knowing that faith 'worketh patience' 

:nd 'patienc e ' 'perfection'. Such temptations are not of God, 'but each man 

is tempted .. When he is drawn aWQy by his own lust 3nd enticed ' (Jas. 1.13f). 

1'he ,'!orst of these p,ssions is 'jealousy' (Jas . 3.14) which is not 'from heaven' 
) , 

but UT' ~,\O) ,'t't)X"<'~ , 6<>-"fov , ~d1S (Jas. 3.15) . This demoniacal je'11ousy 

lies at the Toot of 'con fusion ·,nd every vile deed' (Jas. 3.16) :.nd the tempta-

tion of lust is the cause of Wars :md fightings (Jas . 4.lf). Consequently he 

pleClds ' be subj ect therefore unto God; but r es ist the devil (~ 6,':"/30)..05) and he 

will flee from you' (Jas . 4.7). 

1. 
The context in which this c311 to 'resist the devil ' , ppea rs in James, 

the fact that weh 've clear echoea of b.3.ptism.,l concepts in this non-baptismal 

letter, and the f3ct that it is highly doubtful whether we h3ve ref erence to 

persecution, pOints again to J Clilles' use not of a persecution manual but of a 

common ba ptismal document which must h ', ve included the CAll to 'resist the 

devil ' . 

4- Acts 26.18 

It is highly significrmt th , t in the third 3ccOunt of Paul's convers:;'or. 

g iven in Acts (Acts 26) the explicit reference to Plptism cont ::tined in the two 

earlier accounts (Acts 9. 18; 22 . 16) is omitted 'l.nd is repl ' ced by theological 
2. 

teaching associ c.ted :lith ba ptism, particul ,rly in the light - darkness motif and 

the forgiveness of sins. It is precisely in this context ,ond embedded in this 

b, ;ptismal te:lCiling that Paul s peaks of turning from ' the po we r of S"tan to God' 

(Acts 26 .18) . 

The Interpretation of the R'1ptism21 renunci '1tion. 

In all three epistles it is to be noted th,t Satan is remarkAbly 

subservient, and ea ch author sta tes the g rounds of this subservience and the 

Christian's power t o 'resist' him. James prefixes his call; 'God resisteth 
3. 

the proud, but giveth gr'1ce t o the humble' ther efore 'be subjE'ct to God; but 

resist the devil .'nd he will flee from you '. I n Ephesi~s ~nd 1 Peter the 

1. Cf above p. Ib2 for the baptism.'ll clnncter of J 'l,S . 4.5 
2. Cf above p.102 
3. J:Js. 5. 6 cited from Prov .. 3.34 (LAX) 
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basis is that God has raised Christ 2nd made him to 'sit at his right hand ' and 
1. 

has subjected all things to him. By the mercy of God the Christian ha s been 
2. 

' quickened together with Christ' to share his exaltation , and bas received the 
3. 

power of the Spirit so that Christ d"ells in the believer ' s heart through faith . 

1'his shari n.; in the power of the Spirit and the victory of Christ is the 
4. 

baptismal gift. So the Christian is enjoined to ' give no place to the devil ' 
5. 

(Eph. 4 . 27) and to put on the ' armour of God' to withstand the devil and 
6 . 

' quench all his fiery darts' with faith. Thus the victory over Satan r~s 

alr eady been won by God in the death , resurrection, and ascension of Christ . In 

this victory the Christian is made to share through his union with the suffer ing 

exalted Christ and his participation in the Holy Spirit. This teaching is 

summed up in Heb. 2.14- 18; 'Since then the children are sharers in flesh and 

blood, he (Christ) also himself in like manner partook the same; that through 

death he night also br inb to nought him that had the power of death , that is , 

the devil; And might deliver all them who through fear of death were all their 

lifetime subject to bondage • .. . for in that Ile himself suffer ed being tempted, 
, 

he is able to succour them that are t empted. 

Conc ~usion and interpretation of the Markan temptation narrative 
in the light of the defeat of Satan in the Gospel records. 

We conc l ude, therefore, that these satanic temptations , whi ch form 

a recurring theme in the New Testament epistles , were part of the primitive 

bapt i smal teaching . The Christian i s to resist the devil in the heavenly 

armour of f aith, and his victory is assured through his union with Christ 

(effected in Baptism) in whom, by his death, resurrection and ascenSion , God 

has already secured the victory. In this conflict of the Church with the 'i 

&ltar.i c tempter , the Christian is assured of the powerful aid of the Holy Spirit 

(also the baptismal gift) . 

The Markan temptation narrative significantly follows immediately 

on the baptism of Jesus where he is endowed with the Spirit and declared to be 

God's (ebhed-Messiah. He is now driven into the wilderness where he was 

1. 
2 . 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6 . 

Eph. 
Eph. 
Eph . 
Eph. 
E!Ch 
Eph . 

1 . 19- 23; 1 Pet. 1 . 21; 3.22 . 
2 . 4- 6; 1 Pet . 1.21; 2.24; 5.10 . 
3 . 16 , 17 ; 1 Pet . 3.18; 4 . 14. 
4 . 22- 24 ; 2.1ff ; 1 Pet. 3 . 20-22; 1. 3. 
6.11; 1 Pet. 4 . 1; 5.8 . 

6 . 16; 1 Pet 5.9 . 
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1. 

I , I 

tempted by Satan \£0'0<1_f'doYoOVU 'W'P"o5 Here we are no~told th ,t Jesus 

countered the satanic tempter or repudiated him. The significance, which no 

Jew could have missed, iG that the declared l'Iessiah is brought into immediate 

conflict with Satan which, it was be lieved, ;;ould herald the dawn of the Kingdom 
2. 

of God. It is highly significant, therefore, that immediately following on this 

reference to the satanic temptation we are told that Jesus came into Galilee and 

began to preach the ' good ne\7S of Geld, and saying, The time is fulfilled and the 

" c \ I ~ G ~" 
kin,.-dom of God is drawn near (",")/"«V 'l13~ .. :r"\U70 TDU - (OU ) , Though the conflict 

~ IUU . 

with Satan is not yet described as the; victory of Jesus, the fact that he imme-

diately proclaims the advent of the kin6dom would leave the hearer in no doubt 

"hat the issue of the conflict will be. 

Of this issue we are told in the second recorded incident of Jesus' 
4. 

conflict with Satan. 

The messianic character of this incident is proved by the fact that 

the saying about the ' unforgivable sin ' and blasphemy against the Son of man 
5. 

(Mk. 3,28f; ~~t. 12.31f) is clearly secondary, Luke's record of the demand fo r 

a 'sign' (Lk. 11.16) iL further evidenc e . Manson is surely correct when he 

notes that this verse cannot be an editorial addition in viev: of the f"ct that 

this request is not dealt with until Lk. 11,29. ' Lukc would hardly have inselted 

here introductory matter to something which was not going to be treated until 13 
6. 

verses later. ' That Manson is not correct in treatinG this a s simply the demand 
7, 

for a sign that Jesus was a prophet is proved by lIlatthew ' s version in which the 

people ask ' Can this be the Son of David?' (l::at . 12 . 23). Finally, the Q saying 

concludes 'He who is not .. ith me is ac:ainst me, and he who does not gather with 

me scattereth' (Mat. 12 . 30; Lk,1l . 23) . According to Ps . Sol 17 . 28 it is the 

Mesoiah who shall ' gather to£cther a holy people, whom he shall lead in 

rightcousneso ' I,hile 'he (the I,icked) never ceaseth to scatter and bereave' 

1. Mk. 1.13. This phrase recalls the experience of frioses \Ex.- 34:-28) and Elijah 
(1 Ki; 19.8) the tr:o figures in Jewish hi story associated with the coming 
Messiah (cf above p .84). It id these same t"O who a)Jpear "ith Jesus on the 
Daunt of transfiguration (r.Ik . 9.1\; Mat . 17.3 ; Lk . 10 . 30). 1'hese two facts 
confirm the messianic significance of the temptation narrative in 1mrk, and 
its link with Caesarea Philippi and the transfiguration. 

2. Cf above p . 7ef . 
3. Mk. 1.14,15; cf l,;at . 4.12 , 17. Luke Significantly reserves Jesus' proclamation 

of the kingdom of God to th<.: risen Christ in Acts 1. 3, '"here ';e al"o find a 
reference to the ' forty days ' of the temptation n:1 r r 'ative • .. 

4 . Mk. 3 . 22 - 27; Mat. 12 . 24- 29 ; Lk. 11 . 15- 22. 
5. Cf the independent position of the oayinl, in Lk.12 .10, cf also below p. 279 

For the originality of the Q ' Son of man ' fonn of the saying abainst the 
/(larkan 'sons of men' cf below p. 279. 

6 . T. ', . ~:a.nson , Sayings , 1957, p . 83 
7 . ibid. p . 84. 
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(Ps. Sol. 4.13). 

The occasion for the controversy in both h~rk and Q is Jesus' 

authority over devils. The terms of the charge brought against Jesus are 

almost identical in the three synoptic Gospels, that Jesus is in league with 
1. 

Satan . 

In Mark Jesus replies to the allegation in terms which would mean that 

if the charge were true, then Satan would be in civil war with himself, dnd as such 

his kingdom could not stand. The strength of the satanic kin~dom, like that of 

any kingdom or household, is its unity. 
2 . 

W~tthew and Luke alone record Jesus 

turning defence into attack. Jesus is not the only one who casts out demons. 
3. 

There were also Jewish exorcists. Is th0 accusation brought against Jesus the 

explanation of the exorcisms performed by members of their own party? Jesus does 

not stop to argue the point, but moves on to the true significance of his 

exorcisms. This is that they are a manifestitation of the kingdom of God which 

has already come in him; 'If it is by the finger (Mat. Spirit) of God that I 

( 
,,",.j, , )" ' 

cast out demons, then the kingdom of God has come upon you' <},Dd. <red-eYE'/ Elf 
4. I 

, ." 1 
0/-,;;', ~ ~c(c')..£'d.. -reu 8tou /. 

The kingdom of God is h~re described by Jesus as already come, and not 

simply as 'near ' as it was after the temptation. The reason for this is that 

Jesus sees the house of the ' strong man' as able to be plundered because the 

'strong man', i.e. Satan , is alread:i bound (Mk, 3.27; /flat . 12.29) . 'I'he stronger 

one who has come is Jesus himself who has overcome the strong man and taken away 
5. 

his armour (Lk. 11.21f) which represents the host of demons under Satan's rule. 

1. Mark has two distinct charges; the first 'He hath Beelzebul', i. e. possessed 
by an evil spirit, and the second is that his exorcisms are wrought in the 
power of the 'ruler of demons', i .e. Satan . Matthew and Luke combine the 
two charges identifying Beelzebul with :oatan. ;,hether Beelzebul is to be 
treated as a particular evil spirit in the rule of Satan (so V. Taylor, W~rk, 
1955, p.238) or is another name given to the arch~fiend by the Jews, even 
though it is not found in Jel'iish literature (so 1' .... Manson, Sayings, 1957, 
p.83) need not detain us here. It is possible that the separation of the Q 
charge in Mark has been occasioned by the narrative introduction that Jusus 
is insane (Mk. 8 .21) . Most scholars are agreed th&t thiS, though undoubtedly 
a genuine tradition, is secondary in this context (cf V. 1'aylor, Mark, 1955 
p.237). This is confirmed by the fact that this charge is not answered by 
Jesus, t hough Mark introduces an editorial comment at the end of the saying 
about b:asphemy against the Holy Spirit which m,kes this saying the reply to 
the charge (Mk. 3.30). This is certainly not an origin~l part nf the 
tradition. The form of the charge in Q is therefore to be considered as the 
more original. 

2. Mat. 12.27f; Lk. 11.18b-20. 
3. Cf Josephus Antig VIII , 2. 5 ; Str~ck & Billerbeck, Vol. 4 p.533ff; Acts 19.3. 
4. Mat. 12.28; Lk. 11.20. Though the saying is not preserved in Mark there is 

no, reason to doubt its genuineness :.nd its position in Q. The fact that 
there are a number of secondary features in Mark (cf 3bove p. 165 n.5 and166 
n.l) supports the greater reliability of the Q account . Further , the fact 
th~t when reference is made to the sqtanic cpposition at the temptation and 

at Caesarea Philippi reference is ,Iso made to the 'kingdom of Gon' wculd 
indicate that Q h,s preserved a genuine tr,dition here. 

5. So T.1oI, M4n"on, S"'Y"",J, 1167, ". If'. 
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It is clear that in this saying the 'kingdom of God ' cannot be identified 

with either the purely other-worldly or the political kingdom of Jewish expecta-

tion. It is ",ighly signific9.llt that Mark reserves to Ilk. 6.7-13 the fulfilment 

of the commission of Jesus to his disciples given immediately before this contro-

versy (Mk. 3. 15) . If the sign of the advent of the kinc;dom of God is the casting 

out of demons because in the power of God Jesus h,s alre ldy bound Satan, then surely 

the disciples who now cClSt out demons 'in his n,me' (Lk. 10.17) a re already sharers 

and co- workers in that kingdom. 

Though Satan is conquered and bound this does not mean that the hosti-

lity between the kingdom of God and the kingdom of Sat ~n is at an end. The Q 

saying ccmcludes 'He who is not wi th me is ag,inst me, f'.nd he who does not gather 

with me scatters' (Mat. 12. 30; Lk. 11.23). In view of the messi~nic ch',racter 
1. 

of this saying, the ch~llenge is to share with Jesus in his messianic work in 

gathering a 'holy people', i . e. the people of God, in the conflict with S~tan, or 

to oppose God's !liessiah and scatter the paflple. 

The third occasinn of the messianic conflict {lith Satan at Caesarea 
2. 

Philippi we have -,lreCldy studied at length. We sh'3.11 limit ourselves here to a 

summ~ry of the conclusions previously reached nnd try to See how the theme of the 

satanic conflict is cClrr~ed further . 

Here the setting is Peter 's historic decl,ration that Jesus is the 

Messbh. Jesus' reply to this declaration is twofold. Firstly, he points 

forw:lrd to tne messianic people of God whom he will b'..lild on the fC'undation of 

t ho disciples who were sharers with him in "is messimic work on earth. 

This people of God will be sharers with him in his triumph over the realm of 

death. Because it is he in whom the kin~dom has '3.1re~dy come and who is the 

) \ / 
reality of the existence of the Ey,y,A~d/d.., through them he will lead men into 

th~t kingdom ~nd grrult the forgiveness of sin. Secondly, he points forward 

to his suffering, death, and vindication on the 'third day' (which includes his 

r esurrection , ascenSion , '1nd bestowal of the Holy Spirit) QS the means by which 

he will bUild tho )U,K).., ~ <5:</, - fj</,<1/ }.. t ('" • 

Through Peter, .'1S the representative of ::Ill the disciples, the satanic 

opposi tion to this underst.'l.l1ding of the Nork of Jesus is expressed. But Satan 

is repudiated. Jesus will accept his suffering '1nd death '1nd will rise again 

1. Cf 3.bove p. 165 
2. Cf above pp.129-151 
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from the dead 2nd ascvnd to the Fa ther and by this means inaugurate the kingdom of 

God. By his de:lth nnd resurrection Satm' spo ile r .viII be broken. In this s enS e 

the repudiat ion of S3tan is precisely the S8.llle as the s !'.ying of the Johannine 

Christ who, referring to his co~g 'glorification ' (In. 14.28) says 'Now is the 

judgement of this v!orld; now she.ll the prince of this wo r ld be cast out ' (In. 14.31) 

Coupled 
.l ~ '"' \ I 

with the I:.v,\~A~6'~iS the promise of thc keys \~S /3oJ...o,I\£'(/(5 

and the discourse closes with the promise of the coming kingdom. That which 

in the temptation m,rrntive is declnred to h:lve dr p.wn near nd in the Beelzebul 

controversy to bv a present reality in Jesus is here a promise of the cuming 

reality. Th~ fulfilment of this promise, prefigured in the tr.111sfiguration, 

comes with the presence by the Holy Spirit of the crucified but risen and ascended 

, \ I.R / 
Christ in the E,\<,K.M\CSId-.-r Q.(J , ~U"". 

) I \ / 

AS t,le E. ... I<.)..'\O '''' -(5<j.O'~tl''' is built by the crucified md exalted MeSSiah, 

which event is the 'j udg"ment of the ruler of this world' or the 'defeat of Satnn ' , 

) \ / 

vlho is present in .nd with his .01<.1<,1\10"10<. it would Seem wholly legitimate to call 

this new people of God the Satm- defeatins community. The New Testament epistles 

do not reveal th'lt life in the Church is a life free from sntanic tempt qtion, but 

for the Christi::m this is no longer an unequal st r uggle . Thr ough his uninn by 

sacrament :md f'.ith .. i th the Christ who h ' s subjected Sat:m he is to 1 resist the 

devil ' assured of his victory through Christ . The longer ending of Mar k ' s Gospe l 

rEpresents the co~~ission of the risen Christ to the disciples; ' Go ye int o all 

the 1l(.01'1d md pre. ,cn the Gospel to the Vlho l e creation. He tb,t believeth and is 

bClptized shall be Sewed ; but he th'lt believeth not sh._ll be condemne". And 

thes e signs Sh311 follow th em thqt believe: in my m:me they shall cas tout 

devils ..... ' (I.tll:. 16 . 15- 17a). Though t :l is saying C111 a lmost certainly not be 

.:lscribed to J eLus , ':nd is only dubiously to be ascribed to ~iark , it forms the most 

fitting climcx to the development of the theme of the sat mic conflict with Jesus 

.:md the kingdom of God which began at the b"pt ism of J 'sus . 

Our study of Jesus the Messi~h involved in the messianic conflict with 

S " tan has rev0l1ed again that though Jesus tr:1ns formed the Jewish concept of the 

Messi2h he h8.S preserved the essential community ch'-lra cter of the messiRnic hope. 

Jesus entered into conflict with SatGn "nd won the victory over Satan by his 

dea th 'md rising ag'\in not for his own sake but th , t his neVi people of God , built 

up by him in these events , mi ght sh:t re ,v ith him in his mLssi'lnic triumph over 

SQt .'lll. As h e won th e victory through his b .• ptism.ll endowment " ith the 3pirit, 
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so will they. The injunction to 'resist the devil' which formed p~rt of the 

primi tive bc.ptism'll rite is ,m integrCll part of the baptisnnl declaration that 

Jesus is the Me3siah. The bqsis of this injunction is not simply that Jesus at 

his baptism also h ·,d to L\ce the satanic tempter, but th" t Jesus hIS alre:ldy won 

the victory over S,::t'lli . It is into this Spirit-filled, Satan-defeating community 

of the Spirit-endoY/ ed MeSSiah who h~s secured the victory over Satan that the 

Christian is incorporated in ba ptism. ThiS, I believe, is t he theological signi-

ficllllce of the temptation nClrrative qS it stands coupled with the b ."ptism of Jesus 

the (ebhed-Messiah. 

(c) Conclusion. 

Cur ',n ::lysis of the baptismal and temptation narr::ltives 'lnd their related 

pass<>ges in the Gospels hqs ffi.'.,de it cleClr th"t while Jesus exercised a reserve :lbout 

the title MeSSiah there can be little doubt th~t he did think of himself as the 
1. 

Messiah of the people of God. The concepts which he applied to himself, though 

radically transformed, Can only be understood in terms of Jewish messianic 

expectations. This transformation was not entirely negative. 

In Judaism the messimlic hope waS essenti'llly '3. hope for the community 

which h1d its focus in the l\Iessi.w. He would be a triumphcmt political figure 

bringing in a poli tic :ll golden a ge for Isr3.el which would be the kingdom of God. ' 

It is therefore not surprising that Jesus ' concept of his "lessianic work included 

te'lching :\bout the messiF\nic community which would be the fulfilment of his work. 

In the te 'lChing of Jesus both his work a s Messi" h ::ind the n .ture of the messianic 

community ere stripped of politica l connotations. 

He is 'the Spirit-endowed Messiah who by his life, death, Clnd exaltation 

> \ / \ ' h~.s inaugurated the messianic EK',- 1a '<J,i3d(CS"\~/d.., the new people of God. 

community is not thought of a s a 'successor' to Jesus, rp,ther, as we Shall 

This 
2. 
see, 

is understood not only as the community through which he continues to fulfil his 
messianic work but also is incor:>orated i nto his own ·person. As such this new 
l/,:o~jl'-, of God,' sij','.r,:; . i n ... his-,' Gndm-?Tllcn:t \~i t Il 1:110 J S~.;5.:ri t. -Th '.y. ·sh:.re .'l,lso i:1 Lis 
messianic blessings, his conquest of Satan, bis resurrection triumph over deatb t 
his forgiveness of Sin, his eterna l Hfe. It is through baptism into Christ a nd 
1. The difficult saying of Mk. 12.35ff :md par. cannot be t lken to point to a 

contrary conclusion. Here J aSus cannot be taken to be denying his Davidic 
sonship ] s m,.::ny schol3.rs h'lve concluded. If this were the intention of Jesus 
then it is hnrd to understand how !w.tthew and Luke could h,-we included their 
D'widic genealogies in their Gospels . The tradition of such Davidic lineage is 
present in Rom. 1.3 and must have been very early. Such a tradition would have 
h'ld the signific-mce qlso for the family of Jesus, especiqlly James, and would 
c ertainly have been repudiated ha d it been false . I am in complete agreement 
with Cullmann, (Christology, 1959, Pp.130ff) that this SeWing of Jesus must be 
taken to point to the S3llle reserve "bout the title Son of D'wid ",e he exercised 
about the title Messiah. Jesus here repudi~,tes the politic 'll connotations of 
the 'Son of David' 'llid pOints to his h eavenly origin - ~ concept more fully 

'worked out in the Fourth Gospel - without d enying the fact of his D'lvidic 
line"ge . 

2. Cr beIOw pp. i.,22ff. 
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into the 1118ssi wic community th.i t men dH'l re in this fruit of his mission.. As 

he fed the disciples during his earthly ministry so he st ill feeds the faithful 

wi th the miraculous messicmic food I'lhich brings etem:<l life - himself- in the 

eucharist. 

This is certainly no fulfilment of the politic'll dream, yet , as we sh'lll 

see in gre ~ter detail below, its soci,l implic~tions are t~~s 

In thE> e ".rly Church all other desi~rntions of Jesus recede into the 

bQ!:kground. The expression 'Jesus is the Messinh' is lilted to a confession. 

It alone became and h 1S rema ined '1 proper name, J 2SUS Christ, though the New 

Test:unent epistles still ret::>in the more original designltion, Jesus the Christ . 

~ 

For Paul the domin'mt title of the Church was CS"w pd.. 'au Xp":5~OUand the closely 
, ...... (I _, I 

rcl"ted vc..cJ TOU A'tcv JlV(l>t'd-'05. This is so despite Jesus ' ('wn reluctance 

to uSe the title of himself ::\s the ev-mgelists '2 re ::\V/ar e . 'I'his would show that 

the early Church did underst ~nd the intense community n l, ture of the mess i mic 

hope. l<'or th i.:tll tnis hope rn d ::It l'1st been fulfilled but in :t w .. y that made the 

old poli tic'\l connot .l tions f 'l.de int o ins ignific.mce. In Jesus the prophetic 

quest had been fulfilled. His coming w" s the comi% of the Kingdom of God. 

In tiut kinc:dom t.le ne,1 people of th ~ AEss i3h, Chris ti8I1s, are sharers thr'lugh 

th ..... ir union with God' s Messi'lh.. 

This understmdillg of the priwitive Church VI::\S not a f alling .'lW:xy from 

the tea cning of Jes us. \',bile he w"s reluctnnt to us e the title r,lessiah they m"de 

it the ir chiof decl.lr'1tion of their fl1i th in him. This decl'1rl1tion w::\s C'nly 

possible bec'1use they rightly understood thems elves to be the community which 

Jesus tte Messi",h ha d built by his dea t h , resurrection 'lid c;scension, 'lid the 

bestowal of the Holy Spirit . 

It is not incidental or ~ccident~l th~t in our discussion of Jesus as 

the :,Iessinh w'" h lve h cd to ant iciptlte :t gre' ,t deal of our discussions on the 

n,~ture of th e Church a nd the sacr'l,m"nts . B'or the s ~cr3ll1ents c,mnot be understood 

ap:,rt from the Church , the messianic connnunity. Nor C"!Il thlt community be 

understood npC\rt from the Messi ',h. The 'Jessi'lh , his co .filuni ty, 'llld its worship 

belong together in indissoluble union, union which was '1lrcndy pres ent in the 

J ewish ru.essiro.nic hope. It WC1S therefore p .. rfectly ntur'\l th" t Jesus I concept 

of his meSSianic office und ,'Iork did involve " concept of the messia nic coomunity, 

its na ture.:nd ,Ior si'li". ',, 13 cnnnot hope to !}qin In illlderst . .nding of the Church 
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or the SaCr.,IJllents ,'I i thout giving full pl".ce to Jesus' underst::mding of his 

messi:mic work. This, c'tS with the concept of the (ebhed Y"hweh, is 1I1 

e3senti:)1 port of the theologic'11 settinr; of the sacranents of the Church. 
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~.!l~Pl'E~ 3 THE SON OF MAN. 

A. OLD TESTAMENT BACKGROUND 

(a ) Jntr_C!duction 

No subject j.n New Test'1lllent scholp.rsnip hls been more hotly debated 

than the Son of rrum. There h 'lve been three llk'ljor problem Greas . 

(i) -'!hat-..?"teri:~l is to count flS bGckground mClterilll of the 
.c._cncept in the New Testament? 

Schol~rs a re virtually unanimous that it is only in the Book of ~iel 

th'lt 'S O:1 of man' is used as a technic'll soteriological t itle in the Old Testrurrent . 

But its appe'lrnnce here is so unexpected and new, " nd so little explanation of its 

r.18211~~ng is given in Daniel , that some explnnation of its origin is necessary. 

Krael;.n:; 003 argued th':lt Daniel's figure is linked with the Anthropns of Irani an 
I. 

belief_ V~rious scholars h~ve tried to tr8ce the 'one like a Son of mnn ' to 
2. 

80me fO:t!,1 of ths idea of a primal or heavenly man, widespread in Eastern religions; 

lihile ~!owL'1ckcl hels shown the clear parallels between the Urmensch mythology ~md 

the uRe of the 'Son of m~n ' in 1 Enoch, suggesting thrt they both belong to the 
3. 

same mythological p~ttern of thought, too little is known ~bout the date of these 

specul :ltions ".nd thej.r extent to place a ny confidence in the theories that the 

au'~hor of Dani~l 7 delibera tely borrowed tr::lits from R well-known figure. 

Evidence is too scant for us to aSSume th:lt he either intended to convey the 

concep"~ of a ' IIc:lven1y m-m' , or that his re'lders would have understood him in 

this way. It is more likely that the concern of both the au t ho r ~d his hea rers 
4. 

was with the fortunes of Lsrael and not with a heavenly man. Since it is by no 

means necessary to interpret Daniel 7 in terms of the Urmensch concept it would 

be sounder to look within the Old Testament itself for the leading ideas employed 

in Drmiel 7. 

The problems of looking to Urmensch speculetions nnd their p'1rallels 

with the Son of man in 1 Enoch 2nd then reading them back into Daniel 7, or of 

1. C.H. Kraeling, Anthropos :md S"n of unn, 1927. 
2. For a survey of the theories cf. W. Staerk, Erloserwa rtung, 1938 , pp. 422ff; 

S. Mowinckel , Review of Engnell's ' Studies in Divine Kingship in the Ancient 
l:c",l' East ' , NTT, Vol. 45, 1944, pp .190ff ; J . M. Creed, 'The Heavenly Man ', JTS, 
Vol . 26, 1925, pp.113-136 ; W. M-mson , J esus the Messiah, 1943, pp.17 4- 190; 
cf also the brief discussion and literature given by S. Mow inckel, He That 
Cr;neth, 1959, p.422, n.l. 

3. ibid, pp.421 ff. 
4. So :ll so M.D. Hooker, The Son of man in Mark , 1967, p.13. 
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... , king them valid background m'lterial to the New Test!lment use of the concept is 

m"de more complex by the problem of the d8te of 1 Enoch. New light bas been shed 

On the question of the date by the discovery of the Qumran Texts. At Qumran the 

Enoch literature is repres ented fairly extensively, especi~.lly in the fragments 
1. 

from Cave 4, but 1S yet the Similitudes a re conspicuous by their absence, and it 

IllClY be thet the sect did not h 'we this P'wt of the Book of Enoch in their library. 

In the light of this the question of the date of the Silllilitudes h,s been re-
2. 

discussed, Rowley suggests a date in the Second Century B. C., Eissfeldt one in 
:3. 4. 

the first century B.C., Bousset places it in tee Roman period, and Milik in the 
5. 

second century A.D. Consequently in English schol~rship there h,s been a 

considerable reluctance to accept the derivation of the ~ on of m~ in the Gospels 

from the Book oi' Enoch. Dodd pOints to the difficulty in determining whether 

the Similitudes are pre-Christian, the actual meening 3.nd preciGe reference of 

the va rious Ethiopic expressions tr·mslp.ted ' Son of man', and he also points out 

thdt the SiLlilitudes may represent an isob.ted .Clnd probably eccentric authority 
6. 

for the associ·:, tion of the title 'Son of man' with :m apocalyptic Mess iah. 

These factors, together with the fact th,t w:lile Jesus lll'l de reference 
7. 

to Daniel 7.13 he mokes no direct referenc e to the Similitudes, suggest to US 

th'lt the Urmensch mythology and the Book of Enoch "like are very doubtful 

authorities for our purpose. 

(ii) The second 11.ajOr problelJ a re", closely rel~ted to the first, is 

the tenability of T. ;1. Manson'S collective i nterpret :ltion of the 
Son of 1ll3.n concept. (8) 

M~son 's collective interpretation hqs been extensively criticized, 
1.' A Dupont-Somer, The Essene Writings froll Qumran, 1961, pp. 298-300 and G.H. P. 

Tho,:;son, 'The Son of Man; Evidence of the DeCld Sea Scrolls', Ext, Vol. 72, 
1961, p.125, contend that this negCltive evidence cannot be regarded ,s decisive 

2. H. H. Rowley, Jewish APncal)Ptic :md the Dead Sea Scrolls, 1957, p.9. (i. e. an 
an early Maccc.bean dating. 

3. 0. Eissfeldt, Einlei tung in das Alte Testament, 1956, p. 766 i cf also S • .,lowinckel 
He that Cometh, 1959, p.355. 

4. W. Bousset, Dle Religion des Judentums im spathellenistischen Zeitalter, 1926 
p.13; cf also E. Sjorberg, Mens chensohn, 1946, pp.35-39 (during the reign of 
Herod); N. Messel , 'Der Nienschensofui In den Bilde*,reden des Henoch' ZAW, Vol. 
35, 1922, pp .78-85 (during a Roman procur9.torship), 1!. D. Hooke r, The-SOn of 
man in IIIElrk, 1967 , p.48 ('roughly contemporaneous with Jesus'). 

5. J.T. Mlhk, Ten Years of Discovery in the Wilderness of Judaea (Rr), 1959, p.33 
6. C.H. Dodd, According to the Scriptures, 1953, pp.116f. 
7. Mt. 26 .64, Mk. 14.62. 
8. T.W. Manson, Teaching, 1959, pp.171ff ; Sayings, 1957; 'The Son of man in 

Daniel Enoch qnd the Gospels', JRL, bulletin 32, 1949/50, pp.171-193; 'The New 
Testament R:tsis of the Doctrine of the Church..L!ill., Vol. 1, 1950, pp.l-ll; The 
Servant MeSSiah, 1953, p.80f; 'Realized F.schatology 'U1d the MeSSianic Secret' 
in Studies in the Gospels, Ess9.ys in lliemory of R. H. Lightfoot, ed. D. E. Nineham, 
1955, pp.209-222i ' The Life of Jesus: SOIlle j'endencies in Prilsent-day Research' 
in The Background of the New TestaJ:lent .md its Eschat~, ed. W.D. Davies 
~,nd D. D'lube, 1956, pp.211-221. 
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1. 2. 

especially by Sjo~berg, ~d supported by Mowinckel. Both hold thRt the concept 

of the 'heavenly rr.'~n' .'I.·'S already on Jewish soil before the Book of Daniel , and 

at the tilnE of Christ. l'he mhin evidence for this is ,:18 uSe of the term in 

the Similitudes . i, e h .ve 3.1re 'ldy s een reason to believe th.1t it is a highly 

dubious procedure to pl~ce such relia nce on the Similitudes . 

3. 
On th" otaer hmd, Matthew Black h'ls c ",ll"d attention to some evidence 

in the Qumran texts which does lend support to T. W. !,Trulson ' s collective intor-

pret 3.t ion .. He cit es in pa rt i cular 1 QS 8 . I f f , where the sect, or an inner 

Glite of it, arc. ' to lll3intain faithfulness in the land with a steadfast pur pose 

and a broken spirit; a nd they Sha ll expi~te iniquity by upholding the righteous 
4. 

cause 'Uld bearing :mguish of the refiner ' s furnace.' There follows a deso r ip-

tion of th e group in vers e : 

As an ctern",l planting, and holy house for I s rael, 
A conolave which is an holy of holies for Aar on, 
Witness of the truth concerning judgement , ( 5 ) 
And the chos en of g r 9.ce to "tone for the land, ( 6 ) 
And to render to the wicked the ir des ert, (7) 
This is th2 tried wall, the precious corner stone, 

dhose found 'ltion shClll not be sha ken , 
Nor dislodged from their pl'lce. (8) 

In this passage two f e.:tures lre of pa r ticula r import 3!lc c . The first is the 

2ssocb,tion of thought between th" function of the remn,mt wi thin the s e ct and 

the function of IS ,'li:li1 ' s < Ebhed Yahweh. The s e cond is the phrase ' to render to 

the wicked their desert ' which appears in Ps . 94 . 2, and CD 7 . 9 , where it is used 

of God ' s activity. Here the community is the merulS of this aspect of the 

eschatological visitation. 'fhis combination of judgement and community brings 

us very close to the thought of D,m •. 7 . 14, " he re the Son of lIllln is given 'domini (),., 

and glory and a kingdom that all peoples •• • should serve him ', ond to that of 

Dan. 7. 26f., wh~re the dominion of the four tb be9.st is dest r oyed 'lnd the kingdom 

:md dominion passes to 'the people of the saints of the Most High' . 

This eviuence indicates that the functions ascribed to the (Ebhed 

Yahweh '"nd to t h " Son of m'3.n Nere linked in th e thought of Judais l!l at the time 

of Christ, 31ld th'lt both were given '1 collective interpretation. Therefore 

1. E. Sjo l'berg, Menschensohn, 1946 
2. S •. Mowinckel, He thqt COl!leth, 1959, pp. 346ff. 
3. M •. Bl ack, ' The Servant of the Lord and Son of M.:ln', SJT, Vol. 6 , 1953 pp. l - H . 
4. L QS 8 . 3f. Bbok ' s translation. --
5. Cf Isa. 32. 10 , 12. 
6. 'cnosen by divine gr,we ' of Isa. 42.1 ' my ser vant .• . • my chosen ', and the 

v :r ::r.llels of thought between {to atone for the ear th ' ''U1d Isa. 53 . 
7. This phrase, ' to render to the Wicked their desert' is Q quotation from 

Ps . 94 . 2 , which is a lso quoted in C. D. 7 . 9 (cf N. Perrin , The Kingdom of God , 
1963, p. 99 n . 5) 

8. L QS 8 . 5- 8 . Bbck's translation •. 
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1. 

Manson's interpretation cannot be deucribed ~ 'strAined', or be rejected on 

t h" grounds of the "ll-pervasi ve influence 01' the individual apocQ~vptic deliverer 
2. 

of 1 Enoch . .,t the time of Jesus. If the [Jen of the Qumrcn could think of tham-

s elves ·-,s a cOjutluni ty exercising the functions of the esch,tological Son of =n, 

then there is nothing inherently improb.qble about a commtl.'1'll interpret.,tion of 

the figure in Daniel or the te9.ching of Jesus . Nor is it relevant t o s~ with 

Flew that 'to any student today the confu..,ion caused by 2pplying the title, noW 

in the sense of ., conmunity , now in the sense of 9.n individu.,-,l , is evident' and 

it is therefore 'unlikely that Jesus .•... would clothe his thought in such 
3. 

ambiguity ' . Modern conceptions of the distinctions between the individu~l ~nd 

the COlThuunity are simply irrelevant in trying to und e rstand the thought of 

first-century Judaism. As Vincent Taylor h'ls shown 'community' Gnd 'ind ividual' 
4. 

:lre not mutual ly exclusive categories. So that it is proh :1 ble th9.t, like the 

'Messiah', the concept of the 'Son of mnn' stood prim3rily for a hope for Israel-

a hope which would be re"lized by God through Israel i tself , or a r emnant in 

Israel, or a representative individual. 

The important point to remeruber is th:1t ' Son of "l,'n ' is " soteriologic.l1 

concept, whic?! l;,ems th'lt it W'1S ." concept in terms of which the hope for the 

redemption of I s r .:1el waS expressed. If the Urmensch myt hology did in fact lie 
5. 

behind its use in Jud::tism, when it '1ppear s in Judaism it beC01'leS a concept 

through which the vindic ,_,tion of Israel is to be :lchiev<=d . Because there is 

alr eady this shift in the Urmensch r.Jytho l ogy it is wrong to assume th-lt indi vi du", 1 

uSers of this concept will be sl"vishly dependent on the precise connotations of 

it in other religions. How Isrqel's glory will be nchi eved through the work of 

the Son 8f man, _end lih'ot the connot2tions of it a r e mus t bG gnined from a study 

of the thought of e:,lCh pa r ticular US er of the concept . But, c.s we shall see, 

whether a p'"rticu!:lr user uses the 'Son of mn ' in a collective or representative 

individual sense, the corporate is Qlw~ys built int o his use of the concept in 

t~1t it is through his work that Israel's victory and redemption will be achieved. 

1. As it is by T. F. Gl asson , The Second Advent, 1945 , p .54, or as 'impossible ' 
by ,S . Mowinckel, He that Cometh, 1959, p.355. 

2. Ibid, pp.346ff; J . Knox, The Death of Christ , 1958, p.61 
3. R.N. Flew, Jesus , nd his Church, 1943, p.54 
4. V. Tayl or, ']'he Names of Jesus, 1953, p.32 
5. This rem3.ins a po.3sibili ty even though we h3ve a rgued "hat there is no con­

clusive evidence that it does in f qct lie behind the use of the concept in 
Danie l or the teaching of Jesus. 
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(iii) The trlird rrnjor problem "rea is 

whether Jesus used the concept ~ .~ self-designation. 

In the last few years there h,s been a. steadily increaSing number of 

scho13rs who nnint,in that Jesus did not spe.U< of himself ,'1S the 'Son of man', 

but rather th:1 t he spoke of an eschatologica l figure, the 'Son of In'3n ', and tha t 

the early Church made the step of identifying Jesus hL'lSelf Hith th'.t figure and 
1. 

cre"ted non- eschatological 'Son of man' sayings. Still more radic"l conclusions 
2. 3. 

"re re ~ched byConzeb.,nn.:nd Vielhauer, who regard :Ill 'Son of rHn ' so.yings in 

the gospels as creations of the Church. 

4. 
One major exception to this trend is E. Schweizer. \~'hile Todt and 

others cant end tho.t, since there can be no doubt that the e 'uly Church did 

identify Jesus ,md the Son of rJl>n , the retention in the Gospels of sayings (which 

refer to a coming escha tological deliverer) in which there appears to be a 

distinction between Jesus and the Son of ITL"1n indic'3tes th'3t t:1GSe Rre most 

probably the only logia "e C:ll1 claim wi tn MY confidence to be authentic , 

Schweizer notes th 'lt precisely bec'luse the early Church did believe th '1t Jesus 

would be the coming eschat ological Son of ~~n, all eschatologic"l logia must be 

regarded "IS unrcli"ble. He holds th"t tne b.'1hnce of probable authenticity 

rests with those sayings which refer to the humble life of the Son of m'ln on 

earth. He rej ects the group of s3.yings which refer to the p:lssion and the 

resurrection of the Son of wan ,"s v3.ticinia ex eventu on the grounds that the 

concept of " Suffering Son of man did not belong to the tr '1dition of the Son of 

"'an. Nevertheless, although these S:lyings have heen 61a.bora.ted he feels th'1t 

the tradition of the Son of lllan being 'h3.nded over' is very e orly, 'md concludes 

that 'it is prob::>ble thClt Jesus spoke of hi.'llself :1S the ,son of mon who W3.S to be 
c 
" 

huuiL, ,~ c d ,md re jected by .J,cn, y0t ex.,l ted by God. ' 

1. cf R. Bultf!UllllJ, Theology, 1, 1959, pp. 26-32,; J. Knox, The De"th of Christ, 
1958, pp. 31-125; F. R~, Christologische Hoheitslitel, 1963, pp. 13-53; 
H.E. Todt, Bon of iVlan , 1965; A. J. 13 . Higgins, Son of ~!an, 1964 (with which 
compare the contrQry conclusions of his e , rlier ,lQrk, ' The Son of MI>n­
Forschung since "The Te'1ching of Jesus'" in New Testar.!ent ;~ssa.ys , ed. Higgins, 
1959, pp. 119-135); R. H. Fuller, 'fhe Foundations of New Testament Christology, 
1965 (wit., which comp.:ra the contrary conclusions of h is e'1rlier work , 
Mission and Achievement, 1954). 

2. H. ConzeJ.r.k."m , 'Gegenwart und Zukunft in der synoptischen 'l'r'1dition', Z'rK 
Vol. 54, 1957, pp.277-296. 

3. P. Viellu.uer, 'J esus und der Meschensohn ', ZTK, Vol. 60, 1963, pp .133-177. 
4. E. Schweizer, "l'he <:ion of Man', JBL , Vol. 7~1960, pp.119-129 3.nd 'The Son 

of Man Again, lITS. \01. 9 , 1963, PP.256-261. 
5. E. Schweizer, 'The Son of Man' JBL, Vol. 79, 1960, p.120. 
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We have prot:lgonists among most notable :lnd competent New Testament 

schola rs for the 'luthenticity of none of t_,e Son of man s'Wings, those sayings 

which ret:lin .:1 distinction between Jesus :md the Son of man, the esch:ltologic"l 

sayings , the s"Yings which refer to the humble life on e :.rth of the Son of ill'll, 

l. 
:md the sayings which refer to the p p.ss ion .'Ond r esurrection of the Son of lllrm. 

Some hold th·, t only one class of the sayings c:m be r egorded as authentic , :md 

others will 'Odlili t j in differing degrees, combinations of the cl:lsses . In spite 

of recent support for Bultmanrls position, therefore, t here is no .:>greed solution 

to the problem, e nd it is doubtful whether the methods of form-criticism :md 

sour ce- cri ticislJ c , n solve it . Miss Hooke r displ"ys " heCllthy scepticism 

a bout the forr,l- cri tic(ll method when she ."sks: 'If we place (". saying or tr" di tion 

to the credit of the Church , " r e we nec ess orily obliged to debit it from our 
2. 

pi cture of Jesus? ' Clea rly there a re occasions when we ore obliged to do so, 

but e 'lually it [.Just very often ". lso be true th l t the underst-:mding of the 

community wa s itself formed by the teaching of Jesus. 

In rel-c.tion to thes e three are , s of debate our method in this ch "pter 

will be; (i) to look in some detail a t the b".ckgroundlI!l!terial which waS certainly 

f Qffiiliar a t t he time of Jesu&, and also to t'lke note of the l'1ter developments 

which may reflect wh,t was f'lffiilia r to Jesus c.nd a t leQSt some of the New 

Testament writers; a nd we s~,ll confine our attention to the Jewish m:lt erial. 

'rhis is not to deny the possible import -mce of the Urmensch mythology but , 

::tSSWiling thc:t it did influenc e the Jewish tninking , thnt influenc e will be seen 

in the differing conceptions of the Son of m= 2nd his work Hi thin Juda ism; 

(ii) decisions on whether or not the concept lUuSt be understood in corpor,te 

or individu"l tenas \iill be [U1de by occepting wh,t Seems to be the most no.turnl 

understanding of the wp;! the concept is used by different writers and in 

different texts ; (iii) 'luestions of ,uthentici ty will be t .".ckled only whe r e 

interpret ation is dependent on whether or not a s ay ing is to be ascribed to 

Jesus . Our Ll . in concern will be with the c0ncept of redemption th 'lt the 

various authors present through the concept of the Son of lll.')n. 

l. cf C. F. D. Moule , 'From Defendant to Judge , nd Deliverer: ~ Enquiry into the 
use and Li~1i t,!tions of the Theme of Vindic::ltion in the New Test:3lIl"nt' , 
Bulletin of tha Studiorum Novi Test~enti Societas, Oxford, Bulletin 111, 
1952, - p. 45 . 

2. M. D. Hooker, The Son of Man in Mark , 1967, p. 6 . 
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l. 

(b) The 'One Like" Son of linn' in D~,niel 7. 

(i) Who or what is the figure 'like a S on of m"n ' in Daniel 7. 13? 

Mowinckel, fu"Ong other schol, rs who hold th ' t behind the use in Jud,ism 

of the Son of ,.lIm lies the Urmensch J"Yth, believes th.t the figure r :epresents un 

cngelic or he~venly being. 

We c .. n conclude from Dan. vii thClt "bout 200 B. C. or e:1rlier there 
was in Jud3ism a conception of '" heavenly being in human fo rm ("one 
like oj nnn" ), who , a t the turn of the age, the d~,wn of t he escha to­
logica l era, wOllld app e3r, .md wou ld r e c eive from God delegated 
power '3!1d authority over '111 king doms 9!ld peoples. (2) 

I h.,ve a lready s uggested th:1t while t ll is may be true there is no incontrovertible 

evidence th:l t the Urmensch specula tion is p.:, rt of the b3ckg round of D9!liel's 

thought. 

3. 
Noth re .. cchas a simiLu conclusion. He cont ends that th e term 'the holy 

ones ' (= the saints of the Most High) is used almost invariably in the Old 

Test9Jllent to denote heavenly being, ~nd that the phr3se ' the saints of th e Most 

Hi gh ' in Daniel 7 should be given the s 'Ulle meaning. He finds further support 

for this interpret 'Ction in CD XX 8 . He concludes , therefore, that the expression 

in Dcm. 7.27, 'the people of the saints of the ' )ost High ', refers not to Israel 

but to the ~ompany of the holy ones, and th. ·t although Dan. 7 . 21f does appear to 

refer to the pious in Israe l this is to be explClined ,>S a l ater interpol.,tion. 
4. 

Noth's thesiS h~s been examined by Dequeker who cites mJterial from the Qumran 

5· 
in further support, nd has been accepted with enthusi3sm by Barr, but treated 

6. 
wit h caution by Porteous . 

Although t he maj ori ty of the occurrences of qedhoshim i n the Old 
7. 8. 

Tes t ::.ment support Noth there 3re exceptions to this rule. Dequeker notes similar 

1. Despite the fact that many schola rs hold th~ t Daniel 7 is not a unity, vv 15f~ 
being a secondary insertion into the text, we shall trea t the whole chapter eS 

a unity. ','ie shall do so bec:luse our concern is to discover wh'1t connotations 
the concept 'Son of man' would hClve had a t the time of Jesus . There can be 
little doub t th lt both Jesus .3.l1d his comtemporaries would h 'lve accepted the 
Book of Daniel as '1 whole as a unity . The interpretat ion, therefore, would 
have been as i mport 'l!1t as the vision itself. This does not mean th , t the 
vi sion 8n d the int e rpretation may not have belonged originall y to different 
strata requiring different exegesis , but r~ther that in the period in which we 
a re interested those different strata would have become synthetised by the 
form in which they appe 3r in Dan. 7 i tself. 

2. S . Mowinckel, He t hat Cometh, 1956. p.352 ( Ilalics mine) 
3. M. Noth, Die Heiligen des Hochs t en , in Gesammelte Studien zum Alten Testament, 

(ed. M. Noth) , 1960, pp.274-290. 
4. J. Coppens .nd L. Dequeker, ]je Fils de l ' homme et les S2ints du Tr es Haut en 

Daniel VII, d2ns les Apocryphes et d2n6 l e Nouvea u Tes tlment, 1961, pp . 33-5 ~. 

5. J . Barr, ' Daniel', in Peake' s Commentary of the Bible (new edn.) ed M. Black 
md H. H. RoV/ley , 1962, p.598. 

6. N. Porteous, Das Danielbuch, 1962, pp.90f. 
7. e . g. Ps. 16.3 ; 89.6,8. Cf also S. i~oNinckel , He The.t Cometh, 1956, p.380; 

F. M. Cross 'md D. N. Freedman, '"'he BlessinG of Mos es, JEL, Vol. 67 , 1948, p. 199. 
8. e . g . Ps. 34.10; Dm. 7. 21f; 8 . 24. --
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l. 

exceptions in the De:ld Sea scrolls, and the interpretation of other passages he 
2. 3. 

lists in support of Noth "'re often deb"t able , or depend on texttnl emendation. 

As both Noth IIld Dequeker recognise , the i dea of holiness is not confined to 

angels but is extended to the people of God who share i n this holiness. In the 
4. 

Siulili tudes of Enoch, the term 'holy ' is applied both to cmgels .,nd the 'elect'. 

It is possible th:>t this use is a le<t er development, but we do find it in D·m. 

7. 2lf .:md 8 . 24. Again , this rrnay be .O\n editorial recension, but, since both these 

verses belong to the interpret:ition of the vision L."l D'll1. 7 ·,'Ihich certainly 

belonged together with the vision in the Sc riptures CIt the time of Jesus, it is 

by no means impossible t~3t the ' saints of the Most High' would hc1ve meant for 

Jesus ,wd his disciples a group of people - Israel. 

Various obj ections to Noth ' s thesiS h" ve boen discuss ed rec ently by 
5. 

Coppens. He is able to deal with I!l[",ny of the difficulties, but the gre'3.test 

stumbling- block is the paucity of evidence. CD XX.8 remnins the only real 

pcxallel to the phr ase 'the saints of the Most High', :cnd its meaning is disputed. 

'fhe evidence of the simple gedhoshim is inconclusive,md Coppens himself 

distinguishes between the expression 'saints of the Most High' and the simpler 

'sa ints ' in D:.n. 7.2l,22,25b. He underst ~nds 'S9.ints ' to design::lte 'les 
6. I 7. 

Isr:-:elites pi.eux, restes fideles h Yahve. Elsewhere he trClces in the Psalms ., 

development fro$ ~ earlier use of gedhoshim to denote supernqtural beings to " 

L:.ter ex tension of t~le term to the faithful in Isr.:tel. 

It still rei:l:tins probe.ble, therefore , that the 'saints of the Most High' 

refers to the ribhteous wi thin IsrJ.el. Be t~l _.t as it illD.Y , in its pres ent form, 

D"n . 7 uses both ' tilt: s ., ints of the Most High ' :".nd the sicipler saints' of the 
8. 

faithful remn~Ult. 

R. H. Ch"1rles combined the ide'l of .2 heavenly being wd a group of people. 

He :lrgued that ' in :lpocc1lyptic visions men Clre symbolized by beasts, "Ingels .md 

other supern:ttural beings are symbolized by men ' and thus the expression must 

1.lQM IX 7f; X 9- 11 
2. e.g . CD XX 8; lQSb 1. 5; lQM VI.6 . 
3. e. g. 1 QSb III. 5f; IV 22- 26 . 
4. e. g. 1 En. 39. 4f 
5. J . Coppens, Les ::;"ints du Tr~s-H:lut sont-ils ~ identif"r "vec les Milices 

Celestes? ErL, Vol. 39, 1963, pp. 94-loo (cf 8.1so his rem~,rks on the same subj ect 
in his dis~sion of Porteous' book in the Same issue, pp . 91-93). 

6. ibid. p.94 
7. J; . Coppens , Les Saints dans Ie PS8.utier, ETL, Vol. 39, 1963, pp. 485- 500 
8 . For a simiL,r judgement of D.S. Russell, fh8 Method nd Message of Jewish 

Apocalyptic, 1964, pp. 325f; M. D. Hook~r, Son of ~,lan , 1967, p.l3 . n. 3; 
w. Baumgartner, Ein Vierteljahrhundert Danielforschung, in Theologische 
Rundschnu, Neue Folge, 11, 1939, p.216 
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l. 
represent 'a sU)Jorn:,tur'11 being or body of beings; Since he ~ccepted the 

explcln.Cltion given in vv 18, 22 , 25 md 27 , that the figure represents the 's'3.ints 

of the Most High', he concluded th3t 'the f aithful remn'1nt of Israel 'lre to be 
2. 

transformed into h2~venly or supe rn , tura l beings. ' 

While it i s true th'l.t in lflter :::tpocalyptic li ter,,,ture the convention of 

representing l1al coS beqsts 'md supernltural beings etS men is employed, it is 

doubtful th c~t t his h l S become '1 fixed forhlul" :It the time of Daniel. There a re 

tr l ces of this in the later chapters of Daniel, but nowhere in Daniel is there the 

autolll!ltic symbolism one findS, for exa'llple , in 1 Enoch 83- 90. 

A wore profitable line of inquiry is OIl exalllin,~ tion of those p'1ssae;es in 

Daniel where human ch'"l racteristics are attributed to figures in other respects said 

to be 'beasts '. i'hus D31l . 7 itself tells uS of ;he first beast who 'was lifted up 

froQ the earth mld mode to stand upon two feet as a man , .md a ;nan's he'3.rt was 
3. 

given to it'. The s ::1Ine idea is to be found in D'1rl. 4, where on account is given 

of Nebuchadnezzar 's dream and its sequel. In spite of the confusion of the tree 

Cl8taphor, the contr"st is cle'3.r; i 'he great Nebuch'1dneZZllr ce ~.ses to be a man Cl11d 
4. 

behaves like a beqst, '1 nd l ookS like one, when he refuses to recognise JnG a cknow-

ledge trot 'the ihost High ruleth in the kingdom of men , qnd giveth it to whomsoever 
5. 

he will'. He becomes a ill III again, and his kingdom is restored to him when he 

acknowledges th,:t dominion over men belon :;s of right only to God, '1nd that in his 
6. 

sight ' all ti1e inrobitants of tbe e:\rth are Ilccounted "}s nothing '. 

Here the contr,"st between men ,md beflsts is the contrast between the m.~.n 

,>Iho .:lcknowledges God's solL rule a nd the "1= who by his self- ,<;lorificntion and 

rebellion against God 's dominion reduces himself to the. level of an anima l. With 

this we should cObpllre Dan. 2 "Ihere Daniel interprets Nebuchadnezzar' s . dream to 

mean th _lt he is the head of gold of the visiorory image bec cous e God has given to 
7. 

hill 'the kingdom, the power , the might, 'nd the glory', :md has placed in his hend 

' the sons of men , tho beasts of the field , and the birds of the '.lir, making hil" 

1. R.H. Charles, A Critic:ll and Exegetic"l ComIilentary on the Book of Daniel, 
1929, p . 187. 

2. N. Schmidt, The Son of Man in the Book of Daniel , JBL, Vol. 19, 1900 , held, 
on the am. logy of" the man- like figures in 8.15, 16 &"1.cl 10.16, 18, that the 
'one like a Son of man ' must '11so be a n an.:;elic being - here Mich3.el, the 
heavenly representative of Isr3Ll. 

3. Dan. 7.4 
4. Dan. 4.33 
5. Dan. 4.25 
6. Dm. 4.34-37 
7. Dan. 2. 37f 
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rule over them ".11 '. According to D,n. 4 it is when he forg ets this th~t he is 
2. 

reduced to the level of a beast . 

])lllie1. 

The S3J1le eClplusis on self-magni f i ca tion is f ound in th8 l"ter visions of 

Thus in C'lapter 8 we r ead repe2tedly of the ·mim::.ls md their horns that 
3. 

they magnified till'ms elves . Simi12rly Chnptclr 11 speaks of wen who exalt them-
4. 

sel ves ·me. seize k ingship wHich is not theirs by right . I!.s for the beasts in 

Dem . 7 it is self-evident th:1t they - with the possible exception of the first -

,r e in rebellion " Z'linSt God. This is p ,.:rticul~,rly so of the 'little horn' 
5. 

vwich h.l d a p"outh 'spc:::king great things', md of whom it is s"lid in the inter-

pret ·~tion th::t 'he ShCl ll spe:1k words against the Most High, and sha ll wear out the 
6. 

s"ints of the Most High: 'll1d he 8h'l11 t hink to chmge the times and the law .•• '. 

Because of the pnr .l llels between the fi r s t bec"st to whom a ' ''''ill 'S heClrt' 

was given, .. ud the fClte of Nebuchadrezzar, it would appe-,r th:>t the apocalyptic 

convention of depicting men as be~sts md supern3 tur~1 beings as men is not the 

correct interpretation of Dan. 7 since the !luthor h .1d no intention of suggesting 

th ~t either Nebuchadrezzar Or hi s kingdom ever possessed or gC1 ined supe rnatural 

sta tus . Rather, those who ~re s ubse r vient to God are depicted :1S being men, 

whil e those who rebel ng Clinst his a uthority 'lr e depicted 'lS beasts . It may be 

thnt the apoc",lypti c convention grew out of the i m:.gery of I::miel 7. To under-

stand the im.c"ery of Ir..n. 7 , however, we must not assume the latter apocalyptic 

convention but r . ·ther look to i t s precursors in the Old 'r est.:lment mythologic::l 

background. 

(ii) Old ':'estClmen t mythological b:1ckground 

It is c lear th " t while the aut hor of Daniel is C!Il QPoc :11yptist he still 
7. 

st::\nds very close to the pr ophetic trCldition out of whi ch -,pocalyptic grew. The 

idew expressed in D:m. 7 a r c '1 re-interpret::lt ion of those f ound in the psalmists 

and in the l , ter prophets , especi,lly Deute r o- Isaish,depicting Y~weh ' s defe::\t of 
8. 

Israel ' s enemi es :}nd the n " tion ' s restoration in terms of creation mythology. 

1. cf the VlSlon of Dan. 4. where Nebuch adrezzar is the ' tree ' in whose branches 
the birds nested and in ·"hol1 e shade the beasts rest ed. 

2. cf the uSe fJ lde of the s ame idea by Jesus in Lk.15 11-32. 
3. Dan. 8. 48 , 11, 25 
4. Dan. 11.12, 18, 21, 36 
5. Dln. 7 . 8, 11. 
6 . Dan. 7.25; Thi s connexion between arrogant self- sufficiency before God is 

found also in the ~s,lms , cf Ps . 73 . 21fj Ps . 49 . 21 2nd 13f. 
7. cf b.rt. Driv8r, '£h" Book of Daniel, 1900 , pplxxxvi f, cou enting on Dnn. 7 

writes: 'This representation of the future kingdom of God , though it diffe r s 
in details , ·_m el displ~,ys traits = rking the later age to which it belongs, is , 
in a l l eSSent i al fec.tures ~he Sa;lle ,s tha t which is found r epe:>tedly in the 
elrlier pro~hets . ' 

8 . S . Mowinckel, He Th'1t Cometh, 1956, pp. 138- 143 argues th :'.t the connexion 
between Dan . 7 end Deutero-Isaiah is the result of the use of an enthronement 
festival ritual in Dqniel. 
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Inste '1d of prophetic ic,!lgery md sy",bolisu, 'ri ::lIlnt =d Levi:" th',n h.~ve once ag2.in 

ta.ken on concrete shape. 

Ihni el's c f'finity with £3rli~r hebrell thouEht is illust r"ted by the 

cil e,r .lcte r in w"ic" he portrays the- be ·tsts. 'rhey '1rc still "he forces of ch:tos 

revolting 3g inst God, but no"} they 'l re protr-,.y"d ~s n tions :md not nS n" tur"l' 

forces . In depict ing Isr.lel ' s cnm.Lies ':.S wild be::lsts D_'tniel is following the; 
1. 

or:ldition of th" Ps"lmB ',nd p roph ets . In Psalm 80 Isr- cl - or prob.:lbly the king -,,8 

Isr,el's ec,bodi oomt - is described a s 'the .,C,t1 of thy r i_.lit h'ond , the son of Iilm 

,.ho,. thou Iu s Lcde strong for t hys elf '. 'fhi s verse follcI/I8 i ',,:leJi 'l tely "fter the 

"escription of Isr~, ,-,l '\s ~ vine pl'lnted in Q vineyard r l1v::tged by .1 bO'lr. 'rhe 

PSrtlnist does not cOhlbine the im,1ge" of Isr"el ' s enerlies " s " wild jUimRl .1nd Isr ,el 

(or her King) US ~1 :liiLl.n. They " re two distinct net3phors which ::Ire not mixed , nO. 

the Psalmist does not dr::lw out the obvious contrast . Simil,r ide'1s seem to lie 

behind Ezekiel 3.,. 31. Throughout the chapte r the prophet Ins described the peopl~ 

of Israel '}s sheep, their leaders '.\s shephc:xds, . nd their eneuies ns wild beasts. 

The firl.ll verSG rends : 'You are sheep, the sheep of .ny p sture; you a re ben, rnd I 
2 . 

. 1..1 your God '. Once "gain the r e}J resentntion of Isr·1 ~1 ' S ')nEiuies '1S bedsts emd 

Is r ael a s men ~: re linked but not co: .• 1bined, ';lld no contrMt is cle<,rly drawn. Thus 

it is not sur)Jrising to find in :em. 7 the conception 01 Isr'cel 's ene:nies as wild 

:lnimJ.ls and the complementary il.: .. tgc of 1sr .e l ':8 ' on€: like Q Son of mtln I. 

There is c: secontl Old '.resto.."1snt t h e,Je inteI'I'IOVert wi th the conflict 

between the !Jo.n (Is rael) .'"Jnu the t: easts (h .. 'r enemies). Ti1is ic the creat ion 

mythology of '"h8 t.1ef'e c.t of ch 'os by Yd1weh. It is set' n in 't.Je close rel '1tionship 

betw" "m the fou rth beClst .mel the primev:ol dr'1gon of 1JYthology , s l..:in by Marduck in 
3. 

R,byloni'-Il tr',dition .. nd by Yahweh in the Hebrev; count erp:lrt. In Job 9.8, 13 and 

26 .12 Y:ohweh ' s de~c' t of the se l monster, R':,hlb, is inter;>retcd in terns of 

crea tion. The S:"'ie concepti.on underlies the extension of the myth in Ps . 7 '+. 12-17 

,:md 89.l0f, Cl nt IS'liah 5l.9f, where Yuhw"h's po,: e r in defeating the sea dragon, 

1. e . g . Ps. 68 . 31; 74.18f; Ezek. 29.3 ; cf Ps . 57.5. 
2. G.A. Cooke, The Book of Ezekiel, 1936, p. 379 follows the leU "lUd drops the \'lord 

for ,"en, ) ,c.dhJn, nd thus ,lVoids the ClwkwIJ.rdness of the Hebrew . But the very 
difficulty o:[:-;;he ,;ord :lr :,ues in f :wour of its "enuineneGs (so M. D. Hooker, Son 
of Man, 1967, p.19). ;;i ss Hooker ;:,rgues that the prophet Ll'1Y h c: ve felt thCl t 
:'/hile wild beasts 'ldequ >itely representGd IsrClel's enoliies, she.: p did not convey 
Israel's true r0l:,tionship with YClhweh. 

3. D:miel <loes not describe the fourth be~,st in ere .t det.-:il, but whQt he does tell 
uS is Significant. In particuL-lr we ._re told th0 t 'it h oo d g r eat iron teeth '. 
Cf with this the description of LevLtll :',n in Job 1fl.6 (H) ff, ,nd in the 
:aabylonian epic of cre:otion the strel10th :md terror of the 'ferocious' dr'lgons 
is depicteJ ··,nd they 'Ire s<?id to be 'shllrp of tooth' (cf enuma Elish, t'lblets 1 , 
lines 133f::., 11, 20ff, 111 , 24ff, ."nel 82ff , .nel the tr-'llsl 'ltion in A. Heidel, 
'fhe Bnbylonic;J1 Genesis, new eun. 1963). 
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LeviC!than ,md "(ah .. b, is used as !in nppeal for 1 simila r !;ClO':; of strength mthe 

conteillpor nry cris is. The fin .l l stage in the devel opment i s the interpreto.tion 

of the myth in t0roS of history , .3.rld the e· .. uation of the mythic:\l .vi th the historic ." l 

Therefore in IS Cl inh 27.1, Jeremiah 51. 34-37, md Ezekiel 29. 3f , the battle between 

Yahweh -md chaos is thrown into th e future: Levio.thom '3nd llallab h'l ve become Egypt 

cilld B1bylon I"lhoGe defeClt is a s ce rt 'lin . .lS tb:lt of the monste r in the myth . The 

pr, r ::tllel Vii th D·miel ' S USe of the fou rth beas t is exact. 

The int er--depencl ence of the t wo themes is plain: Y:lhweh ' s st r uggle ,',i th 

the 90sraic monster ~ti1.d the people 's struge;le with their ene"lies qre one , ;md it is 

the cert~,inty of God ' s victory tha t is the cert'l inty of Is r .:cel's. Yahweh .vill 

cert-:inly defe:,t the m.nifest:1tion of th" ,ark of the c!1£:os-cre tt ing dr agon, ,Ihich 

lile . .mS th:lt he ,/ill defeat I sr .,el' s enemies . :n~ s .:.eve the n .: tion from degrad :1tion. 

The uSe th" t D:,niel makes of t hese concepts !md . ,yths is th" t He howe the 

i n i ti.ll victory ai' the hos tile powe rs ,,;,0 h "ve conquered Cl nd crushed Is r ael. Their 

triumph is temporarj, hOil/ever , 'lnd dominion over thew is given to the Son of mJ.n 

re»resenting the f c. i thful r emn.lnt of Isr.2e l . As in other ~pplic'1tions of the oyth, 

whether cultic or historical , . it is t ,le people who suffer initial defeat, Y'lhweh 

who g.lin8 the victory, "md Yai,weh who res tores the rule t o the righteous . D:miel 
1. 

in ' kes it cle3r thc:t t l,is is Yahweh 's gift, not the result of t;18ir own , chievement . 

It ,JQl,lc ·l}lpec.r therefore tltClt the source of t'le imogery 'l nd r.;ythology 

employed in Daoiel is to be found ,;ithin tl,~ ritu.3,l, myth, ' nd symbolism of the 

Hewbrew tr~di tion :md not in the hter apocnlyptic . 

(iii) The suffering Son of m'J.n coming Vi i th the clouds to 
receive dominion 

The r ecogngion of creation mythology '1S p'lrt of the b2Ckground of the 

vision in Duniel 7 "'-tj' helj) t o solve the j)robleLl of why it is th ::tt in the vision 

the ' one like Cl Son of man ' does not m .lw his aj)penrance until :;fter the judgement 

by the Ancient 01 D:,ys Jld the destruction or subjug'ltion of the beasts ,lnd yet i n 

the inte r pret ntion the s .:lints of the Alost High :lr e pres ent throughout , suffering 

under the be" sts until t he judgement .. nd the p sSing of dominion to them. This 

inconsistency is to be eXj)ecteu since th,' vision to'lkes it:; tenns from" mythol ogy 

1. cf Dem. 7 . 14: "~'he s Cl ints of the l~ost High' h ,ve the S'3me pr.ss ive role :lS the 
' Son of lJnn' in t he vision. The context of the ambi" uous words wedhina' yehibh 
legaddishe (elyonin in 7.22 sUCgests tn qt they should be tI'9.nslnted 'and judge­
ment W'"S j ven for the saints of the dos t High' • . 
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1. 

wt,ich opE .Ire of" =n ' s cre:ltion :lS subsequent to the rule of the beClst; while the 

interpr etOltion spe"'.ks of 'historic"l' events in which l,nn pl.'Ys a part. As 

Miss Hooker notes: 

' Yahweh's ',i1cicmt conl!uest of the dragon is re-en:lcteci on t h e plc,ne of 
history , just ~s it W':lS re- en'lcted in the situation - ;,'hether cultic or 
historic~,l - reflected in the PSQlms. In neither cc,se , however, c o.n the 
re- ens.ct ·,ent be 'm exact repetition of events; for 'ihlile the original order 
wc,s (1) The telitpOrary triumph of chaos; (2) Yahweh's victoryond 
enthronement; (3) J'he cre ltion of ,-nn;wy re- enO'ct'.18"t of the primitive 
conflict lau~t t·<ke rum's existence into account. L1 the myth ;;)"m ' s creCltion 
is the final event, but in history the pri~ev,l battle i~ reflected in the 
conflict between the n':ltion "::.nd its enemies : ti1US m3Il~ whose existence 
is the outcome of YahlVeh's victory, becomes , on tr,e eOlpirical level, one of 
,he conteGtmts in the preceding battle ' . (2) 

The vision , faithful to creation mythology, depicts the 1ppe}rC1nCe of man as 

Subsequent to the Subjugtltion of the beot, while the interpretatiod , applying the 

vision very' consciously to history, is .''ifla re tho.t he existed III along through the 

dominion of the beQsts. 'rhe problem is , of course, th"t 'Gha ~.uthor is USing 

cre2tion G!ythology to sPGGk of the restor" tion of man to lii" proper <1oll'inion over 
3. 

the earth - " dO':Jinion which is God- given. 

\,hile a grE:~lt de 11 of schol.l rly flttention h,s been given to the 'lbsence 

of the Son of Lh11 frOT" the e'wlier p.<ut of the vision, lit tle not i ce h')s been 

t"ken of the f " ct th.t the beasts I'Iho, .ccording to Dan. 7.12, '1re to he spared for 

.\ time do not ".ppc::cr in the l '1ter part of the vision . 'llhe explan':!.tion of this 

seems to be th.:tt the whole vision turns ".round the judgement in vv 9 ~illd 10. It 

is this judger"ent tint m·, rks the co:.,plete transform'ltion of the vision. Before it 

the picture is of the beasts hqving dominion. '.Ie we not told who their victims 

c,re, tt,ough that there /ere victims is Ol de clear in v. 7. :.fter it the picture is 

of the Son of man h:lving uni vers'll dominion, though no specific lilention is m.:1de of 

the surviving be::csts. The judgement m::rks the dividing line between the terrible 

but teLlpornry dominion of the be .. lsts :mel the etern , 1 doninion of the Son of ffi,n. 

Because the contrast is the contr:>st of who holds d01Ji nion, 2.nd not over 

whom dominion is :,21<1, too much must not be lJ,de of the fact th'lt the Son of :.nn 

does not :,l",ke his QjJpearance in the vision until Clfter the judgerllent . In vv 17~,nd 

18 the contr:lst i~ cUi:bled up in two st nteaents; the one is that the four beasts 

:lre four kings vlha will rise up froa the se." ; the other is the J.ssurance th'lt the 

1. A. M. Farrer, L 3tuc1y in St. Mark, 1957 , p . 260 holds the,t the late nppearClncc 
of the Son of meen is owing to the r,uthor' s dependence on Gen. 1. While this 
p ,rticular ,;e"endence I!n y not be correct VI e have s~en th'ot he is dependent on 
soue fOn.1 of :r::astern creation "'Ythology v,hien b .d beco'Je 2bsorbed into the 
He brew tr2Gi ti on. 

2. M,D. Hooker, Son of M::tn, 1967, p.24f. 
3. cf. e. g. Gen. 1. 26; Ps. 8. 6-8 
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the s 'lints will receive the kingdon for ever and ever. In this the heart of the 

contr'3.St is stL!ned up between the dominion which is not God-given '1nd the dorr.inion 

which is. 

If tnis is the correct interpret -,tion of the vision, then, while it is 

true th'lt the phr:tse 'Son of onn' is uSi?d to convey dignity md not in connexion 
1. 

with the preceding defe'1t, it is cl 'llliling too ,:mch to s "y th~.t the Son of man does 

not suffer. In D,'''lliel in some W,'lY the Son of m:m clearly repres8nts the s,ints of' 

the Most High, ',n,; they cle:lrly suf'fered. The suffering of the S::l ints of the :.!ost 

High is ilcde very plain in the int erpret:tt ion. 
2. 

In the vision itself there is only 

a brief reference to suf'fering , but this wes sufficient to ". lke the author' s 

L.lea.ning c lenr. 'rhere VJ;S no need for hi..l to el '3.borate the the:Je or to emphasize 

t he severity of their suffering, for they ':Iere only too much in evidence, :lnd were 

very Buch the c "use of the book's existence. 

If we Gre right in see ing behind the im:'lgery of the ' one like [j S on of 

",an ' the older contr~st between the 'be:tsts ' - lsr']el 's enemies who in their self-

glorification do not reco[ nize th '1t dOlninion is :l gift of God - 'md 'ma n' who b-,S 

the God- given richt to dominion , then the sufferers in verse 7 ~re ' men ', ~hose 

right it is to rule, but the title 'Son of :nan' is res erved to symbolize their 

victory end glory ~ nd not their suffering. 

In Daniel 7 it is cle'lr th .t we h::lve no 'epiphany' of the Son of man. 

Verse 13 rr~lkes it "bin th , t he comes unto the Ancient of DSlys ,md 'they brought 
3. 

hill nearer 1 • He CQC,les to receive the promise [iven to m.:.'n in GenesiS 1.26 , :tnd 
4. 

is Seen coming with 'the clouds of he'1ven'. 

1. as with W. Manson, Jesus the Messi:ill, 1943, pp 7f; S. Mowinckel, He That Cometh , 
1956, p.4l0f; E. S j o~berg, 'Kanner 1 Henok och 4 Ezra tanken pa den ledande 
i.l':inniskosonen?' in SEK, Vol. v. 1940 pp.163ff; and Mens chensohn, 1946, pp . 116ff. 

2. D.:ll1. 7.7 
3. ','he contrast .dth the 'wCl tcher' ''''1d 'holy one' of D3n. 4. 13, who 'c,,"e down from 

he".ven' ,ntI urdered the cuttinG dOl'm of the tree, i s clear. 'J'he Son of I1nn of D'lo . 
7.13 cou,es to tae Ancient of Days :mel is given the dominion, which, according to 
the interpret~tion nt v. 27, is Given to the saints of t he !.lost High. 

4. There is cont roversy over both the me":ning ,md readin, of this phrase (cf 
H. H. Rowley, D',:rius the Mede ,.md the Four " orld Empires in the Book of Daniel, 
1935, p. 62 . n-:2)V,QrioUS atte;npts ha ve been made to expLlin the presence of 
the clouds "hich in the Old Test'''Jent a ppear only '",S n e.tur8.1 phenonena or in 
theophanies. S. :;o"linckel, He J'hqt Cometh, 1956, pp. ~52 , !;20-427, tr'lcing 
the Son of "1:'1n b.'lck to the Anthropos tradition 'lnJ t o h is hiddenness, holds 
th:tt they represent the coming of the henvenly figure to receive authority to 
c" rry out the Divine j udgeL1ent . This WAy be so if the fig ure in Dan. 4.13 is 
to be linked with the Son of m:m in Dan. 7.13. But in view of the contrasts 
between the t\lO f igures noted in n.3 :1bove this is unlikely, m i mprobability 
strengthened !Jy 'che clear association between the Son of ,nan Cilld the s3.ints 
of the Most High in the interpretation who :lre not heavenly beings. (cf for 
sililila r jud" enents 1'. 'd. :~G nson, ',che Son of !!lEln in Daniel, JRL, Vol. 32, 1950 
p.174; E • • 1. Heaton, J'h e Book of D'~'1iel, 1956 , 3d. loc.; J . fl. T. Robinson, 

CON'i'IllUED ':;EXT PAGEl.· · •• 
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There is no justific'ltion for the cllim th:J. t the saints becolle the Son 
1. 

of lilan on being enthroned. The r e is no indic:ltion th~t ?illy ch":nge h:ls taken phce 

bete/een vv 7 ,md 13. It is worthwhile noting tha t it i s not only a fter r " c ei vine 

the kingdom ullr' rule over the n ::ctions th~.t the Son of i.un is ll entioned, He i s 

"lentioned in v.13 as cOluing to receive th:1t rule. So it woulC: seem that the Son 

of ula n represents the s :>ints of the !;Jost High befo r e th eir c lorific'1tlon as well 
2. 

as after. Therefor e the 's:>ints' do not become 'S on of IG ,n' they r ather :lssume 

keir rightful lutllority whiCH hqs temporarily been usurped by the beasts. So 

Ya hweh's origina l purpose in crea tion is restored and ' wm' Q~ain h::ls sovereignty. 

Conclusion 

FrOl. t his soudy we may conclude tha t 'Son of !;Jan' in D:miel 7 represents 

the s2ints in Isr'1el. At present they :lre suffering under the be'1st.; who ho.ve 

teUlporclrily seized wh , t, by God's Giecree, belongs to Isr,. 81. ':'hey are not 

destined to beco.il8 :J on of man , they are bon of n'ln, ~t1 bec ::use they are they will 

be vinLlicated by God '. n il frail God receive the kin~dor: whicll i" theirs. In this 

f ::lith the author believes thgt God will intervene on beh l lf of h is sufferinG people , 

end tneir suffering by destroying tneir enemies, " nd :"i vc them the kingdom. 

Daniel's vision is not SiIllPly Cl f ,l11ciful and pictoric.l represent :ltion of 

a pious hope t nc·.t everything will be ,,11 right in the Emd, r nther, it is ."\ revela tion 

to Israel of Wh·.1t she is 'lI1J of wh ~t Go d will enable her to become. It is a 

mess:>ge of signific:c!lce to .'1 tortured '-' nd desp '1ir i ng people . 

'Israel nay thus f a i rly be describecl , not 'lS Son of ]!lun futurus or designatus 
but r ather ~s Son of m~n qbsconditus a nd even pqssurus. It is easy to 
understand, however, why , when the "one like thc Son of wan" ce"lsed to be 
understood of Isr3el and bec~me a distinct :lnd separate figure, he w~s thought 
of in connexion \Iith the e 10ry of th0 future , 'md not the sufferings of the 
present . Doth bec , use it w"s a title fitting for one given , uthority by God, 
and bec :Ju~e ~he emphnsis WaS thrown ."ore and more upon the future g lory, in 
cont r ast to the '111 too f:>mili:lr rec,lity of th_ present, the Son of ;,nn grew 
ap .,rt from all the concepts of suffering 2nd humili? tion. Men failed to 

4. continued froIll p.185: - Jesus :md His COming, 1957, p.45; 'r. F. Glqsson, The 
Second Advent, 1945, pp. 63- 68) . J, A. Emerton, The Origin of the Son of .. 1'll1 

L1Clgery , JTS, Vol. 9, 1958 , pp . 225ff, sees the clouds as evidence th"1t the 
figure of the ,;nci ent of DVS '_.ld of t he one like a 3 0n of IlL"n ,' ere , in the 
origin,"l myth, El Elyon :md B:rl1-Yahweh. The evider.ce for this is too slight 
to be depondable. R, B. Y. 3cott, 'Behold He Cometh \"l ith CloudS ' , NTS, Vol. 5 
1959 , )Jp. 127- 132, holds th,"t t he phrqse ref ers to t ile wflole scene t :>king ph.ce 
in tne pr es ence of Jod, not Ui.:lply to the Son of mc.n . ,.:. D, Hooker, Son of uk')n, 
1967 p.26. n . l, sUGe ests th:it or, the b..,sis of Ps.8, :1n <1 possibly .Ex. 28,12-15, 
there is no r 2 '·1 reason why the clouds should not be ex·tendcu to ' ;~"n' in this 
context. But surely the locus of ~n apoc ' lyptic vision i s neither here nor there. 
hh~t is ind isput .ble i s th 'lt it is q Sc ene of vindica tion, 'm l1 the Son of' ,,,,,n ic 
br ought to (;od to receive it . Thus God -n <1 lIlr.n J re brought together, not indeed 
as a theoph'1ny, but this "1ssocL. tion of God :md En n ,,,.,kes the image of the clauds 
a natur al Jewish one. 

1. cf A.M. Farrer, A Study in St. Mark , 1951, p.260 
(for (2) s e e next pa ge •• .• ) 
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re:"lize tiLt in this VlSlon of Ihniel it is "written of th" Son of mgn, 
th:.t he should suffer m.'3.ny things 1nd be trE:lted witt. contempt".' (1) 

(c) The Son of LLm in the Similitudes of Enoch 

Despite the fact that we h fl ve seen th'lt too greAt a depend0nce cannot be 

placed on 1 Enoch for underst~ding ~d assessing Jesus' te:lchins about the Son of 
2. 

r.1ill1, it rem(Lins prob~ble th'lt Urf.lEosr.h specul::ttions did ""lake their way into l '-lt e 

Juda ism, '._cnd did affE:ct both Messi'1llic concepts md the concept of the Son of cun 

which h-'(l come in through Daniel. If We can 3.ccept that 1 Enoch d!lY be roughly con-

tbllpor_meous with Jesus then, while Jesus may not hflve been dependent on the 

SiLlilitudes we h -:ve here :10 indic ' lt ion of how 'lt least one Jew in this per iod used 

the concept. Simil:_r conceptions uny underlie the te 'ching of Jesus. 

(i) The eschatological role of the Son of lIlan 

The first thing to be s "lid 'lbout the Son of man in the Similitudes of 
3. 

Enoch is th:1t he is on esch::tologic?l figure. 
4. 

He h"s not yet appe.lred; but "t the 
5. 6. 7. 

time aPPointed by GO(! he will ' apPc'lr ', be ' revealed', be enthroned, be 'named', 
B. 9. 

or ' .').ris6 '. Then will come the 'Day of the Son of man' . Until this d'1Y dawns 
10. 

tha ~on of wan hos been hidden or preserved. 

The d,-.wn of tnis day heralds the esch.)tologic'.ll tr::msformation, which is 

the sale theme of the oimilitudes. 
11. 

On the one h'lnd this me _lns the destruction of 
12. 

sinners, heathen po .. ers, kinGdoms , 'mu kings, '1lld also the cosmic powers of evil; 
13. 

the 'lngels who h eve led men astray, [tnd the chaos dragons of creation mythology 

2. froli' previous pag":- C. B'.D. Maule, Prom Defendant to Judge- :ond Deliverer: ·ond 
EnQuiry into the uSe an'J limitations of the the _e of Vindic:!tion in the New 
'restrunent, SNTS, Bulletin 111 , 1952, p. 45, 'The Son of ,jan already me:!ns the 
represent3tive of God's chosen people destined through suffering to be exalted.' 

1. M. D. Hooker, Son of nan, 1967, p.30 
2. cf above p . 172f. 
3. S. ~!owinckel, He th.lt Cometh , 1956, p. 358; E. Sjo,\;berg, ~!Ienschensohn , 1946, pp. 

61ff. Despite his depenuence on Urmensch mythology in interpreting 1 Enoch, 
Mowinckel hiLlSclf notes that the identification of the f.lessiah with the Son of 
lJan in 1 Enoch brought .~bDUt 1:lany ch -mges in the Urnensch concept in l'lte Judaism. 
In particular tis function "-s creator of the cosmos is almost completely re:.lOved, 
he is not reClrded "s the Primordi:l m'ln, his role is "' st r .Ulgely p3ssive one, 
.:ma the essenti"l feature th3t re,nins is his eschatologic31 role. (ibid,pp. 
'135) . -

4. 1 En. 52.9 (of lElect One); 38.2 (of Righteous One); 69.29 (of Son of man). 
5. 1 En. 62.7; 69 .26 (Son of c_-,m) cf e,lso 71.14 for contraversiJ.l text in which 

Enoch is told tru t 1'8 is th e "on of ,<1:.::n. ~'or ,a rgument agQinst this ident ifica­
tion of 8 . i;iowinckel, He Th3t Cometh, pp.4 ~lff. 

6. 1 En. 45 . 3; 51.3; 55.4; 61.8; 62 . 2 (Elect One); 62.5; 69.27; 69.29 (30n of liltln) 
7. 1 En. 48.2 (,-,on of ilUn) 
8. 1 En. 51.5a (Elect One) 
9. 1 En. 61. 5 cf 61.11; 39. 6b (D:,y of Elect One) . 
10.1 En. 39.7 (Elect One cnd cf 40.5); 62 .7; 48.6 (Son of mn). 
11.1 En. 38. 3; 45.lf , 45.6; 53.2; 54.10; 60.5f; 62 . 2; 65. 6ff; 68.5; 69.27. 
12.1 En. 38. -. ,5; 46 . 4; 48 . 8; 52 . 6ff; 53 .5; 55.5~ 62.3ff j 63 . 1£,11; 69. 27. 
13.1 En. 64.1f; 67 . 4 cf 58.6 the destruct ion of darkness. 
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1. 

Azazel, L"vi,than ; .. nd BeheMoth. On the other h Illd the Day hera lds the est'lblish-
2. 

"lent of the congregct i on of the 
3. 

righteous elect ones, who will be free fror;; the 
4. 

oppression of sinners, obtain " victory over the enemies Oi ' t:-; e righteous , !mow 
5. 6, 7. 

pe ~;,ce 3.nu security on e:lrth , receive wisdom , l i ve :::nd eat :.itb. the Son of m!ID, 
8 . 9. 

enter into the Coven.:illt, ,md have eternnl life . 

, hnd in t ;lOse cl.lys ··1 ckm;0 8 s!nll take plfwe for tho holy end elect, 
(md lOhe light of days sh ~ ll a bide upon them, 
and the glory ·nd honour shall tur n to the holy, 
on the u" y o~' ,~ffliction on whici! evil sh::tl1 h'we been treCtsured up 

aga inst the sinners . (10) 

Thi3 passage ""kLS it evident th'l.t the ch -.nge is to be both r , dica 1 and sudden, '-.!1d 
ll. 

it ushers in 1 dny when' fro:" henceforth there sh311 be nothina corruptible'. The 

(hy of tne 00n of _:e,n iJ.:lrks the tr'lnsi tion from the old aeon under the dominion of 

the ..lonsters wi tn WhOd God w~lrred at Cre ~tt ion , f :l11en :'ngels , 'lnd kings who h ,7l 

1 ·, •• 
usurped dO:!linion, "nd ushers in the new , eon - " tr'lllsformed heClven1nd e·,rth -

when eve ry one who dV/el1s on the e'1rth will f ·tll Jown before God :lIl ci worship , 
13 . 

praise, l nd extol ehe Loru of Spirits . 
14. 

It is for this ,Jurpose th·., t the Son of l;]an 

is ,'ho he is. ;,11 ;Enoch's visions ::Ire concerned with tlIis ch:mge from one " go to 

:mother. 

Despite the obvious c rucia1ity of the enthronement of the Son of n~n in 

1 Enoch, the Son of ,JW is by no me:ms the sole punisher of tL., Sinful forces :md 

bestower of blef;Linc on the r ighteous md elect oneS. I n addit ion to the Son of 
15. 16 . 17. 

;"-,<n ' s role as judi;G, plmisher , ,,,,d besto;;er of blessing , e .~ ch of these functions is 

1. 1 En. 5+.5 (Az9.zel): )5 . 3 - 56 . 4 (Az 'lze1 end hi s ."ssoci:-,tes); 60. 7- 10 (LevLTth.on 
nnd Behemoth) . 

2. 1 E'n. 38. 1; 62 . 8; 53 . 6 , 7 ; ,;5.4; 71.16 . (cf also 48.1; 61. 4 ). 
3. 1 En. 38.1; 39. 6b; .l7 . 2; 62.8 , 13. 
4. 1 En. 48. 9, 50. 1f 
5. 1 En. 51. 8d; 45 . 31; . -1-8 . 4 ; 58 • . +; 71,15, 17 . 
6. 1 En. 48. lf 
7. l ,,:n. 62.14 (cf 61.4) 
8 . 1 En. 606. 
9. 1 En. 40. 9; 58. 3 , 6; 62.14- 16; 71.16,17, 

10. 1 En. 50.1 (Ch::lrles transbtion in Apoc . "llld Pseud., 1913) . 
11. 1 L'n. 69.29. 
12. 1 En. 45.4 , 5. 
13. 1 En. 48. 5 
14. 1 En. 48 . 6 
15. 1 En . 45.3; 49. l~; 61. 8 
16. 1 En. ';'6 . 4f; 62.2; 69.27 . 
17. 1 En. 48. 2; 53.6 



P:J.ge 189. 
1. 2. 

a lso :scribed to tHe Lord of Spirit". ]'requent ly the abent is indefinite, is the 
3. ~. 

rit;htaous ',nd elect (only in punishc'ent) , or the :lneels (only in punishment .md !Iith 

one exception tho punishnent of the mythologic '.1 monsters) . How is this crucinli ty 

yet strange p"lsJivity of the SOl" or' !il'ln to be explained? 

(it ) The tus.ion of different trc.di tions. 
5. 

In ".nswer to this question it would seem that ;·'owinckcl is correct in 

seein~ the fusion of the concepts of '3. heavenly, divine figure, bO"Towed :!Irom the 
6. 

Un:lensch specul .tion in which he h .ls~very 9ctive esch:>tologic:J.l role, ',',ith the more 

l1lund,-me figure of the n tion .. l Messi'lh in Judaism. In addition the p:J.ssivity of 

the Gon of W.lll in D:miel 7, where he 'lppears to be si,~ply the ihheritor of wh'it 

ribhtly belongs to hilli a fter Yahweh's conquest of evil, pl . .-.yed its pClrt . 

1. Messianis"l 

Thflt there iJ this dependence on -.iessi::mic concepts is evident in the 
7. 

CO'""on USe of the title 'the Elect One ' or '1Iy Elect One' in the Similitudes . This 

ter.:u is derived fro.~ OIG 'res t'1ment usage "shere it indice.tes tha t the p2rson in ..;uesti(' 

st . .r,ds in .'1 specie.lly close rel :tior.ship to Y:hweh, partly as the special object of 

hiG c.:rre, :·tl1d p::rtly as his chosen in>; trw.lent to fulfil some t ·'lsk or purpose to c.'l.rrJ 
8. 

out his will. Like Deutero- Issi 'lh Enoch ~ lso c::tlls Israel, or those in Israel Vlho 
9. 

are de..;tined for the bleSSing of Y:thweh , 'the elect ones '. fhe le!luer or king of the 

' elect ones' in tile n£w Gge is ' 'the Elect One' par excellence. 'rhe word 'elect' (or 

Chosen) is used s:;;ecific:J.lly 01 the king '"s y"l;weh 's f :tvourit.e and instrwnent, 

bec~mse he is the re}lre~ei1t .ltive of Isr,el, the one who sums up Israel in h:il!ls<?lf. 

But wh '1t is true of kincs flld other chosen indtru:Ients of ":2.h·.,eh is a lso true of t,le 

I;iess icl1. It is, tb.erefore , underst lndable th,t the Targums interpret Messi'll'lic;:tlly 

both tne passag€S ,';hich refer to the chosen oerv'll'lt -md other paSs3.ges whicil spec.k of 
10. 

Yahweh's chosen. It is, <lccordingly, ov~r,'heL'3ingly prob-,ble that the title 'the 

'::lect One' WaS t r ansfer red from the ;"essidh to the Son of man who was hirn,;elf 

1. 'l'he Lord of Spirits 2S judr:e , 1 ·::n. 50.lf; (IS punisher ·.nd destroyer, 1 En. ,>5. 
~ .. 6; 60.2; 62.10; .,no. .1S .'gent of blessin3 , 1 En . 38.4; ·15 . 4; 62 . 16. 

2. 1 :En . 39 . 6; 52.9; 61.8f; 62.7 , 8 , 13-15. 
3. 1 m. 38.5; ,;8 . 9fj 50.lf. 
4. 1 En. 53; 54; 55.3- 56 . 4; 56 . 5; 62 .H; 63.1 
5. 3 . i,lowinckel, He 'rh ~t Cometh, 1956, pp . 360 ff. 
6. ibid. pp. 427ff. 
7. i ;;;';. 59 . 6; '>0.5; , 5. 3f; 4·9. 2ff ; 5l.3ff, :;2.6,9; 53.6; 55. 4; 61. (4) , 5,8. 10. 
8 . lSI . 43 . 20; ~5.4; 46 .12,15; cf 65.9,15,22. 
9. 1 En 53.6; 62. 12; 15 ; and lr .. ' I'W other pass'ges . 
10. " . g. Isa. 42.1; 41.81'; 43.10 cf also S. -'o;-' inckel, He Th~t Cometh, 1956 

pp. 285 , 328f. 
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reg8rded f18 the ~ :!essiah. 

Page 190 . 

Beside ',he Elect me', the 'Ri;W"eouS One ' :: lso occurs as a n )!,1e of 
2. 

the esch:ltologic ~,l figure . In one p':ss8:se he is cCllled 'the ;lect One of ri 3hteous-

nesS " nd f<.lith ', th:>t is 'th·_ righteous .,nd f9.ithful Elect One '. This title probablJ 

deri ves frow hi~ being the leqder of the righteous ones as the 'Elect One ' i s the 
3. 

leader of the 'elect ones', . nd also fro!~ his 1,1Ost;conspicuous ch "'tr.'lcteristic ,nd t a s k. 

This task is principc.lly t o establish righteousness, and this i s not only '1 ::lorc.l 

qUL, li ty but it "lso includes the right condi tiona for the ri:;hteous, i. e. h,~ estn-
4. 

blishes the ri:o;11t of the righteous. 

In two passages the title 'the I~essiah ' or ' the Anointed' i s '1pplied to 
5. 6. 7 . 

the Son of !:lan . DoJlm.<m ~md Messel assert th .,t ~':essi,m i s here a secondary addition 
8 . 

but the reasons they ;:;ive are not convincing. In any event, whether it is '" secondary 

insertion or not is not partir.uLl.r ly relevant , for its inclusion, or its 9.rlpe"n,J.nce 

as £' gloss , woulii show th '~t the tradition ., ithin the Enoch circles took th e Son of 

ill ill to be the Messi,.h . 

'rhe :.pplic·"tion of these ;lessi:mic concepts to the Son of man shoul" lead 

uS to exvect to fin, tr.1c es in 1 Enoch of the eschaton bein,., viewed in this- worldly 
9. 

concepts, of the uefe:l t of the enemies of Isr.,el by the messianic com!nuni ty, of the 
10. 

subservience of the hostile powers t o the ?less iah, Clnd of the finn est3.blishrnent of 
11. 

Israel on e2rth free from the threat of hostile power s. 

1. so Mowinckel, op. cit ., P' 366. For evidence that the Son of man was r e3'l rde ti as th" 
Messiah in some circles cf lQ1Q., pp . 360ff; E. Sjo~berg, Menschensohn, 19 46 , 
pp. HOff. 'rhe fsct tha t there is this dependence on Deutero-Isaiah , 'md tL ·t the 
titlE ' the Elect One ' !.'.y h 'we been derived from his 'Serwtnt', must not r.13ke uS 
aSSume too readily that the ideas associdted with the Serv3.nt in Deutero-Is .iqh 
are taken over :md applied to the Son of !TIm. '.',hen 'the Elect One ' is us ed in 1 
Enoch the expression conveys the normal l,~essi:mic sense. He is leader of th o elect 
ones, those "ho will share in the Messi 'lnic salvation. 

2. 1 En. 38. 2; cf 39. 6; 53.6 , 
3. 1 En. 38.2, 39 . 5f; 46 . 3; 49.2; 53.7; 62 . 2f; etc . 
~. cf S. Mowluckel, He That Cometh , 1956, pp. 377f. 
5. 1 Eo.. 48.10; 52 . 4. 
6. G. Dalman, The ';, or ds of Jesus , 1909, p.221. 
7. N. Messel , Der Mens chensohn in den Bilderreden de Henoch, ZAW, Vo. 35, 1922 vi!.311'f 
8. Cf E. Sjol'berg, ~,;enschensohn , 1946, pp . 140ff.· --
9. 1 En. 38.5; ~8.9f; 50.1f (0f a lso the self- dest ruction by the kings 56.7) 
10. cf 1 En. 52. 4; 62.9 . 
11.1 En. 38.1; 45.5; 50.2 ; 51. 5; 53.6f; 56.7; 57.11'1' ; GO. 6j 62.8f; 65.12; 48 .5 
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1. 

2. Urlllensch Mytho l ogy 

In addition to Messi'1llism non-J e.vish sour ces of tne concept should ,Is o 

be expected to Inve left tra ces . 
2. 

Thus we should expec t to find traces of his 
3. 4. 

ile2venly pre- existence, his connexion with the act of creation, his idea l jr.-mhood , 
5. 6. 

rulU possession of all s ecr"ts and wisdom, his conflict with evil :md Sakm, his 

1. For the 'Llain f8 'ttures 01 the Urmensch lJ1,ythology and the Greek Anthropos concept 
cf S . Mowinckel, He Th,t Cometh , 1956, pp. 427ff; ~nd C. H. Kraeling, Anthropos and 
the Son of man, 1927, pp.74ff. 

2. 1 En. 39 . 3-7; (40. 5); 48. 3; 48.6; (49. 2); 62 . 7; (70.1). Str' .• ck & B1l1erheck, 
Vol. 11 , p. 334 maintain that 1 Enoch speaks only of an ideal pre-existence, or 
that the Son of man is one of the righteous desd. 'l'here is certainly nothing in 
the text to support the thesis of one of the -mcient de'1d (for arguraents against 
regqrding Enoch [\s the Son of man cf. S . Mowinckel , He Th" t Cometh, 1956, PP.I+37ff) 
M--J Lagr'mge, Le Judaisme avant Jesus-Christ, 1931, pp. 22~ff .nd N. /.ressel, Der 
Menschensohn in den Bilderreden des Henoch, ZAW, vol. 35, 1922, deny the pre- exict-

ence on the grounds th,t the tex~which Seem to imply it are l cter Christi:ou 
interpolations . This thesis is decisively rejected by Sjol£berg, lIIenschensohn, 1946, 
pp. 17ff. G. F. I.loore, Judaism, vol. 11, 1929, pp. 343f, "rgues for an ideal pre­
existence in the sense that the Son of man is part of the plan of Yahweh that ,'ill 
be revealed in the future . Despite the objections of Mowinckel, op. cit., p.370 n. 2, 
th lt dogrrutic assertions are Jl'lde about the n?ture of the :J on of man , Moore's 
interpretation is '1 possibility 'lS do,3mat ic stat anents are :,lso me,de 'lbout the 
n lture of the comin;s Messiah without this implying his re :o. l pre-existence . The 
i deas of His reing hidden ' under the wings of the Lord of Spirits ' 09. 7) , of his 
beine': Turned' 'before the s t a rs of t " e heaven ',vere made ' (48. 3), .lUll of his being 
1 chos en and hidden before Him (thE Lord of Spirits) before the creation of the 
world ~nd for evermore ' ( .f8. 6), do sU£iSest, however, som,'thing ,nore tlkm ideo.l 
pre- existEnce. But it is significmt th"t nO pre-es chatological rol~ is ~ssi,::;ned 

to >lim (cf the role of tile :'1I1gels 40. 9,10), except that he is regarded 'IS ,:iIlf; of 
tile pre-esch3wlo:;ic " l community " lready in he:1ven. This su,.sgests that the i d e", 
of pre-existence is t"ken frolll the Urmensch speculAtion but, ',.,hen applied to th0 
Messiah, it ceaseS to h ')ve its origin-.l signific'lnc e , ,nd simply gives to the 
figure SQ,Jething of ,:1 supernatural aura. 

3. 1 En. 49.3 . Here we read : 
I n hi,.l d"ells the spirit of vlisdom, 
and the spirit which gives insight, 
-.nd the spirit of understanding '1I1d of illizht , 
and the spirit of those who h,we fallen asleep in righteousnuss. 

In its context this fin'il sentence me'ms th:1t he is possess ed of th e s:,me spirit 
as inspired the pious Israelites of former tit:.es.But, 3S 1-lowinckel , op. cit ., 
p . 377 , notes, tlus lll'ly be the form in which the idea of the Primordi9.1 Soul, in 
"hom a ll other s ouls have pre- existence, from which they derive their earthly 
existence, and to .'Ihich they return at death, may h~ve carried over into Judaisl'l 
but with a cOlllpletely changed meaning. Since God ,lone is creator, the idea of the 
::ion of man as cre'ltor would hqve been unacceptable in Jud3ism, but Llowinckel ;:lay 

I'lell be right in seeing SorJe t rac e of this non--J ewish concept in 1 Enoch. cf. 
, Iso 1 En. 39. 12 where Vie h<.lve the str"lnge assertion that the Lord of Spirits 
'filled the earth with spirits'. This looks like a Jewish form of the myth, 
but asc r ibing the " ork of creatine s,Jirits to Yahweh. 

4. cf S. Mowinckel, He That Cometh, 1956, pp. 383ff for a rgument th'lt the O'on of 
wan in 1 Enoch h,'s traces of the idea th--t he is the 'ideal man , the pre-existent, 
he3venly ideal ,md pattern ' . 

5. e. g . 1 En. 41. 31'; cf 52.1ff (which io.plies that he h,s authority over the ordering 
of the cosmos); 46 . 3 (he is the righteous one who 'revealeth all the tre:)sures 
of that which is hidden); 49.3 (his endowment with the spirit of wisdom , insir;ht, 
understwding, nd.3i1t 0.Ild piety); 49.4 (his perfect lmoded:;e of men); 51.3 (at 
the enthronement he will ' pour forth all 'he secrets of wisdom :md counsel ' ). 

6. In a ddition to tl'.e limy references to the destruction of evi l men lnd nltions, 
which waS jO.lrt of what waS hoped for in l1ess ianic esch3tology, cf. p~,rticul'3rly 
5~. 6 (the destruction of Azazel); 55 . 4 (the dest ruction of Azazel ,md his ,sso­
ciates); and 60.2 (the punishment of Levi~th3n and Behemoth). 
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1. 2. 

gathering to himself _; people in heaven, his connexion with the resurrection, and 
3. 

his role in bringing in the totally incorruptible 3ge. 

3. Daniel 7. 

In addition some of the key ideas which we noted in Ddniel 7 are also 

to be found in the Si militudes·. In our siudy of D::miel we noted that the contrast 

between the beasts and .Jen WQS the contrast between those who in ''''If-glorification 

usurped a dominion "hich W:'lS not theirs '1nd those whcseGod-given right it waS to , 
't o 

h "'tve dominion. In the Similitudes we ",re repeatedly told that the sinners, kings 
5. 

and ,Jighty are to be destroyed bec'c)Use they denied the Lord of Spirits, wel we are 

told also of their self-glorific,"tion 'lnd their refusal to Clcknowledge that dominion 
7. 

is a gift bestowed by Yahweh. Vlliile the persecution of the ri0hteous elect in Israel 
8. 

is very much in evidence there are only occasional hints that dominion belongs to 

1. In Clddition to passages in which it is clearly implied, or stated, th'1t the commu­
nity of the elect, righteous 'md holy are on earth (1 En. 38.lf; 41.2; 43.4; .~8 .9 ; 
50.2; 56.6; 62. ll; 65 . 12) and that the eschatologicCll cO Jll1luni ty will be est"blishe( 
on a transformed earth (1 En. 45. 4; 51.5; 57.1-}; 62.8) , there are also pnssages 
Which imply that the heavenly Son of man hlS about him a heavenly community of . 
elect, holy and righteous ones (1 En. 39.1-7; ·17.2; 48.2; 58.5; 70.4) and th'lt the 
eschatological kingdom will be in heaven (1 En. 51.lf; 58.5f; 61. 4f; 8ff; 70.3; 

2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

8. 

71. If; 71.14f-.) These two conceptions of :ill earthly and Q heavenly corununity live 
Side by side and often the one slips 'llwost i,nperceptibly into tile other. Thus, 
e. g . in 39.6 :md 7 the author sees the dwellings of the holymd righteous with 
the angels and with the 'Elect One', whose dwelling p12ce is 'under the wings of 
the Lord of Spirits '. 'fhis is clesrly in heaven, .Jnd the 'Elect One' is their 
king. But later we ".re told how the sirmers were being driven and dragged f rom 
tne "~,,nsions of the holy (41.2). Now it is i;Jpossible to ~uppose th"t the author 
could iwagine th ·"t sirmers were in heaven, es pecially since there is no hint of 
[\ resurrection of Sinners in the Similitudes , or "t least of their being taken up 
to heaven for t l1eir punishment. 3iUlil:uly of the future state "fter the enthrone­
ment of the Son of man. After beinr told of the resurrection we are told ' and the 

~, 

eart" Sll"ll rejoice, -,nd tl.e righteous sh"n dwell upon it, 'lnd the elect sh;,ll 
w"lk thereon'. (51 .5). 

It may be tlnt in the Silililitudes ·the truly righteous IIi thin Israel appe '.r 
already to h:ve their counterparts in he 'wen , .md th"t the t\'JO meet at the enthrone 

ment of the Son of cnn (so Movlinckel, op. cit., p.378). But it may .llso be th,t 
the themes of the resurrection ~nd the Anthropos rrwth som~times make the author 
fix his attention on heaven snd heavenly rewards, but tint the theme of the 
Messiah causes hiw to focus on Israel on "arth, and a hope for Israel's restora­
tion 'illd peace , and that the two run together at times in his thought. i'hey can 
run together bec2use basically the Similitudes are a vision of hope for the 
right eous wi thin Is r"el which means, among other things, freedom from oppress ion. 
He has no single-minded interpretation of this hope for the community. .Ihether 
in heaven or on earth God will give his people eternal security Rnd peace and 
freedom from the oppression of sirmers on the day of the Son of m,m. This felct 
should caution us '3gainst trying to reduce the bewildering series of ilU'l.ges to any 
theological hypothesis. 
1 En. 51. If; 62 . 14f. 
1 En. 69.29; cf. 45 . 4f. 
cf 'l.bove p.181ff. 
1 En. 38.2; 45 .1f ; 46.6f; 48.10; 60.6; 63.7; 67.8,11. 
1 En. 63.7 'Our hope waS in the sceptre of our kingdom'. 
1 En. +6 .5 tile kin{Ss will be destroyed bec9use they did not 'hUlhbly 
acknowledge whence the kingdo>ll w"-s bestowed upon them'. cf. "lso 63.4; 68.4. 
e3' I ~n 4','; 47./ F i 5Hf; 62.1/; d·c.. 
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1. 2. 

Israel and the Son of man . 

In all the many and varying accounts of the 'appear ing ' or 'enthronement' 

of the Son of man, there is only one which clearly echoes Dan . 7.13 in that the 
3. 

Elect One maJces his appear::mce 'before the face of the Lord of Spirits I. 

\Ie have :ilready seen grounds for accepting the commur.al interpretation 
4. 

of the Son of man in Daniel 7. It would seem that there are also certain clear 
5. 

traces of this in 1 Enoch. The ' corporate personality' inter-relationship of 

individual and community is brought out in three passages. 

Firstly, while we read of the Son of man that he 

., ' . • ha th righteousness, 
with whom dwellcth righteousness, 
and who revealeth all the treasures of that which is hidden (6) 

\" e also read that 

• • . , .the Lord of Spirits , . . is long- suffering, 
and all His "orks and all that He created 
He has revealed to the righteous and elect 
in the name of the Lord of Spirits. (7) 

Here it appears that both to the Son of man and the righteous and elect God has 

revealed all the secret treasures of wisdom and knowledge. It is possib l e that 

here we have an indication of at least a conflation of thought about the Son of 

1. In 1 En. 45 . 1 ,,8 are told of the fate of those who deny 'the dwelling of the 
holy ones '. \,hile this is almost certainly a reference back to 39. 3f, where we 
are told that their dwelling is "lith the Elect One under the "'ings of the Lord 
of Spirits, i.e. in heaven, we hnve already noted (cf above p.192n.l) the almost 
impercept ible shift from heaven to earth when in 41. 2 sinners are dragged from 
their dwellings. Thus it is possible th-:.t as they deny the Lord of Spirits, whose 
gift dominion is, So also they deny thL.t that gift belongs properly to the 
righteous elect in Israel . Similarly we are told that the sinful kings ' judge 
the stars of heaven' (46.7) which, we are informed, are the holy ones on earth 
(43.1,4) . As R.H. Charles notes in his commentar y on 1 Enoch in Apoc & Pseudo 
1913, ad. lac., there is an echo in this verse of Dan. 8 . 10: 

'and these are they who cast down the stars of heaven 
~.nd tread to the earth those who dwell upon it'. 

2. 1 En. 49.2. It is said of the Elect One: 
his glory is for ever and ever 
and his might unto all generations, 

which suggests that the mighty ones and kings have usurped what rightly belongs 
to the Son of man , cf 1 En. 62.6f. 

3. 1 En. 52.9 but cf below p .194f. 
4. cf above PP . 178ff . 
5. cf T. Ii. Manson, Teaching , 1943, p . 228 , and l 'h8 Son of man in Daniel, JRL, 

Bulletin xxxii, 2, 1950. This view is strongly criticised by S. MOI';inckel, 
He 'fhat Cometh, 1956, and L Sjti l!;berg, Menschensohn, 1946 . It '"ould seem, 
however, that both sides alUe claiming too much. with Mo\,inckel and Sjo'(berg I 
would agree that the attention is fixed upon an apocalyptic individual who 
I;ould redeem Israel and brinci in the totally transformed nev. aeon. But with 
i,:anson I would agree that there urc . indications of an identification of the 
Son of man I.-i th the righteous elite in Israel. That this should be so is per­
fectly understandable i f vie remember that ' corporate personality ' refers to 
the delicately balanced inter- relationship bet"een an individual :md the com­
munity. Thus proper ties ood functions of the king, Messiah, Servant, etc . almost 
imperceptibly become the attribut e s and ,;ork of the community of which he is or 
is to be the head . Thus "8 should not be surprised to find the same thing of 
the Son of man in Enoch, even if the communal in Daniel 7 has tended to give 
way to the individual in Enoch. 

6. 1 En . 4603 . 7. 1 En . 61.13 . 
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man and the righteous within Israel. 

Secondly, we are told of the Elect One that 

glory is his for ever and ever, 
~nd his might unto all generations (1) 

But this 'glory and honour' of the Elect One is shared by the elect ones at the 

day of the great change. 

And in those dctys a chunge shall t c.ke place for the holy and elect, 
and the light of days shGll abide upon them, 
and the glory and honour shall turn to the holy, 
on the day of uffliction on which evil shall have been treasured up 

against sinner s. (2) 

Thirdly ",e ar,; E!,iven a description of the sin of the kings '"ho are to be 
3. 

dest royed by the Son of mun. Thib sin uppec rs to be thr ee- fold ; (i) they do not 

praise the IDrd of Spirits or acknowledge the source of their kingdom (vv 5 and 6); 

(ii) they do not praise the Son of man (v.5); (iii) they judge the righteous (v.?) 

end persecute the 'houses of His congregation ..nd the f <li thful who h<lllg upon the 

name of the IDrd of Spirits ' (v. 8) . Here thoughts about God, the Son of man, and 

the community shift easily and naturally from one to the other. While this may 

not constitute grounds for an identity between the Son of man and the community, 

it is evidence that the Son of rr~n end the community belong inextricably together, 

This point is borne out by tho obvious associetions between the titles 

of the Son of man es 'the El ect One ' and 'the Right eous One ' and the faithful com-

munityas ' the elect ones ' and the 'righteous ones '. If he is the eschatological 

fibcrre whos" appearing heralds the end of darkness and evil und the dawn of the 

incorruptible aeon, they arc the eschctological community who will appear with him 

at tl>at time, free from p~rsecution =d suffering . 

4. Conclusion 

It is by taking int o account this con,plex b£. ckground that VIE: can under-

stand the inconsistency in 1 Enoch about tho agont of blcssin6 and destruction on 

the day of the Son of man . Concepts derived from Urmensch speculation would 

threaten strict monotheism in JUdaism. It is understandable, therefore , for the 

author to transfer some of them from the Son of man to th~ Lord of Spirits and the 
4. 

angels, or to find them in that form "ithin Judaism. Equally, acceptable ideas 

of the power end function of the Messiah and the mcssianic community are reta ined. 

It is probabl e also that the Danielic concopt of the Son of man/saints of the Most 

1. 1 En. 49.2 
2. 1 En. 50.1 
3. 1 En. 46.4- 8. 
4 . For the spread of the idea in Judaism cf S. Mowinckel, He ~'hat Cometh, 1956 

p.415ff. 
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High :1S the inheritor of the victory gained by Yahweh played its pErt . With this 

complex of ideas being brought to focus on an apocalyptic deliverer under the 

strict monotheism of Judaism, i t is understandable that the thought of the Simi-

Ii tudes cannot be brought ' .. i thin a closely inter-r~l..lted system of ide::;,s . 

But when 011 hl..s been said, the central theme of the Similitudes remoins 

God ' s eternal preservt.tion in bles!3in,;, peL.cc, joy, ~nd righteousness of the faith-

ful within Israel - both the living _nd the dead . hile the spotlight falls on the 

figure of the deliverer , the hope is for the faithful cOIllIllunity. 

(iii) The Epiphany of the Son of man? 
1. 

Mowinckel is undoubtedly correct in seeing the total impoct of the various 
2. 

imal;es of the enthronement of the Son of man '-'s a cosmic event when he is h'liled 
3. 

by all the living 'and the kings :md mighty and all who possess the earth ' and 
4. 5. 

'all who dwell in heaven' . It is clearly an event visible not only in heaven but 
6. 7. 

also by the kinl;s, mighty men, the m, tions of thL earth, "nd the righteous ones. 

But we need to be cautious of ,_ccepting his conclusion that the Son of man has 

been brought from his hidden, heavenly, pre-existent pla ce of waiting . Tlk'1t 

there are truces of his heavenly pre- existence we have already seen e,mnot be 
8. 

seriously questioned. The complexity of th" ground from which Enoch has drawn 

his iIllIllages should caution us a,;ainst , dllowing any o:oe strain of thought so to 

dominate the whole as to allow us to interpret every reference in the light of it. 

In addition to the idea of "hat virtually &mounts to a theophany of the 

heavenly Son of man to the righteous and the sinners , we find tn:.ces ..llso of what 

may fairly be described as " tr,mslation of the Son of Il'.an from earth to heaven, 

derived probably from Daniel. Thus we are told: 

And these things shall be (denied and) destroyed from the surface of the 
earth 

when the Elect One shall app'Jar before: the f a ce of the Lardof Spirits (9). 

1. S. Mowinckel, He That Cometh, 1956 , p.338f . 
2 . cf above i) . 187 nn 4-8 
3 . 1 En . 62 .6f. cf also 61 . 7; 69.26 (cf the same idea in Matt . 24.27; Lk. 17.24). 
4. 1 En. 47 . 5 cf 61 . 6ff . 
5. 1 ];n . 61.8 
6. 1 En. 38 . 2; 62 .1ff (especi311y verse 5) . 
7. 1 En. 38. 2 
8. cf above p.191 n 2 . 
9. '1 En. 52 . 9 . This idea of npP0aring before the face of the Lard of Spirit s is 

clearly derived from a tradition different from the one which has alrGfJ.dy 
assigned him a place 'under the wings of the Lard of Spirits' 



So " lso: 

,illd at that hour that Son of ..lln waS ne.med 
in the presence of the Lord of Spirits, 
.md his n :lllle before the HeCld of Days~ (1) 

P,-,ge 196. 

Here especially in the u~ e of the Danielic n rllUe for God, the Ancient of Days, we 

luve a clear reference back to Dan. 7.13 where the tr.msla ted Son of m!3Il is brought 
2. 

into t Il e hea venly court to receive the duthority and dominion which belongs to him. 

These two i deas of a theophany '3nd .., trallsl",tion live Side by Side in 1 

Enoch ' s vision of the iS lorious enthronement . ,nd appe'lr::mce of the Son of man. 

(iv) COlJlIDunityand the Son of man 

When the Son of man -:ppea rs he does not :>ppear alone. i.hen the Lord of 

Spirits places the Elect One on the throne of glory we are told; 

And He will Summon all tne host of h eaven, "nd .,11 t h e holy ones above, 
.md ·.he host of God , the Cherubim, :Seraphim, :md Dphanim, 
"nd a ll t il e angels of pOder, -'nd all the angels of principalities, 3. 
and til2 Elect One, and the other po,.ers on the earth and over the waters. 

As is made clear both in this pass age and 1 Enoch 39.4-7 these are not simply 

:mgelic beings :md cosmic powers but also t h e host of the elect .Iho are now in 

heaven. In a ddition to thL hea venly com,lUnity th"t appears with the Son of man 

an e ,,,-rthly community a l::;o .lppears ;lit h h:L.1. 

"hen tl,e cong re,ption of the rijrteous Shall appear , 
md Si nners be judged for t h eir Sins , 

.md shall be driven from ·the face of the earth: 
And when the Right eous One sha ll 3ppear before the ey es of the righteous , 
whose elect works hang upon thc Lord of Spirits, 
And li5 ht sh''1ll appe.lr to the righteous '3nd elect .,.,ho dwell on the earth, 
where then .3h:1ll be the d\lelling of the sinners? (4) . 

1 .. 1 En. 48.2 
2. ~'or the ancient kingship ideology , .. hich lies behind tl1is im3gery cf E. Sjokberg, 

Mens chensohn, 19,16, pp. 62ft. Th:1t 1 Enoch like Daniel 7 sees this dominion "s 
1:elonging by right to the Son of man is 11"de clear in t h e verses that follow: 

Yea, before the sun ', nd t he Signs ',vere created , 
before th e stars of heaven ./ere nnde, 
nis n eLle wa S n ,med before the Lord of Spirits. 

He shall be n light of th e Gentiles (cf Isn. 42 . 6; 49.6) 
and the hope of those who are troubled of heart (cf Is a. 61.1f) 
And all liho dwell upon the earth shall fall down and \, orship before him, 
en el will pr.:.ise and celebr .. te with son;, the Lord of Spirits. 
And for tl.is reason hath he been chosen 'end hidda-. before him; 
before the cre Cltion of the world :~ d for evermore. 

'fhe bringing together in this single pnSS.)ge of ide':ts G2ri ved from Dan. 7, Deuterc 
Isaiah ' s (ebhed Yah" eh, .md Antllropos mythology, shOll us how wideranging is the 
background material from which 1 Enoch has t , ken his thought. Thus , des pi t e the 
fac t th~t v . 7 mckes cle,H r eference to pre- existence, v . 2 may still be s >.l. id to 
preserve a strdld of thought in (lhich the enthronement of the ::i on of mlln is seen 
:18 a t r :.ll1Slation. 

3 . 1 1'11. 60. 10 (cf ti,e New 'festament usage of the sqroe idea th ·.t .. e will come 'with 
nll his Sa ints' , 'with the ':mgels of ;lis power ' 1 'fhesG . 3.13; 2 Thess.l. 7; 
~bt . 25 . 31.) 

4. 1 En. 38. 1. 
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The appear.::nce of tj",e 'congregation of the righteous' clen.rly prrallels the 
1. 

nppear0.l1ce of the Rie hteous One. The difficulty in determining whether these 

' ri",hteous ' who .lPpear are in heaven or on e'nth i" th,"t in the pnr311el 3ppearance 

of the Righteous One his :.ljJpearmlC e is to the 'righteous elect wiwse elect works 

hang u~on the Lord o i Spirits' . This phres e is used of the heavenly community in 

40.6 lal:it 10. 6 but of the earthly congregation in 46.8. It is not clear whether the 

Ri r:;hteous One's appearance is a theophany or translation. '1'he fact th:>t light then 

dClwns on the righteous on e3.rth does not help us solve the question since the joys 

~ttend ing the Son of man's enthronement belong to both the earthly ~nd the heavenly 

community. In view of this it is prob" ble that 'the cons reg,tion of the righteous' 

who '1ppear with the Righteous One is intendeu to convey the idea tin t the Son of man 
2. 

cOmeS with both a heavenly und a'1 e'lrthly congregation. 

In addit ion to appearing :lith his eschatological COJlllluni ty, the cpiph8l1Y 

of the Son of mom =rks the est~blishment of his community free from the oppression 

of both cosmic ~nd hUlO .Ul forces of evil. VIe are told; ' lInd "fter this the 

Righteous 3lld Elect One sh 111 C9.use the house of his con::;reg'ltioll to appear: hence-
3. 

forth they shall no C.ore be hindered in th" n!1l1le of the Lord of 3pirits', :1l1d 'The 

congreg3tion of the elvct 3lld holy ones shall be so,'/n, . 'nd. ,,11 the elect shail st,:nd 
4. 

before him on thqt day' . 

(,here that COl;ll:lunity is establi shed ':lppears at ti;nes to r 8flect the ideets 

of Dnn. 7 'md t l,e n .1tion3 1 "ldssianic hope seeing the community est(1 blished inviolate 
5. 

and victorious on e"rth, md .,t other times to reflect more tr nscendent 11 ideas 
6. 

ol u he':lvenly cOJn.luni ty. These two conceptions are sometimes brought together 
7. 

with the uwe11ing of the eschatologic .. ll community on a totdly renewed earth. But 
8 . 

the crucial point "bout that cor.munity is th'lt it is with the Son of man in the 

1. This lends further support to our contention (cf above p.-192f.J thClt tr.,ces of 
a communal interpretation of the Son of oan a r e to be fOUl1d in 1 Enoch. 

2. Such an interprekltion r:ny help tow::trds Iill understanding of 1 En. 61. 4; that on 
the day of ·the Elect One 'the elect sh . 11 begin to (!, le11 " ith the elect '. 
1l0winckel, He That Cometh, 1956, p.406 n.l, contends that the text does not m ke 
sense as it st ends, .. nd must hr,ve originnlly read 'the elect sh~ll begin to 
dwell with the Elect One' . Since there is no textual evidence for thiS, it is 
IUOre likely to ",e"n th"t the uay of the Elect One brings t03~ther the el"ct of 
heaven m u earth. 

3. 1 En. 53 . 6 
4. 1 En. 62.8 
5. 1 En. 50.2; 51.5; 56 . 6; 62.8; 65.12; 
6. 1 En. 51. 1f; 58.51'; 61.4f ,8ff; 70.3; 71.lf; 71.4f. 
7. 1 Eh. 45 . 4f; 51. 5. This du::tl conception of the kingdoLi of the Son of man is 

n lllloSt certninly to be explained in torms of th~ fusion of n ,t ion"ll Messi311ic 
concel'ts with the trodi tion of ' ill ulto::;ether supern ·~tural figure. Thus Enoch's 
Son of m~n i~ at tiaes the n ction:ll ~Iessiah, to whom cer t , in supernatural ~~ttri­
butes h lve bee" " ud",d, ·md at other timE; the heavenly ".nthropos , butrobbed of 
SOLle of his celestid l splenllours. 

8. 1 dl. 45.4; 62.14. 
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L 2. 

presence of the Lord of Spirits bivillb praise to God and rJh:::rin,s in an everl::lstin[.; 

joyous b,mquet . 

And t n e Lord of Spirits will abid" over the..l, 
Jld with th:J.t Son of man sh .,ll they e::tt 
:md lie; down ~nd rise up for ever ~nd ever. (3) 

(v) A Suffering Son of uan? 

As in Droniel ::Ill attention in the Silllilitudes is focussed on the coming 

glorious rule of the Son of man. But the cuestion reL1aino wnether there is any 

hint of his suffering and death in 1 Enoch. 

,~. 5. 
D \lman nnd Kl'"\Usner have sho:m thr t in the entire clPoc<llyptic lit erature 

there is not a single p~ssage which Sugbests th . t it is p~rt of the vocation of the 
6. 

Son of hlan th:lt he must suffer and die to atono for the sinrJ of men. While this 

point laust be t2ken to be -" s cert . in '::s any point can be in bibiical study it does 

not dispense with T •• t . Manson's collective interpretation of the Son of man in 1 

Enoch. 

/,e have .lready seen ttu t while this collectivt: il1t erpret ·~t ion is not 
7. 

true of ~ll P'trts of the' Similitudes , there :Are SOine indicrotions of its presence. 

Siuul:1rly we h .:lVe seen th ~.t there ',re indic::: tions th'lt .. n earthlJ' congreg"tion 
8. 

appears with the Son of a.,n 'lt his enthron.:olllent. '>, hile t;lis does not nec essarily 

imply :m identity of the Son of mnn . ,nd th ·,. ri:;hteous cOlllL.unity, he is most certainly 

its ladder. It L then significant th ,t "e ~.re tolrl of the persecution' of the 

house of his concreg'ltion, and the f'lithful who hrong upon the l1 ; me of the Lord of 
9. 

Spirits' • Even if these must be t ' ,ken with 40.6 to refer to the heavenly cOr.lmunity 

40.6 sees the Elect One to be together with the elect ones. Tiwre C3l1 be no doubt 

th,. Lt the righteous md elect on earth are suffering perSecution, :md if 46.8 does 

refer to the heavenly community, they too :lre suffering. .,hile we are never told 

sjJecifically th'lt the Son of rJan suffer s, the implic'1tion is th .,t the Son of man 

1 . 1 En. 45. 6 
2. 1 En. 48. 5f; 61.9f. 
3. 1 En. 62. 14. 
4. G. D.'.lnan, Der 1,=i'd.2nde una , sterbende ~!essias der Synagogue im ersten TI'lch­

chris t lichen Jahrhun~ert, 1888. 
5. J. Kl 'lUsner, Die lilessi2.nischen Vorstellungen des ,jiidischen Volkes im Zeit31ter 

der Tann3iten, 1903. 
6. Only in 2 Esdras 7. 28ff '1re we t olLl of thL death of tt;e " ,~essinh, but this is [1 

relic of th;: older conception of a wholly t his- worldly 1!lessiBh who is mortal. 
J. JcreiuL,s, ErUiser und Erlosung, in Deutsche Theologie, ii, 1929, pp.l06ff, has 
tried to revive t"e i ue'l of ,toning suffering by the Son of m= based on idens 
.:md the",~s t a ken froul Deutero-Isaih's Servc!nt . His tl.esis has been 0XaLlined by 
::ijo \'berg, .rienschensohn, 1946, pp.ll6ff .C!TId dec isively rejected. Sjo,\:berg is 
enthusiushc'lIly supported by MOW inckei, He That Cometh, 1956, pp.410ft. In view 
of the weight of ~vidence ,g 'linst the ide'1 of It helng the voc'1tion of the Son 
of d.:m t o suffer :nd liie for m;'J,n , such J concept C . .:rrl certctinly not be supported. 

7. cf ~bove p. 192f 
8 . cf :,bove p. 196ff 
9. 1 En. 46.·8 
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s.uffers together with his elect ones. If so it is eqUlllly cleer that ti18 suffering 

of neither is t hei r vocation. On the contrary t h eir vocQtion is their glorificetion 

amI dominion not only of the earth but of the '" hola created order , '1nd the messege 

of ohe Similitudes is th ,t their gloriOUS vi.l1dication '1nel victory is shortly to t :.ke 

plac e . The enthron,'"lent of the Son of m'ill brin.;s thee. to sln re in the etem'll 

glory ',md dominion th.l t belongs to him. 

Accordingly, :)s in Daniel, while :011 the focus on the Son of :08n is on his 

caroling enthronement which will bring suffering to an end for the elect, th e the,ae 

of '" suffering Son of rn n c3!lnot be sJ.id to be entirGly absent fror.l the Similitudes . 

(vi) The Equipment of the Son of men. 

Aport from n ' nULlinous' endowr.1ent of the Son of Ll<m with Divine glory, a 
1. 2. 

glory in which the elect are to sh 'lre, he is also to be endowed with the spirit. 

In keeping wit l. t.,e Old Testaulent conc~}Jtions of the working of the spirit, this 

endowment is thought of in terms of iilim.culous power,.vo rking chiefly :l gainst the 
3. 

eneuies of the Son of man. As the e lect sh3re in his endownent iii th divine glory 
4. 

CG they _Ilso sh·.-4re this spirit of :i:lir::lculous pO I-ler .. In accordance \',ith the l,njOr 

interest of the apoc:llyptists p'lrticuls,r stress is pl.)ced on the Son of m:m's 
5. 

endowment with the spirit of ':lisdor:: , sh:'tred e lsa by the congregation of the elect 
6. 

3n~ righteous ones . 

7. 
Righteousness is the supreme Element in the equipnent of the Son of !TIan. 

As in the Old Test<lLlent the word edb r .. lCes the sum of religious 'lIld .noral virtues. 

'l'he Son of m:m is the Righteous One bec-.use he is the one ,ii'lll is 'right' par 

excellence. But the ','Iord h,s here the S::Lle double significcc,1ce th'lt it h.o.s in the 

Old Testament . It refers both to a personal moral quality .n d ', Is o to establishing 

n society of those who are righteous. :Ihen the social conditions are such that the 

rights of the righteous ones a re being thre 'ltened then 'righteousness' me3!lS 

salv:ltion frOG.! one's enemies, and the securing of etern:"'I l pe'lCe . It is t his social 
8. 

aspect of the 'riGhteousness' of the Son of U 'll1 tInt predomin:~tes in 1 Enoch. 

we are told: 

And rie;hteousnass sh.,11 prev .. ,il in his d3Ys, 
'lll(l the righteous 'm J elect shall be without nULlber before him for 

ever 'md ever (9) 

1. 1 En . 50.1 
2. 1 En. ')9. 3 
3. e. g . 1 En. 62.2 
4. 1 En . 56 . 7 
5. 1 En. ~l. 3ff; 46 . 3; 49.lff; 51. 3 
6. 1 fu . 61.13. 
7. 1 En. 38.2; 39. 5f; 46.3; 49. 2; 53 . 7; 62.2f; etc . 
8 . 1 En. 38. 3; ,n . 4; 48. 1; 49.2; 58. 5; 62 . 12; 71.16. 
9. 1 En. 39. 6 

.Ihen 
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the thought is of the bliss of t h e rede emed. So ~lso the 'fountain of right eous-
1. 

neB~ ' is the f ountain of lifo from which th~ eschatolocica l community will drink. 

He is the Right i?OUS One bec ~,use it is he who will C'l in for the oppressed ones their 
2. 

right. The Son of Llem is God's gu"rantee that 'righteousness' will one day be 
3. 

r ealized in the worlJ. 

Thus the v~ry qU.'llities of t he Son of ",-,n a re wha t constitutes the hope 

f or tha fnitbful vlitllin Israel bec9.use they will sha re in ',,'h,,t bel ongs to him, which 

mews th 'it they will be est'lblished in everl:ls ting peace C21d joy 'lnd freedom froIO 

oppression 'lS t ile co.1muni ty of the Son of enn. 

Conc Ius ion 

Cle:lrly the figure of the Son of 'Jc,n in 1 Enoch is not simply the n3tion :\1-

istic j~ess iah born of h=n p9.rent s . E~ually he is not simply the Urmensch taken 

over into Jullaisl . or :l n::.turnl developClent of Daniel 7. Messic,h anll Son of LLill 

howe been identified nd ea ch h 1S influen ced the other tr"\ di tion. He emer ges as .. 1 

figure of i rres istible mi ght Clt his enthronement by God , anJ yet a stnmgely p.",ssive 

figure appe'lring before the Lord o f S~irits . There is no dO;,;r,Dtically consist ent 

teaching on who is to be juJge, dest r oyer, wd rewarder when the Son of ;r,:JI] Clppea rs . 

His enthronement , however, runrks the down uf t he cl.:ly when every power f c,r 

evil nnd~ersecution of the elect is destroyed, he:lven and earth a re trwsformed, 

Dnd t he cDi:munity of the elect :md right eous oneS (both in heaven .:md On earth) is 

established •. It is his ' a,:rpearing ' th:lt crea tes th,3.t c ocnnun ity . It is t his 

COl:'.ing g l oI".! tha t dominat es eV'crything, even the pres ent suffering of the elect . 

'rhen will COIile the resurrection cmd the <tern::. l fellowship of t~le elect ones with 

the ~lect One , nnd the unceasing pr'lise of the Lord of Spirits . It is tu est.']blish 

this th:lt tne Son of JJ~m :li!pe:irs, 3.Ild it is est'"lblished "hen God enthrones h:LJ. 

(d) '~he Son of lJan in 2 Es <.l ras ~V Ezra) 
4. 

2 Esdr~c i s ::t coclpar·,tively 1::tte book written originally in Hebrew 
5. 

during the reign of DoIili ti'ln . IWimportnnce for our study lies n ot in any poss i ble 

influence on the neVi Test3iOlent, but in the .vidence it offers of contanpo r :iry 

th()ught ..m.d int erpretation. 

1. 1 En. 48. 1 
2. 1 En. 53.7 
3 . E. SjoX'berg, I/Ienschensohn , 19 tf6 , pp . 96ff; S . l:owinckel, He That Cometh, 1956 

p.377ff. 
4. C. H. Box, IV Ez r 2 , in Apoc and Pseudo 1913, p. 547 . 
5. S. Mow L"lckel, He Tlut Cooeth, 1956, p.356 . C. C. Torrey, A Twice- buried Apocelypse 

Muner a Studios:>, Studies pres ented t o ;/ .1,. P. Hatch , 19'f6, pp. 23ff, contends th!'lt 
2 Esdras i s a sli~~htly r 2vise<.l version of ill earli er She:t1tiel ,~poc ",lypse written 
before tne ti: le of Nero. 



(i) 'fhe doctri ne of th e two ages 
1. 

In 2 Esdras the doctrine of the two ages predomin~tes. 
2. 

~. 
- - :> - ZOl .. 

The eschqton 

mc.l'ks .~ 'p",rting of the times' when this corruptible 'lge will give way to incor-
3. 

ruption . Unlike 1 Enoch, where the comine e;lor i ous rige i3 sometimes pictured as 

being on earth 'md siu·_ tines in heaven, the new 'leon in 2 Esdr.-.,s is unmistakc'lbly 
4. 5. 

in heaven, where the he'lvenly city h'ls been 'hidden ' until tnis time. Bec~use the 

esclntology is viewed in tr!lXlscendental "md not "!essicnic terms the doctrine of a 

resurrection t o judgt.luGnt followed by ::1 destruction of sinnGrs ".n d s 11vation for 
6. 

the right eous plays '1 Llrge pf1rt. 

An artific:11 a ttempt is """de to hnr.]onise t "is tot ~,lly tr::ll1sc"ndent 

esclntology Wit :l I(,essianism by presenting uS with the sudden "ppe3.rance of the 
7. 

lIless i3h, who sh'lll rule for 400 years then die with all other :.1ortqls . 

(ii) N'1tiolL"lism :md InJividualisll 

In 2 .Esdras the sinners fall into two Gl " jor cate,~ories; the w.tions 
8. 9. 

hostile t o Isr,..el, :o.nd tnoS) Israelites ,vno !mo.',' but do not keep the L,w. Indivi-

du .,lism _1nd n :-:ttiol1:J.lisi.1 are blended. 

The earlivr portion of the book is concerned with the question of why 
10 11. 

Isr :.el , the people who:.l God elected , for whose sake all thin; s were created, flIld 
12 

wh(; rightfully should h,,-ve domin ion over the c'1rth, is bei~ crushed by nat ions 

hostile to Isr2e1. It is freely '1cknowledged th"t 9.11 n ;'tions , including Isr::1el, 
13 . 

h . ve descended from ;id:lLl ':md inher it ed Ad::!I:l' s sin. 
14. 

But Is r :-.el h ',s been elected by 

God, alone of all the n , tions h'iS known God, qnd h'ls been chosen to inherit Adam ' s 
15. 

UO!.:linion over t he earth. Thus the burninG question is how God cem let Israel 
16. 

suffer whil e hEr enemies "ire sp3.red. The qnswer giveQ. is thnt ' thG other n '1tions, 
17 . 

which :ll'e descended frora Ad·1ll... 2re nothing . • . • they are like unto spittle. 

1.2 Es . 7 . 50; 7 . 112f; 8.1 
2. 2 Es . 6 . 7,20; 7. 31 
3. 2 Es . 7 . 31, 97, 114 , 120, 123; 8.53 
:, . 2 Es . 4. 30; 6. 25; 7 . 26; 4. 31 , 32; 10. 54. 'rhe only possible exce)tion to this is 

to be found in 11. .,6, where we '.lre tolC; th : t the 8':rth ','fill be replenished. But 
this replenishlaent follows the destructi0n of thE' eagle (~~ome) md not the cosnic 
punishruent of '.11 sinne rs which follows their ueing s ·:'t Ctlive for judgeL1ent !?nd 
destruction (12. 33) Ulich m'lrKs the end bafore the CtP;;ea ring of the heavenly 
city. (10. 54). 

5. 2 Es. 7 . 26 
6 . 2 Es . 5. 45; 7 . 13,31,66f,75f; 12. 33. 
7. 2 Es. 7.28-30 2nd cf 12 . 34 
8 . 22s . 6.56; 11. 1-12. 1; 12.3; 13 . 28- 33 
9. 2 Es . 7. 20-25, 72, 79, 81; 9. 11, 33 , 36. 
10.2 Es. 3.14; .; . 25 ; 5. 231'; 6.54,58. 
11. 2 Es . 6. 56, 59; 9. 13 . 
12.2 Es. 6.57 , 59. 
13. 2 Es . 3.7,4 . 30; 7.1161'. 
l 'f. 2 Es . 3.33 
15. 2 Es. 6 . 54 
16 . 2 Es. 3.32; " . 12, 23f; 5.28-30,33f. 
17. 2 Es . 6.56 
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Conse"uently the. st .nd no hope :Jt all Hhen the new, incorruptible leon dawns. 
1. 

They will be destroyed. 

The seconJ portion of the book 'sks why '}ll Isrnel will not be s'}ved. 
2. 

That the new aeOn is for Israel alone is cle'l r; it is equnlly clea r that only n few 
3. 

in Isrlel will be s".ved. l'he univers :lli ty of sin is wh:,t Ly,kes the author despcir 
4. 

of 'ny hope when the day of punishment LLlwns. 'l'he fin ; l a.t1SWer is th..,t the fate of 

every .lCl1 is deten.lin0U by his response to the cl:1.i:.l of the L:1w; 

then everyone sh..;ll bear his own ri ;hteousness or unrighteousness (5) 

In this :: strong indiviuu:,l isL is seen, though it r"';'''":ins fin .. ly eLlbedded 

within the context of nntiOll'llism.. Punistment ",wC1its ' 11 the nations regarded by 
6. 

God QS spittle end Vlho rnve persecuted his saints 'lS surely as it aw"its thos e 

,ii thin Isr ~el ,vho h ' :ve r ej ected the Law . As in 1 Enoch the author sees no hope "I' 

sulv::ttion fcr Sinners. Hope bebnbs to the ri~hteous _1.1one; sinners c:m expect 

nothing other than the cor~ing toruents. 

t'or the empty, er"pty things! 
For the full, I'ull things! (7) 

Together with this theme oI' punishr.1ent goes the themo of the coming 
8. 

resurrection I'or thL ri.::hteous to their cterrnl bliss anL] ,Jecurity. Ap'lrt from 

the vision oI' the enn frOlJ the Se., in ch,pter 13 , little stress is l.l id on the 

. SJect oI' COl...:.,unity in the life oI' bliss; r ::lther inuividunl bliss is stressed, 

prob: .. bly under the i. 1P J.ct of the strong individualism wi tam n :-. ti onaliSl:l in Ezr:1' s 

t110ught ,m individu3.1isill ~' :.I:1iCh overC 'Jnes his own longing for the salvation of 
9. 

Isr-:"l ,nu which becoraes .:gony :It tho thouGht oI' the I'ew "ho will be s,,-ved. 
1. 2 Es. L) .• 1-12. 1; 12.3; 13 . 28fL 
2. 2 Es . 7 . 120 
3. 2 Es. 7.47,51,60,116f; 8 , lfI',26,·aI'I'; 9.12,16 ; 10.57. 'het this is ,'1 reI'erenco 

to 0.. few in Isr"wl :1nu not 1 feW of ·· . ; i1}~Lnd is t:::.tde cle ".r 1 e . g. in the frequl2nt 
reference to the ilunis~l1"ent which is -:leted Jut to those -. ,ho rnve received but 
reJi.;ctetl tiJ.e L \; \9 .. 12) .. For 3. JeNlsh author tI .. 1.S C :':": ~n ot l.nclucle Gentlles, for 
Gentiles h tlVe not received the L.1.w .. 

4. 2 Es. 7 . 46I'; 8.35; etc. 5. 2. Es . 7.105 , c:e 7.103, 127f. 
6. 2 Es. 8.57 7. 2 Es. 7.35. 
8. 2 Es. 6.25; 7.14 , 16, 3'fff , 98; 8 . 37H, 52H; 9. 8; etc. 
9. Despite this ei.,phc,sis on indiviclUc. lisl" sQiJcthing oI' , cC ·.£luni ty concept oI' the 

esch:lton might be Seen nhen the seer, being i r.lp'ltient for the J"lY oI' I'in'll 
redEilllption in TL buk0d; 

'fhy h st c; . ·w not exceed th2t oI' the r.!os t High; for ·t,w u art h'1st,::ning 
for thine own self, but th.''!lx'1lted one on beilcH oI'r,lany. (2 Es . 4. 3+) 

This passage is , at least superI'icially, r2_:riniscent oI' Isa. 53.11 
My righteGus servflnt shall justiI'y "'-my. 

Box, IV Ezr'1, Apoc "rHi Pseud , 1913, Cld . lac. is cert :.inly .rang when he inter­
prets this VeSS.Cl ,,;e , 'The Most High is no less re:ldy to "hoste" tho..!). hiL.self, 
but d·::;ter. ,ines .'is nct i on in 'lcccrdmce with the interests of all \ Y:l8.l1y)!" 'fhc: 
D:my in this [J, ·ss ·:.ge , as the context ,_, ': __ s pL~in, is t ."e I'ull number of the 
righteous , which has to be r:Jhrle up before the end will CODe (cf. 2 Es •. 1. 36I'). 
'.thus, While Deutero-Isainh ' s Serv'')Ilt is suffering in order th:lt through his 
Buff,ering ~ the .... :xly! i. e . Israel ~cf ab.)ve p.llff), U'1Y be m':'.de righte ous, here 
tile Most Hlgh del"ys the day oI' s ' lv:lticn until 'the );l~.ny ', i.e. the righteous 
;',1ithin Isr:lel, h ':ve been }Jrep ... · .. .red tu receive their heCtv0nly re,\lQru. In Deutero .... 
Isaiah the ':=y' "lre to be crel1ted (or redeemed) through tl,e work ,Jf the Se:rvmt. 
In 2 Esdras the 'enemy' ,re to inhsrit their etern'l1 re ,. ~rd when their full comp18 
,"ent is llJ de up by their own choice of piety ::nd Cldherence. JJespite this r , dic,:t1 
,: ifference iil tlh:ulogy, the concept of the ric3hteous co. muni ty- is inherent in 
both. S,l vntion belonr.;s to the COGlP.luni t ·, not sir1ply to indi viJ;r.ls. 
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(iii) The Esch:ttolo,; ic ~!l Deliverer 

,;hile both t he Similitudes 'md the Ezra ::>.poca lYl,se :tr e concerned with the 

camino d_1 Y of judgl:.lJent, cosmic destruction, :md the ushering in of the 9..:;e to come, 

the spotlight in 1 Enoch L , lls on the;figure of the eschatolog ical deli vereI'. 
\ 

ThiS , however, is not so in 2 Esdras. 
, 

Ap~, rt f r om thcrsion 'md interpret:ltivn of 

ch ,pter 13 there 'He only tw o references t o hi:l , Clnd in bOt'l of these he appears as 

the ~;ess i. ,no 

1 . The Messi:lh 

The Messicill in 2 Baruch Ippe.1r s :lS ~ ~10rt -j l m".Il in D'lvid ' s line who 

in:lU£urates the interL! kingdoill of the Hess i Clh before the dey of judgement when 

even he dies a s the e '1rth returns to pre-crc ,~tion 'silence '. 
1. 

For my ServClTIt the Mess iah shall be revel11ed , to 'l,other ':'- i th those who nre 
wi th hiIJ, and h~ shall rej o ice the survivors four htL"ldred years . And it 
ShAll be, Rfter uhese ye'lrs , th:1t my Serv'mt the Messiah sh 111 die , ::lIld 
all in whom there i s hUID'lIl brenth. Then sh '111 the world be turned into 
the pricl:leV',11 silence seven (hys, like :,s .,t the first beg innings; so 
t h,t n o illan is left . (2) 

;,nd 'lS for the lion whom thou dids t se e roused fron the wood '"Ind roa ring , 
and spea king to the eagle qnd reproving him for his unrighteousness CIIld 

::>.11 his deeds, a s thou h,st heard: 'fhi s is the Messi'"lh(3: who'-1 t he Most 
High hath kept unt o the en d (of the d'1Ys , who shall spring from the seed 
of D:Jvid :,md ohall c ome -,nd speal: un,t o theOl) ; 
he sha ll re}Jrove t her.. for their ungodliness , 
rebuke ther.. for their unrighteousness , 
repro:lch thc,_ t o their f.1Ces witt. t he ir treacheries. 
For a t first he shall set the ... '" livE f or j udcehlent j ',nJ when he hath 
rebukec the:'! he sh'11l destroy the,". (But ;,:y people "ho survive he shal l 
Jelive r -" ith h1erey, even thos e who h::ve beon s 1ved throughout my borders , 
'-lnd h e sh~,ll "'-:eke th e,n joyful unt i l the End come, even the lY-'Y of 
Juugel~ent, of ;,h icu I have spoken unto thee frow the beg inning) ( 4 ) 

1. 'l'he Lat in text here re "ds filius meus, ~nd is tr'.ns l"ted by Box CIS ' ~JY Son the 
Messiah. But since th e exVresslon s t ' nds quit e alone it is ,Jost prob.,b le that 
the Christj,~,n tr 'nsl" tor used it t o render the; Greek \"lOrd 110..';'5 , which !O'lY m8..n 
either son o r s erv:mt . In b,ter us"lSe it "lOs t :frequently ne.ens serv9Il t. It 
w0ulJ then curr es.;ond here t" the Hebrew (abh di (cf S . ~lodi.ncl.cel, He Tint Cometh , 
1956, p . 294 , '-> . Dr ur.l 10nLi , 'l 'he Jewish ~ ebC;l'"2h, 1877, yp. 285ff) ':I'h e word ' ,on ' or 
serv'1nt, ho",'evar, does n ot appea r III -fh ~ i. r " bic, Ethiopic , 'nJ Ar.Jeni :'ln versions . 
Thus it may be assw,led th" t it is n Christian interpolat i on in sc,;ae manuscripts 
(,1' the Greek version, :md tin t the orig inol h ad only ' My ;,nointed '. On this g r ound 
tL,is t ext c,.nnot be apvenled to to s how 'lIly indicntion of a suffering Son of "'Cill. 
Even if ( a bhdi did st ',md in the oriGL"lal , it is 3Ppli ed here to the Messiah , of 
WhOI" it is explicitly st'1ted th8t his t 'ls:r is not one of redeLCptive sufferino;. 
He is rather the c un que ring he r o who in~,ugur:Jtes the j,1ess i ::mic int erim-kingdou. 
:,t the "IlL! of t'lis he dies. But tllis J", lth is no part of his ' V/ork'. It illa rks the 
end of th .. t reJ el.lpti ve work before the g re .,t esch'ltol ogica l lky of the resurrec~ 
tion , judg el .. ,mt , nJ S[llvat i on t ., etern" l life. 

2. 2 Bs . 7.28- 30. 
3. In t he i)r::::bic 'J~Hl Ethi opic versions there is nothing t o correspond 'Nith the word 

Unctus (Messia}l) of the Latin verSion , 'nd so m~y be n Christian int crpol"tion 
(cf S. Mowinckel , He Th,lt Co,1eth, 1956, jO. 360). In t ,is p:1Ss8ge , however, we h- v8 
the fusion of ~ t wo sources or tVIO i deQs . In the one t h " fi.;ure ::lppeafs to be 
t he esch':ltolo~icnl delive r er h iHiSelf (even t ho.-,Ltgh he is elf Davi d 's line) connec,· 
ted with the resurre ct ion ind the esch tolo:;ic -: l punish',Ent . In the other he 
3.ppears as t he i"ess i , h in 'ugum,ting t he int e rim- kingclol1 ':,.Id .nking his people 
h ,p>,y ~,nd s ecure until the end C'),.,e8 . This identificClt i Jn uf trle l ion with the 
seed of Dcvid (i . e . the lc"ss iah) is f ound ~;'l i1f in Rev cl -- t ion 5. 5, but tlp t this 
iclentific ',tion belongs to the Ezra ajJocl'llypse \SO "owinckel, ibid, p . 360) is 
doubtful . It is ",or" prob"1ble th ,t lie h '.' ve ,,\11 interpol , tion into the text :ott this 
point of the j ess i :"h of DnviJ. ! s line who inaugur':ltes CllG laillenium .. The origin -..l 
",rob:l \Jly spoke only of the escll:ltolo,sic'll deliverer at whose c oming the eagle 
\ROIJe) woule:: be utterly des troyed. 

4. 2 Es . 12 . 31- 35 . 
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The eschatolo ...... ic'11 deliverer of t.lis Secon~ ... pass 'J. ::.,e rttlpears to be . ' Jre 

like t he Son of ",-On of 1 Enoch. If We exclude the p - ss~;; es onrked by br3ckets ond 

tll 13 word 'Mes si:.:lil ' then 'e ~Are l eft rd ttl the figure of one ~ : }10 ':"'.~pears s.t t he tii!le 

',ppointed by God to judge the godless, r'lise the ,;odless de '_ el , ,nel then destroy 

them _.11. Until this day he h -1S been kept by the r,:ost High. 
1. 

'r:ois !Jay suggest his 

he. _venly pre- existence. It is, ho,v ever, not obvious th -t this is the meaning the 

secr hilJself dOL),ld.; i sh his r e.'J.liers to derive frUi~ the iLL :> e vf his beinb 'kejJt unto 

the end' by the Kost High. Sinc e SUCd frequent reference is m~,de throughout the 
2 . 

book t o the :lPPointing of ,1 d.:lY by God, i f .Ie Were not 9.Ware 01 the i ~ ea of the 

Cl}'pe:'Lring of '" heavenly cn ,n in other traditions , thEJ",Qst n -,_tur:ll int erpretation of 

this pass'1ge o'Iould be thl'lt this figure be,;ins his wor k CIt the tine appointed by Gael; 

a tiLle CUld ,m event rlhi ch h :ls been in t he eterna l purpos e of God. It may " lo a be 

thc. t if the word ' Mesu i:lh I cl id stmtl in th ,_ origina l, the this-worl<11y ch.-'lr'J.cter of 

the i,;essianic f iGure h,s helped t o pl.'1Y daVin the more tr'lns c3:1dental fe·:;tures of the 

S0n uf rJ "l11 in the Ur.Jensch specul:ltion. If t h is is so , it follows th<,t :;lthough 

the tr.luition fro," which this i ""'ee is t::>ken ffi 'ly h ,we h Gd underlying it the itle 1 of 

'" r eal heavenly jJre- existence , in Ez r a is beco"les :m i deal pre-exist ence :1S be ing 

v _rt of God's eternal purpose . 

Both of thes e int erpretat i ons would help to ex ;>l nin -,'Ihy in 2 EStlr-1S the 

h eJ.venly tr ~i ts of the esch_.tolo~~ ic'11 deliverer '1re not prOlninent in contrnst to the 

i1e,:,venly pre-exis tenc e of the hidden city in ,' u e course to be revealed. 

2. '1'he one h:lving the (form of 1. :!lan I in 2 Esdns 13.1-13. 

In the via ion of chrlPter 13 we nrc t old of thL violent winds th.,t ,qr OSe 

fro;J the se:1 whicn c _useel the one h!olvin<; I the for.., of a L0..'l' to CO.le up out 0f the 

hea rt of the sen. 'rhi3 tilan then flew \'Iith the 'clouc:.s of heG.ven l~ Everything 

th;"t he S'1W trel.!bled, , nC: everything th ·!t he_'lrd h i s voice ' ."e l te el "way I. Then 

fro:! ... the four corners of the es.rth an innumer3ble r'lllltitude gat~'lGred together to 

Ild{e liar with the :'Wl, but he ca rved out f or hil,iSelf c:. <o: re '1t dountnin :md flevi upon 

it. The seer wns un .ble to see the In.lteri", l ou t of which th2 a'J.n had cnrved the 

l.1ountnin. Despite t 'leir fear the = ','1/ g1.t h_·red against hid still w"lged war mel 

Vlere killed by the fiery st reall th~.t ca.ne out of his :uoutl1. \Ihen the JUaIl c 1.1:1e down 

1. So S. Mowinckel, He Th2t CorJeth, 1956, p. 386. It is t o be n oted, however, thRt 
in the vision of which this is the interpret2tion the lion lpp~:lrS fro", the 
forest , anel there is nothing to suggest th'lt the f orest st m J s for heFiven. 
(2 Es. 11.37). Too much . .lus t not be l-,_,de of t tlis since th~ i l.l:lge of the lion 
r O'J.ring , which is '1 wholly appropri -, te ruet :ll-'hor f or wh·:t t he lion tloes , le.'J.tls 
t .:> an associ·:, tion ·:l i th the n <tur·:ll habit"lt of the lion. 

2. 2 Be . 4. 27,34ff; 5. 49; 6 . 1- 6,52; 7 . 74; 9. 18; 12. 39; 13.58 . 
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from hi" ::lount :tin 'nd g2.th'2reLl to,;ether :1 peac :1ble a roy , "IIll1 t he,)' came; some gl.:td, 

SOLle sorrowful, 80::.02 in ch 9.ins, tnu some brinGing humm 8::\crifices . 
l. 

In the inter;:>retation of this vision Vie e.re told th 1t the Iln n CO"ling up 

froc' the sea 'is he whom the Most High is keeping :!i:my 3.[,es (.:md through I'thoro he 

will Lleliver his cre~tion) dnd the SCi!:le sh" ll order the survivors ' . This is :t ,:luch 

clearer indication ,j f pre- existence th ' l-n tile more general ' ."hom the Most High h ath 

kept unto the end ui' th~ l~::tyS ' in 2 Es. 12.52 . But how do es this pre- existenc e 

squ .re "itil his couing out of the seq? 

The interpret tion given by the seer 0f this is: 

Just ns one CUll neither seek out nor knO\! "ha t is in t h e deep of the sec" 
even Sc c In no one upon e'l.rth see :.Iy Servant (or those th lt are with hLI), 
but in the tilde of his d'l.Y. (2) 

l/hilv this :!Ccords '.I·ith whnt is s c. id else'"here in the book it is cl c>-, rly an .lrtifi-
3. 

ci2.1 int erpretCltion. Mowinckel contends th:.t it is connected with the concept of 
4. 

his pre- existent hiddenness originatine fro"l the myth of thc primordi,'l.l m:m. 

It is po;:;sible, however, that Vie ho.ve here sone fOrti! of a tr:msl:ltion 

myth such :lS we founei in D'..nie l 7 . It is siGDific:mt th.,t in the vision of the 

e:l",le (Rohle) we ·.ere t o ld: 

and 10 1 there calrle up frora the se:) :m e:lgle . . ~ . .. (5) 

~nd in the interpret2tion: 

'f he e-:c'le " hich thou s3.wes t c oc,e up fro:" th e sea is the fourth 
kin .'~Llo[" which ~ppeClred in viSion to thy brother D'miel. (6) 

In neither 2 Esdr.ls nor Dmiel 7 c :m this b~ interpreted t o convey ::my thing of a 

heavenly origin. R'J.tl1er, here .".s i'll ]}miel we s tJ e ; t o h Jve thl.. duel connexion of 
7. 

the be:1sts ::m~ t~18 se ' with the chaos _lons ters of cre.ltiJ n : \)' thology m d with those 

who in their pride h elVe b econe :J.S beClsts in usur ping thb do;.;inion ·.vhich does net 
8. 

bel on" t () tlJ em. In view of t ius the ~.e'1nil1;; of the ea,;l e ' s 'lPp33ring from the se.'l 

I 
See.';s to be th ~t he brings ch~os ooe! suffering to the world. 

1. 2 Esdr~s 13.25-53. Despit e the inc onsist encies between t h e VlClon "lnd the inter­
pret:J.tion it would seem tbClt the interpret a tion is an import,"nt :md integr a l pe rt 
of the book. cis 11 . D.· Hooker, S on of a ':'ln, 1967, p. 51, notes, the seer hiI!lSelf ITJP,y 
not haVe unaerstuod the tr" dition'lI m.'lt cri~l he h as used to compose his vision. 
But if this is so the interpretCltion is of c re'lt i ml>ort "mce in th'lt it shows how 
the tr'lui tion:l 1 materi'11 is interpreted by t,lis Jew. Consequently our understnnd­
ing of' the use of th e Son of ""all in 2 Esdras LlUSt t 'lk" intu 'lccount the inter­
pret:>tion ,mil crumot be b",sed sinply on the vision itself. 

2. 2 Es . 13.52. 
3. :) 0 Mowinckel, He Th .It COloeth , 1956, p. 390. 
'to ibid. pp. 391f. J . J erebias , ErlDsing und Erloser, in Deutsche Theologie, ii, 1929 

p. 110 a nd H. Gress;;:ann, Der Messi:1s, FRL, vol. '13, 19141, p.372 , hn ve sUbgested 
th'lt the sea is a sYlilbo l inJ iC'lting tneunderworld . E. S j ollberg, Verborgell€ .. 
Menschensobn, 1955, p. 47 , n . 4 rightly objects th:>t in 2 Esdras the Jon of wan is 
preserveu in heaven not H3des . 

5. 2 Es . ll.l 
6. 2 Es . 12 . 11 
7 . cf 2 Es . 6.51 where Levi Jth'lIl is consigne d to the 'mois t pbces '. 
8 . c:f 2 Es . 11. 42f. 
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On this interpretation of the se" the aPile':lTcmce of the one hewing the 

' forl,] of man ' frat.: the he'wt of the se" would laeon th .lt he c;ppe'lrs from out of the 

chQOS ~nC. suffering of the ,vorld :-:.nd , like the 'one like i] Son of mm' in D:lnie1 
1. 

7.13, he flies with the 'clouds of heaven'. 

Th",t li e hew e here Q trms12tion myth is borne out by the fact thelt there 
2. 

is no dcntion of his manifestation to the el"ct, ':lnd th~t the pl".ce to which the L= 

flies is the grelt lJOlmt::rin which, in the inter;Jret'1tion is identified '1S Zion. 

The rest of the buok leaves us in no doubt wkltever tlL" t this b the hidden 

heavenly city ':Ihich will ,.iirQculously ~i'pe'1r '1t the end. ':rhus it would apjJe"lr thc t 

he is tr illsL,t e<l out of the mi<lst of ch,ws to Eign in the ' wo r ld to come'. Here he 

enters upon his rightful dominion of '111 cre ,tion "nd by the liiirCtculous power of 

ilis vOice .111 the evil-Joers are burned up . 

In the interpreta tion the Liraculous pOtier 01' the S on of man is 

the L 2W which is compnreil unto fire . (3) 

This is in hnr;Jony with centrality of the Law in the seers view of things. 

(i v) Courrnuni ty :.J'H) the S on of fioln. 

As in 1 Enoch the bs ch:;tologicCtl deliverer is not tv al'pe:lr "lone but 

t0gether with ~ Co!, ....... W1ity. In 2 Esdr n.s the ch .. lr1.cter of tllis cOJJ::nmity is 

3lilbiguous. ,ie 'u'e told : 

~~nG tht": i:ten .-/~10 h.1ve been t ::,ken up , ",he h ·?\ve not tasted C! 83th from 
their birth, 81",11 'ppea r. (,,) 

Here the reference is cle:uly to those men , like Enoch, W110 h :ve been tr,'nsl" tec1 

nd arc in he~ven, But {-it: '1re ::1180 told: 

For my "erv~nt the Messiah snall be revealed, tOi ,ether ,lith those 
who ere iii th hLn. (5) 

Since tnis 'lppears in '" c:mtcxt which s,Je::rks Jf the ~lort,~l lessi'lh who est:1blishes 

•• 
the interim- kin,:;doLl, the COLliuunity here is :,lora likely to be the e".rthly Isr ' el. 

In the vis i8n of ch'1pter 13 the i:t ,n froD the oea does not come with n 

cOiillntmi ty. Once he h"s settled on the ' grect mount ain ' :IDd destroyed the army 

1. The other i'8 rc,11els between 2 Esdr[ls ':n~ D,:niel would support this int erpreto t ion ; 
thus the 'gre:1t l !OuntCtin ' in 2 Es. 13 . 6f , cf D=. 2. 34f, !,5; the 'winil out of the 
he,C\rt of the se,, ' in2Es. 13.3 , cf. D'1n. 7. 2; the fire, fl"uCle ,.mil sp '1rks of 2 F.,s. 
13. 10, cf Dan . 7.9f; the enelllJ' destroyed by fire in 3 Es . 13.11, cf U'U1 . 7.11; 
=<1 only th~ dust left in 2 Es . 31. 11 cf fhn . 2.35. 

2. so ,lso E. Sjo~berb ' Verbcrgene Menschensohn, 1955, p . 'i7. cf 2 Es. 13.52 'no one 
upon e'1rth c~n see my Servant or those th:, t arc with him, but in the time of his 
J .. lY T • 

3. 2 1s . 13.39. 
4. 2 Es . 6.26. 
5. 2 Es . 7.28 (on this cf " bove p. 203 n.l) 
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arrayed against him he 'comes down' and gathers the great army of joyful, sorrowful, 
1. 

those carrying chains, 1lld those bearing humln sacrifices. This referenc e to human 

sacrifices echoes Isaiah 66 .20 where the menning is stated to be 'brethren out of 

all the n,otions', i. e. the diaspora. This s "'ilie meaning is given in the in t erpre-

tat ion of the peacable army: 

the ten tribes which were led away cavtive out of their own land in the 
days of Josiah the king, which (tribes) Sillmanasser t he king of the 
Assyrians led away cavtive; he carried them across the River, and they were 
transported into ano ther land. (2) 

This passage goes on to say that the land of the di aspora can only be 

re(lched by truvelling underground for one-and-a-half years. The seer thought that 

this tunnel is tu be found in the Tigris-tunne l at ~lkalein where the river goes 
3. 

underground for some distance at the narrow passage of the Euphrates. - Mowinckel is 

probably correct in seeing this to be the interpretation given by the seer to an 

original form of the wyth in which the reference is to the eschatological remnant 

in paradise. 

But whether the community that appears with the man is heavenly or earthly 

the Esult of hi s work, afte r the destruction of evil, is the gathering together of 

the righteous community to be with himself translated from earth to the place 

prepared for the elect. 

(v) Son of man individual or community in 2 Esdras? 

In the vision of the one having the 'f'Jrm of man' we a re told that he 

'ca.Je down' from the gre:lt ml.luntain to gather his peacable army. What this could 

mean in the context of the book is not clea r since we are left in no doubt at all 

that the coming 'bliss' is to be in heaven. The interpretation makes no reference 

to this 'coming down' bef ore gathering the di&.spora. Even if the background to the 
4. 

interpretation is a myth which referred to a cotm:lunity in Paradise, the dispersed 

tribes in chapter 13 a re not thought of as being in heaven. 

It may be that Daniel's identification of the 'one like a Son of man' 

with the 'saints of the Most High' h3S influenced the vision at this point. If this 

is so despite the strongly transcendental eschatology of the book as a whole, the 

seer may have preserved an element which suggested that after the enthronement of 

the Son of man _"nd the destruct i on of sinners, the Son of man (= Is.rae1) was 

1. cf above p. 20M . 
3. cf H. Gressmann, Der Messiaa, FRL, vol. 43, 1914, p. 382 
2. 2 Es. 13. 40. -
4. cf. above 
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gathered together to exercise due lordship over ereatio~. 
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In support of this notion is an earlier prayer of the Seer: 

o Lord above us, if thou wouldst but suffer thy serv3I1t to pray before 
thee; and wouldst give unto us seed of a new heart and culture to our 
understanding, whence fruit may come, whereby every corruptible one may 
be able to live, who be3rs the form of m>n. (2) 

Oesterly describes this as a prayer 'for humanity in general, a universalistic note 
3. 

wilich is by no means always found in our book'. This can be interpreted as a 

universalism, however, only if we ~orget that the author haS already dismissed the 

other nations as 'spittle' in 2 En. 6.56. That the author is thinking of Israel 

as those· having the 'form of man' is made plain in the succeeding verses of the 

prayer: 

Thou sustainest it (him) in thy mercy 
and nourishest it (him) in thy righteousness; 
Thou disciplinest it (him) through thy Law, 
and reprovest it (him) in thy wisdom; .•• :; • 
•••••••• Concerning man in general, thou: knowest best, but 
concerning thy people on whose account I grieve, 
and thine inheritance for which I mou:m, 
.1Ild Israel for whom I am sad, 
and Jacob's seed for whom I am dismayed 
Therefore would I fain pray before thee for myself Md for them. (4) 

Here it is illUde quite explicit th2t the prayer is not for wan in general but for 

Israel. 

If the original text was in Hebrew then the strange phrase 'form of lll~' 

my have intended a reference to Adam. 
5. 

This is ~3de more likely since the next 

verses ·refer to creation. Now Israel's connexion with Adam is a constantly 
6. 

recurring thewe of 2 Esdras in which it is asserted that Israel alone has inherited 
7. 

Adam's dominion 0 ver the earth. The other nations are dismissed as being of no 

consequence~ Yet it is they who have usurped Israel's right in the earth. These 

ideas are those we found Jlso in Daniel 7. 

8. 
Another most int eresting pOint appears in 8.44. The author expresses 

indignation at the idea that a vast proportion of the seed sown by the husbandmen 

is doomed to perish. The following verse indicates that the reference is not to 

mankind in general but to the chosen people, Israel: the Son of man, (or man) 'WhO 

1. cf M.D. Hooker, Son of Man. 1967, pp.49ff, who presents a very cogent argument 
that in 2 Esdras the ideas underlying Daniel's human figure are perfectly un('.~ 

stood and applied to Isr~el. 
2. 2 Esdras 8.6. Th", latin version' has locUlil homonis which is evidently due to a 

confusion between T6iTov and -TUiToV ; The Syrian version understood T0-rrov 
'rhis is precisely the S3me phrase as is used of the m'1n in the vision of 
Chapter 13. 

3. W. O. E. Oesterly, 11 Esdras, 1933, ",d; loco 
4 •. 2 Es. 8.12-16. 
5 •• 2 Es. 8.7ff. 
6. cf above Pi20l 
7. · 2 Es. 6.54 
8 . . Unfortunately the te~t of the existing versions of this passage is not certain. 

Most Latin MSS read hic pater et filius, . though one has sic pat et filius. 
Editors restore either hl<:; pent or SlC pntitur. · 
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has been fashioned with thine own hands, a nd is made in thine own image, for whose 

sake thou has fashioned all things'. Since it is made clear that a ll things were 
1. 

created for Israel it follows that the Son of man (or man) in this passage refers 

to 'thy people ' of 8.26, 1. e. Israel. 

It is accordingly possible that the one having the 'form of man' in the 

vision of Chapter 13 cJrries echoes of Daniel's 'saints of the Most High'. 

Admittedly not all aspects of the vision or its interpretation could fit into this 

picture notably among them the man's pre-existence in th e interpretation, his 

carving out the 'great mountain' interpreted as the ::.eavenly Zion, and his miracu-

lous power by which he slays the hostile hosts. All of these tend to reflect the 

influence of the more transcendental Urmensch, 3ll influence which is furthered by 

the author's own concept of a transceDdentul eschaton. But equally, not all the 

features of C~~pter 13 can be fitted into the pi cture of a theophany of a heavenly 

Son of man; notably his ascent from the sea , his flying with the clouds of heaven 

to the heavenly Zion, and the gathering of the peacable a rmy. What we have appears 

.0 be the conflation of the less Jewish theophany of a semi-divine figure with the ~ 

mo re Jewish ascension of an individual or community (the faithful r emnant in Isra c
-

to receive rightful dominion. Rather .cutificially blended with both of these is tl. , 

wore traui tion:ll figure of the national Messiah. 

(Vi) A Suffering Son of man 

If the possibility of a collective interpretation of the Son of man in 

2 Esdras is accept&', then, Since he is to be identified or associated with Israel, 
2. 

it is clear that he is suffering. In the author' s view this suffering must be 
3. 

because the worl d is evil, and will continue until the world is destroyed. There is 

nothing moral, propitiatory, or vicarious about these sufferings. They are simply 

the unfortunate result of evil which came with Adam 's fall and must be endured by 
4. 

those who would inherit eternal life until the incorruptible new order comes. 

The theology of suffering presented by the seer is that it is an evil which is to 

be conquered when the eschatological day dawns. Unlike Deutero-Isaiah 2 Esdras 

attached no redemptive significance to suffering itself. 

Conclusion 

2 Esdras presents us with a strange conflation of many traditions. In the 

main his thinking h'1s left the traditional Mess ianic conception of the coming glory 

l.. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

2 Es. 6.56, 59; 9.13. 
2 Es. 3.32; 4.12, 23f; 5.28-30, 33ff; 6.56-59; 9.13; 10.7f, 21ff, 43. 
2 Es. 4.28- 30 . 
2 Es. 7. 2ff. 
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for Israel on earth'. Here the picture is of a cosmic destruction before the 

righteous within Isr"el enter their heavenly reward. 

Despite the transcendentalism and individlli~lism the author has not left 

the firm ground of Jewish particularism. 

The figure of the eschatological deliverer is a str.3l1ge enigma in the 

~ra apocalypse. The influence of Urraensch speculation h" s undoubtedly indivic1ual-

ised him and clothed him with supernatural powers and origins. Yet at the Same 

time there appear traces of an older concej)t of the transl".tion of a human figure 

to receive dominion, a figure closely associated with Israel. It would be false 

to s~y that the author consciously identifies him with Israel, but it is signifi-

cant that even in so l at e a composition these tr2ces a re still to be found suggest-

ing that While the IDlfth of the primordial man haS individualised the m3l1 and, to 

some extent, set him over against Israel as its deliverer, yet his intimate links 

wi th the people of God are never really lost and he is thought of in the same terms 

as are applied to Israel. 

As in Daniel 7 and 1 Enoch the Son of man is not presented in terms of 

suffering but of glory, though his connexion with Israel is suggestive of a 

suffering that is never mentioned. Be that as it may , this suffering is not con-

ceived of as redemptive but inevitable. 

While the incli vi dualism of 2 EsdraS has helped to pres ent us with a 

picture of salvation in terms of individual bliSS, there are still strong traces 

that salvation means the establishment of a community in fellowship with God and 

the Son of man. There is, however, no indic.'ltion that Sinners ')re to be included 

in that community by redeeming theiJ frolJ their sins. The election of Israel 

excludes the Gentiles from any hope, and the disobedience of many Jews t o the law 

h;:,s marked ther:! ')lso for dest ruction. 

(e) The Son of man in 2 Baruch 

The final work to which we need to give some attention is the Syriac 

Apocalypse of Baruch, originally written in Hebrew and usually considered to be a 
1. 

little later than the Ezra Apocalypse. It is clearly either dependent on 2 Esdras, 

or both of thew are dependent on a co~on source. '1'he argunents of Torrey that 
2. 

both a re dependent on the Shealtiel Apoc')lypse Seem decisive. 

1. cf S. Mowinckel, He That Cometh, 1956, p.356; R.H. Charles, Apoc and Pseud, 
1913, p. 472~ 

2. C.C. Torrey, A Twice-Buried Apoc'llypse, in Munera Studiosa, Studies presented 
to ,y. L. P. Hatch, 1946, pp.23ft'. 
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All the najor themes of 2 Esdras ~re present in 2 Baruch, some in a 

slightly modified form and some exaggerated. ,> e sho ll, therefore, confine our 

attention to the concept of eschatology and the figure of the eschatological 

deliverer in 2 Baruch. 

(i) The Concept of eschatology 

'fhe concept of t he 'worlel to cone' is presented in the S3Lle radically 

transcendental ter"l as in 2 Esdras '. 
1. 

mark 'a consWlliilati0n of the times ',',-. 

The day prepared by and known to God will 

Here the doctrine of the 'two ages' is wost 
~ 

cleorly narked anJ is spoken of as 'two worlds '. The Seer delights to draw out 

contrasts between the hopelessness, suffering, and corruptibility of this life) 
3. 

'md the delights of immortality :md incorruption of the life which is to come. 

Thus there is a cosmic destruction at the end not only of sinners but also of the 
4. 

angel of death and Hqdes" qnd the mythological creation-monsters Leviathan and 
5. 6. 

Behemoth. ' 'Everything that is shsll becOllle the prey of corruption'. 
7. 

At the 

Same time the righteous are to be raised ,~nd lesve this " orld for a world' 
8. 

promis ed by ~od. 

This 'new world' is conceived of RS the 'New Jerusalem' which has been 

preserved by God until the end and belongs to that new, transcendental world that 
9. 

is to be revealed. 

10. 
The Gentile nltions, as in 2 Esdras, 'lre regarded oS ' spittle' and for 

11. 
them all , with the exception of those who have not known Isra el, there will be 

:.2. 
everlasting death and destruction. On the other h3nd salvation is only for those 

13. 
Jews who have kept the law faithfully. Those Jews who hove rejected the law or 

who have been disobedient can only expect the same fate as """'lits the Gentiles -
14. 

they will be destroyed. 

1. 2 RH. 13.3; 19.5; 21.8,17; 27.15; 30.3; 54.21; 56.2; 59.4,8; 69.5; 82.2; 83.7. 
2. 2 Bar. 83.8 
3. e.g. 2 Bar. 21.,12f, 19, 23; 44.8ff; 48.48-50; 51.11ff. 
4. 2 Bsr. 21.23. 
5. 2 Bar. 29.4 
6. 2 Bar. 31. 5. 
7. 2 Bar. 21.23; 23.5; 30.2f; 42.8; 49.1-50.4. 
8. 2 Bar. 14.13; 15.8'; 21.12,25. 
9. 2 Bar. 4.3; 32.5; 51.8 , 11. 
10. 2 Bsr., 82.5 
11. 2 Bar. ' 72.4ff 
12. 2 Bar. 12.lff;13. 5,l1ff; 14.lf. 
13. 2 Bar. 32.1; 41.4; ,44.7,14; 46.4ff; 51.3,7; 83.7. 
14. 2 Bar. 15.6; 17.1-9; 41. If; 42.7 ; 44.14£; 48. 38ff, 47; 51. 4; 54.14; 84.3. 
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(ii) The Figure of the eschatological deliverer 

Into this transcendental eschatology the figure of the apocalyptic 
l. 

deliverer fits very awkwardly. For BA.ruch he is the Messiah. 

And it shall come to pass when all is ~ccomplished that waS come to pass 
in those parts (i.e. at the end of the signs of the end - the twelve cosmic 
woes which precede .this section) thClt the Messiah sholl then begin to be 
revealed. And Behemoth shall be revealed from his pl~ce and Leviathan shall 
ascend from the sea, th08e two great monsters which I created on the fifth day 
of creation, and shall have kept until that time; and then they shall be for 
food for all that are left. The earth also shall yield its fruit ten 
thousandfold and on each (?) vine there shall be a thousand branches, and 
each branch sh~ 11 produce a thousand clusters, ,md each cluster produce a 
thousand grapes, and each grape produce a cor of wine. f.nd those who have 
hungered shall rejoice; moreover, also, they shall behold marvels every day. 
For winds sh'lll go forth from Me to being every morning the fragranee of 
aromatic fruits, and at the close of the self-same time that the treasury 
of manna shall again descend from on high and they will eat of it in those 
years, because these a re they who have come to the consummation of time. 
And it shall come to paSS after these things, when the time of the advent 
of the Messinh is fulfilled, that he shClll return in glory. (2) 

The fact that the Messiah appears at the end of the signs which will wrecede the 

end ~~kes him appenr to be the apocalyptic Son of man. But, apart from the des-

truction of the cre:1tion monsters, his " ppearance heralds not heavenly bliss but 

fantastic earthly pleasures; increased productivity, health, and the restoration 

of the 1Il0saic manna. There is no hint here of heavenly origins or appearing with 

a heavenly community. 

The strange oonclusion to the section suggests that we are dealing with 
3. 

the same conception of an interim-kingdom as we found in 2 Esdras .• The text 

itself gives us no clue about the meaning of his 'return in glory', whether this is 

to heaven Or to earth. What we are told is that the 'return' heralds the reSUT-

rection of the righteous and their being gnthered together in joy, a j.oy which 
4. 

springs from knowing that the consummation of time has come. Behind this may lie 

a translation myth and a return from heaven to g~ther the righteous for their 

tr~nslation to the 'new world' prepared for them. On the other hind the 'return' 

might be to a pre-existent heavenly glory, gathering together into one kingdom the 

righteous living ,~"'ld dead. A third pOSSibility is that the 'return' of the 

MeSSiah is the s :,'-"!e as the 'return' of the righteous dead, i. e. his resurrection, 

which heralds the resurrection of the righteous. 

It seems fruitless to attempt to decide between these various possible 

interpretatiOns, ~s supporting texts for eac~J can be found within the Baruch 

1. On one occasion he is called 'Illy servant lIlesSiahT (2-Ba:r.'70.-g) but R. H. 
Charles, Apoc and Pseud, ad loc., suggests that this is an interpolation. 

2. 2 Bar. 29.3-30.1 
3. So S. lIlowinckel, He That Cometh, 1956, p.404, 419f. 
4. 2 Bar. 30.2f. 
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" apoca lypse itself. Wh'l t is clear is that we have a fusion of two theological 

concepts - a this-worldly Messiah associat ed with a miraculous restor:>tion of the 

earth, und a more tr~mscendental Son of ma n associated with the resurrection and 

an other-worldly eschatology. In this pass:>ge both ideas are present with a hint 

of a ti~e difference between the two escn"tologies, but are both associated with 
, . 

. ,' 
the 'l'il:me. eschatological figurej the Messi'lh . 

. ,:,.' . 

Tile second passage referring to the Messiah is found in the interpreta-
1. 

tion of the vision of the forest and the vine. 
2 . 

And it shelll come to pqSS ,vhen the time of its consummation th3t it should 
fall has app roached, then the principate of My Messiah ,lill be revealed, 
which is like the fountain and the vine, a nd when it is reve'l1ed it will 
root out the multitude of its host, And as touching that which thou hast 
seen, the lofty cedar, which waS left of the forest, ~nd the fact that the 
vi ne spoke these words with it which thou didst hear, this is the word. 

i'he l as t leader of the timewill be left a live, when the multitude of his 
hosts will be put to the swor d, "nd he will be bound, .md they will take 
him up to i~ount Zion, md My Messhh will convict him of "111 his impieties, 
and will g" ther md set before him all the works of his host. lind afterwards 
he will put him to death , qnd prot ect the rest of my people which shall be 
found in the pl'lce which I have chosen. And his princip2te will stand for 
ever, until the world of corruption is 8t an end, , nd until the times afore­
said a re fulfilled . (3) 

In this passage the 'revelation of the principate of My Messiah' does not require 

the question to be 'lsked whether this is a revel at i on which h"s its origin in 

heaven or on earth. The rule of the Messiah qppears to be a surprising revelation 

to the heathen powers which need mean nothing more than the ent r y of Israel into 
4. 

her rightful world dominion at the coming of the Messiah. The role of the Messiah 

is more 8ctive here than in the previous passage we have examined. It is he who 

judges and destroys the world ruler , Gnd protects the people of God. 

While we Clre told that his rule is to be 'for ever ' this is immediately 

qualified by 'until the world of co rruption is at an end'. This would indic3.te 

th:,t we have here the same ident ification we found in chQpter 291' of the figure of 

the earthly MessiAh , establishing an unending kingdom on earth, And the more trans -

cendental Son of mcqn, bringing in the 'new world'. 

The third reference to the Messi:,h is in tne interpretat ion of the 
5. 

vision of the cloud with the black and ,;hite I'iQters . In the vision we are told of 

the lightnin; which WClS 'on the summit of the cloud' which destroyed the black 

waters mingled with fire, healed the a reas dev3.stated by the waters , ruld took 

1. 2 Bar. 36.lff. 
2. This is a reference to the fourth 

Apoc'and Pseud, comment on 2 Bar. 
2.Bar. 39.7-40.3 

world empire , obviously Rome, cf' R.il . Chnrles 

3. 
4. 
5. 

2 Bar. 72.41'1' cf 11. 11' 
2 Bar. 53ff. 

39. 3- 5, .. ) , .-



Page 213. 

dominion of the whole earth. I n the interpretation we are told that the alter-

nating white cllld bLICk waters 3re the Clltern ·ting :oreaS of t he reign of goodness 

and wickedness, , .nd of the lightning we 3re told: 

regarding the bright lightnin6 which is to come at th0 consumn~tion after 
thes e bl ~ ck (waters): this is the word. '.. fter the signs lL~,ve come, of which 
thou WaS told before, when the n·:tions become turbulent, nnd the time of 
My Messiah is come, he shllll summon all the nations, .~nd some of them he 
sholl sp ere, .. ,nd Some he shall slay. These things therefore sha ll come upon 
the nations wnich a re to be spared by him. Every n ·'t ion which knows not 
Israel 3Ild he.s not trodden down the seed of Jilcob, shJ.ll indeed be spared. 
And this because SOlOe out of every n 'lt ion shall be subjected to thy People. 
But all who hP.ve ruled Over you, or have known you, shllll be given up to 
the sword. 
And it shall come to p.3.SS, when he h c', s brought low everything th 1t is in the 
world, 
and h :ls sat dO' ill for peace on the throne of his kingdom, 
th ·t joy sh, ll then be revealed, 
and rest sh:>ll appear. 
And then Shall healing descend in dew, 
;md disease sh.:ll withdr:lw, 
nnd anxiety .. :nd anguish and l:>mentlltion pass from amongst men, 
and gladness proceed through the whole e3.rth. 
And no one sh~.ll die again untimely, 
nor shall ,:my 'ldversity suddenly befall. 
lmd judgements and revilings and contentions :llld revenges, 
and blood, and p .lSsions, and envy, and hatred, 
and whatsoever things are like these shall go into condemnation when they 
are removed. 
For it is these things which have filled this world with evils, 
and On account of these the life of man h "ls been greatly troubled. 
And wild bec:sts sh:lll come from the forest and minister unto men, 
and asps And dragons shall come forth from thei r holes to submit themselves 
to a little child, 
And womer sh~ll no longer h:lve pain when they bear, 
nor Shall they suffer torment when they yield the fruit of the womb. 
And it shall come to pass in those days that the re3pers shall not groVi weary, 
Nor thOSe th"lt build be tOil-worn; 
For the works of themselves speedily advance 
together \'lith those who do them in much tranquility. 
For that is the time of the consummation of that which is corruptible, 
'md the beginning of th'l.t which is not corruptible. 
Therefore those things which are prodicted shall belong to it; 
Therefore it is far away from evils, :.nd near to those things which die not. (J) 

Two features of this passage sug~; est th3.t behind this MeSSiah stands the 
2. 

figure of the Son of man. The first is his association with the sea and the cloud. 

The second is the reference to his enthronement which WaS such 3. prominent feature 

of 1 Enoch and the only feature which Daniel mentions. His ·~ ctive punitive role 

supports the View that the Son of man h ."\S coloured Baruch's escncltological Messiah. 

But his Jewish n:ltionalism also colours the figure of the deliverer making him see 

l. 2 B.u.(~ • .l-(4.) 

2. so S. Mowinckel, He That Cometh, 1956, · P.390. Mowinckel suggests that we h::'lve 
here the Same figure :IS in 2 Es. 13, of the one h Clving the' form of man' flyipg 
with the clouds. 'Ne h .we already suggested that whatever the myth that lies 
behind this vision mEty have contained, when Jewish npocalyptists used it the 
figure io ont who 'lris es out of the same world as chaos p,nd wickedness to 
defeat that wickedness (cf. lbove p.204f).. In fu ruch he is closely associ:lted 
with the cloud thClt rains alterna ting goodness and evil, suggesting the S3J]le 
idea. In Daniel the cloud represented a tnnsl.qtion. 1\11 of this confirms the 
view that however 'heavenly' in origin may have been the Son of man outside 
Judaism, within Judaism there is a strong tendency to regard him as human 3!ld 
a representative of Is r :tel. 
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hope for Israel alone (with the exception of n~tions totally ignorant of Israel). 

Thereafter comes the universal dominion of Israel OS we Saw in Daniel 7 and the 

other writers we have studied, 

Despi te the transcendental ch:lracter of the esch::ton in 2 Baruch in 

p~sages not connected with the figure of the eschatological deliverer, in this 

passage the 'transform,tion' is not the radical break between 'this world' and 

the 'new world'. It is again the picture of a miraculously restored earth and a 

reversal of the curse pl'lced upon mankind '1t the fall of Adrun. It would appear 

th'1t when the figure of the eschatological deliverer is brought into focus there 

is an irrestible tendency to picture th~ eschlton in terms borrowed from the tra­

di tionol national Messiah. 

Of particulClr interest to the theSis tln t s,llv:ltion is ' community 'lnd 

not individual idea, or that it is to be understood ~s community creating, is 

Baruch's clear presentation that eve rything which destroys the community of men 

will be dertroyed. This means, as Baruch himself says, that peace is established 

because the esch.1tological Messi:J.h establishes true community on the earth. For 

him this community is only for Jews who have been f~ithful to the Law. 

no hope of salvCltion for the rest of mankind. 

Summary 

There is 

What precisely the thought concerning the Son of mnn was in Judaism at 

the time of Jesus is hard to say. In the v!ri tings in which this figure is men-

tioned we h'1ve seen the tendency to picture the eschaton as a radical break 

between this aeon of corruption '1lld the coming aeon of immortality and perfection. 

This corruptible age is destined for complete annihilQtion, an annihi12tion in 

which P'1rticular emph'1sis is placed on the destruction of the n·,tions hostile to 

Israel. Where this n.c·.tionalism is modified, it is modified not by including non-

Jews but by excluding those Jews who h2ve chosen to disrega rd the Law. 

This annihil .,tion:1w:lits not only hUIDQn Sinners but a lso the cosmic 

creatures of evil; Satan, the,mythological cre1tion monsters, :md every mortal :md 

corruptible thing. 

Since this destruction is to be so complete the coming world is the 

appearance of something that h~s never been seen before. !.lost oft en it is the 

appearance of a city that God has kept in hiding only to be revealed at this time. 

The entrance into this city is therefore of neceGsity vin a resurrection. 
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The figure of the eschatologic,l deliverer, however, is , strange enigma. 

At times there can be nO doubting his heavenly origin and pre-existence. At times 

a lso nationali st ic Messi:mism has brought this non-Jewish figure wi thin traditional 

bounds. This is done by attempting to span the two eschatologies by the int ro-

duction of an interim-kingdom on eqrth, ... t other times the figure is clearly like 

the Messiah , a human 'md representative individual. In D:miel he appears to be a 

symbol for Israel. So we find that the ' appearance' of the figure is ,' resented 

som0times as a theopbqny and sometimes as ., translation. The favourite imagery 

used to depict this ' appearing ' is the 'enthronement' of the Son of man. ' 

The kingdom established at tbe Son of man's enthronement is somet imes 

thought of 3S bis glorious reign over the fJithful of Isr-.el who hcve been gqthered 

into tbeir eternal inheritance after the annihilation of the earth and evil. At 

other times this appears to be a figure describing the establishment of the 

sovereign community of Is r nel in peace on the earth., 

If our communal interpret~tion of the Son of Dkqn in Dani el is correct, 

the figure becomes more individualised in the later writings, st,onding over against 

Isr;:,el bringing her S" lv:1tion. But in the m~in the Son of m~n, like the Messiah, 

appears as a representative individual . Seen against the back-drop of corporate 

personality i n Israel's thought this ille :mS that Israel (or a remnant) is to slk'lre 

in the endowment wi th spirit, wiSdom, glory, and universal dominion of the Son of 

man. Consequently the thought often shifts in a confUSing way from an individual 

figure over agJinst Is r ael to an individual appearing with ~ community, to a figure 

closely identified with IsrClel, I'lr to ~ figure who appears to be a symbol for 

Israel. 

This shift is to be expl. ined by the fact tb3t wh~t concerns the apoca­

lyptists is not Jrimarily the figure of the eschhatol ogical deliverer hut rather 

what is going to happen to Isr~el - an Isr~el who is ~uffering in subjection to the 

rule of hostile powers , but who believes herself to be elected by God to inherit 

Adam ' s dominion of the world. Their unanimous verdict is th,t Israel (or a remnant) 

will receive th, t dominion in r.od's good time , whether it be on earth, in heaven, 

or both. It is to achieve Israel's glory and never the salvation of sinners that 

the Son of man is enthroned, which means Is:mcl's enthronement t o her rightful 

dominion. , Every mention of th e coming glory of the Son of m:"" has locked 

within it a reference to the cOming glory of Israel. If he i s an indiVidual , he 
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is to bring Israel to glory. If he is a representative individu'll he comes to 

his glory together with Isr3.el. If he is a symbol for Israel his coming to 

dominion is Is r ael's coming to due honour. Consequently wh~tever we may say of 

the Son of man himself 3nd who is the agent of destruction the result is the SAme 

the true community (i. e. a good Jewish community) is established in peace ~nd 

splendour :<nd sometimes heavenly glory; 3. community in unbroken fellowship with 

the Son of man given to praising God. 

Where the Son of man 'wpears ~s a symbol for the peopl e of God there i s 

justification in saying that he suffers , bec.luse in :\11 the ',iOrks we have s tud ied 

the suffering of Isrccel is ev<: rywh ere in evidence. But there is no justification 

in Saying th3.t suffering is jJ'.lrt of the redemptive work of the Son of man. 'tV dlth 

the exception of 2 B, ruch suffering is throughout presented e. s a tragic inevitabi-

li tYjin c. world thJ.t is evil. 'rhu consummation marks s3.1vation from this suffering 

by destroying the cauSe of it; nnd this c ".use is seen to be the nations hostile 

to Israel Jlld the cosraic powers of evil. ",hen they are destroyed then only the 

good will be left to enj oy eternal peace and "ell-being. Even if the Son of man 

does suf fer, therefore, it is not vic".rious but shared. The title 'Son of man' 

however, is never 1l]Jplied to .his suffering. It is reserved entirely for the 

esch.'ltological delY and its triumphant glory for the community. 

Becaus e we find this easy transition from individual to community in the 

background materi3.1, .,; e should expect to find th ·1.t the Son of IlL'1Jl in the New 

Testnment is used witt; the same 'inconsistency'. This will be seen 3.S an inc on-

sistency only if \"Ie forget that the 'Son of man' represents in 1\11 its va rious 

forms n hope for the .people of God. 

Si mibrly \",itn the intar- .lCting of concepts derived from ,;dam ,.tnd 

cre '1tion mythology in Judaism, Urmensch specul,tions, n ·.tional Mes sianisld, and 

D811iel 7, it is not:lt ,,11 surprising th .'.t the material we h"Ye studied is not 

unambiguous in ,scribing heavenly or earthly origins -md attributes to the Son of 

man. And, despite t he increasingly consistent transcend61talism of the 'I\ge to 

come' it is not surprising that the esch~tology associ,ted with the figure of the 

apocalyptic deliverer often reverts to the more tradition~l, this-worldly view of 

the esch'~tologicQl conmuni"ty. There is no good reason why we should expect the 

thought of the New Testem8nt writers to be euy more consistent. 

For these reaSons there c ::m be no Grounds for 3.,Jp ro.::lChing the New 
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Test3IDent materi~l with the pre- supposition th qt any one strand in the developing 

and ch"nging concept of the Son of man must be given pre- emi nence. The way any 

one wr iter under stood it t hrough his own particular backgr ound ~nd applied it to 

Jesus need not be the s"me as any other New '.restament writer. If the thought of 

1 Enoch cannot be reduced to a single inte~rated system, the s~e may well be 

true of Matthew, i,lark, Luke , 'Q', ~:nd P:lUl. Since Jesus is presented to us 

through the understanding of others , and since all men interpret what they hear in 

terms of thei r own understanding of the words used - :m understanding which is 

largely sha,>ed by the b:lckground tr . ditions - it is only to be expected if we shnll 

find th'lt the Son of mm theo l ogy pr esented in th e New Test.JlIlent cilIlnot be reduced 

to ~ neat single- minded system. 

The most th·J.t we can expect to find i s that if Jesus did in fact use 

the tit le 'Son of man ' his teaching h~s coloure d and shaped the thinking of his 

interpr eters to us as much as , if not more than, their own thinking has inter-

preted what they henrd from him. But it would be st r ange indeed if the work 

of the Son of mnn md its result wer e not thought of in terms of the creation 

of the community of the Son of rr~n. 



Page 218. 

B. NEW TESTAlIIElIT. 

(a) Met"od of Study 

Since the chief purpose of this ch pter is to take us furthe r along the 

r oad in discovering the theologicell setting of the sacro,ments in the Church r s 

underst ::mding of her self in the New Test3Jllent , ,,'helt will concern us chiefl y is 

how the early Church ' s ,lresentCltion of Jesus "s the Son of m'l1l bears on the 

doctrine of the Church. 

In our study of the Jewish background to the Son of LUm in the New 

Test3Jllent we h , ve Seen how the teaching of th e defeat of Satan plays a prominent 

role. Bec:).usc there is :1 confl'1tion in l ate Judaism of the figures of the SIm 

of man ffild the Messiah it is not a l ways possible to treat them independently • 

. Consequently we h·we chosen to deal with th e concept of the defe~t of Satan in 

our study of the Messi:h. This h 1S been don « mainly for the sake of conv9Ilience .. 

v,e sh ' ll coni'ine our attention ii1 this chopter to p:)ss;lges "here tne 

t itle is specifically used or where the concept of the Son of m'l1l appears to lie 

behind the te~ching. But we have seen thClt it is to bE expected th 1t the New 

Test .. u11ent writers \l ill USe the concept in differing ways !!hich C31lllot be r educed 

to one single meaning. ";cting on this :)SSlL~l,Jtion we shall deal with e9.ch New 

'fest.'lment author sep::1rltely to gain an underst 'lIlding of ho ; each viewed the work 

of Jesus as the Son of m:m. 

Our aim will not be to get behind the New Testament f'".ith to the words 

of Jesus , so we shal l concern ourselves with th e question of authenticity only 

when this is "Ul important basis for in terpret,'ltion. 

(b) The Son of man in Mark 

(i) Mark 2 •. 10 

~ / 
But th80 ye may know th'lt the Son of IIl..'ill hath authority (tSouCS ,O<: v ) 
on earth to forgive sins, he saith to the sick of the palsy •. . ...••. 

cf ~latt. 9.6; Lk. 5.24. 

From the ,I elter of l"",rned writing on Mk., 2.1- 12 one conclusion is 

reached by most; that the section is a compil~tion of two distinct pre- Mar kan 

sources, consisting of vv 1-4, 10b-12 (the story of the healing of the paralytic 

let through the roof by his four friends) and vv 5-10a (the conflict ~bout 



l. 
'forgiving sins'). 

2. 
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Less unanimous is the conclusion th.1t t ;1e 8ccount is 

histo rical. The maj ori ty o}Jinion -,ppears to be that the debTo e '1bout forgiveness 

is an exp8Usion of :,n original healing miracle , r eflec ting '1 controversy between 

tho e arly Church :md the Jewish authorities. In this saying it is held thqt the 

Christian leaders expressed their belief ~bout the authority given to Jesus and 
3. 

sought to justify their own c L lim to forgive sins in the n .:1me of their master. 

If those who contend th",t this saying is a product of Gemeindetheologie 
4. 

nre correct, qnd if the words 'Son of m~n' were intended to convey the esch~tolo-

5· 
gicQl title ffild are not a mistranslltion of som8thing else, then the fi rst important 

1. cf R. BultflLqUrJ, Synoptic Tr adition, 1963, pp.14-16. In su;.port he cites Wrede, ' 
VCilter, Fridrichsen , Loisy , ,md Klostermann. Also V. 'raylor, Mark , 1955 , pp 191f; 
,\ .E.J . Rawlinson, M3rk , 1940, ,d. loc.; M.D. Hooke r, Son of man, 1967, pp. 86ff. 
M. Dibelius, Tr3di~, 1934, PP. 66f. 
The chief grounds for this '\rE1 (~) the vividness of 3- 5a md llf in contrast to 
the conflict section 5b-10a; Iii) The phrase 'he saith to the pClralytic' in 5a 
and lOb h :we the 'wpear,mce of editori"ll links; (iii) The sudden introduction 
of the scribes in v.6 who most certa inly would not h've been among the ' all' 
who rejoice in v.12; (iv) Although 5b-10a would l",ck fln introduction if 3 and 4 
are not the original introduction, it h .J.s '1 st rong resen;b12l1ce to the pronounce­
ment stories in Mk. 2.161', 18-20; 23- 26; 3. 1-6. 

2. Among the schol"rs who ~,ccept the historicity of the S'1ying "'s given in Mark a re 
V. Taylor:' Mark, 1955, a d. loc.; hi. D. Hooker, Son of Man , 1967, 82ff ; B.H. 
Brnnscomb, ~;ark, 1937, 44f. 

3. e.g. R. Bultffi<~1D, Synoptic Tradition, 1963, 14-16; H.E. Todt, Son of Man, lS65, 
126-130, ; E. Lohmeyer, Mukus, 1951, -·d. lOCi A. Loisy, Les Ev-:mgiles SynoptiQ1!"" 
Vol 1, 1907, 470-481 ; C.J . Cadoux, The Historic.'ll :h bsion of Jesus, 1941, p.75i 
,i. ;r13nson, Jesu;,; the I'1cssiah, 1943, 40ff; A.J.B. Higgins , Son 01' Man, 1964, 
26-28; M. Dibelius, Tradition , 1934, 661'. 

4. V. T1ylor~ ' argument 19ainst such a conclusion is most odd (Mark, 1955, 192). He 
agrees trnt t h e problem for the primitive Church is to establish grounds for tile 
practice of forgiving Sins, but says 'It seems re~son~ble to suggest thqt histo­
rical testimony !lould be l'referred to cre'ltive invention at a time when eye-wit ­
nesses still lived'. On his own ~dmission, however , eye-witnesses would h '1ve 
known that this s !'ying 'lbout the ::mthority of the Son of m'm did not belong in 
this context. If it were historic a l it is hard to underst ',nd how it is not men­
tioned among the ch2 rges brought against Jesus by the Jews a t his trial. 
This saying looks like ·1 later .md more\precise form of t ile commission to 'bind 
and loose' Il,,:,de to Pete r " t Caes a re" Philippi (Mt. 17 . 19), which is omitted in 
l/iark. In the COuillllssion :It Cflesarea Philippi s nd in In. 20. 23, which we have 
suggested may well be historical (cf lbove 1341'f), it is note;lOrthy that it is 
not claimed that Jesus h " S the right to forgive sins . '.chis is the gift of the 
ascended Lord to his Church, and belongs to the fulfilment of his work - or 
rather is the ., ork of the ascended Lord in and through his Church which is born: 
out of nis finiShed work. Thus the Church 'binds' and 'Loos ens' becaus e it waS 
so commissioned, but she does so bec:luse by his asc ension Jesus h as entered into 
his 'glory' and 'dominion', a dominion whicb she shares with him by her obedient 
response to his presence. On this interpretation Miss Hooker's argument (Son 01' 
man, 1967, 82, cf. ,~lso B.H. Branscomb, Iilark, 1937 , 44f) th'lt the Church would 
not have cl~imed for herself what Jesus h:td not claimed for himSelf is invalid. 
,Ie h:lve here what appears to be a reJ ding back into his earthly life what belongec 
to the completed work 01' JesuS. Matthew's conclusion to our story: 'They glori-
1'ied God who h,,- d given such authority to men ' offers strong support to this intGr· 
pretation. 

5. Many hold that Jesus waS thinking of man in general. Cf E. Klostermann, Markus~ 
evangelium, 1926, 27; Jackson & Lake, Vol. 1, 1920, p.37'J; B.H. Branscomb, lYlark, 
1937, 43f. That nn n in general h s s the authority to forgive sins would ha v-;--­
been impossible both in Judaism, as v.7 Shows , . and in Christianity. Another pos­
Sibility is that Jesus was referring to himself, without cl~·. iming any eschatolo­
gic 21 title, usinr; the indeterminate b'lr n(lsh ;,t,l>; 'a certain man', ' one', 'I 
who speak' •. Cf R. Bultmann, S*noptic Tradition, 1963, 151'. But against this and, 
ill my oplnlon, declslvely cf . E. 'fudt, Son of Man, 1965,127. The maj ori ty 
opinion is th~t this is intended to be a tltle used to express the full authority 
of Jesus~ Cf. R. Bultmann, Synoptic Tndition , 1963, 15ff; H.E. Todt, Son of Man, 
1965, 127; A.J. B. Higgins , Son of lilarl, 1964, 26ff. 
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conclusion we can draw is that the 'Son of man' is linked with the community: 

the authority of Jesus the Son of man is extended to his followers. 

The problem remains, hoy.ever, why the community or Mark chose the 

title Son of roan to express the idea of his authority to forgive sins. We have 
l. 

already seen that \Ie have here a reading back into the earthly life of Jesus 

what is seen in other parts of the New 1'estament to belong to his ascenSion, 

whereby he enters into his dominion and, by the outpouring of the Holy Spirit 

creates the community which shares his authority. It is probably this concept 
2. 

of the ascension, seen by Mark to be the fulfilment of Daniel 7, which has 

attracted the title Son of man to this teaching about the 'authority ' of Jesus 

to forgive sins. 

Such on interpretation would account for what has been note d by so 

many scholars that there is not the slightest evidence in JUdaism that the Son 

of man or the Messiah was ever thought of as forgiving sins. It is n ot the 

forgiveness of sins which has attracted the title, but rather t he thought of the 
3. 

ascension and the ~~o va(~ coupled with it, f or it is precisely this 'dominion 

and glory and rule' which the Son of man receives from the Ancient of Days when 

he comes to Him with the clouds in Daniel 7. In Daniel the exaltation of the 

Son of man is the exaltation of the 'Saints of the Most High'. But in the New 

and his 
Testament it is through the exaltation of Jesus,Nlresence with the new community 

through the Spirit that the commission of Jesus to his disciples to 'bind' and 

'loosen' is fulfilled. Despite this, the ideas are so closely para llel that the 

title 'Son of man' is most natural in this context . 

) . , 
According to our te.t the sphere of this t ~OU01~ 

u 

, 
. ,­
~s in I 

4. 
T~$ 0"15' 

.) \. " _ .i P / (/ 
That ~\fl T'J) <1'tS qualifies "SOUO'Id- and not d-;Jd-pTld-;' should be obvious 

since sins are committed on earth and not in heaven. But these words also 

contain some form of contrast, and the contrast is surely with the authority 
5. 

of the Son of man in heaven. Miss Hooker notes that according to Daniel it is 

1-
2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

cf above p.219 r 4 . 
cf below pp.24' ,2Sa. for the use of the imagery derived from Daniel in 
Mark. 
R. Bultmann, SynOptic Tradition, p.15f; H.E. TQd(~ Son of Man, 1965., p . 127 
and M.D. Hooker, Son of Man, 1967, pp. 82ff, among others, note that it is 
the E,SOiJolc<. of Jesus that is the subject of discussion. 
There is some uncertainty about the position of these words in t he Markan 

...., , <./ 
text. In some manuscripts they appear, be:t;,ore t~e, w'!:rds ~<\JltV"' \ d-)1c1.f'T'''-5 
(as in Mi. and Lk.), or between them cL.<j)IE'Id-1 Eift Ti]~ 6''"15 d..jJd.f--r'd..5 , or 
they are omitted altogether. This uncertainty could be taken as evidence 
that the words are a later addition, reflecting the extension of the 
~Su0d(c!. from heaven to earth. 

M.D. Hooker, Son of Man, 1967, pp.90f. 
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precisely on earth that the Son of man exercises his dominion. Her argument 

that thi s constitutes grounds for at.tributing the saying to Jesus fails to take 

note of the fact that it is only after the exaltation of the Son of man, 

according to Daniel, that he does exercise this authority. This dominion over 

the earth may be his right, but the exercise of this right is subsequent to his 

enthronement before the Ancient of Days . This suggests, therefore, that the 

contrast is intended to be between the heavenly and earthly authority of the 

Son of man. From this it does not follo l1 that Mark believed in the heavenly 

pre- existence of the Son of man coming to earth to exercise authority . Of this, 

'"s we shall see, there is no hint in If.ark. 

This helps us to extend our first conclusion that the community is 

linked with the Son of man whose authority is extended to them. They have this 

authority through the exaltation of Jesus the Son of man, but who is present 

) \ ""' .".. 

veith them <TI' "~Is ~",; sharing with them his gift of dominion . 

, ' What the phrase c<. ~ ,~V",\ 
(; 

d'jJcL.\' T' "') means is not immediately clear. 

In its context it is closely parallel to, if not identified with , the act of 

healing. I.oisy rightly warns against supplying modern psychological details 
1. 

to the story to explain it. However helpful these might be for us t hey do not 

help to understand thc concepts '"ith which Mark i s working. It is sufficient 

to note that popular opinion at that timG did consiaer misfortune to be evidence 
2. 

of sin . The sacrifici~l system in JUdaism was not primarily to deal with sin; 

rather it was to remove the taboos and bans from the sinner (whose sin was 
3. 

manifested in social or physical disorders) after the signs had disappeared. 

The person who was now no longer under the rod of God was restored to the com-

munity in fellowship with God . The forgiveness of sins entailed this restora-

tion to physical and social 'wholeness '. 

Wben Jesus is said to identify the forgiveness of sins and the resto-

ration of the paralytic to full health these same conceptions seem to underlie 

the thought of Mark whether or not Jesus himself saw the relat ionship in the 

same way . 

What Mark sees this tgouCl;o( to be , then, is the lordship of Jesus 

o.ver all creation but, at this point at any rate, it is a lordship which issues 

1. A. LoisY"Les Evangi les Synopt ~gues, Vol. 1, 1907, 475ff . 
2. A remark in the Talmud, 'No one gets up from his sick-bed until all his 

sins are forgiven' (B. Ned. 41a) is rel~vant here as an indicat i on of 
Jewish teachi ng on this subject. 

3. Cf above p . 28f. 
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in r estoration rather than destruction - a restoration to community both with 

man and with God . 

(ii) Mark 2.28 

So the Son of man is lord even of the Sabbath. 
Cf Mt . 12.8; Lk. 6.5 

This verse presents us with two important textual problems which help 

us to interpret it. The first is whether vv. 27 and 28 are an integral part 

of the preceding conflict story about the disciples plucking ears of corn on the 

Sabbath. On this commentators are virtually unanimous that the typical and , 

, ~\ ) ~ 
in this context, redundant connecting formula K~' iAt~tv ~U~OIS 'shows clearly 

1. 
that the saying which was originally isolated has been added in Mk. 2.27f'. 

The second is whether vv. 27 and 28 were originally intended as a unit. ' It 

seems best t o conclude that Mark found 27 (the·Sabbath was made for man, and 

not man for the Sabbath) supplemented by a Christian comment expressing the con-
2. 

viction that Jesus is lord of all thaCbelongs to man, including the Sabbath' 
3. 

is the virtually unanimous conclusion of modern commentators. 

If we accept these textual conclusions then the question remains what 

is the use that the early Church is making of the Son of man concept in this 

particular setting; i.e. why have t hey added this teaching about the Son of man 

to the story of the Sabbath controversy, and what is the signifioance of the 

inclusion of v. 27 in the non-Western texts? 

Taylor is undoubtedly correct in saying that this story VIas preserved 

in the early Christian community because it dealt with the ·burning issue of the 
4. 

Sabbath. From an early date the first day of the \:~ek was observed in the 
5. 

Christian community, and for this rGason it is natural that the conflict stories 

on the question of Sabbath observance were remembered and told. As in Mk. 2. 10 

it appears that it is the practice of the early Church which occasions the 

saying, ~nd as in Mk . 2.10 the justification of the practice is found in the 

1. R. Bultmann, Synoptic Tradition, 1963, 14ff. Cf V. Taylor, ~hrk, 1955, 218 
and the list of authorities he cites in support; H.E. Todt, Son of Man, 1965, 
130; A.J.B. HigginS, Son of Man, 1964, 28f; M.D. Hooker, Son of Man, 1967, 9~f. 

2. V. Taylor, Mark, 1955, 220 and the authorities he cites in support; H.E. Todt, 
Son of Man, 1965, 130f; A.J . B. Higgins, Son of Man, 1964, 28f. Against this 
·conclusion cf M. D. Hooker, Son of Man , 1967, 94ff. 

3. The chief grounds for this conclusion are (i) the omission of v.27 in Matthew 
and Luke; (ii) e.nd from the Western family of texts (cf E. Lohmeyer, Markus, 
1951, 65 n.4 and V. Taylor, Mark, 1955, 218). 

4. ibid, p. 214; o."J, The. Na.""~$ of J'uvs, 1954,2.8 · . 
5. eF. Rev. 1.10; Isna.f:iv s Ad Mo.,n, q.l; Th~ q,ospe./ o{ f'cJer" <t; J>,,:,(c.,c.he. '4· I. 
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lordship of Jesus; the Son of man is lord of t he Sabb~th' 

2. 
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The consistency of the argument in Matthew adds weight to the consensus 
3. 

that Mk. 2.27 did not belong together with Mk. 2.28, but this still l eaves une..n-

swered the question concerning the belief in t h e ea rly coc~unity that led to its ' 

inclusion together with 2. 28 in so many manuscripts. 

4. 
A consideration of T. Ii . Mans on's reversal of his earlier pos ition may 

help to explain why v. 27 was included with v.28 a s thc conclusion to the conflict 

story .• He argues that ' =n ' in v . 27 i s a !nisunderstanding for 'Son of man'. In 
5. 

support he notes that the Sabbath was me,de not for 'man' but for Israel, and, 

according to Daniel 7 it i s Israel who is given the title ' Son of man'. Thus 

Manson suggests that t hese verses are a Christ ian re-int erpretation of this Jewish 

te~ching . It is for the Son of ~qn,. i;e. Jesus and his disciples, that the Sabbath 

was made, so it is the Son of man , i.e. Jesus '11ld his disc iples, who is lord of 

'ehe Sabbath. 

Because i t is unlikely that vv. 27 and 28 origi nally belonged together as 

a unit this interpretation is not completely sat isfactory, but it i s surely some 

such thought as t his tho.t h .lS led t o t he inclusion of 27 wi t.l 28. By his ascension 

Jesus, ·the Son of .nan, h :;s received lordship over all cre"ltion, including the 

) ~ . ' Sabbath. By this t h e cOil.nunity of the Son of m:m shares his f.. QUO'd... In the 
1. A cOiIipa rison with tile J'll'allel section in Matthew s upports t his conclusion. To 

the j ustific,-,tion by referring to David ' s behavi our Matthew adds a further jUS­
tific "ltion (Mt.12.5); the pri ests in the Temple must a ctu.:llly prof ane the Sa b­
ba th in order to ca rry out TempI" ritua ls. 'rhe conc lus ion is ' But I tell you, 
here i s clOre tn'ln the Ted)Jle ' (Mt.12.6). According to Mt.12.41 it is Jesus him­
self who is Clore tda n the 'remple. The argument of Yv. '3-7 is th~t it is the Law 
itself which is .: witness for Jesus . Accordingly v.8 states that the Son of man 
is Lord of the S 9.bb~th. (So G. Bomke.nrn, End- Expectation 2nd Church in Matthew, 
in Tradit ion and Inter retation in Matthew , ed. G. Bornkamm, G. Barth , and H.J. 
Held, 1963, 15ff. Thus it is by no .:leans intended to proclaim that ' man ', i.e. 
the disciples, is lord ove r the Sabbath (cf W. Manson, Jesus the Mess iah, 1943, 
116) . Their behaviour is traced be ck to the behaviour of Jesus. In this Mk.2. 28 
fully 'agrees with Mk. 2.10. Since we saw that Mk. 2. 10 is probably a r eading 
back into the earthly life of Jesus what belonged more properly to the asc ension, 
and through the ascensi on to the community, this is probably also to be under­
stood here. 

2. cf a bove !: .l. 
3. cf "lbove p.222 nn.2 and 3. 
4. T.W. Manson, Teaching , 1959, 214. Here he holds th~t the 'Son of man' in v.28 

is a rnistransl" tion of an original J\ramaic phrase meaning 'man', a nd thus is a 
logical continU2tion of v. 27. His l a ter view , presented in ' Mark ii. 27f ' in 
Coniec tanea Neotestamentica XI in honorem Ant onii Fridrichsen, 1947, 138-146, is 
that ' man ' in v.27 is a mi s understanding for ' Son of ~qn ' in v.28. 

5. cf ibid., a nd support of this vi ew M.D. Hooker, Son of man, 1967 , 95f. Mi ss 
Hooker preser,ts a r gument to show that the Sabbath was ~ss oci2.t ed with the theme 
of eschatological restoration. Her own a rgument concerning the importance of 
ideas derived from funie l 7 in Mark should show that this restorat ion to lord­
ship over creation followed the trr:ns l -"ltion enthronement of t he Son of man. 
,'/bile he certainly exercised this authority 'on eart h ' i t is ."l post- and not a 
pre- ascension lordship. Thus her argwnent woul d support the conclusion that we 
~~ve har e a reading ~ck into the life of Jes us wha t Wns beli eved by t he Church 
to be his pres tnt lordship over .111 things. 
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si tuation of the e .~rly Church this me<mS an 'lUthori ty to bre o.k the S3bbath laws 
1. 

and keep the ' day of the Lord', which is the day of the resurrection. 

Here , o.s in Mk. 2.10, while the community is not t hought of as a com-

llunity with the 30n of m'11l in heaven, the community is Seen in the closest pos-

sible relation to the Son of uk~n. 

(iii) Mac'" 8.31 

And he began to tea ch them tha t the Son of man must suffer many things, 
a nd Le r ejected by the elders, and the chief priests, and the scriloes , 
and be killed, and 3fter three days rise again. 

Cf. Mt. 16.21.. Lk. 9.22 

In Mark 2.10 qnd 2.28 inter pretation is closely coupled with settling 

t he question of :tuthenticity. Before deciding whether iG is necessa ry to turn to 

the vexed question of the authentiticy of ~ 8. 31 we sh~ll atte~pt to see what 

r ole this verSe played in M~rk's develop i ng narrative. 

While Mar k 2.10 and 2. 28 lllay be a re.",ding back into the earthly ministry 

of Jesus an aut hority which was held to belong to his ascension, in their pres ent 

form and position in the Gospel they do stress that Jesus is the one to whom God 

has given the authority and lordship of the Son of man, and th 1t this authority 

belonged to hill in his earthly life. It is t h is legitimat e ~,uthority of Jesus 

whi9h is reje<::ted by the religious leaders 3.t the conclusion of t h e conflict 

s t ories; 

And the Pharisees went out .md straightway with the Herodians took counsel 
against him, how they lnight destroy him. (2) 

According to Mark's scheme it waS immediately ~fter his rejection by the authori-
3. 

ties that Jesus ' withdrew with his disc iples' and ' aPPointed twelve, t h a t they 

might be wi th hi m ccnd that he might s end them forth to ;lreClch , =d to have 
4. 

authority to cast out de vils' . It is Vii th this thellie that Mar k i s concerned 

in the int ervening Chapters , ~nd carries ov"r the theme of the disciples sharing 
) I 

in the E S O U CH<'- of their mas ter. This topic.:ll layout of t he lO'lterial has 

helped to obscur e t he rel , tionship between the conflict - stories in Mk.2 1-3.6 

.md ·the narrative of Caesarea Philippi. The return of the use of the title 

'Son of man ', h miever, at Caesarea Philippi, .!hich is the climax of the Gospel 

before t he Passion story , clearly indicates the link .. tween the event s at 
1. However we interpret Mk. 2.27 as an isolqted unit, in its context and 

situation this Seems to be the most n :.tura l int erpret ation of the fait h 
of the early Christian community which it reflects. 

2. llik. 3.6 
3. Mk. 3 .7 
4. We. 3 . 14f. 
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1. 

Cuesnrea Philippi :1nd Mk. 3.6. 

The developing theme is therefore, the authority of Jesus, ~ authority 

sh'1red by the disciples but tot ",lly rej ected by the JeNish leaders. 4ccording to 
2. 

our ':1mlys i s of D~.11iel 7 the suffering of Isr:1el, the Son of man, is 'J. necess:uy 

coroll:,ry to the rej ection of God's gift of :,uthori ty to Israel. 

It is interesting .'llld informative to note th::.t Mar k's Jesus m-lkes no 

reference to his coming sufferings until the disciples, through Peter, acknowledge 

the authority of Jesus. They acknowledge it in the for:., of n Messi:lllic deGlara-

tion which probably h'd for them all the political overtones of the J1:.1tional 

conquering hero. But since Messi~nism a t this period w~s influenced by Son of 

m~n concepts so thnt the two cannot be held in sharp distinction, it is probable 

, ~ I 
th,t this w~ also a declaration of f~th in the rightful ~~oucrl~and lordship of 

Jesus. 

It is the recognition of this ~ uthority of Jesus by the disciples th'lt 

evokes the tea ching t ll't the Son of man ,;lust (,,[I ) suffer e::my things omd be 
3. 

rejected by the Jewish leaders (8 rejection which has a lrea dy t :1ken Phce) and be 

killed and rise a gain. If we are correct in seeing that the nuthori ty of Jesus 

is coupled with the tero 'Son of mm' and th''"t r ejection o~ th :J.t ,\uthority 

inevit.c,bly issues in suffering , then the use of the term ' Son of man' is wholly 

apposite. This is pa rticula rly so since the trmsfigurat ion nerrative which imr,le-
4. 

di ately follows pre- figures the glorious iSsue of the suffering in the ascension 
5. 

and parousia. 

It is highly s ignificant th:1t this theme of the authority of Jesus ; which 

is rejected e.nd so leads to suffering but which issues in the final gloriOUS 
6. 

enthronement of Jesus, is closely parQlleled with the authority of the disciples 
7. 

which is r ej ected -nd which calls forth frOi!l Jesus a prediction of their suffering; 

'If .:my man wOllld COllie afte r me let him deny himself, .nd t :::ke up his cross, and 

follow me. For whosoever would save his life shall lOGe it; :illd whosoeVer shall 
8. 

lose his life for 'y s'1ke :md 'the gospel's sh.lll Save it'. But this suffering 
9. 

:llso will iSsue in their sha ring in the fin ..\l victory of the Son of man. 

1. I 2ill indebted to M. D. Hooker, Son of man, 1967 , 109ff, for this interpretation. 
2. Cf a bove P.18)f • If.c rk's use of Dan. 7 in Mk. 13.26 2nd 14. 62 shows that he WDJ3 

far.liliar wi til Daniel 7, dnd thus makes this reference to Inniel legitimate. 
3. Mk. 3.6 
4. on the neceSSity of t , king the transfiguration story together with the narrative 

of Cuesaren Philipjli cf above p. 39ff, ]28 ff. 
5. Cf "bove p . 39ff, ]28 ff for the interpret:ltion of the tr.--,nsfiguration narr" tive 

all a prefigurement of the ,-;scension eSl'ecially in Luke end Mark. Cf also our 
dis cussion below on Mk. 13.26. 

6. Mk. 3.15 
8. Mk. 8. 34f. 

7. cf our diSCUSSion ~ bove on Mk.2.10,28. 
9. Mk. 8.38. On this see below pp.226ff. 
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The picture of the Son of man is of the one who h" s the gift of 

authori ty in whic l, gift the disciples share! It is the reject ion of this 

authority that will bring suffering to both Jesus and his disciples. The outcome 

is, however, certain. They shall share his glory if they ~re never '~shamed' of 

hill in their discipleship. 

Whether this faith is to be attributed t o the early Church or to Jesus 
1. 

is a question on which scholars ~re sharply divided. Even the most conservative 

scholars are agreed t~t Mk. 8.31 reflects the influence of the p,ssion ~d resur-

rection stories in its det~iled refer ence to the 'elders, ~d the chief priests, 

C.1lld the scribes' and the d~ting of the rising :cg:lin 'after three d:WS '. On the 

question whether Jesus could h 'we pred ict ed his passion Dodd is surely correct 

when he writes; 'It needed not superll:ltural prescience, tut the ordinary insight 

of an intelligent person, to See whither things were tending, at least du ring the 
2. 

l ,,,tter stages of th<t1inistry '. But whether Jesus himself used the term'Son of 

man' to refer to his suffering is difficult to say. 
3. 

It is pass i ble that Jesus 

did use 60~e other term. If so, then the theme of the authority of Jesus which 

Mark lirL~ with the Son of man has led hiLl to include it here. 

The uSe of the title 'Son of mc.n' in ',Ik. 8, 31, coupled with the teaching 
4. 

on his suffering and the conditions of discipleship, m3Y reflect the belief of the 

early Church which knew her existence to be born out of the wo r k of Jesus, her 

authority to be de~endent on his, ~d her destiny to be inextric:cbly bound up with 

hiL1. In this faith the strong community connotations of the title ' Son of man' 

a re evident. 

(iv) Mark 8.38 

For whosoever is ashamed of me ~d of my words in this ~dulterous and 
Sinful gener,1tion , of him will the Son of I.U.1ll ~,lso be ashamed, when he 
comes in the glory of his Father with the holy angels . 

Cf Mt. 16. 27; Lk. 9.26. 

This S3Yin6 is reproduced subst-mti:111y by Luke. The M~tthaean parallel 

1. Those who attribute it to the e~rly Church, M. Dibelius, Tr~dition, 1934, 115; 
R. Bultnnnn , Synoptic Trallition, 1963, 277ff; H.E. Ttidt, Son of Man, 1965,141£f; 
A.J. B. Higgins, Son 01' Man , 1':104, 31ff. Those who attribute it to Jesus, V. Taylor 
M~rk, 1955, 374; M. D. Hooker, Son of M:m , 1967, 103ff; E. Schwei\zer, The Son of 
Man, tBh Vol. 79,1960. 

2. C.H. a ,- Parables, 1956, 57 . 
3. cf A.J. B. Higgins, Son of Man, 1964, 32. 
4. That the teaching on the conditions of discip l eship W2S prob~bly origilli~lly an 

isolated unit i~ Sean in the unexpected introduction of the ' multitude' into 
the scene at Caes:crea Philippi in Mk. 8.34; 'And he called unto him the multi­
tude with his disciples'. This looks like :c connecting cl:.use for an originally 
isolated sayi~g (so V. Taylor, Mark, 1955, ad lac. and the supporting authori­
ties he cites ). If this is so t1lei11\lark's falth toot Jesus is the Son of man 
h_1s led him to inc lude ~ saying Rbout the conditions of discipleship which paral­
lel the lot of Jesus himself. This confims t he conclUSion that f:1i th in Jesus 
as the a uthorit :1tive Son of man enta ils the Church 's self-underst:mding thnt she 
is the authority-endowed cOLlIlluni ty of the S01'/ of ll!3.n, born out of his suffering 
nnd exaltation to sr' .<re in his suffering a nd glory. 
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is not nearly so close. The changes in l,htthew appear to be the evangelist's 
1. 

heightening of the .lPocalyptic allusions in Mark. 

But this saying appe'1rs also in !l slightly modified fa I'Ll in Q (LIe. 12.8f 

and Mt. 10.32f). LIe. 12.8f r ea ds: 

Everyone sho sh '. ll confess me before men, him sh'l.ll the Son of man confess 
before the angels of G6d : 
But he that denieth ",e in the presence of men shftll be denied in the 
presence of the an3els of God. 

Matthew 10.32f reads: 

Everyone therefore who sh ,11 confess me before men , hi--l will I also confess 
before my f~ther which is in heaven. 
But whosoever sh ,11 deny me before Den , hiB will I also deny before my 
P:>ther whi ci1 is in heaven. 

'i'he use of ' ;:jon of man ' in both Luke Qnd ~lc:rk against 'I' in ic.,tthew, and the 
2. 

refer ence to ' angels' in Luke ffild Mark, omitted in ~b.tthew, indicates that the 

liiarkan and Lukan forL is more orig in'l l. 

A corJVlrison of the Markan and Q saying makes it 'lt once apparent th'lt 

Mark 8.38 has preserved only the neg2tive ,lSpect of the Q s ,Wing, possibly because 

the positive element' has already been supplied in the saying in Mk. 8.35; 'whos o-

ever would save his life sh~ll lose it; 2nd whosoever Sha ll lose his life for ~ 

sake ffild the gospel's sh'111 save it' . Secondly, in the Q saying it is the attach-

"lent to t he person of Jesus hims elf wh i ch ensures being acknowledged as a member 

of the COlIDUunity of the Son of man. Mark adds ' emd of my words I. T tld t c lairns 

th~t this is a reference to the post- Easter situat i on , and is therefore not 
3. 

original. Manson, noting th'1t certain manuscripts omit \~~OU5, favours the inter-
4. 

pretation ' and mine ', i.e. ~ followers . \\hichever interpretation is favoured, it 

appears certain th .lt these words hClve been added by Mark, mel at least some 

manuscripts understand tha t not only a rejection of Jesus but also of his follower s 

will :esult in condemn.J.tion. Thirdly , M~rk expands the simple Lucan fo rm of 

denying Jesus 'in the presence of men' to 'in this adulterous end sinful gener ation' 

As Tedt rightly re:n~1rks, 'this b:lsicallJ expr esses the s",ne thing ••• The- t ension 

exists between belonging to Jesus ·wei. belonging to this gener·ltion. Prerequis ite 

1. Cf V. Taylor, Mark, 1955, pp.382ff. 
2. The originality of the reference to the angels is supported by Rev. 3.5; 'And I 

will confess his narJe before my F:lther, ,':md before his a ngels', but it reflects 
also the clear Mat thRean conviction that Jesus is the Son of nan. 2 Tim. 2.12 
is another forra of the Q s:>yingj 'If we emlure we sh', ll also reign with him: 
if we shall deny him, he alsO. will deny us' . 

3. H.E. Tedt , Son of Man , 1965, p.45. 
4. T.W. Manson , S~yings, 1957 , p.109. So also C.H. Turner, JTS , Vol. 29, 1928; 

A.T. Cadoux, The Sources of the Second Gospel, 1935, p.78. Par details of 
manuscripts which omit 5\&~ou5 cf V. Taylor , M'uk , 1955, ad loco 
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for the tension is that Jesus and the sinful gener ation are separated from each 
l. 

other. "Confessing" the one side actul11y involves renouncing the other side. 

Fourthly, The Q saying has nothing apocalyptic about it. For this reason it is 
2. 

COH lonly taken th o,t the second part of Mar k 8.38 is a secondary version of Q. 

The par allel in Luke 9.26 p19ys down the apocalJ'pt ic, and cert~inly the parousia 

implic, .. tions , by h _lVing Jesus come 'in his glory, md of the Father, and of the 

holy $lgels'. The meaning in Luke 9.26 is different fro!J the (} saying in Luke 

12 . 8. In 12 . 8 , it appears that the angels are part of the heavenly court before 
3. 

whom the Son of l:rnnClcts _IS guarantor for those who confess Jesus or a l'eriphr asis 
4. I 

for Gou. In Luke 9. 26 the Son of man is said to h'lVe the 60 gc*, of his Father and 

the angels . But in Mark we are told th:lt the angels COl,:e with hin. Here the 

reference to Dan. 7. 13f or to the al'ocalypt ic tradi t ion is obvious, Rnd l'ossibly 
5. 

expresses the parousia expectations of the early Church. 

It is poss ible th"t a non-par ousia interpretation ought t o be given to 

this angel entourage. It may refer to the Son of man taking up his place in the 

presence of God , as in Daniel 7. This would be Supported by Luke's reproductjnv, 

of the essentials of [lark 8. 38 , for Luke M,S no pre-uilection for parousia ideas, 

as his omission in 22.'69 of the second part of Mar k 14. 62 cle'lrly shows. 

Undoubtedly the concept of the parousia is present in Mu rk. Prob:lbly both tho 

concepts of the heavenly enthronement ~ the ascension , ':nd the parousia are to be 

Seen in this s8,fing , and Luke has interpreted it in its ascension SilnSe but Matthew 

as a reference to the par ousi& 

Whether Mark has preserved in tills sayinG an origin-ell distinction in 
6. 

the teaching of Jesus between himSelf and the Son of mom , is really r qther irrele-

vant for our ~urposes. No re"de r of the Gosl'el of l.lark would be in :my doubt that 

fP.ark understood thClt Jesus is the Son of man. Thus what we le-;rn from this sectinr 

on the conditions of discipleship is th 'c't Jesus is making :ill absolute cb.im on his 

followers, a claim which overrules every claim of this evil sseneration. To be a 

disciple means to give allegi-1nce to Jesus openly, even if this entails the 

1. H.E. Todt, Son of Man , 1965 , p. A3. 
2. e.g. T.F. Glasson, The Second Advent, 19'f5 , Pp. 74f; V. 'raylor, Mark , 1955, po 38.;; 

A.J . B. Higgins, Son of iilan , 1964, p. 59. 
3. so H. E. Todt, Son of '.lan" 1965 , p.44 
4. so A.J.B. Higgins, Son of Man, 1964, p.59. G. Dalman, Tho flor us of Jesus, 1m, 

pp.209f. 
5. cf 1 Thess. 4. 15-17; 2 Thess. 1.7. 
6. As e.g. R. Bultmann, Theology , 1952 , Vol. 1 pp . 28- 30; J. Knox, The Death o~ 

Christ , 1959, pp. 93- 97; G. BornkGllm , Jesus of Nazareth, 1960 , pp. 175-178, 228-
231; B.H. Branscomb, Mark, 1937 pp. 146- 149; A.J.B. HigginS, Son of Man, 1964, 
pp. 57-60; H. E. Todt ,---son of Man, 1965 , pp . 40f. , 
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disciple l os ing his life. It is precisely this allegiance which will bring 'life' 

when th e Son of Il1111 c omes in his glory. Thus in this ssying, whether expressed 

negatively or pOSitively, we are concerned with a statement prim;:>rily Boteri o l ogi-

cal : a break in the unswerving allegi~nce to Jesus, no ffiQtter how great the odds , 

Vlill be f o llowed by the loss of a pLoce in the community of the Son of man. Clearly 

he r e allegLmce to Jesu~ h"s te.ken the plnce of allegiance to the Law which so 

predominQ t es 2 Es dr as "nd 2 B!lTuch. Even if Vie accept th"1t in th·e original words 

of J esus he was r eferring to t he Son of E . .m ::tS "l figure other t h::-n himself , and 

tha t Mark is referring t o the p,rous i a, the concept of s c: lvR.tion b210ngs to the 

communi ty. Jesus creates th e community on earth who will fil1 "111y be brought to 

their right ful glory by the Son of man. ;Yh"t mar ks men out for this inheritance 

is their all egiance to Jesus. For Mark the re,>son is obvious: Jesus himself is 

the Son of man. He will r ecognise those who ere truly his. 

'f ' To wh~t we have already l earned; tha t the disciples sh~re in thef)Oudl~ 

of J esus the S on of mon , ·'wd in h is suffe ring, is now added the ide:! th.'3.t their 

'hope' of fina l deliverance from their suffering is inextricably bound up with him. 

Allegiance to him will me<m sh.lring with him in his exaltation and kingdom. The 

Son of man may here be a mor e individual figure th"ln in Daniel 7, but built into 

it is the concept of the community crea t ed by the life ~nd tea ching of Jesus. It 

is those who by their own decision accept the l ordShip of Jesus, t he Son of man , 

Nho shar e his authority end who will sho r e in his fin:>l glory. 

(v) Mark 9.9 ' \l1d 9.12 

And as they were coming down from the mountain he 
charged them th.lt they should tell no imn wh'lt 
things they ha ll seen, Save when the Son of mEm should 
have r isen from the dead . 

And he s ;::id unto them Elijah indeed cometh first, and 
r estoreth all things: and h o,', it is '"ritten of th e Son 
of ruan , th 'lt he should suffer many things 'Uld be 
set at nought . (cf Mt. 17. 9, 12.) 

These t wo verses add little t o our under s t ·mdil16 of the S on of mun in 
1. 

M"lrk, though their setting in both Mark and Matthew add weight t o what 

we have alr eady di scove red. They occur in the c ontext of the decL~ration of the 

Messiahship of Jesus a t Caesarea Philippi, Jesus ' teaching ~bout the inevitable 

suffering of the Son of man, th e conditions for discipleship which will enable 

1. Luke omits t his conversation between Jesus and his disciples " ft er the Tr ems-
figura tion. This fact, together with the differences we have 31r eady not ed 
in his a ccount (cf above ppiHf) may lend weight to the suggestion th~t Luke 
is using a different tradition. 
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the disciples to share in his triUL1ph qt his 'corning', and the Tr~sfiguration, 

which is clearly Seen by the evangelist's to be a foretAste of the vindication 

of Jesus. Wh3.t they see is the glory which he will we,W when he has passed 

through hi9 suffering. The concept of the Son of lli3ll inevitably pushes on beyond 

suffering to entering into Glory And dominion. 

1. 2. 
If Ramsey 31ld Boobyer are correct in linking the Transfiguration story 

with the pa rousia, then it is significant th,t the disciples are order ed to keep 
3. 

silent 'until the Son of man is risen frou the dead'. Miss Hooker suggests thnt 

che original tradition may have referred more vaguely t o the vindication of Jesus, 
4. 

which Mark has interpreted in terms of the resurr ection . If so it is strange th,lt 

the vindic'ltion is spoken of in terms of resurr ection qnd not 'coming', whether in 

ascension or parousia. That he does present the s~ing in this form strengthens 

wh ·"t we said earlier th .,t Mark probably did not draw a sharp distinction between 

the ascens ion and the p~rousia , possibly bec,use like Paul he believed the parousia 

to be so imminent t~'lt he understood them to be part of the s~me action. 

The subse~uent questioning of the three disciples among themselves, 
, ) ........) ...... 

whether we accept the re 'lding in most Llanuscripts 1'0101<. Vcl<pWv o(lI,*6TI}VoI,\ (what 
l/) ....., ...... 5. 

the rising again froLl the dead should mean (RV) or 0,0.\1 IO\<. Vel<f"'V o(V",Q"Tr;! 

(the meaning of ' when he shall rise again from the de'ld') the thought in the minds 

of the disciples is probably of the Messiah , whose rising again would herald the 
6. 

general r esurrection :lnd t:~c entry of the elect into the hEavenly kingdom of the 

Son of !llan. This verse may then pr eserve a very primitive Christian tradition 

in which the followers of Jesus are pErplexed that the resurrection of Jesus did 

not include their resurrection. MattheN ~,y have omitted this verse because he 
7. 

was aware of the tr ,dition that the gener 11 resurrection would be at the p-9.r ousia. 

If t his is correct, then the ensuing reference t o the Messianic fore-
8 • . 

runner, Elijah in the disciple ' s question is most natural. The reply of Jesus is 

that he h 3S come , and they have ' done unto him whatsoever they listed' (v.13) . 
9. 

Matthew ill kes it explicit that the reference is to John the Baptist. The impli-

1. "M. R~ey, The Glory of Gou and the Transfiguration of Christ, 1949, Chs . 
10 Gnd H . 

2. G. H. Boobyer, St. Mark =d the Transfigur::>t ion Story, 1942, p •. 87 , but cf. 
below pp. 2Lflff . 

3. J. Schniewind, D3s Evangelium nach Markus, Gottingen, 1960 in loc o links the 
Transfiguration with the resurrection. 

4. M.D. Hooker, Son of Man, 1967, p. 129 
5. for manuscript evidence cf V. Taylor, Mark , 1955, p.394. 
6. cf. 2 Baruch 30. 1 (above p •. 2U) --
7. cf 1 Cor. 15. 52. 
8. ' 1'o r Elijah QS a Messi:mic forerunn ( r cf above p.84 
9. Matthew 17.13. 
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c :.!tion is tha t Jesus, who was heralded by John the Baptist, :lccepts the designJ.tion 

that he is the Messiah. But just as John suffered, so muo t the Son of man. 

Aga in we See the tendency of Mark, (or Jesus?), to use the term Son of man to 

refer to the messianic authority of Jesus. The parallels of this section with 

the tacit acceptance of the messianic declar e,tion of Peter at Caes Olrea Philippi, 

and the subsequent te ... ,ching about the necess-,ry suffering of the Son of man make 

it prob3ble th~t the thought here is an echo of what we Saw in B.31, that the 

suffering of Jesus is the tragic accompaniment of the rejection of his authority. 

Qn the other hand th8 IJ.ck of reference to the Jewish authorities and to the death 

of Jesus may suggest that B.31 is an expanded form of 9.12. In either event 

nothing Significant is added to What we have already learned. 

(vi) Mark 9.31 and 10. 33f. 

For he taught his disciples, and snid unto them, The Son of 
man is delivered up into the h~ds of men, and they shall 
kill him; and when he is killed, ~fter three days he shall 
rise again. 

Cf Matthew 17.22f; Luke 9.44. 

Bshold we go up to Jerusalem; and the Son of man sh"lll be 
delivered unto the chief priests and the scribes; and they 
shall condemn him to death, and shJ.ll deliver him Unto the . 
Gentiles: and they sh311 mock him, and shall spit upon him, 
and Shall kill him; and aft er three days he shall rise again. 

Cf Matthew 20.1Bf; Luke lB. 31ff. 

The initial prophecy of the passion found in B.31 is repeated in slight~ 

different forms in 9.31 and 10.33. All three sayings might be traced to one 

original, or the threefold prophecy may be the result of different traditions about 
1. 

the words, which ~ccording t o the eVJ.ngelists were not understood by the disciples. 

If this is so, then the l"lck of detail in 9.31 commends it for consideration as 

the more or iginal fom. The Lukan form preserves only the idea of being 'delivered 

into the hands of men', which E. Scnwei\zer holLls to have been the most primitive 
2. 

tradition. 

What is most interesting is thRt both Mark and Luke follow the predic-

tion in 9.31 with the discussion among the disciples who would be the greatest. 

(Matthew inserts the debate about the ha lf-shekel), and Matthew follows Mark in 

placing the request of James and John fo r positions on the right and left h9Ild of 

Jesus in his glory (Mark) J.nd kingdom (Matthew) after the second p~ssion prediction 

(Luke omits this story, probably because he saw apocalyptic details here which are 

not so obvious in Mk. 9.33ff). Since we cannot rely on the connexion between the 

10 Cf A.T. Cadoux, The Sour ces of the Second GospeL .1935, pp.25f, 167-169. 
2. E. Schweizer , rhe Son of Man; JBL, Vol. 79, 1960. 
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passion predictions _1nd the controversies of the disciples being P l rt of the 
1. 

pre-Maritan tradition, it is clear that M,~rk sees 'ill intimate connexion between 

tae entry into glory of Jesus and the entry into that S:Ufie glory of the disciples. 

Mark 9.31 is followed by reference to the dispute of the disciples 

about who WaS to be the greatest. Jesus then immedLqtely warns the disciples 
2. 

'If any man would be first, he shall be least of all, nn~ister of all'. This 

looks l ike a variant form of Mark 10.45. 

'For the Son of man came not to be served but to serve', 

which, as we shall See below, states a radically new concept of greatness 3nd wh~t 

the lordship of the Son of man means . Whc>t is significant is th3t the teaching 

about discipleship, which follows all three p~ss ion predictions, is in precisely 

the same terms as the teaching about the way of the Son of man. 

The prediction in Mark 10.33 10~ds into a discussion again on the theme 

of greatness and priority very simil:1r to th" t which follo, /ed the prediction of 

9.31. The reference to Jesus being 'in thy glory ' certainly conveys a more 

transcendental image than the previous diSCUSSion , but it 31so cle~rly enunciatas 

that Jesus does not enter his glory alone but together with his followers. In 

reply to their request Jesus says , 

'Are ye ,::ble to drink the cup that I drink? or to be baptized with 
the baptism that I am baptized with? ' (3) 

In its context tnis saying probably means, in its simplest interpretation, 

' Are you ~ble to suffer and die for my sake'. 

This is the theme of the whole passage. Mat thew g,nd Luke both follow Mark in 

prefixing this section with the encounter of the rich man wit" Jesus and the 

ensuing conversation between Jesus and his disciples. The rich man , though 

anxious to inherit eternal life, is unwilling to pa,>, the price of selling every-

thing to follow Jesus. The disciples, on the other hand, have l eft everything 

,wd followed hiG!. They will receive the Eternal life; 'many tho.t are first will 
4. 

be l ast , and the l~st first.' They are promised "ilso a hundred- fold return on 

what they h:lve left - "with persecutions", an ominous reminder of whQt their 

absolute allegic.nce to Jesus will mean. 

1. For the a r guments against the unity of both passages cf V. Taylor, Mark, 1955, 
ad l ac. --

2. The relev'illce of vv. 36 - 37, about setting a child in the midst, ~nd saying 
that to receive a child is to receive Jesus himself" r>.nd to receive Jesus is 
to receive God who sent hilil , is not iLlIDedintely ;;;>p:lrent. 

3. Mark 10.38. cf Qlso above Pl'. 43- 45 
4. Matthew inserts here the story of the labourers in the vineyar d, Mt . 20. 1-15, 

which he considers ~ i llustration of the point about the first ~d last - a 
point which he repeats at the end of the parable, in v. 16. 
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Mark continues, 

'And they were in the way, going up to Jerusalem; and Jesus was 
going before them: and they were amazed; and they that followed 
were afraid' • (1) 

E.Schwei'zer is certainly right in seeing in this more than a description of how 

the company were organised in their walk to the capital. Jesus is going before 

his disciples on a road which will bring him to suffering and death, and those who 

follow may expect the Same fate. Miss Hooker surmises tha t this may explain why 

) ""' (. ,;) \ e" 
the subj ect of [ed..)J~a()"T a is indefinite, while it is 0\ 6l o.KO Aau au \1 T t.) who 
'rh ~ 
t '1'0 ~OLlV-rO. This fear is given point when Jesus, who has '1lready warned them 

of persecutions, predicts the suffering, death, and rising ~gain of the Son of man. 

When Mark follows this prediction of the riSing again with the disciples' quarrel 
3. 

about greatness in the coming glory the implication is, as Manson has argued, that 

the disciples thought that they would share with him both in his suffering and 

death in Jerusalem and his entry into glory. For the s~ke of the glory they are 

prepared to suffer and die with him; drink his cup and be baptized with his 

baptism. 

Whether Manson is correct in saying thJ t the disciples did not in fact 

die and rise wi til him is because they were not found worthy, the referenc e to 

drinking the cup and being baptized, with its obvious Sa cramental overtones 10J ks 

like the influence of the later sacramental practice of the Church on the text. It 

is their way of reta ining the essentially corporate character of the Son of man 
4. 

and the soteriology associated with it. AS we have seen, the theology of Baptism 

in the New Testament epistles is the disciples' incorporation into the suffering 

cUld death of Jesus, '1lld , according to Rorruns 6.4 and 5 it is also sharing in hi s 

rising again from the dead. Baptism is Ceen as the fulfilment of the redemptive 
5. 

'.York of Jesus until the parousia. John S applies the same conc epts to the Eucharist. 

Both a re the means by which the disciples FIre incorporated into the Son of man, 

and as such are a closely-knit community. 

While the sacramental references betray the lateness of the compositior, 

they show that the thinking of the early Church is of a corporate rather than an 

individual soteriology. Thus Jesus can go on to say th".t Jolm and James will 

indeed sh",re his cup nnd be baptized with his b.lPtism and be '{, i th him in his 

1. Mark 10.32. 
2. E. Schweizer, Lordship ,3.nd Discipleship, 1960, pp.14-16. 
3. T. W. Manson, 'fe,lChing, 1959, pp.231f. 
4. cf above pp. 156ff 
5. cf above pp. 107ff 
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glory, but he is not free to elect his own heavenly cabinet. 

When the dasciples show jealous ~nger, Jesus again turns to teaching 

about the conditions of discipleship. He contrasts the authority exerc i sed by 

the "great" alllong the Gentiles with the behAviour he expects from his followers. 

The contrast is clearly not between the 'authority' of the Gentiles and the lac~ 

of authority among the disciples. It is r ather in the way in which this authority 

is exercis ed. · '1'he Gentiles exercise authority by lording it over others, as do 

the 'beasts'in Daniel 7. The disciples are not simply to replace this kind of 

lordship with another in which the only difference will be those who exercise the 

lordship. Rather the greatness and authority of the disciples will be seen in 

service of others; 'For the Son of man came not to be ministered unto but to 
1.. 

minister' . 

In Qll of the sayings ~bout the Son of man, which contain refer ences 

either t o his as cension glory and authority or suffer ing because he is rejected 

or both, Jesus and his follovlers are bound inextricably together. \'/h'lt is true of 

him is true of them. This does not mean thclt in Mark as in D3Iliel the 'Son of 

man' is a community term. It is more truly community-cre~ting. It is Jesus 

) , 
who leads, and from him that they derive their E.SOUd,tI., it is in his suffering, 

death, gud r esurrection th2t they must participate to sh2re in his glory, the 

pattern of th"ir discipleship is given in the pattern of his life and the existence 
2. 

and continuing life of the community is dependent on him. 

(vii) Mark 10. 45 

For verily the Son of man C.1me not to be ministered unto but 
to minister, and to give his life a ranSom for many. 

Matthew 20. 28; cf Luke 22.27. 

For exegetic.,l purpC'Ses i t is necessary to treClt 10.45a and 10.45b 

separately. 'rhe c :)se for r egarding 45b as Cl I,;ar kan addition to the S'3.ying about 

1. Here, as in Matthew 16. 17-19, a change in the idea of Jesus as Messiah and 
Son of man entails a ch'mge in the concept of the community created in him 
cf above pp.l48ff 

2. If we a re correct in g1V1ng a collective interpretation t o the term Son of man 
in D'miel, menning the righteous within Isr ,el, then th : t collective term has 
come to refer in the New Testament to One Isr:lelite only, Jesus. But, it is 
a lso clear from the passages we h,ve examined, that a fter the death, resurrec-
tion and aScension, the term is both individualistic ,md collective. It still 
refers to Jesus, but ~lso to the community. It is probably true that the 
community of the ascended Jesus is seen, as in Paul, to be Jesus himself. Cqn­
sequently the authority of the community is the authority of the ascended Son 
of man for no radical distinction between-Yesus and the Christian community is 
contemplated. During his e"lr~lfJYn&t8i"try the S on of ~ is an exclu~ive 
Ohrlstolog1cal concept . Of th~Son of man It 1S 1llclus1ve, end in th1s Sense 
it is a basic soteriologicnl concept, Those 'in him' p''.rticipate in his 
triumph ':md authority. 
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the Son of man ha ving come to serve and not to be served seems to me to be 
1. 

established beyond reasonable doubt. The chief grounds for this are twofold: 

(i) In none of the Synoptic Son of man sayings is the implication of 'giving 

life' (dying?) for the salvation of many expressed. We have the necessity of 

suffering and death, which is according to Scripture , but nothing more. Thus 

a new concept is introduced when we read of giving his life as a ~ S-rfoV 
, , 
qVT I .... o)..}..:;v • Apart from Merk 10.45 and its parallel in Matthew 20.28 

this concept is nowhere associated with the Son of man. It is highly 

improbable that a connexion as distinct and meaningful as this, if it had 

come from Jesus or was a part of the early tradition, would have left no 

impression on the rest of the Son of man sayings. 

(ii) The concept of serving is the logical climax to the development of the pre-

ceding verses in both Mark and Luke. The development is of e strict corres-

pondence between the behaviour of the disciples and that of the Son of man. 

But this corraspondence disappears when we come to Mark 10.45b. The view of 

the New Testament is that Jesus has given his life once for all, and this 

cannot be repeated. The disciple may give his life inallegianca to Jesus, 
2 . 

~ V 1l lfoA.A;.:; v . As Lohse has pointed out, the but he does not give it 

conceptual parallels and yet sharp linguistic differences between Mark 

10.42-45a and Luke 22.24-27 indicate not a dependence of either on the other 

but independent traditions springing from a common source. This material 

obviously contained tha theme of s trict correspondenca which is common to 

both texts but which could not have included the ~:'fOY saying which Luke, 
3. 

being faithful to his sDurc e, omits. 

Mark 10.45a introduces a radically new concept into the teaching about 

how the Son of man exercises his authority. This is demonstrated by tha use of 
4. 

which, as Barrett has shown, brings 
) , 

oU .... 01 \~-< 
> 

out a contrast between what 

might be expected of the Son of man and of Jesus' concept of his work. The 

expectation in Daniel and Enoch points in exactly the opposite direction, the Son 

of man would in fact coma to be served. 

And to him was given dominion 
and glory and kingdom, 

that all peoples, nations and languages 
should serve him. (5) 

But Mark 10.4sa stands not only in sharp contrast to expectations derived 

from the Old Testament and apocalyptic speculations, it contrasts also with 

l. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

5. 

Cf for example H.E. Todt, Son of Man 1965, pp. 206 ff. 
E. Lohse, M~rtyrer und Gottesknecht, 1955, p. 118. 
Cf H.E. Todt, Son of Man, 1965, p. 207. 
C.K •. Barrett9"The Background of Mark 10. 45" in New Testament Essays ,ad. A.J.B. 
H~gg~ns 195, P 9. 
Dan. 7.14, cf 1 En. 46.5; 62 9 
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what we have already lcmned in Mark, flhe re the rejected authority of the Son of 

man issues in suffdring ~nd death, a suffering and death to which the followers of 

Jesus will also be exposed. But this suffering is not Seen to be his mission. 

The Q saying in Matthew 8.20 and par'lllel spe:tks of the humbleness of the Son of 

man, who is without Q home. He is denied .. ·h,t i s given to the flnimals . But this 

is precisely bec lUSe his authority is rejected; this gene r '.tion refuses to tClke 

him in. This is 2goin not Seen to be the mission of the Son of man, but a 

humiliat ion which is imposed on him, a tragic consequence of his being rejected. 

Against this background of the sovereignty of the Son of man, the saying 

about service stands out in sharp contrast. Yet the sovereignty is inherent in 

this Son of man saying, even in its 'I' form in Luke 22.27. Not only does he 

r evers e the expect.:ttions "bout the exercise of his IJuthority , he makes the same 

claim on his disciples . They a re to serve precisely because he is the one who is 

among them whose sovereign mission it is to serve. They are not merely summoned 

to follow an example. The behaviour of Jesus, or the Son of man, provides the 

authoritative basis for this reversal of expectations. Yet , aCC ording to Matthew 

and Luke, this reversal is temporary; the disciples will y~t sit on thrones 
1. 

judging the twelve tribes of Israel. 

It is prob.'lbly tue concept of 'to serve' which h . s :tttracted ':md to 

give ,lis life 
\ I ), \\~ 

as cl AVT pOV chill TiOAAuJVto 
I 

~\cl.KOVtw primarily means "to 

this saying. As Beyer not es , in the 
2. 

New Test .Jllen t wai t at table". It is noteworthy 

th ·~t Luke, in cont r ast to Mark, incorporates the saying ~bout serving into the 
3. 

conversation at table during the Last Supper. This WaS surely not chmce. The 

situation at the table is incorporated into the saying ['.bout serving in Luke ??:::" 

"For who is greater, he that si tteth at meat , or he that serveth? is it not he 
4. 

that sitteth at meat? but I am in the midst of you "IS he th,,,t serveth" This is 

pi cked up ag~in in Luke 22.30a where Jesus promises the disciples to share in his 

kingdom 'that ye may e.,t and drink at my table', an idea which probably r eflects 

the Same tradition ,s in 1 Enoch 62 .·14. 

1. 
2. 
3. 

4. 

Matthew 19.28, Luke 22.30. 
Beyer in TWNT'J'V.oJt, .2a p.83 lines 34f. 
cf M. Dibelius ,~'i~~-rp.". 200f; K. G. Kuhn, 'Die Abendmahlsworte' in Theologisch," 
Literaturzeitung, 1950, col. 399f. 
R. Bultman!!, Johannes, 1950, p.352,' n 2 argues th:lt 'the saying of the Lord in 
Luke 22.27 or n variant of it 'underlies the narrative of the foot-washing 
in John 13.1-}0, which forms a part of the account of Jesus' l'lst meal with 
nis disciples .. 
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This evidence indicates that the original tr ·'.di tion of the saying 

a bout 'serving' WaS in the context of the last Supper. It is not surpri sing 

therefore to find in Mark 10.45b a saying which is closely p~rallel to his saying 
, , \ \ ~ 

in Mark 14.24 'This is rrry blood of the covenant, which is s hed ct..v" llo,,"wv 

wnich is set in the context of the Last Supper. This parallel ,lith 14.24 makes 

it unlikely th:,t the AGTpOV s:>ying is ',1 secondary reflection on the saying about 
1. 

serving. It is more probably an incorporation of the Euch,ristic saying into 

Mark 10. 45a. 

Our interpretation of this saying i s to some extent dependent on whether 

the background is Isaiah 53. This association with Isaiah 53 is contested by 
2. 3. 

C.K. Barrett and Mi ss Hooker among others. This argument is based on the fact 

\" ) as ham in Is. 53.10 is nowhere translated in the LXX as ",.npev. Against this it 

h :1S been convincingly a rgued th" t Mark 10.42-45 r eflects n Palestinian trCldition 
4. 

.wd relies upon the Hebrew Sc riptures and not the LXX. Miss Hooker' s argument 
, , 

against the background of Isaiah 53 is th~, t Son of man's giving of his life o.VI' 

Tio~~~v is achieved through his exalt::tion and glorifi cation, :m idea which she 

sees associated with the Son of man but not the Servant . rut it is precisely 

this idea which we hClve seen associated with the Servant both in Isaiah and the 

Ne.1 Testament. 

If we are correct. in seeing the incorporation of ~hrk 10.45b from 14.24b 

both through the word cb'd.Kov~W and the associ:lt ion of the origin"l tradition 

vlith the Last Supper, then this may throw some light on the interpret .ltion of 

K<;)'I 00'0110.\ i~V ~UX')V 
) ~ 

cl..1.l .. ()U ~~'f()V 
) , 
d.,v-r I TiO>-'>-~V . 

At the Last Supper Mark tells us tha t ' he gave (the cup) to them' 
)i( :> .t" '"'\ I) \ ? I 

(to-WKtV ,j,UTOI») ',nd said 'This is rrry blOOd' (,OU-rO to'IW '10 cArr you). In Mark 

{ ~ 'II) \J' ) ~ 
10.45b we arc told that the mi8sion of the Son of man is OQVII"" -rI')V T v ,,~v cl.r.rroc 

It is a comnonplace in int erpret .1tion of 'blood' to note its associ:ltion wi t h 

'life' in Hebrew thinking. The use of 'give' in both contexts re-inforces this 

par,llel, together "lith the oddly poetic phrase 'to give his life' rather than 

the Simpler ' to die'·. 

Both the r eferences to 'blood' and to 'giving his life' carry at least 

a reference to the death of Jesus. But both :<lso have a deEPer connotation, 
1. J. Jeremias, Das Losegeld fur Viele \!dk. 'fo. 45') , Judaic ' 3, 1947, p.262. 
2. C.K. Barrett, The B~ckground of Mark 10.45, New Tes t ,ment Essays, ed. A.J.B. 

Higgins, 1959, 85ff. 
3. M.D. Hooker, Jesus the Servdnt, 1959, p>, .74-79 ; 'll1d Son of l'bn, 1967, pp.144f. 
4. cf J. Jeremi::ls, -r\gll\ BlOC, in TWNT Vol. V pp.663ff; ~Lohse, Miirtyrer und 

Gottesknecht, FRL, Vol. 64, 1963, pp.1l7ff; H.E. Todt, Son of Man , 1965, pp. 
203ff ::lnd above PP.53ff 
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pointing beyond death to the present risen 'life' in glory of th;_ Son of ffi'ID. It 

), \\- . 
is this complex of suffering, dElath, 1nd vindic,~tion which is d.VTI TiO/\,\"," and 

cle::trly means, c.s in Isaiah 53, that he creates the community which will share in 
1. 

God's glorious vindic at ion of him. As we s a w in our examin .tion of Isaiah 53, 

it is the Servant himS elf who is the ) :lsham, i. '0. the one ·aho is the true Israel 

into which the 'we' of the poem are to be incor}lor"ted. rIb t.;' S .J ffie idea is pres ent 

h..:ra. Jesus himself, in giving his life is the one into whon the 'many' are to 

be incorporated :Uld, granting the eucharistic 'letting of these words , to be incor-

portated through their eucharistic participotion. 

At U second level of interpret3tion Mark 's addition of 10.45b may not be 

so fnr distant from tha thought in Luke 22.30 'That ye may e t :md drink at my 

t .1ble in my kingdom' . Luke's thought mtly her" be transcendental, but Mark 'S is 

the sacram"ntal foret "ste of it. He gives himself in the Euch,rist where the 

disciples now e :'t .nd drink with him ", t ilis t ·oble in his kingdom. 

It i o both t:, .e suff~ring, de·.,th, .. nd vindic"ltion of Jesus md the giving 

of himsdf to the disci}lles ,"s they a.hare "'lith him nt his Euch:'ristic t')ble which 

/ "\\ is the ~\JT po" Cl.VT I Ti 0 W v , or the m81UlS by which the Son of = will come to 

have :l collecti V6 reference. 

2. \ / . 
Miss Hooker is undoubtedly correct in seeing th :~t the word /\UTPOV and 

I 

its cognate v erb \'1)1 fOW are uS ed in the Ll0. of God's acts of deli veranc e which 
3. 4. 

freed his peo}lle both at the Exodus and at the long-awaited return from exile; 

events wnich l lso est,blished Isr~el, the people of God. It mc~ well be Mark's 

familiarity with this which led him to tmnslate ) a sham :ls'\~,fOV. If this is 

so then ~TpO" c.'1rries ideas both of deliverance '1!ld creation of the people of God. 

In its context in M'1rk this deliverance is from ' bondage' to this gens-

r ation by allegiance to Jesus who h"s '1uthority over it, -nd from 'lording it over 

others' because Jesus, by his authority as the Son of man, h ccs chc,nged their 

expect'1tion of "h ,t their dominion will me::m by his coming to Serve. The creatiOi. 

of the new people of God by his }l3ssion .. nd glorification, in which gll'lril'ica tion 

t h ey ahare in the i 'e ,ist of the kingdom, even if tilis is only ,m anticipation of 

the gloriOUS esch ,tologicCll f e ast with Jesus. 

TiO~~VWhich is via t he Cross , resurrection, 

me :.1 with Jesus the S on of m'l.n. 
1. . ·cr~(l5oye· ·pp. 2 Sfr 
2. M. D. Hooker, :jon of' Man, 1967, p.144. 

) , 
This cre,}tive dLlivenllce d.V'f I 

f e l1o"sbip 
,<'nd I1scension is continued in the A 

4. e.g. ISQ. 52 .3; 62.12; !lIic. 4.10; Jer. 15.21; 38.11. 
3 . e.g. Ex. 6.6; 15.16; Deut. 7.8; 9. 26; ISQ. 43 .1; Mic. 6.4. 
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But who ore the 'many'? In 10.45a no limits ,'lre set for whom the Son 

of llKln serves, just 2S in the background expectations no li",its are set for who 

will serve the Son of man. Cle·.rly the service of both the Son of man 'md his 

discipleS is the service of ,.11 men . Since 10.45b belongs to n different str 'md 

of tradition, with a different background of thought, We C'lIDOt assume t hat 

ItO~\':;v should be interpreted in the same universalistic way to menn 'all men' . 

In Isai ah 53. lIb f. 

:.Iy se rVCl!lt will st=d forth 2S righteous beforo the lll3llY, 
becJuse h~ bore their iniquities 

Therefore will I divide him a portion among the gre~t 
~d he will divide the spoil with the mighty. 

1. 
rie h ave Seen th It ' the many' is Isr~ el. The ide·" being th 1t in the s ervaut 's 

amazing vindication he will be shown to be righteous to Is r nel who regards his 

suffering as the r esult of "is sin. It is those who ro'\ke him their J asham , i. e. 

a cknoidedge thei r ,;uilt and join themselves to him, who wi ll constitute the new, 

purified Israel. 

tie h:,ve nlready seen th:,t Jesuc dcm nds of his disciples an 3bsolute 

allegi.nce to himself. Those who give thi8 ~ 11egirmce 2,re promised a hundredfold 

of what they have given up for him in this life , '1nd etern21 lif e in the world to 
2. 

come~ Jesus is the gu' rant~r of s ·J.lv ~-4tion; prosperity a nd :'. I/ide f)JJlily circle, 

but 'with persecutions ' in this life and eterna l life in ·c.le ,!orld to come. The 

'm?IlY' in 10.45b h:1.s t he S3m;, mGa ning as we found in Isaih 53 w d Mark 10. 29f. 

'rhey a r e thosv who h Clve g iven allegi 'illce to the person of Jesus. It is their 

'ACTfov which is ,;U crnnteed in the ' giving of "is life'. Uleg i f'nce to Jesus does 
3. 

not of itself constitute the community of the Son of row uS ',lauson supposed . Those 

who Di ve their allegiance to him are made t ILe peopl e of God in the vindication of 

Jesus. By it they become the nell, purif ied Isr.lel when th .: thought is of the 

Survnnt , or tne co;n:nuni ty of the Son of m'm who skwe in his esch "lto logical fellow-

shi p mu'.l. This i c: the decisive ,:lct of God JDr the ' many '. 

The use of the SCUlle phrnse in the context of the I/lst Supper supports 

this conclusion. The blood Which is 'poured out ' for the ' tn<my ' i s clearly for 

those who have given a llegiance to Jesus. In its Euch~ristic practice t he Chur ch 

1. cf a bove yp.30ff. 
2. Mark 10.29f. 
3. Cf T.W. Mnnson, Teaching ; G. Dalman, Words, 1909, . nd N. Perrin, Kingdom of 

God , 1963, pp. 24-27, 160-178 , 95- 97; h~vL' shown th,·t the thought of the 
kingdom is not simply the thought of ~llegiance , but of the decisive eschato-
logic~l intervention by God in the 3fxairs of men . It in an event under 
the agency of God, not simply a decision on the y ~rt of ~ ,en. 
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r efl"cts t h -,t this is thc meaning in th,lt the t able f e llows hip is for those who 

·etre the followers of Jesus "nd it is these followers who 'eat nnd drink' !'It the 

t a ble of Jesus in h is kingdom in Luke 22. 30. 

'"hile no ill.n is specifically excluded from giving t l:is '111egiance to 

Jesus, the Son of hlc1!l , it is c le qr thClt it is for those who do give it tha t the 

kingdom brea ks i n. ~ the act of God in r ais ing Qnd exalting Jesus the follow e rs 

nr e mnde merubers of the communi ty who ohexe in the me:ll '.'nd for whom the glories 

to come ~re reserved. 

Even it the term. '30n of man ' belonged origin~,lly t o neither the saying 

about 's erving ' (wh i ch is mnde probable by its Jbsence from Luke 22.27) nor to the 
I 1. 

Aurpov saying (which is probabl e because of its '1bs ence from Mark 14.24), Mark's 

use of it here is not ina~propriate While it introduces two new and rema rkable 

idens into its meaning, it r etains the ide ~$ of a uthori ty, ex~ltation, and the com-

munity conc ept of soterio logy. It is probo.bly thes e pnrc:llel ideas which have led 

Mark to include it at this pOint. 

This conclusion hears out whc.t we have seen etlrcady; th\t the title Son 

of man is not prim~rily Christologic~l but soteriologic ~l. An interest i n the 

at tributes of t he ~c rson of Christ is present in the implied assertion of his 

absolute authority ov~r all men , but what concerns ii1ark is :ill underst ,'.nding of the 

Church ,}s t he connnunity whos e creation, continued existence, 'ilety of life , authority 

and hope is dependent on Jesus . This s ~lvation i s understood in terms of comrou-

nity, ",hether it be i n this life as servic e '1!1d the f()llowship of 'the many ' with 

J.esus , or, in tile life to come. 

(Viii) Mark 13 . 26f 

And then they will See the Son of man coming in clouds with 
gre-- t pO',;er ' nd glory. And then shetH he send forth the angels 
and sh~ll ge ther together h is elect from the four winds, from 
the uttermost pj rt of the e:orth to the utterrr;ost p:;rt of hea ven. 

Cf Matthew 24. 30f; Luke 21. 27 
2. 3. 

Since the time of Col:l!1i :md ile i f f cnU::.ch the hypothesis th'lt a small 

epocalypse lies behind Mk. 13 h:>,s been I'idely accepted. ~he majority of scholars 

regard the chapter US an artificial compOSition eons istL~g of Q high yr oportion of 
4. 

non-doruinica l sayings . However much the v '1rious reconstructions m~ dis agree 

1. So H.E. Tedt, Son of Man, 1965, pp.208 
2. T. CoL~ni, Jesus:Chri~et les c r oy3!1ces messi3!ligues de s on temps, 186 4 , pp. 

201f. 
3. 1'1. Weiffenbo.ch , Der Wiederlrunftsgedahke Jesu , 1873, pp. 69f., 135f. 
4. For a full 'survey of G.R. Be,sley-Murro.y, Jesus 8lld the Future, 1954,; also 

V. Taylor, M, rk, 1955 , py. 498ff. 
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i'lllOng themse;tves, there is virtual un-:mimity th-,t if there is a l'lter composition 

in Mk. 13, it is in the v~ragraph in which these words occur (vv. 24-27). As 
1. 2 . 

Robinson Iilld Gl'lsson, '1mong others , h , ve shown, the section is '1 "pastiche of O+d 

TestL"C'Ilent illusions" de;.>endent on the LXX, a fat::il objection to the view that 

Jesus himself is speaking. 

That vv. 24-27 , re an extr ,neous introduction is shown by the fact that 

the disciples' c;uestion " bout the destruction of tlle Temple is ~nswered by Jesus 

in teros of the end 0:[ the world :md his own "dvent - J di.:cr ep3.llcy of which 
3. 

j:htthew waS aware rmd so 'lltered the inHiRl ques tion to suit the Markan :mswer. 

Moreover, where ' s the discourse before and after 24-27 is ,dd ressed to the disci-

ples in the second person, this p "ragrG~h nlone is m~rked by an unexplained trans-
4. 

ition to th e third person plur al. 

Wi thout this Par agraph vv. 5-20 st -nd as a perfectly consistent reply to 
5. 

the disciples' question about the fall of the Temple ~nd, of course , the city. 

5- 8 tells the disc i ples not to be alarmed by those who will try to le ,d them .qstray 

nor by the w~rs ,1lld ru",ours of wars ; "these things are the bE:girla ing of travail". 

9- 13 tells of the cOming iri als of the disciples, who .::.re to be bold in their 

wi tness, but who h:we llluch to endure before the end , "but h e th .. ,t endureth to the 

end , the Sdlle shcill be s·,ved". 14- 20 s :~s "But when y e s ee th e '}bomin"tion of 

desol'ltion stcnding , .here he ought not (let him toot re 'deth understand) then let 

them th :ot are in Judaea flae unto the mountains • • • •• " In the independent and 

"rob-lbly !.lOrd origin"l Lukrm tradition we rG '.d "But when you see J erusslem 
6. 

compassed wit" --lr;"i~ s, "hen know th-, t h er desol'1tion i s :It h-mC: B
• This suggests 

t h ,t the document behinJ Mark probably rei'errou to th~ uestruct ion of Jerusalem 

w(.ich h c.s been influenced bj secondary :c~oc _11yptic motifs . It is clear from the 

instructions in vv. 14-18 th ,t wh:_t iu i n [lind is the destruction of Jerusalem 

and the colkps c of Jud·"e.l not the clnnihiL-.tion of the e::-.rth. 

If this in so then 'the end' in v ers es 7 " nd 13, if not Marknn red'lc tions, 

prob~bly referred origin , lly to the end of the nC1tion :md not , nS they must in 

1. J. A. T. Robinson, J CSUS and His Coming, 1957, p.·56f. 
2. T.F. Gl asson, The Second Advent , 19~5 , p.187 
3. Mat t. 24. 3. ' Tell us, when sh,Clll thes e trlings be? 'O.lld vh at sh'111 be the sign of 

thy corning , :·.nd of the end of the world?' Here we see the typic"l Matthaean 
tendency to h-:ighten "arousi'l. te'lching. 

4. Cf Mk. 13.14 'But v.hen y o shall see the -:lbominQtion of desol .t ion stMding where 
he ought not •. .. ' but Mk. 13 . 26 ' And then sh~, ll t(ey see the Son of man ... . ' 

5. Mk. 13.21- 23 ']pj'e:lr to be a variant form of v.6f cf V. 'rJ.ylor, Mark , '1955 p.499) 
6. Luke 21. 20. Cf C. H. Dodd, The Fall of Jerusa lem ·md t he ' AbOlnin'1tion of Desola­

tion', Journd of .].omw Studies, Vol. 37 (1947) "p . '17- 54; V. Te.ylor, Mark, 1955 
p . 512 ; T . . , . tLnson, Sayings , 1957 , p.329f. --
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1. 

Simil,rly ·l'".ylor argues th'lt 

v.lO; 'And the gospel must first be pre3.ched unto all the ,1 ltions' is wholly and 

distinctively M:'.rk.-m. 

The par~llul passage in Luk~ 21 , though manifestly an independent 
2. 

tr ~dit ion Shows G clear de}!endence on Mark 13. But if these 11'}rkan verses are 

omitted from Luke a cohertnt diS course of the s ::l'J~ sort 'lS z.iark 13 can be identi-
3. 

fied. The disco' lrse is apocalYPtic in neith:or. I t is rather 0. solemn warning 

iil the "1:1nn"r of cl1e Prophets of tHe hi3torical consequences of God's rej ection 

of Isr.1el :mCi of t ;i c ·.,ttitude which the fGithful lilUSt adopt to them .• 

If we exclude vv. 24-27 and its p" ra11el in Luke, then the concluding 

verses in both conc ~rning watchfulness would refer quite natura lly to the fall of 

J erusnlem , not to the pnrousia of the S on of man. Without this pnragraph the 

Hhol" section looks like a document, cOl,lprising the teachi ng of Jesus, which wns 

circul::lted to provide guiuance, instruction, 3nd w,rning to the Christians living 

in Palestine 1113 the politic"ll situ'ltion ap,Jro .,ched its crisis. Rpbin,son nrgues 

th-.t the document circul'1ted Widely in a number of different forms, evidence of 
4. 

which he seeS in M'1rk 13, Luke 17, Luke 21 and pOSSibly ., lso Luke 12. 1-.4. 

ThiS evidence nukes it imper',tive th:l. < Murk n.26 be interpreted inde-

pendently of its context. In its context in Mk. 13 the 'they' who See the Son 

of '" .... 1 coming " ould ~l" pear to refer to the disciples, kings, ,nd the men on 

e~rth " lre-ldy refe.Te d to in the jOrevious verses. The implication is therefore 

of the p,.,rousia. '. 'i thout this context, we read only of the dnrkening of the SUll 

md moon , the f '}ll of tile stars from heaven, 'emd the po .. ers th :>.t are in the 

hElnvens sl1.'111 be shnken. And they sball s eE! the Son of man coming in clouds 
5. 

wit., great pOVier .md glory. ' Now it is no longer self-evident th3.t the refe~-

ence is to til e jJ -,rousia, for it ",ppe2rs tb ·t it is 'tbe pO'fla~s th' t are in heaven' 

Vlno see the Son of man 'coming', the implic.o,tion being, ::IS in DDniel 7 on which 
6. 

the s -Ving is undoubtedly modelled, thQt it is a 'coming'to heaven. 

Th" t the ' they' "Iho see the Son of i1L'ill 'coming ' a~e tbe powers in 

1. V. T ,ylor, l<brk , 1955, ad. loco 
2. Cf V. Taylor, Behind the Third GOSiJel, 1926, pp. 109-125; A.M. Perry, The 

Sources of St. Luke's p",ssion Narrative, 1919, pp.35-38; 1' . W. Mmlson, 
Sayings, 1957, PP.323-337; G.R. Beasley-l~u~ray, Jesus _lIld tho Future, 1954 
pp. 226f. 

3. J.A.T. Robinson, Jesus 3nd His Coming, 1957, p. 123f. 
4. ibid pp. 126ff. 
5. Mark 13.25b, 26 . 
6. For tbe de¥endence on Daniel 7 cf. for exnmple, . C.H. Dodd, Acco~ing to the 

Scriptures, 1953, pp.67-69; E. Lobmeye~, Markus, 1951, p. 279, 1111. 1-4; 
H. E. Todt, Son of MIln , 1965 , p.35. 
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. 1. 

h8:lven (whoever or ;vh ~ tcver they mi.,;ht be) which implies ,".n ascension is :n.'lde 

evident by a cOBV'.rison with Matthew 24. 29b. f. 

,md the powers of the he Clvens 8h,,11 be shaken: And then sh ' ll appea r the 
sign of the 80n of man in heaven: ~J thwn sh~ll all the tribes of the 
e::>.rth mourn, ~d they shall Se c the Son of man cominB on the c louds of 
heaven with po\ ier "nd grea t glory. 

~ , tI, .. \ ' - ~ 
1t",t th8w h'ls signific 'ntly a dd ed 1Ido.Oo..\ 0<.1 r ,\"" ,,\S ll'f)S He a lso adds 

the negative side to the judgement which is ~tsent both in Bnniel and ~qrk. 

He has not only cn :nged the ques tion of t he disciples from on0 a bout the destruq-

tion of the TempI" to one about the end of the world , but he h .es a lso recas t 

~hrkls .mSwer to "Jl indubitab l e :J.llusion t o t he pwousia , prob:-bly bec:J.use he was 

.,:\wlOr e tha t Ma rk 13.26 suggested a D nicl-like heavenly enthronement rather thrul a 

p.lrousia a ccompnnied by the des truction of wicked men. If t his is so, th en Miss 

Hooker is certa inly correct in seeing behind ~'lrk 13.24-27 n tr~dition in which the 

coming of the Son of Clan was understood a s in D2niel of :l judeement Scene before 
2. 

God r a ther than of , parousio to e::>.rth. 

Undoubtedly the whol <2 saying h"'s become coloured \l ith apocalyptic 
3. 4. 

detnils ,1nd desc riptions , ~md the Mar kan redac tions show thc,t t he author knew th'lt 

by including 24- 27 in this context the whole g~ ined pnrousia implic~tions whi ch 

nere 1 )cking in the origin:ll Son of !~an sayi ng 1lld the originLl context. Despite 

this . nd unlike r-.L tthew , Mark has not remov ed the ascension i m,gery of vv. 24-27 

in f avour of clear p xous i 'l te3ching. The two ide'ls a re i n confusion here. 

One important conclusion of this is that we cannot so e,1Sily ::>.S8w:lC ,ii th 
5. 6. 

Boobyer :,nct R:lillsey th".t the Tr:msfiguration in Mar k is 0 pr ,,-figuration of the 

p 'roUSi .A , r ::>. ther it i s "I 'p '3.rousia ' viewed prim,"rily in terms not of viSitation 

but of vin Lli c,,,tion, just 'lS in II Peter 1. 16 - 18, tile gu.c. r :'nt ee of I the power and 

j!>arousia of our Lord Jesus Christ' i s provided by the moment on the mounk,in ' when 

he rec eived honour and glory from Go d the Father ' . As Robinson notes ; 'the evi-

dence Dr. Boobye r assembles points even mor c str ongly to Cl conclus i on which he 

does not draw, n cu:lely, th:lt the Parousia vision was originally conceived in t erms 
7. 

of exaltation Cllld ~scent . ' This seeluS to be tho ,rim:, r y conception with which 

1. cf V. Taylor, J.~rk, 1955, p. 518 
2. M.D. Hooker, Son of Man , 1967, pp.158f. The a rgument by 'II ~1icl! slw a rrives a t 

this conclus i on is, however , very different from ours . 
3. Cf Mk. 13.24, 25 with Is ~ . 13.10; 34. 4; Ezek. 32.7f; A~os 8. 9 ; Joel 2. 10; 1 Enoch 

80. h7; 4 Ezra 5. 4; ASS. Moses 10. 5; Rev. 6. 12- l t, ; 2 Peter 3. 12. 
4. Cf a bove p. 24lf • 
5 • . G. H. Boobyer, St . ifJark :m d the Tr-msfiguration StOry, 1942. 
6 . A. 1!. Ramsey, 'rhe Glory of God .md the Tr.'lI1sfiguration of Christ, 1949. 
7. J.A.T. Robinson, Jesus and His Coming , 1957, p.133. 
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1lar k works, bllt it n ever remains entirely un;ffecteu by thi nldng of ~ descent 

p :}roUSia, a conc ept which iihtthew picks up, m.lk:es more explicit, :md develops a t 

every :1v" ila ble opportunity. This means th.)t we must be c:u eful of :lssuming 

t~t M~rk 13. 26 is indubitably purousia doctrine, in t he sens e of descent, ~nd of 

interpreting similar pass~ges in the li ')lt of this. It more cl~,1 rly "scension 

th eology , inf' luenc ed by the emerging doctrine of the p: rousi ot , but never OV0 r-

1. 
sh.:,da" ed by it. 

Together with t h is Ascens ion/Pa rousL. of the Son of m~ goes wh,t might 

be expected by now, the g~th0ring of the elect; 

And then Sh-111 he send forth t ue nn,,, e ls .·md s11"111 ga t her togethe r his 
elect f r om the four winds, from the utt ermost part of tile e.1rth to the 
uttermost part of he:1ven. (2) 

Luke, wit[-, his anti-eschatologicul tendencies , omits t _.is vers e , whereas in 

cont r as t Mat thew heightens the effect; 

And he shetll s enC forth his cngels "it;, a great sound of a trumpet (3) 
:md they shall g~.ther together his elect from the four winds from 
one end of hea ven to the other. (4) 

Matthew 's additions are again interesting. His claar p ~rous ia teaching in the 

previous vers e ffi:.ckes it n.\tur'11 to interpret the reference to the t rumpet as in 

1 'fhess alonians 4 •. 16; 

~'or t he Lord himself Shill descend from h c.:tven with 
voice of the archan;~el, _,n u .• ith the tramp of God: 
Christ shQll ris e firs t. 

.el s hout, with the 

.'nd the uend in 

Thus the i dea is of the Son of mnn descending ~nd sendrr,g out his angels t o 

gather his elect. In M~rk it is simply the .-,ngc ls who :ue sent out to gather 

together the elect. 

The ide'l of g:lthering th e elect from the four winds is taken from 
5. 

Zecha ri:1h 2.6, where it menns from the four paints of the cO.llpass. This concep-

tion of g:1thering t ogether the people of God is a familiar one in t he Old Test n-
6. 7. 8. 9. 

ment, Apocryphe , rmd Pseudepigr9.pha , and is c~rried over into the New Testament. 

. . . . ) _'}I .... 
It IS not 1Ulllled1'Jt ely app.1Tent wh" t 1S meant by the phrase d,1l <>-KfOV n, 

c/ ) I ,) 1"'\ 

cW5 <>-"foU OUp""VOU.. 1'here is a p ' rallel to this in a vc.riant reading of 1 Enoch 
10. r I 

) > ') I '" '" (..1 )1 ,." 
57.2. But t he more co,urnon phr'lses ure( i) ",.-IT d..K?OU -'1' iI'l~ f..W~ d-I<.\,ou 'T,\~ ~~S. 

1. Cf the illore deta iled support for this conclus ion J . A.T. Robli1son, Jesus and Hi s 
Coming 1957, pp. 128ff. 

2. M-,rk 13. 27 . 
3 . Cf 1 Cor .• 15. 52; 1 ·J:hess . 4. 16. 
4. ~'ltthew 24. 31. 
5. V. 'faylor, 1: .rk , 1955 , :ld lac, 
6. Cf Deut . 30~Is ' . 11.11 ,16; 27.12; Ezek. 39.27; Zeer,. 2. 6-ll ; Ps .I05.47,146 . 2. 
7. Tobit 13.13, H .7; fur . 5.5-9; 2 Macc. 2.7 ; 
8 . 1 '::n. 57; Ps . 1:>01. ll.3, 17.26. 
9. Cf 1 Thess . 4. 15-17 , 2 Thess . 2.1. 
lO. E. Lollllleyer, 1.'::r ;_us, 1951 , p.279 cites s t:. possible p -..r.:lle l Philo, Cherub, 99. 
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Thi" occurs in Deut. 13.7 ",d Jeremiah 12.12. In both in~ t~ces the reference is 

.) :3").J "'I) "..., 

to people spree-d over the f '.lce of the e" rth; (ii) ",10 ~"rou TOU ''''~''''vou 
« 
~'--'~ 

<-
)/ ...) 0 \) . 
<:i-KpOV 1"0'-> cUf"'" This appeClrs in Psalm 19.6 , ... here it describes the path of the sun 

across the sky, [llld in DeuterOnOlJY 30.4 , ,Ihere there is em implied contrast between 

tho g,\thering of Is r ;:el from among the n',tions D.l'ld 'if any of t;.ine outcasts be in 

from tll~nce · 'i ll t; \ ': 1,01'-1 thy: God " ",ther thee , .:md 
the uttermost ".~rts of heaven ,,,from thence ~nll he fetch thee'. Whatever the 

original weaning of t his in Deuteronomy, we have Seen in 1 Bnoch the idea is of 

the Bon of = appe::tring with the righteous community in lleaven. It is possible 

therefore th"t l'i'18.tthew may have altered his Markan source to express the idea of 

the parousia of the Son of man together with the elect heavenly community. On the 

other hand, since it was believed th..lt the liou ts of heaven and earth were the same, 

the reference illB.y Sir.lply be to the gathering together of the faithful acroSs the 

face of the earth. 

Since 'olle phrase in Mark is tm i que , apart from the variant reading in 

Enoch and the doubtful parallel in Philo, it is lilore difficult to know ,vhat he 

means .. Taylor suggests that he may be thin kine; of the l emd to the east of 
1. 

Pal estine and the sea to the west. This seems to me to be unlikely since the use 

f.I)I ...." 

t W) d.Y'fau 'T ,), 01) 
, , 

of the phrase ~" 
:>, ,... "-

"V'f
OU '1 ' (1'1; does not parallel the phraso 

,_> )/ ",,..,.:>/ )1 _") " 
"' ,. d-l<.fOV -roo o,-,\,,,-,,ou LW) <'-"'f0\) ,Ou oup"'vo U in the Old Tes tament. The confla-

, I) I 

tion of the two does not see1ll$ to be simply a variant fon" of EI<. -.W' TSa-I7~('W' ""1"'''' 
Rather, it conveys the i dea of gathering together into one fina l community the 

.:> > )/ ,.. 

righteous living (..:;; d."f0u 0')) 
~'>I ),... 

) and the faithful dead (t.w:, ""l<fOU OU~Yov). 

Mark does not r.J8.ke explicit where this community is to be established. 

If the pa rousia aspect of his thinking is press ed, then the i clplication would be 

that t11is cowr.lU!1i ty is wi t.l the Son of 'Jan in the ' world "Ihic:. is to come' . If, 

on the other hand, the thought is of the exaltation of the 8 0n of man then the 

implication is of the fellowship of the heavenly and earthly community with each 

other and H'ith the 'jon of =, or of the intima.te union of the f3.ithful on earth 

with the ascended Son of 'Jan. 

Support lor t ilis latter a r gument ClaY be found in Robinson's suggestion 
2. 

thot the conclusion to ),latthew ' s Gospel may .Iell have been the lost climax to 

3. 
Mark ' s Gospel. He points out that the ins ertion of the cO"L~and to baptize in 
1. V. Taylor, Cf also H.J. Holt zmann, Die Synoptiker (Hand­

Corac"entar ZUlu Ncuen :C' e~tament), 1901, 1'.169; A.E.J. Ilawlinson, Mark, 1949,W.190:(,. 
Ma'ot . 28. 18 •.. 20 'All authorl tv in heaven and on earth has been-giVen to me;, ••• 2. 

the close of the age' . 
3. "~Q~ ·,uuu~" COLling, 1957, pp. 131ff . 
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the n lllie of the Trinity has led schol:1rs to regard the <lhole passage as a late 

editorial ins ertion. But the climax is so out of keepil1,Z " ith Matthew 's es chato-

logy that it i s ha rd to believe that Matt:le" would have created i t . 
l. 

It is 

precisely the sort of ending one would expect to find in ::ark, and, for this 

re 2son, it is highly likely that it is from the lost ending of Mar k that l~tthew 

has derived it . 

If Robinson is correct then 13.26 would point forward to the exaltation 

of JesLls to supre;·"e authority , an authorit y which, as :im Daniel 7, is given him by 

God. It is t his exaltation of the Son of man which gathers the cOllJlTlunity of the 

fai t hful into t he congregation of the Son of man , who sha r e his authority through 

his abiding ~res ence. Such a conclusion would be in line wi t;, what we have found 

elc ewhere in Mark, Clnd particularly in our analysis of ;(uuk 10. ~5 b. 

There is no doubt that p~rousia i deas arc pres e~t , but these look like 

attempt s to cast the original tr.,di tion i nto the l a t er pa rousia o oul d. I t 

a~pears also t hat ">ark is not prepared t o do the radical re- casting we find in 

iliatthew. 

(ix) Mar k 14.21 and 1 4. 41 

For the ::Jon of 'Jan goet h, even as it i s writte,; of him: 
but woe unto t int man through .;hom the Son of man is 
betr:oyed! Good were it for that Clan if hE' had not been born. 

Of Matthe.·; 26 . 24; Luke 22.22 . 

And he COL. ·th the t h ird t me, and 8ai th unto them, . ill"ep on 
now, an,; take YOLlr res t : it is enough; th e hour i "- come; 
behol':' the Son of man i s betrayed into the hands of sinners. 

Of ldatthew 26. '; 5; (Luke no parallel) . 
2. 

Ivnether or not 14. 21 is an authentic say ing of Jesus, there can be little 

doubt that th e tr odi tion is very early. 
3. 

the Ar&uaism~ in the text. 

Its Palestinian origin is r eflected in 

It is s ii?;nificant that t h is sayi ng is includ"d by all the Gospels in the 

context of the Las t SUh)er. More significant a re the striking parallels between 

1. Of a l so C. H. Dodd , '['he Fourth Gospel, 1960, p. 440. 
2. For argument th ., t it is not cf. A.J.B. Higgins, 3 0n of ··.an , 1964 , pp. 50- 52; 

R. Bultmann, Synoptic Tradition, 1963 , p. 152; C. G. ~.\ontE)foire , The Synoptic 
c7osPels, Vol. I , 1927 , p. 325 ; J . Ne llhausen , 'las E'vangeliwn Mar c i , 1903 , a d. loco 
For argument th,·· t it is cf. V. Tay lor, i)iark, 1955 , ad loco l'.D. Hooker , Son of 
Man, 1967, pp. 159f . 

3. Cf 1,. Bl ack, 1m .ra.uaic Approach to the Gospels and Acts, 1954, pp. 86 , 237f • 
.'he argwnent r 8nts chiefl y on the verb thT J.~W , found only h"re (and its 
pa r a llels) and ,he ~'ourth Gospel , but which may repre.;en t the _·, raIl'.aic 'zl 
WHi ch occasionally bear s tn i s meaning, and on the SeLlit i c use of 1<.<1,:).6,,-­
for t he comparative. 
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Mclr k 14.17-21 ",nd John 13.12-33 . Both passages connect the Scriptural necessity 

., ith Psalm 41.9: 

Yea, "line o,m familiar friend , in whom I trustee:, which did eat 
of 1,\\' bre:ld, 
Hath lift ed up his heel against me (1) 

Most significant ly thi:" passage continues: 

But t hou, 0 Lord , have mercy ut>on ae , and rais e E1e up, 
That I "lay requite them. 
By this I know that thou delightest in me , 
Because mine enemy doth not triumph over me. 
An" as for me, thOll uphold est rue in mine integrity, 
And settest we before thy face forever. (2) 

It unwistakeably s~eaks of the vindication of the one betr2yed by his friend 

who 3har ei! his table. ilhatever 's ettest iue before thy face forever' may have 

mc.ant to the Ps.aliJist is irrelevant, for it is clear that \ hen Jesus says 'I go' 

in John ' s Gospel, the priuary meaning is not ' Going to die', tllOugh tha t is L lpliei!, 
3. 

but ' going to the Father'. 'fhe use of the cita tion fro,,, Ps . 41.9; the unique use 
( , 

of lJ1ido.~U outside of John 's Gospel having a sense othe r them ' go ' meaning a 
( 

movement from on8 point in space to another; the fact th, t ,,"iicl,~W in John 

uniformly r efers to a 'going to the Father ' ::nd is used by Jesus in the first 
4. 

person singula r only in th e context of the Last Supp" r; "n '] tile Pal estinian origin 

of Mark 14. 21 pOiJltS to a very early t r adit ion in which Jesus spoke of the ' go ing' 

of the Son of wan (, I ' in John) in the sense of exaltation , and in the context of 

the Last Supper. 

This vers e reseJ;:bles Mark 8.31 in its reference to 'Jcriptural necessity. 

There the passion of t,le ";on of ;,lan waS stat ed , but moved on beyond the passion to 

the resurrection ani! exaltation in the Transfiguration n, rr '.tiv8. This suggests 
, I 

tha t 011':)..0 <'" here als o refers t o t he coming passion, but supports our argument 

that it i;lUSt be interpreted in its Johanntne s ense . The similar reference to 

Scripture in Mark 9.12 connected with the suffering of th e Son of man, together 

with the fact t h ,t Mark 14.21 is indubit,bly Palestinian in origin , supports our 

conclusion th _.t the trC1dition which link}d the Son of ",,'On wit h the p9ssion is very 
5. 

priilli t i ve . 

A comp,:,rison between Mark 9.13 8.<."1d Mark 14. 21 brings out again Mark's 

concept of the sovereignty of the Son of man. In 9.13 ;,'e -". r e told th'1t everything 
1. Cf Mk. 14.18; In. 13.18. 
2. Ps . 41.10- 12. 
3 . In. 7. 33 , 8.14, 21, (22); 13.33, 36; 14. 4 , 28; 16 . 5, 10, 17 (cf.13. 3; 14.5). 
4. Apart from ChaPters 7 1ni! 8, wher e they a re anticipations i n very siLnlar lan­

guage of what Jes us says to the disciples in 13. 33 a bout their inability to 
follow him. 

5. Cf . H.E. Todt, Son of Man , 1965 , pp. 198f. 
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But of the Son of 
~ ) 

<1.\.)"1'0 U If John the 

Baptist's suff"rint; i8 a passi.v(; :md unwitting fulfilumt of Scripture, the Son 

of man chooses to go L1 the full knowledge of' ·.:h3t this entails . Although the 

:lUthority oj:' Jes us i s coupled witn the aut hority of Scr ipture, the cont r ast betwecn 

Joim '1nli Jesus i s jll~.in. Jesus is the ruaster of the situation. 

In the s econd ~art of the verse the Son of man is linked 3S in Mark 9.31 

end 10. 33 with lIo.~(J.~:6wy\. Here it is given special point by its r efer ence to 

the traitor Judas , who hClS already been namea in 14. 10f. The authority of the 

Son of man is furth" r str ::ssed in tha t Jesus goes on his w-y knowing th'3.t he is to 

be betrayel!. This is his sovereign for8]mowl edge. But this sovereign authority 

i s not expressed in terms of the destroyer of evil. Rather, by it he enters into 

tile oPlJos ition of thi,' ~,.meration, which results in his suffering, only to emerge 

triuLlphant over it. It is the assurance of this triumph whicl1 Vlrings from Jesus 
l. 

the 'woe' of deep ~orrow for the one who ,"ust bear the responsibility of the 
2. 

rejection of his authority; ' Good were it for that man if h2 hLa not been born', 

prusUillably b(:c&us e he sne,ll not sh'lr e the glory and hope of the cO'JIlluni ty of the 

·)on of man. 

Mark 14-. 41 bring s us to t he c lim:>x before the pass ion n:>rr ative begins. 

In its context tNO i'c8.tur es st,md out. On the one hmd t he ste:.tdfastness of 

Jesus, despite his very hUI:Jall cry of <:tnguish, st 'mds out i n contr'1st to the failure 

of the disc i ples . On th~ other h..md if' the Son of man ever waS a collective ter.:! 

referring to Jesus 0nd his disciples , here J esus is separated to 2 sublime alone-

neSS . First he separates himself froD the larger circle of his dis ci~les to be 

with Pet er, J ames and John (Mk. 14.36, 37). ~hen he leaves thesJ three as well 

and is alone (Mk. 14.38). But they cannot even 'watch' with him. In impressive 

rep<!ti tion J esu,s ' re ·ldines s to respond to God is contrasted with the three 

di bc iples' f a lling asleep . He stands alone. All the injj;iative rests with him; 
3. 

'The Son of ,"an is betrayed into the ha nds of sinners. ~rise, let US be going.' 

The comnunity of the ~on of limn belongs to the future, .:'lnd rests on his authority, 

obedience , ini t i a'o ive :md exaltation. 

1. So V. Taylor, Mark, 1955, ad. IDC. 
2 . He r e there is a play on the words 'Son of man ' 'lna ' that man '. H.E. Todt , 

Son of Man, 196 5, p.199 suggests th'lt 'thd man' may be rega rded sS an exponent 
Rnd represent " t ive of thos e who reject t he authority of the Son of man. 
Matthew ' s inclusion of the r e ferenc e to Judas is clearly secondary (M'ltt. 26 . 25) 

3. Mk. 14. 41c, 420. 
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(xl Mark 14.62 

And Jesus Said, I am: ~nd yL shall See the Son of In':l.ll Sitting 
at the riGht hll1ld of power, ,.nd coming with the clouds of h eaven. 

Cf Matthew 26.64; Luke 22.69. 

Schol~rly opinion on the authenticity of this important saying is 

shc,rply divided, :cnu nat only on tile sayin:; itself but als o on i ts context in the 

tri~l befor e Caiaphas. It is a r gued tha t the entire account of the trial is 

suspect, since it is unlikely that (illY of the fol lower s of Jesus were present to 

observe what hai-pened, 'md that the account is based upon later beliefs regarding 
1 • . 

lOhe person of Jesus. On the other hand it is claimed thJ t the early Church would 

have sought infor .. "tion concerning the tri" l , ~Ll 1'1 ilE seconuary ml terial is 

acknowledged to exi~t, the reliability 'md logic of the events h :.tve been vigorously 
2. 

defended. liithout entering into :l det J. iled discussion on this point , l e.t it 

suffice to note th" t tl1e case for the unrelic,bility of Mark ' s account of the trial 

is by no nleans }Jroven . 

The backbone of the lli lrrative is formed by th~ sayings i n v.58 .and 62 . 

Vers e 58 r ecor ds the chief evidenc ~ brought age.inst Jesus; 

We heard him say, I will destroy this t . ,'aple th.!t is [1.'ue ,i th hands , and 
in three days I will build anothe r m ,d 0 ., i thout handS . 

~he lllaj or exegetica l problem connected wit:, this verse is '/;"rk ' s insistence that 

this withess is j:" '.ls e . Not only ar" we told twic e in the Ll!J1edi ately pr eceding 

t.vo verSeS that the "itnesses are false, but the folloNing verse insists that 

An d not even s o did .heir witness agree together 

If therE< was a "'idGspread tradition that th., accusation that Jesus would destroy 

the teliJi-le and rais e' up another WaS fals e, it is hard to Ullc! :·rstand how John could 

have ascribed V i:l'j ' sir"ilar words to Jesus in his account of the cleansing of the 
3. 

td'lple. John's ascription of these words to J eSUS , despite ;:iark's insist ('nce 

that the '.'Iitnesses wer", 'false', supports our conclUSion of t''l<J authenticity of 
4. 

the saying in John. 'l'here is , however , a significant differ~l1ce batween Mark 

l ~ . 58 and John 2.19. According to John 2.19 it is not Jesus who will destroy the 

1. H. Lietz"Jann, Der Proz~ss Jesu , (Sitzungobcrichte der Preussischen Akade.nic der: 
Nissenschaften zu n"rlin, 1930, pp. 313-322 ; M. Dibelius, Tradition, 1934, P,J. 
192ff; R. Bultclann, Synoptic Tradition, 1963, pp. 269ft; H. g . Totl t, Son of Man , 
196 5 , p.36f; D. z . Nineham , The Gospel According to St. Mark , 1963, pp.398ff. 

2. G. D. Kiljoatrick, 'i'he Trial of Jesus, 1953, : . • N. Sher,;in-','hite, Roman Society 
and Roraan Law in the New Testar"ent, 1953 , pp . 24ff; A. J . D. HiCGins, Son of Map, 
1964, p.67; V. Taylor, Mark, 1955, 'ld. lac.; M. D. Hook~r, don of /Ilan, 1967, 
p. 164f; :, . G. JCi.iIJmel, Prol:ise and Fulfiln cnt, 1961, p. 50. 

3. Jolm 2.19. 
4. , Cf above p. ,11 S . ( e~n . " .1.) 
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ter.:ple. Rather, the i.nplication is that it is the 'Jews' \·,ho ,.ill do so. Mark 

also knows of a tradition in which Jesus is re},ort ed to Mve preJictod the des-
• 1. 

truction of the teillple (Mk. 13 •. :), but herb the agent of the Jes truction is God. 

In both, while JesUD is not hims"lf made the a~ent of the destruction of the ten:ple, 

its destruction is intiLlately linked .,ith the ;;tLssion of Jesus. In our analysis 

of John 2.19 W8 aaw that while the saying carried an unrr<ista:'2able allusion to the 

death of Jesus, at a second and deep,;r level it pointed to the destruction and 

replac >2,uent of the old religiOUS order of which the temple i3 the: symbol and 
2. 3. 

-~ This is certainly also the ELaning of Mark 13 , and Taylor argues for the~ centre. 

conc lusion in Mark l·~ . 58. 

'fhe reAJOn '.vhy the old order is t o be brought to a. l end is because the 

Jev!s have refus et! to acknowledge that Jesus is the lIlessiah. '.ehey will therefore 

c eas e to be the people of God. I n thei r pl1ce the new people of God is to be 
J 4. I 

raised up, which will be the new teo}'le , cI-Xt,POTi 0; '\ T ov It is this messianic 
5. 

claim to establish the new tei.lple which Iaakes the ' direct mesc;ianic question of the 

high priest irmnediately int ell i gible. 

It is pOdsible that Mark in ~ists that the testiI.lony is fals e because in 

the accusation of Mark 14.58 Jesus is said to be the one W.lD · .. ill destroy the 

Tewpl e , though Taylor hol<1s that it is I.lore probable that Ha rk r eflects the 

uneasiness of prL.;i ti ve Christianity reJarding th" SayinG or. the part of those 
6. 

,;ho continued to observe the Temple ,/orship. If this is correct it would confirm 

the authent icity of the tradit ion, and ,lOuIe: suggest th ,l t t he high p riest asked 

Jesus ' Are you the !iIes:; iah?' in the context 01 the< allegation th t he would not 

only destroy the tenple , but 'llso r"ise up the new people of God. 

An exe.:;esi:J of tile reply of Jesus deaands that " ' si!Ould attempt to 

arrive at S0U,' conclusion on "he most prObable t"xt . 

1. It S88ms that not on l y "ere the 'f ,ls 2 witnesses' confus c u . Lmt 'Nhat Jesus 
actually said , but so also were the r) e:/ Teut,:l;nent .!rit2i:s ! 

2. Cf above pp. 120ff. 
3. V. Taylor, Mark , 1955, ad . loco 
4. Cf above pp.122i' Al s o V. Tay lor, ~. 
5. Of 1 Enoch 90. 29; II- Ezra 9.38- 10. 2?, 'l!lc1 tho TargUld on Isa. 53.5. Also V. 

f :wlor, ";ark, 1955, ad . lac. ; A. E. J. Rawlinson , Mark , 19 L~O, p. 221; J . v.. Bartlett, 
St . mark, 1922, 406; Strack & Biller~eck, Vol. 1-;-p.1OO4f. ,I . Bousset , revised 
H. G:r;essmann, Die Reli ion des JudentuI1s ir.! Spathdlenistischen Zei talter, 3rd 
ed. 1926, pp . 238ff; Y. M. -J. Congar, The Iwstery of the . Te3ple E •. Tr. 1962, 
p.131; B. Gartner, r he Temple and the COTniJUnity in QWOll':'ln :lUll the New Testament, 
1965, jJ.l? 

6. V. 'raylor, Mark , 1955, ad. lac. 
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l. 

. ~ .. :..) tauffer argues thnt 

the expression 'I [V ' in r,lar k 14.62 corr c8jJollds to 'the !.lost s llcred fo rmula of the 

diVine ~vlf-revelntion' I t he narne of God 'ani hu) . Th.] nr!;ur.ler:. t res ts on the 

subse~uent charGe of blaspheillY. ~ccordin~ to th e strict interpret~tion of the 
2. 

rabbis the charge 01 blaspheIJY "oelld hEve to rest on the Cll-1Se: of the divine nacw. 

But , as h .,: s be en 8 .. 1own by Lohmey er , th·.] conc a.rt of bl aspheny ~'J:8 broadennd J.nG. Uo.c.C 
3. 

mor·.,;' inclusive. I"urther , there is no evi~': ...:ncc to Sugg8S"t tn:.rt I I am' in Mark 
4. 

14.62 bearL the Sa,le rnvanine as i n the Fourt h Gospel. 

In 'lI1y event it is highly unlikely that th i " unequi voc e,l affirmative is 
, > , 

" tile original text . For "0") ~ "t" Matthel, 26. 6.;. has au ,-
,tl \\0..5 8Ild Luke 22.70 

(,.. ; ( / 0 , ) 5. 
v}'ll) \~oc<t 0'(1 E.~w t,!-" 'rher e is good reason to suppose that Mar k origiuallj 

~ 
(' ) , 

) 
6. , '-I':rote cfu tll'd..~ C1" , l'O'uJ Elfl , for not only i s this re .. ,dill,; ",,11 at tested , but 

it '"ould a l so account for the t ext of MattheN and Luke . It is hard to believe 

vh" t the evangelists would have altered such , clear accel-,tance of '!essiaship by 

Jesus t o a mor e equivocal one where, n~verthe10ss, rom acc "ptance of Messiahship 
7 . 

l .'; i . . ?li .,~~ . 

The second textual jJrobleru is th t both Matthew '-Ill " Luke hRve insert",] 

ctu1;llifying j.lhr ases i n th, s"cond h"lf of tuo text. :, ~atth~ " rerds ; 
.l ~ )} 

(lSi "fT" 
po .ve r ani; 

ye 8h.::.11 s ee th0 Son of :r&8.n si~ting at ttL ,:· ri .. ;ht h31ld of 
COfllin:.: on 'the clouds of haa ven .. 

Luk" s a;[s , 
)' ~ 

d.I\C .... 0\..1 vuv shall tn€' Son of lL3.n be Sc..1t ~- J n.t the right h31d of 
the jJo"er of God. 

8. 
Glasson argues iu d!2tail for the inclusion of 

9. 

..J _') )/ 

d...11 4.? 11 ,Illicn is supported 

by variEillt textu~.l reE'dings . Since Luke i.e prob Ibly using ,0 different source 

1. E. Stauffer , J "'JUS AAd His Scory , 1:;60 , ;JP. 102f , 1:2ff ( especially 150- 192). 
2. Cf Lev. 24 .10-23. 
3 . E. Lollideye r , Ma r kus , 1937 , p.329. This view h )s been strongly su}>port ed by 

J . Blinzl.;r, The Trial of Jesus (E. Tr) , 1959, pjJ.105-107; V. Taylor, Mark, 1955, 
c1d. loc.; A. J . B. Higgin::: , "'on of Man, 1964, p.68 (es;JE'cially n. 6) M. D. Hooker, 
.;;on of Man , 1967 , ,).172; Strack :lIld Bill"rbeck, Vol. 1 pp.100S-1019, eSj)ecially 
1017. 

4. Sspeci311y In. S. ~ ,+, 58 ; lS. 6 . On t hi s m~aning cf belo ,; ." ' 477ff. 
5 . Cf d:" A £.~~ I) in reply to Pilat e Mk.15. 2 = '.!at . 27 . n = Lk. 23.3 

6 . In the efamily, 13, ,:72 , 5 ~ 3, 565, 700, 1071, geo. a rt,i. Or. 
7. }'OI' s i milar judgeu1ent cf V. Taylor, Mark , 1955 , ad . loc. ; J . . : . 1'. Robinson, ,J..esu~ 

:mG His Camin", 1957 , !iP. 47f.; Z. Lohmeyer, liIarkus, 1937, p.328; B. H. Streetel', 
The Four Gospels; ;, Jtudy of Origins, 192'~, p.322; rl. S;::.ith, ' Notes on Good~PGcc1J 
;'Problems of Nco, Testcll~2nt Tr ,"r.slntion" ' , JBL, Vol. 64, 1945 , pp . 506- 510; 

8 . 'f .F. Glasson, '],h , · Second Advent, 19-\5, !iP. 56 - 68. li e i.3 strC'lgly supported arlong 
others by J. A. T. Robinson, Jesus ,'md His Conting, 1957, pp. :;7ff; M.D. Hooker, 
Son of Man, 1967, p. 167. Ag.linst this view cf A.J. B. Hig.:':ins, ,"he Son of !~, 
196 ,>, p.69; E. Stauffer , Jesus and His :Jtory, 1960 , "p.l".2ff. 

9 . Sy sin, and by on" ;d~nu script of the: 3ahidic ver 3ion. 
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for the passion n~rriltive, the J.greebent in mewing bet\!een 1'3.tthe·N and Luke is 

significant, though the Greek phr 3se used is different. That W~tthew , who has 

spent the t wo previous chapters arguing that the cominG on the clouds would happen 

' at the consu!1l:nation of the age', and whose t endency is towar ds a futurist 

apocalyptic , would h :we altered his Markan source by deliberately inserting a.\i' 
" ""P .,., ; suggesting that the 'coming on the clouds ' is ' henceforth' , seems 

i'"possible. Though the textual evidence is slight, when it is taken together 

IIi th the (possibly) independent support in Luke wd against th e tendency in 

Matthew , it is e;:,sier to asswne th ·,t Matt hew found this phras e in Mark. 

'/. i th some degree of confidenc e , therefore , we sugo;est th3.t the original 

text may have been: 

'You have said th ' t I ' I.l; but tlenceforth ye shall See ehe Son of wan 
si tting at the right hand of po,'er , and cOming "ith tne clouds of 
heaven. ' 

The sense then becomes: ' Are you the Christ? ' 'That is your term, but, beginning 

as of now you will See the vindication of the Son of man'. 

Schol:l.rs are virtually unnnimous th.'lt the c itation from Psaln llO.l, 

referring to the session at t he right h and of power, is to be unrlerstood as the 

vinuicat i on of the Son of man , and the im8gery is unmilOtabkeably that of the 

ascension. The pJ.r.J.dox of the situation is th -, t those who now sit in jUdgement 

over Jesus, 'lre thoso who themselves will be judged by him. The one whom they 

have rejected is the one whom God will exalt. Like the Son ',f .nan in Daniel, 

Jesus the Son of ! .• "-n will receive dominion from God. In t ,';is passage there is 

un unmistakeable reference again to the authority of Jesus. 

Opinion on the meaning of the ' co .. ,illf; with the clouds of he:1ven ' is 

deeply diviLled between -those who regard this ' comi ng' as subsequent to the 
1. 

' session ' ".nd so understand it as a reference to the P9rousia , , nd t hose who 
2. 

regard it as U cOmitl[; to God in vindication a s in Daniel 7 . 13. Clearly a 

1. G. R. Beasley- !.iurray, Jesus and the r"uture , 1954 , p. 259; and A COlumentary on 
Mark Thirteen, 1957, }!.91; J.E. Fison, The Christ i an HOjle, 1954, pp.lIH .fi'; 
O. Cullmann, Peter, 1953, p. 201; C.B-B. Crcmfield , 'r he (, ospel According to 
St . Mark, 1959, .:d. l oc.; N. G. Kw",nel, l'ro .. ,ise :lIld Ful filuent, 1961 , pp. 50f; 
A. J . B. Higgins , Son of Man, 1964, pp. 70ff; H. E. Todt, Son of Man , 1965, pp. 
38ff. 

2.J.A.T . Robinson, Jesus 'lIld His Coming, 1957, j))! . :3ff, 130f; also 'Expository 
Probl ews: The Second Coming in Mark 14. 62' in Eo·:!', Vol. 67, 1956, PP.336-340; 
T. F . Gl asson , The Second Advent, 19 45 , pp. 63ff; also 'The Reply to Caiaphas 
(Mk. 14.62)' in NTS, Vol. 7, 1960, pp. 88-93; v. Taylor, ,Mark, 1955, ad. loco 
D.S. Duncan, Jesus, don of Man, 1948, p •. 176; iiI. D. Hook"r, Son of Man, 1967, 
pp. 166ff; M. - J. Lagrnnge, Evangile selon Saint Marc, 1929, p. 403 ; a lso 
Evangile selon Saint Matthieu, 1923, ad. lac. 
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decision for either of these altern~tives is governed by the decision on the most 

proba ble text of Mark 14.62, ,md " 8 hc.ve a rgued for the origin~.lity of the Matthaean 

t ext. Glasson's cl:.im that 'two p'lrticipl e s governed by the S:li3e verb describe 
1. 

~iLlUl taneous nction' is surely only Vlrtly true. I can qUit e easily say 'you 

will See me coming in and gOing out' wi t .,OUt this being 'Si;olUl taneous action'. In 

MY event it is h .'rd to imlgine how 'sitting' and 'coming' could be 'sirI:.ultaneous' 

'lction' • Governul by the Sa,ne verb they a re, however, clos ~ ly r : 1 1ted 'lctions . 

Glasson is correct, ho~~ever, eS jJeci~lly since 

will see will be 
.;..,) )f 

Q..II "'P" (fro& this pOint 

h e argues t el ' t ,vh a t the SanhLdrin 
2 • 
on), in rcj ectin-:; th" t while the 

'ses sion' will be 'froill now on' the 'co_,ing ' will be a t 3. l e>t e r time and a 

dis tinct event. "hen both participles are governed by the S ': ,e verb which is 

qun. lified by ~Ii )J.P" , it is clea r th .. t both the 'ses sion' "nu the 'coming' 

will be 'from now on'. 

Now it is difficult to unders , 'nd ho the coming, ·"hether it be under-

stood in the b ~nse of t he ~t2r p~rousi~ doctrine or in t h e sens e of eX31tqtion 

will be ~ iI) )~pT I The scune difficulty is not pres ",nt in th e ide" of a con-

til1Uing ' session' in power and dO.Qinioo. It may be thiS difficulty which ha s led 

CO ,-.Llentators to postu13te that the 'coming ' refers to a future p 'rousia. But 

such a postubtion does not rel10ve the difficulty of b.Ti· :';'fTI lIor is it 

removed by th e su&,estion that the 'coming' md the 'session' were originally in 

the reverse order, which would be the 10bic ~1 order if the 'coming' referred to 
3. 

t he 'coming' to God i n exaltation. Ap'1rt from this su".:;estion being pure conjec-

ture "ith no evidence n t :111 to substanti~te it, it c ~nnot Temove the impossibility 

of it being qualified by ,-, 
cA." 

)/ 

rApT ' 

The most nRturCll interpret .}tion of the 'comin<; ,Ii t tl the cloudS of 

heaven ' with its clcu dependence on D Hl. 7.13 is that it is ." coming to his own, 

which the early Church most certainly aid underst'1nd t o be n continuinb action 
) :t ;)1 

ci~ ""Pit This i 8 n ot to deny th1t t h e phrase did mean the coming to God in 

exaltation,; the Son of lll> ,n cOliling into his uwn, but in this context the priJIury 
, , 

me::ninu must be t he c oming of the Son of mlln t o the temple c)"'XEIPO-"-0t ty'Ov 

1. T. F. GLsson. The Second Advent, 19'f5, jl. 89, lnd qupted "lith '1pproval by M. D. 
HookeI', :lon of Man, 1967, p. 169. 

2. \iith ;, . Oopke, in TI/;rT, Vol. V. p.865, I cannot acce" t the t ilesis of A.Debrupner , 
(ConiactnaeEl Neot eS'tM!entica, Vol. xI', p. 48, th:~t -d...l\~(>\~ (sic!) here a nd 
e lsewhere ml3anS I assur e dly', thoutih gr~U1tint: t h;:1t it may b~ thv correct inter­
pretation of Rev. 14.13. 

3. So. E. Schweizer, Lordship :illd Discipleship, 1960, p. 39 , ~lso 'Son of Man' 
in JEL, Vol. 79, 196 0 , p.120; J.A.T. Robinson, Jesus and His Gomin;; , 1957, p. t,5 
n. 2 ; M. D. Hooker, !:i on of Man, 1967, p.170. ' 
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the now peorle of God, who would shHe his '1uthority precisely bec'1use he is the 

one who is seated at ttle 'ribht h:lnd of po,,, er'. Thus the s a) ing about raisinG 

up the new temple (mude without h'lnds) '1!ld the saying about the 'coming' are 

intim'itely linked together. '"e have :,lready argued in som" det.qil for such a 
1. 

conclusion earlier. 

Here ago.in we See wh" t we h,-no Seen in so m·~ny other Son of man sayings 

in Nark th:>t the concepts of the authority of the Son of e1:1il , 'nd the creation of 

the community in fellowship with the Son of ~:>n is by ttlL ~ct of God in exaltin~ 

him to dominion --,nd }lower. 

\.bethGr ~iI) ~fl' waS an "ddt ion to an origin 11 sayin;:; of Jesus which 

modified its me~i~ from :l reference e ither to the exaltation or to the p'irousia, 

,md whethe r the 'bl1.Spheii\Y' a l legation was 'Jade 9.gainst Jesus for making these 

c laims about himself or lrose out of the conflict situation of the eCirly Church 
o <- . 

,:ith the Jews as " result of its claim to be the 'new temple' with the authority 

of the Son of m~n , the m03DiDb of Mark 14. 62 (according tu its most probqble 

reading) is clearly th , t those who now judge Jesus will k,e.nsc lves be judged in 

God ' s ruising ul' for himself a new people by the ex~.ltation of Jesus t o God ' s 

ribht ha'1d and hie co,uin~ to them. Such -: conclusion is precicely in line wi th 

"hett ,Ie found in i\:",rk 13.26 , and woul d support the sUJ,;estion th"t Mark's Gos>,el 

mOoY h'lve ended with the "ords found so unfittingly as the climax to M::ltthew's 

Gospel; 

All authority in heAven md on ~arth h .1 s been gi vcco to de; ••• • • , 
and 10 , 1m" I" ith you always, to the close of the a .sa. (3) 

The di.Jtinction between the I session' and 'comin,, ' SilOU1J not be seen 

as two ev"nts sep.lrated in time, but rather as two theoloGical ideas belonging 

inextricably togethe r . The Church exists bec.c use it is created bj- God as a 

result of the rejectiun of J~sus by the ' old order' people of God , ~nd it is 

creLlted b~cause ther e -.I re those who h. ! v~ accepted th;-,t Jesus is God I s Messiah, 

To them, the rejected J~:::us comes in exalted b lory , for h" h-s be"n vindicated by 

God .!nd Given do,..:i.nion over all things . Not only is the Church 's existence 

depen0.ent upon God I s vindication of Jesus, .md the bestowal of .:111 authority md 

r'ower UpO,l him, but :11s o the theological chJracter of the Church itself is 

dependent on this. In fellowship ,vith th" vindicateil Jesus , the Church under-

strnds herself to shar" in his authority nnd in his special rel::tion to God. 

1. C~' a bove YP.120ff especially PP.12 ~ff 
2. Cf 1 Cor •. 6.19 . nd 1 Peter 2. 5. ~ 
3. Matt . 28 •. 18 ••• 20 (Cf above jlp •. 2L'5f. ) 
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In this j. 'trtici)nt i on in and with hi,;} the Son of ma n has b-:come a co llective term. 

1\S such this one concept is both Cnristolog ical .·nd soteriologic ::. l 'md as 

soteriologicc.l it is also ecclesiological. Shile the conce;> t of 'session ' 

conveys the convi ction of the authority of Jesus, the concept of ' coming ' conveys 

the conviction o£ being included into the cO,il];luni ty of the one who ros received 

·:.uthori ty. It is no Ge.lorthy tha t it is on this note of eX'llt ation and fellowship 

t"at both Matthew and Luke conclude their Gospels . lie h" V8 11re.ldy seen this in 
1. 

l'htthew 28.18 ',nd 20 , :end h"ve urged th ,t Luke's Gos,;el conclude'] Vii th :m account 

of the asc<'msion and t he 15ift of the Holy S}liri t, seen in the s rcCl.t joy of the 

disciples , whici'. , accordinG to Luke in Acts, i b the ch:;racteristic of the 

d i scipl es aft er Pentecost. 

Swnma ry. 

From t h is study of the Son of ill-tn in Mar k the follo Y/ i n!; are the chiof 

pOints whi ch emer ge: 

1. HiS teaclling on the 'cor.Jing' of' the Son of ,"an cmn ot be equated easily <lhd 

conSistently wit h either" ' comins ' to God in exaltation , nd v indic:1tion or 

a 'corni ng' from God at the p'lrousia. Both conce ptions '1re present, often 

in confusion r '.' t l1cr than :l cle'1rly fOrluula ted ' tension '. In addition we 

h we argued for a t llird str ~nd of t hought , that the 'co"ling ' i s the fellow-

shi p of the eX:J.lt ed Son of' mHn with the community. 

2 . One of the not ~s present in mos t , if not all , of the s a : ings in Ma r k is the 

!uthori ty nd lords"i}l of tne Son 01' [,.Qn. ('I e h.)vf' Seei1 L{l _. t in many of 

the say ine s t here a re good grounds for r ec;a r ding this concejJt of lords hip 

~s '" re :luin:; b 1ck into the eart hly life of J esus what was unders tood to 

belong ess "nti lly t o his exalt a tion. But t his readin~ back into the 

earthly life str ess&s the faith of the Church that wh.ltever e.uthority she 

poss ess es is de;,endent on h i m. But it is also truly her authority in h er 

uni on \'Ii th the ascenlled Son of {ann. 

3. Mar k presents uS " ith a unique vie .., of what the lordship of the Son of = 
entails. It i s serving r:1th er th~n beine served. 

4. The rejection of this authority lea ds tragic~lly end inevitably to the 

suff ering .n~death of th 0 Son of man , , s Scripture h , 3 foretold. But Jesus 

by no HelllS un\'; ittingly fulfils what h,-,s been ~rophesied. He is the mast er 

1. Cf a bove p . lfO . 
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of the situ ,tion, ::no,'ing th'lt h e \'Iill be betrayed, yet choOGiru.,; to wolk 

this rO.' d in ob~dience to God, even if he w:llks it in 3uprel.le aloneness. In 

tnis 'uloneness! tile Son of i43n in &'1 exclusive ten,;. l,:l!crt from :Ilk. 10. 45b, 

hOh(;:;ver, this suffering is not seen to be part of hi:::. niss ion. 

5. The sufferil1il of th2 Son of l.':'tn if: .,lso his via to glory. It issu es in his 

exalta.tion wr.;.en he ree 'ives and exerci~ es his do r.. inion over :111 thi~~S. 

6. From his session .It the riGht h .md of power, t"e Son of dan 'coliles' to the 

fc,i thful cOI:J:'auni ty. "':e have seen th,) t a Significant pro;Jortion of the sajinc;s 

iuve a direct or indirect connexion with the l ast SUPPGr, reflect in,; the 

f c;ith of the Church that the Eucharist is the fellowship meal of the community 

with the Son of oLn, and a foretast e (accordin; to Luke) of the final 

eschatolos ic:ll meal. 

7. 'rhe soteriolo:;y associated with the Son of man is essentially corporate. 

Because J8SUS i~ the ::lon of ill3n the Church , the nel'jjleOPle of God, is raised 

up by hilil in Goe 's act of exa lting hird .nd by his c u ,j,ng to them. In this 

f"llowshijl union of tile comrcuni ty wi t.<l the Son of ,,1i111 tiley sh rcre his authority. 

"s the rej ection of his Duthority issues in ilis sufferin,;, so the rejection of 

tne new cOilllJlunity 'Ilill issue in their suffering. In union with him they 

not only sh:a'e his right to forgivEo sinG and exercis e lordsilip ove r the 

Sabbath, but they also a re to exercise his radically transformed concept of 

what l ordship .. 18ans, i. e. service . Thus the Church not only is but also 

is what it i~ bec<use Jesus is the exalted but ~resent Son of man. In this 

nre cOil,hined 'he three elements of the ::;on of man. /,s" Christoloi;ic -\ 1 /the 
v .. niqlle :\uthori ty of Jesus himsl.:l:L' • .i .. s a soteriolOtSic:J.l title it refers to ..... 

title it refers to theALleans by which his followers will participate in his 

sufferinb , death, exaltation md authority. As an ccclesiologic,l title it 

is t he Christolo.;ical title but now L)d e an irclusivu concept t h rough the 

saving ,or :: of the Son of man. In t bis is implicit \, lut is explicit in 
l. 

Pl.ul ane: John that the Church hcs tho identity of Jesus hiJrwelf. 

8. ;;;Yen if we conclude that i'Ilark 13. 26 does refer to the p 'rousi l , then Mark 

13. 27 still retains the essentially corporf'te character 0:" sot -oriolo8,Y in the 

g':itherillj to:..; ether of th0 livin~ ~nd tho de.J.d to be ... ,1 i t :,. the Son of !nan in 

th~ world to COL1e~ If it is to be intGr;lr"ted in tenns of exaltation, then 

the soteriology of 13.27 pointe to the '~ .t l,eri1lb toget,ler into one community 

1. ,'::1' bela': ;l. L08ff , 1J?l2ff. 
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both the li vinb l1d the dead to be in fello'Hship with the .:ion of man, i. e . 

the Church's identity with and yoOt depdn" ence on the ,..;on of mem is not 

individualistic but corporate or comnun:ll. 

9. It is IJost notic e'lble that the negative and punitive "s;Jec-ts of the judgeLlent 

of the Son of Llan, so common in the apocalyptic liter:1ture Clre virtually 

absent fro.il ... ark. \,h}re this " lement is present, oS in : 'ark 8 . 38 , it is 

significant th ,' t rejection by the Son of 'Jan 'lt his co;;,ing ,is, in SOule ffi:ll1U-

scripts, the result of men's rejection of Jesus 'l.lld Ilis followers. In this 

again the cor~orGteness of thL conc ept is seen. 

10. 'L'he close parallel between the Son of' man mil th" COIl.illll1ity in authority, 

n. 

rejection, suffering, and vindic:: tion, :mG th" siniL .rity of the fat e of 

those who rej ~ct Jesus and nis followers paints to the essentially corporate 

ch '.,racter of t,le :50n o f' wan in ,Aark. But at the S Q: .'" t i .. l<' ·,.helt bdoni:s to 

Jesus, belongs to hia by right, .. 'nd tu ',ne Cal muni ty oflly in dejlendence on 

,'nti fellowship .. ,i til nim. Thus it is : .ore .'I'prcpriotc .0 s,Jeak of the Son 

of lJan as tde on8 viho cre~tes the cC .• ilUnity , through God ' s vindication of' 

[lim, than as a collective terill. He is the one who r ",is es up the new t 8lJple 

'"lade without hands '. The follo .iers ,er e not that t",;.,pl" Sil:lply by virtue 

of their all.J..;ianc iJ ~ The creation of the c O.illlunity is seen as a uecisiv0 

and continuing act within history. 'ehe decisive nct i " in the eX::Ilt 'ltion 

to the ri!Sht h ,nd of God 'md Jesus' comin:; to the f':li thful. ·:rhe continuir '" 

>" 9.c t is his cL .. ing d,.. d.. ~ T' ::Ind in the disciple8 beil1g c l ptized Nith his 

, , \\" 
b f'~ytisr.J. :tnd c~rinking the blood of tl18 CovenCUlt which i .:; shed r..!..V"'i \ i"icA/\WJin 

the Eucharistic meal , and which is inter,Jreted ::IS tl,c; SO.i of ;:.m giving his 

\' " \\~ 
life as " A"TpOV clvT, IIOAAw v iet there are un,,1istakeable si : ns 

that Mark looked beyonil history to the bre".king in Ol the 'world to co:...e ' 

at the iJ,cr ousia. 

This paints tel an umlerst .mtling of the Church in :,jark "'s ,1re 'Ody the 

authori ty-enuu\l ecl c O . .ununity of the Son of ... Ul, dhich Lll .. .:18 chnt through the 

Llinistry, de .~th , resurrection and e::-,lt11t ion of the .. ;on of Lun the new 'leon 

lrlS alre_ uy broken in. It is through beine; b:ljJtize c' ,.it:l his b"1ptism that 

the disciples enter "I i th him into his kin, 'doI:l (Mark 10. 38ff). While 

bajJtism here .Jay be being used as 8 metaphoric'll allusion to the suffering 

of Jesus which the disciples also sh~re, the use of' the s~crcmental term 
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pOints to the Church's belief that in b , ptism th~ disciple does pArticipate 

in the sUl'ferings of Christ, md not only his sufferings and death but also 

in h i s resurrection , his Victo r y over Satan, and his ex .. ltation. Similarly 

in the iiuch,Jrist ';le cOdlillmi ty ::tlreddy Eats -md drinks at tue table fellow-

Silip of the Son of U:Ul . Here als" they urink his cUjJ 0:;: death, which UJ('Cl ns 

that they i'_Ttici:-_,te also in his eX'llt -.tion. It is t:lrough drinking the 

cup thnt tl1ey "n ter in to his Kingdom. So the Euch .-.rist is seen both as the 

Ideans of crc .ting the community of the ~,on of man and as the fell owship- lllcal 

uf' the cOlUmuni ty {l ith him. 

1. 
Alongside of tclis 'realised asch::.tologyt st)nds elsa t he concept of a 

future p .. rousia >!hen :.; 11 tint is already present in the Church ·" ill be perfectly 

fulfilled, but this ,s}iect is not eUlphasised or iJ ,de "erfectly explicit in Mark. 

1 . To use the phr "se of C. H. Dodd . 
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(c) The Son of Man in .Q 

Without entering into discussion on the full contents and limits of 

the hypothetical source document i Q, We shall assume that sayings which are 

paralleled in Luke and Matthew, but which are clearly not derived from Mark, were 

derived from a s ource common to both Luke and Matthew, and we shall follow 
1. 

Streeter's reconstruction. Without assuming that the order followed by Luke is 

more faithful to Q, we shall follow Luke, noting that the order in Matthew is not 

significantly different. One further pre-supposition which we shall make is 
2. 

that Bornkamm is correct in traci ng Q to the Palestinian community. 

(i) Luke 6.22, 23. 

Blessed are ye, when men shall hate you, and when they shall 
sep3rate you (from their company), and reproach you, and cast 
out your name as evil, for the Son of Man's sake. 
Rejoice in that day, and leap for joy: for beheld, your reward 
is great in heaven: for in the same manner did their fathers 
unto the prophets. 

Matthew 5.11, 12. 

Blessed are ye when men shall reproach you, and persecute you, 
and say all manner of evil against you falsely, for my sake. 
Rejoice and be exceeding glad: for gr eat is your reward in 
heaven: for so persecuted they the prophets which were before 
you. 

There can be little doubt that MattheW has conflated his Q and M sources 

in his construction of the sermon on the mount and that, despite the differences 

in language, Luke 6.22, 23 and Matthew 5.11, 12 are derived from the same source. 

It is not so clear, however, whether Luke's 'for the Son of man's sake' or 

Matthew's 'for my sake' represents the original form of the saying in Q. A 

~ ~,..., 

compar ison of Mark 10.29 with Luke 18. 29 . shOIoIs that the Markan l"£K.lV lyoIJ ... .,y 

" ~), >I .... \." (\ 6.. ~ 
lW.'I.£\1 1'OV f.Oot.~..,Ilas been altered in Luke to '''(I,,~\( "1 r-CfIM1d,S ~ou ~<>u 

It is POSsible, therefore, that here too we have a Luken revision, and that the 

! 

form in Matthew 5.11 is the more original. If this is so, then Luke's changing 

of 'for my sake' to 'for the Son of man's sake' reflects not only his belief that 

Jesus is the Son of man but also a soteriological and Christological 'heightening 

1. B.H. Streeter, The Four Gospels, 1924. 
2. G. Bornkamm, Die Religion in Geschichte und Gegenwart (3rd Edn) Vol. I, col. 758. 

o. Cullmanris argument tlli.t the Son of man tradition is derived from 'HellenistG' 
a term used to denote syncretistic Hellenistic Judaism, who may have been aSSo­
ciated with those esoteric circles in Judaism with which we become acquainted 
in Enoch and the Qumran texts, and that they preserved Jesus' self-designation 
as the Son of man (Christology, 1959, pp.164ff) is decisively refuted by 
H.E. Todt, Son of Man, 1965, pp.323ff. Todt follows Bornkaillm in arguing for a 
Palestinian and Aramaic origin of Q. Cf also M. Black, An Aramaic Approac~ 
to the Gospels and Acts, 1954: J. Jeremias, The Sermon on the Mount, 1961, 
p.18; A.J.B. Higgins, Son of Man, 1964, p.119. 
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of the original 'I' saying I On the other hand Luke 12.8 is n~arer to t he Markqn 

form of the S81l1e saying in Mark 8,38, while Matthew 10.32 shows traces of 
1. 

edi torial revision, part icularly in the phrase t before my Father in heaven'. 
2 • . 

This would support the originality of the Luken version • . If this is SOj then 

Matthew's c~nge of the original Son of man saying to an 'I' saying r eflects his 

belief that Jesus is the Son of man, 

The judgement of Bultmann that the saying is 'a riew piece of tradition 
3. 

composed by the community' is widely accepted by scholars, If this is so, and 

the evidence in support of this contention s.eerns to be decisive, thEm the 

situation which has given ris e to the saying is the conflict of the primitive 

Palestinian community with the Jewish authorities and stands very close to the 

tradition in Mark 2.10 and 2 •. 28. As such the whole passage refleets the self-

understanding of the community •. 

We are now in a position to say with some measure of confidenee what 

that self-understanding of the community is. In all of these passages the com-

munity has no hesitation whatever in ascribing to Jesus a saying concerning the 

Son of man which expresses his supreme authority. This suggests very strongly 

that the oommunity understood itself t o be the corporate i dentity of the exalted 

Son of man. . This corporate identity as the authoritative Son of man is undoubtedQ 

wholly and utterly dependent on Jesus , the exalted Son of man. But in his death 

and exa ltation he has created a community in such intense union with hims elf and, 

in him, with one another, that the community participates in his vindication, 

glory and authority. Consequently to make the sweeping claims of Mk. 2.10, 28,. 

Lk. . 6.22, 23 and Matt. 5.11, 12 is not so much a reading back into the life of 

Jesus a saying which purports to be the ground of their practice, rather it 

reflects their self-understanding as participating through dependence in the 

authority of Christ . To plac e the words into the mouth of Jesus reflects the 

conviction of their dependence on his authority. To attribute a saying to him 

which almost certainly did not come frolli him refl ects their understanding of their 

corporate character as sharing in his authority. It is this profound theological 

c'anviction r ather than a desire to falsify the historical r ecords which accounts 

f or these later assertions being a ttributed to JesuS. 
l-;--For argument for the secondary nature of this phr ase in Matthew cf. T. W: -M:anson, 

Teaching, 1959, p.96 
2. So also B.H. Streeter , The Four Gospels, 1924; T •. 'rI. Me.nson, Sayings, 1951,- p, 48 ; 

P. Vielhauer, 'Gottesreich und Menscpensohn in der Verkilndigung Jesu' Festscbr~ 
fUr GUnther Dehn, 1957, p.52. W. Manson, Luke, 1945, p.64. 

3. R. Bultmann, Svnoutic Tradition, 1965, p.l10, cf also H.E. · Todt, Son of Man, 
1965, pp.12),125,274:. W. Manson, luke,_ p.64; A.J. B.Hi ggins , Son of Man, 1964, 
p. 120; T. W. Manson, Say~s, p.49· asSigns it to the post-Caes area Ph~lippi 
period of the ministry 0 esus. 
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According to the simpler Lukan version, which is probably the more 

or iginal, Jesus addresses his disciples as 'ye poor' 'to whom the Kingdom of God 

belongs. The meaning of the word 'Poor' is given >y such PQssages as Psalm 

69.29-36. In Judaism of the last two centuries B.C.· the term waS pr actically 

G synonym for chasid, i.e. 'saint~' or 'pious'. So, for example, Psalm of 

Solomon 10,7: 

The saints also shall give thanks in the assembly of the people: 
and God will have mercy on the poor in the (day of) gl adness in Israel. 

Here the 'saints' and the 'poor' stand in synonymous parallelism, and 'the poor' 

are the eschatological community. In the Talmud the 'saints' and the 'poor' are 
L . 

also treated as synonymous. In the days of the Seleucid rule in Palestine the 

'poor' were pre-eminently those who remained faithful to the Law and their 
2. 

religion. Thus when the Christian cOwmunity understmds itself to be 'the pool" 

it reflects the conviction thClt they h .we remained faithful to the essentials 0+ 
the Jewish r eligi on, they are the saints, .the escha tological community and the 

true inheritors of the Kingdom of God. 

'rhe second beatitude draws this out further: 

Blessed are ye that hunger now; for ye shall be filled (Luke 6.21) 
Blessed a r e they that hunger and thirst after righteousness; 

for they shqll be filled (Matt. 5.6) 
3. 

In both Jewish Gnd Christian imagery the good time coming is likened to a feast, 

The Mat thaean form of the saying reflects the influence of Amos e •. l1 ff; 

a famine in the l and, not a famine of bread, nor a thirst for water, 
but of hearing the words of the Lord. 

For the rabbis the Law is bread and wine. Matthew expands the simpler form of 

fuke to 'hunger and thirst after righteousness r • . Righteousness is not simply the 

the conformity of human conduct to the divine will, but also - and primarily -
~ 

the fulfilment by God of his own purposes. Thus the probable meaning of the 

saying in both Luke ~d Matthew is that the disciples are those who wait expect-

antly, and can wait confident ly, . for the fulfilment of the purposes of God. They 

are those who will share in the eschatological banquet. 

The third beatitude contrasts the present weeping of the disciples 

wi th their coming laughter. The sentiments and wording reflect very strongly 

those of Psalms 137.1ff and 126.1ff.· In them the weeping of the exile community 

1. Ber. 6b •. 
2. Cf T.W. Manson, Sayings, 1957,p.47 
3. Cf Isa. 49.10-12; Ps. 107.1-9; . Mt • . e.llf md Par. Mt.. 22.1-10 and par; Lk. 22.30 
4. Cf C. H. Dodd, ROlDBns, 1959,· p.·12.· .. 
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is excbanged for laughter ,·;hen 'Yahweh turned again the captivity of Zion'. 

So also the Christian community can weep now, for they are those who will be 

blessed and their Heeping exchanged for laughter when God acts to deliver them. 

All of these beatitudes, therefore, reflect the self-understnndine; of 

the primitive Christian community that they are the true Israel, the saints, 

the community elected for the finQl blessing of God. If in contemporary 

JUdaism it Has allegiance to the LnH that "as the distinguishing characteristic 

of those who " ould inherit the blessing to come, the fourth beatitude makes it 

plain that for the Christian it is absolute and unswerving allegiance to Jesus. 

Accordin3 to Hatthew a heavenly reward is assured to those who are 

'reproached', 'persecuted', and 'slandered' for the sake of their allegiance to 

Jesus . If 'for my sake' is the original form of the saying in Q, then it 

conceals c. high Christology VIhich is brought out in the comparison with the 

persecution of the prophets . llatthew does not compare the persecution of 

Christ with that of the prophets, but the persecution of the disciples . The 

persecution of the prophets nas the result of the opposition to the word of 

God which they proclaimed, and their allegiance to that word. This comparison, 

therefore, implies a comparison between the authority of the word of God 

proclaimed by the prophets and the aut.hority of Jesus himself. It is because 

Jesus has this full authority , those who give him unswerving and absolute 

allegiance in the face of persecution , nre those "'ho constitute the community 
2. 

of the elect. 

Luke's form of the saying is that the heavenly reward is the possession 

of those who are 'hated', ' separated', 'reproached', and ' slandered' for the 

3· 
sake of the Son of man . Hi s assertion that it is 'their fathers' vlho persecuted 

the prophets , makes it clear that the persecutors of the Christian community are 

the Jews. It has been suggested that 'separation' may refer to some synagogue 

discipline, but it may refer more 5enerally to the exclusion of the Jewish Christ 
4. 

ians from the Jewish society. If Hatthe'., concealed his Christology in the 'I' 

1. Pc;. 126.1 
2. It is irrelevant for our pur~oses whether this fourth beatitude, unlike the 

first three, belongs to a later period in the ministry of Jesus (soT . \-1 . l'IQnson 
Sayings, 1957 , p.49) or IJas a separate piece of Church tradition which has 
become conflated with the first three beatitudes in Q. It is significant to 
note that when it is conflated in this way it r eflects the community's s elf­
understanding as the nev, people of God based on the supreme authority of 
Jesus, an authority "hich can be compared with the authority of a word of God . 

3. The differences between the present sufferings of the disciples in Luke and 
;:atthew are; most probably to be explained by acceptine; an Aramaic original 
of the sayinG. (cf H.Black, An Aramaic Aoproach to the Gospels and Acts, 
1954, ad.loc.; T.H.Hanson, Sayings, 1957 , p.48 . 

4. Cf Strack &- Billerteck, Vol lV, p 331. 
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form of the saying., Luke has revealed it in his use of the Son of man title, 

but the comparison with the persecution of the prophets n , Ices it plain that the 

primary connotation of the title is the supreme authority of Jesus. It is 

because he is the authority-endowed Son of man that the disciples are the community 
1. 

of the Son of wan who share his authority., 1l11d will share his heavenly glory. 

It is by this authority that the cl aims of the primitive community are justified 

~,gains t their Jewish persecutors ., and it is this all egiance to Jesus the Son of 

man which guarantees that as the new 'elect' people of God they wi ll inherit his 

heavenly reward. 

As we saw so frequently in Mark , the title Son of ~ combines the 

conc epts of sovereignty and corrmuni ty .• As this saying must be judged to be a 

creation of the pos t-Easter community, it r eflects the faith of the Church that 

it is by the ascension of Jesus that he has entered into his full authority as 

the Son of man, and created the new community. This authority is now manifested 

on earth, and through the community's fellowship with and a llegiance to the Son of 

man her claims to authority and election are justified. Because this is an 

authority on earth, the form of t he saying repres enting Jesus as hqving this 

authority during his ea rthly ministry is wholly appropria te. And more than 

'appropriate'; it reflects the cor porate i dentity of the Son of man and his com-

munity on earth. 

It must be stressed that this understanding of Jesus as the Son of man 

contains within it the self-understanding of the community. Because of his 

authority and her allegiance she is the community who i s the inheritor of the 

Kingdom ; she does and shall sha re the esch~tological banquet; her weeping shall 

be turned t o laughter when she is finally delivered; and those who persecute and 

exclude her now sh~ ll thems elves be excluded because in rejecting them they have 

rejected the supreme authority of Jesus. Thqt they are the 'sa ints' who are 

the new sovereign people of God is dependent on Jesus' author ity as the Son or 

man, and their allegiance to him. They a re a community because of Jesus, and the 

communi ty is what it is because Jesus is the Son of man. He is the one who both 

creates the community and gives it its character. 

1. Cf also H.E. Todt, Son of Man, 1965 , pp.123, 255, 266. 
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(ii) Luke 7.34 

The Son of man is come eating and drinking; ~nd ye s ay , Behold 
a gluttonous n~n , and a winebibber, a friend of publicans and 
ainnersJ 
And wisdom is justified of all her children. 

Mcltthew 11.19 

The Son of man came eat ing and drinking, and they say, Behold, 
9. gluttonous man, and a winebibber, a friend of publicans and 
sinners! And wisdom is justified by her works. 

On the authenticity of the parable of Jesus about the children in the 

market pl ace who would not join in the games of dancing and funerals (Lk. 7.31,32: 

Mt. 11.16,17) and the comment on it referring to the unreason1ble pretexts by 

which 'this generation' evades the message of John , nd Jesus, there is little 
1. 

<cholarly doubt. This is established beyond reasonable doubt by th e fact that 

the point of the par~ble is not to dr aw a contr~t or comparison between Jesus 

and John. The message of both is discredited by the simple ~nd common device of 

discrediting the rnn. The ascetic behaviour of John ex~oses him to the charge 

of being insane, cmd the freer behaviour of Jesus dr aws out the char ge that he is 

a gluttonous dr~,rd who keeps illicit c o~pany. If th e saying were a creation ' 

of the community we ",ould expect t o fin d seme hint of a subordination of Jesus to 

John, as is present in Lk. 7.28: Mt. 11. 11. But as Jerenias has noted, in this 
2. 

saying there is an apparent equality between Jesus and John. The theme of the 

contrast between the austerity of John and the freer rel~tionships of Jesus is 

supported by Mark 2.18 3l'ld its parallels in Luke 5.33 and lilRtthew 2.16, and Mark 

2.16. 

There is, however, noth i ng like this support for the use of the title 

'Son of man' in the saying. Manson argues for the authenticity of t he saying as 

~ (., ,...) " 
a whole by treating 0 "\;),oS TC>u d-v 9pwTIou as a mistranslation of bar nash 

3. 
which could be treated as a periphrasis for the first pers on pr onoun. If this is 

s o the saying would then read: 

'For John the Baptist is come eating no bread ••••••• 
A certain man (I) is come eating and drinking ••••••• ' 

Against this it must be noted that both evangelists m~e pr ecise ly the s ame mis -

tr,~slation which would indicate strongly t hat either the title did stand in the 

original Q document, or tha t both evangelists f 2lt that t he title was appropriate 

1. A.J.B. Higgins, Son of Man, 1964, p. 122; J. Jeremi as, Parables, 1954, p.12l ane 
n.75; T. W. Manson, SaYings, 1957, p.70 , nd Teaching, 1959, p.217. 

2.. J. Jeremias, Parables, 1954, il.12l, n.75. 'l'hiS judgement is support ed by 
Higgins, Son of Ma.n, 1964, p.122 and E. Schwei\Zer, Bon of Man'in JBL, Vol. 79, 
1960. 

3. T. W •. M<wson, 'i'eschi!lfj, 1959, pp. 2l7f and 3ay ings, 1957, p.70. So a lso 
R •. Bultmann , Synoptic Tradition, 1963, p.155 



Page 265. 

in this context,. If the title is original, it remains probnble that it was 
1. 

inserted by the community into an authentic saying.. This raises the question of 

what connotations the title h ,s in this saying. 

This generation's obj p.ction to the behaviour of the Son of man is the 
2. 

dominnnt point in this par 'lble and cOfiUuent. The particul~r fea tures to which 

exception a re taken con be inferred. We shall begin with the second p~rt of the 

repro ::lCh: ., a friend of t'1X collectors ::md sinnGrs'. In Mark 2. 15-17 it is stated 

thot Jesus sat at t~ble in the house of Levi with many tax collectors and sinners, 

~md he is repro',ched for this by the Pharis ees . He answered this reproJch by 

s .'1ying that he is come to cOl11 tax collectors nnd sinners. This section must be 

interpreted in exactly t he S:lllle way. The Son of man offers fellowship to ta~ 

collectors .md sinners. which is expressed ill a ao_on. meal. Thi.s estabUshing 

of a fellowship with sinners which, for a devout Jew who faithfully follows the 

Law, means a serious defilement is designated by Jesus in "~lark 2.17 as his specific 

mission. He goes beyond the limits of the law in the fulfilment of his mission. 

To a Jew this is unprecedented , shocking and totally unexpected. Nothing of this 

sort of behaviour formed part of the mess ianic hope, an~hothing of this could be 

deduced from the picture of the Son of man in Daniel or the later apocalyptic 

writing. When Jesus offers this table-fellowship to sinners, he is either falling 

foul of the Law or he is ac ting with an authority superior to the Law. Clearly 

the conviction of the primitive community is that he has this authority. As 

Todt rightly notes 'the name designates Jesus in his s~ecific sovereign activity 

by means of his misSion, i. e. Jesus in his s~ecific supreme authbt{ty. 

However there is more to this table-fellowship than this. As L. 

Koehler notes the etymological derivation of the term berith was a communion 

effected by having a meal in common, more particularly 'table-fellowship, which a 

healthy person offers t o a sick pers on , one therefore who because of his sickness 
4. 

is socially and religiously suspect'. It is a fellowship between two unequal 

partners, Jeremias elucidates this. 'Orientals, to whom symbolic actions mean 

more than to us, immediately understood th:lt the admiSSion of the outcasts to 

table-fellowship with Jesus meant an offer of salvation to the guilty sinners and 

1. So. H.E. TOdt., Son of Man, 1965, p.ll7; A.J.B. Higgins, "on of Man , 1964, p.123; 
J. Jeremias, Parables, 1954, p.121 n.75; E. Schwei\zer, ' Son of Man' in JEL, 'Vol 
79, 1960. 

2. For what follows cf. H.E. Todt, Son of Man , 1965, pp.115 >nd 30Bf. 
3. H.E. Todt, Son of Man , 1965 , p.ll7. 
4. L, Ko~ler, Old Test~ent Theology, 1957 p.62, ~lso Lexicon in veteris 

testamenti libros, 1953, p.152 
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the assurance of forgiveness'. Thus the offer of table-fellowship to the tax 

collectors and sinners was at the same time the offer of a new berith and a new 

status before God. In this the ideas of Lk. 7;34 closely approximate Mk. 2.10. 

As Bornkamm haS rightly said 'Jesus' parables show that fellowship of 

the table is, as it h.:, s been from ancient times, a symbol of the closest fellow-

ship with God, Qna· a picture of that joyful age brought in by the Messiah (Mt. B.l~ 
2. 

Mk. 2.15ff; Lk, 14.16ff; Mt. 22.1ff)'. But this meal ~lso has an eschatological 
3. 

aspect . It exists ~lready related to the meal in heaven. 

It is further to be noted th,t ~he tax collectors and sinners with whom 

Jesus sits at meat are not asked first about the state of their moral improvement, 
than 4. 

any more is the prodiga l when he returns home'. It is not a right that is earned 

it is rather a privilege th3t is accepted, and it is a privilege that is offered 

by Jesus independently and sovereignly. 

The sit~tion which h~ given rise to the insert i on of the title Son of 

man into t he saying of Jesus is the sit~3tion in the primitive community which, 

following the practice of Jesus opened its doors t o the t.x collectors and sinners , 
5. 

to those who were lost. This brought them into the s~e opposition as their Masten 

Since the primitive community understood themselves to be created as a community 
6. 

by the risen, ascended, ·:md yet present one, they kllew th.:,t their activity 

depended not Simply on the example but on the authority of Jesus. This community 

waS created out of the f ollowers of Jesus by his 'glorification' and presence with 

them. Thus their character, action and authority is seen to be directly dependent 

on him. It is his own. This combinati on of authorit y and community again makes 

the title Son of man wholly appropriate in thi s context. 

In the first part of the r eproach Jesus is accused of being a glutton 

and a drunkard. This is caused by the fact that Jesus expresses his fellowship 

·" ith tax collectors and sinners by bestowing on them table-fellowship, which means 

1. J . Jeremias, Eucharist~c woras, .l~bb, p • .l5b n. c. 
2. G. BornkalIItIl, Jesus of Nazareth, 1960, p. Bl. Cf for the concept of a meSSianic 

meal Isa. 25. 6; 1 En. 60.7f; 62.14' IV Ezr a 6.52; 2 Bar. 29.4; Rev. 3.20; 19.9; , . 

Mt. B.ll; Lk. 22.69f; Also E. Lohmeyer, Markus, 1951, pp. 304ff; R. Bultmann, 
SynoptiC Trcdition, 1963, p.109 , n.l; Strnck and Billerbeck, Vol. IV, pp.1154-
1165. 

3. Cf Lk. 22.16,18 ;Mk. 14.25 and Par. 
4. · G. Bornkamra, Jesus of Nazareth, 1960, p.83 
5. H.E. Todt, Son of Man, 1964, p,310 
6. Cf. II . Kilimnel, 'Kirchenbegriff und Geschichtsbewusstsein in der 

bei Jesus' in Symbolae Biblicae Upsaliensis 1, 1943, pp.30-45; 
Das Volk Gottes. Eine Untersuchung zum Kirchenbew~stsein des 
1941, esp. p.166. 

Urgemeinde und 
N.A. Dahl, 

Urchristentums, 
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a pl ace at the bridegroom's table, includes them in the berith, and is seen to be 

his specific mission. This messisnic feasting is sharply contrasted with the 
2. 

fasting practised by the Pharisees and may have been the reason for the reproach 
3. 

that he was a glutton and a drunkard. The two charges are thus really one; that 
4. 

Jesus eats and drinks with sinners in the supper of God's reign. 

Thus, as in Daniel, we see again th~,t the concept Son of man belongs 

inextricably to the ascension and carries the connotation of an authority which 

occasions opposition, and inherent in it also is the concept of a community which 

shares both this authority and opposition. Unlike Daniel, the Son of man is not 

a collective term (at least not in his earthly life) for here the existence and 

nature of the community is understood to be directly depenjent on Jesus, the Son 

of man. The disc iples are not a corporate entity who beco~e the Son of man, as 
5. 

Manson holds, r i1ther they become a community by the offer of t able-fellowship with 

the exalted and sovereign Jesus. And they become a community whose doors are open 

to the sinners because Jesus is the sovereign Son of man whose earthly example 

and continuing life completely determines the attitudes of and r elationships 
6. 

within the community. Because there is this intimate relation between the 

example of Jesus and his exalted sovereignty, th e primitive community showed a 

great theological astuteness in applying the title Son of man to the earthly 

Jesus in this context and in understanding what that title meant for the nature 

of the Church. 

(iii) Luke 9.58 

And Jesus sa id unto him, The foxes have holes, and the birds 
of heaven have nests; but the Son of man hath not where to lay 
his head. 

Matthew 8.20 

And Jesus saith unto him, the foxes have holes, and the birds 
of heaven have nests; but the Son of man hath not where to lay 
his head. (7) 

The authenticity of this saying h"lS been hotly debated by scholars, but 

1. Cf Lk. 5.34 
2. Mk. 2.18ff. 
3. H.E. Todt, Son of Man, 1964. p.115 
5. 'r •• I. Manson, Teaching, 1957, p.233. 
6. Cf also H.E. Tout, Son of Man 1969, p.310 

4. So Zahn, quoted by "E. Klosterman, 
Das Markusevangelium, 1936, p.27. 

7. The Gospel of Thollab preserves the saying (No. 86) in a slightly different fo~ 
'(The foxes h"we their holes) and the birds have their nest; but the Son of man 
has no vlace to l oy his head and to rest'. The reference t o rest may be 

a £nos tic addition, exyressing the thought of rest as the state of blessedness 
" (cf R.M. Grant md D.N. Freedman, The Secr et Sayings of Jesus according to the 

Gospel of Thomas, 1960, p.172; R. MeL. Ihlson , Studies in the Gospel of Thomas, 
1960, p;59 •• B. "Gartner, The Theology of the Gospel of Tbooos, (1961, pp.60ff). 

This saying is of interest only in that it is the sole example of a Son of man 
saying in the Gospel of Thomas. 
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i t must be aJillitted that neither the evidence for nor against is decisive. As 

such it is risky t o base' interpretation exclusively on either the situation of 

Jesus o r the early Church. 

2. 
Equally hotly debated is the interpretation of the saying. 

3. 
Bultroann, 

followed by Grundillann , suggests th~t the s aying is based on a Jewish proverbial 

saying in which the happy lot of the birds 1nu foxes is contrasted with the 
4. 5. 

unhappy lot of roan. 'rhis h9s been rej ect ed by numerous scholars, and most 

decisively by M~son who writes: 

'The view thut v. 58 is a popular proverb put into the mouth of Jesus 
may be Jismissed. Proverbs, in order to survive , must contain some element 
of truth: and this proverb is required to say that man , in contrast t o 
foxes and birds , h'ls n o home ; which is p12in nonSense. For man, of all 
Ii ving creatures, h 'ls provided himself with the most elaborate !31ld 
pennanent lodgings .' (6) 

Manson ' s own interpreta tion is based on the felt need to t8ke into 

account not only the 'Son of man ' but also 'the strange conjunction of foxes and 

birds' • The foxes are ' the Edomite interlopers' (Jesus calls Herod 'that f ox', 

Luku 13 . 32) and the birds are the Romans, so thJ t the effect of the saying is 

' everybody is at hom0 in Israel's l and except the true I s ra el' , This is an 

ingeni ous suggest i on but is unlikely in view of ( i ) the possibility that 'foxes 

nnd bir ds ' without the contrast with ' man ' ma;y h:we been 
7, 

Palestinian speech, much as we associate 'cats and dogs' 

~ssoci ;ted in popular 

(ii) the fact that none 

of the synoptic Son of man sayings support ,',;'lnson ' s 'collective ' interpreta tion. 

Though they cnrry the conce"t of the co,;]muni ty i<ithin them this corrmunity is 

entirely dependent on Jesus the Son of man .',nd belongs essentially to the 

as cended, vindic ~.ted Lord. 

8. 9. 
A third line of I\pp\'Oacll., supported by Cullmann and Dibelius, is that 

the saying reflects Jesus ' belief that he i s the pre-existent heavenly Son of roan 

1. Cf in support of authenticity M. Dibelius, Jesus, 1949, p. 91; 0. Cullmann, 
Christology, 1959, p.162. R. H. Fuller, The Mission and Achievement of Jesus, 
1954, pp.l04f; T. Pr eiss, Le fils de l'homme, 1951 , p.30. Cf against authenti­
city H.E. Todt, Son of Man, 1965 , p.125; J..'. J . B. Higgins, Son of man, 1964, p.126 . 

2 . R. Bultmann , Synoptic Tr adition , 1963 , pp. 27 ,102 , Cf a lso Jesus and the 'lo rd .. 
1958 , pp • .j.2 f f . 

3. ,I. Grundmann , Das Evangelium nach Lukas , 1961, p.168 
4. It is suggested th .t '-Son of man' here is n ot the apocalyptic. ti tIe , but 

rather a reference to man in general. 
5. J.M. Creed, Luke, 1930 , p.142; .i . Manson, Jesus the MeSSiah, 1943, pp. 59f; 

G. Bornkamm, Jesus of Nazar eth , 1960, p.230 , A •. J.B. Higgins , Son of Man , 1964, 
p. 124. 

6. T • • ' . Manson, Sayings , 1957, p.72 
7. So H. E. TOdt, Son of Man, 1965, p.122, A. J . B. Higgins , Son of Man, 1964, p.124 
8. 0 . Cu1lmann, Chri sto1ogy , 1959, p.162, 
9. M. Dibelius, ~es us, 1949,pp. 89, 91. 
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who leads a life of humility and humiliation on earth.. However, this cannot be 

supported. There is no idea of concealment or heavenly origins in this Q saying. 
2 •. 

The idea is homelessness. It is illegitimate to transfer ideas found in 1 E:.loc.h 

or Philippians 2 to the Synoptic sayings unless they themselves demand this inter-

pretation, and pre-existence and concealment is not intimated in any _ynoptic 

Son of man saying. 

3. 4. 
A fourth interpretation is given by Fuller and PreiSS. They argue that 

the saying is a figurative allusion to the final rejection and passion of Jesus, 

and thus a Q parallel to the passion predictions in Mark. 'Ihether Q h9.8 any 

reference to the pasSion, and if not why not, is open to debate, but it is hard 

indeed to maintain that this saying is a parallel to th e !.iarkan passion predictions , 

~d the argument i s considerably weakened by the lack of any other Q sayings 
5. 

referring to the suffering and death of the Son of man. 

6. 
Fifthly, E. Schwei\zer holds that the saying must be taken literally, 

meaning that Jesus had no home. He supports his argument for the authenticity 

of this saying by noting that there are no other sayings of this sort whic.h were 

created by the primitive community. As Higgins rightly Saj's, 'The plausibility 

of this approach, however, vanishes when it is recalled that in fact Jesus did 

often receive lodging (Cf Mark 1. 29-35; 11.11; and in Luke 8.3 the mention of Ghe 
7. 

women who provided maintenance for Jesus and the Twelve). If Jesus did receive 

lodgings then the saying cannot be taken literally to mean that he did not. 

The most plausible interpretation is reached if we take more seriously 
8. 

the immediate context of the saying. In Luke 'a certain man', identified in 

Matthew as a scribe, declares his intention to follow Jesus wherever he goeS. 

The reply of Jesus cOncerns the conditions of discipleship, which is a severance 

of all ties with this Cffieration •. This is made clear when Jesus calls two others 

to follow him, and they reply, Yes '. but first let me go and bury my father, but 

first let me bid farewell to my family. In reply Jesus says 

Leave the dead to bury their own dead; but go thou 
the kingdom of God. (9) 

and publish abroad 

1. Cullmann supports 1.is argument by reference to the Christological hymn in Phil. 
2.6ff and Dibelius by r eference to t he ideas of heavenly concealment of the Son 
of man in 1 Enoch. 

2. Cf H. E. Todt, Son of Man, 1965, p.121 
3. R.H. Fuller, The Mission and Achievement of J esuB, 1954, pp.l04f. 
4. T. PreiSS, Le fils de l'homme, 1951, p.30 
5. But cf below p.275"nd n.! on Lk. 11. 30 and Matt. 12.40. In this passage on the 

'sign of Jonah' the emphasis is not on suffering and death, as in the Markan 
passion ~redictions1 but on deliverance from death. 

6. E. Schwe~zer , The ~on of Man t JBL, Vol. 79, 1960. 
7. A.J. B. Higgins, ::ion of Man, l':Io,r,-p.125. 
8. For what follows A.J.B. H~ggins, Son of Man, 196 4, pp.126f; H.E. Todt, Son of 

Man, 1965. pp,122f. 
9. ~ 9.60 = Matt. 8.22. 
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lTo man having put his hand to the> plough and/l-ooking back is fit for 
the kingdom of God. (1) 

It is therefore highly probable that it is in t dis senSe thr, t home17ssness needs 

to be taken in this saying, and not literally. If the disciple lIishes to follow 

Jesus then he must sever all other ties for the s . .,ke of Jesus and the Kingdom, and 

Jesus is himself the example of this lack of attachment to tnis generation. But 

he is more than example. He is the one with the authority to make this claim G~ 

his disciples even if, dS in Lk. 6.22 and j~,att. 5.11, it brings persecution. 

It must be emphdsised that there is no immediate allusion to sufferinc 

or pers,",cution in this saying . If in Luke 6.22 the follm'lers are cut off from 

the community by the Jews, here the initiative for severence Ii,s with Jesus. It 

is his eX3lllple and his demand that is to be followed by the aspirant disciple. 

The reaSon for this is that Jesus is the SOI1 of man , the one who has been invested 

by God with supreme authority, and therefore inheritance in the Kingdom is 
(2) 

intimately bound up with following him. 

This saying takes us a step further than Lk. 7.34 a nd Matt. 11.19. 

There we SaW that it was the sovereign initiative of Jesus the Son of man which 

called even tax collectors and sinners to his table-fellowship. Here we see 

what acceptance .of that invitation entails. There the sovereignty of Jesus waS 

Seen in that he went beyond both Jewish expectations qnd the Law. Here the 

sovereignty is seen in the radical claim ,-",ich Jesus makes on his followers. It 

is this link betvleen it and tne community a'1d its attitudes which is the signifi-

cance of the title 'Son of man ' in thisQ saying. \Ihen Jesus grants fellowship 

ultim3te declsions come '.!ith it. Such s eriousness, even ·to enduring persecutions, 

is inher ent in it b·"cause it has an intimate link with the 1[inbdom of God, '1nd the 

link is that Jesus is the Son of man in whom the Kingdom is established. This 

' in whom' has a dU3.l significance: firstly, it is in the person of Jesus himSelf 
3. 

that the kingdom h ,s come., he is the kin:;dom: secondly it is by being incorpo-

rated into him that We are incorporated into the kincldom. It is this which is 

the link between Jesus and the kingdcm , and also the link between Christology, 

soteriology and ecclesiology. 

1. Lk. 9.62 (no parallel in Matthew, indicating that this L~y not have been 
in Q. 

2. ,;hat this sayin;; lndicates is a dualism between the Church 'llld the world as 
in John and Paul (cf below PP.450,\.'l7) which dualism is a continuat ion in the 
Church of the radical ' break' between Jesus 3S the aU.thoritative Son of man 
and 'this evil 'gener a tion'. 

3. Cf below ll.29Jfior the evidence that in the person of Jesus the kingdom h3s 
come. 



Page 271. 

(iv) Luke 11. 30 

For even as Jonah became a sign unto the Ninevites, so shall 
the Son of man be to this generation. 

Matthew 12.40 

For as Jonah was three days and three nights in the belly of 
the whale; so shall the Son of man be three days a~d three 
nights in the heart of the earth. 

The differences between these two sayings are so great - the only 

point of similarity being a comparison between Jonah and the Son of man - that 
1. 2. 

one is compelled to accept the originality of either the Lukan or Matthaea,n 

form, or to treat both as independent attempts to explain the enigmatic 'sign 
3. 

of Jonah'. The mere fact that both authors follow up the reference to the 

'sign of Jonah' with some form of a comparison between Jonah and the Son of man, 
4, 

seems to indicate that such a comparison was present in this context in Q. 

This being so the fact that Luke does not carry the obvious allusion to the 

death and resurrection of Jesus together with the reference to the time pre-
5. 

diction, and that his identification of the Son of man with Jesus is left 
6. 

indeterminate, must be accepted as strong grounds for supporting the originality 

of the Lukan version of the saying. In view of this and the probable authen-

ticity of the saying in Luke, Luke's versan cannot be interpreted in the light 

of Matthew 12.40. 

According to Luke Jesus addresses the crowds, denouncing 'this gene-

ration' as I evil' . . The reason for this characterisation is that t hey seek 

1. R. Bultmann, Synoptic Tradition, 1963, p;124; E. Sj~kberg, Verborgene Menschen­
sohn, 1955 , p.179 n.l, 238 n .• l; H.E. Todt; Son of 11.an, 1965, p.21lf; A. J.B. 
Higgins, Son of Man, 1964, p.135; J. J eremias, TWNT, Vol. III, pp.4l2f; I' . G. 
KUmmel, Promise and Fulfilment, 1957, p.68. The main argument here is that 
Matt. 12.40 bears all the marks o~secondary formation. 

2. O. Cullmann, Christology, 1959, p. 62 (who inclines to this view but leaves 
the ljuestion open); \ .• Grundmann, Das Evangelium nach Lukas, 1961, p.168; 
A. Schlatter, Der Evangelist Matthaus, 1948, p.4l6 ; C.K. Barrett, The Holy 
Spirit in the Gospel Tradition, 1947, p.90; J.Schniewind, Das Evangelium nach 
Matthaus, 1956, p.162. 

3. J. Jeremias, Parables, 1954, p.83; J.M. Creed, Luke, 1930, p.163; T.W . Manson, 
Teaching, 1959, p.2l9 (Manson holds that while the saying was not present in 
this context in Q, it is not an independent creation and that the form of the 
saying in Luke is closer to the original) . 

4. Cf H.E. Tbdt, Son of Man, 1965, p.52; A.J.B. Higgins, Son of Man, 1964, p.136; 
VI .G. KUmmel, Promise and Fulfilment, 1961, p.68. 

5. In the announcement of the suffering l1~tthew uses without exception the phrase 
'or;; tl:e ,third ?ay' JT~ ;P:"Q ~jJip'l- ). The incongruity of /,;atthew 12.40, 
-rp"S 'W!cP"'~ ",J.. TF<") VUI\T"'~ , while obviously disagreeing with the 
primitive tradit ion (Cf T. W. Manson, Sayings, 1957, pp.89f) is to be explalned 
by the text of Jonah 1.17 (Cf H.E. Todt, Son of Man , 1965, p.2l4). Matthew 
obviously wished to support his argument b, an exact citation from Scripture, 
and in this text the phrase ' on the third day' would not have made sense. 

6. Cf E. Sjo~berg, Verborgene Menschensohn, 1955, p.l80 n.l; A.J.B. Higgins, 
Son of 1;an , 1964 , p.134 (On this ground Higgins argues for the authenticity 
of the saying cf. p.138fj also H.E:. Tddt, Son of I;,an, 1965, pp.60, 65.) 
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'signsl, but the only sign they will receive is that of Jonah. We are then 

told that 'as Jonah became a sign to the Ninevites, so shall the Son of man be 

to this generation'. Vie are not told here in what way Jonah was a sign to tqe 

Ninevites, thus the point of the comparison with the way in which the Son of 

man will be a sign to this generation is lost. Clearly the comparison is 

between Jonah who was a sign to his generation, and the Son of man who will be 

a sign to this one. 

Luke 11.32 attempts to explicate the meaning of this 'sign'. It is 

the ' teaching' of Jonah. So the contrast in verse 30 appears to be between the 

'teaching' of Jonah, at which his generation repented, and the 'teaching' of 

Jesus, which calls forth not repentance but the demand for 'signs'. It is not 

self- evident, however, tHat verse 30 should be interpreted in the light of 
1. 

verse 32. In verse 32 Jonah is clearly subordinated to Jesus, a subordination 

of which there is no hint in verse 30. Further, Jeremias has rightly said that 
2. 

the description of Jesus' teaching as a Sign would be 'ganz ungewahnlich' • 

There is also the problem of the future tenses in Luke 11.29f. 'no sign shall 

be given u.oe~C'< Td.t ) ••.•• ' could be understood to mean that no further sign 

will be given than that already given, the sign of Jonah - that is Jesus as the 
3. 

preacher of judgement. But full weight must also be given to the second future 

" tense 'so will the Son of man be (to'T"'" ) .• , . .• ' Here some future event is 

implied, which cannot be the 'teaching' of Jesus which is already both past and 

present. This would seem to indicate that verse 32 is secondary in this 
4· 

context. That Luke found it in this context in Q is rendered probable by the 

fact that Matthew has also preserved it in this context . Its attraction to 

this context is to be explained by the use of the words 'Jonah' and 'Ninevites' 

in both verses 30 and 32. 

If this is correct, then while the teaching of Jesus in both Q and 

Luke is seen to be linked with the coming event which is spoken of as the 

coming 'sign' of the Son of man, that event itself cannot be 'the teaching' of 

Jesus.· 

1. In the text in Luke the threatening prediction that the men of Nineveh will 
arise at the judgement with this generation does not immediately follow 
after the saying about the sign of Jonah. Thus we must consider that the 
prediction in Lk. 11.32 stood originally by itself. ( (Cf E. Klostermann, 
Das Mattbausevangelium, 1927, p.112; M.E. Todt, Son of N~, 1965, p.2l2) 

2 •. J. Jeremias, T':mT, Vol. III, P .412. 
3. W. G. KUmmel,--pr:Qmise and Fulfilment, 1961, pp.68f. 
4. This does not mean that this saying is not an authentic word of Jesus. (For 

argument for its authenticity cf T .. \,. Manson, Sayings;, 1957, p.187; R. 
Bultmann t Qygo~tic Tradition, 1963, p.118, A.J.B. Higgins, Son of Man, 1964, 
p.137 ana n.r •. ) It only meWlS that its onginal conteXt is unkriown. 
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Todt claims that this sign is to be 'the Son of man who comeS in 
1 •. 

judgement' • His appearance will satisfy their demand for a sign from heaven, 

but only in the manner described by Matthew 24.30; 'Then the sign of the Son of 

man will appear in heaven, and then all the tribes of the earth will mourn, and 

they will See the Son of man coming on the clouds of heaven with power and great 

I 
glory. 'For a number of reasons it is highly improbable th:ot this 'sign of the 

Son of man' in Luke 11.30 should be interpreted as a reference to the parousia of 

the Son of man in annihilatory judgement. 

(i) Although the 'sign of the Son of man' in Matthew 24-.30 is identical in form 

with 'the sign of Jonah' in Luke 11.30, the 'signs in heaven' of Matthew 

24.30 are signs wluch precede the advent of the Son of man, and does not 

mean that the Son of man himself is a sign. In Luke 11.30 the comparisop 

is between Johah himself, who became a sign to his generation, and the Son 

of man, who will be a sign to this generation. 

(ii) If the coming event is the parousia of the Son of man, any point of compari-
2. 

son with Jonah is loot. If Bultmann ' s argument that the comparison is 

between Jonah, who came from a distant land, and the Son of man, who will 
3. 

come from his heavenly pre-existence, must be rejected a~ far too subtle, 
4. 

so must this one be. Higgins' claim that the comparison is not exact, is 

a masterly understatement, and his assertion that it could not be exact 

because Jonah was a prophet and not an eschatological figure does not help 

at all, for he himself has to revert to a comparis on between the teaching 

of Jonah and Jesus, which he has said is not the point of t he comparison. 

Because this ; eneration has rejected the teaching they will get an unexpected 

and unpleasant Sign, the a dvent of the Son of man who will authenticate t~e 

teaching of Jesus. While this interpretation establ ishes a link between 

the teaching of Jesus and the parousia of the Son of man, it has to appeal 

to verse 32 to supply the comparison between Jonah and the Son of man. This 

self-contradiction in Higgins hardly encourages acceptance of his inter-

pretation. 

Further, I"anson's objection to this view is decisive: 

1. H.E. Todt, Son of Man, 1965, p.53. So 8lso A.J.B. HiCtlins, Son of Man, 196iJ., 
p.138. 

2. B. Bultmann, SynOPtic Tradition, 1963, p.124. 
3. Cf T. VI . Manson, Sayings, 1957, p.90. 
4. A. J . B. Higgins, S on of I,lan, 1964, p. 138. 
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'For Jonah came preaching repentance; the Son of man comes to execute 
judgement. The sign of J onah was of some use to the Ninevi tes: it 
gave them opportunity to repent. The sign of the Son of man will be 
of no use t c this generation; for when it comeS it will be too late 
to repent. Such a sign is hardly worthy of the name of sign.' (1) 

(iii) If verSe 32 is taken int o account in interpreting verse 30, then it is 

noteworthy that it is the Ninevites who condemn the men of this generation 

~t the judgement for their refusal to repent at the teaching of the one 

greater than Jonah. This condemnation is not assigned either to Jesus 
2. 

or to the Son of man. 

(iv) If the saying in verse 30 is to be understood in terms of the parousia 

then it is strange indeed that Matthew, with his strong predilect i on for 

parousia teaching, should have so misunderstood the saying that he has 

removed all trac es of the parousia from his version and interpreted it 
3. 

unmistakeably in terms of the resurrection. 

This being so , the interpretation siven by Jeremias seems to me to be 
4. 

the mos t probable. Although he agrees th Clt Matthew 12.40 i s secondary, and 

therefore should not be used as a bas i s f or in cerpreting Luke 11.30, he suggests 

that the meaning of the two versions is bas i cally identical, but with a change of 

emphas is. He holds that the meaning is that as Jonah was a sign to the Ninevites 

as one who appeared to them after havin~ been rescued from the belly of the whale, 

s o Jesus will appear to this generation after being rescued from death. The 

claimS of Jesus, as of Jonah , will be established by deliverance from death. In 

the secondary version i n Matthew the emphasis has shifted from this central theme 

to the length of time involved - t hree days ~d three niGhts. 

5. 
Manson 's argument against such an mnterpretation is not convincing. It 

is cert a inly true th·J t historically the Ninevites knew nothing of the ' s ubmarine 

a dventur es ' of Jonah, and that they repented at his preaching not at the 

miraculous deliverance. But it is equally true th l t the Ninevites a r e not the 

audience he r e. <,hether this saying emamtesfrom Jesus or the primitive comnunity 

1. ·r. w. Manson , Sayings, 1957, p.90. 
2. 'J'his would constitute further grounds against the originality of v.32 in this 

context, but the link between the concepts of judgement and the Son of man 
would have further facilitated its attraction to t his context. In this context 
however, if v.3~ i s t o be understood in terms of the parousia of t he Son of wan 
in judgement ,chen it is strange indeed th:lt neither MattheN nor Luke have 
linked the Ninevites with the Son of man in condemnation. This would seem to 
indicate that Luke, like Matthew , did not understand the sign which the Son of 
man will be to t his gener ation as condemnatory judgement. 

3. Cf above pp.l09f. 
4. J. Jeremias, TWNT, Vol. III, p.412f. 
5. T.W . Manson,Sayin ;s, 1957, pp.89f. 
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they would most certainly have been famiJ.i ·,r with the miraculous deliverance 

of Jonah which authenticated t he preaching of Jonah to the Ninevites as a word 

from God. Thus the comparison between Jonah lnd the Son of man would be unforced 

if it was the deliverance from death, authenticating the message, that is in mind 

here. Such an interpretation would make it plain why the comparison in verse 30 

is between Jonah himself - and not his teaching, as in verse 32 - and the Son of 
1. 

man himself - and not the teaching of the one greater than Jonah, as in verse 32. 

However, it is inherently probable th-.lt the title 'Son of man' is used 

here to convey more than simply deliverance from death. If the saying did 

err~ate from the lips of Jesus, who was certainly familiRr with Dan. 7.13, then it 

is probable that the reference is to the ascension; to the Son of man's coming to 

the Ancient of days to be invested wit h full -.' nd supreme authority and dominion, 

If this is so , then this saying is precisely par 3.11el in meaning to what we have 

found in Mar k 14.62, where Jesus warns his judges th3.t they will see the Son of 

man 'Sitting at t he right hand of power, and coming with the clouds of heaven'. 

In this sense the Son of man will certainly be a 'sign' to this "eneration, 

authenticating the teaching of Jesus and legitimising the cl ·~im that men should 

repent at the teschiXlb of the one who is greater than Jonah. But since the 

'sien ' is the Son of man himself and not his teaching, the c :1 11 is for attachlP ~ '1t 

to him as the one to whom full authcrity belongs' 

In Matthew 12.40 the primary reference is clearly not to the ascension 

but to the resurrection; In verse 41 the comparis on is between the preaching of 

Jonah and the one g reater than Jonah, but in verse 40 the welJ/lmown story of the 

sojourn of Jonrul in the belly of the whale for three days a~d three nights has 

probably been brought out by the fact thnt in the ster eotyped ill1nouncements of the 

passion the Son of man is connected with the phrase about rising after three days, 
2. 

or on t,le third day. This provides for him a ready-~3.de and Scriptually 

supported point of comparison between Jonah and the Son of man. In the process 

while the idea of deliverance from death is still obviously present, the concept 

1. The argument of Higgins (Son of Man, 1964, p.135) and TCidt (Son of Man , 1965, 
p.212) against t his interpretation on the grounds that there are no sayings 
in Q whiC H pa rallel the Markan predict ions of the (passion and) resurrection 
(::nd "scension) is unconvincing, for this saying COLlld well be the one excep-
tion) It appears :lS if their interpretation of this saying is pre- judged 
by their interpreta tion of other sayings, md th l t the only ::lUthentic saying s 
of Jesus are thoso Which refer to ttle p3.rousia of the Son of man . ........ / ,,-. / 

2. On the use of tne phrase ,pt» ')yt.f''''~ "d-' ,\,,-'S "u'~T'''} rather than 
Matthew's T~ "f'~"'J ~W(f"!- cf above p.271 n·5 
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of the ascension h .1s been somewhat obscured. So the point of the title 'Son of 

man' with its allus ions to the appearanc e of the Son of = before the heavenly · 

court t o be invested with full authority i s -, lso obscured. Nevertheless the fact 

th~t l~tthew h~s interpreted the Q saying in this way, despite his fondness for 

the parousia and apocalyptic details, supports our conclusion that Luke 11.30 is to 

be interpreted in terms of deliveranc e from dea th and not of the parousia. 

ThiS saying takes US further along the r oad of understanding the use of 

the title Son of man in Q. It is because of the a ct of deliverance from deAth 

and ascension th·l t Jesus h'1s been invested wit h supreme authority. It is worth-

while, therefore, t o endure persecutions f or his sake, bec.lUse a ttachment t o him 

ensures pqrticipat ion in the Kingdom (Luke 6.22f = Matthew 5.11f). Becaus e of it 

he has the right to go beyond the Law in inviting sinners to the banquet of God's 

reign (Luke 7.34 = Matthew 11.19). !\nd bec 'luse ne is who he> is , the one with whom 

salvation is bound up, he has the right to m.,ke ultimate cLilll,s on his followers • 

• \cc ordingly the n :1ture, authority, :;nd attitudes of the Christian community are 

bound up not simply with the example of Jesus o.nd 'ittachment to him during his 

earthly ministry, but supremely wit h the ascension and the fellowship of the 

as cended s overeign Gon of man wit h the community, As we ha ve seen so often 

before, the historic :) l Jiinis try , deliverance from death and the ascension, and 

the cuntinued fellowship, is what creates the community which Can be termed 'the 

Church', and the role of the title ' Son of man' in this total process is to 

stress the sovereign authority of the ascended Jesus and t he link with the King~om 

of God. In stressing the person of the Son of man r ather than h i s teaching the 

concept of the Church 'lS the 'corpora te personality' of the 'lscended Son of man 

is a lso made clear. The Church consists not simply of those who obey his 

teaching, but WIlD a re 'in him' to us e the Pauline phras e. 

(v) Luke 12.8f 

lind I Say unto you, Everyone who shall confess me before men, 
him shall the Son of man also confess before the angels of God: 
But he that denieth me in the presence of men shall be denied 
in the presence of the ~ngels of God. 

Matthew 10.32f 

Everyone therefore who sha ll confess me before men, him will 
I also confess before my F.'Olther which is in heaven. 
But whosoever shall deny me before men, him will I a ls o deny 
before my Father which is in heaven. (2) 

1. Unless our argument above pp 39ff i s correct, thAt for MattheW as much as Johp 
and Luke, the day of the r esurrection was a lso the day of the ascension and 
bes towal of the Huly Spirit. 

2. For tile Aramaisms in this passaee cf T. W. Manson, Teaching, 1959, p •. 263 n.2. 
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\\e h 'we already examined the Markan parallel of this saying in 8.38, 

and noted the secondary character of the form of the saying in Matthew. We have 

also seen that the possible apocalyptic interpretation of M~ 8.38 might support 
2. 

the originality of Luke 12.8f, where the apocalyptic e lemen t is absent. If We are 

right, however, in seeing the primary imagery in Mar k as being derived from Dan. 

7.13 and that t he r oot meaning in hbrk is the '1scension of the Son of man, which 

has become confused with the p'lrousia, then it is possible th<, t the dynamic 

'coming' of the Son of man h 1s been altered to th e more stqtic imagery in Luke to 

express the idea of the continuinG acknowledgement by the Son of man in the 

heavenly court of t hose who ' confess' Jesus in t he presence of men (so Luke) or in 

tnis e eneration (s o Mark). This would not be an a rgument for the originality of 

all of the Marlean text, but simply for the 'coming' of the Son of man. 

If Luke, or Q, has :l ltered the originql authent ic saying in Mark with its 
3. 

reference to the asce~sion, then the argument taat a distinct ion is implied between 

Jesus md the :.,on of man is defeated, f or the 'coming' will refer not to a distinct 

figure but the 'coming' of Jesus int o his glory and the exercise of his rightful 

dominion. This interpreta tion is supported by Matthew's version who has mJde t he 

identification betwe en Jesus and the Son of Jll';n s o complete that a ny r eference to 

the title has disappeared, and has given the saying neither ascenSion nor apocalyp-

tic connotations , but who ha.s preserved the Q concept of th ", continuing confession 

of the f~ ithful Christian community by Jesus in his g lory. Thsrefore while 

Matthew 's version must be accepted as seconda ry, he h1s incerpreted the saying, 
4. 

which waS wide-spread in the early Church , most accurately. This can only be 

denied if it can be mqintained that the origin~l form of t he Saying did imply a 

distinction between Jesus ~nd the Son of man. Argument f or s uch an interpretation 

mus t fail on the srounds thlt t he Q vers ion of the saying gives us no hint qt all 

of either a trans bt ion or epiphany of the .0011 of man. Such :l hint might be 

pres Lllt in Mark, but tilere it refers primc rily tv a Daniel-like ascension of the 

Son of man. 

The Q f orm of the sayi ng appears t o reflect a slight alterat i on of an 

authentic saying expressing by this alt er at ion , the fqith of the community that 

1. Of :lbove pp. 22bff. 
2. i'he originality of Luke 12. 8f is supported by T.F. Glasson,. The Second Advent, 

1945, p.75; J . A. T. Robinson, The Second Coming - Mark XIV 62, ET , Vol. 67, 
1 956, PP.336f; V. 'Paylor, Mark, 1955, P.383; M.D. Hooker, Son of Man , 1967, 
p.ll9; T . .! . Manson, Sayings, 1957, p.109i '.reaching, 1959, p .263; A.J.B. Higgins 
Son of Man, 1964, PP.58ff. 

3. For the authentic ity of the saying cf H. E. Tiidt, Son of M'3.I1 , 1965, pp.40ff; 
.~ .J . B. Higgins, Son of Man , 1964, p.60 

4. Cf above p. 226 . 
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adherence to or deni \l of Jesus is of ultimate significance, bec",use Jesus, in his 

ascended glory, is the omlwhose testimony either includes in or excludes from the 

peopl e of God, and wlk .. t that testimony will be is dependent upon a man's attitude 

to Jesus. As such this say i ng is closely parallel to Luke 6. 22f , where those IYho 

endur e suffering ::md persecution for the s'.ke of the Son of Illrm are to rej oice for 

th.eir reward ' is great in heaven f. In 6.22f this 'heavenly reward' may mean that 

the f a ithful disciple, like his meis ter, will be t r mslated to sh9.I'e the life of · 

bliss with the Son of "= in the heavenly cO;iUllunity . . Here the disciples a r e 

assu red of acceptance by God as a result of their f aithfulness because , in heaven, 

Jesus the Son of "tan acknowledges them a s members of his community. The asc ension 

of the Son of man is, therefore, the sign to thi s gener3tion (Lk. 11. 30 and par. ), 

est jb lishing the supreme authority of Jesus to include sinners in the redeemed 

community (Lk. 7.34 and par.) and to m~.ke ultimate demands on men (Lk. 9; 58 and 

M::tt.8.20). Bec'lUse he is the soverei gn :)scended Son of m'll suffer ing is 

inevit ·"ble when this Quthority is rejected (Lk.6 . 22f ·md !Aatt . 5. llf) but it is 

both worthwhile :md n"cessClry to endure t h is suffering bec2use it brings with it 

inclusion in the community of the Son of m, n , the elect people of God, who a re 

now accepted by God (Lk. 12.8 end Mtltt. 10.32) .md who will sh .. re his heavenly 

inh"ritance (Lk. 6.22:md Matt. 5 . 12). Here we se e "!gain th .t faith in Jesus as 

the Son of nn n contains within it both th O' Christian community ' s self-understanding 

and hope, but it is a self-underst3nding e nd hope which is utterly dependent upon 

Jesus and their attitude to him in tlle li.;ht of the ascension. It is his testimony 

cuncerning them in the heavenly court which m~kes them the esc~"'tologic al people of 

God. 

(Vi) Luke 12 . 10 

And ev eryone who shall speak a word against t he Son of man, 
it shall be forgiven him: but unto him th:lt bbsphemeth Clgainst 
the Holy Spirit it shall not be forg iven. 

Matthew 12.32 

And whosoever shall speak a word agCl inst the Son of man , . it 
shall be forgiven him; but whoso ever shall spenk against the 
Holy Spirit, it Sh:lll not be forgiven him , neither in this 
world, nor in th,t which is t o come. 

There is a pCLrallel to this saying in M'-\rk where, significantly , the 

title ' Son of ~~n ' 
L ~ L ~ 

do es not appear bUl: r a ther 10'> U'OIS • e ' -rwv d.,.\J fW ilwv, 
1. 

an over-literal rendering of ' the ,\ ramaic original'. 

1.' So V. Taylor, Mark, 1955 , p.2 42 . 
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Verily I s ay unto you, All their sins slnll be forgiven unto the 
SonS of men, wd th·eir b13sphemies wh8rewith soever they sl1 ·,11 
blaspheme. 
But whosoever Sh ·, 11 blaspheme against t h e Holy Spirit hath never 
forgiveness, but is guilty of an eternal sin: 
Bec'luse they s::id, He h 'lth an uncleaa spirit. (1) 

The MJrkan form of the s J ying appears to m8an thJt any bla sphemy of man will be 

forgiven except the bl , sphemy against the Holy Spirit, "lnd this exception is 

cle~rly linke d intiillLttely with Jesus whose works of excorcism were performed 

in the power of the Holy Spirit. There is no forgiveness for the man who is 

una ble t o see the power of the divine Spirit in the work of J~sus. Despite the 

similari ty of this M'lrkan saying t o the version in Q, its mcsnin;:; is manifestly 

different. 

3. 
Since the work of Wellhnusen most schol .. rs hqve followed him in assuming 

4. 
the originality of the Markan form of the saying. Hence it is a r gued that the 

saying originally contrasted a r .'liling ag::; inst men with blasphemy against the 
5. 

Huly·Spirit, or altern:ltively that Jesus used 'a Son of nnn' in the singub.r 
.6. 

referring to himself, but not in ~ ;'jessianic sense. This ~ !ark h " s generalised. 
7. 

Lohmeyer has, however, shown convincingly the impossibility of t h is. In MarIe. elS 

it stands, every sin ~nd blasphemy of mCl!l will be for'liven - ' a monstrous saying 

frOirl w!lich it would follow that 'lll discernment of sin .'nd a ll finJ l judgement 
8 . 

would be eliminated'. 

One of the major grounds for holdin'l the origin:1li ty of the MRrkar> :',:,ru 

of the saying h ·)s be8n the impossibility of making sense of the s-,ying in Luke 

12.10, WhiCh contradicts Luke 12 . 81' . But this fact should be strong grounds for 

the originality of the Q form. It is quite easy to underst'1nd th·, t Mark would 

h elVe been unnble to accept that blasphemy '1gainst the Son of man would be forgiven. 

especi.l lly in view of Mk. 8 . 38, and h ds therefore altered the saying to one th"t is 

virtually meaningless. On the other h8nd it is impossible to nssume that Luke, 

finding a saying which referred to men generally, would h , vc altered it to the 

apocalyptic title, especially since he chose to insert it along with the saying 

1. Mark 3.27-~9. 
2. So M.-J. Lagrange, Evangile selon Saint Marc, 1929, p.76. 
3. J. ,.ellhausen, Das Evangelium Matthaei, 1904, pp.62f. · 
4. Cf T. W. M8.~son, Teaching , 1959, p.217; Sayings, 1957, p.l09f; V. Taylor , ~, 

1955, p.242; R. Bul t mann , Synoptic Traditiun, 1963, p.138 ; .1. T. Cadoux , Th_e 
Sources of the Second Gospel, 1935·, p. 96; . G. Dalman, .lords, 1909, tl.254. 

5 . A. H. McNeile, Matthew, 1910, p . 178 . 
6. h.E. J . Rawlinson, ~Brk, 1940, pp. 44f. 
7. E. LOhmeyer, M2.rkus, 1937, p.80; supported by H.E. · Todt, Son of Man, 1965, po120j 

A.J.B. Higgins, Son of Man , 1964, p.129. 
8 . E. Lohmeyer, fb rkus, 1940, p.80 (quoted by H. E. Todt, Son of ~'an , 1965, p.120 

n. 3.) 
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about confessinz or denying Jesus which results in confession or denia l of men 

before God by the Son of man. 

Consectuently the trend in recent discussion has ri!;htly been to support 
1, 2. 

the originality of the Q form of the s aying , and thus of the title 'Son of man'. 

What then is the point of the contrllst between blasphemy against the 

Son of man, which will be forgiven, and blasphemy aga inst the Holy Spirit, for 

which there is no forziveness? viithout pre-judging the authenticity of the 
3. 

saying the fact that it is specifically blasphemy against the Son of man 

establishes beyond re Clson.lble doubt that the saying was preserved in the Palesti-

nian community. As such the situation which would h 'lve encourClged the preserva-

tion or creation of the saying would have been the rej ection by Jews of the Church' E 

off~r of sal v" tion - an ~.ll too cormnon fClctor in their experience. 

There are three intelligible ways of interpreting the contrast. 
4. 

Barrett calls attention to the norm::>l patristic exegesis, accordin,~ to which blas-

phemy against the Son of man is a sin of the heathen, but is forgivable in baptism 

for those who are converted, whereas post-baptismal sins are u11forgivable because 

t hey are committed against the Holy Spirit who h ·,d been r eceived in baptism, anit 

the most heinoUS of such Sins is blasphemy against the Spirit . This approach 

does justice to the New Testament church's vivid consciousness of the Spirit as 
5. 

' the absolutely constitutive factor' of its life, so thllt blasphemy ag'linst him w;'s 
6. 

the unforgivable sin of apostacy. To deny Jesus, the Son of man, is forgivenble 

in conversion • But to choose to place one 's self outside tbe community of the 

. 1. Cf R. Bultmann, Synoptic Tradition , 1963, p.138,viho cites A. Fridrichsen ani:l 
M. Goguel;. B.o;. Easton, Luke, 1926, p.199; H.E. Todt, Son of Man, 1965, pp.1l9f; 
A.J . B. Higgins, Son of 1~1964, pp.129f • . 

2. If this is so, then the original context of the saying cannot have been the 
Lukan one. Todt argues tho,t the more original context is tlmt of Matthew and 
Mark (H.E. Todt, Son of Man , 1965, p.1l8) who place it at the climax of the 
Beelzebul controversy. More probably the SQying w')s originally independent of 
this pericope, f c; r it is clearly an editori'Jl insertion 3.t this pOint in Mark. 
(Cf. V. Taylor, M~rk , 1955, p. 241) . M~tthew h,s prob~bly inserted it after his 
version of the Si"libr saying in Mark (rrlk. 3.28f and I·!t. 12.31) because of its 
obvious pa rallels to th ]t saying. If this were an independent saying it would 
explain why Luke hns not included it in his record of the Beelzebul controversy. 
(Lk. 11.14ff. For n simibr conclusion, Cf A.J .B. Higgins, Son of Man , 1964, 
p. 130f.) 

3. Accepting the origin Cllity of the Markan form, R. Bultmann, Synoptic Tradition , 
1963, p.110 and V. 'Taylor , Mark , 1955, nd. loco 'lccept .11so its authenticity. 
Accepting tile originality of the Qforlil, B.II. Branscomb , ;'h rk. 1929, p.74; 
C.K. Barrett, The Holy Spirit in the Gospel Traditi on , 1947 , pp.l05~107, E. 
Schweizer, 'Spirit of God', 1960, p.25 n .6; TV/NT , Vol vi, p;395, n.407; H.E, 
Ti:idt , Son of Man, 1965, p.125; A.J. B. Higgins-;Son of f'an; 1964,' p.130, accept 
the post-EGater formul9.tion of the sayinG. 

4. C.K. Barrett, The Holy Spirit in t he Gospel Tradition, 1947, p.l06f. 
5. ibid, p.l06. 
6. Cf. Heb. 6.4-6; 1 In.. 5.16f; !,cts 7.51; Eph. 4.30; 1 Thess. 4.8. 
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Holy Spirit, the Church, meant exclusion from forgiveness 'md salvation. 
I , 

Todt holds that the saying rd'lects two periods in the history of sell.., 

vation, the period of the 3ctivity of the Son of man on earth ~nd the subsequent 
1. 

period of the Holy Spirit. Thlilse who turned against the Son of man in his 

activity on earth can be forgiven. There is no forgivenes, however, in the post-

East8r situation for the one who sets himself in opposition to the manifest 

activity of the Holy Spirit. 'Phe meaning of this distinction is quite intell~-

gible. In the Spirit the exalted Lord reveals himself. He who did not follow 

the earthly Jesus may nevertheless find f or ::; iveness following the exalted Lord, 

i.e. if he does nGt bl3Spheme 3gainst the Holy Spirit. (For the statement that 

opposition to Jesus' claiM to full authority can be forgiven, cf Acts 3.17ff; 
2. 

13. 27ff; Lk. 23.34)'. 

3. 
Higgins, holding to the creation of the saying by the Palestinian 

community interprets it as follows: 'The attitude of the church would have been 

that plasphemy againclt its Lord, serious though it was, could be forgiven those 

Jews who were converted ~nd C3me in baptism to confess Jesus as the exalted Son 

of ll1~n. ' His meaning would seem to be thst those who repent of their blasphemy 

against the Son of ,'" n will find forgiveness, but those who refuse to do so and 

to submit to baptism will never find for,~iveness. 

Whichever specific interpretation is f ·,voured, t h e me,qning appears to be 

th:,t for men who deny Jesus the Son of ",an there is the ever open possibility of 

for.'3iveness~ But this forgiveness enta ils becoming members of the community of 

the ascended Son of man crea ted by the outpouring of the Holy Sp i rit -""d 

becolling a member entails confession of the Lordship of J esus and submission to 
4. 

baptism to receive the Holy Spirit. The contrast would then 'lppear to be between 

those who are outSide the CO.l!lllunity, for whom there is the opportunity of repent-

ance ·md forgiveness, 3nd those who remain perrrtJnently outside of it, for whom 

there is none; 'neither in t d is world nor in thl'tt which is to cOlle' as Matthew 

adds. The reason is obvious. The community understood itself to be created by 

their participntion in the Spirit of the (Ebhed Yl'thweh, The MeSSiah, and the Son 

1. H. E. Todt, Son of Man, 1965, p.119. 
2. H. E.Todt, Son of MM , 1965, p.1l9. 
3. , .• J.B. Higgins, Son of Man, 1964, p.130f. 
4. This baptisu l1 inference is rendered highly prob~ble by the fact that Mark and 

M<.'ttthew (Matthew either independently of Mark or folloVi ing him) have attached 
this saying to the Beelzebul pericope in which Jesus' con quest of the 'strong 
man' is asserted and by the f gct tha t in the New Testament b~ptismal faith i~ 
is frequently ass erted th,qt t h rough hptis .. ; a ;nan is ITn de a member of the Satan­
defea ting community (cf"bove pp 154ff) of him who defe:oted Sa ta.n. It is not un­
likely tha t this b-lptism'll faith attr9.ct ed this saying to t his c ont ext "s well 
,·,s the aspect of Jewish opposi~;ion tu both J esus and the 90,;!unity. 
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0"- "lan , 9.nd in every case this is seen to be consequent upon the ascension. By 

this participation in the Spirit of Jesus they !mow themselves, beyond any shqdow 

of doubt, to be the New Israel, the elect people of God, the eschatological 

communi ty, shilring in his redeernin;; nature. 

(vii) Luke 12.40 

Be ye also re3dy: for in an hour that ye think not the Son of 
man cometh. 

Matthew 24. 44 

Therefore be ye also ready: for in an hour that ye think not the 
Son of B3n cometh. 

It is possible, though not probable, that this saying did not st.·md 

in Q as the interpret;ltive conclusion to the P'lrable of the thief. Harnack 

argued that since Luke 12.40 is omitted from some M3S in family I it is a Matthaean 
1. 

editorial addition which has become assimil-,ted to the text in Luke. Such a 

conclusion would be supported by the fact that 'have watched gnd' in Luke 12.39 
2. 

is omitted in several eQrly and ~nportant ~~S. This would be a second instance 

in which words which h Ive been added as an editorial gloss by Matthew hRve crept 

into the text of Luke in the space of two verses. Further, M~tthew concludes his 

two other si..liles in t his context with a reference to the unexp ·cted 'coming' of 

the Son of lean (v.39, which repeats what h'3s :o.lready been Said in V.37) or 'your 

Lord' (v.42, which h "s been taken from Mark 13.35). The fact thst 24.42 is 

appended to verses 40f from a different context in Mark , and that it repeats what 

h as already been s .id in verSeS 37 and 39 , would support the conclusion that the 
3. 

saying i<l no t original in Q. 

This uncertainty alone should caution against accept ing its authenticity, 

even without the Jeneral principle that interpretations of parables must be re,~r<kct 
4. 

,J.S suspect. Thus we accept that the u:wing is a subs i? 'luent allegorization by 

the Church of an authentic p',rable of Jesus whereby Jesus becomes identified 

with the figure in the p:uable. This conclusion must stood ",hether or not 

1. A. Harnack, The Sayings of Jesus, 1908, pp.31, 34. So also T.F. Glasson, The 
Second Advent, 19-+5 , p.95; Blass and 1)ebrunner, Sect. 284(5) p.154. dd 

2. Cf J. M. Creed, Luke, 1950, p.176 who gives the MSS as XD e i syr rt arm sah co 
Tert. 

3. Against t his conclusion, cf H.E. Tadt , Son of Man , 1965, p.54; ;j.J.B. Higgins, 
Son vf Man, 196.~, p.140 n.3. 

4. 'rhe non-authenticity of the saying is widely accepted by schol'lrs. Cf J. 
Jeremias, Par'lbles, 1954, PP.39ff; C.H. Dodd, Parables, 1956, pp.154ff; 
J .A. T. Robinson, Jesus <md His Coming, 1957, p.79; Ph. Vielhauer, '.Gottesreich 
und Menachensohn in der VerkUndigung J esu', in Festeschrift fur GUnther Dehn, 
1957, p.,71; A.J . B. Higgins, Son of Man, 1964, p.141. This conclusion is 
rejected by H. E. Tadt, Son of Man, 1965, pp.54,60,65,329ff. He holds that the 
saying emanates fr o,n the ministry of Jesus . 



1. 
the saying was in Q. 
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There can be little doubt that the parable itself is authent ic. The 

fact that the metaphor of the thief in the night lis foreign to the eschatological 
2. 3. 

iruagery of lat e Jewish literature' but is echoed in other Ne,\' Testament passage" 
4, 

suggests that it belongs to a very prilui tive and authentic tradition. If the 

interpretation is a Christological composition of the early Church, to what doe,S 

the 'coming of the Son of man ' refer? It is noteworthy th}t no heavenly or 

apocalyptic details of the saying are furnished at all. ',,'his iJi3ht support the 
5. 

arL~ent of Jeremi;J3 that the parable WaS ,ddressed by Jesus to his contemporaries 

,"IS a warning of the approaching 'eschatologic,l catastrophe', the day of the Lord, 
6. 

and that the 'Son of oan' was substituted for the 'day of the Lord' by the Church 

when it applied the parable to the delay of the parousia, and changed it into an 
7. 

admonition to the post-Easter community to be ever watchful for the p'·1rousia. 

This tendency to interpret the p , rable in terms of the parousia is 

cle~rly present in 1 Thessalonians 5.1-11. 
8. 

For Paul the thief comes 'in the 

night', anqUpon this detail he elaborates not very conSistently. The point is 

of significance for him because Christians are the children of light, and there-

fore should not be overtaken by a thief or drunkenness, both of Which are states 

belonging to the night. 'But as a result of his allegorization the metaphor 

bre'lks in his h ands, and what begins 1S a symbol of darkness ends inconsequen-

tillly as a figure for "the Day": "You are not in darkness, brethren, thOlt the 
9. 

day should overt" ke you like a thief" , If the metaphor breaks at this point 

it may be, as Robins on suggests, that the tradit ion and context of John l2.35f is 

to be counted as authentic . Here the contrast is between the sons of l i ght Md 

those whu walk in dJ rkness which concludes '"i th the injunction; "Walk while you 

have the light, that darkness may not overt'lke you", 1Jld in John t he reference is 

1. Cf t he arguments of J. Jeremias, Parables, 1954" pp. 'Wf; Ph. Vielhauer, 'Gottes­
reich und Menschensohn in der VerkUndigung Jesu' in Festeschrift fUr Gilnther 
Dehn, 1957, p.66A.J.B. Higgins, Son of llan, 1964, pp.140f. 

2. J. Jeremias, Parables, 1954, p.40. 
3. 1 Thess. 5.2,4; 2 Pet. 3 . 10; Rev. 3.3; 6.5. None of these make reference to the 

Son of man. In 1 'rhess . gnd 2 Peter the comparison is between the thief and the 
'day' of' 'the d'lY of the Lord'. In Rev. it is Jesus wh') COlileS as a thief. 

4. Ph. Vielhauer ' s :1r gument that the p :1r a ble is a Gemeindebildung, which was 
directed to the problem of the delayed p~rousia and was l lways Christological 
(ap. cit. p.66 and his criticisI:l of JeremiaS' view of th ~ parable as an adapted 
'crisis-p~ rable' in n.79) hils to convince. 

5. J. Jeremias , PElrables, 1954, pp. 39-41. 
6. Cf Lk. 21. 34f. 
7. I f this is so then a still later stage is reflected in Rev. 3.3; 16.5, where 

Christ says ' I will come as a thief'. 
8. There is nothing to suggest this in Luke 12.39. It is i nplied bJ the words 

'he would have kept awake' which, as we h;we seen (above P.282) is a Matthaean 
"ditorial addition, probilbly to provide Cl link with the II'P'l41 o f'li"f of the 
prevlous verS e. 

9. J.A.T. Robinson, Jesus and His Coming, 1957, p.1l5 3nd n.3 
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not to the p~rousia , but t o the imminent clin~ af the ministry uf Jesus in the 

lift i ng up uf the Son of ["an nnd the judgement wh i ch that tlust bring (In. 12.31-34). 

The injunction in John would certainly m~ke better Sense than the reference to 

'the day ' in 1 Thessalonians' 5~ 4. 

On the other hand the break down of the metaphor by the incongruous 

reference to 'the Day ' .,hen Paul h9.S made such play on t he night and darkness would 

support Jeremias ' conclus ion that the pgrgble of the thief in the mouth of Jesus 

did h~ve a reference to the 'day of the Lord '. If so , Paul i s here being faith-

f ul to the tradition which compar ed the unexpect ed breaking in of the thief wi th 

.. he unexpected ' Day' even at the expense of cons i stency. 

It is probable that both John 12 . 31ff, whe r e both judgement a n d the 

lifting up of the Son of man is said to be imminent - a judgenent which wi l l be in 

f avour of those who walk in the light while the light is still among them, i. e, 

the followers of Jesus - and luke 12. 39f; Matt. 24. 43f , wh~re the unexpected 

br eaking in of the thief is compared with the unexpected breaking in of the ' Day of 

the Lord ', are to be considered as the sourceS of Paul's comp08i tion in 1 Thessa-

l onians 5. 1-7. 

'Ie conc l ude, therefore, that the tradition behind the Q sayi ng referred 
1. 

to the escha tol oGic ·,l Day of judgement . In this f orm the p ,rsble 'lild its com-

p : rison with the sudden advent of the 'day' day well be authcmt i<;. It is cle'1r, 

h O!lever , th '1t the alterat i on of 'the day' to 'the Son of man ' is t o bring the 

saying into l ine with the pa rousia expectat i ons of the early Church. 

This could be the most natural interpretatkon of the say;ng in Luke, 

whe r e it appears as the clim'lx t o a v l riant form of the p 'r ,b l e of the ten 

virgins which follows shortly after in Matthew 25. 1-13. In l~tthew' s parable 

the virginS are waiting for the a rrival of the brid,egroom for the marriage feast. 

When he arrives the five wiSe virgins go into the feast with h i m, but the five 

f oolish oneS ~re excluded. The climax is the call to watchfulnes s because 

neither the hour nor day is known. In its context this is clearly t he hour of 

the ~rrival of the bridegroom 'IDd the commencement of the m.' rri age feast. The mo 
2. 

mos t natural interpret 1tion of this is not in terms of the p,-,rousia , but rather 

in terms of the entry of Jesus on the h"-"venly banquet. S inc e it is not known 

when thi s will be, the diSCiples are warned t o be wa tcL<iul ::I t the risk of 

1. If 'the Son of ~~n ' did stand in Q rnd is ~n authentic word of Jesus , 3S H. E. _ 
Todt , Son of :tbn, 1965, pp . 51 ,60,65,329ff , contends , then it is not easy to 
understand why P:'.ul and 2Peter h~ve ret Ctinod the comparison of the thief with the 

' day ' and not with 'the Lo r d ', {,hich would lllve mqde e qually good sense in 2 Pet . 
3. 10 and bettd s ense in 1 Thess. 5. 4. 

2. 1'he co,oplete l')c]c of apocalyptic details from the p:lr ',ble supports t his conclu­Slon. 
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exclus ion from that banquet. The mos t natural application of this par"ble in 

the situ9.tion of the early church would be the inclusion of the f :lithful 

disciple at the Eucharistic banque t of the bridegroom, and the exclusion of those 

who are not !mown by the bridegroom becaus e of their casu.l.l dis cipleship. 

1. 
In Luke, however, the bridegroom is 'r"tuming' from the llnrri'1ge feast 

to the w',li ting servan ts and with those he finds watching for his return he sits 

dO .ill to .Jeat, ::;irds himself, ffild Serves the}'l. It is str~nge indeed that here the 
2. . 

f a i thful disciples .ere not included in the bridegroom's feas t but rather share in 

a [.leal which is subsequent to it. The reference to the 'Lord's" girding himSelf, 

ho, ' ever , carries cle:1r ::tllusions t o John's record of what Jesus did for his 
3. 

disciples at the Last Suppe r, and the reference to his ' serving them ' to the dis-

cussion of the disciples at the Last Supper about greatness and the r eply of JesUS 
4. 

t hat his greatness is to be seen in the fact that he 'serves those who sit at l~eat ' . 

This supports the Eucharistic int erpretation we have given t o Matthew 25 . 1ff, and 

suggests that tile primary Lleaning of the 'return' of the bridegroom may not be 

the Par ousia, but his coming from his heavenly banquet t o the disciples in the 

Eucharistic fellowship, which i s intimat e ly connected wi til that heavenly feast. 

This interpretation receives support fron Luke's reference to the 'going ' 
~. 

of t he Son of ;nan at the Last Supper , whicil is followed immediately by the dis cus-

sion at the t able among the disciples about "ho would be the e reatest and the 
6. 

reply of Jesus tk\t greatness is to be measured in terms of serving thos e who 'sit 
7. 

at Lleat' and the saying about eating ,md drinking with him in his Kingdom. If 

this eating and drinking in the Kingdom is thought of in transcendental terms, tr . ., 

Eucharist is clea rly the anticipation of that esch~ltological banquet in its fellow-

ship with Jesus, the ascended Son of man • 

• /e conclude that the cOming of the Son of ;nan in Lk. 12 . 40 , for which 

the disciples are to be constantly prepared, is primarily the c0111ing af the Son o f 

man to serve his fuithful followers in the fellowship of th ~ huch8ristic banquet. 

This does not exclude the possibility tllilt at a second level of interpretation the 

1. Lk. 12. 36 
2. Cf Lk. 5.34; H.16ff. 
3. Cf . In. 13. 4 
4 . Cf. Lk. 22.24-27 and above pp. Z36 ff . The fact tha t ' girding himself', 'sit-

ting at meat' and 's erving ' are all to be found in the contexts of the Last 
Supper, makes it mos t probable that the 'return ' of the bridegroom is 
Eucharistic in meaning. 

5. Lk. 22 . 22 cf our discussion of this above pp.246 ff. 
6 . Lk. 22 . 24- 27. Cf our discussion of this above pp.236 ff. It is noteworthy 

that both 's erving' and 'sitting at meat ' are key ideas in Lk.22 . 27 and Lk. 120 
37. For Luke the Eucha ristic implications of 12. 37 would h ave been obviOUS. 

7. Lk. 22.30a . 
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reference is to the parousia of the Son of r:an , which is t o be the fulfilment 

of his 'coming ' to them in the Eucharist. 

A Eucharistic interpretation of the saying in :'atthew cannot be supported. 

In its context in 'f.atthew the primary reference of the saying mus t be to the 

sudden parousia of the don of man . 

'fhe history of ti1iS saying is probably a very ear ly, and pOSSibly 

authentic comparison between the sudden breaking in of the thief and the unexpected 

cODing of the 'day', supported by the evidence of 1 Thessalonians 5.4 and 11 Peter 

3. 10. In Q 'the Son of man' has replaced the 'day of the Lord ', but what 

preceded the saying can no longer be ascertained. 

It is not possible t o decide .. hether Luke's or Matthew ' s context should 

be ascribed t o Q. Matthew's predeliction for the parousia may have led him to 

cast it in a parousia mould. But by the S3me token Luke's concern with the 

ascension and the creation of the community by the outpouring of the Spirit 'and 

the table-fellowship with thE ascended Lord :.1ay have led him to place the saying 

in a context with cle3.r references to t he Eucharist . 

(Viii) Luke 17.22 

And he said unto the disciples 
The days vl ill COulf' , when ye shall 
deSire to see one of the days of 
the Son of clan , and ye shall not 
see it. 

Luke 17.23f 

And they shall say to you Lo, 
there! La, here! go not away, nor 
follow after them: 
For as lighning, when it lighte­
neth out of one part under heaven 
shineth unto the other part of 
heaven; so shall the Son of man 
be in his day. 

Luke 17. 26f 

lind as it caule to pass in the 
days of Noah, even so shall it be 
also in tde days of the Son of 
man . 
They ate, they drank, they 
married, they were given in n~r­
riage, until the day that Noah 
entered into the ark, and the 
flood came, and destroyed them 
all. 

No parallel (1) . 

Matthew 24. 26f. 

If therefore they shall say unto YOll. 
Behold , he is in the wilderness; go 
forth: Behold he is in the inner 
chambers; believe it not. For as 
LigHhing cometh forth from the east, 
and i s seen in the west ; so sh3.11 be 
the coming of ohe Son of Man. 

!'atthew 24. 37ff 

And as were the dOlYS of Noah , so 
shall be t"e coming (Gr. presence) 
of the Son of .. . an. . For as in those 
days which were before the flood 
they were eating and drinking, mar­
rying and giving in IJarriage , unt il 
the day that Noah entered into the 
~·l rk, 

And they knew not until the flood 
Cdme and took thefi. all away ; so 
shall be the coming (Gr. presence) 
of the Son of ,llano 



Luke 17.28ff 

Likewise even as it ca:ne to pass in 
the days of Lot ; they ate , they 
drank, they bought , they sold, they 
planted, they builded; 
But in the day that Lot went out 
from Sodom it rained fire and brim­
stone frcm heaven, and dest r oyed 
them all: After the same manne r 
shall it be in the. day that the Son 
of :Jan is revealed. 
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No. Parallel (1). 

We shall atte:llpt t o deal with this complex series of inter-related 

Son of lllan sayings in the following way: First ly, we shall atteLlpt to show what 

may have stood in the original Q source, and ;.,jlat interpretation we can place on 

them with reasonable certainty. Secondly we shall consider the interpretation 

which Matthew put on these sayings by the context in which he included them , and 

the theological interest he shows in the alterations he makes to the probable Q 

text. Finally we shall deal with Luke in the same way. 

Matthew has obviously inserted Q material , Matt. 24. 26-28, into 

hlaterial derived frum "lark 13. After v. 28 he reverts to his Mark source for 

verses 29-31; 32f; 34-36. This is followed by another saying from Q , 37-39a, with 

39b an editorial repetition of 37b. The sayings whfch are thus kept apart in 

Matthew (24.27 and 24.37) by the material frOid Mark (24;29 - 24;36) a re brought 

close together in Luke (17.24 and 17.26); Only verse 25 separates the sayings 

in Luke , and this must be regarded as a Lukan editorial addition lnodelled on the 
(2 ) 

Markan pass ion predictions. In Matthew the simile of the vultures and carcase 

(24.28) follows immediately On the Son uf man saying (24; 26f). In Luke it is 

separated from it by v. 31, probably derived from Mark 13.15, 16, v.32, probably 

a Lukan editorial addition, v.33 , which may be derived from Mark 8.35 , or be a Q 

saying which is preserved in a different non-Markan context in Matt . 10.39, and 
3. 

vv. 3 , and 35, which appears to be derived from Q and in this context. 

4. 
If Luke 17. 28-30 did stand in Q, it is difficult to understand why it 

1. (a nd previous P2ge): -
hlthough there is no parallel in r~tthcw to verses 22 Qnd 30 in Luke 17 , they 
cannot be trea ted in isol3.tion from the Vl hole section Lk. 17.22-37. Matthew 
inserts these Q sayings into the discourse on Mount Olivet which he has taken 
from Mark 13. Luke , on the other hand reserves the Ol ivet discourses to 
Che<pter 21. 5ff. Thus it is certain tha t these Q sayins s are not in their 
origi nal context in 1htthew . 

2. Cf. A.J.B. Hi ggins, Son of Man , 1964, p.78f; H. E. Todt, Son of I.lan, 1965 , pp. 
105ff. Against t;lis cf. T. \~ . Manson, Sayings , 1957, p.l,t2; . G. Kiimmel, ProUlise 
and Fulfil1Jent , 1961, p. 70. 

3. Cf '11s') A. Harn::lCk, The Sayings of Jesus, 1968, p.145; 'r. ,. MaYJ,Son , Sayings, 
1957, pp. lUff. 

4. Of E. Klostermann, Das Luk.lsevangeliULl, 1929, p.175; 'r. ;. Manson, Sayings, 
1957, pp. 141ff. 
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was o;,li tted by Matthew. It is possible that Luke deriv ed it from .'ill edition 
1. 

of Q not known to Abtthew, but this would be strange if Matthew was written later 

than Luke, which would make it illore prob.,bl e th :1t t here would be editorial addi-
2. 

tions in Matthew ' s Gospel than Luke's . In ~ny event , these verses do not appear 

to belong to a common source . 

3. 
Opini on is equ~lly sh~rply divided on whether Lk. 17.22 belonged t o Q, 

If it was in Q in Some forw it is underst :nd~ble th~t Matthew would have omitted i t 

for the s~ke of style since he h~s just taken f r om his larkan source a very s i milar 

saying about tne Christ not the Son of !llID. (Mat t . 24. 23) . Thus the grounds for 

including Lk. 17. 22f must be regarded as stronger than those f or Lk. 17.28-30. 

From these considerations the fol lowing a rrangement of the probable 

text of Q results: 

Lk. 17. 22,23 = ? 
Lk. 17. 23f , 28 = Matt . 24. 26- 28 
Lk. 17. 26 , 27 = Matt 24. 3'7- 39 
Lk. 17. 28- 30 = ? 
Lk. 17. 34,35 = Matt . 24. 40 , 41. 

Concerning the t ext of Q itself , one of the immediate prob1ems is that 

in the two Son of m= texts f or which we hH.ve par allel s Luke inakes reference t o 

the ' day of the Son of liaIl' (17 . 24) and the 'days of the Son of roan.! In the two 

references t o which there is no parallel in Th,3.tthew Luke has both f o rms ; ' the days 

of the Son of ",;>.Il ' i n the verse which possibly COl11es frO!" Q (Lk. 17.23) and ' the 

day that the Son of = is reveal ed ' in t he verse which is .lore p r obably Lukan 

(Lk. 17.30) . 

/ 

I t wust be taken as virtually certain that MattheW ' S "~pOV~I ~ is 

secondary and eweS its presence to his recasting of the origin,l question c f ~e 

disciples about when the destruction of the templ e wi l l take p11ce (Mk. 13.4) to 
, 

a question about J 'osus ! lIo.poud 'd. 
4. 

and the end of the world (Matt . 24. 3). The 

, 
reference t o the Hcl. fou d'''- of the Son of man is clearly int ended to be a 

direct a nswer to t "e original question as it is for.,lU11ted by ~latthew . 

But is the singul.l r or plural fQrw of the expression found in Luke 

1. Cf R. Bultwann, Synoptic Tradition , 1963 , pp . 117 , 123; Ph. Vi elhauer, \}ottes­
reich und Menscheilliohn in der VerkUndigung J esu ' in Festeschrift fur Glint her 
Dehn, 1957, p.66j H. E. Tedt, Son of iIIan , 1965, p. 51. 

2. " . J . B. Higgins , Son of iIIan , 1964, p. 85 . 
3. It is included bj ':;' . N. Manson, Sayings, 1957, p. 14lf; ' nd strongly supported 

by A. J. B. Higgi ns, Son of Man , 1964, p.89. It is reg:lrded !,lS a secondary Lukan 
fo rrjul~tion by H. E. Tedt, Son of Man, 1965, pp. 51, 105; Ph. Viel hauer , op. cit. pp. 
56 ff . 

4 . Cf 31so A.J . B. Higgins, Son of Man , 1964 , p. 86 ; H. E. Tedt, Son of Man, 1965, p. 
49; ::md above pp .1401f; E. Klostermann, MstthBusevang clium, 1927 , p.175. T. iI. 
~;anson , :;ay ini~s, 1957, pp. 14lff. !i .G. Ki1nmel, Promise and ulfilment , 1961, 
p. 38 n . 63 . 
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the original belonging to Q? On verse 22 ~hnson accepted Torrey's explanation 

that the Ar8hl8ic adverb J.a]:).dll , meaning 'very auch I, has been misunderstood as the 

numeral 'one' with the sign of the accusative, and that the original meaning was 

1 
'you will greatly desire t o see the day of the Son of Man~ j,lternatively, 

Higgins has suggested that the plural here may be due to its occurence in v. 26, 

thus reflecting Luke's belief that the final era has arrived, and is bound to end 
2. 

with the coming of the Son of man. If this is correct then it is clearly stated 

that the disciples will not see that 'day', which implies a tradition that the 

parousia will be delayed beyond ~he lifetime of the disciples. ':ihether parousia 

teaching stemmed from Jesus or the prLmitive church, this assertion that it is not 

iuoinent would reflect a very l ate tradition, an attempt to deal with the proble@ 

of the d&lay of the porousia. If so, it is unlikely that Higgins' judgement 
3. 

that this is an authentic saying is correct, neither is i t li!~ely that it waS in 

Q nor written originally in Aramaic. It is far more likely to be Luke's compo9i-

tion, and that the 'days of the Son of man' which the disciples will not see is to 

be ascribed t o him in t h is f or m. 

From this twu conclusions follow The first is that Lk. 17.22 cannot 

be used t o interpret t he Q saying, and the second that whatever Luke may have 
4. 

meant by the expression 'the days of t he Son of man' in v.22 it is possible that 

he is responsible for this form of words in v.26. Thus the balance of probability 

is that the expression in Q was 'the day of the Son of man'. 

The remaining textual differences between Luke and Jjatthew do not consti-

tute vital exegetical pOints. The simpler Lukan form of Luke 17.23, multiply 
5. 6. 

attested, is pr obably to be preferred as both original and authentic. The fact 

that Matthew has just reproduced the same phrase from Mark (Matt. 24.23) suggests 

that Matthew has altered the expression for stylistic reasons. In the simile of 

the light;lingLuke's 'shineth' and Matthew's 'is seen' may simply be variant traps-

lations of the ori ginal Aramaic, though it is possible that since Luke has just, 

said that the disciples will not 'see' one of the days of the Son of man he has 

shifted the sense of the visibility out of the simile. Whether Matthew's 

L T.W. Manson, Sayings, 1957, p.142; C.C. Torrey, The Four Gospels, 1933, p.3l2 
2. A.J. B. Higgins, Son of Man, 1964, p.89 
3. A.J.B. Higgins, Son of Man, 1964, p.89. This conclusion is supported by J.M. 

Creed, Luke, 1930, p.218 
4. Cf belowp:- 292. 
5. Mk. 13.21 and par. Lk. 17.21. 
6. Cf. T.W. Manson, Sayings, 1957, pp.141f; J. A.T. Robinson, Jesus and His Coming, 

1957, p.72. A.J.B. Higgins suggests thAt Luke has re-shaped the original 
saying in Matthew 24. 26, Son of Man, 1964. p.83. 
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factually false assertion about lightning coming from the East, or Luke1s more 

accurate description of the phenowenon of lightning is to be preferred is 

irrelevant for our purposes, The paint is the same. . The disciples need not 

set off on any f alse trails v1hicl1 are whispered to them, the I day of the Son of 

"lan' will be irilmediately apparent t o 'all. The parable of the "vultures' is 

probably to be preferred in its cruder forill in i\htthew. Apart from the 

editorial repetition of Matt. 24.37a in 39b, there are no significant differences 

between Lk. 17.26f :md Matt'. 24. 37ff. 

On this r econs truction the Q section may have read something as follows: 

1,. If they Shall say to you', Lo, there'J Le', here! go not away , nor 
f ollow after them: 

2.' For as lightning', when it lighteneth out of one part under heaven is 
seen unto the other part under heaven; so shall the day of the Son 
of man be. 

3'. Wheresoever the corpse is ', there will the vultures be gathered 
together. 

4. And as it came to pass in the days of Noah, even so shall it be also 
in the day of the Son of man. 

5. They ate, they drank, they married, they were given in marriage, untii 
the day th,) t Noah entered the lrk, and the flood came , and destroyed 
them all. 

6. Then shall two men be in the field (or in bed) ruad one sha ll be taken 
and the ooher left. 

7. Two women shall be grinding; one is taken and the other is left. 

The re 2xe two possible interpretations of the first three verses of 

this attempted reconstruction. The first is to focus attention upon the , 'Son 

of =', and so read 1.1'1 verse 2 'so shall the Son of man be in his day'. If this 

is so then the disciples ar e warned against those who will bring the glad tidings 
l-

of ,Ihere the Son of man ' is. The disciples are to pay no atteation ,to them, 

because just as lightning is universally app~,rent so will t ae Son of man be 'in 

his day'. Like the vulture who sees his prey' from a great distance so that no 

corpse is hidden from him, so will the Son of man be hidden from none. 

The second possible interpretation is to focus attention upon the event 

of the 'day', and so read in verse 2 'so sball be the day of the Son of man'. If 

this is so then the disciples are warned ~gainst those tale bearers who bring the 

newS of where 'the day' is breaking in. f ,s lightning strikes suddenly right 

ac ross the sky, and as the vulture moveS with lightning speed upon its prey, so 

the d,W of the Son of man will dawm unheralded and unexpected. 

In view of the facts that Matthew 24.26 is secondary, that the swiftness 

1. This is clearly the intention of Matthew who has the false tale bearers saying 
' Behold, he is in the wilderness ••• , Behold, h e is i n the inner' chambers '. 
(Matt. 24. 26 ). 



Page 29l. 
l. 

of the vulture on his prey is a popular theme of the Old Testarrl<?nt, !U1d tmt 

suddenness is the chief idea in the section th:tt follows, the second interpre-

t ati on is to be preferred. 

In verses 4 and 5 the comparison is drawn between the d,ys of Noah and 

the day of the Son of man. During the days before the flood hlen were carrying 

on their no=al affairs . All of this catae to a terrifying end on the day that 

Noah entered the a rk. Here again is the ~ery of unexpected suddenness . But 

Clore than suddenness is implied. It is when Noah , who he ' been living among the 

wicked lllen, w&nt into t"e ark that the flo cd gates were ::':?leased. Although Q 

does not mention this detail, it would h:tve been well known both to the Palesti-

nian audience of Jesus - if the saying is to be counted as nuthentic - and the 

Palestinian readers of Q. So , although Jesus is nowhere identified with the Son 

of m~ in this Q p~ssage, the implication is unavoidable. S onte event c ompera ble 

t o the entry of Noah into the Olrk is 'lbout to take pl,"ce in the life of Jesus, 

which will open the fLJOd-gates of judgement. 

Before we C31l decide on the n :.ture of that event, we need to decide on 

the nature of the judge,:tent. In describing it Luke has borrowed mAterial from 

!\!ark 13, and Matthew ewbedded his Q m'lterial in the context of Mark 13. And 
2. 

k~rk 13, as we have seen, refers to the destruction of Jerusaleill. If it is the 
3. 

destruction of Jerusalem th 'lt is in mind here, 3nd Luke 'l}lpears t o think that it is, 

then the meaning of verSes 6 and 7 could be thqt those who are alert 3l1d Watchful 
'left'. 4. 

:md understand the significance of the coming event in the l ife of Jesus; ·.vill te" 
If it is dubious to interpret these verses b;;. their Harkan context, the use of 

A'left' in both verses , corresponding so closely to the phrase in GenesiS 7 . 23, 

where it is Noah and those that were with h im in the ark who were spared, then the 

meaning of verses 6 and 7 is clearly that those who a r e 'with' Jesus in the coming 

event, i.e. the f aithful followers , will be spared in the judgement. 

If we follow this second interpret:ttion , which is preferable since it 

does no~depend on deriving its meaning from Mark, then this Q passage is entir ely 
5. 

lacking in apocalyptic details and imagery. It seems highly probable that the 

1. Cf Job 9.26; Hab. 1.8; 2 Sam 1.23; Jer. 4.13; Lam.4.19. 
2. Cf above pp.240ff. 
3. If he thought the saying referred to the universal holocaust, then what would 

be the pOint of the warning to those on the housetop not to go into the house 
to collect their belonging, nor those in the fields? (Lk. 17.31) Like Lot's 
wife none are to look back , nor try to save their lives, presumably by returning 
to the city.. (cf J. A. T. Robinson, Jesus and His COming, 1957, pp. 74f; T·. F. ' 
Glasson, 'rhe Second _.dvent, 1945, pp.83ff.) Cf below p. Z.qb 

4. i. e . ' spared' not ' abandoned'. Cf Gen. 7.23 'Only Noah waS left, ~nd those that 
were with him in the ark '. 

5. A fact which h~s been noted by H .. E. Todt, Son of Man , 1965, p. 52, but not t aken 
.... ~ _~ ............ , ~ .. .... .... "' •• ....1--. 
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thought lyinf, behind the concept of the 'day of the Son of ma n ' is that depicted 

in Da. 7.13, ::nd th -, t the event in the life of Jesus which will usher in the judge-

ment is the coming suffering , death, resurrection Uld ~.scension, not the p'lrouSi3.. 

Those who attach tbemselves to the ascended glorified Son of fJ on are those , who 

like No:ili' s sons .md their fanilies, will be sp,wed in the judgel.lent th .lt event 

implies . 

Such ClIl interpret" tion m" kes the Q plSsage intern:>lly consistent. 

Jesus warns his disciples ag01inst going off "fter f il lse Messi -ills , becnuse before 

they know it the 'dey of the Son of m'1n ' will be upon them, 'lS suddenly 3S a fl,sll 
l. 

of lightning or the vulture upon its prey. AS men carried on with their normal 

occupations in the d.I Ys of Noah and were caught in the floods of judgement when 

Noah "ent into the a rk, and those th:tt were with him were 'left ', . so it will be 

in the life of Jesus Son of man, and judgement - not depicted in terms of 

destruction - will come upon the." suddenly :. hen his 'day' comes. Those who 

understand his significance and a r e 'with him ' will then be s ,"ved, Their alle-

gianc e to him will ma rk them out as the community of the Son of nan, the redeemed 

community. 

If this in the meaning th ,t i;J to be given to the Q p'lssage, then 
, 

Matthew has entirely tr'lnsformed its me3l1ing, and made it refer to the " .... pove·'''', 

H0 shows his h,.nd in the opening question of the disciples on the Mount of Olives; 

Tell us, when , s118.11 
, and 

~ ~ 

these things be? ,md "hat shall be the signs "T't> cr,V 
of the end of the world? (Matt. 24.3) "",POUO'I"'; , , 

Here not only it; the term iT"'~OL!dl'" used, but it is the """POUcr"", of .Tesus 

Everything that follows is the reply to th'1t question. Wh",n we come t o the Q 

sections tIllS apocalyptic element dominates. The warning tG the disc iples in 

2, .. 26 is that they are not to follow those who come benring r eports of where the 
/ 

Son of man, i.e. the r eturning Jesus , is. His iT c(. P 0 u d, ol. will be as universally 

visible as the lightning, which, c oming from the East is seen even in the West , 
, 

as viSible as a de ~d carcase is to the circling vultures. His iiCl-pOudl<:( will 

bring the same sudden and complete dest ruction as followed Noah 's entry into the 

ark. With dramatic suddenness one of two men in the fie ld will be gathered into 
2 . 

tne corrmunity of the elect 'll1d one destroyed; one of t wo WODen at th eir grinding 

mills will be g~thored in lnd the other overtaken by t he judgement. 

1. The record of the Gospels ill kes it quite plain th~t t he disciples n ever really 
believed that J esus w auld allow hims elf to be crucified, " nd that his arras t 
took them so lliucll by surprise , ·md so shflttered their hopes, that they fled. 

2. Cf. Matt. :<L, .'.]1, 'they sh~ll g'ither together his e l ect from the four winds, 
frod one end of heaveu to the other'. 
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Here i'.1atthew's a1ter3tions of both his Markan _md () sources betrays his 
, 

interest in the l'tol..~OUdl<.k of Jesus and its consequences. Yet it is signific:mt 

th .t the corporate cha racter of this eschatol ogical s~lvation is strongly preserved 

/ 
It is at the 1\"" P ow(!, <:>" that the elect cOIllfiluni ty will be g3tilered together , it is 

t;len tha t the cOlDLluni ty of the Son of rr;:~n ·:Iill be created. ~'or 11atthew the 
, 

".;,pow d' "" is essentially '1 community hope. ·,\'hen that event for which the 
1. 

cO@ffiunity longs will t3ke place is a secret known only t o the Father. 

Luke 's use uf Q is quite different from this ~nd , qs we shall see, far 

cl03 er to the origin",l. 

We helve already seen th3t Lk. 17.22 i s to be a scribed t o Luke and not 

to a .nistr3Ilslation of a supposed Araoaic original . ·"hat then does he mean when 

he puts in the mouth of Jesus 'The d3Ys will come, when ye shal l desire t o see one 

of tile days of the Son of man, and ye shall not see it'? 'J'{idt supposes that it 

refers to the parousia, not as ~ single event but as a situation wdich lasts for 
2. 

a lOi1g time. But it is an event which belongs to the future, even for the post-

Easter coruraunity. He is aware th~t this contradicts the situation implied in 

Luke 21.28::md 21.31, but ascribes it to Luke 's new theology which aris es from 

the delayed parousiu. He is aware also th at this creates problems in the light 

of "hat Luke h ·, s just mentioned in the preceding verse; ' Behold, the kingdoill of 
3. 

God is (already) in the midst of you' . Following Conzelmann he argues that in 

Jesus' pres ence the kingd oi>l is in the midst of the disciples. After his 

dep ·rture t he dis ciples long for the ret urn of Jesus and of th e kingdom, for the 

kingdom does not r ·2main wit h the disciples in the days of the Church. Since 

Jesus is alrea dy at the right hand of God, they not only look forward to his return 

but a lso back to t he duys when the kingdom was in the midst in Jesus' person. 

If we are prepared to allow that Lk. 17.22 is not n contradiction of 

21. 28 ~nd 21.31, 3nd th3t it does not refer to the p1rousia, then We are not 
4. 

driven to this yo-yo interpretation of the kingdom. Since Luke r.tos t clearly 

sha red the primitive community's identification of the earthly J esus with the Son 

of man, then it is possible to interpret this verse to ll2an 'the days a r e coming 

when you will long t o see again one of iny days (i. e. see again one of the days 
5. 

when I,~ j;h'LSon of man , was amongst you) but you will not see it.' Such an 
1. i'/fatt. 24.36 2. H. ~~ . Todt, Son of 11an , 1965, p. 105. 
3. H. Conzelmann, The I'heol ogy of ::, t. Luke, 1960, pp.I25ff. 
4. This int erpretation can only be supported if we rlaintain a steadfast fascina­

tion f or the physical presence of Jesus and the parousia . But surely, even so , 
if the kingdo,.l is di rectly r elated t o the presence of Jesus , it cannot be 
seriously maintained th~t Luke thought there was no continuing fellowship of 
the Church with the risen and ascended Jesus. 

5. This is the int erpretation given right ly by J.A.T. Robinson, Jesus and His 
Coming, 1957, jl. 74 and n.l. 
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interpretati0n would not contradict Lk. 21, 28 and 21. 31, l.nd "Quld carry p r ecisely 
l. 

the same senSe as the previous Verse. 

This being so, Higgins' judgement that Lk. 17.24 ('so shall the Son of 

man be in his day') refers to the jllllrousia, ' as it is explicitly 8tated in Matt. 
2. i.r...lsc. 

24.27',~ We Q.ve Seen thnt the original Q p~ssage did not refer to the parousia, 

and such an interpretation is even less likely in Luke .• ilS Glasson has pointed 
3. 

out, in Luke we h;, ve three parallel situations in which a period of 'days' is 

followed in each case by a decisive 'day' which brings the period to a close. The 

first is the 'days of the Son of man ', which the disciples will in vain lone to 

r e - call, which is to be followed by 'the dRY'; then the days o f Noah followed by 

'the day ' and the d::ys of Lot followed by 'the day'; and each of these is compared 

with the Son of mono The days of Noah and Lot are the days "hen men carried on 

their normal bu~iness apparently unaware of the impending j udgement. Each period 

of days is brought to a sudden climactic close on 'the day' when Noah went into 

the ark and Lot went out of the city of Sodom. 

we h:;ve "'een that ' the days of the Son of man ' in Lk. 17.22 bears 

precis ely the s ILle meaning as the days of !ioah and Lot in v ,_rses 26 and 28. Lk. 

17.23 may refer to the tilae When those d \ys are at an end a Id cannot be re-called. 

It is then tha t the dis ciples are not to follow a fter those who bring reports of 

t ne return of the Son of man. Alternatively , in its Lukan context the saying 

DaY be a warning to the disciples to ren~in laithful to h i m despite rumours of 

oth er :,lessiahs .rnd the advent of another w,.o might cL.im to be the Son of man. 

The _llternative explanltion is to be preferred because it leads wast easily into 

what follows. The disciples 2re to rem~in faithful beCAuse 'the day of the Son 

of man ' is cOming, a dlY which will come as suddenly as lightning, and the vulture 

on its prey. 

What that 'day ' \'Iill be is made clear in verse 25 ; 'But first he must 

suffer many things and be rejected of this gene ration'. Tais saying may be an 
If. 

echo of a genuine i lord of Jesus which contained no reference to the resurrection, 
5. 

or an echo of the hJarkan passion predictions of the Son of man. The balance of 

probability rests with those who assert that it is a Lukan c omposit ion based on 

the Markan paSSion predictions but, and most significantly, exclUding the 

1. For the interpretation of Lk. 17.21 cf T.W. Manson, Sazings, 1957, pp. 303ff. 
2. A.J.B. Higgins, Son of Man, 1964, p.86. 
3. T.F. Glasson,l'he Second Advent, 1945, pp.83-88. 
4. Cf VI . G. Kilinrnel, Promi se and ~'ulfilment, 1961, pp.70ff; E. S chweiz.e.r, ' The Son 

of Man' JBL, Vol. 79,1960, pp.120ff. . ' . 
5. n. ::;:. Todt;:son of Man, 1965, p.lO:,fi' , .... J.c:: . IIiggins , Sanof ~ ;"E., 196h, P 7Gf. 
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reference to the resurrection. Todt's claim that 'to point to Jesus' reSur-
1. 

rection would be neither necessary nor appropriate at this point' can only be 

valid if Luke intended the 'day of the Son of man' in verse 24 to be a reference 

to the parousia, which would indeed imply the resurrection for Luke who has 

identified Jesus II i th the Son of man. If we do not assume that verse 24 refers 

to the parousia, then this unique combination of a saying about the 'day of the 

Son of Inan ' with a saying about his prior sufferings which does not refer to his 

resurrection makes it highly probable th:1t the' day of the Son of man' implied 

in verse 24 is a reference to the omitted resurrection snd ascension in verse 

25. On this interpretation v. 25 would mean 'first, before the day of the Son 

of man comes, he must be rejected by this generation and suffer many things as 
2. 

a result of that rej ection. But this will not be the end. That he is the Son 

of man will be lmown 'in his day ', as certainly as lightning is known as it 
3. 

spreads ac r oss the sky ' . This ' day' is cle~rly his resurrection ~nd ascension 

to ~he right h~nd of the power of God '. 

This conclusion is strongly supported by the most n '.,tural int erpretation 

of the ensuing comparisons between Noah and Lot . The dnys of Noah reached their 

climax on ' the day' rlhen Noah entered the ark, so sh"n the 'days of the Son of 

man'. The period of Jesus ' rejection by this generation, mentioned in the 

previous verse, will re:lCh its climax on the d'lY when Jesus rises victorious 

over death '1nd receives the kingdom from the Father, then v/ill be the judgement 

~s it WaS on the day of Noah . Simil~rly, th0 days of Lot re~ched their climax 

on ' the day' when he left the city of Sodom, _,nd judgement followed. So a lso 

will it be Wilen the days of the rejection of the Son of m::m are over and he is 

enthroned in power, then judgement Nill follow. 

Consistently, therefore, throughout tais passage in Luke, the 'days 

of the Son of man ' refer to the days of the Son of man's earthly but rejected 

ministry, and 'the day of the Son of man ' to his entry into a full authority 

whiCh will issue in the sudden and climactic judgement, This 'day ' is his 

1. H.E. Tudt, Son of Ma~, 1965, p. 107 and N.2. 
2. Here we seen again what we saw in both Daniel 'illd Mark; t:,e combinati rns of 

the ideas of authority .. ith the title Son of man , but an authority whose 
r e jection brings the inevit~bility of suffering. 

3. Cf Lk. 22 •. 69 ffild our discussion of that verse belO!: pp. 327-ff. It is perhaps 
significant that Lk. 17. 24 has removed the idea of the visibil±tyof lightning 
found in Matt. 24. 27 , and also the visibility of t he session a t the right 
h=d in Lk. 22.69 which are retained in Mk.14. 41 'lnd Matt. 26.64. If so, this 
may reflect Luke's conviction th~t the 'day of the Son of Dk'ln' is the day 
when, . through the 'lscension , he takes up his se~t 'at the right hand', an 
event with universQl consequences, but not of universal visibility. This 
would strengthen our claim th''lt it is the vision of fun. 7.13 which has 
ipformed Ll,lke's concept of the day of the .3on of man and not the qoctrine of 
the parous w .. 
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e,scension :md heavenly session. 

How does Luke visualis e the ensuing judgement? Robinson may be 

correct in saying that it is the destruction of Jerusalem that is in the mind of 

Luke, and tllat the: saying about the 'vultures' 1IL9Y be 9. rather enigmatic 
1-

reference to the city. 
2. 

This would be supported by the injunction to 'remember 

Lot's wife ' of "'hom i t would be remembered th3t she looked bctck at the burning 

city of Sodom and was turned into a pil11r of salt. On the other hand the 

passage may be interpreted in a less phYSical way than this. The chief idea 

may be the call to allegiance to Jesus in the days that would follow his 

'depClrture' • Then the warning of v.31 would be against putting false store in 

their possessions. 

In that day, he which shall be on the housetop, qnd his goods in the 
house, l e t him not go down to t'1ke them away: and let him that is in 
the field likewise not return back. 

Unlike Lot's wife ,,1'10, through curiOSity or fondness for the doomed city she 

h~d left behind, took a fatal gl~nce back, the disciple is to remain unfaltering 
3. 

in his al l .ogi9.nce to Jesus over agClinst 'this generation' (v. 32). The ma.n who 

would try to save his life by giving up his allegi~ce would surely lose his 

pl·.,ce jmong those who h .we '+ife' with the Son of man, but he Vlho is prep 'wed 
4. 

to lose his life 'for my sc.ke'· , · will h9.ve 'life' in the community 
5. 

of the Son of 
6. 

nnn . (17.33) .then tnis 'glorificat ion' of the Son of lIldn t a k es pl.lce th en 

will take pla ce the sep:lrat iun of those who .,re 'with' him :tnd those who are not. 

As 1I0ah and tnose who were with him were 'left" so Nill those be who are 'with! 

the Son of man. But thOSe who take their place with 'this generation' will be 
7. 

judged, as the wicked gener ation was 'taken ' in the day of Noah. As Lk. 17.34 

"nd 35 give no description of phYSical violence being done to those 'taken', or 

1 . J.A.T· Robinson, Jesus ~d His Coming, 1957, pp.74ff. 
2. Lk. 17.32 
3. Cf Lk. 17.25. 
4. Cf. Lk. 9.24. 
5. This verse creates' real difficulties for t nose who wish to maint9.in that it 

is the dest ruction of Jerusalem which is in Luke's IILi~. It is significant 
t h at Robinson omits this verse on the g round that it does not belong to 
Luke's source (op. cit. pp. 73f) . But it is equally prob'.1ble th '1t Luke has 
e.lso inserted verses 31 and 32 into his source (cf above p.288), verses which 
could support a 'destruction of Jerusalem' story. 

6. Lk. 17.34 reads ,,,,,0" ;1 Tn VUl('f • This strmge reference to 'that night! 
./hen the whol e passage has been referring to 'the day' of t he Son of man may 
b ~ explained as a natural alteration to fit in with the reference to the ~NO 

.:> , \' 
being <:;1, KI\'''t)~ • It may also support our conviction that the 'day of the 
Son of man' refers to the ascension in that Luke's Gospel concludes with an 
account of the ascension on the evening of the resurrection, though this 
point must not be pressed. 

7. Cf Matt. 24.39 'And they knew not until the flood came, qnd took them all 
away' • 
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'he:wenly bliss' for those ' left ', the probable meaning is th'lt those who are 

'with' the ;)on of =n are 'left' in th:lt they constitute th3 neW Israel , the 

true people of God, a privilege from which the others a re excluded. On this 

interpretation the final reference to the vultures gathering together on the 

de -,d bodies (Lk. 17.37) would be that as surely will judgement of God fall on 
1, 

the now dead body of tne old Israel who h1S rejected the Son of mun. 

We conclude that Luke conceptu , lised the judgement th:1t would follow 

upon the .'1scension of the Son of nun to his heavenly session at t he right hand 
2. 

of the puwer of God not prima rily in t~rms of the destruction of J erusalen, but 

in terms of the constituting of the community of the Son of m8n, the true Israel. 

As such the historic::!l f:lct of the destruction of Jerusalem, w.lich m'lY be implied 

in Lk. 17 . 31 and 32, st~nds as a symbol of God ' s rejection of the Israel which 

hCls rej ected the Son of Ill3n. Wbile Luke hns embellished his Q source his 

thought is essentially in line with it , emd m_'kes clearer the conception of the 

enthronement of the Son of m:ln , an enthronement which br ings with it the judge-

ment of rejection by Goa of those who h :we rejected Jesus,IDd the creation of 

his new people - tuos e who h elVe maintained a ste'ldfast f eli thfulness to him. 

Surmn,J.ry 

From t nis study of the Son of man in Q the following a r e the chief 

pOints which emtrge: 

(i) lYe have seen that there is little in Q which supports::! teaching about 

a future p2rousia of the Son of =n. 1he only text which may support 

this is Luke 12. 40 = Matt. 24.44. But we S.,VI' th:'lt Luke interpreted this saying 

in terms of a Euch.-.rist ic ' comi ng' and ~ ':l tthew in t ii' rmS ot' the p'1rousia. Since 

it is imposSible to recover the context of the saying in Q it is ~lso impossible 

to be dogmatic aboat which interpreta tion is tC' be given to q . It is clear, 

however, that the predomin -mt conception is thE' deliverance from de.3th (lk. l1. 30= 

Matt. 12.40) and the ::lscension to the heavenly session in glory 1l1d power 
~ 4. ~ 

(Lk. 11 •. 30; Lk. 12. 8f; Lk. 17.24 = Matt . 24. 27 _md Lk. 17 •. 26 = Matt. 24.37,39b. 

In this early Palestini3l1 source, t!,1erefore, we t'ind ::l close conformity 

to "h'-It we Saw in /lurk, but probably witho.,_t M::lrk's confusion of ' ascension ' and 
, 

' p ·rousia ' te.'1ching. '£nis suggests tha t th.e e3rliest str md of the tr ldi t ion ' 

1. Lk. .1.1 d? 

2. Though Lk . 17 . 31, 32, suggest that sucb 1.1 thought m",y hWe been in his mind, 
3. Cf ~bove p.274f 
4. Cf. " bove p.277 
5. Cf a bove p . 290 
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did not refer to a parousia of the Son of man but waS more Rkin to Lan. 7.13 

in referri ng to the Son of man ' s translation enthronement in glory, dominion, 

power and sovereignty. Entirely lacking from Q is any teaching of his heavenly 

pre-existence . 

(ii) The concepti on of the sover eignty of the Son of man, as in Mark , is 

present in most , if not all, of the sayings. This is a sover eignty 

which the Son of man possesses on earth to c " l l the disciples to endure suffering 

(Lk. 6.22 = Matt . 5.11), to include sinners omd publicans at his table-fellowship 
1,. 

(Lk. 7 . 34 = Matt. 11.19), and to m,"J.ke radical clnims on his followers which 

imply a decisive ' break' with 'this generation' (Lk. 9.58) 

These sayin.-~s, as in Mark, are most probably a re'.lding bac k int0 the 

earthly life of Jesus an authority which was seen to belong to him i n his 
2. 

ascenS ion, and ,.re cre'ltions of the early church to justify the prClct ic e of the 

community in the face of ~ltt ·lCks from the Je'd ish authorities. But their 

practice WaS b~sed solidly On the example of Jesus , an example which becomes 

::.n authoritat ive cOllliu::,nd in the light of h is ,,-scension and enthronement " This 

i.; not to imply th:' t the earthly Jesus is the 'Son of m.m' design.,tus who becomes 

the Son of man on his enthronement but rather that then he i s 'revealed' as the 
3. 

Son of man, as Luke s~ys . Because of the ascension the acts of Jesus take ~n a 

new significance for the disc i ples. They a re now seen to be the authoritative 

acts of the Son of man on eart h. 

(iii) #hile Q is silent on the question of the suffering of the Son 01 man, 

all <tress being lai d on his victory over death, glory :md authority, 

the rejection of the authority of the cOIlDllunity carries with i t an inevitable 
4. 

sufferi ng (Lk. 6 , 22 = Matt . 5.11), but endurance of this sufferi ng guarantees a 
heavenly r8\'/ard, "Thich may mean sharing in the Son of man ' s transl ation to his 
heavenl y kingdom or his confeSSion of them before God (Lk. 12.8f = Matt.· 10. 32f) . 

(iv) The evidence of Q carmot support Manson's thesis that the Son of man 

is a collective term meaning ' Jesus and his disciples ". But it is equally 

certain that the Son of man in Q entails a community; a cOIlDllunity which is 

created s upremely in the resurrection and ascension of the Son of man and which, 

on his authoritative example, has a mission to include tax- collectors and 
5. 

sinners (Lk •. 7.34 = Matt 11.19), and to be in tens ion with 'this generation' 

1. Cf above p.2154 
2. Cf above p.263 
3. Lk. 17.30; a questionable Q saying., 
4. Cf above p.266 
5. Cf above p.266 
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1. 

(Lk. 9.58 = Matt.8. 20). Through him and by their faithful allegiance to him 
2. 

their acceptance by God is guaranteed (Lk. 12.8f = Matt. 10. 32f) . Though the 

c9mmunity is created on the supreme initiative of the Son of man (Lk. 7.34 = 

Matt . 11.19), and is dependent on the faithful allegiance of his followers, 

it is not a loose collection of individuals where this allegiance is the common 

denominator. Rati,er, it is essentially corporate so that f ellowship with the 
3. 

Son of man entails fellowship with the community. 

This community is born out of the ascension of the Son of man and 

their endowment with his spirit, which is the outpouring of the Holy Spirit 
4. 

upon them (Lk. 12.10 = ".at . 12 . 52) . In the judgement which follows the 

ascension the community which is 'with ' Jesus is. 'left ', wilile the rest of this 

generation is ' taken' (Lk. 17. 34f = Mat . 24. 40f). Since Q is a Palestinian 

document and a~ocalyptic . details of annihilation are absent , this is probably to 

be interpreted as the r ejection of the old Israel by God and the creation of his 
5. 

new people . (cf Lk. 6.22f = Matt . 5.11f). 

(vi) If we follow Matthew's interpratation of the 'day of the Son of man' 

as referring not to the ascension but the parousia (Matt. 24.27, 37, 

39b) the essentially corporate character of the soteriology is retained in the 

gathering together of the elect to be with the Son of man at his coming. 

(vii) The relation between the Son of man and the community is depioted in 

terms of a table-fellowship ·(Lk. 7.34 = Matt. 11.19), w;,ich Luke sees 

to be a foretaste of the continuing fellowship with the Son of man in the 

Eucharist (Lk. 12. 40). In the Eucharist as in the earthly ministry the offer 

of table- fellowship constitutes the new Co venant which implies forgiveness and 

acceptance by God. 

(Viii) vie have Seen also that baptism is into the community of the Holy 

Spirit; the community of which the Son of man is lord (Lk. 12.10 = 
6. 

Matt. 12 . 52.) 

(ix) All of this points to an understanding of the church in Q as already 

the authority-endowed community of the Son of man, which means that 

through the Son of man's victory Over death and his exaltation the new age has 

broken in, and the new Israel has been created. Through baptism into the 

1. Cf above p. 2159 
2. Cf above p. 276 
3. Cf above p. 305 

4. Cf above pp. 304ff 
5. Cf above pp. 301ff 
6. Cf above pp. 304ff 
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community of th" Holy 3pirit there is forgiveness, but for those who refuse 

to share in that c01l1nunity and to confess t he lordship of Jesus the ~Jon of man 

th~re is no forgivenc:..,s. In the Eucharist the community chares in the covenant-

lIk1king meal of the Son of man . 

Quite central to the currmunity is its allegiance to mld dependence on 

Jesus the Son of man. This entails, on the one hand, acceptance by God 

because it is the: mission of the Son of man to invite tax- coll ectors and sinners 

to the ~eal of God's reign and because of the heavenly testimony with which he 

confesues those wilo con.ess him, and on the' other hand fellowship with each 

other in the community - "ven fellowship ."l ith tax-collectora und sinners. 

This 'realizcd eschatology' is not indubitably balanced by a ductrine 

of 0 future parousia, as we SaW it to be in Mark. 

It would appear that because of the close pa ralle ls drawn between 

the authority, suffering and actions of J csus the Son of man a nd the Church, 

we can r easonably conclude that the community of the ascended Son of man is his 

'corporat e personality' . While the r e l a tionship is given in terms of 'Like 

iIIast er, so disciple' t :,,, relationship is clearly at a level of union rather 

than imitation. This is support ed by the fact that while John can state the 

demands on the Church in terms of imitation, his thought is c lea rly that of the 

Church US one sin",le living organism in wnich the nature of Chris t is communi-
1. 

cated to those in union vlith h im. 

1. Cf below pp. lRl2ff • 
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(d) "'he Son of i:an in Luke 

The vast majority of the Son of man sayings in Luke are derived from 

OOark and Q. In dealing with these Lukan sayings, therefore, we shall summarise 

our previous conclusions briefly in order to have Luke's development of the 

theme of the Son of man and his emphasis before us . 

Mark. 

(i) Luke 5.24 (1) 

But that y .e may !mow that the Son of man hath power on earth 
to forgive sinS (he saith unto hi m that was palsied), I say 
unto thee, Aris e , and take up thy couch , and go unto thy house. 

There are no notable differences in this saying from the saying in 

It is a product of the primitive community , and expresses the con-

viction that the authority of Jesus the Son of man is shared by his followers. 

It is a reading back into the earthly ministry of what belongs to the ascension 

"hereby he enters into his dominion and, by the outpouring of the Holy Spirit, 

creates the community which shar es his authority to foreive sins. 

(ii) Luke 6. 5 (2) 

And he said unto them, The Son o~ man is lord of the sabbath. 

This saying arose in the primitive Christian community to justify 

its practice in keeping the first day of the week. The disciples' behaviour 

is traced back to the authoritative example of JeSUS. Because Jesus is the 

glorified, ascended ::'on of man who has recei. ved the kingdom and supreme 

authority from God the post-Easter commwlity has the authority to break sabbath 

laws and keep 'the day of the Lord', which is the day of the resurrection and 

exalt , t ion of Jesus . Thus a clear link is established between Jesus, the 

exalted and sovereign Son of man, and the post- Easter Christian community. 

Jesus, and his example, has taken the place of the law in the new Israel. 

(iii) Luke 6.22f (3) 

Blessed are ye when men shall hate you, and when they shall 
separate you (from their company), }nd reproach you, and cast 
out your name as evil, for the Son of man ' s sake. 
Rejoice in that day , and leap for joy: for behold, your reward 

is great in heaven : for in the sa,,]8 manner did their fathers 
unto the pr ophets . 

This saying probably represents its form in Q, and is a 'new piece 

of tradition'. The conflict situation with the Jewish authorities has 

1. Cf under Mk. 2.10 above pp. 218ff 
2. Cf under Mk. 2. 28 abov," pp. 222ff 
3. Cf under Q (~ Matt. 5. n ) above pp.259ff 
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engendered it. 'J'he context stresses that the community clearly understands 

itself to be the new people of God. In this community allegiance to Jesus 

h "s taken the place of the Law in the old Israel because Jesus himself bears 

the same authority as the ' word of Yahweh' which the prophets proclaimed, and 

for which they suffered. Allegiance to Jesus, the author i tati ve word of God, 

will bring with it the Same sufferings from the sons of those who persecuted 

the prophets. 

(iv) Luke 7.34 (1) 

The Son of rr.an is come eating and drinking; and ye say , Behold 
a gluttonous man , and a wine bibber, a friend of publicsns and 
sinnersJ 

While the saying may be regarded as an authentic word of Jesus, the 

title was vrobably not in Q but is a product of the Palestinian Christian com-

munity. On the sovereign initiative the Son of man offers table-fellowship 

to tax collectors and sinners. In this behaviour he transgresses the Law 

which , for a Jew, meant defilement but, for Jesus, was his specific miSSion. 

His action is legitimate in that he has the authority which surpasses that of 

the La", and establishes a new covenant and 'brings salvation to guilty sinners 

and t he aSsurance of forgiveness' and fellowship with God. 

(v) Luke 9.22 (2) 

The Son of man must suffer many things, and be rej ected of the 
elders and chief priests and s cribes, .~nd be killed, and the 
third d<\y be rais ed up. 

This saying plays the s ~me role in the unfolding narrative of Luke 

as it does in Mark. The previous Son of man sayings h&ve developed the theme 

of' the legitima te authority of the Son of men in his earthly ministry. 
3. 

same time this authority has been rejected by the Jewish le~ders. Now, 

At the 

by Peter, Jesus predicts that the r ejection of his messianic authority 
following the acknowledgement of this authori tYi\will lead to his suffering and 

death , but this will issue in his victory over death and his ascension to the 
ly 

'right hand' of th e power of God. This theme is close/paralleled in the lives 

of the disciples. To them Jesus has given authority and power (Lk. 9.1), 

but this authority of tile followers of Jesus is rejected as strongly as the 

authority of Jesus himself. Consequently Jesus follows up the prediction of 

his sufferings with a prediction of the suffering of his followers (Lk.9.23f); 

a suffering which wi ll p~ve its reward in that, at his cOming, the Son of man 

will not be ' ashamed' of them (Lk. 9.26; 12.8f) and they will fina)Jy share 
1. Cf under Q (= Matt .. 11.19) above pp. 264 ff. 
2. Cf under Mark 8.31 above pp.224ff 
3. Implied in all the sayings in :Luke , :md specifically stated in Lk. 4. 24ff; 

6.11; 7.34. . 
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in his heavenly kingdom (Lk. 22.28- 30). 1his close parallel between the Son 

of man dnd the community does not support a 'collective ' interpretation of the 

Son of man in Luke for throughout his Gospel the existence, n"ture, and fate of 

the community is wholly dependent on the Son of man. For Luke, however, whose 
1-

account of the transfiguration is a conscious prefigurement of the ascension, 

the community is a post-Easter phenomenon in that it is only when the disciples 

are endowed with the Spirit of the glorified, ascended, sovereign Son of man 

thJt they becom~ the corporate body, the new !srael, th~authority-endowed 

eschatological community of the Svn of man. 

(Vi) Luke 9.26 ( 2) 

For whosoever shall be ashamed of me and of my words, of him 
shall the Son of man be ashamed, when he cometh in his own 
glory end (the glory) of the Father, and of the holy angelS. 

Luke 12.8f (3) 

And I say unto you, Everyone who sh,)ll confess me before men, 
him shall the Son of man also confess before the angels of God: 
But he that denieth me in the presence of men shill be denied 
in the presence of the angels of God. 

Following on the prediction of the p.,ssion and victory over death of 

the Son of run :md the sufferings which the disciples are to endure for the 

sake of Jesus (which emphasises yet ag:lin th 'lt in the new Isra'cl Jesus has 

assumed the authoritative place of the hw in the old Israel) Luke follvws 

Mark in inserting the saying about the absolute claim of Jesus over against 

this generation such that those who are ashamed of him the Son of man will be 
4. 

ashamed of them when he ' comes '. Luke removes the possible parousia inter-

pretation of Kark 8.3.8, wher e the Son of man comes 'with the holy angels', to 

the coming 'with his own glory and the glory of the Father .md the angels', and 

by his USe of the immediately fJllowing na rra tive of the transfiguration 

w,lich is, for him, a prefigurement of the ascension. In this context the 

promise that some of the disciples will not die before they see the kingdom 

of God means tha t the kingdom comes, :md will be seen to come, in the ascension 

of the Son of manmd his enthronement in sovereign dominion. 

That enthronement (Lk. 9.26) ond the continuing rule of the Son of 

m:m in the heavenly oourt (Lk. 12. 8f) will bring with it the inclusion in the 

kingdom of thOSe who a re not ashamed to confess Jesus before men md the 

1. Cf above p.J9ff 
2. Cf unde r Mark 8.38 above pp.276ft 
3. Cf under Q (= Matt. 12.40) above pp. 271ff 
4. Here we see '''gain ' the duolism between the Church and 't;,is generation ' 

pr8cisely pGralleling the dU, tlism between Christ and it. 
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exclusion of those who are ashamed, which entails ac ceptan ce Or r e jection by 

GOd. Inclusion in the kingdom is seen to be .. holly dependent on Jesus, the 

sovereign Son of ~n. On the one h fill d it is dependent on the testimony he 

bear s in the heavenly court, and on t he other hand on the Olllegi ·nce of the 

disciples t o Jesus. 

(vii) Luke 9.58 (1) 

And Jesus said unto him , The foxes h·'lv e holes , ' nd the bi rds of 
the hee.ven have nests; but the Son of msn hstll not !;h ere to lay 
his head. 

This s ,y ing reflects the sovereign demand t h"t Jesus m-.kes on t hose 

who would follow him, for following him enta ils the ' homelessnLss' which comes 

from severing attachments to ' this generation'. This sovereign dem~d is based 

on 'he eXBlllple of Jr:sus which becomes authori tativ e for the di sc iples in the 

light of his ascension/enthronement which reveals him as the Son of man. As 

such , we h >ve here the other side of t he cOiJ;), of the grf1c ious initiative of the 

Son of man to include even tax collectors CU1d sinners in n is t a ble-fellowship 

(Lk. 7.34) . Acc eptanc e of that invitat ion entOlils ultimate seriousness in 

discipleship for discipleship and t he kingdom are intilnfltdy linked together. 

And they are lillked because Jesus i s himself the Kingdom of God in their midSt. 

(Lk. l7. 21) 

(Viii) Luke 11.30 (2) 

For even as J onah beca me a Sign unto the Ninevites, so a l so 
ShHll the Son of man be to t his generation. 

The comparison of the Son of IIOn with Jonah suggests th l t the compa-

rison m'ly be between the pre"ching of Jonah and the Son of m.qn , or be tween 

their deliverance f r om death. We have Seer, that th(fre are good reasons for 

bd i eving tha t the ' sign of the Son of loan ' is his dellver.mce from death and 

enthronement, which will then authenticate the teaching of Jesus (Lk. 11. 32) as 

the sove reign ',lOrd to this generstion. 

(ix) Luke 12.10 (3) 

And eVeryone Who sh~ll speak a word sgainst the Son of man , 
it shnll be forgiven him: but unto him that blns phemeth against 
the Holy Spirit i t shall not be fo r g iven. 

This saying reflects the conviction of Luke t h Clt no m:lt ter how 

serious it is to s peak against the Son of aqn there is always forgiveness for 

those who repent 
1. Cf under Q 
2. Cf under Q 
3. Cf under Q 

~nd a re b~pt ized into the communit 
= Matt. 8 . 20) above pp .261ff 
= i>btt . 12. 40) above pp. 271ff 
= ~;l",tt . 12.32) abov e PP.27~f 

0'[ the HoI Spirit. 
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For the apostates or those who refuse a place in that community there is no 

f'orgi veness. 

(x) Luke 12.40 (1) 

Be ye also ready: for in ~ hour that ye think not the Son of 
ill..'1.n cometh.. 

·Yih3.tever may have been the meaning of this saying in Q the context 

in which Luke h.,s pl,c ed it is significant. It follows his version of the 

pClrable of the tei' virgins in which 'their lord's' retUTIl is <, wa ited from the 

wedding banquet (Lk.12.36). Those who are found waiting on his return are 

invited to 'sit at meat' and are 'served' by him after he has 'girded himself' 

(Lk. 12.36). ." ith the first two underlined phrases being taken from Lk. 22.37, 

which is in the context of the Last Supper, Clnd the third carrying clear 

::.llusions to John's a ccount of that meal (In. 13.4), the meal with the waiting 

disciples on the lord's return frolll the wedding feast is most naturally inter-

preted as the Euch1rist to which the Lord comes from his heavenly enthronement 

banquet. In this context, therefore, the pclrable of the thief ·,'Iith its 

injunction to r e,:tdiness for tile coming of the Son of man, liould most naturally 

be understood as a cClll to continual re o.diness for his cOming in covenant-

creating and salvation-bringing t able-fello\lship at the Eucharistic meal. 

(xi) Luke 17.22-30 (2) 

And he SQid unto the disciples, The days will come, when 
ye shall desire to see one of the d2YS of the j on of man 
and ye shall not see it. 
And they sh:.ll say unto you, La, there; Lo, hereJ go not 
away nor follow after them: 
For as li[htning, when it lighteneth out of the one part 
under the heaven , shineth unto the other part under heaven; 
so shall the Son of man be in his day. 
But first must he suffer many things Jnd be rejected of this 
gener.,tion. 
And · s it came to pass in the detys of Noah, even so shall it 
be a lso in the d:lYs of the Son of mElfi. 
They ate, they drank, they married, they were given in marriage 
until the day that Noah entered into the ark, and the flood 
came"and destroyed them all. 
Likewise even as it carne to pass in the days of Lot; they ate, 
they drank, they bought, they sold, they planted, they builded; 
But in the day that Lot went out from Sodom it rained fire and 
brimstone from heaven, and destroyed them all: 
After the same manner shall it be in the day thqt the Son of 
man is revealed. 

This pericope follows on the saying of Jesus to the Pharisees that in 

his presence the kingdom of God is in their midst and although the audience is 

chmged to the disciples the theme is continued. The days are cOming when the 

1. Cf under Q (~ Matt~2 4. 44) above pp.282ff 
2. Cf under Q (; Mat t . 24. 27 ,37) above pp.286 ff. For th ,) specific interpre-

tation of Luke 17.22ff cf especia lly pp. 293-296, 
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diuciples will long to r ",call one of the d,'YS when Jesus the Son of man WaS with 

t hem, but they will not be able to reca ll it. In the meantime the disciples 

a re not to follow after f~lse clues , bout the arrival of the ' day ' of the Son 

of man, for that day will be as universally plain as lightning. Before it 

comes tne Son of man will suffer many things a s a result of his rejection by 

' ti .. i s gene rat ion' . The omission of any reference to the resurraction in 17.25 

m.~,es it clear that the 'day of the Son of man ' which will terminate his 'days' 

is the victory over death ~nd his coming into h is heavenly kingdom. This 

interpretation is supported by the comp '~risons between the 'd:lYs' of Noah a nd 

Lot, during which th", men of their gener~tion carried on with th eir normal 

activities oblivious of the impending judgement. But t he judgement came 

suddenly ~nd unexpectedly on the d:3y when Noah ent ered the ark and Lot left 

Sodom. So will the judgement come on this generation on the ' day of the Son 

of man ', when he ascends to receive the kingdom from God , i.e. t he day of his 

revel., tion as the Son of man. 

In depicting the ensuing judgement two themes seem to be woven 

tOGether; t he destruction of Jerusalem (Lk. 17.31f) :md the gathering togetheJ' 

of the f aithful (Lk. 17.34f). The destruction of Jerusalem is probably inten~ 

ded as an historical metaphor expressing the rejection of Is r ae l and the creation 

of the n~"N Isra el in wnich allegi:mce to Jesus h..ls t3ken the pl:1ce of the Law 

in the old Israel. 

(Xii) Luke 18. 8b 

Howbeit nhbl the Son of man cometh, shall he find the 
faith on the earth? 

)7hile E.:lston WaS prepared to accept t his saying as an authentic word 
1. 

of Jesus , the vast majority of scholars regard it QS a secondary explanatory 
2. 

comment app<=uded to the parable of the unjust judge. The f act that the 

p>1rable is complete at Lk. 18.8a and that the transition to 18. 8b is not clear 

1. B. S. Easton, Luke, 19~6, p. 268 . Cf W. L. Knox, The Sources of the Synoptic· 
Gospels , Vol. ii, 1957, p.114, who regards it as an isolated saying of 
Jesus whose meaning is no 10nger understood. 

2. Cf J. Wellhausen, Das Evangelium Lucae, 1904, ad loc.; J . M. Creed, Luke, 
1930, p.222; J . Jeremias, Par ables, 1954, p.84; J.A.T. llobinson, Jesus and 
his cOming, 1957, pp. 80f; R. Bultmann, SynoptiC Tradition, 1963 , p. 175; 
Ph. Vielhauer, Gottesreich und Menschensohn in der Verkilndigung Jesu in 
FestS;fChrift fUr Giinther Dehn , 1957, p. 57; VI . G. KUmmel, Promise and fulfil­
ment, 1957, p.59 n.. 126; E. Sjoliiberg , Verborgene Menschensohn, 1955, p. 237. n 
(Sjo~berg is doubtful of the authenticity) ; H.E. Todt, Son of Man , 1965, . 
p.99; A.J. B. Higgins, Son of Man , 1964, p.92 (he doubts whether the saying 
can be attributed t o Luke rat her t han to his sour ce). 
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su~ports this scho18rly consensus. In fact it is difficult to understand 

what the relation is between the parable and the Son of man saying. This has 
l. 

led Hirsch to conclude that it probably belonged originally to Lk. 17.37. 

Though there is no textual evidence to support this conjecture, HigginS is 

doubtless correct in seeing this saying ClS a conclusion to the whole previous 
2. 

section beginning at Lk. 17.22. It is prob.:lble that both the Son of man 

sayings in Lk. 17.22f and the reference to the speedy avenging of the elect 

in Lk. 18.7, 8a h3s attracted the saying to this context, if it was in the 

source material a t Luke's disposal and not a composition of- his own. 

3. 
This being so Luke 18.8b is to be interproted in the light of 17.22ff. 

Since we have se"n that the previous section does not refer to the parousia, 

this saying cannot bear a _parousia interpretation. If, with Robinson we take 

our clue from the sayings which refer to the 'days' of the Son of man, meaning 

the days of the visitation of the Son of man on earth, then the saying could 

reflect the longing of Jesus to find faith on the earth, and would reflect a 
4. 

conception similar to Lk. 7.9. Such an interpretation is improbable on two 

major grounds: (i) Creed rightly holds that the use of the definite article 

\ I I 
in 18. 8b, ,~" ii' 0'''' I V , 3S opposed to ",0"" v in 7.9, refers specifico.lly 

5~ 
to the Christi;m f :> ith, illd that it is being used here in its Pauline Sense. 

(ii) Robinson ' s argument th3t the references to the earthly ministry of the Son 

of man and his coming were originally to his coming from God in visitation is 

not supported by the evidence Which pOints in the direction of a reading back 

into his earthly life :ill ::lUthority which waS 'revealed' in his :1scension/ 

enthronement. Thus we conclude that the 'coming' of the Son of man in 

Lk. 18.8b bears the same meaning as the 'day' of the Son of man in the previous 

section, and refers to his 'coming' to his heavenly enthronement. 

On this interpretation 'the faith' here means allegi~nce to Jesus 

which, as we h , ve seen in Lk. 9.26 -And 12. 8f, is of such significance because 

on the basis of it the Son of man bears testimony in heaven. On this testi-

mony depends inclusion in or exclusion from the kingdom of God, the new Israel. 

1. E. Hirsch, FrUhgeschichte des EVruQgeliums, ii : Die Vorlagen des Lukas und 
das Sondergut des Matthaus, 1941, p.159. 

2. A.J.B. Higgins, Son of Man, 1964, p.92 n.4. 
3. On the claim th2t Lk. 1'/. 22 do-"s refer to the pqrousia the following are 

some scholars who, consistent1:, with this, interpret Lk. 18.8b as referring 
to the parousia - 'Ii. M::mson, kllll:§, 1945, p.201; J.M. Creed, Luke, 1930, p.224 
H.E. Todt, Son of Man,1965 , p.:'.OOf, 283; A.J.B. Higgins, 3 on--orMan , 1964,p9lf 

4. J.A.T. Robinson, Jesus and Hie Coming, 1957, p.81; J. H.Creed, Luke., 1930actrJoc 
5. Cf J. Jeremias, Parables, 1954. p.84; E. Klostermann, D::ls LukClsevangelium, 

1929, p.179. 
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It is this sense th ,t we Saw Lk. 17.34f bears. Those who remain faithful to 

Jesus will be left, i. e. included in the new Israel, while , he rest will be 

t ~ken. h~" 18.8b r eflects the uneasiness of Lukc concerning the faithfulness 

of th e Christian community, :md could be pc,raphrlsed 'will the Son of man find 

f ·l i t bC::ulness muong those who are on earth when he is enthroned in glory and 

be2rs testimony beC::ore the heavenly court'. 

The rea l test of this interpretation is whether it con make better 
1. 

sense of the saying in this context especially if, as Jeremi2s holds, it is a 

IU.lmn composition. It is surely legitimate to expect ~~ editorial comment to 

h:J.vo some !Jo int .! 

Lu',e's int roduction to the parable of the unjust judge (Lk. 18.1) 

indic:Ltes th -.t he SQW the pOint of the v,r:1ble as a call not to 'get fed up 
2. 

,Ii th p:"~ying or be sick of praying'. An exruninotion of the v ·r ,ble itself 

shows th."t the duty of praying is not its main point, rather it is that God 

will a ns lier the pI'ayers of His servgnts. 'It is thus a "lord of hope and 
3. 

encouI' :lg ement to the victims of oppression ~ nd injustice. ' . As Creed asserts, 

i t expresses the hope'S of the early Christian community for vindication against 

their Jewish pers8cutors. Verse 8a carries the promiSe th~t the cries of the 

f"it hful will b" xls<!erGd with" speedy vindication. If we do not assume 

t hat this is :l Viildiclltion which will come at the parousia , and there is nothing 

in the cont e::t frem Lk. 17 •. 22ff to suggest thiS, then it is inherently probable 

t h t 18.8 sh ould b e interpreted in the light of 17. 31ff. In our examination of 

t " i e p ClsSage we c ::w th tt 17. 3lf referred to the fall of J erus " lem as a sign of 

God's raj ection ,l.r t he old Isra el. SimiLrly Lk. 18.8:1 rm.y be a 'prophecy' of 

t hnt event, whic!l would be God's vindication of the suffering Christian commu-

nity against thei " Jewish persecutors. Lk. l7.33ff does not continue this 

theme of the destruction of Jerusalem, but rather points to the creation of the 

neVi Israel whose ,listinguishing characteristic would be allegiance to Jesus. 
4. 

It is those who h ve this 'faith' !'tnd who m2intain it despite a ll opposition 
before God 

who will be acknowLdgedl\by the Son of man (Lk. 9.26; 12. 8f). Now in 18.8b a 

10 J. Jeremias, Pcn"~bles, 1954, p.84 (As Higgins pOints out, Son of Man, 1964, 
p. 91f. the Luk[L \ peculiarities may be the result of his tr.:,nslation of the 
Ar:lID.aic original) .. 

2. So. T.II. Manson, ~layings, 1957, p.306 
3. ibid p.305 
4. Cf Lk. 6.22 



Page 309 

'lueLtion I1Drk Se~.Jb to a ppea r in the mind of Luke whether in f ;jct the disciples 

\, ill t rIke their discipleship with sufficient seriousness so t,nt the Son of man 

will f i nd 'the f a ith' on earth when he comes into his glary. The pa rable 

itself provides the answer. The disciple must never lose heart. His voice 

"ill be heard. God is longsuffering with them (Lk. lB.7). 

There is no doubt that this interpret"tion does violence to the or igi-

n,:tl intention of the p,:>rable, but all this means is that Luke hIlS t:lken a 

p::trable which is not wholly suitable to his purposes and m de it fit his 

developing theme with his anomalous introduction in Lk. lB.l and its unfitting 

conclusion about" t he coming of the S on of man, It is these Lukan editorial 

~dditions which determine the uSe to which he is putting the p, rable, not the 

p~r~ble which interprets the meaning of the additions. This does not mean, 

hONever, that the parable is irrelevant but that Luke ha8 used i t for Some of 

the paints which it m'lde to his mind . 

We conclude that Lk. lB.Bb refers to the heavenly enthronement of the 

Son of man , an event which will bring the speedy vindication of the Christian 

community sufferin6 a t the hands of their Jewish pers ecutors . This vindication 

r efers to the same judgement event as in Lk. 17. 31f; the f " ll of Jerusalem, a 

sign of God's rejection of Israel as his people. But the question remains 

whether there will be a ny lIhos e allegiance to Jesus ('the f e.ith') is strong 

enough to be included in the new Israel in the fe.ce of the persecutions. The 
l. 

answer is a call to prayer trusting in God 's longsuffering with the righteous. 

(xiii) Luke 9. 44 (2) 

Let these words sink into your ears: for the Son of ITk~n sha ll 
be delivered up into the hands of l~en. 

Luke lB. 31ff (3) 

And he took unto him the twelve, :md s oid, Behold I/e go up to 
Jerusalem, and all the things th~t :lre written by the prophets 
shall be :lccomplished unto the Son of lll:ln. 

For he sh"ll be delivered up unto the Gentiles, ,-nd shall be 
mocked, c.md Shamefully entreated,md spit upon: 
And they sh:>ll scourge and kill him : cmd the third day he 
sh"ll rise again. 

Luke 9.44 is Significantly different from its p , ralle l in Mark 9.31 

in th lt it cont,ins no reference to the de , th of the Son of m= or his resur-

rection. This 1ll..'lY support Schwei zer' s argument ths t this is the original 

1. cf. T. I.. Manson, Si,YingS, 195f, pp:3Cl7f for -the interprebtion of 'long­
suffering '; '.lso II . lvl'omson , Lul<Jl, 1945, p.201. 

2. Cf Mk. 10. 33ff ~bove pp.2Jlfr---
3, Cf under Mark 9.31 ~bove pp.2Jlff 
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1. , 
and ~uthentic form of the sayings predict ing the passion of the Son of man. , 

If Luke has preserved :\uthentic history in this saying, then it m y be that 

Lk. 9.45 , which refers to the disc i pl es ' inability t o under st :nd it, shows that 

their thought is still of t he national Messiah of Peter 's declaration at Caesarea 

l:b. ilippi (Lk. 9. 20). As such t hey cannot believe th:lt he will suffer and die. 

In th i s nationalistic Messianic sense the disciples ' 'lrgument nbout who woul d 

be greatest is to be und erstood. They ignore the passion predictions in ~ 

9. 22 :lnd Lk. 9.44, .end continue to think of Jesus as the one who would set up 

the Messi:mic kingdom. 

Illiile this interpretat ion cannot be dismiss ed, ~nd may indeed accurately 

refl ect genuine history , it h:ls a number of di fficulties . ',y'e c:lllnot be certain 

that Luke is not follo"' ing Mark who does have a reference both to the death and 

the resurrection in hi s ve r sion of the saying. If he did not have at his 

disposal what he believed to be a more reli~ble trad ition at t his point, then 

is remains str:mge th t he foll owed Mark in including the resurrec t ion in Lk. 9. 22 
2. 

'l!ld Lk 18. 31ff. The closeness of the l anguage of Lk. 9.44 to Mark 9.31, however 

suggests very strongly th.-t lile is not following an independent t r "ldit i on , but 

that he has intentionally dropped the reference to the resurrection. We saw a 

similar omission of any refer enc e to the resurrection in Luke ' s composit ion in 
3. 

Lk. 17. 25 , "here the Greek used i s vastly different . It is r easonabl e to 

assume, therefore, th'lt Luke is following Mark in 9. 44, ':>nd that he has dropped 

the r efer ence to the resurrection from the saying. 

In Lk. 17. 25 we Saw that his r eaSon for doing so was that he h" d just 

spoken of the ascension of the Son of man (hiS 'day ') in Lk. 17.24. ' First', 

bef ore that d~y of victory and enthronement, the Son of man must suffer . In 
~ 

~ 9.44 instead of iTfW TOV 
I, \ 

Luke inserts }'~>'Ae.1 , i.e. , the Son of man is 

about to s uffer as a r esul t of hi s r eject ion. The cont ext of Lk. 9.44 

indica tes that the signi ficance of the omiSSion of the reference to the vi ctory 

over death is precisely t he same as in Lk. 17.25. It follows hard on his 

1. Cf a lso E. Lohmeyer, Markus, 1951, pp. 164f ; W. Michaelis, TWNT , Vol. V. p. 
914 , H. E. Todt'/1965 , pp.152 (Todt does not support the authenticity of the 
saying). Son ,of~'J ,_ ' .l , n ~ 1_ 

2. Mk . 9 .31 :iT' t. ~ ,o> -<ow .,..,,8p...,,;(,)u Ti""f"'-6'~OVT"" , <'1:' X(IP""5 QI."Ej..::IIWV. , , <, ~, 1\ ,- /\ \ - I' 1 ~e ' X-
Lk . 9.44 ? )(oI,P, ",e> ,(.)u "'~\?P"""O U i'1""~I ""'r~,Ol<lOu ""' ~'5 "p<J..) 

... "vepwlTwv 
3. Cf. Lk 17 25 ~ 1" n " \, ' n •• "p"rrcv ot Oc, "-"iOV \iOA)."" o.d-Gflv , Kd.1 

, 1 e.... :J'''' ..... I 

o<.TIooOK 'JI'M! ~v"" ..... 0 ")l ~~V~<i, !> 'id-U,'1S . 

, 
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pre-figurement af the ascensian in the transfiguratian narrative and the subse-

quent healing af the paralytic bay. Whereas Mark indicates a new cant ext for 
1. 2. 

the saying in the Galilean ministry, Luke includes it in the same context. The 

meaning is plainly; while all are marvelling at his autharity aver 'unclean 

spirits' it must nat be fargatten that this autharity is rejected by the Jewish 

le:\ders, .md this rejectian will bring suffering and deathst the hands of 'men'. 

The issue af that rejection is not simply resurrectian, it is already given in 

the vis ian af the maunt~in of trgnS fi Guretian; his acceptance by Gad and 

glariaus enthronement. This interpretation of the intention of Luke is borne 

aut by his introduction to the next section af his narrative; 

And when it came td pass, when the days were well nigh COIDe that 
he should be received up, he steadfastly set his face to go to 
Jerusalem. (3) 

The quest ioning of the disciples in Lk. 9. 46ff about who will be 

the greatest in Luke's mind, even if this daes nat reflect the histarical 

situation accurately, is that they will share in his heavenly king dam. AS a 

result af his ascensian 'md enthranement in glary and pawer they will be the 

autharity-endawed cammunity af the San af man sharing in his universal daminian, 

for Luke knaws that the enthranement 3lld daminian af the San af man in Dan. 7.13 
4. 

brings with it the daminion af the saints af the mast high in Dan. 7.27. 

Like Lk. 9.44, Lk. 18.31 is Signific.m tly different from the Markan 

text. The amissian af the reference to. the Jewish autharities who. cand emn 

Jesus to. death is to. be explained by his version af the legal praceedings in 

which there is no. reference, such "-s we find in Mk. 14.64 :md j·htt. 26.66, to. 

the 'candemnatian to. death' in the caurt af the High Priest. He is simply 

bringing the Markan saying into. line with his view af what actually did happen. 

Mare significant and revealing is his insertion 'and all the things 

that are written by the praphets shall be accomplished unto the Son of man'. 

This is sign:iiicant in that it makes it perfectly plain that the 'necessity' 

of the suffering is b".sed on Scripture. It is revealing when we compare this 

with Luke's introduction to the events which led finally to bis going to 

1. Mk. 9.30 'And they went forth from thence through Galilee; nnd he would not 
that any ' man should know it'. 

2. Lk. 9.43 'And they were all astonished ~t the majesty of God. But while all 
were lD3.rvelling nt all the tuings which he did, he said to his disciples .... '. 

3. Lk. 9.51 Cf Mk. 16.19 'So then the Lord Jesus, after he h~d spoken unto 
them waS received up into heaven, and sat dawn at the right hand of God'., 
which is certainly the meaning of the phrase in Luke. 

4. Wh.~t is different from Daniel is that far Luke 'San of man' is not a collect­
ive title during the earthly ministry. It refers to Jesus alone who, through 
death and ex o lt8.tion is to create the community which will be with him and 
sh~re his nature. 
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Jerusalem where he would be 'received up' (Lk. 9.51). In lS.31 that time has 

now come, 'Beho;Ld, rle go up to Jerusalem'. It is even more revealing when we 

compare it with Lk. 24.26f. 

Behoved it not the Christ to suffer these things and tdl enter into 
his glory? And beginning from Moses and' from all the prophets, he 
interpreted to them in all the Scriptures the things concerning 
himself. 

',Ihat the prophets foretold waS, for Luke, not simply the suffering but also the 
1. 

entry into 'his glory'. While Lk. 24.26 uses the title 'the Christ' rather 

th m 'the Son of mun', we have seen th,t this is the predominant Lukan concep-

tion of the vindic:ltion of the Son of man. The combination of what Luke saw 

to be the ultimate issue of the going to Jerusalem and what the prophets had 

written makes it clear that Lk. l8.3lff, like Lk. 9.44, sees the suffering of 

the Son of man to be the inevitable result of the rejection of his authority by 

the Jewish leaders, but that this rejection would be nullified by God who would 

receive him up and enthrone him in glory and power. 

Although Luke does not follow Mark, as Matthew does, in recording 

the request of James and John for positions of authority in the coming Kingdom, 

possibly because he saw apocalyptic details which were not so obviouS in 
2. 

Mk. 9.33f, this does not mean that Luke h~s dropped the idea th , t the enthrone-

ment 'of the Son of mun h:;s consequences for the community. ThiS, as we Shall 

see, is brought out again in Lk. 22. 24ff. 

Thus the key ideas in both of these passages are the authority of the 

Son of man on earth, which ,\uthority, When it is llejected, brings the inevitable 

consequence of suffering. In obedience to the word of God the Son of man 

deliberately takes the road to Jerusalem which will lead to suffering, but 

beyond it to his being ' lifted up' to universal dominion. This ascension/ 

enthronement of the Son of man brings with it the gift of dominion to the new 
3. 

'saints of the Most High', the faithful followers of Jesus. 

L Cf Lk. 9.26 'the Son of man cometh in his own glory'. 
2. Or because of hU; general tendency to pass over incidents which reflect 

badly on the character of the Apostles (so J.M. Creed, Luke, 1930, p.22S) 
3. Dan. 7.27 , 



(xiv ) 

2. 
ll.' ture. 

Page 313 

Luke 19.10 (1) 

For t he Son of ~~ came to seek ~nd to Save that which 
waS lost. 

The authenticity of this saying is ruled out by its obvious secondary 

This is indicated by the f act t ~~t in 19.9a Jesus addresses Zacchaous , 

saying; 'Today is Salv,ltion come to this house'. f9.9b appears to be an 

explanatory comment on this in which Zacchaeus i s referred to in the third 

person 'forasmuch as he a lso is a son of Abraham '. Verse 10 appears to be 

another explanatory comment; that salv.:ltion i s come to the house of Zacchaeus, 

not in terms of Zacc!laCtlS' qualifications in terms of his being an actual or 

'spiritual' 'son of Abraham ' but because of the mission of Jesus the Son of man. 

It is prob2ble tha t this saying h~s been appended to the story of 

Zacchaeus on the basis of the conclusion to the parallel story of the call of 
3. 4. 

the t2X collector Levi; 'I came not to call the righteous, but sinner s' to which 
5. 

Luke adds 'to r epentance'. , The fact that this saying h ~s been added to a story 
\-Thich did net originally' contain it does not mean that it 'las added by Luke (6), 
though it is possible tha t he has modelled this conclusion on 11k. . 2.17 substi-

tuting a Son of m~ saying for the ' I' s aying, clearly identifying the earthly 

Jesus with the Son of man. 

Two L,cts ·bout Zacchaeus in the story are significmt. They are 

that he is a tax collector (Lk. 19.2) and that he is regarded as :l sinner 

(Lk. 19.7). This r ecalls immediately the reproach, 'friend of tax collectors 

and sinners ' in the Q saying (Lk. 7.34 -. Matt ~ n, 19), cmd stresses the 

sovereignty of the Son of man whose misSion is '·to seek and to save that which 

is los t 1. Although it is not specifically stated thnt Jesus ~~d a meal in 
7. 

the home of Zacchaeus, as we are told of Levi , this is implied in 'abide at 

thy house '. In examining the Q saying we Saw the conclusion of Jeremias that 

1. Although this s 3ying is peculiar to Luke, cf 3lso our discussion of the Q 
s ay ing under Lk. 7.34 = Matt. 11.19 3 bove pp.264 ff. 

2. Cf R. Bultmann, Synoptic Tradition, 1963, p.34; E; KlosterLnnnn, Das Lukas­
evangelium, 1929, p.184; E. Hirs.ch, Friihgeschichte des Cv 'Lngelium, ii, 
Die Vorlagen des Lukas und d3S Sondergut des Matthaus, 1941, pp.281ffj 
B. S. Easton, Luke, 1926, p.279; H.E. 'reidt , Son of man, 1965, p.134; A.J.B. 
Higgins, bon of Man, 1964, p.77. 

3. j,;}c. 2.14-17 = Lk. 5.27-32. 
4. Mk. 2.17 
5. Lk. 5.32 
6. C;f E. Klostermanq, Do.l s Lukasevangelium, 1929, p.184 who holds tha t 'in spite 

of its l a te form' it may belong to the basic text. H.E. Todt, Son of Man, 
1965, p;133, suggests tha t this conclUSion is supported by the fact that 
Luke adds only ' to repentance' to the Mgrkan conclUSion of the call of Levi . . 

7. 11k. 2. 15; Lk. 5.29. 
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'Orient"ls , to whom symbolic actions me,~n more them to Ub, iilli"ediately under-

stood th -l t the adillission of the OUtCClSts to t -,ble-fellov:ship Gle C!l1t !J.I1 offer of 
1. 

s ~\lv3tion to the guilty sinners ::md the .,ssur3I1ce of forgiveness '. This is 

In..'1de explicit in the story of Zaccho:eus; 'TodcW is s"lvation come to this 
2 •. 

house'. The sovereign authority of the Son of m~ is seen in this redemptive 

miss ion, to include socL'll 'md religious outcasts in the t :lble-fellowship of 

the Son of man, - nd to be included in thgt tgble-fellowship is to be a 'son of 

Abraham', 'l member of the new ' Israe l. There is nothing s~id here a bout the 

conditions of discipleship, for discipleship is consequent and dependent upon 

the sovereign initiative of the Son of Ill'ln to include sinne rs in the new people 

of God •. Discipleship is alw'IYs 3 response to this supreme ini ti ,tive "nd never 

condition of incluSion in the community of the Son of m..:tn. !fhen faithfulness 

to the Son of man fails it brings with it the inevitable rejection (Lk. 12~Bf 

and p,1r.) 

Thus this saying belongs to th" t str<md of tradition which emphasises 

the QLlthori ty of the Son of man to tr ,nscend the barriers of the LClW ,,-nd soci"ll 

prejudic e to include men "i thin his new cormnunity, which me,]l1S th , t the Christ-

Llll cOlJlllluni ty is bound to keep its doors wide open to the religiously and 

s ocia lly suspect. This tradition is ba l nced by th l t which speakS of the 

Lluthority of the ';on of In.."In to m'lke cl'lims of absolute :tl 1 agi mce to those who 
3. 

respond. 

1. Cf above p. 266f 
2. Lk. 19.9a. 
3. This saying a ppears to h~ve provided textu:tl~Wlriants of Lk. 9.56 and Mat. 

(
" f! I !.q. ~n. l, fV'lc 3' .) 

lB. 11. Cf H.E. Todt, Son of Man, 1965, ~ for t e textual eVldence. The 
variant Lk. 9. 56: 'For the Son of =n h" s not come to destroy men' s lives, 
but to Save them", gives the re 'ls on for Jesus' rebuke of James md John for 
wnnting to c'lll do.m fire froUt heaven to destroy a Samarit:m Village which 
would not receive Jesus. According to the original text, Jesus rejects 
their proposa l without giving :tny reason. App~rently the need for Some 
re ISon existed. This need led to the interpola tion of t :,e v" riant in 9.56 
which expresses J zsus' mission both negp,tively illd positively by reference 
to the design~tion Son of man. 
lilc""\ tthew IB.IO-lL,c.ppe Is to the hearers to helVe reg'lrd for the 'little ones' 
who are as ne ,.lr to the heart of God a s the lost sheep is to the shepherd, 
18.10b gives the re:1S0n that their ,m gals in h eaven <::lw ~J's behold the face 
of the Fnther in heaven, IB, n, prob.lbly under the influence of both Lk. 
19.10 :!l1d the lost sheep in the p,1r able, IB.12f, gives t h e re.lson in terms of 
the ruission of tf18 Son of man 'to S<lve th,~t which waS lost '. These textual 
insertions on the basis of Lk. 19.10 indic<lt e cleArly th,t once it is 

(continued •• . •.•• 
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Luke 21. 27 (1) 

And then sMll they see the Son of mnn cOrning in 1:! cloud 
with gre ,~t power and great glory. 

In our study of Lk. 17.22ff we saw tbot the theilles of the Son of man 

were: the 'days' 01' his e-uthly ministry which would end in his rejection by 

'this generat ion' f\nd pOlssion; then would come 'the day' of the Son of man ' s 

enthronement in he.J.ven in glory, dOminion '31ld power. Thi s ' d'lY' would set in 

motion the judgement which is seen both as the destruction of Jerus~lem - the 

sign of 'God's rejection of Israel - and the gathering together of the new 
2. 

Is r Cte 1. 

Our examin~tion of the 'little apocOl1ypse'in Nk~rk 13 showed thOlt an 

original document dealing with the destruction of Jerusalem hRS h~d apoc~lyptic 

motifs worked into it, .md that the Son of llltl1l saying in.NIk. 13.26, while 

originally referring to the ascension of the Son of mqn and the gathering 

together of the ~lect, introduce, the notions of the eschnton and p .?rousia. 

As the same time ·Ie s ;cw th9t Luke consistently plqyed do ,m the apocalyptic 

elements, 'md kept the attention fOCUG ed on the impending fall of Jerusalem. 

This is Se"n pc,rticularly in his 'But v,hen ye See J erusalem compOlssed with 

armies, then know that he r deso1"tion is at hand' instea d of Mark 's 'But when 

ye see the abomin -, ion of desol:l.tion standing wh er e he ought not ~ .. . .... This 

theme of the desol.ltion of Jerusalem is m;l.intained until the end of Verse 24. 

In verses 25- 27, however, the upheavals are more cosmic. 

3. continued from previous p:lge: - ..... asserted thqt the mission of the Son 
of m~n is to ' lost 'Sinners, the Christ ian community understood this to be 
their mission on his ~uthority ,nd th~refore understood the completeness 
illld intim1:!cy of their union with him - ~ union so intimate th.l t his concern 
for the 'lost' is their COncern . 

1. Cf under Mark 13.26 "bove pp.240 ff. Though cf p. 242n.2 for the authorities 
cited supporting that Lk. 21 is sn independ'ent tr:ldition f rom Mk. 13 , yet with 
a clear dependence on Mk. 13. In the verSe under discussion the linguistic 
parallels are very mtrked; Mk. 13 .. 26 reads; ('c/..~ -rf~~T~ o\\iov"TO!-\ IOV '~lIQV .ou 
.> e '- ) X I , . Q" 'I' , I ~ 'cI 'C' 
c).v ew"ou '~ ' Of'IVOV c\l \I[",t" ",,) )Jtid.. (/uv,;..ut,J5 "O""')S Y,rAI 0)"5; 
and Lk 21 2' .... I:U .. (., I -') I I 

• • , 1<.tJ../ .07E. 0'\J0VTt;A.1 -;-ov U tOV IOU o..V 6f'w1Io U 
, 'v' , 8" '<' " \~ 
fp ,\op'\lov ~V V~ f"'~ yt>d< OUVd-)J~"'5 v,<J.' 0<.1S'15 '110\"1>' 

In a passage I'lhere the p.:lra11els are not close, they a re So close here -
the ch.1nges being app~rently made for better style - :>s to m'1ke it certain 
th:lt Luke h .-'.s taken his saying from Mk. 13.26. 

2 . Cf above pp.286ff and 305ff. 
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Lk. 21.25-27 .jay be a very free re-c "sting of Mark 13.24- 26 . 

Luke r e t a ins Mark's snift f r om the second person plural to the third person 

plurc.l; ;ve a r e told 'And then they sh'lll see the Son of man -cloming in a cloud 
1. 

with power and gre~t glory '. 

The shift of person in Mark 13. 24ff , we Saw was to be explained by 

the f lct that he h :'8 confluted originally distinct traditional material, in 

which the 'th2:" who see the ' coming' of the Son of man, "re the 'powers in 

heaven ', making it cle3r that the origin'll reference w:\s to the ascension. In 

Luke the shift i s to be explained by his r eproducing Mark 1nd conflating it 

with his source. The effect of the shift in Luke, where the previous verses 

h~ve referred to both ' powers in heaven' cmd 'illen' , is th,-, t ' they ' who see the 

'coming ' of the Son of man 'In a cloud 1 are both be ings on e"rth and in heaven. 

In view of the fqct th,t in Lk. ' 17. 22ff the 'day of the Son of man' 

precedes the fall of J erusal em , but in' Lk. ' 21.27 it not only follows that event 

but is a lso a more cosmic upheaval, the most n 3tural interpretntion to be 

placed on the text as it st,mds is th 1t it refers to t he pa rousia of the Son of 

man. If this i s so ".e have the first inst mce in Luke where :l saying which 

originally referred to the ascension 'co,ning ' of the Son of InD,n h 'ls been made 

to refer to t he pc.rousia 'coming' of the Son of man. 

2. 
As M:lnson h '1s pointed out, however, this interpret ':tt ion fiL"lkes nonsense 

of the next verse; ' But when these things begin to come to pnss , look up, and 

lift up your heads; bec'lus e your redemption draweth nigh' (Lk. 21. 28 ). A 

p:nousia intel'prektion of Lk. 21. 27 would surely imply th,:tt the redemption of 

the f , i thful has ::Ilre'ldy come, even more strongly than would an ascension inter-

preta tion of it. The 'these things' which begin to happen, in its present 

context , r ef ers not siruply to the f a ll of Jerusalem, ,Jnd the universal distress, 

but also t o -th e comine; of the Son of man. If we remove the :dark.m ins e rtion 

of vv. 26b and 27 it makes perfectly good sense . The disciples need not fear 

when Jerus a lem f a lls, or even when the distress of the nations begins. This 

i s SiLlply t he end of the old order, ,md the ushering in of the new. Then, as 

in Lk. 17. 34f God will cr e,ate his new people, those who g ive their al l egi911ce 

to J es us the Son of JL.1n. These things will simply vindicat e their faith, 

and establish beyond :lny doubt the new election. 

1. Lk. 21. 27. Luke 's l ' :tention of this unexpl:iined shift is further evidence 
th :tt Luke is h", ~e dir ectly dependent on lYTk. 13 ::Ind not his independent source. 

2. 'f . , '. lYT .. nson, Sayings , 1957 , p.331. 
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Ilhat this indicates beyond any shadow of doubt is th "t Luke's source 

contained no reference to the parousia, but it leaves un~swered the question 

of why Luke has inserted this material from Mark at this point, and by so doing 
,,~ 

hasAthe original meaning of both his own source and th,t of his N~rkan material. 

The answer may be that Luke, the companion of Paul, did believe in the parousia 

of the Son of man ns another event which woul d take place after the ascension/ 

enthronement of the Son of man; an event which would bring redemption to the 

f aithful disciples. If so, it played a very minor and secondary role in his 

tilought and., '" S we have seen, he certainly did not restrict the concept of 

'redemption' to that event . 

More probably too gre.ot stress should not be placed on Luke's slavish 

copying of Mark. His own Source provided him with the concept of the des -

truction of Jerusalem ~d the distress of the n~tions which were to be the 

judgement events following the Son of r~n's heavenly session. But it did not 

provide him with any te '~ching linking those events with the 'day' of the Son of 

r.t.'.n. He, therefore, inserts teaching derived from Mark i mmediately before the 

climax of hope in his source to stress th ) t this hope is not based on the fall 
of Jerusalem but on the Son of man .lith whom both the fall 

"of J erusalern "nd their salvation is bound up. As such, being faithful to 

both his sources, he b?s imposed an unnatural link on hi s m,terial ~nd probably 

changed the sense whi ch he himself intended the finished product to convey. If 

we can imagine his Situation, having in mind the process of thought he h3s 

developed in Lk. 17.22f, and before him a document referring to the f all of 

Jerusalem a nd the distress of the nations , and a document referring to the 

heavenly disturbances which accompany the imclge derived frolil Dan. 7. 13 of the 

:oon of man coming on the cloud to his dominion in Mk. 13.2 4ff., then it is 

possible to imagine that he has tried to link both conceptions. In his 

£',3i thfulness to his sources he h ,s Simply t ,~ken Over their l anguageC1nd in the 

process imposed a tim~sequence on his finished work which accords with neither 

his theology nor his intention. 

If this conjecture is accepted ~s possible, then the interpretation 

of Lk. 21. 28 would be th:1t because Jesus, the one to whom the disciples have 

given their allegi ance, is the Son of ~~n sented in great glory ~d power in 

heavenly dominion, the community has nothing to fear in the coming trying 

times . They a re simply the events which will vindicate them as God's new 
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Israel, the saints of the Most High to whom 'the kingdom and the dominion and 
1. 

the greatness of the kingdom under the whole heaven' has been given. 

While this interpretation is not supported by the text as it stands 

in Luke, the facts th ,t it accords most closely with his theology, that he has 

conflated two sources which, when separ'1tely examined, support his theology, 

:Jld that he h:ts consistently played down apocalyptic ink'1gery, g i ve our con-

jecture a credence which it would not otherwise have. 

,Ie conclude, therefore, that while at its face vs lue Lk. 21.27 refers 

to the parousia, it is prob~ie th~t Luke understood it to refer to the ascen-

sion enthronement , nd has retained the community-hope which w,~s ,:tssoci9.ted with 

that event. 

(xvi) Luke 21.36 

But w:ltch ye at every seaSon, making supplication, th ,"t ye 
prevail to escQpe all these tilings th lt shall come to P'lSS, 
8nd to stand before the Son of ill'ln. 

This whole section Lk. 21.34-36 is a late composition and therefore ~t 
2. 

an "uthentic saying of Jesus. The evidence of Kilinmel and Todt that it must 
Yet as 

be ascribed to Luke is very convincing. ~ Bultmann and Jeremi~s have shown Luke 

is no total innovator in this section. 

'rhe common interpretation of thi s section is that it is composed by 
3. 

Luke to face the problem of the delayed parousia, reflecting a shift from the 

most primitive teaching of an imminent parousia to the later call to watchful-
4. 

ness at all times for none but God knows when it will be. lie have seen, 

however, that in the primitive tradition in Q and Mark and even more m"rkedly 

in Luke, the reference is not to an irrminent parous i a of the Son of man 

followed by a judgement, but rather to his ascenSion/enthronement 

1. Dan. 7.27. 
2. Cf the evidence presented 'b y T.W. ~~son, Sayings, 1957, pp. 335f; R. Bult­

mann, Synoptic Tradition, 1963, p.1l9 (\-rho hold that the terminolo gy is So 
characteristic._of Paul that it might be conjectured. that Luke has used b. 
lost .letter oL Paul. ) J. Jeremias, Parables, 1954, 'p.62. n. 76, (who 
holds tha t it is a late composition but a revi~i8.n j{f 01£ m2terial) cf also 
J. A. T. Robinson, Jesus 3nd His Coming, pp. ll3f!';7Prolil!Fs~ 1.nd ~ulfilment, 
1967, p.36 and es~ecially note 56 (where he collects Lulc:m phrases ::md words, 
and concludes th : t the whole is a Lukan composition); H~ :8. Todt, Son of Man, 
1965, p. 97 (who supports the conclusion of Kfu-"mel, ,nd adds further evidence 
of a Luken compooition). 

3. Cf T.W. fu{!Son, t) ::tyings, 1957, pp.335ffj J.A.T. Robinson, Jesus, .'md His 
Coming, 1957, pp.114ff; A.J.B. Hi~ains, Son of Man, 1964, p.93. 

4. Cf E. Conzelnnnq. The Theo.Lug,y or' ;:;t. louke, 1960, pp.125-132; H.E. Todt, 
Son of Man, 1965, p. 97. 
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which will be accompanied by the destruction of Jerusalem end the creation 

of the new people of God. If this passage is occasioned by the problem 

of the delay of the p~rousia, then it appears that between the primitive 

tradition lnd it there is a stage in the history of the doctrine in which 

ascension teaching is . understood as imminent p~rousia te~ching, e stage 

which is cle ~rly represented in Matthew. The most natural explanation of this 

shift is that inst2nt glory did not descend on the Church v;ith ,;he ascension 

and outpouring of the Holy Spirit. Rather, persecutions '-\nd hnrdships not 

only continued but they also increased. Thus sayings which referred to the 

ascension and heavenly rule came to be interpreted as sayings referring to the 

p:.:rousia. Then glory and triumph and dominion would burst upon the new people 

of God. Simil i rly sayings which originally referred to the Son of Man's 
1. 

continual 'coming' in fellowship to his gathered community, Which would be 

'from now on', came to be given the meaning of 'another' specific 'coming ' from 

heaven, which would usher in the final delivera~ce of the Christian community 
2. 

emd their being gathered together in his kingdom •. 

There appear, therefore, to be three distinct stages in the history 

of the tradition; (i) Ascension of the Son of ~an to dominion in heaven, 

accompanied by the rejection of the old Israel (symbolised in the destruction 

of Jerusalem) and the creation of the new people of God; (ii) With instant 

glory not accompanying the ascension, sayings which referred to it came to 

be interpreted as an imminent parousia of the don of man which would bring 

about the destruction of the persecutors of the church and its redemption; 

1. Cf ,ilk. 14.62 ,nd par. above pp249 ff; and Lk. 12.40 (=Matt.24.44) above 
pp. 282 ff cmd 305. ' 

2. Support for this is to be found, Significnntly, in 1 Thessalonians 5.3-7, a 
pJ.ssage which is undoubtedly apocalyptic ,and deals with the question of the 
delayed parousia quite explicitly. This support is found in his USe of the 
image of a woman's pains in child-birth , Which he uses to express the idea 
of suddenness but which, in the tradit i on from which the im~ge is derived, 
referred to anguish and not to suddenness or unexpectedness. This indicates 
th~t Paul has used the imagery of the coming anguish of Jerusalem, which is 
present in the Q, Markan, and Lukaa traditions and is linked with the 
ascenSion of the Son of man and consequent rejection by God of those who 
hove rejected him. But Paul uses the image not in this sense, which is 
probably its original sense, but rather to express the idea of the unex­
pectedness of the Parousia. 
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(iii) With the delay of the parousia, sayings were composed to account for 

this and to call the church to watchfulness, for the parousia will come 

suddenly and unexpectedly. 

Is this section Lk. 21.34-36 to be interpreted as belonging to this 

t.,ird stage in the .,istory of the development of the concept? If we accept 

'chat Luke has inserted the section from Mark in Lk. 21. 26b f intending to alter 

hi~ source, which spoke primarily of the destruction of JaTUSJlem, to rrBke that 

event .st sign of the coming parousia of the Son of Jl".!!, even though such an 

interpretation renders Lk. 21. 28 unintelligible, iifiea iifie legieal iffi eFj3Fet1't 

-tisa Iendele He. ~i. ~O wlinLelligible, then the logical interpretation both of 

the pericope on the fig tree (Lk. 21.29-33) Qnd the Luken conclusion (Lk. 21.34-

36) must be in terms of the parousia. If , on the other hand, Luke's intention 

in inserting the Markan material in Lk. 21. 26bf waS to link the destruction of 

Jerusalem with the 'day of the Son of man' as in Lk. 17. 22ff as a sign of God's 

rejection of Israel 2nd the creation of his new people, then both the pericope 

on the fig tree and Luke's conclus ion are open to the same interpretation. 

If, as is probable, Luke has derived his parable of the fig tree from 

his special Source illld has not adapted it from Mark 13.28f1, then it is also 

true that the 'these t hings' which indicate that the 'kingdom of God is nigh ' 

(Lk. 21.31) would not have included any reference at all to the 'coming' of the 

Son of man. The meaning then would be that the kingdom of God comes with the 

fina l rejection of Israel symbolised in the f all of Jerusalem, md would be 

wholly in keeping with what we saw in Lk. 17. 30ft. On the other h3nd, if we 

accept that Lk. 21. 27 is a reference to the parousia of the Son of man nnd 

incIUdei~F.llllc'ng the 'things' indica ting the nearness of the kingdom, then v.31 

becomes as unintelligible as v.28. Surely the parousia of the Son of man is 

not simply one of the signs indicating the nearness of the kingdom, but is 

the cdvent of the kingdom itself. This parousia interpretation of v.27 

requires us to accept that in both these verSeS Luke, in faithfulness to his 

text, sees both redemption and the kingdom C1S only 'nigh ' despite the parousia. 

If, however, we allow th'lt Luke hcs inserted Lk. 21. 27 from Mark in 

order to stress the link between the rejection of Israel and the enthronernc"r, 

of t h e Son of man in power and great glory, then both Lk. 17.27 .ad 28 bear 

the same meaning as in Lk. 17.30ff. The disciples, who are discouraged by the 
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persecutions , will witness not only God's vindication of the !:i on of m'm but 

also the historic~l outworkings of his rejection of Israel. rlhen they See 

chEese things begin to h~ppen, then know 'your redemption draweth nigh' 

(Lk.21.28) 'the Kingdom of God is nigh' (Lk. 21.3~, i.e. the persecutions will 

not go on for ever, for the 'saints of the Most High' will receive the gift 
1. 

the kingdom ~d the greatness of the kingdoms under the whole of heaven'. 

Following this second interpret~tion 'the day' in Lk. 21. 34 bears 

the same meaning as in Lk. 17.22ff, referring to the ascens ion/enthronement • 

• mile the activities which are warned against in 21. 34 carry a note of moral 

,:md religious c,enSure which is not implied in the activities ascribed to the 

of 

men of Noah's and Lot's generation in Lk:. 17,27 "lnd 28, the idea is the same. 

Men must take their discipleship with ultimnte seriousness so th,~t they are not 

c~ught unawares by the 'dgy' of the Son of man's enthronement. They are 
2. 

called to constant vigilance ,md prayer in order thClt 'they might 'stand before 

the Son of man'. This 'standing before the Son of man' cnrries distinct 

echoes of Lk. 12.8f and Lk. 18.8b, neither of which refer to the p1rousia, but 
3. 

r ather to the enthronement of the Son of lillln "he re he is both the judge and 
4. 

advocate of men in the heavenly court. 'ro 'stnnd' before him manns to be 

acceptad by him, and 'confessed' by him, which me9I1S accept~ce by God. Conse-

quently the faithful "nd vigilant disciple .'need not fear in 'all these things 

tho.t shall come to pass', they are merely the signs that the old order is passing 
away and the new order is dawning. In that new order Jesus, the Son of man, is 
~absolutely central, end faithful allegiance to him of ultimate significance. 

On it depends inclusion in or exclusion from the kingdom of God. 

We conclude that the interpretation of Lk. 2l.20ff centres on whether 

Luke's insertion of the Son of man saying from' Mark 13.26 in Lk:. 21. 36 is 

intended by him to describe the future parousia of the Son of =11, of which the 

destruction of Jerusnlem lnd distress of the n 1tions are intended to be signs, 

or whether this insertion is intended, on the basis of Lk:. l7.22ff, to link 

1. Dan. 7.27 
2. Cf Lk. 18.1 
3. Cf A.J.B. Higgins, .son of Man, 1964, p.94, who a rgues th , t the conception 

is that the Son of man is depicted here acting as judge. 
4. Cf H. E. Todt, Son of Man., 1965, p.98, who holds that the imagery is that of 

t ile Son of man llll advocate . I doubt whether Luke's conception is either that 
the Son of ;,lan is judge in the final sense, but equally tha t Luke conceives 
of him merely as an advocate. Toot fin2l judgement belongs to God cannot 
be doubted, but Luke gives no hint th~t 8ccept ~nce by the Son of man could 
or would posSibly be open to rej ection by God. To' st2X1d before the Son of 
ill,m l does not mean to appear in the court of the Son of Bc,n for judgement, 
but to be accepted by him, a n d thus ::llso by God, but the ;30n of man is not 
God, nor h~s he a ssumed the ultimate role of God's judgement. 
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these judgement event" " i th the enthronement of the Son of man. If we accept 

t ile former, "e h:\ve to accept that this intention has rendered vv.28 and 31 

unintelligible. If we accept the latter, we have to acce" t t},a t he has 

buried his intention through his slavish adherence to the text of his sources. 

Since the se are real difficulties in both interpretations it my be that his 

thought hovered betw8en both conceptions. 

(XVii) Luke 22.22 (1) 

For the Son of man indeed gaeth, as it hath been determined: 
but woe unto that man through whom he is betrayed. 

significant 
The onlYAdifference of this Lukan saying from its parallel in Mark 

is that Luke has omitted the harsh conclusion 'good were it for that man if he 

ha d not been born', which appears to have been motivated more by compassion 

than theology. ,ihile he hOiS retained the S::Wing in the setting of the Last 

Supper, he hns shifted it from before the words of institution to immediately 

Qfter them. The signific2nce of this shift i s th~t it brings the reference 

to the traitor Judas into sharp contrast with the new Coven'lllt Wilich is esta-

blished in th '.t menl .. ,nd in the events to which it points forward. The con-

tr~ st is brought out in the strong 1I>-;v ,stressing th;.ct ::tlthough the new 

Covenant is est ::tblished in th 3t t able fellowship of me Son of men with his 

disciples and will be continued in the Eucha ristic meals Qft er the p:lssion and 

exaltation of the Son of m::tn, that Covenant is not Qutom:ltic. It entails the 

responsibility of f 2ithful discipleship. But if one W,1o sh,res in tha t 

Coven::tnt-ffi2king meal is also one who betrQYs the Son of mun, ' woe' to that 

mnn. Here the sovereign freedom and grace of the Son of ~cn to include not 
2. 

only tax collectors 2nd sinners but also his betrayer in his t a ble-fellowship 

is stressed. But this is ballaCed by the sovereign den~nd of ~ll cgiance 

which is alw:::ys the ot her Side of the new Covenant. 

As we saw in our study of the pc.rallel saying in 11r\rk, not only does 

the rejection of the nuthority Qf the Son of man entQil exclusion from the new 

Coven~nt it also ent .lils inevitable suffering. But this is not something 

which happens to him las it has been determined', rather in complete command 

of the situation C'.lld in full knowledge of wh::t it entails l1;he Son of m:m goes' : 

Thus the whole section throbs with the concept of the Sovereignty of the 

Son of man. 

1. Cf under 1iIk. 14.21 above pp. 246ff. 
2. Lk. 7.34 
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The referenc e to the Son of mC\l1's 'going' follo', ling on the allusion 

t o Psalm 41.9 ,-nd Hs clear echo of J'ohn's use of the phrase, m2kes it plain 

th2t the reference i s not simply a 'going ' to death on the Cross , though that 

is implied, but to a 'gOing ' to the F,ther in glorification and exaltation. 

(xviii) Luke 22 . 28-30 

But ye are they which have continued in my tempt ,'ltions; 
And I appoint unto you a kingdom, even "s my Fnther appointed 
me, 
That ye '"-'_y eat and drink 3.t my table in my kil1[;dom; and ye 
sh'-ll1 sit on thrones judging the twelve tribes of Isr,~ e1. 

Cf Matthew 19.2$ 
And Jesus s~id unto them, Ver~ly I say unto you, th . t ye 
which ~"ve followed me, in the regeneration when the Son of 
~'ln Sh l ll s it on the throne of his glory, ye also s n'lll sit 
upon tw~lve thrones, judging the twelve tribes of Israel. 

The first problem which confronts us in this s aying is whether 

'~tthew and Luke h~ve derived it from the common source, Q. The fact that the 

linguistic parallels between the two versions are restricted to the 'ye shall 
1. 

sit upon thrones judging the twelve tribes of Israel" ~lJ,es this unlikely. 

This being so, the fact that the ideas contained in the two versions are so 

S"'l'!<5ts 
closely akinAthnt both are dependent on a more primitive CO, ®Dn tradition, 

2. 
which was wide-spread in the early Church. 

This raises the question of whether Matthew 19.28 or Luke 22.-28-30 

represcmts the more primi ti ve trCldi tion. Manson's argument for the authenti-

city of Matt. _ 19.28 is very strong; 'It is h , rd to see how the primit ive 

Church could h" ve invented a saying which promises a throne, amongst others, 
3. , 

to Jud:ls Iscariot'. Equally strong, however, is the f a ct th_l t the Greek 
4. , 

phras e ..".-oC.)" 'g if € v to 0;01. is untranslateable in Hebrew ~,nd iiraIllD.ic, which 

suggests both t~~t th ~ s3Ying is not authent ic 2nd belongs to the Hellenistic 

Church. If iYlatthew's saying Vlere authentic we should expect to find some 

such phrase as 'the new neon" or ' the age to come'. This being so the fact 

tha t tnere a re twelve tribes of Israel h ,lS probably attract ed the number twelve 

to the thrones, "md expresses iYlotthew' s view of the supremacy of the Twe lve in 

1. Cf B. II . Streeter, 'rhe Four Gospels, 1924 , p.228; T. 'II. "Ia_nson, Sayings, 1957, 
p. ;216 (who ascribes the versions to L ,1nd M respectively); Ph. Viel:.~auer, 
'Gottesreich und Menschenso hn in der VerkUndigung Jesu ' in Festeschrift 
f~r GUnther Dehn, 1957 p.61. 

2. _Cf Rev. 3.21; 20.4; 2 Tim. 2.11f. 
3. _ T. ,i . Manson, S'lyings, 1957, p. 217. The originality of Matthe,' is supported 

also by W. G. Ki..immel, Promise and ~'ulfilment, 1961, p. 47; Ph. Vielhauer, 
'Gottes reich und M"nschensohn in der VerkUndigung' in ~'esteschrift fUr 
;}iinther Dehn, 1957. , 

4. , Cf Ph. Vielhauer, ibid, p.61; G. , Bornkamm, Jesus of Nazcreth, 1969, pp.209f; 
A.J.B. Higgins, Son of Man, 1964, p.107 
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the Church. However, since Matthew's tendency is not to create 'Son of man' 
out of I I I sayings 1. 

soyingsll.but rather the reverse, it would oppear that the title was present in 

the tradition behind M and L. 

The secondariness of Matt. 19.28 is also seen in his use of the 

phmse 'the throne of his glory', 3. phrase wilich occurs o.ga in in Matt . 25.:,1, 
2. 

and is close to the idea represented in 1 Enoch. Although .. latthew 19.28 

differs from 1 Enoch in not identifying the throne of the .oon of man with God's 

throne his dependence on this late apocalyptic material betr::tys the lateness 
3. 

of his form of the sayinei. 

~~y 

If we strip~these secondary features in the saying, the original 

form may have run; 'I sn:y unto you who ha ve followed me, in the coming age when 

the Son of man shnll sit on his throne in glory, you also sn,ll sit upon 

thrones judging the twelve tribes of Israel' . As such the conception is that 

the new aeon is o.sSociated with the heavenly enthronement of the Son of man, 
"hich will mean that the faithful disciples will t hen share in his dominion, 
Ans in Dan. 7.13~27. It is prob~ble that the meaning of 'judging the twelve 

tribes of Israel' did not refer to the rule of the twelve over the spiritual 
4. 

IsrClel, though IIatthew 's insertion of twe've~hrones does give this sense to 

the saying, but to the rejection of Israel as the people of God thus l~nking 

tl1em with the nntions over whom the saints of the Most High have dominion in 

Dan. 7.27. 

The originality of Lk. 21.28-30 ho.s been strongly supported by 
5. 

bchweiZer This is supported by the fact th, t the Lukqn fo r m is closer to 

what we have arGued is the original sense of Matt. 19.28, ,md expresses eS8Cl.-

tially the Same idea as Rev. 3.21 and 2 Tim. 2. 11f.· It :11so stresses the 

conception of Den. 7.14, rather than 1 Enoch, that the dominion of the Son of 

nun is God's gift , :md of Dan. 7.27 th ,t the dominion of' tile 'saints' is also 

a bift. The essential difference between this passage in Luke and that in 

Dan. 7 is that th ·~ :o;ift of dominion to the Son of man in Dan. 7.14 and the 

saints in Dan. 7 • .27 is so closely paralleled that we a r e driven to the con-

elusion that the Son of man is a collective term there. In Lk. on the other 

1. Cf Mt. 5.11 (=Lk. 6.2i) ; 10.32 (=Lk. 12.8) 
2 •. Cf 1 En. 45.3, 51.3, 55.4; 61.8; 62.2ffi 69.27. The idea of the thrones of 

the faithful is a lso pualleled in I En. l08 •.. 12b. 
3. Cf H. E . . Todt, Son of man, 1965, p.62 . 

. 4. Cf T . ••. Manson, Sayings, 1957, p.217 (on the baSis of 'o co,npa risonwith Mt. 
25.31; 1 Cor. 6.3); J.A.T. Robinson, Jesus "nd His Coming, 1957, p.55 

5. E.Schweizer', 'Son of Man' in JEL, Vol. 79, 1960, p.204\who holds also 
th :>t this Lukan form of the saying is .c.n :cuthentic word of J GSus); Cf. also 
J.A.T. Robinson, Jesus 'lnll His Coming, 1957, p.·53. 
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hmd the dominion bdstowed on those who have remnined faithful to Jesus is the 

gift of Jesus , i.e. their dominion is wholly dependent on him. This we have 

Seen is a very JFimitive and authentic emphasis in the New 'festament tradition. 

:;lecondary features are, however, ,llso present in Luke's version of 

the saying. We have seen that the sayin,s probably contain..od the title Son of 

h.:ln which either Lulce or his source L h , s repl::lced malcing i t .,n 'I' saying, 

thus identifying Jesus unmistakeably with the Son of man. ~'urther the concept 

of eating and drinlcing with the Son of llLl.n appears to be derived from I Enoch 
1. 

62.14, and derives its point from its context in the Last Supper which is a 

pre-Ligurement of the continuing table-fellowship with the J on of m3.n in the 

church's Eucharist and a fore-taste of the final eschatological meal with the 

Son of lililll in maven. 

If we remove these secondary features, then the ori6 inal form of the 

saying way have been; 'But you are those who h~ve rema ined with me through my 

trL11s; thus I will g ive you a kingdom, even as the Father will ,sive to the 

Son of man , and ye s h::lll sit upon thrones judging the twelve tribes of Israel'. 

'rhe meaning then is baSically the S:lme ,3.S in 2 Timothy 2.12a; 'If we endure, we 

shelll also reign ,vith him ,. That Lulce conceives of this enthronement of the 

bon of man in terms of the ascension is IIli,de clear by his retention of the 

phrase 'the Son of m'n goeth' in Lk. 22.22 . It is this asc enS ion/enthronement 

of the Son of man which will c re~te the community of the Qon of m:ln who will 

sr~re in his esch2tologic a l banquet and universal dominion. That dominion 

will not be the donunion of the twelve tribes of Isr::lel, but over them , signi-

fying that thos e wo reIU::Iin faithful to Jesus ,.:ue those who constitute the new 

people of God, the esc~3.tologic ~l community. Thus every EuchClrist is a meal 

of the kingdom, a glorious messianic banquet, for it is 'eating "nd drinking' 

with the Son of runn in his kingdom. 

Vie conclude that the tradition behind both Matt. 19.28 md Lk. 22. 

28-30 referred to the 'l8cension/enthronement of the Son of man which entailed 

th"t the faithful cOllllnunity would share in his dominion QS the true people of 
2. 

God to whom dOliiinion is the F;ift of God. 
1. Cf a lso 1 En. 61.4 
2. It is probably t"is sort of te9.ching, which seemed to be denied by the facts 

of the si tuntion in which the post-E.:-'.ster cOlIilluni ty found themselves, that 
led to the emergence of the doctrine of the p3rousia. Then would this pro­
mise be fulfilled, then would come freedom from pe rsecution. Since, in the 
most primitive tradition, this promise is linked with the ascenSion which is 
built into the structure of ·the passion sayings, it is ndtural that when 
.2scension te2chiqg carne to be read as P8rousia teaching the parousia was Seen 
to be just around the corner. \'Ihen thClt did not happen oi ther , the problem of 
the delay of the pClrousia became a problem for the early Christians. 
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( xLxl-· Lu)<:e 22.48 

But Jesus said unto him, Judas, betrayest thou the Son of 
man with a kiss. 

In Luke this saying appears to play the same role .: '.2 Mk., 14.· 41,. 'the 

hour is come, behold the Son of man is betr::wed into the h:>.nds of s inners. ' 

It marks the climnx of the 'h'IDding over' (ltd.p".~.0';v .... ) of the Son of man 

in the passion predictions (Mk. 9.,31 = Lk. 9.44; Mk. 10.33 = Lk. 18.32). In 

Mk. 14.41, presented in a stylistic~lly improved form in Lk. 22.22 , the theme 

of 'ha nding over' is replaced by the theme of betrayal by one of the twelve 

,,1'10 sit at t able with the S on of man.· Both Gospel writers h~ve alr eady 

linked the themes of 'handing over' 3nd 'betrayal' in the identification of 

Judas as t he one of the twelve who went to the chief priests in order to find 
1. 

a way to 'hand him over to them'., For Mark the whole development reaches 

its climax in the saying of Jesus immedi : tely a f t er the Scen0 with the 

disciples in Gethsz::lane md before the '1rri vnl of the tri'.i tor Judas; 'the hour 

is come, behold the Son of man is betr1yed into the h3nds of sinners '. For 

Luke the climax is in the saying of Jesus after the arriva l of Judas; 

'betrayest thou t he Jon of man with a kiss?' 

It must be admitted that even without taking into conside rat i on 

John ' s use of 'the hour' to denote the destined moment in t i me for the 
2. 

triumphant exaltation of Jesus vin the Cross, Mark' s climax has ~ ring of 

authority end triu.iiph about i t which is absent from Luke'S more f3ctual account 

of Jesus ' identificction before others of who is to betray the Son of man. 

It is precisely this note of triumph we should expect to find in view of 

luke's development of the theme of the Son of m~n, not s i mply the climax of 

the theme of 'h ending over ' in the open identification of t he betrayer. Thus 
3. 

it is ha r d to believe th~, t Lk. 22 . 48 is 'n editori al modification of Mk. 14.41. 

Hirsch hol ds th" t Lk. 22.48 has been modelled on Matt . 26 .• 50 where 

<. '" ) ,h' (.., , 
Jesus says to Judas: £,,,-'pl,t't' 0 """pEl which may be translcted as a 

question 'Friend, "'hy are you here? ' (RSV, cf NEB margin) or as ~ command 

' Do that for which you have come ' (NEB, cf RSV mar gin). He supposes that 

Luke has constructed his saying understanding Matthew as meaning ' Da you kis s 

1. Mk. H.IOf - LIe. 22. 3f. 
2. Cf In. 2.4 ; 4.21,23; 5.·25,28 ; 7. 30; 8.20; 12.23,27; 13.1; 16.32; 17,1. Mark's 

use of the concept of the hour in 14. 41 appear s to reflect the Same t r adi­
tion as In. 12 . 27 '~'"ther save me from this hour. But for this C3US e came 
I unto this hour '. 

3. Cf H.E. Todt, Son of Man, 1965, pp.152ff. 
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1. 

me for the purpose for which you h~ve come?' If this is so, thon it is 

difficult to underst8Dd why apart from the kiss the linguistic p2rallels are so 

slight . It is surely easier to assume thct the 'Judas kiss' was a part of 

the early tradition, and th2t Luke h;1s constructed the saying on the basis of 

Lk. 22.22 or, less probably, Mk. 14. 41, where both the title 'Son of man' and 

the word 'betr2Y' are found. 

2. 
A third possible Source of the saying is from luke 's special source • 

• {hether the saying is composed by Luke on the basis of Lk. 21. 3f 

' ,nd 22 and the primitive tradition of the kiss of betrayal, or derived from his 

speci~l source, the point of the saying is to bring the Son of man face to face 

with his betrayer, nn event which brings to n head the rejection of the Son of 

Hun by h i s generation which entails his pe.ssion. The USe of the title Son of 

mxn in this context by Luke stresses both the idea of his authority and also 

that beyond the p'.\ssion lies the 'day of the Son of man', his exaltation. 

(=) luke 22.69 (3) 

But from henceforth sh311 the Son of man be seated .?t the 
right h:21d of the power of God. 

Not only ~re the details of this saying markedly different from its 

p:lrallel in Mk. 14.62, even in what we h" ve argued is its illore original form 
4. 

in Matt. 26.64 , but so a lso ~re cruci al detnils of Mark's version of the trial 
5. 

before the high priest. All of this suggests very strongly th2t Luke is here 

fo llowing an independent source. If this is so then Luke bears independent 

testimony to the fact th~t Jesus is faced by the direct question 'Are you the 
6. 

Christ?' that Jesus replied in a vei l ed affirm:l tive, :md th::tt he followed this 

up i unediately ·, ith a saying about the Son of =n. 

The only detail Luke gives about the Son of mnn i s that from this 

point on will begin the heavenly session of the Son of man. It is not easy to 

1. E. Hirsch, Friigeschichte des Evangeliums, i i: Die Vorl.'lgen des Lukas und das 
Sondergut des b tthuus, 1941, p. 243. 

2. Of R. Rehkopf, Die Lukanische Sonder quelle , 1959, pp.50ff. 
3. Cf under Mk. 14.62 above pp.249 ff . 
4. Particu12rly in the absence of the idea of 's eeing ' the Son of man, and the 

lack of reference to his 'coming on the clouds '. 
5. Cf (i) the tir,ling of the trial on the dny "fter the arrest in Lk. 22.66, 

while both Mark ~nd Matthew imply that it took place on the same night; 
(ii) the l ack of the presence of 'f~: lse ,litnesses' found in I:k. 14. 56ff= 

. datto 26 . 59ff; (iii) no mention of the charge· about destroying the temple 
and to build it agClin in Mk. 14. 58 = Matt. 26.61 ; (i v) no concluding Charge 
of blasphemy .~nd condemnation to death 2S in Mk. 14.64 = lint. 26.65; (v) The 
question about his Messiaship is not put to him specifically by the high 
priest, as in Mk. 14. 61 = Matt. 26.63. 

6. Lk. 22. 67bf. 'If I tell you, ye will not believe: And if I ask, y e will not 
answer' implies 'yes'. 

~ 
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decide whether the reaction of the assembly of the elders, chief priests, and 

scribes ('What further need have we of witnesses? for We ourselves have heard 

from his own mouth') is to his c12im to be the Christ, or the implication that 

he is the Son of mnn whose being ' seated Cl t the right hr:.nd of power' is to 

begin from now on .• Certainl y they base thei r charge befor e · Pilate on the 
1. 

grounds th lt he claimed to be the Christ. A political ruler l ike Pilate would 

hove been awar e of the political implications of a Messionic claim, but is 

scarcely likely to be aware of the implications of a cla im to be the Son of 

man. A Son of man charge would, therefore, have been a pointless accusation 

to~ay before Pil:lte. It is mor e probable th2t the ' Christ- charge' provided 

the religious leaders with a political pretext for getting rid of Jesus on the 

basiS of the rel igious implications of the Son of man cl .i m. 

Any Jew at all familiar with the concept of the Son of man, as this 

august body must h~ve been, would have known that a claim to be the Son of man 

whose enthronement waS to be ' from now on ' entailed that the follo{lers of this 

wan would constitute the new Israel, the eschatologicsl community. Since they 

were not his followers .md had no intention of beCOming such, they knew also 

that this clai m implied a rejection of themselves as the people of God. It was 

the harshest judgement on themselves conceivable by the 0011 whom they assumed 

they were judging. This being so Mark ' s account of the high priest tearing 
2. 

his clothes, a detail not present in Luke's account, is perfectly unders t andable. 

If, however, this claim either escaped the Sanhedrin or was of l ittle 

interest to them (because they were looking for a charge on which to secure his 

crucifixion) this is plainly the signific :~ce of the saying to Luke, and marks 

the climax of his development of his theme of the Son of man point i ng beyond 

what men could do to him to what God would do fo r him. That exaltation would 

mark the rejection of those who rejected him :md imply the creation of the new 

Isroel whose distinguishing characteristic would be their allegiance to him. 

(XXi) Luke 24.6f. 

Remember how he spake unto you when he was yet in Galilee, 
saying that the Son of man must be delivered up into the hands 
of sinful men, 3nd be crucified, Jnd the thi rd day rise again. 

This saying, which is peculiar to Luke, has been regarded ."s an 

1. Lk. 23.2 
2. Mk. 14.63 = Matt. 26.65. 
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editorial combination of Lk. 9.22 and Lk. 9.44, or as a remodelling of Mark 

16.7 necessitated by Luke's omission ,of Jesus' prediction in Mark 14.28 that 
2. 

after being raised up he would precede his disciples into Galilee; However, 

as Rengstorf has shown, Luke's contact with ),lark c eases at Mark 16.8, with the 
3. 

result that Lk. 24.1-11 must be accepted as coming from another tradition. 

The rec.lly crucial difference in this saying is the use of the term 

'crucify' (CN,,,",wp,,,,e1vCld) in place of 'kill' in Lk. 9.22 and par., Lk. 18.33 

and par., and Mk. 9.33 ; Matt . 17.23. In only two other predictions of the 

Son of man's passion is the word 'crucify' uSed; Matt. 20.19, where it replaces 

'kill' in Mark 10.34; and Matt. 26.2 , which introduces a sRYing of JesUS into 
~ 

Therefore it would app"ar thot c&.upw61",j.1 is late. a r.::o.rkan context .. 

However, if we may assume an Araruaic original of t ilis saying which 

has been translated as OTQ.'1'We~Vol' by Luke 

that it is a translation of the Aramaic verb 

or his source, then it is possible 
5. 

) . 
izdegeph. This is the word which 

it is widely assumed stood behind John's translation of the simil r Son of man 
6. 

say ing in John 3.14 'so must the Son of ,nan be lifted up (~ljJ...je11/G!-.' ), where 

being 'lifted up ' carries the two-fold meming of being lifted up on the Cross 

and o.lso being exalted to the right hand of God , a nd thus b'nrs essent ially the 

same Sense as the Synoptic prediction of the pJ.ss ion nnd resurrection of the 

Son of man "nd his exaltation , cmd the belief th~t this is accompliShed in 

accordmce with the divine decree and scripture (6£1 ). Undoubtedly in the 

priLutive tradition )izde8eph bor.e the primary meaning, ",s in John , of the Son 
7. 

of ='s exalt ation, but it i ncluded the i dea of the Cross. In its reference 

( C>~ ~ 

to the pl'lssion vl)JWV1VcI.' is the exact equivalent of d'Td.UpL.·le~vcj" ,and both 

are probably variant translations of the Same Aramaic verb. However, 

o'T"'\JfWe~W-ldoes not contain within it the idea of ";-l/lw67" <A , and, as we 

h ove seen, is a later tendency. 

1. B.S. Easton, Luke, 1926, p.356; W.G. Kiimmel, Promise and Fulfilment, 1961, 
p.72, n.175; J.M. Creed, Luke , 1930 , p.293 

2. E. Sjo\,berg, Verborgene MenschenSOhn, 1955, p.236 n; Eo 3chwei\zer, 'Son of 
Man ' in JBL, Vol. 79, 1960, p.238f .. 

3. K.H. Rengstorf, .Das Evange lium ns ch Lukos, 1958, pp.278f. 
4. Cf H.E. Todt, Son of Man , 1965, pp.153, l75ff, 184f. 
5. Cf A.J.B. Higgins, Son of Man , 196 4 , pp.163f. 
6. G. Kitt el, in~, Vol. 35, 1936, pp. 282ff; M. Bl.J.ck, An Aramaic Approach 

to the Gospels : nd Acts, 1954, p.103; C.K. Barrett, John, 1955, ·p.9. 
7. A. J. B. Higgins, 8 0n of Man, 1964, p. 164. 
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We conclude that behind Lk. 24.7 stood an Arrunaic original which 

spoke of the necessity of the death/exaltation of the Son of ~~. Since Luke, 

or his source, h.)s tr:mslated )izdegePh as q;~vpw01v"", thus omitting any 

reference to the exaltation he h'1s supplemented the saying both with 'be 

delivered up into the hands of men', from Lk. 9.22, and more particul~rly 'and 
1. 

the third day rise ag'1in', from Lk. 18.33, which we have seen contained the 

idea of the exaltntion for Luke and not simply deliverance from death. As 

such the Lukan saying in 24.26 'Behoved it not the Christ to suffer these 

things, 'l.nd to enter into his glory', expresses the essential meaning of 24.7 

and In. 3.14, and is probably the Sense of the original Saying without its 

Lukan additions from Lk. 9.22 and Lk. 18.33. This is consistent with the most 

primitive strand of the tradition, and there are no good grounds for not 

reg~rding it as an authentic saying of Jesus. 

(xxii) S unmary 

From this study of the Son of man in Luke, the following ,lre the 

chief paints '.'ilich emerge:-

(i) There is nothing at all in Luke to suggest th 2t he thought of the Son 

of Illan .::s a pre-existent heavenly being who has 'visited' earth in 

the person of Jesus. 

(ii) Despite the most natural interpreta tion of Lk. 21.27 =d Lk. 21.36 in 

terms of the p$rousia, there is no Son of ~~n saying in Luke which 

shows beyond My sh" dow of doubt that he thought of a 'future' coming' in power 

3Il.d glory of the Son of man to establish the kingdom of God. Rather, the 

imminent 'day' of the Son of man (Lk. 17.24,30 ; 21.34(?)) and his 'coming' 

(9.26; 12.8f; 18.8b; 21.27(?)) refer to his ascension enthronement. ThiS, 

at any rate, is th e explicit intention of Lk. 22.22, 28-30, 69 (Cf also 9.44 

(.vith 9.51); 18.31 (with 24.26f); and 24.7 (with 24.26)). This conception of 

the heavenly enthronement dominates all the Son of man sayings in Luke, with 

the possible exception of Lk. 21.27, 36. 

(iii) Those sayings in the primitive tradition which ascribe t his authority 

to the ec>.rthly Jesus (Lk. 5.24; 6.5; 7.34; 19.10; 22.22) Ilre based 

on this cone ept. This authority is seen both as the sovereign grace to 

1. 'rhis is the only other saying where 'on the third day' is used with , ~ 

"""d,OT~"". J , betraying Luke'S hwd. 
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include sinners in the fellowship of the Son of man, thereby tr~scending the 

authority of the law, (7.34, 19.10), and also as th~ sovereign demand to an 

absolute allegiance (5.24, 6.5, 6.22; 9.58) . Both sovereign grace and 

sovereign demand ore linked in Lk. 22.21, 22. Because Jesus is the ascended, 

sovereign Son of man his earthly example ceases to be mere exomple and becomes 

the 2uthoritative demand on his followers. 

(iv) Thi s earthly sovereignty is linked also with the sayings which refer 

to the Suffering of the Son of man, for that suffering is the inevi­

table result of the rejection of Jesus by 'this generation' (Lk. 9.22, 9.44; 

17.25; 18.31;22.22; 22.48; 24.7). But since this passion issues in the 

vindication by God in the victory Over de~th and enthronement on the 'right 

h~nd of God', it entails "Iso the rejection by God of those who have rejected 

Jesus (Lk. 9.26; 12.8f; 18.8b) wnich is a l so a rejection of the old Israel as 

the people of God (Lk. 17.3lff; 21.20ff; 22.28-30; 22.69) anu the creation of 

the new people of God whose primary characterist i c .. auld be allegbnce t9· .. _ 

Jesus (Luke 6.22; 9.22ff; l2.8f; 17. 34f; 18.8b; 21. 27f (?)). 

(v) Although there are clear parallels between the community and the 

Son of ilian in authority (Lk. 5.24; .6.5; 7. 34; 19.10; 22. 28- 30)and 

suffering (Lk. 6.22; 9.22ff), the community is wholly dependent on the Son of 

Wiln for its existence, authority, and way of life (cf especially 9.26: l2.8f; 

12.10: 18.8b; 22.28-30) and, theologically speaking , this dependence is 

directly related to the heavenly enthronement of the Son of man. Therefore 

the; community i s distinctly a post-Easter creltion, whic" is s il id to be the 

community of the Holy Spirit (Lk. 12.10), i.~ . they are endowed corporately 

,dth the 'Spirit' of the Son of man. 

(vi) The ideas both of the judgellent of the old Israel .nd of the 

creation of the new people of God ore linked with the enthronement 

'day ' of the Son of ll81l (Lk.17.22ff: 21.20ff(?)). 

(Vii) Being in this community entails : 

(a) being accepted by God, before whom the Son of miln appears as 

advocate of the f'1ithful (Lk. 9.26: 12.8f: lS.8b: 21.36f(?)); 

(b) sharing in the redemptive, covenant-making table-fellowship of 

the ::> on of man (Lk •. 7.34f; 12.40: ,22.2lf:22.28-30); 

(c) being forgiven (Lk. 7.34: 12.10: 19.10); 
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(d) being in the Kingdom (Lk. 22.28-30; 21.31(?)) 

In this Vie see that Luke h3s preserved the pri];)itive teaching we 

found in Mark and Q where the Son of Llan is conceived of prim.'lrily in terms 

of the heavenly session in sovereign authority :md power.. With this figure 

Jesus is identified .md thus the issue of his passion is in his ascension/ 

enthronement. His earthly ministry carries within it the sovereignty of the 

e;;lorified ;jon of moo, CUld those who are with Jesus - the f"ithful disciples -

are the authority-endowed community of the Son of man since the Spirit of Jesus 

ispoured out upon them. For Luke, therefore, 'the Son of man' is both a 

Christological =d soteriological title, :md pOints to the community- creating 

ch· rocter of the atonement, which community is m3rked by its dependence on and 

allegiance to Jesus the Son of man. If Lk. 21.27 '1nd 36 are to be inter­

preted in terms of the pa rousia and not the 3scension, it would appear tha t 

the process by which ti'lis doctrine h'1s entered into his thi nking is through 

the fact that the longed-for deliverUlce from persecutions :md frustrations 

did not in f :)Ct come with either the nsccnsion or the rejection of Isnel 

m:m ifested in the fall of Jerusalem. Consequently that hope was again 

deferred to a tim" ··"" en the Son of m.:-~ would come again. It is only in 

ubtthew, however, that this concept receives clear and uneqUivoca l expression 

Qlong with the more primitive teaching. 
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(v) The Son of M.~ in Matthew 

In de .: ling with the Son of man sayings in Matthew we shall group 

them, for the sake of convenience, under the following headings: 

(i) Saying in which Matthew has made no ch anges or minor changes to 

the text or context of the sayings he has derived from Mark and Q, 

so preserving the original senSe of the saying in his source. 

These are : Mt. 8..20 (=Q Lk. - 9.58.); 9.6 (= Mk. 2.10); 11.19 

(=Q Lk. 7.34); 17.9, 12 (= Mk. 9.9-13)= 17.22 (= f.ik. 9.:31); 20.18.f 

(= Mk. 10.33f); 20.28. (= 11k. 10.45); 26.24 (= nlk. 14.21); 26.45 

(= Mk. 14. 41); 26.64 (= Mk. 14.62; probable original text). 

(u) Sayings in which Matthew's alterations to his text, or the contexts 

in widch he hus placed the sayings, h~ve altered the original 

meaning. These a re: Mt. 12.8. (= Mk. 2.28.); 12.31f (=Q Lk.12.10); 

12.40 (=Q Lk. 11.3Q). 

(iii) Sayings in which Matthew has removed the title Son of man and 

replnceJ it by 'I ,. or 'he'. Thes e are: Mat. 5.11 (=Q Lk. 6.22) 

10.32f (Q Lk. 12.8.f); 16.21 (= Mk. 8..31). 

(iv) Sayings in which Matthew's emendat ions of his sources give the 

sayings ~ clear eschatological and/or parousia interpretation. 

These are: Mt . 12.3lf(?) (=Q Lk. 12.10); 16.27f (= Mk. 8.. ·38.f); 

24.27, 37, 39 (= Q Lk. 17.24, 26); 24.30f (= Mk.13.26f); 24.44 

(= Q Lk. 12.40). 

(v) Sayings which are peculiar to Matthew. These are: 

Mt. -10.23; 13.37, 41; 16.13; (cf Mk. 8..27); 19.28. (cf Lk. 22.28.-30); 

25.31; 26.2. 

(i) The sayings in this group f a ll naturally into t wo groups; (1) those 

sayings which stress the ~uthority of the Son of man on earth; Mt. 8..20; 9.6; 
1, 

11.19; 20.28a ~nd (2) those which are connected with the rejection of the 

authority of the Son of man which issues in his paSSion or passion and 
2. 

resurrection; Mt. 17.9, 12; 17 .. .22; 20. 18.f; 26.24; 26.45; 20. 28.b. Mt. 20.28 

L Cf for detailed discussions of Matt •. 8 •. 20, under Q above pp. 261 ff; 9.6, 
under Mk. 2.10 above pp.218ff; 11.19 under Q above pp.264 ff; 20.28.a under 
Mk. 10.45a above 234 ff. 

2. Cf for detailed discussion of Matt. 17.9,12 under Mk. 9.9,12 above p.229 ff; 
17.22 under r.fl<:. 9. 31 a bove pp.231 ff; 20.18. under Mk. 10 .33 above pp. 2~:1 
26; 24 under Mk. 14.21 above pp,246 fft 26.45 under Mk. H .41 above pp.~ff; 
20.28.b under 11k. 10.45b above pp.234 fI. 
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(\ and b combine the two conceptions of the Son of man. The only exception 
1. 

to this grouping is, significantly, Mt. 26.64, which refers to the session and 

coming of the Son of man. 

1. In our analysis of the sayings in this group, we have seen that the 

following are the key ide'ls; (a) The example of Jesus who is homeless in 

this generation (Mt . 8. 20), who hec,ls 'ehe sick thus implY:ll13 tha t he 

forgives sins (Mt . 9.6), who includes tax- collectors i n his covenant-

m:lking table-fellowship (Mt. 11.19), and who Serves rather than is served 

(Mt. 20. 28a); (b.) In the light of the ascension to sovereign lordship all 

of these activities ~re seen to ex~ress the inherent sovereignty of the 

Son of nmn during his earthly ministry, it is this supreme ,"uthori ty which 

pl " ces him in tension with this generation (8.20), by which he forgives 

sins (9. 6) transcends the Jewish l.w in eating !l.I1d drinkillg with silmers 

(11.19) , and reverses the expectations about the Son of mqn (20. 28a); 

(c) This sovereign example and person becomes the cruci~l f~ctor in the 

life of the new people of God. An absolute allegiance to him is demanded 

','hich will set them in tension with this gene r at i on (8.20); On h is 

authori ty the practice of those who are iwith him' i s jus tified (9.6; 

11.19; 20. 28a), Imd not only justified, it is their specific mission to 

f"orgive sins, to include tax collectors ,'1ld Silm ers in their fellowship 

wit h the Son of ,!lan, and to serve r ather than be served. Inherent in all 

these sayings, therefore, is the concept of the community; ,~ community 

whose ex istence ~~d ch~racter is wholly dependent on Jesus the Son of man. 

2. The sayings in this group develop the theme of the rejection of the 

aut hority-endowed Son of man , which will issue in his suffering. But they 

point beyond his suffering to his victory over death Dd enthronement. It 

is bot h the concepts of :tuthority :md vindication by God which makes the 

title Son of m:',n e.ppropriate in the con'G ext of thes e passion sayings . 

liiatt. 20. 28b combines the theLle of the Son of man and the (ebhed Yahweh 

in asserting thot it is the mission of the Son of man to 'give his life' 

and that the purpose of this is to create the new community (his giving 

his life is a X~"'PM 
, 
d..Vil IT 0 ">->-::, v ) an 9.ction, which we have 

argued , is continued in the covenant- making meal with the Son of man in 
2. 

the Eucharist. These sayings reflect the conviction of the early church 
1. Cf for det-liled discussion under Mk. 14. 62 :lbove Pp.zLi9 ff. 
2. Cf above pp. 236 ff. 
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that they were created as the new covenant community out of the paSSion 

and ey,ltation of Jesus the Son of man, !.md that this creation and covenant 

is renewed in the Eucharistic meal. 

The only saying which Matthew h2s taken over unaltered from his sourceS 

which does not refer either to the earthly activity or p~ssion of the Son of man 

is Matt. 26 . 64. This refers to the heavenly 'sess ion' and 'coming' of the Son of 

Lun. Apart from Matt . 10.32, this is the only saying which refers to the 

heavenly activity of th" Son of man or his 'coming' which I"atthew h28 not given a 

clear parousia interpretation. This lil:lkes it prob" ble th:.t Matthew understood 

the ' cowing' of the Son of man which accompanies his ' sitting at the right hand ' 

to refer to the parousi:l. e ' , , 
However, since Kd. ')}'I:VOV and ~fXO}'EVOV both express 

continuous action r ather than either past or future, Matthew has retained the 

sense of the continual cOhling of the Son of ,nan to his own. This continuous 

sense of the 'coming' which the Jewish rulers will See is reinforced by the 

qualifying 
.> _, )1 

0-1' rApT' 

(ii) The sayings in this group, in which Matthew has altered the text or 

on earth 

context of his source, again refer to the authori ty of 
1. 

(Matt. 12.8; 12.31f) or to th8 paSSion end resurrection 

the Son of man 
2. 

(Matt. 12.40). 

In Matt. 12. 8 (For the Son of m::m is lord of the ;:labb2th) Matthew has 

not altered the essential meaning of either the text or context of Mark. What he 

h ,;.s done is develop n much clearer omd more explicit argument. After quoting the 

exmuple of David who broke the l nw to feed his disciples he inserts 

Or have ye not read in the law , how th I t on the sabbath dCly the priests 
in the temple profane the sabbath, ~nd ~re guiltless? But I say unto 
you, that one greater than the temple is h·ore. (3) 

'rhe force of this argwnent is that for the sake of the temple the temple priests 

break the law and are guiltless before the l.'1w. Now , for the sake of the one who 

is g reater than the teJlple, his disciples break the l aw and are guiltless. Tpat 

this insertion is secondary is obvious . In the story of how the disciples break 

the sabbath 12ws in the corn fields it is not 'for the sake of Jesus', but 
4. 

because they are hungry. But Since , as we have seen, the saying was probably 

creClted by the primitive community to justify their keeping of the day of triumph 

1. Cf for detailed discussion of Matt. 12.8 under Mk. 2.28 above PI'. 222ff; 
Matt . 12 . 3lf under Q above pp.282 ff. 

2. Cf for detailed discussion of Matt. 12.40 under Q ~bove pp.l71 ff. 
3. Matt. 12.5, 6. 
4. Matt. 12.1 
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of Jesus, the first day of the week, the argument is wholly in pl~ce. Allegiance 

to Jesus the ascended, sovereign Son of man, is the new 'Law' of the new Israel, 

for his sake they keep this new day, lnd on his authority they are liberated 

from the sabbath laws of the old Israel. Aggin we see how the primitive church 

Saw its life to stem frow and be grounded in the events of Easter and the 

exalta tion of Jesus. 

jYJ8.tthew's placing of the independent Q saying (, ,Ind whosoever shall 

spegk a word against the Son of man, it sha ll be forgiven him; but whosoever shall 

spe" k 19ainst the Holy Spirit, it shall not be forgiven him') nt the close of the 

Beelzebul pericope (Matt. 12.32) h~s altered the meaning of the s~ying. In this 
1. 

context, and espe c i ~ lly ," .. hen t"ken together with Matt. 12.33, the meaning of the 

SDYing is patently th.'t it is in the power of the Holy Spirit tho.t Jesus has cnst 

out J evils. To ca ll this the work of Beelzebul is both stupid (for it implies 
that Satan is'divided against himself') and blasphemous ( for it implies 

I\thQt the Jewish leaders nre not prepared. to acknowledge the work of the Spirit 

of God when they see it). As such, the meaning of the s ."'Y ing i s close to John 

10. 37; 'If I do not the works of my Father, believe me not. But if I do them, 

though ye believe not me, be l ieve the works : th::lt y e may know th .t the Father is 

in me, .ilid I in the F::>ther'. Ylhile it is not essential to acknowledge that 

Jesus is indeed t h e " on of ma n, it is essen tial to acknowledge tha t it is 'by 
2. 

the Spirit of God ' that Jesus casts out devils nd thus th" t 'the kingdom of God 
3. 

is COilie upon you'. To refus u to acknowledge thiS, is to refuse to be a part of 

the Kingdom of God whi ch is come in the work of Jesus. Consequently there is 

no forgiveness for s uch. 

Matthew's uneasiness about this realized eschat o logy is seen in his 

'eschatological' addition to the Q saying that there is no forgiveness for those 

who blasphelae 'neither in this age nor in t ha t which is to come'. While the 'age 

to come' is not linked ,vith a future 'coming' of the Son of mEn in this saying, 

M,tthew hqs opened h i s t ext to a future eschatology. Although the kingdom of 

God is a lreQdy co",e in the works of the Spirit ·,'Iflich have been manifested in Jesus 

!,.att hew's associ<!tion of t h e a dvent of the kingdom with the p ,rousi" of the Son 

of mc~ has led him t o draw a distinction between 'this age' ~ld 'the age t o come'. 

It is his introduction of the Son of man s aying from Q into the iVl'ulmn context 

which ha s brouc;ht with it a ch=ge in the concept of the kingdom which he found 

1. 'Either make the tree good, and its fruit good; or mqke the tree corrupt and 
its fruit corrupt: for the tree is known by its fruit.' 

2. Ma tt. 12.28. 
3. ,~tt. 12.28 . 
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in Mark. 

In our examination of the Q saying a bout the 'sign of Jon3h' we have 

seen that the essent i a l meaning is deliver~mce from dec:th and, in Luke , exaltation. 

In Matt . 12. 40 Matth€,,. h:ls drawn together the details of thE: length of period 

Jonah was in the belly of the whale Jnd the formal predictions of the death and 

resurrection ofel1- Son of man. In so doing he hqs shifted the emphaSis slightly 

from the fact of deliver3Uce from de~ th to the length of time involved. 

(iii) The most signific'illt ch:mg8 in tilis group of s _yings is th3.t Matthew 

has so cO:lpletely i dentified Jesus with the Son of man th :lt th e title 
l. 

Ius disappeared clUd is repLlCed by an ' I' saying (Matt. 5.11; 10.32f; 16.21). 

Matt . 5. 11 is a saying whose ch ief point is to expres s the .luthority 

of Jesus which Ge~ands an absolute al legia nce on the pa rt of his followers. They 

are to endure persecutions ' for my sake' just as the proph8ts endured persecutions 

f or the sake of the alien word of the Lord addressed to them.. It is allGgionce 

to him because he is th e authorit :ltive .Iord of God that gucrantees the disciples 

their rewa rd in heaven. 

Matt . 10.32f is significant in that it is the only saying, if Matt. 
2. 

26 . 64 is not held t o r~present the origin~ l form of the saying in Mk. 14.62, in 

Vltlich 3. reference to the heavenly 3.ctivity of the Son of LJD.n or his coming is 

not given a pa rousia interpretation. It is prob3.bly bec c.use Matthew has so 

identified the hec:venly Son of man with the p .rousia th.:lt he hels removed the 

title in Matt. 10. 32f. Without the title the s 'Wing contains no hint of the 

p:1rQusia, and prob:::bly links up with Matt. 5.11f. The ' reward in heaven' which 

is the inheritanc e of those who endure p ersecution 'for my s,lke' is th.lt 'I will 

confess them before my F:lther which is in heaven' . While this saying h3.s pre-

served the ascension i m3.gery of the origin31 saying in Q, ~~tthew's 'pa r ousia 

ti tIe', the Son of =n, h39 been removed. It would seem th ,t it is for this 

reason, and n ot simply t o identify Jesus with the Son of m311, th.lt Matthew h .1S 

ill3de this a lteration in t his text . 

While Matthew removes the title 'Son of man' from t (le passion prediction 

in Matt. 16 . 21, he has inserted it into the origina l question of Jesus to the 
3. 

d i sciples at Cnesaren Philippi; 'Who du men say th ,t tile Son of mn is?' 

1. Cf for detailed discuss i on of Matt . 5.11 under Q abOve pp.259 ff; Matt . 10. 32f. 
unuer Q above pp. 276 ff; Matt. 16.21 under Mk. 8.31 a bove pp.224 ff. 

2. In any event I,iatthew prob :1bly did interpret the 'c oCling' of the Son of = 
' on the clouds of heaven' in Matt . 26 . 64 in terms 0' the p~rousi:1 . 

3. 1'.r~tt. 16.13 = Mk. 8. 27 ' \;hu do ~jm s ay th·· t I am'. 
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The point of this omission in Matthew is that he, unlike the other evangelists, 
l. 

records Jesus ' approval of the Messianic declaration of Peter ;:.nd promises 

r' ;' 
that on him he will build his ~y,,,A'l<.l'(A Nov, the way in which that 

, \ ' 
['\"''''10 '<1- will be built is through the suffering, death and resurrection 

of Jesus the Messiah. The work of the Son of man is reserved for a later 

cOming in judgement (Matt. 16 . 27). 

And so Matthew, who restricts the use of the title 'Son of man ' to 

the earthly ministry and passion and to the parousia, and who links the advent 

of the kingdom of heaven with the parousia , when his context deals unmistake-

.> \ / 
ably wit h the Messiah and the U,I"\')° ,e/. , which exists in fello wship with 

and allegiance to the ascended Jesus in the period between Easter and the 

parousia, has dropped the title ' Son of man ' . By this Matthew indicates clearly 

~ \ ' that he draws a distinction between the E.1'\t<.Arlo',d. and the Kingdom. He cer-

tainly does not think of the Son of man as other than Jesus. His intent i on 

is rather to separate the concepts of the Church and the Kingdom, for the 

Church and the Kingdom will be i(entified only at the parousia. 

It is for these reasons that Matthew hGS removed the title from 

Matt . 16.21 and put it into the oricinal question of the earthly Jesus in 

Matt. 16 . 13, o.nd given the Son of man saying in !f,att . 16.27 a ' future eschato-

logy' and parousia interpretation. In both 16.13 ~d 27 the title is in 

keeping with his theo l ogy and eschatology. 
) \ I 

But in the cKK"1C ,0. context 

of 16.21 it would not have been. 

(iv) In addition to W~tt . 12.32, 10 . 32 and 16 . 21, the sayings which are 

changed by ~~tthew to fit into his concept of the parousia of the 
2 . 

Son of man are Matt .. 16 . 27f; 24.27,37,39; 24 .30f; 24 . 44 all reflect secondary 

insertions by Matthew into his sources and impose a parousia interpretation 

upon them. 

All of the sayings in l~att. 24 a re brought under the influence of 

Matthew's alteration of his Markan source making the initial 

, /.. -. "".... I 

disciples to J esus I ' .0 d'1JJClOV '1tf ell)) ""'Pouo,,,,) 

question of the 

k,"'~ T~~ ouv-r,h:"} 
~ '.) '7' 

Tou ~'~Yos .Since the diSciples asked about the parousia of Jesus, the 

secondary alteration by rr~tthew of his Q source in I,:att . 24 . 27,37, 39 to the 

On the aut \lenticity . of Matt. 16.17- :j.9 of above pp.133ff 
2. Cf for detailed discu8sion of Matt. 16.27f under !Ilk. 8.38f above pp . 226 ff; 

Matt. 24 .27,37,39 under Q above pp. 286 ff; Matt . 24 . 30f under !tIk. 13.26f 
above pp.240 ff; Matt . 24 .44 under Q above pp . 282 ff. 

3. Matt. 24.3 
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of the Son of man makes it self-evident that Matthew thought 

that the coming Son of man would be none other than the asc ended Jes~s. This 

is so also in Matt . 24.30, where Matthew has altered Mk. 13. 26f to suit the 

question about the 's ign ' of the para usia of Jesus by introducing the saying 

about the ' sign of the Son of man' which will appear in heaven. 
a 

So _ the 

whole passage is givenl\consist ent parousia interpretation which we saw was 

present in confusion in klk. 13. He has removed all traces of the independent 
1. 

nature of Mk. 13.24- 27 . After the 'tribulations of those days', during which 

men are not to follow any false reports about the 'parous i a .of the Son of man' 
2 . 

for that will be universally seen, there will follow disturbances in heaven. 

Then the 'sign of the Son of man' will be seen in heaven. This final sign 

marks the beginning of crisis f or 'the tribes of earth' who will see him coming 
in 

'on the clouds with power and great glory ', c.nd the gathering"of the 'elect', 

i.e. those who have remained faithful t o Jesus (cf Matt . lO.3~f). While 

Matthew has i nserted the apocalypt ic idea of the 'mourning ' of the tribes of 

the earth, reminiscent of the lament of the kings in I Enoch, and suggesting 

that sudden terror and destruction is to overtake them, he has retained the 

essential concept of the community a ssociat ed with the Son of man. At his 

coming they will be gather ed together into the final kingdom. 

This consistent parousia interpret ation of the coming of the Son of 

man in Matthew 24, linked with the 'end of the age', the dest ruction of sinners, 

and the gathering in of the f a ithful community, makes it self - evident that for 
3. 

Matthew the unexpected 'coming ' of the Son Jf ll1ill1 like a thief refers to this 

same future event. 

The same parJusia and eschatological interas~ is evident in Mat t . 

16.27f. Matthew has carefully removed the Son of man from his role as 

advocate, even if only in a negative sense, i n !iIk. 8 . 38. Now, following hard 

on the saying about being prepared to l ose one's life fo r the sake of Jesus , 

and thus finding it, comes the saying whicll reveals what 'saving one's life' 

means ; ' For the Son of man shall come in the glory of his Father v:ith his 

angels; and then shall he rende r unto every man according to his deserts', i.e. 

gather in the elect who have been pI'iK1red tc lose their lives for the sake 

of Jesus, and destroy the sinners . No long", r i. s it possibl e to interpret this 

saying as referring to the heavenly intercessiou of the ascended 50n of man. 

1. i.iatt . 24. 29, r ef errin:; b'lck t o the roll of Jer usalem 'nd tho general unrest 
describ ed in 24.4ff. 

2. lilatt . 2'f . 27 
3. M.',tt . 24. 44. 
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His role is th2t of esclb tologic9.1 judge, nnd with his 'coming' OS eschatological 
-'-. 

ju<l;;e the 'kingdoJ;!' of the Son of man '1160 comes. 

) \ I 

It is self- evident, therefore, th:1t for Matthew the E.Kr,,,,)C, cC of Matt. 

16.18 is not the fil1E:.l kingdoru of God which comes only with the return in final 

tri=ph .qnc. power of the Son of man , Matt. 16. 27ff. 

Since we h 'eve seen tha t all of these textual ch :nges !lre clearly 

seconclary in ,~atthew, they reflect the later interest which sees the 'Kingdom of 

God' not as belonging to the ascension/enthr onement of Jesus, but to a future 

parousia of the sscenc.ed Lord. Jesus isstill the authortitative Son of wan with 

whom Sal vation inextricably bound up, but that salvat ion for the new people of 

God belongs to ~ future pe r iod in the history of salvation. 

(v) To couplete the picture of the Son of man in Matthew we need to look 

at the Son of lUan sayings peculia r to him. 

19.28 , 13.37, 41 ; 10. 23; 25.31; 26 . 2 

(1) Matt . 16 . 13 

Who do men s~y that the Son of man is? 
2 . 

These are Matt. 16.13, 

We h(we already seen that Matthew h,., s derived this title froJ;! the 

pGss i on prediction of Mk. 8.31, which he h:1s reIloved frOtl the parallel in Matt . 

16 . 2l. 

C 
c.corded 
A 

) / 

In the LI<K\1d' '''' context of Matt. 16 . 21 , the title would not have 

with his use of it , but in Matt. 16. 13 it represents his convict ion that 

already in his e:lrthly ministry Jesus wC\s the Son of man who, in the events of 

) \ ' 
the first Easter , would establish his E.KKA'l <f' 01, This post- Easter community 

would be characterised by a continuing nllcgi 9.nce to Jesus who would be their 

advocate before the l'.:lther. Thus they would consti tut e the neW 'elect' people 

of God who h!lve nothin,:s to fea r when the Son of l:Jan returns in judge;nent and 

brings in the lonGed-for Kingdom of God. 

(2) Matt . 19. 28 (3) 

And Jesus said unto them , Verily I say unte you, th'1t ye shich 
lJ.:,ve followed me, in the regenerntion when the Son of man shal l 
sit on the throne of his glery , ye " lso shall sit upon twelve 
thrones, judging the twelVE tribes of Isr2el. 

,Ie h: ve seen th l t the tradition which 1 'ly behind both Matt . 19. 28 and 

Lk. 22 . 28-30 referred to the 3scension/enthroneu ent of the Son of man which 

entailed thc,t the faithful comaunity would sh::tre in his dOlJinion .'}s the true 
1 . blatt . 16 . 28 
2. Cf above p. 338 
3. Cf for deta iled discussion under Lk. 22. 28-30 above pp.323ff. 
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people of God. However, since ' the throne of his glory' is a. Mntthnean phraBG, 

probably derived fro"l 1 Enoch or the SnL",e tlilieu of thought as 1 Enoch, and is 

used again in Matt . 25. 31 where it is undoubtedly related t o the parousia, the 

saying most prob2bly held (m eschato l ogic."l Lleaning for Matthew. Accordingly 
, 

the To.;..AI~l\'EV[Qt';, , when the Son of lJ.Cll sh :o11 sit on his throne, probabl y refers 

to the Kingdom of th e Son of man in Matt . 15. 28 which is estGblished at the 

parousia. In this final kingdom the twelve will also sit on thrones ' judging 

the twelve tribes of Isr~el ', i. e. the faithful apostles will share in his judge-

ment of the old Israel or in his rule Over the new Israel. On either inter-

pretation, as judging or ruling, the parouSia-coming of the Son of man to his 

final eschatological anthronement creates at the same time t he eschatological 

comnunity. 

3. Matt. 13.37-43 

He that soweth the good s eed is the Son of man; 
And the fie l d is the world ; and the good seed, these are the 
sons of the kingdom; and the tares are the sons of the evil one. 
And the enemy that sowed them is the devil: and the harvest 
is the end of the world; and the reapers are angels. 
As therefore the tares are gathered up and burned with fire; 
so shall it be in the end of the world. 
The Son of man shall send forth his angels, and they shall 
gather out of his kingdom all things that cause stumbling, 
and them that do iniquity, 
And shall cas t them into the furnace of fire: there shall be 
the weeping and gnashing of teeth. 
Then Shall the right eous shine forth as the sun in the k~dom 
of their Father. 

The careful linguist i c analysis by Je remias of Matt . 13.36ff has shown 
1. 

beyond any shadow of doubt that it is to be ascribed to ~mtthew. This conclusion 

is supported by the fact that two conceptions found in Matt. 13.41 are peculiar 

to Matthew in the New Testament. These are the angels of the Son of man (cf 
2. 

Matt . 16.27; 24. 31) and t he kingdom of t he Son of man (cf 1!att . 16. 28). 

These two Son of man sayings represent Matthew 's twin conceptions of 

the Son of man's ·'"ork. The first is that he is the authoritat i ve figure on earth, 

and the second is t hat he is judge at the 'consumnation of the age '. 

As the authoritative Son of man on e., rth, J esus i s the one who 'sows 

the good seed, t he 80ns of the kingdom ' . The process by which he does this is 
\ I " ~ \ I 3. 

by preaching the >\0 If 05 TI)S /3d...dl Ai' rJ..) It would appear that he understands 
1. J . Jeremias, Parables , 1954, pp. 64- 67. 
2. Cf A.J.B. Higgins, Son of Man, 1964, p. 97. In 16. 28 , derived from Mk. 9.1, the 

kingdom of the Son of man still bears the meaning of t he final kingdom of God. 
3. Matt . 13.19, Cf H. E. T6dt , Son of Man , 1965, p.71. 
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this 'good seed ' to be the true sons of the kingdom of the Father. They are the 

'right eous' \'Iho will ' shine forth' in the Y~ngdom of the Father after the 

judgement of the Jon of man carried out by his angels (Matt. 13.41,43) . In that 

judgement we are told th~t the SonS of the evil one will be rooted out from the 

kine. dom of the Son of man, (v erse 41). I'le see, therefore, a clear distinction 

implied bet.leen the kingdom of the Son of man, which cont.lins both good seed and 

tares, and the final kingdom of God, which will contain only good seed. Although 

Matthew tells US that the field in which both good seed and tares are sown is t he 

world (verse 38), the kingdom of the Son of man must almost certainly be inter-
1. 

preted as the church. In this provisional and temporary kingdom, two processes 

are at work; the effective palle r of the Son of man who pl aces his own in the 

kingdom, and the ' evil one' who sows the tares amongst them. The intense 

interest of Matthew's interpretation, after allegorising on the various elements 

in the original parable, is with the final Separation of those who a r e at present 

found together in the kingdom of the Son of rllan . This will t e ke place 'at the 

consummation of the a~e '. Verses 41 onwards describe the judgement by means of 

traditional apocalyptic elements - not without d~lelling at some length on the 

pi tiable fate of t ;'Je sons of the evil one (v. 42) <lnd the inheritance of the f i nal 

kingdom of the Father by the ' good seed' Sown by the Son of man. 

As we Saw when dealing with l.!att. 16.13, 21 and 27, Matthew restricts 

t he concept of the Son of' man as lord of' the Church to hiG creation Wld judgement 

of it. 'He is not seen as the one who rules over the Church during its exi stence 

on earth; he is not seen as the exalted one. He is not the Lord acting in the 
2. 

Church. , In the interim Matthew speakS of allegiance to Jesus (~!att . 10. 32f) 

rather than to the Son of man. But they are the ' good seed ' who are promised 

that they will be included in the 'kingdom of the Father' when the Son of man 
3. 

'comes' i n judgement (c f Matt . 16 . 27; 24. 30f. ) . 

4. Matt. 25.31 

But when t he Son of man shall come in h i s glory, and all the 
angels with him, then shall he sit on the throne of his glory. 

This sayin,g enjoys the dubious distinction of beill!; the only Son of 

man saying in a Gospel parable, a fact w;'Jich immediately Clrouses suspicion. 
1. G. Bornlmmm, End-Expectation and Chur ch in Matthew, in G. Bornkamm, G. B,."rth 

and H. J . Held 'Tradition Wld Interpretation in Matthew, 1963, p. 44; H.E. Todt 
Son of Man, 1965 , p. 71; A.J. B. Higgins, Son of Man , 1 964, p. 98. 

2. H. E. Todt, Son of M~n , 1965, p. 73. Cf ~ls o G. Bornkamm, op. cit. p . 44 who also 
argues th'lt the Church is SeEm in the same way in Matt. 16. 17-19. 

3. It is significcmt th l t both of these p::ssag es contain the r.lat thaeain peculiaritieS 
of the ~ongels of the Son of man 'md the lUn3dom of the Son of mn showing 
beyond question th.. .t t his theology is libtth:lean :lnd not iP'rimi tive. 
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This suspicion is confirmed by the fact thr,t 'shall sit on t he t llrone of his 

glory' reproduces exactly the Same phrase N 3 in Matt. 19.28, whe r e we saw it to 
1. 

be,\" econdary and r,btthae31l in origin. ;'latthew ' s hand is also seen in this verse 

in the fact that the title Snn of man does not recur in the p . r~ble . Rather, 

there is :l sudden and unexpl",ined transition to ' the King' in verses 34 and 40 , 

and the one who does the separating of the s h eep from the go·,ts is addressed as 

'Lord' in verses 37 ,\Ild 44. Jeremias sUgbests , th erefore, th l.t this opening 
2. 

ve r se is a 'stylization of the introduction by :>btthew ' end dchwei'\zer and 

Vi elh::tuer tlk~t the ev~ngelist has transformed a parable about God as the judge to 
3. 

represent Jesus, the Son of man , 'is the eschatologic.~l judge. 

Little of t he p3rable itself can be ~scribed to authentic tea ching of 

Jesus. In f act Dodd finds the only truly parabolic element in the 'simile of 
4. 

the shepherd separ"t ing the sheep and the go~ts'. 

elements in the 'two <men-pronouncements in verSeS 

Hi ggins Sees 
5. 

40 and 45' . 

authentic 

His conclusion 
6. 

that the par9.ble is ' the deposit of e3rl y Christ i 'lll ethic 'l l. instruct ion' i s 

cert~inly correct . Nevertheless , Matthew ' s introduct ion h s t urned the whole 

p.l r able into a parable of the pa rousi", ~d fin~. l judGement in which the Son of 
7. 

man (despite the referenceS to the King a nd Lor d) is the judge who separates the 

sheep from the goats as he separates the {Oood seed from the tares in Matt . 13.41. 

Here the b'" s i s of the sepa r at ion i s clllegiC' nce to Jesus which expresses 
8. 

it s elf i n acts of mercy to 'one of these , my brethren, even the least'. 

In this saying , therefore, Vie Se e again how '.;Utthew ' s secondary amend-

ments to his Sources hQS int roduced the concept of the p, r ousia and final judge-

ment, not spa ring the terrifying details of the fate which awa i ts the ' goats ' 

(verses 41 and 46 ) ,nd introducing his concept that a t t h e p c.rous i a the 'sheep ' 

'''' ill inherit the final kingdom of God (verse 34) . This fir""l judgement is 

linked for him with the return of Jesus , the Son of man. 

1. Cf a bove pp.323 ff . 
2. J . Jer emias, Parables, 1954 , p.142 
3. E. Schweizer -;Son of ,.ian ' in JEL Vol. 79 , 1960, p.200; Pn. Vielh~uer , 

Gottesreich und Mens chensohn in der VerkUndi gung Jesu ' in Festeschrift fur 
GUnther Dehn , 1957 , p. 58. 

4. C. H. Dodd, P.'lrCtbl es, 1956, p. 85, n . 1. 
5. A.J .E. Hi ggins , ", on of IyJp..n , 1964 , p. ll6 . 
6. ibid p.ll7 
7. Nowhere in the synoptic gospe l s is the Son of man called either King or Lord. 
8. Mntt . 25 . 40,45 . If E. SchweiZer ,-.nd Ph . Vielh!1uer (cf p. 349 n.5) are right 

in seeing t h,t the orig inal pa r a ble referred to the j ud :;;ement by God, then it 
is s ignifican t to not e th,~t it is God wh o is ident ified with thes e hungry, etc. 
and not Jesus. On the other h311d, by making it a Son of man p:lr able , lvl.atthew 
r eflects the universa l faith of the N. T. in implying an ident ity between Jesus 
and his brethren, i. e . between Jesus ,dd t h e Church , an id""ti ty which is so 
close t hat wha t is done to one of hie breth r en is done to h im. 
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5. Matt. 26.2 

Ye know thJt after two days the passover cometh, and the Son 
of man is delivered up to be crucified . 

This is the only saying concernin~ the suffering of the Son of man 

which Matthew h<lS not taken from Mark. 

Verse 2a i s a modificntion of l1k. 14.1 wnich follows the apoc~lyptic 

chapter Mark 13, expc.nded by Matthew to the dimension of ch:lpters 24 and 25. In 

l~tthew Mark's reminder ~bout the proximity of the passover becomes a s aying on 

the lips of Jesus, who continues 'and the Son of man is delivered up to be 

cruc ified ' • 

1. 
The theme of 'delivering up' is familiar, though no mention of to whom 

2. ~ 
the Son of man is delivered is unique. OT.,I.Up....,e .. "",-, is only found elsewhere 

in Matt . 20.19, where it replaces 'kill' in ' 'lark 10.34, and Luke 24.7, where it 
a 3. 

is"v,:,riant translation of the Aramaic ver b )izdegeph. 

All of this pOints to the fact th ·t the saying is a late insertion into 

the Markan context by Matthew who formuhted the saying. It is possible that the 

second h."lf of the sayine waS intended by l\'!atthew to be a hcuding for the pass i on 
4. 

lection, reflecting th::. t everything th .. ,t follows is the issue of the rejection 

of the Son of man by 'this g-oneration '. 

6. Matt. 10. 23 

But when they persecute you in this city , flee into the next: 
for verily I s'J.y unto you, Yc s;,all not helve gone through the 
cities of Is r .:tel , till the Son of m3l1 b~ come. 

5. 
This saying h~s given rise to a wide range of interpretations, and the 

6. 
4uestion of its authent icity as a saying of Jesus has been hotly debated. 

7. 
In his fCllllOUS study Albert Schweitzer concluded, on the ground that 

Matt. 10 is 'historic.11 as a Whole and down to the smallest detail ', that the 

saying is not only a word of Jesus himself but IlUrked the turning point in his 

mini stry. 'The p!;,rousia of the Son of m: .n, w1:1ich is logically 3!ld temporally 

1. Mk. 9.31; 10.33; 14. 21, H; Lk. 22 . 48; 24. 7. 
2. Onl y those p",scages which speak of the ' going ' of the Son of ID'J.n contain no 

references to the 'J.8ents of the paSSion, making reference only to the betrayal 
by ' that man' Ji'ik. 14.21 and par. 

3. Cf !bove p. 329. 
4. A.J . B. Higgins, 0 0n of man, 1964, p. 100 
5. ]'or a useful sunmw.ry of the m'ijor interpretations cf A. J . B. Higgins , Son of 

Man, 1964, pp. 100f. 
6. For references on ti!e controversy whether the saying originated with Jesus 

cf ,.; . G. Ki.irrmel, Promis e'J.nd ~'ulfilment, 1961, p.63 n. 137. 
7. A. Schweitzer , Quest , 1911 , p.361 
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i dentical with tile dnwn ofthe Kingdom, will t · k e ploce before they (the twelve) 
1. 

shall have c ompleted :1 hasty journey t h rough the cities of Is r ael to announce it . 

,:hen they return and the parousia ha d not happened , we get the first postponement 

of th e p .,rous ia. From now on J esus sets him£elf on the road of suffering which 

he sees will be t he necessa ry preliminqr,v to the kingdom ' s advent. 

The fat :ll weJ.kness of t h is interpretation is Hut it fails to notice 

the composite ch ' r acte r of this Matthaean discourse, a nd esp ec i , lly Matt . 10. 17-23 
2. 

blatt . 10. 17- 22 is taken f rom j,jark 13.9- 13, whic.l is not reproduced in Matt. 24 , 

the cha pter cor responding to Mark 13 , except tint M),. 13. 13 i s found both in 

lbtt . 24.9a 13b "nd 10. 22 . Thus whi l e Matt . 10. 17- 22 is not the wor k of the 

evangelist the setting of it in this context is . A comparison of ~rk 13.14 

.'Iith lbtt . 10. 23a io '·lso instructive . M:1rk refers to t :1e ' abomination of 

desolation standing wh ere it ought not ' , which in Luke 21. 20 refer s to the a rmies 

dlich encompJ.ss Jerus31em herqlding her desolClt ion , md the a dvice to those who 

a re in Judaea to flee. ilimiLrly Matt .lO . 23a aotvises flight from persecution. 

The re:1Son given is th·,t they will not h c:ve gone far before tile S on of man comes. 

In contrast Mark 13. 13b in Matt . 24.13 is f ollowed by ' And this ., ospel of the 

kingdom sh:111 be preached in the whole world for a testimony unto a ll the nations; 

: ,nd then smll come t he end.' . This f Qct , a t fir s t sight, appears to indicate the 

oriGin"lity of Matt . 10. 23. But this ca.nIlOt be as the restriction of the 

mission to Isr:1el both here and in Matt . 10. 5f ~d 15.24 is incomp3tible with 

J\;""ltt. 10. 18; "Yea <lld before governors 'md kings she.ll y e be brought f or my sake, 

for n testimony to them J.Ud to the Gentiles' . 

lie conclude th:1t :1t least r,latt . 10. 23b i s an isobted saying which 
3. 

h-;s be en incorporated by lbtthew into this context . Bu'~ i s Tiielt ri:;ht in' re jecting 

the argument of Klimael, that 10.23a and 10. 23 b were originally s eparated and ThJ.ve 
4. 

been combined by l.intthew , and thus trea ting the whole of v. 23 .:'[s an isolated 

1. A. Gchweitzer, Quest, 1911, p.357. 
2. Cf Lk. 21. 12-19. 

3. J . J er emi .c:s , Jesus' Promi se to the NJ.tions , 1958 , pp. 20ff hns shown tha t the 
ArCllllaisms of I' att . 10. 23 exclude the possi bili ty of att r ibuting it to the 
eV.mgelist. V. Taylor, The Names of ,Jesus , 1954, p. 29 " olds th ,t Matthew h'3.s 
r e-interpreted ~.n older saying in the light of the controversy regarding the 
Gentile mission , but H.E. Todt, Son of m~, 196 5 , p . 61 n.l rightly s ays a gainst 
this " "' 9 c:m.not very well 3-scribe to .. ;atthew, however, t he 1 re- interpretCltion' 
in 10.23 , Since the S:1ying hCld become qui te inuppr opri2te to the situJ.t ion of 
Matthew's day. ' 

4. 'iI. G. Kiimmel, Pron s e and ~'ulfilment, 1951, pp.61f. 
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l. 

logion~ "hile Kiimmel' s :'.rgument fo r th e origin:ol isolation of this saying both 

from versa 22 and 24 is decis ive , his linguistic argument for the original iso-

l"tion of' 23a from 23b is not conclus i ve in itsdf. When , however, this is taken 

together wi t h tae f:::ct of the parallel ideas in Ylark , 13.14 ond Jh tt. 10. 23a, 

which 'lppc,ars to be !'atthew' s r ec3sting of t .:le ".ar kan apoc:tlyptic image to suit 
2. 

the situation of the miBs ionnry ch .. nge to the twelve , the nrgumcnt for the 

independence of "Cltt . 10. 23b is convincing. 

When Ibtt . 10.23b is interpreted together .vi th Matt . 10.23a, the menning 

of the sayi ng can only be : in your fl i ght you will not reach all the cities of 

Israel before the Son of mn a ppears in glory. As such it is a message of hope 

and consolation to a persecuted miss io~)ry church. But whim Matt . 10. 23b is 

interpr et ed iniSolC'tion the meaning apponrs t o be; the Son of Illl1n will come 

before the disciples h:cve finished procl,:1 iming the 3d vent of thE; k ingdom of God 

in Isr3el. As such no persecution situation is i mplied. ,md since there is no 

evidenc e to prove th ·t the sayi ng belonged originnlly to the mission charge to 

the t welve, this does not mel3.11 th ~\t the :' on of man would ' coele ' be1'ore the time 

span of th"t pnr -c icuL,r miss ion h .ld run out . It is prob,~blj " more general 

st ·, tement. 

To Wh.l t does the 'coming of the ;;on of ffi'1n ' refer in ~iatt . 10. 23b? 
3. 

Kiimmel confidently :1Sserts that it is to the parousin . · .. hile nJreeing that 

there Olre fev, good grounds for doubting the '1uthenticity of th e logion when 

scp:::r ."t ed from Ma tt. 10. 230., it is <lar d to support his p orous i a interpretation. 

':e helve seen th ,t fi.w , if any , of the most primitive Son of m·m S3yingS whi ch refe r 

to his ' coming ' di d refer to the p:lrousia ' coming '. Hare p2rticuLwly no ' coming' 

S,lYing , which could be given a pa r ous i a int erpretation, do,'s contn in 3. time 

prediction. On the other hand if the reference is to the 'coming' of the Son 

of man into hi s asc~nsion kingdom, then we know f rom very prL~itive t r gdition 

t;lQ.t this coming was to be via the p,ssion, which did in fact come before the 

proclamation of the i n:nn inent advent of the Kingdom of Heaven held been compl eted 
4· 

in Israel. 

1. H. E. Todt, Son of 1,lan , 1965, pp.60f. By tre.at ing the ,Ihole of verde 23 "-S W1 
isolated loglon, Toat holdS th tt the sayi ng comeS from 0. situ"ltion of persecu­
t i on in the midst of ., post - mster miBSiOE to the Jews, end is !l prophetic 
LlIllessage of hope; ' tbey will not have to endure the pers"cution f or long 
bec:mse the Son of m= will come soon' . This is supported by A. J. B. HigginS, 
Son of M::L.'l, 1964 , p.104 who notes th'lt ' nowhere else is Jesus reported t o have 
expect ed the cOming of the Son of man "lS Soon .'3.S this saying suggests. ' 

2. The peculiar reference to fleeing from 'this city ' to tll C 'next' , i nstead of 
the more usu"ll 'from one city to 'l nother ' sug;;ests th::t , :1S in Luke 21.20, it 
is the destruction of' JerWl:llem which is in mind here. 

3. il.G. Kummel, I'roruiGe 'llld J!iulfilment, 1961, p. 63 . 
4, Matt . 10. 7 . 
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We conclude thc,t benind the saying in MCLtthevi 10. 23b Yi:J.S ·m independent 

logion which belonged to .1 gene r al mission:try context , ~.nd which pr omised th!lt 

wi th the he,lvenly enthronement of the Son of IIJ:lll in glory the kingdom of God 

would come. It is prob :lbly this missionc.ry context ::U1d the reference to Isrelel 

which has attmcted the saying to this context in Matthew which , uespite the 

relerence t o the Gentiles in Matt . 10.18 , i s spec ific~lly stated to be the 
1 • 

. nission of the Twelve to ' the lost sheep of ohe house of Isr ,.el '. 

It is doubtful th~t even Matthew understood this to be el parousia 

s aying , since it is he who has incorporated both the materi.::tl from M:lrk 13. 9- 13 

into this charge reL·ting to the mission to Israel :1nd 10.23b from some other 

source. The result ~nt merger of the sourceS gives the impress i on of a teaching 

concerning the p:tr ous i a befor e th::t mi ssion i s completed , . ,nJ ,.'3tthew would have 

known th .'lt h i s cre.:lted prediction was inappropriate in his situation where the 

p , r ousia is still seen to belong to the future . Precisely the same is true even 

if Todt is right in seeing the whole of verse 23 as a crea t i on of the primitive 

communi ty in 3. po: .t-Easter persecution si tU.1tion , containing :' message of hope 

concern i ng the immin en t p::;.rousia. M.qtthew h ',s still embedded it in past , 

unfulfilled hi story whose ch lrllctcr he he,s cre , ted. It is probo.ble , therefore, 

th.lt even ;>1atthew understood this saying to refer to the ,scension , which would be 

tne necessary prelimin;lry of th& fiml c,dvent of the King dom of God in the 

p .lr ousia of the ::'on of mill. The only oth"r possibility, c.nd an unlikely one nt 

that, i s that 'lt this stage in the conflation of his sourceS ,',latthel'l has lost 

tra ck of his developing narrative .. md , completely out of his theological context, 

h a s refer red to the fifr.'ll p .lrousia of the Son of m3.n which will bring in the 

ki...;;dom and end the persecutions of the Church. 

If we ruuy a ssume thElt JV;atthew is fI more consistent theologian than this 

l,.,.st suggestion i..llplies, then it is probable th , t this saying c l1rries the S'lme 

Si gnificance as Matt. 13 . 37 ,md 41. It implies th" t i n the preaciling of the 

kingdom and the d0l1th und resurrection :md C).scens i on of the 3 0n of man the 

' kingdom of the Son of 'ilC_n' is cre ';ted , '. kingdom which will be the sphere of 

his judgement :tt t he pccrousia when the ' good s eed ' or the ' sheep' (Uhtt. 25.34) 

will inherit the final kingdom of God. 

3umra:J.ry_ 

lI'Jatthew restricts his conception of the Son of man to three distinct 

peri ods in the L.istory of salv:'ltion ; (i) the pBriod when t ile Son of man 3ct S 
I.- 1I:itt; -ICJ.5 



:c .... t.: j 48. 

wit.] ('.uthority on e~,rth, (ii) the perioo '.,hen t his due a uthority is rejected 

issuing in the Passion, resurrection and ascension of th E. Son of Dum, and (iii) 

the time , still in the future, when, with the p.lrousia of t i,e Son of =n the 

final judgement will t ::.ke pl'lce (which is the work of the Son of man) ."md the 

".dvent of the kincdom of God. Of the ~ctivity of the Son of man in the period 

between Easter 'U1d the parous io, we a re told not"ing . This is the period of the 

Church , which i s a lso spOken of a s the kingdom of the Son of illali, M~tt . 13.41, 

end is ch'l.racterised by a continu" d faithful ~llegi '~ncc t o J es us, ;·h.tt . 10. 32f . 

,:'h ile this period is :.. 180 spoken of as a kine dom, it is ~ provisional kingdom 

not to be identified ·ith the kingdom of God which belongs to tile pa rousia. 

For j,ja tthew, all three periods are rel'1ted to t he cre. tion of a community, 

I n the period of the earthly ministry this is most strongly sta tEd in M9tthew' s 

own Saying in Mntt. 13 . 37, where it is the Son of = n who sows the ' good seed' 

who a re the 'sons of the kingdom' , i. e. he not o.lly places them in the interim 

chur ch kingdom, "hure t;, ey a re joined by the t Hes of the devil's sowing, but 

" lso by the fact th" t he is the sower in the final kingdom of God. 

He has 2,lso r et "tined the teClching of Mark that in the passion and 

exaltat ion of the con of m..ln th e new community of the Son of m'U1 is created which 

community is the pr ovis i on'11 /30..0' >'c t"" , as is made plain in Matt. 16 . 13- 28. 

The concept of the ~nthering of the 'elect' community 'l.t t he pa rousia, which is 

sometimes ascribed to h is :mgels (I,lett. 13. 41 ; 2 4.31), is A f 'wourite one in 

-"atthew (cf also It.9.tt. 16.27,19.28,25.34). Consequently despite the shift 

in meaning of the 'coming of the Son of man' from its primitive reference t o the 

ascension/enthronement to the l pter p" rousia doctrine , and with it the shift of 

the concept of t he Kingdom of God from the pres ence of Jesus with his disciples 

in the eardJ, ministry "" ,d heavenly ' session ' to the futur e p.arousia of the Son of 

m,n , Mat thew h 'w retained the strong Sense of the community iIlherent in the title. 

S,l lv, tion is still thought of as the cre·ation of the new people of God by Jesus in 

his life, passion, "scension, ::-.nd future pa rousia. The creation, ch3racter, 

mission, 'IDd hope of the community i s a ll tied up with Jesus the Son of man. In 

the Son of lJl.:m p ,r " ble of the sheep 'IDd t h e gO'lts (;,It . 25.31ff) Matthew expounds 

the corporate i dentity of' the Son of man :lnd the Church. The ~on of man is 

himself the Church so th .lt it is he who i s g iven help or refused it when this is 

done to anyone of his brethren (Mt. 25.40,45). This suggests very strongly that 
) , 

to be included into the {.y"",,\ 'l' ci 101.. 
\/ ~( 'e' Or t h e j5o..Cf/ A~/d. -rou \.l'QU 1'OU d..V pWloOU 

is to be included in the Son of man h imG 21f. 
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(vi) The Son of M'Ul in John's GosPel 

~fkl 
In John' s/\ threu themes of tho Son of ,"an predominr,te. The first is 

the: heavenly pre-existence of th",Son of ilL.,n, In. 3.13, 5.27 ,,-,,d 6.62. In 
1. 

c.ddit ion to these s'Vings, John frequently refers to Jesus ,;J3 'the IlUlXl', but 

only t wo of the in~t'mces a;lpo.r to h -Lve any Christologic_,l significmce,. In 

10.33, 'For a c ood ', Iork NO stone thee not, but for bl ',sphemYi and because that 

thou, being a .,nn, """keot thyself God', the point is th 'ct the Jews do not accept 

th..:~t Jesus is more t~lJ.n n mere man, wheregs he is I rom from henven t .. B"trrett 

sees here :i cle:or tr,l ce of the myth of the he:ovenly Illrul behind the Johannine Son 
2. 

of mw. The S -:;','8 applius to 19.5 'Behold the mm'. The context of In. 6.27 

(cf 6.33, 35) "-,,,d 6.53 (c f 6. 58) :lIsa provides an inc'l rnational lOotif to the Son 

of IllEUl sayings. 

'rhe second theme is th.'lt of the suffering and glory of the Son of man, 

In. 3.14f; 8.28; 12.23; 12.34; 13.31. Unlike Luke 9.22 end 17.25 the Fourth 

Gospel haS no sayin,;s ::I t a ll which refer si.mply ~lIld solely to the passion. The 

p:,ss ion cmd glorific C'.tion of the Son of mem 'He one :lnd the s:ome thing. I f the 

pass ion is the ro,d to 

< ~ 

glory, it is the 
/ 

exalt - t ion I'lhich ir~ the underlying 

meaning of both UlpO U Y md 60S d.) elV In this John reflects what we h2ve 

seen to be the most primitive strmd of teaching in the Synoptic Gospels. 

The third theme relntes to the hE2.v enly glory of th2 Son of TIk'Ul (without 

=y reference to the passion) In. 1. 51; 5.27 ; aT to his giving himself to the 

faithful in the Eucr~rist, J. 6.27 , 53 . 

As with Mark, Q ,md L, John h ,'s no s ' J"ings whicrl reI'er to the parousin 

/ 

of the Son of ill'lIl . .. :b1t8ver r.le:lning must be given to "ltotAIV 

)1 \/ ' 
In. 14.3, ip iOfJd.' "PO) 

( 

ufo,,> 
'/ 

in In. 14.18, 28, t w) 

)1 ,V 
~P/l°j!d.1 

, I 

E pX0)-''''' I 

in 

21. 22f, (md 'I will See you again 1 in In. 16.22, none of these 'ere in Son of lIlffil 

sayings . 
3. 

This does not m0CUl , however, th.,t John h'1s no tenching on 'the lCist 
4. 

days' or on a fin:>l consu_tion in the gener"l resurrection. 

Since :>11 of these themes are so intric :ltely interwoven in the Fourth 

Gospel we sh.lll not del'"l with the sayings in themat ic blocks, bur r 1ther take 

them independently. 

1. Cf E.M. 3idebottom, The Christ of the Fourth Gospel, 1961 , p.96 
2. C. K. Hnrett, J oP.n, 1955, p.450. 
3. Cf In. 6. 39f, 44, 54; 12.48. 
4. Cf In. 5.24; 5. 28ff. 



350. 

(i) John 1.51 

And he s , .id unto him, Verily, verily I say unto J Ou, Yo shall 
See the he:lvens opened, , (nd the Cl1,!j t:ln of r od ascending wnd 
descending upon the Son of man. 

The crucL,l problem in the interpret ·.ltion of t Ll ir; so;;-illg is the con-

ception of tnt! nn,3els ~ cending nd descending upon the 8 0n of ll'nn. It is 

widely held th ,t there is smu" connection with the exegesis 01' Genesis 28.12 found 
1. 

in the Midrash Bereshi th Rabbo. 68.18. According to this t .. O intcrpretCltions, 

by :rt. Hiya and R. Y:mnc.i , '1Te giv8n to the CWlbiguous (olim weyoredhim bo, where 

bo could refer to the 1 ,dde r (~ullam, which is m ,sculin<_ in Hebrew) or Jacob. 

While the LXX h::lS CO ,.le dO>'m on former mo-oning, rendering hI' oJ.,C,i ~S in agreement 

wi th the feminine v,)\. }'ol,3 and is supported by R. ~iya, R. Yannai supports 

'ascending end descending upon Jacob '. R. Y-cnnai i s quoted '18 continuing ' The 

explan:, tion' " Ascending ,nd descending upon J:'tcob· implies th"lt they were t,king 

up ,'1ld bringing do,ln upon him. They were le;).ping snd skippi ng over him .md 

r Cl11ying him, as it is soid 'Israel in whom I glory' (Is. 49.3), 'Thou 9.rt he 

whose {IK~V ( )egOn) iS engr3ved on hig..I!'. They were c.sc ending on high and 

() ) I 
looking £I t his f,lI,w,/ egonin = <'1 \<"0 V '0 v ), ::.nd then desc ending below and 

2. 
finding him sl"eping' • 

Using this ' idrash, although he urges C,JUt ion, Jio rrett suggests that 

John has repl" ced J ::tcob wit;j tl;e Son of . ,.111 ·nd h 3s cOulbineu the earlier specu-

lqtions a bout a heavenly m:.,n 'll'ld the Christian conception of the Inc:1Tnation., 

Thus the .1scending ' md descending angelo express ' on etern, l cont c:ct between 
3. 

he::ven .wd e,rth, God , 'Uld man' . ,':hile tl:b concepts of contact between men and 

God through Jesus (In. 14.6) of his descent from the F~ther (In. 3.13) nnd 

ascending (In. 3.13, 6.53) are certainly Johannine empmses, it is doubtful 

\ihether this third c entury Midrash C'Ul be used to draw this interpretat ion from 

In. 1. 51. 

The int"rpret cction of Burney, which is followed tJy Dodd is more 

,cceptable. He BOSS 'J ' .cob, " s ,he ancestor of the n ,· tion of Isr"el, s=rizes 

in his person the ide · l Isr3el in posse , just ~~ our Lord, at the other end of 

1 . Cf for Hebrew text '-, nd tr.msl" tion C. F. Burney , The '.r.".f,nic Origin of the 
Fourth Gosp&l, 1922, p. 116. 'l'h~ t this midrlOshic interpret::tion stands 31so 
behind In. 1. 51 is '''Iccept ud lso by H. Odeberg, The " ou rti} Gospel Interpreted 
in its relntion to Contehlporaneous Tielir;ious Currents in _P'11estine and the 
Hellenistic- Orient:Jl "orld, 1929, pp.33f; C. K. Barrett, John, 1955, p. 156 
C.H. Dodd, ~'ourth Gospel, 1960, pp. 245f. ,-: . Michaelis, 'Jor.n 1. 51, Gen. 28. 12 
und das t:lensc1o.ensohn-Problem' in Theolol<ische Literntur zeitung Vol. 85 , 1960, _ .. __ c=. __ . __ _ 

pp. 56-578, tri0S to show th" t Gen. 25.12 11 '.\ s not influenceu In. 1.51 at a ll, 
2. C.F. Burney's transLtion, The AraL~ .ic Ori gin of the J2'ourth Gospel, 1922 p.116. 
3. C.K. B3rrett, John, 1955, p. 15G; H. Odeberg , op cit. p. ';.0. 
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1. 

the line, SUIllIn.:lriZ8S it in eSSe cIS the Son of '.hn'. '£he p r oblem :;ith this 

interpret 1tion is til ·'.t it derives its Platonis:n of the 'ide ,,1' " nd the 'nn l' 

; ~ 

from the 1'1 K wv conception of R. Yllnnni. '"hil" it is cert .. inly prob'lble that 

bo W'lS interpreted in John 's d'lY of Jacob " 'S ':Iell 3.S of the Llddcr, there is 

notiling in Gen. 28.12 to suggest the l · ter, pos sibly post-Joh ·,;,mine, conception 

of the mgels conte~lpl::tting the ide::tl L.l .ge of J'lcob in he,ven ~nd the sleeping 

J~Icob on earth. 

J I 

Black has adduced evidence for the ArNll3.ic (al (rendered by lltl in 

In. 1. 51) meaning 't ow:>.rds ' , :lS the equivale.1t of the Hebrew (e1. Thus suggests 

th::tt the picture is th ·,t 'of the heavens opened 1nd ang els from "bove and bene'lth 
2. 

converging on the Son of ill'ln, the central Figure' . This is supported by Torrey, 
3. 

who tro.nslates In. 1. 51 'in the service of the Son of man', aad Higgins who notes 

ti~t this is precisLly the role vf the ~gels in the Synopt ic ~ on of man 
4. 

SQyings. Further support for this is found in the assertion 'Ye shall see the 

heavens opened'. It is .3. promised hClvcnly vision of the Son of msn in glory 

2ttended by the angels, ~ill(.l thus looks fo rwo.rd to the ascension. 

There is textu3.1 support for thc cl:: im th:tt behind this s9.yini': lay 'l.ll 

e.llusion to the ileavenlJ s"ssion of the 30n of man a nd to the :ln ;clic traffic 

either between 0. dec.venly o.nd an earthly Son of m3.n or Q."l idee,l figure and the 

'inhistoriza tion' of that ideal. B:,rret cites 8w>- c pesh Chrysostom 

" e ' , Augustine prefixing 0 f E 6 - E.. 'TOV 0'1l '" v 0 \I 
) 

, 
d-V, ~ (J OT 0., 

5. 

) , 
wi th ",iT " c!--f" I 

Which .lppears to h.-,ve been imported from lintt . 26 . 64 , which continues to refer to 
6. 

the heavenly session 01 th" Son of rrcn. Further ~LjJI:Cfe[ , 'you(plural) 

shull see', is used here :IS in Matt . 26 . 6ff, despite the fact tInt it is Nath..-mael 

, ~ - :> 
nlone who is address ed; y, '" I ~ I Ii \: V d-lJ -; w Another par:llle 1 between John I s 

account ·,nd the Synoptic tri:ll before C'>iaph's is th:lt when JGSUS hears N'1thana 81s 

confession th-.t he is the Son of God, the kiIlg of Isr'1el (In. 1. 49), 3S in the 

Synoptic ,,-ccount he c,dmi ts that he is the !'!esS i 3h , ~illd paints to the still 

greater reality about himself th 1t he is the Son of lli.9.n .iaO "ill be enthroned in 

he,venly glory. Thus In. 1. 51 is ., Jo:oannine eqwt5/'llent t o I,h rk 14.62 

1. C. F. Burney, The Arannic Origin of the Fourth Gospel, 192 2 , p.ll5. 
2. M. Bla ck, An Aro.w2ic Approo.ch to the Gospels ~d Acts , 1946 , p.85. 
3. C. C. Torrey, The .'our Gospels, 1933, pp. 186, 318. 
4. A. J. B. H ig.; ins , Son of 15=, 196", p.159. 
5. C. K. B',rrett, John , 1955, p.155. 
6. Cf ~lso Acts 7.56. 
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l. 

:md p.lL:ll&lo pointing to the he::tvenly glory of the 'lscended ";on of Ill"!n . 

Despite this the .,scending ,md descending of the angels does require 

nn expbn-,tion since there is no reference to the angels in Mk. 14.62 '!nd par. 

'£he moet obvious expl''l1ation is thClt Jorm h::s incorpor!'lted this concept froID 

Gen. 28.12" This suppOSition is strengthened by the reference to Nathan:!el as l'.l1 

2. 
'Israelite in "hol.l is no guile', in which BClrrett sees 11 reference 'to the 

cunninc; of J :;, cob (10.ter c Ctlled Israel) in robbing Esau of his blessing (cf Gen. 
3· 

27< 35) ' . If t!lis is so , thb reference to J2cob via the ,,",lgels suggests very 

sti'oncly the cOiilparison between Jacob as the f::<ther of the n ·.tion Israel, and 

i.'1deei! the incluSive representative of Israel, 0nd the J on of m:U1 ::tS the cre"ltor 

of the new Isr'J.el, ~nd inc1eed their incluSive representative for they are 'in hiD' 

end he 'in them r ~ But for John tnis new people is constituted in the post-

Ilscensj.on Cift of the Holy Spirit (In. 7.39; 20. 19-23) in '"hOill Jesus 'comes' 

to his disciples (In. 14.16-18). It is wholly appropric.te, therefore , thCtt 

Nc..t ilanl1e 1 , s confession th~t Jesus is the king of Is r ael should be followed by 

the prediction of Jesus Wilich referred to his'1scension glory, for in thiS event 
4. 

lOuld his kingship bo est :lblished ,nd 'Israel ' creat"d. 

(it) John 3.13 

And no I.nn h·'th ascended into heaven , but he that descended out 
of hCC1ven, c;ven the Son of m.cn , which is in heaven. 

AlthoUEh it is true tha t the tion of Ll'lll in the ~;ourth Gospel has 
5. 

fe " tures resembling the he ,:;,venly Man in Hellenistic thought, Higgins is certainly 
6. 

correct in his conclUSion that 'the Jll~in source is early ChristiCU'l usage'. 

Parallel concepts of ' aScent ' and 'descent', though not of the Son of man, are 

found in Eph. 4. 8-10 <,nd Rom. 10.6, but the really striking pClrallels to In. 3.131' 

c:reo· found in !\cts 2. 33ff, where we find the 
( ~ 

) , 
Johnnnine o/..V",Bd""tl V , , used to 

refer to the ascent, -nd uI)lOU\I to refer to the ex"!ltC1tion, i.e. both passages 
) 

uSe the S£UOle words to describe the act of 3scen t,""vcJ.~""'\l(IV , and its 
, ~. 

theological implic c,tions, U\~OUV Further, a lthough John ·,scribes thiS 
) / ) ,7. 

s:.ying to the e:lrthly Jesus his d--V<j"fSE.~'1I"-tV, :lS much "s d-V~j?;'1 in 

L Cf A. J.B. Higr;ins, Son of ;,lan, pp.160f. 
2. In. 1.47. 
3. C. K. B.:>rrett, John, 1955, p. l5II-
4. Cf below pp. '-I82f(1n the corpor a t e clu:racter of the new co;nmunity in John. 
5. Pnrticuhrly in Philo -nd the Hermetic').. C.H. Dodd , Fourth Gospel, 1960, pp. 

241ff discusses "he.;c similarities in deto.i l "md stresses especia lly the 
~,rchl;typnl :·.':U"l in Poi .. ! Indres . 

6. A.J.B. Hi::;Gins , 00n of ~bn. 1964, pp.17lf. 
7 . In .~cts 2. 3~ ,. Q '.re told th ::>t it was not l}-,vid who , scended into heaven, but, 

it is iwplied, Je~us the one who lvetS exalted (':'LfJwe1-~) ) to the right hand 
of God (Acts 2.33) . 
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Acts 2 •. 34, implies th':\t this ::>.scension hes ' ,lready tc.ken pI ·ce. Thus it is 
1. 

cle,"r th'lt t<lis s'lying belongs to the post-Easter cOllmuni ty 91lU not to Jesus. 

It would .Clppcar ~,lso th:lt the saying c ~.nnot be ascribed to .John, for one would 

then expect ':I r efer ,nce to the asceonsion in the future tense. 'rhe most probClble 

expl' In<3.t ion of the forY;; of the saying is th'\t John has derived it from a primitive 
2. 

but post-E:lster trCldition from which Acts 2. 33ff h3s :11so been d ~rived. 

(~, ) -
This post- Easter situ.,tion is seen :llso in the phrC!se 0 l.JV t. v TW 

• , ~ 

cup",,,\,, which is ~,dded by e w it v3 (cur has 'who wns in h0aven' which points 

bqck to the descent of the Son of ~nn from "eaven, c,nd is cle '1rly an attempt to 

~'\ke the s~ying fit the context of a word by the earthly Jesus . A sililil:,r 

.;:.>\) "J ...... 
2ddition , 0 wv Ey, 'TOU oUpcJ...VOU is l:l ,de by sin me.. a fe'!I Greek MSS .) The 

stron:; textuCl l support for this phrase suggests th:,t it w- s written by John • . Its 

oll\ission by X , B, \,', ·Bnon::; others , is prob:1bly a variont attempt to avoid the 

difficulty of ._scribing 1 s'lying to the earthly Jesus which implies that he h-,s 

Cllready l,scended . If the words we to beo ascribed to John they indicate very 

c learly that it is the a scension .U1d heClvcnl~' session oi' the Son of m!l!l which is 

the llnin point of the saying in the development of the discourse with Nicodemus. 

While the phrase 'h e th 1t descended out of he ven ' is undoubtedly 

J ohannine :'1nd represents his strongly inco.rn "tion'll theology, lllplying the 

h,,::\Venly pre-existence of the Son of mn who has alre'ldy COL' e in the person of 

J caus, it is not tnis concept ion which is t ;le mc .in point of the say ing. True, 

only he who h .1s descended from heaven h ,s '.lscende d to he'.\ven, but it is the 

::scent to heavenly glory which is the poin-t of the sayine in its context • . 

Two main theL1Gs ::tre presented in the context. The first is the 

encounter of Jc.sus 'ilith Nicodemus. In the p 2SSClgC Nicodemus is described 

> ffi / )j .~ '\ l I \ 
v,' riously _cos it<- ~wv 't'd,PI dol-Icvv (3.1) ""pXwv 'WV OUO",WV (3.1) and dlo-

I 'QU 'IO'f''''q). 
<:1-0"""- '\ C);) A C3 .10). Although it is possible tl-nt tl1e one m·m mic ht hwe been 

all three things, it is prob _ble th."t John is h" re collecting titles to portray 
3. 

lhcodedus as a represelltati ve Jew. It is also possible t il. t when John tells 

us th!lt Nicode,nus c"!1ne ' by ni3ht' he is doing nothing more th.ll1 rel<>.tiilg a f act, 

but since lY e are never told the purpose of tne viSit (which appears to be little 

1.. 
2. 

3. 

Cf j lso C. K. Berrett, John 1955, p . 178. 
It is signific .-,nt thClt this i,cts p3S3,'.e;e like In. 3.l3ff is in a baptismal 
context. 
Cf C.K. P'.\rrett , John , 1955, p.170. 
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1. / 

mOre tl1!ll1 the frrune for the subsc'1uent discourse); vu g is used elsewhere in 

John with more them literal 
2. 

sit;,nific.lnc e; :lnd the theme oJ.' Jesus :>s the true 

Light is developed in In. 3.19- 21 , it is probable th?t it is intended to indi-

cate th~ d:: rlm8ss of the Jews who come into but reject the true r,ight of Jesus 

th" ;:) on of Jll9.n. 

Thctt this ic the correct int crpret :ction of the role oi' ,iicodemus md 
/ ,/ 

VUy,"iO) is born out by the theme of being born d-yw 8E.V ":1icn is developed in 

In. 5. 3-8. 
~/ 

As h )s fre r,quently been noted by schol, rs d..vw8cv C'Oln mean both 

1 ['.fresh ' Ad ' frOl.:.1 l.bove ', "'.nd prob .. :.bly bears trJ.is dU "ll De~'1in~ for John# 
3. n 

Bcrr(,tt pOints out 11so th~t ~E. VvcAY referc mo re frequently to the father ' s .lct 

of 'begetting' th:m the, mother's of 'givinB birth' . · Thus t :le concept is of ~ 

r :tclic'll new begilming '. !hose origi n is I from above '. Wi thout thiS, Nicodef!lUs is 

told, 1 mr.n will not see the kingdor: of God. 

;;h:1 t this r:ldic:).l regEmeration i s is m,de clear when Nicodemus inter-

)/ 

prets o\.VwG/:V8S ng::\in, :md takes it in a physic"l sense, ' How C'ln ~ m:).n be 

) P CI, 
In reply we arc: told that without the birth LS <.J 00.;.0.> 

),~) 'c< \/ ~,c,~ 

born when he is old?' 
\ / I} . 

""ct.l T\V[UfO-IO) no man c.'lll ElcfJ-A6EIV c'S '')v rd,C)1 ALI",\! ,OV 'j~ou. 
)1 5· 

If there was any doubt th·"t the birth o..Y w 0tv referred to b :lPtism the juxt a-

position of wetter ancl Spirit c'llls to mind the Baptist ' s prediction (In.l.26 cf 

1. 33) Jrld also In. 3 •. 29- 34 (the rel ,tion md contr'lst between Joim and Jesus) 

drives home t he baptismo.l significmce of this 8.lrlier pccrt of the chapter • . 

There app'..' ·.\ rs to be no significc.nt di~tinction i.nplied between '.seein~' 

the kingdom of Go d in In. 3. 3 .md entering into the kingdom in In. 3.5 . Thus 

the pl'lin meaning is th ·,t a E 'lll enters the kingdom of God through the regeneration 

by the Holy Spirit in · ~he Christiru1 rite of lJ.'1ptism. 

B'1rrett rightly noks ttVlt this eonc~ption of regbner"tion 'from "bove' 
6. 

pl rys no p~rt in Judaicm. The: novelty of Sohn's thought ·:Ihen comp:ued with 

JUdClishl is not ··eciJentnl , since the point vi t;le p,u .qgraph is to bring out the 

1. Cf tho sudden eh .n_; e to the plur'll in vv. 7. ff. 
2. In. 9. 4; 11.10; 13 . 30. 
3. C. K. B.lrr ett, John , 1955, p. 172 '" 
ft .. There is no textunl Gr ound whatso ever for tIle omission of u2>o..."o~ I<.d-.I rlS an 

inte rpola tion; they a re undoubtedly the ·ork of the 2ut,10r \lho wrote the 
Gospel .,ad LIUOt be interpreted :::tS p, .. rt 01 the text. 

5. Cf C. K •. B'lrrett , Jolm , 1955, p.172 fo r references to the 8<,me concept in the 
1Te\'l Tast'li.lent .Jld e:;rly f'1thers whe r e the rebirth reL,rs to bcptism, also 
O. Cu11m:mn, v'or ship, 1953, p.75 n,2 

6. C.K. Bar rett, John , 1955 , p. 172 . 
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£act t~~t Judaism, which Nicodemus represents, i s inadequ" te, and that being a 

Jew does not in itself ensure entry into the Kingdom of God. _ Between that entry 

,md Judaism stands a break as radical 2S r a-birth, ~nd a re-birth which is to be 

ascribed to the miraculous working of the Holy Spirit who is beyond the control 

of men (In. 3.8). This concept of the invas i on of prdsent hUEnn life by the 

power of God was reserved in Judaism for the aee which i s to come. When this is 

associa ted now with the post - Baptismal life in the Spirit in the Chri stian COli.IlJ.U-

ni ty there is an op <2n decL.Lltion that th"t new age 11)s come in thE}6utpouring of 

the Holy Spirit. Nicodemus , the represent2t ive of the old Is r a el, who doubts 

and questions t h ese things is himself a par<lble of the gulf between the olu Israel 

GIld the new .. He ... ost probably representes the conflict si tU:lt ion of the eo.rly 

church " i th the Jewish leaders, :md declares on the authority of Jesus - the Son 

of lroll who has descended from heaven - t h at it is only through baptiSmal incorpo-

r ation into the Christ i an corumunity/cor;Jmunity of the Holy Spirit tha t a man IIk"-Y 

enter into the KingdoD of God. 

To this theme of Judaism VB . t h e Kingdom of God is ~dded the theme of 

the r ole of Jesus . When Nicodemus questions hoY! these t lungs c-m be (In. 3.9) 

the repl y of J ee us is thot a s " 'te'lcher of Isr~el' he ought to understand. But 

more than this. -:rne reference to the 'descent' of the Son of , --m from he:lven in 

the inca rnation est-, blishes the authority of .J esus, 3I1d ,hus his ability to 
l. 

r eveal heavenly things (In. 3. 12 ). -.2hes c t ;, in.:l" lI,e fulf i lled in the ascension 

of the Son of man. The baptismal r egenerat ion - incorporntion-into-the- Kingdom 
, f 

is >:'1" TIvcut-' d.I0,5 • It is the J.liraculous work of the Spirit , but the 

~ift of the Spirit is quite cClte:.;oric :llly consequent upon the '"lorification' of 
2. 

Jesus . Thus the anSwer of Jesus to the question of Nicode")us contains t wo 

aspect s; the first is t h'lt 'these t hings Will be ' bec :- use they ,'Ie declared by 

the Son of r.um who h "s descended out of heaven; the second tells how they wil l be 

a ccowplished through hi s 'lscension and bestowal of the Sp i rit. In this we see 

yet ::Igain how the Son of man in the predomino.nt New Teste,,;)8nt trcldition is linked 

wit h t he crea tion o£ t he new community through the ascension ,nd sharing in his 

spirit. 

While the ascension of the Son of ".an is the appropriate climax to the 

theme that hos been developed in In. 3.1-12 , the theme of the 'descent' being 

1. Trus aspect of the saying res embles the Synoptic Son of r.IIlll sElJings Wh i ch refer 
to the authority of t he Son of ~t81l on eart h , though it differs from them in 
establis hing the ground of this :luthor ity in the heavenlr pre- existence of the 
Son 0 f }jll.1n~ 

2. In. 7.39 ; 14.16; 16. 7; cf 20.19- 23. 
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used to est:,blish th" ·:,,,thority nnd sup"rrw tura l Imowledv, of Jesus , it is the 

concept of the 'descent' which provides tl,e introduction to lih:.:t follows, 

especi·llly in verses 16-21; Jesus is the one who h :ls cone from God so that 

jud" e"lent is entailed in the response of 1.len to hin. Thus judgement, which in 

:.1atthew is seen to belong to the p:lrouSia of the Son of &.:.n , is seen here to belong 

to Jesus in his inc ccrn'1tion. This eccrthly ministry and the ascension are, for 

John, the two diJtinct periods in the history of salvation. 1-1.8 '.-'e h~v(:; s cen, 

r,owever, since John is writing from the st ndpoint of the post- Easter cOIllllunity 

in this pass age the 'belief' to which it refers is probbly a re :ding back into 

tne earthly situation of the 'belief' in the ascended Jesus which lies at the centre 

of the new Israel. 

(iii) John 3.14f (1) 

And as ~,oses lifted up the serpent in the wilderness, even so 
must the Son of man be lifted up: That vlhosoever believeth IDJJ.y 
in him h : ve eternal life. 

( ~ 

In the Fourth Gospel the verb u ~ a u v i s used only in connexion with 
2 • . 

the Son of ",,:,.n (;3.28; 12 • . 34). In both of these tile prL-ury mea'ling is the 

crucifixion. In 8. 28, speaking to the Jerls (cf 8.22) Jesus s:JYs r Ihen ye hnve 

lifted up the Son of '·'l:m , then sh:lll ye knoVi th .t I :lO he '. Sinc(: the verb 

is used in the aetive Vb'~ in which the agents :.. re Jews , it is cle'lr that the 

b:;sic reference is to be ing lifted up on the cross . 12.3!f r epeats the expression 
...... t. r- '{\ "":> I 

of 3.1.+, hI:. 1 u~we~Vd-1 TOV l)\OV IOU d, v6pwlrou , ,,-\1 <1 reJer:.5. : __ b .. lck 

to 12 •. 32; 'And I, if I be lifted up from the ea rth, will draw .[1n clen unto my-
self •. ' But the meaning given to this utter:lhce is ' He sc.id this signifying by 

wlu:t lU3hller of de~th h<.: should die'. 

Is th 2 priLI ,ry r e ference in In • . 3.14 also to the cross? ·rhe fact thct 

this, is the meaning of the other ins t ,nc es of the phrase sUGgests th."lt the cross 

i.3 cert.''.inly ioplied for ,John. However, the fact;;Ghat Joh, uses this verb only 

in assoc iCltion with the Son of mln paints to his dependence on ~ pre-Joh cmnine 

source. This is born out by its use in the non-Jonqnnine kerygma. 

Acts 2.33, ' Ileing therefore by the right h :md of Gou E:xalted (~~we.;S); 

" D. Acts 5 • .31, 'HiLl diu God exalt (UlP""CI(II) ... t his right It'Ulu to be " Prince and 

0Cl.viour 1 ," . I t is prob , ble tht behind both o. these sayil16s stood the Aramaic 

verb )izdegcPh. ,Ie find Q sinil,r use in Phil.. 2.9, ' Wherefore (lls o God hit;hly 

? In •. 12.32 i~ .:: s peci'Jl cClse, . cf abov e p.329f 

1. Cf :,180 under Luke 24.7 ,bov" pp.328f. 
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I / 

exalted (uiltputpwO'tV) him'. If this is on adaptLltion of '_.n earli2r Arar:1aic 

1.. ')1 

Christolocical hyrm ,C\11d if as Lohmeyer su[,Cests, w) ol"~WTi 0.) in verse 7 

rcpres ents the Ara;nnic kebhar nasa) , it i,ould be a remarkc.ble p::rallel to In. 3.14 
, ~ 

In view of this uniform use of u~ovv in the primitive kerygma to denote the 

exalt::tion to the right h rnd of God, the pre-Joharmine s.,ying in 3.14 must h:J.ve 

h', d this originc.l me=ing. 

The uSe of ~t-;- , with its cle.::r echo of the Synoptic usnge, indic:J.tes 

< e~ 
th -t the crucifixion is -_Iso conta ined in ui\Jw 'lv.l-1 in In. 3.14. While the 

Aramaic )izdegePh probably stood behind ~'Pw 6':;,,<1-1 here and in the non-Joh:mnine 
, ~ 

keryg=, in this non-Johannine tradit i on utpOU V did not carry the double reference 

to the cross and ex;:clt .1t ion which it does in 3" 14. Conse~uently it would appear 

cert .in th'1t In. 3.14 is dependent on an Arcu'lai c tr':dition which is comwon to thflt 

found in Lk. 24.7, where Luke, in conformity with later tr,~.dition,. h .18 translated 

) izdegeph as (}-TtI'UpWe~vd", While John is nore f ::ithful to the primitive tradi-

, . ~ 

tion in tr:msl:.,tillb it as u \jJw81v ",- 1 t ;',us retaining its prilJ:.ry reference to 

the ascens ion to the right h.:nd of God. 

This be inc so it is prObable that the reference to the 'lifting up' 
2. 

of the serpent in the · .. ilderness by Moses ::lso c·:trries this root meaning.' The 

point of the coop" rison is th3t as the uplifted s erpent brought 'life' to those 

dying fro;:t the sn;]ke-bi tes when they Snw it, so the Son of ;nan must be lifted up 
3, . 

in order thc.t believers .ny h:we etern['.l life in him. It is tne Son of man, ' 

enthroned in heavenly glory , who brings eternal life to the believers , 'illd he 

urings it by their being inc orpor:1ted 'in him ' in baptisr,l. 

) I 

The ~.dj8ct ive okIWVIO) is used in John only in the express ion> W ~ 
4. 

d.~(SV lOS , and most prob 'lbly derives from the phrase l;ayey m '01' 0 

1. E. Lohmeyer, Der Brief -'l1 die Philipper, 1954, · p. 95. 
, J)'" ( )' , I 

2. The LXX translc,tes Num. 21.8 as !O:aT'td'-v ""u-rov the serpent tM' 0'l)Jf.'Ou, 
On the basis of this "lnd the fa· .. ili'lr JohanIline allusiveness 'r . F. Glasson, Moses 
in the Fourtl, "ospel, 1963, pp. 36-39 tries to import into In. 3. 14 the ide ::> of 
·'he df)~dov in the sense ibf '1 st"ndard, i. .. . the Cross . 11m-lever Cf'1P"'~OV is 
such a favourite concept with the L'ourth Ev,n :;elist th.ct it is inconceiv:lble 
th:,t he would flat h 'we used it iffhe h 'ld intenJed this . It is equally unlikely 
that the b.t er us e of the story /~fie ser)'ent as " type of Christ is WhDt is . 
intended here(cf B-nn 12; 5; Justin kartyr, Apol. 1.60; Tr ypho 94,112., Tertul­
lian, Adv. ' ,'arc. iii. 18); The Fourth Gospel preserves the e ., rliest Christian 
use of the story . On its antiquity, P.'llestinian oriGin , 'end rival Jewish exe-
geses cf. T. II. l.iaru.; on, JTS, Vol. 46 , 1945, pp. 129ff. / " 

3. The f act th nt it is onlv in In. 3.15 th:t.ve find II,O'Tt:.UE1V used with lOY 
, , ~ '" 1")1 ( suggests th . t £V cl-7'T~ belongs together lith EX':) )W1v ""wv'ov. Cf 6 . 47; 

20.31 where Ti' d TLU,['" is used 2bsolutely as the ground of eternal life,' , • ~ r ,~ 

and l~ 4, f:. y C), lJ<"1 t:J ) WI'') L\ 'V ~ 

4. In; 3.15,16,36; , •• 14, 36; 5.24,39; 6. 27 , 40 ,47, 54 , 68; 12.25, 50; 17.2,3. 
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(' , " 
in Dem. 12.2, ,.;hic)) is tr3.l1sl:ited in the LXX :'Dd Theodotion, :JWf). cl-IWVtOS. 

BClrrett suggests thClt its me:ming is m::tde clearer by the mOre co,;,non r,~,bbinic 

) 
1. , 

fornrula l;nyey ha 01,_", h'lbho, or life of the age to come. In this sense the 
2. 

phrnse ~ppenrs in the Synopt ic Gospels. It is si ';nificant th'lt the phrase appe ,2rs 

in John onlY2fter the onlJ references in the liospel to the Kingdom of God (3.3,5), 

,2nd thus is prot ':Dly the Joh:mnine equiv~lent of the Kingdom of God. In any 

event the phr::s e h ure be'lrs the s .!TIe ,.enning CIS the kirlbdom of God in In. 3.3 [md 

5. In them we Saw th . " entry into the liin . :Llo;" of God was "0 cO);.e :lbout through 

'~',G b:JPtiscol reGenerc,tion by the ::>pirit, which is the bift of ti,e -lscended Jesus. 

Here Vie a re told 'Oh" t tIle Son of rJ~n is 'lifted up ' in orGer th-,t men mi ght hllve 

et ernnl life I in hi:u I The p2r Illelism of ideas is striking. 

If this interpretCltion is correct then being 'in the kingdom' entails 

being 'in' the ascended Son of m:ln. Here we see laost cle ,rly the 'corporate 

personality' of the Son of m:m, in which the CI'UCLll central figur" with whom the 

life nd hope of the connnunity is bound up ib the risen end c<scended Jesus. 

B'lptism into the Kin:sdolll of God is therefore :llso baptism into the community which 

is f in f Jesus .. It is to draw all men to hiclS clf that the Son of man is lifted up 

(cf In. 12.32), qnd to 'g " ther together into one the children of God th"t nre 
3. 

scatter ed :lbro::td '. 

John L'lCkes explicit wh2t is i mplicit in the Synopt ics tha t the comnuni ty 

is tne ascended Jesus ' ,nd therefore exists :1S t h e kingdom of God, the new 

Isrnel , hnving 'eteIn'll life ' only by beine 'in him' , i.e. ::t p::lrt of his ascended 

being. 

To this obj ective .1.spect of s .llvCltion in creatine th e new eschatologic'll 

cOlJilllunity through God's eX.3.1ting of the Son of m:!n :mel giving the regenerating 

Spirit in bLptism i s :ldded the more subjective Side of 'believing', which ille3.l1S 

the total response of ClcceptMce to the Person of Christ present to the Church in 
4. 

the s'Ccrnments throug."- which the esch .toloeical community is created 'in him'. 

In thi3 we helve the Johannine counterpnrt to the Synoptic concept that it is 

"-ll egi~nce to the exulted Son of man which is the distinCuishing ch" r,,-cteristic 

of the eschatologic~l community created through his ascension and bestowql of the 

Spirit. 

1. C.K. Barrett , ~, 1955 , p .179 
2. e . g . 11k. 10.30. 
3. In. 11. 52 . 
cf . Cf O. Cullm.:um, ./orship, 1953, p.78. 
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(i v) J olm 5. 27 

And he ,pve him :tuthority to execute jude81,lent, bec ~use 

he i s t he J on of 1.J.3Il . 

1'he l;)ajor pro blew \~'hicD surrounds this text is the unique forrn of the 

C') / 

Greek reference to 'S on of m~tn ' - UIOS cI,vGpwiTO u• The only other comp:1 r able 

New 1'estJ.ll1ent uSe of this forlll i s Heb. 2.6 where t he author i3 not us ing Dc.n. 

(, ) /\ ' 
7.13f but Psaln 8 ''Ild uses t he expression UIOj ",v"'pwTiOu both to express the 

humanity of Jesus Dnd to illustrate his theme of humiliation nnd exnlt,tion. 

Becaus e "f th 8 l :1Ck of tha definite LTt icle in the express ion there is 

c wide-spread schol , rly opinion th9.t the r eferenc e is not to the apoc 3.lypti c title 

bu t to the humanit y of Jesus . 
1. 

Accordingly it is suggested tha t Jesus judges by 

virtue of his l1l(mhood. Ag:J.inst this t h e a rgwnent of i3.'J.r rett i s decis ive ; 'it 

seems wholly ir. lprob ~,ble t hat precisely at this place wh ere j udge:,1ent - the 

chamctaristic funct i on of the Clpoc.llypti c Son of =n - i s in "lind , John would 
2 . 

t urn h i s back on t he comElOn Christian (and his own)usa/3e I. Equally decisive is 
3. 

the a r gument of Hi~ins fo r the ,nt i quity a nd Semtic origin of the saying. 

4. 
The s3yin,1 be,1!'s rel!n rk,ble p:or a llels to Dan. 7. 13f, whe r e the concep-

tion is of the bes t ow.'ll of ,m thority, " nd to 1 Enoch 69. 27 , I the Sum of j'~dgeDent 
5. 

waS C; i yen unto t n t::. Son of ...u 'ln r. As we h :ve seen the cOl!cepts ot ,uthority .'1nt! 

judLement ::re cCELlon thewes in the Synoptic Son of l.1'ln s ayings , though this S:l,y il16 

differs from e l l the SYflopti c S3yin'! S in its cat"gorica l cLiw th.,t it is 

precisely becau ' e Jesus i s the Son of ;;lan th ' t he is the j ud.:;e. However, In. 
6. 

5. 27 sir.lply makes perf0ctly explicit "h'1t is implicit in the Synoptics . 

We conclude , therefore, t h:, t this is a pre-Johmmine s aying of g r e·, t 

'~ntiquity ,nd Semitic orig in which , in view of its dependence on Dan. 7.13f, 

probably referred origin311y to the 'lscension of the Son oj' hnn ,.1<1 the bes t owal 

of authority and the ri:,ht to judge upon hin . JOLln has , however , completely 

ccdapteJ the s ~) ins to his context, where t h e theme is the.t of the judgement which 

has been given t o the Son (cf I n. 5.22). Thus , fo r John, the Iilelning is that 

1. Cf. A.J . B. Higg ins, Son of Man, 1964, p.167 n.l for .", lis t of Cluthors 
supporting this exe" esis . 

2. C.K. EClrrett , John , 1955, p.218 
3. A.J. B. HigGins , J on of Man , 1964 , pp.166ff. 
4. Dan. 7 . 1., in the LXX is t r anshted K"'; u)~e" ",c"w 

- \ ) f ,,>/_1. J [ ....... I 

In .. 5.27 we have \401-1 (~OVdl.'\ V (VWI-\f..v d...U"'i~ ~ 

, , 
~~oudl cI. and in 

5 . Cf :llso 1 En. 61. 8-63.12 , "here tr,e El ect One o r ::lon of tn"n is judge . 
6. Cf. O. Cullwa~Christology , 1957, p.158. 
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the Son is judloe in ;,is inc:1rn3.tion precisely bec3use he i s the Son of m<tn , 

wdich cle·c; rly idplies , he pre-existence of the Son of ..K'n .,;10 in the ministry of 

J csus i s :11rectdy the Ctpoc.<t lyptic judge, .md will be ,',t th e Tener::!l resurrection 

(v. 28 , 29 ) .men the ri6ht~ous " ill be rewQrded with the 'Yesurrection of life' 

."nd t hose who k ;.ve not escaped the judc ei;iE:nt through the ir l:td: of belief (v.2 4 ) 

will then h w e to L,ce the fin:1 1 judgerclent. '~hc origina l ther;,e of the :lscension/ 

enthronement cn~, bestowal of :1uthori ty ''Ild judg0Llent on the Son of CLln has h e re 

been expcillded in two Ciirections , firstly into the eClr thly :Jinistry of Jesus :1S the 

one in whom the jud;.:enent fJ,) S alreQdy cortle cmd s econdly to the 'l'lst days' when 

those who h ::!ve -:tlret dy been quickened an" esc .lped judge;Jent will be r n ised to 

t lif e ' md the rest to jud" el"ent. Although nothing is s .lid of the in terv'11 

bet ween cross :lUd the finnl 'hour' this does not mean th'.,t judc c:uent <tnd 'giving 

life I a re lim ted to the inc"rnotion ' \TId c;ener'll resurrection. Fo r John this i s 

a continuinG process which beg inS in the incarn2tion "Ind culminctes in t he generol 

resurrect ion .. ~'here is nothing in John which is compareble to 'htthew's concep-

t ion of ::m interiu -kingdoIll of the Son of nm. 'lhe kingdom is :', lre8.dy pres ent 

in the ministry of Jes us . Believers enter the kingdom of God in bnptism, ,md 
l. 

finally share i n t he resu rrection life of the kingdOiil. 

(v) John 6.27 

Ilo rk not fo r the me _,t which pe risheth, but for the ~Leat "hich 
nbidetll unto etcrn'~l life, r;.i:li ch the Son of man 31't::ll t:, i va unto 
you: 

John 6.53 

Verily, verily, I s CJ.Y unto you, Except ye e 'lt trw flesh of the 
the Son of c·' ~,1 -:tnd drink his blood , ye hove not life in yourse lves. 

John 6.62 

Vlh,.t then if y o should behold ,he Son of =n c,scending where he 
wos before? 

1. 'I.'he post- E :ster sitw, tion of the ".hole p.'lss age is seen in verse 24 where those 
who h ve p.1ssed out of judgement ::Ire 'lot those who believe in Jesus hlmself , 
( ) ' \' ,/ , , -, 

flS e . g . in J-n .. 14- .. 1 but who -rov }\000V )lOw d-.KOUWV t,,~ 1 Tflo'rF.UWV T v,; iitfo/<-t'l" 
jH (cf ,"Iso In. 2 . 22 ; " . 50; 7 . ,,0; 8.,n, 51f, 55; 14.23f; 17.6) . Cf 'lIsa , 3jnong 

other passal:es, 12 . ,)8, ;,h <c r e it is thE; ·,;ord of Jesus tl1"1t judges ::I fJ<:In who 
r ejects it •. To helr the wo rd of Jesus is to h:1v;:: e t ern., l life ( i. e. be in the 
Kingdom of God), sinc e h iS pqpd.T", ?,re ,il e wordsof etenDl life (6.68); that 
is they .'lr e 0pirit "nd life (6.63). This word of Jesus is Seen t o be a n ~ctive 
thing which juel,;es , ;_ives life, '.nel c le::ms es (5 . 24; 15 . 3) . Thus in the word of 
the one who h 'lS oeen sent by God judgement, life 'lnel cle'illsing -:tre present in 
the Church just ::s they We're pres ent in the Person of Jesus . Just as the wo rd 
of God in the Ol u 'l'est::u"~nt meClnt Goel pre~ ·.nt -' nd ::tccomplishing things on eCJ.rth, 
so the word of Jesus is the as cended Lord pres ent in ~ivinG life and judging 
So it can be snid thCJ.t it i3 the ,;ord of' J esus Which juu{;es ,-:t the last d'lY 
(12.48) expresSing t he eternal continuit y of the Jesus of the inc::trnCJ.t i on , 
,'lscension, ,nil ' 1. ',st \by' . There is, t herefore, no difference between the life 
giVi 'lg md judc ing , or c1 of the Jesus of history, of the Church c:nd of the 'l"st 
day" nor i s ti1eri.: :. n;)' ;iift'~rence bet-v;ee ... l t~1e I "urd ' wh ich judges ~'lt the l 'tst uc.y 
(12 .48) ::lnc1 he , rill ~~ his voic~ in the COl,illl ~-, hc.ur w~1ich brill':;s the resurrection 
of life mu juJ;:;e ',eut (5 . 28f') 
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In our study of the lIIessb.h ,,' 0 h :.ve .'llready analysed the developing 
1, 

.'1r gument of John 6 :md seen th'lt it is Euchi'lristic t hroughout . It remains for us 

to see the source and role of the Son of """n concept. 

We hcve Seen t;,o.t none of the Son of ll1.1.!l sayings in John which we have 

stud i ed can be attributed t o the evangelist, but th'1t he is dependent on a pre-

Joh~2mine :md prob, bly ~emitic SOurce. It is prob~ble, therefore , that John is 

using an already existing tradition about the Son of man here. Verses 27 ,'lnd 53, 

however, .:ire so rctdically different - i n th'lt in 6.27 the Son of mon is the 

dispenser of the food which brings I eternctl life' while in ~ •. 53 the Son of man is 

himself thlt food - th~,t mnny schol':.rs h 've concluded th~.t verses 51c ("Ina the 
2. 

bread whic h I will give is my flesh for the life of the ./orld) - 58 are a 

redection'~l eucha ris tic o.ddition to t~l e disc01:rse on the bre·,d of life •. 

Ago. inst t;,is we heve s een the cleQr euch3.ristic ::>llusions in verses 4, 
3. 

11,12,33,34 and 35. Further Gcirtner points out the close connection between 

verses 51c-58 .'1lld the preceding section of the discourse in the resemblances 

between ttJe whole dis couse and the Jewish Passover Haggadah, :md especially the 

occurrence of th () four quest i ons , 28, 30f., 42 :md 52. This l~,st question falls 

into the disput8el section (51c- 58) ~nd correspm1ds to questions cf a similar t ype 

in the Haggadah. Consequently it is prob, ble th ,t verses 27 'end 53 were p,U't 

of Q pre-Johannine eucharisti c homily which h~d been constructed on the pattern 

of tilt) Jewish p .' ssover Haggadah. 

So far frow verses 27 md 53 being incomp" tible ',Ii th one another, the 

two sayings form the framework of the \lho l " discourse , ."nd tne tr'1lsition between 

thel,) is m',de quite cle~,r by the evangelist. 

, , 
In verse 27 it is the Son of tlcm who gives -o'IV ~p;;:'o"V T1v fEVOUo'd..V d5 

~W1V 
) , 

cJr..IWV~" .. Verse 33 is open to the intenJed double trans13tion as 'the 

bread of God i s th t bre'.d wnich descends frau he:1ven ' .md 'the bread of God is 
4. 

ne who uescends from he3vGn'. This ::lllows the i dentification of J esUS with the 

breo.d of life in verses 35 ~nd 48. 
, ) 

v . 33 i s very rer;,iniscent of 0 t.K 

reference is t o the Son of man. 

1. Cf above pp. ll2ff 

~ /::>" ') t""\ 

Further, 0 Kd..,o..rddVWV EK.. IOU ou~viliJin 

.....) '"' I 
'1'0'" our"'vou t~d.T"'- ~d,)in In. 3.13 where the 

5. 
Therefore, ' .S Higgins suggests, the transition is 

2. Cf .'lbove pp.lll.ff for the 3rgument that t l1 is is the Johannine equivalent of the 
words of institution. 

j. ]3. Gartner, 'John 6 :mel the Je\: ish Pas ," over' in Coniectanea Neotestamentica 
xvii, 1959, p. 2~n, 2G - 29. 

4. Cf :1bove p. 113 
5. A. J • B. Higbins, 30n of' lvi3n, 196 4, p. 17 4. 
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The Jon of m~n Jescended from he~ven. (cf 6.33) 
the Son of m'in (;i ves the food of eterml life (the kingdom) 
the Son of !rLln himself is this fooJ (cf 6.33,35,48) 

Bec-,use 'Jesus is the Jon of JrdIl who hlS come from hec,ven, he is himself the food 

which brings eternCll life, i. e. he hinself is the eschatologicCll banquet which 

implies th" t in him the kingdom ho.s ", lre'lcly COd(:, .'1 kingdom which will be cons=-

U '.ted in the gener~l resurrection 'It the 'l'lst day' (6.39,->0,';';,54). 

'fhE tr::tnSition fro"" tllis inc:::rn:~tionCLl theme t o the eucharistic dis-

course is lllarked by the repetition th'lt Jesus is the bread ... 'lich is come down from 

hec.ven, which , if OIly mnn snoulJ E .. t it, h ·c will live forever. In the incarn,,-

tion::ll the,ne the ic: e c, of ' cClting ' the bre:::d from heCLven is not present, r2ther 

it is of 'cu .. il'lL to 11e ' nnu 'believing' (cf 6.35 ,37,40,47). 'fhe continuity 

botween the incarn.1tion ."lnu the euch_crist is eLlph:osised, hOflever, in that it is 

the 'bre'ld fro,il h""ven' who gives life to those who 'come ' to him in the inc'lr-

n ' tion, and th:,t Sa",e ' bread frol;) heaven' Vlho gives life to thOSe who e:ott it. 

Therefore the euchJ.ristic theme, which really begins "t verse 50, is woven 

inextric:lbly int() the whole discourse 'mu the p~ rallelisl" of ideas between the 

inc:lrndtional "'.nd euch ristic themes is most striking. Certainly the effect of 

eucharistic pClrtic i p tion i s precisely the s::me :IS the effect of the incarnation, 

which is t·.) gtve etern:1.1 life which, we have :)r[Ue~, is the- Johannine equiv:J.lent 

l. 
of the life of the :>.ge to come, 1. e, the Kingdou of God. 

The corporate s i gni f ic'1nce of 6.53 is seen Clost strH:ingly in tne 

)/ p \ ') ( 
phrase E )(Ei ( ,)W')" LV ~.,u,o'S, wnict, c '1 rries " different signific'lnce from 
)I \) I 

{Xl' jw')v ",IWVIOV in 6.54. It is precisely thiS, we are told in 5.26, 

.he verse immedi,1te1y preceding the ~on ,)1' man saying in 5.27, w:liclJ the F"ther 

( " h::.s :J.nJ h?ls Given to the Son bJdTT t:. p '" )'v') C. "" '/ 

~d,p 0 lI""r)p C.f\~1 SW'lv tv LckUi~ oU 1 W.5 

,)( I ' (~ P \ ''v )' ~L 
t.Ot..)KlV y,<J,1 T~ UI':' ')w't [/\!'V tv tolU1':"lt is striking that this phras e, which is 

found no" here else in the New Testan,ent, is used only in tile context of tne Son 
2. 

of 1..!,,'lIl . In In. 5 the ide:; of the Son ' h .c ving life in biill8e lf' .'lS a gift from 

the Father who has 'life in h ims e lf' prob,bly refers back to 5.21 . just as the 
(5.27) 

idea of the bestow.ll of authority to judge/refers b~ck to 5.22. In verse 21 we 

are tolu th ct both the K,ther :me. the Son ~""o"o,<';' , i.e. L~lke alive. The 

g roLmd of this is est'lblished in verSe 26. The Father is able to 'make alive' 

1. 
2. 

Cf above p. 358 ) 
The closest p'.1r C111els to this concept nre in I n . 1. 4 , 'v 

>, "P I 
1 In. 5. 12 'He th:,t h'1th the Son ~X!.l "-'1v )"'''1-'' , 
the phr"se is not Cl J ohannine cre :ltion, but belonged t o 
source. 

...> ...... P " )' 
oJ, u.,. <;-> ) W ''I "tv Md 

'['his suggests that 
his Son of man 
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because he has this life in himself, :,md the Son is "lso able to ' mClke ,:llive' 

because the Father has bestowed this inherent life-giving power on the Son. Now 

in 6.53 we a re told that eat ing the flesh of the Son of man and drinking his 

blood bestows 'life in thews elves , upon the communicants, i.e. they share in the 

unique gift of 'eh o Father to the Son of meln. Since this is not a bift given for 

the rec ipient hiwSelf' , but in orJer that the Son ill!l.y share in the Father's work 

of ' aaking alive ', So we mus t assume tl1!l,t it is for t his purpose that the f 'lithful 

receive this g i f t in the eucharis t. This bein~ so the thought is tha t in the 

euch arist the faithful are m~de those \,1110 share in the g i ft t ~ the Son of = 
<~J thus sha re in his redeillpt ive work. This corporate incorpor:lt i on into the 

Father t hrough the Son fo r the s!l.ke of mission is s tated in i.lo re specifically 

J ohann ine concepts in In. 17,18, 21 (As thou didst send ne into the world, even so 

sent I them into the world •.•• (I pray) 'l'hat they c!aY a ll be one; even a s thou , 

Father, art in me , end I in thee, that they also may be in us: tint the world may 

believe that thou dillst send me.) 

In. 6.62 beloncs t o the expl:m~tion of the discourse which is intro-

duced by the dis c iples query about the 'ha rd saying' (6.60). Tl,is hard saying 
1. 

paints especi ally , though not exclU3ively, to th e c limax of the discourse 

(verses 51c, 53-58), to the initial stater.leut of which the Jews have already 

objected (verse 52) . The explarkqt ion Jesus gives is in two p~rts. Verse 62, 

r eferring back to In. 3.13, speaks of the ascent of the Son of [Jan 'where he waS 

bel' ore' • Unlike 3.13 t " is as cension i ;: still in the fut<lre. The implic:ttion 

of thi s is that 'eating the flesh of the Son of := on,\ drinki ng his blood' is a 

post- ->scens ion experienc e. Verse 63 spe?ks of t he Spirit (It is the Spirit that 

I,L\k"s "live () bJolTol o~v ); the flesh profiteth nothing: the words that I have 

spoken unto you r,re spirit :md a re life. But there are some of you that believe 

not, "or Jesus knew f rom the 
2. 

was that should betray hi m. ) 

beginning who t hey were that believed n ot, .'lIld who it 

As Higgins ha s suggested ti1is inclUSion of the 
3. 

refe renc e to the Spirit given after the x>cension i s anot l,er version of In. 7.39. 
'f. 

His further sugs estion thdt ret is a spiritU'll eating that i s !!lE('Xlt' is far too 

1. Cf W. Thusing, Die Erhonung und Ver herrlichung Jesu im Joh~nnesev~n,elium, 1960, 
pp. 26lf. 

2. ,This reference. t c) the betrayer in the context of a Son of l:lan ' saying: which 
refers to t he " scension 'ill'd ,'lso in the C0,"~ext of the Euch.:.rist is very 
reminiscent of :.Ik. 14.21 = Matt. 26.6,+, LIe. 22. 22. f!() striking i s the reference 
to t ile betrayer in " context wnich does not re , lly c .UI f or it that it is hard 
to believe t b It t n is is purely " J oh3l1Ilin e creation (cf A. J. B. Higgins, Son of 
Man, 1964, p.176, who classes it with his s ayings of " non- Synoptic type). 
While Cidmitting the depenuence of 6. 62f on 3. 13 , it seeonS certain that this is 
a Johannine. re-casting of ;.;k . 14. 21 :md par. in whi ch J ohn has made explicit 
what is implicit in t he Synoptic s ayirlb emu added the specifi c reference t o the 
Spirit. 

3. A.J. B. Higgins, Son of ;Jan , 1964, pp. 176f. 't. ibid p.176 
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imprecise. \vhat Jo,m tells us is that in e::tting the flesh of the Son of man, 

which c,ives 'life in themselves t to those who e;lt, it is the Spirit which gives 
l. 

life, the Spirit which is breathed on the disciples by the ascended Jesus and 
2. 

v.'hich he had pro",ised woulc be his ascension gi ft . Yet it is clear that in the 
3. 

Spirit it is Jes us himself who co.nes t o the disciples. Thus the meaning is that 

in e~ting and drinking the sacramental elements it is the ascended Son of man who 

comes to 'make alive' and to bestow the gift of 'having life in themselves', but 

th is presence is spoken of 3S the pres ence of the life-giving Spirit. 

In t his We see at work the concept of the 'corpo~.te personality' of 

Judaism which was spoken of as being em' o .. eu ·,ith the Spirit of the(.,bhed, 

MesS iah, anu Son of man. In the predomin'3nt Jewish traJition this did not mean 

that the community waS the <ebhed, Messiah or Son of man, but rather that in him 

the hope for the comnunity waS centred anJ their glory WaS JepenJent On him. He 

i s both the focus un\..1 c.:re.:.to r of the new cOlllinuni ty. It i.s precis ely in this 

WCly that John i s to be unJerstood here. In the life-giving presence of the Son 

of illall in the eucharist the eschatological community is creClted, and the use of 
4. 

the concept of the Spirit makes it plain th .t this is c . corpor:lte body. 

Higgins reg'l.rds all these three sayings as ' Un-synoptic t; 'The intrusion 

of the Son of nlan concept into a euch'lristic context in ·the homiletical traditi on 
5. 

reflected in them is a radical Jepnrture '. 
6. 

We h~ve seen that this is plainly 

not true of 6. 62ff , '1Il '~ lie h'lve also seen the application of the Son of man 
7 . 8. 9. 

concept to the euclhlrist in Mk. 10. 45 = Matt. 20. 28, LIe. 22.28-30, Lk. 7.34 = Matt. 
10. 

11.19, a nd Lk. 12.40. What is unique is the concept of' enting the flesh and 

drinking the blood of the Son of man which appears to be the influence of the words 

of Institution on the earlier concept of the covenant- making meal with the Son of 

Clan . As such 6.53 is to be regarded as a h o,ter extension of the primitive asso-

ciation of the Son of l.un with the esch'1tological meal of the Kingdom. In. 6.27 

h3s striking conceptual if not linguis tic parallels to Mk. 10 . 45 , where the 

eucharistic allusions are made explicit in the Luk'lll parallel (Lk. 22. 27) in his 

placing of the saying in the context of the Last Supper. 

iie conclUlle, therefore, th ,t whilc these sayings are cOClpar9.tively late -

though pre- Johannine - t~1ey faithfully refl ect a very priLlitive Son of man 

tradition. 
1. In. 20, 22 . 2. In. 14.16 etc . 3. In. 14.18. 
4. Yet, "-S we slJ"ll see belo\[ ]:p.422f:l; the union between Christ rul U the disciple is 

so intense tlut they not only sh3.re his l1'.,ture (in c1ependence on him) but ' in 
him' cons titute one single livinG thing which is Christ himself. 

5. ;' . J.B. Higgins, Son of :1I.an, 1964 , p.175. " 
6" Cf above p.3r-;:\j'1 •• 2. ') 7. cf !lbove pp. 237ff. 8 . cf above pp;324 ff. 9 . cf above p26lf~. 
Iv. cf .1bove pp2tL If, .lOS. 
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(vi) John 8.26 

\{hen ye h .ve lifted up the Son of man, then shall ye lmow th~t 
I am he . 

John 12.34 

How do y ou say that the Son of man must be lifteu up? ,;ho is 
this o;on of =? (1) 

Both of these verses appear to be uerived frop.] In. 3.14 ~nd only in 

t~1is sense derived. frol:J 3. pre-Johannine source .. They both differ from 3.14 in 

thc.t the primary mee,l"ling of the 'lifting up' is not the asc":ls ion but the lifting 

up on the Cross. 
< ; 

In 1:3. 28 the use of the verb in the act ive \foil«<- (u ljJ wc1 '1' t.) 

in which the Jews (verse 22) a re tne agents m1lces this plain. 12.34 h9.S been 

woven into the context of 12. 32ff, ~ncl the st3te,;tent by JesuS in verse 32 , 'if I 

be lifted up ' , i~ t".lcen frOd, 3.14 which is repeated in 12.34. But the expl anation 

of this 'lifting up' in verse 33 is a reference to the crucifixion ('this he sqid, 

signifying by what r=er of Jeath he W'lS t o die') 

In 8.28 the worus 'then sh~ll yc lmow tha t I ~, sUGgests that the i dea 

of the ascens i on iR 31so present. The u edning appears tc: be that the Jcws will 

lmow who he is when they 'lift him up', for though they erc the perpetrators 

of the crucifixion GoJ .vill 'lift him up ', i. e. exalt him to heavenly glory. 

ThUsing has sho III chat the words 'you will lmow' c=ot mean ' yuu will lmow to 
2. I 

your cost '. In John a'VWdJ'\t.\\/ is used only in a positive sense. The 

opposite is expressed in verse 2";', 'for cx c<,pt you believe thet I al!l , ye shall 

(lie in your sins '. Thus ' ye sh.lll lmow the>t I am' implies ·Ct pro:,:ise of s 'llv1.tion 

to those Jews who vlill believe as a result of tbe 'lifting up' of t he Son of man 

.mJ enter intu life-givi ng union with hita. 'l'he sense is therefore the saP.le as 

in 11. 52f. ' Now this he s a id (referring to the death of Jesu;J) not of hilLS elf: 

but being high priest that year, he prophesied th-,t J es us s t,ould ilie for the 

nation; anJ not for the n~ltion only, but t h'lt he Light 3100 g."1ther together into 

orre the children 01 God th,l t are scattered abr oau I (cf . . lso 12. 32) i. e. this Lle"th 

:It the he.nds of the J(J"NS . .md exaltation "t the h 111d of God will bring s"lvntion to 

those who believe by gat hering them into 'one ' it1 himself. 

, , 
One reuaining problem in 8 . 28 is whether E~w tlJJ' has the same meaning 

:> / ) 

OS in 8.24. If so then eifw U)J' , "s so often in John , is a 'theophanic formula' 

1 .. The omi ssion of the ~'ords "ilj ta"ilv Ol5TO,S 0 u~o5 'TOV ~vepw,,;-C--iri-p"() 
d8es not appe:J.r to be i.1 Genuine textu..'ll vnriant, but r'lt ;.1er t he result of 
haplography. P. ?5 '11so omits 6" before c\~1 in this verse. 

2. ,i. Thiis ing, Die Erhohung und Verherrlichung Jesu im JohonnesevongeliUP.l, 1960 , 
pp. 15. - 22 . 
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1. 

corres ponding to ) ani hu) implying th'lt God hClS g i ven his own n3llle to J esus. 

Since t h is is such 3. ch::tracteristic formula in John i t is i r.lpossible to believe 

th~t he h , S used i 'e without this iIoplicCition. But , as Hi ggins suggests, it may 

eClually well !.lean ' I :1Ill the Son of ;rnn', :md answer t he quest ion "Nho art thou? ' 
2. 

in vers e 25. This being s o the SQying c0rresponus c l osely to 1. 51 GIld 3. 14f 

wh er e the concept i s of the revelQtory exaltat ion Wilich evokes belief. 

In 12.3,+ the refe r en ce by the ' nul titwle' t o the Son of man is strmge 

in t h .lt Jesus has not spoken of th e l iftinil up of the Son of m-,n. For this 
3. 

r e::tson Bultmann h']s proposed transposing this Vdrse t o follow 8 . 28f. This is 

unnec es s ary. Although the 30n 0f lU;.1l1 is not mentioned in 12.32, this saying is 

clearly modelled on 3.14f, and thus is present in his sour ce v,hen the question of 

the multitude r epe-lts t hi s assertion in 12.34. 

\'ihile the reference t o the Cr oss is the prim::cry int ention in both 12.32 

~,nd 12.34, a s is ;:1 ,.I e explicit in 12.33, the deeper signific.'lnce of this is 

retained in the being 'lifted up frow the e~rth ' It is t i,is exaltat i on which 

will 'drQw a ll r.l8n unto himself, and t hus br ing them to sh·~re in his glory 

(cf I n. 17. 22 ' And the glory which thou h-,st .:;iven me I h~we given unto them; 

th1t t hey r;;ay be one, . ven "s we ~re one ') However, the i IluedLlte concern of the 

pass:l,e is with t il" de."lth which evokes the query of how J8SUS C2.11 say t hQt the Son 

of LlC.n will be lifted up .hen the law says tl1" t the Messiah ' abideth forever ' . The 

Messiah .. .nd Son cf' ;:rnn :lre here eqUivalent terr.1S. Beneath t;1is s urface reference 

t ·) tl1e de:lth lurks the meaning , which woulcl lnve been clear to the r eaders of the 

Gospel, that in t uis 'lifting up' the Mess i ah/Son of ",an does inel ee .I ab i de 

forever. This is m,de expli cit in the g re -·.t Spirit discourse when Jesus promises 
4. 

' I will not leQve you desolat e : I cO:.Je unto you' . 

It is doubtful th·,t the question ' who is this Son of man ? ' is to be 
5. 

interpreted as ' ~h - t sort of a Jon of man is thiS?' Rather it s erves ~s an 

introduction to th e reply of' Jes'ls 9.bout the 'light' being present with them and 
6. 

11 c,ll to believe on the light 'th.lt ye might become sons of light '. 'rhe r eader 
7. 

woulu jJre .,dy be f:U-llili:1r with the claim of Jesus 'I ~ the light of the world' 

1. E. Stauffer, Jesus 'Uld His Story, 1960, 142ff , 154ff; C.K. B~rrett, John, 1955 
pp. 282f; C.H. Dodd, Fourth Gospel, 1960 , pp. 93ff , 349:f. On t h is formuLl cf. 
below pp. 477ff . -

2. A. J . B. Hi:gins, Son of [lian , 1964, p.169. 
1950, p. 269 , n.7 3. H. Bul t mann , J ohnnnes , 

4. In. 14.18 
5. 
6. 
7. 

So. 
In. 
In. 

A. J . B. Higgins, Son of Man , 196 4 , p.170. 
12. 35f. 
8.12. 
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1. 

_uo h3S cOwe from God intJ the world. :;'he> Cl..l" r implicntion is th .. t Jesus is 

the Son of Inan who , lik" the licht, h '1s C08e froLl c. he '. venly pre-existence into 
2. 

the ·,w rld. 

The expression 'sons of li,3ht ' is wost interest i n;; here, :mol resembles 

I II, / very closely the phrnse T~Y'Vd.,WTopf Ephesians 5. 8 Nhere it occurs 31so with 
~ 

1T~ P , ltd, "T(,J v As Se lwyn Ius shown , th is Filii Lucis VI.iS ::m eleldent of 
3. 

primi tivE Chri sti en b::lptisllal instruction . Since the Son of 1:1£,n h .. S been woven 

into" t.,ptisw:ll Uisc ourse in In. 3.13f, it is significc.nt to see this b;~ptismal 

::.llusion here agrtil1. In 3. 131' we s , ,w th.lt both inc .ern .tional and C(scension 

t henes were pres<:nt in the Son of m= concept, but th,-t t he 'hovl' of b'lptis;,:al 

r 3gener'ltion was associ ,teLl part icul'1rly ,'l ith the ;lscension nd Gift of the Spirit. 

Here the incC·rn .l tionnl theme is introduced by the concept of 'li~ht' in reply to 

the question ' \',110 is this Son of m3.n?1 Th" ' how' to beco..le chil,;ren of light is by 

believing in the li ';ht in their midst but also by the a scended Son of man ' L1r'1wing ' 

then (verse 32) , ::lh' "I,e inference is th o t t hi s is Ghe b::>ptisl;nl gift to those who 

believe. Thus b ~pt is" is seen '-'s incorpor.ltion into the corpor:1te persowllity of 

the Son of li:.. ".n .. Baptism , f or Jolm, theref Jr e jy,S the s .. Ie cv.lJlJlunity cre 'ltin,; sig-

nific:Ulce as the inca rn ·'t ion ,me! 'lifting up ' of the Son of m. n, .,mel the euch lrist, 

for the Christ- event, b",ptism,mJ the euc~".rist nIl s ervo to cre:lte the esclntolo-

gic;::l corm:uuni ty which is incorpor:lted int o the Son l no1 so into the :';on' s unity 

liith the F::tther (cf In. 17.21) . Becaus e of this John is ""ble t o shift e2Sily 
4. 

fro[J inc::.rnC1 tion:tl t o s Clc r=ental th emes. 

(Vii) J ohn 12 •. 23 

The hour is coming that the Son of m.em shoulil be clorified. 
5. 

This SQ;,'ing is classified by Hi,:;g ins ::lS Fl non-synoptic type. It would 
( , 

appear, however, thnt under the ve rb 'glorify' (~Q.sd,~liV ) John h~.s combined 

the passion prediction of the Son of ,nan in J.'k. 8. 31, ~nd t .... e ' hour' when the 

Son of nnn is betrnyed in Mk, 14.41. This is strongly supported by the fact tint 

the synoptic saying in Mk •. 8 •. 35 is found a[;roin in In. 12.25 -md Mk. 8.·34 in 
6. 

In. 12.26. In •. 12 •. 27 ~lso bears rer::lrkable s imilnrities to 

1. In. 1.4, 9 (cf )18(, 12.1,6]. 
2. In. 3. 13; 6.62 . 
3. E.G. Selwyn , First Peter, 1946, pp. 375- 382. 
". AS is Shown by O. Cullnunn, ,,'orship, 195~ . 
5. ,\.J . B. Higgins, Son of Jasn, 196 /t , pp. 177ff. 
6. C.K. B9.rrett, John , 1955, p.353, also .J.r bues th:lt John h~G Lk. 8.31ff in 

i:lin.J here •. 
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l. 

Mk. 14. 34ff. But the S'Wing itself bears re"urk~ble linguistic plrallels to 
2. I 

blk. 14.41. The reelly striking Jifference bet':: een the two is th'1t lio..pd-.,),60VTO\, 

in Mark is repl"cec1 with the Joharmine ~oS"'Cl8'J' 

~ oS d ~ <, v is " thoroughly J oh"rmine word which 
3. 

< ~ 

_, unlike u~JOUV 

he uses in contexts other th '_1n the Son of ,,,,n. His use of the word, however, 

shows th!J.t it bears t:18 S-1:ne uouble l.le'"'nir~ as ~~o~v .. Dodd, following Ode berg , 

sug~ests tha t John's us e of 603~>t' .. h .. s been suggested bj' the citation of 
4. 

Isai::-h -1-9 . 3 in the i,t idr~_sh Oil Genesis 28.12. But fie h:we Seen th , t it is 

highly dubious to b:cse such .3 derivation on ~_ t,~ird century document. While he 

is undoubtedly correct in seeine the influence of the Isaianic Servant on the 

Joh.mnine Christolo"y '.mc. soteriology, none of the eX8cples he cites a re in Son 

of TIL:n s~yinGs. 

I 

While 60$""~1I v 
< ,., 

is :l favourite Johannine concept it, like u'fouv 

belon(jed to the i->rimitive kery" ma. 'The God of Abraham ! nd of Isaac :md of 
5. 

J::tcob, the God of Ou r f athers, glorified his serv-:mt Jesus' (Acts 3.13). 

'Behoved it not the Christ to suffer these things , 'lnd to enter into his glory' 

(Lk. 24. 26). ' 00 Christ :lIsa glorified not hi-.lself t o be 1'l .. ,de n high priest, 

but th'l t he spake unto him, Thou a rt my Son, this day have I 

(Heb. 5. 5). Thus ',-,hile the jJrinitive kerygm:1 'lid associ:\te 

begott en thee' 

I 
<!>05",,;l'" with 

the (ebhed, it ,-:,pplied it also to the Messia!1 end the hig;l priest, :illd in thew 

nIl the priIY,ary reference is to the eX.'J.lt:::-. ion ::IS em :lct of GoJ. 

( ~ 

It would~pi->enr, therefore, th--.t like u~ouv Jolm 11 's derived 
I 

6<> Sd'~fIV from the prLaitive kerygoo. In the kerygma bo t h wo rds referred 

essentU_lly tv the :lSce"sion t o the rieht ""-,,d of God to be crowned with glory 

cUld J aIm has retained this prilili ti ve ,,,eaning but res a into it o.lso the de .l th, 

1. '\ ,+,uX'l )Jou n~~pd.,,-rd,'Jn. 12. 27 cf r;k. 14.34 .,i(-',AUTTT05 t07'''' '1 '-jJuX'l' '-'ou 
~,.. _. () v , r 
&w~ Gd.v-<pJo1m l,-,s perhnps ' ~one independently to Ps . ,.2 ,1-1 6f,12 , 'v"- ' ~, 
Ti~p;A~iT;O) IS) \l , ~uXi).)~d..J 1\1G1. t : duvlcJ..pd.Cfd(? }-If; - · "-F 0..> t».o\.~-;Ov .~ '..~uX1 }Jou 

~Td'f''''-X0'1' (LXJ,):r, lI"wJn. 12.27. Here the synoptlc petltl.On In!llk. 1.4.36, 
qualified by 'howbeit not Wil,-.t I will, but what thou ',yilt ' , i s introduced 
"i th h es i t::ttion. Purther, while 'FClthe r' ::'-s Jesus' terlu for God is very coru­
mon in John; it is poss ible th" t in verSe 27 and 2B it la.c y be a recollection 
of the striking use Of)A~~::' 5 Too.--.-'1P in Mk. 14.36 (C.K. B'1rrett, John, 
1955, jl.35~.), '{' '" ~, _ ~ 

2. In. 12. 23 EA'l>-uElcv " wP"" with 0 U I o~ IOU <><.v8pwllou --;- d (I (. (, ..... ) _ ....... 

C'J1U Mk. 14.41 '1>'6I.v '1 W(t'''' with 0 u,05 TOU ",,,epw" ou 
3. Jesus s ows th :c t the Fatljer is glorified (l~. 13; 15 . 8); th t the Father (8 . 54) 

Or the Spirit of truth (16 . 14) glorifies hi m; '1nd th:-tt the Son of God is 
glorifieJ thrcugh the Sickness of Lazarus (11.(4) . This is o_lso the f :wourite 
way in which he refers to the deat .. 0:\ Jesl,lS 7.39; 12.16; 17.1), in which 
both he :-Ind the F:-tther are glorified (17. 1). So close knit lL--.ve the ide .1S of 
death and c larification becv.ue th~t the prophecy of the de~th of Peter is 
described in this s ~J,_e way. ' NOli this he sp'lk:e, Signifying by what I!l:)nner of 

I de:lth he Sh~uld _,lorify God'. (211 ~9). ~. C.H. Dodd, Fourtn Gospel ; 1960, ).246 . 
5. Cf '11so Heb. 5. 5f , ---here . g lorify' is rebte,) to Christ .".bSUIling his high­

priestly office; ,'n,; Luke 2-: . 26 I Behoved it i1c t the Cnrh:t to suffer these 
things, ,rl,) to " ' Iter into h is blory?' 
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mC!lcing the Crosstnd the ascension one insep.:trable act in which Jesus is glorified. 

But in t.:is C1 ct not only is Jesus g lorified but so '1180 .re his followers. 

'And tne glory whic" thou lkqst given 8e I h _lvc given unto them; th,-, t they =y be 

, " I 

one, even .. is we :u-e one .. I (17.22) .. As a result they are nut (I( 'ou v,od).lOU 

(In. 17.14, 16). 
, '" 'fhe me:ming of this :lj'pears t o be the S.Olie as in 12.25 E v ,W , 

I I 

y,oo}J'T' ,0<>",:, which is the Johannine equivnlent of the Hebrew h.,'olam hazeh, 

i .. e. thiS present C' :e ~ Through the qscension the disc ip le i s ~lre3dy in the ' age 

to cOl!le', though spa tially located in the worl d (17.11), shClrll15 in the heavenly 

Glory of tile Son of U . tll 'Uld his union ·,.,ith the F:lther, i. e. the disciple is 

.• lrea uy llle. .. ,ber m the Kin,:;dom of God. 

This ccncept of de'lth, resurrection, '}scension ',nd g"th aring the 

cOIln.lunity is expressed in 12.24 , the verse iL'li..lediDtely following the Son of man 
1. 

saYlllg, in th" im:lc;ery of sowing seeds which is found both in the Synoptics and 
2. 

Paul. The p.,-,rallelism of In. 12.24 and 1 Cor. 15.36 is especi ,lly close. The 

concern of Paul, however, is to expound the nature of the resurrection body 
3. 

(though doubtless the iJe::l of the Church ::IS the body of Christ is present), while 

the concern of John is not simply with the future body of the seed but the fruit 

it will be3r. This 'fruit' is th" drawing of all iilen to the u.'lifted Christ 

(12.32) . .illd g.:th cr inG tn 2"' together into one (11.52). 

Ire see here ag __ in how the Christolobic"l title ' the Son of !llan' is also 

:'1 soteriological conce"t which is tied inextric lbly to tl,e (p .:tssion ,md) ascension 

of the Son of I. e,n, iXl which act the new COIT.lunity is crc::ltcd which is both' one' 

J.YlQ shares in the 'gloryf of the Son of J..nn. 

(viii) John 13.31f 

Now is tl,e Son of ",,,n glorifieJ , -,,,d Goll is Glorifi~d in him; ' 
anu Goll sh' :l1 glorify him in hims"lf, and strr iGhtwc'y shall 
he !';lorify him. 

'fhe omission of 13.31 32 frou the text would cC'Cuse no break in the sense , 

. n d it h,~s therefore been suggested thdt they ::I re an intrUSion of ') pre-Johnnnine 

1. Mk. 4.3-9; 4.26-29; 4 • . 3lf; Matt . 13 . 24-30, 37ff. (It is signific:l!lt that 
;,\.'1tthew ills" uses 'he Son o'f Dan title in connection with this i ,:ngery) 

2. 1 Cor. 15. 36ft'. 
3. J .A. T .. Robinson, Body , 1963, pp. 17,81. 
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1. 

hymn concerninb th" 0un of In 1l'l. Their r~lythmi,-,al structul'e he.s often been 

noted, which i s p"·rticuL·.rly ill .rked 
2. 

,< ')It'e' , ,, 
if the phrase E.I ° Gt.05 <.00.>0/..0' '') tV o'-U'f~ 

3. 
is original. ' B"rrett supports the originality of the sherter text, but it is 

4. 
dif1'icult to undel'st lnd what would h ', ve clotivnted their ad J ition. 

Higgins h~s point ed out t he close linguistic end conceptu~l parnllels 

betwean In. 13.3lf .- nd I n . 17.1 :md 4 , end " r gues th:lt 13.31f is :\ Johannine 

co,lposition b'lsed on 17.1,4, cast in n quasi- poetical fann : .. S J. so l er:m i ntroduct ion 

to the f'lrewell discour se. It i s more li!<e l y , however , th-,t 17.1ff is a Joh'll1!line 

co"lposition based on the Son of lIlan hy,nn in 13.31f. lie 11 eve seen that no Son of 

B 3l'l sayine in iJ,ohn is entirely his own cOLlposition , and in every instance a Son of 
man sour ce stands behjnd it. It i s unlikely, therefore, that John has created a Son 

",of l",.n s nying out of the Son sey ing in 17. lff. 

The difficulty of int erpret" tion of these verses lies in the USe of 

vuv '-md the aorist i n verse 31 ailo 5~csG') ) md future tense in verse 32 
, 

( d 0Sol.O~' ). dince the aori~t in 13 . 31 i:nplies th~t the ~;lorific ~ tion is 

""lr e-.ely P'ls t, md in the primi tive kery~m'l this was applied to the exaltation of 

Jesus to the riciht lLUlLl of power, it is probable th.qt the pre-Johannine hymn 

r E.f\)rr ed to the ex:.ltation i n this verse. The future tenses in verse 32, which 

, I 
re1'er to El glorific ,·t i 0n which will occur L1welli'ltely (i u G u:, ) lIley very well hint 

c··t t l',e emerging p' :rousia doctrine in the e :lTly churc h. Be t'lis '1S it may in John 

the hymn "lppe" rs t" be used "'s o.n introduction to the f'1r.o"lell disc l\ours., in which 

til~ th","e of Christ's Llep:lrture to be witn the Father, the gift of the Spirit , end 
5. 

his clbiding presenc,' ·.Iith the disciples i c p"rked out . As such it appears to be 

'\ variant on 12 . 32 , not tl1..lt it is derived fro:;} th'3.t sa~' ing, \:hich refe r s to the 

cowing glorific , tion 0:[ the Son of ;""n by God in the de'ltl, and QXalt .1t ion, .'ll'ld 

the glorificatLm uf Gall which will be the other side of the co i n in that event . 

That John h"s the ascension in mind in his uSe of the :3on of wan hymn is 

LL'lde p l a in i n verSe 33; ' whither I go, ye c ' nnot come'. Like a ll the other Son 

"f '-l~.n sayings tuis one is fo llowed by Q re:{erence to the con,lunity' i n t he 'new 

C01ll1.lal'ldtlen t thf!t ye l;)ve one rulother ;,s I hnve loved you • ••• by this Shall men 

1. Cf. 3 . Schulz , Unte r sucllungen zur i.tenschensohn- Christolo:·;ie i..l Johmnecevan" e­
lhw, 1957, who sees it :;,s 3 Jewish ChristiCill 8dapt"t i on ,f the clorificcltion 
of the Elect One (~ ti1e Son of ;.,-en ) by t:18 Lord of Spirits in 1 En. 51. 3 . 

2. It is G;,;itted by P "" ?\ BDVI it sys, .nd present in ewv£; c,nd Origen. 
3. C.K. Barrett, John, 1955 , p. 375f. 
'f. Cf M-J La,sr-.nge , Ev::ngilc selon s:;,int Je~n, 1948 , ,Jp. 365f, who holds that the 

oCJission is due t() homoioteleuton. Jo ' 130 \I . Thiising , Di e .'rhohung und 
VerherrlichlU1r ~ Jesu im Johnnnest::v .. n ; e liw~)' 1960, p .. 235.. A.J .. B. Higgins , Son of 
i.I..''lll , 1964 , ]).180 , n .l. suggests tILt it is :11 ins ertion to pr ovide a link be't"lam 
1Jle 2.or~st 1n verse 31 flnu the future tense 1n VerSE 52. Th1S 1S poss~ble but 
unlikely. An eCitor whu ,V·)S bothered ' .bout the tenses "'vuld be illO r e likely tc 
ch mbe the offc:nlling tense than to ,., Ire ."' insertion the effect of which lS to 
enh .nce the poetic quality of thc ",hole s~;ring. 

5. Cf ~ . K. B'lrr ett , Jolin , 19?5 , PP . 376ff. 



}If? . ...; ,. ~7 1~ 

!mow th:lt ;;e are my disciples' (13.34f) . Like :\J:ltthe,'1 25 . 31fi' this lDClkes 

explici t wlnt i:.; l1ennt by 3.11 ~ ._~i }nc e t o J esus. It ~180 shows th"lt the r oneness I 

of the cO:!IIuunity concists not sililply in the ir unity 'in Chri 3t', nor si:nply in 

their shui ng in Christ's ' Glory ', but in tileir love; a love ':Ihich is drawn fro," 

Chris t's love f or the." nd which therefor" procl"i;;}S their clisc i pleship. 

(ix) John 9.35 

Dos t tttou believe on the Son 01 ;" 'm? (1) 

This is the only snying t o be foemd in t he Gospe l s in ,vhich th e ecuthly 

Jesus calls for belief in the Son of illDll . nigGins is cert Clinly correct when he 

s";ys ' He r e the church i.; speaking throu()1 t;,e earthly Josue who, in Clcc orc13nce 

Vii th Johnnnine : . .nc.chronisIll, is .1t t he s rude tin" the Christ of g lory, the exal tecl 
2. 

;.:m\ v indi c " ted d en .f ,.lan , the Lord ', ·J.'he reply of th e u ',n bonl bl ind, 'Lord , I 
3. 

believe' (9.38) r efl ects the prir,litive Christi:lll confession, ' J esus i s Lord'. 

It is s i ::;nific rmt th ~t t h is Vlhole 3tory , even in ·,he ea rly fathers , is 
4. 

regubrly interpretecl . s BaptiS l!LCll. Cull:l= h ,'ls dr awn 't t e:,tion to the clet.'1 ils 

in the preceding n:crr" tive which inuic.-te conclusively th ., b l' tisLo.'1l significance 

of t,le narrClt ive f or t .,€: eV.lngelist, 'Illd to the fact th " t the dialogue bet ween 

Jesus :nd the he~.lc·d ._1ll in vv. 35- 38 i L s o constructed .8 to c2ll t o Bind inn:Je-
5. 

di2tely the litur!sic ~.l quest i ons '}nd 'mswers of the oldest l'""pdS .. "ll rit U:l l. 

S ince tne narr ::.tive :n d discourse is conc e rnecl "ith the response of the Jews to 
, , 

t:,i " event, Wll0 fin..11y excQi'.:lJunicated the heale d .J.,n ( d,'i\o cfUo.Jd'/l"'oOj v.38) 

>,'.!ich (U S the 1' '1 oe of the baptisecl Jewish Christian, '1ll0 Sinc e the title 'Son of 

"I'''' ' is prob ',blJ ori:£inn l in V. 35 , it is vi r tu .lly cer t'1in th ' t Jorill is he r e 
6 .. 

depenJent on c, pre--J uol::mnine Palestinian t ptis!lJ:ll hOluilY ':ncl 1i turgy. 

'£his booing so , i t elp,.,ears t h ,t John h ".s t :!ken "- call t o belief in the 

" lorified l ord of the church , the Son of "an , in a pri:d. tive b·wtisJ:lal confess ion , 

1 . 'l'his reading is s " st r ongly attested (P55 p i5XSD,'/ pc sys SCI 'lc~ f., "') as to be 
alL:os t certainl; corr ect , over a gr,inst ' the Son of God l (eWit vg). Cf C. K. 
BClrrett, John, 1955 , p. 302 who hulds thn.t it is improb'ble that 'the Son of God' 
"oul ll h'lve been cb'lllged into 'the Son of rnn ' . Cf ellso A, J , B. Hi c:gins , Son of 
l' .• ;.,n, 196 4 , p.155 n.2 . 

2. lblU, 
3. Acts 2.36; ROll. 10.9; 1 Cor, 12. 3; Phil. 2.11. 
4. Gf O. CullLnnn , ,.orship , 19:;3 , p.l02 for citations froD t he e.,r ly fathers, 

·,n(\ alsu recent exe.;etes . Cf eopecially i'. C. lioskyns, Th e .~ourth Gospel, ed. 
F. N. Davey" 1947, l'p . 363ff , w.,o directs Clt tention pa rticularly to the - a ncient 
Chris tian l cc tionaries, a ccording to whicil this poricope .. nd '11so the story vf 
the healing :I t B2thesua lnJ. th 'lt of t he Gamn.ritc.n \JC. 111 "(Jere used especillly 
for the Bapt is ;,; li turgy. 

5. ibid Pl' . 103ff. 
6. 'the title ' Son of God ' i n so:;)", versions is prob'lbly t o be expl '1i ned by the f act 

t hat ISon of . lan l ·".'1S not used in tl1e Hellenistic b'lpGiGl:LJ l liturgy. 
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=d <:tppli ed it t o the eClrtnly J esus. -,'h0 . 'c .-ming would ohen be thCLt it is the 

ascended Son of ._:>n who ,: ives sight , Rt n Lie(.'per level of wean in:; than phySiC:11, 

in the baptisliJal ;;ur:1cle , just as Jesus g::o.ve 3ight to t Le .J n born blind when he 

~,nointed his eyes with clay and sent him to wash i n the pool Si loam. But .lS in 

3. 14f tlli s objective side of the b:lptis . .9.1 miracle is bc.l:.·!lced by the deruanJ for 

belief i n the ,jon of .JCLn. 

(x) SULlllUry 

The most s ignific:lI1t fe ature of the Son of :;;an s '~'J i'C.gs in John is th'lt 

of the 12, " are fOl,md in undeni ~bly b'lptis:!nl contexts (3.13; 3.14f; 12.34; 9. 35,), 

, ~d 3 in a euch :1ristic setting (6.27; 6 . 53; 6. 62). Of t~lE' re":'.li ining 5, we rnve 

Seen that 8.28 is derived from the b,"ptiso'a l s ,:>ying 3.14f, : nQ 1 ::; .31£ is :l pre-

Joh:mnine Son of !1.ID hymn. ThiS , together " i th the fact th -.t strong li turgic ,"l 

tr . . ces a re to be found in 6.27,53 ; 9.35; 13.31f, suggests very strongly that 

behind !lost, if' not all , the Son of man sa;)' ings in John WaS .c\ Palestini an SQcra-

;Y1ental source, which 'd .,s homi letic:11 'md liturgi cal. 
l. 

This lIould indicate th'1t 

t;,e s P.crr",,,ental Son of wnn' t radition in the s ynoptics is very pr ilOitive. , But what 

is dbtinctive in the Johannine tradition is the link of -Ghe Son of .Jan with 

b~ptism. How the " on of Ji:ln c·,Ine to be linked 'ii i th baptis~1 is j)rob:3. bly throul,h 

the te .,chin,s cont '~ined in t he pr iIni tive kerygma of the eXc'lltation of Jesus to the 
2. 

right hmQ of God, whence he h:1S poured out the gift of the Huly Spiri t. lie have 

Seen tr1'3.t this exalt[,t ion of the Son of ,,"m i s the Clost j)roL,incnt m d authentic 

fea ture of the Gospel tradition, '3.!ld t h t t be reception of th e Spirit for tbe 

forgiveness of sin upon confession of Christ i 3 tbe most persistent feature of 
3. 

the primitive teu chi n,; concerning baptism. i'hese two f actors plus the fact th9t " 

the soteri ology (lGsoci:lted with t.le Son of ULll is tln t of cre 'lting the community 

.mo shlre in bis glory, his union witb the Father, )nd tbus inh"rit the KingdoiJ 

of God, 3.l1d th·t in b.lptism a 'uan is m-lde ,:I e e-uber of tbat eacbatological 
4. 

cO .. llJuni ty, would h elve provided the Palestini3l1 community .'Iith ready-m:1de points 

of ::tssociation. 

Despite t.,e l &teness of tbe compos ition of the 1"our tb Gospel , and tbe 

3.ssociation of tbe :,on of man t.1e".e with bap tism, John b '.8 retained the ve r y 

1. For references cf ~bove p. )64nn 6-l0. 
2. Cf Acts 2.33, 5.31. 
3. Cf Acts 2. 38 
4. >j'e h;lve seen preciSely tlle S '"ll ... e process of thought in ~j:~e Hellenistic church 

W{lere the t i tles (EbheJ , Messbh, nnd Lord h· .. ve completely s uperceded tbe 
title Son of ,".:'I l . 
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primitive, and probabl y authentic., tradition of the death and eX2.ltation of the 

Son of man, and its association "lith the jUdt;ement-rejection of the old Isreal 

and the creation of the ne.] eschatological community of the Kingdom of God. 

Unlike the synoptic tradition John quite eX':)lici.tly derive s the earthly authority 

of the Son of man from his heavenly pre-existence (In.3.13 ; 5.27; 6.62) " But 

because the incarnation of Jesus is such a clearly worked out theme in the Gospel, 

He find the most remarkable soteriological parallels betHeen the incarnation, the 

death-and-ascension 'lifting up' or ' glori~ication' , and the Son of man prEisent to 

his Church in the sacraments. The effect of each act in thE drama of s .-.lvat;.on 

as presented by John is to give 'eternal life' ' ~hich is the Johannine equivalent 

of bringing in the Kingdom of God . Consequently the eschatological comn,unity is 

created beginning in the incarnation, brought to fulfilment in the ascension , 

continued in the sacraments and the life-givinG word of Jesus, and brought to its 

glorious climax in the r eneral resurrection. Against the backdrop of the 

'corporate personality' of Judaism this community is included in the Person of 

,Jesus , sharing in his endOl·ment Hith life, S) irit, e;lory , and union with the 

Father. Apart from the predominant concept of the community being 'in me' and 

thus 'in us' (In.17. 21ff) and 'I i n them' (In.17.26), the community is also 

characterised by its being 'one' (In.l1.52; 17.2lff) and by its 'love' (In.13 .34; 

17.26), and both are seen to be the rifts of God to tile comrr:unity in the total 

Christ-event. In this sense ,John's soteriology is most decidedly corporate and 

ethical , and cannot be reduced to a Christ-mysticism, nor can his conception of 

the community created in the atonement be ro~~rdcd as a loose collection of 

individuals I1ho believe the same thinp;s. They are 'one' in the corporate person­

ality of the Son of man, and this corporateness is achieved as much in t he . 

sacraments as in the incarnation, 'glorification', or eeneral resurrection 

to 'life'. 



F[,~ e 374. 

(g) The Son of :.Ian in the Rest of the New Testament 

(i) Acto 7. 56 

Behold, I see the heavens opened, ,n~ the Son of @an stonding 
on the right kmd of God. 

Thi s is tho sole exaIJple of thE' Son of mEl.n saying on the lips of another 

than Jesus outside the Gospels. 

The s~litic origin of this s3ying is indicated in the use of 'heavens ' 

here " s opposed to ' he3ven ' in ver se 55, thus probClbly representing an exact 

Greek equivalent of the Hebrew sheI!layyim (o~ p ",vO~5) . The concept of the 

vision of heaven openinc to reveal the Son ;)f :;l£ln is found also in In. 1. 51, 3Ild 

his being at the 'right fund of God' reflects the s :1Ille thought ~s Lk. 22.69 'But 

frow henceforth she ll the Son of llnn be. seQted Clt the right h "ndof the power of 

God ', which we h~ve Seen l1~y eithe r be a Luketn version uf Mk. 14.62 with the 

poss i ble p .• rousi Cl implication of the 'co, ,il".g on the clouds of he:lven' reltOved, 

or lllt·W have been derived fro.n Luke ' s spechl p".ssion source. 

The uni<;ue 'OlS,:>ect of this saying is th'lt the Son of hen is seen to be 

'stCll1ding ' ,md n ot sitting 9.t t ile right h ent: of God. 
1. 

This h .1S led to n wide 

v~riety of interpret,tions . A p3rousia interpret3tion h~s been biven to the 

saying by Owen ,, ;10 sUJgests th~t the Son of man is st mding bec.,use Christ is 
2. 

about t o r eturn. This is ;Jutting a weight of dc ming on 'the text which it cmmot 

beer. Higgins h.o.s 9. r £,"Ued tha t 
3. 

the idea of he~venly interceosion is implicit 
4. 

in the saying. Unlike the int erceding angels who stand before God the Son of man, 

Wil" 11 ' s superceded t hew, st ,mcls on the riGht h=d in accordance \lith the 

testinonium of Psalm 110. 1. 'rhus he Sees present in this saying the synoptic 

5· 
concept of the heavenly intercession of the Son of man confl oted with the 

illn cdbtely preceding cit'ltion fran; PSalr:l 110. 1. 

I n i ts context this a~pears to be the most Rcceptable interpretqt i on. 

'"h-,t hos precede d i s the .-, ccusation th 'lt the J e;'.'s h" ve 'betrayed ' wd 'murdererl' 

the 'Ri~hteous One' (verse 52) . Verse 55 recounts the vision in ;vhich Stephen 

Se eS Jesus st'lilding on the right h~nd of GoJ , Nhich vision ue i Hledi'ltely 

declares to his pers ecutors in terms of t h e ~50n '~f "nn. The iLlplicotion appears 

to be t wo-folli. For thG Jews it is ,', dcclClrClt ion of God ' s ex.'Ol.l tation of the 

1 •. Cf A. J . B. Hi..,gim; , Scm of llbn , 1964 , pp . 145f for sUlillil1ry of illQjor interpreta­
tions . 

2. H.P. Owen, 'Stephen's Vision in Acts VII . 55- 6' lh'S , Vol. 1 (New Series) 1955 , 
pp. 224-226 . 

3 • . ~ . J . B . Hi';;;ins, Son of Man , 1964, p.l4/i- n.l; 145. 
4. 1 En. 89. 76; 99.3; 10';'.1. 
5. Cf Lk. 12 . 8f etc. 
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Jesus WhOl" they ',wrdered' to his right lnnll :8 ';30n of wan'. It is presulU:lbly 

for thi s tha t the Jews CQs t hiL, out of the city :md ctone hiD (verses 57f). For 

Stephen himself it is the assuronce that the hawenly Son of 'T1l1 '"ill be the 

advocate on hiJh of those WI,O helVe co,1fessed him on earth, ,s he has done. While 

the concept of ' Sitting ', which illplies the role of judge, W.)ulCl h-"lve been appro-

priate in the situation of the Jews , it would not have been appropri" te as :J. 

living, hope-filled Christology for Stephen. Despite this the not i on of 

' standing ' certninly ':lso conveys the i dea of judgement on those who have denied 

~d rejected the coming 'Righteous One ', which in 1 Enoch is a voriant title of 
1. 

the S on of :nan. Thus both the positive :md negative ele::lents of the Q saying 

in Lk. 12. 8f "re present ho r e , "s is "lso the ide:J. of exalt2tion found in Lk. 

22. 69 , and In. 1. 51. 

(ii) Hebrews 2. 6 

lihat is = that thou a rt mindful of him? 
or the son of call , that thou visitest him? 

Although tdis is a quotntion frol~ Ps3.lm 8 wher e the reference is to 
2. 

Linn, md this psalu ,'~\3 used messi :mic:llly in 13.ter Judaism, it is clear from the 

interpret"tion the nuthor h,s ,,;iven to it th ,.t he is f ' l!Jliliar ',',ith the Son of man 
3. 

Christology. 

'For in th ,t he 8ubj ected all things unto him, he h"th left nothing 
thnt is not subject t o hin. But now we See not yet all things 
subjected to hi .. l . (v.8) 
But we behold hilt! who h 'l th been lll.1de a l i ttle lo,/er than the angels, 
even Jesus, because of the suffering of de·,th crowneLi with glory 
" nll honour, th 'lt by the grClce of God he should tClste death for every 
lllan (v. 9) . For it becal.le hiLl, for whom 2re all things , nnd through 
whon ['!.r03 all things, in bringin n'!.a!..,r sons unt o lor, to rrnke the 
author of s " l vation perfect through sufferings. v. 10) 
For both he th"lt sanctificth ~d they th3t a r e s:mctified are all one, 
for which c '}use he is not :Ishruned to 0'111 thelJ brethr en, (v. 11) 
Wherefore it behoved him in all t!lin(;S to be I".u de like unto his 
brethren , th:.l t he might be a merciful "nd f"i thful hi>;h priest in 
th in" s pertClining t o God, to mnke propi ti 'ltion for the sins of the 
people. ( v.l?) 

In the underlined iJass"lf, es we see most of the major t:1emes of the 
4. 

Son of man in the Gospels . Verse 8 suggests the ' second appe 'lrClnce r of the 

Son of lI13.n when al l things will fin Illy be subjected to hL.l. The first section 

of v.9 sugGests the Joh ,trmine ther.1e of the he'wenly pre-existence of th e Son of 

1i':1n, which continues int o the oomnon Gospel theme of the p ,ssion 'll1d exalta tion 

t o ~lory of th e Son of ill' tn . In verse 17 the Son of man 's role as the heavenly 

1. 1 En. 38. 2; cf 39 . 6; 53. 6 ~l lso p. l 90 above. 
2. Cf S. r;lowinckel , He thct Cometh , 1956, p. 357. 
3 . o. Michel, Der Brief an der Hebr'oier, 1957, p.7l. 

Heb. 9. 28. 
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advoc ,1te is expressed in the concept of the high priestly interc es s i on (cf Heb. 

7.25 ). Verse 10 stresses the comm=i ty-cre 'Jting ch ,:lrocter of the as cension 

which brings 'many sons ' to share the ~~~J. ,Y i t h which he is crowned. In verse 

11 we find the most un-unbiguous stGtement of the corporate person'llity of the 

ccscended Son of memo 
1. 

Here is not the Johannine plea 'Th,t they may be one, even 

CIS We :lre ' . Rather we a re told of the 'oneness ' of both sanctifier ,'1l1d sancilificd. 

But here is no 'coh'!lluna l ' interpretation of the Son of man. By the .oct of 

crowning Jesus with 'glory' in the ascension, rn:my sons Gre '1 1so g lorified and 

'incor porated'into him. This gl orified COlJIllunity is theI'efore wholly dependent 

on Jesus anu God 's 'ol orificcltion of hi",. 

2. 
We have ~lready seen the baptismal signific~ce of this passage in tl~t 

it echoes concepts which '1ppe'lr t o be derived from a pri;~i tive b'Olptis;nal 

instruction. This is Seen p'Jrt i cul.lrly in the concept of the defe'1t of the devil. 

I t would appear that h8re as in John we Q"ve the link of the Son of man with 

baptis':J, and presunl" bly th'lt it is through b.optism thnt a mom enters into the 

S",tan-defeating comc,mnity of t he Son of maD , and shares in his glory. 

(iii) Revel~tion 1. 13; 1+.14 

One like a s on of .uan. 
1..1 ( \ ) e ' 

(O)Jo,OY L1'OV cAV pWTiO~ 

Torrey h ':\s ex)!l'1ined the f er m of the expression in these two passages 

as ,on exact reproduction of the Amhnic title, ret 'lining the distinctive apocalyp-
3. 

tic for,n 'like a Son of man ' of Ian. 7.13 . :\ s in Acts 7.56 the expressio n in 

Rev. 1.13 belongs t o ., viSion , :md therefore depicts the Son of m'1n as reigning 

in hea venly glory. It is significnnt th ·, t this is a vision ' on the Lor d'S day' 

(Rev. 1.10) suggesting '1ga in , liturgical source of the expression in primitive 

Christian v,orship. The pri,~itive :!ssoci·otion of the Son of r.lI:\rl with both the 

!, '\ssion 'lnu the eXCllt'1tion is f ound here '1g:lin in the words s poken by him in 

vers e 18 , 'I wa s dead , a n d behold, II'\. , olive for ever :2ore, 'ond I have the 

keys of de .,th ::md of Hades'. ReveL,tion 14. 14 contains clear allusions to Dan 

7.13 p"rticularly in the reference to the cloud, but the use to which it is put 

i s th:>t this Son of "nn is he who reaps the earth in jud:'8Hent. 

1. In. 17 . 22. 
2. Cf ,'lbove pp. 164 It is possible flls o th ' .t the reference to ' flesh 3.I1d blood' 

in verse 14 , p'1rticul' lrly in the forrJ ' since the children ,'Ore sharers in 
f lesh and blood' , ma,y indic 'lte c, euch '-ristic '1S ' ell :>S incarn:\tional meaning. 
If this i s s o then this p ss :!g'c would ;3i ve strong support to our conclusion 
thc,t a primitive Son of man liturgic"l source 1,lY behinc1 the Son of man sayings 
in John. 

3. C.C. Torrey, 'rhe Apocc,ly pse of J ohn , 1958, p. 96. ~'or :::rjreement in essent i a l 
~etails .', ith the Son of ;,l'1n in J~.';ish ~poc'llyptic cf S. , iowinckel , He th:>t 
COhleth, 1956, p.35J . 
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(i v) The Son of !Ibn in Paul 
1. 

Th:tt Paul has ,t thorough-going Son of man Christology is widely held , 

although the title dues not al'pe,,-r in h i s writing. 

(1) 1 Cor. 15. 45- 47 

So _,lso it is written , The f i rst mm beca,Je a living soul. The 
l .',st J,dal.l (bec lwe) '1 life- giving spirit. 
Ho;.beit th ::tt is not first Wl1ich is spiritual, but t,l'lt which is 
natural; thGn thct which is spiri tual .. 
'fhe first ,":,n is of the earth, eJrthy ; the second u'm i s of heaven. 

Cull;.nnf')holds th" t Paul is here cont r adicting a Jewish doct r ine of the 

two Adams in s 01"e for .. j S i . .lil.:1r to th:lt known to uS frOLl Philo. According to 
made 

Philo there are two Ad~s. 'l'he AJ:un in Genesis 1.27 is the neavenly manAin God's 

iwnt;8 , the Adar.j in Genesis 2 . 7 is the hi storical firs t m.em.ber of the humiID race, 
2. 

who is of the e :,rth as distinct fron the Achn who h,"ls a heavenl y origin. It is 

possible , though improb 'lble as Culll'lannconcedes, thC' t Paul h ",d reo.d one of 

Philo's tro.cts . It is ,,-lso possible th,'lt the concept was viable in rabbinic 
3. 

Circles, but for this there is no evidence. It is possibly si,:;n i f i c'3.nt also th:-<,t 

while there may be an allusion to Gen. 2.7 in 1 Cor. 15.47, thure is nothing COl.l-

iJ:, rable ,'/ i th Gen. 1. 27. \Illile it is true th J.t 'it dOES not occur to Paul to 

contrast this (Gen. 2 . 7) ':;ith Gen. 1.27 , .,'hicn says th-,t __ Ian is created in the 

i wnge of God, there C8n be no contrlJ iction between the two bec ouse the Adam in 

Gen. 1. 27 is not the "Heavenly 1.!aIl" who 1 'lter bec3.me incnrnTte in Jesus, but the 
~~ .. 

Adam who is created in God ' s i 17tage and sins il",."euiately there.J.fter ' it is strange 

tha t it does not ' occur to him' to nuke this contrast if the Philonic uoctrine of 

the two Adx,lS is .,ha t P:ml is busy contr,dicting, a doct r ine which waS based on 

the twu verses in Genesis. 

A LlOre profitable a]Jpro'~ch is to note th'3t the contrast between the 

5. 
first Adam ·,nd the Last Auarn in 1 Cor. 15. ·t5 is between ,0 ' living soul' 'md the 

1. Cf especi.llly O. Cullmann , Chr istology , 1959 ~ pp. 166 - 181, vihose order in, 
tre,lt i ng the p ,Lss c,;;es \'I e sh:,lll follow ; J. Neiss , ' Earliest Christianity (= The 
liistory of Pr i L,itive Chr istianity) Vol. ii, 1959, pp. ';'85ff, who contends th,t 
lithe Man" in Paul is n Hellenization of the 'Son of man ' ; A.I,;. Hunter, Paul =d 
his Pr edecessors, 1961, p. 86f . A.J.B. Higgins , Son Df I.'an, 1964, pp.149ff. 

2. O. CullJ:arlr), Christology, 1959 , pp. 167ff. So .'llso A • .T. B. Higgins, Son of Man,' 
1964, p.]50. For chief references in Philo cf Legum Qlle,<;oria 1. 3lf.; De opi-
ficio mundi , 13lfff. ' 

3. St r ack & Billerbeck, Vol. 111, pp. 477f. 
4. O. Cull.uann , Christo logy , 1959 , p.169. 
5. i . e. ' a living bciu." as contrast ed .-:ith :l 'Spirit-filled beingl. Its meaning 

~ 'IJ ~ / 0 

pClr'lllels ~w)-Jd-. T UX' Kovin verse 44 which is contr.csteJ wi th dv))JcI, 
IrV e-<Wj-J ........ ' \ KOv Cf [llso H. ~,heeler Robinson, Inspiration and Revelqtion in the 
OlJ TestaLlent, 1956, p.70 'It is quite r-lislea uing to trnnslnte the phrlse ' 
nephesh hayyah by ' :1 living soul' , " S our I-nglish versions do , so putting the 
e:.lphasis where '1 Greek, but n ot [l Hebrew, \/ould h!1ve done I. 
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~ p ~ 

,,"ell!'''' )'..,)olTOI OU\I It is Q contrast between 'natural Lk"ln' 9.nd 'the ll12n' 

who becomes the life-?iving Spirit. Wi thout the contrp.st ','Ii th 'w\tur9.1 man' this 

is precisely the s ,,-"_e thought as we found in the Son of .~['1l saying in John 6.62f, 
..... 1. ,... 

tlhere we are told of the 'lscension of the Son of _13n '1Ilc. the lTv<- U)Jo. SWOIIO'OVV. 

More signific~,nt is the f a ct th lt ~WO\TO' o~" is used elsewhere in John only in 

5.21 which, we h:-:ve a rgued, is de rived fr o!:l the idea of hsvin,; 'life in hinS elf' 

in v.25 which is found c. lsewhere in the New Test 9.JJ<,nt only in the Son of man 

s'\)'ing inJn. 6.53. Thus Paul's 'L"lst Admn' ."lppears to be his equi v31ent of the 

Johannine Son of m'Oll who, as 11 result of the "lscensi on besto .:s the 'life-givinG 

Sj.>irit '. 

Like verSe 45 verse 47, ' the second :U31l is of he'ven' eppears also to 

be depenC:ent on the tradition behind In. 6.62, ·md more p.1.rticularly In. 3.13, in 

the reference to the he:wenly origins of the Son of ..!an. We h'1ve Seen that In. 

3.13 belonged t o n pre-Johannin e baptis llL"l l instruction. This being so it is 

instructive to cOl.ip . ..,re 1 Cor. 15.45 with Col. 2.12f, 

Having been buried with hiln in baptism, _,herein ye were also raised 
with him throu:;h f .lith in the working of God, who raised him f r om 
the de::td. And you, being de :d throu,;h ;,our trespas ses = d the I 

uncircUiilcision 0; your flesh , tlid he quicken together (dU"(~wTi(}11°-tv) 
with him, h~ving forgiven uS all our tresp~sses. (2) 

Here the b9.ptisd::'.l coy,t ext is m, ':e explicit; the notion of b ptism for the 

for "iveness of "ins is rer:d.niscent of .• cts 2.38 which is also bClptism for the 

reception of the Spirit; :md tne corporcote concept of the b:::.ptised with Christ is 

reJ~'lrkably sif1ilsr to thClt found in Heb. 2.11 which follows the reference to the 

Son of lJl.:m in verse 6. 

A re!:!ark.'lbly similnr c ontrast is dr[\wn in Rom. 8.11 between 'mort'll mnn' 

I 

~r.ll U the one whu i s quickened (~WoTiOI '10'(1) by God who r :-.is ed up Jesus from the 
~ 

de "ld thr ough his Spirit (Tlv~u'poJ.. ) dwelling in him. Vlhile this p,ssa;~e is not 

~ p ~ 

explicitly baptis:nl th" ::tssoci'ltion of the resurrection , ""'E-llf"'" and )W6i1010W 
3 • 

.J"kes it evident th t P,ul is dr awing on "l prim tive bnptismal instruction. 

''' e find n s:L .• il',r comp.'lrison between the n'ltural nnd the spiritual 

again in a baptis,nl context in 1 Pet. 3.18: 

Because Christ ~lso suffered for our sins once , the ri~hteous for the 
unrighteous , th ·, t be ... ight bring us t o God; being put to de .th in the , 
flesh (dc1-P'~~), but quicken ed in the spirit (S,0,iTiO , ,)eEoI;, 6': T9 lTv t.u)J"'-") 

~ 

Here =.t,;ain we fin~ the concepts of ~~O"OI OliV' 
~ 

'lnd "v~u}J<1; c O.lbined, although 

1. Cf above pp. )bC n. 
2. Cf ... lso Eph. 2. 1, 5. _ .... 
3. Cf 2 Cor. 3. 6 . ...-0 i\\I~IJ'p a.. ~.."o"o . <. , .• 
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h~re it is not the baptised p,orson whQ i~ '<.,uickaned' by the 'Spirit' but Christ 

hir.,s",lf. In verse 22 the reference to Christ ' s being on the 'riJ,ht hnnd of God' 

is very r eminiscent of the 30n of iJl'ln s :l,}' ing in !'Ik. 14.62 =d p elr. 

Apnrt froo Rom. 4.17 .nd 1 Tim. 5.13 , where we are told th,lt God quickens, 

the wo r d jWOIIOIO;:''' is found again in the New Test'lL1ent only in 1 Cor. 15.36 

which closely Plr' Hels John 12.2 1; . '~he signific,mce of this is th'lt John 12.23 

is , Son of man svine;. 

'rhe link 0f ~WOIIOIO~V with the Son ,) f r.Qn :m~ the Spirit in John and 

with the 'L']st' or 'S econd' Adam md the Spirit in 1 Cor. 15. ·~5-~7 can h'1rdly be 

" co-incident:ll, esp8cL,11y in view of the rareness of ~WOltOIOIJV in the New 

Test :>.ment .. 
p ~ " 

The SC\ille is true of the link batween)w<5Tiol ouv :mdli'Vf.l..J..jl<:l-. in 

b:;ptisl_1.1 te lchinc,;, .,nJ the contrast loet·,.een i.le.n who is ~nd ncm wh .... is not 

quickened by the 3pirit. " e conclude, therefore, that be.lind 1 Cor. 15.45-47 

lies n prilliitivt bC:;Jtisc{\ l te lchin '; wi:ich pr obably referred t o the Son of man 

se ·.ted in heavenly :;lc1ry who pours forth the spirit to incorporate the b·'lPtised 

into hhJSelf ·.nd ;lis unique rebtbnship " ith God . While e 'lcll 'luthor uses the 

Gource or sources in different wa;;s, ti,e v,r'lilelism not only of i ueas but3.1so of 

L:-.ngu:..lge sucgestG ..m U.ltir~L1 te COI.lJ1l0n tradition.. In this tr ... dition Paul would ILIVu 

found the contr8.8t between n l tural mm .1n,' the :,\tln who bestows the life-giving 

Spirit, 3.nu thu(; ::180 the cont r :ls t between the 'nCltural body' (v. 44) or 'the 

nntural' (v • .. 6) ' .ne the ' spiritu'1l body' (v. 44) and 'the spiritual' (v.46). 

In this Pauline passage, therefore, we find the s:'ue b~.ptisma.l, incar­
L 

nation3-l , ,HId ascension/Spirit themes :lS 'fie found in In. 3.1-15 Ha.ving drawn the 

cc,ltrast between the 'nl turo.l body' :md the ' spiri t=l body' in verse 43 , Paul 

continues t o dr'1w '" distinction between the first nnn, ',,1$:, who is Simply 0. 

living beine , 3Ild the esch',ltologic:,l Ad:J.l:l , wuo beC'3r.le " life- ' .. ,iving spirit. The 

me3Yling cle:trly i3 t 11 .. ~ t a s Ada.l:1's Jesc i" mlo.nts we aTe '3. 11 n'J.tural !.!len belonging 

tu the ' n ·tural bud"" of humanity. But bec:luse of the inc 3 n " tion (verse 47 
and 

'the second l71::m is of hC'1ven ') ~nu the [tscension"gift of tlle Spirit, those who 

:lre ' I"i i til Christ ' '.:t r c ' LoTI} 1 .1 : --~in' frora . ~ bove ,md thus 1.12de .lcf:i.bers of the 
2 . 

'sj)iri tual body' . As such they ..lre no Ion .. or Simply 'flesh "nd blood' ['Ind thus 

unabl e to inherit th0 KinGdom of God (verse 50). By their b'1:,Jtisi'J:ll incorpo-

ration intu the ' sj.'iritu.ll body' they elre ' trC\nsl:lted into the kingdom of the 

1. The link with In. 3 is strengthened by 'flosh 'md bloo" C:lIlil0t inherit the 
Kin,;dom of God ' in 1 Cor. 15 . 50. Cf In. 3.3,5 'lnd by the f :lct that in none 
of t he other non-Joh:!nnine p'l.rallels is the concept of t he inCctrn'lt ion found 
except possibly Reb .. 2 .. 6ff... 2. Pl.:::~s ,; U ':: 8" over ..... / 
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Son of his love '. 

'rhis Son of ll~n Christology , linked "-s it w.~s in the pre-PCluline 

tradi tion with inc '.rno.tional ~nu b3.ptis,nal soteriology is set by P:J.ul in the 

cCdtext of his discours~ on the n·':ture of th" resurrectiL':1 body, Bec,use of 

this Robinson rightly r ~rJarks 'The rusurrection of the tody starts a t baptism, 

(cf th~ direct connection between b'lptism .. .TIU the esch.1tolo~ic,,1 glory in Eph. 

5. 26f) when a Christian becoues ' on e Spirit' (i.e. one spiritu,l body) with the 

Lord (1 Cor. 6.17), ~'1c1 'put on (the body of)Christ ' (G'11, 3.27), ' the neW m n' 

';:hich th_~tb been cre~ltedl (E}Jh. of_ 24) .'1nu 'i:::l beine rene-Ned ...... after the i.r!l'lge 
2. 

vf him th" t cre::lted h:iL' (Col. 3.10).' For Paul, unlike Jolm md the pri mitive 

tradition , the corapletiun of this tr'1nsforrJ'ltion must w3.it upon the d'1Y of the 
3. but 

!= c,rousLc, Afor P:.ul, "s for ~bttheN ' iIld John, the cOlllpletion retains its 
'f. 

essenti,,,lly corpor.3.te ch lr3.cter in the concept of the gen"retl rEsurrection. 

2. Rom. 5. 12ff 

Cu11r.L'1Il hets sugeested thlt behind this P'lSS:lge is 3. Son of ITk."iIl 

5. 
Christology but the :~rounds on waich he supports this c l Ctiill lre not convincing. 

He points to Paul's conc ept of j,dal" 3.S a 'type of him th"t we'.S to cone', and 

su~gests th ',t this is '1 type of the l 'cst or second Adam in 1 Cor. 15. 45ff. 

\'ihilc we h :.ve seen th t 1 Cor. 15 . ~,5ff does Co bclCk to " Son of "nn concept, it 

is noteworthy th, t 'he th.,t corueth' is used else';;here in t :,e New Testament to 
6. 

r eler t o the ;,Iessinh (with the exc~ption of Heb. 10.37 - "here t he reference 

is to the v·,crousia). T3.y lor's suggestion th 'lt the ori ~,in of the title is to be 

founu in the ,.,rocl,}"l'1tion of John the B'1ptist, ' There concth ::'tfter :ae he th.1t is 
7. 8 . ~ I 

",ightiar than I' is p robetbly correct. Thus it ,;ould ::'tppe'1r th'!t -rou )-'~\\o,,-ro) 

in Ro..!. 5.1-1, is derived frum this Messianic c ullcept ,nu not f r om the Hellenised 

:forill of the Son of U ,,,,- in 1 Cor. 15. 45ff. 

Nygren's Cl.1L.l th"t this whole j)c.tssa~e reflects the di s tincti on bet ween 

the two aeons ' nu th:lt in the reference t o :s }1~~~WV the i ,';e ,1 0f Christ as the , 

2. frau' previous p.1:.:e .• . It is signific-:nt to not : th' .t here '1S in Heb. 2.14 there 
is " reference t el 'flesh ~ncl blood' strengtheninG the clr,im thc:t " cowman tra­
L, i ti on lies behind both this P:J,u1ine .mJ the Hebre;vs r'1SS3Ces. 

1. Col. 1 .13. 
2. J. ,; . T. Robinson, l'he Body, 1963, j) . 79 
3. 1 Cor. 15.52, Rord. 8 . 19, Phil. 3. 20. 
'to 1 'rhess. 5. 17; 1 Cor. 15. 52, etc . 
5. o. Cullmann, Christology , 1959, ~p . 170ff. 
6. 'rhe phrase i3 used in connection with John the B'lptiSt in Lk. 7.19f ~ Matt . 11,3; 

In. 1.15, 27: :.cts 19. -+ ; in connection ,; ith the messi:mic entry into Jerusalem 
in Lk. 13. 35~ M." tt . 23 .39; ,11k. 11 . 9; ':nd specific'l.lly r eferring t o the Christ 
in In. 6.14, 27. In Heb. 10.37 the title is somewh.:lt of C)n artificial litergry 
construct . :rhe vlriter follm .. s the I.J}X versi ·Jn ·Jf Hab. 2. 3, ~,\ lpXojJi.vO~ 1Sf...I 
but inserts the article before tpXO}JlVOS· 

7. 1,ili:. 1. 7. 3. V. T VI or , The Names of J 3SUS, 1953, p. 79. 
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head of 0 cU W\) 0 ,JJt\'WV is entailed, would provide stronger support for a 

Son of IIlllil Christology since the Jewish apoca ).yptic Son of man W:IS associated 

with the decisive break between the two aeons. However, while verse 17 

refers to the 'reign of death' through Adam and the 'reign in life' through 

Jesus Christ, no reference is ronde to the two aeons in this passage. 

Dodd ic surely more correct when he says th~,t this passage in Paul 

is based on the current rabbinic doctrine, that, through the Fall of Adam, all 
2. 

men fell into sin, and stresses the Hebrew concept that the moral unit was the 

community rather than the individual. 'Adam is a name which stands for the 

" corporate personal ity" of mankind, and a new "corporate personality" is 
3. 

created in Christ (cf Rom 12.5; 1 Cor . 12.12; Eph. 2 . 10, 4.4-16)' While it is 

true, as Cullmann points out, that the Hellenistic myth of the prinBl man 

represented all men, it is eqUc'111y true that the universalism o'f the 'new corpo-

rate personality' would have been suggested by the Genesis myth of the fall of 
4. 

Adam with whom ' Jesus Christ' is contrasted . 

It is significant that none of the characteristic themes of the Son 

of man in the New Testament are found in the passage; his autl.ority on earth; 

his passion and exaltation to the right hand of God; his outpouring of the 

Spirit. Despite the allusion to Philippians 2.8 in the contrast between the 

disobedience of Adam and the obedience of Christ, the theme of the exaltation 

in Phil. 2.9 is not referred to. The whole passage is concerned with the 

contrast between the cosmic effects of Adam's sin, cilld the cosmic redemption 

wrought in Christ. For the essential corporateness of the concept of the 

salvation implied in this passage it is not necessary to presuppose a Son of 

man Christo logy. This is already given in the comp"rison with Adam , and, 

as we have seen, is inherent also in the titles 'ebhed Yahweh and Messiah 

(3) Phil. 2 . 5-11 

Into the variety of views concerning the Christo logical hymn in 
un 5. 

Phil. 2.,- 11 it is/necessary to enter here. If we accept Lohmeyer ' s thesis 

1. A. Nygren , Commentary on Romans, 1955 , pp . 16ff, 206ff. 
2. C.H. Dodd, Romans, 1959, p.100. He cites 2 Bsd. 3.21-22; 4.30. 
3 . ibid p.101. 
4. Cf M. D. Hooker, in NTS, Vol. 6, 1960, pp.297 - 306; C.K. Barrett, 

From First Adam to Last, 1962, p.17. 
5 . Cf R.P. Martin, C[,rmen Christii, Philippians ii.5-11 in recent interpre­

tations and in the setting of Early Christian I.orship, 1967. Cf also the 
discussion and bibliography in F.W. Beare, The Epistle to the Philippians, 
1959, pp. 40ff , 73-88, C.K. Barrett, From First Adam to Last, 1962, pp. 
69ff. 
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thnt the hymn is basically a tr~slution from an ArarrBic origin~l, in which 
1 . 

the words ' as a man' in v.8 r ender the Aromaio kebhar )enash 'asa Son of man', 

then it is significant th~t the themes of the servant .'lid the Son of oon are 

brought together as in Mark 10.45 and par. 

As a Son of man hymn the major themes are pre- existence (v.6); 

incarnation (v.7); humility and obedience unto death (v.S); exaltation (v.9); 

and universal sovereignty (v.lO) . The baptismal significance of the hymn may 

be seen in the primitive baptismal confession 'Jesus Christ is Lord' in v.lO 

which is the hymn's logic, 1 climax . The hymn itself is the gr ound of Paul's 

call on the Philippians for unity through love and fellowship of the Spirit 
I / 

( KQ \ V WV ' '''' lTv ( U)J oJ, T 0 5 ) as opposed to self-seeking and self- aggrandise-

ment . The implication is therefore that the exalted Son of man has poured 
( I 

out the Spirit thus creating the KO,\j('J V l cI. TLvcu).i"" Q5 of whom Jesus, the 

Son of man, i s Lord . Thus the pattern of his earthly life is to be the 

pattern of the life of those v,ho confess him. This , as we rove seen, is a 

common theme related to the Son of man in the Synoptics. 

(h) Conclusion 

All this would seem t o shO'.'/ thnt the Son of man Christo logy per-

sisted for some time as un influential concept through the !lew Testament 

period. Outside the Synoptic Gospels it persisted chiefly in primitive 

liturgical mattria l and sacramental, especielly baptismal, instruction. The 

perSistence of the Christology in relation to b~ptism indicates clearly the 

community- creating soteriology which \'/as associated with the Christology. 

In the earliest tradition 'ne h'tVe seen how, probably derived from Dan. 7.13f:\' 

the exaltation/enthronement of the Son of man to glory and dominion is the 

central feature. This a scension wa s associated with the outpouring of the 

Spirit ",nd the dawn of the Kingdom of God , A man entered this kinbdom 

through the baptisma l miracle of incorporation into the exalted Lord through 

the Spirit . 1'he Son of =' s 'work ' is not finished in the hintoric 

ministry or the Cross. Nor is it completed in the ascension. Rather it is 

from now on that it truly ~egins as he comes in the Spirit and includes men 

1. E. Lohmeyer, ' Kyrios Jesus. Eine Untersuchung zu Phil . 2. 5- 11' in SHA, 
1928, pp . 39f., 58; 'Der Brief an die Philipper, 1956 , pp . 90ff. This 
view and the dependence of the hymn on Dan. 7 . 13 is strongly supported 
by C.F.D. Maule, Studiorum Novi Testamenti Societas , Bulletin 3, 1952, 
p . 49. 
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into the new community, the 'new corpor~te personality' of which he is tLe 

focus. It is understandable, therefore, t~,t we should find the clearest 

tr&ces of a living Son of mnn Christology outside the Gospels in the primitive 

baptismal teaching. .For, if it is true that in baptism a man is included in 

the community which understcnds itself to be the 'corpornte personality' of 

the Son of man (or (ebhed or Messiah), nnd th&t he is understood t o be in a 

unique rela tion to God, then it is also true that 'no = can come unto the 

Father but by me' (In. 14.6). This does not imply that Jesus is God, but 

rather that it is only in this corporate body in union with the ascended 

Lord that a man cnn !mOY, fello\ :ship with God - just ".s in JUdaism it wus 

taught that only in being a member of the people of God can one be a son of 

God. In baptism, therefore, through the Spirit the exalted Son of man 

continues to create the new community which is the kingdom of God, the dawn 

in history of the age to come. \,ithin this community the distinguishing 

ch&racteristic i s allegiance to thL glori fied Lord, which expresses itself in 

inter-personal relc.tionships modelled on the eX8lnple of Jesus. As such the 

community is not simply f. mystical 'unit ' but n moral and inter-personal 

community. 

1'he associDt ion of the Son of man with baptism, which is an event 

which m9.kes a man who is not & member of the community an integral pc.rt of it, 

preserves also the Synoptic teachinc of the Son of rr':" n who included in his 

table-fellowship both the sociCl l :..nd religious outcasts , in trot it stresses 

the missionary cha r acter of the community. It is not ~ self-enclosed unit, 

for it s doors must ".l\\" ys be open , _.nd mar", than h:.;.ving its doors open it must 

actively seek to include others into the unity of the ba ptized etnd their unity 

with the ascended sovereign Son of man . 

.. hut we see here then iG ; . h~,t c"n only be described as bilptismal 

(and huch&ristic) salvntion, dep8ndent on uod 's exc.ltation of Jesus to lord-

ship and the bestowa l of the Spirit. \Vhile Protestant theology may shy away 

from such a concept stressin~, I.ith biblical justific:ltion, the need for faith 

in and allegiance to th8 sover eign Son of man, this objection can only be 

sustuined when 'f:'.i th' ,md ' all"giance ' is identified I'j;.th 1'. psychological 

experience, usually adult . Eut the scriptur:ll concept is more realistic than 

this. 'Salvat ion' is not an individual expe rience or stnte, but c. communal 
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reality. ~o man is ever entirely an individual . There is a continual 

two-way r el:..t i onohip between every man c-.nd his community. lihat he does 

which is good or evil has it s L'lfluence , however grea t or s=ll, on others, 

and his ovm judgements, beliefs, ideuls, 3ctions, und commitments are to a 

large measure fashioned in the society in which he lives. This is as true 

of the Christian fe.ith as of any other "spect of our lives'. No =n becomes 

a Christian without some contact with the Christhn community, ,nd the 

deeper and longer his contOlct the gre,-,ter the chances of a deepening faith 

"nd commi tmen t . For the primitive community life in th e fellowship of the 

Spirit began in baptism and demanded a continuing und growing a llegiance to 

Jesus . To cut oneself off from this community was to place oneself outside 

the realm of redemption (Cf Heb. 6 . 1ff). 1'0 be within it was to be included 

among the 'forgiven' through the mir~cle of the ex·"\ltation and the miracle 

of baptism, a nd the continuing covenent - and community-making eucharistic 

meal. But to be wi thin it n lso pl"ced one under the obligation to mllint"in 

the unity of the community through love, following the example of Christ, 

and by reSisting the hum::.n tempt a tion to s c:lf-seeking which brings division. 

\.i th thi<; two-fold conception of s",l vc.tion olS being 'in Christ' 

and 'in one another ', b".ptismal incorporation into the I..schatological com­

muni ty wa s seen to be communi ty- creat ing in both rtospcct s. On the one hand 

we are ' quickened to[;ether "'ith him (Christ/the Son of man)'(Co1. 2.13, Beb. 

2.11). On the other we are received into the inter- porsonal community of 

love, making moral dew.nds on both the b3.ptizing community 3.nd the newly 

bapt ized. 1'be doc trine of baptism thus stresses both the missionary and 

corporate char3cter of the community of the Sun of ffiCun, and both have their 

r oots in the community- crea ting soteriology of the Son of man Christology 

of the New Testament. 



Page 385 

PART II THE CHURCH 

IlITRODUCTION 

Our stuuy of the three maj or soteriological titles of ,T esus has 

shown the cruciali ty of the concept of the creation of a nev; community, the 

Church, through the life, death , resurrection and ascension of JesuS, and 

the outpouring of the Spirit. We have seen that the creation of this 

c ommunity is the key to under standing the New 'C estament concept of atone-

ITlent. But this essay is designed to discover the theolocic 1l sett ing of 

the sacraments in the lJew Testament, .v~lich setting provides the ba3is for 

the interpretation of the sacraments, and since this e; ettin:; i .:; in the 

Chris,ian community i t i~ necessary to examine further the theoloGical 

s elf-understanding of the conmuni ty in the !Jew Testament . In this self-

understanding, Vl0 shall see, lies the clue to the theolof,ical understanding 

of the sacraments. 

As the corporate charact e r of the comnuni ty is i~ vital element of 

Rew Testament ecclesiology, our method of s tudy will be to explore first of 

all the semitic b;; ck:.;round to this concept (Chapter 1). ·'. e Shall then turn 

to a more detailed 3llalysis of the Pauline and Johannine ecclesiology 

(Chapters 2 and 3). In them we shall attempt to see what if: involved in 

speaking of the Church gE a corp0rate body 'in Christ', payinb particular 

·-,tteiltion to her rel ~t ionship with Christ ; her relationship "ith God 

through Christ; the etilical inter- p ersonal reLtionships " ithin the 

body and the Church ' s relat ionship ,'lith 'the 'iorld'. 
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CliAP'I'ER I. 'mE CHURCH AS A CORPORATE BODY 'r:r CHRIST' 

- SErlIT IC BACKGROUND. 

That we can legit i mately speak af a 'biblic ~l thealagy' can be argued 

f raD the fact that , although there is a great v:JIiety af theolagical emphasis 

in Dcripture, and canc epts derived fram variaus ' thaught warlds' have shaped 

the tilinking af the authars, ther e are cf)rtain distinctive ideas that run 

chIOugh the whale varied pattern. The cancept of th~ living God whase very 

esSence is his effectiveness, i. G. his po\', e r to act , is one such and i s 

~ssentially semitic ~ Anather, equally distinctively selilitic, i: the unitive 

Or corporate notiOlo of human personality. 

Throughaut this essay we have had occasion to re.cer to the Hebrew 
1. 

concept af carparate persanality •. If ever we are to. understand this ' corpo-

rate personality ' it h 1S to be set in Us context of the semit ic unitive and 
2. 

dynamic conception of Cl ll reality, which in tum has its roots in ,,;hat can best 

be described as d feeling- relatian apprehension of reality. 

(a) Life as ' felt ' 

As Boman hOeS noted; 'For the Hebre ;" the decisive r eality of the 
3. 

wor ld of experience Wa.3 the word; for the Greek it was the thing. ' But, as 

ha s been p'linted out so. of ten , the Hebrew dabhar connotes ;;\Uch more than a 
4. 

sound or defina ble mc mingo It is charged with po,ver, movement, and effect. 

ThUG, far examplo, when Abraham ' S s ervant re·turncd with llebekah he told Isaac 
5. 

'all the debh .lrim he had made ' , it means all he h;;d said , dane, h ,'ard, a nd 
6. 

ex,;cl'ienced, but most of all it me·flUS :<11 that he hOld achieved. It is us ed 

_1180 of 'pcrfectly concrete 'things '. ,{hen Yah'Neh killed the c attle of the 

1. ','hi s concept Ins been extensively studied; cf 'J . R. ::;mith , The Religi on of 
tne Semites, 1927; :, . O. C. Oesterl. ,md 'l'.H . Robinsan; HdJllt<V Ileligion, 1930; 
H. dheeler Rob inson, ' Hebrew Psychology in Rel ation to-Pauline Anthropology' 
in Mansfic'ld Ooll, ,:;e Essays, 1909; i!eligiaus Ideas o . ;l1e Ol d 'r estament , 
1913; ' Hebre\/ Psyc:lology ' in The PeoPl~ dnd the Book, ed. A. ::i . Peake , 1925; 
Irwpiratio,l and H"velation in the Old .ces·'.),nent (Ch. 5) 1946; A. il. Johnson, 
'rho One :md td8 ;,lany , 1961 ; Vitality of the I ndividual , 1949. (English 
::; cholart ); , . • Eichrodt, Man in the Old Tefltanent , 1951 ; The Theology of the 
Old Testament, Vol. 11, 1967; L. KOhler, Fcbrew Man, 1954; J . Pedersen, 
Israel, Vol. 1- 11, Ill- IV, 1926; '1' . Loman, Hebrew Thought, 1960 (esp. pp 69ff) 

2 . This h38 been shown by all the schola rs mentioned I1bove , but lIlOSt forcefully 
' IUd "ith a "!ealth of illustrative mat_rial t a ken from the Old Tes tament by 
Pedersen. 

3. T. Boman, Hebrew Thought, 1960, p . 206. 
4. Cf, e. g . ibid pp . 58-66; ',1 . Eichrodt , .I'he Theology of the Old Testament , 

Vol. 1, pp . 69-79; J . Peders en , ]srael, 1-11, p.168. 
5 . Gen . 24. 66 . ---
G. Cf also Gen. 15 . 1; 20.10; 22. 16, 20 ; 44.7, etc. 
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Egyptians, not a d::t.bhar of the Israelites' Vias killed. Bec'use dabhar is 

primarily an event 'Ihich is effective, .:tnd yut is applied also to " hat we 

would call ' things', obj ects of perception, it is understandable that 

for the Israelitc what constitutes a ' thin:; ' is neither m:~tt"r nor form but 
2. 

c[p racterist ic activity '!nd its effect . Consequently While 'hearing ' is the 

;.lost important of all tne Senses for th,·, Hebrew, he 'perceives ' " ith every part 

of nis body in so far as he is alive to the awakening of every possible mood or 

feeling through dis involvement in the dynamic proc ess of 'feali ty' . 

When one considers the importnnce of the heart (lebh) in the Old 

TeGt2~ent as a 'vital organ' , this is not Gimply becau~e of its biologic~l 

importance, but bccause the Israelite felt his responses in the pounding of the 

hE.3rt . In addition to the wi de range of emotions associ"ted v:ith the h"art it 
3. 4. 5. 6. 

can also be s ~id th : t the heart 'knows', ' thinkS', 'discovers', 'imagines', 
7. a 

'12xpeI'i 'Jnces f, dnd 'underst:.:nds '. The idea is that a man 'perceives ' the truth 

"\bout 'ill event, life, or God in the emotional response w;1i ch brings nbout a 

chanr;e in the b0'1tin::; of his heart. Like uS the Hebrews ,,130 knew 
9. 10. 

rinL in the pit of the stomach (bowels) "hethcr in terror, anxiety, 
13. 14. 

that stir-
11. 12. 

pity, 'lnger 
15. 

or love. Consequ ~ntly they 'lre :llso the seat of his thinking dnd planning. 
16 . 

The same is true als o of the kidneys, liver, , nd bones. And life is 'perceived' 

not only through the inner organs but .:tle o in the whole c::ro'i 'lSe of the body, 

liillbs, he" d, eyes , face. In them all he senSeS his relationship with hi s 

environment .md in t h is sensing knows it dS terrifYing , s r .. meful, encouraging, 

hopeful, joyful. 

(t) Renlity ns dynamic 

With th i s bas i c concept of perception and knowledge as a felt 

relntionship it i'1ncttural that for the Hebrew nIl reClU ty s hould I)e possessed of 

Ii Ie or power. We h ,ve Cllrendy seen this when 'things ' such as cattle can be 

1 .. Ex .. 9. 4 
2. J. Pedersen, IGril",l, 1-11, p . 167f; 'r . Boman, Hebrew Thought, 1960 , pp.58ff; 

J.A.T. Robinson, t he Body, 1963 , p.13. 
:5 . e . G. Josh. 23.14; PI' . 14 . 10; Eccl. 7 . 25; 
4. e . g •. Job 17 . 11; Ps . 33. 11; Jer. 23. 20 
6 . Deut . 29. 19 
8. Isa. 6 . 10. 
10. J er. 4.19 
12. Is . 16 •. 11 
14 . Is . 19.3 

8 . 9 , 16 . 
5. PI' . 18. 2 
7. Eccl. 1.16 
9. Is. 16.11. 

11. Jer. 31.20 
13 . C::mt . 5.4 
15. Ps . 5. 10 

16 . Cf J. Pedersen, ~srael, 1-11, 
Old Testament, 1967, Vol. II , 

pp.l72ff; \ •• Eichrodt, ,The Theology of the 
pp. 131ff. est'- 145 f 
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1. 2. 
spokrm of a s debharim , but this dynamic pO','!er belongs "Iso t o ~t ones, l and , and 

3. 
even time. In a thorough a nd detailed ans lys i s Boman h "s oho;"!O that the Heb r ew 

language possesses no truly stative verbs or verbs of condit ion or quality , f or 
4. 

they a ll con t a in \, ithin them an idea of movement or a ction or becoming. Simila rly 

th~ verb ' to be ' (hayah) meMS ess ent i a lly ' becoming ' or 'cff0ct ing' a cc ording 
5. 

to its c ontext, and in its ostensibly st~tic usage it expresses" characteris-

tic which is inti "'~ tEly r ",lat ed to ac tion , for the 'bei ne ' 01' =ything i s what 
6. 

it does .cnd effects . 

Wit h rich illustration Peders en h .iS shown that t h" Hebrew words most 

commonly used to ues ign .te thinking (l;a sho.b!:., dimma ( , Z8.1IlaDl , hagha' , sia{t) all 

contain "he dus l m8aning of being impr ess ed up on s nd planning f or action . Hi s 

t:linki% is not theoretical but contextual. Being in q dynamic rel~tion with a 

dynru.lic context he knO',IS himself to be sh.."1jled by his environment ,)ON a ble t o 

S:lC-tpe it . Thinking is thus the active response of man to those things which 

impose themselves upon him. 

(c) Unitive coaceptu~lisation 

Closely reL lt ed to these t v' o aspects of thG ' f elt ' :1pprchension of a 
7. 

dynamic renli ty i s the semi tic t end ency to unify through ch"r:lcterization. 

Since a ' thing ' i s .'/h 'lt it does in so fu as it produces :m effect in the 

p8rceiver , "1Od sinc e simil:1r 0vents 'J rc likelyfto produce s il1:ib,r effects , it is 

no.tu r .tl th,J t the Hebrew perc"ives thincs not .:cs isol,,, ted units but as part of 

a t o t :lli t y be;:;ring t;,e s :.une stamp. Th2 nearest Gr eek t hought comes to Hebrew 

is in the Pl3.t oHic Ide"l which is m l de r ea l i n jl , rticular' > or in the l 'lter 

' subst mce philosophy ' in which A p..> rticul" r i s a pa rticulfl.r thing in so far as 

it is a manifest .• tion Ol t r,e underlying substmce. In both of these philoso-

phicJ.l conceptions t here is ' somet hinc ' 'beyond ' every particular ' . For the 

Hebrew , on the other M nd , the wh ole is in every p'lrticul '1r not just '1 mani 
8. 

festation of it. 'fhe re :1son for this distinction is thc t while Greek thinking 

is c jlfl.tially oriented Hebrew thinking i~ ev~nt-oriented . Por the Greek the 

p roblem i s how spnti211y di stinc t entities ce,n b~ desigwted by the same word. 

1. J . Pedersen, Isr )el, 1- 11, pp • . 99ff ; 178, 483. 
2. ibid , pp . 474 , 479 
3. ibid , pp . 155 , 488. 
4. c' . Boman, Hebr E; ,' '['haught , 1960, pp . 27- 34. 
5. ibid , pp . 38-42 . 
6 . i . Boman, HebrE," Thought, 1960 , pp . 42- 46 . 
7. J . Pedersen, Israel , 1- 11 , p. 112 . 
8 . ibid , p. 55 nl; 1' . Boma n , Hebre:; 'fhought , 1960 , pp . 74ff 
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Th,re is no evi denc e th:t such" jJroblcm ever occurred to th ," Hebr ews. For them 

,: s cone is a stoile bec uSe of .vh J t it does. 

In thi ~ W:l: tile d.! na"nic !l.Dd tot::J.li ty concepts ,lre fused. The land 

c ;'or. b~ s 'lid to h.we a ' soul' because of itG dyn:1lllic chorrccteristics :md the 

experienced rel ·,tion to it . ,ihen one ' s response to em;,. p ' rt i : basically the 

Sa,ne .,s one ' s respon , ," to any other p:lrt, ,1'0,,, it follo '''s th ) t the whole dyn!1ll1ic 

ch .~r .Cl.cter of the 1: nd is 'felt' in every p. :rt . 

(d) Tho Hebrew conc c;pt of Time 

",he frequently noted distinctions between Greek . nd Hebre,'l concepts 

of time muzt not b" pressed to the point where they are rega rded as absolute 

or ",utuCllly exclusive. They a r o , r 0. ther, distinctions in emphssis . 

Boman h,.\s drawn the v.llid .:md import=t distinction \1 ithin the Hebri}w 

concc:pt of tim8 between time determin ed in re19tion to the 'h-::nvenly luminn-

ries', thelrb.!-tl:f~l 31 O~ the day and night, week, month, h2rvest [\nd seed- time, 
l. 

etc , 'lid wh:J. t he ellIs ' ps ychic time ' . Conset,uent ly th" Hebrews as much as the 
Greeks had a concept of time as a temporal ccntinuum . EqUall)r the 

"Grec>ks "ould rnve been ,ble to crnractcrise tim0s or per iods . 

The r€111y i'undsrncntnl distinction is in Greek and Hebrew l!l.DguClge. 

Buil t into th" v,ry 3tructure of th8 Gre"k v cr b is ~ refer<:nc8 to t he past , 

,iJre0~nt, or futuru .. Hebre.v v erbs cont .::. in no such time r...:ference .. 'rhey indi-

c:}te · .'iheth~r tne sjHnker thinks of t hE: Clction ,s complete (Perfect) or i ncompletE 
2. 

(Imp" rfect) . 'l'hus in his very hnguage the Hebrew is given neither the sense 

that an event h:1Ppened in th" past nor tht· tools with which t o con ceiv,- of it :J.S 

such. He is consecluently unable to say 'In th.,yea r that king Uzziah died , I 

s:.\,W th~ Lord ' , h" sc:ys, r .1ther, ' In- y "c: r - of- deC!th the- king Uzziah i n- t his -
3. 

context- see- I the- Lord ' . The us e of the I of context indic 'ltes not simply a 

desire to dnte his ' seeing the Lord ' , but r :}th,r that Isaiah felt a living 
4. 

r el:,tion b"tween c.::tsting his £laze upon the Lord md UZZiClh' s dcnth. We IT.ight 

therc,fore tr".nsl "te Is . 6.1 as 'bec::tuse of king Uzziah ' s de:Jth th1t year I cast 

my gC'ze upon the Lord' . Such a transla tion, whil(~ not robbing the sentence 

of a time reference indicates thJ.t thi s tim\.: reference i s not of pr imary 

1. T. Bom:Jn , Hebre,,' 'I'hought, 1960, pp. 129- 153. 
2. · Cf J . Pedersen, Isr"el, 1- 11 pp. 114f for use as dependent on speaker ' s 

0.ttitude (simila rly ·r. Boman , Hebr ew rhought, 1960 , p. 145) 
3. f o r the interpret~tion of the I consecutive :}s the I of context cf J . Pedersen 

Israel , 1- 11 pp • . 116ff. 
4. a more accur"te r Emdering of wa ) er) eh cth-)sdomw 
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iInport,mce to Isainh. .Ih<:t is import J1t is t"e impact, the king's death h'1d 

upon him motivc·.ting his action . In this sense the Hebre~ concept of time is 
l. 

event- .md-impa ct- oriented rather than 'do. ting' - oriented. 

'i'he H"brel! consequently a pprehended time in events .:,nd [,is concept 

of time is immedi . te r.~thEr than e ither linear or circula r. For him time is 

charQcterised by content r~th,r than distQnce , a nd history is not considere d 

:.s a long chain divided into periods. It i~ true th ,t one rec;,ons with ""hat 

'. e lni: ht c Cl ll p.eriods , but such a 'period ' is ~xp",rienced~s the gathering 

round ~ sjJGcial fe .'.ture which perv:tdes the ,-;hole, such pS " sisnificant event 

0r ik:'l.l1. 

One such p"riod is dor , usu'111y tr.:l!ltlllted as ' :.;eneration '. Nonh I S 

dOT is th'1t period c;1 .( r lctccrised by thrc living imp r ess of his person·;, lity. 

Every dor bears its ovm ch'1racteristic stamp; oni: is good, ~ .. nother is evil. 
2. 

'fhose Nho seek God together form a dor; the· dor of thc ri:,';hteous is ch,racterised 
3. 

by the blesSing wnich m ·k \Os the wicked gn::"sh their teeth in fury . 

~he stron€ pcrscn&lities are naturnlly those who create ~ dor, because 

i 1; is their ,ct ions end influence whic h gives content to wh,t follows them. A 

dor is particul .rly strong while its creCltor is living. The man, therefore, 

' ,ao h s committed ilnn-sl' :ughter m,y r eturn in peace from " refuge city on the 
4. 

de,_ th of the high- priest. Actions done during his period of office are so 

clooely :lssocL, ted " i th him that his death m , rks th e cnd o~' tl.e ~'Ul' S punishment 

il1 the b',ginning of' c.l neVi dor . 

History conSists of doroth , eacll r: i th it;s special ch f1r~cter, but all 

tile cenerations are fused into :! gre r, t whole, wherein experiences lire condensed 

ns commonly fclt . This concentrated yet ' filled' tim" is cnlled ( olam , commonly 

tr,_,ns lated as 'ct ,o n1ity '. 
5. 

This is not 'timelessness' noT tile- sum of c,.ll the 

p trts . It is ' ti.u"fulln~ss I. ,ihen it is s~id tlnt th~ tllrono of David will 

8tand for ever , i c ffi2::mS th c: t it will pel'v.de every ch,]nginc p , riod stamping it 

with the. ongoing imp.:.ct of th:lt id ,,:,l king. Thus (olam is history experienced 

1. , "Hl.B;:i ~:::l CUflIlrmea oy the expres sion for the shortest p',.rception of time, 
regha', whicn m,' i ns a beat . Clesrly in t c,is "ord time is conc ~i ved of :lS 
'felt ' r ·l.th8r than ' s~en '. Simil . .uly 'he ' ,ord pethn ' comill[; f r om the verb 
pat~ = 'open ' , is used to dEsignate ~bruptness or suddenness, a nd Boman 
s"cSgests th" t it is derivod not simply f'rom the idea of opening the eyes, 
but Ilso from the mouth opening in [,urprise (T . Bom ill , Hebrew Thought , 1960. 
p . 137) 

2. Ps . 24.6 3. Ps . 112 . 2, 10. 
5. 'fo use the "lord coim;d by r,;, E, Dahl, 'fhe 'lesurrection of the Body , 1962,p.65. 
4. "um. 35 . 25- 28; ,Tmh . 20.6 . 



Page 391 

'lnd responded to .'s "l compact unit, which springs from those gre."t men who h~ve 

st ,1upud their ch. .r :lCte r on history; D.1Vid , "os es , the p 'lt r i'lrchs, Jacob , Isaac , 

.nd A braham. ,is such these men .3.re not 'f0lt ' to b" lost in the mists of 
l. 

'~1ti'luity but '"Ire experienced " S cont emporc.ries in th .t t;.,,_ contempor"ry context 

of t ne Isr:lelite is th .,t which h ,s b" e I given in the 'blessing' of these men . 

'.I'hus , "n ,:t we mi;jht c:-:ll the p ,st is for the Bebre," p , cked into the living 

experience 01 tile present ilhich is the cr ,dIu of thl' future . <01'1!ll is history 

experienced ~s " unity in the present . 

It is in this sense th .,t zal1nr , usu ' .lly tr'llls1 -: ted -'s 'rcl1lember' is 

to be understood . To remember does not menn th-,trm objective im'1ge of some 

t,ling or event is h eld 'in the mind ' to be examined . The pcculi lri ty about 

thE Isrc.elitei:.. thClt he C'1l1I1ot im.'"Igine m,,;nory unless .,t th 32me time it hns a 

dyn,'1!Ilic effect upon him. '1'0 remember God is to come under the dyn:\mic qnd felt 

iinp.c.ct of him. But since memory is directly rel'lted t,' tll i nkini; .cnd thinking 

to rction, memory is .,n immedi:lte experience to which the m..~n who remembers 

responds in ~ction . Thus zaoa,r like. the other Hebrew ,'·!ords :Lor thinking h" s 

the du~l connotCltion of being impressed upon resulting in ·"\n coiJproprintc action 

respons e. In this sence the Hebrew idee of memory '"\lld history "re the same. 

Any mOID<?nt of til"" L filled I:ith th~ p- st ("nd th" future) so ,th" t history ""d 

memory c.re imml;;;ui .. te eXlJeri..:nces m')king }r st :lnd present contempor::maous.. ,'{hen 

,Ie nre told th.:t t the, cre't i on of the nu; h :2 lVens , nd th(> new e 'lrth the 

ISLlelites will no lont,0r r0member the former , ~nd it sh':\ll not rise in their 
2. 

lle::rts, tnen it me UlS th :, t tHe new (lill h V(o so diQpLced tile old th'lt the old 
3. 

\Jill no longer h ~ve t;~J. 0 pOI!VE-r to stir :1ny response .lnd thus ~3h '.pe th .; future .. 

(e) :1h:2 Ances tors lid Corporate P"rson"lli ty 

'.I'he Hebre" concept of 'corpor'"ltc p" rson£lli ty' c om best be expressed 

"s a ' sensed ' .nd' expressed' belongingness . To mol,"} l. TIL-'1TI i:...: t o know his 

context ~nd h i story :!nd vice vers'].. ' If they meet a mem whom j;hey do not kno!'J 

ti18y 'lsk who he is, in order to know to ",h .. ·t tot"li ty they must refer the 

impression which they receivc of him. If h" -nswcrs: I :: ... ')nul, the son of 

Kish , tnen they b"ve the tot ::llity im.:lge . ~'hey know Kish , the rich peas:mt ; 

t~H?J' . ~rlJ awo.re of his imlJOrtance in Bcnj:.:unil1'l they f'l r e f'tHllili ·: r ; ~ith the h i st ory 

of his kindred, ::nd t nus the essenti'.l ch"r'.cter of Snul i.J defined; they know 

1. On tbis conCEpt of conterupor 'meit,) cf "sp"ci" lly T. Bom-,n, Hebrew Thought, 
1960, pp. 147ff. 

2. rd. 65 . 17; Jer. 3. 16 . 3., J. Peders~n, I s r 'r.,l, 1- 11, pp. 106f. 
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1. \ 
hi~ soul. As a ;<loment of time i::; not em iso11ted unit in the tim·, contiPJIIIIll , 

but is the ·"hole history comp : cted into th t mom:mt 'md C?xp",riel"lced, so :llso :J. 

runn is not = isola ted unit cxp8rh·nccd c) S an isol"ted pt:rso,ulity, rClther, the 

.Ihole is ~ntirc'ly in t he individual bcc ' usc he derives his cllor.~cter from his 

involvement in t1l 2 whole (both ~nvironment nd .listory) which st "U"aps him with 
2. 

its sj,ecific ch.r ~cter. 

It is iffiport ~nt to remcmb8r th ' t this corporate tot 1lity is not simply 

environm,mtal but a lso historica l. Here lies the key which unlocks the cruci-

ali ty of the '"nccstor s in the Hebrew conc~pt of corpor }te p"rson:>li ty . In 

3 . 
IsruGl the b"sic unit is the f lther ' s house, i. e . kinship. Uni t :/ stems from 

the strength of his person"lity, his ' .bility to stamp his f 'Uaily "ith his 
4. 

ch.··'.r8.ct eristics , wbich is his ' blessing '. 'l'hc coumon life s G , ms from strong 

pcrson:>lit i es who .'1re " blc to pl-m md counsel end so cre ·.lt" ~. f'1IDily (or nation) 

bearing the st :lIlP of' th .:ir ch',rfictcr ;nd the impress of thei r personality , 'md 

thG direction is "lvnys from the strong to th", '·ie :..k . 'rhe idea is not simply 

tota l inter-dep<::nd,\Oc e in which ,,11 involved st 'md as 8qu~ ls. Ifhe whole is 

constitutEd in those deciSive 0v~nts -,nd pcr30n:llities whicJ~ h :!v .: t he pO I,er in 

,h~~ clv8s to constitute the unity. 

ks sOor ·,otaliti t:s (i. e. sID"lll" r units) :ire consti t ute d in tht: father 
',ho passes on his ' blessing ' into the family 

of tl",~ fCllll i l y/\" His hOUS e persists ,s long 3.S his i mp 'ct i n f"lt, which means 
5. 

,8 long 18 the unity consti tut.:d in him is felt . But thc f a mily extends :1S far 

1 . J . Ped0rs en, Isr,~ el, 1- 11 , p . lOl. 
2 . Cf H. ;Ih'_ .ler Hobinc on, ' Hebrew Psycholoe;y ' in The Peop!. ' nd the Book, ed. 

A. S. Peake, 1925, pp. 353- 382; "rhe Hcbr,eW Concept of Uorpomte Pers onqli ty' 
','- "rden und I. eSen d~s .,lten 'restaments, c,d. J. Hempel, 1 ~36 . J •. ?edc-rsen , 
Isr"1.el , 1 11, pp. luOrr. 

3 . Th-n]5p . 4tlff 4. ibid pp. 182ft'. 
5. ibid pp . 48, 55 , 173f, 284. 'rh" tnc edy of tho story of ,T on ~. than is that he 

~s 1 m.qn caught bctw"en the immense person . . litiGs of hi:_ f :t h . r, S'1ul , ClOd 
his friend , D' .vid . /,s the Son of S ,,-ul Gh " 'blessing ' 01 ~he 'Ghrone of Israel 

:l"lill paSS to him, nd h" kno·,'.s that il1 him resides th", on ly hope of le3.ving 
Saul ' s living imprecs on succeeding :;ener-, tions . Iii thout him [hul is de a d , 
i. e . po <,crless, 'nd his house is d8a d . Thus every Isra Gli tic instinct must 
11 ' Vi) m'lde ili~1 tend tow,lrds hiG f 'lth or - eh t is every IsrClelitic instinct 
s :,y~ onc , the imp.1et of a stronger personality. In D,wid , new 'soul ' is 
creCited in Jon"tlnn !lS h e becomes the ccntre from which his r,cts spring. AJ3 
long as hc>.r.llony p~rsists between Saul md D3.vid, Jonathan h ~. d two cent r es 
of inspiration in his life . ,Ihen the h ,\rmony w-;s broken Jon,th'm ' s ' fe l t ' 
" inship , ' :n d thus the only k i nd of kinship th It h a s -;ny r2ality , is wit h 
DD.vid who no·~ ,' becomes his f brother ' ( 2 0.:l!Jl .. l . 26) . Jonnth'1.l1 r s trae edy lies in 
th" brea k bet,'cen 5 7.ul JIld D<lvid . Norm3.11y the rmrmony h8G"Cen the f:lth 2r 
" nd the stronger p,. rsonalities would hnve been maint .~ ine d, ',nd thus the 
L,ther ' s house .. ould h flve eonstitut"d n lesser toto.li ty in th2 more inclu­
sive totality of t h e stronG·.!r mnll. 

Thus a tribe, be lring the impress of the f 1th" r of t he tribe , which 
becomes his hOllS e, is :t dYD.:'1mic whole inte:rwoven into '~h v l Lss er family 
units. To know ., 1Il, ·n ' s tribe ·,nd his f.,th " r is th ' refor" to know him. · Con­
v<:rsely to be ~. m:m a t .,11 is to be in dyn ,mie r ' l ·,tion wi10h one 's histo­
ric ',l :.md cnvironm n t a l context, sensinc:; "nd expressing one ' s belongi ngncss . 
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,'3 the Sbnse of belonving is felt, ., belonging .., ith its roots in history, which 

history i<l felt by :,,1d in ,,11 souls be_orin:·: t:le stClmp of th"'t history . In 

kin8"ilip I th2re is no external d ..... fini tion of .'ny kind, the cilief :;:'c :.lture being 
1. 

dhcth....:r one hr.~s the comIl.on sta~llp in ones elf! .. 

Over-Clrcli ill£ the totCl lities of familY and tribe is the gre'ltc.·r 'house 

of Is r Cl el ' • It is by no m~'Jl1S 3ccident:ll th::.t IsrJ.el is the n, me of 8. Ill.'ln, a 

n :_tion , and a geogr:cphic .ol aren . 

As fl mnn Is r a el (Jacob) is he " ho ho.s received th~ blessing (i. e. posi-

tion of honour, l ::.nd, strength of j!>erso{nlity) from his f :'ther Isn"!c , who in turn 

recei ved it from Abraham. It is he;, therefore, who h s st:unp2d his tory with the 
impress of the common personality of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob in the sense 

"that it is this personalit;y~ Hhich is Senstd .'.1nd expreosed in every son .. 

Since the IsrClLlitos d -rive their 'soul ', i.e. th :?ir common ch.'r,cteristics, 

from thei r f:)thers throy r e-tell the patriarch .,l legends "s living cont emporary 

history. Ilhen these b, come filled out >lith elements which modem histori:ms 

would sny belong to l ".tter p~riods, the Hebrew feels no sense of in.,pproprinte-

m,ss for those events receive their ch ·-.:r:lcter c;nd dyna.mic from the ,mcestors. 

There is def inite Sense in 'lJ~dcn the man Israel i s distinct from the 

n:. tion Isr.:.el, for the rrtion is in a r~l tion of depenc.. (: nc~ on the ill')n. y~t 

td..::re is , Iso ,'" Sens e in which the n .. tion is the m'1n for in the n ~tion the indi-

vidu .,1 Senses th~ d yn::u-aic power of the m .n .nd thus CiS ,,;0 experience of '1 certain 
2. 

kind th" m_lD cmd the n .. :tion 'lre identic 1. 

Simil' Tly the r e is a vital int,'r-ruLtionship between the m,m, the 
3. 

n -.tion , p..nd the 1 .. nd. E'or the Israeli teo l C\l1d :llld propert" is not simply n 

ti;ing possessed, r'lth ~r the re is n dynRlIlic inter-relntiol.\ ship in th'lt the land 

lL~~v~s i t3 impress on the people as much ' 8 tnl. pe ople nre ~blC' to sh.lpe the 

ch .-.r:octcr of th·:, l ':nd. Here we se" the re c: listic psychic observC'ltion of the 

Isr. ,elites . A h.,rd, dry lC'lnd with sp:trse i~ro"th creates :0 lnrd , hard-.'Iorking, 

md rugged people. A fertile md rich l~.nd crc:ltes, m"n of lei":ure :md e"se. 

" t the Same time "' -m i,'1 :lble to tr.,msform ti1e ch-.r"ctE:r of the l ', nd either by 

.bus () or right uS e. 

1. ibid_ p. 49. 
2. ,Ihen, in the folloding ch2.pt" rs W8 sUGgest th'1t th ', re is). sense in the New 

TelJt::lllcnt in which th~r(. is ,In I idu1ti ty I b tw ,-on Christ J.nd the church this 
semit ic b~l cJrground. must b0 born in mind, for the 'identity' is not an identity 
uf being in ,1 Grt:.:2k s..:nst.', but of expc'riE:nce in 8. Hebrew S-2nSe... Thus .. ,nen on 
t :,,, J;larnStscus :('o .-, d P."lul he:Hs Christ s .-,y ' ,;'ul, Saul, ,;hy \re you p,~rs2cuting 
me' \ActS 9.4) · .. mc! :,h en it is cleflr th -,t , -'aullmows th :t it is the Christian 
Church th.,t h, i s p, rsGcuting, it is h -.rd to imagine th'" he is poctul·,ting 
.. '.ll id"nti ty of 'being ' be t Wtoen Christ end th·, church. It ·o\., ld be more true 
to sny th .. · this exp8ri ence of Christ. conkS through the c':lurch, :md he is not 
:::.bllJ to hold In G': p " r.~_tlon hlS cXperJ.8nce of Chrlst ~n(t i·!~S exp,:'rlence of ) 

r f"'() ' + ·I :~.11P il npvt: n.CI:-h __ ' ~ . • 
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In tdis S\...i1S~ tho Israelite perc e ived the ancestors, the n -!tion , ':1.nd 

clh lnd :lS a psychic community, 'md th" cOllllllon expression to b8 'in Israel' 

mvns not simply to be resident in d p ' rticul,'1r IlcographicCll :>r( 1 but to beclr the 

impress of 'mcestor, people, md 1 md in themselves - which lrises from a Sense 

of b0longing to ancestor, people '1nd 1 nd "nd to c:xpress this totality in thcm-

S,-~ lV0S . 

In the Old ·f estunent Wc' do not find ';Ih"t we could call different con-

coptions of his tOYj, since for all the writers history is bound up in the 

s'~rength rmd character of some pe rson.'11ity Vlho becomes the very henrt of the 

tot e,lity, in th'lt he is the source of bl"ssing ond thus ChJr:lCterisation. 

110Vl ev~r, different 'uthors do p,'rcei ve the ch.racter of the people in different 

mC8stors 9 the p.:-triJ.rchs, Mos ::. s , A3ron , David. Nhen, for eXc.mple, David is 

sc:en : 8 constituting the very essence of ttle people , then t'Je people a r t; 'in 
1. 

David I, which mv 'nS thlt all future history is .1lre1dy preBGnt in fuvid just 

,',s much as D!lvid is pres ent as the unifying 'md driving fo r ce in subsequent 

history , ·'.md D",vid i," th~ fixed point in BV ry senS ed belon::;ingness between 

tllOS, wliO ure ' in Dc vid ' ; for n~vid ch ract8rises not simply 0111 2bstract whole 

but ev~ry p ·lrticul.~ r individual. In other wordS the ~'lncestor , the people, 1l1d 

tIle individu ,1 consti tute ~ sensed unity ill 'ilhic.;.l th~ whoL hic tory is present 

' ,t :my given point p ' s3ing on the contents of its ' soul ' . . , s a result for the 

HebrEid another mem is not SO,rlOOne who st -:TIds over against him as '0 distinct 

individu:ll, unh.sG he be c., nun with ,c: tot :,lly different ' context', R"ther he 

is, ·.,h"ther he be ,ncestor , contemporary, or descendent , :'. Vit::ll part of himself. 

I cc.·.n find no better phrase in which to express this th~n ' sens"d b"longingnesG '. 

Closely I'(;l ~t"d with this dynnmic totality concept .i s the concept of 

I !ma-,'Iing I (Y:1dhd), Which 80 f '1r from being 3.ble to be ch:.ro.ctorised ".8 a I mental 

cctivity' h ,;s thc priln,ry m,'aning of sexu:,l inter course. It ic the !lct in 

which two lives b~·com2 so bound up with each other -.nd b 210ng so compli?tely to 
2. 

(nch other th .t the' two become 'on·, flesh' . Y 'tdh'l ( is US ed 21so i n non-

Si::;:X1.v.l contexts, but nc'ver loses this sense of inter- involv-..:ment J.nd sensed 

b"longing which tends tow·1rds 

COr'lSlotnt 
in the.m~eting of souls which 

sh:1ring -\TId unity . For the Hebrew 'life consists 
3. 

iIlUSt sh:lr (; th~ir contents v,'itl1 i:ach other~ 

2, continued f'ro,,, previous pnge .. .. . the church. AS such l'rwl's thought is 
t:sD~nti .!.lly S8iJU tic . 

3. B'or tne g"nenllis,tions st'1ted h ere cf J . Pedersen, h r "21, 1-11 , pp. 474ff, 

1. Deut. 12. l6!'):"f9. 43; 20. 1.11. 
2. Gen. 2. 24. 
3. J. Peeders,,", 18rq ~ 1, 1- 11 , p . 193. 
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Corpor· ..... te p _::rson .:.t lity in Isr'-' cl 's t ... linking mus t conse \ .... uently b,,, undC'r -

stood .18 fJ. s (:ns 1:.' 01 unity [lnd be longing whicb h .:8 both E. 1vironnLnt '11 ,nd his -

toric 11 dimc.'nsionG, :nd in which Qutst " ndin,~ p ..: rsoll1.1i ti08 pl:cy 'J. cruci.'l l rolc'. 

The h'J.s"ic concept whicil lies bell ind it is of r ·Jlc tions r:::ther t !1:-:n be ing. 

(f) Yahweh t n<- source of :111 life, unity, ,",nel blussing 

So fc..r we h eve m"de little reference to the role of Yahweh. This h'c,s 

b~en int"ntiono.l, for while Y,-,hweh is th e Source of all life, unity and bledsitlb, 

t his in no way diminishes the vit'11ity of all th:1t is not God. 

When Llhweh 's Mal ' akh (mess0nger?) C,Jme to Gideon, he greeted him with 

the following words 

' Th 2 Lord is ,vith thee , thou,- mighty ffi'ln of vCllour. And Gid eon 
s a id unto him, Oh my Lord, if the Lord be ",ith me, why th,n is 0111 
this befallen us? - nd wh,_re be all his wondrous workS " hich our 
fathers told uS of , s"ying, Did not the Lord bring uS up from Egypt? 
but nov, the Lord h ,s C,01St us off, 'mel d"livered us into the h'nd of 
l.lidian. r,nd th8 Lord look" d upon him, end said, Go in tiris thy 
might and save Isnel from the h nel of Midian: h '1ve no t I sent thee?' (1) 

The greeting : "Y,hv,,,h is with thoe!" is '1 hOID.'l :;e _.old Qckno, .. 10dgment 
2. 

of t ill; str~ngth of Gi dvon; :,:nd when Gideon rej ~cts i t by pointing to the WGCik-

n8ss of his p"opl~ : inst th e -enemy , Y:1h\)' eh confirms i.lis s.'"'Ying; Go in this 

thy J:u;;ht. There is no distinction ent :l iltJd in th>2 two ,- xpressions 'YahWeh is 

with thee , :!Dd ' Go i n thy might '. Gideon's strength is nis Odn bec ,ous e it is 

Y['l:w oh's blessing to '~nd coven:1nt ,T/i th him. The n, is h " re no concept ion of n 

pOm,rftl God behind ::0 " ~eak Gideon m.'lkin c; him strong, r3the r he is sent to use 

tile str8ngth he h -"s. 'J'here C3n be no denying th ,t Gideon's str,ngth is Yahweh's 

gift to him, but as Cift it is truly Gideon's strength which Y'lh':mh wishes to 

use in the service of Isra el. 

"h,lt tilis illustration mckes cl,01 r is th ,t the HebrEv; belief in the 

d~pel1d0nC~ on ¥'lhw8h for '111 things in no vlay eliminishes the vit :lity of either 

' things ' or men. 'l'lk rel ~tion of :111 klings with God is not th , t of powerLoss 

pawns in the h" nds of :m omnipotent God , but th ,t of Coven',nt. A Coven mt 

al \,etYs entails Cl rel .. tiol1ship, but::: rel.ltionship of w0cker :':nd stronger in 

Ahich the strong~r impC' rts hi.; ch 'O r 3.cter to the fellowship. 'For the stronger 

it is . l question of m~7>king coven:.lnts in ordc:r to c '""! rry through one's aims; 
3. 

for the we'lkl.::::r to in lk c ..... ~ conven 1nt with thl... strong in order to enjoy his strength " 

1. Judg. 6 . 12-14. 
2. J. P",dersen, ldmel, l-U, p.195. 
3. (; f ibid, p.2<36 . 
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''£his is true not only of coven,'11lts m " d~ between weaker ~d s crong' r i ndividudls 

c.\.:;.i} .lvid Q11d Jon:lthan, qnd we9.ker o.nd strong0r n:)tion8 ~ but 'llso between the.. 

ni:;hty God zlnd ev .... rythin:~ else '1 ~hich is inherently we'lker. But this emphJsiS 

on m.'.king coven:mts Vi i th God ·.md God m'Ckin,3 covenClnts Vi i th m:m stress eS the 

inherent vitolity of men, 'llthough it is empho.sisod th~t th_ ultinl" te source 

of this power is God. 

This point :night be m ,de Clore sh rply by :l brief 'lIl'.lys iS of the 

HLbr~w " ork ".",bhod, usu,l1y tr:msl,)ted ', 8 'hono'elr' or 'glorj' but ·" hose root 

meoning is 'to be h" .. :vy', .end lJL'1IlS ess l-ntL-,lly the n ltur:cl chw ' cteristic snd 
1-

pQ\;er of :lnything . 'rhus to ch ) ng6 one k"bhod into :mother mC :Jl1S to chi)nge 
2. 3. 

one's nature · nd power; [lIld power .'lnd glory c m be used :\8 synonyms. When 

P::lUl refers to t he diff2rent ' glories ' of the vo,riouS celesti81 Md terrestri.'~ 
4. 

bodies, the me::mi,,- i~ th .. t each bears its Q\1ll ch')racteristicsmd powers, 

which is not in the sli&htest bit decreased bj the assertion th .t it is God 
5. 

WilO Gives evr: rything its 'body' . 

Thus for the He brew everything be , rs i ts God-g iven 'life ' or 

eh .r 8.cteristic or kubLod or power nS its oVln , but this must continually be 

rufrcshcd or renew~d through the coven ·.:nt rel 't ionship with Yc'.hweh. But 

b8cHuse of this quosi .. indep",ndent or '"ecul"r ' view of n ·,ture :md m mit is 

alw,'Ys pass ible for covencmts to be broken ,!h ich me 'nS che draining of the 

',-it"lity of the VI .elk \;hose source. of strength is in covcnc'nt with the strong 

nd o.boy" ·,,11 "i th Y:lh.:"h . 

he h ' ve Geen th ,t the vit el li ty of the individual in Heb rew thinking 

i::; 8s8~nti",11y thEe 8trength of the: outst ':nding ;JersonElli tios who lenvc their 

illl>,ress on th0ir Cl1vironment • .md llistory. From them strc'ngth 'cnd charlcter 

.nd r identi t y ' is dr:lwn. Wi th their funllctQental thought-forms \,hich en'.lble 

them to compa ct the PISt into the corpor'lte present , this me:::ns thelt the 

pow(:r of these individunls is felt [lIld experienced in th" present in . md with 

th" ir 8xperi8nce of every individu"l who bears their impress. But the strength 

of these individu" ls is in their covenant Vii th Yahweh, which i u therefore at 

the same timt: the source of th " strength of the people. ,ii th our conception 

of history '118 Light rcgwd this ':IS :l mediated covennnt. Such el conception 

.1.. ~_u 1" ""0; 1". Brown , S. R. Driver, -end C. A. Briggs, He brew cmd English 
Lexicon of the Old '.les tnment, 1906, p.934. 

2. Cf Ps. 106 . 20; Jer. 2.11; Has. 4.7. 
3. D'ill. 2.37; 7.14; 1 Cor. 15.43. ' 
4. 1 Cor. 15.391'. 5. 1 (;o r. 15.38. 
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would n ot h.,v~ occurred to the H~bre" wllo is included in his "l1cestor )8 much 

:os th" Ulcestor i s included in the experienced corpor'lte: p"rson lity of the 

pres"nt peopl". A cQven:mt with an 3Ilc0"stor is a cONencnt :,Ii th themselv'28 

"i thout this ,,1inimiSin:; the cruciali ty of th" ,'ncestor. 'l.lhe ':ncestor is unique 

in ,he sens" th ,t it is witll hi,,] th .. it ~he covc:n.mt is m de ~n" bling him to 

receiv e ehe: strellL th of Y'chweh in the coven o·.nt rel"t i onship, y"t ·}t the ssme 

tiM) he is n ot :11 i ndividu::l apar t , for what 11e b "com"s flo,iS into the life of 

til" ""ople so shaping i ts ch"r~.ct2r t h".t th" ch:trClctGr of the peopl" is the 

crrtr :cter of the ."ncestor. He becomes ono \!i th them 'mil they with him so much 

s o th .1t to experi~nce Is r oel the n'ltion or '~n Israelite is to experience Isr"el 

the ~ncestor, .~.nd thus to be in his covenClnt with Yahw ch. 

Corpor3te person'llity (with its historical dimensions) and covenant 

Qre but two sides of the S'lme coi n of the IsrQelitu conception of life , which 

is all experi~nce entailing a response to '1 dyn.:\:ni c totnli ty -dhose source of 

lilC and power is .11\lI'lYs Y3hwch in the corpor.'lte covencnt . 

(g) An attempted interpret ,t i on 

If ever we .1re to underst'lnd th" N~w 'Eestament, 'cnd p"-rticul'lrly the 

Po,ulin'J , concept of tHe church an 3tt0Mpt mu..;t be m'1de to think ourselves into 

t,leir thought-forms ~d try to appr<=ci ,te in ourselves t:lC si:~mific'11lce of their 

concept of c0rpor ·,t" purson ',li ty. Since, .~S .Ie sh 111 see in gree t e r det :~il 

bQlow, their thougL t- f orms "ere fund 'Jnentr,lly semitic, this ill€- ,ns th.., t we must 
1. 

try to discover \,Ih"th~r the'ir psychologicc.l underst .nding r,t :1er th::ln 10gicCll 

reasoning awakens c ny echoes 'I i thin us . 

"e have argued that th" Hebrew conc ept is dominated by a sensed 

I belongingness 1 • SOd8 illustrations may help to apprcociate the point . We 

are all familiar "Hh the sense of moral indignation which is aroused in uS when 

lie arci reminded of tho:; atrocities pcrpotrnted by the Nazis agil.ins t the Jews. 

How is it POSsible, './v ask ourselves , th:lt a civilised people couldhnye led 

countl"ss men, wom"n and children to their dt:nthin the notori us gas chambers? 

Simil'-lTly ,:tarry South Africans are morally inc~nsed ,"hen blatant injustices are 

done to the non-\lhit e population. In both instances We are: able to state th0 

moral rules in terms o~' .'Ihich we j ust ify our obj c:ct i ons nnd censures. Ye t it 

remains true, generally spc'aking, that thcs(' i mmoral acts do not touch us to 

1. To use the phrao" of 'l'. Boman, Hebr&" Thou:,ht, 1960, pp. 193ff. 
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tn" pOint wherG it l H,ds to significant respons e actions until a member of our 

ln,' ily or a cloce fri end or associate i c the victim. ','hen this happens, the 

closer the f"lt bonds t;le more w'" feel th"ir tragady as ours. , lie are hurt or 

humiliated wit" th",.! . nd in them. The changeC: intclnsit} both of fe ,: ling and 

response cannot be 0xplained in t~rms of i. ~nJral or abstract moral rulas, for 

G1182 e remain the S ,·.f!ld . The change is to be explained , r:>.tIler, in the de0ply 

felt 'belongingn ess I >!hich can som,ti" es be so i ntense th", lU injury done to 

30" .cone; very C1030 and important to us is ' felt' more paSSionately than if it 

h:~.d b en done tu us. 

And if this felt belongingness is what makes uS 'feal wi th' another, 

it is also at the s-",ne time the emotional springboard for our response actions. 

A fath.3r · .... ho lo'res his eOn strongly anU. dc-eply will uSU311y ent~r Jithout 

h~si tat ion into " situa tion of dang e r to hi,;..oJlf in ord~r to Save him son from 

h, ~ rJil .. Thi': fat;l~r ";,,, would not behave in that \'Iay is th •. exception rather 

tHan the rule . On thd other hand tho man '11:10 ,'lQuld behove in the same way 

for a stranger is t ' .H .. ~xc ..?ption . Those who fee 1 the bonds of p"rc.nthood 

deeply find it i,"posGiiJle to underst:ll1d hOil a parunt could abuse or ill-treat 

""is child. 'rhey feEl th ... t such behaviour by parents towards their own chil d-

ren is iI.ore iuiIiloral than if preciS ly tt~t; SalK things v. erc done by strangers; 

Here in these common examples .. e sense som€thin ~ of the distinction 

b~tweun psychologic" l understanding anCI,iLogic.11 reasoning. Por philosophi cal 

uthics a moral rul" is a moral rule in so far as it appli eS to all men, but 

such an abstraction is s~ldom able to motivate men '.'Iho do not feel the inter-

personal relationclIips in thems~lves. Since I',hat we do spril1Ls so l argely 

from our felt motivations it follows th1t for the vast majority of men abstract 

moral rules playa vcr,. minor r olo in th0 ";Iay they li Vie th 2ir lives . 

It is far IJOI'e difficult , becousc of our means 01' communicati on and 

t110UCht fonns, to SEmS", our bdon'Singnesc; to history and its great men who 

have 12ft theoir p0rso;oali ties and abiliti8s indelibly sta oped on the present, 

'md tnus to feel tueir ' cont "mporanei ty , with \lli . 'lie are far more likely to 

think of a gre" t man ,\ , whOSe influence h ,s brought about B (a whole complex 

of situations), ,,:lich in turn hus dev"loped into C (a furth , r cOJ:1plex of 

si tuations vlhos ~ hi,Jtory can be traced via = to A), "tc . , until th" present. 

!,inny pclopl" do have a far 1.10re psssion8.tc conception of t;,eir history ::md 
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t:'eir forefath"rc' than tbis coldly analytic one, e . g . tLe Afrikaans-sp"aking 

people of South hfrica. However, revelling in ideas as Vie do rath_ r than in 

t h", people who have framed and embodi ed th~ id£3,S we tend to abstractions 

r ather than a f OG ling for history. 

Wi thout ' h " highly developed sellSG of history of t C1e Hebrews, a nd 

having a languag~ communication into the very structure of which is built a 

concept of past, preslnt and future, on0 t , nds to pay little a ttention to the 

~ources of on~ 's values, idea ls and ways of thinking , behavll1g, and feclli1g. 

Bl.lt a littl" reflection and more scientific investigation shows it to be true 

th., t ' "v"n strong personalitiEs are sixty to ~iGhty per cent th~ result of 

environment, about twenty to forty per cent r2pres ~nting th" ir personal oontri-

but ion. FeeblL personalities - the mass e.:; - are ninety to nli1.ty-ninl' p 'J r c ont 
1. 

"heir enVirOnIilvnt. ' Y,e absorb our ways of thli1kli1g with our mothers' milk , 

(Jur fathers I b€:u-tir::c t'3.1cs, our friends I ch&tter, our school masters' chalk, 

'chI) books and newspapers we r ead , and radio progra.JIlles. Under the impact of 

them 0.11 we l earn t o respand ood develap aur awn persanalities . It is true that 

a gre"t de3.1 0.1' ,Ihat is me is my fath er and a hast of athGr s whase names have 

been forgotten, elld beh li1d th"m stand cocmtlcss others bpre ,'\(;ll1g back in time. 

The advQnt uf th,- motion picture h8.s sometimes gi~ten uS an immediately 

f~lt s",nse af histary and its p .. rsanaliti"s which i s "lore S el.litic than this 

obviausly true but 'cald' analysis. In some senSeS th,'Y :,'~ve filled the gap of 

tne ancient st a ry tell"r, and li1 their tendency to ,glamarise th"ir h"roes they 

are no, S0 differ~nt from th eir ldss technically li1genious forebears. USli1g 

all the t"clmiques af psychola£ical cO!lluunicatian, which an' as madern as they 

are ancit. .. :nt, a fili~l such as 'A ~.1an for All Jeasons ' is abl t:.. to m.)kc its audience 

feol th'" passians, agonies, i Jeals, and trae;edy of Sir Tham(ls ',core . The more 

closely (lnE f eels his si tuatian to. parallel ane 's o',m in 1'13..1Y resp(:cts , the 

more ane fee:ls him as " cantemporary whose pa',: ·rful persanality praduces a 

powerful and forlllativG inlpact an ones"lf. The more P,,:Tc 2ptive view er, 

~s""cially if h" allaws hims elf to. be an emotional participant in the tale 

while b"aring li1 mind his own situation, may 'foel' that histary to be campacted 

into the pres (:nt "n d 'foel ' the iupreJs of his p"rsonality in cantemporary 

hiD t Ory . In such m exp"rience on, is a bl" to. catch a f18eting glimpse of 

"hat the Hebre\'l mC'olnt whGn he thou,ght of himstlf, his people , his histary, and 

1. J. A. T. Ra bins on , Th" Bvdy, 1963 , p. '7 ciuo t ed from Franc " Pagan , ed . M. '.iard, p77. 
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his faith beine 'in' "nu stemming from t ho po. :"rful personalities of his ances-

-Lors . For llli such tt lc3 ar, not told oft"n or widely enoush , as they were in 

Isr.J.el, for r;hLTI. to b0 an essential and Ii vine; A.spect of our c ·-.n1llon experience~ 

but it is Easy to imagine huw a Senscl of interv"ning centuries could become 

obli tclrated. 

Uationalis..1 too , while not always .:Jorally respecta ble, is a sufficientl;y 

CO,IJllOn pheno"Knon in the modern world for us to be able to grasp the Hebrew 

s .. nse of belonging to :l people and a countr:,- . In Soutu :,frica, for example, 

tile re is built into t:,is s,nSe of a CO.lflllon idclntity, n sense of history which 
in 

is closely akin t D the HebreN S"nSe of a conlllon personality which is rootedllhistor' 

and its great figur,s and d~cisive events . 

When we think in these sorts of wFlYs with our ' hearts' r"th~r than 

our ' he 'lds' , or ' emotionally' r ather than 10cically, We too are ,'lblo to 'feel' 

our bonds with family , friends , history " nd fo rmative personalities which is 

the essence of the conc~pt of corporate p"rsonality , ~d it is a sense of 

bvlon&ing which c ~.ln bccouJ.e so strong that our ~W:'3.r t?nl.;;:;'s of ourst::lves becomes 

al.ulO::" t i nc1istinguish. bla f rom our ·":IW"lr c-ness of thOSE; otJh..:rs ;., ith .'Ihom We feel 
un 

the bonds • In t h i3 v,ay a man may bu A>,ble to think of himSelf ,.'s a person 

. ,t a ll without .It th " i;"me time thinking Ol his father, moth~r, ".- ife , children, 

or fri ends who 3rt; of tll~ v-2ry subs "t mce of his own life. H8 may also f cc l 

the bonds which .':Ll ke: him .:l person m1u the p\.. rson hB is in thl.... wider , less 

inti.a" te , though not l~ss r Ull , context of hin history and anvironment . 

I f this experienced ffild motivating sense of belongingn~ss has any 

bas is in reQlity, i.". in our own experiencing , then it is possible also to 

understand hO\,' th8 Hebrew could think of a covenant of God with thei r ancestors 

<:\8 1 covenant lJi th t llt.~_JSe lves .. Reverting to the film on Si r Thomas More it is 

possible f o r a ITdl1 who P'lrticip ... tes emotionally in the tal.: £IS it is told to 

sense th ,t he h&s derived his fni t h from t:ore and j e t at th2 S JDle time to feel 

tlL'l t it is his Ol ill r~ l ltionship with God .:t;ich h.1s been born. Logically this 

does not make Sense, f or it impliGs that hi'" Sens e of God is both mediated and 

ihLrnedi.' t e . As ex~eri€nce no contradictivh is apparent. Hi s Sense of God is 

both in the dan " nl< in h imS e lf. 

with this brivf attempt :it ~ rL-intL'rprdation Ol semitic thought-

forLJS , it should t G cle .. lr that ' .• ·h~n .,,, s,Jeak of the atoneulE'nt as 'communi ty 
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crc-J.ting' Wllat is mGG.nt if.: a COlTElllmity Y/ith a strong S0nS>2 of bL:longing to on·..; 

,'llo ther snd to Chri t ,'Iho is its point of ori;;in , centre of unity, and source 

of character :md po .• er. In th0 same way I corporat e person.,lity I ia under-

stood. In th" same "'ay the twin Paulin" conc eptions of b~ing I in Christ I 

wld of the church as tho I body of Christ I aro to be understood. 

tnese th.:J.t we .nust nOll turn our attention. 

It is to 
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'l'HE PAULInE CG,.iCEPl'IO:; Oi' 'l'H:; CHURCH 
A8 A CORPORA'rE BODY ' IN CHRIST' 

I'hile adi.litting the uifference in det :;.ils of languag8 , and even 

iund3nhmtal differences in the concept of salv:ltion , between Colossians/Ephe-

sians, and the r~ct of the Pauline corpus (omitting the P38toral epistles and 

HebreNs) , the silllilarities of thought are so striking th it i f Colossians and 

Ephesi : OS we re not ~/rittcn by Paul they W i:~rc h'ritt6n by S01118on(. who waS 

profoundly influ0l1c c:d by hilll. If we t 3ke P':lUl ' s assertion s c)riously 'I &1 becOtl" 
1. 

'111 tdingG to all men , that I may by all .. 1e ns save some ' , then it is possible 

that the differonces in language and sotcriology are t o be expl"lined ,",S the 

result of th., situcLtion to which he is address ing himself , or to 8. lAt e r deve-

lop;:l .. mt of Pauline thought . This is not the place to deb1te qULstions of 
2. 

authorship , but s inc" it cm be shol',n that the und Jrst '] nding of 0;:' f ~ generally 

~ ~ 

2nd pa rticul:lrly of dw),c', ~ OU XP ' Cf'TOU is essentially continuou,; in 

Col.o:.,si'lns .<,nd Ephesi :1ns with the rest of P:tul ' s usage 1'/ 10 sh."ll treat them as 

belOl1Jing t o the Paul i ne corpus . On tht other h -;nd the omission of the word 

frOill the Pastor ~"tls s ..... ems :t decisive argum~nt ag -~ inst th Eir Pauline authorship, 

.It l"cLst in their j)resent forL, . 

(R) P~ul 's soteriology 

Whi l~ gr~nting the va lidity of Ste la rt ' s warning a Jainst trying to 
3. 

syst~illatise Paul ' s n=lig i on , it remains true th" t Paul's c once;)tion of m:m, i. ·c. 

nnnki nd, is that he is in bondage and the wo rk of Christ is to release man from 

that bondage by inc luding him in a new solidarity. That nGW 'solidarity' ~.s 

i ts beginning :md continuing "xis tence ' in Christ I . As the f orms of bonda ge 

a re diffcr "nt ly conc~i 'red , so t he n ature of Christ and of his work are dif-

ferently conc ~ ivcd . But the end product is " lw ~ys thl\t man h os been liberated 

fro]" bondage by Christ ( dith freedom did Christ set us fre" •• . • be not entangled 

4. 5. 
ag:'.in in a yoke of bondage) J.nd I in Chri:ot' is bE-corne a 'now man ' . Cons equently 

•. '" Sh 'lll begin our "n'llysis with Paul's different conceptions of ma n ' s 'solidarity 

in bondage'. 

1. 1 Cor. 9. 22 
2. Cf . J . A. T. Robinson , The Body, 1965, pp. 17ff. 
3. J.S . Sttl\lart, 1\ !.!an in Christ , 1954, p. 3 . 
4. Gal. 5.1. 
5. Cf2 Cor. 5.17; Gal. 6, 15; Eph. 4. 23i';Col. 3. 10; Rom. 6.1\. 



(i) M:m ' s EondagL 

1. Man 's S olidgrity 'in Adqro' ,md thus his bond,Qg 8 
to sin and death 

Page 403 . 

Paul's cC'nc"jJtion of man 's solid')ri ty 'in Adam' 'Uld thus his bondage 

t ,) u8ath , ~nd of ,"".n 's redeemed solid"r ity 'in Christ' which m ... ms liberation 

frod death is stat~u most succia:·t::j,y in 1 Cor. 15.21f ' For since by :nan came 
came 

de..lth , by !,lan/pleo the resurrection of the dead . For as in . . dam all die, so ... lso 

in Christ shall all b~ mJde "live '. 
1. 

In r:ollans 5. 12ff, Paul TIiakes mor c expl i cit 

u.~ ~n ls bondage in Ad&ll to de2.th. ' As through on\:.' mFUl (i. \;" . Ado._l) sin entLred 

the,lOrld , ",nd d8ath t~lrough sin; and so death jnsSed unto all ,non, for that 

all sinned. ' 'rhis verSe expresses firstly thClt Adam sim.lBd, i. e. Ad'lm broke 

from the SOurce o:ynis cuntinuing life by Ghc· f'1ct of his Sin (or disobedience 

v. 19), and the inevi t , ble outcome W'lS d ,e.' tho The s econd in'. vit'lble outcome 

It :J3 tInt all bec : .:i" sinner s, :md w"re consequemtly in an inescapable bond:lgc to 

dvth. A supc-ri'ici ,.1 interpre tation "JaY see P'lul'a reasoning in e'lore indivi-

dU'll ter.1lS; tho t eVery man, by his 0,m fr"" chOice, Sinned ,}nd therefore shared 

tiw 3'.-c. .l8 necf:;8sity of Adnul 's fatG- of de,i th. Slich 'ill intcrpret .. ,tion might 

a ccord L,ore easily " i th our own t, ndency t o indi vidual iSLl , but Paul's meaning 

is Ltldo quite explicit in verse 19; 'For ,1.S through the one mP.n's disobec.li t.'nce 
, 2. 

the llL.. .... ny ·,/ere caus od tJ becollie (KoI.-rtd,oE..810"''') sinners'. The closest ·,'/e C,Jn 

co, ... ' to underst.mding Paul's :'lc3.ning is that , believing Ad'1ln to be the 

1. It is important t " t""kmber that for P:lUl death is not si -,ply" biological 
fact. It is r '1thLr a judgement . Ilhile ,,,:cn is o.i.. r's ' 'of the earth' (1 Cor. 
15. 48), h E is crcat " d to liVE; in a unique rolationship .lith his Creator, "nd 
is intended not for .:'.'.1nihilation but 'for t lw Lord' . :l'or anirl~ls to die- is 
nGtural. For ma n it is a punishlJl",nt for sin (Rom. 1. 32 " tc.) "Ihich has ."n 
inner necessi to'; ' If yc live: aft e r th0 flesh y e must die' (BoJ,]. 8.13); He 
thct sowc th to his own flesh, Sh:111 of thG flesh re"p corruption' (G'l1. 6.8), 

'the mind I)f the flesh is death' (Rou. 8.6). The idea h ere is that for man 
to liVE: Kd'T~ c!~rK"'iS t u ch'lnge his very na ture , beccus " ti1e nature of 
r,l":!n is not to be self-sufficient or out of the life-giving Coven'lnt relation-
ship Iii th God. If that covenant is broken so that ,fi? n be·cones flesh by 
its"lf, then i ts 0.1d iilUCt quite inevitnbly be de"th, for it h '.S no source 
uf life . l'or Pnul the old Mosaic covemmt is not covcn'lnt of life or spirit , 
it is purely 1'ornu 1 (of the letter ), ,in ti as such it is pO derl"ss to give 
life (cf 2 Cor. 3. 6ff). It is a 6 , ""'" ov; '" -reu 6d..Vci."fOv • ·.(h ,' life-3i ving 
covenant is broken by sin which there fore must brinr: dc .,t h in its train. 

2. For this tnmsliltion of K,r,l.TE.o''fci,El'lo'o.v cf Arndt and Gin.o;rich , 1957, p.391. 
This trmsle,ti;' 1m is confirmed in thrc uS e of the s lme v"rb (K'" l"c.<.cr T",,6AoOl'Td.I) 

. hO .t:\: I I 
of Chrlst 'sA lS obedience , we are told, 'ca used the many to become righteous. 
It is impossible t v believe that Paul, whose ·"'.:ltchword is 'being in Christ ', 
believed th: t ::: .!!'.'ill ·.lChieve d 'rightcousness ' independ~ntly of Christ . The 
idplic.,tion io th t the fact th .lt Q ,Il:m i : .. n sinn ,)r is ··,s d~pcndent on Adam'S 
::.ct of dis obedienco:; J"·~ S the f :Jct of b l?ing I ri .htE'OUS ' is d ap~nd :.·nt on Christ 's 
obedienc". T.lis C.ln <.,,,ly be expllin",d by Paul ' s conc ept of l!" 1fl ' s solidarity 
in histo ry so th.: t t h<' pust has inescClp" b12 cons equences fur every man in 
the present. 
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.nistoriC -t l firE.:t lJ.;' ''In,. vyhen Ad.lLl bee 3me a sinner he created 3. community which 

,I O)S so sh::lped by hi," tha t no Iran vns a bLe to break complvtely free . Every m-m 

born into th·c ce=unit y of man i~ born into", conununity whose cha r:1cter is 

stampe d by th" sin of Adam which will ther"fore stamp his own. Mem is simply 

un ',bl" to relHain i..lpLrvious to his history nu his society , ', nd history and 

s ociety ::Ire not t 0 (;istinct and isol",tea bl c entities. t /h~n scientific history 

c211s into question the historicity of the Adam story necessit~ting that we 

'demythologise ' Paul ' s use of it , then the direction of that demythologising 

nust be to locate the fount a in- hLad of hUJIc..n behaviour not in contt::mporary 

individuals but in history ' ~nd society, for P::lul does not conctive of mqn ' s 

solidarity in Ad"", [is eithcr mythical or metaphoric,l but "-s hi,storical and 

social . 

This is borne out by an an"lys is of Romans 7. 14ff. .hile Paul is 

prep'lred to ackno" Ldge ' intellectually ' th ,t th ~ law is good and spiritual, he 

i :, unClble to brc . • k free from a different 'law', the 'law uf sin in ,iy members ' 
2 . 

(RO,,1.7 . 23). A::; 'c 1rnal ' , living in the 'body of deqth' (Rom. 7.24) , sin has 

t ~.kei1 such a hold on hiLl th::lt it is no Ion ,;c r h e who dOGS whC't h e does , but sin 

(Rou. 7.17) , - tlFlt sin tlhich hJ.s p 'lss ed into J.ll hum:m society in its solidari-

ty 'in Adard'. P,,-ul tells uS thgt ho_ is t ot:olly powerless to do not only whnt 

he knows he ought t o d o but nlso what he 'li ould like to do, .md the re:lson he 
3. 

gives for his powerlessness is not the greater power of Satan. It is not bec"luse 

of SQt cm , but because of Adam's sin thcrt 8. mm ',dll be '1 sinn c' r wlrther he likes 

it or not . \'hile we might , with greater 30phisticntion, state Paul's thought 

in t0rms of a long series of cause gnd effect but be un', blc to g ive the series 

'" dEfinite historical fi rst member Ad::t,:: , Paul SeeS ordinary "Jen living in 
4. 

history either be f ore Christ or without Chriut 'lS being incsc,o.pc"bly ' i n Adam ' , 

wl1ich means thDt they will be 'c.lused to become sinn ers' . ..,nd they will die. 

Conseliuently m~n's state 'in Ad:u;r' is that of bondage to sin. ' In 

1. There is nothing in Paul's writing to s uggest otherwise, nor to suppose toot 
he thought th:lt the truth of the 'Adnm Myth' l " y in the f'lCt his story is the 
story of eVe~il'1n (cf D. Bonhoeffer, Cre'ltion :lnd Fall, 1959~ For Paul Adam 
is the beginning in history of J.ll hUJ"<Jln history, ~nd t he: s tory of Adam must 
be rc'peQted in every individu.>l until "- new beginning is fin de. 

2. The illeaning of this phr'lse is clearly the hUi~on solidarity in Adam's sin 
which carries the inevitable conscqu",nce ,,;1' death. Cf C. ~·! . Dodd, Romans , 1959, 
p.125; A. ;rYGrrn, CO;;1llentary on Rom:ms, 19?5 , p.30l. 

3. ,," ha ve ulready "e~ i1 , ::lbove PP./S"~ th t Pa ul does m",ke use of the pre­
P'lUline ba ptisma l instruction with its renunci~tion (,f :3.- tm. However, in 
nb ikyeloping argument in Romans it is nowhore sta t _d t h .,t the bondage to 
sin is the result of ., bondage t o Set ill. 

4. That Paul is usi.Dg his r eal "xperi ence at the 
c3reer, ane h .::s built it into his argument ,s 

be'GinninG of hie Christian 
2xpressiv8 of tho gcner~l 

/continulcd next p"g~ . • • 
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es .... H.:.mcC7 ind~ed, sin is '1Il act of humqn freedom, whos e prime n ture is dis-

obedience (Rom. 5.19). .!3ut it is sOlJething ',hich h'1s l ong since f,o t out of 

. J; n' s control. I t is ' j symbol n ov, not of fre~ dom, but of lleter minism •• .. it 

t~:s bGcome an ~lien power residing 
1. 

of his own a ctions. ' Sin h:tS mAn 

\Vithin t h e individu31 , denying him corrmJand 
( I C. r'\ I 2 .. 

und&r its lordship (d.y"f""" uywv KUP'EOO'c' 

Bec :ms" of ::Ja n 's bondage to sin vuich issues inevita bly in de '1th, msn 

i ~ also in bondagcl t; de.-, th. 'Sin reigned in dc th ' (i :o..1. 5. 21), '!ih ich, as the 

c, ntext shows , .. k "ns th·,t when Ado.rn sinned it issued in h is d'-eth, '1nd when 

Ldlm 's sin c..lu8 ed all r.:l .. n to become sin~,.! , ~·rs, so dea th Tp _ 1SS~d Q'1.t o ~ll men' 

(RaUl. 5.12), se sms po ',ar and dominion is its ability t o rob n "n of life . 
I 

8",v,,-ro5 is th" ~nd terel of th:1 t s:par~, tion from God which Paul uSeS to chCl rac -

'" " terise !Om 's c on(~ ition in other phrases ;c.Xopd-. , Nhich me1IlS the distortion of 

tIlt:' life-c ommunic :ting I 'tog t.. therness I both b~tween r,Y in nd i!od and 1ll,3n ,..nd m'ln 
3. ' , { 

int0 ". life- dr::.iniDJ oppos ition "Ind hostility , md 0f61 or '" r .-,th which l c,C\ds 

to tll~ Jbc:ndunmcnt (1T"'P(,)WK~V ) of socidy l'y God issuing in a chmge in 

t~H: true n .t ure 01' ilI-.n which reveals itself in unnaturn1 Eul(l ~nti-s ocir) l 

) 

behaviour (Re I. 1.18-32) . Doa th is th ,ct vmich most complete ly robs a ''''m of his 

p11.ce in human Gociety , lnu thus LXprE:Ss , ...... 3 uhe cOr.lp1ete sepqr at i on between man 

and God. It is c c.n"::0:_ ... uent1y r.l~ fS .!iO :.; t cO~ilp1\.:te 0nemy (1 Jor. 15. 26) ,1l1d at 

ttl" S ~"110 time sinfulllw.n ' s sl:we- ffinster (HOl". 6.16) md lord (Rom. 6.9). It 

achieves its vict ory through s in (1 Cor. 15.54f) which no man is able to 

IOs cape. 

Anderson Scott suggests that ' u~ath employ ed sin to stab for itself 
4. 

an opening int o hun,an nature '. This su.:;gests that, f or Paul, d"ath waS a myth-

ological b" int; \.itll an inilependent exis t ,·nce. But Paul s ays that if we are 

the bond- servants of sin, then the iS SUe of that s2 rvitud~ is d eath (e . g. Rom. 

6.16), for sin is the breaking of t hat covenant r elationship IIi til God in which 

alon" the r e is tn", possibility of life ( 2 Cor. 3 . 6) . To be a s inn,.r is 

already t o be dGad (Eph. 2 .1), so the act of dying is th~ outward and f inal 

symbol of ..... ,n's s"rvitu<le to sin. DGath do es r,clt give sin its victory, rather 

'the final victo r" of sin is <leath . This distinction i:; important for if we 

4. continued from previous paso ..... truth : bout clcm's bomlage to sin is con­
clusively sho ·.'!'. bJ C. lI . Dod<l, Romans , 1959, pp. 123f. 

1. J.A.T. Robinsun, "-'h e Body, 1963, p.36 . 
2. RO.l. 6.14. 
3. Arndt and Gingrich, p. 331. 
4. C.A. A. Scott, Christianity According t o St. Paul , 1961, p.51. 
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accept Scott's interpr8tation then it m·cans that death, f or Paul, is a supra-

hi storical force . But , as we have seen, delth i:...: closely rclat0d to sin a.S 

its inevi table oUtcO~:k, ,nd sin has its origin in history, n,) t from 'beyond ' it . 

Consequently de" ttl is aB firmly root ed in history and soci~ty as is s i n . For 

Paul it would be true to say, If thar" v!ere no sin th ere wtluld b" no death , but 

it 'ilould not be true to say , If thar;, were no d"nth th re Vlould be no sin. 

a. Man's bondage to the Law 

Paul ' s attitude to the Law is to SOme ext'nt affibibuous . In Ronums 

the Law both is ,Jr' d i G not unive r sal in its scope . It is not univers a l in that 

'"hats 0cver things ,h.., la':; saith , it SP,,£lki. th to them th",t are under the law' 

(Rom. 3.19) , and h~re lies t he tragedy of the Jews . While acknowledging the 

e codn0dS of the law , ,nd t8aching it to other s , they do not t ''' ''l'lselves keep it 

(ROlli. 2 . 17ff) snC cc>n: ' e4u~ntly have no hope of being justifi0d (Rom. 2 . 13). 'rhe 

thought here is th& 8 ~ruce as in Galatians 5 . 3 'hat th ) ma n who su bIni ts to,) the 

J;.aw's demand for circu .. ,cis i un p13ces himself unJcr an obl i gation to keep the 

ni".Lolt:! Law .. It is j UBt this keeping of the Law ·.:hich the La ,'; its ;; lf is power less 

t o efLct. ' For h r is not a Jew which is one outwardly ; neither is that cir -

cUl:lciSion which is outward in the fl esh: But he is a Jew v';,ich is one inwardly; 

and circumcision is that of the h ,art , in the, spirit , n ot in the letter; whos e 

praise is nut of ,.1e,1 , but of God ' (Rom. 2 . 28f) . Since the IRW is ' of the l etter' 

,ma not of the "pirit , it is powerless against Sin and death (2 Cor. 3. 6) . ':Ihen 

the Lex is pla ced alongside sin , its effect is not to cO:'lb, ' t sin but to act as 
1. ) , 

It becQncs the o<.~o p f1 ' the 'bas " of operat i ons ' f or sin ito pow;,rful ally. 

to take hold of human n ,ture (Hom. 7 . 8. 11) . It is the la\l , de·spite its goodness 

:rod spirituality (hom. 7.14) , which giveu knov.led :.e of Sin ( C{Oill . 7. 7) which , as 

Paul 'Jikes clear , (kes aot mean that it is the Law which LYJ i'0 rms US that to 

covet is a Sin , but rath er makes uS do tue v",ry things the· Law forbids . 

The law -.: Ci tit::-VbS thic both bL cause it is wl.ak~ ' of the 10tter', and 
2. 

b0cduSe lilan I in t ho fl~.sh I is weak. ./hen thE-se two w ,aknesses are placed along-

side sin ' s L~~atery over man through his s olidar ity ' in Adru1 ', then the conclu-

sian is that 'th·" Lav: i.B powl:rless ' through th", f l esh ' and m:ti1 can only be 

t~Lliver8d from thiL t :l in bvndage not by defeating the Law, but by defeating Sin 

(Rom. 8 . 3 ) . It is this intl:r-relativnship bet ween sin cmd Law , what ever the 

1. Cf Arnut and Gingrich, p.127 
2. For a r gw.,ent tha t Od..P5 in Paul's thou(;ht connotes weakness and no t evi l neSS 

or sinfulness cf J , ",, 'r. Robinson, The Bod,{ , 1963 , pp. 17ff. 
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poychological weChn!lis," (vide Rom. 7. 7ff), \,;,ich makes tLe law a power for sin 

w;,ich it is not in its\Jlf (Rom. 7 . 7) . 

At tbe sa"le time the law is universal in its scope. Apart from the 

fact that it is th e Law itself which pOints to a righteousness apart from thJ 

law (e . g. Rom. 3. 21; Gal. 4.2lff) , the righteous Gentile i 8 h~ who, not having 

th~ law , yet obeys its derrtands by nature (Rom. 2.14ff). Tbere is nothing to 

suggest that t bo GentilE:' s 'natural law ' is anything different from the Jewish 

law . This is m&u8 cl~ar when Paul says ' And shall not the uncircumcision which 

is by nature, if it fulfil thE: law, judge thee, who wi ttl the L ·tt er and circum-

cis ion art a trans ,. res so r of the law?' · (Rom. 2. 27). Here it is obviously the 

Gaule law which i s k~pt by Gentiles but broken by J {1WS. Consequently both Jews 

~nd GJntilcs are und"r th_ sam" law, wrh;thcr it be given in the Torah or not. 

It is in this S6nse th"t Paul ' s enig:natic stl1t . Ehnt in Rom. 5.13f is 

to be understood; 'For until th'" law sin was in th" world : but sin is not 

imputed when th'Jr e is no law . Nevertheless death reigned fro"l " dam until 

j"oscs, even over th~in th t hf,d not s inned after the likeness of Adam's trans -

Gress i on , who is a fiJllre of hil.! that WaS to come: DOlU is right when he holds 

that in the developing argULlent Paul draws a car '~ful distinction between sin, 

in the senSe' of an act f or which a p erson is not neceSsarily :;uiltily r espon-

sible , and transgression, Which is a voluntary, r 2sponeiblc, Guilty infraction 

of a knuwn cG'Iuand . In the absence of th" Law , making clear tile distinction 

b(.twe~n right and ',rong, a man cannot b0 h p. ld guilty for his ac tions. But 

AdaLl transgrussecl, knGwing ly doing what h ·_· liaS forbidden to do. In the gene-

ratione that follO'lved ;;len Wier" unable to avoid sinni ng, but th"ir sins wer e not 

like Adam ' s transgr"ssion in so far as they \Ie re not consciously contravening 
1. 

a known cOillf.18l1d. rrh8 law, in th<:... s enS e of Torah came Witll ."' ·OSeS "!' It is pos-

sible th.1t V •• lbn ]Jaul ucscribes Adam as tli~ 'figure of him that WaS to cu.;)",', 
2. 

the r8f~rence is to OS0S ~ It is :.Ios es who codified the ·:ill of God for man, 

wi.tich was known by Aua.:l, in the Jewish Torah , but what he coc.lifiecl was also that 

1. C.H. Dodd , "'om.'ine, 1959, pp. 102f. 
2. It is equally pOSE: ib10 that the r"fer0ncc r:Hy be t o Christ , cf. J. A. T. 

Robineon , 'i'he Body , 1963 , p. 35 n.1. If ,the refer~nce is. to Christ, . then it is 
probable thqt Adam is the 'figure ' (TuIT05) of Christ in the Sense that both 
Adam an d th~ ",,"cencl Adam or last Adam (1 Cur. 15 . 45) stand at th" head of a 
histury charactcrisecl by their action causing those who a1'0 'in Adam ' t o 
b ... CQ"le Sinnb:rs, anu thos'2 who are r in Christ ' t o beeD! I.,.. rightoQllS. It is 
probable that \'''' oULht not t o In_lke '1 chuice be twe€n eit h·..;r ~1os~s or Christ 
as being th~ on·" ,)f whom Adam is ::\ typ..: . The reference can be both to Moses 
and Christ anu though meaning different things be consist ent with Paul ' s 
thought . 
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Law l:nt.)W!1 by th J Gt"l1tiles in their hearts s nd conhcL.:nces .. " ·~ dar2 is th ~reforG 

" ty,.." 01 both Je\'" r_pr"sJnt~d by "[oses, "ild Gentile, l~ss O:'ViOUDly represented 

b;J" : Iuses . He ib ti, 'cr _lore th_ fon~ ~t orir;o of both oil'" law, ,;hich is universal, 

'...J.1~ sin, which is c_u:J.ll~· LU1ivE;>rsal, :lnu al~o the type of t . .i 2 pO .:0rlessness of' 

til"; £ &\'1. 

Since J e ,: as well :lS Gent ile is LU1uE.' r sin's do .. iinion bec _'use of Adam I ::.. 

sin, theo laV/ for both Je\"' and G~ntile ic sin's accomplic0. rh~ outcome is that 
not 

""n , dnd/simply 'Gh~ J .,.vish nation, is in a state of bon~agc equally to th~ la,', 

as h8 is tu sin (Gal. 4.5) . lIe is 'holden ' by it and under its charge (Rom. 

7.6), and subj e ct to its curse (Gal. 3.13). 

In Galatians there is a different conc 2ption of the la'.! (Gal. 3.15ff) 

H0r(. Pa.ul 's argUl.:l...nt i s that the Abraha .. nic covenant was 8. convl;'n.=mt of promise, 

not of law, made ,lith Abraham ' and his seed', which Paul, takinC strictly in 

ti'e Singular, i nt"rprets not as a referenc8 to msny , i. e. the ,Tews , but to 

Christ . (Gal. 3.16) . Now the law cane 430 y ,'ars after t ,11 cov~nl3.nt of prc>:.lisc 

:nu eY<.:n though i t b~ confirnkd bJ' God, it is not able to nullify the earlier 

covenant of promise (Gal. 3.17) in whicn i " t ile inh.,ritance of the promises 

(Gal. 3.18). fh" la.v "' ''s giv"n until Christ shouldcofJe (Gal.3.19), to be :nan's 
) I 

' tutor ' £15 )(plC:510 v (G J.l. 3 .24) . here t ... t" Ls.v; is S ...:€n ~s ::. uS I::"ful but quite 

u€i"il1itvly te:nporr:>.r..; l~k.lSUre , which lacLs t:le pO\'h.r to bi ve life (~0J01TOI1dd..t )~ 

At ttl'... SW;lE tinc: tHe U.1W is by no 
l. 

~l":" nns Ulli3.tibi,suously a .... :nod t~ling for, as in 

, 
Ro.:-:mo , it is th\.: L.l'.~\' ("1 

, , 
OP'" 'P ~ ) whici, ' shuts up all t ),ings under s in' (Gal. , 

3 . 22) , i. e. it is sin ' s nccomplice in bringing all things tLl1der its (sin's) 

dO.ulinion .. If ~v"r man is to fulfil th" La\"l, he needs sOlllething n0W and ;nor e 

po , crful in history, <l sO;]lc,tning which will put '1 d0cisivE "8t·)P to the flow of 

sin; Until the-n, th"ugh rr.an is the h" ir of all the prorJises ;;lad," to Abrahaw, 

he is nothing Short of the L~w's bondoervant and ward (G21. 4. 1f). 

'unuer the law' (Gal. ~. 5). 

H2 is 

In Ephesians the LAw is again diffei'ently c onc"i ved. Here it is the 

Gllli.i ty (;X0p""-" ), tne: pOint of opposi tion o.nd conflict, betWeen Jew and 

Gentil~, an enmity fror, • • /hich th':: re is no esc ::i.pe until the law its61f has been 

~bolished . (Eph. 2.15). 

1 .. 'llhG v:~riant reacling in LT1:'rA-;--l.~~o)Jo~v-?\v 
s trong clclim to authenticity certainly III ' k~s 
ly Paul ' s thouCh t h",r...'. 

, which h~f,: nut having a 
more explicit wh:1t is undoubted-
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In all 01' t ,lis is s"en Paul's concept of man wi thuut or befor e Christ 

as b~ing in " tripl " ensla vement to the Lal': , s in and death, of ',hich thr~e sin 

is the pivotal point . It has its r oo t in Adam's sin and continuing dominion 

in LJan' s solidari t;r 'in Adam ' . Its dominion brings death , s its una voidable 

consequenc e, and 1"'lKes the weak and t empor:>ry, yet essentially good Law a power 

for evil. This in.ter-r elationship iq'summ"d up in Rom. 7 .11 ; 'For sin, finding 

oceanian through t~1 e cOLlmandment , beGuiled me , 1nd thr oUBh it s lew me ' - man's 

s olidari ty in nL:am ' s b in , finding th" law to be a powerful ally , \'n s able to 

t:'.kc r Oo t resulting in d,"'lth. 

3. Man ' s solidarity in bonuage under th" rudimc·nts (d1"o'X£7", ). 
of the ' iOrld. 

In addition to man ' s solidari t ;i in bondage t o Sin, L'1\:, and de:'lth, 

11,1j,ch bondage k,s its origin firmly located in h istory ','mel s"ci~ty , there is 

:-n .... le.Jent in Paul ' s thought lV!1ich speaks of r:l8.n I S bonda();u to super- human forc es. 

H i:' ",-"t this mor·c ruythical concept of .:.an 's bondage first in Gllqtians 4.3ff, 

WLer8 We .lre told: 

'So \ \' \~ .. lso, "Vvllcn we w~ rf: children , ·/ ,_rr hvld in bonJage under 
( ~ ~, ) 

the r ud i lllents of the Ncrld Cf,-o' Xf: IQ, '-Ou 1<oO')-'OV •• • at that 
tilde , not knc) {l ing God , y :} were in bundage to tlh .1 "v, lich by 
na ture .,re no gods . But n Q\: th ' t y e have comc to know God, 
or r .ther to be known of God , ho" turn y.c b'lck to t h" w0a k 
an" begga rly ruaim mts, wh"rein unto y e desire t o be in 
bondage over "again? Ya observE dGls , ~d monthS, 2nd 
seasuns, "nd years'. I 

Ther(;. :1.r8 three p01::isible int 2rpr etntions of thesQ ' rudim . ..;;nts I in 

Gal'1ti,;ms, all of ·,Ii.ich h'1VU had and continue t o have their ch3mpi ons among New 
L 

Test::uaent schol:o r s , (i) th" e le!!lcntary f orulS of religion both Jewish (the Torah 
2. 

in particuhr) ami Gentile; (ii) the elemental spirits which the syncretistic 

roOligious t endencies of la"tcr antiquity associat dd with the phySical elements, 
3. 

8nd which determined the f ate of l.Jen; (iii) the heavenly bO clies which wcre 
4. 

associ.lted Vii th th<:se powers of f a te . As a dec ision bet oeen ehd') e three 

1. }'or a survey of thu lit erature of E. D. Burton , Galatjans (Int~rn3tional Crit; 
COillUlcntar y), 1921 pp. 510-518; E. J . Goodspu,d, Proble,:s of New Testament 
Tr .J.nsl"tion , 1945; ,rndt and Gingrich, 1957 , pp. 776f. , 

2 . Cf, c, .g. " . D. Burton, op. cit ., pp . 510ff; 1 . :1. Grant, in The Harvard The ola..; 
R~view , Vol. 39 , 19 .. 6, pp . 7f~73 ; \f . L. Knox, St . Paul a nd the Church of the 
Gentiles , 1939, pp. 108f. 

3. Cf. " . g . ~I. Dib ..:lius, Di " Gtiste rw., lt i m Gl auben des P"ulus , in H9.lldbuch ZUI:l 

Heuen 'fcst,1.'l"nt, ~.d. H. Lietzl.lan , 1909, pp. 78ff; E. Lohmey "r, Colossi 'ms, 
1930 , PP. 4-8, 103-105; E. Pfist er, Die O-rOIXl7cA -rou "OOI'OU in den Briefen 
ues ;,postel Paulus in Z"itschrift fUr (,ic klassische Alt e> rum, vol. 69 , 1910, 
pp. 411- 427; A. 'I . '-". Blunt, 'rh" Ep i stle of r"ul to the C" l.tians , 1955 , pp. 
108ff., , ~ , 

4 .. cf 8 . g" J. V;1n "I\t ~:g\..ningen, it:.! .. O',.O •.. ~Ll~-,!.". IO~ Kodpou , in '.12htJologische 
Studien, Vol. 35, 1917; pp. ' 1-6; ,E.:" .Enst on, The P'l uline Theology cmd 
He l lenisl.l , in Th,_ ':"ll~r iC'1n Journ"ll of '.rheology, Vol. 21, 1917 , pp'. 358- 3(>2 
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~lt"rnatives i s bounci up '.'l ith a d~cision on the authorship of Colossians , and 

t v a lesser extEnt Ephc:sians , '1 decision which rIB have l e ft in ,-.bey lnce , we 

s n.::l l tre"t the concept of bondage to these po lers in each lc:tt 0r independently. 

In any event, even if ,11 three letters are genuinely Pauline , it remains 
be 

possible that Paul's use in one letter If.'ly/det e rmined by the situational signi-

fic<:;1lce of th~ phrase which [.l'W mve varied frorr. place to pL'lce . 

The PASS.l:>8 '.,hich we have quoted from Gal "thns occurs embedded in 

his argument about the tempor3ry and tutoring functioq6f the Law which is unab10 

t o sup·,rcede the Covenant Il1Rde \l ith AbrM'lm Clnd Christ (Gal. 3.15ff). The 

a r gument rea ches its conclusion in the 'lssertion thgt tho G .,1,ti~n8 are 'one man 

in Christ' .. ld thus Abr--ham ' s seed and he irs of the pre: ises (Gal. 3. 28f). The 

arguurent then proee0ds that before Christ C3.me (Ga l. 4. 4) wc ,ver e children, 3.nd 

t uerefore nothing less th 'lll bondservants of tlw Law, despite t:,e fact that 

'~ccording to the pro~ri8es we were to be l ords of all things (Gnl. 4.1) . In this 

context of being in teillpOr.lry bondage to the I.e3.\"! the refer0nce to being in 

bondage to the ruelLrents bears most n :' turally the meaning of bon:' age to the 

rudimentary but provisiona l r21ic i on of til<: 1 , VI . This is support ed by the fact 

t h .t the refercClc0 to the deSire of th ee C ... L ctians to be in bond :.ze aw,in to the 

'w e .:dc "nd begg ' rly de. ,,,nts ' (Ga l . 4.9), i'-- p1rallc led _\ lJnost i nlined i ately 

:' ft~r,nrds by "lull '. ", y" thqt desi re t u b ,c unde r the lB'.!?' (G11. 4.21). 'Ye 

obs " rv, d'\ji S, 1nd 1,lOnths, and seas ons, ',nd Y' ... rs ' (Gal. 4.10) is not partieu-

l '.lrly distinctively i'ellenistic or pag:m , nur is it l:istinctiv,ly a nd 

unquestionably Jewish, but since P'1ul's whoL concern in th" , r cument is with 

the Jewish Law it is pr obably the Jewish festiv.C\ls whi ch are uppernost in his 

"rind, which (]o ,· s not rule out the possibility th ) t he is 81s o thinking of the 

Gentile bond:,ge t u thL ir religious laws and practic es. The s <me :unbigu ity is 

pres ent in the st" te,.18nt 'ye were in bon daCe to them which by n3ture are no 

Gods' (Gill. 4. 8) . Here the ,1C ming could be thl t the ele,_,mtal spirits are 

n ot c ods a t all, but it could a lso1:le anothe r w lY of saying 'our sufficiency is 

from God who als o m1d<. us sufficient .3.S minis ters of a new covenant not of t he 

letter, but of th0 spirit: for tho letter killeth, but the spirit giveth life' 

(2 Cor. 3.6) , ,m d iJe:,n th ·,t the L3.w, not b eing God ' s life- giving covenant with 

loan, docs n0t be '1r the; stamp of God 's life- giving power in its na ture and is 

consequently 'weak .md begg~rly'. 
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If Paul's t ilought is of thosE blind 'md inpersonul fo rc es which control 

11m'S destiny, h ,' h " s cert linly tied these up in his own tt1inking " ith the futi-

li ty 'md y e t bondage of the Law. At best there is h 0re a glimpse of other 

forces which hold ,"an in bondage. But, in Gala tians, this is a very minor 

cunception so thclt his Christo logy and sot eriology, unlike· thnt in Colossinns 

end Ephesians , is not r elated to the"' e pO·,0rs ,end their conquest. 

In Coloss i :ms Paul speaks of being ' delivered out of the power of 

darkn8ss ' (Col. 1.13) by God sinc" 'it ·.vas the good ple:1sure of the Fath~r that 

in iliu (Christ) should all the fullness dwell ' (Col. i.19). In the Old Testa-
1. 

l'l8nt the belief is tl1 ' tit is Gael who 'fills the heaven .:md " c.rth'. In both 

til" l a ter Jewish nnd conteu1porary pagan world it WetS believed th "t God 'filled', 
2. 

i. e. :lcted in, th e ,'IOrld by the :lgency of '1 host of int0rmcdi ry pO' lcrs. Th0 

prob"ble mE; ming here is th,t 'Ill the po " crs by which God .' cts in the world now 
3. 

reSide fully nnd wholly in Christ. It is, however, by no .. 10:illS clc9.r th:.lt it 

is these powers which holJ Iden in the ir power mel. :lr \~ th ,-~ oriGin of man's st'1te 

of \:larkness', i. e . ' Ali"n:tted .nd enelllies in your '" ind in your evil workS ' (Col. 

1. 21). As ,~ hiGely h"s shown " t this point Paul does n ot . " '.k~ it plain whether 

tile fall of Adan or th.: nctivitie3 of the po\,ers of evil .'1r . to b" blamed for 
4. 

l.lan'n condition. In f a ct v:hil , the pOl'lcr in Col. 1.13 is undoubtedly a power 

of "vil, it is not at all cert,in th .:,t the powE'rs in Col. 1.19 are. While Col. 

1.19 ~,lm()st cert '1 inly cO .. ,oS frofil " pne- Pauline tradi ticmal hYmn of the Colos -
5. 

Si,'"lS , the s ",~ne i de ", '.If Christ beinlS filled with the fulln , .. ss of th3 godhe ad 

bodily ((fWrd."K~5 ) occurs in Col. 2.9, I'lhicn f o11o>'ls i,c'.ledi ,tely "ner " 

~ 

Tefl.T8nCe to tne 'rudi:.lonts T (Cff"G'Xe.1d. ) (Col. 2.8). It is possible tha t 
6. 

ttlese <:5 T O'X!)(}' h ,ve n o r e'llity at all , being Simply th e f~ls " beli c,fs of men, 

though it is equally possible th·, t th" y r opresent the int"rmediary powers between 

God ,mu the world. If th.lt is so then the fact th'lt Clll tHese powers reside in 

theo risen ,n '; nscendad Christ suggests t h .' t they 3re not regJ.rdcd by P''lUl as 

being evil powers. Th~ mc ~ing would then ~ppeqr to be 'in Christ' there is 

n o l onger any n""d for the host o f sub8 i ili 8 ry po;vers through "hom the fullness 

1. Jd. 23.24, Cf I s n. 6.3 ; Ps. 72.19. 
2. Cf ',I .L. Knox, St . Pqul '.nJ the Church of the Gentiles , 1')39 , pp . 163ff. 
3. ~ p. 163; J~A & ~'. hu[).Lu~ uu , 

Life, 1950, pp. 293ff. 
rha Body , 1963 , p.68j L. S. Thornton , COL~on 

4. D.E.H. whitdey, Th" Theology of St. l'nul, 1964, pp. 23 , 26 , 30. 
is true also u1 G::"l. 1.4. 

Th" SFWle 

5. This is Widely recognised 
Body of Christ, 1965, pp . 

6. D.E.H. f, hitcley, op . cit. 

by Scholars, Cf E. 
65f; ',ls o l1TS Vol. 
p. 26 n.26. 

SchweiZ.er:' , '1'he Church as the 
8 , 1961/2 pp. 6ff. 
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OL th", godhead is Lledi : t ed :md dispersed . At the S:l!.l·::; tir:l£':~ hly~eVer, if the 

" (}iOIXf10\ 
" > \ , 

::>.r<" the S"',lL as the ' princip~lities ,,,nd pow~rs' (.,.""S "'pX",-) "<h' 
\ ),... ., ) 

-rd,) [5<JUd, '" S of Col. 2.15, then it is over them th'1t Chri ': t triumphed in 

th" Cross . Ag:,in .. e are told thcqt when in b,ptism (C(' 1. 2.12) 'l. ron h,s 'died 

~ ~ I 
with Christ', he h . s dit:::d from thi.: cJ"TOt/~E1D'\ "IOU Kod)JOiJ (Col. 2.20) and 

both the 'princip"lliti" s 'nd pow ers' :llld the 'rudiment s of the \lorld ' are con­

ll~ctcJ with 'ordin'lnces ' (X<lp~()pcJ-q;()V ,0; 6:'ISYC<O'V Col. 2.14 'OOOr'd,r;~ to'e£ 

Col. 2.20). When 'li e are told th 'lt through the Cross thesel.,lritten ordinances 

w,.ich are Jg'1 inst u:o' h we been blot tel' out through ChriGt ' s triuu,ph over the 

'principolities ' n" po,',,,rs ' Paul's conclusion is ' Let no " ,n therefore judge you 

in 1lle " t or in drink, or in respect of ~ f ecs t dny or a new moon or " sabbath: 

IIhich are n she.un of the things to cOI.,e; but th8 hody is Christ's . (Col. 2.16-

17). The list of th~ things to which the Colossi:"llls arc no longer to be in 

subjection is h"r0, in the reference to th" sabb::>.th, r.lore Nrticul,lrly Jewish 

th:m in Gal. 4.10, :m d the idea th, t thas" 'ordinances' ar" a 'shadow ' expresses 

essenti:,llly thc' S ~ll .' ide., 1S in G'll. 3.15ff of t he Law's t ,-,upor 'l ry :md tutoring 

function. 

Vi hen we [" re told th'lt in b.,ptism we have died to the ' rudL.l ents ' of 

the world Paul's question is -

'why, as thou::;h living in thEe world, do ye Subject y uursiO-lv"s to 
ordinances , lundle n ot, nor t :lste, n 'J r t ouch (.",11 which t hings are 
t ,) p~rish with the uSing) , after th.:' pr2cepts ',nd doct rin"s of nen? 
\,hich things hw," ind~ ed 11 show of l'IisdoLl in will- worship, : 'nd 
huuili ty, "n (] severity t o the body; but are nGt of 'iny valu" 
:1g.linst tho im1ul<omce of th " flesh' (Col. 2 . 20- 23) . 

Her~ t he ordin'J.nc €o coulJ be either J e.\' ish or Hellenistic ,nd, f-':S we have seen, 

t.,e concept of the tot : l ineffectu llnass vi' t,l0 L."l ,': fCJr sinful 'Jen is undoubtedly 

P,2uline . 

Thl' c.rgurilcnt of the whole P2SS :1ge :.ppe,'us to bIC th't Paul , er,'nting 

rc-" li ty to th" Jewish ,.nu Hellenistic belie fs in the ' elec%ntnl spirits ' as 

the agents of God ' s :'ctiun in the world asserts thqt all of God ' s a ction is in 

Christ, in which c::>."e the thoUgh~ is the s r"a" :1S in 2 Cor. 5.19; ' God was in 
1. 

Christ reconciling th" world to himsolf'. At the Same ti:ue in the Cross wd 

resurrection Christ is s 'dd to hIve triuwphed ove r these po ,ers, md the 

il1plic lt i on is th ,t it i ;o theSe: powers who [lre responsible for the religiOUS 

(both J "wish ~md Greek) I ordin=c es ' which, while good , "trEe totally ineffectual 

1. C:i' '.'1lso Phil . 3.14 'God in Christ Jesus ' ; 1 ~rhess. 5.18 I the will of God in 
Christ Jesus'; Eph. 4. 32 'as God in Chri_t forgave you' . 
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to deliver !ll"m fro", th-o 'powvr of d 1rkness '. Conse,!uentl;;Lh_ Ol .n who lives 

'in th~ world ' (Cul. 2. 20) , 'is oppOSed tc the ,o'm '"ho hGS di eJ with Christ (Col. 

2. 20) ,Xld ris8n .'l ith hi'" (Col. 3.1), i s subject tv thG ' poi'le rs ' through the Law 

b8c ,use of the ' po.,0r of darkness' (Col. 1.13). While th" Gri b i n of this 

'pow~r of d nkness ' j,s n ot expl '1 ined , there is nothing t o suggest th '1t its origin 

lies with the: 'principalities 'md pOl/ers ' or the ' rudiments of this world '. They 

app c!C r t o be conn~ct"d " ith the r eligious ' () r dinmces ' which 'are not of any value 

~'6 inst the indul gence of the fl esh '. If Paul does not quite Gxplicitly keep 

hi, ~~et in history ~!!lJ soc i ety t o ,xpllin the bondag<= t o sin, he does not 

'expl,lin' it as t He effect of S,""" supr il-p ~rsonal sat:mic i'.nce. Yet the 

Christ ul ogy :md sotcriology of Colossi=s , unlik, th,t of the G.,l ·,t ians, is 

rel:1t eJ t o t h es e CGSL,ic pGNers "Ihich, because of sin ur" po.: 2rlvss to redee;!l 

.,n d bvcnuse of Christ 'lre redundant. 

In Eph,si::ns these ' celesti"l p owJrs ' are SCLn to h .·, ve a lIIo r e! Clc tive 

r ule' of evil, 'm] Y" t lt the sallIe timE' Paul d0 0S not appcp.r to h'we left the 

fir..! gr ound of history th 1t we s ,w in ROLuns . He S'lys -

T AnJ y ou b vinl:' d...: :~d in trl0sp ~SS 8S :-- nL1 ;:: ins in which you once Vi l Iked 
unde r th~ po-.I-' r of t hEe aeon , or controlling spirit, of this world, 
unJer tht: rule of t he pm .... er of t 112 .tr th3.t n OYI worketh in the sons 
of ldsobedience (1); 0I1l0ng who::1 :IL' nlso once lived in the lusts of 
our fl esh, (vine, tth? tles ires of t he flesh lnu of th e ,;lind, ~nd were 
by n9.ture cililtlrcn Of ·.H l t h , ~v"n :IS the r~st ' (Eph . 0.2-3) 

'i/hdh ~r this ' ''viI pO\Ier' be t'lken as '1 suprn-p~rson 'll "nd inJ<:pendent existent 

or :,Sl personif'ic c.tiun , Paul s ays th:1 t it ~p ,: r9.t e3 in the ' s ons nf th.: dis-

i '\ l ..... 

obcGi cnce ' ((V TO '> Ulo'5 T '1 ~ 
- I 

d-Ti! ,8bo.5 

) l .h I 
Cur conduct (d.VE(PP'" 'I' '1),L'' ) 

2. , 
once .. 

, C 
) in whom (<.v <:)1) ) w, all h , d 

. ('''/ 10..' :{[ule the phrase \JIOI - Tfp .;.Trb l ~f:l4.) 

3. 
is f ound only in Ephes i ·1Xls .md Colossi.ns in the N2W T,,: t ,nent, it is ha rd to 

believe th:~ t there i D not an implied refl2r~nC2 ht~re t o Auam 's :lct of l1isobedience 

1. J , A. T. Ro binc~n, ~h6 Bud:r, 1963, p. 22 n. 1 c,nd Ii . L. Knox, St. PC\ul :md tho 
Church of the G .. ontiles, 1939, p.1S?, both rightly interpret the unique com-
binJ.ti on in t his verse of ~wV' and C K..~C1'J)05 O~10) with 'this ~.,rorld' in the 

( , \)..... ,...' , ) 
8c:nitive K«.Td.,. 1'OV O'.IWV ",,", 'au K.od)JOv "fOUTOu l3.S repres 8nting :J. person-
ific'ltion of ' the ,~;e ' 'lS the controlling forc e of 'this ./Orld'. It would 
tlvn b o:: transl.,tvc1 .?lS '",oct;" th e powe r of the acon , or controlling spirit, 
vi' this world '. Robinson tr·,nslates •. ';' T d.. as ' in obedi,nce to', but its forc e 
i s ,>lu r e th."lt (1J ccll1t r u l thGn willing obedienc e . 'rrmsl~ted as such it is an 

, , )1 ....) ~ -. )' 

b X ['ct Parall .... l to Kd..ToI.. 'OV o-rXOVTu.. T'lS l'.SOU0' I d.) 'TOu (j..t.po5 , under the 
rule of th", po··" , r of tht a ir. This hl'ly be, qS Robinson '''ld Knox sugges t, 
·':l p0rson ii'ic :t i on of ' 0vil' , or it "1f1:.r be :,!s -,hit .:: ... ley su:~~ests ( op . cit . 
p. 26 mel n. 25) '1 ., r, 11' power. , ." 

2. Thtr., is nu jus tific ,tion for th" AV ,nd RV trClXlsl l tion "f EV 015 a s ' in 
"nich 1 ,J.C if it V/'lS n r t..: f erLnce bc.ck to ..,-~) d.1lf. 1 9i../ 0.) • Paul is 
not So pour a lincuis t -'s to qua lify :-, Ldinin" noun in the sin;p11 '1r with a 
.,lasculille rcbtiv& pr onoun in the plur'11. The rd'er enc) is cl"nrly to the 
'uons '. 

3. Bpi!. 2. 2; 5.6; Col • ., . 6 , but cf lso ROil. 11.30, 32; Heb. 4.6,11. 
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W.lich 'c c.used the .,l:illY t o bec0me sinn ers l (Ro"] . 5 .19). Bec~use our conduct 

is in these ' sons (,f the disobedience' t o tnis historic .,l md soci::tl in 'ovita-

bility of sin i s '"lcldec; the dOLlinion 0f the spirit of this ,jQrld .,,,d of the a ir. 

A silllil .r conception is found in 2 Cor. 4.4; ' t;1e god of this age' is 

s;:.id t o have 'blinded the minds of the unbelievine , th::t the light of the 

Gospel of t he glory of Christ, who is the ion,::e of God, should no t dawn upon 

the ';'. : I. 'rh0 c onc~pt of Christ a s the 'ihl:::.g8 of GoJ ', iIlli..edi tely r ecalls the 

f irst i~~ created i n the i~,ge o f God (Gen. 1.26) suggestinG the contrast Paul 

dr3.ws in Romans 5. 12ff between Ad= and Christ. The implic .h ion would then 

be th'.t man is un .. elioving in and bec'C us e of \ d:"lI:. ' s disobedience, -.m] the ' god 

of this age ' h).s COiOC in :tlongs idc the sin to blind man's eyes to the Gospel. 

Th" t P"ul believes that these lore re .ll forces \', it h which fin n h"S to 

reckon is nl3de pl:lin in Eph. 6 .12; 'Our wrestling is not with fl"sh and blood, 
, ) , 

but "Ie; linst the princip,lities (1'0.> ""pX"'-S ) 
, 'f I 

£u1d pO"ers (1'<>'5 (,) Dud .0<.5 ) , 
, I f\ I '" 

,gc.1inSt the world-ruLrs of this darkness (Tou5 KOd},OKP"'TOP"'j 'au dKO,ou5 ffll> 

, ..... J \ ,..... I 

~ -rou>~ .lg"inst t~,c spiritual power ,] in h e ,venly pl:lCes ("fe" ""<"}""T',,,, 1''1\ "OY~p'~) 
) f\ J I 

tV -ru ,.$ eiloupco...vlo,S ). Si.ailc.rly in 1 Cor. 2.8 it is I the rulers of this 

c.ge I "ho ' crucif'ied the Lord o f glory', ,mich 'rulers I, as 'rh ornton has con­
I. 

vincingly d""ionstr",ted, 3.r e ' an gelic powers I opposed to the ";illof God. 

i.e concluu8 th it f or -"aul 'the pO-"le r of da rkness ' which holds l:lBnkind 

in its thrall is c 0Clcui ved of as loan's bond:1ge to the ' e lOlue"tal spirits' which 

['Lre re 11 powers f o r evil. Yet at th" S:LlE! t i ne P'ml nlever bre:1ks free from 

his historical ,"~(l .3 'x; i 11 rea lisI:1 . It woul'~ be more true t v say th"t they 

c::.."tin tn8ir pow(;r to 'f urk eVil : in l,HS'n bec:1use 'in .. ~ d[im' .'l0n are dis obedient, 

unbelieving sinners. ~yhc rc tht:y ar 8 conceived of 3.8 t n.e :jivers ,jf religiOUS 

l .::ws , eus t oms, :md dr)ctrin (;s, v,hich 'n ;y be !joou in th~ i.JS el v( s , their b rdin:.lnces I 

r. rt,.; pow8rles.s t o Q.chivv.e good bee 'lus e vf /.lan 's s olid :1rity in Adarn 's Sin , "1nd 

beCLid€ a f 0rce vI ~ viI <md division. In bonda:;e t o sin , ,lUIl i s brought :11so 

into the int er-rela ted b,mu::tge to de, .. th, thL Law, 3nd the supr a-nULlan 'rulers 

ui tdis age I . 

(ii) Christ' s couple te self-i dentification li ith OI'm in his bondage 

It is t l,en int CJ t n is s itu'l tion of nn in t<'r-re l ~,ted four-fo l d bondage 

th ' t Christ COlileS t o bring fr eedol.l fro.] the yoke of bonlhge (Gal. 5.1) . It is 

I'0ssiblc tu Sd",,, t h , t Paul consider ed ChriGt's identific, tion with l!l,n to be 
1. L. ::> . Thurnton COI,,"on Life , 1950 , pp.106ff. 
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ctl,.;pl ete in r81:.1tion tc e:.ch of th e f our inter-rel"ted bond.':tgas, '.nd yet, . ."s we 

sh~.ll see, the l"nguc.ge in which P,wl states this identific ·,tion in bondage is 

1.11w:'ys very c <tre·fully chotlen. HnvinG Seen Paul's hist0ric:: l " n~l social 

rC:llislil in r01'ltivn to Sin, it is obvious tb" t " ny concept "f deliverance from 

sin 's bondagco de;il mds an equal re'llism, L e . Christ "lust re" lly be a fian like 

o"tlh.:r laen . At tht s .,,~ time if Christ Vlere SiLlply t o be like other men in 

their t onua[;t, then he could be no r-c,daE:I;er :; t all . He, would s imply be swal-

l u" ed up in th8 continuinG bond~ge of tll ' 'vn . Here Ii)t: "Gil<:: h ,J 'J.rt of the 

Christul ogicCll probla·.l; HuN are we t o st :.t. th ' t Christ L b8th 'one of us' 

c:nd y"t th~ possibility cof n new beginning? Our int I....ntiun is not t o examine 

"h" d ifferent :Itt e.Jpts tu 301vc this problem , but t o exa .tine th~ t a rms in which 

FlUl st:ltes Christ 's sclf-identif ic tion " i th ,.1m in bond'lge and y ot how he 

effect ed 1l1.1n rS uc-liver:mce. Par the s .ke oJ c1 2rity wa 8.1'111 eX:luine this in 

three 'st'lges ', firstly Christ ' s self-id~ntificaticm with unn in bond.3.ge; 

secundly Christ's triumph over this bonde.ge; .'Uld L,stly how ;len :Ire :lble to 

triumph bec 'ws o vf Christ , 'illd .Ve: sh311 3tte;._pt t o r eb.te e lch st~ge to the 

1our- f J ld bondage, -:lthoucih this/must clearly be: e\ rtifici ',1 t u ~. 11rge extent. 
J 

1. In r" L ,tiun t o sin (1) 

Paul's count(:rpart to the assertion in Hebrews th·. t Christ, our high 

pri..:st, 'h~th been in 111 points tempted like 1.8 w 2' 3.T e , ,I ct ,,-d thout sin f (Heb. 

:: .. 15) is f2ven I.lure '. '.stonishing; 'Hi::l wh-~ knc'. nu sin he (God) !'yd2 t o be sin 
I. , 

("-Pol? ~''''v 
, ' 
tTiOI()d~V 

, , 
) on Our beh.'llf (uToc 'I' 

, A 

1); W" ), (2 Cor, 5.21). 

Christ ' s not ' knowing sin' is exactly the 8 'l,a~ :1S Paul's 'lm': i ing sin' in Rolli. 

7.7. For Paul it d. 'nt th t he " ctu 'llly sinn3d through the psychologic~l 

. ,1i::C~ .:. , ... iliSli.l ttl , t the It..:~ o;; evoked . For Christ it L1c .. ns thA he did not sin. What 

precisely P'ml l.l,, ·wt ,!hen he asserted th.t God ' m'lde Christ to be sin' is not 

s o " .'lsy tJ det eruline. ROlil.\lls 8.3 , howlwer, does provide pointer; 'God sent 

) (I \ C. I 

his OWn Son in th ~' likeness of Sinful flesh ' (U ojJo,wl",-r1 O'd.p.o) ""}J<,PTlo<> ), 

Thf'.t 'likenes:; ' does n vt qualify 'flesh' but ' sinful ' is self- evident (cf Eph. 

2. 16). \fhat Paul U0.:.ns is ::cdc. a littli::' cle3r~r -~ ... hen We rel-I.umber thnt he could 

s[J""k of Isrllel, his f " llow-Jews, :18 ' my fl ~sh ' (Rom. 4. 11), i . C.' . being '1 Jew 

his fl()sh ,md the irc is on " flESh. In " brollder s ens e all ll'-.lIlkind is ' one 

fl esh ' (1 Cor. 15 . 39), which flesh, bec ·.:us c of Adam's disobGJience is caused to 

b"come sinful flesh. As man, th erefore , Christ is ' one flesh' 'Ni th ,11 mankind 

1. In wh'lt f o llo.ls I ::(,. indebted very 1 :r {l;e ly t o J. A. T . Robhlson, Th.., Body, 
l')'i3 , pp. 38ft. 
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At on" l"vel Chri~t ' s 'like-ness of sinful flGsh' expresses hi3 solidarity with 

:.!l:;:n .. Yet Slt tn ,..: S.:;ll":10 time P9.ul cannot forGet ttl ~ t th(; ' I..'nu f10sh I, i. e O' the 

hunn n solidarity, i G s inful becClus~ of _\ddill 's disobedience :ne; th:lt Christ runS 

counter t o Ad'm em':: :lis inevitable subs"quGnt history in th · t he is obcd i2nt 

(ROE1. 5.19) . COl1k")'J.ufl1tly , 'in the likeness 'of s inful f lesh 'or to be 'made to be 

sin' expresses .C:orist's funJmnentJ.l s olide>rity with m;.,n and yet ' knowing no sin' 

expresses , bec,~use of th.lt solidarity, '1 ne\l possibility , !l 11~" beginning for 

. _, !n. 

2. In rel','\.ion t o death 

Bec usc of Christ's solidarity with sinful .Ja."1 ,md despite his sin-

lessness Christ sh,l r cs in man's solidCl rity in bond'1ge tL' C·2? t'.<. Paul tells us; 

'KnowinG th -,t Christ booing r:lised frow the de:1d dieth n o nure; d '_ 1th no more 

6 . 9). 

I j J 

hath dO.Jinion ove r hi:a (I ecr-V~TO> o.,U'ou <:10...)1",(11 
I 

t"-Upltu C\ , ) (Rom. 

The assertion th t, bec 'lUSe of Chris t's resurr~ction from the dend, 

de ".th no longer is ,bL t J be his 'lord I ii,'plies th'l t before t h is he was under 

the rule md pc " er of ue_.th. Paui's tot:olity thinking i" so r G', listic for hin 

th:. t ~ven wh"n he c~n ~ss~rt the pnrF.'.dox th ' t :l : : m can t::-cke 'Sinful flesh' 

(Roi.! .. B .. 3) :lnrl yet 'k.L1 ... l\" no sin' ( 2 Cor. 5 .. 21)1 his historic 1 'sllll\.:ssness' is 

n'Jt a bl e tv s:-.v~· ~1ilJ. f r ...Jiil the c · ... n:.;e .JuE:nCeS of his solid:::ri ty, de ;-lth .. Bec ',use 

Christ v olunt.' rily ,.ntcr.::d into solid ·.,rity with mom , h e took on h ir,lSelf the 

'f0rii of .t sl:':ve' ( Phil .. 2.7) \'Vhich, 0.8 R:'~!.:Sdy b''18 Je8onstr.::ted, lio es not mean 

th.lt he Simply aPPE:_, r c'u t o be :l sla ve, but th::tt it is "bc:t ;:h. was in r eality, 
l. 

:C.s a ",::m among , en, i n cuntr:lst with mere uutw0.rd appea rance. Conse"uently it 

is not the historic:).l'sinlessncss' of Christ .. i1i ch 01 ' k c's hin the new possiuili ty 

l.'o r ),1-n , it ic r 'LthE::r thd n :ture of Christ 1 s dGath ~ nd thl2 f,]'et of his resur-
2. 

r tSction. ;,s both Ro;" 'ns 6.6ff '., nd Phi.l. 2.8 "'.-oke pla in 'the obedience of the 

one' ',yhich ' sh - 11 '. i k_ the ",cny ri~ht "ous ' r e fers not to th& hi" toric '1 1 life of 

Christ, but t o his dEO ttl .nu ~x 'l lt,tion . For PClul it is here , "nd not in the 

inc :~rn ::.tion, th ~t the possibility ~lf :l new 'soli(b.rity' rcsil:2s. Here is the 

'l. A. M. Ral:JSey , Th" Glor. of God ·.nd the Tr'Cnsfi ur~ti on of Chri st , 1~~9, 1'- 54. 
de ins kll1ces HO.J. 1'<. 2, 'Be y,- not outwnrdly f -:shio?ed (fu"oX'lIMT';<;"O%< ) 
'Ccc or o1ng to 'ou1C . urld; but be y" cll .- n8c<1 1n r 0 .1 l oe1ng ()-'E.-;cl.jJop<POUd [ ) 

by the r enewing of your mind'. 
2. However true it ::y b" th ·,t the historic-,l '1~t1ils of Christ's life wcr" 

given t o hib re -:Il"rs in the 'trr di tions' "pc It 0d in the churches , the oft­
llot0d fact th.-- t r-,ul p 'ys C,lu10Gt no '.1ttention to tile lire lof Christ is to bE: 
expllin<ou by th" f Cl <i:t that he did not believe that tha t life by itself was 
"bl e t o red88;.l. Thus he c ' n Say ' If in t 'l is life only we h~ve hoped in 
Christ, W8 ,.ro .n' 'l1::. ,H~nth l' moc~o't"iscr ':ble ' (1 Cor. 15.:9), ',nu thisis 
not slLlply bec USo lr Chr1st v:as/r , ~s " " ';e h we no hope OL , resurrect10n 
(1 C0r. 15.8) but : lso b~c .uS c ' Y2 n r e then still in your sins I (1 Cor.15.17) 



Pa£e 417. 

st"-rting point of th... 'n"w creation' (2 Cor. 5.l-tff) ' b:""CLu.!:'l. one dies, 

til ... refore all elie ..•. ',fhcrefore we h enc cfurth know n o r:1'-n ·.eft 8r the fl esh; \even 

though we h a ve !mov:n Christ Ilft~r th~ fl£sh, yet we know hi'u s o no "10re • 

• ,h"refore if -my :,1'n i s in Christ, he is 'I n,N; crelture ••• '. I t is not knowing 

Christ "'lfte r t il~ flesh ', i. e •. nS , a..,n in h istory in s oliJ:o.rity 'l ith men , that 

. " kes uS 'ncN cre :tures ', but knG l'l inc; him who in ele'1th divest2G himself of 

'f18Gh T_ 

It is obvious, the refore, th t Christ's 'bondCtge to de~th' expresses 

the s .",le p~.radox "J3 his 'bondage t o Sin', b ec C'OUS2 the very n ·tur" of Christ's 

denth, ~'mich iSSUeS in thE:;- resurrection , is his 'victory over u83th'. ,Ie shall 

sce 1 .1te r how Paul conceives of Christ ' s vict ory Ov er sin '.:,-1 " e '.th in dying. 

3. In r ..... l ". tion to the I powers' 

If Christ 's soliel~rity with' sinful flclsh' pl"c~s him in bond'1ge t o 

uc-,th, it '1180 pl , c ,.s tli r.! in bond'1ge t o thL 'pow ers '. fie -, ~'2 told th'lt it is 

til" 'rulvrs of this .':Ige ' "ho 'crucified the Lord of glory' b2C Juse of their 

ignor.'1nce of t il", ' ", isdo',i of God' (1 Cor. 2.7f). The re is nothing in Paul's 

t ,.cught to suggest thct Christ cO::llnitt cd suiciJL}, i. e • . th ·t he only seer,10d to be' 

in subj ection to thes e powers, or thClt hL simply a llowEd th"Ll t o do this to hiB. 

They ::.r e re<:.lly 1'.spons iblE:, but, :IS w<: s "",, ll see , it is ,;h"t Chris t UOeS in 

th~ :"'.ct of dyin c; 'vhic~l rl.nderG thes(; po;.'~e rs po \"erless OVE:r him ~nc1 3ives him 

the victory. 

4. In reL:tiun t o the Law 

Being beri1 of " l'lom'.m Christ lS - Iso born 'uncler the l "lw' (Ga l. 4.4) 

end thus 'under its curs,, ' (G'11. 3.10), Cl curse issuing in de.~th. When 

Robinson seys 'Christ , th.:;refor e , accepted this too, IIhrtvi~1.g beeo.ne :1 aurse for 
l. 

usi!, 8ven t o its ~jJd of "h.lnging on .' ~ tre.:. il I (Gc~ l. 3. 13) i -e is pos s ible to 

_,SSW1e tlla t Paul tnou.c;ht th.lt Christ was pb,ying:J very s~rious g 1~l e , :lccepting 

wh :~t 11e coulu h -'lvc dvoi(ted ~ On th" contl'C,ry f :) r P'lul Christ 's bondage to the 

l :w was ~s renl ,"s hiB bonJ:lge to de :th ":rId t he powers" In his hlL1Ql1 solidCl-

rity h8is unc;er the L.'lW , c:n d .?oS such !.lust die, but it is in tlr.t event and its 

n .~turo th.i.t th8 dOl.1in i on of the L :lw over him , :"tnu thus those 'in him ', is 

brokQn. 

1. J.A.r . Robi,;31Ji1 , ~h0 Body , 1963, p . }3. 
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(ii) Christ's triw!lph over his bondage 

For all t ile incrn"tional Ch,}Llcter of Paul 's Christology (cf e . g. 

Rat". 8 . 3; 1 Cor. 15. 47; GIl • . 4. 4 ; Phil. 2. 6) his soteriolo:;y is r, luted not t o 

t lis inc.lrnation but~ o Christ's death, resurrectiunmd ex~.lt '.tion.But fur Paul, 

in h;.8 life in solid 'ri ty with men Chris t is one with then in thair bond:lge to 

cle.:'l.th, the por.:ers, lnJ the law, '?V'_l1 thouSh h..; is not (-t sinnpr .. It is when 

the inevitable pOint ,)f deCltll is r e .lched th ·. t Christ dies r ' .dicrclly differently, 

,1nu it is this ' d i ffer ence ' which gives hirJ th" victory Ovur his bondage. Howeve r 
l. 

inca, ,prehens ible i'uul's ltnguage nny be to us the ::bsolute crucietli ty of Chr ist's 

d" th :nd r esurr8cti0n for Paul·' s s(Jt~riology c ~nn0t be s<:riclUsly questioned 

(cf 0. g . 1 Cor. 2. 2) . 

1. In r e I .tion to sin 

When Chris t is conceived ,;s being in complete soli 'lari ty with 'Sinful 

fL,sh ' then, as 'o le h.:vc seen , its in8vit~ble outcor,le is llc:th despite t he fact 

of his sinlessness . But wh(ro~,s ,,11 :Jen die til r ough , or bec '1.us ·: of sin 

(0,;' .,. ~ \ ~ )'''''PT ; "} 
~ ( , 

) (ROl~. 5.12 ) Christ dies 'unto Sin, once ' ('(1 "I'd-P"';' 
I ), 

d.,TIf..GQl.vtv , E<pc.l..ito..S ) (Ro.;). 6.10) . In b ,ptiSr:l w·_ a r " told th'}t we also 
, (, 

' die to sin' (d. ii tGc;..vn)Jf.v -r~l d..jJd .. p ·TJ~ ) (Ho,". 6.2). ..'h t this meanS is 

u<...c1e clenr in o.n0tlh,;r b';ptisGnl p:;,ss1.ge; 'Ye "iJor(: :1180 circu ... lcised with A. cir-

cll'.lc ision n ot L. ,c1~ .. i te, hcmds , in thG putting off of til':" body of the flesh, in 

) '"' "" ...... 
th,- circUl .. cis i un of Christ ' (Col. 2. 11) . tv '':I "tP"0,JJ,:] T O" XP'<J-rOU 

cuuld be inti::: rpr.Jt 0d:ls ' in thi.; CirCU.L!lCision which Christ .sives ', but such on 

int"rpr"t ' tion is un.,ble tv Ju justice to t ile crucial cp8ning ,ss~rtion that 
) ~ 

this is I in Christ I (t,v W ) .. , "hil" tne conc .;rn of thG lr.ss:.ge is with the 

b ·, ptis ,.l~.l ' de ',tl, ' vf thv disciple , this ' Ut,1t:I ' vf th" discipl e is Christ 's 

de .. th bec.luse in b .-.ptis .. l tn" {nn is bc.ptisec1 ' into Christ Jesus , int o his 

lle: ~th l (Rola. 6.3) , ue is 'cruci fied ~fith Christ ' (Gal. 2 .. 20 ), 'nd dies 'with 

Christ ' (Col. 2. 20, cf. ROCJ. 6. 4) . SiJnil',rlj the GospEls describe Christ 's 

we .th ,s his b'wtisEl (..:k. 10. 38f., Lk. 12. 50) . One c ,m th~r"f(jre only ccnclude 

tint the Christir,n ' s b'1.ptisrnal ' dLnth ' is cu- ex tens i ve end conteElporaneous with 

the deJ.th uf Christ, h" dies 'with Christ ', :lnd 'in Christ'. It is perfectly 

legiti"~lte, the r "fore , to t a ke " refercnc~ to th G ch'1r " cter uf the Christi an ' s 

1. lnu the v:).st :"lu":/lmt qf literatur e ,~sking 'ho,J is thE: Crc,s ,3 ~bl~ to Save us? I 
bc"lrs' v,itneGs to tiLE: tliff'iculty 1.:oclCll1 ... l'.Ul h ...... s i n ll..9.kil1f:, s ense , in hiD own 
t ;lOught forms , of \'Ih ,t Paul is s eWing. '."h" diff"r0ncG between our thinking 
'1.lld P'lUl' s . is th:lt f or us ue·"th is . 2ithc r S 01:1<' ti1ir;.3 th ·, t ll'1ppens to 
US ur ici brought on by Gurs:·lves. For P,-,ul J,,,ath ' h.~ ppms to' Chrict , and 
yet he Joeb sv:.!c tJ.lins uni[iUe in th, }lrocess of dying; he divt:sts himself of 
his 'f18sh budy' ::nd is r[Cis ed 3. new r" .. li ty , \ 'spiri tw:tl bully '. Vie sh·,ll 
h~l V2 t o try tu int "r~rct this l:1ter , IJU l" iJ: ... _2d j.··-'t .... t '~ sk i s t :) 0x.J.r.Iine the 

/cv~tinuc' d nex P.:1gc •• 
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baptismal deatb to expound bow Paul conceived of Cbrist ' s dea tb. 

Par Paul, Cbc'ist dies ' unto sin' in that be ' put off tbe body of flesb', 

i.e . be strips off ttu t ,. licb makes a man ' ,:eak ' against hiG inheritance of sin 

' in Adam ' and also weak to Keep tbe Law (Ro,n. 8.3). Tbis act, wbatever we may 

tilink it means, is for raul the act by IIbj.cb sin lost its bold over Christ for it 

no longer bad a ' footbold ' . nb.en be is raised a 'spiritual body' (1 Cor. 15 . 44) 

lle i" free from the possibility of sin ' s dominion . Tbis is surely tbe meanL1€; 

of 'flesb and blood c nnot inherit tde kingdom of God ' (1 Cor. 15.50). By its 

very nature , because 01 Adam (1 Cor. 15,22), 'flesb and blood ' mu~t inberit cor-

ruption ~nd deatb (1 Cor. 15 . 22, Rom, 8. 21) Only tba t wIlicb is 'cbanged ' ( 1 Cor. 

15. 51ff) , wllic[, bas become ' a spiritual body ' (1 Cor. 15.46), i s not subject to 

death dnd corruption (1 Cor. 15.53). Con, eQuently , wben in death Chris t 'puts 

off tlle body of flesh' .1" is raised (by God) a ' spiritual body', he has 'died 

to sin ' ,which does not meDn tilat he ceases to be a sinner - ·,.'hich he never WaS -

but th.lt :Jin bas no possibility of pow'"r over him. 

2. In relation to death 

The paradox of Christ's death is stated most completely in the Christo-

lo.:;ical hymn of Pnil. 2. 6ff , "bere l'Ie dre told; 'And being found in fash i on as a 

man, he humbled himself , becoming obedient even unto death, 'he death of the 

cross ' (Phil . 2 . 8). f.s we bave seen, for Paul, deatb is not thought of as a 

biolo::;ical neceSSity, uut rath8r is the i nevitable result of sin and disobedience 
1 •. 

wbich breaks tbe life- giving Covenant with God. De~th is therefore the ultimate 

victory of sin. '"hat the hymn asserts, bowever, is that Cbrist's death was the 

deat;'1 of obedience. In bis solidarity ·.':ith m,.'ill he shares death, but his death 

is of a totally different kind. ConseQuently his death carries wi thin it the 

possibili ty not of annihil~ltion but resurr"ction; 'Wherefore: God 3180 highly 

exalted him ' (Phil. 2.9) ; ' b0ing raised froill the dead Christ dieth no more, deat' l 

no ~ore hath dominion over him, for the de th tbat be dies , he died unto sin 

once '. (Rom. 6 . 9f). 

lie have already S 0 Ll1 th ' t his dyint; 'unto sin' m8ans th" t he divests 

himself of his ' natural body ' and is clothLd ,'lith a ' spiritual body ' so that 

the 'last Adam ' becomes a ' lif e-,~iving Spirit' (1 Cor •. 15.44f). Consequently 

1 . continued from previ ouG page •..• l aneuas e in whicb Paul hims ~lf stat es how, 
in death, Christ ac · ,ieved hia victory over' bondage. 

1. Cf 3.bove p.403 and n. l. 
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in his death sin h~s not triumphed but has, through his act, lo~t its power to 

triumph over him, dnd .l ith its impotence: dc~th itself has b8come impotent and he 

is rais "d by God. 

3. In relation to the povlers 

AS sin and d"ath lose their power over him throuGh the 'putting off of 

til" body of flesh ' (Col. 2. 11) , GO a180 du ";)8 powers lose th~ir dominion oyer 

him. If it is the 'rulcr8 of this aeon ' (1 Cor. 2.8) who crucify Christ, by his 

'putting off of ttl" body of fl~sn' tlleJ too lose their power. It is in this y!ay 

that Anderson Scott t..KLS Col. 2.15, 'micil in the R. V. runs: 'Having put off from 

himself the principalitie:.; and pow ers, hL ffiJde a show of them openly, triumphing 
1. , 

over th~m in it (i.e. eh" cross). H" suggests , rightly in view of Col. 2.11, that 

this not only can but ou",ht to be transl:lted as; ' Having put off from himself 

(his body of flesh), he made a sho" of the principalities :lnd pm 'erS openly, 

triumphing over them in it (the Cross)'. 'the use of d:;;!.K6u~ YLV05 in verse 

15, repeating &lIt.K~~(),ll of verse 11, suggests that it should take the same 

I' 
obj c ct,"TOU dU)f'o',T05 T~S Clo<.p " O). 11 tnis is so then the meaning would be 

tlHt in death Christ divested hims ,.If of his ' body of flesh ', thus rendering the 

principalities dnd pm,ere impotent a;ninst him. They are not his victors when 

he dies, rather is t,e ti,eirs. 

2. 
Anderson Scott thinks that Eph. 4.211'1' contains a Similar allusion. 

I) )\1 ) .... ) ...... 

He connects tile phrase "",,8'.'5 LO T,v ot.A'l8t'd, tv "~ 17dOUWith the words 

~ I l ~ 

oZiio EleCTS"" "['<>-) ... "TOv , "e ' '.:\/ e ' "",,\"'-IOV d,v pwlio" ... ",,;"1 t.v uOOl..O d" ,OV I~""VOV 
) \ I 3. )/ 

cA.v GpWlf OV and, notin~ the uSe of d,I\(\0Eld, in 2 Cor. 7.14, trans l ates it; 
I 

' Tha t, a;; was actu~lly -,;h,' case .:ith JesuG , J<:: put off the old man "nctfut on the 

neN' • 

·.lhrough his de" th th" powers have been robbed of their hold over him, 

he has " triumphed over them '. In hie resurrection and exaltation they have been 

subjected to him (Ej)d. 1.22) . As much as he died 'unto sin' rather than 

) e' because of it , so also hi) died ' from the rud iments of the world ' (",lie. -"'VeT:: 
, ,,, .....) ' 

Ou" '0 Xp' 01<;-J ""-;;0 .w< 
I 

OTOIXE'W" ,Oll 
I 

)<00' yo " ) (Col. 2 . 20) rather than 

Simply because of them (1 Cor. 2.8). 

It must be :mphan ised that it is not simply the dc:ath of Jesus which 

1. c. A. A. Scott, Christianity Accordinr; to St . Paul, 1961, pp. 26ft'. This inter­
pretation is followed bJ J . A. T. RobLlSon, 'l'he Body, 1963, p.4l. 

2. ibid pp. 361'. 
3 . ' Our glorying . .... was found to b~ truth (i. ·c. it was actual fact). 
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Gives him victory, but tJ.1e n:J.ture of til2 d(:.;ath both as a deat~ .L O .l' obedience and 

as .' n act in wtlich h~ broke the po ,, ·_r of t;l ~ forces arrayed , . ,~··linst him in 
1. 

stripping him.self of hi" point of weakness, his flesh. 

4. In r ulation to t.le Law 

,ihile Paul Sees Christ as the ' seed of Abraham' and thus th" inheritor 

of the promises of th" Abr::lhamic coven::lnt (Gal. 2 . 16), he is nonetheless born 

' undor the law' (Gal. 4.4) W!lich carne 430 y ears after the Abr lhamic covenant 

wu ich it was not able to disaI1l1ul (G ,1. . 2.17). His victory ov~ r th e dominion 

of tne law is not in his incarnation .is thL Son of God (Gal. 4.4) or Abraham's 

seed. Ratl1er he is born 'under th~ la''! , th.3t he naight redeem them which were 

under the law' (Gal. 4. 4- 5) . Rede; .. ptiod is achieved through his death (and 

resurrection) . 

The argument of Rom. 7. Iff is t h at a law has dominion over a man only 

80 long as he lives . .,hile a wif" lives til., law binds the husb~,nd to her, but 

IIhen shL dies th-" obli_ntio!l dies wi tl1 her. Although Paul ' s argument is forced, 

his mc:aning is ctui t e clcClr .,hen he says ' ,!h ,_refor" , my brethren, ye also were 

lfi.:,dG dead to two laW tdrouBh the bodo of Christ ; that ye Should be joined to 

dnoth8r, even to him " ho '1aS rais"d fro", th" dead (Rom. 7 .4 ) . Paul's ref~rE£~ce 

to G,18 'body of Christ' hur8 undoubt~dly b0ars the dual menning of the body of 

t!le Cross and the CHurCH . Our concern i . .'1i th tne former me ,Ulint; at this paint. 

AS such the meanin_ is tlu t while 'in th~ fl~sh' both Christ and all men were 

under the Law's dOininio!l. Fut when h8 di8d the Law lost its dominion, and when 

h" ·./as raised he b8c-'tme dB n~w 'legal husbmd' of those who were joined to him 

,nd the Law has .. iD 10ilG ~r 'my claim to be; husbmJ or lord over men. 

His argument bo es dc"per than tJ,is legal one. In '~ ;)h. 2. 15, Pnul 

I 

speaks of Christ 'havih'5 rendered inoperative (K':!.T"'~o1a'olS) in his flesh ... 

the law o f commandments contained in ordm nces ' . I. e . wh~n Jesus stripped off 

hi~ f18Sh in death th.] Law b_c-lllle ine1'f0ctive, because the Law waS " iven 

'because of transgressions ' (Gal. 2. 19) \'I~JOse point of triumph is the weak 

flesh. 

1. In consE'quence of t ;,i~ tn~ Churc" could never be spoken of CiS t ;'8 'fl"sh of 
Christ', nor could J.'.lul aver think of the Eucharistic bread (codtra In. 6.53) 
as the 'flesh ' of Christ . At the 8a'.1e time, ::is the wholE: 'l.rgument of 1 Cor. 
15.35ff makeS abund. ntly i'lain (cf 0, lso ,ft. E. Dahl, The Resurrection of the 
Lady, 1962, pp. 7 4·ff) Paul does not think now of Christ as a 'disembodied 
s pirit ', rather he is a ' Spiritual oody ' which, as we sllall s <c t, cannot be 
understood as a t :.ling in itself but lUst be understood in tl1e most intimate 
relation to the CJlUrch , t1, '" body of Cnrist . 
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It is tne pO.ier of t"e 1.:1v. to destroy any man ' in t,\e flesh' and thus 

'in sin' because of jl<lam, which has b~ cn dest royed by Christ on th e cross. TIli3 

is m. de plain in Col. 2.14f , which in ttlC h. V. reads; ' Havins blott ed out the 

bond writ t en in ordin 'illcGs that was against us, which waS contrary to us, and 

he hath taken it out of t<1€ ,. ay, n::liling it to the cross '. This is, however, 

'PII )C~, (I, 
an unsatisfactory tr. n~Ltion of f..5d,AtI~d.5 10 K",EJ ~}-'W\i Xt'poJf"''fuv TOl5 

I 1. X ' " 600 jJcI,Q I 'V , '~ ::lOulton and Ailligcn have shown the mcaninc of / [IP O 0 Pd,'l'OI 
is a v.ritten agreement to keep '1 contract, a certificate of indebtedness . The 

~ 

fact that .015 
I 6 0or~dl v is in the Jativo suggests th&t what hns been ' )">lotted 

out' is our contr '.-lct ' to the ordin.:mees ' not the ordinances themselves . The 

wb.ole verse could th(::;reforc be paraphra36d: 'Christ wiped out; the agreement, 

wi,l.ich f/3.8 not in our favour and i n fact \IVIl.S ' _ nostile to~·~ards us ~ to be in 8ub-

jec·tion to til e Law, ,Ill :, e n.lil~d it to the Cross'. Paul's ill28ni,lg is that it 

L ,ho hostilG jJo.,cr of t " e Law, ;md not the'La"; itS 81f , which has been blotted 

out . This is confirmed by Rom. 8.3r'. ' ~ 'or what tne Law could not do in thot 

it waS weak tnrou;;h the flesh , God, s _nding his own Son in the likeness of sinful 

f10sh tind . . . .. condE:mned sin (not tde 113.','. ) in tilt: f12sh; so th2t tL2 requirement of 

tho l aw mi ght be fulfill ed in us who \ Ial~c not after the fl ;sh, but after the 

spirit '. The hostiL, po\: r of the: Law, because of ' sin in the fl'2sh' is des-

oroyed "hen Christ cond(,nmcd sin in the flesh , and therefore m",dc it possible 

for !lUn to fulfil t .le La". 

Paul ' s sot£riology is ubsolutely rooted and grounded intbe do~th of 

Christ, in whictl h" put off hiS body of flesh dnd so triumphed over every po,;er 

r.:mgLd against man, .md the :esurr~ction, in Which he was gh' en a neW body. ' For 

I duterJnined not to know anything among you Save Jesus Christ and him crucified' 

(1 Cor. 2.2) dnd ' If Christ roth n ot beun rliscd, your faith is vain; ye ar<o 

y"t in your sins I (1 Cor. 15. 17) a re t L> t ,;.o foundations on \lhich the whole of 

P::ul ' s concept of ::: "lvation grce built. 

(iv) How Christ ' s triumph is for man,y 

i,hatt,vcr else ' putt int ' off 01:' the body of fl "sh ' (Col. 2.11,15) may 

hW8 m0ant, it certCli"ly ,a ~ns th t in de t il Christ makes a radical break with 

wh"t h:ls gone b~forG, hi~ 801idatiry " i th !D .ln 'in Adam' is broken , md for a 

moment he st ,"nds olon,_ ju" t ~s Ada.il stooe. p,lone in tho beginning • This break 

.L. J . J-t . lVlOu.Lton 2nC! Ii. : !l.L.Llgan, The Voca bul.uy of N"w Test3lllent Gr0ek , illus­
trated from th~ P.::.p::ri "nd other n on - liter ry sourc -,s, 1952; cf- ,1180 Arndt 
-md Gingr ich , p. U3 9 . 
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with his 'solidarity', for r luI , occurs \,;,cn Christ dies. If Christ 's deqth bad 

' happened to him' tllen th;:,t de-_th Iiould h3ve been expressive of his solidarity 

wi th illan ' in ;'dam ' , eVen though h,-, ')me';1 no sin'. Such a death would have be8n 

the triumph of all tne forc~s Jrrayed <\c;ainfC t 'man' . While there is a SenSe in 

which death 'happ8ned to' Cnrist , t:".re is also the more predominant s ense in 

Il.licn 'he dea th of Christ \, .. ~ voluntary, ;tn a ct of obedionc0 to f'o d (Rom. 5.19; 

Phil. 2. 8) . This means th"t hi" dvutll '.;ali quite unlike the dea th of any other 

wan . ·"'bl.t h~,'las " bl", to die- in tdis ,10:/ is undoubtedly du~ to tne f RCt th:-t 

11 ~ liaS sinless, but, for Paul , it is ilOt th e sinlcssness but the death which 

makes Christ unique ~nd ' ~lone'. 

rection. 

This uniqueness .,nd alonen~ss does not lead in itself to the r Gsur­

Pa ul do es not sa} 'Christ roce' as if he were the a.;ent of his 

r esurrection, but r'lth0r t(ut h e was rais()d by God. It is true th~t if his 

c;eath ;Ias not of t he kind it WaS his 'end ' ,!QuId have been 'corruption' (Rom. 

8. 21), but it is " Iso true tha t his thG·r0surrcc.ti.~n is t.he "'ork of God. ConseqU0-

):l.tl./ sL"1c~ his ..dc..:.t.h is wllC]U"": :"00 in his dCflth ...Ghrie.t is .clonu:) so ,"'.leo hie 

rosurroction is lrrliquo D.<'1d in hi s risen lifo Christ is , for" ' {hile , a l one. 

But no man is c r8ated to b<: ·:-.lone nor would Paul ' s semi tic tot"li ty 

thinking allow him to concGive of thi" 1 S a possibility . The man who $ands 

'llone creat es a new solid u- i ty cil,lracteris ed by him in his uni : uene:ss so tha t 

any 1,>.1n born into t;,is solidari t:; is born ~lso into d solida ri t:; w;,ich be.'us the 

St~iilP of his uniquen .... ::..; s .. ~,hen hdam Sinl1l.d'j ffit:n "Nere- born lin ./'J. dam ' :md oNere 

'c .lUs"d to b"com8 sin.lCrs ' ",,,0 with Adella and like Adam must die. (cf Rom. 5.12, 

1 Cor. 15 . 2lf) . E<jually . ,, <on Christ di"d in obedi ence 'md in the way h e: did, 

he did this tfor fOf.ll1y', s o th,_.t any f,1[.111 \.ho is born I into Christ I is 'caused to 

become righteous ' (Rom. 5.19) . Hb bLc omes the creator of a new humanity, or 

better, as it is 8xpressGd in Eph. 2 . 15f; " \ wing a bolished in his flesh, the 

law of conmandments in ordin3l1ces ; th . • t he might create in himself of the twain 

one n8W man •.•.. . :md mi( ,ht reconcil0 them both in one body unto God through the 

cross .. I QUit G clea rly 'in one body ' here mews both the church, the body of 

Chris t, and a lso Christ hims " If an the Cross, 'md risen again . The phr ase 'in 

himS elf ' pla cGs th0 c,"phas is on Chrint , nd 'in one body' on the Church but, ,,-s 

we sd;;t, ll See , these :a'\'" ..... r:tph2ses z:at h,:r t h :m distinctions. 
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HomJns 6.3-8, lik.a Ga l:3.ti:,;ns j. 27f, pL,ces thi8 ne" be:; ill!l ing for men 

at baptism, not [,t natuTal humun birth, c::phasising t he de:lth dna resurre ction 

r~ther than the inc~rn tion of Christ. :c have alrea dy Se0n how P~ul a-gues 

in (, 1. 3.16 th,· t God's promise is lll:ld~ to Abraham ' s seed, _",d t U.k"q this quite 

strictly in the singul ~;r .:'nd then.for" ClS r e ferring to 'one m'.m '. . Th.it' one 

man' is Christ. .10, in th0 b::ptisllla l plSs 9ge in Y. 27f w,= are told th 9t those 

·'.,'ho h~:1.ve been itd.ptised h -:vc 'put on Christ ', so th t thLY h . ve become bne man ' 

in Christ , i ~ 8. Chris t .-~nd thos e ba ptisE:d constitute l ont. IIU:.n' . This is mad':.; 

4.uiG 8 clL.....Lr, V.,t10r1, r i:-: L1 E,,:bering tnt: stres:; on the Singul:.1T in verse 16, P~ul con-

tmues I if y c u.re Christ I S, th8n yu .~\ rL Abraham' s seed (natt. tl1(- s une phrase as 

in v.16) heirs 'lccordin..; to t h e promis "s' (Gc.l. 3.29). 

In Romans 6. 3- 3 che point i s ll.:, de more "xplici tly. .Llhe IIk.'ln who is 

br."tised i s ' baptis ~d into his dea th '. R.l ptism is seen "'s a c tucll participation 

in de '1tll, burial ·nd rec.urrection ' ii t h Christ . The b'lpt ismo.l death ".nd rr,sur-

rection is s e _n as contL:lpornneous 1.i th '~hc events in the mi:.:s s i.:mic life-story .. 

In t.Jis p."lssage thure is ho",eve r :tn app __ ren t contrast between t lk p·1rticipc. t ion 

in t.le d"ath and t l. c p _l rticip ltion in t " c resurrection. The union " i th Chris t ' s 

de }th i f; seen -:s a ll'v ild, eff"c t " d, bU'G 01 t i18 union with the ris en life it is 

s ,.id ' if we ha ve b ecome united .,ith him b,; the likeness of his de . ~· th, " 8 sl:lal~ 

1. 
bt- 2 180 by the lik~ness of hi..:> T\,;surr r:. ction ' .. On the oth"r h:md in Colossians 

2. 
::nd ;,pheoians .. e , r e 'ilr vadJ~ riSen Cilld :.sc ended with Christ. 

3. 
AS Thornton not es 

the diff~r"nce of ;;iT1phasib must not be unctuly pressed. Even in Rom1ns, whcr& 

tht: future tcfi,.;;8 01' j . 5 is repented in verse 8 , it can also b ...: s . 'id; 

' Even so reclw n yourselves to be dend unto Sin, but ."llive unto God' (Rom. 

6. 11) .1nd 'Present ; ours .. lves unto God -,s :clive from the dead' (Hom. 6.13). 

'fhCSG f uture t &nses in Homans, :.nd y ut the :lssumption th" t t he' Chr i..;tian who 

has died is 'l.lready m" d" " live in his b::\ptismal union stem from thG dual impli-

cations in verse 4; ' " ", \'i er~ buried ',"Iith him through baptism into d" ath: that 

like ~' S Christ WaS r c.i.;ed from the d&.ld t:, rOUgh the glory of the F",ther, so we 

·· lso m4,ht walk in ne\ :n c,~ s of life '. Th(. point is that when l'Ie h " ve died with 

Christ, then , in union vIi t .. : th ~ riS en Christ , '~Ve l1J.ve :'J. new pOBsi bili ty in lifo , 

1. Cf ellso 1 Cor . 15.22 ,2 j md also v . 49. \lr. sh:l11 b<lar t h e ill1.oge of the heavenly 
:. cl1 when w~ po~s"ss " s piri t ua l body. Despit e this w~ need to note tha t for 
Paul tho ChriGtian i O, 'l lreRdy spritu'll , "ven in the ea rli er episU"s (Cf. 
1 Cor. 2.14; 3.1 ; G el . 6 .1 etc .) 

2. Col . 2. 11- 13; 3.1- 4; ;ph. 2.5,6 . 
3. L.S . 'f'nornton , Co,,""on Lit'e , 1950, p.60. 
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w~ C'lll l~ l d a nEW life - " life "hose jlos sibili ties stem from Chri:.:t 'md being 

'in Christ ' inst2 -,d of t he old life whose possibiliti~s stemmed from Ada m "nd 

beine I in Adam! ~ E~pti8m nL:rks the becinning of a new life Vihose limits and 

Cuarac t cr Mve bebn 88t by thL de "';lth : nd r0surrE:ction of Jesus, i .. 2 .. it is c:. 

life ,-, ithout limit in th- -c it is a li:;:", o f victory over "very forcEl ':Ihich holds 

man in its sway. Ther,dore lift 

tIl ··t P(lul h.J.s tl1e HE::b::cCVi S 0118e of 

' in Christ ' is ' 2ternal life ' or, if We accept 
1. 

( ol(\IIl in mind, life to the full (Rom. 6.23, cf ---
Rom. 5. 21), which m( ~ns essentially ' freedom from the yoke of bondage' (Gal. 5. 1) 

Baptism m rks this be6inning just ~s n C! tuml birth ma rks tht. b"binnin~ of n3ture_l 

life, life in the flesh , whose limits (dc~th) and character (sin) ha ve been set 

by Adam's disJbedience. 1.~. Christ 's de,-,th and resurrection is th~ beginninc 

point of a new solid .ri ty '1lld we 'H e: included in that solidarity ·.,hen, in the 

baptismal de,th rid r e s u rr",ction 'IIi th Christ , we , <! i th him , constitute 'one J!l..9Jl '. 

(Gal. 3 . 27) . 

'l'h" n"w IJ _ gin:lin~ is expr"ss ed in the grafting m"taphor of Romans 6.5. 

Litcrnlly translated til i s VGrse r"ads ' If we howe become united b.f growth with 

the likeness of his de.l t ;1, then we she. ll olso be united by growth <lith the like-
2. 

noss of his resurrection.' Thi:;' st<..,tt. ,-,,~.1t th. ;t ' ~'J e h :-;'VL b8come united by growth 

\":ith the liken~s:.J of h i s d2 ~th ' (Rom. 6 . 5., ) refers, ' is the context shows, to 

baptism, but to 10 lptis.fl r eg trd8d as t h" s t ' rting-point of 1 process. If in 

v"rS c) 4a Paul was uSiIl6 t il,' metaphor of de til and burial , of wnich b:tptisnnl 

imne",sion is 3. most tppropriCitc symbol (ra burying tot;cth cr with him into his 

3 . ) death' ehe ch;,;nge of m"t :phor to th ,~t of gra fting SUggciStS th--_t this dying is ') 

continuing organic !Jroc .... ss ~ This prOcess of dying is express8d in Col. 3.5 

' illortify your member,, ' ,;hich , as th" n. V. ID:1rgin r eminds us, m':.3ns that we are 

to m::ke de'Old wh~t h:1s ,_.lready died. Simi11rly the eme rgence from the waters 

marks our b'OlptisID'11 union ,i th his ris en l ife which, in the gr afting m" taphor, 

is ag9.in a proceSS Wilicu is 2xpressed in Col. 3.1f 'If then y '" VlerE: r'Olis ,d 

together with Christ, sed; the t!linCs thnt ,.Ire :1bove, where Christ is seated on 

th e right h .. nd of God '. 

That , i e ' h .:!v <.! died ' IIi th Christ ass " rt s th" beginning of the process 

of continually dying 'in Christ '. That ·./e 'have been raised with Christ ' 

sil>J.la rly asserts the bec,irming of a proceSS of lif" in union with Christ which 

1. Cf ."bove p. 310 F , 
2. Cf L.::i. 'l'hornton, QDcit. - p.61 'l' i:w r n ton ' s aw,ly::;iS-0f the f, raftinG I:ieta­

phor is inost pene trating. 
3.So '.t . Ganday cmd h . C. Headlrun, Romans (Int8rnational Critical COID;r1 entaries) 

1902, ad lac. 
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is th0 possibility of our .,."lking in n~\m"ss of life (Rom. 6 . 4) :'.lld which can 

:llso be expressed :1S ' ,, _ sil.J.ll livE with him ', ~nd, as Romans 6 . 11 , 13 rr.'lkes 

quite explicit , this iG not simply a rc i.'erencQ to the f~ture genere.l reSurrec-

tion. B0C:lUSe of this th~ Christian lii" if; '\ life 'in Christ' or ' in the 
1. 

Spirit ' • 

If ever I'.t.. :rr( to under::;t:md t,le complexity of meaning in the phrase 

'in Christ', it must be r0m"mber"d tL. t P:1Ul is unable to m:k" :my radical 

uistinction betw~_n Christ :md the church. In the account of Paul's conve r-

sion on the Damascus ro.cd ,.i: find str,,~sed tiL t the h<cart of th~ rLvelQtion whicil 

cClme to him waS thE: f'.ct th"t the Church he ·,.,as trying to stamp out wa.S no other 

2 . 
t:Ln the risen Jesus himself: ';:; aul, S· .. ,,1, ''''lY persccut'cst thou ill<e? • •.• ,\nd I 

SQid , who a rt thou , Lord? And th" Lord selid, I am JesuS ,yhom thou pcrsecutL~t' 

(f.cts 9. 4f; 22.7f; 26 . 14f) . 'rh. fOU.'1.d·'. ti,m of Paul ' s whol" f .'lith , and his cbim 

to '.postl"ship , WQS bQSud on :m uxp0ridncc: of the risen Lord not as "n individu:ll, 

but intim.J.t81;; relat"d to th~ ChristLn cOuwluni ty. "Ihen in 1 Cor. 15. 8 Paul 

t LILs of tne 1pp~'~ranc" 01' Chris t to him.3elf (w ith no 0vid8nc" in any of Paul ' s 

\/ri tin;;s to the concrflry) it must be assumed th It it is t o that experiencE: on 

tlle lJ:unascuS road tt1,: t hI..! is referring. 

Th:lt this 0xpericnce ' of Chrict ' intimat ely r eloted to the Christian 

communi ty left n lctsting impression on ?:lul i s widely evidenced in his letters. 

,Ie find d clear echo of it in rhil. 3. 6 _md 12 . /"ore stronc:ly, Paul S:lys to 

th .... Corinthians; 1 And tl1US, Ginning : ::,::inst the brethren nd wOl,nding their 

conscience .,·hen it i l "e: k, y, sin "e' , inct Christ' (Cor. 8.12 ). Silnilarly to 

th" G1lat i;:ns he says: lye recei-{E:d mL i1S aD :mgel of God , '1S Christ Jesus ' 

(G,·. l. 4. 14), and, in de c:ling ,lith tho qu"stion of s~xual prouliscuity among the 

Corinthians h~ «rites; ' Kno(1 ye not th.:t your bodies are ",embers of Christ 

(implying thrit Chrict is the Vlhole body or Ilhi eh tho. individu:lls arL' "icn,bers) 

sn"ll I th.:.n t .~ke &.'I::1y the lllembers of Christ ,nd lliclke them m2mbecrs OL a harlot? 

<xod forbid. Or knm'I ye not tLlt he th ,t is joined to a h~rlot is one body? 

for 'th" twain, s :lith hv, sl •. !ll b"collJe one lLsh. But he th ·:, t i>J joined unto 

the Lord (Le. Chri3t) i c one spirit '. (1 Gar. 6 . 15ff) . 'fhe implier tion here 

i s ·ch :.t just :>s wh"n [\ ;;:I:m Xld WOIlk'l1 nrc joined toget her in the s(Ox _tC t they 

1. E'or Paul , for ,Illom the l,st Adam ' beechlL a life-giving Spirit ' (lCor. 15 . 45) , 
theSe two exprcssioi1S ,fic 111 essE:nti .,lly the s '>me thing. Cf W.Sr.ncL:>.y 1nd A. C. 
iic:ldL'1m, op. cit , in loe ., L. ~ . Thor nton , Common Life, 1950 , pp. 66- 95. 

2. ZLW~A, L'd-:;~;" . 1'hc Lpse into " Cr~el, trmslitentlOn of the Aramaic of 
Paul ' s nrone, found no\~h.,,;rlJ 81se in the ~k \, l fl'ostn.rnent but in ,"1.11 tl·lre~ accounts 
of th ~l.t exp2ri enca, i u some; (, vide 1CG th .t we hnve an indelible personal remi­
niGcenc e. 
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become 'one bod:,", So thu m_mbers "Tho ::ere joined to Christ 

:::,rc lon0 bod;),' or 10n12 LtJiri t r. In th0.t intimqte joining Christ f'.md his 

' ffiE::mbers I are one indistinguish.:.lbl€: W1101 ...: . Bec ·~usL of this P. ,ul can say 'I 

have b~en crucificd , ith Christi yet I livei ,nd yet no longer I, tut Chris t 

liveth in me' (G'1l. 2.20), 'l11d me'ill t :.i :l just as seriously :lS ' S O it is no mor~ 

I th "It do it , but sin "hich dwellt:th in m,,' (Rom. 7. 17). Just .:ts Paul knew 

him.self, in .;-l uam, t o be; inE=xtric ~bly c U£ht up in thl.} onw:1rd sweep of sin so 

th ·'t his every ... ction W,.'.8 sin's, So no\': , 'in Christ' Christ is Hi 'lif~ s t ed in his 

'-v~ry J.ction. 

PosSibl~ the most Sic,ni f ic :nt 2xprc3sion of this id", i s found in t h e 

Euch-,ristic discussion of 1 Cor. 11 . 17- 34. ApPR. rently the EuchR.rist , for th" 

Corinthi0.ns, w,qs som_ thing like a Sacrc.xLluntal me3.l of a mystclr" religion, impart-

in& irrmorta lity. E'ello\'lship , therefor", vnS tota lly unimportant, the s ncn,ment 

being ,ill individu' ,l f8eding .vi th divinL food nourishing th" individu..-,l soul. 

In oPPosition to th it .Pnul insists on the f ect th Clt they actuc"lly destroyed the 

s a cX' ,ment by h 'wing destroyed the f"llowc: ,ip meal (1 Cor. 11.20) . Th8re is 

nothing "t all to SUE ~ est t h ,t the Corinthi[ ns were not reve r cc,t towards the 

S 8.Crn11;,;nt . This ';Tl:l~ p 'SS:lge con tetins but one r .:: proachi they c Ll ebrate d the 

Lord ' s supper without /,aitine for th~ lat e eolil~rs (1 Cor. 11.21, 23), .'lnd these 

l <:t ~com0rs \V erI': t hos c ,""a h -,d nothing (1 Cor. 11.22) while the r os t ate and 

dr2nk their fill (1 Cor. 11.21) . f 9ul i s sober enough to und0rst :.1l1d th J t it is 

lk" rd to be hungry "nd sit '1t .1 full t ::blc "aiting, so h~ ",dmonishes them, if t h ey 

.:.:re hungry, to b . ,t b~.:.:foI'B t ht.} co;ue .. 

It is tl1 e re LsorJ.S \"Jhich P:J.ul .;iVl)S for til is censure 811d 'ldmonition 

of t"G Corinthians w" ich nr " most illumin ·,ting. He begins by quoting the 

','Y ords of institution i th ,'UiC!l he is i:.l .. lili :r ; ' This i s m3' body , '"hich is for 

you ' (1 Cor. 11. 24·) . Schwe izer , be li( vinr~ th ,t Paul ' s concept of th " church 

l-
etS tt~e Body of Cilrist ' W:lS derived from the; Eucharist , s U[;gests th1t if the 

AralL..'lic eyuiv~ 10nt ~-o r ' body ' ild ilOt ' fl "sh ' WaP used , it m€.U1t that the brt,-,d 

Vlan :-, token Qf taa "6s1E8H of the pr e.3t:.nce of Christ since thE: Arl.1ll.lic term' includes 
2. 

both meanings, th :,t of " body" ( ,S well ~s t.h - t of "s elf, ego" , From this he 

concludes th.lt the Clmrch, h~etring this phrase rupeatedly in their Euch:lrists 

would hreve h :.ld ind\..li~ly imp ressed on their .]inds that as J " Sus is the one 

10 E. Schweizer, Tb" Church '"s 'fhe Body of Christ , 1965, Cf ,"lso A.E.J. 
R-,wlinson, Corpus Christi in :.iy8teri,!lL~ Christi , ed . G. LA. Eall 'Uld 
;, . Deissm=, 1930. 

2. ibid p.25 . 
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I for others r 80 the Church must be ill1i ted in service of oth8rs. 3.:.:1f- s(:eking 

.!:'ld self-indulE..;nce in ~hc Euch'lristic llle ~t l, f::. ince it 80 directly contradicts 

'my body for you', must destroy tue v..:.ry ~S f3 t!nce of the Euch8.rist ~ 'tlhich is 

giving expression to b·.:;in,;,; for othCIS . ' A Lord's Supper without a church 

supp~r is p~rhQPs not qL:i t " , but ',lmost, ,s b 1d 3.S a church supPer i thout a 
1. 

Lord ' s .supper)' Such C\ mor9.1istic interpret,~:tion is not able to do justice 
2. 

to 'Ghe whol" of P"ul's Qrt;ument in 1 Cor. 11. 

H'wing quoted th~ words of institution , Paul continues ' "he r"fore 

whosoever snaIl eClt the breCld or drink Gh" cup of the Lord unworthily, shClll be 

guilty of the bodymd blood of the Lord ' (verse 27). lie hClve Cllr""dy see n how 

PClul ' s indictoent of the Corinthioos is not their lack of reverence tow"rds the 

s :lCr::ununt, but their s.,lf-indulgence CIt th" exp~nse of their less privileged 

bretnren when they meet to c"lubratu the Lord's Supper. To ' eat and drink 

un"orthily' here must be 2, reference to the £C1Ct thqt thLY do not w".i t for cdch 

o'Gher. ',/e helve also seem how Paul has just told his Corinthian readers th"t to 

'sin 'lgainst a brother is to sin ag.:.inst Christ' (1 Cor. 8.12) , consequently 

their b"h,:lViour towards their brethren ,LOt their Clttitude to the Eucharistic 

food is "tnt m:'okes them ' guilty of the body ~md blood of the Lord'. This is 

m'3.de even more explicit in wh " t follows; ' Por he th It eateth =d drinketh, 

I I 

8uteth ,lnd drinketh jud';c,r,c:nt unto himself, if he dis c ern (0' (~K P' vW V 

3" 
reC ognis e) not th e body. 

= 
) (" 

~'or tniG c .:use :uellY among you (til LJ)J'" = in you) are 

"leak :\1ld sickly , 'nd nOG ,0 fe\": sleep. 
I 

,,;ut if we disc erned (b ,("~,,,p'V0t'"" = 

recognised) ourselves , We should not be judg ed. I (vers es 29-31). Whatever 

the expl,ln" tion of why it is th"t som~ of th" Corinthi'ills nre suffering physi-

cally, 'nd the suggestion tn , t it is bGc,',use they do not care for eacn other is 

4. ( I 

surely cr~diblE', .t'3.ul's u~ e of O'cI,KF'vW both of 'the body' :md 'ourselves I 

,.tUd both in the cont ext of judgement suggests v"ry strongly th,t 'th" body ' cmc', 

'ourselVi::::8 r mean the S,:Lill8 thing. At the 8 ,,;,le time I the body I repEnts what has 

just been said of the EuchClristic bre~d, i . 8. Christ himself. It would seem, 

tlltorefore, tlDt to recogllise Christ i s not Simply to recognise Christ in his 

L ibid. p.3?, 
2. raul 's :lrgUlllGnt in tolis pass,,;;e is not th1t the Church, the body of Christ, 

s;,ould be 'for oth"rs', i. t . those outside the Church. His .vho le concern is 
.Ii til the r el,ltions wi thin the body. 'J.'hus it is not s a much the body I for 
others' which cons titutes the bOlSis of his a rgument, but rathe r the inter­
I'el").tionships of the 'members! (or lorg .:ns r cf below p.43' ) in the new 
orgmism which is Christ himself. 

}, Cf Amd!..:3,f!liingri~J:!, p.184. 
4. 8. Schweizer, i'h1c Church ::IS the Eody of Christ, 1965, p.36f. 
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~.ct of giving !lims~lf 'for you' in the Eucharistic bre::ld, but it is ,1';0 to 

recogJ.1ise Christ in th brother Gnd f~llow-co·nIllunicant. To I rl2c ei ·,re Christ' 

is th"refore not simply 'GO r " ceive tile bread rut also to receive tnc brother. 

To despise tile brother i s to dcspiu~ Christ, nnd no amount of s3crom0ntal pi8ty 

or rcver2nc e will en ule· tdem to e,"t :1 Lord's Supper which is truly the Lord's 
1. 

Supper (vorse 20). 

Schweizer i~ right in his rococnition th 'lt the unity ' nd very existence 

of the Church is d opcnueont on Christ. Paul himself makes this quite clear in 

the l::;~rli \:.. r 8:.J.charictic rGi'0renCE:: in his l,;tter: 'Seeing th1t wr;-..· , )Jho !lre many, 
, 

nrc one bre'ld, one body: tor (O""p) w", ,n part:1ke of the one bre',d' (1 Cor. 

10.17). Being '0i1 C br·cad, on", body' is entirely d ',pendent on 'pnrtaking of the 

one bre:ld, which m., ~ns Cl'U·ist. But ttli~ passage itself h~s the S:lme ambiguity 

? " 
·~bout the 'one br"nd' (~I) d-P'T05 ) ("S ,e found in Chapter II. Here the 'one 

bre~,d ' a1d 'one body' nre ua"d both of Christ :lnd the corrrrnunic ' nts. This 

SUi;i5ests th.t becoming 'onL bread' In,,ll1S p .' rt Clkinc both of Chri8t ' .nd one Clnother, 

or better. th.t we 'p,.rtk~ of Christ I both ,then we p~rt :\ke of tile eucharistic 

brvc.d .!.llU whc-n Yh~ p '~rt':1ke of onE; nnoth~r. 

This beine so it is t"L, th<:me "hich is t'}ken up cmd developed by Paul 

in Ch8.pt er II. 'rhe Corintni'ms '\ppc 3r to be saying 'The s, .crament is the thing'. 

Pnul ·.vauld not hewe dis,C\llreed th ,t it is iI;.portunt, but points to what to him is 

trw );,ore importnnt, or "t le '.ist EcqU[' 11y important, way in which to 'partake of 

Christ' and th",t i~ to 'PQrtQke of eccch other', which is precisely whnt the 

Corinthi..ms were refusinr; to Hl10w to the 'hwe-not' latecomers in rei , tion 

to thems lSlves, and to th .... mselves in reI til-'n to them .. Equally PRul is saying 

'If Christ, through the cuch crist; crGntes you to be one body in himSelf, then 
; 

your ",ctions 'He d0nyinz the re'llity of til(: s .. ,crument'. For F~ul , therefore 

uni ty with Christ m".:DS unity with on", .mother, and qeing 'in Cilrist' menns 

being 'in one anothLr' (cf Eph. 4.25 ' ,', c ~. re members one of another' :lnd 1 Cor. 

6.15 'Know ye nut th :·t y our bodies Cl re members of Christ'). 

This solid .ri ty of Christ [li,d the Christi'Jils '}S 'one body', so that 

1. j'hi~ being so 0.d confiin;;;d-ns'belng so,~swe sh:lIlsee~ ill 1 Cor. 10. lt.1f ) 
cL,ssicnl theology's "ttempt to 10c ., t 0 t,18 re::ll presenc e; 01' Christ in the 
euch lrist prim'::'lrily in the t-uch ... ·r istic ,l ~[flents of brend rl.ud vVine , represEnts 
but h a lf of P''lUl's thinking. Th.,:t' rtOl preuence' is -. lso in the broth"r. 
A sacrnlll0ntCll ph·ty, tor Paul, which s " eks i'l union with Christ through the 
~18ffients but not .t tIle s ,me time through the brother is no Lord's Suppe:r 
(l.Cor. 11. 20). 
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.:ny indi vidunl L th" .. " ole , dust not 1. .d US to assume th ,t, for Paul, there 

is .:-11 identity without r em inder of Christ '1Ild the Church, or tll'lt Christ is 

Siwply ono nillong n,,:l!lY. ;. ;,Iil" Paul c .:.1 s-::y th .t when [1ny member of the body 

suffers the ",hal" body c, ulfers (1 Cor. 12. 26) his leading conc~pt is th ~.t the 

\'Ihol" body is Christ not ..EL other member, so th:· .. t the whole (""lich is Christ) 

m..J be manifes ted in , .11y p:irt. , t h .ve seen that for the Hebrews the out -

st .:" ding individu :, l L o G crv.ci:.l in th', concept of corpor'lte pe:rs on:oli ty, in t int 
1. 

he co,lstitutes the ' p,rson:llity ' of the corpora te body of ;,",ich h" is the dyn ' mic 

ht ,rt. Thus , " i;il" the ;".,£i.juu" l i.~not S " ,l lo,/ ed up in the community nor i den-

tic .1 " i th it, nor is 1" s "P:"l' 1 ble fro. til, community . Precis Gl y the S 'lme, 

du li ty i~ to be found in P .-,ul ' s thou6ht. 

'fhl:: crucL~lit;;; O,i' Chri:3t - tile illdividu l1 Jesus - is every1"/h_re in 

t::vidunc(. in Paul r::.. L.;tter,l . The VI .":tc ;, - :/ord ' in Christ ' is sufl'icient proof of 

ti:liO; e. g . 

'One died for ,qll, th..- r efore a ll ui "d; ',nd he died for fLll that they 
w.lich li Vt s ;10uld no longe r live unto th~ms elves , but u.'1to him who 
fo r their s .lkec died ,.md rose :'B., in. ,,'here fore w" henceforth know 
no m:ll1 after. the :Clesh: even though We h 'lve known Chri3t ':1' tel' the 
:l:' l-Jsh, yet yie ~ :no {;" hiJ.l so no more .. ,.1wrt.:fore if any man is in Christ 
h " is i1 ne" . crcc.turc.: the old ttl inLs h ,vu p;:,sscd !'!way; b£hold they hqve 
become new ' ( 2 Cor. 5 . 14ff) . 

Nothing could be ,nore explicit . "hatev(:r c .n be said of the Christ i3Il h'ls one 

b,sis .nd ona b,'.sic only, :h. .lt Christ h ' s done (or better :/h~t God h,s done 

through Christ). L'de o l u tl1ings h ve j.l .ssed .} W"-;)" for the Christian becnuse 

the old tHings P IS .) "w . .!.:J,·/hen Christ di"d ·.nd rose. All things lnve b"c ome 

nell in th...lt s .... rue eV0nt .. 

At the S",J« tiLl~ th .t evunt ca.1 .. '1 ot st"nd isol:>ted from" new solidl: rit.r 
in 

o~ ,,;,ich h~ is the fons cit origo (o r r : .. t hLr it is God/or through him). In mr.ny 

mct.:.phors Pllul c.tte.aptp ,to describe t;, ·C .le·,j 'solidarity' ; i ll b ',ptism we ere 

become ' ;0 1':>'1' t ed into th2 likcl1es8 of his d":lth .md reO'urrcction ' (Hom. 6 . 5); 

'buri"d with him :nd r , is " d " ith him' (e. g . Rom. 6.4, Col. 2 . 11-13; 3.1-4; Eph. 

2.5,6); we 'put on Cilri"t' :md lIere 'b , ptised into Christ' (E~5 Xp":r.,.~v ) 

(G:.\1. 3 .27); and ,'er e ' cI' e'lted in Chri bt Jesus' (Eph. 2 . 10). 

i'Jlu.t this 'putt i ng on Christ'me,:lllS'i.3 putting on n ' nel.' hunnuity ' or 

'the new mlln' (":ph. £' . 24, cf. 2 Cor . 5. 17; G:· 1. 6.15) or ev en th t t hey no 

lanc er livc ' in this .;orld ' (Col. 2. 20; of. Col. 1. 13 , W e. " 1''' ' tr cnslilted into 
. -

1. both in the historic" l sonse of doini: somettl ing in history . nd in the SE:n3e 
o~· the ongoing imp::ct of th:;t "':Cdt m: kin: it contemporweous Vii til "nd 
effecti ve in 'l ... t e r r 0vt.:nts . 
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th~ kingdom of the Son of His love'). -'s soon as Poul s clYs th ·,\ t we h,we been 

jOined to Christ in t ;,is Ilay, which .1le ,ns being joined 'in Christ' to the new 

hWllnnity, the inevi t,-,blc consequence is t h ,lt every old division between men f ::: lls 

'l.W "y. Therefore, bec, \U_8 of Our b,' ptismc,l union with Christ 'There C,ID be 

neither Jew nor Greek, there c"n be neith0r bond nor free, th"re c :m be no male 

and l ",nnle: for y e are -en one ,,cn in Christ Jesus' (Gnl. 3.24). Similprly wnen 

in b ,lptism E\.nan 'puts 0:1 tile n eVi man' (Eph. 4.24) 'we 'lr~ members one of another' 

(Eph. 3.25) . 

All of this indic "tes th" t, for Paul, Christ not only creates the 'nel', 

hWJD.nity' but so compl"tely pervades th" ."Dole of it that Paul can speak of the 

Church ',s 'the body ' of Christ'; th ,' t in persecuting the Church Poul knows th2t 

he is persecuting Christ; th:t t to sin Clgainst " brother i s to sin against Christ; 

th,,:t his own life is Christ's. Consequently life 'in Christ' is not primlrily 

" ruystic:ll rel ltionship with the crucified "nd risen Christ, it is primarily a lif 

rooted :md created in the 'n811 thing' th't happened when Christ died 3lld was 

raised r.md also rooted in every other m"n who is crc:lted anew in th'1t creative 

eVbUt. Being 'in Christ ' icl h" ving such :l sense of belonging to th-et event in 

' history that I am ch=ged by i t, n<1 such [' s ense of belonging to every man 'in 

Christ' CIS to Christ tha t I am continually being changed by him '..nd he by me. But 

Christ, my neicihbour nd I form such c: comp ',ct whole, with Christ "-S its sole 

eround, th.lt to >1ttCHpt to lli"Ke nc :lt ,:cnd cle::r-cut individual di;Jtinctions betl'ieen 

us is doomed to failure unless we choos e to ignore the dyn..~lliic ,md 'felt' inter-

relationships which constitute th~ "hole. As individu '~ls who cm be 'd::.ted' ,:'nd 

'pl ',ced' \'Ie a re, of course, distinct. but this is an abstraction from life 

which i u experienced ,s the impact 'nd L"lter-change of persons as they relate to 

one anothe r W1d£r tile imp" ct of a PLst wllich i3 never really gone. Bec']us e Paul, 

,'iith his Hebraic backgrotL1'ld, underst,-.nds life in this way the essenti:ll signifi-

c ,:.nce of Christ is th, ,t, in history, ,1" died md w,~s ::'2ised 'nd in that event 

constituted a new be:ginning. 1'he heart of Paul's Gospel is not th.it the risen 

;md ccscended Christ i:; nc ., continually 'lv ,iLblo to set men free, it is rather 
L 

th ',t 'with freedom Christ did set us free' (1AEuG€fWo'UI ) (Gal. 5.1). Our 

redemption h'els its roots compl"tely -nd ::tb801utely in history, -:md specifically in 

the death ~nd resurrection. It is P , ul's 3ense of history coupled with his 

acceptance of ITOn'S c olid, rity in history which makes Paul focus '111 his attention 

1. Not e Paul i S deliberc't~, us.; of th e aoris t rather tlnn present, stressing thereby 
the 'once-for- alln-ess' of th '\t event in history., 
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on th .it decisive event r lther tll ' en -, ty morbid f IscinQtion \lith t;, ,: Cross which 

80me believe 111ll0st r£ dUCE-s the resurrection in the thought of Poul to an after-

thought . B'or Paul the r"Ourrection is cruci'll (cf 1 Cor. 15.17) but .'1S ,'lll event 
l. 

in history more them :::81 preSent re 'llity of the risen Christ. 

\,'ith this gener c,l introduction in :nnd we CCll1 tum to see how Paul 

applies Christ's victory over his bondage to L~'S deliverance from his four-fold 

bondage. 

1. In relation to sin . 

'Our old mlm W:'.S crucifi"d with him, th 'lt the body of ~in might be done 

aWay, so that WL should no longer be in bondage to sin' (Rom. 6 . 6); 'they thQt are 

of Jesus Christ have crucified the flesh Vi i th the p:lssions ancllusts thereof' (Gal. 

5.24). Of these two ",ssertions Robinson s:lYs ' Christians are those who h'lve 
2 . 

r"peated in their flesh i;lw process of ti.e Cross ' . Ev~rything th'1t we h'lve 'Said 

so far mckes it plain th" t t;'le ide:, is {lot th .:1 t of 'r0petition', it is r .'1ther 

thot of 'identification ' . '"hen the Chrioti3Il ' dies' in b-,ptisDl ;,<:; is there 

'with' or 'in' Christ on the Cross. 

It is onl~ . ,'en " 'l)Jprecillte the literalness with ·"hich P:1Ul conceived 

of being ' in Christ ' th t 71e can apprcci '.tc ho,\' it is th:1t Christ's de.qth 'to sin ' 

c c;n be our de·,th ' to sin' (Rom. 6.2) . When P-,ul S:1Ys thp.t th" baptised are 'all 

one '!t~n in Christ Jesus ' (G·,l. 3. 28) , tne thought is not th'lt Uhrist is 'one man' 

'nd "e Clre all united to hiLl by our allegi'lnce as quasi-separate units. Rather 

h.lving 'put on Christ' (G.') l. 3.27) \Ie 'Ore 'one 'Jan', Abr8ham's seed (Gal •. 3.29), 

which seed is Christ (GC.1 1. 3.16) Simi1 1rly P:ml cm describe Christians as 

' members of Christ ' (1 Cor. 6.15) (1 Cor. 6.15) rmd underst :1nd th,t just as any , 

org c~1 of the hum·-n body constitutes an org·,tnic unit, so Christ ... nd the Christi:lns 

form:J.n 'organic unitt. Again , when Paul s"ys; 'that he might create in himself 

of the tw"in (J ews :md G,·ntiles) one new m:m... . md might reconcile them both in 

one body unto God t h rough the craGs' (Eph. 2 . 151' cf Rom. 7.4 ) it is faci.le to ask 
whether Panl is referring to Jesll s or the Church. It is even confusing to 

,,0"t:' tha.t he is r"ferrinc; to both for this might imply th::t he conceived of 

Christ and the Church s distinct entiti"s. So close Imit is thG solid!1ri ty 

between Christ end the ChriS tim that th, p .. st of Christ 'nd tll" present of the 

Christi::.1n arE' conte."poraneou8 .md Christ trlcloses the Christi.:Jl in himself as 

1. Note again the use of the Pluperfect (f:O~of.~'d..' ) , 'If Christ hfld not been 
r !lised' (1 Cor. 15.14,17). ( 

2. J . A.T. Robinson, 'lpc Body , 1963 , p. 4A, , n [lSSertion which he hilllSclf recognises 
'OS in ... dequatv 'md i:il.s1( ,ding , cf. pp.45ff. 
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on " n3','/ being a s t;le yolk of .m egg is "11closed in its shell (if the f3TL1-yC',rd 

rn"t c pllor is "'ny more he Ipful them Paul ' s 'body' pr"fer enc a) . B~C "11S 2 Christ 

111d the L ,ptized for .. , on " body or one n8W fiU11, th" div isions :llllong the Corinth:j.rns 

lec.d P::.ul to 1sk the, t ile s trange question 'Is Christ divided? ' (1 Cor. 1.13) . If 

Christ were 'divided ' it would bo; possible to bv 'in Christ ' ~,11d yet divided into 

conflicting pn.rtbs . Since , ho ,'eve r , Christ i s ' one body ' so c,r " the Christicms 

:>s ' org ,ens ' of ti:qt body. 

When ,-Ie a rEo told, therefor", th,' t ' h~ died unto sin, once ' (Rom. 6 . 10) 

.:lnd t hn.t in baptism w" died ,lith Christ (nom. 6 . 3f) , the conclusion i s trot we 

:>lso ha ve 'died to sin' (Rom. 6 . 2) ,'.nd r . S Cl result ' sin sha ll not hav e dominion 

ove," you ' (Rom. 6. 14) be C ,use \'Ie hwe been ' ra-lde free from sin' (Rom. 6 . 12, 22; 

8. 2 ). 'rhe re ' ,son for t ll i s is th" t in b :'ptisw we have 'put off t he body of 

flesh' (Col. 2 . 11) "wd been ' quickened together with him ' (Co1. 2.13), or 'put off 

the old mnn ' (Epn. 4. 22) ':lnd 'put on the neYI ITum ' (Eph. 4.24) , i. e. the Chr istiClI1 

in b3ptism, p:lrticipa tes in Christ ' s ' br'''lk' with the old solida rity 'in Adn.m ' 

in \'Ih ich a "l.ill is 'c::us cd to become; " silmer ' (Rom. 5. 19) , a nd pa rticip3tes also 

in the new solid"'.ri ty 'i\[lich h Is co_." through the 'obedience ' of Christ (Rom. 5.19, 

Phil. 2. 8) and his resurrec tion. It i s this death ,md r es urrecti:on of Christ 

rnd our p,.,rticip ',tion 'in' it which liberntes us frow tho dominion of sin (1 Cor. 

15 . 17). In the old soliu.:-'.rity 'in Adc.I:1 ' j~en are Ie lused to become sinne rs' nnc1 

mllst die (Rom. 5. 12,19; 1 Cor. 15. 21) . B,I breQ.king with this old solidarity in 

being b lptized 'into Christ ' (G:,ll . 3.27) in h i s de'1th ,md resurrection , the 

Christi1n is Illude :tlive' (1 Cor. 15. 22), ' ,:o,lks in newness of life' (Rom. 6.4) , 

or i s ' quickened togethLr "ith hird ' (Col. 2 .13) . 

This does not ' LC 'Ul t h t th,-, ", ,n 'in Christ' is sinless. If th :1t \, ~re 

so t h e injunction, 'Let not sin th"r"for e reign in your mort'-cl body th;, t y e 

should obey the lu::;ts the r bof' (Ron,. 6 . 12), \"Iould be 1.18sningless ,'),S would be :111 

Paul's e thic >1 injunc t ions. Paul ' s tllought c,ppe::rs r:1the r to be t h.'Jt because of 

the n eVi tning th:1t h ",s h ,jlpened in Christ "em h:ls the re'11 p08sibili ty of breakinf~ 

free from the historica l em J social str-mgl~-hold of sin . Cons equently h" prefers 

to spe::k of 'being set fre8 ' (G:,l. 2.4; 5.1,13; Rom. 6 . 18, 2 2 ; 8. 2 ), 'crE'1ted 

nne,,' ( 2 Cor. 5.17; G 1. 6 . 15 ; Eph. 4. 23,24; Col. 3.10), being 'c,",used to bccor;)e 

righteous' (Rom. 5.19), or ' VI Llking in n elmess of life ' r oth<: r than be ing 
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1. 
1 for~iv\Jn 1. 

, 2. 3. 
Paul's tiLe of 0',1T0'\ ~TPW(J', 5, 'IS Dodd hils shown , d(nnS 8ssentic.lly 

'.IJ '.c t of God in history by "hieh the ' sl-,ve ' is set fre O' fro .. l his sbvery. All 

of this pOints to tile historic"l " nd coci '11 dynOllnic which Paul pcr ceivec; in the 

de,',th .end r esurrection of Christ. I t is ~n event with profound consequence~ in 

history rnth~r th,en a transaction bet',een Christ ,,,,d God on our bch<llf. It is 

an event which i s . 'for us ' in th" dynr wic of human solida rity. '"hile it is true 

t h .-.t fo r Paul our righteousness is ' by f:oi th" (e , g. ROD, 1.17 ) it is ~ lso true 

th-,t 'through the ob6dit:nc e of th" onG sh_lll the ".'ny be me.de ric hteous' (Ro:n. 

5. 19), i . c_ Pnul does n ot conceive of the ri::;hteousness - cre ,ting ' f nith' a s 

dis t inc t f r om the rightcousness-cre2ting ' event '. Faith is f~ith in him who 

h c.s tMIlsfonned a nd is t r =sfor rnini¢istory, 'Uld is itself a response '1Ild a bift 

(Eph. 2.8 ) . 

Consequently n ill~n is set free from sin by being incorpornted 'into 

Chrict ', which me,= being incorpor::lted into th .... t 'tody ' of men who Ilre 'in 

Christ', a nd being t r'Ilsforlued by th-,t new history .'Ihose possibility a nd ch8racter 

is derived fr ol:) the d,nt h :",d resurrection of Chris t - i. e . his 'brenk ' from 'the 

old solidarity ' in Adeem' through his ' putt ing off of the body of flesh'. In 

this n ew solid:lrity 'in Christ' a lik'Ul i s enabled t o breClk fr ee frolJ sin's 

dominion .. 

2. In relation to dea th. 

When P w l s'Ws ' Knowing th:lt Christ be ing r~is ed from the de .'ld dieth 

no ;.,ore; death h:1th no : .. ore dominion over hi::!' (Rom. 6.9), the inevit" ble cons~-

quence ib th ,t thosi} wno ,'\r" ' in Chris t' pOilsess 'life' (ROt". 6.11, 23; 8.2), 

a nd are ' ,,'lde .llive ' (1 Cor. 15. 22) . It is ' ''ith Christ' th~.t th"'J have been 

rnised (Co l. 2. 12; 3.1; Eph. 2. 6 ), quickened (Col. 2. 13; Eph. 2. 5) , eX9.lted 

(Eph. 2.6), nd trust to be glorified (Ror,1. 8 .17). He is delivered from the 

'body of de:ith' (Rom. 7. ~4) ~'1d llL' de 'fr~G frou the hw of sin ,nl' de.-,th' (Rom. 8.2) 

Again the b'1Sis for th8s ,c a :Js"rtions '1PP"ars to be that in "apti sm the 

Chris tbns 'put off th e body of th L 11esh' (Col. 2. 11), or 'Put off the old men' 

(Col. 3.9 , Eph. 4. 22) , just .'lS Christ 'put off his flesh' (Col. 2.15, Eph. 4.21) 

l. i:'aul's USe of ' iorr,ive ' (X<)'frSop",' ,b-<j);'))1' ) ,'Ihere God or Chris t is the 
::!gent is confined to Colossi'ms ·.n<1 Eph"sinns (Col. 1.14; 2.13 ; 3 . 13; Eph. 1.7; 
4. 32), :lIld in Col. lolL, .:nd Eph. 1. 7, '"here ~(\) ,'~I-" (whose root m,nning is to 
go o.wuy or leave) us~d tog..:ther with b,,,o>..G,pwO"5 (whose root m~ming is 
liber " te) the id,, 'l is not so much th·,t of '.' l " g-,l acquitto.l ..,s _ liberating 
event .. 

2. Rom. 3 . 24 ; 8. 23; 1 Cor. 1. 30; Eph. 1. 7; Col. 1.14. 
3. C.H. Dodd , Rora:,ns, 1959, p.77; Cf ,~ ls o ;,mdt ,'1nd Gingrich, p.95. 
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H'win?; :'llso 'put on the ne" hun' (Col. 3 . 10, Eph. 4. 24) WillCh is Christ (G:;l. 

3 . 27) the Chr istian is ,;,0<}8 co cOlllpletely one with Christ th .t Chri st ' s lih,r-ctiol1 

froB Jeath ' s lordship is hie nlso.. He it; "lrE ldy ' ,live fran the de:'d ' (Rom. 

6.13), a 'new crec:ture (2 Cor. 5.17). Broc:·use of th 8 corporate idvlltity of t :,e 

Church with Christ, f or I 'nul the risen body of Christ is the Church. While Pnul 

lmows perfectly well tklt it is the ' Church of God' th:lt he persecuted (1 Cor. 

15 .9; G'll. 1 . 13; Phil. ~.6) h~ lmows [, lso th'lt it is Jesus whOln he is persecuting 

(Acts 9. 4f , 2? 7f; 26 . 14f). It would be true to say that Chr ist is encountered 

both 'in ' the Church .:n u ' :lS ' the Church. '1'he Chur ch .)8 th;} body of Chr ist, or 

'in Christ' (1 Th0ss . 2.14) , or Christ ' in ' it (e.g. G:ll. 4.19; Col. 3.11.) is 

tint new r eality which h .s triWilphed over d8:1th's dominion thr ou;'!;h sin. 

3 . In r81:ction to th., powers 

As Chri st triumphed over tne princip'lli ties md po·.ers when he stripped 

himself of his f l '=sh (Col. 2.15) so thos e Vlho h'lv e 'di ed with Christ ' h elve died 

.> '" "" , I' 

",Tio ,WI( o,o,)\UWV TOu v,o<JfOU (Col. 2.20) , which Robinson rentlers 'out 
l-

frod under tho elemantc of the world ' , \;h~n in b ptism they 'put off the boJy 

of the flesh' (Col. 2. 11) . I n cons~qucncethey live no longe r 'in thi s ,.arld' 

(Col. 2.20), th e spha r e in wnich these po ,e rs exercise their dominion, but h :1ve 

b8en 'tronsl -ted into th. kingdom of the Son of his love ' (Col. 1.13). 

It would ~ppe,r Is o th:ct th_ Christi'll1s h'lve not SiLlply been removed 

froul tne sphe r e of th" ilOl;Iinion of th" powt:rs, but a lso p.CU'tic i p-::t e in Christ ' s 

subj "ction of the,) . In Col. 2 . 8ff the reference to the 'rud i m<mts of the world ' 

is f ollowed imLlcdLtE:ly by th" assert ion th -,t 'in him dwellath all the fulln ess 

of the Godh"ad bodily' (ver se 9 cf. Col. 1 . 19) ,:md 'in him, who is the h8ad of' 

all princip:11ity md po. :(.r , ye 'He Ill2l1e f ull '. The probable meaning here is 

th '."t in the ris en ',end :,.scenc.ed Christ ",11 th" fullness of Goil's action in the 

;'. orld is concentr'lted , Wllich ",8aIlS ''1t tnc SrSle tirae th c.t thos e who are ' in hil!l' 

a re ' ill'lde full' by virtue of tilt:ir being 'in him'. This f ullness r eS id es in him 

who in 'putting off the bo.ly of the fl esh ' t riullphed over th e princip3li ties rnd 

po"ers ( ve r se 15) end h , s beCOille their '11., '1<1 ' (ver s e 10) .. In b''ljltism the 

Christ i ,m too 'puts off t:l" bodo' of t>k flLsh ', is buried Vii th Christ ":Yld raised 

with him (verses 11- 13 ) , end 'in hL, ' is :fillcld with hiu fullness (verse 10). The 

ii"plic ·,tion c n oaly bG til ,t in tnis b ,ptis.;ul de.lth 'o nd r esurrection th" 

Christ i ' :Il particip,t>0A in Christ ' s triu;"pil over th , pO"I" rs ·,nel nis ' hoc:dship' 

1 . J , A. T. Robinson, The bcdy , 1963 , p.43 
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of theLI. 

A siJ~il, r tr"~l<l of tnou~ht, expr"ssing even "'ore forcofully the 

' solid ~rity' of Christ ''l1J the Church, is found in the exc8euingly difficult 
1. 

,end :.Juch-deb:<ted P,o.ss",-.':" Eph. 1. 22f. 

' He (the Fqth"r) put 111 things in subj action under his (Christ's) 
feet, [mLl g':ve hLu to be he dover ':11 t nings to the church, which 
is his body, the) fu11n03ss of nil i " ho '111 in all is being filled'. (2) 

As in Colossi:ms this '1ssertion occurs in the contc)xt of , description 

of how in the ~scen~ i0n Christ h~s been ex~lt ~d above '311 rulv, Rnd authority, 

Gnd pOI','er, and dOLlinicn •••. ' " no th e ~es8rtion thCl t ",11 things h~ve be"n put 

in sllbj ection un<.1e r hi:' feat' ill~L.ns th .. s .. :ae .. lS tk,t Christ i c 'heed of 311 

princip31ity nd power' (Col. 2. 10) . It is this subj ect ing 'hee-,d ' WhOD God h'1B 

givem 't o the Church', "1I.1ich church, ',,,! 'l re told is the ' fullness of him who 0.11 

in ,,11 is being fi110d'. 
3. 

1'1110 is 'filling' Chri3 t. 

As Knox, Thornton, md Robinson pOint out it is God 

The !!leaning is then ttn t US God 'fills' Christ, th ',t 

wilich be 1rs tnc fulln"ss is not Christ c.lone but 'the church which is his body '. 

li it" Paul's conception of the rel..:tionship bet ween Christ ''1nd the church it would 

h~,ve be"n ir.lposs ible lor hLl to conceive of Christ beinE; filled .. ithout in tho.t 

s ru~e event the church beip~ filled . Consequently , tho church be:1ring the s~"e 

fulL'1ess it is the church " lso which p rticip"c .. tes in Christ 's subj ection of a ll 

t hings . And 'in Christ ' ..... ,8 .lr" r ,isL d " nd 'Id ,de to sit with hin in the h E, .. venly 

pl,l ces' (Eph., 2. 6) rlh ich, " s Eph . 1.21 U lkes plain, is the Source of Christ's 

dOl'linion .. 

Ag" in it l.:ust be noted th:- t P,:ul ' s thought i s not so much th .. t becr"use 

Christ h as g.lined tn0 victory over the po " ers, we c:,n reap the subsequent bene-

fits of t hlt victory. The truth is th" t ';1" are 'quickened together with Christ', 

r.lised up 'with hiLl ' - nL:. sh '1r.a hiS hcav ..... nly session 'in him'. (Eph. 2.5, 6). 

¥!hen we with th" :ltomistic .. InU indi viuu"listic pr2- supposi tions of our thought 

trJ to interprd P:wl, we t,nd t o tilin:, th t b ec .. uS e Christ uefe .ted the powers 

t h"y D .. re now v~nquisl!Cd for uS just :IS becauDe lIitl~r w"s defe ~ted in the Second 

',.orld \/dr \';(: C'1D now live in :1 ~.;orlL1 fr€ (:- frQl.il his thre':\t . But Paul, Ivith his 

1. For uiGcussions on t he::,e verses cf. J. Artlit!lge Robinson, St. Paul's Epil;tle 
to the Ephesi,ms , 1904. pp . tf2-45, 152, 255- 259 . W. L. Knox, St . Paul "md the 
Church of the Gillti10(), 1939 , p.186f; L. S . Thornton , COli.l<lon Lifo, 1950, pp. 
288-319; C.F.D. liIou10, " ']<'uln.:;ss" .. nd~'i11" in the New Test ""ent, SJT , M'lrch, 
1951, pp. 79-86 . 

2. 'The re is no justific ,tion ','lho.tENer in trw trensl:l"tion of the p'lssive (or 
... li lld le)II" '1 pouj-' EvOU CIS 'who fiU"th ', as in the A. V. ' .. nd H. V. 

3. "'. L. Knox, op. cit: p: 186; L. S. Tilornton, op. cit. p 297; ,1 . ft. T.RchinG"n, 
ThG Bo d:r , 1963, p .69 ; Put cf .J. rirm:itag8 Robinson, oF~cit J..Q loc " who 
maintains that Christ is Q':.in: fillLll bJr Christians , the ITl(:.."nbers of his bOlly. 
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tot::\li ty thinking whicll "wlbl~s hL, to speak of the past mel pr<-:: ~nt , s contr,D-

pornneuus , svs th.t ' in Christ' w~ ' re ',ctu~lly petrticip'1ting in his de.:th, 

resurr clction, :illc1 :1scension victory. Consec,uently the t>attle , g ':inst th., 

'po!l ers ' is not OV,"r for uS (cf Eph. 6.12,' our wrestling is not ag,'l inst flesh 'lIld 

blood but ag ';inst the jlrincip: lities .:nd po" ers , :lg s inst the I'!orld-rulers of this 

darkness, ng,.linst th" spiritu."l host~ of ,iickedn~ss in th~ he'lVenly pllces'). 

H.-.ther, "e ::tre ther _ with Christ facin,; jl r"ci::;ely the S,,8'" ~"eIJi",s of sin, de2,th, 

Cllld tne powers, ".:nd triu.lphing with him. The b"tt le is not ov.,r, but 'in him' 

the victory is Secure bec~use it is his victory. It is this COnc ,',ption th l t 

"n(lbles P~ul to say botH til ,t ~' .. ~ h·w<- died from th0 rudiments of this world (Col. 

" . 20), und yclt th .,:t th" battle ug'linst th" pOwers continues (Eph. 6.12), both 

th ,t we h'lve died to sin (Ho, . 6.2) ' nd 'ldt not sin therefore r eign in your 

,,,urt['.l budies' (Ho;, . 6.12); we h nv ,c died ,~.nd ye t Slre to ' nortify your members 

which a rc upon the 6etrth ' (Col. 2.20; 3.5); we have b€en r etised tog"ther with 

Christ, and y"t :m) to 'seek tho tl'>in[ s thnt :.re nbove ' (Col. 3.11'). 

Howev"r difficult i t 'llr:~' be for us to conceive of pc:rticip,'1ting in :l 

bnttlv which h 1S :llre 1dy been .. on , there c <1 be no doubt th"t this is wh l t 
1. 

Paul me '1ns by u"' ing :1I1d riSing .. i th Christ or being in Christ . 

4. In reln tion t o the Law 

' V.h,!refore , ;w brethren, :1" '.10<.. ','I·:; r€ .. 1<L de!3.d to the 1m".' through the 

body of Christ; th:: t y e shJuld be jOinvd to ':nother , ~V2n to hiel who W:J.8 rc:ised 

froLl the lle!1d ' (Ro.J. 7. If) . Here tde ,erds underlined me~n both ' through the 

f a ct thlt Chrib t in nic flesn- body ,li ed to t ll" 1 0,\ : Md 'throc;gh the f .:cct tha t 

you :lre now j oined l.n l-. -' re p .rt of th ,t body '. 
2. 

':r ~ l' use of 'both ••• :::nd ' here 

is , 'JS we have s e c.:n, SOI,l·.;wh'"lt '.lisle:1uing .. 'fheoe :ore two c.Jph'lses r"th <>r than 

two ScnI::iBS . 'All "tte <pts to diSti!lGu ish in the relev,mt p3ssag es b"twccn the 

pcrscnll and thv E>ysticn l body of Christ :Ire incvit !1bly elc,omcc1 to fetilure. The 

o bscuri i;y W,S int ::ndvd by P lUI. Th~ bo d> of' Christ is nO l ong vr thought of by 

hi! .• ~ s "lll isol!1ted ~ntity , but ',l.S the poiLt f rom which the dyinG ~n~ riSing age in, 
3 • 

.. hich began with Christ, p ' :ss es OVvr t o "011" lllect "ho ::<re united ',' i th him'. 

Conse"uently P,'lul cm sny ' I . .... c1ieel Ui1tLl tho laVl • •• . .. I have b",ei1 crucifi ed 

with Christ ' (G·,1. 2.19f) . 
1. The closest I c :m get to t ~~s cClnc~pt :~ .; to revert to the flI~!l ~j, ·~.JLogy . ~. hen 

th" filL! pro<lucer "'i t;, ,~ll his ps:; cholc 'c':ic'3,l techniques is nbL, to identify me 
v'Iitll his hero, I .');..1 there 'dth hie , fi,j.'lting hi:... b J.ttle, ~l: ring his -igonies 
:m ": fe"lrs, but ,:1<: , ' [;~ininG his victoq '.<nd knowing his " l .!tions in i.\yself. 

2 . Cf ~bove p.43J. f 
3. A. 0ch'''Ieitzer , The .. yc;ticis," of the _~ >,<:stle Pnul, 1931, p.llS 
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lfh e lO£ic rests G~1 tile principle 'th .t the l' ~w h th uO:'Linion over n J,JM 

for so long time ·'s he liveth (ROI". 7. 1) .. . nd the Christi:m is the U:1U who hos 

died wi tn ::U1d in Chris t. Consequently he is not 'unde r t he law' (G"11. 5.18) ; 

he is free from th8 1,,1', \Ihich i ssues in sin and deo.th (Rom. 8 . 2). Yet bec::lUse 

of tile li t8r::llm,ss with .vdich P:lul t ::lJ,,,~ the concept of dying ' " i t h ' Christ, 

i. e. flcing emu defe:J.ting the S:'.!.,e clo •. ,inion of the l "w, Paul com " sk 'if ye died 

with Christ frOG! the rudLlents of the ,lOrld , v,hy ...• do ye subject yourselves to 

ordin::nces?' (Col . 2.20) . 

(b) Paul's Ecclesiology 

In de ::ling Vii t h P:lUl' s soteriology we hIve a l rendy h ·d to de'll Cit 

sone l ength with P3ul' s ecclesiology, for both rest fir.Jly on his concept of 

the soliuarity of .,j{,n , ,'. solidarity whicil h , s both historic:)l 8n d soc i al dimen-

sions . The l i nk between P'lUl ' s soteriology :md his ecclesivl ogy i s expressed 

mos t c llS !rly in tht;; P~lsS .'1ge in ROI ... 7. 4 " ihic ~1. We h .1ve jU8t eX.'1!..:ined; 'V"herefore 

lily brethr en , y ., were node de .. :d t o the l .'v. through the body of Christ ; that ye 

should be joined t o :.nother, even to hi;;) I.no waS r lis ed fro_, the de'ld ' . In 

t h is C\s sertion tncre is :en e'lual u ,;phC\s is on the body on t he Cross 'lnd the Church, 

w<,ich i s one with Christ ' s crucified ··nd risen body. In Col. 1 . 21 (, y ou •••.• 

h~th h e r econciled in tllv body of his flesh thr ough death'), the amph'1sis is 

pla c"d on th8 body Gn th" Cr oss, ·.net its doublet in Eph. 2. 15f ('th ·, t he •.• • 

;;lieht reconcile the," both in one b(Ju:,- unto God through the Cross ') , pl 'lcCS the 

emph.?s is on t he church. 

If we remember ho" re 1listic '~11y Paul conceived of the Chris ti<1n being 

baptis0d 'into Christ' .md d~'ing -,nd rising " 'lith' him, s o th: ·.t the Chris tian' s 

b,·,ptisulal de·lth :tnd rICsurrection is so cOiltemporaneous with Christ's tha t he 

conceiv es of it -'s being involved i n the S'Ille struggle; '1g,"linst th~ hostile 

f orces .nd p'lrticip _ ting in Christ 's triumph, then it should be clG.l r th·" t the 
1. 

Church C" llnot be s>,oken of Simply O)S the ' body of the r esurrect ion'. It is 

r Cither Christ "md the Christian gO i ng together through the who l e process of 

re<le":ption without this i," .. .ny w.Joy ilJplyi ng thc,t t here could be s :., l vation i f 

Christ h'1d not ~-irst in his llea t h und r esurrection broken the ole: s o lidOlri ty 

which helu k C!l in bun': '1ge :mu c re .. t 8C t:,,, .k\'l solidar ity . Vihile Eph. 2.15 

mi ght pl,.ce t he e,nphc".s i s on tne church, i t c:mnot be d0nied th·,t the phr '1se 'in 

one body ••.• throu ',~ll th, c~oss' ref~r" to th ,c church intL.lt e ly united \. ith the 

1 • • '.S d00S J .A. T. Robinson , The Body , 1963 , p. ~9. 
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body on the Cross. At the same time 'that ye should be joined to another, 

even to him who was raised from the dead' (Roll). 7.4) implies a close organic link 

with the risen Christ. Paul's conception of the Church is rooted and grounded 

in his concept of its contemporaneity and solidarity with Christ in the process 

of redempti on in the Cross, resurrection, and exaltation. 

From this it follows that the whole of Paul's doctrine of the Church 

is an extension, or better, a parallel of his Christology. Although there is 

some evidence of a group of people being referred to as a 'body' at the beginning 
1. 

of the Christian era Paul does not speak of a 'body of Christians', but of the 

' body of Christ'. This distinction is important. 'lie have become so familiar 

with calling a collection of peopl e or a society a 'body ', that it is difficult 

always to apprec i ate what violence Paul has done to language when he speaks of 

the Church as the body of a single historical individual. ' To call the Church 

\ ,.... '" '" 
"1"0 C!~IOU Xf'C1 'OU was to draw att ention to it not primarily as a 

2. 
collection of men, but primarily as Christ Himself in His own being and life'. 

We have also become so familiar "ith the concept of being members of a 
3. 

corporate body that the materialism and crudity of Paul's conception 'Ye are the 

body of Christ and severally members thereof ' (1 Cor. 12.27) is best expressed 
4. 

in Dodd's paraphrase 'Ye are the body of Christ and severally organs thereof'. 

Just as my body as a single organic unit is made up of a number of inter-related 

tissues and organs, so the Church is made up of a number of inter-related 

tissues and organs, but the organic unit that is the body is none other than the 

Carpenter of Nazareth. As the crucified, risen, ascended and glorified Christ 

he has no ' body' other than this one, the Church. 

So close and so phySical i s the relation between Christ and the Church 

that Paul does not hesitate t o USe the most phySical and most intimate union 

between persons to express it, the sexual union, the act in Which a man and a 

woman become 'one fleSh '. He writes: 'Know ye not that he that is joined to a 

harlot is one body? for, The twain, saith he, shall become one flesh. But he 

that is joined (Ko>-),~aeo. " the LXX word for the sexual union, cf. Gen. 2. 24), 

1. Mos t notably that cited by T. W. Manson , JTS, Vol. 37, 1936, p. 385, from a frag­
ment in the year 7/6 B.C., where it is used of a 'body' of Greeks. Cf also · 
G.C. Richards, JTS. Vol. 38, 1937, p.165. W.1,. Knox also instances the Stoic 
concept of the Ulllverse as a body, ~ Vol. 39, 1938, pp. 243- 246, cf also . 
E. Schweizer 'rhe Church as the BO~f Christ , 196 5, pp. 9U. It is hardly 
likely that Paul der~ved h~s usage rom th~s Stoic conception fo, apart from 
the assertion that Christ is th~ 'head of)all things' (Eph. 1.22) or the 'head 
of all principality . nd power' \Col. 2.10 ,Paul does not use body metaphors 
t o express Christ's l ordship over all things. His usage is limited to the 
Church . 

2. A.M. Ramsey, The Gospel and the Catholic Church , 1956 , p.35 
3. So A.J.T . Robinson, The Body, 1963, p. 51. 
4. C. H. Dodd, The Meaning of Paul for Today, 1956, p.154. 
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tothe Lord is one spirit' (1 Cor. 6.16f). The idea here is that the Christians 

hdve become 'j oined ' to the last Adam, who h IS become a 'life-giving Spirit' 

(1 Cor. 15.45) and are thus already a's piritual body I. The concept of a 

'spiritual body' in no way suggests that the Christians are joined to Christ as 

I 
'spirits' rather than as CSWt<i-.Td.., for the opposite of 'spiritual body' is 

'natural body', i. eo th:>t totality which hos its foundation in Adam (1 Cor. 15 .44ff). 

In 1 Cor. G-,:3 it is explicit ly state,d that it is our 'bodi es' which are 'organs ' 

of Christ. 

Just how intimate is the 'union' Paul conceives to be achieved through 

sex is seen when he cnn write -

'If any brother hath an unbelieving wife, and she is content to dwell 
with him, let him not leave her. And the woman which hath an unbelieving 
husband, let her not leave her husband. Fo r the unbelieving husband is 
sl¥lctified in the wife , and the unbelieving wife is sanctified in the 
brother: else <Jere your children unclean; but now they are holy'. 
(1 Cor. 7.12-14). 

The idea here is that in the physical contact and intimacies of marriage the one 

is so included in the other that he or she shares in the other's being 'in 

Christ '. Without either their willingness or faith they share in the believing 

partner's death and resurrection with Chri st . Similarly the children of such 

a marriage share, through ths believing Parent, in that attachment to Christ 

which makes them also 'organs' of Christ. 

It is not surprising, therefore, to find Paul working out in some 

detail Christ's relation with the Church in terms of the marriage union. In 

Eph. 5. 28-32 he says that a husband ought to love his wife as his own body for, 

in reality, 'he that loveth his own wife loveth hims elf' • The man who does not 

love his own wife is being as unnatural as the man who does not care for his own 

body; 'even as Christ also the church '. The implication here is that in loving 

the ohurch Christ is by no means loving another, but in fact loving and caring 

for himself, his D'-m body. 

When this is remembered, it should be obvious that Paul, taking for 

granted that Christ is one (cf 1 Cor. 12.12) :llso takes it for granted that the 

church is one. \/here the disunity of Christians arises this is seen as the 

most monstrous thing imaginable, for it implies that Christ himself is divided 

(1 Cor. 1.13). His problem, as Robinson 

individual persons can be united, but how 
1. J.A.T. Robinson , The Body , 1963, p.58. 

so abl y pOints out, is not 
1. 

Jesus can be many persons. 

how many 

In 
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1 Cor. 12.12ff the presupposition is the being-one-thing of Christ .md the body, 

and then Paul proceeds to silow that no body can consist of anyone single organ, 

but to be a body ~t all it must consist of a number of inter- rela ted ~nd inter-

dependent 'organs' . ' The corpor al unity of the glorified Lord is axiomatic: 
1. 

it is never a conclusion from diversity. ' Thus also: 'The members of the body, 

being many, are one body' (1 Cor. 12.12); ' Seeing that we, who are many, are one 

bread , one body' (1 Cor. 10.17); ' SO W0, who are many , are one body in Christ ' 

(Rom. 12.5); 'All you are one man in Christ Jesus' (Gal. 3.28). iih8tever 

diversity there is in the operations of the body arises out of and does not lead 

to the fact of this unity (cf. 1 Cor. 12.4-31; Rom. 12.3-8; Eph. 4.1- 16). 

W!l.ltever, therefore, disrupts this unity destroys, in that act 1 the body of 

Christ , such as the behaviour of th e Corinthians at the l!.uchflrist towards their 

fe llow-' organs , (1 Cor. 11.17ff) . 

Robinson argues that the principle with which Paul is working is the 
2. 

Old Testament doctrine of the remnant "md election. Whi l e it is true that 

under the old covenant Paul sees a gradual process of exclusion: Out of all 

mankind God CllOSe Abraham t o found, on behalf of 'many nations ' (Rom. 4.17f), 

his people, Is rae1. Yet Abraham 's line is cont inued through Isaac, the child 

of promise, and Ishmael was rejected (Rom. 9. 7- 9; Gal. 4. 30) , then through Jacob, 

and Esau is exc luded (Rom. 9. 10f.). The srune principle was ~t work in the case 

of the r emnant under Elij9h (Rom. 11.2- 4) 9!ld Isaiah (Rom. 9. 27-29) . Robinson 

concludes that 'fina lly, the trye seed of A braham had been narrowed down to one 

man, Jesus Christ (Gal . 3. 16) . ••• But now , Paul proclaimS thGt the principle 

of exclusion has been set in reverse. Henceforward it is not the one who 
3. 

represents the many .•.• Rather, it is the many who represent the one. ' A more 

careful analysis of the passage in Gal. 3. 16 to which Robinson points, however, 

indicates that Paul believed that all along Abraham's 's eed ' was a s ingle 

individual, Christ. lihen he concludes th_lt those who have 'put on ' Christ have 

all become 'one man in Jesus Christ', so literally does he take this 'one man ' 

th " t they are Abr aham ' s seed, i.e. th:lt single individual, Christ, referred to 

in verse 16 (Gal. 3.27ff). Consequently it would be more true to say th~t the 

many are the one rather than that they 'represent ' him. Because they ~ the 

one who ' died ' for all' (2 Cor. 5.14; nnd we must note carefully that Paul says 

1. J .A. T. Robinson, The Body, 1963, p.60 
2. ibid p.60. Cf also C.H. Dodd, Romans, 1959, p.187; A.M. Ramsay, The Gospel 

and the Catholic Church, 1956, Chs. 11 and 111, among others . 
3. ibid p.61. 
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'one died for all therefore -3.11 died') there can nO long er be any exc l usion 

from being 'in him', ti18ir identity is so completely Christ's t hat oth~r iden-

tities such as being a Jew Or a Genti le, :l bondman Or a servMt, R male or a 

female have become irrelevant (Gal. 3.28; Eph. 2.14ff). This does not at all 

mean tha t every man does possess this Christ-identity or that there is no 

longer any exclusion f r om the covenant promises. Rather, there are only two 

sorts of identity, being 'in Adam' and being 'in Christ' , we a re either grafted 

into the stock of Christ (o..sj' 8010 , ) (Rom. 6. 5); oUll'K.OIYWY~.s T1~ P(~~5 
\ ~ 

(feliow-part'olkers of the root)(Rom. li.17) or Xwp') XPlCiTOU , cut off from 

I 
Christ (Eph. 2.12f); I<.d--T~f~1e'1'G. 

)\. '"' -
o<Tlo ,01.1 /(r,dTOU , severed from Christ 

) ~ \' e 
(Gal. 5.4); t.jE.K./I"'O 10<l.Y, br oken off from the root (Rom. li. 20). 

All of Paul's descriptions of the Church are designed to express this 

organic, spatial, a nd temporal 'oneness' with Christ. The organic oneness is 

expressed both in the grafting metaphors qnd in the concept of ChristiMs as 

being th every 'organs' or 'tissues ' or ' limbs ' which compose Christ as his 

body. In Colossians :nd Ephesians Christ is no long er spoken of ~s that body 

of "nich we are t he or g::ns, but as the head of the body of Which we are the limbs. 

As we h elVe seen, tilis is closely connect "d \,ith the doctrine 0"-' the ' fulness' 
1. 

of Christ. When Christ the head is filled with all the fullness of God , then 

the who le body is filled with that same fullness. The idea h ere is the same 

as in 1 Cor. 12.26; ' Whether one member suffereth, all the members suffer with 

it; or one member is hon uured, all the members rejoic e with it'. 

It is this orgmic concept which must govern the int erpretation of 

the phrase 'putting on the new man' (Bph. 4.24 , Col. 3.10). Thi s does not 

mean that each person puts on a new ,!lld better self individually. Ra ther it 

means 'putting on Christ' (Gal. 3.27), and that the whole body of Chri st. Thus 

Eph. 4. 24f; 'Put on the new man .••. Nherefore •.• speak ye truth. •.• for we are 

members ODe' of another ' Col. 3.10: ' Ye h .,ve put on the new man .• •. where there 

cannot be Greek or Jew', qnd G~l. 3.27f; ' you •... did put on Christ . There c~.n 

be neither Jew nor Greek .•.. for ye are all on e man in Christ Jesus'. 

The spatial l oneness' i s expressed in the being ' in Christ' and 

Christ 'in us'. The Ltct th~t Paul cm USe both expressions shows just how 

organically thi s spat i al metaphor is conceived. One can say that a pebble is 

'in' a box, one could not say that the saJile box is in the s ame pebble at the 

1. Cf Clbove p. 435 f. 
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srunt:· time. Bi ologically it is quite proper to speak of the flod",r being .. in 

the gen eS and th" genes in the flo,ver, .1nd one's choice of the varia nts would 

depend on the directiGn in which the re1 1tionship is being conceived at the 
L 

p3rticular moment . H~ving Christ or the Spirit 'in us l , expresses the direction 

of the organic r elationship from t he s ource of the life of the body. Being 

'in Christ' on 'in the Spirit', like the grafting metaphor, express es how we 

c._1!l be in a position to b(; fed by the source. 

The tempora l ' oneness ' is expressed in being "with Christ'; 'we were 

buried with him ' (d\J\ltl~t1rI.V .. .. ""~T0 ) (Rom. 6.4; Col .. 2.12); 'crucified 

I 
with him ' (OUVt.O TcJ,.U?W~) (Rom. 6. 6 , G ,~l. 2. 20); ' died with Christ' ' 

:> / ,,-} ..... 

(c!-Tl~ 8..;.vo f Lv dlJV Xpi o'T~ ) (Rom. 6.8; CoL 2. 20) ; ' raised with him' 
I ~ ~ 

(o'U"'1~Lper)Tt T<7 Xp'o"~ ) (Col. 3.1; 2.12; cf Eph. 2. 6); ' quickened 

f' I ') ~ 
together witn him' (dUVE,)WIIO'(jCfcV dov d.i.J.TW ) (Col. 2.13); 'suffer 

"ith him' ( o'lJyT~,d/\(}y-V ) (Rom. 8 . 17); ' glorified with him ' 

(duvd0S,<f-08wp-v ) (Rom. 8.17); ' m:\clc to sit with him (dUVU,:e,atY) in 

the ae-lvenly pl:lCes, in Christ J "sus (Eph. 2.5f; ) . This ' wi t hness', coupled 

so often with baptism, o r being ' in Christ' or belYing Christ 'in me ', quite 

clearly does not represent 311 external aSS ociation. It is rath er contempo r a ry 

O"lleness . 

when Paul switches from thes e or ganic and marri1ge ~~ion metaphors to 

describe the Church in its Christ-identity to his other important metaphor, 

that of a building or a tenple it i " Significant to not e t hat it is used always 

to express t he rela tionship with God or the Spirit of God , not the relationship 

with Christ. Thus : 'We are God's building ' (1 Cor. 3. 9); 'Know ye not th"\t ye 

are & temple of God, n ' . u th:;t the Spirit of God dwelleth in you? ••. The temple 

of God is holy , Which temple ye a re' (1 Cor. 3.l6f); 'Know ye not tha t your 

body is a temple of the Holy Ghost, "hicr. is in you, which ye h'lve from God? 

(1 Cor. 6.19); ','8 are a te,nple of the living God ' (2 Cor. 6.16) . In that 

building or temple Christ is no t the, i nd";6lling deity, but th e 'foundation' 

(1 Cor. 3.11) or ' th ~ chief corner stone' (Eph. 2. 20) . But illlliledi:1tely Christ 

is spoken of as this corner stone, it becomes appar ent that thiL wholG building 

is 'in' the c orner st cde; 'In whom , "nch several building, fitly framed t ogether , 

groweth into '1 h ol y temple in the lor d; In whom ye are also builcled together 

1. Since Paul C'Ul say 'The lCJ.st Adam bec=e a lif e- giving spirit" it is clear 
that he does not conceive Of)a radica l distinction between the risen Christ 
_U1d the Spirit [1 Cor. 15.45 . Thus Rom. 8, where 'in Christ' Rnd 'in the 
Spirit' appear t o mean precisel y the s::une t hing , must present insuperable 
exe~etical problems t o those who approach the c~'lpter with Nicene Trini ­
tJrlnn pre-suppos itions . 
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for '1 h'.lbitation of God in the Spirit ' (Eph. 2.2lf) . 

) \ I , \ / 

SimiLrly "'hen Paul speaks of the U" KAl")d' 01- it is the ty'Y'''' rr Cf , <>'-

\o~ etO~ (cf. 1 Cor. 1.2; 10.32; 11.16 22 ; 15. 9; Gal. 1.13; 1 Thess . 2.14) . 

"here the Church ' s rel"ltion to CIU'ist is expressed it is the Church of God which 

is 'in Christ Jesus' (1 Thess. 2.14). G~l. 1. 22 h~s only ' in Christ' omitting 

' of God '. Rom. 16.16 is unique in speaking of the churches 'of Christ' 

"\! r-­
( , QU AP' C110U). Schmidt, following Df.'isSIllann, notes th:'lt the Genitive here 

has the s&ne m"nninr; flS t h e f o rmula ' in Christ' fo r Pa ul does interch"nge 
1. 

between the ' in' - formula J1 Q the Genitive in many other p~s~ages . The 
, \ I 

~ KI~Af)dl"" is essenti ,lly Goel's gathering ' in Christ', and, .,s Schmidt n otes 

, \ I 
' Christ is tne <" 1~\"A l o l cJ..itself ' o.lthough ~t the s .. !me time he is lord :md head 

2. 
of the Church which is his body. 

Beca\.:se Paul conceives of the Church as a Christ- organism with a 

Christ- identity, it follows that his ecclesiology is his Christology. If 

Jesus is the Christ, then the Church 'in Christ' is t he 'body of Christ'. If 
3. 

Jesus is the Son of God t hen We nre ' sons of God' , called to p .rticipate in the 

Son of God (1 Cor. 1.9) ~..nd as children of God ' joint- heirs ' with Christ 

/ '"' 4. 
(literally , of : CHNVj\0poVOYO\ Xp"J i OU) )Rom. 8 . 17) . Our ' a doption' 

<.. I ,,"'" 

(u,oGc..dl.,r.) i~Who lly 'through Christ ' (~'''' ••• Xr ' o'\O U ) \Eph. 1.5) . If 

Jesu3 is the 'seed of Abraham ' (G:.l. 3.16) then thos e who rre Christ's a r e 

Abraham's seed (G.ll. 3.29), 'ltld joint-h eirs I',·ith Christ of the promises (Rom. 

8 . 17, cf Rom. 4. 13) . If' Christ i G being filled then the Church is the 

fullness (Eph. 1.23, Col. 2. 9f) . If Christ is ' of he /wen', (1 Cor. 15.47) 

then ile sh'111 bee, r tne illuge of the h e 'wenly (1 Cor . 15 . 49) . 

(c) God Christ nnd the Church 

We a re now in a better position to consiLler the reL tionship between 

the Church and God, 8nd 'he first thing t o be not ed in this regard is that 

God ' s redeeming rel' .. tionship with men is 'through ' Or 'in' Christ . The 

instances of this are t oo frequent to quote in full, s o we shall confine our 

attention to the clearest expressions uf this . Thus 2 Cor. 5.14- 19; ' For the 

1. K. L. SchfJidt, tl~I~A'1o'(C/.. , TWNT, Vol. 11. For evidence of the interch:lnge of 
the 'in' - f ormula ,)11(, the genitive in Paul, cf M. Deissrn=, Paulus, 1925, 
pp. 126f. 

2. K. L. Sehmidt, op.cit., p 345. 
3 . Cf Rom. 1. 4,9; 5. 10; 8 . 3,29,32; 1 Cor . 1.9; 2 Cor. 1.19; Gnl. 1.16; 2. 20 ; 

4. '\ , 6 j Eph. 4.13; Co l. 1. 13 ; 1 'fhess . 1. 10. I " 

4. Cf llso Rom. 8.1<\,19; (\j~o~ 8<..0'0 ) ; Phil 2.15 (-.l.i"-Vd, 8"ou). 
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love of God cunstrainoth us; bec:tuse We thus judge th lt one died for :lll there;-

fore cJ.l died und he died for ull, th.:t they which live should no longer live 

lli1tO themselves, but unto him who for th8ir s:tkes died nnd r OSe again •... 

Wherefore if any ~:m is in Christ, he is a new creature: the old things .1re 

pllssed aw,~y; behold they are bec ome new. But3.ll things a re of God, who 

reconciled uS to hi.J..elf through Christ, ,md gave unto uS the ministry of recon-
1. 

cili ction. To wit, thF'.t God wo.s in Christ reconciling the worl d unto himself'; 

Rom. 3. 24, 'Being justified freely by his (God's)grace thrOugh the redemption 

that is in Christ Jesus ' ; 2 Cor. 1.21, 'now he that stnblishes us with you 1£ 

Christ, and anointed us , is God'; 1 Cor. 15.57 , 'Thanks be to God which 

giveth us the victory through our Lord JeSus Christ' ; G",l. 3.14 [Upon the 

Gentiles might come the blessing uf Abraham in Christ Jesus; Col. 1.14, ' ''ho 

(i. e . God ) delivered US out of the po.ver of d.ukness ,md tr·,.nslated us into 

the kingdom of the Son of his love, in whom we have our redemption, the forgive-

ness of our sins [., Col. 1. 20'And through him (Christ) to reconcile all things 

unto himself, (God) having roqde peace through the blood of his cross; through 

him whether things upon the earth, or things in the heavens'; Eph. 1. 5 , 

'Ho.ving fore-ordained us unto the adoption as sons through Jesus Christ unt o 

himself' (God) . 

How this redemption is a chieved [through ' Christ is expressed most fully 

in Rom. 3.21-26, which needs t o be to.ken together with whIt we have alre:tdy 

said ahout th e manner of Christ's death and his resurrection and our incorpo-

ration into th3.t event. 'But now apart from the law a righteousness of God 

hath been manifested ..•• even the righteousness of God through faith in Jesus 

Christ ...• being justified freely by his grace through the redemption th,'t is 
2. / 

in Christ Jesus: whom God set forth to be a mercy seat n A <>- CS T 1f' ov), through 

faith, by his blood, to Shew his righteousness .••. that he might be just and 

the justifier of him that hath faith in Jesus' . 

The interpret -.tion of this p 1ss3ge depends on the interpret3tion 

given t o its v" rious key words; ~ I \~ ~\o () U'v ') 

blood.nd f:1i tho 

<\ t 
and its cognates; [1\d..()T~P'OV, 

t / / 
Dodd quite rightly sees behind Paul ' s use of OII~elIOOuvf),di[~d..[05, 

/ 

61 KellOW the Hebrew b 3.ckgroillld so that 3.S adjective or verb it describes 

1. Cf also Phil. 3.14; Col . 2.9; Eph. 4.32; 1 Thess 5.18, for the concept of 
God being I in Christ [, ,mel Rom. 7. 24f, 1 Cor. 15.57, for the concept of 
God's redempti on '/Iorking 'through Christ r. 

2. For thiG tr:ms l nt i on cf below p 446. 
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not so much em nbstract quality but an a ct of God 'vindicating the right, redress-
1. 

ing wr ong , md delivering men from the pO"er of evil'. Cons equently Wha t Paul 

is describing throughout is not a quality of God or men, but r athe r en act of God 

in which he liberates men from their bondage. Thus 'righteousness' and 'redunp-

) '\ / 
tion' (cI;TI 0 ,\U·T P We' I) ) mean essentia lly the same thing. When ' righteousness' 

is applied to God it means his establishing our rightful pl:J.ce ::lgninst the forces 

arrayed against us. When it is applied t o Christians, it ret ers to them as 

liberatecl, vindic:1ted by God. The event in which God hc s shown his power to 

libera te and redeem is ' in Christ'. 

The difficulty with the second key word in this pnssage is th l t it is 

used only her e in Pnul's epistles, :.",d outs i de of them only in Heb. 9.5. In the 

LXX the Vlord is the technica l terms f or the cover of the a rk of the c oven:lllt 
2 . 

behind the veil in the Holy of Holies. As Nygren has convincingly shown it is 

this mewing , r ather th.m either 'propitiation' or ' expiation' which most closely 
3. 

fi ts t h e context. Th'1t 'm,Jrcy se'1,t' in the Holy of Holies was the place of 

reconcili'l tion between God ::lnd Israel in the ceremonies of t he Lb.y of the Atone-

ment. 
:> \ / ) ...... )- ,.... 

The twin i deas of the cl.TlO/lUTPWdI5 .... tV Xp,dTif l~dOu 'lnd of 

Christ ::IS the 'pl'lce of reconcili :tion ' expresses :lgain the org~nic :md spati a l 

t erms in which Paul conceives of our rel. .tionship with Christ. Now in this pns-

sage he is saying that it is God , showing his pow~r to deliver, who h:'Is set Christ 

forth t o be the one 'in whom' - in f a ct the place where - delive r ance and recon-

cilia tion can take phce. 

Dodd h Fls attempted t o J.rgue th ·' t beh ind the concept of this redeJlption 

and reconciliation t e.king pl ::ce 'by his blood ' there is the ol d Hebrew ides of 
4. 

' the blood is the life '. However, ha vin" seen the cruciality of th e death of 

Christ for Paul , it is cle 'lr t hat 'by his blood ' mems ' by t he IIlClnner of his de;cth', 

that death of obedience, in weich he br oke the old solidqrity, i. e . the meaning of 

the I',hole is tlE t GoG h.~s shown his righteousness (hiS parler to liber a te) by 

setting forth Christ who in and by h i s death h:ls become the event in which we have 

our deliverance (are justified). 

This being s o , t he righteousness which h ns been revea led ~part from the 

l aw , and which is atta ined. through 'fp.i t h in J esus', me::ms th':l t t his righteousness 

1. C.H. Dodd, Romans , l,)59 , P:O hf). f , 75f. 
2. Cf Arndt and Gingrich, p.376 
3. A. Nygren, Commentary on Romans, 1955 , pp. 156ff. 
4. C. H. Dodd, Ro~':\llS , 1 959. p.79 
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Or liber.:ltion from the pa ller of the law is :::ott ineel through beinG 'in Christ'. It 

is fulse to :lssume thc,t 'f'lith in Christ' means anything less than 'being in 

ChriSt ' . It c=ot lueE anything .1S welk .:.s intellactuctl assent, or even an 

acceptance tho.t Christ is this liber:lting act of God. It expresses rctther th ,t 

sense of belonging to that event wnic!1 is 8v intense tha t we :"Ire conternpor:>.ries of 

it, 'in it' , a nd involv~d in the proce~s of being liber"ted by it. 'Fa ith' is the 

intellectual and cmotiO!L,l counterpart to , 11 the org.mic "nd sPQtiQl concepts of 

our 'oneness' with Christ . 

If Goel' s rel.:ltionship with the Church is 'through' and I in' Christ, 

so -,180 is the Church'o relationship with God. AgCl in this hnguage is so chRrac-

teristic of Paul th ·,t a few illustr ations of it will suffice . 'rhus Rom. 5. 1, 

'Being therefore justified by f c",i th, let uS h .,>ve peace with God through our Lord 

J ",sus Christ ' . ROIO. 5. 10f expresses LiOSt clecnly thnt both the God/mm md the 

man/God relCltionship he s its locus in Christ, 'For if , wh i le we were enemies, we 

.'Iere reconciled to God through the de th of his Son, much more , being reconciled 

Sh,ll we be s uved by h i s life. And not only so, but we also r ejoice in God 

through our Lord Jesus Christ , through whom w~ have now received the reconcilia-

tion '. Consequently we are ' alive to God in Christ Jesus ' (Rom. 6.11), and 

IIh.s,tever confiiience \I e have in rel"ltion to Gael is 'through Christ ' (2 Cor. 3. 'f). 

The difficult saying in 1 Cor. 8 . 6 obviously expresses the s:tme concept 'To us 

there is one God, the Flither , of Nhom Gre :>.11 tnings, and WL unto h im; ;md one 

Lord Jesu8 Christ, through "hom :ire ,,11 things "Ind we through him', i. e . we a re 

'unto ' God 'through' Christ. Again our access ("POO'olQ'W0'1" ) t o God ;}nd 

unity is 'through Christ' (Eph. 2.18, 3. 12). Even giving thanks to God is 

'through him' (Col. 3.17). 

When Paul describes the Church's relationship to God in terms of the 

tadple of which Christ is th~ 'chief corne r stone ' he quickly shatters any possi-

bility of our being able t o form =y menta l image of wh:it the bu·ilding woul<l look 

like V;,len he S'l.ys t hat the whole building i s 'in' the 'corner stone ' 'lnd therefore 

'in him' 'ye e re also builded together f o r a habitution of God in the Spirit' 

(Eph. 2.21f). 

Despite t h is strongly emph~sised 'throughness' Paul i s also able to 

speak of Our relationship witll God :is unmedi n teel . ' Present y our8elves to God' 

as alive from the dead, ~nd yo ur members a s instruments of righteousness unto God' 
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(Rom. 6 .13); ' e~ch one of us shall e ive 2CCOunt of hirJself t o God ' (Rom. 14.12); 

','e received not t lle "pi rit of tile " crIll , but the spirit which is of God; th" t Vie 

n i .:;ht lmow the tilin:;s th.,t r e freely given to uS by God' (1 Cor. 2.12); 'If ClUy 

IllCn loveth God, the s","e is lmoNn Gf hira ' (1 Cor. 8.3); ' He thc: t speClketh in Cl 

t ongue speaketh not unto '.'<m , but unto God ' ( 1 Cor. 14.2 , cf v.28); ' ,"e a re a 

temple of th e living God: even as God srtid , I will dwell in them c.nd \7alk in them; 

illld I will be their God ~nd they shall be my people' (2 Cor. 6.16); ' By prayer 

and suppli cc,tion wit h th.m ksbiving L t your requests be m:lde lmo,vn unto God ' 

(Phil • .+. 6) . 

How is t nis essential 'throughness ' and yet ' immediacy ' t o be explained? 

One thing is certain. It is n ot t o be explained in t e r ms of c l ,ssical Trinita-

rian theol ogy. There in no t h ing a t : 11 in PClul's letters which could support 

t~e clgim that Paul thought th2t Christ w~s God , or even the Sec ond Person uf the 

Trinity. In f " ct all t h e evi dence points in the oPPosite direction. For Paul 
1. 

God is supremely 'the God and F:lther of our Lord Jesus Chris t' he is the ' head of 

Christ' (1 Cor. 11.3), nd "s we, are Curist ' s so ' Chr ist is God's' (1 Cor. 3. 23). 

Paul CM even describe Christ as our ' br other ' ; 'For whom he f oreknew, he "Iso 

fore- ordained t o be confonned to the il,,',' ;e of his Son , th:1t he 'Hight be the first-
2. 

born among = ny br ethren ' (Rom. 8 . 29) :'8 h ~ve a lrec;dy seen how P:lUl ' s thinking 

about the ' first' is detcnninecl by the Hebrew concept of the first as the one in 
3. 

whom the whole is pres ent a nd consec r a ted. Consequently t he assertion that 

Christ is the 'firstborn ::1l.lOng illany brethren ' expresses the S2me i dea a s P2ul hccs 

just expresse Li in verse 17 tha t {Ie are' joint- h2irs with Christ', i. e . j oint-heirs 

" i th hi," of the promises made by God to Isr2el t h r ough Abr a,>tam. Being ' co~for-

med t u the image of Christ ' taken together ' .. i th the ideo. of being 'j oint-heirs 

with him' expresses the same i deel as in G,. l. 3.16 , 27ff th',lt Christ is Abr '1hal1'l' s 

seed _,nd 'in Christ' we become tha t single seed of Abrah'lll1 wh ich is Chris t. The 

whole i dea is th2t of ourse lves as ' on e ,,1'1n in Chris t' in r e l ,lt i on t o God. This 

complex of ideas is succinct ly expres sed in Phil. 1.11, ' Being filled with the 

fruits of right eousness , which a re through Jesus Chris t, unt o the glor y and 

pr,lis e o f God. ' 

1. Cf 2 Cor . 1.3; 3. 11; Col . 1. 3; Eph. 1. 3,17. 
2. Cf :.lso Heb . 2. 11; ' ~'llr buth he th \t snnc tifieth Clnd tiley th'rt a re sanctifi,,'-' 

a r e '111 one: for "hich c r"USe he is not ash'l1lled t o c:111 them brethr en'. As 
the c ontext m:;;ces pl:lin , he who is on~ wi til the ' s<illctified ' 2nd cellls theon 
i brethren' is Christ . 

3. Cf bove pp. 47f. 
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If more convincing proof were n eces s3ry th~t Paul did not conc e ive of 

our relationship with Christ as identicCll with Gur relationship >lith God, we need 

point only t o 1 Cor. 15 . 24; 'Then cometh the end, when he slnll deliver up the 

kingdom to Go d , even the F3.ther; when he shall h ave abolished 811 rule an d 

authority ~nd power' . But more pervo.s ivc evicience is in the f .'1ct that Paul's 

scteri ology, as Vie h~ve seen, is not inc~ rnational but f ocussed wholly on the 

Cross ·.illd resurrection. .iha t the incClm".tion expresses for Paul i s Christ's 

solida rity with us, ::l solid.., rity which brings hi!, also into our bondage. The 

deliver:mce from thc,t bondage is achieved in the n a ture of his de'lth 'md his being 

r ".ised by God so g iving mtm the possibility of a new solidari ty 'in him' which 

me,ms 'freedom '. 

How Paul c :m conceive of our reI. ,tiouship With God ,-' s both 'through' 

or ' in ' Christ and yet i r,neJ i a te is t o bE: expl::tined in terms of Christ's 

reLlt i onship with God , wnich is f ocussed supremely in his denth 'md resurrection 

(cf Phil. 2. 6- 11) , ~nd our ' oneness' with Christ which is so intensely 'lOd 

realistically conceived that to be 'in Christ' is t o be in his rela tionship with 

God. "hen we remember both the cruciality of Christ and yet th"t Christ :md 

the Church c onstitutc one living or ganism, it is easy to see ',vhy Paul found it 

::ppropriate tv s ay both 'reckon ye ' :ls o yourselves t o be •.. • alive unto God in 

Christ Jesus ' (Rom. 6 . 11 ) nnd 'pres ent yourselves unto God , 3S alive from the 

dc ' d' (Rom. 6.13) . Paul's concept of our pnrticip , tion in Christ is so complete 

tha t it inclucies our p" .. r ticipntion in his relltionship Vii th God without this in 

:my v,ay necess i t .lting his eqw'ltion of God '.nd Christ or minimising the absolute 

crucia lity of Christ for him , for cut off from Chris t '1 man is 'dithout God in 

the world' (Bph. 1.12). 

For Paul, therefore, ~ ~\n ' s exp, rience of God is as little the 

experience of rm inJ ividual in i s ol ,tion ts his experi8nce of Christ f ur the 

hea rt of his doctrine of t he :ltoneDlent is our incorporation int o Christ. If the 

a t onoment is :l community-cre .l ting event so ~lso our ~xperience of Christ is an 

experience of th:lt c ommunity and in t h '_t co.nlllunity. However, f or Paul, th~t 

community is so intensely conceived and thought of as being included in Christ 

himse l f that our wor d ' coi£llunity I i s h".r dly }ble t o express ",t ",11 adequ"tely 

whCit Paul is silying. It :.light be b'etter to sp eak of the atonement as a ' oneness' 

cre~ting event wher e "he event always flows from God but the one is ~lways an d 

only Christ hims elf, 'in ,';hom I we are 'organs ' . 
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(d) Ethics 

So fa r in this t',nalysis of P'3.ul ' s thought We have been concerned to 

pOint t " !lis concepticm .)f the t ot 'l l onen eSS of Christ in hi s dec.th and resurr0C­

tion _I!ld the Christian , ,v:lich oneness is Gxpressed p2rticul1.rly in our being I in 

Christ ', 'in tUG Spirit ', 'the body of Christ' , 'on~ man' , ' one spirit' . ' ,'hile 

it is true th "t being 'in Christ' or orwms of Chris t dominates Paul's sot ]riology 

and ecclesiology, he never forgets tkt the many who COl:lPOSC the body of Christ are 

by virtue of this Parts of each other. 'So we , who are mnny, are one body in 

Christ, and severally w8ulbers of one another ' (Rom. 12 . 5 , cf Eph. ,.25). So 

intensely ewes he think vf' this org=ic intcr-rel '"tionship of the various organs 

of Christ that he Co'1l sD{! 'Whether one orgAn suffereth , all the org'lns suffer 

'(lith it; or one org,m is honoured , all the org')11S rej oice .'lith it. Now ye are 

the body of Christ and sever.:.lly organs thereof ' (1 Cor. 12.26-27). It is on 

t ll iS theologic:11 premis~ that Paul builds his ethic of the int er-rel:J,tionship 

within the body, 

Paul's ethic of the body , in ':istinction from his ethic of the body's 

relation t o those outside it, is best SU-'ll rised ,IS 'being koit together in love' 

(Col. 2.2 cf. 1 Cor. 13.1ff). Sonce 'lov e ' is such an ,bused \'lord it is perhaps 

better t" point t u th(;3~ passa"es in Paul's letter" in wiJich this' love ' is 

expresseL. as an intens e sense of belO110i.ng to ant another, car Ll:'; for one another , 

3.nu sharing with one OLother. 

f.e h -,ve already seem ho>'l PQul's thuught of Christians being 'organs of 

one another' all uf Which suffer when " 1lY on0 suffers express es his .JCi?P a nd 

profound sense of the way in which ChristLms be l ong to ene "nother in Christ . 

The s.lll1e idea is pre<'"mt wilen he s:!ys ' Hec"ive ye one another , even 'lS Christ also 

received you' (Rom. 15. 7) When we remember th",t f or Paul Christ received US int o 

his very being then it becomes clear th;.,t t o 'receive one qnother' does not mean 

QD;fthing as weClk ::IS ' w",lcome each other', but rather th'lt Vie :!r e to t ake the other 

so much into Ollr lives that his sllffering becomes ours :!nd his joyS ours , or a s 

Paul [lilllSelf says t v the Corinthi.ms ' ye ~re in our hearts to die together and 

live together ' (2 Cor. 7 . 3). So gre~t is Paul's concern for his Thessalonian 

converts that to them he Gays 'nON ~ live, if ye stand fast in the Lord' (1 Th";3s. 

3.8) . 

It is this I belon,;ing I te:· un" :>'ll'Jther which is to express itself in ::l 
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profound co ring for one another. "hen Paul is dealing <l ith the ',uestion of mf,p t 

offer ed t~ idols (Rom. 14. Iff; 1 Cor. 8. Iff) What concernS him is not whether or 

n ·Jt the m"''lt is 'c l,,=' but the effect thd either eatinG or not e"ltine will h we 

on the 'w e ~ker brethren'. The re:t8cn he g ives for this is - passi')n'1te ' Destroy 

nut \Ii th thy meat him for whom Christ die':: ' (dom• 1 ·f.15), f ur to d ,) this is to 

sin against Chri st llim.sdf (1 Cor. 8.12) . 'I,hat consti tutes th~ kinGdom of God 

is not 3. list of regulClti';)ns concen1ino :;"h ,t "N e might eat and urink, but those 

hurdan rel'1tionships sf 'riii hteousness and pGace and joy in the Hc'ly Spirit' (Rom. 

1 ;.17). Of the Vd'y eSSence of the life in Christ is to 'bear one a nother's 

burdens ' (Gal. 6.2), wnicG me:ms tu 'seek the other ' s good r " ther than one 's Gwn' 

(1 Cor. 10.24) ctnd ' through love to be serv 'nts one to another ' (G:>l. 5.13). As 

Col. 3.10ff makes plain t h is life of passionate caring for 8nd belonging t o one 

another i s wha t a man ' puts on ' in the very act of 'putting on the new man 

(Christ) '. In this act distinctions between Greek, Jew , circul!icision, uncircum-

cision, barbarian, Scythic.n , bondman , freeLlEUl all f:1ll aw.'lY fer ' Christ is ,,11, 

end in all'. In this .3::tr:e act, ther(;fura "-.1. man 'puts on I 'a h l2-:-'>.rt of compassion, 

kindness, humility, meekness , longsufferinG. ~ .. :lnll qbove nIl these things love, 

Whicil is ttle bond of perfectness'. In this p,"ssage is expressed ,;h e etiric,'ll or 

human rel'.ltionship· 'l.spect of being 'in Christ' f or being bound to Christ is being 

bounu to one another (Christ i~ e ll 'u d in all Col. 3.11). 

To be 'in Christ r is to be in r neVI' life ch lr:::lCterised by sh'1 ring, a 

sh"ring both of faith (Ro!d. 1.11-12, 'I long t'J See you, th" t I ciaJ imp",rt unto 

you some spiritu",l c;ift, to th0 ell d th:l t ye· m'ly b€ €s t:1blished. Th.lt is, th.'1 t I 

with y ou may be c LL .. forteu in you , each vi u.s by the other's f'Lith, both yours "nd 

mine) and possessions (e. g. 2 Cor. 8.12- 14, referring to the c ollection for the 

pGor in Jerusalem 'Par I S3.y not this, th,1't others may be <"'.L cd, ',nd ye distressed ; 

but by equality; your abunL;'1nce being a supply 'l.t this present time f or their wicnt, 
e!'nali ty .) 

th:;.t their D.blmdance also na~' become a supply for your "ant; that there may be 1\ 

This ethics uf the body i " for Paul never si,nply a c ~ring for men or 

belonging t o men simply becCluse they :lre humM beings. It stems .from one con-

viction 3.10ne; thgt 'in Christ' t h0 other is Christ hims elf t G me, ,',nd to sever 

mys~lf f rom him, to be c 'l reless ,,1' hilO, t,) sin 'l.gainst him, or to disreWlrd him is 

to uv tnis to Christ himk",lf. It i2 Ti1is conviction , as "e have seen, thflt li8s 

behind Paul's cenSure of the Corinthi uLs {1,10 .. auld p'lrt ,k2 of the 'body of Christ' 
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in thl:: Eucharist, without beinG prep 'r e:l to p .rt ··,ke of e3ctl other, i ~ -.: . \/i thout 
1. 

waitil1(i f or "the pO:Jr 1, te-c~ .ers (1 Cor. ll.17ff). To behave in this fashion S0 

,,-es troys th e unity of Christ ,me. hiG body the,lt their ' Lo r d ' s Supv,r' is no 'Lord 's 

Supper ~t all' (1 Cor. 11. 20) , end 80 S ' p:H'.ltes some froGl Christ, the sourc e of 

life, who is pres e;:nt t o theL. '"18 the oth...!r, th'1t a vme are sick ~'1 i.l s c ne h '1V8 died 

(1 Cor. ll. 30) . Paul ' s concern is th~t the body should give expression t o its 

unity, ' Giving diligence t o keep the unity of the Spirit in the bond of pe3 ce' 

(Eph. ,; . 3) . As Robinson points 
~ 

out T1pC.1V 
2. 

me3DS to preser ve ~ independently 

established uni ty, n ot t o c re~te on e. 'l'h", t this is so is Seen ill the profound 

shock Paul reGisters "hen he leams of the tlis sensions :mel elisuni ty among the 

Corinthinns . '1'0 b~ divi ded in this " "W lae"IDS that Christ hims elf is divided , or 

the.t th"y Were bnptized into s o, eone e l se (1 Cor. 1.13), both of which a re 

inpossible . The ~l c"rn ctive i s th',.t the Corinthi'll1s 9.r c n ot ' spi ritual ' but 

still~n the flesh (1 Cor . ) . 3 , 'y o ar02 J et c " rnal ; for Nhereas there is among y ou 

jealousy ::.nd strife, arc ye not C',llYl"l, ' mel .·,:' lk aft or the manner of men?) . One 

s unses Similar shock "hen l' ,ul h ear s th - t the Corinthians are boing t o the secular 

courts J.,.,)3inst each oth..:r, ' lb.y , it is ""l IrE; .ely q de f'?ct in y ou , that ye have 1 ~Y/-

suits one with anothar. . 'hy not r .rther tdw the wrong? "" by not r " ther be 

defr ::.wled? Nay , but :/'- y~...l.rs(:lves UO \Vron~ , 'inti defraud , .lnd th':'l t your brethren ' 

(1 Cor. 6 . 7 - 8) . 

iVhilc P2ul's ', "bics (;f t he be .ly is uuIJina t <?d by this uniting belonging 

to one anoth~r in Chris t, it is by no Lle :ms ',uni ty ,t :111 cos t s. ' Chr ist is 

holy Uld so his bvdy is hvly. Theref'j re wha.t ever m'1kes that b~dy ir,l)mr C must be 

put out . Hi s r evsoning J .... lends on his concopt of the church ~_S a livin6 orgillic 

unit Se) that the wh ole i s infec t "d by a r ottenness in any part or , as he puts it 

'knm! yG not th ,t 1 little l eaven l c weneth the whole lump? Pur ge out the old 

Ie .,vim , th:lt ye "Ly bl- ,:\ nCN lump even as ye l r e unle~,v,-nud . For our passover 

h: .th been s acrificed , even Christ' (1 Cor. 5.6- 7). Ther"for e , the CorinthiClns 

~re exhorted t o ' put , :.I:1Y 'oh~ '.I ic;S:" d "'''n t rUll' among yourselves ' (1 Cor. 5. 13), 

i. e . th e brother ',',ho [US b~"n living ",i t ,.! h i s f ,1Cher's Viife (1 Cor. 5. 1 ). 

In :l pre;v:iouS l~tter P",ul h~ d v.ritt"n 'h.lV\] n o CC'llP'lny with fornicators' 

(1 (Jor . 5.9) . If s omc t n i n c of this h:tt er is prese rved in 2 Cor. 6.1,;ff, which 

dues inueed s ound likL ::1 ,::en 2rn l pr o:nibition , Pqul now ',';'r ites sa;rin[; th:'1t it Vlc.S 

not h i s illt cntion th :,t the Christbn tlh'Juld ht:vc no co ,p:my ''it all wi tn fornic2-
1. (Jf -,buva pp . 1,,'6 fl. 
2. A. J . 'I'. RobinsoJ;l, Tl!" B<)dy , 1963, p.60 ll.2 
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tors, covetous I.len, extortivn0rs ·mu ic101 .... tors 'f0T thun , .list y ... ' needs go out of 

the lIorld ' (1 Cor. 5.10), but 'not to k eep ClL'l':my, if nny men thot is 11'1l:led .1 

brother be a f omic' t or, ",r c(;vet ous, ur ,n iL1.u l 'l.t or , or Cl. roviler, or .'1. drunk~,rd~ 

or Dll extortioner; " ith such a one no , nst to (--tt '. (1 Cor. 5.11) .. 

This derrL,fj , fo r sever:1l1ce fru;" thos~WhO either du evil or caus e divi­

sions . /5 .· r e peCltcd " j ony tic,,"s by Paul; ' No>! I beseech you brethren, mark them 

wlncd c. r(; c"using diviS i on end occasions CI' stwnbling, contrary to the doctrine 

whichye le'J.!'ncd: '1nL1 tUln a~', '~y f r Ci.l thL.ra' (Rmn. 15.17f); ' Now ·', e COIlli1l'l.nJ you, 

brethren, in th e; n:~:L'le ('I f our LorJ Jesus Christ , th"it yL. Il ithdrr!\'.' yourst:1ves frOlJ. 

every br0ther thaGNCtlketh diso r derly (ao the c ontext sho,",s this ",eanS those who 

will not work) :ln J nut ~fter the tr'ldition which they rec eived uf us' (2 Thess . 

3.6) ; 'If:my ,arm ob~yeth not our Nord by this epistle, note th 1t m,m, th"t ye 

11. .vc, no compcUlY Nith hin ' (2 Thbss 3.14). 

W'nile this 'h~I"dhness' to,nrds the sinning brother is a recurring theme 

in Paul 's ethics, it [L S its basis nc,t only in the necessity to k8 e jl the unity 

rmd purity of the budy but ·180 h ·',S " rede..,ptive purpose (cf. 2 'I' hess. 3. H) . 

But l':10 re t4-1l1 tllis, such 2xcluuions pl;}cl :]n oblig.:-.tion on the body c)f undarst ,':'tnd­

ing, c:J.re, :1nJ. forGiven0s s ; 2 Irhess. 3.15 L . .lnd yt:'t count him not as an enu:.w , but 

a dmonish l1im :lS ":L brcth . .:r'; Gal. 6 .. 1 ' B .... '0thr ... !1, even if a .:13.n be overt :-tken L.YJ. '1ny 

t erapt_'J.t ion, ye which 'l re spiritu:ll , restoro ::mch :l m'ln in "'.1. s.t1irit of meelffi&ss, 

looking tu tllyself, lest tllOU , lso b" t~_ .lpt "d'. SimiL,rly Paul' s l~st ·.'lOrd 0n 

tht. bruther whos~ severDllce he h 'ld l-tem' lnJed in 1 Cor .. 5 .. 1-13 Clppears to be Eiven 

in 2 Cor. 2.5-11, 'If "ny h -.th caused "Gx-row , he h1th caused serro;: not to me, 

but in part .. ... te, yc>u .'111 .. Sufficient GU such a one· is this punishL .. ont which 

waS inflicted by th~ ,.,my; so th1t contrCl riv;ise y e shuuld forgive him md comfort 

him, lest by ~y file:ll1S ouch _:. vne should. be sW:l,llowcd up hith ovc>rBuch sorrow .. 

Wherefore I beseech ycu t <..! c cnfinu your love t U>'I'3.rd hir: .... to -~·!hl..)ill ye forgive 

.'lI1ything, I forgive ,lso •.•• in the ,y -rSLn ,-;1' Christ, thClt no o.dvc1ntagc may be 

gained over us by Sat2l1'. 

In his harshest juu~.>ments cm i..hl; b2h 'viour of thOSE:: ·;"J.i:l0 c ,xiiprise the 

tJdy P'lul is caught in th~ twin theQlo-.;ic ' l tensions between bivin3 expression 

to ttl" boo"s of love . nich unit -_ ::Ill tnoSe .;ho cer e in Christ , even those brothers 

who f -·,.11 , ;:;nct tu k~L.Y tn ..... IlLL,ap unl\.. ~venedl -lnd united. To keep the lump 

unlenvened delil::JI1ds t h" exclusion of th:) s~ -:1;10 dlke it leavened, but to uphold the 
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bonds of love which unite us in Christ l1eoms th3t tha t exclu.3ion c ,n never be 

cOIilpl ~t<3 Or final. 

In tnis 8tl1ic of the budy W8 see thclt , hovlever difficult it 1.I3Y be to 

underst :l11d P3ul l s c oncbpt (>f Christ ,mel the Christians co",prising one sinGle 

()ro~.mic unit in r ' .. dic31 brd:J.K fr • . n the ol d solidarity lin Ad2n', he cm st:J.te 

wh·., t this ",enns in r6 l.~l" unucr st ,.nd bl " t erdS of human rel:ctionships which hElve 

:>11 the int ensity uf the reb.tionships ',', hich bind , f 31" ily together intc :'I cL)se-

knit unity . iie .11 know h ow .1 woth"r o r f , th"r not only does Guffer in ··nd with 

, chile:; but a t times 10,1:;s to ba able t c do the sufferinci for the child. Vol,; know 

huw 'U1 entir..: family c~ be eLlted a t the joys of liny one me;:,ber ,nd <leeply 

depressed 2nd involved in nis she.me. It is an unnatur:11 fJmily which, h:wing 

the u.cnns, would ~llo,'J [JnY ,'n" '''ember t o be in w~.nt , or did n ot care what he did 

or wh It h ::ppened to hiLl. For Paul it is thes ,: s orts of rela t i onships which 

m'lrk (nut should m:1Tk) tho Christian church which h18 been brouc;ht into being by 

the dcuth "nd resurrection of Christ and our incorporation into him. In this 

sense, therefore, ';Ihil ~ th ', wo rd d0es l:,ck th" depths of unity of which Paul 

Jpeaks, th" AtonEment cnn be spoken of ClS ~ cOu.rtJunity-cre2ting event and, since 

baptism c:mnot be t r "ated in isol" tion fred the uelth Clnd rc.surrection of 

Christ it teu is that so', Ie cOllurruni ty cre r.,ting eVent . Simil .rly erery Euch :>rist 

is both 0xpressive ::md cre.8tive o f thnt s ~e unitive c0umunity ' in Christ' . 

In adLli tiun k ",is ethic of t~.e bGdy there is f or P:ml the problem of 

how t:10 bolly is to r el :J. t G itsclf to t lus\.. ",l ilO :1rc ' in Ad("~:u r . A thorough exari-

n :'.tion ,if this gener,:cl <= thic woul" c'·.ll 1'01' " J et 'l iled eX3filin ' tiun Jf the rel,,­

t iunshijJ between the uni versali ty (of the Jospel in P',ul's thought :'Ind his stronb 

doctrine wi' election . Such '1n eXClllunCltion ;:ould not be strictly r " levant here . 

Let it suffice tG say th :\t (h;spite everything th ', t must be sClid about the doctrine 

of election in P2ul (cf e. c;. Rom 8 . 29f, lWhomhe f oreknew , he ,-, lso :Loreordained 

t J be conformed t o the nnagc o f his Son, th~t he mibht be the firstborn qwong ~~y 

br ethren: and ',;holl! he f oreordained , ttl"," he _lIsa c'111ed: '\nel who he c"lled, th81:1 

he a lso justified: 'me; ;;l1om he justifieu, the;-J he ~lso glorified! ,) this election 

never l .ag,ds him to -ill exc!usivisTa; "l'here is no distinction between Jew and 

Greek: f or the S'_,l~ Lord is Lor d o f 11, :,nJ is rich in mercy unt e; a ll that call 

upon hill : For :Ihoso ever 8tl"11 c'1l1 upon the n .11llD (,f the Lord sh~ll be saved. 

How then 3h,"11 they crcll on him in " he,j they h'lve not believed? pnd how sh~ll 
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tlh,j J81ieve in hiL '.-.'hOll: they- h ,'1ve not he~rd? -:md hm" sh~~ll they hear · .. ~ithout 

pre :J.cher? I (Rom. 10.12-14). In f l1ct the whol" of Pcml's life shows th" t 

€:ll='ction in no V;2j '..;xcluJes evqngelism. 

,;8 h.J.VL- seen til·-:t SL."1c e Christ th ';..' r.; :lre two identities in thf4 world., 

.ill iuentity 'in Christ' ,nu 3.n iulntity 'in rid :!m' which l"ad to life ond de'1th 
1. 

respectively (1 Cor. 15.22), ·md these t v,v identities are ',lUtU.~lly exclusive. 

As such this le 'lus to a strong e12uent of ' sbpar3tion' fran the .Iorld in St. Paul's 

ethic. This is exprGssed ,~ ust forcefull;; in 2 Cor. 6.14ff, 'Be iO not unequc,lly 

yoked vii th unbelievers: for "hat fello;'lship !J've righteousness and iniquity? or 

what corill.lunion hFlth libht with d" rlm0ss? f, nJ wh ,t concord hc.th Christ ·.vi th 

Beli'tl? or what portiun hc,th " believbr di t h on unbeliever? And "'ktt agr ee;uent 

h3.th a te,"pl" of God s i th iJols? for W2 ;·, re c: temple of the living God •••. 

,;herefura COr.ie yc out i"rol..,i rt-.ione; the:;. '_~nd be yo sep:J. r8.te 83i th the Lord. I Again, 

'Have no fello" snip ,·,i th t.l·C unfrlli tful w'. TkS :.>f ,hrkness, but rather reprove 

thorn' (Eph. 5.11), ' De yc n ut theref(;re p ,rtkers with then (the sons of dis-

obedielJce), (Eph. 5.7). 

If the juJ(;tuen t in 2 Cor. 6.1';.1'f is .., Vlrt of' the 8",rlier Corinthinn 

corresponuence, th~n its c " ll 1'01' :1 t otr.l sep.,r!1 tion fr01£1 the \lorlel is certninly 

-!xpl'~ined as not bein2" co"lpl~te s c p·cr"tivn froL1 the worlll 

but r 3.th,r , der.lCmu to Sever camp-my ,;ith the 

broth!?r ,' ho sins (1 Cor. 5.11£). 'rh(: c .. 11 to s ep'lr -'ltion in EphE;..J ians is given 

:ey) eVlmg" lic,l fllutive 'H ·:ve nvt f c llo\',ship Il ith the unfruitful worl:s of d,rkness, 

but r . ,ther reprove tho;,,; 1.'01' the thinLs \,:lich [lre done by th.:· . in secret it is ll. 

sh·""e to spe .lk uf'. But , 11 things " ben they elre reproved .. ' re "" de lll'illifest by 

the lic:ht: for eve r y thine thlt is I.l ,de ", .. nifest is li,sht. "i herefore h(.' saith, 

Awake thou th .,t sleepest, ' nd lrise f r01, the <lead, ::md Christ sh:111 shine upon 

th8e. ' (Eph. 5.11-1. ,. ). 

On occ Isbn Pnul C.ll1 spe.lk o~' the Church's 1',,,1 tiolJship with the worlel , 

'18 onc' u1 in-..(8pcnJulCe; 'Th t ye study to he quil2t, 0.nc. to uo your own business, 

: .. .nil to .'0rk '>!ita 'y vu r h . .Llds J even .18 N l" ch ' rg~d y uu , th ':. t 11 e l.i:Y vvalk honestl;y 

to, ,'~rc1s ti!.~m th . .l t _r-lre \·'ithout, -::tnG. h:J.vc lh: Ld of nothing! (1 !rhess. L~.llf) , -'lnd 

it is the:.. Chrio ti@1'S ethic .l 1'<..;1 tLmships within the Church, r :nher th , n with 

the wcrld , th .t constitute th ," e v:tnt. lic :: l cil!1.11enge, 'Do c:ll tHingS without 

: turLurings ( ntI disputings t tl 1t y e U-,J be bl "" :.m(;; less ,tnd h'~rmle8s chilltren of God 

1. cf ·1bove p. 442. 
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wi thout ble:flish in thL .Ji;.~t of :1 crooked ffi1d perverse generation, CI,aong whom ye 

Jre seen dS lights in thG ,Iorld ' (PhiL 2. 1 -;f). 

More gen"r:cUy the rel -lticnship is defined as on" of love, :1 love which 

' Nork:eth no ill to his nei, hbour' (Rom. 13.8-10), ,n"; the Ghristbn is exhorted 

t o 'work th:~t -..vhich i _ buoL1 to nIl lJen , :"!l1U eSpBci.:llly to ;:lrd thelJ thc:.t are of 

the huusehol" of f:Jitu ' (" ,,1. 6. 10) . ,.h"t this 'love' means in r21·"ltion to 
1. 

Qutsillers is ~'~Grk8J out in ROlii. 12 . 14, 17- 21. 'RenLier to no i':1Jl evil fo r ev il. 

T Ike thuu5ht for thin.:.s honourable in the s i~,h t of ,,11 ruen ' (verc (: 17) . ' In 

rel" tions witll the outside ,;or l d , the Christi-.n will show respect f or the LJoral 

st·mdc.r ds of his n cn- Christi.m n eighbours '. The ~ssULption of this precept is 

thL1t th8re is c', cert::in .... lral st·muard cO.C! ,on to Chr istians ::wd p3gans - doubtless 

the " the 1,W wr itten on thoir hv.rts", whic,. good p<gans " ob<-y instinctively" -

.nd love requir es the Christian to J,ulke the mo;t of this CIS ::l b.1Sis for harmonious 
2. 

r8L, tions . ' Thi s le"lJs on to the exhort .tion 'If it be possible , as much C1S in 

you lieth, be at peace " i til ~ll ,.Jen ' ('Terse l S ). Since Christ died to ill 1ke 

peace; (Eph. Z.14- 1S) the Christian ,.IUS t 'l lw9Ys strive for peaceful rcl .'ltions \'lith 

his n eiGhbours .. 'If collisions occur, ~s they a lmost inevit '\bly "ill, the jJ r o-
3. 

v uco.tion ..oust not com!; fro;-:, the Christio.n siJe. ' The Chris t i.m is not only to 

.:lbstnin from taking revenc;Cl , in thb knowlcJ.;e thc,t the retribution inherent in 
1, . 

th" hlor:J.l oruer will ':Ivrk itJelf uut , but is to Cive drink 'md food to his thirsty 

c:nd hungry enemy (vcrs eS 19 , 20) . -ineth_r or nut Moff~tt 's rendering of the 

cur iuus phr as(: derived fro,., Pr ovo 25 . 21- 22 ( ' in -:;0 dOing thou sh.llt he'lp cO 'lls of 

fire upon his he:ld') ·'s 'in this W:lY you ill ... ke I.im fec' l .\ burning Se·nse of 

sh~tllle t is ,correct~ the }Jrinciple inv01ved is the l ',w th'J.t evil c n ne ver be over -

c o"le by evil, but only by., _r ":lt .' r c ood , 'be not overcoJ:Je of evil , but ovcrCOile 

evil .: ith gGod' (v l:.. rs~ 21) .. 

A co..op:c, r ison of this -Nith wh::lt :Paul h '·s t o say a bout the rel, tions 

within the Chr ist i an COLl[,uni ty both in Roi l 12. 9-13 , 15-16 ( , In love of the br e t h-

ren be tdnuerly affoctioned to one on <J ther; in honour preferring on" to' another . .. 

COI,l:1unic ·.lting to th e necessHies of the s " ints •..• rejoice '.;ith t"ell thJ'lt rejoice; 

weep with the.j th,.\t We8p. Be of the s ." ,j e clinu one towa rd '.not her ,) <, nd 1 Cor. 13 

1. C. H. Dodd, no,.;:ms, 1959 , p.206 . (verses 9- 13 'mJ 15- 16 , as DoJds ho.s a rgued, 
·pj.llying to the int~a3e pers()n.i l r cL ,tions within the Christian society) . 

2. ibiq p. 206f. 
3. ibid p. 207 
4 . ibid p . 207. Cf ~ ls o ibid pp. 46-50. 
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(follo.1ing hClrd on the uascription of th e Church :lS the body of Christ in 1 Cor. 

12.12-31) inclic ltes tlnt ,·,,,il,, thd Christi n'8 r"l,ltionship .Iith those outside the 

Church consists in uOing 2,vo,: t o them, 'Ild n"ver h:lvin.; an " thic ::>l st 'm el'lrd which 

is l (. ,,,,r th:m theirs, it l-,cks :111 tho intensity .mel .v:umth of the rel - tionships 

in the unity in Christ. For the Jews P·-.ul feels burning .·gony o.t his sepo.r:l-

tion fro," thew by his bei~ in Christ (, I " ish th_i t I ;:lyself ":e r" "n0.thelll:l fro," 

Christ fJr my brethr~n' S 81k", ,.ry kinswen 'ccorJing to the fl"",h' (Rom. 9.3), :mel 

though th by , re 'o.s t ouch ing tn" election •. . beloved for the f .1thers' s 'lke', yet 

they ere l etS touching the GospGl .... enel,,ies for your So.k8' (Rom. 11.28). This 

emotion,l detachlilent, \i;,ich is never there in respect of the ,Tews, in the ethic , 1 

rdl.'ltions between the Christbn COl.i.,unity :md thOSe outside it in contr'lst to the 

intense reLltions.<ithin the buuY, is Inuic .'.tive of ho>! seriously P'1ul took the 

'oneness' wh ich is cre~teu in Christ . But the int ensity of his evangelical 

longing th " t a ll ,night "" included in thic S'llne unity (cf e . g . Rom. 9.3 qnd ROil 

11) i8 c, clea r indic " tiCJ n of the cruci:lli ty of Christ for him, Cln d th"t it is only 

by being 'in Christ' " nd thus out of the old solidarity with its inevit:lbility of 

sin ''I1L, division th , t pe'tce is possible for " L811 . The theological basis fur the 

Church ' s mission and ethics in the thought (;f P .lul is th ,t it is in nd through 

Christ ,lone that it is possible f ::- r ."ell t e· be free from 3.11 the old bondqges ' in 

Adam', 'md t nus 'in Christ' .-,lone tht d en c ~.n be reconciled t o God '"nd jOined to 

one :mother. Conse.;uently whi l " there i s >n lev'1neelic'3.1 fervour tO l.?lrds those 

outside tile body, there is not a corresponcling etnic ~,l fervour. This ethic",l 

fervou r is t o be fuund on ly when jJointillc; t o 'tele ethics of ttj() body in its unity. 

In this sense Christ 's ",~" th, resurrectiun ';nd exaltat i on crea tes, by our inc ()r-

porc,tion into it, :. c0,.JJuni ty whicb. for P '1ul is not possible outSide of the new 

cre :tion which h :..s C( c,e in Christ. 

(e) ConclUSion 

·.Ihile P"ul's Christ ology in n o "; ITS thre Cl tens his s tric t monotheism, 
1. 

despite the 'tr ')ces vf " l'rini t :tri,m braund-plan' in 1 Cor. 12 . 4-6 "\nd 2 Cor. 

13.13, Christ is " n d re:;,,,ins :lbsolut ely cruci::ll to P::lUl's sot eriology and 

ecc les iology. He is th e une in Whul., God hilS broken the all- pervnding consequence 

of AdrtL, '", Sin, shutting I.~en up in a bonJ:lge to sin, dea th, th e pO,Jers, and the 

law. This do,-,s nut EiG211 t ll..!1t thl3se hostile forc es h'lve cea sed to exist, for 

the Christi.m a s Christ's conteliljJorary is with Christ in the process of g'lining 

1. J.IID. Kelly, E'J.rly Christi:-,n Creeds, 1 96 0, jJp. 21f. 
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the victory. No .. k"ll1 st~,nds in the ,:>l:etce of Cl victory .11reCldj we,n . Eve I"J man, 

1,Q"eVer, c an g:tin the victory by p .rticiVlting in Christ's victory. 

Tllis 'P'lrticip ting in Christ ' i~ L'lken so liter "lly th ,t for Paul 

Christ st 'illdb neither ·· lC..lbsiue of n0r 9-bove: the Christian, r"lther Christ is the 

total re,'llity of eVe rythinz Lhat is in hitl, G) that in confronting e ither the 

whole or any part one c Gnfronts Christ hLJself. It is in this corporate per son-

etlity of Christ th:tt Gel is "resent, bec.~ use He w, s 'in Christ reconciling the 

world to hin:s elf , (2 Cor. 5. 19). A ,",n's rel , tionship with God, therefore, is 

wholly dependent on Gud' s r e l a ti,)l1 Vii th Christ without this implyinG tha t Christ 

WIlS divine , .oJlJ in virtu.: of the f act th ~.t the only redeemine reb.tion with Christ 

tha t Paul knows of i s being in 'ill ore;:mic rel.,t ion with Christ which ent"tils being 

org l nic pJ.rts of on e- lnother, id ill 's r81r.ti:)nship with God is only I in Christ I 

;;hich !:k:",ns 'in the Church' ·:nd 'in on" ~ not her ' • 

Against the b"lckground vf Paul ' to Se;;li tic tot :llity thinking which h ,' s 

its roots !aot in myst i cisl ' but in nistoricfl l .no soci ~,l r e .llisill, being 'in Christ' 

as :l saving si tU.'ltiun l.L -ns both th t ~ rCldic :lly new thing. hn" ha}Jp ened in 

hUtory 'lIlO that We .::r·c klLn i nto c. new seli c; :lrity v;ith othc:rs who have been 

lib.er2teu by th"l t event. Consequently t nis new solid2rity expresses itself not 

in c Christ clYsticiSL~ but in intense ii1ter- personal relationships of belongi ng t o 

one ':l.no ther, c:lrin,g fur vn 6 .1llother, s.i.1 . ring "lith one .!1nother l in Christt, SOIue-

thing th " t is possible only bec .uSe ',,, ,' re beine liber' .ted ' ,:ith Christ'. This 

ent ·' ils ,J:lintaining n certain det :lClll,lent fro;'l those outs ide the cOilllluni ty, in 

order to reldain fre e fr o!.. the pO.ler for evil which will inevit ::lbly be present jn 

too clot;~ :J. r el.,t i onship, :.nu yet a t the s:: .. ,e tilde .m ev:mgelical fervour t o 

include others int o the fellowship, 111U (' re :diness to receive into the intense 

pcTscn",l life ·:Jf the Cc, .. .lccL!l1i ty any ,:;:m '"ho is 'in Christ'. 

It is ti,is close inter- person·.l life, IT: ide possibl e by the de':tth 'md 

resurrection of Christ ~.ncl by dying ,'nc: rising with him, IIhich is life 'in Christ' 

or life 'in the Spirit '. ;,ithout this hW"1fl unity it is presuned th~.t we 3.re 

still ' in the flesh' (1 Cor . 3.3), n C: tilis bee :USe to be uniteu <i th another 'in 

Christ' is to be unit eel ." i th CtJrist hiillo3 eli'. If it '~oulLl be true to say th'1t 

for Paul 'outsicle the Church there is n u s , l v '1tion ', which would menn th3t 

outside Christ there is nu S tlv'J.tiun, it \·,QuId be equ·111y true to s::xy 'in n 

di vicled ChurctJ there is no Sell v tion ' . An!. t'lis would !!le:m not only " Church 
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,livided deno;nin _,t i onnlly, but divided by jealouSies, contentions , strifE:s , :;nd 

n ut wc.i ting for l o tv-c G_iers at the euch -.rist ic ue.:tl. For Paul the unity of 

Christ is the unity of the Church for Chris t is the whole body in which we a re 

inter-related org:ms serving one another in love in the service 9.nd love of 

Christ. 

For Paul it is this concept both of s oterio l ogy , nd eccles i ology which 

is the theolog ical settin;; of the Sf'.cr -lents. 
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CHAPrER III THE JOHANNlNE CONCEPTION OF THE CHURCH AS A 
'CORPORATE BODY' 'IN CHRIST' 

As with Paul so with John an adequate analysis of the concept of the 
L 

Church in the Johannine corpus (for our purposes excluding the Apocalypse) 

requires ~ initial exruuinltion of his understanding of the Atonement, ~nd the 

relationship between Cllrist amI the Father. A thorough and detailed examination 

of these two illJjor aspects of Johannine theology would require 0. book in itself. 

Taking into account wlu t We have already s ..... id of the Soteriology and Christology, 

we shall confine ourselves here to as brief gener alisations as possible, adding 

only those details Which are necessary as the foun dat i ons uf the Johannine 

ecclesiology • 

(a) Salvation 

(i) Creation of Co~~unity 

Throughout this essay we have shown how John, like the rest of the 

New Testament writers, conceived of the Atonement as the creation of a connnunity 

through the life, death , resurrection, ascenSion of Christ and the bestowal of 

the Holy Spirit. This is most baldly stated in John's COIDJIlent on the high 

priest's statement ~ho.t it is expedient for you that one illan should die for th e 

pe ople, and that the whole n ltion perish not' (In, 11, 50); 'Now.~ •• he pro~ 

phesied that Jesus Shoul d die for the nco tion; and not for the nation only, but 

that he might ~ather into one the children of God that are scattered abroad' 

(In. 11. 51, 52) The SaLle thought is expressed in many different ways throughoUG 

the Gospel and epistles. We have seen this in In. 2,19 and 21; 'Destroy this 

temple, and ih three dtlys I will r diSe it up ••••• But he spake of the temple of 
2. 

hiS body'. The fact th,lt hers alone Jesus is made the agent of his own reSUI'--

rection in John militates against the possibility that the reference is solely 

to the resurrection of Jesus on th e third day and indicates t ill.t it is also of 

the Church that John is speaking, despite the fact that John does not develop 

this Pauline concept of the Church. A Similar Pauline conception is found in 

12.24; 'Except a grain of Wheat fall into the earth and die, it abideth by itself 

alone; but if it die , it beareth much fruit. 

a.. Cf above pp. 119ff. 
I. For detailed a rgument in support of the common authorship of the Gospel 

and I and 2 John cf A.E. Brooke, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the 
Johannine Epistles, 1912, ii-iv; C.K. Barrett, John, 1955, pp.49ff. 
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'I'he idea here is clearly of ttle pbnted seed coming to life through 

the planting as a new body wnich , as a living plant, bears fruit. i'/hat this 

fruit is is stated in 12.32; 'I, if I be lifted up from the earth , wi ll draw 

all men unto myself', which 'being lift ed up', as we have seen, refers to both 
l. 

the Cross a nd the r esurrection and ascension. The task of the good Shepherd, 

we are told is to bring in the sheep, 'and they shall become one flock, one 

shepherd' (In. 10.16), and the very heart of the high-priestly prayer of 

Christ fur ' his disciples is 'that they may be one , even as we are one' (In. 17. 

21, 22). In 1 In. 1.3 it is st:1ted th"t the purpose of procl a iming Christ is 

'that ye a lso may have fellowship with us; yea and our fellowship is with the 

Father, and with his Son Jesus Christ', and to walk in the light is to 'have 

fellowship one with another' (1 In. 1.7). 

,/hat constitutes this unity we shall have to see l,~ter, as a lso the 

cruciality of the corporate relationship with Christ, but that this is a unity 

wlllch can be stated in terms of inter-personal relationships is everywhere 

apparent in John. For example; 'This is my comnandment, that ye love one 

another, even as I have loved you' (In. 15.12), and the repeated assertion of 

t he epistles ' ~; e know t hat we have passed out of death into life, bec'luse We 

love the brethren. He that loveth not abideth in death' (1 In. 3.14 and many 

other places). 

The most outst8llding illustration of this community in Christ is 

given in J ohn ' s account of the last Supper. One of the most difficult things 

to understand in John's Gospel is why he, whose Eucharistic teaching, as 
2. 

Cullman has shown, pervades the whole should have no account of the institution 
3. 

of the Eucharist. It is i nconceivable that he was not aware of the tradition in 

the Synoptics and Paul. V~rious conjectures as to why this should be so have 
4. 

been forthcoming. Schweitzer explains it ,1S the result of John's conviction 

that the sacraments first became possible after t he gift of the Spirit which 

WaS consequent upon the death a11<l exaltat ion of Jesus (cf In. 6.63). While 

there is truth in this, as an explan2tion it fails to s atisfy. If this were 

the reason it is hard to understand why John di d not simply add an explanatory 

comment t o this effect - somClthing he is by no means reluctant t o do on other 

1. Cf above p. 367ff. 
2. o. CullnlarYt, Worship, 1959. 
3; It is understandable that the Synoptics whose attention is concentrated on 

the institution of the Euchnrist, should not have recounted the scene of the 
footwas hing. The f ac t that they have n ot done so in no way militates against 
its historicity. (cf ibid p.106). 

4. ~ Schweitzer, The Mysticism pf Paul the Apostle, 1931, p.357. 
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occas i ons. ' Scott beliGves th~t while John could not esc~pe the weight of the 

Church 's sacr a..1imtalism, he did his best to spiritualise what he found; to 

eiuphas ise in the sacraments t h e work of the Hol y Spirit m d to lJinimise that of 

water , bread, and wine . ,ihile John GOes indeed exph~sise the "ork of the Holy 

Spirit, he does anything but atte"lpt to dr Clw attention away f r om the w.",ter and 

the breeul ami wine (cf In. 3. 5 ; 6.53f). It cannot therefore be th~t the 

r eference to the Eucharis tic " l ei"ents in t he tr:ldi tion of t he institution of 

"he Lord's Supper hss lei: t o its cOl:,plete suppression nnu the substitution of the 
2. 

foot - washing incident. , Acc ording t o Bo.rrett , John has r efus etl to r oot the 

s ,"cr oment in a Part icula r illo;;lent and Co i':lrt icul or action , but r ather r oots it in 
3. 

'the tot ~l sacrauental f :lct of the incarn::ltion I. For Cullmailil th e reason is 

that 'it is ch~racteristic of the Fourth Gospe l that it deals with the sacr ament 

of the Lord I s Supper not in terms of :l simple description of its institution as 

the synoptics do , but by sh owing how frOla other events in the life of Jesus a 
4. 

connecting line is t o be t r aced to this Sncrament. I 

The views (;1' Barret t anel CUlliDl rl1\C'Ul easily be support ed f r om the 

Gospel, _md CUllL19.!lll is undoubtedl y correct in pointing out tha t the rela tion of 

the sscralnent to th" atoniIl,£ death of Christ h as a l ready been dealt with in 

5. 
Ch~pter 2 , and the life- giving resurrecting power of it in Chapte r 6. ThiS 

being so it would be superfluous to dec,l \'Ii til t he s ame themes here, themes which 

would h~ve been suggested by a r ecountinG of the institution. It is signjfi~ 

cant to note, however, th:',t a ll John's a llusions t o the sacraments of b'lptism 

(especia lly in Chapter 3) ~nd the Eucharist (especi~lly in Chapter 6) presuppop~ 

tha t his reaJers "re fru7iiliar wit h tnese s :.cr"Ulents, so we mus t assume that 

John was awar e t lLt in r ecounting the events of the wst Suppe r his r e'lders 

as much the first .:lS tha t w"ntieth c (mtury re"lders - would h",ve expected to find 

a r ecor d of the institution . Kncwi ng thiS , his omi ssion of the instituti on 

and the inclusion of the story of the foot - washi ng cannot but be intended to 

dr aw a tt ention t o what the sacrament me:lns, i. e. Whlt it effects, in this 

incident. 

i'lh:lt it effects is sta t ed in Christ's di a l ogue with Peter who obj ects 

t o h~,ving his feet washed by the Master. In reply Christ says 'If I wash thee 

not , thou h '3.Et no p'l rt with me I (In. 13. 8) . 
1. E. F. Scott; The FOtir--fh- Gospel ,1:tsrurposeandThEiology , 1920 , pp. 125ff. 
2 . For :1 SUIJJil'lry of various other views cf O. Cull~, Worship , 1959, p.106-110. 
3. C. K. Barrett, J ohn, 1955, P. 42 , 71. 
4. O. Culll!laIJl), WorshiP, 1959, p. l06. (Cullm:llll'i s i t :>lics) . 
5. ibid p. 107 . 
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That he is referring here t o t he Euch3rist through which a union with 

Christ is effecteu, ::mu 110t to baptism is r.ude plain in the verses that follow. 

When Peter replies ' Lord , n ot my feet only , but a l so my hrulds and my head ' 
l. 

(In. 13.9) Jesus s (!~s 'He that is bathed needeth not Save to w~sh his feet, but 

is clean every whit: .JUG ye :lre cleoo, but not 0111. For he knew him that 

should betray him'. (In. 13.10, 11). .. h 'lt is ::tsserte Ll h ere is th" t it is in 

baptism, i. e. in the 'bathing ', th .• t thG disciple is cleansed, and sins committed 

::tfter baptism are not to be cleansed in re-b~ptism. A siLlila r prohibition cn 

re-baptism is f ound in Heb. 6 .6, where it is foun ded on the ~rounds thl t Christ 

coulG not be twice crucified. Here the 3 rount! is th:'lt the tot a l r egener at ing 

cleoosing h :o.s already t ... ,ken place in b.lptisr.l (In. 3.5) ·'s has union with 

Christ (In. 3.15). But aga in 'md again in the Eucharist, symbolised in the 

f oot-washing, the baptised is t o come for cleansing and the renewal of his 

union with Christ. The referenc2 t o the betrayer in this episode, in common 

with c. similar reference t o Jud'1S in the Synoptic account of the institution 
2. 

of the Eucharist (cf Mk. 1~.18 a n d par.), again paints indubitably t o the fact 

that it is the Eucharist tk~t is in mind in the foot washing. 

Now if it is in the Eucharist tha t the Christian is ma de to h ave a 

'part with Christ', i. e . creCltes fellowship with Christ , then a few verses 

further on (In. 13.14) Christ says 'If I then, the Lord and the Master , hqve 

washed your feet, y e also ought to w~sh one another's feet'. In washing the 

disciples' feet is expressed Christ's humble service in love of his disciples, 

which act binds Master and disciple together. So also in washing one another's 

feet t he t! i sciples bi ve expression to the, love of Chris t which is theirs in 

their union with him, ant! in this act a r e innde parts of another. The idea 

here is precisely the s eme as in In.lT.21, 22 , 26 . 'That they may all be one; 

3. 
even ~s thou Father a rt in me , a nd I in thee, that they also may be in us •••• 

and the glory which thou !us given me I ha ve given them; that t n ey m:'ly be one 

1. The "lOrdS E'I 1'1 ,0';'5 ,,6-<!1o<5 a re lacking in Sinaiticus, in SOCle latin 
translations and in the Church Fathers. They are otherwise well attested. 
Cf. C. K. Barrett, J o;ln, 1955, ad loco fc)r detailed textual "violence :md argu­
ment in support of the urigin 'l.lity of the words. R. Bultmann, Joh'mn~, s , 357, 
does not regard til ", words as origina l, rej ects any baptismal allusions, and 
interprets the verse in the Sense of 'l. wor t! picture: 'As he that is washed 
needeth n u more washing so he who blS rec e ived fellowship Iii til me by washing 
of feet needs no further washing'. In the foot washing h e sees represented 
the service of Jesus to his own which he performs through his word. (In.15.3) 

2. The p" rallel is closest in Luke 's account of the institution where, as her" 
with the footw~shing, the r eferenge t o the bet,ayer is pla ced in intimate ' 
2ss ociation with the institution \Lk. 22 .19-21) 'lnd not , as in Mk. and Matt., 
preceding it. . . 

3. While th:j.s passag e contains references to the relationship between Cnrist~lllld 
the Father, t o wliich we must return later, the ebsential idea is tha t it is 
in union with Christ tha t the di ociples sh2re in the glory of Christ and 
(',re filled with himself .. nd his love. It is this which i s the :.;round of 
'their unity. (Pleas e refer next page) . 
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even as we a re one.... th '.t the love wherewith thou lovedst me may be in them'. 
1. 

While these verses cont 2in no specific r eference to the Eucharist, in Chapter 

13 it is in and t h rough the Eucharist tlL~t the union with Christ is achi eved, a 

union which is nt the S2m8 time a union with one another. When tha t foot-

VI':'.shing is rCjJeated in the Church, as John obviously believed it should be, 

then it would be th~t the communicants who would wash each other's feet and in 

that ::Ict become parts with Chris t ,md P::trts with each other. The concept here 

is precisely the same as we saw in Paul' s understanding of the Eucharist in 1 
2. 

Cor. 10 and 11. 

Consequently for Christ t o cleanse us by washing our feet and t hus 

,",oke us part of himSelf in the Euchnrist me= and effects that we are made 

part of ea ch other in our union with him. " ha t Christ effects in making us 

p"rt of hire elf i s making us pt, rts of one another 'in hi m', and so being 'in 

him' is t o be given expression not s i mply in devotion to Chris t but a ls o in 

humble s ervice and l ove of one another. Eucharis tic or sacr~~ental Jevotion 

is therefore n ot simj>ly to p lrt :lke of the elements, but it is t o par take of t he 

elements in the act of washing each other's feet, just as f or Paul it is to 

p . trtake of t he elelilents in the act of shnring with one another. 

(ii) Being in Christ 

In dealing with t he community we h .we been unable t o avoid noting that 

the very eSSence of the comnunity i s t hat it is 'in Christ'. "Ihile we have 

n ot ;;' e t examined what s9.lvation by being 'in Christ' means for J ohn, it is 

perhaps best th::lt we not e at this stage how thor oughly like Pau2 John is in 

stressing that we are mnde sharers in t he re demption which Christ h".s won by 

being 'in Christ '. 

The conclusion of t he b~ptisma2 section of the gr e::lt dis course with 

Nic Dd emus is th~t the Son of man must be 'lifted up' in death and exaltation 

s o th:'\t ' whosoever believeth may in hThl have et ernal life' (In. 3.15). As 
, 

Barrett h"s n ot ed J ohn never hlS t he verb#,O'TLUt.,V 

~ :>" p ,-
in In. 1.4 we find th e asse rtion EY "'1.)"1"';" 'J w 1 1)'1 • 

) 

followed by t.y ,but 

Consequently he 

rightly concludes t hat 'in him ' i s not to be construct ed with 'b&lieve' (as 
3. 

in t he R. V. mar g in) but with 'eternal life' (<IS in R. V.). B::Iptism, therefore, 

1. But be ,:>ring in mind trlat these words ::Ire s poken i n the context of Christ's 
meal with his disciples . 

2. Cf .'1b0ve p. 427ff. 
3. C.K. Barrett, John, 1955, ad l oco 
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which is baptism with water :mu the Spirit ' nti deill~nds the response of f :l i th, 

is that which includes us in the Kingdon of God. (In. 3.3,5) "nd incorpor'ltes 

us into Christ. This incorporation into Christ in the Kingdom is our birth 
J/ 
d...yw8£v . This does not simply mean th~t Vie are regenerateu by the working 

of the Holy Spirit 'from -, bove' , but is : lso expressive of wha t it meanS to be 

born 'from above'. In the i "medi '1 tely preceding verses we h e,VB been told how 

t he Son of man 'descended out of he'1ven' (In. 3.13), so we too a re born~we.v 

wilen >Ie "re included 'in hi);; '. It is by being 'in him' who is the Son of God 

that we a re ,he 'sons of liod' who ~re born 'not of blood, nor of the will of 

the fl esh, nor of the will :)f .13.n, but of God' (In. 1.13). 'In hiB', who is 

not of tdis worl d, we a re n ot of thid Vlorld (In. 17.14 ,16) . In In. 8.23 it is 

made pl,lin th"t Christ's being 'not of this Vlorld',iS , his beins 'from' c:bove ' 
;J ,.., ~I 

(tK. T(.JY el..VW). Our being not of this Vlorld is not simply tha.t in baptism 

we "re "'!lde 'like Christ'. It is, rather, that in our incorpor:ction into 

him we share his very na ture . This is mode plain in In. 17.21-26, where the 

mutual indwelling of Christ 'md the Christian is repeotedly stressed, the 

SQ,ri.llg of his n~ture is stated (verse 22), 'Uld that we are ,Iwi th him' (verse 

24). 

Incorporation into Christ is att ained also through t he Euch'1rist. 

In. 6.56; 'He that e Clteth my flesh ,Uld drinketh my blood ab i deth in me and I 

in him'. I/hile the great Euch'" ristic discourse in Ch:lpter 6 springs out of 

the Llircale of the feeQing of the five thousand , it has frequently been noted 

th:-: t in the eucharistic discourse proper, i. a. In. 6. 5lff, the iue~ of drinking 

is strangely introduced int o a context whic" s)Jea ks only of bread, - nd of 

Christ : \S the bread ' come down fro.., h en.ven to give life t o the world ' (In. 6. 

32- 35). In this p~ssace there is n othing to correspond t o 'I '}m the bread of 

life' (In. 6. 35) :J,S an expl.:"l:Jtion of the eucharistic drink. In In. 15.1, 

hOllever, is found the assertion 'I aL, the true vine' . 

If B:lrrett is c orrect in his a.rgUlilent that Chapters 15-17 are an 
1 • 

.'Jlternate conclusion to Chapt er 14 of the Last Supper, then 'I nI,l the true 

vine ' following h a rd on the a ccount of the Last Supper in Chapter 13, c"rries 

obvious euch"iristic conn ut a tions. In any event the eucharis tic char acte r of 
2. 

t he f a rewell discourses has long been Seen my most exege tes, and strongly 

1. C.K. Barrett, J ohn, 1955, pp. 378ff. 
2. G.H. C. McGregor, Eucharistic OriginS, 1928, p.217ff. A. LoiSy, Le Quatrieme 

Evangile, 1921, ad . l ac., M. Goguel, L'Eucharistie ues origines a Justin 
Martyr, 1910, p. 197f. 
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emphnsised by Hoskyns emd Culhn .nn. 'Tho who l e setting in \'Ih ich these speeches 

Were spoken l'u ints tel t ;.i3 f :lct. \"h~tever the original order wns, they have 

their pLlce at the Last Su,_>,e r when Judns, the t rait or, having t "ken the sop 

' went out stra~htwc.y; ",nd it wns niGht' (In. 13. 30,31), while Jesus remnins 

in the r oom with the other disciples, whvse feet he h " S washed, ;mel "ith Hholll 

he has 8"ten. 

' I am the true vine ', refers bnck to the wine of the Las t SUl'per, 
3. 

even if Old TestJ.iilent i lTh.'gery is also being elaployed. Having 3Sserted, 

the r efore, that it is Jesus himself, the true vine, who meets the believers 

in the eucharistic cup , Jesus continues to pa int n picture of a n organic 

union with himself which is 90S organic a 1l."lion as any we Saw in our analysis 

of P'lul: 

' Every branch i n me..... s bide in me , '~nd I in y ou. As the bnmch 
c·..nn ot bear fruit of itself, except it ab i de in the vine; so neither 
can ye , except ye :',bi,; e in me . I .ua the vine, ye are the br31lches: 
He tha t abideth in me , mel J: in hi.il , 'Lhe S'lme beareth much fruit: 
for :\psrt frora me (I\W~~) t)JOlJ ,i. e . cut off f ranjme) ye c c,n do 
nothing. If a lllan c.bide n ot i n me , he is cast forth as a brench 
cUld is withered.' (In. 15. 2-6 ). 

The intimate union which en abl es the br ,nches t o bear fruit is, .'lbove all, 

the eucharistic communion of believers with Christ . 

However , t h e Ol d Tes t!1l11ent i m::./sery i s :11so iml'ortant for ::m 8.Jlpre--

ci:ltion of ~\thnt John is SCyiLlg here. In the Ol J Test'lIDent the vine is used 

of Israel ; e . g . Jer. 2. 21, Ezek. 15.1-8; 19.10-14; Ps.80. 9-16 . In these 

pass::lges the pure :m d f !w oured origin of Isr "el, E,m; a ls o its i:eGene r ation or 

,1 '\ " \ G / 
D'j1" L 1\05 ol,i\ 1 I V '1 is 

4. 
The s ,',,"e uS!. of the to be dnnger is uescribed. 

found in r <1bbinic liter .• ture; the full est example being Lev. R. 36.2. SY'!lbo-

l i c s peech b~sed upon vines nni: vL~ey~rds is f ound in the synoptic gospels; 

Mk. 12.1-9; M::>tt. 21. 33- 41 ; Lk. 20.9-16; l!C\tt . 20.1-16; 21. 28--32; cf Lk. 13.6-9. 

All these New Tes t .JJent p u"\bles h~ ve in common the fact thr; t the vineyar d , or 

persons connected with it, r epresent IsrQel, a s God 's vineya rd. A c ontras t 

is dr awn between the fruit which Isr:lel , as God ' s vineya rd, or the 12bourers 

in his vineya r d , ought to beu or l'roduce"nu t he sC'lnty r esults which in 

f::lct ,'lppear. 

1'Ih:lt mus t be noted in our passnge is t h '_ t the vine does not 

1. E. C. Hoskyns, The ~~ourth60s}Jel, (ed.HDavey), 1947, p. 471ff. 
2. O. Cullma nn, Worship, 1953 , p.llOff. 
3. Cf O. Cullw'lIllJ, ,vorship, 1953, pp. 111- 113 fo r Jet"liled a r gIL'll<tnts for the 

Euch,lristic cha r a cte r of Clk'1pte:r 15 b'lsed on the close parallels of this 
both with ch::cpters 6 :mil 13 ,nll " Iso \:ith the Didache . These Clrguments n eed 
not be repe~ted here . 

4. Quot ed 3 t length i n St r nck ' :Il u Bill" rbeck, Vol. 11pp. 563f. 
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repres l1nt Isr'clel but one Isr"telite only, Jesus . Anu it is mt st3teu that 

Jesus is 0ither the r oot or s te~ of the vine, but the vi ne itself. He is 

himself the whole thing , which incluues ruot , stem , ~nd branches. A vine is 

not something other th" n its r oot , stem , nd br:mch es , but is thnt or ganic 

tot ality. Consequently when w", are told thClt Jesus is the vine ~nd we a re 

the br0nches 'in him ', the ~ge is not th~t of branches graft ed onto a stem, 

but is nearer Paul' s concept of our selves '1S or ga ns of a body, which body, 

composed uf its va rious or,,:ms , is Christ h i mself. 

The Johnnnine concept of OUr 'abiding in the vine' as the branches 

which themselves nuke up the vine, expresses at once the cor por ::tte ch::tracter 

of the Church ana tht cruciality of Christ. As the br~ches of the vine , who 

is Christ , we possess the i dentity of Chr ist himself. The life of the 

brnnches is the life of Christ . Cut oi'f from the vine the br'lnci1es have no 

life ::tt ~ll, but wither anLl die, nn<l this means both cut off' frow Christ "tnd 

cut urf froil! the Church. In fact, being cut off froLl the (me entails being 

cut uff fr".;, the other. 

Remeti,bering this, the assertion "fhis is my cOmInandliient that ye 

love one another, even a s I have loved you' (In. 15. 12) , which is wh'lt 
1. 

bearing fruit mems, is not siJaply an exhortOLtion to imitat i on . If the 

being of the vine is t o l ov" his friends Clnd l ::ty down his life for ther.>. (In. 

15.13f), then the bein~. of th e branches, which OL r e an or,pnic p .. rt of the 

vine, is to love one another. Thi s is expressed most forcefull y in 1 In. 

3.14; ' 11e knuw th,t we h " ve [- .,ssed "ut Gf l1e·th i nto life , bec:lUse we love 

the brethren. He th ct loveth n ot ,bil1eth in denth' , which expresses quite 

explici tly wmt is iL.plied in In. 15 . 4-6. In the vine our very n ·nture is 

hiS, which is t o love c.n,1 which l ove is t~e fruit of his love. Cut off frol.! 

tile vine, we can do nothing but perish , 1. e. ' He that loveth not "bideth in 

dea th ' , for he is not 'in Christ the vine' . 

While John frequently speaks of Chri st 's exhortat i on th'lt we should 

<10 a s he did (cf In. 13.15), his thought l i es much deeper th:m TIere imitntion. 

bio1'e 'cruly it is ' '' e love , bec.use h6 first loved us' (1 In. 4.19). .ie can 

only love, .,him we "bi de in Cl1rist t he vine, which me:>ns to f'.bic1e in his love 

(In . 15. 9), which mc"IlS to l ove one "n uther with the S18e love with which he 

lov8u US and theffi (In. i 5. 12). Hhen the corpor'1te ch'lr ncter of the Church 

1. Cf C. K. Barrett, John , 1955 , on In. 15 . 2 nc1 loco 
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in the o r gunic union in Chr i s t i s grnspe<l. , then the log ic al conclusion is 

th ,t sh.uing in t he being of tha t organic ~ntity is to give expression t o his 

m.ode of existence 7 ,'~hic~1 is t o l ove the brethren .. The very eSSence of 

sho,ring in the being of Christ is s h -:ring in his love for the brethren. 

Our analysis ~ i' I'Ih'1t being 'in Christ' lUeans in John has alre:J.dy 

Sl'1GWn th 'lt this cm never be conceived as an individual's COfJillunion in iso-

l Cltian Iii th Cllrist. As such it indic : t es tlu t as much f o r John 2.S for 

Paul being 'in Christ' is Q comr~..,l being. Here We see the intimate link 

betwe en the Atoneill8nt QS c Olmnunity-cre::lting md beini; 'in Christ '. But we 

s ee 2.1so th 'lt being or ,bil: ing in Christ is not useu by John t o express a 

fellowship or cOlkaunion bet ween tw u dis tinct entities, :1S it would be if 

Christ ",e r e the stelJ (;f the vine :md .ve its branches , but expresses r"ther 

, >" 
being rnde a P:lrt of, or hc·.vine; a part in Christ jPc.pOS )1c.T ' ~ou In.13. 8) 

which me'ms, ultirrntely, the s '),ne thing :;s being part of the Church which is 

Christ hilllSelf. If Christ loved us, therefor e , it is not simply that we 

ought to l ove one "lnother but r2ther if' 'fie don 't love t he brethren, then we 

c;)llnot be in Christ (1 In. 3. 14) . 

This being 'in Christ' bec , use of its orgmic n :,ture Clill also be 

8xpressed, a s by Paul , ,'.s Christ being' i n us ' . ' Becaus e I live, y e shall 

Ii ve .:!lso . In th-·,t llay ye smll knc,w th ct I am in my Father, ~n<1 ye in me , 

:nu I in you' (In. 1 ,;..19 , 20); 'He tha t ei:\ teth hI)' flesh me; " rinketh my blood 

abi ddh in me , 3Ild I in hin ' (In. 6.56); ' That they may all be one; even 

' ,s t hou , Father, ~.rt in me, md I in thee, that they ,~ls 0 umy be in us : ••. 

I in them , .md thou in "IG •••• th'l t t he love wherewith thou lovedst me m3Y be 

in t hel:!, "nd I in th8m ' (In. 17.21,23, 26). So. intiD'1te is tr~s union 

between Christ .md th" Cnristi.m cCu",.unity th :t it can even be s:ricl 'I .ow 

glorifietl in theL, l (In. 1"1.10); 'trtd 'He th-· t receiveth whomso-ever I send 

rec eiveth me ; :mel he th.:> t receiveth mc receiveth him that sent me' (In. 13.20). 

The cruc i nli t y of this being 'in Christ' or p.,rts with Christ 

lies f or John in what Christ i s and wha t he h<18 done , being who. he i s . 

, 

(iii) Delivermce fru .. l thi.s I'orl d 

I 
Kodyo5 is n CO •. li"on :md import,oIlt word in John. In gen eral the 

i"\6''}JJO) is not the t ot a lity of cre:ttion, but the world of r.len ,~nd human 

affd rs (In. U . 9; 17.5,24; 21. 25 being exc eptions t o this). Even in 
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In. 1.10 the world mnrle through thl; Word is c ::pable of knowing , or of not 

kna.ving its 'laker. 
" 1. 

< / 
The -;or],cl is so,,,et:U.es further defin ed 8.S 0 KO~O:i 

L 

OUTOS 'fhis eX)J ression is not siLlply equiv"len t t u thE' r~, bbinic 

" < ~, <. 
hal olam hazeh (0 ol' WY OUID) , 'This age ' ) a nd contrasted with a future 

world, but is contrc,st ed also with a world other than this but already 

existing, i . e. the heavenly world (cf In. 8. 23), lYe are from beneath, I 

am from above; ye a re of tnis world; I am not of this world. ,) John appears 

t o use this expression, 'not of this world' to combine the ideas of an 

eschatological future tinticipated alretidy in the ministry of Jesus, and also 

of the intrusion of t he heavenly wo rld i nto this purely earthly one. 

The definition of the world as 'this world ' necessar ily involves a 

meaSure of dualism, which i3 at times very strongly expressed (In. 1.10; 

7.7; 14.17,22, 27,30 ; 15 . 8f; 16.8,20,33; 17 . 6,9,14ff in addition to the places 

" < / , 
where 0 1"00'y05 OUT0.5 is used) . The world not only does not receive 

or lmow Jesus, but it hates him and his disciples . Yet the ,,'arId into which 

he comes is also the scene of the s aving mission of Jesus (In. 1 . 9f; 3.17,19; 

6.14; 8.26; 10.36 ; 12. 46 ; 10. 28 ; 17.13,18; 18. 20,37) and his mi ssion to the 

world is grounded in God 's love for t he ,','orld (In. 3. 16). It is not eworhty 

I / 

that in In. 3. 16 the KOOJO) does not simply remain the y,odyo) in its 

entiret y, but tnr ough the inca rnation 01 Christ is imwediately divided 

~ 

into 1;,,),) 
'- / 

o IIld.tUWV and, presumably, those who don 't believe. 

He who is from above , and therefore not of this world (In. 8.23) comeS in 

order that tnose who are ' of this world ' :night sha re in his being ' not of 

this world ' (In. 17 . 6 ) -.!lt hough 'in the ,'Iorld ' (In. 16.33; 17.11) just as 

he was I ncarnate 'in the world' (In. 1. 10; 9. 5; 17. 11f). And bei ng 'not of 

t he world' as he is, they are sent 'into the '" arId ' (In. 17 .18) just as he 

himself waS sent ' into tile world' (In. 17.18; 18. 37) . 

Joho ' s conception of th e world is th.Jt as the world of men it is 

the obj ect of God's loving care and COncern. As such Christ is sent as its 

Saviour (In. 4.42; cf 1. 29 ; 3 . 17; 6 . 35,51; 8 . 12; 9. 5) and it is emphatically 

repeated that he did not come to judge the world (In. 3.17 ; 12 . 47) . But 

:>/ X " t he world is also a ',;orld :U1 bondage to t:,e ruler of the world (cl-..r WV,OU 

I , 
\\.Oc5y~ TOUTOU) (In. 12. 31; 14. 30; 16. 31; cf 1 I n. 3.8) and t herefore in 

bondnge to sin (In. 8 . 34; 1 In. 3. 8) . It is he who has been judged (In. 

1. In. 8. 23; 9.39 ; 11.9; 1".25,31; 13.1; 16. 11; 18 . 36. 
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12.31; 16.31; 1 In. 3.9) and who has neither power over nor part in him who 

is from above (In. 14. 30) . It is this world in bondag e to its ruler and 

to sin whom Jesus did come to judge (In. 9.39; 12.31; cf 3.18; 5.30; 8.16 , 

26; 12.48; 1 In. 3. 8) and overcame it (In. 16.33). Those who by unbelief 

and by refuSing to come to him, who is net of the wor ld, choose to remain 

both in and of the world, conver t salvation into judgement (In. 3.16ff), 

and re,nain in benda;;e r ather than freedom (In. 8 . 31ff ). 

This judgement of the ruler of this world and overcoming the 
of evil 

world does net imply that the power"no longer eXl,sts in the world , as is 

made quite clear in Christ ' s prayer 'I pray not that thou shouldest take 

them f r om the world, but that thou shouldest keep them from the evil' 

(In. 17.15). 
;" 

SimilarlYll l In. 3.8 the destruction of the works of the devil 

is spoken of, and yet in 1 In. 3.:1.0 the distinct i on between the children of 

God and the children of the devil is drawn. '!hat is implied , r ather, is 

that those whe are 'in Christ' and so share in h i s nature of being 'not of 

this world ' a r e removed from the sphere of thi s world ' s ruler 's and sin 's 

dominion. 

If for Paul the whole of salvation WaS focussed in the deliverance 

Christ wrought for mar. in his dea th and resurrection, despite his incar-

national Chris t'llogy, tor John the incarnational Christology is of the very 

essence of h i s soteriology. This by no means implies that the death and 

exaltation of Christ have receded into t h e backgro'.md of hi s t h ought . It 

r emains through the 'lifting up of the Son of man ' in his death and exalta-

tion that men are drawn to him (In. 12.32), end in his death that he i s to 

'gather into one the children of God that are scattered abroad' (In. 11. 52) 

and his body is to b e raised up after it has been destroyed (In. 2. 21 ). It 

is into this crucifi ed , r i sen and exalted Christ that we are incporated by 

the Spirit in our baptismal and auch _ristic union , and are deli vered fr0m 

the worl d ' s solidarity in bondage to Sin, and included into his freedom. 

However , far more strongly than in Paul, ~ or John the incarnation of Chris t 

is crucial. 

It is along these lines thdt In. 3 . 28ff is to be interpreted. 
1. 

fi e h::tve a lready ec"",,,ined 8.28 in detail and n oted that it is through the 

' lifting up ' of the Son of man on the Cross ond, by implication, the 

L Cf above pp. 365 ff . 
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:.:esurrection und asce.lsion that the Jews will know that he is the Son of man 

who has come down fr om heaven (In. 3. 13) It is then th'lt they will ' know the 

truth, d1ld the truth shall Ill3ke you free' (In. 8.32). Wh~tever 'truth ' mi3ht 
l. 

mean generally in John there is a : studied ambi guity in its use here. At one level 

it paints back to '.he dec laration in In. 2.28 and means that after the death and 

exaltation of Jesus they "ill knO'd Ghe truth about him , that he is the heavenly 

Son 01' man. But at a 
2. 

the truth (In. 14.6). 

second and dec'per level, it refers to Jesus himself who is 
3. 

Consequently to 'know the truth', as Barx'ett points out, 

bears both the gnostic meaning of knowing revealed truth, :md the Hebrew meffiling 
4. 

of knowledge as an intense union most completely expressed in the sexual union. 

'.rhe knowledge or faith union with Christ the truth does not by any means make know·, 

ledge of !lho he is su;;erfluous . But it is clear thot it is not s i mply revealed 

knowledge about Jesus "bich sets a man free, it is rather being one with him who 
( In.8.35) 

is not of tnis world; it is sharing in the Son's permanence in the Father's hous'/.: 

That from which a man is liberated is sin. John does not here make 

quite explicit ,,,hat this sin is to w,l icn a man is in bondage. In the clrsely 

similar passage in 1 In. 3 . 8ff it is defined as the wo rk of the devil which the 

Son of God has been manifested to destroy ~nd consists in not doing righteousness 

,nd not loving his brother. The ma " who is born of God , who is 'in Christ ' ~ :l nd 

5. 
whose ' seed abideth in him ' , 'doeth no sin', in fact ' cannot sin ', and this 

because Christ is righteous (1 In. 3.7) .md Chris t loved uS (1 In. 3.16), i. e . 

because in that mutual indwelling we l:hare in the very nature of Christ we cannot 

do "hat is not ris hteous, nor can we not love our brothers in Christ. Or conversely 

not to love the brethren i 3 to be in death r atber than Christ who is life (1 J:l. 

3. 14) • This ' cannot do sin ' does not mean that the man who is in Christ never 

sins ~t all, as 1 In. 5. 16ff illdkes plain, it points rather to the fact that in 

being in him who is 'not of this world' , .'Iho has overcome the '"orld a nd drawn 

us to himself in his death and exalt :,tion , "e so share hiG nature that we are 

delivered out of the bondage of this world ,md Sin, which means unriGhteousness 

ffild hat i ng the brethren which issues in death, ,md that we are right eous becaus e 

he is and do love one another because he loves us . It is a deliverance from 
1. On this cf C. H. Dodd , The Fourth Gospel, 1960, pp.170-178. 
2 . cf also In. 17 . 7 ' ~8,nctify them in the truth: thy word is truth', and yet, as 

the prologue decl"res Jesus is himself the word, In. 1.1,14. 
3. C.K. Bar rett, John , 1955, ad . lac. cf also the note on In.llO. C.H. Dcdd, The 

Fourth Gospel, 19S0, pp.151f f. 
4. For a most adequate tro",tment of the inter-rel ,tionship between knowled~;e" 

f ,'lith, tind union dith God and Christ in John ' s Gospel, cf R. Bultmann in T,lliT 
Vol. 1 pp . 711- 71) . 

5. 1'he ' seed ' h ",-re prob",bly reter s not to the remaining i mage of God in man, but 
1;0 God's seed, i . e. His son. 



hge 472. 

destructive h~te int o crea tive love through knowledge of the truth which 

liberates us . 

In all of this we eee the cIUcieJ.lity of John's incarnation'll Christology 

ruld of the Cross 'Uld resurrection, ~nd we see .,lso why being ' in him' is the 

fundamental basis of the Christian ' s s~lv~tion and life . Inevitably we have been 

brought back ag:.,in to see th ,t beine " in him' is to love one another. He cre8.tes 

the community which is his own being and so determines its chara cter. 

(iv) From death to life. 

' We know th t we hove passed out of death into life , because we love 

the brethren. He thQt lovath not abideth in death' (In. 3. 14). 'He ' that 

believeth him that sent me, r~th eternal life, and cometh not into judgement, but 

• h~th passed out of death into life. (In. 5.24). While death is not a corumon 

Johannine concept, these sayings do summariJe John's teaching. What concerns 

him more i s ' life ' Or 'eternal life ' . 'rhe very purpnse for which the Gospel is 

(I / p' >' 
written is; \Y';' iT,dT£.UOV TE.J )w~" f.XtTf:. (In. 20.31). It is the purpose 

J \ 
for WHich Christ c~e into tile world : c(jW 

'} \ ' r,f)Oy c.J r ' 
1\1d-.. J W 1" )/ 

EXW(fI" (In. Hj. 

10). 'Life' is ''1 m.' jor , hdme of the (,; ospel. 

/ 

In just short of h::llf the occurences of the word ~ (,.)1 it ha s the 
) I 

epithet 01.1 (,,\YIO) wi t hout nny apparent difference in meaning. As Dodd has 

P \ )/ J . I 

convincingly demonstrated, John's use of )W~ c!. I WVI05 rather tlnn cl.8d.vo(O' I d-.. 

(the usual Greek term to denote immort31ity) betrays the Jewish affiliation of 
1. 

his bnguage . We con ::\SsumE:, therefore, th: .• t behind J onn' s us'1ge lies the 

Hebr ew hayyey <olam, which in the Greek verSions of Dan. 12 . 2 is rendered 

>W~ 
) I 

olIWYIO~ 

2. I 
For the Hebrew 'lS much :1S for tile Greek gW1 is pnssible only becRuse 

oJ; God. 
3. 

For the Hebrew it is given in the covenant r elat i onship between ~~ and 
4. 

God. ( olam, us we saw, denotes not so liluch timelessness as timefulness. This 

does not mean that there is nothing of durJtion present in the idea, but that 

"hh",tever duration it Ins is given entirely in the cont ent and clnracter of the 

time, and supremely it is '1ssocia ted with those great figures of the covenant 

with God Who have so sta mped all time with their own chl rnct er , which is derived 

from God through thb coven'mt, as to P,J,Cs on their covenant blessing. < olam is 

1. C. H. Dodd, The Fourth Go~pel, ~960 , pp. 144- 146. 
2. Cf ibid, p.146 
3. Cf ,bove pp.395ff 
4. Cf a bove p .390. 
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time as it is experienced as contemporaneous with the ancestor s sharing in the 

blesSing they hD,ve received from God. As such it is life con stantly renewed by 
1. 

God, nnd l " ter C' ill!e to be::.r the ffiLcnin.:; of everlasting life. 

Alongside thi8 us:lge arose .1 u~ :lge which distinguished between two 
) ~ 

\ oL--:unim or d, \ W V<') • ' This Age ' ::tnd ' The Age to come' . This doctrine did not 

suppl~t the doctrine of 'everlastin~ life' or the r esurrection, but pl~ced even 

stronger emphasis on thEjbld Hebrew idee. of God ' s time as be , ring a ch'lracter =d 

stmnp quite different from this present "viI age of suffering " nd defeat. Conse-

quently tlley looked forward to the breakL1G in of the 'new he ,.,venmd new e" rth', 

of the time of God ' s final '.md complete victory over every force :>rrayed against 

lsI' .,,1 in p :uticul:.\r. The Hebre" never prized life which consisted simply in an 

infinite duration, but .·.lVl.1YS lite from God wllich bore the character of God, and 

of God through hib covenant 1',,1 .tion ;.ith the ancestors . It is this quality of 

life, in communion with the source of lifG, which gives it its duration. 

) / 
, 

As Dodd has shown there 1'.1'" us::ges of S W ~ cI..\ WV105 which have an 

expliCit refer ence to this doctrine of t;,e two ages (In. 5.39; 4.36; 12.25; cf 
2 • 

. :\lso 4.14 ; 6.27; 5 . 28-29) . These p8ssages indicate at least thnt the evangelist 

is developing" doctrine of etern'll life "Iith reference to the Jewish idea of the 

life of the Age to CDI,]8, (jualitatively ClS well 9.S qU::U1tit<etively different froill 

this one. 

There are , hOI, ever, other p.ss ·,ges which pOint to a different conception. 

In the dialogue preceding the raiSin;:; of Iozarus the ev'm~elist .'lppe3rS to be 

contr'lsting the popuL,r eschatology of Jud~ism '>nd primitive Christ i anity with 

tile doctrine he wishes to propound. Jesus SelYS to Martha, 'Thy brother shO'.11 

rise ng:lin' (In. 11. 23). ;'larth 'l replies; 'I lalO .. th,t he will L' ise ag'lin a t 

the resurrection of tue l '.lst d·W' (In. 11.24). The reply of J eGUS is no simple 

assent to this doctrine: 'I .m th", resurrection :lnd the life: h,· th'.lt believeth 

on me, though he die, yc. t s;",ll he live, -.nd whosoever liveth end believeth on 

mt> sh'l11 never die' (In. 11. 25- 26) Here the doctrine is st~ted in two forms. 
/ 

First : 'He who believes in me, even if he dies, will come to life (~10'E. TO-I ) . 

This is confi=:.,tion of the primi ti ve belief' in the general resurrection. But 

the second stnteJJlent i s not a simple equivalent of this: ' Everyone ( If; S ) who 

is a.l i ve a nd h <lS fni th in mB will never di IJ t .. The implication is that the 

Lehever is already living in a sense Wilich m~.kes ceasing to live impossible. 

1. For dGt :lils cf C. II . Dodd, The Fourtll Gospel, 1960 , p. 144. 
2. ibid, p. 146 for deL.i 1 ed .ugument for tLis conception in John. 



P~ ~e 47 .1. 

In o"ther wurds, t i l l.:. 1 resurrection [ of lI ~lich J &SU3 h..--. s spoken i~~ so.tl:-thing which 

can take plnce before budilJ de o.t h, :::nd h.8 -..s its result the po~session of 

et ernal life here and noV!. 

'rhe s ::nne must be s'lid of In. ? 24- 25 ' He th1 t he.'1reth my word "nd 

believeth him thlt sent me , hath eternal life, ::md com~ th not into judgem~nt but 

hath p~sed out of de::tl.' into l ife. Verily , verily I say unto you, The hour 

cometh and noW is, ";,8n the dead shull h"",r the voic e of the Son of God: ::md they 

th Clt he.lr sh3.111ive'. The word of Christ h:l8 the power to give life both now 

3.nd hereaft er. The same' combinClt ion oj'" idens i s found in In. 6.54; ' He ttnt 

eo.teth my flesh Clnd drinketh my blood (io e . through the huch ,r i st enter s into 

union wi th Christ) h~.th et"rnal life: : nd I will nis e him up "t the last d'Oy! ' 

The ev ngelist agrees with the popul : r belief in a gener 11 resurrection, but for 

him t h e far more import['.nt thing is th.,t the believer , or the =n in union 

',\'ith CHrist , a lready enjoys ..:?te rnnl lil e. 

All of these P::lSs .lges stress tne nee d for union with Christ, whether 

tha t union be of fCli til or through tile Euch·lTist . The reason for this is thlt 

Christ himself is 'the resurrection end the life' (In. 11.25), ~he life (In •. 14. 6) , 

in him is life (In. 1. 4), fl .. S 'life in himself ' (In. 5. 26) . To be 'in Christ ' 

through eating his flesh l11d drinking hi' blood and so to lL-..ve life (In . 6. 54-56) 

is possible bec tluse h" is himself the ' brc.ld of life ' (In. 6. 35,48) which c ',me 

do.m from hedven .Uld gives 'life to t:,8 world ' (In. 6. 33). If hi~ words have 

the power to o;ive life it is bec:lUse they . . re the •• ords of etern:ll life (In. 6.68; 

cf 6.63) . Conseq'uently to ' abide in Chris t' is to have life (Jl1. 6.54- 56; cf. 

15 . 1~8) and to ::lbide in his wor d (In. 8 . 31; 15 . 7) is to be liber'1ted from sin 

which i s d ea th. 

How it is ttnt Jesus h::1S tnis life in himself is bec:!use the Father, 

"ho has 'life in Himself' , h 'ls given this to the Son (In. 5 . 26). What t h0 Son 

h~s ~nifested is eterl~,l life, bec, use that etern::ll life is 'with the F2ther ' 

(1 In. 1. 2). Ev~rjthing th t the Son does ~d says brings et ~rnal life bec~use 

'His (the Father 's) conmandment is life etemul: the thinGS therefore which I 

spellk , even ;'IS the F .,tn Gr hllth s aid unto mG, so I speak' (In. 12.50) . In other 

words his WOrds are ii, e .Iords of ~tern., l life beca use they -:ro the words of God 

spoken by him who is himself the inc:'lrnc<te '1lord of God (In. 1. 1 , 14) . 'Life ' or 

etGrnal life' is tho t v:!,icu th~ Fath '.r "lone Ci ves, : nd haS gi van it to the Son. 
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He is, therefore , truly immorta l, since no one can take 2','i.,"y hi } life; if he 

is to die he mW3t Ilj' do,n his own life (In. 10.18; cf. 19. 10f). If Jesus is 

the b r ead of life whi ch the F~,ther h(\s given for the life of the (Iorld (In. 6. 32) 

it is not simply bec ',use Jesus h .".s come f r om the Fat h 8r =d been sent by Him, 

but because the whole life of J esllS is ch',rncterised by a mutu" l indwelling of 

the ""lther in the Son -,nd the Son in the Father (e.g. In. 17 . 21) so much so that 

they' '~re one (In. 10. 30; 17.11 , 22). That this is " union of dependence is lIL'l.de 

quite axplicit when Jesus is 'Olccused of mt,king himself 'equal with God' (In.5. 1S) , 

H8 Co. itinues immedi::tt81y ' The " on c ,' n do nothing of h i mself , but wh,.,t he saeth 

the F::tthcr doing: for I'Ih::lt things soever he doeth , these the Son doeth in like 

manner! (In. 5. 19). :,ore baldly it i~ s t !lted 'Th", E'.lther is ".re::tter tlnn I ' 

(In. 14.2S). 

Wh , t ,,11 this indic''lt es is th"t in Jolm we h::lv6 the thoroughly Jewish 

conception thnt ' life' is God's gift, preserved in the covenqnt union of obedience 

(cf In. 12. 49f). Bec-.us e of the unique, pre- existent and inc,'2rnnte union 

between the F::tther " nd the Son , the S on himself has life in himself .'is the 

F'lther ' s gift. As such those wno ·'.re in him h::tve life or 'life in themselves' . 

AS he is t he r esurrection ond the life, Or the one in whom is life, so those who 

nre ' in him' hG,ve eternal life (In. 3.15) . This is most fully ,.,sserted in In. 

6 . 57 ' As the living F.,thcr h ,,-th 8 ent me, ,md I live because of him; so he the<.t 

u tteth me, he also sh ·.lllive, bec:'lUse of J le' (cf :lIsa 1 In. 5. 11 'God e;ave us 

eternal life, =d this life is in his Son') . As we have seen, to be 'in Chr ist' 

is to possess the very ch :: racter of Christ himself , so I"hen it is s a id thf,t God's 

gift of life is in him it foll0 ,I's t hat to be ' in him' is to possess tk,t which 

is his 9 eternal life .. Consequently 'eterncli life' is not so much something th'lt 

is ,,_'Bsed on by ChriBt to his followers , but is his qu~lity of l ife which the 

fo l lo, ;e r s themselves possess in their orgclnic union with him, ::md consequently 

it is the quality of life whiCh the;}' tllufBelves must express . Since the quality 

of the life of' Christ is love , love ',md life thems elves become virtually syno-

nOHlOUS in John. Abiding in him who is life is being "n organic p .'lrt of him 

who l :lid dONn his life f'or his friends (In. 10. 11 , 15 . 13), : nd so to P :1SS out of 

deeth into life is to love the brethren (1 I n . 3.14). Not to love the brethren 

i o not to have eternal life " biding in us (1 In. 3. 15) . 'Eternal life' both as 

quality 3nd dumtion c,~'lnot be dist i nguished in John. Eternal life , i. e . lif e 

winch does not h :1ve tile possibility of de ".tll , is th" l i fe of love 'llld conversely 
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the life of love is t h e life which h s p,ssed "ut of the dominion of deo.th • 
• 

Both the quality of life ""''1d the f'reedom froll death are given in him who is 

life 'll1d loved us, .ild t ,,~y a r e in hill wholly from God. 

Ag, in in t " i s ·, .e see the intim·,te link between ,Toh=ine Christo logy 

:cnd soteriology, "nd the cruciali ty of being 'in Christ' ·"hether this is 

expressed as till'ough f .". ith or know18dge or th r ough the s,cr:unents or in the 

org ·.nic metaphors . \ / 8 see " Iso th .,t if John's Christology is the key to his 

soteriology, it is .... lso th" key to his ecclesiology and his ethicS, for the 

Church is th.i t corporClte body 
l. 

which, being i n him, must sh'1re his ch'Hacter-

istics of life and love. 

(b) God , Christ ~d the Christian 

For John J esus is supremely t h e one I\hO hc:s been with God from the 

vcry beginning (In. 1. 1) tnd loved by God befor~ the foundation of the world 

(In. 17.24 ; cf 17 . 5) . As the incQrnccte one , therefore, he is the one who h.'1.s 

'come down from heaven ' (In. 3 . 13; 6 . 38, 42, 62) or 'from ~bove' (In. 8.23) or 

from the E'ltller (In. 16 . 27,28; cf 6 . 46 8.14; 13. 3 (come from God)). Above 

all he is the one Wllo h s been s ent by the E'a ther. Mnst fre~uently this being 

'sent' is :. simple .s sertion of th t: rel~tionship between Jesus and the F:>ther 

(e . g. In. 5.23,24; 6 . 44, 57; 7 . 18; 8.16 ,18; 10. 36; 12.44; 15 . 21; 16 . 5; 17.3,18, 

21,23,25; 20.21). In a ddit i on w~ :.~re told th:lt the will of Jesus i s to do the 

will of him who sent him (e . g . In. 4. 34; 5. 30; 6 . 38 , 39,40); to "'""ak the words 
(In .3.34;11. •• 2L,·17.8 ) ; to do tho ,·'orks of him t hat sent him 

of him th ·it sent him/..(Jn. 3 . 56; 9. 4); th~.t his teaching is th e t e'lching of him 

who sent him (In. 7.16) ; or most inclusively thqt ev ,>rything .ihich he either 

does or siJYs and espE:ci ;lly his act of l.:tying down his life (In. 10. 18 with which 

cf. 12. 50) is what the F :,th"r has given him to do C1nd siJY (In. 5.19ff; 12.49f). 

ThiS, howeve r, n ever me.U1S th' t a s sent Christ no\'} works as .ll1 inde-

p8ndent emissary. It is frequentl,; "s sorted th , t 'I c:m do nothillil of myself' 

(In. 5. 19 , 30 ; 8 . 28; cf 9.33) . In f a ct it is the Father Himself, a biding in 

Christ , who d06S the :lOrks (In. 14. 10; cf 10.37). In y.lTious w:tys the conti-

nuing union between the Fath0r and t h" inc '}rn"te Son a re expressed. The F"the r 

loves the Son (In. j . 35, 5.20); knows him 'nd is known by him (In. 8 . 16,29; 16,32). 

Above :111 this is expressed ClS th" mutu;:,l ind',:elling of the Father in the Son 
1. Ha ving establiShed this in ,/hnt we hwe se.id thus f ar, little purpose will be 

served by examining the other gre -.t Christologica l find soteriologica l concepts 
in John. They 'lre a ll so int"r- r c l .,ted tl1" t they c'1nnot he lp but lead ulti­
m·ltely to the conclusions we hewe r8:1.ch8d, 
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-end tne Son in the Eh-,her (In. 10.38; 14.10 ,11, 20; 17.21,23), ,,_ mutu"11 in-

d\le11ing whicn is so close that Fether o'nd Son " r e one (In.lO.30; 17 . 11 , 22; cf. 

5. 19); th9.t no worded pr:tye r is neces3 :'\ry ( , I !mew th'lt thou h"arost me "11vl9.ys: 

but bec-:1use of t ue multitude Which st'.mdeth ·"!round Is ,id it' (In.l1.42); th~,t 

to have seen the Son, who 3.1one h I S Seen the Father (J~ 1.18) , is t o ha.ve seen 

the F"1ther (In. 12 . 45; 1 ~ . 9; cf 14.7), to be lieve in him is to believe in thu 

Fi-,ther (In.12.44) ::md to h~te him is to h:,te th e F"1ther (In.15.23). 

This union for nIl its intensity -nd completeness is a union of 

dependence of the Son on the Fnther who 'is g r eat er th _lll I' (In. 14.28; cf 10. 29 ). 

,;hen Jesus is accused of making hims elf aqual with God in ::lsserting thClt 'My 

F::.th",r worketh oven until now , end I work ' (In. 5.17, implying th Clt because 

there c _".n be no S"bbath rest for God neithar Cilll the Son not work the works of 

God on the Snbb::tth, (cf the "1ccusation in v.lS ' he not only br[',ke the Sabb '1th, 

but a lso c ~lled God his own Father, '~l.1king himself equal with God' ))' we are 

illw<.dLltely told t,,",t of himself the ::;on can do nothing, but does only whqt 
and 

tne Father doesl\ in th8 power th It he h s recdved from the F!1ther (In. 5.19-26). 

, I 1.) 7 
'Iih -l t then 'ore ,.;" to m ke of E5W ~I Y I , In Judaism "1fter the 

Old 'rest'llllent period the g r-:dWll -:.i thdr:ll'lnl of the n _1me YHWH from public use , 

e:nd t he ultlln" te suppr0s8ion of its pronunci~tion , W!1S accomp,~nied by n growing 

sens e of th0 extr~ille parler :md sCUlcti ty 01' 'the "1ctu"11 nrlllle - the shem 

h:unmephor ash "-s it c,,!lle to be cnlle,d. Of this shem h.:llll!llephorash Pinch"s ben 

Jair (c . A. D. 130- 160) so.id I In this :'.ge the prayer of th0 Is r ceclites is not 

he"1rd, bdc "1use th~j do not know the sh&m h~mmephOro.sh; Gut in the gge t o come 
2. 

God will r eveal it to them. I And h.: underst _,nds Is. 52.6 "1S ' 't'h ~refore my 

people shu 11 !mow ll\Y nrune, therefore on that d:lY , th3t ) Ani-hu) is speaking; 

here am I'. Thr.ct is to ~ ~y he trc,,,ts ) '"ni hu) as the N"1,le of God, the shem 

hennnephoT3sh, whicil is to be r 2vealed in the '.le e to come . Jrho LXX renders 

' nni hu' as it::' !:~Jl' ,'::nd ':ppears to h ,ve taken it 'I S the equiv' ,lent of the 

Divine n~me . 'J' hey render ) anokhi ):illokhi b11'mooeh pesha<ekha of Is . 43 . 25 by 

) I ) J I,) <, ~ \ 'th 
t{5w E.I)JI l~W £ljJl 0 c. ~)" l '\ <lrWv 

, , 
.. d-.)- d- VO j-' I <1(5 C5 {) W ( I I " .. "I AU" who 

t Ci.kcs "way your iniquities I ) . 'rheJ a'ppi..:a.r to htlVe underst ood t1"10 n ':lme YHWH in 

s . lne sense, for in Is . 45 .18 they render ' ,qni YH';IH we)en 'od by t.~w [~? Kd..~ 
:;1,) ":)1 

OI.JK. corlv ~I \ , c nd in th <3 foll owing verse they Seelu t o h -:-. V8 Tendered.!!!!!:! twice, 

1. For excellent trGnt .. ,,,nts of t,iis problem cf C.H. Dodd , The FOLlrt h Gospel , 
1960, pp. 93ff; 349f; C. K. Barrett , John , 1 955, !1d loc on In. 6 . 35 and 8. ~4; 
E. Schweiz er, Ego Ei mi, 1939 ; L . Cerf1!ux in C;:oniect"1neo. Neot est ::lmentico. , 
Vol. XI , 1947, pp.15- 25 . 

2. cited by C. H. Dodd, The Fourth Gospel, 1960. p.93. 
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There wns, ho./ever , n tr:,dition which g 'lve for )ani ht? the slightly 

(,ltered form of )ani wehu) . Accordinc to R. Judnh ben Ibi (c 130-160), when 

" t the Feast of the TClbernncles the priests circled the a ltar ch:1nting the 
l. 

HOS{lnna from Ps. 118.25 instead of >8r.l1ah YHWH they sang ' ani wehu) which W[]f3 

interpreted by R. Abbahu (c . 300) to be Q prayer that God would help both his 

people and Himself. H. Aqiba (A.D. 135) on 1 Kines 7 . 23 interpreted lekha as 

the direct object of tw; verb giving ttl" sense ' thou hast redeemed thyself out 

of Egypt '. The same idea i s f ound in Is. "3 . 9 bhekhol <a r athah 10) 't 'lr, where 

by reading 10 for la' \/e b"t the Sellil e ' in .111 their affliction He h'ld afflic­

tion ' (so elso the A. V. ); md in Ps • . ,1.15 (immo-"nokhi bh .. ~arah, 'I am with 

him in a ffliction'. Thus the n3llle > Ilni "Jehu) came to signify th2 solidarity 

of God with His people, Isr~el . At t,lc' S,illle time it came to signify the 

oblig.ltion on Isr:,el to become like God. Thus AbbR Shaul (c A.D. 200 ) commented 

on lc'xod. 15 . 2 zeh ) cli .. e) anewehu ' Let us be like God; a s He is merciful and 
2. 

gracious , so be thou . lerciful and grac i ous . ' It appears tl~lt he rend 

we) anewehu as ) ani " ehu', ' I and he ', li.Jplying R community of character between 

God :nd Israel, as cJBe.'/hcre th0re is a COI1l!i1unity of sufforings . 

While much of this evidencE is l ",te , and th ere is " c re'3.t deal more, 

the fact thnt it is so \!ide- spread in the S 2cond Century suggests that it is 

older tnan the explicit s t ').t~,uents of it go i ng back at l e:lst to Aqiba. Since 

c.lso the doctrine is implicit in t he Old Tes t :unent there is no solid reason for 

rejecting R. Jud~h ben llai 's assertion that the form 'ani wehu) waS actually 

used by the priests in the temple (i. t! . b",fore A.D. 70) , 'It is not impossible 

th"t the trlditional interpretation of it may ht:ve hDd its beginnings during 

t he period to which the "'our th Gospc:l belongs , nd tha t the evangelist =y have 

been aware of the profound idea tha t th", name of God C'il1 be ,,-nown (th:lt is, 

His true character C ,,Il be ::lpprehended) only Nhen His intimate unity with His 
3. 

p80ple is appreciated. ' 

(
~ , 

Ther" is in In. 8 . 24 and 28 ~c!-v 

I 

. - 'O"Wd£dGt. 
<.1 ? I ) 

CI 

0-" 
) I , 
<-~ l-U f. 1 I" 

\" I (.1.) I ) 

~ot.p }-'~ IoIQ'TLUO'!Tt. 0\' I.¥W L:;' 
il I 

) ' .nd In. 13. 19 ( 10;1",- jT,,;m:,v0'l 

.. o-n !:.~w 'T) l (
c ~ , 

r emark"ble p-\r3.11el to the LXX of Is. 43 . 10 ",-.1rJ, d'''WTt: ,,0(, 
I C. / :> , , 

O\ ,o.t.uO(ITE 0" f:~W "-')"' ) . It is difficult not to see here an 'lllusion 

1. Ct'. C. H. Dodd, rhe Fourth Gospel, 1960, p.94. 
2. ibid p. 95. 
3 . iuid p.95. 
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to the divine n'-'fne ) :,ni hu). The ir.lplication would se".n to be that God has 

given His own name to Christ; ~nd this is actu~lly stated in In. 17.11. 

, / ) 

At the sruue tine on e.1ch occasion where this "bsolute use of toW t1' 
is employed there is an L m0diate seC[uel. In In. 8 . 28 we read , I I'hen ye shall 

., 1 J 
kno\'! that EOW Ej' , :'Cnd tin t I do nothing of "'Yself, but as the F::tther taught 

me, I spc"-ck these things; ,nd he th: .t sent me is with me. I Here quite 

J 1 ) 

um,,istake.J.bly the L~W [1/ I carries the "8nSe of the solid.1rity of Christ with 

God. 
) 1 ., 

Again in In. 13. 20, a fter pronouncing the t~W ~'y' , Christ goes on, 

'Verily, v erily, I say unto you, He th :1t receiveth me recei veth him th:,t sent 

me. I This stctc~lent etgccin implies t he solid::trity of Christ Iii th the Father. 

Cf also In. 16.32, I I .Jill not alone, bec 'us e the Father is with me ,; 8.16 

I I md the Father th,' t s " nt me I. 
.:>" ,,< 

The phrase "OW l~o.l 0 T'~yt"') J€. looks 

very like ,3.11 echo of > .ni wehu> ::tS understood in the L,ter tradition signifying 

the close union between God 2nd His people IsrJel. 

) / , 
The nbsolute uSe of t.~w €. Il' :md the 

.) , 
phrase t~W 

,( / 

Kd. 1 0 Tie)! ~d.5 

I t. both th~refore ,pjJear to reflect ~t least the idea of ) ani wehu) • In 

John, howevEr, it is not with Isr.:.el th t there is t he divine union, but with 

:> ' Christ. This f.wt uC'y ·,lso nccount fo r the stressing of the c(r'w in the various 

expressions .. If tl.is interpret ,t ion i :; correct then the expressions stress 

wh .,t is cor.mon to early Christinnity, ., nd p:'rticularly the Fourth eVilnge1 ist, 

tl" t th" true Isr lel of God is Christ. Be.uing in mind also th ot the n l1ne 

) =i wehu) expressed the conilllunity of ch·.r .lCter between God 211d Isrne1, it is 

) 1 ~ 

ei3.sy to underst:md ho" to'w tlyt 
) 

.illd E))W 
, 

1<."" 
< I 

o Ii"Ly'V<>') ft. , 'lS expres,:"", 

sions of the intimate union between God .nd Christ, are expressions , 1so of the 

oft-repented c.ssertions in John th'.t God h3s e iven His own ch .racter to Christ. 

This is ,HOSt strongly ,md eloquently expressed in In. 5.19-26, but is everywh.,re 

apparent in the Gospel. 

, 1 ) 

The frequent usa of ~~lJ.) <-~I coupled with a predicate is 'l strikin .. 

ch .. r .,cteristic of John's style; e.g. ""'\ 

6.35 
-' / , 
E.X W elf' 
J , ) 

8.12 c)jW O')!' 
) , ) 

10.7,9 t~w LIY' , 1 ) 

10.11, 14 E..~ OJ ~Ijll 
, / ) 

11. 25 t..~w ~Ifl 

< )1 

o d,~'O) I~) ~W1) 
/ 

(cf vv.41,48,51). 

)0 q);::;5 IOC 

~ 

e~fC<- (,~v 1 
( \ ( 

0 TiOlP1 V 0 
( .> 1 

~ d, Vd- 0', old 'S 

l<.OdpOCl 

Tip 0 B~'wv) 
I 

\4 <;I, >-- o.s 
, 

1''''1 
'- / 

1 ~w1 
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) 
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, 
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t.lf I 
7 
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SWl 

As B:urett h " s not t-d it is rem., rkable hO';'1 the subject m"tter of these Johannine 

' I-sewings' is pnr:llleled in the synoptic p,.lrables of the Kingdom of God which 
1. 

hl~ come in the person ~d ministry of Jesus. Consequently th~ Christ mlogicnl 

J I caW , hidden in the synoptic pclr~.bles ... nd incidents is m:'.de explicit in the 

Joh:'.nnine sayin!:s . Furthor, while Saine of the predicates reproduce the Old 

Test~ ~ent sy=bols for Isr e" l, not Qbly t hc vine, others reproduce the ch~racter-

is tics of God , not::bly light , life, ,nd sh epherd. This age.in paints to the 

) ani wehu' fOIUula Signifying the communic:ltion of Ch:lrflcter t!. rough intimate 

union betwe~n God ,'nd Isr le l; Isrlel h e re being present in th e person of 

Christ alone. 

~ , , ( 

All of t h is indic:ltes th.1t fo r ,JOrill , d espite In. 1.1 (e~05 ~y 0 
I 

AO~05 ) ,md In. 
( I / 

20.28 (0 y,UpIO) you "­
II', r:J..l 

G 

o 
I 

Eh.o) fOU ) J "sus is 

not God or , in the 1 ter Christian LmgllC.,e, the Second Person of the Trinity. 

He is r::>.ther th e one in wh om the ideal union between God " nd Isre,el is given 

.l.n abiding permo.nence .. 

In this cO' llcxion it i ii. sic;nil ictUlt to note th t of ti1e rela tionship 

bet \'leen God 'illd t he :lOrld ',lllost nothing is s lid by John. Th 'lt rel.qtionship 

is focussed wholl:; in Christ . When '"",, a rc told of God I s love for the world, 

tha t love is given expreSSion by s end ing His Son to redeem the ';Iorld (In. 3. 16). 

Moru frequently, a s \"I e h :we seen above, ,;e ~lre r e pe'ltedly told how Jesus h:ls 

come to do th" work nnd t he will ,lno to spe ':1k the word of God, .wd ,'\lso th:lt 

apart from God h e C :.il do nothing. 

If it i s true, :;>.s it Undoubt edly is f o r John, thn.t God ' s union 'f/ith 

His pclople tnc true Is r .J.el , is wholly <liven in Christ, then it is eyu:llly true 

t!.L!lt our union with God i 8 given in ,nd "·"ith our tmion with Christ. Thus 

) ~ 

eV0ry expression of E (jW E.11 is followed il.1p.wdLt ely by SOnie expres sion of 

unioE with Christ: In. 6.35 'I 11>. t:, e bre"d of life ; he th ,t c ometh to me •••• '; 

In. 8 . 12 'I am th " light of th" " orld: he th ~t followeth me •••• '; In. 10.9 

' I ,".l the door: by me if .. my ,,13ll 8h ~ll ~nter in •••• '; In. 10.14 'I 8111 the 

1. C.K. furrett, John, 1955, p.243, :.nd the notes on the various sayings . 
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300<1 shepher d : ,1nd I know ;JY own , '-nd !Jine own !mow me . ' ; In. 11. 25 'I "m the 

resurrec t ion cmd the l i fe: he t h lt believeth on me • •.• '; In. 1';'.6 'I am the way , 

end the truth , ~.nd the life: no one cOCleth unto the Father but by !:le. ' In.15 . 1f 

' I ." 1 the true vi ne, 1nd.!JY F l thGr is th~ husb:mdman. SV2ry br-mch in me ••• ' 

In. 1'). 5 'I 'Xl the vin", ye ne tilt' br~nches: He thr,t 3bideth in m" • •. ' 

) I , 

Sim:U'uly in th" L.'ljor p'ssages where tow I:.lyl is used v,itl10ut :1 predic!1te; 

In. 8 . 24 ' Except ye believe th:, t I ahl •..• ' In. 8 . 28 ' then sha ll ye !mow that 

I am.' (cf I n. b . 31 ' If ye ",biele in my Hord • •• • , ) In. 13. 19f ' ..• ye m:)y 

believe th,-,t I wu. Verily , verily , I say unto you , He th ,t recei veth whomsoever 

I send receiveth ule •.• ' This l,st p, s :)ge reflects just how complete is the 

union between Christ ':r1d the believer in John ' s thought . 

Th:lt our union y,i th God is givcm i n ou r uni on with Chris t b ec'luse of 

Chr ist ' s union .'lit h God is everywhere in ev idence in the Gos pel. Most 

strikingly is th i s st"ted in I n. 14. 6 ' No one comet h unto the father but by me. ' 

It is 3.1so stated un~listake ,-, bly in In. 1,,.23 , ' If :l mm love me, he will keep 

~lY "ord: illld my Felthor wi ll love him, ,!1d we ,vill come unto hli.~ , :md make our 

" bode with hilll. We find ~ Similar USe of the pl u r al (ag:lin suggesting 

" ;:,ni wehu) in Christ's high pri estly prayer, ' Th3.t they mny all be one; even as 

thou , .l<'::tth"r , art in me, 'md I in thee, t l'lt they a l so "'''y be' in us ' (In. 17.21; 

cf. v . 22. ) 

It is to be notad that this uni on with God , whic,. is through or in 

Ch:cis t i n to wh om all believer s are incorporo.tea ,,8 br-1ll ches of the only true 

Vill ~ , is not ', n individu-,l thing but corpor-c.te . Chris t' s prayer for t he uni t~l 

of his disciples (J,1 . 17. 11) 'll1d the whole church (In. 17 . 2l) c:n hardly be 

construed '"is tm dr<:;ument for chur ch unity in d de.'1omin lt i onc.ll y divided ChurcL. 

\\11en the Church h :,s reachod t his state of u f n irs , Which connot a l ways be 

descr i bed ,is 'll1 ::tI l-embracing l ove for and another, John WOUld have s::ti d thqt 

we c"lnnot be i n Christ ·',t 311. We h" ve not p9.8sed out of deC'.th i nto life , 

but rather abi de in d<. .th (1 I n. 1.14). ',rhe prayer fo r m of these words must 

not misle:cd uS i n to thinking t h;lt '" hat Christ is expressing is a hope that the 

Church dill reIll:lin uniteu. This b(:CO~1l8S ::.pparent when , ,:--J.S we h:'!ve seen , in 

t h e intim::tt" union between Gou 'nd Christ, no worded pr,wer is necessary but 

i s given for the s ke of others (In. 11.42) . A simil'lr ide::t :~ppears to be 

present in In . 17 . 13 , 'But noVi I come unto thee : ,nd these thi ngs I speak 
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in the world , th .t tb·2Y melY h.lve my joy f ulfilled in themselves'. The 

mewing here "ppuars to be th::.t Christ, speClking this prayer in the presence 
l. 

01' the disciples in the room ,Ihere the;,' h·.,ve shur ed in th o last Supper, is 

decl ':ring in their presence .vh:·. t their jOy ·"ill be . ' Th'lt they m'ly be one ' 

is 'therefore , in prny~r form , :'l dGclar~~ ·c;i on of 3. unity :lS inevitable 3!ld 

cO::lplet c '18 the: union tet'.'lclen ~lr!. tlh:r ""nd Son .. At least they must be united 

if they :lre br .. .nch€s 'lbiding in the vine , fo r then t hey must s);.er e his 

cha racter of love , just a s there is :'. comrr.unic otion of ch r 3cter i n the mutua l 

indwelling of }'ather :.mel Son. Union with God , therefor e , i~ o.S corporate as 

union .l ith Christ bec etuse uni on with God is g i Ven in :md with uni on with 

Christ. ']'his corporate union is expr essed in love for on .cnothcr, for if 

God is love (1 In. 4. 8) , then in union with God tile Son must bec:u this 

ch2rac t er of love (In. 15. 13) , 'lnd the disciple in union with Christ (and 

ther efore "i th God) must ",lso ber' r this s:llne character of love (In. 15 . 12; 

1 In. 4.12) . 

(c) Johdllhin e Ecclesiology 

In de ' ling '. itil the Johannine soteriology and Christolosy ,',e h 'we 

",lready h .1d to trcssp: .ss deeply into the Joh .. illnin e eccles i ology. 'This h as 

been un.'1void::<ble for , nS s hould be clc" r bj no" , John 's ec clesiology i s givGn 

ill ~nd with h i s soteriology end Christology. lihcn we remember ho ,'/ ,,11 impor-

t'1nt being ' in Christ ' or ' union with Christ ' is in Johnmd tInt Christ is ·?nd 

r8i" ~,ins the whole Church, then it becoi,hoS self- evident th t John 's doctrine of 

'the Church is 3till HiS doctrin~ of Christ . 

ThatChrist is hims elf the "/hole Church of whom we ar~ org:mic pRrts 

is ex pressed most fully in th~ po.ssag e ',"lich \18 h a ve al r eady eX'llllined, th'1t 
2. 

Chr ist is the vine) =d '" e the br=ch" s (In. 15.1ff) . Little needs to be qdded 

h ere to what we h v e n lre.ldy s 'lid on t'lis pnss ege, except to note th[!t the 

l ' ngu.1E, e of medi::ttion is , properly sp·., :.:ddG, inappropriate here . ~'{hile the 

concept of Christ Cs ;,i0di ~ .tor beti1ecn r .. " n .,n d God docs prc,", c rve the undoubtedly 

Johnnnine view of t he: :It .)olute cruci::tlity of Christ , it must be remembered at 

the s ,,,,re time th· t . vine ... ed i a t es nothing to its b r anches. Roots . nd sture 

of v in..:s muy c .... :i. IT;y foo!.l :.. nd i'l.lter to the br~tnches :'1nd 1e' .. "e8, but vines , being 

1.Thnt this is still in this context is 11" de pla in in In. 18.1, uhich i s the 
point ::it which he and hi~ disciples leov(O tile upper room to go to the g::lrden 
of Gethsem::me. 

2. Cf .. bove p. !KoSf. 
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tlJ8 who l e orgc.nic t,lin.!: , can only be in a r el'l tionship of mediat ion I'l i th 

sOdething that is not t:'lL' SmIle vine. In this ima ge of the vine it is even 

incorrect to ope l le of "11 orgcmic rel tionship between Christ .mel the Christian . 

If Christ is the vine, then wh(l.t i s b"ine ClSserted is that ChriSt himlJelf is 

t he whole living thing , .:md to be brcmches of the vine is to be in organic 

rel tionship !lith oth0r p 'lrts of the vine which togethar mIke up tho vine 

itself. However, since Christ is t ile whole, it is false to !!toke too sharp 

". distinction beb/een union I'd til one " nothe r :,nd union ".ith Christ . We must 

conclude , therefore, th_.t tho; Churcll , th e new Is r ael, was =d is and lways 

wi ll be Chris t himself . To be a vi t \1 v:rt of the Church, th c' r r.'fore i s to be 

V rt of Christ " .lich entClils being in an intima te orgwic muon \'lith ev~ry 

other p ilrt of t ile vine. This reLtionship between the p, rts i s defined as 

the r chtionship of love (In. 15 . 12) . cS it must be since the ch -'. r.lcter of t he 

vine itself is love (In. 15 . 13) . 

That this int"rpret __ t i on of the Ohurch J.S Christ h:1;,18elf is correct 

i s proved when we t urn t o tint other 'I ,-~m l &,')J'ing of Jesus in In. 10. 11,14. 

) I ~ 
, , 

/ 
'I :ill the g oau sih:}.Jher d t (,,~U) Llj>' 0 ITO I]! ~v 0 1,,01.>-05 ), rJhere e.g dn 

'fI e h:lve :1 T..:!:farenc 0 t o tIl...: qUJlity of lov e ,v ... Jich is prep'1TGd t o la.)' do'!m its 

life for others (In. 10. 15) . The conclus ion of this is, I And otcler sheep I 

have Nhich a re not of this fold : the", - lso I must bring , '.TId they shall hear 

my VOice; ',nu th~j ~i1 ' 11 become one flock, one s heph'2rd' (In. 10.16) . To 

whod the ' other sheep' r efers need not det :.in us here but is ""ost prob'J.bly, 

as in 17 . 20, " r~i'el'once to thOS e ';11,0 -:kre not the disciples of the incarnate 

Christ. 
I 

IIOI,YV,1 ' 

',/hat is of s peci',l n ote 
. / 

ic the pl 'W on the Nord IIOII'tV' :m f'd-
? 

<:15 
, 

1I0IY1v i .. 8 ~ one flock of cheep _,nd one shepherd of shGep . 

I 

Both 

of these are governed by the verb 'OEv00t. To!. I so that whet is being Clsserted 

c:. ,( \'" / / 
is t hd a ll who a r E brought by 0 110 'J! C( V 0 1<.01-1105 will become f' 01. IiOllVl\l 
~ I • , 

( -
tiS 110111" , not simply a sincle flocle wi tb :l Single shepherd , but r :lther 

a Single flock which i s it s df :_ Single shepherd. HO'wever much violence is 

donv to 12nguage in this ass ertion it i ~ cle.r tha t Jor~ ls intention is to 

_,ss~rt th 3.t the flock will itself be t he s[wpherd !:',ieh i s Christ . There is 

no doubting th '.t the Eii'lg l e unit o;d flock is to b,, _, r tne identity of Christ 

l1ilh3elf .. 

I 

The two concepto f I c>. 

I / 

f erer,t tningS. I'd-. TlOltV'l 

I 

IIOl P V1 " (- ' 
and [\ 5 " 0;1" express. two dif-

pc.lr "!.llc ls tl1D 8.ssertions in In. 11.52; 12.32 ; 
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17 . 11,21,22; and ruS pointer s 'llso to our being br anch2s of :' . single vine 

(In . 15.5). It expresses the c :111 to bain:; p .nts of one r..tlOther. 
A 

< 
LI:, 

I 

IIOlflV , on thE: oth0r hmd p .. r ... lluls tne assertion that Christ is hirtil elf 

th" vine (In. 15 . 1) . '[he pl",y on the ',ords 'it the s ..c:ne tim,; links the two 

iCeas of being p.~rts of on" o.nother in b~ing pr:; rts of Christ . 

~ I 
101) IIO I/ IV therefor", Jxpresses the S :.:.l..G idea '3,S In . 15. 5 , 

I I 

,Y'cJ... 1I0~JY", 

'I JIll the vine: 

y e e'Te th0 br anches ' , btress ing th lt th ~ corporate identity of the flock 

or th" br .:nches is t.le i"antity of Christ the shepherd or the vine. 

In both In. 10 .nu In.15 He h ve cle-.lrly presented the twin pillars 

of the Johannine concept of the Church. In the first place it is a community 

o:t' r,ien bound to~ cth0r in rm intense WliOl1 with on~ another . On the othJr 

hand th.,t cOlllmunity h:'.s " single identity which is Chri st so thnt the \'.hole 

co"lllunity is Christ nd Christ is the whole COlill'lunity. In do re churacter-

istically Johonnine Lnguage this ' Christ identity I is express ed "s the 

JiJutuCll indwelling of Christ in the believers :'.nd of tile bel i ever s in Christ 

(e. g. In. 17 . 2l) or i'.S '. union with Christ \', :lich may be expressed :IS kno<iing 

.nd baing known by Cilrist (e.(, . In. 10. 14); believing (e. g . In. 3 . 15); 

cO.:in.o to Christ (e . g. In. 6 . 35) or CnI'ist coming to his own (e • .:;. In. H . 23); 

:,:biding in Christ (c. ,;. In. 15 . 2) 01' Christ ".biding with his orlll (e.g. In. 

1 ,;. 23); follo'" i ng Christ (J. g . In. 8. 12); or loving Chris t (e . g . In. 14. 23, 

16 . 27 ) . Tnis union .:ith Christ, ;,S .'e hClve seen , is essentially ", union 

·.lith the ascended Christ rmti is given to r.len in tele sClc r ar:tents of ba ptism 

(e. ". In. 3.15) nne, tile EuchClr ist (e. g . In. 6 . 56 ; 13 . 8) md in his word 
1. 

(e. g . 8 . 31; 15.7 ) . ' ,2 h .ve lre ·.do c0i18iuered both the aspects 9f community 
2. 

.. nd being in Chris t "bove. ~lhile it 11 .. ,s beGn necess:uy to hold these two 

aspects apart for the purposes of exposition, it is clear that the two 

ideCls :ore ins eparClble in John's thought . To be in th e c orJInuni ty is to be 
3. 

in Christ as much 3 S to be in Christ is to be in the community. 

The cor.muni ty which is in Christ, "-s we have p.lreC!dy h u to see in 

Our examination of the relationship bet"e"n God , Christ pn ,; the Christi''In, 
,I . 

m8ans to be in the one in ·"hoL! God unL,uely dwells. 

1 . Cf lbove pp . 460ff 
? Cf ',bove pp. 46L~ff . 

Because God 's 

3 .. This concept of ttle c01L1l.mmity bein.:.; the Whole Chri st carries t.,.ithin it also 
the old Hebrew iCe,. of tl1e '/hole being AU1ifested in anJ' of its p~rts . '\\'hen 
thL whole is Christ, it follows th~.t it is Christ hif.1.self who is fl1'mifested 
in any Single Christian. Thus it c n be asserted 'He th -' t receiveth whom­
soever I sen(. rJcei v~th hIe 1 (In.. 13 .. :~O) ~ 

4 . Cf' above pp . 476ff. 
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r"L,tionship ·.vit h dell is wholly .md solely given in His rel. tionship with 

Christ, it follows th ,t Christ aloJ2c is the way for "em to achieve Wlion with 

God (In . 14.6) ~n~ e qULqlly th ,t to be in Christ is to becom~ par t of him in 

his relationsnip with God, wnich is ,3. reLltionship of ':tutu:l1 indwelling (e.g, 

In. 14. 23; 17 . 21). ~cc "use of the Wlique indwellinG of the FClther in the 

Don, God hu.s cOL.:nuni·co.ted His very being .:-~s love , life , light , truth, 
1. 

sheph"rd, judge . .nd His power md .... 'ord to Christ . Consequent l y the commWlity 

ttl , t p::lrticipates in the being of Christ comes to sh'lre in th2 very character 

of Christ cOLllllunic .lted to him by Gall . Consequently it can be 'lsserted 

either thJ.t 'God is li,'Sht' (1 In. 1.5) or th",t Christ is the light (In. 8 . 12 ; 

9.5) wu bott. tllerofore constitute tlle srounds lor the Christians bein,,> ' in 

the light I (1 In. 1. 7) or tha t Gall is love (L In. 4. 8 ) ,md that Chri~ t loved 

us (In. 15.13 cf In. 10.17) .,nd both constitute the grounds for the very 

character of th2 Christian being defined '-s 'love on~ another' (6 . g . In. 

13. 34; 15. 12; 1 In. ~ .• 10--12). 

'fhe Church in John Cell! therefore be defined as; th-}t conl.lunity of 

lien ·'-lho nre 'in Ctlrist' \.t J. ich, as :'n oI'.,3mic wholE , is Christ hi"welf ~lnd 

thus benring th" chc,r~cter of Christ hiLlSdf, wnich charncter he h1'ls receiv0d 

in his Wlion with God, in which union the C01l1.1Wlity p <l. r ticipntes in ::Ind with 

t heir union with Chri st . The fruit of this Wlion with God in Christ is above 

::Ill th It the conrrfiunity .. dnifes ts the SUll" love for another t hat Cilri"t =i-

fested for them. 

One consequence of this concept of the Church ::IS thC' '?!hole Christ 

constitutell in its union flith Chr ist is tho t there is "nd ;.lUSt be a strongly 

stressed dU:11ism botl:een tae Church .md "h2 world , siGlply bec ,usc '1 dU'llism 

between Christ :lnd the world is pre-suppos ed in the J oh:mnine conc ept of 
2. 

s_1lvation. ,','hile both Christ Jl1d th~ disciples are I in tne world I neither 

Christ nor thOSe '>Iho .lre in l,inl .He ' of tile world I (In. 17. 16) . It is true 

tint the incQmation a rises out of Goll ' s love for the world (In. 3-16), but 

given the incarnat i on th" ]<\,ther's love is for those wno h~ve responded in 

love to the Son (In. h.21,23; 17 . 23 ) . This b~in6 loved by God CGn even be 

st"ted as the consequence of "'lving loved Christ (In . 16. 27). In his high 

priestly prayer it is explicitly stcted tint Christ prays for his disciples, 

not for tne world (In. 17 . 9) 

1. Cf " bove pp. !+79f 
2 . Cf :ibove pp. L~u8ff • 
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I,h It th t: conling of Christ into thG world does io expose tLe world 

for '"h"t it is (In. 3.19ff), ~nd tlliS thG ""cended Christ continuvs to do 

(In. 16.8-ll). It is vxposed as n ':.'o rld in d lrlmess, without the hope of 

life, and in bondage to SL."l ::wd Satan. '1'he coming of Christ is both .'1 hope 

:md .:t j udge"lent for the ·,!o rld. It is h ope for those who r espond in f.:ti th 

to hi"l :md a r e included in him, "nd so sl1a re in his nature of being I f rom 

'lbove I. It i s D. jud"~e: .ent for those wtlO turn away from him in disbelief :"md 

he,te . 

This concept of the fre~ response is crossed in John by thoughts of 

predest ination nnd election . He gives "t tidcs the impression tlnt the 

worl d is divided into two ~roups, tiws v who when the light shines COIne to the 

light , 8!1d those V!hO ovoid the light (JI1. 3.19ff) . He Sc·e,JS to imply that 

the predestined c roups of those wbo will respond , ,nd the sinners who won I t, 

IJUS t forever r e"ain wu c,t tney n re. It is simil,lrly st'lted thnt c. i"t ),n C31l 

only respond to Christ CIS he is dr, ·,wn by the F:lther (In. 6 . 4.',) -m; th 9.t 

those wilo have responded 'W2 those \"Iho h ,ve been g i ven to Christ by th", 

~''"the r (In. 17.6, ":hich conveys both the idens of divine predestination :md 

divine choice). y~ t it is "lso st ·,tou th t Jesus took away the sin of th" 

world, and tlk,t no om: ";10 comes to Chri;.;t vlill be rej ec t ed by him (In. 6.37). 

This tension between election ;nd res"onse is, of course, not peculi:u to 

John but is ch lract eristic of New Test ,'"lc'nt theology ",S " whole . 

However ti,is tellsion is to be expl.,ined, it re[,J.:'lins true tint the 

terras of Q radicol di8tinction between Christ and the world "re carried over 

into dis tL."lction bet,:ec:n the Church ;nel "he Vlorld , as indeed our whole exa-

nd.n'1tion 01 the Johnnnine thought- foni1s shows they must be. This distinc-

tion between the Church :,"1d the " orld by no me .1ns precludes evc.ngelisCl. It 

is the very purpose for ,hicn the cv ,ngelist writes (In. 20.31). At the 

s ",Ie ti,lle th0re is no Gil"ple hWiL'lIl f~llowship between the Church nd the 

world . As 1 In. 1. 3 st"tes it , the lJurpose in proclni.iling Christ is, 1 In 

<./ ">/ 

order that (1\' ell ••••• t 'X 1'1:. ) ye :;,lso ~ I,," h ve fellowship with us I. It is 

eVill.b~liS lJj for f"llowship in the Church not "riSing out of fellowship of the 

Church with the world. The fellowsld.p in the Church , by its very nlturc , 

includes '"1 fellowship \'.i th the FI'.ther 1nll the Son. Sii"il;wly it is the 

intense union of love '." itilin the Church which is evangelic 11 (In. 17 . 21 , 
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'th" t they rrL9.;; be one .• . .... IV'" 0 KodY05 1T10'1"C.0l1{':j i. e ~ ir.. ordeJ:' 

til '.t the world c .. 1Y believe) not .n expres si'on of loving fellm',ship ",ith the 

lIorld ,'hich is so. It woul d be better to say th:lt love for the 'IOrld is 

expressed in evangelise,. , ,vhil" love for the brethren is expressed in ?_'1 

intense union with one Mother, just "s God 's love for the world is expr0s '."d 

in : er:d~.:".!rr =3. ::: ~:'- 'i :~., ~.·hile Hi s love for t110S8 lobo respond t o His Son is 
expreGced in a :nutual i ndnellinE; . 

There i s in John q sh .lrp d.istinction between the Church :lS the 

incense cOllffilunity of love which is in Christ , And which shnres hiD ve r y 

n,'ture, 'md the world which st :m ds utt e rly hostile to Ch r ist <md the Church 

(In. 15 .18) but Whicli is still the obj ect of God's love dellk' nding th"lt th'1t 

love be expr essed in procl~Laing Christ. 

(d) John's Ethics 

John's ethics is ., functi on 01' h i " ' being in Christ' " ho is in 

union wi tn the Pat her. Its quite funlia;',lental premiss is stnted a t 1 In. 

4.17; I lS he is, ev en so are we in t hE: iiorld '. It is m:,d2 abundnntly c10 '1 r 

in ' h e epistle th :,t this is not 8iGply ::n assertion of the Christian'c 

loc" tion 'in the "orlu ' :.S "ou in Christ ,n s 'in the world ' but asserts th,yt 

Our n:1 ture is as his is. 

In 1 In. 10 5- 7 the b,sis of the::rgurnent is thr:t 'Goc; is light', 

consequently to b e in Db is t o be in t h e light, which, ,s a corpor:lte 

pc.rticijll'1tion in GOel t hrough Christ le",ds to the inevi t:lbl e conclW3ion ; If 

we w-,lk in the light, :is he is in the light , we h 've fellowship one with 

another' . Equa lly 'He th '1t s ~,ith he i o in the light , and h.9.teth his 

brother, is in the durlmess even until now' (1 In. 2.9). Simil 'rly, when 

it i s lsserted tha t Christ ·,,, .S fil '1l1ifast 3u to t~k(! away Sins end th::t 'in hill 

is no sin' (1 In. 3.5), thc conclusion ' "hoso ,",ve r a bideth in him sinneth not'. 

(1 In. 3. 6) is given in the premiss, since to ·.,bide in him is to 8h ,'1r 0 in his 

n~_lture. That til is is :l corporate :lbiding :mu shuing in the n~ture of 

Christ is S0 ever-present in the mind of' John th,lt the children of God a re 

defined a s those " DO 'do not unright 'ousn .,ss nor h"\te the brethren ' (1 In. 

3.10) . Or aga in, ~ ivan the prdOlis s ' Gou is love' (1 In. 4.8,16) or th"t 

love is known in Christ's 1 lYing <1o"n his lif\ .. (1 In. 3.16) then the. con-

clusion is n ot siLlply tn ,t lie ou . .oht to lov" one ::mother but bot h 'He that 
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loveth not knoweth not God' (1 In . • ~.8) and 'Hereby we kno.! th" ,t " e love the 

children of God, when Vi" love God, lld do his COll'J;",nJments' (1 In. 5.2). In 

ot her words to be in union .vith Goe! \';ho is love through union \,ith Christ who 

loved us, entails "e:LYlg in " rclotionship of love .vi th the brethren '3.S much "'.s 

being in n relationship of love wi ttl the brethren indic3tes beyond :lny sh3doVi of 

doubt th .l t We arc born of God. Love for the brethren both springs from ,mel is 

indic2tive of being" in union with GoG. in Christ. 

All of this indic"ltes th,,,t Jorm's etnic of love is not .1 willed il5it"tioi'l 

of C;,rist. HClving p .. :ssed out of d;wkness into light (1 In. 2.9) or out of deeth 

into life (1 In. 3.M) is to helve pnssed out of the world's n'lture of hate into 

Christ's, n',ture of love . To be in th:>t n,ture of love is to be in it as a 

corporl1te body. Consequently th "t n.',tur", of love re 'lches its highest and fullest 

expression in the Christian's love for one mother. 

That this love is essentially 0 love for are another 'md not a Elenernl 

love for all men is shown f irstly in the f nc t th'lt Christ's gre::t calls to love one 

another md his expressions of the unity of Christbns all occur in the f9.rewdl 

discourses in thv context of the lilSt Supper; (In. 13.14f; 34f; 15.12,17; 17.11, 

21, 22, 26), in whicll dis courses l1rE: to be found also some of t he strongest 

8xpressions of the oppOSition and distil'lction between th", Church , nd the ",orld 

(In. 14,22; 15.18f; 16.2f; 17.6,9,16). .illere the injunctions to love .'Ind unity 

e re fOill1d, in l;JOst inst._ ~nces the purpose given for this is 'that the ,<iorld JIl.:..qy 

believe' (In. 13.35 ; 17.21). It is indicc: ted secondly in the f3ct tk,t there 

r re not only indications of :m opposition batween th8 Church ,'mel the ' .• orld, but 

" Iso c ";lls for G sLp lr ,,,tion, Po rticul ' X'ly ,'}s in P:lUl, fror" ,post ,.te brethren. 

This is asserted ,nost Explicitly in 2 In. v.lOf, 'If 3ny one cometh unto you, and 

bringeth not this tea ching, receive; hit.l not into your house 'lIlG give him no 

greeting: for he th.\t giveth him greetint; partaketh of h iS evil works', emd less 

explicitly in 1 In. 2.19 ' They (i. c. the 'l11tichrists, who ueny th:,lt Jesus is the 

Christ "mu so deny " lso tha F:lther 1 In. 2.23) went out from us, but they were not 

of us: for if they h ,el been of us, they '.iould h elVe continued ",ith us: but they went 

out, th)t they ;night be u:lde llim ife3t ho;, tha t they all are not of us'. 

In John's ethic, therefor", it is ev:mgelism that is c:llled for in the 

Church's relationship '"it:, the wor l d not fellowship , whi10 \',ithin the Church what 

[Just be is (ill intense fellowship whic,', is the union of love. And 8v!J.nge lisll 
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itself is both th , t mon Ll y b<Jlieve (In. 20. 31) lmd h:lve fallo'"ship Vi i th God in 

Christ (1 In. 1.3) 'md 1:\180 that thLY ,li{,nt sh:lI'e in the love union ',lithin t he 

fello, /ship of th~ Church (1 In. 1. 3). 

(e) Conclusion 

The par3.11els between John ,md Paul in the over- all concept of the 

Church as u corpor,:.t e body but yet :l single individual, Christ, are as strikine 

C,s the differenceb in ter!:linology end til", det~ils of the doctrine of sal v9.tion. 

The differences a re so :;re.t thClt "ny sug] estion of John ' s dependence on Paul 
1. 

must be ruled out . On the other hand the si~i13rities ~re So gre9.t thnt it is 

mpossible to believe tint they .~re not both dr awing on the stock of the prio:itive 

Christian tradition. When it is noteu th -,t these pa rallels a r " to be found not 

so . .mch in how salv:ttion C,"40 through Christ , but tlut salv:ltion ir.. bei ng in 

Christ r esult in,; in a corpor.Jte being who is Christ hirllself , then it would c.pp cc.r 

tlut in the prilaitive tr,~dit ion how Christ saved US was open to various interpre-

tc,tious (th:.t he s ;:ve" never being in dispute), but the concept of the Church 

c.S an intense fellow3hip 'in Chr ist I ,nil thus be'1ring '1 Christ-identity w"s so 

",uch pa rt of the COl JUon stuck th .. t hO',lever the soteriology "nd Christology Vias 

conceived tnis 1,'·r}f3 the inevi t ' t ble outcome. How this Christ-ident ity of the cor-

por'!te body Was conceived vc ri"d only CIS c function of the differing soteriolo-

gies ,md Christologics . 

The points of SilJila ri ty betNben John Clnd Paul which , for our purposes 

"r~ the !"ost ilaport .. Jlt ,'1re the following: 

(i) The crucioli ty of chhst ,s the locus of God's rela tionship with the 

world. It is through hi' th ,t God acts , und it is through him th"t 

L'l:m h"s fello,nhip with GoG. (In neither John nor Paul c,m it be 

proved beyond any slnLlow of :loubt that they ',:oulli h'lve approved the 

ID,ter Christi '_':ll definitioll of Christ 1S the Second Person of the 

Trinitr·) 

(ii) 'l'hc concept of Christ I s 8 , .• 1 vat ion 1S brineing freeclom from" bond".:;e 

to ~n olu solidnr i t y . 

(iii) The concept ,f Christ 's s,lvqtion as includihg us into , new solid~rity 

W{lOSe n c.ture , cll ',r" cteristicC! ,nd possibilities nre wholly given by 

Christ (or bvt t&r by God throu::;h Christ.) 

1. Cf C. K. Barrett, J o,m , 1')55 , pp IlS- I¥) . 
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(iv) Th.,t ne\l solidclritJ is not sOdcthing 'alongside' Christ, but is Christ 

himself. 

(v) It is this that ... Mes tho C.lUrch "s " corporate body 'n organic whole 

which is Christ, "nd ~s individu:::l persons orgMic v ,rts of one ,mother 

in the whole. 

(vi) Bmth the Christ-iuentity of the whole and the solidarity of its ,;.e,.tbers 

with one ,no oher le,1ds to " du .. lis::l betWeen the Church ,md the world. 

(Vii) Tnis du;,lisrd i s reflec t cd in the Christicln ethics of' both writers. On 

the one h 'nd tne ethics wi t;1in the ChurcH is stated in p.,ss ionate and 

intense terr$ of love , brotherhood, 'nd fellowship. On the other , the 

relationship between the Church Clnd the rlOrld is th:\t of ev-wgelism for 

fellowship ;:i thin the Church r ". t her th:.n evangelic~.l fellowship ',v ith tl, e 

world. 

(Viii) Since brotherhood, love 81ld fellowship is both the result of and an 

express ion of ueing in Christ, \:ho is the whole Church, ,-,nd since th,t 

which is the \"/ho l e is ;",mifested in any of its P:lrts, it follows for 

both John and Paul Christ himself is encountered in any l1k'Ul who is in 

Christ; ut'lion with Christ id union with one another in hil~; '1lld this 

encounter and union is the encounter ~d union of love, service , ~d 

concern fc-r one another. 

(ix) If Christ ' s presence in ·the world in his life, de ',.th, resurrection, 

ascension, . ~1U bestoNal of the Spirit waS to create C\ new COm:c1Ul1ity in 

hi;lis~lf, then his continuing presence whether in the s '~cra aents, or in 

those who .re in hiw is still to crelte this co:=ity . To dr:lw ~. 

uistinct i on, th"refore, betv:ecn union with Cnrist in the s lCr-'ll'tents and 

union wi til Christ through llilion with one ~other (expressed in ter~ 

of lovir.g end caring inter- pcrson"l rel,~ tions) i b f ,g lse. 

Having seen in F:lrt I hOI" wi(lespre:ld in the New TestCJ:limt is the 

concept of the a tonement as the creation of , neN corumunity (the New Israel) 

tilrough the life, uc':th, resurrecticn nd 'lscension of Jesus, from whom the COEl-

i,llmity derives not only its existence but also its chclr3cter, 2nd the cruciality 

of the outpouring of the Huly ::'piri t , whicn, 3.gainst the background of the Jewish 
ndina 

\J.nd ~rstaAof this 18 sh,: rinc; in the blessing of the deliverer, entails th::-. t the 
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n ew c o"ummity, the Church, shares in the n o.ture of Jesus; md in Part II lnving 

seen the strong New Testa'1ent te:\Chin:, of the Church n.s the 'corpor,~te persona­

lity' of the risen Christ, which ent :1ils, on the one hcmd, c. ch' .rl1ctbr-communi­

c c.ting union between Christ .mu the Church, Gnd on th" other intense inter­

person'.ll r e l '3.t i onships bet\'!cen thoSQ who 3re fin Christ', W0 '""'.re nOw in a position 

to sec hoc .. this ChriatoloiCY, soteriolo,,;Y "nd ecclesiology , a s the. fundiU.!entcl 

s8tting of the s :,cr",:;ents in th e llew ':re~t .... lent, helps us t o underst 'lnd 

both 'th" theol ogy ,nd prnct ice of the' s . . cr. wents in the New Tes t ~ 'ent. 
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PART III 

I'll"; SACRAhcEI:'J'.3 (EAPl'I3,i AND c'i;E EUCHARIST). 

CbAPrER I. BAPTISM 

(a) Introduction (Sumrnc,ry of Study) 

Throughout this study of the theoloGic 11 setting of the Sacraments 

in the Church's understanding of the ,Jerson md work of Jesus imd of the Churc:, 

we have already had to deal at some length /lit h the new Testament conception of 

bo,ptism. This has been U1l.:1voidable for the primitive underst -,nding of Christ , 

his work and the Church is inextricilbly tied to their understa nding of baptism. 

One could as little understand the Ned Tes t runen t doctrine of lhptism without 

placing it firmly in the context of Christo logy, soteriology and ecclesiology as 

une could understand ··my of these relt1.ted doc trines without t a king into account 

the New Test3ment teaching on baptism. Here we shall s=,rise the major con-

clusions which we have reached in the course of our study before moving on to 

consider Some of the '-Jure practic.ll questions relat ed to the Doctrine of Baptism. 

(i) The B~ptism of Christ 

1-
In our study of the baptis ,il of Christ by John Vie saw th~t the signifi-

c nce of that baptism ir. Christ ologic~l nd soteriologicql. It was not a sign 

of Christ 's self-identification of hi,nself with Sinful men or with the messLmic 

fellowship cre.1ted by the preachine; and baptism of Joha . Its signific lnce is 

theological r ather th:m psychological. It was the point at \Ihich Jesus was 

anointed with the Spirit of God for hiS work as the <ebhed Yahweh and Messiah. 

Here Jesus knew himself to be commissioned md equippe<l. by God as the one who 

would bring in the Kingdom of God by defeat ing every power w .. ich held '!lan in 
2. 

bondaGe. 

The narrative of the b:>ptism of Jesus therefore sets the stage for 

what is to be unfolded in the Gospel drruna of salvation. He who in baptism rkl s 

been irrevocably anointed J.S God's eschatological deliverer begin" his 'dork of 

procl''lilaing in word and deed the a dvent of the Kingdom of God (1Ilk. 1. 15 and par. ) 

All the Gospels bear ,:itness to th~ f nct that this .uthority- . '.nd power-endowed 

fiGUre (seen to be such p.1rticularl;,' under the title of the Son ofa:an) is 

1. Cf above pp . 38f Qnd e~fr . 
2. Cf above l'P. lOOff, ';02ff, !}:SOff. 
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rLj c ct"d by th e reliz ious ~uthori ties, ,- rej ection which lClds ultiJP".tely to 

Golgoth". 1:0 less w1o.l1iI.Jously do they record Jesus' o,m underst mding of his 

work to be th ,t he elUot die in obedience to Goll 'lnd in fulfill.ent of Scripture. 

His deClth is both ') tro';GUy ill .. 3. ,"issiun. Agc,in the New restWlent record is 

quite clenr th -It th e de ct;1 of J cSus t llE ~erv Int /MeSSiah/30n of L ,n is completely 

uni n'celligible to his .. isciples . ~{hen the hour of crisis C De , Jesus W::.$ left 

utterly lnd C041p10tely ,lone . Consequently his b ",ptis :1: in the rivc;r Jordan, 

understood both in tenus of cOPJi"ission ,'nd equip:"ent by God , cont ,l.ins within it 

c;,e inevitable consequence of his death which C:ill itself, therefore, be spoken 
l. 

of a s his bwtisI:l (Mk. 10.38 and pr,r.) 

But <1eClth is not the . .md. The ununiriloUS veruic t of the !'lew TestniJent 

is th.lt on the first d::; "fter the S:;,btnt:l of thot "'OJ~entous Pnssover in 

Jdrus'llem God r,iseu Jesus froLl the deCld ,mich resurrection, we have a rgued, w, s 

understood as ." couplex event including his 3.scension-exlllt \tion to the right 
2. 

h:m<1 of God 'ill .. the bestowa l of the Spirit, which Jesus llQd hii.lSelf received in 

his b~_tptisi.L, upon nis 0.isciples . In thiS \'I :.\S fu lfilled the prophecy at Jesus' 

b "ptistIl tint he ,,1'10 W:..fa bwtiz ed wit;, t ile Spirit would be thu one :;1'10 w:lUl<1 

b::JPtize with the Spirit. 

We h·~ve seen t ll :,t in the trcdi tions behind the New Test",,,ent use of the 

titles ebhed, Messinh , n o) the Son of ,'"_,n tilL bestowal of the Spirit meant 

sh ' ,ring in the corpor'lte person'llity of the Spiri t-endo.ved deliverer .'md there-

fore p:trt ic ip,"ting in his el i vine endowr,len t. At every point Vie h ve seen how 

the un J "rstun<1ing of the person an d "ork of Jesus points to his cre:ction of the 

Spirit-endowed COLa"unity ':',nd in pr.,rticul .. r .,e h.lVe argued th It LuJ",o's gre"t 

r ecord of the events of P,~ntecost ',v'.lS rlot ivnted by his untler st-Jlding of Pent"co3t 

as th" festiv,-l of the in-,;~therin:; 'jf the h ;,rvest consecrated in the off erinc 
3. 

of tile first fruits on C;10 t~:'-Y :>fter the Passover S:lbb"th. 'fae b" ptis."al 

proi3ise th"t God ' s ,'1lloint ocl on" -"oul<1 b,ptize with the Spirit is fulfilled When 

[,Iter his life, deeth, resurrection U1U ,::scension Jesus pours out the Spirit 

upon hiS followers inclu,l ing then in t h " Spirit- filled comrnunity of the (ebhed, 

iiessiah , Son of :':lal1. 

Because 01 the inherent link betVleen New Test .-unent Cl1I'istology rmd 

soteriology ~illd th" cr,, -,tion of tho co_"ounity, Christian ba ptislCi, like Christ's, 

1 . Cf "bove pp. LjU. 

2. Cf above PP.3;ff. 
3. Cf ',bove pp. 46f , 
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in unClers t ood both. ::IS b lpt i sm .,i th t!le Holy Spirit (e. g . \cts 2.38; In. 3. 5) 

..!11d as :ill a nointing ty God (2 Cor . 1. 21 ; 1. In. 2.20, 27) . In a sense , there-

fore th" Chris ti:m in hi" b..lpt isL! is inc luded intJ Christ ' s b" ptism, but he i s 

included in it only ":110n on Golgoth: '.r,d in the resurrect i on c..nd ''scens ion 

Christ h':s fulfilleJ his b' ptis,,':ll cOl."" i ss ion. Then God fulfilled the proLise 

th.!t ,"en . ouldEhare in til " bc,ptis,;.'ll gift and commission of Jesus, his cmointing 

,;i th the S piri t. B8t\\'ccm Christ 's b .ptis!j 'nd Christi .J.n b:Jptism (Jus t stBnd the 

f'ulfiLJent of Ch ris t 's '.Io rk p .. rticuL,rly in the Cross =d resurrection and 

, scension. 

,ie h~.ve here 8poken of Chri"t ' s cre'ltion OI' co; .... uni ty as if Chris t 

were tne one who g '.thered '1 f e llowship ~.round himself which W'lS ext ernnl t o 

hiDBc.lf. If ever ,.<e ,"1'e to <:lppreci .,tc fully the link between b 'lptismal union 

with Christ ~nd incorpor .\tiJn int o the c m,u"un ity we need t o ur:lW t ogether our 

c onclusions on the; rel,ltionship betwtlen [, .ptism a nd Chris to logy , soteriology 

and ecclesiology. 

(ii) BOlptis;.l ' lIld Chri stology 

Of the Chri "to l ogic 'll titles Vi e eXOl::,ined in some det.::il we noted 

th'. t in tne pre-llistor;) oL the ( ebbed Y"h""h ,nd the Son of ma ll 'o:,ere were 

indicc tions that bot;l stooJ not for ro1 inil ividual, or even a represent at ive 

inuiviuu:.tl, but for Isr.';21, or 3t It ~st t il e righteous reI!mant ithin Isr:lel . 

In our eX 'l,nin " tion of the New Test··.,;,cfnt a t"ri ,1 "e s"w that neither title wns 

npplied by the co.,.,luni ty in tHiS collucti ve G ense. R:1the r t he] were ClPplied 

to one Isra elite 210[le , Jesus of Nazar eth. In f a ct t he \Ihole of tlle ilew Te,~t:t-

_.ent bea rs witness to the primitive beli ef th'l t God 1 s coven:mt ;,i th Israel hod 

b0en reduced t o God 's covenJOt with Jesus. 

,"' i th the "!arld. 

In him alone is God ts dealinr 

At the s :une tLlc we noted th:~t the concept of th e cOl"Jlunity was never 

f:lr frOla the minds of tht.' v Lrious ~Jev, Te'.:it "ll:1ent 'J.uthors . Vlhatever t he concept 

of the pbrson rm J wo rk of Christ wes with which they portray ed Christ, the end 

product was " lwCl.ys the s .une . lie WolS the one who had created a ne'N cOlllflunity, 

t he new Israel , t he new people of God. He k,d brought in the Kingdom of God 

(or of t he Son of 1._n in M.:ltthew), broken the ol d solid:lrity of ,. '1n in bondage 

because of Adlllil 3nd h.Ld crea ted 11 neVi S olidari ty of reueemed Llan. 

These tw o c oncepts of Christ ' .. lone being the true Israel :lnd the sole 
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pl'~,ce oi' GoLl's rel,tL.1Lhip wi til ,he ',wrld :TId yet of the crec.tion of a new 

co 'l"uni ty which is the true Isr':lel em, which elm mow fellowship with God ::tre 

by no Se'1118 inco~ _.p, ~tible C011Cepts in ti16 pri~iJ.i tive tr~diti~)n# As we hQve seen, 

Christ is and reGninG ~,he One end only true Israel, the ' seed of Abr<iliam' 

(G~l. 3.16), the 'true vine' (In. 15.1 ). The community is such only in so far 

aG it is a part or I organ 1 of th2t ono ;: . In.. Th\,; more .:wcurfl.te New Testament 

Lmgu:oge is thnt tne cO;'uouxli ty is the ' body cf Christ ' by bdng 'in Christ'. He 

is its head, Lord, [.""star. Yet the relationship is so orc nnicc,lly :md spatially 

conceived thJ.t Christ ::',ld the cOl1lnunity together constitute 'one man ', 'Abr ·lhc'.l~'s 

seed' (e.g. Gal. 3.28f). 

In consequence b:lptism is conceived of as 'putting on Christ ' (G·ll. 

3.27) or 'the new !:lan' (Eph. 4.24 ; Col. 3.10). I t is the w.3Y in which we p"r-

ticip?lte in tlle very beinl:, of Christ hLIS Glf, rctther than SiI:lply the way to 

f,,:llowship with Christ. 

In his Llc .' rn.J.tiun, therefore , Jesus is seen to be one man sepnro..tec1 

from all other Lien by his election, divin e equi pment, .mc union with God. Vihen 

his work it) cor::pletcl: in hiS de~ .th, resurr~ction n.nd 38cension he is no longer 

so. It would be f ,Iso to s a y til t , c cllecti ve meaning h··\s been given to the 

' "bhed/Messi Clh/Son of i.; , '" in the post- ::lscension p8riod, for this I;light be 

tilou,pt to ililply tllClt Jesus ffild ''is follO'. lers new constitute n r collection r of 

individuals. It would be truer to sC\Y' that Jesus h-,s becoiJe the one inclusive 

indiviJunl .lnll tn it by incorporation into this indiviJual we come to share, in 

dependence , his very n'lture. In this senSe the individU:ll Christology of the 

inc ::lrnation becoL18s, throug!) redemption, the corpor.'lte Christology which is lIew 

Test,1l.1ent ecc les iology. 

The rel~tionship between Christian baptism ~d Christology is t~-,t in 

a nd through thio/sa cr.c.llient we " r e l:lade +'0 sture ill this corporate Christology, 

i.e. in the nature of him whose uniqueness 'nd cruci'llity is Jescribed under 

many different titles "nd concepts in the New Test"hnent. By it we do not 

beco~e Christ, but pa rt of the living , Single, indivisible whole which is 

Christ anCo J'et utterly Jependent upon Christ. 

(iii) B-JptisrJ anJ Sot~riology 

It is sOinewhCl t Clrtificial to c1r::-.w Ct distinction between ChristoloB',f 

and sotE.riology in t a e New Test 'Dent. For the bibliclll :.,uthors Christ is able 

to do who.t he does bec.:'.use he is who he is. For the sake of clnrity, however, 
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it is us eful t o H .lee such "\ distinction. 

Of :::.11 the lie,/ T"stament writers P'lUl gives uS the moet c l osely worked 

out soteriology in rel '.tion t o the de :ltll (particuhrly) and resurrection of 
l. 

Christ. His b°.sic pre, liss is the solid'l.rity of I!lC\n 'in Ad'iLl ' cllld bec'1use of 

Ad:1Ul's s in, in bond:1ge t o sin =d death. It is being 'in the flesh' , the 

;,,,sis of ;;:'_n's weakness, which II1£lkes i,Lm tot'111y powerless against the whole 

arr~y of hos tile forces robbine r:l '1ll of the possibility c.f union with or obediencE 

to God. Christ entered into this solicl'lrity of man in bond3.ge :1lld , despite his 

sinlessness, t his solidarity led ult :inc,tely :nd inevitably to his de'lth. But 

unlikE)6ther men who d i e bec .LUSe of sin "'ld disobedience Christ died 'to sin' in 

obedience to God. his de3.th, ther efo re, W.C\S not the point of the fin ll l triumph 

of the hostile powers, but of his triumph over them. ~ 'putting off his 

flesh' in del'\ th he broke the solid :rity of '.eakness which would have held him 
2. 

in bondelge. His de .-.th in consequence m" rks the possibility of " new solic].:,ri ty 

for h!:ln , n solidarity which is ch. r , 'c-cerised by fre edo,., from t h e enslaving 

pm,ers bec:mse of Cr.rist ' s triULlph. 

In the lJU,."ent of de'1th Christ st·3.llds 'l.lone as the one victorious 

indi vi dunl. Hiiu Gou r f'lis8tl froLi the dead as a spiritual body. Bec<'luse of 

this the possibility of ~h3.ring in the victory he achieved through death is 

m:ode a vo.ila ble t o luen. 

For P::ml , t"erefore, t h i s unique selving event is the subst',nce of 

Christi'll1 baptisn .. In b lptisI.l th" Christi ,n is grafted into Christ ,-' nd 
3. 

pnrticipates in h i s de2,th, burial , ' .11,; resurrection. We he.ve a r gued th' lt 

Paul's concept here is not tha t of doing the Sar"e thing no ", in taptism 9.S Christ 

did on the Cross. Ho r is it that in b.,ptis',r Christ does agcin wh ,t he did 

once-far - a ll in hiS c1 ec,th 'md resurrection . It i s r ather th~,"t in baptism 

the Chri stinn is f""de completely one wit h Christ and , 3.S such, cont'1mporaneous 

md co-extensive with him in his c.et of' dy i ng :md rising. He is involved in 

the self-saDle conflict as Christ (hence t hE: b ,ptisltlal r enunci ,tion of Satm 

r .:cher than n si,"ple :tccept nnce of the Lcc t tin t S3.tan is so cOl1pletely routed , 
~. 

t hat the Christi m cr-V) bask in t he after- ". :th of victory already \',on), assured 

only the,t so long as he l'~'-l inS 'in Christ' his participa tiun in t he freedol!' 

c:nd vict ory of Christ i c ,ecure. 

1. Cf a bove pp. lW2f'f 
2. Cf ubove pp. !.I18ff' • 
3. Cf above pp. !.I22f'f'. 
4. Cf ~bove pp. lSJ1·ff; 1-:.3 Lf • 
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The relationship between baptism and soteriology is, therefore, that in 

baptism the Christian is made so completely one with Christ in the process of his 

gaining victory and freedom that Christ communicates to the Christian his nature 

of having 'put off the flesh', being the 'new man', the 'life-giving Spirit'. 

Consequently the Christian is he who, through baptism, has 'put off the flesh', 

'put on the new man', become a 'new creation', and is spiritual. 

(iv) Baptism and ecclesiology 

If the New Testament Christology and soteriology point to the 

absolute cruciality and uniqueness of Christ and man's complete dependence on him, 

the very way in which the relationship between Christ and the Christian is con-

ceived points to a corporate identity of Christ and tha community, which identity 

is never the community's or that of any individual within the community, but is 
1. 

Christ's. Christ and all those 'in him' constitute one living whole, so that 

either the Church itself or any individual within it is encountered as Christ. 

When the clear-cut distinctions we might like to make between Christ 

and the community are found to be inappropriate in the New Testament, then it 

follows that baptismal incorporation into Christ means at tha same time incorpor-

ation into Christ both as the ascended 'head' of the Church and as the community 

which is his body. Being made an 'organ' of the total living Christ means there-

fore being made 'organs one of another' (Rom. 12.5, Eph. 4.2S) 'in him'. for the 

New Testament there is just no possibility of a union with Christ which does not 

include union with one another, for that would imply that the Church is 

fundamentally something other than Christ himself. 

It is this that makes the heated debate whether the Church is or is 

not the Kingdom of God somewhat misleading. It is true that the Kingdom in the 

sense of the final inclusion of everything that is not yet 'in Christ' has 
2. 

not yet come. But everything that is meant by the Kingdom of God is given 

in and with the person of Christ. He is the kingdom. Therefore to be 'in 

Christ' is at the same time to be 'in the Kingdom of God'. The reality of the 

Kingdom has come and is given 'in Christ'. The final and total victory of 

Christ, and therefore of the Kingdom, is still to come. There is a very 

legitimate sense in which the Church is the Kingdom, but only in the sense of 

the corporate unity of Christ and the Church. 50 baptism into Christ is at 

the same time inheritance of the Kingdom of God which, because of the organic 

1. Cf above pp. 438 ff, 482 ff. 2. Cf. 1 Cor. 15.24. 
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singleness of Chri st Wld the Church, ent <tils the clost intimate union with ",11 

those who are in the KingdoI:l which is 'in Christ '. 

BuptislJ in t:,e NeYI Test ._ .ent c ,\11 therefore be described in two L'l'lj 0r 

:.spects. On the one h.md it is incluuion into the very being of Christ in 

which we share in his unique rel,-,tionship with God and particip:lte in dependence 

in his n3.ture. On the other it is inclusion into the COhilllunity which is 'in 

Christ ' . While the second gspect ic entirely dependent on the first neither 

is co,~plete without the other ••• Unfol'tu=tely in the history of the practice 

of b:,ptislll insufficient " ttention lues been >iven to the concept of incorpor ation 

into the COmLlunity. Thin does not mean th::t no theologians h:.ve st ressed the , 

concept of baptisI:l QS inclusion into the Bpdy of Christ. Such an Qllegation ' 

would be l:Bnifestly Ldse. But .'Ih:'lt it rie=s in practical terms n-:s seldon 

been lJ:ide eviilent in the pr~lCtice of the Chr isti.on Church. It is to this we 

shall return loter in our consider' tion of some practical questions, relatin;:; t o 

b'.ptism. 

(v) BaptiSIJ .lnL1 tnt... Spirit 

vie have already seen how b:lJtism in the ]Jew Test=ent is viewed as 
l. 

our incorpor ation into Christ, who nt his bc,ptism. WQS endowed with the Spirit 
2. 

for his missiun ,'S the ebhed Yahweh/MeolSic:h , =<1 th:lt his wor:, ¥lCV3 fulfilled 

in the creation of the Spirit- filled CQ.,.£lunity through his de::', th , resurr ection 
3. 

'-'nu dscension. Consecyently b'cpti:'Jl,l :',S incorporation intG Chri.Jt ' nd into the 
4-. 

Spirit-filled COlTIl,.unity is b:tptisl,l fur the reception of the Holy Spirit . Pnul 

in Ronnns 8 C'}Il spenk of the Christian life CIS life 'in Christ ' or life 

'in the Spirit' with little a pparent iU'ference in nleaning. 

Despite this eL.phasis in New '.t'estament bnptismal teaching there are 

three passages in Acts which seei~ to offer evidence to the contr'1ry. 

The fi r st i.h found in the story of the conversion of Cornelius. Here 

it is =de clear th , t b:lptislll is .-,(h,.inistered to Cornelius ,m e; those with hin 

bec -,use they h d received the Holy Spirit "!nd not in order t c. receive him 

('Can 'my man forbid tCle '.I :lter , th-:. t these should not be b, 'ptized, which h,ve 

received tne Holy Spirit '1S well os we?' 'Acts 10.47). It would appear th,t 

b. '.}Itis ra is presented h0re as ,'1 sign of .. n 'llready accomplished ren.li ty, but 

1. Cf above pp. 494f 
2. Cf above pp. L,92f 
3. Cf 'J.bove pp. 495f' , 
4-. Cf Acts 2.38; J"'. :5 .5 hnJ a bove pp.352H); 1 Cor. 12.13; Eph. 'f.4 , 23 (on 

Eph. ,t.23 cf ..lbove p.luO. n. 2). 
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frOI.l this we llo.re not gener£llise. The context of ,lcts 10.47 ,,' .kG~ it pl"in 

th t the narr"tive ha s been preserved because it dealt with the crucial problem 

of the nassion to the Gentiles and their inclusion in the Christ inn church. Some 

such clear indication of God's acceptance of Gentiles was necessary for the 

Jev,ish Christians before t uey were prep2.red to ,}ccept Gentiles. This is 

confirmeu by the fact th:.,t it is precisely in this way tint Peter argued at 
1 . 

the Council of J eruSnlell. 

The seconu pnss"ge in Acts 8.14ff :lgain de3.1s with the Gentile ,"is-

sian. "'Ie are told here 'lui te explicitly th" t the Holy Spirit h,d not yet 

f e.llen on the SaIJaritan converts f only they had been baptized mto the nome 
2. 

of the Loru Jesus'. Eec"use of thiS the Jerusalem church sent Peter and Jolm 

who PTFWeu for the Sm,,,-,ritan Christians th ·\t they lllight receive the Holy Spirit 
3. 

end, ohen they k ,J l~,iu h ends on ther.> , t iley receiveu this eift. Here a cleClr 

Llistinction is ur.,wn bwtween baptisn ' into the n3me of the l ord Jesus' and the 

reception of the Holy Spirit. Ai=. 'in one needs to be c:J reful net to gener!'lliSe 
4. 5. 6. 

on the b:)sis of this incil~ ent.. Pc.. Jersen, Eichrodt, 311d Ringgren, -unone others, 

h ::;.ve shown thc.t in t I, e rs r ,elite pr2ctice of laying hands on the sacrificial 

victi~ there is ,n eledent of i.dentific' .tion of the man 'iith hi,; victi,n. We 

h " ve "lso seen how the l'lying h .,mds on Pa ul .'md Barnabas for the Gentile mission 

(;tCts 13.4) WelS both .:1 coocLlissioning of theta by the church, 'illU the church's 
7. 

ident ification ,'lith tt,eu in their "lission. Consequently Laape is probably 

correct when he interprets this inci,:ent in terws of the identific:1tion of the 

8. 
Jewish church in Jerus:.leIl with t he Sc"c ".ritnn church, ,md refuses to ~llow it 

Q S evi uence of 3. prL,itive separation of t {le rite of b3ptis.l frul1 r. 13.ter rite 

ror td" reception of the Spirit . In view of' the wellknown Antipathy between 

.Jews . .nJ Sar.1arit'lns iG ", Gul d be nost n 'ltural for the Sllrarit'ln Christians to 

look for J.cceptance by the Jerusalem church, anu it wOclld be unexceptional if 

ti1ey exhibited .1 ccrt 'lin reticence nd reserve u.ntil this acceptan ce waS shown 

to theu .. Consequently the visit of Peter 'liU John as al"bass ndors :md r cpre-

sent~ti ves of the J erus :o. lew church nC! the Lljing of h 'lnds could .',ell have 

broUGht .'1 sense of joy nIld liber.,tion to tile c onverts in Sru..,ria, 'lInich SL,on 

9. 
lont;ed to be able to C..lul teo Such :.n interpret:ltion would be confiIlled by 

1. Cf Acts 15 .8 2. Acts S.lG. 3. Acts 8.17. 
4. J . Pedersen , rsr:_el, III-1'l, pp. 108ft'. 
5. .•• Eichrodt, The Theology of the Old Test 'ldent, VoL II, 1967, pp. 218ff. 
6. H. Ringgren, S,"crif'ice, 1962, pp. 7Sf. 
7. Cf " bove pp. 101ff. 
8. G. ·J.H. Lru;lpe, Thc Seal of the Spirit, 1951, pp.96ft'. 
(I. Aet.s f. rgf' 
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what \"Ie have Seen of t_le conl.1uni ty- ::.l1J unity-creating ch'lr ' tcter of b" ptis,,,_ 

In this incident there ,':IppeClrS to be an under otnndable nervousness about both 

unit:l 'Jnd cour.nmity beca.use uf the rr:tcin.l taY'J.sions which rlCs led to a lillique 

sep~ration in the !Tel'l 'l'est :'!, .• ent of ChristLm b.,ptism ··nu reception of the 

Holy Spirit. 

l'he third incic' ent concerns "h,:, disciples a t Ephesus who , despite 

the felct tru t they bad. believed in Christ had neither !mown " hether the Holy 
1. 2. 

Spirit was yet ::lva i l J ble, nur h Ll t hey receiveu him. This f nct c .111s from 
3. 

P<',u l th e disbelieving ques tion, 'Into >lh,t th 'en v!ere ye b,ptized?' w.1ich shows 

th" t Paul understood tn 't Christian t -' ptism ,llia reception of t h e Holy Spirit 

bclonged inaliena bly t oQether. Their reply is thelt they ha ve not in f act 
4. 

received Christian b.C.1Jtism but John's b.'1ptisL. As a result th ey received 

ChristiJl1 ba ptis ,,,. This na rrative, h owever, preserves an idea t h':lt reception 
on 

of the Holy Spirit w~_s associ ,lted with the rite of laying"h:mds and not b'1ptisLl • 

.. e a re t ol d th",t 'when P"ul h ', d 1 '.id h'LIds on them, the Holy Spirit came on 

the,,, ' (Ac t s 19. 6). Villile the expl:'1lations given above f or the separation of 

bc ptislil from the t ift of the Holy Spirit in Acts 8 -lld 10 C!l1L."lot apply here, 

it is clear th2t b~ptism and ,he reception of the Holy Spirit are tied very 

closely i;o,;ether. If it WqS custor.nry at this tiltle for baptism to be follovled 
5. 

i ill11Cdiltely by the b y i 1lt, on of h :.nds, then Paul's question 'Into what then 

were ye O baptized?', wnich was r a ised by tl"1~ f3ct th,t the Ephesian di sciples 

11. d r,ot rec eived the Holy Spirit, vlOuld contain no contradiction. They would 

helve r eceived Christian b ,ptiSk 'into t.: .• e Lord Jesus ' accompanied by the layLlg 

on o f h~ds for the reception of the Holy Spirit. If, on the other h _lld, 

such ", prac tice w~s not custOlo,ry ('LId this is possible Since Paul ,sk ed only 

~ bout their b ,'Ptis:_, ), then it is lnrd t o reconcile his 'luestion ,lith his 

pr act ice of following Christi 111 b ,ptism ,,;,, th the laying on of h ands. Wh.'1tever 

1:1..1;'{ h "ve been the prLct i c e this incident shows how closely b .ptism :md 

reception of the Holy Spirit were connect ed. 

We conclude, therefore, thQt n one of these three incidents in Acts 

cm count ng·.inst Our conclusion th .-, t Christian bclptism , as incorporCltion into 

the Spirit - endov/ed Christ, is for the sh" ring in that same Spirit. 

1. Cf ",bove p • . 91f. 
2 . Acts 19. 1ff. 
3. Acts 19. 3 
4. Acts 19. 3 
5. ~'or evidence of t :,i3 .1S primitive practice cf G. -" . H. Lar.lpe, The Seal of the 

Spirit, 1951 , pp.10ff. 
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(b) The Ordering of Baptism 

Here we sh:lll direct our a ttention to sO:Je of the practical questions 

rel:"ting to b:. ptisf.1. 

(i) Infant Baptism 

'An inadequate order and practice of baptism c:m obscure its nature, 
l. 

PQl,'er and me:ming, CQ.."1 Qull Md renuer difficult the understanding of it. ' 

While Barth is quite un:~.nbiguous in his :~ffirmation th3.t bnptism is not dependent 

for its effect on its ordering and th1t since God in Christ is himself the one 

who baptizes the ch~racter indelibilis which is imparted cannot be denied to those 

who have been baptized end is not t o be looked f or in nny re-baptism, he is equally 

convinced t h'lt the pr::tctice of infMt b:tptisw cannot be scripturally justified 
2. 

'111<1 in fact h'os obscured thE; real n ccture of the s :lCrallient. 

This forthright ch,llenge to the church by one of the great es t and nost 

respected theologians of this century h .. "\s sp.-,rked off the most lively discussion 

on the question whether or not infant b}ptiSw is scripturally and theologically 

just ifia"le . '~he :.Ulterial ;,'nich w" !l:.ve ex,mined thus f '1r in this study is "ble 

t o serve only as a gEner~l introduction to this particu12r practicql problem. For 

illl O1lS{ler ',lie noeu t o return to t he New Test .. J.ffient evid.ence '3.nd the t heological 

brouncls it pres ents f or t ue pr lc tice ( ')r 1 'lck of it) of inf. ·~nt b .ptism. 

1. 'rh e baptisl'l (,f children of p "rents j oinin" th e Church in the 
earliest period. 

The bc.ptiSLlS recorCed in t h e NeVI TestaJ:lent vii thout excer,tion belon!]; to 

L1 llliss ionl1ry situ "tion. They a re the b: ... ptisr,lS acL.linistered when Jews md Gentiles 

were r eceivc<1 into Chri~t in [,is body, the Church. Jeremi,s is undoubtedly 

correct in urging thr t the question of the ba ptism of the children of converts 

should be dealt wit t, int: ependently of t.le b,ptism of the Children of p:uents 
3. 

bLlonging to the Church. 

~ 

La The 0(",0$ formula ~nd Jellish Proselyte Baptism 

To Stauffer belongs the credit of h",ving exa ... ined in detail in an 

important article the m'Ily v ,",ria tions on the formula 'He ~ r..,l his Whole house' 
4. to elucidate the ::>hrase in the .1; .0\1 

in the Ola Test .. ""ent. The investi' :1tion of this rich m"terio.l led St'luffer to A D 
~ , 

the conclusion ti1'·.t frod e 1rly twes there '.'1'1.S ,'1 const :ont oihlic:ol ' 0,.<'05 

forHula' wr,ich 'nut only referred tu t :'lc' children in 3.ddit i on to the adults but 
1. K. B'lrth , B'lPtisw, 1956, p.35 . 
2. ibid pp 35f. 
3. J:Jc.rehlbs, Infnllt B1Ptism, 1960, p. 19 
4. E. St"uffer, ' ;;ur KiI1L;ertl1ufc in der UrJ.:irche in Deutches Pf'Clrrerbl-,tt, Vol. 49, 

19~9. 
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the chi l uren, and not least to ''IDY s01all h ' u quite special reference to 
1. 

children who might be present . Our oV,n examinat i on of the farJily solid<Jri ty in 

Israel's thinking would h3ve led uS to c: similar conclusion even without the .'.ore 

detailed investig Jtion of St~uffer. As , first provision,l conclusion we note 

" that it is unlikely t h " t the New Testament 'dl~o.s f or mula I "'ould have excluded 

the children or infants who rJight h , ve been in t he household. If the intention 

,Jere specific?lly to exclu<1 e children then ne should expect t o find such '1 

specific instruction. 

A mos t adequate sUill!:Ja ry of the IUuch-studied ques tion of Jewish proselyte 
2. 

baptism is presented by Jer emias . His "12in 'lrgurnents a re 80 widely supported 
3. 

th t t h ey need not be repe'1ted here . The clobe parallels between proselyte 
and 

baptism =d Christia n baptism in respect of the l'mgu'1gel\concepts employed, and 

even in details of '1dministr'1t i on (by i:r;m1ersion) are so striking th:lt the conclus ior: 

that theone jJTactice is dependent on the other cannot be seriously doubted. With 

the re btionships be t ween the Christi:-m Church 'md JudaisLI bein : what they were in 

the latter half of the first and the s econd centuries it is inconceivable th, t the 

Jewish pract ice WaS .Jouel l ed on the Christi:m. That the Christi ,n pr a ctice is 

depen~ent on the Jewish is ther efore inevit'1ble . In ,ny event the pr actice of 

John the Baptist, a ttested by Josephus, c n only he expln ined a s 2 peculiar ~ppli-
4-. 

cation of a well-known practice of receiving Jewish converts into the cOfiuuunity. 

If it were n ot I'iell lmown the signific.1nce of his de.oandin;; a purificatory baptism 

of t hose ,-.-ho were alre'1dy Jews 'IIould h c.ve been lost on his he<Jrers. 

Because of the 2lmOSt certain C.ependence of ChristiI'm b'l.ptism on Jewish 

prosel yte baptism the J e .ish !Ol'actice in relation to children hqs a r eal bearing 

on our question , especially in view of the other close pa rallels between the two 

rites. 

Str a ck ,3.Ild Billerbeck ha ve de ... onstrnted decisively that when Gentiles 

c: dopted the Jewish f'1.i th it wa s token for granted that at the same time the child ren 
5. 

a lso, including even very y oung chililren, shoul" be received into the Jewish f nith. 
tic 

The oldest r a bbinic s ources, the Truma i, tr:lditions , g i ve nWTIerous instcmces of 

the reception of small Gentile children ~d babies into the Jewish f " ith. The 

1. E. Stauffer, ' Zur Kindertaufe in der Urkirche' in Deutches Pfarrerblatt, Vol. 
49, 1949. )l. 153. 

2. J . Jeremias, Inf·'-\nt Buptism, 1960. pp.2.\ff. 
3. Cf ibid p.29 n.l for ll1pressive list of supporting schol~rs . 

4. Cf V. T:J.ylor, i'Il,wk, 1955, pp. 15lff. 
5. Str :,ck cmd Bill erbe ck, Vol. I , pp. llO- 1l2. 
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infon.ntion is given because lega.l questions arose whose rulswer v--:.ried according 

t o the sex of the child. 

In the case of the reception of boys the all-import~mt question WelS to 

determine the date of circumcision. b.Sh, ,b 135b (B'lr.) bys dCi'1n the procedure 

relnting to children born to :l newly purchased Gentile slwe. The fact th,·,t 

slaves were considered 1S part of the household of the Jewish owner indicc.tes 

th ... t the Lct of purcha"e included the child in the Jewish fei tho As such the 

child h ... J to be circu!:lcised, ,md the rule lay3 down th9.t if the slnve-girl waS 

pregnant on t he day of purch'lse , then the norDl'l1 Jewish procedure of circumcision 

on the eighth d"-Y waS t o be followecl. If, however, the child V':lS 'llread:; born, 

then it WaS to be circIllllcised on the dr:t,Y of purchc:s e . An analo~ous distinction 

holds for the Gentile boys born in freedor: .• 'A (ITk'11e) proselyte (child) is under 

ccrt~in circumstances circuwcised on the e i ghth day. What do II certnin circur:t-

I 
st :nces ll .i..ile .... m? If the boy waS born befor::, the bnptislll of h i s "iOther, then he is 

circumcised on the first d"-Y . If he was born ~fter the b'1ptism of his mother , 
1. 

he is circuLlcised on the eif;hth day. I 

In the case of Gentile girls the question was whether they were to be 

treated On a pnr .vi th Jewish girls in relation to the law preventing mixed 

~rllrriages • The oft-repe:1ted rule was th'lt if they c une into the Jewish faith 
2. 

before the :lge of three ye~rs , then they were treated on :l p"r with Jewish Cirls. 

'l'his eviJence is cited by JereuiFlS in support of his conclusion thClt 

they bear indirect tes tj.!:lony t o the pr::l.Ctice of the baptism of infant proselytes 

.'18 e ',rly ·a s the beg innint; of th e first century ;,. D. It is note- worthy, however, 

th.::t no sinble passn,;e refers t o the t .. lptis,d of these infants. 'r/hen in referenc e 

to tnt? chilJren born to free Gentile converts the baptism of the mother is speci-

fic .'111y lILentioned, ther& is reference only t o the circl'ocision of her son. 

Neither is any reference l.1.1,le to the pr oselyte b'lptist", of girls unuer three yec_rs 

of :>ge. J ererains is doubtless correct in Sf.ying th'lt pros elyte baptism was the 
3. 

only melliler of : .d.!!ission to the Jewish community f'lr girls, but it is significr..nt 

that no reference whatever is m ,Je to their b:1ptism. It is therefore possible 

that in this e" rly period the proselyte b.,ptism of inf'mts '!.'-s not in f ::rct 

practised. It is prob:-.ble that in this pe riod the infant W'OlS regarded as so 

co,Jpletely dependent on tiC pa r ent th .• t they were regarded "'s belonGing 

1. Ger. 2 . 1 \J ()re"d.:lS'trc-mslniion) 
2. Keth. 1 . 2, "d 3.1,2 ; LQid. 78a(B., r.) pClr. b. Yeb 60b; j.Qid.4.66n. 10; j.Bik. 

1.64 ,. 3lf; j.Yeb.3. 9b. G2f. 
3. J. J 8re.1i::ts , Inf'1nt Bnptism, 1960 , p.38. 
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inextricably t oge tner, :mJ therefore ·'he cnilJ woul d have been incluc).."d in the 

p.] rent t S baptisJ, wi thuut itself being b3,Jtised . 'This would expl:.in the 'lbsence 

of any r eference t o the baptisrr, of proselyt e children in th e ear ly Tanna itic 

traditions, while r efer ence to t he baptism of their p,- rents is m'lde . Cle' ,r l y 

this would not :1Clve renci ered t he practice of th" circumcision of boy children 

untenable as even the s ons of Jewish par ents were circumcised. Nor would this 

con tra dict Str'lck an d Billcrbeck ' s eviuence th'3t the conversion of Gentile 

Children to t he Jewish f a ith W·OlS t :lken for g r anted in ,md with the conversion of 

thei r parents. 

The first di rect mention of th e baptism of y oung proselyte children 
1. 

is by &'lb Huna (c . 212-297) . The r eafter the evidence becomes much more profuse. 

It is during this s '.101e p.: riod , i. e . 200-250 that there is the first unmis ...... takeClble 
2. 

evi dence for the Christi'lll b .wtisLI of infant s . Thu evidenc e f or this Christi0.n 
3. 

pr'lctice during t he sec on d century is cert"inly very scantymd :.mbiguous. The 

clear st,telllents on the Christian practice during the third century are b 'l.sed on 

very clearly stClted theologic ::t l pr8ulis es '"hich mqrk :. decisive trend away from the 

pr ,;..,is es of the second century. 1'he f 'lct th·,t in bo th Jewish ,IDd Christian 

tr,:di tions we hc!ve t he 1'irst cle ::>r in<lic'lt i ons of the b :optis i,l of infants in the 

S:J,Lle Jl "riod in<l ic ctes the s trong probability th:,t th e S3Lle presuppositions underly 

both prnctices . 

This basic presu~position concerns t he question of the 'innocence' of 

chilJren. 

) / e" 
ci-I(c/. ~rr'cJ., 

P:.ul drnws '1 distinction betwee n the children of non-Christi8I1s as 

u 
(uncle:J.n) .:nd those of Christi'lll or mixed' m lrri:>ces 'lS ""01<;, (hol y ) 

(1 Cor. 7 . l4). His !ilenning " oull.. :lppe'1r t o be tha t the children of Christian 

p:orents a re .nembers of the Church, included among th e saints. Si mila rly when 

Paul directs his instructions t o children regarding th3ir beluviour t owards their 
4. 

p· , rents in Colossians and Ephesians he speaks of them being 'in the Lord' 
5, ) r 

([Y KUp''-:J ), .n d both epistles :I r e addressed t o the 'saints me. fai,hful' 

L I 

(01.6101 5 I~o'-' -I' I ciT 0 ~) lihether or 
6. 

not this me'illS t ha t they Vle re b'1ptized, as 

Flel.lington rr' l int ,ins , i !J .. deba t ablE point, 'lDd can only be :msl/ered in the 

_,ffirm~tive if th " re i s any r ually subst'lIltinl evidence in the New Test~ment fo r 

1. b.Keth , 11", cf Stra ck & Billerbeck, Vol. I p.112, 
2. Cf J. Jerelllhs, Infant B'1,f!tism , 1960, pp.59ff.; K, AlanJ, fuptize, 1963, pp.42ff 
3 . K. Aland, E "ptize, 1963, pp. 53-79, W,10 submi ts the Cl 'l imS of Jeremi::tS thCl t 

infant b~ptism w, s p r a c t ised Jurin;; t he second century (J. Jererll'1S , Infant 
R.1jJ tism, 1960, pp . 59ff) to the. mos t sea r chi!l£ scrutiny. ;,t best one cm say 
that the evidence f or the practice.: JLlrinc this p eriod is inconclusive. 

4. Col. 3.20; EjJh. 6.1. 
5. Eph. 1. 1; Col. 1. 2 
6. ,f. F. Fl eming ton, Ii '.pt i s"! , 1953, p.132. 
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the t , ,;tism of the chili!ren of those alr€::tdy Christian. Wh - t is clear, however, 

is thc.t the des ign:>tion 'the saints nd dlQ faithful' includes all the g r oups 

referred to subsequently in th e letters, including the children, 'in the Lord' • 

.:e can therefore :lSSUliIl: th'lt f or P'lul the children of Christi:m p rents were 

' holy', included ' in the Lord ' ::tnd thus in the Church :md, a s we sh~ll contend 

bel ow, they were regnrde L' -lS such in virtue of their Christi:m pc'E€nts :md not in 

virtue of tnGir b~ptisn. 

In the Apostolic Fathers we find r "peatedly the presumption of the 

, innocence I of chilllren . It is not ::tlw;),ys clear whether this is a gener:>l 

innocence of a ll children, a thought which would h '\ve been preposterous t o P'lUl , 

or in the P ,uline sense of the chilc:ren of Chr istian parents being included mnon,,, 

the s :1ints .. Nor is it clear precisely ho.'1 Christs' words reg:1rding children in 
1. 

the Synoptics were interpreted by th.:: Chur ch. mn the whol e , however, the general 

impression gained f r om the Apostolic Fathers is t~,t of th l: 3ener31 innocence of 

children. In the Letter of Parnaba s (6.11) it is declar ed th t Christ renews 

Christians in the reLlission of sins as if they were born f or tl second time, ' s o 

l. t' ~ " I 
th:1t they shculd h,\vEC th" soul "f children' (Wj 1Tc>.,o,wv E.XU" I~V tU)('l" 
In th~ Shepherd of Hermas fie find: ' Keep simplicity qnd be ~uileless, :lnd thou 

Sh'llt be D.S little cllildr cn , who do not !m,N the wickedness th,t dest roys the life 
2. 

of ~Jon . I Th~ whole of C:1:wt " r 29 of t he ninth pa r ~ble i s conc '3rned with this 

thUl1e~ Here the twelfth mounta in of Sill 9. 1 i s interpreted; it is completely 

" !lite ~nd in the series of the tw"lve mount~ins ,h:lt symbolis e th: Chur ch it 

r epresents the highest . ':eh e believers I'lho b.::long to this g r oup ,3re ' very babes, 

into whose heart no guile enters, nei tner h ' ve they l e,rned ','Ihat wickedness i s, 
3. 

but they h l ve reL;~incd 3S b .bes for ever'. Since they h :ove not viol,ted th" 

c c.~ .• ,1Dds of God in ny r espect , but h elVe p . ss ed their who l e life in this child-
4. 

like purity, they receive im"ledi a tely a pl,c e in the kingdom of God. Accord ingly 

nn exhort .ltion is g iven 

I3P~~1' without guile 

to Hermas anC: nil Christi'\US to reL~ain md t o become as 
I \ // 5. 

( Kd.t<rc<,v 11 cXuv-rcj), cmd the 'JDp,el of blessing 
6. 

pronounces the bl"ssing on a ll who ' ,r o 'guileless a s infonts '. 

) 

1. ;'Ik. 10.13ff 1nd pnr. -To 0: -discussion of this we shan r etuTIl i n the next sectiun 
2. !,bnd. 11. 1 
3. Sim IX , 29.1. BeinL• set s o coc.pletely in the contex t of the Church , cmd the 

r2ference to h , ving reo 1inet! e,S b -,bes forever suggests th:<t it is the chil,: ren 
of Christi::ms \'Iho a r ,. in iJin <l hure , t hough 3 more : ' imer p,l reference i s by no 
"",,~ns excluded . 

4. Sim IX, 29.2 . The f:oct th" t it is un'Blbi guously asserted th ,t they h ewe spent 
th"ir Whole life in t.,is sklte of purity stren;;thens the clain that these crrL 
the chilCl ren of Christi'ill pEU'ents who helVe at no point devi ',ted from the f " i th 

"they reci2ived at their iT.::>ther's lmcCS. 
5. Sim IX, 29.3 
6. Si.n IX 31. 3 
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A'<lone th" Apolo,;ists (Ari3tL,es 15.11) occurs the st ' te;,lent rlbout 
~ ~ / 

: 'ivin~ thanks to Goe: (wiTI;.PCUXd.pIO"O.uU'V) 9.t the deat h of " child ( v'liT'OV) 

because it h ',S died sin18ss. Jere"li :ls ' conclusion that this text 'c ~n h:1rdly 

l'ef"r to th", innOCence of childhcod, but more prob"bly t o the f or giveness which is 
L 

~iven in bnptisl," is renlly :lsking th e text t o contain bore th.-m it plninly cloes. 
2. 

L.l ·md h s stlOrJn convincll"J.gly th'J.t Jerel.lic.s r int er pret 'l tion cannot be correct .. 

11.thell:1,30r:"8 in his pe resurrectione E'lOrtuo rum l ,~ says of v '2 ry little childr en that 

they wiJ.l not be judged ~ t the resurr ection. Here '11so the v8ry young child is 

rag:->.rdeu :].s sinles s without any reference to b.J.pti sm or to Christirm p:~ renta3: e . 

This ~viu(in c e sh')ws thqt tile concept of the innocence of children, 

",hethel' i n the Pnuline sense of t ile children of Christian parents or in a general 

"SIlse, W:1S held continuously until the ti:ne of Tertu~li:m . Acc ording t o 

T0Ttullian (De b",pt . 18. 5) chilclr en h ,.vo n o need to ' hasten to t h e remission of 

SLl1S i '" Cle rJ,y the ', r gullent vf Tertulli')Il ag~ inst infont ba pt ism i s t h 'lt if 

b:-'lJti8~:1 is '.1 ba.th of cle3.nsine 'ln t] t il';: children of ChristiCtn p "}rents are sinless 

"then tne.; do not need to be b '.ptizeJ .. 

In Tartulli,f1n , tld, ;ever, h' 8 i'inc1 the first assertion conc erning the 

b::lptis,,, of older cnilur en o f Christi'lfl p.Clrents . His a rgument is ' Let them COlTIe 

Nhen they g r ow olcler; let them COlue when they 'ue able t o l C'lrn, when t hey cnn be 

in,: truct c ~ whither t hey should come; l e t them beco,"e Chris tic'1l'ls when they c:m know 
3, 

Chr:i,st .. I Tertulli'l1l is not of th~pinion tha t children remClin in the st'lte of 

innocence inuefinitely. Even chiluren who Clr e born of Christi:1n puc'nts l os e 
4. 

th3ir innoc ence '::t puberty. The conception here differs f rom wh"t we noted ",bove 

in the She phe rd of lIerrJ3s, who seems to h~ve believed th ,t it " /r s a t least p08sible 

fo r th e, children of Christian p:,rents t o l~i1 int:lin the f :l i th unbroken. Here it 

r;oulcl seerr, is evidence of " chm,<,e in conc eption which st mds in m~,rked contr c.st 

to the views of Cypri:m ',nd Origen. 

According t o Cypri:m :l new-born chi l d ' hCls not sinned , exccp't th",t, 

heint; born " fter the flesh :'Iccorcling t o ,~J . .,,;l , he has contrncteu the c ont"gi on of 

the :mcient death , tits e 'lrli es t birth; yet on this vo ry :lccount h e :lppro:tches 

tne ~ure e:lsily to the recejJtion of the i')rbiveness of Sins, bec ' use it is not 
5. 

his own sins th:lt,lre forgiven him but the s ins of ':mother. ' -rhe ::I t '',t ements of 

10 J 0 J cremi,\s, Infant J3 ' .. pt isla~ 1960, p. 71. 
2" K, Al:.. mtl, BEl.p't~z e, I'j D), p.')6 . 
3.. De bJptis"lo lB. ? ,' 4. De CUl L J9- 38. l. 
50 ' ••• nihil peccavit, nisi quoJ secunc1w:l Adam c Clr nali ter n ,ltus cont :l.:;ium mortis 

c.ntique prj')D:. n"t ivit ~.t e cont r Clxit, qui ''\d re;;llSSm:l pecc'ltorum ~ccipi()nJi hoc 
ipse f acilius ::lcce'lit quod illi reui ttuntur non propriA sed u lien,", p.:ccata. I 

Ep 64" 5 .. 
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OrigenClre quite p::m::.ll(;l: to obj ecticns ag'l inst infant bClptiso he counters ever 

::mci 'Og3.in tne view that the saying of Scripture (Job. 14.4 etc) :-pplies even to 
1. 

the newborn, ' No un,; is pure froLL stc,in, yea though he be but one d:-.y old ' FrOI,l 

th e first day the inf=t p" rticipates in Sin. Adr.littedly a child C3IDlot hir.!Self 

sin, but is CCtught up in the sin of its history ,:md society. 

It is striking to note th~t the first clear references to the Christian 

b~ptisITl of inf'm ts occurS at a time when the older concept ·)f the i nnocence of 

children, even the children of Christi,n parents, h , s been abandoned in f~vour of 

a concept of '1 partici,' .t i un in the sin of Clll history 'lnll society in the Sin of 

Ad=. Tertulli'm appears t o ~!ark the tr.lnsi tion between the t " o pOints of view, 

c1UC; in Tertullian we find the first cle:lr reference to the b:li'tis'l of the ol der 

children of Christi"1U p'lrents. It is possiblY ·, 1so signific!1!lt th::t it is cc t the 

Sflilie time (i. e. 3t the beginnil1ci vf the third century) th"1t we fine! the first 

cle?lr 'Illusions to the b, 'ptism of the chil<lren of converts to the Je,;ish £Crith .• 

I f therefore our firs t conclusion w :~s tha t [l 'ho<lseho l d ' in the Old 
2 • . 

Test ~"ent 'Jost cerklinly incluClecl chil<lren" "lIld our second th,: .. t the chil<iren of 

Jewish proselyt es (whose p lrents we knov, .. ere b , ptized) wer e regarded " s shDring 

.3. 
their petrents' conversion, we c "nnot "ith my de6ree of confidence "ssume t11..lt 

during the NE"N 'l'est . . ul(mt period wn en " 'househol d ' was conver ted , either t o 

Ju<i"1isri1 or Christipnity, the children or infrults in 1ha t household were in f act 

b:lptized. Until the third century there is no dire ct evidence in e ither tradi-

tion, md in the Christi:m tr·ldi tion the> '1rgUlnent for the ne ed for infl'll1t baptism 

is b'1sed on th e premiSS thlt every chile: p,::trticip'1tes in the s in of Adam, a view 

which w"s not previously held. This indic~tes f '1irly cle'\rly that prob.~bly in 

the e ,Clrlier Verio<i inf nts were not b··,ptized. In any event we c -u.mot assert 

tha t Christi'illS would have taken over frou Jewish proselyte baptism the b,optism 

of infants bec"use we C"1UUot be sure th'lt the third century prClctice prevailed 

before or during the NeVI Test " ,~ent v ",riod. 

Vii thout pre-supposing th,:t if there were children or infants in the 

f .:mQus ' households ' in the New Test : ... ,ent ,, :ssages they were b·,ptized, l et uS turn 

tv '1 mor e det Gileu eX£L,Qn :.tioi, of the v "1rious p"1Ssnges. 

A 
, / ' A 

1 Cor. 1.16 ' And I b,w tized ~1s0 IOV z.t~ ¢"'-YO<-
, 

Ol'<'OV \fe ere 

Given no specific uet 'lils .lbout this 'household of Stephanas' which Paul b"1ptizell, 

1. Neuo mundus .1 s orli e , nec si unius diei vita eius (<'!.g. Lev. hom. VIII, Luc. 
haLl. XIV; Cm,c;l. in ROi:l. V .9). 

2. Cf above p. 502 
3. Cf ,"hav e p. 502 
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but t,1O pieces of information related to this context do provide us with some 
~ 

indication of whut the 'Q~ 1',05 formula ' entailed. 

'rhe first is th..i t in 1 Cor. 16.15 Stephanas comes before us again, 
, / , ( 

together with his 0 11'" d-.. Precumably 0 ' I". I 0, in 1 Cor. 16. 15 is the same 

-; 
as -QII',QV in 1 Cor. 1.16. Now it is instructive to note tha,~ Paul exhorts the 

Corinthian Church to be 'in subjection ' to the house of Stephanas . It is the 

J ") I (I 
d,Tld, PXf'] I~) AOld'5 ->!ld attends to the o Id,V,QVI<t, of the Church. They are 

also, those who 'help in the <Io rk and labours' (1 Cor. 16.16). \vhen these 

qualities 0f leadership and servic e ;',re attributed to the house of Stephanas, t :le 

most natural conclusion is that the ' household of Stephanas' which Paul baptized 

consisted of maturer pers ons. 

The second is that, in recallinG whom he had baptized, Paul makes 

reference to Crispus (1 Cor. 1 . 14) . Of Crispus we read ag~in in a most instruc-

tive passage in Acts 18.8: 'And Crispus, the ruler of the synagogue, believed in 

\ </ ) 1 :;........ \ 

the Lord (fU\! 0>" (.) 'W o Ill" W d.1J TO U • , That the same person is in view can , , 

hardly be doubted. How it is striking that when specific 
1 Cor . 1.16 to the baptism of the hous" hold of Stephanus , 
1 Cor. 1.14 it is Crispus alone Whom Paul baptized and not 

reference is made in 
in 
his 'household ' . If 

we can accept the accuracy of both the Pauline and Lukan accounts of what happened 

in Corinth, then 'the most natural conclus ion ,vould al'pear to be that when Crispus 

as head of the house was converted and baptized his whole house waS received into 

the Church. 

It would seem that 1 Co r. 1 . 14 .illd 16 when taken together with 1 Cor. ' 

16 . 15f and Acts 18.8, forbids the conclusion that any infants or emall children 

were baptized. It would al'pear to be more in conformity wi tl; the New Testament 

record on this point t o conclude that if there were any small children in the 

household of Crispus, their bdptism waS reckoned to be included in the bapns!.1 

of Crispus so th, t they came into the Church with him through his baptism, 

, 
Acts 10.2 ; '(Cornelius) a dvvout man , and one that feared God <J'Uv 

, 
~ )1 

,W OIKl W 
,) ~ 

d.U,O U , and Acts 11. 14. 'Who (Peter) Shall speak unto "Tid..VTI , , , , ~ ( S' I 

o 011"0) dou '. you (Cornelius) words \ihereby thou sh .. lt be saved , du "d,1 lid,) 

" 
These are the only t wo occasions in which the dv,05 formula is used of Cornelius 

in either Luke ' s narrative or Peter ' s address to the Council of Jerusalem. It is 

not found in the account of the conversion of Cornelius . However, wha t these 

t 'IO reI'erences do imply is that both before a nd after the conversion of Cornelius 

he and his I house' \\ ere regarded and acted as a unit . His conversion obviously 
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h 'ld implications not only for himself but also fo r his household. 

Against this it is instructive to note ~ what we are told in the 

account of the .~nversion of Cornelius which furnishes us with a fair number of 

details . In Acts 11.14 Peter recounts before the Council in Jerusalem how an 

angel had tnld Cornelius of his coming vi~it when he '"ould speak words that would 

bring salvation to Cornelius and ni s house . At this Cornelius bent for Peter 

(Acts 10. 7f), and prepared himself for hie arrival and the fulfilment of the promis e, 

Ho. he prepared We <1I'e told in J.cts 10.24 'having called together his kinsmen and 

his near friendS' . It is these rel~tives snd close friends whom Pe ter found 

~athered with Cornelius (Acts 10.27); H "as to them he spoke, on them the Holy 

Spirit fell (Acts 10.44), so that they spnke in tongues (Acts 10.46), and it waS 

they who were b~ptized (Acts 10. 47f) . ~uite clearly we are not dealing with an 

assembly of slaves ::md small cnildren here. It is an assembly of relatives and 

intimJte friends . The events that occurred make it most unlikely th:lt infants, 

if there were any in the household of CODlelius , "ere included. The most natural 

interpr8tation of the narrative is th",t it waS an assembly of adults. 

It ·.vould Seem therefore, th:.t if there were sllL..ll children in the 

household of Cornelius to whom salvation waS promised according to Acts 11.14, 

the conversion .,md b .ptism of Cornelius ,vould have embraced the Nhole household 

including them in his salv·,tion. 

Acts 16.14f: ' And a certa in woman named Lydia, a seller of purple, of 

the city of Thyatira, one that ,'Io rshipped God , heard us: "'hose heart the Lord 

ojl8tled, to give heed unto tIl" thines which were spoken by Paul. And when she WaS 

'<..'i ;, ...... I 
baptized,lo(o.< 0 011<'05 ""\.)'1 s· ····· 

Here we are given no information at all concerning Lydia except her 

occupation, and the assertion that both the house (Acts 16 . 40) and the household 

were hers. .This in itself precludes the possibility of there being a husband 

in the background. It is, of course, possible that she waS a widow. But this 

we do not know. If she waS a widow ,lith a family the ref&rences to her imply 

a stability in hal' occup.tion and possession of her house which makes it unlikely 

that She had been so recently vlido .... ed that there Vlould be any infants or very 

young children in tile f8lllily . It is equally possible that she h, d no children, 

iI' she was .:J. widow , or th,.t t sh e hnd never married. If s~e had no children then 

the 'household' ,Iould most prob ' tbly refer to the slaves. On the analogy of the 
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household of Crispus, Stephanus 8lld Cornelius to which we have referred, the 1.10St 

natural conclusion is that the adult lilembers uf her 'household' Were baptized 

W"en she responded to the pr :'aching of Paul. 

Acts 16.30- 34: ' And he (the Philippian jailor) brought them (Paul and 

Silas) out, and said, Sirs, what must I do to be saved? And they said, Believe 

I 
",O'H:.UO'OV i.e. believe thou (sing)) on the Lord Jesus and thou shalt be 

" ,c.j'/ 
saved au ["0'-1 0 011<-°5 CfOLJ (the Sante formula as is us "d of Cornelius 

in Acts 11. 14). 
, 

And they spoke the word of the Lord unto him 1-,,"'" -'-I d..0'1 V 
~ , ~ 

T [1 
, I 

011<'1 cI. , d-\), 0 Iff And he took them the same hour of the night, and 
• 

, 
>-Y 

washed their stripes; and 
? /r-t ,c... ":) r.. 

WI).S baptized (r.f3""TiI Id,(sing)) 1',"'-' 01 o',DiO" 

</ . 
otlTcWiE-S immediately. And he brought them up into his house, alld s a t meat 

) \\/ " 
before them, and 1!{d,;"Aw..dd,'O (sing!) ITd,vOI V,l' "<.TlldTt.UKW5(Sing!) 

in God. 

Two interpretations of this passage are possible. Cullmannsuggests 

that the most instructive aspect of the story is that it deals throughout 

primarily with the jailor, and the r efer,mce to his 'household' appears as a 
1. 

continuing parenthesis . The promise of salvatIon to his house is b~s~g on the 

claim that the jailor must believe, and later in the story, after his baptism 

....... c ) .-.. " 
and the baptism i-<.c!-I 01 cl.U'OU<>.Tld..\I,tS , it is asserted that his 

" rejoicing IId-,VOI 1.(.(1 is because he has be lieved. On this interpretation no 

r lef ,rOlCe is m:>.de to the r esJlonse of faith of any but the jailor. As such it 

parallels the situation in the story of Lydia exactly. 

The second inter pr etation would give far greater wei~ht to the 

references to the household. 
"-

It is Jlossiblt that V,d" 
c " I 

011-(0.5 dOll in o 
I I 

16.31 should be understood both with NIO,>oudov and o'W81O'';l to mean that the 

fai th of the hous ehold as mucil as the.t of the jailor is the precondition of 
2. 

salvation. Weight is added to this intJrpr"tation when it ;.s noted that in verSe 

32 Paul addressed the ' word of the Lord' not only to the jailor but also to 'all 
, 

that were in his house'. Again in verse 34Iid,YOIKtl can be taken both with 
, '\ / ... 
~ yo!. A>- 1 d..OdSoand 1i.E1I1 0'1 [l)I< W5 implying tilat the household is associated with 

the jailor both in his rejoicing and in his believing. 

If we follow Cullmamthen the situatio.1 in tlcis stor.r , as in the story 

of llfdia, is markedly different from what appear s to have happened on the 

conversion of Crispus anu Cornelius - if both 1 Cor.l.14 and Acts 18.8 in respec t 

1. O . Cul~, Baptism, 1950 , p.53 
2. a verse to which Cullmannomits reference. 
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of Crispus and hCtS 11.14 in resP ect of Cornelius can be trcl.sted. With Crispus 

and Cornelius it appe2rs that the family is included in the baptis!.! of the head 

of tne household without the individual me',1bers all being baptized. With Lj' dia 

a nd the Philippian jailor (on this int er}!reta tion) t h e whole household is 

baptized when the heau of the hous ehold is converted. AS:1 g..lide to the 

interpretation of t his difference in pr:1ctice we need to take into account the 

story of Stepnana s whose ",'hole household ,lelS baptized , which, in t h e light of 

Acts 16.15, appcars to indicate that the household did not conta in small children. 

This is the most likely interpret:Jtion a lso of Lydi:J.'s situation. Of the 

'household' of the Ptlilippian jailor t l,e on ly certain thing appea rs to be that 

t here were slaves (of Acts 16.29). He "rotably also had a wife and may have hr,d 

children. If it is true that his fclith alone was counted as sufficient grounds 

for the baptism of thE; whole ' household ', this is no evidence for the presenc e of 

infants. 

If we follow the second interpretation then it would appear that while 

the emphasis falls on t h e jailor in th.'l.t his faith is the pre-candi tion of his 

salv-,tion (v.31), to hilJ tne word of t h e Lord waS address ed (v.32), he waS 

baptized (v.33), and he rejoiced h elvinG believed in God (v.34), at every stage 

his 'hou~8hold' is associated with him. This means that they were not baptized 

simply on his prof'ession of faith, but that v.31 makes their f '-.i th also the 

pre-condition of th .:;ir salvation , thelt t i, ey also listened to Paul's proclamation 

of the Gospel (v.32), :llld 1;Imt they a ls o rejoiced bec'luse t iley h" d responded in 

faith (v.34). On this interpretat i on, especially in vicw of verses 32 and 34, it 

is diificult indeed to im:>gine that in1'ants or very small children Vlere included 

in the proceedings of that momentous night . 1. e. tliis interpr :.·tation suggests 

very strongly that all conc erned were maturer persons. 

It remains true, however, that even if -:Ie follow the s econd 

interpretation it seeuiS perfectly natural to Luke that the 'household' should 

follow the head of the household in his actions. And if We can trust Luke's 

account of what Paul said, it appears th ',lt his prime interest is not simply with 

the jailor as the most significant person in the company, but that Paul did 

understa nd that hope for the whole household was ba sed firmly on the attitude and 

response of the jailor. Cullmannis right "llhen he stresses that Paul said 'Believe 

thou on the lo r d Jesus and thou shalt be s a ved, thou and thy household'. In this 

t he cruciality of the jo.ilor is unmistakeo.blCc . He is on l ess firm ground when he 
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suggests that no response of f Clith 1' ''-S necessnry for the sal v:ltion of the 'house-

hold' (v. 31), ::nd ttn t no such response Vi.S in fact made (v. 34) before their 

baptism. The most we c ·"' say is that it app~ars that the b.:.ptism of the jailor's 

'litousehold' WaS de"c'ndent on his conversion. 

As a result of this more detailed examination of the particular reference 

to 'household baptisms' ,Ie see th ·t there is evidence th:lt th" conversion of the 

head of a housbhold meant that he brought his whole · family into the Church with 

him but a lack of evidence that this coming of th~ Whole family into the Church 

always included the a ctu21 baptism of the whole household (e . g . Crispus and 

Cornelius) . Consequently, we shoulJ ;;u" rd against th " too e. sy assumption th 1t 

the New Testament 'household baptisms' included the baptism of' small children =d 

infants . In f act ·Nherc .f0 do h3ve f"lirb clear evidence (e. g . Stephanas ) it 

would appear that ".<llen 1 household is baptized th .t household conSisted of 

maturer persons . It is inde0d possible that if there ','Iere small children in the 

Lunily they would not themselves h r.ve been b"ptized b!,lt they would h'lve been 

includ~d in the baptism of tneir p"rcmts, ::ll1d thus made 'children in the Lord' 

(Col. 3. 20 ; Eph. 6.1), members with the s :cints (Cnl. 1.2; Eph. 1.1) . 

1. b The proLis e 'to you -.nJ to your children ' in Acts 2. 39 

Jeremias is undoubtedly correct in his conclus i on th~t Acts 2 . 38f h~s 
1. 

come from the Jewish-Christian Church. The strong indications of Aramaisms in 
2. 

th" text are in t"omsel':es sufficient evidence of this. From this he concludes 

that \'.8 have here ' a " itness for the pr.'l.ctice of inf3nt baptisw in apostolic 

times , at any rate in th8 time of thc compos ition of Luke's twofold work; that 

is to Say for the baptism of thG children of Jewish parents on their admiSSion 
3. 

into the Christian Church. ' 

He re ~ches this conclusion on three major grounds. Firstly, he notes 

< ..... I ) < 
th t in 2.39 Codex Bezae ch .. nges the p ~rson md writes ~~'\1 OcAe t,d"v 

" f""\ / '- ...... 

1 
'- \ / 
t I\d,~~ lA I c!.. \<'0.' ;0'5 TcKVO'j 1JJWV whereas the text unequivocally re-:ds 

< ~ 

?'V c " 
~lIld lJ f W \/ J eremi:ls concedes th~ t .'I e must be careful 'obout bas ing 

too f ,lr-re 'lChing conclusions on vdriant readings but says " lso th",t l'Ie cannot 

,"i mply ignore them. ' The most na tura l expl::mation of the variant is that the 

formulat ion "Be b, .• jltized everyone of you..... for the promise is to us and our 

children" came natur'llly to the reda ctor's pen, because t .he baptism of Christian 

2.Cf K. Lake and F.J. Foakes Jackson, The Beginnings of Christianity, Vol. II, pp. 
56ff; 

1.Jeremi~s, Inf~t 3aptism, 1960, p.40. 
3.J. Jeremia~ , Inf:mt Baptism, 1960, p.40 
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Admittedly Codex Bezae comes f r om a 12ter period, 2nd c~ be taken as 

evidence for firmly cst ~,blished pr2ctice in the second century; but even s o is 

this really the most 'u., tural explanation'? Aland has shown how often Codex D 
2. 

< 
makes Similar u lterations. In Acts 2.17 U fWV a ppe 'lTs four times; D repll1ces 

-:>", <., 
it t.vice by clUTW"( LJl.OI 

I . ) ""\ 

m d 8IJOo',TtfC) d,uiWV), nnd twice omits it (after 

/ / 

vt dV I Ql< OI and The S3IDe thing happens in 2.38: D reC' ds 1ft-if P U IttV J). 
)/ c: ..... .J )/ Ii') r'- < " c....., 

1:15 d-fLd'V O<fd'f7l~J'" inste'ld of £'5 d'yt.OJV TW\{ d-f""fT'WV UfWV . 
The most illogical of these alter-tions is in Ac t s 2 . 22,>I ?,JO~V TQV Nd')W()oi..~ov) 
)/( Il '>'- ~)< 
d-VOpd- OtOOV<I)ld,d)J£ vOu d,IoO TOU Gtou <!O') 7)Jd<) .. . Particul.1rly this ch 'mge 

in 2. 22 indicates the detennin'1tion of the redactor to apply the whole to hil1sclf 

:md his re9.ders, ...J1d can not be reg:lr ded <,s :lll3' thing !lppro~ching evidence for the 

pr:lctice of inf~ill.t b, ,ptism with reference to Acts 2 . 38f as well esta blished in 

the ',vest before A. D. 150. 

Secondly, Jeremias ruaint'lins: 'At the most one can (lJ3k "Ihether in Acts 

2.38f ,ill age- limit is indirectly presupposed. H. Wind is ch reckoned th:lt here 

older cllilliren must be thought of , n "mely such 'lS are ripe for the repentance 
3. 

mentioned in 2.38 and c<..n prophesy (2.17). This lirni tation is however highly 

improb'lble b ec lUse the s :" lv~tion from t h e final judgement medi , ted by b ',ptism 
4. 

(2 . 40; cf 2. 21) excludes MY limit " tion of :-.ge.' This is undoubtedly correct, 

but docs not prove wheth<l r or not s uc:, sm .11 children Were b aptised on this OCC[\-

sian. 

A sirniL,r judg ement must b e "L ue a bout the third ground for J eremiQs' 
I 

conclus ion. He concedes th ,t at th~ time of Luke the T c I-Wd, mentioned by Peter 

5· 
mny be used to r efer t o 'dascend:lTIts' • 'But the context speakS aga inst it.' 

For 
.., \ ' 

the eli cI,~ il t A I d, of wnich Peter speaks is the premise of Joel 2. 28 which 

Peter cites in Acts 2 . 17. 'Thus the children are not coming g~nerations, but 

th& sons and daughters of the hearers . Since the gift of t h e Spirit is linked 

with b:lj.ltism ( 2.38), 2. 39 conLins the ch.,llenge to h8.ve the chiluren b:lptizec1 
6. 

a lSO: 

Against t nis Al~nd rns :ugued th ' t not a word " bout the ba ptism of 

chile'ren occurs in 2.38, 'but only the b",ptism of the (adult!) h eRrers , who a re 

1. J . Jeremias, rnf' tnt B1ptism, 1960 p.72 . 
2. K. Aland , Baptize, 1963, p. B5 
3. H. Windisch, ' Zum PrOblem der Kinilert" ufe im Urchristdmtum' in ZNW Vol. 28, 

1929, p.123. 
4 . J. Jbremi 'ls, Inf.mt P'lpt1Sm , 1960, p. 41. 
5. ibid , p. 40. 
6 . ibiJ, p.40. 
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1.1 md ,grees that the '~K 'Vel. of Acts 
. I c ~ 

( , 
2.39 m80nS th" Same C.S the U'Ol U}JWv c..'1d the G W Jd"i.. pc: .> I) ywv of Acts 

2.17 (= Joel 2 .28) wluch adduces scripture a s procf that thc children will shr.re 

in the fathers ' endowment \,itll the Spirit l.lld th<'lt they will prophesy. He notes 

als o that the text continuos immedbtely to speak of 'Jr~CI'v 
~ 

,°'5 
) 

ciS fd..!<..P cAV , 

eVen C1S many as tile Lord our God SIBll c .C\ll unto him. ' On the bctsis of this 
I 

Alruld interprets the ,[I', Ve', 

2. 

..----- ,..,..) ,.... 
_tS equiv:' liint to IfoU)'IV "(lIS ~IS fci,I"Po'..\I 

and ' refers to coming gLller'J.tions I. This looks very much like speci:tl pleading. 

;'h " t would be the pOint of saying 'to your chiltlren, :mel to all th ,t 'lre afar off' 

if the reference lias not to the children which the hearers had borne 'Uld would 

bear ~s well as future generations. In f .lc t the most n Cltural interpretation of 

Acts 2.39 would be thJ.t Peter s lYS to his he:ners that the promised gift of the 

Holy G pirit is to thel" '.mci tiwir family, but it is more th-:n this. The S'lme 

pro; .ise is for 'my one who in the future would respond to the c ' ll of God ?nd 

submit to baptism. Th2re is indeed an implied reference to the future gener~-

tions of those bwtized, but it is ridiculous to suppose th .'.t this excludes ~\Ily 

reference to th0 chil.:,ren these converts already had. 

Does this m€ n, however, th c't t.lese children of the converts were 

baptized th:Jt d.";!? TheJ would helVe been if they were a p~ rt of the 'every one of 

Y'lU' on whom Peter urges repentance md b~.ptism (Acts 2. 38) and also part of the 

3,000 who received Peter's word and were baptized. Then they would also be 

those "'hom Peter coull! cl.2ssify at t11e opening of his address 'Ye men of Judn.ea 

(Acts 2. 14) • ..• Ye .nen of Israel (Acts 2.22)'. This "Iould be most unlikely to 

include infmts '-nti sm '.n children. Is Jere,nias right t llen in saying that Acts 

2.39 contains ill ex.JOrt Cltion to lk, ve the sm'lll children of h is converts 

b'lptized? This is a possible interpretation. It is equally possible th:lt wLat 

the verSe cla ims is th t the gift of the Spirit promised by Joel will be given to 

the children of those bn.ptized in 3Xld '" i tll their parents' baptism, ami that it 

will 'Ils o be given to those ' qfar off' "hen they respond to God's c'}ll n.nd are 

baptised. Such an interpretation would be perfectly natural to a Jewish audience 

for whom the solil!arity of the f -.mily is taken for gran~.ed so tInt the 'blessing' 

3. 
of the L,ther is communicC'.ted to his ·.!hole f8Illily. This would mean that those 

children who rem2in in the f qther's house woulc particip'1te in the gift of the 

Spirit .to him rmd woulLl. be regarded ;Ii th him as being 'in the Lord' cmd thus in 

the Church. 
1. K. Al"nd, B'lptize, 1963, p.86. 
2 . ibid p. 86. 3. Cf above pp.391ff 
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1. c Baptism:end Circumcision 
2. 3. 

J"'re~ias ~nJ St .uffer, nlonc; 'lith many other scholars support 

the cl:lim th .lt inf:mt b ptism wc-s pmctised in the primitive ChristLm community 

by :1sserting that Christi'lU b',ptism h's t c1ken the pllce of circu,i!cision. The 

key passage in support of this contention is Col. 2.11 (In whom ye were ",lso 

circumcis ed with 1', circumcis ion not !ll,,(]e ':Ii th hands, in th.,putting off of the body 

of the f l esh, in the circumcision of Christ). The really crucial question is 

whether this text can be used to support ,cl view th" t the ceremonial l 'lwS concerning 

circumcision , including those whicrl dem 'nded the circumcision of tile sonS of 
4. 

b3.ptized proselytes ,Vlor" c'lrriell over and :1pplied to Christian b:1ptism. If they 

were then clelrly there could be no doubt tlY\t baptism of the children of both 

converts and established Christi.ms would h :1ve been practised. But this text 

is unable to support the confidence of J eremL,s Rnd Cullmam th'lt t his did in 

f::!ct occur. 
5. 

In Our examination of this b:..ptismll section we hove sp.en that the 

force of tile whole argument is th '1t in his de'lth Christ 'put off the body of 

fl0s11' so tl1,lt wllen in b~,ptism the Christian is united with Christ he is joined 

to him in his nct of 'putting off the budy of flesh' mJ so is :,ble to partici-
) 

p'lte in Cllrist' s triumph. Ev 
~ " 

T ~ ilL}''' 0 f',1 
~ x P' d -; O~ refers to TOU 

this '.ct of putting off tu~ fl"sh in Christ's dying :lnd h .. s nothing whatever to 

do lI ith Jewish ceremoni:11 law. In fnct, -'s Aland suggests, the force of the 

refvr2nce to circumcision here is to presont a pictorial il'L.J.ge of ho'", in circum-
6. 

cis ion , Christ ' s dellth , :lnd Christian bn.ptism, flesh is 'put off'. This being 

so tile 3rgument for Christian baptism h 'lving taken the place of circumcision and 

therefore for c~rrying over ceremoni31 regul qt ions from circumciSion to baptism 

is m:1terially \'Ieaken"d. 

The case is further weRkened when 'Ie consider th ,ct it c -n be tAken for 
cum 

granted th ,t the primitive community in Jerusalem ci:r;.cised their children in n 

ITbnner par~llel to their continued observance of the prescriptions of the 

c8remonial law, but '!I e hc:ve no eviJ ence wh"tever tl1at the Jerusalem community 

pr.::cticed circumcision ,-c.'1d baptism at t.le S",fie time. Nor do we have any 

,"viclence thl t in the P :,uline churches th~.t they did in fact b,tptize the children 

01 converts, a s we h,'v," seen, or t,le cJlildren of estnblishecl Christian p3rents 

1. J . J aremi:,s, Infant r"ptism , 1960. pjJ . 46ff. 
2. lil. Stauffer, 'Zur Kinderktufe in der Urkirche' in Del'tches Pfarrerb13tt, Vol. 

49, 1949, p . 21. 
3. 0. Cull:nanq, Bapti3L, 1950 , Pil.56ff. 
4. cf above pp. 50.21 -
5. Cf above pp. 418f 6. K. Al=d, B.'1ptize , 1963, p.84. 
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38 we sh3l1 see beloN. In fact if our conclus ions are correct the evidence 

would Seel,l to inclicatG th"lt they did not practise it. "hile InguClge a nd 

concepts (;erived from circumciAion l'I erG C1pplied to Christi!J11 bClptism it is 

a sking too much of the New Test.llllent evidence to support the conclusion that 

ceremonial regul " tions cleri veG from circumcision were also applied to b'lptism. 

If ,m ~rgumGnt from silence is n t 311 legitimate, in view of the supcr-abunJance 

of regulations concerning the circumcis ion of Jewish and proselyte boys it is 

remark'1ble th' tt :It no POillt in the i{e ;1 .r estament is it urgecl, even on those who 

may not have been famili r ' lith J e,:is il prctCtice, til ct the children of Christian 

converts or est''.blished Ch risti3ns tilUSt be b~ ptizecl. The absence of any such 

evi .J.ence lIukes it dubious indeed to ur"w a strClight line fro!!', the pr:1ctice of 

circumcision to the ,Jr lctice of inf.,uot ba ptiSm. 

Our conclusion, th0refore, is th,',t it is prob, ble (,wd We cannot be CU1Y 

mOre dogm."tic) th ·.t the children of converts Viere not b .ptized, but thClt they 

were none the less reb _ rdau A.8 beine; I in the Lord I etnu thUS in the Church bec:l.use 

they ',Iere included in t h e h Iptism of t(Lir p.,rents or the head of the house. 

Ag3inst the background of the concept of the strong solid:lri ty of the family, 

which solidarity st e:mned from the I -,ther, such J practice would be easy to 

underst:llld. ThiCi ent ' .ils no mystic 'cl vi~w of the fa .. lily nor 311 optimistic 

view of the purity ,,,, d innoctlnce of children. It is rather a re~listic view ~ 

(p :rticularly in ~.n "Go whicr! knew little of the moclern 'technopolis ' ,md the 

weakening of f",nily ti iOS ffilU influc·nce of p ,rents on their chil dren), of the 

dyu3lIlic role of the p,wents in shoping c, chilcl's tot'll personality. 

2. The baptis:., of chiluren born to Christian p'lrents in the 
e3.rliest period 

We sklll r,:strict our D-ttention hare to thos passD-ges used by Jeremias 

to support the conclusion th 'it established Cl:Jristion p'Honts did ktptize their 

children. 

2.a 1 Cor. 7.14 

Since Jeremi ,s' final pOSition on this text is given in the English 

edition in which he modifies the conclusion he reached in the Gennan editions, 

we shall confine our 'J.ttention to it. 

Like Cullman ,n,:, Alnnd, J ereICd.es t cckGS c'ueful note of the form of P.qul ' s 
l. 

argument in this verse. ''''or the unbelieving husb:md is s lnctLied in the wife 
1. O. Cullmann, R-,ptisr.l, 1950,!p. 25, 44; K. Aland, B lptize, 1963, pp.80ff; 

J. J Gremi:ls, Infp.nt :C' ,ptism, 1960, pp. 'f·4ff. 
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. :mu the unb elieving wife is s'lnctified in the brother: else Viere your children 
) I , (f , 

unchan (gI,Kod:ld, pT ..... ): but no , are they holy (0/.. a' d-. ). ' The major premiss of 

the ,rgument i s t h -!t thE: chil'!ren 0:;: n Christian p'lr ent are holy ( presumably 

becQuse of their s ol i d-.rity in the r <....uily vlith the Christia"l parent); the minor 

premiss i s that:my member choosing to re.,."in in the f lmily solit'~1Tity with" 

b81iever is ill ~Ue holy ; ~·~nd thus the conc lusion is th.lt the Christi~lIls ntS-ed not fe ·lr 

cont inuing in rrllri t Cll r ol ' .t ions ,.i til 'm unbelieving P'1rtner, such Ol r eI ,tionship 

woull not defile th" Christia n. AS Cullm= mu AI'll" rightly cQ,1cluJe the holiness 

of tll e chil tl is g r ounded in its birth ~o -, Christi311 pn r Ent nJ cont i nuing in the 

f LLlily s blidari ty • It is NOT based on bwtiSm. Cullmannpoints in support of 

t his conclusion to tne evi cl ence citGU by St r ack md BillErbecl~ th : t p ros e lyte 

baptism W3S not :ldministered t o chil d r e 1 born to Jewish converts ',fter their 
1. 

baptism. From this he conclue-es thoot the children of es t a blished Christi.'1U 

plrcnt s were not baptiz8u. If P -,ul c:m b ,se his lrgument for the membership of 

childr"n among the saints on th ", Ilrounds of birth even in a mixed lTI.'1rri3ge, ~,nd n 

,,;ixeG. lllarri:lge in which it is by no means c.;J sumeG. t hat the Christia n p.'1rtner would 

dOLlinate the he 1then one (cf 1 Cor. 7 .11,16) , how Guch more would the a rgument hole1 

for hLn if botl1 p-~re!1ts I:ere Christi!l1 . 

This w[tS the conclusion whic h J eremi:1s hil!lSelf h , d re :- ched in t he 8'\rlier 

editions of his " ark. But in th" English ed ition he says ' I h ,ve begun to doubt 

t he VQl i d i ty of tLis reasoning. Par it overlooks th e import -.nt f act th::lt in 

Juc'.:..:.ism nIl boys, whL. ther tneir birth ,r:$ !lin holiness II or not, ',Jere circumcis ed 

on thv eighth day. Since Col. 2.11f t c·lls us , in the Christi:J.n Church lo ·lptisr.1 ,V'16 

til, rit 2 ;-mich replc..ce:d circwllcision, w" mus t conclu,"e tha t the fOlct t h'lt the 

chil ur cn ment ioned in 1 Cor. 7 . 14c wer" ;/holy" f r om ti16ir b irth doc,s not p reclude 

the possibility th ' ,t t h ey NGrC! b ,ptiz ed ••.• '.\ i3 must clCco r dingly b" cont ent with 
2. 

the conclusion th,lt 1 Cor. 7.14c be::trs no referenC e to b-,pt i sm. ' '£he fatal 

we.:tkness in tniS ::trgum-3nt i s the reli8Ilce it places on Col. ;! .ll for the conclusion 

that the cul tic practice of circumcision b()c'1me the cul tic pr:lctice wi thin 

Christionity and .J.ccording to the s ~ me ceremonial r cgul'1.tiOns . We have SeEcn th'lt 

Col . 2 . 11 cannot support this conclusion . 

• ihile JLre;·}i -,S is undoubtedly correct in a ss e rting th"t the language of 
3. 

1 Cor. 7 .14 is deri ve~, frou J e'"ish cuI t i c 1 111Guage , it becomes most significant 

1. St r ack & Bi l l erbeck, Vol. 1, pp.llOff. 
2. J . Jeremi-:16 , Inf,m t I: -,ptism, 1960 , -;> . 47 .1. 
3. ibiJ p. 46. 
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th~,t this cultic l:mgunge is r,ow :lpplied to the, children of Christi , n p,uJnts 

on the grounos of birth Md not '.ny cul tic rite. This ,Joule.! sU[,l;est that 

Cullmanri s conclusion th'lt the chil (' ren of Christian p :ll'Gnts ,Jere not baptized is 
1. 

valid . It is significant to note h er, th it the grounds of thi," Pauline argument 

:,', r e Ll irectly linked with the Jewish conception of the solid'lrity of the fnmily ccnc1 

indirectly linked with the bJ ptism of the Christian plrent. It is bec'wse of 

tl,e solid:uity of tho, f . mily th::lt "hen tha p .. r ents ::ire included Gmong the S[\ints 

"their chiluren J.re nls a i,l. ..... lbers of "the church 3l1d 'in the Lord' * 

2. 
2. b Acts 21.21 

' And tney' h'1.ve been informed concerning thee, that t hou te '1.chest ' ,11 

the J JWS which ,'1. rJ :"'long the Gentiles to fors'lke Moses, telling t he!a not to cir-

cUJilcise the ir children, nei the:r to w3.1k c:.ft~r the customs I .. All we cm l",,, rn 

fron this j):lssage is th 'l t in the yen r A. D. 55 new- born mctle infents of the 

JerusCllem Church were circumcised, "'n': th " t in the Pauline Churches they were not. 

About their b'lptism JereIOi" s lenves a question m; rk ovor the Jerus ,'tlem Church, 

but of the Pauline churches he says 'Sinc e Paul designates b'lptism as the ritual 

w(lich repl...lces circumcision (Col. 2.11), it is very probqble th:,t these children 
3. • 

were b lptizeJ. Jere."ic.s I 'l"ery concerning the Jerus:llem br ' ,nch e :.nnot be 

C\YlSi: erGI.l in tn" :::i 'fir11:otive by lll-:!kinc; reference to the Symnachi''.l1s (who might 

h , ve ':; on8 so) by the Don",tist Cresconius c. A. D. 400, or the present practice of 

the Coptic " nd AbysSicli -m churches . J eremic.s ' italicised probc.bility st ,'1tec,blt 

concerning the Paulin~ Churches rests ag~,in on Col. 2. 11 which cwmot support 

t{lis prob'lbility, =11 .,llich , in view of 1 Cor. 7 . 14 is probably f::>.ls8 . 

2 . c Murk 10.13- 16 (cf Mntt 19.13- 15; Lk. 18. 15-17). 

This is the Gospel pericope de" ling with the blessing of children by 

Jesus. J erelJias affirms CIt th" beginning of his argument, 'Thee narr'ltive itself, 
4. 

ns we illUSt eJllphasize, h 4 ,s nothing to do with b 1ptism, but is "pre- s '1crarnentall! ' .. 

His conclusion is th, t, 'This suggests ••• th:1t the n'lrr:Jtive of the blessil16 of 

t ,, 8 children was i "'port'1ll t for the e:lrly Church not only on other g rounds, but 

bec ' use the Church took it as 'lUthority for the pr:lctice of infa nt bnptism. " e 

mny conclude fro", this th'lt in Rome :1t t ile time when the Gospel of ~hrk .v' <-
5. 

written the children of Christiun p'1rents were b'1ptized. I The bridge between 

1. O. Cullrtlill1lJ, B.lptisl" 1950, p.70. 
2. Cf J. Jerellliccs, Inf:mt B,"ptishl, 1960, p.48. 
3. ibid p. 48 
4. ibid p. 49 
5. ibiJ p. 55 
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th8se t wo "ssertions i s g .: ined by "- co,,'p . rill on between M'ltt. 18.3; Mk. 10.15= 

Lk. 18.17; In. 3. 5; Ju_tin , Apo1. 1. 61. <l;md the Apostolic Constitutions VI. 
1. 

15. 5. For the s '1ke of convenience J crelili ::ts I t :lblc i s reproduc ed here. 

I~===================-===============-==========--~==r===============-================ II _ II ,~att . 18. 3 l.lk:. 10.15 = In. 3.5 Justin Apost. Const . 
II Lk. 18.17 Apol . 1. 61. 4 VI 15.5 
II 
II 
II 
II a. 
II 
II 
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Let uS consic.er in somG det c,il the a r guments of Jereruicl.s which , vi" this bridge, 

core us eJ to support his conclusion , which re" ts on proving th 1t a ll five formu-

Ltions h ,we to do ':Ii t:l one 'md t ile same saying. 

John 

(i) I In _:11 four (}ospels tile l OGion i s i."ltroduc ed by "Truly" 
) I / ( "" 2 . 

+ oI,l1 V ) "I s ~y llito you" ().,EX'" ul'v John 'thee I , cJOI 

) / 

( d,))~V 

) I • A gl:mce 

::It 0. concord', ncG s now :... th.,:.t Matthew h !s '1 saying of Jesus cOlmnencing 
) I 

with d'f~V 

>l'6l.J 

, ~ 
UflV (erol) 51 times, Ma rk 14 times, an J fuke 7 times. John h~.s 

the chnract"ristic double formula 25 t i mes . This formula occurs f :lr too 

frc ,_uently f or r ny o.r gULlent of lit er .:1ry cependence t o be built on it. Only if 

th ere W6re !igreement in c.n unusu'.Jl fonnul '. tion "ould there be '.my justifi",ble 

b'1sis for th~ :1s .:3 umption of Ilopentl ence of one writ e r on ['.not11 0r . 

(ii) I In all th" formul '1tions " neg'1tive conuition is edd ed ("unl ess", 
~, I 

cd'" ,P~ 

-, 
(\ ;), :; . 

"who evcr doos not n, OS <d..v /'1 ) I • The introdu c tory formul~ 

f ollo"ed by " neg 1 tive c O:lJit ion is founll in John, in '.Judi tion t o ,Tn. 3.3 a lso 

in In. 5. 19. The structur e of In. 3.5 is ther efore by no ml' anS unique in the 

Fourth Gospel ffi'l--l{ing r rgument f o r t he lit er .lry depentlence of In. 3. 5 on Mk. 10.15 

conS ider "bly wenker. 

(iii) J "reLu.os CO!lceJ es t h _:t the o ·'.t eri:.il conditions fo r (mtering int o 

the kingdom of God nr e differently conc eived in th e Gospels, but rega rds the 

1. ibid p. 51 
2. ibid p._ 51 
3. ibid p. 51 
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Synoptic and J oh:umine conceptions as equi vc.lent: t While th" Synoptics (cnuong 

v;nom Mat thew 's version is most sha rply coloured by Semitic tun1S of phrase) 

speak of "beco-'ling a chilli :lg~,in" (1httheVl) or "receiving the kingdom of God 

like a little child" (Mark, Luke), John spc'iks of "being born again" . The 

synoptics thus 1'lY more e"lphlsis on tile human attituu e (Z,S tld-,2),'ov "by 

becoming like a child"), :mu John on the .,ction of God. In essence , however, 

both s .. y the S',",e: 1 co",plete new b<-JCin , ing of life is the pre-condition of 
1. 

anyone fin"ing Cld,nission under the rule of God. ' 

It is inueed true th', t .:hc.t J olm iL t:llking about is :J r '1dical new 

beginning ,mil tInt h8 links this be',v beginning witt, baptism which, "s we h'1ve 
2. 

seen, means sh '"ring in Christ ' s n 'lture of being I from a bove '. But is this 

rea lly whot the Synoptics have in mind? 

is 
Jeremi'ls ' contention th :,t itA is b:lsed on his :lrgw;,.,nt th.,t the saying 

of Justin is derived not from In. 3.5 but f'rom Matt . 18.3. ' The fourth formu-

lation of our saying (Justin, Apol. 1, 61.4) is commonly reckoned a quotQtion 

from Jolm 3. 5, es>,eci..llly ,:IS Justin in th e.. following sentence m,kes M allusion 

to John 3.4; accordingly our passage is regularly cited in L~troductory ~~~'11s 

to the New Tc>st:1Llbnt '1S evidence th,' t Justin used the Gospel of John, 11.1 thoUCh 

t here is nowhere in Justin -: ue:uonstrat"ble word for word quotation from the 

Gas jlel of J olm. Even formul , tion IV is not in thlt c,tegory, but is instead" 

reproduction of' ,:Jatt. 18.3, md is 
) , 3. 
o'.vwfhv 

) A:: 
influenced only in th e one word o<vo.O[Vv\~'rL 
, 

). \/hi le J eremiCls m,:lY ;,ell be correct in his 
4. 

by John 3. 5 (0(VV1e~ 

conclusion th, t Justin i s following {In ' or::ll tradition', th t", crucinl point is 

whether or not he knew the Nicodemus story Gnd fro," the Hicodemus story m~"lo the 

:lpplic '1tion to bapti3m. As Aland k ,s convincingly shown, in view of Apol 16.5 

',nd its close Clpproxi,e tion t o J n . 3,4, Justin 's dependence on In. 3 cannot be 
5. 

doubt ed. This being so J ered i " s I nrgument for the deriva tion of the sayin;; 

in Justin from hh tthew 18. 3 :md its "lPplic::ltion to the b:wtisra of th e children 

of Christian parents coll."lpses. It coll ' ,pses bec,mse in its dependence on 

In. 3.5 we h"ve to <10 \':i th :l very r.dult :,nd very Jewish NicoderJus, i. e. a m::m 

who is neither an infant nor a chilu of Christian p:lrents. 

If , as is jlossible though by no ille~s susceptible to :my kind of 

proof, In. 3.5 is deplondel1t on Mk. 10.15, ',ihut is most significant is th' lt a 

1. ibid p. 52. 
2 . Cf 'lbove pp. 1;')41',4<35 
3. ibid p. 52. 
4. ibid p. 52. 
5. !\.Aland ,ll.":Ptize, 1963, p.96 n .4 
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cle:\r b:1ptisr.J.Ul :-lpplic r. tion of the s a:/ il1[; i : 1.J'" de in ::n Qdult conversion 

situ,"tion, 1nei thb f .ilurb by John to recognise or .lpply the reference to tne 

chj.Lren of his Synoptic source wouhl in(lic l te :1 conclusion contr,. ry to th'1t 

dr~wn by JcreCli l.S; n :.:'wlJ thdt inf" 'nts were not b-wtized, le:1st of '111 the 

infcmts of Christi tJ1 p ccrents. 

In uc.ui tion to this a rgu.:lent blsed on t he structural p '~r"ll els between 

the vari ous sayings the USe of KW).,~l I V on the lips of Jesus is believeu to 
1. 

provide'll1 allusion tha t Mnrk 10 belongs to ttle c ontext of bnptism. There is no 
2. in 

doubt, as Cullm~nt1hes s hown, th:.l t the verb y,W).,";i IV is found ""s a technic'll term" 

connection IIi th cert"in b,cptismal texts, cf Acts 11.17 in Peter 1 s report on the 

b .lptisUl in the house of Cornelius, etc. But there is no indicltion of such a 

)/ k 
context in Mnrk 10.14; cI,(Y"it. 

, I 

'd.. ucl.\~ld.. 
)1 / \ \1 

ip )\ca'0c<.1 "po5 y .. ) r1 1<"'Au~,~ 

is uset! 'lI i th the normal SLnse of 1 hinder 1 or 1 prevent'. 

) I 
d.Uld ... 

Here y,w'A";EIV 

I" w).."; E I \I is used in the New Testcment 23 times, nnd by far the prepondernte 
a 

number c:mnot be interpreted in the sense of/baptismal technical term. It is 

prObable th It \'/hen -, Jevelopet! ba ptismal liturgy h"d come into being with a 

quest ion rel, ·,ting to hindr-'.nces to b,ptism '111 <1 b rptisITl wn.s eppliet! to inf::mts 

.::m authority for t,lis pra ctice W7\S fount! in this Synoptic pericope. To argue 

th,: t it w"s so understoo t! by the Synoptic :mthors thems.elves deDnnds evidence not 

I 
only thlt they were "W.: re of I'.W},U t 1 V es a tcchnic -,l baptisnl.C11 tenn but n lso 

th .. t they did practice inf,mt b .ptisn. 'lllle first evidenc e we h.:.ve in early 

ChristiQl1 lit8r-,ture of th" -.pplicntion of this pericope of thtl blessing of the 

chiluren t o chilt! baptism is found in Tertullian (De. Thlpt . 18. 5). It is 

si[7lific:mt that t hiS occurs at " tiJa02 "hen .,·e do know that infant bnptism was 

prcrct is ed. 

FiI1:rlly, Jeremias supports his conclus iun on the grounds of the text=l 

auendhlents maue to his ;flcrkm source by Luke . 1 It is to be noted th-,t inste!3.d 
I 

of 1IcJ,.ld,Ck 
, I (tl 

(u.k. 10.13 , M..ltt . 19.13) Luk" says Td. PP<'/~ (lk. 18. 15, with 

tnE- ~rticle). This chcnge was not Jlotiv'lted by the n'lrrcrtive itself , '1nd should 

be expl'lineu 3S arising fron the Sitz i:u Leben of the p-,ss:rge. The enrly Church 

l lre ... uy pr""ctised child b:optism 'lS inf=t b-,ptism, 'Illu .vith this in mind Luke will 
, 3. I 

h"\ve inserted the expression T el. r pE f Ii This uSe of the a rticle is linked 

with Luke's change in the introduction t ~ the story in which the words a re no 

longer 3duresseu to the Jisciplbs (as in Mk. 10.14 ) but to the p.-,rents. This 

1. J . J ere;lri.,s, Inf..,nt lbptism, 1960, p. 53f. 
2. O. CullL"-ll1n, Blptism, 1950, AppunJix, " 21' .ces of " .11 /,ncicnt ? 'lpt islllol FormuLl 

in tne New Tes t ",,,ent 1 pp. 71ff. 
5. J. Jere,,, i ... s, Inf.:.nt B·,pt iS l." 1960 , p.54. 
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J ~rbliiJ.s Sees to be evi(t~nce 01' the bnptishJ,').l interpretation given to the saying 

by Luke, anil is couple:i vii th Luke 's omiss ion of Jesus' tnJcing the children in 
1. 

his arms , laying biD h:.m,ls on th~m ~nd bl(jssing them. 

J eremi 'lS is undoubtedly correct in saying th" t the liturgic'll use of 

texts brings into pro.' "inencc: elements thot a re universally vnlid to the detriLlent 
2. 

of .;hat is bistoric"lly unique. He conclu,"8s therefore th , t Lu.1{e ho,s omitted 

Jesus' laying h nds on th" children from his source because it waS liturgicc.lly 

in.',ppropriate. 
3. 

Such _ con clusion is truly ~m(~ing in view of tne fsct th~t he 

h · S just argued th - t the, laying on of h '.inus 'belongs to the -ritu:'\l of bctptisnl; 

its .-.lention must have been " further redinJar of baptiSt.! to those who heard the 

story. ' If th"t is so, t ,l en Luke's omission of the act t Ftkes on " signific'llce 

uirectly contrary to eh" vi"w of J6re."i s . He h ,s probably omitted it precisely 

bec 'luse it did re,.ind him of b ,ptism, ['.nd he knew tha t inf'011ts " ~Je re not b,lPtized. 

'hc.n this is t -- ken tOs vt;ler with Luke's ch ,nge of the "ddreGs to the pflrents :md 

the introduction of the definite article it is hard to ,void the conclusion 

th:_,t both Luke and Paul knew th .-, t the children of ChriStian p ,rents were not 

baptized, but th,,-t they Were 'l lread;:; sh,rers with their parents in their inheri­

tAnce of the Kingdor:,. Hence Luke ' <c:y have felt that Mark's Tic<.ld(c<. declc. red :l 

, f,h 
univers'll inherit 'lnce of th" kingdon bJ 8i.l·:111 children, whereas.,.", rY'r1 would 

("ply only to the inf,- nts of thos e p,'lr"nts Luke h'1d in view , i.8. those who h2d 

th8mselves com.) to J8SUS (th" Christ i £ms) c--" rrying thc- ir children. 

We cGnclude th_refore th~.t the Sitz im Leben of the p,ricope of the 

bleSSing of the children in the e :',rly Church was not baptisma l but waS r 'l.ther a 

;;ord of the Lord which W'-lS used as proof tha t the children of Christic.m parents 

h'1d illlinediate access to tl1cl king dOLl of God. As such it would obvi ate t he neces-

sity both of their circumcision Clnd th::ir b",ptis!il. In view of the other liew 

Test"ment ruatc:rial we h:'\ve studied tllis would seel:' to be the most n:ltural 

conclUSion. 

3. Swrrnary 

From the ~Iew Test·"C!lent evidence it Vlould appear ::s ClOSt probable th::t 

of 
neither the children of convbrts nor . established ChristLms were baptized in the 

New Test'-'lraent period. It is equally prob'1ble that the adult sons '}nd daught ers 

of Christian parents, '1';10 w~re infr .. nts ut the time of their PGrents' b1Ptism, were 

dot baptized when tIW,· reach,& th...e age of disc r etion. There is no evidence of 

1. ibid p. 5~ n.5 2. ibid p. 54 n. 5 3. iHd p. 54. 
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the h,ptisilJ of the oldur children of Christi= p" r ,onts 'l/h·,tsoev Qr unti l the tiLle 
1. 

of Tertullian. The b rounds for this in NeN Test'.ment b(:ptislll:ll theology hnd 

nothing wh .t ev~r to do with min i J.lising tne prirrncy of the "lc t of God Or the 

cruci·\lity of Christ' s C:.!-'.th 'lIld resurrection , and the r efor e a r g uuent for the 

practice of infant buptis ~ c ,~ot be grounded on an appeal to f~ith qS a response 
2. 

to gr.'le e. The prim 'cry ch:lr a ct e r of gr~.cd is indeed a predofiJin(:nt aspect of New 

Test .,ulent b"ptisiiml th..;o logy, but for the N8W Tes t cuuent this has to be pl'lced 

al ongs ide the concept of th o solid:::tri ty of the LlI2ily. An inf~t born t o ~ p9rent 

who is included in tho ' one 1~'lXl' which is Christ and the Church, sin res with the 

p(1rent in th.-ft incorpora tion. With t he l a ck of stress on the individual as a n 

is ol ated individunl in favour of the stron6 s~nse of t he vital role played by 

h istory, society, end f=ily in sh:1ping tbe tot:ll persona lity of the individua l, 

it i s easy t o underst'md t h",t the child of a parent who , in c'lptisrn, h'lS made the 

dec isive break ':Iith 'this world' "nel i s included in a neVi solidarity in histoq 

in the Church, is t C' ken >:ith the p.?rent int o '1 whole new r ,mge of rel" tionships, 

::Jttitudes ' . .nd v l lues • To Cl very l lr ge .:xtent, therefore, his f a ith is given in 

..nd with the f aith of his p '.!r ents ">Dd the Church. Consequently, it ', .Quld seem, 

th 'ft in the New Test 'L ent t<le b .. :ptiSLl of the parents WaS regar d ed as includi ng 

thnt of their chilJren. 

Before W<c c:n u~ .Ulingfully tunl tu the question of tho deS ira bility of 

the prnctice of inf'nt b'·lptist.1 t odcy we need to consider two rel:>ted questions ; 

th ·,t of b -;.ptisCl '<nd f eith, ·tnd t h0 role of the community (incluJ ing the f~n:ily) 

in b'lptisw. 

(ii) Baptism und Faith 

In his pc:notratin{; an."lysis oJ.' t hc rel::Jtionship between b.~ptism and 

faith, Cull;;.= re1ches the following conclusions: 

'1. after B-'1ptiSlil , f Ii th is d ew:IDueu of a ll those b'1ptized; 

2 . before Baptism, the dec l ::lr . . tion of f :lith is u sign of the divine 

will th::l t BClptism t Clke pl':\cG, de.~mded fror'] ::Jdults who individu :lly 

cOlUe over frou Juihis.j or h"." thenisC:l , but in other cases l a cking; 

3. during th~ b;.ptis,nl a ct, f c.ith is de~.'1nded of the praying 
3. 

congregation. I 

Lc:t us exa.;,ine each of t hese ClSpeCtU in :1 little mor e Jet uil. 

1. 1. 0. Cull;c~.nn, B"ptisL1, 1950, p.26 . 
2. As, f e r eX::>"lple, by U. CUllii:.cmn , I1pt i sL', 1950, pp . . 47ff; , . • F. Flemington, 

B;-,p tisG' , 1953, pp . 130ff. 
3. 0. CUll:.Uillll, Baptis," . 1950, p.55. CulL"nn ' s it ·qlics. 
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1. F'li th .':!ft<o r b ptiSlfi 

Since for the New Test'J.lbnt br,ptism is the lct by w]c,ich th<: blptized is 

incorporated int o Christ -nu , with tile ecclesiologic .:.l diuension "ivento New 

Test luent Christ ology, into the body of Christ, it is self-evident th'1t f",ith in 

·:.J1il '1l lagi':nce to Cllrist, the distinguishing ch:lracteristic of th" Church, is a 

condition of re,o,'.inin::. in the boU~ of tIl0SE ",10 have been bcptized. The cruci-

alityt,£ this post-b .. ptis.:..al fCiith is L.l d" <ovident in Heb. 6.6 " nc1 10.26, which 

spe~k of the irretricvr,ble 'f",lling ·.lW:Y' frCl.lL the grace given in b·wtism. 

Si4d.L\rl~· 1 Cor. 10.lff c.lrefully distinguishes between wh"t happen(:d in the courGe 

of the r escue of the people of Israel ,s th ... ; crossed the Red Sea, which is the 

prototype of b lptiSLl, fro,:l tile furth.::r occurrence implied by "lTld uepe::1dent on this 

event, n-ll,iely, the neg ltive re:lction on the part of "" v £ S to this L'Iirlcle QIld 

its tre,Jendous conse"uences. A further indic :ltion both of the f 'lct that b:lptis;;1 

is regOlrued '-'s the S2.Ving .,lir'lcle Which incorpor'ltes a :oon 'in Christ' :'lIlU into 
it 

th e botly of Christ, ". ,u th \t "ueLLCl nds :l continuing life of f .?ith is seen in the 

hclrshness of both Paul "'J1.:l John tm"orus those members of th2 body whose bdief 
1. 

or behlViour uisrupt" the unity of the body. 

For the Church of the Uewi'esk.r"Gnt b lptisw is essent inlly .\ radically 

new beginning; .:: 'rcgc:ner·,tion' (Tit. 3.5; In. 3. 3ff), en inclusion into the 

J"" th :md resurrection of Christ ("- g . Eo,n. 6. 3ff). It is the 'lct through which 

WS .ire '"."ue cant empor-meous with th0 r"ceeming 'lct of God in Christ. All of 

t,l is pOints to the f .::!c·t th 'lt b_,p tisr~ effects sOI:iething which h"s to be r.inint :::ined 

in th~llres')c;lli:e of f~. ith in Chr i st emu lov" for one' not her. But this by no 

Ide .~I.a implies th ".t ev~ ryone will necess,"rily r emtlin in unit; with the Church ,mu 

th ar"fore in unity wi t,l Christ. Con"equently f !)ith 'lfter b .,ptism is del'l'1nded 

of :\11 thuse b,wtized \lila would re!.v,in in Christ in the Church . 

2. Faith before b~ptislli 

In the IIU'. jority of inst'llnces of b:lptism in the New Test~ .. lent it is 

cleClr th'l t faith \",,-s dCk n ded of thiOir auult converts before they were b3ptized. 

But, 'lE we h'.lve seen, the stories of tl1"1be.ptisms of the households of Lyui:o :cnd, 

poss ibly, the Philippi. Xl j 'lilor tell us nothing :It all :1bout wh ether :myone 

othe r thnn Lydia or thlO j ilor b"li0vGu, ·nu the story of Lydi:l is even more 

scriking th:1n th .. t of the j'·lilor. j,ccording to Acts 16.32 Paul .~md Silas 

1. Cf :1bove pp. L'52f~!;{'8f . 
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"Q".resse'; botll the j:;ilor 'lnJ ?~l those in hi~ house, but according to Acts 16.14 

it is not only th",t LyJi:: ~lone believe:o but also no reference in !2 tie to PQul 

sjJenking to anyone other tilnn her. ;~r:rt fro.;} th2 question of wh,_ ther or n ot 

there W"re any inf:mts in t,l ese households it ,/ould '.lppe'lr thQt the Llith of the 

head of the housenold , '.'I11ose influence over th e householu wns undoubtedly very 

great in the New Testament period , , ,['.fJ sufficient grounds on w,lich to hptize 

their households. 

Because of this Cullw~nn is unQoubtedly correct in his assertion th~t 

the derr:and for f'Ci th before b"ptisr.l W:1S the der.land for some Sign by the Church 

",hich b3.ptized th 'Ct there Via s Ct prospect of porserverance in BCtptism wi thin the 
1. 

comnunity. Where only an indiviliu:cl i " m"ntioned in connexion with b'lptisr.l, 

then it is his own decl : rCttion of f~.ith which provides the only possible assurrnce 

to the Church. Where ".Il inlividu:ll is " ssociCtted with a household as the head of 

a household, then his position in this close soc ial unit provi des this lSSur:lIlce 

when he declar es his f "i tho 
e th ~ y ,Jere baptized on the 

thnt there were 'ldult mer.lbers 

This is so even when it must be t~.ken f or gr'ffited 
profession of faitil of the head of the household) 
in the hcusehold. Infnnts, .-. e h.-we seen, whose 

" 
opwness to the f .'lith · .ruid life of· their p.lrents would h ·ove been even gre!1ter 

then th .. "t of sl:lves or r.ntur er members, ::ere lJrob3bly not b::ptized, but were 

rbg :rdecl '.S includ e':; in the b lptis :·, Ol t"cir parents . 

We will never uncle r st md tIC" r el tionship between f:lith .,nd these 

' housellold b,lpt is lllS' or 'th" 1 .ck of b'"jOt is:~ of th2 inf:ll1ts of Chrinti<ms , if we 

li .it our underst flnding of ' f Qi th I to 211 inJi vidu.."l' s dateable 1 conversion 

experienc e ' . In "l •. lission :lry si tu" tion the proclaGJation of th8 Gospel to those 

Wl,0 h owe never he'1rd it docs indcled very often br ing with it a r ,:jection of 3. 

previously lleld relieious belief,nd ,,1 Gc cept ·'mce of the Christi:m faith. Even 

hGre the New Test ::ment would decl'1re th :t it is not tha t f l1ith I'.lone which has 

united ., ""\11 t o Christ in the body of Christ. Rather, th ·. t union is given in 

b'CptisLl which en::>bl€s the New Testa:ncnt eLph'llJis t o re13' .. in f ixecl on the divine 

aection, c 9.1l, :.na g r '1C b to which f :li th i s the response. But for , child born 

nnd brought up in - Christian h ome ,:ithin '1 Christia n community it is possible 

so!"~tilJes to date :l decisive rejectLll'l of ti1e f [lith he t ook in with his moth"r's 

milk, ""'.l1.j even periodG or' incre.lSing .::.waren e~s or moments of e_l lightenment, but 

not -my camp tr ...i.ble lILO:..J.ent uf -~cceptin~ th.::: f .'li tL. The sxne Noul.l be true of 

a Jult sl,lVes in 1m ·'1ge diwn ". ", ... ster held thG power of lif" -md de3.th over his 
. . 

1. 0. Cullll: 'lIm , B1ptlsm, 1950, il.50. 
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sl:lves . To be Cl p:.1rt 0'-' a believinb Cl-"'lilUl1i ty, expecially in the close 

rel:,tionsh i ps within ho -'0, l.lC.2ns to l ctl.TIl one's beliefs, calmi tments, respon-

ses, v,llues , .C!lU '\, ~." of life' in th ',t situcction. Underst~uing this the New 

Test,,-"ent appears to Give us eviJence th.lt the slJall chilclren in such., situation 

Wd'e not bO!ptized, &nd that the adult ".,embers of :;uoh a olosely knit ;-;roup ' lore 
ba~·,ti?Jed 1,Ji thout the prof~ sGion of their ' .,Jer50nal faith 1 • 

Such a practice is indeed 10Gic ~ 1. When we baptize the inf:mt chilcl 

of Christian p ,rents Vi e effect nothing to " lter h i s r elationships " ith his 

p -.r8nts or the Church, i or hi s r el,tionships with the Church nrc deten:;ined by 
1. 

his p,.rents. Nor do we effect 'my change in these rel.1ticnships when we b.lptize 

th~ ·.dult children of Christi'.Ul p ··r ents . In not b'lpt is ing oi ther inf.mt or 

',dult chiltlren of Cliristi ,~.n p lrents nothing is <lone to ;"inicise the s'lcr:tmentr,l 

gr,ce of Christi:ll b .:ptimTI nor tile llist uric:1l ·.Ul~ social cruciality of Christ 

in th~ nist o ry of s r~lv~"tLJn . R ·,the r in not doing so we confirill the cOf:h'lluni ty-

cre:<ting s:4;nific ' ,nce of the .:>tone,Jent whic h runs tnrough "istory 'lid society, 

binding men togetner in their corpor~,te Ul1ion with Christ . Unless " e wish to 

int r oduce a b(.ptis';lal legalism in tho pLece of cir cumcision leg'llism (which 

c mnot h .lV'" been P"ul ' s intention), then it is possible tc :lCcept th:lt n child 

born to Cllrist i 'm p .. r e",ts without f 'lith (in the sense of '1 l"aturer adult response) 

::u1l1 '.'I i thou t b2.ptisI!l is ':leJ:lber of th:t budy with which Christ is so completely 

Ul1ited th"t it bears his iJentity. If we could ::tccept this soci~.l re2lisrJ 

in respect of Christian cilil<lren ,ve could be spnred the emb'ur::tssment of m.::tking 

high sounding 2ssertions :~bout whnt b,Clptislll conveys to such ~ inf::tnt without 

toppling off into ', .. h ::tt a"proaches ver-j close to superstition ~nd magic . 

3. Fai th during bClptisJ:1 

Culb~~n dr.ws ~ttention to the Church th1t prays for the person being 

baptized (Acts 8. 15). It prays th t Go~ "":ly complete tile mi r acle of bnptislll 

in the baptized person. l Thi~ f -lith v/l1ich h's the person b.'1ptized ,1.8 its obj\.Jct 
2. 

is in fact an indispcllSc.ble ,,}e.nent in the hptisJ;;.'l l act' . 

This role 0-': the cungreg tion Cul lrrtlnn sees to be confinned in t he 

cruciali ty of the fni th of the p,<:rents or friends in th" h,, ~,ling c'lir::tclt' .. s 

perfonueJ by Jesus; 'When Jesus S et"! their f'lith , he sClid unto the sick of the 

p::lsy, Jon thy sins be forgiven thee' (;,TIc. 2 . 5) . It is in\ t.E:d '1 l U'lding theme 

of many healing mir",cl€:s in the GospeJ.B th .,t the f:li th of those who beg Jesus 

for the he'lling of SLdGOne belonging t o their house precedes the mir2cle . 

1. but cf Below, pp. 5)'11'1' . ~ . v. Gu~~nnnn, b~ptism , 1950 , p.54 
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'I h -:ve not f ound s o breclt f -:ith, no, not in I s r::tel,' s ."1ys Jesus to the cClpt r.in 

of C,-,pe rnaum, befor" he h~ ' Is his servont (Ma tt. 8.10); " nu t he storios of 11k. 

9.14ff (lbtt. 17 .14ff; Lk. 9. 37ff) are t old by the enngelists t o show th, t Christ 

i s ::tble t o ht "11 wh er ;:; there is f ni tho Here it is th o f :-.ther of th" h e ",leu 

inv::llid who believes: ' If thuu ce nst believe, "111 t h ings cue possible to hi::! th",t 

believeth. And strr:i ;:;ht\,''3Y the f:lther of' the child crieu out, , ncl s ', id with 

te" rs, Lorti, I believe' (:,Ik. 9. 23f); :mLl on the other h:m d the unbelief of the 

Llisciples is s , i ll t o be r esponsible for their inClbili ty t o h6,1 = inv'llid 

(Mc.tt. 17 .19f). 

It is precisely this Dort of reI '.tiunship between the f .cith of a T.1~n 

( or woman) ·· nd Ghe hptism of a Vlhole household th'lt W,o h,ve Seen in the New 

Testwuent. It is th"refor e the believing congrega tion which receives :m indivi-

dual, through the divine 'Jiracle of bc.ptism , into itself (in which act Christ 

rec eives the indiviuu' l into hil.lself) on the basiS of SOlde indic "lt i on tha t the 

b .ptizeJ. will r em"in in the fellowship, ad pr"lYs th , t in :::nd .. lith it the inuivi-

du.'ll who h,s been ' add ed' (Acts 2 . 41) will remain , through f ·'1i th, in the union 

effecte d in ba ptisw. 

(iii) Baptis", Cl11d New Testll.ment 'body ' eth ics 

We h .ve stressed repe', t i?dly th t ,'hile the cruc iality of incorporntion 

into Christ c nnot be overlookeu , CLrist end the community C'1..'111ot be sepll.rated. 

Thus b:lptisill .tl incorpor .:tion into C"rist ' il,1 b'lPtisw,.l incorporation into the 

ChristitU1 C 01~J.l...luni tJ : rd two s iu.es of the- s >18 coin~ This is 80 becf'\use , 

~:cc () rtling t o New ~est;:Uuent ecclesi-:>logy, Christ .nd the Christi'l11 COIlI!lunity 

c onstitut o one livin~ orgmism. 

i'lhile w'" might h,we difficulty in interpreting precisdy woot this 

Ji~~":U13 , we have [Jeen th::t Wh').t it Jo es lile 1n for the New Test CUIJ.ent writers is th3.t 

n o r adica l dis tinction CM be dr'li'ln b"t'il e Gn Christ hililself :md the individua l 

Christi:>n. To sin O'o,i dS t 3. filember of the body of Christ is to sin :1g'linst 

Christ hihlself :md t o receive a iJember of tile body of Christ is to receive Christ. 

More than this is " Iso iwplilOJ. . To be "n ' orgnn ' of Christ is to be 

c.\11 ' org ,n' of everyone e lue in t he body, ·nd the way this 'org,'.nic I union of 

;,iembers of the body with each othclr 'in Christ' is understood in the New Test[lllent 
l. 

is in the I-IO::...t intim..lte r e I tionship of l ove , ca ring, -mel s.!. l ~ l ring. Therefore, 

for t he Church to r eceive: '1 new filel~ber is t o receive him int o this context so 

1. Of ,:bove pp. " SOff , lf8?E . 
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th"' t it c0ulc. be said 0f hiLl '&"" w"ether one' .wr.1ber suffereth, 0.11 til" .n<-lObers 

sufter with it.' (1 Cor. 12.26). 

It in ""sy ,maugh for the cor.il!lunity to expr~ss its fClith in the context 

of b::.ptism by praying f o r the }JeTSon b.,ptized. It is not neerly so eetsy for the 

co,-,Junity to "i ve expr"ssion to its undorstanding of itself in rel':ltion to b:::pt isu 

in tcn.ls of th;; l,ew Test'1uent ethics which, l.S we h elVe seen, is so intiln ~tely 

rel ·ted to New Testancnt Christolo[;y -.nd ecclesiology. 

If baptisr.1 in tbe New Testo" lent is a cOI!llllunity- creating event in th-t 

(l n el' '·.l,,;nber is ' mlded ' (;,cts 2. 41) , it is alsu , when the ethics tha t accompnnies 

the cGncept of the Church 'IS the body of Christ is fully .'1ppreci.'lted, ,1.11 experience 

of cOiThl,uni ty. I say 'is I r'1.ther t;JC\!1 'should be' deliberately for Paul W3.S 

un()ble to see how ::l Church divided by qw,rrels and jealOUSies could be ' spiritu'll' 

(i. 0. in Christ) 'm:' thus the Church a t all. (cf 1 Cor. 3. 3) . 1'0 m tter how 

strcngly the effective power of Christ in b'lptism is e~,ph ' sised, B~rth is 

unC!oubtedly correct \,;-,On he S::lYs th ~t tue ',Ihole untierstnnuing of its meaninG is 

cloulled:,nd obscureJ by the ":'lnnGr of it" pr 3.ctice. No '.: ttcr how strongly or 

how often we aS~Grt thcct b:1j.>tis I i~ inclUSion into the Church , the very body of 

Christ, th t "ssertivn " ill l nck .-my senSe 01 reality ,vhen in the i.Iajority of 

b".ptisl;lS th" baptized is receiveLl int o ". CO;;il:lunity .. nich is seen to be such only 

in theolcGical text bouks. If the coLtl'luni ty dLlension of bnptisr1 is ever to be 

anythin,; Ulore tbm :'. biblic ,1 theologi='s i cleal , then there needs to be " community 

in the New Testanent at licnl sense of th-,t worel, into whicn tho person is received 

in b ,ptism. Tl1is 1 .. v=S tha t there n0eds to be a community with ,Cl sensed 

'bblongingness' to one ,mother which is .:;iven expression not sLiply in meeting 

to~ether once :-, we·ck in r. formal qct of '.vorship , but in the hu..l.ln rcl:1tionships 

of kintilless, concern~ oh.?ring, enG. love. 

Since it is inpossible to spre ',d one ' s rel ..::tionships vlith others a t 

tnic Nevv Tbstaraent depth over too ~~:-:ny other persons, this would seelli tl) de;!J,....~ncl 

th_.t b-,,,tisillS be 'ld,_,inistered in the context of n gr oup of 'kinsmen "nd ne '.r 

friends' ("cts 10. 24) " YJhile this 'lioulc.1 1.-1eaken tne sense of being incorporated 

into the much wider fellowship of the Church , it would .. l1ke the community's 

undertaking to care for the b :ptized .,Dre re:>listic . 

If it is 1'el t tlnt the 103s v i' the ,Iiuer context of the Church is too 

high a price to P'1Y, then couiJunity expression ~md cOI..:nunity responsibility need 
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t o b: given J. gre:lter .~G. !.lore realistic cl:i}JflJ.sis than is Biven : t present 

in b~~ptisl:1al pr-lCtice. Let us look l t the ,aspects of conrJunity expression ' ,nu 

c o, 'uuni ty responsibility in rela tion to bc.ptisunl ri tual ~,nd b,ptisrrnl ceremoni"l. 

Firstly; com::1Unity expressicn in b.l.ptism,l ritual end ceremonial. 

Most liturgies focus nttention rightly on the cruciali ty of Christ . The cerenony 

in rel"tion to tr,e ,",lter in itself , :liouses " ttention on our incorpor'ltion into the 

ueCtth a nd resurrection of Christ. '.lest b.lpt isfiial liturgies give undoubted 

centrality t o Chris t in t n e >Iords used. ParticuL'lrly in the Ca tholic, Anglican 

:'ill" Lutheran liturgies inclusion into th" body of Christ, the Church, is a l so 

expressly menti oned . But none ,hi ell :It '1lly length on the chara cter of the 

cowounity in tenjS of t h e intense New Test:i..lent inter-person:-l rul ctions which 

ste..! from the n .-,ture of the Church "IS bein;' " single org "lllic unit which in its 

t oklity is Christ hims e lf. 

If this "spect h ,s been lost or obscured in the ritual it is seldom , 

if eVe r, given expression in the b:.pt i ::J;'".l ceremonia l. In SOi!I~ modern 

Eucb:. r istic l i turgiec Hll ~xperi,-,ents "n attempt h:ls been m'1de to give expression 

t G Lhe co,1l11uni ty ctn r "lcter of the Church through the re-introduction of the kiss 

of Peo.ce, but there is little th'1t is cOdp'1r::ble even to this symbolisIl in 

bCj.>tis;:Vll liturgi8s. ;, lUeQJ18 needs t o be found in which expression CFUl be given 

t el Q sense of COl";'Ullity .'Ihich h .. , s c, pL ,ce "It le,,-st equnl in depth "nJ range of 

express i on t o the Christo- centricity of the litur gy. The writer is no expert 

in soci:ll psychology or co ElIDuni ty J yn::llilics, but is convinced th:lt the reginentn­

tion of worshipp"rs in pews must inhibit the possibility of conta ct Clnd comrJuni-

cation between thezl. It is possible tlY:t a Sil:lple sha r ed meal in the context of 

a b _wtism woul J crer-te o,J)Jort uni t i es not only fo r the members of the Church to 

cor,ll,uniccte with on0 anuther, but ' lso for them to communic:'lte with the ba ptiz8d 

(or in th" event of info nt buptis.ti) the p ,rents of the btpt iz ed. In such contClct 

JOYs, need.s, conc~rn, f ... !i th 'J.nd l ove coulu be cOI!l..'1nmicntecl in int e r-persOllfll 

rel:ltionships r -,thEr th:m Sildply in l'oTIJa l li'turgicnl ,1ssertions. If :'Iccept::mce 

int o the fello,mhi p o f t he botly o f Christ could be nnu e <1n exp -ricnce ,,::;ther them 

:.10rely "I doctrine , "n d t his built into t,.e very structure of the , ct of b.lPtis Il, 

then tne ;>rr.ctice of b " ptis lJ Ho ulll f '.cili t ' te :m underst'1ndinci of its the olo:.,--y . 

iUld unJ.el'standing t h roug h vxp e rience th t.:.' lib\.; r ~:'; ing ch J.r -'cter of true cOl.1f:1unity 

woultl in its turn f 9.cili t ·,:tc :In unllerst rmClin<; 'jf t he crucbli ty of Christ from 

\ ,~lO i..J. the ch:lr .:lct0r c f th0 CO.h ... iuni ty is J...:ri ved .md thus of th8 flew TestfU2ent 
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insistenc e on th " hist orical basis of its f~ii th in '1 man who .Ii t'lin history h~s 

given history Q fresh st8rt . 

Secondly; comuuni ty conc e rn in b:lPtislwJ l ritual (Cnd c Grelilonia l. Frorn 

t he cnrliest tilles, as .,';<, hw.: seen (cf .,cts 8 . 15), th e congre:'ltion in the act of 

b.,ptism took upon its elf a r esponsibi lity to,var ds tha Xl e being b .ptized into union 

with itself. ~'his "-"10 e elf ret;ponsibility h .. s been g iven expression in !!lost 

b. ;pti3illal l i turgies in S0:Je f orr;, of con~;reg . tiunal vow in relat i on to the kptized. 

Unfortuna t ely this h ·.s te.u oft ~n beco .. " n v 19Ue promis~ which :111 those present 

;;,~.ke "ven if tl1Cj h .. ve neith.or t h.:0.nclinCltiun nor the ability t o c",rry it out in 

'...ny yosit ive :J.nu cre,:: t ive sanse :tt ·'1J1. !.rhis s i tU·J.t ion i s J'l de \'lorDe when the 

con:;reg-ltiun it self h~ s ne ither tr~inecl j'c rs ons nor effective org ,nis :ltion through 

whom the congreg·,tic.n ' s " cce,ot'-lnce of re",oonsibility c'm be c:lrried out . 

In a count r ,f such :;S South Africa with its acut e poverty =d r e l a t ed 

;'l' oblems (such "s hec,lth ::nu i..duc:,t i vn) undert'lking respons ibility by the Church 

for t ilOse it receiv"s to be 'org :ms ' of itself in the intense ceering relAti onships 

which char acteris e t hb Hew Testn.Jent et hics of th e body is flIl enOI"4iOUS undert.'lking. 

If we r e.1lly do :lcc eJ-'t th~t being luewbe:r8 of t he body of Christ ent :.ils suffering 

wh en .:.U1.y one me:dber s uffers , hO i/; is it possibl>;:: to receive .:1 person who is j obl· ·ss , 

h OOileless , 'm~ s t " rving into :m o r g .illic c'lring union .v i th ours elves :md yet do 

nothing to alleviate his suffering? HoV! is it possibl e th:lt Vie h :lve s tretched 

riGht 'lcroSS t h . country thous ::n ds of , .. I'm ·.'nu Ii O!:len who a r e set as id e sololy to 

t h\..! v.0rk of' pre ... whing till Gospel - tFl '. t"!I;unist ering the s .... cr::l.:1ents, :J.nd .s pecinl l y 

trc.ineJ fo r t his t ank , but so pitifully fe" "ho :He effectivel y t r :lined in the ~ rt 

of r .inistering t o t)",e fund3;.,ent 11 n<ceds of ,,,en, e . g . he:l lth educ: .• tion, poverty 

relie f, hous~ pr :;bleLls, t he C'.ire of the children "'hoD e .~-:lthers must work, ~nd 

t :!.8 Cl.lilur cn vf ld i br .... ,t ory Llbourers? How Lit ;,oss ible th t we C'll1 expend our 

.12 .),tlS on erec t inc fin;:, Churches (build i n(,s ) equip}lcu with th" finest arg ··ns, 

carpet s , pews, '-..nd even '.LJ.rble b'lpti~ ' --=l l fonts Nhile so .. 3nny b':' pt izec1 hle!!lbers of 

th02 Church (p eupl e ) :lr~ enslaved i n taw _lesh of jJ overty situ'.'l tions? The dec11rn-

tion of the Church' " int,'mtion t o c.ere for th~ b.lptized can be little more t h:m 

empty ve r biage reld, d tv .., ... eticulously correc t theolcgy unless it is backed by 

having pers ons t U·wh<;lll r"spons ibility c" n be deleg..,ted 'Jn d who h :.ve the !:lems 

(a riSinG ou t of r e ·.l concern on the ".1rt of the Church), tr 'lining , freedor.: ::md 

(;c;uipillent t o ca rry uut th" r esponsibility. 
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If "Ie unuerto )k our tot , I Christian responsibility t c .", .r ds t he blPtized 

s eriously in proViL!ing Christi -In , S 0ci~,l, :'""~ dhic'l l guidance ,111 d help (b ecclUse 

we und'drstcnd the n ',ture of the ,Itonelent " nu th" Church) then the indiscrimina te 

prnctice of baptizing ,,11-c0,::e rs vlOul,: either h" ve to be r :;dica lly modified o r 

the rlL illS of ca rrying out our resl'ons ibilitics enorr.;ously incre ')s ed . AssUL.irlf,; 

the continu ,t ion of til~ jJr 'lctice of inf:,nt b~ptis "" f o r the Church t e' c:~rry out 

its totctl resyonsibility in r el ,tiGn to the b'lptized quit e cleprly CeL. ends th e 

co- opcr :.:tion of tHe l'::lr unts of such chiL r en. To b:)Jtize "uch chilJr" n wi thuut 

the f inn unuert lki ng of the p'J r 0nts t o co- ope r a te with th 2 Church i s into l e r ",ble. 

v'hile theologic 11 th~ory "right Cl[, int::lin th .. t such baptisLlS continue to express th~ 

divine initi --,.tive in ;.lr-n ' s su.lv~tion , -n Ll th':.t , bt..c ·luse of th.is , they effec t 

incorporation intv Christ ,md int o the Church, it is underst ~ndnble th '1t for the 

mun in the pew (if the p',r ent h rtpp"ns tc. occupy " pew on nn;;' othi!r occlsion) the 

rit e ,:pyears t o be little ::bove superstition or m"gic . This does not rl l ke it 

SUl'c,rsti tion vr ',l'1gic. But the pr~ ctice of ba ptisli1 which c:m C o.,.TIunicate t his 

misunderstanding needs to be "lcdifie ,} so th .-ct it C8n CG,;uuuni c clte wk.t it intends 

to COill,ll.mico.te .. 

V"h l. t it sJ.lould COll1L.lunica te, ./8 11, VC:: Tu lint '1.ined, is bl) th union with 

Christ :md union ,. i t h un" :mother which ,r", the dU·,1 ;>spects of unLlerst ·1l1Ll ing both 

th" n'1ture of the "tonewen t .,nel tile n ',ture o f the coumunity crc::ted by it. If the 

::lSj)(:ct of uniGn v,i th Christ is (:~l;Jh ;.sise el : t t. le expense of union with .'1 caring 

COliJIllunity which uerives its chnmcter fro:.1 Christ We are in ;:cnger of r "plc.cing 

the h i s t orica l mu svci:,l re ,lis,c or t;le Gospel with ~other iJystc ry reli;:; i on. 

If t" " 'tSl'ec t c f COLTI.!unity is el,!ph::lSised '1t the ex pense of union with Christ we 

:'.r " in u"nger of l os ins t he New Testam"nt e,lph::,sis on the crucLl1i ty of Christ 

in ·,;h,,;a the suci'tl =d hi"'t~ric ':l realisi,; is centred '1nd repla cing it wit h ::: 

Simple humanitarianism vlilich f ail s t o ta~~e int o a ccount the ,Jew T"stoi.,ent t:is tinc-

tions between the Churcr. :'HU the I',orlel . 

In these New Test c!.ent dis tinctions between the Church '~ nJ the world , 

thus 
~,nd the ~istinctions :Ie h; .ve nuted bct71cen the "thics .)f the bo"y <,nd the ethics 

of the body in rel.ltiva to tl;" world , there is a g r e'1t "eal ': f COLlL10n s ense. The 

Church, accor ding t o J :-hn, is to win its w"!.y in the ','Jorld by the char'lcter of 

i ts life of union :me: love. If this is €x~erienced 3S the real i ty of lif e in the 

Church which i s in Christ, then it ca rries within it its own evwgelical appee,l. 
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But if the Chur ch ,:iss ip :1tes its 8nergi es on t UG wide a frGnt then it must crulOlble 

a t its v,~ry centre. It cust crlnble f or nur I',idening r e l ct ic,,:ohips of love " "U 

cQUc(jrn spring md Dvarflow frat! our eXjJ~rience<l SeUSe of belonLing which can be 

known only in "lOre intiuo,te r e l :1tionships. If t hese 'l.re r 2 ·'.DVECl from the centre 

uf th" Church's life then : lso will be lost the err.otio," 1 motiV'ltion for. -ore 

uni vers:tl c thic J. l .-:.ctions. At the S:.l..18 ti..1a the cttra cti ve power t v build into 

~xisting rel .,tions ,;ill 1:;" lost :In,,, tlJUS Chri;;t ' s prayer 'th"t they ""'y al l be 

one. • •• th" t the, "G rId ~ W believe ' (In. 17 . 21) . There is nvthing wr ong with 

hW.ll.nit:J.rianisrl ( or universal 0thics) ::thiciJ.lly .. It is psycholo~ic'l.lly unrenlis-

tic. And th,= Gospel is conc"rned ,.i th freedoIil "nd liber "tion which loean not hint; 

if they do not involve til e whole person. 

Christ "nil cor~"uni ty constitute the twin foci of the ilew l'estamcnt 

doctrine of b',ptisl!l ',n" thus shoul,; be the tw o elel~ents giv en equ ~ 'Uld inter-

relr.ted emphasis in the Church 1 s 1 oruering 1 of b'lptism. 

(iv) Baptis8 ,:,ad Unity 

In view of (i) the nature of t tle Atonement a s community creating; 

(ii) the n:lture of the C.iUrch 3.S " corpor~te Chr istology steLJ:ling fror.l its 

corporate, m ture-cot1'nunictlting union v,i th Christ; ( iii ) the intense inter-

pers onal r"l::ltionships wnich Ll'.rk the et:,ics of thE' body; (iv) the n3ture of 

baptis;a oS univ.l ',·Iith Christ Nhich ,k::ns incorporation into the Christian COllliCU-

ni ty; it follows th3.t the unity uf t ,.~ Church is, presu"p08i tion of Christi'1l1 

b'ljltisd. For Paul tile Church i f; ' one J.£' '"' ll ', which I onl2 .. ian t is Christ (Gql. 3. 27f) 

so that in b",jJtisu! , .,u,tin.:~ on Christ ' (G ' l. 3. 27) .'1l1U put tin '. on tIL ... \'Ih,ole new 

lllElD. (Eph. 4. 24) are but tN0 12 .. ,»n .3es ,;ithin on2 "n'~ the S3.;;'e re ..,lity. Conse-

quently ~ divi Jed Church is theclo ,:icf'.lly illogic 'll for it .. LUst L ilply th:lt Christ 

is Givideu (1 Cor. 1.13). Bearing in I.lind also that b ,< ptiSD is the 'lct in which 

He :1 re LmJe contel.ljJoraneous with Christ in his death and resurrection , it follo:,s 

logically that c. ciivi deJ Church iLlplics th c.t SOffiLone other th:1n Christ h,s been 

crucified for us, or th ·, t we C. re b" l'tizecl into that someone else (1 Cor. 1.13). 

Since, however, the Church is the corpor'lte ' one .:"ill l who is Christ, th" fact of 

being uivided pl'_Lees a bre l.t ti:lGolo~ic: .. l quest i on H! Irk over wh0ther we can spenk 

of the Church a t .].11. ;.nd with tly~t r ..... u~stion ill .,rk i t beC Oh~e[; , .~ts B3rth Saw it 
1. 

so ,>enetratingly , seriously uer:lte~ble ",lether we C'l.n sl'eak of Christian b:1jltisl-! 

at :111. Th" " l LlOS t coc"plete focus on : .'.ystical :1lld s nc r 'lmental union with 

1. K. b'lrth , B.ptism, 1956 , p.381'. 
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Christ :De. the en,ph:1sis on the divinG ",race .111<.1 initi~ti ve in 's.ptisn to the 

virtu'll exclusion of th", CO"Lllunity or Church diIJensions of b:tptis);! hive helped 

to keep this question fro::.! re ,~cning ',gonising proportions. '\ihen, howev.Jr, the 

conl:tunity dimensions of baj.Jtism a re gmsped _\S being of equ:tl iU!;Jort'1nc2 to the 

union I'lith Christ n d t;le divine initL;tive in ;;k'1n'S salvo.tion, which in then­

selves ent ail th" unit"L:, corpora te c,jillL"!unity, then the question co'nnot be 

shelved. 

There is ~ense in which th" proponcmts of ' spiritu~ l union' are right. 

For Paul tells us th_1t as 'spiritual' th€:re is no room ." t all for 'j e,~lousy md 

strife' (1 Cor . 3.3). ;.h~re these things exist so fa r froL, being ' spiritu:11' 

tha caw is still 'in the fleSh'. 'Spiritull union' in biblical terms me~s being 

'in Chris t' ,md ' orw,ns one of nnoth6r' (Rail. 12 . 5; Eph. 4. 25) "s org illS of Christ. 

The jJ roponents of 'spiritual uhion' are manifestly wrong when tnis is 

interpret ell o.S sharing corr."on faith . No uat t"r how high or how low we set the 

criteri'l of wh9.t is to count flS ' slnrin::; .1 cow.,Jon f ·.,ith ', v!hen this kind of 'union' 

is s '"t besi<le the centuries of bitter controversy, severinc of fell owship, and 

l;enunci lt ions, \iyhicn thiniss n.re by no .11?[';.n.J cunfineQ to the p,:,:st, 'IDd contr3sted 

with "h'lt both Po.ul c'm: John Saw t c be the n " turo of inter-personal relntionsllips 

which constitute thL 'union ' of the Cnurch, then it beCOi:leS illl:,l.;':b ,tely '1ppcuent 

thnt t his concept of 'spiritual union' c;cnnot be true t o th" full range of the 

Biblic,l revelation. But V,e have s een th ·,t this ethics is given "- causal bQsis 

in the liew Test unent . '.I e cun wd ilo "·-,nifest this n :ture of love , concern, 

fellowship, "nil senSe of belonging bec_,us e we are united wi th Christ thr ough 

which union Christ cOi.munic:ltes his n::turG of love to us. In this sense New 

Test'.llaen t ethics is b '.r dly philosophica l "tllics ilt all. It is rather a COLZlU­

nic:lted 'way of life ' wllicll is open , like 'lny ' way of life ' to ethic .. ,l judgement. 

#hon this is reCiembered "n<1 plnc6~ b·cside "l 'way of life' vlhich c"m hardly, in ',11 

f~irnGss, be des cribed ::s l;.>p r o:lcl1ing the depth and intensity of inter-personQl 

r~lntionships which c11~racterise ·the Church in the New Teo tQment , then it bec,J.ies 

questionable indeet: whether "e c:m sPe:u< meaningfully of union with Christ in 0. 

ilivi deu Church. 

Full weight ,:lU8t be given te> t;, i s c ,usnl ch'1rClcter of New Test'1ment 

"ethics' • The l Obic vi " c:luJ",l "xpl::n c:tion is thot of . con ditioned hypo-

thetic,'11 , i. e. if A t,kil B. B'or ex.:wple IF I striL n "",tch (which 1 ,cke none 
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of the necess a ry in;;re"ients) .,:;ainst 'n '2! .,Gry bO 'lrd TEElI tll" Ela tch will bur.Jt 

into fl ,. me . Cunversely IF tho .n tch Lloes not burst into fl .,me T~N either I di u 

not strike it properly ur I di d not strilm it :>t :111. This S " ' le s ort of re~,soning 

is ::tjljlH2nt in the Ne':! Testn!,j,mt. IF'- .. -n is in Christ, whJSC n · ture i s love, 

THEIl he loves the brethren (cf 1 In. 2.10). Convers 21y , n' ., C1~n L,OPS n ot love 

t he brethren ThEN he i z n ot in Christ. (cf 1 In. 2. 9) . SLlil , rly IF Chris t is 

on" 111J unJivided .ncl the Church is 'in hin' (cf. Gc,l. 3. 27ff) THEIl the Churc:1 is 

lmiteJ (cf In. 17.21) . Conversely IF the Church i s el ivi..!ed ? HEN <:ither Chris t 

is el i ·tid ed (1 Cor. 1. 13 ), !.l::mifest i . . poss ibili ty , or th" Church is not 'in the 

Spirit ' (1 Co r . ) . 3) . Cons equently uni ty ~nd the Christi,m ethic of ],ove a re 

functions of being 'in Christ'. ..here unity, which is expressed in close inter-

,lC-rson'll ties withi n the Church , lloes not eXist , th en it becolLes quest ionable 

inll"ed whe the r t h e Church is 'in Christ ' or is the Church 'ft - 11. Bec'1us e b , ptis •. 

is s o intilJ;ltely linked both '<l ith union ,'I itn Christ ':ll1d union with the ChLlrch the 

fact of '1 lliviiled Church Dus t r a is," serious questions ,bout the v:.liuity of its 

b.ljlt is_JS . 

If ' spiri tu 11 union' is t ot cc lly in 1rieqlU'te when it is not interpreted 

in th e New '..vest ::'1lflent Leas e ;"!s org".nic union, s o o.lso is ! org:"1.nisational union J .. 

i.di,itt edly thE.re c ould nev"r be ' or{<, m ic union ' with or GanisCltion Cll sepal'Clt ion, 

cle 'lv~'6e em u hostility, but ' orgo.nic union ' in tile New '1' (:stfloJent Sense cf Cl 

sh~.red l ife in both i ts physical ccnu ' ;:,piritwll ' di mensions 'iuite clearly co es 

L.r d e~per than !ill "d:ainistrOltivc or hie r -,rc:,ic':ll deciu i on. Such top- level 

de cis i ons cm be b'1s ed only on theologic::tl ',nd ,'J'uinistrati ve or org"'nisational 

::t.:;r et..uent . Whil e s uch ,~ecisions t o end the theologic:llly i mpossible d ivisions 

of the Church will in th0m.Jelveo incre.ls" the possibility of inter-person:l l 

reL.tLmships betwem the '::ivi C:e', Chris ticms, they will not effect such rel:ltion-

shijls. .l<'o r t h is t o h ,ppen in the present st c,te of aff:lirs will require new w'lJ's 

of .,orship " nd life to,;<:the r in the Church which will be co. ununity-cre '1ting 

ocC _ .... SiullS. 

Perhr.f 8 one of tn e "lost i l l c::;ic,:l (ml; yet underst=dably ch9rit"ble) 

_~sl)ects of th 3 jJrest.::nt I t~ ivi dbL: Church ! i __ th ..... t th ..! v-.ri olls cO[)l;nmions r ecognize 

,8 vr lid tile ba ptisl.JSof other cocli,:unions . Since union is :l pre-suppos ition of 

Christian b _ptis~ thi8 [tcknv,';1I.:J~8.;J.0nt i"U:::; t .... lso b0 rul a ckn ,:; llec.1 ... :enent of the 

union uf the Church. Eut since t hiL union is caUBally-cthicCll ly conceived 
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in the New TestcuCiunt it is iml'ossible (theologically :md biblic'111y) to spe'1k of 

union of the Church ""hich l ' lCks these di"lensions of persowtl r~l· .tionshiys. 

lie h lYe, therefore, t,w :J.ffir,",-,tion of nn CllreCl dy existing union, which is neces-

GClry cheologicr.lly if we :otre t o ",.",-,k L1 Ch r L; tian b'1ptis". ~t 811, which i<; 

denied bj the f:\ct of t h e ~ivisions ·;.nd t heir natura .. Conse c,uently the n-.ture 

of union whicil is ~.lffir..1ed in rec ognisinG b·:~i>t is;..lS :ld: iinistered in other CO:!LiU-

nions C'Ulnot be the n .. ture of union '.'Ihicn is ,ffirmed by the How Test3!.oent. 

\/hile the :lffirm .• tiun of unity i s theoretic,-,lly necess ·:lry it is biblic.'111y 

in .lPylicc.ble. It i s J i!"ficult to sec how it is possible t o esc .we this i ::lp-,sse 

"-Ihich •. lUSt c.'.\ ll int ~ question tile v,-,lidity o f boptisJl bec ',use it lJUSt c ',ll into 

question the apjllic ,:bility of t il" Ne,' ·i'CJ t9.r·,cnt concejlt of the Church to the 

}JrE:S en\, lui videa Cilurch. f 

(v) The Praotice of Inbnt Bo.ptism ·:roJ,'lY 

Having surveyed the whole r :mc, e of concepts '.ssoci:::ted ':Ii til Christi·m 

bnptiSlli, :lnu in the j'rocess h,::ving Seen th t Church unity ic '1 necesso.ry pre-

supposition of B :ptisEl ".n il also tha t the evi'::ence of the Nel'l Testo.ment points to . 

t I,e conclusion that inf. llts ,' ere n ot b.'1ptized whether they w ~re th8 children of 

converts or established ChristicmS ur not, let us return new to tile question of 

vlhethe r it is justifi ~.ble fur the Church t o continue its practice of inf'lnt 

b ~,ptis~1. This question resolves its"lf int G two distinct questions: (i) Is it 

justifi ·l ble for the divi"; ed Church t o b'1ptize 'lt ", ll? (ii) Is it justifiable 

for tne Church t o b"ptize th e inf, ntc of Uhristi'lTI pa rents? 

1. Is it ,justiLi ,bIe f or the tl iviJ0d Church to 
b,ptize " t '111? 

We h ·, ve S e ell til .t ChristL.!l b. ptis . .l , resting on the pre- supposit i on of 

the unity of the Church, entciJ.'s into crisis -\"Ili~n tho Church is erp0rienced c:.S 

diviJ ed. W'hen the New 'r est r.dent r'-,,,ks of the unity of the Church as an 

experience rath e r t u:m siiilply s S theory t."".l tHe question ) f the validity of 

c.ny b::'llJt iSH! (whether f'.dul t Or inf .. nt) is r .:!.i3 eJ. _ Is there .'illY way out of this 

i .. lp l.Sse? I believe th:,t ther8 is, thou,:;h it is by no :.,,,ms cOI:lpletely sntis-

fying. 

In the first p ·' rt of tni oss" Y we Saw hGN the v ',rious titles of Jesus 

. s the <ebhed Yuhweh, t he l~e,,;Sic·.h, . nLl the 0 0n of !all1 all pointed to an und er-

s t , nd ing of nis "ork t c be t o cre'lte , !leN community. In our study of the 

scteriology of Paul W2 SetW th:.t hi0 unc'.ars tc.nding of the work of Christ W'iS in 
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his de:.th to bre ,k th" uld solid'lri ty of rc'}n in bond,ge .IlL; in his resurrection 

tu ere! tB 0. new soliLLlri ty in freec~ohl. I ' , John we S2W how th~ denth, resurrec-

tion :m.d 18cension cf Christ wercL Wlderst -:oc1 tu be the. 1€;';->J18 of cre ::ting ~ COT1-

uuni ty which , in union ,;i th the ."scGnded but present Christ, p .' rticip'ltec1 in his 

inCiJ.rndte nature .. 7hus throughout til_ ·~ f.;\v Testnment there is ' .... n unJerst~nding 

of t ile Atoneuent c·· s C0Ce,lunity- cre · tirl€ ~,nd th .t the unity of this com'1lunity is 

pre-sujJposed in tk t ;,rew Tc:s t c;!..ent ecclesiology is predeminlltly ~ j:ost-

ClJ3cdnsion COrpOT.'lte Christulogy. 

This beinl, so, to ileny the unity c f the Church is either t o deny the 

New 'res t alden t Christology";:1, l d im thqt Jesus WOlS not wh'Jt the Ne'N Test9l:lent 

communi ty' clCl iued hirJ to b3 or to dany the' "tonement . To s .'lY thl.t there is no 

uni ty of' the Church 'It . .,11 is to cleny the Gospel. To deny is, of course , 

possib l e . But it is b ',rilly :l Christi[ill l.llswer. To be 'I Christinn Jemands th:t 

we believe in Christ, 1. 0 . th ':t we believe th·:t he " 's who he clRi uGd to bo emd 

th" t he effected Ilh'1t h" cl.limeLl tu effect. ThiS, tberefore, de.l'1nds th'lt Vie 

-.ccept tbe unity of the Church :s [In inJ iGpensable (b tu.-:t of Our faith. Hewe. eX' 

'lP9A tliLe Hivi9iaBe iN the QR'J..pela ... s 9;A iF1c1i9~eas3:1318 E1=,'t5Uffi of 8tH f'j:ii;h. .. 

However lUuch the ilivisions in the Church, which are re'll enough for us to be abl" 

t o €;xjJerience thL.!.l ":nd their inhibi tin~ 'Jffect, ru y cloud nnd obscure its unity, 

to Jerry it is tv Je:n;)' the Gos}Jel .. 

This i!o~s not Ll ,ke th e division", of the: Churc h any lOOre to12r"ble. 

RTth"r it r .:lises the diviSions to crisilo proportions. ilhe r c the Church recog-

niSbS how its own hl'~nner of ~xistencc f '.lsifies th~ v€:ry Gos}J €l \-..rlich it pr(l cl:·~ ii!S 

'l1ld is concerned t o bee r: :0 the Church not only in th( ory but nlso in pr'1ctice, 

Which Ll<nns that it is continu" lly in the process of bec oming the Church, then 
l. 

I bc,pt is lil in the Church "hich is uniler refCL1'1tion is genuine bwtism~ A Church 

\Ihich is content not only to ral:1a in in Lut "'~ lso to m.::tintain its cleav8.gos .r-_nd 

host i lities exhibits in this such :m .,bs"nce o f 10VG, v,hich is o f the very 

ussence of the Church, th .lt it beco,.les i:;,possible to give ony v'~lid !Yle:cnins to 

the ,Iori! I uni ty I 'It a ll. Vii thout the .<:ffirc"tion of unity being supported by 

cle'1r :md openindicc.t i uns vf " p-lssiow:tE- Jetermin ,tion to becmile in pTlctice 

wh ,t it underst'lllds itself to be in theory (if it is t r ue to the New Testament 

unders tanding of th<= Church) then B:lptis,.i in surh .1 Churcb c em be no baptism 

a t ::.11. It cnn b" cOlmt,Hi :lS b ·, ;;tis"l only if we Jo cOI~plcte vic)lence to the 

1. K. Barth , E'iltiSL" 1956 , jl . !fO. 
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;!~ " '.f est l.'uent un':;~ rst 'Hling of the rcl ,t i onshi;> between Christ ' nd his body by 

s"p~rc,tinb th ~.ll int c, coc1llletel;,' uistinct doc trines ,'Uld then ',ffirming that it is 

}Qssibl e t o be united ith r.hris t without at the SalUe time being united with his 

whole bolly_ No L,2tter hu ., strongly ?Ie ~,ffirm th c llivine ; r a ce g iven in baJitisra , 

such ,m int erlJret tien is " llistortion of t he New Test ''.lllent tEO' -ching :md ID'1kes 

the historical eJ:l)Jh.c'lsis in Christinni ty unintelligible . If Vi e W'1I1 t rr:ysticisra we 

n ee J no hist oric ,1 Chris t . 

On the other h :.nd, if w", rec o(91ise hCII our l oveless divis i ons in theL:-

selves obscure tae re:u.i ty of bo,ptiSJ 1 '"nd consequently 'lr e eng-,ged in the process 0 

o f bGcuming .,ha t '1e n r e , then while ? full ::tppr ecL,tion of thG mE''lning 'llld 

sit:nificance of b:::ptis l.. \, ill remllin obscured , b ,;>tis ," in such '1 Church h",s n 

re_Ll chim to vnli;:ity. :rhe Church h .. ,s th2 right to " dJlli nist cr the New Te:: tn-

Hlcnt S ::lcr~lL:lent ui br:.JJtisLI only when it is 'l.tte_ ptirl6 t o :tffirm i ts unity , 7Uld 

th'1t not siJullly .It til" level of hi~rClrchicnl llocrees but '11so " t the New 

i'est .\",ent leve l of deejJly signific·",t in ,,,r-person'1 1 r e l :, tio'lships . 

2 . Is it justifi ',ble for the Church t o bOlptize the 
inf· .... nts of Christian lJ .~r en (,:J ? 

;,l:mJ , wllose conclusions s trongly support th'lt th" enrly ChurcH d i ll 

not pr :1ct ice inf~mt r 1}J tis ra , is unJ.oubtedly corrtct \':hen he S {lYS th3.t the Church 

i s not for all til:!" bmmj t o tJ1 e ciet :1ils ~f pl":ctice " n ei .. 1~J'lnCr of 0.drainistr3ti on 
1. 

of tht:::: s3.cr:.llilents fuunt1 in tIlt .. llew Test : . .!ent .. Mo r e cruci;:, l tlwn historic:,l 

Jet .ils of ;>rE:ctice c11'(; the g rounds Given fo r th ··,t pr:1.ctic€ . The quest ion of 

"heth()r t o bnptize inf, nts of Christi'ln p ··. r e nts t od3Y is bound up with answering 

the ques tion whet her or not the Nell T ~st .ent grounds .lre still opplicable in the 

t w()nt ieth century. 

de h .we seen tn'lt the grounds 101' not baptizing the inf'lnts of 

Chris 'ti,m jJ .rents had nothing whntever t o do Vi i t h the f..,ith or lnck of f aith 

of til" inf:mt, 101' the f "ith of Lydi C' " .::s cle '~rly r eg',rued as sufficient g rounds 

on which tu baptize h <;; r hous eholJ, ':'V E. n t hough her household undoubtedly h ".d 
2. 

r.L'ult ;.!erubers . The rea son for baptizing these adult :jember s of the household 

.::l mos t cert ainly rested on the se;;;iti c ,"concept . of the soli dari ty of the hou$eholtl, 

so that the profession of f a ith on the pllrt of the he~d of t he householll was Q 

sufficient indication t o th-.: Church t h :"': t the .. H?mbers of t he: housooold woul c! 

1. K. l(l;md, B _i,t ize, 1963 , pp. 112ff. 
2. In the inst 'mc ~ vf th" Phili.lpi :·n j n ilor it is cle'11' t1l3t if his f a ith WroS 

.1.Jt 'l sufficient ,,;rounJ f vr hn;>tisinc his hous .·hold , it Ins l.t l C'lSt the pri"'9 
f':ICtJr in . . n the b-:lPtisDS th-,t t o()k ;>l ,cc th. t night.. 



P.'e:8 558. 

rci.lc,in in t il(? Church -I,d gr:) ,'1 in the L .:i tl .. 

\'Ih~ re this is ~~ in th: c.-:se of ,:clult '_.e,ob',-rs " f ~. household, then 

clc_lrly it C.UlIl ut be ar':-'llecl tu t the in :.bility of infmts t ·) decl:ue their f -, ith 

"1:":8 tIle. rer..s on '1,hy the;y \'-tere not bJ.ptise ,_-~ .. In f lCt tile b :.;_·tislJ 'J£' Crispus ",,,d 

Corneli us seauls t o h~,ve i llcluuetl the b ' __ l)tisd of their ~hildren Se' th' t wh en the 

hi:;. :. .. 1 w~\s bi' . .fJtiz ed t h0 cnildren were n .. :. ... :r ,_. e d as bs-ing 1 in th ~' Lord I ' ... n d IN~lJber3 

, .. ith th e s'lints. Cons"quently Vi e c..:nn vt "scnpe tl1e conclusion th9t the infc:'1ts 

of converts an," est:--,bli shed Chri sti'tns -:erG not b:\pt i zed bc,c " use of th~ strong 

Swi.1se :jf the s ulid':- rity wf tne f'-'~ily, wh ich w~:s relS'J r dE:;d .'}S so stronG, P trticu­

L \rly witn r eg'lr d to inf(,nts , th" t t iley, unlike my ::ldult _"",bers of th" f ::l~ily 

unit, were n ut b'cptize.l . 

The questLn elf tll<- justifi '.bility of b::!iJtizin:: inf-:mts t ~d~y th ' re­

for e r ()s ts on wllether cor no t the f :-':,ily unit can still b e r eg:, r ded ns h 1ving the 

S ,Lle f o rce. To ', cert ::lin ext ':mt it is obviuusly st i ll v e ry strong in most 

n\... rE~ .1 htrl.18s .. But t o c. 1 J.rge extc!lt t he ilnciont cmd honouT t:<l rell. o f th e' 

p :rent 11_' S been t .ken on by uthcrs .... i!u :or " m ,t necessarily Q ,:>lbers of the ffmily 

or of tile Chr i sti<h'1. Church. Th<: p~rsonnel of creches ., nd nursery schools h '-:v e 

chiluren cC:.Q?litteJ. t -' t . .l.eir c .-:~ro f e r 1 tTL> ... proportions of their vI:1king hours , 

nn~l tht:Tcfor& pl::.y _11'1 i :.lrJort .llt ro l e in sru.i-.dng the pers on~lity of their ch-' rges .. 

This is s e' not only of cl:iil"ren whuse p:--roCnts both No r k but 15 0 of others un 

whurJ tnis p'lrticulc.lr necessit y is nut ill-l ced . In South ;. fric ::! :,fric:ll1 n others, 

oft en un-lble tL> .ffort~ these :1..Jeniti-'s 11 '.v e t v l c 'we thec ir chilJ,rcn in the care 

01' til" b est Ilvaileble Ul1",1ployell p0 rs vn in the vicinity . This role of the wic:er 

COlill:lunity in sh ' :i-inC the l'"rson11it y , v-'lues , beliefs, e nd c.ttituc1es of our 

Ciiil clren is c ontinued int o the years '. f f0r.~ 11 schoolint; . The influ:mce of 

p::trcnts , .-ll1d } lrticul.:.rlj- of' f.',thers, iL i llrth2r u2cre,-,sed by the pr-lctice of 

co"",,utinel tu wGrk in t 110 l -u ge r citieS, ,,'hich mems , very often , th It ' I f '1ther 

will l e :we nis hG_"" 8 ' rly in the L:ornin :~ -,ud return l ft e r fiis childrcn nre 

~llre ,J,y '.lS leel'. Tho 'seek- en d the-retort! bdc vl.les ::L'Ilost the only tir,1€ 'Nhcn 

f f.ther a nd chilJren sh'lre. COL.:D.On life, tOe; ' ther - ··n d f or Christi,' n p -, r ents 

" lr.rele segill0nt of this tin,e is t'ty:'"n u" ','Iith Sund::.y School ~nd SunLhy wo r ship. 

Since Vlr0nts, end n'Jt l u' .3 t Chri stian jJ'!rents, h c:vc' ce3.sed to n larg e 

ex t en t tu b0 the crea tive :md unifyillb f ocus ._, ~' family life it would be under-­

stondnble if the Churcll d. i u nut r€6"rL~ t hei r fai th :~s sufficient indic~tion in 
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itself of th"ir cnil lren 's f·,ith res pons8 -",d lif" in the Church. If sD,Dur 

pr~ctice of baptise should be deter"lined b~ th] Extent to 1"1{.ich \ie be>lieve th ~t 

the influence of t;1e iJ .,rent hJ.S b",.en wec.kened, "nd by the rS1E thc.t the Christi.c.n 

co.~.ami ty is pre"ar€d 1IlU ,ble t o pl.y in r"btion t o t ile children of Christi'1Il 

p,rents . 

If we beliC:.'ve, on the g r ounJ.s uf reli:lble {;,'vid~ncc, tll, ·t the influence 

of tae pClrent h.,s been weakened tu the extont th .t tile' fcith and v :, l ues of t:,0 

Christi,"n p:rent h ',v" no l onge r emy signific mce in shaping the responses of 

their chilJren, th8n Clil 'lost l cgic[:.l Vl''1ctice would be t o b"' ptize SUCil chilCren 

only .:fter .1 l'rofession of f .li th 8n tiit ir C) ,/O b·]h, lf. While th", role of the 

lJ ... ~rel1t h~~s UIllllist >,kE: '.bly been ,'h: '.,kencu , -· 11 l..1 in SULle inst ':'l1cGS n:y h "1ve been 

V.J.,.; :.k:.'n~d to this (;xtent ? it ;"l)uId S (;(;.~J r ,-·sh to RUi;gest th ".t tdi.s is either 

universally or even C encr;1lly true. HeJ\'/e ver, to re~:tin the conf'idence of tho 

pri Ii tive Christicln co,' , ,unity re:;.::trding the children of Christi-1O p~rents as 

,',ieubers of tne Church tl;c Christi:cn ca. _,.uni ty i tsalf will need to ploW i,: l ' .rger 

r61e tn.n at present in tnking ,0 sh." re in the p;orents' res j..onsibili ty townrds 

t heir chilclren. For ex,.".ple , it is becc. .. ing incre lSingly :1P""rent th'lt the 

Church cannot siuply le"ve the vit c: l creches .lnu nursery school " in the h'mds of 

t],cse who cr~ nvt ..• e;::.b e:r'~ )f the Church. 'rhis is not because Christi WS t1'""'ke 

better nursery school tc "' cJ-_~rs but b"c lUS: the Christi:n h ... s, hopefully, '1. 

tlifferont set of v"lu~s cxc. bel i efs w{.ich "ill bo cOi.municeted to the children. 

Consequently, i .' the Church :cccepts th'it the influence of Christi311 

p ' r"ats has be~n we" kened though lh)t obliterated by twentieth century f=ily 

rel ·' tionships, :1Od if she 'is jJre",.,red t o C!CCtpt " f 'l r g r e'lter sh:tre of r ·:sponsi­

bility in rcl.:·,tiun to c;'.r;.nb for Christi ct1 children , th"n the pr ' ctice of inf~nt 

b.'1jJtiS l" he'S 1 strong cl ::i .. l t o b"in;; j ustifi c.ble. On the one h 11t.l it "'ill 

.ffiru the J ivine g r :o.cc "hich hns c .'.11"" the? children int o union ':Ii th Christ. 

On the o ther, by tll.e pu)lic recel'tiun ;;1' the child int o its fellowship -.nd 

:tffir..ling its ciet€ri,'in'~,·'iun to c'11'e (in the full Ne;v Testn.r~.ent senDe of the 

'i,orci) fur thv child (b .<::, ,,d by the neCe3S'lry structures nnd persons to carry out 

this responsibility) th , s olid.,rity ' nd influence of the ChristiGn f "unily will 

be strengthener, by the "i.' er solid:trity of the Christian cou:;uni ty. In South 

:,fric,1 the v':lue of :Jucb .c. cuJ:",.unity un(i<:rtClking in respc,ct of the children 

of Christi:m iY.re' lts " oul.J be im..:ense. To receive such :t child as ITO 'organ' 
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of itsulf, th e bud; of Christ, in whicb th" whole body 3enses Leine }' 1rt of 

the Duf'fG'ring of -oJ Sll1J lv 'org:1n ' , 'cull1 JeL.I:-.nd not only the })rovision of 

nurs(:ry schools anJ c c . .'jjot ent €,uuc :lturc, but 'lIsa heulth educ .tors, efficient 

clinics, _~ nd f .-;;.lily Buidance centres in order to denl in kindnass .nd love \'lith 

the children born into so . .!"my ~ nl! .so .. cOiuplicnt ..:;·d enslaving situo.tions . 

This ~()E:S not l.U.B :m th .. :t tt.i.~ s:.cr"':.Jent of b 1pt iSLl is t ceremony of 

r eception into th" Christi.= com:.lUni ty in which thL co:mCluni ty publicly under­

t ~.kes responsibili ty f ur the c He of the chilur en i t receives into membership. 

ThiS, i-,S we h .. :ve seen, h s ·,l.v.;ys been" vitrtl el"dent in Christ i ill1 baptism, but 

it is uegenuent on beinG received into union wi th Christ . If' :ie .n.ccept th .t the 

j)rL,iti vo Christi'll1 cv •. 1uni ty did not h:tjJtize becHuse of the strength of the 

f~lilily unit ll1d th .t in Our }Jres 0nt ' ''oe this strength h 'lS been .ve'lkened thouGh 

not uestroyed , then it follvws that uniun ',Iith Christ is not "holly given in 

birth intu " Christi.en ho!".:. BajJtisl.l is st i l l, therefor~ , tb:t union with 

ChriSt «hich ant .iils union " ithGhe Chri sti' ll1 cOillmunity out o f ',·,hich springs 

tile cO!J:l1uni ty r S res}..Ionsibili ty tv tr...os c it rece i ves . But inf~nt b ' ptislJ , if 

i t is to be tru0 to the New 'rest :"v.,~nt ::Lt :"lll , Je~acnds 601:1-.] cvnfiLlence on the 

v ,r t ,)f the Church in the strength :Jf tile f l'li ly unit ·.m ll the f ,-, i th of the 

p ·r ents . '"ithout t h es e t~ld rite Ii.:s l ost touch both with Ghe !Tew Test:1!!lent 

nl! COlU ... lon sense. 
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CHAP),!!R 2. THE EUCHARIST. 

a) !.p-!;'C£l~uction (SUJ1ll1lary of study) 

In our study of the Eucharist within the setting of the primitive 

Christian community's understanding of the person and work of Christ and of 

herself the following are the chief points which have emerged. 

i) The Eucharist is a fellowship meal with the risen and ascended Christ. 

For all the Synoptic writers Christ's messianic feeding of the multi-

tude in the miracle of the loaves is seen as a foretaste of the Eucharist in 
1. 

which Christ would continue to feed the faithful. In John the Eucharistic 

dimension of the feeding miracle of the Incarnate Christ is made perfectly 
2. 

explicit (In. 6.51ff). Since In. 14.18 belongs to the context of the Last 

Supper of Jesus with his disciples and thus to John's understanding of the 
3. 

nature of the Eucharist, the reference to Christ's coming again to his own 
4. 

means his coming to them in the Eucharist in addition to whatever else 

the promise may mean. Similarly also Matthew's version of the parable of the 
5· 

ten virgins (Matt. 25.1-13) with its reference to the arrival of the bridegroom 

at the wedding banquet may carry an understanding of the Eucharist, as in 
6. 

Lk. 22.28·,30, as 'a meal of the kingdom, a glorious messianic banquet, for it 
7. 

is eating and drinking with the Son of man in his kingdom.' In any evertLuke's 

version of the parable (Lk.12.35f), which speaks of the bridegroom returning 

from the wedding feast to the waiting disciples, with the remarkable parallels 

between this passage and John's account of the Last Supper (In. 13.lff) makes 

it clear that the Eucharist is in mind, which is understood as sharing in the 
8. 

wedding banquet with the Son of man. 

In our analysis of the Son of man saying which carried the charge 

that Jesus is 'a gluttonous man, and a winebibber, a friend of publicans and 

sinners' (Lk.7.34; Matt.ll.19), we saw that the charge rested on the practice 
9. 

of Jesus of having table-fellowship with publicans and sinners (Mk.2.l5-17). 

In this saying the use of the title Son of man stressed the supreme authority 

of JeSUs in the fulfilment of his mission to break the ceremonial law in his 

1. Cf above pp 106ff 
2. Cf above pp llOff 
3. Cf above pp 465f for evidence that the farewell discourses in John are not 

only in the context of the Last Supper but also Eucharistic. 
4. Cf above p 465 
5· Cf above pp 284f 
6. Cf above pp 323ff 
7· Cf above p 325 
8 . Cf above p.. 285 
9. Cf above pp 264ff 
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action of including the morally and religiously suspect into his fellowship. 

Yet, as we saw, more than fellowship was implied. Kohler has shown that the 
1. 

Hebrffi'l concept of 'covenant' is derived from this table fellowship, which means 

'a relationship of weaker and stronger in which the stronger imparts his charac-
2. 

ter to the fello'iship! 'For the stronger it is a question of making covenants 

in order to carry through one's aims; for the weaker to make a covenant with the 
3. 

strong in order to enjoy his strength.' For the Son of man (the title of 

Jesus which expresses his strength and authority) to share in a table fellow-

ship with 'tax collectors and sinners' or with his disciples, is therefore to 

share with them in a covenant-making meal in which the weaker share in his 

nature and his union with God, and in Hhich the stronger (Jesus) carries through 

his mission of including the Heaker into his fellOHship. Consequently, since 

the Eucharist is understood as the felloHship meal of Jesus with his disciples 

it is also the covenant-making meal by which the disciples are made to share 

in the very nature of Christ through his including them in his fellowship. 

But for all the New Testament Hriters the Eucharist as this covenant-

making table-fello,lship, foreshadoHed in Jesus' meals with his disciples and 

the 'tax collectors and sinners', is fulfilled Hhen after the Cross, resurrec-

tion and ascension, he comes to his OHn to give life (cfJn.6 • .57f). It is a 

fellowship with the Christ who has completed his earthly ministry, and comes 

to communicate his OHn nature to his own in the Eucharist. 

ii) Christ himself is the Eucharistic food and drink. 

John most emphatically of all the New Testament writers presents the 

Christian Eucharist not simply as a fellowship meal with the ascended Christ, 

but as a meal on him (cf In.6 • .53; Except ye eat the flesh of the Son of man 

and drink his blood ...... ; In.6 • .57, he that eateth me .... .-). 
4. 

Thus to feed 

on the Eucharistic elements is to feed on Christ himself. Since for Paul, all 

the baptized constitute 'one man' since they have all put on Christ (Gal. 3. 

27ff), it folloHS that when in 1 Cor. 10.17 he tells us 'Seeing that we, who 

are many, are one bread, one body: for we all partake of the one bread'. this 

must mean that he understood the meal on the common loaf as a partaking of 

Christ himself. For the New Testament Hriters, partaking of the eucharistic 
elements is the means of entering into union with Christ. 

1. KOhler, Old Testament Theology, 19.57, p.152. 
2. Cf above P 39.5 
3. J. Pedersen, Israel 1-11, p.286 •. 
4. Cf above pp 110ff 
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iii) The Eucharist and becoming parts of Christ. 

Closely associated with the concepts both of the eucharist as a 

covenant-.rnaking meal and of entering into union with Christ himself through the 

eucharist is the fundamental New Testament concept that in the eucharist the 

communicant is made a part of Christ, and in this union shares in his nature. 

As we have seen in our analysis of the eucharistic Son of man saying in 
1. 

In.6.53 this is made perfectly explicit, especiallY when this verse is com_ 

pared With In.5.26. According to In.5.26. we are told 'For as the Father hath 

life in himself, even so gave he to the Son also to have life in himself', and 

in In.6.53, 'Except ye eat the flesh of the Son of man and drink his blood, ye 

have not life in yourselves.' The same character_communicating nature of the 

eucharistic union we have seen also in our analysis of John's record of the 
2. 

Last Supper (In.13.lff). In being made 'part of Christ' (In.13.8) we are made 

to share in the nature of him 'lho washed the feet of his disciples, and as such 

this union with Christ implies that we too must wash one another's feet (In. 

13.14). 

Similarly also, according to Paul in 1.Cor.10.17, to partake of the 
3. 

'one bread' is to become 'one bread'. And, as we have seen, in his account of 

the Last Supper and the eucharist in 1.Cor.ll.17 ff, to partake of the 'body 

of Christ' in the eucharist is to be the body of Christ. Since Christ's body 

is 'for you', to be the body of Christ through incorporation into him is to be 

'for' one another, which means that if we 'rightly discerned ourselves' 

(1.Cor.ll.3l) we would know the impossibility of celebrating the eucharist 

without giving thought to the less privileged. If his giving of himself was 

for others, then we in the eucharistic union with him share in his nature of 

being 'for others'. 

In all of this we see the necessity of affirming that in partaking 

of the eucharistic elements we are entering into a union with Christ, in which 

covenant union Christ imparts his own nature to those thus united with himself. 

iv) The Eucharist as community-creating and community experience. 
4 

In our analysis of the Son of man saying in MK.10.45 = Matt.20.28, 

, " \\ " (the Son of man came ...... to give his life ~VIPOV o!,V,1 lioJi,\w-J) we saw that 

1. Cf above pp 360ff 
2. Cf above pp 461ff 
3. Cf above p 429 
4. Cf above pp 234ff (cf also pp 53ff) 
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here was combined a Son of man and (ebhed Yahweh Christology and understanding 

of the "ork of Christ. Most significantly these two titles are those which 

"ere applied in the pre-history of the New Testament usage in a collective 

sense, but in the New Testament were applied to Jesus alone. At the same 

time, however, we have seen repeatedly how the understanding of Jesus as the 

<ebhed/ Son of man looked past his death to his exaltation and the bestowal of 

the Spirit. In this complex event of death, resurrection. and exaltation and 

the coming of the Spirit we saw how the new community was created by Christ, 

which community shared in his endowment with the Spirit. Thus as for the 

(ebhed Yah.veh of Deutero Isaiah so also for Christ, his suffering and vindica-

tion are the means whereby the new community. the true Israel, is created by 

God. 
\ / J' 

The assertion that Jesus is the one who gave his life a "u-rpov ow,, 

ItO~\~V is therefore an assertion that in the suffering, death, and exaltation 

of Jesus God has created the new community. 

In saying that God has created the new community ,Ie have to bear in 

mind what we have noted so often before that in the New Testament the understand-

ing of this new community is not that of a number of associates of Jesus, but 

that Jesus is and remains the single historical individual who is the (ebhed 

Yahweh, Son of man, and Messiah, and yet that the post-ascension Church Which 

is lin him' constitutes that 'one man' who is Christ. Thus the giving of his 

)' \\" 
life 'cl.Vr, I\OAAW~' is the act by which the many are included into the cor-

porate identity of Christ. 

Since we have seen that there are good grounds for believing that 

the >'~lpOV saying in Mk.10.45b did not belong originally with the serving 

saying in Mk.10.45a, but was appended to the serving saying, probably by Mark, 
1. 

from the words of institution (Mk.14.24), it follows that Mark understood that 

what Christ effects in the Eucharist is what he effected in his Atonement. 

When not only Mark but all the New Testament writers understand the Atonement 

as the creation of the corporate body 'in Christ', then the Eucharist is 

equally to be understood as community creating. 

This is made perfectly explicit by Paul in 1.Cor.10.17, where not 

only does partaking of the 'ono bread' make those who partake lone bread' but 

also ' one body'. In this Paul's doctrine of the Atonement, baptism and of 

the eucharist co-incide. The atonement is that act of Christ who in 'putting 

1. Cf above pp 234 ff. 
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off the flesh' in his death broke the old solidarity of man in bondage , and, 

when God raised him from the dead created the beginning of a new solidarity. 

By being 'in him', organs of his body, ",e participate in his triumph. 

Supremely baptism is the rite i n "hich l>1e are incorporated into Christ. Simi-

larly in the eucharist >lhen we partake of the 'one bread' we become 'one body ' 

which clearly is Christ himself. But "hether we speak of the atonement, bap-

tism or the eucharist, becoming organs of Christ entails inevitably becoming 

organs of one another in the corporate body. In this the community creating 

dimensions of being 'in Christ' as organs in his body is immediately apparent. 

Union with Christ, whether in baptism or the eucharist thus always carries 

within it the concept of community. 

For Paul the community dimensions of the eucharist are made perfectly 
1. 

explicit in 1 Cor.ll.l?ff. If through participation in the eucharist we are 

made the body of Christ then this entails the intense inter-personal relation-
2. 

ships Hhich characterise Paul's ethics of the body. v/here this community 

of love and brotherhood is not present (evidenced among the Corinthians in 

their refusal to wait for the late_comers) then the celebration of the Lord's 

Supper is no Lord's Supper at all (1. Cor .11. 20) • 

The same community creating understanding of the eucharist is seen 
3. 

in John's account of the Last Supper (In.13.lff). If in the eucharist we 

become 'parts of Christ' (In.13 .8), then in this union we so share in the 

nature of the Christ who washed his disciples' feet that the life of the 

disciple becomes that of service of one another symbolised in washing each 

other's feet. 

Thus the New Testament bears solid testimony to the eucharist as a 

means to union with Christ. But since union with Chris't i s always the union 

of the corporate body with hi~it is always and at the same time union with 

one another in love and service. 

lde have seen, however, that it is false to tie the presence of 
4. 

Christ in the eucharist to the eucharistic elements. Against the background 

of the Semitic concept of the whole being manifested in any of its parts we 

have seen how the New Testament understanding of the Church as Christ himself 

1. Cf above pp 42? ff" 
2 . Cf above pp 450 ff. 
3. Cf above pp 46m ff. 
4. Cf above p~429 n.l. 
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meant that in any individual member Cl1rist himself is present. To believe 

that a man can partake of Christ in the eucharistic elements without at the 

same time partaking of ono another is seen to be a distortion of the eucharist 

itself. This is the baris on which the charge of 'unworthy' participation in 
l. 

the eucharist is laid by Paul against the Corinthians (l.Cor.ll.27). And 

this charge is based not simply on the grounds that partaking of Christ in the 

eucharist creates this community which is Christ himself. If that "Iere so 

Paul's arg~~ent would have been applicable only after participation in the 

eucharist. As it is he is concerned "lith the manner of their participation. 

Thus we need to look behind this eucharistic participation to Paul's under_ 

standing of baptism in which we are already made 'one man' in Christ and thus 

'organs of one another' (Rom.12.5; Eph.4.25). Consequently the manner of our 

participation in the eucharist should affirm the truth of our baptism. In 

this sense, therefore, the eucharist is not simply a community-creating event. 

It is that but it is also an experience of community which, in the context of 

1 Cor.1L17ff means a truly shared meal by all those who are in Christ. 

For the New Testament the death, resurrection and ascension of 

Christ, and his sharing of his nature with his disciples is the event in which 

the new community is created. He are incorporated into that community through 

our incorporation into Christ in baptism. Every eucharist celebrated by this 

community is therefore, on the one hand expressive of the truth of baptism 

(i.e. an experience of this true community which is 'in Christ') and on the 

other a renewal of that community ever and again through Christ uniting us with 

himself both in our partaking of him in the elements and sharing with one 

another in humble service of one another. The eucharist both expresses and 

renews the fact that we are 'organs' of Christ and as such 'organs' of one 

another. 

The twin foci in the eucharist are Christ and community. If we 

understand the New Testament concept of Christ and his work rightly then this 

leads immediately to community. Equally to understand the New Testament con-

cept of the Christian community rightly necessitates giving due regard to the 

cruciality of Christ. But so inextricably inter-rel~ted are Christ and the 

community that union with Christ entails union with one another in the Christian 

community as much as union with one another is expressive of union with Christ 

1. Cf above pp 427ff. 
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and is in fact in itself union with Christ. Thus it is no eucharist which 

is not both a conununi ty and a community-creating exporience, both of which 

rest firmly on union with Christ as the fundamental pre-supposition. These 

twin foci are given expression in Paul's use of the concept of the body of 

Christ to mean both the eucharistic bread, through which Christ unites us to 

himself (1.Cor.ll.24), and the Church, in which as 'organs' of Christ we are 

'organs' of one another. And the way in 'lhich He give expression to our being 

organs of one another stems from our union with Christ in which he communicates 

his own nature of love and service to us. 

Against this general understanding of the eucharist in the New 

Testament, (which depends so largely on seeing it in the context of New Testa­

ment Christology, soteriol ogy, ecclesiology and doctrine of baptism) we turn 

to a more detailed examination of the eucharist Hords of Jesus used in the con-

text of the Last Supper and their interpretation. 

b) The Eucharistic words of Jesus. 

i) The occasion of the Last Supper? 

1 ) The Problem. 

All four Gospels agree that the day of the death of Jesus was on a 

Friday (Mk.15.42; Matt.27 .62; Lk.23.54; In.19.31,42). Since at the t ime of 

Jesus the day was reckoned from 6 p.m. _ 6 p.m. that Friday would includetbe 

whole of the Last Supper, Gethsemane, the arrest and trial, the crufixion and 

burial . All four evangelists agree also on this (Mk.14.17-15.47; Matt.26.20-

27.61 ; Lk.22.14-23.56a; In.13.2-19.42). They differ, however , in regarding 

this day as the day which began with the celebration of the Passover meal, 

(i.e. after 6 p.m. on Thursday according to our reckoning) or as the day pre-

ceding this meal. Since the Passover meal was celebrated at the beginning of 

Nisan 15, when the Synoptics regard the Last Supper as a Passover meal, then 

it follows that they regarded that Friday as Nisan 15. 'AThen John 18.28 

speaks of the Passover being eaten on the day follovring the trial of Jesus, 

it is evident that he regarded that Friday as Nisan 14. Thus the heart of 

the problem is was that Friday in that year around A.D. 30 Nisan 14 or Nisan 

15 and therefore w,s the occasion of the Last Supper a special meal preceding 

the Passover or was it a Passover meal? 

After a careful conSideration of astronomical chronology for the 

years A.D. 27 _ 34, Jeremias reaches the conclusion that; 'It (astronomical 
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chronology) establishes the possibility that Friday, April 7, 30, and Friday 

April, 3, 33, fell on Nisan 14, which would correspond to the Johannine chrono-

logy. But is does not completely exclude the possibility that Friday, April 

27, 31 (or, as a considerably weaker possibility, Friday April 7,30), fell on 

Nisan 15, Hhich would agree "'ith the synopt.ic Chronology. The only certain 

result which astronomy gives us is that in A.D. 29 nnd 32 • ••• •• neither Nisan 

14 nor Nisan 15 could have fallen on a Friday; both of these years therefore 
1. 

must be excluded from consideration as possible years for the crucifixion.' 

Consequently we are thrown back on the New Testament evidence and the evidence 

of contemporary Jewish practice to find a sol ution to the problem. 
~~ 

Various attempts have been made in. history of the debate concerning 

the occasion of the Last Supper to harmonize the synoptic and Johannine dating. 

These have been so adequately summarised by Jeremias and so convincingly dis-
2. 

missed. that reference to them here is superfluous. Hore detailed considera-

tion, however, needs to be pnid to those "ho. accepting the Johannine chrono-

logy , have regarded the Last Supper ~.s a kiddush meal, a baburah meal, or an 

essene meal. 

2) The Last Supper a Kiddush meal? 
3. 4 

Maxwell, building on the pioneering work of O.F. Hoore and particu-
5 

larly Oesterly speaks of the common practice of a rabbi to hold a Kiddush meal 

with his disciples particularly in Messianic circles, and describes the ritual 

of such a meal as being; first there were religious discussions followed by 

a simple meal 'of common bread and wine mixed with water'. With these and 

other learned scholars of Jewish and Christian worship supporting this Kiddush 

meal theory, we need to examine the evidence for the nature and ritual of the 

Kiddush in the time of Christ . 

Kiddush means sanctification, and was th e blessing pronounced at the 

beginning of each feast day or Sabbath. The blessing was quite simple: 

'R. Eleazer b. Zadock (born A.D. 35-40 in Jerusalem) said: My father •••••••• 

used to say over the cup, "(blessed be) he ,'ho has sanctified the Sabbath day". 

1. Jeremias, Eucharistic .lords 1966, p.41 
2. Ibid pp 20_26. 
3 . W.D. Maxwell, An OutLine of Christian'10rship, 1955. pp 5ff. 
4. G.F. Moore, Judaism, Vol. 11 , 1927 ff, p.36. 
5. W.O.E. Oesterly, The Jevlish Background of the Christian Liturgy, 1925. 

pp 167 ff, also W.O.E. Oesterly and O.F. Box , Religion and Worship of 
the Synagogue. 1911. (cf "lso G.F. Box. ' Th8 Jewish Antecedents of the 
Eucharist~ JTS, Vol 3, 1901-2, pp 357-369. ospocially p 363.) 
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1. 

He did not add a closing benediction.' It was the blessing which marked the 

holy period from the profane. Any evidence that it "JaS ever separated from 

the holy day is totally lacking, and would be ratber pointless as a blessing 

of the Sabbath or feast period. 

The rite appears to have been performed in the following way. 

After sunset (i. e. at the beginning of the holy day and, on the Sabbath, after 

the lighting of th8 Sabbath candle) the head of the household says the blessing 
2. 

at tab18 over a cup of wine in the midst of his family and guests. Then he 

drinks of the wine followed qv the others present. If the Friday meal ext en-
3· 

ded past sunset (i.e. into the Sabbath), then thl- meal was ended , and the 
4. 

kiddush inserted into the grace after the meal. At th8 Passovor, the only 
5 

meal of the year which began after sunset, the sanctification of the feast 

took place at the beginning of the meal. Consequently there is not a shred 

of evidence to support Vmxwell's contention that th8 Last Supper was a kiddush 

meal because there is no evidence that it was a meal at all. It was a special 

blessing pronounced on the feast day, and may have taken place during a meal 

if the Sabbath or feast began before or durinE the meal. 

There is evidence that at the Friday Sabbath-kiddush the blessing 

of the wine was followed by the breaking of bread. This has led many to 
6. 

identify the Last Supper with such a Sabbath-kiddush. But, as Jeremias has 

shown, this only arose in the late Tannaitic, or perhaps early Amoraic period, 

and then because of the development of a Friday evening service in Babylon. 

There is no evidence that it was true of Judaism in Jerusalem in the time of 

Jesus. In any event the unanimous verdict of the Gospels is that the Last 

Supper took place on a THURSDAY not a FRIDAY evening. In view of this 
7. 

Oesterly has explained the Last Supper as a special Passover-kiddush. Since 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 
7. 

Tos. Ber 3.7 (6.22) b. Ber. 49a gives a longer wording for the Sabbath 
Kiddush, which gives also a feast_day kiddush. 
The taking of the wine called for a further blessing of the wine. The two 
blessings, i.e. the sanctification of the day and the blessing of the wine 
was a matter of dispute between the schools of Shammai and Hillel, i.e. 
in the 1st Century A.D . the rite was not stereotyped. Cf. Ber. 8.1: Pes. 
10.2; in more detail, Tos. Ber. 6.1 (13.6); Tos Pes. 10.2 (172.14): b.Pes 
114a; Mek. Ex. 20.8. The first mention of the cup is found in the passage 
quoted above Tos.Ber. 3.7 (6.22) i.e. about A.D.50. 
So R. Jose (c 150). Cf Tos Bel'. 5.2 (11.23) par. b.Pes. 10Q~ (Bar.); 
102a,b (Bar.); j. Pes. 10.37b.37. 
For detailed evidence Cf Jeremias, Eucharistic Words, 1966, P 27. n5 and 
p. 45 n 4. 
Cf ibid P 46 for detailed evidence of the times of Jewish meals generally 
and the Passovcer in particular. From this evidence i t is clear that the 
main Jewish meals were a light breakfast in the morning and the main meal 
in the l~ter afternoon. The Paschal meal, in contrast, invariably began 
at the beginning of Nisan 15, i.e. after sunset on Nisan 14. 
ibid P 27 n.5, p. 28 
W.O.E. Oesterly, The Je"Jish Background of the Christian Liturgy 1925. p.17S 



Page 550 
he accepts the Johannine chronolofY (i.e . that the Last Supper took place 

at the beginning of Nisan 14, 24 hours before the beginning of the Passover 

meal at the beginninc of Nisan 15) we are left .Iith the utterly impossible 

conclusion, unsupported by any evidence, of a sanctificat ion of a f east day 24 

hours before it began. 

In consequence the kiddush hypothesis must be abandoned on the 

grounds that jot 11.cks any evidence "Ihatever in contemporary Judaism, and also 

on the grounds that the words of interpretation Jesus placed on t he breaking 

of the bread and taking the cup bear no conceivable relation to the words of 

bl essing of the day found in the J ewish kiddush. 

3} The Last Supper a ijaburah Meal? 
1. 

Another explanat ion has been eiven by Lietzmann followed, among 
2. 

others by Dix . This is that the Last Supper was a 'Jewish meal, invested 

wi t h reli~ious solemni ty, >Jl1ich mic:ht be held by a company of friends , l)brh, 
3. 

whenever they f elt t he need'. Of this sug['estion it needs to be said firstly, 

that every Jewish meal VIas invested Vlith reli gious sol emnity because of tho 

grace said whether it was t akcm alone or in company. Secondly, >!hile ther e 

were ' felloHship meals ' these f'Jllowships were 'fel lowships for the observance 
4. 

of :l commandment', and the meal s i n Hl1ich they took part Here connected .. lith 
5· 

betrothals , 'Heddings , circumcisions and funer a l s . That these fellowships or 

other 'communities of friends' met at any time 'Hhenever they felt the need 

to do so' to hold a ritual ''leal , let alon" a sacr amental meal, cannot be 
6. 

proven. As 0tigmore rightly warns : 'constant repitition of the ijaburah theme 
7. 

does not constitute proof .' 

4) The Last SUDper an Essene Heal . 

Kuhn, in the course of his important investigati ons into the Qumran 

scrolls has advanced the vim-I that the Essene cul tic meals may have influenced 

the Christian Eucharist in two 'lays (1) the f orm of the early Christian meals . 

and (2) the reports of the evangelists (except Luke ) about the Last Supper, 
8. 

but not what Jesus himself di d at the Last Supper. 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

6. 
7. 

8. 

II . Lietzmann , Mess and Lord's Supper , 1953ff, pp 170ff. 
G. Dix , Tne Shape of the Liturgy, 1945, pp 50-70. 
H. Lietzmann , Hass and Lord I s Supper, 1953ff, p 185. 
Sanh. 8 .2; Pes.113b. 
K.G. Kuhn, 'Die AbendmahlsHorte ', Theologische Literaturzeitung, Vol 75 , 
1950, col 401. Cf also Tos . Meg 1,.15 (226 .13) par. Semahoth 12 (Baby­
lonian Talmud , Fr ankfurt a.M., 1721, lX, fol. 16b). 
Cf J • Jerem.i.as , Eucharistic vlords, 1966 , p.31. 
C.":. Dugmore, 'revim.) of G. Dix , "The Shape of the Liturgy';' JTS, Vol 47, 
1946, p.l09 . 
K.G. Kuhn, ' The Lord' s Supper and the Communal Meal at Qumran I (E . T.) in 
The Scr olls and the New Testamont , (ed. K. Stendahl) 1957 pp 65-93. 
259-265. 
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(1) Betwee n the Essene meals a nd the early Christian meals there 

is in common; that they , lOre da ily communal meals. Here the similarity ends. 

The monks at Qumran me t t Hic," daily for their meal s "hich were an integral 

part of their monastj.c life, whereas from the very teginning women tooh part 

i n the Christian meals (cf Acts 6.1 also 1.14; 12.12, lbtt. 14.21; 15.38) , 

which Here held i .n pro.vat" homes (Acts 2.46), and though each had a blessing 
l-

of bre ~d and wine (if the Essene tir~s did mean wine), the ordor of the 

blessinr; i" bread /'~ine ::tmong the Essenos "nd "' ine/bread in the Didachc (9). 

Further the Essen c meal 9..':'&an with t he blessing over tha bread and .rine 

(~) " hereas i t is virtually certain that the Christian blessing of the 
2. 

eucharistic bread and uin} took place at the ~nd of the meal. It is therefore, 

highly unlike ly that eithE. r influenced the other . 

(2) On th8 grounds that ).;ark and YJatthew have the interpretation 

of the wino followin :; immedLltely on the interpret:>tion of the bread whereas 

Luke and Paul insert a mec.l botweon them, Kuhn has arguod that Mark and 

Matthew 'reflects .......• an earlier pre-Christian usage, namely th9.t of thc 

Essenes cult meal', whereas Luke and Paul have 'no longer understood •••••..• 

the distinctive character' of the older li tur{jical formula in 11ark and so 

returned to 1 common J ",,,l. Jh us'~ge ' and separated the words of interpretation 

3· 
by the insertion of a menlo 

Against this it must be noted that in the Essene practice the words 

of blessing over the bread and iiros took place at the beginning of the meal. 

According to Mark 14,18-21; J1att. 26.21-25 , 26, Jesus broke the bread during 

the course of the meal, It is true that the words 'as they wer e eating' 

(Mark.14.22 par . Yk~t. 26.26) are probably a redactional transition to the 
4. 

institution of the Eucharist, yet even without th em 11ark ,14.18-21 par. Matt . 

26.21-25 presupposes that the meal was already in progress before the breaking 

of the bread. FUrther when Paul writes to the Corinthians the tradition h'3 

hands on to them as he states quite explicitly was what he had received 

'from the Lord' (l.Cor.11.23). Whatever else this may imply it makes U 

clear that Paul does not regard himself as an innovator, but believes that 

this is in fact the universal Christian tradition. It is, therefore, inc on-

ceivable that this earliest wri tten record of the Last Supper is an attempt 

1. J. Jeremias, Eucharistic Words , 1966, pp 5lf shows that the word tiros 
did bear several meanings and is on occasion eA~ressly distinguished from 
:Layin the cornmon .,Iord for Hine. Thus it is not certain that the Essenes 
did drink "ine :>.t their meals. 

2. Cf belo' l pp 572 ff. 
3· K.G. Kuhn , ~.ci~., p 73, cf p 260 n 25. 4. J. Jeremias, Eucharistic 

~vords, 1966. P 113 < 
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to return to 1 common Je,·,ish usage' because Paul 'no longer understood' the 

'distinctive' (i.e. E~sene) ch, racter of the liturgical formul& in ].;ark. 

The other major evidence adduced by Kuhn in support of his thesis is 

that the Last Supper is portrClyed like an Essene meal in that Jesus is not 

characterized as paterfamilias, but as 'leader and master of the circle of 
1. 

his twelve disciples'. lrJ"hilc tbis Has the Essone practice it was also the 

practice 'It the P~ssovcr 11116n thu me:ll ·, JaS celJ br.:lted by a group of pilgrims 

in J erlJ.s,"lem. 
2. 

students. 

It was also common for the rabbis to eat the meal with their 

(J) If it is not possible to prove that the Essene practice has 

influenced either t he early Christian Eucharist or the accounts of the L-:lst 

Supper, then Cross has argued tha t Jesus himself was following an Essone 
J. 

pattern as he celebrated that Supper. On the grounds that the Essenes saw 

their meal D.S an anticipation of tho l ~essianic bo.nquet he holds that Lk.22.16 

reflects this same understD.nding of his meal with his disciples by Jesus. 

Against this tHO facts must be noted. In support of his claim 

Cross cites lQSa 2.21f Hhic~l, after the:: description of the order of precedence 

in which the table companions take their place and help themselves to the foc"> 

at the future Messianic banquet, continues 'And they shall proceed according 

Cross to this rule at every meaQ. at Hhich p.re a~sembled at least ten men. ' 

interprets this to mean that the Essone community understood every meal to 

be an anticipation of the coming l-iessianic banquet. This is not what the 

text says. It states simply that the order of prec6dence to be followed at 

every meal is that '<hich will be fol101<ed at the Messianic banquet. It is 

possible, however, that since the whole section is concerned with the future 

Messianic time, the verse docs not refer to the Essene meals at all, but rather 

asserts that in the liessianic ale the ru:(.e of precedence is to be followed by 
4. 

groups even ::ts small as those consisting of ten persons. 

Secondly, even if tho Essenes did understand their meals to be a 

liturgical anticipation of t he Nessianic ::tge, Jeremias has demonstrated con-

vincingly that the conclusion of the Passover rituctl in the reciting of the 
.5. 

Hallel (Ps . 118.25-29) was in anticipation of the coming Messiah. 

1. K. G. Kuhn, op. cit. P 84. 
2. J. Jeremias, Eu".!:l~E.1.stic 1,Jords, 1966, p 11J. 
J. F .)1. Cross Jr. The Ancient Library of Qumran and Eodern Biblical Studies 

1958, pp 177f. 
4. So J.Jeremias, Eucharistic Words, 1966, p J.5, following the suggestion 

of G.B. Hunzingerot 
5. J. Jeremias, Eucharistic :{ords, 1966. pp 256ff. Cf also J.B. Segal, 

The Hebr8V1 Pc,ssover ! 196J, PP :>S9f; ,.nd c ellm' pp (!OI~ ff. 
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The influew,e of the Essene meals upon Jesus, the accounts of the last 

Supper , and early Christian practice has not been demonstrated . We are thus 

left with the question of whether the Synoptics are correct in designating the 

Last Supper as a Passover Meal. 

(5) The Last Supper a Passover Meal? 

(a) Me,jor Objections to the Last Supper as a Passover Meal. 

So many and varied have been the objections to the Last Supper as 

a Passover meal that we shall confine our attention to the major and most 

widely supported of them all . 

1) Many of the incidents reported in ~& . 14.17-15.47 could not possibly 

have taken place on Nisan 15 which , as the first day of Unleavened Brcad had the 
(D 

characterof a feast day and so, to a limited extent, that of ~, Sabbath . The 

most significant objections are those raised aeainst 

(1) the participation by Jews in a session of the Roman court on the 

morning of a feast day; 

(2) The execution of Jesus on a high feast day; 

(3) The meeting of the Sanhedrin and condemnation of Jesus during the 

night of the feast; 

(4) The purchase of the shroud for the burial on the evening of the 

feast day. 

The first tNO objections cannot be sustained because these events 

were in the hands not of the Jews but the Roman Governor. In connection with 

(1) it is to be noted that the occa'sion arose out of the demand by the crowds 

following the carrying out of the Pas sover amnesty (Mk .15.6 .) Thus it is 

probable that Pilate did no~ intend to hold a court hearing on the day. In 

connection ',ith (2) it is to be noted that the attempts to kill Jesus recorded 

in Lk.4.29 took place on a Sabbath, and those in In.10.22-39 at the feast of 

the Dedication of the Temple. Further Polycarp of Smyrna was executed by the 

Romans 'on the high Sabbath ', and'the fact that it was a Sabbath did not prevent 

from 
the JewsAmaking a notable contribution to the carrying of wood and twigs to the 

2. 
pil e. ' 

The really serious difficulty is (3). Could the Sanhedrin have sat on 

the evening of Nisan 15 and condemned Jesus? This difficulty applies equally 

1. Cf Ex.12.16; Lev . 23 .7; Num . 28 .18. According to Ex.12 .16 the preparation of 
food was permitted on Nisan 15,and this ,laS interpreted in the Mishnah (Bes. 
5.2 ; }~g .1.5) to include all acts necessary in preparing food, and even ' 
certain acts such as carryine objects from private to public property and 
vice vers§. even if these acts hc.d nothing to do with preparing food·2 •see over 
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to the Johannine chronology. 
1. 

The lal. that 'None may sit in judgement 
2. 

on a feast day'applied equally to the day of preparation for a feast. 

Bultmann is surely correct in his judgement that the cond"mnation of Jesus 

by the Sanhedrin was not simply a 'personal ruling' of Annas and Caiaphas, 

but that In. lS.?4 is intended to describe an official hearing at which the 
3· 

High Council is present. Tbis being so neither the Synoptic understanding 

of Good Friday as Nisan lS nor the Johannine as Nisan 14 is favoured by this 

rule in the Mishnah. Blinzler has shown that it is questionable whether these 
4. 

prescriptions were in force at the time of Jesus. Further in Deut.17.12f we 

read 'And the man that doeth presmnptuously, in not hearkening unto the priest 

that standeth to minister there before the Lord tqy God, or unto the judge, 

even that man shall die •..•.•.• and all the people shall hear,and fear , and 
S· 

do no more presmnptuously.' According to Tos. Sanh.11.7 (432.1) this was 

interpreted to mean that the most serious offenders 'are not executed at once 

but are brought to the Sanhedrin in Jerusalem and kept in prison until the 

feast, and the sentence carried out at the feast; for it is said :"And all the 

people shall hear it, so that they may fear it and not act presmnptuously again 

(Deut.17 .13)." It is evi dent heft£. that R. AkibR had interpreted the gathering 

of all the people to witness the carrying out of the sentence as taking place 

during a feast. Since Jesus was undoubtedly regarded as a false prophet (cf 

Mk .14.6S), which l'as one of the serious offences mentioned by R. Akiba 

necessitating the carrying out of a sentence by the Sanhedrin at the feast, it 

is easily understandable that the Sanh"drin should have met and claimed the 

sentence of death on Jesus on Nisan lS. According to b.Sanh 43a it is cl aimed 

that Jeshu, the pupil of Joshua b . Perahiah was hanged on the day of preparation 

of the Passover (Nisan 14) because he 'practiced sorcery (Deut 18.10) and nuslead 

Israel (into idolatory, Deut. 13.7), and enticed them to apostacy (Deut.J3.li-f), 

There is thus reliable evidence for the fact that for special reasons the 

Sanhedrin did meet to execute sentence during feast days. The objection to the 

synoptic chronology which dated Good Friday as Nisan lS cannot be sustained on 

these grounds. 

2 . (cont.from previous pa~e) J. Jeremias, Eucharistic Words, 1966 p.76 On the 
Martydom of Polycarp cf Hart. Polyc.21.1; and the 'high Sabbath' cf 8 .1; and 

the actions of the Jews cf 13.1 For the dating of this event in A.D. 167/8 cf 
J. Jeremias, Infant Baptism, 1960 pp 60-62. 
1. Bes.S.2.Tos. Bes.4.4 (207,lS);Philo, De migr, Abr.91 Cf Strack and Billerbeck 

Vol 11, pp 815-820. 
2 . Sanh. 4.1; b. Sanh 3Sa. 
3 . R. Bultmann, Johannes, pp SOOf . 
4. J. Blinzler, Tbe Trial of Jesus 1959 pp 149- 1S7 
.5. Of the parallels in Deut.1J.11 ilnd 21.21. 
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(4. ) According to Mk.15.46 Joseph of Arimathe:l purchased a shroud on 

Good Fri~ay. This report, found only in }furk, seems to contradict the rule 

against buying Qnd selling on a Sabbath. However the express rule of the Torah 

required the buria l of Jesus on the. day of his death (Deut.2l.22f). When this 

is taken together with the fact that the necessities of life led to a relaxing 
1. 

of the rule to allow the purchase of food stuffs on a Sabbath and that :according 

to Shabo 23.4 these necessities were taken to include coffins and shrouds , ~h&n 

even if Mk. 15 46. is historically correct, it does not present any real 

difficulty. 

Consequently the pas sion narra tives portray no incident that could not 

have taken place on Nisan 15. 
71 

2 . Wellhausen has maintained that the use of o< p-r0S (bread) instead of , 
(unleavened bread) i n Ilk. 14. 22 counts decisively :lgainst the las t 

)1 

Supper as a Passover Meal. However, the evidence for the use of both ""f' 0.) 

~>U!,>( 
2 . 

and lebem (instead of Hebrew massah and the .AraF~ic pattira, the words commonly 

used to mean unleavened bread ) to refer to unleavened bread in cont emporary 
3. 

writings is overwhelming. This objection must therefore fall away. 

3. A third objection is that the account in Mk.14.22-25 contains no 

explicit reference to passover ritual, and in particular none to the paschal 
4 . 

lamb and the bitter herbs. This argument can only be sustained if we forget that 

11k. 14.22-25 is a cultic formula and not a historical description. Its uttont.ion 

is fixed on those moments which are of significance for the celebrations of the 

primiti"ve Church. Even when Luke and Paul insert a meal betvleen the bread-word 

and the wine-word it i s significant that they give no description at all of what 

was consumed apart from the bread and wine . Similarly when John designates the 
5· 

Christian eucharist as a pas sover celebration it is significant that in the wbo~ 

of chapt er 6 no attempt whatever is made to insert any reference to the passover 

lamb into the account. What concerns aU these Ne.' Testament writers is not 

the details of the Jewish p~ssover celebration but the Christian eucharistic 

meal. It is perfectly natural and only to be expected that only rites which 

continued to be performed should be mentioned in the liturgical formu~~. 

1. Strack and Billerbeck, Vol 11 p 832 for evidence. 
2. J . Wellhausen,"Ap-rov EK'>-""O£.V Mc .14.22 ! in Z~M ,Vol 7, l ')06 ,pp 182 f f. 
3. For detai16 of the evidence cf J. J eremias, Eucharistic 1tlord s , 1966 pp62-66 
4 . e.g. J . B Segal, The Hebre" Passover, 1963 pp 242ff 
5. Cf In. 6.4 , the strong parallels which B. Gartner'John 6 and the Jewish 

Pas sover 1 in Coniectanea :-leotcstamentica! Vol. 17 1959 , 9 . 24n. 26-29 . has 
shown to exist between the account and the Jewish Haggadah, especially in 
the occurrence of the four question (In.6.28.30f.42,52,5lc-58), and the 
convincing arguments of O. Cullmann, Worship, 1955 pp 93ff and C.H. Dodd, 
Fourth Gospel, 1960 p~ 333ff , all prove beyond any possibility of doubt that 
John did regard the eucharist as a passover c~lebration. 
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Jeremias has dra,1n attention to a most instructive par·:iLlel in Pes. 10·3 

which, despite the elaborate descriptions of the preparations and slaughter of 

th8~paschal lambs in Pes.5ff, mentions the eating of the lamb only as an aside 

( 'And in the time of the Temple they used to bring before him the body of the 

passover offering'). The reason for this is clearly that Pes.lO.3. very 

conscious of the contemporary situation in which no lambs were eo.ten because of 

the destruction of the temple, hardly ~~k8S any referenoe to this crucial 

feature of the temple celebrations. 

In view of this the prob~ble reference to the paschal lamb in Lk.22.l5 

( 'And he said unto them I have desired to eat this passover with you before I 

suffer) and to the bowl of bitter herbs in the 'dipping' (Mk.14.20 and par.) 

is significant. 

4. A fourth objection is that if the Last Supper had been a passover 

meal, how is it possible that the Lord I s Supper ",as not an annual celebration? 

A gainst this it is to be noted that the early Church, as we have just seen, 

did regard the eucharist as a passover celebration and did observe it weekly 

on the'Lord's Day'. Whether or not the Last Supper was a passover for the 

primitive Christian Church to celebrate a "eekly passover would be unparalleled. 

5. Closely allied to the previous two objections is the objection that 

the connexion between the passion and the p~ssover is severed by John's dating 

of the passion at the time when the passover lambs were being slaughtered. 

According to In. 19.36 thJ Scriptures were fulfilled when not a bone of his 

body was broken (cf the prescriptions of the Torah in this regard relating to 

the paschal sacrifice Ex.12.46; 12.10, LY~; Num.9.12). This comparison of 

Jesus with the paschal lamb is very early (cf 1 Cor.5.?; 1 Peter 1.19; Rev.5. 

6,9,12; 12.11; In.l.29,36). The way in which Paul uses the concept of Christ 

as the sacrificed passover lamb presupC'oses that this is >1ell known to his 

Corinthian hearers. 

~fuen Christ's death is understood as the sacrifice of the passover lamb, 

i.e. the new Exodus act of God for man's deliverance from his bondage, and the 

Christian eucharist as a passover celebration of that Exodus, then it is easy 

to understand how this salvation typology comes to be presented as historical 

chronology. This is not to suggest that there is anything forced or artificial 

about the chronology in John, any more than the precisely similar procedure in 
1. 

Luke's account of Pentecost in Acts is forced. 

1. Cf above pp 39ff. 
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The fact that Luke could fi t his theological convictions i nto the typology 

of Pentecost and present a most unforced narrative indicates how natural this 

typological narrating was in the primitive Church. It is possible, therefore, 

that the quite expl icit understanding of the Christian cultic meal ClS a passover 

celebration, carrying Iii thin it ,on undorstanding of Christ's death as the 

sacrifice of the passover lamb, has led to the wide-spread understanding of 
x . 

Christ as tho passover victim and to John's typological chronology. It is, 

therefore, not unreasonable to suggest that the .,ide_spread tradition of tho 

eucharist a s a passover based on the unique 'Exodus-event' of Christ's death • . 

resurrection and ascension and the coming of the Spirit, has led to a minimising 

of the passover character of the Last Supper in John. 

6. The sixth objection concerns ~&. 14.2. Here we are told of the decision 

l '" <. "" 
of the Sanhedrin not to arrest Jesus c.V "J [0 fT~ which is usually translated 

as 'not during the feast', thus rendering the synoptic chronology impossible 

for it asserts that Jesus was arrested during the night of Nisan 15. 

It is, hOHever, vary difficult to make sense of this stdement in Nark 

if it is given a time reference . If it is taken to mean that Jesus was to be 
1. 

arrested not during but before tho feClst this is unintelligible . The Sanhedrin 

has demanded some ruse in order that there be no uproar from the people. Because 

of the demands for the ritu2_1 purifications for the passover Jerusalem would have 

been thronging Hi th peoplle as much on the day or tl-10 before the passover "s 
2. 

during it. If they are interpreted as not during but after the feast, we have to 

reckon wit h the fact that pilgrims could return on the second day of the feast 

(Nisan 16) and there ,10uld be no guarantee that Jesus would remain for the full 

seven days of the feast. 
3. ., ,,<.. '" 

The thesis of Jeremias, that the words /:.V 'f(j EOfTf,\ shout~ be given a 

local rather than a temporal meaning (i.e. ' among the festal crowd'), is most 

attractive. If so , We find a similar usage in In. 2.23, and ~. 14.2 would 
}/ )1 ' 

cor~'espond exactl y in substance to Lk.22.6 "'-'tP 0X>.ou( 'in the absence of the 

multitude' ). 

1. c.g. H. Lidzmann, Mass and the Lor d's Supner, 1953 ff p.173. (cf also the 
authorities cited in V. T2.ylor, Mark , 1955 ad.loc.) 

2. Cf V. Taylor, op. cit. ad. lac. for authorities cited supporting this inter-
pretation. 

3 . Cf ibid for supporting authorities. 
4 . J. Jeremias, Eucharistic Words, 1966 p. 72. 
x. It is indeed very likely tha t i f the Last Supper was a passover meal such an 

understanding may h,'!ve been given by Christ himself during the passover 
haggadah on the lamb. 
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Even if the statement has a t emporal meaning, then V. Taylor is 

probably correct in asserting that while Hark may have believed that the priests 

intended to act before the feast, t hey themselves proposed to act after it, 

but they were able to proceed almost at once because Of the treachery of JUdas 

and still prevent the uproar. 

Hhether ,)e follow Jeremias or Taylor, it is impossible to fit these 

words easily and naturally into the synoptic chronology. 

7. Finally, the most crucial objection is that of the Johannine 

chronoloe;y.Under 5. above ,~e have already argued that it is impossible that 

John's undorstanding of the crucifixion in terms if the typology of the 

sacrifice of the passover lamb, d'3rivod from the passover interpretation of 

the eucharist, has led to a typological rv.ther than historical chronology. 

Consequently he could have set the death of Christ within the Jewish calendar 

on Nisan lL~ just as Luke set the gift of the Spirit within the Jewish calendar 

on the day of Pentecost. In addition the following needs to be borne in mind. 

7a. 1'Thile Jehn 18.28 does imply that Jesus ".!as crucified on Nisan 14, 

this chronology is not necessarily supported by In.13.1 and 19.14. 

'Before the foast' in In. IJ.l is not a timo reference to the occasion 

of the ensuing Last Supper Un. 13.2ff) but qualifies 'knel" and means 

simply that Jesus knew before the passover what '1as going to happen to him. 
, ~ , 

In his examination of "O'P<.dY..lUI TOil ""'oX.;, Torrey has contended that the 

phrase may represent an Aramaic ~enitive construct, (arubta di pasha, and, 

since (arubta was established in early Aramic usage to mean Friday, has 
1-

translated it as 'Friday of Passover Heek'. In any event the phrase in In.19 .14 
2. 

which is undoubtedly an Aramaism, has no equivalent in Aramaic ,.hich has yet 
3 

been discovered. This may be accidental, in which case In.19.14· does lend 

support to In.18.28 but it is not a support which can be claimed without 

reservations. 

1. C.C. Torrey, 'The Date of the Crucifixion according to the Fourth Gospel', n 
JBL, Vol 50,1931, pp 232-241; 'In the Fourth Gospel the Last Supper Was a 
Paschal Meal' in the Jewish Quarterly Review, Vol 42 1951-1952, pp 237-250 
S: Zeitlin's attempt to refute Torreys thesis 'The Date of the Crucifixion 

according to the Fourth Gospel' in JBL Vol 51,1932,pp268-270 cannot be 
sustained. His thesis that the,,~o,oK,u?l is used by non-Jewish writers to 
refer only to the eves of Sabbath~ and feast days is refuted by In.19.14 
itself, "here~he reference is to tho sixth hour, i.e. 11 a.m. to noon. His 
second thesis that",~oX~ refers only to the paschal lamb and not to the seven­
day feast is refuted by In.2.13; 11.55: 12.1;18.39; Acts 12.4 

2. Cf Strack and Eillerbeck Vol. 11, pp 834-837. 
3. Cf J. Jeremias Eucharistics Horus, 1966 p 80. 
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7b. Bultmann has contended th7ct the reference to the high Sabbath in 

In.19.31ff comas from a 'tr"dition ... . ,:lccording to which Jesus was alre,:ldy 
1. 

crucified on Nisan 15 as in the synoptics'. This is based on the grounds that 

if this high Sabbath is tho day of the sheaf-offering (Lev.23.11). then accord-
2. 

ing to the pharisaic tr,dition this "as Nis'ln 16. Thus John may represent 

the tradition in which the offering of the sheaves took place on Nisan 16 

irrespective of "hether it "as a Sabbath, rather th,lO Nisan 17 if NisHn 16 was 

a Sabbath. This appears to be confirmed by his designation of that S:lbbath 

as ft6';'~~ 
, I 

() 1~E.f"" 
7.c. Further, there are a number of details in John's account of the 

Last Supper Hhieh pnrallel t he synoO?tic account s and C,3n only be explained if 

it is accepted that tho me::ll ,;as a p1schal meal. 

7.ci. According to John the Last Supper took pL1ce in Jerusalem (In.18.1 

despite the overcro;;dinC of the city by the passover pilgrims (In.l1.5S; 12.12, 

18,20). This is true also of the synoptic <cccounts (cf Mk.14.13 par., lL~.26 

par.). lofe kno;; that the old Josianic reforms, which required the eating of the 

meal in the temple precincts (Deut.16.7; 11 Chron.3~.13f; Jub.49.16ff), had had 

to be relaxed because of the physical impossibilities from the first century 

B.C. 'jhile the sl:1Ughter took place in the temple , permission had to be given 

to the pilgrims to eat the sacrifice in privnte homes (Pes.5.10; 7.12f; 10.lff; 

e tc). Not only this, it "',"s impossiblu for Jerusalem to accommodilte a ll the 

pilgrims within its gates . Accordingly permission had to be given for the 
3 

passover night to be spent in the immediat G environs of Jerusalem, but the 
4. 

passover meal itself had to be eaton ",ithin the fiates of Jerusillem. In view 

of this the unanimous verdict that Jesus went to Jerusa lem for the Last Supper 

is most readily explicable if that meal were the passover meal. 

7.cii . After the meal Jesus did not return to Bethany although, accord -
5 

ing to ,}{.ll.llf; Ht.2.17, this Has "hero he had spent tbe. preceding nights. 

Il8.t her he went to th" Eount of Olives ( Hk .14.26 par), into a garden (J-lk.14.32 

p"r) Hhich, according to John 18.1, was situ8t ed on the e<lst bank of the 

1. R.Bultmflnn, Johannes, 1950, p 54-2 n.5. 
2. Strack e, Billerbeck, Vol n, p 841:. 
3. For the evidence cf ,ibid Vol I, pp 839f, who s how that at the time of 

Jesus Bethpac;" was included in the definition of Jerusalem for the 
s ':')ending of the p',,'sover night . 

4. Siphre Num 69 on 9.10; "um . R.7.3 ori~~es. 7.9; l':1kk ).3; Kel. 1. " ; Tos . 
Snnb. 3.4 (!a8 .22 ); : :idr. Tann. on Deut 111.2); 15.20. 

5. According to Lk.21.37; 22.39 , Jesus was staying on 'the Mount of Olive~ '. 
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brook Kidron. The most natural expl anation of this. in the light of what >Ie 

have seen above, is that t he m3al "as the passover and that Jesus was therefore 

obliged to spend the night in the :)rescribed precincts of Jerusalem. 
1. 

Since 

this included Bethpage and thus the Kidron valley and Gethsemane his departure 

to the garden rather than his return to Beth'my (which lay outside the permi ­

tted area) is most readily e:"9licable if th." t Friday (i.e. Thursday night) 

>las Nisan 15. 

7 .ciii) According to John 13.30. in agreement with 1 Cor.ll.23, J.:k.14.l7 

and l:t. 26.20 the meal >las held at night. NO>lhere else do t he Gospels record 

a meal of Jesus "hich "as held at night. except in Mk.14 .l5 (the feeding of 

tho 5.000) and then it is expressly stat ed that the time of the meal 'is 

alre,o.dy past ' (Nk.14.l5). It is certa in tha t in the time of Jesus it was not 
2. 

customary to eat after sunset but from its very inception the passover "as a 

meal "hich ,·!as eaten at night. 
J. 

The passover Has ,~ meal which began after 
4. 

sunset and lasted well into the niEht . The conclusion is therefore that 

In .13.30 has pr eserved an allusion to the pascha l character of th e meal. 

7. ci v) A further point on "'hich John agrees >lith the synoptic s (cf l'!l<. 

14.18; I'lt.26.20; Lk.22.l4) i c that Jesus and his discipl es reclined at t able 

for the Last Supper (In.1J.12.23.25.28; 21 . 20) . At the time of Jesus we 
5· 

know that the normal posture at a meal wa s sitting. ,~erever the Gospels 

s pe ak of r eclininG at meals they r efer to mea l s in the open or a pa rty O .k. 

12.39 par.; Lk.7.36f,49; l1.J7; lLl.15; In.12.2). or a feast (Mk.2.l5 par •• 

especi",lly Lk.5 . 29) . a banquet ( l1k . 6 . 26 par.). a wedding feast (M't.22 . 10f; 

Lk.14. 8 .10) or the final messia nic banquet (Nt.8.11; Lk.1J.29; l6.2J; 22 . 27 ). 

Lk .12.J7. bearing so many similariUes to the Johannine description of the 
6. 

Last Supper. is to be explaine d in terms of the fact that they did r ccline 

at that meal. The only t HO excepUons are Lk.24.30 and Hk. 16.14. It is 

note->lorthy that Lk . 24.JO describes the action cf the two disciples and Jesus 

a fter the Emmaus >lalk and at l1hich meal J e sus mad e' himse l f known in breaking 

the bread. That the pnss ,oee is eucharistic through and through can sc~.rcely 

1. cf above p 559 n.3. 
2. cf J . J e remiC!s • Eucharistic ':Iords. 1966. pp 44ff for the main evidence in 

t his regard. 
3. Ex.12.8; Jub.49.l,12; Tos. Pe s. 1.)4 (1<;8.4); j.Pes.5 . Jld.27; Siphre Deut. 

133 on 16.6; Nek .Ex.12.6. 
4. cf. Jub . 49 .l0,12; ?es . 10.9 ; Zet . 5.8; Tos.Pes . 5.2 (163.17) e tc. cf also 

the ~t"toment by Josephus (Ant.1S . 29) tb "t on the passover night the eates 
of Jerusalem Here open~d at midnight . 

5· cf Str ack & Billerteck . Vol lV. PI' 617f. cf also the rabtinic evidence of 
j.Ber. 7.llc.48; j.Ber.8.l1d .57, and Aramaic sources, b.Sanh.38a; j.Eer. 
7.111::. 62; llc.42 . 

6. Cf above pp 3l8ff. 
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be doubted and thus, like Lk.l.?37, ')rob-,bly reflects the fact that ,t the 

Last SU:1per Jesus and his disciples reclined a.t the table. l'Ik .16 .14 is ver:/ 

probably modelled on this Lukan verse (Lk.24.30). 

The fact that it m!s not a connnon Jc>wish practice to recline at table, 

and that Jesus and his disciplos reclined only on these special occasions makes 

the r eference to reclining at t able at the Last Supper the more remarkable. 

That all the Gospele I:!ear testimony to this sugGests very stronGly that the 

Last SUP!:1er WF!.S a passover meal at Hhich it Has a ritual duty to recline as 
1. 2. 

a symbol of freedom and 'for the poorest man in Israel'. 

7.c v) Accordine to In.13.10 the lx,st Supper Has eRten in -. state of 

purity. '::hilL it is undoubtedly true that the washing contains b'l ptismal 

allusions the immediate context would be provided by s ome Jewish ritual olean-

sine· Segal has detailed the evidence for such cleansing baths at th" 

passover at the timo of Jesus, and ;'.lso the eviclencG th8t these laws "ere 
? 
./ ' 

being somewhat r olaxed. These ritual baths ,Jere not customary at ordinary 

meale , but were required, despi ts their lenient interpretation, at the pass-

over. The: unexpected reference to the fact that the disciples are 'bathe\l ' 

in In.13.l0 in the midst of thL foot-washin'j; bears testimony to the JohanninG 

account of the Last Supper bbing a passover meal. 

7.c vi) According to In.13.29 the sudden departure of Jud3s is inter-

preted by the disci,J1.es in two ways. Firstly some thought he had gone to 

'buy what thine;s "Je have need of for the feast'. If this meal had been at 

the beginning of Nisan l~· it is difficult to understand ",hy they l,%uld have 

thoup:ht this as the whole of the next day would have been available to make 

the necessary purchases. If it were Nisan 15 it is more underst~ndablc, 

althoue;h • . 'lS 1-10 h.'lve seen, even on feast days neccssary purchases could be 
4. 

made. If these relaxations were not in force at the time of Jesus 1de know 

that a distinction was drawn between the passovE,r night itself and the foast of 
5 

Unleavened Bread , on the basis of Lev.2J.5f, Num.28.15f and 11 Chron.3S.17. 

This beine; so H is possible that the ctrict Sabcath laws did not come into 

force until the morning of Nisan 15. 

Secondly, some thought that he had gone to e;ive alms to the poor . 

Strack and Billerbeck haw] suggested that since it was not normally permissClblE 

for the passover mcal to extend beyond midnight a t which time the temple rates 

,,----:--=--::-::-=--=---=-=-------- ----------- --
I. j .Pes. lO.J7b.53f 
2, Fes .lO.l; Tos.Pes,lO.l (17?.12) 
3. J .B.Se~.'al. Thf' Hebrew Passover, 196;, p 262 e S'0eci ally notes 3 Clnd 4. 
4. Cf :.'bove p 555 n.3. 
5. Strack & Billerbeck, Vol 1, P'" 987f. 
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1. 

were opened, co-inciding with the end of the paschal meals, was both to 

allow those eatinG the passover in the city to go out into the permit ted 

environs , and also to allow the l:;eggars in to receive alms from the passover 
2 

pilgrims. In any event we do know that it >JaS customary to do sOlTIothing for 
3. 

the poor on passover night , but we do not know that it was a common practice 

of Jesus to makE) gift s to the poor at other meals . That the disciples ,'lre 

said to have interpreted this action of Judas in this way makes it probable 

that the meal was a p''.ssover where some such action would be customary. 

7.c vii) Finally, according to all the Gospels Jesus celebrated the 

Last Supper with the Twelve. Hhen He bear in mind the fact that Jesus Has in 
4. 

the habit of eating Hith large circles of his hearers, and that th" passover 
5· 

gaburah had to consist of at least ten nersons which Has the average number, 
- 6. 

though it Has permitted that the numl:;er exceed this minimum, then the exclusive 

character of the meal makes it appear very much as though it Has a passover 

meal. It is perhaps noteworthy thJt within John's account , while the M'1ster/ 

servant relationship is affirmed (In .13.13f), we find also express reference 

t o the disciples no longer being servants but 'friends' (In.15.15). Is it 

possible that in thi s the ancient family character of the passover meal is , 

asserting itself? In a ny event we know that close friends among the pilgrims 

in Jerusalem did celebrate the passover together. 

In view of this the only real objection against the Last Supper as a 

passover meal rests on In.1S.2S. Against this, Hhile none of the individual 

pieces of evidence mentioned above taken by themselves constitute proof of the 

paschal character of the meal, taken together the evidence is very strong. 

It is possible that In.1S.2S has ar isen out of John's chronological typology 

of Jesus as the true paschal lamb in t ho midst of the thousands bainG sacri-

fioed i n Jerusalem, and the foundation (through his death and exaltation) of 

the Christian passover. 

Conclusion 
':'8 have seen that none of th e ma jor objections to t he synoptic 

chronoloey constitute decisive proof against the Last Supper occurring at the 

commencement of Nisan 15 and thus bein>:, a passover meal. Hhen this is placed 

against the positive evidence for it beinb a passover meal, the most natural 

1. According to Josephus Ant. lS.29f. 
2. Strack & Eillerbeck, Vol 11, pp 842f. · 
3. Cf J .Jeremias, Eucharistic Words , 1966, p 54 for the evidence. 
4. Cf Mk.l.29-31; 2.15; 3.20; 6.31,32-44; 8.14; 14.3; Lk.7.36; 8.1-3; 11.37; 

13.26f; 14.1; 15.1f; In.l.39 ; 2.1_11; 4.S,31; 21.12 . 
5. Pes. 7 .13; S.l,4, 7; 9. 10; Tos.Pcs . 4 .3(163.4) Zeb.5 . S ; Josephus Bell.6.4~3ff. 
6. Pes. S.3. 
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conclusion is that it ,las" passover me~l. 

b) Hajor Arguments in Favour of the Lc,st Supoer as a Passover Leal 

We shGll limit ourselves to a discussion of '"h"t may be reg2rded as 

the two most decisive ar~ents in f~vour of the Last Supper as a Passover 

meal. 

1. According to Ek.14.1e-22; llt.26.21-26, Josus broke the bread during 

the CDursu of the me31. As we have seen, even if the 'Words 'as they were 

oc tinro' in fik.114.22 = l'!t .26 .26 are a redactional transition to the institution 
l. 

of the eucharist, the redactor must he,vo b een a;J 3T8 that he w"s describinc a 

s e quLnc,-, quite different from thGt of 2.n ordinary meal. Even Hithout these 

Hords it is clear from ,·,hat precodes them that the meal is already in prof,ress. 

Strack "nd Billerbeck have sh01·m th~t the only exception to the rule th:.t a 

normal meal began with the breaking of bread Has on festival occasions -1mong 
2. 

thc higher classes where " !Jreliminnry course was servad in an 9.nte-room. 

There is nothing in the Gospel records to suggest a prelimin"ry meal in an 

ant e-c hamber • 

In addition to this Hk.14.22 describes the breaking of the bread foll011-

ing on the serving of " dish ( Hk.14.20). According to t he ~!ishnaic source 

Pes. 10.J7d.4f, at the passover mea l there was a prelimin~ry dish served 

before the breaking of bread. This unusual procedure was designed to evoke 

from the children the quustion, 'HoH is it that on every other evening we dip 

bread into the dish but on this evening 'He simply dip (without bread) into the 

dish?' This ritualised children's question Has designed to fulfil the 

requirement of the Torah that the significance of the passover meal be explained 

via the questioning of the children (Ex.12.26f). The form of the e:,ildren' s 

question prov,O)s th2t the passover meal was the only meal in the ye'lr at which 
3. 

the serving of a dish (1.:1<.11 •• 20) preeec18d the breaking of the broad (Hk.14.22). 

2. At the Last Supper Jesus announced his impending passion by speaking 

words of interpretation over the bread and '''ine. In this th e parallel to the 

fixed procedure at the passover me ol is striking. At the passover , on the 

basis of Ex.12.26f; lJ.8, the peculiarities of th" m0al "ere the occasion for 

arousing the children's questions Hhieh were answered by r e l a ting the 

peculiarities to the Exodus story. In this interpretation three elements of 

1. Cf above p.551. 
2. Strack i.. Pillcrbeck, Vol lV, p. 616. 
J .• Cf J.Jeremias, Eucharistic ':Iords, 1966, p.JO and cf p.JO n.4 for 

supporting authorities. 
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1. 

the meal had to be montioned s!,ecii'ically: 'Rabban Gamaliel u::ed to say: 

"'v!-Toever docs not mention (in his inter:)rfJtation) these three thi!1p;s at the 

Passover has not fulfilled his obligCltion: the passover l amb , the unleavened 

bread, and the bitter herts (Ex .12.8) 'IT (Pes .10.5). This passagE.: continues, 

lThe pnssovcr lamb: beC~US8 God passed over in mercy the house of our fathers 

in Egypt (Ex .12. 27); unleavened bre".d : bocause our fnthers "Jere redeemed from 

Egypt ; the hit t er herbs: tecause the Egyptians embittered the lives of our 

fathers in Eeypt (Ex.1.14)' (Pes.lO .S). Tint the intcrpret .otion of the bread, 

'bCBCUS0 our f~thGrs Heru red ccm<:;d from Egypt' i s meant to r e f er to the nature 

of the Exodus from Egypt is !Jroved by the , ~ekilta on Ex.12.39 and ?hilo (D-3 

spec. lee . 2 .158), in • .. hich reference is m;Jdc to the gr eat. h:2ste in "Jhich the 

Exodus t.ook plnce, and .JOS8l)hus (Ant . 2.316) who bases the interpretation on 

Deut.16.3 as a ' memory of the misery' of t.he Israelites who had to eat. 

unleavened bread bec'1use of the l.~ck of otber food. Consequently t he bread 
2. 

'11so camo to be kno"m as the 'brend of affliction ', based on Deut.16.3. 

The ')rinciple ,.hich lay behind the intc rpretation of the ritual p,ossover acts 

is that they Herc desiened to enable the ")articipants '1t t he meal to re-livc 

the Exodus deliverance. 'In every generation a man must so re~ard himself as 

if he himself came forth out of Eeypt ' (Pes.10.S). The idea is p r ecisely 

that Hhich He found in P"ul' s doctrine of baptism e.s a contemporaneity Hith 

Christ , going through the sam~ process of deliverance Hith him .~nd thus sharing 
3. 

with him the victory he had won. The .JeHs at the passover are to regard 

themselves as actually there at the Exodus, sharing in the mj.series, but 

sharing also in the miracle of God who through the Exodus m~de them his "eople 
4. 

in the land of Canaan. 

strack and Billerbeck have draHn 2.ttention to the differences between 
5· 

the use of allegories by the Alexandrian and Palestinian scholars . 'fuile 

the Palestini ~n scholars "dhere as closely as possible to the Scri"tures, the 

Alexandrian scholars usc the Scriptures as t he form in which a more 'spiritual' 

interpretation is given. Thus WG find at least four inter"retations of the 

----
1. Almost certninly G,qmaliel 1 (c A.D . 30) cf D.Daube, The ~!"'w Testament ·'lnd 

Rabbinic Jud~ism, 1956, p .187. 
2. Cf Siphre Deut. 130 on 16 . 3 ('R.Simcon s ."id: "hy i s it called the trend of 

affliction? Olec.cuse of the afflict ion th '::y had to endure in Egypt . ,) and 
the Yemmsni te Siddur (Are.maic) quoted by G. Dalman , .J esus-J eshua , l SJ29 , 
;:> .139; ('Behold, this is the bread of affliction which our f a thers had 
to eat ~ s they c ame out of Egypt. ,) 

3. Cf above pp 436f. 
4. Cf J.Pedersen , Israel , Vol Ill-lV, pp 3811ff; f/. K.Yerkes, Sacrifice, 1953, 

P!J 83ff. E . Thurian, Eucharistic I;emorial, Part 1, 1966, :)p 27ff. 
5. Strack & Billerbeck, Vol 111, :')) 397f. 
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unleavened bread in Philo. Firstly it is 'unfinished', and thus r eflects 

naturs before harvest, ::mct is intvnded to raise man's hopes for the rifts of 
1. 

nature. Secondly, as unle.:lvened bread is natural but le.1vened bre"d an 

artifici.2.l product, t he: use of unle"tvcned bread is a call to return to the 
2 . 

purer life of earlier ti.l" es. Thirdly it is ' b r ead of affliction' and thus ,. 

reminder of the truth that m.'n c".n accomplish [;re".t tc,sks only by labour and 
3. 4. 

self -denial. The unleavened bre·:ld is a :'l:rninr to turn en-Jay from arrogance. 

AccordinG to the Jerusalem Tclmud , "'" find also that an intcr pret"lt·ion 

is given to the four 4)assover cups . Among t he vo r ious interpretations we 

find an "lllegorical i nterpreta t ion , an interpretation «hich looks back over 

s'1lvation history , and an int erpr etation "hich looks fon-J~.rd to the messi2nic 

sal vat ion . 'H.Joheman said in the n~me of R. Bcnnaia: (the four cups) 

correspond to the fourfold description of redemption (in Ex. 6 . 6f) ... R. JosilUa 

t. Levi said: (they ) correspond to th ,} four CUiJS of "'har aoh ( Oen. 1,0.11 ,13) .. 

R .• Levi s,id: (they) corres)lond to the four world empires. The scholars said 

(they ) correspond to the four cups of punishment ~hich the Holy One , blesscd 

be hc, "Jill one day [Oive to tile n-tions of the «orld to drink . •.• And similarly 
5· 

the tioly One , blessed be he , Hill give four cups of comfort to Israel to drink . ' 

In t he I·iidrash on tho S()ng of Solomon 1.18 we fi nd an eschatologinl 

intcrpr'Ctetion pl aced alone:s ide the historical int er :)ret ation of the unle)vened 

tread. ' ''Go thy '>lay forth to the ends of the flock (of I srael)"(S . of S.1.l8). 

R.Eliez cr s"id : Of th e ash-auk •. (the unleavened bre:od) «hieh Isr081 took out 

of EgY'.)t hav8 they eaten for 31 dc,ys •• • .•• From t his you may l earn "lh.,t I shall 

do to them subsequent l y in th ·, End, and so it is "ritten , "There shall be an 
6. 

abundance of cor n i n the l a nd" (Ps . 72.l6).' Here we see l inked the miraculous 

bread on t'hieh God had f3d I sra:1. on her desert "landering and the coming 

messinnic banque t on unl eavened l:'read . "fe have seem how John C'nderstands 

thL 8ucharistic tread , ' ;hich i s Chrict himr:elf , o.s t he restorat ion of th" 
7. 

L.osaic manna in the messi;.;lnic feast of tile Christian passover . A simi l:"Jr 

doc l a r a tion of messianic salvat i on is found in 1 Cor .. S.7b-8 . This G::Irly 
8. 

Christi'1n r>assover haggadah nsert s thct ' Our passover ... hath been sacrificed, 

1. 
2 . 
J. 
4. 

5· 

6. 
7. 
8 . 

De Sp~c . le~. 2 . l5e . 
De 3pec . lee; . <: .1~:9-l61. 
De congr 3ssu eruditionis gr<1t io 1(:1- 7 . 
Cf R.;;arcus, Philo . SUDplemcnt 11. ·1.!9sFons and Answvr~.~zoclus 
( Th : Loeb Classic,l Libr3ry) , 1')53, PI' ~1-1f 
j.Pes . 10.:'\7b.6l - 37c.10 (quotinG diff",rent authorities) G::n il.88.4 on 
40.9-11; Hidr. Fs . 7.'.11 ( anonymous) . 
Followine; the translation of .J .J·: r Gmias, Eucharistic '.-lords , 1966, p . 59. 
Cf "bove pp lllff. 
Cf J . Jeremias t Eucharist ic !:lords, ].<:66, p 60. 
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even Christ'. Here is a clear echo of the passover interpretation of the 

l amb from yJrlich tt-IO main eschatological conclusions a.re drrtwn. Fristly, tho 

l eaven "hich is removed from Jewish homes on Nisan 14 is a symbol of removinG 

the Fickedness Hhich characterises the old world, and secondly, the Christian 

communi ty is already th ·) n9H dough, the eschatelop.;ical community. 

\·"'hen He remember that the early Church did understand the eucharist to 

be a !lassover celebration of thc deliverance Wrought by Christ in his death 

and r e8urrection, so that he himself is the passover lamb, then the fact that 

no referencE: is mnde to the lamb in the cultic formula of the institution of 

the eucharist is easy to underst~nd ( apart from the clear a llusion to it in 

Lk.22.15). 'lhen we remember <,.lso that the fulfilment of the ·!1assover duty 

required an interpretation of the b r e<,.d in terms of the. redemption that God 

had \1rougilt in the Exodus p.nd also in terms of the coming messianic salvation, 

then Jesus' ,·,ords over tho bre,d fit most easily into" passover context. 

\-Ttl have seen also that it Has not uncommon for an historical and eschatological 

interpretation to be placed on the four cups, '<hich again indicates the 

context of the Hine-word in a lx,ssover meal. Finally, the linking of the 
l. 

betrayal of Judas Hith th " ' dipping ' (Mk.14.20j }It . 26.23; In.1J.26) preSbrves 

the Je'lish procedure of i nt e rpreting the bmd of bitter herbs. 

!,e conclude, tilerefore, th"t In.1S.28 apart there is nothing in the 

account of tile Last Supper in the Gospels Hhich proves that it did not take 

place at the commencement of Nisan 15 :md thus Has a passover meal. ~Tithin 

the context of a passover meal Jesus' Hords of intcrpretDtion beinr, so 

r evolut ionary must have cur ned themselves into the memory of the partici!lants 

at th ~t meal and would undoubtedly havo been interpreted in terms of the 

salvation events ,-,hich follo'led so shortly after in the death, resurrection 

and exaltation of Jesus. In th_ context of a passover meal he point~d to a 
2. 

n 0W Exodus "hich Fas shortly to take place, '"hich Exodus was 'remembered' in 

the Christian eucharistic passover celebrntions. 

It must be borne in mind, ho"evc;r, that the customary place in Hhich 

the inter!lretation of thE: various clements of the passover meal 'las given Has ., 
~. 

in the passover haggadah which preceded the meal proper. "e can only assume 

that at the Last Supper Jesus follm:ed this Jewish procedure of interpreting 

1. Luke's "p('cial source uhich contained the similar saying (Lk. 22 .21) ",fter 
th·-_ ffi3al h,s necessarily ctrmpped the interpretation of the herbs ns the 
betray" l by Judas , so th -. t he quotes from Ps.41.9 (cf als o In.l).18 Hho, 
nevertheless still preserves t he M~rkan interuretation of the bitter herbs) 

2. On thi" cf below pp' 601ff. . 
3. Cf helml PP 567, 586. 
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the 7.1rious passover elements , probably in terms of himself, and thus prepared 

his disciples for the radical innovation of adding further interpretations 

at the graces over the bread and ,;i nc durine the meal proper . 

ii) The '-,lords of Interpretation 
1. 

1 . Their context in the passover meal 

At the time of Jesus t he gene ral outline of a passover meal ,",ould almost 

certai nly h'lVe been~s follo'lS; 

A. Preliminnry Course 
' Jord of dedication of the day and of the cup spoken by t he 
pilterfamilias over the first cup (the kiddusb cup) 
Preliminary dish of bitter herbs e tc. 
The mc,~l proper was served but not yet eaten; the second cup mixed 
but not yet drunk. 

B. Pnssover Liturgy 
P"ssover hagg'ldah by the Date rfamili'ls (in Aramaic) 
First part of the pussover hallel (in HebrGH) (Ps .ll3 or ll3 and ll4) 
Drinki ng of tbe second cup (hag~1 dah cup) 

c. r!eal 
Gr",cc spoken by the patorfamilias over the unle:'vened bread. 
r'~eal consisting of passover lamb, unleavened bread, bi tter h~rbs, 
with fruit puree ond wine. 
Grace over the third cup (the cup of blHssing) 

D. Conclusion 
Second part of tbe possover hallel (in :1ebrew) (Ps .ll4-118 or li5-liS) 
Praise over the fourth cup (hollel cup) 

Accepting that the Last Supper W1S a passovBr meal, it would Sl)em clear 

that Jesus did not give his interpretation of the b r ead a nd wine during the 

passover haggadah, but during the main mea l. I f this is so , it is probable 

that he used a normal haggadah at this point, confirming God ' s history of 

salvation through the Exodus. It i s a l so probable that during t hi s hagg" dah 

he prepared his disciples for the words of interpre t a tion by i dentifying 

himself ,lith the passover l amb as God r s true ':,assover. 

' ·10 know th<:t Christ spoke his ,lord of interpretation over the bread, 

which l,laS not eaten durine; the 'Pr E.; l irr:i n'lry course. It Hould appear ther ... ;fore 

tha t he has added h i s ,lord durine: tho grace spoken at the beginning of the 

main meal. It is his new interpretation spoken at this point in th e meal 

which is most significant. Building on 'lhat we can only assume W:l S p2rt of 

his passove r haggadah he no'" S:l yS not only is this true, but a l so the messianic 

delivera nce for uhich the Je; 's 112.ve lono;ed i s being fulfilled. So far as the 

interpretation of t he '-line is concerned , this was probabl y spoken in 

1. For the evidence for t he follo'·ting genC'ral outline of the passover me,\l 
at the time of Jesus, of Strack & Billerbeck, Vol I V, pp 41-76; J . Behm , 
art. v,)..d:w, TIlNT, Vol Ill, pp 7J2f ; J.B.Segal, The Hebr ew Passover, 1953. 
pp 23lff ; J. Jeremias, Eucharistic ~'lords, 1965 , pp 85ff. 
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connexion Hith the grac" at the end of the meal (~:k.14.23, 'having given 

thnnl:s' ) • Accordin[ to 12.rk this wine-Y Jord !.-las spoken afte r thG trt;aking 

of the bread (}1k.14.22) but before the singing of the hymn (Mk .l11.26) .. This 
1. 

is support.:d by the very ,rchaic 'aft() r supper' of 1 Cor. l1. 25, and the 
2. 

expression the 'cup of blcssin~ ' of 1 Cor 10.16. Consequently, it is these 

words spoken in connexion >Ji th the rr lces at the b eeinni ng and the end of thE') 

meal proper which became the he :1r t of the eucharistic celebration in tile 

church and, as such, have dj.splaced the other fe"tures of tha meal "'hich would 

have boen in accordance with the traditional passover cel,~brations. 

2. The Eucharis tic '!Jords Their Form 

a) Th(? various accounts ns inde1)cndent traditions 

That in the three major ~ccounts of the Hords of Jesus at the Last 

SuppAr We have three independent ;md very old traditions can be shown from 

the followinr facts. 
3. 

hark , ··,h o is closely followed by }iattheH, has three sections in his 

account of the Last Supper "'hich belong to quite different strnta of the 

tradition. (i) The prep.,r,cttion of thL passover room (;;k.14.12-15 and p.:lr.) 

is a late sGction as is shO'..Jn in the referenca to ' the first day of Unle:!Vened 

Bread , when they sacrificed tile p,ssover l.o.mb ' (Ek.14.12). This mus t either 

be a f'3.ulty expression of a non-Jewish author or a mistranslation by him. 

Although there is some evid'ence that learned exegetes of Ex.12.1.5,18 did spoak 
4. 

of tho eve of the passover as the first day of the feast, Dalman's observation 
5· 

is still generally true that such a design=,tion of Nisan 14 is most unusual. 

This time reference shows that Mk .14 .12-16 bolongs to a different tradition 

to Hk .14.1. Furthur, in ~~ .14.12-16 the disciples are roferred to a s 'the 

disciples ' in verses 12,13,14,16 but verse 17 r a fers to them as 'the t\-Jelve' 

(cf ,, 150 vv 10, 20). Aeain " hen v c:rso 17 refers to the twelve , it would 

appear that this tradition dons not bllong to tho context of verse 16 which 

has just referred to two of the disciples beine sent out - Le. it should bave 

1. 
2. 

Cf J. Jeremias , Eucharistic ':Iords, 1966, P 121 n. 2. 
Cf Str ack & Billerbeck, Vol lV , pp 628 . 630f, 111so 
that the 'cup of blessing' was th e technical term 
CU-,). 

pp 58,72,for evidence 
for the third ")·:lSSover 

3. i ,atthe,, ' s account i s a sli r:htly exo:mded and morc liturgical form of Lark ' s. 
Thus we note the nddition of 'eat' " ft.e r 'take '; the parallel command to 
drink inst ead of L~rk' s statement th,~t the discioles all drank of t be cup; 
th~ reason for the command to drink ('for this i~ my blood ' etc.); the 
b lood is shed ' for the r omission of sins '. Thsse }b tthaean fea tures must 
be regarded a~ s econdary additions to the earlier ]·wrkan tradition. 

4. Strack & Billerbeck, Vol 11, pp 1312-815. 
5. G.D'lm,~ n, Jesus-Jeshua, 1929, p .10.5 . 
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spoken of ten of the twelve, (ii) The announcement of the betrayal at the 

Supper is common to all four Gospels. Since Mark, Luke and John are independ-

ent of one anothor in their dopiction of the announcement of the betray~l, the 

tradition that it took pl'lce at the Last Supper must be early and have circul-

ated in different forms. (iii) '··:ben ihrk ,nri J.jntthew open the actual account 

of the Supper ,.,ith the introduct:Lon ' as they were eating' (Mk.14.22) which 

competes with Mk.14.18( 'As they were a t hble eating'); when this account is 

not connected ;'ith the preparations for the meal mentioned in Mk.14.12-16; 

,.,hen L~rk 's narrativG style gives way to a s olemn stylized language .,hich piles 
1. 

up participles and finite verbs; when words and constructions not used elsE>-
2. 

where by Mark are found frequently; Hhen the strongly semitic character of 
3. 

the whole passage is seen; then the most natural explanation of all this is 

that c t this point in the narrative I>.rk has reverted to the liturgical 

formula \-!hich h,,,s become fixcd in the Christian celebrations, and that this 

tradi tion in this form of words is much older than Nark's Gospel. 

The Lukan account of the Last Supper (Lk.22.7-39), "s is genemlly 

accepted, folloHS Luke's special source from verse 14 onwards. It is well 

known that when Luke is follOWing his ~~rkan source he does so 'painstakin~ly 

II • 

•• . pericope for pericope' a.nd does not generally deviate in the order in " hich 

he presents the m'lterial. ':Then we note that in the account of the Last Supper 

there are a significant number of deviations in the order, then the conclusion 

must be that he is not follol-ling Mark but what he regards as an independent 

and more reliable tradition. Thus in Luke we find Jesus' avowal of abstinence 

preceding the words of institution (Lk.22.15-18; cf Mk.14.2S); the announcement 

of thc betrayal follows them (Lk.22.21-23: cf Mk.14.18-21); the lament over 

the traitor (Lk.22.22, cf r·;k.14.21) precedes the speculations of the disci,)les 

(Lk.22.23: cf Hk.14.19); and the prophecy of denial comes before the dC;J,'rture 

to Gethscmane (Lk.22.33; cf l~k.14.27ff). We conclude, therefore, that Luke's 

account of the meal comos from a tradition independent of Hark. 

vlhen Paul quotes the words, 'for I received of the Lord Hhat I also 

delivered to you' (1 Cor.ll.23) there is no doubt that ""'o(\'''' '>."'Yji';"vtIV 
I 5. 

and -;r(>l,p",j,JovcI,' represent the rabbinic terms ~ibbel min and masar Ie. In 

1-
2. 

3. 

4. 
5· 

Cf ~J."Te~emias, E;:lCharistic 'Ilor,ds, ~966~ p.'{'C.-p.~or $l,etai1ed, eVigenc.e . 
TOtJTO tdilV, UIVUV !"" <Sk) .. Sr""/K'/) c.KV£'!V) untO LlO}..}..t...)".J OUY"t.ll au Utl' 

/ ..)1 - \ '" c..J <./ ) ~ E ,1' ""I......... r /' 
~~v"/I''''' J ol).J" EA05] ~w.s, .. O,Ou, i.v'~ 0..0, A~IO:' TOU 6e.ou, and the 
~bseTIce of the characteristic Earkan 11 storie present. 
For an excellent discussion of the semitis~in the Harkan tradition of the 
eucharistic words cf J .Jeremia s, Eucharistic 1,Tords, 1966, pp 173-184. 
ibid p 98. 
Cf W.D.Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism, 1948, PO) 21-18f. 
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the transmission of Rabtinic tradition " hat was handed down from one 

generation to another Wets the substance and explan"tion of the Toreth I1hich 

had heen communicated by God to the first member of the series. ' Similarly 

we are not to understa nd from Paul's account of the Last Supper that he is 

quotin!O tho ipsissima verba of Jesus, but "'8 are to find there the precipitate 

of those Hords prJrcolated throu'!,h tho mind of a rabbi. ••• This approach to 

Paul'c account makes it possible for us to understand why it is, as has often 

teon "oint.ed out, that the essential meaninc of the Harkan and Pauline ;,ccounts 
l. 

is the same while the formulation differs.' Particularly relevant here also 

is the observation of Cullmann 1rho has draHn attention to certain pass.:lges in 

P-ml's Hritinf',s (1 Cor.?lo}59 •14 ; 1 Thess,!.I.15) in I'hich 'the Lord' occu"ies 

the "le ce of 'tradition', and to the combination of these in 1 Cor.Il.23 
2. 

'Jhich he translates as, 'I received (by tradition) from the Lord '. Thus the 

,0 ssertion thett he received the tr,dition 'from the Lord' does not necessarily 

imllly a vision, but r!lther th_1t behind the tradition I1hich he has received is 

the exalted Lord Hho Horks in it and preserves it. 

That Paul did receive "'heet he delivered from a pre-P.-lUline tradition 

can be shown by the fact tll-t the ::lCcount of tho Last Supper b.'lS idioms foreign 

to Paul. Only in 1 Cor.ll.2J-25 do we find 

) " 
absolutely ,EUX""p' (5 IE' V used absolutely to 

in Paul Tt"'fd'~:~OOeC(l used 

designate grace a t table, K\~\I 
" , I I 

without an object, KcO thTE.V, CWctpvi)O"j (twice) , If ,'" Hi th an infini twa 
( A "-

used as a noun, OE.,iiT'vi1v ,fQUrO placed 
< I 

b6 fore the noun, and 06", K '5 

nost important is the f"ct that the 'body of Christ' in the central words of 

his .J.ccount are used e lsewhere, as HO have seen, t,Jitb a different meaning. 

For Paul the body of Christ desifnates the Christian community ,Thich i s 'in 

Christ'. Even in 1 Cor.ll.2.9f Paul reverts to his more usual und-3rstcmdine; 
3. 

of the body, and in 1 Cor.10.l? he s~}eaks of partaking of the 'one bread' 

through which He become 'one body'. Thue it is plain that 1.Cor.ll.24 is 

couched in an idiom fore i gn to Paul, and the whole account is pre-Pauline. 

This by no means l)rOVGS that the ",hole -~c count is uncoloured by Paul. 

W.D.Davies refers es,)ecially to the cup-saying as a 'Rabbinization of the 
4. 

tradition' • Jeremias has :lointed out that 'the positioning of a pr epositional 

a ttribute ldth an nrticle eefter 
5. 

f characteristic Pauline idiom I • 

1. ibid P 250. 

'C (A 

the noun, 10 uTT~ F UjWV (1 Cor.ll.24) is [\. 

Similarly the placing of the i)ersonal 

2. O. Cullmann, '''K'IRIOS'' as Design,tion for the Oral Tr:ldition concorning 
Jesus (Paradosis and Kyrios), in SJT, Vol 3, 1950. 

3. cf abovf? PP 422ff. _ _, 4. '.,r .D>D~viG s •. Paul & R-J:binic Judaism, p2.50 
5. ,J • Jereml£l.S, Euch'~lr~stlc . .ford s, 196...; , p .104. 



Pag. 571 

pronoun before the noun "hich we find tHice in the words of institution 

'"' ; I ) .. '" .:> ..... , ..... C( 

(v . 24 : , QU IO )'ou tc:fT,v TO awl''' and v.25: tv -r';l '-Pt:! d,'J-''''''' ) and in 

none of the other accounts, may ~lso be attributable to Paul. 

We conclude, therefore , that the "three main " ccounts .,hich differ in 

details but not in essence from one ,"nother a re not dependent upon one another 

and are not the compositions (apart f r om some details) of the ,'1m·) Testament 

authors. They all stem from i ndependent trc.di tions on which tho authors 

have dr:l"1n for their ,ccounts and ar·c considerably older than the Gos;oels in 

Hhich t.hey occur . 

b) The influence of liturgical practice on the accounts 

Hhilo He have soen that the tradition behind the various accounts is 

very old, this does not moan that eucharistic practice has not affected the 

accounts. They represent the result of a living process of groNth in the 

tradition. 

b i) The 'oroclamat ion of the Lord's death 

As he cites the institution of the eucharist Paul adds 'for as often as 

ye eat this brend and drink the cup, ye proclaim the Lord's death till he 

come' (1 Cor.ll.26). 
1. 1\ 

SchnieIlind has shmm that \o\d.lol.~~~iIt'vmeans 'to proclaim ' 

~nd designates the ' proclam<1tion, announcement of a completed event' , and that 

the general usage sug"ests that this ' proclamation' was made in '·Iords . 

' .. Ie find a clear indicntion of hO'A this was done in the New Test:J.ment 

period in In.6.5lc-58. vIe hnve already seen that In.6.5lc is an independent 

version of Jesus' Hords of interpretntion over the bread Hh i ch is remarkably 
2. 

similar to that of Paul. Consequently In .6.53-58 appears to be a eucharistic 

homily based on the words of institution contained in In.6.5lc. This being 

so this passage preserves a valuable indication of how the 'proclamation of 

the Lord's death ' was carried out in the celebration of the eucharist. 

At tho same time, hOHever , a com,)arison of In.6 .5lc and 1 Cor.11.24b 

indicates hOH the form of the proclamation has influenced the wor ds of 

institution. 

In.6.51c 
the bread "hich I Hill give 
is my flesh 
for the life of the Horld. 

1 Cor. 11.24b 
this 
is my body 
"hich is for you. 

John's account is clearly influenced by its context in the discourse on Jesus 

as the 'bread of life' uho has come to r,ive 'life unto the ,·:orld ' (Jn.6.33 etc . ) 

1. J.Schniewind , art. J,'(l'd'L-V"" KT). 

2. Cf above pp 114f. 
in T~"T, Vol 1, pp 70f. 
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consequently the universal ly nttested simpl er 'this' has become expanded as 

<.. } 
ha s "Iso the \.J1If P formula I-lovlever t knowing Paul's concept of the 'flee h t 

it Hould be impossible for him to say . Iitb John 'this is ny flesh '. EquFl lly 

we knOl; John's Jroclam·o,tion th:lt Jesus is the l-lord becolOle 'flesh' (In.l.l~) 

and that the assertion a bout eating the flesh of Jesus gave rise to serious 

misp:i vings among Jesus' follQl.;ers (H"ich probably reflects the unensinoss of 

the primitive community about these words). Consequently we can be sure 

that John's use of 'flesh' rather th;m 'body' comes from a pre-Johannine 
it 

tradition andAmust be left as an open question whether Jesus used 'flesh' or 

'body' at the Last Supper. In any event, what is clear is th~t the form of 

the ' proclamation' wns both depende nt on the tr:,dition regarding the words of 

institution and yet at the SD,me time did affect th~ tr"dition. 

b ii) The sepnr:ltion of the eucharist from the meal 

It is becoming increasingly more certain that already .lit-bin the New 

Testament period the eucharist w"" celebrated a t the close of " fclloHship 

meal. Schweizer 

Paul's account in 

has argu8d convincin~ly that this vIas so on the basis of 
l. 

1 Cor .ll. 17-JL,. Hhen "Ie remember that the abuse Rgainst 

which Paul railed, "'hich led to his advice that the hungry man should eat at 

home first, was th."t they did not wait for the late-comers at the Lord's 

Supper , it makes the. most sense if \~e asswne that the meal (which the Corinth-

ians took less seriously than the sacramental act) took place before the 

eucharist . The Vlorus ':lfter supper' in 1 Cor.l1.25 do not necessarily count 

against this conclusion. i-le have already seen thClt they Here a part of the 

old tradition '·,hich has been preserved despite the fact that it ;'s no longer 

applicabl e. 

There is also an instructive change in the l<ord order in Luke . In 

1 Cor .l1.25 .1e read: 'In the same .lay also the cup after supper' , i.e. Je8us 

took the cup in the same way as he ha d taken the bread, but he took the cup 

at the close of the supper . In Luke the same words appear in the order: 

'Also the cup in the same Hay after supper ', i.e. Jesus took the cup in the 

same Vlay as he had taken thc brea d , and both of them after supper (Lk.22 .20). 

This LU'.nn vers ion of the Hords found in Paul is most probably secondary, 

reflecting the r>ract.ice of the. early church i n "'hich the eucharist did follow 

after the !lle:tl. 

Filrther indications of this are found in the Earkan tradition wbere the 

1. E. Sch.leizer, 'AbendrrJ.hl im )·!euentestament' in Die Religion in Geschichte 
und (L'gemoJart , 1957ff, Vall, coLlI. 
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words of institution follow one another and all reference to the intervening 

meal has fallen away. It is instructive, hO>lever, that the redactional words 

' as they were eating' ( Ek .14.18 ,:<2 = l:t • . 26.21,26) Hith which the institution 

is introduced, should nppear. They indicate the liturGical practice ef the 

meal preceding the eucharist. 

JeremLls has argued convincingly that tho words in Acts 2.1+2 indicate 
l. 

the same pr:wtice; 

'they Here devoting themselves to the teachin9 of the apostles 
and to the KOtvt..JVId.,. 

to the breaking of bread 
3.nd to the prayers. , 

On the ~rounds that the verb "poo Y,d'pUpf'V in Acts regularly 

worshi,:>, (Acts 2.11-6 Temple worship; 1.14 conununal prayer; 6.1~ 

means 'to attend 

prayer and 

" ministry of the 'lOrd), phich, ?s the participle (TifOd Kcl. flc pouV11.5 ), is 

transl ated as 'devoting themselves', it should be translated as 'they >JerG 

attending ;Jorship regularly'. This b"inZ so the list may well describe the 

usual order of such Christic:n worship consisting of (a) listenin6 to the 
, 

teachin" of the apostles, (b) ",O IVWVlcI, (c) breaking bread, and (d) prayers. 

(a) That the early Christian worship did beein with teaching is 

directly indicated in Acts 20 .7ff; Justin, ~)ol 1. 67.4; Acts of John 106-

110 etc., and indirectly by the exhortation to the kiss of peace in Rom.16.16; 

1 Cor.16.20; 11 Cer.13.12; 1 Thess.5.26; 1 Pet.5.14, which kiss appears to 

have begun the meal after reading the .,postolic letters. 

Further proof of this is found in Luke's account of the Emmaus ,mlk 

(Lk.24.13-31) ,,,here we find, before the risen Lord's making himself kno>m in 

the breaking of the bread Luke records; 'Behoved it not the Christ to suffer 

these things and to enter into his glory? And beginning from Moses and from 

a ll the prophets he (Jesus) interpreted to them in all the Scriptures concern-

ing himself. 1 (Lk.24.26f) Here the sequence is a declaration of Christ's 

atoning death and its interpretation followed by the 'breaking of bread'. 

\'lhat ,Ie have here is a r eAding back into a resurrection narra tive of primitive 

eucharistic practice. 

(b) 
, 

To wbat does the I(OIVWV 10<. refer? It could refer to the 'contri-

bution' or 'donation ' which the .Iord is used to designate in Rom .15 . 26 . 
2. 

3ut it could also be transle.ted 'table fellowship'. As such it ,·:ould refer 

1. J.Jeremi,s, Eucharistic \Vords, 1966 , pp 118ff . 
2 . Cf Ecclu".6.10,KolvWVO( 1p""~5wv(tacle friend); Tob.2.2 (Codex Sini,ticus) 

I~ ")) .J" " 
'riSE,o(l I<OIVWS }l<' !}JOlJ ; 1 Cor 10.18,20 MIV,!;)vOI ('tab1e,-fell0!i.s' 

cf H .Gr~ssmann in Zl''W, Vol 20 , 1921, P 226); 'OW elJ<1l.r.oTrlP'ou ,wv 
Cd.I}JOVIWV • So also :I .Lictzmann, Eass and Lord's Supper, 1953ff, 204. 
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to the Christian Agape and give to the 'breaking of bread' the meanine of the 

subsequent eucharist. 

(c) As J . Lightfoot sa>l a long tir:e a~o 'breakinp; bread' never refers to 

a ,'lhole meal but to the <lction of teering the bread and the rite .lith >!hich 
l. 

the meal commenced. It is ;:>oc5itle th:lt this technical term for the eucharist 

arose from "-n early practice of celebratinG the oucharist in one kind only. It 

is note>lorthy that in In.6.51c there in no ,lord in connexion >lith the >line 

althouch the 3nsuinp; discourse speaks unmistake"bly of 'drinking Christ's blood' 

(In.6.53,54 ,56). Similarly Luke 's account of the Emmaus >lalk ends only ',lith 

the breqki ng of the bread (Lk.24.30). Further traces of such a practice may be 

found in the limiting clause 'as often ;:s ye drink it', which Paul ::tdds to tho 

>lord over tho >line (1.Cor.ll. 25) and the e.bsence of thc command to repeat the 

rite with the wine in the Lukan ,qccount (Lk.22.20; contra Paul cf 1 Cor.ll.25). 

If, as is certainly ,)ossible if not probable, the primitive Christian 

communi ty did often celebrate brEJad cuchctrists, and these took pl"ce ,~fter the 

Agape, then the technical term 'tho breaking of bread' "ould be uholly ap:Jropr-

iate, for it Hould not describe a meal but the ritual "hich on other occasions 

began th" meal. 

Outside the Ne" Testament wo have clear indications that the eucharist 

bad become separated from the Agape and took place at its conclusion. Since 

the discovery of the Didache there has been the most lively discussion 'lhGther 

the prayers in Did.9-10 are for an Agape or for a eucharist. N.Dibelius has 

convincingly demonstrated that whc.t "le aro dealing with here is an Agape 
2. 

followed by a celebration of tho eucharist. Did.9.1 - 10.5 has the prayers of 

t he Agape before and :1ftGr the meal, 10.6 is the introductory liturgy to the 

follo'-ing eucharist . His main arguments are that a wine-bread sequence for a 

eucharist is completely without p,.,r a llel, the liturgical ejaculations "hich 

greet the coming Lord, and the .mrning 'if any ono is holy. let him come: if he 

is not let him repent', Gre meaningful only as the introduction to the eucharist 

not as the conclusion of either an A~ape or a euch::trist. 

"Ie conclude, thercfore, th.1t the eucharistic practices of (possibly) 

celccrating in one kind fairly frequ"ntly and of placing the eucharist at the 

end of a pr ecedinc meal have influenced the tr,~_dition regarding the eucharistic 

vcrds of Jesus ;:,nd the account of the meal i n the following ways; 

1. J.Lic ... ~tfoot, l =.:,brm..; and T .... llT1udic . F.x ·.,!'cit~tion[; on :.cts 2 .. 4.2·1 111 l'h ... :.Tl0Ie 
':Jorks of the Rev. John Li'ghtfoot (ed. J .R.Fitm<lll) Vol Vlll, p.3(}4. 

2. ii. Dibelius, 'Die l-lc.hleebeb der Did"che' in Z~M Vol 37, 193B , pp 32-111. 
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(i) the preservation of words relatinG to the bread only (In.51.c); 

(ii) the falling aHay of the intervonine meal between the words of intcrpr8-

tatioo in l £irk and ~;2tthew; 

(iii) the slight alteration in the "lOrds in Lk.22.20 to imply that both actions 

took place at the end of the meal rOlther than at its beeinning and end as in 

1 Cor.ll.25;. 

(iv) in addition to this 1.JQ should eXgect to find an increasing pare.llelism 

of the 'lOrd over the bread and the Hord oVer the cup. 'flhen the intervening 

meal f'.~ ll::: 3.tvay and the t ~ JO Hords of interprotCltion arc ple,ced alongside each 

other the most natural tendency is to make them p:lralle1. vie shall see the 

inll)Ortnnce of this in the ne::t section in ~,~hich vlG n.ttempt to ascertain the most 

probable form and order of tbo words used by Jesus at the Last Supper. 

(d) That tlle celebration ended "lith psalms and prayers cctn be concluded 

from Acts 2. I '6f; 12.12 as ',lell as by the eucbaristic liturgies of the whole 

ancient church. 

lie see nOH that althou~"h the traditions behind the various accounts are 

independent of each other (except l'1OlttbeH's account and, as we shall see beloH, 

Luke is also indebted to c. certain extent to the Pauline tr:ldit ion) and are very 

old, they are none tho less all of tbem parts of a living developing leLfe of 

eucbaristic Horsbip and tbus "ro by no mcans impervious to tbe influence of 

that Horship. 

c) Tbe most probable form and order of tbe ,.,ords of J esus at the Last Supoer 
L. 

i) Jesus' avo,,,,l of :lbstinence 

It is ;Jell knOlm tbat Jesus' avoHal to abstain from the 'fruit of tlle 

vine t vJith its so-cal12o t 85cb ·l tolo~ic[1.1 prOErpoct I occurs as the introduction 

to Luke's account ( Lk.22.15-18 ) but at the end of Hark's account (I'ik.1L:.2S = 

Mt.26.29) and is absent from Paul'~ account "ltbough tbe escbatologica1 element 

is rotained i n the assertion th" .t the Getting and drinking is accompanied by " 

proclam"tion of the Lord' s de.:lth 'till he come' (1 Cor.11.26) whicb occurs at 
2. 

tbe close of tho account. l,fno is ri;:btr Nnrk or Luker 

The solution to this quostion is intimately tied to tbe problem of 

'Jhetber the longer (Le. includinG verses 19b and 20 of Lk.22) or tbe shorter 

( i. e. oxcluding tbem) text is to bG preferred. This problem has been given 

1. This term is deriv ed from J. ,Jeremias, Eucharistic \fords, 1966, P 207. Cf 
n.6 for tbe reasons given by Jeremias for its preference over 'VQtrJ of 
a bst inence I • 

2. On tile meaning of 'till he com,,' cf bdoH PP 609f. 
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s u c h closu o.ttention by J er emias. that hi s conclusion , nov) ",idoly supported, 
1. 

tha t the longer text i s to be preferred seems indubitable. Undoubt udly t he 

over,<hel1r.ing Heil>ht of the manuscript evidonce is in favour of the longer text. 

In addition to this the shorter t ext provides us ",ith th E! orde r ·)ino-bread. 
2. 

The Didache, as He have seen, cannot be used to support s uch wine-bread euchar-

ists in the early Church. It cannot be -.rgued thQt verses 19b und 20 have 

been ~ddod te the original shorter t ext in order to bring it into conformity 

Hith litur gical practice, because its result is to create tho completGly unique 

f oature of hID CU)s . Bnt it cannot be"r~ued either that 19b and 20 have been 

removed to - void t he aW("J" r dness of tho h'o cups, because the r esult is the 

r eversa l of the liturr;ical bread- "line order, or that they have been removed to 

preserve t he ~ctual mysteries of the Hor ds from a ny but initiates , bec:,usc then 

"'e sbould expect tha.t 'thi s i s my body' Hould also have been r emoved . \-Je 

conclude, therefore, that thc 'longer toxt' is the original one in Luke. 

lIml is the shorter text to be expl o.ined ? I venture the suegestion that 

Luke has combined two tr·o.ditions l"hi ch ",ere circulating. He h!lve seen how 

Luke, the companion of Paul, has introduced a sliCht change in th e PQuline Hord 

or der or 1 Cor. 11.25 in Lk . 22 . 20 in order to make both the bread and tho ~ine 
3 . 

word come "fter the supper; that h5 ,".ppears to know in Lk . 24.30 of brend 
4 . 5. 

eucharist sas ",ell as in Acts 2 . 42; that the command to r epeat is absent from 
6. 

the Hords over the wine ( Lk .22.20); and 
~ , 

is th e neH covenant in my blood' ('ou,o 

that tho Hords over t he cup ';t,his ~up n 
0\\ j..Ia..il uou 

, I < '( 8/ I 1 n l 

,0 -r.07~p'O\l 1 1<""V? 0'''' (K1 <..y 1<;-1" 
j ) r.::.>,..... <:1 

(So Luke) ,Eai'Y ~" T<f ~J,,? d..'r""" (so Paul)) in Paul and Luke are so 

closely p -,rallel, Luke s imply having alterod the characteristic P2uline phr ,3 se 
) ..... ') 1"\ (I 

<-V '':' iol'il '''' 'to,l', and yet so markedly different from Nk.l i }. 24 ('thiS is my 

b lood of the covenant'), that t he conclus ion i s unavoidabl e that the Lukan 
7. 

cup- word is derived from t he same tradition <'5 that reflect ed in 1 Cor . l1.25 . 

This being s o it ilould appear tha t Luke has drawn tOGether two traditions; 

1. Cf J • Jeremias , Euch2ristic \'Iords . 1'166, lOP 139-159 . Cf also A. J . B.::i3gins . 
Lord's Supper, 1956 , pp 37ff. 

2. Cf above 10 574 
3. Cf above p 5'72f 
4. Cf abov~ p 574 
5 . Cf ?,bove p 573 
6 . Cf above p 574 
7 . Further features in "ll1ich Lk . 22 .19b- 20 a.«rees "'ith 1 Cor.11. ?4b-2s avains t 

Nk . 14. ·?3b- 24 ,q re;~TitD ~w~v ap;ains t ~ ~tt'f \TOA >"~Y; the corrun''lnd~ to · re~/o.:1.t 
• 1 / ~ ,.... oJ " :> \ j , 

..>ap:r;lJ.€d to t he bread word IOU,O Ilbl~I'i , absent from Mark; t:'5 i')v E }J'")" 
cl.,"d...}J v '\() I v , absent from Mark. Despite this impressive list of pa~allels 

bet ween Luke: <mel Paul , Luke agr ees ',lith I;ark in sueaking of t he blood cein" 
:> I " J. ., -

lpoured out' (c~X~~YOp€: vov ). Luke =y have derivE1d this fr9nl lhrk and 
added the Pauline 0<Tip 0t'~Y to it instead of the It,arkan .siTl' P 1I0AAwy 
There can be no doulct that Luke did knoH the lia rkan tradition . 
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the one cont? ined in Lk.22.15-19a , and the other (the pre-P,!Uline tradition) 

in Lk .22.19b-20. Thus it would be perfectly natural that when the Gospel of 

Luke circuL.cted in certain circles in ;Ihich the Pauline tradition W1S not lmown 

(and possil:ly bread and \lin euch~rists were not celebrated, for the cup 
1. 

mentioned in Lk.22.17 i:J not a £llcharistic cup) , the Hords contained in Lk , 

22.19b-20 :Iere omitted. Such an expl an:!tion of the shorter t "xt has lit leas '" 

th i s to recommend it; it docs not demand that we accept the impossible as sump-

tion tha t all the nl'l.TIuscripts supportinr the longer text ",ould have added 

exc-ctly the same ;lOrds. We should expect SOJn£ a t least to show the influence 

of tho V-,rkan tr -,dition. 

,-Ie conclude therefor" tb"t in his account Luke h.1.5 comcined t, -o 

distinct tro.c1itions; the one cont2.i.ninr: the cup over which Jesus made hi .J 

avo",,,l of 2.bstinence and the broad Hord , and the other t he pre-Pauline cup ",ord 

Hhich has bocn amended sligiltly by Luke to bring it into conformity with tht: 

Harka n tradition. As a r Esult Luke h-.s :1n account in "hich tHO cups are 

montioned but the first most certainly cannot have 'bcen intended by hirr. to UP 

the EJUcl1o.ri stic cup. This conclusion is import1nt for our interpretation not 

only of Luke 's record of Jesus' avoH2.1 of abstine nce, but also of the Hords of' 

institution themse lves. 

'!.Th.".t nre " ~ie to m:lke then of the conflict ing order of the avmval of 

abstention followed by tile mE:~l in Luk e- and the meal follot.ed by the Ilvot'a l of 

abstention in l.ic."lrk . SchHeizer, in :..n important article J ar eues tentativGly 
2 . 

for the ~~rkan order . His main ar~ncnts arc that Hark is generally the morc 

reliable '''itness , eS~Gci.:illy with tile eschatoloSical utterances; t h:lt tho 

cschatolozical-messianic joy at the :oc:ssover is .''It least ,,-s well Ilttested wit :, 

the third cup, at the end of the m",al, -' 5 'lith the first cup ; thd t he thirr] 

cup Has the more import.:lnt beco.use of the '~rnyers spoken over it; and that 

in the time of Jesus tho third cup was fol.1ot'ed by th e s ino;ing of th co Idter 

part of the !:allel, Hhich ex~)resscd eschatolo" ical expectations chara cteristic 

of thu ·')C'.ssovcr . 

Ae;.'1inst this the, follo"inr; "Joints are to be noted; (a ) The mnjority 

of cr itics prefer the Lukan position, v]llerc the connexion ,dth "hat :)rocedes 

is certainly more satisfactory than in Hark ; (b) In J:ark's order the >lord of 

institution 11.'15 just compared thG Hinc with the covenant blood which is to be 

1. Cf A_,l.P . Hig"ins, Lord 's SU")per, 1')56 , p 24 ,40 
2. E. Sch~'Jeizer, 'Das ;'~bendmi1hl ·.~ine V'3rr~er;enwartigung dos Todcs Jesu. oder 

ein :;:scb"tologisches Freuden"''lhl?' i n T'eeologische Zeitschrift, Vo12 , l r l.f6 
)~ 90-98. 
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poured out, while in the next sentence it is called 'the fruit of the vine', 

and is "lent i oned in order to focus the thoughts of the disciples on the renel/al 

of the fellowship in the Kingdom of God. (c) In the blessing over the first 
1-

cup the wine VI:1S called 'the fruit of the vine' according to the Mishnah. 

(d) It is highly unlikely thpt Luke is responsible for tr?~ferring the avowal 

of abstinence from its Markan position for, as we ha ve seen, Luke dislikes 
2. 

tr .nsporting Mark ' s order. (e) If Luke's order is correct then the 

implication io that Jesus did not t~ke part in the paSsover meRl with his 

disciples. This is made self-evident in Jesus ' express ion of his unfulfilled 

desire t o e,t the passover with his disciples, and would not do so until the 

true passover wna fulfilled in the coming of the Kinedom of God (Lk. 22.15,16), 

and his cOill..land to ' divide the cup 3.illong yourselves' (Lk. 22.17). This would 

then uoke better sense of the words of institution, for it is difficult to 

im",gine that Jesus ate the bread which he designnted "s his body or dr'1nk the 

cup which he had s".id w .IS his blood. In view of all of this it is cert'1in 

that while the Saying occupied different positions in the different tr.".di tion~ : 

the Lukan order is to be preferred as the ;nos t historicCll. In view 'llso of 
3. 

the strong possibility th_.t the Lulcan "ccount is a translation of Hebrew Luke's 

::lCcount is to be :.ccepted ..is the l:lOre ::tccur£lte. 

Support for t nis Iukan order is found in the pr·'lctice of the Quarto-

decimanians. Thet their practice goes back to a very early time in Christian 
4. 

history h"s Deen demonstrated b.}' Schwartz. We know fron the recent discovery 

of the Epistula Apostolorun, th .lt thes e Chri s tians f flsted durinG the time of 

the Jewish jJussover meal, o.nd broke their f :1st at cock-crow during passover 
5. 

ni:oht, i.e. a t Clbout .3 '.Ll. Their p·,ssover celebrCltion took the following 
6. 

forrJ; (a) whi le the: Jews were holding the passover :Jeal the Christi:m 

comnunity fasten represent'ltively for Isr:lel; (b) Exodus 12 was read and 

explained; (c) After Llidnight the f ast was broken by the celebration of the 

Lord's Supper - nil Ai!npe and Eucharist. The whole period of waiting throbbed 

1. Bel'. 6.l. 
2. Cf above p. 569. 
3. J. J ereLlias, Eucharistic \'lords , 1 966, pp. 196f. 
4. E. Schwartz, 'Osterbetrachtung' in ZNrl, Vol. 7, 1906, pp.lOf. 
5. An Engl.ish trL.nsl~.tion of the Ethiopic text h:ls been published by G. Homer, 

Tho Statutes of the Apostles , 1904. 
6 . Cf B. Lohse, 'Dos Passafest del' Quartadecimnner', in Beitruge zur Forderung 

christlicher Thcolo(.:ie, Vol. II, 1953, pp. 62-89 for detailed evidence. 
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with an anxious expectation of Christ 's return. 
.. t. 

If he h~dAcorne by midni:;ht, 

then they broke their f3St a nd united thelllDelves with h:iJ)l in the celebration of 

table-fellowship . This eager expect2tion of Christ's return is readily 

explained by the abu."1dilllt evidence th~,t the cornine of the Messiah was not only 

linked with the rdssover celebrCltion, but that he would come ,"t the time of 
L 

the Passover. 

This very pri ':Ii ti 'Ie practice h ',S probably influenced the trans!llission 

of the c.ccount to the extent th:',t t"e pr::'.ctice is the reason why the tradi tiOll 

was pres erved . But t h is does not !:lean th .:tt the tradition is an ~ri tifici"l 

cons truct to bolster up the pra ctice. It is impossible to i Cl-'lgine how such Co 

pr~ctice could have g rown up co e3rly ~onc Jewish Christi311s if they were not 

following the pr~lc"tice of' Jesus. 

(ii) The words of interpret ation over the bread 
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In the ·,bove t ::lble the !:lnterinl coonan to '111 five texts is under·· 

lined. If one a ccepts th'~t John's context h e' s necessita ted the expansion of 

/ 

the simple ,QU,O , then it c.m be Geen ').t a glance th-lt all five texts 

..... / J .......... / j/ ( ; 
trmslllit the sentence; ,ou,o EO,'v TO dIJJ)JOi-.. 10j r) o'o(P5 'OU 

'"h t is to be s :lid of thE: !:t8.terial which is not co ,;"on to :\11 the 

wi tnesses? 

(a) The invik tion to 'ta ke' (l!lk/Matt) and to 'eat' (I,lat t.). It is 

1. For the evidence of J. J erel"ias , Euch.:!ristic Words, 1966, pp.256ff. 
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certainly true that the addition of 'eat' has arisen from the liturgical use 

of the words in the eucharist. It is not so of >-:, ~tlC. for although this 

i~ssing from the bread-word in Luke it is found in Lk. 22.17. The additio~ 

of the word 'take' to the grace before the meal is most unusual. Its presence 

is to be explained by the fact that although Jesus said the grace and added his 
1. 

word of interpretation, he himself did not eat the meal. It has, therefore, 

a strong claim to authenticity, and would have been remembered becsuse of itJ 

unexpectedness related to the remarkable behaviour of Jesus in not eating the 

paSsover with his disciples. 

(b) 
( , 

The uTIt p - phrase. 

If we accept the hypothesis that Luke is dependent not on his special 
2. 

Source for this phrase but on the pre-Pauline tradition, then the pre-Pauline 

and the Johannine traditions support the phrase against the Markan which om:i+ r
, 

it. From this it does not follow that the stati8tics prove the originality. 
3. 

As Jeremias has noted the phrase is 'impossible' to re-translate into Arank~ic, 

'- ' 
Since we find '1V uiTE F < "-urwv 

, 
in 11 Cor. 7.12 and ,0 

,\ (,....., 

uo,t f) U! wv 

in 11 Cor. 9.3, the phrase in 1 Cor. 11.24 is to be ascribed to Paul. This 

speaks also against Luke whose word order in any event is unsemi tic. The 

most decisive argument against the originality is that in Mark/Matthew the 

bread saying without this theologicCll explanation leads to a decided imbalru'lCe 

of the two sayings. As they were originally separated at the Last Supper by 

the meal, thj,s inbalance would not have been noticed. When they came 
4. 

together in the Christian eucharists at the end of the meal the natural tenaenG¥ 

to give the two words athythmically parallel structure would have been most 
5. 

natural. If also there were bread eucharists in the primitive Church then 

the need for a theological interpretation of the word over the bread would be 

felt to be pressing. This need would have been met by supplying the inter-

pretation from the word over the cup • 

.J 
(c) E.O,IV 

Although all five sources agree on this word it cannot have belonged 

to the semitic original, and has been quite naturally supplied in the Greek 

translation. It is notable that it is lacking from Luke'S record of the 

word over the cup. 

1. 
2. 
3. 

Cf above pp. 575ff 
Cf above p. 576. 
J. Jeremias , Eucharistic Words , 1966. 

4. Cf above pp. 572ff 
5. Cf above p. 574f. 
p 167. 
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) 

tl5 
~ , 
?1 V 

) I 

CWd/Y1 dlV (d) -;OU TO TlO\~n( '1\1 
Although this phrG.Se is attested by bot h Paul and Luke, it probably 

owes its pr esenc e in Luke t o the tr ~dition from which Paul has derived his 
1. 

account . ThiS does not "lean that it is to be attributed to Paul. Since 
) I 

dNd-Y Vio'l5 is not used elsewher e by Paul the conclusion i s inevitab l e that 

it C.)ille from a trD.dition which WG.S es t nb l ished before he wrote his letter to 

the Corinthi ans, i. e. before c. 50. Thus while the comnwnd to repeat i s 

certainly ancient it cannot be accept ed G.S part of the ut t er ance of Jesus at 

the r,ast Supper. 

As the probable original tradition of the words of int erpreta tion 

spoken aft er Jesus I avowal of 3bstinence (Lk. 22. 15-18) and after the ~race 
, 

spoken at the beginninb of the psssover meal proper we have : :A~~n<. TO~TO 

(Take, this ( i s) rrry body/my fl esh) . 

,0 

OW1~ 'OU / r1 
I 

Od'f 5 'OU 

(iii) The words of interpretation over the wine 

If=======================-r==================lf================== 
II 1 Cor. 11. 25 Lk. 22.20 11 !Ilk. H .24 
11 11 

'-=================11 
Matt. 26. 27b-28 II 

11 
11 
11 
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-rOUTO .0 

/ 

lTOT1plQV 
t , 

1 l<d,IV, 
) 

bl~81"1 
[ef,1V 

II ;) ,..... 
Ht-v (~ 
11 ' 
II 
II 

!I 
II 
II 
11 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 

.J ""\ <. I 
tf (~ d..l)l<XI1 

II /"\ r'\ 

II -rOUTO VO\~\T~ 
II (I ;I \ I 

!! odd.. V'\5 ~o..v "IVr ic. 
11) " )" 
II €.IS T~V l~1V 
11) I 

II ci.Vd-.jlY'l0 I V 
~=~==-====-============= 

" " II 

I " "" II '" I 
TOU iO "T O lIOT7pIOV!! "TOUT a 
t. .. ( ( II 

1 "'cI,lv 7 c)1",81K~ !I 
II > 
II tefTlv 
II 

? > ~ ~ <I /11 
tv TCf ~ o,l]!{j.., I!! TO cAt" )laC) 
J/OV II I 1\ / 

_r_ II '~) (')10.01"'1 <-
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II 
II 
II 

==================~================= 

11 
I ;:. ;;. ...... I II 

T11~T~ fS O',UiOU iTolVrl5 II 
TO~"j 0 O~p !! 

11 
II 
II 

) 

cO TIV 

II 
II 
11 
11 

I ~ I 11 

,0 o..IIJa,. }J 0 U II 
; , 11 

1"15 cSld.e1'<'~') II 
, , \ \' ""' II 

TO TlEfl IIO",\W\I II 
II 

> X/II 
<K UVV 0IEVOV !! 
) )/ ch <. II 

<.15 d, T Ldlv O?'1-!! 
Tr ~\J II 

II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
II 

" II 
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Again the elements coniLlon to a ll four t r aditions helVe been under-

lined. Although there is a disparity in the a ctual wo rds used Paul/Wk. and 

r~ :ukji.htthew say essentially the sane thi ng. For both tr.~ditions the subject 

'"' (' / 
i. e.'OUTQ '10 IiOT~P\OV ) and 

n 

is the red wine contained in the cup , 

,aUTO signify the s =e sub j ect . Similarl y the predicate in both 

1. Cf above p. 576 n.7. 
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traditions is the sarlie. Just 2S I'!ark/ Matthew (the wine (is) ' my blood of the 

covenant') so ellso P.1ul/Luke (the wine (is) 'the new covenant brought "bout , 
l. 

through my blood') compare the Hine with the blood and assert that through it 

the covenant or ne,.; covenant i s to be established. The common text is 

therefore ' This ("line) (is) my blood {for the establishing )of the covenant'. 

This raises the hotly disputed question of "hether the Paul/Luke or the 

Mark/Hatthml form of \Vords is the more original. The fact that the ~iark/ 
" ~ ,< ( 8 ' 

£1atthe\oJ tradition is suppor ted by Heb.9 . 20 ('Ou'Q TO d..llcJ... '1; Ole!, T(I\) 
and more generally by In. 51c-58 is no argument for its authenticity. It 

simply ref~ccts the wider spread of the tradition. There are, hOHever, two 

major grounds on which the authenticity and originality of the Mark/Mat the\V 

tradition are to be supported. 

Firstly: In.6.60, 'This i s a hard saying' indicates that very early 

in the history of the eucharistic tradition exception was taken by JeHs to the 

idea of drinking the blood of Christ. There is abundant Jm,ish evidence that 
2 . 

such an idea was an abomination to Jm,s. The Jewish scholar Montefiore in his 

commentary on Mark wrote of the difficulty of believing ' that a Palestinian 

or Galil aean Jew coul d have suggested that in drinking Hine his disciples 

were, even symbolically, drinking blood. For the horror with which the drink-
3· 

i ng of blood was regarded by the Jews is well known. ' Simil arly Klausner 

thinks it 'quite impossible' that Jesus Hould have invited his disciples to 
4. 

drink his blood. It is this that has led many scholars to believe t hat this 

form of the saying ori ginated in a non-Jevlish situation and that therefore the 
5· 

"lords in Paul/Luke are the more original. As Dalman has rightly remarked, 

hOHever , it is precisely the impossibility of the saying that indicates its 
6. 

historicity. It is perfectly easy to understand hOH the offensiveness of the 

'blood' saying Hould have been softened in Paul's 'Rabbinization of the trarli -
7. 

tion', it is impossible to understand how Paul's 'This cup is the neH covenant 

in my blood' could have become the thoroughly offensive ' This is my blood (of 

t he covenant) 'in Hark/11atthew and be preserved in this form by both John 

(In.6.51c-58 ) and the author of HebreHs (Heb.9 . 20). 
1. A.Schlatter , Das' Evangelium des Lul,as , 1931, p 422 demonstrates that'--~v . 

here is to be interpreted causally. 
2 . Gen.9 . 1,; Lev .::;.17; 7.26f; 17.10-14; Deut 12.16,23f; 15.23; 1 Sam.14.23ff; 

Acts 15.20 ,29; Josephus Ant. 3. 260. For rabbinic parallels cf Strack & 
Bi11erbeck , Vc::' 11 , p 737 . 

3. C.G .);ontefiorf., The Synoptic Gospels, Vol 1, 1927, P 332. 
4. J.Klausner, Josus of Nazareth, 1957 , p 329. 
5. e.g . F.J.Leerulardt, Le sacrement de la sainte cene, 1948 , pp 51ff. 
6 . G.Dalman, Jesl.S Jeshua, 1929, p 157. 
7. H.D.Davies, P. ,ul and Rabbini c Judaism, 1955, p 249. 
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Secondly: It is true that the harkan phrase 'my blood of the covenant' 

is 'very difficult in a literal translation into Hebrew and Palestinian Aramaic: 

a noun with a pronominal suffix can generally tolerate no ~enitive after itself. 

How unusual the phrase sounds for Semitic idiom is observed in the Syriac 

versions. ;·ik .14.24 syrsin and Matt . 26 strpalA are the only texts before the 

Peshitta "hich venture a literal rendering. All others solve the problem by 

taking - quite artificially - the T~) 61",elV'IS as apposition:"This is my 

blood, the neH covenant" or by changinG the personal pronoun of the first person 

into that of the third person: "This is his (covenant) blood, that of the new 

covenant " . Therefore the expression "my blood of the covenant" in its present 
l. 

form does not sound Palestinian.' However, as Jeremias continues , .:hy is it 

necessary to pre-suppose that l~rk would have adhered slavishly to the semitic 

word order of his original? That the Syriac versions attempted to adhere to 

the Greek word order is no indication that Nark did the same thing with his 

translation . Both Hebrew and Ar~maic den~nd that the pronominal suffix be 

appended to the governed rather than tho governing noun, i.e. blood-of covenant-

my (Heb. dam beri thi; Aramaic adam keyan,i). Such a semi tic word order (' This 

blood-of covenant-my) could only be rendered in Greek by transposing the pro.,. 

noun. Thus the phrase cannot be dismi ssed as impossible on linguistic grounds. 

If the phrase cannot be di smis 30d on linguistic grounds, nor can it be 

dismissed on the grounds of its cont~ : nt. Higgins is certainly correct in his 

contention that 'blood of the coven~r.t' or 'covenant blood' in l ater Judaism 
2. 

signified the blood of circumcision ( cf Gen.17.10). But does this mean that 

this is 'another factor telling aga'inst its correctness in the context of the 
3. 

Last Supper'? One needs here to remember that in Col.2.11 Paul describes the 

death of Christ as his circumcisio,n. Such a remarkable image is surely best 

explained on the erounds that Chr 'ist did speak of his blood as 'covenant blood ' 

and that Paul with his Rabbinic t;raining quite understandably drew the conclusion 

that his covenant-making death was his circumcision. 

Equr,lly the fact that the covenant played no part in the old passover 

liturgy cannot be used aeainst the originality of these words. We know that 

the interpretation of the pas~.: over meal and its cups belonged not to the graces 

at the beginning and end of t r ' 0 meal but to the preceding haggadah . When Jesus 

adds his new words of interp:c' etation to these graces the radical departure from 

l. 
2 . 

3. 

J.Jeremias, Eucharistic v jords , 1966, p .194f 
A.J. B.Higginf, Lord's SU!~, 1956, p .33. For the evidence cf J.Jeremias, 
EucharJ.stlc ,lor-as, 1966, p 99; G. Dalman, Jesus-Jeshua , 1929, p 167. 
A.J.B.Higgins, Lord's Su~, 195G, p.33. 
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tradition does not count against the ~uthenticity of the words. Rather, this 

fact explains how these particular words came to be remembered in the primitive 

community with such uniformity. !Jow since Josus clearly did speak of tho Hine 

of the third passover cup as his blood, and since blood and covenant are so 

intimately linked i n Judaism (e.e. Ex.?4.8 ; 2ech.9.l1; cf neb.10.29; 13.20) it 

Hould be perfectly natural for Jesus to have spoken of a neH covenant in the . 

context of speaking of his blood. In <lddition we learn through the Essene 

Hritin;;, especially the Damascus Document , how important the concept of the 

neH covenant (Jer.31.31-34·) HaS in the days of Jesus. ,ilien both the Esssne 

texts and Jesus speak of this new covenant community in terms of building, of 

planting, of the Temp:J-e, and of the flock, then clearly the concept of creating 

the new community through his death and resurrection and the covenant would nev~ 

have been far from the thought of Jesus. Thus He conclude that the covenant-

saying, linked I-lith the blood-sayinG cannot be dismissed as not belon::;ing to 

the 'lords of -Jesus at the Last Supper. 

Included also among the phrases common to tlw four traditions must be 
< , 

the Ullf F - phrase. "lhile this phrase is lackinz in Paul it is most probable 

that it belonged oriGinally to the "lins-"lOrd. TIle reasons for this are; 

(a) the lack of theological explanatj,on of the bread-'Iord Hould have occasioned 

the application of that of the wine-word to the bread -Hprd; (b) this process 

would have been facilitated by the t8ndency to parallel the hlo words "hen they 

Here no longer separated by a meal in the Christian eucharists; (c) if bread 

eucharists were fairly common in the primitive community th8 need for theologi-

cal explanation ;JOuld have been more acutely f e lt. Thus "e conclude that 

c ' 
the UIIE-f -phrase did belong ori[inally to t he Hine-word. 

The remaining question is Which of the various formulations of the 
< , 

U II <. F -phrase is to be counted as originQl? Since l latthm·1 is following Hark 
, 

his liEf I plus 
.., )/ h < ...... 

l: '5 ""Cr[OIV cl.lc!..PTI WY is to be reg.- rded as secondary. The 

question is therefore Hhether 'Ie are to 
, c ' 

follo" Paul/Luke and read -'-0 uiTE p 
< r"\ 

U!WV ... or 
"­

ckrk and read TO II o).,>"~v. The question is to be decided 
( , 

... uiTt F 
in favour of l'lark in visl, of (a) the semitic "ord order in which the participle 

, " / 
is placed behJeen the p"rtic1e and the prenocitional phr~se (TO t."'XUVV01EVO'i 
C_' _\\~ \\~ 
Viii P IIO,,/\WV); (b) as a s emitism ~Iark' s 1iO.\.\(,.) v is to be preferred to Paull 

( ~l. ( f'\ 2. 
Luke t S j{).J V ; (c) U/ Wv t as Lohmeyer hr:. s shown, is to be regarded as the 

1. Cf J . Jeremias, Eucharistic' 'ords, 1965, np 179ff. 
2. E.Lohmeyer, 'Das !,bendmahl in der Urgemeinde' in JBL, Vol 56, 1')37, p 243. 
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result of liturgical usa~e where it acts to assure the worshipper s that they 

a re being addr essed personally by the risen Lord. 
~ , 

1;7e conclude , t herefore t th '1 t t he COrnrlion word s here are ; ,OU"1 0 ,0 

/l) , "'" ( I ( c.. ( t:\ I ) ,-... ( I I \ ' c ' 
ol.y->ck ;:ou '15 o lcl.. G1v,,\) or l-d1ct.Clr'1 tV 't:J d-1jd"1 jOU)TOIJItEf 

lIoAAi.UV. 
1:Jhat i s t o be said of the l"a t eri::l ldlich is not common to all the 

Hitnesses? 

(a) The invitation to drink (in lIatthm, alone). 
The alteration of }iark 1 s 

narrative account (Mk.14.23b 'and they all drank of it ,) into direct speech 

(Mt . 26 . 27b , ' Drink all of i t , a ll of you ' ) i s clearly secondary . It is 

probably to be explained as a litur gic".l parallelism 'lith the aut hentic 'ta ke' 

spoken ,lith the bread- word. 

I 
(b) Xc.p ( l1atthew alone) . 

(J This " ord i s necess ita ted by t he secondar y 

a lteration of t he narr ative in : _ark into direct speech in Eat th ew , and thus 

serves to link t he command to drink ' lith the. Hords of i nstitution. 
, I 

(C)TO TIO"ln!)IOV (P~.ul/Luke) 
I ThiG is te be r egarded ~ s an explanatory 

r-
definition of ,oulO. 

, 
(d) Kc:I,'V1 (Paul/Luke) 

The unsemitic placing of the adjective before the 

noun counts against the originality of the further definition of the covenant as 
1. 

' new' • Since Luke i s prob,bly c!ep.:mdcnt on Paul for this phra:::e, uhich is 

Pauline (cf ;0 CC'r.3.6 ; ' God ~lho ,: lso made us minister s r\cI"V?'> ~1cA.e~I~1) ; not 

of the letter , but of t he Spirit', Ehere the influence of Jer .31.31-34 i s 

patent ) 1 the adjective is to be re g,~rded ~,s secondary . 

(e) The command to r epeat the rito . 
'de have already seen that the 

2. 
command to repeat is not part of the originnl tr2.dition. The command to repeat 

i n Paul , not followed by Luke , is fur t her indication of t he tendency to parallel-

ism of the Hords spoken both over the brea d "nd the Hine ,Ihen t hey are no longer 

separated by a meal. 

'tie conclude t hat the :>robabl p. origin31 form and settine; of the words of 

interpret." tion spoken by Jesus Here; (at t he grace spoke n at the breakin , of the 

\.1 '" "I 
bread at the commencement of the ;oassover meal AcI..~£TE. > ,Ou,a ,0 rJWfd, 

1. Cf above p 576. 
2 . Cf ahov€: p .581 under (d ) 
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fOU; ,~ c:5 cI P.5 lOLl (and at tho gr ace spoken over the third pa~ saver 

cup at t he conclusion of the passover menl nnd before t he singinr 
( , ~ ~ 

of the 

A '" 0 / 
concludi ng Hallel) IO\l'O -,- ° 01.11)01, lOU 

o,,,,e~,,,s '1 

I ~) i\ Old, 1'<-1 ) 

E..V '"' ,6.) 

<I / ,I' <' \ \" / 
d,'/d,-1I IOlfOUIIl:.f IIOI\I\WV, 

, 

d. A Reconstruction of th e Order of Events and "'ord s at the Las t Supper 

Passover 

A, Preliminar y Course 

\'lord of dedication over the first 
cup (Kiddush cup), whose wine is 
spoken of as t he 'fruit of the 
vine t . 

Prelimin~ry dish. 
The meal proper served but not 
eaten, 
the haggadnh cup poured but not 
drunk 

B, Passover Liturgy 

Passover ha~hadah , when in reply 
to sons' questions , the lru;lb, bitt­
er herbs , and unloavened brend 
are ex!,lained (also four cups) 

Everyone i s to regard hi mself ns 
if he had come out of Egypt . (Pcs 
10.4 ,S). 
Th0 sinr;inc: of the first part of 
the ',v.ssover Hallel 
Drinking t he second cup (the 
h aggadah cup). 

C. The Meal 

The president takes the unleavened 
loaves , blesses God i n the pords ; 
' Blessed art thou who brinr est 
forth bread from the earth', brea~ 
it in pieces and hands it to t he 
guests. 

The meal consisting of passover 
l amb , unle:avened bread , bitter 
herbs , with fruit pur ee and wine . 

Grace ovor third cup (the cup of 
bll.ssing ) 

D. Conclusion 

Second part of t he passover 
Hallel 

Praise over the fourt h CUD 
(hallel cup) -

Last Supper 

A. Pr eliminary Course 

Lk.22 .1S-18. 
',li th desire have I desired to eat 
this passover with you befor e I suffer: 
For I say unto you , I will not eat it, 
unti l it be fulfi l led in t he kingdom of 
God . And he received a cup , and ' lhen 
he had given thanks, he said, Takc this, 
and divid e it anong yourselves : For I 
say unto you, I will not drink t he fruit 
of the vine until t he kingdom of God 
sh .... ll come .' (cf Hk .14.2S. ' Verily I s ay 
unto you, I will no more drink of the 
fruit of the vine, until the dny whon 
I drink it ne1>1 in the Kingdom of God. 
= Mt . 26 . 29 ) 

B. Pas sover Liturgy 

Jesus ' description of himself as the 
true pnssove,t;. lamb (cf 1 Cor.S.?; also 
In.l.29,36'? '-r Pet. l.19 ; Rev.S.6, 9 ,12; 
l?.ll; Jus/tin, Dial. 72.1). 
The inter pretati on of the bowl of bitter 
herbs QS the betrayal by Judas? (Mk .14 . 
18ff = M . 26 .2lff; Lk. 22 .21? In.13.2lf) 

\ IR " , '" ,I 
AoI,r EH , ,OUiO TO d~ld.. loul 

/'i dd..f~rolj . 

" 'n:;v., "( 8 1 V ,OiJ""iO ,0 d,'jJc!. JJOI.) Tns 010'- ')KC'\) 

j < l /. G It ) I ~ c/ II ,/ 
, < ' 'I 010. ~~I<.~ E.." I~ 0I,'~""'1 fOUl ,0 UITE P 110 AA wv. 

D. Conclusion 

' And '''hen they had sung a hymn they went 
out unto the mount of Olives' (Hk .14.26 
= ; :t . 26 .30). 
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3. The Heaning of the words and events in the setting of the passover 
and eucharist 

\·/e shall consider the interpretation of the Last Supper and the Christ-

ian eucharist which grew out of it under the following headings; 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e . 

a. 

The avowal of abstinence, 
The meal, 
The words of Interpretation, " . The d..'I<>.pv 1)0'\ S 
The Hallel. 

The Avowal ef Abstinence 

In view of what we know of the ~ractice of the Quartodecimanians whose 

practice of fasting during the time of the Jewish passover celebrations before 

beginning their annual eucharistic celebration after midnight, which practice 
1. . 

must have developed out of the practice of Jesus at the Last Supper, the 

reasons given for this fast by t hese Christians are to be accepted ~s the 

earliest records of how Christians interpreted this fast. This does not 

mean that these interpretations are necessarily correct, but their unanimity 

is so striking as to suggest that tho tradition is so primitive as to be the 

most reliable guide in interpreting the fact that Jesus fasted while his 

disciples ate the passover meal. 

1.nat are the reasons given for the primitive Christian passover fast? 

Epiphanius of Salamis (c.403) nuotes from the Diatexeis of th e Apostles (c.200): 

'The same aTlOstles say, ''''/hile they (the Jews) are feasting (in the passover 
2. 

night) you are to fast, mournin,; for them.'" The Apostolic Constitutions 

give the following reculations for the ,nssover fast: 'fasting .... all of you 
3· 

,Jith fear anei trembling , ;::>rayi n,:; for those that are perishing.' 'He (the risen 

Lord) therefore charged us himself to fast these six days (of the passover 

week) on account of the impiety and tr~nsF,rcssion of the Jews, commanding us 
4. 

withal to bewail over them and to lament for their perdition.' In chapter 21, 

the Syriac Didascalia, 1Jhen dealing .. lith the passover and the resurrection, 

says Therefore, orhen you fast, so pr::ty and petition for the lost; for the 

1. Cf above pp 577 f. 
2. Epiphanius, Panarion, 70 .11.3 (quoted from J. Jeremias, Eucharistic '"'ords , 

1966, p 217). This .. Jork is pror:ctbly a preliminary stage of the Didascalia 
and the verse quoted is not found in the Syriac Didascalia. 

3. Ap.Const. 5.13.3f (F.X.Funk, Didascalia et Constitutiones Apostolorum 1, 
1905, 271:;5-7.) 

4. Ap Const. 5.14.20 (Funk , 279.1-4) 
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1. 

sake of your brothers ••••. (you) should do it. I In the Didacho we find the 
2 .• 

general rule , 1 Fast for those 'Who persecute you' .. 

In these interpretations there arc t Fo major eloments . On t he one hand 

the fast is to be held in mour ning for the Jews for they are 'lost'. Hnving 

rojected the salvation which has come in Christ they have been r ejected by God. 

On t he ether hand the fast is to be the occc-sion for inte rcession on their behalf. 

These interpretations may help to ShOH why Jesus nbstained from the meal o,nd how 

that action throws light on the Christian euchari st. 

The ~~ssover was not simply a celebration of God's deliverance of his 

people out of Egypt to make t hem a people in the land of Canaan, it was also an 

eschatologi cal meal in anticipation of the coming Messiah who would a cain bring 

about the deliverance of his p eople. Jesus kne.: that not only was he the true 
19 .16 6, 

passover lamb (cf 1 Cor,S.?; In.l.29 , 3~ 1 Pet.l.19; Rev.5~,12; 12.11) and that 

he was God's eschatological Messinh , but .,lso th."t he was reject ed by the Jews 

and ]'Ias about to be put to death. This act would not only mark the final 

rej ection of the messianic salvation which h.:ti come throu;h him , but would be 

the event in "hich that salvation woul d come. Because of this event the pass-

over celebration year by year "oul d end, for through it God woul d f ulfil the 

kingd om of God (Lk.22.16). J8SUS therefore abstains from this meal kno'Jing 

that his next meal "ith his di sci ples "'ill be the fulfilment of all hi s previous 

meal s; it will be the true messiani c b ,nquet; it will be the fulfilment of the 

apocalyptic saying: 'The Lord of Spirits will atide over them, and Hi th the Son 

of man shall tho;' e.:tt, and Ii;) down and rise up for ever and ever' (l.En.62.14). 

Then, says Hark, Jesus \ 'ill drink ' new' \line. As Behm has s hown , to be 'nuw' 
3. 

is a mark of the time of salv,'ltion, of the transformed creation. I'Then Eatthew 

adds ' with you! ( Ht.26.29 ) he clearly understands that those who h.:tve been with 

him a t the Last Supper are t hose who Kill eat with him i n the eschatological 

meal. J e sus' abstaining from tho !)assover meal ]',i th his disciples , therefore, 

is a mourning for Israel who have rejected the true passover lamb of God and i n 

so doing r e jected t hE; nLW nct of eschatological salvation, and a decla.ration th.i 

he is the one who, in bringing t he celebration of the Exodus to Q close, is about 

to ,ccomplish the new Exodus deliver.:mco through "hich the neH people of God is 

to be created. But the fulfiDoent of this lia s through his death and ex~ltation 

whe n Ite will come again to the waitine; disciples and feed them. So it is not 

1. ';iuoted from J . .Jeremias, Eucharis tic ';vords, p 21? 
2 . Didache 1.3, 
3. J.Behm, r'O( IYOS)",\in ')'I,,,')T , Vol Ill, ,,451f; also R. A. Harrisville , TI10 Concept 

of lIeuness in the ~jew Testament, 1<)60. 
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the Last Supper but the Christian eucharist which is the eschatological banquet 

of salvation. 

If in abstaining Jesus pOints to the event through which the 

eschatological banquet will be fulfilled in the Christian eucharist where no 

lamb is slaughtered because the true lamb has already died once for all, it 

pOints also to his rejection by the Jews which will itself bring in the Kingdom. 

The fast of Jesus might also be interpreted as his passionate intercession 

for them, a fast for those who persecute him (Did. 1.3). He fasts in inter-

cession just as the (ebhed Yahweh made intercession for the transgressors 

(Is. 53.12). 

Such an interpretation of the abstinence of Jesus confirms what vee 

have already seen to be the character of the eucharist in the New Testament 

as a cuvenant- and community-creating meal with the crucified but exalted 
1. 

<ebhed/Messiah/Son of man in the Kingdom of Gud. 

(b) The meal 

In assessing the meaninG of the meal and the ro l e it played in the 

New Testament eucharistic theology the following pOints need to be remembered; 

(i) All the Gospels bear witness to the fact that Jesus celebrated the Last 

Supper with his t"elve chosen disciples, in contrast to what we are told 
2. 

of so many of the other meals ai' Jesus. It is here that Jesus tells his 

disciples that they are no longer servants but friends, in fact the friends 

for whom he is to lay down his life (In. 15.13-15). These words are, however, 

spoken not to all of the twelve as Judas has already left their company (In. 

13.30 ). The character of this particular meal is that the company that shares 

it is a group of close friends and associates. 

(ii) As we have seen, on this occasion Jesus did not share in the meal. He 

was the one who served his disciples. On the interpretation just given, 

the abstinence of Jesus pointed forNard to the coming events of his death and 

exaltation and to the next meal to which he would come to the redeemed community 

still as the one who would serve them (Cf Lk. 12.37; 22.27). 

,-' _\\" 
(iii) Although the Markan uitt p \I 0 ,\1\<..) v fonnula is to be preferred to the 

c. \ (i"\ 

Pauline 'md Lukan Ulli p U jJ W v 
3. 

which gained its significance from its 

liturgical usage, nevertheless it is Preserved b Paul and Luke in the context 
1. Cf above p.)41 2. Cf above p. 569. 3. Cf above pp~41ff. 
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of the Last Supper and felt by them to be appropriate there. Simi l arly Matthew 

adds the wo r ds 'with you i to the promise that he will eat the new passover in 

the coming Kingdom of God (Matt. 26.29) . Just as John limits the designation 

of t hose who are the ' friends' to the e leven (i.e. without Judas) so Luke, 

immediately af ter recording Jesus' words; ' Thi s cup is the new covenant in my 

blood, even that wh i ch is poured out for you' (Lk. 22.20) continues immediately 

to speak of the bet r aye r on whom the solemn 'woe' i s pronounced which is intro-

duc ed by the excluding ' but ' (Tf~1V Lk. 22 . 2lf). 

These three features point t o the Last Supper as an intimate fellow-

shi p meal in which Jesus serves those who are cluse to him, his table-fellows, in 

the covenant making meal. It is they who are assured of belonging t o the 

eschatol ogical community which would be created through his coming death and 

exaltation, and it is they who would be the ones 1) whom he would come to share 

in the coming Messianic banquet in the Kingdom of God ('they' here does not, 

of course, include the betrayer Judas). Consequently this meal i s both a 

community experience and, both in reality and in prospect, a community-creating 

meal. It is community creating through the understanding of a table fe11ow-

s hip of the s tronger with the weaker creating a life-communicating covenant, 

and it is community creating in prospect for it looks t o the fulfilment of 

that covenant through the death and exaltation through which t he new covenant 

community of God is to be created. 

It is precisely this which we have s een to be Pau+'s underst3ndin& of 
1. 

the Christian eucharist. If, as is probable, the t radit ion in 1 Cor. 11.17-34 

reflects a practice when the eucha rist has already become separated from the 
2. 

meal and takes place at the end of the meal , then the charge against the 

Corinthians that they partake 'unworthily' of t he body and blood of Christ in 

t hat they do not wait for the late-c omer s a t the meal is all the more signifi-

cant. As the assembled company of Christians, i. e. those who have been 

baptized into Christ and thUS indissolubly linked with each other , they are 

those whose life shou~.d be charact erised as a life together in close dependence 

on one anot her expre:3sed in t he deeply inter-personal relationships of love and 

service (cf also In. 13.12ff). Ther efore the way in which they meet and 

conduct thellJSelveG at the eucharist should be a confirmation 01" thei r bapti~mal 

1. Cf above pp. 543 f 
2. Cf above p.572f. 
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union 'liith one another in Christ just as at the Last Supper Jesus met with the 

close circle of his intimate friends. Both the eucharist Jnd the Last Supper 

are already intimate community occasions. It is t his community which both in 

theological doctrine and ethical practice is the setting in which the celebra-

tion of the eucharist takes place. Just as the community that shared with 

Jesus at the Last Suppe r is 'purged' when Judas left, so must the Christian 

community 'purge out the old leaven' (1 Cor. 5.1ff). 

But the fact that the euchar istic assembly is already a close comnunity 

does not mean that it is not also the occasion when the community is re-created 

or re-newed. It is here that the Christian is once again united with Christ 

and through this union re-newed in his union with all those who together form 

the body of Christ (Cf 1 Cor. lO.16f). The parallel here with Nhat we have 

said of the community creating character of the meal of the Last Supper confirms 

our interpretation. 

(c) The words of interpretation 
, 

,~ :;.~ rot) 'il ~'" 8hs louie (JWY~IOU/1 a:p~ lOu: ,o~,o TO 

(1 6101. 81\\1 ) ~ < I I ) ,(' \ \ ~ 
~v T~ ddt;;", you TOViTt.p l'OA""WV The disciples must have 

regarded these words, spoken by Jesus at the dispensing of the unleavened 

bread and of the third cup, as an astonishing addition to the customary 

obs ervance. It is unlikely tint they woul d have been able to understand them 

any better than rie are if they "'ere not already prepared for them by the 

preceding hagg~dah. Before proceeding to show how the assumption that Jesus 

did speak of himself ~s the true p,s~over lamb who waS to be slain helps in 
"-

interpreting these words , we need to pause to ask ourselves to what the ,OU,O 

in both the bread- and wine- wor d" refer. 

" There is a Vlid~spread opinion that Jesus meant by ,OUTO the action 

of breaking the bread and pouring out the \l ine , and that the words are an 

explanation of trw symbolic pre-enactment of his death on the Cross. This 

" ~ is impossible unless ,OU,O tC5ilV coincided with the action of breaking 

the bread and pouring out the wine. In neither did the words coincide with 

the action. In the bread-word 'the fact that it is preceded by >. c: p~ 1 f­

shows that the words were spoken ~s the bread was being distributed after i~ 

had a lready been broken. This is even clearer with regard to the wine-word. 
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1. 

Between the pouring out of the wine from the mixing bowl into the 'cup of 

blessing ' and Jesus' words of interpretation would have come the grace at the 

end of th e meal which consist ed of the elevation of the cup (Mk. 14.23), an invi-
2. 

t ation to prayer, til e b race itself consisting of several benedictions, and the 

~:unen. It is not the action of breaki..'1'; and pouring therefore which Jesus 

interpreted but th" bread and the wine itself. This is confirmed by the fact 

that In. 6.51c says qui te explicitly ' the bread which I will give is my fleah ••. ' 

/ 
Equally unambiguous i s 1 Cor. 11. 24, 25 where the positioning of tOllY shows 

~ , 
that ,OU,O and ,0\)10 <OIiOli)PIOV 

, '( e' 1'~o'.'vrl 0,,,,- ~",rl is the subj ect and 

everything that follows the predicate. 

A second word of caution is necessary. 
) 

This concerns the word (O,'V 

Although this would not have been expressed in the original Aramaic or Hebrew 

QF~iaal, as ic evidenced by its absvnce from the Lukan wine-word, it is present 

in all of the rest of the Greek versions of the words. On this HigginS affirms 

quite categorically, and without any supporting evidence, that we must reject 
, 

the ' Catholic view t hat "is" (f..Q'< I ) must be taken literally - the bread and 

the wine are in fact, if not in appearance, the actual body and blood of Christ', 
3. 

tor ' such a view would have been iI!lpossible to a Jew'. How difficult such a 

concept WaS for a Je'" is made perfectly clear .vithin the New Testament in In. 

6.60. Nevertheless Vie have to rec icon with the probability that the author 

of the Fourth Gospel was a Jew, and that he speaks of 'eating IfIll flesh and 

drinking my blood' (In. 6.56 ) which in the next vers e is expressed as 'eating 

me' (In. 6.57) . It is not our purpose t o enter into a debate into the meaning 

of the Catholic doctrine of Trarill~ubstantiation , it is sufficient to note that 

within the New Testament the words of institution were interpreted, and that by 

Jews, to mean that Christ WaS himself the eucharistic food. 

,'e have already Seen that there was a wide-spread t radition in the 

primitive community \Ihich spoke of' Jesus as the pascha l lamb (1 Cor. 5.7; In. 

1.29, 36; 19.36; 1 Pet . 1.19; Rev. 5.6,9,12; 12.11). In 1 Cor. 5.7 the way 

Paul uses the argument pre-supposes tha t the Corinthians are already f'amilLl.r 

with the tradition. In John the tradition is so strong that, despite the 
4. 

traces that the Last Supper was a paschal meal in his Gospel , the paschal 

1. On the mixing of the wine G. Dalman, Jesus-Joshua, 1929, pp.149ff; Strack& 
Billerbeck Vol. IV, p.58. 

2. Cf J. J ereruias, Eucharistic Words, 1966, p.llO. 
3. A. J.B. Higgins, Lord's Supper, 1956 , p. 51. 
4. Cf above pp. 563ff . 



Page 593 . 

lamp typology has become theological chronology. The most natural explanation 

of tuis widespread tradition is that Jesus himself spoke of himself as the true 

pass over lamb. We have n o direc t evidence of this, but on the conclusion that 

the Last Supper was a p"ssover meal we know that as the head of the group that 

met with him he vlOuld have had to interpret the pass over lamb during the 

paSSover haggadah. Since the words of institution s how t h:lt he spoke of liiruself 

as the unleavened bread and the wine of the ' cup of blessing' it is highly 

probable tha t during th" hagga da h he spoke of himself as the true p3ss over l amb, 

Such an assumption a t least allows U3 to assume th , t the dis ciples were prepared 

fo r the startling wordS of interpretation placed on the bread and win e du ring 

the meal. When, ther"fore, Jesus spoke of the bread and the wine as his body/ 

flesh and blo od, the most na tural intvrpretatioo is that he is sp saking of him-

self as the true passover vi ctim. 

Jeremia s has demonstrated that the word p9.irs flesh "nd blood 
~ 

~ 

(Kp~d,5/o'C: fS - ct~r' ) a nd body and blood 
1. 

flesh/body und blood. 

~ < 

(0(,) jJr:!.- <XI/e<. ) denoted the s~cri-

ficial separation of the Now it is well known that 'the 

Paschal victim WflS not a Sin-offering or regarded as a means of expia ting or 
2. 

removing s ins'. '\ihile there is somt. evidence toot in contempor,qry exegedis 
3. 

it WaS held that the s .:tcrificesFlt the actual Exodus were expiatory, i t is not 

necessary to suppose that Jesus confinod his thought to the p.lssover lamb. lVe 

ha ve already seen how Jesus' abstinence from the meal awakcned echoes of the 
4. ( , - >.\ " cebhed Yahweh, and this is confirmed by the use of uTl~f I/0' wv 

a llusion to Isa. 53.11 which is directly relate d to sacrifice (Isa. 

with its 

53.10). 

In these words Jesus sptlaks of hims<llf ).s the PaSsover Lamb/l ebhed Yahweh, who 

i s to be 
( , 

sacrificed UII ~ F 110\>-;::; Y rilld 
, ~ 

by this bring in the new () I d.. e r'~ . 
Jesus' JSs<lrtion that he iv ~oing to his death as t he pqssover 

sacrifice, and yt·t of himself as the P'lssover victim i s strange. fhe passover 

victims were sacrificed before and not a ft e r thb passover meal. This identity 

yet radical difference indicates that he believed himself to be t he true 

p ,ssover lamb in whose death and re Clurr ection the true .Tlxodus of deliverance 

would take place nnd so br ing to an end the old paSsover celebrations, for 

1. J. Jeremias , Euch lristic Words , 1966 , p.22 2. 
2. G. B. Gray, Sacrifice in the Old 'l'es tament, 1925 , p. 397. 
3. J . Jerelllias, Euchc.ristic Words , 1966, pp.107f. 
4. Cf a bove p. 589. 
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they would be replaced by the celebration of this new 'passover' of deliverance. 

JesuS ' identification of himself with the paSsover l :unb :md the 

<ebhed!Messiah in sacrificial words pOints clearl y to his understanding of his 

death as a saving death. For the S lke of cl -lrity we need to separdte these 

two conceptions in order to see -,;hat was the n (1ture of the s a lvation which he 

envisaged vlould come through his de8.th. 

In opeaki!lg of his coming death as God's new Exodus act of deliverance 

it is hard to believe that his concepti on of that deliver£lnce was uninfluenced 

by the underst<illdin{: oJ.' the first Exodus according to th<: 'corah. In Exodus 

6.bf we read: ' Wherefore s~y unto the children of Israel, I am Yahweh, and I 

;;ill bring you out from under the burdens of the Egyptians, and I will rid you 

out of th!-'ir bondage, ~->!ld I will redeem you with a stretched out arm, and with 

~reat judgemcnts: ,nd I will take you t o- me fo r a people, and I will be to you 

a God • •.• ' This same thought is expressed in Deut. 4.20: 'But Yahweh lL'lth 

t:J.ken you, and brought you f orth out of the iron furnace, ou t of Egypt, to be 

unt o -h im ~ people of inheritance, £~ at th i s day'. These twin conception" of 

deli verance from EbYpt :md the creation of rt people who .'1 r e the people of God 
1. 

is a constantly repeated theme of the me~ing and significance of the Exodus. 

According to the Torah we know a l so that the p<l ssQver celebration of 

the Exodus was a 'memori al ' (Ex. 12. 14, 13. 9) . During the grace at the 

br e-lking of br ead a t the beginning of t h e paSSover meal it was said: "Bl essed 

art Thou, 0 Lrrd, Our God, Kin5 of the earth, who hast given to thy people 
2. 

Is r ael this se:lSOn of festivity for joy :md for a memorial' . .\ccording to the 
3. 

Mishnah this memorial meant that ev~ry partaker in the p~ssover was to think 

of himself as actually being tnere wi ttl his forefathers at the time of their 

aeli veranee from ESypt, ' they bee ,me contemporar ies of the ir foref,thers and 
4. 

Wf:re saved with tl1d TI I . How liter all y this contemporaneity waS conceived is 

seen from the ritu:ll prescribed for the offering of the first fruits in Deut. 

26.5ff; ' A Syr i:m rC :1dy to ;;crish W,~S my father, :md he wont down into EGYpt, 

,md soj ourned there, feM in number; and h e becnme there a great nation •• • • and 

tho Egypti :ms evil entrl.:atcd~ , 8lld 1 "tid upon ~ har d bondage : <md ~ cried 

1. Cf e.g. Nwn. 22.5 , 11; Deut. 7 . 6; 14. 2; 29.13; 11 Sam. 7 . 23f; Jer. l ;5 .11, etc . 
2. Cf ~'.J. Leenhardt, Le s'1crament de 1.3_ sainte cene, 1948 , pp. 15ff; J. 

Jeremias, Euch.:lritltic ';lords, 1966, 109f. M. Thur ian , The Eucharist i c 
Memorial 1, 1966, p. 19. 

3. Pes . 10. 4,5. 
4. M. Thuri,m, op. cit. p.19. 
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unto Yahweh, the God of our f athers, and Yahweh heard ~ voice, ?nd saw our 

affliction, .31ld ~ tOil, ;}fld our oppression; and Yahweh brought us forth out 

of Egypt with a mio;hty h;IDd •.• wd he h:>th brought US into this pla ce, and hath 

given US this land ••• ' This conctpt of deliverance from Egypt to become a 
a 

people with,)and, thE: people of Yo.hweh, pervaded the whole of Israel's life ..lIld 

provided the main conc 0pts for tho later more universal concept of Yahweh's 
l. 

crea tion of the whole world. 

When the Exodus is understood :IS this 'people'-craating event and the 

paSsover memorial as a p"rticipation in that event by later gmerationD :,8 the 

contemporaries of that event, then it is clear that every passover has the Game 
2. 

character of being a people-creating pct of deliverance from Egypt. The rule 

of th e Torah (Nu. 9.13) that there is no possibility of forgiveness to the man 

who fails to attend the passover if he is nb l e to do so (i. e. who is 'clean .31ld 

not in a journey') is perfectly easy to understand. Elf his action h e has wil-

ful ly cut himself off f r om being part of the people of God created ever ~new in 

their particip .. ,ti:m with their fOrefath~rs in the deliverance from Egypt. 

Therefore when Jesus speaks of his death as t he passover lamb which 

is to be sacrificed as God ' s new ,J:lssover of deliverance, then it follOWS that 

th:.t event Vlould be the event in which the new Israel of God, the new community 

would be created. 
(, \ \ ~ 

Although the phrase uliLp 1101\(\ WV belongs inextricably 

t o the ide3S associnted with the (ebhed and is n owhere found in terminology 

belonging to the passover or the ExodUS, it expresses essentially the same 

ideas as belonged to the Exodus :nd the passover. 
( , 

;lS we h.:.9VC Seen the \ .. )\T~r 

I\O\~'Z,V of ISCli:ili 53.11 expresses the idea that the 
3. 

(ebhed is to become the 

centre of the new IsrRel, the new a nd true p eopl e of God. It is precisely 

in this way th" t PQul underst" nds the rueaning of Christ's death OlS the paschal 

lamb. (1 Cor. 5.7f). Because of it the Christians are the 'new lump'. 

Simil . .;rly , Clccordinc to 1 Cor. 10.16 to partake of the bread broken in the' 

2. It lIlUSt be stressed th., t the jH.Ssover celebration, reflected in all the 
detl'\iled prescriptions such "IS the reclining, the bitter herbs, the fruit 
puree, the paSsover lQ!Ub, etc., ",llowed the partiCipants to be parts in 
God 's deliver'Ulce of them fro;" Egypt md was not a delivermce from any 
present bondaees. It is therefore natural that in the time of heighteied 
Messianic expectations the p~SJover gained the element of a longed-for 
future Messi.onic deliverJXlce .lon,side the strong backward look a t the 
Exodus in his tOI"J. :~h" only cont Gldporary " lement in i t w~,s trtat those 
present were th~ contempora.Ties of their forefathers, sh8.ring in that sal­
vation event - nd becoming God's people 2gain through 9articipating in thQt 
event. There i s no evidence \'hatever th'lt the passover was ever thou€;ht 
uf as a deliver_iller.' from pi'eci ent -:.:mellies . 

1., Cf D. Evans, ~'h , LogiC of Self-Involvement . 3. Cf above PP30ff. 
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euch:.rist is to part ic ipa t e in the body of Christ, and in the following verse 

it is asserted that to p Irtak8 of the bread is to become 'one breo.d, One body' 

(1 Cor. 10.17). More directly the New Testament tradition th<lt Jesus is tl1e 

passover lamb carries the corollary that the community born out of that 

redemptive event ib <l 'people'. Thurafore when 1 Pet. 1.19 says that we w"re 

not redeemed .ith silver a nd gold 'But with the precious blood, as of a lamb 

without blemish Qnd without spot, even the blood of Christ', the conclusion 

is: lYe !.lre an elect race, a royal priesthood, q holy nation, :1 people for 

God's own possession.... which in time P.1st were n o people, but now are the 

people of God: 

(1 Pet. 2. 9,10). 

which h ld not obtaim,d mercy, but now have obtained mercy ~ 

'1'he heaping up of phrases derived from the Old Testament 

descriptions of Isr ,lel m<lkes it perfectly explicit that Christ's death as the 

p ~ ssover lamb is th·'.t wi1ich has cre.- ted th e new Israel. Simil:1rly when Hev. 

5.8 spea ks of Christ :1S th~ P !Ssov",r lcwb he is worshipped 'for thou wast slain 

and didstpurch::tSe "' ith thy blood Llen of every tribe, and tongue, ,md people, 

and nation, and mudest th~m to be unto our God ::i kingdom and priests; and til ey 

reign upon the ep.rth.' (Rev. 5.9) It is doubtful ""ether the sacrifice 

referred to in Titus 2.14 is the sacrifice of the passover l .:urb, but here aeain 

we find the link betr:een Christ's death ~lnd th e creation of a people; 'Our 

S::iviour Jesus Christ ·'/ho save himself fo r us, that he might redeem us from a ll 

iniquity, and purify unto himSelf 11 people for his own possession'. (Tit.2.14). 

We know also thQt IJ ohn understood Chris t's death to be th e de3th of the pctssover 

13mb, bnd Significantly we know th) t he understood this death (and exaltation) 

to be to 'gather i n to on" the children of God that are sCflttered abroad' (In. 

11.52) and t o ' dnw all men unto ' himself (In. 12.32). 

Since the tradition th_,t Jesus waS the true pa ssover lamb is probably 

to bE attributed to Jesus durin_. the p"ssover haggadah, the fact that wherever 

this tradition is preserved in the new ~' estaroent it is a.ccompanied by the idect 

of crea ting a new people the conclusion ic inevitable that the concept of 

cre'J ting :1 peopl ." througn thb de': th of the true passover vict im is also to be 

attributed to Jesus 'IDd in the context of thE Last Supper. If this were not 

so it is h3rd to explain how both the concepts of Christ ,s tho pn.ssover 

sacrifice and the cr8ation of a people flr e found together whereve r this 

tradition is preserved. AS we have se<:n for J"sus to link himself with the 
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p1ssover lamb who is ~bout to be sacrificed ,nd to conclude that this meanS 

the creation of the neVi covenant people of God would have been no innovution. 

It waS already present in the tr 'di tion concerning the Exodw:: from Egypt Dnd 

its passover 'memori~l'. 

~ , 

~ I 

dw 1"" FO U 
, ,0 and 

," ,ie conc lude, therefore that the vlords TO U, 0 

IOU"10 TO 
-;: I 

0-1101, 'OU express.] esus' identific9.tion of himself with the 

Passover 1"mb nnd of his deuth as the sacrifice of the true passover lrunb. 

Ilhen th , t death i s interpreted as being 5,,~p ,,0~'A~'\J as th(? me'll1S of 

creating the neW covennt, then this "lUSt be interpreted in terms of the 

Exodus Q!ld passover concepts "s a people-of- God-cre-iting-deliverance. Because 

the people of God is so intimltely linked with the concept of the covenant in 

the Old Test:unent (for proof of this we have only to look at Ex. 6. 7; Deut . 

4.20; 11 Sar:, 7. 24; Jer. 13.11) which express the very ess ence of the covenant 

( cf Gen. 17 .lff) the use of covenant in the cont ext of the Last Supper is by no 

means force d and wID9.tural, however unusual it may have been. The suggeE! tion 

is ventured that Jesus used it not bec luse of its appropriateness a t the W\ss-

over, but because wh:lt he W'lS decl ', ring 1',aS that his death as the pClscml I nmb 

wr;s to be the mc " ns by which God would c reate his new people of the coven.mt. 

'ie turn nO'.'! to ,"1 consideration of the s:uoe words in terms of Jesus' 

understanding of his work as the (obhed Y::lhweh. Th e flddition to the wine-
( 

word , 'X / ,0 ~K uvvo)nvov UTi[P 1I0\A~" is so remark -bly close to Isa. 

53 .12, 'because he ~oured out his soul unt o, death, aud was numbered with the 

transgressors: yet he bore ~he sins of lIkqny and ,nade intercession for the ~r ~ns-

,~ ressors', th ,~t th0 conclus ion is inevit 3.ble th"t it WaS of this figure th ,Clt 
1. 

J GUUS was thinking. 

2. 
Iro whom dOeS t\O>"'\~v refer? In our examin'ltion of this pA.ssu"e 

we concluded that the servant in a ll probability stmds f or the righteous 

remnant within Isra el who , through their suffering in the eXile, are being 

prepared by God to beeo_.le the dyn:Uflic centre of the new Israel. He brings 

salvation when 'you' ' llt1ke his soul an'asham', i.e. he includes within the 

new Isr:lel a ll those who rec ognizl- their sinfulness and his sinlessness ,'IDd 

unite thems e lves to him as the dyn=ic centre of the new cOll1lIlunity. When 

Jesus said' that th e "~ ine of the 'cup of blessing ' was his blood of the 
1. 'l'1iefactthEltthes-e ';oiers fire not dependent on: -t:le LXX but the Hebrew text 

is evidence of the u,:-e of the tradition. 
2. Cf above P. 34. 
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(, \'\~ 
covena"l t (which was to be poured out) uTi t ~ ,,0,\ A (U" he almost certainly 

IJ8cnt th'lt the new covenant community ,'hich was to be created through his 

de ,.,th and exaltation and the comin" of the Spirit would consist of those who 

united themselves to hi:n. In our analysis of the Son of uan sayings we h" ve 

seen how frequently Jesus spoke: of ti,e di stinguishing !h 'rk of the new Israel 

as allegLmce to himself (,md there can be no doubt at all th0,t the primitive 

Christi:m community understood this to be the very eSS ence of their life). 

The earliest interpret~tion of these words is found in Paul's use of 
(, ( A 

Ul1(f U1WV 
(' \ \ ~ 

in the pL'lce of UTitp -'-IO,\AWV This is doubtless the 

influence of liturgic ::l l pract i ce on the words of institution, but Luke, 

following the pre-Pauline tr ,~di tion sets these SCUlle words in th.., context of 

the Last Supper. As they stand interpreted 'there, the mecning is that those 

who were present '!lith Jesus at the Last Supper (with the exception of Judas) 

are those who throu~h their attachment to Jesus will constitute the new Israel, 

triG redeemed community, created through the suffering nnd exaltation of Jesus 

the <ebhed Yahweh. 

ThiS, however, needc to be set alongside thc concept of the 'people' 

(" \ \ ~ 
associated wit h J c·sus as th", paschal l=b for, as we h :lVe seen UTi~p "OAAwv 

and th" new covenont people crv.lted t hrough the new Exodus dcliverClIlce mean 

essenti8.11y the sam~ thing. '"hen ,Ie turn to the New Test:unent pllssages to 

discover who th"se 'people of God ' arc , we find th'lt Rev. 5.9 tells us that 

they ar8 ' of eVery tribe, nnd tongue, L"ld people, 8fld nltion.' Acc ording to 

1 Pet. 2.10, they are those who 'in time past were no people, but now are the 

people of God. ' And Peter, in his defence of the mission to the Gentiles is 

reported in the following words; 'How God did visit the Gent il es , to take out 

of them a people for his name. ' (Acts 15. 14). /,nd we see how the New 

'i.'es t ament understands th:lt t he people, the "o~\o; (rabbim)are ,,11 those 

w.,o give their nllegianc e t o Jesus irrespective of their race, tongue, or 

n-itionality. 

J eremi...s he'S argued the! t such an underst"nding of the 110 ~A 0 ~ 
1. 

of Isa. 53.12 WaS alre::tdy pres ent in pr,,-Christian literature. There is no 

doubt a t :111 that in po:.;t-ChristL.n Je ,li~h literature the "oAAo~ was token 

to refer to Israel. Jere'4ias' contcntion that in pre- Christian literature 

I. J. J ereOlias, Euchari._ tic ,lords, 19C; 6, pp. 228f. 
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it referred a lso to Gentiles is unconvincing f or two ITL,jor re~sons. 

1-
Fir tly, 

h e pl-, ces great weight on 1 Enoch which is uncertainly pre-Christian, ruld 

s0condly, US hE: hililS"lf notes thL p "SsagE6 which give a morL inclusive meaning 

to the 110),'>, 0; a ll, vii thout excc:;>tion , refer to Isa. 52 . 14f which spca1re 

of the 'kings ' who become silent in repentance and shame. His argument that 

these , however, a re ::;lso included in th" r edeemed 110 '>,Ao~ of Isa. 53 . 10.12, 

fnils to convince . 'l'hese verses belong to the context of the '\"8 ' of Is". 53. If 

;,ho, we have seen, :trL prob:tbly th.e Jews who remained behind in Judah when the 

exiles were carried off or over ,g3ins t th0 Jews of the Dispersion and who 

thought that the suff oring of the exiles or Di aspora was God ' s punishment of 
2. 

thet! fo r th::ir sinG. If this is so t h ey "'erc Jews, " nd it is clear tha t no 

conteillporary exegete of these words thought tna t they were anything but Jews. 

I 

Consequently we must :>Ssuroe that by the 110 \;"01 J esus meant Israel 

ns the New Is r ael ch::lr:lctLri sed net by a llegi:mce te th€ 'l'orah but to hitlself. 

\1heth er or not h" envisaged non...Jews being included within that new COJ.11lunit;y 

is impossibl e t o s:>y with ,my certainty. ",'hat is clear is tint he ca nnot h'we 

given wy specific t,, "ching to tho "ffect th'lt Gentiles were to be included. If 

h0 had then tho conflict betwL"n the Jewish and Gentile churches over the 

Gentile mission is unintelligiblE:. Wh ,t h e ha d done, howevE:r, by his reference 

(;.... \" 
to the <ebhed Yahwoh wd his mission bGinr Vlttf li o r,>'(;J v waS to m,ke 

allegiance to himself the f""ture of the new Israel rather th 1)1 nationnli ty. 

Fr otl here it was but a short step to ~ee t hAt Gentiles [~ well >s Jews coul d 

give this all"giance to hir;, ,md thorefore to see them as a part of the 1ioAAo~ 

who are the new Isr:.tel as the true people of God. 

We conclude tha t in the words of interpr etation Jesus was pointing 

to his cOming death a nd exaltation through which he was to create the new 

people of God ::Ind a lso to clarify th ' t of the very eSSence of that community 

would be an all8gi.Jl'lce given to hilus elf. 

But thore i r.: lUore still to be ssid of these words. They were not 

Simply par-c,ble and instruction. They , 'I ere s:'Lid at the time "'/hen he offered 

tn8 br ead and the wine to hi" disciples "nd thc>y doubtless received, :'Lte :md 

drank them. 

1. Cf Jbove p.172 
2 . Cf a bove P . 34. 
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It is a~ ancieot roriental idea th~t a common ~e~l binds th0 table 

companions into a t.cLble fellowship which i s religious /lnd thereby making -lIlY 

violation of the fellowship particularly intolerable (Ps. 41.10), hence the deep 

grief felt by Jesus 2t the betr_,yal of Judas, witnessed a ls o in the hard ' wo(.' 

pronounced on hi:n (Mk. 14.20 Vir.). At every COillruon meal the table fellowship 
l. 

is constituted through the bre' l.kin5 of breJd. When the p.:;terfamilias recites the 

bleSSing ove r the bread :md then distributes it t o each of those at table, then 
2. 

in eating the bread e~ch receives for himself a ~art of the blessing. The s~e 
3. 

i s true of' the cup; 'drinking from it llledi-,tes :l shar~ in the blessing '. ThiS 

liaS true of every meal and would therefor" have been an idea well lmo,m to the 

disciples. 

Jesus, how(;ver, at the L:1st Supp"r did two remarkable things. Firstly 

he did not share with his disciples in the meal prop er but, secondly, to the 

'3races ovor the bread :md wine he ndded his words of interpretation saying that 

this bread md this wine were his body/flesh and blood which were to be the tnc> ' ns 

of bringing in tho new covenant 'for l",my'. While these wvrds cle'lrly r efer to 

Jecus and his people-of-God-creatin6 :1ct of deliverance to be accompanied through 

his de~th and exaltation, when Jesus int8rpreted the words in this way 'lnd the 

dis ciples immediately there ,"fter ed 'lad drink the meaning is that by eating rnd 

drinking he unites h i" disciples V:it!l himself so th -\t they 'ire to share with him 

in hi s "toning death c.nd so becomE: the people of God in union with himself. -ft& 

;peei}3ief.l1ie sf JeebtS r ~ift 8£ 19:ittlSelf liae }3e8~19 gf Qge iB bIDiOB 'Nita himself .. As 

recipients of Jesus' ~ift of himself to them and the effic~cy of his death the 

diuciples are repres~ntatives of the n"w p&oplG of God. 

This interpret '3.t ion is cO{lf'irmed by P-ml , the earliest conmentator on 

the Chris tian euc ila rist. In 1 Cor. 10. 16 he says that to receive the eucharistic 

eleillents is to 'p",rticip~te in the body of Christ' 'lnd 'p ,'rticipat~ in the blood 

of Christ' . Since 1 Cor. 10. 17 USeS the 'body of Christ' in hiJ characteristic 

,""y to refer to the Church, Jnd th t the blood of Christ melIDs his saving death 

(Cf RO~l. 3.25 ; 5.9; Eph. 1.7; 2.13; Col. 1.20), then the eucharist ic gift is that 

union with Christ in his people- of-God-creat ing act of deliverance and inclusion 

into the redeemed cowmunity. 

1. Cf. G. Dalmm, Jesus J8shua, 1929, p.137 . 
2. Cf. J . Pedersen , Ismel 1-11 pp. 46ff. 
3. J . Jeret.Iias, Eucharistic !, ords, 1966 , pp. 232ff. For detailed evidence of the 

communication of bleSSing throuGh p:uticip·,tion in a cor rraon mef'll ovcr which 
th e bleSSing h -::s been spoken cf :i,bi,d !-'P. 233ff. 
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"fhis is l'\Y body/flesh; This is my blood of the covennnt for TI" ny' 

therefore si6nifi~s Jesus' gift of himself t o his disciples, uniting them with 

himSelf in the new :Sxodus act of deliver ance through which the new people of God 

is to be created at whose hec.rt st . nds Christ ' s union with his disciples through 

their allegi~ce t o him. But in t .• is union Christ, who is th" true Israel, :':nd 

his people, who Clre the true Isr:.el b, being 'in him', constitute one single, 

living, organic whole. This interl'retation of the ;vords of J 2SUS is confirUlcd 

by everything we h 'Ie seen in thiS ·.Iork of th" underst .wding of the person ,'nd 

,vork of Christ : nd the Church's self-und orstanding in rel ·tion to him. 

(d) 
, / 

The dVo'- ~v () 0'1 S 
I I 

J eremins hets dewonstrated how cOllpletely untenable is the thesis of 
1. ) I 

Leitzmann th ,t Paul h .iS derived the e;l.,Vd.yv~(f15 formula from ancient cornmemora-
2. 

tive me21s for the dead in the hellenistic world. The facts tInt in these mealS 

) ') I 
the f ormula E I 5 d...v<Yl VI] d I V is never found; that they wer e generally annual 

celebr at i ons on the birthday of the dead and never held daily or weekly as were 

the Christian "uch crists; ~nd th -.t ther., was a mar ked tendency 3.w.'3:Y f r om Ziving 

~hem any religious sign ificance til ,ke it unlikely in the extreh,e th'lt either the 

source of the expression or its meaning is to be found in these rites . 

Jeremias' own interpretntion of the words, as 'thElt God may remember me ' 

by bringing in the par ousia, has itself been submitted to a det .. iled scrutiny by 
3. 

van Unnik ,md found to be unternble. van Unl1ik ' s own treatment of the words 

'do this in rc.:.er,lbrance of llle ' CIS p ,r aphr2s ed in 1 Cor. 11.26: ' Ear as often as 

yo dat this bread and drink the cup, ye proclaim the Lord ' s death till he cone ' , 

i s equally wls:ltisfnctory. It is unsatisfactory firstly beca use we know th" t 

in the primitive euch .rists this ' procl<\ln'1tion of the Lord's deeth' WaS a verba l 
~-. 

exposition of the \"lords of institution, 'U1d .'OlS a Christian 
5. 

this proclam..qtion pr eceded the £uch;,ristic meal. We Ulus t 

pcssover h~ggadah· 

interpret 
therefore 'For as 

/\ 

often 3 S ye eat this bre:ld and drink the cup, ye proclaim tho Lord's dcnth wltil 

he come' as meanirlL th:l t a t every eucklristic celebration there is to be a 

passover hagg:.tdah in Which the significmce of Christ's deClth IUld resurrection 

1. H. Leitzmann, An die Korinther~ 1907 , ad lac on 1 Co r. 11. 25ff. 
2. J. Jeremi~s, Eucharistic Words, 1966, pp. 238-243. 
3. W. G. Van Unnik, ' Kanttekeningen bij een nieuwe verkl 1ring van die Anamnes e­

woorden ' in Nederlends Theo l ogisch Tijdschrift , vol. iv, 6 (Aut'; 1950) 
pp. 369-377. 

4. Cf above pp. 571ff. 
5. Cf above p.573 . 
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('till he come' obviously includes the resurrection) and the eucharistic ele!.Jp.nts 

is to be eXj.llain0d _'md procl::t:illled. It is unsatisfactory secondly because 0very-

thing we kno-': ,bout the passover 'mefil:Jrial' proves tha t th e 'memorial' belont~Ld 

1. 
to the uct of e'ltin.:; til" r.:eal '1lld not to the precedinG hagf, 2do.h. 

When we rem£.nber tInt P'lul's doctrine of baptism W'.lS th"t through it 

a lIl3n W.IS llUd" contC!Jpor:meou8 -end co-extensive with Christ in the act of his 
2. 

atoning death and resurrection, -::nd th~, t :1ccordinc to Pes. 10.4,5 the p:ossover 

memori ul is beine ,,,,,de conte;lpor aneous with the forefathers in the act of 

delive r ance frOln Egypt to be lil.'de God ' s people in their own lond so thClt the · 

p";ssover "lakes those who p lrt::ke of it delivered from Egypt and renewed ~lS the 

people of God, then it is by no In" _ ns difficult to see hON Paul could have uIlder-

stood the euch«rist -s n ' mellorial' in the sense that through it we a re ID .dc- con-

temporaries of Christ in his neVi };,codus deliverance. 

) , , , 
~ I 

E') 'T ?1 V Ci-.V"'!' V') 0' I v , therefore, We suggest, does not 

IDem 'that God "1:>Y remeClber role ' or th:.t lwe 1I1'lY reoember Jesus' or that it re;fers 

to the Christian haggadah, but r a t her th~t this ::lc t of eating the bread 'lnd 

drinking the \line is tll0 :lc t in which we are mude contelilporaries of hi s 'Uld are 

united to him in that _'lct of dying _.nd rising through which the new Israel is 

cre:lted. In this sense every euch"ri:; t renQWS ever and .lg.lin the community 

created by God throue,h the death -nd resurrection of Christ into which we were 

lllCorporllted throu3h b _,p tis[;l. Just o.S th ~ Exodus '_il1d th" cre,-,t ion of God's 

people is th" funci.lllient ,ll prehlis.3 ~-o r the pllssover me.norial m-"king it both a 

cOL..nuni ty occMion :_nd :1 cOLllliunity-creating event, so the fundcmental prei,iiss 

of the ChriSti.!!1. p:tSsov8r ' m"mori.ll ' is Christ 's new Exodus in which the new 

cowmuni ty in union with hims elf is cre3ted. The euch'lrist grows out of this 

life in communi ty in union with Christ given in baptiso qnd ever 8nd o.ge in 

renews the life of tne CODJlliuni ty through renewing its union -, lith Christ. 

:> { 
Such an int8rpret'ltion of the ctVo.rvr\o'l5 is shown t o be correct 

in the three ""jar PQssover pas8Clge8 in 1 Corinthi9.!ls. In 1 Cor. 5.6ff it is 

already assuwed th :tt the Corinthia ns arc the 'new lump ' bec Cluse ChriSt the pass-

over la",b h \S bem, sacrificed, rold it is as this unleavened brel'td that the 

1. 

2. 

Cf above PP.594f. Part icubr nota should be taken of the worfiing of Ex. 
12;-14; -'Arid this d.W sh'111 be unto you for a memori -, l, " nd ye shall ke<:p 
it a feast to the Lord: throughout your generatiOns ye shall keep it n 
feast by un ordin 'nce forLver. 
Cf above pp.422ffj 495ff. 
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Chri3tians .:-.t.re t o I keep the feast'. Here the cOIruauni ty th".t keeps the feast is 

emphasised. In 1 Cor. 10.16f it is "ss erted tin t th~ Christian cOJmnuni ty i E 

'one bread, one bOdy: for (t~f = bec~use) we ~ll part~ke of the one bread.' 

Here firstly union with Christ whic!: results in sharing Christ's nature is 

edphasized; by Pflrt :>king of the 'one bread' (Christ) they become the 'one bre::ld' 

(the Church). But this is a union \,ith Christ in his act of delivering men; 

'I'he cup of blessing ·"hich we bless , it is not a communion with the blood of 
1. 

Christ?' Se condly ·the cre:1tion of the community through the eucharistic union 

with Christ is stressed in the ch:lr ncteristic·,lly Pauline use of the phr,lse 'the 

bouy of Christ'; 'The bread which we break is it not a communion with the body of 

Christ?' , ' we, who are ••• one body: for W8 Clll part,·,ke of tho one breC1d.' 

Thirdly th.; uhiol1 'mll intimate personal int ~r-rel .1tionships which cha racterise 

tlle 'body' are stressed in the assertion that the bread which we break is a 

'pa rticip.1tion in the body of Christ' and the emph:1sis on tho ~ body. In 1 Cor. 

11.17-34, in the midst of wllicl. ·,ppears the assertion th:, t the eucharist is the 

) I 

O\v:fv1cJ~ of ChriDt, the .,ffinoetiol1 is :1ge.in lJ,:lde th",t the community which 

rueets to celebr..ite th e Lord's suppe r is a lre"ldy the body of Chri"st, :;nd the 

Corinthians ,ro told th 'tt they destroy the very nature of the eucharist (1 Cor. 

11.20) bec:,use in th" l<l:mncr of receiving it (unworthily' 1 Cor. 11.27) they deny 

the realit y of the atonement:md t ilcir b'lptism. They do so bec.'1use it is through 

t h ese events th'lt they h ..ive been "nde the body of Christ and therefore n~mbers of 

olle another. This they deny because they do not think it import .ll1t that they 

should wait for their less fortun 'lte brethren. If their life together h ',s sunk 
> , 

to this level how can they celebrate the Christi m p:1ssover cj,Yd,), v (]<Y I S ? 

How can they COL'" for the renewa l of th _·ir community through union wi th Chris t 

.',hen they show no dusire for community? Such a Lord's Supper is no Lord's Supper 

;, I 

:It :111, for the d.Y"'!'VC)o',) is becoming contemporaries with Christ in his ,",ct 

of creating the co iL,mnity. Ccrt,'linly the Lord's SUpper is to restore our uniOlO 

> / 
wi til Chr ist - other,"is L th" ""vex)' VC)O' ') of Christ would be lli8~l1ingless. But 

just because it iu t his it is '31so to restore our union with one another 'in 

Christ ' in the Chx'isti m community. It is consequently not the Corinthi" rn~' 

""ttitude to th~ Sa Cri.lfilent but to t ile c or:1fiunity th · t c:)118 forth from P'1Ul the 

exhorta tion to di3cern tll~ body (1 Cor. 11. 29) by discerning who they in f Clc ·t 

1. Cf above p.' 429 . 4361'. 
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are - th'1t body of Christ and therefore members of one Another and th" presence 
l. 

of Christ to one another (1 Cor. 11.30). This community is the very foundation 

:> I 

upon which the Christian d'Vjvrjdl5 is built, :md into which the eucharist 

comes as the !;leans to renel"iing the union with Christ wd therefore ,lith one 

another in the body of Christ. 

~ ~ ) , , 
\,e conclude th"refore that TOUTO 110'£11" [15 -rr JUlY 

is an 8xhort" tion to the Christian community, wtlich is a conum.mity 

:> I 

d,Vdj V l d,v . 

through its 

corporate union with Christ, to renew that conununity through renewing its union 

wi th Christ in his people- of-God-cre2lting act of deliverflnce. 

(e) The Hallel 

The saying uf the gr~ce af4er the meal was followed immvdiate1y by the 
2. 

Singing of the hallel, Pss. 114-118. It was sung antiphonally: one member of 

the table fellowship recited the text, dnd the others responded after each hetlf-
3. 

verse with the lk.lleluj ,~. There is no good reaSon to suppose th flt this is not 

the hyilUl which Jesus '~nd his di sciples sang at the close of the meal (Mk. 14.26= 

r,btt . 26.30) . JereuU'ls has shown how in lette Juda ism the ',vhole of this hyilUl Vias 
4. 

interpreted escl1~tologically of the coming Messiah. Of pnrticul'1r Significance, 

not only for underst=ding how Jesus himself interpreted his meal but also for 

its close Pnr~llels with carly Christian liturgies, is the Midrash on Ps. 118 

22 , I'lhictl interpret:.; !This is the day ,,;dch the Lord hath mnde! (Ps. 118.24) as 

referring to the d W of reaeiJption which ends :111 enslavement for ever, i. e. it 

is the d:1Y of MeSSianic redel,lption. Then follows " depicting of that eschato-

logical day a s tile iIlhc,bi tants of J erus",lem watch the Messi":lh drowing near '1.t 

the head of l CQLIVnn of pilgr:L,tS from Jude" . The Jerusalemites and the 

caravan greet one anoth,~r by Singing antiphonally Ps. 118.25-29, until the 

cli;,mx is re<:',ched ns the two l;roups unite in praising God. 
5. 

text is as follows ; 

In the Midrash the 

From inside the' walls, the ,nen of Jerusalem will say, 
"We beseech Thee , a Lord, S'1ve now!" (25a) 

And f r ow outSid e , the l:len of Judah will Say , 
"We beseech The" , 0 I,ord, ffi"ke US now to prosper!" (25b) 

1. Cf above pp. 427ff. 
2. The first p" rt of t he hIllel (Ps. 113, accordin~ to the scbool of Shamnai ', 

Pss. 113-114, according to t he school of Hillel) was sung during the pnssover 
haggadah (Pes. 10.6; Tos. Pes 10. 9 (173.2)), The second h~lf (Pss. 114-118, 
Shammai, or 115-118, Hillel) afte r the ending of the m0al (Pen. 10.7) 

3. E'or the evidence of J.JereHlias, Euch'1ristic Words, 1966, p.256 n.l. 
4. ibid p.2'.56 n. 3 
5. Tr.lIlslation of ',i .G. Braude, Th" iilidrash on Psalms (Yale Judaic:l Series), 

Vol. 1, 1959. 
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I'roLl inside, the m",n of J erusaleIll will say, 
"Blessed be h·: th "'.t cor.wth in the n.nne of the Lord!" (26a) 

And fro:a out~ ide, the men of Judah will say, 
"\;e bless you out Ol the h(;use of the Lord!" (261:» 

From inside, the Ulen of' Jerus ~le::n will s.xy, 
"The Lord is God .'nd 'l"th .;iven US light" (278.) 

And irom outside, th~ . en of Juuah will sJ.Y, 
"Order th", festi v:.l l'rocusion ,;ith boughs, even unto 

the horns of the .-It:lr!'' (27b) 

From inside, the lien of JerusCllera will say, 
"Thou c,rt .. IY God, .. U1d I will g ive thankS unto Thee! " (28a) 

From outside, the men of Jud.~h will say, 
"Thou "Irt my God, I ,'Iill eXCllt Thee " (28b) 

Then the nen of Jerusalem =d the men of Judah, togother, 
opening their mouths in praise of the Holy One, blessed be 
He, will oay: 

"0 Ci ve thankS unto th e Lord, for He is good , :for 
~lis mercy endureth for ever!! (29) 

This ~;idrash on the PS'llms is not dated, but the evidence collected 

by J ereillias is certClinly sufficiLnt to support his conclusion th:lt the Ne>1 

'res ta.ilent shows that it certainly Joes b:iCk to the days of Jesus • •.• rmd that 

,Jesus himself WClS lleT'J much concerned with Ps. 118 'Illd t hat ne also interpreted 
1. 

it Muss ianically. •. e see, therd'ore, how the passover meal reachE:d its climax 

in tne joyous expectation of the cOlaine MeGsiah . If the euphasis of thL nlec.l 

. "nd the preceding .":lggadah h'ld beu1 on the historic31 deliverance from Egypt, 

here in the concludin;, hymn the :lttention is shifted to tlJ" future when the 

Messiah would cQi"e to bring i n thL fin.l ,;lorious kingdom of God. When Jesus, 

therefore, ends the Last SUjJper wit... his disciples in the sinCing of the 

;,Iess ianic hallel , further light is t,lrown upon the meaning of t" ,t meal. Since 
2. 

J~sus certainly did understand himuel f to be the Messinh, but at the last Supper 

speaks of his i Wlilin",nt de:lth, thEm th ' t hyliln points to his conviction trnt he 

would rise to return to his disciples in the glorious meal of the kingdoh1 r;hich 

is -,nt icip.lted in the L::ISt Supper itself. 

lihen Vie look , t th e Enrliest Christian liturgietJ We find that thoy 

began the euch.:::rist !!ith the joyous UCCll'" .I tions to greet the coming WiessiClh 

{j·eI1i ved f rom Ps . 118. They cle~rly understood their t ucha ristic celcbr.,tions 

to be the fulfilliunt of ti1e pr(lir.ised !.Iessi ,nic b 'mquet \lith the ;,Iessiah whose 

'" ork W!!S complet"d in the death and r~surrection of Jesus " nd his coming to 

thCill ::tgnin as thlJ Holy Spirit .. 

Fro!il the Didc.che we l earn thnt they cried ' Hosanna to the house of 

1. J. J c r e..Jias, Bucll ""istic 'uords, 1966, pp. 258ff. For det::>iled exat:in[ltion 
cf. ibid. There is little purpose in repeatinG the evidunce here. 

2. Cf. above pp. 86 if. 
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D3vid ' as they beball th~ir euch~ristic celebr ation (Did. 10. 6; cf. Ps. 118 . 26) . 

'lith 
'rhe allusions to the verSes just quoted f rom Ps. 118 in the three-part dil:'.locue" 

which the Chri~ tian euch .1rist began are self-evident in th~ folloNing quota'tion 
1. 

frou) the ;,postolic Tro.di tion of Eippolytus; 

Bishop 
People 
Bishop 
People 
Bishop 
People 
Bishop 

The Lord be ','I ith you. 
And ,lith the spirit. 
Lift up your r'Qnrts. 
Vie h;lve the", with the Lord. 
Lot u~ Jive thmks unto the Lord. (Ps . 118.12f) 
(It i s ) meet 'md ri .'Sht . (Ps . 118. 28f) 
.. U r~nder thanks Wlto thee, 0 God, through thy Belov~d 
Child Je~us Christ . ... (Ps. 118. 29) 

Loitzm~um ~,s interpreted tnt words 'lift up your hearts' t o mean 'to 
2. 

leave tne trav,~il oi th.: w0rld'. IIh,m the backgroWld at' Ps. 118 :md its 

iiless ianic int erpret ltion iu borne in ._i nd , the meaning of the cry is s urely to 

' lift up your hearts to Llee t th8 COlling ;,les siah '. 

There is evi dence of such 2. r,reeting of the coming Messi'lh at the 

Eucha rist alrG,ldy in th" New Testnment. This is most clertrly seen in Revelation 

22.10- 20. The si~nific.:.mt verses re:ld 28 follows; 

"He theot is Wlrigh teous, le:t hi.~ do unrighteousness still : ,:md he that 
is filthy, let hi.. . be conde filthy still: and h0 t h ' lt is righteous, 
18t hi'" do rit~.teousness utilI : '\11d h~ th .. t is holy, let him be PJ .. cdc 
holy still. (3) 
Behold I come quickly; ':md ':TY ren.'1rd il3 with me ••.• . 
Blessed :He they that "ash tlH ir robes, th '1 t they ill y h've the right to 
COUle t o th e tr"e of life... . (4) 
Wi thout are tne dogs, and r.he sorcerers, and the murdere r s , and th e 
idolat ors, " nd everyone tll~,t l oveth and hIaketlO '1 li8 • • . 
And the Spirit ,Uld th~ bride s ,c~, Can" . And he tho t lJ,Jc,reth ll:t 
him say, Come . 
And he th., ·~ is athirst, l et hUl come: hc that will , l e t him take the 
w~ter of life freely . (5) 
He which te::;tifieth these things ( i. e . J esus cf Hev. 1.2) S'lith, Ye ,, : 
I come quickly. :" lien: COL' ;~ , Lord Jesus UpXou) KUpit 'l'ldou). 

1. 'r he tr .. uwlation followl:d here is th'lt of J . J e remi:::s , Eucharistic Words, 1966, 
p. 116. Our re ier(mce t o the :ll.lusions to Ps. 118 is not intended to deny the 
resul ts of the d~tail"d cc"qnrison of this eucharistic int r oduction with t he 
g rnce s ::lid ov"" t _,~ cup of b:).e<O"ing by JIIj. Lietzmann, Mess 81ld Lord's Suppc;:', 
1953ff , p. 125ff; G, Dix, ~'hc S IL pe of the) Liturgy, 1945, pp. '/9ff :.U1ct .J. 
Jeremias, Euch"ri,~ti c ',Iords, 19:'6, pp. llO, 1161'. Wb,,,t i s signific ntly di1'­
i'erent, however~ I f; thFl.t l1 \.: re~ 18 in th f~ H&llel r(}Cit~ltion ,-It the Passover 
(ibid, p. 255f), \:G 11-, ,,e .m 'cilltipho=l vL'rsiclo 'm d response. Since the g r :lce 
'1tm2 Cup of bhHsinc; wns followed in .. :l ~diQtely by t he 8 ingin t~ of th? Halll:l , 
'.'I e c 'm presUlle th .\t "ach h .s influ<2nced the other in the development of the 
Christian liturgy. Thus the ;sr ece Ius bec orJ~ n Hallel gr eeting of the 
Messi."lh . 

2. H. Leit zuann, ','S ~ ':md Lord's c;c!]Jp"r, 1953ff, p.18? 
3. Cf the ovening c : .ll ~() the euch~lrist in t he Didach~; ' if nnyone is holy, : l et 

hiIQ COille; if h8 i<: not, let hiu rep en t' (Did . 10. 6). 
4. The reference to h ',ving washed th" robes is clearly to baptism, cof what we 

ruve said above p . 545 of the link betw"en baptis::) and t. il<: euch:lrist in l' -,ul' s 
e ucharistic theology. '1'hc follo·.linG "" ords r.l:lke it pLlin th,t the euclrri utic 
celebr:ltion i s f'JI" tile b.lptiz ~d ellone. 

5. The reference to coming t o th o t ree of life, :rnd drinkiIlg of th ,_ W3.t <.!r of 
l i fe lL 'k" the eucharistic implicclt ions of tlw pass ,~' e plain. Thi.) is an 
invitation t o t,,,, eucharistic banquet. (Cf M. H. Shephe.rd, P'lsch.'ll LiturE,Y 
and tne Apocdyp,,~..1. 1960 ). 
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Thnt we h.wc: her'" a very primitive invitation to th" eucharist c[!n 

sco.rcoly be doubted. Th;.: 1,'ho18 p .~3s~ge is so couched in bc ptis!?1D. l 8nd eucharis-

tic Imgu1f!:e th'tt ti1 i iJ conclusion is inevitable. It is signific~t th~refore 

tnlt tnis p."ss lge also rings with echoes of Psalm 115-118, i. e. the concluding 

p. ,SCh'll halld. \Iden Rev. 20.15 s pe .eks of those who conti.m8 in their sinful 

"/.'1ys, :lnd of th" ril3hteous who continue in their righteousness the thought is 

precisely parallel t o Ps. 115.4-11, th" ide:? of !lev. 22.12 : ' Behold, I co,nc 

'iuickly; .'1 nd my reward is with In€: to render to each wan according CIS his work 

is ' is sur"ly precisely the s :i'~ as Fs. 116.2, 118.7; ' .Becfluse he hath inclined 

h i s ear unto we , thorefor e will I c"ll upon him ctS long as I live •••• ThE: J..ord 

is on my side [tWong tho1n that help one: thurefore sh ... ll I See my desire upon the!lJ 

that h ·· te me'; Rev. 22.14: ' Blessed are t hey that wash their robes' expresses 

the scwe thought e.s Fs . 116 . 15: 'Precious in the sight of the Lord is the death 

of his saints' for in T{ev. 7.14 those who h~v0 washed their robes clearly hovers 

in \,i2'1ning bet\leen the Christian m'C.rtyrs Ind b" ptislTI; The const'm t repetition 

of 'In the n ·,l.e of til " Lord I will cut then off', L ~ . those who do " viI and 

o.rc threo.t ening th" liie 01' t hra Psniloist (Ps. 118.10-12) is echoed in REV. 22.15; 

I .fi thout :lre the dows , nd tf.LL' ::;orCerers, 3.nd the fornic:J.tors, ::mc. the r.lurderers ~ 

tnd idol'.ltors (cf Ps. 115.4), ~nd everyone th 'lt lovpth '"nd In 'keth " lie' Vih " re 

it r e f ers to those 11110 'lre cut off from the eucharistic celebrat ion; When the 

PS . .llulist Sings 'Open t o 1:18 tne :.;::tes of ri;;htcousness, I will enter into them, 

I will give thanks t u the Lord. T"is is the gat" of the Lord ; the righteous 

,,113.11 enter into it' (Ps. 118.19, 20), the Apoc c,lyptist sings, in stark cont r ast 

to the evil doer s mentioned in Rev. 22 . 11,14, ' Blessed are they that w.'1sh their 

robes that th8y ffi:lY ho.ve the rie;ht to cOLe to the tree of life, and m'lY enter 

in by the gates of the city'; Finally the Psalillist's hY,Jrl of accLtmation 

' Blessed be he th _lt cometh in thE: 111'Jfie of the Lord' (Ps. 118. 26a ) is expressed 

in the Apocalypse: ' He which testifieth these things (L e. Jesus Christ) 

saith , Yea : I come "uickly. Amen: C O __ 18 , Lord Jesus! . 

~'hi::; list of ~ lr.,llels between Rev. 22.11-30 Dnd Fs . 115-118 is so 

striking th9.t the ccnclusion i s un':voidable that this in vi tation to the 

ellchClrist is ,nodelled on t h" concludinG hallel of the Po.ssovo?r liturgy. This 

means th:lt the son..:. in nticipntion of tl1C MeSSiah who would come to delive:r 

a t the Jewish v ' ssover 11'.s becor.le the introductory son g of the Christian 
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E:uch-lrist, expressinL t lle conviction th.:,t between the Iast Supper ··tnd the 

Chris ti ~ln euch:,.,rist h -· s co.wa the l' Lecs i n..'1ic snlv'ltion in the de J.th "'lnd reSurrec-

tion of J .. sus lilakini'. tlk euch,"rist the j oyous Messianic b::tnquet of the kingdo .. l . 

The proi.!ise of Chris·t;'s COw.ing a.nd th(:- :1nswering cry ' co_Ie , Lord J esus ' ~re 

to be understood primarily as 1 greeting of th .. risen ;,!essiob coming to feed his 

a,'m a t that banquet. 

Furthu' eo iide:lc" of this usc of' the passover halle l 'lid the greeti.'lg 

of the returning Lord i :o found in 1 Cor. 16.20,22. We h llve seen tlnt it was 

the prac tice a t the prL: itive "ucl! ,ris t to begin with a re'tdine of nn :lpostolic 
l. 

letter aD p 'l rt of the Cl!ristkn p-.s ch~,l haggadnh. In 1 Cor. 16.20 we read Qt 

the close of the epistle; ' Salute one nno t h"r with " holy kiss'. When We 

bear in mind th:lt the prL,itive Christian eucharists did begin with such a 'kiss 

of peace' the conclusion is un'lvoidable thr~t Paul envisages this ep i stle to be 

read by the Corinthinns in their pr'ep,uation for the eucha rist which begins now 

with this brotherly kiss. In th8 short ve rs e 22 the number of a llusions to 

Ps. 115-UB i s reeL rka ble: 
2. 

'If :my x ,n l ovdh not the Lord (Cf Ps. 115.11 ; 

11".1) l et hit" b~ :m",thewa (cf Ps. 118.10-12). lIIaran athn (1'" p~" Je J. 
cfPs. 

, 
116. 2 ,4·,15 , 17 ; 118. 26) . It is well known th·qt the Aramaic MJ.ranatha c::m 

:li.v~m e ither I tht Lord cc..ues' or I Lord , COlle I d<::pending on wh8ther one re2d.s 

. " r 'll ntha (= t ht: Lord comeS 1 Cor. 16.22) a r 'J:.,r ana tha (= Lord, come cf. Hev. 
3. 

22.20). 'rhe ,'Llbiguity of this Ar",-",-ic exclama tion, which h-os p3ssed into the 

liturgical l 'lngu-'I.,e of the prirni tiv," Church, eXjlresses th E: h <cart of the 

Chri8tLm eucll::rist. It is at the s ' ,,,e tim" eill affi rmat ion of Chriflt I s return 

t o fe ed his own o.t tne Mes~L:illic bnnquet and a ple.'l th cct he will c ome. As such 

it is an affirmation th.'lt at the heL'.rt of the eucharist stands the Christ 

returning in trilUph to unite the f " i thful to himself , .'md yet a lso J.n 'lffir';1'1-

tion tlut his preSC;!lce in not th~irs t o c c,;;llinnd but i s dcp"ndent on h is g r acious 

f0.vour. So the Cl'J hovers between .?lcc l aLlation and petition. While there 

l<F'.y indeed be overtoneu of a longing for the fin 'll breaking in of the ki ngdo.il 

when ,"11 thiUGs have been subjected to Christ (1 Cor. 1 5. 25f) its prirnClry 

l!le.ming ,rt the COiJutenC0,nent of the euchnrist is :\ call of g reeting to the 

returning Mess iah who in h is de '1th c'nd ex.:t ltation has fulfilled the hopes of 

the passover h'1181. 

1. Cf a bov" p. 573. 
2. i. e' l let Him be exc lud ~d from the ~uch'lristic lTI"a l. Cf' 1 Cor. 5. Iff ; Rev. 

22. b . 
3. M. Thuri :m , TLc: Luc~ ristic ;,lehlori.11 , 1, 1966, p.29. 
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This interpret ltiun hcclps to throw light on P'lUl's words in 1 Cor. 

11.26; 'For as of ton cS ye aut tLis breJ.d, .'3.l1d drink thG cup, ye proc1.~im the 

)1 ? )\ 
)I A e Lord's de .lth till he COde ("'.X piS C'" 'OW ) , Ttl ~ ~!1Ganing of the ~ C) . . 

~ l. 
" c 

'until the time 'lppointed by God', the expros-phr,"sa "',XP\S OLl is i .. c:. 

sion llle311S 'lmtil l1e COlTILS at tl'l" ti,n~ nppointed by God '. 

iVl; rove s ..; 2 .:1 tn I t the procl~,.; :-;.tion of the Lord's de.-..th l refers not to 

t1l0 ~uch.:lristic :.:ction i tsclf but to tIle fJrectc:ding Christinn h.lgg3,dah when the 

1.1Cc,r.ing of ChrifJt' G de ~.th and resurrection .1S the new Exodus nct of God "nd 

> ( 
the euch'lristic oI.Y"'tY1dlj 

2. 
is ~xpounded. t Till he come I therefore h2S the 

S":.'8 force as ,,\nran " tha in 1 Cor. l6.22, 1nd means tk:t at every ce1"br2tion 

the 'procLklat ion' cuntinues until tIle time aPPointed by God for Christ to 

COlae in the Mes:..innic kmquet to uniteytneJl with himself in his people-of-God-

cre3.tine; :let cf deli V(;r;JJlce. 

This interpret " tion is confirned by the fact tln t although these words 

stcnd. c.t the cl08, of ' hL recito.l of the tr."dition concerning the Last Supper, 

P'lul i"iclec;iiltely continues to exhort tl10 Corinthi ans to eX3Jlline ther.lSelves 

before th8Y come to pc.rt.lke of the ',ne .. :orial' feast (cf Rev. 22.11-15). In fact 

~18 OUr interpretation of 1 Cor. 16.20,22 S,10WS t:,is whole section is part of 
3. 

th" Chric tian ho.g,(·:.cdc.h ;md , like J fl. 6. 5lc-58, is pqrt of the preceding int cr-

pretation of tLL.: {;ords of inL; titution ':nd the eucharistic e:leLl8nts. This 

interpret:1tion .l :":ln:8 it f:lr .. tore intelligible why the W.h01e Section is concerned 

~ore with the wC'y in which the CorinthLms conduct ther.lselves '1S they co.,e to 

the Lord's Supper than with the effects of such a particip ·.tion. What Paul is 

s ·"ying, therefore, ];light be Plr<1pnrased as follows : 'Whenever we l]eet to eat 

the bread aud drinl{ the cup of aLII' ;:n2sover .:.emori:ll we proclaim the Lord's 

death. This is the dCl:lth th"t h<1s liber'lted us from our bondage by making uS 
4. 

organs of hims elf .'1lld theref ore orgms of one another.. Such we s.re becau8 t? in 

our b:lptism we h::lve boun united with him in his death and resurrection <md 

have 'put on Christ'. This union ,;i th one another in Christ ent'lils a lif~of 
5. 

c~.ring ,md loving ,Jerson.ll inter-rel.::tionships in the cOln!Eunity he h:ls created. 

In rej ecting one nnother we ruject Christ himself (1 Cor. 8.12). Our loveless 

attitude to the less privi1ee:ed brethren is cutting ourselves off from Ch:rist 

so that "when •.• y e asse\Jblc yourselves together, it is not possible to eat the 

1. Cf Arndt .md Ging rich, p.128. 
2. Cf above pv. 571f, 60lff. 4. Cf "bove pp. 418 - 445 
3. Cf 'l bove p. 571 5. Cf .,>bove pp. 45lf. 
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Lord's Supper". Therefore we are to recognis e what the body of Christ is 

(1 Cor. ll. 29), it is ourselves (1 Cor. 11. 31), and we "re to examine our 

r .:; lcltionships {lith one 'mother whether it is true of us thot when :my one 

melaber suffers the whol e: body suffers with it (1 Cor. 12.26). 1de are to do 

this self-exwilinr,tion su thc.t our :1ctions mi[!ht 2ntch our self-underst811ding 

a s b " ing the body of Christ, for at t"" time 3.ppointed Christ himself will 

COf.1C to celebrate " ith us the joyous r.lcmorial of our Exodus franc bondage into 

the freedom of love Cin e. so reneW OUI' union with himself nnd each other'. 

th"t appointed tiJ"e is is shown a t the close of the epi~ tle when, after the 

euch" .. rist b~gins with the kiss of poace the joyous cry :lriSes'lilnran atha f 1 

'the Lord co~es'. 

~rh ~.t 

lie contend t h e refore tb.:.t 1 Cor. 11. 26 is not a confirmation of the 

, ,: scha tological prospect' which, .lccording to Mk. 14.25, concluded the Last 

SUjJper. It is r oth8r ::11 anticipetion in the Christion h:' ggadJb of th" jOyous 

crJ of fulfiL.J.cnt with '{<{licn the euci1l1ristic celebr'3.tion begins (1 Cor. 16.22) . 

The rc,sults of this investig::ttion show th'lt the eschatological hopes 

cuntllin"d in the ha lle1 with "hict. the Inst Supper concluded h::tve become in 

the Christi'1l1 cuchccrist an introductory ",ffiml{ltion of fulfilr1ent in which the 

centml Fc.<d;ut:e. is t Il. joyous 6reetin ~: of the returning tri11L'.phnnt Messiah who 

in his de" th ':md cx:clt a tiun hDS m,de th,:n the redeeracd cOnluunity. 

(c) Some Practic:J.l Cons id~rations. 

(i) The EuchDrist . .illd Unity 

iihen Paul "rote to his Corillthicm readers , 'when therefore ye assemble 

yourselves togetl,er, it is not possible to eat the Lord's supper' and the main 

ground for this is that they do not w.ccj.t for one '1Ilother (1 Cor. ll. 33), i. e. 

they exhibit '1 lovelessness which d,mie8 thGir claim to be the body of Christ, 

wh:,t would he have Sa id to luodern Christians? Not only do they not w'1it for 

one another? th,,-,'y .lctu_llly deny anG ~.l.nothar acceSS to the euch "lrist. If the 

0uchC',rist is trulJ the 'M,morial ' 01' tn Clt people-of-God-cr"coting act of 

dclivlJr':illce whicl': r8nb'JS our oneness with Christ 3l1d tht.:refore '..v i th one another, 

then such divided euch~rists laust LWly radically distinct nna sep'1r-'lte 

people of God - ' cld thiS, in New Testc":Jent thinking, is utterly impossible for 

Christ is himself the whole people of God into which we are included by our 

inclusion into hid. Thu~ radically ~ep~.rQtc people of God (i. e. separate 
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~nough to exclude one nnothe r fro, .; t il e new Exodus passover memoriCll) Bust i mpl:;-

':: divided Christ 01' 'Jore t han ont: ntW Exodus. 

Adu i t tedly the r e " re iJurked differences of opinion conc erning the 

doctrine of til " ulcn.· Lrist, but wh en the:;" ,,-re elevated ::tbov," tile foundation on 

which every euch_~rist is built; one Messinh; one saving death 8.nd exaltation; 

the c r eCttion of one new people of God ,'/ho are both organs of one 3nother l.nd 

of Clu'ist, til en inde~d we have "- cl,' :cic':!l eX8l!lple of being un :lble to see the 

wo od f or the trees. 

Here is .mothe r instqnce of t ile dile= which we noted of Chrin t i ':U1 

b::tptism. Not to c.ffirm th 'Ot the Church is a unity, a single body, is to 

de..'1Y tha t Jesus is the Messiah who crea ted the new c01llcrtlni ty in union with 

HilliSelf in the new Exodus he 11ccomplished at Calvary. At the s 'me time the 

'lffirm.ltion of thiS uIlity is not Siclply theologicnl but Vlorks itself out in 

eti1ic,"1 huwan inter-rd'ltionships of love within the body. Bec"luse of the 

Lirst affirnLtion we hnve to s ,,-y th .t every euch 'lrist is truly :l memorial of 

ChriSt IS ClCt of deli ve r3.l1ce. Bec .US e of th", second affi=tion it is diff'icult 

ind e ed to say ttl?t :my pres ent euch· rist in the divided Churc h is such n ,-,,'"'0-

ri'll ce18br-ltion ~ II i t,10Ut c o,ilplete l:, .:t andoning Christ i :mi ty w" h 'we to 

, ffirm the =j or pr£ ,Liss of our euchnristic celebra tion, th3t Jesus is the 
vlho has created the Church 

Christ/\which is his corpornte p eorsonality , which affirmation cBn:fJails being 

involved in th ,_ "crk for tile rene ,;", l Ol' the Church until theologica l theory 

concerning unity is experienced reality. 

(u) The Euch".rist 'md COLLlunity 

Throughout this axposition of the New Tes t 'llllent doctrine of the 

eucharist we hC!ve se"n r epe:l tedly how it is an action d"pendent on Christ but 
l. 

which springs out of a life tog" the r in the Christian COllliLunity. It hns no 

other foundation, for Christ implios true corrmunity (i. e. love) as much as 

tru" community iruplies being in Christ . In New Testament concepts it is 

oi..:ply not possible to affirm the em e without affirming the other. 

Paul's char g 'c :1,3ains t th e Corinthians waS tha t they rega rded the 

sncramtant more highly t D :l.'1 cOhU!l.uni t y 'J '1ncl: in so doing h~ld rendered I impossible I 

t h e eucharistic c c·lc:br a tion (1 Cor. 11. 20 ). This he s ·id ".t n st Ooge in the 

1. Cf 'lb ov~ eS1l0ci.clly pp. 589ff, 6C4ff. 
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development uf tnc: eucharist when it had become separated from th" meal, but 
1. 

nevertheless i'ollo .. "d upon a cOl>llnuni ty Agape. The Corinthi~n arror in 

focussing .111 .; tt"-.'ntion un the euchHrist at the exp8nse of I;)thic3.1 com unit:' 

did not die duspite 1 Cor. 11.17-34. Hnther the Ag~.pe itself eventually fell 

aw;:.:y le,"ving only th" eucharist. Even this was still tolerable when the Church 

Ii ved ::Jainly in TUnll :lTeaS where the COIil1luni ty WaS s3')11 enough for the dif-

ferent i..lewbers at 12u.st to lmov\ one -:rlother. The Church n o l onger liv"s 

mro.inly in such 'lreo.s .. It rD.S !J:oved~· into the great industri · 1 cities. J.~OVl 

the communicants CODe tv the Lord's Supp~r not simply not waiting for one 

:mother but being so ignorant of "ho the vast majority of worshippers are that 

they would not even !mow whether ,myone w"s missing .::It a ll (unless the congre-

bat ion was unusu~lly sm,ll), ~d if they did they would have no idea who waS 

not there (unless they happened to !mow of a friend who waS not attending). 

In such :1 situation it is perfectly nntUX",l that an almost cOloplete indivi-

dualism and SacraLlent"lism has replaced the New Testament emphasis on communit/. 

This process of creeping individu'11i:,'" hns becn in no small measure fncilitnted 

by liturgical practice. In 'non-liturgicnltlenominations spont,~2ity (which 

is of the eSSenC8 of int ~r-persono.l cOLJ.nunic·:ltion ~nd rel-!tionships) is 

virtually restricted to the offici 'nt at the eucharist. In liturgical celG-

bration~wh .~.t is ~xpr8Gsed is prescribed, .11ld any further ,"editations on what 

is prescribed ;,lUSt r88Qin priva te ;,end unspoken in the context of' the celebra-

tion. Conse~uently OV0r the whole celebr ation therE descends a holy awe of 

~uict p,~ss i vi ty. That such silent reverenCE h-,s its place LlUSt be t:1ken as 

read. But that it mould constitute tel(; whole should by no ]leanS be t aken as 

such, if it does C'.r", we not closer th.Q{l we c·Qre to believe to 1 Cor. 11. 20'1 

Our sacraLlentalisJ~ i..~y be right .Jld proper. Our lack of experienced COfil-

nunity in th .... SaCr~.1.1.)nt is not. Vd thout it the eucharist itself st:mds in 

const ,mt ci:m';er of (I _generating t o the level of superstition md In'lgic, c.t 

lec.st in the understanding of the \lorshiPlJ.:rs - and "hat is comlUunicated to 

th8In cannot be ignored 1S uninportc.Ylt . On the other hsnd, n eucharist which 

springs out of a liiE! of f~lt belongingness h"s, in the experience of m~ 

Christians, been shot through wi til d"l'p ',r ·.:nd richer significance; for th8J.l, 

It is true th 'lt lfllny lJod8rn .,xp.,ri,,,ents in th~· field of liturgic .,1 

ren ewal h,"ve rEl-introduced or str"ssed the signific,mce of the :Ulcient ' kiss 

1. Cf above p~. 572ff. 
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of peace ' (1 Cor. 16 . 20; cf L;utt. 5.2Jff) in order t o syLlboliz, the re:llity 

of th e e t hic ,"1 n",ture of the Church. Mor~ r ,:ldical b 18 b""'l the r e-intro-

duction of the :mci,nt ,~gape in tb_ fo r 1 of " Church suppe r or petrish break-

f" :st before or ::lfter th~ euch ' ristic cel e bra tion. But SYJJbolist1 v,hic,', does 

not express wt1,lt t;O~s exist only "k,t ought t o exist will " lV/ eys be empty 'illd 

uns_tisfying. V, here deep f ri"rulsb;Lp does exi s t such s YIJboliSill will be filled 

with meaning and SiG"ific:m c e but liturgic"l c crimonial will not cover up our 

divisions Or our l ack of cOLnuni ty wi thin the Christian Church. It is the 

pov0rty ,md sickness of our life tog"thcr in tiw body of Chris t whicb needs to 

be remedied if not first ut lC;J.st nt t .. l~ S2ffi€ tiIlh.: ":18 liturg icJ.l symbolisL,. 

How t his is to be done is not the purpos 0 of this thesiS to cx",',rLne. 

Whut we hnve ntt edpt"d to du is s"t out th" biblic Cl l pr u, .. i oes which should 

fOIU the basis for study in other fields by those more compdtent t o do it 

in order thE. t I' ~n0" I I of the Church ,oight cOw.? about Cllld ,:i til it r enewnl of 

our s:l.crahient a. l worship. "h .l t i s cl'''lr, however, is th:1t we ne~ d to find 

th~ me'lns both of ere ',ti.n,e -:md L:xpressing hu.::.')11 inter-reI ;~ion.3hips !J11d COL1-

'Juni t y in our eUC[l1ri stic celebr .:ltiGns Jlld that in th E; "sdtting' of th', cele-

br<J.tion not s i lilp ly in it~ consecluence; 1,:; . g . if w .... a r e gOing to h:lve Church 

"uppers or P'lI'isi1 breal;:f'as ts in :IS oc i ot i on ,;i th the Lo r d's Su,:>pe r they 

should preceue r~ther thrul concluue th~ ~uch~rist. 

(iii) The pa rtic ip:.tion of children in the eucha rist 

I f t". o funJ e.. .Jen t al pr e, Jises of this thcsi<fare a cc epted, i. a. th,-, t 

the children of Christian )Ja r ants ''C'r e not k,ptized in th" pri mitive Church 

bec~use t hey ·~'Ver8 rer.,~rd l)d '18 b~lonGing t ogether ....v i t h tht' ir p rents to the 
l. 

body of Chris t, ,'md t h ,.t th" Ch r is 'U, ,n 8uchqrist waS regar ded a s a passov" r 
2. 

' Llemorial' by the New Tes t " I..ent ChristLms, tben there Cd!l be no doubt thr t 

c,lildren of Christi,Cll1 )l ,rents did p" rt .-,k" in the Qarly uuch'u ists of the 

Church. "hilL 1;,,= h IV" seer, thcot tn"re i s £ood reClson to doubt th:1t infants 

of Jewish pros", lyt 0s '" r~ b ,lPtized , th"r" C.Jll be no doubt ·h:ltev8r th'lt til " 

children or J e ,.is i.I P'.lT<2.i1tS vlI~ro J. ~ _ .• bl.. rH of the l) :-~burth th .lt celebr:-:. t .Jd t tiC 

:llmu 11 P'lss ov er. rh~ i'::lC t th .-t fro " 1 ve ry flarly timc' it wnS th" childre" 

,,,]0 a sked th, lU3tlil1' , qU0s tion8 ir. 0"1(, jJ:1SSovcr h3gg3d3h (cf Ex. 12.46) puts 

'th" i ssue btyontl r 'll)' re,son ,-,bl e doubt. ,,'h ,en the Chri "tiWl Chur ch design _t"J 

tho eUC.i::urist .1$ r:. prtssover it I'o'oulu 1.) .... : D,-~ lf- l.vident th t children would 0.1so 
1. C~ Clbove yp.501ff ' 2. Cf 3bove pp.559ff, 587ff. 



Page 614 

h,1vc taken pnrt. If there had been so r :ldical a dep'lTture fro") tradition 

':8 to exclude,thm" i r ot! the Christi n P,qssover, then surely we should Jxpect 

to find sou" express rule forbidding their jl:uticipiltion. In the "bsence 

of :my such indicntion the only possible conclusion is th ,t Christian 

c.llildren did sture in the Christian euch'lrists i'ro:.l the earliest times. 

This is confir med by wh.'lt evid",nce we h f:ve of baptise",l md 

euch2ristic pr::tctice in the post-New '.c est::li:li:nt Church. We do know th3t the 

regullr pr:1ctice w lS t h"t b"p'tisn W,:JS i mmediately followed by the reception 

of th" first cOLwunion. Thus Tertulli :,m t e lls us; I Plesh is w,o,sh,"d, that 

th~ soul m.1y b" cleonsed: flesh is ,:nointed, th~t the soul fJV be conSe-

crated: flesb is signed, th:tt the soul m'w be fortified: flesh ' is shado.red 
by the imposition of the hand, t hat the soul may be enlightened by the Spirit : 
flesh fueds On the body 'Uld blood 01' Christ, thClt the soul lIl3Y f"tten upon 

1. 
God. I It is siLnificant tha t Tertullian, who so resolutely apposes infent 

bc.pt iSfJ (De. B:tpt. 18.4), h:..lS nGthing to ssy a bout children not pnrticipating 

in the eucharist. The f nct trl'1t he opposes infant b'lptisn indic:ttes that it 

,Just h ,'3.ve been :1 current pr.lctice, and whom he knows th ,~,t reception of the 

ducharist follows on b,-,ptism he r';UGt ::,ls o h:we known tha t very sm3.11 children 

"Iso receiv ed th,: vuclnrist . Hiu s ilence on this is surprising unless, 

unlike the b,lPtiLr.l of infants, he knew that this h~d been a long-st.-mding 

ChristiCln pr':lctice. 

Hippolytus shows that when infants were in f nct blptized (Apostolic 

Tradition xii. 4 'And they Sh :111 baptize t he little children first. And H 

they C..ln o.nswer for thLL1;Jel yes ~ 1,- t theJil nnswer. But if they c "nnot, let 
2 • 

... h\:;ir varents answer or SO!.;luone frOLl tneir f':uuily') they were also ~ong 

those who r eceivud tn" ~uch::1ristic "l,ments (Apostolic Tr adition xxiii). 

Si.:J.l:lrly ::tls o we re:td in the Pil,-,r i';,lge: of Etheria (c. 400); I'rhe p,'{schal 

vigils £ire kept ns with us, ,l ith the,s one nddition, th,'t the ch i ldren, when 

they h ',lve be"n t':ptized '1!ld cloth~d , nd when they issue froD the font, nre 

led "Uh the bishop first to tLe Arutstusis; the bishop enters the ro.ils for 

ther.1, ' ~ nd then he 600[, \vith the .. i to the greater church, where, _Iccording to 

I., De Res. Carne, c.8, <uoted i'ror,: th" cullC?ction of baptish~,l docw:wnts made 
by E. C. Whit c,ker , DOCU!,lcntS of the B,cptis=l Liturgy, 1960, p. 9. For 
furth er evidence of this widespread pr~ctice of The Apostolic Tradition 
of Hippolytus which in xvi-xxii describes the rite of b,,,-ptism which iITll"e­
di:,t 'Jly in xxiii p,:oceeds to n df:scription of th~ euch"rist (cf Vlhi taker, 
pp. 2-7 ); Th" ",cts of Judas :t'hon'lG , which i11 both the Greek :Uld Syri'!c 
verSions ends 8_'teh b 'lptism with a e.:-lebration of the euchnrist (cf 
Whit a{<er pp. 10-16); St . John Chgsostom, 1st ngdress. 27 (cf Wh:i-t9.ker 
p. 33) Theodore of MopsuestJ,Ci Par 2. Sermon 4 \= llbit "-ker, p.42) 

2 . E. C. vlhit:,',k....-r, 9P cit. p . 5. 
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custOIJ, elll the peopl" -,re keepi ng we-tch. Everything is done there which i n 

custoiilary with us -:ll5o,md lftor the obl::ltion hQS been lin de, th" dismissal 
l. 

t "lkes pl :.c~ . I 

There i .::i evidenc8, therefor e 1 l rO,ll Rome,. Jerus :~l...: ;:.1 , Africa and 

Syr ia of the pr'tcticE: of ' '.}dlai ttin.; cilildren to the euch.' rist. ~'hil8 th", 

b ',ptislil of' infnnt" is pr ob::1bly ::t l a te fe::lturG, it seems beyond r e ls ona ble 

uoubt tint the J.'·lrtici_ ' ~tion of Christiml children in the euch .rist nros~ ::It 

tho very beginning of the Christi·on Church. 

It docs nut follow f'ro' ,l this th" t wo should retur!1 to this ancient 

PLtctic e , a practice stil l folluwed in til " Orthodox Chur ches . It mny be 

th,'lt such a practice in the pren".lt state of our li turgic ,:', l life would be 

disClSt r ous. Not only would the presence of l"rge ntmbers of sr'-, ll children 

_, ' k" the perfor"Jaflce of the liturgy i",p08sible but also with ,'lll Qt t ention 

f ocussed on individw'.lis.li1 ,md s , crru.Jent" lism their p.:lrticip :.tion would 

proba bly lend to ridicul ous l y supeNti tious md magic31 notions of the 

E.:uch ---.ris t. 

If,. on the other h _nd ,. '0 ,- ::j ure "J.b1 0 to gi V C: uue consider3.tion to 
2. 

the rol" of' the COL1"uni ty -mti CO;;[Junity life in both ba ptio .. l md the 

E:llch,lrist tnc:n t here .l'J.y be J Brt: 2t d ~:ll to recoWi!lend it. \H) are basically 

not self- iJ lde elen but t ,'8 l'roducts ,'f' our Society md more p-,rticula rly of 

our home ',lild f O'l1ily lii'", . It is h, re th.J t we le 1m our f~i th md uur 

v~lUl: ..3 . 'I'hL :'; 0eds th:"1.t Qre pl ,. :ntt:d in our childish uJinds seldOl.! die COL:.-

pl etely but "mot often .J..! turc into th" full-Brown person th" t w'" beco;.!e . 

'l~hiG beinG SO~ it' th..: euchsl'ist WLr8 tht:! (Jcc 3sion when friGndships were 

w'.de md our u.eepc ~t o0nvictions, hOjles, ·:.nd beliefs express"d, then our 

c;lildren would be dr awn into a community where thf!Y would lenrn through 

F,uticip:ltion in til" life uf the cOdnuni ty Wh':lt our Christi -m faith is ::111 

a bout. Her" too, if .Ie could 183m the ' ,rt of cOUll;]unicating with 

children by recognising thou :lS pe rsons with needs ',md thoughts - not siClply 

".6 ec,pty barrels int o ",hich we d,,>,osit our ':,isdoLl, : we might learn fro .. 1 theLl 

wh'J.t it lr1ean8 t o be.... in Christ , J.nd 'in Christ ' org'11ls of one another. 

2. Cf above pp . 527ff, 535ff. 
1. };.C. IIhitaker, up cit . p.36. 
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