
Chapter 1
God
SOME BASIC ASSUMPTIONS
The nt makes no attempt to prove the existence of God. The theistic proofs belong to the later period of apologetics and systematic theology. nt theology begins with some tremendous assumptions - that God exists, that he created man and continues to maintain interest in man. Indeed, the whole structure of early Christian thought takes this for granted. The nt makes no sense at all unless these basic assumptions are true. It provides only two options - either to accept the assumptions in faith or else to reject them and consequently reject the whole revelation based upon them. What​ever the value of attempting to prove philosophically the existence of God, the nt offers no guidance. It may be thought that this seriously limits the validity of an approach to theology via nt teaching, but this can be count​ered by the fact that Christian theology can be fully understood in the end only by those who exercise faith. It is perhaps a salutary reminder that neither the nt nor nt theology is dominated by a purely intellectual ap​proach. At the same time it must be affirmed that the assumptions with which the nt begins are thoroughly valid. God's existence and his interest in his creation offer a reasonable explanation of man's own existence.
The writers of the nt all share the view of God which is seen in the οτ. The creation story concentrates on God's creative initiative, and this view of God as originator of the created world is basic to οτ thought. Moreover it is assumed that the creator is also sustainer of his creation. The heavens and earth are the work of his hands and he is seen to possess supreme power within the order of nature. In the intertestamental period the Jews firmly believed the same basic creative relationship between God and his world, adding to it the conviction that it was the Torah (Law) through which God created, a view which came close to personifying the Torah.1
It should be noticed that the Torah was only one of the intermediaries which was conceived to link the transcendent God with the world of men (cf. Wisdom, Memra). The ascription to these intermediaries of
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This was necessary because of the prevalent transcendental view of God during the intertestamental period.2 The Most High was removed so far from his own creation that he needed some intermediary to maintain contact with the world. There is nothing of this remoteness in the nt approach.3 The nt view of God is linked with the ot revelation, not with current Jewish speculations.
Nevertheless, the transcendence of God finds some support in the maj​esty and particularly the holiness of God, which is so characteristic of ot writings, especially of the Prophets. The statement in Isaiah 57:15 illustrates the essential difference between the ot view and much Jewish transcen​dental theology - 'For thus says the high and lofty One who inhabits eternity, whose name is Holy: "I dwell in the high and holy place, and also with him who is of a contrite and humble spirit." ' This combination of loftiness and tenderness is an essential feature of the nt, and makes the nt view of God intelligible. This high moral view was in strong contrast to the contemporary multifarious and often immoral deities worshipped by non-Jewish people at the time when the nt came into being. It is impossible to appreciate the nt revelation apart from maintaining its close connection with the ot view of God. Those movements, among which Marcionism was the earliest,4 which have created a cleavage between ot and nt, begin their approach to nt thought with a serious disadvantage for they have no clue to the understanding of the basic nt view of God. It did not arise ex nihilo; it was the result of a long period of revelation of which the nt was the consummation.
a share in creation was a natural development. Cf. W. Ο. Ε. Oesterley, The Jews and Judaism during the Greek Period (1941), pp. 103f., for a discussion of transcendence during the intertestamental period. Cf. from a Jewish point of view E. G. Hirsch's article 'God' in the Jewish Encyclopaedia 6, pp. 2ff. For a Christian Jewish assessment of the Torah, cj. P. Borchsenius, Two Ways to God (1968), pp. 47-57, especially pp. 54, 55. God himself is said to have consulted the Torah before creating the world, cf. J. Neusner, First Century Judaism in Crisis (1932), p. 98.
2 Not all Jewish scholars would admit that transcendentalism was the exclusive tendency of the intertes​tamental period. J. Abelson, The Immanence of God (1912), is at some pains to show that signs of a shift from transcendentalism to immanence were already present. He admits that there are both elements in the Hebrew Bible, although he thinks that the transcendent view is paramount (pp. 46-54.).
3 E. P. Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism (1977), p. 44, criticizes Bultmann for maintaining that the remoteness of God was the Jewish view. Cf. R. Bultmann's discussion on 'God, the Remote and the Near' in Jesus and the Word (Eng. trans. 1956), pp. 59f. Sanders is emphatic that the rabbis did not think of God as inaccessible (op. at., p. 215). He cites P. Kuhn, A. M. Goldberg and Ε. Ε. Urbach as recent Jewish writers on rabbinic theology who support this view. What is most important for our present purpose is that both in the OT and in first-century Judaism there was a sense of God's glory, which would have been shared by the early Christians.
4 Marcionism was based on the idea of two gods, of which the OT creator God was rejected as incom​patible with the nt. Nevertheless Marcion did not deny that there was an element of righteousness in the OT view of God. Cf. E. C. Blackman's discussion, Marcion and his Influence (1948), pp. 113f., in which he criticizes Harnack's view that for Marcion the supreme God alone was good, while the OT God was inferior, cf. A. von Harnack, Marcion: Das Evangelium vom fremden Gott (r.p. 1960), p. 109. He considers this to be overdrawn. Without a doubt, however, Marcion's exegesis of the nt was vitiated by his lack of appreciation of its connection with the ot revelation of God.
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Some Basic Assumptions
Linked with the high ot view of the holiness of God was the comple​mentary view of his covenant love.5 It is important to recognize in ap​proaching the nt that the ot view of God's love is righteous love, a love which at no time is viewed as sentimental. It is as much a demanding love as a giving love. God's acts of love towards Israel showed what he expected - a people prepared to respond to the covenant conditions. But they also showed his longsuffering and patient love when Israel failed. This view of God again differed strongly from the ideas of contemporary paganism, where it was usual to regard the deity as an object to fear, and consequently to be placated. The nt view that God is love is an extension of this ot view and is deeply indebted to it. Nowhere in the nt is there any discussion as to why God should love. It is the unchallenged assumption that he does. There is no doubt that the ot conception of God also includes the idea of judgment.6 This in fact is an aspect of his righteousness. A wrong emphasis upon it, however, has led to the view that there is a strong distinction between the ot and nt ideas. There are passages in the ot where God commands wholesale slaughter of peoples, and these passages are seen to be alien to the nt God of love. This draws attention to the fact that some concept of progressive revelation is indispensable, if the ot is to form a true basis for an approach to the nt doctrine of God. The imprecatory passages in the ot reveal a God of justice in the concepts of the time, but although the justice of God is not absent from the nt, the mercy of God comes into clearer focus in the revelation in Christ. In considering the nt concept, it will be necessary to examine both those aspects which are parallel with the ot and those which are more distinctive in the nt.
GOD AS CREATOR, FATHER AND KING
So basic to all parts of the nt is the doctrine of God that much of the
5 N. Snaith, The Distinctive Ideas of the Old Testament (1944), pp. 94f., brings out clearly the covenant connection in the ot idea of hesed, which he describes as covenant love. Not only in OT times, but also in rabbinic Judaism, the covenant is central for an understanding not only of religion, but more particularly of the view of God. It is dominated by God's personal relationship with men, not by metaphysical speculation about him. For the importance of this in rabbinic Judaism, cf. Sanders, op. cit., pp. 240ff. T. C. Vriezen, An Outline of Old Testament Theology (Eng. trans. 1970), p. 316, admits that there is great tension between God's love and his holy being, but denies that in the OT he is ever made an arbitrary despotic ruler. E. Jacob, Theology of the Old Testament (Eng. trans. 1955), p. 110, rightly regards the love of God in the ot as a manifestation of his sovereignty. He admits that love has a different tone in the OT from the nt because in the former it was addressed in a general way to the people as a nation (p. 112).
6 J. L. McKenzie, A Theology of the Old Testament (1974), p. 153, suggests that the oldest use of the word judgment' is probably synonymous with the word 'salvation'. See also L. Koehler, Old Testament Theology (Eng. trans. 1957), pp. 218f. A forensic use of the term is certainly implied in parts of the OT. The Word of the Lord becomes a criterion for judgment for instance in the prophecy of Jeremiah (cf. J. G. S. S. Thompson, The Old Testament View of Revelation, 1960, pp. 72f). The justice of God burns in the words of God. in Judaism, the controlling factor in religion was the will of God, and this naturally raised the question of justice when that will was disobeyed. The sovereignty of God is an essential part of the OT view of the holiness of God (cf. T. C. Vriezen, op. cit., pp. 297ff.).
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evidence consists of assumptions rather than specific statements. Never​theless there are many statements which are highly significant. We shall discuss the following aspects - God as Creator, the providence of God, God as Father, God as King and Judge, various other titles for God, and then in summary form the attributes of God.
God as Creator
There is no doubt that the Christians assumed without discussion that God is the originator of the universe.7 They took this over from the οτ and also from the teaching of Jesus. In the synoptic gospels the most explicit state​ment recorded of the teaching of Jesus on this theme is found in Mark 13:19 ('from the beginning of the creation which God created'). Jesus also cites with full acceptance the οτ statement that God made man male and female (Mk. 10:6; Mt. 19:4). No other suggestion regarding the origin of creation is anywhere even hinted at in the gospel writings.
In his speech to the Athenians, Paul boldly announced the kind of God whom he worshipped as 'the God who made the world and everything in it, being Lord of heaven and earth' (Acts 17:24). His creative power is also seen in the statement that men are his offspring (Acts 17:29). In his speech at Lystra Paul makes a similar assertion about God's creative power (Acts 14:15).
In the epistles of Paul the relationship between Creator and creatures is assumed in Romans 1:25. Moreover, creation is said to reflect the work of the Creator (Rom. 1:20). Indeed, it shows something of the character of God (his eternal power and deity). It can do this only because it is the direct work of his hands. There are specific assertions that all things were made by God (Rom. 11:36; 1 Cor. 8:6; 11:12; Eph. 3:9). Paul criticizes those who prohibit what God created for man's good (1 Tim. 4:3). The same creation theme is found in Revelation 4:11, where adoration of God is centred on his creative work ('for thou didst create all things, and by thy will they existed and were created'). Cf. also Revelation 10:6.
The nt reflects the same conviction that the οτ shows, that the creation is not co-eternal with the Creator. In several passages the phrase 'before the foundation of the world' is used of God. In John, Jesus speaks of the glory he shared with the Father before the world was made (17:5,24). Paul speaks in the same vein in mentioning the choice of God (Eph. 1:4). A similar idea concerning the predestined role of Christ appears in 1 Peter 1:20. There is no doubt that all three writers held that the Creator existed apart from the material existence of his creation.
7 G. Wingren, Creation and Law (1961), pp. 3ff., maintains creation, as in the creeds, must be the starting point in approaching biblical theology. He criticizes those who, like Cullmann, begin with Christology. His contention is that creation focuses attention on God and avoids an anthropological approach to theology. Any system which is based exclusively on the nt is in danger of adopting such a view.
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God as Creator, Father and King The providence of God
The nt writers do not discuss the method of creation. In the epistle to the Hebrews it is declared to have been brought about 'by the word of God' (11:3), an allusion to the sovereign commands of God at creation (cf. Gn. 1:3). More important than the method is the agent. Whereas in Genesis the agency of the Spirit is mentioned, in the nt on many occasions creation is said to have been effected through Christ.8 This has great significance for our later discussion of the person of Christ (see pp. 342ff). But for our present purpose it serves to put the nt view of creation in a somewhat different context from the οτ view. The emphasis on the creative activity of Christ in no way lessens the creative activity of God. Indeed, the creative act is seen as a unity. In the prologue of John's gospel the matter is clearly presented. The Word, who was with God and was God, was the agent of creation - 'all things were made through him, and without him was not anything made that was made' (Jn. 1:3). The same theme comes in Colos-sians 1:16 - 'for in him (i.e. Christ) all things were created, in heaven and on earth ... all things were created through him and for him.' Similarly the writer to the Hebrews declares in reference to the Son: 'Whom he (God) appointed the heir of all things, through whom also he created the world' (1:2). Moreover in the same passage, the Son is said to uphold the universe (ta panto) by the word of his power.
These passages clearly teach, not only that God created through (dia) Christ but also for (eis) him, which gives some indication of the divine purpose for the created order. The infinite wisdom of the Creator is seen in his making the creation Christocentric rather than anthropocentric. The nt does not support the view that the world belongs to man, except in the idealistic sense fulfilled only in Jesus Christ (Heb. 2:8). Creation itself is bound up with man's condition, as Paul clearly recognized in speaking of the groaning of creation for deliverance (Rom. 8:19ff.). Modern anxiety over man's misuse of creation has brought this into focus and has shown the extraordinary relevance of Paul's concept. The whole ecological prob​lem of the wasting of resources and the pollution of what remains conflicts directly with the nt view of creation as made 'for' Christ. This leads naturally into our next discussion of the nt idea of providence.
The providence of God
It is as important to consider the nt teaching on God's providential dealing with his creation, as to note its basic assumptions about his creative work. The nt provides an answer to the problem of God's continued activity within the created order. No support is given for the view that, having created the world, God left it to its own devices. A very different picture
8 G. Wingren, ibid., pp. 31ff., discusses the meaning of creation in Christ. He considers that the real understanding is reached when the question is asked 'whether man is destined for Christ from his own inescapable existence and position as created man' (p. 33).
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lies behind the nt approach. Providence is based on the character of God.
In the teaching of Jesus, there is a specific emphasis on God's special care for his creatures. To show the detailed nature of God's providential care, he states that not even a sparrow, which men rank as little, falls to the ground apart from the Father's will (Mt. 10:29). This is further substan​tiated by the view that the heavenly Father feeds the birds, without their having to sow, reap or store their food (Mt. 6:26ff). There is no discussion of the problems raised when conditions occur which cause starvation to animals and birds. The intention of the passages cited is rather to portray a God who is concerned about his creation. Even more significant is his knowledge of the hairs of the head, which vividly demonstrates his interest in the minutest details of human life (Mt. 10:30). Moreover, sun and rain are under his control and operate irrespective of the worthiness of the recipients (Mt. 5:45).9
The very fact that Jesus uses the title 'Father' applied to God when mentioning his providential care shows how comprehensive is his view of fatherhood. More will be said on this in the next section, but no statement on providence is possible without including God's fatherly concern for his creation. This is brought out in such a petition as the prayer for bread in the Lord's Prayer (Mt. 6:11; Lk. 11:3), which is based on faith in God the Father's providential care. The same basic assumption is made by Paul in his Lystra address (Acts 14:17) in stressing God's control of the seasons, and in his Areopagus address (Acts 17:25) in affirming that God gives to all life and breath.
In the epistles God's providence is again assumed as passages like Romans l:19f. and James 1:17 show. Although it is maintained that providence affects all men, some distinctions are made over God's special concern for those who believe in him, mainly in the realm of spiritual blessings.10 According to Romans 8:28 God exercises control over all aspects of the lives of believers, which arises from his special concern as Father for his children (see next section).
God as Father
It is the idea of the fatherhood of God which is most characteristic of nt teaching and especially of the teaching of Jesus. Whereas the contemporary pagan world held its gods in fear, the Christian view of God's fatherhood
9 Cf. R. A. Ward's discussion of Matthew's wording in 5:45 in Royal Theology (1964), pp. 26ff., in which he sees this as evidence that God is the sustainer of the universe according to the teaching of Jesus. This author also discusses whether here and elsewhere Jesus reflects an acceptance of a naive world-view. Although the words ofjesus are cast in poetic form (cf. T. W. Manson, The Sayings of Jesus (1949), p. 112,) it cannot be supposed that for him there was no reality of an active creator behind the words.
10 For a succinct statement on the providence of God in the nt, see A. W. Argyle, God in the New Testament (1965), pp. 71ff.
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brings an unparalleled element of intimacy into man's relation with God.11 Nevertheless, while there are unique aspects in Jesus' concept of God as Father, the idea is not absent from the οτ or from Jewish usage.12 God is conceived of as Father of his people. The king could be conceived of as an individual son of God. Israel could be called 'my son'. But this tended to be a nationalistic idea rather than an individual relationship. At the same time, bearing in mind the Hebrew concept of solidarity, it should be noted that this corporate fatherhood did not exclude the idea of individual rela​tionship. Indeed it prepared the idea for its full development in the nt.
Some of the Psalms, which are expressions of individual piety, come close to the more intimate character of God as seen in the nt, but the father-son relationship is not specifically formulated. The idea of God as shepherd (as in Ps. 23; Is. 40; Ezk. 34), while introducing an amazingly tender view of God, falls short of the acceptance of God as Father. In Jewish thinking in the intertestamental period glimpses of God as Father in an individual sense are found, but in no sense is this a characteristic view of God during this period.13 With the advent of Christ these adumbrations of fatherhood emerge into a view of God which shows that the most intimate form of human relationships (father-children) is but a reflection of the essential characteristic of God (see comment on Eph. 3:14,15 below).
In the nt the fatherhood of God is seen in three ways. He is Father of Jesus (see the discussion on Jesus as Son of God, pp. 301ff.), he is Father of the of the disciples ofjesus, and he is Father of all creation. It is important to note that'the father-child relationship in reference to God is almost wholly reserved for those who are believers. The relationship is the result of the redemptive activity of God. The creative relationship has already been discussed under the providence of God. Our concern here will be over the special relationship with believers.
The most notable instance in which Jesus assumed the fatherhood of God for his disciples is the form of the prayer he taught them. The Lord's Prayer, with its direct address to God as Father, is appropriate to the
" For a general discussion of the theme of God's fatherhood in the nt, cf. J. Jeremias, 'Abba', The Prayers ofjesus (1967), pp. 11-65.; H. F. D. Sparks, 'The Doctrine of the Divine Fatherhood in the Gospels', Studies in the Gospels (ed. D. E. Nineham, 1955), pp. 241-262.; H. Montefiore, 'God as Father in the Synoptic Gospels', NTS 3, 1956, pp. 31-46.; A. W. Argyle, op. at., pp. 57-90.; J. S. Lidgett, The Fatherhood of God (1902), pp. 12-48.
12 G. Vermes, Jesus the Jew (1973), pp. 206-210, and K. Berger, 'Zum traditionsgeschichtlichen Hinter-grund christologischen Hoheitstitel', NTS 17, 1970-71, pp. 391-426ff. Both trace the Father-Son concept used by Jesus in Jewish thought. See next footnote.
13 Although the basic Jewish view was that God was Father of the nation of Israel, the idea of the individual as a son is not entirely absent (cf. Ecclus. 4:10; Psalms of Solomon 17:30; Jubilees 1:24-25). Nevertheless there is a distinction between the Jewish approach and the teaching ofjesus. R. Bultmann, Jesus and the Word, p. 192, is probably correct in claiming that there is no question ofjesus introducing a new conception of God. But there is no denying that he brought to the conception a clarity and intimacy not previously known.
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disciples only because it is basic to Jesus' own approach to God.14 Not only is there a general concept of God's fatherhood but an individual emphasis, as the personal pronoun in Our Father' shows. This intimate concept is all the more striking in view of the following words which stress the hallowed character of God. The individualizing of relationships was never intended to lessen man's sense of awe in his approach to God. Care must be taken not to reduce the nt view of the fatherhood of God to the level of human experience. No father-son relationship among men is ever perfect, because no human father is perfect. But in God the perfect pattern of true father​hood is always seen. In view of this the prayer Our Father' was a remark​able advance on all previous views of God and provided an indication that Christian teaching was going to revolutionize man's concept of God.
Another remarkable aspect of God is seen in Jesus' teaching in the Sermon on the Mount, where the expression 'your heavenly Father knows' is applied to everyday needs (Mt. 6:32). The explanation of how the creator cares for his creatures (such as birds, Mt. 6:26) is given in terms of fath​erhood rather than creatorship, thus introducing the concept of individual concern. This viewpoint is particularly emphasized in the rest of the nt where the title Father is frequently and quite naturally applied to God. In the opening salutation in all the epistles under Paul's name God is described as Father. It forms a basic assumption behind all that the apostle writes in these letters. Moreover, it is frequently reflected in the course of the dis​cussions, whether doctrinal or practical. Indeed there is no one concept of God which dominates the theology of the nt more than this.
The title 'Father' is sometimes qualified to give added richness to the concept. God is many times described as the Father of Jesus Christ, but he is also Father of glory (Eph. 1:17), Father of spirits (Heb. 12:9), Father of lights (Jas. 1:17).15 All human fatherhood is seen to derive from the fath-
14 For a full discussion of the fatherhood of God reflected in the Lord's prayer, cf. E. Lohmeyer, The Lord's Prayer (Eng. trans. 1965), pp. 32-62. In comparing the synoptic usage with John's gospel, Lohmeyer points out the teaching of Jesus is that God is called 'your Father' because he is 'my Father' (p. 56). R. Bultmann, TNT 1 (Eng. trans. 1956), pp. 23f., draws attention to the marked difference between the simplicity of'Father' as used by Jesus and the ornate, although often liturgically beautiful forms of address used in Jewish prayers. He cites the 'Prayer of Eighteen Petitions' as an example.
15 In these expressions where a genitive is added there is some question about the sense in which the fatherhood should be understood. In Eph. 1:17 the genitive seems rightly to qualify the noun in an adjectival sense in which case the neb rendering 'the all-glorious Father' is justified; cf. M. Earth, Ephesians (AB, 1974), p. 148, who nevertheless thinks the expression may denote God as the source of the splendour which produces light in man's hearts. C. L. Mitton, Ephesians (NCB, 1976), ad he., accepts the NEB rendering, while F. F. Bruce, Ephesians (1961), p. 39, considers the expression emphasizes the unique glory of God's fatherhood as the archetype of fatherhood. The expression 'Father of Spirits' is generally taken in the sense of Father of our Spirits (i.e. our spiritual Father) to distinguish God from those who are our natural forebears. Cf. F. F. Bruce, Hebrews (NICNT, 1964), pp. 359f. This contrasts two degrees of fatherhood, natural and spiritual, and it implies that if the former commands submission, the latter would certainly do so. The concept 'Father' here seems to involve the sense of creatorship. This is even more clear in the third phrase 'Father of lights' injas. 1:17. There is ajewish parallel in the Damascus Document which describes God as 'Prince of Lights' (cf. M. Dibelius - H. Greeven, James (Eng. trans. Hermeneia,
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erhood of God (Eph. 3:14,15), which shows that God is not called Father on the basis of a human analogy, as if human fatherhood was the nearest approximation to the relationship between God and man. Fatherhood is seen rather to be inherent in the nature of God.
But we need to enquire what 'fatherhood' means when applied to God. As far as believers are concerned it means that God is the source of their spiritual life and pours out his love upon them. He is concerned with their welfare (Rom. 8:28) and also with their discipline (Heb. 12:5ff.).
We may note in passing that it is in John's gospel that the fatherhood of God is seen most clearly in relation to Jesus. We shall discuss under Chris-tology the absolute use of the title in the frequent statements of Jesus about God which shows how fundamental this concept was for him. The only close parallel in the synoptic gospels to this father-son relationship occurs in the celebrated passage in Matthew ll:25ff., where the forms 'Father', 'My Father' and 'the Father' all occur.16 But the fact that such a statement occurs is evidence that this is not a Johannine invention, although it must be noted that the prominence of the idea in John's gospel is no doubt due to its interest for the mind of the author.17 More will be said about these Johannine passages when the sonship ofjesus is discussed (see p. 312f.). But for our present purpose there is one significant statement on the subject of fatherhood which requires mention because it not only draws a distinction between God as Father ofjesus and God as Father of the disciples, but also shows the connection between them. The words of Jesus addressed to Mary which she was to report to the disciples (Jn. 20:17), Ί am ascending to my Father and your Father, to my God and your God,' are so expressed
1976, from KEK, 1964), p. 100). Although the primary reference may be to God as the creator of the heavenly bodies (C. L. Mitton, James, 1966, p. 53), there is undoubtedly an extended allusion to God as source of intellectual, spiritual and moral lights; cf. R. J. Knowling, James (WC, pp. 190f), ad he., ]. B. Mayor, James (31913), ad ioc.. All that can be said is that fatherhood in the more intimate sense is not supported by this reference.
16 Mt. 11:25 was for long considered to be a product of Hellenistic Christianity, but there is less support for this view among many recent scholars. Cf. T. W. Manson, The Sayings ofjesus (1949), p. 79, who strongly maintains its Palestinian origin. Cf. also W. L. Knox. Some Hellenistic Elements in Primitive Christianity (1944), p. 7, who denies that the form and language are Hellenistic. On the other hand S. Schulz, Q - Die Spruchquelle der Evangelisten (1972), pp. 213-228, and R. Bultmann, History of the Synoptic Tradition (Eng. trans. 1963), pp. 159f., still regard it as Hellenistic. Cf. also A. M. Hunter, 'Crux Criticorum - Matt. xi. 25-30 - a Re-appraisal', NTS 8, 1961-2, pp. 241ff, who goes back to Hosea as a background, but who argues that no precise parallel can be expected in view of the uniqueness ofjesus. Cf. also the discussion ofj. D. G. Dunn, Jesus and the Spirit (1975) and J. Jeremias, The Prayers ofjesus.
17 H. Conzelmann, An Outline of the Theology of the New Testament (Eng. trans. 1969), pp. 99ff, in discussing the distinction between 'my' Father and 'your' Father, concludes that it is a matter of the Christological style of the community. He does not regard the distinction as original to Jesus. But his conclusions are based on critical methods which can be challenged. He disposes, for instance, of the 'My' Father form in Mt. 11:27 on the grounds that the word 'my' is absent from Luke's version. J. Jeremias, The Central Message of the New Testament (1965), pp. 23ff, argues that the article in 'the Father' in this statement is generic, not ontological. He takes it in the sense that only a father knows a son, so only a son knows a father. Cf. J. A. T. Robinson, The Human Face of Cod (1973), p. 186.
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as to make this distinction clear.18 It is in a unique sense that Jesus can be said to be the Son of God the Father. Nevertheless this special sense is not unconnected with the special father-son relationship which God maintains with those who are in Christ.
A further observation which is of great importance in any assessment of the nt view of God and which distinguishes the nt from the οτ is the use of the form 'Abba' by Christians (Rom. 8:15; Gal. 4:6), undoubtedly based on Jesus' own use of the term in addressing God (Mk. 14:36). This Aramaic form of address to a father was originally a form used by young children, but it had acquired an extended meaning in familiar usage, roughly equiv​alent to 'dear father'.19 It is a unique form, for it finds no parallels either in the οτ or in Judaism as an address to God.20 Its use by Jesus shows how completely his view of God as Father is divorced from any formal ap​proach. The Abba form conveys a sense of intimacy and familiarity which introduced an entirely new factor into man's approach to God.
God as King and Judge
Throughout the nt are found traces of the idea of God as King. It comes into focus especially in the phrase kingdom of God or kingdom of heaven.21 The full implications of this concept will be discussed later in the section on the mission of Christ (see p. 409ff.). But clearly the idea of kingdom implies a King who exercises his rule over his subjects. There are many οτ passages in which God is seen as King, and this furnishes a solid basis for the nt usage. In the contemporary world of nt times, most kings were tyrants, but this idea is nowhere suggested in the nt as applicable to God. Kingship implies sovereignty, which in its proper function carries with it responsibility. This is not to say that the idea of sovereignty is necessarily the major idea of the kingdom. Indeed the kingdom stands also for the
18 On this Johannme passage, cf. ]. Jeremias, op. at., p. 55, and G. Dalman, The Words of Jesus (Eng. trans. 1902), pp. 190, 281.
19 W. G. Kummel, TNT, p. 75, while recognizing the extraordinary nature of Jesus calling God 'my Father' (see p. 40), does not recognize the implication of this for Jesus' awareness of sonship. Jeremias, NTT 1, pp. 64ff, claims that God in Judaism was never addressed as Abba, as he was by Jesus. D. Flusser, · Jesus (Eng. trans. 1969) cautions that the evidence for charismatic prayer in Jewish literature is sparse and may account for the lack of the Abba usage. G. Vermes, Jesus the Jew (1963), pp. 210f., claims that Hasidic piety addressed God as Father. But the only two examples he notes are not actual addresses to God as Father, cf. Schrenk, TDNT 5, pp. 979ff.
20 Cf. O. Hofius, NIDNTT 1, p. 614.
21 On God as King, cf. A. W. Argyle, op. at., pp. 35-56; G. E. Ladd, TNT, pp. 81-90.; H. Conzelmann, TNT, p. 101, notes in passing the paucity of references to God as King (Basileus) in spite of the frequency of the expression 'Kingdom of God'. In his opinion the latter phrase was not derived from God's title as King. It is nearer the truth to say that both concepts are so intimately connected with each other that it is impossible to give intelligible meaning to 'Kingdom of God' without implying at the same time the notion of the sovereignty of God. In our later discussions of basiteia we shall note that the dominant idea is 'rule' rather than 'realm', and this focuses attention on sovereignty. It is worth noting that in the earliest records in Palestinian Judaism where God is addressed as 'Father', the word occurs in the form Our Father our King' (cf. J. Jeremias, The Prayers of Jesus (Eng. trans. 1967), p. 27).
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entire blessings of salvation. Yet the two ideas are closely linked, since for believers the sovereignty of God has no meaning apart from the salvation which he has effected. The subjects of the kingdom are those who have committed themselves wholly to carrying out the will of the King. The fact that Jesus himself said so much about the kingdom of God shows that he regarded the sovereignty of God as assumed. He did not, in fact, demonstrate why people should acknowledge the right of God to make sovereign demands on them. He took it for granted. Central to this idea is the assumption that the will of God was a norm for people.22 This comes out clearly in the Lord's Prayer.
This idea of kingship springs from the creatorship of God. When the early Christians prayed they acknowledged this fact, addressing God as 'Sovereign Lord, who made the heaven and the earth and the sea and everything in them' (Acts 4:24). He who creates has a right to direct. Indeed the creature has no right to question the decisions of the Creator. Paul recognized this when he used the potter illustration in Romans 9:19ff. (drawn from Isaiah).23 Sovereignty is therefore seen to be an inherent part of the creative activity of God.
In harmony with the idea of kingship is the use of the title Lord as applied to God. This is another title which is prevalent in the οτ and assumed in the nt. The title 'Lord your God' is used in two of the citations made by Jesus at his temptation, when refuting the devil (Mt. 4:7,10; Lk. 4:8,12). Lordship and sovereignty demand such rigorous standards of al​legiance that the mere announcement of these themes is sufficient rebuff for the tempter. God's sole right to worship and homage is not open to question. For man to act in any other way would result in his falling into temptation and consequently dishonouring God.
It is the throne imagery used of God in the nt which links the twin concepts of King and Judge. When speaking of oaths, Jesus forbade swear​ing by heaven 'for it is the throne of God' (Mt. 5:34; 23:22). There is no need to be literalistic in understanding the meaning of 'throne' in this
The importance of the will of God for an understanding of nt theology cannot be over-emphasized. Bultmann, from an existential point of view, speaks of God as the 'Demand-er', although he recognizes in the teaching of Jesus that the 'Demand-er' is also a God of forgiveness (TNT 1, p. 24). It is because the demand of God is so central, that Bultmann assigns so important a place to obedience (cf. pp. 12f). Kummel, TNT p. 53, speaks of God's unconditional will. So it is essential to grasp the absolute character of God's demands on people if man's basic need is to be properly understood.
23 It is important not to take the potter illustration out of its immediate context, asj. Murray, Romans (NICNT, 1967), ad loc., rightly points out. He attempts to limit the potter's right over people to people as sinners, not simply as creatures. This distinction is over-fine, for it is because of people's rebellion against the will of God that they have become sinners. C. K. Barrett, Romans (1957), p. 188, faces the criticism that people are not pots with the remark that a detail of the analogy should not be stressed and the main point missed, i.e. the final responsibility of God for what he does in history. F. J. Leenhardt, Romans (Eng. trans. 1957), p. 256, reckons that Paul's illustration here concerns God in providence, not as creator.
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context. The significance clearly depends on the royal status of God, of which 'throne' is an appropriate symbol. In the previously mentioned statement in Matthew ll:25ff, which parallels the Johannine Father-Son Christology, Jesus addresses God as 'Father, Lord of heaven and earth', another evidence for the sovereignty of God. The idea of a court of heaven is hinted at in the saying in Luke 12:8f, which predicts that the Son of man acknowledges men 'before the angels' (a reverent periphrasis for God). This throne idea occurs many times in other parts of the nt as will next be seen. It contributes not a little to the basic concept of God as king.
In the book of Acts and in the epistles the idea of the kingdom is less frequent and consequently the concept of God as King is not as prominent. Sometimes the early preachers preached about the kingdom (Acts 8:12; 28:31), but more often they are said to have preached Christ (Acts 5:42; 8:5; 9:20; 17:18; cf. also 1 Cor. 1:23; 15:12; 2 Cor. 1:19). For the early Christians Jesus was seen to be the embodiment of the kingdom. This led to less emphasis on the kingdom itself, but in no sense lessened the con​viction that the reign of God had been inaugurated. His kingly function was everywhere assumed rather than expressed.
In Paul's epistles there are many indirect indications that the apostle thought of God in terms of sovereignty. God is more powerful than the rulers of this age (1 Cor. 2:6ff). All the powers of evil (the principalities and powers) are incapable of interfering with God's purposes in Christ (Rom. 8:37-39). Indeed they have already been conquered (Col. 2:15). Paul sees the final act of history as God subduing his enemies 'under his feet' (1 Cor. 15:23ff). In the apostle's thought there is little real distinction between the kingdom of God and the kingdom of Christ, although Christ will deliver the kingdom to God (1 Cor. 15:24). What is central to Paul's thinking in this context is the supreme sovereignty of God over everything. The pastoral epistles contain one statement which clearly brings this aspect to the fore when God is described as 'the blessed and only Sovereign, the King of Kings and Lord of Lords' (1 Tim. 6:15).24
The doctrine of God in the epistle to the Hebrews is central to the theme of the whole epistle. Since the content is concerned with the way of approach to God, it is of great importance to note the exalted concept of God which is found in this epistle. At the beginning the focus falls on the 'Majesty on high', with the Son seated at his right hand (1:3). This emphasis on the right hand of majesty25 as the position of honour recurs at two other points in the epistle (8:1; 12:2), showing it to be a key concept which links
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the parts into a whole. The high priest not only pleads before the throne, but actually shares the throne. The royal nature of God is in this manner vividly demonstrated. The same idea is found in 1 Peter 3:22, where angels, authorities and powers are said to be subject to Jesus Christ 'at the right hand of God'.
In the book of Revelation, the enthronement idea in relation to God is so marked that in the vision in 4:2 God is simply denoted by the phrase 'the One seated on the throne', an expression which is repeated in 5:1 (cf. also 7:15). At the end of the book the vision concentrates on the great white throne in the scenes of judgment (20:11). Moreover it is 'he who sat upon the throne' who makes 'all things new' (21:5). His throne is central in the vision of the new Jerusalem (22:lf). In addition, in Revelation 6:10 God is addressed by the martyrs as Sovereign Lord. A significant aspect of this motif of divine kingship in this Apocalypse is that God is frequently described as 'Almighty' (4:8; 11:17; 15:3; 16:7,14; 19:6,15), a title which strongly emphasizes the sovereign power of God.26
The king concept is closely allied to that of judge. The certainty of God's judgment was a major assumption behind the sternness of John the baptist's preaching (cf. Mt. 3:7ff; Lk. 3:7ff., although absent from Mark's account). No questions were raised over this judgment theme, for the idea of God as judge was everywhere assumed. Jesus makes the same assumption when he alludes to the future judging activity of God (cf. Mt. 7:1,2; 11:22-24; 12:36-37). There has been a tendency to play down this aspect of Jesus' view of God, but the importance of it cannot be assessed purely on the number of times the theme occurs.27 True sovereignty would be unintel​ligible apart from some provision for the accountability of the subjects to the King. In one of his parables Jesus contrasted an unjust judge with the vindicating judgment of God (Lk. 18:7). Moreover, in John's gospel, he positively associated himself with the judging activity of God (Jn. 8:16).
For Paul the idea of God as Judge was an integral part of his gospel (cf. Rom. 2:16). Indeed, there was no doubt in his mind that God would judge the world (Rom. 3:6). He speaks positively about 'the judgment seat of God' (Rom. 14:10) and uses it as a basis for his condemnation of Christians who were judging their brethren. What is not regarded as an approbation for man is nevertheless of the essence of the divine nature. It is assumed as right and proper in the nt that the divine king should exercise his prero​gative of judgment. There is admittedly a certain element of seventy about
The title Pantokrator (Almighty) is the lxx equivalent of'Lord of Hosts'. In the nt it is used only in the book of Revelation. The whole book shows not only that God is omnipotent by right, but in actual fact. The final consummation lies in the future but the reality of it is here and now, cf. G. B. Caird, Revelation (BC, 1966), p. 141.
W. G. Kummel, TNT, pp. 39f., while he admits that Jesus shared the contemporary Jewish convictions about God as Judge, nevertheless suggests that it was only to a slight extent characteristic of, and essential for, his conception of God.
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this aspect of God (cf. Pet. 2:4ff.). Paul, who admits the severe side of God, is nevertheless careful to link it with the kindness of God (Rom. 11:22).28 In the Apocalypse it is God who gives judgment against the symbolic Babylon. Indeed throughout the book it is the One on the throne who subdues all rebellious elements. The theme of judgment merits separate treatment and will be discussed in the section on the future (see pp. 848ff.).
Various other titles for God
SPIRIT
The nt presents the nature and character of God in a number of different titles which express various facets, not in a formal way, but nonetheless significantly. In John's gospel Jesus declares that God is Spirit (Jn. 4:24). The precise nature of God's spirituality is left unexpressed but there was no need for any further explanation.29 John's readers would know that the statement could mean nothing less than that God cannot be defined in material categories - no doubt a necessary assertion at a time when gods of wood and stone were common. Moreover, it is the spiritual nature of God which makes the doctrine of the Holy Spirit intelligible.30
SAVIOUR
Although the title 'Saviour' is more generally applied to Jesus Christ in the nt, it is nevertheless also used of God and in this respect tallies with a dominant activity of God in the οτ. The main occurrences of the title are in the Pastorals (1 Tim. 2:3; Tit. 2:10, 13; 3:4), but it also occurs with an οτ flavour in Mary's song (Lk. 1:47), and in the doxology in Jude 25. Although the title is rare, the activity implicit in the title permeates the whole NT.31 Indeed, Christian theology centres in the theme of God saving his people.
MOST HIGH
This is a title of supreme dignity which expresses the superiority of God over all other gods.32 It is used by the soothsayer in Acts 16:17, by the
28 The combination of goodness and severity is found in many OT passages (cf. Ps. 125:4, 5; Is. 42:25- ' 43:1, 50:10-11). Paul would take this for granted. In Rom. 11:22 the possibility of being 'cut off shows the nature of Paul's understanding of the severity of God.
29 Involved in the spiritual nature of God is his life-giving activities. In John's gospel spirit and life are closely connected (cf. 6:63). See L. Morris' discussion, John (NICNT, 1971), pp. 271 f.
30 The particular aspect of spirituality which is brought out in 1 Pet. 4:6 seems to be its eternal quality. The believer's life in the Spirit becomes in 'God's likeness' (kata Theon) which contrasts with those under judgment. It marks the difference between death and life. Cf. E. G. Selwyn, The First Epistle of Peter (1946), pp. 215f.
31 In view of the dominance of the idea of'saving' and 'salvation', it is remarkable that the term occurs so rarely in the nt. One explanation is that soter was used both in the Greek mysteries religions (of Asclepios, the god of healing) and in Caesar worship (of the Roman emperor). Cf. A. W. Argyle, op. at., pp. 115f, who cites W. Bousset, Kjrios Christos (1913), pp. 204ff. (see pp. 310-317 in Eng. trans., 1970).
32 This title ΕΙ ΈΙγόη, is generally considered to be among the most ancient names for God in the οτ. It occurs frequently in the Psalms. Cf. G. Bertram, TD\!T 1, pp. 619f, who considers that the Greek
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demon possessing the man of Gerasa (Lk. 8:28/Mk. 5:7), by Jesus himself when exhorting people to love their enemies (Lk. 6:35) and by Zechariah in his song about John the Baptist (Lk. 1:76). It is also used in the descrip​tion of Melchizedek's priesthood (Heb. 7:1).
GOD OF THE PATRIARCHS
Several times God is specifically mentioned as God of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob (Mt. 8:11, 22:32; Mk. 12:26f.; Lk. 20:37; Acts 3:13; 7:32). Similarly he is called God of our fathers (Acts 22:14). In a Jewish setting the linking of God with the patriarchs would be highly significant. It would convey much more than a nationalistic deity. It would show that the present nature of God was recognized as being identical to that seen when God dealt graciously with the fathers of the Jewish race.33 It stresses the continuity between Christian revelation and the οτ.
ALPHA AND OMEGA
Only in Revelation 1:8 and 21:6 does this description of God occur. Later in the book it is used of Christ (Rev. 22:13). It must be understood as figurative of All-inclusiveness, in the sense that both beginning and end and all between must be related to God.34 It is especially meaningful in a book which deals so much with the end-time. It conceives of the whole span of history in terms of God's activity. There are no blank periods. This concept ties in closely with the concept of God as Creator.
THE ATTRIBUTES OF GOD
Anyone who seeks an answer to the question, 'What is the God of the nt like?', will find no formal statements, but a mass of incidental indications, which nevertheless are invaluable in throwing light on many facets of the
equivalent of this title (hypsistos) does not correspond to the nt revelation of God 'no matter whether it be understood as a solemn liturgico-hymnal expression of sublimity, a religious philosophico-theological term to denote transcendence, or a traditional proper name for God'. It is not clear why a name as little used as this in the nt must for that reason be considered to be contrary to the nt revelation. It is but part of a total picture of supreme dignity. Because Luke has a fondness for this expression, it is sometimes supposed that the only nt evidence for Jesus using it (Lk. 6:35) must be attributed to Luke's editorial adaptation of his material. G. Dalman, Words of Jesus (Eng. trans. 1902), p. 199, for instance, argued this on the basis that m the parallel saying in Mt. 5:45, the expression is not used. Matthew may have edited the words in accordance with his usual style. It cannot be said definitely that Jesus did not use the title.
God is addressed in the Prayer of Eighteen Petitions as God of Abraham, God of Isaac and God of Jacob, as well as God Most High, among other titles (cf. Bultmann, TNT. p. 24).
4 For a detailed examination of the Alpha-Omega theme, cf. G. R. Beasley-Murray, The Book of Revelation (NCB, 1974), pp. 59ff. He takes Rev. 1:8 to imply that God is the sovereign Lord of all times and ages. He shows that this use of the letters of the alphabet was common among the Jews. The expression had particular point for the readers of the book of Revelation who were clearly passing through a period °f trial and needed reassuring that God was in control of all times and circumstances.
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character of God. There is nothing to suggest that there were differences of opinion in the nt about what God is like. Whereas some parts bring certain facets into focus more than other parts, there is no doubt that a unified picture is presented. While it is impossible to arrange the evidence in systematic form, it will be helpful to group the main ideas under the following considerations - the glory of God, the wisdom of God, the holiness of God, the righteousness of God, the love and grace of God, the goodness of God, the uniqueness of God, and the unity of God.
The glory of God
There is a strong οτ background to the frequent references to the glory of God. Whereas the Hebrew word for 'glory' (kdbod) was used of anything which possessed splendour, honour, conspicuousness, it soon came to have a special significance when applied to God.35 It came in fact to stand for the revelation of God, as when the psalmist maintained that the heavens declare the glory of God (Ps. 19:1). or history is seen as a record of God's revelation of his glory in his activities on behalf of his people. A more developed sense of the same idea is the use of'glory' to denote the presence of God in a theophany, which was later to become known in Jewish theology as the Shekinah (Fktna).36 But it is the translation of the Hebrew kabod into the Greek doxa which provides the key for understanding the nt idea of the glory of God.37 We shall note that in the nt there are two senses in which doxa is used, as visible glory (in the sense of seeing the glory of God) and as uttered praise (in the sense of ascribing glory to God).
It is astonishing how frequently the nt writers mention the glory and majesty of God. Moreover, men are prompted to glorify God. To ascribe glory to God in face of the mysterious working of his power is often spontaneous. The shepherds did so at the birth of Jesus (Lk. 2:20); so did the people who observed the healing of the paralytic (Mk. 2:12; Lk. 5:25-26; Mt. 9:8) and the healing of numerous sick people (Mt. 15:31). At the raising of the dead man at Nain (Lk. 7:16) and the restoration of sight to the blind at Jericho (Lk. 18:43), Luke records the same reaction. It.is moreover stated by Jesus that when he returns he will come in the glory
35 Cf. the remarks of B. Ramm, Them He Glorified (1963), pp. lOf. Ramm maintains that the glory of God is not an attribute of God like wisdom, but an attribute of his total nature (p. 18). He also links glory with beauty in God (as Augustine and Earth also do), pp. 20, 21. J. Moltmann, Theology and Joy (Eng. trans. 1973), pp. 58f, discusses the 'beauty' of God, linking it with the ox and nt evidence for 'glory' applied to God.
36 On the idea of Shechinah, cf. G. B. Gray, HBD 2, p. 183. For a Jewish exposition of this theme, cf. J. Abelson, The Immanence of God, especially pp. 77-149.
37 Cf. L. H. Brockington, 'The Septuagintal Background to the New Testament use of doxa. Studies in the Gospels (ed. D. E. Nineham, 1957), pp. Iff. Cf. G. von Rad, TDNT 2, pp. 238-242, for the οτ usage of the corresponding Hebrew word kabod. In the same volume G. Kittel explores the nt meaning, ibid., pp. 247f.
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of the Father (Lk. 9:26). The most vivid demonstration of the glory of God in the ministry of Jesus was the transfiguration, in which the splendour of God was fleetingly seen in a complete transformation of the appearance of Jesus (Mt. 17:lff; Mk. 9:2ff; Lk. 9:28ff.).38 This glory of Christ is inse​parably linked with the glory of God. It is understandable that a later commentary on this event speaks of the Majestic Glory of God (2 Pet. 1:17).
John makes clear in his account that the glory which he and others had observed in the ministry of Jesus had a divine source (Jn. 5:41ff.). Indeed the glory of Jesus Christ is again inextricably bound up with the glory of God (Jn. 1:14; 11:4,40; 13:31). Whatever glorifies the Son of man is said to glorify God (13:31f.). The essential point to notice is that God is not only assumed to be glorious, but is the pattern for the measuring of glory in others, even in the case of his Son (cf. Jn. 17:5).39 No glory can be greater than God's. In Acts Luke describes Stephen as seeing the 'glory of God' and the Son of man at the right hand of God (Acts 7:55). The Jerusalem church is said to ascribe glory to God when hearing the reports of Peter and Paul respectively (Acts 11:18; 21:20).
In Pauline theology the same theme is implicit. The pattern for measuring man's shortcomings is 'the glory of God' (Rom. 3:23), which implies that man's sin has made it impossible for him to be the reflector of God's glory as he should have been.40 Nevertheless, through the process of justification Paul sees the possibility of men again sharing in God's glory (Rom. 5:2). When describing the glory of Christ, he equates it with the glory of God (2 Cor. 4:4ff). He sees an interaction between the glory of God and glory shared by Christians (2 Cor. 3:18). On one occasion he describes God as the 'Father of glory' (Eph. 1:17). He includes several doxologies which ascribe glory to God (Rom. 16:27;41 Phil. 4:20; 2 Tim. 4:18). All that man does must be done to God's glory (cf. Rom. 15:7; 2 Cor. 4:15; Phil. 1:11; 2:11). Moreover, eternal destruction is seen as exclusion from the presence of God and the glory of his might (2 Thes. 1:9), which shows that any
Cf. A. M. Ramsey's study on doxa, The Glory of God and the Transfiguration of Christ (1949).
For a discussion from a radical point of view of the glory of Christ in John's gospel, cf. E. Kasemanrt, The Testament of Jesus (Eng. trans. 1968), pp. 4-26. Cf. also W. Thusing, Die Erhohung und Verherrlichung Jesu imjohannesevangelium (21970), pp. 206Γ, where he discusses the meaning ofjn. 17:5. The whole book concentrates on the theme of glorification and the tension created by the human life of Jesus.
There is some difference of opinion over the interpretation of doxa tou Theou here. C. K. Barrett, Romans, ad lac., sees it as the glory with which man was created, a glory nevertheless received from God. c/ also C. E. B. Cranfield, Romans (ICC, 1975) 1, ad lac. K. Earth, Romans (Eng. trans. 1933), p. 101, however, follows Bengel in taking the glory of God to be his consciousness. C. H. Dodd, Romans (MNT, 1932) ad he., interprets it of the image of God, but M. Black, Romans (NBC, 1973), ad toe., disputes this, what is undeniable is that the original glory was derived from God.
The grammatical problems surrounding the construction of the Rom. 16:27 doxology make it uncertain whether Paul was ascribing doxa to God or to Christ. It is questionable whether the apostle would have rawn a fine distinction between the two concepts. C. K. Barrett, op. cit., ad he., considers that the defective construction would remind readers of both.
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obscuring  of God's   glory  is  the  worst  possible  happening  in  man's experience.42
In the rest of the nt this concept of God's glory is continued. Christ is said to reflect God's glory (Heb. 1:3), which seems to mean that Christ represents in his person the majesty and power of God, in a sense similar to the ox idea of the glorious presence of God.43 Man's chief end is to glorify God (1 Pet. 2:12; cf. 4:11). Christians are said to be called 'to his own glory and excellence' (2 Pet. 1:3), an idea fully in accord with Pauline thought. In both 2 Peter 3:18 and Jude 25, there is the familiar ascription of glory to God. In the Apocalypse, the theme of God's glory occurs mainly in the interludes which focus on worship (cf. Rev. 4:11; 7:12; 19:2). In a picturesque description of the temple, John speaks of it being filled 'with smoke from the glory of God and from his power' (15:8), as if it possessed some all-pervasive quality which cannot be missed.44 Perhaps the most striking and solemn focus on God's glory is at the hour of judgment when the flying angel bids men to fear God and give him glory (14:7). The vision of the New Jerusalem is in marked contrast, for it already possesses the glory of God (21:II).45
Another closely allied facet is the description of God as light (1 Jn. 1:5), no doubt arising from the connection in man's mind between light and glory (cf. also John's prologue).46 Concentration on the glory of God floods all man's activities with light. This idea occurs also in the Apocalypse, which describes the New Jerusalem as having no need of other light since the glory of God is its light (Rev. 21:23).
Enough has been said to demonstrate the great importance in nt thought of the theme of God's glory as a basic assumption about the nature and
42 The linking of God's presence with his glory is significant, because in Paul's mind God can never be separated from his glory. In the expression 'glory of his might', the genitive is one of origin, which shows that God's power proceeds from his glory (cf. E. Best, 1 and 2 Thessahnians (BC, 1972), ad lac.). Although 2 Thes. 1:9 need not be taken to imply exclusion, since apo could be understood in other ways, it fits the context better and is normally to be expected with this preposition.
43 It makes little difference whether in Heb. 1:3 apaugasma is rendered 'radiance' or 'reflection', for the glory in both is directly derived from God. F. F. Bruce, Hebrews, ad he., takes it in the former sense, and H. W. Montefiore, Hebrews (BC, 1964) takes it in the latter sense. But Montefiore admits that the two senses interpenetrate.
44 There are OT precedents for the association of smoke and glory (cf. Is. 6:4; Ex. 40:35; 2 Ch. 7:lf. and Ezk. 44:4). The vivid imagery in Rev. 15:8 is intended to impress on the reader the overwhelming sense of awful holiness (cf. G. R. Beasley-Murray, Revelation, pp. 237f.).
45 It is not surprising that 'the glory of God" dominates the book of Revelation with its forward vision, since the nt generally supposes that the revelation of God's glory will not be complete until the last day. It is in this sense that it would be right to describe it as eschatological.
46 In his treatment of leading ideas in the fourth gospel, C. H. Dodd, The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel (1953), pp. 201f., links Light with Glory and Judgment. Since in Judaism the Shekinah was conceived as light, it is not surprising that 'glory' and 'light' are associated in the nt. Cf. also the section in Ε. Κ. Lee's book, The Religious Thought of St John (1950), on God as light, pp. 32ff. Lee takes 1 Jn. 1:5 as meaning that God is light in the sense of the inherent quality of God, not simply in the sense of his intelligibility or self-revelation.
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character of God. Now we must consider how it bears upon other aspects of God. It cannot fail to promote a reaction of awe. It provides a ready preparation for the view of God's power, which is everywhere assumed in the nt. So glorious a being could never be impotent (cf. Rom. 4:21; 11:23;
1 Cor. 2:5; 2 Cor. 9:8). Indeed the description 'the power of God' when used absolutely aptly indicates this dynamic aspect of God's character (cf.
2 Cor. 6:7; 13.4; 2 Tim. 1:8).
The 'power of God' is regarded as an object of knowledge (Mk. 12:24). It can be used as a title synonymous with God (as in Mk. 14:62; Lk. 22:69).47 The all-inclusive ability of God is vividly brought out in the statement of Jesus that all things are possible with God (Mk. 10:27; Lk. 18:27; cf. the angel's word to Mary, Lk. 1:37). There is no discussion of any problems which this raises, like the moral impossibilities (cf. Heb. 6:18 where it is an axiom that God cannot lie). The nt sees the omnipotence of God only in the context of the total portrayal of his character. There is nothing arbitrary or capricious about God's use of his power, for he cannot act contrary to his own character.48 That power is used for good ends, as when he uses it to guard his people (1 Pet. 1:5; Jn. 10:29). The only fitting approach of the creature is an attitude of humility under his mighty hand (1 Pet. 5:6). It is not surprising that among the attributes of God celebrated in the liturgical passages in the Apocalypse, might and power figure prom​inently (cf. Rev. 4:11; 5:12-13; 7:12; 19:1; cf. also the doxology in Jude 25).
With so exalted a view of the glory and power of God, it is not surprising that the nt writers at times allude to the mysteries of God. The apostle Paul speaks of'the depths of God' (1 Cor. 2:10),49 which are known only to the Spirit of God. There is a whole area of knowledge of God which is beyond man's grasp. God is in a sense incomprehensible, although the Spirit's revelations of him are sufficient for man's understanding of his redemptive purposes. There is no question of man being able to set his own limits on God's nature and attributes. What he knows is at most no
47 'The Power' was a rabbinic term for God, cf. G. Dalman, Words of Jesus (Eng. trans. 1902), pp. 200f. Along with other periphrases it was intended to avoid anthropomorphism. It stood essentially for a God who was powerfully active.
There is a close connection between God's power and his providence. To maintain providence God must have the resources to do it. Neither the ot nor the NT questions his possession of that power. In the OT m addition to the manifestations of his power in maintaining the created order, there are special demonstrations of power in God's activities on Israel's behalf. The concept of the power of God in the nt concentrates on his acts of salvation (Rom. 1:16). The consummation comes when all the kingdoms of the world become the kingdoms of our Lord and his Christ (Rev. 11:15).
Some have interpreted this reference to the 'depths' of God in a gnostic sense (so U. Wilckens, Weisheit »nd Torheit (1956), cited by, but not supported by, H. Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians (Eng. trans. Hermeneia, 1975, from KEK 1969), p. 66. Wilckens supposes that 'depths' are to be identified with the revealer, but Conzelmann finds this explanation of Paul's words incomprehensible. Cf. also C. K. Barrett's comments, ί Corinthians (BC, 21971), ad he. He contends that Paul is combating the view that men could plumb the depths of God's being. F. W. Grosheide, 1 Corinthians (NICNT, 1953), p. 68, understands the phrase to mean 'God himself in his infinitude'.
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more than a glimpse at the whole reality. A massive area of mystery must remain. Paul can speak of God's servants as 'stewards of the mysteries of God' (1 Cor. 4:1), which shows that an element of mystery 50 will always attend the proclamation of the gospel. This sense of awe is well brought out by the apostle at the conclusion of Romans 11, where he speaks of the unsearchable character of God's judgments and the inscrutable nature of his ways (verse 33). No-one has known the mind of God, as Isaiah 40:13-14, which Paul quotes, so patently implies. The mysterious character of God does not find such clear expression in other parts of the nt, but is assumed. There is no suggestion anywhere that God is limited to man's capacity to conceive him. A due sense of the mystery of God is indispens​able to an understanding of the nt revelation of God's dealing with men. Many of the exegetical problems which have arisen have been caused by man assuming that God's mind is precisely analogous to his own. This will become clear when the wisdom of God is discussed in the next section.
Some comment must be made on the connection between the nt view of God's mysteriousness and that of contemporary Judaism. In the latter, transcendental ideas had generally so removed God from contact with man, except through intermediaries, that to many he had become remote.51 The sense of mysteriousness was heightened by the avoidance of the sacred name and the substitution of an alternative title (Adonai). Undoubtedly these ideas were ennobling when compared with contemporary paganism, but they tended to suggest that God was wholly Other. It was the achieve​ment of nt revelation to retain a sufficient air of mystery to remind man of his own limited understanding of God, but at the same time to unveil a means by which some aspects of the mysteriousness become knowable.52
The wisdom and knowledge of God
The Jewish wisdom writers often speak of wisdom, but not so much as an attribute of God53 as an emanation from God (Wisdom 7:25). She is de​scribed as the brightness of his everlasting light (Wisdom 7:26). She is
50 For the nt use of mysterion in relation to the things of God, cf. G. Bornkamm, TDNT 4, pp. 817-824. He denies any connection between the nt usage and the mystery cults. He points out that since the 'mystery of God' is disclosed in revelation, 'its concealment is always manifest with its proclamation' (p. 822). This is seen in three antitheses between (i) the then and the now, (ii) the rulers of the world and those who love God, and (iii) the now and the one day.
51 It has already been pointed out in footnote 2 that the transcendental emphasis must not be regarded as the only emphasis in rabbinic Judaism, although it was the most dominant. See also the remarks on remoteness in footnote 3.
52 It is a mistake to suppose that no sense of the mysteriousness of God pervades the nt revelation. An over-emphasis on the love of God has all too often led to a soft view of him which has removed the element of awe. Cf. R. Otto, The Idea of the Holy (Eng. trans. 1927), especially the section on 'The Numinous in the New Testament', pp. 98-109.
53 For a discussion of God as Wisdom,  cf.  Ε.  Κ.  Lee, op. at.,  pp.  97ff.  Cf.  also W.  F. Howard, Christianity according to Stjohn (1943), pp. 48ff., for the influence of wisdom on John's Logos concept, with its strongly divine character.
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created, but created before all things (Ecclus. l:4,7ff.; 24:14;) and is in fact the principle of creation (Ecclus. 24:1 Off.; 42:21; Wisdom 7:21; 9:2). This concept is more relevant to the nt concept of Christ (see discussion on pp. 324ff); nevertheless, there is the strong implication that this personi​fication of wisdom proceeds from God and therefore witnesses to an essential attribute of God.
In the nt the concept of the wisdom of God is not prominent except in Paul. The phrase occurs once in Luke 11:49 as a formula introducing an oracular utterance.54 This is sometimes regarded as meaning 'God in his wisdom', but it could imply a quality in the being of God.55 Since it introduces a citation, it supports the veracity of the words by the inscrutable wisdom of God. If God is wisdom, what he says must be true. In the rest of Luke's writings, wisdom is linked with the Spirit.
Paul contrasts the wisdom of God with man's wisdom (1 Cor. 1:20) and shows its superiority. Man's wisdom is in fact turned to foolishness in the light of God's wisdom. This implies that the latter is the standard by which all other wisdom is gauged. In the same letter Paul speaks of the secret and hidden wisdom of God (1 Cor. 2:7), which can nevertheless be imparted. It is clear that Paul identifies the wisdom which can be communicated with what the apostles proclaimed. Since in the same passage he identifies Christ as Our wisdom' (1 Cor. 1:30), he is evidently thinking of the wise acts of God in the salvation of man. This is regarded in nt thought as the supreme manifestation of wisdom. Indeed, it is through the church that 'the mani​fold wisdom of God' is made known even to spiritual powers (Eph. 3:10). What is important for our present purpose is that God's work for man is seen to spring from his wisdom. It is no wonder that Paul marvels at the depth of the 'wisdom and knowledge of God' (Rom. 11:33).
Some distinction has to be drawn between wisdom and knowledge in relation to men, but this distinction is not so appropriate to God.56 If wisdom is the right use of knowledge, perfect wisdom presuppose perfect knowledge. The nt writers never doubt the perfect knowledge of God. Matthew reports the saying of Jesus that 'your Father knows what you need before you ask him' (6:8), which shows the precise and detailed knowledge of God about the movements and needs of his creatures. He sees what men do in secret (Mt. 6:4,6). Jesus declared that nothing was
* Cf. }. M. Creed, The Gospel According to St Luke (1930), ad lot.
" See the discussion in E. E. Ellis, The Gospel of Luke (NCB, 1966), ad lac.
While there is a clear connection between the wisdom and knowledge of God, a distinction between them could be maintained. F. J. Leenhardt on Romans 11:33 regards wisdom as relating to the execution 0 God s compassionate purposes, and knowledge to the initiative of God's love in salvation (he takes gnosis m the sense ofproegno in Rom. 8:29), Romans (Eng. trans. 1961, from CNT, 1957), ad he. Cf. R. Bultmann, TDNT 1, pp. 703ff, for a discussion of gnosis in early Christian usage. H. Schlier, Der Romerbrief(\977), P· ^45, thinks that Paul probably distinguished beween wisdom and knowledge, although he admits the Possibility that they may express the same idea. It should be noted that both were current terms in contemporary thought.
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hidden that would not be made known (Mt. 10:26).57
This perfect knowledge of God is extended in some nt statements to include foreknowledge. It is a logical development. Paul insists that in the perfect planning of God to provide a people conformed to the image of God, he knew beforehand those who were to share that image (Rom. 8:29). Paul's statement has provoked endless debate because it appears to limit man's free will and some discussion of this problem will be included later (see pp. 622ff.). But for the present it must be noted that Paul does not discuss the foreknowledge of God; he simply takes it for granted. He does not doubt that if God knows the present, he must also know the future. This seems to be an essential part of his total conception of God (cf. also Eph. 1:5).
A similar understanding is basic to thejohannine theology, where God's gift of his people to his Son is emphasized in the prayer of Jesus (fn. 17). The same intimate knowledge of his Son which is possessed by the Father is a pattern for his own followers' knowlege of the Son (}n. 10:14f.).58 Indeed such knowledge is extended to include not only the present 'fold', but also the Other sheep' (Jn. 10:16), another indication of perfect foreknowledge.
There are certain deductions from this conviction that God is all-wise and all-knowing. Such perfect understanding means that when God wills, his plans and purposes are perfect and can never be in error. Indeed, although there are few specific statements in support of this in the nt, it does not seem to be questioned. What God says must be true. He never lies (Tit. 1:2). It is impossible for him to prove false (Heb. 6:18). The absolute truth of God guarantees the consistency of his wisdom and know​ledge. There is no suggestion that he ever modifies his plans in the light of his own progressive experience. This aspect of God, which will be expounded more fully in the discussion on the uniqueness of God (see p.HOff.), is essential if his acts in history are to have continuing validity.
The nt writers generally are conscious of the controlling character and obligatory nature of the will of God.59 Jesus himself shows the deepest
57 It was the task of the disciples to make things known (i.e. the kingdom), for it is clearly the purpose of Jesus that what had been regarded as a mystery should become unveiled. Cf. P. Bonnard, Matthieu (CNT, 1963), p. 151, on this verse.
58 A difficulty would arise if the kathos in Jn. 10:14 were taken to imply exact correspondence, for it could not be supposed that disciples know the Son in the same sense as the Son knows the Father. But the kathos need not be understood in this way. As L. Morris points out (John, NICNT, 1971, p. 511 n.42,), it is not so much the degree of knowledge as its reciprocal character which is in view.
59 It is characteristic of rabbinic Judaism to show great regard for the will of God. Indeed it was insistence on the need for obedience to that will (as seen in the Torah) which led to concentration on regulations for daily life. As E. P. Sanders points out, these commandments were not intended as a burden (Paul and Palestinian Judaism, pp. llOff.). The point that he is making is that the will of God was accepted as calling for implicit obedience. The sense of burden develops when consciousness of one's own liability to obey comes sharply into focus. The rabbis regarded disobedience to the will of God as sin. Bultmann, TNT 1, pp. llf-, discusses Jesus interpretation of what he calls 'The demand of God'.
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awareness of this. The focus of the Gethsemane experience 60 falls on the words of Jesus, 'Not as I will, but as thou wilt' (Mt. 26:39; cf. also verse 42). What God willed must be best for the Son even if it involved an act of self-sacrifice from which the Son momentarily shrank. It is the will of God which dominates the darkest hour of Jesus. It is against this back​ground that the petition 'Thy will be done' in the Lord's Prayer finds significance (Mt. 6:10). To do the Father's will is a sign of belonging to the family of God (Mt. 12:50).61 This acceptance of the ruling character of God's will is also frequently found in the epistles. Paul begins several letters with the declaration of his apostleship 'by the will of God' (1 Cor. 1:1; 2 Cor. 1:1; Eph. 1:1; Col. 1:1; 2 Tim. 1:1). Moreover, his movements are controlled by God's will (Rom. 15:32). Indeed, even in his approach to those who challenged his policies, Paul asserts that God imposes limits upon him (2 Cor. 10:13). On the other hand God's will is also seen to be a mystery (Eph. 1:9).
Life for the Christian is life according to God's will (Heb. 10:36).62 That will is never considered to be optional. Even the quest for maturity is subject to the permissive will of God (Heb. 6:3). It is a question of man's will in conjunction with God's. James can point out that all plans should be linked with the Lord's will because life itself is dependent on it (Jas. 4:15).63 The same idea is expressed in 1 Peter 3:17; 4:2 (cf. also 1 Jn. 2:17). Those enduring suffering 'according to God's will' should entrust them​selves to a faithful creator (1 Pet. 4:19). The ever present problems involved in God's willing suffering for his people are nowhere discussed. Does this mean that the nt writers were unaware of the problem? This cannot be maintained in view of the intensity of the Gethsemane experience of Jesus. It must be assumed, therefore, that the Christians were convinced about the all-inclusive character of God's wisdom and the perfection of his will. This is bound up with the conviction of God's providential care for his
There is a close connection between the agony in Gethsemane and the temptation of Jesus, in that doing the Father's will is the ultimate triumph over all self-centred methods. Cf. P. Bonnard, op. at., 383. 1 his acceptance of God's will as supreme stands out in vivid contrast to the violent aims of the Zealots in their pursuit of what they considered to be God's will.
Naturally, to do the will of God can relate only to that aspect of the will of God that can be done. It is an essentially practical assessment. Cf. W. Hendriksen, Matthew (1973), p. 543, in a comment on Mt. '2:50. F. V. Filson, Matthew (BC, 1960), p. 154, comments that this reference reminds us that God was not considered to be morally indifferent. 'As Father he is to be obeyed, respected, loved'.
In the context of Heb. 10:36, the 'will of God' 'suggests a contrast to man's will through the discipline of suffering'; B. F. Westcott, op. cit. (1892), ad lac. The epistle sets the pattern of Christ himself setting out to do the will of God (Heb. 10:5ff).
When James urges the use of such an expression as 'if the Lord wills', he is echoing the usage of conventional piety, but he means more than a form of words, cf. C. L. Mitton's useful discussion of this Phrase, James, pp. 170f. The commitment to the will of God is well brought out in one of the Aboth sayings ("•4) in the Mishnah (H. Danby's translation, 1933, p. 448) which shows a similar approach to that of James.
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people (see previous section p. 79f.). If suffering comes, God must have a
purpose in it.64
Much confusion arises from the fact that it is generally assumed that all suffering should be avoided. The notion that God could use suffering does not come naturally. But the nt approach to suffering constantly takes it into the sphere of God's purpose. Although it is true that suffering is nowhere explained, there is enough evidence to show what the Christian attitude towards it should be. There is no suggestion that God is less than wise or good because suffering exists. Since the supreme example of suf​fering lies at the heart of God's redemptive activity in Christ, it cannot be maintained that suffering is alien to the purpose of God. It will always remain a mystery why God chose to redeem mankind the way he did, but this very fact must be taken into account in considering the nt view of God.
Arising from the necessity for Christ to suffer comes the problem of suffering for Christians. It is not surprising that in a hostile world Christians will meet with opposition on account of their faith. This is the key to the advice given in 1 Peter, where to suffer for Christ's sake is seen to be highly probable and in no sense a matter of which to be ashamed. Indeed 1 Peter 4:14 affirms that a special blessing rests on those who are reproached for the name of Christ. This is the least problematic aspect of suffering. Paul, in recounting his experiences in 2 Corinthians 4:7-5:10, in no way criticizes God for the hardships he has endured. He sees these hardships as tools in the hand of God. The present momentary affliction is regarded as 'slight' (2 Cor. 4:17) compared with the weight of glory to follow. Later in the same epistle the apostle gives details of this 'slight' affliction (cf. 6:4ff; ll:23f£), which consists of a harrowing list of calamities which have been seldom equalled or surpassed and yet he has arrived at a triumphant attitude towards them. There is no hint anywhere in this epistle that he resents or questions the wisdom of God in allowing suffering.
In Romans 5:3 Paul actually rejoices in suffering because it develops the quality of endurance. In this same context he speaks of God's love being poured out in our hearts. The two things are clearly not incompatible in his mind.
This positive approach to suffering is found in other parts of the nt. James advises his readers to count it a matter for rejoicing if they meet various trials (Jas. 1:2 ff). The Apocalypse shows God's concern over the suffering of his people, especially for those who have been martyred for their faith (Rev. 6:9ff.).
64 E. G. Selwyn, / Peter, pp. 78ff., discusses providence and suffering in this epistle. He points out that the modern view that suffering is contrary to God's will finds no countenance in this epistle. The same could be said of the nt as a whole. What is more important than the transitory suffering is the conviction that God's will is right.
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It cannot be said that the nt answers all the intellectual problems which arise from God's permitting human suffering, but it does enable Christians to face suffering without losing confidence in the perfection of God's wisdom.
The holiness of God
One of the most characteristic qualities of God in the οτ is his holiness. Although people and things and places are described as holy, this is only in the sense of being set apart for God. Holiness is essentially an attribute of God. It marks him out as being utterly pure in thought and attitude. In the prophecy of Isaiah 'the holy One' is a characteristic name for God (cf. Is. 6). It is this quality of holiness which creates at once a barrier in man's approach to God, since man becomes conscious of his own lack of holiness in the presence of God. It is because Israel had a holy God that demands were made upon her people to become a holy people, which they certainly failed to fulfil.
Undoubtedly this conviction that God is holy forms an important ele​ment in the nt account of salvation. Jesus once addressed God as 'holy Father' (Jn. 17:11). When faced with the ordeal of his passion Jesus was most conscious of the absolute holiness of his Father who had sent him. This ascription of holiness to God is characteristic of the Johannine writ​ings, for it occurs also in 1 John 2:20 and several times in the Apocalypse (Rev. 4:8; 15:4; 16:5). In the most moving of the liturgical passages, the theme of the living creatures centres in the thrice repeated 'Holy' ascribed to him who sits on the throne, which is clearly reminiscent of Isaiah 6:3 (Rev. 4:8). It is clear that the basic assumption of God's holiness is taken over from the οτ where it is especially prominent, not only in the levitical ceremonial, but also in the prophetic declarations. It is not surprising that the holiness of God's name figures in the Magnificat with its strong οτ flavour (Lk. 1:49). From the levitical source comes the citation in 1 Peter 1:16 (from Lv. 11:44—45) which regards the holiness of God as a pattern for man's holiness. There is no suggestion in the nt that God's character and actions are anything but holy. His purity of thought and deed is unassailable.
The righteousness and justice of God
So far the only moral characteristic of God which has been mentioned is his absolute truthfulness and his holiness. But more needs to be said about the righteousness of God, for this is basic to the whole plan of salvation. In the οτ righteousness in God means more than that God always acts in a morally right way. It includes also the fact that God acts on behalf of his people when they are unjustly oppressed. In the nt the apostle Paul is the great exponent of this important characteristic of God. He does not ques-
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tion that God is righteous. He begins his exposition in the epistle to the Romans with the assertion that God's righteousness has been revealed (Rom. 1:17).65 This is reiterated in Romans 3:21,22. Exegetes debate wheth​er the righteousness of God in these contexts concentrates on what can be imparted rather than what is inherent to God; whatever their conclusion, the association of God and righteousness is clear enough.66 True righteous​ness comes from God (cf. Rom. 10:3; Phil. 3:9). In 2 Corinthians 5:21 Paul even states that Christ was made sin 'so that in him we might become the righteousness of God'. Further discussion will later be given on the process of justification (see pp. SOlff), but at this stage we must acknowledge that such statements as 2 Corinthians 5:21 make sense only if God himself is essentially righteous. Indeed Paul describes the Christian's new nature as 'created after the likeness of God in true righteousness and holiness' (Eph. 4:24), showing righteousness as an essential constituent in God's image.
It may seem surprising that the theme of God's righteousness is not more prominent in the teaching of Jesus, although it is certainly assumed. The demand for righteousness in men presupposes the righteousness of God (Mt. 5:20; 6:33).67 The most significant statements are those in John's gospel in which Jesus incorporated the idea into his terms of address to God as 'righteous Father' (Jn. 17:25). Righteousness is of utmost import-
fo There has been much debate over whether Paul's use of the expression 'the righteousness of God' (dikaiosyne Theou) is intended to refer to a quality in God or not. The genitive may be taken in three ways: (i) as an objective genitive, in which case the righteousness is that which God grants (so Luther); (ii) as a subjective genitive, in which case it refers to that which belongs to God; (iii) as a genitive of origin, in which case it is God's righteousness, but proceeds from God to men. Even under (i) and (iii) there have been many different interpretations of what is meant by righteousness. There is a reluctance among many recent writers to regard righteousness as an attribute of God. E. Kascmann, 'God's Righteousness in Paul', Eng. trans. of his article in ZTK 58, 1961, pp. 367-378, in journal for Theology and ihe Church 1, 1965, pp. 100-110, and reprinted in New Testament Question* for Today (1969), pp. 168-182, takes God's righteousness in the sense of his power which creates salvation. By this means Kasemann seeks to retain the subjective sense, but wants to give it a dynamic force. A similar view was earlier proposed by A. Schlatter, Gottes Gerechtigkeit; ein Kommentar zum Romerbrief (41965), 36ff, and A. Nygren, Romans (Eng. trans. 1952), pp. 146, 152. Kasemann's view was developed by his pupils, C. Muller, Gottes Gerechtigkeit ttnd Gottes Volk (1964), who sees righteousness as God's victory, and P. Stuhlmacher, Gottes Gerechtigkeit bei Paulus (1963), who regards it as an exclusive redemptive act. J. A. Bollier is another advocate of the subjective interpret​ation (The Righteousness of God', hit 8, 1954, 4()4ff).
The Catholic writer, K. Kertelge, ' Rechtfertigung' bei Paulus (1967), denies that righteousness is descriptive of God's essence, but maintains that it denotes God's activity. For a discussion of these various viewpoints, cf. J. A. Ziesler, The Meaning of Righteousness in Paul (1972), pp. 9ff, and cf. also Μ. Τ. Brauch's appendix, 'Perspectives on God's Righteousness in Recent German Discussion', in E. P. Sanders, Paul ami Palestinian Judaism, 523-542. Ziesler himself gives a detailed linguistic study of the word righteousness and its cognates.
66 H. Conzelmann, 'Die Rechtfertigungslehre des Paulus: Theologie oder Anthropologie?', EvT 28, 1968, pp. 389-404, and R. Bultmann, 'DIKAIOSYNE THEOU', JBL 83, 1964, pp. 12ff, both rejected the view that relates righteousness to the character of God (the subjective interpretation). They understand the term anthropologically, in which case it has no contribution to make to an understanding of the righteousness of God.
67 In Matthew's use of the term 'righteousness', there is the sense of conformity to the will of God (cf. C. Schrenk, 'dikaiosyne', TDNT2, pp. 198f). If what is done in accordance with God's will is righteousness, that will itself must partake of the character of its own demands.
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ance when God's judgments come into view. An absolutely righteous God must judge in an absolutely righteous way (cf. Rom. 2:5).
This latter concept involves the idea of God's impartiality. It was difficult for Jews to accept this idea, for they were convinced that Israel was a favoured nation, which made it superior to the Gentile peoples in the sight of God.68 It was this strong bias which threatened to cause real problems when Jews and Gentiles had to mix in the early Christian communities. Peter needed a special vision to convince him that God was impartial (Acts 10:34), and until he was convinced of this he was unprepared to visit a Gentile home to preach the gospel. It became obvious to him through the vision that his former view of God was defective. That he had thoroughly grasped the impartiality of God is seen from his statement in 1 Peter 1:17. By then it had become axiomatic that God the Father 'judges each one impartially according to his deeds.' (Cf. Heb. 6:10; Rom. 3:5).
Another Jew who made a volte-face when he became a Christian was Saul of Tarsus. More than any other he wrestled with the problem of God's special concern for the Jewish people, but as a Christian he never doubted that God was impartial and that both Jew and Gentile must be included in the plan of salvation on an equal footing.69 On two occasions he asserted as axiomatic that God shows no partiality (Rom. 2:11; Gal. 2:6),70 the second of which deals with the apostolic office. The idea definitely excluded any notion of favouritism with God, which would not be in keeping with absolute justice.
An important side to the righteousness and justice of God is his wrath. There are sufficient instances of emphasis on God's wrath in the nt to make it important to define its meaning. The precise meaning has been subject to debate. Indeed of all the aspects of God in the nt this is perhaps the most questioned. Some reduce wrath (orge) to the effect of human sin, thus getting rid of all notion of anger in God because this is considered to be irrational.71 But this is an unsatisfactory way of dealing with the nt
68 Although there were rabbis who were prepared to concede that Gentiles could be righteous (provided they kept the Torah), the general approach was that salvation did not stretch to those outside the covenant. A similar view is found in the Dead Sea Scrolls. Cf. E. P. Sanders' discussion on this, op. at., pp. 206ff., 240ff.
Sanders, op. cit., p. 499, brings out an important aspect in the change in Paul's thinking when he states that before his conversion the apostle would not have been able to think that Jews were sinners, whereas as a Jew he would have been convinced that Gentiles were. In that case Jews and Gentiles were definitely not on the same footing. Paul's conversion, with its conviction that Jews were equally sinners before God radically changed his approach to universalism.
See the comment on 'partiality' in my commentary on Galatians (NCB, 1969), ad lac.
Cf. C. H. Dodd, Romans, pp. 22ff, for an exposition of this view. He considers that Paul retains the concept of the 'wrath of God' to describe 'an inevitable process of cause and effect in a moral universe'. He concludes that 'we cannot think with full consistency of God in terms of the highest human ideals of personality and yet attribute to him the irrational passion of anger.' Irrational anger must certainly be ruled out, but the nt view of God's wrath is not based on such an interpretation. C. K. Barrrett, Romans, p. 33,
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evidence. In Romans the expression 'the wrath of God' occurs in 1:18 (cf. 5:9; 12:19; 13:5; cf. also 9:22), and it is impossible in this case to empty the phrase of any relevance to the attributes of God. Paul speaks of a wrath of God which has been revealed (apokalyptetai) in precisely the same way as he has just previously stated that God's righteousness has been revealed.72 It is inescapable that Paul intended a connection between the two concepts. It seems most reasonable to suppose that 'wrath' is the negative aspect of God's righteousness.73 It does not express anger in the sense in which it is applied to man, i.e. of an uncontrolled outburst of passion (which would certainly be an irrational concept), but it must express the revulsion of absolute holiness towards all that is unholy. This is in harmony with the context where 'wrath' is explicitly said to be against (epf) ungodliness and wickedness.74 The same may be said of Romans 5:9 where salvation is said to be from 'the wrath' which may well denote the wrath of God, as an expression of God's rejection of all that is sinful. Salvation of the sinner does not affect God's attitude towards sin.
It is not sufficient to define wrath as the principle of retribution in a moral universe without connecting the principle to its source, i.e. to the nature of God. Unless we find some place for the moral displeasure of God, we shall make light of his judgment, which finds no small place in nt thought.75 When Paul says in Colossians 3:6 that the wrath of God is coming, he must mean more than that a principle of retribution is ap​proaching.76 The expression has more force if the condemnation of the
is nearer the point when he says, 'Wrath is God's personal (though never malicious or, in a bad sense, emotional) reaction against sin.' C. Ε. Β. Cranfield, Romans, 1, p. 109, asks the pointed question whether even human goodness can exist without indignation against wickedness.
72 The use of the same verb (apokalyptetai) in both Rom. 1:17 and 1:18, must mean that Paul intended the latter to be understood in terms of the former. This means that both righteousness and wrath are revealed in the proclamation of the gospel. Cf. Cranfield, op. at., pp. 109f.
73 J. Murray, Romans, p. 35, is clear that the wrath of God cannot be emptied of its emotional and
affective character, although he recognizes a vital distinction between man's anger and God's wrath. 'Wrath
is the holy revulsion of God's being against that which is the contradiction of his holiness.' M. Black,
Romans, p. 48, regards God's wrath as a manifestation of his righteousness. He does, however, concede an
element of truth in Dodd's view.
*
74 Murray, op. at., p. 36, rightly says, 'There is a positive outgoing of the divine displeasure'.
75 Many scholars note that God's wrath is an eschatological term, although it clearly has a present significance. It is at the last judgment that God's wrath will be manifested, but there is a constant reaction of God's holiness against sin. See C. K. Barrett, op. at., p. 34, on its eschatological significance. Never​theless C. Ε. Β. Cranfield, op. at., p. 107, rightly criticizes Barrett for his view that wrath is a clear signal of the revealing of God's righteousness, on the grounds that the Observable situation' of which Barrett speaks would have to be something entirely new.
76 The eschatological aspect is again present in this context and is more explicit than in Rom. 1:18. R. P. Martin, Colossians: The Church's Lord and the Christian's Liberty (1972), p. 110, notes that Paul's escha-tology is flexible enough to hold together both time-aspects (future and present). In commenting on Col. 3:6, E. Lohse, Colossians and Philemon (Eng. trans. Hermeneia, 1971, from KEK, 1968), p. 139, denies that wrath indicates an emotion of God, but God's judgment of wrath. Yet God's judgment cannot be wholly detached from his continual reaction against sin. 'Wrath' cannot, in short, be received as a term which describes only God's final act of judgment. Cf. G. Stahlin, TDNT 5, 424f-, for a recognition that an
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evils mentioned in the previous verse is based on the active opposition of God against them (cf. also Eph. 5:6). It should be noted that when the apostle assures the Thessalonians that God has not destined us for wrath (1 Thes. 5:9), he is writing to Christians and his words cannot cancel out the statements about God's wrath elsewhere.
The gospels have only one direct statement on the subject of God's wrath. In John 3:36 Jesus asserts that the wrath of God abides on those who disobey the Son, in which case it is connected with God's love for the Son. Love and wrath are evidently not incompatible in the same person. Indeed intense love must have an element of jealous regard for the object of love and reaction against those who reject the object of love. Some concept of wrath is needed to safeguard the purity of divine love.77 In the Apocalypse this theme of wrath is given a particular setting in scenes of final judgment. On the opening of the sixth seal, the inhabitants of the earth cry to the mountains and rocks to hide them from the 'face of him who is seated on the throne, and from the wrath of the Lamb' (Rev. 6:16), which vividly portrays some active 'wrath'. Moreover, the idea of judg​ment occurs in Revelation 14:10 as the wine of God's wrath poured into the 'cup of his anger', while the idea is further developed when the har​vesting angel throws the vintage into 'the great wine press of the wrath of God' (14:19). The vision portrays a terrifying picture of God's wrath which is impossible to whittle away. Similarly the seven bowls are said to be 'full of the wrath of God' (15:7; cf. 15:1; 16:1). The closing vision of the warrior executing judgment has as its climax his treading of the 'wine press of the fury of the wrath of God the Almighty' (19:15), a vigorous expression of the positive wrath of God. Nevertheless, the distinctive feature of the book of Revelation is the description of wrath as the wrath of the Lamb, which unmistakably links it with the cross, and sets its manifestation in history.78
It is not surprising that the writer of the epistle to the Hebrews describes God as a 'consuming fire' (12:29) and also speaks of a 'fearful prospect of judgment, and a fury of fire which will consume the adversaries' (10:27).79 Earlier in the same epistle, the statement that God swore in his wrath (cited
element of God's displeasure must be retained. A. T. Hanson in his study, The Wrath of the Lamb (1957), concludes that the wrath of God in the nt in not an attitude of God, but a condition of men. He, therefore, regards it as impersonal.
" G. Stahlin, op. at., p. 425, sees wrath and love as mutually inclusive, and regards the wrath of God as arising from his love and mercy. Only he who knows the greatness of wrath will be mastered by the greatness of mercy'.
78 The expression 'wrath of the lamb' is remarkable in this respect, for nowhere else in the nt are 'wrath' and 'sacrifice' so closely knit. This has led A. T. Hanson, op. fit., p. 178, to the conclusion that wrath in the book of Revelation is more profoundly Christian than elsewhere in the nt. We would prefer to say that the basic exposition of wrath in the nt is linked with the total work of God in salvation, and that it finds it most explicit expression in this book.
There is some debate over the meaning of pyros zelos in Heb.  10:27.  Cf.  A. T. Hanson, op.  cit., appendix 5, pp. 213f.
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from Ps. 95) is twice made in the course of the discussion of God's dealing with his disobedient people (3:11; 4:3). It is impossible to conclude that the nt writers had any view of the righteousness of God which did not include an element of wrath.
The love and grace of God
That God is a God of love is another assumption which is basic to all parts of the nt. It has a firm basis in the οτ80 and Jewish literature,81 but takes on a sharper focus and a more dominant role in the nt. In the gospels the notion comes to the surface more clearly in John than in the synoptics. A statement like that made by Jesus in Luke 11:42, that the Pharisees were neglecting the justice and love of God (i.e. love towards God), is sufficient to show that there was no fundamental contradiction between righteousness and love in man; and there is no reason to suppose that there is in God. In the synoptic gospels, the love of God is assumed rather than stated.82 In the Johannine account the Father's love for the Son is the main evidence that love is an essential characteristic of God (Jn. 3:35; 5:20; 10:17; 15:9; 16:27; 17:23f.). Jesus was deeply conscious of the Father's love for him as the foundation stone and pattern of God's love for people (17:23). It is integral to the teaching of Jesus that for man the most desirable thing is to be the object of God's love (Jn. 14:21, 23). The most significant feature in the statement that God so loved the world that he gave his Son (Jn. 3:16) is not that God loved, but that he loved so comprehensively.
The apostle Paul pursued the same line of thought. In the epistle which most emphasizes the righteousness of God, he can speak with equal cer​tainty about the love of God. God's love has been poured into our hearts through the Spirit (Rom. 5:5), a vivid way of speaking of the communi​cating of God's love to man. That love is most seen in God's saving work for sinners (Rom. 5:8). The consequence for believers is that they will never be separated from that love (Rom. 8:39). Love makes them more than conquerors (Rom. 8:37). Indeed, the love of God is a familiar part of such benedictions as 2 Corinthians 13:14 (cf. also 2 Cor. 13:11) and Ephe-sians 6:23. It comes in Paul's prayers for the Thessalonians (2 Thes. 2:16",
80 The love of God in the OT is concerned more with the nation than with individuals. There are in fact surprisingly few instances where particular persons are singled out as objects of God's love. A. W. Argyle remarks about the testimony of Hellenistic Judaism, that although God's love is extended to the whole creation, it is still specially set by an act of will and choice upon Israel (Cod in the New Testament, p. 76).
81 In Judaism there were isolated statements which underlined the importance of God's love, but it cannot be said that this concept was foundational in Jewish theology. Cf. G. Quell and E. Stauffer, 'agape', TDNT 1, pp. 38ff. 'The lofty sayings about love remain isolated. The underlying basis of Judaistic theology and ethics is still righteousness - in spite of everything'.
82 For a thorough discussion of the synoptic evidence, see C. Spicq, Agape in the New Testament, 1 (1963). Cf. also J. Moffatt, Lone in the New Testament (1929), pp. 67-130. He comments that Jesus never speaks of God as love or as loving people, and yet he implies it (p. 67). His use of the title Father testifies to this. As Argyle (op. cit., p. 77) rightly notes, Jesus revealed God's love less by words than by deeds of compassion and forgiveness.
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3:5). In the latter prayer the love of God is regarded as the aim to which the Christians' minds should be directed ('may the Lord direct your hearts to the love of God'). A similar idea occurs in Jude 21.
The clearest expression of the loving character of God is found in 1 John, which contains the statement that God is love (1 Jn. 4:8, 16).83 This focuses attention on the essential character of love in God to the extent that love can be regarded as summing up in itself God's approach to people. This love must be sharply distinguished from man's love. It is God who loves, who initiates love, not man (1 Jn. 4:10, 19). John is overwhelmed by the thought of God's love which has enabled people to become sons of God (1 Jn. 3:1). Moreover, if people are to love each other, God's love must be the source (1 Jn. 4:7). In fact those who do not show love to those in need are closing their own hearts to the abiding presence of God's love (1 Jn. 3:17). It is clear that John is not expounding a merely ontological charac​teristic of God, a quality locked up in the heart of God. Indeed, it may be questioned whether such an abstract form of love is conceivable, since love must have an object. The fact that so much is made in John's gospel of the Father's love for the Son is a strong indication that it is within the Godhead that God's love has an object. The nt is mainly concerned, however, with man as the object of God's love.
Closely allied to the same idea is the use of the title 'Beloved' of Jesus by the voice from heaven at his baptism (Mt. 3:17; Mk. 1:11; Lk. 3:22; cf. also 2 Pet. 1:17). This has most force as a title, but even if the word (agapetos) is used adjectivally, it still bears strong witness to the intensity of love between God the Father and the Son.84 Moreover, the extraordinary nature of the pronouncement shows the importance for men generally to understand the motive behind the whole mission of Jesus. A similar form of address is found at the transfiguration (Mt. 17:5; Mk. 9:7; cf. Lk. 9:35).
There are two other aspects of God which are so closely linked to love that they may properly be considered in conjunction with it. First there is the understanding that God is a God of grace. The whole concept of grace will need to be explored when the doctrine of salvation is examined (see p. 602ff), but for our present purpose it is necessary to note that 'the grace of God' denotes an essential feature of God's love. When applied to God, the word grace denotes the favour of God towards those who do not deserve his favour, and therefore came to be used particularly of God's saving work in Christ.85 In the epistles it has become a basic assumption,
J. Moffatt, Grace in the New Testament (1931), 253, remarks about 1 Jn. 4:16, 'This is not an abstract reflection upon the divine nature, much less an intuition of some inward light on an eternal unity, but a deduction from the revelation of God in the life and career of Jesus Christ'.
This kind of love is what A. W. Argyle, op. cit., p. 78, describes as 'the electing love', which called Jesus to suffer and die.
3 For a discussion of the usage of the concept of 'grace' (charts) in the nt, cf. Η. Η. Esser, N/DNTT 2, PP. 118ff.
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so much so that it frequently occurs in the opening salutations and in the concluding benedictions, especially in the Pauline letters. God is seen as one who bestows unmerited favours on the objects of his love. God's grace is more than his gracious acts, although it includes these.86 It involves his nature. His love is of such a quality that it gives unstintingly. Grace is another name for the outgoing character of his love. Sometimes God's grace becomes almost objectified in the results that it achieves, as when Luke can say that men saw the grace of God in believers (Acts 11:23). An even more suggestive expression is that in Acts 13:43 where Paul and Barnabas are described as urging their hearers to 'continue in the grace of God', which means that they are to expose themselves to God's grace.
It is to be noted that the word 'grace' does not occur at all in the synoptic gospels. But this does not mean that the grace of God is not in view, for Jesus revealed in his own acts and teaching the initiative of God. The mission of Jesus was a supreme revelation of the God of grace. There is never any suggestion that man could do anything to win favour with God.
The apostle Paul was deeply convinced of his indebtedness to God's grace. He saw his own calling as an act of grace (Gal. 1:15). He had no doubt that Christians are saved by God's grace (Rom. 3:24; 5:15; Eph. 2:5; Tit. 2:11). He was overwhelmed by the superlative quality of that grace (2 Cor. 9:14; Eph. 2:7). He sees it as a subject for praise (Eph. 1:6). He never tires of speaking of it. He views it as a communicable gift (e.g. 1 Cor. 1:4; 3:10; 15:10; 2 Tim. 1:9). It is diametrically opposed to any method depending on human effort (Gal. 2:21; Rom. 11:6).87 If there was one characteristic of God which captured the imagination of Paul more than another, it was the grace of God.88
Other nt writers are similarly impressed. In Hebrews the throne of God is described as the throne of grace (Heb. 4:16),89 because it is characteristic
86 This docs not mean that grace is a static quality in God. It is rather the quality which prompts the acts of God. Argyle, op. at., p. 82, defines the nt concept of the grace of God as 'his unmerited and prevenient love towards man which takes the initiative in freely giving and forgiving. . .' In grace is manifested the total plan of salvation.
87 R. Bultmann sees a difference between the Jewish view of merit and the Christian view in this approach to grace {Jesus and the Word, p. 148). E. P. Sanders has been critical of Bultmann's appeal to the doctrine of merit (op. cit., 43ff), but this criticism does not alter the fact that any emphasis on man's achievements must affect one's view of God's grace.
88 It makes an interesting study to note the forms of salutation and conclusion in Paul's epistles. Every one of them mentions grace at the beginning and the end. J. Moffatt, op. at., 135ff., shows how novel this is by comparison with contemporary letters. Paul's reference to grace is not formal, but expressive of deep conviction that the gospel was based on the unmerited favour of God. It is significant that the often repeated expression 'Grace . . . from God' emphasizes that the greeting was to be understood theologically.
89 B. F. Westcott, Hebrews, p. 109, says that the 'throne of grace' is 'that revelation of God's presence in which His grace is shown in royal majesty'. It is possible, however, that the expression may be the anti​type to the ot mercy-seat (so F. F. Bruce, Hebrews, p. 86), in which case the grace is the favour of God seen in his atoning work. According toj. Hering, Hebrews, p. 36, the genitive is used in a very loose way as a genitive of quality (i.e. merciful-ness).
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of his royal activity. James can speak of God's gift of grace to the humble (Jas. 4:6), a thought which is also found in 1 Peter 5:5. This latter epistle speaks of the manifold character of God's grace (4:10),90 describes God as the God of all grace (5:10) and indeed states that the whole purpose of the writing was to declare 'the true grace of God' (5:12).
The second aspect of God closely allied to love is the mercy of God. The root meaning of 'mercy' is compassion, hence its close link with love. It is essentially outgoing. Mercy is also inseparably linked with grace,91 but is more specifically connected with righteousness. It is when the righteous judgments of God are considered that his mercy becomes a vivid reality. If he must condemn what is unrighteous because he himself is righteous, he extends mercy to those who would otherwise be condemned because mercy is as much a part of his nature as righteousness. This idea of God's mercy is not unique to the nt. It finds its roots in the οτ.92 It is reflected in Mary's song (Lk. 1:54) and in Zechariah's (Lk. 1:72, 78). Luke records the exhortation of Jesus, 'Be merciful, even as your Father is merciful' (6:36), which sets the pattern for man's approach in accordance with the basic nature of God. The publican's prayer for mercy, also recorded by Luke, presupposes that God was disposed to a merciful approach to sinners (18:13).
Again the apostle Paul is deeply conscious of the mercy of God (Rom. 9:15-16,18) as part of God's prerogative. He several times speaks of ob​taining mercy, which means receiving the results of God's merciful acts (Rom. 11:30-32; 1 Cor. 7:25; 2 Cor. 4:1; 1 Tim. 1:16). There is no sugges​tion that the quality of mercy is alien to God, nor that it conflicts with his essential righteousness. It is part of the apostle's understanding of the total nature of God. Indeed, Paul uses the striking expression 'Father of mercies' of God in 2 Corinthians 1:3, which draws attention to his compassionate nature. It echoes Ex.36:6; Psalm 86:15; 145:8 which speak of God as mer​ciful and gracious. Peter is similarly convinced of the importance of mercy in the incorporation of Gentiles into the people of God (1 Pet. 2:10). James also, in appealing to the οτ, regards as axiomatic that the Lord is compas​sionate and merciful (Jas. 5:11).
90 In 1 Pet. 4:10, God's manifold grace describes the infinitely variegated forms of God's freely bestowed bounty (cf. J. N. D. Kelly, Peter andjude (BC, 1969), ad he.). E. Best thinks that this epistle lacks something of the wonder seen in Paul's use of grace, but he admits that grace stands for God's gracious activity towards men (1 Peter, NCB, 1971, p. 72). The distinction between gracious acts and gracious character is, ho /ever, very fine.
R· C. Trench, Synonyms of the New Testament, 91880), pp. 166ff., maintains that grace is concerned over man's guilt, while mercy is concerned with his misery. For a discussion of the use of eleos (mercy) in the nt, cf. Η. Η. Esser, NIDNTT II, pp. 596ff.
In Jewish thinking the mercy of God was generally mentioned in connection with obedience to the covenant. In the Dead Sea Scrolls the Jewish doctrine is that the reward of the good is by mercy, while punishment of the wicked is deserved (cf. E. P. Sanders, op. at., p. 293). The basis of this view is that man's works, through contributory to, can never be entirely sufficient for salvation. God's mercy must have a place.
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The apostle Paul sometimes uses another word - kindness (chrestotes) -when describing the gracious attitude of God. He once links it with the quality of severity (Rom. 11:22). It may seem difficult to see how these two facets of God's character can exist in one person, but Paul is not worried by this difficulty. To him both kindness and severity are essential characteristics. He sees God's kindness as intended to lead people to re​pentance (Rom. 2:4), although he recognizes that his Jewish contemporaries have incurred the righteous judgment of God (Rom. 2:5). The close con​nection between God's grace and his kindness is clearly seen in Ephesians 2:7 where God's immeasurable riches of grace are equated with his kindness towards us in Christ. Kindness is therefore practically synonymous with grace. This may be seen in the statement in 1 Peter 2:3 that the Christians addressed have tasted the kindness of the Lord. Kindness is further linked with the goodness of God in Titus 3:4, where both are stated to have 'appeared' (i.e. in the provision of salvation for man).
The goodness and faithfulness of God
There are a few significant statements in the nt which focus on the good​ness of God and which deserve separate consideration. The concept of goodness is difficult to define but is nevertheless generally recognized. It is closely linked with the moral holiness of God. It is significant that the word 'good' (agathos) is applied exclusively to God by Jesus when declining the rich young man's address to him as 'good teacher' (Mt. 19:17; Mk. 10:17; cf. Lk. 18:18-19).93 The statement Only one is good, God', makes clear that the character of God is such that it is itself the standard that should determine all human notions of goodness.94 Jesus was not on this occasion disclaiming that he was good, but was challenging the right of any man to be the arbitrator of goodness since this belongs to God alone. Whatever goodness anyone else possesses is derived from him.95 This is supported by such an οτ statement as Psalm 53: Iff, which is cited by Paul in Romans 3:12, and which affirms that no-one is good. Paul uses it to demonstrate man's need, but he does not bring out so specifically as Jesus had done the unique goodness of God.
y3 There is a difference between the forms in which Matthew and Mark record these words. In Mark's account Jesus says, 'Why do you call me good?', whereas Matthew has 'Why do you ask me about what is good?' Mark's account may suggest that Jesus himself is not good and it has therefore been suggested that Matthew has modified the words to avoid such a misunderstanding (cf. G. M. Styler, 'Stages in Christology in the Synoptic Gospels', NTS 10, 1963-4, pp. 404ff). Yet both accounts point to God as the ultimate source of all goodness and this is undoubtedly where the emphasis falls.
94 It is important to note the radical distinction between defining what is good in terms of God and defining the good apart from God. As J. I. Packer says, 'Man is good, and things are good, just so far as they conform to the will of God' (NBD, p. 482).
95 It is well to remember that God's works are good even when man corrupts and distorts them (cf. G. Wingren, op. cit., p. 47).
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Although the faithfulness of God is a different kind of attribute from goodness, it may be linked with it in the sense that were God faithless to his word he could not be good. Paul was deeply impressed with the faithfulness of God. He is faithful in calling people into fellowship with his Son (1 Cor. 1:9) and in guarding them against excessive testing of their faith (1 Cor. 10:13) or from the attacks of the evil one (2 Thes. 3:3). The faithfulness of God is even cited by Paul as a guarantee of the dependability of his own word - whether yes or no (2 Cor. 2:18). Moreover, God remains faithful even when men are faithless (2 Tim. 2:13). There is a rock-like quality about the apostle's conviction about God's reliability.
In other nt writings the idea is not prominent, but does occur. In Hebrews 10:23, the unwavering faithfulness of God becomes the basis for the appeal to the readers to hold fast to the confession of their hope. In the list of heroes of faith Sarah is said to have considered him faithful who had promised (Heb. 11:11), showing the close connection between human faith and God's faithfulness. Peter refers to the faithfulness of the Creator as an inspiration to sufferers (1 Pet. 4:19), while John mentions God's faithfulness to forgive sins (1 Jn. 1:9). There is an implicit assumption that God can be relied on to fulfil his promises.
We may perhaps include in this section a note about the expression 'the God of peace' which is particularly familiar through the concluding salu​tation in Romans 15:33 and in 1 Thessalonians 5:23. The more widely used form of the idea 'peace from (apo) God' occurs in the opening greetings in all Paul's epistles and in 1 Peter 1:2. It appears that the quality which God can impart has become an ascription to him. The form 'God of peace' is suggestive because it points to the absence of conflict in God. Indeed 1 Corinthians 14:33 brings this out explicitly - 'God is not a God of confu​sion, but of peace.' Peace therefore describes an attitude of God as well as a quality which he imparts. Peace cannot be bestowed 'from God' unless it is an integral part of his nature. Man in his fallen state is in a perpetual state of tension until reconciled to God. But such a state of tension does not exist in God. There is no suggestion anywhere in nt teaching that God is ever uncertain as to his actions, nor frustrated in his plans. His mind is always in a state of equilibrium. It is no wonder that Paul in desiring to allay anxiety among Christians, not only exhorts them to commit them​selves to God, but also assures them that the peace of God will garrison their hearts and minds (Phil. 4:7). In the same passage he assures his readers of the continued presence of the God of peace (Phil. 4:9).
This peace and serenity of God may perhaps be represented symbolically in the Apocalypse by the sea of glass before the throne of God (Rev. 4:6). It is characteristic of nt theology that at the heart of the universe and behind all the turbulent affairs of men is a God of peace.
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The uniqueness of God
It has been the habit of systematic theologians to discuss the incommun​icable attributes of God under a separate category from those that can be shared. These attributes are those that establish the uniqueness of God as compared with man. But the nt writers do not discuss such matters. With their strong οτ background they assume the uniqueness of God and there​fore do not hesitate to ascribe to him attributes which are totally inappl​icable in a human context. Even so, such ascriptions are sparse, which suggests that they formed part of the basic assumptions of the nt writers and only incidentally came to expression. There is moreover a complete absence of any speculative element.
That God is unchangeable is part of the or heritage and finds explicit acknowledgment in the quotation from Psalm 102:25-27 in Hebrews l:10f. This characteristic evidently made a profound impression on the writer for he mentions it again in 6:17.96 It is, on the other hand, implicit in the nt appeals to the fulfilment of οτ predictions. It assumes that God, who has revealed himself in the past, is the same as the one who now reveals himself in Jesus Christ. The unchangeable nature of God is the rock on which the old and new covenants can stand together. It is important in this connection to draw a distinction between the nature of the revelation of God achieved at any point in history and the essential characteristics of the God so revealed. It cannot be maintained that no advancement has been made in man's understanding of God since the οτ revelation, but nt theology is based on the assumption that God himself has not changed in the process. Indeed we may go further and state that there is no suggestion in the nt that it is possible for God to change. This aspect of changelessness is, in fact, essential if nt theology is to have any abiding validity.
Another consideration is the invisibility of God. The Johannine statement 'no-one has ever seen God' (Jn. 1:18) is fully in accord with the οτ con​ceptions.97 This invisibility is one of the foundations of the revelatory character of the mission of Jesus. Paul makes clear that God the Creator has made himself known in his works (Rom. 1:19),98 but in saying this he implies that there are aspects of God which cannot be known. In 1 Timothy 1:17 is included in the somewhat formalized ascription to God, his invisi-
96 Heb. 6:17 speaks of the unchangeable character of God's purpose. This must not be made to suggest that God's unchangeable purpose stands over against the nature of God as if he were bound by his own immutable purposes, for what God intends is an exact revelation of what he is. As H. W. Montefiore (Hebrews, p. 112) points out, God cannot deny his own moral nature.
97 While there are some οτ statements which might suggest that some had seen God (e.g. Ex. 24:9-11), yet the οτ theophanies are at most only partial revelations of God. The statement in Jn. 1:18 is in line with Ex. 33:20. Cf. L. Morris, John, p. 113.
98 C. E. B. Cranfield, Romans 1, p. 113, notes that the expressions 'what is knowable' (to gnoston tou Theou) should probably be understood in the sense of 'God, in so far as He is objectively knowable' (i.e. of'being experienceable'). This would not imply that a complete knowledge is possible. Cranfield thinks that Paul was wanting to preserve the truth of 'the mysteriousness and hiddenness of God'.
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Closely linked and occurring in the same statement in 1 Timothy 1:17 is the idea of the immortality of God, which occurs also in Romans 1:23. The concept may be indebted more to Hellenistic than to Jewish thought, but the abiding 'living' character of God is supported by the frequent nt use of the description 'the living God' (Heb. 3:12; 9:14; 10:31; 12:22; Acts 14:15; Mt. 16:16; 26:63). The possibility of the death of God could not be further removed from nt thought.101 A God who is changeless must be a God who is immortal. Such a God can rightly be described as 'eternal' (Rom. 16:26).
The unity of God
Our purpose here will be to bring together the main nt evidence for the trinity and then to assess its significance. It must be remembered that although the intertestamental Jews were strongly monotheistic, there are not wanting indications in the οτ that God was not regarded as rigidly one.102 Such an expression as 'the Lord of hosts' at least implies that God is not alone (cf. 1 Ki. 22:19ff.; Ps. 89:5-8). The armies of heaven or the 'sons of God' (as in Jb. 1:6; 38:7; Ps. 29:1; 89:6) show that God has agents. Some have even seen the expression 'Lord of hosts' as equivalent to Yahweh who is hosts, but perhaps not too much should be made of this. Of greater significance is the frequently mentioned 'angel of Yahweh', who sometimes appears in human form, but is nevertheless recognized as God (cf. Gn. 16:7-14; 18:lff.; Ex. 3:2-6;). Nevertheless at times the 'angel' is distin-
9yJ. N. D. Kelly, The Pastoral Epistles (BC, 1963), p. 56, observes that 'invisible' was a commonplace in Jewish thought about the Godhead.
100 Note also the expression in 1 Tim. 6:16 denoting that God dwells in light unapproachable. The metaphor of the brilliance of light is closely linked with the idea of invisibility. Cf. W. Hendriksen, Commentary on I and 2 Timothy and Titus (1957), p. 208, on this passage.
101 The 'death of God' theologians certainly do not base their view on the nt, but begin with a total secular view of the world. Their attempt to approach 'Christian' theology through the eyes of modern non-theistic secular society unavoidably results in a complete distortion of the nt evidence. But this does not disturb the 'death of God' advocates, for they begin with the assumption that the nt category of God is now outgrown. For an exposition of their views and an assessment of the influences which produced such a totally non-exegetical approach to Christian thought, cf. K. Hamilton, God is Dead: the Anatomy of λ Slogan (1966). Cf. also T. J. J. Altizer, The Gospel of Christian Atheism (1966); P. M. van Buren, The Secular Meaning of the Gospel (1963). These latter two works are a significant example of the radical type of 'theology' which results when an inadequate (or rather in this case, a non-existent) God supplies the key to the system. The nt theologian is concerned with the religious ideas of his sources irrespective of whether these ideas are culturally acceptable. It is the task of the systematic theologian to present the basic facts of the nt in the setting of contemporary society, but he cannot begin with a viewpoint which is totally alien to the nt, and expect to reintrepret the Christian position in the light of this. Cf. T. Oglethorpe, The 'Death of God' Controversy (1966); L. Morris, The Abolition of Religion (1964).
102 For a useful account of the οτ evidence as a background for the nt view, cf. G. A. F. Knight, A Biblical Approach to the Doctrine of the Trinity (1953). Behind the strong monotheism there were other factors which prepared the way for the later nt revelation. E. J. Fortman, The Triune God (1972), p. 9, does not admit even of the existence of'veiled signs' of a trinity of persons in the οτ, but concedes that the οτ gives the words (Father, Son, Word, Wisdom, Spirit) which the nt uses.
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guished from Yahweh (Ex. 33:2,3). It is certainly significant for the nt teaching about the trinity.
An entirely new factor was nevertheless introduced with the emergence of the Christian gospel, which led to a development of the monotheistic approach and ultimately to the doctrine of the trinity.103 Of the trinity there are many adumbrations in the nt, although it cannot be said that the doctrine is expounded. Indeed it is significant that none of the nt writers sees the need to speculate about such a doctrine. They are content to present data which imply the divine nature of both Christ and the Spirit and which naturally give rise to reflections about the unity of God. In drawing atten​tion to the trinity at this early stage in our examination of nt thought, we must unavoidably anticipate our later discussion on the deity of Christ and on the person and activity of the Holy Spirit. Yet no presentation of the nt view of God would be complete without some section on trinitarian developments.
The nt evidence may be summarized under four different types of passages. First, there are a few passages where deliberate trinitarian for​mulae are used. In Matthew 28:19 the name of the Father, the Son and the Spirit occurs in the baptismal formula. Problems have arisen over this formula, because in the book of Acts baptism is carried out only in the name of Jesus. Even if the trinitarian formula in Matthew is a development from the Acts type of formula, it is clear evidence of an early recognition that the names of the Father, Son and Spirit are inextricably linked.
Another such passage is 2 Corinthians 13:14, where Paul adds a ben​ediction involving God, the Lord Jesus Christ and the Holy Spirit.104 No distinction is made between them and it is a reasonable assumption that Paul regarded them as co-equal Persons.105 A similar form of greeting is found in Revelation 1:4 which refers to God as the one who is and who was and who is to come, to the Spirit as the 'seven spirits' and to the Son as Jesus Christ.
The second group of passages are those cast in triadic form. In Ephesians 4:4-6, Paul speaks of One Spirit . . . one Lord . . . one God and Father.
103 For a study of the biblical evidence which contributes to a doctrine of the trinity, cf. A. W. Wain-wright, The Trinity in the New Testament (1962); L. Hodgson, The Doctrine of the Trinity (1943), pp. 38-84; E, J. Fortman, The Triune God (1972), pp. 3-33.; A. W. Argyle, God in the New Testament, pp. 173-181. An older work, but still worth consulting is J. S. Candlish, The Christian Doctrine of God (n.d.) especially pp. 102fF. A popular but valuable survey of the evidence is R. T. France's The Living God (1970).
104 On this passage, A. W. Argyle, op. at,, p. 175, comments that it is the same God who works as Father, Son and Holy Spirit. Expressed in this form it sounds Sabellian, but Argyle is concerned to point out that the setting alongside each other of Father, Son and Spirit suggests three co-equal persons.
1<b When speaking of personality in God, care must be taken not to suppose that the human pattern is adequate. As D. M. Baillie points out, 'Personality in God must be a very different thing from personality in us', God was in Christ (21955), p. 143. It should be noticed that 'person' is not an nt term. When theologians use it it has a different sense when referring to 'personality' in God and when applied to the three 'Persons' of the trinity, two senses which are barely compatible.
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The threefold form occurs also in 1 Corinthians 12:3-6, where each Person is introduced with the adjective 'same' in the sequence Spirit, Lord and God, as in Ephesians 4. Under this category may be included 1 Peter 1:2, where the words occur: 'chosen and destined by God the Father and sanctified by the Spirit for obedience to Jesus Christ'. In a rather more indirect way the three persons are mentioned in the extended passage, Ephesians 1:3-14.
The third type consists of passages where the three Persons are mentioned together, but without any clear triadic structure. Samples of such passages are Galatians 4:4—6 ('God has sent the Spirit of his Son into our hearts'), Mark 1:9-11 (the baptism of Jesus, in which the Father and the Spirit were also involved), Romans 8:lff.; 2 Thessalonians 2:13f.; Titus 3:4—6; Jude 20f. The close linking of Father, Son and Spirit in these passages cannot be regarded as accidental.
The remaining group of passages is probably the most significant in that it brings out the relationship between the different Persons of the trinity. The passages are all from John's gospel (14:26; 15:26; 16:15 and perhaps 14:6). It is the Father who sends the Spirit in the name of the Son. Indeed, the Son also sends the Spirit who proceeds from the Father. All three Persons are involved in the declaration of the truth to man. There is no denying that the contribution of these passages to the nt testimony re​garding the trinity is unique.
If we add to these texts the passages where actions which are normally attributed to God are ascribed to Christ (such as creation) or to the Spirit (e.g. acts of power), we add further dimension to the nt evidence. Whereas no formal trinitarian doctrine is stated, the nt furnishes several hints which point in that direction. None of the writers, however, gives a formal definition of the precise relationship which exists between the three Persons of the Godhead. The problems which confronted later theologians do not seem to have occurred to the nt writers. It is John who comes nearest to an awareness of the problem, since in his writings is presented in the clearest way the personality of the Spirit, his distinctness from both the Father and the Son and the relationship between them. These aspects are of utmost importance in evaluating the nt view of God.
We have been discussing the adumbrations of the trinity, but it is under the general heading of the unity of God and some comment must be made concerning this. It must at once be noted that nowhere in the nt is any concern shown over purely speculative ideas about unity. A statement can be found like Ί and the Father are one' (Jn. 10:30) without any apparent blurring of the distinction between them in the context. Undoubtedly there are deep mysteries in the nt conception of God, but what must strike the thoughtful reader is the complete absence of any attempt to explain the mysteries. Christian convictions were strong enough to maintain the divine
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nature of both Jesus Christ and the Spirit without falling into the trap of postulating three gods.106 The conviction that God was active in Christ and in the Spirit prevented this from happening. It may be said that the nt writers do not work with a conceptual framework which would lead naturally to speculations about the essence of God. In a study of nt theology we cannot go further than the evidence we find. Nevertheless the evidence lays foundations for the later developed doctrine.107 The problems which that later doctrine grappled with had their roots in the nt itself. Although the nt concentrates more on functions108 than relationships, the latter aspect is certainly not lacking.
SUMMARY
Our brief survey of the nt presentation of God has done no more than erect signposts towards an understanding of what must always retain an air of profound mystery. No outline of names or qualities can present a total picture. But the nt gives abundant indication that what is necessary to know about God can be known. Indeed, this is a basic assumption which colours the whole nt revelation.
Enough has been said to demonstrate the basic unity of the nt view about God. While some parts emphasize certain aspects more than others, there is no suggestion of contradictions. The combination of Creator, Father and King provides a wide spectrum of ideas about God, but one aspect is never set against another. The Creator is both fatherly and kingly. The King never acts in a tyrannical way because he is also a Father.
Moreover, both in the titles and attributes of God found in the nt, there is a remarkable combination of what might at first appear to be opposites. The paradox of the love and wrath of God, his kindness and severity, his mercy and judgment are examples of apparent antitheses which nevertheless are perfectly balanced in the character of God. What in man would be regarded as real antitheses are postulated in God in a way which shows no awareness of any problem.
Another remarkable fact about the nt evidence is that it includes both transcendent and immanent aspects without any tendency to lay an over​emphasis on either. There are no signs, in fact, that the problems which
106 Wainwright points out (op. at., p. 249), that the real problem did not arise over the person of the Spirit, but over the deity of Christ. It is because Christ had appeared as a man and could not possibly be conceived as an emmanation of the deity.
107 Wainwright (ibid., p. 267) concludes his study with the comment that the nt writers 'did not make it their chief aim to unravel all the complexities of the divine nature. Their chief aim was to show God as revealed in Christ and as present in the Spirit'.
108 The functional aspect comes particularly to the fore in the nt teaching on the Spirit. Cf. G. S. Hendry, The Holy Spirit in Christian Theology (1957), pp. 30ff., for a brief discussion of the close relation between Father, Son and Spirit in their activities. 'The worship of God in spirit and truth ... is to worship God through Jesus Christ, in the Holy Spirit' (p. 32).
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arise from such an over-emphasis ever bothered the minds of the early Christians. God was at the same time both majestic and concerned about man's condition. He is never remote, but is at the same time apart from his own creation.
The relevance of a right doctrine of God for an approach to nt theology may be illustrated as follows. A God who cares for his creatures is the God who acts to redeem them. A true understanding of the incarnation and therefore of the person of Christ is impossible if a wrong notion of God is maintained. Similarly if God were an angry deity who needed to be placated this would naturally colour any approach to the doctrine of the mission of Christ. Some indication of the havoc which can be caused within a theology based on wrong assumptions about God can be seen in the 'death of God' school which all but annihilated the Christian content of nt theology altogether.
115
