Chapter 2
Man and his world
There is no formal systematic doctrine of man in the nt. The writers were not interested in the study of man for his own sake. Their concern was for man in relation to God. It is for this reason that the nt teaching about man is continually relevant, in spite of the advance of scientific knowledge and sociological theories. The environment of modern man is essentially dif​ferent from that of first-century man, but the same problems arise in relation to God. Since these problems are not environmental as is some​times supposed, what the nt says about man cannot be considered to be obsolete. Our survey of the nt evidence will be preceded by a brief state​ment on the ot, Judaistic and Greek background.
BACKGROUND
Old Testament
In the previous section on the doctrine of God, it has been pointed out that the nt takes over without challenge the ot view of the creatorship of God.1 Man is thus viewed as a creature of God. The basic ot view of man begins with this assumption. Man was created with a physical body. He is de​scribed as dust (Gn. 2:7; 3:19). He received his life from the breath of God' (cf. Gn. 2:7), as did the animals (cf. Gn. 7:15, 22). But the ot leaves no doubt about the superiority of man to the animals.2 Only of man is it said
1 For a discussion of the OT view of the world and man, cf. E. Jacob, Theology of the Old Testament (Eng. trans. 1958), pp. 151-182.; W. Eichrodt, Theology of the Old Testament 2 (Eng. trans. 1967), pp. 93-150; idem, Man in the Old Testament (Eng. trans. 1951); T. C. Vriezen, An Outline of Old Testament Theology (Eng. trans. 21970), pp. 404-429; C. Ryder Smith, The Bible Doctrine of Man (1951), pp. 3-64.; H. Wheeler Robinson, The Christian Doctrine of Man (31926), pp. 4-42.; H. W. Wolff, Anthropology of the Old Testament (Eng. trans. 1974).
2 As compared with ancient attempts to suggest a suitable origin for man, the biblical revelation alone invests man's appearance with dignity and splendour. Cf. the brief study of the Catholic writer Nicolas Corte, The Origin of Man (1959). He examines the subject against the background of mythological and philosophical views of man.
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that he bore the 'image of God' (Gn. 1:26).3 This constitutes man as God's greatest creative work, the only part of the created order capable of entering into fellowship with the Creator. It is man who names the animals and exercises dominion over them. This draws attention to an essential differ​ence between them, i.e. that man uses language, which is both a creation of his own and also a powerful influence affecting his behaviour. Whatever view modern man takes of the evolutionary process, the ot testimony is clear that man has a distinctive superiority over the animal creation. The Hebrews never conceived of man as merely animal in his constitution. He had the power of observing relationships, i.e. the power of reason. Man was regarded as possessing both body and 'soul' (Hebrew nepes),4 i.e. he was regarded as a person (cf. the use of the word in Gn. 12:5). The body was distinct from the personality (cf. Ps. 63:1; 73:26).5 For this reason it was proper to speak of a dead person (cf. Nu. 6:6), to differentiate the person from the physical corpse. But the body itself is essentially mortal. Death is inescapable, and by way of contrast God is eternal (cf. Is. 44:6; 45:5).
Another feature of the ot conception of man is his corporate aspect. Woman was the only appropriate helpmeet for man. The family concept was seen to be essential to the development of the race. Moreover the family concept was extended to include many who were not blood rela​tions.6 The individual emphasis must be balanced against the idea of soli​darity.7 Not only is this seen in the family, but also in the nation of Israel. The fact that the people were known as 'the children of Israel' shows a strong sense of solidarity within the nation,8 based on an extension of the
3 Eichrodt, Theology of the Old Testament 2, pp. 120ff., argues that the expression 'image and likeness of God' excludes the view that man was simply a copy of God. The expression denotes a correspondence between man and God which is figuratively described as an 'image'. Cf. D. J. A. dines' article 'The Image of God in Man', TB 19, 1968, pp. 53-103, for a careful discussion of'image' in the Genesis account. He suggests that the 'image' includes the idea of God's representative, as one who rules the rest of creation as God's viceroy. This enhances the view that man as a creature has a unique dignity.
4 For a discussion of the various terms used in ot psychology, cf. H. W. Robinson, op. cit., pp. llff; E. C. Rust, Nature and Man in Biblical Thought (1953), pp. lOlff.
3 The importance of the individual personality in OT thought linked with the community idea is well brought out by E. F. Scott in his Man and Society in the New Testament (1947), pp. 23-36. He nevertheless rightly notes that it is the communal aspect which is dominant.
6 Vriezen, op. cit., p. 411, points out that the Genesis account supports not only monogamy, but also a high regard for the miracle of reproduction. There is no support in the ot for the widely held view in pagan society that parents might dispose of their children. Vriezen, however, does not consider this feature to be primitive, but what he calls 'a spiritually purified element of Yahwism' (p. 411).
H. W. Robinson, op. cit., pp. 27ff., strongly argues for the idea of corporate personality in ot thought. He claims, 'whether in relation to man or to God, the individual person was conceived and treated as merged in the larger group of family or clan or nation' (p. 27). Nevertheless he admits that in the prophetic period there was much more stress on individualism, although he notes, 'The individualism of the Old Testament is usually, if not always, conceived as realized in and through the society which is based upon »' (p. 34). But see next footnote for two recent writers who have cautioned against Robinson's corporate personality idea.
J. W. Rogerson, 'The Hebrew Conception of Corporate Personality: A Re-examination', JTS n. s. 21,
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family idea. The father-image is extended to the leader-image. This sense of the solidarity of the race plays an important part in Paul's view of man and this will be discussed in some detail below.
The major fact which emerges from the οτ data is the universality of man's sin. The account in Genesis 3 shows sin to be a violation of God's commandment.9 It is essentially a deeply religious concept. This is clear whatever view we take of the nature of the narrative. The account of the fall of Adam and its consequences puts in succinct form the common experience of mankind.10 With Adam's fall, there follows almost immedi​ately the disruption of family solidarity in the murder of Abel by his brother (Gn. 4:1-15). Lot selfishly takes advantage of his uncle Abraham (Gn. 13). Moreover Jacob does not hesitate to defraud his brother Esau (Gn. 25:29ff.). This breakup of the solidarity of the family affected the wider community, as the whole of the οτ testifies. The deterioration of morality among the nations is evident. Power-blocks hold the ascendancy. The weak are oppressed, particularly economically. Even Israel, the people of God, sins against God and pays the penalty in national disaster and exile. The message of the prophets can be understood only against this back​ground of personal and national sin against God.11
As an introduction to the nt doctrine of sin, it is necessary to summarize the main οτ words used to describe sin and these may be characterized as follows.12 One word (hdtd') means to miss the mark, but is used in a more general way of personal sinning. In the majority of cases it is sin against God rather than sin against man. Another word for sin (pasa) is used for offences, both against man and against God, more frequently the latter. The third word (dwon) again is almost always used of sin against God. This evidence shows that the greater emphasis in the οτ is on sin against God rather than sin against man, and this supports the essentially religious approach to sin in the οτ. The outworking of this revolt against God is seen in a variety of different ways affecting man's approach. It is expressed
1970, pp.  Iff.; J. R. Porter, 'The Legal Aspect of the Concept of "Corporate Personality" in the Old Testament', VT 15, 1965, pp. 361-380.
' For an outline of the theological implications of the Gn. 3 account of sin, cf.  S. Lyonnet in Sin,
[image: image1.png]Redemption and Sacrifice (€d. S, Lyonnet ana L. daboun, 19/U), pp. St Although . srunner, ! He Caisiar
Doctrine of Creation and Redemption (Eng. trans. 1952), p. 90, dissociates the doctrine of the fall from th
Genesis 't ", he nevertheless affirms that it is impossible to understand redemprion aparc from the




nyth doctrine of fallen humanity.
10 The OT docs not support the view that when man sinned he lost the 'image of God' (cf. Vriezen, op. at., p. 413). Nevertheless, if image has to do with relationship between God and man, that relationship was definitely marred by man's sin. Having set his will at variance with God, man could not continue in the same way to be a true representative of God (cf. Jacob, op. at., pp. 166ff.). Cf. Clines, art. at., pp. 99ff.
11 W. Eichrodt, in his monograph, Man in the Old Testament (1951), finds in the οτ the dominant view that man's true destiny is to fulfil the sovereign will of God. It follows, therefore, that the basic concept of sin is seen as rebellion against God.
12 For further discussion of this terminology, see H. W. Robinson, op. cit., pp. 42ff.
118

Background Judaism
as provoking God to 'anger' (Dt. 4:25; 32:21 f.), as that which detracts from him in the sense of contempt (cf. Nu. 14:11; Dt. 31:20; 1 Sa. 2:30; 2 Sa. 12:9), as a despising of God and his precepts (Je. 7:19; Jb. 35:6-8). Sin is definitely an offence against God,13 which incurs his judgment.
The idea of divine judgment carries with it the notion of guilt (cf. Ps. 51:4). It is this situation of guilt which comprises man's greatest problem. The οτ consistently shows man's inability to deal with this problem. Although provision was made through the sacrificial system for atonement to be made, this did not remove man's awareness of guilt. His basic problem was still unresolved until in the nt a better way was provided. It is, in fact, the religious conception of sin which is taken over in the nt. The οτ background is frequently assumed in nt statements, although there is often a development of the meaning of the key concepts, particularly in the epistles of Paul.
Judaism
The previous brief account of man in the οτ has concentrated on the past and present. The οτ has little to say about man's individual destiny. It consists of a rather shadowy existence, with here and there brief flashes of more solid hope. But the intertestamental period shows a development here (sec pp. 820ff). It is, however, in the doctrine of sin that this period makes a distinctive contribution, particularly because it serves to bring into focus the problem of man's responsibility. Sin is viewed as an evil tendency (yeser hard') which existed in man at the beginning (Ecclus. 15:14-15). But man, if he so wills, is able to keep God's commandment. By his free will, he is able to overcome the adverse influence of the yeser hard' within him. Ben-Sira appears to attribute the creation of this evil principle to God (37:3), although he does not push this to its logical conclusion. This came to expression in later midrashim, in which God is viewed as the creator of the yeser hard' and the Law was considered to be an escape from its power (Babylonian Talmud).14 In another passage Ben-Sira seems to equate Satan with the man himself (21:27), which would firmly maintain that man is the origin of his own sin. And yet man's frailty is cited as an excuse for his being unable to overcome the yeser hard' (17:31; Syriac Vs). The Tannaim maintained that man was created with a good impulse (yeser hdtob) as well as an evil impulse, and that there was a tension between the two impulses.15 Something of this kind of tension comes over in Paul's wrestling with the
C. Ryder Smith has a full treatment of the ox view of sin in his The Biblical Doctrine of Sin (1953), pp. 7ff.
H. M. Hughes, The Ethics of Jewish Apocryphal Literature (n.d.), shows that the yeser idea appears in many of the intertestamental books.
For a full discussion of the yeser principle in Tannaitic literature, cf. G. F. Moore, Judaism 1, pp. 474ff. On Adam's fall and Jewish theology, cf. the note in F. Prat, The Theology of St Paul 1 (1933), pp. 440-2. C/ also R. Scroggs, The Last Adam (1966), pp. 16ff.
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problem of sin in Romans 7 (see discussion of this on pp. 204f.).16
Some comment must be made on the contribution of the Qumran view of man and sin to our understanding of the background notions of Judaism at the time of Jesus. Sin, represented symbolically as the angel of darkness, is diametrically opposed to the spirit of truth. This strong dualism can be illustrated from The Rule of the Community (1 QS III, 17-23) and from the Psalms of Thanksgiving (1 QH XIV, 15, 26; XV, 25). There is a vivid realization of the power of the kingdom of darkness, which is nevertheless an abhorrence to the Lord.17 Some references are found to the remedy for this powerful influence in the promise of a spirit of holiness.18
Hellenism
When we consider the Greek view of man, we are faced with a totally different kind of dualism, of which the key is found in Plato's theory of ideas.19 This kind of dualism was still exerting considerable influence on Greek thought during the period in which the Christian church was estab​lished and was a vital factor in the developed forms of gnosticism in the second century ad. It is important, therefore, to note the dominant features of Greek dualism for a right appreciation of nt thought, even if it is more often at variance with, rather than in conformity to, that thought.
Plato's dualism is seen clearly in his idea of two worlds, the visible and the invisible or spiritual world. The real world was the unseen in which alone man could discover his true self. Hence the physical body was a hindrance, even at times being likened to a prison.20 Man's soul moreover consists of three parts, according to Plato,21 of which only the highest part is immortal and pre-existed the body. Man's struggle may therefore be regarded as a struggle between his mind and the rest of his constituted parts. Although Plato did not go as far as the gnostics in regarding all matter as evil, he nevertheless considered that the body was a mass of
16 For a discussion of the relationship of the two impulses to Paul's teaching on sin, cf. W. D. Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism (1948), pp. 7ff.
17 The idea of the two spirits, Belial, the Angel of Darkness and his spirits of wickedness against the Spirits of Truth and Light, was particularly in evidence in Qumran (see 1 QS III 13 - IV 26). There is clearly some parallel between this idea and the Rabbinic 'two impulses' (cf. J. T. Milik, Ten Years of Discovery in the Wilderness ofjudea (Eng. trans. 1959), pp. 118f. Cf. also M. Mansoor, The Thanksgiving Hymns (1961), p. 56 n.l; J. P. Hyatt, 'The View of Man in the Qumran Hodayot', NTS 2, 1955-6, p. 281. In the article on 'Light from Qumran upon some aspects of Johannine Theology', in John and Qumran (ed. J. H. Charlesworth, 1972), J. L. Price points out, 'Belief in the God of Israel as Creator led the sectarians to espouse a "modified dualism", or perhaps one should say, a qualified or relative system' (p. 15).
18 It should be noted that although the Qumran community has a decidedly dualistic outlook, it does not go beyond a monotheistic view of God - 'it is God who will bring about the final victory of Good over Evil', Milik, op. cit., p. 118.
19 For an excellent, succinct account of Greek views of man and his world, cf. G. E. Ladd, The Pattern of New Testament Truth (1968), pp. 13-31. Cf. also E. F. Scott, Man and Society in the New Testament (1947).
20 Cf Phaedo 82 E; 62 B.
21 Cf. Timaeus 69 D - 70 A; Republic 439-441; Phaedo 72 E.
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evil.22 This led him to think of salvation as cultivation of the mind.23 Naturally under this system the philosopher has a great advantage over all others.
Closely akin to Plato's view was that advanced by Plutarch,24 who reckoned the mind to be the only immortal part of man, but that after death it had to be purified from the pollutions contracted from the body. Because this latter process was not always successful, Plutarch advanced the theory of a return to earth for rebirth.25 It is only when a person escapes from this cycle of birth that he becomes secure. Those who have succeeded in purifying the pollutions of the body become daemons (i.e. pure spirits), a very different idea from the demons (i.e. agents of evil) of the non-Greek world.
Philo, the leading exponent of Hellenistic Jewish ideas, was clearly in​debted to Plato's theory of ideas.26 In fact, he was decidedly syncretistic in his attempt to commend Judaism to the Greek world. To further this end Philo resorted to allegory to demonstrate that a dualism between mind and body could be traced to the Mosaic Law. He maintained that souls were pre-existent and immortal, and yet following the creation of the body the soul possessed a lower part which is irrational. Like Plato, Philo regarded the body as a prison house of the soul, but did not pronounce all matter as evil.27 Since the soul is so clearly linked with mind, salvation is a matter of knowledge.
It will be seen that there is a marked distinction between the Greek and Hebrew view of man. The dualism which seems on the surface to be parallel is nevertheless approached from essentially different viewpoints. It will become evident as we examine the nt that Greek influences are far less pronounced than Jewish.
THE WORLD
The belief that God is the Creator and that the natural world is his handi​work is accepted without question by all the nt writers. It is in line with
22 Cf. Phaedo 66 B.
23 Cf. Theatetus 176 A; Phaedo 65 B.
24 For Plutarch's views, cf. M. Nilsson, Geschichte der griechischen Religion (in Handhuch der Altertumswis-senschaft 5) II (1949), pp. 402f.; T. R. Glover, The Conflict of Religions in the Roman Empire (121932), pp. 75-112.
25 Cf. Face of the Moon 940 F - 945 D; Divine vengeance 560 F - 567 E; The Sign of Socrates 590 A - 594 A.
6 For a discussion of Philo's views, cf. E. R. Goodenough, An Introduction to Philo Judaeus (21962); idem, By Light, Light. The Mystic Gospel of Hellenistic Judaism (1935); H. R. Willoughby, Pagan Regenaration (1929), pp. 225-262. For studies relating Philo's view to NT books, cf C. H. Dodd, The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel (1953), pp. 54-73; R. Williamson, Philo and the Epistle to the Hebrews (1970); C. Spicq, Hebreux 1 (£B,2 1952), pp. 39-87.
R. M. Wilson, The Gnostic Problem (1958), pp. 44f., commenting on Philo's view of the world, says that it 'almost seems that Philo regards matter as evil'. Wilson, nevertheless, considers that Philo is not consistent.
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the ot and Jewish beliefs. It colours the whole nt conception of man if man is regarded as a special creation of God.  In view of evolutionary theories of man's origin, it may at once be questioned how relevant the nt evidence is on this theme,  and some justification is needed.  Since our purpose is to present nt theology, it would be out of place here to discuss the full implications of modern scientific theories of the origin of man. Nevertheless if the scientific method had so radically affected man's ap​proach to himself as to make the nt teaching on man obsolete, the nt theologian would be obliged to do a considerable amount of reinterpreting. But certain important considerations must be borne in mind. The first is that the nt is a religious and not a scientific account of man and his world.28 Indeed, the religious interest is so strong that little attention is given to psychological aspects and no attention at all to the relation of man to the rest of animate creation.  The second consideration is that the scientific method cannot be said to be necessarily in conflict with the biblical view of creation, for whereas some would maintain it is, others would take the contrary view.29 There is, in short, no conclusive position. We shall need to assess what the nt says about the world, therefore, from an essentially religious point of view.30
The synoptic gospels
In these books the word world (kosmos) is used either of the material earth as, for instance, in the reference to coming tribulation which is described
28 Many scholars treat the nt view of the world as essentially mythological. This is especially so in the case of Bultmann. This is brought out in the following statement from Jesus Christ ana Mythology (Eng. trans. 1960), p. 15, 'The whole conception of the world which is presupposed in the preaching of Jesus as in the New Testament generally is mythological; i.e. the conception of the world as being structured in three stories, heaven, earth and hell; the conception of the intervention of supernatural powers in the course of events; and the conception of miracles, especially the conception of the intervention of supernatural powers in the inner life of the soul, the conception that men can be tempted and corrupted by the devil and possessed by evil spirits'. This view· of Bultmann's was first advanced by him in an essay entitled Neues Testament und Mythologie, published in 1941. For a concise summary of this essay and a critique of Bultmann's position, cf. 1. Henderson, Myth in the New Testament (1952). Cf. also J. Marquarrie, An Existentialist Theology (1955), for a discussion of the philosophical issues involved. Bultmann's a priori rejection of the supernatural on the grounds that it is incompatible with the modern scientific view of the world naturally leads him to a reinterpretation of the nt evidence (i.e. an existential approach). But Buhmann's criticism of the nt world view is based on the acceptance of a scientific closed system view of the world, which is increasingly under attack even within the scientific world.
2>) Cf. the brief but perceptive article by Mary Hesse, On the alleged incompatibility between Christianity and Science', Man and Nature (ed. H. Montefiore, 1975), pp. 121ff, who responds from a philosophical point of view to the view of Jacques Monod (Chance and Necessity) that modern biology is incompatible with what he calls the 'anthropocentric illusion'. She shows that Monod's theory is not based wholly on
objective scientific knowledge.
30 R. Bultmann, Jesus Christ and Mythology, p. 69, will not accept as legitimate statements which speak of God's actions as cosmic events. Instead he considers only a personal confession that I understand myself as a creature which owes its existence to God as legitimate. But the sense of God's creativity cannot be reduced to a subjective experience, although an element of this is indispensable. The nt evidence shows that the early Christians did not hesitate to think of God's acts as cosmic events.
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as being unparalleled since the beginning of the world (Mt. 24:21); or, of the world of men. In the latter sense, such references as 'the kingdoms of the world' (Mt. 4:8) or the 'nations of the world' (Lk. 12:30) must be understood. It naturally conies to stand for a materialistic approach to life, as in the Luke 12:30 reference, where it is contrasted with the kingdom of God (Mt. 16:26). At the same time the whole world presents the challenge for the preaching of the gospel (Mt. 28:19; cf. Mk. 16:15). In the parable of the tares, the field is the world (Mt. 13:38). Disciples, moreover, are to be lights in the world (Mt. 5:14). The 'world', therefore, stands for a universal need and therefore a universal challenge.
There is a complete absence of the idea that the world is in itself evil. However, in the temptation of Jesus, Satan offers to give him 'all the kingdoms of the world' (Mt. 4:8), which supports the view that the world is under evil domination. But this is a different concept from the gnostic belief that matter itself is evil.31 Because the world is under Satan's influ​ence, it can become a source of temptation to sin (Mt. 18:7), but a woe is pronounced against it for this reason. At his temptation Jesus strongly resisted the tempter's offer.
The dominance of satanic influence over the world of men leads to a consideration of the spirit world. This is another sphere in which modern opinion often conflicts with the nt records, leading to the conclusion that the evangelists have used the categories of their own time to express phenomena which are now capable of being described in psychological terms. Undoubtedly there are cases related in the gospels which bear resemblance to certain modern psychiatric conditions, but this does not justify the wholesale excision of all cases of exorcism from the gospels. There is no support for the view that belief in the spirit world is outmoded, for it is an acute expression of the acknowledged clash between good and evil affecting human lives.32 If all trace of this conflict is removed from the gospels, it would result in a misunderstanding of the mission of Jesus. His work was conducted against the background of spiritual agencies.
In the birth narratives of both Matthew and Luke the activity of angels played an important part. Such activity is in line with ot evidence.33 In the intertestamental period interest in angels intensified and went hand in hand with the emphasis on the remoteness of God, which increased the need for
31 Cf. R. M. Wilson, The Gnostic Problem, p. 70.
32 R. Bultmann, TNT 1, pp. 172ff., traces the view that demonic world-rulers controlled the world to gnostic influences. But he gives inadequate weight to the fact that belief in spiritual forces was already current in Judaism. He tends to ascribe all traces of dualism to gnostic origins. Paul may certainly use concepts that were also used by gnostics, but this is no proof that he was indebted to them.
33 For a study of angels in the ot, cf. W. Grundmann, angelos, TDNT 1, pp. 76-80; H. Bietenhard, 'angel', NIDNTT 1, p. 101. On the intertestamental period, cf. Η. Β. Kuhn, 'The Angelology of the Non-Canonical Jewish Apocalypses', JBL 67 (1948), pp. 217-232.; Y. Yadin, The Scroll of the War of the Sons of Light against the Sons of Darkness (1962), pp. 229-242.
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adequate mediators. Yet in the remaining parts of the synoptic gospels the reference to angels is, by contrast, reserved.34 The angel participants in the birth narratives underline the view that the incarnation was a direct inter​vention of God into human life. The angelic messages were the messages of God to the active participants in the events. It was natural for the evangelists to express themselves in this way because the existence of good angelic agencies was everywhere accepted. But did Jesus himself believe in angels? According to Mark 12:25, Jesus answers a quibble of the Sadducees about marriage and the resurrection by pointing out that the angels in heaven neither marry nor are given in marriage. There is not only a clear statement here of a distinction between angels and men, but also an un​mistakable assertion that Jesus accepted their existence - unless, of course, the words are regarded as a reading back by the community. Yet the way in which Jesus turned the tables against the Sadducees is thoroughly char​acteristic of his method. Moreover, in Gethsemane Jesus claimed to be able, had he so willed, to command twelve legions of angels to come to his assistance (Mt. 26:53). But is this reference to be taken literally or in a symbolic way? There is room for difference of opinion here, but if it had been intended symbolically Jesus would surely have spoken of the power of God instead of angels (cf. Mt. 22:29ff. where 'the power of God' is spoken of in the same context as angels).
In some cases the angels are specifically mentioned to indicate the pres​ence of God, as in Luke 12:8 ('the Son of man also will acknowledge before the angels of God'; cf. Mt. 10:32) and Luke 15:10 ('joy before the angels of God'). In these cases the phrase 'before the angels' seems to mean 'before God'. The transference from one to the other would be most natural if angels were thought of as beings who are constantly in the presence of God.35 The most specific statement about the duties of angels is found in Matthew 18:10 where Jesus urges respect for little ones, 'for I tell you that in heaven their angels always behold the face of my Father who is in heaven'. Jesus is here commending the guardian care of God, but he does it in terms of angelic agencies. He certainly seems to imply that angels have a providential function, whether the little ones (mikroi) are understood figuratively or as children. It is difficult to believe that Jesus would have spoken in these terms had he considered that angels were non-existent.
34 K. Barth, Church Dogmatics III 3, maintained that angels were an indispensable aspect of Christian theology. Cf. W. A. Whitehouse's summary in SJT 4, 1951, pp. 376-382.
35 Strack-Billerbeck, 1, on Mt. 18:10, points out that it was not a rabbinic belief that angels see God. W. D. Davies, The Setting of the Sermon on the Mount (1964), p. 226, draws attention to other NT passages in which angels are connected with church activity. He interprets the 'little ones' as 'church members'. E. Schweizer, Matthew (Eng. trans. 1976, from NTD, 1973), ad loc., considers that the lack of parallels (except in later Jewish writings) to guardian angels makes Matthew's reference here doubly significant. He regards the angels here as cosmic powers through whom God rules the world, or intercessors with God on behalf of the weak.
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At the temptation of Jesus, the devil cites the οτ passage about God giving his angels charge over him (Ps. 91:11-12, cf. Mt. 4:6; Lk. 4:10). Jesus accepts the challenge implied in the temptation, by citing Deuteron​omy 6:16 in reply. After the temptation, according to both Matthew 4:11 and Mark 1:13, angels ministered to Jesus, but Luke omits this detail. In Gethsemane at the hour of his agony Jesus was assisted by an angel, according to one reading of Luke 22:43, which, however, might not be original. In view of the temptation narratives, it would not be out of keeping if Luke 22:43 were the original reading. If angelic beings exist, they may be expected to have had the keenest interest in the crises of the messianic mission. It is not surprising, also, to find an angel mentioned at the tomb (Mt. 28:2f.), although Mark's record mentions only a young man (Mk. 16:5). The report of the two on the Emmaus road mentions that the women had seen a vision of angels at the tomb (Lk. 24.23).
When Jesus was teaching about his future coming, he said he would come with angels (Mt. 16:27; 25:31; Mk. 8:38). This was a feature of current apocalyptic imagery, and Jesus' use of it puts his own imprimatur upon it. In two of the parables angels appear as the reapers in the final harvest (Mt. 13:39f. (the tares) and Mt. 13:49 (the drag-net)). Mark has the same idea, but in a different context (Mk. 13:27). When speaking of the future coming Jesus links the ignorance of the angels regarding the time with the ignorance of the Son (Mt. 24:36), which shows the high respect given to the angels. One other reference which is worth mentioning is the angels' function in carrying Lazarus to Abraham's bosom (Lk. 16:22). Admittedly this is in a parabolic form and cannot be depended on to supply historic information, but it does reflect current ideas, which Jesus appears to endorse.
It is against this strongly attested evidence for the existence of good spirits that we must consider the world of demons which we frequently meet in the synoptic gospels.36 We begin by noting that evil is personified in a
36 Bultmann demythologized the references to demons, but it has been recognized by many others that this removes an essential element for a right understanding of the gospel. Cf. A. Fridrichsen, 'The conflict of Jesus with the unclean spirits', Theology 22, 1931, p. 122; J. S. Stewart, On a neglected emphasis in nt theology', SJT 4, 1951, pp. 292-301; W. Manson, (Principalities and Powers: the Spiritual background of the work of Jesus in the Synoptic Gospels', Studiomm Novi Testament! Sodetcts, Bulletin 3 (1952), 15. E, Brunner, The Christian Doctrine of Creation and Redemption, p. 136, points out that in contrast to Zoroas-trianism the biblical view of the devil is that he is not equal to God, although his immense power is admitted. He is regarded as an already defeated foe. Cf W. Manson, op. cit., for a discussion of the importance of a study of these spiritual dimensions for a right understanding of the ministry of Jesus. For further studies in demonology, cf. E. Langton, Essentials of Demonology (1949); R. Bultmann, Jesus and the Word (Eng. trans. 1935), p. 56; idem, Jesus Christ and Mythology (Eng. trans. 1946), pp. 13ff.;G. Bornkamm, Jesus of Nazareth (Eng. trans. 1961), pp. 60, 63, 130f., 149; V. Taylor, Mark ^1966), 239ff; A. M. Hunter, Introducing Neu' Testament Theology (1957), pp. 28ff; H. Riesenfeld, The Gospel Tradition (Eng. trans. 1970), Pp. 84f.;J. Reumann, Jesus in the Church's Gospel (1968), pp. 199ff; E. Schweizer, Jesus (Eng. trans. 1971), pp. 43ff; R. Otto, The Kingdom of God and the Son ojMan (Eng. trans. 1938), pp. 101Γ; C. K. Barren, The Holy Spirit and the Gospel Tradition (1947), pp. 68, 92; L. E. Keck, A Future for the Historical Jesus (1972), pp. 126, 183.
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single person, Satan,37 in agreement with οτ belief.38 At the temptation of Jesus, the conflict is between this personification of evil, the devil, and Jesus himself. It is clear from both Matthew's and Luke's account that the function of tempting people with a view to persuading them to commit a moral offence is integral to the activities of the devil. He is by nature a tempter, as the Genesis account shows. But more than that he claims a dominating influence over the world, which Jesus does not dispute. Since the temptation occurs at the commencement of the ministry, it may be seen as symbolic of the spiritual conflict which surrounded Jesus throughout his mission. But did Luke intend us to understand it otherwise when he noted that the devil 'departed from him until an opportune time' (Lk. 4:13)? Does this, in fact, mean that in Luke's view the ministry was a period of satanic inactivity?39 In view of the fact that Luke records instances of the confrontation of Jesus with demons, he cannot have meant complete withdrawal. The messianic mission of Jesus is misrepresented by the devil as a major temptation and we cannot suppose that Jesus was exempt from this temptation to fulfil popular expectations at various points during the ministry. Moreover, it is significant that Luke, the physician, records that Satan had bound a woman for eighteen years (13:16).40 When confronted with Jesus the woman was at once delivered. There is a striking contrast between the crippling act of Satan and the releasing act of Jesus. Moreover it is Luke who comments that Satan entered into Judas before his consul​tation with the chief priests to betray Jesus (Lk. 22:3). Since neither Mat-
37 There are more references to Satan and demons in the NT than in the οτ. Satan is, in fact, referred to only three times in the οτ, i.e. in Zc. 3:1 andjob 1—2, where the word is used as a title ( = the Adversary} and in 1 Ch. 21:1 in a form without the article. For an account of Satan in Jewish apocalyptic literature, cf. E. Langton, op. cit., pp. 107-144. E.Jacob, Theology of the Old Testament (Eng. trans. 1958), pp. 70ff, is in agreement with the suggestion of A. Lods that the Satan idea developed from the lawsuit customs of the Israelites and the police methods of Persian kings. The origin of the name is less important than the conviction that a powerful accuser was acting against men before God. It is true that Satan is represented injb. 1:6 as enjoying special privileges at the court of God, but the over-all impression is that his function is to bring accusations. It is a short step from Accuser to Destroyer. As J. Kallas, The Signiβcanι:e of the Synoptic Miracles (1961), p. 50, remarks on the Job passages, 'Satan already, despite his role as servant of God and restrained by God's orders, seems on the brink of a metamorphosis towards evil'.
38 For a survey of demonology in the οτ, see the article of Τ. Η. Gaster, 'Demon', IDB 1, pp. 817-882. He maintains that daimonism represents an externalization of human experiences. He goes on to suggest that in the Bible there is an ambivalence of expression in which it is not always clear whether the objective or subjective interpretation is in mind (p. 818). For a more comprehensive study of the background to biblical demonology, cf. E. Langton, Good and Evil Spirits (1942).
39 H. Conzelmann, in his book The Theology of St Luke (Eng. trans. 1960), considered that a distinction should be drawn between the time of Jesus and the time of the Church in Luke's approach to history, since the former was a period free from the activity of Satan (cf. pp. 170ff.). But this view is challenged by E. Ellis, Luke (NCB, 1966), pp. 15f. Ellis maintains that Satan was active in the pre-resurrection period and that the ministry of Jesus continued in the post-resurrection period according to Acts.
w R. Leivestad, Christ the Conqueror (1954), pp. 42ff., suggests that two patterns regarding Satan occur in the nt, one connecting him directly with sin, and the other, through demons, connecting him indirectly with disease, with 'possession', and death. In the case of Lk. 13:16 there is a direct linking of Satanic influence with physical sickness. Acts 10:38, where oppression by the devil is mentioned, may possibly include physical sickness, although this is not specifically mentioned.
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thew nor Mark mention this (Mt. 26:14; Mk. 14:10), it is clearly Luke's own conviction that the details which brought about the arrest and cruci​fixion of Jesus were the design of the devil. On the other hand Matthew's parable of the weeds attributes the weeds (the direct counterpart of the good seed, Mt. 13:38) to the sons of the evil one. Not only is Satan represented as counterfeiting the good, but also as snatching away the good seed to prevent growth (Mk. 4:15; Mt. 13:19; Lk. 8:12). Since it is highly probable that in this parable Jesus is symbolically representing the various reactions to his own ministry, this is further evidence of Satan's consistent opposition to the messianic mission.
Perhaps the most vivid occasion when a confrontation between Jesus and Satan occurred was the occasion, noted by Matthew and Mark (Mt. 16:23; Mk. 8:33) when Jesus said to Peter, 'Get behind me, Satan.'41 This recog​nition of Satanic activity in one of the closest disciples shows how lonely the conflict was for Jesus. Of all people he alone could resist the devil. He was the only one who could tackle the 'strong man' (the devil) in his house (this age) (Mt. 12:29). It must also be noted that only the prayer of Jesus kept Peter from succumbing to Satan (Lk. 22:31). The synoptic gospels everywhere present Satan as a powerful personal agency of evil, in whom is concentrated intense opposition to the mission of Jesus. We shall discover later that this intense spiritual conflict appears in essentially similar form in all the major nt writings. It must be noted, however, that in the evidence so far considered there is no suggestion of the Greek type of dualism, for Satan is never absolute in his power. Whatever demands he makes, he can never exceed the boundaries set for him by God. There is, moreover, here as in the οτ, no attempt to discuss the origin of Satan or to suggest a reason for his existence. The nearest is the statement of Jesus on the return of the seventy - Ί saw Satan fall like lightning from heaven' (Lk. 10:18).42
Our attention must now be turned to demons generally. It follows logi​cally that if a supreme agent of evil exists, there will also be an army of lesser spirits. The synoptic gospels are so full of exorcisms of demon-possessed people that no true estimate of the ministry of Jesus can be given without taking full account of evil spirits.43 Jesus came into a world in
41 A. E. Osborne, 'Peter: Stumbling-block and Satan', NovT 15, 1973, pp. 187-90, interprets Mk. 8:33 in the light of rabbinic teaching on the yeser. The stumbling block is the evil yeser. Hence the contrast between the thoughts of men and the thoughts of God corresponds to the evil yeser and the good yeser.
42 For a summary of various interpretations of Lk. 10:18, cf. R. Leivestad, op. cit., pp. 48ff. He takes the words in a symbolic sense of the present certainty of Satan's defeat, although the final victory will not take effect until the judgment. If this interpretation is correct the statement tells us nothing about Satan's origin. R. Otto, op. cit., p. 103, also takes it in a present sense of Satan's kingdom crumbling before the eyes of Jesus. On the other hand E. Langton, Essentials of Demonology, p. 170, is similar to Leivestad in assuming a future fact as if it were an accomplished fact in the present.
43 In an interesting study of Mark's exorcism accounts, H. C. Kee, 'The terminology of Mark's exorcism stories', \TS 14, 1968, pp. 232-246, notes that the word which he uses (epitimao) does not occur in the Great Magical Papyrus of Paris (cf. A. Deissmann, Light from the Ancient East (Eng. trans. 1927), pp.
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which the adverse activities of evil spirits was everywhere acknowledged. All the cases of demon possession in the synoptic gospels are seen as specific instances of satanic activity. On occasions the spirits are described as 'unclean' (Mk. 1:23), or as 'evil' (Mt. 12:45).44 At other times they are described by the effects they produce as, for instance, a 'dumb spirit' (Mk. 9:17) or a 'blind and dumb' demoniac (Mt. 12:22). The physical effects of the possession of the Gerasene demoniac (Mk. 5:lff.) are vividly noted, particularly the uncontrollable violence. The daughter of the Syro-Phoen-ician woman is said to have been severely possessed (Mt. 15:22). It is further to be noted that Matthew records a saying of Jesus that it is by the Spirit that demons are cast out (Mt. 12:28).45
These instances, in all of which the removal of the demon also removed the physical features associated with the possession, might be identified with known medical or psychiatric conditions. Because of this it has been thought possible to explain away the accounts of demon possession by regarding it as a first-century mode of expression which has now become out-dated.46 It is not surprising that demon possession has been a subject for demythologization. But the question arises whether the mere substi​tution of medical terminology is a sufficient explanation of the many instances of demon possession in the synoptic gospels.47 These cases are not simply presented as illnesses. Indeed there is a clear distinction in the gospels between illness and possession (cf. Mk. 1:32,34; Lk. 13:32; cf. Acts 8:7). Moreover, healing of demon possession was almost always by a word of command, with the patient passive, in contrast to the healing of illnesses. There is a close tie-up between the spiritual conflict of Jesus and his com​manding power over the demon world. A reinterpretation of the gospel exorcisms in psychiatric terms cannot satisfactorily explain the important place that this conflict had in the messianic mission of Jesus. It does not,
254ff.), nor in the leaden tablet from Hadrumetum (cf. A. Deissmann, Bible Studies (1901), pp. 273-293).
He therefore distinguishes between Mark's use of exorcism stories (not intended to glorify the exorcist)
and Hellenistic accounts (which glorified the heroes as wonder-workers). Kee thinks that only in the later
stage in the development of the tradition did the question, 'who is this?' arise.
.
44 T. Ling, The Significance of Satan (1961), pp. 14ff, maintains that Mark emphasizes that the demonic is essentially unclean.
43 Some exegetes see demonic activity in the narrative where no mention of demons is made, as for instance F. W. Danker, 'The Demonic Secret in Mark: A Re-examination of the Cry of Dereliction (15:34)', ZNWdl, 1970, pp. 48-69. He sees the cry as a demonic attempt to discredit Jesus, but suggests that the subsequent and final cry expelled the demon. According to this theory, the resurrection shows that Jesus was not left to the demonic forces. J. Kallas, The Significance of the Synoptic Miracles, pp. 95ff., brings in the withering of the fig tree and suggests apocalyptists attributed soil sterility to the works of the devil.
46 E. Brunner, The Christian Doctrine of Creation and Redemption, p. 135, in commenting on the 'powers of darkness' rejects the view that to believe in the agencies would be to revert to the darkness of the Middle Ages, on the grounds that modern acts of diabolical wickedness have made people more disposed to believe in agencies of evil.
47 S. V. McCasland, By the Finger of Cod (1951), interprets demon possession in terms of mental sickness (as noted by G. E. Ladd, ΓΝΤ, p. 53).
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for instance, avoid the conclusion that Jesus himself accepted demon pos​session as a fact, and must, therefore, have either been mistaken or adapted himself to the level of understanding of his contemporaries.48 Yet neither of these alternatives is wholly satisfactory. The 'mistaken' view clearly impinges on our understanding of the person of Christ, and raises more acute problems than it solves. The 'adaptation' view assumes that Jesus used contemporary concepts as symbols and that the symbols may be reinterpreted without loss to the authority of Jesus. Although this view raises fewer objections than the first, it is nevertheless no more acceptable as an adequate understanding of the mission of Jesus, for the gospel records give no indication that the demons were anything other than real.49 More​over, if the temptation of Jesus resulted from a real conflict between himself and the chief agency of evil, it would have been strange if he had had no confrontations with demons.50
Modern rejection of the synoptic exorcisms is not based on a study of the text but rather on a priori considerations. Medical science classifies in accordance with well defined scientific principles, which make no allowance for spiritual forces as explanation of physical phenomena. Belief in demons and their harmful effect on human life is ipso facto excluded. But this in itself is no conclusive proof that demons do not exist. The nt theologian cannot easily dismiss the significance of the accounts of exorcism. He is confronted with the inescapable fact that the gospels portray the demons meeting with defeat when confronted with the personality of Jesus. He is bound to face the question whether any theory of man which fails to take account of adverse spiritual forces outside of man himself is closer to the truth than the view set out in the nt. It is no less credible to maintain such agencies than to deny them. At all events, they are indisputably attested in the synoptic gospels.
One important feature of the confrontation between Jesus and demonic forces is the spontaneous way in which evil spirits at once recognize the dignity and power of Jesus. Mark, in recording the casting out of demons by Jesus, comments that he would not permit the demons to speak 'because they knew him' (Mk. 1:34). In an early case of demon confrontation
48 G. B. Stevens, TNT (21918), considered that Jesus spoke in terms which were current in his age, but he did not concede that this limits the authority of his teaching (pp. 90f.). E. Langton, Essentials of Demonology, pp. 173ff., maintains that there is no doubt that Jesus accepted the beliefs of his age in the existence of demons and Satan and that theories of accomodation cannot fully explain the evidence.
J. Kallas, op. cit, p. 67, says that Jesus did not merely accommodate himself to contemporary thought, but deepened the concepts of his day concerning demons. He showed the fallacy of the Jewish belief that one demon could cast out a weaker demon, as if the whole world was in a chaotic state.
M R. Otto, The Kingdom of God and the Son of Man (Eng. trans. 1938), p. 106, considered that exorcism of demons was the centre of Jesus' message, although he interpreted the exorcisms as psychological phenomena. Kallas, op. cit., p. 87, claims that such a view denies all external power to the demon world. It reduces Jesus 'to a rather befuddled do-gooder who spent all his time chasing harmless spectres who existed only in the imagination of the self-styled afflicted!'
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recorded by Luke, the unclean spirit says, '. . .Have you come to destroy us? I know who you are, the Holy One of God' (Lk. 4:34), and is at once rebuked. A similar assertion was made by the Gcrascne demoniac (Mk. 5:7), where the demon further expresses fear of torment, as if the very presence of Jesus constitutes torment for the demon world. Another feature of this incident is the request of the demons (Legion) to be sent into the herd of swine (Mk. 5:12). Whatever the explanation of this might be, there seems to be a suggestion that demons prefer some kind of embodiment. It would, however, be precarious to deduce too much from this regarding the manner of existence within the demon world. The gospels are not treatises on mental illnesses or on demonology, but accounts of what actually happened when Jesus ministered to people's needs. The important aim was not to demonstrate that Jesus had the power of exorcism, but to show unmistakeably that perfect goodness could not fail to arouse the activity of opposing evil forces, which had no alternative but to yield in face of superior power. This is more far-reaching than mere exorcism, for others could exorcize. The Jews practised exorcism51 (cf. Mi. 12:27; Acts 19:13). Among other people it was often connected with magical incanta​tions (cf. Acts 19:19). But what distinguished the exorcisms of Jesus was the sheer authority and total success with which he performed them. At the same time he accepted what others performed in his name (cf. Mk. 9:38ff.). The whole range of exorcisms appear to be an essential feature of the messianic mission.32 When the twelve were commissioned they were given authority over demons (Lk. 9:1), and when the seventy returned from their preaching mission, they were overjoyed because the demons were subject to them (Lk. 10:17).53 The name of Jesus was as powerful as his presence.
The Johannine literature
The concept of the world (kosmos) in John's gospel plays a more important
51 Cf. Josephus, Antiquities VIII 2.5; G. Vermes, Jesus the Jew (1973), pp. 63ff.
52 J. Kallas claims that the demonological motif is the key to the understanding of the mission of Jesus. His conclusion is that anyone who does not take this motif seriously, not only obscures the miracles, but
which in his view is wholly future. Cf. also O. Betz, 'Jesus Heiliger Krieg', NTS 2, 1958, pp. 116-137: J. Weiss, Jesus' proclamation of the Kingdom of God (1892, Eng. trans. 1971), pp. 74-81.
53 It is important to recognize that Christian exorcism was a powerful method for early Christian mission. As A. Harnack, The Expansion of Christianity 1 (Eng. trans. 1904), p. 161, points out: 'The whole world and the circumambient atmosphere were filled with devils; not merely idolatry, but every phase and form of life was ruled by them.' In such a milieu, the power to exorcize demons joined with a proclamation of liberty through Christ paved the way for the spread of the gospel.
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part in the presentation of Jesus than in the synoptic gospels. It is compli​cated by the fact that John uses the word with a variety of meanings.54 In some cases the word means the created order (as Jn. 17:5; 1:10; cf. l:3ff.). But generally something more than the creation itself is intended, for the word comes to stand for the whole order of existence into which men are born (6:14). Jesus speaks of his own incarnation in terms of coming into the world (Jn. 9:39; 18:37). In the latter reference it is paralleled with being born. Martha, in John 11:27, speaks of the Christ, the Son of God, as 'he who is coming into the world.' Clearly in these cases the 'world' is a synonym for the present world of men. Hence Jesus can refer to his human life as being 'in the world' (Jn. 9:5), and his death as departing out of the world (13:1). When this happens the world will see him no more (Jn. 14:19). Departing from the world is, moreover, linked with going to the Father (Jn. 16:28). We note, therefore, that in the statements just quoted there are two important factors which can be observed. The first is that the world was created by God and is still regarded as being his. The second is that Jesus in his incarnation came into this created order.55 So far we have not considered any instances in which 'world' stands for something evil. Before doing this, however, we need to note the personal use of the term.
When God is said to love the world it clearly means the world of men, who are capable of believing in him (Jn. 3:16). The Pharisees complained that the 'world' had gone after Jesus (Jn. 12:19). Jesus himself tells the high priest that he has spoken openly to the world (Jn. 18:20). His brothers urge him to show himself to the world (Jn. 7:4). Obviously in these last three instances John does not intend us to understand everyone in the world. The word is almost a synonym for people in a generic sense. Presumably we are to understand, however, that in this sense 'world' stands for a considerable number of people. In the case of John 3:16 it may not be thought unreasonable to suppose that God's love embraces everyone in the world, although this raises some problems over the statement in John 3:17 that God sent his Son 'that the world might be saved through him', since immediately afterwards salvation is restricted to those who believe. This implies that caution should be used before assuming that the 'world' means
A. E. Brooke, The Johannine Epistles (ICC. 1912), p. 47, regards the basic meaning of kosmos injohn to be 'the whole system considered in itself apart from its Maker, though in many cases the context shows that its meaning is narrowed down to humanity'. For a study on the Johannine kosmos, cf. R. Bultmann, TNT, 2, pp. 50ff.
" It is clear that the words in Jn. 1:9, which speaks of the true light 'coming into the world' (eis ton kosmon), are intended to imply more than that Jesus came among men. There is some rabbinic support for the expression referring to men in general (cf. Strack-Billerback, 2. p. 358; H. Sasse, kosmos, TDNT 3, pp. 889f). But in the context of John's prologue it must refer rather to the sphere of operation for the mission of Jesus, i.e. the theatre for the drama of redemption; cf. F. M. Braun, Jean le Theologien: Le mystere de Jesus-Christ (1966), pp. 26ff.
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everyone. The general title 'Saviour of the world'56 is used of Jesus in John 4:42 and since this is recorded of Samaritans it may well be intended to indicate the universal scope of the salvation brought by Jesus, i.e. in the sense of extending to all nationalities in the world. The mission of Jesus is also related to the world in John 1:29 and 6:33.
More distinctive of John's gospel is the use of kosmos of the sinful world which is in conflict with God.57 The reader of the gospel is prepared for this in the prologue where the statement about the Word being in the world is followed by the emphatic assertion that 'the world knew him not' (Jn. 1:10). Also in the prologue is the antithesis between light and dark​ness,58 which links with the later statement of Jesus claiming to be the light of the world (Jn. 8:12; 9:5; cf. 12:46). Apart from him the kosmos is in a state of spiritual darkness. Indeed the kosmos is antagonistic to Jesus (Jn. 7:7). He came into an alien setting (cf. Jn. 8:23). It is an alien setting, not because it is intrinsically evil, but because it is dominated by the powers of evil.59 Jesus sees his hour as the hour when the ruler of this world would be cast out (Jn. 12:31). The passion is a confrontation of Jesus with this ruler (Jn. 14:30), as a result of which this personification of evil is judged (Jn. 16:11). In this sense, therefore, the world stands for a system directly opposed to God,60 which nevertheless has met its match in Christ (Jn. 16:33).
In view of the antithesis between Christ and the world dominated by Satan, it is not surprising that the disciples are also set in contrast with the world. In his prayer in John 17 Jesus declares that the disciples are not of the world even as he is not of the world (Jn. 17:14, 16). This section is particularly rich in references to the kosmos in this sense. The disciples are
56 It is maintained by W. Bauer, Dasjohannesevangelium (LHB, 21925)r p. 71, that the title 'saviour of the world' is taken over from emperor worship. Whereas there is evidence for its use elsewhere, it nevertheless fits into John's world view and there is no reason to suppose that it does not represent genuine tradition.
57 For a detailed list of the use of kosmos in John, cf. Ν. Η. Cassem, Ά Grammatical and Contextual Inventory of the use of kosmos in the Johannine Corpus with some implications for a Johannine Cosmic Theology', NTS 19, 1972, pp. 81-91. He sees a different emphasis injn. 1-12 from Jn. 13-21.
58 Bultmann, TNT 2, p. 17, sees these antitheses as derived from gnostic dualism, but John's type of dualism is different in that he never suggests that light and darkness and the other antitheses exist with equal rights. Bultmann does not take sufficient account of the Jewish background of Johannine ideas. W. G. Kummel, TNT, p. 289, also attributes the Johannine understanding of the world to gnostic influence and suggests that John thought of salvation as liberation from the world of matter. Yet he acknowledges that John's use of the concept 'world' is thoroughly anti-gnostic.
59 According to Bultmann, TNT 2, p. 16, for John kosmos is in essence existence in bondage. Although Bultmann thinks it is very doubtful whether for John the devil is a reality even in the mythical sense, he agrees that he represents 'the power to whose domination the world has surrendered itself: the power of darkness and falsehood, the power of sin and death' (p. 17).
6(1 When Kummel, Man in the New Testament (Eng. trans. 1963), p. 75, claims that John's spatial mderstanding of kosmos is derived from gnosticism, he goes beyond the evidence. He cites W. Bauer, Das Ohannesevangelium (31933), pp. 19£, and H. Jonas, Gnosis and Spatantiker Cast 1 (1934), pp. 146ff, in
lesevangelmm (-ly-SJ), pp. lyt., and H. Jonas, L,«t>su una zpaianuKer ijcih ι \,L?3t), pp. itoii., in support, but parallels do not establish derivation, especially where a fundamentally different theological milieu is in mind (cf. the similar comment in n. 32 in this chapter).
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deliberately distinguished from the world (17:9). Nevertheless Jesus does not pray for them to be taken out of the world (17:15).61 On the contrary they are to be sent into the world precisely as he had been (17:18). The apostolic mission was in fact designed to bring faith and knowledge to the world (17:21, 23).
Although a dualism comes more sharply into focus in John's gospel than in the synoptic gospels, it is not an unbreakable dualism.62 In spite of the antagonism and hatred, the kosmos is not sovereign. The same ideas occur in 1 John. Christians are warned not to love the world (1 Jn. 2:15), which is equated with 'the lust of the flesh and the lust of the eyes and the pride of life' (1 Jn. 2:16).63 It is passing (1 Jn. 2:17); it does not know God (1 Jn. 3:1); it hates Christians (1 Jn. 3:13); it receives false prophets (1 Jn. 4:1); it harbours the spirit of antichrist (1 Jn. 4:3); it listens to its own people (1 Jn. 4:5); it is in the power of the evil one (1 Jn. 5:19).64 There is therefore in 1 John a strong parallel between the 'world' and the 'devil'. Yet there is a careful distinction between them. Christians know that Jesus is the Saviour of the world (1 Jn. 4:14), and therefore faith in him can overcome the world (1 Jn. 5:4,5).
The Johannine literature is entirely in line with the synoptic gospels in portraying the activity of Satan. His existence is assumed. Moreover, his power over the world is focused in the expression 'the ruler of this world' (Jn. 12:31; 14:30; 16:11), which attributes to him a position of considerable status.65 He is in fact the arch-enemy of God. He is also called 'the father of lies' and a 'murderer' (Jn. 8:44). He is therefore the antithesis of truth and life. When Jesus charged his Jewish opponents with being children of the devil (Jn. 8:44),66 he was putting the position strongly. Some think this was too anti-Jewish to be genuine, but Jesus is commenting on their attitude to the truths he had just declared.67 Their opposition reflected an alignment
61 The distinction which comes out clearly in Jn 17:15 between being 'in the world' and yet not Of the world', shows conclusively that Jesus did not consider that being in the world was evil, as the later gnostics did. Cf. Kummel, TNT, pp. 289f.
62 It is essentially an ethical and not an absolute dualism. Cf. Ε. Κ. Lee, The Religious Thought of St John (1950), pp. 109f. For comments on an aspect of dualism in some Qumran literature, cf. H. Hiibner, 'Anthropologischer Dualismus in den Hodayoth', NTS 18, 1972, pp. 268-284.
This at once suggests that Christians are intended to show detachment towards the world (cf. W. N. Pittenger, The Christian Understanding of Human Nature (1964), pp. 162ff.).
64 There is in this context of 1 Jn. 5:19 a contrast between believers being 'from' (ek) God and the world lying 'in' (en) the evil one. T. Ling, The Significance of Satan, p. 34, points out that although in John's prologue all things are said to be from (ek) God, yet in its present fallen condition the world is in the evil one. 'The devil is the world's personality in a qualified and temporal sense'. Cf. B. F. Westcott, The Epistles of St John (31892), ad loc., on the contrast implied in the ek and en in 1 Jn. 5:19.
6s It is worth noting that a similar title to 'the ruler of this world' is found in some of the apocalyptic writings (Martyrdom of Isaiah and 3 Enoch).
* R. M. Grant, An Introduction to New Testament Thought (1960), p. 94, expresses himself strongly on this matter. He treats John's gospel as a dramatization of the meaning Christ had come to have for the church, which reflects bitter feelings between church and synagogue.
67 As L. Morris, John (NICNT, 1971), pp. 463f, says, 'Satan has no interest in them or in the truth. His
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with the aims of the devil.68 If Jesus could rebuke the Satan in Peter (Mt.
16:23),  he could certainly use similar language of the Jews who were
opposing him. There is no reason to suppose that these words were not
original.69
Whereas Luke notes that Satan entered into Judas Iscariot at the time that the chief priests were plotting against Jesus (Lk. 22:3), John uses the same expression of the prompting of Judas to withdraw from the passover meal in order to betray Jesus (Jn. 13:27). Both are agreed that an action like the betrayal could be explained only on the assumption of satanic intervention. Judas seems almost to be a mere tool in his hands. There is a marked connection between the antagonism of the personification of evil and the antagonism of the kosmos. Satan has made himself king of his domain as a parallel to the kingdom of God. This may be called a dynamic dualism.70
It is only at the tomb of Jesus that angels appear in John's gospel (Jn. 20:12). In this feature John's account is in line with the synoptic accounts. Belief in angels and their possible intervention in human affairs is assumed in the reaction of some of the populace to Jesus. Their interpretation of thunder was that an angel had spoken (Jn. 12:29). But interest in angels was not strong in John's mind.
When we consider the approach in John's gospel to demons, we are immediately struck by the absence of any cases of exorcism.71 In view of the many instances in the synoptics this raises questions. Did John dismiss the idea? This may be rejected on the grounds that belief in Satan was accepted, as demonstrated above. What then is the explanation? Since John is sparse in his narrating of healing miracles, his selective procedure caused him to exclude altogether many aspects of Jesus' ministry which did not immediately fit into his purpose. Moreover, he includes the occasion when Jesus was charged by some of the Jews with being demon-possessed (Jn. 10:19ff.). It is possible that John did not include exorcisms in his account of the ministry because he did not regard these as 'signs'. Such exorcisms were common in Judaism. Victory over the forces of darkness is neverthe​less demonstrated in a more theological way (the ruler of this world has no power over Jesus, Jn. 14:30) than in the synoptic gospels. But John no less
habitat is falsehood'. Satan in John's gospel stands over against the Spirit of Truth.
68 Cf. W. F. Howard, Christianity According to St John (1946), p. 89, 'Their attitude to him in resisting the truth which he revealed to them from the Father, and in resolving to put him to death, was quite consistent with the character of their father, the Devil.'
69 Some scholars treat the references to Satan in John's gospel as symbolic (cf. J. H. Charlesworth in John and Qumran, pp. 92ff.).
70 On the subject of Johannine dualism, see the excellent summary in G. E. Ladd's TNT, pp. 223-236. Cf. alsoj. H. Charlesworth, op. at., pp. 89ff., who includes a comparison with Qumran dualism.
71 According to Fridhchsen, Theology 22, 1931, p. 127n., all demonism is condensed in the fourth gospel in the 'darkness' and the 'world'. T. Ling, op. at., pp. 28ff, in discussing the Johannine literature, considers that John's emphasis falls 'upon the total corpus of evil, rather than upon its local or temporary manifestation' (p. 36).
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than the synoptics has no doubt about the reality of the unseen world of evil spirits.
Acts
It is not surprising to find precisely the same assumptions in Acts as in the synoptic gospels regarding the created world. When the Christians prayed to God, they addressed him as Creator (Acts 4:24). When Paul and Barnabas were hailed as gods, they not only claimed to be men like their hearers, but contrasted the practice of worshipping false gods with the worship of the living God 'who made the heaven and the earth and the sea and all that is in them' (Acts 14:15). This strongly brings out the distinction between Christian and pagan cosmology. Moreover in the same context the Creator's control over providence in providing food and 'gladness' is stressed (Acts 14:17). His further control of history is seen in his permitting the nations to pursue their own will. It is taken for granted, even in speeches addressed to pagan audiences, that God's absolute control of his universe would not be challenged.
An even clearer example of the same basic assumption is found in Paul's Aeropagus address (Acts 17:24ff.).72 He identifies the Athenians' 'Unknown God' as Creator and names him 'Lord of heaven and earth'. Everything is attributed to him. He is the source of man's life and breath.73 Paul even appeals to some words of Epimenides in support, which shows he did not expect the Athenians to be ignorant of God's presence in the world (Acts 17:28).74 Again the divine control of history is especially brought out in the words 'he made from one every nation of men to live on all the face of the earth, having determined allotted periods and the boundaries of their habitation' (Acts 17:26) (see further the section below on man, pp. 162f.).
'~ For a discussion of the world view in the Areopagus speech, cf. Ν. Β. Stonehouse, 'The Areopagus Address', in Paul before the Areopagus and other Studies (1957), pp. 1-40; B. Gartner, The Areopagus Speech and Natural Revelation (Eng. trans. 1955); M. Dibelius, Studies in the Acts of the Apostles (Eng. trans. 1956), pp. 26-77; W. Eltester, 'Gott und die Natur in der Areopagrede', Neutestamentliche Studien far Rudolf Buhmann (ed. W. Eltester, 21957), pp. 202ff.
N. B. Stonehouse, op. cit., p. 26, points out that Paul is here reflecting οτ language, although he does not appeal to the text. The view of the created world which he here presents is thoroughly biblical and cannot be attributed to Hellenistic motifs. M. Dibelius, op. fir., sees more contact with Hellenistic thought, but not with οτ thought. For a thorough study of the speech, cf. B. Gartner, op. cit. W. Eltester, in his article 'Schopfungsoffenbarung und naturliche Theologie im friihen Christentum', NTS 3, 1956-7, p. 101, agrees with Dibelius in seeing in this speech alliance with Natural Theology and not οτ thought. But this view is criticized by Gartner (op. at., pp. 167ff).
H. P. Owen, 'The Scope of Natural Revelation in Rm. i and Acts xvii', NTS 5, 1958-59, pp. 133-143, considers that the gist of what Paul is saying in this address is that Gentiles who are ignorant of God as Creator of the world may now be introduced to him. It is in this sense that he has been the unknown God.
"* It should be noted that the idea of creation was absent among the Greeks (cf. E. L. Mascall, Existence and Analogy (1949), pp. 1-17). The Athenians would not have been familiar with the form in which Paul spoke of the created world. Current ideas, especially in Stoicism, were dominated by an immanent idea of God. Cf. the comments of H. P. Owen, op. cit., p. 139, n. 1.
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It is worth noting that Acts 17:24 is the only place in Acts where the word
kosmos is used.
The activity of angels is seen in several Acts events. An angel of the Lord is the agent who released the apostles from prison (Acts 5:19). The same expression is used in Acts 8:26 in describing the one who gave instructions to Philip, and in Acts 10:3ff. (cf. also 10:22; 11:13) the one appearing in a vision to give instructions to Cornelius. An angel of the Lord figures in the release of Peter in Acts 12:7-11, and in the judgment on Herod in Acts 12:23. Stephen alludes to the Exodus narrative in which the appearance and voice at the burning bush are attributed to an angel (Acts 7:30,35,38)75 and also mentions that the law came by angels (Acts 7:53). A curious remark of the disciples to Rhoda, while Peter was locked out, i.e. 'It is his angel' (Acts 12:15), seems to suggest some idea of a guardian angel who could assume the bodily form of the person he represents.76 In this case it is reminiscent of the reference in Matthew 18:10. During the storm at sea Paul claims to have received a message from an angel (Acts 27:23). In spite of this strong evidence for widespread belief in angelic activity in the early church, there was one group of their contemporaries who did not believe in angels, i.e. Sadducees (Acts 23:8), whose opinion was combated by Pharisees (23:9).
As in the synoptic gospels the existence of an adverse spirit-world is accepted without question. Satan is mentioned twice (Acts 5:3; 26:18) and the devil once (13:10). Ananias is seen as a man whose heart Satan had filled, with the result that he lied against the Holy Spirit (Acts 5:lff.). There is no question here of Ananias being absolved from moral respon​sibility because he was indwelt by Satan. This kind of Satan possession77 must be distinguished from the demon possession in the synoptic gospels where there is no suggestion of any special wickedness on the part of the person possessed. In his address before Agrippa, Paul describes how he was called to turn people from 'the power of Satan to God' (Acts 26:18). This description reflects an important factor in the conception of the mis​sion of the early church. Those outside the church were regarded as being in the grip of Satanic power, an idea which is echoed in the Pauline epistles. Both Luke and Paul clearly see Satan as possessing power, although the power is limited. The clash between good and evil power is especially seen in the exorcisms.
There are several cases of demon possession reported in Acts, although
75 The angel in this case clearly refers to the special representative known as the Angel of the Lord. In the Exodus passage to which Stephen alludes, the one who speaks is described not only as the Angel of the Lord, but also as God and as Lord. Cf. f. F. Bruce, The Acts of the Apostles (21952), p. 170.
76 Cf.]. H. Moulton, JTS 3, 1902, pp. 516f.
77 E. Langton, Essentials of Demonology, p. 182, well brings out this distinction when he says that 'in those cases in which Satan is said to enter into a man, the possession is not supposed to be forcibly effected, and the man is held to be blameworthy for allowing Satan to enter into his life'.
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far less than in the synoptic gospels. Nevertheless, people continued to be liberated as they had been in the ministry of Jesus. The exorcisms were performed by the apostles (Acts 5:16), by Philip (8:7) and by Paul (16:16ff. and 19:12ff). They were carried out in widely distributed places (Jerusalem, Samaria, Philippi, Ephesus), and may be regarded as samples of the general confrontation with evil which the apostles encountered on both Jewish and Gentile missions.
Paul
In view of his strong indebtedness to the οτ it is not surprising that the apostle shared the Hebrew view of the world. In some cases kosmos means the earth as in Romans 1:20 where the creation of the world is mentioned. Paul's view of creation is that God is himself the Creator (Rom. 1:25; Eph. 3:9). But he goes further and links Christ as also an agent in creation (Col. l:15ff). In this Paul's idea is parallel with the view found in John l:3ff. and Hebrews 1:3. In fact he sees creation as made not only by Christ but also for him.78 Paul sees the physical world from a Christocentric, not an anthropocentric point of view. Since kosmos is used in this physical sense, it is often applied to the sphere of human life, as for instance in 1 Timothy 6:7 ('we brought nothing into the world'). Paul can also refer to the different languages in the world (1 Cor. 14:10), i.e. in the sense of the world of men. This use of kosmos for the world of men is characteristic of the nt. It is this sense which is most in mind when Paul speaks of Christ coming into the world to save sinners (1 Tim. 1:15), or when he speaks of the behaviour of himself and his companions 'in the world' (2 Cor. 1:12). Similarly he can speak of sin coming into the world (Rom. 5:12).
In some occurrences kosmos is distinguished from men (as in 1 Cor. 4:9) in which case it seems to refer to the physical environment. At the same time, it is difficult to see how Paul and his companions could be a spectacle to the non-human world,79 and it is perhaps better to regard the conjunc​tions as explanatory, with the meaning 'the world, even angels and men'. Abraham and his descendants were promised that they should inherit the world (Rom. 4:13) and again the physical sense seems dominant here.
As in other nt writings, kosmos in Paul's letters more often has a moral
78 There is clearly some similarity between Paul's view that Christ was that agent of creation and the Hellenistic Jewish idea that wisdom had a share in creation (cf. R. P. Martin, Colossians and Philemon (NCB, 1974), pp. 57f). Philo even calls God's partner in creation 'the first-born son' (Con/ Ling 146; Agric. 51; Sam. i.215). But Paul's view that creation was made 'for him', so that the whole creation centres around Christ, is unique. The force of eis auton (for him) in Col. 1:16 is that Christ is seen as the goal of creation; cf. E. Lohse, Colossians and Philemon (Eng. trans. Hermeneia, 1971, from KEK, 1968), pp. 51f.
79 The Stoic could think of himself as a 'spectacle' to the gods (cf. Seneca, De Providentia ii.9). Cf. H. Conzelmann, / Corinthians (Eng. trans. Hermeneia, 1975, from KEK 1975), p. 88 n. 36. Yet as C. K. Barrett points out there is a profound difference between the Stoic and Paul (1 Corinthians (BC, 21971), 110). The former was proud of being a spectacle, but for Paul the word is used in a derogatory sense - he glories in his humiliation.
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connotation, referring to the world at variance with God.80 The whole world is accountable before God (Rom. 3:19). It has fallen under the judgment of God (Rom. 3:6; 1 Cor. 6:2; 11:32).81 Hence the wisdom of the world is contrasted with the wisdom of God (1 Cor. 1:20; 3:19) and the spirit of the world stands over against the Spirit of God (1 Cor. 2:12). The world on its own is without hope and without God (Eph. 2:12).82
Yet Paul did not support the view that the world of matter was in itself evil. He sees Christians as lights among a perverse generation which dwells in the world (Phil. 2:15). He admits however that an alien force operates in the world - 'the course of this world' is equated to 'following the prince of the power of the air' (Eph. 2:2). Nevertheless, there is hope because Christ has reconciled the world (2 Cor. 5:19). This leads for the Christian to a totally new way of living in the world, i.e. living in it although not belonging to it (Col. 2:20). Indeed, instead of belonging to it, the Christian is thought of as possessing the world (1 Cor. 3:21-22).83 The Christian must never forget, however, that the form of this world is passing (1 Cor. 7:31).
In the Pauline epistles, there are far fewer allusions to angels than in the gospels, but there are sufficient to show that they held a significant place in Paul's idea of the unseen world. A belief in their existence is undoubted. When Paul speaks of being a spectacle, he links angels with men as the audience (1 Cor. 4:9). He can refer to the tongues of angels in a way that suggests the quintessence of eloquence (1 Cor. 13:1). He rejects any other gospel but the apostolic gospel, even if it were proclaimed by 'an angel from heaven' (Gal. 1:8). When writing to the Colossians, he specifically forbids the worshipping of angels, which some had been urging on the group (Col. 2:18). In what appears to be part of a Christian hymn in 1 Timothy 3:16, Christ is said to have been 'seen by angels'; in this case angel attestation seems to be cited in support of the resurrection of Jesus.84
80 There are several instances in which Paul uses kosmos in connection with 'this age' (aion houtos], e.g. 1 Cor. 3:19. 5:10; 7:31). This usage clearly merges into that which sees this age as alienated from God. Cf. H. Sasse, kosmos, TDNT 3, p. 885.
81 The particular contribution which Paul makes towards the understanding of the kosmos is that he brings out most clearly that kosmos is the sphere of salvation history, which is not, in fact, confined to the world of men, but embraces the whole universe (Rom. 8:22, Col. 1:16). As Sasse, op. tit., p. 893, says, 'The kosmos is the sum of the divine creation which has been shattered by the fall, which stands under the judgment of God, and in which Jesus Christ appears as the Redeemer'.
82 In his article Oikoumene and kosmos in the New Testament', NTS 10, 1963-4, pp. 352-360, G. Johnston maintains that the nt view of the world has very definite limitations, and requires a reinterpre-tation. He does not, however, seem to give enough weight to the adverse spiritual influences which are unquestionably at work in our secularized society. He disposes too easily with what he calls mythological explanations.
83 This conception of being in but not of the world is wholly in line with thejohannine view. Cf. above, n. 60.
84 There is difference of opinion over the interpretation of the phrase 'seen of angels'. It has been suggested that 'angels' should bear its primary meaning of 'messengers' and relate to the witnesses of
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When Paul speaks of the way he was initially received by the Galatians, he suggests that they could not have been more hospitable to an angel of God (Gal. 4:14). Moreover, when he wishes to deliver a solemn charge to Timothy he does so in 'the presence of God and of Christ Jesus and of the elect angels' (1 Tim. 5:21).85 These statements are sufficient to show that Paul accepted without question the existence of an angel hierarchy which consisted of beings who were exalted and good.
There are a few particular statements which need special comments. One is Galatians 3:19 where Paul speaks of the law as having been Ordained by angels through an intermediary.' Here he is reflecting a Jewish belief. The only ot basis for the idea of angels being concerned with the giving of the Law is in Deuteronomy 33:2 (lxx). The meaning in Galatians 3:19 is that the law came through secondary agencies as contrasted with the 'promise' which came direct from God.86 Whatever the reason for the mention of the angels here (cf. also Acts 7:53 and Heb. 2:2), their participation is clearly intended to add authority and dignity to the occasion, although direct revelation is seen to be superior. 7
The part of angels in the parousia is clearly brought out in 2 Thessalon-ians 1:7 where the coming judgment is accompanied by 'flaming fire'. This gives some insight into the function of angels as carrying out the commands of a holy God. This status is the exact antithesis of the fate awaiting the devil and his angels as predicted in Matthew 25:41. In 1 Corinthians 6:3 Paul mentions that Christians are to judge angels which suggests that angels are seen as actual beings.88
A more difficult exegetical problem is raised by 1 Corinthians ll:10f. when Paul says that a woman ought to have authority on her head 'because
Christ's resurrection, but a more likely interpretation is that spiritual beings are in mind, either bad angels or good. The latter seems most appropriate and could imply that the worshipping good angels rejoiced at the exaltation of Christ, in conformity with the idea in 1 Pet. 1:12 Cf. my The Pastoral Epistles (TNTC, 1957), ad loc.; J. N. D. Kelly, The Pastoral Epistles (BC, 1963), ad lac.; C. K. Barrett, The Pastoral Epistles (1963).
83 The description of the angels here as 'elect' is intended to differentiate them from the fallen angels. A similar description is given in Enoch 39:1 and Odes of Solomon 4:8. The idea that angels will take part in the final judgment is found in Mt. 25:31; Mk. 8:38; Lk. 9:26; Rev. 14:10 (cf. Kelly, op. at., p. 127). M. Dibelius and H. Conzelmann, The Pastoral Epistles (Eng. trans. Hermeneia, 1972, from LHB, 41966), p. 80, suggest that the words may perhaps be part of a liturgical formula, but they do not attribute the words to Paul, ad loc.
K A different interpretation of Paul's intention here is given by R. A. Cole, Galatians (TNTC, 1965), ad loc., who suggests that Paul is admitting the Jewish claim of angelic mediation of the law in order to go beyond it and show that angels also had a part in the revelation of Christ (in view of the angel visitations in the gospels). But if this was in Paul's mind he does not state or allude to it. Cf. my further comments in Galatians (NCB, 1969), ad loc.
R. Bring, Galatians (Eng. trans. 1961), pp. 160f, considers that the reference to the mediation of angels 'suggests that God's highest revelation was not given in and through the law . . . Paul held fast to the holiness of the law, but the gospel represented a greater glory'.
88 Cf. C. K. Barrett, 1 Corinthians, pp. 136f.
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of the angels'.89 It seems best to regard the angels here as a guarantee or guardian of order in public worship, which finds some support from Qumran evidence.90 It has been argued, in view of the contemporary nature of the problem with which Paul is here dealing, that the angels are con​sidered to be guardians of the existing social order to ensure a stable society.91 Under this view angels are not necessarily good agencies for they may be considered as upholding a corrupt society. Whatever the true meaning, there can be no denying that behind the existing order are pow​erful spiritual agencies whose presence cannot be ignored (see pp. 177f. for further discussion of Paul's view on the subordination of women).
Two other statements show decisively that Paul uses the word angel in both a good and a bad sense. Satan is said to disguise himself as an angel of light (2 Cor. ll:14f). In Romans 8:38 angels are listed with principalities and powers as among the agencies which could not separate Christians from the love of God in Christ Jesus our Lord. Angels in this sense must be adverse agencies.
We come next to consider Paul's conception of Satan. Again there is no doubt that he was acutely conscious of the existence of this agent of evil.92 He speaks of him under the two main terms Satanas and diabolos. Whatever the earlier history of Satan the adversary might be, in the Pauline epistles he represents, as in the gospels, the embodiment of antithesis to the will and purpose of God. Satan is seen as a hindrance in the apostolic mission (1 Thes. 2:18). He seeks to take advantage over Christians through tensions which arise in church life (2 Cor. 2:11). He tempts Christians to forfeit their self-control (1 Cor. 7:5). He uses various means to harass God's people, as in the case of Paul's thorn in the flesh (2 Cor. 12:7). In two passages Paul attributes to Satan activities which can result in good for people, as when he delivers to Satan the man who had committed incest 'for the destruction of the flesh' in order that his spirit may be saved (1 Cor. 5:5). The other passage is where Hymenaeus and Alexander are
89 M. D. Hooker, in her discussion of this in her article, 'Authority on her head: an examination of lv Cor. xi. 10', NT'S 10, 1963-4, pp. 410-416, takes the reference to angels to draw attention to the worship of God. In her view the statement that Paul makes gives the woman 'authority', i.e. 'in prayer and prophecy she, like the man, is under the authority of God' (p. 416).
90 Cf. J. A. Fitzmyer, Ά feature of Qumran angelology and the angels of 1 Cor. xi. 10', NTS 4, 1957-8, pp. 48—58. This author shows that evidence from Qumran suggests that any defilements (bodily as well as moral) were considered to be an offence to the angels, and he goes on to suggest that a woman with head uncovered was considered by Paul similarly to be a defect. Without conceding this latter point, we would agree that angels as guardians of order in worship was a current notion which may have influenced Paul.
91 Cf. G. B. Caird, Principalities and Powers (1956), pp. 20f.
92 R. Leivestad, Christ the Conqueror, p. 85, maintains that the devil plays no central part in Paul's theology. In this he agrees with M. Dibelius, Die Geisterwelt im Glauben des Paulus (1909), p. 191. Nevertheless the spiritual conflict between God and Satan forms an essential part of the background to Paul's thought.
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similarly delivered to Satan so as to learn not to blaspheme (1 Tim. 1:20).93 These cases appear to be an acknowledgment of Satan's dominion in the sphere outside of the church, but they also show that his power is not absolute and that God can turn his activities to good account. This idea that Satan is set over against God is reflected in the statement in 1 Timothy 5:15 that some had already strayed after Satan.
The astuteness of the adversary is brought out in Paul's assertion, men​tioned above, that Satan can transform himself into an angel of light (2 Cor. 11:14). Since earlier in the same letter the apostle referred to the activity of the god of this world blinding men's eyes lest they should see the light of the gospel (2 Cor. 4:4), it is evident that the nature of Satan is darkness and his subterfuge in pretending to be light must be seen against this background. When speaking of the coming lawless one, Paul says he will come 'by the activity of Satan' (2 Thes. 2:9), thus focusing on the future designs of the adversary. Nevertheless Paul is convinced of the ultimate crushing of Satan by God (Rom. 16:20).
There are some instances where he uses diabolos instead of Satan, but these are fully in harmony with the concept of Satan outlined above. In Ephesians, Christians are urged to give no opportunity to the devil (Eph. 4:27) and to stand against his wiles (Eph. 6:11). In 1 Timothy 3:6 Paul warns against falling into the condemnation of the devil, i.e. the condem​nation which the devil has incurred. In 1 Timothy 3:7 and 2 Timothy 2:26, he refers to the 'snare' of the devil, which is in line with Ephesians 6:11 in focusing on Satan's guile.94
In view of this emphasis on the chief agent of evil, it is not surprising to find evidences in Paul of other agencies of evil as a background against which man's salvation must be viewed. In line with the idea of Satan having an effect on human affairs is the concept of adverse spiritual agencies which are actively behind the rulers of this world, where these are at variance with God. Paul's most characteristic expression is 'principalities and powers' (archai and dynameis) or 'principalities and authorities' (exou-siai). Other expressions linked with them are 'dominions' (kyriotetes) and 'world rulers' (kosmokratores). We shall also need to take into account such terms as 'the rulers of this age' and 'elemental spirits' (stoicheia). Over some of these terms there has been dispute whether they in fact refer to spiritual agencies at all. A good case can be made out for the view that the political authorities were regarded in some ways in the contemporary world as
93 T. C. G. Thornton, in his article, 'Satan - God's agent for punishing', ExT 83, 1972, pp. 151f, departs from the usual interpretation and suggests that God uses Satan for disciplinary purposes.
94 In addition to the names of Satan and Diabolos, mention should be made of Beliar which Paul uses in 2 Cor. 6:15, since this name was used in Jewish apocalyptic literature as synonymous with Satan (cf. Η. Η. Rowley, The Relevance of Apocalyptic (1944), p. 62). In the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, Beliar is regarded as the personification of iniquity, who is the antithesis of God.
141
MAN AND HIS WORLD
representatives of the demonic powers, which were believed to be the real authorities behind human affairs.95 A proper understanding of these terms is essential for a true grasp of Paul's teaching on the Christian approach to the state (see later section pp. 947f).
Paul includes principalities and powers in the list of those things which could not separate us from the love of God (Rom. 8:38,39). They are presumably regarded as potentially adverse. In 1 Corinthians 15:24, they are to be destroyed when Christ delivers the kingdom to the Father. They are already disarmed and defeated through the cross of Christ (Col. 2:15). Yet the Christian is in a constant conflict with them (Eph. 6:12). The superiority of Christ over the principalities and powers is vividly brought out in Ephesians 1:21, where he is said to sit far above these powers.96 There are two passages which suggest a rather different approach. Ephe​sians 3:10 suggests that the church is to be made known to the principalities and powers 'in the heavenly places', but the purpose of this demonstration is not stated. In Colossians 1:16, Christ is seen as creator, not only of the material world, but also of the principalities and powers. The advice to be submissive to the state (Rom. 13:1; Tit. 3:1) uses the same word for 'authorities' and shows that a close connection must have existed in Paul's mind between the State and the spiritual agencies.97
In addition to the expressions which have demonic implications there are a few direct references to demons in Paul's letters which warrant our attention. In 1 Corinthians 10:19ff, Paul implies that Gentiles sacrifice to demons, which shows that, having declared idols to be nothings (1 Cor. 8:4ff), he is not unmindful of the powerful forces behind them. He may have had the words of Deuteronomy 32:17 in mind when writing this passage.98 Similarly, in 1 Timothy 4:1, when Paul speaks of'doctrines of demons' and connects this expression with seducing spirits, he is clearly thinking of the activity of adverse spirits in teaching error.99 He sees in the false teachers more than just purveyors of wrong teaching: he sees the powerful agencies of evil which are bent on perverting the people of God if at all possible.
9' G. B. Caird, Principalities and Powers, pp. 1-70, has a full discussion of the nt approach to the political powers. C/ also J. Y. Lee, 'Interpreting the Demonic Powers in Pauline Thought', NovT 12, 1970, pp. 54-69.
96 On this passage, cf. T. Ling, The Significance of Satan (1961), p. 72. He interprets the powers here in relation to the law and sees Christ's exaltation over them as symbolic of his superiority over legalistic religion.
97 This theme is strongly maintained by C. Morrison, The Powers That Be (I960). He shows that the association of civil authorities and spiritual powers was not only found in Jewish apocalyptic, but was also generally accepted in the Graeco-Roman world. Morrison develops his interpretation of Rom. 13:1 on the strength of this.
9ti So E. Langton, Essentials oj Demonology, p. 185.
99 Cf. my The Pastoral Epistles, ad he.. It is not likely that the expression 'doctrines of demons' means doctrines about demons. In view of the link with seducing spirits, it must mean 'doctrines taught by demons'.
142

The World Paul
Linked with this idea is the view expressed in Ephesians that the Christ​ians were formerly under the influence of the prince of the power of the air (Eph. 2:2). Their experience in Christ has therefore liberated them from the thraldom of demonic powers.
From the above evidence we may deduce certain features, (i) The world into which Christ came is seen to be so dominated by demonic agencies that the rulers can only be regarded as their tools. This does not mean to say that Paul was disclaiming the possibility of good rulers. What he is maintaining is that powerful spiritual forces lay behind the 'world' rulers generally. It is significant that Paul describes Satan in 2 Corinthians 4:4 as 'the god of this world', which powerfully brings out the dominant force of evil behind world affairs.100 (ii) It is implied that dominion belongs to God and can be exercised by man only in a delegated way. If it becomes used by man in an absolute way (i.e. independent of God), it at once becomes a tool of demonic forces, (iii) The only real way out of this stranglehold is through Christ, whose power is greater than the opposing forces. This introduces an aspect of some significance for our understanding of the work of Christ (see pp. 476ff). It also explains Paul's statement in 1 Corinthians 2:8, 'None of the rulers of this age understood this; for if they had, they would not have crucified the Lord of glory.'101 Although the political officials (Pilate, Herod, Caiaphas) are primarily in mind, Paul's statement here must be interpreted via 1 Corinthians 15:24, where clearly the underlying spiritual powers are in mind, (iv) Some identify the prin​cipalities and powers with the existing fabric of society and suppose that Christian duty is to avoid weakening that fabric.102 But Paul's approach seems to suggest that the principalities and powers will continue to be adverse to the Christian church, (v) Paul's view ties in with the extensive emphasis on exorcisms and demon possession in the synoptic gospels.103
KKI R. Bultmann, ΓΛΓΓ 1, p. 172, contends that Paul is using gnostic language when he uses such expressions of Satan as 'the god of this world', and 'the prince of the power of the air' (Eph. 2:2). This usage is also found in Jn. 12:31; 14:30; 16:11. It is reasonable to suppose that both Paul and the gnostics based their terminology on the conviction held throughout the Graeco-Roman world that evil influences were at work in the world which are beyond man's control (see earlier comment in n. 32).
un There are different opinions over the right interpretation of the expression 'rulers of this age'. For an understanding of it as 'spiritual powers', cf. W. G. Kiimmel, T!\'T, pp. 188f; V. Furnish, Theology and Ethics in Paul (1968), p. 116. C. K. Barrett, I Corinthians, p. 70, regards the rulers of this age as supernatural beings, but thinks that Paul, 'not merely permits but encourages the demythologizing of the primitive Christian beliefs, in part - but only in part'. This demythologizing according to Barrett is through Paul's conviction that the 'rulers' were being brought to nothing.
But against this view, cf. G. Miller, ' "Archonton tou aidnos toutou" - a new look at 1 Corinthians 2:6-8', JBL 91, 1972, pp. 522-528. J. Young, 'Interpreting the Demonic Powers in Pauline Thought', NovT 12, 1970, pp. 54-69, gives more weight to spiritual powers.
The most recent discussion is to be found in Wesley Carr's article 'The Rulers of the Age- 1 Corinthians 11.6-8', NTS 23, 1976, pp. 20-35. This author maintains that the expression must be interpreted according to Jewish wisdom literature, in which the archons would be human rulers.
102 See G. B. Caird's discussion, op. dr., pp. 22ff.
103 H. Schlier, Principalities and Powers in the New Testament (Eng. trans. 1961), pp. 14f, identifies the
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It underlines his spiritual rather than political approach to the world around
him.
The teaching in Paul's epistles on demonic agencies has a direct bearing on his doctrine of sin which will shortly be considered (pp. 200ff). We must now, however, examine the meaning of the word stoicheia. The word occurs in two passages in Paul (Gal. 4:3,9; Col. 2:8,20),104 but there is dispute over its meaning in both cases. Some regard it as relating to 'elemental spirits' although the root meaning of the word is simply 'elements'. There are no parallels to its use as 'spirits' and this presents some difficulty for this interpretation. The alternative is to take it to mean 'elementary teaching'.105 In this case it may refer to elementary truths of natural religion, or to the whole system of earthly human relationships (derived from the use of kosmos in the same expression)106 or to precepts. The major crux is the use in Galatians 4 where it occurs in a context which speaks of Jewish observances (cf. Gal. 4:10) and which some think excludes the reference to 'spirits', since it is difficult to believe that Jews could ever be thought to return to the beggarly spirits. On the other hand this is not a conclusive objection, for if the Judaizers were attempting to foist Jewish festivals on Gentile converts, for them in Paul's view it would amount to reverting to a state similar to that of their pagan background in which they relied on their own achievements to gain divine favour. In the parallel ideas expressed in Colossians 2 it is possible to understand the term in either sense, but the interpretation as elemental spirits makes good sense, as these are contrasted with Christ (Col. 2:8). The Christian has died with Christ to the elemental spirits (Col. 2:20), which means that they no longer have any jurisdiction or power over him.107
We may conclude that in Paul's view the coming of Christ has effected
demons of the synoptic gospels with the cosmic powers of the Pauline epistles, but G. H. C. Macgregor, 'Principalities and Powers: the Cosmic Background of Paul's Thought', NTS 1, 1954, p. 19, is not so certain. H. Weiss, 'The Law in the Epistle to the Colossians', CBQ 34, 1972, pp. 294-314., criticizes Schlier and strongly contends that the stoicheia are precepts.
104 For a discussion of the meaning of stoicheia in Gal. 4:3, 9, cf. my Galatians, ad loc.; R. Bring, Galatians,, pp. 188ff.
On the use of the term in Colossians, cf. C. Masson, Colossiens (CNT, 1950), pp. 122Γ; E. Lohse, Colossians and Philemon, pp. 96ff. R. Leivestad, Christ the Conqueror (1954), pp. 95f., sees strong parallels between statements relating to the law and statements about the stoicheia in Galatians, which leads him to the conclusion that the stoicheia are not essentially evil. Yet they become a hindrance to salvation.
On stoicheia both in Gal. 4:3, 9 and Col. 2:8, 20, cf. A. T. Hanson, Studies in Paul's Technique and Theology (1974), pp. 7ff.
105 Consult G. H. C. MacGregor, op. at., pp. 18f.
106 This view is maintained by G. E. Ladd, TNT, pp. 402f. He contends that the use of stoicheia of astral deities is much later than the first century. C. Ε. Β. Cranfield, New Testament Issues (ed. R. Batey, 1970), pp. 164ff., also rejects the 'spirit' interpretation. Cf. also H. Weiss, op. at. (see above, n. 103).
107 There is much difference of opinion over the real significance of the cosmic powers. Bultmann resorts to demythologization, but some who do not follow his existential reinterpretation nevertheless suggest their own interpretation which removes from the concept the 'demonic' element. MacGregor, op. cit.,
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a remarkable transformation in the world-view of the Christian.108 The world of adverse spiritual influences has been conquered.
Hebrews
The writer of this epistle has a strong belief in the οτ doctrine of creation. He uses two different words to describe the creation, kosmos and aion (in the plural). The first of these is sometimes used to describe the world of men, as when Christ is said to come into the world (Heb. 10:5). The same sense is seen in the remark that the world was not worthy of the heroes of faith (Heb. 11:38). It is specifically used of the created world in Hebrews 4:3 and 9:26. On the other hand it is used in Hebrews 11:7 to describe the world over against God, where it is said that Noah condemned the world and inherited righteousness. This dualistic view, however, is not strong in
Hebrews.
The word aion (literally 'age')109 occurs in two places where creation is in mind. The writer begins with a high concept of Christ as Creator (Heb. 1:2) and maintains that he upholds all things by the word of his power (1:3). This is what we might call a Christological cosmology. A similar view is possible from Hebrews 2:10, although 'he, for whom and by whom all things exist' in this context most probably refers to God.110
The author assumes, without seeking to prove, the creative activity of God. In fact, he recognizes that man's understanding of that creative activ​ity is an act of faith (Heb. ll:3).ln It should be noted that the creative Word comes into focus here, as the upholding Word does in 1:3.
This epistle has much to say about angels. It was clearly important for evidence to be provided for Christ's superiority to angels, presumably because some were giving too much attention to them (cf. Col. 2:18). Since the writer nowhere calls in question their existence, he deduces evidence from οτ citations to illustrate their true status. He sees the exalted position
p. 27, treats the cosmic powers as world problems (economic, political, military), while M. Barth, The Broken Wall: A Study of the Epistle to the Ephesians (1959), p. 90, considers them to represent the axioms and principles of world politics, ethics, culture. But Paul's own view of the principalities and powers as agencies which separate man from God is a more satisfying position, for this could account for anything which is opposed to God. Whereas he affirms that Christ has conquered the cosmic powers, Paul does not suggest that they are not still active. As A. Richardson points out, we see here the polarity of the 'even now' and the 'not yet': An Introduction to the Theology of the New Testament (1958), p. 214.
108 J. Y. Lee, 'Interpreting the Demonic Powers in Pauline Thought', NovT 12, 1970, pp. 54ff., sets Paul's usage against Jewish and gnostic beliefs. He favours the view that God's redemptive purpose in Christ embraced the cosmic powers so that they, as well as man, will be restored. For a similar view, cf. A. Richardson, op. cit., pp. 213f.
109 F. F. Bruce, commenting on aion in this context, considers that although it primarily mea.is 'age', it cannot be so restricted here. It refers to the whole created universe of space and time (NICNT, 1965),
p. 4.
"" Cf. J. Hering, Hebrews (Eng. trans. 1970), ad loc.
m Cf. K. Haacker, 'Creatio ex auditu. Zum Verstandnis von Hbr. 11:3', ZNW 60, 1929, pp. 279ff.
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of Christ as superior (Heb. 1:4). He distinguishes angels as of lesser status than God's Son (Heb. l:5ff.). He maintains that the task of angels is to worship (1:6). In two statements something is said about their function. In Hebrews 1:7 angels are compared with 'winds' and 'flames of fire' (from Ps. 104:4), and are regarded as servants. This is reiterated in Hebrews 1:14: 'Are they not all ministering spirits sent forth to serve, for the sake of those who are to obtain salvation?' This function in the whole plan of salvation is not enlarged on in the epistle. It is introduced almost incidentally. In fact, apart from the section devoted to demonstrating Jesus' superiority to angels, angels are mentioned again only in 12:22, where an innumerable company of angels are linked with Mount Zion and the heavenly Jerusa​lem,112 and in 13:2, where there is a reference to entertaining angels una​wares (an allusion possibly to Gn. 18:1-8; 19:1-3).
If there is much on good spirits in Hebrews, there is little on bad spirits. Once only the devil is mentioned - as the one who had 'the power of death (Heb. 2:14), but at once his destruction through the death of Christ is noted. This is the only direct nt reference to the devil having the power of death, although John 8:44 implies it. Hebrews is not concerned so much with spiritual conflicts as with the major problem of approach to God. The writer concentrates on man's need and God's answer, without speculating on the spiritual forces involved. It should be noted that he twice refers to the temptations ofjesus (Heb. 2:18; 4:15), without referring to the tempter, although he could not have been ignorant of the source of the temptations. He has a pragmatic rather than speculative approach.
The rest of the New Testament
In the epistle of James there is one statement in which man is said to have been brought forth 'by the word of truth' (Jas. 1:18). Some echo of the Genesis account is here unmistakeable. A rather different approach to human affairs is expressed in James 2:5, where God is said to have chosen those who are poor in the world and promised them a rich inheritance.113 There is no need to suppose that James believed that God's choice wa.s affected by a person's social conditions. He is rather setting God's concern in contrast to the lack of concern shown by the rich, in order to show the unacceptable nature of any partiality shown to the rich in the assembly. A passing allusion is made to man being made in the image of God (Jas. 3:9)
112 F. F. Bruce, Hebrews, p. 375, finds parallels in Dt. 33:2 and Dn. 7:10 to the multitude of angels. He points out that the Qumran community did not go as far as Hebrews, although there are some parallels to the idea of a heavenly assembly. Cf. J. Strugnell, 'The Angelic Liturgy at Qumran', VT Supplement 7 (1960), 318ff.
113 An alternative reading has the dative with the sense 'poor to the world' (i.e. in the judgment of the world). In that case kosmos is set over against the poor in spirit. Cf. R V. G. Tasker, James (1956), ad he. For a discussion of the use of kosmos in James, cf. B. C. Johanson, ' "Pure Religion" in James Γ, ExT 84, 1973, pp. 118ff.
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(see next section, pp. 187ff.). Some indication of God's providential care is seen in James 4:14f. where James says that life is like a vapour and that the terms of its continuance depend on the divine will. Nature is recognized as working to a pattern, as the expression 'cycle of nature' or 'wheel of birth' shows (Jas. 3:6). James thinks of the world in an adverse sense in 1:27 and 4:4, but he does not regard the kosmos as itself evil, but rather thinks of it as representative of all that is at enmity with God.
The spiritual world is not much in prominence. Indeed the only allusions are an exhortation to resist the devil (Jas. 4:7)114 and an assertion that demons believe and tremble (2:19).115 There is an absence injames of that sense of spiritual conflict that plays an important part in Paul's understand​ing of the world. Nevertheless the existence of adverse spiritual forces is assumed.
In ί Peter God is specifically called 'a faithful Creator' (1 Pet. 4:19) and on three occasions mention is made of God's will which extends to various aspects of life - in the realm of suffering (3:17; 4:19), in the Christian life generally (4:2) and in social life (2:15). The Creator has not only created but maintains a continued concern for human affairs. The word kosmos is not used in 1 Peter in the moral sense.
The existence of angels is admitted (1 Pet. 1:12). Not only so, but Peter considers that they have a real interest in man's salvation. In linking them in 1 Peter 3:22 to authorities and powers which are now subject to Jesus Christ, he may be thinking of adverse angelic agencies. But since Peter gives no indication that they are evil forces, it may be better to regard them as good but under the control ofjesus Christ at the right hand of God. In one case, however, Peter urges resistance to the devil whose adverse intentions against man are symbolized as of a roaring lion (1 Pet. 5:8),116 which implies his strength and destructiveness. If the obscure ref​erence to 'spirits' in 1 Peter 3:19117 refers to fallen angels, it should also be included here, but many exegetes do not take it in this sense.
In 2 Peter reference is made to creation (2 Pet. 3:4ff.) and this is attributed
114 Resistance to the devil, which is urged here in Jas. 4:7 and also in 1 Pet. 5:8, can be paralleled in the Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs (cf. Test. Simeon 3:4f.; Test. Iss. 7:7; Test. Dan. 5:1; Test. Naph. 8:4). This shows that the idea would probably have been familiar to Jewish Christians.
11:1 Jas. 2:19 implies that demons possess intelligence to recognize their fearful destiny before God. This fear motif is also found in the synoptic gospels when demons come face to face with Jesus (cf. Mk. 1:24; 5:7; Mt. 8:29). There is ancient testimony to the belief that demons trembled at the names of the great gods (cf. E. Langton, Essentials of Demonology, pp. 26ff.; A. Deissmann, Bible Studies (1901), p. 228).
116 It was a common belief that demons could assume animal forms (cf. Langton, op. at., p. 202), but there is no need to suppose that Peter is thinking in such terms. Similar language is used by the psalmist of his enemies in Ps. 22:13.
117 The interpretation of 1 Pet. 3:19 is a well-known crux. For a full-scale examination of this passage and the problems it raises, cf. Bo Reicke, The Disobedient Spirits and Christian Baptism (1946). Cf. also E. Best, 1 Peter (NCB, 1971), ad toe.; j. N. D. Kelly, Peter and Jude (BC, 1969), ad he.; W. J. Dalton, Christ's Proclamation to the Spirits (1965). The latter book is the most important recent discussion. See also R. T. France's article in New Testament Interpretation (ed. I. H. Marshall, 1977), pp. 268ff.
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to the Word of God. There is a clear allusion to the Genesis account in the fact that the earth is said to have been formed Out of water and by means of water'. This comment on its beginnings is then immediately linked with the final destruction of the heavens and earth. The latter will occur only at the day of the Lord (2 Pet. 3:10, 12). In other words the beginning and end of the present material creation is wholly determined by God. The means for destruction is mentioned as fire (2 Pet. 3:7, 10, 12), a characteristic symbol of divine judgment. In two passages (2 Pet. 1:4; 2:20) the kosmos is specifically connected with corruption or defilement.
The only mention of angels in 2 Peter refers to fallen angels whom God had cast into hell (Gk. tartarys) (2 Pet. 2:4),118 but nothing is said of the activity of these creatures among men. Indeed, it might have been expected in the list of sinful deeds and attitudes in 2 Peter 2, but there is no acute awareness of spiritual conflict. Satan and his legions are clearly regarded as defeated foes. In Jude, in addition to fallen angels (verse 6),119 there is a special mention of the archangel Michael contending with the devil for Moses' body (verse 9).120
The book of Revelation is notable for its demonstration of the absolute power which God exercises over the world. The only time the actual word kosmos is used it is applied to the kingdom which has now become the kingdom of our Lord and of his Christ (Rev. 11:15). In this case it carries the meaning of the world inhabited by men estranged from God. At the same time there is no suggestion that the world has any other origin than God. In the liturgical passage in Revelation 4, the elders give praise to God who created all things - 'by thy will they existed and were created' (Rev. 4:11). This book shares the same conviction as the rest of the nt books that God created heaven, earth and sea (Rev. 10:6). The introduction to the message to the church at Laodicea speaks of Christ as the Amen, the beginning of God's creation (3:14).
In addition to this view of the world as created is the view of the Creator as Almighty (Rev. 1:8; 4:8; 11:17; 15:3; 16:7,14; 19:6,15; 21:22). This view
118 The idea of Tartarus, as a place of punishment for the spirits of the wicked, is found in Greek mythology (cf. T. F. Glasson, Greek Influence in Jewish Eschatology (1961), pp. 62ff., who discusses the relation between the Titans and the fallen angels). Cf. Ε. Μ. Β. Green, 2 Peter and Jude (TNTC, 1968), ad he.; C. Spicq, Les Epitres de Saint Pierre (1966), ad loc.
119 E. M. B. Green, op. dt., p. 165, suggests that Jude may be using here the current language and thought forms of his day to teach the perils of lust and pride. In referring to the fallen angels, he is, however, introducing an idea akin to Jesus' reference to seeing Satan fall from heaven. R. T. France, op. dt., pp. 269f., notes how popular the theme of the fall and the punishment of angels was in Jewish literature and thinks that 1 Peter, 2 Peter and Jude have all used this popular motif for their own purposes.
120 Only in Jude 9 and 1 Thes. 4:16 is the title 'archangel' found in the nt. Michael is mentioned several times in Jewish literature (Dn. 10:13, 21; 12:1; 1 Enoch 20:5; 40:4-9; 2 Enoch 22:6; 33:10; Ass. Moses 10:2). He also features in Rev. 12:7. In the Jewish literature he is the guardian angel of the Jewish people and in Rev. 12:7 of the church. He is the opposer of the devil. Cf. J. N. D. Kelly, op. at., ad loc., on the Michael legend referred to in Jude.
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of God reflects on the utter dependence of all creation upon him. He is, throughout the book, on the throne. Even the activities of the enemy are only with his permission (cf. Rev. 17:17). The whole created order is expected to praise God and the Lamb (5:13). In the end, the creation itself is replaced by something infinitely better than the existing order (Rev. 21: If). The reader is never left in doubt about the final victory of God in his own world.
There is strong stress on supernatural agencies. The world of the book of Revelation is a world in which angels are busy carrying out the com​mands of God. The contents of the book are said to be made known through an angel (Rev. 1:1). In the vision from heaven in 5:2 an angel proclaims with a loud voice, a feature which is several times repeated (cf. Rev. 10:1; 18:1; 19:17). Angels are powerful creatures (cf. Rev. 10:1; 18:21). They are robed in white, symbol of purity, and are honoured with girdles of gold at their breasts (15:6). All the important actions of judgment are performed by angels (with trumpets, 8:2; with plagues, 15:1; with bowls, 16:1). (Cf. also Rev. 8:3; 14:6, 8, 15, 17, 18). They form the courtiers around the throne of God (Rev. 5:11; 7:11). One of them holds the keys to the bottomless pit (20:1). The leading archangel as in Jude is named 'Michael' who wars against the dragon.
If the good angels are portrayed as powerful agencies for the carrying out of God's will, the book also shows an impressive army of evil agencies who counterfeit the activities of those good angels. Satan appears under various names. The name Satan appears in Revelation 2:9, 13, 24; 3:9; 12:9; 20:2, 7. But he is identified also as the Devil (diabolos) (Rev. 2:10; 12:9, 12; 20:10), as the dragon (12:3f.; 13:2; 20:2), as that ancient serpent (12:9, 14-15; 20:2), as the deceiver of the whole world (12:9) and as the accuser of the brethren (12:10).121 He has his counterfeit angels (12:9). He even coun​terfeits the divine trinity by exercizing his authority through a second beast from the pit and a false prophet (chapter 13). The dragon claims absolute homage from his followers in worship (13:4) and causes his mark to be impressed on their foreheads (13:16).
Among the devices used by the forces of evil are foul demonic spirits who influence the nations of the world to gather at Armageddon (16:13ff.; cf. also 18:2). The world of demons is very much a reality for the writer of this book122 and the final triumph is not achieved until the overthrow of all these adverse agencies in chapter 20. The end of this book is a fitting
121 T. H. Caster, in his article 'Demon' in IDE 1, p. 823, maintains that Apollyon or Abaddon in Rev. 8:11 is an angel, not a demon. This seems strange since he admits that an angel is an agent of, not a rebel against, the power of God.
122 E. Langton, Essentials of Demonology, p. 204, sees in the masses of horseman in Rev. 9:17ff, not a reference to a Parthian invasion, but a reference to demonic hordes. He thinks the bizarre features support this view.
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conclusion to the account of the spiritual conflict which is hinted at throughout the other nt books. The final destruction of Satan marks the final triumph of God over all the forces of evil.123
Summary of ideas of the created world
In the preceding discussions we have discovered a wide measure of agi ce​ment in the different nt witnesses over the material and spiritual world. There is a general belief that although the kosmos is God's world, it is under the influence of evil to such an extent that the word itself can be used of mankind at enmity with God. An impression of dualism is unavoidably created by this means, but it is never a metaphysical dualism, only an ethical. It comes out most clearly in John and Paul.
There is also general agreement that spiritual agencies have a powerful influence. Angelic agencies for good figure in many of the nt books, and no account of the world of the nt would be complete without them. They are servants of God whose main task is to communicate the message of God to men.
Of greater significance for an appreciation of the mission of Jesus is an understanding of the background of spiritual forces of an adverse kind. Demonology pervades the nt literature and the activities of the demonic world were seen as hostile to the propagation of the gospel. Powerful forces are pitted against the power of the Spirit of God. There are constant evidences of the clash between God and Satan, but never any doubt about the ultimate issue. What is adumbrated in other nt books comes to expres​sion in the ultimate overthrow of Satan in the book of Revelation.
MAN IN HIMSELF
The most important part of the created order according to the nt is man, a view wholly in line with οτ teaching. Indeed, the alienation which led to the redemptive activity of Christ is seen to be man's responsibility.124 We must consider various aspects of the nt idea of man to provide an adequate comparison with modern views of man as well as supplying an intelligible guide to the approach of Jesus and the early Christians. Al​though the nt does not set out to answer the question 'What is man?', it provides some valuable insights which make its teaching particularly rel-
123 E. Langton, ibid., p. 218, considers that in portraying the doom of Satan, the Seer is following the forecasts of earlier apocalyptists. Yet the distinctive feature about the book of Revelation is that the agent of the final overthrow of evil is the Lamb, which links it with the total redemptive purpose of God in Christ.
124 C. Spicq, Dieu a I'Homme selon le Nouveau Testament (1961), says 'La valeur de 1'homme n'est plus appreciee en fonction de son origine, mais en relation avec sa destinee' (p. 114). Spicq maintains that man's greatness, according to the nt, is less as a creature of God than an object of divine love. This view represents man as he is seen in the plan of salvation.
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evant in the modern debate. Much that humanism claims to be desirable in its definition 'human' will be seen to find a counterpart in nt theology, but without the weaknesses of humanism. Similarly existentialism, em​phasizing a view of the meaninglessness of man, finds echoes in the nt's realistic presentation of man's plight, but again without its weaknesses. It is striking that the Christian view of man as expounded in the nt may be seen to speak to the ever changing world in which man finds himself, because it not only faces us with a brutally realistic view of man (as existentialism does), but also offers a completely satisfying solution to man's need. Our present task is to consider the nt teaching to provide a basis for a true assessment of man in any age.125
The synoptic gospels
Our starting point in considering man is that the human Jesus shows par excellence what man ideally is. The evidence for the true humanity of Jesus will be considered in the section on Christology (pp. 221ff), and will not be examined here. Nevertheless, the salient features of Christ's humanity must be noted — his powerful impact on others, his concern and compassion for needy people, his kindness, especially to children, his utter selflessness and sacrifice, his evaluation of spiritual as superior to material possessions. In the gospel records he stands out above other people as unique. He provides a pattern against which all other humanity may be assessed. Because the evangelists are essentially concerned with the human life of Jesus and because they share with the other nt writers the conviction that Jesus was without fault, the idea cannot be dismissed that we are intended to see in Jesus a perfect picture of what man should be. The nt presentation of true humanity is radically different from those modern definitions of man which exclude a priori all reference to the supernatural (such as hu​manism, existentialism, Marxism). Jesus is never seen by the synoptic writers as totally self-sufficient. His perfect humanity is always seen in relation to God. The Johannine portrait, with its constant reference to the communication between the Father and the Son, brings this out more vividly, but it is not absent from the synoptics, as Matthew ll:25ff. shows. We may deduce certain features from these gospels which will enable us to piece together something of a doctrine of man.
THE SUPERIORITY OF MAN OVER THE ANIMAL WORLD
While there is little specific teaching on this, it is the basic assumption.
3 The importance of the doctrine of man for a right understanding of nt theology cannot be ignored, but care must be taken not to give it too much emphasis. R. Bultmann, for instance, places anthropology and especially individualism at the centre of his exposition of Paul's theology (cf. TNT 1, p. 91, and the fact that he devotes so much space to man in this section of his book). This results in an anthropocentric approach to Paul's teaching, which affects adversely its revelatory character. Bultmann's view is criticized by his own pupil E. Kasemann in his Perspectives on Paul (1971), pp. 1-31, 114, 135.
151
MAN AND HIS WORLD
When Jesus said, 'You are of more value than many sparrows' (Mt. 10:31), he introduced a comparison which was beyond dispute. The same as​sumption lies behind Jesus' criticism of those who quibbled over the healing of a man on the sabbath, but who would nevertheless save their own animals on the sabbath if they had fallen into a ditch (Mt. 12:10f.).126 This leads to the next observation.
THE INFINITE VALUE OF MAN TO GOD
In the same context as the 'sparrows' saying, Jesus mentions that the hairs of an individual's head are numbered (Mt. 10:30), a striking way of em​phasizing, not only the providential care of God, but also the value of man. Yet we need to enquire in what sense this value is to be understood. Is it to be regarded that all people, whatever their condition and whatever their attitude to God, are equally valued by God? Those who have maintained a doctrine of the universal fatherhood of God have answered strongly in the affirmative.127 But this goes beyond the teaching of Jesus, who did not speak of God as 'Father' of all men.128 The conditions of repentance and faith by which people become 'sons of God' must be limiting. God is Father of all only perhaps in a creative sense (see pp. 78f); nevertheless even this limited sense is testimony to the potential in man. There is a difference between potentiality and self-sufficiency. The teaching of Jesus in the synoptic gospels lends no support to the view that man is so superior he can do without God's aid in the business of living. There is also a difference between potentiality and destiny. Jesus gives no over-optimistic view that what man is capable of he must fulfil. The fact of sin (see below) shatters all illusion in that direction.
Other aspects of the value of man can be seen in such statements as the disaster of losing one's self even after gaining the world (Mk. 8:37; Mt. 16:26; Lk. 9:25).129 This sets out man's value over against his achievements, his possessions, his power. Jesus is more concerned about what man is
126 E. Schweizer, Matthew, p. 280, comments that Jesus' interpretation of the law differed from the view of the rabbis and the Essenes, who allowed men to be rescued when in peril of their lives, and animals to * be helped to permit them to escape themselves. Jesus' approach enhances the dignity of man. 'Man can be seen in this light only from the perspective of faith in his creator'.
127 A. Harnack, in his book What is Christianity? (Eng. trans. 51958), pp. 54ff, combines the fatherhood of God, providence, the position of men as God's children and the infinite value of the human soul as expressing the whole gospel. Although this leaves out the essential redemptive element in the gospel and must therefore be regarded as totally inadequate, Harnack is right in seeing that recognition of God as Father of us all brings with it a real reverence for humanity, even if the fatherhood of God is seen only in a creative sense.
128 H. W. Robinson, The Christian Doctrine of Man, p. 82, admits that it is not explicitly declared that God is Father of all men, but he has little doubt that this is implied. He speaks of a 'real universal Fatherhood' and an 'ideal universal sonship'. It could be reasonably said that the 'ideal' sets out the value of man, but the 'actual' must take account of man's present plight apart from Christ.
129 V. Taylor, Mark, p. 382, compares this saying in Mk. 8:37 with the statement in Ecclus. 26:14 which he translates, 'nothing can buy a well-instructed soul'.
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rather than what he has. This must not be regarded as implying that Jesus is unconcerned about man's present environment. What he is pointing out is the principle of priorities - that man matters more than things. There is nothing to suggest that Jesus would have supported the view that a perfect environment would lead to a full realization of man's potential. The mission of Jesus was geared to a more realistic view of man's present condition. When he said that a maimed body 13° was preferable to a forfeited life (Mk. 9:43-47), he had in mind the view that it was worth any cost to secure the true fulfilment of man, but that this would not necessarily presuppose ideal physical conditions. In other words, spiritual values take precedence over physical.
JESUS* VIEW OF THE FLESH
There is no suggestion of gnostic dualism in which the physical was considered to be essentially evil. There is, moreover, a notable absence of asceticism in the example of Jesus (Mt. 11:19). Indeed he was criticized for his lack of it. What defiled a man, however, was what came from inside and not what came from outside (Mk. 7:14ff.).131 The defilement had its origin in man's mind, not in his flesh. Nevertheless, the flesh itself was seen as a willing servant of the mind, because of its weakness (Mt. 26:41; Mk. 14:38). 'Flesh and blood' is sometimes used as a synonym for man without any moral connotation (cf. Mt. 16:17 and Mk. 13:20). Moreover, 'flesh and bones' distinguishes the risen Lord (in human form) from a 'spirit' (Lk. 24:39) according to Luke's record.132
JESUS* VIEW ABOUT MAN IN SOCIETY
Not only by his own example, but also through his specific teaching, he made it clear that man was never intended to be an individualist with concern for no-one beyond himself. He thoroughly endorsed the ot view of human solidarity, involving a spreading of responsibility. Social concern will be included in the later section on ethics (see pp. 935ff), but here it is necessary to draw attention to man as a social creature. Jesus himself was concerned about those who were socially deprived, the poor and needy,
This statement must not be regarded as a recommendation of self-mutilation. Jesus is following the Jewish practice of referring to the member of the body responsible for an action rather than to an abstract idea, cf. W. Lane, Mark, (NICNT, 1974), pp. 347f., H. Anderson, Mark (NCB, 1976), p. 238.
131 On Mk. 7:14, cf. C. E. Carlston, 'The Things that Defile (Mark vii:14) and the Law in Matthew and Mark' (NTS 15, 1968-9), pp. 75-96. Cf. also A. W. Argyle, ' "Outward" and "Inward" in Biblical Thought', ExT 68, 1957, pp. 196ff. S. Johnson, Mark (BC, 1960), pp. 133f. comments that the principle expressed in Mk. 7:14 sweeps away hundreds of traditions in the Talmud and also in parts of the OT Law. But Jesus is here putting food and ritual requirements in their true perspective.
There may be a good reason why Luke includes this flesh and bones saying of Jesus to refute any suggestion that the risen Lord was no more than a phantom. G. B. Caird, Luke (21968), pp. 260f, suggests a possible anti-docetic apologetic. E. Ellis, Luke, p. 279, considers that Lk. 24:39 and Acts 2:31 'underscore Luke's affirmation of the resurrection of the flesh of Jesus'.
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the deaf, the blind, the lame (Mt. ll:4ff.). He mixed with despised groups such as tax-collectors and sinners (Mt. 11:19) and sought to bring them into the kingdom (Mt. 21:31). The Sermon on the Mount contains many injunctions which would make no sense if man was merely answerable for himself. He must be merciful to others (Mt. 5:7), be a peacemaker (Mt. 5:9), be a light to illuminate others (Mt. 5:16), avoid anger or insult against a brother (Mt. 5:22ff.), avoid adultery or divorce (except on the ground of adultery) (Mt. 5:27ff.), be absolutely truthful (Mt. 5:33ff.), share his cloak with someone more needy (Mt. 5:40), even love his enemies (Mt. 5:44), and refrain from a critical spirit (Mt. 7: If.). It is assumed without being specifically stated that a person's attitude and actions must take into account his responsibilities within the community (cf. Mt. 25:31ff.). If the teaching of the Sermon on the Mount appears impossible because too idealistic, it must still be regarded as indisputable proof that man's true destiny is to act responsibly in a social situation, in addition to being individually answer​able to God for his religious life.133 The teaching of Jesus on this theme is seen to be diametrically opposed to the self-centred and subjective view of man so frequently presented by modern existentialism.
THE PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITIES WHICH FALL ON MAN As creature, man is expected to obey the ordinances of God. Such οτ injunctions as the commitment of husband to wife and vice versa arc assumed to apply to people generally, because they arc part of God's creation ordinances (cf. Mt. 19:3ff.). The sanctity of the family is accepted without question as applicable to Jesus' contemporaries, but it is important to note that the reason given is the authoritative command of God. Simi​larly the rich young man was ordered to keep the commandments of God (Mt. 19:16ff.). Man is expected to obey. He is not given the opportunity to decide for himself. This hard line view of external supernatural authority is resented by modern humanists and existentialists alike, because it inter​feres with man's freedom of choice.134 But is Jesus' view of man's account​ability to God so totally unacceptable and therefore irrelevant for our present age? It was not palatable in his own time. It required total com​mitment, nothing less than taking up a cross (Mt. 10:38; 16:24). If man were to please himself he could never do this. The obedience that Jesus demands is not a shackle placed on the free spirit of man, but a whole​hearted commitment to the perfect will of God. This is not a limiting process, but is seen as the ideal for which man was made in the image of
133 It was this aspect of the teaching of Jesus which fixed the doctrine of the universal brotherhood of man (cf. H. W. Robinson, The Christian Doctrine of Man, pp. 87ff.).
134 For a brief account of the modern humanist and existentialist view of man, cf. Τ. Μ. Kitwood, What is Human': (1970); J. W. Sire, The Universe \'ext Door (1977). Both evaluate these movements from a Christian point of view.
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God. Jesus himself was the perfect example of this complete obedience to God. He carried his own cross both literally and spiritually. Those who do not like the imposition of a greater and nobler authority than man himself must part company with the view held by Jesus.135 Luke records a saying of Jesus which sums up the point we are here making: 'When you have done all that is commanded you, say "We are unworthy servants; we have only done what was our duty" ' (Lk. 17:10).136
In the view of Jesus, therefore, man's true self is found in a life of obedience to God, because God knows what is best for him. Man is dependent upon God. He is taught to pray 'Give us this day our daily bread' (Mt. 6:11). There is no room for boasting in man's own achieve​ments, for it is the meek who will inherit the earth (Mt. 5:5).137 Again this view of man may seem unacceptable in an age of science in which man's achievements have made him think that nothing is beyond his capacity. But the words of Jesus do not refer to man's capacity for knowledge and ingenuity, but to his status before God. Whatever man does he is still creaturely, still dependent on God's provision. With all his ingenuity man has not yet created worlds, and until he does the approach of Jesus will remain relevant. Meekness was no more acceptable in the time of Jesus than it is today. Indeed, it is the very absence of this quality which precip​itated the first rebellion against God, and has maintained it.
THE RELATION OF MEN AND WOMEN
In what has so far been said about man, we have used the term 'man' in a generic and not an exclusively masculine sense. Some comparison must be made between the attitude and teaching of Jesus affecting women and that of the Jewish world of his time. Judaism was certainly male-dominated and gave little respect to women. The distinction between men and women was so great that there was no provision in religious education or in worship for women to join with men on equal terms. In the pagan world, with few exceptions, the female was regarded as inferior to the male. We
135 In a comment on Lk. 17:10, Kummel, Man in the New Testament, p. 27, says that this shows that 'man was never anything other than a slave intended for God's service1. Man according to Jesus is under total obligation to God. This naturally sets out man as he should be.
136 A Jewish saying (Aboth 2:8) applies a similar idea to whole-hearted commitment to the law - 'If thou has wrought much in the Law claim no merit for thyself, for to this end wast thou created' (Danby's translation, The Mishnah, p. 448). But this saying must be judged by its immediate context, which lauds the wisdom of certain rabbis. This is very different from the saying of Jesus.
137 It is important to note the distinction between the Greek approach to humility and the virtue being extolled in Mt. 5:5. The former recognized the value of its wise men and philosophers avoiding presumption (cf. E. Schweizer, Matthew, ad loc.,). But Jesus' demand for meekness was more radical than that, in that he wished his followers to have no dependence upon themselves. Some see this beatitude as an assimilation to the lxx text, Ps. 37 (36): 11 (cf. J. H. Moulton, The Expositor, 7th series, 2, 1906, p. 2). But R. H. Gundry, The Use of the Old Testament in Si Matthew's Gospel (1967), 132f., suggests that Jesus himself may have modelled the beatitudes after οτ passages. There seems no good reason to deny that the words accurately represent the thought of Jesus on the value of humility.
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shall note with special interest the approach of Jesus, because it not only affects our understanding of his mission but also paves the way for a more radical appreciation of the true place of sexual distinctions in the nt view of man.
There is ample evidence to show what might be called the humanizing of men's attitudes to women in the synoptic accounts of the ministry of Jesus. Matthew and Luke have rather more on this theme than Mark. Our concern will be to collect evidence which shows that both Jesus and the evangelists recognized the rights of women as much as the rights of men. The birth narratives of both Matthew and Luke focus on a virgin birth, which places a woman, Mary, in the place of highest honour (cf. Lk. l:28ff. especially). She became the instrument of the incarnation. God could cer​tainly have chosen another way; but Jesus entered humanity, as all other people do, via a woman's womb, as an indisputable proof that he was truly man. Indeed Luke's birth narrative is dominated by the women Mary and Elizabeth. All the synoptic accounts stress the importance of women in the passion and resurrection narratives. It is as though Luke especially wanted to highlight the place of women in the mission of the Messiah.
No distinction is made in the healing works of Jesus. Such summaries as Matthew 4:23ff.; 9:35ff; 14:14ff.; Mark l:32f. speak of people in general being healed. In addition several instances of women being healed are specifically mentioned - Peter's mother in law (Mt. 8:14f.; Mk. l:29f.; Lk. 4:38f), the Jewish ruler's daughter and the woman with haemorrhage (Mt. 9:18ff.; Mk. 5:21ff; Lk. 8:40ff), the daughter of the Canaanite woman (Mt. 15:22ff.; Mk. 7:24ff), and the woman with a spirit of infirmity (Lk. 13:10ff.). Jesus allowed himself to be anointed with ointment by a woman and his feet washed with tears and wiped with her hair, and he defended her action in face of Pharisaic criticism (Lk. 7:36ff.).138 Perhaps the most significant feature of this incident is Jesus' parting comment that her faith had saved her. Messianic salvation was certainly not to be restricted to men, and faith was seen to be available irrespective of sex.
Although all the apostles appointed by Jesus were men, the band of supporters who went with Jesus included women. In fact Luke makes a point of mentioning a preaching tour in which Jesus was accompanied by the twelve with several women, some of whom had been delivered from evil spirits and infirmities, but all of whom provided financial backing for the mission (Lk. 8:1-3). It is significant that none of the evangelists men​tions any other source of support. Moreover the home of the two sisters in Bethany had a special importance for Jesus (Lk. 10:38ff.). It must further be pointed out that no opposition to Jesus on the part of women is recorded
138 Note further that it was because of Jesus' compassion for the widow at Nam that he raised her son from the dead (Lk. 7:11).
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in any of the gospels. Jesus quoted the οτ basis of marriage as male and female becoming one flesh (Mt. 19:4ff.; Mk. 10:6ff), which sets the mar​riage bond on a permanent footing and acknowledges the equal status of women (see later section on marriage and divorce, pp. 948ff). Within households, Jesus admitted that his coming would cause tensions, which would affect daughters as well as sons (Mt. 10:35; Lk. 12:51-53; cf. Mt. 10:21; Mk. 13:12). Mothers were to be honoured as much as fathers in conformity to the commandment (Mt. 15:4ff; cf. Ex. 20:12; Dt. 5:16). The importance of women in the family setting would be valued by Jesus, who had a special concern for his mother (cf. Jn. 19:27) and who was brought up in the company of sisters as well as brothers (Mt. 13:56; Mk. 6:3). When Jesus wanted to describe the wider family of his disciples, he included brother, sister and mother (Mt. 12:50).
When Jesus was led away after his trial, the only recorded expression of lament or sorrow was that of the women in the multitude that followed him (Lk. 23:28). Moreover, it was the women who stayed at the cross (Lk. 23:49), who noted the tomb where Joseph of Arimathea had laid the body and brought spices for embalming (Lk. 23:56), and who were present at the tomb when the first news of the resurrection was given (Lk. 24:1).139 Twice Luke describes these women as having come with Jesus from Galilee (Lk. 23:49, 55; cf. also Lk. 24:22). Both Matthew and Mark record the presence of the women at the cross and at the tomb (Mt. 27:61; 28:lff.; Mk. 15:40f.; 16:lff); indeed if Mark 16:8 was the original ending, Mark ends his gospel with an account of the women's reactions.
In view of all this, there is no basis for supposing that Jesus shared the contemporary Jewish view of women's place in the world. His liberated approach was quite revolutionary.
JESUS' APPROACH TO CHILDREN
Again Jesus reflects a human and tender approach compared with his contemporaries. It was one of the greatest scandals of the ancient world that unwanted children could be brutally exposed as a means of disposing of them. But Jesus' approach was utterly different. He welcomed children and criticized the disciples for not allowing them near (Mt. 19:13ff). Moreover, he maintained that the kingdom belonged to such as them. His meaning is clarified by the passage in which he used a child as an example of humility (Mt. 18:Iff). He pronounced strong judgment on any who caused a child to sin (Mt. 18:6). Special protection is provided for by God (Mt. 18:10,14). In this teaching Jesus shows the high importance he attached to the child, a factor which must be given full weight in any total pres-
That women were regarded as witnesses of the resurrection runs counter to the Jewish ideas of the invalidity of women's testimony.
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entation of his doctrine of man. It is significant that after the entry of Jesus into Jerusalem, it was children who cried hosanna in the temple, an act which Jesus himself recognized to be in fulfilment of Psalm 8:2 (Mt.
The Johannine literature
The doctrine of man in John's gospel is inextricably bound up with the strong antithesis between God and the world. As already noted (pp. 130f.) the kosmos represents among other ideas the world of men alienated from God. Yet the central idea in John as in the synoptics is that man is a creature created by God. God is the source of his life and light (Jn. 1:4). There is, in fact, only one true light (Jn. 1:9). Those who do not possess that light are not enlightened. So John in his prologue leads into his account of the man par excellence, who was full of grace and truth (1:17). Moreover, John's portrait of Jesus was of man at his most glorious ('glory as of the only Son from the Father', 1:14).
It has a direct bearing on John's doctrine of man that he presents more specific comments than the synoptics on the perfect humanity of Jesus. He could be weary (Jn. 4:6); he could thirst (4:7; cf. 19:28); he could be disturbed and weep (ll:33ff.); he could stoop to do menial tasks (13:lff.). He is presented as a perfect man. Moreover, Jesus is declared to know all men, even to the point of knowing what was in them (Jn. 2:25), presumably referring to their motives. This makes his teaching on man's nature and destiny of vital importance for a true understanding of humanity.
If we take John's presentation of Jesus as the perfect pattern of manhood it throws light both on ideal humanity and, by way of contrast, on man's present deficiency. We note first the absolute dependence of Jesus on God. John's gospel is full of this theme. Jesus was sent from God (Jn. 3:16, 34); his working is the Father's working (5:17, 19); he shares the life of the Father (5:26); he came in the Father's name, not his own (Jn. 5:43; 10:25); he does the Father's will (6:38); he did not speak on his own authority (7:17; 8:28); he is one with the Father (10:30). The farewell discourses contain many allusions to the same theme. Since John is presenting Jesus as the Word become flesh (1:14), he intends us to see what kind of man Jesus turned out to be. Admittedly he is presenting Jesus the man as also Jesus the Son of God, but if Jesus was a real man his type of manhood must be a perfect representation of what humanity can be. Indeed there are many instances in John where the experience of Jesus is held up as an example for the disciples (cf. 17:11, 14, 18, 21, 22, 23; cf. also 13:15).
On this showing a true humanity must exclude all notions of man's independence. Views of man "which dispense with God are diametrically opposed to the humanity of Jesus. If it is contrary to true humanity for man to be dependent on supernatural forces outside himself as modern
158

Man in Himself The Johannine literature
existentialists like Jean-Paul Sartre believe,140 then John's portrait of Jesus shows par excellence what Sartre would call an unauthentic man. But the portrait which John paints is not based on such existential concepts. No stronger picture of a real human person who faces the grim reality of his own situation with amazing dignity, because he lives in utter dependence on God, has ever been given than John's account of Jesus. It is in line with the synoptics, but more explicit. We may deduce as an absolute principle that man is only really man when he lives in complete fellowship with God, as Jesus did.
We may also note the particular attitudes towards people which Jesus shows in John's account. His human concern for others is as marked as in the synoptic gospels, although more selectively illustrated. If the element of Jesus' compassion is not as explicitly stressed, his desire to alleviate suffering is nonetheless present (Jn. 4:46ff.; 5:lff.; 9:lff.; ll:lff.). Although John sees these miracles more as signs than as works of compassion, he highlights Jesus' concern for those with particular human problems (cf. Jn. 5:14; 9:35ff.). He has feeling for the family at Cana with problems at a rural wedding (Jn. 2:Iff); he is prepared to talk with Nicodemus at night (3:lff.); and the Samaritan woman at high noon (4:6); he looks at the hungry multitude and decides to take action (6:5ff); he sends for Mary before raising her brother to life (11:28) and then weeps with her; he later defends her after she has anointed him (12:Iff); he washes his disciples' feet (13:4ff); he earnestly prays for his disciples (17:6ff.); and he commends his mother to John while being crucified (19:27). The risen Lord speaks tenderly to Mary Magdalene (20:1 Iff.), to the doubting Thomas (20:27) and to Peter (21:15ff.). He also provided breakfast for the disciples (21:12ff.). The conclusion is inescapable that Jesus, as perfect man, was deeply concerned for other people and reflects an attitude of compassion which leads to action. It involves a societal concept of humanity.
Another aspect of the ideal man seen in the teaching of Jesus in John is the superiority of spiritual over physical concern. Although John does not relate the fasting of Jesus in the wilderness, he includes a significant state​ment of Jesus to the effect that his food was to do the will of him who sent him and to finish his work (Jn. 4:32-34).141 This cannot be regarded as a lack of concern for necessary food, but rather as an indication of priorities. It shows a non-materialistic, non-grabbing approach to life.142 The work in this case involved other people (the Samaritans) whose spiritual hunger
140 'Total responsibility in total solitude- is not this the very definition of liberty?'J.-P. Sartre, Situations 3 (1949), p. 13.
141 As L. Morris points out (John, p. 277), the disciples' misunderstanding opens the way for Jesus to impart valuable truths. To press on with the Father's will, ignoring all other pressures, requires great single-mindedness.
42 The Johannine evidence for the true manhood of Jesus refutes any suggestion of docetism, as advanced, for instance, in E. Kasemann's The Testament of Jesus.
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took precedence over Jesus' own immediate needs. A perfect man must be
utterly unselfish.
When we turn to consider what John records about the constitution of man, we find the evidence is sparse. Various words are used to describe man. It is valuable to note the different senses in which these are used. The word anthrdpos is frequently used of man in a general sense (Jn. 1:4, 9; 2:25; 7:22-23; 8:17; 11:50; 16:21; 17:6; 18:17; 19:5), in some cases reflecting the opinion of others about Jesus. It is not used in these instances with any special significance.143 In other references, however, there is a more specific distinction between man and God (Jn. 3:27; 5:34, 41; 10:33; 12:43; cf. 1 Jn. 5:9). According to John 3:19 men loved darkness rather than God, i.e. anthrdpos was in opposition to God (cf. also 9:16, 24). The word used for a man's life is usually psyche (Jn. 12:25; 13:37; 15:13; 1 Jn. 3:16). Only in John 10:24 and 3 John 2 is it used of a man's inner self. The inner disturbance of Jesus is referred to his pneuma (spirit) (Jn. 13:21), and the same word is used in contrast to sarx (flesh) (Jn. 6:63). This contrast of sarx with spirit is also found in other statements (as also in Jn. 3:6) or contrasted with God (Jn. 8:15; 1 Jn. 2:16). It will be seen therefore, that sarx in the Johannine literature (as in Paul)144 sometimes stands for man apart from the Spirit of God. It is also used, however, of the human life of Jesus (Jn. 1:14; 6:51-56; 1 Jn. 4:2; 2 Jn. 7). The word for 'body' (sdma) is not used in a sacramental sense as in the synoptic gospels, but only of the body of Jesus that was crucified (Jn. 2:21; 19:38; 20:12).145
It is clear from the Johannine literature that man, in spite of his present state of antagonism to God, is nevertheless of high value in the sight of God. The incarnation is in itself a sufficient warrant for this. The becoming of the Word in flesh was the result of God's great love for man. Indeed, the whole mission of Jesus underlines man's worth in God's sight. Throughout there is the contrast between what man ought to be and what he is. Man's fallen state will be discussed in the next section, but the gist of Jesus' message in John's gospel is that opportunity is open for man to find his true fulfilment by faith in him. There is a paradoxical alternation of God's action and man's response. The Father 'draws' (Jn. 6:44; cf. 6:37, 39; 17:2, 6, 9, 12, 24), but man must believe (Jn. 5:24; 6:35). The main point we wish to stress at the moment is that it is clearly the intention of God that man should not be closed up to the present world (kosmos) system,146 but that a way should be provided for a restitution of man to
143 Cf. F. M. Braun, Jean le Theologien: Le Christ, noire Seigneur (1972), p. 205.
144 See W. G. Kummcl's note on anthropos, sarx and soma in John's gospel, Man in the New Testament, p. 74, n. 84. Kiimmel considers that 'man for John as for Paul always stands over against God and from this he derives his characteristic stamp' (p. 74). Nevertheless Kiimmel agrees that John did not see man bound in inextricable opposition to God as in metaphysical dualism.
145 Cf. W. G. Kummel, op. at., 74 n. 84.
146 Cf. R. Bultmann, TNT 2, pp. 21f, for a discussion of Johannine determinism.
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his full capacity as a human being. It is in this sense that the doctrine of re​birth is so important (see later section pp. 585ff.).
Acts
There are a few distinctive features in the doctrine of man in Acts as compared with the synoptic gospels. The human life of Jesus is mentioned both in Acts 2:22 and 10:38f, but the focus of attention in the speeches is not on Jesus as the ideal man, but on the man who was crucified.
Man is seen as a creature who owes obedience to God (Acts 5:29, 32). The disciples had grasped this obligation and were implying that the reli​gious authorities were failing to do so. Peter and John put the choice clearly when they challenged the council to judge whether they should take them or God as their guide in determining what is right (Acts 4:19). The earliest Christian ethic was based on the unshakeable belief that God's commands for men were authoritative. Even among the more thoughtful members of the Jewish hierarchy there was a strong fear that they might be opposing God (Acts 5:39). The Israelites' disobedience to God was one of the main themes of Stephen's speech (Acts 7:39) and he charged his hearers with continually resisting the Holy Spirit (Acts 7:51—'as your fathers did, so do you'). This is not based on the concept of collective responsibility, but on the repetition of history. Failure in the past and present to achieve this ideal of obedience only highlights the real pattern for which man was created.
One of the most distinctive features in Acts is the realization that all men, Jew and Gentile, were on an equal footing before God. This did not come easily in the first century ad, especially in a strongly Jewish milieu. It required a direct vision from God to convince the leading apostle of it (Acts 10 and 11). The inclusion of the Gentile Cornelius and his household into the Christian church on equal terms (demonstrated by the descent of the Holy Spirit) marked a vital development in the early Christian doctrine of man. This was further established by the far-reaching decision of the Jerusalem church not to require Gentiles to be circumcised. When Peter said that the Holy Spirit 'made no distinction between us and them' (Acts 15:9), he enunciated a principle which the apostle Paul was specifically to stress in his letters (cf. Gal. 3:28). Racial barriers were swept away and man was seen as man rather than as a member of an ethnic group.
Another distinctive feature in Acts is the way in which man is recognized in his social aspect. Although the earliest experiment in communal living was not continued (4:32f), it bears testimony to the strong social feelings of the early Christians. They did not regard their lives from a purely selfish point of view. There was a sense of solidarity which made many desire to share all their possessions, although this was entirely voluntary. This cor​porate concept of man also led to other acts of relief within the Christian community, as when the widows were cared for (6:Iff.) or when relief was
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sent from Antioch for famine-stricken Christians in Judea (11:29). Even before his conversion to the Christian faith, Cornelius was renowned for his public-spirited generosity towards the people, which received com​mendation from Luke in narrating it (10:2). In his address to the Ephesian elders Paul concludes by urging help to the weak, citing words of Jesus about giving, which are not recorded in the gospels (20:35). There is a strong community spirit running through this book.
Following on the synoptic evidence of the place of women in the ministry and teaching of Jesus, we are not surprised to find a similar emphasis in Acts. In the upper room women were present with the men (Acts 1:14), and equally received the Holy Spirit on the day of Pentecost without any distinction. Indeed in citing Joel's prophecy, Peter included both 'sons' and 'daughters' in the act of prophecy (2:17). 'All flesh' is thus explicitly defined as including both sexes on equal terms in the age of the Spirit. When the full fury of Saul's persecution burst on the church, no distinction was made between men and women (Acts 8:3). At Philippi two women (Lydia and the slave girl) were among the first to be influenced by the Christian gospel (16:14ff.). Also Luke specially mentions that at Thessalonica several leading Greek women believed (17:4). The same happened at Beroea, where many high ranking Greek women were among the believers (17:12). It should be noted that Macedonia, where all these places were situated, had a particu​larly enlightened attitude towards women, which few of their pagan con​temporaries shared. It is not surprising that the gospel, with its view of the essential equality of men and women in the sight of God, found a ready response in such an environment. Some prominence is also given to Priscilla among the associates of Paul (18:2, 26).
One further feature must be noted - the joint responsibility of Sapphira with her husband Ananias for their lying to the Holy Spirit (Acts 5:lff.). In this case they had consented together and were therefore jointly respon​sible and consequently shared the same fate.
There is one passage in Acts which is reckoned by some to present a different view of man from the nt as a whole (except 2 Peter 1:4). The Areopagus address of Paul in Acts 17 contains a statement which is claimed to present a Hellenistic view of man. People are urged to seek God on the grounds that he is not far from any of us and one of the Greek poets is quoted as saying, 'We are his offspring' (Acts 17:27-29).147 The Stoics advanced the idea of man's kinship to God and of the existence of the world in God, ideas admittedly alien to the nt generally. Since the text of Acts specifically attributes the ideas mentioned to a Greek poet and has
147 Kummel, op. cit., p. 87, finds only two exceptions within the nt to the idea that man is tied to history and can be delivered only by a change in that historical context. One such passage is Acts 17:27-9, which Kummel sees as Stoic in origin. The other passage is 2 Pet. 1:4. Cf. also M. Dibelius, Studies in [he Acts of the Apostles (Eng. trans. 1956), pp. 26ff, who takes a similar view.
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probably derived the saying, 'in him we live and move and have our being', from a similar source, it is not surprising to find a strongly Greek view of man being expressed. Some think that the Areopagus address is incomplete and that Paul was interrupted (Acts 17:32).148 It would be precarious in that case to base the view of man set out in this speech solely on statements which the speaker himself does not claim to be original and which are not therefore purporting to be specifically Christian.149 But the basic doctrine of man expressed in this speech is no different from that found in other biblical evidence, and there is therefore no need to isolate it. The facts are expressed in a unique way, but there is insufficient support for the view that it represents a different school of thought compared with the mainstream of nt thought about man.150
Paul: preliminary remarks
Of all the nt writers, Paul gives the fullest expression to a doctrine of man.151 In fact, many theological treatments of the theme concentrate wholly on the terms which Paul uses to describe the constitution of man. While these terms are of great importance and must be carefully considered, they cannot be regarded in isolation from the rest of the nt evidence. Moreover, the terms themselves are variously used by Paul and it is there​fore difficult to build up a consistent picture. The apostle does not present a careful definition of his terms. Although we may discover some light on them by examining contemporary usage, this usage must be viewed with caution, since Paul's approach has its own distinctive features. It must further be noted that there are other aspects of Paul's doctrine of man which are not contained within an examination of the terms he uses, and these must be brought in to give a balanced picture.
The Pauline anthropological terms
The main ideas which Paul uses to describe various aspects of man are soul (psyche), spirit (pneuma), flesh (sarx), body (sdma), heart (kardia) and mind
14S Luke, of course, does not specifically say that Paul was interrupted. He presents the speech in a way that suggests that Paul had finished, but that the resurrection, the key factor in a radically Christian approach, met with obdurate resistance. Cf. Ν. Β. Stonehouse, Paul before the Areopagus, pp. 36ff-, on the ending and its implications.
149 For a defence of the Pauline origin of the Areopagus speech, cf. B. Gartner, The Areopagus Speech and Natural Revelation (1955).
150 Cf. H. P. Owens, 'The Scope of Natural Revelation in Rom. I and Acts XVII', NTS 5, 1958-9, pp. 133-143, for an interpretation of Acts 17 in the light of Rom. 1. (See above, n. 73). T. D. Barnes, 'An Apostle on Trial', JTS 20, 1969, pp. 407-419, maintains that Paul was put on trial and that his speech in Acts 17:16-34 was his defence.
151 For studies on Paul's view of man, cf. E. D. Burton, Spirit, Soul and Flesh (1918), pp. 186-198; H. W. Robinson, The Christian Doctrine of Man. pp. 104-135; W. D. Stacey, The Pauline View of Man (1956); W. G. Kummel, Man in the New Testament, pp. 38-71; R. Bultmann, TNT 1, pp. 190-245; H. Conzelmann, TNT, pp. 173-183; H. Schlier, 'Vom menschenbild des Neuen Testaments', in Der Alte und Neue Mensch (G. von Rad, et al.}; Beitrage zur Evangelischen Theologif VIII (1942), pp. 24ff; C. Spicq, Dieu et I'Homme selon le nouveau Testament, Lectio Divina (1961), pp. 147-177.
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(nous).152 To these may be added the important concept of conscience (syneidesis) and the characteristically Pauline idea of the inner man. A brief summary must be given of each of these terms to demonstrate the rather loose way in which Paul uses them. Taken separately they can lead to considerable confusion, as they frequently overlap in their meaning, but taken together they provide a valuable insight into the apostle's understand​ing. It is essential, when considering these terms, to bear in mind that Paul views man's constitution from God's standpoint, which means that his statements often involve a merging of the non-Christian state of man with the potentials of the Christian ideal. In this section our focus will be on the non-Christian state, since Paul's teaching about the new man in Christ will be considered in a later section (see pp. 641ff).
SOUL
This is the least important of Paul's terms. He uses it only thirteen times. It is completely overshadowed by the word 'spirit'. When 'soul' is used, it mainly indicates a man's life (Rom. 11:3; 16:4; Phil. 2:30). It involves a little more than this in 1 Thessalonians 2:8, where it seems to mean 'self. Since Paul uses the adjective 'lifeless' (apsychos) as a term for inanimate objects, the general force of'soul' for 'life' becomes clear (cf. 1 Cor. 14:7). Man as a living creature is very much tied up with his 'life'. In 2 Corinthians 1:23 Paul calls God to witness on his psyche, when he wants to emphasize the truth of his words. Contemporary usage sometimes invested the word with the sense of'will', but the only support in Paul for this meaning is in Colossians 3:23 and Ephesians 6:6. In Philippians 1:27 it may have this sense or alternatively it may mean 'desire'.153 On the other hand psyche is so closely linked with pneuma in this passage, that Paul's distinctive use of 'spirit' (see next section) has clearly led him to his own modification of the use of 'soul'.
In one instance Paul links man's soul with the agency of evil (Rom. 2:9). There is no suggestion here, however, that the soul is evil in itself, but since it is part of the whole man it must be implicated in man's general sinful condition. A similar usage is found in Romans 13:1 where, although reference to sin is absent, the psyche again refers to the whole man (cf. also 2 Cor. 12:15). In 1 Corinthians 2:14 psychikos (unspiritual, natural) is used of unregenerate man in antithesis to pneumatikos (spiritual); this is a some-
1:12 For word studies on these terms, see kardia, TDNT, 3, pp. 605fF. Q. Behm); nous, 4, pp. 951ff-, (J. Behm); pneuma, 6, 332ff., (H. Kleinknecht, F. Baumgartel, W. Bieder, E. Sjoberg, E. Schweizer); sarx, 7, pp. 98fF., (E. Schweizer, R. Meyer); soma, 7, pp. 1024ff. {E. Schweizer, F. Baumgartel); psyche, 9, pp. 608ff, (G. Bertram, A. Dihle, E. Jacob, E. Lohse, E. Schweizer, K. W. Troger). On soma, cf. also R. H. Gundry, Soma in Biblical Theology (1976). On sarx, see also works cited in n. 169 below. For an over-all survey, cf. R. Jewett, Paul's Anthropological Terms: A Study of their Use in Confiict Settings (1971).
133 H. W. Robinson, op. at., p. 108, prefers the sense 'desire', but C. Ryder Smith, The Bible Doctrine of Man (1951), p. 138, considers it here means simply man's life.
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what different use of the term, but again does not imply that psyche is necessarily evil.
One Pauline use of 'soul' (in 1 Thes. 5:23) has given rise to much debate over whether Paul viewed man as a triad, since psyche is linked in this passage with body and spirit. If he is here giving his own opinion that man is tripartite, it is the only occasion on which he does, and it seems highly unlikely that the statement should be considered as a careful description of the constitution of man. If the apostle's use of the terms elsewhere had been uniform there might well have been some support for the triad view. Since in this passage Paul is concerned with the preservation of the whole man, it would seem reasonable to suppose that the piling up of terms is for emphasis rather than for definition.154 In this case it would be in line with the ox view of man as a unity. It has been supposed, however, that this would conflict with the antithesis between psychikos and pneumatikos in 1 Corinthians 15,155 but in the latter case Paul is contrasting the non-Christian with the Christian, whereas in 1 Thessalonians 5:23 his prayer relates to Christians only. Admittedly there is lack of uniformity in Paul's terms, but there is also lack of uniformity in his purpose.
We should note the complete absence in Paul's epistles of any suggestion of the Hellenistic notion of the soul's pre-existence before the existence of the body.156 The one cannot exist without the other. Indeed Paul never links the two ideas in a description of a person, since either covers both, i.e. the whole person. As contrasted with the lofty Greek view of the soul, Paul's view of it is always linked with man in his position of inferiority. Moreover, the Platonic ideal was centred on the deliverance of the soul from the body, but this is entirely alien to Paul's way of thinking. In the Christian doctrine of man the central idea is not psyche but pneuma. In Paul's exposition of it he modifies the οτ emphasis on nepes (lxx psyche} and switches to pneuma because he at once considered man from the view​point of his experience of Christ.
SPIRIT
Although the word pneuma is used many times by Paul in relation to the Holy Spirit (see section on the Holy Spirit, pp. 549ff), there are various other applications of the term, some of which are important for our pur​pose. We are not here concerned with the idea of pneuma as a description of spiritual influences or gifts in the lives of believers. In this sense pneuma describes a specifically Christian state. It separates the Christian person
154 Cf. J. A. T. Robinson, The Body (1952), p. 27.
'" W. D. Stacey, The Pauline View of Man, p. 123, affirms that 1 Cor. 15 here conflicts with 1 Thes. 5, but explains that the 1 Cor. reference represents his more mature view of the resurrection.
Cf. H. Ludemann, Die Anthropologie des Apostles Paulus und ihre Stellung innerhalb seiner Heilslehre. Nach den vier Hauptbriefen (1872), p. 4.
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from the non-Christian, because the latter is not in possession of it. In this use, in fact, it stands in direct contrast with flesh (sarx), as will become clear in the next section. Our aim here is to discover in what sense, if any, Paul can think ofpneuma as applicable to both Christian and non-Christian. Yet to do this we are bound to consider the various nuances in the other uses of the term, since in Paul's mind no clear-cut distinctions are main​tained and one usage merges into another.
The most important influence on the term undoubtedly comes from the powerful operation of the Spirit of God at conversion and in the Christian life. This brought a new dimension into human affairs. Man as a result became a new creature (2 Cor. 5:17). But the Spirit of God works in and through human personalities. He witnesses to man's spirit, to that part of man which is capable of responding to divine influences (Rom. 8:16). There is a clear distinction between the Holy Spirit and man's spirit. The real problem is the extent to which it is legitimate to speak of pneuma as a general constituent of man's nature. For the believer, pneuma seems to mean the whole man committed to God. It is man moved and motivated by God. It is man in fellowship with God. Non-Christians cannot have fellowship with God, for the natural man cannot discern the things of God (1 Cor. 2:6ff.). What then does Paul mean by 'the spirit of the man which is in him' (1 Cor. 2:11)? Some light may perhaps be shed on this by 1 Corinthians 15:45 where Adam's psyche is compared and contrasted with Christ's life-giving pneuma. Does this support the view that Adam had no natural pneumal Such a view would read too much into the context. What is more important is whether, when he operates in man, the Holy Spirit transforms man's natural pneuma and then makes him a new creature; or whether the Spirit gives to man a pneuma at conversion which he did not previously possess.
It is difficult to conceive of pneuma as something added to man's existing state. It is more reasonable to consider that man's natural spirit, which in his unregenerate state is inactive, is revived at conversion by the Spirit of God.157 If this is so a distinction must be made between man's natural pneuma and his Christian pneuma, although the connection between them is close. Where Paul speaks of his spirit being refreshed, he is using the term in a general way which could be equally applicable to non-believers (cf. 1 Cor. 16:18; 2 Cor. 2:13; 7:13). The pneuma in this sense virtually stands as equivalent to 'self. It was the whole man •who was refreshed and no mention is made of the Spirit of God. Here 'spirit' seems to be used in the sense of 'mind'. Paul does not use the word pneuma in the sense of 'wind' or 'breath', nor does he use it of animals. It represents man's higher nature which of itself is neither good nor evil. It is capable both of defile-
7 Cf. W. Sanday and A. C. Headlam, Romans (ICC, 1895), p. 196.
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ment (2 Cor. 7:1) and of consecration (1 Cor. 7:34). It takes on the flavour of the dominant influence. There can be no question that for the apostle the pneuma of the Christian must be dominated by the Spirit of God. At times, therefore, Paul uses this word in an almost identical way as he sometimes uses psyche.
If we enquire more closely into the origin of Paul's ideas regarding man's pneuma, we discover a great similarity between the οτ doctrine of man and the Pauline doctrine.158 There are no contradictions, although several de​velopments and modifications. We need to note that scholars have appealed rather to Hellenistic than to Jewish origins, but their contentions are not convincing. The 'history of religions' school maintained that among the contemporary cults, the notion that the 'spiritual' person (pneumatikos) was superior to others prevailed, as in Pauline thought.139 But a fundamental difference remained. Unlike the 'spiritual' man in the mystery religions, the pneumatikos in Paul's thinking remains wholly dependent upon God. The new revelation he has received makes him more humble rather than more proud. There is never in Paul any confusion between the human and the divine as there is both in the mystery religions and in the Hermetic literature. In the latter, man's spirit can be absorbed into the Divine Spirit and therefore loses the personal element.
Mystical religious experience was not generally linked with moral obli​gations, and this supplies another marked contrast with Paul's view of pneuma. In the mystery religions, redemption was centred in a single ecstatic temporary experience, whereas in Christianity, as Paul expounds it, re​demption involves a continuous sanctifying process. Furthermore the mys​teries concentrated on taking the pneumatic into a world other than his own, whereas Paul was quite clear that Christians, though not of this world, are nevertheless in the world and cannot avoid meeting its challenge. Another contrast is the lack of any idea of the immortality of the spirit apart from the body in Paul's teaching, although it is present in the Orphic mysteries. One concluding observation is that pneuma and psyche are never identified in Paul when referring to the higher life, although they are in the mysteries. We may conclude that Paul's wider use of pneuma rather than psyche was dictated by his conversion experience in which God had so clearly taken the initiative. Psyche was traditionally too man-centred to serve as a suitable term for his purpose.
HEART
There is a strong indebtedness to οτ thought in cases where organs of the
158 W. D. Stacey, op. at., p. 138, considers that Paul's view of pneuma owes much to the or and intertestamental literature and departs in several ways from the rabbis. Cf. E. Sjoberg's 'mall' in Palestinian Judaism, in TDJVT, 6, pp. 375-389.
159 So R. Reitzenstein, Die hellenischen Mysterionenreligionen (31927, r.p. 1956). Cf. also the comments of H. A. A. Kennedy, Si Paul and the Mystery Religions (1913), p. 141.
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body are used to express emotions. In fact, in only one instance does Paul use the term (kardia) of the centre of life (2 Cor. 3:3), but even here it is used metaphorically (of the writing by the Spirit of God on human hearts).
In some cases kardia is used of the whole inward man. Paul sees the heart as the exerciser of faith (Rom. 10:10), which shows commitment of the whole person to Christ. It is into the heart that God has shone 'to give the light of the knowledge of the glory of God in the face of Christ' (2 Cor. 4:6; cf. also Eph. 1:18). A comparison of 2 Corinthians 1:22 with 2 Cor​inthians 5:5 shows that the guarantee of the Spirit in our hearts is the same as the guarantee in us, indicating that 'heart' stands for the whole person. Christ is said to dwell within the heart (Eph. 3:17), the Spirit is sent into the heart (Gal. 4:6), the peace of Christ, for the Christians, rules the heart (Col. 3:16).
Because the kardia in its natural state is not devoted to God, it is not surprising to find statements which speak of the corruption of the heart. Gentile lust was attributed to their hearts (Rom. 1:24). The heart can be hard and impenitent, in which case it stores up wrath against itself (Rom. 2:5). Nevertheless, the heart is not considered to be inherently bad. It can become obedient as well as disobedient (Rom. 6:17). Paul expresses his own strong longings for his own people as his heart's desire (Rom. 10:1). The heart is, therefore, conceived as the seat of the emotions. The apostle speaks of his great affliction and anguish of heart over the Corinthians (2 Cor. 2:4). When Paul uses the adjective 'senseless' of the hearts of the Gentiles in Romans 1:21, he is not meaning to suggest that the 'heart' is naturally senseless, but that through moral failure the heart was acting in a state of moral stupor. The heart in fact sometimes stands for the 'will' (as in 1 Cor. 4:5), where the Lord is said to plan to disclose the purpose of men's hearts (cf. also 1 Cor. 7:37).
When in 2 Corinthians 7:2 Paul urges the Corinthians to open their hearts to him and his companions, he is using the term kardia of the seat of Christian affection, the same sense which occurs in Philemon 7, 20, although here splanchna is used in place of kardia, following Hebrew influ​ence. To refresh the heart means to refresh the whole person.
Enough has been said to show that again Paul is not restrictive in his use of physical terms in a metaphorical way. The terms, however, are used mainly to describe emotional and volitional aspects. These must be set over against 'mind' (nous) which will next be considered and which is reserved for mental activities.
MIND
The word for 'mind' (nous) had very definite connotations in the Greek world and yet when Paul uses it he transfers it to a typically Hebrew approach. In Paul it is never conceived of in a way distinct from man
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himself. If the apostle singles it out, he does not do so to propound 'mind' as a special faculty.160 In Hebrew fashion, he means the whole thinking man, man as a creature capable of understanding. In no sense, therefore, can the intellect be exalted above the rest of man as it so often was in Greek thought. The very fact that Paul can speak of 'the mind of the flesh' (Col. 2:18), or 'sensuous mind' (as rsv) shows how closely linked the mind is with the sarx (see next section). Moreover, 'mind' extends over the whole mental activity of man, not simply the purely contemplative.
We note next that nous is a universal aspect of man. This is implied in the statement that God's peace surpasses all understanding (Phil. 4:7). Nous is not in itself either good or bad. Its moral standing is determined by what is dominating it, either the Spirit of God or the flesh. In 1 Corinthians 14:14, the mind stands over against the spirit and is certainly not included in the gifts bestowed on the believer. In this latter case ecstasy of spirit (pneuma) is regarded as of little value unless the mind is enlightened. Again Paul is concerned about the whole man. Emotional experiences must be linked with understanding.
When the mind does not acknowledge God, it becomes base (adokimos), a state which leads to improper conduct (Rom. 1:28). Paul dares to say that God gave men up to such a mind. This seems to mean that refusal to acknowledge God has an adverse effect, which makes it harder for the mind to receive subsequent revelations of God. Elsewhere, when Paul speaks of the minds of unbelievers, he maintains that they have been blinded by Satan (2 Cor. 4:4). Yet for believers the mind is not only enlightened (2 Cor. 4:6), but can be renewed (Rom. 12:2).
For a proper understanding of nous as God intended it to be, we must take into account that Paul can speak of the mind of God (cf. Rom. 11:34, a quote from Is. 40:13ff). He sees it as desirable that the human nous must be conformed to the mind of God (1 Cor. 2:16). The mind of man functions properly only when fulfilling the will of God. It is through the mind, moreover, that man can perceive the works of God in creation. The mind of the Christian performs an important function in discerning the will of God, although it does not necessarily follow that an understanding of God's will enables man to perform it.161 It seems to follow from Romans 12:2 that the renewal of mind which accompanies Christian conversion equips the believer with a sharper means of discernment than he had before (he can prove God's good, acceptable and perfect will). The difference between the Christian and non-Christian nous is vividly brought out in Romans 7; although this passage shows Paul finally serving the law of God with the
160 Bultmann, TNT, 1, p. 213, claims that nous is not a higher principle in man, any more than psyche or the human pneuma.
161 Stacey, op. dt., p. 201, says 'nous approves the course of action but pneuma supplies the energy to perform it'.
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mind (7:25), it nevertheless portrays a conflict. This will be dealt with in the section on flesh, but it is necessary here to note the expression 'the law of my mind", which Paul uses in verse 23. Since this is at variance with another law which makes him captive to the law of sin, by 'the law of my mind' Paul must have meant the true function of the mind which desires to serve God.162 Nowhere do his writings suggest, however, that the natural man, by means of nous and unaided by the Spirit of God, could effect his own salvation. When sarx is corrupted the whole person is corrupted, including his mind.
A distinction must be drawn between the nous and the pneuma, although their functions frequently overlap. If nous is the thinking and willing aspect of man, pneuma is man under the influence of the Spirit. Full harmony is reached only when they pull together. 1 Corinthians 14:14 is an example of what happens when the pneuma is not in line with the nous. Paul points out the possibility that it might prove unfruitful. In the Spirit-dominated life, the Holy Spirit takes control of the nous.163 The Christian indwelt by the Spirit finds his mind increasingly conformed to the mind of the Spirit.
CONSCIENCE
Closely linked with mind is the concept of 'conscience'. No specific word for this existed in Hebrew thought, where the word 'heart' (leb) included the general function of what the Greeks came to know as syneidesis.lM The root meaning of the word seems to be a knowledge of an act, together with reflective judgment upon it. Hence it differs from nous in that it does not involve the exercise of the will. The conscience shows man as aware of himself as a rational being.
In the Pauline epistles various uses of the word 'conscience' are found, (i) In Romans 2:15, Paul implies that conscience is universal, since he maintains of the Gentiles that 'their conscience also bears witness and their conflicting thoughts accuse or perhaps excuse them'. On the basis of this statement it seems that Paul considered that all people had the capacity to determine what was right, although he gives no indication of the standards by which this was done. It could not have been by reference to the law, as was the case among the Jews as a result of the Mosaic legislation. Yet the patriarchs were in the same position, prior to the giving of the law.
162 Stacey, op. n't., p. 201, puts it in this way: 'So concerned is nous with God's Law that the phrase "the law of my mind" can be used as synonymous with the Divine Law'.
163 Cf Kennedy, St Paul and the Mystery Religions, p. 139.
164 In his careful study, Conscience in the \'ew Testament (1955), C. A. Pierce gives a survey of the pre-NT use of the term and concludes that it was taken over from Gk. not Heb. sources. He shows, moreover, that in the Greek world it almost always had the sense of a guilty conscience. It comes from ordinary Greek speech with its own connotation, 'basically, the pain suffered by man, as man, and therefore as a creature involved in the order of things, when, by his acts completed or initiated, he transgresses the moral limits of his nature' (p. 54).
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Conscience must be aware of what is right, independent of man's own standards. No authority is vested in man himself.163 He does not decide his own standards, (ii) In Romans 9:1 and 2 Corinthians 1:12, Paul calls on his conscience as an additional witness, but this is purely for emphasis. He is affirming the essential truth of his own words. His conscience would have accused him had his words been insincere. In 2 Corinthians 4:2 his aim is to commend himself to every man's conscience in the sight of God. A similar thought occurs in 2 Corinthians 5:11. (iii) The function of the conscience, although clear, is not to acquit itself, for it is the Lord who judges (1 Cor. 4:4). On the other hand, the conscience, if disobeyed, can become defiled, as in the case of the weaker person confronted with the problem of food offered to idols (1 Cor. 8:7; cf. also 10:25). If conscience is persistently disobeyed, it becomes hardened. In 1 Timothy 4:2 it is spoken of as 'seared'166 among those who had been deceived by those advocating doctrines of demons.
As for the origin of Paul's idea of conscience, there can be little doubt that he shows some indebtedness to Stoic concepts. Among the Stoics, law was considered to be the law of nature immanent in man (empsychos nomos). Although this may have contributed in some ways, it is more likely that Paul is indebted to the popular use of the word 'conscience'. But neither source accounts for the specifically Christian use of the term in Paul's epistles. The apostle did not see man's best actions as conformity to nature, but conformity to the will of God, an idea equally absent from Stoic thought167 and from popular usage. Moreover, Paul sees the indwelling Spirit as the quickener of man's consciousness, and therefore views the Christian conscience as more perceptive than the conscience of the natural man.
FLESH
For an understanding of man's basic need, a study of Paul's use of the word sarx (flesh) is indispensable.168 But such a study is fraught with
163 Stacy, op. cit., p. 208, criticizes the view of conscience which sees authority as vested in man. He particularly refutes the view of O. Pfleiderer, Paulinism (Eng. Trans. 1877), 1, p. 63.
166 The force of the word rendered 'seared' here seems to be that as the nerve ends are dulled in an act of cauterizing, so the conscience becomes incapable of discernment between right and wrong. This seems more applicable than the view that the false teachers are regarded as branded with their owner's name (i.e. Satan), so C. Spicq, Les Epitres Pastorales (EB, 21947) ad loc.
167 C. A. Pierce, op. cit., pp. 13-20, has a chapter on the fallacy of Stoic origin for the nt usage, which speaks for itself that Pierce considers a Stoic origin is unfounded.
68 Some have considered Paul's usage to be influenced by the kind of developments found at Qumran in the use of 'flesh'. Cf. K. G. Kuhn, 'New Light on Temptation, Sin and Flesh in the New Testament', The Scrolls and the New Testament (ed. K. Stendahl, 1958), pp. 94-113; W. D. Davies, 'Paul and the Dead Sea Scrolls: Flesh and Spirit', idem, pp. 157-182. Cf. alsoj. Pryke, ' "Spirit" and "flesh" in the Qumran Documents and some New Testament Texts', RQ 5, 1965, pp. 345ff. But the points of comparison are outweighed by the differences and are insufficient to establish any kind of dependence.
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difficulties because of the variety of ways in which the term is used.169 Whereas people, animals, birds and fish all share sarx, Paul makes a dis​tinction between them (1 Cor. 15:39). In this case sarx refers simply to bodily substance. The term came to denote the natural man in his earthly origin (cf. 1 Cor. 1:29; Rom. 1:3; 3:20;170 Gal. 1:16). Because this sense of creatureliness is strong, sarx came naturally to represent man in his weak​ness. This idea of flesh is indebted to the Hebrew idea that the creature is always weak as compared with the power of the Creator.
The word can also be used of what relates to oneself, as in the statement of Paul that 'no man ever hated his own flesh' (Eph. 5:29). So far, the uses mentioned do not imply any moral meaning. This is important because it shows that Paul did not share the current Greek conception of the essential evil of matter, and particularly of the flesh. Nevertheless sarx generally stands over against God. It is often in Paul the opposite of spirit (pneuma), but this applies only to the Christian idea of man (cf. Gal. 5:17). In reference to the natural man sarx denotes not so much the lower nature of man as contrasted with the higher, but the whole man in his state of alienation from God.
There is in the use of sarx in Paul's epistles a double aspect in relation to sin.171 Sometimes it denotes no more than a general relationship to sin as in such terms as en sarki (in flesh), kata sarka (according to the flesh), or the 'mind of the flesh'. In 2 Corinthians 10:3 Paul draws a distinction between the first two expressions - we walk in flesh, but we do not carry on warfare according to flesh.172 The flesh is still the sphere of the Christian's activity, but is no longer the dominant pattern for his actions. Here a distinction is seen when Paul's view is compared with the contemporary Hellenistic idea of the antithesis between the inner and outer man, for Paul's idea of the inner man is essentially man as he is renewed (2 Cor. 4:16). Moreover, it is a continual process. This suggests also that Paul did not think in terms
169 Cf. R. Bultmann, TNT, 1, pp. 232-239 for a discussion of Paul's view of sarx. Cf. also W. D. Stacey, The Pauline View of Man, pp. 154ff.; E. Schweizer, TDNT, 7, pp. 125ff. H. Ridderbos, Paul, (Eng. trans. 1975), pp. lOlff, criticizes Bultmann's view that flesh typifies man's total mode of existence. 'What is deceptive in Bultmann's interpretation is that with the idea of sin as "flesh" he starts once again from the flesh as humanly limited, etc., as though it were especially therein that the point of contact for sin lay; whereas for Paul "flesh" denotes sin in the whole of its purport as turned away from and averse to God' (p. 103). Cf. also A. Thiselton, 'The Meaning of Sarx in 1. Cor. 5:5: A Fresh Approach in the Light of Logical and Semantic Factors', S/T26, 1973, pp. 204-228; A. Sand, Der Begriff'Fleisch' in dm paulinischm Hauptbriefen (1967).
170 For a discussion of kata sarka in relation to kata pneuma hagidsynes, both applied to Christ in Rom. 1:3, 4, cf. B. Schneider, Bib. 48, 1967, pp. 359-387.
171 See H. W. Robinson, The Christian Doctrine of Man, pp. 119ff.
172 In 2 Cor. 10:3 there is clearly a double sense of the word sarx, since en sarki is neutral whereas kata sarka is not. Cf. P. E. Hughes, 2 Corinthians NICNT (1962), pp. 348f. There is a powerful difference between the two uses, one expressing present human frailty, the other a principle of life dominated by wrong moral standards. C. K. Barren, 2 Corinthians (BC, 1973), p. 250, points out that Paul is not consistent in his use of en sarki as a comparison of this passage with Rom. 8:9 and Gal. 2:20 shows.
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of Hellenistic dualism. He recognized as a fact of history that sarx in its natural state is closely allied to sin.
But Paul went further than this and saw sarx as the seat of an activity which resulted in sin, even encouraging its production. Hence flesh is closely allied to lust as if it had become the natural thing for sarx to lust. Paul speaks of'the desires of the flesh' (Gal. 5:16) and then goes on to give an unenviable list of the 'works of the flesh' (Gal. 5:19). He selects fifteen sins to serve as representative of what follows from the flesh. The fact that they exclude people from entry into the kingdom shows that there is a strong antithesis between sarx and the kingdom.
We shall next examine the key passage in our discussion, i.e. Romans 7. In this section in which Paul sets out a strong inner conflict, sarx plays an important part. The setting of the pre-Christian state is expressed in verse five, 'while we were living in the flesh, our sinful passions, aroused by the law, were at work in our members to bear fruit for death'. In the pre-Christian state sarx is clearly dominating.173
In the ensuing discussion, the conflict is mainly between the ego affected by sin and the ego desiring to do the will of God. It reaches its climax in the statement, 'For I know that nothing good dwells within me, that is, in my flesh. I can will what is right, but I cannot do it' (Rom. 7:18). 'Flesh' here demonstrates powerfully the hampering effect of the natural man when the apostle was faced with a recognition of what is right. Although not evil of itself, sarx prevents the good and therefore encourages evil. Flesh is also contrasted with the 'inmost self (esd anthrdpos) (Rom. 7:22).
It is of some importance to determine whether this passage relates to Paul himself as a Christian, or to himself or to others as non-Christians.174 If the former, the passage would relate to the Christian's continuing strug-
173 As C. E. B. Cranfield, Romans (ICC, 1975), 1, p. 337, remarks of Christians, They are no longer in the flesh in the sense of having the basic direction of their lives determined and controlled by their fallen nature'. Sarx is nevertheless still 'a far from powerless element' in their lives. C. K. Barrett, Romans (BC, 1957), pp. 137, 416, commenting on Rom. 7:5f, notes that Paul uses sarx in two different senses - i.e. sometimes physical and sometimes in the sense of a proclivity to sin.
174 For the view that Rom. 7 refers to Paul's own pre-Christian experience, cf. G. W. Buchanan, The Consequences of the Covenant (1970), p. 183, who relates it to the time before the bar mitzvah. Cf. also W.
opology
.        .
conversion de Paul', Foi et Salut selon S. Paul (M. Earth et al., 1970), pp. 67-88, esp. 75.
For other treatments of the passage, cf. J. I. Packer, 'The "wretched man" of Romans 7', Studia Evangelica, 2 (ed. F. L. Cross, 1964), pp. 621-627; K. Kertelge, ZNW 62, 1971, pp. 105-114; C. L. Mitton, BxT65, 1953-4, pp. 78ff, 99ff, 132ff.; E. Fuchs, 'Existentiale Interpretation von Rom. 7:7-12 und 21-23', in his Glaube und Erfahrung (1965); J. M. Bover, Bib 5, 1924, pp. 192ff.; H. Ridderbos, Paul, pp. 126ff.; J. Dunn, ThZ 31 (1975), pp. 257-273. H. Conzelmann, TNT, p. 181, maintains that Paul does not teach that the nous is free and good. Rom. 7, therefore, merely shows that man has totally lost his freedom.
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gle with the old nature.175 But many deny this interpretation and maintain that a conflict within a non-Christian is in mind, in which case the passage could refer to human experience in general. In that case sarx will have its usual meaning of human nature in its weakness. The man knows God's demands and wants to fulfil them (verses 15, 18, 19, 21, 22). But the sarx sins, because sin takes advantage of it. In a sense sarx is set over against nous. The latter serves or seeks to serve God, but the former does not. An objection has been raised that it is only in the Christian that nous desires to serve God and therefore the passage must relate to Christian experience. But no wedge must be driven between 'flesh' and 'mind'. Both are aspects of the whole man. It must be remembered that the non-Christian experi​ence is seen in this chapter through Christian eyes.176 The conclusion is that man's position is hopeless (Rom. 7:24). The non-Christian, while in the throes of this conflict, utterly fails to understand what is going on (7:15). Sarx is in control. The apostle is not, however, giving in this passage a full exposition of either sarx or nous. He is wanting to show that the guilt of sin does not fall upon the Law. Man in his sarx is responsible for his own sin.
Some comment is needed on the relationship between sarx and soma (body). In the physical sense there is no distinction between these words, but they are used differently in an ethical sense. It has been maintained that the body is thought of as under the sway of the flesh,177 but this is an oversimplification which does less than justice to the most extensive mean​ing of 'body' in Pauline thought. Nevertheless at times the ethical impli​cations of the flesh are transferred to the body (cf. Rom. 8:1-11).
Man seen as sarx is man in his membership of this present evil age (Gal. 1:4). The word does not describe his fundamental nature.178 Paul's view of salvation includes deliverance from the present age, from the view of man as sarx to the view of man as spirit (pneuma). But naturally the Christian is not all at once delivered from the adverse effects of sarx. Paul's approach to salvation is therefore of a continuous process of overcoming the adverse
17:1 More will be said on the interpretation of Rom. 7 when discussing Paul's approach to the law (see below, pp. 687ff.).
176 W. G. Kiimmel, TNT, p. 177, argues that in Rom. 7 Paul sees man 'in the flesh' as a Christian sees him. 'Thus even here, in spite of the dualistic-sounding terminology, man is seen as a unity, as "fleshly, sold under sin' (verse 14)" '. Cf. idem, Man in the New Testament, pp. 60f. R. Harrisville, The Concept of Newness in the New Testament (1960), p. 86, argues that the struggle must be of the new man, since the old man would be unable to recognize the conflict because he is wholly under the domination of this age.
177 Cf. R. Bultmann, TNT, 1, p. 197, who argues from Rom. 8:13 that soma is seen as 'under the sway of an outside power. . . The context shows that the outside power is "the flesh", for the "deeds of the soma" correspond to "living according to the flesh".' But Bultmann's inadequate view of the 'flesh' must here be borne in mind (cf. n. 169).
178 Kiimmel, Man in the New Testament, p. 63, says 'In so far as man lets himself be determined by the reality of "this age" (aion houtos), and thereby denotes that he is yet sarx, so far is he "a slave of sin and death" (Rom. 6:16).'
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effects of sarx. This is where salvation merges into sanctification. More will be said later on the relation between sarx and sin (see pp. 206ff.). Our next consideration is the body distinct from sarx.
BODY
Unlike sarx, the body is capable of being transformed. It is described as mortal (Rom. 8:10, 11), but God can give life to it through his Spirit. Moreover, the body is not meant for immorality (1 Cor. 6:13). Anyone who commits immorality sins against his own body (1 Cor. 6:18). The real purpose of the body is to be a temple of the Holy Spirit (1 Cor. 6:19). Because of this God can be glorified in the body (1 Cor. 6:20). This at once sets 'body' (soma) apart from 'flesh' (sarx) and shows its superiority.179 In every way, the body in its true state is meant 'for the Lord' (1 Cor. 6:13).
The body is due for resurrection and redemption (Rom. 8:23). What is now limited through the domination of the flesh will be renewed. Our lowly body will be changed to become like Christ's glorious body (Phil. 3:21). These statements give some insight into the dramatic change in the body which is in store for the Christian. By implication the non-Christian, still dominated as he is by the flesh, has no such hope that his body will be delivered from its mortality (see further discussion on pp. 207ff.).
Another feature of Paul's doctrine of the transformation of the body is its gradual character. As the mind (nous) is renewed by a gradual process, so it is linked with the dedication of the body (Rom. 12:1-2). Although ultimately the old must give place to the new, the change is not cataclysmic, but progressive.
It has been pointed out that when Paul speaks of the body he is thinking in corporate terms.180 Hence the mortal body or body of death stands for the solidarity of all men belonging to a race in which death is inescapable.181 It is this idea of solidarity that Paul so effectively uses when applying the metaphor of the body to the church (see the section on the church, pp. 742ff.).
At the same time there are some statements in Paul which show that he recognized the sinful character of the body. In Romans 6:6 he uses the expression 'sinful body' (to soma tes hamartias)1*2 and speaks of its destruction
179 J. A. T. Robinson, The Body, p. 31, brings out the important distinction between sarx and soma: 'While sarx stands for man, in the solidarity of creation, in his distance from God, soma stands for man, in the solidarity of creation, as made for God'.
180 Cf. J. A. T. Robinson, op. at., pp. 73ff.
181 R. H. Gundry, Soma in Biblical Theology, pp. 217f., criticizes Robinson's view (op. of., p. 15) that Paul used soma in the Heb. sense of somatic socialism. He suggests that in the οτ there is support for both solidarity and individualism.
182 Gundry, op. at., pp. 57ff., includes a brief excursus on Rom. 6:6a, in which he maintains that the phrase to soma tes hamartias 'does not refer to an abstract mass of sin, to the system of sinful desires, to sin
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so that we might no longer be enslaved to sin. At the conclusion of his passage on the inner tensions which result from sin, Paul asks a rhetorical question, 'Who will deliver me from this body of death?' (Rom. 7:24). Here the expression is again genitival, in which the genitive gives the description of the body in a qualitative sense, i.e. a body destined for death. The deeds (praxeis) of the body need to be put to death, according to Romans 8:13. Another expression is 'body of flesh' which occurs in Co-lossians 2:11, also used in an adverse sense. These statements remind us of the basic condition of man brought about through sin, which will be more fully discussed later (see pp. 187ff).
Some theologians have obscured Paul's teaching about the body by adopting the view that for Paul 'body' stands for the whole person (what has been called the holistic view).183 According to this view 'body' does not refer to the physical body. But a careful examination of the evidence does not support this view.184
Other features in Paul's view of man
The foregoing evidence has demonstrated the wide variety of Paul's terms for aspects of man and the impossibility of constructing a consistent psy​chology. Indeed psychology is the wrong word to use, since Paul is so strongly influenced by the Hebrew idea of the whole man that Greek notions of separate functions have only a minimum impact on Paul's thinking. We may summarize his approach in the following ways.
(i) Paul sees man as a creature, but nevertheless a creature made in the image of God. This strongly or view of the origin of man is specifically stated in 1 Corinthians 11:7 (see further comments under Paul's approach to creation on pp. 209ff).
(ii) Man in his totality was expected to honour God. In company with other parts of the nt, the Pauline epistles regard man in his natural state as having dishonoured God (Rom. 1:21).
(iii) Nevertheless man cannot disclaim responsibility for his rejection of God, since God has given him the capacity to understand. The classic passage in this respect is Romans 2:14, 15, in which Paul demonstrates thai Gentiles, although not having the Jewish law, nevertheless have the capacity for discernment. Paul is referring to natural revelation which demonstrates 'the great distance from Him in which the whole man stands'.185
personified as a sphere of power in the old Aeon, or to the sinful personality, but concretely to the physical body which has been dominated by sin, is doomed to destruction and will receive resurrection' (p. 58).
183 This view is central to Bultmann's exposition of Paul's thought, TNT, 1, pp. 192-203. It is followed up also byj. A. T. Robinson, The Body, especially in its application to the church.
184 Cf. R. H. Gundry, op. at., who gives a detailed examination of all the usages in οτ, intertestamental and nt literature and concludes that a dualistic view consistently explains all the evidence.
185 W.G. Kummel, Man in the New Testament, p. 49.
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(iv) Paul draws a distinction between the natural and spiritual man.186 He uses the adjectives psychikos (natural) and pneumatikos (spiritual) in rather different ways from the nouns psyche and pneuma, already considered. The spiritual man is man in possession of pneuma which the natural man does not possess. The former derives life from the Holy Spirit, whereas the latter derives life only from an earthly source (chotkos). The 'spiritual' man may at times refer to all believers, but at other times be restricted to those who possessed special gifts (cf. Ϊ Cor. 14:37; 2:15; 3:1; and Gal. 6:1). The idea of 'spiritual' is certainly not reserved for an elitist class of Christians. What is most important is that in Paul's mind the natural man is unspiri-tual.187 He is deficient in an aspect which can be supplied only by the Spirit of God.
(v) Nowhere else in the nt does the basic equality of all people before God come so vividly into focus as with Paul. Not only is man's sin universal, but all distinctions of sex and nationality and social status are swept away. Admittedly this happens only in Christ, but the fact that it happens points to an important element in Paul's basic conception of man. Such distinc​tions were powerful divisive factors in Paul's world, but he recognized them as unacceptable. In this he showed remarkable insight into the true nature of man, which had become blurred through human prejudices.
(vi) The problem as to whether Paul regarded man as a monad, dyad or triad is somewhat academic, but we may say that the evidence for the tripartite nature of man is confined in Paul to 1 Thessalonians 5:23 which is capable of alternative interpretations (see earlier section under 'soul', p. 164f). Since man as a unity is in line with Hebrew thought, this seems most basic to Paul, but when he introduces the spiritual element he does so in a way unknown to Hebrew thought and thus introduces a dual idea.
Our survey of Paul's view of man would not be complete without some reference to the relationship between man and woman. We shall deal with this subject here in a general sense, but we shall need to return to it in a particular sense when considering the church (see pp. 774ff.).
We begin by focusing on Adam, who is used in a special theological sense in two passages (Rom. 5:12ff. and 1 Cor. 15:22, 45ff.) and is men​tioned in a third (1 Tim. 2:13, 14). In the first two cases, Adam clearly
186 There is a useful discussion of the natural and spiritual in Stacey, The Pauline View of Man, pp. 146-153. He agrees with H. A. A. Kennedy, Si Paul's Conceptions of the Last Things (1904), p. 251, that although the οτ throws light on Paul's use of psyche and pneuma, the apostle's own experience contributes the element of originality in his teaching. On pneuma, Stacey says 'the word is Paul's word, and the force and effect of the contrast must be largely attributed to his own religious insight' (p. 153).
187 R. Bultmann, TNT 1, p. 174, argued that Paul's use of the distinction between natural and spiritual can be explained only from gnostic anthropology. But gnostic anthropology did not, as Paul does, attribute the spiritual life to the activity of the Spirit of God. For a summary of gnostic views of pneuma, cf. E. Schweizer, TDNT, 6, pp. 392ff. Cf. also B. A. Pearson, The Pneumatikos-Psychikos Terminology in 1 Corinthians. A Study in the Theology of the Corinthian Opponents of Paul and its relation to Gnosticism (SBL Dissertation Series 12, 1973).
177
MAN AND HIS WORLD
stands as representative of the whole race. Paul sees mankind as 'in Adam' in the same mystical way as he sees all Christians as 'in Christ'. In a later section we shall be discussing Romans 5:12ff. in its relation to Paul's doctrine of sin (pp. 209ff), but our purpose here is to demonstrate that at times Paul's arguments depend on a corporate conception of mankind. Basic humanity, which all people share, may in this way be represented by Adam, the first man. There is no distinction in this sense between man and woman. Adam stands not for the male over against the female, but for mankind, incorporating both sexes.
In the Corinthians passage (especially 1 Cor. 15:45ff.), the first man Adam is again set over against Christ as the last Adam. What is most significant here is the introduction of the 'image' idea, reminiscent of the Genesis passage, but applied in a different way. Here Paul shows that as people have borne Adam's image, so they will bear Christ's. There is no question that Paul accepts the authenticity of the Genesis account, for his whole theological argument depends on it. Adam is again considered as in some way the representative of mankind as a whole.
It is in the 1 Timothy passage that a different slant on the Adam saga is introduced, for in this case Adam is contrasted with Eve. Although the main argument in this passage is based on Adam's priority in the order of creation, yet the secondary point is that Eve's fall has placed all her female descendants in a subordinate position. It must, of course, be borne in mind that in the contemporary Jewish world the subordination of women to men was not only taken for granted, but actively propagated by the cus​toms of society. Moreover, in few places in the Gentile world were women regarded as possessing independent rights or influences (Macedonia was one of the exceptions). In this passage in the Pastorals, therefore, Paul is reflecting the almost universal approach of the ancient world. We shall need to see how he applies this contemporary approach to women in the church (see pp. 774f.). He makes a significant contribution towards chal​lenging contemporary patterns when he maintains that in Christ there is neither male nor female (Gal. 3:28). The fact that he links this with the abolition of the slave/freeman distinction suggests that he sees a vital difference between humanity in the non-Christian world and in Christ. This does not suppose that he visualized an immediate sweeping away of all social distinctions, but he recognized that ideally in Christ things could be totally different. There is no suggestion in Paul's epistles that man's standing before God was any different from woman's. Both need salvation in the same way and on the same terms.
We may further note that Paul takes for granted, in accordance with the strong Jewish practice of the time, that marriage was a natural procedure between men and women. He has advice to give to Christians on the subject of the sanctity of marriage and this will be discussed in the section
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on marriage (pp. 948ff.). In one passage, however, (Rom. 1:26, 27), Paul speaks of the relationship between the sexes in the non-Christian world, commending natural relations and condemning unnatural (i.e. between those of the same sex). This is sufficient to show that in Galatians 3:28 Paul is not seeking to abolish the distinction between the proper function of the respective sexes.188
Because of his remarks in 1 Corinthians and 1 Timothy about the rela​tionships between Christian men and women and their roles in the church (see pp. 774f), some have supposed that Paul was a misogynist, but this cannot be sustained. He is deeply concerned with orderliness and it is in this context that he gives his advice. The fact that he numbers some women among his associates shows that the charge of misogyny is baseless. It must be recognized that the placing of men and women on an equal footing in their need of salvation gives some indication of his basic approach to men and women in general.
One other passage which may have relevance is 1 Timothy 5:2-3, where Timothy is advised to treat older women like mothers and younger women like sisters. Real widows are singled out for special honour. There is no suggestion here of male domination. This basic approach must be taken into account when considering what Paul says about women in the Chris​tian church.
Some scholars maintain that Paul's use of the Genesis creation narrative (in 1 Corinthians 11:8-9) shows that he accepted a hierarchical relationship, with man as the dominant sex.189 But it cannot be maintained that the Genesis narrative requires such an interpretation. When 1 Corinthians 11:8— 9, in which Paul stresses that the woman gives herself for the man, is compared with Ephesians 5:31, which stresses the reverse, it will be clear that Paul is not assuming a sexual hierarchy, but holds that the sexes complement one another. Indeed he states that 'in the Lord' man and woman are dependent on each other (1 Cor. 11:11—12).
Some discussion has arisen over whether 1 Corinthians 11:7, in referring to the 'image of God', applies it only to the man190 or whether it also includes the woman.191 In view of the fact that Paul does not say that the woman is the image of the man (he substitutes the word 'glory'), the
188 L. Scanzoni and N. Hardesty, All we're Meant to Be (1974), maintain that Gal. 3:28 removes all role distinctions. Cf. also J. Harper, Women and the Gospel (Christian Brethren Research Fellowship Occasional Paper 5, 1974). But cf. M. Boucher, 'Some unexplored Parallels to 1 Corinthians 11:11-12 and Galatians 3:28', CBQ 31, 1969, pp. SOff.; G. B. Caird, 'Paul and Women's Liberty', BJRL 34, 1972, pp. 268-281. Cf. also D. S. Bailey, The Man-Woman Relation in Christian Thought (1939).
189 Cf. for instance J. B. Hurley, 'Did Paul require Veils or the Silence of Women?, WTJ 35, 1972-3, pp. 190-220.
190 Cf. A. Robertson and A. Plummer, J Corinthians (ICC, 1911), ad he.;). Hering, ί Corinthians (Eng. trans. 1962), ad loc. Cf. also J. Jervell, Imago Dei (1960), pp. 299Γ; S. V. McCasland, ' "The Image of God" according to Paul', JBL 69, 1950, pp. 85f.
191 Cf. J. B. Hurley, op. at.; Έ. f. Bruce, ί and 2 Corinthians (NCB, 1971), ad loc.
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second interpretation is undoubtedly correct. But our concern here is to note in what sense mankind may be said to bear the image of God. The fact that the woman is said to be the glory of the man has a direct bearing on our interpretation of the 'image'. The two ideas must be closely con​nected, although they are also distinguished. Glory has been forfeited by men because of sin, but the 'image' has not been entirely erased. This conforms well with Paul's argument in Romans 1 where he charges the pagan Gentiles with having exchanged God's glory for creaturely images (verse 23).
That it is right to interpret 'image' through its close connection with glory is seen when 'image' is applied to Christ himself as in 2 Corinthians 4:4; there he is said to be 'the image of God' (or the likeness of God), and the concept of glory clearly comes into focus. A similar idea, although without the mention of glory, comes to expression in Colossians l:15ff. At no time does Paul suggest that Christ needed the image of God to be restored to him. He already was that image. But Paul recognizes the process in the new man in Christ of being conformed to that image (Col. 3:10). He goes one step further in Romans 8:29; 1 Corinthians 15:49; 2 Corinthians 3:18, where the 'image' is described as the image of Christ.
Undoubtedly Paul puts his own interpretation on an idea which is de​rived from Genesis I.192 He does not, in fact, discuss to what extent man in general still bears the image of God, but since he sees the process of salvation as a process of conformity to that image, this suggests that man apart from Christ does not reflect that image as he did before the fall. Nevertheless the 'image of God' in the creation account set man apart from the animal world, and there is no reason to suppose that he lost this distinction as a result of sin. Only man has the capacity for a personal relationship with God. Paul gives no support, however, to the view that man in his fallen state still has a spark of divinity in him which needs only to be fanned into a flame.193 His view of sin is much more radical than that (see next section, pp. 200ff.).
Hebrews
It has been shown that this epistle strongly presents the doctrine of creation by God (see pp. 79f.) and the crown of that creation is man. Psalm 8 is cited in support of the view that God made man only a little lower than the angels and gave him dignity (Heb. 2:6ff.). He is crowned with glory and honour and everything is put in subjection to him. This shows man in his ideal state, a state which has been fulfilled only by Jesus. In a few
192 It is worth noting that among Jewish exegetes there was no common interpretation of the 'image' idea in Genesis 1. It is abundantly clear that Paul did not inherit much from this source. He seems to have developed the idea as a result of his own experience in Christ.
193 Cf. below, n. 288.
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words, therefore, the writer shows what dignity man might have had, in order to highlight man's weakness, which conies out so vividly in the rest of the epistle.
Man is described corporately by the term anthropos, as in Paul's epistles. In spite of his high status within creation, man is mortal. He is appointed to die (Heb. 9:27), and in fact lives his life in fear of death (Heb. 2:14). In this respect man is seen to be in the grip of Satan who has the power of death. Moreover, man's state is described as weakness (Heb. 4:15; 7:28). The whole burden of the epistle is that man is incapable of coming to God and incapable of saving himself. This is the nature of his weakness.
There is some use of the word psyche (soul). Christians are said to have an 'anchor of the soul' (Heb. 6:19), which means a security for the whole person.194 The word occurs in Hebrews 10:38 in a quotation from Habak-kuk 2:3, 4 where 'soul' stands for 'self ('my soul has no pleasure in him'). It also occurs in Hebrews 13:17, which refers to leaders as 'keeping watch over your souls',195 where the word again seems to be used of the whole person. But a problem arises over the author's statement that the word of God could pierce 'to the division of soul (psyche) and spirit (pneuma)' (Heb. 4:12). Whatever the meaning of the statement, it would seem that some distinction is being made between soul and spirit, but it is not easy to determine the nature of that distinction.196 If 'spirit' denotes the whole person in relation to God and 'soul' the whole person without relation to God, the division through the word of God becomes intelligible. But is this interpretation of pneuma supported elsewhere in the epistle? On most of the occasions when pneuma is used, it is applied to the Holy Spirit, but there are two instances where it is not. In Hebrews 12:9 God is described as 'the Father of Spirits', a title which draws special attention to the spiritual nature of God. The other instance is in the expression 'the spirits of just men made perfect' (Heb. 12:23), and in this case the idea of relation to God belongs essentially to the context. According to this view the writer uses the word pneuma in a distinctively Godward sense and distinguishes it from 'soul'.197 The words would then mean that it is only through the Word of
194 H. W. Montefiore, Hebrews (BC, 1964), p, 116, rightly says, 'This is not just a sheltered mooring for that most precious part of human personality which is commonly called the soul. On the contrary, it is an anchor which guarantees inner peace and security for the whole of life.'
195 The expression 'those who have faith and keep their souls' in Heb. 10:39 is a variant form of Habbakuk's living by faith. Cf. F. F. Bruce, Hebrews, p. 275 n. 206.
196
[image: image2.png]MONtenOre, op. ik, p. 58, Understands the expression to mean that the Word of God can penerrate
'to the very ground of 2 man's being”. It is certain that the words are no guide to the writer's understanding
of human psychology. A. B. Davidson thinks that the accumulation of terms expresses man's whole menta
natare, Hebrews (ICC, 1882), p. 96. Some, however, see a Philonic dichotomy berween sonl and spiit, ¢f
c Hébreus. 1, pp. 526. F. F. Bruce, Hebrews, p. 82, sces a judicial fanction auributed 1o the Word




". Spicq,
in this passage.
197 It should be noted that there is a parallel to the expression 'the spirits of just men' in Wisdom 3:1 which speaks of'the souls of the righteous'. Bruce, op. cit., p. 378, thinks no distinction between the two can be pressed. But it is reasonable to conclude that the choice of'spirits' in Heb. 12:23 is not accidental.
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God that such a distinction is recognizable. Alternatively it is possible that the expression in Hebrews 4:12 is no more than figurative language for penetration in depth, in which case it tells us very little about pneuma.
There is an absence of the sharp antithesis between spirit and flesh (sarx) which is found in Paul's epistles. The expression 'flesh and blood' which occurs in Hebrews 2:14 is applied to human nature which all men share and which Jesus also took at his incarnation. There is clearly no thought here of the evil character of flesh in the Greek sense. The same may be said of the words 'in the days of his flesh' (Heb. 5:7), referring to the human experience of Jesus. Indeed, the writer thinks of Jesus' human flesh as a kind of veil through which he has opened a way of access to God (Heb. 10:20).
Nevertheless sarx has become affected by sin since it needs purification (Heb. 9:13). The same is probably implied in the 'regulations of the flesh' mentioned in Hebrews 9:10. It would seem, therefore, that this writer thinks of 'flesh' in terms of man's earthly existence (Heb. 12:9), without attaching any moral aspect to sarx, except in so far as it is part of the whole man, whose sinful condition is never disputed (see below, pp. 213ff).
It remains only to observe that the writer's use of 'heart' (kardia) follows the usual Hebrew pattern. In fact, the refrain 'harden not your hearts' is taken from Psalm 95:11 which is cited in Hebrews 3:8; 4:7, and echoed in 3:15. Part of the same citation declares of the Israelites that 'they always go astray in their hearts' (Heb. 3:10). In Hebrews 4:12, in addition to the reference to 'soul' and 'spirit', mention is made of the 'thoughts and the intentions of the heart'. In the extensive quotation from Jeremiah 31, the laws of God would be put in men's minds (dianoia) and written on their hearts (Heb. 8:10; cf. 10:16 where the two words are reversed). There is a strange combination of heart and conscience in Hebrews 10:22, which shows that what affects one affects the other. In all these references it is clear that 'heart' in this epistle performs the functions mainly denoted by 'mind' in Paul's epistles.
Reference has to be made to 'conscience' (syneidesis) which plays some part in the ideas of the writer. He concedes that the old ritual could not perfect the conscience (Heb. 9:9), which shows that in its natural state it is in some sense imperfect (cf. Heb. 10:2). Indeed in Hebrews 10:22 it is specifically described as 'evil'.198 The whole function of Christian living is a matter of keeping a 'clear' conscience (Heb. 13:18). It is for this reason that the value of the blood of Christ is seen to 'purify your conscience from dead works' (Heb. 9:14). There is here a less developed idea of conscience
198 Heb. 10:22, in calling the conscience 'bad' (ponera), is not implying that in itself it is evil, but that for the non-Christian it always has bad effects. The benefits of the passion of Christ as set out in this epistle include a cleansing of the conscience, i.e. in delivering it from its former enslavement.
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than in the Pauline epistles,199 but basically it is the same usage. Conscience reveals to man his own imperfections, but this writer gives no indication of how this is done. The designation of the conscience as 'evil' is, of course, a Christian commentary. There is no suggestion that conscience pron​ounces this judgment on itself. It is when it has been cleansed that its former character is understood. Nevertheless conscience does seem to re​cognize the essential need for some adequate mediation between man and God.
The rest of the New Testament
In the letter of James there is little information on the constitution of man. The most explicit is James 3:9 where man is said to have been made in the image of God, in a way which echoes the Genesis 1:27 account, but does not enlarge upon it. James does not mention the spoiling of the image through sin, but he has no doubt of the reality of sin, as will be seen later (pp. 215ff.). There is no support from James for the view that every man bears the image of the heavenly Son of man, or that man is naturally like God because he belongs to the heavenly Archetypal Man. The nt view is that the 'image' was marred at the fall and can be restored only through Christ.200 There is in James an implied conflict between man as he was created and man as he is now. Yet even as he now is, he still shows traces of the image of God. The readers are reminded to put away filthiness and wickedness and to receive the implanted word, which can save their souls (Jas. 1: 21). James throughout is more concerned with man's practical behaviour than with speculative matters of man's constitution. When he speaks of a man's soul (psyche) being saved from death (Jas. 5:20), he is clearly using the word of the person apart from the flesh, which is mortal. The word seems to be used here in a sense almost equivalent with pneuma. In fact, James cites a saying about God jealously yearning over the spirit he has made to dwell in us (Jas. 4:5), which if it refers to man's human spirit would denote that part of him which has direct reference to God.201 In another statement James differentiates between spirit and body, but maintains that both are necessary for life (Jas. 2:26). Man conceived of as simply body, according to James, would be dead, and it is clear that he
199 C. A. Pierce, Conscience in the New Testament, pp. lOlf., sees five stages in the author's use of syneidesis. The climax is reached in 13:18 where the author speaks of having a clear conscience 'desiring to act honorably in all things'. Pierce suggests that this is Of intention and aspiration, rather than of accomplishment' (p. 103).
200 Cf. J. Hering, Die biblischen Grundlagen des christlichen Humanismus (1946), cited by and refuted by W. G. Kiimmel, Man in the New Testament, p. 86 n.96a. The latter argues that the nt view is that the image of God does not belong to man's nature, but is given as a gift. The fall robbed man of the gift. Moreover, Kiimmel asserts that the Archetypal Man is not a heavenly being.
201 R V. G. Tasker, James (TNTC, 1956), ad loc., takes pneuma here to relate to the Spirit of God, not to the human spirit.
183
MAN AND HIS WORLD
assumes his readers would accept this conclusion without question.
A similar position is reflected in the Petrine epistles, although there are some interesting variations. One of the most striking is that which speaks of the passions of the flesh (sarx) warring against the soul (psyche) (1 Pet. 2:II).202 There is an echo here of the familiar Pauline antithesis between sarx and pneuma, but it does not feature so prominently in Peter.203 In setting out the example of Christ, Peter speaks of him 'being put to death in the flesh but made alive in the spirit' (1 Pet. 3:18), where the antithesis is between mortal sarx and living pneuma (cf. also 1 Pet. 4:6, where these concepts are again contrasted). It should be noted, however, that sarx and pneuma in this context denote not two parts of Christ, but two different spheres of existence.204 Salvation is related to the soul (1 Pet. 1:9).205 The soul is capable of being purified (1 Pet. 1:22). Jesus can be described as Shepherd and Guardian of the soul (1 Pet. 2:25). Sufferers are urged to entrust their souls to God (1 Pet. 4:19). In all these instances 'soul' stands for persons, especially in their spiritual capacity, i.e. the whole man. It is very close to the frequent use of 'spirit' in Paul. The latter word is used of the inner life in 1 Peter 3:4. But it has a different use in 1 Peter 3:19, where it relates to spiritual beings in prison, a statement which has caused con​siderable debate. In the same passage the word 'soul' (psyche) is used in the sense of 'persons', obviously intended to differentiate them from the 'spirits'. Again, in 2 Peter 2:8 Lot is vexed in soul, while the false teachers are enticing the souls of the unsteady (2 Pet. 2:14), which shows a further extension of the idea of 'soul' to include the mind. None of these general epistles uses the word 'mind' (nous).
There are three occurrences in syneidesis in 1 Peter, which must be noted (1 Pet. 2:19; 3:16, 21). In the first, the word should not be translated 'conscience', since it occurs followed by the genitive Of or 'towards God'. There are no parallels to this kind of construction and it would differ from normal usage if syneidesis were used in this sense. The rsv 'mindful of God' is to be preferred. But in the other two cases the meaning 'conscience'
202 Some exegetes have seen in 1 Pet. 2:11 evidence for the view that the natural man stands in antithesis to the soul, as the immortal, divine part of man (so E. G. Selwyn, Ϊ Peter, 1946, pp. 169f.; E. Schweizer, ZNW48, 1957, p. 251; idem, TDNT 7, p. 144). W. G. Kiimmel, Man in the New Testament, p. 84 n. 95, objects that the text does not suggest any opposition between the inner and outer man. Man in 1 Peter, as in the NT generally, is regarded as a whole. In this case Peter seems to use psyche in the sense that Paul uses pneuma to express the inner warfare in man.
203 F. W. Beare, The First Epistle of Peter (21958), pp. llOf, denies that Peter uses psyche in the sense of Paul's pneuma. He claims that for Peter psyche is 'the essential being of man'. In view of the flexibility in the use of the NT words describing the nature of man, it is reasonable to see general agreement, although not a precise parallel.
204 For a recent discussion of the relation between sarx and pneuma in 1 Pet. 3:18, cf. R. T. France in New Testament Interpretation (ed. I. H. Marshall, 1977), p. 267.
205 The expression 'the salvation of souls' in 1 Pet. 1:9 embraces whole persons. Cf. E. Best, 1 Peter (NCB), p. 80. Peter's usage is somewhat different from Paul's, since the latter uses it generally of unre​deemed man.
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is undeniable. In 1 Peter 3:16 it is used in a negative sense of the avoidance of conscious sin, to prevent non-believers from finding fault and therefore hindering faith. 1 Peter 3:21 is a notable crux. The reference to a 'clear conscience', however, is in line with other nt usage. In an unmistakable way initiation into the Christian church separates the Christian from the non-Christian in the sphere of conscience. What was 'bad' (ponera) now becomes 'clear' (agathes), i.e. free of guilt feelings about the past.
Some have found difficulty with 2 Peter 1:4, which, they maintain, presents a decidedly Hellenistic view of man, at variance with that given in the rest of the nt. A similar contradiction is seen in Acts 17:27-29. The crux of the 2 Peter statement lies in its conclusion, 'that you . . . may become partakers of the divine nature'. This is thought to imply that man in his natural state does not possess the divine, but is wholly cut off from God. Undoubtedly Peter here uses current Hellenistic terminology which is strongly attested in Philo and Josephus. It is a different way of putting the idea from Paul's imagery of sonship.206 But can this be said to be contradictory? It would be so only if Peter were using the expression 'partakers of the divine nature' in a typical Hellenistic sense,207 in which it was regarded as the means of escape from the corruption of the material world. But Peter is careful to define the nature of the corruption he has in mind, i.e. corruption that is in (en) the world because of (en) passion. There is a deliberate avoidance of the concept that the material world is itself evil. Moreover, Peter makes clear that no sharing of the divine nature is possible unless God himself takes the initiative (in granting 'his precious and very great promises'). This is very different from the deification of man held out as a goal in the contemporary mystery religions and in popular philo​sophic ideas (as in the Hermes tracts). In fact, sharing the divine nature in a Christian sense is the beginning not the end. The people whom Peter addresses have already Obtained a faith of equal standing with ours in the righteousness of our God and Saviour Jesus Christ' (2 Pet. 1:1). In spite of the unusual wording which Peter selects to communicate with his contem​poraries, it is not unreasonable to interpret the words in a sense akin to other nt writers like Paul (Rom. 5:2ff; 8:14-21; Gal. 4:5, 6), John (cf.l Jn. 2:29—3:2) and the writer to the Hebrews (cf. Heb. 3:14).208 To share with Christ means to share what is characteristic of divine nature, without becoming divine and thus losing true humanness.209
In the Revelation of John there are no fundamental differences, but some
206 Cf. J. N. D. Kelly, The Epistles of Peter and Jude, p. 303.
Kiimmel, op. at., pp. 92f, sees 2 Peter 1:4, together with Acts 17:28, as contradictory when compared with the teaching of the nt elsewhere. He finds here 'a definite expression of the Hellenistic view of man which presupposes the dualism between the earthly, material world and the divine spiritual world'.
208 Cf. Ε. Μ. Β. Green, 2 Peter and Jude (TNTC, 1968), pp. 64ff.
209 Cf. C. E. B. Cranfield, ί and 2 Peter and Jude (1960), pp. 175ff.
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minor shifts of emphasis are worth noting. The various anthropological terms are all found, but not in the same distinctive manner as in Paul. The word pneuma is used mainly for the Holy Spirit, but does occur in a few other usages. Twice it is used in the sense of breath, as in Revelation 11:11 of the reviving of the two witnesses, and in Revelation 13:15 of the breath allowed to be given to the image of the beast. In two other cases the word describes the spiritual gift of prophecy (Rev. 19:10; 22:6). In other instances the word is applied to demonic spirits (see above, p. 149). When the whole man is described in this book the word 'soul' (psyche) is used, whether of those who are still alive, or of the righteous dead. Those under the altar who had been slain for the word of God (Rev. 6:9) are so described. The martyrs are, however, said not to have loved their own lives (or r.ouls) even unto death (Rev. 12: 11), which suggests that psyche is here regarded as earthbound. But again those beheaded for their testimony are described as 'souls' at the last judgment (20:4). In the general sense of 'people' it occurs in Revelation 16:3, 18:13, 14. It is evident therefore that the use of neither 'spirit' nor 'soul' in this book tells us anything about the constitution of man. Moreover, the word 'body' occurs only once (in Rev. 18:13) and is there used in conjunction with psyche (rsv renders it 'slaves').210
It is significant that the notion of mind (nous) occurs only in Revelation 13:18 and 17:9, in both cases to indicate the need for particular understand​ing of difficult interpretations (the number 666 and the seven hills). It stands for the capacity for special wisdom and not for the natural under​standing of man. The choice of word has no anthropological significance.
The book as a whole divides mankind between those who own allegiance to the Lamb and those who are dupes of the devil. The action centres on spiritual forces rather than on merely human confrontation. People almost become puppets to be manipulated in the general struggle. Nevertheless, the author stops short of asserting that people are mere tools in the hands of unseen forces, for the challenge to repentance is constantly heard. People have the option whether to bear the mark of the beast or the mark of the Lamb (Rev. 13 and 14).
Summary of ideas about man
The nt view of man must be deduced from a wide range of apparently disparate material. In fact, the nt does not set out in so many words what man is. It does not supply a psychological account. Paul gets closest to this, but he presents no systematic view. There is little support for an analytical approach to man's nature. Such distinctions as are made concern man's relation with God. Man's whole being is either in communication
2111 In this instance 'bodies' appear to be distinct from, although closely allied to, the 'souls' of men. R. H. Gundry, Soma in Biblical Theology, pp. 26f., suggests that slaves are here called 'bodies' precisely be​cause they are not treated as persons.
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It is this distinction which leads to the nt teaching about sin which will be explored more fully in the next section. But the major factor about the nt view of man is that in his present state, apart from the grace of God in Christ, he is no longer a true reflection of his Creator. The whole plan of salvation as expounded in the nt is aimed to rectify this lack. Man is definitely superior to the animal creation and is capable of glorifying God.
The relation between the sexes is clearly stated in the nt, and while there are some indications (especially in Paul) that the male is dominant, yet the nt view is radical when compared with the general viewpoint and practice of the world in which the Christian church developed. The view of Jesus was revolutionary in giving women a place of respect, and Paul's doctrine of the abolition of any distinction between men and women in the plan of salvation adds support to this view. This did not eliminate differences of role, but paved the way for a reappraisal of current attitudes.
It has further been noted that Jesus himself appears to be presented in the nt as the ideal or perfect man. This feature is bound up with Chris-tology and will need further comment in the later section on the humanity of Jesus. But it is clear that Jesus alone has perfectly fulfilled the divine intention for manhood.
MAN IN RELATION TO GOD
In our survey of the attitudes, actions and teachings of Jesus we have been looking at the ideal. Yet everywhere there is the consciousness of failure to match up to that ideal.211 The exemplary life of Jesus highlights the deficiency of man. This leads into the study of man in relation to God and consequently of sin and guilt. This subject is more specifically presented in other nt books, including John's gospel, than in the synoptic gospels. But there are some important features in the synoptic gospels which point the way to an understanding of the nt doctrine.
The synoptic gospels
THE VARIETY OF ASPECTS WITHIN THE IDEA OF SIN AS SEEN IN THE TERMS USED
The general word for sin (hamartia) occurs several times in the synoptic gospels, most often in connection with confession of sins (Mt. 3:6; Mk.
11 For general literature on the nt approach to sin, cf. F. Greeves, The Meaning of Sin (1956), esp. pp. 100-124; J. S. Candlish, The Biblical Doctrine of Sin (n.d.); Η. Τ. Powell, The Fall of Man: Its Place in Modern Thought (1934), pp. 1-31; J. L. Houlden, 'Man : His nature, predicament and hope (2) The New Testament', in Man, Fallen and Free (ed. E. W. Kemp, 1969), pp. 120-141; C. Ryder Smith, The Bible Doctrine of Sin (1953); H. Wheeler Robinson, The Christian Doctrine of Man (31926). pp. 91f£, 112ff., 138ff. For discussions on the fall of man in the teaching of Jesus, cf. H. T. Powell, op. cit., pp. 1-15; J. Tulloch, The Christian Doctrine of Sin (1876) pp. 98-134.
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1:5) or forgiveness of sins (twenty-one times). Its basic meaning is failure to hit the mark. Some consciousness of this is essential if confession is to be made. But it implies an awareness of what is expected and the conviction that one's best efforts have failed to achieve it.212 When John the Baptist preached repentance, he did not need to explain what sin was. No Jew familiar with his nation's history in the οτ would be ignorant of the fact that sin was an offence against God and called for repentance. The insistence on repentance by both John the Baptist and Jesus points to a fundamental need on man's part (cf. also Lk. 13:3; 15:7, 10). Since hamartia (with one exception) is used in the plural, 'sinful acts' are clearly in mind, rather than sin in the abstract. Matthew comments that Jesus came to save his people from their sins (Mt. 1:21). All the synoptic gospels relate the incident in which the paralytic is not healed until his sins have been forgiven (Mt. 9:1— 8; Mk. 2:1-12; Lk. 4:17-26; this incident accounts213 for eleven occurrences of the word). Jesus reminds Simon the Pharisee that the sins of the woman who had anointed him, though many, were forgiven (Lk. 7:47). The same word is used in Luke's version of the Lord's prayer (Lk. 11:4). At the last supper, according to Matthew's record, the cup relates to the blood poured out 'for the remission of sins' (Mt. 26:28).214 The great importance of the theme of forgiveness of sins is stressed in the final words of Jesus to his disciples according to Luke's gospel (Lk. 24:47). In the one case of the concept in the singular it is linked with blasphemy against the Holy Spirit (Mt. 12:31; Mk 3:29 uses the cognate hamartema in the singular).
Another word used is paraptdma (trespass), which again is linked with forgiveness on the occasions when it occurs. In Mark 11:25 and Matthew 6:14 it is used in the plural and has the sense of acts which deviate from the standard. Again Jesus does not need to demonstrate that man has trespassed. He not only takes this for granted, but assumes also that all who have a disquiet over their trespasses will desire forgiveness.
A change in terminology is seen in the suggestion of man's indebtedness. Matthew's account of the Lord's Prayer includes the request 'forgive us our debts' (Mt. 6:12). The word used in this case (opheilema) is most rare in the nt (elsewhere only in Rom. 4:4), but the idea of indebtedness nevertheless occurs in other contexts in the synoptic gospels. Indeed, in
212 G. Aulen, in The Faith of the Christian Church (21961), pp. 231ff., makes the point that the category of sin is irrelevant outside the religious sphere. All sin is sin against God. Sin would, therefore, have no meaning in purely ethical discussion.
213 V. Taylor, Mark, ad toe., commenting on this incident points out that although Jesus did not believe that sin was the sole cause of the affliction, 'He could not fail to observe how closely mental, spiritual, and physical conditions are connected'.
214 Those who regard this phrase as an addition by Matthew generally consider that he was influenced by the servant concept (Is. 53:12) (so A. H. Neile, Matthew (1915), p. 383; E. Schweizer, Matthew, p. 491). Since the old covenant is clearly in view, the idea that Jesus was doing something about sins would not be an alien concept. See further discussion, pp. 442ff.
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Luke's account of the Lord's Prayer a distinction is made between sin and debt ('forgive us our sins, for we ourselves forgive every one who is indebted to us', Lk. 11:4),215 sin relating to God and debt relating to other people. The train of thought seems to proceed from the idea of debt, which arises as a matter of experience in communities and which gives rise to a position of power over the debtor, to the idea of general cin against God. The idea of debt is not intended to reduce sin to commercial terms, but rather to transfer the idea of material indebtedness to spiritual obligation. Matthew includes a similar idea in a comment of Jesus on the Lord's Prayer (Mt. 6:14, 15).216 The same evangelist includes the parable of the unforgiv​ing debtor (Mt. 18:21ff).
A third term which is equally important is anemia (lawlessness). This is used only by Matthew among the gospels and more specifically refers to hostility towards God, the antithesis of what is right and good. In Matthew 7.22, 23, the evildoers are contrasted with those who do the will of God. This suggests that anyone who does not fulfil God's will is guilty of anomia.217 In the explanation of the parable of the tares, those excluded from the kingdom are described as evildoers (tous poiountas ten anomian) (Mt. 13:41). In this context the word is linked with skandala (literally, traps which cause sin). In Matthew's eschatological discourse a time is foreseen when lawlessness (anomia) will be multiplied and people's love will grow cold (Mt. 24:12). The same word is linked with hypocrisy as a contrast to pretended righteousness among the scribes and Pharisees (Mt. 23:28). Wickedness, in this case, is an inward condition.218 So strong is Jesus' condemnation of those who are not what they pretend to be that he asks the question, 'How are you to escape being sentenced to hell (Gehenna)?' (Mt. 23:33).219
215 The fact that Luke has 'sins' and Matthew has 'debts' (opheilema) in their respective versions of the Lord's prayer does not materially affect the meaning. The linking of debt with sin is familiar in the οτ (cf. P. Bonnard's comments, Matthieu (CNT, 1963), p. 86). E. Schweizer, Matthew, p. 155, reckons 'debts' to be the earlier term, but since the idea of indebtedness is still present in Luke, the distinction should not be over-emphasized. Indeed both sin and debt are variant translations of the Aramaic hoba', which literally means debt and metaphorically means sin.
In this case the word used is paraptomata, not opheilema as in the prayer. Although the distinction between the words must be preserved, their juxtaposition in Matthew is significant. Sin was too big to be confined to one expression.
217 This sense of anomia is akin to the οτ idea of it as doing what is forbidden in the law, but is an extension of it in that the law is reinterpreted in the Sermon on the Mount. Schweizer, op. at., p. 189, considers that the major prohibition in the law which is in mind is cooling of love to one's neighbours. Hence, even those upholders of the law, like Pharisees, could be guilty of'lawlessness'.
In this context anomia is linked with 'hypocrisy'. rsv renders it 'iniquity' to bring out more forcefully this inward state. Nevertheless, the concept of lawlessness, when applied to those who sit on Moses' seat (Mt. 23:2), is striking and cannot be altogether eliminated.
F. Greeves, The Meaning of Sin, p. 103, makes the point that it is impossible to give a clear picture of what sin meant to Jesus if we limit ourselves to the synoptics' record of his teaching about sin. But nevertheless he goes on to say that we learn more about sin from Jesus than from any other teacher, and that is through noting his dealing with sinners.
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OTHER INDICATIONS THAT MAN IS NOT WHAT HE OUGHT TO BE
In the parable of the Pharisee and tax-collector, Jesus contrasted the self-righteous attitude of the one with the other's confession that he was a sinner (Lk. 18:9ff). This gives a clue to Jesus' understanding of man. No doubt the Pharisee sincerely desired to be righteous, but his great mistake was to imagine that he was capable of achieving it through his own efforts. It would have been deeply perplexing to him to discover his whole ap​proach to be wrong, especially as he followed a strong religious tradition. The other man was more realistic, seeing himself gripped by a need which he could do nothing to alleviate. It is clear that the Pharisee had an over-optimistic view of human nature, and that the tax-collector, although thoroughly pessimistic, was nevertheless nearer to man's common experi​ence. He could do nothing but throw himself on God's mercy. It should be noted that Jesus gives no support to any view that sees man as self-reliant.
In the teaching of Jesus the most devastating condemnation of self-righteousness occurs in Matthew 23. There is good reason to believe that the presentation of Pharisaism was not typical of all Pharisees. But the abuses to which man's over-confidence in his own ability can lead are stressed so as to draw sharper attention to the inevitable judgment. Jesus was addressing those who were blind guides (Mt. 23:19, 24, 26). He saw in them descendants of those whom the prophets were sent to challenge. Thus the leaders of religious thought among Jesus' contemporaries were condemned because they depended on their own achievements, rather than on the mercy of God. We may also note Jesus' statement that he had come to call sinners, not righteous people (Mk. 2:17), i.e. those who considered themselves righteous.220
One statement of Jesus has occasioned much discussion. Both Matthew and Luke record it in almost identical words (Mt. 7:11; Lk. 11:13): 'If you then who are evil, know how to give good gifts to your children. . . ' . In what sense did Jesus mean that man was evil? Those who believe in the inherent goodness of man (influenced by evolutionary ethics) have sought to avoid the conclusion that Jesus meant to say that the race is evil.221 There is no reason to suppose that Jesus is disputing man's ability to choose between good and evil, but he was certainly affirming an evil bias which marked all people in contrast to the perfectly good intention of God the heavenly Father. This is a devastating comparison, but it should be ob​served that Jesus is commenting not so much on the sinful nature of man,
220 Kiimmel, Man in the New Testament, pp. 19ff, says of Jesus' opponents that their mistake 'lies in the fact that they exclude themselves from insight into their own sinfulness, whereas Jesus presupposes that all men, including these "righteous ones", are sinful'.
221 The same would be true of those who approach man from an exclusively psychological point of view (cf. Ε. Η. Robertson, Man's Estimate of Man (1958), pp. 36ff.).
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which is taken for granted, as on the superior generosity of a heavenly Father over an earthly father.222
We have already noted some evidence that sin was regarded as a debt, and this is borne out further by the parable of the unmerciful servant (Mt. 18:21ff). This was told to elucidate Jesus' comment to Peter that he should place no limit on forgiveness (as 'seventy times seven' implies, Mt. 18:21, 22). In the parable an enormous debt is forgiven by the master, while a trivial debt remains unforgiven by the servant. The context seems to suggest that the focus is on forgiveness rather than on the differential in the size of debt, as the concluding saying shows (Mt. 18:35).
The most poignant example of disaster which overtook one man through sin is Judas Iscariot. Jesus' comment on his intention to betray him is laconic and devastating - it would have been better if he had never been born (Mk. 14:21; Mt. 26:24; Lk. 22:22).223 Since Judas' sin was a direct opposition to Jesus himself and to God's purpose through him, this suggests that a man's attitude to Jesus constitutes an important aspect of sin.
Some indication that sin is regarded as lawless action through sheer disobedience is seen in the parable of the two sons (Mt. 21:28-32), in which it was the final action, not the initial verbal response, which came in for condemnation ('He answered, "I go, sir," but did not go').
SUMMARY OF JESUS' ESTIMATE OF MAN'S SIN IN THE SYNOPTIC GOSPELS
It will be clear from the preceding evidence that certain conclusions may be drawn about Jesus' teaching on sin.
(i) Sin is universal. There is no suggestion that part of the race is exempt. What applies to one man applies to all. We may justly claim that Jesus was a realist in his estimate of man; that side by side with his assessment of the tremendous worth of man in the eyes of God, he takes it for granted that all have failed to reach their potential because of sin.224
(ii) Sin is internal. Although much of the teaching centred on external acts, the root cause was seen to be much deeper. It is what comes out of
Schweizer, op. cit., 173f., argues that Jesus bases his statement on the assumption that earthly fathers reflect something of the fatherhood of God, Nevertheless he acknowledges that human maliciousness is here presupposed.
There is no suggestion that Judas' action could be excused because he was a blind instrument of fate (cf. V. Taylor, Mark, p. 542), in spite of the fact that the destiny of the Son of man is seen to be in accordance with the divine purpose (cf. K. Stendahl, Matthew, Peake, p. 693g).
4 W. G. Kummel, op. cit., pp. 18ff, agrees that the call to conversion is addressed to all mankind, and deals with the main objections, (i) The claim that in Mk. 2:17b and Lk. 15:7 Jesus acknowledged the existence of a righteous people. Kummel dismisses Bultmann's view that we are dealing with a secondary application. He maintains that Jesus is not obviating the distinction between 'good' and 'bad', but desires that those who consider themselves to be blameless should become aware of their guilt.
(ii) The second objection is based on Jesus' view of the infinite value of man (as in Mk. 8:36). But Kummel rightly points out that this passage shows the superiority of heavenly life over earthly and therefore does not conflict with the view that Jesus saw all men as sinners.
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man that defiles. Other evidence from the nt highlights this inner nature, particularly in the Pauline epistles, but it is nevertheless present in germ in the teaching ofjesus.
(iii) Sin is enslavement. When seen against the background of adverse satanic forces, man in his sinful state is seen to be in the grip of Satan. This is indirectly assumed in the ransom concept of the work of Christ (see pp. 440ff). Delivery can come only to those who are already bound, an idea again further expounded by Paul (see pp. 476ff).
(iv) Sin is rebellion. In the parable of the prodigal son (Lk. 15:llff.) the critical turning point comes when the younger son reaches the conclusion that he has sinned against God and against his father (verses 18, 21). Sin is not the squandering of the family property, although this is not condoned. It is rather a refusal to act as a son, which in effect amounted to rebellion against the father.225 The elder son's idea of his brother's offence is, how​ever, tied up with the property. The rebellion could be overcome by a change of attitude, but the property could not be so easily restored. The elder brother's anger reflects a too superficial understanding of the nature of sin. Restoration, the overcoming of alienation, is based on grace not merit.
(v) Sin merits condemnation. The teaching ofjesus about the day of judgment will be considered more specifically when dealing with the future life (see pp. 849ff), but it is essential to note here that man is seen to be under the judgment of God. Everyone will render account before God, even for careless words which have been uttered (Mt. 12:36).226 Punish​ments are regarded as necessary, but are graded to fit the crime (cf. Lk. 12:47, 48; Mt. 11:20-24). This aspect of man's accountability before God is developed also in Paul's writings, but it must be recognized as an essential feature in the background to the mission of Jesus. Although alienation from God227 is seen to be the common lot of all, only in the case of blasphemy against the Holy Spirit (Mk. 3:28ff; Mt. 12:31, 32; Lk. 12:10) is sin declared to be unpardonable.228 Indeed the repeated calls for repent​ance show that the synoptic gospels in no sense adopt a fatalistic approach to man's sinful condition.
223 Cf. S. Lyonnet, in Sin, Redemption and Sacrifce, p. 37.
226 It was believed by the rabbis that the heavenly record included words as well as deeds (see Strack-Billerbeck 1, pp. 639Γ). The idea which Jesus expressed may not have been unfamiliar to his hearers. McNeile, Matthew, p. 180, reckons that a careless word (rhema argon) is one that does not, and is not intended to, effect anything.
227 In the matter of alienation, non-Christian existentialism sees no way of escape, thus standing in direct contrast to the Christian position.
228 W. Lane, Mark (N1CNT 1974), pp. 144ff, rightly points out that this unpardonable sin must not be divorced from the context in which Jesus' opponents were denying God's action through him. 'In this historical context, blasphemy against the Holy Spirit denotes the conscious and deliberate rejection of the saving power and grace of God released through Jesus' word and act'. Cf. Ο. Ε. Evans, 'The Unforgivable Sin', ExT 68, 1957, pp. 240ff.
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CONCEPTS OF SIN
Sin plays an important part in the teaching of Jesus in John's gospel, although it is approached from a point of view slightly different from that in the synoptics. The general word for sin (hamartia) is almost always used in the singular and sums up the idea of sinfulness rather than individual sins. We are first introduced to it in John the Baptist's statement about Jesus in John 1:29 ('Behold, the Lamb of God, who takes away the sin of the world'). The concept of the world's sin is assumed rather than demon​strated. In the prologue we meet with darkness as the antithesis of light, but the darkness is not linked with sin (Jn. 1:5). It is, however, linked with ignorance of God (Jn. 1:10) (see section (iii) below). The significance of the bearing away of sin will be discussed more fully under the mission of Christ (see pp. 450ff). This early focus on sin supplies one of the important clues to an understanding of the mission ofjesus as it is presented in John's gospel.
The linking of sin with death is found in such an expression as 'you will . . . die in your sin' (Jn. 8:21) or 'in your sins' (Jn. 8:24), an expression which may be derived from Ezekiel 3:20 (lxx). Sin is seen as a slave-master (injn. 8:34), as sometimes in Paul's epistles. In debates with the Jews Jesus challenged them, 'Which of you convicts me of sin?' (Jn. 8:46), implying that no-one could. In this case Jesus separates himself from others.229 The Pharisees considered that the man born blind, whose sight had been re​stored, was born in sin (Jn. 9:34) and they therefore excommunicated him. Jesus, however, took a totally different approach to the man and at once challenged him to faith. It is clear that in this case 'sin' is used with a connotation which was highly questionable, arising from the mistaken view that the man's blindness was directly due to sin, a view which even the disciples shared (Jn. 9:2, 3), but which Jesus emphatically dismissed.
Sin as alienation from God. The fourth gospel is a book of antitheses. The contrast between light and darkness noted above is in line with other contrasts like truth and error, the world and God, life and death. The negative aspects of these contrasts contribute to the flavour of sin as set out in the whole book. Sin is opposition to God, a denial of all that is best for man. 'He who . . . believes . . . does not come into judgment, but has passed from death to life' (Jn. 5:24), which clearly links judgment with
Bultmann, John, p. 323, denies that this question refers to the personality ofjesus, but affirms that it relates to him as Revealer. 'It is the character of his word, which, as the word of revelation, forbids all critical questions.' This is Bultmann's interpretation of the implication ofjesus' 'sinlessness' in this context. It still follows, in any case, that Jesus is distinguishing himself from other men. See the section on the sinlessness ofjesus, pp. 228ff.
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death. This further supports the view that in John sin is connected closely with unbelief (see below).
We have already seen that 'the world' (kosmos) in John's gospel is de​scribed as actively hostile to God, which illustrates sin as enmity. Jesus explained that the reason the world hated him was that he testified to its essentially evil nature (Jn. 7:7). The hatred of the world is therefore assumed by Jesus, who warned the disciples to expect it (Jn. 15:18-19). 'The ruler of this world', who is judged and cast out at the 'hour' of Christ, has clearly usurped the place of God and has brought men into a similar alienation (Jn. 12:31; 14:30; 16:11).
Since the disciples of Jesus are distinguished from the world even though they live in the world (Jn. 15:19, 17:14), it is evident that Jesus himself is the key to the division. Man's attitude to him profoundly affects his pos​ition in the world, i.e. whether or not he becomes a target for hate. This demarcation between God and the world, while implicit in the synoptic gospels, becomes quite explicit in John's gospel. It becomes even more so in the appearance of antichrist in 1 John 2:22; 4:2f.
Sin as unbelief. We have noted above the statement from John 5:24 which connects unbelief in Jesus with condemnation. This is characteristic of John's gospel, but it must not be supposed that this exhausts his view of sin. There are two sayings in John 15 which suggest that the coming of Jesus (verse 22)230 and the works of Jesus (verse 24) are the basis on which sin is estimated. If Jesus had not come and performed works, they (i.e. the world) would not have sin. Obviously the sin in question is of a special kind, i.e. connected with their attitude to Jesus.231 A similar idea seems to be present in John 9:41, when Jesus answered the Pharisees' question, 'Are we also blind?', by saying, 'If you were blind, you would have no guilt (hamartia); but now that you say, "We see", your guilt remains.' It was the Pharisees' refusal to recognize that their true attitude to Jesus was spiritual blindness which constituted their sin.
Condemnation is unequivocally pronounced against unbelief in God's Son (Jn. 3:18). Moreover, the cause of unbelief and its consequent darkness is found in the evil character of men's deeds (Jn. 3:19), since the deeds reflect the real nature of the persons doing them. Unbelief is also linked with disobedience, for it is on the man who disobeys the Son of God that the wrath of God rests (Jn. 3:36). In his comment on the convicting work of the Holy Spirit, Jesus declared that the Spirit would convict the world
230 Cf. C. K. Barren, John, p. 401, who says, 'The coming of Jesus makes possible the ultimate and unmistakable manifestation of sin, which is disbelief in him (16.9)'.
231 It must be noted that where sin is seen as unbelief, it is being contrasted with faith as a commitment of oneself to the cause of Christ. It would be difficult to attach any meaning to it as a definition, if sin were conceived of as an absence of intellectual belief. But Jesus called for a radical faith. To decline to accept the challenge means to oppose the will of God.
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of sin 'because they do not believe in me' (Jn. 16:9). This linking of unbelief with sin is significant in view of the frequent emphasis on faith in this gospel. Since in fact the purpose was to lead men to believe in Jesus Christ, it is not surprising that unbelief is so emphatically described as sin.232 Whereas the world was dark when Christ came, his coming introduced a new challenge, and failure to meet that challenge intensified men's condemnation.
Sin as ignorance. Because some scholars consider that the major work of Jesus was revelation,233 some attention must be given to the complementary view that man's chief need is for knowledge. In this case the Johannine concept of sin would be ignorance. There is some evidence which could be made to support this. If darkness is construed as lack of light, then Jesus, coming as Light (Jn. 1:4, 5, 9; 8:12; 1 Jn. 2:8ff.) which dispels the darkness, meets man's deepest needs. If this were the whole story, people could hardly be blamed for the lack of light. It is not, however, the whole story. It is only part of it. Knowledge is necessary, but the nt does not fall into the trap of gnosticism in thinking that knowledge is all that is needed. Faith is never confused with knowledge, any more than sin is confused with ignorance. The strong presentation in John's gospel of the world in the grip of evil forces is sufficient to show that more is needed to deliver man than further illumination. In line with this, we should note that Jesus did not excuse the Pharisees when he charged them with being blind (Jn. 9:41 ).234
Sin as mortal. The connection between sin and death which is strongly brought out in Paul's epistles is present only indirectly in the Johannine literature. It is implicit in the antithesis between life and death. The view of salvation presented may be summed up as 'eternal life', which presup​poses the opposite for those who do not believe (Jn. 3:16f.; 1 Jn. 2:25). Faith enables a person to pass from death to life (Jn. 5:24; cf. \ Jn. 3:14), which implies that the natural man, before faith, is in a state of death.
232 Cf. Kiimmel, Man in the New  Testament, p. 78, who says that 'rejection of Jesus denotes man's attempt to set himself up against God, to assert himself.
233 Bultmann, John (1971), divides the whole book into two main parts, 'Revelation to the world' and 'Revelation to the community'. He is fond of the expression 'the Revealer' when referring to Jesus. Cf. also J. Painter, John, Witness and Theologian (1975), who takes revelation to be the key to Johannine theology. J. T. Forestell, The Word of the Cross: Salvation as Revelation in the Fourth Gospel (1974), takes a similar position.
234 To maintain, as F. R. Tennant, The Concept of Sin (1912), p. 31, does, that this statement in Jn. 9:41 means that if the Pharisees could have pleaded blindness they would not have been sinners, is to miss the point. F. Greeves, The Meaning of Sin, p. 107, contends that this passage shows that at the root of all sin is ignorance. This does not mean, however, that sin is ignorance. Bultmann, op. en., p. 341, comments that 'blindness' is 'no longer simply a wandering in the dark, which can always become aware that it is lost, and so have the possibility of receiving sight; for now it has forfeited this possibility'.
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Moreover, there is a distinction between those destined to the resurrection of life and the resurrection of judgment (Jn. 5:29), which again suggests that evil is linked with the absence of life, i.e. death. Of course, in these instances 'lif.e' and 'death' are thought of in spiritual terms.
One passage in 1 John has caused difficulty because of the mention of 'mortal sin' (1 Jn. 5:16-17). The expression used is hamartia thanatephoros (literally 'death-carrying sin'). There seems little doubt that John is sug​gesting two types of sin, one death-bearing, the other not. Since he does not enlarge on the death-bearing type, this can be deduced only from the context. The statement conies immediately after the statement of the pur​pose of the epistle (1 Jn. 5:13), in which a knowledge of eternal life is desired for the readers. Those who have such a knowledge may sin, but prayer may be made for them. But the death-bearing sin is different. Is this the sin of rejecting Christ, a deliberate sinning against the light? It may well be so. John concludes that all wrongdoing is sin, but there is a sin which is not mortal (1 Jn. 5:17).
Sm as universal. Whereas this is implicit in the gospel, it becomes explicit in 1 John. Those who deny that they have sin are self-deceived (1 Jn. 1:8). Moreover, such people make God a liar (1 Jn. 1:10). When speaking of Jesus Christ, John notes the effectiveness of his self-offering for the sins of the whole world (1 Jn. 2:2; cf. Jn. 1:29). He can further say that 'all that is in the world ... is not of the Father' (1 Jn. 2:16). He describes this alien element in terms of lust and pride, and has no doubt that all men are implicated. This universalism is demonstrated by the fact that the world is in the grip of the evil one (cf. Jn. 14:30; 1 Jn. 5:19). The only exceptions to this are those who belong to God.
Sin as lawlessness. There is yet one other aspect, which comes out clearly in 1 John 3:4, and that is the definition of sin as lawlessness (anomia).235 This is a deliberate rejection of God's standards and a resort to one's own desires. Whereas the Christian has a restraint against deliberate sinning of this nature (i.e. abiding in Christ), the world has no such restraint. In fact, those not abiding in Christ are in the devil's domain. Hence John can say, 'He who commits sin is of the devil; for the devil has sinned from the beginning' (1 Jn. 3:8). The children of the devil are those who do not do right (1 Jn. 3:10).
The origin of sin. This problem is never overtly mentioned in John's gospel. There is no attempt to trace it back to Adam. Nevertheless there is nothing
235 I. de la Potterie has maintained that anomia in this context refers to eschatological rebellion against God and not to 'lawlessness'. Cf. I. de la Potterie and S. Lyonnet, The Christian Lives by the Spirit (1971), pp. 79-143.
196

Man in Relation to God The Johannine literature
to suggest an alternative idea which would conflict with this essentially ot view. It was during the dialogue over Abraham and his seed that Jesus accused his Jewish contemporaries of being Of your father the devil' (Jn. 8:44).236 There is everything in John's gospel to suggest that Jesus himself traced evil back to its source in Satan. But this does not absolve men from responsibility. The Jews in question were palpably guilty because they had not believed in Jesus (Jn. 8:45). Nevertheless, Jesus looked back to the ultimate source of sin. The statements in 1 John 3:8, 10, already mentioned above, also trace the cause of sin to the devil. Despite the absence from John's gospel of the synoptic narratives of the temptation of Jesus, it is significant that the book nevertheless makes a close connection between sin and the devil.
JOHANNINE DUALISM
It has been maintained that a different kind of dualism is found in John when compared with the synoptics.237 Whereas the latter are concerned with a horizontal dualism (this age and the age to come), the former has a vertical view (the world above and the world below). In so far as much of this discussion affects the various end-time teachings, it will mainly be dealt with under the future life (see pp. 790ff.). But since the doctrine of sin raises the problem of dualism, it must be mentioned here.
The whole problem of man is viewed in dualistic terms so far as the world is set over against God. The various antitheses all illustrate this. Light, truth, life all come from above; darkness, falsehood, death, belong to the world below. This is presented in the prologue and supported by many of the sayings in the gospel.238 The sphere above is the sphere of the Spirit, that below is the sphere of the flesh.
Nevertheless it would not be correct to drive too strong a wedge between the vertical and horizontal views in considering John's dualism. The so-called horizontal view which presupposes some progression in history is by no means absent. If the Logos pre-existed in the world above, he had to come into human history to effect salvation. With all its vertical emphasis John's gospel nowhere supposes that God's saving work could actually take place anywhere other than in the world below. There is, therefore, no essential clash between the two views.
It is against this background of both horizontal and vertical dualism that views greatly emphasizing the influence of gnostic239 or Platonic patterns
236 The construction could be rendered, 'You are of the father of the devil,' but the context is contrasting the devil's children with God's (cf. C. K. Barren, John, p. 289, B. Lindars, John, pp. 328f.).
237 For a discussion of John's dualism and its implications for the doctrine of sin, cj. G. E. Ladd, TNT, pp. 223-36; F. M. Braun, Jean Le Theologien. Sa Theohgie III, \EB (1966), pp. 43-47; R. Bultmann, TNT 2, pp. 15ff.
238 Cf. R. E. Brown, John, (1966), 1, p. cxv.
239 Bultmann, TNT, 2, 21, states categorically that the language of John's dualism is that of gnosticism.
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of thought must be examined. Bultmann's contention that the fourth gospel has taken gnostic dualism and converted it into a gospel of decision has concentrated on one line of evidence to the exclusion of the other.240 Dodd did a similar thing with his appeal to Platonic dualism241 (the antithesis between the real and apparent world), but he also gave insufficient attention to the importance of history in the Johannine presentation of the mission of Jesus.
It is one thing to note parallels with gnostic thought, but quite another to establish that John's presentation is derived from such a source. The danger of maintaining this lies in then supposing that gnostic terminology must be understood in a gnostic sense. But the strong strand of historical development in John's gospel, particularly the unfolding of the 'hour' throughout the book and the climax reached in the passion story, is more than enough to rule out a gnostic source for John's dualism. In addition the attention given to οτ fulfilment in this gospel amply demonstrates the conviction of continuity between the οτ order and the ministry of Christ,"42 which is strongly in harmony with the similar emphasis in the synoptic gospels. There is no justification for supposing that a different approach to history is being maintained.
In support of a Jewish emphasis in the dualism of the fourth gospel the evidence from Qumran may be noted.243 This presents a clash between the spirit of truth and the spirit of perversity, between the children of light and the children of darkness, between the Teacher of Righteousness and the Wicked Priest. There is some echo of the rabbinical idea of the two impulses within men (yeser hqtdb and yeser hara') since the two spirits of the Qumran literature contest for the dominant influence over the hearts of men.244 There is also a cosmic aspect,245 for the overthrow of the spirit of perversity is predicted for the day of judgment.246 The spirit of truth, however, resides in the meantime in those who are obedient to the law. In spite of certain apparent similarities between Qumran and John's gospel, there are important differences. The main clash in John is between Jesus Christ, the incarnate Word, and the world-system under the domination
240 Cf. Kummel's criticism of Bultmann's rejection of the temporal eschatological expressions injn. 5:28-29; 6:39,40,44.54. He says, 'The temporal expressions about creation and fulfilment are quite indispensable'. Man in the New Testament, p. 80 n. 93.
241 The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel, p. 143.
242 Cf. R. Morgan, 'Fulfilment in the Fourth Gospel', Int 11, 1957, pp. 155-165.
243 J. Jeremias, The Central Message of the New Testament .(1965), p. 83, maintains that John's dualism is Palestinian. He claims that its monotheism, ethics and eschatology are all non-gnostic. They are paralleled in Qumran literature.
244 For a discussion of the yeser principle in relation to Paul's theology, cf. W. D. Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism (1948), pp. 20ff.
24^ According to H. Odeberg, The Fourth Gospel (1929), p. 300, in rabbinic opinion the yeser-hara' was connected with and even identified with Satan. Sinfulncss is slavery to the yeser-hara'.
246 This conflict is described in detail in 1 QM.
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of the spirit of evil. Instead of observance of the law as the condition on which men become children of light, John shows faith in Christ as the only way. In John and in the teaching of Jesus which he records, the darkness is universal until the shining of the light. There is no division of people into two classes according to the dominance of two spirits. In John's gospel the prince of this world is already a defeated foe, although all unbelievers are still under his influence. The fundamental difference between the dual​ism of Qumran and the dualism of John is the centrality of Christ in the latter, which is naturally absent from the former.247
Acts
Man's failure to match up to God's pattern for him has already been noted in Acts when commenting on man (see pp. lolff.), but it is necessary to see how the Christians conceived of the needs of the world and how they related their message to it. The call to repentance is as strong as in the ministries of John the Baptist and Jesus. Peter, in his Pentecost sermon, urges repentance leading to forgiveness of sins (Acts 2:38). The same idea comes in Acts 3:19 and in 17:30. The latter reference is noteworthy because it is addressed to an Athenian audience. Both Jew and Gentile are seen to be equally in need of repentance (cf. Acts 11:18; 26:20). It is against the basic assumption that all are equally afflicted with the same malaise of sin that the gospel of Christ was preached. There had to be a recognition of need in response to the challenge to repent. Peter summed up his contem​poraries as 'this crooked generation' (Acts 2:40).248
As in the synoptic gospels, the general word for sin (hamartia) is used in the plural in descriptions of the purpose of the gospel, always linked with forgiveness or blotting out or cleansing (Acts 2:38; 3:19; 5:31; 10:43; 13:38; 22:16; 26:18). It is also used once in the singular of the sin of Stephen's death (7:60). Other concepts found in Acts are those denoted by the words for 'wickedness' (poneros) or 'evil' (kakas). The former occurs in Acts 17:5; 18:14; 25:18; 28:21, but relates more to crimes than general sinfulness. The second word is also used specifically of Saul's persecution (9:13) or of general harm (16:28; 28:5) or of crime (23:9). The cognate kakia occurs only in Acts 8:22 as the evil from which Simon the magician is called to repent. It will be seen therefore that sin in the sense of 'sinful acts' is everywhere assumed, and represents the need of man which can be met by Christ alone.
Luke gives no indication that sin is a violation of the law of God, but he records sayings about the day of judgment, as for instance in the Areopagus
247 For a detailed study of Qumran dualism and John's dualism, cf. J. H. Charlesworth's article in NTS 15, 1969, pp. 389-414, reproduced in John and Qumran (ed. J. H. Charlesworth, 1972), pp. 76-106.
248 This expression (genea skolia) is derived from Dt. 32:5 and Ps. 78:8. Jesus had already used similar words in Lk. 9:41; 11:29; 17:25.
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address (Acts 17:31).249 Paul spoke about justice and future judgment before Felix (Acts 24:25). The judgment idea was presumably taken over by the early church from the οτ (see pp. 848ff.).
Paul
Undoubtedly of all the nt writers, Paul approaches nearest to working out what might be called a theology of sin.250 Nevertheless the basis on which he builds is the same basis as we have already seen in the gospels. Our procedure will be to note first the various concepts by which Paul expresses the idea of sin,251 and then to discuss such themes as personification and universality. Next we shall consider Paul's teaching on the relation between sin and flesh, sin and death, responsibility, punishment and original sin. By this means we shall discover his idea of man's basic needs.232
CONCEPTS OF SIN
As with so many other of Paul's concepts, a wide variety of words is used to describe the nature of sin. We need to note these terms, but Paul's doctrine of sin has a broader basis than his use of terminology. Indeed, the terminology gives only the general drift of his ideas, which are more fully explored in other ways.
The word hamartia is the general word for sinful acts and is used both in the plural and the singular. When used in the plural it frequently occurs in οτ citations (as e.g. Rom 4:7; 11:27; cf also 1 Thes. 2:16 and 1 Cor. 15:17). It also occurs in several statements linking Christ's death with man's sin as in the kerygmatic passage in 1 Corinthians 15:3. Where the phrase 'remission of sins' is used by Paul (as in Col. 1:14) or the idea of deliverance from sins (as in Gal. 1:4), the plural hamartiai expresses the general accu​mulation of sins (cf. also Eph. 2:1).
249 B. Gartner, The Areopagus Speech and Natural Revelation, p. 230, raises the question that a hearer of
Paul's might have asked, i.e., Why should this other (Christ) judge us? Gartner sees the answer in the fact
that Christ has been ordained (horizein) by God. Paul assumes that by virtue of who God is he has a right
to judge.
,
250 On the fall of man in the teaching of Paul, cf. H. T. Powell, The Fall of Man, pp. 17-31, D. Ε. Η. Whiteley, The Theology of St Paul, pp. 45ff. Cf. H. Ridderbos, Paul, pp. 91ff.
2Dl The question has been raised whether awareness of sin is the real starting point of Paul's theology. Bultmann, TNT 1, p. 249, maintains that it is. He considers that Paul's position was that man encounters the Torah and becomes aware of his sin. But E. P. Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism, p. 475, denies this and suggests that Paul's conviction that all have sinned arises from his conviction that God has acted to save. Therefore all need salvation. According to this view, Paul's understanding of the solution preceded an understanding of the plight. Yet what significance could salvation have without a sense of sin?
232 When dealing with Paul's concept of sin, W. Grundmann in TDNT, 1, pp. 308f, considers that it is essential for a right understanding of this subject to recognize two propositions. Ί. The Christ event comes upon man in a specific reality, i.e. his reality as a sinner. 2. It comes upon him as an event which rescues him from this reality and reconstitutes him.' It is therefore maintained that what Jesus saw as an event is in Paul described and developed. This highlights the difficulty of dealing with the subject of sin apart from God's answer to it.
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When the word is used in the singular, it almost always describes not an individual act of sin, but a state of sinfulness. Hence Paul can speak of the power of sin (Rom. 3:9), knowledge of sin (Rom. 3:20), increase in sin (Rom. 5:20), slaves of sin (Rom. 6:16), wages of sin (Rom. 6:23). He can even personalize sin (as in Rom. 7). With so great a variety of uses for the word it will be necessary to attempt some kind of classification of Paul's ideas.
In addition to this general word for sin, Paul uses four others which convey specific aspects of his doctrine. One is a derived form (hamartema) which means practically the same thing (cf. Rom 3:25; 1 Cor. 6:18). Other words, however, have their own particular sense. One represents trespass (paraptoma), a word which means a false step in contrast to a true one. Examples of the use of this term are Romans 4:25 and Galatians 6:1. In one instance it is used linked with sins (i.e. hamartiai), Ephesians 2:1, in which it gives a specific edge to the more general word. Another term, parabasis, conveys the idea of a stepping aside, i.e. a deviation from the true path, usually translated 'transgression' (cf. Rom. 2:23; 4:15; Gal. 3:19).253 Some​what allied to this idea is the word anomia, which means lawlessness or iniquity (e.g. 2 Cor. 6:14, 2 Thes. 2:3). Common to all these words is the notion of failure to match up to what is required. In the Pauline epistles particularly, all the phases of sin are seen against righteousness (dikaiosyne), which is not only the aim of salvation, but is also seen to be the original pattern.
Sin as debt. We come now to think of the various aspects of sin which find expression in Paul's letters and we begin with the idea of debt.254 The idea of sin as debt which has to be settled by the accrual of merit is wholly absent from Paul. In fact, it is entirely nullified by his doctrine of grace. Nevertheless the very fact that much is made of the forgiveness of sins (aphesis) (cf. Col. 1:14; Eph. 1:7) shows a sense of man's obligation which he himself could not meet.
It must be noted that the idea of sin as debt is far less prominent in Paul than in the synoptic gospels, perhaps because of his acute awareness of the dangers caused by the idea in Jewish thought. It contributed in the later church to certain commercial theories of the atonement, but there is no warrant for this either in Paul or in the rest of the nt. In one passage, Colossians 2:14, Paul uses a word (cheirographon) which may refer to a 'certificate of indebtedness'. If this is a right interpretation, he is repre​senting God as cancelling our debts through Christ.
253 In all these cases, the parabasis is directly linked to the law, which becomes the standard by which the transgression is assessed. Cf. J. Schneider, TDNT, 5, pp. 739f.
254 Cf. S. Lyonnet, Sin, Redemption and Sacrifice, pp. 47f., for comment on sin as debt in Paul.
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5m as deviation. If we note the occasions when Paul uses the word parabasis (five times), we gain some impression of sin as a swerving from a straight path. Romans 2:23 makes clear that the Jews transgressed through breaking the law. The law had set a standard and the Jewish people had fallen short. Earlier in the same passage Paul had maintained that in some sense even Gentiles were conscious of a law which served as a standard by which the conscience could either accuse or excuse (Rom. 2:14, 15). Indeed, so essen​tial is a standard by which to judge, that Paul can say in Romans 4:15 that 'where there is no law there is no transgression'.25D This particular view of sin makes no sense unless there is a recognized standard by which the deviation can be measured. At the same time, the word is used of Adam's transgression (Rom. 5:14), which was occasioned by a refusal to obey a divine prohibition. The same is said of Eve's sin (1 Tim. 2:14).25f> It was, therefore, as much a deviation from moral duty as a failure to observe the Mosaic law. All the law could do in any case was to identify the transgres​sions (cf. Gal. 3:19). It could do nothing to check them.
Sin as lawlessness. If sin is a deviation from a known path, it can degenerate into an attitude of lawlessness,237 as is seen especially in the use of anomia. In Romans 6:19 Paul reminds his Christian readers that they once yielded their members to impurity and greater and greater iniquity (anomia),258 as if it had an accumulating effect. According to the most accepted reading of 2 Thessalonians 2:3, the anticipated personfication of evil is named as 'the man of lawlessness' who usurps the place of God. Lawlessness leads to rebellion. In 2 Corinthians 6:14 anomia is directly contrasted with righteousness, which is linked with the idea that believers are the temple of the living God. Anything which contravenes God's rights is lawlessness or iniquity.259
25:1 C. E. B. Cranfield, Romans, 1, p. 241, says on Rom. 4:15 that Paul's statement about the consequences of the absence of law was 'to suggest the process (the conversion of sin into conscious transgression) by which the law's advent works wrath'. Cf. also C. K. Barrett, Romans, ad he.
236 There is some dispute over 1 Tim. 2:14 on the grounds that it does not attribute the first transgression to Adam, but to Eve. Cf. A. T. Hanson, Studies in the Pastoral Epistles (1968), pp. 65-77, who comes to the conclusion that someone other than Paul must have written 1 Tim. 2:14. But could not the passage mean that Adam was not deceived, because he well knew what he was doing? (cf. my The Pastoral Epistles, p. 77). Hanson argues that for the Pastorals the root sin was sexual, on the basis of a Jewish legend, but he contends that Paul used the legend in 2 Cor. 11:1-3, 14, without such implication. But the argument is not convincing. Another possibility is to connect the previous protos with the deception, and to regard the meaning to be that Adam was not the first to be deceived.
237 There is a close connection between the idea of'guilt' and Paul's idea of sin as lawlessness. Whiteley, op. at., p. 47, maintains that 'guilt' is a concept derived from law. He rightly says that Paul does deal with a guilt situation, because he deals with the fact that we are all sinners.
238 The repetition of the word anomia in Rom. 6:19 is generally understood in an intensifying sense. But F. J. Leenhardt, Romans (Eng. trans. 1961 from CNT, 1957), p. 173, suggests that the first anomia refers to the actual concrete disobedience of man and the second to the state of disobedience as judged and condemned by God. But the distinction is too fine to be convincing.
239 On the radical opposition between righteousness and lawlessness, cf. P. E. Hughes, 2 Corinthians, pp. 246f.
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This idea of rebellion is brought out in various ways. In Romans 11:30 the Gentiles are declared to be 'disobedient to God'. Those who follow the prince of the power of the air are called 'sons of disobedience' in Ephesians 2:2 (cf. also Eph. 5:6; Col. 3:6, in some ancient texts).260 The cleavage between Christians and non-Christians in Paul's view is the difference between obedience and disobedience to God's demands. The best of men who are living according to their own efforts fall far short of the require​ments of God. It is taken as axiomatic that men ought to obey the gospel, and those who fail to do so class themselves among the children of dis​obedience. Iniquity or lawlessness is a habit of mind from which we can be released only through Christ's act of redemption (Tit. 2:14).
Sin as both external acts and internal attitudes. Paul shares with the contem​porary Hellenistic world a fondness for producing lists of sins,261 in which there is a mixture of both acts and attitudes. This shows the breadth of his interpretation of sin. The list in Romans 1:29-31 well illustrates the external and internal combination. Some items in the list are acts which can be objectively verified, such as murder, strife, gossipping. But others like envy, foolishness, faithlessness, heartlessness, ruthlessness, are attitudes rather than acts, although they undoubtedly found expression in acts. Other lists of a similar kind are to be found in Romans 13:13; 1 Corinthians 5:10f.; 6:9f; 2 Corinthians 12:20f.; Galatians 5:19-21; Ephesians 4:31; 5:3-5; Co-lossians 3:5-8; 1 Timothy l:9f.; 2 Timothy 3:2ff; Titus 3:3; It is abundantly clear that Paul wished to show the true nature of sin in specific terms. He was also concerned to demonstrate that no essential difference existed between the wide range of sins stretching from extreme criminal acts like murder to attitudes of mind like jealousy or hatred. This clearly shows that for him sin was interpreted far more widely than in merely forensic terms. The inward nature of sin may not always be easily detected by man, but God knows and judges the inward desire as well as the outward act. It is because of this that he pours out his wrath (Col. 3:6).
Sin as task-master. In Romans Paul uses the expression 'slaves of sin' (Rom. 6:16, 17) to describe the state of bondage in which people are held.262 But
260 It is most probable that the shorter text of Col. 3:6, which omits the expression, is original and that the other MSS have been influenced by Eph. 5:6.
261 Such lists were widely used in the ancient world. They were popular among Stoics and are found in the intertestamental literature. For studies on these lists, cf. A. Vogtle, Die Tugend- und Lasterkatalogue im Neuen Testament (1936); S. Wibbing, Die Tugend- und Lasterkatalogue im Neuen Testament und ihre Traditions-geschichte unter besonderer Beriicksichtigung der Qumran-Texte (1959); B. S. Easton, 'NT Ethical Lists', JBL 51, 1952, pp. 1-12. For a special study on Rom. 1:28-31, cf. J. Lagrange, RB n.s. 8, 1911, pp. 534-549. Cf. also O. J. F. Seitz, IDB 2, pp. 138f.
262 Paul's position here can be paralleled in Jn. 8:34. J. Murray, Romans, p. 231 points out that 'we are bondslaves of that to which we present ourselves for obedience'. Hence if we obey sm, we are expressing a direct disobedience to God.
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the slaves of sin are contrasted with the slaves of obedience, which suggests that here also sin is thought of in terms of deliberate disobedience to God. In the same vein is Paul's exhortation to Christians not to let sin reign over them (Rom. 6:12, 14). For the believer, sin ceases to have any rights, and if it continues to exert dominion, it must be regarded as a usurper.263 In this sense sin seems to be personified, as it is in other cases to be considered below.
Sin as falsehood. Although there is not in Paul the same sharp antithesis between truth and error as in the Johannine writings, it is nonetheless present. In Romans 1:18 wickedness is defined in terms of suppression of the truth.264 Moreover, the wicked have exchanged the truth about God for a lie and have worshipped the creature rather than the Creator (Rom. 1:25).265 When speaking of the putting off of the old nature Paul draws special attention to the putting away of falsehood (Eph. 4:25). In the prediction of the coming of the lawless one, he points out how easily some will be deceived 'because they refused to love the truth' (2 Thes. 2:10). Indeed God sends them a strong delusion to make them believe what is false (2 Thes. 2:11-12).
God's wrath is declared against those who do not obey the truth (Rom. 2:8), but God's desire is that all should come to a knowledge of the truth (1 Tim. 2:4).266 The man of God seeks to lead people to repent and come to know the truth (2 Tim. 2:25). A strong criticism is made of those who are 'depraved in mind and bereft of the truth' (1 Tim. 6:5; cf. 2 Tim. 3:8). The false teachers who were advocating myths were positively rejecting truth (Tit. 1:14).
The apostle sees the world apart from Christ as a world in which falsehood is dominant, since he understands falsehood as a negation of God and his plans for men.
THE PERSONIFICATION OF SIN
When Paul personifies sin267 he draws vivid attention to its dangerous
263 According to E. P. Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism, pp. 546ff., Judaism universally regarded sin as 'transgression', but did not, as Paul did, see it as a power from which man must be freed to be saved.
264 The word Paul uses, katechein, could have the meaning 'possess' or 'hold fast', but this would be foreign to the context. As Cranfield, op. at., p. 112 n. 5, points out there is nothing in Paul's treatment of his subject to suggest that he thinks of people combining orthodox belief with unrighteousness of life. Cf. also C. K. Barrett, op. cit., p. 34, who translates the phrase as 'hold the truth imprisoned'.
265 M. D. Hooker, Ά Further Note on Romans 1', NTS 13, 1966-7, pp. 181ff, considers that the background to Rom. 1 is Adam's fall in Gn. 1-3 and that the language is indebted also to Ps. 106. The nature of man's sin is essentially disobedience and rebellion against God.
266 'Knowledge of the truth' means more than simply intellectual grasp. It involves acceptance by faith. The phrase itself is peculiar to the pastorals in Paul's writings, cf. J. N. D. Kelly, The Pastoral Epistles, p. 62.
267 On personification, cf. S. Lyonnet, in Sin, Redemption and Sacrifice, pp. 54ff.
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qualities.268 This comes out strongly in the passage in Romans 7, although it also occurs elsewhere. We have already noted sin portrayed as a tyrant. In addition, sin pays wages, i.e. death (Rom. 6:23). Paul can speak of the body as if it had become the possession of sin (Rom. 6:6). Sin in the singular is therefore a more potent factor than acts of sin. In fact, the distinction is between sinfulness as an active principle and sin as a specific act against a known standard.
In Romans 7:8 Paul speaks of sin finding opportunity in the command​ment,269 as if sin were scheming to take advantage in order to produce 'covetousness'. The commandment awakened desire for mental acts of sinfulness. In addition sin works death in man (Rom. 7:11, 13). Since sin deceives it effects death while purporting to give life. The further expres​sion 'sold under sin' (Rom. 7:14) shows sin in a commercial role, exploiting its dupes.270
The apostle is deeply conscious of the power of sin. He mentions almost incidentally in 1 Corinthians 15:56 that the sting of death is sin,271 and the power of sin is the law. In Romans 7:17 he seems to set the power of sin over against the impotence of the self. This raises the question whether Paul is disclaiming the self s responsibility for the sin and this will need further comment below (see pp. 207ff); but his main purpose in this passage is not to absolve self from accountability, but to demonstrate sin's stranglehold until Jesus Christ gains victory over it. Paul speaks of sin dwelling within him in a personal sense.272
THE UNIVERSALITY OF SIN
There is never any suggestion in Paul's epistles that sin has by-passed anyone, either as individuals or in groups.273 The classic statement of the case is found in Romans 1-3. Although it may be thought that Paul exaggerates in enumerating the types of sin to which people are prone, he is setting out the most obvious cases in contemporary Gentile life in order to be all-inclusive. It is certainly not necessary to suppose, nor is it implied, that all Gentiles were guilty of all the sins in the list. But Paul does not
268 Paul did not originate the idea of the personification of sin. Stahlin, TDiVT, 1, p. 296, mentions instances from Judaism and from the Paris magic Greek papyrus.
269 The commandment possibly became for Paul 'the psychological means by which sin was stirred to activity within his own experience' (C. K. Barrett, Romans, p. 143). Prohibition often encourages the pursuit of the prohibited thing.
270 There is some support for the view that the verb used here implies the idea of being sold as slaves, in which case sin is seen to possess the authority to treat its victims in this way. Cf. C. Ε. Β. Cranfield, Romans, ad lac.; C. K. Barrett, Romans, ad loc; and H. Schlier, Der Romerbrief (1977), ad. he.
271 C. A. A. Scott, Christianity according to St Paul (1927), p. 51, interprets Paul's words to mean that 'death employed sin to stab for itself an opening into human nature'.
272 This personifying of sin is much more expressive than treating sin as a sinful status. As C. A. A. Scott says, 'it is a power invading, attacking, subjugating men from without' (op. at., p. 47).
273 On the universality of sin, cf. H. Ridderbos, Paul (Eng. trans, 1975), pp. 93ff.
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give any indication that any Gentiles had escaped the taint of sin.
When he goes on to discuss the Jewish position, he is quite specific and shows that Jews as well as Gentiles are equally under the power of sin (Rom. 3:9). This conclusion is supported by a sequence of ox citations, which are emphatically introduced by the statement 'None is righteous, no, not one; no one understands, no one seeks for God' (Rom. 3:10, 11). He further maintains that the whole world is held accountable to God (Rom. 3:19).274 It is, indeed, on the basis of the universality of sin that Paul builds his doctrine of justification through Christ. There is no distinction - all have sinned (Rom. 3:23).
Another specific statement in the same epistle asserts the universality of sin (Rom. 5:12). Whatever the interpretation of Paul's view of Adam's part in human sin (see section on original sin, pp. 210ff), there can be no denying that he accepts without question, not only that all without excep​tion have sinned, but also that universal death is the result of universal sin. These propositions might be said to be deducible from observation. Paul regards them as too obvious to require demonstration.
In this respect the apostle is in line with other parts of the nt where the truth of sin's universal dominion is everywhere assumed.
SIN AND FLESH
We have already discussed Paul's use of sarx, but we need now to note the precise relationship between sin and sarx.21" Paul frequently refers to 'the desires of the flesh'276 (Gal. 5:24; Rom. 13:14; Eph. 2:3) or to the desires of the mortal body (Rom. 6:12). Since desire is a prelude to action, it may be said that Paul views the flesh as in some way a source of sins. While a man is alienated from God, his sarx has taken on a sinful bias, which it did not naturally possess. Paul does not maintain that all matter including flesh is evil and is therefore the source of sin, for the very expression 'desires of the flesh' implicates the whole man. Nevertheless since sarx has become conditioned by sin, it cannot avoid promoting sin. It is for this reason that Paul is so radical in his conviction that those who are in the flesh cannot , please God (Rom. 8:8).277 He maintains, in fact, that 'the mind that is set
274 According to Cranfield, op. at., p. 197, the word Paul uses in this statement (hypodikos) conveys the idea of people standing at God's bar, their guilt already proved and awaiting condemnation. Sanday and Headlam, Romans p. 80, suggested 'answerable to God', but Cranfield thinks this says too little. The reference to the whole world certainly shows the universality of guilt.
275 For a discussion of sin and flesh in Paul, cf D. Ε. Η. Whiteley, The Theology of St Paul, pp. 39f.; R. Bultmann, TNT 1, pp. 239-246. So close is the connection between sin and flesh that Ridderbos (Paul, p. 103) makes the claim that 'flesh' is a description of sin itself in the most inclusive sense of the word.
Cf. my Galatians, ad he. The word used for passions (palhema] is in itself neutral, but the moral quality is indicated by the sarx.
21' C. K. Barrett, Romans, p. 158, maintains that in this context for the flesh to be obedient to God would be a contradiction in terms. He paraphrases Rom. 8:8 'Those who are living to please themselves (not simply in a "carnal" sense) cannot also please God.'
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on the flesh is hostile to God' (Rom. 8:7), an expression which shows that the whole man is intended. In the difficult statement in 1 Corinthians 5:5, where Paul advises that a moral offender should be delivered to Satan for the destruction of the flesh, there is an unmistakable connection between sin and flesh. It is most likely that in this case sarx does not convey a purely physical sense.278
SIN AND HUMAN RESPONSIBILITY
The evidence adduced so far has been sufficient to show that Paul assumes that man is responsible for the sin he commits. The idea of man as the hapless tool of an inevitable fate279 nowhere finds expression in Paul's epistles. The accountability of man before God (Rom. 3:19), which Paul specifically asserts, reflects his belief that man must take responsibility for his sin, especially that aspect of it that is viewed as rebellion against God. This is not nullified by the statements in Romans 7 which might suggest that sin takes responsibility, for responsibility can be attributed only to a person, not to an abstract principle, even if personified.280 The sin principle would be powerless without the cooperation of the person. The terms used require the involvement of man's will.
If man is now without excuse and must accept responsibility for his sin, this leads into the Pauline teaching on punishment against sin which will be discussed below. In Paul's doctrine responsibility in the believer came to be linked with predestination (as in Rom. 8:28f), and raised what has remained a paradox. Although the apostle does not attempt to resolve the paradox, he had no intention of lifting from man himself the responsibility for his own actions. The problem of predestination belongs properly to the discussion on salvation and grace and will be dealt with then (pp. 620ff.).
SIN AND PUNISHMENT
We have considered the many facets of Paul's view of sin. We must now note its consequences. When the apostle mentions God's wrath, he means God's wrath against sin. God's wrath is revealed alongside his righteousness
278 Cf. A. C. Thiselton, 'The Meaning of sarx in 1 Cor. 5:5: A Fresh Approach in the Light of Logical and Semantic Factors', SJT 26, 1973, pp. 204-228. He argues for an open-endedness in the understanding of Paul's language, and points out the difficulties in understanding sarx here in a physical sense. He contends that the punishment of the offender may or may not have included physical suffering in its outworking. He thinks there is something to be said for sarx meaning 'self-satisfaction' in this context (as in 3:lff).
279 This is characteristic of gnostic ideas, but is alien to Paul's theology. SeeJ. Zandee, 'Gnostic Ideas on the Fall and Salvation', Numen 2, 1964, pp. 34-41. Man's defect, in gnostic thought, is due to external powers and is not therefore his own responsibility. Also against a gnostic background for Rom. 5:12ff, cf. A. J. M. Wedderburn, The Theological Structure of Romans v. 12', NTS 19, 1979, pp. 342ff.
280 J. S. Stewart, On a neglected emphasis in nt Theology', SJT 4, 1951, p. 293, sees in Rom. 7 a struggle between the forces of evil and the kingdom of Christ. It is not concerned therefore about a struggle between a higher and a lower self. There is no question of a lessening of responsibility.
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(Rom. 1:17-18),281 and is directed against 'all ungodliness and wickedness of men'. Paul anticipates a day of wrath when God's righteous judgment will be revealed (Rom. 2:5) and warns against a hardness of heart that could store up wrath. Paul adds that God 'will render to every man according to his works' (Rom. 2:6). For the disobedient, wrath and fury are in store (Rom. 2:8; Eph. 5:6). When God inflicts wrath it is never unjust (Rom. 3:5, 6). The apostle sees salvation as being 'from the wrath of God' (Rom. 5:9; 1 Thes. 5:9), i.e. in its negative aspect. When thinking of the sovereignty of God in the remarkable illustration of the potter and his clay, he claims that God has complete power in the exercise of his wrath (Rom. 9:22).282
Paul sums up the precarious position of the natural man in the words in Ephesians 2:3 - 'So we were by nature children of wrath', i.e. people who are destined to receive God's wrath.283 Moreover, 'the rest of mankind' is included in this description. What is clear is the marked divide between those outside of Christ and those who have become children of God. Unless this cleavage is clearly recognized, Paul's statements about the mission of Christ will make no intelligible sense. It is important to note that Jews as well as Gentiles are included under God's wrath (1 Thes. 2:16).
Paul has much to say about the judgment of God (Rom. 2:2f; 5:16; 1 Cor. 11:29, 34). That judgment results in the condemnation of the sinner.284 The disobedient are under sentence and apart from Christ there is no reprieve.283 Moreover there is nothing arbitrary about God's judgments. They are always just (2 Thes. 1:5). As no-one is exempt from the general condition of sinfulness, so no-one is exempt from the consequences of that sinfulness.
The consequence that Paul mentions most is death. Death is regarded as man's last enemy (1 Cor. 15:26). The string of death is sin (1 Cor. 15:56). In his exposition in Romans 5-7, Paul many times establishes a direct
281 Conzelmann, TNT, p. 240, rejects the timeless juxtaposition of wrath and righteousness in Rom. 1:17, and maintains that Rom. 3:21 shows that they are two stages in salvation history. Conzelmann identifies God's wrath with his judgment, rather than regarding it as a property of God. But Paul's language in Rom. 1:17 contains more of an objective element than Conzelmann allows (see p. 100 for a discussion of' this).
282 Cf. G. H. C. Macgregor, 'The concept of the wrath of God in the NT', NTS 7, 1960-1, pp. 101-109. Macgregor rightly rejects the view that God is waiting to vent his anger against the sinner in exacting punishment, but he empties the concept of wrath of any real connection with God. While admitting that for Paul in Rom. 9:22 wrath is an attribute of God, he considers it to be an attribute held in reserve.
283 There is some debate about the meaning of the phrase 'by nature' (physei). Cf. M. Barth, Ephesians 1— 3 (AB, 1974), p. 231, who contends that there is here 'no hint of a fall of nature, or of a timeless fallenness, but there is full consciousness of the historic corruption of the flesh.' Paul is not debating the origin of sin, but the vast difference between what Christians were and what they are now. Barth firmly denies the doctrine of innate sin. Cf. ]. Armitage Robinson's discussion of this verse, Ephesians (21904) ad he.
284 For the place of judgment by works in the theology of Paul, cf. E. P. Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism, pp. 515ff.
283 D. E. H. Whiteley, The Theology of St Paul. pp. 46ff., distinguishes between sin and guilt. He concludes that Paul deals with what he calls 'a guilt situation' (see above, n. 257).
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connection between sin and death.286 The classic passage is again Romans 5:12ff., which begins with the assertion that death came into the world through sin and that it reigned from Adam to Moses. It continued to reign until the one man Jesus Christ, through his own death, turned the tables and brought the free gift of grace. Whereas sin reigned in death, grace reigns in righteousness (Rom. 5:21). Using the metaphor of baptism Paul speaks of believers as baptized into Christ's death, as a result of which they are dead to the power of sin, and should consider themselves so (Rom. 6:2, 6, 10, 11). He points out that the wages of sin is death (Rom. 6:23). Again, sin works death (Rom. 7:13) and turns the whole body into a 'body of death' (Rom. 7:24; cf. 8:10). Paul is therefore under no delusion about the serious consequences of sin. He is not, of course, expressing a new truth in linking death with sin, but he is expressing it as seen from the Christian standpoint. The death which is the only end of sin (Rom. 6:21) is in stark contrast to the life which comes as a gift through Christ.
Another inevitable consequence of sin is alienation from God. Paul de​scribes the pre-Christian state as enmity (Rom. 5:10). The Gentiles are without hope and without God in the world (Eph. 2:12). The wrath of God puts us at a distance from him. It is this deep sense of alienation which gives meaning to Paul's doctrine of reconciliation (see pp. 486ff). He is convinced that the natural man is estranged from God and needs the restoration of a right relationship.
THE ORIGIN OF SIN IN MAN
It certainly would not be true to say that Paul expounds a doctrine of original sin, but there are indications that he may have held it.287 By Original sin' in this context is meant the passing on through heredity of the bias towards sin. It naturally affects the problem of how sin originates in each individual. The key passage is Romans 5:12ff., but even this does not discuss any theory of the origin of sin. What Paul says is incidental to his main purpose to contrast death with life and condemnation with righteousness. Before considering this passage there are a few general observations which need to be made in order to set the discussion in its right perspective.
(i) Paul certainly did not hold that man was created with sin. He main​tained the ot view that man was made in the image of God (1 Cor. 11:7), which must have precluded the presence of evil. The image denotes the
286 Cf. Ύ. Barosse, 'Death and Sin in St Paul's Epistle to the Romans', CBQ 15. 1953, pp. 438-459. Cf. also H. Ridderbos, Paul, p. 113.
287 W. N. Pittenger, The Christian Understanding of Human Nature (1964), p. 95, favours the phrase Originating sin', after R. M. Frye, Perspective of Man (1961), pp. 122f. Pittenger takes Originating sin' to be the creature's will to exist as his own god, but it should be noted that Pittenger approaches the matter from the viewpoint of man in community, not man simply as an individual. G. Aulen, The Faith of the Christian Church (21961), p. 241, also regards original sin as a 'solidary interrelationship'.
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moral character of God. The entrance of sin into the world resulted in the spoiling of the image; hence in the plan of salvation the restoration of the image comes through the believer being conformed to the image of God's Son (cf. Rom 8:29).288 It should be noted, however, that Paul does not support the view that no vestige of the original image remains. If man is still the image and glory of God, some distinguishing marks of his origin must still be visible. Indeed, the fact that man is a moral creature separates him from other creatures, in spite of the fact that he has corrupted his moral nature.
(ii) We have already adduced ample evidence to show that man univer​sally is sinful. The apostle is concerned more with sin and sinfulness as an established fact than with its origin or transmission. Although he maintains that sin entered through Adam (Rom. 5:12ff; 1 Cor. 15:21-22), he does not argue from the one to the many, as if he were heaping the responsibility of everyone's sins on Adam's head. He is rather beginning from the estab​lished fact that sin is present in every man. The concentration on Adam may be attributed to the background of Jewish ideas of solidarity. Because of this, Adam can stand as representative of all his seed.
(iii) The close connection between sin and death (noted above, pp. 208f.) has some bearing on Paul's arguments, for death is seen as an adverse factor which has affected man's nature. Since it has come through sin, the uni​versality of death in Paul's mind must in some way be connected with Adam's sin (Rom. 5:12). Although we cannot be certain whether Paul was influenced by the intertestamental view of the 'evil impulse' (yeser /wra'),289 it is not impossible that he was. The rabbis maintained that this impulse became evil only when yielded to (see p. 119f). Some think that the Other law' (Rom. 7:23) may be an allusion to this impulse.290 What is clear is that Paul nowhere suggests that man's responsibility is lessened by any adverse impulse present within him.
(iv) We have noted Paul's strong belief in the existence of adverse spiri​tual agencies and the influence of these must be taken into account in discussing Adam's fall. In one place Paul mentions that Eve was deceived by the serpent (2 Cor. 11:3), but this occurs in a context which is dealing generally with deception, not with the origin of sin. Nowhere in Paul's letters does he attribute the impetus to sin to these evil forces, but his acceptance of the Genesis account would predispose him to do so. This would not, of course, throw light on his views about the transmission of sin.
288 There is no nt support for the view that the image of God is man, and that man has therefore a divine spark which is capable of being fanned into a flame. For an exposure of this view, cf. D. Cairns, The Image of God in Man (1953), who examines all the nt occurrences of the 'image' idea. Cf. also Ε. Η. Robertson, Man's Estimate of Man (1958), pp. SOfff.
289 Cf. the discussion of yeser on pp. 119ff.
290 Cf. H. A. A. Kennedy, The Theology of the Epistles (1919), p. 40.
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(v) Strictly speaking, the statements in the passage (Romans 5:12ff.)291 impinging on original sin are incidental to the main argument, which centres on the extension of the work of Christ to others.292 This is achieved by means of comparison (verses 12-14) and contrast (verses 15-19).
The first problem is grammatical. Having stated that sin and death had come into the world, Paul adds 'and so death spread to all men because (eph' ho) all men sinned.' The words translated 'because' could conceivably be rendered 'in whom',293 which would then mean that all men sinned 'in Adam'. But apart from the fact that a different preposition (en) would normally be used for this idea of'in', the notion of sinning 'in Adam' finds no parallels elsewhere. The sense of 'because' or something akin to it, like On this condition, that', is therefore to be preferred.294
The next question which arises is whether Paul is maintaining here that all people are affected adversely because of one man's sin. He is confronted with certain indisputable facts. He knows that all have sinned. He knows also that all die. He further knows that historically Adam was the agency through whom sin first entered (according to the Genesis account). Com​bining these three facts he sees a line of connection between them all. He can maintain a link between universal sin and Adam's sin only because he believes in the solidarity of the race. There is no justification for supposing that Paul would have supported the view that any of Adam's seed could be held responsible for Adam's sin, since he so clearly supports the ac​countability of people for their own sins. Some notion of the solidarity of the race with Adam is, however, necessary to make intelligible Paul's statements about grace through Christ. What he seems to be saying is, that as the whole race shares the disastrous results of Adam's sin, so the whole race may be affected by the abundance of grace and the free gift of righteousness.295
291 For special studies on this passage, cf, C. Ε. Β. Cranfield, On Some of the Problems in the Interpretation of Rom. 5:12', SJT 22, 1969, pp. 330-340; F. W. Danker, 'Rom. v. 12: Sin under Law', NTS 14, 1967-8, pp. 435ff; S. Lyonnet, 'Le sens de eph' ho en Rom. 5.12 et 1'exegese des peres grecs', Bib 36, 1955, pp. 436-456.; J. Cambier, 'Peches des hommes et peche d'Adam en Rom. v, 12', NTS 11, 1964— 5, pp. 20f; A. J. M. Wedderburn, 'The Theological Structure of Romans v. 12', NTS 19, 1973, pp. 339-354.
292 Conzelmann, TNT, p. 197, argues that in Rom. 5:12ff-, Paul begins from the idea of representation (the tribal ancestor including posterity within himself, a Jewish idea), but he comes to a new conclusion, i.e. eph' ho ρ antes hemarton, in the sense, Ί always already have the fall behind me'.
293 It should be noted that the dispensing with the grammatical rendering 'in whom' does not obliterate all idea of solidarity. As F. F. Bruce, Romans (TNTC 1963), p. 130, points out, this may be a mistranslation, but a true interpretation. He further maintains that for Paul Adam 15 mankind.
294 Cf. A. M. Dubarle, The Biblical Doctrine of Original Sin (Eng. trans. 1964), pp. 142-184, for a discussion of the whole passage. On eph' ho, he agrees with S. Lyonnet's conclusion that it means On this condition, that' (p. 149 n. 3). It should be noted that there is a tendency among Roman Catholic scholars to prefer some kind of'solidarity' interpretation, following Augustine's view of it. But the idea of sinning 'in Adam' is not confined to Catholic exegetes. Cf. also A. Nygren, Romans (Eng. trans, 1952), pp. 214f, who maintains that Paul's argument would be weakened if this is denied.
2ib Karl Barth, Christ and Adam: Man and Humanity in Romans 5 (Eng. trans. 1956), contends that Christ's
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Although it seems inescapable that Paul accepts that mankind inherited a sinful bias through Adam, what might be called 'a bent towards sinfulness', yet it is the definite committing of sin which brings condem​nation.296 Paul's whole approach to the subject of sin elsewhere would not support the view that any man is held responsible for the sinful bias he has inherited.297 But does this mean that man can claim that his will is shackled and that consequently it would be unjust to hold him responsible for his own actions? This question never seems to have arisen in Paul's mind. He described in Romans 7 a typical struggle in which what he wanted he could not achieve (Rom. 7:18), but he does not absolve himself from the respon​sibility of doing what is right.298 The discussion in Romans 5:12ff. must therefore be approached from the same point of view.
(vi) In a passage which also contrasts Adam with Christ in 1 Corinthians, Paul mentions the coming of death to all through Adam (1 Cor. 15:21ff.), but makes no mention of sin.299 This is no doubt because his immediate purpose is to set out the theme of resurrection life. He is not in this context concerned with the relation between death and sin. Nevertheless, he does ascribe to Adam the coming of death to all, and contrasts this with the life which comes in Christ through his resurrection. Paradoxically he goes on in the same chapter to use the metaphor of the seed, which must necessarily die before it can germinate. In this case death is seen as a natural process. Although paradoxes of this kind are often unacceptable to cold logic, they are not unacceptable to Paul. He did not debate the question whether death was introduced into the race by Adam, or whether it is the result of the inevitable course of nature. The solidarity of the race was sufficient to support both contentions at once, without any attempt to resolve them. It must also be noted that it is by no means certain that Paul always means precisely the same thing when he refers to death. Sometimes he means cessation of life, but at other times he means separation from God. Clearly
humanity is prior to Adam's. Adam's sin, therefore, affects humanity until it is restored in Christ. R. Bultmann criticized Earth's exegesis in his article, 'Adam and Christ according to Rom. 5', Current Issues in New Testament Interpretation (ed. W. Klassen and G. F. Snyder, 1962).
296 A. J. M. Wedderburn, NTS 19, 1973, pp. 351f, strongly argues that the words pantes hemarton in this passage refer to the responsible, active, individual sinning of all men.
297 Bultmann confuses the issue when he says, 'Nevertheless, it cannot be denied that in Rom. 5:12ff, the sin of humanity after Adam is attributed to Adam's sin and that it therefore appears as the consequence of a curse for which mankind is not itself responsible' (TNT 1, p. 251). Paul shows no awareness of exempting people from responsibility for their own actions, however clearly he recognizes that mankind was implicated in Adam's sin. Bultmann does admit that every one is born into a world guided by a false striving.
298 E. Brunner, Romans, (Eng. trans. 1959), p. 59, rightly remarks that the apostle in Rom. 7 'is not concerned with a psychology of sin, though he certainly begins with a psychological observation; his glance penetrates deeper into the secret of the origin of sin'. Brunner says that Paul passes from the merely psychological to the historical aspect and takes up in Rom. 7 what he has earlier expounded in Rom, 5:12ff. by means of referring to his own history.
299 For a concise treatment of this passage, cf. R. Scroggs, The Last Adam, pp. 82ff,
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when Christ gave life instead of death to those who believe he did not exempt them from physical death, but he did exempt them from spiritual death. This is what Paul means by referring to all being made alive in 1 Corinthians 15:22.300
From this brief survey of original sin in Paul's teaching we must conclude that he saw the human race as affected by Adam's sin, but gives no indication of how this worked out apart from the universality of sin and death. If the gist of Paul's argument polarizes all the sinfulness under Adam and all the righteousness under Christ, this is for the sake of demonstrating the breadth of application of the salvation which Christ has effected. The doctrine of original sin as it has been traditionally expounded is frequently rejected because it is said to conflict with man's consciousness of freedom of action. But the doctrine preserves another consciousness in man - that of his own inner conflicts with his nobler ideas, which has never been better expressed than in Romans 7.301
Hebrews
In an epistle devoted to expounding the Christian approach to God, it is not surprising to find that considerable attention is paid to man's need. It is against the background of the levitical sacrificial system that the superior​ity of Christ as high priest is seen, and therefore the οτ recognition of sin is taken over without discussion. We shall note especially those features which are highlighted through the exposition.
SIN AND SINS
It is significant that although the plural 'sins' (hamartiai) is generally used in relating the sacrificial system to man's need,302 there are two instances (Heb. 9: 26; 13:11) where the singular is used in precisely the same sense (cf. for instance Heb. 13:11 with 10:12). There would not appear to be any vital difference between the two forms and it must be concluded, therefore, that the writer did not draw any important distinction between sinful acts and the state of sin. He can speak of purification for sins (Heb. 1:3), of expiation for sins (2:17), of an offering to bear the sins of many (9:28), of sacrifices for sins (5:1; 7:27; 10:4, 12, 26). He is dealing with the needs of a sinful people who are aware of their constant committing of sins. On the
Some have found the Adam theme in Rom. 1 and if their arguments hold there would be a closer connection with sin than in the case of 1 Cor. 15. Cf. M. D. Hooker, 'Adam in Romans Γ, NTS 6, 1959-60, pp. 297-306J. Jervell, Imago Dei (1960), pp. 312-331.
301 E. Brunner, Man in Remit (Eng. trans. 1939), pp. 383f, discusses the connection of modern theories about heredity and original sin. He points out that character-dispositions may be inherited, but never the character itself. Cf. also idem, The Christian Doctrine of Creation and Redemption, pp. 140f., where he links Original' sin with the condition of man under a wicked spell, which results in a sense of impotence without removing man's responsibility.
302 On 'sin' in Hebrews, cf. C. Spicq, Hebreux 1, pp. 284ff.
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other hand he can refer to 'consciousness of sin' (Heb. 10:2), to the 'fleeting pleasures of sin' (11:25), to sin that clings (12:1),303 to the struggle against sin (12:4), and to the deceitfulness of sin (3:13). In this general sense of a sinful disposition, which includes acts which result from it, he can pron​ounce that Jesus was without sin (Heb. 4:15). All this shows a marked divide between man and God, with Jesus as the only exception. Not even the high priest was exempt from offering sacrifice for his own sin (Heb. 7:27). There is no doubt that the writer regards sin as universal.
SIN AS UNBELIEF AND DISOBEDIENCE
In the discussion on 'rest' in which the Israelites' failure to enter the promised land is the main theme, that failure is specifically ascribed to unbelief (Heb. 3:19).304 The writer is concerned lest his readers should have 'an evil, unbelieving heart' (3:12). Unbelief arose out of disobedience (3:18; 4:6). It was a failure to take seriously the commands of God. The writer quotes the passage from Psalm 95: 7-11 in which God says that his people have strayed and not known his ways (Heb. 3:10). He sees the Israelites' type of disobedience as a basis for exhorting his readers to avoid it (Heb. 4:11). He clearly assumes they will be sufficiently familiar with the disas​trous consequences of the Israelites' disobedience to recognize the serious​ness of giving way to similar disobedience themselves. The whole passage does not define any particular judgment of God on their sin, apart from the fact that they missed out on their inheritance (the 'rest'). In Hebrews 2:2 however a hint is given on the just retribution on disobedience.
SIN AS LAWLESSNESS
Closely linked with the last theme is the theme of rebellion (cf. Heb. 3:8, 15-16). This draws out in a more dynamic way the deliberate and indeed defiant character of disobedience. It involved a direct rejection of God's plans. In Hebrews 1:9, the statement from Psalm 45:6—7 is cited with approval to the effect that God 'hated lawlessness' (anomia). The great value of the work of Christ is that under the new covenant God says Ί will remember their sins and their misdeeds (anomiai) no more' (Heb. 10:17).
Under this section some reference should be made to the apostasy pas​sages (Heb. 6:6f; 10:26f.),305 which show the extreme seriousness of a
303 The reference in 12:1 is not to some particular sin that clings, but sin itself. It is a constant hindrance to the athelete's progress (cf. H. Montefiore, Hebrews, p. 214). There is difference of opinion over the meaning of the word euperistatos, but some notion of wrapping round or clinging would seem to be preferable; cf. Brace, Hebrews, pp. 349f., who cites Ε. Κ. Simpson, Words Worth Weighing in the Greek New Testament (1946), pp. 26f.
304 For comments on unbelief and disobedience in Heb. 3 and 4, cf. S. Kistemaker, The Psalm Citations in the Epistle to the Hebrews (1961), pp. 108ff.
305 W; Grundmann, TDNT 1, p. 314, comments on the sin in 10:26 that it is a rather different concept from the sin against the Holy Spirit in the synoptic gospels. He sees emerging in this passage 'the readiness for martyrdom which characterizes primitive Christianity'. But this is reading top much into the passage.
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rejection of what God has done in Christ. The passages are directed to those who have become Christians and in this respect throw little light on the general sinfulness of man. Nevertheless the possibility of re-crucifying the Son of God or of profaning the blood of the covenant shows the extent to which man's rejection of God's methods can stretch (see pp. 630ff. for a further discussion of these passages).
OTHER ASPECTS OF SIN
In one instance the high priest's work is said to be 'for the errors of the people' (Heb. 9:7), i.e. agnoemata, the only place in the nt where this word is used. It refers to sins of ignorance,306 but this idea is not enlarged on elsewhere in the epistle.307 The deceitful character of sin is brought out in Hebrews 3:13. In the case of Esau's failure, his sin is described as 'immoral and irreligious' (Heb. 12:16). All of these aspects seem to be incidental to the main characteristics mentioned above, but one aspect which is some​what more stressed is the idea of sin as 'evil'. As kakos, it is contrasted with good (Heb. 5:14), and is described as poneros in the expressions 'evil heart' (Heb. 3:12) and 'evil conscience (10.22).
The rest of the New Testament
Of the general epistles, James and ί Peter both have some significant sayings about sin, generally under the term hamartia. James, in fact, suggests that sin arises from desire and that sin, when developed, brings death (}as. 1:15). This is tied up with the reflection that desire plays an important part in temptation. James shows the distinction between God and man, since God cannot be tempted through wrong desires. In James 2:9 sin is viewed from a legal point of view and is described in terms of transgression of the law. It is a failure to do right when the right way is known (Jas. 4:17). Some connection between sins and sickness is implied in James 5:15, but this theme is not developed. It is not necessarily suggested that sickness is the direct consequence of sin, although forgiveness is assured to those who confess. James concludes by expressing concern that his readers should turn sinners from the error (plane) of their ways, and by giving the assurance that anyone who does this will cover a multitude of sins (Jas. 5:20). This looks at first sight as if man through his own effort can deal with sin; but in this essentially practical epistle the comment is not theological. James is more concerned with preventing sin in others than explaining how one's
To apostatize was a sin against the Spirit in the sense of being a rejection of the whole mission of Jesus, in precisely the same sense as those who charged Jesus with being in league with Beelzebub.
3(ft As in the OT, so at Qumran there was a distinction between inadvertent sins and deliberate sins (cf. 1 QS9.1f).
307 The 'ignorant and erring' are referred to in Heb. 5:2 (tois agnoousin kai platwmenois), which F. F. Brace (Hebrews, p. 91) takes to mean 'those who go astray through ignorance", an idea closely akin to Heb. 9:7.
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own sin is covered, although he is convinced that the one will lead to the
other.
Other aspects of sin found in James are evil (kakos, Jas. 1:13; 3:8; 4:11, and poneros, Jas. 2:4; 4:16, in which the evil consists more in wrong thought than action), wickedness (Jas. 1:21), deceit (1:22, 26), partiality (2:9), and transgression (2:9, 11).
In the Petrine epistles we meet with the same mixture of plural and singular in the use of the word 'sin' (hamartia). Christ is said to have died for sins (1 Pet. 3:18) and the believer is reminded that he has been cleansed from his old sins (2 Pet. 1:9). The singular, however, is used in 1 Peter 2:22, 4:1; 2 Peter 2:14. One saying about covering a multitude of sins (1 Pet. 4:8) is parallel to James 5:20, only here the effective tool is love. When Peter says that whoever has suffered in the flesh has ceased from sin (1 Pet. 4:1), he clearly means that anyone who has sufficiently identified himself with Christ has ceased from a life dominated by sin. Peter shares with the other nt writers the conviction that sin is universal and the only escape is through faith in Christ. He is at pains to point out, however, that Christ himself was without sin (1 Pet. 2:22).
Four times 1 Peter speaks of'evil' (kakos). Do not return evil for evil (1 Pet. 3:9); do not speak evil (1 Pet. 3:10); turn away from evil and do right (1 Pet. 3:11), and the face of the Lord is against evil (1 Pet. 3:12). The last three occurrences are in the quotation from Psalm 34:12-16.
We may sum up this epistle's estimate of sin as the very antithesis of righteousness, a constrast brought out vividly in 1 Peter 2:24.
For a record of the possible manifestations of sin, 2 Peter 2 would be hard to beat. It illustrates what happens when people are 'insatiable for sin' (2 Pet. 2:14). Such people are called 'slaves of corruption' (2 Pet. 2:19), although they think they are free. What strikes one most about the list is the distortion which is everywhere apparent. It is summed up as rebellion against God's commandment (2:21).
The epistle of Jude is so close in content to 2 Peter that little more needs to be said. Jude cites a prediction which sums up the false teachers as 'scoffers following their own ungodly passions' (Jude 18). They are, more​over, 'worldly people, devoid of the Spirit' (Jude 19).
The book of Revelation records in symbolic language the distinction between the followers of Christ and the rest of mankind. The former know they have been released from their sins (Rev. 1:5). By way of contrast the sins of Babylon the great are heaped high as heaven (Rev. 18:5). The climax of the book is the impending day of wrath. It is inescapable for those who are not the followers of the Lamb. The build-up of the whole book depends on the recognition of the universality of sin and the inevitability of God's judgment upon it. People's reactions to the plagues are typical of man's general refusal to repent (cf. Rev. 16:9, 11, 21).
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The theme of judgment against all that is opposed to God dominates the book. The final triumph of right over wrong is typified by the triumph of the Lamb over all the agencies of evil. In the vision of the New Jerusalem, there is a specific exclusion of all uncleanness, abomination or falsehood (Rev. 21:27). All that mars the perfect plan of God is incompatible, and the Lamb himself is the lamp, the guiding principle of the new society. So great is the contrast between the ideal and the actual that it may be said that this book describes more vividly than any other nt book the destiny of man apart from God.
Summary of ideas on man in relation to God
It has become clear from the preceding survey that the one fact that stands out is that man is not what he ought to be. The precise nature of the fault is variously explained. In different parts of the nt evidence the emphasis falls in different places. There is general agreement, however, on a number of features. The universality of sin is undisputed, although it comes to clearest expression in Paul. Emphasis on the inward character of sin as distinct from external acts is summed up in the view of Jesus that it is what comes out of a man that defiles him.
Not all the nt literature presents as clearly as Paul's epistles the wide variety of forms which sin takes — debt, deviation, lawlessness, slavery, falsehood - but the total presentation is unmistakable. Man has rebelled against God. He has disobeyed God's law. He has allowed himself to come into a bondage to sin, from which, through his own efforts, he cannot escape. This picture of man sees him as blinded to his own original poten​tial. Sin has placed him in a position of ignorance of God and of a true estimate of himself. In both the Johannine and Pauline literature sin is more specifically seen as unbelief, which places the responsibility fairly and squarely on man's shoulders. The unbelief is expressed as a refusal to believe in Christ.
There is no formal discussion of original sin. But there is no reason to suppose that any of the nt writers did not assume the fallenness of man. It is treated as a historical fact rather than discussed in a theoretical manner. It is Paul who says most on this subject, especially when bringing out the basic sinfulness of man in the course of his Adam teaching.
Another aspect of sin which becomes clear from the nt is the fact that it merits punishment. This will be dealt with more fully when discussing judgment (see pp. 848ff), but the condemnation of sin by a righteous God is an integral assumption behind the nt teaching on salvation and must be borne in mind if the mission of Jesus is to be rightly understood. Indeed, many of the particular facets in which sin is presented in the nt contribute to the different interpretations of the work of Christ. If sin is enslavement, Christ brings deliverance. If it is falsehood, Christ presents truth. If dis-
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obedience, Christ shows the way of obedience. If deviation from the will
of God, Christ sets the perfect example of righteousness.
