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INTRODUCTION
Anyone who attempts to assess the place of Jesus Christ within nt theology must first make clear his position relative to the modern debate over the Christ of faith and the historical Jesus. It is impossible to set out the issues in a brief compass, and in any case such a survey would not be in place here. The position adopted over this issue affects all aspects of nt theology, but it is of particular significance for Christology. The stance adopted will determine whether any evidence exists for determining what Jesus thought about himself.
The extent of the differences of opinion over this issue can be gauged by the fact that they range from an almost total scepticism about the possibility of any historical knowledge to an acceptance of the full historicity of the words and works of Jesus. Many, for instance, would strongly reject scepticism, but would nevertheless want to maintain some modifications of the facts in the course of the transmission of the tradition. The extreme sceptical position maintains that since practically all of the material in the gospels is considered to represent the theological stance of the early church, it naturally follows that the gospels are almost valueless for arriving at a true assessment of the historical Jesus. On the other hand it is possible to recognize that the records have come to us through Christian writers who held definite beliefs about Jesus Christ, without calling in question the reliability of the records. In face of the wide diversity of opinions, all that is possible for the New Testament theologian is to state his own view and to take note in the following discussions of views which proceed from different presuppositions.
In the following survey of evidence we shall regard the gospels as records which enable us to ascertain in a dependable way what Jesus thought about himself, as the nt has presented the evidence. We shall also examine what
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others thought about him. It will be necessary to consider the relationship
between these two sources of evidence.
Our survey will begin with Jesus the man. We shall then examine what he called himself and what others called him. This approach to the subject by means of the Christological titles will provide valuable insights. Never​theless, it will be necessary to compare this evidence with that from the so-called Christological hymns, which show something of the profound reflections on the person of Christ in the early church. This will be followed by an examination of the three important Christological events - the virgin birth, the resurrection and the ascension - to discover what light these throw on the person of Christ and to consider their theological implica​tions. Our survey will conclude with a brief summary of the problems raised by the evidence.
In the following discussions we shall not deal with the subject of the origins of Christology, because such a study does not strictly belong to the field of nt theology. We shall be concentrating on what Christology the NT writers present to us rather than on the processes of growth. Valuable as the search for origins is, the nt theologian is concerned about the whole rather than the parts. In the field of Christology this is particularly im​portant, for the aim must be to show the rich variety of interpretations of the person of Christ, rather than to attempt to chronicle the way in which Christians came to believe what they did. Too often theories of develop​ment have been imposed on the evidence with a consequent distortion of the facts. It is almost certain that many of the ideas existed side by side, with no clear line of development between them.
JESUS AS MAN
In approaching an examination of the nt teaching about Jesus Christ, it is natural first to draw attention to those evidences which show that he was truly man. We could have dealt first with those evidences which point to him as more than man, but these will have greater point if studied against the background of his real manhood. It may seem unnecessary to set out the evidence on this theme, but in view of the tendency which developed in early Christian times to overplay the divine nature of Jesus against his human nature (as the docetists did), it is essential to establish that the person who came to be regarded in a variety of exalted ways was none​theless a real man.1
1 J. Knox, The Humanity and Divinity of Christ (1967), pp. 5ff., may be right in suggesting that no-one would have asked the question at first, Why was Jesus human? This may, indeed, account for the almost incidental way in which the nt writers present the humanity. Nevertheless, in assessing the evidence, we cannot avoid enquiring how the Christians understood the humanity. Knox may be questioned when he suggests that the earliest Christology was adoptionist, on the strength of which he claims that the humanity of Christ as first presented no problem (cf. S. S. Smalley, 'The Christology of Acts', ExT 73, 1962, pp. 358ff, for an objection to the adoptionist view).
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In adopting this method, we must guard against any attempt to discuss Christology from a purely manward point of view. Our concern will be to examine the nt texts in order to discover what the different writers thought about Jesus, and to what extent many of their views are inexpl​icable as deductions from the life of even a perfect man.
Our study in this opening section will centre on two aspects, the hu​manity and the sinlessness of Jesus.
THE HUMANITY OF JESUS
The synoptic gospels
We have in our synoptic gospels three portraits of Jesus of Nazareth, which although differing in many details, are all concerned with the same person. It is only Mark, of the three, who in the opening words gives an indication that he is introducing more than a man, and yet he, more than the others, concentrates on the human Jesus. On the other hand, it is Matthew and Luke who, by including birth stories, focus on the beginnings of the human life of Jesus (see the section on the virgin birth, pp. 365ff). The birth details represent Jesus in an ordinary human home, subject to all the normal pressures that this involves.2 The one childhood incident which is related shows something of the humanness of the family situation with the parental anxiety over the missing boy. But Luke's comment that Jesus was obedient to his parents sums up the whole period of his growing up (cf. Lk. 2:51). His further comment that Jesus increased in wisdom and in stature (Lk. 2:40, 52) suggests a development under normal laws of human growth. There is nothing to suggest any fantastic developments.
All the gospels centre the commencement of his ministry on the baptism. This is intended to show the identification of Jesus with the people who were flocking to John's baptism.3 At the same time the heavenly voice clearly distinguishes Jesus from his contemporaries. The subsequent temp​tations are again intended to show fairly and squarely that Jesus, like all people, was exposed to moral testings. If the sample temptations recorded are regarded as real4 - and the records give no indication to the contrary
2 H. Johnson, The Humanity of the Saviour (1962), p. 44, takes the view that the virgin birth does not exclude the idea that Jesus inherited fallen human nature. Although he maintains this, he also adheres to the nt view of the sinlessness of Jesus.
3 Cf. }. W. Bowman, The Intention of Jesus (1945), pp. 36ff, who suggests that for Jesus it was not repentance, but a moral act of commitment to God's call. Cf. H. Johnson, op. at., p. 47, who considers both of these views to be inadequate, and favours some idea of Christ's self-identification with those he came to save.
4 The temptations of Jesus must be regarded as real temptations if the true humanity of Jesus is to be preserved. In nt usage temptations are essentially testings. The sinlessness of Jesus does not rule out the possibility of real temptation, cf. L. Morris, The Lord from Heaven (1974), pp. 50ff. W. Temple, Christus Veritas (1925), p. 217, comments that a man of high moral character needs to exert effort to overcome temptation, but the effort will be made because of the character of the person. O. Borchert, The Original
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- they will suggest that Jesus was a real man. But there is a difference in that the temptations of Jesus came to him in the context of his messianic mission, the kind of temptations which were peculiar to him. Neither evangelist implies that the temptations of Jesus were exemplary (as Heb. 4:15 does).5
All the synoptic gospels present Jesus against a background of Judaism. He is portrayed in a world of scribes and Pharisees, Sadducees and Hero-dians. His life span belongs essentially to first-century Palestinian life. The people he healed and taught were men and women facing the same social and political tensions that he faced. Such mundane features as eating meals in people's houses, manoeuvering fishing boats, paying taxes, talking among various types of people, are all evidence that the evangelists portray Jesus as essentially a man among men, doing things that ordinary people do. They all note his deep compassion for the socially deprived, his criti​cism of hypocrisy, his dialogues with the religious leaders. They mention his distress in the garden of Gethsemane, Luke especially drawing attention to the sweat of blood, indicative of an intense human conflict which cannot be glossed over. Matthew and Mark insert the cry of abandonment on the cross. And yet with all this, there is an essential difference between Jesus and other men. Each evangelist brings it out in his own way, but the man Jesus makes the most incredible claims for himself. He claims authority to go beyond the law, to forgive sins, to command nature, to exorcize de​mons. He is transfigured before three of the disciples in a way that no other living person could be. He uses and accepts titles which place him in a class of his own.
None of the synoptics makes any attempt to resolve the problem of the tension between his identity with man and his distinctiveness from men. Indeed none of them seems aware of the tension.
The Johannine literature
It is striking that this gospel which presents so much more than the synoptic gospels evidence of a divine Person, commencing with his pre-existence, also contains strong features in support of his humanity. The statement in John 1:14 that 'the Word became flesh and dwelt among us ... and we beheld his glory', while stressing the sonship manifested in the incarnation,
Jesus (Eng. trans. 1933), p. 343, claims that the temptations of Jesus were on a higher level than ours. 'His
heart was pure and therefore could not be assailed by temptation to impurity'. Nevertheless, the temptations
were of a real man.
5 E. J. Tinsley, The Imitation of God in Christ (1960), pp. 73-80, sees both the baptism and the temptation
of Jesus in terms of Israel. The temptations were, therefore, a re-enactment of the temptations of Israel. Jesus is seen as the exemplar of the new Israel and his disciples are expected to imitate him (see p. 81). On
the background to the temptation narratives, cf. }. Dupont, 'L'Arriere-fond Biblique du Recit des Tentatlons
de Jesus', NTS 3, 1956-7, pp. 287-304.
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nevertheless suggests a humanity similar to ours which could be seen (see later section on the Logos, pp. 326f). At the same time the distinctiveness of Jesus is even more apparent. John the Baptist's two followers and Nicodemus and others regarded him as a rabbi (Jn. 1:38; 3:2; 9:2; 11:8). He was wearied with his journey to Sychar (fn. 4:6) and also experienced thirst (Jn. 4:7; 19:28). He several times aroused the hatred of the Jews (cf. 7:44; 10:31ff; 11:57). At the grave of Lazarus he was deeply disturbed and wept (11:33-35). He was again troubled after his entry into Jerusalem (12:27ff.). He washed his disciples' feet (13:lff). In the account of one of the resur​rection appearances, he prepares a meal on a charcoal fire (21:9).
There can be no doubt that John wishes to create the impression that when the Logos became flesh, it was real flesh. The pre-existent Word took on true humanity. Nevertheless that humanity could not obscure the equally strong impression that Jesus as a man was unique. The question arises whether in this gospel the evangelist is combatting docetism as seems to be the case in the Johannine epistles (see below). It may well be that the clear indications of the real humanity of Jesus are intended to offset the over-emphasis on the divine nature of Jesus, which was the basic error of the docetic view (i.e. that the heavenly Christ only appeared to be identified with the human Jesus).6 Lack of sufficient attention to the humanity of Jesus in John's account has led some to conclude that the Johannine Christ is mildly docetic.7 A true assessment of all the evidence does not support this, and we must conclude that, although there is strong evidence of what has been called 'the Christology of glory',8 there is no evidence that John did not hold in balance that Jesus was a real man as well as being the Son of God.
The opening of 1 John is notable for its insistence on what has been heard, seen, and even touched, of the Word of life (1 Jn. 1:1). This is a
''). Knox, The Humanity and Divinity of Christ, p. 26, suggests that the fourth gospel goes as far as it was possible to go without actually embracing docetism. Yet at the same time he admits that no-one in the NT 'affirms the reality of the humanity more unequivocally than he'.
E. Kasemann, The Testament ofjesus (1968), p. 26, denies that John's gospel is anti-docetic, but proposes instead that on the question of Christology 'we have to recognize that he (John) was able to give an answer only in the form of a naive docetism.' Cf. also R. Bultmann, John (Eng. trans. 1971), p. 13. Against this view, cf. P. J. Moloney, The Johannine Son of Man (1976), p. 214, who considers that it does violence to the evidence from the gospel.
Kasemann, op. at., uses this expression. He sees the whole of John's presentation as intended to present the glory of Christ. He writes, 'His dominant interest which is everywhere apparent is that Christ himself may not be overshadowed by anything, not even by his gifts, miracles and works' (p. 21). Kasemann's opinion is that John uses the earthly life ofjesus 'merely as a backdrop for the Son of God proceeding through the world of man and as the scene of the inbreaking of the heavenly glory' (p. 13). W. Thusing, Di> Erhohnng utid Verherrlichung Jesu im Johannesevangelinm (21970), examines the glorification theme in John's gospel, especially the fact that in one sense glory is perfectly manifested only in the passion. Kasemann's view is criticized by G. Bornkamm, 'Zur interpretation des Johannesevangeliums. Eine Auseinandersetzung mit E. Kasemanns Schrift "Jesu letzter Wille nach Johannes 17" ', EvT 28, 1958, pp. 8-25, and in Geschichte and Claitbe, Aufsatze 3, 1968, pp. 104-121.
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prelude to the specific condemnation of those who denied that Jesus is the Christ (2:22) and of those who denied that Jesus Christ had come in the flesh (4:2-3; 2 Jn. 7). Most exegetes agree that some form of docetism, which denied the reality of the incarnation, is being combatted. If a dis​tinction was drawn between the heavenly Christ and the human Jesus, and the former favoured at the expense of the latter, not only would this be an inadequate Christology, it would be nothing short of'antichrist', as all the statements above affirm. There can be no doubt therefore that, at the time these letters were written, there was a pressing need to assert the real humanity of Christ because this was being undermined.
Acts
In turning from the gospel accounts to the testimony of the early preachers we note at once how Jesus was introduced into the speeches. Acts 2:22 speaks of Jesus as 'Jesus of Nazareth, a man attested to you by God with mighty works and wonders and signs'. The first healing miracle was performed in the name of Jesus of Nazareth (Acts 3:6). In Acts 4:10 he is called 'Jesus Christ of Nazareth'. The description 'Jesus of Nazareth' is taken up by the false accusers against Stephen (Acts 6:14). The same name is used by Peter in his speech to Cornelius and his household (Acts 10:38ff). In Paul's account of his conversion in Acts 22:8 the risen Lord introduces himself as Jesus of Nazareth. Paul uses the same name in addressing Agrippa (Acts 26:9). These are unmistakable references to the historical Jesus who had lived as a man in the village of Nazareth. It must be admitted, however, that Acts focuses greater attention on the exalted character of Jesus.
Paul
Our discussion of the humanity of Jesus in Paul's letters is naturally con​nected with the problem of whether Paul knew much about the historical
Jesus.
There is a striking paucity of allusions to this subject but the lack of evidence has often been exaggerated. It has seemed to support the claim1 that Paul had no interest in the historical Jesus. This, however, cannot be sustained. Paul knew that Jesus was of the line of David (Rom. 1:3). Indeed he belonged to Israel according to (kata) the flesh (sarka) (Rom. 9:5). He had been sent by God at a specific time to be born of a woman and to live under the law (Gal. 4:4). Paul knew something of the family of Jesus for he refers to James as the Lord's brother (Gal. 1:19). When he wanted an example to set before the Corinthians to urge them to give, he made allusion, quite incidentally, to the poverty of Jesus (2 Cor. 8:9). He may well have known that the Son of man had nowhere to lay his head. He certainly knew of the twelve disciples (1 Cor. 15:5); however, since this
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reference comes in a passage based on early tradition, it is difficult to know how much knowledge he had of Jesus' ministry to and through the disci​ples. Since Paul met the apostles in Jerusalem (cf. Acts 9:26) he must have received many details of incidents in which Jesus and the twelve were involved. The absence of any references to such events is at first perplexing, but may be satisfactorily accounted for by the didactic character of the epistles, the particular style of the apostle lending itself only rarely to illustrative material. The most specific event mentioned by Paul, apart from the crucifixion, burial and resurrection (1 Cor. 15:4), was the insti​tution of the Lord's Supper (1 Cor. ll:23ff). Even then the historical details are kept to the barest minimum in spite of the importance which Paul attached to the observance of the supper in the right way.
Again, although the apostle docs not give a pen portrait of the personality of Jesus, any more than the evangelists do, he is aware of certain facets of the person of Jesus which are valuable for our purpose. He speaks of the meekness and gentleness of Christ (2 Cor. 10:1). Did he know of the saying of Jesus recorded in Matthew 11: 29? He also knows of the grace of the Lord Jesus Christ, seen especially in his approach to his poverty (2 Cor. 8:9). These arc attitudes of mind which could have been observed. Yet they were qualities utterly at variance with current expectations about the Messiah. Other aspects of Jesus which exercised a profound effect on Paul's Christology were his righteousness (Rom. 5:18) and sinlessness (2 Cor. 5:21), for on these he built up his exposition of the Christian's attainment of righteousness. Another feature which Paul endorsed was the humility of Jesus in his great Christological passage in Philippians 2:6ff. In 2 Thes-salonians 3:5 Paul mentions the steadfastness of Christ. For these allusions the apostle must have been drawing on wide traditions about the historical Jesus. The evidence, though sparse, is sufficient to show that he was not unmindful of the importance of the historical Jesus.
There are several passages in Paul's epistles which stress the manhood of the historical Jesus. Some will be mentioned in other connections, but it is impressive to gather the united testimony here. The discussion in Romans 5:12ff. depends for its force on Christ being a man, just as Adam was (note especially 'the one man Jesus Christ', 5:15). The same emphasis is found in 1 Corinthians 15:21f. (by a man came the resurrection of the dead), another Adam passage. In 2 Corinthians 5:14 Paul asserts that one has died for all. His similarity to his brethren is alluded to in the expression 'first​born among many brethren' in Romans 8:29. To these references must be added Romans 8:3 ('in the likeness of sinful flesh'; but see the section on sinlessness, pp. 231 ff.).
It must be frankly admitted that Paul has more to say about the divine nature of Christ than about his humanity. But the latter is nonetheless present. In the Philippians 2 passage Jesus takes the form of a servant (see
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pp. 345ff.). If, as C. F. D. Moule9 argues with some cogency, the passage means that Christ considered that equality with God meant not snatching, but giving, this must have involved some self-limitation. The form of a servant (i.e. a real manhood) expresses the boundaries of that limitation. All that Jesus did during his earthly ministry was governed by that limi​tation. Anything less than real humanity would detract from the value of the cross and of the striking character of the humiliation theme which is the main point of the passage. Moreover, the exaltation is affected by whether Jesus was really man, because if he was a true man his humanity is combined with his Lordship in his exalted position.
When Paul says in 2 Corinthians 5:16 that we no longer regard Christ from a human point of view, his words may imply the humanity of Jesus, unless he is meaning that we now approach Christ from a spiritual point of view. The understanding of this passage is enigmatic (see the discussion on pp. 248f.), but in the same epistle Paul refers to the poverty of Christ (2 Cor. 8:9), a clear allusion to the humble conditions into which he came.
In the pastoral epistles there is one passage in which the mediator between God and man is' described as 'the man Christ Jesus' (1 Tim. 2:5). It is all the more striking because this man gave himself as a ransom, an echo of the words of Jesus in Mark 10:45.
Because these references to the humanity of Jesus are mostly incidental, it may at first seem that Paul had little interest in this subject, but this would be a wrong deduction. He rather assumes the humanity, because without it neither the work of Christ on the cross, nor his glorious exal​tation, would make sense.
Hebrews
After introducing Jesus as the exalted Son in Hebrews 1:3, the writer brings out the following details of his human nature.
(i) First, he was lower than the angels and was concerned with men, not angels, in his mission (2:9, 16). (ii) He shared flesh and blood like his brethren (2:14). (iii) While in the flesh, he was subject to temptation (2:18; 4:15). (iv) He prayed and offered supplications with loud cries and tears,' a reference to Gethsemane (5:7).10 (v) He learned obedience through suf​fering as a result of which he is said to have been made perfect (2:10; 5:8-9). (vi) He knew what it was to experience godly fear (5:7). (vii) He regarded death as an inescapable part of his mission (2:9, 14).
9 C. F. D. Moule, 'Further reflexions on Phil. 2:5-11', Apostolic History ana the Gospel {ed. W. W. Gasque and R. P. Martin), pp. 264ff.
10 CJ. A. E. Garvie, 'The Pioneer of Faith and Salvation', ExT 26, 1914-15, p. 549, on Heb. 5:7. Cf. also M. Rissi, 'Die Menschlichkeit Jesu nach Heb. 5:7 und 8', ThZ 11, 1955, pp. 28ff.; E. Brandenburger, 'Text und Vorlagen von Heb. v. 7-10. Ein Beitrag zur Christologie des Hebraerbriefes', .\wT 11, 1969, pp. 190-224. O. Cullmann, The Christohgy of the New Testament (Eng. trans. 21963), p. 95, maintains that the words 'without sin' in Heb. 4:15 go far beyond the synoptic temptation narratives.
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In the subsequent discussion in the epistle of the qualifications of Christ's high priesthood, the humanity of Jesus is seen to be indispensable to the idea of his offering himself as a willing sacrifice, which he did through the eternal Spirit (9:14; 9:26f). Moreover, that offering is specially connected with the human body of Jesus (10:10; cf. 10:20). There could have been no access for men if Jesus the man had not first blazed the way.
This writer nowhere displays any tension over the parallel concepts of divine sonship and perfect humanity. He can present at the same time the Son who reflects the glory of God and the man who can be tempted as we are, and can identify them in the person of Jesus Christ. In this he is in line with the other evidence so far considered.
The Petrine epistles
In 1 Peter the true humanity of Jesus is assumed rather than expressed. His death was a bearing of our sins in his body on the tree (1 Pet. 2:24). It was because of this that he qualified to be an example for us (1 Pet. 2:21), which he could not have been if he had not shared our common humanity. Peter points out that it was 'in the flesh' that Christ was put to death for our sins (1 Pet. 3:18). In fact, in writing to Christians threatened with persecution, Peter can meaningfully speak of them sharing Christ's sufferings (1 Pet. 4:13). What he suffered he suffered as a man whose example could inspire others, although his death has profoundly deeper consequences than this. Peter claims to have been a witness of the sufferings of Christ (1 Pet. 5: 1). In 2 Peter l:16ff. there is a direct appeal to the transfiguration from an eyewitness account, although the reference could not be considered to be evidence of complete humanity since it is cited to prove the majestic glory of Christ. What is most significant here is that the glory is seen in an earthly setting.
Revelation
In this book, since it centres on the heavenly risen Christ, there is little stress on his humanity. But even in the vision of the ascended Lord in Revelation 1:13, the description is of One like a son of man' (echoing the language of Dn. 7). There are references to his actual death (Rev. 1:7; 1:18). The humanity also comes out in the references to the wounded Lamb. These allusions are sufficient to identify the triumphant Lamb with him who lived on earth and died a redeeming death.
Summary
Our survey of the evidence for the humanity of Jesus has clearly shown that whatever exalted view of Jesus the early church had,  they had no
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doubt that he was a real man.11 There is nowhere in the nt any suggestion that he was so exalted a being that it would not be meaningful to speak of his humanity. Yet because of the exalted nature and status of Jesus accord​ing to the evidence from the nt discussed in the following sections, the conclusion is inescapable that as man Jesus was unique.12
THE SINLESSNESS OF THE MAN JESUS
In order rightly to assess the human nature of Jesus, account must be taken of the clear nt testimony to his sinless character. This conviction is seen in several strands of nt evidence as set out below.13
The synoptic gospels
Whereas there are no specific records in the synoptic gospels of a claim by Jesus himself to be sinless, there are indications which would support such a view of him.14 Indeed it may at once be asserted that there is no evidence which makes the later apostolic testimony to his sinlessness incongruous. Never at any time did Jesus make any confession of sin. He began his ministry with a call to repentance, although he never revealed in himself any need to repent. When he submitted to John's baptism, it was with some hesitation (according to Matthew's account, Mt. 3:14) that John finally agreed to the baptism. Jesus declared that it was 'to fulfil all righteousness', not to signify repentance from sin.15
The fact that Jesus showed such sensitive resistance to evil when, for
" For a recent book which attempts a modern assessment of the humanity of Jesus, cf. J. A. T. Robinson, The Human Face of God (1973). Robinson speaks of three representations of reality - mythological, ontological and functional - and prefers the latter for modern understanding. But our purpose has been to discover the NT view and it is questionable whether these distinctions have meaning for first-century thought.
On the religious and moral personality of Jesus, cf. O. Bochert, The Original Jesus, pp. 209ff. Cf. also S. W. Sykes, 'The Theology of the Humanity of Christ', in Christ, Faith and History (ed. S. W. Sykes and J. P. Clayton, 1972).
12 In a psychological approach to the humanity of Jesus, Romani Guardini, The Humanity of Jesus (Eng. trans. 1964), pp. 48ff., shows an important distinction between Jesus as man and other men in that Jesus k everywhere met with a lack of understanding. Guardini believes that in a sense this isolated Jesus from other men without in the least degree diminishing his true humanity.
13 For an older contribution on this theme, cf. Carl Ullmann's The Sinlessness of Jesus (Eng. trans. from 7th edn. 1901). This book is structured on an apologetic approach, but still has some valuable insights.
14 Some have discussed the virgin birth in relation to the sinlessness of Jesus, and in order to safeguard the latter have proposed the doctrine of the immaculate conception. This is the Roman Catholic view. It cannot be maintained that the virgin birth is necessary to support the sinlessness of Christ, for it does not in itself prove it. In fact, all that could be said is that a miraculous birth predisposes towards an exceptional person in respect of whom sinlessness would not be out of place. See comment on p. 374.
15 One explanation of the hesitation of John is that the problem was one of inferiority-superiority, that is that John recognized that Jesus should baptize him with the Spirit; cf. D. Hill, Matthew (NCB, 1972), p. 96, who goes on to explain 'righteousness' as 'righteousness of life'. Cullmann (Baptism in the New Testament (Eng. trans. 1950), pp. 18f.) on the other hand interprets it in the Pauline sense of Jesus acquiring righteousness for all.
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instance, he rebuked Peter's wrong attempt to deflect him from the conse​quences of his messianic mission, suggests the absence of any consciousness of evil within himself (Mt. 16: 23). Indeed, the terms of the rebuke- 'Get behind me, Satan' - show an acute reaction to the presence of Satan, especially when present in the words of one of his closest disciples.16 In the accounts of the temptations both Matthew and Luke leave a strong impres​sion of the complete victory of Jesus. There is no suggestion that Jesus even wavered in his attitude towards the tempter. Since these temptations may be regarded as samples of what was true throughout the ministry, this triumph over evil may be extended to cover the whole life of Jesus. It should be noted, of course, that the temptations recorded have special relevance to the commencement of the ministry, but they set the tone for the whole.
The strong condemnation of the scribes and Pharisees for hypocrisy and the absence of any counter-condemnations against Jesus support the view that no-one could lay the charge of hypocrisy against him. What he ex​pected of others may be accredited to himself. In urging people to be perfect as their heavenly Father is perfect (Mt. 5:48), Jesus would have been guilty of hypocrisy if there had been any doubt about his own perfection. Had he included himself in the exhortation, the question of his own need to be more perfect might have been implied. But the exhortation is ad​dressed to others, not to himself. The whole teaching of Jesus in the synoptic gospels is set on a consistently high moral tone and none of his hearers ever charged him with not living up to his own teaching. When he mentioned that his hearers, though evil, know how to give good gifts to their children, he was differentiating himself from them (Mt. 7:11; Lk. 11:13).
A few instances in the synoptic gospels have raised problems of a moral kind. Was Jesus too harsh in his denunciation of the scribes and Pharisees? He certainly did not mince his words, but this would not involve moral blame unless the criticisms can be shown to be unfounded. Despite the claims of some scholars that Jesus exaggerated the hypocrisy17 and gives no credit to the scribes and Pharisees for their good qualities, there is no certain evidence that Jesus was unfair. Indeed, in view of the deliberate rejection by the scribes and Pharisees of his messianic claims and of their active part in the crucifixion, it is clear that Jesus was justified in his opinion of them. The basis of their religious beliefs was diametrically opposed to his teaching, which stressed the importance of man's personal relation to God, rather than the observance of ritual demands. The strong tone of
16 It is probably preferable to interpret the rebuke to mean that Peter was behaving in the manner of Satan rather than to suppose that Satan was possessing Peter, cf. E. Best, The Temptation and the Passion: The Markan Soteriology (1965), p. 29.
17 Cf. C. Montefiore, Rabbinic Judaism and Cospel Teachings (1930). Idem, The Synoptic Gospels (1909).
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criticism cannot be condemned as unworthy of a perfect man,  but it
demonstrates the validity of righteous anger against abuses.18
A statement which has caused difficulty is Jesus' word to the young ruler who addressed him as 'Good Teacher' (Mk. 10:17-18; Lk. 18:18-19). In affirming that one only was good, i.e. God, did Jesus imply that he was not himself good?19 Some have supposed that Jesus as man was disclaiming the absolute goodness of God which cannot be exposed to temptation. Contrasted with this was the goodness in Jesus which was the result of successful resistance to temptation and perfect obedience which involved suffering. But such a view supposes degrees of goodness, which clouds the issue.20 It is better to suppose that Jesus was challenging the young man about the basis of his assessment of goodness in order to set his appreciation of Jesus himself in its right perspective.21 In other words the question, 'Why do you call me good?, is intended to draw out a reason. Matthew's account, which has, 'Why do you ask me about what is good?' (Mt. 19:16), shifts the emphasis and lessens the supposed moral difficulty. The notion of goodness is not discussed in any of the accounts and serves only as an introduction to a direct challenge to the young man about the commandments.
We may conclude that the presentation of Jesus in the synoptic gospels, although not explicit about his sinlessness, prepares us for the more specific account in John's gospel and for the confident assertions of the epistles.
The Johannine literature
John's account, with its portrait of Jesus as both Son of God and yet truly man, presupposes sinlessness. In John 8:44 Jesus charges the Jewish hearers with being of 'your father, the devil', and this is followed up by the direct challenge, 'Which of you convicts me of sin?' The retort was not evidence of Jesus' sin, but an emotional outburst, 'Are we not right in saying that you are a Samaritan and have a demon'? (Jn. 8:48). Moreover, the aston​ishing claims that Jesus made for himself in this gospel (e.g. Ί am the light of the world', Jn. 8:12) would be total arrogance if his moral status did not
18 D. Bonhoeffer, Christohgy (Eng. trans. 1966), p. 112, asserted that Jesus was not a perfectly good man, because he was angry, harsh to his mother, evaded his enemies, broke the law, stirred up revolt. But Bonhoeffer is collecting evidence which can be effectively explained without implying sinfulness. Admit​tedly he goes on to qualify his statement in the light of who it was who was acting in such a way, for he still affirms that Jesus was without sin.
19 Cf. Β. Β. Warfield's essay on this passage, 'Jesus' Alleged Confession of Sin', in his collected essays, Christology and Criticism (1929), pp. 97-143. Η. Β. Swete, Mark (31913), ad loc., points out that the stress falls on the adjective and not on the pronoun. This focuses on the meaning of goodness and does not suggest any contrast between Jesus and God.
20 Cf. H. R. Mackintosh, The Doctrine of the Person of Jesus Christ (31914), who, in his note on the sinlessness of Jesus (pp. 35ff), writes, 'What Jesus disclaims, rather, is God's perfect goodness.'
21 On Mk. 10:18, R. P. Martin, Mark: Evangelist and Theologian (1972), p. 124, suggests that Jesus' reply to the rich young ruler points out that 'good' should not be used as a flippant gesture of praise.
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match it. It was not on the grounds of inconsistency between his words and actions that his enemies plotted against him, but on the grounds of their jealousy (cf. Jn. 12:10-11). Jesus frequently claimed to do the will of God in terms which suggest that it was unthinkable to him to do otherwise (cf. Jn. 10:37f; 14:10-11; 14:31; 15:10; 17:4). He could hardly have claimed to be one with the Father (10:30; 17:22), had there been any awareness of sin in him. The presentation of Jesus in John's gospel assumes for him the highest moral level and there is nowhere any suggestion of fault or failure in him, except in the false accusations of his enemies (18:30), although even here no specific charge was brought. His moral purity is inviolable.
In the Johannine epistles an equally specific claim to sinlessness in respect of Jesus Christ is found (1 Jn. 3:5, 'in him there is no sin'. He came, in fact, to take away sin). It is also in 1 John that our advocate with the Father is described as 'Jesus Christ the righteous' (1 Jn. 2:1). He is clearly distin​guished from the rest of us, for if we say that we have no sin, we deceive ourselves (1 Jn. 1:8).
Acts
Again the sinlessness is more implicit than explicit. In Peter's Pentecost speech the description 'the Holy One' from Psalm 16 is applied without hesitation to Jesus (Acts 2:27). A similar idea occurs in Peter's second speech in Acts 3:14, where the audience is charged with having denied 'the Holy and Righteous One'. In the disciples' prayer in 4:24ff., reference is made to 'thy holy servant Jesus' (verse 30). Stephen in his speech referred to Jesus as 'the Righteous One' (7:52). In his Areopagus address Paul refers to God judging the world in righteousness by a man whom he has ap​pointed (Acts 17:31) without specifying further. In fact his address was abruptly curtailed. Since the amount of Christological material in Acts is severely limited by the author's purpose, it is not surprising that no more is said explicitly about the sinlessness of Jesus. But there seerns little doubt that it is implied.
Paul
In his letter to the Romans Paul states that God sent 'his own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh' (Rom. 8:3), a remark which has occasioned much discussion. Does he mean that the flesh that Jesus took was flesh of a different kind from other men? Or does he mean that Jesus shared precisely the same nature of man including its inherent self-centred bias? The answer hinges on the sense of 'likeness' (homoiomati).22 It has been understood in
[image: image1.png]D, Bonhoeffer. op. cit., p. 113, argues for a paradox in his discussion of the phrase likeness of fiesh”
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the sense of'identity of form', which would support the second alternative, or in the sense of 'analogy' which would support the first. The expression 'in the likeness of (en homoiomati) occurs in a Christological statement in Philippians 2:7, where Christ is said to have been born 'in the likeness of men'.23 Here the sense seems to require identity of form, although it should be noted that the identity is with humanity as compared with deity. It is not, therefore, a precise parallel with Romans 8:3.24 The same word (hom​oiomati) occurs in Romans 5:14 where it is used of the transgression of Adam. It is difficult from an exegetical point of view to reach any conclu​sion, but there is nothing in the statement in Romans 8:3 which requires the view that in his human nature, Jesus had inherited a sinful bias.25 Indeed, the additional statement 'for sin' (pen hamartias), which could mean 'for a sin offering', and the further comment that 'he condemned sin in the flesh', support the view that it was only because he himself was without sin that he could condemn it 'in the flesh'. The question whether he was born without sin is not discussed by Paul. If Christ did not sin it is impossible to suggest that he was born with sin, in the sense of original sin. The nt is nowhere speculative about possibilities. It simply asserts as an accepted fact that Christ was sinless.
This is brought out particularly in 2 Corinthians 5:21, where Paul says 'For our sake he made him to be sin who knew no sin'. Sinlessness here is explicit, in spite of the profound problem involved in his being 'made sin' (for which see the discussion on pp. 465f). He could be 'made sin' only if he was without sin. Again the focus falls on the fact that he did (or knew) no sin. The sinless life was the necessary prelude to the identification of Christ with those he had come to save from sin. A similar idea occurs in Galatians 3:13 where Paul declares that Christ became a curse for us, again implying that he was not under a curse for himself.
Hebrews
In setting out the qualities of Jesus as a sympathetic high priest, a compar​ison is made between his temptations and ours with the significant proviso, 'yet without sinning (Heb. 4:15).26 Again, the possibility of falling is not
23 R. P. Martin, Philippians (.VCB), p. 98, recognizes that homoiomati here has within it the sense of being marked out from men.
24 R. Jewett, Paul's Anthropological Terms (1971), pp. 151f, criticizes J. Schneider, TDNT 5, p. 196, for maintaining a double sense in homoioma in Rom. 8: 3 and Phil. 2:7. Jewett contends that Jesus actually became flesh and sin. Without committing ourselves to a double sense which is contradictory, we must note that in common usage 'like' involves both similarity and distinction, thus excluding identity. This is supported by the use of the word in Heb. 4: 15.
2D For an exposition of Rom. 8:3 in support of the view that Christ assumed fallen human nature, cf. H. Johnson, The Humanity of the Saviour, pp. 107ff. For the converse view that Christ did not take fallen human nature, cf. C. H. Dodd, The Epistle to the Romans (1932), pp. 119f, who points out that fallen humanity in Adam is not the only humanity.
26 R. Williamson, 'Hebrews 4:15 and the sinlessness of Jesus', ExT 86, 1974, pp. 4ff., suggests that Jesus participated in the actual experience of sinning.
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discussed, but the resultant fact of sinlessness is affirmed.27 The proviso seems to make a distinction, however, in the parallelism of the temptations. Sympathy of understanding is based on similar exposure to testing. Yet the whole of this epistle does not conceal the fact of the essential difference in nature between our high priest and ourselves.28
The Petrine epistles
In a striking passage in which ethical exhortation is merged with doctrinal affirmation, Peter maintains that Christ committed no sin (1 Pet. 2:22), while at the same time affirming that he bore our sins that we might die to sin (1 Pet. 2:24). There is undoubtedly here a direct echo from the Servant Song of Isaiah 53, in which the Servant's identification of himself 'with the transgressors' is mentioned. Whereas the Servant's sinlessness is not explicitly stated in Isaiah 53, Peter does not hesitate to make this assertion of Jesus, whom he sees as the fulfilment of the Isaianic Servant passage. Jesus' blood is described in terms of a lamb without spot or blemish (1 Pet. 1:19), another allusion perhaps to Isaiah 53.
This is further supported by the statement in 1 Peter 3:18, which declares of Christ that the righteous died for the unrighteous. In both these refer​ences the major matter of importance is the death of Christ and it is clear that the sinless quality of his life was regarded as a vital factor in the meaning of his death.
Revelation
With the emphasis shifted to the exalted Christ there is no occasion in this book for reference to the sinlessness of Jesus, but it should be noted that the righteousness of the risen Lamb is never in dispute. At the climax of the book judgment is in the hands of him who is called Faithful and True (Rev. 19:11). There is no incongruity between this view of the heavenly Christ and the purity of the earthly Jesus, for had there been the validity of the whole vision would have been in question.
Its theological significance
The evidence set out above shows the wide distribution of the conviction
27 Montefiore, Hebrews, p. 91, comments on the ambiguity of the Greek words in Heb. 4:15, where 'yet without sin' could be understood in the sense that Jesus was tempted exactly as we are and yet did not succumb; or that he was tempted as we are except for those sins which result from previous sins. It may be that the writer intended to be ambiguous. He certainly does not appear to be aware of raising problems with the words 'yet without sin'. The almost incidental way in which the words are introduced suggests, moreover, that he expected his readers to receive them as acknowledged fact.
28 The problem arises whether or not the author of Hebrews considered that Jesus took sinful human flesh, especially in view of Heb. 2:17-18. H. Johnson, op. cit., pp. lloff., maintains that it must mean that Jesus assumed a human nature affected by the fall. Cf. also J. Knox, The Humanity and Divinity of Jesus, p. 49. But the writer carefully safeguards the sinlessness of Jesus and this is clearly his dominant concern, while at the same time maintaining his true humanity. Cf. L. Morris, The Lord from Heaven, pp. 85f
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that Jesus did no sin.29 The breadth of evidence excludes any suggestion that belief in the sinlessness of Jesus was a later accretion. It would not have developed at all if it had not been firmly rooted in historical evidence. It is a striking fact that no report was recorded which was at variance with the conviction that Jesus was sinless; this must be taken into account in assessing its importance.
One problem which has been raised is whether the sinlessness of Jesus is in conflict with the doctrine of original sin, since if the latter doctrine is correct (see pp. 209ff.) Jesus could not have become true man without being predisposed to sin as all others are.30 The problem is more apparent than real, for it is built on the presupposition that fallen humanity was the only kind of humanity that Jesus could share. But the biblical view is that fallen humanity is a corruption of what was intended, which means that Jesus' sinlessness shows God's true ideal for man. Admittedly this does not touch the question of how Jesus entered the stream of life without being affected by the sinful bias. The nt does not discuss the problem, but presents some evidence of a virgin birth (see pp. 365ff.) as at least a con​tributory factor. Even this, however, does not explain how conception through the Spirit in a human person absolved Jesus from all taint.31 Indeed, many theologians resolve the problem by denying the virgin birth and the doctrine of original sin. In this case sinlessness is wholly the result of the morality of Jesus, demonstrated by his integrity. But this line of approach fails to take account of the true nature of sin (see pp. 187ff), which has had a more radical effect on the human race in pre-conditioning the human will.
The significance of the sinlessness of Jesus lies in its relation to the incarnation. If Jesus became man in a form which was purged of all bias to sin, could he then be said to have become man like other men? Could he then be identified with those he came to redeem? The answer lies partially in the understanding of Christ's work of redemption. Nowhere does the nt suggest that Christ had to become identical to man in his fallen state. In each case where he is identified with man's sin the proviso is added that he was without sin. The assumption is that he was obliged to become man to save man, but there is no suggestion that he must become implicated in man's sin. Pannenberg32 rejects the view that Jesus shared uncorrupted, but not corrupted, humanity on the grounds that it contra​dicts 'the anthropological radicality of sin', and is contrary to the nt (and early Christian) view that the Son of God assumed sinful flesh and in sinful
29 On the significance of the sinlessness of Jesus, cf. L. W. Grensted, The Person of Christ, Appendix, pp. 279ff. On the problem raised by it, cf. J. Knox, op. at., pp. 39-52. J. A. T. Robinson, The Human Face of God, pp. 88f., maintains that the statement that Jesus never sinned was a theological and not a historical observation, since no-one could prove a universal negative.
30 Cf. W. Pannenberg, Jesus - God and Man (Eng. trans. 1968), p. 361.
31 Hence the development of the Roman Catholic view of the immaculate conception; see above, n, 14,
32 Cf. Pannenberg, op. cil., p. 362.
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flesh overcame sin. But he is basing his observations on a particular un​derstanding of Romans 8:3 which is open to challenge. If, of course, 'sinful flesh' means flesh like other men's flesh, which in them always results in sin but in Jesus never did, there would be less difficulty. Even if Jesus differs from us in that he never yielded to temptation, he cannot be so entirely different that his example could not provide an encouragement to us. Moreover, the nt concept that fallen man cannot please God (Rom. 8:8), would seem to be irreconcilable with the view that Jesus took sinful flesh.
Whatever subsequent debates have arisen over the explanation of the sinlessness of Jesus, we may confidently affirm that the nt has no doubt that Jesus became truly man and equally no doubt that he was sinless. To make him take on corrupt human nature would not make him more of a true man, but less. Those who have maintained that what is not assumed cannot be redeemed33 have gone beyond nt teaching, for God's method of redemption is to use the agency of a sinless man, his own Son, to redeem a race of sinful men.
In conclusion, we may note that any discussion over whether the sin​lessness of Jesus means that he could not sin (peccare non potuif) or that he was able not to sin (potuit non peccare) is not foreshadowed in the nt. The question is speculative. The latter alternative assumes that sinlessness is equated to obedience. But in itself this would not go far enough in under​standing the nt concept of sinlessness. There is a sense in which the perfect will of God so completely represented the perfect will of Jesus that any act or even desire short of that perfect will was unthinkable to him.
THE CHRISTOLOGICAL TITLES: INTRODUCTORY COMMENTS
Our next consideration is to discover how Jesus thought of himself and how the early Christians came to think of him. We will seek an answer to this enquiry by first examining the meaning and significance of the various titles which either Jesus himself used or others came to use of him. Al​though this survey will by no means exhaust the nt evidence on the person of Christ, it will present a wide spectrum in a manageable form.34 It will
33 This was a familiar idea among patristic writers. K. Barth, Church Dogmatics, 1, 1, pp. 153ff., strongly maintained the sinlessness of Christ, but nevertheless insisted that the Word assumed our human existence, i.e. our fallen nature.
34 It is not to be thought that an adequate Christology could be deduced from the titles alone, but they undoubtedly make an important contribution towards it. J. Jeremias, NTT, 1, pp. 250ff., attaches more significance to the emphatic ego passages. His distrust of the titles is on the grounds that all but one are post-Easter. He thinks, on the other hand, that pictures like messenger of God, physician, shepherd, master builder and father are pre-Easter (p. 251). H. Conzelmann, Jesus (Eng. trans. 1978), p. 49, maintains that the Christological titles can tell us nothing about Jesus' self-consciousness.
235
CHRISTOLOGY
be complemented by a following discussion of the so-called Christological hymns, which set out what Christians thought about Jesus as they came to worship him.
The titles have each a specific background which shows that they were not created out of nothing. It will clearly be important to consider what meaning the various terms would have had in contemporary understand​ing, although it must always be recognized that any term applied to Jesus may have been considerably modified compared with the meaning it had in its contemporary usage.
A rough division may be made between those titles which possessed messianic connotations and those which did not. In this context the word 'messianic' is understood to relate to the deliverer-figure who was antici​pated in the Jewish world, and who would be God's agent for the inaug​uration of a new age for his people. The word 'messianic' comes from the Hebrew word 'Messiah', for which the Greek equivalent is 'Christ'. Both terms are derived from roots meaning 'to anoint', from which it may be seen that Jesus was regarded as being specially set apart for a specific task.
MESSIAH
It is logical in discussing Christology to begin with 'Messiah', since the Greek term Christos (the anointed one) has provided the Christian church with its most widely used term. Indeed the fact that the believers in Jesus were at an early stage described as 'Christians' is eloquent testimony to the importance of the concept in their minds. They were so convinced that Jesus was the Messiah and were so open in announcing it that others tagged on to them the description of'Christ's people'. That this first happened at Antioch is significant for it was there that the church first had an impact on Gentiles (Acts 11:26). Jews would never have described believers as Messiah's people, for they never recognized that the church had any right to apply the term to Jesus. But Gentiles would have no such inhibitions and would in fact be ignorant of the implications of the name. Constant use of the word 'Christ' would seem to them meaningless. It is, in fact, to Jewish sources that we must look for light on its significance for Jesus and his contemporaries. Only then will the evidence of the gospels be properly understood.
The Jewish background
It is possible to give only the briefest summary of the Jewish idea of Messiah. We should, in fact, speak of a variety of ideas, for there was certainly no unified concept about the one who was to inaugurate the coming age. Some indication must be given about the idea of Messiah in the four main sources for contemporary Judaism - the Old Testament, the
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Apocryphal and Pseudepigraphical literature, the Qumran scrolls and the rabbinical writings.
In the Old Testament much is said, especially in the prophets, about the coming messianic age which offered bright prospects to the people of God (cf. Is. 26-29; 40ff; Ezk. 40-48; Dn. 12; Joel 2:28-3:21), but little is said about the Messiah. The title is nowhere used of the coming deliverer. Indeed, the agent for inaugurating the coming age was God himself. But although the absolute use of the term 'Messiah' does not occur, there are various uses of the word in a qualified way, such as the Lord's Messiah (i.e. anointed one). The idea of anointing a person for a special mission appears in a variety of applications, but mainly of kings and priests (Lv. 4:3ff), also of prophets (1 Ki. 19:16) and patriarchs (Ps. 105:15) (cf. 1 Sa. 24:6ff; 26:9ff), and even of a heathen king, Cyrus (Is. 45:1). This use of anointing to indicate a specific office became later applied in a more tech​nical sense of the one who, par excellence, would be God's chosen instrument in the deliverance of his people. The οτ without doubt prepares the way for the Messiah and many οτ messianic passages are cited in the nt.
During the intertestamental period, the meaning of the term underwent some modifications, in which the technical sense of the Lord's anointed one becomes more dominant (cf. Psalms of Solomon 17-18). The hope of the coming Messiah took many different forms, but the predominant one was the idea of the Davidic king, who would establish an earthly kingdom for the people of Israel and would banish Israel's enemies. The Messiah was to be a political agent, but with a religious bias. The concept was a curious mixture of nationalistic and spiritual hopes.35
It is generally supposed that in the Qumran literature there are two Messiahs, one of Aaron and one of Israel (cf. 1 QS 9:11).36 Since the Qumran sect was a priestly community, it is not surprising to find that the Messiah of Aaron took precedence over the Messiah of Israel.37 To what extent this diversified view of Messiahship is significant for a determination of nt usage is debatable, but it at least testifies to the fact that there were divergent views concerning the precise nature of the messianic office.38
35 Cf. R. N. Longenecker, The Christotogy of Early Jewish Christianity (1970), pp. 63f., who points out that the Semitic mind prefers to think of functions rather than persons, which may explain the greater emphasis on the messianic age.
36 Cf. the discussion on the messianic hope at Qumran in F. F. Brace's Second Thoughts on the Dead Sea Scrolls (1956), pp. 70-84.
37 Note that in the Damascus document the royal and priestly concepts seem to be combined in one (CDC 19:11; 12:23 - 13:1; 14:19; 20:1).
38 D. E. Aune, Ά Note on Jesus' Messianic Consciousness and 11 Q Melchizedek', EvQ 45, 1973, pp. 161ff., maintains that the Qumran fragment is the earliest evidence that the proclamation of glad tidings could be part of the expected Messiah's task.
There is little doubt that Ps. 2:7 was read and expounded in a messianic sense at Qumran. Cf. E. Lohse, TDNT 8, p. 361, who suggests that a fragmented text, 1 Q 28a (1 Q Sa) 2:llf, may refer to God begetting the Messiah. Both Ps. 2:7 and 2 Sam. 7:14 were used messianically in 4 Q Flor. Cf. also Ps. Sol. 17:26 and perhaps 17:36; 18:6, 8, for a similar use of Ps. 2.
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It is of some importance to note that there is no evidence that the rabbis before ad 70 used the term 'the Messiah', but information regarding rab​binic teaching of this period is scarce.39 The term, moreover, was under​standably never used by Josephus in his attempt to make Judaism more acceptable to the Romans. In the Apocalypses of Ezra and Baruch, both of which were contemporary with the emerging church, the term occurs, and as in the intertestamental period seems to be linked with the idea of the Davidic son, specifically so in 4 Ezra 12:32-34.40 In the Targums there is a frequent technical use of the word mesta', although in view of the difficulty of dating, the value of this evidence is doubtful.
From this brief survey of the background, it becomes clear that whereas the idea of a coming Messiah was widespread among the Jews, the origin and character of the coming Messiah was not clearly understood. Different groups tended to visualize a Messiah who would be conducive to their own tenets - priestly groups like Qumran in priestly terms, nationalist groups in political terms. In determining the approach of Jesus to the term 'Messiah' we must bear in mind that he would be concerned with the most popular understanding of the term and there is little doubt that popular opinion leaned heavily towards hope of a coming political leader who would deliver the Jewish people from the oppressive Roman yoke.41 When seen against this prevalent notion, it is understandable why Jesus avoided the use of the term.
The synoptic gospels
We shall next list any evidence from the synoptic gospels which gives an indication of Jesus' approach to the messianic office. By way of introduction to this discussion, it must be noted that the gospels supply definite infor​mation regarding current messianic expectations. Matthew reports that Herod's Jewish counsellors were able at once to tell him that the Messiah was to be born in Bethlehem (Mt. 2:3-5). Luke records the confusion of the populace over whether John the Baptist was the Messiah (Lk. 3:15), which bears strong testimony to their expectation. Even more specific is the evidence from John's gospel, where it is said that John the Baptist emphatically denied that he was the Messiah (Jn. 1:20) and where the first disciples of Jesus on their initial encounter with him believed they had
39 Cf. G. E. Ladd, TNT p. 138. He adds that 'in Rabbinic literature as a whole the Davidic kingly messiah becomes the central figure in the messianic hope, while the Son of Man drops out of usage'. He refers toj. Klausner, The Messianic Idea in Israel (1956), pp. 458-469.
40 K. Berger, in his examination of 'Die Koniglichen Messiastraditionen des Neuen Testaments', NTS 20, 1974, pp. 1-44, finds connections with the wisdom literature, and thinks that this is significant in the interpretation of titles like 'Son of David' and 'Son of God'.
41 For a discussion of the Jewish background to the main titles, especially Messiah, as they developed in the Christian church, cf. K. Berger, 'Zum traditionsgeschichtlichen Hintergrund christologischer Hoheitstitel', NTS 17, 1970, pp. 391-426.
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The synoptic gospels found the Messiah (Jn. 1:41), whatever they understood by the term.
Although the Johannine account has been questioned because of this early recognition, it is not out of harmony with other evidence of popular expectations that the disciples should have been looking for someone to identify as the coming Messiah. Even among the Samaritans some kind of messianic expectation was common (Jn. 4:29ff.). John also reports that confusion arose in the minds of some people in Jerusalem because of the tradition that Messiah's origin would be unknown, whereas the origin of Jesus was known (Jn. 7:26ff.). Moreover, there was a popular belief that Messiah would perform signs and this led others to believe in Jesus, pre​sumably as Messiah (Jn. 7:31). This connection between 'signs' and the Messiah seems to have resulted in the apprehension of the hierarchy about the actions of Jesus, which led them to plan to put him to death (Jn. 11:45-53). It is further noteworthy that John's account of the feeding of the multitude is the only one which links it with popular clamour to make Jesus king and with his escape from such a design (Jn. 6:15). That many of those who had previously followed Jesus immediately withdrew their support (Jn. 6:66) is further evidence that a political Messiah was the pre​dominant idea in popular conceptions. When false accusations were sought in order to incriminate Jesus before the Roman authorities, among them was the statement that Jesus had claimed to be Messiah a king (Lk. 23:2). Pilate referred to Jesus as the one 'who is called Messiah' (Mt. 27:17) and the mockers at the cross used the same title in their jibes.
It remains to question, in view of this background of popular expecta​tion, what Jesus himself thought about the messianic office. That there is an enigmatic character about the answer is undeniable, since Jesus himself was reticent to acknowledge himself publicly as Messiah, and since the gospels (Mark in particular) record several occasions when Jesus com​manded secrecy regarding his mission.
The latter point gave rise to the theory that Mark had imposed his own idea of the 'messianic secret' on the true facts of the historical Jesus and that in reality Jesus never thought of himself as Messiah (Wrede).42 Ac​cording to this theory it was only later that the Christian church came to think of Jesus as Messiah, and Mark's 'messianic secret' is regarded there​fore as a device to explain why Jesus said so little about messiahship and
42 For a brief discussion of this theory, cf. G. E. Ladd, TNT, p. 169. W. Wrede's book, published in 1901, was entitled Das Messiasgeheimnis in den Evangelien. It has now been published in English as The Messianic Secret (1971). For fuller discussions in recent publications, cf. D. E. Aune, 'The problem of the Messianic Secret', Λίοι/Τ 11, 1969, pp. 1-31; B. G. Powley. 'The Purpose of the Messianic Secret. A Brief Survey', Ex Τ 80, 1969, pp. 308ff; R. N. Longenecker, 'The Messianic Secret in the light of Recent Discoveries', EQ 41, 1969, pp. 207ff; J. D. G. Dunn, The Messianic Secret in Mark', ΓΒ 21, 1970, pp. 92-117. Dunn concludes his study with the statement that the so-called 'messianic secret' originated in the life situation of Jesus and is in essence at least wholly historical. G. M. de Tilesse, Le secret messianique dans VEvangile de Marc (1968), on the other hand, attributes the idea of the messianic secret to the evangelist.
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why the Jews did not acclaim him. Many followers of Bultmann, with their predisposition towards a church-created tradition, have embraced Wrede's basic idea.43 But this is not the only way to understand the in​junction to secrecy, nor is it the most probable.
If the messianic office was popularly considered to be political, it is highly probable that Jesus would have enjoined silence until after it became clear that he was no political leader (i.e. after the crucifixion).44 It certainly makes better sense to suppose that Jesus was not acknowledging a particular kind of messiahship than to suppose that he never thought of himself as Messiah at all. In the latter case it is impossible to give an adequate ex​planation of the church's notion that Jesus was, in fact, the promised Messiah. All the circumstantial evidence of the passion would be against the development of a messianic belief ex nihilo, since no-one would have pronounced a crucified man as Messiah. It is more intelligible to suppose that Jesus consciously came to fulfil the messianic office,43 but interpreted that office in a way differing radically from current expectations. This is borne out by the most probable interpretation of the main passages in the synoptic gospels which bear on the matter.
First, we must consider Peter's confession (Mt. 16:13-20 = Mk. 8:27-30 = Lk. 9:18-21), 'You are the Christ'. All the synoptics give the confession as a sequence to the question of Jesus regarding popular ideas of his identity and an answer to the enquiry about their own view. Mark and Luke record the question in the form 'who do men say that I am?' and Matthew has 'Son of man' in place of T. That the confession was explicitly drawn out by Jesus has an important bearing on our understanding of his messianic consciousness. But a two-fold difficulty arises over the interpretation of Peter's confession. The first problem is that the form of it is differently expressed in the respective gospels. Mark has simply, 'You are the Christ' (Mk. 8:29), Luke has 'The Christ of God' (Lk. 9:20) and Matthew has 'You are the Christ, the Son of the living God' (Mt. 16:16). Some scholars regard the Markan saying as the only genuine one and the other forms as later adaptations. But the additions are no more than explanations of the par-
43 For recent works reflecting Wrede's influence, cf. G. Bornkamm, Jesus of Nazareth (Eng. trans. 1960), pp. 171ff.; N. Perrin, JR 46, 1966, pp. 296ff.; H. Conzelmann, ZTK 54, 1957, pp. 293ff. In an article in Int 27, 1973, pp. 10-30, W. C. Robinson, Jnr, discusses 'The Quest of Wrede's Secret Messiah' and considers the current influence of the theory to be unwarranted.
44 Against Wrede's view, cf. E. Hoskyns and N. Davey, The Riddle of the New Testament (1931), pp. 105ff, who deny a non-messianic tradition; T. W. Manson, 'The Life ofjesus: Some Tendencies in Present-Day Research', in The Background of the New Testament and its Eschatology (ed. W. D. Davies and D. Daube, 1964), pp. 211-221. Cf. also G. H. Boobyer, 'The Secrecy Motive in Mark's Gospel', NTS, 6, 1960, pp. 225-235; J. C. O'Neill, 'The Silence ofjesus', NTS 15, 1969, pp. 153-167. O'Neill claims that of the succession of Jewish revolutionaries, none of them called himself Messiah. In his view Jesus was charged with blasphemy because he was alleged to have claimed to be Messiah; for the Jews believed that the prerogative for announcing the Messiah belonged to God alone.
43 Cf. R. N. Longenecker, £Q 41, 1969, pp. 207-215, who denies that the messianic secret can be appealed to in order to dismiss Messiahship as a foundational element in early Christology.
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ticular sense in which the messianic title should be understood. The title 'Messiah' alone could be misunderstood in a political sense, whereas the additions make this less probable, because they introduce spiritual concepts.
Some, however, have put a different construction on the variations in the synoptic accounts. Cullmann,46 for instance, considers that the confes​sion was a simple statement as in Mark, and that Matthew's addition comes from a different context. Bultmann,47 on the other hand, rejects altogether the genuineness of the confession in its context. But there are no sufficient grounds for supposing Matthew to be unhistorical in linking Messiah and Son of God as part of Peter's confession. Peter undoubtedly misunderstood the real nature of the messianic office, as his subsequent rebuke ofjesus for his prediction of the passion shows (Mt. 16:21ff.); but this does not elim​inate the possibility that he had seen in Jesus more than a merely human Messiah. It is not necessary to suppose with Cullmann that Peter had misunderstood Messiah in a wholly political sense. Indeed had this been so it is incredible that Jesus did not specifically reject the ascription rather than merely enjoin the disciples to silence. It was the idea of a suffering Messiah which proved a stumbling block to Peter.48
This highlights the second problem about Peter's confession, i.e. what does it tell us about Jesus' own messianic consciousness? There is no reasonable doubt that Jesus rejected the idea of political messiahship. His teaching regarding his mission was not cast in this mould. He eschewed the idea of violence and advocated an approach which would obviously have been a political non-starter.49 No political revolutionary would ever have exhorted people to love their enemies. The Sermon on the Mount is intelligible as a spiritual directive, but makes nonsense as a political mani​festo.
In what sense therefore did Jesus consider himself to be Messiah?50 The answer lies mainly in his consciousness of οτ fulfilment - the consciousness
46 Cf. O. Cullman, Peter: Disciple, Apostle, Martyr (Eng. trans. 1953), pp. 170ff. He considers that the saying in Mt. 16:17ff., belongs to the Passion story. His main reasons for this transposition are based on the exegetical difficulties which he finds in the existing context.
47 R. Bultmann, TNT 1, pp. 26f. He states categorically that Peter's confession was an Easter-story projected backwards into the life ofjesus. He gives no supporting evidence for this view.
48 R. H. Fuller, The Foundations of New Testament Christology (1965), p. 109, declares that 'Jesus rejects Messiahship as a merely human and even diabolical temptation'. But he bases this view on his own re-editing of the text of the passage (he removes verses 30-32a, which leaves only the statement 'you are the Christ' and the rebuke of Peter for making it).
49 Cf. M. Hengel, 'WasJesus a Revolutionist!' (Eng. trans. 1971); idem, Victory over Violence (Eng. trans. 1975). See the further discussion of this in the section on ethics and social responsibility below, pp. 947f). In his book Christ the Conqueror (1954), pp. 27-40, R. Leivestad denies any appreciable connection between Christ and zealotic messianism, after examining the synoptic texts which might suggest it. He sees the conflict motive as connected with demons (pp. 40-50.).
50 Cf. G. E. Ladd, TNT, p. 142; R. N. Longenecker, The Christology of Early Jewish Christianity, p. 70. Longenecker pertinently asks how Jesus would ever have aroused such intense opposition if he had not made any messianic claim and had done nothing distinctive.
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that he was God's agent for the redemption of his people, interpreted in a spiritual and not a nationalistic sense. It must have been the political ov​ertones of the title Messiah which led to Jesus' reticence in acknowleding the ascription and which caused him to urge silence on his disciples (cf. Mk. 8:30). This would satisfactorily account for his acceptance of the idea under certain circumstances, when the political motif was not in question. (e.g. cf. Lk. 24:26). In the case of Peter's confession, if Matthew's additional section (Mt. 16:17ff.) belongs to its present context (and there is no con​clusive reason for supposing that it does not, see discussion on this on pp. 710ff.), Jesus clearly recognized that Peter was using more than human deduction or intuition in ascribing Messiahship to Jesus. The spiritual insight necessary for recognizing the true nature of the messianic office of Jesus was God given. This is a clear admission that in popular opinion no such concept of the office would be held, which sufficiently justifies the charge to silence.
A more radical interpretation of the confession passage is to suppose that Jesus never considered himself to be Messiah, but only 'Messiah-designate', and that he expected another, the Son of man, to fill the office more fully (so Bultmann).31 But this is based on a particular view of the Son of man passages which will be discussed later and shown to be unacceptable.
The second passage to be considered centres around Caiaphas' question, 'Are you the Christ?' (Mt. 26:57-68; Mk. 14:53-65). Here again there is a slight difference in the two accounts, Matthew has 'the Son of God' after Christ, and Mark has 'Son of the Blessed' (eulogetos). The latter is a Jewish periphrasis for God, and both forms of the question, therefore, mean the same thing. What is significant here is that Caiaphas links the messianic idea with the title Son of God. It is not clear whether he did this because he knew the latter to be a current designation for the Messiah. What evidence there is does not suggest that it was widely known.52 It is possible that a report had reached Caiaphas that some people were making assertions about Jesus which linked the two (which would support Matthew's version of Peter's confession). There is some difference in Mark's text over Jesus' reply to Caiaphas' question. The most probable reading has Ί am', an affirmative followed immediately by a statement about the Son of man, which shows the non-political sense in which the affirmation was made. A less well-supported reading53 has 'You have said that I am', which is somewhat similar to Matthew's 'You have said so', and provides a less specific response.54 If this second reading were correct, it may be a case of
51 R. Bultmann, ΤΛΤ, 1, pp. 26f. Cf. also F. Hahn, The Titles of Jesus in Christohgy (Eng. trails. 1969), pp. 159f.; R. H. Fuller, Foundations of New Testament Christology (1965), pp. 109f. According to this view it was the early church, not Jesus, which spiritualized the term 'Messiah' (Christos).
D2 See the evidence cited above in footnote 38.
53 Cf. V. Taylor, Mark (21966), ad he.
D4 O. Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament, p. 118, supports the interpretation which favours
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Mark's text having been adapted to conform with Matthew's, but if the former reading is right, it would indicate that Jesus was no longer reluctant in the light of his passion to acknowledge messiahship.
What is at first enigmatic is why Jesus' answer drew out an immediate charge of blasphemy from the high priest.55 Caiaphas would have recog​nized that the words implied an identification with Daniel's son of man passage. What was evidently considered blasphemy was the implication that he would sit at the right hand of the power of God (Lk. 22:69), which must have been treated as tantamount to blasphemy.56 Nevertheless the official charge before Pilate was that Jesus had claimed to be a kingly Messiah (Lk. 23:2), and the official inscription on the cross described him as king of the Jews (Mk. 15:26). In response to Pilate's question he had used the same circumlocution ('You have said so', Mt. 27:11; Mk. 15:2; Lk. 23:3) as before the high priest.
When the reluctance of Jesus to use the title, or to acknowledge it is set over against the statements in Luke's resurrection accounts that Jesus ex​pounded from the Scriptures the necessity for a suffering Messiah, some explanation is needed.57 Why was there a sudden switch from reluctance in the pre-resurrection period to deliberate exposition after the passion and resurrection? The answer must lie in the fact that the crucifixion and resurrection of Jesus had now rendered impossible a purely political in​terpretation of the messianic mission. Jesus himself appeals to an accom​plished event (the passion) as the basis for the messianic claim. This would be in harmony with the view that in Jewish thought a claim to messiahship would not be expected until the messianic mission was finished. Neither the Teacher of Righteousness at Qumran nor Simeon ben Kosebah at Murrabba'at called themselves Messiah, although they considered them​selves to be doing a messianic type of work.58
The Johannine literature
Unlike the synoptic gospels, John's gospel mentions two specific occasions when the title Messiah is applied to Jesus, on both occasions early in the
a more evasive answer. Cf. also J. Hering, Le royaume de Dieu et sa venue: etude sur I'esperance de Jesus et de S. Paul (1937), pp. 112f. '
" On the interpretation of these words, cf. D. R. Catchpole, 'The Answer of Jesus to Caiaphas (Matt, xxvi. 64)', NTS 17, 1971, pp. 213-226, who concludes that the formulae used in both Matthew's and Luke's narratives are 'affirmative in content and reluctant or circumlocutory in formulation'. Cf. also idem, The Trial of Jesus (1971), pp. 126-148.
56 Cf. D. Hill, Matthew, ad lac.
'7 Cf. I. H. Marshall, Luke: Historian and Theologian (1970), p. 128 n. 5, who points out that Luke's use of Christos shows three facets: he identifies Jesus with the Messiah, he reproduces the questions and problems regarding the Messiah, and he allows the risen Jesus to speak of himself as Messiah.
38 Cf. R. N. Longenecker, The Christology of Early Jewish Christianity, p. 73.
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ministry.59 Moreover John preserves the Aramaic form and at the same time gives the Greek translation (Jn. 1:41; 4:25). A problem arises over the fact that John's record supposes that the first disciples at once recognized the messianic status of Jesus, whereas the synoptic gospels show no aware​ness of this until the confession at Caesarea Philippi. One solution is to suppose that John's record in these places is not presenting authentic trad​ition, but is an interpretation superimposed on the tradition. But the use of the messianic title by the woman at Samaria (Jn. 4:25) is intelligible because for Samaritans the title would not be subject to the same political misunderstandings as for the Jews. Indeed, it is certain that the woman's idea of the term 'Messiah' would have been very general, since the Samar​itans thought of a coming restorer, but were vague about the form that any restoration would take.60
On the other occasion where the term is introduced, it is found on the lips of Andrew, who tells his brother Peter, 'We have found the Messiah' (Jn. 1:41). Immediately afterwards Philip tells Nathanael, 'We have found him of whom Moses in the law and also the prophets wrote.' This suggests that messiahship among these early disciples was understood against its οτ background. There is no reason to suppose that this early impression was anything but a glimpse at a truth that would take some time to dawn on their minds with any clarity.61 John is giving an insight into first impres​sions, which the synoptic gospels omit.
It must be remembered that John's purpose for writing is that his readers might believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God (20:31).62 This aim, therefore, was responsible for his selection and arrangement of material.
39 For a treatment of the Messiah theme in John's gospel, cf. C. H. Dodd, The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel (1953), pp. 91ff; N. A. Dahl, 'The Johannine Church and History', in Current Issues in N.T. Interpretation (ed. W. Klassen and G. F. Snyder, 1962), pp. 124-142; R. Schnackenburg, 'Die Messiasfrage im Johannesevangelium', in Neutestamentliche Aufsatze: Festschrift fur J. Schmid (ed. J. Blinzler, O. Kuss and F. Mussner, 1963), pp. 240-264.
60 M. dejonge, in an appendix to his article: 'Jewish Expectations about the "Messiah" according to the Fourth Gospel', NTS 19, 1973, pp. 246-270, discusses the statement concerning the Messiah in Jn. 4:25. He claims there is no evidence from Samaritan sources that the Samaritans used the title Messiah before the sixteenth century, citing H. G. Kippenberg, 'Garizim und Synagoge. Traditionsgeschichtliche Untersu-chungen zur samahtanischen Religion der aramaischen Periode', Religionsgeschichtliche Versuche und Vorar-beiten 30 (1971), p. 303 n. 218. Cf. also W. A. Meeks, The Prophet-King, pp. 216-257. The Samaritans thought somewhat generally of one who was to come, the Taheb, Restorer. For a full discussion of Samaritan theology, cf. J. Macdonald, The Theology of the Samaritans (1964). He especially brings out the importance of Moses in Samaritan thought. It should be noted, however, that the sources on which reconstructions of Samaritan theology are made are mostly too late to inspire much confidence in their correctness.
61 It is noticeable that misunderstandings on the part even of the disciples of Jesus are a distinctive feature of this gospel (see 2:22; 12:16; 13:36; 20:25). Cf. M. dejonge, 'Nicodemus and Jesus: Some observations on misunderstanding and understanding in the Fourth Gospel', BJRL 53, 1970-1, pp. 337-359.
62 It should not be supposed that Nathanael, in using the title 'Son of God', means to express divine nature. Indeed, the order of words in this context shows that it really qualified the expression King of Israel. What is clear is that Nathanael was thinking of kingship in a special way, cf. L. Morris, John (NICNT, 1971), pp. 167f.
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Not only does he note the case of the first disciples and of the Samaritans, but also the confession of Martha (Jn. 11:27). In the latter case messiahship is linked with the title Son of God, as it is in 20:31 (cf. also 1:49). This conditions the view of messiahship which John presents, a view certainly far removed from any political concept. It was after the miracle of the feeding of the multitude that the people wanted to makejesus king (6:15), and his rejection of this move clears away the political possibilities.
The expression 'King of the Jews (or of Israel)' would certainly have had messianic connotations in John's mind. Nathanael used the expression (1:49). It is used, moreover, by John in his record of the acclamation of the crowds on the entry of Jesus into Jerusalem (12:13), although not recorded in this form in the synoptic gospels. The expression 'King of the Jews' further occurs in John 19:3, 19, both times in mockery.
On two occasions John gives information about current views of the Messiah. Some believed he would make a sudden appearance from a secret origin (Jn. 7:27) and some that he would perform signs (7:31).63 Others understood from the law that Messiah would continue for ever (12:34), evidently understanding the 'law' here of the general import of current messianic interpretations of the οτ.64 The first popular belief would exclude Jesus on the grounds that his origins (from Nazareth) were known. The second would equally exclude a Messiah who was predicting his own death. In recording these dialogues, John evidently intends to justify his contention that Jesus is the Messiah by recording the answer of Jesus himself to the questions raised. In the former case he appeals to his heavenly origin (Ί know him, for I come from him, and he sent me', 7:29) and in the latter he points out that Jesus as light throws light on the darkness of their minds (12:35ff.), which means that belief in a suffering Messiah needs spiritual insight.
Although the gospel of John is dominated more by the concept of Jesus as Son of God, the messianic presentation plays an important part. The over-all impression of the gospel is that Jesus is the Messiah, not in the sense of current speculations, but in a new spiritual sense which is unin​telligible apart from the filial consciousness of Jesus.
In the Johannine epistles Messiah has become an accepted title. The combination 'Jesus Christ' occurs in 1 John 1:3; 2:1; 3:23; 4:2; 5:6; 5:20; 2 John 7. But the most important testimony in 1 John concerns those who were denying that Jesus is the Messiah (2:22; 4:3, cf. also 2 Jn. 7). Most exegetes think that some early form of docetism is here in view which distinguished the human Jesus from the heavenly Christ and centred faith
63 It is widely disputed that the Jews expected the Messiah to perform signs. Cf. J. L. Martyn's discussion of this in his History and Theology in The Fourth Gospel (1968), pp. 81ff.
64 W. C. van Unnik, 'The quotation from the Old Testament in John 12:34', NovT 3, 1959, pp. 174ff, concludes that the nearest οτ parallel is Ps. 89:37. It is not, however, a direct quotation.
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in the latter. John is clear that such a distinction is not only not permissible, but is an evidence of antichrist (4:3). He insists that it is integral to Christian faith to accept that Jesus is the Messiah (5:1). His Christology is in line with the other strands of early Christian thought, as will be clear in the following discussions. Linked with the messianic concept, there is the same emphasis on the Son of God in 1 John as seen above in the gospel (cf. 1 Jn. 1:3; 2:22ff.; 3:8; 3:23; 4:15; 5:10, 13, 20).
Acts
N
The first pronouncement in the early church on the day of Pentecost reached its climax in the assertion that 'God has made him both Lord and Christ, this Jesus whom you crucified' (Acts 2:36). The importance of this is obvious since it is the first public announcement since the resurrection which bears on the person of Christ. The linking of lordship with mes-siahship is significant, for it shows that in the initial stages of the Christian church one title was not considered sufficient as a description of the present status of Jesus.
But a problem has been raised over the interpretation of this verse. Did it mean that Jesus became Messiah only at his resurrection? Those who maintain this interpretation 65 advance an 'adoptionist' Christology as being the main emphasis in the primitive period. But it rests on a misunderstand​ing. The fact that in the gospels Jesus and others spoke in terms of his messianic office is sufficient to raise a major objection against the adop​tionist theory. Naturally if the gospels are treated as church creations in which the messianic idea was imposed on the facts, some explanation would have to be given for the development of the idea, and Acts 2:36 would lend itself to adaptation in this direction. But it would still be mysterious how the post-resurrection community would have come to so widespread and unanimous a conviction that Jesus was Messiah, if he had never actually acknowledged himself to be so to his disciples.
The words of Acts 2:36 must mean that since the death and resurrection of Jesus, God has exalted him and declared him to be not only Messiah, but a Messiah-Lord, i.e. an enthroned Messiah as contrasted with a suffer​ing Messiah. Peter and other early Christians learned with astonishing rapidity the real difference that the resurrection had made for the under​standing of Jesus. Addressing an audience, many of whom were probably witnesses of the crucifixion, Peter dared to do what Jesus himself had not done in his ministry, i.e. proclaim that Jesus was Messiah. There was no fear that the claim would be understood politically, since a crucified Christ could not be considered a potential political power.
5 Cf. J. Weiss, The History of Primitive Christianity 1 (Eng. trans. 1937 r.p. 1970), pp. 1l8f.
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Another statement which has also raised problems is Acts 3:20, 'that he (i.e. the Lord) may send the Christ appointed for you, Jesus'. Does this refer to the future (i.e. the return from heaven) and not to the past? If it does, there might be some justification in the contention that a more primitive theology than the adoptionist theology is here in mind,66 that is that Jesus will become Messiah only in the future. But another interpret​ation is possible and indeed more probable, for the appointing need not coincide with the sending. It could refer to a coming in the future of one who is already appointed Messiah (prokecheirismenon) .67 There are numerous other references to 'Christ' in Acts, mainly used as a title. Healings were performed 'in the name of Jesus Christ' (3:6; 4:10). οτ prophets foretold the sufferings of Christ (3:18). In Acts 4:26 a citation is given from Psalm 2:2 in which the expression 'his Messiah' (rsv has 'Anointed') occurs. This Messiah is immediately identified as 'thy holy servant Jesus, whom thou didst anoint'. Further comment will be made on the servant aspect in a later section, but the important aspect here is the anointing. Since the anointing is mentioned in Luke 4:18 in the passage from Isaiah 61:1,2 quoted by Jesus and applied to himself, it clearly formed part of his con​sciousness of his calling to the messianic office.68
During the earliest period of Christian preaching and teaching, the theme is summed up as preaching 'Jesus as the Christ' (5:42). 69 The apostles recognized this as their mission. It clearly did not exhaust their view of Christ, but was a basic constituent. The same is said of Philip's preaching at Samaria (Acts 8:5; cf. 8:12), and of Paul's first testimony at Damascus (9:22). In Peter's speech to Cornelius he refers to Jesus Christ as Lord of all, as well as mentioning God's anointing of Jesus of Nazareth (10:36, 38). In reporting the incident to the Jerusalem church, Peter affirms that God gave the same gift (i.e. the Holy Spirit) to us 'when we believed in the Lord Jesus Christ' (11:17). Although in the form of a title, the name here clearly involves the dual concept of Lordship and Messiahship as a confes​sion of faith (cf. 24:24). The Messianic theme occurs in Paul's pronounce​ments at Thessalonica (17:3) and at Corinth (18:5). The same is said of the preaching of Apollos (18:28). It is significant that the audiences in these Acts passages were Jews, for whom the Messianic theme would be par​ticularly relevant. The book ends with Paul preaching the Kingdom and teaching about the Lord Jesus Christ - the two themes evidently closely linked together (Acts 28:31).
66 Cf. J. A. T. Robinson, Twelve New Testament Studies (1962), pp. 139ff.
67 According to Bultmann, Jesus' Messiahship was believed by the early church to date from the resurrection (T7VT 1, p. 27). But it is not surprising that he makes such an assertion, since he has already attributed the Messianic concept to the early church.
68 Cf. W. C. van Unnik, 'Jesus the Christ', ATTS 8, 1962, pp. 113ff.
69 Cf. R. N. Longenecker, The Christology of Early Jewish Christianity p. 79.
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We note first that 'Messiah' (Christ) in the epistles of Paul has now become a proper name. It is probable that Romans 9:5 is the only instance where Christos is used specifically in the sense of 'the Messiah'. But the forms 'Jesus Christ' or 'Christ Jesus' or 'Lord Jesus Christ', which occur in all Paul's epistles show how basic the Christ concept was in the apostle's thought. He has no doubt that Jesus is the Messiah. He does not need to demonstrate it. In the Acts record Paul, soon after his conversion, not only recognized that Jesus was Messiah, but actually proved it to the Damascus Jews. The recognition of the Messianic role of Jesus clearly played an important part in his conversion. He had had direct contacts with many early Christians and would certainly have heard of the consistent claim that Jesus was the Messiah (cf. Acts 5:42). This was not only one of the major themes of early Christian teaching and preaching, but was also the main cause of Jewish opposition. It was an important factor in the opposition of Saul of Tarsus to the Christian faith. His conversion involved a volte-face in his approach to the messianic claims of Jesus.
Paul's presentation of Jesus differs in a radical way from the presentation in the gospels. The vital difference was made by the resurrection of Jesus. The unfolding of the suffering Messiah in the gospels becomes the trium​phant living Christ of the epistles, but he is no less Messiah. The title Jesus Christ or Christ Jesus is after all only a stylized form of Jesus the Messiah. When Paul writes, the messianic mission has been accomplished. He de​velops his own reflections on the new-look messianic concept, which found fulfilment in the risen Christ, who inaugurated a spiritual kingdom.
If, of course, the resurrection of Jesus is interpreted as an experience rather than a fact, a much more radical reinterpretation of Jesus of Nazareth will be involved, and the messianic concept will be replaced by theories of a Hellenistic origin of the exalted Christology of Paul. But any approach to these great Christological themes from the point of view of their close connection with what Jesus himself said and did is to be preferred. This is not, however, the position adopted by the 'Jesus of history' school, which regarded Paul's developments as perversions of the original simplicity of Jesus. It might justly be said that the 'simplicity' suggested is itself a figment of the imagination.
An important passage which throws light on Paul's approach to the historical Jesus is 2 Corinthians 5:16. 'From now on, therefore, we regard no one from a human point of view (kata sarka); even though we once regarded Christ from a human point of view, we regard him thus no longer.'70 Interpreters have differed widely over the meaning of this state​ment, which has then affected their approach to Paul's Christology.
70 For a detailed discussion of the meaning of this verse, cf. J. W. Fraser, 'Paul's Knowledge of Jesus: II Corinthians v. 16 once more', NTS 17, 1971, pp. 293-313.
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The crucial question is whether Paul is discounting the historical Jesus in favour of a spiritual appreciation of Christ. Those who maintain a lack of continuity between the historical Jesus and the kerygmatic Christ see in this statement support for their view.71 It is claimed that Paul is drawing a distinction between Christ kata sarka (i.e. the historical Jesus) and Christ kata pneuma (i.e. the kerygmatic Christ).
But this interpretation is based on a misunderstanding. Our first con​sideration must be to decide why Paul used the title 'Christ' if he was referring to the historical Jesus. Admittedly he uses both 'Jesus' and 'Christ' in this epistle as variants for no obvious reasons, but since he uses the simple name 'Jesus' seven times elsewhere in the epistle, it is surprising that he uses 'Christ' here, if the expression is intended to describe the historical Jesus. Moreover, the words kata sarka do not describe Christ, but the way in which Paul looks at Christ. The phrase may, therefore, mean that he has come to look at the Christ (Messiah) in a new way. No doubt as a Jew he had shared the same views about the coming Messiah as his fellow Jews, i.e. with a strong materialistic political slant. He certainly had to relearn a true approach to messiahship as expounded by Jesus himself72 and he did not do this kata sarka - it required a dynamic vision. There is no basis, therefore, for the view that Paul is here renouncing all interest in the Jesus of history.
The question has been raised whether Paul had actually known Jesus in the flesh73 and is here refusing to claim any advantage for having done so. While the possibility cannot be ruled out, there are no supporting evidences for it.74 The apostle's experience of Christ has come through revelation. He may here be combatting the claims of the Christ party at Corinth (1 Cor. 1:12), wholnay have been critical of Paul because he had not had any contact with Jesus kata sarka.7S
The rest of the New Testament
In a letter addressed to Hebrew Christians we might have expected that
71 Cf. R. Bultmann, TNT, 1, p. 239; see also his Faith and Understanding 1, (1933, Eng. trans. 1960 from 1966), pp. 95-115, where he rejects the view that past history contributes to present faith.
72 Cf. P. E. Hughes, 2 Corinthians (N/CNT, 1977) pp. 198f
'3 Cf. C. A. A. Scott, Christianity according to St Paul (1932), pp. 12ff. He maintains that Paul shows knowledge not only of the character of the human Jesus, but also of his teaching. This is not to say, however, that Paul's knowledge was firsthand knowledge, although there is reason to believe that he must have received information from firsthand sources.
"* Cf. also R. Bultmann, 'The Primitive Christian Kerygma and the Historical Jesus', in The Historical Jesus and the Kerygmatic Christ (ed. C. E. Braaten and R. A. Harrisville, 1964), pp. 15-40; A. Oepke, 'Irrwege in der neueren Paulusforschung', ThLZ 77, 1952, pp. 149ff. Bultmann discusses the continuity-discontinuity question, but because he does not admit continuity in any real sense he naturally attaches no importance to any hints of historical knowledge on Paul's part.
73 See the discussion of 2 Cor. 5:16 by P. E. Hughes, op. cit., ad loc. A. Schlatter, Paulus der Bate Jesus: Bine Deutung Seiner Brief? an die Korinther (21956), pp. 559ff., applies kata sarka to Paul's former way of thinking. He no longer thinks in this way.
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some space would be devoted to demonstrating the Messianic claims of Jesus. Instead we find an exposition of the high-priest theme and the frequent occurrence of the absolute use of'Christ' as a title for Jesus. This usage links the messianic function with the mediatorial work. This epistle is therefore in line with the other nt evidence in its messianic teaching. The one peculiarity is the Melchizedek theme (see on high priest, pp. 482ff), which gives some support to the idea of a priestly Messiah.
In 1 Peter, as in the Pauline epistles, 'Christ' has become exclusively a title, but the frequency of the combination 'Jesus Christ' suggests that it rests on solid grounds of early Christian usage.76 It is noticeable that in this epistle the title 'Christ' is used in conjunction with the sufferings of Jesus (1 Pet. 1:11, 19; 2:21; 3:18; 4:1, 13; 5:1) and in view of the further clear allusion to the suffering Servant (1 Pet. 2:21-25), the belief in Jesus as a messianic figure, who purposely accepted suffering, is inescapable. How​ever, equally emphasized is the resurrected Messiah (cf. 1 Pet. 1:3; 3:21), who has conquered suffering and death.
There is little to add from 2 Peter and Jud$ except to note that the use of the messianic title is found throughout in the form Jesus Christ, mostly linked with Lord. There is, in fact, only one reference to Jesus which does not include the title 'Christ' (i.e. 2 Pet. 1:2). The messianic office is certainly never in question, even if the form has become stereotyped.
The Revelation of John contains only three references under the title Jesus Christ (Rev. 1:1, 2, 5). Jesus is presented under other names. The messianic view does not come to the fore even in the consummation of the present age, although there is no doubt that the victorious Lamb performs the functions of the victorious Messiah. What is particularly dominant is the idea of antichrist, who appears unders several names and represents the whole spirit and power of evil which operates in the world. The conflict between the Lamb and Satan is a conflict between Messiah and anti-Mes​siah. The kingdom of God is confronted with a pseudo-kingdom of evil. The messianism of Revelation reaches its climax in the establishment of the New Jerusalem (see p. 887).
The significance of the title
We have seen, from the preceding survey of the ascription to Jesus of the messianic title, the confirmed belief of the nt church that he was the fulfilment of the long awaited hopes of a deliverer. We have noted, how​ever, that in the process of being the 'fulfilment' Jesus considerably modi​fied the concept. There is nothing to suggest that Jesus as Messiah was ever thought of by Christians in a political sense, and this at once modified
76 W. Kramer, Christ, Lard and Son of God (Eng. trans., 1966), p. 68, maintains that the double name 'Jesus Christ' is of Hellenistic origin. But cf. Longenecker's caution (The Christology of Early Jewish Christianity, pp. 126f.). He regards 1 Peter as Jewish Christian.
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many current messianic hopes. Indeed this accounts for the fact that Jesus himself did not use the title Messiah. Yet the Christian recognition of him as Messiah and the title's Jewish background share the common conviction that Messiah was God's agent. He was the one through whom God would break through into the present for the salvation of his people.
In addition to the use of the title Messiah there are two other consider​ations which must be borne in mind. The first arises from the question whether Jesus' actions confirm the early Christian conviction that Jesus was Messiah. Does the record of his ministry portray him as fulfilling the role of Messiah? A concise answer may be found in Jesus' response to the enquiry of John the Baptist whether he was the Coming One (Mt. ll:3ff). Jesus contented himself with reminding John the Baptist of his healing work, his raising the dead, and his preaching to the poor. In effect Jesus' answer is indirect. The ministry of Jesus was known already to John, a ministry of compassion, very different from the political aspirations in much current speculation. Jesus was, therefore, probably saying to John that he should revise his view of messiahship. Since the acts and teaching of Jesus in the gospel records can be summed up in terms of a ministry for others, his intention must be to set the messianic office in its true light. It was this kind of Messiah which formed the basis of the early Christians' acceptance of him as 'the Christ'; but the term was considerably extended to include within it the concept of suffering for others, which became powerfully evident in the passion. It would be true to say, therefore, that the early Christians' belief in the messianic office of Jesus was brought about by a combination of his messianic acts and his messianic death, both of which had demanded a considerable modification of what was generally expected from the Messiah.
The other important consideration is the part played by Jesus' implicit rather than explicit claims to messiahship. While these are not directly concerned with the title, they have a bearing on the total significance of Jesus as Messiah and deserve some mention here. The most powerful evidence which can be adduced in this connection is the influence of the ot on the thoughts and words of Jesus. Indeed, the passage cited above is a case in point, since the reply to John the Baptist is couched in language indebted to some passages in Isaiah (35:5, 6; 61:1, cf. also 26:19). In a wide variety of instances Jesus used ot language in a way which showed his acute awareness that he was fulfilling what the ot had predicted.77 This feature added considerable strength to the Christian conviction that Jesus was the 'fulfilment' of messianic hopes.
7/ For a detailed discussion of Jesus' use of the ot, cf. R. T. France, Jesus and the Old Testament (1971). He particularly brings out the fact that almost all the ot predictions used by Jesus looked forward to the day of Yahweh, the end of the present order of things. Hence the earthly life as well as the future glory of Jesus is presented as the fulfilment of the ot hopes of the day of Yahweh (pp. 160f.).
251
CHRISTOLOGY
The fulfilment motif is particularly significant in those instances where passages which were currently accepted as being messianic are applied to Jesus, either by himself or by others. The way in which in almost all the nt books the οτ is cited in support highlights the powerful influence that this consideration had on the Christological views of the early Christians. Since the Messiah concept has such strong roots in the οτ, it is not sur​prising that Jesus came to be known so universally as the Christ.
SON OF DAVID
Closely connected with the title of Messiah is the title Son of David. The title itself occurs several times in the nt, and there are additional indications that the early Christians recognized the significance of the Davidic origin of Jesus. It is necessary to set the nt evidence against the background of the Jewish understanding of the idea.
The background
N
The idea that Messiah would be a king of the Davidic line can be traced back to the statement in 2 Samuel 7:16 containing God's promise to David, 'And your house and your kingdom shall be made sure for ever before me; your throne shall be established for ever.' This promise is basic to the prophetic predictions regarding the messianic kingdom. It explains how the messianic hope of a restored kingdom was seen to be a fulfilment of the divine promise to David.78 The prophets looked for a descendant of David, not for a heavenly being. He is frequently called 'David' (Je. 30:9; Ezk. 34:23f.; 37:24; Ho. 3:5) after the Hebrew pattern of seeing an ancestor in his descendants. In line with this is the idea of a coming 'Branch' for David (as in Je. 33:15). It is with David that God will make a covenant.79 'David' came to represent a restored Israel. The idea of a Davidic king is, therefore, not unconnected with a political Messiah, but οτ prophecy places most emphasis on the religious aspect.
In the intertestamental period the Davidic origin of the Coming One is frequently found, as in Ecclesiasticus 47:11,22; 1 Maccabees 2:57. It has already been noted that Messiah was to be Son of David according to Psalms of Solomon 17, and here again the political and religious elements are inextricably mixed. When the notion of a priestly Messiah developed, as in the Qumran community, the Davidic origin continued to be main​tained by postulating two Messiahs, that of Israel being the Davidic figure
78 Cf. S. Mowinkel, He that Cotneth (Eng. trans. 1954), pp. 155fF., who discusses the οτ expectation of a future Davidic King. Cf. also C. Burger, Jesus als Oaviassohn: Eine traditionsgeschichtliche Untersuchung (1970), who surveys thejewish background as well as the nt occurrences of the Son of David concept. Cf. also Burger's art. in ThLZ 95, 1970, pp. 311f., in which he gives a summary of his book.
79 Cf, J. Pedersen, Israel: Us Life and Culture 3/4 (21959), pp. 89ff. Pedersen remarks that only with David's line does the true history of Israel begin.
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and that of Aaron being the priestly. It is significant that the Davidic Messiah was too strong to be dropped even in a predominantly priestly movement.
The first century Jewish apocalypse, 4 Ezra, preserves the hope that a Messiah would arise from the seed of David (12:32-34).80 It is, therefore, indisputable that the coming Messiah was believed to be closely connected with David in contemporary Judaism in the time of Jesus and the devel​opment of the Christian church.
The synoptic gospels
In the light of these expectations we can now evaluate the references to the title Son of David and kindred ideas in the nt. The passages of relevance in the synoptic gospels are the genealogies, the Benedictus, passages re​cording popular use of the title, the discussion over Psalm 110, and the entry of Jesus into Jerusalem.
The tracing of the origin of Jesus from David occurs in both Matthew's and Luke's genealogies, but more prominently in the former. Indeed, it may be noted that David is one of the key figures in Matthew's three-fold division of his genealogy, for he introduces the second section. He also is linked with Abraham in the superscription, which at once brings the Dav​idic descent into prominence. Many scholars consider that these genealogies were worked over and they are inclined to minimize the significance of the Davidic ascription.81 But in view of the strong Jewish link between Messiah and David, it is natural to suppose that the early Christians came to regard Jesus as the Son of David. It may be true that the precise title occurs only in Psalms of Solomon 17:21 in a pre-Christian work, as Hahn maintains,82 but the Jewish expectation of a Davidic king was far too strong to make the rise of the title questionable. The need for the genealogies testifies to the concern of Christians that Jesus fulfilled the necessary qualifications for the Messianic office. Indeed, as Dalman pointed out,83 the opponents of Jesus would have made much of Jesus' ineligibility for the messianic office if his Davidic descent had been in doubt. The genealogies are therefore an important witness to Jesus as 'Son of David'.
In considering the evidence from the Benedictus (Lk. l:68ff.), which declares that God 'has raised up a horn of salvation for us in the house of
80 R. Leivestad, Christ the Conqueror, p. 9, remarks, 'The Messiah of the apocalypses usually belongs to the Son-of-David type, even though his attributes, partly due to the influence of the Son-of-Man type, may be superhuman and fantastic'. On the contrary, in the Son of man passages, conflict centres on forensic scenes. The Son of man is not an earthly conqueror.
81 Cf. F. Hahn, The Titles of Jesus in Christology, pp. 240ff.
82 Cf. F. Hahn, ibid., (. 242.
83 G. Dalman, The Words of Jesus (Eng. trans. 1902), 319ff He says, 'The proper conclusion, therefore, is to maintain, with Paul, the Davidic descent of Jesus, although the continuity of the divine revelation in the Old and the New Testaments does not depend upon it' (p. 321).
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his servant David', we observe a strong flavouring of the οτ prophetic hope. There is the same mixture of political and religious elements, al​though the Christians came to interpret the Song in an essentially spiritual sense. Even if the form of the Song is pre-Christian we need not suppose with Hahn84 that it has been appropriated by the church. It is more reason​able to suppose that Zechariah would have understood it in an or sense, but that its meaning had been more fully appreciated by the time it was included in Luke's account. This seems probable in the light of the Christian understanding of Jesus as 'horn of salvation' and thus the true Son of David.85 It should be noted that Luke records a similar idea in the angelic announcement to Mary that her son should be given 'the throne of his father David' (Lk. 1:32).
The evidence for the popular use of the title Son of David comes mainly in Matthew.86 There is no doubt that he brings out its importance more clearly than the other synoptic writers, but this was determined by his purpose, i.e. to expound in a meaningful way to a Jewish audience how Jesus was identified with the coming Messiah. On tl\ree separate occasions, according to Matthew, Jesus was popularly referred to as 'Son of David'. The blind man at Jericho (Mt. 9:27; cf. Mk. 10:47; Lk. 18:38),87 the Ca-naanite woman near Tyre and Sidon (Mt. 15:22) and the people in their questioning after the healing of a blind and dumb demoniac (Mt. 12:23) all use the title.88 The widespread hope of a Son of David to come may have led those healed and those who observed an act of healing to conclude that Jesus was powerful enough to be the coming deliverer, but it cannot be supposed that the people mentioned by Matthew had any clear notion of identifying the Son of David as Messiah. The Canaanite woman's use of the title is interesting since the title would not convey much to her as a Gentile. She seems in this case to be echoing popular Jewish usage, pre-
84 Cf. Hahn, op. at, p. 243. Hahn sees the Benedictus (Lk. 1:68-75), in which hope is centred on a successor to David, as in essence a pre-Christian hymn. He takes a similar view on Lk. l:32f.
8:5 For an exposition of Luke's theology as a theology of salvation, cf. I. H. Marshall, Luke: Historian and Theologian, pp. 77ff. Marshall regards the expression 'horn of salvation' as tantamount to 'a mighty Saviour' (p. 99). Salvation is linked closely with a Davidic Messiah in Luke's nativity narratives.
86 For an examination of this evidence, cf. J. M. Gibbs, 'Purpose and Pattern in Mt's use of the title "Son of David" ', NTS 10, 1963-4, pp. 446-464. He thinks Matthew uses the material to bring out the following points: (i) Jesus was the messianic Son of David; (ii) His messiahship was so apparent that Gentiles could recognize it; (iii) Gentiles could come to faith through the Jewish Messiah; (iv) The mass of Jews were moving towards accepting Jesus, but were prevented by the opposition of the Jewish leaders; (v) Matthew lays aside the title 'Son of David' in favour of Jesus as Son of God.
87 V. K. Robbins, 'The Healing of Blind Bartimaeus (10:46-52) in the Marcan Theology', JBL 92, 1973, pp. 224-243, maintains that Mark inserted 'Son of David' into the Bartimaeus story. He thinks his reason was to present Jesus as entering into Jerusalem as Son of David, with the relevant authority. He concludes that it is unlikely that Mark has rejected the conception of Jesus as Son of David. He has christianized it to include the idea of Son of God.
88 Cf. Hahn, op. cit., p. 255, who thinks that in the address to the Son of David we have 'the influence of a specific tradition'. He bases this on the evangelist's fondness for the kyrie form of address.
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Of special importance in the present discussion is the question which Jesus posed for the Jewish leaders. All the synoptists record the incident. The question is stated by Mark in the form, 'How can the scribes say that the Christ is the Son of David?' which is paralleled in Luke, although Matthew says that Jesus elicited from his hearers the statement that the Christ is the Son of David (Mk. 12:35-37; Mt. 22:41-46; Lk. 20:41-44). All are agreed therefore that the religious leaders accepted the identification of Messiah with Son of David. The enigma which Jesus posed was based on the fact that Psalm 110 begins with the words, 'The lord said unto my Lord'; since this was acknowledged to be a Davidic and also messianic Psalm, it involved David in addressing the Messiah as Lord. The impli​cation is that lordship places the Messiah in a superior status to David, whereas the title Son of David suggests the opposite.
Various interpretations have been assigned to this passage. Some have considered the incident to show that the Davidic descent of the Messiah is being rejected (so Wrede).90 Others consider that the political aspect is being denied, but the actual descent is being accepted (Cullmann).91 Yet others consider that the passage presents a two-stage Christology, 'Son of David' for the span of his human life and messianic lordship for the risen Lord (Hahn).92 Dispute has also arisen over the Davidic origin of Psalm 110, but whatever the answer to that debate it cannot be denied that both Jesus and his contemporaries accepted the Davidic authorship and the force of the question must be judged accordingly. The enigma is allowed to stand without any comeback from the religious leaders. It must be supposed that Jesus saw the application of the words to himself. Yet on this occasion he said nothing pttblicly to identify himself with the Son of David.93 It should be noted in passing that Psalm 110 played an important part in later
89 O. Cullmann, The Christology of the \ew Testament, pp. 128f, gives reasons for believing that Jesus' Davidic descent was generally known.
40 W. Wrede, The Messianic Secret (Eng. trans. 1971), p. 46, considers that the title Son of David was being challenged, which raises the question, whether this was because the title was taken to be a perverse opinion on how the Messiah was to come, or whether it arose from too low a view of Messiah. Wrede does not see in the title any anti-political bias. B. E. Meyer, Urspmng itnd Anfange des Christentitms 2 (1921), p. 446, takes it for granted that Jesus is expressly denying his Davidic sonship.
9· O. Cullmann, op. at., pp. 131f, suggests that what Jesus is arguing against is that Messiah must be of the physical lineage of David. The implications of the passage are that Messiah must be greater than David to be addressed as Lord by him. Cullmann thinks that an appeal to Davidic origin would suggest political aspirations which Jesus refutes. Cf. G. Schneider's discussion of this passage, 'Die Davidssohnfrage (Mk. 12:35-37)', Bib 53, 1972, pp. 65-90.
92 F. Hahn, The Titles of Jesus in Christology, pp. 247f. In Hahn's view the title 'Son of David' denotes the Messiah in his humanity and lowliness. In this he echoes the view of G. Bornkamm, Jesus of Nazareth, p. 228. Bornkamm treats the title Son of David as not referring in a typical Jewish sense to the Messiah.
93 The distinction between the Son of David and the Son of Man which arises from Mark's use of the passage is discussed by F. Neugebauer, 'Die Davidssohnfrage (Mark xii. 35-7 parr) und der Menschensohn', .VTS 21, 1974, pp. 81-108. He points out that as Son of man Jesus is presented as interpreter of the law, but 'Son of David' in Jewish thinking was bound by the law.
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Christian thinking on the messianic theme (particularly in the epistle to the Hebrews).
Prior to this incident Jesus was nevertheless acclaimed, as he entered Jerusalem with the words 'Hosanna! Blessed be he who comes in the name of the Lord! Blessed is the kingdom of our father David that is coming! Hosanna in the highest!' (Mk. 11:9). Matthew's account is more concise, summing up the clamour as 'Hosanna to the Son of David' (Mt. 21:15). Luke omits the reference to David and expresses it as 'Blessed is the King who comes in the name of the Lord' (Lk. 19:38). There is no doubt that the crowd's cry presupposes that they saw, however temporarily, Jesus as a Davidic king. In considering the consciousness of Jesus regarding his office, the significant feature in all the accounts is that Jesus did not reject the ascription, although directly challenged to do so by his critics. It is only Matthew, incidently, who links the Davidic kingship with οτ prediction (Zc. 9:9).94
John
^
In the Johannine account of the entry into Jerusalem there is no mention
of David, but of him 'who comes in the name of the Lord, even the King
of Israel'. (Jn. 12:13). The same passage from Zechariah is cited as in
Matthew's account and there can be no doubt that Davidic kingship is
implied. There is, however, one passage in John which bears on the idea
of Jesus as Son of David, although the title is not used. Some of the people
in discussing the position of Jesus were asking, 'Has not the scripture said
that the Christ is descended from David, and comes from Bethlehem, the
village where David was?' (Jn. 7:42). The question itself reveals popular
ignorance about the birthplace of Jesus, which is not surprising. But it
accords well with the synoptic evidence that Jesus was born in Bethlehem
and with the Davidic origin of the Messiah. The fact that some wanted to
arrest Jesus on the grounds that he might after all be the Messiah shows
their fears that he might fulfil the conditions. It is not improbable that
some reports were circulating about his origins.
Acts
In the account of Paul's speech at Antioch in Pisidia in Acts 13:22ff., an assertion is made about the Davidic origin of Jesus. After a reference to the οτ story of God's choice of David as king, Paul is recorded as saying, Of this man's posterity God has brought to Israel a Saviour, Jesus, as he promised.' Davidic descent was again regarded as important, presumably
94 It should be noted that at the trial of Jesus, the charge that he claimed to be Son of David in a messianic sense did not form part of the accusation. It would not in itself be regarded as blasphemous (cf. F. F. Bruce, This is That (1968), p. 81). In using the language of Daniel at his trial (Mk. 14:62), Jesus went beyond the Son of David claim.
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because it carried with it the promise and fulfilment motif which was a powerful apologetic in the Christian approach to the Jews. In the earliest speech in Acts, much is made of David (2:25ff.), and the same passage from Psalm 110 is cited as was used by Jesus himself (2:34ff.).95 In this case Jesus is specifically identified as David's Lord.
Paul
The Son of David motif is not prominent in Paul's letters, nor indeed in the rest of the nt. But there are a few indications. In the introduction to his Roman letter, where Paul is thought by some to be including a primitive statement of theology (so Dodd),96 he refers to 'the gospel concerning his Son, who was descended from David according to the flesh' (Rom. 1:3).97 The words 'according to the flesh' (kata sarka) in this statement draw attention specifically to human descent, and are in line with Paul's as​sumptions elsewhere about the perfect humanity of Jesus.98 It seems prob​able that the 'seed of David'99 was an important part of the earliest Christian approach to an understanding of Jesus. As a Jew Paul would recognize that messianic status was implied in a belief that Jesus was descended from the royal line of David.100 The kingship motif is developed in other ways, but the basis is found in the fulfilment of the prophetic hope in a coming scion of the house of David.101
In another passage of a credal type (2 Tim. 2:8), a similar emphasis on Davidic descent is found and is stated to be an integral part of the gospel. It is certainly significant that in this passage the two prongs of the gospel
[image: image2.png]5 1 should be noted that if those scholaes are right who see the resurrection of Jesus as an enshronement
(f ). H. Hayes, ‘The Resurccection as Enthronement and the earlest church Cheistology', I 22. 1968
pp. 342(F.. it would carry with it more indirect conmections in Acts with the royal messianisim theme. CJ.
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in Studies in Luke-Acts (ed. L. E. Keck andj. L. Martyn, 1966), pp. 186ff.
% C. H. Dodd, The Apostolic Preaching and its Developments (21963), p. 14. Dodd argues that the language
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1971, pp. 264-275.
98 In his article, 'Jesus - Flesh and Spirit: An Expositon of Romans i. 3-4', JT5 24, 1973, pp. 40-68, J. D. G. Dunn argues that kata sarka means that Paul treats Davidic sonship in a somewhat pejorative manner as a defective understanding of Jesus. He further maintains that Jesus became Son of God through the Spirit.
yy The form ek spermatos Daveid follows the ancient traditional pattern in genealogies (cf. Hahn, The Titles of Jesus in Christology, p. 247).
11X1 D. C. Duling, 'The Promises to David and their Entrance into Christianity', NTS, 20, 1973, pp. 55-77, discuses the significance of the promises found in οτ and in late Jewish literature and finds echoes of the idea in the nt. According to him the point of entry of the promise tradition into early Christianity is Rom. 1:3-4. He finds evidence of it in 2 Cor. 6:4-7:1, although David is not mentioned. But 2 Sa. 7:14 lies behind the passage. Duling regards 2 Tim. 2:8 as later Christian tradition.
101 F. J. Leenhardt, Romans (Eng. trans. 1961 from CNT, 1957), p. 36, considers that the Davidic origin of the Messiah was a postulate of faith. According to him, 'the name of David sums up the whole history of Israel and expresses the hope that one day it will find a glorious fulfilment'.
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are said to be that Jesus was (i) risen from the dead and (ii) descended from
David.
The rest of the New Testament
In the letter to the Hebrews, the writer assumes that his readers will know that Jesus was descended from Judah, since this is why he goes to such lengths to expound another order of priesthood which did not depend on Aaronic descent (Heb. 7:14). It is in Revelation that Davidic descent is again specifically implied in the title 'Root of David' whichjs-applied to Jesus (Rev. 5:5; 22:16).102 In the first of these occurrences the name comes-άη a liturgical passage and is linked with the title 'Lion of the tribe of Judah'. Since in this case the conquering aspect is stressed, the Davidic kingship is unmistakable. In the message to one of the seven churches Jesus is intro​duced as 'the true one, who has the key of David' (Rev. 3:7), which must be understood as expressing his royal authority.
SERVANT
x
Although the title 'Servant of God' was never used by Jesus and is never attributed to him by the evangelists, it seems to have become a conviction in early Christian belief and must therefore be considered as a contribution to Christology. Reference will be made to the suffering servant idea in the discussion on the meaning of the Son of man title, but it is necessary here to examine the probability that Jesus was conscious of fulfilling the role of the servant. In this section our main concern will be to focus on the servant concept itself. The suffering aspect will be more fully dealt with in the section on the work of Christ.
The Old Testament background
Since the idea of the servant of God comes directly from the servant songs in Isaiah, these are the obvious passages to comb for background infor​mation, but there are some preliminary considerations to take into account. The Greek expression pais Theou can mean either 'child of God' or 'servant of God', the latter being the meaning in the majority of cases in the intertestamental period. This carries on the strongly attested οτ usage of 'ebed or 'ebed Yahweh, i.e. the use of 'servant' in a religious sense. Zim-merli103 gives five different ox uses: (i) the humble self-description of the pious in the presence of God, (ii) 'servants of Yahweh' in the plural as denoting the pious, (iii) 'ebed Yahweh in the singular as a description of
102 In discussing the references to David in the book of Revelation, Hahn considers the statements to refer to the future office ofjesus (op. cit., pp. 244ff). But he comes to this conclusion only by setting aside the reference to the slain lamb. There is, however, no justification for doing this.
1113 Cf. W. Zimmerli and J. Jeremias, The Servant of Cod (Eng. trans. 1957), pp. 44ff.
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Israel, (iv) 'ebed Yahweh as a title for specially distinguished instruments of God, and (v) the servant of God as denoting Messiah, which is found only in the form 'my servant' where God is the speaker. These different uses prepare the way for an understanding of the Isaianic servant passages.104 As a background to the nt use we are concerned with this special οτ person who is referred to in the songs known as the servant songs (Is. 42:1-4; 49:1-6; 50:4-9; 52:13—53:12). There has been much debate over whether the servant in these songs is an individual or represents Israel collectively. It is beyond our purpose here to examine the matter and we must be content to observe that both interpretations are possible and would have been compatible in Hebrew thought. Both aspects may have contributed to the nt application of the passages to Jesus Christ, although the individual concept seems more probable. Certainly the task of the servant in these passages is more intelligible if an individual who is called by God and endowed with his Spirit is in mind. He is to restore Israel and will establish justice among the people. Moreover his mission will be universal (cj. Is. 49:5ff), to declare his judgment among the nations. To achieve his end he must expect suffering which is, however, vicarious in nature.
We need to enquire to what extent the later Jews appreciated the sig​nificance of the coming servant of the Lord. There is difference of opinion over whether they conceived of a suffering servant, but the evidence does not support a general expectation of a suffering Messiah.105 That suffering, if sent by God, had atoning value was acknowledged in the Talmud.106 But this idea was never specifically ascribed to the Messiah in pre-Christian times. Indeed there is a striking absence of the use of the title 'servant of God' of the Messiah in late Jewish literature. He is, however, addressed a few times by G»d as 'my servant'.1"7 Jeremias108 makes three points in summing up the messianic interpretation of the Isaianic servant in Palesti​nian Judaism. (1) It was limited to Isaiah (42: Iff., 43:10; 49:lf., 6f; 52:13ff.). (ii) In the case of 42:lff. and 52:13ff. messianic interpretation is constant from pre-Christian times, (iii) 'As far as the messianic interpretation of the 'suffering' in Isa. 53:1-12 is concerned, this can again be traced back with
11)4 Zimmerli, op. cit.. p. 50, concludes that 'servant of God' as a real title for the Messiah never existed in Judaism.
llb Cf. E. Lohse, Martyrer und Gotcesknecht, FRLAI\'T, n.f. 46 (1955), pp. 64ff, who admits some idea of an atoning significance in death, because such an idea had a connection with Is. 53.
'* Cf. W. D. Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism (1948), pp. 262ff. He points out that passages attesting the atoning efficacy of suffering are plentiful in rabbinic writings. E. P. Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism, p. 170, states that although sacrifices may atone for sins, suffering is more effective because it is more costly. It should be noted, however, that suffering and punishment were also linked in Rabbinic thought. For a similar idea of Qumran literature, cf. 1 QS 8:3f.
1117 Cf. Ezk. 34:23f; 37:24f; Zc. 3:8; 4 Ezr. 7:28; 13:32; 37:52; 14:9; 7:28; Syr. Bar. 70:9; Targ. Is. 42:1; 43:10; 52:13; Targ. Zc. 3:8; Targ. Ezk. 34:23f: 37:24f.
108 In W. Zimmerli and J. Jeremias, op. cit.. p. 77.
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great probability to pre-Christian times.' Jeremias109 cites several passages from Jewish writings in support of the view that the Messiah suffers vicariously to expiate the sins of Israel. But the third point has been vigorously challenged.110
The evidence from Qumran, while not explicit, suggests a continuing belief in the inevitability of suffering linked with echoes of the servant songs of Isaiah. Longenecker111 makes the following three points: (i) The psalmist in the Hymns of Thanksgiving (The Teacher of Righteousness) was conscious of being God's servant, (ii) In pursuing the divine will, the Teacher and the community recognized that persecution and suffering were their lot. (iii) They often expressed themselves in the language of the servant songs.
112
The synoptic gospels
There is evidence to show that the early church came to regard Jesus as the servant (cf. Acts 3:13, 26; 4:27-30). But the prior question is whether^Jesus thought of himself in terms of the servant and whether his contemporaries would have recognized it. We have seen good grounds for supposing that there was no clear background of a suffering Messiah. Nevertheless Mat​thew seems to have regarded Jesus in this light. We will first examine passages in which citations from the servant songs are applied to Jesus.
(i) After the healing of Peter's mother-in-law and many others, Isaiah 53:4 is cited by Matthew with one of his special introductory formulae stressing fulfilment (Mt. 8:17). This quotation is not made by Jesus, but it
lm W. Zimmerh and J. Jeremias, op. tit., p. 78. Among the passages cited are Test Β 3:8; Siphre Lev; B. Sahn 98b; Midr. Sam. 19:1; Pesiqt R. 31 and 36.
Some comment must be made in this context on the connection between the suffering servant theme and the binding of Isaac in Jewish writings. Cf. N. Hillyer, 'The Servant of God', EQ 41, 1969, pp. 143-160. He produces evidence from both Jewish literature and the nt to support a strong connection between the two themes. He does not consider that the absence from the nt of clear-cut references to the binding of Isaac as an explanation of the atonement is a barrier. He thinks there is reason to suppose that Jesus may have been responsible for revealing the sacrifice of Isaac as a factor in the servant Christology. He finds ν some striking parallels between Gn. 22 and 1 Pet. 1:1-12. For the idea of the suffering servant of Is. 53 as viewed as a new Isaac, cf. R. A. Rosenberg, 'Jesus, Isaac and the Suffering Servant', JBL 84, 1965, pp. 381 ff. He suggests that the background might be the ritual of the humiliation of the king known to have been practiced in Babylon and Syria. Cf. also H. J. Schoeps, 'The Sacrifice of Isaac in Paul's theology', JBL 65, 1946, pp. 385ff; idem, Paul: the Theology of the Apostle in the Light of the History of Jewish Religion (Eng. trans. 1961), pp. 141ff. J. E. Wood, 'Isaac Typology in the New Testament', NTS 14, 1968, pp. 583ff., sets out the possible allusions to this motif in the nt.
110 Cf. M. Rese, 'Uberprufung einiger Thesen von Joachim Jeremias zum Thema des Gottesknechtes im Judentum', ZTK, 60, 1963, pp. 21—41. Rese considers that Jeremias has combined the concept of the suffering servant with the Davidic Messiah and has not sufficiently shown that suffering formed an essential part of Messiah's office.
111 R. N. Longenecker, The Christology of Early Jewish Christianity, p. 105.
112 For a fuller treatment of the Qumran evidence on the servant theme, cf. W. H. Brownlee, BASOR 132, 1953, pp. 8ff.; 135, 1954, pp. 33ff.; F. F. Bruce, This is That, pp. 91ff.
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reflects Matthew's own awareness of a messianic fulfilment. Because there is no mention here of expiation from sins, M. Hooker113 denies that Jesus or his earliest followers identified Jesus as the servant. But even without the expiatory element, the connection between the servant's work and sicknesses is clearly reflected in the healing ministry of Jesus. That healing ministry was not considered to be expiatory in early Christian thought.
(ii) Another quotation included by Matthew, introduced by the same formula as the previous one, is found in Matthew 12:18—21. It is an exten​sive passage from Isaiah 42:1-4. It follows the statement that Jesus exhorted his followers whom he had healed not to make him known. The servant passage speaks of the refusal of the servant to wrangle or cry aloud. Admittedly there is again no emphasis on suffering, but it seems undeniable that Matthew was identifying Jesus in his mind with Isaiah's servant.114
It is clearly important to consider whether Jesus thought of himself in terms of the Isaianic servant of the Lord. In his teaching recorded in the synoptic gospels the only direct quotation from the servant songs is found in Luke 22:37; here Jesus appeals to Isaiah 53:12, with a strongly worded fulfilment formula, which is emphasized by reiteration. This strong fulfil​ment motif suggests a firm consciousness on Jesus' part that the οτ servant figure was in some way being fulfilled in him. Admittedly the context is difficult, for Jesus suggests that the disciples should prepare for other more violent tactics to be used against them. He himself would soon be numbered among the transgressors, precisely as the servant of the Lord in Isaiah. But was he advocating armed resistence? This is so totally alien to his teaching in general that either the saying must be considered unauthentic115 or else must be interpreted in a metaphorical way.116 This latter must be considered more probable, -since the former explanation would itself raise an insoluble problem over why the Christian tradition ever preserved so enigmatic a saying. Those who adopt the former alternative then claim to have removed all trace that Jesus ever thought of himself as the servant.
But not all of those who accept the authenticity of the saying agree that the citation shows that Jesus saw his role as the servant as involving vicarious suffering. If it is maintained that only passages which connect the servant songs with vicarious suffering are to be regarded as valid evidence that Jesus was claiming to fulfil the Isaianic servant, Luke 22:37 would have
113 M. Hooker, Jesus and the Servant (1959), p. 83. She maintains that Mt. 8:16-17, far from proving that Jesus was thought of as one who suffered for the sins of others, points in the opposite direction.
114 For a general view of Jesus as Servant, cj. B. Gerhardsson, 'Gottes Sohn, als Diener Gottes. Messias, Agape und Himmels - herrschaft nach dem MatthSusevangelium', StTh 27, 1973, pp. 73-106.
115 CJ. J. M. Creed, Luke (1930), p. 270.
116 F. F. Bruce, op. tit, p. 95, expresses the situation as follows: 'Their Master was about to be condemned as a law-breaker and they would find themselves outlaws . . . they might as well act the part properly; hence His reference to a sword.' When the disciples took the words too literally Jesus dropped the subject. Cf. also F. C. Burkitt, The Gospel History and its Transmission (1906), pp. 140ff.
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to be ruled out.117 But this is an unreasonable demand. The fact that Jesus applied any part of Isaiah 53 to himself raises a strong probability that he saw himself as fulfilling the whole role including the vicarious suffering. It cannot be said that the absence of mention of the suffering element is a bar to the self-identification of Jesus with the servant.118 It would seem that Luke 22:37 is a definite witness to the fact that Jesus thought of himself in such terms.
In addition to this citation there are certain allusions which must also be taken into account. Some of these belong to the discussion of the mission of Christ and will be mentioned again in the section on that theme. But the evidence has some bearing on Jesus' awareness of his own person and must be considered here. Some appeal strongly to Mark 10:45/Matthew 20:28 to support the servant concept, although it is strongly disputed by others.119 The idea of serving would naturally link with the Isaianic figure. Nevertheless there is a difference in that Isaiah's servant is servant of God, and Son of man in the Markan saying speaks of service to men. It would be safe to conclude that although Mark 10:45 does not demand the servant background, it makes good sense to see it there. There is, of course, no mention of ransom (lytron) in Isaiah 53, but there is a close connection between ransom and vicarious suffering. There is no great step from the servant making himself an offering (asdm) for sin (Is. 53:10), and the Son of man giving his life as a ransom (or equivalent substitute). Yet another pointer in the same direction is the use of'many' both in Isaiah 53:12 and in Mark 10:45.
Some reference must be made to the possibility of an allusion to the servant concept in the words of institution at the last supper (Mk. 14:24 et par). Although the major background is clearly Exodus 24 and Jeremiah 31, it is possible that Isaiah 53 may also have contributed. The references to the covenant, to the 'pouring out', and to the 'many' all find parallels in the servant songs. It is not too much to claim that Jesus is here giving a definite theological explanation of his own.120 His statement is a contribu-
117 Cf. M. Hooker, op. cit., p. 86. The latter takes an opposite line from J. Jeremias, 'pais Theou', TDNT 5, p. 716; W. Manson, Jesus the Messiah (1943), pp. 111,132; V. Taylor, Jesus and His Sacrifice (1937), pp. 190ff.
118 Cf. R. T. France, The Servant of the Lord in the Teaching of Jesus', TB, 19 (1968), pp. 26-52 (esp. 30-32), who argues from the use of Jesus in Lk. 22:37 of the Isaianic phrase 'was numbered with the transgressors' that the idea of vicarious suffering could not have been absent from the mind of Jesus. Moreover, the strong 'fulfilment' formula which introduces the citation suggests that Jesus identified himself with the one spoken of, i.e. the suffering servant.
119 There has been much discussion over the relevance of Mk. 10:45 to the servant discussion. C. K. Barrett, 'The Background of Mark 10:45', in New Testament Essays: Studies in Memory of T. W. Manson (ed. A. J. B. Higgins, 1959), pp. 1-18, argues for Dn. 7. But R. T. France, Jesus and the Old Testament, pp. 116ff, criticizes Barrett and concludes for Is. 53 as background to the saving.
120 For a succinct statement of views on this, cf. R. T. France (TB 19, 1968, pp. 37ff.). He concludes that we have here 'a deliberate theological explanation by Jesus of the necessity for His death, and it is not only
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Less certain, but nevertheless of some significance, are the predictions by Jesus of his sufferings (Mk. 9:12 and parallels). It cannot be maintained that all references to the suffering of Christ are indirect testimony to him as suffering servant, but where there is a specific reference to οτ fulfilment ('it is written'), it is not unreasonable to see an awareness on Jesus' part that the coming passion was predicted in Isaiah 53. A similar background of the Isaianic servant can be seen in the heavenly voice at the baptism of Jesus (Mt. 3:17, Mk. 1:11, Lk. 3:22), particularly in the expression 'My Son the Beloved' (ho huios mou ho agapetos)121 which may well be an echo of Isaiah 42:1.122
From the above evidence one other feature of the Servant concept may be noted, and that is the alignment with the Son of man. Special consider​ation will be given in a later section (pp. 276ff.) to the suffering aspect of the Son of man,123 but there can be no doubt that the parallels with the suffering servant idea are significant.124 There is no reason to think that the two ideas are mutually exclusive. They are, in fact, complementary.
John
Only one passage in the fourth gospel (i.e. 12:38) directly cites the servant songs. John is commenting on the people's lack of belief in Jesus in spite of the signs performed among them, and relates this lack of response to Isaiah 53:1, which he quotes verbatim from the lxx text. The context in which John places it contains no reference to suffering, but only to the obdurateness of the hearers. Does this mean that the passage can be dis​counted as evidence that Jesus was thought of in terms of the servant?125 It might well be so ft"~there were no supporting clues. The idea of Jesus'
drawn from Is. 53, but specifically refers to the vicarious and redemptive suffering which is the central theme of that chapter'.
121 In an article, 'Son of God or Servant ofYahweh?- A Reconsideration of Mark 1:11', NTS 15, 1968-9, pp. 326-336, I. H. Marshall refutes the view that in the baptismal account an original pais has been replaced by huios (see next note). He considers that it is more correct to say that Jesus is the Messiah because he is the Son of God, not vice versa.
122 M. D. Hooker, Jesus and the Servant, pp. 70ff, denies the allusion to Is. 42:1 on the grounds of its disagreement with the lxx. But see R. T. France's criticism of this view, op. cit., p. 40 n. 74. Jeremias, (The Servant of God, W. Zimmerli and J. Jeremias, p. 81), considers that the voice at the baptism was originally purely an echo of Is. 42:1. Many scholars link it with Ps. 2:7, but Jeremias thinks that before Mk. wrote, the pais mou of Is. 42:1 became clarified as huios mou on Hellenistic territory.
123 F. F. Bruce, This is That, pp. 97ff., maintains that the influence of the fourth Servant Song is seen in the gospels interwoven in large measure with the evidence for Jesus' use of the expression Son of man.
124 In spite of the claim by R. H. Fuller, The Foundations of New Testament Christohgy, pp. 118f, that H. Todt and M. D. Hooker have demolished the thesis that Jesus thought of himself as the servant of the Lord. In this work, Fuller expresses a different opinion from that advocated in his The Mission and Achievement of Jesus (1954), pp. 55ff.
123 Cf. M. Hooker, op. cit., p. 106, who says ofjn. 12:38, 'There is no indication that the author intended any identification of Jesus with the Servant'. She regards the passage as no more than a proof-text.
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lifting up being a glorification, which features in the immediately preceding passage (12:20-36), may well be indebted to the servant songs (cf. Is. 52:13).126 It cannot be maintained that the context of the citation is in no way connected with the theme of the passion. It might even be claimed that it is set where it is to act as a kind of prelude to the passion story.127 The baptism narrative in John (l:24ff.), as in the synoptics, may furnish other allusions to the servant theme. If the correct reading in John 1:34 is 'the chosen of God' (eklektos), attested as it is by some old mss, it would in all probability depend on Isaiah 42:1.128 But most editors prefer 'Son' as the more likely reading, in which case Psalm 2 is a more probable parallel. Greater weight can be given to the statement of John the Baptist in John 1:29, 36, where Jesus is declared to be the Lamb of God, a description which he did not deny. Since the Isaianic Servant was described in terms of a lamb (Is. 53:7), there is some probability that a connection of thought existed. Admittedly it is difficult to maintain that 'the Lamb of God' as a title was recognized as being equivalent to 'the servant of God'; but it is equally difficult to avoid the conclusion that the reference to the Lamb by John the Baptist carried overtones of the suffering servant of Isaiah.129N
Acts
The three passages in Acts where the word 'servant' is used as a description of Jesus (3:13, 26; 4:27-30) would seem to show the strong belief of the primitive community in the identification of Jesus as the servant of Isaiah.110
126 R. E. Brown, John (AB, 1966), p. 146, remarks that the statement that the Son must be lifted up (cf. Jn. 3:14) reflects the theme that the lifting up of Jesus was predicted in Scripture, especially in Is. 52-53. Brown considers that the use of Is. 53:1 in Jn. 12:38 explains the rejection of Jesus, on the grounds that Is. 53 is the song par excellence of the rejected and despised.
127 M. Hooker, op. cit, p. 106, although considering the lifting-up theme in Jn. 3:14; 8:28; 12:32, minimizes its importance by commenting that it reflects the meditation of a mystic and tells us nothing about the use of the servant theme in the early church.
128 Of· Jeremias, (The Servant of God, W. Zimmerli and J. Jeremias, p. 82), who cites Jn. 1:34 in support of his contention that pais was the original form of the words in the baptismal saying from heaven. Both Lindars, John (NCB, 1972), p. 140, and Marshall, NTS 15, 1968-9, p. 330, criticize Jeremias' use of the evidence.
129 It must be noted that amnos, the word used for lamb in both Is. 53: 7 (lxx) and injn. 1:29 is not used elsewhere in the nt as a title for Christ. On the other hand, in the Apocalypse of John the word union is used repeatedly as a title for Christ. M. Hooker, op. cit., pp. 103ff, maintains that since amnos is not used elsewhere as a title for Christ, it is improbable that it is so used in Jn. 1:29 as an equivalent for servant. Jeremias (The Servant of God, W. Zimmerli and J. Jeremias, pp. 82f.), takes a different view, seeing the Aramaic talya' behind amnos and then maintaining that its meaning is ambiguous, (i.e. lamb, boy or servant). There is a difference between Isaiah's lamb which ii shorn and Jn. 1:29 where the lamb is clearly sacrificial in that it bears away sin, but there are certainly sacrificial features about the servant concept in Is. 53. For other comments on the linguistic debate over Jn. 1:29, cf. C. f. Burney, The Aramaic Origin of the Fourth Gospel (1922), pp. 104ff; and C. H. Dodd, The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel, pp. 235f; C. K. Barrett, John (21978), ad he., idem, 'The Lamb of God', NTS 1, 1955, pp. 21 Off.
130 For some who have supported this understanding of pais, cf. F. F. Bruce, The Acts of the Apostles (1951), pp. 107f; V. Taylor, The Atonement in New Testament Teaching (21945), pp. 18f.; J. Jeremias, TDNT, 5, pp. 705ff.
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The idea of pais Theou appears to be essentially Jewish and is therefore in keeping with early Jewish Christian usage in these Acts passages. But the identification with the servant songs has been disputed on the grounds that the word 'servant' is applied to David in Acts 4:25, as well as being applied to Jesus in 4:27, thus showing a general rather than a specific use (cf. also Lk. 1:69, where pais is also used of David).131 But since pais is twice used of Jesus in Acts 3, both times in the sense of a person whom God has specifically exalted, the conclusion is inescapable that Luke is recording a specific identification and not merely a general use. The reference in 3:13 (which contains an allusion to the exaltation of the servant in Is. 52:13), is to the suffering of Jesus at his trial, while that in 3:26 is to the servant's mission in turning people away from wickedness. Apart from these specific references to pais, Acts 8:32f. (= Is. 53:7-8) contains a direct quotation which .is applied specifically to Jesus, although no indication is given of how it was applied. No reference is made to sins. Taking a broad view of the evidence, it is not unreasonable to see in Acts an early recognition of the appropriateness of the servant idea as a description of Jesus. Having admitted this, however, an enigma remains. Why does the title Servant occur only in the first part of Acts? Moreover, why did it fail to capture the attention of other nt writers? Some suggestions will later be given on this point.
Paul
Several passages are of value in enabling us to determine to what extent Paul thought of Jesus as the suffering servant. He had received a tradition which directly linked the death of Christ with people's sins (1 Cor. 15:3), in precisely the sarfTe way as the suffering servant. Moreover, the phrase 'according to the scriptures' (kata tas graphas) stresses that it is an οτ fulfilment. Similarly the tradition of the institution of the last supper (1 Cor. 11:23-25) shows the link between the passion of Jesus and the broken bread and poured out wine. In such a passage as Philippians 2:6-11 some background of the suffering servant may be detected,132 particularly in his humiliation and obedience. Nevertheless no specific identification is made.133 There is however a close similarity between the Hebrew text of Isaiah 53 and the Philippian passage (see further discussion on pp. 345ff.).
131 Cf. M. D. Hooker, op. cit., p. 109: 'The fact that in Acts the title is used first of David and then of Jesus, suggests that no particular reference is intended.' This statement is true of Acts 4, but does not take into account Acts 3.
132 A. Feuillet, RB 72, 1965, pp. 325-360; 481-507; W. Zimmerli and J. Jeremias, The Servant of God, p. 97. This view is also advocated by J. T. Sanders, The New Testament Christological Hymns (1971), pp. 58ff. Jeremias sees the expression heauton ekendsen in Phil. 2:7 as directly related to Is. 53:12.
133 O. Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament, pp. 76f., discusses why Paul does not use the servant title for Jesus. He explains it by mentioning that the servant concept primarily relates to Christ's earthly work, whereas Paul's interests include Christ's exaltation. Hence his preference for kyrios.
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It is totally unacceptable to explain away this allusion to the suffering servant by maintaining that no mention is made of vicarious suffering nor of forgiveness of sins. It was common knowledge that Jesus in his death had suffered. Indeed, if this were not a well-known fact, we should have expected some explanation. In any case death on a cross is the supreme form of suffering. Admittedly no reference is made to forgiveness of sins, but the whole point of the passage is to promote humility, not to expound the atonement.
In two passages in Romans (4:25 and 8:32-34) similar ideas to the servant songs occur. In Romans 4:25 Jesus is said to be delivered (paredothe) for our trespasses and raised for our justification, and in 8:32 God is said to have given up (paredoken) his Son. In both cases the same verb is used as that found in Isaiah 53:6 (lxx). It is highly probable that Paul has been influenced in his language by his familiarity with Isaiah's servant songs. It is not necessary to suppose that had this been the case he would have been more specific in his use of the suffering servant concept. It should be noted that the one definite quotation in Paul's epistles from the servant so^igs occurs in Romans but is used in a non-Christological way (Rom. 15:21 = Is. 52:15 lxx).
The rest of the New Testament
In the letter to the Hebrews an allusion to Isaiah 53:12 (lxx) occurs in 9:28. The statement that Christ was offered once 'to bear the sins of many' is certainly reminiscent of Isaiah's language. It comes towards the end of the long section portraying Christ as high priest, who is also the victim. His death as a sacrificial offering has just been mentioned (9:26). The view of Jesus here is therefore of a suffering saviour.134 The idea behind the whole passage is clearly of the suffering servant as well as the high priest.
A more direct allusion to the suffering servant, identifying him with Jesus, is found in ί Peter 2:21-25. In this passage there are many allusions to Isaiah 53 (lxx); 1 Peter 2:22 = Isaiah 53:9; 1 Peter 2:24a = Isaiah 53:12; 1 Peter 2:24b = Isaiah 53:5; 1 Peter 2:25 = Isaiah 53:6. Although the order of the citations is changed there is no doubt that Peter must have had the Isaiah passage in mind in speaking of the sufferings of Christ.133 The whole passage is intended to illustrate the supreme example of suffering. This is a remarkable case of a practical problem (suffering) which led into a doc​trinal statement, expressed almost wholly in οτ language and reaching its climax in an explanation which is removed from the original theme. The
134 Cf. M. Hooker, Jesus and the Servant, p. 124, who concludes that the concept of Is. 53 'very probably' lies behind this passage.
135 Contra cf. M. Hooker, op. at, p. 125, who does not doubt that this passage is based on Is. 53, but who contends that the author first recalls the humiliation of Christ and this then leads on to an expositor] of Christ's sufferings in relation to sin.
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sufferings of Christ, although an example for all believers, are nevertheless differentiated from the sufferings of believers in being vicarious ('he bore our sins in his body on the tree'; see the section on the work of Christ, pp. 474ff.). Another passage in this epistle which is along similar lines is 1 Peter 3:18 ('he died, the just for (hyper) the unjust'). With this may be linked 1 Peter 1:10, 11 where the prophets are said to have been led by the Spirit when predicting the sufferings of Christ and the subsequent glory. There is no prophetical passage which does this more superbly than Isaiah 53, and it is therefore not surprising to find allusions to this chapter in subsequent sections of the epistle.
In the remaining nt books there are no allusions to the servant idea.136 The foregoing brief survey has shown that, although the idea seems to have played an important part in the consciousness of Jesus, it was not as dominant in early Christian thought. In later developments it gave way to other titles like 'Lord' and 'Son of God'. Yet it is sufficiently important for us to enquire into the significance of the servant idea for an understanding of nt Christology.
Its significance for Christology
The suffering servant clearly plays an important role in our understanding of the work of Christ, but our present purpose is to discover its function for the person of Christ. Some go as far as to speak of a servant Christol​ogy, but this tends to become restricting. It is better to speak of the contribution which the servant theme makes to the many facets of early Christology. Jeremias137 finds the following predicates made about Jesus from the servant theme: ho pais (the Servant), perhaps ho huios tou Theou (the Son of God), rUf amnos tou Theou (the Lamb of God), to arnion (the Lamb), ho eklektos, ho eklelegmenos (the Chosen One), ho agapetos (the Beloved), and ho dikaios (the Just). These are all descriptive names which may be derived from the servant songs. To these Jeremias adds hilasmos (propitiation or expiation, as in 1 Jn. 2:2; 4:10) from Isaiah 53:10, and the description of the servant as an intercessor. It may well be that Jeremias has claimed too much, but the contribution of the servant concept to the Christological theme is impressive. The derived titles are wholly in har​mony with the view that both Jesus and the earliest Christians recognized Jesus as the servant, but at the same time recognized that this concept on its own would never have been adequate for a full expression of the identity of Jesus. It rapidly gave rise to other ideas.
136 It has been maintained that the Lamb idea in Revelation is derived from Is. 52:13ff., although a different Greek word is used. Cf. V. Taylor The Atonement in New Testament Teaching (31958), p. 36; J. Jeremias, TD.VT, pp. 338ff. Against this view, cf. M. Hooker, op. dr., p. 126. Η. Β. Swete, The Apocalypse of Si John (21907), p. 78, suggested that a non-Lxx text of Isaiah may have been used, which could account for the different word for 'lamb'.
13/C/ Jeremias (The Servant of God, W. Zimmerli and J. Jeremias), pp. 94f.
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Some attention must be given to the probable reason for the fewness of the texts relating to the servant. It has been maintained that Jesus Only allowed himself to be known as the Servant in his esoteric and not in his public preaching'.138 This is probably true, but it does not explain why the servant concept is not more evident in the nt epistles. Another explanation is that it was a reaction to the redemptive idea of salvation in the contem​porary world. 'Probably, therefore, ideas current within both Judaism and Grecian religious philosophy regarding the nature of divine salvation must be credited in large measure for the muting of a suffering servant motif in the church' (Longenecker).139 It is certainly probable that Christians with a Gentile background would be less able to appreciate the significance of the servant concept, and that other ideas would be sought that could express the same truth in ways more readily understood.140 Although this explanation has much to commend it, Gentile Christians for whom the lxx was sacred scripture would surely not be unmindful of the significance of the servant songs. The cross might be foolishness to the unconverted Greek mind, but this cannot be postulated of Gentile converts.
One of the main problems of a discussion of this sort is that too muth emphasis tends to be placed on a quantitative assessment of evidence.141 But in the case of the servant concept this may lead to misleading conclu​sions. It must always be remembered that it is unreasonable to expect that all concepts will continually recur throughout the nt literature. In view of the comparatively small quantity of apostolic writings, quantitative evalu​ations of theological ideas are precarious. It is better to regard the servant concept as one of the many facets of the rich Christology of the early church, which particularly, although not exclusively, manifested itself among Jewish Christians. More will be said about the suffering servant later, for the idea is closely linked with the general idea of suffering (see pp. 440ff., 451, 461f).
Another factor which might be mentioned is that where echoes of the servant Christology occur in Paul, they are mainly in traditional or confes​sional passages. This also seems to apply to the writings of the apostolic fathers. At least this line of evidence excludes the possibility of a Hellenistic provenance for the idea.
138Jeremias, op. at., p. 104, citing M. Buber, 'Jesus und der Knecht', in Pro Regno, pro Sanctuario (Festschrift G. van der Leeuw, 1950), p. 74.
139 C/ R. Longenecker, The Christology of Early Jewish Christianity, p. 108. He views it against the scandal which the cross was to Jews and the foolishness to Greeks (1 Cor. 1:23).
140 Note that M. Hooker explains the absence of identification of Jesus as the servant, which she virtually claims for the whole nt, by simply declaring that the approach which presupposes the existence of a 'servant' is fundamentally false (op. cit., p. 158).
141 Cf. Longenecker's criticism of Hooker's method (op. tit., p. 106 n. 191). He bases his criticisms on the grounds of atomistic exegesis, a failure to see significance in the use of Is. 53 unless a suffering element is present, and neglect of circumstantial factors in explaining the lack of sustained interpretation of Is. 53.
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The idea of a coming prophet was strong in Jewish belief. It was based on Deuteronomy 18:15 which declares that the Lord will raise up a prophet like Moses.142 It is not surprising that the coming prophet came to be thought of in some circles as Moses redivivus. Running parallel to this was a belief in the return of Elijah. These ideas developed further into the belief that two prophets would come - Enoch and Elijah or Moses and Elijah.143 Such expectations together with one connected with the name of Jeremiah would explain the popular ideas about Jesus mentioned in the gospels.
It is not surprising in view of such a background that John the Baptist was regarded as a prophet, but the question arises whether he was con​sidered to be 'the eschatological prophet'. Since Jesus identified John the Baptist as the expected Elijah (Mt. ll:7f.)144 it is clear that he regarded John as a special prophet (i.e. more than a prophet). In this case the prophetic office was considered to involve not only the proclamation of the kingdom, but also the preparation for the Messiah. The gospels present John the Baptist in the role of the forerunner.
In considering the prophetic role of Jesus, we note several features which support the view that he was popularly regarded as fulfilling such a role. He was variously identified with John the Baptist, Elijah, Jeremiah, one of the prophets (Mk. 8:27f. = Mt. 16:14f. = Lk. 9:18f.).145 In Luke 4:24 Jesus indirectly applies the title to himself. There is much in the ministry of Jesus that fits into the prophetic role. His teaching ministry centred around the proclamation of the kingdom. He was addressed as rabbi, which showed that he was popularly regarded as an authoritative teacher, even although he was not officially recognized as such. Yet in his teaching ministry he went beyond the function of proclamation which the old prophets exer​cized. He was himself the eschatological prophet, the one who inaugurated a new era.
There are many reasons why the concept of prophet ceased to play a part in the post-Easter development of Christology. It proved an inadequate basis. Cullmann146 gives four reasons, (i) The prophet concept is one-sided
142 The importance of this passage for the early Christians is seen from the quotation of it by Peter in Acts 3:22 and by Stephen in Acts 7:37. In both places it is implied that Jesus is the coming prophet.
143 For details of these expectations, cf. O. Cullmann, Christology of the New Testament, pp. 16ff. For other discussions on Jesus as a prophet, cf. C. H. Dodd, Jesus as Teacher and Prophet', Mysterium Christi (ed. G. K. A. Bell, and A. Deissman, 1930), pp. 53-66; F. V. Filson, Jesus Christ the Risen Lord (1956), pp. 137ff; R. Meyer, Der Prophet aus Galitia (21970).
144 Cf. Cullmann, op. cit., p. 28, who maintains that although the fourth gospel shows John the Baptist as refusing to be identified with the coming eschatological prophet (i.e. Elijah, cf. Jn. 1:21), there is no real disagreement with the synoptics. Cullmann thinks that the evangelist is discouraging a wrong opinion of John the Baptist, i.e. as the final eschatological prophet, for if this opinion were true it would make the work of Messiah unnecessary.
145 Cf. also Mk. 6:15 (=Mt. 14:l-2=Lk. 9:7-8), where reports are given to Herod.
146 Cf. Cullmann, op. cit., pp. 45ff.
269
CHRISTOLOGY
in that it emphasizes the preaching ministry at the expense of other even more important aspects, especially the atoning death of Christ. The suf​fering servant idea is more expressive of the main purpose of the coming of Christ, (ii) The prophet idea does not admit of an interval of time between the earthly activity and the parousia. The Jewish coming prophet would inaugurate the kingdom after his preaching of repentance. The work of Jesus does not fit into that category, (iii) The prophet concept further does not fit into the framework of Jesus' future work. The prophet's work ceased when he had proclaimed the inauguration of the kingdom, but Jesus' present activity was inextricably linked with his future work, as completer of the kingdom, (iv) The prophet concept can take no account of Christ as a pre-existent being. For these reasons the concept of prophet (as also teacher) plays no significant part in nt Christology. The nearest approach is thejohannine Logos.
SON OF MAN
X
The synoptic gospels
Of all the titles appearing in the synoptic gospels 'Son of man' is both the most significant and the most enigmatic. It is moreover used only by Jesus himself, and the problem immediately arises over what he meant by it. A more basic consideration even than this arises from the view of some scholars that some or all of the statements in the gospels cannot be regarded as authentic.147 If this kind of approach is valid, the use of the title Son of man can tell us nothing about Jesus' view of himself, only about how the early church came to describe him. An intermediary view is that the sayings are authentic, but refer to someone other than Jesus.
Emerging from the continuous debate and the massive amount of liter​ature are five possible approaches to the Son of man designation, (i) The Son of man sayings in each category (listed on pp. 275ff.) may be authentic and therefore reveal Jesus' view of his own identity.148 (ii) The Son of man
147 For useful surveys of discussion on the Son of man question, if. C. C. McCown, 'Jesus, Son of Man: A Survey of recent discussion', JR 28, 1948, pp. 1-12. A. J. B. Higgins, 'Son of Man - Forschittty since "The Teaching of Jesus" ', New Testament Essays: Studies in Memory ofT. W. Manson (ed. A. J. B. Higgins), pp. 119-135; R. Marlow, The Son of Man in Recent Journal Literature', CBQ 28, 1966, pp. 20-39; I. H. Marshall, 'The Synoptic Son of man Sayings in Recent Discussion', NTS 12, 1966, pp. 327-351; F. H. Borsch, The Son of Man in Myth and History (1967), pp. 21-34; O. Michel, 'Der Menschensohn. Die eschatologische Hinweisung. Die apokalyptische Aussage. Bemerkungen zum Menschensohn - Verstandnis des N.T.' ThZ 27, 1971, pp. 81-104. J. N. Birdsall, 'Who is the Son of Man?', EQ 42, 1970, pp. 7-17, gives a useful review of the studies of H. E. Todt, The Son of Man in the Synoptic Tradition (Eng. trans. 1965); A. J. B. Higgins, Jesus and the Son of Man (1964), R. H. Fuller, The Foundations of New Testament Christology (1965); M. Hooker, The Son of Man in Mark (1967); and F. Borsch, The Son of Man in Myth and History. Cf. also C. F. D. Moule's review of Todt's book in Theology 69, 1966, pp. 174ff.
148 So O. Cullmann, The Christohgy of the Neu> Testament, pp. 137-192; V. Taylor, The Names of Jesus (1953), pp. 25-35; C. E. B. Cranfield, Mark ICGTC, 1959), pp. 272ff; I. H. Marshall, 'The Son of Man in Contemporary Debate', EQ 42, 1970, pp. 67-87; idem, NTS 12, 1966, pp. 327-351.
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sayings are all community products and do not reflect Jesus' view of himself.149 (iii) The Son of man sayings which refer to the future are alone authentic, but these refer to someone other than Jesus.150 (iv) The Son of man sayings which refer to the future are alone authentic, but Jesus thought of himself as the heavenly Son of man to be revealed at the consummation of the present age.151 (v) The Son of man sayings which refer to Jesus' earthly life are alone authentic.152 It will at once be seen that these views differ according to the different views about the authenticity of the whole or part of the traditions.
These differences are generally determined not so much by scientific exegesis of the texts, as by the view of early Christian history held by the various scholars. If, for instance, it be maintained that the Christian church created the sayings, this opinion will clearly govern the interpretation of the texts. But the theory that Christians themselves started thinking of Jesus as Son of man runs into considerable problems; for in that case there is no reasonable explanation of the fact that the title drops out of the names for Jesus used by the apostles and was, therefore, not dominant in early Christian traditions. It is incredible that the early Christians should invent a name for Jesus himself to use and then never use it themselves as an appellative for him. It makes better sense to maintain that the title was used by Jesus as recorded in the synoptic gospels, but was displaced by other titles in early Christian thought.153 Two possible reasons have been given for such displacement: (i) because in the Greek world the title could mean only the humanity of Jesus, and (ii) because of the possible inappropriate-ness of the title until the Son of man's work was finished (i.e. at the end of the age).134 On the other hand the words might well have been regarded as meaningless. In tte following survey of the evidence we shall discuss the linguistic problem, the probable origin of the idea, the grouping of the sayings, their consistency, and their most likely meaning for the mind of Jesus.
145 So P. Vielhaucr, 'Jesus und der Menschcnsohn', ZTK 60, 1963, pp. 133-177; Η. Μ. Teeple, 'The Origin of the Son of Man Christology', JBL 84, 1965, pp. 213-250; N. Perrin, Rediscovering the Teaching of Jesus (1967), pp. 164-199.
150 So R. Bultmann, TXT 1, pp. 28ff.; G. Bornkamm, Jesus of Nazareth (1960), pp. 228ff; Η. Ε. Todt, op. at.; F. Hahn. The Titles of Jesus in Christology pp. 15-53; A, J. B. Higgins, op. cit.
151 A. Schweitzer, The Quest of the Historical Jesus (1906, Eng. trans. 31954); J. Jeremias, NTT 1 (1971), pp. 257-275.
152 E. Schweizer, 'Der Menschensohn', ZNW 50, 1959, pp. 185-209; idem, 'The Son of Man', JBL 79, 1960, pp. 119-129; idem, 'The Son of Man Again', NTS 9, 1963, pp. 256fff.
153 It has been argued by W. Stott, 'Son of Man' - A Title of Abasement', ExT 83, 1972, pp. 278ff., that it was because the title was not a title of honour that the early Christians dropped it, out of reverence for Jesus.
b4 Cf. Longenecker, The Christology of Early Jewish Christianity, pp. 91f He says, 'It is only in those portions where suffering and glory are brought together on the part of his people, and Jesus is portrayed as standing with his afflicted saints (i.e. Acts 7:56; Rev. 1:13; 14:14), that he is spoken of in terms of the Son of Man.'
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The linguistic problem. The probable Aramaic basis for the title would be bar Knds (or bar nndsd).1K This would, however, generally denote 'man', but could be an alternative usage for the first person. If the Aramaic meant no more than man in general, the phrase could not have been used by Jesus in the sense of a particular man, whether himself or someone else. Although there are a few of the sayings in the gospels which could conceivably be understood as referring to mankind in general, however, the majority could not possibly be taken in this way.156 In this case it is clear that an attempt to prejudge the issue on purely linguistic grounds is unsatisfactory. The suggestion that in Aramaic the phrase would simply mean Τ is more easily applied to the sayings in the gospels and would support the view that in every case Jesus was referring to himself. In this case the use by Jesus of the title would mean that he was referring to himself in an exclusive sense - he and no-one else among men.157
Another possibility is that the original form of the phrase would draw attention both to man in general and to a particular representative.158 In this case its use by Jesus would focus attention on himself as the represen​tative man. Many scholars, who consider that behind the usage of Jesus is an apocalyptic Son of man, trace this idea back to Daniel 7:13.1:>9 It could be maintained that in apocalyptic contexts160 the phrase may have had a titular usage which it would not otherwise have had.
The linguistic usage is not conclusive. Although no firm basis exists for maintaining that the title could have been used in an Aramaic form, it is valuable to note that the phrase would predominantly denote a person as man. This representative character of the phrase is of particular importance in deciding its probable meaning in the mind of Jesus.161 At the same time it must be recognized that Jesus was saying things which were true for himself as man, which did not apply to man in general.
'" Cf. the appendix by G. Vermes, in M. Black's An Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and Acts (31967), pp. 310-328. M. Black (p. 328) does not agree with Vermes that the Aramaic barnash is not suitable for messianic use. Cf. also R. E. C. Formesyn, 'Was there a pronominal connection for the "barnasha" selfdesignation?', NovT 8, 1966, pp. 1-35.
156 Cf. M. Black, The "Son of Man" Passion Sayings in the Gospel Tradition', ZNW 60, 1969, pp.Iff; idem, The Son of Man Problem in Recent Research and Debate', BJRL 45, 1963, pp. 305-318.
1:)7 Cf. Vermes, op. cit., pp. 316ff.
158 Cf. J. Jeremias, 'Die alteste Schicht der Menschensohn-Logien', ZNW 58, 1968, p. 165 n. 9; A. Gelston, Ά Sidelight on the "Son of Man" ', SJT 22, 1969, p. 189 n. 2.
159 C. F. D. Moule, The Origin of Christology (1977), pp. 12ff, argues strongly from the invariable use of the article with the Son of man in the gospels that it must point to some particular Son of Man, i.e. the one mentioned in Dn.. 7.
160 For a study of the Son of man in Jewish apocalyptic, cf. C. Colpe, TDNT, 8, pp. 420-430. Colpe points out that Judaism interpreted the Son of man in Dn. 7 messianically, although the title was changed usually to Son of the Clouds. Cf. also G. Dalman, The Words of Jesus, pp. 234ff.
161 Cf. Longenecker, op. cit, pp. 85f., who agrees with Vermes' conclusions except his view that Son of man could not have been used with messianic import in pre-Christian times. In this he sides with M. Black, citing the latter's conclusion that the term was fitted both to conceal and to reveal (cf. M. Black, op. cit., p. 329).
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The probable origin. There are a variety of theories about the pre-Christian use and significance of the title Son of man.162 The importance of such a discussion is the contribution it can make to our defining the contemporary understanding of the term in the time of Jesus. Since it was a term which he so deliberately chose to use and used so frequently when addressing popular audiences, or his disciples or even his enemies, it is essential to enquire not only what it meant to himself, but also what it meant to his hearers. It is usual to find evidence of the background in three main Jewish sources - Daniel 7, the Similitudes of Enoch,163 and the Apocalypse of Ezra. It should be noted that the phrase 'son of man' is used many times in addressing Ezekiel, but this is not significant in relation to the synoptic usage.164 Similarly the reference to 'son of man" in Psalm 8:4—6 is parallel to 'man' and is used to contrast man in his weakness with the power of God,163 who nevertheless has crowned man with glory (cf. also Ps. 80:17-19).166
Of the three main sources, the evidence from 4 Ezra 13 can be discounted for our purpose since it is not pre-Christian in date. The Enoch passage in which the title appears (37-71) is in all probability not pre-Christian since there is no evidence for these sections in the extant portions of Enoch found in the Qumran library. It is precarious therefore to place weight upon them for the interpretation of the synoptic usage. This leaves us with Daniel 7 as the sole pre-Christian source, but there has been much debate about the significance of this reference. In the passage itself 'son of man' stands in direct relationship to 'the saints of the Most High'. The latter phrase is generally taken to refer to the pious in Israel, but the alternative
162 Cf, P. C. Hodgson, The Son of Man and the Problem of Historical Knowledge', JT 41, 1961, pp. 91-108; J. A. Emerton, The Origin of the Son of Man Imagery', JTS, n.s. 9, 1958, pp. 225-242; S. S. Smalley, The Johannine Son of Man Sayings', NTS 15, 1968-9, pp. 278-301; W. O. Walker, The Origin of the Son of man concept as Applied to Jesus', JBL 91, 1972, pp. 482ff; O. Michel, 'Der Menschensohn. Die eschatologische Hinweisung. Die apokalyptische Aussage. Bemerkungen zum Menschensohn-Ver-standnis des NT.', TO727, 1971, pp. 81-104.
163 O. Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament, pp. 140f, gives some credence to the connection of the Son of man with the occurrence of the expression in Enoch, and concludes that it was known in esoteric Jewish circles, He recognizes, nonetheless, that this evidence is late.
164 Yet compare G. S. Duncan, Jesus, Son of Man (1947), pp. 145f. C. H. Dodd, According to the Scriptures (1952), p. 117 n., does not include Ezckicl in the testimoma. But A. Richardson, TN'T, pp. 128f, includes the Ezekiel evidence as a contribution to the understanding of Son of man.
165 W. O. Walker, Jr, The Origin of the Son of Man Concept as applied to Jesus', JBL 91, 1972, pp. 482ff, discuses the contribution, not only of Ps. 8, but also of Ps. 110. Cf. also J. Bowker, The Son of Man', JTS, n.s. 28, 1977, pp. 19-48, for a discussion of the possible sources of Son of man in the sayings of Jesus. He inclines to the meaning 'man subject to death'.
16e For the view that Ps. 80 was the 'catalyst' in the development of the Son of man concept rather than Dn. 7, cf. O. J. F. Seitz, The Future Coining of the Son of Man: Three Midrashic Formulations in the Gospel of Mark'. StEv 6, 1973, pp. 478ff. C. H. Dodd, According to the Scriptures, pp. H)lf., expresses a similar view. But C. F. D. Moule, The Origin of Christology, pp. 25f., is not convinced by Seitz's argument and still maintains that Dn. 7 is more likely. Cf. D. Hill's discussion of the Ps. 80 passage in ' "Son of Man" in Ps. 80: 17', NovT 15, 1973, pp. 261ff.
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view has been put forward that they were angelic beings.167 The former is more natural, but raises the question in what sense 'son of man' can be understood corporately. Does the Daniel passage rule out an individual? Again, opinions differ, but since the title undoubtedly later came to be interpreted in an individual sense, it seems likely that the Daniel passage was not intended in an exclusively corporate sense. The son of man here seems to be representative of the people of God; if this is correct it has a bearing on the synoptic usage, but is clearly less than a developed messianic use of the title.
It has been suggested that Daniel's usage was influenced by non-biblical ideas, mythological and speculative.168 But the evidence appealed to in the Avestas, in Babylonian and Egyptian mythology, in rabbinic theologizing on the Adam theme or gnostic speculation about the primal man is far removed from Daniel's son of man. So also is the idea that it is derived from Canaanite Baal worship.169 There is no hope that the introduction of such obscurities may shed light on the meaning of the synoptic Son of man. It is better to suppose that Jesus himself invested the term with^his own interpretation of Daniel's usage.
One facet of Daniel's vision which is important is the statement that the Son of man came on the clouds of heaven to the Ancient of Days. Does this mean that a heavenly figure is in mind? By the time of the Similitudes of Enoch170 'son of man' is conceived of as a pre-existent heavenly figure who will come to judge and overthrow the enemies of God, which shows that Daniel's term was then understood as a heavenly and not an earthly figure. The problem is that no evidence exists that these Similitudes reflect the general interpretation at the time of Jesus and his contemporaries. It is probable that they represent a restricted viewpoint. In short, it is clear that background studies, apart from Daniel, provide little positive guidance about the real significance of the synoptic Son of man. The two aspects
167 Cf. M. Hooker, The Son of Man in Mark, p. 13, who discusses the proposal of R. H. Charles that 'the saints' refer to the faithful in Israel who are to be transformed into supernatural beings, (cf. his commentary on Daniel, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Daniel (1929), p. 187). In a detailed footnote (n, 3), Morna Hooker discusses M. Noth's view that the 'saints' are not Israelites but heavenly beings, but concludes that in its present form Dn. 7 seems to use the term 'saints of the Most High' to refer to the righteous within Israel. Cf. also D. S. Russell, The Method and Message of Jewish Apocalyptic (1964), pp. 324ff.
A more recent writer, J. J. Collins, has maintained that the One like a son of man' in Dn. 7 primarily symbolizes the angelic host and its leader, although including faithful Jews in so far as they are associated with the heavenly host in the eschatological era, 'The Son of Man and the Saints of the Most High in the Book of Daniel', JBL 93, 1974, pp. 50-66.
168 See Colpe's examination, TDNT, 1 pp. 408ff. Colpe classes all these suggestions under the general heading of untenable hypotheses, except the Canaanite theory which he favours.
lf>lij. A. Emerton, JTS n.s. 9, 1958, pp. 225-242, interprets the Dn. 7 passsage in terms of enthronement, and sees in this some Canaanite influence. He thinks this explains the eschatological role of the Son of man.
170 Sim. Enoch 46:48. 62:6-16; 69:26-29.
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which are of some importance in Daniel's vision are the future coming on the clouds (which finds parallels in the synoptic sayings about the future) and the fact that 'saints' are first afflicted before being glorified (a motif which occurs in the Son of man sayings about the passion).171
Classification of the synoptic Son of man sayings. It is usual to group the sayings according to their reference (i) to the work of the Son of man on earth, (ii) to the suffering of the Son of man, and (iii) to the future glorification of the Son of man. Although this classification is not fool​proof72 and can in fact lead to an over-analytical approach to the evidence, it is helpful to use some kind of grouping to reduce the evidence to manageable proportions.
(i) The first group consists of the following passages: Mark 2:10 (= Mt. 9:6; Lk. 5:24) and Mark 2:28 (= Mt. 12:8; Lk. 6:5).173 In Mark 2:10 the Son of man claims authority to forgive sins, and in Mark 2:28 he claims authority to be Lord of the sabbath. In both cases Jesus faced criticism from the religious leaders, who must have recognized that he was referring to himself in claiming this authority.
Other cases where the title is used in describing Jesus' manner of living are Matthew 11:19 (= Lk. 7:34), where his special habits are mentioned (eating and drinking with others), and Matthew 8:20 (= Lk. 9:58), where the Son of man has nowhere to lay his head (i.e. no settled dwelling place). Again these sayings are intelligible only when seen as a description of Jesus himself. In the Beelzebub controversy, Jesus says that a word against the Son of man will be forgiven, but not against the Holy Spirit (Mt. 12:32 = Lk. 12:10) and the context shows that Jesus himself must have been intended by the titler-Jn the explanation of the parable of the sower (or soils), the sower is identified as the Son of man who sows his seed in the world (Mt. 13:37). In Jesus' answer to Zacchaeus' offer to restore four-fold what he had falsely taken, he makes the significant statement that the Son of man came to seek and to save the lost (Lk. 19:10), which must refer to the earthly mission of Jesus. Luke also records the question of Jesus to
171 For a full discussion of this theme, cf. A. J. B. Higgins, Jesus and the Son of Man. (1964). Cf. also idem. 'Son of Man.' Forschung since "The Teaching of Jesus" ', The New Testament Essays: Studies in Memory of T. W. Manson (ed. A. J. B. Higgins, 1959), pp. 119ff. Cf. also C. F. D. Moule, Theology 69, 1966, p. 174. Cf. R. Leivestad, 'Exit the Apocalyptic Son of Man', NTS 18, 1972, pp. 243-267, who accepts that 'Son of man' was not a Jewish title. He regards it as always a self-designation. But see B. Lindars' article, 'Re-enter the Apocalyptic Son of Man', NTS 22, 1975, pp. 52-72. He maintains that the apocalyptic Son of man, 'retains its value as a very convenient summary of what Jesus actually thought about himself, and is the proper starting point for an historical approach to Christology.'
172 Cf. for instance, C. K. Barren, Jesus and the Gospel Tradition (1967), pp. 32, 79ff., on Mk. 8:38. Barretc regards this verse to be of crucial importance because it cuts across the usual three-fold division of the Son of man sayings. The three-fold division must, in fact, be considered approximate.
173 For a discussion of these two sayings in Mk., cf. L. S. Hay, 'The Son of Man in Mk. 2:10 and 2:28', JBL 89, 1970, pp. 69ff.
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Judas, 'would you betray the Son of man with a kiss?' which in the context
relates to the immediate approach of Judas to Jesus (Lk. 22:48).
There are two other passages which must be included here - Matthew 16:13 and Luke 6:22. In both the corresponding passages (Mk. 8:27 and Mt. 5:11) the use of the title is not recorded and this has led some to regard these as editorial additions. The first is of particular interest, for Matthew has 'Who do men say that the Son of man is?', whereas Mark has Τ instead of'Son of man'. The difference in the texts is itself striking testimony that the title was understood to relate to Jesus himself. The second passage is a similar testimony, since Luke's On account of the Son of man' is parallel to Matthew's On my account'.
In the light of this evidence there seems no alternative but to maintain that the synoptic writers understood Jesus to mean himself when he used the title in the above group of sayings. We shall discuss below the reasons that have led some scholars to question whether these sayings can be regarded as authentic.174
(ii) The second group, relating to the sufferings of the Son of man, consists of nine sayings.175 We begin with those which predict the death and resurrection of the Son of man. It was immediately following Peter's confession at Caesarea Philippi that Jesus began to make such predictions (Mk. 8:31 = Lk. 9:22) under the title Son of man (Matthew is more direct and refers to Jesus, rather than to the Son of man, cf. Mt. 16:21). The fact that Peter immediately rebuked Jesus for his defeatist attitude shows clearly that he understood that the 'Son of man' was Jesus himself. After this prediction Jesus again refers to the Son of man's rising from the dead (Mk. 9:9 = Mt. 17:9). Similar predictions are made in similar terms in Mark 9:12 (= Mt. 17:12) and Mark 9:31 (= Mt. 17:22; Lk 9:44) and Mk. 10:33 (= Mt. 20:18; Lk. 18:31). In the latter case, the wording explicitly identifies Jesus - 'we are going up to Jerusalem; and the Son of man will be delivered'.
In addition to these plain predictions of the passion, there is one statement recorded by Mark (10:45) and Matthew (20:28) in which Jesus uses the title Son of man to give the significance of his death, i.e. as a ransom for many. The precise significance of this will be discussed in the section on the work of Christ (pp. 440f.), but it is plain that a redemptive meaning was attached to the figure of the Son of man in the mind of Jesus. Mark has two other Son of man passion sayings - Mk. 14:21 (= Mt. 26:24; Lk. 22:22) predicting the betrayal and expressing woe to the betrayer, and Mk. 14:41 (= Mt. 26:45) which again mentions the approaching betrayal. To complete this
174 For a special study of Mark's Son of man sayings, cf. M. D. Hooker, The Son of Man in Mark. For Matthew's use, cf. J. D. Kingsbury, 'The title "Son of Man" in Matthew's gospel", CBQ 37, 1975, pp. 193fff.
17:1 M. Black discusses these passages in his article, 'The "Son of Man" Passion Sayings in the Gospel Tradition', ZNW60, 1969, pp. Iff., and contests the minimizing of Isaianic influence in these (contra Todt).
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section Matthew 12:40 (= Lk. 11:30) must be included, which compares the Son of man to Jonah in being three days and nights in the earth. This latter reference is not as clearly identified with Jesus as the former state​ments, but in the light of them could hardly refer to anyone else.
(iii) The third group, in which the Son of man is mentioned in his future glorification, contains more passages than the other groups, and certainly more which are recorded in only one gospel. There are three sayings which all the synoptic gospels include: Mark 8:38 (= Mt. 16:27; Lk. 9:26), Mark 13:26 (= Mt. 24:30; Lk. 21:27), Mark 14:62 (= Mt. 26:64; Lk. 22:69). All speak of the coming in glory: the first followed immediately after the first prediction of the passion, the second is in the so-called eschatological discourse and the third is a saying made by Jesus before the high priest. Three other sayings are shared by Matthew and Luke, all of which are in Matthew's eschatological discourse: Matthew 24:27 (= Lk. 17:24), Mat​thew 24:37-39 (= Lk. 17:26-27) and Matthew 24:44 (= Lk. 12:40). These sayings focus on the rapidity and unexpected character of the coming. In the same discourse, Matthew has a saying about the sign of the Son of man (Mt. 24:30), and another about his coming glory (Mt. 25:31). In the in​terpretation of the parable of the tares in Matthew, it is the Son of man who will superintend the final harvest (Mt. 13:41). Matthew also has a saying about the enthronement of the Son of man (Mt. 19:28) and two enigmatic sayings (Mt. 10:23 and 16:28), which may or may not refer to the future coming.
Luke has a few of his own Son of man sayings. Luke 12:8 speaks of the Son of man acknowledging men before the angels of God (Matthew in his parallel saying, (Mt. 10:32), has Τ instead of 'Son of man'). He also includes a prediction thaTthe disciples would desire to see one of the days of the Son of man (Lk. 17:22), and a prediction of a judgment like that suffered by Sodom (Lk. 17:29-30). Luke alone includes the poignant saying, 'Nevertheless when the Son of man comes, will he find faith on earth?' (Lk. 18:8), and an exhortation to pray for strength to stand before the Son of man (Lk. 21:36).
This survey of the evidence shows how powerfully the idea of a future coming in glory of the Son of man dominated the mind of Jesus. It is in fact this third group which has appealed most strongly to those scholars who interpret the whole mission of Jesus in eschatological terms. When the total evidence for the use of the Son of man title is surveyed it is striking that the sayings are distributed over the whole period of ministry, although the second and third group understandably are concentrated in the post-Caesarea-Philippi section. It is important to note that Jesus did not restrict the use of the title to sayings addressed to his disciples. It appears to be part of his consciousness at all times. It is for this reason that its meaning for him is so important in discussions of nt Christology.
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The consistency of the Son of man sayings. The debate over the meaning of the title for Jesus is largely influenced by the different views which have been maintained over the matter of formal consistency. If it is supposed that the three groups present contradictory presentations of the Son of man figure, there would be no alternative for the theologian but to select one and reject the rest. Bultmann, for instance, maintains that the third grcap of sayings, which he accepts, relates to a Son of man who is not identified with Jesus; but the other groups, which identify Jesus as Son of man, he claims are inconsistent with the former, and must therefore be rejected. On the other hand Vielhauer finds inconsistency on somewhat different grounds. His point is that there is inconsistency between the Son of man sayings and the kingdom sayings. Since he finds no link between these, he regards only one group as authentic and consequently rejects the former.176 But such an approach is unsatisfactory because of the arbitrary interpret​ation of 'inconsistency'. There is no logical reason why Jesus should not have used the title in a variety of different ways.177 It is, in fact, unnatural to suggest that it would have referred exclusively to the future rather th^n the present or vice versa. If, as seems highly probable, Jesus used it to denote something of his own consciousness within his mission, it must have spanned both the present and the future, and have taken into account the intervening passion.178
One aspect of this consistency problem which is often overlooked is that the above grouping takes no account of the contexts in which sayings from different groups occur together. The close connection between the passion predictions and the glory predictions (as in Mk. 8 and 9) cannot be dis​missed as editorial. The fact that the passion is never predicted without a corresponding prediction of resurrection paves the way for the sayings about the Son of man in glory. We must seek some solution to the meaning of the title which allows for the possibility that all three groups are authentic and contribute to a total understanding of the title.
The meaning of the Son of man title. Several considerations must be taken into account if a true assessment of the significance of the title is to be made.
176 Cf. Bultmann, TNT 1, pp. 28ff. P. Vielhauer, 'Gottesreich und Menschensohn in der Verkiindigung Jesu', in Festschrifi fir Ciinther Dehn (ed. W. Schneemelcher, 1957), pp. 51ff. Cf. also W. Bousset, Kyrios Christos (Eng. trans. 1970), pp. 40ff., who regarded most, if not all, of the Son of man sayings as community tradition.
177 Cf. I. H. Marshall, The Synoptic Son of Man Sayings in Recent Discussion', .NTS 12, 1966, p. 338. He says, 'Moreover, if the early church could hold together statements in which Jesus was clearly identified with the Son of Man along with others which might give a different impression . . . we might well ask why its Master was not permitted to behave in the same way.' Cf also idem, EQ, 1970, pp. 67-87.
17S Cf. M. D. Hooker, The Son of Man in Mark, pp. 178ff., who shows that there are common factors in the three groups of sayings in Mark. She sees Mark's pattern as a logical and coherent whole.
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(i) All the sayings in the synoptic gospels are sayings of Jesus, who alone used the title.
(ii) This is equally true of the Johannine sayings (see below).
(iii) Apart from these books, the title occurs only in Acts 7:56 (on the lips of Stephen and referring to a glorified person at the right hand of God). It is used in a non-titular sense in Hebrews 2:6-8 (in a quotation from Ps. 8:4—6) and in Revelation 1:13; 14:14 (in a description of one like a son of man).
(iv) The use of the title by Jesus was, therefore, of sufficient importance for all the evangelists to record many such sayings, but it was evidently displaced by other titles in the use of the church.
(v) Theories which maintain that the church attributed the title to Jesus do not accord with the fact of its complete displacement in all other early Christian literature.179
(vi) The Daniel passage is the main pre-Christian passage which furnishes a clue to the meaning of the phrase Son of man on the lips of Jesus. Since this passage links suffering and glory, it is highly probable that Jesus had this combination in mind in his own use of the title.
(vii) Since the Daniel passage was later interpreted in a messianic way it is not improbable that Jesus used it with some understanding of his mes​sianic office, while its veiled character would be suitable to his present purpose. Indeed, it is highly probable that the ambiguity of the title was part of the reason for its use.180
(viii) In view of the possible corporate element in both Daniel 7 and in the Isaianic Servant idea (especially Is. 52—53), it is just possible that such a synthesis was present in the mind of Jesus,181 but it can hardly be supposed that his varied audiencesTwould have appreciated this.182
(ix) There are no grounds for supposing that Jesus was thinking of an apocalyptic Son of man distinct from himself who would later vindicate his mission.183 All the sayings listed above are capable of being understood without such an interpretation.
(x) Nevertheless, the heavenly origin of the Son of man could not have
1/9 Cf. E. Sclnveizer, 'The Son of Man Again', .VTS 9, 1963, p. 257 n. 3. Schweizer criticizes Conzelmann and Todt for the view that 'Son of Man' was not part of the creed, but was introduced by Christian prophets. He rightly asks why the church was so careful to introduce the title only into the sayings of Jesus and so inventive to create words like Lk. 12:8, although there was no more distinction between Jesus and the Son of man. It is G. Bornkanim, Jesus of.\azareth, p. 176, who places special emphasis on Lk. 12:8f. as showing that Jesus thought of the Son of man as distinct from himself. According to him only these sayings are to be regarded as authentic and the rest are creations of the church.
1(1 G. Dalman, The Words of Jesus, p. 259, suggests that the enigma attached to the title was intentional so as to encourage reflection on the mystery of the personality of Jesus.
181 Cf. Longenecker, The Christohgy of Early Jewish Christianity, p. 91, who contends that in using this title Jesus possessed a title which combined the elements of suffering and glory.
182 Cf. T. W. Manson, The Servant Messiah (1953), pp. 72ff.
183 Cf R. Leivestad, NTS 18, 1972, pp. 243ff. See n. 171 above.
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been absent from the consciousness of Jesus.
A summary of the character of the Son of man in the synoptics. On the assumption that the Son of man passages may all be regarded as referring to Jesus himself, there are certain features which may be noted about his character. He certainly conceived of himself as possessing authority. This is seen both in his earthly ministry and in his heavenly status. In the former, his claim to forgive sins (Mk. 2:10) carried with it sufficient authority for his critics to charge him with blasphemy. They clearly did not interpret the saying in the sense that all men have power to forgive, since the forgiveness of sins (as distinct from a forgiving attitude towards people) was regarded as a divine prerogative. Jesus as Son of man was exercising authority which he himself knew was legitimate only for God. Furthermore, the claim of Jesus that the Son of man has authority over the sabbath (Mk. 2:27, 28) certainly implies more than that man can treat the sabbath as he wishes. Not man in general, but the Son of man in the person of Jesus has that power. It is clear from his statement about the sabbath that, in his capacity as Son of man, Jesus would superintend the sabbath for man's good, and not in the legalistic manner of the Pharisees. Since it was God who insti​tuted the sabbath, the claim of Jesus to be Lord of the sabbath was another claim to exercise divine authority. This idea of authority is also linked to the sayings which predict the part of the Son of man in the coming judgment. Authority is epitomized in the throne saying of Matthew 19:28 (cf. also Mt. 26:64), and in the Son of man acknowledging men before the angels (i.e. before God) in Luke 12:8. There is no break in the continuity between the authority exercised by the Son of man on earth and that exercised in heaven.
Closely linked to the authority theme is the glorification theme. While all the passages which speak of glory link it with the future coming, this essential glory of the Son of man clearly played an important part in the consciousness of Jesus during his earthly ministry. The approaching passion must in fact be seen against the background of the certainty of glory to follow. There is no suggestion that Jesus ever thought of his sufferings as anything other than a pathway to future glory.
Another theme which stands out is the humiliation of the earthly life of the Son of man. The fact that he has nowhere to live seems incongruous (Mt. 8:20; Lk. 9:58) in the light of the coming glory. But the title was not used here without significance. It was not merely that Jesus as a man possessed no earthly home. It was intended to show that he, even knowing himself to be the Son of man, was not enjoying any material advantages of his office, and did not expect his followers to do so either. In no clearer way could Jesus dissociate himself from a materialistic conception of his mission.
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It is not surprising that many of the sayings focus on suffering and death. Jesus had no doubt that he had come to die. The significance of his death in his own thinking will be discussed later under the section on the mission of Christ (pp. 436ff); for our present purpose we note that the Son of man and suffering are inextricably connected. This introduces an element which was implicit in Daniel's vision, but which was never grasped in Jewish messianic expectations. As Son of man, Jesus knew he would not be exempt from death, but he knew also that he would triumph over it in resurrection. We might note that the only Son of man saying which gives any clue of the meaning of the death of Jesus is Mark 10:45 (= Mt. 20:28), where Jesus speaks of giving his life as a ransom. There can be no doubt that he never for a moment approached the passion as if it were a ghastly accident. There is a strong consciousness that it was part and parcel of his office as Son of man.
One statement brings out something of the relationship between the Son of man and the Holy Spirit (Mt. 12:32 = Lk. 12:10), where a distinction is made between a word against the Son of man as being forgivable and an attitude against the Spirit as being unforgivable. At first glance it may seem that Jesus is distinguishing his own work from that of the Spirit; but, in fact, he is showing that his own work, as Son of man, is in the power of the Spirit. Anyone attributing the work of the Son of man to evil forces was blaspheming the Holy Spirit at work in him. This is, therefore, an important passage for an understanding of the Spirit's activity in the mis​sion of Jesus.
The mission of Jesus in the Son of man passages is directly related to the salvation of men (Lk. 19:10). The Son of man has an awareness of man's lost condition and aims his mission to meet that need. His mission is dominated by this spiritual purpose (see the later section on the mission of Christ).
Conclusion. It will be seen that the title Son of man was associated in the mind of Jesus with a variety of factors which make sense on only one supposition: that Jesus thought of himself in terms of a heavenly Messiah fulfilling on earth a ministry on men's behalf which would culminate in scenes of final glory. It can be well understood in the light of this why Jesus did not use the title Messiah to describe his mission, since his work was not political but spiritual.
Furthermore, in view of the inherent difficulty of any concept of a suffering Messiah in contemporary thought, and Jesus' own awareness that his spiritual mission could be accomplished only through suffering and death, it seems reasonable to suppose that he identified himself inwardly with the idea of the suffering servant. It must be supposed that he used the Son of man title, not so much for the benefit of his hearers as to combine
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in his own mind several strands which made his mission unique.184 He was in fact reinterpreting the concept of messiahship until his own disciples would identify the Son of man with Jesus the Messiah.
John's gospel
There are several passages in John's gospel which preserve the title Son of man,185 and these are important for two reasons: (i) they show substantial agreement with the synoptic sayings, and (ii) they contribute some features more explicitly. The fact that such sayings are preserved at all in a gospel which differs both structurally and thematically from the synoptic gospels is a remarkable testimony to the authentic nature of the sayings. If the Johannine account was later than the synoptic gospels and is independent of them (as is most probable), these Son of man sayings must have been preserved because they were considered significant.
The passages, (i) The first passage is one of the most distinctive: John 1:51 which speaks of the angels of God ascending and descending upon thoxSon of man.186 Most exegetes agree that this is an allusion to Jacob's ladder, but its significance for the Son of man concept lies in its clear assumption that the Son of man is a pre-existent figure. It is, however, enigmatic and will be further mentioned below.187
(ii) The second passage contains two sayings in the Nicodemus section. One saying speaks of the ascent and descent of the Son of man (Jn. 3:13),188 and the other saying mentions the necessity for the lifting up of the Son of man as a means by which men may acquire eternal life (Jn. 3:14).
1K4 L. Morns, The Lord from Heaven, p. 28. gives four reasons why Jesus adopted the term Son of man: (i) because of its rarity and non-nationalistic associations; (ii) because it had overtones of divinity: (iii} because of its societal implications: (iv) because of its undertones of humanity.
1W:1 For a full discussion of John s Son oi man sayings, cf. F. J. Moloney, Thcjohaunine Son of ΛΙ.ιπ (1976), Cf. also E. Kinniburgh, 'Thejohannine Son of Man', SlEv 4, 1968, pp. 64ff; S. S. Smalley, 'The Johannine Son of Man sayings, .\TS 15, 1968-9, pp. 278-301; Ε. Μ. Sidebottom, 'The Son of Man in the Fourth Gospel', ExT 68, 1956-7, pp. 231ff. 280ff; B. Lindars. The Son of Man in the Johannine Christology', Christ and Spirit in the Sew Testament, (ed. B. Lindars and S. S. Smalley. 1973), pp. 43-61).
186 It is important to note that the saying in 1:51 is introduced by the double amen which is a characteristic of the sayings of Jesus in this gospel. J. N. Sanders and B. A. Mastin, John (BC, 196S), p. 105, regard the Johannine amen sayings as suggesting the prophetic activity of the evangelist or his authority. R. Schnack-enbnrg, John 1 (Eng. tram. 1968), p. 320, remarks that the double amen, although peculiar to Jesus in John's gospel, is found in a liturgical form in Qumran texts.
'*' B. Lindars, Behind the Fourth Gospel (1971), regards this Son of man saying as having been added to the original context by John, (pp. 53f). A similar view is maintained by R. E. Brown (John pp. 88ff),
tne original context oy jonn, φρ. oji.j. f\ similar view is inaniLdiucu uy f\. J-. uiuvmi yi'iiu pp. Ln^i./, who nevertheless recognizes that in its present context it must have made sense to somebody. He points out that 'Son of man' is the only title in Jn. 1 which Jesus uses of himself and considers that this may reflect historical reminiscence that Jesus did use the title. There is no reason to dispute that John is here recording a genuine saying.
188 R. H. Fuller, The Foundations of i\:ew Testament Christology, pp. 229f., treats Jn. 3:13. together with Jn. 6:62, as belonging to the katabasis-anabasis Christology of the Hellenistic church, but R. N. Longenecker, 'Some Distinctive Early Christological Motifs', \TS 14, 1967-8. pp. 524f, finds similar ideas in an early
irly Palestinian Jewish Christian milieu.
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(iii) In a passage which has much to say about Jesus as the Son of God, there is a reference to the authority of the Son of man to execute judgment (}n. 5:27).189 This authority is a derived authority, given by the Father. Here there is a closer connection with the future status of the Son of man in the synoptic gospels.190
(iv) In the discourse on the bread, it is the Son of man who gives food which endures to eternal life (Jn. 6:27).191 Since it is also stated that the bread comes from heaven and is given by the Father (6:32), the close connection between the Father and the Son of man is unmistakable. What the Son of man does is, in effect, the Father's work. This accords with Jesus' statement that he comes to do the will of the Father (6:38).
(v) At the conclusion of the same discourse occurs the remarkable saying about eating the flesh of the Son of man and drinking his blood (6:53). This is immediately identified as signifying 'my flesh' (6:54). There must have been some reason for the special use of the title here. It recurs again in 6:62 in reference to the ascending of the Son of man.
(vi) In Jesus' dialogue with the Jews, he announces that when they have lifted up the Son of man they would know that Jesus was he (Jn. 8:28).
(vii) After the blind man is healed and is sought out by Jesus, he is asked, 'Do you believe in the Son of man?' (Jn. 9:35). The question is at first sight
18g F. J. Moloney, op. cil., p. 84, points out that in this statement Jesus not only has judgment' because it is given by the Father, but exercises judgment by virtue of his status as Son of man. He writes, 'The Johannine Son of Man is "where judgment takes place" in the manner described in vv. 24—25' (p. 85). He agrees with W. H. Cadman, The Open Heaven (1969), p. 34, who says there is no question here of a pre-existent Son of man. Cadman sees the human figure to whom authority is granted. But the Son of Man sayings as a whole imply a pre-existent figure.
|lf(1 S. S. Smalley, op. cil., p. 293, speaks of this statement as 'harmonizing with the quintessential pattern of the Son of man tradition outsTTrt John'. He sees the saying as belonging both to the present and to the exalted authority of the Son of man. Nevertheless, the emphasis is clearly more on the future status.
There has been some debate over whether the Jn. 5 reference is indebted to Daniel. A. J. B. Higgins, Jesus and the Son of Man, pp. 165f, and F. H. Borsch, The Son of Man in Myth and History, p. 294, see no connection, but against this, cf. J. L. Martyn, History and Theology in the Fourth Gospel, pp. 129ff.; R. G. Hamerton-Kelly, Pre-existence, Wisdom and the Son of Man (1973) pp. 235f., and C. F. D. Moule, The Phenomenon of the New Testament (1967), p. 92. One writer, B. Vawter, 'Ezekicl and John', CBQ 26, 1964, pp. 450ff, sees a connection between Jn 5 and Ezekiel rather than Daniel.
191 Many scholars regard Jn. 6:27 as redactional - cf. R. Bultmann, John (1971), p. 225 n. 1., who maintains that 6:27b accords ill with the other Johannine Son of man sayings. Cf. also S. Schulz, L'nter-suchungen zur Menschensohn - Christologie im Johanuesevangelium. Zugleich ein Beitrag zur Methodengeschichte der Auslegttng des 4 Evangeliums (1957), p. 115, who considers the addition was made before the evangelist used it as a source.
Both C. K. Barrett, John, p. 238. and R. H. Strachan, The Fourth Gospel: Its Significance and Environment (1941), pp. 185f., connect this passage with the 'heavenly man' speculation. Several other scholars, however, see the Son of man figure here as representing the perfect man (cf. B. F. Westcott, John (1887), p. 100; G. H. C. Macgregor, John (MNT, 1928), p. 138. S. S. Smalley, NTS 15, 1968-9, pp. 293f., notes that this saying stands in a context of conflict. Although admitting the Johannine flavour of Jn. 6:27, 53, Smalley does not think that this demonstrates the unauthenticity of the sayings. In his monograph, Bread from Heaven. An Exegetical Study of the Conception of Manna in the Gospel of John and the writings of Phil ο (1965), P. Borgen claims that this is based on midrashic tradition and that 'bread from heaven' is identified as 'Wisdom' and 'Torah',
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surprising. The man had no idea of the identity of the Son of man, which suggests that Jesus posed an enigma to challenge him to reflect on the person of Jesus, something he had clearly never previously done.192
(viii) In the passage describing the encounter of Jesus with various Greek enquirers, two Son of man sayings occur. The first announces that the hour for Jesus to be glorified has arrived (}n. 12:23), and the second gives the question which the crowd puts to Jesus - 'How can you say that the Son of man must be lifted up?' (12:34). The latter seems to be a popular taking up of the title used in the former statement. The obvious confusion among the hearers shows that the term had no precise connotation in their minds.
(ix) The idea that the time for the Son of man to be glorified had arrived occurs again in John 13:31193 in a statement to the disciples in the upper room, but seems to have met with no more understanding than before.
The different uses of Son of man'. It needs to be pointed out that in some of the above passages 'Son of man' is used as an alternative for the first person, as for instance in John 6:27, which may be paralleled with 6:51 where Τ replaces 'Son of man' as giver of heavenly bread. This may also be illus​trated from a comparison between the Son of man sayings and the Son (of God) sayings in 5:25ff., where both concepts are used, apparently inter​changeably, with reference to Jesus.194 Although this may be regarded as a characteristic of John's style, it is not possible to exclude the Son of man on this score. Indeed, this use of Son of man as equivalent to Τ is fully in accord with some of the synoptic sayings. Other passages contain the same usage -John 6:53f., where 'Son of man' and 'my' are interchanged; 8:28, where 'Son of man' and Τ stand in juxtaposition; and 9:35ff., where 'Son of man' is introduced as 'he who speaks to you' (cf. a parallel style in 4:25f.).
We need to set over against these instances others where no clear iden​tification is given. Although the Son of man mentioned in 1:51 and 3:13f.,
192 Some see the description of the man's reaction in Jn. 9:35 as a later addition to the text. Cf. R. E. Brown, John, p. 375; C. L. Porter, 'Jn. 9:38, 39a: A Liturgical addition to the Text', NTS 13, 1966-7, pp. 387ff.; B. Lindars,_/oim, p. 351. C. H. Dodd, Historical Tradition in the Fourth Gospel (1963), p. 114, regards it as confessional. Cf. also C. F. D. Moule, The Birth of the New Testament, pp. 94f. But S. S. Smalley, NTS 15, 1968-9, p. 296, maintains that the form in Jn. 9:35 does not fit into the form of other nt confession.
193 The glorification appears to be centred in both the passion and exaltation of Jesus. Cf. Moloney's discussion here, The Johannine Son of Man, p. 195. The oun suggests a close connection between what has just been referred to and what follows. Bultmann, John, pp. 461ff., obscures the connection by placing Jn. 17 between 13:30 and 13:31. But see D. M. Smith's criticisms of Bultmann's reconstruction, The Composition and Order of the Fourth Gospel (1965), pp. 168ff.
194 Cf. E. D. Freed, The Son of Man in the Fourth Gospel', JBL 86, 1967, pp. 402ff, who regards 'Son of man' as simply a variant of'Son' or 'Son of God'. The various titles, according to him, are all used as variations of the name Jesus. Most scholars would, however, regard 'Son of man' as in some sense a title, or at least as conveying some distinctive significance in John as in the synoptics.
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both referring to ascending and descending, could possibly be considered to be another person, the context does not support this. The same may be said of John 6:62. Again, in the passage in 12:23ff., the identification is more implicit than explicit; nevertheless, having heard Jesus say that he would be lifted up (12:32), the audience immediately asked a question about the 'Son of man' being lifted up, which shows that the hearers made some sort of identification of the title with Jesus. The question, 'Who is this Son of man?' is to be understood in the sense, 'Who is this Son of man whom you are claiming to be?'
The characteristics of the Son of man in John's gospel. Although there is much continuity between the synoptic and Johannine sayings about the Son of man, those in John bring out more explicitly features in the synoptic gospels, as well as presenting additional features. In view of John's declared theological purpose, it is not surprising that theological aspects of the Son of man sayings made a special appeal to him. These aspects may be grouped under the following headings.
(i) Statements about the origin and destiny of the Son of man. Perhaps the most significant feature which John focuses on is the descent and ascent of the Son of man (Jn. 1:51; 3:13).195 The fact of the descent is integral to John's whole approach to Jesus as the connecting link between earth and heaven. It at once differentiates Jesus from the pre-Christian Jewish idea of Son of man, where the idea of descent is wholly absent.196 It allows for the idea of incarnation, of which John makes a special point in his Logos doctrine (see later section, pp. 328f.). While the concept of'descent' owes something to the spatial idea of heaven being above the earth, it is a vivid expression of the breaking in of the Son of man from the spiritual world of God to the material world of men. It reveals, moreover, an important consciousness in the mind of Jesus of his having been sent by and from God. The corresponding idea of ascent (cf. also 6:62) is important because it makes clear that the real sphere of the Son of man is in heaven and not earth.197 Once his earthly mission is accomplished he returns to God. Ascension is therefore an integral part of the Son of man consciousness.
Closely allied to this and indeed an essential facet of it is the emphasis on the pre-existence of the Son of man. In addition to the above references,
195 Cf. E. M. Sidebottom, The Christ of the Fourth Gospel (1961), pp. 112f. Cf. also idem, 'The Ascent and Descent of the Son of Man in the Gospel of St John', ATR 2, 1957, pp. 115ff.
196 According to W. A. Meeks, 'The Man from Heaven in Johannine Sectarianism', JBL 91, 1972, pp. 44—72, the ascending-descending Son of man is the product of the sociological situation of the community (i.e. as alienated from the world). Cf. also Meeks' The Prophet-King (1967), pp. 292f., 318f.
W. H. Cadman, The Open Heaven, pp. 26-42, puts a different construction on the descending-ascending theme. He reckons that Jesus entered so fully into knowledge of his own heavenly origin that he could be said to have ascended into heaven and to be in heaven. He takes the expression 'The Son of man in heaven', therefore, in a metaphorical sense.
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John 6:62 brings this out - 'Then what if you were to see the Son of man ascending where he was before?'198 Here then the pre-existence theme becomes explicit, while it is no more than implicit in the synoptic gospels. It is not only in such sayings, moreover, that the pre-existence of Jesus comes to the fore in John's gospel, for it is maintained in such passages as 1:1—14 (the Logos section) and 17:5. Indeed John's whole approach demands that his portrait of the historical Jesus should be viewed from the standpoint of his pre-existence.199 Such a Son of man must be more than a man and the significance of the title cannot, therefore, be restricted to his humanity.
Another feature is that of the glorification of the Son of man which occurs in 12:23 and 13:31. The glorification begins on earth, but continues beyond. It is a specific way of describing the passion in terms of its ultimate consequences. The Son of man's glorification involved a cross, but the glory was more important to Jesus than the shame. It is worth noting that the theme of glory plays an important part in John's gospel, for not only is the Son of man glorified, but John claims in his prologue that 'we have beheld his glory, glory as of the only Son from the Father' (1:14) and-the theme is frequently echoed elsewhere (e.g. 2:11; 5:41f; 7:18; 8:50f; 11:4; 12:41; 17:lf; 17:22, 24).200
(ii) Statements showing the authority of the Son of man. Those passages which describe activities of the Son of man parallel to those attributed to God (as in 6:27) imply that there is no difference in authority between God the Father and the Son of man. In John 8:28 Jesus makes the assertion that he can do nothing on his own authority, but claims nevertheless to act on the authority of the Father. There is, therefore, an intimate connection between the mission of the Son of man and the will and plan of God.
It is, moreover, the Son of man who bestows eternal life on believers (cf. 3:14,15; 6:27). This activity of the Son is also linked to two other descriptions of Jesus used in John's gospel - Messiah and Son of God (see 20:31). The benefits of the mission of the Son of man are spiritual and require therefore a spiritual authority to bestow them. The portrait of Son of man in John's gospel is of one who possesses such authority.
198 F. J. Moloney, Thejohannine Son of Man, p. 123, in commenting onjn. 6:62, rejects the view that this refers to the ascension. He thinks it refers to the Son of man's origin with God. 'It is because of his origin "with God" that his revelation is true; he has no need to ascend'. Cf. also C. H. Dodd, The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel, p. 341.
199 R. G. Hamerton-Kelly, Pre-existence, Wisdom and the Son of Man, p. 234, considers that bothjn. 12:23 and Jn. 13:31 emphasize that the exaltation of the Son of man is a return to pre-existence. Note that S. Schulz, op. at., pp. 120ff, considers that Jn. 13:31-32 is a pre-Johannine hymnic fragment based on 1 Enoch 51:3. But this is based on the dubious assumption that 'glorification' refers to the enthronement of the Son of man.
200 For the significance of the use of the theme 'the glory of God', cj. G. B. Caird, 'The Glory of God in the Fourth Gospel: An Exercise in Biblical Semantics', NTS 15, 1968-9, pp. 265-277. He thinks that when John wrote ho Theos edoxasthe en autoi, he meant that God had fully displayed his glory in the person of the Son of man.
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A further aspect of this authority is related to judgment. It is precisely because Jesus is Son of man that he has been given authority to execute judgment (5:26f), a clear indication that his mission involved condemna​tion as well as salvation. Since judgment is the prerogative of God, the conclusion is inescapable that Jesus was deeply conscious of divine authority even during his earthly ministry. The hour for the exercise of that judgment is, however, not yet.
(iii) Statements predicting a lifiing up of the Son of man. There are three passages in which a lifting up (hypsoo) is mentioned - John 3:14; 8:28; 12:32-34. In 12:33 the lifting is explained by an editorial comment: 'He said this to show by what death he was to die.' In John's mind the uplifting, therefore, referred to the raising of Jesus on a cross. This is equally clear from the analogy of Moses' lifting up of the serpent (3:14) and of Jesus' statement to the Jews that they would lift him up, both allusions to the coming passion (8:28). These statements are important for two reasons. They rule out the idea that John's gospel presents a heavenly Son of man Christology unrelated to the passion; and they accord completely with those synoptic predictions of the suffering Son of man. It is not, however, without significance that John prefers sayings which have a two-fold mean​ing. The idea of hyp sod is ambivalent.201 While primarily referring to the passion, it nevertheless retains the overtone of coming exaltation through the passion and accords with the glorification motif mentioned above.202
In summing up the Johannine Son of man teaching, we must note that it accords completely with the synoptics' presentation, that it presents both heavenly and earthly aspects, that all the passages undoubtedly refer to Jesus and not to another, and that it is in harmony with other expressions of Christology in the gospel.203 In itself it is an important link in the view that a basic unity exists between the synoptic and Johannine approach to Christology.
Additional note on the Son of man in John. As in the case of the synoptic Son of man sayings, so in thejohannine occurrences of the title, there is a wide variety of opinions regarding the significance of the evidence. There is
201 C. H. Dodd, The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel, pp. 377f., traces the hypsoo reference in Jn. 8:28, not to Is. 52:13, but to the play on words in the narrative of Gn. 40:13, 19, where 'lifting up' has the double meaning of hanging and exalting.
202 Hamerton-Kelly, op. at., pp. 231ff, discusses the significance of the exaltation and glorification themes for the pre-existence of the Son of man. He points out, particularly on the basis ofjn. 3:14, that the return of the Son of man to pre-existence is by way of the cross. The lifting up refers, therefore, both to the passion and to future exaltation.
203 F. J. Moloney, op. at., p. 215, speaks of 'a johannisation of a traditional theme' when he notes that the synoptic Son of man future sayings compare with thejohannine view that judgment takes place already in the person of Jesus as Son of man. R. Maddox, 'The Function of the Son of Man in the Gospel of John', in Reconciliation and Hope (ed. R. J. Banks, 1974), pp. 186-204, admits differences in vocabulary and imagery, but maintains there is no difference in fundamental significance.
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divergence of opinion regarding the origin of the sayings. Some have traced the title back to pre-Christian Jewish or Hellenistic sources and seen the key to the understanding in some kind of ideal man. These have supposed that, through his use of the title, John has expressed his own belief in the representative character of Jesus. There is a tendency in these views to overlook the essentially incarnate character of the Son of man in John's gospel. Dodd (The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel, p.249), admittedly recognizes the new slant which John gives to the Hellenistic 'heavenly man' by presenting him as a historical figure, but he does not do justice to the use of the title on the lips of the earthly Jesus, nor give sufficient weight to Jewish influences (like Dn. 7).
Another view, which regards the Johannine presentation as a theological rehabilitation of the title in new dress, is advanced in various guises. E. Kinniburgh ('The Johannine Son of Man', StEv 4, 1968, pp.64ff), also denies that the Son of man is a future figure, but sees the title as referring to the death of Christ, which was his claim to glory. J. L. Martyn, History and Theology in the Fourth Gospel (1968), sees the 'Son of man' as the result of midrashic discussion between the church and synagogue, although Jesus himself is presented as a Mosaic Messiah, the one level leading to the other. There is much speculation in Martyn's views, because of his basic assump​tion that church and synagogue were separated under Gamaliel, which seems highly improbable. W. A. Meeks (JBL 91, 1972, pp.44-72) goes further and sees the Johannine Son of man sayings as a theologizing of a particular sociological situation, i.e., the rejection of believers because they are 'not of this world'. Hence the descending and ascending Son of man provided the encouragement which these believers needed in their quest to attain to union with God. It is to be seen that this kind of interpretation supposes no continuity with the synoptic accounts, nor with the actual teaching of Jesus.
Many scholars would wish however to maintain a much closer link with the synoptic tradition, while admitting some significant differences in expression. Cf. ]. H. Bernard, John (ICC, 1928), pp.cxxxiif.; W. F. Ho​ward, Christianity According to St John (1943), pp.HOff.; L. Morris, John (NICNT, 1971), pp.!72f.; Ε. Κ. Lee, The Religious Thought of St John (1962), pp.138-145. M. Black (ZNW 60, 1969, pp.Sff.) connects the Jo​hannine usage, as in the synoptics, with the servant songs, although he notes the addition of the exaltation and glorification themes. Another scholar, S. S. Smalley, has argued that John's usage is firmly linked with the synoptic traditions, particularly in the influence of οτ ideas, including an Adam theology (NT5 15, 1968-9, pp.278-301.). He sees the Johannine sayings as mainly authentic, but modified in their form.
Others admit that John knows of the synoptic traditions, but consider​ably reinterprets the Son of man idea. B. Lindars ('The Son of man in the
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Johannine Christology', Christ and Spirit in the New Testament (ed. B. Lindars and S. S. Smalley, 1973), pp.43—60), who maintains a two-edition form of the gospel, thinks that John has modified the tradition to express the relationship between Jesus and God. R. Schnackenburg also sees some developments in John's use of the synoptic Son of man traditions (John 1 (Eng. trans. 1968), pp.529-542), which have been modified in the interests of his Christology. Cf. also his article, 'Der Menschensohn im Johannesevangelium', NT5 11, 1964-5, pp. 123-137. A. J. B. Higgins, Jesus and the Son of Man (1964), pp. 153-184, considers the Son of man passages to be the central theme of John's Christology. He thinks the sayings come from an extensive source, probably liturgical, although he does not consider any of John's passages to refer to the earthly Son of man. This latter assumption is not supported, however, by a study of the pas​sages in their existing context (e.g. the lifting-up passages).
Yet another approach is that which virtually identifies the Son of man passages with the Johannine Logos theme, and sees nothing distinctive about the Christology of the former. According to this view it is a mis​nomer to speak of a Son of man Christology in John. Among adherents of this view may be mentioned O. Cullmann (The Christology of the New Testament, pp.!84f.). The Son of man presentation is linked for him with the pre-cxistence theme. E. D. Freed, (JBL 86, 1967, pp.402ff.) regards 'Son of man' in John as a variation of 'Son of God' and 'Son'. A similar view was maintained by W. Bousset, Kyrios Christos, pp.52f., 21 Iff. All the sayings except Jn. 1:51 are regarded as non-genuine by J. Jeremias (ZNW 58, 1967, pp.!63f, 170f.) and as a Johannine elaboration with no special theological point.
In the above-mentioned views, there is a marked distinction between those which treat the sayings as John's own method of expressing a specific theological point of view, and those who are prepared to see them as based on genuine tradition of the teaching of Jesus. In view of the many close parallels in thought between the synoptic and Johannine sayings, it seems most reasonable to accept that John is presenting genuine traditions. In view of the total absence of the use of the title Son of man by anyone in the epistles, it is inconceivable that the Christian church invented it, and as inconceivable that John would have invented sayings which had no basis in fact. There is no more reason to suppose that John attributed Son of man sayings to Jesus to express his own assessment of him, than to suppose that Jesus himself made the statements in the context of his own dialogue with various people in his time. This is not, of course, to deny that the full import of the sayings did not become intelligible until later, and to this extent the Johannine setting of the sayings in the total context of his Christological presentation has particular significance.
Cf. E. M. Sidebottom,  The Christ of the Fourth Gospel; C. K. Barrett,
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John, (21978); P. Ricca, Die Eschatologie des vierten Evangeliums (1966), for Jewish sources, and C. H. Dodd, The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel (1953); R. G. Hamerton-Kelly, op. at., pp.271ff. for Hellenistic sources.
The rest of the New Testament
The fact that all the evidence about the Son of man outside the gospels can be reduced to one brief section highlights the almost complete replacement of the title in early Christian theology. It is strange that in the description of Stephen's death in Acts, Luke reports the statement, 'Behold, I see the heavens opened, and the Son of man standing at the right hand of God' (7:56), whereas there are no other occasions in Acts where the title is used.204 Some significance must be attached to the title here, since Stephen's use of it cannot be regarded as accidental. The use bears a strong resem​blance to Daniel's vision (Dn. 7:13f.), which may suggest that Stephen had seen the fulfilment of that vision in Jesus as Son of man in a unique sense. The exalted position of the Son of man at the right hand of God may also be indebted to Psalm 110:1. The understanding of the Son of man here in his status of glorious sovereignty is in line with the synoptic view of him in his future glory. There is a striking parallel also with the language of Mark 14:62. There is, in fact, a continuity between Stephen's use of the title and that of Jesus himself. One special feature of Stephen's vision is the standing position of the Son of man, since elsewhere in the nt the exalted Messiah is seated. It has been variously interpreted as indicating Jesus' welcome to the first Christian martyr, or of his testifying as a witness on his servant's behalf, or of his readiness for his return.2"3 But whatever the explanation it is inescapable that Stephen viewed Jesus as having a position of particular authority.206
There is one reference to the Son of man in Hebrews, in a citation from Psalm 8:4—6 (Heb. 2:6-8) which is less significant, for the words are re​peated precisely in their οτ context without any independent use of the title. It is, of course, clear that the writer identifies the Son of man as Jesus, who is also referred to as Son of God. But the Son of man concept plays no part in the main doctrinal part of the letter. The citation comes in that

Lord
part which establishes the humanity of Jesus as an essential characteristic of our great high priest.
The two occurrences of Son of man in the book of Revelation (l:13f.; 14:14f.), are not strictly used as a title. In both cases the person of Christ is described as one 'like a son of man', after the pattern in Daniel 7. It is, therefore, descriptive of a person in human form rather than a specific reference to an apocalyptic figure. Nevertheless the man-like person pos​sesses remarkable qualities, which show him to be divine. It is, for instance, he who is responsible for the final harvest of the world (Rev. 14:14f.). It is from his mouth that a sharp two-edged sword comes, symbol of his authority in judgment.
It would seem from this evidence that the title Son of man applied to Jesus made no important impact on early Christian theological thinking and that there is no evidence of a Son of man Christology.207 Those distinctive features of the title in the synoptic gospels and John found different expressions in the rest of the nt. The title itself was displaced, but the basic ideas it was intended to express lived on in other forms.
LORD
The word kyrios (lord) was used as a title of respect in the world of the nt period. It was a title of courtesy when addressing a superior. An extended use of it was in addressing the Roman emperor or a pagan deity (such as Sarapsis or Isis). It was therefore widely used in the Gentile world. But it also carried with it particular connotations for Jewish people in that it was frequently used in the lxx as a rendering for the Hebrew Adonai, which was in turn used as ·*-substitute for Yahweh. In view of this lxx usage some overtone of divine character would at times quite naturally be implied when the title was applied to Jesus, although by no means on every occasion.
Much debate has surrounded the origin of the use of the title in Christian thought. Some have maintained that it was due to the exposure of the Christian church to Hellenistic cultural usage.208 Hence it has been main-
204 G. E. Ladd, T.VT, p. 337, criticizes those who maintain on the basis of Acts 7:56 that it was the primitive church who identified the exalted Jesus with the eschatological Son of man. He rightly points out that the nt does not contain evidence that the early church ever called Jesus Son of man.
205 Cf. f. F. Brace, The Book of the Acts (.\7C.\T, 1954), pp. 165ff. W. Manson, Hebrews (1951), pp. 31f., in commenting on the Stephen passage in the Acts, sees the significance of Stephen's use of the Son of man title as being that 'Stephen grasped and asserted the more-than-Jewish-messianic sense in which the office and significance of Jesus in religious history were to be understood.'
206 Ε. P. Blair, Jesus in the Gospel of Matthew (1960), pp. 142ff., discusses similarities between Mt's presentation and that in Stephen's speech in Acts 7, among which is the mention of the Son of man. Blair sees Stephen's use of the title as indicating the Son of man's role as coming judge. Cf. also H. P. Owen, 'Stephen's Vision in Acts 7:55, 6', NTS 1, 1955, pp. 224ff.
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207 It could, of course, be argued that the preservation of the Son of man sayings points at least to a continued interest in the theme, even if no specific Son of man Christology can be isolated. But the absence of the theme from the epistles corroborates the lack of a specific Son of man Christology. The preservation of the sayings requires another explanation - an over-riding desire to preserve the teaching of Jesus because of its authority.
208 W. Bousset, Kyrios Christos, builds his thesis on this assumption. Cf. V. Taylor, The Names of Jesus, pp. 38ff, who takes a different line and maintains that we do not need to step outside Palestine to account for the confession 'Jesus is Lord' (see p. 51). For a discussion of the application of the title in emperor worship, cf. A. Deissmann, Light from the Ancient East (Eng. trans. 1927), pp. 338ff.; K. Prumm, 'Der Herrscherkult im Neuen Testament', Bib 9, 1928, pp. Iff.
For recent assessments of Bousset's work, cf. N. Perrin, 'Reflections on the Publication in English of
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tained that the earliest Gentile confession was that Jesus is Lord. But in that case it does not necessarily follow that it originated in such an environ​ment. An examination of the nt evidence does not, in fact, support a later Hellenistic origin for the term.
The synoptic gospels
Many of the occurrences of Kyrios applied to Jesus in the synoptic gospels are instances where the vocative stands for a title of respect, rather similar to the familiar 'Sir' in popular usage. These instances are of little importance in discussing the theological use of 'Lord' as a revelation of the nature of Jesus.209 They may in some cases imply more than respect in view of the early Christian use of Lord as a specific title for Jesus. Indeed, there are instances where 'the Lord' (ho kyrios) is used by the evangelists in referring to Jesus, no doubt because of the established usage at the time of writing. It seems reasonable to suppose therefore that ho kyrios was used of Jesus only after the resurrection. Luke is particularly fond of describing Jesus in this way (Lk. 7:13, 19; 10:1, 39, 41; 11:39; 12:42; 13:15; 17:5-6; 18:6; 19.:8; 22:61 (twice); 24:34). It suggests that for him 'the Lord' had become a familiar and favourite way of referring to Jesus. Indeed, Luke's recording of the two disciples' words in the post-resurrection scene in 24:34, 'The Lord has risen indeed', furnishes a cue for the origin of his own usage. It is further noted that Luke's birth narrative abounds with instances where God is described as Lord (1:9, 11, 15ff, 25, 32, 38, 45, 46, 58, 66, 68, 76; 2:9, 22, 23, 24, 29, 39). In view of this, the angelic identification of the Saviour born in Bethlehem as Christ the Lord must convey some conno​tation of divine lordship. There can be no doubt that Luke would under​stand it in this way in view of the powerful influence of the lxx upon him in these birth narratives.
There are one or two other passages which call for special mention. When in the conclusion of the Sermon on the Mount Jesus defines those who qualify for entry into the kingdom, he differentiates between those who merely call him Lord and those who do the Father's will (Mt. 7:21). He implies that all should recognize his lordship, but that this recognition carries with it obligations. While this passage does not define what Jesus meant by Lord here, it certainly implies that it is more than a courtesy title. Another passage which carries with it an implicit acceptance of lordship on the part of Jesus is the discussion concerning Psalm 110, which has already
Bousset's Kyrios Christos' ExT 82, 1970-1, pp. 340ff.; I. H. Marshall, The Origins of New Testament Christology (1976), pp. 15fT.; F. H. Borsch, 'Forward and Backward from Wilhelm Bousset's Kyrios Christos', Religion 3, 1973, pp. 66ff.
209 Cf. C. F. D. Moule, The Origin of Christology (1977), pp. 35f., who dismisses the vocative uses of kyrios as of no importance for Christology. Cf. ]. D. Kingsbury, 'The Title "Kyrios" in Matthew's Gospel', JBL 94, 1975, pp. 246ff., who includes the vocative instances when reckoning the number of occurrences.
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The Johannine literature
been mentioned in the section on The Son of David' (Mt. 22:41f. = Mk. 12:36f. = Lk. 20:42-44). If Jesus acknowledged himself to be Messiah, and admitted in the course of the dialogue that the psalmist addresses the Messiah as Lord, it is tantamount to recognizing the title as applicable to himself. The content of the title must again be determined by normal lxx usage. Some have supposed that the synoptic accounts of this discussion reflect later Christian deductions through the application of Psalm 110 to Jesus.210 Even so the lordship is claimed to be used in an adoptionist and functional sense. It is further maintained that the second title 'Lord' did not originally express divinity.211 Nevertheless, the word has considerable importance in denoting the dignity of the messianic office. In the context of the question over Psalm 110, however, the point in question is the superiority of Messiah to David.
The only other synoptic passage which might contribute anything to our present discussion is Matthew 21:3 (= Mk. 11:3 = Lk. 19:31), wherejesus instructs his disciples to tell the owner of the colt, 'The Lord has need of him.' The statement may suggest that Jesus was known as 'the Lord' in his lifetime, but it is more likely that the disciples would have regarded this as no more than a title of respect. It seems highly probable, for instance, that the owner of the colt had had previous contact with Jesus. In this case 'the Lord' may here be equivalent to 'the Master'.
The Master-disciple relationship, which is so strong in the synoptic gospels, would owe much to the Jewish idea of the teacher (didaskalos) and his pupils, but it is significant that the use of kyrios extends beyond this. Whereas undoubtedly the early Christian use of the title infused consider​ably more content into it, its tacit acceptance by Jesus prepared the way for that development. ^
The Johannine literature
The fourth gospel reflects a similar basic pattern of the non-theological use of the title before the resurrection and the theological use after. There are three occasions on which John describes Jesus as ho kyrios in narrative (4:1;212 6:23; 11:2). These instances are frequently regarded as editorial or textual glosses, in which case they are excised from the evidence. But if the words are authentic, John's usage is in line with Luke's. The title became a normal way of describing Jesus after the resurrection. It is strange
Cf. Hahn, The Titles of Jesus in Christology, p. 113. He says that the concept of Messiah was applied to denote 'an independent heavenly office of Jesus' and the kyrios title was linked to this on the basis of Ps. 110:1.
211 Hahn, ibid., pp. lOSff.
212 In the case of Jn. 4:1, J. H. Bernard, John 1, p. 132, prefers the reading which has ho lesous. He also regards 6:23 as a gloss. C. K. Barrett, John, thinks this is unnecessary, but he treats the occurrence of kyrios as a gloss. Cf. B. Lindars, John, p. 177, onjn. 4:1, which he prefers to understand as originally not using the title Lord.
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that John did not use it more. It may have slipped into his narrative without apparent reason. In chapters 20 and 21 the title is used to refer to the risen Lord. The most striking instance is in Thomas's confession where it is linked with God (Jn. 20:28). In the Johannine epistles there is no occurrence of the title.
Acts
The title Lord is a particular favourite with Luke in narrating the deeds and teachings of the early church. The application of the title to Jesus is immediate and almost automatic. The disciples, in putting the question about the restoration of the kingdom instinctively address the risen Jesus as Lord (Acts 1:6) and this is frequently continued in direct prayers included in this book (cf. 1:24; 4:29; 9:5; 10:4, 14; 22:8,19). As in most of these cases there is no indication that Jesus is being addressed, it cannot be ruled out that 'Lord' may be an address to God. Where Saul of Tarsus addresses the risen Christ as Lord, he uses the title before discovering the identity of the voice. The use of kyrios for God is so frequent that it is all the more remarkable when the title is undoubtedly used of Jesus. There are several instances where 'Lord Jesus Christ' or 'Lord Jesus' occurs (cf. 1:21; 4:33; 7:59; 8:16; 11:17; 11:20; 15:11; 15:26; 20:21, 24, 35; 28:31). There are a few instances of these titles being used with the personal pronoun Our' (cf. 15:26; 20:21). These are sufficiently numerous to show how natural it was for the Christian church to refer to Jesus in this exalted way.
One of the most significant statements in Acts is in Peter's first sermon. The climax was reached with the declaration in 2:36 that 'God has made him both Lord and Christ, this Jesus whom you crucified'. The linking of lordship with messiahship is important, especially at this early stage. Lord​ship here is undoubtedly an ascription of sovereignty in vivid contrast to the crucified Jesus. It was this contrast which caused the strong reaction among the hearers. In the account of Saul's conversion, Ananias identifies the Lord who had spoken to him and sent him to Saul as the Jesus who had appeared to Saul on the road (Acts 9:17). It is significant that Saul's first question in answer to the heavenly voice was, 'Who are you, Lord?'. (Acts 9:5).213 It was instinctive to connect lordship with a situation in which a revelation comes in the form of a vision. There can be no doubt that this experience played a vital part in Paul's subsequent understanding of Jesus as Lord. In Peter's speech to Cornelius the statement is made about the preaching of peace by Jesus Christ ('he is Lord of all') (Acts 10:36).2U This
213 Some exegetes prefer to see in the form of address 'Lord', no more than a polite form of address (i.e. 'sir'). Cf. F. F. Bruce, The Book of the Acts (1954), p. 195. But the extraordinary character of the revelation demands more than this. We need not, of course, suppose that Saul of Tarsus had any appreciation as yet of the full implications of the title for Christ.
214 E. Haenchen, Acts (Eng. trans. 1971), p. 352, points out that 'Lord of all" is properly a pagan predicate of God. But when applied to Christ the panton is meant personally in the sense of lordship over both Jews and Gentiles.
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is a remarkably comprehensive view of the lordship of Jesus, implying full sovereignty.
The evidence from Acts shows that the lordship of Christ carried with it implications of Godhead. In many cases where kyrios is used in Acts it comes in οτ (lxx) citations, which shows that it is right to use the οτ background for the interpretation of the word in early Christian thought (cf. for instance 2:20-21, 25, 34 from Peter's first sermon).
Paul
Among the many occasions when Paul attributes lordship to Jesus there are in the main two lines of evidence. There are several instances where the apostle may well be echoing traditional material, and in these cases we shall discover a close link with primitive thought. We shall consider this strand of evidence first and then lead into a consideration of Paul's own distinctive developments.
The marana tha saying in Ί Corinthians 16:22. The form marana tha is Aramaic 215 and is generally translated Our Lord, come', but it has raised many difficulties of interpretation.216 To begin with it is not certain whether marana tha is the right division in Aramaic, since the form could have been maran atha. If the latter is correct, the translation would be Our Lord comes' (future) or Our Lord is here' (perfect). If the similar formula in Revelation 22:20 ('Come Lord Jesus') is taken as the key to the understand​ing of 1 Corinthians 16:22, it would favour the former of the two pro​positions mentioned above, i.e. the view that regards it as a prayer rather than an announcement^Whichever interpretation is followed, it would not affect the ascription of lordship to Jesus, unless it be maintained that God and not Jesus is being referred to in this statement.217 The context, however, would strongly support the view that Jesus is here in mind (as verses 23 and 24 both show). What is of particular interest is that an Aramaic form should be repeated, without a Greek translation, to a Greek-speaking church like Corinth. There can be only one satisfactory explanation, i.e. that the form represents an early Jewish Christian saying which had already
213 For detailed discussions on the Marana tha form, cf. F. Hahn, op. at., pp. 89-99; C. F. D. Moule, op. cit., pp. 36ff; R. N. Longenecker, The Christology of Early Jewish Christianity, pp. 121ff. O. Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament, pp. 208ff., considers the correct form to be a prayer. He sees it in a eucharistic setting and concludes that the ascription of lordship to Jesus arose in a worship context.
216 On the context of this Maranatha passage, cf. C. F. D. Moule, Ά Reconsideration of the Context of Maranatha', NTS 6, 1960, pp. 307ff. Cf. idem, 'The Distmctiveness of Christ', Theology 76, 1973, pp. 564f. On this passage, cf. also M. Black, 'The Maranatha invocation and Jude 14, 15 (1 Enoch 1:9)', in Christ and Spirit in the New Testament (ed. B. Lindars and S. S. Smalley), pp. 189ff, who prefers a future reference equivalent to a prophetic perfect.
21' Cf. W. Bousset, op. cit., p. 22f. in the 1916 edition, although he abandoned this position in his 1921 edition. It has been more strongly advocated by Bultmann, TNT 1, pp. 51f.
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become a kind of stock expression among Gentiles.218
Another problem arises over the precise meaning of mara. Does it carry
with it the full meaning of the Greek kyrios, or is it a title with little if any
religious overtones? One theologian distinguishes between what he calls a
mare-kyrios ascription and an acclamation-kynos title, the latter developing
through the influence of Hellenism.219 This may be criticized on the ground
that no basis exists for supposing that the kyrios title could not have been
applied to Jesus in Jewish Christian circles (on the contrary, cf. Acts 2:36).
It must also be pointed out that the theory makes too sharp a cleavage
between Judaic and Hellenistic Christianity.220 It will not do to dispense
with this evidence by maintaining that the early Jewish Christians did not
at first attribute present lordship to Jesus, believing that this would be
bestowed only at the parousia. Our investigations of the gospels material
would not, however, support this view. Of particular value here is the
debate over Psalm 110.221 There seems no reason to doubt that those who
used the marana tha form would not think it strange to link it with the
kyrios ascription.
^
An early confessional formula (Rom. 10:9; 1 Cor. 12:3). The first of these passages shows that salvation is available to the one who confesses (homo-logeses) that 'Jesus is Lord' and believes that God raised him from the dead. Some have supposed this to mean that the only creed required was this statement about the lordship of Christ rather than an affirmation of Christ as Saviour. But this interpretation does less than justice to Paul's gospel. The apostle is concerned in this passage with the relation of confession to faith, not with a definition of the creed. He is deeply aware that anyone who has come to acknowledge the lordship of Jesus has seen him in an exalted light, and such a confession naturally goes hand in hand with faith in a risen Lord. Lordship would make no sense apart from the resurrec​tion.222 In the same passage (Rom. 10:12) Paul asserts that 'the same Lord is Lord of all' (i.e. both Jew and Greek).223 Any attempt to drive a wedge
218 O. Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament, p. 214, regards the retention of words in Aramaic , as due to respect for the Jerusalem church, where the expression was believed to have originated.
219 W. Kramer, Christ, Lord and Son of Gad, pp. lOlf., complains that confusion arises because of a blurring of the two kyrios uses. Cf. Longenecker's criticisms of this view, op. at., p. 123.
220 Cf. I. H. Marshall, 'Palestinian and Hellenistic Christianity: Some Critical Comments', iVTS 19, 1972-3, pp. 271-287.; idem, The Origins of New Testament Christology (1976), pp. 32ff. The sharp distinction between Judaistic and Hellenistic Christianity was strongly advocated by W. Bousset, and the Religions-geschichte school. Their opinions have exerted a powerful influence on Bultmann and many of his followers.
221 Cf. O. Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament, p. 223. He writes, 'Scholars do not usually attribute sufficient importance to the fact that statements about the exaltation of Christ to the right hand of God (which were very early included in the creed) formally go back to this psalm'.
222 As F. J. Leenhardt. Romans, p. 271, affirms, 'Lordship and resurrection are inseparable. It is the resurrection faith which provides the basis for the confession of Christ's Lordship.'
223 That 'Lord' here must refer to Christ is clear from the context as well as from Paul's general usage. Cf. J. Murray, Romans 2 (NICNT, 1967), p. 57.
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between Jewish and Gentile Christology on the ground that the latter, not the former, confessed lordship falters on Paul's claim that lordship is com​mon to both. What is more, anyone to be saved is required to call on the name of the Lord (i.e. both Jew and Greek). The second passage (1 Cor. 12:3) contains the same confession 'Jesus is Lord', but here Paul is concerned with the essential aid of the Spirit if anyone is to make such a confession.224 We shall need to discuss later the content of lordship in Pauline thought.
A general confession of lordship (Phil. 2:11). At the conclusion of the great Christological hymn (Phil. 2:6ff.) the climax is reached with everyone confessing that 'Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory of God the Father'. The wording of the confession is allied to the last two passages except that here the double name Jesus Christ is used. Some see this as a more developed form originating from a Hellenistic environment and therefore less early.225 But again the evidence does not support so sharp a distinction in the use of 'Jesus' and 'Jesus Christ'. Since most scholars regard this Philippians passage as an early Christological hymn which Paul has adapted for his own purpose,226 it is highly probable that the confession of lordship here reflects a conviction that at once sprang up in the Christian church. What is most significant is the fact that the confession in this case is based on a new name given to Jesus (presumably that of Lord, kyrios).227 The confes​sion therefore involves the acknowledgment of the universal sovereignty of Jesus.228 But when can this confession be expected to be fulfilled? Cer​tainly every knee has not yet bowed at the name of Jesus and every tongue has not yet confessed his sovereignty, although he has already been highly exalted.229 There is a drawing together here of a present acknowledgment of the lordship of Jesirs-among Christians (see Phil. 2:5) and the prospect of universal acknowledgment in the future. But the future scene of confes​sion need not be a confession of faith, for Paul does not support such a view of universal faith, but it means a recognition by everyone of what Christians aided by the Spirit have already confessed (see the further dis​cussion of this passage later, pp. 344ff).
224 O. Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament, pp. 219f, sees 1 Cor. 12:3 in the context of emperor worship and persecution, not in the context ofglossalalia. On the same passage, cf. T. Holtz, 'Das Kennzeichen des Geistes (1 Kor. XII: 1-3)', .\'TS 18, 1971-2, pp. 365-376.
22' So W. Kramer, op. at., p. 68. He claims that only in a Hellenistic setting was Jesus Christ regarded as a double name. But see R. Longenecker's criticism of Kramer's position (The Christology of Early Jewish Christianity, pp. 126f).
• 6 Cf. R. P. Martin, Carmen Christi (1967). A thorough presentation is given of the various arguments affecting the authorship of this hymn. Martin concludes for a non-Pauline origin.
227 J. Behm (TDA/T3, p. 1089) says, 'The name of Kyrios thus designates the position of the Risen Lord.' K Cf. R. H. Fuller, Foundations of New Testament Christology, p. 213.
229 Cf. R. P. Martin, An Early Christian Confession (1960), pp. 36f. Martin comments, 'From a cultic standpoint, then, which views His glory sub specie aeternitatis, His dominion is already acknowledged and His triumph over all his foes complete'.
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Other evidence from Paul's epistles. In writing to the Corinthians Paul de​scribes what he preached as 'Jesus Christ as Lord' (2 Cor. 4:5), which sums up what he has just called 'the gospel of the glory of Christ'. Any gospel which did not acknowledge the sovereignty of Jesus Christ would be out of step with Paul's gospel. This statement pours into the title Lord the profound truths of Paul's Christology. It was clearly infinitely more than a formal name - it conveyed with it the nature of sovereignty. Thus the apostle identifies himself in his preaching with the primitive confessions of faith.
In his former letter to the same church, Paul includes a passage which contains some basic facets of belief - 'Yet for us there is one God, the Father, from whom are all things and for whom we exist, and one Lord, Jesus Christ, through whom are all things and through whom we exist' (1 Cor. 8:6).23° The lordship here is identified with the same creative and sustaining functions as God the Father. In no clearer way could Paul bring out the exalted nature of the Lord. It is perhaps worth noting that in both these Corinthian passages the double name Jesus Christ is found, as in the Philippian passage. Moreover in the case of 1 Corinthians 8:6 the unique lordship is specifically brought out, thus excluding comparisons with any other kind of lordship.231
In a passage of practical importance (Rom. 14), Paul discusses the ob​servance of festival days and food taboos with reference 'to the Lord' The use of the title Lord here is not accidental. It occurs seven times in verses 5-9 reaching the climax 'that he (Christ) might be Lord both of the dead and of the living' (verse 9). Clearly Christ is being identified through the title which brings out the idea of his sovereignty over all Christians, as the context shows. The lordship, moreover, is not confined to the sphere of this life.
Add to the evidence already cited the numerous occasions when Paul uses such expressions as Our Lord Jesus Christ', Our Lord Jesus' or 'Jesus Christ our Lord'; all of which specify a personal relationship with believers. The total picture emphasizes the great importance of the concept of lordship in the apostle's approach to the person of Christ.
But we have yet to discuss what lordship meant in the mind of Paul.
230 H. Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians (Eng. trans. Hermeneia, 1975, from KEK, 1969), p. 144, considers that Kyrios in 1 Cor. 8:6 is deliberately set in contrast to Theos, as is seen by the use of the preposition dia. That a distinction is being made is undeniable, but it is equally clear that the relation between God and Christ is intended to be close (cf. C. K. Barrett, The First Epistle to the Corinthians (BC, 21971), p. 193). H. Langkammer, 'Literarische und theologische Einzelstiicke in 1 Kor. viii. 6', NTS 17, 1971, pp. 193ff., considers that a pre-Pauline form of this statement was One God the Father and one Lord Jesus Christ'.
231 The strong contrast between the many lords of the non-Christian world and the one Lord over all creation heightens the emphasis on the uniqueness of the lordship of Christ. E. -B. Allo, Premiere Epitre aux Corinthiens (EB, 21956), p. 201, rightly points out that the incidental way in which Paul refers to Christ's part in creation suggests that he is not expounding a new doctrine. He claims that from the beginning Paul must have been in possession of such a Christology.
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The rest of the New Testament
Since he was strongly conditioned by an οτ background of thought, it is certain that for him the title kyrios would be influenced by its lxx use in reference to Yahweh.232 Although this cannot be demonstrated to mean that Lord when applied to Jesus signified God, yet other considerations show that this would not be an unreasonable deduction. Functions which in the οτ are ascribed to God are in Paul's epistles attributed to Jesus Christ. For instance, salvation in the οτ is for those who call on the name of Yahweh, but in Paul's epistles for those who call on the name of Jesus as Lord (cf. Rom. 10:13). The Lord Jesus shares the same creative functions as God (1 Cor. 8:6).233 The transfer of functions from God to Christ is quite natural, because of the ascription of lordship (in a divine sense) to Christ. The frequently predicted day of the Lord in the οτ often becomes the day of Christ in Paul's letters (cf. 1 Cor. 1:8; Phil. 1:6, 10; 2:6; cf. 2 Cor. 1:14). Indeed, the frequent difficulty of deciding whether Paul means to refer to God or to Jesus in using kyrios shows its exalted connotation.
There is a continuity between the gospels, Acts and Paul's epistles in the unhesitating acceptance of the title Lord as applied to Jesus. It is a title which made sense to both Jews and Gentiles, although the overtones for each group would be different. But the common denominator is the notion of divine sovereignty.
The rest of the New Testament
Most of the occurrences of Lord in Hebrews are in οτ quotations (1:10; 7:21; 8:8; 10:30; 12:5, 6; 13:6). Against this background it is significant that Jesus is referred to as Our Lord Jesus' (13:20), as simply 'the Lord' (2:3) and as Our Lord . . . descended fromjudah' (7:14). Moreover, the promise of the new covenant that-people would no longer have to teach 'Know the Lord', is directly applied to Jesus Christ (cf. 8:8ff). If this theme of lordship is not dominant because of other themes, yet it is present in the background. Focus falls rather on divine sonship and priesthood.
Although only once in 1 Peter is the full title 'Lord Jesus Christ' used (1:3), this does not mean a playing down of lordship, as 3:15 in a practical way shows: 'reverence Christ as Lord'.234 Since this advice is intended for
232 F. F. Brace, 'Jesus is Lord', in Sou Deo Gloria (ed. J. M. Richards, 1968), pp. 23ff, maintains that since Jesus was thought of as Kyrios par excellence, it was easy for Christians to think of him in the lxx sense of Kyrios (i.e. as Yahweh). Cf. idem. This is That (1968), p. 36.
233 Note that when Paul says there is one Lord Jesus Christ (1 Cor. 8:6), he may be reacting against the view that the deity of Christ clashes with Jewish monotheism. Longenecker, The Christology of Early Jewish Christianity, p. 135, however, is probably right when he claims that for the earliest Jerusalem believers 'the implications of deity contained in the ascription as yet lay in the substratum of thought'. In that case the title of Lord did not at that time pose any overt threat to Jewish monotheism.
234 E. G. Selwyn, I Peter (1946), p. 193, comments that what is enjoined 'is not merely a devotional love of Christ, but such a love inspired by a right theology, which at once invests Christ with the οτ attributes of Jehovah as "Lord", and Christ's death, which was outwardly a judicial murder, with atoning significance'. E. Best, ί Peter, p. 133, notes that the expression could be rendered, 'Reverence the Lord
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those who suffer for righteousness' sake, it demonstrates the encourage​ment which conies from accepting the over-all sovereignty of Jesus Christ. The same epistle contains two οτ citations which use the title Lord as applied to God (1:25; 3:12), and point to the sense in which it is applied to Christ.
In 2 Peter there are more uses of Lord in the titles of Jesus: 'Lord Jesus Christ' (three times), and the expression 'Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ' (three times; 1:11; 2:20; 3:18. Cf. also 3:2),235 as well as the form 'Jesus our Lord.' Again the Christology is of a high order.
In an epistle which is notorious for its paucity of references to Jesus Christ, it is highly significant that James, in the only two instances of specific mention, uses the form 'Lord Jesus Christ' (1:1; 2:1). In the second instance the lordship theme is enlarged on by the further description 'the Lord of glory'. This must refer to the risen and exalted Lord and is therefore an indirect testimony to the resurrection of Jesus. James is wholly in tone with the rest of the nt in ascribing lordship to Jesus. It is strange that he says so little, but the firm conviction of lordship lies behind the essentially practical teaching in this letter.
Jude, like 2 Peter, uses the title 'Lord Jesus Christ' (verses 17, 21, cf. verse 25). The false teachers, whom he condemns, were those who were denying Our only Master and Lord, Jesus Christ' (verse 4),236 so there is no doubt about the importance in Jude's mind of the concept of lordship.
In the book of Revelation, however, the title is generally applied to God (cf. 1:8; 4:8, 11; 11:15, 17; 15:4; 16:7; 18:8; 19:6; 22:5-6), mostly in liturgical passages. But on three distinct occasions it is used of Christ. In 11:8 the expression 'where their Lord was crucified' clearly identifies Christ as Lord, and in 17:14; 19:16, the full expression 'Lord of lords' is applied to the conquering Lamb (an expression which occurs in Dt. 10:17 applied to Yahweh). At the consummation there is no doubt that Jesus Christ is entitled to the same ascriptions of sovereignty as God himself. In the New Jerusalem the throne is described as the throne of God and of the Lamb (22:1, 3).
Conclusion
The ascription of lordship to Jesus Christ, which occurs in all the different literary groups, makes a distinctive contribution to the total nt doctrine
who is Christ.' It does not materially affect the notion of lordship here. A. M. Stibbs, ί Peter (TNTC, 1959), p. 135, prefers the predicative force for 'Lord'.
235 These are the only occasions in the nt where the expression occurs. It makes doubly clear that sovereignty includes also salvation. In 2 Pet. 1:11, the kingdom is referred to Christ in a manner similar to Paul's usage (cf. J. N. D. Kelly, Peter and Jude, BC, 1969, p. 310).
236 Or the Our' could be restricted to 'Lord', as in rsv mg.
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Son of God The background about the person of Christ for the following reasons:
(i) Absorbed into the current title of Jesus Christ, it denoted an acknow​ledged understanding of the dignity of Jesus.
(ii) In view of the frequent use of the title in οτ citations, it is probable that the lxx usage of kyrios should be regarded as a key to an understanding of the term when applied to Jesus (i.e. as an appelative for God).
(iii) In nt usage the implication is that the same functions assigned to God are assigned to Christ.
(iv) The lordship is closely linked to the resurrection of Jesus and sym​bolizes his conquest over death.
(v) There is no suggestion in the nt that the title Lord was not an entirely appropriate ascription to Jesus. Neither is there any suggestion that the early church developed the idea of lordship when Christianity spread to a Hellenistic environment. It appears in the most primitive strata of Christian tradition. It makes better sense of the total nt Christology to maintain that lordship is a necessary accompaniment of belief in a risen Christ.237
(vi) In the Christian use, it implied the absolute sovereignty of Jesus over all aspects of faith and life.238 He had become Lord and Master and his followers willing bond-slaves.239
SON OF GOD
There can be no doubt of the importance of the consideration whether Jesus thought of himself as Son of God. This will be the chief aim of our investigation of the evidence of the gospels. Certainly the early Christians in their reflection about the person of Jesus were convinced that he was the Son of God. It will be necessary to consider first the background to the use of the title in view of conflicting opinions over its origin and its part in the consciousness of Jesus. If Jesus was the Son of God in a unique sense this consideration will affect our approach not only to his teaching but to all that he did.
The background
We begin with the οτ. It is noticeable at once that the idea of divine sonship is applied in a number of different ways.
237 O. Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament, p. 235, maintains that in the nt the deity of Christ is set out in connection with faith in the lordship he exercises. It is distinguished therefore from the later Greek discussions over the two natures. Cf. E. Stauffer, NTT, p. 114, who considers the title Lord to be the richest of the Christological titles.
238 Longenecker refers to Paul's doctrine of en Kyrio as a distinctive feature of his own development of the lordship theme (op. at., p. 135). C. F. D. Moule, both in his book, The Phenomenon of the Neu> Testament (1967), and in his more recent The Origin of Christology (1977), places much stress on the concept of what he calls the corporate Christ.
239 Cullmann, op. cit., p. 233, maintains that since there is no Christological vacuum between the resurrection and parousia of Christ, the kyrios Christos confession has particular significance.
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(i) Angelic beings are described as sons of God (as in Gn. 6:1-4; Job 1:6; 2:1). This usage has frequently been called mythological, largely because angels are considered to be mythological beings. But there are no grounds for disputing the existence of such beings and the description of them as sons of God would denote their spiritual nature.
(ii) This is also the basis on which Adam can be described as a son of God (cf. Lk. 3:38).
(iii) In a more particular sense Israelites are called sons of God (e.g. Dt. 14:1-2; Je. 3:19-20; Ho. 1:10; cf. also Ecclus. 4:10; Wisdom of Solomon 2:18; Psalms of Solomon 13:8; 18:4). This suggests a more inti​mate sense in which Israelites as distinct from the people of the surrounding nations were regarded as God's chosen people. It was, therefore, a collective and not an individual sense.
(iv) What was true of the people individually was then applied to the nation corporately as is evident from the statement in Hosea 11:1, Ouflof Egypt I called my son', in which the whole nation has a father-son rela​tionship to God, which in Christian thought became personalized injhe person of Jesus, as Matthew 2:15 shows.
(v) Even in οτ times, the idea of sonship was applied in a special sense to the theocratic king. 2 Samuel 7:14 is a direct promise to David's son that God would be his father and he would be God's son. The promise was not restricted to Solomon, but was extended to his successors. It later came to be applied to the Messiah as Son of David. In line with this is the statement in Psalm 2:7, which is quoted more than once in the nt in reference to Jesus. We shall discuss below whether in pre-Christian times Messiah was ever described as Son of God.
We must give some consideration to the evidence from the intertesta-mental period, and this falls into two sections. The references to divine sonship are admittedly slight in both apocalyptic Judaism and in the Qum-ran literature.240 In fact the only use of the idea in the former comes in Enoch 105:2 ('and my son will be united with them for ever'), although even here there is doubt about the pre-Christian date of this passage since it does not occur in the Greek version (in the sixth-century Chester Beatty papyrus).241 In the later Apocalypse of Ezra there is a clearer identification of Messiah as God's Son (7:28f.; 13:32, 37, 52; 14:9), but since this apoca​lypse is dated late in the first century, it can make little contribution to our understanding of the use of the title in Judaism in the time of Jesus and the emergent Christian church. The evidence from the Qumran literature is more relevant, although even here the amount of evidence is slight. In 4Q
240 For a brief statement of the idea of 'Son of God' in late Judaism, cf. B. Gerhardsson, The Testing of Cod's Son (Eng. trans. 1966), pp. 20ff. Cf. also E. Lohse, TDNT 8, pp. 357ff.
241 For a discussion of the text of the Greek Enoch, cf. A. M. Denis, Introduction aux Pseudepigraphes Grecs d'Ancien Testament (1970), pp. 15-50.
302

Son of God The synoptic gospels
Florilegium, the text of 2 Samuel 7:14 is applied to the Branch of David.242 Although it is not conclusive that this means that 'Son' was used as a title, it may point to such a usage, in which case this text is evidence that Son of God was beginning to be thought of in a messianic sense.243
Some scholars, however, have appealed to Hellenistic sources for an understanding of the nt use of Son of God on the supposition that it is derived from the Greek idea of divine men, as for instance the concept of kings as divine (theioi andres).244 But this is widely removed from the use of Son of God in the gospels. The Greek divine men 24b exercised their authority in a very different way from Jesus, and in view of the basically Jewish background of Jesus and the disciples this theory introduces an alien concept. It is a legacy from the school of thought which traced most ideas in the nt to Hellenistic sources in the interests of a history of religions approach to Christian origins.
The synoptic gospels
In considering the fatherhood of God, some discussion was included on the special sense in which Jesus addressed God as Father (pp. 81ff.). This general understanding of God as Father implies the divine sonship of Jesus and should be considered as a necessary prelude to the more specific use of the title. On numerous occasions Jesus spoke of God as 'the Father', 'my
24~ C/. above, n. 38, for comments on this.
™ Cf. R. H. Fuller, The foundations of New Testament Christology, p. 32; R. N. Longenecker, The Christology of Early Jewish Christianity, p. 95. Against this view, cf. J. Jercmias, The Prayers of Jesus (1967), p. 40.
244 R. Bultmann, T.VT 1, p. 130. There has been much appeal to the idea of divine men in Greek usage, but W. von Maritz, TDNT 8, pp>-335ff., claims that the phrase 'divine man' is of modern origin. Theios was used predicatively, not as an attribute.
245 M. Smith, 'Prolegomena to a Discussion of Aretalogies, Divine Men, the Gospels and Jesus', JBL 90, 1971, pp. 174-199, gives a survey of studies which have taken into account the evidence of divine men in the Graeco-Roman world. He makes much of parallels and suggests that Jesus was at first primarily seen as a miracle worker. He claims that the gospels are nearer to the accounts of divine men in the Graeco-Roman world than to any other known non-Christian works. The significance of this for M. Smith lies in his prior rejection of the close continuity between the οτ and nt.
Smith mentions L. Bieler's study THEIOS ANER das Bild cles 'gottlichen Menschen' in Spatantike und Friihchristentum, 2 vols. (1935-6, r.p. 1967), as the fullest analysis of a large selection of material on this subject. He also mentions G. P. Welter's earlier work, Der Sohn Gottes (1916), among other works exploring the non-Christian parallels. P. J. Actemeier, 'Gospel Miracle Tradition and the Divine Man', Int 26, 1972, pp. 174-197, discusses the rabbinic and Hellenistic parallels and thinks the nt miracles approximate nearer to the latter than the former.
The Hellenic idea of theios aner has been particularly taken into account in explaining the Christology of Mark. For a criticism of this, cf. O. Betz's study, 'The concept of the so-called "Divine Man" in Mark's Christology', in Studies in \:eu> Testament and Early Christian Literature: Essays in Honour of A. P. Wikgren (ed. D. E. Aune, 1972), pp. 229-240. He sees very little evidence of the existence of such a person as theios aner and finds no reason for accepting the concept in relation to Jesus. Cf. W. Lane's critique in \:eu> Dimensions in \:ew Testament Study (ed. R. N. Longenecker and M. C. Tenney, 1974), pp. 144—161. Cf also the brief critique of Bieler's theory by C. F. D. Moule, 'The Distinctiveness of Christ', Theology, 76, 1973, pp. 563f.
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Father', 'my heavenly Father' and 'your heavenly Father' - fifty-one times in all. Matthew includes more instances of this usage than his fellow synoptists. The evidence suggests that Jesus' naming of God as Father was part of his constant awareness of God's fatherly concern for him and his mission. His use of Abba in addressing God is striking when considered against the background of Jewish transcendentalism, and made so deep an impression on the early disciples that the Aramaic form was preserved, even in Greek-speaking circles (Rom. 8:15; Gal. 4:6). It came to be used by Christians in their own approach to God.246
This latter observation raises an important question. Did Jesus consider that God was his Father in precisely the same sense in which it can be maintained that he was Father of all? Although there are differences of opinion on this matter, the evidence supports most strongly the view that Jesus was conscious of a relationship to his Father which was unique. Some suppose that he regarded all men as sons of God by virtue of creation^ whether actually247 or potentially.248 But all the sayings are addressed to the disciples, with the possible exception of those contained in the Sermon^ on the Mount, and even there it is questionable whether this teaching was intended to apply to all men irrespective of their relationship to Jesus. In no case does Jesus link himself with his disciples in saying Our Father', for the use of that phrase in the pattern prayer was given specifically to the disciples (Mt. 6:9).249 Moreover, people may become sons of God (Mt. 5:45), a sense which is never applied to Jesus himself. Our approach to the synoptic evidence must, therefore, recognize at the outset a distinction between God as Father of Jesus, and God as Father of the disciples;250 the distinction becomes even more specific in John (20:17).
Another important preliminary question is whether 'Son of God' is always equivalent to 'Son', or whether, as some have maintained, two distinct Christological titles are in mind. The debate revolves around the allegation that the absolute use of'Son' is alone linked with a corresponding use of'Father', whereas 'Son of God' never is.251 According to this theory it was only in later developments that 'Son of God' came to be used as a title, but in any case it is denied that it could have been derived from the absolute use of'Son'. But this attempt to draw a sharp distinction between
246 Cf. J. Jeremias, The Central Message of The New Testament (1965), pp. 9-30. Jeremias comments, 'We are confronted with something new and unheard of which breaks through the limits of Judaism' (p. 30).
247 Cf. H. Montefiore, 'God as Father in the Synoptic Gospels', NTS 3, 1956, pp. 31-46.
248 Β. Μ. F. von lersel, Der Sohn in den synoptischen Jesusivorten (1961).
249 q- T w Manson, The Teaching of Jesus (21935), pp. 89-115. In this section Manson examines all the evidence in the synoptic gospels for God as Father. He pays particular attention to the form in which fatherhood is spoken of, i.e. whether 'my' or 'your'.
250 Cf. I. H. Marshall, 'The Divine Sonship of Jesus', Int 21 (1967), p. 90, who thinks that the absence of any record of Jesus using the form Our Father' to include himself as well as his disciples suggests there is a difference in status which is not accidental.
251 So F. Hahn, The Titles of Jesus in Christology, pp. 279f.
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the two is unsatisfactory for the following reasons.252 The two forms are used by both Mark and John, who were clearly unaware of any distinction between them. It is moreover not established that 'Son' always occurs in conjunction with 'Father' (cf. Mk. 1:11; 9:7; 12:6). It seems arbitrary in the extreme to drive a wedge between two forms which both depend on a filial relationship. There is no doubt that the theory rests too heavily on the view that Son of God is derived from the Greek notion of divine man. It should also be observed that this is an example of speculation about com​parative sources being used to dominate the exegetical question of what the term 'Son' meant for Jesus. Whatever its origins, room must be left for Jesus himself to use the term in his own unique way, which can be deter​mined only by an exegetical examination of the contexts.
Passages in which 'Son of God' is used with 'Messiah', Even if the pre-Christian Jewish literature cannot provide evidence of the fully developed use of Son of God as a title for the expected Messiah, there are three passages in the synoptic gospels where the two titles are linked and it would be valuable to begin with these passages.
The most important is Peter's confession (Mt. 16:16; cf. Mk. 8:29; Lk. 9:20), although this is not recognized by those scholars who regard the words 'Son of the living God', after 'you are the Messiah', as unhistorical. It is true that Mark has only 'you are the Messiah', but before we dispense with Matthew's further words as unoriginal, we need to enquire whether there are any grounds for supposing that Peter could not have uttered them in his confession. Naturally if it be supposed that Son of God was a Hellenistic concept, it is easy to claim that the Jewish Peter could not have used it. But we have -already seen that Jewish parallels are closer than Hellenistic to the gospel usage, which means that the combination of Messiah and Son of God is not impossible in a Jewish context. It is, moreover, not self-evident that Matthew's addition must be discounted, simply because it is peculiar to him. Both Mark and Luke record the application of the title Son of God to Jesus in other contexts. The distinctive aspect of this confession in Matthew is, therefore, that it represents an awareness on Peter's part that the Messiah had come from God and had a special relationship to God. In view of the numerous occasions on which Jesus called God his Father it would have been extraordinary if none of the disciples had recognized him in a special sense as Son of God and confessed him as such. In the absence of any good grounds for denying the validity of Matthew's addition, we may regard Peter's confession as a significant stepping stone in the development of early Christian awareness of the
232 Marshall, art. cit., p. 88, maintains that the alleged distinction is not well-founded exegetically. The whole article (pp. 87-103) shows that there is a firm basis for the view that Jesus spoke of God as Father
and himself as Son.
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nature of Jesus the Messiah as Son of God.
Another passage is that of Matthew 26:63f. (= Mk. 14:61f.; Lk. 22:66f.) in which Caiaphas puts the direct question, 'Tell us if you are the Christ, the Son of God.' (Mark has 'Son of the Blessed,' and Luke splits the question into two). In all the accounts Jesus answers in the affirmative with sufficient clarity for action to be taken against him for blasphemy (accord​ing to Matthew and Mark). The title must certainly have conveyed more than a courtesy title for it to create such a strong reaction. Mark's 'Blessed' is a periphrasis for God and we may therefore note that there is no essential difference between the accounts. Even Luke's splitting of the questions does not introduce a significant variation, although it makes more clear that it was the admission of divine sonship which the hierarchy could not tolerate.
The other synoptic passage which links Son of God with Messiah is Luke 4:41, where demons say to Jesus, 'You are the Son of God', and Luke comments, 'But he rebuked them, and would not allow them to speak, because they knew that he was the Christ.' Some messianic connotation must, therefore, have been linked with the title 'Son of God'. It is significant that Jesus declined demonic testimony to his sonship, although he accepted the testimony of Peter.
Passages where Jesus' consciousness of sonship comes into focus. We turn now to the key passage in the synoptic gospels on Jesus' consciousness of his divine sonship (Mt. ll:25f.; Lk. 10:21 f.).253 This passage is remarkably parallel to many statements in John's gospel, which has caused it to be described as 'a bolt from the Johannine blue'.254 It is the most important link between the synoptic and Johannine presentations of Jesus. There has been much debate about this key passage, but it will be possible here only to give a brief account of the salient features of the debate.253
It combines a prayer of Jesus with a statement by Jesus. The prayer is addressed to God as Father, which title is included twice. By way of
233 Some of the debate over this passage concerns textual matters. These were debated in detail by P. Winter, 'Matthew x. 27 and Luke x. 22 from the First to the Fifth Century: Reflections on the Development of the Text', NovT, I, 1956, pp. 112ff., who concluded that the tradition was preserved only in a corrupt form. But M. J. Suggs, Wisdom, Christology and Law in Matthew's Gospel (1970), pp. 71ff, criticizes the basis of Winter's arguments.
254 As T. W. Manson, op. at., p. 110, pointed out there is no reason to doubt the authenticity of this saying on the grounds that it has Johannine parallels. See also J. Jeremias, The Prayers oj Jesus, p. 51, and JVTT 1, p. 57, and 1. H. Marshall, hit 21, pp. 91f, both of whom comment on the objections to the sayings.
235 J. Zahrnt, The Historical Jesus (1963), p. 142, maintains that the understanding of Jesus as Son of God does not involve anything supernatural or unnatural. Sonship is defined in terms of allowing God really to be his Father. J. D. G. Dunn, Jesus and the Spirit, p. 37, claims that the evidence does not assert with any certainty the uniqueness of Jesus' sense of sonship. Cf. R. E. Brown, 'How much did Jesus know?' CBQ 29, 1967, pp. 337f., who considers that the evidence shows that Jesus claimed a special relationship with God.
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definition the Father is described as Lord of heaven and earth. But the most significant feature of the prayer is that it concerns revelation. It is not, however, simply a Hellenistic idea.256 The contrast between the 'babes' and 'the wise and understanding' finds parallels in the Qumran literature.257 Even Hahn258 recognizes here a Jewish type saying. The prayer section does not, however, specify what 'these things' are which are the subject of revelation. It is necessary to look at the explanatory statement which follows.
Here Jesus refers to God as both 'my Father' and 'the Father', but uses the absolute form 'the Son' as a self-description. We may dismiss as arbi​trary the contention that Jesus never uses elsewhere the expression 'my Father' in addressing God and that therefore the first part of the statement must be considered unauthentic.259 There is no reason why Jesus could not have said 'my Father', even if this is the only record of it. We may equally reject the contention that this saying is too closely parallel to Matthew 28:18f., where, as here, Father and Son are linked, to be considered au​thentic. This is because both are supposed to be a developed form in which authority and power are claimed by the Son. But again, there is not only no reason to deny such exercise of power to Jesus, but also no reason to maintain that Matthew ll:25f. deals with authority anyway. The theme is revelation passed on from the Father to the Son who is the sole agent for revealing it to others.260 This revelation seems to include the unique filial relation between Jesus and God. There can be no doubt that Jesus was conscious of that relationship.261
An important consideration here is whether the statement in Matthew 11:27 implies the limitation or inferiority of the Son to the Father.262 The
256 Cf. R. Bultmann, History of the Synoptic Tradition (Eng. trans. 1963) p. 160, who regards it as a Hellenistic revelation saying. W. G. Kiimmel, Promise and Fulfilment (Eng. trans. 1957), p. 41, maintains that the function of the Son as revealer rests on the Father's recognition of him, an idea of Hellenistic mysticism.
257 E. Sjoberg, Der verborgene Menschensohn in den Evangelien (Humaniorum Litterarum Lundensis, 53, 1955).
238 Hahn, The Titles of Jesus in Christolagy, p. 309. W. D. Davies devotes a chapter to this passage in his Christian Origins and Judaism (1962), pp. 119-144, and concludes for a definitely Jewish milieu for the logion.
239 Cf. Hahn, op. at., 308ff., who gives serious consideration only to Mt. 11:27 (= Lk. 10:22), but even this he does not treat as authentic. He finds in the passage a Christological narrowing. Originally every one could say "Father", now access to the Father is tied to Jesus' (p. 312). The accuracy of this statement is dubious. Nevertheless, when Jesus says 'my Father' he uses the expression in a unique sense.
260 Jeremias, NTT 1, pp. 59f., treats the father-son language in Mt. ll:25ff. as a parable of sons and fathers in general. Yet this does not explain why Jesus would want to use such a parable if it were not to imply some Christological relationship.
261 Cf. I. H. Marshall, Int 21, 1967, p. 93, who contends that Jesus' self-understanding was grounded in his filial relationship to God on the basis of which the tasks of Messiah, Son of man, and servant to God were carried out.
262 Cf. F. Hahn, op. at., p. 311. He relates this subordination, however, to the unity of purpose between Father and Son. He agrees that in his authority the Son altogether represents the Father.
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reciprocal 'no one knows the Son except the Father' and 'no one knows the Father except the Son' does not, however, suggest inferiority. The fact that the Father delivers (paradidomi) all things to the Son seems to be meant in the sense of the process of revelation.263 It is the Son who chooses to whom he will make the revelation.
Another statement of Jesus which is not without its enigmatic difficulties is Mark 13:32 (= Mt. 24:36). The Markan text reads as follows: 'But of that day or that hour no one knows, not even the angels in heaven, nor the Son, but only the Father.' The statement supports the close filial relation​ship between Jesus and God, but it raises the difficulty of the seeming ignorance of the Son.264 Does this imply inferiority? Some have supposed the exceptive clause to have been added by the church to explain difficulties over the delayed parousia. But it is inconceivable that the Christians would create such a difficult saying to explain a less difficult problem, or would distort an original saying to make it mean something different.265 It cer​tainly, as it stands, implies some limitation on the Son as compared with the Father, and this must be taken into account in considering the nature of the Sonship of Jesus in the gospels. It has alternatively been suggested that in this statement 'Son' stands for an original 'Son of man';266 but unless 'Son of man' refers to someone other than Jesus, which is highly improb​able in the present context, there is no essential difference in meaning.
We turn next to the accounts of the baptism, temptation and transfigura​tion of Jesus, in all of which his sonship plays an important role. The baptism is significant as marking the inaugural act of the mission with the heavenly voice setting a divine seal on that mission. The words, 'Thou art my beloved Son; with thee I am well pleased' (Mk. 1:11; cf. Mt. 3:17; Lk. 3:21—22) certainly identify Jesus as God's Son, but in what sense? Does the saying imply that only at this moment Jesus became God's Son?267 There is no reason to suppose from the words themselves that sonship was a new experience for Jesus. Both Mark and Luke record the saying as a direct address to Jesus using the present tense, whereas Matthew puts it in the
263 According to A. von Harnack, What is Christianity? (Eng. trans. 1901, 51958), p. 97, when rightly understood the name of Son means nothing but the knowledge of God. But this understanding is inadequate because it does not do justice to the question of relationship. In Harnack's treatment, the focus falls on Jesus' consciousness and this must be regarded against the background of the quest for the historical Jesus, now so widely regarded as unacceptable.
264 Cf. I. H. Marshall, op. at., pp. 94f. He points out that if a saying existed which made no reference to the ignorance of the Son 'it is hard, if not impossible, to conceive of the early church's proceeding to transform an unexceptional saying into a "hard" one' (p. 94).
265 Cf. the comments on the wording of this passage by G. Dalman, The Words of Jesus, p. 194; W. G. Kiimmel, Promise and Fulfilment, pp. 40ff.; R. Schnackenberg, God's Rule and Kingdom (Eng. trans. 1963), p. 210. Schnackenberg accepts the authenticity of Mk. 13:32.
266 Cf. R. H. Fuller, The Foundations of New Testament Chnstology, p. 114. E. Lohmeyer, Das Evangelium des Markus (151959), p. 283, accepts the clause as genuine.
267 Cf. B. H. Branscomb, Mark (MNT, 1937), pp. 16ff. F. Hahn, op. at., p. 293, considers that on the basis of the Spirit's descent, Jesus Obtains the messianic dignity of the Son of God'.
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third person. The most natural interpretation of these words is to regard them as a heavenly declaration of what was already in the consciousness of Jesus. There would be added point in the declaration if Son of God is connected with messiahship. There is a high probability that in the mind of Jesus filial consciousness and messianic consciousness were inextricably linked.
Two other features deserve mention. There is an echo from both Psalm 2:7 and Isaiah 42:1 in the words of the heavenly voice. The latter is significant because it refers to God's choice of his servant.268 The passage would certainly have been familiar to Jesus and must have coloured his own understanding of the words 'with thee I am well pleased'. The other factor is the use of the word 'Beloved' (agapetos),269 which can either be regarded as an adjective or as a title. If the former, it may be understood in the sense of Only' (as in the lxx in Gn. 22:2, Je. 6:26; Am. 8:10) and therefore equivalent to the Greek tnonogenes. This would support the in​terpretation mentioned above of the pre-existent Sonship of Jesus. If the word is taken as a title, it would draw attention to sonship of a unique kind.
The temptation narrative records the twice-repeated challenge of Satan, 'If you are the Son of God. . .' (Mt. 4:3, 6; Lk. 4:3, 9), which focuses the main thrust of the temptation on the filial consciousness of Jesus. Although the challenge is expressed as an if-clause, the Greek makes clear that there is no casting of doubt on the sonship of Jesus.270 What is in mind is the way in which the privileges of sonship should be used. Satan is seen as accepting without question that Jesus was Son of God. This narrative is in harmony with that already mentioned in the demons' acknowledgement in Luke 4:41. The clo^e connection in both Matthew and Luke between the baptism and the temptation narratives means that each must be inter​preted in terms of the other and since both focus on sonship, it must be intended that at the commencement of the mission, the declaration of Jesus as Son of God and its consequences should be clearly understood. The
268 Cf. C. E. B. Cranfield, Mark, 55; idem, 'The Baptism of our Lord - A Study of Mk. 1:9-11, SJT 8, 1955, p. 62. In the latter article, Cranfield remarks, 'In response to his self-dedication to the mission of the Servant, made when He submitted to the baptism of repentance, He is given a confirmation of His own consciousness of being the Son of God that is at the same time a consciousness of His Servant-vocation, as the echoes of Isa. 42:1 indicate'. Cf. also O. Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament, p. 66; idem, Baptism in the New Testament (Eng. trans. 1950), pp. 16ff.; C. Maurer, 'Knecht Gottes und Sohn Gottes im Passionsbericht des Markusevangeliums', ZTK, n.f. 50, 1953, pp. 30ff. Cf. also I. H. Marshall's article cited in n. 121.
269 G. Schrenk, TDNT 2, pp. 740f., considers that this expression implies sonship in the sense of an only Son. O. Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament, p. 284, sees it as a combination of Son of God with 'Ebed Yahweh. T. F. Glasson, 'The Uniqueness of Christ: The New Testament Witness', EQ 43, 1971, pp. 25-35, appeals to agapetos as evidence for the uniqueness of Christ (see p. 27).
Cf. Hahn's discussion, The Titles of Jesus in Christology, p. 295. He sees the temptation narrative, especially in the first two temptations in Matthew, as the 'warding-off of a falsely understood Son of God concept'.
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synoptic gospels present a Messiah who was fully conscious of his special
relationship to God as Son.
Because of the heavenly voice in the transfiguration narrative, there are certain parallels to the baptism narrative which are worth considering271 (Mk. 9:2ff; Mt. 17:lff.; Lk. 9:28ff.). In Matthew's account the idea of sonship is linked again with 'Beloved' and the same expression of divine pleasure is given. The expression of pleasure is, however, omitted in Mark and Luke, and the word 'Chosen' is substituted for 'Beloved' in the best texts of Luke. All the accounts contain an exhortation to the hearers to listen. What is most significant about this incident is that sonship is here linked with transformation. Some scholars have considered this account of sonship to be different in that the reference is to 'being'.272 This is then considered to be Hellenistic, and therefore a later development. Or else the story is claimed to be an Easter story read back into the life of Jesus and therefore not to be regarded as historical.273
The transformation theme may, however, be otherwise understood.274 It is not without importance that the synoptic accounts of the transfiguran tion place it after Peter's confession at Caesarea Philippi. It must, therefore, be seen against this background. If Matthew's account is followed and Jesus' comment that flesh and blood did not reveal the identity of Jesus to Peter is accepted as belonging to this context, the supernatural unveiling at the transfiguration falls into place. What Peter had previously declared is visually and orally attested in a supernatural way. It is clear from the transfiguration accounts that the disciples recognized that Jesus was more than purely human, although the full wonder of the event did not become intelligible until after the resurrection.275 It is not surprising that a charge to secrecy was given immediately following this event. It would have been easy for the disciples to misconstrue the significance of the transfiguration before the full realities of the passion had been faced. But the account undoubtedly focuses on the special sonship of Jesus. The transfiguration sets him apart from other men in his unique relation to the Father. This explains his superiority to both Moses and Elijah (who may be legitimately
271 For separate studies of the transfiguration, cf. G. H. Boobyer, Si Mark and the Transfiguration Story (1942); H. Riesenfeld, Jesus Transfigure (1947); A. M. Ramsey, The Glory of God and the Transfiguration of Christ (1949), pp. 101-147.
272 Cf. Hahn, op. at., p. 300, who sees a development in a Hellenistic direction from a divine sonship that was messianically and therefore functionally determined to one of being.
273 S. J. Wellhausen, Das Evangelium Marci (21909), p. 71; R. Bultmann, TNT 1, p. 50; idem. The History of the Synoptic Tradition, p. 259.
274 O. Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament, p. 285, mentions Harnack and Meyer as opposing the reading-back theory. Cf. also E. Lohmeyer, ZNW2\, 1922, pp. 185ff., who did not regard the account as historical, but traces it to a Jewish origin.
275 Cf. R. H. Gundry, 'The Narrative Framework of Mt. 16:17-19', ΝονΤ Ί, 1964, pp. Iff. Von lersel, Der Sohn in den synoptischenjesusworten, p. 176 n. 5, does not include this passage in his discussions because he thinks its Sitz im Lebenjesu is doubtful. But cf. I. H. Marshall, Int, 21, 1967, pp. 95f.
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regarded as representatives of the law and prophets), neither of whom had such transfiguration in their lifetime.
There are two passages in which Jesus confronts the Pharisees which have a bearing on his consciousness of sonship. They occur in all the synoptic gospels. The first is the parable of the vineyard (Mk. 12:1-12; Mt. 21:33-43; Lk. 20:9-19), where the wicked tenants kill the owner's son. The important feature here is that other missions to the tenants have been unsuccessful and the focus falls on the special mission of the son to receive the inheritance. Sonship is therefore seen to be an essential qualification. Since the parable clearly relates to the treatment of Jesus by the religious leaders, it involves prediction of his own death at their hands. His position as Son is seen to be an important factor in the precipitation of his passion. So familiar was the vineyard imagery of Israel (cf. Is. 5:1-7) that the hearers readily detected that the message was against themselves (Mk. 12:12).27f>
The other passage also appears in all three gospels subsequent to the vineyard parable. The initiation of the debate with the Pharisees over David's Son was through a question put by Jesus himself (Mk. 12:35-37; Mt. 22:41-46; Lk. 20:41-44) - 'How can the scribes say that the Messiah is the Son of David?' This passage has already been discussed under the title Son of David (pp. 255f). It has been suggested that Jesus' use of Psalm 110 implies that he is both Son of David and Son of God. Yet although it is clear that Jesus is claiming sonship of a different kind from current speculations regarding the Messiah, it is not certain that Jesus was here thinking of himself as Son of God. If he was, it has further been suggested that the words imply that Jesus was pre-existent for David to call him Lord.277
One concluding passage278 may be considered: Luke 22:29, 'As my Father has appointed a kingdom for me, so do I appoint for you.' Before this statement can be taken in evidence, mention must be made of the view that it is not an authentic saying. On the assumption that it is a parallel to Matthew's Son of man saying about the twelve thrones (Mt. 19:28), it is maintained that Luke's 'my Father' cannot be regarded as original.279 But there is no reason to suppose that it is the same saying. In any case it is more likely to have been a genuine saying of Jesus than a creation of the
276 Cf. J. Jeremias, The Parables of Jesus (Eng. trans. 21963), pp. 70ff., who recognizes that for the mind of Jesus the sending of the son was connected with his own sending, although the mass of the hearers would not have linked Son of God with Messiah.
277 J. Schniewind, Das Evangelium nach Matthaus (NTD, 1960), p. 225, thinks that pre-existence may be in mind here. G. E. Ladd, TNT, p. 168, comments, 'The Messiah is at the same time an earthly man of Davidic descent and the coming world Judge - David's Lord and Judge.'
278 F. W. Beare, The Earliest Records of Jesus (1962), pp. 227f, regards Lk. 22:28-30 as 'a theological construction of a subsequent age'. But see I. H. Marshall's criticisms of Beare's objection to authenticity (Int 21, 1967, p. 97).
279 H. Schurmann, Jesu Abschiedsrede, Lk. 22:21-38 (1957), pp. 37-54, rejects the view that this passage is Luke's own composition. He claims that the expression 'My Father' (v. 29) is pre-Lukan.
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community, since the appointment of the disciples to a kingdom does not figure in later Christian thought. There is, moreover, no reason to suppose that Jesus did not use the expression 'my Father', which is in line with the evidence of his filial consciousness elsewhere.280
The Johannine literature
Since the purpose of the gospel of John is specifically stated to be that the readers might believe that Jesus is the Son of God (Jn. 20:31), it is not surprising to discover considerably more emphasis on this concept than on Son of man. The title itself occurs several times, but even more significant is the absolute use of the Father-Son relationship which permeates the words of Jesus in this gospel. There are more than a hundred occasions on which Jesus speaks of God as Father, distributed throughout the public ministry and not confined to any particular type of audience. The con​sciousness of sonship was present wherever he was. This indeed is the dominant feature in John's Christology and distinguishes it from that of the synoptic gospels. It has the same basis but focuses on the relationship of Jesus to God as Father in a manner so striking that the reader is left with the impression that he is being allowed a glimpse at what it means to be in a unique sense the Son of God.281 The widespread occurrences of the sonship idea in John can be explained only on the assumption that this theme had come to have an absorbing interest for this evangelist.
The uniqueness of Jesus as Son of God. There are four occasions in John where Jesus is described as the Only (monogenes) Son' (i.e. 1:14, 18; 3:16, 18). There are different opinions regarding the meaning of the adjective;282 it
280 Some comment is needed on the centurion's confession in Mk. 15:39, which rsv renders, 'Truly, this man was a son of God.' W. L. Lane, Mark, (Λ'/C.VT, 1974), p. 576, interprets this confession in two ways - what it meant to the centurion and what Mark intended it to mean for his readers. The centurion probably thought of son of God in terms of the Greek idea of a divine man or deified hero. But Mark himself saw significance in the fact that a Roman had confessed Jesus in a form which could convey a genuine Christian confession. 'Most effectively, therefore, Mark reports that the centurion proclaimed that the crucified Jesus (and not the emperor) is the Son of God.'
V. Taylor, Mark (21966), p. 597, thinks it more probable that Luke's ontos ho anthropos houtos dikaios en is more primitive, although he notes A. Plummet's view (Luke, ICC, 31922, p. 539) that there is little difference in meaning. Some importance must surely be attached to the fact that Mark opens and closes his gospel with references to Jesus as 'Son of God'. H. Anderson, Mark, (jVCB, 1976), p. 348, rightly remarks that for Mark it was crucial that the centurion's believing should be seen to arise out of what Jesus' death accomplished. Cf. P. H. Bligh, Ά Note on Huios Theou in Mark 15:39', ExT 80, 1968, pp. 5Iff.; T. F. Glasson, 'Mark xv. 39. The Son of God', ExT SO, 1969, p. 286.
2SI CJ. R. H. Lightfoot, History and Interpretation in the Gospels (1935), p. 224. He comments that injohn, he who speaks and acts on earth is always at the Father's side. He nevertheless finds what he calls 'a kind of luminous haze' surrounding Jesus and other speakers in this gospel. This is not surprising in view of the fact that in all the gospels, Lightfoot could find little more than 'a whisper of the voice of Jesus' (p. 224).
282 It is probable that Jn. 1:18 should read Only God' (as rsv mg.}. Cf. R. E. Brown's discussion of the textual evidence, John, ad loc. It occurs in the Bodmer papyri, whereas the alternate reading has only late Greek support, although it is found in Latin and Curetorian Old Syriac versions. For a comparison of the
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seems most reasonable to suppose that its meaning in these contexts is 'alone of its kind', and in this case it draws attention to the unique kind of sonship which Jesus possessed. In all probability, John 1:18 should read Only God' instead of Only begotten Son' (or only Son), in which case it does not contribute to our present discussion.283 The uniqueness of the sonship of Jesus is supported by the clear statement of the risen Jesus in John 20:17, when he made a distinction between 'my Father284 and your Father' and 'my God and your God'. The distinction is of great importance because it rules out the view that Jesus' sonship was of the same kind as man's, but developed to a greater intensity. Others may be given power to become sons of God (1:12), but Jesus has no need for this since he is Son of a different kind, i.e. he is essentially a son. It is highly unlikely that monogenes contains the idea of birth, as some have maintained.285 But, even if it did, the emphasis would still be on the unique position that Jesus held.
Various testimonies to Jesus as Son of God. John is at pains to give specific instances of various people who recognized Jesus as Son of God. John the Baptist (1:34), Nathanael (1:49), and Martha (11:27) all make precise an​nouncements to this effect.286 Of even greater importance is the occasion when Jesus specifically laid claim to the title Son of God in a dialogue with his critics who were bringing a charge of blasphemy against him (10:36). In this case Jesus appealed to his works as evidence of his sonship (10:37 speaks of'the works of my Father'). In line with this is the statement in 11:4 that Lazarus' illness was not unto death 'so that the Son of God may be glorified by means of it.' Moreover, the accusers of Jesus before Pilate brought the charge against him that he called himself the Son of God (19:7). Some clearly recognized, the claims of Jesus, whereas others considered them to be fantastic and even blasphemous.
The special characteristics of Jesus as Son of God. It is impossible to present an adequate interpretation of the meaning of sonship for Jesus without taking into account the evidence of the whole gospel. What is important is to
text of the Bodmer papyri Ρ 66 and Ρ 75, and the earliest Alexandrian and other mss relating tojn. 1:18, cf. J. Finegan, Encountering New Testament Manuscripts (1974), pp. 111-177. He agrees with the reading monogenes Theou, but thinks the best translation is as gnb, 'the Only Son who is the same as God'.
283 Cf. D. Moody, ' "God's only Son", the translation of John 3:16 in RSv.'JBL 72, 1953, pp. 213ff.
284 Jesus says 'My Father' nearly thirty times in John's record.
283 Cf. F. Biichsel, monogenes, TDNT 4, p. 741, who thinks a reference to birth is probable. R. E. Brown, John, pp. 13f., states that monogenes describes a quality of Jesus, his uniqueness, not his 'procession' as in trinitarian theology.
6 Some reference should be made to the variant reading in Jn. 6:69 which has 'Son of God' in place of 'Holy One of God'. Most textual editors prefer the latter because of its more unusual character. According to R. Bultmann, John, ad loc., both titles are non messianic, but this opinion is disputed by G. Friedrich, ZTK 53, 1956, pp. 275ff., who sees both descriptions as relating to Jesus as messianic high priest. Whichever is the correct reading, the statement is significant as it occurs in Peter's confession of faith.
313
CHRISTOLOGY
single out the most striking features. The first is that the Son is sent by the Father. So characteristic is this of John's gospel that God is at times referred to as the one who has sent Jesus (cf. 3:34; 5:36, 38; 7:29; 11:42). There are implications in this for the pre-existence of Jesus, for he could not be sent unless he was pre-existent. The relationship between Father and Son is seen as a continuation of that which existed before the incarnation (cf. Jn. 17:4, 5). This concept of the Son is identical to that of the Logos doctrine of the prologue (see the separate section on this, pp. 321ff.).
The second important feature is the love of the Father for the Son. This is brought out in 5:20, where the Father's love for the Son leads him to show the Son all that he is doing; in 3:35, where that love results in his giving all things into the Son's hand; in 10:17, where the Father's love is intensified by the Son's voluntary laying down of his life; and 17:24 where the Father's love for the Son is said to have existed before the foundation of the world. John reflects the deep conviction of Jesus that he was the object of the Father's love, a love of a wholly different kind from that between two human beings. There is no suggestion in this gospel that anything ever marred the relationship of loving understanding. What is most significant is that the Father's love for the Son is the pattern for the Father's love for those who believe in Jesus (17:23). It is the same quality of love. Similarly the love of the Son for his people is set out as the pattern for their love for each other (13:34). This is a fine example of the way in which a high Christology is seen to have practical implications of a far-reaching nature. Another factor is the dependence of the Son on the Father. In John 5:19 Jesus makes the statement, 'The Son can do nothing of his own accord, but only what he sees the Father doing.'287 In 5:30, Ί can do nothing on my own authority ... I seek not my own will but the will of him who sent me' (cf. also 14:31; 15:10). These statements sum up the perfect obedience of the Son to the Father's will, and explain the unambiguous assertion in 14:28, 'My Father is greater than I.' It is not surprising that some see in this the inferiority of the Son to the Father, but it must be recognized that Jesus is contrasting the heavenly state with the earthly. The dependence of the Son on the will and power of the Father demonstrates, not the inferior​ity of the Son, but the identity of purpose between the Father and the Son (cf. 14:20). The absolute unity of Father and Son (10:30; 17:11; cf. 14:11, 20) is as important as the dependence of the Son on the Father. These two concepts are different facets of one truth and neither can be separated from the other. John, in recording them, evidently saw no contradiction between them.288 The paradox is the mystery of incarnation. Indeed, a passage like John 5:19ff.  is remarkable for its testimony to the complete harmony
287 As L. Morris, John, p. 312, comments, the Son cannot act in independence of the Father.
288 It is worth noting that those books of the nt which have the most explicit teaching on the subordi​nation of the Son (especially John and Hebrews), have the highest Christology.
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between the Father and the Son, and this is reflected throughout the gospel.
John's gospel is notable for the times that Jesus as Son prays to the Father. At the grave of Lazarus Jesus prays, 'Father, I thank thee that thou hast heard me' (11:41). In the Johannine account of the soul-agony of Jesus, the Son shares his tension with the Father, but triumphantly concludes, 'Father, glorify thy name' (12:28). But it is John 17 where the quintessence of Jesus' prayer approach to God is found and where six times within the prayer Jesus expressly addresses God as Father (verses 1, 5, 11, 21, 24, 25). Nowhere else in the gospels is the mind of Jesus in his filial consciousness so vividly presented. The major element of the prayer is wholly outgoing, concentrated on the needs of the disciples. The whole approach exemplifies in a remarkable way the approach in the prayer that Jesus taught his disciples, with the important difference that Jesus never addresses God as Our' Father, but draws a distinction between his own sonship and that of others. This is especially clear in John 20:17 where the risen Christ is addressing Mary.
Jesus as Son makes the claim to be the exclusive revelation of the Father. He alone has seen the Father (6:46). He therefore is the sole medium by which men may come to know him. When the Pharisees asked, 'Where is your Father?', Jesus pointed out, 'If you knew me, you would know my Father also' (8:19). A similar response was given to Philip's request, 'Show us the Father,' for Jesus puts the question, 'Have I been with you so long, and yet you do not know me, Philip?' (14:8-9). In no clearer way could he have claimed to be the perfect revelation of the Father. There is a complete understanding between the Father and the Son - 'as the Father knows me and I know the Father' (10:15). The theme of revelation is prepared for in the prologue, since theTogos is there identified as light.
Closely akin to this point is the fact that the Son speaks the words of the Father. Not only works but words are vehicles of the Father's activity. Jesus had received a 'charge' from the Father (10:18). He calls his disciples 'friends' and then adds, 'for all that I have heard from my Father I have made known to you' (15:15). He declines to speak on his own authority; it is the Father who has 'given me commandment what to say and what to speak' (12:49f.). In the farewell discourse the same thought is reiterated - 'The word which you hear is not mine but the Father's who sent me' (14:24). As yet, however, much of what is said is necessarily veiled, but Jesus promises to speak of the Father no longer in figures but plainly (16:25). These passages bring out vividly the firm conviction of Jesus that his mind and words are wholly dominated by his consciousness of God.
With regard to the future the evidence is equally explicit. The Father has given all things into the Son's hands. In John's account of the upper-room discourses, there is a remarkable statement that Jesus knew 'that the Father had given all things into his hands, and that he had come from God and
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was going to God' as a prelude to the feet-washing episode (13:3ff.). This is the evangelist's comment to highlight the condescension of Jesus, but it is in line with Jesus' own claim as 16:15 shows ('All that the Father has is mine'). Moreover, the Son shares with the Father in the judgment (8:16). It should also be remembered that included in what the Father had given the Son was a 'cup' (18:11).
Several times Jesus speaks of returning to the Father, especially in the farewell discourses when it was clearly most in his mind. He expects the disciples to rejoice because he goes to the Father (14:28). He looks beyond the cross to the triumphant ascension. The disciples were, however, per​plexed over this kind of talk (see 16:16ff.), for they could not understand it at this stage. For other similar references to going to the Father, see 14:12; 16:10 and 16:28. In the post-resurrection appearance to Mary, Jesus announces his ascension (20:17). For him to go to the Father was to go where he belonged. In line with this is the conviction that the Father will glorify the Son (8:54), which shows that the consummation of the mission will be the exaltation of the Son, whatever intervening suffering may .lie immediately ahead.
The theme of Jesus as God's Son is particularly emphasized in 1 John. Indeed the central confession expected of believers is that Jesus is the Son of God (1 Jn. 2:22, 23; 3:23; 4:15; 5:5, 10, 12-13). The believer's fellowship is with the Father and with his Son Jesus Christ (1:3). The sending of the Son comes into prominence in 4:9-10, 14. The saving activity of God is expressed in the words 'the blood of Jesus his Son cleanses us from all sin' (1 Jn.l:7). The mission of the Son is also described as a victory over the devil (1 Jn. 3:8). It is the Son who makes expiation for our sins (4:10). It is the Father who bears testimony to the Son (5:9) as the source of eternal life (5:11). The whole aim of this brief letter is that the readers, who believe in the name of the Son of God, may know that they have eternal life (5:13). It is the Son who gives us understanding (5:20). In this letter there are no fewer than twenty-one mentions of the Son, a clear indication of the importance of the theme for the writer. This is one of the strongest con​firmations that the epistle is written by the same person as the gospel. Both books present a high Christology.
Acts
After turning from the Johannine literature to Acts, the investigator is struck by the small part the divine sonship of Jesus plays in the primitive proclamations. Indeed there is no indication of the importance of the theme until Acts 9:20, where Luke records that Paul (Saul) proclaimed of Jesus that 'he is the Son of God'. Does this give any support for the view that this was a particular Pauline deduction? Since it took place so soon after Paul's conversion it is incredible that he was following a line of his own.
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Indeed the Son of God theme was linked with the messianic theme (9:22), which shows his indebtedness to the general messianic beliefs of the early church.289 Saul of Tarsus must have received traditions about the sonship of Jesus even although it took the Damascus experience to convince him that they were true.
In his speech at Pisidian Antioch Paul cites the well-known messianic Psalm (2), 'Thou art my Son, today I have begotten thee,' and applies it to Jesus (13:33). The theme is not developed in Luke's record, but there is little doubt that this quotation from Psalm 2 reflects early Christian con​viction that Jesus was Son of God.290
Paul
In the Pauline epistles the concept of Jesus as the Son of God plays an important part in the total presentation of Christ. Yet nowhere does Paul attempt to demonstrate the divine sonship of Jesus. He everywhere assumes it. It comes out quite naturally in many of his epistles.
It has already been noted that many scholars regard Romans 1:1-4 as a piece of traditional material which Paul has taken over (see p. 257). If it is, Paul has lent the weight of his authority to it and it may therefore be regarded as expressing his view. It affirms that God's Son was 'designated (horizo) Son of God in power according to the Spirit of holiness by his resurrection from the dead' (Rom. 1:4).291 But the affirmation is not with​out its difficulties. Can this be construed to mean that prior to the resur​rection Jesus was not Son of God?292 Assuming that Paul would not have quoted a traditional statement with which he did not agree, it is reasonable to interpret this in the light of other statements of his, and nowhere does he suggest that the pre-e^istent status of Jesus was as a man, although he emphatically maintained pre-existence (cf. Phil. 2).293 This affirmation must mean, therefore, that the resurrection declared and delineated what was already an established fact. It confuses the whole concept of sonship if it is affected by events in time. Sonship is an essential relationship which
289 Cf. E. Schweizer, 'The Concept of the Davidic "Son of God" in Acts and its Old Testament Background', in Studies in Luke-Acts (eds. L. Keck andj. L. Martin, 1966), pp. 186-195. He suggests that there were two streams of Davidic prophetic interpretation - one a messianic figure (God's Son of Davidic descent) which he finds referred to in Acts 2:30; 13:33, as well as Lk. 1:32-33; Rom. 1:3-4 and Heb. 1:5-13; 5:5. The other stream stresses the divine sonship of eschatological Israel.
290 Note that Ps. 2 is cited in Acts 2 and in Heb. 1 in relation to Christ.
291 C. K. Barrett, Romans (BC, 1957), pp. 18ff., maintains that Paul has taken over a pre-Pauline formula, but has adapted it by the addition of en dynamei to avoid the suggestion of na'ive adoptionism.
292 Cf. W. C. van Unnik, 'Jesus the Christ', NTS 8, 1962, p. 108, 'The Resurrection did not make Jesus 'the Son of God": He was it already as a descendant of David, but this fact was powerfully marked out by the resurrection.' On the meaning of the verb, cf. L. C. Alien, 'The Old Testament Background of (pro)horizein in the New Testament', NTS 17, 1970, pp. 104ff. He traces both the verb and the use of the title here to Ps. 2.
293 Cf. I. H. Marshall, Int 21, 1967, p. 102. Commenting on Phil. 2:5-11 he says, 'As in Romans l:3f., the Resurrection confirms and manifests an existing position.'
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could not be altered by incarnation, and the evidence of the gospels supports this view. Another important facet of this passage is the linking of the Spirit to the declaration of sonship. It has been suggested 294 that in his earthly life Jesus was dependent on the Spirit whereas at his resurrection he fully took over the Spirit and so was installed as Son of God in power. But again confusion will arise if a distinction is made which suggests that he was not Son of God before the resurrection. Certainly after the resur​rection the disciples came to have a better appreciation of Jesus as Son of God.
When speaking of God, Paul frequently goes on to speak of his Son (it occurs ten times in his epistles). He speaks of the gospel of his Son (Rom. 1:9), of the knowledge of his Son (Eph. 4:13), of the Spirit of his Son (Gal. 4:6), of the image of his Son (Rom. 8:29), of the kingdom of his beloved Son (Col. 1.13). The full expression 'Son of God' occurs only three times apart from the instance in Romans 1:4. In writing to the Corinthians £aul speaks of having preached to them 'the Son of God, Jesus Christ' (2 Cor. 1:19), which leaves no doubt that he was accustomed to include this thejne in his kerygma. He did not reserve it for those already initiated into Christian truth. The Son of God is seen, moreover, as the object of faith (Gal. 2:20), and as the content of the Christian's quest for knowledge (Eph. 4:13). Christians are also called into the fellowship of his Son Jesus Christ our Lord (1 Cor. 1:9).
Sonship in Paul's theology is tied up with the whole mission of Jesus. When God acted to redeem man he sent his Son (Gal. 4:4). Paul goes further in a notable statement in which he links sonship with the coming of Jesus in the likeness of sinful flesh (en homoiomati sarkos harmartias). He could not have expressed more clearly the idea of the pre-existent Son entering the sphere dominated by sin (Rom. 8:3). A strong contrast is intended between the status of Son and the environment of sinful flesh.
Another passage possessing great Christological significance is 1 Corin​thians 15:28 which reads, 'When all things are subjected to him, then the Son himself will also be subjected to him who put all things under him, that God may be everything to everyone'. The passage makes clear the sonship of Jesus, and suggests the subordination of the Son to the Father. Paul's meaning here must be carefully weighed. He is not implying that the present plan or mission of the Son differs in any way from the plan or mission of the Father. That would be unthinkable. In the sense that the Son is committed to the will of the Father both before and after all things
294 Cf. J. D. G. Dunn, 'Jesus - Flesh and Spirit: An Exposition of Rom. 1:3-4', JTS n.s. 24, 1973, pp. 40-68, contends that in this and other passages it is the 'continuity and difference between historical and exalted Jesus in terms of the Spirit' which finds expression (p. 67). According to Dunn it is because Jesus lived on the level of the Spirit that he manifested that he was indeed the Son of God and proved his right to be installed as Son of God in power as from the resurrection (cf. p. 57).
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are subjected to him, the future subjection of the Son is intended to mark the demonstration of the perfect harmony of all things in God. The Son has no other desire than that the Father might be everything to everyone. Paul is not discussing the nature of God, but the perfect submission of the Son in service in the interests of the mission.295
The Father has transferred us from the dominion of darkness to the kingdom of the Son of his love (Col. 1:13). It is noteworthy that what is described as the kingdom of God in the teaching of Jesus has become here the kingdom of the Son, another indication of the special divine status of the Son. It is the Son, Jesus, for whom believers wait at the time of the parousia (1 Thes. 1:10).
Is it possible to see any development between the later Pauline epistles and the former? Some have regarded the emphasis on knowledge of the Son in Ephesians 4:13 as such a development. The idea does not occur elsewhere and may be intended to offset gnosis-type movements in which pursuit of knowledge was regarded as meritorious. On the other hand an increasing awareness of the importance of the divine sonship of Jesus is one of the main evidences of Christian maturity, according to the context of this passage.
One aspect of the sonship of Jesus which is important is the effect it has on believers. When Paul discusses the Galatians' position as sons of God, he reminds them that God has sent the Spirit of his Son into our hearts, crying 'Abba, Father' (Gal. 4:6; cf. also Rom 8:15). This gives some insight into the intimate nature of the relationship between Father and Son which serves as a pattern for his people. The 'Abba, Father' is particularly sig​nificant because Jesus used it in his Gethsemane prayer (Mk. 14:36).
Hebrews
As compared with the almost incidental references to Son of God in Paul's letters, there is a more deliberate exposition of the theme in the epistle to the Hebrews. In fact Hebrews 1 concentrates on the significance of the Son and this is reinforced by other references which occur in the process of the argument. Divine revelation had used various means in the past, but now God has spoken by means of a Son (Heb. 1:1). The Son is not at first identified with Jesus, but there is an initial build-up which impressively presents the Son's exalted status.296 He is heir of all things, creator, reflector
295 On 1 Cor. 15:28, Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament, p. 293, says, 'It is only meaningful to speak of the Son in view of God's revelatory action, not in view of his being'. Although Cullmann adds that Father and Son are one in this activity, Paul's words cannot be emptied of all ontological meaning.
296 M. Hengel, The Son of God (Eng. trans. 1976), p. 87, cites approvingly the view of E. Lohmeyer (Kyrios Jesus : Eine Untersuchung zu Phil. 2:5-11 (21961, pp. 77f.) that Heb. l:lff. makes the Christological outline of Phil. 2:5ff. more precise. Hence 'Son' is more precise than 'being in the form of God'. Hengel says, One might almost regard the whole of Hebrews as a large-scale development of the Christological theme which is already present in the Philippian hymn.'
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of God's glory; he bears the stamp of God's nature, upholds the universe by his power, has purged sins and has been enthroned at God's right hand (see the later section on Heb. 1:1-3, pp. 360ff.). Such an exalted character is the focus of attention in the whole epistle, but is not connected with Jesus until 2:9. The Son performs functions which are prerogatives of God as well as being the perfect means for making him known. It is not surprising in view of this that several OT passages are cited in the first chapter. Psalm 2:7 and 2 Samuel 7:14, well-known messianic passages, are cited (1:5) in support of the Son, but the most remarkable is the application of Psalm 45 to the same Son with the words, 'Thy throne, Ο God, is for ever and ever' (Heb. 1:8). In citing this Psalm in this way, the writer shows that there was no incongruity in speaking of the Son as God (see later section on Jesus as God, pp. 340f.).
In contrast to Moses, a servant, Christ was faithful over God's house as a son (Heb. 3:6), which brings out his superior status. This is further echoed in the second preliminary introduction of the high priest theme in 4:14, where he is called 'Jesus, the Son of God' (cf. 2:17). The 'son' theme from Psalm 2:7 occurs again in 5:5, and in the same context the Son (i.e. Jesus) is said to have learned obedience through what he suffered (5:8). The allusion to the earthly life of Jesus (the agony in Gethsemane) is linked to his sonship. It is in harmony with this emphasis on Jesus as Son of God that Melchizedek, who is clearly regarded as a type of Christ, is described as 'resembling the Son of God' (7:3). Even more striking is the fact that in the two apostasy passages (6:6; 10:29), it is the Son of God whose position would be undermined ('crucified afresh', 'spurned'). The writer is conscious throughout of the importance of this theme. His presentation is wholly in line with the other nt evidence already considered.297
The rest of the New Testament
The sonship theme is absent from James and Jucfe and occurs only inciden​tally in the Petrine epistles. God is called the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ in 1 Peter 1:3, and the heavenly voice at the transfiguration of Jesus is recalled in 2 Peter 1:17. In neither case does it play a major role in the teaching of the epistles.
In Revelation only one mention is made of Jesus as Son of God, in the introduction to the message to the church at Thyatira (2:18). The naming eyes and burnished feet in the description of him go back to 1:17-18, where he is nevertheless described as One like a son of man'. The Lamb theme
297 C. Spicq, L'Epitre aux Hebreux 1 (1952), 288 n.8, summarizes the use of the title in Hebrews as follows: (i) Without the article: 3 times in ot citations; 4 times to stress the quality of the mediator (1:2; 3:6; 5:8; 7:28). (ii) With the article as an affirmation of divinity: 4:14; 7:3 in relation to Christ's priesthood, and 6:6; 10:29 in relation to apostates.
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becomes more dominant, but the exalted position of the Lamb is fully in accord with the status of sonship.
LOGOS
The Johannine literature
One of the distinctive terms used in John's gospel is the Greek logos, normally rendered 'word' in English. In view of the rich cluster of concepts behind the original term, which we are about to consider, it is preferable to retain the Greek word in this discussion. The writer uses logos in this gospel to denote sometimes the message of Jesus and sometimes the divine word about Jesus. It may be said that the ordinary use of logos in John, as distinct from the Christological, shows Jesus as proclaiming the logos.298 This is more than the words spoken; it implies the need for hearing and understanding (cf. 8:31, 51; 5:24).2" But the distinctive feature of John's gospel is the use of /o_gos in the prologue (1:1-18) in what appears to be a more technical sense as a designation of Jesus. This merits careful exami​nation as a contribution to Christology.
The background to the idea. 1. Greek sources. The use of logos in a philosophic sense had a long history before its use in John's gospel. It is one thing, however, to outline the development of the idea and to consider its various facets, but quite another problem to decide how far John is indebted to any of these ideas. It is important to consider both Hebrew and Greek backgrounds to enable a decision to be reached regarding the theological significance of the title.
We begin with the Gre«k usage. The earliest Greek writer to give expres​sion to a logos principle was Heraclitus (c. 500 bc) who was concerned to establish some abiding principle in a world which was continuously subject to change; he called this principle logos. It was, in fact, his philosophical explanation of God. Logos was the unifying principle, the Law or Reason which accounted for the stable pattern in the ever changing world. Man's quest must be to become aware of this logos principle. There was no concept of transcendence, for lo^os pervades everything. In fact logos, fire and God were identical.
298 Bultmann makes much of the revelatory character of the Word and thinks this everyday meaning of logos is present in the evangelist's mind, T7VT 2, p. 64. The significance of the general use of logos in relation to the specific use in John's gospel is well brought out by J. M. Boice, Witness and Revelation in the Gospel of John (1970), pp. 65ff He finds four uses of logos in the Gospel, (i) The common use of a word spoken and then heard by someone, (ii) A theological and religious use in which the words of Jesus take on a character impossible to men's words, (iii) A use which denotes the sum total of Jesus' teaching, (iv) A use in which logos is applied to Christ himself (in the prologue).
299 O. Cullmann, The Christology of the i\ew Testament, p. 260, remarks that 'a direct line leads from the theologically charged concept of the proclaimed word to the Logos who became flesh in Jesus'.
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In Anaxagoras, logos performs more of a mediatorial function, because God is conceived of as transcendent rather than immanent. While Plato did not expound a logos principle, his theory of ideas in some ways prepared for the later Stoic ideas by providing a framework of distinction between an idea and its expression, which may be said to parallel reason and its expression or verbalization (word). The Stoics were successors to Heracli-tus in so far as they conceived of ethereal fire as the primordial source of all things. The fire, which was creative, was known as logos spermatikos (i.e. the Seminal Reason). Thus the logos pervaded all things, as in Heraclitus' system. This lead the Stoics into 'theoretical pantheism'.300 It is important to note that they did not think of a single logos but rather of logoi spermatikoi, which were forces responsible for the creative cycles in nature. These principles provided a standard by which the Stoics claimed to order their lives. Reason was thus closely identified with nature. Later Stoics qon-sidered the logos to be the world soul, again highly pantheistic.
The teaching of the Alexandrian Jew Philo, who was influential in Hel​lenistic thought at the same time as Jesus was teaching in Palestine, wiMely develops a logos doctrine.301 It forms an important key to his system of thought. His is the most articulate attempt to trace Greek ideas to a Semitic context. His highly developed allegorization enabled him to find current Greek ideas in an οτ setting, but he sacrificed any historical approach in doing so. He was influenced by Plato's theory of ideas in formulating his logos doctrine. While he considered the logos belonged to the world of ideas, he nevertheless also linked logos with the expression of the idea. He was, in fact, influenced by both his Hebrew and Greek background. Five points may be noted about Philo's logos doctrine.
(i) The logos has no distinct personality. It is described as 'the image of God . . . through whom the whole universe was framed'.302 But since it is also described in terms of a rudder to guide all things in their course, or as God's instrument (organon) for fashioning the world, 303 it seems clear that Philo did not think of logos in personal terms.
(ii) Philo speaks of the logos as God's first-born son (protogonos huios),X4 which implies pre-existence. The logos is certainly regarded as eternal. Other descriptions of the logos as God's ambassador (presbeutes), as man's advocate (parakletos) and as high priest (archiereus), although offering inter​esting parallels with Jesus Christ, do not, however, require pre-existence.
(iii) The logos idea is not linked with light and life in Philo's doctrine as
M> So W. F. Howard, Christianity according to Si John (1943), p. 35. He cites E. Bevan's Later Greek Religion, p. xv, to the effect that in the old Stoic books the idea always occurs in the plural.
301 For a discussion of Philo's Logos doctrine, cf. C. H. Dodd, The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel, pp. 66ff.; 276ff.; W. F. Howard, op. cit., 34ff; Ε. Κ. Lee, The Religions Thought of St John, 87ff.
102 Cf. Philo, Of Somm. ii. 45.
310 Cf. Philo, De migr.Abr. 6.
3IM Cf. Philo, De agr. 51.
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it is in John's, and the combination cannot have been derived from him, although it would have been congenial to him.
(iv) There is no suggestion that the logos could become incarnate. This would have been alien to Greek thought, because of the belief in the evil of matter.
(v) The logos definitely had a mediatorial function to bridge the gap between the transcendent God and the world. It can be regarded as a personification of an effective intermediary, although it was never person​alized.305 Philo's logos has, therefore, both parallels and differences from John's logos as the following section will show.306
Some mention must be made of the Hermetic literature because some have appealed partly to this to explain the logos doctrine (as, for instance, Dodd).307 The Hermetica were speculative philosophical writings belong​ing to the second and third centuries ad. It may be supposed that some of the literature depended on earlier ideas which might have been contem​porary with John's gospel. But the evidence from this source must clearly be used with some reserve. The discourses of Hermes Trismegistus show a blending of Greek philosophy and Hellenistic Jewish mysticism. The tractate Poimandres, which speculates on the cosmogony of Genesis, fre​quently used the logos idea, but in a way that shows no Christian influence. According to Dodd308 what parallels there are with Johannine thought are explicable 'as the result of minds working under the same general influences'. Yet whereas the Greek mind sought knowledge of God and communion with him through nature, the Christian approach to God is through Christ, which marks a fundamental distinction.
Although there are some striking verbal parallels between the Johannine prologue and the Mandaean liturgies in such phrases as Ί am a Word', 'the Word of life', 'the Light of Life', it is unsatisfactory to claim any Mandaean influence on John since the evidence for the liturgies is very late.309 Only if chronological considerations are played down can any literary connection be claimed. If there is any influence it is more reasonable to suppose that the Mandaean liturgies have absorbed ideas from Christian sources. We may dispense with these, therefore, as a probable source of information for the understanding of John's Logos doctrine.
2. Jewish sources.  There has been a definite shift of emphasis from
3 Cf. Howard, op.cit., p. 38, who sums up Philo's logos in the following way. 'Philo uses the term Logos to express the conception of a mediator between the transcendent God and the universe, an immanent power active in creation and revelation, but though the Logos is often personified, it is never truly personalized'.
x* For a useful survey of views, cf. Ε. Μ. Sidebottom, The Christ of the Fourth Gospel (1961), pp. 26ff.
307 On the Hermetic literature, cf. C. H. Dodd, The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel, pp. 10-53.
308 C. H. Dodd, The Bible and the Greeks (1935, 21954), p. 247.
Cf. R. Bultmann, The Gospel of John, p. 8. He claims that John is particularly indebted to the gnostic Odes of Solomon and the letters of Ignatius, which he considers were influenced by Syrian gnosticism.
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Greek to Hebrew sources for the interpretation of the fourth gospel as a
whole, and this applies to the prologue in particular. There are four main
lines in which Hebrew ideas have been claimed to throw light on John's
usage.
The most obvious line is to investigate the οτ background. Creative power is attributed to the Word of God in several passages, notably Genesis 1 and Psalm 33:6, 9. This Word is clearly invested with divine authority. But not only is the Word creative: it is also sustaining. Such passages as Psalm 147:15-18; 148:8 show God's providential care for his creation through his powerful Word. Indeed that Word is so powerful that it cannot fail to accomplish its purpose in the world (Is. 55:11; Ps. 147:15). Moreover, judgment is executed by the Word of God (Ho. 6:5). In these senses the Word of God is seen as the powerful agency of God.
Yet the more frequent idea of the Word in the οτ is as the mealns of revelation.310 In the work and writings of the prophets, the expression Thus says the Lord' or similar words abound. Each prophet was conscious of being the mouthpiece of God. The divine message is spoken of by Jeremiah as a fire in his bones 0e. 20:9). Similarly Ezekiel (Ezk. 33:7) and Amos are men under compulsion to proclaim the oracle of God. A devel​opment from this prophetical idea is when the 'Word' came to sum up the whole message of God to man as in Psalm 119:9, 105. It is virtually identified with the law, but the important feature is the emphasis on the divine revelation in its application to the psalmist's way of life.
Another οτ concept which has some bearing on the logos idea is that of wisdom.311 The wisdom literature plays a significant part in the present​ation of οτ theology and there is no doubt its influence was strong during the intertestamental period. As with the revelatory character of the Word, so with wisdom the initiative is from God (cf. Job 28:12-19, which shows that creation itself cannot produce it). The gift of wisdom was specifically given to Solomon in response to his own request, and this idea is carried on in the wisdom literature where wisdom is never a possession which can be worked up by man. The most important οτ passage for our purpose is Proverbs 8, where a personified Wisdom speaks of having been present at the creation of the world (8:27ff.). Nevertheless Wisdom speaks of its own creation in Proverbs 8:22, and this must modify the understanding of the sense in which Wisdom can be said to be pre-existent. Undoubtedly the Proverbs passage provides some remarkable parallels with the Johannine
310 P. Borgen, 'Logos was the true Light. Contributions to the Interpretation of the Prologue of John', NovT 14, 1972, pp. 115-130, approaches the prologue from the point of view of Jewish ideas of the close connection between the Word and Light. He views Jn. 1:1-18 as a unity on the basis of its structure.
311 For a useful survey of the evidence from the οτ and later Jewish sources on the theme of Wisdom, cf. A van Roon, 'The Relation between Christ and the Wisdom of God according to Paul', NovT 16, 1974, pp. 207-219.
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Similar ideas are found in other wisdom literature. In the apocryphal Wis​dom of Solomon, Logos ('thy all-powerful Word') leapt down from heaven as a warrior (18:15-16) in a way reminiscent of the warrior Word of God in Revelation 19:13; but the idea is not closely linked to the coming of the Logos in John's prologue. It is clear however that Logos, as Wisdom itself, is for the writer personified, although not personalized. That is to say, it can be spoken of in personal terms without being identified as a person. Wisdom is said to penetrate all things because she is the breath of the power of God (Wisdom 7:24), a significant linking of Logos and Spirit (= breath), which may be paralleled in the creation account. In this same passage Wisdom is said to be the image of God's eternal light (Wisdom 7:26). Similarly in Ben-Sira's writings there is a passage which personifies Wis​dom as having 'come forth from the mouth of the Most High and covered the earth like a mist' (Ecclus. 24:lff.). In this writer there is a close con​nection between Wisdom and law.
The third Jewish source which has sometimes been appealed to is the rabbinic idea of the Torah, which was regarded as an intermediary between God and the world. There are several parallels between this and the Logos of John's prologue.313
First, the Torah was believed to have been created before the foundation of the world; in other words, its pre-existence is asserted. Secondly, the Torah lay on God's bosom. Thirdly, 'my daughter, she is the Torah.' Fourthly, through the first-born, God created the heaven and the earth, and the first-born is no other than the Torah. Fifthly, the words of the Torah are life for the world.
In John's prologue, however, the superiority of Jesus Christ, as the divine Logos, to Moses the law-giver is expressly brought out (Jn. 1:17). Moreover, whereas the law was 'given' through Moses, 'grace and truth', the distinguishing marks of the new law, 'came through Jesus Christ'. In other words John's assertions go beyond the assertions of the rabbis.314 Jesus more than fulfilled the function of the pre-existent Torah. 315
312 For recent writers who have stressed the connection between Logos and Wisdom, cf. R. E. Brown, John 1, pp. 520ff; F. M. Braun, Jean le Theologien: 2. Les grandes traditions d'lsrael (EB, 1964), pp. 137-150. But R. Schnackenberg, John 1, (Eng. trans. 1968), pp. 481-493, while acknowledging Jewish links, still prefers to think of John's Logos concept as basically Greek, but worked over to include Jewish notions.
Cf. W. F. Howard's summary, based on Strack-Billerbeck and TDNT, Christianity according to St John, pp. 50f.
14 j ^ Manson, On Paul and John (1963), p. 146, draws attention to the fact that one of the favourite periphrases for the divine name was 'He who spoke, and the world came into being', which shows some parallel with the creative Logos of John's gospel.
13 It has sometimes been claimed that memra (an Aramaic word used in the Targums) may be seen as an antecedent to the Johannine Logos. But G. F. Moore considered that memra was simply a phenomenon of translation, i.e. a formal substitute for the sacred tetragrammaton; Judaism 1 (1927, pp. 417ff.). C. K. Barrett, John, p. 128, calls the appeal to memra a 'blind alley'. R. E. Brown, John 1, p. 524, regards memra as a surrogate for God himself. 'Memra serves as a buffer for divine transcendence.'
325
CHRISTOLOGY
The fourth Jewish line of evidence is the Qumran literature, which does not explicitly contribute to the discussion, but provides a background which lessens the impact of Hellenistic claims.316 The scrolls bear testimony to many aspects which were for long assumed to belong to a Hellenistic milieu. Of particular importance for our purpose is the underlying Qumran dualism317 which approximates more closely to John's background in his Logos doctrine than does the gnostic dualism which Bultmann stresses so strongly.318 Indeed, the Qumran dualism, like John's, is monotheistic, ethical and eschatological. It makes far better sense to see parallelism within a Jewish framework than to force John into a gnostic mould which is alien to his purpose.
The interpretation of Logos in John's gospel. Having narrowed the probable background to mainly Jewish sources, with Hellenistic parallels, we must next consider why John chose to call Jesus the Logos and precisely what he meant by it. No explanation is valid which does not do justice tosthe fact that after the prologue the actual title is dropped. This fact raises two closely linked questions —Why did he introduce the name Logos at the beginning of his gospel, and what bearing did it have on his subsequent account of Jesus?
The first question demands an answer that links John's purpose with his readers. Since he gives no explanation of the Logos, he assumes that the readers will identify his idea. Greek readers would presumably think he was talking about the rational principle of the universe and would be amazed at his statement that that principle became not only personalized but incarnate. Jewish readers on the other hand would not find the trans​ference of thought so alien,319 for their minds would at least be prepared for some kind of personified pre-existent Wisdom who could operate in the world of men. Nevertheless, they too would be amazed at some of the statements that John makes, again especially the personal attributes and the incarnation in flesh. It seems reasonable to suppose that John wants to present Jesus as the true Logos in order to prepare the way for his own presentation of Jesus Christ as the Son of God.
For an approach to the Logos doctrine from the point of view of Jewish midrashic interpretation, cf. P. Borgen, Observations on the Targumic Character of the Prologue of John', NTS 16, 1969-70, pp. 288ff. Cf. also M. McNamara, 'Logos of the Fourth Gospel and Memra of the Palestinian Targum (Ex. 12:42), ExT, 79, 1968, pp. 115ff.
316 It does this by showing that many facets previously thought to be exclusively Hellenistic were present in the literature of this Jewish sect.
317 Fot a discussion of Qumran dualism, cf. R. E. Brown, New Testament Essays (1965), pp. 102-131.
318 J. Jeremias, The Central Message of the New Testament, p. 82 n. 1, points out that Bultmann's work on John would have been considerably modified had the results of the Qumran researches been more available when he wrote his commentary.
319 In the Manual of Discipline 11.11 the idea occurs of divine thought as the origin of all. Longenecker, The Christology of Early Jewish Christianity, p. 146, appeals to this evidence.
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Important though it is, the Logos doctrine is almost incidental to his main thrust. There is much to be said for the view that the prologue was tacked on after the body of the gospel was written. But this view may not do justice to the clear links in the prologue with leading ideas in the rest of the gospel (such as light, life, truth). It seems better, therefore, to regard the prologue as essentially introductory, giving some flashes of insight into the kind of person to be introduced in the following narrative. There is no denying that the Logos doctrine raises an expectation that the presentation of Jesus will be of a person who is both God and man.
We may note three main characteristics of Jesus Christ as seen in his Logos role. First, to describe his relation to the Father, John goes back in thought to the pre-creation state. The Word was with God (pros ton Theon). Since the beginning is expressed in the same formula as Genesis 1:1, there is clearly a reference to the pre-existence of the Word.320 The further statement that the Word was God explicitly states the deity of the Word, without blurring the distinction between the personal quality of the Word and the personal quality of God. The absence of the article with Theos has misled some into thinking that the correct understanding of the statement would be that 'the Word was a God' (or divine),321 but this is grammatically indefensible since Theos is a predicate.322 There can be no reasonable doubt that John intended his readers to understand that the Word had the nature of God. He did not mean, moreover, that the Word and God were inter​changeable terms, since the previous statement so clearly distinguishes them. The meaning must be that although the Word is God, the concept of God is more embracing than the Word.323 John does not pause to elucidate. He assumes no further explanation is needed. He has with few words created an impression of the divine character and dignity of the Word, eternally with God.
Secondly, John gives some indication of the relationship between the Logos and the world. His part in the creation is specified: 'all things were made through him, and without him was not anything made that was made' (Jn. 1:3). In no clearer way could his unique part in creation be stated, although it is not as full as in Colossians 1:15. There is no distinction here between the creative power of the Logos and the creative power of God. Moreover he is clearly distinguished from creation. The use of a
320 According to G. B. Caird, 'The Development of the Doctrine of Christ in the New Testament', Christ for Us Today (ed. N. Pittenger, 1968), pp. 66-80, the Jews believed in the pre-existence of a personification, but never of 3 person. He claims that neither the fourth gospel nor Hebrews compels us to regard either Word or Wisdom in personal terms. Cf. also J. A. T. Robinson, The Human Face of God, p. 178 n. 182, for a similar view.
321 An early example of this is Origen, In Jem 2:2. Cf. Τ. Ε. Pollard, Johannine Christology and the Early Church (1970), pp. 86-105.
322 Cf. E. C. Colwell, JBL 52, 1933, p. 20.
32ff.
323 B. A. Mastin, Ά Neglected Feature of the Christology of the Fourth Gospel', NTS 22, 1975, pp. , says, 'It is ... overwhelmingly probable that Jn. 1:1 describes the pre-existent Logos as God'.
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different verb - 'to be' (for the Logos) and 'to become' (for the creation) - underlines this distinction.
The third characteristic is the relation of the Logos to men. This is summed up in the incarnation of the Logos, who became flesh (Jn. 1:14).324 There is no parallel to this in the widespread use of Logos in the Greek world. In fact the idea as we have seen would have been alien to Greek modes of thinking, according to which there must always be a gap between God and man. Any idea of an incarnate Logos would not fit into such a view. For this reason John's statement is startling. It focuses what was previously a theoretical idea into a person. Moreover, the person became 'flesh' (sarx), i.e. of the same nature as man. The word 'flesh' is not used here in the way in which Paul sometimes uses it of 'sinful flesh', because John's whole presentation of Jesus would not support such a view. 'Fle^h' indicates for him the complete manhood of the Logos. John's statements about Logos therefore combine the greatest possible exaltation with the humiliation of incarnation. This sums up his basic Christology. His gospel, moreover, links the Logos at the beginning with the Messiah and Son of God at the end (Jn. 20:31). Although he is distinctive in the use of the former title, he shares a similar view to the synoptics in the latter titles.
We have still to discuss what relationship the introductory Logos doctrine has to the remaining part of the gospel, for only when this can be demon​strated can the real place of the Logos be assessed.325 Those who saw the Logos doctrine as wholly Hellenistic326 were obliged to hold that it was superimposed on the Jesus of history. Yet this is untenable because of the essentially Jewish character of the presentation of Jesus in the main body of the gospel. The same objection stands whether the supposed source is Philo's doctrine327 or some gnostic view.328 The Logos doctrine does not
324 G. Richter, 'Die Fleischwerdung des Logos imjohannesevangelium', KovT, 14, 1972, pp. 257f., docs not consider that Jesus' becoming man and humbling himself is a central theme of this gospel. He considers Jn. 1:14 is not a part of the original hymn and is anti-docetic in character. Another who regards Jn. l:14a as a later gloss is J. C. O'Neill, 'The Prologue of St John's Gospel', JTS 20, 1969, pp. 41-52. Verses 6-9 and 15a are also treated as glosses.
325 Cf. M. D. Hooker, 'The Johannine Prologue and the Messianic Secret', \TS, 21, 1974, pp. 40-58, ' who discusses the prologue's significance for the structure of the gospel, comparing it with Mark's prologue.
326 E. Kasemann, 'The Structure and Purpose of the Prologue to John's Gospel', .Vcu' Testament Questions of Today (1969), pp. 138-167, concludes that the prologue is neither a summary of the gospel nor a pedagogic introduction for the Hellenistic reader. He thinks it must be theologically understood. 'It bears witness to the presence of Christ, whose earthly history lies now nineteen hundred years in the past, as the Creator of eschatological sonship to God and of the new world'. He takes sarx in Jn. l:14a in the sense of humanity over against God.
32; Cf. E. F. Scott, The Fourth Gospel: Its Purpose and Theology (1908), stresses John's indebtedness to Philo's ideas, although he concedes that they have been modified. He thinks that John 'rests his account of the Christian revelation on a speculative idea, borrowed, with whatever differences, from Philo'. He gives weight to the OT background as well as the synoptic gospels as sources of the gospel, but gives less weight to Jewish ideas behind the prologue.
328 R. Bultmann, John, pp. 9ff., gives weight to gnostic influence on John's language, while E. F. Scott, op. at., appeals more to Philo.
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remove Jesus from history and set him up as a divine being in constant and eternal communion with God. It sets Jesus firmly in history as one who is nevertheless divine. This is the paradox which is at the heart of John's gospel.
In all probability the Christology of the gospel, with its combination of true humanity with divine nature, was expressed in contemporary terms with a view to offsetting the docetic-type over-emphasis on the divine at the expense of the human, a real danger to the stability of early Christian Christology. A Logos doctrine on its own might have been construed to support the docetic notion,330 but in connection with the rest of the gospel, which stresses even more clearly than the synoptics the human characteristic of Jesus, the 'becoming flesh' becomes diametrically opposed to docetism.
Some references must be made to the other Johannine literature. In 1 John the Logos becomes the Logos of life (1 Jn. 1:1), but still refers to Christ.331 The Word gives life in the same sense that life is introduced into the Logos passage in John 1. That there is a close connection between Logos (as revelation) and Christ cannot be denied. The importance of the statement in 1 John l:lf. particularly lies in the fact that the Logos is firmly set in history supported by eyewitnesses. He is an objective reality which had been heard, seen and touched.
The rest of the New Testament
Although there is not the same distinctive emphasis in Paul's epistles on Logos as a title, there are several aspects which are parallel. For him, as for John, Christ is pre-existent, is the agent of creation, and became incarnate (cf. Col. l:15ff.; Phil. 2:5ff.). Certainly, although Paul does not describe Jesus Christ as Logos, heTecognizes that Christ possesses to the full those characteristics which the Logos possesses. Indeed, we may note that Paul specifically presents Christ as Wisdom (1 Cor. l:30ff.), and there is strong kinship between this and John's Logos.332 John's high Christology is not an isolated phenomenon in nt thought.
329 H. Schneider, ' "The Word was made Flesh". An analysis of the Theology of Revelation in the Fourth Gospel', CBQ 31, 1969, pp. 344-356. This author maintains that John's theological answer to the problem why Jesus, the Word, was rejected was that only by faith, « God given gift, could the revelation be accepted. This explains why Jesus was still rejected by some after his glorification. Schneider maintains in any case that Jesus could only communicate himself fully when he had perfectly realized in the flesh his divine sonship.
330 In considering the distinctive contribution of Christianity, C. F. D. Moule, Theology 76, 1973, pp. 562-572, comments that the appropriation of logos and sophia but the rejection of pneuma was distinctive of the Christian response to events (p. 569), in contrast to docetism which merged all three.
331 R. Law, The Tests of Life (1909), pp. 44f., 370, takes logos in this sense. But cf. Westcott, The Epistles of St John (31892), ad he., who considers that logos here means revelation.
332 For a discussion of the Wisdom theme, cf. H. Ringgren, Word and Wisdom (1947); A. Feuillet, Le Christ sagesse de Dieu d'apres les epitres pauliniennes (EB, 1966).
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In the book of Acts there are many instances where logos stands for the message about Christ, which at times becomes almost personified (cf. Acts 2:41; 4:4; 6:7). Everywhere the Christians proclaimed 'the word', which was identical to the idea of preaching Jesus (cf. 6:2 with 8:35). It is highly probable that Luke regarded Jesus Christ as so closely identified with the 'Word' that he made no explicit distinction between them. What is specif​ically expressed in John is implied in the whole concentration of early Christian preaching on Jesus.333
The epistle to the Hebrews begins with a statement about the revelatory character of the Son (Heb. l:lff.). It was through him that God had now spoken. Moreover, the salvation which the whole epistle is commending has been 'declared' by the Lord (Heb. 2:3). A more specific reference to Logos is found in Hebrews 4:12, where its penetrating character is partiau-larly brought out, although it is not so much viewed as personal (as in John's prologue) as in the metaphor of a sharp sword.
In the book of Revelation we again meet with Logos in the Johannihe sense, since Christ is called the Logos of God (Rev. 19:13). This shows a close link between Revelation and the fourth gospel and is one of the indications of possible common authorship. We may conclude therefore that Logos is an essentially Johannine concept in the nt, but with some support from other sources.334
THE Ί AM' SAYINGS
John's gospel
An important group of sayings, which are peculiar to John's gospel, have a significant function in Christological discussions.335 Since these are state​ments in the first person which attribute certain predicates to Jesus, they are, if authentic, invaluable as revelations of his self-consciousness. Not all scholars will attach to these statements the same significance as is assumed in the following section. But if there are grounds for regarding them as substantially the words of Jesus (as already noted in the Introduction, p. 71), their importance for Christology cannot be dismissed.
333 For   a   comparison   of Luke's   approach   to   the   loqos   and   also John's,   cf.   A.   Feuillet's   article, "Temoins oculaires et serviteurs de la parole" (Lc l:2b)', \'ovT 15, 1973, pp. 241-259. He considers that Luke's approach is a step towards the Johannine. It demonstrates that John's doctrine did not fall from heaven. It had a preparation.
334 In a summary on the nt Logos doctrine, Cullmann, The Christology of the \'eu> Testament, pp. 268f. makes the following main points regarding its meaning. 1. It is primarily the understanding of the life of Jesus as the centre of all divine revelation. 2. It is the utilization of contemporary speculations about a divine hypostatis to express not a syncretistic, but a genuine Christian universalism.
333 Cf. A. Feuillet, 'Les Ego Eimi christologiques du quatrieme Evangile RScR, 1966, pp. 5-22, who studies the passages 8:24b; 8:28; 13:19; 4:26; 6:20; 18:5-6. He sees the first three as absolute uses and the others as more qualified. He claims a similarity with prophetic formulae.
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We note first the considerably greater frequency with which personal pronouns appear in John's gospel compared with the synoptics. The use of Τ adds particular dignity to the statements of Jesus.336 It is remarkable that this use does not sound audacious on the lips of Jesus. What would be presumptuous in others is natural to him. But the very frequency of the Τ draws attention to his own person in a striking way, which prepares the reader for the more specific Ί am' (ego eimi) sayings.337
The reason for the special significance of the Ί am' sayings is that the phrase is used in the ox as a description of God. In Exodus 3:14, God names himself to Moses as Ί am that I am', which invests the Ί am' with a specific divine significance. If Jesus in any way had this usage in mind, it would throw important light on the Ί am' sayings recorded in John.338
There are seven sayings in John's gospel in which Jesus uses the Ί am' form to describe himself. They cover a wide range of metaphors - bread (6:35); light (8:12); door (10:7); shepherd (10:11); resurrection and life (11:25); way, truth, life (14:6); vine (15:1). In each case the Ί am' illustrates some function of Jesus - to sustain, to illuminate, to admit, to care for, to give life, to guide and to make productive. These are staggering claims if isolated from John's total presentation of Jesus. A statement like Ί am the light of the world' makes no sense except on the lips of one who was agent in the creation of the world. John's prologue makes such a saying not only acceptable, but expected. The light that shone in darkness (jfn. 1:5) is the Logos who made all things, including light for the created order. Through these Ί am' sayings Jesus makes personal what in the prologue is still abstract. This is the case with life and truth as well as light. In John's presentation Jesus claims to be the embodiment of all the higher concepts that people have sought after. Whereas these occurrences must be given full weight, they fall short of establishing the identification of Jesus with the name of Yahweh in the οτ. They are certainly evidences of Jesus as
336 J. H. Bernard, John (ICC, 1928), p. cxvii, cites ego as being found 134 times mjohn compared with Matthew (29 times), Mark (17 times) and Luke (23 times).
33/ There has been some recent discussion on the intellectual milieu of the Ί am' sayings. Some scholars look to the OT to supply the basis for the use, e.g., R. E. Brown, John, pp. 533f, who discusses these sayings in an appendix. He finds the OT and Palestinian Judaism to be the most likely background. Cf. also P. B. Harner, The Ί am' of the Fourth Gospel (1970), who considers that the later part of Isaiah particularly furnishes John with his expression, together with rabbinic thought. On the other hand, it has been suggested by G. W. MacRae that gnostic parallels may be the main factor (The Ego-Proclamation in Gnostic Sources', in The Trial of Jesus, ed. E. Bammel, 1970, pp. 122-134). It is not so much in wording as in religious outlook that MacRae finds parallels. He suggests that the evangelist deliberately makes use of 'a complex and syncretistic religious background'. R. Schnackenburg, Das Johannesevangelium 2 (HTKNT, 1971), who includes in his commentary an excursus on the subject (pp. 59ff.), although admitting the strong ot background, nevertheless thinks that Hellenistic-gnostic thought must be taken into account. The evangelist is open to his syncretistic environment.
338 It should be noted here that E. Stauffer, Jesus and His Story (Eng. trans. 1960), pp. 150ff., maintains that the ego eimi of Jesus before Caiaphas (Mk. 14:62) is equivalent to the divine name. But see D. Catchpole's critique of Stauffer's view, The Trial of Jesus (1971), pp. 132ff.
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revealer of God and the giver of God's gifts.339 Important as the Ί am' sayings are, however, it could be supposed that the Ί am' form is no more than emphatic self-identification,340 were it not for a more remarkable use of the formula found in John's gospel in 8:58.
In discussion with the Jews, Jesus was asked the question, 'You are not yet fifty years old, and have you seen Abraham?' The answer given was emphatic in form (amen amen): 'Before Abraham was (en), I am (ego eimi).' The force of the absolute use of Ί am' here must be gauged against the absolute use of the phrase in John 8:24 and 13:19. This usage cannot be explained by parallels in the synoptic gospels (e.g. Mk. 6:50; Mt. 14:27) where the phrase represents a simple affirmative. John 6:20 seems to be a parallel Johannine example of this. Another occurrence which is probably of the same type is John 18:5, although some have seen it as evidence of a divine claim because of the dramatic action of those who had come to arrest Jesus. Yet the contrast between the en (was) applied to Abraham and the ego eimi applied to Christ was undoubtedly intentional in John 8:58. The ego eimi here must be seen as linked with the name for Yahweh revealed in Exodus 3 and with the absolute use of Ί am' ("Ήΐ hu') in Isaiah 46:4. It must be noted that when the form of words used in this latter passage occurs elsewhere in the ot (Dt. 32:39; Is. 43:10), it is attributed to God as speaker, followed by words which express his uniqueness. There seems little doubt, therefore, that the statement of 8:58 is intended to convey in an extraordinary way such exclusively divine qualities as changelessness and pre-existence. The divine implication of the words would alone account for the extraordinary anger and opposition which the claim immediately aroused.341
Revelation
Linked with these sayings in John's gospel are those in the book of Rev​elation. There are no cases of the absolute use, but some significant asser​tions which are self-descriptions. The Ί am' in the Alpha and the Omega saying in Revelation 1:8 and 21:6 is spoken by God, but an identical saying _
339 Cf. H. Zimmermann, 'Das absolute Ego eimi als die neutestamentliche Offensbarungsformel', BZ, 4, 1960, pp. 54ff, 266ff, who regards the formula in the mouth of Jesus as a revelation formula which conveys the idea of Jesus as revealer of God. A. Feuillet, RScR 54, 1966, pp. 213-240, finds the meaning to be 'It is I who', showing that the gifts in the passages mentioned are inseparable from the person.
340 There is some discussion over the force of the ego eimi in these sayings. R. E. Brown, John, pp. 534f., comments on Bultmann's view that five of the seven sayings (all except 11:25 and 14:6) are Rekognitionsformel (i.e. in the form which separates the subject from all others and emphasizes the T). But Brown pays more attention to the predicate. In fact he agrees that there is much to be said for the view that there is a parallelism between these Ί am' sayings and the synoptic parables beginning, 'The Kingdom of God is like ..."
341 Whatever the precise meaning of ego eimi in Jn. 8:58 and Jn. 18:5, the evangelist shows that a special significance was attached to the saying, in that in the former case the Jews attempt to stone Jesus and in the latter the hearers fall to the ground.
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occurring in Revelation 22:13 is attributed to Christ himself, which implies an ascription of deity to him. The Alpha and Omega is explained as the one 'who is and who was and who is to come, the Almighty' in 1:8, as 'the beginning and the end' in 21:6, and the same in 22:13, with the addition of 'the first and the last'. The meaning is clear. The claim is to all-inclu-siveness, not in a pantheistic sense, but as embracing all human history. It is highly probable that some indebtedness to such passages as Isaiah 41:4; 48:12 may be traced here. In another claim made in this book the risen Christ declares, Ί am he who searches mind and heart' (Rev. 2:23), where the ego eimi is descriptive. There is a striking parallel in John 2:25 where the historical Jesus is said to have known what was in man, a reflective comment by the evangelist. Also after the profound saying of Revelation 22:16, Jesus is recorded as saying, Ί am the root and offspring of David, the bright morning star', which may be indebted to Isaiah 11:1, 10; 53:2, although the offspring idea is different. This statement tells us less about the person of Jesus than about his mission. He was to inaugurate the perfect day.
THE LAST ADAM
Paul
We come now to consider an aspect of Christology which is peculiarly Pauline.342 While we may not regard the Adam theme to be central to Paul's theology, it nevertheless plays a sufficiently important role in his Christology to necessitate a careful marshalling of the evidence. Our first concern will be to consider the background to the 'Last Adam' motif as a description of Jesus Christr-
Background to the idea. Clearly our understanding of the Adam passages in Paul's letters will be affected by the extent to which it is believed that he was influenced by Hellenistic or Jewish thought. In the case of Paul it may not be easy always to differentiate between the two, but there is a natural inclination to assume a stronger Jewish than Hellenistic background in view of his Jewish upbringing.
From the Hellenistic side and propounded mainly by advocates of the religionsgeschichte school of interpreters343 is the view that Paul was influ​enced by the gnostic Urmensch idea. This idea was that a mythical glorious
O. Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament, pp. 144ff, discusses the oriental divine man idea and the Jewish Adam speculation as background to the Son of man concept. Paul's 'Last Adam' exposition is not entirely unrelated to other concepts of Christ already considered. Note that some have seen traces of an Adam-Christ typology in the synoptic gospels, e.g., M. Byskov, 'Verus Deus - verus homo, Lk. 3:23-38', StTh 26, 1972, pp. 25ff.
Cf. R. Reitzenstein, Die hellenistischen Mysterienrehgionen nach ihren Grundgedanken und Wirkungen (31927, rp.p. 1956). Cf. also R. Bultmann, TNT 1, pp. 164-183.
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creature was believed to be a saviour figure and was to be found in many religions. It was then supposed that this widespread belief was one of the foundations of Pauline Christology. But the evidence was based on so wide a survey of diverse material without regard to dating, that any theory based upon it must be regarded as methodologically suspect. The glorious Ur-mensch was supposed to contain all souls within himself, a kind of ideal Adam. Some see these ideas behind Jewish Adam teaching.344 Because saving functions are attributed to him, he is said to foreshadow the saving Messiah who is to come. The evidence, however, does not support the linking of Adam with Messiah.343 Messiah is said in one passage (Num. R XIII. 12) to be the Second Adam who would restore the glory that man had lost, but the passage does not identify Messiah as Saviour, nor does it say anything about Messiah's contribution to mankind as a whole. ScVoggs dispenses with the view that Jewish theology shows any indebtedness to the Urmensch myth.
We may next briefly summarize the Jewish view in the following ways, bearing in mind that there was no fundamental difference in the interpret​ation of the Adam theology between Palestinian Jews and Philo of Alex​andria, (i) Adam's sin is said to be disobedience to the Torah. (ii) As a result of sin Adam lost his glory, immortality, height, the fruit of the earth, the fruit of trees, the luminaries. What is important here is that Adam's original state was seen to be physically glorious .^ompared with man's present condition, (iii) Adam's sin brought death on the whole of mankind as a result of a divine decree, (iv) The earth was punished because of Adam's sin. (v) The sin resulted in a breach in Adam's relationship with God. Jewish exegetes346 were pre-occupied with descriptions of Adam's state to show the depth to which he had fallen. Adam is variously seen as the first patriarch, as king of the world, and as wisdom. Adam's important place in rabbinic theology is, in fact, indisputable. The most significant feature in the Jewish teaching about Adam is the preoccupation with his status before his sin rather than after. Jewish hopes were pinned on the belief that there would be for men a restoration to the former glory. It will be seen below that Paul's approach was wholly different, in that he sees Adam only as a type of fallen humanity and includes no speculation about his former glory. The conviction that Adam was the means of sin entering the world, Paul shared with his Jewish contemporaries, but his view of man's restitution was unique.
344 Cf.  B.   Murmelstein,  'Adam,  ein Beitrag zur Messiaslehre',   Wiener Zeitschrifi far die Kunde des Morgenltmdes 35, 1928, pp. 242ff. 36, 1929, pp. 51-86.
343 Cf. R. Scroggs, The Last Adam (1966), pp. χ ff., for a strong criticism of Murmelstein's theory.
346 Cf. Scroggs, ibid., pp. 32ff., for details of rabbinic views. He sets out the evidence under such headings as, 'The results of Adam's sin', 'Adam as the exalted father of Israel', 'Adam as the first patriarch', 'The exalted nature of Adam', 'Adam and Sinai', 'Adam and Eschaton'.
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Paul's view of Christ as the last Adam. There are two main passages where Paul introduces an Adam theme: Romans 5:12ff. and 1 Corinthians 15. A few other passages indirectly contributed to what has come to be known as Paul's Adam Christology. We shall first survey the evidence and then discuss its significance within the total Pauline theology.
(i) Romans 5:12ff. This section does not set out to expound the nature of Christ by means of the Adam theme. The theme is incidental to the main purpose of explaining man's salvation and how it comes to him. Romans 5:12 is a well-known crux for interpreters, but certain features are clear. Adam's sin is acknowledged without debate, while the universality of sin and of death are also accepted and then brought together. The sequence of sin entering through Adam and through him to all men, followed by death to all men, is in conformity with Jewish beliefs. Since Christ is compared with Adam, we shall need to make an examination of the areas of comparison and contrast. (See also pp. 21 Iff.).347
Whatever view is taken of the doctrine of original sin, the connection of the sin of humanity with Adam's sin is beyond dispute. There is a sense of solidarity between Adam and the race which is also seen between Christ and his people.348 It is this solidarity which makes it possible for Paul to maintain, 'If many died through one man's trespass, much more have the grace of God and the free gift in the grace of that one man Jesus Christ abounded for many' (Rom. 5:15). The one man Jesus Christ is set over against Adam.349 One man's (Adam's) trespass and disobedience is con​trasted with one man's (Christ's) righteousness and obedience. The con​clusion is inescapable: what Adam lost, Christ regained. Through him a new beginning was made for humanity - indeed a new kind of humanity. Christ becomes, therefore, the head of a new type of man, as Adam was the head of the old.3'0 But new and old are not necessarily to be regarded as in sequence, for Christ shows humanity in its perfection, whereas Adam's humanity was fallen.351
34/ For an exposition of the theory that Paul in this passage has been influenced by gnostic ideas, see E. Brandenburger, Adam und Christus: Exexetisch-religionsgeschichtliche Untersuchung zu Rimer 5:12-2} (1962), whose views are summarized and criticized by Scroggs, op. αι.. pp. xx ff. M. Byskov, StTH 26, 1972, pp. 25ff, opposes Brandenburger's view that Rom. 5:12ff. is concerned with the primitive state rather than the fall. He considers that the emphasis is on neither, but on the importance of Christ for man.
348 Cf. E. Best, One Body in Christ (1955), pp. 34ff; C. K. Barrett, From First Adam to Last (1962), pp. 72f; 92ff. The latter makes a distinction between the anthropological and cosmic etfects. In Adam's case both are universal. In Christ's case the cosmic effects are universal (e.g. in the overthrow of demonic powers), but the anthropological need not be so.
44 Adam and Christ are alw'ays strongly contrasted in Paul. C. E. B. Cranfield, Romans \ (ICC, 1975), p. 270, speaks of the vast dissimilarity between them.
M In Rom. 5:14 Adam is described as a type of the One to come. J. A. T. Robinson, The Body (1952), p. 35 n.l., thinks this refers to Moses. But the issue is between Adam and Christ, not Adam and Moses.
3=1 Cf. Scroggs, op at., p. 101. K. Barth, Christ and Adam. Man and Humanity in Romans 5 (Eng. trans. 1956), maintained that for Paul the anthropology of Christ was prior to that of Adam. This idea is criticized
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(ii) 1 Corinthians 15. In this passage Paul is primarily concerned with resurrection, and only incidentally brings in his last Adam theme. Never​theless, what he says throws further light on the Romans passage. In both passages Adam and Christ are viewed as agents through which others receive the consequences of their actions. 1 Corinthians 15:22 brings out the contrast: 'For as in Adam all die, so also in Christ shall all be made alive.' The diametrically opposing results show vividly the superiority of Christ to Adam. Adam is a man of death, but Christ is a man with power to give life. This contrast is brought out in rather different terms in 1 Corinthians 15:45 where Christ is specifically named as the 'last Adam'.352 Here the distinction is between the first man Adam as 'a living being' (psychikon) and the last Adam as 'a life-giving spirit' (pneumatikon). Again the superiority of Christ is indisputable. What is significant for an Under​standing of the person of Christ is the contrast between the first and the last Adam. What the original Adam should have been, the last Adam is.333 But more than that, the last Adam, as the perfect man, is 'the mediator of true humanity'. It is in this sense that he can be described as the 'first-fruits' (1 Cor. 15:20). This theme of identity with Christ will later be discussed under the 'en Christo' theme (see pp. 647ff). The Adam-nature of Christ here being discussed is of vital importance to a right understanding of that formula.
Another illuminating contrast between Adam and Christ is thgt between 'a man of dust' (cho'ikos) and 'a man from heaven' (epouraniosf* (1 Cor. 15:47). This description of Christ at once sets the last Adam in true per​spective. He shares a different kind of humanity from Adam's, and yet he is nonetheless true man.354 He is, in fact, 'resurrected man'. But for all his
from such diverse points of view as J. Murray, Romans 1, Appendix D, pp. 384ff. and R. Bultmann, 'Adam and Christ according to Romans 5', in Current Issues in New Testament Interpretation (ed. W. Klassen and G. F. Schneider, 1962), pp. 143-165. Both point out that Barth has departed from what Paul actually says.
352 M. Black, 'The Pauline Doctrine of the Second Adam', SJT7, 1954, pp. 170ff, comments that Paul uses the terms 'the second man' or 'the last Adam' only in 1 Cor. 15:45ff., and shows marked restraint in the use of such language. Nevertheless Black thinks that the second Adam underlies Paul's thought in other contexts. He discusses passages like Rom. 5; 1 Cor. 11:7; 2 Cor. 6:4; Col. 1:15; Phil. 2 and the old man/ new man passages in Col. 3: 10, Eph. 2:15; 4:22. In Black's opinion 'the second Adam doctrine and the "Son of Man" eschatology have been brought together in Paul's eschatalogy' (p. 179). He further suggests that 'the second Adam doctrine lies behind Pauline Christology of the "image and the glory", and the conception of the church as the Body of Christ'. Note that O. Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament, pp. 144f, similarly links the second Adam with Son of man as two aspects of the same Christological idea.
353 Cf. Scroggs, The Last Man, p. 102. There is a distinction here between Paul's view and the messianic ideas in Jewish theology. The concept of Messiah restoring man occurs very little (but see T. Levi. 18).
354 Cf. Scroggs, op. at., p. 101, who follows Barth in suggesting that it is not Adam's humanity which is natural but Christ's. 'The humanity of Christ is prior to that of Adam in the sense that God's intent for man is prior to Adam's rebellion'. He says further, 'Seen from the vantage point of the new creation, Adam's humanity is indeed a derived, distorted humanity'.
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perfect humanity, the last Adam is 'from heaven', and Paul never forgets this. It would be incorrect to maintain that Paul thinks of the last Adam as the inaugurator of a new race as the first Adam was of fallen humanity; for this would blur the essential connection between fallen humanity and redeemed humanity. Rather we should think of the last Adam as the perfect representative of humanity, as that humanity should have been and still can be 'in Christ'. Moreover, because Christ is the last Adam there cannot be another. The possibilities are exhausted in the first and the last. There are no shades of existence in the spiritual sense between life and death.
There is some debate about whether Paul thinks that Christ's humanity as the last Adam commences with the resurrection.355 Scroggs maintains that he does, and considers that the apostle, in referring to the earthly life of Jesus, identifies his nature with that of other men.356 According to this view the two human natures of which Paul speaks differ radically, but are nevertheless essentially human natures. This discussion, however, concerns more particularly the resurrected body of Christ which is the focus of attention in 1 Corinthians 15. It is important, however, for a true under​standing of Paul's Christology to recognize that he nowhere supports any lack of continuity between the earthly Jesus and the risen Lord. He believed that the risen Lord was still essentially Man.357
Some comment is needed on the view that an Adam Christology lies behind Philippians 2:6-11. Several scholars have noted a strong parallelism between the text of Genesis referring to Adam and the text of this Philip​pians passage. The classic expression of this view is given by J. Hering,358 who maintained that Paul was thinking of the two Adams especially in the terminology of Philippians 2:6, understood as meaning that equality with God was for Jesus a ptize which could be attained. It was possible to maintain, therefore, that what Adam grasped at (to be like God), Jesus refused. What Jesus chose, according to this Christological hymn, is the antithesis of what Adam aspired to attain.359 The parallels are undoubtedly striking, but there is strong difference of opinion over the interpretation of
3" Cf. Scroggs, op. at., pp. 92ff. Scroggs says, 'Christ has become the model and the means of the resurrection of the Christian. In his body of glory Christ is true humanity, the realization of that existence the Christian will himself have one day.' Scroggs calls this 'eschatological humanity'.
36 Scroggs, op. cit., pp. 93f., claims that by virtue of his resurrection Christ is 'not changed from being a man; he is rather changed into the true man'. He goes on to say that the very fact that Christ is 'first-born of many brethren' is an indication of his continuing humanity.
3" Μ. Ε. Thrall, in an article, 'Christ crucified or Second Adam?', in Christ and Spirit in the New Testament (ed. B. Lindars and S. S. Smalley, 1973), pp. 143-156, suggests that the Corinthians may have made wrong deductions from Paul's preaching of Christ as the glorious Last Adam. This, she thinks, might have led them to conclude they shared Christ's character and wisdom. But Paul has to remind them that Christ was crucified - the negation of human wisdom. He does not deny his view of Christ as the glorious Last Adam, but rejects the Corinthians' misunderstanding of it.
358 J. Hering, 'Kyrios Anthropos', RHPR 6, 1936, pp. 196-209.
339 Cf. also O. Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament, pp. 175ff, who thinks the Adam background is essential to make Phil. 2:6 intelligible.
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the Philippians passage. If Philippians 2:6 is interpreted from the point of view that Christ already possessed equality with God, the parallels are far less striking.360 Again it depends on whether the passage Philippians 2:6-11 is regarded as a Pauline production or as a Pauline adaptation of an earlier Christological hymn. If the former, it may be argued that Paul's use elsewhere of the Adam theme would dispose us to see traces of it here. If the latter, it could be claimed as earlier evidence of a comparison between Adam and Christ.361 It must, however, be noted that the Philippians pas​sage is quite intelligible without the Adam motif, and in the absence of any specific reference to Adam it seems best not to include it in this section of Paul's Christology. The Christological importance of this passage will be brought out more fully in a later section.
\
GOD
Throughout our discussions of the titles we have been confronted with a wide variety of aspects of the nature of Jesus Christ. We must conclude with the most significant ascription - Jesus described as God. We have already seen strong grounds for affirming that the nt view of Jesus finds an important place for his divine sonship. But when Jesus is called God this is even more remarkable. It is all the more so in view of the strong monotheism of the Jews.
John's gospel
Our first consideration is the contribution of John's gospel. There are two main passages which need examination, the Johannine prologue and John 20:28. We have already discussed in some detail the contribution of the Logos concept towards an understanding of the person of Christ (pp. 327ff.). We noted then the words of John 1:1, which affirm of the Logos that he was not only with God but was God (Theos en ho logos). There is no denying the force of the predicate which shows that John meant to say that God was the Word, with the emphasis falling on the word for God and not simply that the Word was divine. The absence of. the article shows unquestionably that Theos is a predicate and not an adjective.362 The statement therefore is an important evidence in the pres​entation of Jesus as God. This is further supported by the comment in John 1:18, which we have also previously discussed (p. 313) and found reason to support the reading monogenes Theos (only-begotten God; or, better, only God). This is certainly the more difficult reading, but for that reason alone is more likely to be authentic. It is striking testimony to the firm
360 Cf. also L. Bouyer, RScR 39, 1951, pp. 281ff.
361 Cf. R. P. Martin,  Carmen Christi, pp. 161ff., for a fuller description of this view.  Cf. also J. T. Sanders, The New Testament Christological Hymns, pp.64ff.
362 See the reference to Colwell's article in note 322 above.
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conviction of the evangelist that the man Jesus about whom he writes his gospel is none other than God. It is to be noted further that in both these statements in the prologue John also draws a distinction between Jesus and God.
It is not without some significance that this gospel which begins with so strong an affirmation that Jesus is God should end with one of the disciples of Jesus confessing the same truth. The words of Thomas, 'My Lord and my God!' (Jn. 20:28) were almost certainly addressed to Christ. There is no reason for denying the possibility that Thomas uttered these words, but even if, as some suppose, the confession is the evangelist's own composi​tion, it is still a strong testimony to John's belief that Jesus is God.363 There are insufficient grounds for alleging that 'Jesus is Lord' must have preceded 'Jesus is God' by such an interval that both could not have formed one confession. Indeed both were truths expressed in familiar οτ terminology for God.364
Paul
There are two lines of evidence here, Romans 9:5 and Titus 2:13. In the former case there has been much debate over whether or not the text is stating that Jesus is God. rsv reads 'and of their race, according to the flesh, is the Christ. God who is over all be blessed for ever. Amen'. The margin has 'Christ, who is God over all, blessed for ever'. It will be seen that the difference between these two renderings, which makes a significant difference for our present discussion, results from a change of punctua​tion.365 But since the ancient Greek mss did not carry any punctuation marks, it is clear that the problem of the choice of readings cannot be resolved on such ground^ Several considerations favour the rsv margin (which niv has printed in the text). A concluding doxology would normally have placed the word 'blessed' (eulogetos) at the beginning and not at the end, and this weighs against the first rendering. The second point is that Paul's normal practice in a doxology is to relate it to the person named immediately before (cf. Rom. 1:25), but in this case God is not mentioned in the preceding context. The third reason is that the participle (on) would
C. K. Barrett, John, p. 477, reckons that the present form of this confession took its shape from liturgical usage.
364 B. Lindars, John, p. 616, considers that Thomas' confession is a summary of the gospel as a whole.
365 Cf. Sanday and Headlam's excurses in Romans (ICC, 51901), pp.233ff. Cf. also O. Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament, pp. 312f, who holds that Paul's doxology applies to Jesus. The opposite view is held by Dodd, Romans (MNT, 1932), ad he., and Barrett, Romans, ad loc. Cullmann bases his opinion on three considerations: (i) Independent doxologies are differently constructed, i.e. they do not begin with Theos; (ii) kata sarka requires something to be said beyond it; (iii) epi panta is more intelligible if applied to Christ. Otherwise the phrase is merely rhetorical. For a thorough discussion of this verse, cf. B. M. Metzger, The Punctuation of Rom. 9:5', in Christ and Spirit in the New Testament (ed. B. Lindars and S. S. Smalley), pp. 95-112. Cf. also A. W. Wainwright's caution against using the psychological argument about what Paul could or could not have written: The Trinity in the New Testament (1962), p. 57.
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be superfluous if the concluding words are a doxology to God, but not if
they refer to the antecedent Christ. Certainly these grammatical reasons
strongly favour the ascription of Godhead to Christ. It is unacceptable to
argue against these evidences that Paul cannot have made such an assertion,
either because he does not do so elsewhere, or because of his strong Jewish
monotheism.
The other passage mentioned above, Titus 2:13, links God and Jesus together, but again different translations are possible. The most likely refers to Our great God and Saviour Jesus Christ', but the words might be rendered Of the great God and our Saviour Jesus Christ'. Again the gram​matical evidence favours the rendering which speaks of Jesus as God, for had there been any intention of differentiating between 'God' and 'Jesus', a second article would have been used.366 Moreover, since within the sajne epistle the expression 'God our Saviour' is used (Tit. 1:4), it would seem unconvincing to contend for a separating of the concepts in Titus 2:13. There are insufficient reasons to deny that in this context Jesus ChristSs being described as God.
Far less convincing is the attempt to render 2 Thessalonians 1:12 as 'the grace of our God and Lord Jesus Christ', instead of Our God and the Lord Jesus Christ', on the grounds that only one article is used.367 In this case the expression 'Lord Jesus Christ' is almost a technical term and could therefore exist without an article. Another unlikely statement in support
368
\
of our present theme is Colossians 2:2.
Hebrews
The quotation from Psalm 45:6 in Hebrews 1:8 has been translated in two ways - either 'Thy throne, Ο God, is for ever and ever', or 'God is thy throne for ever and ever'.369 Since these words are applied in Hebrews to the Son, if the first rendering is correct it would mean that the Son was being addressed as God. There is no doubt that the most natural under​standing of the Greek favours this reading of the text, although it involves taking the nominative as vocative, which can nevertheless be paralleled elsewhere.370 The language is of sovereignty, which in the οτ sometimes
366 J. N. D. Kelly, The Pastorals, pp. 246f., examines the pros and cons and decides in favour of separating God and our Saviour. He is not persuaded by the absence of the article because he points out that Saviour is anarthrous in 1 Tim. 1:1;
367 CJ. L. Morris, 1 and 2 Thessalonians (NICNT, 1959), p. 212, for a discussion of this.
368 O. Cullmann, op. at., pp. 312f., includes Col. 2:2 in his discussion of Paul's designation of Jesus as God. Although some textual uncertainty remains about this statement, Col. 2:3 shows that what is otherwise said to be true of God is here ascribed to Christ. But A. W. Wainwright rejects this as a definite statement that Jesus is God (op. at., p. 70). Nevertheless in the same context Paul says of Christ that the fulness of God dwells in him (Col. 2:9), which is certainly equivalent to calling Jesus God.
369 F. F. Bruce, Hebrews (NICNT, 1964), ad loc., considers the second reading to be unconvincing. N. Turner, Grammatical Insights into the New Testament (1965), p. 15, describes it as grotesque.
370 A. W. Wainwright, op at., p. 59, cites Jn. 20:28 as an example.
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links the king to God.371 But the writer here implies that to address the Son as God is perfectly natural, whatever the original meaning of the words of the Psalm are understood to be. Nevertheless it must be admitted that the point is incidental to the main argument of the epistle.
2 Peter
In the opening salutation of this epistle the expression occurs 'the righteous​ness of our God and Saviour Jesus Christ' (2 Pet. 1:1). The alternative translation which inserts the definite article before Saviour avoids the im​plication that Jesus is being described as God, but is not as true to the text. It seems unquestionable that the former is the only correct rendering.372
Summary
The passages considered above are strong enough to show that Christians
in the early church were not averse to ascribing Godhead to Jesus Christ.
This impression can be supported by other considerations, especially by
the fact that worship normally given to God is sometimes given to Christ.
The Romans 9:5 doxology discussed above can be linked with two others,
2 Peter 3:18 and Revelation 1:5, 6. There is some dispute whether
2 Timothy 4:18 is ascribed to God or to Christ, because of the uncertainty
over the meaning of Lord. There is at least the possibility, however, that
this may be another instance in which a doxology is ascribed to Christ. To
these we must add two of the hymnic passages in Revelation (5:13; 7:10),
in both of which worship is offered to God and the Lamb without any
differentiation between them. Moreover, in the same book the Alpha-
Omega ascription which is applied to God (1:8) is also attributed to Christ
(22:13).
—
We may note further the remarkable fact that one or two nt prayers are specifically addressed to Jesus (Acts 7:59-60; 1 Cor. 16:22 and possibly 2 Cor. 12:8).373 According to John 14:14 Jesus invited prayer in his name. In some of the benedictions his name is linked closely with the name of God (1 Thes. 3:11, 12; 2 Thes. 3:5, 16).
The title 'God' is nowhere directly ascribed to Jesus in the synoptic gospels. We need not, however, infer that the synoptists considered him less than God. Their ascription of deity is indirect and implicit, leaving the reader to draw an inevitable conclusion. When Jesus forgave a man's sins (Mt. 9:2-6 = Mk. 2:5-11 = Lk. 5:20-24), and when he claimed to be lord of the sabbath (Mt. 12:8 = Mk. 2:28 = Lk. 6:5), he was speaking either as a blasphemer or as God. When he stilled the storm on the Sea of Galilee
371 Cf. P. E. Hughes' careful discussion on this verse, Hebrews, ad loc.
._...—..., v. ~. .... ^. ^,^,., „ ,-c.c, u,,ujude (TNTC, 1968), pp. 60f. right's book on 'The Worship of Jesus Christ', op. cit., pp. 93-104.
372 For a discussion of this statement, cf. Ε. Μ. Β. Green, 2 Peter and Jude (ΤΝΊ
373 Cf. the section in Wainwright's book on 'The Worship of Jesus Christ', op. t
341
CHRISTOLOGY
(Mt. 8:26 = Mk. 4:39 = Lk. 8:24) the disciples were filled with awe, for in the οτ it was God who 'made the storm be still' (Ps. 107:29; cf. Ps. 65:7; 89:9). The demoniac healed by Jesus was instructed to 'declare how much God has done for you'; Mark and Luke record without comment that he proclaimed 'how much Jesus had done for him' (Lk. 8:39; cf. Mk. 5:19-20). Luke closes his gospel with Jesus' declaration that he would 'send the promise of my Father upon you' and his return to heaven (Lk. 24:49,51); Matthew closes with the disciples bowing before Jesus in worship (Mt. 28:9), and Jesus' promise of his perpetual presence during their spiritual conquest of the world (Mt. 28:20; cf. Jos. 1:9). The synoptic presentation agrees perfectly with those nt writers who unhesitatingly ascribe to Jesus the title of God.
The evidence cited is confirmed further by the fact that some οξ the activities of God are transferred to Christ without any apparent difficulty. Both can be described as creating, saving and judging. It is impossible to avoid the impression that the nt writers thought of Jesus as God, whatever the problem this raises for the modern mind and has indeed raised through​out the history of the Christian church.
It has been suggested that the shift from Son of God to God as a title for Jesus was in general a late development.374 But the evidence adduced above would not support such a view, particularly in the light of the most probable interpretation of Romans 9:5. It is understandable that difficulties would arise in the milieu of Jewish monotheism, but it is all the ^iore remarkable that a converted Jew such as Paul could set God the Father alongside the Godhead of the Son without being theologically embarrassed by doing so.375
SUMMARY OF THE CHRISTOLOGICAL TITLES
The selection of titles which has been examined is by no means exhaustive, but those titles chosen are the most significant and provide an ample basis for a study of nt Christology. It is striking that for most of these titles the evidence is widely spread across all the main grouping of sources. The exceptions are Son of man (confined almost exclusively to the gospels), Logos and Ί am' (confined to the Johannine literature), and the last Adam (a Pauline theme). It is to be expected that different writers would focus on different ideas, but it is remarkable that a large degree of unanimity can be seen in the belief in the exalted character of Jesus.
374 See Longenecker's discussion, The Christology of Early Jewish Christianity, pp. 139ff.
375 Cf. R. E. Brown, Jesus, Cod and Man (1967). This book contains an essay entitled 'Does the New Testament call Jesus God', which appeared in Theological Studies 26, 1956, pp. 545-573. Brown accepts the use of the title 'God' for Jesus in the nt, but does not consider that it belongs to the earliest layer of tradition.
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Some of the titles, such as Servant and Son of David, found most favour in the earliest strata. Son of man is never used as a title in any of the epistles and occurs only once (on the lips of Stephen) in Acts. It is significant as being the title most widely used by Jesus himself, but was superseded by other titles which more explicitly expressed the Christian estimation of the risen Lord. Both Messiah and Kyrios quickly became proper names for Jesus, as well as retaining much of their original meaning. Jesus was ack​nowledged as Lord throughout the Christian church and as the fulflller of the messianic hopes. There is no strength in the contention that confession of Jesus as Christ was superseded by the confession of Jesus as Lord. Both are well supported in the primitive kerygma.
The Hellenistic world may have contributed other concepts like Logos, but it is not necessary to suppose that such a concept cannot be accounted for by οτ and Jewish sources. In any case it is applied to Jesus in the nt in a unique way. The title Son of God points at once to the relationship between Jesus and God, but also reveals vital information about the nature of Jesus. Although the title Son of God does not necessarily imply deity, the supporting nt evidence corroborates such an understanding of it. Es​pecially is this so of the evidence which specially affirms Jesus as God.
There are no grounds for supposing that the early Christians were con​scious of any tensions resulting from their high view of Jesus. Unques​tionably the Christological titles assume that Jesus was a unique person. The total impression from a careful study of them leaves no doubt that the Jesus who lived and ministered on earth rapidly became recognized in his risen status as God as well as man. His manhood might have been eclipsed in the exaltation which followed from his resurrection, but the nt provides sufficient evidence for it (see. pp. 221ff.). This raises at once the problem of Jesus as God and man, which will form the theme of our concluding section (see pp. 401 f.).
THE CHRISTOLOGICAL 'HYMNS'
Many scholars have considered that Philippians 2:6-11 and Colossians 1:15-20 were originally hymns which had been composed and used before being incorporated into the respective epistles. While it cannot be affirmed un​reservedly that Paul has in these instances made use of already existing hymns about Christ, he clearly recognizes the profound theological sig​nificance of the content. If these passages are hymnic fragments, they would contain valuable information about the view of Christ enshrined in the earliest worship forms of the Christian communities, as well as de​monstrating the essential unity of the apostle Paul with his contemporaries regarding the essential features of the Christian faith. It is because of the significance of these passages in this respect that they warrant separate
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consideration. We shall examine to what extent they throw light on the Christological titles already surveyed. In addition to these major passages three minor passages of a similar hymnic kind will be considered, namely 1 Timothy 3:16; Hebrews 1:1-3 and 1 Peter 3:18-22.
Philippians 2:6-11
This is one of the key passages which bear on the person of Christ. Much debate has centred around whether or not it contains a pre-Pauline hymn, and even more discussion has been concerned with its background and interpretation. It will be possible here to give only a brief summary of the problems which have been raised, before giving an analysis of the main contribution it makes to nt Christology.
\
THE ORIGIN OF THE PASSAGE
Of the possibilities only two concern us here.376 There is the view that Paul has taken over an already existing hymn to Christ and has adapted irtbr his own purpose in the Philippian letter, and there is the alternative view that Paul himself composed the section in the course of writing the letter. The style of the passage is certainly more rhythmic than Paul's normal prose, but is not unparalleled in other, though less extensive, Pauline passages.377 It cannot be argued, therefore, that Paul could not have written it.
The evidence from content is more elusive. It can be argued that certain important Pauline themes are omitted, notably the doctrine of redemption through the cross. If the Philippian passage were taken in isolation it would be possible to maintain that death is seen as no more than the supreme example of Christ's obedience. But no-one could reasonably be expected to pack his whole doctrine into one brief passage of a hymnic nature. This comment may also sufficiently account for the absence of specific reference to the resurrection, although the name Lord applied to Jesus may well imply it. It is noted that there is no reference to the application of the mission of Christ to man's sins. But these omissions tell as much in favour of Paul's authorship of the hymn as against it, for he was concerned in the
376 For a full discussion of the different views about the origin of this passage, cf. R. P. Martin, Carmen Christi (1967), and more recently his commentary on Philippians (NCB). For a brief summary and critique of Martin's position, cf. 1. H. Marshall, 'The Christ-hymn in Philippians 2:5-11', TB 19, 1968, pp. 104-127. Note that in his earlier work, An Early Christian Confession (1960), Martin adopted a rather different interpretation from that in Carmen Christi. Cf. also his earlier commentary on Philippians (TNTC, 1959). In his article mentioned above, Marshall mentions the work of R. Deichgraber, Gotteshymnus und Chris-tushymnus (1967), who regards the Phil, 2 hymn as Hellenistic Jewish Christian, not Palestinian.
377 As J. Weiss, citing E. Norden, notes (Earliest Christianity: A History of the Period AD 30-150, Vol. 2, pp. 406ff). See also E. F. Scott, Philippians (IB, 1955), p. 47; R. P. Martin, Carmen Christi, pp. 17ff. Martin suggests the probability of hymns within the nt on the grounds that the documents had their setting in the worshipping life of the churches. He finds many traces of hymnic forms within the nt. Cf. his Worship in the Early Church (1964), pp. 39ff.
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context of the passage to provide an example of humility and would see to it that the doctrinal progression of thought was relevant to that context. Those maintaining a pre-Pauline hymn are faced with more difficulties over omissions, if the hymn is then regarded as a statement of current Christology. For our present purpose it is sufficient to note that even if Paul has used a previous hymn about Christ, he has given his own stamp to it by including it in his epistle. Because of this it may be regarded as part of the total picture of Paul's presentation of the person of Christ.
THE BACKGROUND TO THE PASSAGE
We must consider next a problem which affects our interpretation of the terminology used in this section, that is the background to the ideas ex​pressed. There have been a wide range of suggestions, but many of them spring from the view that the Christological ideas in the passage are de​velopments brought about by the interchange of pre-Christian notions with the proclamations of the church about Christ. Some regard the back​ground as Jewish, and interpret the hymn against the servant passages of Isaiah, or the presentation in the wisdom literature of Wisdom (Sophia) or of the idea of the two Adams. Others prefer to see a Hellenistic background, and appeal particularly to the gnostic myth of a primal-Man redeemer. Yet others see a syncretism of the two. Some reference to these various views will be made in the outline of ideas which follows.
THE LEADING IDEAS OF THE PASSAGE
So rich is this hymn in important statements about Christ that it will be most helpful to set them out under three main subdivisions: pre-existence, incarnation and exaltation. The pre-existence of Christ is expressed succinctly in the words 'though he was in the form of God' (has en morphe Theou hyparchon) (Phil. 2:6). 378 It is not, however, without its problems, for the important word morphe, has been variously interpreted.
(i) The classical use of the word closely links it with ousia (essence), which then suggests that being in the form of God means possessing deity. But since a distinction must be made between morphe and ousia, we cannot assume that their meaning is identical. Nevertheless, as J. B. Lightfoot379 maintains, 'the possession of the morphe involves participation in the ousia
378 The Lutheran 'Dogmatic View' of the nineteenth century (to use R. P. Martin's description, op. at., p. 63) denies that the hymn referred to the pre-existence of Christ. For a recent advocate of a similar view, cj. J. Harvey, Ά New Look at the Christ Hymn in Philippians 2:6-11', ExT 76, 1964-5, pp. 337ff. But see D. F. Hudson's criticisms, Ά Further Note on Philippians ii: 6-1 Γ, ExT 77, 1965-6, pp. 29f. Cf. also C. H. Talbert, 'The Problem of Pre-existence in Phil. 2:6-11', JBL 86, 1967, pp. 141-153, whose position has, however, been criticized (cf. J. A. Sanders, JBL 88, 1969, p. 281 n. 12, and 1. H. Marshall TB 19, 1968, pp. 115ff).
379 Cf. J. B. Lightfoot, Philippians (41878), p. 110. Lightfoot includes a valuable note on the synonyms morphe and schema, pp. 127ff.
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also'. When the morphe phrase is interpreted by means of the 'equality with God'380 statement which follows, the conclusion is inescapable that morphe means existence equal to that of God.381
(ii) It is claimed, however, that this idea of essence, although it can be paralleled in Hellenistic literature, is not supported by οτ usage. The lxx use of the word is claimed to relate to the visible form of any object under consideration. Hence 'the form of a slave' indicates what is readily recog​nizable as a slave. What is recognizable as God is more difficult to define, but is often described as his 'glory'.382 In this case morphe must mean something like 'condition'. Another suggestion links morphe with 'image' (eikon) and understands Christ's pre-existent state as 'the image and glory of God'. It is claimed that this is supported by οτ usage and by Greek usage.383 It is also paralleled elsewhere in Paul's epistles (cf. 2 Cor. 4:4; Col. 1:15, where 'image' and 'glory' are both ascribed to Jesus Christ). More will be said on 'image' when discussing the Colossians passage, but the idea is more than a representation of God: it involves the actual presence of God.384 In this case morphe also cannot be restricted to a merely repre​sentative function. If morphe = eikon = doxa there would here be an allusion to Christ as the last Adam385 and the expression could be understood from its lxx antecedents.
(iii) A third explanation is based on a mythological understanding of the entire hymn, drawing especially from Hellenistic and gnostic literature.386 This was the view advocated by the 'history of religions' school, wpich saw in morphe the 'essence' of God, not in the sense of full deity, but in the sense of the gnostic heavenly redeemer.387
380 Cf. R. H. Fuller, The Foundations of New Testament Christology, p. 208.
381 Cf. C. Spicq, 'Notes sur MORPHE dans les papyrus et quelques inscriptions', RB 80, 1973, pp. 37ff. In this article Spicq shows the wide variety of meanings which morphe had in the sources he examines, but prefers the sense of'condition' because it expresses a person's 'maniere d'etre' (p. 45).
382 Several writers conect morphe with doxa - for details, cf. R. P. Martin, Carmen Christi, pp. 104ff; P. Bonnard, L'epitre de S. Paul aux Philippiens (CNT, 1950), pp. 42f.
383 As in the Corpus Hermeticum. Cf F. W. Eltester, ElKON im Neuen Testament (ZNW Bh.23, 1958), pp. 80ff; J. Jervell, Imago Dei: Gen. i. 26f im Spdtjadentum, in der Gnosii und in den paulinischen Briefen (FRLANT 76, 1960), pp. 228f.
384 Cf. R. P. Martin, Carmen Christi, pp. 112f.
385 Cf. A. M. Hunter, Paul and His Predecessors (21961), p. 40, who maintains that Jesus as second Adam chose the role of the suffering servant.
386 For instance, this view is supported by R. Reitzenstein, Die hellenistischen Mysterienreligionen, who maintained that Paul used an already existing divine-man idea, although he admitted marked differences in Paul's use of it. Cf also C. H. Kraelmg, Anthropos and Son of Man. A Study in the religious syncretism of the Hellenistic Orient (1927); R. Bultmann, TNT 1, p. 175; G. Bornkamm, On Understanding the Christ-hymn, Phil. 2:6-11', in his collected essays Early Christian Experience (Eng. trans. 1969), pp. 112f E. Kasemann, 'Kritische Analyse von Phil. 2:5-11', ZTK 47, 1950, pp. 314f. (Eng. trans. in Journal for Theology and Church 5, 1968, pp. 45-88).
387 J. A. Sanders, 'Dissenting Deities and Philippians 2:1-11', JBL 88, 1969, pp. 279-290, finds the background of this passage in first century Palestine, in a mixture of οτ and Semitic as well as Hellenistic features. Bo Reicke, 'Unite chretienne et diaconie, Phil. 2:1-11', in Neotestamentica et Patristica (ed. W. C.
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The decision between the first and second interpretations mentioned above is difficult. The third may be seriously questioned on the grounds that evidence for the gnostic heavenly redeemer idea is lacking for the period under consideration.388 Whereas the first interpretation would ex​plicitly claim for Christ equality with God, the second would imply it, and both are therefore important witnesses to his deity. Pre-existence is a necessary complement of this.
But the Philippian hymn makes a further statement about the pre-existent state of Christ which has far-reaching consequences for any understanding of the incarnation. The crucial words are those that state that he 'did not count equality with God a thing to be grasped' (ouch harpagmon). The Greek word harpagmos may be taken in various ways which bear on the Chris-tology of the passage.389
The main crux is whether the statement means that Christ did not hold on to what he already possessed (i.e. equality with God) but gave it up (res rapta)390, or whether it means that Christ declined the temptation to grasp at what he did not as yet possess (res rapienda), but was content to wait for it to be given to him.391 In the latter case what he did not possess was not 'equality' in the sense of essence, but the dignity of kingship over the universe, which, however, was given him at his exaltation. If equality with God is understood in the further sense of independence of God, the meaning would then be that Christ did not grasp at sovereignty as an act of self-assertion although he possessed the 'form of God'. The hymn certainly suggests some way in which the exaltation went beyond the pre-existent
van Unnik et al., 1962, pp. 203ff), net-only maintains the unity of the hymn, but also its relevance to its local (Philippian) context. It was designed to meet a specific ethical need. R. P. Martin (Carmen Christi, pp. 88 ff), does not support an ethical purpose for the hymn, but cf. I. H. Marshall's criticisms of his arguments, TB 19, 1968, pp. 117ff.
388 Cf. E. Percy in Untersuchungen fiber den Ursprung der johanneischen Theologie (1939), pp. 287-299. Cf also R. M. Wilson, The Gnostic Problem (1958).
Cf. J. Jeremias, ThB, 1940, p. 277. For a recent careful discussion of the various Greek terms used in this Christological section, cf. the three articles by P. Grelot in Biblica 'Deux expressions difficiles de Philippiens 2:6-7', Vol. 53, 1972, pp. 495-507; 'La valeur de ouk . . . alia dans Philippiens 2:5-7', Vol. 54, 1973, pp. 25-42; 'Deux notes critiques sur Philippiens 2:6-11', idem, pp. 169-186. In the last article Grelot discusses the structure and possible Aramaic background of the Greek text of the whole passage. On the Aramaic background, cf. also I. H. Marshall, 'The Development of Christology in the early Church', TB 18, 1967, pp. 90ff.
Cf. ]. B. Lightfoot, Philippians ("1878), p. 111. Lightfoot takes the noun and verb together and maintains that the phrase means 'to prize highly'. This view has found a staunch advocate in T. F. Glasson, 'Two notes on the Philippian Hymn (II. 6-11), NTS 21, 1975, pp. 133ff.
Taking the subject of Phil. 2:6 as the human Jesus rather than the pre-existent Son, D. W. B. Robinson ('Harpagmos: The Deliverance Jesus Refused', ExT 80, 1969, pp. 253f.) favours a passive rendering of harpagmos in the sense of a rapture. According to this view, although Jesus was the Son of God he did not consider being caught up out of the hour of trial, but waited for God to exalt him. He cites L. L. Hammerich (whose booklet An Ancient Misunderstanding is discussed in an editorial in ExT 78, 1967, P- 193), in support, although he does not follow his idea of mystical rapture.
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state392 and the suggestion therefore that sees this in the universal acknowl​edgment of his sovereignty seems a reasonable interpretation.
Yet another possibility is to interpret the ouch harpagmon as a complete phrase meaning a 'no-snatching' and to regard 'equality with God' as being expressed in giving rather than gaining.393 This interpretation is based on the position of the negative.394 There is much to be said for it, for it would fit the context better if Christ's action could more readily serve as a pattern for man's action. The main problem is whether the emptying (ekendseri) in the next statement can bear the meaning this puts on it.
Next we come to the incarnation theme, which centres around two im​portant aspects - the act of incarnation (ekendsen, emptying) and the incar​nate life. The self-emptying has created problems, for debate has raged over what was emptied. If equality with God is laid aside, the human Jesus \ was not God and his incarnate life cannot be approached on the assumption that he was. But the difficulty of conceiving any real sense in which a pre-existent divine being could empty himself of his deity is at once apparent". This theory (the kenotic theory) was popular among the advocates of the 'historical Jesus' movement for it effectively removed the divine character​istics from the life of Jesus.395 Another view is that the emptying relates only to his status of equality with God396 which was temporarily suspended by the earthly life of Jesus. A third possibility is that the emptying is to be understood as self-effacement, the antithesis of the self-aggrandizement which would follow if Jesus had snatched at the glory which was latep to be bestowed on him.397
It is evident that only those interpretations of the emptying which are in line with the pre-existent nature of Christ are acceptable in this context.
392 Cf. O. Cullmann, Christohgy, p. 180. Cf. also R. P. Martin's survey Carmen Christi, pp. 143ff. P. Bonnard, Philippiens, p. 43, takes harpagmos in the sense of exploitation.
393 Cf. C. F. D. Moule, 'Further Reflexions on Philippians 2:5—11', in Apostolic History and the Gospel (ed.
W. W. Casque and R. P. Martin, 1970), pp. 264-276. Cf. also J. Carmignac, 'L'importance de la place
d'une negation: OUCH HARPAGMON HEGESATO (Philippiens 2:6)', NTS 18, 1971-2, pp. 131-166,
who makes a careful study of the use of the negative in Paul's letters and concludes that in Phil. 2:6 it
should not be attached to the verb but to the noun.
k
394 For the view that the negative suggests a contrast with someone else who had snatched at equality with God (i.e. Satan or Adam), cf. R. P. Martin's discussion, Carmen Christi, pp. 154-164. M. R. Vincent, Philippians and Philemon (ICC, 1897), p. 86, firmly rejected all idea of an antithesis between the two Adams in this passage. Cf. T. F. Glasson's comments, art. at., pp. 137f.
395 For a recent advocate for some kind of kenotic theory, cf. D. G. Dawe Ά Fresh Look at the Kenotic Christologies', SJT 15, 1962, pp. 341ff. For an exposure of the weakness of such theories, cf. E. R. Fairweather, in an 'Appended Note: Kenotic Christology', in F. W. Beare, The Epistle to the Philippians (BC, 1969), pp. 159-174.
396 Cf. J. B. Lightfoot, op. cit., ad he., who suggests that Christ divested himself, 'not of His divine nature, for this was impossible, but of the glories, the prerogatives, of Deity. This He did by taking upon Him the form of a servant.'
397 J. Carmignac, art. cit., p. 142, argues from the position of the negative for the meaning 'usurpation'. But his view of the force of the negative is critized by P. Grelot, 'La valeur de ouk . . . alia . . . dans Philippiens 2, 6-7', Bib 54, 1973, pp. 25-42.
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For this reason it is impossible to maintain an emptying of Godhead and also to maintain any real continuity between the pre-existent state and the incarnate state.398 The passage cannot sustain a straight exchange of 'form of a servant' for 'form of God.399 The emptying is co-incident with the taking the form of a servant (note that the aorist participle is used), and there can be no question that the words mean 'having emptied himself, he took the form of a servant'. It is difficult to decide between the second and third possibilities, but the third has in its favour that it would rather more easily fit the context.
Various suggestions have been made regarding the 'form' of the incarnate life. Some see here an unmistakable allusion to the servant of God in Isaiah,400 not simply because of the use of the word 'servant', but because the whole passage is thought to be based on Isaiah. On the other hand the words in Philippians refer primarily to the human nature of Jesus. Certainly if the Isaiah passage contributes to the allusion here,401 it would imply the complete identification of Christ with men. Another view is that the 'form' is a poetic expression for poverty and is to be linked with the idea of humiliation.402 The idea of'servant' rests in Christ's perfect submission to the will of another, i.e. to God himself. A wholly different view is adopted by those who trace the whole hymn to the gnostic redeemer myth and who maintain that Christ placed himself under the demonic powers of this world.403 This line of approach stresses the voluntary character of Christ's actions and denies that the theme of the hymn is about relationships within the Godhead. Although the emptying of himself (heauton) must be given weight, the subservience of Christ to demonic powers is unthinkable and is contrary to the evidence of the synoptic gospels. Still further it has been argued that 'the form of a servant' relates to the obedient righteous man idea widespread in current Jewish thought.404 Obedience played a dominant part in Jewish religion and Jesus would be recognized by Christians as having fulfilled this condition par excellence.
39S Cf. G. Bornkamm, Early Christian Experiences (Eng. trans. 1969), p. 114, who recognizes that in Phil. 2:6, 7, the phrases 'he was in the form of God'; 'to be equal with God'; 'he emptied himself, 'show that the Pre-existent One was equal with God and gave up this divine mode of existence'.
399 This is not, of course, to deny that a connection is clearly intended between the form of God and the form of a servant. Cf. J. C. Gibbs, 'The Relation between Creation and Redemption according to Phil. II, 5-1Γ, NovT 12-13, 1970-1, pp. 270-283. He deduces that the history of reconciliation 'begins with the pre-incarnate Christ (2:6, cf. Eph. 1:4) and shows the identity in one Person of the "form of God" and the "form of a servant" ' (p. 277).
400 So L. Cerfaux, 'L'Hymne au Christ-Serviteur de Dieu', in Miscellanea hiitorica in honorem Alberti de Mejer (1946), pp. 117-130, reproduced in Recueil Lucien Cerfaux* (1954), pp. 425-437.
401 J. Jeremias, The Servant of God (W. Zimmerli and J. Jeremias), p, 97, supports this view.
402 Cf. M. Dibelius, Der Brief des Paulas an die Philipper (LHB, 1937), p. 37.
403 So E. Kasemann, 'Kritische Analyse von Phil. 2. 5-11', ZTK 47, 1950, pp. 313-360. See note 387 above.
404 Cf. E. Schweizer, Lordship and Discipleship (Eng. trans. 1960), pp. 6Iff.; idem, NTS 2, 1955, p. 88. R. P. Martin, Carmen Christi, pp. 195f, combines Schweizer's view with the servant idea.
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That the incarnate life of Christ was intended to be seen as perfectly
human is further stressed by the phrase 'being born in the likeness of men',
which furnishes a key to the reality of the servant form. Indeed the human
form, the self-humiliation, the obedience to death, the ignominy of the
cross, suddenly focus in few words on the utter antithesis to the pre-
existent state. Yet in spite of the stress on humanity there is no suggestion
that Christ was no more than a man. Here the problem of the divine nature
and the human nature becomes sharpened, but nowhere is there an attempt
to resolve the problem. The Philippians passage would not in fact give the
impression that the early Christians were acutely aware of the problem. It
was not until later when the Christian church sought to express its faith in
Greek categories of thought that the problem became acute. This passage
gives no exposition of the rationale of the incarnation.
x
The last major idea of the passage is that of exaltation, which consists of a divine act (highly exalted), the bestowal of a unique name, the homage of all people and the universal acknowledgment of the sovereignty of Jesus Christ. The first question is whether the exaltation is equivalent to or is an extension of the resurrection. It would seem reasonable to suppose that exaltation is intended to involve both resurrection and ascension. The vital question is whether the exaltation was to a status higher than the pre-existent status or whether it refers to a restoration to the original status. In other words, is the compound word ('highly exalted') to be understood superlatively (as rsv) or comparatively (i.e. more highly exalted than fee-fore)? The general consensus of opinion supports the former, although some notable scholars favour the latter.40' Since the name is said to be 'above' (hyper) every name, the same preposition as in the verb 'highly exalted' (hyperypsdsin),406 it is reasonable to suppose that the exaltation is connected with that name.407
The identity of the name is not given in this passage. This has led to a variety of different opinions. It is hardly likely that such suggestions as Jesus Christ or God are correct. It is more probable that the name is 'Lord', descriptive of the office which the risen Christ exercises. This would have particular significance since 'Lord' is the lxx equivalent of the Hebrew Yahweh (see discussion on pp. 291f£). This virtually means that what Jesus did not or could not gain by snatching, he gained by the direct gift of God himself, i.e. the dignity of equality with God. Another interpretation sees the name in terms of revelation as if God's character is now made fully
405 F. W. Beare (Philippians, p. 85), E. Kasemann (ZTK 47, 1950, p. 347), and G. Bornkamm (Early Christian Experience, p. 117), all regard it as comparative.
06 Cf. O. Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament, pp. 180f, understands the 'more' in the sense t God conferred on Jesus his name, which represented his lordship. In line with his interpretation of
tha
verses 6ff., Cullmann considers that Christ received 'equality' with God.
11,  1969,
407 G.  Delling,  'Zurn steigernden Gebrauch von Komposita mit hyper bei Paulus', pp. 127-153, shows that Paul's /iyjrer-compounded verbs are usually elative.
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known through Christ's exaltation as Lord of the universe.408 No longer can there be any uncertainty about the true nature of God in relation to the world. What is indisputable about the statement concerning the name is that it involves a reversal of the fortunes of Christ. There is no need, however, to regard this as a reward for his obedience.409 Indeed there is no suggestion of the idea of a reward. What Christ receives he receives as of intrinsic right, and this is demonstrated by his obedience.
The exalted position of Christ is further enhanced by the prediction of universal homage to be given to him. This in itself is an admission of deity (cf. Is. 45:23), for the same homage is offered to Christ as is offered to God.410 There has been some discussion over who offers the homage. Some consider that the church is in mind, but others that it is the cosmic powers, in which case the lordship is over the world rather than over the church.411 Since 'every knee' and 'every tongue' are here involved, it seems more natural to apply these phrases to humans rather than to cosmic forces but the expressions may be no more than symbolic. It is attractive to hold that demonic spirits who have rebelled against God will be obliged to acknow​ledge the lordship of Christ, not in the sense of a confession of faith, but in the sense of acknowledging his conquest over them. When demonic spirits acknowledge such sovereignty, it will be evident to all creatures that Jesus is exalted to the position of God. The hymn makes clear that he is no usurper of deity. There is no suggestion that there are two Gods. Yet there is no doubt that Jesus Christ is no less deity than God himself. Without embarking on difficult discussions about the trinity (see pp. 11 Iff), we may note in this passage evidence that Jesus is treated as God, and this becomes part of the data on which that doctrine is based. The fact that homage to Christ is stated to be 'to the gi»ry of God the Father' further safeguards a right approach to the monotheism of the early Christian church.412
For a full appreciation of the Christological significance of this passage, some comment must be made on the time of the homage. Is it now operative or is it still wholly future, or is it both? The verb 'confess' (exomologesetai) is future, although an alternative reading has an aorist subjunctive. Whichever reading is original it does not resolve the problem ot the tension between the present actuality of Christ's lordship and the future universal acknowledgment of it. There is ample evidence in the nt
408 Cf. E. Kasemann, ZTK 47 (1950), pp. 347ff; and J. Jervell, Imago Dei, Gen. 1:26 im Spatjiidentum, in aer Gnosis Una in den paulinischen Briefen (I960), p. 212.
4"9 R. P. Martin, Philippians (.VCB), p. 100, comments that the verb used for bestowing (charizesthai) suggests a gift of grace and excludes any notion of merit.
4111 Cj. M. Meinertz, Theohgie des i\'euen Testaments 2 (1950), pp. 62ff
411 So E. Lohmeyer, Der Brief an die Philipper (KEK, Ed. W. Schmauch, Ί953), p. 97. Note that Kasemann, art. αι., who sees evidence of a gnostic myth, regards the 'name' here as a distinctive Christian feature added to the myth.
412 Cf. P. Bonnard, Philippiens, p. 47, and G. Heinzelmann, Philipper (!\'TD, 71955), ad loc.
351
CHRISTOLOGY
that Christians believed that Christ has already triumphed over his enemies (Rev. 3:21; Col. 2:15). And yet the conflict still rages in the experience of the church. For the present church, it is an act of faith to accept Christ's conquest over his enemies as a fait accompli; but at his coming again this will become a universally acknowledged fact. What is important for our present purpose is that the lordship is even now an essential fact.
Colossians 1:15-20
This is another Pauline passage which is widely claimed to have been
originally an independent hymn. Since the significance of the hymn de​
pends to some extent on its provenance it will be necessary, before dis​
cussing its contribution, to note briefly the different views which have been
expressed concerning it.
\
THE ORIGIN OF THE PASSAGE
Was the passage composed by Paul, or was it already in use as an early liturgical Christian hymn which was then adapted by Paul, or was it in fact a pre-Christian hymn either adapted by Paul or interpolated into his epistle? Because of its rhythmic form, unusual vocabulary and elevated style many exegetes are satisfied that this passage is a hymn.413 But there is difference of opinion over whether Paul himself wrote it or adapted it from some other source. C. F. D. Moule414 considers the evidence insuf​ficient to conclude that this is a pre-Pauline passage and inclines towirds a Pauline origin for it. Nevertheless, many feel more strongly that rhythmic qualities favour the idea of an independent hymn. It is possible that Paul may be echoing in his language ideas which formed part of a separate hymn, but there are no means of determining whether this is so.415 Account will be taken of the different possibilities in the discussion in the following section on the background of the passage.416
THE BACKGROUND
It would be sensible to look first to a Jewish background as an explanation
of the concepts of this passage.417 Certain terms used in it suggest im-
413 Cf. R. P. Martin, Colossians: The Church's Lord and the Christian's Liberty (1972), pp. 39f. Cf. also J. C. Gibbs, Creation and Redemption (1971), pp. 94-114. Gibbs adopts the view that the author of Colossians did not write this hymn, on four grounds: (i) The formal style which differs from its context; (ii) The many relative clauses in the hymn; (iii) The hapax legomena; (iv) The advanced Christology.
414 C. F. D. Moule, Colossians and Philemon (CGTC, 1957), pp. 58ff. Cf. also A. Femllet, Le Christ Sagesse de Dieu d'apres les epitres pauliniennes (EB 1966), pp. 166-273.
415 P. Ellingworth, 'Colossians 1:15-20 and its Context', ExT 83, 1962, pp. 252f, maintains that even if Paul uses a pre-Pauline hymn he has been responsible for its present context. This is clearly the most important factor for understanding its contribution to nt theology.
416 Many scholars have sought to reconstruct what they consider to be the original form of the hymn and have then concentrated on the ways in which the final redactor has modified it.
417 Cf. C. Masson, L'Epitre de Saint Paul aux Colossiens (C.\"T, 1950), pp. 97-107, for the view that Jewish tradition sufficiently accounts for the Colossian hymn.
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mediate parallels with the οτ and other Jewish sources. The idea of Christ as 'first-born of all creation' has been linked with Proverbs 8:22 ('The Lord created me at the beginning of his work', or perhaps 'begat me') and Genesis 1:1 ('In the beginning God created'). Since the subject of Proverbs 8 is 'Wisdom', it is reasonable to suppose that this idea sheds light on the Colossians passage. Indeed C. F. Burney418 suggested that the combination of Proverbs 8 and Genesis 1 was perhaps a rabbinic-style meditation, in which Paul claims for Christ what the rabbis drew out of these two passages. In this case he may be combating the exaggerated claims of Jewish teachers for the exalted status of the Torah, which was considered to be pre-existent and the agent of creation (see details in the section on the Logos, pp. 325ff). Such a view would be tantamount to providing a rival for Christ, and this would naturally lead Paul to stress the pre-eminence of Christ (Col. 1:18). The hymn would thus find close parallels with John's prologue, although here Paul brings out more specifically that Christ is subject to no other agency, not even the Torah.
This idea of a Jewish background has been criticized, mainly because of the difficulty of supposing that Judaizers were the sole source of opposition to Paul's doctrine at Colossae. There are some elements which suggest a Gentile infiltration of ideas (e.g. vain philosophy, elemental spirits of the universe, 'fulness', etc.). The false teaching is so clearly eclectic, however, that there was undoubtedly a strong stream of Judaizing within it, cf. Col. 2:8 (tradition); 2:11; 3:11 (circumcision); 2:16 (festivals); and 2:21 (taboos). It seems highly likely, therefore, that ideas absorbed from the wisdom literature were at least a contributory factor in the expression of concepts found in Colossians l:15ff. Certain parallels with Hebrews 1 would support this view.
Many scholars, however, have looked for a gnostic origin for the ideas,419 especially appealing to the redeemed redeemer as in the case of Philippians 2:6ff. Several ideas in the present passage are said to have a gnostic flavour, such as 'image of God', 'first-born', the head/body analogy, 'fullness', 'reconciliation'.420 Undoubtedly parallels can be found which sustain a
418 Cf. C. F. Burney, 'Christ as the ΑΡΧΗ of Creation', JTS 27, 1925-6, pp. 160ff. Cf. also W. D. Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism (1948), pp. 150ff., who is a more recent exponent of the same view. T. F. Glasson, 'Colossians 1:18, 15 and Sirach XXIV, NovT 11, 1969, pp. 154ff., who stresses the close connection between the Colossian passage and the Wisdom literature, suggests that the Greek text of Sirach 24 known to Paul may have contained expressions corresponding to 'pre-eminence' and 'first-born'. The linking of the two ideas occurs in the Old Latin text and is supported from Ps-Cyprian's Testimonies II.i. A. van Roon, 'The Relation between Christ and the Wisdom of God according to Paul', NovT 16, 1974, pp. 207-239, argues that Paul's Christology is not based on an identification of Christ with the Wisdom of God described in the Wisdom literature, but is concerned only with the traditional connection between the Messiah and the Wisdom of God (cf. esp. p. 238).
Cf. E. Kasemann, Ά Primitive Christian Baptismal Liturgy', Essays on I\'ew Testament Themes (Eng. trans. 1960), pp. 149-168. He considers that the original hymn was a pagan gnostic myth, which became christianized. He sees it as forming part of a baptismal liturgy.
420 Cf. R. P. Martin's summary, Colossians: the Church's Lord and the Christian's Liberty, pp. 40ff.
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superficial resemblance, but it will be seen that those notions are differently treated. In gnostic thought the 'image' related to a heavenly man, who bore the divine likeness, subjected himself to the powers of fate and has been exalted. Similarly the 'first-born' was the Original man', who shared the throne of God, who also was to the world as the head to the body. But the idea of a redeemed redeemer is alien to the Colossians passage, as is also the gnostic idea of reconciliation. For gnostics, reconciliation was cosmic, not personal or moral; and although it is possible to put such a construction on the 'all things' in Colossians 1:20, the additional words 'by the blood of his cross' at once introduce a concept totally alien to gnostic ideas. The absence of the redemption concept is claimed by some to be offset to some extent by the recently discovered Coptic gnostic Apocalypse of Adam;421 but even this has been challenged because the Colossians hyrrm is too indebted to οτ concepts and can more readily be understood from such a starting point. It must be remembered also that extant gnostic literature is considerably later than the nt period, which makes it a pre​carious quarry for finding clues to the background of the Colossians passage.
Another view is that which appeals more generally to a Hellenistic background rather than to gnosticism.422 Parallels are suggested with Stoicism,423 Philo and the Hermetic literature. But the parallels depend on some affinity between the Colossians passage and speculations over the cosmos. Philo is perhaps the nearest, for he speaks of the word as baing the Son of God, the organ of creation and the 'image' of the heavenly wisdom.424 It has been maintained425 that the word 'image' (eikdn) is the real key for the understanding of the passage, not only from Philo, but also from the Hermetic tracts.426 Another view concentrates more on the
421 Cf. J. T. Sanders, The New Testament Christological Hymns, pp. 130ff., on the Apocalypse of Adam. Cf. also R. M. Wilson, Gnosis and the New Testament (1968), pp. 138ff; G. W. MacRae, Heythrop Journal 6, 1965, pp. 27ff.
422 Cf. M. Dibelius, An die Kolosser, Epheser, an Philemon (LHB, 31953, ed. H. Greeven), pp. 14ff. J. T. Sanders, op. at., p. 75, gives a brief summary of Dibelius' position. Cf. also E. Norden, Agnosias Theos (1913), pp. 250ff, who traces the ideas of the hymn to Stoicism, via Hellenistic Judaism.
423 J. M. Robinson, Ά formal Analysis of Col. 1:15-20', JBL 76, 1957, pp. 270-287, allows only the possibility of Stoic influence in Col. l:16c.
424 Cf. de Migratione Abmhami 6; Quod Deus immutabilis, p. 138. Cf. also Legum Allegoria 1:43; Confusione Linguarum 97, for Philo's use of eikon of heavenly Wisdom and Logos. Cf. Sanders, op. at., pp. 84f., for a useful table of comparisons in Colossians, Philo and the Hermetica.
425 F. W. Eltester, Eikon im Neuen Testament (BZNW, 23, 1958).
[image: image3.png]ApOSUE Faul, Manson polnts Ut Iive PrONOUNcea aierences perween rawis view and the heavenly man
tedemption myth. (i) Christ pre-exists creation as Son of God, not man; (i) he is the source, not merely
the instrument, of creation; (i) Chrise did not possess the rank of triumphant Redeemer before the creation;
(%) he is Man from heaven by virtue of incamation, not because he pre-existed as man: (v} we are  new
creation in him, not by the awakening of an original divine principle in us. Manson’s conclusion is worth
quoting: "Hence, while i is possible and indecd likely that traditionsl of received ideas helped the apostle
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426 Cf. the parallels in the Hermetic literature, Corpus Hermeticum xi, xii. See W. Manson's comments in Jesus the Messiah (1943), pp. 185ff. Although not unsympathetic towards possible Iranian influence on the
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wisdom concept, especially as it developed within the Jewish dispersion.427 Valuable as these background studies are for enabling us to set the passage against the religious atmosphere of the first century, they cannot entirely account for the origin of Paul's ideas, which were more strongly based on the historical revelation which he had received, although no doubt they were expressed in ways which would be intelligible and highly sugges​tive to people in the contemporary world.428 We proceed to consider next the leading ideas in the Colossians passage with this in mind.
LEADING IDEAS
For convenience we may examine this passage under three themes.
The superiority of Christ in creation. This is set out in various ways and may be seen in two key concepts ('image' and 'first-born') and in a comprehen​sive statement about Christ's part in creation. The idea, 'image of the invisible God', is an astonishing thought when applied to Christ, for what​ever the nuances in the word 'image' (eikon) it is clear that Paul is claiming that Christ is a perfect revelation of God.429 Both Judaism and Christianity affirmed the invisibility of God and consequently rejected idolatry, but Christian faith is unique in considering the visibility of the invisible through his perfect likeness in Christ. The same use of 'image' is found elsewhere in Paul (2 Cor. 4:4) in relation to the glory of Christ in the gospel. A
here, as at other points, to self-expression, the matter of his gospel must be pronounced independent of extraneous influences, based as it is on Christian historical revelation and on the Christian experience of God' (p. 190).
427 E. Schweizer, The Church as the Bodyo£Christ (Eng. trans. 1964), pp. 64ff. In an article 'The Church as the Missionary Body of Christ', NTS 8, 1961-2, pp. 6ff., Schweizer proposes his own outline for the original hymn which is incorporated, according to him, in an edited form in Col. l:15ff. He sees the original as presenting a Hellenistic conception of a cosmic Christ which by-passed reconciliation as a personal reality. The amendments made to this alleged hymn were to correct this Hellenistic misconception. But Schweizer's comments depend wholly on the probability of his reconstruction of the original hymn being correct, which is seriously open to question. But cf. W. Pohlmann, 'Die hymnischen All-Pradikati-onen in Kol. 1:15-20', ZNW 64, 1973, pp. 53-74. Although he also considers that an existing hymn has been used, he nevertheless maintains that the all-statements belonged to that hymn.
428 B. Vawter, 'The Colossians Hymn and the Principle of Redaction', CBQ 33, 1971, pp. 62-81, has maintained that the final redactor of the hymn has modified the theology of the original. He does not treat the hymn in its present form as a Pauline redaction. He thinks this passage has incorporated diverse theological viewpoints. He nevertheless regards the redactional changes as slight. An example of such a change is that the original hymn is alleged to have referred to an event of cosmic dimensions which in the redaction has been shrunk to the dimensions of the church. There is, however, a high degree of subjectivity in Vawter's method of detecting the original. In any case we are concerned with the hymn in its final form m Colossians, not in any proposed original form. Vawter acknowledges this, but considers that his redaction method brings to light the intention of the author. For other attempts at reconstructing the original text of this hymn, cf. J. M. Robinson, JBL 76, 1957, pp. 270-287; E. Bammel, 'Versuch zu Col. 1:15-20', ZNW, 52, 1961, pp. 88ff.
R. P. Martin, Colossians: The Church's Lord and the Christian's Liberty, p. 45, speaks of'a coming into visible expression of the invisible God'. It is more, therefore, than just likeness.
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similar use is found in Hebrews 1:3 (see below). If we enquire in what way the use of the term in Colossians differs from Philo's (see previous section), the answer is found in its combination with the phrase 'first-born (prdto-tokos) of all creation', which has no precise parallel in Philo.430
The word 'first-born' occasions some difficulty, because the statement
taken on its own would seem to imply that Christ was a creature. But in
view of the context this is impossible. The creator of all things 431 (see
below) cannot himself be a creature. In what sense, therefore, is 'first-born'
used? Some (including the Arians) maintained that this word must be
understood in terms of Proverbs 8:22, which they understood to mean that
Wisdom was created. But this is possible only by ignoring the context.
The word prdtotokos must be understood either (i) in the sense of priority
to creation, thus drawing attention to the pre-existence of Christ, wrrkh
is in line with his creative work;432 or (ii) in the sense of supremacy over
creation (cf. verses 17-18). The latter idea fits in well with the main drift
of the whole passage, i.e. the pre-existence of Christ. He is not the greatest
among the multitude of other creatures. There is no suggestion that Paul
had this in mind. He was clearly placing Christ above all creatures in the
statements that follow. In a particularly full manner, he shows this in
Colossians 1:16, where God is said to have created all things 'in him' (en
auto), 'through him' (di' auton) and 'for him' (eis auton). In no clearer way
could he have set Christ at the very centre of creation, and in no more
explicit terms could he have asserted his superiority.
I
The continuing activity of Christ in the created order. In the next section (verses 17-18a), the creation is still in view, but a new thought is introduced, i.e. that all things 'hold together' (synesteken) in Christ. This idea of Christ as the principle of coherence in the universe, striking as it is, is found also in Hebrews 1:3, where all things are upheld by his power. This certainly disposes of any idea of Christ being an absentee creator or as being unin​terested in the creation. It is diametrically opposed to any suggestion that demonic forces were in control,433 as the false teachers at Colosse may well have been suggesting. It is evident that Paul does not hesitate to affirm the' lordship of Christ over creation, as consisting not merely in a past com​pleted act, but in a present sovereign activity. In this dramatic way he identifies the creative activities of Christ with those of God.
A special aspect of Christ's activity in the created order concerns his
430 Note that Philo does use the word protogonos in conjunction with eikon (De Fuga et inn. 101).
431 A. Feuillet, 'La creation de 1'univers "dans le Christ" d'apres 1'epitre aux Colossiens 1.16a', NTS 12, 1965-6, pp. Iff., discusses particularly the meaning of the phrase prototokos pases ktiseos.
432 C. F. D. Moule, Colossians and Philemon, pp. 66f, discusses the phrase pro panton in Col. 1:17 and favours the interpretation, 'he exists before all things'.
433 This triumph of Christ over demonic forces is vividly stated in Col. 2:15 to be a direct result of the work of Christ.
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relationship to his own community (i.e. the body), for Paul makes the statement that 'he is the head of the body, the church'. In other words, he explains quite specifically what he means by the body. Some, who consider that Paul has used an existing hymn,434 regard the words 'the church' as an interpretive addition by him; in the supposed original form of the hymn, 'body' was understood as 'the universe'. Even if this were so, it could be said that Paul modified the words to show the special interest which the sovereign Creator has in his church. Those who appeal to a gnostic back​ground see here a reference to the gnostic idea of mankind as an earthly 'body' which has a heavenly head, i.e. the gnostic saviour.435 The parallel is interesting but is no sure guide to origins, for the body-head idea could be a natural development from Paul's use of the body metaphor of the church in both 1 Corinthians and Romans (see a further discussion of this in the section on the church, pp. 744ff). There is no justification for maintaining that Paul must always use his metaphors in the same way. Here he is more concerned to describe the relationship which Christ at present sustains with his church than to debate the nature of the church (cf. also Col. 2:9-10).
Christ as the follness of God. In this latter part of the passage Paul reaches a climax in his assertions about Christ. He first reiterates the supremacy of Christ by using the word 'beginning' (arche), linking it with the formerly used 'first-born' (prototokos), but qualifying this with the words 'from the dead'. In what sense is he using the word arche?436 Is it equivalent to superiority of rank or priority in time? Or does it refer to creative su​premacy, either in the universe or the church? Since 'beginning' is linked so closely with 'first-born' from the dead, it is most natural to suppose that the Christian church is in mind. The clear allusion to the resurrection of Christ is significant in view of Paul's stress on Christ's exalted position. It is through the resurrection that the church is called into being. The theme here is, therefore, re-creation.437
It is however the combination of pre-eminence with fullness that is most striking. The pre-eminence stresses the uniqueness of Christ over every​thing (or in every respect), but what is the meaning of fullness (p/m>ma)?438 The main clue to its meaning is found in Colossians 2:9 where it means the total essence of God. All that God is, is in Christ. This is a high peak of
434 CF. R. P. Martin, Colossians: The Church's Lord and the Christian's Liberty, p. 47.
435 For details, cf. H. Schlier, kephale, TDNT 3, pp. 673ff.
436 Cf. Moule, op. at., ad loc., on this word.
R. H. Fuller, The Foundations of New Testament Christology, p. 215, sees an Adam Christology here, appealing to the idea in 1 Cor. 15:45 of Christ as a life-giving Spirit. He sees the resurrection of Christ as 'constitutive'.
438 For a discussion ofpleroma in Eph. 1:23, cf. R. Yates, Ά Re-examination of Ephesians 1:23', ExT 83 1972, pp. 146ff.
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Paul's statements about Christ. It sweeps beyond the remarkable statement of 1:15, for the indwelling fullness is more comprehensive than the 'image'. It is even more difficult to grasp. Yet in the light of it no lesser view than the deity of Christ is tenable. It should be noted that 'pleroma' was a word used by the gnostics of the sum total of intermediary aeons, and it may be that a similar use was current in Paul's day among the false teachers. If so he seizes the word and uses it of the supremacy of Christ in such a way as to place him on a level with God. It is a startling thought, but Paul introduces it without betraying any awareness that it might be inappro​priate.439 It arose, not out of any speculation, but out of his own experience of Jesus Christ.
There is one feature in this passage which affects our understanding of its background, but which belongs to a consideration of the work of Chnjst rather than his person, i.e. the theme of reconciliation (see pp. 486ff). Its importance for our present purpose is that it excludes a gnostic influence, for nowhere in gnostic mythology does the saviour bring about a personal reconciliation between man and God. What is most significant is that the dwelling of the fullness of God in Christ has a functional purpose, not merely for man alone, but for all things. Indeed, Paul's interest in pleroma is practical rather than theoretical. Having experienced reconciliation he does not question the divine sovereignty of Christ which had brought it about.
1 Timothy 3:16
Since this is sometimes regarded as a Christological hymn, it will be included here, although it is not primarily concerned with the person of Christ.440 A textual problem arises from a variation in the beginning. Some texts have the relative pronoun (has) in which case the hymn opens with an assertion, 'Who was manifested in the flesh', which must refer to Christ, although he is not specifically mentioned. Since the whole statement is regarded as a confession of the Christian church, there can be little doubt that the readers would understand it in this way. The alternative reading 'God was manifested in the flesh' is probably a scribal attempt to provide a suitable subject and was influenced by the fact that God is the nearest antecedent in the text. In any case the hymn affirms the incarnation al​though in a somewhat indirect way. The words 'in the flesh' focus unmis​takably on the human life of Jesus. In a similar way the pre-existence of Jesus is presupposed rather than explicitly stated.
439 Fuller, op. at., p. 216, compares this use of'fullness' with the name Kyrios in Phil. 2:10, which he understands as the fulness of Christ's divine Lordship.
440 For a discussion of this passage as a hymn, cf. R. H. Gundry, 'The Form, Meaning and Background of the Hymn quoted in 1 Tim. 3:16', in Apostolic History ana the Gospel (ed. W. W. Gasque and R. P. Martin, 1970), pp. 203-222.
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The words 'vindicated in the Spirit' could be understood in one of two ways, either as referring to the human spirit of Christ or as referring to the Holy Spirit. In the former case vindication would come in the spiritual realm; in the latter through the agency of the Spirit (in this case en would be instrumental). The difference would not be great, but if the latter interpretation is correct it would celebrate the close connection between the Son and the Spirit in the incarnate life,441 for which some support may be seen elsewhere in the nt.
The third line in the hymn, 'seen by angels', is the most obscure, but could refer to the principalities and powers, who are mentioned in other nt contexts as adverse agencies in the world (cf. Col. 2:15). The phrase would then be a succinct declaration of the triumph of the exalted Saviour, who was displayed to his defeated spiritual enemies.442 If on the other hand the angels are generally ministers of God, as for instance in Hebrews 1, the phrase may mean the same as the statement in Hebrews 1:4 that Christ became much superior to angels. The idea of good angels desiring to see the triumph of Christ seems to be paralleled in 1 Peter 1:12. This may well have been a variant way of expressing the superiority of Christ.
Some regard the view of Christ in this hymn as being quite different from that of Philippians 2:6ff., because of the absence here of any mention of the 'hidden' nature of Christ, his incarnate life of obedience and the cross.443 Instead is seen a reference to the Hellenistic divine man. The passage is then claimed to be an epiphany interpretation of the incarnate life, which is seen to be incompatible with 'Paul's cross-centred Christology'. But this does not allow sufficient scope for the compressed statements in 1 Timothy 3:16. It assumes too readily that Paul regarded the incarnation as an obscurj»g of divine glory, whereas 1 Timothy 3:16 sees it as a manifestation. But Paul would have agreed that Jesus Christ 'manifested' God in his human life, and the 1 Timothy 3:16 hymn does not exclude the view that at the incarnation the eternal Son 'emptied' himself.
Another view of this hymn is to see it as a hymn of ascent to the throne, based on the scheme: exaltation, presentation, enthronement.444 This does not, of course, deny the reference to the incarnation in the first line. Certainly the conclusion of the hymn 'taken up in glory' may suggest the enthronement theme. There is a marked similarity between the accent on glory here and Philippians 2:11 and Hebrews 1:3. The celebration of the
41 Fuller, op. at., p. 218, regards 'Spirit' here as indicating the upper or heavenly sphere.
J. T. Sanders,  The New Testament Christological Hymns, p. 95, links the 'angels' with the 'spirits' in prison' in 1 Pet. 3:19.
443 Cf. Fuller, op. cit., pp. 216ff.
444 So J. Jeremias, Die Briefe an Timolheus and Titus (NTD, 1947), p. 21; cf. also M. Dibelius, Die Pastoralbriefe (LHB, 31955), pp. 50f.
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glory of Christ was a theme much favoured among the early Christians (cf. also thejohannine prologue).
Hebrews 1:3 and its setting
This is a much briefer, but nonetheless important, statement because it sets out a similar high view of Christ to that seen in Philippians 2 and Colossians 1. In it the writer combines two considerations - the relation of Christ (introduced as Son) to the creation, and his relation to God.
Under the first heading two significant factors are mentioned. First Christ is said to be 'appointed heir of all things'.445 This plainly asserts that the created order belongs to Christ, and is in line with the Colossians statement that all things were created 'for him' (Col. 1:16). The ideals strengthened by the fact that his part in creation is also brought out as clearly here as in the Pauline passages, although one difference is worth noting. Hebrews uses the term 'ages' (aiones) instead of'world' (kosmos).*46 The former is more all-embracing than the latter. Moreover, Christ is described in this epistle as upholding all things by his word of power, thus showing his continued activity in creation.
It is the second consideration, the relation of Christ to God, which is most significant for our present purpose, however, because of the combi​nation of two descriptive words - apaugasma and chamkter. The first is rendered in rsv as 'He reflects the glory of God', which does not filly capture the sense.447 The idea is of the radiance which streams frorn a brilliant light; although a striking metaphor, it is clearly limited because it is essentially impersonal. Nevertheless, the word occurs in the book of Wisdom in describing Wisdom (7:26), which is regarded as a personifica​tion, although not as a personal being. It is also used by Philo to describe the logos (The Making of the World, 146), but here again the logos was never personal. The use of the same term of Christ in Hebrews is to be understood in the sense that the glory of God could be perfectly seen in Jesus Christ, an idea exactly parallel to the image idea in Colossians 1:15. We might also link it to John 1:14 where the glory of God has become visible in the Son. All these passages suggest that Jesus Christ was the perfect revelation of God.448
445 F. F. Bruce, Hebrews, pp. 3f, sees an echo of Ps. 2:8 behind this expression. J. Hering, Hebrews (1970), p. 3 n. 12, objects to the rendering 'all things' and suggests that panta or ta panta is the normal expression for the 'universe' in the nt. It would not appear, however, to make much material difference to the thought.
According to F. F. Bruce, op. cit., p. 4, the expression here embraces 'the whole created universe of space and time'.
447 Hering, op. cit., p. 5, prefers the idea of'reflection' as a rendering for apaugasma, and dispenses with the objection that the idea implies a mirror. He thinks the author is concerned to make clear that the Son participates in the Father's glory in a wholly special way.
448 A few scholars have denied that Heb. 1:3 attributes to the Son the divine nature, cf. e.g. E. F. Scott, Hebrews (1922), pp. 157ff.). But for the contrary, cf. H. Strathmann, Der Brief an die Hebraer (61953),
360

The Christological 'Hymns' Hebrews 1:3 and its setting
The second word, charakter, expresses the idea of a stamp upon a seal, which is used here to show that there is an exact correspondence between the Son and the Father. The correspondence is moreover related to the nature (hypostasis) of the person.449. The stamp reproduces in its impress every line of its own form. There cannot exist in the impression what is not in the stamp. But again the use of the metaphor is limited, because it is essentially impersonal, and because it cannot be inferred that the Son is as distinct from the Father as the impression is from the stamp.450 It is reasonable to suppose that these two metaphors may owe something to the Genesis 1:26 description of Adam made in the 'image' of God, and to the idea which occurs in Paul (in Romans and 1 Corinthians) of Christ as the last Adam. In view of Adam's failure it is heartening to know that Christ perfectly fulfilled the function of a reflection of God.
Yet another assertion is made in this passage which demands mention -that the Son sat down 'at the right hand of the Majesty on high'.451 This reverential name for God is also used in Hebrews 8:1 and underlines the awe with which the author clearly regards him (cf. 12:28, 29). The position​ing of the Son at the right hand of God is stressed to serve as a preparation for the high-priest theme (cf. 8:1). But some comparison is clear between this view and that of the exaltation of Jesus in Philippians 2:10, 11. What is clearer in Hebrews 1:3, however, is that the exaltation follows from an act of purification of sins, implicit in the Philippians reference to Jesus' obedience to death on the cross. The act of purification will require further discussion under the high-priestly work of Christ (see pp. 471ff), but for our present purpose it is highly significant that the writer to the Hebrews began his work by introducing the high priest in his exalted state. This is all the more remarkable in vie-w of the complementary presentation in this epistle of the perfect manhood of our high priest (see below and also in the section on the humanity of Jesus, pp. 226f). Hebrews approaches Jesus as man from the standpoint of Jesus as the exalted Son of God.
Some comment must be made on the interpretation of this passage in line with the gnostic Anthropos myth as advocated by Kasemann.452 Ac​cording to this view the Son is not the Son of God as understood in a
pp. 73ff.; O. Michel, Der Brief an die Hebraer ("I960), p. 38; C. Spicq, L'Epitre aux Hebreux 1 (EB, 21952), 287ff.
449 The word Hypostasis played an important part in later Christological controversies. Philo uses the word both in the sense of a copy of the original (De Planlatione 12.50) and in the sense of essence (De Somniis I, 32. 188).
430 Bruce, op. cit., p. 6, here remarks that 'just as the glory is really in the effulgence, so the substance (Gk. hypostasis) of God is really in Christ, who is its impress, its exact manifestation and embodiment'.
451 The influence of Ps. 110:1 here should be noted, since there is no doubt that this Psalm exerted a powerful influence on the writer to the Hebrews. Bruce, op. cit., p. 7, suggests that this goes back to our Lord's own use of the Psalm (cf. Lk. 22:69). For a discussion of the idea of a heavenly session of Christ in the nt, cf. ]. Danielou, 'La Session a la droite du Pere', in The Gospels Reconsidered (1960), pp. 68ff.
452 E. Kasemann, Das wandernde Gottesvolk (1957), p. 63.
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Christian sense, but the gnostic Anthropos. Kasemann regards the back​
ground to be what he calls 'Hellenistic aeon theology' (particularly the
pheron in Heb. 1:3, 'upholding' the universe). He sees the same religious
scheme in Hebrews as in Philippians, with the distinction that the latter
relates the effects of Christ's obedience cosmically, whereas the former
relates them to the community.453 But Kasemann gives insufficient atten​
tion to the basically Jewish background to Hebrews and to the view that
the statements of the epistle can be intelligently understood without appeal
to gnostic ideas. There is no suggestion in the text that the 'Son' in the
Hebrews passage comes from a Hellenistic background. The allusion to the
ot prophets in Hebrews 1:1 would strongly suggest a Jewish background,
while allowing for some Hellenistic influence.
λ
So closely linked to the opening statement is the use of the series of ot quotations in Hebrews 1, that the importance of these for an understanding of the person of Christ cannot be minimized.454 Psalm 2:7 is cited in a Way which conveys the idea of the eternal generation of Christ.45D The idea of pre-existence is followed up later in the epistle in the Melchizedek pas​sage.456 2 Samuel 7:14 implies his eternal sonship, distinguishing him at once from the angels. Deuteronomy 32:43 (lxx) is introduced by a state​ment referring to the 'first-born' (prototokos), who is clearly to be identified as the 'Son' of the previous verses. It is the same term which occurs in Colossians 1:15, 18 and Romans 8:29, in each case used of the superiority of Christ. Whereas this Pauline emphasis is absent from the Hebrews 1:6 statement, it is nonetheless implied in the whole presentation cf Christ in this epistle.
433 Cf. J. T. Sanders, The New Testament Christological Hymns, pp. 92ff., for comments on Kascmann's position.
4:14 Cf. R. G. Hamerton-Kelly, Pre-existence, Wisdom and the Son of Man, pp. 243ff-, who brings out the Christological significance of these ot quotations. Cf. also S. Kistemaker, The Psalm Citations in the Epistle to the Hebrews (1961), pp. 88ff., who tends to overstress the parallels between the exegesis of Qumran and Hebrews.
455 Cf. H. Montefiore, Hebrews (BC, 1968), p. 44. He draws attention to the fact that in Jewish tradition Ps. 2 had a messianic interpretation. He cites 1 Q Sa 2:11. He claims, however, that Hebrews does not cite the Psalm messianically. He finds stages in the development in the interpretation of the verse (Ps. 2:7}, from its reference to resurrection (Rom. 1:4) to its reference to the generation of the Son as here. A link between the two is found in the voice at the baptism (combined with Is. 42:1) and a further link in the transfiguration account. It is possible, however, that co-lateral rather than straight-line development may have taken place, in which case it would be a mistake to read into the Hebrews' account an advanced Christology. Hamerton-Kelly, op. at., p. 245, considers that the trajectory traced by this text is paradig​matic of the way in which the doctrine of pre-existence developed- from resurrection, through earthly life to pre-existence.
436 For further comments on the pre-existence of Christ in Hebrews, see the section on Melchizedek (pp. 483ff). It is noticeable that nowhere in this epistle is Christ called Melchizedek. O. Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament, p. 84, suggests that Jewish exegetes came to devalue Melchizedek because of their anti-Christian polemic. But F. L. Horton, The Melchizedek Tradition (1976), shows that rabbinic tradition considered that the priesthood of Melchizedek was transferred to Abraham and through him to the Levitical priesthood. But this is very different from the exposition in Hebrews, where Melchizedek is seen to be superior to Aaron.
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It is noticeable further that for Hebrews the adoration of the angels at the birth of Jesus is seen to be significant and might be compared with the Lukan birth narratives. The quotation from Deuteronomy 32:43 (with parallel in Ps. 97:7) is striking, because it applies to Christ what originally referred to God.457 By combining the lxx versions of Psalm 104:4 and Psalm 45:7-8, Hebrews contrasts the origin of the angels (they were 'made') with the eternal existence of the Son. Even more striking is the address to the Son as Ό God', which is a direct ascription of deity. In this case, the original application of the psalm to the king might favour the rendering 'God is thy throne', but Hebrews sees it in a different light when applied to Jesus. The concluding citation uses Psalm 102:26-28 of Jesus, although again the original context applies it to God. He is seen as creator (as in Heb. 1:3), but also as judge. Moreover, by implication the citation points to the changelessness of the Son as contrasted with the destructibility of his creation.
One of the most remarkable features about the presentation of Christ in Hebrews is the combination of the undeniably divine nature in chapter 1 with the equally clear emphasis on the perfection of Jesus as man in chapter 2. In no other passage in the nt are the two aspects brought together so clearly. To gain a true appreciation of the former, the main features of the latter must be considered. First we note the temporary inferiority to angels which is asserted and backed up with a quotation from Psalm 8:4—6 (Heb. 2:6-9).4:)8 To the writer the significant factor is the temporary character of this ('for a little while', brachy ti). It is admittedly a contrast with chapter 1, but even the suffering and death which resulted from incarnation are seen as a crowning with glory and honour (2:9). The nature of the incar​nation is clearly stated in Hebrews 2:17 - 'Therefore he had to be made like his brethren in every respect' — a claim to real humanity. This is said to qualify Jesus to become a merciful and faithful high priest. Moreover, since those whom Jesus had come to assist were 'flesh and blood' (2:14), so he had to share the same nature. The entire argument of the epistle depends, in fact, on the identity of Jesus with man, and his perfect humanity is therefore as crucial as his deity.
This perfect humanity is not, however, exempt from temptation (2:18), an idea to which Hebrews returns in 4:14f. It is a daring juxtaposition of ideas to maintain that the one who in chapter 1 is identified closely with God in majesty and power, is later seen to be subject to temptation, since God himself cannot be tempted. The author of Hebrews can mention the matter almost incidentally, without raising the theological issues which are
Hering, Hebrews, p. 9 n. 28, thinks there are grounds for supposing that Judaism may have known an interpretation of Dt. 32:43 similar to that in Hebrews. He cites the Life of Adam and Eve, pp. 12ff, which maintains that God commanded the angels to worship Adam.
Hamerton-Kelly, op. cit., p. 247, sees here a comparison with Paul's Adam doctrine.
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clearly involved. Neither does he discuss how the eternal Son could be made like his brethren, nor how, being incarnate, he could be tempted. He is concerned only about the qualifications of Jesus for the office of eternal high priest and he has no doubt that both aspects are needed. It is in 5:7ff. that he gives the clearest allusion to the human life of Jesus, which he had previously maintained in chapter 2 to be indispensable. He brings into focus the Gethsemane experience of Jesus to show in a striking way the perfect obedience of the Son to the Father.459 This obedience theme is reiterated further in Hebrews 10:9, where the words of Psalm 40:6-8 are made to apply to Christ and to set out succinctly the whole mission of Jesus as Obedience' to the Father's will; this is seen to be the key to the understanding of the self-offering of Jesus.
In this remarkable way this epistle presents the double aspect of the person of Christ. Moreover, the writer sees it as essential to establish that Jesus is both Son of God and yet truly man, as a prerequisite for an. exposition of his mission and achievement. It is obvious that he is not approaching the person of Christ in a speculative way. He does not an​ticipate the historic Christological debates. He certainly does not drive a wedge between the exalted risen Christ and the historical Jesus. To him the one who offered loud cries and tears during his passion was the same one who has now taken his seat at the right hand of the majesty on high (cf. Heb. 12:2). Although expressing his thoughts in a different way, the apostle Paul is in close agreement with the view of Christ here expresse|d. The obedience unto death, even the death of the cross, in Philippians 2:8, shares the same approach as this epistle to the meaning of the passion. In both the cross is seen as an act of humiliation.
One feature about Jesus as perfect man which has already been separately discussed (cf. pp. 228ff.), is the sinlessness of Jesus. It is specifically men​tioned in Hebrews 4:15 and has a vital importance in the whole theology of the epistle.460 Jesus as man is seen, therefore, as the type of true manhood, i.e. manhood as it ought to be, free from sinful rebellion against God. There is some kinship here with Paul's 'last Adam' presentation, where Christ's perfect obedience is set over against Adam's sin of disobedience (Rom. 5:12ff., especially 5:19).4f)1
1 Peter 3:18-20
Some regard 1 Peter 3:18—20 as a Christological hymn.462 The only state-
439 Although there is no reason to restrict the reference to Gethsemane here, that experience is the most poignant expression of it that we know from the gospels (cf. Bruce, Hebrews, p. 98). It seems highly probable that the author has Gethsemane in mind.
460 Cf. also the exposition of Ps. 8 in Heb. 2:6ff.
461 For a comparison between Paul's Christology and that of Hebrews, cf. H. R. Mackintosh, The Doctrine of the Person of Christ (31914), pp. 86f. He finds many similarities and some differences (e.g. the high-priest theme, the glory of Jesus' life on earth, Jesus as a pattern, the absence of a mystical element).
462 Cf. J. T. Sanders, The New Testament Christological Hymns, pp. 95ff.
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ment which bears on our present concern is the reference to the resurrection and its sequel in verse 22. The return to heaven is linked to the enthrone​ment idea (at the right hand of God) and the homage of angels, authorities and powers.463 The parallel with Philippians 2:9, 10 is close in its reference to the exaltation, but the humiliation theme concentrates more on Christ's death in the flesh. His being 'made alive in the Spirit' (verse 18) might be compared with 1 Timothy 3:16 (vindicated in the Spirit). The close link between Christ and the Spirit is also seen in 1 Peter 1:1; 1:11.
Summary of the Christological hymns
These passages are of special value because they bring out more specifically several of the ideas implied in the titles. They too present a high Christol​ogy which leaves in no doubt that Jesus was both man and God. It is significant that linked with his exalted character, there is emphasis also on the humiliation of Jesus. Such concepts as the 'no-snatching' of Philippians 2, the 'image' and the 'fullness' of Colossians 1, and the divine radiance of Hebrews 1, make it impossible to view Jesus as no more than a man. Whatever the explanation of the mystery of the incarnation, no view which does not do justice to his exalted nature and status is true to the nt. It was here that the attempts of the liberal 'Jesus of history' school failed.
THE CHRISTOLOGICAL EVENTS: INTRODUCTORY COMMENTS
Our final section will deal with the virgin birth, the resurrection and the ascension, which the nt presents as historical events, although some of its interpreters have regarded them as 'myths'. We shall consider these alter​native approaches, but our main aim will be to establish the importance of these happenings for the Christology of the nt church.
THE VIRGIN BIRTH
The synoptic gospels
No consideration of synoptic Christology is possible without giving due weight to the birth narratives of Matthew and Luke.465 The evidence from
463 For an exhaustive examination of the problems relating to 1 Pet. 3:18, cf. Bo Reicke, The Disobedient Spirits and Christian Baptism (1946). He appeals to some parallels with the Odes of Solomon 24.
464 I. T. Beckwith, The Apocalypse of John (1919, r.p. 1967), p. 314.
463 For some basic monographs on the virgin birth, cf. }. Orr, The Virgin Birth of Christ (1907); G. H. Box, The Virgin Birth of Christ (1916); V. Taylor, The Historical Evidence for the Virgin Birth (1920); J. G. Machen, The Virgin Birth of Christ (1930); D. Edwards, The Virgin Birth in History and Faith (1943); T. Boslooper, The Virgin Birth (1962); R. E. Brown, The Virginal Conception and Bodily Resurrection of Jesus (1973); idem. The Birth of the Messiah (1977); M. Miguens, The Virgin Birth (1975).
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these sources has been widely discounted on various grounds, which will be considered when the evidence itself has first been outlined. Since there is no denying that both gospel writers describe a birth of a totally unusual kind, and since Luke especially devotes so much space in his book to the nativity stories, the virgin birth of Jesus must form an integral part in any account of early Christian theology, whatever modern interpretations of the evidence are advocated.
We shall note first the salient features of Luke's presentation.466 In the annunciation by the angel to Mary, whom Luke describes as a virgin (Lk. 1:27), the prediction is specifically made that she would conceive and bear a Son whose name should be Jesus and who would also be called 'the Son of the Most High' (Lk. l:30ff.).467 Moreover he was to be king in Israel permanently. These features contain a remarkable combination of both the manward side (the name Jesus and the human birth) and the Godward side (the Son of the Most High). This annunciation is given before any inti​mation of the mode of conception, as if the latter in itself is not the major feature. Indeed, it has been pointed out that the sonship of Jesus is not based by Luke on the virgin birth.468 Nevertheless it is not out of keeping with it. The mode of conception through the direct intervention of the Holy Spirit is mentioned only in reply to Mary's bewildered enquiry as to the means (Lk. l:35f.). Without giving details, the angelic announcement makes clear that the birth will not come about by the ordinary methad of human generation, but by a totally unparalleled action of the Holy Spirit.469
It is noteworthy that Luke in the prologue to his gospel is at pains to show his intention of writing what he has carefully investigated, and since this opening statement is followed immediately by the birth narrative there can be no other conclusion but that he believed the virgin birth to be a fact. Moreover, he claimed that his testimony was based on apostolic witness. Not only is the bare statement about the conception through the Holy Spirit regarded by Luke as authentic, but many details are given which are in line with this, particularly the artless way in which the story
466 The references in Luke to the virgin birth of Jesus occur only in Lk. 1 and 2 and it has been suggested that this section was not an original part of the gospel. In that case its testimony to the virgin birth is then considered to be lessened. The Proto-Luke hypothesis lends some support to this position (cf. V. Taylor, Behind the Third Gospel (1926), pp. 164ff, who did not consider Lk. 1 and 2 to be an integral part of the gospel). Nevertheless the Proto-Luke theory is by no means universally accepted (cf. the discussion of it in my New Testament Introduction, pp. 175ff).
467 As Ε. Ε. Ellis, Luke (NCB, 1966), p. 69, points out in reference to the title 'Son of the Most High', 'As the virgin's child this title will signify something more, a unique and mysterious unity with Jehovah, God.'
468 Cf. W. Grundmann, Das Evangelium nach Lukai (THNT, 21961), p, 61.
469 G. B. Caird, Luke (1968), p. 53, regards the Spirit's activity here as the effecting of a new creation. 'The miraculous character of the event is not at all affected by the question whether Jesus had one human parent or not'. But this looks like an attempt to make something of Luke's account, having first concluded that the virgin birth doctrine arose out of a misunderstanding when the story was told in the Greek world (cf. p. 31).
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is told. Luke himself does not theorize about how conception independent of a human could have taken place.470 There is no indication, in fact, that any explanation was needed. It is significant that in the same passage in which the supernatural birth of Jesus is so strongly indicated, a statement is included about the human growth of Jesus (Lk. 2:40), about his obedience to his earthly 'parents' (note the plural, Lk. 2:51) and about his increase in wisdom (Lk. 2:52). Clearly the relating of the virgin birth was not intended to deny the true humanity of Jesus. Luke understood, as the early church generally came to accept, that there was something both natural and su​pernatural about Jesus.471 We shall discuss below the theological implica​tions of this.
Matthew's birth narrative is wholly independent of Luke's, but never​theless supports with equal firmness the fact of the virgin birth. At the end of the genealogy Matthew includes the statement, 'Joseph the husband of Mary, of whom Jesus was born, who is called Christ' (Mt. 1:16).472 This presupposes the virgin birth and prepares the reader for the further state​ment that Mary 'was found to be with child of the Holy Spirit' (Mt. 1:18). This is then further reinforced by the angel's explanation to Joseph of Mary's condition: 'Joseph, son of David, do not fear to take Mary your wife, for that which is conceived in her is of the Holy Spirit' (Mt. 1:20). Matthew follows this up with the specific statement that Joseph did not 'know' his wife until she had borne a son (Mt. 1:25), so excluding all possibility of his readers thinking that Jesus was born as a result of natural conception.473 As if to make the matter doubly clear, he also quotes Isaiah's prophecy of a virgin conceiving and bearing a Son, Emmanuel (Mt. 1:23 = Is. 7:14).
Whatever view is taken regarding the origin of these reports about the virgin birth, it must be accepted that both Matthew and Luke intend to present it as an accepted fact.474 The differences in their narratives serve
4711 In his book, The Human Face of God (1973), J. A. T. Robinson discusses the question of the virginal conception (pp. 56ff). He thinks the tradition in Lk. 2 arises out of a different tradition from Lk. 1, since he claims that Lk. 2 knows nothing of the virgin birth. Robinson denies the virgin birth.
471 For an extended study of the structure and theology of Luke's birth narratives, cf. R. Laurentin, Structure et Theologie de Luc 1-Π (EB, 1964). He particularly draws attention to the evidence for the divinity of Christ in this section (cf. pp. 120ff).
472 For a discussion of other readings, cf. D. Hill, Matthew, ad loc. The Syr. sin. has 'Joseph begat Jesus', but the best Greek readings support the virgin birth.
473 J. A. T. Robinson, op. cit., 59ff, advances the view that Matthew was not worried by the difficulties involved if Joseph was not genetically the father of Jesus. Matthew's attributing the birth to the agency of the Spirit is then interpreted as meaning that God was in it, even if the birth was the result of an irregular union. If, however, the virgin birth is maintained, it would at once exclude the possibility that Jesus was illegitimate, particularly under Jewish law. Matthew, in recording the naming by Joseph of the child, implies that Joseph accepted legal responsibility for Jesus.
474 It is supposed by some scholars that Matthew's genealogy does not agree with his presentation of the virgin birth. Cf. H. von Campenhausen, The Virgin Birth in the Theology of the Ancient Church (Eng. trans. 1964), pp. lOff; F. Hahn, The Titles of Jesus in Christology, pp. 258ff. G. D. Kilpatrick, The Origins of the
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only to heighten their remarkable concurrence in asserting that Jesus was born of a virgin without human father. The word for 'virgin' (parthenos), which is quoted by Matthew from the Greek text of Isaiah 7:14, represents a word in the Hebrew Massoretic text meaning a young woman. Yet Matthew clearly has in mind a pure unmarried woman. Indeed neither Matthew's nor Luke's narrative conveys any suggestion that Mary the mother of Jesus was not a virgin.475
But many scholars find a difficulty in the silence of Mark and of the rest of the nt on the subject of the virgin birth. To take Mark's silence first, we need to assess two factors. Is Mark as silent as many suppose? And, if he is, what interpretation is to be affixed to that silence?476 It is worth observing that whereas Matthew refers to popular comment on Jesits as 'the carpenter's son' in spite of his birth narrative, Mark has 'the carpenter' as if he intends to avoid any reference to Jesus as Joseph's son (Mt. 13:55 = Mk. 6:3). Add to this the fact that Mark relates that the people of Nazareth referred to Jesus as Mary's son, contrary to normal Jewish pro​cedure.477 Any argument from silence is precarious, for it certainly cannot be claimed that silence indicates ignorance. We may not be able to deter​mine precisely why Mark makes no specific reference to the virgin birth, but neither may we with any confidence conclude that it was an alien idea to him.
Those scholars who base their approach to the virgin birth on the silence of Mark and other nt writers478 are using a type of argument which is open to serious methodological objection. It is, in fact, equally reasonable to suppose that where a facet of Christian truth was not mentioned in a document, the writer knew it to be common knowledge.479 Indeed, the omission of the virgin birth would be much more significant had Mark included a birth narrative. Since he has not written about Jesus' origins, it is impossible to attach much importance to his silence on the virgin birth.
Gospel according to St Matthew (1946), pp. 52f., regards the genealogy as the work of an editor. He considers the use of the lxx quotation in 1:23 is not due to the evangelist's activity.
475 James Orr, The Virgin Birth of Christ (1907), p. 67, thinks that Matthew's and Luke's narratives were the earliest form of publicizing the virgin birth.
4/6 Cf. D. Edwards, The Virgin Birth in History and Faith, pp. 58ff. Edwards is particularly critical of the emphasis on silence which Vincent Taylor used in his assessment of Mark's evidence for the virgin birth.
477 Η. Κ. McArthur, 'Son of Mary', NovT 15, 1973, pp. 38—59, cites some evidence to show that, although Jewish custom normally used the father's name, there are cases where the mother's name was used. McArthur discusses the textual problem in Mk. 6:3 and regards the reading 'son of the carpenter and of Mary' as slightly more probable. He also examines whether 'son of Mary' was a record of the villagers' use, an invention by the evangelist or of someone else who passed on the tradition, or the work of a copyist. He concludes for the first suggestion, but does not regard it as evidence of the virgin birth. He thinks it was not a formal genealogical identification.
478 Cf. V. Taylor, The Historical Evidence for the Virgin Birth, p. 12.
479 H. von Campenhausen, The Virgin Birth in the Theology of the Ancient Church, pp. 12ff., strongly denies that Mark had any knowledge of the virgin birth and considers that the assertion that he was aware of it and silently takes it into account is a petitio principii.
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If Mark wrote before Matthew and Luke some explanation is needed why the latter include birth stories which Mark omits.480 But since they include a mass of other material which Mark omits, it seems reasonable to suppose that the inclusion or exclusion of a birth narrative or a specific reference to the virgin birth was dictated entirely by the different purpose of the re​spective evangelists. Moreover, if the argument from silence is carried to its logical conclusion, it would be necessary to suppose that several of the nt writers were ignorant of various aspects of Christian truth (e.g. the Lord's Supper), because they do not happen to mention them.
Before discussing the theological implications of the virgin birth, it is necessary to examine the approach of the Johannine and Pauline literature to the subject.481
The Johannine literature
At first sight it might be claimed that John's gospel contains no reference to the virgin birth. There is no birth narrative and no specific statement about the manner of the birth of Jesus. In place of a birth narrative he includes a prologue which focuses on the incarnation of the Logos, who existed before the world and was an agent in its creation. The bare state​ment, 'The Word became flesh and dwelt among us' (Jn. 1:14), gives no clue to the mode of his becoming flesh, but nevertheless requires a mode in which it is possible for a pre-existent divine being to become man.
Moreover, the presentation in John's gospel of Jesus as God's Son re​quires some understanding of his origin which is capable of explaining how God's Son could become man. But does this require birth by a virgin? It could be maintained that acceptance of the filial consciousness of Jesus could exist independently of tWe virgin birth and that this gave rise in popular thought to the latter idea.482 In this view the manner of birth was immaterial. What mattered was what Jesus thought himself to be. Never​theless, this is unsatisfactory because it assumes John's ignorance of the virgin birth and supposes that he regarded Jesus' origin in purely human terms. Yet it is impossible to square this human view of Jesus' origin with the strong indications of his pre-existence. The matter is also affected by the exegete's approach to the literary question of John's use of the synoptic gospels. Even if John did not use them in a literary way, it is almost certain that he wrote after them, which raises a high probability that he was fully acquainted with the belief in the virgin birth. If he includes no mention of
[image: image4.png]¥ If, of coutse, it could be maintained that both Matthew and Luke added the virgm birth idea to an
carlier presentation of the Christian faith which knew nothing of this doctrine, it would be possible o
maintain that it could be dispensed with. But it 15 difficult to maintain this position when two lines of
evidence, which are clearly not dependent on each other, sgree on the basic inclusion of the virgin birth

8! Most scholars confine the evidence for the virgin bitth in the NT to the infancy narratives of Matthew
and Luke. Cf O. Cullmann, The Christology of New Testament, p. 297

2 Cf. 5. Moffart, The Theology of the Gospels (1948), p. 135,
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it, it does not necessarily mean that he had no knowledge of it. What he writes gives no indication that he rejected the idea, and some reason to suppose that he assumed it. In this he seems to be in line with Paul who assumes rather than enlarges upon it.
Some have seen a significance in the statement in John 1:12-13 that all who receive Christ become children of God by being born of the will of God.483 Since this immediately precedes the Logos saying about the incar​nation, there may well be a connection in thought between the manner of Jesus' birth and the manner of the new birth of believers. But the connection is not explicit and must be treated with some reserve.484 Nevertheless the Nicodemus discourse in John 3 shows Nicodemus as a man who misun​derstood rebirth in terms of natural birth. In both passages the same yerb gennao is used, which in nt usage generally refers to physical birth.485 It is more significant that in John 3 being born by the Spirit is emphasized.
One statement in John 6:42 has been regarded by some as a direct
refutation of the virgin birth, where the Jews ask the question, 'Is not this
Jesus, the son of Joseph, whose father and mother we know?' But since
this statement is made by criticizing Jews, it cannot be regarded as an
indication of John's own belief. Indeed the context is against this since the
words of Jesus about the Father-Son relationship directly offset his critics'
emphasis on his human parentage. It is possible that John 8:41 contains a
sly allusion to rumours that Jesus' birth was irregular.
I
In the Johannine epistles the idea is dominant that Christians have been 'born of God' (1 Jn. 2:29; 3:9; 4:7; 5:4; 5:18).486 Although spiritual rebirth is clearly in mind, it is noticeable that the same verb gennao as used in John 3 recurs here. If this expression is interpreted against the background of the virgin birth of Christ an interesting light would be thrown upon it, but the expression cannot be said to demand it. All that can be said is that a striking parallel exists between the incarnate Christ and the Christ who dwells in those born of the Spirit.
Paul
It is common among scholars487 to maintain that Paul's epistles do not
483 Cf. D. Edwards, The Virgin Birth in History and Faith, pp. 62ff. Edwards translates the words 'who not of sexual intercourse nor of fleshly impulse nor of a husband's will, but of God was (or were) born', and on the strength of this discusses the significance. But not all would accept his rendering of the words.
484 Campenhausen, op. at., p. 16, discusses Jn. l:12ff, and considers that this statement sets out 'in a quite general way the miraculous, "supernatural" origin of the Christian nature'. He regards both John and Mark as standing over against Matthew's and Luke's infancy stories. It will be noted that Campenhausen's conclusions are based on an argumentum e silentio.
485 So Edwards,  op. cit., p. 120.  He maintains that gennao is used metaphorically only in contexts where confusion with physical birth would be impossible.
486 Cf. Edwards, ibid., pp. 128ff, who points out that whenever the expression 'born of God' is used by John of Christians the perfect tense is used, but when it is used of Christ the tense is past. He distinguishes by this means between a state (for Christians) and a specific event (in relation to Christ).
487 E.g. V. Taylor, The Historical Evidence for the Virgin Birth, pp. off.
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support belief in the virgin birth on two grounds: (i) because he says nothing about it, and (ii) because, had he known it, there are passages where some statement about it would have enhanced his argument.
In considering the first point, it must be granted that no explicit refer​ences occur, but there are certain passages which have a bearing on the subject.488 We begin with Romans 1:3 where the Son is said to be 'descend​ed from David according to the flesh'. We have noted before that this passage may be a primitive statement of doctrine which Paul has incor​porated,489 or it may equally be Paul's own wording to give the gist of his gospel in summary form in the introduction to his letter.490 What is im​portant is that Paul uses the verb genomenos not gennao in this passage, the precise point of which is not brought out in the English rendering 'descend​ed from'. It is more than a genealogy from David which is in view. It is the existence of the Son, an idea which is in harmony with, although it does not specifically state, the virgin birth.491 At the same time Paul must have received the tradition of the Davidic descent of Jesus from some reliable source, 492 and this is indirect support for the genealogies in Mat​thew and Luke which both trace the Davidic descent of Jesus.
The parallel expressions in Galatians 4:4 ('born of woman') and Philip-pians 2:7 ('born in the likeness of men') use the same verb as in Romans 1:3 and again appear to differentiate the birth of Jesus from normal human birth. In the former passage it is God who sends the Son and his birth of a woman is merely the mode.493 It may be argued that Paul's concern here is more on the subject of the humiliation of the Son of God than on the virgin birth, but the statement is not out of keeping with the latter doctrine. In the Philippians passage it is again the humiliation which is in mind as a striking contrast to the subsequent exaltation. Again while no specific reference to the virgin birth is made,494 the statements would accord with this belief.
488 Cf. G. A. Danell, 'Did St Paul know the Tradition about the Virgin Birth?', Si Th 4, 1950, pp. 94ff, for a discussion of this subject.
489 So C. H. Dodd, The Apostolic Preaching and its Developments (21963), p. 14.
4911 Cf C. K. Barrett, Romans, ad loc.
491 Cf Η. Ε. W. Turner, 'The Virgin Birth', ExT 68, 1956-7, pp. 12ff. He examines the main objections to the truth of the narratives in Matthew and Luke and concludes for the substantial historicity of the traditions. He nevertheless considers it fair to conclude that the tradition of the virgin birth found no place in the primitive kerygma. Although he mentions Rom. 1:3 in passing, he does not appear to regard the reference to Davidic descent to imply the virgin birth. He does, however, caution against overlooking the occasional character of Paul's epistles.
Cf C. E. B. Cranfield, Romans 1, p. 59, is cautious over whether there is a reference to the virgin birth here. He thinks it is possible that Paul's choice of ginesthai here and in Gal. 4:4 and Phil. 2:7 may indicate that he knew of the tradition of Jesus' birth without natural human fatherhood. Cf H. E. W. Turner, art. cit., p. 12.
493 So H. N. Ridderbos, Galatians (NICNT, 21954), p. 155, who considers it to be highly doubtful that Paul is here reflecting on the virgin birth.
4 R. P. Martin, Carmen Christi, pp. 202f, finds Edwards' appeal to the virgin birth here as 'not altogether convincing'.
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Conclusions
Although much of the nt makes no specific reference to the virgin birth, the fact that it occurs in both Matthew's and Luke's birth narratives means that an explanation must be forthcoming of its presence there.495 Some indication of the different approaches to the evidence will be given in order to show how the conclusion reached invariably depends on the starting point.
(i) Many have begun with the assumption that virgin birth is impossible,
and for this reason Matthew's and Luke's record of it in reference to Jesus
must be historically discounted. The earlier rationalists maintained that the
narratives were nai've fabrications496 and this view left traces on many
later theories.497 But the rationalists did not do justice to the plain stater-
ments of the text. Their whole approach was based on the assumption that
philosophical considerations justified the critic in making the most violent
modifications to the narrative.
"
(ii) Another school of thought explained the birth narratives in terms of myth. This enables that which is contrary to natural law to be rejected while at the same time retaining some meaning in the record. David Strauss,498 the main advocate of this kind of theory, thus regarded the genealogies as historical because they traced the origin of Jesus from both Mary and Joseph, whereas he treated the virgin birth story as a later mythical development. This development came about through Christibn belief that Messiah must be born of a virgin on the basis of Isaiah 7:14, and that he would be Son of God on the basis of Psalm 2:7. Although Strauss's mythical reconstructions were judged unsatisfactory as exegesis of the text, his appeal to myth to explain the development of the virgin birth idea has left some mark on later interpreters.
(iii) The 'history of religions' school explained away the virgin birth as a Christian adaptation of pagan stories of virgin births. Buddhist traditions, Krishna, Assyrio-Babylonian, Zoroastrian and Mithraic sources were ap​pealed to as parallels, but no true parallel has been proposed.499 A truly human birth to a virgin by supernatural intervention occurs nowhere in this mass of literature. The only value of the mass of pagan analogies which has been collected lies in the background material it provides. In announc-
495 B. Vawter, This Man Jesus. An Essay toward a New Testament Christology (1973), p. 192, rightly points out that 'those New Testament sources that make nothing of a virgin birth of Jesus also say nothing to rule one out, even in a most literal and unavoidable sense'. Vawter devotes his final chapter (pp. 179-194) to discussing the Christology implicit in the tradition of the virginal conception.
496 Note especially one of the early rationalistic critics, Η. Ε. G. Paulus, Das Leben Jesus (1828).
497 E.g. cf. ). Moffatt, Introduction to the Literature of the NT (21912), pp. 49ff.
41)8 D. Strauss, Das Leben Jesus (1835, Eng. tram., r.p., The Life of Jesus Critically Examined, 1973). Cf. pp. 108ff. in the translation for a discussion of the birth narratives.
499 Cf. Boslooper, The Virgin Birth, pp. 135ff., for details. His conclusion is that although there are analogies to extraordinary birth, there are none parallel to the content of the gospel accounts of the virgin birth of Jesus.
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ing the virgin birth of Jesus, the Christian church would find an audience well accustomed to stories of supernatural birth, but it must have been obvious that Jesus' origin was unique. The 'history of religions' school could not explain this uniqueness.500
(iv) A line of thinking closer to the text of the nativity narratives is the literary-critical approach, which traces these narratives to sources like Isaiah 7:14 and Psalm 2:7 and sees their present form as due to editorial activity.501 This view generally inclines against the historicity of the texts. If the editors are creating a new tradition to express in popular modes the conviction (either their own or others') that the Messiah was Son of God, there is a disposition against regarding the narratives as authentic history. This lit​erary method also gave rise to a tendency to regard Matthew and Luke as independently setting out their own particular presentation of the virgin origin of Jesus. Since the rise of redaction criticism, these presentations have been regarded as part of the total picture of each evangelist's theologizing.502
(v) The last view might be regarded as midrashic haggadah on οτ pas​sages, but there is another view which regards the stories as 'Christian midrashic haggadah', understood in the sense of Christian comment on several themes, such as the relationship between God and Christ, the sanctity of sex and the universality of the gospel.503 In this case their character as midrash is more important than their character as history.504 The form-critical school, according to its more sceptical advocates, traces the development of the traditions to Christian imagination, in which case they have no value for the history of Jesus, but great value as evidence of
'°° R. Bultmann, The History of the Synoptic Tradition, pp. 291f, maintains that the story of the virgin birth could not have arisen in a Jewish milieu, but arose in a Hellenistic setting. But W. D. Davies, The Setting of the Sermon on the Mount (1964), pp. 63f, disputes this on the grounds of the extreme Jewishness of the narrative. G. D. Kilpatrick, The Origins of the Gospel According to Matthew, p. 53, who sees an apologetic motive in Matthew's birth narratives, also maintains a Jewish background. His opinion is that Matthew aims to answer the controversy over why Joseph did not divorce Mary. H. Conzelmann, TNT, p. 78, traces the origin of the idea of virgin birth to polytheism. He appeals to incarnation and epiphany pagan parallels, but none of the examples he cites are at all close. L. W. Grensted, The Person of Christ (1933), p. 64, thinks that it would not have puzzled Christians to hear of other cases of parthenogenesis, because it would not have meant the same to them as it meant in the case of Jesus.
501 Cf. V. Taylor, The Formation of the Gospel Tradition (1957), pp. 152ff. A. H. McNeile, 'Additional Note on the Virgin Birth', Matthew (1915), pp. lOff.
502 Cf. E. L. Abel, The Genealogies of Jesus HO CHRISTOS', NTS 20, 1974, pp. 203ff, who does not regard either Matthew's or Luke's genealogies as historical, but suggests that the former was composed to support the view of Jesus as royal-Messiah and the latter as prophet-Messiah. Cf. also the discussion in M. D. Johnson, The Purpose of the Biblical Genealogies with special reference to the setting of the Genealogies of Jesus (1969), pp. 103f.
See Boslooper, op. at., 235f. He does not regard the birth narratives as simply midrashic haggadah on or passages and concepts, but midrashic haggadah on Christian ethical teachings.
W. D. Davies, op. at., pp. 61-83, finds similarities between Matthew's birth narratives and Gn. 1— 2. He also finds traces of the new exodus and new Moses, although he admits that this is not made explicit in Matthew.
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what early Christians believed.505 If the historical Jesus is displaced by the
Christ of faith, the virgin birth becomes dispensable.
(vi) If the narratives are taken at their face value and the virgin birth is regarded as a historical fact, certain consequences follow. First, it must be assumed that miracles are possible and that this particular miracle is unique. In some senses this miracle is linked with the other great Christological miracle, the resurrection.506 If the latter is possible no objection can be raised against the former. Secondly, it cannot be argued that the virgin birth was intended to maintain the sinlessness of Jesus, although it does not exclude it.507 The sinlessness is testified elsewhere (e.g. 2 Cor. 5:21; Heb. 7:26; 1 Pet. 1:19, see earlier discussion on pp. 23Iff.). It is not so much birth by a virgin which guarantees sinlessness, as the direct action V>f the Holy Spirit in that birth. It is centred, in fact, in the divine nature of Jesus. Thirdly, it must be noted how completely a literal understanding of the birth narratives is in accord with the general nt presentation of Christ as Son of God, who is also perfect man. It cannot be said that the incar​nation demands the virgin birth, for God could have accomplished it in another way. But it can and must be said that the virgin birth of Jesus is entirely appropriate to the nature of the one who became flesh although he was equal with God (Phil. 2:6).
There will always be a mystery about the incarnation.508 Its uniqueness promotes mystery. No-one other than Jesus has ever had experience ojf it. That mystery extends to the virgin birth. Whatever theological motifs it may contain, it stands for that unique event in history when God became man. In the nativity narratives we are faced with records of that historic event. To empty it of its historical validity is to detract from a realization of its theological importance. It was so deeply impressed on the conscious​ness of Christians that it became unnecessary to mention it repeatedly.509 Without it our total understanding of nt theology would be defective.
505 Cf. M. Dibelius, Jungfrauensohn und Krippenkind (1932).
506 This is not to suggest that the resurrection and the virgin birth necessarily have the same Christological significance, for the former affects Christology more fundamentally than the latter. Yet it is a fact that they both have a part to play in a full appreciation of NT Christology. Cf. the conjunction of the two themes in R. E. Brown's The Virginal Conception and Bodily Resurrection of Jesus. In a review of this book P. S. Minear, Int 28, 1974, pp. 465ff, thinks the conjunction is caused by dogmatic considerations - they both pose difficulties for inherited dogmas. But there is an inseparable connection between incarnation and resurrection in the nt, and it is not unreasonable to consider them together. If one involves supernatural intervention (as the resurrection clearly does, see below, pp. 390ff.), there is no valid reason for excluding the possibility in the other.
507 B. Vawter, This Man Jesus: An Essay toward a New Testament Christology, p. 190, draws attention to the fact that Jewish minds would never have connected virginal conception with sinlessness and would never have equated sexual union with sinfulness.
508 Cf. K. Earth, The Faith of the Church (Eng. trans. 1958), pp. 68ff In his discussion of the two statements in the creed affecting the incarnation - i.e. 'conceived by the Holy Ghost' and 'Born of the Virgin Mary" - he focuses on the mystery of the incarnation. He distinguishes between the miracle and the mystery, the sign and the thing signified.
5<B In commenting on the lack of specific mention of the virgin birth in both Mark and Paul, W. F.
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THE RESURRECTION
The astonishing development of an exalted view of Christ in the thought of the early disciples demands an adequate explanation. That explanation can be found only in the resurrection. No approach to nt Christology is possible without coming to terms with the resurrection. But the quest for understanding has been confused by the debate about the historicity of the event. Some interpreters have ignored its relevance altogether (as the nine​teenth-century liberal school); others have denied it as an event, but main​tained it as an experience (as Bultmann); and yet others, accepting the supernatural, have regarded it as an event, although even within this group there have been differences in explaining it. The particular view adopted has had a profound effect on the Christological thought of its advocates, and for this reason a brief survey of the main opinions will be necessary. First, however, we shall indicate the pre-Christian background to the idea of resurrection. Then we shall examine the evidence from Acts and the gospels, followed by the evidence from the rest of the nt. This will require the stating of various viewpoints. Our concluding section will discuss the significance of the resurrection for nt theology.
The background
It is natural first of all to look at the οτ idea of resurrection, but there is surprisingly little data on which to base any general doctrine among the Jews.3'0 The idea of Sheol is shadowy enough, but sums up the general expectancy of the life to come among the Israelites. Jacob expresses the conviction that he would see Joseph in Sheol and seems to regard this destination as final (Gn. 37:35)/In the whole of the Pentateuch there is an absence of any specific hope of life beyond the grave. Certainly such hope played little part in pre-exilic Israel. There is perhaps a suggestion of future hope in Job 19:25-26, but it is not developed. A clearer expression of resurrection hope is found in Daniel 12:2: 'And many of those who sleep in the dust of the earth shall awake, some to everlasting life, and some to shame and everlasting contempt.' In the nt the words of Psalm 16:10, which breathe a confidence that the psalmist's soul would not be left in Sheol, are applied directly to the Messiah (Acts 2:27), significantly in relation to the resurrection of Christ.511
Arndt, Luke (1956), p. 56, suggests that Mark had no occasion to speak of it because he begins with John the^Baptist's mission, neither had Paul because his opponents did not deny this particular teaching.
310 For a discussion of resurrection and the afterlife in Israel, cf. S. H. Hooke, The Resurrection of Christ as History and Experience (1967), pp. 5-22. See the later discussion on the future life (pp. 818ff.).
311 Some see the promise of vindication for the suffering servant of Is. 53:11-12, as implying his resurrection. Cf. C. R. Noth, The Suffering Servant in Deutero-lsaiah (1948), pp. 210f.; S. Mowinckel, He that Cometh (Eng. trans. 1954), p. 205.
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There is not much more specific evidence of resurrection hope in the intertestamental period, although there does seem to be some advance to greater clarity. For instance 2 Maccabees 7:13ff. and 12:43f. look forward to individual bodily resurrection. But in this period there is no indication that Messiah was expected to rise from the dead. A distinction between the death of the body and the continued existence of the soul is found in Wisdom 15:8; Jubilees 2:24; 4 Maccabees 13:16; 15:2; 17:5,8 - an idea more Hellenistic than Jewish with its emphasis on the immortality of the soul.
The book of Ecclesiasticus contains some confusion over immortality, since 17:31 denies it, while 19:19 promises it. This kind of conflict was present in the marked differences of opinion among the Jews in nt times, the Sadducees denying and the Pharisees maintaining resurrection. Acts 23:8 reflects this conflict (cf. also Mt. 22:23f£).
The idea of general resurrection may be more clearly seen in certain Jewish apocalyptic books, although here again there is no specific mention of a resurrected Messiah. The nearest reference is 4 Ezra 4:27-30 which states that the Messiah will die after a 400-year reign, but this is followed by a general resurrection and judgment in which Messiah is presumably included. Two passages in 2 Baruch refer to a coming resurrection (30:2-5; 49-52).512 It is somewhat uncertain what importance should be attached to these evidences since both books are late first-century ad. pro​ductions. Indeed it may be said that although Jewish apocalyptic\was vaguely interested in the idea of resurrection, the idea existed in many and often contradictory forms.513
There is considerable dispute whether the Qumran covenanters held to any kind of resurrection. Some maintain that the scrolls bear witness only to the idea of immortality, but not to bodily resurrection. Others find some traces, but do not regard the idea of resurrection as a main doctrine.'14 Others maintain that the covenanters' views are not clear, although some passages express belief in a future existence, yet not linked with a belief in the resurrection of the body.513 It is possible that the predominant view may still have been the old Jewish view of Sheol.516
From the evidence surveyed it becomes increasingly clear that the central
312 Q£ J- van der Ploeg, 'L'lmmortalite de 1'homme d'apres les textes de la Mer Morte', VT 2, 1952, pp. 171ff. On the other hand, M. Black, The Scrolls and Christian Origins (1961), pp. 135ff., denies that the Qumran Essenes held to the immortality of the soul apart from bodily resurrection. Cf. D. S. Russell, The Method and Message of Jew h Apocalyptic (1964), pp. 353-390.
513 Cf. also the passage from the earlier 1 Enoch 61 and 62, which point to the preservation of the righteous, which are mo relevant to the background for the resurrection ideas current in the time of Jesus.
514 Cf. G. Vermes, Th Dead Sea Scrolls in English (21975), p. 51. Although he can find no specific statements, Vermes finds difficult to believe that the members of the community would have denied to their dead brethren a shar in the messianic kingdom.
515 Cf. G. R. Driver, The Judaecm Scrolls (1965), pp. 74f.
516 Cf. M. Black, op. cit.
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doctrine of the nt - that Christ is risen from the dead - introduces a unique idea, which had been only imperfectly prepared for in the pre-Christian era. This makes it imperative to explain in an adequate way the rapidity of the spread of the belief in the resurrection of Christ.
Some mention must be made of the Greek view of the immortality of the soul, if only because some have interpreted the resurrection of Christ in such terms. If the nt evidence could be understood in this way, it would be easier to rationalize the resurrection. But since there is no evidence that the concept of the immortality of the soul, as distinct from the resurrection of the body, is specifically mentioned in the nt, it cannot command con​fidence as a means of explaining the evidence for the resurrection ofjesus.517 This is especially clear because no contemporary Greek ideas of life and immortality are parallels to the concept implied in the resurrection of Christ (see later discussion on the resurrection body, pp. 832ff).
The key to early Christian experience in Acts
Whatever the assessment of the resurrection, whether it be considered an event or an experience, all would agree that something happened which transformed the band of shattered disciples into people who were convinced that Jesus was alive and that they had a message which would transform the world. Their fearlessness in proclaiming the gospel demands an ad​equate explanation and no approach to the resurrection is tenable which does not account for this transformation.518
Immediately, the early Christian preachers fearlessly announced that the one whom the Jews had crucified had been raised from the dead (Acts 2:24) and that God had made him both Lord and Christ (2:36). In spite of the disciples' earlier lack of understanding, Peter appeals to οτ scripture in support of his declaration, even in support of the Messiah's resurrection. The Christians certainly did not borrow this notion from the Jews and the reason for the confident assertion must be sought elsewhere. Something clearly happened to produce such a firm conviction. The nt writers are unanimous that what happened was the resurrection ofjesus Christ. In other words the early preachers were proclaiming an actual event, as un​expected as it was supernatural. Neither the accounts in Acts, nor the epistles, suggest any hesitation on the part of the apostles over the possi-
317 Cf. the comments of W. Kunneth, The Theology of the Resurrection (Eng. trans. 1965), pp. 33ff, for the philosophical approach through Greek thought and its inadequacy for an understanding of the early Christian proclamation. 'The concern of the primitive Christian preaching was not with the continued existence ofjesus after death in a bodiless abstraction of soul, but with witnessing to the resurrection as a new reality embracing also bodily existence' (p. 40).
M8 The prologue of the book of Acts asserts that after his passion Jesus showed himself alive to his disciples during a period of forty days. The readers of the book are thus prepared for the importance of the resurrection theme. What comes out clearly in this passage is a strong sense of continuity between what Jesus began to do and teach, and what the disciples were instructed to do and teach by the risen Lord.
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bility of a supernatural event of this nature.3'9 We shall discuss below the various approaches which deny the event, mainly because the supernatural is considered to be unacceptable. Yet if the supernatural is rejected a priori, those who reject it are obliged to find some other explanation for the extraordinary transformation of the disciples.520
The importance of the resurrection is moreover supported by the fact that one of the major qualifications for the office of an apostle, laid down by Peter when the church needed a successor for Judas, was that the person must be a witness to the resurrection of Jesus (Acts 1:22). The reason is obvious from the subsequent story in Acts, where references to the death of Jesus were followed by proclamations of the resurrection.321 The con​necting link between the events in the gospels and the teaching of the rest of the nt is the resurrection (cf. Acts 3:15, 26; 4:2, 10, 33; 5:30; 10:40; 13:37; 17:31; 25:19; as instances where the resurrection is stressed in Acts. Note also the three-fold account of the appearance of the risen Lord to Saul" at Damascus, chapters 9, 22, 26). In none of these recorded occurrences is there the least suspicion of discontinuity between the risen Christ and the historical Jesus. It is this unshakeable conviction which is the key consider​ation in evaluating the resurrection accounts. To those who accept the supernatural, the accounts establish the event which led to resurrection faith. But to those who discount the supernatural, the subsequent faith becomes the explanation for the rise of the resurrection accounts. To Decide which of these alternatives is the more probable, we must look at the evidence for the event itself and then consider its interpretation.
The predictions in the synoptic gospels
The place of prediction in assessing the importance of the resurrection of Jesus is two-fold. We shall first note his own specific predictions that he would rise from the dead, and then consider his reassessment of the οτ regarding his mission. In each of the three predictions of the passion in the
319 M. C. Tenney, The Reality of the Resurrection (1963), p. 49, points out that in the book of Acts 'the meaning of the resurrection was explained in terms of the immediate circumstances or topic of discussionN He proceeds to illustrate his point from the various speeches in Acts.
320 γ Peters, 'The Use of Analogy in Historical Method', CBQ 35, 1973, pp. 475ff, shows the limitation of the use of the principle of analogy when applied to the resurrection of Jesus. Since no historian has knowledge of a resurrection of a dead man, he could only conclude that Jesus could not have risen from the dead. W. Pannenberg (Jesus, God ana Man], p. 109, claims that as long as historiography does not begin with a narrow concept of reality which asserts that dead men do not rise, there is no reason why it should not be possible to speak of the resurrection of Jesus as the best explanation of the disciples' experiences of the appearances and the discovery of the empty tomb.
321 G. Delling, in his essay, 'The significance of the resurrection of Jesus for faith in Jesus Christ', in The Significance ofthe Message of the Resurrection for Faith in Jesus Christ (Eng. trans. ed. C. F. D. Moule, 1968), pp. 77-104, considers that in Acts the raising of Jesus is above all Christologically significant. He links salvation with faith in the risen Jesus, although he admits that Acts does not explain how salvation is linked with the resurrection. But Delling does not give sufficient weight to the link in Acts between the death and re-.urrection of Jesus.
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synoptic gospels, it is linked with the assurance of the resurrection to follow (Mt. 16:21 = Mk. 8:31 = Lk. 9:22; Mt. 17:22-23 = Mk. 9:31; Mt. 20:19 = Mk. 10:34 = Lk. 18:33).522 In all these cases Mark has 'after three days', whereas Matthew and Luke have On the third day', but all agree in making quite clear that the resurrection would follow quickly after the passion. The fact that the prediction was made three times suggest that Jesus foresaw that the idea would not sink into the disciples' minds without difficulty. This certainly proved to be true.
In attempting to understand the reason for their inability to grasp the assurance that Jesus would rise from the dead, an important consideration must be noted. They had a wrong idea of the real aim of the mission of Jesus. Their hopes were fixed on a materialistic kingdom (Lk. 24:21). These hopes had been completely shattered by the crucifixion. All the disciples deserted Jesus, with the exception of John, who seems to have been the only one present at the cross (Jn. 19:26f.). Basically they had no faith in the spiritual purpose of the mission which Jesus came to fulfil. They had not even enough faith to penetrate the disaster of the passion. The fact that Jesus had predicted it completely escaped their minds. This unfavourable background is important for assessing the historical circumstances, for the disciples were clearly not in a conducive frame of mind to 'invent' the resurrection. Peter's rebuke to Jesus about his 'suffering' task was no doubt indicative of the attitude of all.
Among the resurrection narratives which have been preserved, a sig​nificant feature is found especially in Luke 24:45. Here the risen Lord is said to have expounded from the Scriptures, not only that he should suffer, but that he should rise from the dead on the third day. It is noticeable that Luke records at the third prediction of the passion that none of the disciples understood - 'this saying was hid from them' (18:34), although Jesus had said that 'everything that is written of the Son of man by the prophets will be accomplished' (verse 31). In view of the absence of specific statements in the οτ about the Messiah's rising from the dead,523 it must be assumed that a definite reinterpretation of Scripture was initiated by the risen Lord.
The event
It is not our purpose here to discuss at length the historical problems which arise from the resurrection accounts.524 Our aim will be to set out the facts
For a summary of the objections which have been raised over these passion predictions, cf. I. H. Marshall, Luke, pp. 367-379, who concludes that it is certainly not impossible that Jesus looked beyond suffering to vindication.
323 M. Tenney, The Reality of the Resurrection, pp. 44f., explores the possible οτ references which might have formed the basis of the exposition. Cf also R. T. France, Jesus and the Old Testament, pp. 53ff.
For recent studies of the historical and literary problems surrounding the resurrection narratives, cf. S. H. Hooke, The Resurrection of Christ as History and Experience (1967); C. F. Evans, The Resurrection and the New Testament (1970); I. H. Marshall, 'The Resurrection of Jesus in Luke', TB 24, 1973, pp. 55ff.; D.
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to enable us to arrive at an evaluation of the event and its theological
importance.525
(i) The fact of the death of Jesus would be accepted by all scholars, even by those who, like Bultmann, deny the possibility of knowledge about the historical Jesus. Moreover, the form of death, i.e. crucifixion, cannot be denied as a historical fact.
(ii) The idea of a suffering Messiah was unacceptable not only to the Jews, but also to the closest disciples of Jesus. Peter's abrupt rebuke to Jesus on the mention of the passion reveals a deep unacceptability about the whole idea. It is not surprising therefore that the disciples are said to have fled when Jesus was crucified.
(iii) All the gospels witness to the empty tomb. This is not in itself a proof of the resurrection, but it is a necessary part of it. It demands some explanation.526 There would have been no possibility of belief in the res​urrection if the body had been found. The assertion in 1 Corinthians \ 5:4 that Christ was buried and raised on the third day presupposes the empty
tomb.
(iv) Numerous instances of Jesus appearing to his disciples are also re​corded as events which happened. He showed himself to individuals and to groups, on one occasion to as many as over 500 (1 Cor. 15:6). The introduction to Acts sums up the appearances to the apostles in the follow​ing way: 'To them he presented himself alive after his passion by. many proofs, appearing to them during forty days, and speaking of the kingdom of God' (Acts 1:3). These appearances were seen as having a two-fold aspect, first as offering confirmation of the event and secondly as providing a specific historical occasion (or series of occasions) on which Jesus could
Wenham, 'The Resurrection Narratives in Matthew's Gospel', TB 24, 1973, pp. 21-54; R. H. Fuller, The Formation of the Resurrection Narratives (1972); N. Walter, 'Eine vormatthaische Schilderung der Auferstehung Jesu', NTS 19, 1973, pp. 415-429; E. L. Bode, The First Easter Morning (1970); G. E. Ladd, / Believe in the Resurrection of Jesus (1975).
525 C. F. Evans, op. at., p. 116, distinguishes between the synoptic evidence and the Johannine. 'Strictly speaking, there is no place in the Fourth Gospel for resurrection stories, since the ascent or exaltation has already taken place.' He comes to this conclusion because he thinks of the spiritual ascent as having taken place on the cross. His explanation of the fact that the fourth gospel actually contains resurrection stories is that the evangelist has included them in deference to Christian tradition. But why he should have done this if his purpose was to equate resurrection with spiritual ascension is inconceivable. C. F. D. Moule, in his review of Evans' book (Theology 73, 1970, pp. 457ff.) criticizes the view that John presents any different
view from Luke.
526 D. Whitaker, 'What happened to the Body of Jesus?', ExT 81, 1970, pp. 307ff., who follows G. W. H. Lampe (The Resurrection, ed. G. W. H. Lampe and D. M. Mackinnon 1966) in rejecting a physical resurrection, nevertheless criticizes him for dispensing with the empty tomb. Whitaker comes up with the unlikely suggestion that the body of Jesus was stolen by thieves. But how the disciples could have arrived at a spiritual understanding of the resurrection of Jesus if this had happened is not explained. Both Lampe and Whitaker are influenced by the theological consideration that our resurrection cannot be dissimilar from Christ's. But see discussion on the resurrection of believers on pp. 818ff. A recent strong supporter of the historicity of the empty tomb is H. von Campenhausen, Tradition and Life in the Church (Eng. trans. 1968), pp. 42-89. Cf. also G. Vermes, Jesus the Jew (1973), p. 41.
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instruct his disciples about the kingdom in the light of his resurrection. In view of the mass appearances, it is difficult however to suppose that Jesus necessarily used all the occasions in the same way.
These facts would on the surface point to an objective event which resulted in the resurrection faith of the early Christians.527 But we must examine the various approaches which deny the actuality of the resurrection and transfer it to the sphere of experience. The background to the modern movement reaches back to the nineteenth century. Holtzmann528 may be taken as typical of the approach of liberalism in the latter half of that century. He regarded the resurrection not as an event, but as a hallucination in the mind of Peter, which led to similar hallucinations in the minds of the other disciples. The resurrection happened, therefore, only in the minds of those who believed it.
Early in this century Johannes Weiss529 and Wilhelm Wrede530 both made modifications to the nineteenth-century approach. The former considered that the messianic consciousness of Jesus was after the manner of Jewish apocalyptic and that the liberal Jesus of history had become irrelevant for modern man. Wrede conjured up a theory that after the death of Jesus his disciples thought of him as redeemer who would reappear, necessitating a belief in the resurrection, which in turn led to his being thought of as Messiah. For Wrede, therefore, the resurrection was not an event at all, but the result of the church's imagination. Since, according to him, Mark's record was an attempt to explain the life of Jesus from the point of view of this belief in the resurrection, the so-called evidences for the fact of the resurrection were automatically regarded as non-historical accounts. Wrede's views made a profound impression on Bultmann and were a contributory factor in his own sceptical view of history.
Two others about the same' time had quite different views of the resur​rection. M. Kahler,331 maintained that the nt message must be approached from the risen Christ as against the liberal human Jesus; and A. Schweitzer,532 having come to the conclusion that Jesus was deluded, could interpret the resurrection only as Jesus having arisen within men, i.e. a completely non-supernatural view.
Further discussion on the significance of the resurrection followed with the emergence of Barth and Bultmann. The former533 regarded the resur-
527 Cf. D. P. Fuller, Easter Faith and History (1968), pp. 52ff.
328 H. J. Holtzmann, Lehrbuch der neutestamenllichen Theologie, 2 vols. (1897).
529 Cf. J. Weiss, Earliest Christianity. A History of the Period 30—150 1 (Eng. trans. r.p. 1970), 14ff.
=30 W. Wrede, Das Messiasgeheimnis in den Evangelien (1901, Eng. trans. The Messianic Secret, 1971).
531 M. KShler, The So-Called Historical Jesus and the Historic, Biblical Christ (21896, Eng. trans. 1964).
532 A. Schweitzer, The Mystery of the Kingdom of God (1901, Eng. trans. 1914).
533 K. Barth, Romans (Eng. trans. 1933), p. 204. For a fuller discussion including a criticism of Bultmann, cf. Earth's Church Dogmatics III, 2 (Eng. trans. 1960), pp. 441 ff. Barth seems to have shifted his position, for in. the former work (p. 30) he declared that the resurrection was not an event in history (he uses the
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rection as a supra-historical event par excellence, while the latter totally rejected the resurrection of Christ as an event, because it could not be demonstrated by scientific historical method. The views of the two men were irreconcilable,534 for Barth was approaching the question from the standpoint of revelation, whereas Bultmann confined himself to man as he is, man pursuing his quest for authentic existence.
Bultmann pressed his point relentlessly to the extent of demanding a complete reinterpretation of the biblical evidence. In the sweeping process of demythologization which began by assuming that the gospels especially were couched in mythical forms, it is not surprising that the resurrection of Jesus was at once pronounced a myth which needed to be stripped. D35 How then is the resurrection to be understood? Bultmann536 explains, 'The\ resurrection itself is not an event of past history. All that historical criticism can establish is the fact that the first disciples came to believe in the resurrection . . . The historical event of the rise of the Easter faith means " for us what it meant for the first disciples — namely, the self-manifestation of the risen Lord, the act of God in which the redemptive event of the cross is completed.'
It will be seen from this quotation that Bultmann is not referring to the event of the resurrection (which the nt affirms), but to the event of the rise of the Easter faith; by this switch faith is isolated from the resurrection of Christ, and becomes no more than an existential experience.537 ClearH if Bultmann is right, there is no further need to investigate the historical
illustration of a tangent which touches but does not become a part of a circle). In the Dogmatics, however, he speaks of the Easter event in terms of Easter event and Easter time. He concedes that for the NT the resurrection is the central event.
534 H. G. Geyer, in an article, 'The resurrection of Jesus Christ: A Survey of the debate in Present Day Theology', in The Significance of the Message of the Resurrection for Faith in Jesus Christ (Eng. trans. ed. C. F. D. Moule) sums up succinctly the difference between Barth and Bultmann in their estimate of the resurrection as follows: 'Bultmann speaks of the events of Easter only as the rise of faith in the saving efficacy of the cross of Jesus Christ, while Barth understands and expounds the resurrection of Jesus Christ as providing the basis of faith, distinct from the act of faith' (p. 119). C/ also the discussion by R. G. Crawford, 'The Resurrection of Christ', Theology 75, 1972, pp. 170ff. For a general comparison of the two men, cf. J. D. Smart, The Divided Mind of Modern Theology (1967).
535 Cf. Bultmann's Jesus Christ and Mythology (Eng. trans. 1960). Bultmann's position is based on the assumption that it was easier for first-century men than for twentieth-century men to accept the resurrec​tion, because it was more in harmony with their mythical world. But, as Barth has pointed out, the first-century disciples found it no more easy to believe in the resurrection than we do. Cf. Crawford's discussion on this (op. at., p. 171). D. P. Fuller, Easier Faith and History, pp. 87-111, gives details of the Barth-Bultmann debate over the resurrection.
536 R. Bultmann, 'New Testament and Mythology', Kerjgma and Myth 1 (ed. H. W. Bartsch, Eng. trans.
1953), p. 42.
537 H. Conzelmann, TNT, p. 68, when discussing the resurrection of Christ, takes a line similar to Bultmann's. He writes, 'The element of event in the resurrection is rather to be characterized thus: faith understands the resurrection objectively as the prior element of the action of God, by understanding that it is founded precisely on this resurrection by God.' But this can hardly be said to throw light on the resurrection of Christ. Conzelmann prefers to speak of the event of proclamation.
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basis of the resurrection. It becomes wholly irrelevant. But the more pressing need at once arises for an explanation of the 'event of the rise of the Easter faith'. The fact is that the scepticism of Bultmann over the relevance of historical enquiry into the basis of the Christian faith excludes the possibility of a satisfactory explanation of any event, whether it be the actual resurrection or the rise of Easter faith. The one is in no different position from the other. The rise of faith demands a supernatural activity as much as the resurrection itself, especially since it arose in the most adverse conditions.538
It is not surprising that Bultmann's scepticism has given rise to a reaction in the form of a New Quest for the historical Jesus, but how has this affected the approach to the resurrection? Is it still regarded as a non-event? E. Kasemann339 sees some historical basis in the authority of Jesus, because neither Judaism nor Hellenism nor even Easter faith can account for it. He admits, however, that faith must first exist before history can have any relevance for the historian. But this provides no basis for establishing the historicity of the resurrection. Another of Bultmann's pupils, E. Fuchs,040 talks of the possibility of believing in the resurrection of Jesus only 'when one dared to imitate Jesus and accept God's grace as God's true will and persevere in this even to death'. Although Fuchs' position is nearer to history than Bultmann's, he is still concerned with belief in the resurrection rather than with its event.
In his book on Jesus, G. Bornkamm541 goes considerably further in reaction against Bultmann's scepticism. Although he stresses the import​ance of the Easter message rather than the Easter stories, he does not maintain that that message is only the product of the believing community. He admits that God himself had intervened and wrested Jesus of Nazareth from the power of sin and death. He therefore does not hesitate to speak of the resurrection as an event in time and in this world. Nevertheless Bornkamm does not regard the resurrection stories as equally reliable, and treats many details as later accretions. Yet his view represents a decided swing away from the idea of the resurrection as a non-event. Another who concedes that God raised Jesus from the dead is H. Diem/42 who adopts
338 H. G. Geyer, art. cit., p. 113, points out that it is the difference between providing a basis for faith and the coming into being of faith which is ignored and unexamined in Bultmann's view of the Easter event. W. Kunneth, The Theology of the Resurrection, p. 47, sums up Bultmann's theology as bearing the stamp of a gnostic myth, which is contradicted by the reality of the history-bound perfect tense of the resurrection of Jesus.
339 E. Kasemann, 'Das Problem des historischen Jesus', ZTK 51, 1954, pp. 125-153. For an English translation, see idem, Essays on New Testament Themes (Eng. trans. 1960), pp. 15-47.
'*' E. Fuchs 'Die Frage nach dem historischen Jesus' (ZTK 53, 1956, pp. 210-229; 57, 1960, pp. 296ff).
341 G. Bornkamm, Jesus of Nazareth, p. 182f.
H. Diem, 'The Earthly Jesus and the Christ of Faith', Kerygma and History (ed. C. Braaten and R. A. Harnsville, 1962), pp. 197-211.
383
I
CHRISTOLOGY
a Barthian position, but he does not concede that the resurrection can be
verified historically.
A somewhat different line is adopted by W. Marxsen/43 who begins his interpretation of the event from the primitive kerygma. But he speaks of the Easter experience as a vision that happened. For him all that can be said is that the disciples, after the death of Jesus, 'saw' him, and this led on to the interpretation that he was raised from the dead. The basis for the Christian community was not the fact of the resurrection but the fact of the 'appearances' (i.e. the visions).544 Marxsen claims on the basis of John 20:21 that the function brought into being by the vision is the continuation of the purpose of Jesus, which means that in their function the disciples now take the place of Jesus. By this means, he distinguishes the functiofi of the first witnesses from the retrospective interpretation of the event (that is, a statement about a person), which he then regards as secondary. Marxsen, therefore, regards the resurrection, not as an event, but as a sigfi that the purpose of Jesus did not come to an end with his death. He regards the resurrection of Jesus as having a substantiating significance,545 which he explains in the sense of providing a reason why it is still possible to commit ourselves to the 'purpose of Jesus'. But Marxsen departs from exegesis in distinguishing between 'the risen One' and 'the living One', and he does less than justice to the event of the resurrection.346
In view of the wide variety of ideas on the actuality of the resurrectidb, many fear that the historical fact of the resurrection cannot form a strong basis for a theological interpretation of the nt. Undoubtedly a nt theology which begins by assuming that the resurrection accounts are a myth, will present a very different account of early Christian thought, from that which regards a supernatural event as the real centre and key to Christian thought.547 It will affect not only the Christological assessment, but also the understanding of the whole mission of Jesus. It is on this point that a fundamental cleavage occurs between different schools of thought. Some regard it as wholly unacceptable that Christian faith should depend on a
543 W. Marxsen, 'The Resurrection of Jesus as a historical and theological Problem', in The Significance . of the Message of the Resurrection for Faith in Jesus Christ (Eng. trans. ed. C. F. D. Moule), pp. 15-50.
44 A. J. B. Higgins, SJT24, 1971, pp. 111-113, comments on Marxsen's v
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5 Op. cit., p. 40,

6 K. L. McKay, ‘Some Linguistic Points in Marxsen's Resusrection Theory', ExT 84, 1973, pp. 330fT,
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does not imply physical sight, cf. his The Resurrection of Jesus of Nazareth, (Eng. trans. 1970), p. 98. McKay
challenges Marxsen to produce evidence that the aorist passive form of this verb is ever used in a non-
physical sense.
547 Cf. A. M. Ramsey, The Resurrection of Christ (21946), pp. 7f.
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single unverifiable event. Others maintain that belief in the resurrection, even though unverifiable, provides a sufficient explanation for the rise of an otherwise totally inexplicable Christian faith.548
We may turn from the event itself to its interpretation in the nt writings. We have already seen the significance of the resurrection in the early Christian preaching from the book of Acts. It is against this background of the kerygma that the testimony of the rest of the nt must now be examined.
Paul
Among those passages in Paul which are considered to be traditional ma​terial and therefore pre-Pauline, the most notable centres on the resurrection (1 Cor. 15:3ff). Because this passage is specifically said by Paul to have been 'received', it is of particular importance in showing his own depend​ence on earlier tradition for evidence of the basic facts of the gospel - i.e. the fact of Christ's death, the interpretation of that fact (for our sins), the burial549 and resurrection, with a list of appearances, and the value of scriptural attestation.550 The apostle recognizes that the list of appearances authenticates the fact of the resurrection, and he includes it as a preface to the mention of his own Damascus road experience. Some suppose551 that because Paul's account is earlier than the gospels, the latter must therefore reflect later accretions to the tradition. But the theory of accretions is not the only possibility. None of the accounts is exhaustive. The variations between them witness to their independence of each other and rule out the
348 H. von Campenhausen, Tradition and Life in the Church, pp. 86f., makes the point that the acceptance of a bodily resurrection means the abandonment of an analogical understanding, but shows that this is no difficulty for those who accept it in view of the thtiqueness of the event. It is difficult on the other hand, for those who want to take the resurrection faith seriously, but yet hold the bodily resurrection to be superfluous or unacceptable.
549 J. A. T. Robinson, The Human Face of Cod, pp. 133ff, thinks it to be significant that although in 1 Cor. 15:3f. Paul refers to the burial of Jesus (etaphe) he makes no use of the empty tomb. He connects this up with Paul's omission, later in 1 Cor. 15, to refer to the resurrection body of Christ, which suggests to Robinson that his body was like ours, sown in corruption. It must be noted, however, that the sequence - death, burial, resurrection - taken as a whole does not support the theory, for 'resurrection' must be understood in terms of 'burial'. If a bodily resurrection is not in mind it is difficult to see why the ideas are linked. L. Goppelt, Theologie des Neuen Testaments 1 (1975), pp. 295f, also attaches importance to the omission of reference to the empty tomb in 1 Cor. 15:3ff. and therefore its omission from the kerygma and from Acts. He notes, but attaches no importance to the fact, that it is not omitted from Luke's gospel. But Goppelt considers that the empty grave in Mark simply points to the coming appearances (Mk. 16:7), while Matthew's account is treated as a secondary apologetic and John's account is viewed as representing the meaning of the empty grave to the true, but not the historical, disciple.
"° There has been a difficulty over the phrase 'according to the Scriptures' in 1 Cor. 15:4, since nowhere in the or is there any reference to Christ's resurrection on the third day. B. M. Metzger, Ά suggestion concerning the meaning of 1 Cor. 15:4b', JTS 8, 1957, pp. 118ff, gets over the difficulty by maintaining that 'according to the Scriptures' relates only to the resurrection, not to the phrase On the third day'. He then thinks that Ps. 16:8-11 is in mind since this is cited by Peter on the day of Pentecost (Acts 2:25-32) in support· of the resurrection of Jesus.
351 Cf. e.g. G. Bornkamm, Jesus of Nazareth, pp. 180ff.
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suggestion of collusion. For our present purpose, it is sufficient to note that Paul considers the historical appearances of the risen Christ to be essential as an introduction to his general discussion of the resurrection theme in 1 Corinthians 15.=52 In this discussion Paul goes as far as to say that faith would be futile if Christ were not risen (15:17). The whole idea of salvation from sin would be nullified. The resurrection stands, therefore, at the centre of Paul's theology as well as at the centre of his experience.
Although in no other epistle Paul expounds the resurrection theme so
fully as in 1 Corinthians, yet the idea permeates his writings. We may
illustrate this from Romans. In Romans 1:4, the resurrection of Christ
testifies to his sonship, in a passage which as previously noted some see as
a traditional passage.553 In Romans 4:24—25, the resurrection is linked with
our justification. That justification is further linked with the reconciling
death of Christ in 5:10, and his life with our salvation. The figure of
baptism is used in 6:3ff. to illustrate the entry into new life, and again the
death and resurrection of Christ are the basis for the comparison (cf. also
Rom. 6:10, 11). In illustrating the new life in the Spirit which follows from
justification, Paul refers to the Spirit as 'the Spirit of him who raised Jesus
from the dead' (8:11). The transformation from death to life for the believer
follows the pattern of the death/resurrection experience of Jesus. Moreover,
the resurrection of Christ is the guarantee of his intercession on behalf of
his people (Rom. 8:34).
\
This basic character of Christ's resurrection in Paul's thinking is seenMn other epistles. He begins his letter to the Galatians, in which he is at pains to affirm that he received both his apostleship and his gospel from God, with an affirmation of the resurrection (Gal. 1:1). Similarly in Ephesians 1:20 the power which brought about the resurrection of Jesus is seen as the mainspring of the power of God in believers.334. Indeed, the idea of the exaltation of Christ to the right hand of God is the immediate sequel to the resurrection. Not only so, but believers are also made alive with Christ (Eph. 2:5) and share in his exaltation. In no more striking way could Paul show the continuing effectiveness of the resurrection of Christ in every part of the believer's experience in Christ.
In the two great Christological passages in Philippians 2 and Colossians 1 there is no specific reference to the resurrection, but the exaltation theme
J.       VJ_-_..
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332 H. von Campenhausen, Tradition and Life in the Church, pp. 43ff., maintains that the \ Cor. 15 account is not only the oldest, but also the most reliable. He therefore contends that an examination of the evidence must begin with Paul. 
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in Philippians 2:9 implies it. The lordship which all will confess clearly does not refer to a dead Christ. Although even exaltation is missing in the Colossians passage, the Christology is of such a character as to be mean​ingless apart from a belief in the risen Christ. The resurrection is, however, specifically mentioned in Colossians 2:12; 3:1, together with the believers' identification with him. Other references occur in Philippians 3:10 and 1 Thessalonians 1:10. There can be no disputing that for Paul the resurrection was central to his whole approach to Jesus Christ. He provides a full exposition of the Easter faith, which is nevertheless expounded in such a way as to leave no doubt that for him the resurrection was a fact of history.b5D This central position of the resurrection is in full accord with the Acts narrative about the apostle's experience and preaching.
Hebrews
Although there are few direct references to the resurrection in this epistle, the whole presentation of Christ as high priest assumes it. There is no need for the author to declare it. He concentrates rather on its results. This is evident from the introductory passage where he sets out the present exalted position of the Son at the right hand of the majesty on high (1:3). It must not be supposed that the writer is not interested in the physical event and has spiritualized it in the exaltation, for this would fly in the face of his obvious interest in the historical Jesus in other parts of the epistle (e.g. Heb. 2:10ff.; 5:7ff.). It is impossible to take the leap from the historical Jesus to the exalted Son except via the resurrection.356 The writer has no doubt that the readers will at once do this. It must be remembered, moreover, that his main concern is the present activity of Jesus as our high priest in heaven, for which the exaltation theme is clearly of utmost importance (cf. also 8:1). The resurrection, therefore, is an indispensable assumption in the present intercessory ministry of Jesus (cf. 4:14; 7:23ff.). The statement in 4:14, 'passed through the heavens', extends the resurrection theme to in​clude the ascension, and again concentrates on the resultant constant access of our high priest to God, in contrast to the very restricted approach of the Aaronic high priests.
When describing the elementary doctrines of Christ357 in Hebrews 6: Iff.,
"3 H. Conzelmann, TNT, p. 204, considers that any discussion of the historicity of the resurrection of Jesus in Paul is theologically inapposite. 'The question of the historicity of the resurrection must be excluded from theology as being a misleading one.' To Conzelmann the resurrection has point only as Jesus shows himself to us today. Yet to maintain his position Conzelmann is obliged to reinterpret Paul's statements in a radical way.
"6 C. F. Evans, op. at., pp. 135f, however, claims that Heb. 1:3; 8:1, as well as possibly Phil. 2, virtually ignore the resurrection and pass straight on to exaltation. He considers, therefore, that resurrection is secondary to exaltation in these passages. But the fact that the emphasis falls on exaltation does not exclude the path through which the exaltation came, i.e. the event of the resurrection.
"' It is reasonable to assume that these elementary doctrines of Christ may go back to basic ideas taken over and developed from Judaism, in which case the concept of resurrection may be among them.
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the writer includes 'the resurrection of the dead', which must contain an allusion to the resurrection of Christ even if its primary reference is to the resurrection of believers. When he urges the readers to 'leave' these el​ementary doctrines, he is not turning his back on them, but regarding them as so established that the most urgent need is to press on to a fuller application of them.
The fact that Christ through death destroyed him that had the power of death, the devil, and brought deliverance to those in bondage to the fear of death (Heb. 2:14f.) is rooted in the resurrection. A dead Christ could never deliver from the fear of death, because he had not himself been delivered. But a risen Christ could do so, because in him was the power of life.558 If this epistle does not expound on the theme as Paul does, it nevertheless assumes it. The possibility of resurrection from the dead is seen in Hebrews 11:35, although it is only incidentally mentioned as one of the effects of faith.
The epistle closes with a benediction which almost has the form ofan affirmation. It centres on the one who raised Jesus from the dead to be the great shepherd of his people (13:20f). This complements the interceding high-priest imagery, for there is a tender aspect to the shepherd figure which is not as vivid in the high priest. The resurrection has made effective the claim of Jesus to be the good shepherd, who not only has power to lay down his life, but also has power to take it up again. (Jn. 10:14ff.). Such a caring figure would bring strong consolation to early Christians exposed to persecution
559
The rest of the New Testament
If the apostle Peter had anything to do with the first epistle that bears his name (and there are strong reasons for maintaining that he did), his testi​mony to the resurrection of Christ would be invaluable, not simply because of his apostolic office, but especially because as a former disciple of the historical Jesus he had come to accept what he had once declared unthink​able - a suffering and resurrected Messiah. He had grasped the truth that the new birth which all the believers have experienced is 'through the resurrection of Jesus Christ from the dead' (1 Pet. 1:3).56° After introducing
558 F. F. Bruce, Hebrews, p. 49, comments that the remarkable change from disillusionment to triumph of the early Christians can be explained only by the conviction that their Master rose from the dead and imparted to them the power of his risen life.
559 M. C. Tenney, The Reality of the Resurrection, p. 85, considers that Hebrews marks a new stage in the development of the doctrine in that the resurrection of Christ is the 'foundation of His present intercession, the source of freedom from fear of death, and the assurance of His continued guardianship through persecution'.
560 E. G. Selwyn, 1 Peter, p. 69, comments that in his opening words Peter, 'gathers up all that the resurrection of Christ has come to mean for him and for the Christian Church, through the manifestation of God's power and mercy on the one hand and the widening of men's horizons and the exaltation of their hopes on the other'.
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the idea of redemption through the death of Christ, Peter at once notes that the readers' confidence is in God, 'who raised him from the dead and gave him glory' (1 Pet. 1:21). The importance of the resurrection is here linked with Christ's being predestined before the foundation of the world. It was unthinkable that such a one should be overcome by death.
The resurrection is also spoken of as a prelude to the entry of Jesus into heaven to be seated at God's right hand (1 Pet. 3:21-22). This latter concept is closely akin to that in Hebrews, and seems to have been a settled conviction among the early Christians. The enthronement metaphor adds greater dignity to the event of the resurrection. It shows beyond doubt that the resurrection was thought of not as a subjective experience, but as a happening which provides a firm basis for confidence.
The main idea in 1 Peter is that suffering will give place to glory, and the glory is that of the risen Christ (1 Peter 4:1 Iff.; 5:10ff.). The reality of the resurrection is, therefore, an indispensable basis for Christian hope in the future.561
In the Johannine epistles there are no direct references to the resurrection, but the underlying assumption is certainly there. John writes about the word of life which has been seen and handled (1 Jn. 1:1), i.e. in a human sense. And yet the epistle presents an exalted view of Christ as Son of God. It would make no sense of this epistle if it be maintained that John is interested in the death of Christ, but not in his resurrection. The recurrent emphasis on life (1 Jn. 1:2; 2:25; 3:14; 5:11-13, 16, 20) is the antithesis of death, as the resurrection of Christ is the antithesis of his death. Christ can bring eternal life to people only if he has first overcome death by his resurrection. John takes this for granted to such an extent that he sees no need to mention it.
Revelation is clearly a book centring on the risen Christ. It is the book of the slain Lamb who is nevertheless still active throughout, a fact expl​icable only in terms of the risen Christ. In the opening chapter, Jesus is described as 'the first-born of the dead' (Rev. 1:5). When John prostrated himself before the shining vision of Christ he is reassured with the words Ί am . . . the living one; I died, and behold I am alive for evermore, and I have the keys of Death and Hades' (1:17-18). The worship scene in Revelation 5 throbs with life, but the anthem of praise is directed to one who had been slain (5:9). The final triumph of the Lamb in this book shows the ultimate achievement of the resurrected Christ, i.e. the final judgment of him who had the power of death (the Devil, 20:2, 10) and the conclusive destruction of Death and Hades (20:14). Moreover, the consum​mation of what the resurrection of Christ achieved is seen in the first and second resurrection of men.
Note that although James contains no reference to the resurrection, the use of the title 'Lord of Glory' may be claimed to presuppose it.
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Its Christological importance
The major significance of the resurrection is the contribution it makes to our understanding of the person and work of Christ.562 For the pre-existent Christ to become man is conceivable only if the resurrection were a real event. Otherwise a choice would have to be made between a divine person who never really became man and who did not die (the docetic view), and a human person who was not divine, who died, but never rose. In both cases, parts of the nt evidence would have to be explained away. Only a belief in the event of the resurrection can assure the continuity which is necessary if the conception of Jesus as both God and man is to be main​tained; no other view of him is possible if the nt evidence is to be taken seriously.
One of the most significant factors in early Christian understanding of
the resurrection is the light it throws on the doctrine of God. The act of
resurrection is always an act of God. Although Jesus claimed the powet-lo
take up his life again after laying it down (Jn. 10:18), the nt does not
suggest that the resurrection was an independent act of Christ. The power
behind it was the power of God. Indeed, the resurrection of Christ is
viewed as the supreme display of divine power. It is the act by which the
ceaseless round of death and corruption in human life has been checked.
God has provided a way out of death into life, by raising his own Son
from death to life.563 The resurrection is essentially part of God's plan for
the redemption of mankind.
\
Another important aspect of the resurrection is the way in which it links the person and work of Christ.564 The resurrection expresses God's satis​faction with what Christ has done. The exaltation of the person is the vindication of his mission.565 If Christ had not been raised there would have been no certainty that his death had effected anything. Man would,
562 For a discussion of the theology of the resurrection, cf. A. M. Ramsey, The Resurrection of Christ (21946); M. C. Tenney, The Reality of the Resurrection (1968); D. P. Fuller, Easter Faith and History (1968); W. Marxsen, The Resurrection of Jesus of Nazareth (Eng. trans. 1970); W. Pannenberg, Jesus - God and Man (Eng. trans. 1968), pp. 54-144; G. Delling, 'The Significance of the Resurrection of Jesus for Faith in Jesus Christ', in The Significance of the Message of the Resurrection (Eng. trans. ed. C. F. D. Moule, 1968); W. Kunneth, The Theology of the Resurrection (Eng. trans. 1965); B. Rigaux, Dieu I'a ressuscite. Exegese et theologie biblique (1973); G. Friedrich, 'Die Bedeutung der Auferwerkung Jesu nach Aussagen des Neuen Testaments', ThZ 27, 1971, pp. 305-324.
50 Cf. M. Tenney, The Reality of the Resurrection, pp. 146ff.
564 On the Christological importance of the resurrection, cf. V. Wilckens, 'The Tradition-History of the Resurrection of Jesus', in The Significance of the Message of the Resurrection for Faith in Jesus Christ (ed. C. F. D. Moule), pp. 51-76. In Wilckens' view, however, 'the essential significance of the raising ofjesus was that it was the eschatological confirmation of the authority or truth of the preaching of Jesus' (p. 66). By this means he explains that the earliest preaching was not that Jesus who had died had come to life, but that he had had his preaching eschatologically authenticated. But this does less than justice to the text of Acts.
565 For a discussion of this theme in Paul, cf. D. M. Stanley, Christ's Resurrection in Pauline Soteriology (1961).
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as Paul says, still be in his sins.566 The resurrection is seen, therefore, to be indispensable to man's salvation. Further, the conviction that Christ has a continued interest in the welfare of his people and intercedes for them depends on the resurrection. His exalted position, reflected both in the titles assigned to him and the specific statements about his session at God's right hand, has a direct bearing on his present activity. His capacity for effectively acting on behalf of his people in his continued ministry is as unlimited as his sovereignty.
THE ASCENSION
The nt has much to say about the ascension of Christ which is linked with, but separate from, the resurrection theme. Indeed the resurrection without the ascension would be incomplete.567 It would demonstrate the conquest of death, but would not necessarily imply the exaltation of Christ. It is important, therefore, to note the evidence for the event and to assess its theological significance. Naturally most of the information comes from the Acts and epistles, but certain features from the gospels, which have been thought by some to allude to the ascension, must be considered first.
The synoptic gospels
Among the synoptics Luke alone specifically mentions the departure of Jesus after certain resurrection appearances. His account in the gospel is brief (Lk. 24:50—51). It does not speak, however, of an ascension, although it implies it. Luke's record of Jesus' earthly ministry is the most complete, in that it begins with his coming (the birth ofjesus) and closes with his going (the ascension). The ascension account in the gospel is considerably filled out by Luke in Acts 1, which is the major source for details of the event. Certain problems arise from a comparison of the two accounts, however, and these are discussed below.
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Some have seen a parallel between Luke's transfiguration narrative and the ascension and have suggested that he has adapted Mark's narrative to
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make the parallel closer (Lk. 9:28ff.).568 The evidence from the modifica​tions is not convincing, for they consist of verbal changes which give no indication that Luke is intentionally making them in order to suggest an ascension theme. The most significant feature of his account is the use of the word 'departure' (exodos) in the description of the theme of conversation between Jesus and Moses and Elijah. No more convincing is the view that the transfiguration is a resurrection appearance read back into the narrative of the ministry.569 But there is a marked distinction between the trans​figuration and the resurrection appearances. The appearances were clearly recognized as appearances of the risen Lord, not a glorification of the earthly Jesus. The transfiguration must be seen rather as a means of pre​paring the disciples for the coming permanent glorification. In the light of \ the subsequent ascension at which Jesus entered into his glory, there are some noteworthy parallels - for instance, the cloud as symbolic of the divine presence, and the fact that both events happened on a mountain.570
Mark's gospel contains a brief mention of the ascension, but only in the
ending (Mk. 16:19), which is generally regarded as non-Markan. Indeed it
seems to be based mainly on Luke's gospel. Whatever the origin of Mark
16:9-20, it is an early well-attested witness to a firm belief that Jesus
ascended into heaven. In fact, Mark 16:19 is much more specific than
Luke's gospel,571 for it mentions also the session of Jesus at the right hand
of God.572
I
We may not attach much importance to two other references in Mark which have been supposed to connect with the ascension theme, i.e. the narrative of Jesus' baptism, and the statement of Jesus before the high priest about his coming. In Mark 1:10 Jesus comes up out of the water, i.e. in a
368 Cf. J. G. Davies, op. cit., p. 40. Davies suggests that Luke has used the transfiguration narrative as a prefigurement of the ascension (if. also his article, 'The Prefigurement of the Ascension in the Third Gospel', JTS 6, 1955, pp. 229ff.). This theory is based on four main points: (i) a comparison of Lk. 9:1-34 with Acts 1:1-12 reveals identity; (ii) in Lk. 9:51 there is a reference to the analepsis of Christ; (iii) Luke's additions to Mark's transfiguration narrative; (iv) the view that the three synoptics understand the trans​figuration to foreshadow the parousia and therefore it must also prefigure the ascension.
369 Cf. C. E. Carlston, 'Transfiguration and Resurrection', JBL 80, 1961, pp. 233ff, who maintains that   l the chronological transposition was made for theological reasons. He adopts this position mainly on the grounds that any other explanation encounters more difficulties. He admits that the identification of the transfiguration as a resurrection account lacks proof.
370 H. Riesenfeld, Jesus Transfigure (1947), p. 275, suggests that the transfiguration is a partial prefiguration of the messianic enthronement. G. H. Boobyer, Si Mark and the Transfiguration Story (1942), considers that for Mark the transfiguration prophesies the parousia.
571 Η. Β. Swete, Mark (31913), p. 407, regards the statement of Mk. 16:19 as credal and as passing beyond the field of history to theology. Nevertheless as H. Anderson, Mark (NCB, 1976), p. 361, points out, Mark here shares with Acts the conception that the ascension initiated the missionary preaching of the disciples.
372 Cf. Kiinneth, The Theology of the Resurrection, p. 90 n., 'The "ascension" is to be understood only when it is given a place within the revelation of the appearances as a whole and in subordination to it, and is not to be assessed as a saving event parallel to the resurrection. It is the last, specially significant appearance of the Risen One.'
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kind of ascent, after which he immediately spends forty days in the wilder​ness. J. G. Davies573 sees the influence of an Elijah typology here, because he thinks that Mark thought of John the Baptist as Elijah and Jesus as a second Elijah. But those not given to typology will be less convinced by this style of argument. Rather more may be said for the view that Mark 14:62 presupposes the ascension.574 Here Jesus speaks of the Son of man sitting at the right hand of Power. Clearly this session is possible only after an ascension. Jesus himself may have had Psalm 110:1 in mind, linked with the passage in Daniel 7. The statement supports the view that Jesus was looking beyond the ascension. Indeed, he was looking far beyond to his future glorious coming.
The most notable feature about Matthew's gospel is the conclusion in which the risen Christ promises his authority to his disciples. Matthew is more interested in the final commission than in the subsequent ascension. The words of authority contain some close verbal parallels with Daniel 7:13, where the Son of man comes to the Ancient of Days. The assurance of Christ's continued authority for the church during the period of making disciples of all nations presupposes, although it does not affirm, the ascension.
John
Although this account does not end with an event of ascension, there are significant hints of it within the body of the gospel.575 In 3:13, Jesus says, 'No one has ascended into heaven but he who descended from heaven, the Son of man.' The tense is strange since Jesus had not ascended, but it is obviously a forward reference to an event he was anticipating. In 6:62 a question of Jesus to some of his Hisciples is recorded, 'Then what if you were to see the Son of man ascending where he was before?' This question presupposes the probability of the coming ascension. Among the resurrec​tion occurrences included by John, the appearance to Mary Magdalene is particularly significant because Jesus forbade her to hold him (20:17), 'for I have not yet ascended to the Father; but go to my brethren and say to them, I am ascending to my Father and your Father, to my God and your
373 J. G. Davies, op. cit., p. 35, writes, 'When Christ ascended out of the water He was baptized with Spirit, so the disciples' baptism waits upon His ascension into heaven.'
574 Cf. J. A. T. Robinson, 'The Second Coming - Mark 14:62', ExT 67, 1956, p. 337. Davies, op. cit., p. 38, goes as far as to say that this logion contains a direct reference to the ascension.
575 W. J. P. Boyd, 'Ascension according to John', Theology 70, 1967, pp. 207ff., regards Jn. 14-17 as mostly post-resurrection, and particularly the prayer of Jn. 17. His contention is that it makes better sense if it belongs to the post-passion period and is regarded as preparatory to the ascension. If, however, Jesus is anticipating in his prayer the post-passion situation both of himself and his disciples, much of the force of Boyd's contention would be lessened. To explain the dislocation, Boyd proposes the theory that a redactor removed most of Jn. 14—17 from the resurrection sayings to its present context as an anti-gnostic move. J. Danielou, The Theology of Jewish Christianity (Eng. trans. 1964), p. 27, mentions the similar view of V. Breton.
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God.' We need not suppose that Jesus was intending to ascend at once, but his concern was to prepare the disciples for that important event. Neither need we deduce that the giving of the Spirit in 20:22 is an evidence that the ascension had now happened in the light of Jesus' statement in 7:39, since the full outpouring of the Spirit did not occur until Pentecost and John (or the writer) could not have been unaware of this. Nor, in fact, can it be claimed that the invitation to Thomas to 'handle me' (20:20, 27) must be post-ascension in the light of 20:17, since different words for touch are used. It was not Mary's 'touch' but her 'hold' which Jesus forbade.
Acts
In setting out his sketch of early Christian developments, Luke commences \ with an account of the ascension. But it is as a result of a comparison between the end of the gospel and the beginning of Acts that certain problems arise. He states in 1:3 that Jesus presented himself to the apostles / 'alive after his passion by many proofs, appearing to them during forty days, and speaking of the kingdom of God.' This looks like a brief resume of what Luke has reported about the risen Lord opening the minds of the disciples to understand the scriptures (Lk. 24:44ff.). But there is no mention of the forty days in Luke's earlier account, nor for that matter in any other account (but cf. Acts 13:31). Moreover, if it is maintained that Luke 24:44ff. presupposes that the ascension took place on Easter day, this would bi in plain contradiction to the Acts account.576 If Luke was the author of both books, it is inconceivable that he was unaware of the contradiction, which leads to the question whether the theory of an Easter Day ascension is a correct understanding of Luke's words in the gospel/77 Admittedly on the surface there is nothing in Luke 24 to suggest that an interval separated
576 The words 'and was carried up into heaven' in some texts of Lk. 24:51 are generally regarded as a later editorial addition. Their omission certainly lessens the difficulties arising from a comparison of Luke's account and Acts 1. Without these words there is no specific mention of the ascension although it might be implied in the words 'he parted (dieste) from them'. It must be noted, however, that the disputed words have strong ms support and may be the original text. H. Conzelmann, The Theology of Saint Luke (I960), p. 203 n. 4., gets over the difficulty by treating Lk. 24:50-53 as secondary. For supporters of the inclusion > of the words relating to the ascension, cf. C. S. C. Williams, Alterations to the Text of the Synoptic Gospels and Acts (1951), pp. 51ff.; J. Jeremias, The Eucharistic Words of Jesus (Eng. trans. 1955), p. 99; V. Larranaga, L'Ascension de Notre-Seigneur dans le Nouveau Testament (1938), pp. 145-167. More recently 1. H. Marshall, Luke, p. 909, has defended the retention of the words.
577 Many scholars have resolved the difficulty by supposing that the ending of Lk (24:50-53) was added to the original text when the gospel and Acts were separated. At the same time Acts 1:1-5 was added. Cf. P. H. Menoud, 'Remarques sur les textes de 1'ascension dans Luc-Actes', in Neutestamenttiche Studien βr Rudolf Bultmann (ed. W. Eltester, 21957), pp. 148ff. By this means the reference to the forty days of resurrection appearances is regarded as secondary material. In a recent book, G. Lohfmk, Die Himtnelfahrt Jesu (1971), has argued that the ascension narrative in Luke and Acts is basically Luke's invention. His idea is that Luke has historicized Christ's exaltation into a visible act. For brief assessments of Lohfink's theory, cf. F. O. Francis, JBL 91, 1972, pp. 424f.; I. H. Marshall, TB 24, 1973, pp. 94ff; F. Hahn, Bib 55, 1974, pp. 418ff. The theory attributes a high degree of inventiveness to Luke which is not borne out by a study of his use of sources (cf. Marshall, op. n't., p. 95 n. 157).
394

The Ascension Acts
Easter day from the ascension at Bethany, but on the other hand nothing excludes it. Luke's way of connecting incidents in his gospel is not strongly chronological, and to maintain that he presents an unbroken sequence of events in Luke 24 rests on too shaky a support to be conclusive. In view of Acts 1:3 it is reasonable to suppose that the forty days of appearances is based on historical knowledge578 and does not arise from a use of the Elijah saga as has been suggested.579
The significant details of the ascension which are given in Acts 1:1 ff. are as follows. The risen Christ commands his disciples to stay in Jerusalem until they are baptized in the Holy Spirit 'before many days' (1:5). This would fix the ascension just prior to Pentecost and would accord with Luke's forty days. The statement also closely echoes Luke 24:49. It is further expanded in answer to the disciples' question, 'Lord, will you at this time restore the kingdom to Israel?' (Acts 1:6; cf. Lk. 24:21). The actual event itself is described in Acts 1:9, 'as they were looking on, he was lifted up, and a cloud took him out of their sight.' Objections have been raised because this description presupposes a three-tier universe, but this is not necessarily the case. The upward movement is almost the only possible method of pictorially representing complete removal. The οτ instances of Enoch and Elijah present certain parallels. Inevitably a spatial notion is introduced, but this is not the main thrust of the Acts description. The focus falls on the screening cloud, precisely as it does in the transfiguration account.'80 There may be some support for the view that the cloud is symbolic of the divine glory. The reality of the ascension is not seen in an up-there movement, so much as in the fact that it marked the cessation of the period of confirmatory appearances. This is supported by the further question put to the witnesses: 'why do you stand looking into heaven?' (1:11). Their attention is directed forward to the second coming.
In his account of Peter's first sermon, Luke shows how the ascension was at once interpreted by the first Christians. God had exalted Jesus at the right hand of God (2:33), as a result of which the outpouring of the Holy Spirit had been given. Psalm 110:1 is cited in support. Unlike David, Jesus had ascended into heaven (2:34). In Acts 3:21 Peter describes Jesus as the one 'whom heaven must receive until the time for establishing all that God spoke by the mouth of his holy prophets from of old'. Before his Jewish accusers, Peter affirmed of Jesus that 'God had exalted him at his right
378 C. F. D. Moule, 'The Ascension - Acts 1:9', ExT 68, 1957, pp. 205ff, accepts the forty days and considers that the other appearances and movements of the disciples fit such a scheme.
Cf. Davies, He ascended into Heaven, p. 53. He sees the linking of a forty-day period to the ascension story as support for his view. He sees no reason to suppose that the readers would press the details literally. Such a view, however, assumes that the early Christians were well versed in the symbolical interpretation of narratives which were presented as historical facts. This seems less than convincing.
Cf. Davies, ibid., p. 57. He speaks of the 'cloud of the divine presence', as at the transfiguration and at the tent of meeting.
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hand as Leader and Saviour' (5:31). Stephen, according to Acts 7:55, saw 'Jesus standing at the right hand of God'. Paul sees a vision of the risen Lord in Acts 9. In his address at Pisidian Antioch, Paul refers to the resurrection appearances as being 'for many days', but implying a limitation (13:31).581 The importance of the ascension is thus seen to be widely recognized among the early Christian preachers.
Paul
There are several passages where the apostle either directly affirms or indirectly implies the acceptance of the fact of the ascension. In Romans 10:6—7 he introduces an ascent-descent theme based on an exposition of Deuteronomy 30:12-13, which would have little point if it had not been generally accepted that the ascension was a historical fact. A similar passage occurs in Ephesians 4:9, 10 where Psalm 68:18 is cited and where the conclusion is reached, 'He who descended is he who also ascended far above all the heavens.' In the same epistle the result of the resurrection is that God 'made him sit at his right hand in the heavenly places' (1:20).
In the important passage about Christ in Philippians 2:6ff., there is no mention of the resurrection but the climax is reached with the exaltation. We have noted that because of the lack of reference to the resurrection some see this as pre-Pauline. However, the exaltation implies the ascehsion which presupposes the resurrection. This exaltation theme is also seen in those Pauline passages where the focus is on the session of Christ as in Colossians 3:1 (Christ seated at the right hand of God) or on his return from heaven (1 Thes. 1:10; 2 Thes. 1:7; cf. Phil. 3:20). Some (e.g. Bult-mann)582 would not admit that this evidence presupposes ascension, and would argue that resurrection means simultaneous exaltation. Although some other passages (e.g. Rom. 8:34) may seem to support this, the idea of raising from the dead is separate from the exaltation to the throne. 'Raising from' cannot be stretched to include 'raising to' in the sense of glorification, although it leads to this.583
In the pastoral epistles, a statement occurs at the end of the Christological passage in 1 Timothy 3:16 which presupposes the ascension ('taken up in glory'). This is of interest because it follows on the vindication in the Spirit, which implies the resurrection. It was clearly of importance that the
581 It is not unreasonable to suppose that the 'many' days of Acts 13:31 are an allusion to the 40 days of Acts 1:3. It is not convincing to maintain that if Luke had known the tradition of 40 days he would have included it in Acts 13:31 (as Menoud, op. at., p. 150, claims). It seems clear that a sequence of appearances was common knowledge in the early church (cf. 1 Cor. 15:3ff., where no particular weight can be placed on the absence of mention of 40 days).
582 R. Bultmann, TNT 1, p. 45.
383 J. G. Davies, op. cit., pp. 30f., shows that egeiro and anislenti are never used of exaltation beyond raising from the dead.
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present glorification of Jesus should be stressed.5
Hebrews
In no part of the nt is the ascension so basic as in the epistle to the Hebrews. The presentation of Christ in the epistle at once sees him seated at the right hand of the Majesty on high (1:3).385 This is presented as a sequel to the purging of sins, but with no specific reference to the resurrection or ascen​sion. But it is inescapable that these intervening events are assumed. This epistle concentrates on Christ's present ministry, which makes his present status of supreme importance.586
Our great high priest is said to have 'passed through the heavens' (Heb. 4:14),387 to be 'exalted above the heavens' (Heb. 7:26) and to have entered, not an earthly, but a heavenly sanctuary (9:24). Such statements make clear the heavenly status of Jesus, as high priest. The idea is further developed in those passages which echo the opening theme of the session at God's right hand (8:1; 10:12; 12:2). In the last two of these references the heavenly session follows on from the passion.
It is, however, particularly in the Melchizedek theme that the importance of the ascension comes to the fore because of the strong influence of Psalm 110, where the enthronement idea is linked with the order of Melchizedek (cf. Heb. 5:6; 6:20; 7:15-17, 21). In none of the references to Melchizedek, however, is there mention of the enthronement theme, which is neverthe​less implicit through the citation of this Psalm in other parts of the epistle (cf. 1:13). Without assuming the ascension and exaltation of Jesus, the writer would not have been so ready to apply Psalm 110 to him.388
The Petrine epistles
\
There is only one passage in these epistles which specifically refers to the ascension, i.e. 1 Peter 3:18-22, especially verses 21 and 22: 'through the resurrection of Jesus Christ, who has gone into heaven and is at the right hand of God, with angels, authorities, and powers subject to him'.589
384 Cf. J. A. Schep, The Nature of the Resurrection Body (1964), pp. 147ff., for a discussion on the ascension in Paul.
385 In the ot, the expression 'The Right Hand of God' is a metaphor expressing Honour, Bliss, Authority and Power (cf. A. J. Tait, The Heavenly Session of our Lord (1912), p. 9 n. 2., for detailed references).
386 The climax in the series of quotations in Heb. 1 is reached in the quotation in 1:13 from Ps. 110 which centres on the exaltation theme. D. M. Hay, Glory at the Right Hand, p. 86, thinks that behind this passage there lies 'a cosmic enthronement scheme'.
3 7 As P. E. Hughes, Hebrews, p. 170, points out, these words refer to something far more than a spatial journey, for they are the language of transcendence.
388 For a detailed discussion of the use of Ps. 110 in Hebrews, cf. D. M. Hay, op. cit., pp. 85—91; and for its Christological significance, idem, pp. 143-153.
389 A. J. Tait, op. cit., p. 21, finds a three-fold significance in the theme in 1 Peter 3:22. It is a declaration (i) of the unending life and power of Christ, (ii) of the permanent withdrawal of his presence, and (iii) of his sovereignty.
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Although the context raises difficulties in relation to Jesus preaching to the spirits in prison, his final status is not in doubt.590 Whatever the interpret​ation of this verse, it is clearly a witness to the belief in the ascension of Jesus.
Revelation
The whole book centres on the ascended Lord and there can be no doubt from the frequent scenes set in heaven that the present activity of Christ plays an important part in John's thought. Moreover, in addition to the exaltation of the Lamb, the witnesses ascend (Rev. 11:12) and the man-child is caught up (Rev. 12:5).591 The whole book alternates between earth and heaven, but it is the heavenly scene which is dominant. The final ^ coming of Christ as Word of God in judgment is described as a coming from the opened heaven (19:11). In the worship passage in Revelation 4/ and 5, the Lamb stands before the throne (5:6) and shares with God in receiving the homage of all creatures (cf. 7:9). This idea is fully in harmony with the other nt references to Christ being at the right hand of God. It is significant, however, that in 5:6 he stands (as in Acts 7:56).
Its theological meaning
From the nt evidence surveyed, it becomes clear that the ascension was an important facet of early Christian belief, which is testified in a wide raijge of writings.592 It remains to enquire whether there is general agreement regarding its significance. Some of the points brought out here relate more to the work of Christ than to his person, but are included here for the sake of completeness.
(i) The completion of the resurrection. Although from some nt state​ments it may be deduced that exaltation is simultaneous with resurrection, the consistent concept behind resurrection relates to the overcoming of death. Ascension and exaltation form a separate concept which sets out the
390 Bultmann, TNT 1, p. 176 n., following a gnostic myth, locates the imprisoned spirits in the region of the air and links the preaching with the ascension. On this verse, cf. R. T. France's article, in New Testament Interpretation (ed. I. H. Marshall, 1977), pp. 264-276.
591 G. R. Beasley-Murray, The Book of Revelation (NCB, 1974), p. 200, considers that the birth and ascension of the Redeemer is here representing the entire Christ-event. The ascension would therefore be seen as the climax involving all the preceding events.
392 It is important to note that some do not consider that the nt evidence for the ascension demands any kind of physical elevation, cf. H. B. Swete, The Ascended Christ (1910), p. 8. B. Ramm, Them He Clarified (1963), p. 48 n. 54-, considers that it may well be that 'theological space' and astronomical space represent an instance of two incoordinables and not a contradiction. According to this argument the spatial objections to the ascension as an event may be entirely misplaced. But this method of expressing the event comes near to questioning whether the ascension was an actual or visible event, and this tendency must be resisted. Cf. W. Kunneth, The Theology of the Resurrection, pp. 68ff., who, in discussing the early Christian world view, regards spatial designations as technical terms of biblical religion, and therefore maintains the validity of using such concepts as 'resurrection', 'ascension' and 'session at the right hand of God', without confusing them with the 'substance' of the contemporary world view.
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heavenly status of Jesus/93 As conqueror of death he became the first fruits among his people. But as the ascended Christ he carries forward that resurrection triumph to an exalted ministry on the part of his people. Resurrection without ascension would leave many essential aspects of Christian truth unaccounted for. The more important of them will now be briefly enumerated.
(ii) The beginning of exaltation and enthronement. The view in Philip-pians 2 that Jesus was highly exalted and given the name of Lord highlights a significant and immediate result of the ascension.394 The enthronement idea is intended as a public demonstration of sovereignty, as a result of which universal homage is finally secured. The present position of Christ as sharing the throne of God is of utmost importance for believers as a basis for encouragement. Christ is seen not only as creator of the world, but during the present era as its upholder.
(iii) The inauguration of the ministry of intercession. The work of me​diation between God and man depended on the entrance into heaven of the mediator, as the intercessory nature of the Jewish high priest depended on his gaining access to the holy of holies. The session at the right hand of God, secured through the ascension, gives Christ as our heavenly high priest an inestimable advantage over the Aaronic priests. The question naturally arises how Christ could have performed his mediatorial functions only after the ascension, while at the same time offering himself at the passion. Either the high-priestly office must be considered as designate before the ascension and actual after it,393 or the appointment to the high-
5"3 H. Sasse, 'Jesus Christ the Lord', in Mysterium Christi (ed. G. K. A. Bell and D. A. Deissrnann (1930), p. 1(15, sees great significance in the nt distinction between the resurrection and exaltation of Christ. It is the latter which endorses his sovereignty. On the other hand, H. Conzelmann. 77VT p. 67, reckons that originally resurrection and exaltation were identical and that their separation is secondary. F. Hahn, The Titles ofjesus in Christolog}', p. 129, maintains that 'exaltation' does not merely imply the motif of an ascent into heaven, 'but denotes principally the special dignity bestowed by virtue of an act of enthronement and the installation in a position of power'. For Hahn the ascension is considered to be a temporary absence, on the grounds that in the οτ pattern ascent into heaven meant withdrawal. But it is difficult to see what is gained by this attempt to separate ascension and exaltation. A. M. Ramsey, The Resurrection of Christ, pp. 121ff, in a note on the ascension, maintains that although many nt passages do not make a clear distinction between the resurrection and exaltation of Jesus, Luke certainly presents the ascension as a distinct event. He admits that the apostles thought in terms of a three-storeyed universe, but does not hold that the abandonment of their astronomy involves the modification of their doctrine. J. G. Davies, op. at., p. 57, explains the three-storeyed concept in terms of Hebrew ways of thought and suggests that it was natural for the ascension to be described in pictorial language. In another book, The Glory of God and the Transfiguration of Christ (1949), p. 184, A. M. Ramsey speaks of the ascension as the counterpart to the downward movement of the incarnation.
Those who do not regard the ascension as an event nevertheless recognize its Christological import​ance. J. A. T. Robinson, The Human Pace oj God, p. 234, regards the ascension as 'the assertion of Christ's ascendancy in all the processes, personal and impersonal, conscious and unconscious, that shape the lives of groups and individuals'. This reduces it, however, to a rather nebulous concept.
71 3J. G. Davies, He Ascended into Heaven, pp. 65ff, discusses whether at the ascension Christ entered into his priesthood, according to Hebrews, but he concludes that the answer may lie in the view that Jesus was Messiah designate and also high priest designate during his earthly ministry. W. Milligan, The Ascension
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priestly office must be considered to be effective at the passion-resurrection-ascension conceived as a group of related events.
(iv) The fulfilment of the divine mission. The mission of Jesus on earth
which began with the incarnation ended with the ascension. The main
thrust of that mission was atonement (see the full discussion of this doc​
trine, pp. 431ff.). The ascension, therefore, marks its completion. The
incarnation is God becoming man. The ascension is the divine man return​
ing to God. Not only did Jesus through his death effect atonement for
mankind, but at his ascension he took into the Father's presence the evi​
dence of it, i.e. his own perfect obedience to the Father's will, in his
sacrifice unto death. Since the ascension is God's initiative, it is God's seal
on the whole mission of the Son.596
\
(v) The filling by Christ of all things. Although it is only in Ephesians 4:8-10 where this is given as the reason for the ascension, it connects with other Pauline statements about fullness (pleroma). Since all the fullness οί deity dwells in Christ (Col. 2:9), the idea of fullness is connected with the totality of God's perfection. Moreover, the church as the body of Christ is his fullness (Eph. 1:23). The filling of all things by Christ is therefore the gathering up of all things into his own perfection, a kind of mystical cosmic process which could be achieved only by the exalted Christ.
(vi) The bestowing of the gift of the Spirit. Jesus himself stated (Jn. 7:39) that only when he was glorified would the Spirit be given and this accords with Ephesians 4:8 where the giving of gifts follows ascension (on the basis of Ps. 68:18). Pentecost could not come, therefore, until after the ascension. Whereas John 20:22 suggests a breathing out of the Spirit be​tween the resurrection and ascension (unless both happened on Easter Day and the Acts record is wrong, which is unlikely), it is necessary to under​stand this as a foretaste of Pentecost to come. At all events the Spirit's coming is claimed to be the sequel to the ascension in Acts 2:33.597
(vii) The opening up of access for believers. As a result of the resurrec​tion, Christ is declared to be the first fruits of those who are asleep (1 Cor. 15:20). As such he implicates all believers in his own resurrection and ascension. As he gained access to the Father so he gained that right for all united to him.598 Hence the confidence that comes as a result of his work,
[image: image8.png]and Heavenly Priesthood of our Lord (1898), pp. 72-83, treats the crucifixion, resurrection and ascension as

theee stages of the glorification process of Christ, and finds this in John's gospel as well as in Hebrews.
3% | G. Davies, op. ¢it., p. 61, remarks chat Paul ‘sees in the Ascension one of the four closely-knit

elements in Chrisy's atoning act. which comprises not only His death, but also His descent into Sheol, His




Resurrection and His exaltation viewed as one single process'.
597 E. Franklin, 'The Ascension and the Eschatology of Luke-Acts', SJT23, 1970, pp. 191ff., points out that Luke views the ascension as the eschatological event and this, he thinks, moulds his treatment of both the bestowal of the Spirit and of the universal mission of Christianity.
598 Η. Β. Swete, The Ascended Christ, p. 8, suggests that the momentary lifting up of the risen Christ was symbolic of the lifting up of our humanity to a higher spiritual order.
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a new and living way, made possible and assured through the atonement, (viii) The start of the new age. The present age is bounded by two events - the beginning by the ascension and the conclusion by the parousia. The key to this present age is found in the angelic announcement in Acts 1:11, where the ascension is linked with the return. This age is the age of the risen and enthroned Lord, his people's intercessor. The nt philosophy of history is that it must be seen in the light of these two Christological events. The present is inextricably linked with the future.
CONCLUSION: JESUS, GOD AND MAN
Since as we have seen there is evidence in the nt which sees Jesus as both a transcendent pre-existent being (Son of God) who comes to save man​kind, and also a perfect human being, it is not surprising that the problem of relating both presentations to the same person has exercised the minds of theologians in all eras of church history.599 Especially in the early cen​turies the attempts of orthodox Christians to exclude errors in the doctrine of the person of Christ led to the formulation of the historic creeds. But the nt theologian is not concerned with these credal formulations, for the nt itself shows no awareness of the tension of the two natures. It is striking that the first Christian generation did not ask the questions which later troubled the Greek-speaking church and consequently did not provide an answer to them. Nevertheless the nt theologian cannot present evidence as valid, if it can be shown that the evidence is contradictory or logically impossible. He is bound therefore to pay some attention to the possible objections in so far as they impinge on a right understanding of what the nt actually presents.
The first problem is one of methodology. Do we approach the person of Jesus from God's side or man's? Do we begin with the pre-existent Son and discuss the possibilities of a real incarnation, a coming in real flesh, with all its attendant limitations? If we do, we shall clearly be concerned to see that nothing is attributed to the human nature which is inconsistent with the divine. We shall, in fact, expect to find a sinless person who reflects what true humanity should be. Our major problem will then be to decide in what sense such a person could intelligibly be said to be made like us.
On the other hand we could begin with man's side and proceed to reconcile the extraordinary claims that Jesus made, and that others made about him, with the fact of his humanity. We shall then tend to restrict ourselves to the categories which, as people, we can imagine are true of all
'" On the problems raised in this section, cf. L. Morris,  The Lord from Heaven (1958); W, Marxsen, The Beginnings of Christology. A Study of its Problems (1969); H. Conzelmann,  TNT, pp. 72-86; 127-137; W. G. Kiimmel, TNT, pp. 105-125; I. H. Marshall, The Origins of NT Christology (1976); C. F. D. Moule, The Origin ofChristology(\9TJ);). Knox, The Humanity and Divinity of Christ (1967).
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people, and our major problem will be to understand in what sense these are reconcilable with the pre-existent Lord. Most modern approaches to Christology begin from the human on the grounds that we must begin with what we know. But too many inadequate Christologies have been built on this process, as if the belief in the divine side of the nature of Jesus was the result of a long process of development. Yet to begin with the divine pre-existent Son makes better sense of the nt approach, especially of Paul and John. If we begin from 'above' we shall take account of revelation, whereas if we begin from 'below' we shall be concerned with concepts within our own experience and develop them in accordance with our existent knowledge of humanity, which leaves little room for revela​tion.600 The former viewpoint leads to what has been called an 'incamational' type of Christology whereas the second approach results in 'reductionist' Christology. It may be wondered whether there is any other way which avoids polarization. But our main concern has been to discover the nt approach and we must be on guard against imposing upon it a methodology which is alien to it.
The next problem we need to consider is whether or not there is a united presentation of the doctrine of Christ in the nt or whether we should conclude that it contains a variety of Christologies. If we follow some scholars (e.g. R. H. Fuller)601 we shall conclude that in the early stages there were a number of distinctive strata which Fuller calls 'earliest Palestinian', 'Hellenistic Jewish', and 'Gentile mission'.
Under the first, he sees two foci - the historical word and work of Jesus and his parousia. Some attention, he thinks, was given to the soteriological significance of his death as Messiah. In the second stratum Fuller sees what he calls 'exaltation Christology', which he maintains resulted from the delay in the parousia. The Messiah is now enthroned. Nevertheless the earthly life of Jesus comes into prominence as preliminary to his messiah-ship. Consequently the messianic titles 'are pushed back into the earthly life, though without losing the sense that there was a "plus" conveyed by the exaltation'.602 In the third stratum the death was related to redemption because of its relevance to the Gentile world.603 This, according to Fuller,
600 J. A. T. Robinson, The Human Face of God, p. 239, maintains that our thinking must begin 'from below' and move 'from immanence to transcendence, from relationships to revelation, from the Son of Man to the Son of God, rather than the other way round'. But he does not enlarge on the kind of revelation he has in mind if it is approached in this way. Surely, the essence of revelation is that it begins with God.
601 Cf. R. H. Fuller, The Foundations of New Testament Christology, pp. 243ff, where the three strata are summarized.
602 Fuller, op. cit. p. 245.
603 In considering the effect of the Gentile mission on the development of doctrine, it should not be forgotten that that mission began not more than five years after the crucifixion. Formative influences were therefore concentrated into a brief period. Cf. M. Hengel, 'Christologie und neutestamentliche Chronologic' in Neue Testament und Ceschichte: historisches Gfschehen und Deutung im Neuen Testament (ed. H. Baltensweiler and B. Reicke, 1972), pp. 43-67.
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accounts for the introduction by missionaries of the idea of pre-existence and incarnation, together with the idea of a new order of humanity. He maintains moreover that at first incarnation was viewed as kenotic, but later became an epiphany.
It is clear from this brief summary that Fuller not only argues for different Christologies, but maintains that developments arose out of the different cultural backgrounds into which Christianity moved. What advances there were, were occasioned by the cultural needs of the church. In this sense Christology began by being merely functional, with confessions affirming what Christ has done, is doing or will do. Later developments go beyond statements of activity to statements of being (e.g. Phil. 2:6; Jn. 1:1, 14).
Are these attempts to establish a sequence of Christologies successful?604 Are they in fact demanded by the nt evidence or can the evidence be equally or even better interpreted some other way? It is a crucial matter to decide this. Fuller's development sequence may seem reasonable if his separate strata are correct. But can it be argued that the full messianic concept was not attributed to Jesus until the Hellenistic Jewish movement, or that the idea of incarnation and exaltation did not arise until the Gentile mission? The Acts speeches would not support such a contention. More​over, Fuller is assuming a straight line development instead of coexistent differences of emphasis. It cannot be supposed that there was an immediate and full comprehension of all aspects of the person of Christ. But the various expressions of the way Christians thought of Christ were growing realizations of what was all along implicitly understood. The lordship of Christ is a case in point. It is tampering with the evidence to suggest that this was not grasped by the Palestinian church (cf. Acts 2:36).
Another way of attempting toVxplain the different understandings of the relationship between the human and divine in the nt view of Jesus is that which sees a development from adoptionism through kenoticism to docetism.605 Here the basic idea is that the earliest Christology began with the remembrance of the human Jesus whom God had raised and exalted to a position of lordship. The development which began with the unques​tioned humanity of Jesus and combined with it lordship and messiahship is generally known as adoptionism and is reckoned to be the earliest Chris​tology of all.606 But this view does not take account of all the evidence in
604 On the idea of stages in Christology, cf. G. M. Styler, 'Stages in Christology in the Synoptic Gospels', NTS 1963-64, pp. 398-409; G.B. Caird, 'The Development of the Doctrine of Christ in the New Testament', in Christ for Us Today (ed. W. N. Pittenger, 1968). See also C. Ε. Β. Cranfield, 'The Witness of the New Testament to Christ', in Essays in Christology for Karl Barth (ed. T. H. L. Parker, 1956).
603 For a straightforward brief account of this theory of development, cf. J. Knox, The Humanity and Divinity of Christ (1967); idem, Jesus, Lord and Christ (1958).
606 Cf. J. A. T. Robinson, 'The Most Primitive Christology of All', JTS 7, 1956, pp. 177-189, who finds ah even earlier Christology in Acts - that Jesus would not become Christ until his return. But this view has found little support. The article is reprinted in his Twelve New Testament Studies (1962), pp. 139-
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Acts.607 It is too simplistic. It does not reckon with the reality of Jesus' divine sonship. It is not supposed anywhere in the evidence of the kerygma in Acts that the human Jesus was adopted to become Son of God.608 Acts 2:36 does not require the interpretation that God made the human Jesus both Lord and Christ at the resurrection. It certainly affirms that in contrast to men who treated Jesus as a criminal, God exalted him to a position of lordship.
The type of theory under consideration sees the next stage emerging as
a result of a belief in the pre-existence of Christ. If Jesus was declared to
be the Messiah, it would be a short step to recognize that he must have
been known as such to the mind of God, and from this real pre-existence
was postulated. It should be noted, however, that the nt writers take fat
granted the pre-existence of Christ (especially Paul and John).609 It is never
suggested that this is in any sense an alien development. This development,
however, gave rise to the problem, according to this theory, of how a pre-
existent divine being could have become the human Jesus. The kenotic
explanation,610 based mainly on Philippians 2, seeks to explain it by some
emptying of the divine nature in order to safeguard the perfect humanity.
But this idea does not sufficiently guard the true humanity of Jesus, neither
does it do justice to his divinity. It is not supposed in any case that this
stage lasted long. It is suggested that it would have been superseded by a
more complicated Christology.
I
There would soon have been the tendency towards emphasizing the divinity at the expense of the humanity, a tendency which finally led to docetism. There are no parts of the nt evidence which ignore the import​ance of the humanity of Christ, either explicitly or implicitly. It may be true that Johannine Christology lays greater emphasis on the heavenly origin of Jesus, but this is well balanced by the evidences of true humanity.611 The nt carefully safeguards both the real human nature and the real pre-existence.
153. Cf. the criticism of Robinson's position inj. Knox, 'The "Prophet" in New Testament Christology', in Lux in Lumine (ed. R. Norris, 1966).
607 Cf. S. S. Smalley's criticisms, The Christology of Acts', ExT 73, 1962, pp. 358ff.
608 Cf. G. W. MacRae, ' "Whom heaven must receive until the time". Reflections on the Christology of Acts', Int 27, 1973, pp. 151-165, who considers that the Christology of Acts is complex and comprehensive, not simply adoptionist.
609 In reference to Paul, J. Knox says, The pre-existence is taken for granted, needing no emphasis, elaboration or proof (Jesus, Lord and Christ, p. 150). He deduces from this that not only Paul himself, but the Christian churches generally accepted the pre-existence without question.
610 J. Knox, in using the word 'kenotic' in this sense, sharply distinguishes its use from the modern theological use of the word in the writings of people like H. R. Mackintosh and C. Gore (cf. The Humanity and Divinity of Christ, p. 12 n. 1). It would have been less confusing to have used a different word. Knox seems to be thinking of interpretations which begin entirely from the point of view of pre-existence.
611 Such features in John's gospel as the Logos becoming flesh (1:14), the weariness and thirst of Jesus at Sychar (4:6ff), the tears ofjesus at the touch of Lazarus (11:33-38), the cry of thirst from the cross (19:28), would not have fitted into a docetic view of Christ.
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Another attempt to explain the evidence is to suppose that the nt writers were concerned with only a functional and not with an ontological Chris​tology.612 Certainly the various expressions of Christology give great im​portance to the functions of both the human and the divine aspects, but a functional explanation cannot be entirely divorced from the reality implied by the function. Although sonship for instance may illuminate relation​ships, it loses something essential if a real son is not in mind. Although it must be conceded that the nt writers were not concerned to offer philo​sophical answers to such questions as 'What was the nature of Christ?' there is sufficient evidence to show that their view of Christ did not stop with the simpler question, 'What did he do?'
One aspect of nt Christology to which insufficient attention is generally given is the relation between Christ and the Holy Spirit. This will be discussed more fully in the section on the Holy Spirit (see pp. 570ff), but some reference here is in place in view of two considerations. The first is the presence of the Holy Spirit in the human life ofjesus, which must affect an adequate assessment of the nature of his humanity. The second is the presence of the Holy Spirit in the Christian community after Pentecost, which must be taken into account in assessing the apostolic reflections on Christology.
If the Holy Spirit was active in a special way in the life ofjesus, the humanity ofjesus was activated in a manner that was not true of other people, until the Spirit applied the work of Christ in an act of renewal. This in itself would throw suspicion on the concept that to be truly human Jesus must have shared fallen human nature. No fallen human nature had previously been so totally dominated by the Holy Spirit. In the nt the Spirit of God is spoken of as a gifk He is never confused with the human spirit in man generally. The Holy Spirit's activity is therefore an important factor in any consideration of the human nature ofjesus.
Similarly the activity of the Spirit cannot be left out of account in considering the place of revelation in Christology. The nt evidence shows that the believers would be led into the truth by the Spirit (see pp. 530ff.), and unless we suppose that they made this claim to justify their own conclusions, they must have been led into their exalted view of Christ through the Spirit. John records the saying ofjesus that the Spirit's work was to glorify Christ. He was to do this by bringing to mind what Jesus had said, which would include his testimony to himself. This testimony would take root in the minds of believers and through them be passed on to others. It would not aim to bolster up man's deductions about Christ. The Spirit's testimony brings in a dimension which would go against the
Cf. O. Cullmann, The Christology of the New Testament.
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idea that the church worked out its Christology independent of Jesus'
testimony to himself.
It is more reasonable to suggest that what Christians came to believe about Jesus in nt times was not just an expression of the needs of the church in its various stages of development, but arose from what Jesus actually was. In other words Jesus did not become in the faith of the church what he was not before.613 It is important to recognize this, if an adequate understanding of the historical Jesus is to be reached. The gospels presup​pose that the man Jesus was also the pre-existent Son in a way that cannot reasonably be attributed to the creation of the church. Such a conviction came as a result of the resurrection, which demanded of men that they believe in a paradoxical Person, who went beyond what might reasonably be expected of a representative of mankind.
If we take the nt as our starting point, we are undoubtedly faced with a paradox - a real man who claimed to be and was firmly believed to be God. No attempt is made to discuss or answer such questions as, 'How could Christ be God and yet distinguishable from God?' or, 'How could God become man without the humanity being modified to such an extent that it ceased to be really human?' or, 'How did the two aspects of the nature of Jesus come to co-exist in him?' It was not until the Christian church attempted to express its Christology in Greek terms that it proposed answers to these problems in the form of the Nicene creed and the Cml-cedonian formula. In the light of this,can it be said that what is needed is a return to nt theology, where such metaphysical discussions are left severely alone? Such a claim has often been made and would cut the knot of the interminable intricacies of trying to reduce the person of Christ to a credal statement, which makes our understanding of him more stereo​typed than in the nt itself.
Yet is it possible to stop at the nt paradoxical presentation of the divine and human natures of Christ? The nt theologian has no alternative but to state the dual nature and leave it there.614 But he would not suggest that further questions should not be asked. It would, however, be his duty to urge that those further questions may have to remain unanswered, because the nt provides no data for the purpose. Naturally, those who regard early Christologies as developments through the impact on Christian thought of
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various cultures, will maintain that the nt will need to be constantly reinterpreted in terms of contemporary cultures, hence a restatement in terms of modern existentialism would be regarded as perfectly legitimate. No objection could be raised against relating the nt presentation of Christ to contemporary culture provided the resultant conception of Christ is recognizable as the same as the nt Christ. Any extraneous features which distort the basic convictions of the nt church must be considered to be illegitimate as a representation of the Christian faith.
Some comment must be made on the supernatural element in the nt view of Jesus Christ. Alongside the assertions of true humanity occur accounts of a virgin birth, of heavenly voices attesting the sonship of Jesus, of miracles of healing and nature miracles which he performed, of a re​markable transfiguration and a resurrection. Rationalism, in its nineteenth-century form and its twentieth-century equivalents, regards these aspects as unacceptable within a scientific view of the world. A stripping process in which all these 'myths' are removed is seen as the only credible way in which the person of Christ can be regarded as relevant today. Yet there is less inclination in modern science to regard the world as a closed system and more possibility of a breaking-in to be maintained. Indeed, if the nt is to be taken seriously the supernatural in Jesus must be regarded as normal rather than abnormal. If the resurrection of Jesus is a fact of history, it provides the key for the other supernatural activities mentioned alongside it.
\
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613 H. Boers, 'Where Christology is Real. A Survey of Recent Research on New Testament Christology', Int 26, 1972, pp. 300-327, discusses the dilemma - to retain a true Christology and at the same time to admit the early Christian communities as its true authors. He gets over it by claiming that in developing the Christological titles primitive Christianity was trying 'to express who Jesus was as a response to the claim which was already implicit in his message and activity' {p. 320).
614 L. Morris, The Lor a from Heaven, p. 108, concludes his discussion with the statement, 'How these two, the deity and the humanity, are related, or even how they could come to co-exist in the one Person, we do not know.' But he rightly warns against the idea of Jesus as partly God and partly man. H. E. W. Turner, Jesus, Master and Lord, p. 185, has the vivid statement, 'His Personality is a seamless robe.'
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